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CHAPTER I

INTRODUGTION



THE DOCTRINE OF MAN IN THE

WRITINGS OF EMIL BRUNNER

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Ae. The Problaem

What is man? This baffling quasti;n has been the great

enigma of the ages. danturies before Christ the Psalmist was a-
ware of this problem; for, as he gazed in awe at the wonders of
the universe, he exclaimeds "What is man, that thou art mindful
of him, and the son of man, that thou visitest him?"1 Many years
1at9r Socrates cdnfronted the same issues consequeﬁtly, he main-
tained that the most worthy subjecf for philosophers is not na~
ture but the mind of man., What is man and what can he become~~
that is the ultimate question of philosophy. Ever since the time
of this gregt thinker, minds have continuously wrestled with this
unique and complicated anigma of human experience. And even in
this day, when many of the mysteries of the universe are being
solved, thg question still remains: What is man?

| Many solutions to the problem of man hﬁve been suggest-
-ed during the present century; but none has attracted more atten=~
tion in Christian circles than the viewpoint set forth by the

1. Psalms 8:4.



Barthian school of theology. It is the purpose of this study to
consider this view as it is diéclosad in the wri’gings of one of

its outstanding exponents, the eminent Swiss theologlan and philose
cpher, Emil Brunner.

As Brunner himself suggests, tbe aim of snthropology is
to throw 1igﬁ£ on the mystery of man, namely, the contradiction
between what he is and what he ought to be. Anyone who honestly
confronts the testimony of human expari‘ence cannot doubt that man
ie‘s. responsible being. He has a sense that something is expect-
ed of him, and that if he acts contrary to that standard he will
not be held guiltless. And yet it is also evident that he fails to
conform to the standard which is written upon his heart. If any~
one, therefore, could determine the nature of responsible exist=
ence, whence responsibility comes, and why man is in actual and
continuous conflict with his sense of responsibility, he would find
the key to the mystery of man. "Why is it that man always has this
responsibility, and is also aware of it, and yet again that he is
in opposition to it, and is not rightly aware of it."l' That is the
problem of anthrapology. The following pages will contain a dis-

cussion of Brumner's determined attempt to find the solution of

this eternally significant question.

[ ] L L] * *

"1, Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 152.



B. The Significance of the Problem

The problem under comsideration is important for two
reasons. In the first place, it is consequential because of the
prominence and prestige of the Barthian school of theology, of
which Brunner is the chief interpreter. OStatements by leading
theologians and students of theology during the pest several dec=
ades indicate that the theology of crisis exerts & considerabls
_ influence on modern thought. For example, Rolston remarkss -

"No voice in generations has so stirred Protestaﬁt thought. +
Barth, aided by able collaborators, particularly Brunner, the
systematizer of the movement, challenges the whole development
of theology from Schleiermacher to the present time."
Ernest T. Thompson suggests that Barth and Brunner are “the most
stimulating, the most important theological thinkers of our day.“g
McConnachie describes Barthisn theology as “the greafest spirituel
movement of the cantury.“3 Moreover, the power of the Barthian
movement is avidenced by the amazing rapidity with which it has
spresd throughout the entire world. After traveling to various
parts of the globe, Dr. Mackay made this significant statement:
"The so=-called Barthian movement, it is no exaggeration to say, has
been the Ereatest single influence in Christian thought in recent
decadess" The great effect of this movement upon modern theolbgy,
evidencad by these facts, justifies the study of the viewpoint of
Emil Brunner, its chief expounder.

« & & & e O

l. Rolston, Holmes, A Conservetive Looks to Barth and Brumner,
pp. 13,14,

e Ibido, Pe 15.

3. Ibido, Pe 17.

4. Mackay, John A., A Preface to Christien Theology, p. 22.



The second reason for undertaking this discussion is the

physical and spiritual urgency of the present world situation, a
situation which demands -a reinterpretation of man in the light of
truly Christian principles. Those who once claimea that man is
the measure of all things, that he is the mester of his fate and
the captain of his soul, have been sadly disillusioned. No longer
cen they sing, "Glory to man in the highest." Humanism has been
powerless to stém the tide of war. The humaﬁist myth has been
exploded, and it has been replaced by the view which Berdyaev calls
"bestiglism." Consequently, man has been dehumenized and meterial-
ized; and he

"faces the threat that nothing shall be left of himself, of

his personal and intimate 1ife, no freedom for his spiritual

1life or his creative thought. He is submerged in huge collec~

tives, subject to non-humen commendments. It is demanded of

men that he give himself up without reserve to society, the

state, the race, and the nation." 1
The corpses found at Dachau and BucﬁenWald are grim testimonies fo
the implications of this viewpoint. And now scientists remind us
that the atomic bomb, utilized by a few people, may be the means of
wiping out entire cities and nations. Humanity and civil@zation
face a érave crisis; and unless man is reinterpreted rightly, in
the light of the Eternal, thers is nothing which can save the hu-
man race from utter destruction.

Because of its misinterpretation of man, so-called

Christian theology, which should have a positive and constructive

[ 4 L L L * »

1. Berdyaev, Nicholas, The Fate of Man in the Modern World, p. 6.



message for the needy world, is confronted with the possibility of
degeneration and consequent oblivion. For, as Brunner observes,
"if once man is made the measure of all things, no rational idea,
however sbsolute it purports to be, can ward off the final dis-
solution of theology.“%”%%ﬁézwtheology set s man upon the throne of
the universe, it ceaées to be theology, and it deteriorates into
an impotent anthropologye. There is no doubt that the so-called
Christian message and theology will cease to be significant unless
it sets aside all the sentimental views which emphssize man's
goodness and divinity, and expleins Christian experience in - the
light of the stark regslities of 1life. It is imperstive, then,
that Christian theologiané interprst maﬁ in terms of true Biblical
faith if the Christian Church is to survive and play a vital part
in meeting the present crisis and in shaping the world of tomorrow.
This is the gigantic task to which Brunner sets him~
self. Having lived in a continent which was ravaged by war, and
having seen the impotence of the Christian Church in the face of
it ell, he is acutely awere of the c¢risis which confronts Chris-
tianity and mankind. He reelizes the inadequacy of the solutions
which have heretofore been offered, and consequently undertskes
to interpret man in the light of Christian revelation. The pres-
ent exigency for such an understanding of man justifies the study

of the problem at hand.

- * L L4 L .

1. Rolston, op. cite, p. 22.



Ce The Problem Delimited

It ig at once obvious that this discussion cannot con-
tain a full treatment of the subject under consideration; for, in
one way or another, Brunner's anthropology involves his entire
system of theology. Consequently, this study will be concerned
only with those aspects which are directly related to his doctrine
of man. Nevertheless, the material which is not treated directly
will be kept in mind as the background for a proper understanding
of Bruaner's anthropological views.

Moreover, it must be admitted that a correct interpreta~-
tion of Brunner cannot be fully guaranteed. For, in the first
place, the wrifings of Brunner are difficult to comprehend. A
German student once remarked that "he had read both Kant and Brun=
ner, and thet he found the former easisr to understand."1 Further-
more, the expounder of Brunner's beliefs is troubled by the fact
that his theology is not a closed system, but a "theology on the
winge" Therefore, at times it is perplexing to know when Brunner
is stating a position which E; different from a previous-one, or
when he is attempting to élucidate a former statement. And when
Brunner does change a statement, it is exceedingly hard to deter-
mine the implications of such a revision in relation to the rest
of his theology., With these difficultieS'in mind, then, the fol~
lowing discussion will attempt to portray honestly the view of

1. Rolston, op. cit., p. 25.



this great Swiss theologian with respect to the fundamental essence

of man.

De The Method gnd Procedure to Be Used

Except for a brief essay in e recent anthology, Brunner
rnowhere gives & full trestment of the subjeet of man. Thersfore,
it will be necessary to choose from his various works those state-
ments which pertain to his conception of man, and on the basis of
those remarks formulate his anthropological views. The discussion
will progress both logicelly and psychélogically.

The study by chapters will proceed as followss
1. A disaussﬁon of the basis of Brumner's doctrine of man,
pointing out the reasons why he csnsiders Christian revelation the
ultimate suthority on the subject., This will involve & presentg-

" tion of the insufficiency of scientific psychology and the adequacy
of the Bible inbproviding e proper understanding of man.

2 A deécription of the origin and original staste of man,
This chapter will attempt to answer the questions, "From whence did
man come, and what was his initial condition?"

3. A portrayal of man's state of apost?sy, including the
origin, nature, and'effects of hié gin. |

4. A brief consideration of regeneration and its effects
upon the sinful personality.

5. A summary and evaluation of Brunmner's poaitidn, showing

both its points of weakness and its points of strength,



E. Source of Data

The primary source of the material which will be pre-
sented herein will be the writings of Brunner himself. However,
interpretations of both Barth and Brunner, though they be few,

will 2180 be consulted.



CHAPTER II

THE BASIS FOR BRUNNER'S DOGTRINE OF MAN
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CHAPTER II

THE BASIS FOR BRUNNER'S DOGTRINE OF MAN |

Ae Introduction

Any person desiring to formulate a doctrine of man must
first decide what the final suthority of his beliefs shall he.

Should he found his opinions on maturalistic psychology, or on

ideélistic psychology, or should he overlook psychology altogether?

Should he go to the Bible exclusively in order to find a sound

view of man? What should be his attitude toward the babel of

voices, each of which is endeavoring td¢ impress upoﬁ him the truth

of his own peculiar concept of man? In a word, he must decide on
thq presuppositions which he must iﬁevitably accept if he is to
attein any knowledge concerning the nature of humanity.

It wil)l be the purpose of the following ghapter to set
forth Brumner®s decision with respect to this basic pfoblem and
the reasons behind his choice. In order fo accompliéh'this, the

first section will presenmt a critical survey of the views of

metaphysics and scientific psychology, revealing their inadequacyg

and the second part will show the sufficiency of Biblical psychol~-

ogy and its relation to other areas of knowledge and experience.
B. The Crisis in Natural Psychology’
Although psychology claims to be purely empiricsl and

=10=
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thus free from philesophiecal presuppositions, it can be easily
shown that each of the three distimet types of psychology has its
corresponding metaphysical exioms., For, in order to exsmine the
soul, one must presuppose that the soul can be examined, and that
consequently it must be of a certain nature. This conception of
the soul is in turn besed on a definite world view. Thus natural -
istic or hehavioristic psychology, for instence, conceives the
soul and psychologicel realities as objects among objects, which
can be studied in the same manner as the phenomena of natureb;
through empirical observation. Such a psychology is baced on the
naturslistic view of the universe. Likewise, every psychologist,
as soon &5 he begins looking for the soul, mskes certain presup-
positions concerning its character and its relation to nature.
Every system of psychology, therefore, is of necessity based on &
corresponding philosophical postulate.

According to Brunner, “the most generel definition of
peychology might well be ag followss ‘*Psychology is the doctrine
of the subjective, or of the subject.‘”l Now then, because of the
nature of the case, there are only thres possible philosophical
views concerning the nature of the subject and its relation to the
object; the system of naturaslistic realiesm or objectivity, in which
the subject or soul is subordinated to the object; the system of
idealism or subjectivity, where the object is subordinated to the
subject; and the system termed pantheism or identity, in Which

s @ & o o @

l. Brumner, Emil, God and Man, p. 139.
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the subject and object are considered as two modes of an unknown
unity. Therefore, if it is true thet each psychology must have a
corresponding metaphysical presupposition concerning the nature of
the subject, end that psychology is by definition the doctrineg of
the subjective, then every psychological system must have at its
basis one of the three possible philosophical views with respect
t0 the nature of the subject=~either naturalism, ideslism, or
pantheisme Each respective psychology has a corresponding meta-
physical parent, whose weakness it unavoidably shares. If, then,
it cen be shown that each of these three basic philosophical views
is faulty, then it must also be admitied that a1l the systems of
psychology founded upon them are likewise fallaseious. A

At this point it is in order to examine each of the three
fundamental views of philosophy in order to discover their limita-
tions and the consequent shortcomings of the secientific psychol~
ogies which are built upon them.
1. Neturalism views man as & part of the world, &s ons who
is composed solely of material elements. His mental and spiritual
life zre explained either in terms of a secretion or as a kind of
electromagnetic effect of his brain. When the naturalistic psy-
chologist investigates man, he thinks of him as a perceptible obe-
Jjeet amoné objects. His behavior is attributed to the result of a
causal series, o result which cannot be avoided. The system of
psychology founded on this philosophical view refuses "to recog-

nize e subject, a2 self, o soul. It can therefore be excellently



1
defined as a psychology without a soul.® It is thus incapable of

dealing with a soul that thinks, feels,>and'wills; it can only
examine thinking, feeliﬁg, and willing. Naturalistic psychology
cannot account for the concepts of creative synthesis, apperception,
totalities, or consciousness of relation. Man is reduced to an
automaton; he is helpless with respect to the control of his actions,
and therefore is not responsible. But the very existence of penal
law testifies to the fact that man is responsible for his daeds.
Naturalism, then, fails to coincide with the witness of experiencs.
It does not describe man as he actually is, in the, very act of
éxisting. It theorizes about man, and its theories are shown io
‘be false by the observable realities of life.
2 Idealism mainteins that the soul is the subject and
therefore éannot be thought of as object. The subject cannot be
made objective, because it is the investigator in the process of
investigation. The idealist suggests that
"the investigetor who thinks that he can find the soul as an
object obviously forgets that it is the soul to which he is
indebted for finding what he does find, and consequently that
it never lies before him as an object, but all the time stands
behind him as a unity that gives meaning and order to the whole
process of investigation, the unity which constitutes the
source of this unity of meaning. To say that the soul is sub-
ject implies inexorably that the soul cannot be conceived as
object." 2
But if this is trus, then an idealistic psychology is a contradiction
in terms. For it affirms that the soul is subject, and yet it

® & o s o o

1. Brumner, Emil, God and Man, p. 140.
2. Ibid-, PP. 141,1420
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studies the soul as an object. How c.z‘an>s. thing be the subject and
the object at the seme time? Korsover, the psychology based upon
idesliesm has difficulty in dietinguishing between individuals,
since the transcendental self or the subject is absolutely identi=-
cel in all persons. Because of this predicement, it is forped to
define the soul negatively, insisting that the difference between
humen subjectes is due to the limitations of each person. Idealism
is also unable to explain adsquatély the relation between the mind
and the body. Likewise, it camot account for the fact that man
is in conflict with himself. As Brumner points out,

MA11 it does is to substitute two principles for the ‘*contra-
diction’:s a ‘higher® and e 'lower' principle in man; this
simply ?ostroys the unity of pergonaliti a8 well as the re-
spongibility for the '‘contradiction.*" :

Thus idealism and the psychologies founded upon it fail to corre~
spond with the observable facts of 1life; they are incapable of
peinting a true and completse portrait of man.

3 Pantheism asserts that ultimately the subject and object
| are identieal. The human soul is the microcosm; the universe is
the macrocosm. It "regards the soul as the hidden unity of the
body, and the body as the total expression of the soul."2 This
system of idéntity cannot, however, differantiata man ffom the rest
of ngtures It is unable to point out that which is specifically
human. Furthermore, it evades the problem of personaliexistanca,
because it cannot account for man's sense of responsibility. Thus

[ ] L . L L [ 2

1. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 152.
2. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 143, ' .



pantheism, like the other two views, comtrgdicts the testimony of
experience and is unable t o give the seeker after truth a satis-
factory golution 1o the problem of man.

Each of the foregoing philosophies and psychologies,
then, has its respective limitations. Xach expresses only a par-
tial truth and needs the truth which is found in the others in
order to form a well=-rounded ficture. The erisis in psychology
becomes evident at this very point. For, slthough each psychology
needs the truth presented by the othafs, yet it cannot be synthe-
sized with them, because each is based on philosophical presupposi-
tions which are by mature and definition comtradictory., It is
impossible to combine idealiem aﬁd naturalism, just as it is im-
possible to mix oil with water. As David Cairms puts it, "each
of these types of psychology is in fundamental contradiction with
the reet,kand yot-none is able finally to refute the othera."1
Any attempt to formulate an eclectic system is foredeomed to fail-
urees This, then, ié the crisies of psychology, a crisis which can~
not be avoideds "It lies in the nature of the case itself, in
man himself, whether he be the inveetigafor or the invastigated.“z
This crucial point in psychology is es éld 2.8 psychology itself;
it is permanent, because it hes its roots in the permanent crisis
of human nature.

Although the three basic systems of psychology are

L] ] L L) * @

1. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 12.
2, Ibid, p. 146,
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fundamentally con;radictory, they shgre the same fundamental error:
each is the expression of a mystical monism which makes man one
with God. In them there is no place for a God who creates, who
loves, who épeaks, and who forgives, Man is treated as an indi-
vidual unity, one who needs nothing which he does not already pos-
sess. These psychologies recognize no necessity for a transcend=-
ent God with whbm man must seek a right relationship. But, as a
matter of fact, man is not a self=sufficient unity;'for’in the‘
very cors of his nature‘there ig contradiction and schism. Fur-
thermore, his humanity exists precisely in the fact of his rela-
tionship to a transcendent God. Therefore, becauss of the funda=
mental error which makes man one with God, Aatural psychology is
incompetent to give a true interpretation of the basic nature and
ultimate destiny of man. Whatever slse scientific psychology
can“contribute, its conclusions concerning the true essence of
humanity are inevitably fallacious. ". . .Natural psychologies,
seen from the standpoint of faith, are like broken arches poinmt-

1
ing to a keystone which is no longer there."

C. Bibliecal Psychology Meets the Crisis

l. Its Definition

Brunner defines Biblical psychology as the "doctrine
‘ 2
about the soul on the basis of Christian or Bibliecal faith."

1, Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 1l4.
2. Ibido,,po 138.
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It is the view concerning man's basic mature and final destiny as

it is presented in God's Word.

2. Its Adequaey
a. It is Realistic

The great insufficiency of natdral psychology lies in
the fact that it deals with man abstractly rather than in the verﬁ
act of existing. It tries to explain man's actions in terms of
one rigid principle. It theorizes about the basic unity of mang
whereas, as a matter of fact, man is the victim of a disrupting
influence. Scientific psychology, without regard for the facts
of expqrience, takes for granted that the human personality is
fundementally one. As a result, it is powerless to help man, who
‘13 facing a real crisis.

On the other hand, crisis in human affeirs is a central
congept in Christian psychology. If man were‘not in the state of
confusioﬁ and contradiction, the méssage of Christianity would be
meaningless. The Bible doas not sendeavor to rationaliée the con-
fliet of mang it recognizes that the crisis in human affairs is
not accidental, But fundamental. Unlike nmatural psychology, Bib-
lical psychology does not inform man that he is well when, as a
matter of fact, he is dying. Realizing the nature of mants ill=
ness, it preseribes thé remedy which will restore him to mental
and spiritual health. Thus Christian psychology confronts the
reality of existence and is preparsd to solve the problems of man.

Whereas the insufficiency of scientific psychology lies inm the



-]8=

fact of its superficiality and its failure to cope with the actual
problems of life, the adequecy of Christian psychology inheres
precisely in its frank recognition of man's conflict and its honest
attempt ;o face it.
b, It Is Theo-centric

| As has been suggested herelofore, natural‘anthr0pology
recognizes no need for a transcendent God. As a result, it is
forced to avoid the problem of responsible and personal existenca,
For if there is no God, there is no basis for maintaining that mﬁn
is eccountable. But that man is responsible cannot be doubted,
for otherwise the trial at Nurembsrg would be a mockery, If it is
true, then, that man is responsible, he must be responsible to some-
one; he is, in fact, responsible to Gods Therefore, if one would
understand the basis for man's respongibility, its goal and its
fulfilment~=in short, if one would understand man--he must recog-
nize the reality of God and knbw the essential qualities of His
char&cter.' Biblical psychology is especially competanf to meet
this requireﬁenf. For everywhere it presupposes the existencs of
God, and its pages reveel the nature of His being. Because of thig,
Christian psychology is capable of providing an adequate view of
man. It is able to explain the source and goal of his responsibile=
ity. Because it reveals God, then, it is also competent to reveal

the mystery of mane.

3. Its Appropriation

Biblical psychology is based on revelation, and revela=-
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tion is the communication of God to man. In revelation God tells
man what he cannot otherwise discover. Therefore, the statements
of Chrisfian psychology must be accepted by faith. They do not
cleim to be capable of rational proof. However, they do not con-
tradict reasonm, nor do they conflict with one's knowledge of life
and its experiences. In fact, true reason and observation uphold
the validity of the stétements of revelation. For instancs,
Biblical psychology informs us that man is in céntradiction, that
there is a confliet between what he is and what he ought to be.
The truth of this proposition is obvious when one honestly con-
giders the data of experience. But befors one is able to detect
the evidence thch justifies the claims of revelation, he must
accept them as truth by faith,

It is at this very point that natural psychology tskes
issue with Christian psychology, for it claims that the statements
of revelation are not empirical and therefore not reliable. Nat-
urgl anthropology maintains that the Bible is basad on a prejudiced
point of view, and that therefore one must avoid meking deduoctions
on the basis of Scripturess For, if onse would discover the true
- nature of man, he must use a purely inductive approache. On the
other haend, even so=called scientific psychology is not as induc=
tive as it claims to be. For it, too, is based on c¢ertain philo-
sophical presuppositions, as this discussion has previously shown.
Therefore, no one has a right to accuse Bi?lical psychology of
falsehood merely because it is based on certain postulates which

must be accepted by faith. In faet, when one has appropriated the
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view of man found in the Soriptures, he inavitably discovers that

life and experience witness to its validity.

4, Its Relation to Natural Psychology
Brunner states unequivocally that the Bible is the only
adequate basis for determining the essence and destiny of man. But
the question arises, "Is it necessary to eliminate the study of
all natural psychology? Are all the findings of psychology in-
evitably erroneous?" The Swiss theologian would answer in the
negative; for hs maintains that the incompetency of seientific
psychology is limited only to its attempt to define the basic
‘nature and final destiny of man. On the other hand, natural psy-
chology is capable of explaining the psycho-physical development
of man within time and space, the relation between mind and body,
and the laws of human thought. Therefore, purely rational psy-
chology and anthropology need not be totally discarded as falss;
for, as Brunner himself states,
"in prineiple there is no conflict between a scientific and a
Christian anthropology since the point of view from which each
looks at man is quite different. 411 that, in prineciple, is
accessible to experience within time and space is not a matter
of faith, but of science; faith, for instance, never competes
with a secientific theory which seeks to sxplain how the human
race came into existence or the stages of its evolution. The
special object of faith is the nature and destiny of men, as
it is to be understood from the point of viaew of God and in
relation to God--to the God who discloses himself to us in
his revelation." 1
It is only when scientific psychology endeavors to defins the

. L ) * L L4 ]

l. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 143.



fundamental essance of man thet it falls into error. But if
natural anthropology limits itself to problems of time and spacs,

it is in no wise incompatible with Christian anthropology.

D. Summary and Conclusion

It is evident that one cannot dogmatically and cate-
gorically declare that all scientific psychology is erroneous and
that the statements of Biblical revelation are true. One must have
sound reasons for discarding the conclusions of scientific psychol~
ogy and approving those of Christien psychology. Thus the fore-
going discussion has endeavored to answer the following questions
"Why does Brunner reject the views of natural anthropology and yet
accept the Bible as his ultimate authority for formulating a doc=-
trine of man?

It ﬁas been discovered that Brunner frankly faces the
findings of natural psychology and concludes that they are in-
adaquate to provide a true concspt of humanity. For all netural
psychology, no metter how empirical it purports to be, is based
on certain metaphysical presuppositions., And, since psychology
deals with the doctrine of the subjective, and there are only three
possible philosophical views with respect to the nature of the sub=
Jject, each system of psychology must be founded on either natural=-
ism, idealism, or pantheism. And if a psychologist accepts any
ong of these as his premise, his psycholdgy inevitably shares.the

basic weakness of that premise. When one studies each of the three

L%



aforementioned philosophical poaitiops, he discovers that none is
capable of setting forth a valid portrayal of man., Each propounds
e partial truth, but it needs the truth suggested by the otherss
And yet they all are incapable of synthesis, because they are by
nature and definifion contradictory. This is the crisis of nat-
ural anthropology, a crisis which remo#es all hope that scientific
peychology can aever éolve the problem of man.

Whereas ratural enthropology is incompetent to answer
the human problem, Christien anthr0p01;gy is found to be suffi-
clent as a"foundation for one*s concept of men. On the one hand,
scientific psychology is unsetisfactory because it ignores the
facts of daily experience; but, in contrast to this, the Bible is
adequate because it portrays man as he is, in conflict with him=
self. Furthermore, the suitableness of Seriptural revelation in=
heres precisely in the fact that it recognizes God and is thus
able to explain the source and goal of men's responsibility.
Therefore, if one would understand man, he must accept the state~
ments of Christian revelation by faith.

Although the Bible ié the only and ultimste authority
for one's doctrine of man, it is not naceséarily incompatible with
the natural psychology which recognizes its own limits. It is
when scientific psychology seeks to go beyond the facts which are
observable within time and space that it rums into difficulty.
‘But if it realizes that it is qualified only to discuss those things
which are rational, then there is no conflict with Christien revel=-

ation. In the realm of psycho*physical‘development, then, scienti-
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fic psychology is the competent authority; but when it cames to
the formulation of & doctrine of man, which involves his basic

nature and final destiny, the Bible alone is qualified to speake.
For Brunner, then, the ultimate authority to the solution of the

human problem is Biblical revelation.
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CHAPTER IIX

THE ORIGIN AND ORIGINAL STATE OF MAN

A, Introduction

One cannot overemphasize the importance of one's beliefs
cdncerning the origin of man in determining one's anthropological
views. In ascertaining the basic and unique characteristics of the
human being, it makes a great deal of)difference in what manner the
fact of his presence in the universe is explained. Is he merely
a product of chance, or is he the handiwork of an omniscient and
omnipotent Creator? One's answer to this question immediately
decides one's view(concerning the nature of man's respopnsibility,
the purpose or lack of purpose for his existence, and the char-
acter of his ultimate destiny.

It is the intention of this chapter to suggest Brunner's
.considerations with respect to this fundamental problsm. It wili
set” forth the how and why of man's existence, and the iﬁplications

which inevitably follow,

B. Men Was Created by God

The Bible informs its readers that man was created out
of nothing, and tﬁat as such he belongs to this world. He cannot
be accounted for except as one whom God made, and he is what he is
because God has so created hime. Brumner expressss the creation of

man in these picturesque wordss
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“He (God) paints His imags of man on the canvas of nothingness,
as it werae; and there he stands, a man. God calls man into
existence out of nothingness, even though in doing go He uses
material which He has prepared previously." .
Like the earth and all that therein dwells, man was created by
the hand of God.

Thet this statement of faith is valid cannot be doubted
by any intélligent person, for the very parts of the human body
di splay the handiwork of one whose ingenuity far surpasses even
that of man. How else can one explain the miracle of the eye, in
which hundred millions of rod cells are so co~ordinated as to
make sight possible and thus provide a gateway between nature
and the soul? It is more plausible to insist that the great mas-
terpiaces of'art are the products of chance than to hold that the
eye is not the work of an omnipotent and omniscient Creator. All
who claim that man is the result of a hit-and-miss process are
"like dogs in a great art gallary."2 They see the pictures and
yet fail to see them, for if they éaw t henm rightly, they would in-
gvitably see the Croator tooe.

Having made the statement that, according to the Scrip~
tural account, men was ereated by God, Brunner proceads to qualify
it by adding that one need not, howaever, accept th; Biblical view
as to the method of creation. For, in keaping with his doctrine
concerning the Word of God, the‘Swiss theologian asserts that one
mus?t distinguish between the Biblical view of the universas, which

L L . - . L]

1. Brumner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 49.
2. Brunner, Emil, Our Fgith, p. 18.
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is of antiquity and thus out=-dated, and the Biblical revelation of
God's ngture and will. The concept of the universe found in the
Scriptures has ceased to be of any value today, for science has dem-
onstrated that it is no longer plausible to believe in a simul-
taneous Divine creation of all species, including man.1 Howsver,
the essentigl truth of the Genesis account still remains-;that man
was crested by Gode One has no right to insist that the Bibli-
cal story of creation is scientificelly accurate; for the Bible
is not a textbook of science. But although its scientific views
may be erroneous, the basic and essential truths which it presents
can never be disproved. In this way Brumner reconciles the con-
flict between science and‘religion without forsaking either the

- theories of science or the deep-seated conviction that man was

created by the Word of God.

C. Man Was Created in the Image of God

Man resembles the rest of creation in that he too was
brought into existence by the Word of God; but he is distinguished
from sub-human creation by the fact that he was also created in the
image of God. He was not only created by the Word, but also in
the likeness of the Creator Hiﬁself. This is the distinctive and
specifically humen quality of man. Man is different from sub-humen
creation because he bears a unique resemblance to the Divine.

L ] . [ ] * L L 3

1. See Brunner, Emii, The Christian Understanding of Man, pp.
170-172.
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As a result of a conflict with Barth concerning the ef-
fect of sin upon the Divine image, Brumner clarified the docirine
stated above by adding that the Imago Dei has two distinct aspects:
the material and the formal. In order to set forth adequately
Brunner's beliefs concerniqg{the image of God in man, these two

phases will be treated individually.

1. The Material Image of God
When one speaks of the Divine image in this sense, he is

referring to man's justitia originalis, the righteousness which

he had before the fell. God created man like Himself in moral
charscter. Adam initially shared the holiness of his Creator, and
because of this the Scriptures state that he was created in the

image of God.

2. The Formal Image of God.

But fhere is another sense in which the imege of God is
used; for if its significance were limited only to the concept
stated above, then the sinner, who hgs lost his holy character,
would no longer be a man and thus could not be differentiated from
the sub~human level of existence.1 For the uniqueness and dis-
tinctiveness of man .lies precisely in the fact that he was not only
created by God, but likewise in His imagé. Therefore, the Imago
Dei must include more than the idea of original righteousness;
it must also be regarded as a certain relation to God, a

L ] * L L 2 L L

l. The effect of sin upon the image of God will be treated more
fully in the chapter entitled "The Sin and Sinful State of Man."



;elation by virtue of which man is distinguished from the rest of
creation.

Man, then; may be defined as "the being who is related
to God in a special way--a& way in which no’animal, no plaﬁt,,ahdav L
st11l more no dead thing is related to Him.," He is the creaturs
who is over-against God, the being who is addressed in the Word.
God reveals himsqlf to humanity, and man is able to understand fhat
revelation and respond in love. It is because of this pecéliar
relation to God that the Bible claims for man a similarity to the
Divine. "Man's distinctive quality consists in the fact that God
turns to him and addresses him. 1In this 'address' God gives man
his distinctively human quality.“2 Man is a theological bsing who
can only be understood in terms of the anthropo-=tropos theos, the
God who in love turns to men and cells him into love. "God has a
differsnt relat%on to men from what He has to other creatures. .
He has intercourss with‘man: He faveals His will to him and expects
obedience and trust.from him."3 In considering the formal sense
of the Imago Dei, then, ons is not concerned with the fact “that
men &8 he'is in himself bears God's likeness, but, rather, that
man was designated f&r and called to a particular relationship to
God.“4

It naturally follows that unless man takes advantage of

l. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 154,
2. Ibide, p. 157, .

3. Brumner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 127.

4, Ibid., p. 128,
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his peculiar relation to God, he is not truly human. If he fails
to respond to God's Word with "Yea, I am Thine," he is homo sapiegn
but not huménus. For if man so»calléd rofuses to perceive some-
thing of the Divine, he is not much farther along than the animal,
which has no capacity for such perception. Man is in-human until
he responds in ldve to the command of God.

"God crested us in His image, as reflections of His imagas.

That means that we are human to the degree that we permit God

t0 speak to us. We are men to the extent that we let God's

Word echo in our hearts.”
411 human beings are men in ‘the senge that they have the ability
to engage in rational discourse and thus'have a capacity for the
Word. But only he is truly human who avails himself of his ca=
pacity for receiving God's revalation by answering the Di?ine com=
mand in the affimative.

The idea of God and his relation to man is not something
which can be added t o human existence like any other idea; for it
is impossible to describg the nature of man without at the same time
involving God and man's relation to Him. For man is man only be-
cause he sustains a certain relation to God. Thus every view which
endeayors to locate the specific element of man without consider-
ing the God who addresses him ultimetely fails in its objective;
for the human~self is non-existent in its own right. It‘ has its
reality 6niy in its relation to the Divine.

Because God addresses humenity in His Word, man owes it

1. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 38.



+0 his Creator to receive the revelation by faith and to answer it
with‘a "yes" of faith. Thus it may well be said that the distinc-

tivaly humaﬁ quality of ﬁan‘ié his roesponsibility. That is the

ona thing which sets him apart from‘Sub;human créatién--he is re-
sponsible and is therefore truly a person. It is true; in a sense,
that man differs from other creaturss becausé of his mental and
spiritual nature. 'But even such differences are not always clear-
cut, for there are many similarities in these aress. However,
none other then man can claim responsible existence. Responsible
existence, then, is truly human existence.

The validity of this conclusior is upheld by the fact
that every humen being has some idea of responsibility. Kven those
who are themselves "irresponsible" possess a sense of accduntabii-
ity. Moreover, "every’human being is eware, even if only dimly,
thet this fact of responsibility means something which affects the
totality of his life, end the particular quality and destiny of
man as man."l

Résponsihility is not an idea which can be added to man.
He is not Jjust a human being and then responsible., On the other
lend, his specifically human element ie his respomsibility. kore-
over, man iIs not responsible apart from his reletion to God; but
his relation to the Divine is his responsibility. "Thersfore it

2
is his relagtion to God which makes man man." He has been

. L L L * .

1. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 157.
2e Ibido’ Pe 159.
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Yoregted in the Word of God, as & being, therefors, whose pecul-
iarity it is that he is responsible to God, whose Voice he hears,
whose cleim he recognizes. ian elone has an 'I,' or, rather,
a Self, but this Self is not itself ultimate reality. It is
not based upon itself, it does nol possess asceity, but . I am
'I' only because and in so far as, God addresses me as 'thou's
therefore the distinctive quality of my existence, respons{bil-
ity, only exists in the fact that I @m addressed by God."
This is the essence of the formal doctrine of the Imago Dei.
Such & concept of the divine image is found thfoughout
the Scriptures. In the 0l1d Testament God is presented as one who
2
speaks to man and emphasizes man's responsibility to hear and obey.
' According to the Hebrew Scriptures, it is man‘s relation to God
which determines his destiny, yea, his very existence. Likewise,
the New Testament expresses the Imago Dei in terms of a relation,
as personsl correspondences "But we all, with unveiled face be=-
holding &s in & mirror the glory of the Lord, are transformed into
3
the same image from glory to glory." Man becames truly humen by
his relation to God in Christ. It is because of this fact that
Christ is called the "Word," a term which implies that in Him God
addressed humanity, and that man is capable of hearing, understand=
ing, and’believing. This capacity to hear God's Voice and to re-
spond in faith is the formel image of God in men. Having received
the revelation of God through His Eternal Word, man has the re-
gponsibility of enswering and accepting. And when he answers with
a "yes" of faith and thus takes adventage of his unique privilege

* L ] L] L] L] -*

1. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Impsrative, p. 153. See also God
and Man, p. 115,

2. See Deuteronomy 30:115ff.

3. II Corinthiens 3:18.



ag a human being, he becomes truly men.
"The Bible expresses the distinctive quality of man by sying
that he stands in a special relation to God, that the relation
between God and man is *‘over-ageinstness'; that it consists in
being face to face with each other. God created man as the be-
ing to whom he turns, so that man elso turns to Him., The
anthropo-tropos theos--the God who is turned toward man--cre-
ates the theo-tropos anthropos-~-the man who is related to God. "t
This, according to Brunner, is the Biblieal Doctrine of the Imago
2

Dei.

D. ¥an Was Created for the

Purpose of Fellowship

If man Waé created by God in His own image, it follows
that he must have been made for & specific purpose and with a pre=
determined destiny. In fact, the purpose for men's existence is
inveolved in his very hature; he cannot gvoid it. God has so cre-
ated him thst he is capeble of hearing end answering the Word.
Therefore God addresses him in His Word in order that He may re-
c¢eive the response which He desires, that response which acknowl-
edges and loves Him as Cremntor and Lord. God craves to have beings
who not only live from Hie hand but with Him.3 He has created man
out of love, in love, and for love. Brunner aptly expresses this

idea in the following wordss

", « othe divine love is both the basis and the aim of re-
sponsibilitys and it is both the basis and content of the

* . * . L .

1. Brunner, Emil, The Christien Understanding of Men. pp. 158,159,
2. See also Ephesians 4:24; Colossigns. 3:10.
3. See Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 117.
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gpecific and genuine nature of man. Both the origin and mean=-
ing of man’s existence lie in the love of God. Man has bsen
created in order that he may return the love which the Creator
lavishes upon him, as responsive love; that he may respond to
the Crestor's word of love with the grateful ‘yes' of accept-
ance; thus man receives his human existence from God when he
porceives that_his being and his destiny are existence in the

love of God."
Ina Qord, the purpose for God's creation of man is that
He might héye a counterpart with whom He‘might fellowship. Thse
existence of man cannot be explesined on any other basis. The fact
that God took the initiative in creating a being who could inter- ‘

course with Him is unmistakable evidence that the motivating force

in such an act was His will to fellowship.

E. Man Was Created a Free Moral Being

Brunner emphatically insisis that man is no aut amaton;
he is not like a child's doll, which says "yés" only when it is
pressad om the right spot. For

"o o o88lf-knowledge and self-determination are the wonderful
and dangerous privileges of human existence. Man is the being
who understands himself and in this self-understanding decides
or determines what he shall do." 2

Moen stands over-against God and thus can never be identified with
Him.

"God places Himself face to face with a free being, . The Bible
speaks of only onse relation between God end man, in which men

by virtue of God's will and God's creation has a decisively
free, independent being, not only toward other creatures, but
even t oward God Himself." 3

. * * * L LJ

les Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 159,
2,'0 Ibid., D. 145.
3. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 53.
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This freedom to say "yes" or "no" to God is the mystery of man.

l. The Basis of His Frgedom
a. God's Will to Fellowship

As bhas already been suggested, God's purpose in making
man is that He might fellowship with him. Tﬁe crestion of human
beings in the image of God camnot be understood in any other light.
It is God's will to love and be loved. But the accomplishment of
this purpose is impossible without freedom. God's will to fellow-
ship must postulate freedom, for there is no true love without ‘
true freedom. For "enforced love is not love at all."l Love is
one thing which cannot be reslized by coercion. One may force
others to serve him, and one may force others to pay homage to him;
but one can never compel ancther to love him. The very essence of
love is free will. In fact, sccording to Brumner, "love is the
most fvreely willed of any activity of which we are é.ble to think.“z
Therefore, if God is ever &ble to realize fully His will to love
and be loved, it is because He created a free moral being, one who
in freedom is able to respond in love. The freedom of man must
first of all be considered a necessity because without it God's
will to fellowship can never be fulfilled., God places ‘over-égainét‘
Himself a free counterpart in order thal with him He might experi-

3
ence true fellowship,

. . * L] L4 L d

1. Brunner, Emil, The Divine=Human Encounter, pe 62,
2 Ibido, Pe 62,
3. Ses Ibldo, Pe 128.
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b. God*'s Will to Lordship

The‘idea of ‘God as Lord® is everywhere found in the
Scriptures. The pivotal point in the Bible is the Kingdom of God,
e concept which infolves God's being snd becoming Lord over ard of
éll. God is Lord--that is the message of the Word; and to cause
men to acknowledge Him &s such is its aim. |

The concept of Lordship involves two ideas. First of
all, it implies that God is the ruler of the universe and its in-
habitents. He has the power to do that which He pleases with His
creation. God has brought man into existence on His own initiative
without any assistence. He fashioned man according to His own de-
sires, and now man stands absolutely at His mercy. He is the Cre-
ator; men are merely creatures, No power is derived which is not
from Him. He holds the keys of life and death in His own hands.
This certainly is meant by the expression that God is Lord.

But the Lordship of God imvolves something mors. For
*God wills to be Lord not only Yover! man; He wills té be Lord
fof! man.“l God is Lofd ‘over® all creation, even down to the low=-
'est forms; but God is not lord *of' them. God's will to Lordship,
then, implies His desire to be acknowledged and worshipped as Lord.
But this acknowledgement and worship would be pure mockery if it
were not freely-willed. And God does not desire to be mocked; for
He seeks those who are true worshippers. Since God wills to be
acknowledged and worshipped only in truth, He places Himself face

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 56.
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to face with a free counterpart. God wills to be recognized As
Lord in freedom, ¥ince it is by virtue of such recognition that He
is Lord in the highest sense.

God is not interested in puppets who confess that He is
Lord. He is not concerned wifh a mirrorlike or echo counterpart,
For thersby His deeire for Lordship is not completely fulfilled.
It is only as He is known and acknowledged as Lord in freedom and
self-secrifice that He fully reslizes His will to Lordship. God
could have made men to be mechines, machines which could do noth-
ing except His will. But such obedience would not be true obedi~
ence; it would be mere pretence which would not come from the heart.
For only he who sets in freedom can obey from the heart.1 It is
only, then, as m;n in complete freedom cries out *My Lord*® and ‘My
God! that the Creator sees the full fruition of His phrpose. That
the creature can be in freedom over-against God is possible pre~
cisely becaﬁse, in the highest sense, God wants to be acknowledged
as Lord. God made man a2 free moral being because He desires that
His ereature should recognize Him as Lord, not falsely by coercion,
as those who are subjugated by'a’conqﬁaror and forced to pay alle~
giance to him, but voluntarily and thus in sincerity and truth.2
2, The Extent of His Freedom

Although it is true that men enjoys freedom, it does not

necessarily follow that he is completely autonomous, free to such

L - . * LN

1. See Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, pp. 76,77.
2. See Brunner, Emil, The Divine~-Human Encounter, p. 58.



an extent that he can do anything which he pleases and choose the
results which will follow. For there are certain limitations which
must be recognized. It is in order at this point, therefore, to
consider these restrictions.
8. It Is Limited by His Nature
Mgn is not unconditionally autonomous, for his freedom is
restricted by the very character of his Self, He is created in such
a way that he cannot cut himself off from God, whe is the source
and ground of his personality, and live. He is free to choose what
his attitude toward God shall be, but he cennot avoid the conse-~
quences of his choice. If man fails to live in keeping with God's
purpose for him, if he chooses to run dirsctly counter to the in-
tention for which he was created=--
"that is, if he plans his life apart from God, basing all on
his own independent existence, he loses both his hopes of real-

ization and his freedoms. . He has became a glave of his own
emancipation." 1 '

For man cennot remeke or re;isa the fundamentel characteristics of
his personalitys he is a creature and not the Creator. God created
man in His own image; thus man cannot disregard Him and yet realize
himself-~that is, find truse heppiness and satisfaction.

| Thus man*s autonomy never implies complete independence
from God; for in Him he moves and lives and has his being. Man is
not self-sufficient; he draws every breath by leave of the Creator,
It is because of this that his freedom is limited. Man is not a

L * L * - *

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 170.
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proprietor but a tenant; he is not a Maker--he was made. Therefore,
true freedom and true humanness are present only when man knows end
acknowledges his complete deperdence upon the Creator. Man is made
in such a way "that only when he determines himeeif in accordance
with his destiny does he become that for which he was created. Only
then is he really freé."l In this way Christian thought is safe-
guarded from the error of Deism, "which stresses the autonomy of
the creature in such 2 way‘as to éestroy the very concept of cre~
ature."z' God places over-against Himself a real counterpart, a
creatufe of such a neture that he can say "no" to the Creator; but
in so doing he destroys himself. It is thug that man's freedom is
limited by his nature; no matter héw hard he tries, man can never
emancipate himself from his dependence upon God. For he ever re-
meins & creature; his selfhood is never more than = gift from God.3
be It Is Limited by His Environment
"The will is prevented from realizing itéelf in the external
world by & double limits the materigl it has to use is subject
to its own laws, and the society in which the action has t o be
performed is likewise subject to its own laws."
As & body man is a pilece of this world, and thus is restricted by
the laws which govern matter. He cannot chooss to disregard phys- .
icel laws without suffariﬁg the consequences. Thus, if he would
live, he i® not free to sever his head frum‘his>body; for the body

* " o & L4

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 170.

2. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 55.

3., See Brumner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 463 The Divine Imperative,
pp. 58,59,

4. Brumner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 261.



cannot operste without the head. Likewise, man‘s freedom does not
involve complete independence from the regulatiéns of society.
Even in a democracy jeails are built for those who think they can
disregard the rights of others. The community always makes its:
demands upon the citizem. Thus if is that the freedom of man is

limited by his environment, both materiel and social.

3. The Relation of His Freedom to Divine Election

Undoubt edly the Scriptures contain the doctrine of Di-
vine election. Biblieal revelation declares that, although mén is
the off-spring of human parents, he nevertheless comes from eterni-
ty, frar the eternal thought and will of God. For "before any-
thing comes into existence it has been thought and ﬁlled by God,
2s the work of art is in the mind of the mester before it is put on
cenvas Or paper, or in stone._"l The Gospel teaches that salvation
is from eternity. It is God's grace, His mercy, His boundlees love,
and His election which alone are the bases for man’s redemption.
When & person believes, he knows that God has chosen him from eterni-
ty, and that his name is written in the Book of Life, in the Book
of Election. | V

However, one has no right whatsoever to speculate or
theorize ébout the doctrins of election. For only those who be~
liseve know themselves to be chosen from etérnity; and everyone is
elected who has truthfully accepted Christ by faith. The believer
knows himself to be elected, but he cannot legitimately draw any

L L 4 . * * L]

l. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 29.
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conclusions with respect to others. Thus election and obedience,

election and faith are inseparsable. “Those eglected are the same
1 : T
as those who love God," and those who love God are the same as

those elected. All speculations outside this relation of personal
‘correspondence should be avoided.

"One cannot play election off ageinst decision, nor personal
decision against election, tempting though they be to reason.
Reason must bow here, yet dare not abdicate. How the two can
be reconciled, the free eternal election of God and the re-
sponsible decigion of man is & problem we cannot understand,
But every believer knows they are compatible. *He came to his
own--and his own received him not; but as many as received
him to them gave he power to become the sons of God, even to
them that believe on his neme'. + What is more important--
light or vision? Stupid question! Vision and light belong
together. Therefore believe, and you will perceive that you
are elected."”

This is the Scriptural doctrine of election.

There is, therefore, no doctrine of double predestina-
tion in Biblical revelation. f. « «That God has chosen one from
eternity for eternal iife and>has rejected another from eternity
to eternal damnatién“s is fq;eign to Holy Seriptures. It is
man's attempt to systematizejfhe teachings‘of the Bible ﬁhich leads
him t 0 such an absurd comclusion. Divine election and humsn free~
dom appear side by seide; and, althbﬁgh this may annoy the intel=-
lect and defy the reason, neither can be sacrificed in order to

establish the other. For as soon ag Divine sovereignty is stressed

unduly, determinism is substituted for the reality of human deci~

* . - * * o

1. Brunner, Emil, Our Falth, pe. 32.
2. Ibld.’ P. 32'
3. Ibid., p. 32,
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siony and when Divine election abdicatesbin favor of human freedom,
then the heart 6f the Gospsl is destroyed.l On the other hand, the
Scripture teaches a Divine predestination of élection; but it also
teaches that the unbelieving are responsible and thus will face
judgment. It teaches, too, that nothing happens without the per=-
mission of God's will, but it never teaches a Divine election of
réjection. The docirine of double~predastination is due to the
substitution of a philosophical idea of God for the Biblical one--
that God is sole=sufficient and absolute to the extent that man is
deprived of free will. But this is pantheism and not Christian
theism. Thus the teaching of double election is the product of
human logic and not of Divine revelation. For the Scriptures every=-
where daeclare the close connection between God's will to Lord-
ghip and fellowship on the one hand and man's freedonm and.rssponsi_
bility on the other. The Biblical doctrine‘of eternal election
means nothing more than this--that

"the divine election of man corresponds to the humen electing

of God as Lord., . Being known by God is the same thing as

being elected, and being elected corresponds, like the divine
love, to man's love for God."

F. Summary énd Conclusion

The teaching concerning man's origin and original nature
is the cornerstons of anthrOpolbgy. Therefore, the Bible is careful

1. Brumner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, ppe. 52-54,
2 Ibido, Pe 126. )
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to indicate that man was created by God, and that he possesses cer-
tain characteristics because he was made for a definilie purpose.
The Scriptures clearly reveal that man Was created in the image of
God., This pafabolical figure involves two distinct aspects, which
Brunner designates by the terms "material" and "formal." The mater-
ial image signifies man's originél rightaeousness, Adam'é sinless
perfection before the Fall. In the fomal sense ths dmago Dei
denotaes man's paéuliar relation to God, by virtue of which he is
capable of being addressed in the Word. Unlike any other creature,
men is the one to whom God turns and speaks; he is uniquely capable
of holding rational discourse with the Divine. Because of this
matchless privilege, man is reapénsible’to God. Therefore, it may
well be said that the distinctively human quality is responsibility.
Truly human existence is responsible existence. This is the Scrip=
tural teaching concerning the Divine image.

The fact that God voiuntarily created .a being with whom
He could coﬁmune indicates that He had a definite intention in cre=-
ation. Furthermore, man's relation to God reveals the nature and
goal of the Divine purpose, namely, that God wills to fellowship
with man. God set over-against Himself a rational being because
it is His eternal desire to enjoy companionship with him. And it
is precisaly because of His wili to fellowship that God made a
free moral being; for without freedom téue love and friendship are
impossible. Likewise, God created man in freedom because He desirss
that His creature should acknowledge Him as Lord willingly and

thus sincersly.



But such freedom does not imply absolute autonomy. For
"the very structure of personality and the very life of man are‘
dependent upon God. Man is so created that he cannot sever him-
self completely from God, for it is precisely because of hi§ rala~
tion to God that he is and remains a man. Man's freedom, then,

is restricted by his own nature. Moreover, hi; freedom is limited
by his physical and social enviroment. However, tﬁ;re is an

ares in which man's will is entirely unreétrained. He is com~
pletely unhindered-tq answer "yes"™ or "no" to the voice of the
Creator. Even the Scripturalldocfrina of election must be inter-
‘preted in the light of this fact. Therefore, it is safe to main=-
tain that the Bible does not teach a double predestination. God
does‘not proniscuously divide the human race into sheep and goaﬁs.
On the other hand, election corresponds to faith, Only the be-
liever can know that he is choaen-from eternity, that his name

is written in the Book of Life. Any conclusions concerning slec-
tion out side of this personal corfaepondence are inevitably false.
For only those who love God can have the assurance that they are

elected, The man of faith is elected because he believes, and

believing, he knows himself to have been elected.
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CHAPTER IV

THE SIN AND SINFUL STATE OF MAN

A. Introduction

If there is anything which men hates to admit, it is the
fact that he is a sinner. The constant attempt of philosophy to
explain away the existence of evil testifies to the validity of
this statement. The evolutionist, for instance, refuses to recog-—
nize the reality of sin by maintaining that the defects of man are
due to his imperfection, an imperfection which gradually disappears
a8 he develops. It so happens that man is now in a low stage of
growth; but as he advances, the principle of good, which is latent
in him, will slowly unfold, until in the end he will reslize true
pérfection. In like marmer, every other purely rationalistic phil-
osophy has ended by demying the reality and gravity of evil. For
the very formation of a philosophical "system" inevitably excludes
the possibility of sin, since sin can never, because of its nature,
be "systematized." For by definition sin is irrational, and thus
it cannot be made a part of a rational system. The momént gin is
rationalized, it is no longer sin. Thus by explaining sin in
rationalistic terms the natural man, in the spirit of self-assur-
ance, denies the real existence of evil and reaffirms his belief in

the innate goodness of human nature.l

1. See Brumner, Emil, The Mediator, pp. 122-126; The Theology of
Crisis, pp. 48-53; God and Man, pp. 62-64.
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However, if one would understand the true character of
man, one must accept the Biblical statement of faith-~that man is
a sinner., One must not only believe that man was originally cre-

ated by God in His likeness, but also that man now lives in diamet-
1 ,
rical opposition to his origin. His existence is "existence-in-
2 ,
opposition." Therefore, one must realize the full significance

of man's present contradiction if onme would get an insight into
the true essence of human personality.

It is the purpose of the present study, then, to deter-
mine the significance of the Biblical statement that “man is a
sinner." 1In order to accomplish this, the following éapects of
sin will be discusseds its origin, its nature, and its conse-

quence s,

Be The Origin of His Sin

There are some who maintain‘that gin originates in the

body. Man commits evil deeds because he is flesh and blood as well

l. Both these statements are statements of faith, "that is, they
do not claim to be capable of rational proof; om the contrary,
they spring from divine revelation alone and therefore can only
be grasped as truth in faith., But since they refer to the ac~
tusl man and unveil the secrst of the contradiction in human
nature, and at the same {ime remove it by faith, they also claim
that no experience and no correct ways of thinking can contra-
dict them, but that, on the contrary, through them both are
placed in their right conmtext. The Word of God does not contra-
dict reason, but it places it within its right context, which
i} cannot find of itself, end it ruthlessly lays bare all sham
reason.; (Brumner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man,

Pe 153.
2¢ Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 162.
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as spirit. This is the position of the ascetics, who consequently
hproclaim thaf, in order to experiencse sainthood, one must deny to
a great extent his normmal physical desires. However, those who
hold such a view seem.to forget that, whereas man was created in'
the likenass of God, he was at the same time created a bodily
being. Apparently, then, there was no such dualism between spirit
and matter in the mind of God, for He made man in the likeness of
His righteousness and yet simultaﬁebusly gave him a physical bodj.
In the words of Brunner,
Yman is created 2s a bodily being, and his bedily nature is a
part of his being. Thus the body is not that which should not
be, that wh%ch does not pr0per1¥ belong to human beingsi the
lower principle, which as such is the source of evil."
For if it were otherwise, God Himself would be the author of evil,
having consigned man to an evil body. The bédy, then, is not the
source of sin.
On the other hand, sin originates in man's free will,
For God has created over-against Himself a free counterpart, one
who can say "yes" or "no" to Him. Herein lies the possibility of
sin. If God had made & puppet rather than a "men," there would
have been no occasion for evile But God created a being who in
freedom can choose the path he shall tread, whether with God or a=
part from Him. It is prgcisely because of this fresdom that man
can and does commit sin. Thersfore, evil doss not originate in

P e L . L] L 2

1. Brummer, Emil, God and Man, p. 154.

2. This does not imply, however, that God is the author of evil,
For although He created a being with the possibility of sin, He
did not create a being for whom it was impossible not to sin.
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1
the body, but rather in the free will of man.

C. The Nature -of His Sin

l. It Is Positivae
Sin is not something negative; it is not a lack or a de=

fect., It cannot be likened to a hole, which "can gradually be filled
, 2 ,
up by throwing in enough stones." On the other hand, it is a pos-
3

itive magnitude, an active and real contradiction. Sin is not

merely a deficiency with respect to a certain quality; it "is an
4

opposition, another principle, another direction, another quality. ."
It is more than zero; it is d minus over against a plus. Thus man’s
sinful condition can never be resolved by development “"for the

very reason that it is not merely a difference, a négative, a ‘not-
5 .
yat,' but a contradiction."

2. It is Personal

When one understands the nature of man's origin, he also
understands the true character of his sin., Man wﬁs created in the
image of God for the purpose of fellowship; and when he broke this

original relation to the Divine, he committed sin. Sin "is an al=
: 6
isnation, a disrupted relation, a having left the Father." It is

s o & o o @

l. See Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 486; God and Man,
PPe 155=157, .

2. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 49.

3+ Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 157

4, Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 50. :

5. Ibid., p. 50. See also Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, pp. 132-133,

6. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 55.
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essantially a broken relationship and thus a wrong'relationship to
Gody it indicates that man has torn himself away from anm original
divinely given possibility. Man has rebelled against his Creatorsw
that is the essence of sin. The heart of the conmtradiction in man

is his self-chosen emancipastion, his rebellious breaking awsy from his
Maker. ﬁe wants to be his own Lord.1 This is the significance of

the sin of Adam and Eve--they wanted to be as gods. Sin is the re-~
fusal to recognize God Qs Lord, the revolt of man against the Giver

of L:‘Li‘a.2

Although man in sin attempts to emancipate himself com=
pletely from God, he is never quite able to do so. For even in sin
he is related to God.3 Evil is always an actual relation, in fact,

a perverted relation, If man couid become entirely independent

of God, he would no longsr be avsinner, bui an amateur provideﬁce,

a little god. But this phenomenon never occurs, for sin is always
against God, in relation to Him. Regardless of man's violent efforts
to free himself from God, he inevitably fails; for he camnot bacome
other than man, and it is precisely because he is related to God

that he remains a man.

Thus, according to Brunner, sin is not the transgres-
sion of an impersonal law but rebellion against the will of the Cre-
ator. It is resistance to the Creator and Lord. David recognized
this faet when in a prayer of repentance he saids “Against Thee,

. * L] L - .

1. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 79.
20 Ibido, pl 52’530
3. Brumer, Emil, The Divine~Human Encounter, pp. 133,134,
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Thee only have I sinnede" Although it is true that when man sins

he injures his fallawmen, such an injury is not itself the evil

2

thing; for man "can sin only against God." It is the setting one-
3

gelf against the Creator which constitutes thé essence of sin.

3. It is Originsl
It must always be remembered that man’s state of alien-
ation is not a matter of certain moments of Oppoéition to Gods it
ig the charecter and quality of his whole existence. Brunner as-
serts thet "evil hes not been understood if we think; 'Now, at this
moment, I have done something wrong, but previously, before the ac=
tual decision, I was either good or neutral.’"4 For men not only
commits sins; he 1g a sinmner. The roots of e#il are found in the
very depths of humen nature.
"Man does not only do wrong, he does not only commit sinful
acts, but he is bad, he is & sinner. A sinner is not one who
has sinned a certain number of times; he is a human being who
sins whatever he is doing."
¥an ig incapable of performing even one truly good act, because the
innemost kernel of his heart is impure. His person as well asg
his conduct is in opposition to God. "It is not only the deeds
but the doer himself, that‘cannot be déacribed as good. Therefore
evil goes with him, in all his doings; he can Jjust as little es~-

L ] L ] * L4 * *

1. Pesalms 51:4.

2. Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 142.

3. See alsc Ibid., pp. 127,142,143,147; Brunner, Emil, The D1v1ne
Imperative, p. 154..

4, Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 141.

5. Ibldo, P 142,
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cape from it as from his shadow." This ig the doctrine of orig~
ingl sin--that evil affects the very’core of man's existence. The
distinction, then, between the fact "of original sin and sinful
acts should be formulated as ’actual\existence which manifests
itself in parﬁicular acts.’"z

The real existekca of original sin cannot be explained.
In fact, as soon &s one seeks & causal explavation for this mys-
terious phenomenon, he inevitably closes his mind to all under-
standing of the Christian view of evil. "That man is a sinner"
is & statement which one must accept by féith. Not even the
Seriptures fhemselves are gble to expound the how and why of orig-
inel sin. The account of the Fall in Geneéis is merely a "myth=
ological and therefors inadequate conception" which gttempts to
bring “ecreation and sin into connexion without weakening either,
and in some way maeking the contraéiction in man innocuous." For
it s impossible that there should be an "historical" account of
the Fall, since "personal transactions between God and man can no
more be 1ocalized in-the world of time and space than one can lo-
. calize the spirit of man in the brain.."4 Therefore, one has no
right whatsoever to demand an explaﬁation for the existence of
originel siny for if it could be explained, it would no longer be
sin. If one would understand man oné must accept by faith the fact

1., Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 77.
2+ Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 162,
3. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 153.
4. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man. p. 163.
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that men has fallen away from his origin, and that this breach with
his origin runs through the very centre of his being.l
If the fact of original sin is a reality, then it must

of necessify be & universal reality. Thus the .Christian religion
always "defines ein as a whole, as & totality, both individuael and
general."2 For it teaches that man has fallen away from God; that
is, not merely all men, but "man." Sin, then, is essential to
being human. Han is a sinner because he is a man and thus shares
the sin and guilt of the whole race. "There is none that doeth
good, no not onme. . JFor all have sinned and fall short of the
glory of God."3 The Seriptures do not teach that no one is per-
feet and thatkaveryone has his faultses This is not the meaning of
"all have sinned." On the other hand, the Bible infoms its read-
ers that fundmnentally, at the very centre of existence, "man" and
thus all men, ars in the same condition, namely, bad.

" o oby a sinner the Bible means 'bad at heart,' infactad with

evil at the core. ‘All are sinners® does not mean that even

the best are not quite seints. It means rather that the dif-

ference between the so-called good and so-o02lled bad no longer

comes into considerationm." '
Sin is a depravity which has'taken hold of us alle. There is none
who can c¢laim that he is righteous in the sight of God. Everyone
is traveling on the train which is going in the wrong direction,
away from God and home. This is the meaning of original sinj iﬁ

¢ o 5 & +» @

1. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 150.
2. Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 146.
3. Romans 3310ff

4. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 40.
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is universal sin,

In contrast to the Scriptural doctrine of original sin,
nost theolégians of the préseﬁt day, whether consciously or aot,
propound a view which is thoroughly Pelagian. They constantly
think in terms of "sins," but never in tems of "ein." To them
evil ean be adoquaiely defined as igclated acts of thé will; they
refuse to consider it as the corruption of human-e#istence. Hence
many modern theologians proclaim that even though man may faii
outwardly, yet his innermost will is good. On the other hand, the
Bible declarss that even though outwardly man may do many good
acts, yet inwardly he is essentially corrupt and impure.l In or-
der to acquire a proper and adequate knowledge of man, then; one
must recognize him as a creature who lives in opposition to his
creation, as the being whose very existence is existence in contra-

2
diction.

D. The GConmsequences of His S8in

l. In Relation to God
a. Law
When man ceases living in fellowship with God, he comes
under bondage to the law, The legal relation replaces the rela-
tion of love. For the sinner knows God's will no longer as the

L L » L] * L]

1. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 77.

2+ Brunner, Emil, The Philosophy of Religion, pe 89; God and Man,
PpP. 38,76- -
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will of one who loves and gives, but as the will of one who demands.
God becomes Lord 'ovér' him; He ceaseé to be Lord ‘of' him. Be-
cause man rebels against God and refuses to obey Him,‘God addrasses
the sinner in a sternvvoice, commanding and demanding obedience.
The law is the voice of an angry God directed toward the sinner,
making known the Divine will.1

The very presence of the law is both a token of man's
origin and of his subsequent fall. It reveals that men was made
to hear the Word, but that he has turned a deaf ear to God, and
that conséquentiy God must demand of him obedisence and righteous-
ness. And even the good which man does because he ought, because
of God's insistence, is for that reason not freely done, and is
therefore not really good. The law thus testifies to the fact
that man camnot do one wholly good act. It is addressed fo a be-
ing who is sick at heart, who is alienated from his original rela-
tion to the Creator. This is the "curse" of the law; it shows
that the contradiction of man affects the very centre of his ex~-
istence. The law and 8in are inseparable. The legal relation is
the inévitable connection between sinful man and a holy God.2

b. Conscisnce

Law and conscience, too, are inseparably united. God
reveals His will in the law, and conscience informs mén that he
cannot and does not obey it. Conscience is not, as some think,
1. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, pp. 164,165,

2. Consult also Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 80; Our Faith,
pp. 59,60; The Divine-Humen Encounter, pp. 92-94,
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the "Voice of God"s on the other hend, it

"attacks man like an alien, dark, hostile power. . It is a
kind of knowledge, & perception of our existence as a whols,

a sense of unrest, a signal of alarm, which announces the dis-
turbance of order. . oIt is not a rational but an emotional
kind of knowledge, like the inarticulate groaning of a prisoner
in his dungeon, which only penetrates into clear consciousness
in a dim obscure manner, It is, indeed, simply the man him-
self as he feels himself in the centre of his existence to be
disturbed, injured, affected by the contradiction, the conscious-
nass that things are not right with him, that they ‘are out of
order,® a knowledge which oomes to him voluntarily."

This conscisnce of man stands betwsen him and God and,win fact,
drives him away from God. Thersfore, in spite of the fact it
taells man the truth, a "bad" conscience is an enemy of God.2
ce Guilt

When man has slienated himself from the Divine, he finds
himself in the state of guilt. Essentially guilt ﬁeans that man
is unable to return to his original reslation to God., It is more
than a mere subjective reflection on one's conmdition; it is a
real, objective break ofefellowship, one which man can never
mende There is a "gulf of separation between man and his Creator
which runs throughyeveiything."a And even if man could change an
evil will into a good will, he would not be able to bridge this
gep between himself and God. Expressed iﬁ positive terms, guilt
moeans the wrath of God. "This is the new attitude of God towards

4
man, that He is angry with him on 2ccount of his sin." A4s a

» L] L] . * -

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 155.

2. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, pp. 59,60; The Divine Imperative,
pp. 158,159; The Mediator, p. 300.

3+ Brumner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 148.

4, Ibid-, Po 148.
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sinner men %s without excuse and therefore subject to the judgment
of God.1 Because of the sinner's guilt, the God of love becomes
. the God of Wrath.2
2. In Relation to Himself
a. The Image of God
(1) Material Image

Through sin the material image of God, man's justitia
originalis, has been completely effaced. The righteousness of
Adem before the fall was destroyed by his act of disobediences
and, a8 a result, man is no longer "able to do any wholly good
act-."3 Man in sin cannot claim any similarity to God with respect
to the moral quality of His being. In this material sense, the
Imago Dei is wholly obliterated by sin.

(2) Formel Image

However, it is not valid to maintain that the formal
image of God is also completely annihilated by sing for man is
always distinguishable from sub-ﬁuman creation. And it is the
formal image-~man's reason, his capacity for receiving and giving
rgtional discourse--which is the sole basis for discriminating
between him and the beast of the field. Take away this aspect of
the Divine image, and man is no different from the animal. But,
as a matter of fact, the human being is never confused with the

l. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 155; The Mediator,
Pp. 130,131,

2. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 164.

3. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 21.



sub~human level of existence. Thersfore, even in his sin man re-
tains the specifically human element, that is, the Imago Dei in
the formel sense. A 7

Although man's personal and thus responsible existence
has not been destroyed by sin, yet his humanity has been perverted,
and he has lost his "truly" human and personal being. This per-
version of the formal image is best detected in the realm of the
intellect. As a result of sin, man has lost his pure reason. Rea=
son has ceased to be a servant and has become the master, It has
sgt itgelf up as the final court of appeal.%ﬁfman's intellect has
become the measure of all things. The reason has gquit functioning
as that which makes possible intefcoutse with thg Divine, and it
has becomé that which opposes God at every turn. The intellect
under sin claims that nothing is true except the ithings it declares
valid. Thus it refuses to acknowledge God as soveresign, becauss
it cannot compass that kind of God. Because of sin the reason is
spoiled by rationalism. It declines to acknowledge the possibility
of the superrational. Consequently, it opposes faith as something
which is sentimental and thus invalid, and the God of faith as
the product of fal se imagination., The result of man's self-~sep-
aration from the source and ground of his being is thus revealed
by the perversion of his reason, which is the essence of the
formal image of God in man.3

L [ L L L *

l. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, pp. 42,43.
2+ Brumner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, pp. 62-66.
3. Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, pp. 42,43.
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The distortion of man's intellectual faculties by sin
accounts for the fallacies of rational philo§0phy and psychology.
The naturalist, for instance, looks at the world and calls it "God,"
because his rational nature, having been perverted by sin, refuses
t0 acknowledge the possibility of a God whom he cannol see and
handle., He is unable to see nature and the world in true perspec-
tive because the eyes of his understanding have besn blinded by
evil.l Likewise the idealist, whose reason has been twisted by sin,
imagines that his intellect is Divine and autonomous, and conse=
quently denies that it is a gift from God. In a similar manner

‘the effect of sin upon man's mental‘faculties account s for all the
errongous systems of thought and the absurd conclusions of many
so-called "rationalistic" thinkers.2

The alienation of men from the ground of his being also
explains the severance of the intellect from senss. This is the
despest and most obvious schism in the human personality. When
man dissbciates himself from Goé, his reason becomes abstract; and,
as a result, his senses lose their mastér. Man's appetites and
instincts, no longer controlled by reason, in turn control his ac-
tions, until his comduct is characterized by an irrational sensuous-
ness. Thus, although his reason may inform him that what he is"
doing is wrong, he still continues acting‘in cont radiction to his
rational judgment. This is the conflict between the "theoretical™

L . . . . L]

1. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 172-174.
2. See also Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 37.
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and the “practical," a conflict which is caused by the effect of sin
. 1
upon the reason and can only be resolved by faith in the Creator.

By thus explaining the results of evil upon the Divine
image, Brunner protects himself from the extreme position of Barth,
who insisted that the image of God was completely annihilated by
sin, and therefore had difficulty in retaining in his thinking
the specifically human quality which distinguishes man from sub=-
human creation and constitutes that to which God addresses His
redemptive word, In contrast to Barth, Brunner maintainafth&t
men still remains man in spite of his sin, and.that therefore he
retains, in a restricted sense, the Divine image. There is, then,
according to Brunner, a point of contact in man to which God's
redemptive word can appeal. Unlike the animal, sinful man pos-
se8388 the capacity for salvation, and this capacity is the ;gggg
Dei in the formal sense, the point of contact in man. If sin
wholly annihilates the Divine image, then man is no different from

L * L L] L L]

1. Brunaer, Bmil, God and Man, pp. 166-172,
2. Brunner declares that there are three elements in this point

of contact:

(1) "Our humenity, our reason, that which distinguishes us from
the beast, our capacity to speak and receive rational dis-
courses

(2) The content of rational consciousness, our sense of cre-
atureliness and death to come;

(3) Our self-consciousnaess as over-against our natural knowledga
of God, our conscience whose content is fundamentally a
sense of guilt,.-." (Ibid., pp. 29,30.).

More briefly, he defines the point of contact as "that knowl-

adge of himself which the unbelieving man possesses, and which

can, as such, be carried over into faith." (Ibid., p. 29.)

Brunner maintains that this point of contact is the formal

imsge of God in man.
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a tortoise. But God does nobt care to save a tortoise, for neither
doas it need salvation nor can it be "saved." God offers to re=
deem man because man, unlike the restwof craétidn, can be redesmed.
It is the manhood or humanity of man which may be called the ca-
ﬁacity for salvation, and this capacity distinguishes him from all
else. It is this distinctive and specifically human quality which
is primarily signified by the doctrine of the Imago Dei. Thus even
in sin man still retains the formal image of de, twisted and dis=
torted though it may be. For it is this formal image or the ca=-
pacity of hearing and answering God's Word wﬁich is the essential
“"precondition of salvation."l

In keeping with this Brunner also asserts, in opposition
to Barth, that.even among the heathen there is a knowledge of
God.3 For, although man's will is paralyzed and hié intellsct
blinded by sin, yet ome is not compelled to say that, apart from
faith, he has absolutely no knowledge of God., For, as a matter of
faect, a certain knowledge of God in man is a présupposition of his
ability to sin. This knowledge of God in the natural man, dis-

1. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pe. 5. This view of the Imago
Dei does not, according to Brunner, contradict the reformed
principle of sola gratias for the fact that man possesses the
capacity for sglvation is no credit to him, because it is a
gift from the Creator. On the other hand, by so explaining
the doctrine of the Divine image and the effect of sin upon
it, Brumner avoids the absurdity of maintaining, as Barth does,
that man's humanity has nothing to do with the image of God.

2. A discussion of the points of difference between Barth and
Brunner may be found in the int roduction to Brunner's volume
entitled "God and Man," pp. 20-32.

3. Brunner, Emil, Ibid., p. 26.
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torted though it may bey is the formal image of God, which is per-
1
verted but not obliterated by sin.

b. Moral Freedom

“Sin is indeed it self slavery, and to be sunk in sin is
2
to be incapable of good." "Whosoever committeth sin is the serv=-

ant of sin.® The sinner is the man Who is no longer able not
to sin, - Hié freedom in the original sense is lost. Man is so
alienated from God “that he can no longer do the will of God,

indeed he does not even wish to do it., 8in is the will that is
4

bound, enslaved."

| However, this bondage cannot be conceived objectively
in a deterministic manner, but as a personal and actual condition.
For it is not the cause of sin, but its consequence. If man is a

glave to sin, he himself is to blame. In fact, freedom and thus
5

responsiﬁility are the presuppositions of every sin, Although
the sinner is enslaved to evil he is still responsible for his
actions. Never is sin excusgble on the pretense that it is caused
by externmal faétors which are beyond man'’s control.

"Even the idea of slavery to sin. . .cannot be allowed to con=
c¢sal that of freedom of decision and the concomitant responsi=

- bility. Freedan of decision and inability to decide now for
good are two sides of one and the same human reality, the one
turned toward creation, the other toward eternal death. And
both %rg presuppositions for the Biblical doctrine of redemp=-
tion.

L L] . L d . .

1. See also Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 1163 The Mediator,
p. 149. '

2. Brunner, Emil, The Divine~Human Encounter, p. 136.

3. John 8:34.

4. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 164.

5. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, p. 158.

6. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 136.
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Man in freedom chooses sin, and in freedom remains a sinner. But
the more he lives in sin, the more he becomes & moral subject of
that which he does. Therefore, he is in bondage and yet in free~

1
dom, snd thus is held responsible for his condition.

3. In Relation to His Neighbor

In sin “man stays concealed in his secure hiding=-place,
secreted hehind wells of his I-castle. ."2 His entire world
revolves around his own selfish interests. He may ebsorb his
neighbor in hie circle, but he never succeeds in breaking through
this eircle of self-interest.3 The sinner is a prisoner of BSelf,
and he has no access to the keys which could set him free. He
thinks of hisg neighbor as an ™it,"™ an object, rather than a per-
son, & "thou.“4 Consequently, instead of loving his neighbor,
the sinner usés him to accomplish his own purposes.

Because man is enslaved to greed, covetousness, and
egotism, he becomes inhuman, evil, and unheppy. Thus society
detericrates into a battlefield, uﬁon which unheppy and inhumen
creatures strive ageinst one snother. For, lacking peace in his
own heart, the simner finds it iﬁpossibie to remain at peace with
his fallowman.6 The man who is aliensted from his Crestor is
forever peaceless and joyless; and thus in continuous strife with

1. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, pp. 155,156.

2. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, pp. 71,72.

3. Brumner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 175.

4. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 57,58, :

5. Brumner, Emil, The Christien Understanding of Men, p. 162.
6. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 162,163,
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1 .,
other mene

The basis of love for one's neighbor is the knowledge of
man's common creatureliness, and this knowledge is conditioned on
man's recognition of his Creator. As soon as man forgets that
he, like all others, has been brought into existence by the hand
of God, he begins to consider himself superior and consequently
abuses his fell.ow crestures. This is the precise result of sin

2
upon man's relation to his neighbor.

E. Summary and Conclusion

Although men was created by God in His 1ikenegs, he now
lives in opposition to his crestion, in the state of contradiction.
In a word, men is a simmer. Whereas he originally came from the
hand of the Creator a righteocus béing, he has rebelled against
his Maker and thus has sold himself under bondage to sin. And
man is responsible for his sin, for sin originated in his fres will.

Evil, then, is not a mere negative quality, a defect inm
human nature. On the other hand, it is opposition and contradic-
tion, the rebellion of man against God Himself. It is man's attempt
to emancipate himself from God and become his own Lord. The sin-
ner is one who has broken his original relation to the Creator.

The Bible reveals the true depth of man's contradiction
by declaring that man not only sins; he is a sinmer. This is the

& & & 4 ¢ o

1. Brunner, Emil, Our Faith, p. 79. ‘
2. See also Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, pp. 493,494,
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meaning of original sin. Man is not a sinner merely because he
coomits evil deeds; he is a sinner because at the very core of his
existence he is bad. He not only does that which is evils he can~-
not do that which is good. Man in sin is unable to do any wholly
righteous act. This is the universal condition of man. All are
sinners, all are bad at hearts that is, not only a2ll "men" but "man"
himself. "Man" and thus all men live in opposition to God, and that
oppositien affects the very centre of their being.

Because man is a sinner, God addresses him in the law.
The will of the Creator is no longer expressed in love bu£ in the
demaznds of the lagal éode. Since man himself is unable and unwille
ing to live righteously, God must demand righteousness of him. But
the sinner is incapable of obeying God's commands-~this is the mes-
sage of conscience. Conscience stands between man and God, because
it informs the sinner that he is out of order, that his existence
is existence in opposition, and that consequently he cannot obey
the law. Thus the simmer stands before God without excuse. He is
Aguilty;\for he has broken his relation to God.and he cannot ménd it.
Asla result, God turns to him in wrath.

Because of sin the material image of God is compietely

effaced, that is, man's Justitia originglis. However;, man retains

the image of God in the formal sense; for it is the formal image,
man's cepacity for rational discourse, which is the distinctive
human element, that which differentiates him from the beast. Neve
ertheless, sin has perverted and distorted the formal image; con-

sequently, man's rational faculties have been warped. This accounts
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for the fallacies of natural psychology and philosophy, and for the
distinction between the “practical®™ and the "theoretical." Howev-
er, although man's reasoﬁ is twistéd by sin,fhe still poaéasées

the formal imagekof God and thus remains man. This image constitutes
the point of contact for God's redemptive words; it is man's capac~
ity for salvation.

The freedom which man enjoyed in the beginning is no
longer his, for he is a slave to sin. However, even as a slave
he is responsible, for he himself is to blame for his condition,.
Furthermors, at every moment he chooses to remain in bondage ta
sin. In fact, such freedom is the presupposition of his ability
to sin. Therefore, although man is in bondage, he is at the same
time in freedom end thus responsible for his condition,.

The sinner is a prisoner of Self; consequently, he uses
his neighbor for his own selfish purpoSes. And because he is en=
slaved to greed, the sinner is unhappy; end being unhappy, he caus=
es unheppiness among his fellowmen. This explains the existence of
war end strife in human society.  Since the simner refuses to recog-
nize God as Creator, he is not aware that he, like all others, is
a creature. Consequently, he abuses and misuses hie neighbor,
thinking himself to be supe;ior. Sin, theny; not only disrupts

man's fellowship with God, but also his relation to his fellowmen.
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CHAPTER V

THE REGENERATION AND REGENERATE STATE OF AN

A, Introduction

The Christian Gospel is "“good news" because, in addition
to showing man his condition, it pfovides the means by which he
can become a "new" man. This provision for regeneration is not
only essential to Christian anthropology; it is, in fact, its cul-
mination. "In Jesus Christ--who reveals to man both his originel
nature'and~his contradiction--in this actual revelation, man is
restored to his originel unity. .“1 This is the glorious message
of the Gospel. Omit it and Christianity becomes a religion of
aespair; include it and Christianity becomes what it rightfully
iss the GGCLYYéAIOV, the "good news" of God to man.

Therefore, the féct that the doctrine of regeneration
is both essential and.central in Christian anthropology is indis«
putable. But the problem still remains: how is this regeneration
effected and what a;a its exact results? It is the intention of
this closing chapter to endeavor, in sumﬁafy fashion, to answer
this all-important question.

However, before the discussion proper begins, it seems
é&visable to call one's attention to the fact thet any logical
treatment of this great subject is.of necessity inadequate. For

1., Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 153,

-"'6 8&.
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although one is aware of the presence of several different fac-
tors in the experience of regeneration, yet when one attempts to
analyze this experience and determine its component parts, one is
confronted by the fact that the various elements overlap., As a
result, it is impossible to draw a definite line of distinction
between them. ‘Furthefmore, it is difficult to determine which fac~-
tor precedes the others. Any loglcal treatment of regeneration,
then, inevitably has its shortcomings, and the present treatment
is no exception. However, for the sake of clarity and for the
purpose of analysis, certain distinetions will be made. Bubt even
in this analytical process it is well to keep in mind thevwords of
Jesus to ﬁicodemusz "The wind bloweth where it will, and thou
hearest the voice thereof, but knowest not whence it cometh, and
whither it goeths: so is every one that is born of the Spirit."l

No rational treatment of this fundemental doctrine can ever hope

2
to be adequate; for ultimately justification is by faith.

L] L 4 * . L] L]

1. John 3:8. :
2. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 63.
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B. The Means and Method of His Regenerstion

1
l. The Human Aspect

a. Repentance

True "knowledge of sin-~genuine horror of sin--is the
~presupposition of faith“z in Christ as Saviour. For before man
is willing aﬁd able to receive regenerabtion, he must realize that
without it there is no hope, that the chasm between himself and
God is otherwise impassable. He must see evil as guilt, as a bro- —
ken relation to God which he himself can never msnd. Repentancs,
then, involves the realization that no human activity can change
the singer's relation to God, that the sinner's condition outside
of Christ is hopeless. "This appreciation of our helplessness
and hopelessness“3 in addition to the need and desire for deliv-
erance the New Testament calls repentance. Thus repentance is
a prerequisite of faith and regeneration; for as iong 25 man
sees no need for Divine intervention, he rejects every effort of
God to redeem him. In fact, the sinner must despair of himself
and his self=~sufficiency before he is willing to accept the suffi-
ciency of God. Essentially, therefore, repentance means self-
despair and consequent denunciastion of self-trust, and reliance

1. The inadequacy of any logical treatment is especially evident
here; for although the process of regeneration involves both
man and God, it is impdssible to distinguish accurately betwaen
the action of men and the action of God. Any such distinction,
then, does not hold true in every respect, but is simply g
means of pointing out the main emphases.

2. Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 150.

3. Brumner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, pe. 57.
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1l
upon God alone.

Although repentance is called the presupposition of
Divine hal@, it ecannot be said to precede Divine help. For self=-
knbwladge is impossible without the light of God's revelation. It
is through Christ that the sinner sees himself as he really is,‘

in actual contradiction. Thus repentance and reconcilation are
2

two sides of the same thing. Neither is possible without the other.
b, Faith
Becauss true self-knowledge depends on Diving revela~
tion, repentence and faith ;ra inseparable. "Faith itself must. . .
issue from repentance, as, on the other hand, repentance is only
completed in faith." Whereas repentance is realizing one's om

dead condition, faith is the acceptance of the gift of 1life from
4 ‘
the Hand of God. But it is not simply passive acceptance; it is
5

the decisive act of "pulling oneself together.” Faith is accept-
6
ancs, and acceptance is dscisione.

The exercise of faith, then, ig a continuous process.

It is not a static quality or virtue of the soul, for it must be
7
"continually wrestled for and won out of unbelief.® It is decid-

1, Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 174.

2+ Brunner maintains that any knowledge of man’s contradiction
apart from Christ is superficiale. For it is impossible for man
to see the real significance of the chasm between himself and
God, since "he does not stand above it but in it." (Bruanner,
Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 58.) See also Brumner, Emil,
The Divine Imperative, pp. 175,176,

3. Brummesr, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 81

4, Ibido, Pe 162.

5., Ibid., p. 81

6. Brumner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 63.

7. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 80.
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ing here and now for God. In essence faith signifies obediencs.

It "means responsible existence, an existence which complies with
> 1

moral demands, ."

Brunner emphasizes the fact that even the act of faith
is the gift of God. For the sinner is unable to respond to God's
revelation, since he is not in a position to pass judgment upon it.
Therefore, God Himself must answer the question  for the sinner.

"This is revelation, this is faith: that God answers for us.
This is whgt it means to believe: that we have nothing more

to examine and weigh up, that even our "yes" cannot be regard-
ed as our own choice, but simply and solely as God's own speech
and God's gift, Faith, the power to believe and not mersly

the content of faith, is the gift of God; this is the testi-
mony of the Bible."

Thus Brunner considers faith as a kind of Divine soliloquy, God's
answer 1o His own question. However, he insists that "this does
noi exclude the fact that faith is decision of a fully personzl

and active kind.“3 For it is impossible that it should be anything
6l se, Nevertheléss, man's personal decision, the highest activity

of Self, is the gift of God. The Holy Spirit in the heart of man
4

angwers the call of Gody this is faith.

2¢ The Divine Aspect
a. Reconciliamtion

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 161,

2. Brumner, Emil, The Mediastor, p. 283.

3. Ibid., p. 283,

4. Consult also Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 50;
The Mediator, pp. 406,4073; The Divine Imperative, p. 773 God
and Man, p. 83,
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The sinner is separated from God by guilt, and he is
uneble to repair the breach which severs his life from the Divine.
Therefore, if he is to be restored, God in His mercy must "throw

a bridge across the chasm between himself and man and. . .blaze
1

a trail where man himself could not go." This is what is meant
by forgiveness and reconcilistion. It is the suspension of that
which lies between the sinner and God, and this can only be ac~-

complished by God Himself. Justification is reckonad to the per-
‘ 2

gson who believes; it is the gift of God apart from works,

The fact of forgiveness is more than a human ideaj; it
3

is based upon an avent, an event in time and spaces God removed

the contradiction of man by bsaring it Himself; this is the mean-
4
'ing of the eross, The aet of reconciliation is an act within

history; it signifies the entrance of the Eternal into the realm
of iime. The Cross ever remains a'test;mony to God's grace, which
alone makes possible justification. The Incarnate and Crucified
Chrigt is the bridge, the mediator between man and God; and it is

His death, an objective historical reality, which resolves the
. 5

sinner's guilt and effects reconciliation between him and God.

1. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, pe. 60.

2. This is the emphasis which distinguishes the Gospel from all
other religions and philosophies, namely, "that God comes to
man and not man to Gody that God resolves the contradiciion
and not man; that God makes reconclllatlon and not man."
(Ibid., p. 61.)

3¢ Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, pp. 76,77.

4, Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 60.

5. See also Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man,
PPs 17541763 The Theology of Crisis, ppe. 59,62,63; The Mediag-
tor, pp. 389,390,
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b, New Birth
In contrast to the view of many theologians, Brunner
maintains fhat justification is more than a purely forensic act.
God not only pronounces the sinner righteous, but He actually

makes him righteous. "God not only declares, He creates a new
1
man." The new man is not simply an idea, a pretence; it is g

reality. "The man who is in Christ through faith is the men who
2
has been 'born again.'" He is a person who has been born into

2 new hope, and to be able to hope means a new kind of 1ife. This

is what Paul signified in the sixth chepter of Romanss "In faith
3
the old men really dies; and in faith the new man actually lives."

The act of justification does not merely repressnt judicial ac=

quittal but a creative act of Gode The believer is a new cre=
5
ation in Christ Jesus,

However, new birth must not be thought of as a megical

process, Or the new man as a permanent state of being. For re-
6

generation "is the same thing as the act of faith." And

"what we 'possess' im faith is not a quality or a possessiony

the mystery of the divine action and the divine giving is ful=-
filled-~beyond our understanding--in the very fact of our accspt-
ance and our passive yielding to God. The new man, the new

® [ ] L L d L L]

1. Brumner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 102.
2. Brumner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 612.
3. Brumner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 102,
4. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, pp. 176,177,
5. Brunner emphasizes the faet that "the trus self of man is not
in himself but in Jesus Christ. . .Hence Christian anthropology
is essentially Christology; for Christ is our righteousness,
our sanctification and our 1life." (Brunner, Emil, The Christian
Understanding of Man, p. 178.) '
6. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 160,
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person, is not simply 'present’ like a newly planted life-germ,
as something which is present to be thought of in biological
terms; but the new man exists and continues to exist only in
the obedience of faith." 1

In other words, ‘the paradox of the new birth consists in the fact

that although one lives the Christian 1life, he never is a Chris- — /7

tiang for the life of a Christian is not a possession but a day-
by-day decision, This is the significance of justificeation by
faithe. Although a persom is justified and thus receives his life
from God, he does not cease to be a sinner to the last day of his
sarthly existence.
"The Christian then is to be recognized as such not by the fact
that he himself has overcome the contradiction, but by the fact
that he knows, while standing in the contradiction, that it has
been overcome of God." 2
In fact, the Christian more than anyone else realizes the full in-
tensity of his contradiction; but by faith he "puts on the new

3
marl « "

C. The Results of His Regeneration

1. In Relation to God
The new man of faith is one who no longer seeks his own
interests, but strives to do the will of God. He has ceased mind~-
ing the things of the flesh; he now minds the things of the Spirit.
"Through faith man becomes a volunteer in the Divine army, one

1. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 161.
2. Brunner, Emil, The Theology of Crisis, p. 64.
3. See also Brumner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 258.

{w g
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who because and in so far as hs beiievas, can do nothing else
than will whet God wills, precisely because his 1ife is based
in and on God."wl

The believer is o;e who says, '"Whatever God does He does well."z

Because the men of feith places God at fhe centre of his
life, God no longer addresses him in the imperative of the law but
in the indicative of grace; not "you must be" but "you are mine.“3
It is no longer necessary for God to demand obedience from the be-
liever, for he voluntérily and spontaneously obeys, because & man
in Christ cen do nothing else. The relationship between God and
the believer is no longer legel, but the relation of love.

However, even for the Christian the moral law is not
abolished; for the Gospel does not condone sin. Therefore, al-
though the law no longer condemns, it still remains &s an expres=-
sion of God's will, Instead of saying, "Do this or you will surely
die," God now declareé, "You are minej therefore do this,™ "The
believer looks beyond law to grace, and from grace back to 1a.w."4
He interprets the law through the eyes of faith. Thus he sees be-
hind the law, not & God of wrath, but the God of love who says,
"This is my willy do it."5

Ii is likewise true that God, in the act of regeneration,
does not eliminate conscioence.

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 79.

2¢ Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 408,

3. Brumner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 81,82. See alsoc The Divine
Imperative, ppe. 75,76.

4, Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 8l.

S. Brunner, Emil, The Mediator, p. 612.
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"Rather, through faith conscience is corrected. First--from

the standpoint of faith~-its voice is now understood as the
accusation of God, as the 'impression' which the demanding and
judging God mekes on the heart of man. Secondly, the divine
acquittal which is perceived and accepted by faith is under-
stood as the suppression of this accusation by God Himself.
Thirdly, the conscience is refurnished in its critical function
as the understanding of self which is peculiar to man through
the joint knowledge of the command of God as the court of appeal
which decides what belongs and does not belong to God." 1

Thus the conscisence, which previously drove man away from God, now
becomes the guide which leads the belisver into a knowledge of the

good and perfect will of God.

2. In Relation to Himself

The life which man receives from God has been perverted
and destroyed by sin. Regeneration means the restoration of thisg
life to its original state, the "restoration of that which Wés the
purpose of Crea‘bion."2 The believer again enjoys the privilege
of beiné truly human; for in the act of faith, in letting God speak
to him and in gnéwering God by the decision of faith, he becomes
a real person. The new birth restores the image of God in man.
By Jjustification through faith the unity of his personality (peacs)
is once again made possible, and he regains a truly personal life,
that is, a 1ife of love.4

In faith the believer al so becomes a free man;vhe is no
longer a slave of the law and sin. He is free to do that which
l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 159.
2. Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 115-117.
3. Ibid., p. 10,

4. Brumner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 176.
See 2180 The Mediator, p. 2123 God and Man, pp. 17,18.
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ke wills, namely, that which God wills. But this is possible only
because he is dependent upon God for his life end righteousness.
Freedom, then, means dependence., DBut even this dependence is free-
ly~willed, for the man of faith desires nothing more than to lean
on Gode To him freedom means to be that for which he was craatedl--
the being who relies upon God for his very existence. The Chris-
tian is one whom the Son has mede free, free from himself and free
from the world., The Spirit of God dwsells in his heartj; and where
the Spirit is, there is liberty. That is the glorious freedom of
the children of God.2
3. In Relationm to His Neighbor-

In justification man is torn out of his self-isolation
and self—sufficiency.B He is set free from himself to serve ;thers.
His neighbor ceases to be a mere case to be subsumed under = laws
for the believer comes into personal eﬁcounter with his neighbor.4
Since God's love flows through his heart, it is normal for him to
love his fellowman. He sees his neighbor as one for whom Christ
diede The man of faith identifies himself with the will of God
and thus participates in God's attitude toward His creation. The
Christian loves his mneighbor becguse God loved his neighbor to
such an extent thet He.sent His only Son to die for him. In fact,

l. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 78

2., Brunner, Emil, God and Man, pp. 11,83,84.

3. Ibid., pp. 57,58,

4. Brunner, Emil, The Divine-Human Encounter, p. 104; God and Man,
P 113 The Divine Imperative, pe. 175.
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the believer can do nothing else but give his whole life to the
rgstoration of the Divine image in man, because that is the ulti-

: ~ 1
mate goal of God's redemptive plan.

D. Summary and Conclusion

In order to become a new man, the sinner mus% first re-
alize the genuine horror of his guilt, and that he cannot by any
amount of human works suspend it. This is the meaning of repent~-
aneé. But since this self—knowledgé depends solely on Divine revel=-
ation, repentance and faith are inseparable. Faith, thén, is the
culmingtion of repentance. In faith man accepts his 1ife from God.
But the believer does not receive life once for all in thé act of
faithy for faith means decision, and decision is & daily experi-
ence. And slthough man himself exercises faith, it is essentielly
the gift of God.

As a result of his repentance and faith, the sinner is
reconciled to God. God in His mercy restores man to his oriéinal
relation by suépending his guilt. The contradiction of man is
removed because God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh
to condemn sin in the flesh. The cross, then, is the supreme act
of raconéiliationb

But justification mesns more than reconciliation; it

1. Consult also Brumner, Emil, The Christien Understanding of ifan,
pp. 160,161,177,178; God and Man, p. 1205 The Divine Imperative,
Pe 79
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means regeneration. Not only is man pronounced‘righteous; he 18
made righteous. But itvmust be remembered that the man of faith
is a new man only”in the act of faith. He is a new creasture as
long as he yields to God and precisely bécause of the fact that he
does yield to Gods The new birth; then, is not ﬁ permanent pass
to heaven. It is aqﬁiValent to the obedience of faith. As long
as the Christian believes and obeys, he is a'new man. And belief
and obedience are daily decisions, deciéious which must be forged
on the anvil of unbelief. and disobedience. Faith, then, is thé
secret of rageneratiop. Although man himself remains in his con-
tradiction, he is o new creature because he believes that in God
his contradiction is resolved.

The new birth means e new life, é new existence. %If
any man be in Christ, he is a new creaturey old things are péésad
awgys behold, all things are become new.“1 The believer no longer
seeks to do the will of Self; he strives to do the will of God.

As g result, the law end conscience cease to condemn him; on the
contrary, they become a light unto his pathway. . Because his orig=~
inal relation to God is restored, he is at peace with himself and
with his neighbor. The man of faith is free from the world and
from himself; he is free to love his fellowmen. This is the sig-‘
nificaence of regeneration; it is freedom from Self to serve God

4

and others.

L ] . o L L -

1. IXI Corinthians 5:17.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

A+ Summary

The problem of man is both perennial and universal; and
its solutions throughout the ages have determined the course of
history. For what man considers himself to be inevitably deter-
mines what his attitude shall be toward others. It is especially
consequential, then, that the modern mind see man in his proper
light; for if in this atomic age a wrong view of human nature is
promulgated, a ruined plaqet may survive as the on%y witness to
the folly of man. Therefors, because of the supreme importance
of discovering the true character of man, it is indeed fitting
that the baliefs of the great minds of our day should be examined
with respect to this problem, in order to find the answer which
alone can save civilization from destruction. Among these out-
standing fhinkers is Emil Brumner, the ;@inent Swiss theologian
and philosopher, who has exerted a widespread influence on Chris-
tian thought. It has been the intention of the preceding chap;
ters to give an insight into his anthropological views,

In order to lay the foundation for Brununer's doctring
of man, the second chapter contained a consideration of the under~
lying presuppositions and the primary sources upon which his con-
cept of human nature is built. It was discoversd that natural’

philosophy and psychology are incapable of solving the human

-82 -



83w

problem., For each of the three basic philosophical views upon
which allAempirical psychologies are founded is of itself inade-
quate; and yet it cannot be synthesized with the others, because
all three are by definition contradictory. This is the crisis

of natural anthropology, a crisis which is as long~lived as man.
Therefore, the only source which affords an adequate solution to
the human problem is Biblical revelation. For tﬁe Bible frankly
recognizes man's contra@ictiom, and it presents the God in the
light of whom man's contradiction can be understood and, in fact,
removed, Howaver, the statements of Scripture are not capable of
rational proof; they must be. accepted by faith. Thus, although
scientific psychology has its place, Brunner maintains that the
Biblical statements of faith ara‘the ultimate authority in solving
the problem of man.

What do the Scriptures reveal concerning the origin and
original state of man? It was to this question that the next chap-
ter was addressed. Iﬁ answer to this query Brunner states that
men was originally created by the Word, but that, unlike the rest
of creation, he was also creasted for the Word; that is, he was
made in the likeness of God. According to Brunner, the Divine
image contains two distinct aspects: the material and the formal.
In the material sense the image of God means original righteous-
ness; but in ‘the formal sense it refers to a certain relation,
the relation of being over-against God, of being one whom God
addresses in the Word and who is able to respond in love. But if

God speaks to man and man is able to answer, then he is responsible
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to God. Therefore, the distinctively human quality is.responsibil-
ity. Human existence is responsible existenca, for only respon-
gible existence can be truly personal. And it is only when man
avails himself of his peculiar relation to God that he becomes
truly humane. |

God made a creature who can hear and answer because He
desires to fellowship with hime. And it is precisely God's will
to fellowship which is the basis for man's freedom. God created
man in ffeadom so that man might truly love Himji and the very es-
sence of love is free will. Morsover, man's freedom is founded
upon God's will to Lordship, for God is Lord in the highest sense
only when man voluntarily worships Him. For coerced homage is not
sincers homage; but when man willingly séys 'My Lord' and ‘My
God,' he worships in spirit and in truth.

Freedom in this sense does not mean complete autononmy,
.for the very make-up of man demands that he be related to God,
since he is men only because of such a relation. Furthermore,
man's freedom is restricted by his physical and social environ-
ment, the laws and regulations of nature and society. However,
man is free to the extent that he can answer "“yes'" or "no" to his
Creator. And if he responds with a "no" of rebellion, he must
suffer the consequences--zternal death. But if he answers with a
"yes" of faith, he will know himself to be elected from eternity,
the man whose name is written in the Book of Life.

If man had remained in his original position, thers

would heve been no necessity for the message of the Scriptures
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or for the coming of Christ. But, as a matter of fact, the Scfip-
tures claim that man fell from his original position, that he is
a sinner. The fourth chapter of this study was a discussion of
Brunner's views cohcerning the significance of this Biblical state-
ment of faith. It was disclosed that, according to Brunner, sin
did not originate in the body of man, but rather in his free will.
For to maintain that the physical body is the source of evil is g
logical fallacy, since God created man at once both a bodily being
and a being who possessed the Divine image. But how could man be
made like God if his body contained the principle of sin? There-
fore, evil must of necessity have originated in the fres will of
man, by virtue of which the creature could say "yes" or "no" to
hié Creator.

What, then, are the essential charactéristics~of sin?
Brunner suggests that sin is not a lack or a defect, but rathef a
positive magnitude, a contradiction. And contradiction‘means that
man is opposed to his origin, that instead of loving God, man re=-
bels against Him. Thus sin is a personal relation to the Creator.
Howaver, it must be realized that‘man’s wrong relation to God is
not simply the result of his having committed certain wicked deeds.
For man not only sinsy he is a sinner. That is to say, his con~
tradiction reaches the very core of his existence; regardless of
what he does, he still remains a sinner. This is the significance
of original sin. 4nd since sin affects the basic nature of "man,"
all "“men" are sinners.

The consequences of evil are far-reaching. Because of
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man's sin God no longer spesaks to him in tones of love. For, since
the siuner refuses to.obey, God must demand of him righteousness
and obedience. Thus the original relation of love now becomes the

. relation of law, But the sinner is unable, and what is more, re-
fuses to heed the law; as a result, the conscience informs him that
he igs out of order, and that the breach between him and God is
irreparable as far as human effort is concerned.

But sin not only affects man's relation to God; it also
affects the image of God in man himself. 1In the méterial sense the
Divine image is totally obliterasted by man's rebellion; and the
formsl image, namely, reason, is twisted and distorted by his sin,.
Moreover, the sinner is enslaved by the powers of darkmess. And
because he is a bondservant of sin, he is unable to obtain happi~
ness; and being himself unhappy, he causes unhappiness among his
fellowmen. These, according to Brumner, ar; the primery results
of sin.

The fifth chapter was a presentation of Brunner's beliefs
concerning the doctrine of regeneration. It was discovered that
Brunner sets forth certein factors as the means by which man be~
comes a new creaturae. Man himself must first realize the horror
of his guilt, and he must realize that his own efforts are of no
avail in bringing relief. This is what the New Testement means by
repentance. But true repentance is impossible without faith, for
one cannot knoﬁ the real nﬁture of guilt except by Divine revela~-
tion. In faith man also sees that what he himself cannot do, God

is able to accomplish; consequently, he accepts the gift of life
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from the Hand of God. The element of reconciliation involved inm
justification is consummated by God alone, who bridges the chasm
between man and Himself in the body of Christ. As a result, the
believer becomes a new creature in Christ Jesus. No longer does
he seek his own will, but rather the will of God, Consequently,
he ceases . to be under bondage to the demands of the law; on the
other héhd, the law becomnes to him an expression of God's purpose
for his life. Likewise, conscience ceases to condemn and becomes
a guide to his footsteps. Moreover, the Divine image 18 restored
in the believer; he again enjoys true freedom. And haviung been
released from self and from sin, he is free to serve others. As
the 1ife of the vine flows through the branch, even so doas the
love of God flow through his 1life. Instead of using and abusing
his neighbor, the baliever loves him, because God loves him.

Thus Brunner's docirine of man may be summarized by the

following statementss

1. “ifan has been created in the image of God--imago Dei."
2. "Through sin man has come to be in a state of Oppésition

to his divine destiny-=-peccetum originis."

3. In Jesus Christ--who reveals to man both his original

nature and his contradiction~-in this actual revelation, man is
1
restored to his original unity--restitutio imaginis."

That, according to Brumner, is the Christian doctrine

of man.

1. Brunner, Emil, The Christian Understanding of Man, p. 153.
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B. Evaluation

Studying Brumner's doctrine of man is comparable to tak-
ing a breath of fresh air on a sultry summer day. For, in contrast
to the abstract and sentimental concepte set forth by various think-
ers, Brunner propounds a realistic and exceedingly practical view
of ﬁan. This is primarily due‘to the fact that, whereas others
reject the Scriptures, he accepts them as the authentic and ulti-
mate basis for a valid anthropology. And yet Brunner does not
asgent to thaﬁvalidity of the Scripturés blindly, for he is fully
aware of the claims of natural anthropology. Moreover, he tests
the truths of Biblical revelation by the observable facts of experi-
ence. And he discovers that, whereas natursl psychology is uneble
to solve the human problem beceuse of its logical and practical
inadequacies, fhe Script ural view enables one to understand the
predicament of men because it deals with the facts of life. In
this connection Brunner's analyseis of the weaknesses of scientific
psychology is one of his chief contributions, for in so doing he
has prepared the way for the acceptance of the Bible as the only
suf ficient foundation for a true éoncept of man. And in addition
he has shown that the Scriptures are capable of diéclosing that
which natural psychology is unable to reveal, namely, that man is
in contrediction. The beneficial results of Brummer's work along
this iine cannot be overestimated.

Brunner's insisteﬁce thet reason must not be severed

from experience also contributes to his realistic understanding of
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man. This emphasis is, of course, one of the primary contentions
of the Barthian school of theologys; and because Brunner, like
Barth, stresses the necessity for "existential thinking,“ he avoids
the pitfall into which many philosbphers and theologiansbhave fall-
en, namely, abstract rationalism. Consequently, his anthropological
views appeal to the person who is interested in the evangelical-
approach to religion. One feels that the conclusions set forth
meke a2 difference, that Brunner himself is affected by his beliefs.
In fact, Brunner is even more evangelical than Barth, precisely
because he realizes the suprems necessity of relating theology to
experience, of bringing reamson down to earth. As a result, his
doctrine of man is vitaly it comes to grips with the realities of
life.

Generally speeking, the c&ntent of Brunner's concept of
man is in keeping with the teachings of Biblical revelation., How-
evsr;rthe discrepancies which do appear are due primarily to two.
ressonss first, the interpretation of certain passages, apart from
any theory of revelation; and secondly, his view of the Scriptures
in general. For instance, one might place in the first cataegory
Brunner's teaching concerning the nature of faith. He maintains
that, since man is a sinner, he is in no position to respond to
God's revelation, because he has no basis for judging it. There-
fore, faith must of necessity be the gift of God; in fact, f;ith
means God's answer to His own revelation. By describing the char~
acter of faith in this manner, Brunner makes it a kind of Divine

soliloquy. Thus he fails to take into account either the fact



that men has & free will or his ability to exercise it. However,
this is simply a matter of interpretation, and it cannot be expected
that all who study the Bible will agrss ianhis respect. But by
far the most serious fellacy in Brunner's thinking is his view
concérning the Scriptures. It is his doctrine of the Word which
mekes it poseible for him to accept the theory of evolution in
preference to the Biblical account of creation. In defense of his
position Brumner maintains that there are some statements in the
Seriptures which reflect the views of antiquity, e. g., %he pic-
ture of the universe set forth in Genesis 1. Thesa statements, he
asserts, are outdated because of recent scientific discoveries,
But, after all this should not bother the Biblical scholar, for the
main idea which the Genesis account is attempting to convey is that
in the event of creation God was behind the scenes, and that the
end product of evolution is a creature who bears a unique resem-
blance to the Divine. This particular application of Brunner's
concept of revelation may indeed seem inconsequential and harmlessy
nevertheless, it is extremely important, because it reveals the
fact that at times Brunner is more willing to accept certain un=-
proved theories of sciencs in preference to the statements of Scrip~
turs, Brunner explains his willingness in this connection by a
theory similar to that of Aquinas, which ingists that whereas faith
is the highest authority in the realm of revelation, reason is the
final authority in the realm of science. But the problem is thiss
how is one to make a clear-cut distinction between the area in

which science end reason are supreme and the ares in which the Serip=-
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tures and faith are supreme? In facing this issue Brunner him-
self is inconsistent and arﬂitfary; for he accepts unequivoeally
the theory of evolution simply because some scientists claim that
it is valid, and yet rejqcts the theories of certain psychologists
in spite of the fact that they insist with the same vehemeqce that
their findings are likewise valid. As a matter of fact, $runner‘s
basis for choosing at this point is somewhat subjective, and it is
precisely here that the danger of his viewpoint lies. For, al=-
though Brunner himself has set forth, for éhe most part, an accept-
abls view of man on the basis of his concept of Scriptures, yet if
this same view of Biblicml revelation were employed by anAIngersoll
- or a Rosenberg, an entirely different anthropology would smerge.
For instance, instead of reje?ting the "assured findings" of be-
havioristic psychology, the latter might accept them for the same
reason that Brunner accepts the theory of svolution. Brunner is
therefore guilty of doing that which he criticizes in rationalistic
philosophers; that is, he rejects a Biblical statement of faith
because something el se appeals more to his reason. His inconsigt-
ency in this respecf is noteworthy, for it has characterized the
whole Barthian approach to the Seriptures. Barth and his followers»
have seen the impotance of liberalism and consequently have raeturned
in many respects to 2 vital faith in the Scriptures. Howaver, they
sti1l retain some of the tenets of liberai theology; as a result,
their docirine of the Word is stated in such a Fay as to make pos-
sible the retention of these beliefs, especially in reference to

science and Biblical criticism. Herein lies the cause for Brunner's



inconsistency. Thersfore, although in general his doctrine of man
is Seripturally acceptable, yet it must be noted that the theoreti-
cal basis upon which his anthropology is built is fundamentally
unsound «

Nevertheless, this study of Brunner's concept of man has
been both refreshing and stimulating. And although one may not
agrée with all his concluéions, the eminent theologian of Switzer=
land deserves a hearing; for he is a thinker of great intellectual
acumen and, what is more, one who is irﬂ;ensely interested in the

probl ems of man.
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