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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Bince the theology represented by Gustaf Aulen has
found a friendly hearing in some American Lutheran ocircles,
and since, conversely, Pieper's theology is regarded as out-
moded, it appearsd desirable to evaluate Aulen's theology
in the 1light of and in terms of traditional Lutheran theol-
ogy, as represented by Dr. Pieper. The choice of the area
of comparison grew out of the conviction that as 1ts name
indicates, prolegomena is the basic and fundamental area
of theology, since all subsequent statements in theology
depend on the presuppositions eéstablished in prolegomena.

A mathematical example will 1llustrate the point: Ordinari-
ly, vhen we see the numerical combination "11," we at once
take 1t to mean the sum of ten and one. We do this because
ve presuppose that ten 1s being used as the base of the sys-
tem. But suppose that someone decided to use not ten, but
some other number, say five, as base. Then the figure "11,"
provided the same symbols were kept, would mean not "ten
plus one" but “five plus one.” Unless, however, we were
avare of the uu}‘aatltuﬂon of a different base number, we
would oompleteiy misunderstand the symbols of the other sys-
tem and interpret them in terme of our own. In theoclogy 1t
is prolegomena which determines what the base of the system,
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using thot tewm broodly, is. Only if we know that con we.
undorstand subsecuent stotements, which will often employ -
the same verbal symbole which are associated with trodition-
al Chrisitlan theolosye.

o attennt has boen made to concenl agrecucunt with
Picper's theolosy. BSince this thesis connct pozsibly in-
clude o complete demcnotration to tho offect thet Ploper's
theology is oimply Serdpturel, Intheron tooching, thics
point of wviow must he repgerded, for the purpose of this
thesis, as a presunposition,

Conpeaxing Picener and iulen involves (1) en cxposition
of both positions, end (2) a jwitapositlion of the two in
o wey vhich will actuclly exhibly thelr mutusl relations,
Whatover is relevent to the understonding of either ';_)osi"t.lon
in ternms of thesis or antithesis 1s relevant to the thesia,
Jince this involves proctically limitless cource-material,

o rigorous selectivity had to be exercised. Iaturally this
involves the cleoment of judgment on the writer's part, since
he nmust select what scenso nporticularly relevent and reject
vhet does not. This thesis does not pretend to be anything
like an oxhoustive trectment. It attemnts merely to isolate.
and elucldate a Tew mojor issues of the entire complex ple-.
turo.

Noturelly Pleper never read fulen, and 1t ls always
rigky to essert what so-and-so would hove seid if le were
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elive, 3ut Tortunctely that is not the issue. Aulen's
views are being comnared not with vhet Pleper would or
might have said, but with what he aetually did say. This
endeavor presupposes that FPlepsr and fulen do not occupy
ilcoluted, alr=-tisht conpoartments, but that thelr positions
cin e brought to o common denominator end compared. This
involves, of course, the eloment of interpretetion. while
there has been = conaclous cttompt to be just and fair to
uoth positions, this does not preclude the possibility that
this or thnot might have been misundorstood. But in each
particuleor the interpretation desires to be judged individu-
olly, on the bagic of the specific supporbinzg crcumentation
and documentaiion,

Lo o planco ot the table of contento will show, there
arc three nnin chopters, dealing, respectively, with Fle=
per's end Aulen's definitions of theology, tholr dooctrines

of Zeripture, end their philosophlcal involvements,




CHAPTER IIX
THE WATURE OF THEOLOGY
Spiritual Aptitude or Solence?

Dr. Pleper is very careful to assert from the begin-
ning that, properly speaking, theology is a spiritual ap-
titude, a habitus practicus, and only secondarily and de-

rivatively is it doctrine. Theology in the subjective
(proper) sense is defined thus:

Theology, then, taken subjectively, or concretely, 1s

the aptitude . . « wrought by the Holy Ghost in a

Christien to perform the functions of the pastoral

office, i,c., to teach the VWord of God, the Word of

Scripture, in all its purity, both publliely and pri-

vately, to refute all false dooctrine, and th&s to lead

elnners to falth in christ and to salvation,

This definition already includes all the elements which
Pieper details in hils subsequent discussion. First of all,
it is obvious from this definition that there is no such
thing as a theologis irregenitorum, Being & spilritual, God-
given aptitude, theology in every case presupposes not only
natural gifts of intellect, etc., but also personal faith
in Christ, 1.,e., trust in the forgiveness of sins by grace

through faith, for the sake of Christ's satisfactio vicaria.®

lrrancis Pieper, Christian Dogmatics (St. Louis: Con-
cordia Publishing House, s Ip .

21bid., p. 46.
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An unbeliever may acquire a purely intellectual knowledge of
Christian doctrine, and may have a natural ability to commu-
nlcate such knowledge to others, but he is not a theologlan
in the Scriptural sense, for a theologlian can be created only
by the Holy Ghost.

Included in this spiritual aptitude 1s "the ability of
the theologian to confine himself in his teaching entirely to
God's Wword," and the"ability to teach the whole Word of God,
the entire truth of Scripture." or, put very tersely, "sub-
Jective theology is the aptitude to teach no more and nS?lesé
than God's Word,"” i.e., Soripture,

In a separate chapter, "Theology and Science," Dr. Pile-
ber very emphatically repudiates the notion thaé theology 1s
a sclence, science being understood as natural knowledgé, ob-
tained not exclusively from divine revelation, but simply
from human observation, Only in one sense is theology a
sclence, namely if science is understood to denote a certain
knowledge, as distinguished from mere opinion oxr probabllity.
In this sense "theology is the perfect science, the only re-
liable science on earth."4 since theology alqne,_restths on
a supernatural, infallible revelation, has certain knowledge,
vhile all empirical sciences rest on fallible human observa-

tions and deductions and are therefore more or less uncer-

SIbid., Ps 51.
41bid., p. 107.
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tain, conjectural, and tentative,

Flnally, in the derived, objective sense, theology is
8lmply doctrine. And by "“doctrine" Pieper does not mean a
human interpretation or approximation to the truth, but the
dlvine truth itself:

objJective theology, theology in the sense of doctrine,

is nothing more and nothing less than the presentation

in oral and written form of the doctrine presented in
Holy Secripture.

® % e % e s e 8 6 6 b B e E s B s e s s e a6 e s e
theology is not made up of the variable notions and
opinions of men, but is the immutable divine truth or
God's own doectrine (doctiina divina).

It ls clear that Pieper is in complete agreement with

Ir. Walther's judgment that theology is dogmetics, i.e.,

dogmatics iz "completely identical® with Christian or Bib-

llcal theology. Thus Dr, Pleper eapprovingly quotes Dr. Wal-
ther's maxim: "only dogmatics is edifying,"7 that is, dog-
matics as doctrina-divina, The dogma, says FPleper, is the
essential element, which integrates all branches of sacred
theology, i.e., dogmatic, historical, exegetical, and prac-
tical, Exegesis is essentially method, not content. As soon
as it produces content, i,e., teaching, dogma, then that is

dognaties., Hence nothing could be more foreign to Dr. Ple-

sm- [} PP- 51'52.

6c, F. W. Walther, "Die falschen Stuetzen der modernen
gggglosie von den offenen Fragen," lehre und Wehre, XIV (May,

7P1°per. _92. ‘c_u... p. 101.
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per's view than the notlon that exegesis produces Biblical
teaching, while dogmatics conpiles the teachings of dogma-
tlclang] Dogmaties is Biblical theology, or else it is not
dogmatics but human speculation, Fractical theology is the
art of applying God's Word, l.,e,, the pure doctrine, in the
work of the public ministry., Hiastorical theology is not an
“objective," "unbiased" recitation of historical events, but
it 1s "the divinely taught art of ascertaining from Scripture
God's verdiet on the historical eventsa and conditions," To
deseribe events and positions is history; to judge these
events and rositions in the light of God's truth i1s histori-
cal theology. Without such evaluation and Judgnent there is
no historlcal theology, but only secular scholarship:

Whoen the church historian judges events according to

his subjoctive view or any other extra-Biblical norm,

church nistory is no longer & theologilcal diseieline.

A Christian church history shows, says Luther, "how

the dear Gospel fared in the world." where things are

as they should be,.the Church will, therefore, elect

only such men as professors of church history as are

thoroughly conversant with the Scripture doectrine in

all its parts, well informed in dogmatics, in order

that the instruetion in church history will not confuse

but aid christizn understanding. The final aim of

church history is not to "awaken reverence for history,
but to instill and strengthen reverence for God's Word,8

—_ Aulen's definition of theology 1s altogether dliferent.
~JFor him "theology" or "systematic theology" (the wider and
the narrower terms are used interchangeably) is simply a
science, Aulen distingulshes "the viewpoints of the reli-

81bid., pp. 100-101,
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glous 1life and scientific research," and insists that theol-
Ogy belongs not in the former but strictly in the letter
dategory. In fact, the intrusion of "subjective confession"”
in%o theology 1z regarded by Aulen as 2 positive menace,
which is to be avsided by "a vurely sclentific and objective
avproach. "?

It 1s clear that for Aulen theology 1s no spiritual,
God-ziven aptitude, but a strictly scilentific task. The
faith or unbelief of the theologlan is completely irrelevant.
Thls means, of course, that Aulen affirms a theoloszia irre-
geni torum:

In maintaining thile view of the function of systematic

theology, the confusing discussion about the personal

quelifications of the investigator dissppesrs. Often

in the history of theology an attempt has been made to

tranaform the scientific discuesion concerning the sig-

nificance of faith into a discussion about the personal
falth of the theological investigator. When the task 1is
defined as indicated in the previous paragraphs, there
can be no other requirement than the demand to under-
8tand the subject under investigation. This is likewise
the situation in all sclentific research.

In Aulen's system, then, "scientific method" is given
the position which Pieper reserves for the Spirit-given su-
pernatural aptitude. In view of this it is not only odd, but

supremely ironic that the old, orthodox theology, represented

9Gustaf Aulen, The Faith of the Christisn Church (Phila-
delphia: Muhlenberg Press, c.1948), p. 5.

101bag.
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by Pieper, should be decried far and wide as "intellectual-
iom,"1l and that Aulen should join with such gusto in this
eondémnation of the old theology}la

What then is the functilion and purvose of Aulen's scien-
tific systematic theology? The task of theology is simply
"to elarify the significance and meaning of the christian
falth with all the means at its disposal."l? Therefore
theology is neithor demonstrative nor normative, but purely
anelytic and critiecal,

Pieper, of course, would agree heartily that theology
is not demonstrative. In faet he insists, with the old dog-
maticlens, that theology is not demonstrative but exhibitive;
in other words, theology does not attempt to adduce rational
proofs for its teachings, but simply asserts these teachings
on the besie of the divine authority of the self-authenti-
cating ecrlpture.l4

But Aulen insists also that theology cannot be norma=-
tive. Theology "does not write laws for faith, . . « does
not determine faith, . . . cannot presume to determine what

ought to be believed."}3> Rather, theology merely describes,

lpieper, op. cit., P. 62.
12pulen, op. cit., pps T4-T6.
131b2d., p. 3.

14rleper. op. cit., P. 104.
155ulen, op. gite, p» 6.
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objJectively and scientifically, “the Christien faith as it
actually oxiste." Such a view, evaluated in the light of
Pleper, renders theoology rather ilrrelevant and valueless to
the Church, It presupposes that before theology begins its
work' or even can begin, the Church must already be fully
equipped for its work. The Christian faith, with all that
this implies, already exists, and then onlf comes theology,
when all is ready, as it were, and proceeds merely to analyze
what is already there., Theology does not determine the
Church's teaching, but merely investigates "the christian
faith as it actually exists,”

Such a view is obviously dlametrically opposed to Dre.
Pleper's teaching on the subject. For Dr. Pleper theology is
precisely the determinant of "what ought to be believed.”" To
deny this function of theology is to cut out its very heart
and soul, and to make of theology an irrelevant speculation
for the satisfactlion of intellectual curiosity.

But if Aulen denies to theology the right to "determine
wvhat ouzht to be believed," does he then mean to say that
there 1s no such determinant, no such normative discipline at
all? He says: "There is really no such 'normative'’
scien.ce.ﬁl5 Aulen here asserts explicitly only that there
can be no science which could determine what ought to be be-

6714,
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lieved, He does not say that there might not be some other,
non~-selentific (and therefore non-theological) dlseipline,
which could have this normative function. But if theology
cannot exercise the normative function, what can? Aulen's
concept of revelation, to.be discussed in the next chapter,
really eliminates the possibility of any normative determi-
nation of what ought to be believed.

But suppcse there wore some other discipline, beside
theology, which could have the normative function which Aulen
denies to theology. Suppose that this diseipline, for in-
stance preaching, declared that a glven teaching, x, ought to
be believed. Theology would then come along and investigate
this teaching x with a view to determining whether x is gen-
ulnely Christian or not! Aulen expressly assigns this func-
tlon to systematic theology: "Systematic theology must focus
its attention upon what is and what is not characteristically
Christian,"l7 Thus, for instance, Aulen expects systematic
theology to examine and judge the various denominational con-
fessions within Christendom:

The work of systematic theology involves, therefore,

with reference to confesslonalism & continual self-

examination, far removed from all nalve confessional
self-sufficiency, Theology is not looking for denoml-
natlonal expressions of christianit{ but for genuine

Christianity itself; and it does not recognize a de-
norinational expression unless 1t can document itself

171bia,
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a8 genuinely christ-ian.la

If this means anything at all, it surely means that
systematle theology is the supreme tribunal which deecildes
vhether a given teaching is Christian or not, If a lower
court, 1,e., some non-scientifie, non-theological discip-
line, or some "denominational confession” maintains some-
thing which systematic theology regards as "not gemuinely
Christian," the supreme tribunal simply reverses the lower
courts It follows that none of the lower courts can be norm-
ative, i.,0,, determine "what ought to be believed." And if
the highest tribunal, scientific, systematic theology itself,
cannot be normative, then nothing can be nomtive, and the
qQuestlon "what ought to be believed?" simply camot be
angwered,

Actually, however, thoush Aulen explicitly asserts the
opposite, he does assign the normative funetion to systematie
theology., ror Af denominational confessions can be judged by
systematic theology and found to be "genuinely Christian" or
not, then systematic theology 1s able to determine what is
"genuinely christian." But if it can determine that, then it
can determine "what ought to be belleved," for the two are
synonymous for the christian. But Af systematic theology 18
the real determinant of what is "genuinely Christian," and if

181bid,, p. 18,
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there can be no other such determinan%, then theology cannot

Come upon the scene post festum, merely to analyze an slready

present "Christian faith," for the simple reason that such
“Christisn feith" ss on identifiable object of study cennot
be present untvii systemetic theclogy has exercised its nor-
mative function and determined what the Christian faith is,
8o %“het the question, "Vha% is genuinely Christian?’ is
answerable,

A dilemma eppears: Either theclogy 1s, as Aulen seys,
ot normative, and then nothing elee can be normative elther,
or, as 1t works out in Aulen's practice, theology is normna-
tive, but then theoclogy cennot merely study and analyze an
antecedent cbject, but must 1teelf contribute to the forming
end determining of its object of study, in vhich case it is
no longer "sclentific,!

But the normative role of systematic theology according
%o Aulen 1s something far dilfferent from the normative role
of Sacred Theology eccording to Pleper.

Fer Pleper, as we have seen, the normative role of theol-
ogy conslsts precieely in this that theology teaches and
presents what ought to be believed. HNor does theology merely
"point to" or "besr witness" to the truth to be believed, as
if this truth were some transcendente), ever-receding hori-
zon which may be approached but never reached, but theology
actually has and presents the naked, immutable, divine truth
1tself. For theology--and for Pieper theology is never an
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ebstract ideal but a very concrete reality inhering in con-
crete individupls--truth 1s a known magnitude, The whole
activity of the theologian, 1l,e., leading people to eternal
life via Law end Gospel, presupposes that the theologlan him-
8elf already possesses the truth, The essence of the old
concept of theology, as represented by Pleper, is the salu-
tary dispensing and applying of the revealed divine truth.
The emphasis is not speculative-scholastic, but practical,
the characteristic element being the dispensing of the truth,
It is clear that if theology is viewed as a dispensing of the
truth, tho possession of the truth ig presupposed, and this
necessarily, 111exorab1y.19 Without this presupposition the

entire view of theology represented by Pieper collapses.

"'9.’\. certain G. H. Huedeking, in a review of Dr. Ple-
per's Dogmatices, is quite correot when he says: "Dr,
Pleper will not admit before he begins, that he in-
tends to tell us what he thinks the Blble says, He ex-
Pocts to tell us what the Bible says."” But then MNuede-
king calls this a wrong perspective. Scoring Pleper for
his "basic distrust of philosophy," Huedeling psycho-
e}na.lyzes Ploper and calls his doetrinal certalnty (i.e.,
"the identification of his own thinking with Scripture")
a "pﬁ'gjective technique" due to P%ep:ﬁst;bas;;u ungn;re—
ness", G. H.s Muedeking, Review of Christlan Do es,
by Francis Pileper, The Lutheran gutlook, XV (oceober.
1950), 311-313, But uvnlike others, Dr, Pieper realized
that his own or anyhody else's conjectures as to the

'  meaning of Scripture were of absolutely no relilgious
value, Quoting the Apology of the Augsburg Confession
to the effect that good consciences rE:T& dea%i more
tolerabhle than doctrinal doubt, Pieper emphatically re-
peats Luther's judgment that a pastor or theologian must
elther be sure that what he teaches and preaches is
God's Word and truth, or else he should be silent. Frran-
cls Pleper, L:E,t:ae g%q:_r_ die Evangelisch Lutherische
Kirche, die ¥ re Xirche Gottes auf Erden (St.

Sichtbare , auf
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But In what sense does Aulen conceilve of theology as
normative? Aulen can indeed speak with aﬁpreciatlon (occa-
8lonally) of "sound dcchrine,” He can even commend "the in-
tellecturl approach to faith," by which he nenne medieval
and "post-Reformation mcholasticlsn,” for its insistence on
the “given" nature of the content of faith: "The weakness
in the 1ﬂtelleetual approach to falth is not that the con-
tent of Christian faith is here presented as something defi-
nite and determined, This is rather its strength.," But
what he appears to give with one hand, he takes awey with
the other, for he immediately scores orthodoxy for its “"con-
fusion of divine revelation with some given, authoritative

n20 In other words, the con-

theological system of doetrine,
tent or raith 1c somehow "glven," but it is not a "given,
authcritative theologieal syetem of doctrine," But if it
canniot ke "given" as doctrine, can it really be “given" at
all?

The "given" magnitude, for Aulen, 1s the object of

Loula: geminary Press, 1916), pp. 143ff. The spiritual
superlority of Pleper'’s religiously serious proint of
view seems %o be conceded inadvertently by Muedezins,
when he confesses in the above-mentioned review: "One
travels the old-feshioned roads of religlon in this
book, when religion was the dominant interest in life,
and when all opposing ideas were roundly damned, from
the Athanasian Creed to some of the doeuments issuing
from the Predestinzrian controversy,"

2°Ibic1.. e T5. The implicit charge that a "normative
dogmatics" 1s not a "biblical" idea 1s not new, and
Pleper already refuted it. Pieper, Dogmatics, I 45,
footnote T3
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theological study, namely the content of the Christian
faith:

Ine funcilon of theclogy 1s to state what Christianity

really is and what is genuinely Christian. Thils is

ecmething given cnce and for all in that relationship

to God and that conception of God which is founded on

The deed of God in Christ. In this sense "the pure

gggfgine" ls something in principle given once and for

Aslde from the rather vague naturs of the description,
not to say deflnition; of the "given," i.e., of "what 1is
génuinely Christian," the crucial phrase "in this sense! 1s
characteristic. "The pure doctrine'--one notes the consist-
ent use of quotation marks for this and equivalent expres-
slone--is in principle glven, namely in this sense, that 1t
exlsts, as a thecretlcal ideal, but it is never really given
in the sense that it can ever be attained or possessed.
"@lven" does not really mean "given" at all. The so-called
"given" may exlst, somewhere, somehow, but 1t certainly never
becomes truly "given," i.e., communicated. The ideal remains
transcendent, and at no time does 1t actually become a "giv-
en." Aulen himself says this very clearly: “The object of
research is an ldeal goal toward which theology can only
strive in its endeavor to attain to the truth."22 Any "given"
involved here must be conceived fideistically.

In this gense "the pure doctrine" is something in prin-

ciple given once and for all. But it is at the same
time an Adeal goal toward which theology must always

21Au.16n. 22. cito. P- 93'
“2Ipg., p. 19.
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strive. The "teaching" of any one pericd in the his-

tory of the church cannot lay claim to have spoken the

lest word., The theological task is never finished,

This is due to the Pfact that the object of theolosical

study ls so enormously rieg that every new generation

finds new treasures in it,23

The contrast to Pileper 1s glaringly apparent. Uhereas
for Pieper the theological task is the proclamation of the

"given" truth, pure doctrine, the theologlcal task for Aulen

24 The one insists

is essentially the discovery of the truth,
that the real business of the theologian is to distribute the
treasures, while the other holds that the thecloglars real
work is to seek the treasures. For the one, truth is the

terminus a quo, for the other, truth is the terminus ad quem.

For the one, tyuth 1s a knowable, attainable magnitude, for
the other, truth is a limiting concept, an ideal., The issue
18 very baslic, and as most basic issues, rather simple:
The Lord Christ did not glve His Church here on earth
the commission: "Go and dlscover the Gospel," but:
"Go and preach the Gospel,"” This commission, given by
Christ to the Church, presupposes ggat the christian
Chureh possesses the saving truth.
But Af, for Aulen, "sound doctrine" is to be used only
in quotation marks, if it is a magnitude which is by defini-
tion unattainable, then vwhy carry on theology at all? Aulen

tries to meet this dirfficulty:

23_;_‘?_’_-&. ? P- 93.
241p1d,, p. 86,
stmciﬂ Pleper, M. Pe 146,
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The object of research 1s an ideal goal toward which

theology can only strive in its endeavor to attain

the truth. But this does not mean that we should make

this limitation into a principle which would circum-

scribe the work. Theology cannot under esny circum-

stances deviate from its concentration on that which

1s essential and genuine in Christianity since this is

the wholg purnose of 1%4%s work and dare not be over-

looked. 2

When Aulen says that "this limitation," i.e., the im-
posslbllity of actuelly attaining to the truth, must not be
made "into a princinle which would circumscribe the work, "
he seems to be #iving impossible instructions. For if it 1is
true that theology "can only strive . . . to attain to the
truth," then it is not & matter of individusl choice whether
or not cne wishes to make "this limitation" into a “"principle
vhich would circumscribe the work." If "this limitation"
exists 2t 211, then it automstically, eo inso, 1s a circum-
seribing principle, and a rather rigorous one at that. To
accept "thls limitation" is %o agree from the cutset that no
matter what conclusions are reached in theological sactivity,
these never attain the truth, but "can only strive," ete.
Nor 1s the problem solved by ignoring 1t, or pretending, in
the manner of the ostrich, that it does not exist. Yet this
‘approach seems to be suggested by Aulen's explanation that
"theology cannot . . . deviate from its concentration on that
which is essential," etec. In other words: Continue to seek

the truth and don't be dismayed by the certainty that you

26Au1°n. __2- _c_;-_t‘o' ppn 19"'20.
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shall never find it!

But obvlously Aulen does find something, And if it is
not truth’ itself, pure doctrine, doctrina divina, what then
18 1t that systematic theology p}oducea? Here we come to &
very central concept, not only in Aulen, but in Lundensien
theology generally. This 1s the so-called "gggg!.“

In discussing the critical task of theology Aulen says:
"The investigation cannot stop at the surface or with the
most obvious formulatiéns.. By a critical analysis it must
penetrate through shifting forms to the underlying and fun-
damental religicus ideas . . . «* To this statement the trana-
lators append the instruective footnote: "The approach of
Lundensian theology has been characterized as motivforskming,
l.e., the investigation of principal ideas or themes, The im-
portant word motiv has been rendered as 'fundamental idea' or
'fundamental theme, '"27

It should be noted that the motlv, the "underlying and
fundamental religilous idea," is something one reaches by going
beyond and behind "the surface" or "the most obvious formula-
tions,” and penetrating "through shifting forms,"28 1t is
clear from Aulen's usage .that by "shifting forms," etc., he
means not merely terminology or expression, but doctrine it-
self, what for Pleper is final, authoritative doctrine, is
merely "shifting form" for Aulen, & sort of raw ore which must

2TIbide, p. 6.
281b1d., pp. 77, T8, 84, 93, 94.
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be reduced, in the smelter of systematic theology, to the
coin of fundamental, underlying relicious ideas., From the
point of view of Dr. Pleper's theology this perennial quest
for the fundemental beneath the superficial suggesty a rather
dreary but chronic state of panta rhei. '

Scola Seripbtura: 3Slec et Hen

————— peebees  wve———

Nor is thls situation at all accidental, Aulen's view
flowa with inexorable consistency and necessity from his view
of what constitutes theological authority. Aulen sees very
clearly that since thore are nany conflleting doetrinal posi-
tions, or in his terms "multifarious conceptions of faith,"
each claiming to be true ané Christian, there must be some
standard, some "validating principle," whieh'would determine
whether a given "conception of faith" is christian or not,

If there were no such validating principle, then, argues Au-
len, theolozy would be a "science" in which everyone may af-
firm whatever comes to his mind. Then the work of systematic
theology is futile., "To say, 28 W. Herrmann doecs, that the
funetion of systematic theolozy consists in letiing each theo-
logian express his own tenets of falth is to declare theologl-
cal bankruptcy."29

Bub what 18 the "validating principle," the authority,

297%14,, p. 81.
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the formal principle in theology? Aulen is quite explicit in
rejJecting the Eible as the supreme theological suthority.

Sola Scriptura is clearly and vehemently denled. To validate

theological positions by the appeal to Scripture is to Aulen
"mechanical Bibliclsm."3°? Not cnly is 1t wrong to appeal to
the entirs Bilble as a verbally insplired unit, but 1t 1is
equelly impossible "to seleot certaln portions of the Bible
as Infallible authority. £Even such an abbreviated Biblicism
1s impoesible in whatever form it appears." Not even the
teaching of Jesus Himself can be normative, partly because of
the impossibility of ascertaining preclsely what that teach-
ing wee, and partly because Jesua' teaching, too, contained
dubious elements. 3t

AT least Aulen 1s conaistent and does not try very hard
to hide his denial of the sola Scriptura. He sees clearly
Tthat once the infallible authority of the Bible has been de-
nied, 1t 1s not possible to save selected portions as theo-
logical authority: "The attempt to determine beforehand by
means of certain mechanical rules what passages are infalllibly
inspired leads to arbitrariness and absurdity. 32

Aulen sees correctly vhat 1f Soriptwre is regarded aa au-

Thoritascive, then "the task given to theology, . . . could be

30134,

Mgr. Davia Hedegard, Ecumenlsm and the Bible (Orebro:
Evangelliipress, 1954), pp. 187ff.

32Au1en, op. eit., p. 83.
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only tc reprcduce ths biblical conceptions and to combine
them in the best possible mennsr."33 Everything then "must
be appraised by 1ts agreement with or departure from the form
once end for =11 glven and defined. The categories used are
reproduction and apaatasy."3h But thils view is at once re-
Jected as static.

Theology must not etop with a consideration of the

various forms of expression which we meet at the first

appeerance of Chrlstianity. . . . It 1s necessary to

push beyond these forms and formulas, and to reach the

dynemic religilous ideas, the religious themes, which

are here active.
Not the forms but the underlying themes are essentisal.

But Aulen is careful not to reject Scripture altogether.
It is 8%t111 useful as a "witness."35 In fact, since the New
Testament 1s the original witness to the deed of God in Christ,
1t has "unique significaence." Theology is "forever deter-
mined by the testimony of the New Testament." But the unique-
nese cf the New Testament 1s not due to i1ts specilal, in-
spired nature, but only to the fact that it is the first, the
original witness, among other wltnesses, which however do not
differ qualitatively from the New Testament, but only in point
of chronology. And to the statement that the New Testament
testimony forever determines theology, Aulen immediately adds:

But this does not mean that no other conceptions of falth

331v14., p. 8.
341bia., p. 66.
351p1d., pp. S0fef.
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éro permitited except those produced vwithin this nost
enclent tectimony, nor that every one of the con-
ceptions of fzith found within the Now Testanment

should without further oconsideration be aceented
a3 legltimcate parts of the Christlan faith,

On the haéia of hls acceptance of the illew Testament os
the first and originel wiiness cmonz others, Aulon iz even
wllling to declore: "In thils respoct the evangelical prin-
olple of Serinture as the ‘only imfallible rule of falth
and 1ife’ is forever valid," !

For Aulen then there simply exists no external doctri-
nel norm or authority. To maintain such a2 norm would be
dresdfl 1cgaliam.38 Of course tradition 1s also rojected
&8s a valideting principle.

How then doecs fulen determine which "conceptions of
faith" are genulnely Christian and vwhich not? Aulen's
enswer?? oan be swmarized as follows: The oot of God in
Chrinst 2s the fundamontal and determinztive foct of Christi-~
anity, A£All Christicn affirmctlons must be closely related
to this central fact., If they are so related, they are
Christien, if not, not.,. This is es for as Aulen's explena-

tion goes, To be sure, he uses mystical expresslons like

361p4d., pe 90,
T1pid., p. 91,
381b4d., p. 83.
91v1d,, PP. BTLL.
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"inner, ormenic, ond 1living cornceilon,” "immer vital con-
nectlion, " ete., but this does not explain anything. It
tppears lilke = vast begsing of tho question: Christian
affirmations validate themselves a3 Cardstlan by chouling
that they ore Christien. How thic cll heppens, remeains a
nystery. Take, for instonce, ."-\ulen-::c ovm formulation of
the "wvalidating principle": "Ivery Garistian affiraction
muet In come way express the (od-rolationship whigh is ful-
1y defined as uniguely Christian."” What can be the meaning
of this?. NDoes "in sone wey” mean-'in ony way"? ¥Wno do-
finco the "God-relationship" which is unkaquely Christian,
or vho deeldes vhat is "unlquely Christian"? ‘ho establish-
es vhetheor a glven affirmation has or does not have (and
surely they will 2ll claim to have) an "inmor vitcl con~
nection" with the "zet of God in Christ"?

If the cet of God in Christ, through its "inner, or-
g:nde, and living comnection" wilth some aflirmation veli-
dates thot affirmotlon, soneone must have already defined
the mezning of the "act of God in Christ." Or cre the
basic affirmotions about the "zct of God in Christ" solf-
validating? This could possibly be mede plausible if every-
one understood the expression "aet of God in Christ" in the
same wey. -If therc were some way to start out with an un-
questioned, umnistekable definition of "act of CGod in ..
Christ, " commonly accested as incontrovertible throughout
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externnl Christendom, thon this could be m:de into 2 com-
mon court of appeal, which could "velidato" other affir-
matlong, But thls ic not the cose. "Act of God in Chrdst"
Heana nony dlfferent things to many different paople, aside
Trom the fnet thot this expresslon presupposes so much that
when 1t has heen defined, theology has bsen practically e::
housted, To Llluctrate: For Dr. Plepsr, "eet of God in
Chrict® includes, for iunstuuce, the balief that God ia
Three Yersons in One Godhead, thot Christ is true God and
true nan, and thot Christ rendered, in the place of sin-
ful nonkind, o complete satlsfacticn of divine jJustics.
Aulen 2lso says "act of God in Christ, " but he means some-
thing which involves & denlal of the Trinity and the deity

41 inG

of G'.zrizt,"m and of the Vicurlous Betisfaction,
thece are only two excuples of thoe meny conflicting inter-
pretotlons of "act of God An Christ.,” How does fulen
"validate” nis intervretotlon? Apporently he doesn't. He
simply aseunes his ovn interpreteation of "azet of Cod in
Carlst," ond then proceeds cheerfully to use this inter-
protation cg = "validating principle” for the rest of his
theolozy! Although his book is replete with references to

the phrase "Christicn faith affirms," the notlceable ob-

J“)(1:6. Appendlz.

*  4lgustef Aulenm, Christus Vietor (London Soclety for
Promoting Christicn Knowiedge, 1945), pp. 163, 164, 172.
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sence of ocay real "validatlon" forces one to conclude that
the phrose meons wo more thon "Guetaf Afulen affiyms." Is
this sort of theology not precisely, in inlen's words, "z
'selence' in which averyone may oilliym vwastover comes to
hig mind?" eand thus o "Gecluratlon of theologlcsl benk-
ruptoy? nhi2

Fox' Fieper the entire wutier is very clear: Theology
hog only one cource and norm, one prineivium copnoscendi,
nomely Holy Serdpture. The presupposition is thot either
deripture 1o the only priuncivium or it 1s no prineipium at
:*.l'.I..J'*3 The Serdipture prineinle cannot be coordinated with
the principle of tradition, as Aulen tries to do.“" For
if Serdpture must share its normetive positlion with some
ther source and norm, e.g., reason, experience, the
"Church, " tredition, etc., then beripture cannot he the
60le and ultimnte authority, Hince Seripture is the only
couree and norm of thoologiczl knowledpe, the only teask of
the theologian ies to repect what the Prophets and Apostles
had toaught. "We are catechumens and pupilec of the Prophets.
Let us simply repeat aund preasch what we have heard and
learned from the Prophets and Apostles," says Luther, and

42p13en, The Felth of tho Ghristlen Church, p. 81.

43pse rpotics, Ire '
ner, Dogmatics, I, 62, Of., Robert Ireus, =)
Inspiration 9_,';". serinture (E&inburghz Oliver and Toyd Ltd.,
1955 » P 5

Mgnien, The Folth of the Christien Church, p. 90.
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oum. 46 myge only nermlssible thsology i3 "=otypal the-
ology," 7 the theology of "repristination," 1.2., that the-
ology which merely repeata what Seripture teachas; "any
other theology has no right of existence (John 8:31-32;
17:20; 1 Tim. 6:3ff.; Eph. 2:20),n48

Naturally this does not mean that thaclogy "must not
usé more words and other words than are found in Seripn-
ture. "9 gyt 1% does mean that the proper sense and
meaning of the Scrintural words must bYe maintained in all
peints. ‘'Therefore the Christisn theologlen renounces all
épeculation." And that includes Aulen's practice of 'pen-
etrating beneath the surfoce forms," and uncovering the

‘underlying themes." Wnhen Scripture teaches something,

then, in Pieper's theology, this teaching ie ipso facto

an "underlying theme" ard not merely a "shifting form."
To disregard, dlscerd, or analyze away any teaching of
Soripture in favor of an "underlying theme! cr some other
human construect is non-theological end arbitrary. Scrip-

ture doctrine simply ir what 1t 1s, and no man has the

45Pieper, Dogmatics, I, 52.
“519;g.. P. 75.

bP1psa., p. 134.

“Q;p;g.

u91_b.£¢1-. p. 57.
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right to explain it in terms of some melf-imagined "fun-
damentel themes." All such efforts must recult in pure

arbitroriness, for uhat moy seem on "underlying theme" to

e

one theologlon may ocpgear as neorely a "surface form" of

& yot more bapgic theme to anothar thoologian, The cuest
Tor the fvndementel beneeth the superlicial, necessitated
by the repudilntion of the Scrinture prineiple, in prineiple
plrces doctrine end theology on an incilined plane, on which
it iz Jmpossible to find rest, stobllity, end belance, and
which leads lirresistibly iate the abyss of dogmetic dioc-
solution and skeptleism. 4o coon &s the excluaive authorl-
Wy of lHoly Seripture is rejected or limited, human sub-
Jeetivinm ond epo-theology rolgn supreme,Eo tertiun non
datur,

Since Picper mzinteins the Zeripture princiyrle, he
vigorounly denlea thot thoology can be constructed as &
sreculative systen, & development from a baslc theme or
motif, True, theology could be cclled a system, in the
sense thet it 1s not disorderly, but hzs a formal and &
meterial grinciple.sl Nor do the individual doctrines

form 2 mechonical agglomerate, 28 Aulen charges regarding

501p18., p. 62.
5l1hbid,, p. 138.
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the Orthodox view,52 Rather, all the articles of the faith
are related toc the doctrine of justification through faith,
the articulus stantis et gadentis scclesies, either as
antecedents or as consequents.>3
But Pleper absolutsely rejects the idea that Christian
dootrine iz to be derived from some fundamental principle

or theme.su Only the gedss doctrinsge determine doctrine.

Hence Pigper heartily spproves of Walther's slogan for dog-
matics: "Only logi!" For it "ia the characteristic of
reveleation that we know cnly disconnected pleces cof God's
mysteriea.” Pleper spprovingly quotes Hoenecke: FAc-
cording to Walther, it is not the task of the theologian

to falricate systems, to harmonize seeningly contradictory
doctrines." Rather, says Hoenecke, "he holds with Luther:
'If harmonizing were in order, we could not retain one
single article of faith.'" And Pleper refutes the claim
of the neologlets that Luther "!genetically developed' the
entire body of the Ohristian doctrine from the articls of
Justification," by showing that Luther derived his doctrine
exclusively from Sceripture and counselled others to forget

and submerge all thoughts that arise without Scripture,

52pulen, The Faith of the Christien Church, pp. 7-9.
53pieper, Dogmatics, I, 139.
SY7p1d., pp. 141, 145, 173.



28 quickly zs pogsible,.

Fleper employs o strikiag illustration for the right
ahd the wrong sences of “"systen" in theology. He contraste
rallrocd oystoma and mountain syater.-u:».55 The formier orl-
gincte ia the miuds of the plonners, oud are then worked
out in ageordance with the prodeterninod specifications,
vhile the latter simply are what they are, and can merely be
deseribed in on oxlerly uaye In one eese systematic deos-
eription determines the facts, in the other cose the facte
determine the systenctic c‘i.escriptlcn..

Is iulen'’s system of the rallroad type or of the
ountaln type? In all falrness 1t should be said that
Aulen does not atrive Tor a "rationally completed systom,”
accoxding to hisc owm cl:-.fl:.x.55 Rother he euvisions a walty
with inmer tensions, in which the various "fundemontel i-
deas" struscle with cne snother, But in asmuch as Aulon re=-
Jects the Zeripture priuciple and “wvalidates" self-deter-
mlned "fundamentel ideas” by mcamns of a soli-determined
"net of God in Christ, ! he cannot avoild coustructing & sys-
tem of the roilroad tyove.

et would Aulen think of Fleper's theology? In the
lizht of the precedlng meteriel one can only conclude that

551bid., p. 143.
55:-.ulen, ™e Falth of the Christicn Church, ». 9.
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he would rejoct Plepor's theolozy as o spocies of scholan-
tlelsm, bused on the mechoniczl "theoory" of verbel in-
opiretion. ‘that, on theo obther hond, would Pieper think of
fulen? If Fleper's Dognoties is any indicaotion, the case

seens cloory, Fico

zer }

-

eists on the prinelple: "GQued non

et bibnlicum non est theeloslcum, and he allows no excep—

tions,. -Gince, os was showm above, Aulen expressly rejceis

the Seripturo prineinle, the Tollowing syllogism represonte

the judgment, of Ficper's theology on Aulen's work:

e

dnjor: Guod non est hiblloun non est theoloxicunm,

ldnor: Aulen's work pon est hiblicum.

Conclunio: Julenls work non esct thenlericun.

o P — - RS e S S - e B 5
Sinee Mulen's theology is in prineiple unbiblloal, it is in

prineiple untheologicel; and vhoteover

R

(£
in

meintzined in the
Chuxeh without Geripture, is declored by Fieper to be no

theology at 211, but uere “matasolozic (vain theology),

« + « hereticol, eupty babbling."ST

| iy SO -
-’7.:".1c3: r, Dopmatiecs, I, 59.




CHAPTER III
THE NATURE OF SCRIPTURE
What is Reveletion?

That revelation and falth are correlatives is main-
tained by both Aulen and Pleper.1 In other words, one's
concept of faith will reflect one's concept of revelation

and vice yersa.

For Dr. Pieper the Bible itself conatitutes revela-
tion.? Moreover, this revelation is final and complete.
With the completion of the Biblical canon "the period of
divine revelation is closed." New doctrinal revelations
are not to be expected, because the "revelation of doo-
trine has come %o an end with the Word of the Apostles and
Prophets. *

By thig Pleper does not mean to say that God never
used other modes of revelation than Scripture. On the con-
trary, God often dealt with His people by means of oral
proclamation, before Scripture was written.’ Christ and

1
Gustaf Aulen, The Falth of the Christian Church
(Philadelphia: Muhlen erg Press, 19%8 » D. 22; Francis
Pleper, th;gj;%g_gggggﬁggg_(Bt.'Louia: Concordia Publisgh-
ing House, 1950), op. 64, 68, 69, 210.
2Pieper, op. cit., pp. 68ff.
3Ivia., p. 193.




33
His Apostles cloo tranomitied revelation viva,voce. Hut
Dr, Fleper omphasizes that the only revelstion accessiblo
to the Church todey ic the SBible, which therefore is the
exclucive source and nor: of doetrine.

The objcetion that revelation is rcally dynamic, l.e.,
conslsting of acts in history rather than of words and
etateneuts, is not new to Pleper, Fiepor neets it by show-
ing that God's acts ero mecningless without God's f.-rords.l"

in his discussion Fiepexr very carefully limits hinself
to "doectrinal _1=ev91;1-_1;5_on3,"5 That "divine revelatlons per-

tedning o e:'tarn 1 events in Church or world" night be

granted to in de.v.du-..lﬂ in our day, is readily conceded.

: 41&:3.:'1., D, 211, The samo argument iz stated thus by
Pocker: “Indeed, tho biblical position is that the mighty
acte of Jod are nat. revelation to mon at all, except in so
far as thoy are uecmr.n.-.rﬁl.r.rc. by words of Cod to e:':-:plf'~ n them,
lecve mon to guess God's mind end purvose, and he will guess
Wrong; « « « o The need for verba 1 revelation appecrs most
clearly when we consider the Ferson and worik of Christ. His
1ife end death wos the clecrest and Tullest revelation of
God that ever wes or could be made, Yet it could never have
been understood without explenction, Whoever could have
guessed, without belng told, that the mon Jesus vwas God 1in-
carnate, thoet He hed created the worldd in which He was cru-
cificd, thot by dylng = crininal's death He put cway the
8ins of mankind. « « ' And who con comd to feith in Christ
if he knows none of this? lic conclderations could show
more ploinly the complete inmabllity of men to 'moke do' in
h.ts rcligion u 1t.hout. & ppoien word from God." J. I. Fooker,
m_n_g-reﬂtals.gm .afid the Yord of God (Crond Raplds: Wm, B,
Eerdnan's Publishing Co. , 1958), P. 92.

SFieper, 0D. m., p. 210,
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Put the doetrinnl rovelotion is compleote in the Word of the

Frophets ond Apostles, o which the Church is forever bound,

according to the New Tcst&nent.s IIn neow doetrinzal revela-
tione are to be accerted, Tor new revelotions eithor say

the same thing ns Seripturs, in which case they are supcr-
fluous, or they say something else, in whieh cose they are
to be rojceted,

The entire issue iz reelly contained in Pleper's term
“doctrinnl revelstlon." For thet is precisoly the point,
vhother rovelotion is in the nature of doetrine or nob,

Tho neologints ogeinst vhom Fleper wrote had assert.cd that
revelotion ic not really an impartation of lhnowledge, teach-
ing, doetrine, this being on intellectuelistie view, but is
rather o oelf-impartetion of G—od.T And Plceper shows, by
means of mnerous and declsive Bivlicel exanples, that the
asgumed ontithesis of "doetrine" wvs, "revelation" is o di-
rect contradiction of Seripture, ond represents 2 destrue~
tilon of the Biblienl view of falth. To be sure, orsues
Flener, rovelotion is God's self-imnerdotion, but it is
thls only becouse it is an :l.m.i_:vmrtat.ion of doctrine, Vith-
out the inmpartztion of doctrine there is no divine self-

nenifestotions 4ny "menifestation” or “"self-impartation”

6John 17:20; Eph. 2:20,
Tricpor, on. eit., P. 69.



35
of God apart from Biblical doetrine is pure illusion and

cannot be the content of faith.

In presenting Aulen'e concept of revelation it is much
easier to say what it is not than to say what it is. Ac-
cording to Aulen's view Seripture definitely is not to be
identifled with revelation, becesuse "the Christian faith
does not conceive of the revelation of God as a point in
time, nor as an isolated act of God, but rather as & con-
tinuous series of divine acts.*® To view revelation in the
8énge-of Pleper, as something finished and completed at a
-oertain point of time, 18 a species of static Delsm. Rev-
elation cannot bs "localized in some past history." Di-
vine revelation cannot be confused with "some given, autho-
ritative theologlcal system of dootrine." The New Testa-
ment is 2 "historical document," end as such "an object
of investigation by hilstorical oriticism.® But "divine
revelation cannot be identified with anything historical
or human," presumably becsuse ‘nothing in history 1s ever
finally and conclusively accomplished." Even what Aulen is
willing to call “the Word" is not in iteelf revelation:
*1The Word' does not become a divine revelation to man un-
less God, as Luther says, 'speaks 1t in the heart.'"

But Af revelation is not to be identified with a "sta-

BAHJ.OII. 0D, m., PP. 33, 45: 57‘585 710 75.
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tie,” finished historicel magnitude, like the Bible, then
what 1a 1t? Aulen ssys that revelation 1s "eltogether ac-
tive, 1t is divine actlvlty.“9 Revelation is the continuous
realizatlon of the divins will against competing forces in
history. Revelation is an "intense drama,” and "the self-
impartetion of CGod," which cannot be localized "but rathsr
appears ee 2 continuity extending %o the end of time."

The "static! view that revelation was "finished at a
certain voint in tlme,"lo is rejected with the followlng
argumentavion: If there was a point in time at which rev-
elation was Tinished, then that means that God ceased be-
ing active and withdrew, which is Deism. Therefore reve-
letion cannot be finished. PBut does thie follow? Pieper
inaiste that revelation is finished, but he nowhere implies
that Cod stopped being active, or that He "withdrew," ete.
On the contrary, God very aotively uses His revelation in
Soripture, which i1s not a dead, static thing, but the ever-
living and 1ife-giving, active, powerful Word of God.ll
What does this view have in common with Deism?

Aulen singles out three misinterpretations, and op-

poses to these his "dramstic view of revelation." The first

%1pia., pp. 43-45.

01psa.
I;Pieper, op. oit., ». 315.
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error ls the statiec view, which rezards the essence of
Christicvity as "ldentified with ¢ certain historiosl form
of Christienity,"t< by which all subseguent developments
are to be Jjudgsed, The second error is on optimistic evo-
lutionism, os renresented, for inctoncs, by Sohlolermacher.
Ané the third error, cnlled the "metephysical-eschatological
coneeptlon, " iz the radicel nezntlon of the previocusly nomed
optimism, The mistake of the first view is that it ignores
tﬁc living, cetive character of revelation. The coeond view
ifnorc: the eclement of .conflict, end the third vlew ocon-
pletely and radically scparates revelation and history.

Tho solution offered by fulen is the "dramatic vieuw"
of revolation, The essence of this view seems tc be thot
the divine will is constantly ou ispling with confliching
powers in the areua of history. How or why this struggle
is or becomes revelation does not Tecome quite clear

Bince revelatiscn talkes place in history, it “makes

v
4

use of historical means, persons, words, scots, and the
like,“l3 which, however, remain instrumental, and which
nuet therefore not bo.confuscd with revelctlon itself,
"Hevelution iz fulfilled im Christ, but at the some time

is continuelly in progress.”

122u1en, op. eit., ». 66.
31v1d., pe 45.
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kegardlicg the noture of fzith, which, beins & correlo-
vive of revelation, reflecits one's concept of revelation,
Aulen scens to maintaln two sories of stotcments which ean-
cel each other., One series seems to affirm that faith does
lnvolve the intelleetunl element, while cnother series of
stetenento denies this. One hond seems to take away vhat
~the other sives., On tho one hond Taith 1s treated as of-
firming certain things about God, and as involving assent.14
On the other hond thic-is agelin denled., The view that "man
with the helpn of divine revelation thinks God's oim
thoughta, " is condemod.® Faith iz not "rationelistic, "
which in the context seems to mean nothing else than thet
falth does not involve & real knowledgo. Since revelatlion
is so vast thot it “ecnnot be comorchended within the eate-
gorles of human thought," feith's affirmations cre parce-
doxical., But the porcdoxmes of faith are not logicel or me-
tephysical, but religlous, in other words, they do not lie
in the intellectunl realm, DBut if the paradoxes are not
logliezl but “"religicus," is not the same true of the cf-
firmztions themselves? And if an affirmation is not in the
realm of logic, is it an effirmetion =t all?

fulen tries, &8s in so many cases, to ocecupy & posi-

Uitsa,, po. 46, 73, 315.
15&;_6_-_-. PP. ggffl
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tlon betweon whot he considers iwo extremes, intellectualism
and cubjectivien or peychologlem. Intellectunlism under-
stends the content of fzith to be primary in relation to
falth, wvhile zubjectiviem undorstands 1t to be sccondary.
fulen cuts the Gordien knot and essorts that the content
of fzith 1z nelither primary nor secondary, but "is in prin-
eiple given in and with the God-relationship as such, "16
That this excludes doctrine from the "coutent of feith"
seens obvious, unless Aulen mecens that each Christion re—-
celves o special, ilmmedlote doetrinzl revelation "An and
with the Cod-relotionship a3 such,” a view which one would
hesltete to impute to anyone. IT thore were a doetrine
which falth helieves, and if this doctrine wore alrecdy
present in Leripture, then tho content of faith would be’
privary in relation to failth, and not "given in and with
the God~relaotionship."

It should be noted that whon iAulen says "intellectual-
ism". he seena to mean not merely o positlion which regards

folth os exclusively intellectual, but eny view which maine

teins thoet feith includes 2 doectrinal, definitely dianostic
elenent. Thus iulen condemns the old lutheran theologilons,

evon though they taught thet falth is fiduecla. Aunlen cari-

catures the position of the old theologians of the Iutheran

Church by ceserting that they held thet faith begins an gse

163b1d., pe T3
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goneuy and "subsocuently becomes fides garitate formata or
fidneio., "7

Very chorceteristic is the following argument of Aulen:
"If rovelotion were locanlizmed in some past history, foith
would mean silmnly intellectuzl assent to & pact ovent and
2n accertonce of that which once haproned."le This 1s then
rejected heenune "foith means that God in the present over-
vhelms und domiuctes men," DBut ic this arzgument logically
velid? Certuinly Fleper regerds revelotion as "localized
in some post history." Dut does it follow thot therefore

* ete.? DIy no

falth ie "pimnly an intellectusl assent,’
meons. FPloper explicitly teaches thet falth ie fiducie .19
doroover, rieper insista that notitla, ossonsus, end £i-
duela ore not three parts or stegoas of fmit%, but, are threc
sinultaneous oepects of the same supermaturclly created 2ot
of foith. Therefore, I'ie 2r show:, Scripture uses all
three, nowledse, assent, cnd trust ss synonyms Tor fait
Since folth is & foith in the Gospel, and =ince the Gospel
is not o nystical~enthusicstic mognitude, but = nmessepe in
wordse and propositlions, and thus eg ipso addressed to the

intelleet, theres coannct be, from Fleper's point of view, any

171p1d., ve T4
187hid,, p. 45,
9pieper, OoD. cit., I1I, 427.
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Opposition or antithesls between "intellectual” and “spir-
i%ual." Faith is entirely spiritual and God-created, but
this does not exclude but rather inoludes the intellect as
the apprehending organ of the divinely revealed Gospel.
It 1s this, and not the straw-man of Total intellectualism,
that fulen i1s combatting as "intelleotualism."

David Hedesgard challenges Aulen's soncaept of faith
precisely at this point:

Whence hes Aulen derived thls conception of faith?

Evidsntly not from the Bible (ecf. above, p. 16). The

Bibla nowhere states that failth "implies that man is

subdued and dominated by God. #20
Evidently Hedegard means to challenge Aulen's denial of
the intellectual, noetic element in faith, for on the page
Yo which he refers, Hedegard says that "faith includes a
certain knowledge about Christ. Cordial trust in Christ
is 1nsapa§abla from a certaln knowledge about Christ."

The key to Aulen's concept of faith may lie in certain
historical roote, which Hedegard uncovers:

Aulen from hie student days was strongly influenced

by Soederblom . . . and this ract hag left indel.. .le

imprint on his theology. This influence can easlly
be traced in his most important work, The Falth of

the Ohristian Church.?l
And about Soederblom we read that "Sabatier markedly influ-

20pavid Hedegard, Ecumenism and the Bible (Orebro:
Evangeliipress, i954), p. 187.

21%-. pp. 185-186.
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enced Hogderblom's theology."2? sSabatior, together with
Henegoz, founded the so-called eynbolo=-fideictic or fide-
iotic achool:

“The distinetlon betweon folth and bellefs is one of
the fundnmental premisses of fideism. By fzith ig
meant tho movouent of the self towvards Cod--a movenent
wirhch impllies forseking ein, repentance, The man who
repente and plves his heart to God le saved, wvhatever
his Gellefs may be, Thils statement is opposed to the
old orthodoxy, whieh made adherence to certoin offi-

oial dogmas o comdition of salvation." , « o

Leeoxdlng to Sehatler "all bellefs cund dogmaes ore one

1y symbols," "The same truth and the same divine l1ife

ucy be velled in different garments." MNathan Soeder~
blom, who was for some years in his youns days tho

Tastor of the Swedish Church in Peric, greatly ad-

nirved Sabvotleor and tranzlated one of his most iupor-

tant books into Swedish.23

It seens indeed 1npoesible to understand Aulen's con-
ecnt of Teith and revelation except in a fidelstic sense.
It should be noted that even fidelsm retains a cemblance
of the dlancetic element, but, cs in Aulen, there is no
real hmowledge but only csymbolic affirmation,

The preceding discusslon revoals the real nolnt at
issue, The gucstion is not terminological (1.0., What
should Le called revelation?) as 1f the fact of dlvinely
given doctrine were not questioned, the only isszue being

vhether such doctrine should be called revelation. The

221p1d., p. 240.
233pid,
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real imsue Lz wvhobthor there is cuch o thing os divinely

»
1

glvon dectrine at :*.Z.!.l. Fleper offirns it, Aulen denies
ibg IL whe Tzet of dlvinely given doctrine were con-
ceded by juien, there could he no dilfficuliy whatover in
ealling this “revelotion." In faed, it would be rather
absurd to insist on o body of divix 301:=' communiecated teach-
ing, given in the 2ible, and then to ncintain that this is
not revelantion! So the real polnt at issue is not the de-
finltion of "revelation" ner se, bub wvhether or not thers
ie sueh o thivg as CGod-given, authoritative teaching, gl_g_c_:-'
trive dlivina. This in turn reosolves itself into the quese
tion of the noturo of Seripture: If Seripture is the di-
vinely insplred, revealed Word of CGod, then there is a
body of authoritotive doctrine. If Seripture is not the
tioxd of Cod, then it cannot transmit an cuthoritetive body
of doctrine; and AT Seripture commot offer cuthoritetive
doctrine, then fox cll practiccl purposes there is mo such

ﬁhil e
Mulen's View of Scripture

Although Aulen on occasion mekes such strong stete-

nents about Scripture oz this, "Caristian faith regards the |

Word of Seripture as the fundamentel and normative VWord of

,_1
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God, "2 tho apporent excltetlon of Scripture is illusory,
28 other citatoments show,. ven the statemont just qguotod,
upon closer inspectlon, roveals that Scripture iz not being
oequeted with the Word of God. It is the "Word" not the
words of Seripture which ic the liord of God, Hence the
stetomont 1z somewhat of o toutology: The VWorxrd of God,
which is somohow related to Seripture, is the Word of God,

That Aulen denldes the insplretion of Seripture he is
&t polue to moke gulte clears What he rejects is, of
courso, “vorbol inapirotion,” but he mokes no effort to
retoln ony sort of "inspiration” distinguished from "ver-
bal inspiretion, "85 fother, Aulen sees gquite clearly that
if the "biblieisa" involved in "werbal inspiration" is inm-~
possible, then any form of "ebbreviated biblicisn” is
equally Impososible, Henee derdnpture does not differ gqua-
litetively from other human books, The Cld Testenment ropre-
sonto o religpion of the I."-.v.r26 end ite ctetements cannot have
the same validity for Christion falth as those of the New
Testament. iven the INew Testoment 1s on the same level as

tradition, but the llew Pectanment's "testlmony" iz determino-

244.\111@11’ QE_. M.' P- 363- ?
251134., pp. SLEL, q
261b1d., p. 39.
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tive in o sense, due to its hictorical priority reS  gmig
folloved immediotely by o clear denial of the gole Sorintu-
¥a, In the Tform of the assertion thet the How Testanent de-
temires neither the marxinmal nor the minimel limits of tho
conbent of Loithe
But this docs not mean that no c‘.:.'mr conceptions of
cith are nowmltbed excent those produced within this
=t rncmh’o testimony, nor ‘.ﬂt. oevery one of the con-
ntiong of foith found within the New Testomend

’16. without Turthoexr conslaerﬂ.t.ion be acconted as
=14

tinmate ports of the Christian faith,

03
CDL.
o

loz
And of coursec Seripture is not infellible, nor "iz 1t pos-
slble to select cortaoin portions of the Bible as infallible
eutherity,.” And yet Aulen is a\.I)le to declare, though with
the quelification "in this scnse, " thot "the evangelical
prinelple of Sceripture s the ‘only inf2llible rule of
foith énd 1ite! iz forever valid"l
falente Hﬂl*leneu{,ieu correspond to hisc estincte of

serinture. Since the Seripturel tecching 1z not in it-
sclf cuthoritotive for Aulen, this being a ncechonical view,
the real objeect of internretation is to nenetrate beneath
chiféing surfoce forms and formules to the besic, under-
lyingz ideas or 'bhemeu.28 Agein, the kinship of this view

ith Tidelsm is quite cpperent. In fact, Aulen himself

seys thot his distinction between "surfroce forms"” ond "um

e71vld., pp. 907f. \D
281vid., pP. TTEL., 93.\\
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derlying ideas! is = substitute for "the usual nineteenth-
century differentiation besween 'life'! and !teaching,'”
which Aulen congiders well-intentioned but expressive of
subjectiviam. But Aulen's substliute hardly escapes eub-
Jectiviam. His coastant attempt to s4ecer betwsen aub-
Jeotiviam and a "mechanistic objectivization"?? is iliu-
sory, and he remains in the subjlectivistic camp of Schlei-
ermacher, whoes basic orientation Aulen endorses.’® Irf
aublectlvity and ebjectivity mezn anything 2% all, a cowm-
promlse or lozloal middle between the two ig inconceiva-
ble.

Presuppesiticne of Sole Seriptura: Verbal Inspiration

Dr. Pleper teaches that the starting point of the- :
ology (teken a8 deotrine) is the Boripture principle, sola
égg;p&ggg.31 Therefore, until that principle has been
acknowledged, theology cannot begin. Whatever does be-
gin without the EScripture principle is nct theology. gCuod
non egt bibiicum non esf theologicum. Dut the Scripturs
principle, gola Scriptura, 1s not a slogan suspended in a
doctrinal vacuum. Sola Scripturs presupposes at least

22Ibid., pp. 364rF.
. 301p1g., p. 11.
3lpseper, op. cit., I, 51ff.
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(1) thot Seripture ic the uniquely ineplred Word of God,
(2) that it 4ie completely inerrant ond infallible, ond

(3) thet it is sufficlent eand clear, If Sceripture were

=

not, In distinection to all other books, the inspired iord
of God, but were qualitetlively on the some level as other
bookn, there would be no couneceivable reason to insist on
Sordicture as the gole authorlity. The same would be the
ctoe 17 Serlpture were not entirely inerront, for then an-
other prineiplium, such as human reason, would be reguired
to determine what is true and whet iz false or erroncous
in Seripture, Munally, unless Seripturc were clear and
auiflciont, other prineciviz would be recxu‘l red to intcr-
pret and supplement Serdpture. Sola Seriptura, then,
maltes sence only if its Ainspirotion, inerrancy, suffi-
cleney, and clarity or perspiculty are presuprosed, then
these ore denled, Seripture cannot be regorded se the sole
norm znd cuthority, the principium cognoscendi, and any
profession of "gole Seriptura" is under these circumstan-
ces oltheyr o purely arbitrary, even scli-contradictory as-
sunption, or it is nothing but the rituclistic repetlilon
of z meaningless plous slogon "for old times' sclke,"

With those who deny the Seripture principle, either
dlreetly or by denying one of 1ts necessary presupposis”

tions, "en understanding is 1mpoasiblo, becouse there 1s

no common ground,  Contre prinelplum nepenten disnutord
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non potest--with hin who denles the vrineinle one connot
09
nrgue, '““  Luther of course soys it rather vigorously:

T?te::-cfox-e, if the people will not bellieve, then be
sllent; foxr you are not held to comnel them to re-
ceive .cz-i ft.uv‘a as God's book or Word; it is cnough
if you give the roason therefor, Zut if they take
e::cept.r.on end say: You nroeoch t.h.':.t one should not
hold to me "-.'.. doctrine, and yet S5t. Feter and Foul,
ol even Chriot, wvero men--ihen you hear poople of‘
this stamp, wvho are so0 blinded and hordened &s 40
deny that whot Cha»dst and tho Apostles spoke and
wrote is God's VWord, or doubt it, then be silent,
spealt no more with them, and let them gos Only Bay:
I will give you rcosons onough from ::crint'tre, it
vou 111l bhelieve 1t, it 1s woll; if not, go your

vy .23

0 then, to use & mathematienl l1llustration, Just es
Zueli '.'-:.. axions precede his geometry, so the Seripture
prinelple with all its necassz::-:'y 'presuppnsltiona precedes
theolosy in the objective sense, 1,0,, doctrine, Iior is
thic o4 211 o contradiction of Fieper's statenont that
with on unbellievor we start by bringing him to f2ith in
Chrict throush lLew and Gospel, and not with an attenpted
demonstration of the cuthority of Scripture, whlch latter
restc on the former, 3% The pgycholoplecl order of avents
in a person helng converted has nothing to de with the
lomicol order of prineciples in thoology, which exlsoted

St e S S

centuries before the gilven individual was vorm, What one

321uid., ps 154.
3510id., P 243.
S4101d., ppe 137-136,
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may wnot expect of oan unbelicver, i,e. unconditionzl sub-
glon to Sewinbture as the VWord of God, one must oxpect
of a theolorion, who not only professes faith in Christ
but elso wishes to inatruet othors in the saving truth.

For Dr, Fleper Holy Serlipture is unconditionnlly i-
dentical with the Word of God,”2 In mointaining this po-
sitlon Dr, Fieper is fully aware of the fact that he is
thereby contradicting the unanimous consent of contempo-
rary theologsy, not only the liberal wing, but also the
"pecitive" or conservotive, even the "extreme right”
ving. Floper cites Nitzsch-Stephon to the offect that
the fault of the old dogmaticians lay in this that they
did neot &% 21l distinguish betweon the Bible ond God's
Word, or else did po only- imperfectly. Ihmeles is guoted
to the offect that the ildentification of Sorxdpture with
the liord of God gmives revelotion "an essentislly intel-
lectunlistic meaning." In other words, "intelleoctunlism™
1s not merely en accident, & fault to which some older
theologinus heppened to suceumb; rether "intelleatualisn”
iz viewed oo Anhering essentially and ipseo fzaeto in the
identification of Herinture with Ged's Vord, The very ac-
cenptance of this 1&&ntiﬁ.cation, and not ncrely some ac-~

cidental subsecuen: shorration, is already and per "in-

551pid., pp. 2137f,
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tollectualion”!
Picper is also quite sware of the foct thet the ne-

ologlsts are perfectly willing to admlt that God's Word
56

is in Seripiure fut he is not very much impressed by
thls concession, since i1t does not entzll submission to
the cuthority of Seripture. 4 ccse in point is Thoodore
Keften, who had declared that the modern theology Tor
vhlch he stecod "bows to no mere externzl cuthority." The
"externol euthority" to which he will not bow, is of
course Seripture, seys Plepor,
And vhen he adds that he bows to "Cod's VWord" “as
o on suthority that hes proved itself, and moin-
veine ltself, in its own power, " he means to say
that he will accopt only so nuch of Seripture ac

velld as hee gilven satisfeetory nroof of belng the
truth before the judgment seat of his “"experience”

"

or his “pious self-consclousness,”

Far from boing inpressed with the criticisms of
modern theclozy (Luther: '"They speak such things oniy in
order to lecad us cwey from SQripture and molte themselves
megsters over us, that we should believe their dream-
aermons"),ST Pieper rother tekes the offensive snd in-
slste that bhefore modern theology can claim to be Chris-
tlan theologx, it must execute a complete chout-face and

agaln learn to identify Scripture with the Word of (tod,

36: bld., De 226.
37;9&-- Do The
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Vhat modern theology regards an o Tault in the Apostolice
Church, in Inther, and in the old dogmaticiensewand Pleper
eites noocloglste vho admit thot the Apostles, tho carly
Chureh, and the Reformotion idontlfied Sceripture and God's
‘:;’o::*cl:".'s--:'n.::: rothor Ytho only correot mesition,™ as Flepor
then oroceeds to deomonstrateo from immumerable Seripture
te::‘bs.:’g

The identificetion of Seripture and Ged's Word is 2b-

0]

olute: "Zerinture is neither a2 human nor = ‘divine-
hunen' report on God's Word and the 'facts of the rove-

' bub ie 1tself the VWord of God."*C In othor
words, the title "Woréd of God" belongs to Sceripture not
“honoris cocusa, " but by inherent right and merlt., As

John Gerhard teaches, there is no real difference but only
o terminologicel difference betwcen the e:xpressions "God's
Werd" and “Holy Seripture,® or "God says” arnd "Holy Scrip-
ture ceyn." Holy Sceripture and the Word of God ere inter-
changeakle terms, Honce the guestion whether Christ's au~
thority iec grecter than the Bible's canmot even arise,
Seripture's stotements and aut.horif.y sinply are Chrict's

statements and a.uthorit:}, and there can be no appeal from

381b1d., pp. 265ff.
39Ibid., DPPs 2TALL. 1
401H44., p. 216.
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the one %o the other, In the 0ld theologiens' terms,
Seripture le ihe Word of Cod not lmproperly, nol moto-
nymieally, but properly and really, slmpliciter. 41

Though the ldentificotion of Serdpture with the Vord
of God is absolute, this doos not mecu thot the Word of
CGod 1z linmited to the form in which it appears in Sorip-
ture,  To the old theologlans, for insitanee, "the Word
wen 2 genus ond the Serdipture vwes & specles of this fad=)
s, 12 Merefora these thoologlans “certainly nover de-
1 thot preceiing wes the Yoxd of God vhen ond becouse
it agreed with Serinture." In other words, Scrinture is
the VWord of God with respéct not to the wowds as gueohy
whlch though they ore divinely ineplred, ncrertheiess ro-
nein “ruly bhumen words, but to tie.e- dt-."t-'.'r.nelg,-' intended noan-
inz and sensc. Vhatever t?w.erci’ore' cc:rrecf.l:,r mresents this
divinely intended meoning and sense, oxpressed in theo di-
vinely choson woxds, 1o the Word of God, be it steted in
other lungunges, or in extre-biblical terms., But, ob-
serves e Preous, one comnot conclude Irom this that the
vords ocud phrases of Seripture mo:qely indicoate or noint
1o the meaning or sense, whilch elone can be called the

Word of tGod, No, the letters and words of Seripture "not

41 Y
Robert TFrous e tég@%%@g of Sexinture (=din-
burgh: Oliver and Boyd Ltd., 3955), De 22.

42114., p. 19.
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only sirmlfy the inspired content of the feriptures bub
2ctuelly import this divine meaning and therefore cannot be
sopurated from 1t," Thot Ploper, too, nresupposes 2ll this
vhien he identifies Scripture end Cod's Word is clcaz"."*3
ience 1t would e quite bDeside the vpoint to urge 1;2::.{.. thoe
ldentification of Seripture with Cod's Word in any way de-

trects fram the wiva vox e'-.rc'._r_{:elii, as fulen charges with

reforence to the old Iatheron theology, which he again nis-
represonts by the accusatlion that the teachers of "orthodox

ccholustlicisn, " in contradisiinetion to luther, who "strong=-
1y emphasiszes the ‘spokon' end living word," "linmit the
Word simply to the Bible.

Scrxdpiure is the VWord of God by virtue of ite divine
inspiraticon, The Serip
gloar Trom 2 Tim, %316, and 1a thus stoted by GQuenstedt,
vhon Flener suoton:

whe Apoctle does not say: “Everything in Soripture,
wivra fv Qnrn' s:wvsoc-r—-l. 'n but "All .:ori:rbure,
TR6n fowpy @tiwviecros N gy onder to show thed
not only the things wypritten about, but slso the
wrlting ltself is etarvsvemV . ind vhatever 1s
sald of the vhole Scripture must of necessity be
understood also of the words, not tho nost insig-
nificant par'i', of Serizture, rFor if one little word
ceumred 1n Serinture that s not suggested or dl-
v.a.nely inspired, 1t could not be said that “All
Seripture lc given by incpiration of Cod,"45

II'BPS.GI}O:’, QP_. ci'tu’ I. 57' 343ff.
Minien, ope Clte., De 355
451’:‘.&'_:;31“, on, git., I, 218,
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The obJect of insplration are thue not merely certain

subjects or basic ideas (Heslinspiratlon) nor the persons

of tho writcrs (Fersonalinspiration) but Seripture itself,

. - ; J
nenely all of it without exceptilon. G Therefore, since
Seripture connists not of persons nor of subjects but of

wordn, verba, inspiration means wverbal inspiration, ac-~

cording to the tenching of Scripture iteelf:

[4
As surely as 2 Tim. 3:16 prodicatec tho OTowviueves
of the gP«pPy o5 subjeet, so certeinly Verbal Insnpil-
retlon is not a "subtle theory" of the old dogmati-
izns, Dut the ploin teaching of Serinture itself.

o)

Oy, Plener demonstrates from Seripture thot inspl-
retion does not apply only to the 0ld Testament, but also
to the New. Ineidentally, the fact that "Seripture” in

2 Mn, 3:16 refors probably to the 01d Testoment offers

L3

ne confort to the modernistic theory., Since the ncolc-
glste, ineludins Aulen, b7 are ot pains to enphapize the
Cld Testament's inferiority in rolation to the lew, they
cannot very well malntain that this inferlor 01d Testonent
is indeed verbally inspired by God, as 2 Tin, 3116 teaches,
but thot the superior New Tectement iz not!l

Pieper chows thet any "inepiration which is not ver—

ol inspiration 1s sciiply no inepirction at all but mean-

461v1d., . 217.
4Tsnlen, op. cit., poe 3TLL.
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l o 3 -
Inglens nonsenze,™ Seripture is ecithor verbally lnsplred

or it is not inspired ot all. But 1t must be clearly ro-

alized that Dr. FPlepor it here defining not the “how” but

the "what' of inmpiration. "Verbel" refers not to come
mede or monmner of insplration, but to the object of in-
spiretion, i.e,, tho words., Therefore any distinetion be-
tween the genernl "feet" of “inspiretion” and the parti-
culnyr "theory" of "wverhal insplrotion” i1s scnseless, FPie-
per tecches the faot of Ansviration, 1.e,, the foot thot
2ll Seripture, 2ll its statoments and words, arc insnired
by God., The "how" of tho mystery ic nowhere clucidobed;
in Teeh, such o speculative penotration into the nysitery

of Inopixetion is quite forelpn to Piencr's theoclogical

Hor does Pleper teach any sort of mechenical inapli-
retion. 1In his chapter on "The Relation of the Holy Ghost
to the Hoiy tiriters, "49 yhich iﬁc:ldentally does not deal
with the "how" of the mystery but sololy with the two-
fold foct thot t.he. porsonnlitiecs of the holy wrltors were
not eclipeod and thet what they wrote wes the pure Vord of
God, Ploper explleitly rejects end condemns any “mechanical
or external concept of the “Sc’vs" of the rolationship of the

writers to the Holy Ghost." Pieper roiterates the Church

4Bpiener, ORes Cit., I,. 218.
491b4d4,, po. 228%f,
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Fothers' repudlation of the notion of the Hontanists that
the holy writers wrote in o state-of traunco. No, the
riters wers not automate, lifeless mechines, but living,
bersonal instruments, with intellect and 71ll, and with
thelr ovm dietinet style. CGod 4id not merely move thoir
hands in a mechonleal fashion, but utllized thelr entire
peyecholozleal egulpment. ¥With Quenstodit Plever rejccts
the noticn "as though the holy writers had writiten without
end ageinst thelr willl, without consclouaness and unwlis
tingly; for they wrobte voluntarily, willingly, ond know-
ingly." It ceems highly improbable to suppose that thosc
vho 4ol about "meehsanical" inspiration hove never read
such oexplonatlione and digclelmers., Eather, the derogatory
epithot "mechenlical" is applied simply to the identifico~
tion of Seripture with God's Word pexr 5_9_.50
hen Ehc dognaticians refer to the holy writers aos

"enmormenses, noterdl, menus, calemi, cleriss, secrotaries,

honds, pens, of the Holy Spirit,"sl this cammot be felrly
intervreted in a mechaniecl scnse, seye Fleper. The terms
ore perfectly Seripturel, as long as the npolnt of com-

porison, i,c., the mcre instrumentality of the wriliters, is

Pgupre, . p. 49.
51?16})@1"‘, _o__b_. M&' I' 229.
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observeds:

The expressions stote no more and no less than the
fect thot the n01J writers did not write their owm
wvord, .m'l'. God'o Word, . « « and that is, as we hove
scon, tho suthorit L.t.ive Judgment of Chrio‘c. and His
-1ostles.52
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ALl tilo applies 2lso to the so-called "dictation-
which J, I, Facker has c¢alled "o theological

mere's mest; it never existed at any time duriug the pasct

century seve in certoin people's imsginction.'S?  To be
sure, the dopmaticlans used the Tisure of dlctatlo, cmong

others. Thet this dlctotio "cammot possibly have a purely
nochenlenl connototion” Dr. Frous demonstrates "from the

o, -
Ioet thoat the doge

cmoticlans apeak of o 'dictetic rerum, #uSh
l.0., o "dictation of subject matter." Furthernore, the
mere usc of o comporison it not yot & "theoxry." If one is
golng Lo opeaol: of the "dictation theory" merely beccuse the
comparison of dictation has uoen employed, then, on the
basie of other sSerintural comparisons, one must also speak
of the "pen theoory,” the "mouth thoory," ote.

Mo monorgistic doctrine of inspirction reprecented
by Plieper iz freguently accused of emphasizing the divine

elde of Zoripture to the neslect .of the humen side. In re-

5 elbld. s _'DP 3 229"230 [ ]
531’3.01:&!', m- 9_!_-&6 ') Pn 179.
54&"61!5 s OD. _0;‘-_-2. g Do T«
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Plying, Picper points out that the emphoois on the "divine
slde" 1s tho eaphosis of Sorlpture itself.?” And the rea-
gon Tor this is obwvlous, soys- Piencr, After 2ll, the
‘Immen side" is 2ll too obviocus and is in no danger of

balng ovorlocked. ¥ub becnuse of man's spiritusl blind-
ness the "divine aside" of Seripture, 1.6., the fact that it
is throuzhout the inspired Word of God, is not at 2ll ob-
vioug, but must coustently be repeated and emphasized c-

geinot the impulses of natural reason,
resuppositions of Sole Scrintura: Inerrancy

The nolerns, cays Pleper, vhen they accusc the old
theclogions of overlooking thoe "human side™ of Serinture,
really do not mean the human side at all, Rather, "by the
humen side, about which they ore 50 concermed, they mean
the alleced errors in Sceripturec. u56  yith Iuther>? FPlepor
iz perfectly aware of the humen slde of Seripture. It 1s
the conclusion thet therefore Seripture mcy contain errors
thot both ILuther znd Fieper reject,

A% this point Plepor's opponents ssem to assune the

SSPicper, ope olbte, I, 235,

561h1d,., pe 236. Incldonmtally, the Chrdstological a~
nelogy supports orthodoxy and not modernmism: Just as
Chwrlet's humen noture doos not imply sin, so tho "human
side of Seripture" doec not 1:ply error.

57?131’91" 91_)_0 ﬂl [ I. 255. 278-2?90
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Phllosophienl maxinm, £inltum non capax infiniti, while
Pioper mointeins thot finitun cepex 1nfinitl; but in the
letter cace this is net an g priorl philcsophical assump-
tlon, but meresly o teking serlously of Seripiture's claims
resanding itself, It is easy to see vwhy Auleon profors an-

infinltum eavex £inltl, by vhich he

cleing to hove "bronscended” the antithesis between the
two hictoric }_3:-:-:1.1::5-113105:.58 Te SJeripiure, with 2ll its
alleped imperfections end errors, remeine finlte, bub
geonehow the infinite Word of Cod is able to use this fi-
nite, errcneocus record and to speal ﬁu'ouf.ﬁ it.

Iotely it has been su;,':e.':{'.cd by ocne vho himpell holds
the nodermistle view of Seripture that only "plenary,”
thnt s, full inspirstion, which implies inerrency, ic to
be rejected, but thet “verbal insniration” can e nccepted
in the sense thet the very words of Serinture cre divinely 3
slven, 3ut, according to this view, "verbal inspiration”
docs not enteil inerroncy. 59 s iz 2 rorfect enbodinent
cf the Infinitun capox £initl idea: The thorouchly humon

hle, wvith all its elleged errors ls nevertheless the wit-
necs sid bearer of the Word of God,

Suech an idea of "verbel inspiretion' hes only the nome

SOKN N STl

58".1.116!1, __13_- 01tn' _‘DP- 57fr.

595ohn Beillie, The Ides of Revelatlon in Decen
Thouzht (New York: Columbie University rrens, 1956), p. 115. |
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in common with Pieper's doctrine. "Verbal inspirotion,”
lee., Lmspiration of the words of Soripture, means nothing
elge then "pleonory inspiretion," L.e., the full inspiration
of everything in Seripture. If something 1lc inspired,
if it ie really the Word of God, then 1t cannot withoud
eynieclon be sald to contein error, The concent "Word of
God, which however may contain ervor,” is for fzith an im-
rozelble one, It mey be o fine cpecimen of Sghreibitisch-
theolorie, bud spiritually it is impotent aud unrcalistic,

Fiopor's quote Trom Luthor is most g pronos:

1T they believed that the %Word is CGod's, they would
not play with it in such a2 mamoer, but would hold
i1t in the highect esteen and without any dismute or
doubt repard it os credible, and would know that one
word of God is all w? das of God and all words of God
are one word of God,Y
To predicate inspiration of Heripture is to »redicate in-
errancy of 1t. For Pieper Iinspiretlion cud inerrancy ore
not seporate issues, as if the affirmetion of the ono were
theoretleclly compatible with the deniecl of the other,
Any "inspiration" without inerrancy is no incpiration ab
2ll, Inerrency is the test of any doctrine of inapiration.
Thus, vhen in 1938 the official ropresentatives of the
Unlted Imthoren Church in fAmerlca meinteined, egeinst the
Hissourd Syned, thet Seripture wes "inspired” but not in-

errant, the Concordia Theologlcel Honthly called this "a

60p1 eper, op. olt., I, 222.
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clumsy form of sophistry."

When thoee men declare thot inspiration 1s a foes,

they do not wont 1o be understood as sayling thot

there are no contradictions or errors in Holy Scrip-
ture. To soy that, would be defining the mode, or
nonner, oL insviration. It would necan accopting the

'sheory of verbal inspiration. . « « the distinction

between the foet of inscpiretlon and the "theory" of

Anspirntion (vorbal, plencry inspiration, sbsoluto

infallivility of Serdpture, belng & mere theor;g) is

& clhumpy form of sophistry. It doals with an "Ain-

spirction” which is not real inspiration,

Sinco "all Seripture” is inspired aund inerrent, this
naturnlly iuncludos vhatever Scrdpture scays on any subject,
ineludling historical, geogrophical, and other dote. The
choervation that the Hlble is not a texthook of history,
gecgyronhy, sclence, cbc., and thoet its statements on these
subjeetns do not therefore hove to be regarded as inspired
and incrrant, Dr. Pieper styles "by no means a clever Ob=-

b |
Jeetion, W02 "rue, deripture's recl purpose is to teach us
the way of salvatlion, Ilevertheless

also the historiecl dote waich are found in Seripture

(for with His Word God hos entered the history of man-

ind), though menbtloncé only incidentally, are in-

spired and infallible, because they are & part of
Serinture,

Bince it 1o Seripture iteell thet is inerrent, and not
merely celocted portions of it, a distlnction between

truth and orror in Scripture is in principle out of the

6l mmeodore E nselder , "'Vorbal' Inspiration lio The-
ory," Concordia Theolopmicol ;'i_o_n;b_h;z. X (Jamuory, 1939), 66,

62? lepor, on. clt., I, 220,
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aqueastion,
Piovox» chows thot the 1nc:~mn¢3r of Zerdpture is not &
dere deductlion, but that Sceripture itsolf cousistently ine-
eludoc the ineorrancy in 145 clainm to be the inspired, au-~

G3 Carict Himself declored, and

thoritetive YWord of CGod,
with reference to o relatively nminor point: "The Zeripture
cormot be broken, "0% e thing thet canmnot e broken io
Zeripture itocelf, nll of it, not selscted pnrtioﬁs. Le~-
cordinvsly S5t. Foul exnlicitly confesses: "I belicve all
things whieh are written in the Lew and in the Eropnets."®5
Althourh Pieper does not explicitly cite the following
texts from tho Word of God, they are nevertheless rolevant
ot this point: According to Hark €:38 Christ renounces
those vho are acsghamed of Him and His words, To Nicodemus
Christ sald: "If you believe net e when I tell you of
carthly things, how gholl you believe e when I tell you

of heavenly thiz 57160 Agein, it is Christ MHimself tho
sayess "If you had helieved Hoses, you would have believed
¥e, for he wrote of le, 3Bubt if you believe not hia writ-

inge, how shall you believe XKy voras?"67

631pid., pp. 22LLE,
6430hn 10535,
G5a0ts 24114,
665omn 3212,
OTgonn 5:46-4T.
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Anlde from the feet thot Seripture itcelf demonds
absolute and uneonditionol submispion to its cuthority, and
net a qualified cecceptonco vhich dletingulshes "heavenly
things" and "eartidy things" in Serdpture end thon pro-
Tesces 4o accent tho former though unot the latier, the dls-
tinction itself, when employed in the interest of separat-
lug the eternal verities of Seripture from its "ephemerzl
olenonta,” can lend only to complete arbltrariness., Let
us grant, for the anke of axpument; that Scripture is in-
errant and authoritative only in ite, rellglous, spiritual,
thoologzicnl tonehings, but not in its assertions about his-
toriecal ond other "secular" matters. But now the probdblon

bosine, What s definitely "epirlitucl" in tho Blble and

.
o

chk
L
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vhet lo no What orthodox thoology regords as definitely
splrdtunl, thocloglical content, is by no means regarded as
exlonntiocnlly so by others. Teke, for lnstonce, the resur-
rection of Carist., Is this a theologleal, religious teach=-
ing, or on ephomercl agpoct of the historical froneworls?

To orthodox theolozy it is the former, to othors, thoe lat-
ter, There iz nodt 2 single assertion regerded by orthodo:x:
theology s definitely "religlous" or "theologlcal" which
cannot be reduced by one who dehin' the authority of Sorip=—
ture in "non-spiritucl” motiers 10 o mere ophemoral "sur-
feee form" which mercly symbolizes on “underlying, funde-

montal ides,” & lo Aulen. Surcly there camnmot be any as-
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sertion more bosie, more “spirituel” and "theological to
wstoric Chrlstlenity thon the afflrmetion that thore -13 a
bersonal GCod. Yet for ©illich, for exomple, even this moot
basic of 2ll essortlons iz merely an enthropomorphic symbol
of the real "truth” thot God is simply on impersonal “it”
rather then 2 "He,” a "ground of exisience,” or "being
1toelf," /nd yeot this philosopher, who csserts thot “"the
protest of otheisn” apeinst treditionsl theism with its
coueept of & personal God is "eorract, w68 g1pams +0 roepro-
pent "Biblical txuth,” os correctly interproted?

Cue shall have 4o conelude that tho custinét.ion be-
tweon “apiritunl" or "theological" end “non-cpiritual’
or "non-thoolesieel" elonente in the Bible is simply fal-
laelous, and, wmore than that, reprosents, to use er's
phrese, "o kind of impeniteﬁco. w69  mme distinctlon is
wrong not merely vhon “toaken too far," but in princinle.
There ilc no usus of such a prineciple which is not at the
poame time an ghusus. Since Caristlanity is o historical
relizion, tenching the Incarnatlon of God in human history,
1ts theoloziecal content necessarily involves hictorical
elenenis, which connot be sepercted from the "essence™ of

Christienity, any more then the sclentist con produce a re-

631’1111 Tillich, Systomatlc %_@%gs% (Chicaso: The
Undversity of Chicaco ¥ross,

GDP&OIZBI', 9-2. ﬂi'b-, P. 21.
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eal, orgonlc basis. Both operations result not in o par-
tlal mutldlintion, but in 2 complote soerifice in principle.
Whet Serdipture teaches is ipso facto theologieal, spiritusnl,
true, and certein. ALl contrary notions must be dilsmissed,
fceoxding Lo Iuther and Pleper, as carnal, unspiritusl in-~
tollcotual vride and blind ineos. (0 Christ's own m "undenytho-
lozizing" regard for “evhemerel” historical "trivialities®
is cxemplified pointedly in His resorxialble declaration con-

cernlng an anonymous women's anointing of Hims: And truly,

I oy 40 you, vherover this Gospél is nreached in the whole
vorld, whnt che heos done will be told in memory of her. RTd
or, Flepor teaches not only thet Serlpture does not
err, tut also that 1t cznnot err (infallibility). To as-
sert merely that, as far es one can tell, Zeripture does
not err, but thet in principle it might exrr, and therefore
an error might be found in the future, means that one's
cssertion of {he inerrancy rosts not on Zeripture'’s ovm
claims hut on one's owm empirical investigetions., Flepor
'm.l:c-s it guite elear thot the inerrancy is not an a posto-
riord comclusion, derived fron an emplrical determination

o vhethor errors asctually excear or do not appear in the

TOpicper, op. cit., I, 252, 255, 262,
Tliaxlke 14392,
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Bible, but that 4t Lo an g priori certainty for foith,
resting colely on Seripture's ovm olaims for itself, clains
vhich felith simnly ceceonts without subjeecting themx to an
ozpiriccl verification, which would be the erimen lcesao

mejestotis. lloreover, restlug one's belief in inerronocy

on on enpiricel verificntion is to bellieve not o doetrine,
but o humon opinion hased on research end nubjeet to
change, In principle one has already dispensed onesolfl

fron belioving the inerrancy.
thethey o noreon tales the Christion attiitude toward
seripture and lets Seripture be the Word of dod, is
secn ot onece Trom tho attitude he teles as to the
pocslblility of exror in Serinture. Christ very defi-
nitoly rulos out the possibility of an error in
Seripture vhen He says: "The Scxdpture cannot (e
8évarat ) pe broken.” Fhilippi had not yet reazched
the Chrlctian ettitudo towerd Sceripture when he
wrete: "We would not like to say g priori with Calov
that no ervor can have o place in Seripture."” He had
roached the attltude pefitting the Chiristlon vhen ho
retrocted his stetemont in the thixd codition, « o o
This 2 priorl position is Luther's positlon, Iuther
hag no thousht of ascertoining the inerrency of
Seripture by hunan investigetion (e posteriori), butb
bofore all investization he is convinced “hct there
cen be no error in Seripture.’2

Vhen the moderms say thnt they do not hove on "a pri-
ori theory" of Seripture, this "means nothing else than
that theose theologileons do not propose to teach what Sorip-
ture osoys of 1tself,"7? The determining foctor is not

_ Soripture but human reason, They "rofuse to helleve

T2Pieper, op. git., I, 280-281,
7310id,, D. 298,
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what Seripture says of i1tself, but would determine the
character of Soripture g posteriorl, by way of human in-
veatigatlon and oritlcism."? And, applying their empirical
method to Boripiure, they conclude that 1% is not inerrant.

The terms "a prlori" and “a posteriorl” are of course
relational. Thelr meaning depends on the point of refer-
ence. For Pleper the point of reference is empirical
investigation. It 18 in relation to this that bellef in
the inerrancy is g priori. But this belief is not a pri-
orl in relatlon to Juatlirying failth, or, for that matter,
in relation to the gedes dogtrinae which teach the au-
therity of Seripture. It would bs a grave miarepresenta-
tion of Pleper to say that for him faith in Seripture pre-
cedes falth in Christ. He explicitly asserts the very op-
pesite: -

In dealing with an unbellever we cannot begin with

an attempt to convince him of the divine authority

of Scripture. We must first bring him to the knowl-

edge of his sina_and to falth in Christ, the Re-

deamer from sin.
Once the Holy Ghost has created faith in Christ in a per-
son's heart, he willi accept the entire Secripture as the in-
fallible Word of God on the authority of His Word. This
falth in Scripture, then, 1s not a human conviection, fides

humans, but a Spirit-created certainty, fides divina. I%

1pig., p. 269.
?51b1g., pp. 137-138.
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rests not on reasonable, rational argumenis but directly on
the self-zuthenticating Word of God.76

Aulen repeatedly ecores the "theory of verbal inspire-
ticn" because it supposedly involves "rational demonstra-
tion." With regard o this charge Dr, Hamann hits the neil
on the head when he says: "The good bishop forgets that to
take sericusly what the Word cf God declares about itself
le not a 'rationzl demonstraticn,' but an act of faith! 77
The old theologians did indeed adduce various apologetical
arguments, which Pieper, too, allows,78 but these wers un-
dergtocd to produce only s humen oonvioction, fides humans.
Real feith, fides diving, only Scripture itself can cre-
ate: *The dogmaticians all enswsr that Scripture itself
has the powsr to make us divinely eertain of its author-
1ty."?? This 1a the jestimoniun Spiritus Sanotl internum.
This inner testimony is nothing else than faith 1tself.S0
It 1s not a special feeling of some sort, nor is i1t sep-
arate from the revealed Word of God, 1l.e., Soripture.

The Spirit bears witness to Scripture truth, the whole

"61pia., pp. 307f1.
g, Hamann "Recent Trends Endangering Sound Lutheran

zheolo %%g A%gtgalagigg Theological Review, XXV (Sep-
ember, 195

731’:.epez', oen. git., I, 311.

79Preus, ov. cit., p. 108.

aoPieper, op. cit., I, 313.
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Seripture truth, ond nothing but the Sceripture truth,
Hence any appecl from the words of Seripture to tho testi-~
nony of tho Spirit is in prineiple imposcible. Aulen pro-
sonts the relation of this testimonium to revelation in the
8ono wey as here indleated, but sinece for him revelation is

not the word of Hordpture, he must undersitand tho testl-

monium in cn essentially subjectivistic, enthusizcilc sense,

The Roman

(2

d modexrnlctic argument thot the oppenl to
the testimonluwm Spiritus Zenctl intermum for the authority
of Seripture involves roasonlnz in a cirele, Pleper an-~
svers by quoting ¥Fhilippl: "That 1s the same thing as vhen
2 Plind men nceuses his seeing nelghbor of argulng in s
elrele, claiming thot the sun shines, since he seen by 1ts

1 also the reply of the ¢ld theologiens,

e

light, w0l gnig o
representod, for instonce, by Gottfried Holffmonn:

A the Tirst nrincinles ore known ol thomselves and
ghine in thelr own light, and as in the reslm of
nature light bears witness of itself and hos no need
of en outslide light, =0, too, the testimony of tho
Holy Chezt has no need of an outsldo testineny, bul
chives In its own light and abundantly proves itselsl
o e diwvine Ly its ovn divine efflcecy ond power, Iin
wiich it rejolces, clthough another cannot bLe. per-
sucded of +hls unless he himaself attentively reads
Seripbure and thus czhares in this internal testi-

mony.
Foth the insplrntion and the inerraney of Scrinture

811pad,, p. 309.
821134, :
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are aseiriled by Fleper to the originmal text of Eierlpt.ura.83
These properties, whlch apply properly only to the or‘.'l.g;inal
text, apnly derivatively to the coples, nanely to tho ox~
tent that they are correct reproductions of the ori:;inal.al"
That the present coy:i.ds do, in faect, tronsmit to us the
vord ofl God correctly, we know both g priorl end o posteri~
ori, .Chrict both promised Hls Word to .'E'.hc Church untll the
Last 1;;-:,2,85 tnd asgerted the rellabllity of the 0ld Testament
text whieh fie used, Thus He applies the goneral nrineirle,
"Seripture ecamoit he broken, "36 o o conerote toxt from &
contemporary copy. Of those who lived hundreds of years
after lloses had written, Cnrist said: "They have loses
and the Frophots."®T Finnlly, "in His temptation (Matthew
4) Christ operaotes with the J'%qurm as with en inmoveble cer-
toln text. Ve do not read that the devil brought up tho
matter of 'voariant readings.’ w38  mus we know 2 priori,
from Christ's »romises to Iis Church and from iis ovm nor-
motive example, thot the original tez:.t. of Seripture hes

been falthfully tronsmitted to us. &nd a posteriorl we

83!9&9.. De 223,

841p14., pp. 343fL.

85iatt, 208:20; John 8331ff.; 17:20.
8630hn 10:35.

8Trure 16:29.,

Bsm.eper, op. cit., I, 239.
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likewise see, a8 also neologlets admit, that "not a single
Christian doctrine has been rendered doubtful in any point
by the 'legion' of variant readlngs.”89

Before clecsing this discussion of the inspiration and
inerrancy, o few historical comments should be made.
Pleper cites neologlsts who concede that the Church Fathers
held the same doctrine of Scripture as the "older Protes-
tant dogmaticiana."?0 1In g separate chapter on "Luther
and the Insplration of Holy Scripture,*?1l Pieper demon-
strates that what the dogmatiocians taught Luther taught
also--only in stronger terms; and Pleper exposes some
modernlstic hoaxes with regerd to Luther's position. Re-
garding thoese adherents of the modernistic theory of Secrip-
ture vho claimed agreement with Luther, Pleper concludes,
on the bagis of the evidence, that “their wish to have
Luther as their protector was stronger than their sense
of historical truth."92 |

Unllike Aulen's book, which cites only a few brief,
Usually epigrammatic, inconclusive phrases from Luther,

Pleper's dogmatics is so roplete with relevant, often

891pia. .
9°lb_1_§-. p. 266,
11bia., pp. 27622,

92&-. P. 297.
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lengthy, cpscific, and therefore conclusive Luther-quotes,
that the render counot but be inmpressed with the osuthor's
verlitatle imnersion in ILuther's thousht. Therefore it is
no viondexr thot Floncr relterstes lalther's claim that tho
theology of the liseouri Synod, though it highly values
the ceventoenth century dogmaticlaens, neverthelsss has its
rooto deerer, in the Dihlical, Confecsional "stream that
rushed forth in erystol purlty in the sixteenth century, "2
and notices in the later dogmoaticiens aclrecdy a certain
pollution of thet stream,

With respect to the Iathoran Confeossions Fleper notes

hot it is gencrally edmitted in our day thot they pro-

>
Fl

supposce Verboel Inspiration as an unquestionlinzly oata j
liched doctrlne."94 Thereflore, when modern Luthercns, ‘
¥ho deny the inepirotion, use one of the stock arguments
of niodexrm theology, 1.0., that the Confessions countain

no separate article on inspirztion or revelation, Ir.

Piepor is at o loss to understand how they con find com=-
fort in thet fect.d?

Regarding the Reformed position, in relation to the
Lutheran, Fieper makes this illuminating statement:

S1v1d., p. 166.
9%41p1d., p. 266.
951p14,, p. 181,
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it hes hecoms the fushlon to say thet the difference

betveen the Reformed and the Iatheran Church concists

in this, that the Keformed Church "more-exclusively"”
lezes Zexrdpture the source of the Christlan doctrine,
while the Lutheran Church, being more deeply "rooted

in the past" and of e more "conservativse" nature, zo-

cevts not only Sceripture, but also tradition as au-
thoiitgtlve. at thls is nct in acecord with the
Teetn o0

ind then Dy, Pileper shows thet it is precisely the Lutheran

Chureh whlch meintains the sols Serintura in sractice,
while the Heformed Church, in the points in which 1t dis-
agrees with Lutheranlem, sete aside the socla Serinturs in
favor of preconceived philosophiczl notlons.

For the "Mundementslists,™ in so far as they oppoame

3

dey revrcaentoative of Dr. FPleper's theology observes:

""undamentelism” is oun expression wvhich tefite the
mouth of true Lutherens neither as a title of homnor
nor as & term of reproach, If one uses the term to
bellttle those vwho cling to the entire Seripture and
“C the reality of the facts of salvatlion, one only
zlves joy to the liberals, puts oneself lnto the
wrong, and betrays genuine lutheranism.®

These judgments rest on the fact, admitted also, as the
following quote shows, by honest and informed modernlsts,
thet in so for as "Fundementalism"” opposes modernism, it

1s not o recent sectarian development but simply the his-

961144,, p. 25.
9T1pia., pp. 128-129, 271-272.
98u1gsrohenbund rechts' segen 'Kirchenbund links,'"

Lutherischer Rundblick, I, 26. :

nodernism, Fleper has nothing but praiaé.97 And & present

T
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toric, traditional Christisn folths

Funiamentalisn 18 as old as the Reformatlion, though
the neme 1o of recont origzin, The differences that
heve secoarated the Frotestant sects have been peri-
rherel; the great doetrines of the orthodoxy have

been central, held by 2ll, About half a century ago
the inroads of liberaliem caused the conservative ele-
ments in all the denominations to draw topecther, « « »
Assertlog thoet there could be no compromise on the un-
changzing fundamentals of the Christian faith, they a-
dopted ce o rallying cry the name of "fundementalist,.”
They claimed that they were reaffirming the faith zs
Luther held it, end Czlvin, and Knox . « o Wesley, and
the great missionaries and evengelistz, and most of
the theologiens until very recent times. And in that
elalm they werc undoubtedly correct. The great Fro-
testont ereeds enunclated the doctrines which ere now
ecalled "fundamentalist,"99

Presupnositions of Sole Seriptura: Clarity

AB vwas shown above, even if one were to grant the
Inepiretion and inerrancy of Seripture, one still could
not maintein the sola Scerintura, the Seripture rrinciple,
unless one &ls0o belleved that Sceripture is clear or per—
splicuous, The Roman Church is the merfect example of the
antithesis., Hzintaining the inspiration, and ucually the
inerrency, Rome denles the persplcuity of Serizture in the
intereste of the interpretative fumctlon of "the Chureh,"
l.e., the pope, Fressed by the Lutheran theologzlans, Rome
indeed had to concede that according to its own clelus
Seripture is clear and lucld; but Rome lnterpreted this

?9heodore G, Soares, Three lcal Beliefs (Chicagos
The University of Chlcego Press; 1937), DO. 57Lif.
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to mean that Seripture is cleer incsmuch as "the Church"
is there to explain it, 5ui, cs the Lutherans showved,
such a "elority" ie mecningless: "In that way also the
riddles of the Sphinx could be celled clear and lueid,
since Cedipus could solve them,"190

For Dr, Fieper the clarity or nersplculty of Serirture
consicts in the fact that Seripture clearly and unambigu-'
ously tecches all the artieles of fauth, 1.e., Christian
doctrine or dogma. And this ls enough for the purpoce of
leading men to salvation. That Scripture itself claims to
be clear Fleper shows from numerous texts.1°1 That there
ore obscure pasasges, not o be construed contrary to the
sence of the clecar texts, Fieper of course acknowledges.
But the entire gorpus doctrinece of Christian truth is re-
vesled in clear texts. llor docec Flepor claim & knowledgse
rroper only to a theolomia glorize. He rather melntains
thaet our krowledge 1c partial znd limited, sccording to
the words of the-ﬂpostle: "For now we see through a glass

102 This means that during our eerthly pllarimage

deaxrikly."”
ve walk by falth, knowing God not directly but only "in the
cloak of His Word," whereas in heaven faith will cease and

the beatific vision ("but then face to face") will commence.

100?15:39!'. Ope m-. I, 328.
101yp1a,, pp. 320ff.
102, Cor, 13312,
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Put this does not militete opeinst the clarity of Zeripture
at all, However 1limited the knowledge given inm Fiblical
dogma may bLe, 1t 1s nevertheless real Enovledze, As for
the mysteries of the articles of felth, e.ge, the Trinity,
Perconal Union, Real Fresence, euc.,, which Erasmus had
urced nr-ainst Luther's doetrine that Serinture i1s clear,
these do not &t 2ll prove Erasmus' polnt. Seripture cleor-
1y andé uvnambizunously reveals the "thet" of these mysteries,
end Tolth meinteins the "that." But the "how" le neither
revealed in feripture, nor fathomed by fzith, nor neces-
sery to know, Surely Fleper would endorse Negel's judgments
In the simclte~f1lled contemporary diclectic ond ab-
struse Hu.bug & koen gust of Xnoxlan clarity is most
broeing, "Orthodox theology 19 not easily ;g;g;;;r
gible, for on the face of 1% 1% passes nan's under-

stending. But however aifficult i1t may ©be to fathom
it cen be stoted on & half-cheet of note-paper, 103

Sole Sorivnture Anplled: Hermenocutics

in order to maintein the sole Scrinturs principle
it is not enough to grant the presurpositions of inspira-
tion, incrrency, and perspicuity, btut 1t is necessary to
insure the practlcel applicstion of gola Seriviura by in-

sloting on the canon: ESeriptura Scripturam interpretatur,

103y, Nagel, "Anglieen Caristology of the Upper Stream
From Lux lMundl to Essays Catholic and Critical, Concordia

Thaoloﬁicnl Honthly, {(June, 1955),
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Seripture interprets Soripture.l0% God's Word must inter-
Pret itself, snd no human interpreting agency, such as
Church, Confessions, tradition, exegetes, 'regenerate
ego," etc., can be allowed to usurp the self-interpreting
function of Soripture, which would be a denial of the sgla
Beriogtura. 05

If Soripture is to interpret iteslf, this must be
salaguarded by meana of correct hermeneutical principles.
Though Pisper treatis this matter in hile dogmatics, he covers
1t more thoroughly in a series of lectures delivered %o
the stucdent bedy of the St. Loula Seminary. In these lec-
tures Dr. Pleper reiterates and discusses Dr. Walther's
thesea on the Lutheran Church as God's True Visible Church
oen earth. Especlally relevant are the following theses:

The Evangelical Lutheran Church Eegognizaa only the
literal sense as the true sense.10

The Evangelical Lutheran Church maintains that the
literal senase is only one.

The Evangelical Lutheran Church recognizes that the
literal sense can be the improper as well as the
proper; but she does not depart from the proper mean-
ing of 2 word or sentence, unless Beripture. itself

1°“Franois Pieper, Vortraege Usber die Evangelisch-
%!M%g.em Kirche, dig Wahre 8 _mna.x Sottes auf
Erden (St. Louis! Seminary Press, 1916), p. 58.
105pseper, Dogmetics, I, 359ff.

losrieper, Vortraege, p. 70.
1071p1a., p. 72.

-
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domand thls: nemely, either the olrcumstances of the

text iieelf, or o parnllel pacasage, or the annlogy of

foith.100
“Anzlogy of faith" here naturally doses not meon some humen
counstruct, some mystlcel mognitude like the "whole of Herip-
ture” as distingulshed from speecific texts, an idea which
Pieper, with Xliefoth, calls an "inconceivable concept."log
Kother, the "analozy of faith" is nothing else than the
clecr Serinture textz themselves, which deal of the various
doetrines, 10 According to these principles the task of
exegesls is not to penetrete beneath "shifting forims®™ to
“underlying ldess," but to set forth the litersl sense of
the Serdptural ctatements and to abide thereby.

The crucial importance of these hermensutical prin-
ciples in Dr., Plepcr's theology can bhe epprecicted by re—
flecting on the consequernces of their denial. Suppose
someone cleimed that he accepted Zeripture os inspired, in-
errent, sufficient, and clear, but then malntained that one
doees not have to a2bide by the literal, proper cense of
Seripture, but may depart from it even without intre-Scrip-
tural reocsons, simply on the baslis of the demands of human

scholarship, If the Genesls zccount of the crection and

fall cennot in its literal form be conveniently reconciled

IOBM.' Pe T78.
109p1 eper, I, 201.
1101p1d., p. 361. ;
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with current scilentifilc notions, cuch 2s the theory of evo-
lution, then Genesis must be understood figuratively, even
though neither the toxt, nor the contoxt, nor the analogy
of folth demand the figurative sense, A4And 1f the prineiple
. applicas in one part of Zeripture it must opply in another,
I Genesis may be tuken figuretively, without any intra-
Serivtural grounds, then the ssme maey be done wlth the Words
of Institubion of the Blessed Sacrament, "Thls 1s Xy body,"
For dees not the literal sense become impoasible since it
contradiets whot we know about the nature of bodles, etc. ?
And then follow all the retionalistic argunents of the Re- :
Tormed, and preconceived human notions and philosophical j
assumptlons eancel the gola Scriptura, Not o single doctrine |
i safe from this dissolving process, feripture becomes as
obsecure us = Delphic oracle and everyone is free to inmport
hls own meanings into it ot will., Ko matter what grandi=-
loguent titles of honor are stlll bestowed upon Seripture,
in reality it is no louger the norm and authority, but a
nore waxen nose, arbitrarily manipulated by autonomous man :

in accordance with the dictates of his reason, ncmely the.

usus retionis nagisterielis, Secripture then ls supreme no
longer in faect but only in name, It no longer rules but it
nerely reigns, i.e., its formal, de jure authority is used
to give a semblance of logitimacy and valldity to the actual
or de fzoto doctrinal authority of the theologloal “expert,”

These hermeneutical principies ere directly related to
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the inspiration and inerroncy of Scripture. VWhen Pleper
tesches the inerxaney of Seripture, he affirms this of the
1literal senze, o defined in the above theses, A moment's
refloction will show that 1Ff Anerroncy epplied Lo sonme
senze other thon the litersl, 1t would be quite mesmningless,
for ansclutely any humen writing, ineluding Acsop's fables,
would be “true® or "inerrent" £t some level of gencraliza-
tion. Once the literal pence is glven up, overythiug is
"true, " provided one advances for enough un the ladder of
genercalilzetion and ehstrection, Either the Bible i1z iner- l
reot In ite literal sence, or it is no more inerrant than
other books. It is cleny thon, thet for Fieper the prin-
ciples of hermenentles are not & department by itself, o

seperate, minor side-igsue which does not meterislly af-

fect the doctrine of SBeripture itseli, No such air-tight

conpoartmentalization is possible. Unlese the proper her-

meneuticel priuciples dre meintained, all nrofessions of

"verbel imepiration," "irerrancy," "sole Seripture,” ete.,
are quite meaningless, since the nmeaning of these terns io
absolutely derendent on the definition of what constitutes

the senne of Beripturec.
Sole Scripturs and Creeds

The underlying, fundemental issue to be counsldored un-
der this heading 1s whother Seripture truth can be restated
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in non-Serinturcl terms and still remain Seripture truth,

111 If it vere

With Iuther, Pieper auswers aoffirmatively.
not so, wiat would be the point in God's giving of an in-
spired and inerrant Heripture, if its teachings cannot be
brought into any positive relation with the rcst of human
thought, 1f, in other words, Scripture's meaning remains
chocure ond unatloineble? Pleper approvingly cites this
slgnificant quote from Guenstedt:
Although come points belonging to the Feith are not
expressly, according to the letter, or in so many
words contained in the Serlzture, yet it 1z suffi-
clent that they are found there according to the sub-
&tance or sense, 50 thet they mey be derived and de-
duced therefrom by meane of a correct -nd obvious de-
duection, « « » For deductions properiy dravm from
Seripture are God's Vord eeccording to the substonce
and nense, though not according to the letter or sound,
'"het iz properly . « « deduced from Serinture is
equnl to that which is written," as CGregory of
Hazionzen says in the 37th spoech in the 5th cuestion
about thoology.ll2
In other words, cs long as the senze of SZoripture is
rreserved, the terms may be extra=-Scrliptural. This does not
render such formulztlions nere "humen Tormulations,"” inter-
rretations, etc., which are not guite true. Scripture truth
remains Scrinture truth even when it is restoted. The dog-
naticlans referred to this oz the unity of the Word of

GOd.113 They teught that the Word of God was the sane

111;.‘?.;.@.- » Pe 57,

112?13per. Vortracome, D. o2.
113Preua. op. cits, zp. 17fL.
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whether it exlsted iu the umind of God, in the minds of the
saered wrlters, cr in the minda of the blessed in heaven
or the belleverz on ecrth, In thils vievw the individual
words of Oerlnture are not viewed in a mystical-megical-
mechanical way.ll# Rather the emphesis 1s on the meaning
and gsense of the divinely chocen worde,

¥ox Fleper orthodox Creeds and Confessionsz and other
Tormuletions ere not merely historically-conditioned ap-
Proxinatlions to 2 transcondent truth which can nover be
reached, but they cre simply restetements of clearly re-
vooled Leripture truths Theologiczl formulations can znd

must be nothing elee then doctrins divina itself,115 fnis

nenns thet juet as foith in Seripture is not en implielt
Hochlergloube but & belief of definite doctrine, so also
the Confessions of the Church are viewed not as mere "doc-
trinal boses" to be comstrued by 1nd1v1dua15,116 but as
actunl doctrine, es specific doctrinal poscltions, which are
not esoteric but knowable and subject to restutement.

Tho distinction, which Fleper shows to be thoroughly

11%¢, infre, pp. 100ff.

llsrieper, Dogmatics, I, 52.

116The Lutheran World Federetion had declared, throush
the Secretary of ite Executive Comnlttee, that the Federa-

tion had mere & dooctrinal bas but nec actual doctrine,
Regarding aucljiya. view ol the essiona Dr. Cesch obperves

in an open letter to Dr. Lilje: "The Lutheran Vorld Federa-
tion hop evaded the Confessilonal question: with moderm ele-
gance," Wilhelm M. Oesch, "Offener Brlef an Elschof D.
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Seriptural, 117 between theologie ayxs’rurros and theologzia
§;7~unvs is relevant here, The formaer, archetypcl the=-
olory, i God's knowledfe of iHimeelf, while the lattor,
cetypal theoolozy, 1z man's knowledse of God and divine
things. Hetypal theology is revesled theology. It must
correspond to the revealed truth, 1i.,e., Holy Seripture,
“Chrictlan theolosy nmust be eotypel; it cannot be anything
else than on exect replica of the divine doctrine conteined
in Serinture.” Whatever does not conform to the original
(archetypel theology), is not theolozy at 211, in the Sorip=
tural sence, Tut is matacolopie, & heretiocal, empty bab-
bling, 4nd vhatever is clearly revesled in Scripture is
in8o feeto binding Church-doctrine, and not an open guostion,
even though the Confensions of the Church do not mention the
matter.lls

For Aulen such a view 1s in prineciple impossible, be-
cause Serinture 1ltself is not regarded as the truth, but
as merely a human "testinony" to some transcendent truth.
And Af Berinture itself is not doctrina divins, God's owm
teaching, then much less can any restatement of Scripture

be this, There simply is no rsal doctrinal suthority, cnd

1ilje," Luthericcher Rundblick, IV (Juni, 1956), 35.
117ricper, Dozmaties, I, 56.
1181pid., pps 93ff., 1T74.
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consequently no rcal truth, doctrina divina, 1s available
to men, Therefore iulen ie foreced to spesk of & "penetra-
tion" throuvgh "shifting forms" to "underlying religzious
thenes, " a posltion of cternsl skepticism.

For Dr. Fieper the sola Seriptura prineiple means that

truth can and must be known and confessed in the face of
heretlcal ond seocterian opposition. This means that the
individval theologian ozn and must be certzin that his theo-
lorienl position is in complete accord with the lLord and

. truth of God.,™® xoehlerslaube, l.e., lmpliclt bellef in
whatever Zeripture seys, wilthout knowing what in feet it
does cey, 1s spirituslly valueless, Certainty, resting on
the inner tectinony of the Holy Spirit, i.e.,, the self-

authentliecatlng nature of Seripture, embraces definite doe-

trinal positions and is not merely & non-intellectunl im-

pression of having encountered God In an actuslistilcally-

fidelstically understood revelotion, a2s Aulen plcetures
1t.120

Thet all thisc has clear eccleslological imgplileations,
is evident both in fulen and in Pleper. #ulen indeed lists
"the %Word" as a constitutive factor of the Church; but since
.he understends "the Word" non-~doctrinally and therefore fl-

deistically, heo cannot but regard doctrinzl uniformity as

11911v14,, pp. 110ff.
120,1en, op. elt., pp. 112€f,
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a false, mechonical objectivization, which 1lc not determi-~
121

native for the Church's unity. Since no one donomlne-

tlonel confession is identical with "the faith of the Chris-
- ) I|l:--'-‘2 - - -
tian Churech, o kind of Deistic ccclesiology results:
There is not o True Visible Church and false churches, but
2ll denominations are more or loss groping in the twilight,
suppleneonting ecach others' partial "insighis”: "The various
denominctions are =2ll members in thoat one, holy, catholie,
énd apostclic church, becouse and in so far as the consti-

nl23

tutive Tfactors are active in ezch one, The (Church is

frenkly enueoted with the aggregate of the empirical de-

norivnotions. VWith the rejection of the possibility of doe-

Lrina divine snd of the corresponding concept of the True

Vizible Church, the concluslon becomes ineviteble that all
the groping donominations need ecach others' "partial truth,"
end thus the theoreticel foundation for the "Ecumenical
Hovement" iz loid.

For Dr, Pleper the teeschings of the Iutheran Confes-
slons are 4identical with "the pure divine truth, as it is
reverled in God's infallible word,"12% fhaus Iutheranism

1s nct one among meny cecte, each adding its own super—

121;&;@., P. 341,

122;2;Q.. Pp. 16ff,

1231p4d., p. 346,

124p3 epor, Dopmeties, I, 185.
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structure to a common core of “menceric Christianity.” Ro-
ther, Lutheren doetrine is Christian, Scriptural, cotholic

doctrine and vigce verse., The Reformation did not in any wey

change the Christien doetrine, but simply recovered the fi- -

poetolic Goetrine in it

o

5 priatine purity,125 a view whilch

Mulen explicitly rejects as "opbeurd."126  here iz no epis-
temologiczl eymicionm, nar'ﬁho corresponding ecelssiclogzlcnl l
Deism, in Pieper, but only the clear conviction of faith |
that Cod ie nesr to His Church: |

The tollk common in our day that all church bodles
stend on Seripture and 4differ only in thelr inter-
nrotetiona of At is not in accordznce with the facts.
The Romon Cothollic Church does not stand on Ecripture,
but en the' repal interpretetion of Ceripture. The
Reformed Churches, as far as they differ firom the
Lutheran Church, do not stend on Serinture, but on
Zwingli's, Calvin's, ete., interpretation of Zorip-
ture, The Lutheran Church, however, does not stand
on an interpretation of Seripture, but on Seripture
iteelf, This is not a mere assoertlon., It can be
proved by induction ln the foce of universal contra-

diction.

1251p44a,, rp. 131-132,
126Lu1en, op. cit., p. 67,

127fie§er, Dogmatics, I, 367.




CHAPTER IV
S50~CALLED PHILOSOPHICAL PRE-SUFPOSITIONS
Felth end Hetaphysicso

It ie quite possible, on the brsis of wrong or ambigu-
ous definitions, to proceed to "liberate" theology from
Philosophy in such & way thet in the end theolozy is "liber-
ated" from everything except empty verbel husks, 1.e.,
certeln traditionnl words, all vital content and meaning
hoving been drained off under the pretense of removing "an-
tiquoted philosophicel pre-suppositions" or "thought-forms."
A good illustrotion of this is Joseph Sittler's chriatolosyzl
Alleging that the Nicene Christology 1s based on en anti-
quated, "stotlc” view of essences, Sittler proceeds to re-
nove thls defective philosophy and to substitute moderm,
"relevant," "dynemie," "funetiornsl," etec., categories,
while insisting that he 1s preserving the "religious in-
tention o Nlicea" and leaving the theology entirely un-
changsed., Vhen this operation has been acecomplished, the
following Christology is left: Christ has only one nature,
nanely the human. This i1s perfectly sufficlent from the
Hebreic and the modern roints of view, Only Hellenlo
thought conslidered the one human nature inadequote and had

ljoseph Sittler, "A Christology of Function," The
Lutheran Guerterly, VI (Mey, 1954), 122-131. T
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%o add yet another, the 4ivine nature. The pre-existence
of Christ means that God from all eternity foreknew this
pergon, Jesus, who, however, did not exist as a person be-
Tore his birth in Bethlehem. This is said to correspond to
Hebrew thought-forms, according to which whatever God in-
tends and foreknows, may already be said to possese actual
exlstence. In other words, here we have a total denial of.
the deity of Christ and of His pre-existence. Yet our tra-
ditionel terms remain, with reinterpratations of course, and
we are told that the theology hss not changed at all, but
that only certain antiquated philosophical elements have
been removed. By means of such a theologilcal evaporation
Process theology is left holding smpty verbal bages, while
&ll substance and content has been eliminated as "philo-
sophy." This example illustrates the need for great care
in defining what one means by “philosophy" as distingulished
from theology.

For Dr, Pleper, as has been shown in the praevious chap-
ters, whatever Soripture teaches is ipso fasto theologiocal,
even though it may also belong to such areas of human knowl-
edge as history, geography, and, by the same token, philo-
sophy. The pronouncements of Soripture on any subject are
ipgo fagto authoritative and binding for the theologlan.

And philosophy does not oconstitute a special sanctuary or
haven of refuge, which is not subject to the Jurisdicotion
of Beriptural authority. No area of knowledge is exempt

R R




89
from the correction of saorsd, i.e., Scriptural theolozy,
end no human sagertion gains specilsl immunity by being as-
elgried to "philosophy." Thus Pisper does not hesitate %o
enter the fisld o cosmogony: "Concerning ths creation of
the world and man the Chrictian theologian teaches what God
haa told him in Genesis 1 and 2 and elsewhere in Scripture;
and so his dootrine is divine dootrine,"? And lator he re-
marke with what in the light of modern theology can appear
only ae studied nonghalance:! /Thus 3cripture gives uas re-
liable information cn the mstaphysical problsems concerning
the nature and the origin of things (Gol. 1:16-17; Gen. 1:
11-12), for whica the phllosophers have not yet found a
gatisfactory answer."S

For Aulen this view is the height of heresy. He asg-

serts sgain and agaln that metaphysical statements have noth-

ing %o do with the statements of faith, that there ls no
connection whatever between the two kinds of atatements.u
Revelation simply is not the sort of thing which can correct
or supplemant or in any other way be related to rational or

empirical knowledge.5 Aulen's ostensible rejeotion of meta-

2Fpancis Pieper gh;;sgg?n t (5. Louis: Jon-
cordia Publishing Hoﬁne, 1950), I, 53. :

3M'n p. 103.
L
Gustiaf Aulen, The Faith of She Ghristisn Shuroh
(Philadelphin: Huhignberg Press, 1948), pp. 95ff.

5Ipid., pp. 14, 96, 108.
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Dhyaics(s suggests very much the some thing as the oxomple
of theoloricol evaporatlion cdduced from Sittler. The sus-
Plelon is strengthened by sulen's obviously derogatory
referenco to “the metophysical formules of cncient Christ-~
ology, "T ana ic completely confirmed Ly & perusal of what
fulen sctually teaches about Christology and the i‘ri.nit;v.a

Put what is the meoning of "revealed knowledge™ in the
face of the metaphyslce-folth antithesia? Only en actusl-
letle, fideistic undorstending of revelation, Lo the ex-
clusiou of the intellectual, dlancetic, doctrinzl element
seens to it the formula., For if feith involves any kind
of Imowledgze communicable in propositions, then the pro-
positions which impard' this lnowledge must either remiin
unintelligivle (in which can.a there is no knowledge in the
Proper seuse of the word), or they must proceed from the
knovn to the unknowvn and thus use councepts already fzmiliar

from othor areas of hunan eoxverience, In that cese, how-

Giuien's own use of the texm "love" (ef. Appendix)
scoms no less metavhysileal than concepts like "essence, "
"belng, " ete. Lulen’s rejection of metaphyasics is of course
mero illusion, the only eclternative to metaphyslcs belng
bad metaphysics. Says Aristotle: "You say one must philo-
sophize. Then you must philosophize, You say one should
not philosorhize., Then, to say this, you must phillosophize.
In any case you must philosophize,” Aristotle, I’roimn-
tikkos, quoted in Jaroslav Peliken, From Luthor to Kierke-~
goard (St, Louls: Concordia Fublishing House, 50), De 15«

Taulen, op. git., pe 54.
8cr. Appendix.
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ever, tho affirmations of faith are very firmly tied to the
rest of humon knowledge, i.e., Lo notophysles, or so-called
"rationzl" or "theorotloal" knowledge., Fut what can bhe the
meaning of "non~rational” or "non-theoretical" knowledge,
l,0., & "inowledge" which exeludes the diencetic element?
In any ocose, elther there is o conuncction tetweon the af-
Tirmotlons of felth ond those of metaphysics, or the af-
flrmotions of faith are not reclly affirmations in;the
broper sense, slince they do not coummunicate any knowledge
mropoerly so called. Since fulen denles that there ic a
connection, he must deny the possibllity of reel theologlcal
Inowledge, though he may use the term in a figurstive sensoc.

This interpretetion is corrcborated by Aulen's in-
sistence thot all stotencnts of falth, without excention,
are of & symbolic nature, and that il these sictenents are
not regarded a2z symbolic, as has occurred in the nast, it
1s 2 sure sign thet the statoments of falth have beon trans-
formed into metaphysicel ptatements!?

let us cxamine the statement: “Chrlst's body and blood
are ecten and drunk in the Holy Sacrement." WUhat is sym-
bolic cbout this stetoment of felth? If, as Pleper,does,
one accepts Scripture as ultimeie suthority, there cen be

nothing symbolic about this statement, at least nothing any

9Aaulen, on. git., pp. 96%f.
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more symbolic than is found in any statement on anything.
But even if 1t be granted that in some theolozical pro-
positions certain terms are symbolic and represent, to an
extent, unknown magnitudes, thie does not mean that some
very precise and literal affirmations mey not be mede about
this "unknown magnitude." One may, for example, make some
very preclse, literal, non-symbolic affirmations about the
relations of unknown magnitudes to known magnitudes or even
to other magnitudes of unknown nature, Given the facts,
for instence, that x and y are unknown magnitudes, and that
5% equals y, one hes o literal, precise assertion about the
relatlon, or one of the relestions, obtaining between the
unknown megnitudes x and y.
Now, however, let us analyze Aulen's own statement:
Slnce God is the whole content of Christien raith‘ and
slnce the expressions which must be used in falth's
affirmatlions about this God belong to this finite
world, the affirmatione are necessarily of a figurative
or symbolic charzeter.1i0
First of 211 one would ask, from Pieper's point of view,
vhat Aulen means when he seys that “God is the whole content
of Christian fsith." How else can this be understood,
especially in the light of whot follows, except as fldeism
and mysticism, to the exclusion of the doctrinal, dianocetlc
element in both faith and revelation? Secondly, let us

teke the statement thet "the affirmations are necessarily

101114,
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of a filgurctive or symbolie choracter." Now, is this state-
ment ltself on effirmetion of faith? Or does not "faith"
reallze that its affirmntions are strietly symbolic? Or,

Af "faith" realizes this, does it simply agree to isnore
this inconvenient circumstance cnd proceed 2s if thls were
not so? Evidontly, however, falth knows, for Aulen says
that the eymbolic nature of folth's affirmetions is some~
thing of which "foith itself is guite comselous,”tl so

then the stetement "the cffirmctions are neceasszrily of

]

fipurctive or symbolic choracter” is itself an aeffirmetion
of faith., 4nd 1f so, then this stztement iteelf 1s "of a
Tigurative or symbolic character,” in vhich ccse, how-
ever, 1t secems quite meaningless, for of whet would it be

a2 figure or symbol? If, on the other hand, this one =2f-
flrmation of faith is not symbolie, why should it be the
lone exception? In polnt of fact Aulen does not regerd

thet stotement as symbolic at all. He takes it guite liter-~
2lly. And the seme ieg true of countloss other staotements

in his book, Toke, for example, this sentence, selected at
random: "divine revelation camnot be identifled or confused
with anything historlcal and humen."12 which word or words

are symbolic here? Even "divine revelation" is previously

11&1 d.
121p1d,., p. 57.
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defined quite non-symbolically as "the activity of the di-
vine will in history."

Or are none of the above statements “"affirmations of
Taith"? If thie is the case, what are they doing in a book
entitled "The Falth of the Christian Church"? Or are they
8imply “theorstical' statements? If ao,.they evidently
clainm to assert something about "rellgiouvs gtatements,”
l.e., the "affirmations of faith." But if the affirmations
of faith have nothing whatever to do with metaphysical or
“theoretical"” affirmations, as Aulen urges repeatedly, then
there cannot be any relation betwsen the two kinds of state-
mente, and the concept “theoretical statemente about reli-
glous ptatements" ie by definition a self-contradiction. How
can "theoretical! statements (or any kind of statements,
provided there are non-theoretical statements, which however
seems llke a contradiction in terms) vpossibly assert some-
thing about an cbject which has no relation vhatever to
them? Again, the only way out 1s the fideistlo-mystical
dissolution of the diancetic element in falth and revelation
e limine. The so-called affirmations of failth are seen to
be no authentic affirmations at all, in any genulne, dla-
noetic sense.

In order to understand what Aulen means by an affirma- \
tion of faith, as distinguished from "theoretical" or
ratlonal-metaphysical statements, one should lock at
Wingren's analysis of Aulen's fellow-Lundensian, Anders
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Iiyat‘en.u ALccording to Wingren, Nysren's theology has the
following philosophical starting point:

Nysren sualyzes human culture in terms of three basic
categoriec, tnre thooretloal {(truth), the ethical (goodness),
2ad the aesthetic (beauty). Next Nygren performs what he
calle the transcendental deduction of the validity of the
religicus oategory, which deals with the issue of eternity.
The threc cutegories of human culture, argues Nysgren, pre-
suppose & fourth one, ncmely the religlous category, which
glone can give validity to the other three. If therefore
the other threc categories are valid, them the religious
one ie volid also,

Bat "velldity" here means nothing positive or real,

It 1s only an "Af . « « then" proposition. Furthermore,

the separation of the theoretical and the religlous cate=-
goxries moung that the cuestion of truth is completoly by~
pagsed, Tor "religlous" statements are oxcluded from the
realm of the "theoretical," i.e., truth, Relljious state-
nents are neither true nor felse but sinply religious., They
are the answers of the various historlecally given religlons
to the philosophically posed guestion of the religious
ecategory. IHence the task of theology 1s eimply deseriptive.
It does not seek to answer the cuention of truth, but it

Lgustaf Wingren, Theolosy in Conflict (Philadelphia:
Huhlenberg Fress, 1958); pp. 3-22.
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limlte 1tcell to the deseription of a historieal reiigion
in terms of ite basic "motifs." As Wingren puts 1t, the-
clogy consiste of thooretical statements ecbout religlous

gtatenents, .

Aulen tales posltions in his book which make 1t 4i1f-
Tleuls if not Auposslble to cvold the conclucicn that he
cheres Mypren's epprocch and systen. In the very boginning
Aulen soys: "Systematlc theolegy 1s differsenticied from
pdlocophy of religlon, which sine tc establish the speclf-
lerlly reliplous ‘catogory' end its place in the Life of

AL MRk ] .r.‘p.’n.z'-:'-."c..":"IL The sane ls seid even nore oxplicltly

the

t 1litile leter, end the three 'cr:tagorioz, ¢f Nygren are
ilsted, ‘'The task of {hoolegy is dofined ae purely desorip-
tive. "Faith" io eontrested with theoretical knowlec’ise.ls
ALl the essentiel Teatures of Nygren's sgystem are thus rep-
resented olso in Aulen.

Host revesling ic & comparison of Pleper cnd Sulon on
the matier cf noturel theology. Fieper, on the tesis of
Romens 1:20, aeserts that men can and does by ncture know
that thexe 18 o personsl God, tho Creator, before ¥Wnom man

is morelly res;::t:omsiblt.t—:.]'6 fulen, on thic other hand, rejects

14!\“161'1’ 22. elt. s Pa 3 e
15 1d., e 95.
16!’1&1)@:", DOYe cl &Q s Do 371.
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post-Reformation natural theolory =28 "mataphyuioa."17 Al=
though Aulen recognizes "troces of a divine revelation" in
noture, he mointains that the God "demonstraoted" by notursl
theology hes “ouly the nome in comuon with the God of fzith, 3
The reference iz 10 the verious argunents for the existence
of God, 8 me phrese "God the Crector" does not refer to
physies or theoretical I:nm-.'ledse.lg Rather, "creation 1s
thet work of divine love throuch which this love appears
&8 the sovereign power in relation to existence." Not only
can nothing reslly be known of God by nature, but even faith
affirme nothing more mecningful about God's relation to the
universe then thet somehow "divine love'-=apperently &
neandngless expression, for abtout the Subject of that love,
that which renders the love "divine, " nothing 1s knowne—-
manifests 1ltcelf in the universe, or rather in existence.
But if there is no real natural Xnowledgse of God, then
there cannot be any resl revealed xnowledge of CGod. For
z-evelétlo.n must either use known or unknown concepts, If

it uses known concepts, then thore must be a previous natu-
ral knowledge which provides the Anknuepfunsspunkt, and up-

171".“13!1, ODR. Git., DD 13, 32,
1871114,
191h14., p. 182.
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on which revelotion can bulld. Put if revelation uses un-
known concepts, then it 45 meaningless, and honce is no
revelation ot ell, of leost in the troaditional sense, which
involven the nootie element,, Therefore, either Aulen's
deninl of netursl knowledgze is an illusicn, or he operctes
with a strietly fideistic notion of revelation, to the to-
tal exelucion of anr recal knowledge.

Aulen's thinking is nirrored rother interestingly in
the Zolleowling argument regerding the delty of Curist, wvhich,
28 ie clecy from the entire presentation, he deniles:

The questlon akout the "divinity" of Christ conmot

L8 . be put in such a way as to imply thot God is

the known magnitude end that with thie ziven con-

cont of CGod we can moosure the divinity of Christ, 20
It is only in Christ thot we sce "what kind of being God
is," namely that he iz simply love. But to ask, is this
Jesus the eternal God, Who created the universe? is to
have pre-conceived metophysical notlons of God. But if
"Love" 1a the knowm and God the unknown, is not "love™
used as o metephysical concept? And does not the formula
“love is God" deo more juctice to the situntlon then "God
is love"? Does God, in fact, even exist, namely as & per-
sonnl Being? Aulen answers that the "torm 'merson' with
reforence to God, is a figure of speech, n21 ong that "God's

pover is nothing else than the nower of love." It 1s 4if-

201h34,, p. 214.
2l1hia,., p. 159.
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ficult to ace how this can be reconciled with Christien

thelsm, which to Aulen must be = specles of "metaphysica,”
Eplstenologsy

“he emblye provious discussion is but one aspect of
the entire matter of the relation of reason and faith,
Pieper's view moy he sumnrized vory brlefly as follows 322
fruth 1z one, and thevefore rishi reason and right theology
cennot contirodlict ecch others #ince after the Ffall humon
reooon is Llind An spiritvel thioge, and since Scexdipture ie
God's suthoritative revelotion cnd the only source of
Christisn doetrine, reason mu::-;t be subjectod to Deripture.
Horo o twofold use of reason must be distinguishod: Resson
28 arblteor ond purveyor oFf truth, as judige, && Goctrinel

conbont (usus robtionic moglstorizlls), ond recson as pure

et Smt G uD e o e Coe—— e S

Instrumentclity, &s mentol receptivity (msus rotionis minis-

terdolics sive instrwnent_alin). And Juet oo the legltinmcoy

of the fomacr, when oxercisod upon Scripiture, must de cate-
gorically domled as o violetlion of the poln Seriptura prin-
clinlo, o the latter nmust of necessity be mainteined as the
only mcans of apprchand.in.(; or roceiving the divine rovelo-
tion given in human language and hence rddrescsed o man

through his intellect.

The usuz lanstrumentalis includen

2211 ener, on. gik., pr. 166TE,
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also the obeervance of the laws of langusge (grammar)
and the lawa of human thinking (logic) as used in
Seripture, for God has adopted the human tongue and
the human manner of thinking,23
The argument retains 1ts full force 1f one subsiitutes for
the traditional definition of logic as the soience of the
laws of thought, the modern one, which regerds logic as the
sclence of implication and leaves the "laws of thought' to
the psychologists:
The loglcal distinction between valid and invalid in-
ferences does not refer to the way we think--the pro-
ce8g golng on in someone's mind. The weight of evi-
dence is not itself a temporal event, but a relation
of Amplieation between certain classes or types of
propesitlons. Whether, for inatance, 1t necessarily
follows from Euclid's axioms and postulates that the
area of no aquere can be exactly equal to that of a
circle is a question of what is necnessarily involved
in what 1a asgerted by our propositions; gnd how any=
one astually thinks is irrelevant %o 1t.2
The usus ministerislis, then, 1s a necessary corollary
of' the belief in verbal, propositional, doctrinal revela-
tion, such as we have it in Seripture. Hence the realm of
logic is not something foreign or extraneous, non-theologi-
cally "philosophlcal," sort of a private domain of Aristotle
(who after all 4id not invent logic but merely systematized
1t). If the laws of logic are involved in understanding

Scripture, then these same laws were lnvolved in writing it

231bid., pp. 197-198.
2“Morrla R. Cohen and Ernest Nagel, An Introduction %o

Logic and g%%%nslzlﬂ Method (New York: Harcourt, Brace and

Company, 19 s P. 18,




101
in the firet ploce., Hence Packer writes: '"iHoses, the
prophetoc, Chris%, the apostles, all spoke God's words %o
en; and whot they sald took the form of stoatements and in-
ference, argunent and deduction.” And in & delightful 1it-
tle cecompanying footnote Facker guotes Femms

With reference to logicel forms our Lord used anelo

Lute x1. 13; reductlo ad absurdum, latt, zid, ‘2‘6._92?

%%?‘%‘%%%%i c,;ff‘;fi;_tﬁfi{;ﬁ?; o8, e oiﬂﬁgﬁ.gx_ﬁl

trediction, Tako vi. 39.2 S0y
In point of foet, logle cannot even he denled without as-
suning 1td IFor to deny anything, or even to.state anything,
1s to presuppose the law of non-contradiction; and the de-
nial of this lay is self-contradictory.

It hos Locome the fashion to distinguich an intellectu-
alistic-rationnlistic Orthodoxy from o Biblical-dynamlic Re-
formotlon, especielly with respect to the use of reason and
the doetrine of Seripture, IEmil Brunner,26 for example, as-
sorts this conflict, and insicts that the old Orthodox doe-
trine of Seripture, i.e., Verbel Inspiration, 1ls no longer
tenable in the light of modern ikmowledge. Not infrecuently
the supposed untenability cof Orthodoxy is linked wlth the

25J. iI. Focker, "Fundomentalism" and the Word of God
(Grand Repids: Wm, 5. Ferdmens rublishing CO., 1958), DP. 93

26Em11 Brunner, Religionsvhilosophile Evan?eligcggr
Theologie (liuenchen: Leibnitz Vorlag, 1948), »h. -15%
Emil Brunne; Offenberung und Vermmft (Zurich: Zuinsll
Verlag, 19041), pp. 150ff., 191Tf., 2690ff.
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neme of Immonuel Xont. Thus, according to John Balllle, it
ves linnt vho undermined Orthodoxy's ;oundntion.27 L portl-
cularly coneige end relevent instence of this tendency oc-
cure in o« relatively recent volume, in the form of the re-
nmexkable cssortlion thot
& repristinztion of classicrl Intheran Orthodoxy wes
1mv?r—i.Lc cfter Kant; he had destroyed the enlstcmo-
}uz-cﬁl presuppos itiouu upon which Ort-odoxy hed bullt
1ts f""+cu. For that reason the attempts that were

;aﬁe %0 Pc““&&tiﬁ~5c Orthodoxv feiled 10 rFroduce o
daest .'.‘_'.-*! thaeology

Acecording to this stetement Dr. Picper's theologsy either
(1) is not o revristination of classical Lutheran Orthodoxy,
is not o "lasting theolopy," its epistemological pre-
supposltions having been destroyed by Xant. Since the the-
ology of ueclther ond Piepor claimed to be and was recognized

2tion of classical Luthersn Orthodoxy," one

ra
o
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o
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must escume thnt the latter clternative is intended., The

subseguent discussicn will counceorn itsclf not with the

"eleericel Luthernn Orthodoxy" of the zeventeenth century

Der ze, but only with Orthodoxy es “"repristincted™ by Fleper.
Yhet ore Pleper's “epistemological presuppositions™?

fis hus Leecn showm nbove, Dr. Fiepcr propoces to use recson

etrietly os Ainstrumentality, not 2s content. All content is l

alrecedy given 1n_reve1ation. And the fzct thaot this rev-

27Jonn Peillie, The IGec of Hovelotion in Recemt
Thousht (iew York: Ccelumbin University Fress, 1956), p. 1l.

283aroclav Peliken, From Luther ito Hicrlezacrd
(5t. Loulo: Concordis Fublighing House, 1950), p. 113.
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elation tokes the form of Serdpture, which consists of
words nnd ototemente and is thus addressed to man throusgh
his nmind, Lringe with it ipso facto the methodologleazl ne-

9 48 hes been

e ]
cenglty of the instrumentel use of reason.”
shovm in the previous chapters, Dr. Pieper nresupposes,
not indeed arbtitrarily but in ohedience to Serirturo's ape-

8 Word end revelaotlion,
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het it 1ls entirely infallible, thot it is clesr and suf-

Viewed with respeet to subject metter, many of Pleper's

2Tt ie clear thit Fieper views languege end logic not
ag arbitrary, subjeetive aecidents in a uvnivorse governcd by
chance, nut as objectively valid. One's vievw of lansuszgo,
logic, and mind will noturzlly reflect one's bellef about
the noture and orisin of the universe, If the observable
univerce 1o viewed oz eszenticlly sslf-gencrated, if man is
but an cceldental, ephemeral, and infinitesimal excrescence
of matier~energy evolving by bLlind chance, then men's mind,
reason, and lensuege are hut tokens of the ovolutionary
orzenization of metier and roflect nothing more than a passing
ctage of men's progressive adjustmont to those conditions
“whieh honren 4o prevoil in nie tiny spock of the space-tine
continuum, If, on the other hand, one belisves that the unl-
verse was crooted by a personcl, intelligent, rurovoseful,
and all-powexful Being, God, if this God is not "wholly
Othexr" from man, but rather One tho has crested man in His
own likenese (Genesis, chapiter one), if God hos endowed man
with an immortal noral and rotlionel soul, and 1f Cod employed
and stlll cmployes ratlonel langucge to communieate with hils
rational creatures, then lansucge and logle willl be viswed
not as mere conventlions but as in principle objectively valid
oy virtue of the COreation., This view, rocted 1n the Crestion
and imunorlings nelther the event of fabel nor that of Fentecost,
is noturally incompotible with all cynleal-nihilistic-rela-
tilvistic notions and theories,
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theoloprienl positions belong to philosorhy, in the sense
thet they oddress themselvee to the same questions which
Philosophy luvestligates; for epistemclozy, logie, cosmozony,
etcs, &ro arcos of rhillosophicsl interest. With respect to
gocuree or cuthority, however, Fleper's theologleal positions
have nothing in comzon with philosophy, for they 2ro accepted
by folth, on the authority of divine revelation, while rhi-
lozorhy lnows uo suthority except natural recson and cone
ctruete its tenete on that basis alone. If, because Pleper
enploys lozie, articulates an cpistemology, ctes, 1t ic s~
gerted that Picper's position involves 'philosorhy," this
ccnnot Lo challenged Af the same thing 1s understood of
erinture Atself, in fact; of anyone who says cnything on
theseo subjeehs. But "philesophy" in this scnse is not an
entithecic to thsolngr,sa oend nust be distinzuished from
rhilosophy s humen specculetion or rationelly domonstrated
knovledr e,

Sinee 21l of Picper's cupposedly philosophlical assera

30, writer in The Chrigtian Century, following Gabrilel
Hebert, chcrpges that bellief in the complete infallibility of
seri-ture invelves "philosophy," 1,e., whot he cells the
"moteorialistic notlon of Truth." lartin E, Herty, "Funde-~
mentelicn and the Church,” The Ghristien Century, LXXIV
(Novenbor 27, 1957), 1412, Wwith regerd 1o the dilstinction
detwveon truth in the ordinary, rropositioncl sense, and
"Religious Truth," ef. CGordon H, Clark, "The Bible as Truth,"
Bibliotheece Sscrs, 114 (April, 1957), 157-170; Kurt E.
Hargwers, "Truth--vhot Is It?" Semimarien, L (November,
1958)' 5-14.
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tions rost not on rational demonstratlion but on revelntion
alone, they ore situsted quite secuwrely beyond the rench of
Kant or ony othor would-be "destreyer." Kant challenged not
theolopy bosed on supernatural revelation, but merely retion-
2l speculaticn, by unaided human recason, in the realm of the

Supernztural, Felikan himself admlis this and saye quite

eorrectlys
HIent's eriticism does no harm to luther's view of
faith, or Luther did not accert Christ as hi= lord

n tine basis of rotional ovidernice or prGOf. e
Inther's personnl czparieuce of God wos too vivid and
too intense for him to concerm himself with the
cuesilon of vhether rcesecn can prove Hin to bte recal.

But he adds imnmedictelys

.

n contrest to this stands llelanchthon's intellectuzl-
lam, for wvkich the constructs and discoverice of the

reason wore ih;u"ucnt factors in the religlous life,

It was thel unction to provide the mind with certainty
about the v.:u..nc.it.y of Christian doectrine and to weuave
thot dootrine into @ conprehensive whole.J

In other words, AT one's theology rests on falth rather
than on ratlional demonstration, Hant iz irrelevant. But the
implilecction ie thoet for the representatives of "Clossiecal
Intheran Orthodoxy" and their "repristinators" feith rested
on rational Jdemonstrotion; else they would be as free of
Kont ae Iuther is. It has been shown in the provious chap=-
ters that for Fieper theolopy rosts entirely on falth in the
Word of Cod, and not on ratiomal Gdemonstration, That Serip-

ture is the ¥Word of God no one can demonstrate rotlonally,

31Pellkan, op. cit., pr. 98-99.
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It can only he aceepted by faith. Thus, cecording to
Pelikon's own rrpument, the theology of Fieper, the "re~
Brlstinator” of "elossieal Lutheran Crthodoxy," is as 1little
aeffected by Kent ae Iuther's,

Az Tor the attemnnt to introduce 2 schiam between
Luther and lelanchthon in the ares of Frolepomens, and then
te pleece subsecuent ILutheranism, l.e., "elassical Lutheran
Urthedoxy, " inte ielenehthon®s camp, three observ:stions
miet be node wlith reference to Pieper, Firstly, as was
shoevn hefore, FPleper explicitly rejeate the idea that doo-
irine is to e woven into & "comprehensive whole, " l.e,,

& -eyetem, Decondly, fieper doec indeed teach that the mind
muet hove "eortalunty about the validity of Cnristian doc-
trine, " end hig rany Iunther-quotes prove that he 1s merely
reucnting softly what Luther had asserted with hls character-
letic vigor =2nd boldmesn in the face of all doctrinal skep-
ticiom; doetrinal certeinty wes vrecigely & characteristic
of Luther, not of the vacillating i-ials.mcht-hon.32 Thirdly,
Fleper never boees any doctrine on ratlonal demonstration,
ut on the contrary, insists that this cannot be done, a&nd
that the truth of Cod's Vord cen be accented by faith alone.
ind thed Spirit-crected faith is certainty. Here applies

with full force whet Dr., H., Homann says of Aulen's cleim

52fioper, op. git., PP. 110ff,
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that the "theory” of Verbal Inspirstion involves retlonal
demcnstrotion: "The mood bishop forgets that to take seri-
ously whod the Word of Cod doclares about itself is not &
'ratlonel demonstrodion,' but en et of faith!"33 Like-
wlse Dr. Fleper's doctrinal certzinty is not @ metter of
ratlontl demonstration but an aet of fu2ith, and honce, ac-
cording to Felilun's own logle, one would heve to conclude
that 1T Luther escapes unscathed Lrom Hant
does Tierer, the "repristinator" of "elasslical Lutheran

Crthodoxy"?
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hon o “new referonce to the centrall-
ty of fzith rather then of reason in theological thought.“34
For Ileper this is not a valid antithesls, es far ae the
Instirunentul vee of rouson ies conccorued. Felith uses reason
28 the spprohouding orgen of divine revelctlon~-nothlng
nore. NMor Aic thie at 2ll different from the position

of Luther, who, as Pelikan rightly states, albelt in a
footuole, "eudorzes Aristotles's logical writinss,“35 and

used them. If, therefore, Pleper's theslogy or his so-called

33H, Hemanm, "Recent Trends Indengeringz Sound Lutheran
Theoleny, " The Australasian Theolomical Review, XXV (Sep—
tember, 195 ? GE ®

34P911kan. op. cit., P. 99.

55IbiG., pe 125.
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"epilstemologlieal presuppositions” are to be "destroyed" by
Eont, this destruction must take nlece in the area of logle,
ie,, the instrumentcl use of reason, since the magisterial
use of reason is rejected by Piepor himself, Has Kant,
then, destroyed lozlc, as classically formulated by Aris-
totle, for instance? Nothing could be further from the
truth, accoxrding to Kant himself:
That Logic, from the earliest times, hes followed
that . « « secure method, may be seen from the fact
that since Aristotle it has not had to retrace a
slnzle step, unless we chooge t0 consider as improve=
nonte the removal of some unnecessary subtleties, or
he clearer deofinition of its matter, both of which
refer to the elegance rather than to the solidity cof
the sclilence, It ls remarkeble slso, that to the
rresent day, 1t has not been able to make one step in

advence, so thet, to all appearancg, it m=y be con-
sidered os completed and perfect.d

YPletonism" ve. “"Aristotelienism”

From the preceding discussion relative to Aulen's
posliion it would appear that he distingulshes two kinds
of truth ﬁnrelatad t0 each other, "theoretical" truth on
the oue hand, and the "Truth of revelation" on the other,
And by his consistent use of Luther he implies the claim of
having Luther on his slde. But Pengt Hoegglund has
etudied the matter rether carefully, and concludes that
although the contrery is popularly claimed becouse of a

36 Immanuel Kant Criticue of Pure Reason (New York:
Macmillan, 1896). P.. (}
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superficlality of understanding, Iuther did not believe in
a double truth, but believed thet truth is one, and that
there coan be no real contradictlon detween true philosophy
and truo theology. 57 The book, incldentelily, wlso shows
how importont, rether Aindismensable, the dilancetic element
in feith is for Luther, who was thus by no means a fideist,

In cnother book, on the doetiine of Serinture found
in Johu Gerhard, oe representetive of Iuthersr Orthodoxy,
Heerplund shows that Gerhord is very far from eny mantic
or mechoniccl doctrine of imspiration, and thie not in
spite of, but pertly becsuse of his AristoteliznismidO

Hoegsrlund peoints to e fundamentel difference between
thoe Aristotelicn and the Platonlc views of the nature and
functlion of words. Whereas for Plato words arc "ingtru-
mente neturclia," l.e., symbols existing in the external
vorld and usad by man to designate things, the Aristoteliecn
view-point seces words es something created by the humen
1:111.1;0 express preclsely vhot thoe nind wishes to oxpress..39
Thus 1% 1s cherocheristic of the Aristotelion view to empho-
eize always the conceptunl content, the nmeaning, tho sig-

notum, rather than the external gymbol, the sigmum, which

e, ger Occmnis 1schen 'rmditi % c. \f. eenzp.
DD} X .

38
'Benst Hoegglund, Dle Hellige und o Deu-
tung. 1n S meotonie. Johesn Germaras (Lurd: O. W K.
Gle :mp. 51), pp. 12371,

91118., ps 79
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by itsolf, epart from Ats specific pisnetum, has no nystio-
aymbolle significance: At the same tine gizpum and signotum
are scen &8 closely reloted ond .innezmrable. The subject
natter (Dinge) sipgnified by the words may never be separated
from theo latter as an independent area, which 13 only rar-

tlally atteineble through the words; 40 14 was with this

‘basic oriontation thot the old Iutheran teachers predicated

divine inspiretion of the Bible cnd identified Scripture
with the Word of God.

Bt AT the old teachera of the Church were Aristotelien
in approach, thea the moderms are Flatonic. Heogglund ns-
serts thut tho eantire modern understunding of Scripture is
dominnted by o soparvation of simaun end signatum, and thet
it thercfore separates divine revelatlon from the words of
peripture, the divine Word beyond Serdipiure frozm the human
words in Scripture.“l Serdpture thus is seen a5 merely an
instrument of the communiecation of truth, & noliniter eway
from itsolf to "rovelation," At the bottom of this view
of modern theolosy is a more Flatonie notion of words,
wnleh causes it to rogerd the eternal truth of the VWord
of God as eternally transcondent end os ouly mediately eand

in prineiple imperfectly reflected in Scripture.

401m1d., ». T78.
41mia., ». 80.
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A Turtiher charoeteristic of the Arictotelicn aponroach
iz lts empirdcal lnclination, which is commected with a
strong couse of the linitatlon of human knovwledge. Tho
frlstotellan kunows that he cennot comprehend sll, and so
ne iep content Lo describe and annlyze porticulars. Unlike
the implied antithesis, Platonisnm, tho friptotelian approach
does not try o comotruet & systenatle, comprehensive world-
view which would embrace all of reality and exhibit its e~
sentlal unity. And this epistomologlcal humility of Lris-

totellanism is mirrorod in the loeci-method of the old dog-

If, with rogerd 10 & specific issue, "Plotonism" and
“Lristotelicnism” arc so construed as to form two mutuslly
exeluglive positionsc, which at the same time éxhaust the al-
ternatives, co thet, with reosnect to that specitic iscsue
a man must be either e "Fictorist” or an "Aristotelian,”
tertio nom dste, then it is quite conecelvaevle that Serdp-
ture, which mcokes proncuncescnta on subjsctis considered
rhllocophical, mey requlre one to be a "Flatonlst" or an |
"Ardztotelien, " with regord to a specific lacue. Under
such cliroumstances i1t is not a metter of philosophical
tantes andi preforences; rather the one 1ls theologlcally

richt and the other wronz. In such a case, t9 hs an

"Arigtotelion” or o "PFlatonist" dces not mean that one has |

427p14,, p. 18.

i
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departed from theoloyzy into philosophy, and that

posltion ic hunmon, philcosophical speculatlon rather

one's

1;111.111

divine, &ibileocl truths If, as Pleper meinteine, truth is
one, sl 1L, as Axistotlo maintalns, all nen rust philocos

bhlze whother they will or not, then at lesct two things

follow., Mivstly, the issue is ncver a choice hetween
‘philesophy™ or "no philosophy, " as if Sexdptural, thec-
lozicnl tensts did not invoive philliosophy; the only quos-

tion ig,

decondly, Seripture znd theology may regulre ono to

"ihich philosophy emong whe verious possibilitles?”

endorse

certalin tonets of a historie patloscohy and to reject

others. ihen that happens,

-

gophicsl tonets upon Seripture, but morely recognizi

onec is not imposing phil

Lo

ng thnt

on o glven polut a glvea phlliccopher was rigat and found

et trutih vhich 1s onoes




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The difference betwsen the theology reprssented by
Pleper and that represented by Aulen has been shown %o be
& baelc and fundamental one. Plaeper's theoiogy, based on
supernetural revelation, inoculcates Soriptural truth for
the purpose of bringing pecple to salvation. Aulen's the-
ology iz si»ictly "scientific" and does not recognize any
revealed truth, in the sense of doctrine. The two positions
are antipodal and mutuaslly exclusive.

It hag been showvn that for Dr, Pleper Scripture and
not any kind of philosophy, determines theolezy. The sola
Scrivtura principle, morecver, is not an empty slogan which
can be combined with all sorts of positions, but it definitely
bresuvpposes inspiration, inerrancy, sufficiency and persplou-
1%y, and requires adherence %o rigid hermeneutical canons.
Resting firmly on divine revelation, and not on rational
demonstration, Pieper's theology is immune to Kant's
oritique, and is indeed a “"lasting theology," not outmoded
as-long as Soripture is not outmoded.

But if Pleper 1a not "old," Aulen is not new. The
latter'e basic tenets, i.e,, that Scripture is not God's
Word, that the identiflcatlon of Scripture and God's Word
or revelation is mechanical, intellectualistic, ete., that
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revelation is activity and not doctrine, were quite fa-
miliar to Pieper. According to Pieper there are only two
kinds of possible theologles, i.e. gole Beriptura theology
and ego-theology or peeudo-theology. BSince Aulen's theol-
ogy i2 confessedly not in the former, it is clearly in the
latter camp. Aulen's views are but a variation on the same
baglec ego-theological theme, which was so familiar to Dr.
Pleper and sgainst which he protested so earnestly.

From the point of view of the theolegy raepresented
by Dr. Pisper one ocan only agree with the severe but docu-
mented judgment of Dr. David Hedegard, a Swedlen thaologian,
who has a high regard for Dr. Pleper and repeatedly cltes
hinm as a r»epregsentative of Biblical truth:l

the Lundeneian theology, llke Barthianism, repressnts

a real nihiliesm in regavrd to truth. And, like

Barthiesnlem, the Lundensian theology ls not a new

orthodoxy. It is actuslly a new and worse form of
modernicn.

lpavia Hedegard, Ecunenism the Bibie (Orebro:
Evangeliipress, 1954), pp. 193, 2b2.

ZI:.‘?AS!-. p. 57.




AFPPENDIX

'l'h:c Delty of Christ and tho Trinlty According to iulen

The subsecouent onalysis, too lengthy to be included in
the body of the thesis, is intonded to show whot Aulen
neans vhen he eliminates "metephysics' fron Christology.

In his sectlon on the "Religlous Significance of the
Confession of Foilth in christ.."a Aulen presents thoe follow-
Ing Christologys

the Imcernation is thet "the 'substence!?

Iy

The meaning o
of the Fethor is 'incermate' in Christ." But Who then be-
cume incarnate, the Father or the Son? The answer lles in
falen's definition of "substance™: By "substance” fulen
neans nothing more than love:

The Charistien confession of fzith in Chricst is es-
sentlally o confession of feaith in the incarnation of
divine love, of God; in the man Jesus Chrisct, . « » ,
Incornotion offirms thot the "essence" of Cod, or |
in other words tho divine end loving will, ‘'dwells!
in Christ (John 151l4). o « o It declares thot no ono
but God, or divine love itself, dwells in Chriat and
verforms the worlkk of rodouption. « « » It 1s important
to emphesize thot for faith the incarnatlion means the
incainotion of diving love, When the idea of Incarne~
tion hoe sometimes led to embiguous interpretations
of the nature of dlvine rcvelation, the roason has
been that the "ecssonce" of God has boen underatood in
& more or lece "physical!" sensc. « s« « Iuther: "we

lce. su ra, pp. 25, 90.

2
Gustaf Aulen, The Falth of the Christian Cwurch (¥hi-
ladelphia: irhﬂxlenbém Preops, 1548) y UDe 210-215,
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find the heart and will of the Father in Christ."

Therein lles hls "unlty of substence with the Fa-

ther." . . « The religious intention in the con-

fession of feith in Christ is obscured as soon 28

something other than God's "disposition of heart”

becores essentlal and eas soon ag the idea of o more

or less "phycical" unity of substance eppetrs. « « .

God's essence 1s his loving will, not some obescure

"substanee" behind this will. . . » If we should

speak of o substentliesl unity which would mean sone-

thing other thon this unity of disgosition, we

vould thereby assert somethling less rather than

something more; . . . .

In other words, the human belins Jesus of Nezareth had
the seme loving dlsposition 2s God, and therein lises the
"unlty of substance with the Fother." what beoome in-
ecrnate wes not really & "He" but an "it," 1.e., "love.”
Christ's "divine nature" is only a matter of dilsgposition
or sttitude, o function of & no more than human person,
The "Son" then i1s not divine et all, How else cen one un-
derstand Aulen's odd remork thet "the stotement thot the
2pirit procecds from the Son cannot be interpreted to
meen that the Spirit is not altogether a divine Spirit"?d
In point of fact, Aulen exnlicitly rejects "all attempts
to idontify Chriet with God and thus view him as a god
visiting this world (theophony)."*® "He 16 not identical
vith God, but he and the Fathor are 'one' (John 10:30);

one in will, in heart, in purpose, and in worl, "2

51vid., p. 254.
41p1a., p. 210,
5Ibid., p. 213,
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Regarding the Holy Spirit, one finds, lnter slis,
the peculiar assertion that "Christian falth uscs inter-
chengzeably those two expressions, Xyrlos-Christus and the
Spirit., "6

What then bocomes of the doctrine of the Trinity?
fulen maintolns that the expression "three persons in
one Codhend” endangers the unity of falth in God and con-
teins "the seed of tritheism.“7 fualen asserts that the
aucient Church understood the term "person" in an “in-
definite and vague cenee," and thot AT "we" wore to ex-
plain to the old church fathers "our" concept of "person,”
they "would no doubt deny us the right to use their trini-
terlian formula according to our councept of person; they
vould brend us s tritheistic heretics.” Under these
eircurnctanges, says Aulen, 1t would be coutrary to the
eriginel intention of the cnelent Creceds "to repeat ver-
betim the triniteriocn confession of the aneient churah,
'three porsons in one Godhaad.'“a

The umierstanding of Aulen's Christology presented in
this paper, though dGeveloped without & knowledge of Dr,
David Hedegard's critique, proved, upon subseguent com-

pericon, to be identicel with Hedegerd's estimote, After

61p1d., p. 251.
Tivida., p. 256.
81pvid., p. 257,
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clting substentially the seme oxcerpts from Aulen as those
solected as significant for this paper, Hedegord comments:

It should be polnted out that these statements imply
& definite denlcl of the true deity of Christ. The
fible and the ancient creeds testify that Crhist is
truly Cod, en cternal divine Pereson, hen from of 0ld
they spolke of His essentizal unity with the Father, the
referonce was to the Biblical truth that from etcruity
Hs exlsted as o divine Yernon. DIBut Aulen has no roon
for thls truth. 7To him, thus, Chxist is only & men
whose will is one with the Father's will,

In the passoge quoted above, Aulen alsa refers to
Luther., Doec he really mean to sey thot cccording to
Luther, Christ 1s only a men whose will and heart re-
Tloet Cod's wlll and heart? Everyone vho is in the
lecst zequainted with ILuther's doctrine knows that

to Iather Chrldet 1s oterncl God, the second Ferson
of the Trinity (ef. Ileper, Christian Dogmeties, I,
Du 371ff.; II' p‘ 59ff. ]

L well=known Swedish liberal, Dr. J. Lindckog, wrote
on article on Aulen's theology umany years ago (in
the Guorterly Religion och Kultur, 1934, pp. 7-15).
He polnted cut that Aulen rejects zll metarhysical
nilrecles connectod with the nerson of Chrlist, and
added: "The liberals must be satisfied with [iulen's
Christologx]bacausa in it the miraculous metaphysi=-
cal element is eliminated from Christianity.,” He
cuotes Zulen's words: "Christianity is God's work
of leve in Jesus, our crucified and exalted Lord,
thisc and nothing more," Lindskog conzents on these
wordsc as follovws:
If I werse an African negro I would cextainly
say about David Livingstone Just what Aulen
hers scys about Christ. « « « Host of what
hes been seid here about iLivirgstone, & plous
Hindu would certeinly say about Gandhl,--

Dr. lindskog's account of Aulen's Christology is .
aqulte correct. All that Aulon teaches sbout Christ
could be szaid about a Christicn like David Iiving-
stone, o about & wious heathen like Candhil. It may
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be added that Dr. Lindskog was o prominent men in the
Ecumenleal llovenont.9

Such radlcesl ceonclusions are reached not only by un-
Sympathetic obscrvers, Hdger Corlson seys quite forthright-
1y: "The idesntlty between God and Chrlzst is an i1dentity of
w1lll and disposition. B8wedish theologlans avold a mota-
chyslcel intermretction of the Trinity, "0

hele ¥, 8, Ferre reports an illuminating incident,
thoush, regretiobly, he does not 1dentify the theologien
Involved, excent to say thet he 1s a "younger" omne:

In & recent discussion, & Iundension thinker, vwhon

rrosged by the author, declercd that Sabellianisn

wes really no heresy; that the Trinlty can be ox-

plained chronolosieally rather then anclytically; 11
that Cod the Fathor came down and becanme (God the Son.

] Devia fedegard, Beumenlsm and the kible (Orebro:
Evangelilpress, 1954), rn. 192-194,

1°Edgar M. Carlson, The Reinteronretation of Luther
(fhiledelphic: The Westminster froes, 1948), D. 122,

11Mels F, 5. Ferre, Swedich Contributiona to iinderm .

Theolozy (Hew York: Harrper cnd Brof., 1939), T. 229,

2260 02X
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