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does not eppeer. The second mejor portion of the dogmatics
dea]_g"ﬁth the knowledge of sin and grae:é. The second. section
of 't..he.’:"-'second major portion of his workf-ti_-ea.ts the doctrine
of Chﬁst., this is, however, not to be viewed as .en :l.ndica—
tion of the emphagis, or lack of it, whi_c":h “he places on
that doctrine. ol

The Dogmatics is then an exposition of Christien pious
feelings expressed in words. Piety is not the function of
the knowing faculty, for its seat is not. in the intellect,
nor in the will, but in feeling. This feeling is a8 we have
seen the feeling of “absolute dependenc; on God." As suchy
1t is not & feeling of freedom, or mere],v of relative de~.
pendence towsrd the vworld and finite t.l_a.;;;)gs, but as he sa&s:

In jedem Christlich-frommen Selbstbewusztsein wird

immer schon vorsusgesetzt, und ist 2lso euch dzrum.

mit enthslten, das im unmittelbaren Selbstbewusztaein

e

liche Sein Gottes im Selbstbewusztsein Eines sein kenn.
This principle is then relsted to the doctrine of crestion:
~ The oﬁém 6f the world is dependent onGod. Godis, creaﬂ'ol?
of the world, however,. is not. in eny 881.15’; comper 8‘?1°--*°"":h‘ .
faghion in which men crecte, mor is it to be thought of with
reference to time.>B Fﬁ;vmer,' the devout ‘self-consciousness

as absolute dependence E&ineidee_ with th,e‘:::l.daa of divine p“-

Wﬂ'@hﬂehrg, par.-144.
~abid., par, 168. .
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servation.® concerning the attributes of God, they ere
not' to be used as describing his essence,.but only as a
description of the particular form in which thé feeling of
abgolute dependence if reléted to Him.60 The only ettribute
referable to God is his "Urssechlichkeity"*l that is, He is
the immenent cause of the world. _ '
The unique cherscter of Christisn piety is that:
Das Christentum ist eine der $eleologischen Richtungen
der Froemmigkeit &ngehoerig monotheistische Glaubens-—
welse und untershceldet sich con enderen solchen wesent~
lich dedurch, daesg elles derselben bezogen w:l.rdeeuf die
durch Jesum von Nazareth vollbrachte Erloesunge
Christ as the Redeemer of all men is distinct from &ll mens
Since He is in no way in need of redemption, He is to be
distinguished from sll men as possessing redemptive power. . :

from his bi!"th.ea Bach Christizn hes in in himself the -
certainty that there is no other form of participetion in

the Christiar commmion then through feith in Christ as the
Redeemer, and that his piety could take mo other. form then *
thet.*® e Christien is conscious of sin as thé separetion

sglblg-: par. 190,
aoldeu p&f. ais.
‘GIM., pars 223.
Gam’ ﬁﬁr- 42, |
Gam.i'.p par. 63.
“;p_:lé.,‘ per. 66.
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of mat{ﬁ-om God. Sin is the predominance ‘of the flesh over
the 3911-1.1., end is a condition common té ‘men from the be--
g:l.rming. The C't\mst.im views grace as his communion with

God through the Savior. “In so fer assin _and grace oppose
each other in the Christisn eonseidusneé';, ‘God cezinot, be
viewed az the cause of éin, In that we naver have & conacioua-
ness. of grace without & conscioumess of a:m, howevers we

mey ssy thet this condition is a0 ordered w God.ss ‘The. Ra- |
deemer from sin is comprrsble to'men in h:l.s humsn natln-e,
but differentisted from men in the “Kraeﬁigkeit" of his -
consciousness of God, which is en ident:ltw of the existence . :
of God in him,%7 (hrist redeems men by teking them up into
the "Eraeftigkelit" of his congciousness of God, end into his
"untroubled holincss."®> Hie suffering is‘ﬂéé!‘im in - |
thet his "itgefuehl® of ein is compleiev' end in thet he |
himself is under no obligation to ssui'f'cs;x'.‘59 His theory of o

the atonement might therefore be called a ‘ugenuegende 51‘-011"
vertretung® rather then "stellvu’brmaa GW“E'-W*" Whenv ;

we are taken up into communion with his life: our* altpred

65rbid.y. par. 310,
CeInid., pers 343,
671_‘3..1205 pur, 34,
®8rpid.; par. 86.
€1bid., pers 120,
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relation to God comprises our Justificetion, and our al-
tered way qf lifey our conversion.m That God Just:lﬁea
the cdﬁverte:‘; mzn includss this, that he forgives his sin;
end recognizes ‘him @8 His child, This new status, howe’v"e':;,
follows only in so fzr as mem has the t.rue feith in the
Redeemer. _ -
. ChIEiOI"ncCﬂ"‘I’, then, finds the solution to the problan
of the nature end revelation of Relig:lon :I.n the in‘t.eraction
between the living totality of the Unlverse anc the religious
subject, end that knowledge of this process teaikes place in
the intuitive consciousness. As such, Religion admits of
no type of sceurate verbal desecription of its: eoming :l.i_lto :
being or of its content. Under this definition he can only
ey thet Religion is objectively. cmrsed by the action of the
Universe on men, end that kaowledge of t.h:ls action takes
Place in the Christien devout aelf-consc:l.qusness. As he
attempts to expound the specific ché:'agt;q of the Christien
religion, however, this knowledge tekes on objective content
- @8 the relation of the Christisan devout selt-consclousness
to the redemption in Jesus Christ. From ‘h:l.a early defini-
tion of knowledge of Réligion in the uSelbst bmutle:ln"
he shifts to knowledge which is ﬂGottesbewsstsein.“ -This:
was pogsible for him because bis interests were first with
the religious life, and with experience es the source of

“1big., per. 138,
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CHAPTER III

BRUNNER'S CRITICISMS OF SCHLEIERMACHER

Enil Brunner employs two phrases: one by Iuther -
"Werbun est principimm primum®, and one by Goeths == "Goe
fuehl ist alles, Name ist Schall und Rauch®, to distinguish
what he believez to be a true Christien epistemology from
a false one. He talkes up his task with the conviotion that
all theological epistemologles may be olassed under the
categories -~ mystlicism and the word, Schleiermacher, he be-
lieves, was the man vho gave the classical expression of,
and the most consistent presentation to, the. idea that the
way of mysiticism is a superior means to the knowledge of
divine truth. In order to demomstrate the truth of this
thesis, he claims that Schlelermacher's theology must be
viewed in terme of his philosophy, end that no idenmtity of
the religion that Sohleiermaohe{ presents with that of
Christian faith may be posited.

Brunner begins his discussion of the theology of Schieler-
. macher with the problem of the nature of religiom. The word

i 2
il Bm Mvatilk dag Yort (Tivingen:
J. 0. B, Mohr:n?.graé)'l.ﬂ%. " recber s
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*Relicion® wme born in paganism. Up to the time of the
Reformation it was used mainly statistically and apologetice
ally, rather than &s an indication of tl;e nature of religion.
Vihen it 4id asquire the lattor msaning in Calvin and Zwingli,
i% meant the presence of a specific objeotive content which
is received by the kmowing subject. Reliziom became "that
vhich" a Christian belisves. Schleiermacher rightly rebelled
against orthodoxy's understanding of Religion as an objectl-
filed intellectual system, but he reacted s0 axtrmly as to
Sec in religion only a subjective anthropoeentrioism.
uehlaiammehmm ani,h:-onoamtrism was the pmduot of the En=-
lightenuent end of Romanticism, although he aiffered somewhat
from both. He shared the Romentie-Idealist anti-intellauﬁial—
ism, and epplied that at'h;!.tude 40 religion in deﬁn:lns it not
as knowledze or aotion, but as feeling. He insisted on this
80 strongly says Brunner, "desz in der Rel.!."g!.o'n der Inhalt,
das Vas, vmérheblich, unwesentlich sel gagmebor dem VWie,

ja das nceh Weitergehende. dasz Religion ueberhlmlit keinen
Inhalt habe.” Religion is mot knowledges The peyohological
investigation of the Hnlightemment ocnsidered religion as
one psyoholoziecal menifestation among others. Sohlelermacher
d14 not go quite that far, but rather insisted on the unique=

Ibid.a Pa 50.

35
Ibid. s Pe 40,
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‘mess of the relizlous exparlence. To oome to this conoluse
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ion, he did mot use a genuinely psychological method of ine
vestigation. e doali not with ths _raiigiouo phenomena a3 -
such, but with the "Idealerscheimmngon” the "Herces of
Religion®s"

Religion is furbhermore not action, not a moral ethic.
The religious 1ife and the 1ife of action are two separate
spheres. Helizion is passivitys It is distingaished from
kaovlelge and action just as thinking, willing and foeling
are distinguizhed Lrom one another as to the_ir eontent ale
though they funciion together in the same individual. * Brummer —
agrees that Schlclermacher was correct in saying that moral-
jsm is not relimion. God and moral good are not the same.
But, he asks, doss Schlelermacher deplore moralism because:
of the Gospel, or because of his m.vatioism?- Certainly be-
cause of the latter since roligion is feeling, not knowledge
or action. Schisiermacher's passivity again appears as an
!.uustraticm of his subjeciive mysticism-

Athoush Schleiermacher aistinsuishﬂs two theories of
religion, one in which imowledge and action arve 1n1.;melatad
parts of fealing, éma the othsr vhere the essence of
religion is purd intuition smd feeling, Brunner bellsves She
8800nd to be most reprerentative of Schlelermacher's thoughte
To illustrate. this, he takes up the Roden in their prescntas

‘4., p. 35.
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tion of '-iniraﬂ:’.;'im’ and ’mstinot_’ for the universe, He
days that Ritachl 1s correct in saying that these words
indicate Schlelermacher's theory of religion as "Kunste
gonusys an. Univereum”.” Ho fhen moes on %o say that this is
vhat Sohlelermacher meant when he compares the "Genius der
lengchhelt" to a “vollendentsen und universellen Kuenstler"s
Schleiermacher®s relision ﬂ:_s “gormological assthetioiem® oz
"Pen-gesthetlicim®, and, mysticlism and pen-awsthetioism he
Bays, eve “Zwillingsgeschwister", They are "Kinder der All-
msick, ulml Hnsiek, die Xunst des Gefuehls, ist auch diejenige,
dle in Schieiermacher's Sohriften em hiiufigsten zur Verdeuts
liohungz Ges Vezens der Religion herbelgezozen WIrﬂ-"é In
-mrding Schleiermacher as o mystic Brunner SEYySs!
s gheht demit duvcheus nioht im Widerspruch, dasz :
' “@lles umber dem Cosichtspunockt eines Verken der Gott-
Haschisoh, Veln, Tans, oder sexueller Hausch. selbst
hineinfuehria."
He refers %o the EMMQWW
Incinde as substsniiation for applying the latter to Sohleler-
uacher, [ : '

The major eritioiam which Brunner brings is that the

theolozy of Sohleiermacher does not give an adequate presen=

s;ﬁ-ﬁ- 9 :'_)u 53. .
6;-“;151' ? P‘.‘ 53 ®
VMO ] pc 893,
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tation of Christian Imovledge as dependent u'pon the Vord, -~
Shallow blologiem and evolution made of the Vord a by-
product of matural srowkh or an attempt o express psycho-
loglcnl states. #Hince Honontiolsm feared an arid mtaileo-
tualism, it wholsheartedly endorsed this philosophy. Begimning
with the idea that Cod xmst be more than a doctrine about God,
the Romentieists put The word in second place, or even dis=-
vensed with it entirely. Instead, they emphasized the intenw-
8ity of experience, =nd Religliom viag robbed of its contente.

Brmuner next pregents the view that Sohlles.eémohu"s.
Glsubenslohrs dsals with an "inhaltslosen dionyschen liyatik®,
and that his welation to Christ as Redeemer does not
diffeventiate him from all ahi.storif:al m’sti.cs.a To support
the #irst view he says,

' - ?

die Romantische ;ﬂégi;?gzgghgemsgg&v;r&gig:ﬁgm

haben Rie Gleubenssactze keinem Erkemtniswerte Sie
haben, wecht, Qe he im Sinn Schleiermacher verstenden,
auch gar keinen Erkenntmisinhalt, Sie meinen Iﬂ'ﬂhf'h |
was sio sazen. Sie sagen 'Cottes mgensohaften s 8 g
sie meinen fmensechliche Zustande%sesSie habem nicht dle
Funktion, zu sagen was sio meinem, &'kennmlsimes:er-
mitteln, condern sie repraesentiern das reugh:noh
coruenl e e e e e i
WO sie der alektischen

1hr,éblggz subjecktiven Vert am Jeichtesten unebersehen
werde.

The Vord is no longer a word in the semse of truths

Tather & fom, a meens of expressing en immer €xp e

It is

It becomes an artistic symbol. Religlon

L—

8Thid., p. 105.
Tbide, pe 117,
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part of art, and art, the onter form of rel!sion-.m As Tor
Schleiermacher®s walegion to the ahistorical mysties, Brumner
says that the Glgubensiehve spesks of the importance of the
historical (hvist ia the sonse of the medieval mystios who
made of the Panline doctrine of Christ in us, a Christ of
phantasy.ll The Gloubensiehve makes of the historical fact

an 1mmcu‘b, sbesrnal foeling which oan be taken into conscious—
ness through intuiticne’® Christ is brought into the second
part of the dogmstics as entirely Tforeign to the sense of the
firet, in fact, 1% is impossible to harmonize these completely
divergent vievs. Srunner says that Schleiermacher has sud-
deniy becone avmrs of the objective inability of men %o attain
to God, and ©c the fecling of absolute dependence, the camsal
consciousness, disappears. The mystical epproach is dropped,
and the word amein comes into its owel® When Schlelermacher
speaks ebout purity of dcotrine, of the "iirksamkeit des goett~
lichen Viort®, the truth, etds, Hrumer says that this reminds
him of 0ld Imthevan orthodoxy, in vhich tho word was the ori-
terion of faith end the ahtithesis to all mystically orlented
philosophies.,l® ‘Vhen wo esk how the Heden and the first half
Of the Glaubonslehre £1t im with his new theology, Hrumnexr
answare, “absolut mar nicht".2? The first is the true Schleler-

———

03h3d., p. 118£%;
11_1219., De 121,
1%Tnid., po 151.
m_lbi&., De 155,
l*lbﬂ.. Po 136.
15.11111., P. 133.

b7z |
W
3
wie
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pacher, & zeme 18 mot the Vord of God vhom, and and from
whom f£aith kmove 465 relationship to Cods Jesus is not the
ravelation of the divine will, but only a factor, a power
vhich erouscs the God consciousness dwolling in mane 8

Schleicwmachen®e religion can only be underatood in
relation o Idcalism, anﬁibhe dootrine in vhich the spirlt
beeomas the principle of all reality and tmth. He did see
the danger of using a .comalet;aly ego-ldealistic thought
bhowever, and %o avold 1%, used the philoscphy of Spinoza.
Ho aigi;mm;eﬂ ﬁfa nut a bomndary of reality around the ideal.
Spivit and :c.":':aii*-.;:r ‘a",hez_l. became a coprdinated appearance of
a third, the One. Schlelermacher also saw in Idealism a
danger Go the uniquences of rollglom, a tendeney to turn :
religion into a syemzlaﬁi:ve philosophy. He was oo mich of
e religious man to cllow this, and sought the real basis
for veliglon in the spirit and in feeling. This feeling
was the objective corvolation to the real universal unitye
In doing this, hovover, he gave hinself over to complete sub-
jeotivity,'® The consequences of Schleiermacher’s theology
Brumner maintaine, i¢ that i6 has no stremsth or capaoity
for self-oriticiem, because, it recognizes only the Eeit e

181b1d., . 174,

e ——— ___‘V_F_g, 4



