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error is the statie view, which resards the essence of 

Christionity as "“Adentified with 2 certaln historiesl form 

of Christianity, "24 by which all subsequent developments 

are to bo judged. ithe second error is an optimistic evo- 

lutionism, os recresented, for instanes, by Sohleiexmacher. 

inc the third error, called the ‘netephysical-eschatologiesl 

conception,” is the radical negztion of the previously nemed 

Optimism, The mistake of the first view is that 1% ignores 

the living, agtive character of revelation. The sccond view 

ignores the element of .conTlict, and the third view con- 

pletely and radically separates revelation and history. 

Tho solution offered by fulen is the "dramatic riew" 

of Yovolation, The essence of this view seems to be that 

the divine will is constantly sur neling with conflicting 

povers in the arene of history. How or why this struggle 

is cr becomes revelation does not become quite clear. 

Binee revelation takes place in history, it “makes 

use Of historical means, persons, words, ects, ond the 

like, "19 which, however, remain instrumental, and which 

must therefore not be confused with revelction itself. 

"Revelation is fulfilled in Christ, but at the some time 

is continuelly in progress." 

  

12.10n, ope Cite, Pe 66. 

13 Tpid., Pe 45. 
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Regerding the nature of faith, which, being & correla- 

tive of revelation, reflects one's concept of revelation, 

Aulen seems to maintain two series of statements which can- 

cel each other, One series seems to affirm that feith does 

involve the intellectuel element, while onother series of 

Statements denies this. One hand seems to take away what 

“the other pives, On the one hand faith 1s treated as af- 

firming certain things about God, and as involving assent. + 

On the other hond this-is again denied, The view that “man 

with the help of divine revelation thinks God's oim 

thoushts," is condemned? Faith is not "rationelistic, " 

which in the econbext seeus to mean nothing else than thet 

faith dees not involve a real knowledge. Since revelation 

is Go vast that it “sennot be comorchended within the eate= 

S0ries of human thoucnt," feith's affirmations are pera= 

Goxical., But the parodoxes of faith are not logical or me- 

taphysical, but religious, in other words, they do not lie 

in the intellectual realm, But if the paredoxes sre not 

logicel but “religicus," is not the same true of the of- 

firmetions themselves? And 4f an affirmation is not in the 

realm of lozic, is it an affirmetion st 411? 

Aulen trics, as in so many cases, to occupy @ posi- 

  

Mivia., pp. 46, 73, 315. 
151pia., pp. 99ff. 
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tion betizeon whet he considers tivo extrenes, intellectualisn 

and subjectiviem or psycholosism. Intellectualism under- 

Stends the content of faith to be primary in relation to 

faith, while subjectivism understands 1% to be secondary. 

4ulen cuts the Gordian knot and asserts thst the content 

of faith 1s neither primary nor secondary, but "is in prin- 

tiple given in and with the God-relationship as such, "26 

That this excludes doctrine from the "content of faith" 

seems obvious, unless Aulen means that exch Christian re- 

ceives @ special, immediate doctrinesl revelation "4n and 

With the God-relntionship as such," a view which one would 

hesitate to impute to anyone. If there were a doctrine 

which faith believes, and if this doctrine were alrecdy 

present ln Serinture, then the content or faith would be’ 

primary in relation to faith, and not “given in and with 

the God-relationship." 

It should be noted that when Aulen says "“Antellectual- 

isa". he seems to mean not merely a position which regards 

faith as exclusively intellectual, but any view which main« 

tains thet faith ineludes a doctrinal, definitely dianoetic 

Clement. Thus Aulen condemns the old Lutheran theologizens, 

sven though they teucht thet faith 1s ficgucia. Aulen. cari~ 
  

catures the nosition of the old theolosians of the Lutheran 

Church by ceserting thet they held thet faith begins as ess 

  

16qp14. » De 73 

  
| 
| 
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§oneus and “subsecuently becomes fides caritate formata or 

Pidueio, "17 

Very choroecteristie ia the following argument of Aulen: 

"If revelotion were localized 4n sone past history, fo1ith 

Would mean simply intellectual assent to a past ovent and 

20 acceptance of thet which once haprened, 16 mis 4s then 

rejected bheenuse "foith means that God in the present over= 

whelns ond domiuctes man." But is this argument logically 

  

valid? Certuinly Pleper regerds revelction as "localized 

in some pest history." Dut does it follow thet therefore 

‘ ete.? By no faith is “simply an intellectual assent, ' 

means. Plioper explicitly teaches thet faith is fiduoie.19 

Morcover, Pleper Lnsists thet notitia, assensus, and fi- 

Gucia ere not three parts or sateges of faith, but, aro three 

sinultanecous ospects of the same supermaturclly ecreoted act 

of faith. Therefore, Pie cor shows. Seripture uses all 

three, knowledge, assent, and trust as synonyms for feith. 

Since faith is a faith in the Gosnel, and since the Gospel 

is not a mystical-enthusiastiec megnitude, but 2 message in 

words and propositions, and thus eo ipso addressed to the 

intellect, there cannot be, from Plieper's point of view, any 

  

L7tpid., ps TA. 

1Stbid., De 45. 

19pieper, op. cht., II, 427. 
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Opposition or antithesis between “intellectual" and "“spir- 

itual." Faith ia 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 is this, and not the straw-man of total intellectualisn, 

that Aulen is combatting as “intellectualisn. " 

Dayid Hedegard challenges Aulen's concept of faith 

precisely at this point: 

Whenes has Aulen derived this conception of faith? 
Evidently not from the Bible (cf. above, p. 16). The 
Bibls nowhere states that faith "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 

to which he refers, Hedegard says that "faith includes a 

certain knowledge about Christ. Cordial trust in Christ 

is inseparable from a certain knowledge about Christ." 

The key to Aulen's concept of faith may lie in certain 

historical roote, which Hedegard uncovers: 

Aulen from his student days was strongly influenced 
by Soederblom. .. and this fact hag lert indel-.wle 
imprint on his theology. This influence can easily 
be traced in his most important work, Zhe Faith of 
the Ghristian Church. 21 

And about Soederblom we read that "Sabatier markedly influ- 

  

2ODavid Hedegard, Ecumenism and the Bible (Orebro: 
Evangeliipress, 1954), p. 187. 

2lipid. e PP. 185-186.
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enced Socderblom's theolosy."@@ Sabatier, together with 

Henegoz, founded the so-called symbolo-fideistiec or fide- 

istic school: 

"the Gistinetion between faith and beliefs is one of 
the fundamental premiases of fideiom. By feith is 
néant the movement of the self towards God-<-a movement 
which implies forseking sin, repentance, The man who 
repents and gives his heart to God is saved, whatever 
his belicfs may be. This statement is opposed to the 
old orthodoxy, whieh mode adherence to certain offi- 
cial Gogmas a condition of salvation." » « « 

According to Sehatier "all beliefs and dogmas are on- 
ly symbole." "Ihe same truth and the same @ivine life 
ny be velled in different garnents." Nathan Soeder~ 
blom, who was for some years in his youns days the 
Pastor of the Swedish Church in Paris, greatly ad- 
RKired Sabatier and translated one’ of his most impor 
tant books into Swedish, 25 

It ceens indeed impossible to understand Aulen's con- 

cent of faith and revelation except ina fidelstic sense. 

it should be noted that even fideiam retains a semblance 
  

of the dlanostic element, but, as in Aulen, there is no 

real knowledge but only symbolic affirmation, - 

the precetiing discussion revoals the real noint at 

issue. The cucstion is not terminological (1.0.6, ‘What 

should be called revelation?) as if the fact of divinely 

Siven doctrine were not questioned, the only iseue being 

whether such doctrine should be called revelation. The 

PRE ernnoUaEr eR cmereree wen se 

@2Ipid., De 240. 

23ipid. 
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real issue 1s whethor there 4s such 2 thing as aivinely 

Given deactrine at all. Fleper offirus it, Aulen denies 

it. If tae fact of divinely given doctrine were con- 

ceded by Avien, there could be no difficulty whatever in 

calling this “reveletion." In fect, 14 would be rather 

absurd to insist on a body of divinely communiested tench- 

ing, given in the Bible, and then to neintean that this is 

not revelation! So the real point at issue is not the de-= 

finkition of "revelation" per se, but whether or not there 

ie such © thing sas God-given, authoritative teaching, doo~ 

ixim. Givina. ‘This in turn resolves itself into the ques® 

tion of the nature of Seriptures If Seripture 1s the di- 

vinely inspired, revenicd word of God, then there 4p ea 

body of authoritative doctrine. If Seripture is not the 

Word of God, then 1% cannot transmit an avthoritetive body 

of doctrine; and 17 Seripture cannot offer authoritetive 

doctrine, then for ail practical purposes there is no such 

thins. 

Aulen's Vlew of Seripture 

Although Aulen on occasion makes such strong stete- 

nents about Seripture as this, "Christian faith regards the 

Word of Seripture as the fundamental and normative Word of 

| 
| 
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God, 24 sno apparent exaltetLlon of Seripture is illusory, 

&8 other statements show. Even the statement just quotod, 

upon closer inspection, reveels that Seripture is not being 

equated with the Word of God. It is the "Word" not the 

words of Serlpture which is the word of God, Hence the 

stetonoent 1s somevhst of a tautology: The Word of God, 

which is somohow related to Seripture, is the Word of God. 

That Aulen denies the inspiretion of Serinture hoe is 

ae 
ot palns to make quite clear. what he rejects » Of is 

course, “verbal inspiration,” but he makes no effort to 

retoin ony sort of "Inspiretion" dietinguished from "“ver- 

bal inspiretion. "25 Nether, Aulen sees quite clearly tha 

if the "biblicism" involved in "verbal inspiration" 4s in- 

possible, then any form of “abbreviated biblicism” is 

enually Junmossible. Hones Seripture does not differ cua- 

litetively from other humen books. The Old Testanent renre- 

3}
 ents 2 relision of the taw2® and its statements cannot have 

the same validity for Christian falth as those of the New 

Testament. Sven the New Testament is on the same Level as 

tradition, but the lew Testament's "testimony" is determina 

  

24 yen, OBe Cite, Be 3636 % 

“Sipid., pp. Slft, q 
  

26ypi14. 2 De 359. 
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tive ino sense, due to its hictorieal priority.<? This is 

followed immediately by 2 clear denial of the sole Sorintu- 
  

Ya, in the form of the assertion that the Now Testament de- 

termines neither the maxinal nor the minimel Mimits of the 

content of faiths 

Sut this dees not sean that no other conceptions of 
faith are pexmitted exeent those produced within this 
most gnolent testimony, nor that every one of the con- 
ceptions of faith found within the New Testament 
should without furthor consideration be accented as 
lositinate parts of the Christian faith, 

And of course Seripture is not infallible, nor “is 41% pos- 

Sible to select certain portions of the Bible as infallible 

euthority."” And yet Aulen is able to declare, though with 

the qualification "in this sense," thet "the evangelical 

prlnuciple of Serinture os the ‘only infallible rule of 

foith énd lire’ 46 forever valia™! 

fulen's hermeneuties correspond to his estimete of 

serlinture. Since the Seriptural teaching is not in it- 

self suthoritative for Aulen, this being a mechenical view, 

the real object cf interpretation is to penetrate beneath 

shiftins surfece forms and formules to the bssic, under- 

28 Again, the kinship of this view lying 1deas or themes, 

with fidelsm is quite apperent. In fact, Aulen himself 

says that his distinction between "surface forms" and "un-= 

  

Sripid., pp. 90ff. | 
28tpid., pp. Tilo, 93«\\ 

 


