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NTRODUCTION
A. Definition of Problem

Our problem 1s rather clearly and briefly suggested
in the title of‘ this thesis. It is to ascertain and set
forth Kant's idea of the origin of eovil, and then to trace
its influenee upon recent theology. Fhe problem is compli-
cated by the fact that there are contradictory positions
set forth by Kant in different ones of his vorks. The
problem is further complicated by the fact that while core-
taln recent theologlens of great contemporary influcnce
have undoubtedly been influenced by Kant, they have been
influenced only in certaein particulars of their theology
and not in others. It is also a part of our problem to

svaluate this entire trend of thought,
B. Significance of Problem

The significance of this problem can scarcely be over-
estimated. It would be a worthvhile exeveise simply to
stuly the great philosopher alone, with a view to learning
his teachings about moral evil, PBut when it is realized
that over 200 years after his death, some very prominent
theﬁlogians; go back to him for a suggestion in solving this
baffling theological problem, then 1% is seen to be even
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more worthwhile.

This problem, the origin of evil, is not purely an
abstract exercise, far removed from practical everyday morale
‘ity. Wwhile no final explanation has ever been given, it is
vet nedessary to a complete theology that one adopt certain
éositions with reference to it. And just which positions
are adcptaé mékes the éiffefaﬁce in oﬁe*s ovn code of ethics
ﬁetwéen'ﬁoraiity and immorelity, between responsibility and
irresponsibility, between reverance and hlasphermy.,

o Furthermore, the ramifications of tﬁis problem, as
will be shoym in the papér, will extend into virtually every
vital area of philasnphy and theology,

Cs. Procedurs Followed

The procedurs folléwed can easily be seen by a glance
at‘éha teble of contents, Beglimning with a statement of,
and en evaluation of Kent's generel metaphysics, we next
show how the framework of his solution to the problem of
evil is centaiﬁaﬂ in his genéral mebaphysics. After criti-
clising Kant's position, we next pfcceed into a statement and
appraisal of Kahtﬁs idea of a timeless fall as modified by
réeent theologians& Lastly, we attempt a frank evaluation
of the entire non-temporal fall ides, concluding with an

investigation of the most serious alternative solution to

the problem of the origin of evil,
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Ds Sources of Information

A comnplcte 3.3.st of my sources may be found in the
Bibliography at the end of the thesiss Some of these books
'ﬁreré naturally used more than otherss The entire thesis
of course, 'SWi.;s around Kents Among the recent theologlans,
Brunner wag studied more extenéively than any other man.
NMiebuhr®s position proved to be a most stimulating and
intercsting one. Fo R« Tonnant | and s Pu | tilliams were read
with great profiﬁ:@ Bailliey, Barth, and Yemple we:be vory
useful. From time to time in my thesis, it will also be |
noted that reference is maé.e to a number of philosophers,

studied mostly under Dr. Holtzclaw,
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CHAPTER I

KANT*S GENERAL METAPHYSICAL SCHENE

Our polnt of focus in Kent is his idea of evil, but we
can make no progress in understanding his idea of evil, nor
in evaluating it, until we see how it grows out of his general
nretaphysical scheme. Therefore, our first step is to set
forth briefly and clearly Kant's general philosophical po~
sitions. |

A. Background of His Thought

Fentts phllosorhy must be consldered agalnst the bagke
ground of the philosophies of geveral of his predecessors.
The beginning of the movement which influenced Kant so much
goes back to the day vhen René Descartes remained for a whole
day "shut up in a stove". In thet period he made his cele-
brated attenmpt to doubt all things; and found that he could
doubt all else, but not that he was doubting; that remained
certain. Hence his famouvs declaration "Cogito, ergo sum - I
think, therefore I am". From this baslie certainty of his
own exlstence, he endeavored to construet again the fabric
of knovledgee.

Deseartes, by reason of his starting pouint, involved
himself in the necesslity of hoiding thet the mind knows only
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its ovn ideas. DBut some of these are clear and distinct,
and the veracity of God (whose existence is supposed to be
esteblished by the Ontologicel Argument) guarantees that
these give real ;;ntawledge of the extended world. So Descartes
at last has three real entities « the mind, God, the oxtended
world - God being the link between the other tvos

on the Continent the rationalist elements in Descartes
were worked out, on the assumpticn that elear and distinct
ideas giﬁe knowledge of realitye This led through Spinoza
and Leibv3itz to the extreme dogmatism of wolfy In England
azicthe’r ‘strean was set flowing which epplied to the Cartes-
Jan scheme an empirical eritiéim,» ‘so that Locke denied the
objective realii;y of secomiary qualitiesy Berkeley also of
primary qualities, and Hume “of the mind itself - so that
there was nothing left but ideas or impressions @aused by
nothing and held by nothinge |

Here K&n‘ﬁ tekes up the tale and secks to unite the
English and Continental lines of thoag;ht; iec.y; the emplrical
and the rationalistic streams of thoughte |

Be Kan‘b“g "Gi’itiquev of Pure Reason®

Kant challenges Hume¥s premises. He claims Hume was
wrong in saying all knowledge comes from separato and dis-
$inet sensastions. 1In addition, says Kant, there 1s a know-

ledgoe that is independent of sense experlence, a knowledge
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vhich is certain to us even before experience, and therefore
*a priorit,.
| Kant demonstrated this in his "Critique of Pure Reason,"
e contends therein that experience is by no means the only
field to which our understanding can be canfined, There are
general truths vwhich bear the characher of an inward ne=-
cessity, and are clear and certaln in themselves.

Those truthz derive thelr necessery character from
the inherent structure of our minds, from the natural and
inevitable mamner in which cur minds must operate. The
great thosis of Kant is this - that the mind of man is not
‘passive wax upcn whichyezyerienda end sensation write
thelr adsolubte will; nor is it a mere abstrast name for the
series or group of mental states; it is an active orgen
which molds and coordinates varied sensations into unified
ideess.

Pub how does this come about? Xanbt answers by his Trane-

scondental philosophy, which i1s a study of the inherent

structure of the mind. Theie are two stoges in working ﬁp
sensations intoe the finicshed product of thought. (1) The
Plrst shoge 1s the co-ordination of sensations by applylng

to them the forms of yaréepﬁien - gpace and time. Kant calls

the study of this stege Transeendental Dothetic. (sensation

oz fecling).
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Ilow how &s it that the mind ehangesA sensations into per=-
ceptions? Out of the rmititude of stimili that play upon
the body, the mind acting as’ en agent of selection and
coordination uses | two sinple méthads Tor thé c_:lassi:{‘ieation
of the material presented to i t = the sense of gpace and
the sense of tims. The ming " allocates ‘its sensations in
space and tine. 'I‘herefore space end time are nob things
pverceived, but nodes of perception. TFurthermore, spaae and
time as modes of perception are va priori because it is
inconceivable that we shoulc‘i ever have any futurc e}'perienca
that Wlll not also involva them, And ‘necau.;e they are a
pr "0'":‘.,, they are absolu to and nefessar s

| (2) Now we come to 'bhe seeond stega of workiny up our
sensations into the ﬁnished proéueta of thought, This
stage he calls his "Transcendenﬁal Tlogie” {the science of'

the forms of thought).

In this section, Xenl analyzes those elemonts in our
‘thought which are given to ﬁ)érception by the mind. He shows
that the mind has levers which raise the perceptual knowe

ledge of objecta into the conceptual moviledge of \relati‘onm .
ships, sequences, and laws. Just as perceptions arranged
sensatvions around objects in space and time, so cbnaeptions
arrange perceptibns {objects and events) sbout 'i;he jdeas

of cause, unity, contingency etc. In short, the mind is

the coordination of experience., Semnsation then is unorgan-
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ized stimulus, perception is organized sensation, conception
is orcanized perception. And this order, sequence, and unity
comes not from the things themselvess; rather it is our
purpose 62 our mind that puts the order, sequence, and uniiy
upon them.

How ve come to Kant's Transcendental Dialectic,.

5o far Kant's analysls has shovn the vorld to be a product
to which the mind contributes as much by its moulding forms
as the things in the world contribute by sbtimii. Iicw Kant
declares that ve have no certein knovledge ebout exbernal
objeots except that they exigt.w An object as it appeavs to
us 1s a phenomenon, an appearsence, parhaps very different
fjom tﬁe "thinguin-itself."' In beiny experienced, an object
would be chenged for us by its passage through sensc and
thought, so thet we can know only its appearance, or phenoms
enon, or about the sensatlons we have of the object. This
makes him a duelistie reclist in his epistemology.

| Thié meanse Bhat we can never know the object as it
was before it was transformed into an idea, Thus this trans-
cendental dialectic judges that any attempt by science or
religion to go beybnd the limites of senclbility and to say
vhat uitimats reality is rwust end in mere hypothesgis,



Cy EKant's "Critique of Practical Reason®

Kant's Critiecal Philosophy leaves us wiih no more than
a problematlcal noumenal world beyond‘ the confines of our
humen experlence. Dut this meens ome real geln says Kant.
If wo cannot prove the existence of & God, we have at least
excludsed the possibility of aispmving; hime | |

Since the possibility reneins that & noumenal reallty
mey oxist, he gives in his "Criticue of Practical Reason"
another avenue of approach which enables him to postulate
the noumenal world at least as en object of faith.

If this phenomenal world were the only world, freocdom
would be excluded by the t_m.’x.versai law of causality.
Thercfore Kant is led to postulate the possibilitﬁ of &
noumenal realm in order to extricate himself from the
deterministic conclusion. |

He decldes it is concelvable that as a phenomenon,
an act may be strictly necessary, while yet in 1té reallty,
as it enters into the noumenal world, it is self-determined
and free. The possibility of freedom is t’hus nbt excluded. |
But we have this reason for believing in its actuality; it
1o necessary to postulate freedonm end an intelligible world
in order to satisfy the demands of the moral law,. ”

The essence of the moral life consists in obedience

to a law - the categorical inmperative. This law cannot be



derived from empirical sources sinee it Ey definition is
universal. The only way therefore to bring this highly
abstract law of duty to bear on actual conduct is to test
tho law of duty by its own abstract self-consisitency. if
anything is to bé our retional duty it must be of such a
ch&raeter that it can be aeted on by all ratlonal beinss
nder all circumstances wibthout resulting in inner sontra=

dictions The sole conbent of merality is ‘so to act that
ybur actién.may becone a universal laws

Just how Kent uses these resulis to nake po sible the
postulates of freedom, immortality end God will be shown
at lenpth in a later chapters “ |

We merely call attention here to the facl that-a,wide
gulf is made bebtwecen the resulits of reagson and the postulates

of the spiritual life in Kant's systen.
D, Kemt's "Critique of Judgment®”

In hls third work, the '*Critique of Judgment'y .lent
tries to make the gap between the reéults of reason and the
postulatés of the spiritual life a 1little less absolute |
by an analogy from aesietic eﬁgerience, and in giving an
adequate account of a biological organism, both of which
krequire purpose, but these points do not lead td any

genuine reconstruction of his position.
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Kant asks the question, Is there anybhing here in the
realnm of feeling that is universal and naaessary? And he
decides that beauty is. Reautiful objects scem to exhiblt
DULDOSEe VO Soe purpose in the beauty of a sunset. 0 wWo
can also see purpeose in a living creature which demands that
we go beyond a wmere secientific explanstlon. aAnd purpose.

hints atd the existencs of a PUrPOSSTe
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CHAPTER IX
AWALYSIS AND CRITICISM OF KANT'S EPISTEMOLOGY

A. Preliminaryiﬁemarks - Weaknesses of an
Eclectic System

As philosophers are in the process of erecting thelr
own reasoned edifices, it is customary for them to attempt
to destroy opposing philosophlcal structures, and to build
thelir positions'upon the crumbling ruins of the systems they
have attacked. In building a philbsophical systen, it seems
that an unavoidable step in the process is to tear down the
thought gystems of other men, and to defend one's owvn views
points against their alternative positions.

While this may be unfortunate, it is elmost a necessity
that it should be szo. One might prefer an eclectic systen,
which selects the best from every system. But while eclectic
systems may have the virtue of being more inclined to see
the good points of all systems, in point of fact they are
generally rather superficial and full of contradictions.

So, in writing a philoséphical dissertation; it sometimss
becomes necessary elther to build an eclectlc system which
is shallow and full of contradictions, or else to build a
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position that is more consistent, but which may tend to dis-
tort the structure of roality by one's own limited viewpoint.
As Rollo HMay puts it, "It is needless to say that such dis=-
tortion is not linited to psychologlsts; it is present,
generally spesking, in the explanations which all of us,
whether philosophers, theologians or ministers, give for the
supremacy of our own sect or point of view.,"l

I am aware that I em subject to the same limitations
of finiteness and limited outlook which characterize all
humans. But W‘hilé I might prefer to tread softly and toss
bouquets of flowers to each philosophical system, recognize—
ing that each haes its owmn pecx&iar olements of truth, this
would scarcely be a fit method to follow in a philosophical
thesis. |

It becomes necessary at the outset of a treatise on
philosophy, therefore, to evaluate and choose the particu=-
lar theory of knowledge vhich will undergird one's system.
Some have tried to build a systen without conseiously ac-
- cepting or rejecting eny theory of knowledge, Brunner for
example does not admit that he has any theory of knowledge
whatsoever. Yet it is always the case that such men proceed
unconsciously uvon some theory of Imowledge. I shall point

ut just how this iz so later on In the case of Brunner.
04110 liay = Garistendom - "Reason and Hmotion™ = D.oo?
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~ There have been many brilliant philosophers who have
taken opposite sides of this question, from the days of Flato
{en Idcalist) and Aristotle (a Realist) on down to the present.
And there are obviously meny cogent reasons for and against
each, Dut ss I have pointed out, it is necessary to adqpt
some theory, either consciously or unconsciously, so I am
bringing mine ocut into the open here ih connection with my
analysils and ceriticisn of Eant's epistemology.

I an employing the terminology used by De. C. Macine-
tosh in his "The Probiem of Religious Knowledge".

According to Macintosh, there are two basic eplastemological
points of view.

l. Epistemologlical rcalism, or monlstic realism says
+hat a man is able to have direct knowledge of objective
reality - whether 1t be of the physical world or whether it
be of the spiritual world.

2., Dualistic Realiscm says there 1s a numerical dis~
tinction between what I look at and my ldea of it. What I
percelve is only my idea of it. _

Realism may be subdivided into extreme monistic reélé'.
iem {naive realism) which says there is nothing between n'ze'
and the object of perception which distorts my kmowledge
of it. In the realm of religion, the mystic vho clains to
have a direct knowledge of God would be an extreme monistic
realist. But there is also the critical monistic realist
who ié aware of the fact that some of the things he migh‘b :
attribute to the object of perception (or apprechension) may

be subjective., In religion for exanple, we may sometimes
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mistakenly attribute to God that which does not belons to
Him, Ve may have mistaken guldance from prayer. But’ the
fac'b :‘remainé ‘that we do have contact with God and know Him
at 1east to some small degreec.

Epistemological dualism may be subdivided into ﬁualls‘cic
realism and into monistic ideallsm., Its essential in-
gredient is that a man can know only his ideas. But as to
.vmether”ﬁhezi'e is an abjec‘tiﬁe reallity beyvond,‘ the dualistie
rea_li‘st would say yes, there are objective reaiities beyond
the ideas.» Kant would be classified here, It is the posi-
tion taken by all those of the representative percention
school. The monistic idealist would hold 'thaﬁ our ideas
are all that exist - there is no reality.beyond. Hegel
is such a complete idealist,

Be Xantts Epistemology Analyzed

Briefly stated, Kent's philogophical structure is
erected on the following theory of knowledge, There are no
innate fdeas in the sense of complete ldeas prior to ex~
perience, I;nowleége‘ begins with experience, vhich consgists
of the ideas we have when we perceive the world, DBubt while
knowledge begins with experience, there is snother kind of
knowledge which is a priori. In other words, this a priori
knowledge is distinet from the knovledge gained from cx~
perience; yet it is never found apart from experience; nor

does it ever go beyond experience,
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Kant makes no signlficent advance over Hume's position
apart from his addition of g priori knowledge, which is
algo entlirely subjectives Thus we are shut up to a know=
ledge merely of our ideas, or of the phenomenal vorld. The
noumenal vworld which includes the physical world, the self,
end God is not an object of knovledge for us. Ve can never
know things-~in-themselveg. Any position which has these as
objects of knowledge would necessitete causality if in-
ferential processes are involved to prove them. Bub caus=
ality is.g:nriari, and therefore cannot be used o prove the
noumenal world. This means thad Xantts epistemology prevents
him from admitting that the noumenal world mey either be
known &iredtly or that it may be deduced. iaturally, under
this system, there 1s no place for even an effort to ad-
vance theistice proofs. |

Kant is thus chut up completely within his subjective
world. There is no possible vay for the external world to
act upon his subjective mind in a recognizable way. The
spiritual world, the material world, the self canunot be
objects of knowledgze, Shis is complete agnosticism no
better than Hume left us, except for Kant's addition of
the subjective mental categotries of thought. But even these
are subjective and cen enable us to know nothing of the
noumenal waid. The total result therelfore, of XKant's

epistemologﬁﬂis to lecWe ug In an altogether unsatisfaétory
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subjective predicanent.

Ce. Xant's Epistemology Criticized

T+ so happens that this duslism has a more hermful
practical result with reference to the spiritual world thgn
in the case of the physical world. Ue are left without
knowledge of either. Yet we are forced to go on living in
the physical world in as real a sonse as 1f we had never
denied the vossibility of knowing it. But an agnostic ..
attitude toward the spiritual world may haﬁe decidedly
haymful consequences. Hot being able to prove there is a
God, we may then choosge to live as though He did not exist,.
Therefore, mich a theory of knowledge is hot a very stable
foundation on which to build a theologye

And there is this to be sald sgeinst dusllsm -~ It asw
sunmes the complete unrelisbility instcaed of the relia-
bility of the primary relations of thought, which itgself
1s en assumption of no small import. Sinee en agsumption
is involved even here in the dualistic théary of knowledge,
thie means thet an element of faith ig involved, The line
between Fact and theory is brokeu dovm., This mcans that
the daualist is compelled to rely on eovidence which is cirve
cunstantial in nature as truly as does the realist. If
neither is sble to orfer any ground vhich is indvbitable
as a starting point, then why not teke the theory uwhich says

that we can have some know;edge of the external world?
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There is another line of reasoning which weakens
decldedly the dualistic theory of knowledge. If we asked
Rant to prcve that we kmow only our idéas, or phenonena, he
would be compelled Lo sbknowledge that this fundemental
idea Involved assumpiion., Ile inherited this duslism from
Hume, who accepted it from Berkeley, who in turn btock it over
- When hé accepted Descartest representative perception. But
when Berkeley took this over from Descartes, he then pro-
ceded to deny the evidence upon which alone this doctrine
cen be based. That evidence is the acesunption of the oX-
istence of a reél world which ceuses the ideas in our minds.
But Berkeley denies the existence of the external vorld,
Therefore he has cut out the only means dy vhich he or
Descartes or anyone can ecstablish the fact that we kmow only
our 1deas. lNow Xant tock over this theory of knowledge that
- we know only our ideos from fume end Berleley. Yet he will
not adomlt the existencézof the nowmenal world as a cause
of the ldeas in the mind, Therefore he has oub out the
only means by which he could @ro#e that we know only ourx
ideas, Therefore, Kant's starting point, as does Berkeley's,
involves the unproved assumption that we know only phenomena.
8o this dualistic theory of knowledge doos not have the
adventaze so often attridbuted to it that it gives us cer-
tain knowledge. This is simply not true. There is an elenent
of faiﬁh here jﬁst-és there is in a realist theory of knowe

ledge.
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From thils second line of reasoning, we reach
the Same conclusion that both reslist and duaiist are comn=
pelled to rely on evidence that is circumstential in natures
Both must see that the line betveen faect and theory is
broken dowms }

We nay offer here these further consideralions in favor
of & Realistic posgition¢ PFirst, it is in accord with the
universal convicition of men that ve Imow a real exbernal
world both physicel ond snirituels seconé,; the dualistic
theory goes back to the gharp dichotomy which Descartes
nade between nind ond matter: Today there are meny con-
sidorations that indicete there is no such sharp ﬁichotomya
1ind end ratter are intimetely related: 4n Idec in our minds
wﬁll produce a reaction in ouvr bodies. Ehey clearly seem to
interacts Since the doctrine was reared irn the Tirsdy place
on the sup.osition of its wide severance; end since there
is evidence against the existence of such a wiﬁe~severance;
then vhy not give up duaslism which precipitates us into
agnosticism if followed oub with sitrict logic? Third; even
if‘a aﬁalistie,posi%ion.were a&ogtedg even if the assumption”
of the wide severance between mind and natter be sccepted;
just what is solved by setting up an idea between the mingd and
natter? There‘still-rémain difficultics that are just as

insolu ble as the initial difficulty of how mind%n krow
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mattér; fifsﬁ, there 1s the difficulty of proving how the
mind ecan know an ideé, and second, there is the difficulty
of proving how an idea can know nmatter. Instead of solving
anything, a dvalistic position introduces new problems 0
be solved; it involves one in infinite regress.

Fourth, it seems more reasonable to me that we should
trust our faculities than that we should distrust them. IT
I decide to distrust my faeulties, vwhat basis om I going
to stand on vhen I knock them down? In order %o do this, I
must believe that gome of my nature is trustworthy in order
to sssert that ﬁhe rest is note. An egnostic dualistic po=- |
sition is thus ﬁtterly inconsistent with itself. It turns
in op itseld like a sueke biting its own back.

Fifth, a realistic epistemology eliminates the threat
to our religious falth which is involved in the doctrine that
we kiow only our ideas. %o adept a dualistie thecfé of Imov-
ledge 1s to toke an incipient agnosvic eplstemological po-
sition. The lolder of such a view is able 0 exewcise faiti
that his ideas correspond to reality, but he can never know
the reality itself, Wwhile such a view would meke no appre-
ciable difference in one's life in the physiecal vorld, i#
might have very serious results in his atbitude toward the
spiritual world. When a person concludes that he cannot
know Goé, but that he cen know subjective erperiences,

‘there is a natvrgl tendency for him to put God and the
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suthority of raligion on & lover level than his ownlsubject~
ive experiences. True, there have been many devoutly re-
ligious men who have gone through 1ife with this incipient
agnosticlem at the basis of their thinking. BDut my point

iz that such a theory of knovledge ¢oecs not furnish a very
stable foundation for religion. DBub once we see that we
know the external world on exzactly the seme basis as we know
the spiritual world, religion is placed in & stTonser po=-
sition. ¥Feith iz nceded in conneeticn vwith our lkuowlodpe
of both spirlitusl end ohysical world. “here is no nore
Justification for agsuming that our Taculities completely de-
ceive us in connection with the one than vwith the other.

A frult of this sgnostie theory of knowledge is our
modern llberal theology. Schlelemscher, for exemple, starte-
ed Jjust vhere Kent loft him. e holds that expoerience is
central; theology is the explicotion of my subjective ox=
periences Rltschl slso has a similar epistemology. Doarth
and Brunner, as wghshallﬂéevelcp later, hold virtually this
same view. Theydgéek to emphasize the opposition, the
tengion, the dlalectic between falth and rcasone Thus the
light of revelation is seen all the brighter sgainst the
darkness of human rcason. In fact, they rejoice in the op=
posktion thot comes between reason and speclal revelation.

While it bhas not been true of the theologians of Crisis

it is a foirly accurcte assertioh to say that this aznoshic
¥
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tendency hes generally worked out into its lozical end in
humanisme So we concluCe that the only way to oliminate this
tendency to agnosticism is to eliminate the duelistic theory}
of;knowleége.

3ixth, a realistic theory would seem to be tho bnly
nolnt of_vieW'which would account adequately for what.séems
to be real syiritual knowledge. (a) I we hold that our
experience of values is trustworthy, then tho values must
be objective. And if we say that values are objective, then
are we not saying that we do have a direet knowledye of the
noumen&l? {b} If we say that we have fellowship with God
in orayer, or that we have gulidence from hiﬁ, then we are
affirning a dirvect knowledge of the gpiritusl roalm. This
latver might be denied by a non-relislous person, but the
experiencing of values as objective is true for anyono.

Van Dugen in "The Plain ian Secks for God" lists six
reasong whlch point almoat irresistibly to the fact bhat
values have an objectlve reality. (1) HMan's universal con=

sclousness of valuesg and his universal bellel ﬁhaﬁ the values
of which he is conscicus arc objective ig van Dusen?s firs;
roasoile (8) Practically, values ave the most irportant
factors in life. stranse Indeed would be a definltion of
the 'real' which would Jdeny rsality to such forces. e nmight
as well deny the rcality of consciousness as tho reality of
that which inpels and coatrols conociocusness.{d) There is

no other way to account for the development of the recognition
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of valucs within human consciousness save as men's response
60 a prior and cliciting stimulus in the nature of things,
{4) A charge agalnst the objective reallty of velucs may be
urged with equal power agelnst the objective reality bf
*facts', of the world of nature. Ultimately, they stand

or fall together. To be sure, we do not ool the aifficulty
of the subjective distortion of objective reality so acule-
ly when we are deallng with nature. For the fects of nabture
are usually tangible and measurable, susceptible of immedlate

* ne

verification throuch the scuasces eand of scientific verifi-

CNTIIES

atlcal aoris. Lot values

cation through ilmpersonal mail
are more subble, intangible, versonal. agreament is nore .
difficult; She crlteria for verifying ﬁﬁe reality of values
are fer more delicate. But it is a difference in criteria,
not in the peality of what is belng tested. (5) Also the
sensitive consclence feels itse;f cormanded Ly en ébsoluta
morel law which 1s ségehOW‘wr'tten into the ultinste nature

- of things. History gives abundant witnesc to the reallty of .
the moral orders. The plight ol the worid today can scarcely
be interpreted otherwise than as hisbory's stern reuinder
that we live in a world where material and seliish idesals
cannob finally prevail. {6) Lastly, values appear at the
highest level of a continuous but hicrarchical cosmic process.
This would seem to point to values as belng the key to the

meaning of cosmic evolution,



Van Dusen does not clain thet any one of these reasons
is conclusive, but he doss say that “"the a«*recmefzt of the
six in thelir eozmo;‘x swgges‘cioﬁ cives it a force vhich ought
to be invineible.” T this ic true, and I believe it is,
then the organic Intordopendence snd relative inportance
of the bwo orders which Kant and his school soughbt to sever
g fully revesled. Accordingly, the realnm of values is
orzanic to, and the c¢limax of, a cosmic procops which has

its shructurel hase in the nateriasl owrder of The realn of

If we agroe that The aubjective nredlcament in which
dvalig leaves us ig an unsabisfoctory ovie, how may we
egeape from 149 Tamole $01lls us in his fanoug GITTord

lectures, “If I were . asked what wag the most disastrous |
moment 1:0, the history of Europe I should be strongly 'bempted
to anower bthat it wos that period of leisure vien Ren
Descartgsm..urenmined for a viole dayYshut up alo*le in a
stovaihg

I em inclined to egree with him that this Cartesian
*faux-past has sent speculative thought out on a futile
quest in a vrong direction.

choi‘ding to Baillie, nijore and more the conviction

hag been borne in upon us that the only way to get out of
the ego=-centric predicement is never to get into it."

L Van Dugen - Yhe Piain Man seclis Tor God = Dedlad

2 'zemple -~ Nature, Man and God ~ p.57

3  John Balillie =~ Quy Enowl eﬁue of (0d = n.lo@
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We have already suggested some reasons for thinking in terms
of aenother theory of knowledge which is realistic. Martineau
states his reason for sdopting a different theory of knowledge
in a clear, compelling vway.

He gives this theory in his "Right, as Unliversally
‘Valid,,"& While not eritlicizing Kant primarily, he does
level some words against a dualistic theory of knowledge such
ag Kant held. He argues that such a theory would require
us to treat our whole inner life as so many personal phee
nomenae. It proceeds on the supposition that our natures
deceive us, and when they present us with what is "other
than one's self,” they are meroly entertalning us with
dreams vhich are a part of ourselves.

Of course there is no guarantee agalnst such an illusion
if we entertain such a theory of knowledge as would aeny
to us direct kmowledze of anything save our owm ideas. ' But,
| ~continues Martineau, whoever argues thus is assuming "the
unveracity, instead of the verscity, of the primacy rela=-
tions of thought," and is reducing "all intellectual }éro-
cedure to the enalysis of personal phenomena,"S thereby
proclaiming universal sgnosticism.

Martineau clearly states that he takes what each faculty
reports as to its correlative term, Thig would make his
4 Caldecott and Mackintosh - (Kthical Thelsm - James Marbtine

eau) p. 388

§ Caldecott and Mackintosh - Selections from the Literature
of Thelsm - (Ethical Theism --James Martineau) p.389
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theory of knowledge monistic realism, When this position
is modified by making it a gritical monistic realism, it is
safeguarded from tho objection of its being a nalve real-
ism,

liost of the objections to a monistic realistic epist-
emology fall into thin air as soon as the force of the crit-
lcel monistic reslism is recognized, Admittedly, a naive

Lo

realism is untenable, It simply does not account for such

phenomena as illusions, color-blindness, mirages, mistaken
ideasvof‘God, mistaken guidance through preyer. But when
one safeguards a monistic reslistic epistemolosy by making
it eritical, he comes nearer a view that 1s tenable, The
critical monistic realist recognizes that when external reality
is sereened through man's faculties, it mey suffer some
important alterations or distortions. For example, rail-
road tracks appear to come together at some distant point.
An object appears to us as possessing color; yeb there is
evidence that the color is in our minds. Certain objeots
eppear to us as polids; yet physics is telling us there
may be mostly space between the infinitesimally small protons
and electrons, of which they consist.aAlso, men have such dif-
ferent ideas of God, of rizht and wrong.

- All of these examples are fatal for the extreme monistic
realist. But the critical monistic realist realizes that

some of the things he might attribute to the object of per-
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ception or apprehension may be subjective. In religion, for
@myle; the fact that men have conflicting idens of the will
of God is a fact that upsets the nalve realis¥s position.
But the critical monistic realist replies that the universal
oxistence of conscionce testifies that all men have some
knowledge of God, although 1t may be very partial and very
emall. |

#With reference to the railrocad tracks, the eritlcal
monistie realist contends that we kmow the objective reality
of the tracks, but their coming together is a subjective
distortion. VWith reference to color, he would say that the
object itself is known, but the color is a su’b,jee‘!s:i:mj dig-
tortion (if this is a scientific fact -~ I am not sure that
it is), Or he might oven contend that there were certain
chemical combinations which are objects of knowledgs, but
their appearance as color is subjective. With reference to
tho supposed lack of solidlty in objects ve have been ace
customed to think of as solid, the critical monistic realist
might have more difficulty. Eub even f this theory (I
understand 1% is xiot yet fully verified as a sclentlfic fact)
should be proved, he could still assgert that vhile the object

consists of pmtons and electrons (atoms), that he knows

something of what they are in comblnation, even though solidity
itself is bubjective, '
All that the criticel monistic realist need coatend is
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that his faculties do not completely degeive him with reference
to objective reality. If he knows an object, even if his
 knowledge 1s pexrverted, partlal, and small, his position’
that mind can know something of matter is still vindicated.

What about the charge which Leig;htc:h makes that a
realistic epistenology plunges one into materialism, which
is a' phiidsaphical aberration? He is of course erroncously
ascribing to the realist the position that there is bub one
su'bstémce, that there is no differcnce betwcen miad end
matter. Bub a realist does not necesssrily have to relin-
qﬁish hdlding to the two substances, nind and matter, as
separaﬁé and distinet. He merely asgerts that they are not
as completely different as the dualist would have us believe.
And thére is increasing evidence froam science to show that
boﬂy: and' mind are hot poles apart after all. Hatter and mind
are closely related. Body and mind interact. This is a
far cry from making them identical, Perhaps there is some
glight denger of the nalve realist lapsing into materialism,
but the critical monistic realist, vhen he admibs a piace for
subjective distortion of external reality, is forever saved
from the charge of materielism. |

‘Let it be admitted that the monistic realist has no
complete answer to the guestion as to how mind is able to
know matter. He merely holds that the evidence poin‘bé in the

direction of the fact that mind is able in some unexplainable



way to know matter directly, This is no better in this
partiéular, but neither is it eny worse, than dualism, and
all the coﬁsiderations listed above, I belie;\re:,- tip the
balence in a realistic‘_di‘mctiozi, Dualismv cannot explain
either how mind knows an idea, or how the idea knows matter.
There is mystery here regardless of one's theory of knowledge.

Anbther- objection ig raised to monistic ree.lism in
‘“The World end the Individual® by Josiah Royce. Royce
contends that the mcnistic realicst cemnot account for mem=
ory and iﬁagination, But this objection has no force unless
one isA inclined in the direction of a completely idealist
syétem, as Royee is. Both the ﬁualistie rcalist and‘ the
monistie realist have“theories of knoviledge vwhich are de=-
sﬁ.gned merely to explaln how mind knows matter. They do not.’
say that this is thg_:.nj_);_'n_}lv function of which mind is capable,
There 1s g world of i'oom left for both mcmoi'y and Imagination
in a monistic realﬂ.;;t position. |

Then ﬁ_ms theory of lmowledge“is Iapplied consistently,
itv enablés us to have some direct knowledge of external
reality - of the moral and spiritﬁal world and the physical
'mrid. Such a tﬁeory of knowledge gives ﬁs en "obhJjective
-aﬁ*i;hcrity!’ :in the case of morai exporience which is an
"object of immediate knowlefge, on the same footing of certain-

6
}_y s the aggrehension of the external naterial world,®

6 Caldecott and liackintosh = Selections from the Literature
. of Theism ~ (Ethical Thelsm --James Martineau) p.389




Agoin Mertineau says, "I know of no logical advantage which
the belicef in finite objects around us can boacst over the
belief in the infinite and righteouns causge of all.”7

This makes a complete perallelism between the vay we
kndw_the extornal esuthority in moral erperience, end the
external world in percention. "The exbternality in the one
case, the authority in the other, the causality in bolh,
are knowm u@on exactly the same terms, and carry the some
gnarantee of their vali&ity."8 So nothing more is necded
for this moral revelation than the same fundemental falth

on which all our physicel knowledrce rests.

-7 Ibid., D.389
8 Ibid., De393
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CHAPTER IIX

TIE IDEA OF THE ORIGIN OF EVIL IN KANT'S
PHILOSOFHY

A. The Idea of a Timeless Fall Prior to Kant
The 1dea of evil which Kant develoned was nob

entirely an innovation. Thero had been earlier attonpis
along the nne of a timeless Fall, Origin, for example,
during his Alexandrine period, allecorized Genesis III, in
accordance with the treditional Alexandrine exegetical methods.
He rcad lnto his treatment the theory borrowed from rlato's
"Phaedrus} of a pre-natal fell of individual souls. Ie thus
affirmed *Qriginal Righ‘beousnéss', but referred it to &
transcendent and extra~temporal mode of exlstonece, where aleo
supposelly the pre-natal fall took place,

The Plabonic nmyth of the fall of the soul from tho
celestial sphere previous to its carthly life appears again
in the systenis of Philo and Flotinuss. It alse findg a
distant echo in the speculations of Erigena, But vhat in
21l theseo thinkers was but en vnsubgtaniial dream is in Kand
a serious deduction from his theory of lmo*.’vle‘dge and of

morals.
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Be Framework of Solution to Problem of Evil
s Taken from Kent's Major :orks

In his Crituge of Pure Reason, Kant shows that we can
only have Imowledge of vhat 1s the objcet of possible ox-
perience, of the sensible, phanomenal- world. bug
the possibility of a supersensible or noumenal world is left
open. In his Critigue of Practical Reason this possibility
is exchanged for necessity. A supersensible sphere and a
supersengidble nature for men, indevendent of relations of time,
arc demanded by ';hé Tects of our moral experience. In the
. sengible world our actions are but parts of the cause and
efi‘é_ct sequence which characterizes nature, and vhich is
vholly deternined. However, the freocdom of will demanded
by ocur consciousness of the morel law (* I ought' neces~
sarily implies 'I can'), belongs to us as supersensible
béingss. It is from this dualism between the phenomenal and
rounenal man thot Kant -altecks the problen of the origin of
evil in his later work "Religion vithin the Limits of Mere

Reason."
C. Religion Within the Limits of lMorc Reason

Vhen is ovil brought about? Kant answers thot it is
brought about vhen a man odopts the impulses of his sonsow
nature, rather than the dletates of his reason, into his

*maximgt or the subjective ruling principles which his will



appoints to itself for the excreise of its frecdom. The
subjectlive ground Tor the possibility oi adopting evil mexims
is the thing to be accounted for. his, howover, comnot be
due to eny determining act in tine, for then evil would be-
long to the empirical realm governed by necessity, and so
would be no ‘lcnger moral evil. It is therefore an innate -
‘blas or ﬁmpensity, in the gense that it is in force before
any' usé%.—ioi’ freedom 1s experienced. It is therefore in man

at his birth. "The following explanation is necessary in
order to define the conception of this propensity. Every
propensity is either physical, thet is, it appertsins to
mants will s a physieal belng; or it is moral, that is,
appordalning to his elective will as a moral beinge In the
Tirst sense there 1s no propensity to moral evil, for this
mist opring from freedom, and a physical propensity (founded
on sensible lmpulses) to any particular use of freedom, whether
good or evil, ls & coniradiction. A propensity to evil, then,
can only attach to the elective will as a moral faculiy,

liow nothing is morally bad {that is, capable of being imputed) -
but what is our om act. On the other hand, by the notion of
a propensity we understand a subjective ground of detormi-
nation of the elective will antecedent to any ncl, and which
is consequently not itself an act. nHence there would be a
contradiction in the notion of a mere propensity to evil,
unless indeed this word 'act* could be taken in two distinet
sensges, both reconcilable with the rotion of freodom, Now
the term *aclt' in gencral applies to that use of frecdom by
vhich the supreme mexim is adopted into one's elective will

{ couformably or contrary to the law), &s well as to that in
vhich actions themselves (as to their metter, that is, the ob=
Jects of the elective will) ave performed in accordance with
that maxim. The propensity to evil is an act in the former
sense {peccatun originarium), andis at the same time the
formal source of every sct in tho second sense, which in its
matter violates the law and 1s called vice {peccatum deri=
vatum)s; and the first foult remaing, even though the cecond
nay be often avoided {(from motives other than the law iitself),.
The former is an intelligible sct only cogniseble by rcason,
apart from any condivion of time; the latter scnsible, empiwe
rical, glven in time (factum phaenomenon), The former is
egspecially called, in cogiparison with the second, a mere
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propensity; and lnnate, becauseit ceamnot be extirpated(since
this would require that the supreme maxim should be good,
vhereas by virtue of that propensity itself it is supnosed
to be bad); and especially because, although the corrupition
of our supreme maxim is our owm act, we cannot assipn any
further cause for iti, enymore than for any fundemental attrie
bute of our nstures” : ,

"lNow this propensity i1tself must be considered aos morale-
ly bad, and consequently not as a nabural property, but as
something that can be imputed to the man, and conseguenbly
nust consist in maxims of the elective will which are opposed
to the law; dbub on account of freedom must be looked upon
ag in thamselves conbingent, which is inconsistent with the
universality of this badness, unless the ultimate subjective
ground of all mexins is, by whatever means, intervoven with
humanity, and, as it were, rooted in ids hence wie ecll this
g natural propensity to evil; and as the man rust neverthe=
less, elweys incur tho bleme of it, 1t mey be called oven a
radical badness in human nature, innate (but none~the~less

-z

GIrawl UDON US DY oursolven).ne

In these quotations, we cee that this evil vhich Kenb
denominates "radical tadness®, must have its origin in our
frecfom, must belong to the supersensible sphere, and must
be the nature of a supersensible or timeless act. It cannot
be traced further in the noumenal recalm without emtering
upon an infinite regress. Beyond this, then, no light can
possibly be throvm upcn the sourceo of evil. " In the last ro-
sort, Kant teachss, it is quite inscrutable,

X% ig hard to say exactly what is this ? intelligible.
act' with which Kant identifies the evil propensity. The
tact® is banished from our temporal or phenomenal life, but
is not referred to a previous existences It is strict_lﬁr

timelesgs. ®Origin (primary) is the derivation of an effect
from i%s nrimory cause, that is, one whieh is not in its
turn an effect of another cause of the same kind. It may be
considered either as a rationsl or a temporal origin. In
the former signification, it 1s only the existence of the
%r;fzae‘b -that ia considered; in the labter, 108 ocCuUUDNCS
Religion Within the 5y €Le LI = AbDOTLTS ‘Irans
. DD« 337 -338 . '
2 Ibvid - IIX -(Ahbot,; Eantis Theory of Ethics) p.539

ation
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co that it is referred sg en event to 1ts causc in Tine.

When the effect is referred to a cause which 15 connecved
with 1t by laws of frcedom, 2g is the case with moral evil,
+then the determination of the elective will to the production
of 1t is not reparded as connccted with 1ts determining
prineiple in time, but merely in the conception of the reason
end connot be deduced as from any antecedent state, which on
the other hand must be done when the bad actlon, considered
as an event in time, is referred to its physical cause.
It is a contradiction then to seek for the time-origin of
Proe actions as such {as we do with physical effects); or of
the moral character of man, go far as it is regarded as con=
tinsent, because this is the principle of the use of freedom,
and this (as well as the determining principle of free will
generally) must be sought for sixply in conceptions of
reason."<

This * iantelligible act? is therefore the rational, not

the temporal origin of our evil, And it is equally the
origin of all our ampiricai actions as of the first. Lvery
bad action, when we inquire into its rational origin, rust
be viewed as i1f the man had fallen into it dircetly fronm

the state of innocence..

D. Effect of Tall on HMature of lMan According
‘ba. Eent '
{a) Radical Badness

As a i'emxlt of the non~temporal fall, mem is corrupted
jn the center of his beinz, in his w:lli. Eanb calls it a’
"rad‘iqai innate evil in human neture,™ 2 "natural propensity
o cvifl.v“’é He actually coes so fer in characterizing it as
to say, "This evil 1s :f:*;x‘;ice:ﬂ. . ﬁénaa.se it corrupbs the ground
of all maxing; it is, moreover, as_a natural propensity, |
3 Ibid IV ~ [Abbotid) pe.94? :

4 TReligion Within the Linmlits of Reason Alone -'I. Kent
Translated by J. M. Greene and H., He Hudson = pe28
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inextirpable by human powers, since extirpation could occur
only through gooa.maxims, and cammot take place when the
ultimate subjeg%ive'ground of all maxims ig postulated as

. . o
COrTUD s wwnwe®

(b) Man Can $till Accomplish A Moral Revolution.
Aiter the above positive and conclusive sta%aﬁents about
man's basic eorruntion of the will, it micht come as a sur=
price tonlearn that Rant holds ﬁith equél tenaaiousnessvto
mants ability to bring aboubt & moral revolution by bis owmn

rovers, and of himself bocome a good man. Yot duty bids

us do this (accomplish this revolution), and duty demands
nothing of us vhich we cannot do. YThere is no reconciliation
possible here except by saying thot men is under tho nocege
sity ofy and is therefore canable of, a Tevolution in his
cast of mind, but only of gradual reform in his sensuous
NAtUTCenmeoal

Kant himself faces squarely the contradiction involved

here. "But does not this restoration throush one's ovm ox-
ertions directly contredict the postulate of the innate COD-
ruption of men which unfits him for =1l good? Yes, to be
SUrBesessict the postulate in question is not opposed to the
pogsibility of this restoration itsmelf. For vhen the moral
law commands that we ought now to be bebter men, it follows
inevitably that we must be eble to be bebier men.”

Whenee originates this counteraction to ments redieal
evil? Kant has to retreat agein to the nocumenal. reclm to
resolve this dilerma. "This is true of everything which is
to be regarded as an event in tinme {as chance), and to that
extent as necessory under the lews of nature, while at tho
same time 1ts opposite is to be represented as possible
v Religion WIThIR €16 LITIeS Of Reavon Alons = To Tant

Tranglated by Y. M. Greenc and H1 H, Hudson - DedO

6 Ibid =~ pe 43
7 Ibid - p, 46
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throuzh freedon under morel laws." In other words, just

as Xant was forced to retreat to the inscrutable timeless
realm for en exvlenation as to how the fall took nlace, jush
so ho gays it is necessery to retresat to the same inscrutable
realn to explain man's ability to change from badness %o

goodness by his ovm unalded powers,

Es Oriticicsms
Phe criticisms of this idea of a non-temporal Fall
will be reserved until aficr our treatuent of certain recent
'&heoloéia:ns who have edopted a solution of the origin of
evil similer to Ke_nt's; Here we’shall give certalin criti-
cicms 1vﬁich are applicsbie primarily to the Kantian tresinent
of evil; 3 _

The basic criticism I would make Just hore is the fact
that J there is o fundsmental conbtradiction between his po-
sition in the "Critique of rractical Reason” and his npo=-
sition in *’Reiigion Within the Limits of Reason Alone.® In
the "Critique ofi Practical Recgon" Kant exhlibits a conparativo-
1y shallow optimism about the ability of humen beinge to
obeoy the mazxins of the moral law, *'I ought; therefore I cant
protty weoll sums up his thinking. But in bis "Religion Withe
in the Limits of Reacon Alome" he has a theory of sin which .
stands in comploete contradiction to his ggenej:*a.l systonm. in
i’act; if his theory of "Radical Bvil were allowed to have

1ts logicel impliestions, it would shetter hig genoral system
8 1bid = Ds 46
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of éthics. Radical evll 1z man's inclination to corrupt'

the im@eratives of morality so thot they becoze a screen for
tho ezpre sqlon of geli-lovs, Il declares this ovil to be
*"adical' becauze 1t corrupts the very baslis of all maxins.
In this analysis of bhe Human capacity for sclf-decepbion
end its ebility to make the worse appecr the bebtber rosson
for the sake of vroviding a moral facads for selfish acbions,
Kent peneirates into cpivitusl intricacies and mysiteries to
which he seems to remsirz blind in his “Critique of Practical
Reasone”

Another more insuperable dlfficulty grows outd of his
atbempt to answer the question, Is veforamation possible. THe
replics: Yes g3 for it 1= a duty. Tou ought; therefore you
cans How the return Tfrom eovil to szood is
igdeed be comprehended, but the orviginal foll from good to

s qeuelly lncorprehensible, and yebt is a fact, soys
Kant. Now, freedom which belongs to the superscasible realm
cannot be determined by anybhing in the phenomenal world;
consequently, if freedon has, apart from tiue, glven the
man a debermination, then no eveniin time can produce a
chanpe. Hay, i1t would be & conbtradiciicn to suppose the ve-
moval of en act in the nounenel world by a succe ing acte |
Contrary or contradictory atiributes cannot be atibributed
to the same subject ewcept under the condition of tiwe, TP

thsrefo"ﬁ, the intclligent bolng is timeoless, we cqu30u DO G~
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sibdly attridbute o It two decicions, of which one annuls the
other, Xant 1s not at all consistent hers, for he arguesy
that 1t is not nosgsoible to degtroy this redical cerruption
by humen power, but only to overcome it. Vhy deses he not
conclude horec, I oushd nn qestroy it, thercfore I can?

Even 1T this "I can® were granted, 1t would be only a

theoretical, not a tical poseibility, If the nan ene
dowed with the facultiec in their true subovdination, with
reason suprems, has yobt not had ztrongth or purity of will

to remaln so, vhat practical possibillty is shere that having
this subordination porverted he can restore 1t%? There is
Ob?icusly an externgl ald necegsary here, Not thol enything
vholly external could effeect the change, which com only be
produced by‘Scmething oporating on.man’s ovn noral notire;
but ag Abbobtt puls 1%, “there must be e norel leverage, an
externel fulcrunm, ohoun ste. tuch ald, such leverige orc pro-
vided by the Chris tian,rﬂlluion. It has introduced s ncw
notive, yorfeetly orivinul cnd unique, the overpovering fgrce
of which has been provided in many cruclal InstenceS..ss"
'Another criticlem grows out of Kenl's view of the source
of obligation in the Avtonomy of tho wille It would ccem
that a law, in order to be a lew, must be above the noture

to wﬁich it is 2 law, and vhich is subjeet to it. 4 being

which bave Itself the moral ge freolom, thorefore,

is Auvtonomy, wnould not be conscious of obtiﬁ binn or dunty,
A Religion Within the ILimitc of Pure Reason = Intro, - izld




since the moral law vould coincide with ibs wills Kant draws
the apperently sclrwcontraﬁiétory conclusion that ve, though
willing the law, yot resist 1%, Lven if thic be granted, it
vould follow, not that we ghould fecl obliged,; bub that
cither no actlon ab all tould follow, ox Lhe more poverful
gide vwould prevelils Thet we condemn ctrselves wien we have
violated the law is an impertent faot, on whlch Xant very
strongly ineclgte, bub which hig theory faoils to explains Is

it not o far sinpler and truer explenabicn to say thalt this

1

r

self-confemnation, this humiliation in the presence of an
webending Judge 1s o proof thet we have nob given ourselves
the laws thot we arc subjects of a higher pover? inaee&,
Kent hinsel? in one or two places aduits as much = “"Thervelore
in all duties the conscience of the man must rogerd anoﬁhér
then himself ag the judge of his actions, 1f it is to avéid
gelf-contradictionss.«and since sueh a moral being possessing
power over all is ealled Gody hénce conscicnce mugt be cone

| oéived ea the subjectivg'prinoiple of 'a responciblliity for
ene's deeds before Gods" Another placs he soys - "Hence only
he can be thought of as highest law-giver of on ethical com=
monwealtl with respect to vhom oll trveduties, hence also

the ethicol, must be represcented ag eb the same time his
cormandsy he nuet therefore olso bs one who knovis the hoorlyes

Put thisc iz the concept of God as moral ruler of the world,




people under divine commands;si.é,, ayg 2 people of God, and
indeed under lavs of virtue.® Unfortunately, however, Kantts
basic premises exclude this insight from stteining the
place 1t ought to have in his syvebom as s vholos

The distinetion between the phenonenal and ﬁhe nounenal
men to which Kant resorts is gensrally fe it to be a real de~
ficiency in Kant's teoching. Our enbire criticisa of his
epistemology'mﬂﬁ'be considered an smplification cof this
pointe Whether there be o trunscendental self or nob, the
self concerned with morael practice ig the empirical selil of
tine proceuses, specific desires end dubies. Kont hes an
uireal separation between sense and renson which.makaq his
syston of morality seem formal and far aloof Irom actuald,
human iifes

There is a difficulty in connection with Kant's troghbe
\ m@nﬁ.ar the corruption of hu&an nebture. e have pointed out
ov Kont distinguishes betucen mon pounsaon and mon PRenonms s
non in order to escapé the @&ifficulty of reconciling ro-
sponsiblility with the innate corruption on which he so strong- .
1y insists. He says that the innate evil of humen nabure
rests on an inversion of the netural order, the legislotive
will being gubordinated Lo the sensibility. Butb how can this

be reconeiled with the self-glven and thervefore gelf-willed

low vhich mokes (004 a duty? It is ioconceivable ihet the
o Religlon Within the [imits of rcason Along = LeOU-uUi
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pure supersensible essence could invest the sensational
nature {the -objects of vhich have for it no reality) with
& preponderance over itself,

A further contradiction apvesrs to be involved in the
relation of evil to freedom; for he states that freodom is
as inceparably connected with tho law of Prectical Reason
as the physical cauce with the lew of nature, so that freedon

vr;thout the lew of Practical Reason is a causality witheut
| law, which would be absurd; cnd yet, on the othor hand, he
regards freedon as an ability from which procecds controe-
diction to the mpml law,

Also, 1t is hard to conceive how the suporsensible
essence of man which sives man from 1tself the categoricol
imperative, should also 'g;ive him the evil maxim. It is hard
to conceive how this suncroensible essence of mon could causs
the impulses of mon's gense-nsbure, the objosts of whieh have
for 1t no worth if avy reality, to prenvaderate wo metives
over the mersl law.

¥ere is a final criticism, vhich to my mipnd is rother
devastating. It seems unnecsssary to derive the evil ach
from the adoption of a general mexin or universal rule, with~
out Which determination to action cannot ke }su:gzposeé, rather
than gimply from the non-—szng)ression of the icpulse in the

single cass, Xant simply removes the frsedem I'rom the specils
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ic nmoral act, oniy to smugple it in sgein in the supersexisible
realn, Superficially cousidered, this criticism would seom
to strike a death~blow to any and all attempts Yo explaln

the origin of sin along the'line of a non-temporal falls
Hiowever, in a later chavter, * I shall show how certain of
the recont theologlans make a significant alteration on |
Kant's view of freedom. Instead of resorting to tho dise
tinction botween the noumenal and phenomenal realms, they
show how man*s capacity for self-transcendence insures his

froedom to respond to the call of God from wlthout.

F, Julivg Muller, The lMedistor of Kent's Idea of
Evil to Reecent Theology

To this theologlan goes the credit Tfor mediating
Kant*s idca of evil to recent thoology. Ve shall not attemph
to present a comprehensive swmary of Iullerts great work,
because its leading idoas will be brought oub egaln in con= .
nection with our treatment of Brunner, (vho asseri;é that
his position came from Muller), and of Nicbuhr whose "lature
and Destiny of Man" has striking rescmblances to» Brunner's
"Man in Revolb." |
Meny consider that Mullert®s work on the doctrine of Sin
ig still the most philosoplzical and exhaustlve standerd
treatise on the subjea‘tf I‘Jiuller finds the Augustinien
theory inadecuvate to solve t;gé great antinomy vhich Kantts

4 Bvgluation of Non~lomporal Fall 146 = Clle V = De
5 The Origin end Propasation of Sin = F. Re. Tennant « De 54
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vork had served to emphasize: the antimony between the
inalienable sence of responsibilisy vhich the individual
feels for his own evil and the fact that sinfulness seems

at the'samo time inborn and prior to any action. And so ho
is éonstrained to supplenent it by postulating o rersonal fall
for every'man,vprevious to that of the race in Adam, in a
state of existence vhich Muller calls extra-temporal, but
whicﬁ is nevortheless prior to birth. Ve are led to believe
that Muller's primary reacon for acceptins this position

wes not for its intrinsic cogency and noturalncss, but rather
as an only alternative, as the sole romaining chance of |

Tational satisfaction in which his mind could Tind a rofussc.
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CHAPTER IV

g IDEA OF {} i’l}%ﬁl’.ﬂﬁiﬁs FALL
REG@Q%%EﬂOL&?Y
Ae. Importance of ¥ell in Western Theology

Underlying Brumner?s and f7ebubrts writings on
Christian anthropology, we Zind two essential tenets upon
which theyr insist. The First 1s the comolete neccssiity Go
sin in which men are involved, or tho totality of sin; the
second 1s that men is nevertheless fullifésponsible, Sueh a
pogition, when supecrficially considered, is contradictory
and utterly untenable. IHovever, heforernling this position
out of court, let us reserve judgﬁent atil we have come Lo
some conclusion about the Fell, We mist reelize thet Brunner
and Niehuhr are directly in the line of Western thsology
after Auvgustine andéd Colvih, and that they sre morely real-
firming'the seme two paradoxical teneis of these btwo cuvlier
theologiansgs For Augustine and Ualvin, the Fall was of tre-
mondous im@ortanoe.‘ In fact it is basic %o their vhole po=
sition. The same may be goid of Brunoer and Wiebubhr, wiith
some Important qualifications which will be mede labter, If

we judge purely by what Drunner soys, ve night be lod to
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believe that he placed even more enphasis on the Fall than
his theological forebears., The Fell, he holds, has created
a gulf between man and God Which is unbridgeable b man.
There is a complete contradiction vhich rﬁﬁs through all
mankind, and there ig consequently a complete discontinuity,
both moral and eplstemological, between man and God, Nie-
buhr would probsbly agree with Brunner about the reality of
.'this contrqdiction, although he avoids the extremes to which
Brunner goes in cherecterizing it.
\l. The Fall Defined by Brunner and Niebuhr.

Brunner states that "sin is 1nexplicable,"l and that
it is impossible for us to reduce the original sin "to a
Singla formula."l Nevertheless, he makes the attenpt, and
on the basis 6f this attempt, we shall try to give the cs-
éence of his definition. This is summarized in the following
quotation - "The final ground of sin is this, that we love
ourselves more than our Creator - that is, self-will, income
prehensible as it is, yet known to us all in the depths of our
being?"l Thié sin is composed of mingled elements of doubt,
distrust, and defiant desire for freedom. Hevertheless, I
think Brunner would on the vhole agree with Niebuhr in re-
dueing the primary element of man's basic gin to pride. It is
primarily a revolt of the creature egainst the Crestor. It

is "the assertion of hurian independence over acainst God, the
1 Emil Brunner, Ifan In HeVOIlT, De log ,
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'deolafatidn of ﬁge rights 6f man's freedom as indepeuadent of
God's will.;..-"“ |

One rightly suspects that this original contradiction
is insepérably connected with man's finitenesse Does Brunner
escape the pitfall of the classical reduction of sin to men's
finitcness? There cen be ho doubt of Brunner's great empha-
slg on man's creatureliness., For example, he says, "there is
an inpassable gulf between the Creature and CreatoTesss There
is no greater sense of distance than that vhich lies in the
wcrds Creator-~Creation...The greatest dissimilarity between
two things vhich we can express at all - more dissimilar than
light and darkness, death end life, -~ is that botween the
Creator and that which is create@."m We might well question
vhether this is not the real reason for his assertion of com-
plete discontinuity betwecen man and Cod. Surely this state-
ment is sufficlent to account for it without even referring
to moral discontinuity. ,

However, Brunner does not shut himself up to assigning
sin purely to man's finitenesse Hiebuhr.GVun more clearly
than Brunner shows how man's finiteness can be the occasion
of man's sin, without beinz the incvitable cause of it, or_

the substance of 1t., It is man's pride, his refusal to ac~

cept his ncsition of complete denonuence upon (tod, the arrosance

o Jlbld, pe L9
3 Ibiﬂ, p.QO
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of man's autonorous reascn, his attempt to live ac *hovgh he
were 1ot fipiﬁe, not'just a creature, not dependent on the
Creator, which lies at the basis of man's Fall, ’i@n important
question with which we shall dcel later on is thi; - Is not
Béunner's emphasis on ran's finiterness his resl reason for
postulating the unbridgeable gulf? True, later on he does
asgert the Fall as the reason for the complete discontinuity
between man and God, and say that because of the Fall, it 1s
impossible for mon in any waey to recross the gulf. But when
he says this, is he not obscuring the issue raised by his
former statement that mon's finiteness ls enough to cause
complete discontinuity between man and God? In other words,
we wonder if eplstemological discgntinuity ic nobt basie, in
sPite of Brunner's statements to the contrary.)

Thus the Fell consists of a break of man's right relation
to God, It is putting men at the center instead of God, and
es long as there is this wrong relation to God, even man's

so~called gooa sets and sins, are displeasing to God. Brunner

and Niebuhr see prg$ty well eye to eye so fars

-

2+ Wherein Thoy Differ from.ALcustine and Celvin,

I have gtated thet Brunner and Niebuhr ag in the
line of wGstern theology ‘after Augustine and Celvin. Yebt
thay do not sceruple to port company with them in the literal-
istic methods of interpretation by which they arrive at their
doctrine of the Fall and Original Sin. They hold that it is
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impbssible to present an historical report about %h~ Tall and
1lts effeéts. Adanm wa" no real historical personage. Indeed,
ench one of ue is Aoam, and Adan'e experience characterizes
each of us, Yet this expericnce is not en émpirical one. It
does not belons to our tomporel history. It 1s an crderience
whiich 1lies in super~history, but for which we are neverthe-
less responsible,

Brunner says, 'Above a]i..».it will become clecar that
when we talk ebout the origin of man we are not speaking of
a certain men called Adem, vho lived so meny thousand years
ago, but of myself, and of yourself, and of everyone else in
the world."l He says later, "The Fall, too, i3 not en event
in tﬁe story of the growth of humonityje.sit lies behind or
sbove the enpirical plane, The antithesis between 'creaéed
good=fallent' has nothing to do with the differcnce between
'corlier (in the empirical tire-series) or later.' Abrehem
is no nearer the good Crcotion and the event of the Fall than
I am, because he lived at en earlier tirme. To trace the
story of the growth of‘humanit; back into the past does not
bring us finally to the Fell end the Creation. The difference
between ‘primitive' and 'developed! has no more conngxion
with the content of the Christian statements then the differ-
ence betwcen the child and the grown men. In so far ag the

child is a human being, it has a share both in the Creation

in the image of God ond in the Falls end the same is true of
I"Tbid P. 88 |
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the 'Yprimitive' human being who lives in our ovmn oy, - who
lived before‘us."l

Bruﬂner’slrestatement of this doctrine greows out of his
criticism of the traditional ecclesisstical doctrine. Ile has
no gquarrcl with the substance of'tﬁeifgﬁdoctrine, nemely, that
men hag fallen or apostatized from his‘ﬁﬁigin, and that this
originel sin con&tituﬁes'a fateful dete%&ination of man's '
actual conﬂition.= put while he sccepts the substance of theiré
position, he’pafﬁs company with them over their litceralistic
means of stating the ﬁoctrine. "What Augustine wantcleseetag
thia: the unity of inescapable nscesgity ond responsibility
vhich cennot be shaken off.s.But his actuol solution of the
problem fell very far short of his intention".g He objects
first to the way Augustine mekes Adamlthe physiecel father of
the race, and then asserts that wo are sinners because we have
inherited sin throuch our natural Gescent from the sinful
father of our race.

‘Secondly, he objects to the way jfupustine mekes /drm the
representative of the humen race as a vhole. Ho objects to

both of these for the same reeron = namely, becausc a personal

relétionzought'not'to be explained by a physical fact, He

admits en element of truth herc in that the solld: rity of

" being involved in sin manifests itcell also in inheritance.
T IbId, D.509 ,

2 7Ibid, vsl2l

3 i.¢., Mugustine and Calvin
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But he rejects the one-gidedness with vhich this Oi uaenmend
18 made the prevailing, and the only element in the doctrine.
Wiebuhrts Dositioﬁ ig virtually the sane as Brunner's.
Says Hiebuhr, "It is obvioﬁsly necessary to climinate thie Lite
erclistic illusions in the doctrine of original sin 12 the
peredox of inevitabllity and responsibility is to be fully
understoody for whe theory of an inherited second naturc is
as elearly desurucitive of the idea of responsibility for sin
as rationalistic and ﬁualistio.gheories wvhich attribute human

evil 4o the inertia of nature.”

tsg Evaluation of Their Chshges.

It may be felt heie‘thmt Bmunner has not contrlibuted
muchk to theAsolution of the problem by his supcr-history ex=-
planation, and that Nicbuhr has nede no significant advance
over.Augustine by his removal of the problem from the ﬁistori—
cal-temporal realm.

Howeﬁer, I am'of the opinion that this strivping of‘Augus~
tine‘and Calvin of the literalistic elements in their Fall
doctrine 1s all to the godd. I believe it is necessary.ﬁhaﬁ
we should recognize the mythical nature cf‘the Fall story.

' This need not be considered a radical position. It is possible
for one so to interpret the Fall story while holding a very
coﬁservative view of inspiration. Our rcasons for so inter-

preting this story ag a8 myth are not seiontific primarilye.
1 Reinhold Niebuhr, The Neture and Destiny of lan, P. 262
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It is not mainly a cose of yiclding a point to the prussure
of secularisme Rather the theblogical difficulties con=-
nected with a literal Adanm compel us to seek another intor-
ggﬁetétion that will not do violence to consclence, Ag Drunw
ner puts it, "The cbandonment of the hisborical fprm of the
docetrine is not o loas, nor iz 1t a trifle, but it is & nocege
cary purificetion of the Christian doctrine for its own sake,
not for the seke of s&iencea"l‘

The theological difficulties comnected with a literal
Adem, and with o literal and temporal Fall, briefly, eve these.
A literﬂlistic int erprethtioa nakes 1t necessary that we work
out a connection betvoen Adan's sin and our owm sinful nature,
if tho Auvgustinian necessity to sin be retaincd. Some sord
of inheritance view such as Calvin's,vor e 'seminal identity!
view such as Augustine's, or a 'federal covenant' view, scem
to exhaust the poseible ways in which such a sinful and guilty
nature mey be vassed along from Acdem to his descendents.

Such a view dau only result ln Uéah&nli“ man' scnse of fespon—
sibility, and in tending to place the blame on Gods

A3 fer as we can ascertain, the evidense of psychology so
far 1s ageinst the existence of 'aecquired characterst, Buf
'aveﬁ if it were proved that heredity is a poveriful [factor in
tending tc pr@einitate nen into Sin, this is & far cry from
sayinu that hereditary factors initiated in Adom determine

each of us to sin. In other words, I find it very difiicult
1 1IDbid, De &8
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honestly to belicve myself zuilsy for what Aden did, or to
believe myself responsible for my sins, if his gin pre-de-
teymiﬁed me to sine, This ig not 4o say that' 'inheritance!
doeg not play a part, but it is to say that placins the whole
blane on ‘heredity’ is to remove the reshonsibility from men.

The 'seminal ildentity' view, and the *federcl covenent!
vicw, have thic same effect, and therefore must be considcred
untenable, |

If the 'hereditary' or 'representative! views be eschewed, -
a person is likely to seize upon !environm@nt? or 'social trang-
migesion' as an'explanation of tho totality of sin. Agein, a
partial truth is to be admitted here, but if these partial
explanations are nede the gole cange of the totaiity of sin,
nan is egain robbed of responsibility.

If tinheritence' or ‘enyiromment' be held a5 portial oxe
planations, es Tactors vhich ecavscman to have a tendenéy to
sin, andif it also be held that man does not gin by neceg-
81ty, then the second horn of the Augustinian paracox is re-
linquished. This neans fhat no nan has to ykeld to this ten-
ency to sines It is en indeterministic approach, vhich is
the essential ingredient of Pelegianism, This is an inviting
alternative vhich hes attracted many liberals and rational-
ists, and we shall oxamine it with care later on. Antiéipat-
ing the results of our examination, I believe we shall find
that Pelegianism is not asbove serious criticism, end does

not give as accurate a deécription of the enpirical facts of
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coes the Augustinian vieu.

)

oiﬂ as we obbayva them as

oo, conditioned upon the validity of our future exani-
nation of Pelaglanism, 1t would scen thad the only avenue of
cocape lies in the directlon of intersreting Adeam nund his ex-
porlence as the exporience of everyman, if ve are to holld to
a 'Fall! view at all, This experience of éveryman may nov |
be assigned to o nﬁrticular‘moment in his individual history.
Rather, 1T eny nomeut be pos Lulated of which it is not truec,
then fow thet momeat the truth is distorted. The TFall story
is simply e picture of what ie true of the humen race, indi-
vidually end collectivelys Perhaps it is umnecessary to press
an.intergretation further than this, save te gay that the
1iteralistic interpretation leads us into such dlfficulties
that the btruth connot lie in this airection. BLxactly vhere
the truthAdoes'lie, gerhaﬁs we cannot define, dbut may we notb
g0 with Brunner and Niebuhr to the extent of admlitting that
the evidence points us to a non temporal solutlon?

This needs to be added: no matter how far beck omne traces
sin, whether in the individual, or in the race, he cannot
_ reach any empirical, self-explained sin which may be denomie-
nated the source of nll subsequeut sinss Even if we go back
to Adam as en historical personege, hig so-called first sin
18 not the first sin. The serpent is introduced to symbolize

the fact that evil had entered the scene prior to any human

action., In other words, we can only conclude thet any sin,
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no matter how for beck we Jako 1t, presupposes ltbuile NO
natter how far tack one poes in human history, Le cannot es-
cape the paraﬂsxical‘ onclucion that the situation of fi-~
niteness and freedom do not constitute a temptation that necw
essarily precipitcotes mon into =in if sin werc not alrecady
introduced into the situaticn. "Perhape the best deseription
or definition of this nmystery 1ls the gtotement thot sin pos.
1te itgelf, th&ﬁ there ic no situation in which it is pose
aible to say that sin is either an inevitable consequsnce of
the situation nor yet that it is an act of scheer and »ervers
1naiviauel Qeflance of Gods" |

Brunnerts removal of the problem to super-~hictory is not
as absurd as it ajzpears at Liret blush. Uince the origin of
gin is in the lest analysis unexplainablo, and since we must
hold to men's res ronsibllity, Brunner and Niebuhyr may have
nade a conbridbution to the problem by adnltting thot an cme
piriecal origin of sin will not solve the problcm. Ve grant
that this position 1s morc in the form of o negative safo-
guard then a positive explanation, but I belleve cven this is
sone gain over hOldan to sonecthing which ls demonstrably une
tenable,.

But the eapstone of our evidence cannot be placed unon
our Poasoned edifice uaﬁil the alternative positions be cousider-

ic lltoralisn be re=-
ny oi LN, P. 181

ed. If the Augustinian and Colvini
I Reinhold Niebuhy, llature and Deo

\
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jocted, and if = non-terporal, super-history solution %o the
origin of evil he aéowted, vhat other altermatives have yét

to be considerad? W, P, WilliﬂMb coys, "So far as sin is cap-
eble of a genctic explnnaticn at all, there are four nossible
explanations end four only: nemely, (1§ Monimm {2) Duslien
(3) Pelo ﬁianiuﬂ (¢) the theory of o 'Fall! of some ?iwﬂ l'
The second of these, whieh is the basis of lenicheiem m, is

the most untenable of all, and is inconsistent with a thorough-
going thelstic nosition. HUumber one is the bealg of 21l pan-
theistic gyetems. In the last anslysis, sin iz eliminated,
because the rseponaidbility for evil goes back to Fods INusber
three, or PclagianismLin one of 1ts Yorms, scens very ine
viting on Tiret thought, snd therefore we have roserved it for
more detailed consideration leter on. There remeins énly'a
Fell=viow of some kind. Dut we heve eliminnted z literal-
temporal Falls thefefore, we ave forced to retreat in the

" direction of a relatively indefirnable non-temporal Fall, By
its very nature there can be no ultimate proof of this béu‘
sitlion, nor any exagét deceripbion of it. Dut this is not o
éay that it i1s a more blind guess. All the conesidcrations we
have given above are poihters in this direction. Juct here,
wo again remind the reeder thai the trustvorthiness of our
reasoning so far is conditioned upon the value of our subse-
quent estiméte of tﬁe Pelagian systems, whichvl believe to be

the most accentable of tho alternative positions.
T 1. Pe Villioms, The Ideag of the Fall and of Originsl Simn,
Ds 535
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Be Effect of the Fall on the oture of Man
1. Accoréing to Augustine, Calvin, Luther,
{e) Brumner's and Wlebwhr's Diffieulty
- Wa have now stobed the'main‘noints of Brunner's
end Wiehuhr's nosiltions on the ¥ell. But there are still a
number of fine »oints, albeit imnortant ones, whiech remoin
‘ohocure. Yor examnle, wﬁat difference does the Fall malke in
the nature of man? In particular, what-effect does this Fall
have upon mants cannelty to know God, unon his cepacity to
recelvo the rovelation of God, hile rationel feecultics in gene
eral?
Brunner's end iflobuhr's difficulty stands out at
the very first. I they are zoing to remcve the fall from
history, and remove all chronological significance from it,
how can thoy state vhat the original Imese of God in man wag
‘prior to the Fell? Furthermore, how cen they conpare whot
they now conceive 1o be the statug of the Image of God in man
with what it ves originally intended to be?
(v) Augustine, calvin, and Luther on Men's Nature
efter the Fell

Augustine and Calvin faced no greet difficulty here,
because they held to a literal Adam, to 2 chronolosical se-
quence of evente, end to an historicsl Fall., Augustine in-
terprets the Ribllcal conception of the Imcge of God in terms

which include man's rational foeulties, but which suggest
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soriebthing beyond them. ‘“his something beyond man's rational
faculties consists in mah*s capacity for self-trancceadicnce,
Humen 1life points beyond itsell. ihis pover 6f transcendoence
placed man so much outside of everything else thot men can
find é home only in God, fThis later element in .ugustine
definitely pushes him above the nco-~ labonic and Aristotelicn
exclusive empﬁasis upon man’s ratlonal Tfacultiss alonec as con-
stituting the Image. |

_Calvin exhibits this same basic definitlon of the
Inage of God with its relation %o o tenporal, historical rall
clearly worked oute "esethe Image of Cod includes all the
excellence in which the nature of mun surpasses all the other
species of animals."l He procesds.to eleborate his definition
of the Image of God in terms of both a unlque structurc of
human nature and of an original and now lost perfectiog of
character. Ile refers to the 'reacon of the soul', by whaich
he means capacities which include the gelf-determination of
the will and the quality of tremscendence which augustine
nad emphasized,

Luther furnlshes a good commeeting link betveen sucuste
ine and Barth. lere is how Hiebuar characterizes Luther on

this pointj "Luther is so concerncd to re-establish tho /-

§ustinian doetrine of original sin apainst the cepi-iclogione
John Calvin, The Institutes of the Christian ROL1S10N,
Ve I' 011Q 5’ Pars 3.‘



isa of Cetholicism that sll his interpretations of toc imege

of Ggﬁ-ﬂre golored by his eagerncss to prove that, vibctever the
image 1o, 1t is nomflos%."l His egtimate of the origincl image
in Adam is exceedingly extravegant. adem had an illwnined
reason, a trae knowledge of ¢cod and a will the moct upright to
love both od and hic neighbor. Bub now, after the rall, 'the
imnge is #o0 maimed and cbseured b sin', 'so leprous and un-
cleant that it cen only be defined in contrast to the »recsent

state ol sina

2« According to Niebuhr,
(a) Man's nature in general.

Niebuhr removes the nature of man from any con-
nection with a temporal Fall, He strips Augustiné and Calvin
of their literslistic elements here as he does with the Fall,
while retaining the essenée of their position.' The imege, or
man's essential nature, consists of man's rﬁtional fdculties,
tométher with man's capacity for cself-tronscendence, irnpiricd
nan is able to nrqnoeend "himself in quch a way that ho nust
choose his tdal. end"s Instead of going back to an historical
original righteousness concepntion of .dam, like Poerth and Brune-
ner he says that ﬁanvmust find his true norm ond hic ossential

nature only‘in the charnctor of Cod as reveeled in ghrist (not

to be identified with the J‘§hs of history). Christ existed

in history, but the love which his 1ife snd dsoth o céy iz the
1 QRelinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Dectiny of Lian, De LE0
2 Ibild, p. 163 ' ‘
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Qoint wiere hisbtory culminates and endse in othexr ioxds, the
true meaning of mant'g cssential nature cannot be found in ay -
thing merely Tinlve, There must be the introduction of a
brineiple of meaning which traascends the world of meaning (s
be interpreted. anybthing short of this is ldolabrye

Hig definition, clear and simple so far, becomes nore
involved when he relates it to and contrasts it with the " juue
titla orlginalis™, or nan's origﬂnal righteousness. 30 far,
he has defined the lmage to be man's rationul faculties, to=-
gether with man's capaclty for self-iranscendences (Ilis es-
sential nature, nis true norm cen only be complctely seen in
the second adem, or Christ, becauss of the Fall (p. lu e
This is to be set in Juxtaposition with the blblicul view Qf
mén's weakness, dependence, and finiteness, and with the lact
that-evil has entered man nov &s a result purely of hiuv i
niteﬁess, but as a consequsnce oF man's'unwillinéness to,‘
acknowledge his dspendence and accept his &inlteaegs; This
explanation of evil l1lg his definition of the Fall,

(b) Freedom and the iabture or Lian

Now the quection arlises, what is the relation of freedom

to his definition of the ecsseatial naturcof men end tho Fall?
Briefly, like Brunner he embraces the Augustinien parcdox
that “man sins inevitably end by o Tateful nececslity bub that

he 1s nevertholess to be held rescvonsible for eactions which are
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prcmpted by an incluetable fo
gin while it ir ineviteble, is neverthcless not outside the
realnm of men'c rm:pnnsibility.inasmnch es 1t is not to be re-
gorded as beloncling to mon’s coscatial nature, On the one
hand the will of non is enslaved to sin and in inonnablo ol
fulfilling Codte lovwr,  On the other hand, he insists on the
reality of free-will Just ag fusuctine ¢oes whenever he has
ceuse 4o fear that the concent of original gin might threaten
the ider 'of hunon recponsibility. o, oo he pute 1t, "e..
logical congistency is sgoerificed in orxder to maintain én the
one hand that the 4111 ig free in the senge that men is re-
shonsible for his sin, end is not free in hge scnge that he
can, of his own will, <o nothing but evil."“

Cogﬂecting thic with his doctrins of the irmose, 1t wovld
seem that lhe self-tranaceﬁdence cof vhich the lmege noxily
consists guarcnteos men's freedem end responsibilitye. On
the othef hand, the Fall, or the Pact thot cach empiridal'
s8in preo-supnogses ltself, »roves thatmﬁn can ¢o noﬁgigg but
evil.

The resultant emphacic of MNiebuhr's view is well stated
by himself, “There is..slesc freodom in the actual sin and
nore veshonsibiliity for the bilas toward sin(original sin) 5
than mofalistic (Pelagion) interpretations can undcrsbtand,”

(e) The Lffoct of the Loss of +the 'Justitie Cricinalis?
upon the Neture of Man.
I THeinhold llebuir, Lne lature ond pestiny ol ilon, De 241
2 Ibid, p. 245
3 Ibid, p. 250
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Now comes the Qifficult task of relating the inmage to
men's loss of his t justitia briginalis'. Ve have clready
said thay Hiebuhr eschacws any chronologicel sequence here. The
relation of man's essential nature to his sinful state cannot
be solved within terms of the chronological veyrsicn of the
perfection before the Fall. It is, as iv were, a vervical
rather thun horizontel relation. When ehe Fall is mede an
evenlt in history ravher than a symbol of an aspect of every
historical moment in the life of men, the relation of evil
to poodness in that moment is obscured,

‘He specifically renounces also all thoories of humen
depravity which deny that men has any knowledge of the good
which sin has destroyed. lian's reason is not so vitiated
by the Fall that he cannot be aware of the scense of conflich
between what he is and what he ought to bes This element of
man's reacon which mekes men uncasy about the conirast between
his true and his aresent state is that to which faith in
Chyist links itself, uere it not for this remnant of the
imsge, faith in Christ could find no lodging place.

This distinguishes Niebuhr fron Barth whon he classi;
Ties as a 'radical Protestantt for declaring the very image of
God in man to. be destroyed. Docs it dlstinguish hin from
Brunner? The answerls 'yes?! and 'no.t e is like Brunaer
in that fallen man's sence of responsibility is retained as

alconnecting peint' for the gospel., But Brunner would de-
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ny the content which Hiebuhr gives to this-regponsibiliﬁy.
Brunner would deny that man's reascn end conscience itell him
whet he is and sonething of what he ought to be.

However, thig remnent of the imase cannot give men a
camp;etsly true plcture, either of what mon is truly or of
what he has become, "Any human statenent of the blassedness
anid perfection which are ments proper sﬁutc and neturs, are
themselves coloured by sin, so that Chriest, as the second
Adamy is reguired to res%ore the imege of the first ..den as
he was before the Fall."' In other words, ilicbuhr holds
"that sin ic a corruntion 5? man's true essence but not its

s .
degtruction," fle tries to steer a course beitween Catholi-

ceismts posivion that the Fall nmouns the logg of something
which is not essential to man and doesn’t therefore repro-
sent a corruntion of his essgence, and radical Protestanticenm
which believea 1he inage of God to be destroyed.

He distinguishes between the essential nature of man and
the virbtue and perfection which would represent tie normal
exﬁression of that neture. Gun's essential nature contains
two elements: 1. all his natural endownments, or his charac-

ter as a crcature imbedded in the naturel order, and 2

freedom of his spirit, or his transcendence overnanstrailppre-
oegs and hilg self-transcendence. fhe virtuss or the normal

exXpregsion of esech of thece elements are: l. naturel law

qguailified b men'sg froedon even in this area, and 2. Taith,
i Ibic, p. 266
2 Ibid, pe. 269
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aops, and love.
AT this point thers is come amodlgulity ia Hlecvubr. &b
first ho says the viritues and »norfections (falth, hope, love)

1 .
ropresent the "normal expression” of nsn's essentinl nature.

Then he esays these are the "speclal requirenents™ ol his

freo sptrit; Kow docs he mean soreithing new hove,
or are we to equate the two? If languoge neans anyithlng,
it would coona t%;ﬁ he m@ans‘thea %o be equated,  hat ils to
ey, Jjust as the nstural lew deflnep the prover performance
. oTr ex tpression of men as o creature in the natural order, SO
ao faith, hope, love define th@ nornal expression of non o8
& selfwtranaqendenﬁ'creaturebanﬂ as a cresture who tranceends
natural nrcceSs~

If we hove “urmi o correctly above, then we noy dofline
4

u

fiebuhrts pocition with reference to tho knovledge of -0

vhich man hag efter the fall. ile repudiates the Catholic

pesition that the knowledge of Cod is a Gnﬂornahir R graae
which is a further gift ﬂoycnu men's €8 lwl naturcs Hather
>l
[
it isc the "regulrement of his patire as frec spir lt. . ine

question is, by meoking this a "baslic requirenent of nan's
freedont, does he meon nercly the Lropew cxoression of men's

rature? Andif co, is he saying thot this pr oner ernression

is todally lacking eg content, and cnly the fcrm renains, o

is he saying that it is lacking only in the sense of being
portlally corruptod? So far, his statements are oven %o
T Ib1d, p. 70 '

2 Ibid, De . u?l




either intverpretetlion.
Leter we find him glving this Turther clarification:
he says thot foith and hope and love ore the requirensnts of

freedom inm that man's neture will not 1ot him be content with

[és}

eny ezpression of hio neture shorv of theoe bagic yro=-
quirements, Thus, as men never actually .u“lu thic normsl

exrresgion, there ie alwsys the unengy eonsclence.

e adds thet sinful men lacko thege bogic reguliremonts

: 1
of fresdon and is "incapable of achieving vhem". Thlg means
G

that while sin does not destroy the struciture by virive of
which man is men, ond vhile 1% does not yet elinminote men's
senss of'obligatioﬁ torerd bthe essentvlal neture of men (which
is the sole remnent of man's porfection), yet man ic incapable
of achieving thesc counéels of perfecticn. %hic sense of
obligation toward his ssscntial aature actuslly sopovears €O
sinful men, butv it appears in tho form of lav, This law is
the c¢lalm of his espentiald nﬁture upon hirn, &hellaw3 o nants
unensy conscience, which corresionds to i%, ls the Lirst point
‘_of contach bétweea man ond God. Lawr is givew by revelailon,
but it is olso written in the heart, o0 Derth is wron. in age
serting mant'a esgenticl noture hng been destroyeds wWhw ique
of od hag been prezerved in snite of man's cin.

Wis are here strongly reninded of Brunner's shsolute cepe-
aration of v“e tformt from the 'content' of the inere, Howe

ever, there isg this dirfewence: b» loss of 'countent! Brunner
1 Ivid, p. 872
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not only'meanslthe normal exprescion of man's essentiel nature
is lost, but also man's rcason and consciende give him no ,.‘
valid factuasl knowledge of what this 'normel expression! oﬁght
to bes Niebuhr is not so extrvenc here.
' He makes a significant point in connection with his ef-
fort to find a loeus for original righteoﬁsness,'since he
has‘r@pﬁﬁiated "before thé Fall” in an hidtorical senee.,
Just as a disease in an organism affects the whole, so no
human faculty can be cxempt from the diseaée of sin. ”ReaSGn";
in particular cannot be eiempt. Harking back to his previous
assertion\that the knowledge of God is one of the unattainable
basic requirements of man's freedom, we can ﬁow be;in to see
Where his position ié leading us. "Reason", as is every othef
human feculty, is corrupted by the Fall, yet not in such a |
way as to destroy man's essential nature, his frcedom of
spirit, his dissatisfaction and uneasiness of conscience
with anything short of the true knowledge of ch; but rather
in such a wey as to render man incapable of achieving this
knowledge of God.

Niebuhr is really subject to two interpretations here.
If when he says the efféet of the Fall upon reason ig to render
man inoapable.of having a valid knowledze of God, he means
totally inoapéble, this will put hin pretty far in the ex-

treme direction of Brunner, if not Barth. But if he means

nerely that man's reason is incapable of having e com-
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plete knowledge of God, he would with other slight modifications
be in line with Baillie's view.

The following simple change would teke him from Brunner!'s
camp to Baillie‘s. The uneasiness of conscience which re-
nains to man after the Fall may and should be conceived‘as
a partiallknowledge of God's will - not as an abstract law
totally disconnccted from the person of (tod., Ag Temple puts
it,'God is a personality, and it follows that any revelation
He.giveg mst be, not ebstract law, but his own righteous
will.‘ Therefore, the knowledge of lew of which Niebuhr séeaks
(and of which Brumnner also speaks, though it is inconsistent
for him to do so, as will be shown later), must present it-
self to men as a cense of bbligation to & Person, Yot this
knowledge of God and his will is ﬁot to be conceived as what
man can ascertain by his natuial reason(thus giving hin an
excuse to be puffed up), but rather as a part of God'sygrac-
ious general revelation. It should@ be conceived as man's
confrontation with cod. Therefore, this uncasiness of con=-
sciénce is & knovledge of God, albeit a partial lmowledge.

Niebuhr tries to steer a cource between the Catholic and
Lutheran positioné. ‘The Thomistic Catholics err in their
tendency "to derive too unqualified moral norms from a'reason
vhiech is presumed‘to bé linmited but uncorrupted as far as it
goes".;L He says they fall to recognize that all historic
norms are touched with both‘finiteness and éin; and that

their sinfulness consigts precisely in the bogus clain of
T Ibid, p. 285
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Tinelity which is made for them,
| On the other hand, the Lutheran position is untenable.,
. It tends to regard reason as o completely involved in the
corruntion of sin that it has no confldence in any naturel
law norms. He adds that it is equally as important to re-
Jeet this clain of moral relativism.
7 The only thing left for him to do now, he thinks, is to
head for the'fox-hole of dialecties in order to define the
proper function of reason - "Reason is in faet in an equivo-
cal position between the self-as-subject and the self-as-egent
ofaction, betwecen the self as transcendingitself and the
anxious self in action. It is ﬁhe servant of both, Its uni-
versal judgments, its effort to relate all things to each |
other in a system of coherence, can be slternately the instru-
nent by which the self-assubjéot condorms the partial and
prejudiced actioﬁs of the sinful self, and the vehicle of the
sinful self by which it seeks to give the sanectity of é
false universality to its porticular needs and pertial in-
sights."l So he tries to hold on to both aspects of reason.
He is in agreement with Calvin on this point, "Calvin's at-
titude toward reason stands between the Catholic and the Luthe
eran viewpoint. His position 1acks'consistency but it is
probably more consistent with the facts than either the Cath-

olic or the Lutheran position. He writes: 'Rcagon, by which

man distinguishes between good and evil, by which he under-
L Ibld, pe 285
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Stends and judges, beilng a natural talent, could not be whol-
ly destroyed but is partly debilitaded, partly vitiated, so
that 1t exhibits nothing but deformity end ruin'...It is
hardly logical to cleim that something which is only 'partly
vitiated'~exhibits 'nothing but deformity and ruin'. Butb
there is at leest en epproach in this inconsistency to the
faet that reason is both a servant of sinful self-love snd an
organ of judgment upon 1t."l

(d) Criticism and ustinate,.

Just where this fenceasﬁraddiing gets Wiebuhr is
quespion&ble. Reason is now in the strenge predicament of
being ablé at least to some valid extent to Jjudge betveen
right and wrong, and of deciding what man ought to do. ‘et
it is also an organ of sinful selfnlcve precisely because it
mekes such Jjudgments, alwayslassuming them to be finel.

Perhaps it will be easier to extricate oneself from this
impasse if we modified Niebuhr's positior to the extent of
naeking the knowledge of God end cof lhisg will which fallen man
has to be the result of God's graéious general revelation -
not the sheer ability of man's prideful fallen reacon to ar=-
rive at. e have already suggested how Bgillie and Temple
do this. The  knowledge content of this geﬁer&l revelation
consists of ﬁan's uneasy conscience. 7This means that fallen

man has some understending of his owvm status, and also some

apprehension of vhat he ought to be. in other vords, he has
L Ibidy p. 285
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this much of a grasp of tod's will for him, thouch 1t maﬁ be
ver& slight, and very partial, But Jiebuhr cannot cay that
it is not valid if man is to be "without excuse.” This far
we must go if man's responsidbility is to be meintained.

Ment's sin is menifested in two ways. One is that man
does not live un even to this light of his conscience, and
 therefore he is without exeuse, but man's sin is alsc mani-
fested in that he assunes the moral norms, or the éoneeption'
| of God's will whieh he hos, to be complete and finsl, As a
matter~of fact, 1t is tinged with finiteness end sin. Horein
lies man's original sin, hise prideful refusal to recognize
his finiteness. And this original sin, vhich man cormits by
his own Feult, jissues forth inevitably in specific sins of
act.

But does the faet that at lower levels of morality, God's
will as men understends it, differs sharply from Cod's spee
cially revealed ultimate will of foith, hope, and love, meen
that man had no knowledre ol God prior to the snecial rove-
lation? We have already admitted that it was only a partial,
incomplete knovledse because it had to be screened through
man's fallen reason. Bubt we insisted it wes not totally in-
" valid, at the time and to the people to whom it was given,
lest man be given an excuse.

Perhape we nay 4draw an anaIOgy Trom the history of dod's

dealings with Isreels ‘the 01d Testamens rovelation was valid
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for the people to vhom it was revealed., Yet it was not the
final revelation. hen thrist, the complete revelatian of

God eame, he not~only fulfilled the previous revelation, bub
this very fulfillment had the effect of seeming to negste some
of the previous revelations Hut surely.ve would not deny
that the 01& Testeament had a valid revelation from God.

The same ies true of the moral expericnce of each indi-
vidual. The light of fallen man's conscience constitutes a
véiid, it partiél revelation, Fut the speciel revelation
in Christ is the fulfillhent of all the partial knowledpe
given in peneral revelation, When the two are brought into
sud&en comparison, the result mey appear to be a violent con-
traste But this does not mean thet the individual et the ear-
“lier moral stage did not have a velid, if partial, knowledge
of God and his wili.

Nor can Niebuhr insist thet the justitia originelis,
revealed anew in Christ completely déstroys the velidity of an
earlier end partial knowledge of God.and his will for men.

If he were to insist bn this destruqtion, then he would Jjeop-
ordize his entire definition of the image as involving a
discatisfaction with man &8s he is, and an aspiration after

~ his justitia originalis. This very definition necessitates
at least a partial knowledge of God end His will,

’So much is necessary to meke man "without excuse."” Dut

gnother step is necessary for nan's salvetion. Nlebubyr is
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doed right vhen he seys that a mere awareness of & higher ideal
is no automatic guarentese thet a person will live up to the
higher ideals, An indispensable part of the Christian defi-
nitlon of sin ig that the good that men would do, that they
do not. Niebuhr and fugustine are right in holding that the
will is enslaved, in bondase to sin. But purely as a matter of
enphasis, Christien preaching can only_emphasize the will's
free&pm to accept Christ and his forgiveness and renewal of
the will as a gift. To bo thorough in our theology, we must |
covnterbalance this vi.th the doctrine of cleetion, but in our
oreaching enphasis and In our thinking we shall and must ele
low this much freedom to nan. |

A further thing happens when the Juotitia originalis is
revealed by Chrlst, lan's sense of his sinful condition is
increased by the contrast, and his conception of the moral
norm is heightened to include love, Thus no v»revious moral
:nQrm, no gystem of Justice can be regarded as finclly norma-
tive, Thehigher nossibilitles ofnlove alwoys hoveruovom

every cystem of Jjustice, Niebuhr says that these higher pos-
sibilities of love are gt once the fulfiliment and the ne-
gotion of Justice, I find no fault with this dialeetical way
of swaing up the matter, provided this love, this justitia
“originalis, be not concoived of as totally invalidating

man's earlier knowledge of God at the time ¢f the earlier

moral levels s we have poilnted cut, the genuiness of this
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prior, partial knowledge cannot be relincuished withbut
simultaneously sacrifiecins: man's resnonsibility.l

It mey e objected'that such a view brings us dangerously
elose to moral relativism, However, the relativism consists
»elativiem, then I can only vrotect that the differcices
between the 0ld and New Testaments, which is an exact analogy,
consbtitutes moral relativism,

Tenple's reasons for expecting a special revelation
in addition to the general revelation give a necessary sup=-
plimentary insight here. Just as a great man necessarily
reveals more of his nature and of himself at.a time of crisis
vhieh ealls for an extraordinary exertion of his powers, so
has God given a spécial revelation of himself beeccuse the pre-
dicament of sinful man called for it if man was to be séved.

“hile men had a partisl revelatlion, and an unocasy con=-
selence which corresronded to it, man could not even live up
. to the light thet he had because he wesia bonduge to gin,
Furthermore, man\sinneﬂAeven in connection with setting up
‘these "oughts?, these moral norms, because his sinful nature
prompted hin to set up fhese norms as final, Yet the re-
sponeibility for this sad state wes ment's. His was the origl-
nal, basic sin of pridefully rejecting his proper condition
of dependence upon God and trust in MHine So that men by his
ovn feult was in a hopeless situation as Tar ag cxbricating
1 Tlebulir goes on to admit vile NECESSLiLy O Trobainin; moral

norm: of justice for a sinful world which is incapable
of fulfilling the law of love,
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himeelf vos conecrned, The diseiples reelized this when

they asked after Jesus! conversation with the rich young
ruler, "Vho then can be saved?” The sin of the rich young-
frulcr was the besic sin of ali ﬁen - & brust in one's owm
resources, in oncself rather than in God. Therefore it was
just as hard for everyono gulliy of this basic sin to be
seved (of which the ruler was merely one example) as it was
for the cancl to pass through the eye of the needle, The key
phrase of this incident is seen vhen Jesus accepts and endorse
es the fact that this ultimate possibility of human life is
beyond the capaclity of ginful man: ®wWith men this is impos-
sible." put, it is an ultimate possibility of divine grace:
"put with Cod all things are possible.”

Herein loy (and still lies) the explaenation of why man
could not be snved - ithout this additional emergency action .
on God's part which Temple callg the sneeial revelation.
ind as we pointed out, sinful mon does have enough freedon
left to be able to ccee t the gift of salvation made knovm
in thls special fevelation. ﬁod;s grece yavé this new reve=

lationy it is man's responsibidity to accept it.

3« According to Brunner

(a) The Relation Between General Revelation
end the Nature of Han.

- {1) ceneral Revelotion Affirmed.
The lopicsl stariing point to understand prunncr's idea

of the neture of man resulting from the fall is to begin
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with hig conception of general revelation. While he sad
Perth would pretty well agr-e on thelr definition of lieve=-
lation ('"that absolutely unique event in which the word of
cod adcresses man“lﬁ, they clash on the matter of a general
revelation, | |
Brunner does moke some strong, clearx affirmations of a
penernl rovelbtion. Hovever, there is some unfortunate
smbiguity in Brunner at this point, os to whether he really
neens genéral révelation when he seys it, or whether he is
unconsciously lapsing back into the older traditionsl po- |
sition of natufal knowledges The éifference between the two
'is this - In natural theolozy, men wes sup,osed to be able
ftc asecertain certvain religiots btruths by hig own unaided
fTaculties. Revealed theolggy on the other hand wos that
body of religlous knowledge which man was unable to get by
his unaided foeulties, but which had to be revealed to uen.
This distinetion wns to the fore when Lord Giffdrd estab=-
lished his femous lectureship on natural roligion. iowever,
a newer theolopy relies instecd upon the distinction beitveen
two varieties of revealed knowledge, general cnd speclal.
Brunner supnosedly subsceribes to the newer concept of

gonersl revelation, inasmuch as he uses the terxm. And by
. 2

thigs he supposedly meang that God's self-digclosure in
I Thomas - astes on Bruaner - .
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nature, history, and conscience mey be apprehended by all
‘men wherever the sublective eonditions are netsy In the ép-
prehension of this disclOsure; human faculties are used,
‘but they are not neoessarily nan's unaided foculiics.
His acceptance of this newer view enablesg hii: to follow
Dre. Berth in cenying that thére can be any knoﬁledge ¢f God
which God liingelf does not impart, while affirming aguinst‘
Dr. Borth thaﬁ all men have some knoviled. e of IHim.
| However, he seems to lapgse back into bthe older view,
He seys in "Our ¥Falth", "That God exists is testiiicd by reason,
conscience, and nature, but.who God is must be rovaaled”.l
Here, the inference is that revelation takes vlace only in
Christ; that the testimony of natire, reason and consclence
is purely thet derived by unaided human rfaculties. IT he
vere consistent, he would have to admit that both are reve-
lations. . genecral revelatioh; if it be a revelatioﬁ at all,
just as truly es a speeial recvelation must‘be revealed, - An
adnlssion that man 1s eble by God's grace to apprehend the
.centent of the one should consistently apply also to. the
. other, R
His real trouble herq is that.he-ﬁries t0 hold on to
two mutually exclusive propositibns. He tries to strip the
process of the giving end receiving of revelation of eny
eleéement of intcllection on man's part. Yet he also trics

to hold that all men do anprehend some knowledge of 00,
Emil Brunner, Our Feitha
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This inconslctency will be developed et length vhen we be-
£in to criticize prunner's position.

vie return now o establisn the féct that PBrunner doesg

ssert in unnistekable lansuage o general rcvel&tion, iike
#aillie he insists that "Cod has in some degree rovealed \
nimself to all men, and that we neither know nor c.n con-
ceive of any humen na ture which is not clready e: ro of con=
.frqntation with Cod." .

Seys brunner, "The questlon ic not %ethcr there is any
general rmveiation or not, for if Ehere were none no one
ﬁbuld seerch after Cod at ail...."ﬁ He adds, "Thus even
outside Uhfistian r@velmtion of the pible nen is not with-
out tod nor without t*ubh.”g

(2) Its Conunection vith wrunnert's Concontion of the
Inage of God in Man.

ihis‘gatter of Brunnert's asserting a general revelation
is indissolubly connecfed with hisposition on the image of
God in men, It is conceiveble that the cvidences of God's
handiwork in nature night o unapprehended by some men, butb
it is inconceivable that God's revelation in reason and con-
science should ever be totally unapprehended by man, It is
of the very essence of a revelation in conscience that the
revelation be apprehended by man. Otherwise we could not
speakvof a revelation in conscience, So the matter of a gen=-

eral revelation and of the imepse of God are seen o be inte-
1l John Baillie, Our lnowledze of God, P. &8

2 Emil Brunner, The Lediutor, Pe &1

5 Ibid, p. 414
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grally relateds 7The conselence Srunner holde t0o be an integral
paft of the image of God in men, The assertion of the former
necessarily involves the latter,

However, the inase of God nay be gpoken of in two sensess

It may be spoken of materially, as a contenb, es man's

tjustitia origlnallst, the righteousness that man had be-
fore the Fall. Spoken of in this sense, Bruaner contends that
the image has been who;ly effaced by the Fall, Man ic not
able to do auy wholly good act. 3But the image may also be
.. 8poken of formally, by which Drunner means that which dis-
. binguishes men from the becast, his reason, his cons oxeaee,
his capacity for roceiving and giving rational discourco.
This aspeet of the imdga has not been annihilated by sin,
~In fact conscieace and reason are the prosupposition of men's
ability to sin. : |
Brunner clings tenaciously to this 'formal' element of
the image in man which he says must act as a polnt of con-
tact. in maﬁ for the gospels, IMan could not be saved atb o1l
unless he were a being who can be addressecd, and who is not
like stocks and stones, There are three elements in the |
point of contact:
"(1) Our humanity, our reason, that which @lstinguishes

us from the beast, our capacity to speak and receive
rational discourso.
(2) The content of rational conscilousncs: our scnse
of creatureliness and death to come.
(3) Our self-consciousness as over against our natural
knowleige of od, our conescience vhoge content is furpda-
mentally a sense of guilt, the point of coutact as a
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. 1
problen of theolesy (“wischen den Zelten, 1232, 6)."

In "lfan in Revols,” Brunner expresses himeself oven nore
clearly, e conicunds that in the Fall, men lost the content,
but not the form of the irase of Gods 2By form, e mcans

mon's creation &s a rognensible aad ratlonal being, with

the eonseguence thnt man was and otill is addressable by Gode

y the content of the dalvine image, he neans freedon, which

is the content of resvonsibility; ané goodness which is the
content of rationality. There is an sbgolute distinetion
arevm between this form end the content vhich £ills it.

- The form hos been retained unimpaired, but ite content hos
beon utterly lost, "The truo content of regponsibility is
frosdom; but men sinee the Fall, vhide remaining responsible,
has wholly lost his frecdon of will, The true content of
roationality is gocdnessy but man, while remainihé ratlonal,
has utterly lost the capacity to Go, or cven to desire, any
good things. YI teach with Borth', he writez, 'that the origi-
nal inmoge of God is demolisghed, bthat the Justitla orisinalis
and with it the possibility of doing, or even of willing,

vhat counts befors Cod as good - and o also the frondom of
the will is lost.' t'We make heres.ssa distinetion of category.
Formally the imace s po% infringed upon even in the leeash
degrees sinful or not man remainsg & regponsible subject.
Materially, the image is ubtterly lost; men is a sinncr through

and throush, and there is nothing chout him which is not
1 Emil Brumner, God and lian, pe o0 = refnce by b e LOWTY
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1
stalned by sini®
{3) Deficiencies of General Revelation (Due fo Fall).

Bef&re leaving the task of stating Brunnef's position
here, we muct show how this destruction of tne'justitia |
originalis, or the contont of the divine imoge in rman,
canses Brunner to modify his clear assertions of a general
revelation., This general‘revelatibn is.deficient because
‘man's froedom of will to respond to the promptings of con-
seience is lost; élso,‘man's goodnéss, even his capatity to
- desire goodnegs, is logt., Therefore, Brunner sa&s this
ceneral rovelation hes certain limitetions. It is en indi-
recﬁ, or broken, or distorted, or perverted revelation as
he veriously deseribes it. "In asserting this we do not
meanss..«bhat on this sccount we woﬁld clain that alliphi~
losophical, mysticel, and general religious knowledge of de
is not true. It isenot ebsolutely untrue, but it is partial
truth, halp truth."“ Again he says, "the Christlen beliéver
regerds 'general! revelation as an indireet (gebrochen) fornm
of revelation, In'so fgr as thé 1déalist end the rystic
are aware of its existence they have the truth. But in so
far as they do not recopnize that 1t is nerely &n indirect o
{sebrochen) revelation and think that in it they havg an aue-
thentid knovledee of God they are not in the truth."o |
1 Jonn beaillle, Our Knowledge of God, ps &9~00 = uoting

from Naotur and Gnode, pe 9 and p. 11

2 Enil Brunncr, The medietor, n., 473
3 Ibld, p. 32




put not only is general revelotion deficient becauce

3

indirect, but also it is incapable of supplementing sneeial
revelation. The problem ls not whether there is a second
revelation in nature, history, cad conscience, bubt rather
what 1l the relation betwcen ﬁhe two r@velation&?"l Srun-
ner affirms a dialectical relation between the two, "If it is
an actucl feeot that this event 1s unlgue, then its fclation
te a natural or general revelation can only te partial.
Neither an ebsolute denlal nor an aboolute aifirmction, but
voth at the seme ¥ ma;‘tne‘Ghristiaa’conception cf a @enéral
ravelation is 1in princi@ie tdialectic's vhat toe 'notural
man?! knows apart from_christ is not half the truth but dige-
torﬁéd truthe o religion in the worlé, nct even the most
primitive, is without some elements of truth., o religion is
trithout its profound error, an error which is of its very
©S55CNCAee v« 50 aleo there is no philogophy which is without
triutle s sbut also there is none without a Sinful cistortion
of the truth..."2‘ S0 not only ies this genersl rcvelation
'gebrochen', bubt it is incapable of being a ground for, or
suppoxrting snecial revelation. I¢ 1s incapable of buing a
first story upon which gpecial revelation rests like a "second
stcry.”s
On the vhole, Brunner's definition of the inege doos

not remove him from his general Ausustinian dilerme of the Te-
37"%%%3i?§?§ﬁ@ﬁ§mﬁan and God, Ds 88 - LELlLer Lowry'c intro-

uetio

2 lmil Brunner, The Medlatbtor, p. 33
4 Emil Brunaer, Out Faith, p. 8
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- pponsibility of mon for his sins counled with his involvement
in sin =0 es to meke it nseessary, The 'form' of the imege
nakes him responsible and rotional; and the total lack of
content makes his cin inevitable. The main eriticism of
Brunner!s noaition hers, unlesg it wishea to strike out acainst
thid Auguetinion foundation alon, Peleglan or Barthian’lines,
rugt content 1tself with examining Prunnerts "feeile sundering
of the 'form' anéd 'content' -of the imace..

Once Brunnerts definitions of the imnge ~re scen to
be a mere restatement of his genarnl Avgustinlen position,
I sec no insurmountable diffienlty connected with ellowing
that men remains respongible end retionnl, while his cavpacity
for goodness and his freeden not to sin are destroyed because
of the Fell. If Drunner errs here at all, it scens to me it
is primerily bedouse he hes such a cornlete 'form! without
any'matter!,

(4) PFobimete of Buillle's Criticiems
I cannot ro withsﬂaillie in 211 his eriticism of

Prunner. Ile objects to Brunnmerts refusal to admit &nyvsaving
velue to the incomnlete knowledge of God in the gencral
‘revelation (grenting thaet Brunﬁer doeg adnmit guch knovledge).
I see ﬁo point whatever to this objéction. It is because
nan hag this knovwledgze and yet does not act uvon it that he

is wwithout excuse." This is a valid, if noridiasl knowledee

of God, which serves o bring men foce to fzee with his need

of God's further gracious act in Christe Yot there need be
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no saving velue in the general ravelotion ner sS€,

Neilliets eriticisn of Prunner for saving the ' Porm!
of the imane 1s not infrinsed upon in the least degree 1s
hetter token, Iliere Drinner's noat definitions do not do
justiece %o the complex factors., The rovages of sin have
suéely extended not only to the content, but also to the
foronf the 1iaage. Our r@msoﬁs have heen corrunted hardly
less than our decires and our wills, "I cannot therefore
foll w Dre Drunner in his faclle sundoring of goodness from
reasougbmen;ss. If we monmained nerfectly regsonable, we
shonld also renain nerfectly good'"l Thus this distinct-
ion ceascs ho have neaning the mdﬁent 1t is nade absoluie.

However, Ballliets own wey oub of thls »roblen, as indi-

ated b his eriticisn of Bruaner ot les=al, seena Lo me to
he rather qunerficinl' "Tlg (Prnaner) does not see that
ﬁhen the quid {(eontont) disappecrs utiterly, the uumd (form)
1tself is no longer there, fﬁe‘does not see that if poondness
ware t0 cease to hove any adpeal to us, Then our cholce of the
evil way vould no lonser be a choico ot all, ror in any sease
sosathe aet of 2 frec nmoral arent”

Perhane Rrunner oversbated hls ease somewhat in soying
goodneao hod no apncal Yo man; but'his nain point is thaot
21l men have completely lost power %o do enything pood, end
Bailliet's critic 5¢m.enesn't touch thig noints beillie

seems to think yrunner'ﬁ vhole wos 4tion is undernined by

1 John Laillic, Our Lnowledce of (oG, De 0F -
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oo that goodneas hins soene appeal to us

et

lonrer a fres norvel asent, and hig cholees of the ovil woy

lon zer be o choice at all, This is nrobably true,

-~

vould no

:

but even 1f goodinesc doco have sone apleal to ug, this does
a0t invalidate prummer?s »Hrlsary elaim that goodness a5 con=
Ctont, as actualliy in the llves of men, moy be laciing. Lan

.

s 8uill in bondage o 3in wubd 21 ha Jq.remeased br Ghriob,

Pl

And wiile bLeing in bondoge o sin, he can still cxuorience
disaabislaction \?tl his oresend stavte, wnd lon for o better

O0C ¢

tetlonhe of Als DMosition.

Tho ehis? conclusion I have raachod about tnﬂ contro-

vorsy over Brunnor!s subtle division of the imase of God is

that 1t nelther strongthens his cnse, now clarifies his

nositlon, nor adds fo fn"* ha tells us in obhery voys. His
endorgenent of the bosic Augustinien narcdox of nows Etv

to sin ond vesponsibility is mude : hukunt?J ¢loar in Gther’
hic books, Shis isg in substonce whﬁt he ip reaf-
firmin: in hls seversnce of the inage into 'form' and Tcon=-
tanb.? OHueh a subtle distinction only muddiss the vater
and makes his position mere open to atitzelr on Little points,
s I have bointe@ out in conncetion with Hueillie otove.

"I concede thet 1t is pnssible'far ug to thirnk of the

03

content as being lachnng { frunner means simply goodness
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and freedom not to sin apart from a knowledge of what con-
stitutes goodness, and perhaps avart from their constituting
sone avncal to us. But T agree with Baillle that it is inm-
.possibie to think of a totaily intact 'form! (responeibility
and rationality), if the content is lacking,
(2) His Dialeecticcl Conclusion Criticized

There ig ambiguity caused by Brunner's failurc to
say whether he means a perverted general revelation, or o
perverted anvrehension of 1t. Does he mean what his actual
lancuage says, that God'e revglation in this genersl sense
is distorted, perverted, indi%%ct (cebrochen) ner s8?  If
he mecns this, he is laying the responsibllity for the per=-
verted indirect chavracter of the reveletion upon the one who
is making the revelation. This is blasphemy.

But perhens his failure to distinguish between the giv-
ing end cooprehendins of the revelation obscuree the fact
that he really mcens that this revelation is perverted, in-
direct, distofted because it mustbe séreened throuch man'e
fallen conscilence ané rcasons This could be made into a
tenable view with certain slight modifications.

The general revelation ig at fault because nmen dves
not recognize that what he hes apprehended of God and of
God's will is noﬁ an ultimete revelation, 7The roral nomus
that man sets up on the basisof this gencral revelotion, his

fallen, prideful nature tends to assume .to be ultimate norms,



He pridefully refuses to recognize that these are partial
tnuthsg ¥or this reason, this general revelation is ‘ge-
brochen' It is also a pcrv”rted rcvelation because man

does not and e@nnot live up encn to the jight whiech this-

paruial revelation plves.

Brunner aéd Hiecbuhr tend to put their conclusions with
refnrence to the reletion of the genoral and speeial reve-
lations in a rigid dialectical form. i'hen the tvwo are
brought into sudden comparison, there does secen to be a rath—
 gr violent contrast betwoen the vay of law, and the way of
gréée and love through Christ, But a rigid dialectical
relationship between the two cannot do cdmplete justice to
the situgtion. If the speeial revelsation negates the gen-
eral revelation, if it completely annihilates it @o that |
we c¢sn no longer say that all mén have a general reVelatibn
with lknowledge content, then we must logicelly sbsolve natural
men of all ein, If he doés not have & velid (even if partial)
revelation that gives him some knowledge of God and His will,
then he has an “"excuse" for his sins, Or rather he is no
.langer\a reshonsible moral agent,

If a dialectical relation beitween general and special
revelation be admitted, then logically there must be like=
wise a'dialectical‘reléuion between the messages of the 0ld

and New Testaments. Christ did not "fulfill" the law, in-

stead he destroyed it, he negated it, he annihilated it,
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Brunner is pleced in o very embarrasing position here
and he does not succed in extricating himself from it.
%nat he Tinelly doecs is to adopt a contradictory nosition
on the 0ld Testament. Ile says on the one hand that Revelation
is that ebsolutely unique event in which the Viord of Cod ad-~
dresses mans Then later he also says there is revelation in
thé 01é Testanents This looks like Brunner holds two mutuale
ly crolusive propositions. h ,.

(3) Diagnosis and Criticism of Brunner's Epistemoiogy

- This criticism of Brunner is merely in the form of
a que@tioh narke Isfg5t lilg-reel reason for asserting such
a complete unbridgeable gulf between man and God due to
man's finiteness? Thers are come passages which certalnly
scem to teach this. If this be true, it means that episte-
mglogical discontinuity is due to this elassical strain in
Brunner, rather then t@ a more fundemental moral discontie
nulty. It is true that neny times, especially in the media-
tor“h@ seys that the Fall is the cause of man's leck of
kmovledpe of Gode DBut I wonﬂef i tgis is not an unneces-
_snfy supnort for a position thatvhas élready held even a-
pert from any Fall,

His tendenéy to agsumé a basic Kentien dualistic e~
. pistemology fits right in with this diagnosis, Our knowe
ledge of both speelal and general rcvelotion he tries to

strip of ell rational content. In'The Mediator, he says it
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ig not what Ghrist said yhat constitutesvfhe revelationy it
is not any faets sboub hiL; it is the:qomigg of Cirist hime
self, 'In'otherwbrds,‘thi recial revelation tells us who
- God is, yet in sucn a way as to involve no intellection
(says Brunner) . It is apprchended only in declslon by faiths
The spectﬁ?@r can heve none of it,

In iike mennér with reference to tic general. revelation;
i% nerely tells us that God is, He lobically tries to main-
tain that the revelation in nature, in conscieace, and. in
rengon. gives us no faetual contenu about God, but nerely

However, Brunner himself ‘cannot consistensly maintain
this theory of revelation os being totally devoid of all
 intellectioh. Tinme and egein, he unconseiously lapses into

languege which.feflects that he is thinking in terms of

raticnal content to revelationy whether he admits it or 20t
The single phrase 'knowiedgé df God? iwplieé a rational cénQ
tonte R

0T take- the general revelation in conscience for ox-
amnle. Consistently, he at times specké of conscience as
giving just a h@ﬁuidus feeling of gullts. Bubt I submit that
1£ it be a revelation at all, it must have some rafiohal
content.. There mist be a jddgﬁent of man as he is, and a
Judgment of what he ouzht to be.

',Furthermore, it is impossible to conceive of en on-
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counter with God, whether it be conceived as a general or
special revelation, epart from its involving a minirmum of in-
tellection. Kent helped us here when he thowed thet the
nind impoces categories of i%s ovn upon every exnerienco,
Thus, an enccunter with ond must at least involve ceriain
rationel Judgments vhich the mind by its very nature fixeé
uron the erperience. It is inpessible to eonceive of an
énccuﬂter with a peroen apart from intellection.  Brunnep
would tell the natural men ﬁhat he must nake a venture iﬁ
foith end decide for Cod.,But the naturel man has a right
to sk, "On the basis of vhat ghall I meke my decision?
‘What'a?e the fects with reference to this Chrigt whon you
denominate Ceéfs gpecial revelatinn? Only after you give
ne at least some information can I meke my deeision.”
- logically, Erunner hes left himself only e mathematicael point
as the content of his revelantion.

Brunner must hold that the person vho acknowleadges that
he ig¢ a sinner, and vho admits that Christ is the Son o
God, has no reveletion, Only after he accepts Christ, only
after he decides for Christ is thore revelation. In other
warﬁs} he identiries regencration with revelation. 7“here
15 only the uprush of life itself. but even in this eﬁperience,
there is no knowleﬂge”cdntent.

Another point which we have urged many times is that

unless we grant some rationsl content to general revelation,
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sqme'knowledge of right ond wrong, man cannot be held re-
gvonsible for his sins. Apart Trom this minimum of factual
content, man does not oven know when he sins,

If our diagnosis of Brunner®s real rceson for assert-
ing his deep, wabridgeable gulf between God and man be cor-
reet, if it is due to man's finiteness, then his treatment
of the atonument f£its in with our dlasnosis, There is a
vrencndous emphasie upon "God's éﬁming" to man. It is God .
o brldges the Gulf in the person of Uis Sons  The comlng
of God in Chrict consﬁitutes the bridge. Then, Brunner does
get around to saying that the substltutlonery etonement of
Christ is what really bridges the gop,  Hubt this seoms ale
most superfluoous after his strons emphasis on the incarnation
a8 being the bridgo,.

Anoﬁhér way Brunmmer states this nosition is to assert
a dlalectical relation batwsen faith and reason, between
revelstion and kmowlsdge. That is, the experience of faith,
the exnerience of regencration, of the revelation in Christ
contradicts what man kuows of God throush reason,

,:This extrome contrast Bruaner himself is unable to main-
toin consistentlys. IHe brealts it down sonmetimes in direct

statementss In "Our Faith" he says "boesuse your heards knows

1
- Gods" He even says, "This knowledge (self-knowledge of man)
is tho knowledne of feith; i, e., revealed knowledge."
1 TUNNEY, OUT Falithy D 24 Se

2 Inmil Brunner, God and Man, p, 153
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This contrast also brecks down in his numerous agsertions
that revelation Stands in contradiction to other knewledge.
- An assertion of a‘contradictinn vrlies only in the field
of Imowledges Knowledge cannot be contradicted b - anythlng
eﬁnept othoer anwled'e It rmust be contredieted by other
assertions vhich claim to be velid knowledges Therefore,

an affirmation that felih contredicts Imowledge can only

e

meai tha’ faith, or rovelation, is xnowledges
| “hig conbrest breaks down in his fregquent use of the
torm *trutht'! to desceribe the coaboat of revelation. If truth
be defined as a cheracter of a judgnent, proposition, or
stosonents vhieh correctly iatervrets v éality1 (ond in no
other sense doeg truth have real meaningz) and if rovelution
is ﬁruﬁh, then 1t must congist of velid judgnents or prop=-
ogitions concerning reality, So it ie impossible to set the
v'truth of the Yord over against the alleged truth of kaoviedge
without the truth of the tiord bteing knowledge itself. So
if Erunner's idea of truth has any meening, 1t is bound to
be knowledge, 4nd thus his contrest between faith and rocason,
revelation and knowledge, is unitenable,

His‘contraﬁﬁ'brcuks Qown aleo when ho erroneoucly o8-
sumcs thet an encounter with a person does not invclve know-
ledges . This point we have developed elsewhere,

If this contrast breaks down, then the way is cpen for
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19 and Irunner to-adopt the orthodox view - Lo have faith.
ané reason supwlcmehting eaeh other ﬁ;ﬁd have Spéeial TOTE™ .
igtion*as ainecessity for salvation, but to have goneral

pevelation supplenenting end corroborating ilt.



CHAPTER V



EV.ALU.% $TON
o 0 ,
NON=-TILIPORAL FALL IDEA

It vill be recalled that while we have expressed syn-
patﬁy with the basgie fvgustinisn paredox, that ve did so only
after the Fell was removed from the realm of actual hige
tory, aftter the Yaghlon suggested by Brunner and Niebuhr,

I an ot uneware of the criticisms which nay be nade
of this solution., It i of such a nature that it cuon only
be ~woiressed in absirnet nhilosovhienl termse ‘“Chero is no
concrete Adon, not even a relati&ely concrete tdrag' fron
evolution which accounts for men's sin. There is juét
nebulous talk cbont super-history,

Furthernore, 1t is aot easy o glve much posgitive cone
$ent of meaning to this oxplaenation, if we avold the pitfalls
which Kant encountered. It is more in the nature of n neces-
gary rotreat to a relatively indefinsble place touvard ﬁhich
pruaner's and Niebuhr's reasoning points, In other vords
they reach it mcstiy by a process of eliminotiona

Its main advantages are these. (1) It avoids the pit=-
falls of o literalistic interpretation of the Fall story, and
it shows that a chronologiCul'soqgenee and causc and efw'

fect reasoning cammot holp ug here. A1l this may be elassed
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25 the negative advantege of avoilding untenable a}terna~

tive Tiewsy (2) It has the distinet sdvantage of taxlng

an empiriecal estimate of man =z we find ain today, and
reasoning from this sterting seint, This I consider to be
‘equally es much a cOMMONSEnse wtaftin& point as to start

from thelhis*r rical of cvolwtianﬂrv insights, which awc still
somaewhat hyvotinetical.

| Tere is man - o sinner, Yebt it is imposgible to ccecount
for man's sinful nature by & temporal origin to nan's sin.
Tach &emnoral origin, whetﬁer in Adsm or in the individval
rresuploses a previous sin, TFinlteness cnd temptaticn would
not necesserlily lend to sin unlesg sin were alreody in the
pictures Since & tomporal origin is imﬁOSSible, there 1s no
alternntive save & non-ﬁempbral origin@ Yet this‘ mist be
etebod in such a wey as to retein men's responsibility, and
this coen only be dome 1f mep is respousible for this basie
sin in the non-temporal rcalm, ﬁiebunr leocates it in a mo-
ment of the self vhich trenscends time.

By nan's capocelty Tar a@if«transcenﬂunce, we have seen
hat Wiebuhr agfeea'with Avgustine that man's needs nointed
tovard scmethlng eufsiae eud beyond himsell for their sotig-
footions, This mekes men dissetisfied until he fings his
true bonme in Cod., Preciualy in thiu celf-tTanscondence eon-~

slsts the nost signzficant cspecet of the image of Geo

It is in this capacity for self-transceadence that man's
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direction when ho cays

freedon licsy ‘emple pointe in thig
"Ihe element of self-determination in tho eet of morsl cholce
ig usvally greategt wicn thers is tive for refleetion snd
lecst vhen any ection teken nust be taken lmmediately. o0 e The
locus of frecdom is the rersonelity as a whole, but rather

the life of thoug' ¢ then of will, so far as will iz concelved
as active in porticular choices of alternative modes of cone
éucﬁ."l

Thug he tends to remove Preedonm from the time of activi-
by to the mind in its tines of reflcedicn. né os Sichnhr
and Avgusbine held, it is the mind by meens of thich solf-
tronsecndence is vwossible,

e have ghown that Hant adopts a solublon similor $o that
cf,ﬁrﬁnner and Tiebuhr, It is ondoubbedly the parent of their
vicwsnaa medleted through Julius Muller, V(Brunner adrnits as
Imnch.w) Yoot edniis the ampirical uﬁiversality of evil, I3
arises out of the adoption by mnan of ‘law»conﬁradigting maxima!

ec motives of cebion in pleee of the maxins dictated by the

noral laws These law-sonbradicbing Nexiiis sre asuggested by

@

the sensual nature, which, bthough not evil in ibselfd, is the
3

gourge of evil in so Far ag 1t demends sabieTaebion reparde

less of moral vestrainbse This 1s an inbora inelinsation to

evil, but it ig one for wiieh ve sre blameworthy, Therefore,
L alliam vemple, Neture, tan and GCod, Ds 207 .
& Hmil Druaner, han in Revolb, . p. 142-143
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1t must somehow be traccable to our own act. It cannot be
based upon the theory of 'seminal identity®with Adem: in
the case of each individual,.thereﬁore,'it nust be trace~
able to the individualts own act, and each man rust be thai
Adam of his own soul. But we have possessed this inborn
bias to evil from the momenttﬁr birth; how or when then aia
we commiﬁ.ﬁhe acﬁ which produced it? To solve this, Kent
get up tie dualisnm of h;s general mstaphysical systen between
the phenomenal and the noumenal selves. The *phenomenal
ego' is temporal and deﬁérmined, and the 'noumenal ego' is
 timeless and free. , _

| it is therefore to the 'noumenal ego' that the funda=
nmental act of wrong choice must be assigned., The Fall is
thus a timeless act; instead of a single collective Fall in
time we have a multiplicity of individual end extra-temporal
falls. '

We need to be reminded here that Kant's eplstemology
shuts us up to a knowledge merely of our ideas, or of the
phenomenal world. The noumcnal world which includes the
physical wbrld, the self, and God is not an object of know-
ledge for us. Therefore, the freedom'which he attributes
to the noumensl ego is a characteristic of an entity the
very existence of which is a mere "postﬁlate."l Man's freedom

is not a fact of knowledge; it is merely conceivable that
1 Abbott, Kent's Theory of Ethies, p. 218
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'as & phenomenon, an act may be strictly necessary, while yet
in its reality, as it enters into the noumenal world, it is
self-deternined and free. The possibility of freedom is
thus not excluded. And the only reason we have for believe
ing in it is that we must postulate it to satlsfy the de=

‘mands of the moral law,

' However, it is not pecessary to follow Kant here in this
wide severance of the noﬁmenal and pheno:menal.l For exemple,
wé are not conscious of any such severance in Niebuhr.

Temple gives a claiifying remark in‘this direction -
"(The will) is free, for the origin of its actions is itself;
it is bound, for from itself there is no escape. Partial
éseape is indeed possible in the pursuit of truth, beauty,
and goodness, just because that pursuit is not self-lnitiated
but is a response to a call from without. For the need of
the self is to escape from self-centredness snd this it cen
never do by its own effort....The escape, when aeffected,
always involves, at first or at last, the sharp break which
is called conversion oxr the new birth."?

This is an excellent balancing of man's freedom with his
bondage., As Niebuhr puts it, "The greatest proof of men's
freedom consists in the recognition that he is not _t‘z-eé..":5

‘Man's freedom is guaranteed in his ability to respond to a

'call from without himself. Temple rightly says the call of
l Brunner may be gullty here of this in his inordinate in-
silstence on man's finlteness and its meaning for men's
“reason _

Willienm Tenple, Nature, Men and God, pe. xxvii

Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, p.

(20 ]
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truth, goodness, beauty only offers him a partial escapes
Men is aISO‘ab;é to respond to the call of God from without.
But the true call of God .consists first in the helghtening
og‘ﬁﬂn's awvareness of his bondage to sin§ and second in the
offer of divine grace to help him break the grip of the basie
sin of self-centredness. This call man is able to hear and
‘respond to. Yet it is not a call in response to which man
is able to save himselfj rather he responds by acceptihg |
his salvation as a gift. Therein lies the inéxplicable fact
of man's freedom and-of’his bondage, Inasmich as man's -
freedom consists in his ability to respond to a call fronm
without, the nearest approach to giving it a *locus® of which
I an aware 1s Nicbuhr's when he puts it in the self in the
moment when it transcends the self,

With this sipgnificant alteration of Keant in mind, there
remains a fundemental similarity in the views of Kant, Nie-
buhr, and Brunner. All three insist upon removing the Fall .
to a non~temporal 'locus's And 1t ig agéinst this solution
;or the problem,;erroneously concelved as an effort at a
positive solution, and erroneously conceived to have certain
definable characteristies, that the most scorching driticisms
have been mades, ._ |

' No P Williams for example, makes this acute criticism
of Kant. "Strictly speaking, a 'timeless act' appears to

mean nothing: for en 'ect' must involve come change, if not
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in the world external to the sgent, at least in the agent
himself, and chaﬁge implies succession and time, But if ﬁha;
word tact! realiy meahs 'state', we are left with the hypo-i
thesis of an etornal and presumably nécessary evil nrinciple
- exlsting in all noumenal selves, or pll selves ﬁonsidered as
noumenal.\ In other words, Kent's (and Niebuhr's andlBrunner's)
theory seems to be elther meaningless or Maniqhean".
The\obvious reply to Williems is that he misconceives
the whole polnt of this timeless Fall, It is a retreat from
the errors that are inherent in a temporal Fall, His very in-
sistance upon either a *state', or an 'act' shows that he is
still thinking in térﬁs of the temporal., After reading his
ovn so~ealléd solution, which is oﬁe of the weakest I have
read, I em still of the opinion that a non-temporal 'lqeué"
for original sin, in spite of its admittedly indefineble
elements, is still the only direction left open. Yrunner
vorrectly insists that man's original sin is an “act"~2
but then he avoids Williams!' criticism.by equatinb this “act"
with the state of "belng a sinner"2 - "But in the very concept
of 5being a sinner' this act is conceived as one which de-
termines men's whole exisﬁ:ence.ﬂ5 This seems to me to be

about the ultimate form in which this varadoxical solution

may be stated. As Brunner richt g noints'out both of these
¢ Pa Wi Liams, The ldeas o e Fall end L? Original Sin,.
2 EmilnBrunner, Man in Revolt, p. 148

% Ibid, p. 149
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-ideas are set alongslde each other in Scripture without a
suggestion of tension. "Indeed....between the two state-
ments that man is the slave of :sin, and that every sin is’
.an actual decision, there does not seem to be in the Bible
‘even a relation of tension; both statements are set along-
side each other, each in its own pléce, and afe‘given equ31:
 éndvful1nweight.-."l o |
With Niebuhr, he fully agrees that no "deterministice
causal"z explanation foi original sin will do, but there is
some ambiguity as tO'whether he follows Niebuhr in his rele-il
gation of the problem to the 1timeless snhere' "I believe
that he consistently should go with Niebuhr here. There 1s
no temporal moment to which ofiginal sin in the race or 4
indifidual may be traced. Certainly to this negativé exteﬁt,
original sin is timeless, However, in at least one place
he seems to reject this timeless explenation. T"What is held
in common, however, is thig, that vhat thafchurch means by
the Fall end Originael Sin we do not seek in the region of
that which can'be'ampirically proved, but *Beycnd*;'not in
a timeless or supra-temporal sénse, however, but in a created
primal existence, which like ths Creation can only be 'seen'
from the point of view of experience" But in spite of this
T Ibid, p. 147

2 Ibid Pe 147
3 Ibid, pe 152
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seeming exception, I believe that at bottonm it mgan? about the

peme thing as his *super-history' ‘concent, which,'if words nean

anythinsg is bound %o involve a transcending of time.
“hen Brunner says "belng a iinner is npt a stete but an

act because it is being person,” he only muddies the water

as far as I am concerncd. ?'Being a person' is not a matter
in which any volition is involved on our part; it is "en act
of sheer omnipotence,"z as Beillie éays. It is not an an~
swer to the Word of God in the original Creation which
_answer we fresly made, as Brunner contends. |

" Nor is Brunner's eiplanafory illustration about the |
ngtaten andfits‘"oénstituticn"a'vGry'helpful, because the
constitution of a state is an historical event., It has a
iempdral origin, aend is ratified‘by’a formal, free vote of a.
:pebple.' original'sin cannot bé eompéfé&Sfo this.withkfe—
werding resilts, = | | |

So I prefer to teke Brunmer's reduction of the probleﬁ

of original sin to the Scriptural}péradox'é that men sins
becausge his very 'being is a sinnert; yet his 'being a
sinner! is to be conceived not as a state but as an sct of
turning away, of apostasy. I prefer to take Temple's and
Niebuhr's explanations of the "locus! of men's freedom end of
his oriéinal sin. Yet, it is to be admitted thet theirs

is not a complete explenationi it is empirical only in the
T Tbid, v. 148

2 John Balllle, Our Knowledge of God,; pe. 24

3 Emil Brunner, Man in Revolt, p. 150-152
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sense that 1t points out the direction in which the solution
must lie; yet the actual solution lles on yonder side of the
border which positive empirical proof cannot crocsss

Does a non~temporel Fall explanation heve a satisfactory
éonceptionvdf:guilt?‘ This question is the sword which Pe=
legianisn wields so impressively in its eriticism of all
*inheritance!, ,sominal-identity', *federal covenant',
finitenessy ignofancé, explanations of sin, In each of these
man is rendered sinful and guflty through no fault of his
own, ané we are inclined to agree that Peloglanism is juatié
fied in its criticisms While Pelegienicnm has a highly satis—
factory explenation gf'guilt,‘ﬁe feel that so far no selagien
thecryvhas been formuleted which 1s not open to rational
criticism along other lines, and which in acdition is not
as accurate a psychologlcal explanation of the com:lex phew
nomena of sin as the Pauline psychbldgy. _

But what about the non~temporal Fall theory and the
matter of guilt? Brunner is very'céreful never to make an .
eXélicit statement attaching guilt to original sin. However,
I believe that his position consistently demands that guilt
chould be so atiached. ZEven so, he and Niebuhr have a vefy-

' tolerable explanation of guilt inasmuch?éétthey~makevman
responsibls fcr his original sin, That is, men's freedsm
resides in his capacity to trenscend himself, and it is in

this relatively indefinable area thet the basic sin takes
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places At the least, this theory avolds making men guilty
for a sin which somecone else cormitited, Men's loss of his

' justitia originalis? is due %o his own foult.






CHAPTER VI
PELAGTANISM - THE MOST SBEE/IOUS ALTERNATIVE

fay I candidly confess thet I have no innate prejudice
apeinst the efforts to desl with the »roblem of sin and its
effect on the Inage from this engle. On the contrary I was
et the first strongly impelled myself to seek & solution in
this direction. The way in vhich libersls and raﬁionalists
are able to polnt out serious difficulties in all positions
following the Augustinian tradition is most impressive,
lay I also state that I would still like %o seo e solution
- worked out from this direction vhich avoids some of the
difficulties which we chall indicate below. MMy rveason for
notv accepting thig line of rcasbning is primarilyAbééause I
have found actual Pelagian solutions toﬁbe equally open to
rational eriticism, end to have the adcitional disadvantage
of not being as consonant with the facts of humen experience,

‘The essentlal ingredient of Polagiaonism is its insiste-
ence that actuai‘sins cannot be regarded as sinful or as
involving guilt if they do not proceed from a will which is
essentlally free, There may be a bias toward evil in nature,
or a social strusture that is strongly conducive to sin, but
there is no absolute necescity for a manm to sin.

Mogt forme of Velegianism whieh grant man enough free

will to meke him responsible for his actudl sins, however,
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¢o not do Justice to the universclity of sin. hen wo see
that ell nen actually hgﬁe ginned, we are almost compelled to
hunt for a nrinciple which will do Jjustice to this univer-
saiitye “he Peleglasn must be prepared to answer this‘quest-f
fon affirmatively, "Is it poseible for any humen being not
to siu?". And 1% scens o me that tho facts point té.a
negative mnswer. gSurely it is a raasopable demand to make
of the Pelegians that they produee a group of peonle, or ab

- least ono person (other than Christ'who wes nob oniy humnan
but also divine) ﬁho"illus:ratés their contention th?ﬁ nen
does not ein by necessity, “80 much nay be said of~§élmgianism
in general. |

‘1. Xent and His 'Redical Evil?

| Immanuei Kant nmakes one of the mostvserious Pelegian

ef:orts to grapsle with this problem, fThe only point I wish
to make in eqnnéction with his effort is to show that ib is
open to rational critiecism just‘as much aslﬂugustihianism.‘ |

~ However, Ként does come to rea1 grips with this probiém
in his estimate of evil es ":adicél". "The cohtradiétion,iﬁ:
man," he points out, “ou@htrnét to be tracad back tc’én‘on
Jactive, neutralfimperéonalAentity, neiiher ;o seﬁse,,nor
to the fact that men is finite, nor to the 1mperfection‘of the

stage of Gevelopment, nor to ignorance....nor to the weakness

i
of the spirit, nor....to inheritance," 1Ian's sin is in

1 DLnil Brunner, gen in Revolt, De 128
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the centre of his nature, in his will, Howevér, Kent does
not draw the neceqsary conclusion from this that nan sins

"by an ineluctab;e fate,” He said rather that this evil
in‘man, vhile it 1s radical, can nevertheless be Qvercome |
by a revolution in the disposition of which men himself is
capable. _ . 1

. Bub I submit that this solution involves just as 5reat

a loric 1 and rational difficulty as do any of the Auguqt-
“inien solutions. If man's will is sinful, then man is cor=
rupted in the very centre of his beihg. To appeal to a
thigher element! in man's will 1s to assume that man is not
corrupted'in his essentiai nature. A thorough-going rational-
ist cennot hold to both of these. Iither man 1s corrupted

in his essential nature or he isn't. One cannot csay in one
bresth that the will of man is evil, and in the next assert
that man can nevertheless overcome this evil bias by a revo=
lution in the disposition which he himself is able to bring to
passe So that Kant's Pelagian effort fails to satisfy the

ninimm requirement of rational consistency.

2. Original sin and Thelstic Evolution .
The second éericus Pelaglan effort with which I shell
deal islthat which interprets original sin in the light of
theistic evolution. |
Generally sveaking, this apbroach has the’ﬁery great
edvantage of bringlng to the problem the in31ghtn gained by

the scientific study of man's early history.
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I an including this line of approach under Pelaglanism
because I believe a theistic evolution approach, to be at all
worthy of consideration, must proceed alons indeterministio‘
lines, If the deterministib angle be enmphasized, then God is
made,resgpnsible for the éin of man, F..R. Tennant, while
bhis golution is for the most part, strongly indeterministis,
nevertheless cormits the unfortunate faux-pas of aszerting
determinism in his fourth.Huléean Locture = "What introsﬁeotion
really discovers is en internal confliet between nature and
nurture, natural desire and moral e;d:...and this is the
inevitable‘condition of human life and the expression of
God's purnase.";. This certainly aprears to blame God for the -
wey in which"he created man. He,ls saying in substance thet
the will of God immanent in organic evolution has brought
man iato existence with & seeret flaw in his soul, which sooner
or later betrays him into actumid sin. This is no 1mproﬁement
over the old *inheritance? viewsvwhioh robbed man of the. |
requnéibility for gin, Therefdre, I believe a theistic;
evolution approach must proceed along indeterministic lines
1f 1t is not to run immediately into 1nsurmountable obstacles.

Such a theory, I surmise, would proceed alona these lines.
Genesis would likely be read so as not to exclude theistie
evolution, and we agree that this is altogether possible.

Such_a theory would have to acknowledse the fact of original
e e Willicms, ihe‘icens of the Fell and oF Original Sin,

De 552
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ain, It would assert that peo»le are born with a tea&endy
to sin, or = to» anti~-soecial conduct, as wsyfholdmy terns it.
While these tendewcles are strong, S0 as to nake sin hi ~hly
nrobable, they do not make sin inevlitable. “he e tcndoac*es
are nob cvi? 1n thenselves) they are 51n71y ne boral’ iﬂxnlses
which can, if not controlled, result in sin,
 These tendencies are inmberited, and thus go back o the

£irat human h@in@‘s) andhave boen passed dovn ever since.
?ncéa are hatural charaeﬁeristics ana are transmitted from{
one genérationfto another. This does hot necessarily say that
they ere acquired characterlstics, though they may bo so

called in some trnqtmento.l '

The flrst humen or humqns was (nerp) morally lnnocent.
?%ey jalefsts! &gsed natural impulses by process of bloloiical con=
tinulty. ”his is a long way f*om internreti e originel right-
- gousness to nean that &dam was nractically equal w1th bhrlst
| as Luther for example diﬁ,

Tho effect of the fall on the first men was a rupbure
of. fellomshlp bntween’blm and God; for hig posterity it 4id
noi necessarily mean that. Tor them, it merecly mecant thatb
-Bhey 1nher1teu‘a reakenad gaﬁu?e or an increased teﬁﬂency
0 sin, which makes it poséibie for them %o have fellowship
with Cod, but =lmost inevitable $het thoy will sin,

I do not know nf any 9y§ten.which has worked out the
1T F. R. lennans will have nons oi this 'acquir-d characuer’

solution, baeause ezaln it tends to tsake the rosvongibi&ity
from man.
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gin anpeer a conscicus cholee of evil in deflence of a kmown
good,

A theory which did take the implications of Tenncnt?s
ceritieiam seriously nmicht eoncelvebly be worked out from
evolutionary premisses, end then it is T shall be one of
the moct eager and sympathetic of those who investigate 1t.
Sueh a theory must recognize that when man hes yielded to
the impulses of original sin, that his will becomes enslaved
by sin so that he is uneble to extricate himself from this
bondage. It must o on to recognirze that men can only,
therefore, be saved by & nover outside himgelf. In its es-
gence, such a view would be in complete harmony with the
traditional view of salvetion by grace.-

such a view would undoubtedly reedﬁaize the obvious truth
that the will of a young child is béttei-able to choose the
right than en adult hardened in sin. Of course, religlous
sducation has’alwayé taken this obvious fact into account
in 1ts~emphasis upon training the ehildren of the church
during thelr more impressionable yearse

An Avgustinian defendant could reply that this is a
cormonsense viewpoint which undoubtedly has a measure of
vracticel truth in it. But a deener look at the problem will
reveal that even the youns child is guilty of the basie,
original sin just as much as an adult.A Even the child has

i1ts centre in himself and not in God, If the rcot sin of
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hunanity 1s correctly defined ac a fallure to trust Cod and
tc depcnd on Hin, togethor With a corresnonding false nride
in onp's ovm resources, then perhaps the Augustinien viownoint
is just as reliable as a working hyrothesls.

And now we are ready for é brief analysis and criti-
cism of the indeterministic theisitic evolutionary solutions
hat 19 involved in this view 1s a weakening of one of the
two essential vrongs of the Augustinisn dilemma, Thers is
no totality of sing there is no necessity to sin in which
nen are involved. Tpe objections to this may be surmarily
stated: (1) o single porson save Jesus the Christ, may bé
nroduced as an gxenple of one who embodles the proof that
man is not involved in a necessity to sin, If the Pelagién
‘asgertlion of freedom were trne, that man does not have to sin,
it wonld be a fine thinz. But the empirical fact that "all
have sinned" strongly suggests that the Avgustinlan analysis
is more true to the facts.. (2) I find the estimate of the.
nature of original sin givea by Augustinianism infinitely
preferabla; It conglsts of a rupbure of man's relation with
cod, a prideful refusal to acknowledse one's dependence on
104 rather than self, instead of a thangover' of certaln
inpulses by nrocess of biological continuity. Undoubtedly,
thisg latiter expnlanation is one f&ctor in‘the total'ﬁicﬁure,

vet for an ultinmate, basic analysis of‘sin, I do not see how

we can fdo nthorwlse than trace itto & bad relationshin to
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Gody ~ namely, the prideful refusal o recognize our dorend-
ence on God mather than selfl, (5) The Pauline gsychology;
ebsurd as it may sean to rationalistic noralisis, is a more
accuraso deuuviﬁtidn of sin us‘weaetuazly observe it,

The real reason, for examsle, why I ehuhr follows the
Atgt» tinian lina is beeause he feels 1% conforms nore nnérly
to tﬁe‘ﬁsycaoloricﬁl and woral facts in humﬂn vrony~coing |
than either Polacianisn or seml-P nlawlaniqm. wiie frath is
that absurd as the dlassicai‘?auline doctrine of eriginal
sin may seen ab first bliugh, it nrestige ag a pert of the
Chrictian trubth is preserved, and ncrsnnially r9~esﬁab11 she d,

Huinmu the attacls of retionalists and sinple moralists
by itc ab&li*y to throw lizht unoq complex ?acterl in hunan
behaviour which constantly escape the moralists.” e il
lugtratos thie by en example ffom.mséeru religious netionale-
ism.  "Yet it would be fallacious to assume that a Nazi |
gives'unqualified devotion to tﬁe quaiified and conﬁitioned' |
volue of hig rece and nation by @ conseiously perverso choica
of the lesser agminst‘the higher'gcgd. Bup it would be |
equally ex roncous 0 obsolve + e religiewé ﬁationalist Ox
re ““onsibility'nvraly becausc bis choiee is not conselously
pervers c."l |
Here the Panline pels yvhelowy is a better exnlanatien of

this complex pneﬂomenonnthan'any other. The snecific zot of

sin is tho consequoncéd of blindness: “Their foolish hoort
1 Reinhold Hiebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, De 249
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wng dorlzonedes” But thiz blindness is pot mwraly tho bAind-
ness of men's natural irnorence, Mor in it a toulturel legty

Nor is 1% due %o any iphorited tendencles which neces: arily

Anvolve mon in oline It is derived from o “vein Inecinction”
It was besnuce they "nrofecsed tnémmelveé vige" that they
”becmmahfsals,“

"It i ¢lear from such snalyels of wveliricus nationalimm
in dorms of Pruline neyehology that the distinehlon het{eea
originel ain amﬁ>néﬁual sin conuet be mede oo clecrly ag io
esoimed in mara;istie troetises on eln, The zotual cin £ole
lows more inevitebly from the blas tovcrd sin thon io uo.elly
&Gu‘ﬁ@ﬁu' 02 the other bhend the blus toverd esin is conething
more then & meve ley of noturs or nhysiesl furulpo, or h
torical elveumstences Thore ig, in other vords, less frosdon
in ¢ e setucl gln end mors moshnsibility for ho Dlas tovard
gin (originel sin) then roralistio intornreindions orn undome
otande

The cotusl gin is the consequancs ~f the texptation of
anrlety in whieh oll fe stonds, Iut aaxiety alone io
nelther agtucl nor original sin, ©in docs not P10V NOCCHw
sarlly from it. Consequently the bilos toverd sln frov whieh
gotual sin flowe is anxiety »lun sin, Or, in tie vords of |
Kierkorenrdy ‘sin nres:opecos 1taa§fg tan could not be tonnte

ed if ho hod not sirecdy olnned,n
THEd, Da Goleiol
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‘Mese last two paragraphs h;ve raally two mmintse that
need to be distinsuished, Firsit, there is the Iact that
Poauline nsycholosy is the best deserintion of the complex
phanonena involved in sin, Second, there is the i§e$capable”
conclusion that no sinsle temmoral sin can be postulated as
the '6iiginal'ﬁin‘. No matter how far back we toke it, sin
continues o presupmose itself, Niebuhr and Brumer both
cénelude thet the onlv remaining neosition %o which they con.
retrest is to take original sin oubs of the temnoral Hrocsss
entirely. |

(4) Tere is one lash eriticiem, vhich tekes into ac=-
count the ohief difficulby which confrontg Christianity. In
our criticiam of Velagienism, we have shnﬁ@d how Rant pgave -
a se&ious ana accur&%e‘estimnte of sin as 'radical?, as being
locatod in the eontre of man's being, in his will, But we
sﬁmwed hqﬁ ho held b0 hig vebionalistie prineiple (7% ouikt;
herefore I cent) ond drew the illegitimaﬁe;conclusion féom
"his sound pfemisses that mon ves neyertholess able to accon-
pliéh thé neoded revolubion of the direction of his will b?
his,éﬁﬁ-efforﬁsﬁ The enphasis of the theistic evolution ap-
proaeﬁ on theiéther hend hes been the loovhole of freeﬁam
not to sin vhich it holds outb, |

The nractical 4ifficulty vhich-the Ghrictian minisbry .

hos vith both of these Pelacian solutions is that they tend

to encouregs sinfl; fallen men in false pride, If natural
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pan's basic sin is felse pride in self, and & failure t
trust in God, then any phllosophictl or theological position
which tends to confirm and eneourage man's false pride can
only be con.,idered as practically dangerous,

- Perhaps the chief exnlanation of the greuter sm.rltual
fmitfulness of the Au.{tustinian theology lies Jjust here,
nenely, the death blow which it deals to man's false pride.
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