Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis
Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Master of Sacred Theology Thesis Concordia Seminary Scholarship

5-1-1963

A Study of Epistemology in the Theologies of Emil Brunner, Martin
Heinecken, Taito Kantonen, and Joseph Sittler

John Heinemeier

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

b Part of the Religious Thought, Theology and Philosophy of Religion Commons

Recommended Citation

Heinemeier, John, "A Study of Epistemology in the Theologies of Emil Brunner, Martin Heinecken, Taito
Kantonen, and Joseph Sittler" (1963). Master of Sacred Theology Thesis. 276.
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/276

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


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F276&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/544?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F276&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/stm/276?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fstm%2F276&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

st o & iy

e PUATANS TEG WP MNEE BN

k Short Title: A STUDY OF THEOLOGICAL EPISTEMOLOGY

o S Sepaag AwE

L I

R

]

u :
e
i
i
‘l - .
APy RN B Ll GG
'.]:- ==l ) &




A STUDY OF EPISTEMOLOGY

IN THE THEOLOGIES OF EMIL BRUNNER,

MART IN HEINECKEN, TAITO KANTONEN, AND JOSEPH SITTLER

A Thesis Presented to the Faculty
of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis,
Department of Systematic Theology
in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Master of Sacred Theology

by
John Lewis Heinsemeier

May 1963

-‘!, “‘:)

.‘:'/.// C 7 % /;ﬂ
Approved by: i? Q(/ : &;4ééﬁr

i Advisor
S A Theele

57 Reader




ne.3
C.2-




TABLE OF GCONTENTS

Chapter

I, THE THEOLOGICAL EPISTEMOLOGY OF
EMIL BRUNNER . ¢« « ¢ ¢ o « o o+ &

Introduction « + + ¢« ¢« « o« « &
The Historical Perspective . . . . .
Greek versus Biblical Concepts

of Knowledge . . . . .
The Subject=Object Split and Beyond
Perscnalism as the Key « « ¢« ¢ « « &
God as Revealer . . 3.0 5 GO
The Relation of Reason to Faith

and Theology '« oF o Wi Wl Wi Bt o

II. HEINECKEN, KANTONEN AND SITTLER
COMPARED WITH BRUNNER .« « ¢« ¢ o o o o

Martin Helnecken . « « ¢ o o o o o o
Taito Kantonen . « + s o o« o« ¢ o o o
Joseph Sittler « « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o &
III. CONCLUSION + o ¢ o« o o o o o o o« o o @

BIBLIOGRAPHI . . . . . . ° . . . . . Ll . . . L

s & & o

e & o o

Page

15
26
33
41

54

68
68
93
106
116

124




CHAPTER I

THE THEOLOGICAL EPISTEMOLOGY OF EMIL BRUNNER
Introduction

Ever since the reading of Emil Brunner's The Divine-

Human Encounter this writer has felt the compulsion to delve
more deeply into Brunner's position on the neture and percep-
tion of religious truth.l This little book, a revised pre-
sentation of the 1937 Olaus Petrl Foundation lectures, is
certainly one of the reasons that a man like David Cairns
could say that as a theologian Brunner has had a far more
pervesive influence than Barth.2 Excerpts from this book,
labeled by Dale Moody, "a turning point in the interpreta-
tion of truth,“3 and by Paul Tillich, "perhaps his mest

suggestive book,"A oceur in a wide gamut of current theo-

lIt might be well to state at the outset that "rgligious
truth® in this study is understood as synonymous with Biblical
or Christian truth. There is no attempt to denote the truth(s)
of some vague religiosity by the use of this term.

2"The Theology of Emil Brunner," Scottish Journal of
Theology, I (1948), 307.

3npn Introduction to Emil Brunner," The Review and
Expositor, XLIV (July, 1947), 326.

&“Some Questions on Brunner's Epistemology," in The

Theology of Emil Brunner, edited by Charles W. Kegley
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1962), p. 99.
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logical writing., The problem of theological epistemology,5
however, penetrates most of Brunner's major writings. Paul
Jewett gays, "In the final analysis, the basic question is
the epistemological one { for Brunnerl. How do we know?"6
P. G. Schrotenboer concludes that Brunner's theology is
"largely a theological epistemology.“7 Because of Brunner's
vibrant interest in this subjeet, his lucid method of presen-
tation (an contrast to certain other contemporary Europsan
theologians), and his‘often original and engaging thought

in the area of theological epistemology, this writer has
chosen his writings for the major fiseld of investigatilon

for this study.

A concurrent interest in the thought of contemporary
Lutheran theolcogians in America has motivated the second,
subsidiary field of investigation for this siudy. Three
current American Lutheran theologians, Martin Heilnecken,
Taito Kantonen and Joseph Sittler, were chosen largely on
the basis of their contributions and influence in Lutheran

theological circles in America today. Furthermore, each of

5The term, "theological epistemology," i1s used in this
study to refer to the primary God-man knowledge relationship,

and not to the discipline of epistemology within the science
of theology.

6Em:ll Brunner's Concept of Revelation (London: James
Clarke and Co., 1954), p. 139.

7A New Apologetics: An Analysig and Appraisal of the
Erigtic Theology of Emil Brumner (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1955),

P. 45

TRy AR —
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them is interested, to varying degrees, in the epistemologi-~
cal problem and its concomitant, the nature of religious
truth. Heinecken, especially, makes frequent reference to
these issues. These men, together with Brunner, all ask the
same question: What is religious or Biblical truth, and how
can it be known by the individual? Can religious truth be
"known" by ordinary rational measures, or is a unique epis-
temology operative when the subject matter is Biblical truth?
This study will attempt to present the answer Brunner gives
to this question and compare with his position the viewpoints
of Heinecken, Kantonen and Sittler.

A study of the various antitheses against which these
men are plying their own theological epistemologies will
shed light on the precise shape and direction they give to
their thoughts in this area., Also, each man's position on
revelation and on the relationship between reason and faith
will, of necessity, be important corroborative areas of inves-
tigation,

The major source materials for this study will includs
thirteen of the prinecipal works of Emil Brunner and, with
several minor exceptions, all of the writings in book or
journal form by Heinecken, Kantbnen and Sittler. The study
will be found heavily documented, with frequent direct cita-
tions from the primary sources. It is hoped that these quota-
tions will be carefully perused. The aim of this study is to
present Brunner's position compared with that of the three

Lutherans; the quotations are an integral part of this
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presentation and are being supplied for didactic as well as
documental purposes.

Chapter I of the paper will deal with Brunner and
Chapter II with Heinecken, Kantonen and Sittler in comparison
to Brunner. The concluding section will summarize Brunner's
position, evaluate the comparison made betwsen his positicn

and that of the three Lutherans, &nd raise several questions

for further investigation in this field.
The Historical Perspective

The historical snd theological phenomenon which, to the
greatest extent, gives rise to the particular theological
epistemology of Emil Brunner is an early begotten and leng
lasting doectrinaire intellectualism within the Church and
itg theology. A relationship had become an idea., Faith in
God had given place to acceptance of doctrine., The Word who

possesses man had been supplanted by & word which man possesses.

The fides gua greditur had been displaced by the fides guas
creditur.

Brunner saves his heaviest arraignment in this respect
for Orthodoxy, but he sees this misguided intellectualism as
having made its entrance into theological circles as early as
the second century.

From the middle of the second century the Church has
instructed its believers that one "must believe™ this
and that dootrine in order to be a Christian--"whoever
wishes to be saved must, above all things, embrace the
Catholic faith." Once let dogma be the object of faith,
and faith is then determined by means of the Object-
Subjeot Antithesis, by means of the rational concept
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of truth, and remains thusé even though the dogma is
applied as revealed truth,

Brunner seea the two chlef 1ssues in the early Church--~the
dootrines of the Trinity and of the two natures of Christ--
as being a case in point. These issues and the formulations
they engendered were not an unfolding of the apostoliec
confession of faith, according to Brunner, but instead, an
ontological construotion which directed faith in another
direction than did the New Testament witness to Christ.
Truth to be found in a relationship was being displaced
by truth found in a positive dogma.

According to Brunner, the second century Church, in her
new interest and involvement in doctrinal formulation, did
gsomething which has, since then, always been disastrous in

her history:

she sought for certaintiss. She created for herself
an instrument of differentiation, which she could use
in a legalistic way; this instrument was the concept
of the divinely inspired, and therefore "infallible"
doctrine.?

In her creeds as well, the early Church gave a dangerous

direction to the living truth of the Word of God.

8The Divine~Human Encounter, translated by Amandus W.
P a

Loos (Fhiladeiphia: The Westminster Press, 1943), p. 153.

9Reve1gt;on and Reason; The Christian Doctrine of Faith
and Knowledge, translated by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: The

Westminster Press, c. 1946), p. 8.
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As the Apostles! Creed by enumeration of a series of
facts to be believed caused pigtis to degenerate into
faith in facts, so by its failure to mention the act
of reconciliation 1t favoured the_wrong development
of dogma along speculative lines,10

The golidification of the eaerly Church's oral tradition and
rule of faith into the canonical Seriptures and the partic-
ular creeds would represent to Brunner a dangerous direction
for religious truth. The truth becomes an objeet to be
gragped and mastered, rather than a personal address to the

individual., 4 living truth to be proclaimed becomes a fact
to be believed.,

Unfortunately, the Greek intellectualism which so
early dominated the ecclesiastical view of revelation
obscured this truth from the very outset. The Church
regarded preaching from the point of view of doetrine,
instead of vice versa. Hence the proclamation of the
Gospel--as was the case also with the revelation--

was regarded as the communication of doctrine, and
thus as "applied doctrine,® in which the personal
address and the "Thou-form" were merely a matter of
form.

This exchange of the formulated confession, the "some-
thing true," for the living Word of God is a "blight which
lies over the entire history of the Church.“12 The Reforma-
tion period, limited to the sixteenth century, represented
the one return within the history of the Church to the

loEmil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church,

Faith, and the Consummation. Vol. III of Dogmaties,
translated by David Cairns in collaboration with T. H. L.
Parker (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1962), p. 231.

llBrunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 149.

12Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 119.
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Biblical view of faith and truth.'? Brunner cannot speak
highly enough of Luther, and throughout his writings he urges
a return to a more "Lutheran" position in these matters. But
the age of Orthodoxy consequently lost the ground gained by
the Reformers and lapsed once more into a rigid system of
guaranteed doctrines to be accepted. The period of Orthedoxy
receives such a brunt of invective in the writings of Brunner
that this period is treated separately and more fully elsewhere
in this section.

A3 Brunner geeg it, the next great historical perversion
in the area of religious truth and epistemology presented
itself in Rationalism and the Enlightenment. Whereas previously
the Church had tried to solve the problem of the irrational
character of faith by a "mistaken heteronomy," based, in the
case of Roman Catholicism, on the guarantee for truth offered
from the Vatican, or, in the case of Orthodoxy, on the guarantee
of a doetrine of verbal ingpiration, now Rationalism attempted
the solution by a "mistaken autonomy," a false dependence
on the efforts of the human reagon.t* Rationalism denied
that absolute divine truth could be found either in the

Seriptures or the Church, saying that only the "eternal

3Emil Brunner, The Philosophy of Religion from the

Standpoint of Protestant Theology, translated by A, J. A.
Farrer and Bertram Lee Woolf ZNew York: Charles Seribner's

Sons, 1937), p. 22.

lLBrunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 166.
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truths of reason" are valid.ls Here the content of religion
can be ascertained independently of any historical phenomena.
Revelation 1s simply the "last stage of an immanent recollec-
tion, an emergence into clear consciousness of what was always

there."l6 In agreement with Descartes' Cogito, ergo gum, the

Ratlionalistic conception of truth was that of autonomous truth,
"the identity of the Ego with itself, self-certainty in the
sense of independence of everything which is not mysalf."l7

Idealism, with its theory that truth was "mind, reason,
spirit, subject,"l8 attempted vainly to achieve a synthesis
between Christianity and Rationalism and led instead, by way
of reaction, into a naturaligtic materialigm.

In the earlier period of the Enlightenment the attempt
was made to represent the Biblical revelation as that
which 1s essentially rational; in the real period of
rationalism, on the contrary, revelation no longer had
any meaning; reason was all, Romantic Ideallism made a
great effort to deepen the concept of reason to such an
extent that it might include within the historical reve-
lation. But the realistic-naturalistic reaction against
Idealism caused this supposed synthesis of Christianity
and rational philogsophy, great as it was an intelleetual
achievement, to break down; theology confronted--
nothing 19

15prunner, Philosophy of Religion, p. 36.

161p1d., p. 39.

17Emil Brunner, The Word and the World (New York:
Cherles Seribner's Sons, 1931), p. 68.

18gmi1 Brunner, Christianity and Civilisation. First
Part: Foundations (New York: Charles Scribmer's Sons, 1948),
Pe 33,

193runner, Revelation and Reason, p. 1ll.
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In this shift from an idealistic subjectivism to g barren

materialism Brunner sees the maln epliatemological problen

for today.

modern gpiritual evolution has been taking unam-
bilguously the line of a more or less meterialistic
objeetivign. . . . In the sphere of material being
the quantum is the only differentiating factor.

" Material being i1s merely guantitative being. An
objectivist understanding of truth expresses itself,
therefore, not merely in terms of practical msterialism
but also in a general quantification of all 1life.

20

LAccording to Brunner, each of these gsystems--whether
heteronomous Orthodoxy or autonomous Rationalism or subjec-
tivistic Idealism or objectivistic Materialism--have as a

\
common malady the subject-object antithesis. Either the
emphasis is placed to a2 mistaken extreme degree on the
object in the faith~knowledge relationship as in Orthodoxy
or Materialism, or on the subject as in Rationalism and
Idealism, Brunner says it was left for the newest form of
philosophy, the existential, to question the validity of
the antithesis itself.?' 1In 1947 he said:

Within the last generation we have seen springing up

more or less spontaneously in different areas, and

moving on parallel lines, a series of attempts to
tackle the problem of truth in a new fashilon, namely
in such a way that the old opposition of objectivism

and subjectivism no longer plays the dominating
roles.?2

200hrist1anitz and Civilisation. First Part, p. 31.

e

21

=2
=

e Divine-Human Encounter, p. 82.

|

220hristignitx’ggg Civilisation. First Part, p. 34.
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Finding his basis in Martin Luther and in Soren
Kierkegaard (whom Brunner calls "the greatest Christian
thinker of modern times“23), and profiting from the personal-
istlic theologiss of Ferdinand Ebner and Martin'Buber,‘?'4
Brunner spends & great deal of effort in many of his writings
presenting his own version of theological epistemology. More

will be said of this below. But first, Brunner's chief

"whipping boy" and the subject of his most frequent disparage-
ment, Orthodoxy, must be investigated. |
Emil Brunner's position on theological epistemology can
best be understood in the light of the antitheses which he
oppeoses in this comnection. The antithesis most often attacked
1s that of Protestant Orthodoxy with its narrow, impersocnal
objectivigm and biblicism.
In the centuries immediately following the Reformation,
the recovered Seriptural insights into the personalistic
nature of faith and revelation all but vanished, says
Brunner.
Whilst the Reformation in its centre was the redis-
covery of the non-intellectualist conception of faith,
this new discovery was lost all too soon in the fight

against the Roman _heresy. The Reformation Churches
became orthodox.

23Moody, op. cit., p. 313.

24pgul Xing Jewett, "Ebnerian Personalism and its
Influence upon Brunner's Theology," Ihe Westminster Theological
Review, XIV (May, 1952), 133-34.

25Emil Brunner, Christianity and Civilisation. Second
Part: Specific Problems (New York: Charles Seribner's Sons,

1949), p. 49.
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As characteristics of the period of Orthodoxy Brunner
would include an aprioristic and legalistic view as to the
inspired and infallible nature of the Bible, an attempt at
providing man-made securities for =n otherwise faith-based
relation to God, and a digplacement of a living interest in
the personal end ethical by an insistence on the precise and
dogmatic.

Jewett noteé that Brunner's all but universal procedure
is "to trace the curse of Orthodoxy back to one fountainhesad,
a belief in the verbal ingpiration of the Seripture. . . .“26
Apparently without valid internal or external warrant, the
Orthodox fathers had foisted onto the Bible a false and mis-
leading qualification, according to Brunner.

In orthodox Protestantism an (aprioristic) faith in

the Bible corresponds to this faith in dogma. The

Biblical concept of faith which the Reformers had

rediscovered was replaced by an equally formal

authority, namely the authority of the Holy Book

vhose divine inspiration has to be believed "from

the firat,"27

In so doing, according to Brunner, Orthodoxy had made of the

Bible's "living present voice of God" an "independent divine

thing, which just aé such, as a gcorpus mortuum, is stamped
vith divine authority."28 This imposition of en infallible
standard onto Seripture has inevitably resulted in a double

concept of faith: faith in the first place in the Bible's

26Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 118.

27Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church, p. 189.
28

Word and the World, p. 92.
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Christ, and secondly, faith in the Bible as the inerrant
Word of God. Brunner calls the gola gecriptura princiﬁle
an indefensible supplement to the gola fide principle and a
stipulation added by post-Reformation theclogy.29 He says
that this principle, together with an attempted equation of
the Word of God with the word of the Bible, is a product of
the views of late Judaism.30 In thus regarding Seripture as
true in itself and as revelation in 1tself, Orthodoxy has
changed its meaning from "an address made by an act of God"
to a universal truth having the force of law.31 Orthodoxy
hes changed a paradoxical and indirect unity between the
word of the Spirit and the word of the Seriptures into a
causal and direct one, an unspiritual one.32 Thus the
material principle of Orthodoxy is ultimately a denial of
its formal prineciple.

For Orthodox faith justificaticn i1s something to

bslisve, a truth pronouncsd by God Himself, a judicial

sentence which at once absolves me and imparts to ne

the righteousness of Christ, a correct transaction

before God's court of justice.33 :

The attempt to convert the historical revelation into a

timeless system of truth has resulted in a docetic approach

29The Christian Dogtrine of tha Church, p. 238,

3ORevelation and Reason, p. 127,

3lrhe Philosophy of Religion, p. 34.
321p13., pp. 33-34.

33Brunner, The Divine~Human Encounter, p. 1535.
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to Scripture,34 an approach where men attempt to "have" the
Word of God.35

Brunner sees as one of the principal ingtigations toward
this kind of an objectivistic, legaliastic view of God's truth

man's inherent struggle for indigenous securities and

agssurances, He writes:

In the controversy against the Catholic principle of
tradition on the one side, and on the other the

principle of the Spirit of the individualistice

enthusiast together with the newly arising rational-

istic principle, the temptation could not be with-

stood to create a system of assurance including the
confessional dogma, the notion of verbal inspiration,

and the Bible understood as a book of revealed doctrine.36

At another place he says:

for the second time in her history the Church, in her [
anxiety to establish security, took a wrong turning. =
« « « they returned to the Catholic idea of revelation, |
according to which the revelation guaranteed the infall-
ible doctrine contained in Scripture, and the Scripture
guaranteed the divine revelation. . . I
In this respect Orthodoxy stood together with even the

most extreme subjectivistic of all systems, mysticism.

", ., , in both man wants to be the master of truth, he

wants to posgsess it."38 Brunner insists that religious

truth cannot be "possessed"™ by man; man can never be its

master. Man can never "get God in a box." Religious truth

341p2a., pp. 172, 174.
351p1d., p. 31.
361p1d., pp. 31-32.

37Eeve1ation and R on, p. 10.
38Brunner, Word and the World, p. 76.

P
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can only be "known" in the existential Divine~-human encounter.
God is never to be subjected to a guaranteed system, but is
always Subject.

.Schrotenboer says that Brunner's chief complaint against
Orthodoxy is that it is blind to the "dimensional distinction.“39
That is, it treats .in the subject-object dimension what belongs
in the personal dimension, Brunner himself writes:

The significant factor in Orthodoxy is that personal

correspondence was crowded cut by a conception of
truth orientated about the Object-Subject antithesisa.
Orthodoxy thought of God as the teacher who delivered
supernatural, revealed truth and proffered faith to

man, In this way the Word of God was identified with

doctrine, and faith was assent to this doctrine. Pre-

cisely that which is the concern of Bibliecal faith was
consequently no longer understood: that is, overcoming
the Object-Subject relation and hiving the real Person

of God present in His Word. . . . 0
More will be said below regarding the subject-object anti-
thesis and Brunner's suggested personalistic, relational
answer to it. Suffice it to say here that Brunner sees
Orthodoxy as having forfeited the entire personalistic emphasis
of the Reformers for the sake of a more rationalistic, doctrinal
approach,

The ethies-minded Brunner furthermore observes a close
relationship between extreme involvement with precisiocn and

flawlessness in doctrinal formulation and a neglect of the

sanctified 1life and ethics. "How often does a perfectly

3992- eit., p. 42

40T e Divine~Human Encounter, pp. 102-03.
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faultless orthodoxy go with a moral sterility," he warns.41

Interest in doctrine more and more arrogates to itself
every other interest; the urge for an ever-nicer preci-
sion in the formulation of conceptions--the absence of
which in the whole Bible is so characteristic--~becomes
dominant in Church l1life and leads to endless, even more
subtle, doetrinal controversies. Christian love, prac-
tical discipleship atrophies. Once let faith and
recognition of & system of revealed doctrines become
identical, and Christian piety, described in the Bible
ag "faith wvhich proves efficacious in love," ig geen in
contra-digstinction to doetrine in the clearest and most
definite way. Catecheticsl instruction becomes the
preferred and practically the sole means of educating
the younger generation to tecome Christians. The
thoroughly trained theologian becomes the pattern around
which the fellowship is supposed to orientate itself as
regards the meaning of being a Christian.42

These are the fruits of Protestant Orthodoxy according
to Brunner, fruits which still hamper and even threaten the
life of faith in the Church today. But these over-emphases
on intellectualism and objectivism, these tendencies toward
the concept rather than the act or the relation, are only
part of a much broader problem--the radical difference between

the Greek and the Biblical concepts of truth and knowledge.
Greek versus Biblical Concepts of Knowledge

It would not be inaccurate to say that Emil Brunner
centers his theological epistemology in the antithesis found
between Greek and Biblical concepts of knowledge. Greek

thought and meaning is characterized by an immanent, rational,

4lyhe Theology of Crisis (New York: Charles Scribmer's
Sons, 1931), p. 69.

42Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 32.
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abstract principle while Biblical 1a transcendant, revelatory
and personaliatio.43 While Greek knowledge is designated by
the general or universal, the timeless and the impersonal,
Brunner says Christian knowledge is just the opposite:
particularistic, historical and personal.44 Greek philo-
sophical thought is built up around the concept; Biblical
around the story or the event. Brunner writes:

The Church has had to pay dearly for the faet that it

substituted the Christian gatechism for the Biblical

history, and that it permitted the Greek concept of
knowledge and of truth to teke such a dominant place

in its theology. The revelation of God must be told,

not taught; the doctrine only has validity as a means

of serving the "telling" of the Good News. Where

narrative is replaced by doctrine, Greek thought triumphs

over the thought of the Bible.%?

To present this antithesis in as bold a relief as possi-
ble this section will be arranged in antithetical form: the
Greek over against the Biblical., Whereas Greek thoughti is
known by logic and consistency, by the system, Biblical
thought is seen to be paradoxical and a-rational. The Greek
tradition centers in the idea and abstraction, in reasoning,
while the Biblical tradition has its basis in the concrete
event, in the historical, in the sncounter. Greek knowledge
is substantialistic; it is interested in the "it," in the
thing. Biblical knowledge is personalistie; it is interested

in the "Thou," in the person. While Greek thought emphasizes

43Brunner, Christisnity and Civilisation. First Part, p. 65.

4dyord and the World, p. 18.

4L5Revelation and Reason, p. 201. (The emphases in this
quotation, as well as all other emphases in this study, are
those of the author being gquoted.)
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continuity end immanence, Biblical knowvledge manifests discon-
tinuity and separation. 1In Greek thought man is the disposer,
the autonomy and security seeker; in Biblical thought God is
the Disposer, and in Him alene is seecurity found.
Paradox is one of the distinguishing features of Biblical

thought according to Brunner:

The Christisn Church has known from the very first
that wvhat she believes is a stumbling-block and fool-
ishness from the point of view of rational thought.
The object of faith is something which is abgurd to
reason, i.e., paradox; the hall-mark of logical

inconsistenoy clings to all genuine pronouncements
of faith.46

There can be no knowlédge of God but paradoxical knowledge,
says Brunner.#7 ", . ., the assertions of faith are one and
all parado:lces."l+8 Jewett understands Brunner's use of the
term "paradox" as having a largely symbolic meaning:
the paradoxicsl form of words whereby faith expresses
itself constitutes a pointer (Hinweis). The paradoxes
will, "by meang of conceptual representation, point
to something which lies outside the realm of the cecon-
ceptual, "49
Related to the above thought, Brunner speaks of a "poetie"”
quality inherent in religious language and thought.so The
paradox has a fluidity which, like poetry, suggests a variety

of meenings, and a fremework of multiple levels of truth.

Aéggg Philosophy of Religion, p. 55.
47Ibid.’ Pe. 95- A.8-.—I.bid"’ P. 96'

LgEmil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 109.

5°Ihe Christian Doctrine of God, Vol. I of Dogmatics,
translated by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1950), p. 62.




18

To Brunner, like Soren Klierkegaard, the paradox, with all
its contrasts to the sharp and hard edges of academiec
theological definition and the neatly hewn and faultlessly
fitted arguments of the theological system, is the language
and the epistemological structure of faith-knowledge.

Brunner claims that the whole endeavor of the reason to
unite everything in an all-inclusive system, even if this
system is effected by means of antitheses which are tolerated
for the sake of a synthesis, is futile.Sl

Revelation cannot be gummed up in a system, not evan

in a dielectical one. A aystem always implies that

the reason has forced ideas into a certain mould: it

is the "imperialism” of an idea, even when this idea
claims to be "Biblical.n32

Theological deliberation is not meant to be solidified and

finalized by locking it once and for all into a compact,
unified system. Theological thought has one purpose: to
be referent to truth existing in another dimension.
The soundness of theological doctrine and ideas !
depends upon their direction, upon the single-

mindedness with which they point to Him, There
is no closed theological system. . . .23

Theological formulation, therefore, is not to be an object

of faith, but an index, a director toward an encounter with

God, where faith first becomes possible.

5lIhe Mediator; A Study of the Central Doctrine of the
Christian Faith, translated by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, c. 1947), P« 107,

527he Christian Doetrine of God, p. 72.

53Brunner, Revelation and Resgon, p. 157.
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Greek speculative thought seeks after the abstract, the
static and the conceptual; Biblical thought is immersed in
the higtorical and in the truth which happens,

An idea can be detached from its original source.

It i3 timeless, universally and always true. Christian
faith on the other hand ig concerned with the truth
which we perceive as true for us, not in itself, in
virtue of the bare idea, but only because God actually
utters it: we are concermed with revelation where
everything depends on its having happened.54

\
l

Brunner sees as a key to Seriptural truth the passage from

the Gospel according to St. John, "But grace and truth came

by Jesus Chriast‘.."s5 Truth came into being; it happened.

God did it. This is diametrically opposed to the Greek notion
that truth is that which is timeless, changeless, and subject

to the eternal.56

The truth of which the Bible speaks is always a
happening, and indeed the happening of the meeting
between God and man, an act of God which must be
received by an act of man. The truth acting--this
is the characteristic unphilosophical, non-Greek way
in which the Bible speaks of truth. 27

The above quotation presents the very center of Brunner's
position on the nature of religious truth: truth is

found only in the concrete happening (the existential

SABrunner, The Philogophy of Religion, pp. 152-53.

5lj.]‘t)hn 1:17.

56Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 140.

57
Ibid.’ ppl 201-02.
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encounterSa); it is a personal meeting between the God who
reveals Himself and man vwho responds with personal decision;
it is characteristically non-Greek in essencs.

Brunner further notes:

Biblical "truth" 1s as different from what otherwise

is called truth as this personal encounter and the

double~sided self-giving and its resulting fellow-

ship are different from the comprehension of facts

by means of reasoning.29
It is the difference between kennen and wigsen: they are
knowledge in two different dimensions. One is dynamic and
actualistic; the verb is its chief word. The other is
substantielistic and impersonal; it centers around the noun,
One is built upon a relation between subject and subject;
the other is based on the subject-object split. One is
achieved only in personal decision; the other is attained
via the intellectualistic nod. Brunner calls it "the pre-
judice of modern man" that he so naively presupposes that
there is only one kind of truth, that is, the objective,
impersonal truth which can be proved. This presupposition

excludes from him all truth which ®cannot and ought not to

be proved, because it has to be appropriated in perscnal

580he term "existential® is used throughout in this
study simply to denote the intense inner awareness of a
man existing coram Deo. There is no attempt to denote
any of the precise philosophical or literary forms which
the existentialist approach has engendered within the past
years.

99 1b1d., p. 75.
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deeision.“60

While more will be said below concerning Brunner's
personalism, it should be noted here that he considers
every moving away from the personal "I-Thou" dimension to
the impersonal "I-It" dimension as a move away from Ged's

truth to the truth of the world., "Absgstraction is seculari-
61

zation," says Brunner.

The distinction between world-knowledge and God-
knowledge~-=leaving to scientific investigation the

world of facts and reserving for divine revelation

the disclosure of the mystery of God's being, will

and purpose--ig not the only revolution which the
Christian faith produces within the concept of truth.
There is a second, just as important., What kind of truth
is it, then, which is revealed to faith? It is not truth
in the sense of knowing something, but in the sense of a
divine~human, personal encounter. God does not reveal
this and that; He does not reveal a number of truths.

He reveals Himself by communicating Himself.62

Theology's main concern, then, as over against science
and philosophy, is for a truth which i1s not an "It," a state
of affairs or & situation. It seeks a truth which cannot be
known in cool detachment, but only in "the obedience and

confidence of faith."63

The Christian Faith itself is wholly directed towards
Truth; but who would care to maintain that the true
knowledge of faith is scientific knowledge! Science
leads to truth of a quite different kind; the truth

60yord snd the World, p. 62.

61Ravelation and Reason, p. 411,

62Brunner, Christianity and Civilisation. First Part,
p. 37.

63Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, p. 63.
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of faith is of a wholly different order. . . . The

truth of faith, in the sense in which the Bible uses

the term, is "truth as encounter,”" truth in the dimen-
sion of the person, "Thou-I," but not in the "thing"-
dimension, The truth which faith perceives and grasps
is a personal self-disclosure, the truth of revelation,
not the truth which can be discovered by research and
the use of the intellect.b64

The difference between Biblical and worldly knowledge,
Brunner would say, is the difference between knowing a person
and knowing a faect. One involves sharing, communion, deci-
sion; the other stops with intellectual acquaintance and
acceptance, They are in contradistinet realms.

Greek thought presents a continuum between the human
and the divine. Although the one is far above the other,
still the analogia entis holds true, The Greek and the
modern mind are united in this respect, says Brunner: the
Greek mind makes nature the Absolute, and the modern mind
makes the mind of man, history, and the dynamic element the
Absolute. Both of them assume, however, a natural means of

rapprochement between man and the Absolute.65

"The rational
man assumes a closed universe, as it were, an unbroken
continuum of truth. . . ."®® Man by his rational faculties
can achieve divine knowledge. There is a bridge, and that

bridge is the reason, the intellect. The real is as man

can conceive of it; there is natural, however difficult to

6£;§id., p. 61.
65!31:unner, Mediator, p. 116.

66Brunner, The Theology of Crisis, Pp. 15.
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achieve, access to the divine. Man can ultimately base his
confidence in himself;

Another way to express this Greek idea of continuity
in theology is tc speak of an "immanence theology." Here
man finds God in the depth of nature and of his own soul.
Here there is an unbroken unity between God and the natural

exisgtence of man.67

religion of immediacy, be it of the mystical or the
rationalistic or the idealistic type, means that the
necessary presuppositicons enabling us to establish the
right relation to Ged, or to remove the cbstacle
between oug present and the normal condition, lie in
ourselves, 08
Brunner claims that the farther this "process of refraction
of immediacy" goes, the more impersonal and secular knowledge
and truth become.69 The more continuity and directness are
emphasized the more coldly objective and remote does know-
ledge become, "An imperscnel God and an impersonal man are
the necesgsary and inevitable consequences of a religicn of
immanence."7o There is no encounter., There is no communi-
cation with an Other.
But this autonomous self-confidence based on the convic-

tion that man is continuous with God and that God can be

known directly and immediately is shattered, says Brunner,

671b1d., p. 29.

58gmil Brunner, The Scandal of Christianity (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 1951), p. 22.

69The Christian Doctrine of God, p. 62.

S ety )

7°Brunner, The Theology of Crisis, p. 31,
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following an insight of Kierkegaard, by the e¢laim of revela-
tion, "Thus the stumbling-block of revelation is this: it
denies that divine truth is a continuation of human thought.
.""L God and God alone causes Himself to be known., There
is no valid knowledge of Him apart from His revelation. The
Goed of immediacy 1s never the true God-over-me. "A thought-of
God is never Lord."’2 More will be said below concerning a
natural knowledge of God; here it is enough %o say that
Christianity is based, according to Brunner, on a clear
discontinuity and separation between God and the intelleet
of man.

The Greek tradition cannot tolerate a religion thsat
deniees man security within himself., It cannot allow a reli-
gion wvhich throws man totally upon God for his existence.

In fact, Brunner would say that "all religion®™ is a "last
and highest attempt of man %o find his own security.“73

Alvays end everywhere the same ftendenoy tc seek

security rises out of man's sinful, anxious nature

and therefore expresses 1tself wherever men have

the Church.74
Brunner sees man's struggles for security, whether they be

by way of theological systems or guaranteed dogmatic formu-

lations or an infallible book, as man's basic sin: men wants

71Mediator, p. 108.

724ord gnd the World, p. 25.

73The Christian Dogtrine of the Church, p. 206.

Thohe Divine-Human Encountsr, p. 26.
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to be autonomous. He wants to have his own assurances, and
these within his own management. And man's basic fault is
also the basic fault of the Church, says Brunnsr:

It Tthe Churechl would like to hold some assurances

in its hand--who could not understand that! It would

like to have in its power of disposal that in whieh

lies its stability and 1ts very life. It would like

to be certain of God in a more direct way than is

guaranteed through the promise as given to failth

and in prayer.

Brunner sees it as a "tendency of man's spirit and will"
to get truth into his power, to try %to manipulate 1t like an
objeot at his disposal. Thils same teundency drives maan to
try to make the Word of God a disposable object, to seize
the authority of the free divine Word and make 1t available
in an eccleaiastical system of authority.76

Knowing, thinking, possessing something is thus, first

of all, something over which I have disposal, . . .

But if the Word of God meets me in faith, this is all

revergsed., Then I do not have something like property

which is at my disposal, but I myself become property;

then I myself become disposable,’’

Vhereas natural acquisition of knowledge makes man master over
that which he knows and superior to each object of his knowledge,
in revelation the opposite is the case. "God, through His
revelation, becomes Lord over me; He makes me His

property.“78

751p1d., p. 25.

761bid., p. 24.

771bid4., pp. 87-88.

78Revelation and Reason, p. 26.
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The empirical, disposable type of knowledge furthermore
leaves the knower untouched morally; it only adds to his

ginful autononmy.

When I perceive "gomething," this "scmething" 1s then
within me; it becomes, so to say, my possession. I
embrace it., In knowing it, I dispose of it. That
which is perceived, that which is known, is at my dis-
posal. The other side of this process is that I myself
am not actually affected by it. My knowledge certainly
enriches me; it may also have influence in my decisions,
on my way of thinking; but it never renetrates to the
core of my person--~it does not transform "myself." I
am, after all, the one embracing; I am the possessor.79
This, then, is the sharp antithesis which Brunner sees
between the Greek intellectualist tendency of natural man
and the Biblical obedience-in-trust stance of the man of
faith, The antithesis is sharp and it is clear., It is the
decisive element whereby the Chrigtian faith is distinguished

from all other religions and philosophical systems.
The Subject-Object Split and Beyond

The "Object-Subject Antithesis®™ 1is Brunner's most often
uged designation for that kind of epistemology which is in
direct contrast to the Biblical. The antithesis between
object and subject, between the objective truth and the
subjective acceptance of truth, is the basis for an epis-
temology which has dominated all Western philosophy sincse

its beginning.

79The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 87.
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Being and thinking, truth and knowledge-~this is
the problem around which philosophical thought has
turned at least sinee the Sophistas and Soerateg=-
a problem that emerges again in Kant's question
about the relation between the "thing-in-itself™
and experience,

The subjective knower cooly and with disinterest "handles"

a set of facts. The "I" passes objective judgment on the
"jit." The truth is this and that, a something to be observed,
a quantity to be counted, a datum to be disposed of. Modern
man, according to Brunner, is "possessed by the idea of
object-truth, thing credulous man, who cannot but think in

terms of quantity, whose eyes are blind to all that belongs

to the sphere of quality.n®l

In this "new knowledge," an integral part of Western
thought, but brought to the fore even in theology by modern
philosophy, the rationalization of scilence, and modern eco-
nomic and social life, what in the Bible is meant as expres-
sion of faith has come to be understood as the object of
faith.

The Bible speaks about faith being the same as being

in reality allied to Christ; the misunderstanding

replaces the real alliance by the alliance with

Christ as object of faith, as & truth to be

believed.82
This replacement of the personal understanding of faith by
the intellectual is "probably the most fatal occurrence

within the entire history of the Church," says Brunner.83

8OBrunner, Ibid., pp. 81-82.
8lchristianity and Civilisation. First Part, p. 37.
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82rne Divine-Human Encounter, p. 154. ©3Ibid., p. 154.
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A living relation to a Person has been displaced by an uncon-
cerned acceptance or rejection of a fact. The subject stands
removed from the object; the subject is in control; the subject
i1s untouched in his inner being. This i1s the difference between
the general, secular epistemology and the Biblical. In the one,
religious truth is an object of man's knowledge; it is part of
his rationel world, of which he is the center.g4 In the other
man is confronted by a Person, another Subject, a Thou; truth
is experienced, and only in the personal relationship. Accord-
ing to Brunner, "The Biblical understanding of truth cannot be
grasped through the Object-Subject antithesis: on the contrary
it is falsified through it."s5 There lies an abyss between the
personal subject-Subject relation of faith and the subject-
object antithesis of Western thought, There is no continuity
between these two epistemologies; they exist in different
dimensions.

Brunner sees a hyper-ccncern for doetrine and theological
instfuction as one of the most evident symptoms of this subject-
object antithesis within the Church.

the Word alone is efficacious, but doctrine is not--

not even Biblical or catechetical doctrine. When we

consider the Biblical understanding of proclamation,

we observe that it means an event entirely personal,

in the nature of a persconal meeting, which is far
different from the catechetical homiletical traffiec

83 1bid., p. 154.

84povelation and Reason, p. 366.

857he Divine-Human Encounter, p. 21.
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in dogma which is determined by the Greek concept of
truth, 86

Although Brunner himself has written a three-volume dogmatiecs,

he says this about doctrine:

In doctrine man gpeaks no longer in the "Thou"-form

to God--as in the original confession of faith-=but

he now speaks agbout God as "He." Doctrine is no longer
a sponteneous, personal response, in the form of
prayer, to the Word of God, but already, even in its
simplest form, it is reflective speech about God.

The process of leaving the sphere of personal encounter
in order to enter into the impersonal sphere of reflesc-
tion is the presupposition of all doctrine. God is now

no longer the One who speaks, but the One who is spoken
about .87

Brunner considers the true and primary purpose of doctrine
to be the expression or confession of faith, not the object
of faith.®® Doctrine is to contain a "minimum of reflection,“89
and is to serve the positive purpose of spologetics. It is
to be the "situation" in and through which the personal
encounter with God can take place.

Doctrine standing by itself, separated from the Word of
God as the event of encounter, is seen by Brunner as the
essence of legalism.

VWhatever the content of this doctrine may be--it may be

even the doectrine of atonement through Jesus Christ and

of justifying faith--so long as it is not God Himself

who speaks with man and while speaking meets him in
fellowship, so long as doctrine confronts him as some-

861pid., p. 176.

877he Christien Doctrine of God, p. 38.

88Revelation and Reason, p. 156.

89The Christisn Doctrine of God, p. 39.
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thing taught by the Church or Bible "which one must
believe if he wants to be a Christian," his relation

to it remains legal and bears all the marks of Legalism.

Even Jesus and the grace of God is then law--gamma, the
letter,90

Church dogmatism is thus the natural man's legalistic and
ego~directed attempt to avoild the risk of the authentiec
obedience~in-trust relation to God, Awhere faith or truth
is understood as an acceptance of doctrines instead of a
Divine~human encounter, says Brunner, self-centered legalism
is the controlling fgctor.gl

There have always been two tendencies competing with
one another throughout the entire history of the Church:

subjectiviam and objeotivism.92

Subjectiviam, that urge for
freedom and spontaneity, that will to attain the highest
possible level of self-realization,93 showed itself already
in the primitive Church, and then throughout the entire
course of church history, particularly since the sixteenth
century. The negation of objective doctrine and form; the
emphasis on conscious states or experience; the ultimate
eriterion for the true and the right seen in individual
feeling and apprehension--all of these subjective tendencies
threatened to undermine the Church at its very foundations,

says Brunner. To defend itself against. this subjectivity,

and in reaction to it, the early Church and the Church of

90Tge Divine~-Human Encounter, p. 118.

9lchristianitx and Civilisation. First Part, pp. 42-43.

92Tge Divine-Human Encounter, p. 21. 93;&1@-, p. 26.
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post-Reformation times built up a system of assurances made
up of objective doctrines. The timeless, the external, the
detached, the impersonal, the abstract: these were and are
characteristics of this objectivism in the Church. Of the
two, Brunner sees objectivism as the greater hazard:
Objectivism has always been the real ecclesgsiastical
danger within the Chureh--through all centuries and
even now. From within the Church its danger is much
more difficult to recognize, and the struggle against
it was always the most dangerous. For the opponent
will feel himself attacked in his most sacred precinct
and will consider himself called to be guardiasn on
the battlefield of the holy treasure entrusted by God
to the Church.9
True religious knowledge and truth 1s to be found in
neither subjectivism or objectivism, says Brunner. Both of
them present only half-truths., Furthermore, a higher synthe-
gis of these two poles will not arrive at truth either:
There is no right middle way between Objectivism and
Subjectivism: there is no correct mean between two
errors. In this instance too the truth is more
paredoxical and harder to find.?
Both subjectivism and objectivism are based on the Greek
tradition: the subject-object 'split. The truth, however,
is not to be found in either subject alone or object alone
according to Brunner.
since neither the subject nor the object is the

ultimate truth, it is inevitable that man's mind
shifts from one pole to the other in an incessant

931bia., p. 26.
941v1d4., pp. 170-71.

951bid., p. 40.
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pendulum movement. It cannot rest quietly with
either of the alternatives, since neither of them
carries real conviction. This veering from objec-
tivism into subjectivism and back 1s unavoidable,

because in the long run neither of thegse two answers
to the question of truth is credible.96

Ultimate truth is thus not found in the "either/or of objec-
tivism and subjeapiviam el tWnother the Enayins cubisee
pogsits itself as the truth, or whether it posita.as truth
ite known object~-in neither case will truth be revealed.
"Thug truth is not to be found either in the object or in
the subject, but beyond both.  Truth, then, is God Himself
in His self-communication to man.“98 The subject-object split,
the antithesis between knowledge of "something truthful" and
the truth itself, must give way to truth found in a "purely
personal meeting between the accosting God and the answering

man."99

Religious truth is personal. Knowledge of religious
truth is not found in & one-sided subjectivism or objectivism;
it is found in relation with the personal God who discloses
Himself to the total person of man., According to Schrotenboer,
the best word to describe the gulf which exists between subject-
object "it" truth and personal "Thou" truth is the term
“incommensurability."loo These two types of truth are as

different as "the truth whiech I possess" and "the Truth

96Cnristianity and Civilisation. First Part, p. 39.

98
?T1bid., p. 38. Ibid., p. 35.
100 :
99 he Divine-Human Encounter, p. 89. Qp. git., p. 43
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which possesses ma."l°l Within the field of human thought in
general, Brunner says, "The discovery of the 'I-Thou' truth
in philosophy by Ebner and Buber is indeed, as Heim has put
1t, a '"Copernican turning-point' in the history of thought."l02
"In the beginning is relation" is the byword of Martin Buber.1°3
"Truth as encounter" is Brunner's version of the same thought.loA
Not that knowing which gives man "something," which enriches
his intellect or adds to his knowledge, but which leaves him
basically unaltered, but that knowing which changes man in
the very core of his person,loﬁ which transforms rather than
educates, which creates fellowship between God and man--this

is the Biblical concept of truth.
Personalism as the Key

The theology of Emil Brunner might appropriately be

106

called a personalistic theolegy. In order to appreciate

the implicetions of this statement, a brief look at personal-

10lprynner, Christianity and Civilisation. First Part,
Pe 40,

1020he Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption,
translated by Olive Wyon., Vol. II of Dogmatics (Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 1952), p. V.

103yartin Buber, I and Thou, translated by Ronald
Gregor Smith (Second edition; New York: Charles Seribner's

Sons, 1958), p. 18.

1°4ggg Divine-Human Encounter, p. 7.

e it e .

105Brunnar, Ibid., p. 88.

1063chrotenboer, op. g¢it., p. 203.
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ism as a philosophic theory will be helpful.

In philosophy the idea of personality as the founda-
tion of knowledge is developed by such men as Berkeley,
Leibniz, Kant, Hegel and Lotza.107 In America Bowne,
McConnell, Knudsen and Brightman are leaders in the
personalistic movemant.lo8 These men are all agreed that the
"immediateness of self-conasciousness" is the starting point
of philosophy.lo9 Bowne says, "We are in a personal world
from the start, and all our objects are connected with this
world in one indivigible syatem."llo Personality is seen by
these men as "ths active ground of the world, and as contain-
ing in the mystery of its own unique being the key to all the

slilil

antinomies of metaphysics." The conscious parsonélity is

both the "supreme value and the supreme reality in the
universe."ll2
This highly idealistic "world of persons" is given being

and meaning and held together by the "supreme person" at its

head,

107R, T. Flewelling, "Personalism," in Encyclopaedia of
Religion and Ethics, edited by James Hastings (Edinburgh:
T, & T. Clark, 1956), IX, 771.

i 108F)oyd Hiatt Ross, Personalism and the Problem of Evil
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1940), p. 1.

109F1ewelling, op. ¢it., p. 771.

110Borden Parker Bowne, Personalism (Boston: Houghton,
Mifflin and Company, 1908), p. 25.

lllpjewelling, op. cit., p. 772.

lledgar Sheffield Brightman, Nature and Values (New
York: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1945), p. 113.
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Metaphysically it Cpersonaliaml) is idealistic in the
sense that i1t oclaims the so-called physicsl world is
a form of spirit having no independent reality, the
direct utterance of God throughout, "the ceaseless
product of the divine energizing," "a mode of the
divine activity . . . without any proper thinghood,"
things and events bein% simply "forms of activityn
of the supreme person,1ll3

This "supreme personality" is seen to exist "in and through
the concrete continuous exercise of his personality, think-
ing, willing and sustaining all things."llb The world of
space objects which man calls nature has no suﬁstantial
existence in itself, but is merely "the flowing expression
and means of communication" of the supreme person and his

responsive personal beings.lls

In the mysteries of the vol-
untaristic, activistic, causational personality lies the key
to the nature of being, knowledge and truth.

The tendeney in secular personalism is to think of
reality in conerete and personal terms rather than in abstract
and impersonal terms. "To the personalist knowledge exists
only in the conerete."ll6 The practical reason takes prece-
dence over the theoretical: "Not to form abstract theories
but to formulate and understand this personal life of ours

117

is the first and last duty of philosophy." To the person-

alist knowledge 1s gained through experience and through what

llaRosg, op. cit., p. 1. lll‘Flewelling, op. ¢it., p. 771.
ll5Bowne, op. cit., p. 278.

llsFlewelling, oB. Cito’ Pe 772.

ll?Bowne, op. cit., p. 318.
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can be inferred from experience: ", . ., experience is first
and basal in all living and thinking, and all theoriziﬁg must
go out from experience as its basis, and must return to it

for varifioation.“ll8

The personalistic metaphysics i1s relational; it is based
on participation and interaction between purposeful, active
individuals.119

Being is implied in the capacity for intelligent

causal action, or in the capacity for being acted

upon. All that exists is the result or manifestation

of a supreme, active, purposive intelligence which creates

and sustains the world of lesser intelligences and

things.120
The personalist thinks in terms of cause rather than substance.
"Ye owe our being to the divine energy rather then to our
possession of a portion of the divine substanca."lzl

It is difficult to determine exactly what influence this
secular personalism has had on Emil Brunner. That he agrees
with many of its tenets 1s obvious. Brunner does acknowledge
the influence of such personalistic philosophers as Martin
Buber and Ferdinand Ebner on his theology.122 He is un-
doubtedly not thinking of these two men, but of the modarn

socio=-psychological school when he says:

1181nig., p. 303. 1198085, op. git., p. 5.

lzoFlewelling; op. eit., p. 772.

121p1bert Cornelius Knudson, "A Personalistic Approach

to Theology," in Contemporary American Theology, edited by
Vergilius Ferm (New York: Round Table Press, Inc., 1932),

I, 238.

1227he Ghristian Doctrine of the Church, p. 159.
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No doubt the i1dea of personality and personal life

plays a large part in the thought of modera thinkers,
but an analysis of this conception of personality

would show that modern man, when he speaka of person

and the personal, has in mind gsomething which ultimately

is quite impersomnal, namely, a function within society
and culture.l? '

Brunner, like the secular personalists, looks to perscnality
as the key to the enigmag of being and truth. He places

nuch theological stock in, for example, the relation between

man and wife, as an informative snalogy for the relatiocn

between God and man and the Word of God and faith.lzL The

knowledge of faith is directly related to & man's knowledge
of his wife., It is an experiential, relaticnal, participa-
tive communion rather than an intellectuesl effirmation of
certain data.

Brunner views reality as divided into the impersonal
and personal, with a graded scale of being encompassing both
dimensions. Brunner would say, according to Schrotenbosr,
that the whole complex of reality in all its parts partakes
of both elements, the personal and the impersonal: "Neither
the absolutely personal nor the fully impersonal exists any-
where or at any time."125 Along with Heim, then, Brunner would
say'that e#en inanimate nature is "personal® to a certain
extent. Only the Triune God, says Brunner, 1s genuinely

personal, for "He is within Himself self-related, willing,

123 candal, pp. 73-74.

12476 Divine-Human Encounter, pp. 90, 162.

12560, oit., p. 195.
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knowing, loving Himself.“126
The most accurate and illuminating way for man to view

God, Brunner argues is as person:

He [Godl is the Other One, the mysterious and
unknowable One, who has his own proper name and whom

we do not know because he is person. Personality is a
secret; a mystery is hidden in it. Knowledge of a per-

son 1s possible only throu%h revelation, and he reveals
himself through his word.l

God is seen to be personal, then, in His revelaticn to man in
Jesus Christ. ", . . the 'Word' of God, the decisive self-
communication of God, is a Person, a human being, the man in

whom God Himself meets ua.“lz8

The self—revelation of God is no object, but wholly
the doing and self-giving of a subject--or, better
expressed, a Pergson. A Person who 1is revealing Him-
self, a Person who demands and offers Lordship and
fellowship with Himself. . . .129
More will be said below with regard to God as Revealer; hers
it is enough to say that Brunner uses the personalistic cate-
gory to present not only the nature of God's revelation but
also the mystefies of the very Godhead itself,
Brunner makes use of the pergsonaligtic categories because

he sees a definite relation of similerity between God's being

as person and the being of man as person, a relation which, he

126Mgn in Revolt; A Christian Anthropology, translated
by Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1947),
p. 219.

1277ne Theology of Crisis, p. 32.

128pye Christian Doctrine of God, p. 15.
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129phe Divine-Human Engounter, p. 75,
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says, "“makes the use of such human, parasbolic language
legitimate."l3° Brunner operates with an activistic rather
than with a subgtantial concept of person, according to
Schrotenboer: "A person L to Brgnnerl does not refer to an
ontological substance, but is an existential designation.“lal

Brunner would consider it fallacious to view man in an
objective, substantial manner, Man is more than mere empiri-

cal matter; he is spirit.

Man can be person begause and in so far as he has
spirit. Personal being is "founded" in the spirit;
the spirit is, so to speak, the substratum, the
element of personal being.i

This "other dimension® of the spirit is the realm of the
personal. Nothing can be known of this "spirituel,¥® personal
world except one personal spirit disclose itself to another,

We can ourselves find the clue to things; they are
objects, which confront us not in their own self-
activity-~-making themselves known--but as entities
which, by processes of research and thought, we can
learn to understand. But persons are not enigmas
of this kind; a person is a mystery which can be
disclosed only through self-manifestation. In this
self-disclosure alone do we mset this person as
person; previously he or she is an "object," a
"gomething, 133

Man cannot himself think of a person; a person cannot be a
mere object of his thought. "A person is that unique being
which discloses itself and therafore enters into my thought-

world, so to say, as a stranger, affirming itself as an I in

lBOThe Christian Dogtrine of Creation, p. 24.

i31gp. eit., p. 30.

132Brunner, Man in Revolt, p. 237.
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1ts own right."34 There is no continuity or immediacy of
thought here. Knowledge of God who i3 personzl comes only
when He speaks to man.

Personality is buillt upon relaﬁedness. "To be person
is to be in relation to someone," gays Brunner.135 What
personality is in the strict sense can be understood only in
confrontation with the personal God. Because God "calls
me into communion with him, i become in the true sense of

the word a person.“136

At least among Christians, there is
no such entity as a purely isolated person. ", . . the
spirit is . . . above all, and first of all, relatedness to
God, as He reveals Himself in His Word."137

Another term which Brunner uses to deseribe this re-
latedness is "perscnal correspondence." ", . . all truth is
understood as the truth of s relationship, namely, the rela-
tion of perscnel correspondence between the Word of God and
human obedience-in-trust.“l38 This personal correspondence,
just the opposite of the subject-object antithesis, is a

metter of relaticnship in face-to-face encounter betwsen

two subjects, a divine "Thou" and a human "I." This rela-

lBBBrunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 24.

134Brunner, Sgandal, p. 41.

135Mgg in Revolt, p. 221. l36§candal, p. 75.
137uen in Revolt, p. 239.
138ppe Divine-Human Encounter, p. 201,
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tionship is logically unsatisfying, incongruous, and annoying

to the desgire for inteilectual investigation,139 but within

it, and within it elone, is real religious truth assimilated

by man. When man is accostsd facs-to-face by God who demands
2 decisive answer to His revelation; when man accepts and ful-
fills his God-given gift of responsibility es a personal being;
when man answers God with obedience~in-trugst--then man truly
bescomes a person, a proper pole in the personal correspondence
between God and man.

For decision is the essence of personality. Only

when man comeg to a crigis and is compelled to choose

baetween life and death does he become a personality.

At the very moment when God challenges him to make

his decision man is given personality.l40
In this relationship, then, of decisive responsibility over
against the revelation of God man discovers who he is and what

truth is and who God is. Emil Brunner's theological episte-

mology 1s built upon this personalistic premiss.
God as Revealer

Jewett remarks, ". . . there can be no adequate under-
standing of what Brunner thinks about Christianity as a whole,
apart from an understanding of his concept of revelation in

particular.“lkl Brunner himself says:

1391pid., p. 124. L40The Theology of Crisis, pp. 30-31.

141Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 1.
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Here [in The Divine-Humegn Encounterl I placed the

biblical undergtanding of truth over and against the

Greek understanding which 4s the fcoundation cf our

Western philosophy and science. Since then, all my

work in dogmetles has been done in the light of this

aspect: the God who communicates himself, As a resgult

of thig, the old concept of revelztion was freed from

its Intellectual migsunderstanding and the basic connec-~

tion betwyeen knowledge and communicn came tc hzave its

rightful place. In this I see my most important contri-

bution to the theological concept of knowledge.l42
It would bes impossible tc understand Brunner's theologlcal
epistemology without investigsting his doctrine of revelation,
and for this reason: for Brunner, true knowledge of thingsa
religious ig only atteined in communion with the God who
discloses Himself. God does not stand at the end of a long
line of deductions or abstract speculation. Man does not
know God unless and until He addresses him personally.
"Through Ged alone can God be kncma."l‘t’3

Due tc the fact thet many studies have alrsady bsen made
specifically on Brunner's ccncept of ravelation,lLA and also,
because an asdeguate treatment of this matter would entail
more than a full-length thesis itself, the writer has chosen
to state Brunner's doctrine of revelation in somewhat cursory
form. Much has already been said above with regard to Brunner's

views on revelation; here only the high points of his positien

will be presented.

1429ne Theology of Emil Brunner, edited by Charles W.
Kegley, p. 12.

143Brunner, Mediator, p. 21l.

l4hgge, for example, Paul Jewett's excellent analysis,
Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, which is quoted above.
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A, God Himgelf is the absolute Subject of revelation.
God is primary, 6reat1§e and without presuppositions.lﬂs
Even as He reveals Himaelf to man, His Word "nmever becomes

our word,; the word of our soul, but remains the Word of

God."146 Brunner says that God as Subjeet interrupts the

"monologue of our thought of God, of our mystical feeling
for God"147 and remaing the Subject of the communication
throughout., God never becomes an object of thought, but is
alwvays the Subject who shares Himself with subjects.

But if it is true, as faith knows it to be true, that
Ged's word is the truth, it means that truth--absolute,
ultinate, final truth--is not "something® that I can
know as an object opposite men, neither is it reasoa
or spirit, my knowing mind, but it is the divine Thou
who, in His own initiative, discloses Himself to me,
True, God is over against me, yet He 1s no objsct,

but spirit. True, He is spirit, but not my sgirit;

He is the absoclute subject, which I am not.lé

Even in His ;avelation and because of it,lAg God as
ebsolute Subject remains unknowable and mysterious to man.

"The better we know God, the more we know and feel that His

w150

Mystery i1s unfathcmable. Outside of His self-communication

B
God as Person and Subject remains an absolutg mystery;l’l

within the context of His self-disclosure in Jesus Christ

1453runner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 49.

146Brunner, Yord and ths Horld, p. 80. 1471bid., p. 23.

LﬁBrunner, Christianity and Civilisation. First Part,
P. 39.

1498runner, The Christilan Doctrine of God, p. 118.
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150 1h1d., p. 117. 1°1Brunner, Word and the World, p. 24.
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this mystery i1s by no means resolved, but rather thereby first
comes into its own as myatery.152 Here at least man catches
a glimpse of the full mystery of the nature and purpose of
God., All the while, however, God is absolute Subject of the
epistemologicel relationship.

B, God disclosesgs Himself through a personal address
to the regspondent. As in an encounter between two human
beings person-to-person, God makes Himself accessible to
the believer., He communicates Himself, not a "gomething,"
to faith. As a result, the believer no longer has an object
to be pondered and discussed as in purely rational effort,
but a "Pergon who Himself speaks and discloses Himself."ls3
To the question of what God reveals to man, Brunner answers,
"Not merely does He reveal His will-to-communion with us,
His creatures; He rgveals Himself, Hls very essence as Love,
as self communioati;g Lifa."lSA

That Brunner's Christology is closely intertwined with
his concept of reﬁalation is at once apparent. In His reve-
lation, God gives man Himself, and He gives man Himgelf in

i

the person of Jesus Christ. '"Revelation here means the Word

155

of God as a human person." In Jesus Christ God's revela-

tion becomes personal and it becomes direct.

15230hrotenboer, op. cit., p. 36.

lSBBrunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 85.

154gnristianity and Givilisation. First Part, p. 38.

l55Brunner, Word and the World, p. 21.
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Since God's revelation is a disclosure, not of "gome-
thing," but of Himself, it comes to man in the form of a

direct encounter, a personal address.

No longer is 1t a question of the insertion of
something into the knowledge I possess, the expansion
of the intellectual riches at my disposal; but it is
angwering personally when addressed. . . . 56

It is one Person lovingly communicating His heart to another

person.
C. Only through His revelation can God be known.
The absolutely Mysterious is not only partially hidden
from the natural knowledge of man; it is wholly inac-

cessible to man's natural faculties for research and
discovery.l

The God who is conceived by thought is an "intellectual idol,”

says Brunner.l58

CGod in His revelationl bursts through and destroys

all the fundamental categories of thought: the abso-

lutely antithetical character of the basic logiecal

principles of contradiction and identity.l59

This viewpoint that a knowledge of God exists only in so
far as there i1s a self-disclosure or revelation has profound
implications for Brunner's epistemological pesition., The knowl-
edge of God and of His "things" is given to man, The self-

centered circle of man's unbroken continuity is broken down.

"The truth comes in its own way and in its own power, to you.

156Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 89.

157Brunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 23.

1587he Christian Doctrine of God, p. 136.

159 ovelation and Reason, pp. 46-47.

1607pe Christian Doctrine of God, p. 125.
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You do not possess it, it is not in you, it is given to you."16o
"God i1s known only where He Himself makes His Name known,"
says Brunner.161 Not through thought, nor conclusions drawn
from the structure of the universe, nor meditation on the
nature of the Spirit;162 but only as He speaks to a man
personally and reveals His Self can God be known and
experienced., This knowledge through revelation is always
a gift of the Self-giving God, and it is always unexpected.163
Man cannot know the things of God by his own efforts.
D. The revelation of God is historical revelation,
In the "higher" relation to God of speculation and
mysticism, in the "religion of educated people,"
revelation means rather the emergence of the estsernal
baasis of all phenomena into consciousness, the per-
ception of something which was always true, the growing
consciousness of a Divine Presence, which might have
been perceived before, since it was there all the
time,164
In Christianity--and here lies the stumbling-block, says
Brunner--revelation is "connected with a faet that took

place once and for all, . . ."165

Natural man wants a
religion of immediacy, of timelessness, on universality.
Natursl man is scandalized by this insistence on the

historical, the given. ™", . . to Reason there is no greater

1611p14., p. 120.

162Reve;gtion and Reason, p. 44.

1631pid., p. 29.

164Brunner, Mediator, p. 22.

1651pid., p. 42.
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absurdity than to assert that for us the divine truth is an
isolated fact, that it is disclosed to us in one single event.“166
But, as Brunner writes, "Christianity is either faith in the
revelation of God in Jesus Christ or it is nothing.“167 With
the unrepeatable, given, once-for-all, historical person of
Jesus Christ "all theological statements about the divine

revelation must begin. . . ."168

The historical revelation is the ground of knowledge -
for God's personal Being and God's personal Being
is the actual ground (Realgrund) of His ravelation.l69

In the incarnate Christ man knows God.
The exact connotation of the term "historical" as used

by Brunner has been the subject of debate. At one place he

can say:

When we reflect on the rise of faith, it becomes clear

to us that a real event which transforms existence can
occur only on the place of real events, that is, of
historical events. For apart from real history, from

the events that impinge on my existence, there ig no
reality that in the strict sense transforms existence.l70

But at another place, in almost Bultmannian tones, Brunner
writeas:
Hence by revelation we mean that historical event

which ig at the same time the end of history, that
is, an event which, if it really did take place, by

167The Theology of Crisis, p. 2.

1687y, Christian Doctrine of Creation, p. 52.

169revelation and Rea on, p. 409,

1707he Christian Doectrine of the Church, p. 143.
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its very force shattered the framework of history;
in other words, that in fulfilling the purpose of
history it ends 1t.171
Some light can perhaps be shed on this problematic area of
Brunner's epproach to the historicity of Biblical svents

by looking at his dialectical answer to the question of

such higtoriecity:

Yes, for it is in history that this revezled secret
encountersg me as truth. No, for 1t is the eternsal
God who now sveaks to me in this historical revelation.
Thereby the historical event ceasses to be historical
and becomes living presence. It is by present ingpira-
tion thet past incarnation becomes truth to me. It is
by this historical revelation of the inczrnate word
that this present inspiration can take place,l72
In so far as God's personal confrontation with man in Jesus
Christ occurs now in this existaﬁtial moment, it is trans-
higtorical, and the question of historieity does not apply.
But this present encounter is based upon and finds its
content in a historical once-for-all event which actually
took place in Palestine almost two-thousand years ago.
Brunner says that it is God's Holy Spirit who "bears
witness to, and mekes effectual, the historical Christ as
a living personal presence."173_ To escape the dangers of

both objectivisticl74 and subjeetivisticl75 views of revela-

tion, the doctrine of the Holy Spirit must be set forth, says

171Medigtor, P. 27,
172¢nristianity and Civilisation. First Part, p. 40.

1739he Christian Doetrine of the Church, p. 12.

174!ord and the World, pp. 60-61.
1757he Philogsophy of Religion, p. 113.
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Brunner, "Scripture is only revelation when conjoined with
Geod's gpirit in the present."176 The operation of the Holy
Spirit in meking historical events existentiel is the key to
solving the historical problem stated above, God's self-
communication ané man's resultant obedience-~in-trust come
together in the work of the Spirit.

E. The Bible is the indispensable means of revelation,
Jewett says, "It is an open secret by this time that in
matters of Bilblical criticism Brunner aligns himself with a-
rather liberal school of thought."l77 Brunner admits,

". « «+ I myself am an adherent of a rather radical school

of Biblical criticism. . . ."178 He can make such a state-
ment as, "Faith in the infallible Bible is no longer possible
for modern man. . . .";179 he can carry on a vociferocus
rolemic against verbasl inspiration; and yet he doss not

lapse into a completely liberal position, Jewett catchaes

the dielectic note of Brunner's doctrine of thse Bible as

he says:

rather than getting above the alternative of theo-

pneusty on the one hand and the abandenment of Scrip-

ture authority on the other, the pendulum of his

thought simply swings between the two, now touching
upon the one, now the other; now making assertions

176

lﬁ
g
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Philosophy of Religion, p. 151.

177Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 117.

17801e Theology of Crisis, p. 41

179 pe Christian Dogtrine of the Church, p. 189.
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which involve the i1dentification of the Word of God

and the words of men, now relativizing the function

32" Lonivgs L4t RoPMECLYOF SR Fa ot eI L Eo g v he o SCRIR
It is, of course, understandable that Brunner, with his
exlstentialist and personaligtic intentions, would differ
from the position of Protestant Orthodoxy on Secripture,
He sees Orthodoxy's insistence on the verbal inspiration
and infallibility of the Bible as aprioristic and the height
of objectivism. He labels these doctrines as evidences of
natural man's Ilnherent drive for assurances and security,

Brunner makes such statements as the following about
the centrality of the Scriptures for the Christian falith:

Christian faith is Bible faith. When a Christian

speaks without qualification of God's revelation,
what he means is Holy Seripture.:8l

° L] L] L L] L] L] . ° . L} e . . L] L] L] L] ° L] . . . L] L] . L] .

When the Christian speaks of the Word of God he means
in the first place the Word of Holy Scripture.l82

. L] . L] . ° . L] L] L] . . L L] L . . L) ] L] * L) . . -9 . L .

The nature of faith is not to be understood by
starting from the creed of_ the Church, but by starting
with the Biblical witness,183

CThe main thesis of Christianity runs thus:] tg§4
knowledge of God is to bs drawn from Scripture.

18OEmil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 158.

18lrhe Philosophy of Religion, p. 150.

182yord and the World, p. 82.
1837he Christiasn Dogtrine of the Church, p. x.

1847ne Philosophy of Religion, p. 150.
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The Bible is the pre-condition of all faith, that
which alone makes 1t possible. And the whole Bible
at that.185

. L L] * L] ° L] . L] L] L] . L] L] L] ° L] . L] . (] . . . L] [ L ] L]

Christian failth is faith ia the Bible in the sense

that the Bible alone is the place in whieh God speaks

to us, judges us as through His Word, acquits us

from condemnation, and imparts Himself to us as the

self-bestowing love in which He creates us anew.
Brunner's concern, however, is that the VWord cf God not be
identified with the words of the Scriptures.187 This wonld
be the legalistic error that impairs the actual face-to-face
encounter of Subject with subject in the present moment.
This would lead, not to communion, but to solitary, smug
intellectualiam,

Brunner repeats over and over again the motto, "Christu

rex et dominus seripturae.® For its purpose of "ecradling

T T it

Christ" the Bible is absolute authority: ". . . the

Sceriptures are the absolute authority, in so far as in them
the revelation, Jesus Christ Himself, is suprame."l88
Christian faith is not founded on the letters of the Bible,

but on "our relation to the content of that which is proclaimed

185The Christian Doctrine of the Church, p. 249.
1861p34., p. 241.
187pyo Theology of Grisis, p. 19.

18801o Christian Doctrine of God, P. 49.
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in the Scriptures, or rather to the Person Himself, God mani-
fest in the flesh, who speaks to me, personally, in the
Scriptures."189 Each clause of the above guotation is abso-
lutely fundamental to Brunner's approach to the Bible and
revelation,

F. Revelation is completed in faith's responsa.
Jewett defines Brunner's position here: "Revelation is .

incomplete apart from its subjective side. Revelation is
address and response, personal correapondance.“190 Brunner
says, "In failth itself God's self-communication finds its
completion."l91 God communicates Himself in love; when this
love i3 known in responding love, communication has basn
congsummated. God's revelation does not reach its goal apart
from the "knowledge and act, knowing and happenin nl92 of
fsith. Reception of God's self-disclosure only occurs in
fajith, thet is, in the "personal decision which in responsi-
bility answers God's challenge."l93 Revelation is thus a
two-sided act; to abortively attempt its enclosure in a

book is to miss God's Word entirely. According to Brunner,

there is no revelation in the striet sense apart from faith's

189
Reveletion and Reason, p. 169.

190gn41 Brunner's Congept of Revelation, p. 135.

191The Christian Doctrine of the Church, p. 171.

1929p¢ Divine-Human Encounter, p. 64.

193yord and the World, p. 28.
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response,
The aim of the divine revelation is at least twofold:
communion with God and the brother, and self-realization.
Since God makes Himself known to me, I am no longer

solitary; the knowledge of God creates community,

and indeed communitg is precisely the aim of the
divine revelation,l?4

Not only does the divine knowledge given to faith in revela-
tion supply the answer to the question of truth, but it creates
fellowship between God and man as well., Revelation, says
Brunner, is "never the mere communication of knowledge, but
it is a life-giving and a life-renewing communion.“195
The man who, by revelation and faith, takes part
in the divine truth, at the same time takes part in
the divine love, and is therefore taken into communion.
To be in truth is to be in the Love of God, and to be

in the Love of God is to become g loving person, to be
in communion with God and men,

Men come to know and love each other as a result of God's
self-disclosure of love; they also first come to know thenm-
selves thereby., "Man can only understand himself when he
knows God in His Word."l97 The gift of true personality
comes only through the Word of God. "Personal being in the
full sense, in the nonlegalistic sense, hence the genuine

sense, is no 'neat' entity which is an isolated phenomenon,

194pevelation and Reason, p. 27,

195199 Chrigtian Dootrine of God, Pp. 20.

196Ghriat1anitz and Civilisation. First Part, p. 38.

197Brunnar, Man in Revolt, p. 65.
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but it is only in actu Del. . . .“198 Apart from revelation

and faith man's self-estimate is bound to be inaccurate.

The judgement we form of ourselves is either realistic

and cynical, or idealistic and illusionary. Apart

from faith, even in the most serious exercise of our

moral consciousness, we gee oursgelves in the artificial

illumination of sutonomy as free beings who can do the
good because we ought.199
Only in the light of God's revelation, therefore, can man
identify himself and find his place in the world,

In summary, it might be said that if Brunner were asked
the question, "How does man know the things of God?" or, "How
does man get to know his brother?," the concept of God's self-
disclosure in His historie and existential revelation would
be absolutely crucial to his answer. Man "knows" the things
of God, not as he knows a fact, but in communion with God,
in person-to-pergon encounter with Him, an encounter

instigated and brought about solely by the God who reveals
Himself,

The Relation of Reason tc Faith and Theology

Jewett says correctly, "Brunner is far too astute a
thinker to commit himself to an uncritical and naive irra-
tionalism."200 Brunner would never say that man's rational

faculties play no part in faith or theology; he says repeat-

l988runner, Revelation and Reason, p. 410,

lggBrunner, The Philosgggx.gg Religion, p. 77.

200Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 86.
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edly that reason is indiapansable to both faith and theologiz~-
ing. However, he becomes qulte specific in defining the proper

sphere and limits of man's intellect. "The legitimate sphere

of reason is: the things of the uorld."ZOl'

The intelleet is the power of perceiving the finite,
especially the world of things and the like, and,
with the aid of this knowledge the power to live and
act in this finite world in a practical way.<02

In close agreement with Luther's distinction between "things
below" and "things above," Brunner says‘simply, "Reagon is
not given us to know God, but to know the world."203 Reason
is indeed given to man by God; but this does not mean that
God allows Himself to be known by reason. Brunner makes this
interesting observation about the "givenness" of all humén
knovledge:

God is the ground of all knowledge of truth. All
truth that we perceive and discover we perceive and
discover by virtue of the light that comes from God.
Even the perception of the simplest mathematical
truth is possible only through a ray from the light
of God., God is the principle of all truth. But from
this we have no right to infer that in all knowledge
God may be known., Knowledge that comes from God is
different from the knowledge of God, 204

Brunner, furthermore, contends that reason is capable

201
The Christian Dogtrine of Creation, p. 26.
202
Man in Revolt, pp. 250-51.
203 :
Word and the World, p. 33.
204

Revelation and Reason, p. 318.
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of marking out its own boundaries of competency.205 The
reason can delimit itself to the things of this world, but
so often, due to man's sinful state, it fails to do so.
Thus this matter of drawing the line of competency becomes
the great problem for man and for faith,

The question for Christian theology is not whether

the reason has any rights, whether the reason has any
authority to judge what is true and what is false . . .
but where the line must be drawn which delimits the
sphere in which reason has complete control. It is

not the validity of the criteria of reason as such
against which faith has to fight, but the fact that
they are turned into absolutes, making absolute claims
The problem is one of defining the sphere of reason.206

Brunner says that it is not the reason itself which is
in opposition to faith, but the "self-sufficient reason."207

Faith does not imply a suicidal sacrifice of the intellect--

208

"Jesus Christ is not the enemy of reason" --but it does

require the limitation and control of reason. It is this

limitation and this control which natural man cannot endure.209

2051ye Philosophy of Religion, p. 73. (This writer
feels that this claim is perhaps one of the weakest points
in Brunner's presentation, a point that contradicts another
emphasis of Brunner himself: natural man's inherent striving
after autonomy. Nztural man's reason does not know its
bounds and cannot draw the line where its natural, this-
worldly competence ceases. Cf. Smalcald Articles, Part
III:I:3; Epitome I:9.)

206Revelation and Reagon, p. 380.

208Rgvelation and Reason, p. 16.

2O9Mediator, P. 43,
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"The reason consilders ltself entitled tc dominate everything:
te set up, and to dispose of, the criteria of all truth.ﬁzlo
Once again, man's basic drive for sutonomy is seen at the
base of his epistemological problen.

Although God's revelation does not in any way contradict
vhat cen be known of man in and through reason and experienca,211
nevertheless the reason is utterly incapable of breaking
through "that ring of immanence of the sslf-world“212 into a

true knowledge of God and His Word,

Here all the methods of appropriation and verification
which are usually so useful--the methods by which we
are able to prove the actuality of something which 1is
said to have happened, &s well as all our methods of
clarification through analogy, argument, and proof--
break down completely. For the Cross and its meaning-~
as is explicitly stated-~is unique, never to be
repeated, and therefore far above all human analogies;
1t ean never be_undarstood along the lines of intellec-
tual argument.

Knowledge of the world as established by God in its given
order is different from the knowledge of the Creator Himself,

says Brunner.214

Even though man, for example, the mystie,
might suppose he is independently breaking through into the
mysteries of the transcendent by the powers of his reason,

there is no hope that this can actually be the case.

210Reve1ation and Reason, p. 212.

2llgrunner, Man in Revolt, p. 6l.

212Brunnar, Ravelation and Reason, p. 369,

21 214
31b1d., p. 166. Ibid., p. 381.
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Ruthlessly the reason spans the circle of immanencs
around me, even if the idea of transcendence belongs
to this immanence, All the transcendence that I think
out for myself is only transcendence within immanence;
all that I describe as thou within this my world of
immanence is only "thou-within-the-world-of-the-gself,"
This world of immanence, in spite of all the variety
that takes place within it, is at bottom a statie
system. No real communication takes place,215

What then of a natural knowledge of God, that point at
which Brunner so notably differs with Karl Barth? Brunner
says,

Even the man to whom God has not made His Name

known is not without a certain knowledge of God;

for a knowledge of the Creator forms part of the

creaturely existence of man.2t
At snother place Brunner writes, "Apart from any special
revelation, and indeed from a kind of inner necessity, the
human spirit formulates the Idea of God, or something asimi-
lar. « . .217 However, this knowledge is only a "confused
and uncertasin knowledge of God, & kind of twilight knowledgs.
It does not ereste communion with the living God,219 but

ultimately must be called "an abstraction.“220

When Dals
Moody makes the following judgment, this writer holds that

he is over-simplifying the matter:

2151p4d., p. 367.

2160p ghristian Doctring of God, p. 121.
217yMan in Revolt, p. 241.

218ysdiator, p. 151,

2197he Christian Dogtrine of God, P. 1215

220Revelation gnd Reagon, p. 315.

nl8
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But Brunner is not willing to limit our knowledge of
God to special revelation. Where Barth rejects the
idea of the image as a formal potentiality for God
Brunner retains it; where Barth speaks of 2 special

revelation alone, Brunner affirms a general revela-
tion in nature and man, . . .221

Brunner does speak of an "imago verbi" existing within men's
rational capacities in the same way as the "imago Dei" exists
in his persoﬁ,222 but he 18 quick to declare its imperfection
and incompleteness. He does sdmit that the pagan can have
knowledge of God,223 but he carefully states that this
knowledge is only an abgtraction, a misconcelved idea. There
can be no valiid knowledge of God and certainly no personal
relaticonship with Him by man's rational efforts. As Brunner
says:

through the revelation reason is placed in the

wrong, namely, in all her attempts to comprehend

and grasp the Divine which necessarily spring from

reason.2£4

Brunner speaks often of the relationship between reason
or knowledge and faith., He says that knowledge of an objsc-
tive kind ie antecedent to the personal act of faith:

It is true, of course, that the personal act of trust,

obedience and love is preceded by certain elements of
objective knowledge--as also they precede the act of

221
_QE. cit., p. 321'

22
g Revelation and Reason, Pp. 119.

223Med1 tor, p. 121,

zzl‘-lbido s Do 43.
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faith--but they are not the personal aect 1tself.225
At another place, however, Brunner says that although faith

is accomplished in a process of thought, it does not spring

- from thought, but rether from metenola, from rethinking and

rediraction.226 What he must mean by these two views is

that while faith is never without content, still it never
spfings from man's unilateral "decision" to believe. Only

God's Word creates faith.

The truth, conceived in an abstract way, separated
from the Pergon of God who speaks, 1s not the ulti-
mate, but the necessary pen-~ultimate, whieh, however,
is based upon and proceeds from the ultimate. Our
noug therefore is the vessel but not the source of

the VWord of God. Where it receives the Word of God
it 1s called: faith,227

Schrotenboer speaks correctly when he says that to
ansver the question whether faith is knowledge or not to
Brunner would not be simple.228 Faith 1s an act of
knowledge, according to Brunner,229 but it 1s not knowledge

of disposable objeets but of disposing subjects. Brunner

writes:

225§ggelation and Reagon, p. 39. (Using Brunner's
analogy of the "knowledge relationship" within wedlock, it
might be said that this is the knowledge a man has of his
wife prior to his selfless trust and faith in her.)

226Ibid-’ PP« 216"17'

227Man in Revolt, p. 245.

22850, ¢it., p. 51.

229Revelat;on and Reason, p. 34.
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To the question: "Is faith knowledge?" our first
answer would have to be "No: it is not the samne
thing as everything else that we mean by knowledge."
It arises only where all knowledge is at an end,
both objective knowledge, "explanation,” and algo
the subjective knowledge that we call understanding.

And yet falth is knowledge, true self-knowledge, which
comes into existence only when wvhat I already know
about myself--that I am responsible, that I am guilty--
is taken up into this knowledge, confirmed and
radicalized by 1t.230

Faith is itself a thinking process;231 it is accomplished in
1deas;?32 but this thinking and these ideas are of a different
kind than regular, objective thought. These are thoughts and
ideas controlled by God; they are thoughts and ideas that
arise only within the personal relationship. They are
thoughts of personal correspondence, intimate communicative
thoughts instilled by the operation of God's Spirit.

faith does not become knowledge, after a process of

rational activity; it is, itself, knowledge. I myself

know, in my faith, that Jesus Christ is my Lord. . . .

It is not a knowledge that I have gained by my own

efforts, but it is that which I now have, which is

neither capable of proof nor, indeed requires proof.

It is knowledge in the dimension of personal encounter:

God Himself discloses Himself to me. It is

revelation,?

The knowledge of faith is thus knowledge in a dimension

other than the dimension of common subject-object knowledge:

2307he Christian Doctrine of the Church, pp. 260-61.

231The Christian Doctrine of God, p. 73.

232]higo ) p. 73'

233Rgvelation and Reason, pp. 178-79.
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it 1s personal knowledge. It is the difference between
knowing that a person is standing there and knowing that

a pergon lovea the knower.

CFaithl 1s thus more like the acceptance of a
communication than an act of knowing, for in. it
another communicates to me the mystery that only

He knows--namely that He loves me--while we, when

we speak of knowing, do not think of this word as
having any relation to love. What we call knowledge
and what we understand by fellowship or love lie on
two quite different planes.?

Objective knowledge rests on logic, on the certainty of
sense-perception, on the laws of identity and coherence
and non-contradiction; faith-knowledge rests upon God and
His shared love. Faith-knowledge, therefore, cannot bse
proven; it has nothing to do with rational certainty.
"Faith 1s personal certainty.“235 Jewett is correct when
he says:

The Brunnerian concept of Paradox, which rests upon

the dimensional difference between the Word of God

and the word of man, {is] 8o crucial to an under-

standing of his solution of the problem of reason and
faith,236

According to Brunner, faith not only rejects resson but also
fulfills it. Reason not only leads away from faith, but also

leads toward it.237 While feaith is "poles apart" from what

234Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church, p. 259.
235Brunner, Word and the World, p. 75.

236Emil Brunner's Concept of Revelatioh, p. 96.

237Schrotenboer, op. eit., p. 58.
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is usually meant by objective knouledge,238 Yot it cannot
exist without this knowledge.239 The rational element is
neither the source nor the content of falth, and yet it is
incorporated within faith.zko Another way of saying this is
to say that even personal correspondence with a "Thou" is
commingled with objeoctive knowledge, however imperfect, of
that "Thou."

Brunner says again and again that faith does not put
the reason out of action or annihilate it, but that it is
through faith that the Word of God takes reason into its
s:ervica.zl"1 As Jewett explains Brunner's thought, ", . .the
path of reason is curved by the gravitational centre of
faith.“242 Man essentially has been created not for thought,
243

but for loving, says Brunner. Faith sets the reason free

to be an instrument and participant in love, in fellowship

with God and man,

The unredeemed man has two centers, one of reason

and the other of love. . . . faith consiasts precisely
in the faet that the heart and the reason again become
one, that the reason becomes warmed, and the heart
becomes rational, 244

238Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church, p. 259.

239Brunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 420.

240gehrotenboer, op. eit., p. 52.

. 24lpavelation and Reason, P. 429.

242Epil Brunner's Concept of Revelation, p. 105.
243Revelation and Reason, p. 428 244 7Tbid.
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An abrupt antithesis between revelation and reason is
foreign to the outlook of both the Bible<4? and the early

theologians of the Churoh,246 says Brunner, One does well

to remember that Brunner sets up the problem in terms of
"revelation and reason® and not "revelation or reason."

Hence the question can never be whether, but toc what
extent and in what sense, rsason and revelation, faith
and rational thinking ecan be combined with one
another, 247

It is precisely at this point, at this proposed inner pene-
tration of the dimensions of reason and faith, that certain
of Brunner's crities attack him.248 Critical reason cannot
attain to the knowledge of revelation--it only leads up to
it--and yet there can be no revelation apart from reason,
The problem that Brunner encounters with this "dimensiocngl"
differentiation between faith and reason can be made more
clear if one sees just how he views the various dimensions
of reality., The plcture is one of concentric circles around
a given center. The center is the dimension of the person,
with the circlgs of scientific theology and then the formal
sciences proceeding outward from it. There is a penetration

of the lower, non-personal dimension by the higher, personal

243 1p34,, p. 309.
2461p1g., p. 310.

247 1p3a,, p. 311.

Revelstion, Pp. 99.

I

248Jewett, Emil Brunner's Concept




65

one, from the center out. The competency of reason in the
subject matter with which it 1s concerned is proportional to
its proximity to the personal center: the farther from the
center, the greater the competeney. The relation between
faith and reason is thus proportional and not preciss. The
personal and the rational interpenetrate 21l areas of human
activity, but proportionately.249 It is this proportiocnate
interpenetration scheme which gives many eritics, many of
whom are perhaps looking for a sharply defined scheme present-
ing the areas of competency of both faith and reason, a diffi-
cult time with Brunner's position.

Another helpful picture Brunner presents 1s that of
tangential and centripetal forces representing reason and
faith respectively:

The purely rational element of thought, logic, has

the tendency to go straight forward from each given
point; but faith continually prevents this straight-
forward movement by its pull towards the Cevangelicall
Centre. So instead of a movement in a straight line
there arises a clrcular movement around the Centre--
and that is a picture of real theological thinking,
Theological thinking is a rational movement of thought,
whose rational tendency at every point is being
deflected, checked, or disturbed by faith, Where

the rational element is not effective there is no move-
ment of thought, no theology; where the rational ele-
ment alone 1s at work, there arises a rational specula-
tive theology, which 1eads awvay from the truth of
revelation. Only where faith and rationality are
rightly interlocked can we have true theology, good
dogmatics,?50

249Brunner, Revslation and Reason, p. 383.

2501he ¢ hrigtian Doctrine of God, p. 76.
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Brunner insists that man can never separate the
abatract framework of reason and doctrine from the personal
Presence contained in them.

We know that we can never have the one without the

other, and we know at the same time that the whole

point 1s to have the personal contained within the

abstract framework. . . . dooctrine is indissolubly

connected with the reality it represents.251
Whenever God speaks to us He "says something," says Brunner,
and therefore "a certain amount of doctrine must be present
before living faith can come into being."252 The exact rela-
tion between the doctrine and the revelation is "incommen-
surable."?93 The difference betwean them is abysmal, and yet
the connection betwesn them is essential.

It is, after all, the purely human faculty of thought
which qualifies the theologian for his work, 274 Reflection,
concepts, thought-forms, logical processes of proof--these are
all the proper activities of the theologilan as well as the
philosopher. Theoclogical knowledge is in that second eircle,
once ramoved from the personal center, and this distinction

must be carefully maintained.

The difference between the knowledge of faith and
theological knowledge, which is so difficult to

25lThe Divine-Human Encounter, p. 1lll.

2521p14., p. 120,

253 1p14.

254Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, p. 75.
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define, and yet so necessary, is not one of subject

or of content, but one of the form or dimension of

existence, Theological or dogmatic knowledge is, it is

true, the knowledge of faith in accordance with its

origin, but not with its form. One who thinks in

terms of theology must, so long as he does this, pass

from the attitude of the worshipper to that of the

thinker who is concerned with hils subject. Greater

clearness and precision of theological concepts can

only be gained at the cost of directness of faith

and that readiness for action whieh it contains.2§5

In face of doctrinal errors or heresies, in face of the
guestions which necessarily arise in the believer's mind, in
face of the difficulties which accompany the original
Biblical doctrine,256 and especially in face of the need of
every Christian man to know the meaning of "the Father in
Heaven, the forgiveness of sins, Atonement through the Son
of God, and the Work of the Holy Spirit,"257 the Church must
ever he vitally concerned with doctrinal elarity and accuraey,
says Brunner, However, this more impersonal, objective con-
cern for sound doctrine "must alweys come second“258 (and
between this "gecond" and "firsgt" mission of the Church
yawns a dimensional divide) to the personal address of Ged's

Word, Jesus Christ who i1s the Truth, tc the heart of every

man.

2551p1d., p. 4l.

2561p14., p. 40.

257;big., p. 10.

258Revela§ion and Reason, p. 153,




CHAPTER II

HEINECKEN, KANTONEN AND SITTLER COMPARED WITH BRUNNER

Martin Helnecken

It has been shown that the theological epistemology of

Emil Brunner clusters around six major foeci:

a,

£,

In
subject

will be

in Chapter I will serve as the basic framework for this chapter.
Thus Martin Heinecken's thoughts on the historical perspective
of this problem, the difference between the Greek and Biblical

presented.

The particular bent of his position is evoked
largely in antithesis to objective intellectualism

within the Church, and especially within Protestant
Orthodoxy.

Biblical knowledge and truth is set over against
Greek knowledge and truth.

The subject-object split of philosophical, analytic
eplstemology gives way to a Subject-subject rela-
tional framework of knowledge in Biblical epistemo-
logy.

Theological personalism is the key to Brunner's
epistemology.

God, in His self-disclosure, is the absolute
Subject of religious knowledge.

While reason is esgential for both faith and
theology, it always serves a secondary funetion and
is never to be mistaken for the primary personalis-
tic means of "knowing" God.

this second part of the study, the viewpoints on this

of Martin Heinecken, Taito Kantonen and Joseph Sittler

The same six divisions or categories used

traditions in the area of epistemology, the place of the

subjective and objective in theological epistemology, and so
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on through the six divisions, will be presented, Heinecken
will then be followed by a similar study of Kantonen, and
Kantonen by Sittler,

None of these three American Lutheran theologians admit
to an excessive dependence upon Brunner for their thought in
the area of the nature and perception of religious truth,
Each of them refers to Brunner a number of times by way of
quotation or allusion,1 but most cases of similarities in
position cannot be explained as prima-facie dependence of
the Lutherans upon Brunner., It is, of course, possible that
all four men are deriving their homogeneous portions from a
common source., Both Brunner2 and Heinecken3 are heavily <
indebted to Soren Kierkegaard and to existentialist thought;
it ig probable that Kantonen and Sittler profit from Kierke-
gaard also, even if not in such an outspoken manner. It

might be added that Kierkegaard's famed battle against sterile

lvartin J. Heinecken, The Moment Before God (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1956), p. 1lll.

Martin J. Heinecken, "Currents in American Theology,"
Lutheran World, III (March, 1957), 368.
- T. A, Kantonen, The Message of the Church to the World
of Today (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1941),
p. 1l4l.

T. A, Kentonen, A Theology for Christian Stewardship
(Philadelphia: Muhienberg Press, 1956), p. 73.

Joseph Sittler, The Doctrine of the Word (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1948), pp. 26, 36, 54, 6L.

2pale Moody, "An Introduction to Emil Brunner," The
Review and Expositor, XLIV (July, 1947), 313.

3"Gurrents," op. cit., p. 362.
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intellectualism in the Church coincides quite nicely with the
ma jor emphasis of each of these four men. But this study does
not have as its intention the tracing of dependencies in the
thought of these four theologians; it only seeks to present
and compare their respective positions within the framework

of the six categories listed above.
The historical perspective

Although Martin Heinecken does not investigate the history
of philosophy as thoroughly as does Brunner to pinpoint the
foundations of a subject-object antithesis type of epistemology
within theology, he does repeatedly refer to Protestant
Orthodoxy in much the same vein as Brunner. He, too, sets
up the period of seventeenth century Orthodoxy as the major
antithesls to his own position. Heinecken says that Orthodoxy's
concern for maintaining doctrinal purity was correct, but that
its method of doing so was misguided and ill-founded. He
writes:

LLuther] returned to a biblical orientation completely
foreign to the scholastic orientation, and yet it was
precisely to that orientation that seventeenth-century
orthodoxists returned and while they wrestled nobly

to do justice to the dynamic of the gospel, they never-
theless straitjacketed and imprisoned it. With ever
finer and finer rational distinctions they tried their
best to do justice to the mysteries of the faith and

to safeguard them against heresy. But because the
basic orientation of the philosophy with which they
operated was wrong, it resulted in any number of the
most fearful distortions.4

4LChrist Frees and Unites (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press,
1957) » p. 680
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Heinecken says the philosophical orientation upon which
Orthodoxy was structured was that of scholasticism, In such
doctrines as the communicatio idiomatum and the kenosis, says
Heinecken, this scholastic bent 1s especially prevalent.5
Also in the doctrine of God, the scholastic-Aristotelian
framework is obvious.

So, for example, the doctrine of God followed the
pattern of the definition of other terms, classifying
God in the class of personal beings and then distinguish-
ing him from other members of this class by various
attributes, such as absoluteness, aseity, holiness, and
go forth, arriving at these attributes yvia eminentise,
via negationis and via causalitatis. This is boxing God
up very neatly and, even if the anthropomorphisms are
recognized as inadequate, the whole procedure cannot

do justice to the living God, who in the Bible is not
ever defined in this way, but only described in his
actions in the most lordly, quite arbitrary, irra-
tional, offensgive, contradictory fashion. Once having
boxed up God in the deginition, it is the very devil

to liberate him again.

This attempted "boxing up" of God in the definition, the idea
or the theological system is the very antithesis to true
knowledge of God, Heinecken would argue. It is just this
attempt at explaining religious truth in a nice, coherent
compendium of doctrines with which Luther had broken,

Not only did Orthodoxy revert to a previous scholastic .
doctrinal framework, but American Lutheran theology, in its
close adherence to Orthodoxy and its methods, unwittingly

promulgated the same perversion.

5Ibid., p. 70.

61b1d., pp. 68-69.
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American Lutheran theology . . . generally adherred to
the geventeenth century orthodoxy with remarkable con-
sistency, Practically all the textbooks on which
Lutherans untlil very recently were trained follow the

same pattern--a repristination of seventeenth century
Lutheran orthodoxy as compiled in Schmid's Doctrinal

Theology of ithe Evangelicel Lutheran Church (Hollaz,
Quenstedt, Chemnitz, Gerhard, etc.). . . . This theology
had the great merit of being a bulwark against the con-
fusion of philosophical speculation, but as recent research
has shown, it clearly marks a departure from the theology
of Luther and a relapse into the Aristotellan categories
with which Luther had broken.?

Heinecken, like Brunner, seesg in this'type of theological
endeavor the whole trend toward self-security. ®"In the objec-
tive sacraments and in a plain coherent system of doctrine
based on an infallible Bible there is a refuge from the
anxiety of the human situation.“s But this refuge wilithin
man-made systems and assurances is a false refuge, says
Heinecken, and one that can only lead away from Him who is
the trus Refuge. ". . . the living Cod is not apprehended
in this wsy. When you grasp the idea, you clasp an idol to
your bosom.“9

Heinecken holds that existentialist categories and thought- ,
forms hold the key to theological truth and that they can

render the Ghureh of this day a "much better service" than

the scholastic-orthodox thought patterns of the seventeenth

7Haineokan, "Currents," op. cit., pp. 361-62.

8ybid., p. 363.

9Mo ent, p. 234.
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oentury.lo Heinecken is tacitly agreeing with the movement

he is describing as he says:
Common also to this whole group [neo-orthodoxyl is the
emphasis upon event, encounter, crisis, paradox, and a
differentiation of the Hebrew-Christian thought-forms
from Greek and other alternatives, Revelation is
personal encounter and not the making known of true
propositions, Crislas replaces progress and evolutionary
development, The human situation in existence is ana-
lyzed with the help of Kierkegaard and existentialist
theology.ll

Heinecken uses the categories of existentialist theology

listed above almost without exception in his own presentation.

It i1s his involvement in existentialist thought primarily-

which moves him to see in Protestant Orfhodoxy a tangential

emphasis in the field of Biblical truth and epistemology.
Greek versus Biblical concepts of knowledge

Heinecken goes to some pains to distinguish between a
static, objective Greek approach to truth and theology and
a dynamic, existential, Biblical approach. The exigtentialist
themes,in particular, show through in his position., With
regard to the personal versus the abstract levels of truth,
he says, ", . . the particular must always take preference

over the universal,“12 and ", . « this business of abstracting

10ghriat Frees and Unites, p. 72.
1lwgurrents," op. g¢it., p. 366.

12604 in the Space Age (Philadelphia: The John C. Winston
Company, 1959), p. 70.
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from the particular also involves a great 1039."13 The
here and now, the individual, the conecrete, as contrasted
wlth the general and abatract i1s the important factor within
the epistemological God-man relationship.
In this relationship the "moment®™ is the decisive factor
and not a timeless, unalterable, static body of truths.

Here in this moment when God encounters man, not in L
an instant of recollection, but in the begetting of

the truth in him, there is compressed all eternity.

+ + + This moment 1s the fullness of time. It is quite
different from that other ever-present pogsibility of
realizing the eternal truth of the reason in which no
encounter with the living God is involved, but only

the avareness of certein "ideas."l4 E

Because of this present, existential nature of the God-
nan relationskhip, Heinecken holds that there can be no fixa-
tion of theology in a gystem adequate for all times. Theology,
in order to express the truth of the gospel, must remain in
congstant flux. An absolute, once~for-all solidification of
doctrine attempting to set forth the truth of God and man in

15

their relationship is "a monstrosity," and ultimately a

rejection of the gola fide prineciple.

Such unity of faith is, however, not achieved once
and for all by agreement upon one docirinal system
fixated for all times in precisely those terms.

This would be eonfusing the word of man and the word

131pia,, p. 30.

lAHeineckeu, Moment, p. 104.

151114., p. &.
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of God, a man-made theology with the actuzl divine

self-impartation, This would make man the master,

who has God boxed up in these formulations and would

be a denial of justification by faith.l6

Further to demongtrate the difference between Greek
"I-It" and Biblical "I-Thou" truth Helnecken on several
occasions uses the analeogy of "wrist-watch time" {Greek)
over against "alarm~clock time" (Biblical).l7 Cne type of
truth emphasizes the timeless, the regulated, the systematic;
the other stresses the punctiliar, the awakening, the present
call to aotion.: The one type of truth can be anticipated and
controlled by man; the other cateches man unexpectedly and
demands a response. ‘ :

Along with Brunner, Heinecken complains that objective -
thought in the Greek tradition terds to build up an autonony

18 But not so

and a smug self-sufficiency within the knower.
with the Word of God, Here man is never in control; he never
‘has a manipulable object at his disposal; there is no guaran-
teed authority either of infallible hierarchy or book--man

lives by faith, and faith is always a risk. ? The same

16Hainecken, Christ Frees and Unites, p. 49.

17Hainecken, Space Age, p. 66. See also: Martin J.
Heinecken, Beginning snd End of the World (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1960), p. 26.

18Moment, p. 226.

19Martin J. Heinecken, "The Tension between Love
and Truth," The Lutheran Quarterly, XI (August, 1959), 206.
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gituation pertaina in life in genéral, says Heinecken:
In logic there are nothing but static relationships
which eternally are what they are and cannot possibly
change, . . . But in life, whick i1s always in flux,
alwvays in process of bacoming, there can be neither
loglcsl necessity nor absolute consistency nor abso-
lute esrtainty.20
In the ons type of relationship, man lives by guarantees
which he himself can manipulate; in the other he lives by
faith, 1In the one his knovlsdgé of God is direct and deter-
minate; i1n the other 1t is always 1in spe.

Heinecken makes frequent use of the term "paradox" to
denote the sign of Biblical truth as oprposed to the non-
contradictory naturs of Greek truth, The religious paradox
i8 seen 28 "the absclute barrier which blocks the way to a
mere intelleet sppropriation of a God-ides and forces man to
be confronted with the living God in the 'hiddenness' of his

21 Heinecken says that vhenever a Christian

revslaticn, "
talks about the God-~relsticnship he is confronted with some-
thing which he cannot understand and which is a mystery to

him, end thus he necessarily finds himsélf involved in para-

doxical 1anguage?2 With somewhat Bultmennian overtones Hein-

ecken explains just what he means by labeling the Christian

2oﬂoment, p. 64.

2l1pid., p. 22.

221bid-, p. 73|
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faith "paradoxical™:

So it is misleading to say that a certain "faet" is

paradoxical. The fact is "incomparable" and it is

the language used in attempted description and

attempted communication of this faet which is

paradoxical,?3
This is far different from the Greek intellectualist notion
that doctrines and systems can adequately enclose the mysteries
of God. Heinecken concludes that the paradox is one of the
very basic categories of systematic theology which must be
preserved for twentieth century theology.24 "There is somae=-
thing about the Christian proclamation which makes a mere
intellectual acceptance 1mposaible."25 The paradox 1s in
the proclamation, however, and not in the fact itself. The
fact, for example, of the resurrection, is what it is and
like no other fact; it baffles description. Thus it cannot
be communicated directly or logically or objectively by
language; it can merely be pointed at. The fact must be
assimilated via an experiential involvement prompted and
maintained only by the Lord Himself,

Heinecken maintains that the gospel is in "a class by

itsalf.“26 The distinction between the tfuth and knowledge

23-Ib—id—" P- 570 2Amgo, pc 382.

251p1d., p. 6.

26"The Pre-theological Curriculum,™ The Lutheran
Quarterly, II (November, 1950), 428.

1ia
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of the gospel and the truth and knowledge of, for example,

mathematics, is qualitative and not quantitative. And, as

Heinecken says, ", . .
changes leap over into
Christian epistemology
in which we ordinarily
referents of the world
imparted in the simple

ment Heinecken further

you cen never through quantitative

a new quality."27 Christianity and
are "not merely a matter of the way
communicate ideas becauge we share thé
involved. . . . No knowledge is

WY« o o ."28 In the following state-

explains the qualitative difference

between the two kinds of knowledge:

To possess the truth of God is something other than

a formal correspondence between words or thoughts in
the head and something objective and outside of the
mind to which these ideas correspond or with which
they are identical., This is not what the Bible means
by knowing God. God i1s not a reality corresponding

to my idea of him
or any persgon is,

in my mind, any more than my wife
We just have to rid ourselves of

such Platonic notions. {To know God is to be known of «
him, and this is a matter of right relationship, as
has so often been pointed out after the analogy of the

sexual relation,
correspond to any

The God of the Bible does not

single idea in man's mind., He is not

the archetype of an idea., He is the living God who
confronts man, stands over against him, addresses him,

face to face, ege
medium or mask.29

to eye, even though this 1s in a

Truth and the knowledge of the truth to Heinecken, as well

as to Brunner, is a relational process; it is found in the

encounter and not at the end of a syllogism.

27Moment, p. 182,

281p14., p. 6.

29npension," op. eit., pp. 201-02.
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The subject-object split and beyond

Brunner has been shown to overcome the gubject-object
antithesis with his "personal correspondence" formulation.
Heinecken acknowledges perfect agreement with him on this

point.30 Heinecken says:

He Umanl cannot grasp God as the object of his thought--
he can only encounter him person to person. God always
remains the subject who continues to address man, to

hold him responsible, to keep him 1n front of himself,
Man can never reverse this relationship and make God

the object.31

God is always the Subject, and, according to Heinecken,
He is only known in subjsetivity. "Though objectively
present God is discerned only in inwardnass."32 Heinecken
makes stronger statements than Brunner regarding truth as
subjectivity. He writes:

The reassuring presence of the atoning and victorious

Lord is discernible only inwardly by the one who is

not just a spectator but a participator. Hence truth

is subjeetivity.33

And furthermore, Heinecken writes:

It is God himself who is encountered only subjectively
and never objeotively. A4l1ll the resultant affirmations

3O"Bultmann's Theology and the Message of the Preacher,”
he Lutheran Quarterly, VI (1954), 294.

i
. Moment, p. 72.

- ;
5 Ibid., p. 85.

331bid., p. 270.
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of faith are made only by the one who has experienced
this encounter for himself,34

Properly understood, Heinecken and Brunner are agreed here.
They both say ﬁhat God is known only through personal in-
volvement., Both say that God is indeed objectively present
in His revelation, but that this revelation can only be
appropriated by a decisive, inner correspondence., It is
not an instance of a subject grasping an object but of a

Subject coming face-to~face with a subject,
Personalism as the key

Once again, Heinecken is in close agreement with Brunner
in finding the person-to-person relaticnship the most apt
analogy in describing the God-man relationship. Heineckeﬁ
writes:

Moreover, in the exigenciss of life, the suppossad
certainty of knowledge forsakes man, thus indicating
that in the God-relaticn a different kind of knowledge
is required in the very nature of the personal rela-
tionship, Here "knowledge" is a relation of"personal
correspondence, " a "knowledge" in the intimate sense

of participating in the other as in the intimacy of

the sexual union. It is a relationship of actual
obedience~-in-trust, a relationship of having the other
impart, not ideas or gifts only, but actually himself,35

In this dimension of personal relationships, Heinecken warns-

that the statistical, quantitative categories of the objec-

Bklbig., p. 226,

35
Ibidc’ pp. 1&2"‘[030
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tive, natural sciences simply do not apply. This is also

true, to 8 certain extent, of theology as & scientific endea-

vor:

the personalistic categories often do not apply.

A method of prediction and control sinply destroys
the personal relation. It turna the I-Thou relation
into an I-I% relation., It turns the relation where
two personal beings confront each other in personal
address into a relation where the one uses a thing
merely for his purposes, manipulating it and pushing
it argound. Another person dare never be uged in this
vay.

In a similar vein, Heinecken says elsewvhers that the moment

one reduces the living person confronting one (whether man

or God) to a definition or an abstract thought, one loses

him.37 "An individual person cannot be thought but only

encountered, Neither ean God be thought but only encountered.

The letter smothers the spirit,

The fact that God reveals Himself in a personal manner

necessarily sets certain limits on man's penetration into

God's mysteries. Just as with another person,

39 man can know

only as nuch as God discloses, and this, not in an objective,

tabulatable set of data, but only in a living obedience which

often must "trust that revelatlon in contradiction to the evi-

dence,"

40

36Heinecken, Space Age, p. 67.
37Ghrist Frees and Unites, p. 69.
38Momenh, p. 147.

39Heinecken, Space Age, pp. 107-08.

40Heinecken, Moment, p. 11l.
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It is idolatry to find a certainty other than that

of the personal relation of trust in the living God

who confronts one and ealls one to decision. When this

confrontation ceases one communes in the chambers of

one's own mind with a logical essence 1inatead of with

that living God who cannot be so reduced.4

Heinecken, along with Brunner, but not as extensively
as Brunner, points out that the decisive factor in God's
personal revelation and man's personal response is the Person,
Jesus Christ., The person of Jesus Himself is essentially
whet makes the God-man relationship perscnal, "The Church
proclaims the personsl Truth, with whem we must enter into
a personal relztion of trust, confidence, and obedience."42
This fact that God revealed Himself in a person is only half
of both Brunner's and Heinecken's development of the personal-
istiec theme, however. As far as epistemology is concerned,
the analogy which they both draw between the knowledge one
person has of another (particularly in the marriage relation-
ship) and the knowledge cne has of God and of religious truth
is the point of chief importance. Their entire theclogical
epistemology is based on this analogy: man's knowledge of

God i1s like man's intimate knowledge of another person, with

all the implications and limitations this involves.

God as Revealer

Heinecken, like Brunner, not only sees the doctrine of

41Ibig,, pp. 57-58. 42vTension," op. ecit., p. 205.

B——
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revelation as being closely intertwined within the area of
eplstemology, but he also comes to much the same conclusions
in his elaborations of the doetrine of revelation as does
Brunner, Several distinetly Lutheraen aspects come through:
an emphasis on the sacraments as a means of revelation, and
the reference to "masks" as the framework of actual revelation.
But for the most part there is close coincidence c¢f thought.
Heinecken insists that God remains the Subjeet throughout :
the revelatory process. "God is absolutely other from the
exigting individual but he has revealad himself and therefore
I 'know! him in this revelation. But he still remains the
subject.“AB Heinecken says that "no one--no witness, no
human teacher--can directly communicate the God-relationship,"
but that this is solely God's prerogative.AA
God reveals himself, It is God who is the initiator
of the revelation. This is not an act of human discovery
as when man discerns an indubitable truth with the power
of his reason. Nor is it a human hypothesis set up
by man in an effort to account for certain experienced
phenomena, It is rather God on his own initiatlve
encountering man in his existence at a time and
place.45
God is always et the beginning as well as at the end of reve-
lation, He discloses Himself,

Heinecken algo speaks of the otherness of God even in

43Moment, p. 80.

I"AIbid-' pl 258.

451p1a., p. 102.
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the midst of His revelation. As he says, "God has a seerét
which he does not share with us."46 The difference between
God and men 1s not only one of degree, but of kind as wail.
"The unseen and unseeable God is, quite simply, in a dimension

different from that of aﬁaca. . « "7 ymen man is confronted

by God, says Heinecken, he is confronted "not only by a power

and a knowledge and a goodness which are quantitatively beyond
him, There is a qualitative difference,"® 411 metaphysical

speculation, all attempts to reduce God to a simple idea, all

deductive assertions as to God's nature in itself are blocked

by an absolute barrier.

God in and for himself is still "unknown" as the
ebsolutely, qualitatively different about vhom
nothing can be said, except by way of pointing
cut the difference and the mystery. . . « 48 for
agserting his metaphysical essence and atiributes,
this 1s & presumptuous and vain endeavor.

Heinecken makes an important distinction between the onto-
logicol and spiritual aspects of this problem when he says:

Sc the absoclute qualitetive otherness of God, 1t is
said, is not a metaphysical otherness at all. It is
not @ metter of some chasm between man and the God

in whose image he is after all made and whom, in
some sense, he must resemble. The difference, it

is said, lies in the realm of the "religious" and not
that of metaphysical speculation.30

46Beginning end End of the World, p. 45.

471p1d., p. 25,
48yMoment, p. 69.
. Ag;b;da, pp. 109-10.

5OIbid. F) pl 117.
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The above statement would seem to deny the validity of

any kind of analogia entis. The question might be raised,
however, as to what this position, if consistently held, would

imply if applied to Heinecken's own personalistic analogy.

Due.to God's complete otherness, perhaps even this analogy
cannot be pressed as far as both Helnecken and Brunner press
it. What Heinecken is trying to say here, however, is that
even the category of "completely other" can be construed

as a metaphysical category. He wants to take God's trans-
cendence out of the area of ontology and put it back into the
area of the exlistential. God is completely, inestimably
above a specific man as he confronts that man and demands an
answver,

Thus, even in His revelation, God remains hidden and
nysterious, Even in His revelaticn He is known in a dif-
ferent way than the truths of reason or even other histori-
cal persons are known. "Faith is never turned to sight,"

says Heinecken.sl

God always wears a mask in His revelation
and confronts man in such a way that He is never directly
discernibla.52 Heinecken repeats over and over again: God
can be known only with the eyes of faith. ". . . God never

did, does not now, and never will appear to man directly for

all to s€6. . « . It is only to the eyss of faith that the

1
= Ibid., p. 112.

2
2 Ibid., p. 68.
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living God is discernible.“53 Thus revelation and faith are
always corollaries; there cannot be one without the other.
It must be made clear at this point that feith, as Heinecken
is using it here, is no mere acceptance of statements or assent
to doctrines, "The revelatory events I must apprehend with my
whole being, with the risk of my life and the transformation
of my exietenoa."54 This is the involvement which faith entails,

God 1s known through the act of inner transformation of

one's being, says Heineckan.55

Thus sanctification is not
considered as a result of the self-disclosure of God; it is
in the very act of renewal that God's self-communication
is truly realized., Repentance and renewal are thus prere-
quisites for true knowledge of God. "The disciple . . .
must in this moment of encounter be born a new creature."56
Speaking of the Pentecost gift of the Spirit, Heinecken says:
Not long years of study, not painstaking intellectual
effort, but inner humility, openness, receptivity, the
recognition of a common humen need were the conditions
of understanding this new language which the Holy
Spirit taught.2

A summary statement might be this one of Heinecken's: "God

53gpace Age, p. 101.
54Moment, p. 138.
55;9;@., p. 68.
56;g;g., pp., 104-05.

57Bagic Christiar Teachings (Philadelphia: The Muhlenberg
Press, 1949), p. 107.
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is not meant to be understood, but to be obexeg."58
Heinecken speaks of the actual historical character of

God's revelation. "God revesls himself through actions and
59

not through the abstract thoughts of philosophers." This

historical element is indeed part of the hiddenness of the |
revelation., This is the very offense to man's reason. 3

It Cfor example, the incarnationl is the revelatory or
salvatory event in which, quite paradoxically and in a
hidden, non-discernible way as far as the senses or

the insights of reason are concerned, the unseen God
enters into space and time and effects man's redemption
by imparting himself. Such salvatory events are in-
gseparable from historical events. They are "hidden™"

in them.%0

This, of course, is good Lutheran sacramental theology. |
Neither to be identified with the medium (except, of course,
in the case of Christ) nor removed from the medium, God |
reveals Himself and comes through the historical, present,

concrete medium. As Helnecken states it, "This God of love

can be encountered at any time and at any place where the

61
gospel is proclaimed and the sacraments are administered.”

Ultimately Heinecken, like Brunner, explains Biblical
epistemology by referring to the work of the Holy Spirit.

", ., ., any critic of the epistemology of the Christian

58Moment, p. 128.
595&&10 Teachings, p. 29.

60npyltmann's Theology," op. cit., p. 290,

6lMoment, p. 116.
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religion ought to be silenced by the fact of Pentecost," he
aays.62 To the basic question "How does one knbw God?,"
Heinecken gives his answer and the answer of the Christian

tradition as he says:

that God is "known" only through the enlightenment of
the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father and the
Son and whose coming is a part of the revelation of
God in Christ, so that there is no revelation except
as the sending of the Spirit 1s included as a part of
the revelatory event,.

The knowledge which the Spirit gives will be received in a
different manner than the knowledge that "two times two is
four or that Caesar crossed the Rubicon," says Heinecken,
But those who have celebrated Pentecost will know, and they
will know they know.64

God reveals Himself as a personal being, says Heinecken,

65

He reveals His
66

"a center of will and responsibility."
heart, His true disposition, "which is love," to men. Man
is by nature "aware" of the "Other," but about His nature and
dispogition he knows nothing.

His Cman'sl predicament is not his wrestling with

the gquestion as to whether or not there is "a god,"
but rather to know the name, the true nature of

621bid., p. 79.

631bid., pp. 77-78.
64;g;g., p. 80.

658agic Teachings, p. 25.

66Heinecken, Moment, p. 116.
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that "unknown one," with whom he finds himgelf
wrastling. . . . %

Helnecken admits to a general revelation, a universal divine
confrontation of man in his existence giving rise to an unde-
fined "existential awareness of the 'o‘l‘.her,""68 but he says
also thet the gods of natural man "are one and all idols,

vho must be supplanted by the true God, mad; 'known' only in
Jesus Christ."69 The god arrived at by man's reasoning is
never "the Creator upon whose will of love all that is
depends absolutely" and "the One to whom he [man] owes

all.“70

God i1s not there at the fringes of man's knowledge
simply to explain what still remains inexplicsgble
and mysterious, but the living God confronts man
at all times., . . .71
Heinecken 1s too much of an existentialist to deny any
degree of awarensss of the transcendent within man's natural
inner experience. By an awareness of one's own limitations,
by a sensitivity to the absclute claim laid upon man, by the
feelings of insecurity and the threat of meaninglessnaas,72

man "knows" of the "Other," but Heinecken would say, with

67M. J. Heinecken, "Man Today and the Message of
Justifieation,” Lutheran World, IX (July, 1962), 197.

68Mcment, pe. 123.
691pia., p. 77.
701p3id., pp. 126-27.

7Tlspace Age, p. 73.
72:[bido ? pp. 108—10.
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Brunner, that this knowledge is confused and idolatrous.
The relation of reason to faith and theology

This statement by Heinecken could just as well have
been made by Brunner:
While the formulation and acceptance of doetrine is
not to be equated with the personal faith-relationship,
it is most certainly inseparable from it. . . . While
the biblical record is not just a compendium of doec-
trines or truths but the witness to certain events, it
is as such a witness replete with the doctrines which
the transformsd believers affirmed and which distinguished
them from their pagan neighbors.73
Just as God's revelation in His actions is always "inseparable
T4

from interpretive words," so man's affirmation of faith must
be "in the form of sentencas."?? In speaking of the necessity
for anthropomorphisms in the Bible, Heinecken says that in
order that man might know the living God, He had to reveal
Himself "within the realm of what man ecan conceive."76 He
had tc submit Himself also to man's rational faculties, or
no communication would take place, :“. « » because men

believe in God they alsc believe certain things," says

Heinecken.77 He insists, however, that these "things" about

God are not tc be confused with God Himself. "There

73ghrist Frees and Unites, PP LT=48.

74nTension," op. cit., p. 202.
751Ibid., p. 203.
76§gace Age, p. 87.

77pagic Teachings, p. 18,
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1s a distinction between 'believing in' and 'believing that.'
Only 'believing in' is faith., 'Believing that' accompanies

78

the 'believing in.'" The agsentia 1s a necessary but

explicitly secondary corollary to the fiducia. One can have

a "belief that" without a "belief in," but not vice versa.
Heinecken does say that a specified list of doctrine is not
necessary for faith:
The acceptance of a doetrine of the atonement can save
no one. Only actually being drawn into the right God-
relationship matters, and that can happen even without
the acceptance of some doectrine.?9
Although it is not clear what the "some" of the above statement
includes, it can be said that Heinecken would not agree to the
possibility of faith with no objective knowledge whatsoever.
Just what is the difference, then, which Heinecken sees
between the knowledge of faith and analytic, objective
knowledge? First of all, the former is found only within the
existential reletionship while the latter is achieved in a
detached, verifiable manner,
By way of contrast with these Cobjectivel propositions,
the truth of which is determinable in spectator fashion
gither with apodictic certainty or with a degree of
approximation only, there are "existential" proposi-
tions. These cannot be either affirmed or denied

except by an "existing" individual who is involved
in the entirety of his existence.80

78 1pia.
79;bid., p. 87.

80Moment, p. 271.
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One is built on the subject-object split; the other is based
on a Subject-subject relationship.
Man cannot know him TGodl in the sense in which we
know other things, when the ldea in our mind (subjec~
tive) corresponds to scme external referent (objec-
tive). We can know him only by being in the right
relationship of trust and obedience and love.8l
For the certainty of faith's knowledge there can never

be substituted "some kind of externsal guarantee.“82

In fact,
as Heinecken says,

the only way I can discern that I am confronted with

the absolute miracle is 1f it does indeed conclusively

confound my undergtanding no matter how often I may
say that the total view 1s in harmony with what some

call "the depth of reason,"83
Even though a certain belief is contradictory for thought and,
humanly speaking, quite impossible, yet the man of faith,
on the basis of the personal confrontation with God, believes
and asserts that it "is."84

Objective propositions and knowledge present the alter-
natives of faith or doubt, says Heinecken, while faith-directed,
existential knowledge confronts a man with the decision of
faith or offense. ". . . in the former casa the affirmation

or denial makes no difference in the way I live; in the latter

81 b14. TR DamT24

82 bid., p. 239.

831bid., PP. 346-47.

84Ibid., POl
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85 1n this faith-offense ultimatum

a risk is involved."
presented by religious truth, one can sum up Heinecken's
views with regard to the nature and perception of religious

truth:

Those who are confronted with this presence of God in
Jesus as the Christ do not face the s2lternative of
belief or unbelief--as they would in relation to an
ordinary historical event of which they are mere spec-
tators and which is established for them merely on the
basis of probability and the accumulation of the
weight of evidence. Rather they face the alternative
of either "faith" or "offense"--gurrendering in trust
to the One who makes the absolute claim upon their
lives, or "being offended" by the preposterousness of
the c¢laim. They cease from being mere spectators,
because the demands of this One call for a decision
either of giving up one's autonomy and self-will in
"faith" or retaining them in noffense. "8

This option between autonomy on the one hand or surrender-
ing in obedience to the divine claim laid upon one's life on
the other is precisely the option which Brunner sees confront-
ing man. Except for minor variations, therefore, it can be
concluded, on the basis of the evidence presented in this
section, that Heinecken and Brunner are in substantial
agreement on the question of the nature and perception of

religious truth.
Taito Kantonen

Neither Taito Kantonen nor Joseph Sittler have as much

to say in their published materials as does Martin Heinecken

851pid., p. 272.

86I_b1d- 9 Pe 55
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on the subject of this study. For this reason the treatment
of both these men will be of a more cursory fashion than
with Brunner and Heinecken. It will be shown, howevei,
that both the men, and Kantonen in particular, agree to a
great extent with Brunner on the question of religious truth

and its perception.
The historical perspective

Kantonen's viewpoints on religious epistemology, like
Brunner's and Heinecken's, can best be understood in the
light of the antithesis which he is opposing: the objective
rationalism of Protestant Orthodoxy.

Luther, Kantonen argues, had opened up the dimension of
the personal correspondence in the God~man relationship:

He CLutherl stood "coram Deo," in the presence of God

never merely speculating or talking gsbout Him but

responding to Him with his whole being as person to
rerson, Nor did he petrify God's Word into a system

of abstract concepts. The Word was God himself apeaking

to him personally and reaching beycnd his intellect into

the innermost depths of his conscience.
But Orthodoxy, operating with the "static rationalism® of
traditional Protestant scholasticism,°C soon removed this
living God-men reletionship from the realm of personal

experience into the realm of conceptual analysis.89

87T7aito Almar Kantonen, Resurgence of the Gospel
(Philadelphia: The Muhlenberg Press, 1948), p. 36.

8871pid., p. 137.

891bid., p. 58.
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It was the misfortune of the Reformation that its
great living truths received their systematic formu-
lation in an age when the basic thought-forms were
supplied by a decadent Aristotelian Scholasticism,
Consequently the new wine of the rediscovered Gospel

was poured into the old wineskins of static intellec-
tualism,90

It might be made clear at this point that this writer is
passing no judgment as to the strict accuracy of the above
statement., Neither Brunner, Heinecken nor Kantonen go to

any great length to supply primary evidence for their claims
of Orthodoxy's so~called distorticns of the epistemological
relationship., It is more or less assumed that in Orthodoxy

a rather sterile intellectualism did replace the more vibrant,
existential approach of Luther. At any rate, it is this
objectivism, this emphasis upon the precisely defined and

the rational, which Kantonen suggests as one of the chief

obstacles blocking the way to a valid theological epistemo-_

logy.

Greek versus Biblical concepts of knowledge

21
92

"Pruth is not decided by counting noses," says Kantonen.
It cannot be "pinned up and exhibited like dead butterflies.™
It is dynamic, and its greatest fos is "statilc intellectual-

ism."93 Kantonen does not often refer to these objectivist

201bid., p. 35.

91lTaito Almar Kantonen, Life after Death (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1962), p. 21.

927, A. Kantonen, The Theology of Evangelism (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1954), p. 20.

93Kantonen, Reaurgence, p. 33.
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tendencies as being specifically "Greek," but it is clear that
the entire tradition of philosophical, speculative analysis
and reflection is being suggested.

The difference between this tradition and the Christian
or Biblical one is the difference between contemplation and

narration,

Christianity is not just another theory of knowledge,

another attempt to discover truth, It never stops

with mystical feeling or philosophical reflection,

in which a man indulges for his own satisfaction.

It is essentially not contemplation at all, although

contemplation may be used to clarify it, but narration,

an account of what God has done and is doing and what

happens to us when God does His work in us.%4

Kantonen is possibly more involved in the practical
mission of the Church than either Brunner or Heinecken. A
nunber of the books he has written deal with practical subjeets
such as stewardship and evangelism. Consequently, he often
carries the discussion of the difference between Greek and
Biblical thought into the applied situation within the life
of the Church, He says, "Vital theology, then, like vital
preaching, is never a mere juxtaposition of propositions,
no matter how important or true."?? With refersnce to
preaching once more, he writes:

When the Gospel is preached in its original purity

and vigor as the wisdom of God and the power of Ged,

not as a philosophy of some sort, it continues to

bristle with paradoxes.?

Or, regarding educational prineiples in the Church's missionm,

94Kantonen, Theoclogy of Evangelism, p. 10.
95Resurgence, p. 100.

96rhe Message of the Church to the World of Toda
(Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1941), p. 61.




97

Kantonen observes:
Religious 1life will continue to be at a low ebb in our
congregations so long as we operate simply on the assump-
tion that vital religion can be taught without stressing
that it has to be caught. It is a fallacious idea,
drawn from Greek philosophy, not from the Christian
Gospel, that correct knowledge will automatically
result in right action,?7
Paradox, dynamiec vitality, involvement--these character-
isties of Biblical thought are thus contrasted with the empha-
sis upon propogitions, rationality and systematic catechiza-
tion in the more objective Greek tradition. Unlike the abstract
speculative nature of Greek thought, Biblical thought is con-
crete and perscnal, says Kantonen. "This fact Cthe incarnation]
give the Christian kerygma at the same time a living per-
sonal concreteness which distinguishes it from every form
of speculation. . . ."98 The Church's message does not
congist of abstract principles, but of the specific and
concrete mighty acts of God in history and experience.99
"The burden of the apostolic witness was not 'God wrote a book'
but 'God sent forth his Son.'“100 Kantonen, then, along with

Brunner end Heinecken, but not in as detailed a manner, would

claim a radical difference between the knowledge and import

97Resurgenge, pp. 218-19.

987, A. Kantonen, "Christ--the Hope of Those Who are
Outside the Church," Lutheran World, I (Summer, 1954), 11l4.

99Kantonen,'§essage, p. 30.

100Kgntonen, Regurgence, p. 107.
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of Philosophical, purely rational activity and the knowledge
and import of the Biblical tradition., Once more, the differ-
énce might be aptly summarized as that existing between kennen

and wiggen as epistemological relationships.
The subject-object‘split and beyond

It need only be noted here that Kantonen does not use

the "subject-object" category to develop his position,
Pergonalism as the key

Kantonen, like Brunner and Heinecken, finds in the
personality construction the key to Biblical truth and its
perception.

the central doctrine of Christianity is personality-

construction., That doctrine--and it is inseparably

connected with the person of Jesus==-is the doctrine

of the Kingdom of God, . . . When we try to express

the Kingdom in terms of anything static, we get into

paradoxes; the solution of these paradoxes lies in

the living, growing, dynamic reality known as person-

ality.101
Whether the personality-structure "solves" the paradoxes
of Biblical truth or whether it rather displays them for
what they really are--unfathomable mysteries in another
dimension from that of the faet and the thing--is a question
Kantcnen would probably answer in favor of the latter alter-
native. But it is evident that he, too, sees a direct

analogy between personality and Biblical truth. The

101Kantonen, Message, pp. 112-13.
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knowledge of God and His ways 1s much the same as knowledge
of another person, "It is a matter of the will, " says
Kantonen, "that 1s, of the whole personality.“lo2

Once again, with Kantonen, as with Brunner and Heinecken,
the personality-structure is not arbitrarily picked out as the
most apt analogy of knowledge of the Divine. The most con-
Vincing reason for its use is the person of Christ. "Unlike
any religion or philosophy, Christianity is inseparably bound
up with the person of its Founder."'®3 The living Christ is
the basic determinant of the personal nature of Biblical truth.
"It Cfaith]l is a person-to-person relation with Christ, which
dissolves into nothingness unless it is vitalized by recurrent
encounters with its living object.."lo4

Kantonen most often sets forth this personalistic scheme
of Biblical truth in direct contrast and, this writer holds,
in reaction to a more intellectualistic, objectivistic struc-
ture. Some examples are listed:

The God of the Bible does not concern himself with

imperting to men a body of facts, and principles

for interpreting them6 but with establishing personal
fellowship with men,105

lozThgologz of Evangelism, p. 8.

103ﬂessage, P. 52.

loAResurgence, p. 81.

105Theologz of Evangelism, p. 18.
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The God who became man is not concerned with truths

or principles but with persons. . . . His appeal
therefore does not take the form "Believe my teachings,”
"Follow my precepts," but "Believe in me," "Follow me,"
"I am the truth,nl06

L ) L] . Ld L] L] . . . . L L] . L . ° . . L L] L . * . . . L] L]

In the person-to-person encounter of faith the believer
takes hold of the Lord himself, not just something said
or written about Him,107 ;

L] . L] L] L d . . . L . L L . L L . L] . . L] L] . L L L L) L L

—

In the Christian message it is not an institution or
a book or a body of doetrine that asks for our trust

and obigéence but a person who says, "I am the truth.
~ 'll

L L] L] ° L) . L] (] . L] . . ° . L] . L] L} L] L . . L] L] L] L] L] L

CJesus] cane not to win assent to_a set of proposi-
tions but to seek and to save men,10

The note of reaction is clear; Kantonen is not only presenting
theological parsonalism as the key to understanding the Christian
faith, but is, in so doing, opposing a concurrent theological
thought-system which he feels is misleading and ultimately da
false.

Kantonen claims that an appreciation of this personality

construction is first truly realized in a vital awareness of

sin., "A man becomes aware of God as a person only when he

106nghri gt—-the Hope," op. gcit., p. 1ll4.

107Rasurgenge, pp. 109-10.

108, Theology for Christian Stewardship (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1956), pp. 12-13.

109Theology of Evangelism, p. 19.
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has become avare that his will has crossed God's will."llo
Only when man's geecret sins have been exposed and his vain
Pretensions shattered, can a personal relationship with God
become possible, says Kantonen.lll This possibility of
relationship becomes a reality in the forgiveness of sins,
"A vital personal relationship between man and God thus
comes into existence, but its sole ground and constant pivot
is the forgiveness of sina."ll2 Kantonen thus bases his
|

personalistic viewpoint on the thoroughly Lutheran sub-

structure of sin and grace.

God as Revealer

"Christian truth, the truth of the gospel, is, first of
all, revealed truth., It is based on divine self-digclosure. 13
Kantonen, too, insists that man's knowledge of God finds its
source and content in God's self-communication. God is
Subject of the epistemological relationship. ". . . man

114

cannot find God until God has found him." "God himself

must precede our idea of God.“115 When apeaking of such

110Resurgence, p. 73.

11lTheology for Christian Stewardship, p. 29.

112Resurgence, Pe 74,

113Kantonen, Theology of Evangeligm, p. 7.

ll4Resurgence, p. 97.

115Theology of Evangelism, Pp. 7.
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divine seorets as the nature of life after death, man's own
surmises and arguments have no part, says Kantonen., "It
Cthe answer to such a questionl is drawn entirely from God's
revelation of himself; e ."116 Ravalétion is the basis

of Biblical epistemology.

But thils revelation is something much more than a body
of correct propositions or flawless words, Kentonen ingists.

The Word is not only the revealer of divine wisdom
but also and primarily the vehicle of divine power,
the power to give vital conviction, to break sinful
habit, to redirect_ the will, to bridge the chasm be-
tween God and man.

Kantonen emphasizes the "powsr" inherent in God's self-
disclosure. God's revelaticn is so much more than truths
to be accepted; it 1s acting, saving, power-transmitting
truth,

But Christian truth is not only revealed truth, in

which God himself assumes the initiative. It is also

redemptive truth, vhich shows God to be in saving
action, It is not a mere communication of ideas but

a transmission of power, Revelation is inseparable

from salvation.ll
Only when the Word of God is received as a personal address
to the individual does this power-instilling communication
take place, As long as it is received as information about

God or as codifiable material for doectrines it is powerless

and incomplete. Kantonen gives a forceful picture of the

116Life after Death, p. 2.

117Resurgence, p. 143,

llsTheologx of Evangeligm, p. 8.
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living Word and its transforming workings, as opposed to
a lifeless word considered as objective fact, in the follow-

ing quotation:

The Word is not a collection of ideas to be understood

or a get of rules to be obeyed but the power of a new
life to be received. Its primary appeal is neither to
the intellect nor to the emotions but to the will and
conscience, to man as man. It seeks to take hold of

the total personality and to give not mere information
about God but fellowship with God. It is not a general
"to whom it may concern" but addresses itself, to use

a good Quaker expression, "to our condition,". It meets,
not men's idle curiosgity, but thelr anxiety, guilt,
despair. It confronts men at the point of their deepest
need, It both discloses and meets our need for a Seavior.
It brings to us not only new insight and wisdom on matters
vhich constitute our ultimate concern but an entirely
new structure of life, the rule of God, the sovereignty
of Christ. It not only acquaints us with the sacred
Sceriptures but transforms us into living epistles of
Christ.ll

The antithesis against which Kantonen is reacting with this™
dynamic, personal approach to the Word is obvious: the
biblicistic tendency to over-objectivize and depersonalize
into cold abstractions the living voice of God.
the divine truth does not endure as a static gquantum,
possessed and hoarded and handed down from one genera-
tion to another, but as a series of personal encounters
by which men of each successive generation face God
hinself, hear His voice and receive His life-changing _
pover, 2

Kantonen explains that this always contemporaneous

encounter is msde effective only through the Spirit of God

ngmh.e.p.lm for Qhristisn Stewardship, pp. 15-16.

120
Kantonen, Resurgence, p. 126.
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who alone makes known the true significance of the Word. 121
Furthermore, Kantonen, together with Heinecken, adds the
Lutheran note that God can be known perhaps most explicitly

in the sacraments.122

The relation of reason to faith and theology

Kantonen calls "Lutheran"--and thus agrees with--
Brunner's position thet man's spiritual nature, evén in its
Sin-perverted state, still affords a point of contact with
God, n1?3 Whether Kantonen would have Brunner include the
reason in "man's spiritual nature" is uncertain, Kantonen
does say this, however, about unregenerate reason: "Natural
unregenerate reason not only fails to find God; it also fails
to see in the Gospel anything but foolish nonaense."124 At
another place he expands upon this thought:

Human reason can give us an Aristotelian God who sits

in solitsry splendor contemplating his own perfection

and refusing to contaminate himself with the imperfec-
tions of the world. It cannot give us a God who runs

down the road to embrace one whose associatlions have
been with harlots and swine.l25

121
Ibid., pc 1240

182 1as L pa 1094

123191d., p. 16,

124yp14., pp. 106-07.

12
5Ihggl2gx of Christian Stewardship, p. 39,
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Rationalistic theology applies only "high and glorious”
terms to God, says Kantonen, whereas faith's theology grasps
God even in His masks of weakness, digsgrace and suffering.126
No mere theological analysis will enable man to appreciate
the true meaning of, for example, justification by faith; 1t
i1s only when one embarks "on the same venture of personal
faith"127 that it is truly realized and experienced.

Kantonen does not speak explicitly about the necessity
of reason in either the faith-relationship or in the task
of theology. His main interest seems to lie in demonstrating
the inadequacy of the reason to independently achieve a vital
relationship with God. Man, in his perennial state of un-
willingness to "acknowledge his dependence, to accept his

128

finiteness, to admit his insecurity," gseeks 8 man-made

way of salvaticn, to be brought about according to the self-
sufficient dictates of reason. Kantcnen calls this autono-
mous attempt of man naive and impossible.
If our difficulty were only a lack of knowledge or a
weakness of the moral will, we would need only a
teacher or an exemplar. But sin is such a radical

dislocation of our baaic relation to God that we need
a Mediator and a Savior.

126
Resurgence, p. 125.

127
Ibid., D« T4

128
Ibid., p. 27.

12
9Messgge, ppP. 54=55.
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The discussion of Kantonen closes at this point, with
the acknowledgment that his treatment of the epistemological
question is perhaps the most purely theological of the men
studied so far, at least from the Lutheran standpoint. His
constant attention to such strictly theological issues as
8in and justification and his avoidance of such constructs
a8 "subject"™ and "object"™ in connection with the question
of the perception of Bibliecal truth set him somewhat apart
from the other two. It has been sufficiently noted, however,
that he is in substantial agreement with them in every impor-
tant emphasis regarding the question of theological epistemol-

OgY.
Joseph Siftler

Of the thres Lutheran theologians being considered,
Joseph Sittler stands out for a number of reasons. His
thought is possibly the most original of the three and the
most poignantly phrased. While Heinecken concerns himself
primarily with the existentialist approach and Kantonen
with the purely Lutheran theological approach, Sitiler's
main interest lies in the area of ecumenics and a contempo-
rary restatement of the Christian faith., Sittler has the
least to say on the subject of this study. It can be seen,
however, that what he does say agrees quite closely with the
thought of the other three men above. This section will

attempt to point out these areas of basic agreement.



107

The historical perspective

Sittler, like the others, sees the pariod of Orthodoxy
as the stultification of the dynamic, relational theology
of the Reformers. Orthodoxy's central tragedy, according
to Sittler, was that it "stultified the Reformer's doctrine
of the Word in definitions aimed at intellectual
acceptance., ., . ."130 Understanding revelaticn in a
"propositional, documentary, statie, and thoroughly

131

intellectualized manner, " Orthodoxy attempted, as had

medieval theology before it, 22

to give man religious
certainty. But in its search for certainty and safeguards,
it somehow lost track of the core of what it was trying to

pProtect,

Seeking to enclose the living, orthodoxy stifled.
Seeking to cherish by logically necsssary formula-
tions, it squeezed out of the doctrine the decision
of faith., Seeking to tighten theologically, it
reduced religiously. Seeking to protec} a heritage
by enclosing it in a box--it mummified.+33 =

Whenever the living, personal truth is thus conceived of in
terms of right teaching, an explosive reaction is bound to

follow, argues Sittler. He points at Piletism as the

130The Doctrine of The Word (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg
Press, 1948), p. 44.

1311p14., p. 48.

1321p14., p. 13.

1
?ijid., Pe 49.
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"explosion" which followed Orthodoxy.
when the objeot of faith has been theologically
transmuted into a static identification with a
higtorical document, then faith, which is always
dynamic, will inevitably shift its attention to an
area in which a dynamic need can be met by a dynamic
objeet. In this instince CPietisml, +to the
believing individual,l34
The dynamic of the authentiec God-man relationship, once
released, "cannot permit theology ever again to operate
as if it had not been," says Sittler.t?? The Church always
must and will be on guard sgainst the objectivization of the

address of the gospel.
Greek versus Biblical concepts of knowledge

"The gospel is not a holy box of divine propositions
ranging from simple to complex; 1t is nothing leas than the
organic life of God confronting us now here, now thare."136
With this differentiation between the proposition and the
living, confronting voice of God Sittler sets up the radical
dichotomy of Greek versus Bibliecal thought. On the surface,

Biblical truth may eppear not dissimilar to philosophie truth;

1341v14., pp. 45-46. (It is this writer's conviction
that this is the precise occasion of each of these four
men's emphasis on the perscnal, the relational and the non-
propositional; they, too, are reacting, in an almost in-
evitable direction, against an objectivism and intellectual-
ism within the Church of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries.)

135"A Christology of Function," The Lutheran Quarterly,
VI (1954), 124.

136 j0geph Sittler, The Ecology of Faith (Philadelphia:
Muhlenberg Press, 1961), p. 65.
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but underneath, the two reveal a radically diverse framework
of meaning, Objective truth can be spoken of in one-level,
undlalectical statements; Biblical truth is of necessity
"multiple-level" in meaning and dialectical.

For the centrel revelation of God in an Incarnation

of grace in a world of nature inwardly requires that

all discourse inclusive of these two magnitudes is

of necessity dlalectical.l37
Sittler thus holds that every simple term of faith must be
set forth in such a way that the multiple dimensions of its
own content are exposed. This interpenetration of the Divine
and the human, of sin and grace, of the old and the new
within religious truth makes for a unique epistemology, an
epiatemology which seeks the true and expresses itself within
the framework of the dialectical,

Sittler emphasizes the fact that the modern age calls
for an epistemology and an apologetic far different from
those of the classical period. He writes:

It may well be that we are entering upon a period in

the church's l1ife wherein men's minda must be shocked

open to entertain the suspicion that there are realms

of meaning, promise, end judgment which ensconce God's

incarnated action for their vague disquietudes.
Speaking of God in terms of substance and ideal essence is

impossgible for contemporary man, says Sittler, "The problenm

of the knowledge of God must, with us, operate with the

137 1vad.; pe 47

138"The Shape of the Church's Response in Worship,"
The Ecumenical Review, X (January, 1958), 146.
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realities of energy, realizing will, purposive intantion."l39
Todey man speaks in terms of force and function and not in
terms of objective subgtance,

formulations enunciated in one age are deepeningly
unintelligible in another. The terms of discourse
evoked by and addressed to one historical situation
are no longer declarstive of what they sought to say--
a grammar of subatance is alien to & grammar of func=-
tion--and are therefore, for the contempcrary church,
neither adequate confession nor meaningful pilety.l40

Sittler sums up the contrast between classical Greek-
informed concepts of truth and knowledge and the concepté
operative among contemporary (and among the Biblical writers
and the Reformers as well, he would say) men in this pene~
trating statement:

the clagsical Christolegy of the Greeks perpetuatss
formulations which operate with a way of speaking
about God which is incongruent with our time and its
ways of thinking.

Classical terms were expressive of bodies; ours must

be expressive of functions. Nicaea operated with the
discourse of statics; contemporary discourse is per-
meated through and through with a world view which

is dynanie. For us, persong are not bodies, but units
of forece and will; all things are not bodies, but aims,
means, and creations of these units. The classical
relationship between bodies was positional; our under-
standing of relationship is functional,léd

Sittler thus adds this important concept of "functionalism"
to the list of differences hetween the Greek and the Biblical

concepts of truth, The difference is once more seen to be

139np Christology," op. eit., p. 127.
1401pid., p. 131.

14171pid., pp. 122-23.

1 s me-ial
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one of kind and of dimension of meaning, rather than one of

gradation within & singular framework of truth,

The subject-objeot split and beyond

The paucity of Sittler's remarks with regard to the
inadequacy of the subject-object process in aecquiring knowledge
about God does not diminish the impact of his thought in this
area., Subject~object epistemology must give way to faith's
ownn way of knowiné wvhen it comes to Biblicszl truth.

This "common center? and "glowing core" of Luther's
theology . . « ig falth as an independent form of the
apprehension, reception, and actualization of the life

of God. Whenever theology 1s informed by fazith as its
constituent principle an unmistzkable dynamism pervades
its every part and method, This is so because when

God is known by faith, that very way of knowing bestows
an immediacy of relationshig not communicable in subject-
object ways of knowledge.ld

Sittler capsules what the other three men under discussion
had teen saying, as he says,

What is given in falth is not knowledge about God but
God himself as 1ife, grace, love, and forgiveness. The
very totality-character of the act of faith transcends
every epistemological analogy whereby a systemization

of it may be attempted. Faith is an independent form

of Cod-relationship, and its ensergies cannct be contained
within categories which would deal with God as an object
of knowledge. For it is the first thing I know about
God when I know him in faith that I hed not known him

at 2ll had he not in aigressiVe love known me into
knowledge of hinsalf.143.

142 ,0trine of the Word, pp. 5-6.

143

Ibid., p. 6.
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This writer would be hard put to find a more apt summary of
the entire epistemological thrust of the four men being

considered than these two excerpts from Joseph Sittler,

Personalism as the key

Here also, what little Sittler has to aay specifically
about the personalistic nature of revelation and divine
truth shows that he is in agreement with Brunner and his

two fellow Lutherans.

Revelation is not a thing--but an action of God, an
event involving two parties; 1t is a personal address.
There is no such thing as reveletion-in-itself,
because revelation consists of the fact that something
is revealed to me.l4é
Sittler seems to favor the term "dynamie" over "personal™
to convey his concept of a living, relational structure of
Biblical truth and knowledge. He uses the term "personal"
rarely, perhaps to avoid the pitfalls of secular personalism,
It is admitted that the connotations of "dynamie" and
"personal! are guite diverse. However, from such statements
as above,l45 it is clear that his intention is not to contra-

dict but to rephrase the personalistic constructs of the other

three.

God as Revealer

14471b3d., p. 33.

145See also: Sittler's Doctrine of the Word, p. 48.

———————— | —  S—
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Revelation is seen as dynamic and exlstential divine

seli-disclosure by Sittler.

Lutheran theology, with its understanding of
revaelation as the Deusg Loguens c¢an never aquate ths
revelation with a book, a palpable historical product.
Revelation 18, rather, the address of God to man, the
incessant self-disclosure of God in his will and merey,
in his judgment and appeal, Revelation is not a thing;

it is a copntinuing activity. It is not static but
dynamic.146

God can be known only because and in so far as he reveals
Himself,147 and, in order that he might truly be known by man,
he must "present himself to man as a God for sinners.“l48
Ged and His gospel are first reaslized in a genuine sense
when man responds to God's call to undeserved fellowship,

Sittler, like both the other Lutherans, insists that
God's self-disclosure is always veiled and open only to the
response of faith.

For, while God wills to reveal himself, he always

reveals himself in a veiled way, in such a relationship

to the things of earth that man must ask efter him in

degperate earnestness. . . » It is ultimately of the

mercy of God that he reveals himself to me in such a

way that only in faith I may know him,149
God reveals Himself in such veiled ways as, for example, the

eross, argues Sittler, ". . . that through faith he may really

reveal himself, and not merely some information about him-

146

Doectrine of the Word, p. 1ll.

147 1p1a., p. 17.
1481p14., p. 7.

1491p1d., pp. 63-64.
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self. The masks of revelations, those indirect means
which defy rational apprehension, are thus part and parcel
of the God-man epistemological relationship. God comes,
not in idea, but in cloaked fact. He can be known, not by
ordinary rational endeavor, but only in the response of
faith. Sittler adds this thought:
When God makes the requirement that who would know
him must know him in faith, he but requires, in the
area of religious knowledge, what is necessary in
accordance with his nature as Agape. That is to
say that the revelation of God, interpreted in terms
of Erog, may be so received as to require no such
radical faith. But God as Agape stands over against
me in gso sharp a discontinuity that a lesser personal
coalescence of the whole being than failth as trust is
improper to the nature of the revelation.l
God's revelation is unique and the reception of this revela-
tion is unique because God as Agape is unique. Brunner might
have phrased this same thought: God's revelation is perscnal

and its reception is personal because God is personal,
The relation of reason to faith and theology

Sittler provides no excursus on this specific subject.
He does say, however, that clarity of doctrine "without the

love of the brother who is luminously before us precisely

152

as the brother is the clarity of damnation." He would thus

150 1p34., p. 66.

Sy (s

lsz"Called to Unity," The Ecumenical Review, XIV
(January, 1962), 185,
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second Brunner's frequent observation that doetrine for
doctrine's gake breeds lovele&wness.153 Doctrines are
indeed necessary, aayaASittler, to meet the exigent challenges
of definite historical threats,ls4 but the moment these doec-
trines become the object rather than the expression of faith,
they have ceased to serve their function and have become a
decided digtortion of the dynamic, faith-engendered and sus-
tained God-man relationship.

With these remarks Chapter II comes to & close., The
evidence gupplied in this section is sufficient to support
a claim that Martin Heinecken, Taito Kantonen and Joseph
Sittler, although varying on several matters of emphasls
and adding several specifically Lutheran notes to the dis-
cugssion, substantially agree with the eplstemological posi-

tion of Emil Brunner presented in Chapter I.

lSBEmil Brunner, The Divine-Human Encounter, translated
by Amandus W. Loos (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,

1943), p. 103.

154,6a116ed to Unity," op. cit., p. 185.




CHAPTER III
CONCLUSION

The six foci sround which Emil Brunner structures his
theological epistemology have, by this time, been oft repeated.

A. His position can best be understood by investigating
the historical perspective and noting that he is consciously
and intentionally countering what he calls a false objecti-
vism within Protestant Orthodoxy.

B. The fallacy of so much of the Orthodox approach is
that it follows Greek rather than Biblical thought-patterns,
says Brunner, Tha Greek tradition's approach to truth empha-
8lzes the abstract, the timeless and universal, the objective,
the fact and the systematizable; the Biblical approach, on
the other hand, emphasizes the concrete, the historical and
the existential, the personal, the act and the paradoxiecal.
The key to the Greek pattern is rationality; the key to the
Biblical is personal faith in response to a personal encounter.

C. Inherent in the Greek epistemology is the subject-~
object way of knowing. Brunner insists that this process is
untrue to Biblical truth, and that only a Subject-subject
pattern renders genuine knowledge of God and the God-man
relatianship.

D. The key to theological epistemology is the personal-
istie framework of knowing. A man knows God as he knows

another person., All of the abiding mysteries of personality,
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all the relatedness and intimacy of communion, all the non-
objectifiable qualities existing within the close person-to-
person relationship, all of the knowledge gained only through
trust and gharing-~these enigmatical elements which make up
the epistemologicel relation between one person and another
hold true in man's epistemological relationship with God who
is personal and who became a Person in history for man.

E, God is evermore Subject of this personal epistemolo-
gical relationghip, By'His historical and existential reve-
laticn and by it alone can man come to know God. The Bible
is the means to this self-disclosurae,

F. Human reason, while essential in both the activity
of faith and in theologizing, remains ancillary and subservi-
ent to faith's own way of knowing. ‘The knowledge of faith
(kennen) =nd the knowledge of reason {wisgen) operate in two
different dimensions of truth., While there are nececessarily
objective elements tc be knowr in the God-man epistemological
relationship, yet these objective facts merely inform the
really primary activity: the trusting and obedient response
of fa;th to the address of the self~discloging God.

While several differences in emphagis are noticeable
and while the distinctively Lutheran approach shows up in di-
vaerse ways and places in their positions, yet it has bseen
shown by coﬁsiderabla documentation that the three American
Lutheran théologiana, Martin Heinecken, Taito Kantonen and
Joseph Sittler, are in substantial agreement with Brunner in

every one of the six categories listed above. There is littls
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obvious dependency upon Brunner,l but the similarities in
Viewpoint do exist, whether derived from Brunner, or from a
possible common source such as Soren Kierkegaard or Martin
Buber, or from independent or semi-independent study and
discovery, These four men are opposing the same antitheses
and are proposing much the same answer to the God-man epistemo-
logical question.

While the stated purpose of thig study is to "present®
Brunner's theological epistemology and that of the three
Lutherans in comparison to it, and not to evaluate or criti-
cize it, still it might be helpful to include at this point
some of the more telling of the criticisms contemporary
theologians are leveling against Brunner's position.

A. Schrader claims that Brunner is guilty of both "bad
theology and bad metaphysics" in his insistence that God is
pure subject,

But when Brunner claims that a subject can never be

known as an object, he is, I think, guilty of a confu-

sion, It does not follow from the fact that a subjact
cannot gua subject be known as object, that a subject
cannot be known as an object. Only if a being were
pure gubject would this inference be justified. In

the case of God, of course, this is precisely what

Brunner and others have maintained. And Brunner makes

a gimilar olaim with respect to human subjscts.
e« « « The fact is that I am both subject and object

and the unity of the two. I can be known gobjectively

lThere are a few direct references to his writings,
however, and several sufficiently acknowledged appropria-
tiong of identical terminology. See Martin J. Heinecken,
The Moment Before God (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press,
1956), p. 240.
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even though my inwardness can be revealed only insofar
as I choose to reveal it through ecommunication, It
would be, I think, Jjust as wrong to be treated as a

pure subject as a mere objsc $2

Brunner would probably answer this, as is shown in the section

entitled "Relation of Reason to Faith and Theology,“3 that §
there ars indeed objective, rational elements in man's know-
ledge of God., But to place the primary emphasis upon God as
objeet in the epistemological relationship is to miss the
really valid way of knowing Him.

B, With regard to Brunner's personalistic emphasis,
Faul Jewett maintains that Brunner's claim to personal
correspondence ag the basic thought-form of the Bible
"cannot be sustained."4 William Wolf, too, puts the
gquestion as to whether Brunner is not "gsubjecting the bibli-
cal material to a large amount of a priori personalistic

metaphysic."s

Paul Tillich says that this personalistic
category is not exclusive enough to really be contributing
gignificant information about the Divine-human encounter.

He writes:

2George A. Schrader, "Brunner's Conception of Philo-
sophy," in The Theology of Emil Brunner, edited by Charles WV,
Kegley (New York: Macmillan Company, 1962), pp. 123=-24.

3Sugra, pp. 56ff.

4"Ebnerian Pergonalism snd its Influence upon Brunner's
Theology," The Westminster Theological Journal, XIV (May,

5"An Outline of Brunner's Theology," Anglican
Theological Review, XXX (April, 1948), 132.
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Life in 2ll its dimengions cannot be grasped without
an encounter of the knowing and the known beyond the
subjeot-object scheme., If this is the case, the
question may arise whether the person-to-person
encounter is the only valid analogy to the Divine~
human encounter and whether, therefors, in the
description of the way of knowing God, the pergon-
alistic categorlies should be used exclusively.

Robert Bertram claims that if non-theological science would
ever succeed in clearing up some of the difficulties of
interpersonal knowledge, this would, according to Brunner's
approach, endanger or at least lessen God's transcendencs.
He [Brunner] has fixed upon the general epistemological
distinction between personal and non-personal knowledge;
and noting the technical difficulties which philosophy
has had in accounting for the former, he concludes that
this philosophically inexplicable knowledge of persons
is peculiar to divine revelation and is the proper
subject matter of Christian theology and ethies. And
from this he has gone on to say, in effect, that the
trangcendent God is transcendent, at least partly,
because He is a person, (This is certainly different
from saying that God transcends our knowledge some-
what like persons do.)7
\
This writer would be interested in hearing Brunner's reply
to this charge that he has started with a general personal-
istic epistemoiogy and then foisted it upon Chrigtian theology.
Concerning the last two sentences of Bertram's charge, Brunner
would no doubt say that he does both: he sees God as personal

or as a Person (specifically in Jesus Christ) and he knows

6"Some Questions on Brunner's Epistemology," in The
Theology of Emil Brunner, edited by Charles W. Kegley (New
York: Macmillen Company, 1962), p. 100.

7"Brunnar on Revelation," Concordia Theologicgl
Monthly, XXII (September, 1951), 639.
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God in a way similar to the way he knows a person., Both sides
are true tc his position,
C. Schrotenboer's final evaluation of Brunner's posi-

tion reads:

He CBrunnerl does not stand apart from the stream of
modern thought, calling it back to the fountain-head
of truth, namely, the God of the Bible, but he is
himself influenced strongly by the Zeitgeist. This
is apparent from his uncritical accsptance of higher
criticism, his irrationalistic devaluation of theory,
and his construction of the truth of revelation as
personal correspondence,

Brunner admits to an acceptance of higher criticism,9 but
perhaps not uncritically; he does devaluate theory, but not
1rrationally;lo he does see Biblical truth as personal
correspondence.ll Does this necessarily determine that he
ls leading away from the "fountain-head of truth" or that
he is in error holding these positionsg?

Jewett criticizes Brunner for inadequate Scriptural

proof for his various viewpoints. For example, he complains

that Brunner cites only two paasag3512 to support his ma jor

8P. G. Schrotenboer, A New Apologetics: An Analysis

and Appraisal of the Eristic Theology of Emil Brunner (Kampen:
Ji HC KOk, 1955), Pl 216-

9Su ra, p. 49.

10Emil Brunner, Revelation and Reason; The Christian

Doctrine of Faith and Knowledge, translated by Olive Wyon
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, c. 1946), p. 418.

llﬂhﬁ!ﬂ, p. 40,

12) Gor. 8:1-3 and Eph. 1l:4.
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thesis of personal correspondence as the fundamental category
of Biblical truth.l3 This writer would have to agree that
Brunner's use of Scripture is gketchy, to say the least, in
most of his writings. By what standards one is to judge
adequate Seriptural substantiation for a certain viewpoint
is another gquestion, however.

D. Schrotenboer furthermore claims that Brunner places
too much stock in human reason.

Brunner requires & subordination of reason, but no

reformation of reason, According to his presentation,

reason as the power of ideation spells autonomy for

man, Such autonony is not wrong in itself, but becomes

gsin only when it oversteps its bounds,l4
Brunner only speaks of the reason as "autonomous" as it sets
itself up as an abgolute authority over against God, how-
ever.15 Autoncmous reagon is always sin to Brunner, Would
not Lutherans agree with him that reason is indeed capable in
the things below and that it errs only when it oversteps its
earthly bounds and attempts to plumb the things above?

Some of the ceriticisms against Brunner's epistemology
are justifiable; others are of questionable weight. This
writer would add only two questions to the general discussion

concerning Brunner's position:

Is he correct, partially correct or incorrect in his

lBJawett, "Ebnerian Personalism," gop. c¢it., p. 134,

liop, git., p. 194.

15Brunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 208.

i 0 A e S



123
diasparagement of the presuppositions, methods and conclusions
of Orthodoxy? If his charges of a distorted theology coming
from this period are valid, does the fault lie with Orthodoxy
itself, or prinecipally with those two centuries between the
period of Orthodoxy and today? 4t any rate, if his accusa-
tions of a false and misleading objectivity and a static
intellectualism leading towerd an invalid theological epis~
temology within Orthodoxy are correct or partially correct,
then it must be remembered, with all that this implies,
that Lutheran Orthodoxy and its twentieth century descendents
are included in this accusation,

What part, if any, of Brumner's theological epistemol-
ogy oan be accepted by the Lutheran theologian? Heinecken,
Kantonen and Sittler agree with most of his major emphases
in this area. Is the proper stance over against Brunner's
personalistic position a judicious and balanced incorporation
of his perceptive contribution to the discussion of the
nature and perception of Biblical truth into a theology
already well-founded, by Cod's grace, in the objective
truths of the Christian faith?
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