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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.\\




