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E HAVE COME TO THE END ot an cra in theology. writes
Perry LeFevre of Chicago Theological Seminary. The ciants,
whom he identifics as Barth, Brunner. Tillich and Bultmann, are
departing the scene (both literallv and influentially, T would add}.
Theology will now foll(m new directions; and the relationship bc
tiveen thcol()9§ and philosophv will be approached in fresh wavs:

This paper will briefly trace the relationship whiclh obtains
betswween Neo-orthedoxy, as represented bv Barth and Brunmner, and
radical existentialist theclogy, as represented by Tillich and Bultmann,
and philosophv. Such a relationship becomes particularly significant
when it is gencrally assumed that theologians of the past decades were
hostile toward philosophy. Such an assumption is, of course, just not
true. Neo-orthodox theologians tended to adopt an anti-philosophical
stance. Yet it must be remembered that thev did relate positively to
existentialism, which of all recent philosophical movements has per-
haps exerted the greatest single impact on recent Protestant theology.
On the other hand the other two major theologians of the time,
Tillich and Bultmann, were anvthing but hostile to philosophical
thought.

The question of the relation of philosophy to theology has been
called a universal problem in Christian thought. Roman Catholicism
has in the past felt more at case with inv olvements with philosophy
than has traditional Protestantism. Recently, however, Roman Cath-
olic theology has been caught up in the attempt to securc its freedom
from philosophical categorization in order to imbibe a bit more of
the Biblical spirit. Protestant theology often claimed to be relatively
free of philosophical impingements. Such a claim could be made,
however, only if Protestant theology were ignorant of its contempo-
rary philosophical movements or if it had adopted a certain phil-
osophical stance without actually realizing it had done so.

I. KARL BARTH

The twentieth century has witnessed a rcaction among theo-
Jogians against philosophical influences. Karl Barth became recog-
nized as the theologian who criticized both philosophers and theo-
logians who allowed their teaching to be determined by non-revealed
sources. Barth, whose theology fell like a bomb on the plavground of
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the theologians, was led in his study of the biblical witness to draw
strict and bold lines of demarcation between philosophy and theology.
When he undertook his drastic revision of the Christian Dogmatics,
he made it clear that he wanted to free theology of any-and all
dependence upon philosophy or a general anthropological approach.
In the toreward of his new Church Dogmatics he states that to the
best of his ability he cut out in this second issue of the book every-
thing that in the hrst issue might give the slightest appearance of
viving to theology a basis, support, or even a mere justification in the
wav of existential philosophy. Along with this he repudiated the
basicallv medieval approach to a natural knowledge of God based
upon the analogia entis.

Yet Barth admitted that philosophy does have a place in
theology. He writes: "It is no more true of anvone that he does not
mingle the gospel with some philosophy, than that here and now
he is free from all sin except through faith.” The theologian must
be tully aware. however, of what he is doing with philosophy. Philos-
ophy can never become a norm alongside that of Holv Scripture.
Furthermore, there is no reason for giving preference to one
philosophical perspective over others. Scripture must never become
captive to any human scheme of thought.*

According to Barth both theology and philosophy are human
enterprises, neither of which can ever fully possess the whole truth.
Both can onlv attempt to serve the truth. Philosopher and theologian
will therefore follow different ways, engage in controversy, but
remember that the philosopher will give primacy to one concept of
truth, the theologian another. For theology the primacy will always
lic in God the Creator and Redeemer who reveals himself in dvnamic
sclf-disclosure. For the theologian, thought must move from God to
man and only then from man back to God. Jesus Christ is the one
entire truth; philosophy may help the theologian take nature, culture,
and humanity more seriously but can never approach the ultimate
revelation of God in Christ.

II.  EMIL BRUNNER

Although Emil Brunner is considerably more sympathetic to-
ward philosophy, he also rejects it as source of religious truth. There
is a differcnce between truth which lies at the base of theology and
the truth which philosophy is seeking. While philosophical knowl-
edge is grounded in the subject-object dichotomy, theological or
Christian truth is understood in terms of encounter. Truth as en-
counter is personal; it is disclosed by giving, not by being sought.
For Brunner divine revelation means the whole of divine activity
for the salvation of the world, the story of God’s saving acts which
reveal his nature and will; above all, him who is the fulfillment of
revelation, Jesus Christ. “He Himself is the revelation. Divine revela-
tion is not a book or a doctrine; revelation is something that happens,
the living history of God in his dealing with the human race.”
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Revelation is “truth as encounter,” and kaith is knowledge as
encounter. In the transformation which the medieval church experi-
enced revelation became doctrine, and faith becamce doctrinal belief.

According to the biblical understanding of revelation. God does
not become the object of our thought precisely because he is the Tord,
the absolute subject who reveals himself. "He is not at onr disposal
as an object of knowledge. He proves himsclf as Lord in the fact
that he alone gives the knowledge of himsclt, and that mun has no
power at his own disposal to enable him to acquire this knowledee.™
Truth is personal encounter. And this truth is not appropriated in
an act of objective perception of truth, “but onlv in an act of personal
surrender and decision.”™

As to natural theology, Brunner admits that a certain hnowledge
of the moral law, which reflects something ot the original revelation
of God in the human mind, is possible for human reason. Yet this
reason is limited “in the incapacity to detcrmine whence this Law
comes, in the incapacity to know evil in its depth, in the abstract
nature of demand, and in its impotence to overcome resistance.”
Philosophical theology is never sufficient to tecach men to know God,
because God exits only through revelation in Christ for faith. Man
can of himself know the law of God, in so fur as it is onlv the domand
for a certain way of life, even though this knowledge mav be to a
farge extent dimmed or obscured. Following the terminology of
ancient philosophy, and particular statements of the apostle Paul,
the theology of the church has described this law of God known to
reason as the lex naturae, that is, as the divine law know to man by
naturc.’” Strictly theistic systems, savs Brunner, exist only upon the
foundation of Christianity.

This applies to the whole of Christian philosophy from Au-
gustine down to the great representatives of scholasticism who were
indeed always both theologians and philosophers. This is also true
of the whole current of the modern tradition. With a slight exaggera-
tion we may sayv that philosophical theism is identical with Christian
philosophy.*

“Revelation and reason possess one common element: theyv both
claim truth. The genuine scientist wills that truth should prevail;
the Christian faith also is concerned with truth.™’

At first sight it seems as though the truth claimed by rcason has
one advantage over that claimed by faith. It is universally recognized.
“T'wice two makes four,” is a truth for evervone. The truth of revela-
tion is universally valid; but the fact that Jesus Christ is the Son of
God and Redeemer of the world is not recognized by everyone.’* So
philosophical theism cxists only within the Christian realm, argues
Brunner. It is really the philosophical doctrine of God which develops
in agreement with the Christian faith.!’ Christian philosophy is
nothing else but that which believing Christians produce when they
think philosophically. Theology is thought about the content of devel-

opment.
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(1. PAUL TILLICH

There v itde question that Paul Tillich believed in a close

allmm( between philosophy and theology. He stated this very clearly:

"As a theolozian [have tried to remain a philosopher, and vice versa.
It would have been casier to abandon the boundary and to choose one
or the other. Inwardly this course was impossible for me.™* Tillich
was alwavs interested in the development of a philosophy of culture.
He understood philosophy as a theory of the principles of meaning.
And the philosophy of religion relates those principles to a theory of
the essence of religion. Philosophy lms to be taken scriously by the
biblical theologian. He wrote that “no theologian sheuld be taken
seriouslv as a theologian, cven it he is a great Christian and a great
scholar, it his work shows that he doces not take philosophy  seri-
ously.”

Since theology claims that it constitutes a special realm of
knowledge the tluoloman is placed under the obligation of giving an
account ot the wav in which he relates theology to other forms of
knowledge. He must answer two questions: “What is the relation-
ship of theology to the special sciences and what is its relationship
to philosophv?™ Tillich answers the first question by asserting that
“if nothing is an objcct of theology which does not concern us
ultimately, theology is unconcerned about scientific procedures and
results and vice versa.” Theology has neither the right nor obligation
“to pu]x.dxcc a physical or historical, ﬁouolomcal or psvchological,
inquiry.” The qucstion of the relation of thcoloc\ to the special
sciences merges into the question of the relatlom}np between theology
and phxlo\oph‘

This relationship between theology and  philosophy is clearly
stated in his Systematic Theology, Vol. 1. He defines philosophy as
ontologv. It uestions the structure of being. The object of theology
is what concerns a man ultimately. And what concerns a man ulti-
mately must be reals it must be related to being. Furthermore, “it must
be the ground of our being, that which determines our being or not-
being, the ultimate and unconditional power of being.”' While
philosophy is interested in the structure of being, theology is inter-
ested in the mcaning of being. Philosophy and theology ask the
question of being; but they ask it from different perspectives. The
philosopher attempts to maintain a detached objectivity toward being
and its structures. He tries to exclude all personal and historical
conditions which might (hstort an objective vision of reality. The
theologian, on the other hand, “is not detached from his object but
is involved in it. He looks at his object with passion, fear, and love.”
This is not the eros of the philosopher of his passion for objective
truth; it is the Jove which accepts sav ing, and therefore personal
truth.”"” The attitude of the theologian is “existential”; he is involved
with the whole of his existence, with his finitude and his anxiety,
his self-contradictions and dispair, with the healing forces in him and
in his social situation. Whenever he abandons this existential attitude
he is driven to statements the reality of which will not be acknowl-
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edged by anybody who shares the existential presup pmimm\ of the
empirical theologian. The one reality and the structares that appear
in it, and the manifestation of what concerns man ultin. itely, con-
cern both philosopher and theologian. Thus there is in cvery philos-
opher a hidden thcologian, and in every theologian, o nd(hn
philosopher.

The relationship between philosophy and theology is also appur-
ent in Tillich’s understanding of the theological method. His concept
of correlation unites man's cxistential questions and theological an-
swers. The theologian assumes a philosophical task when he formu-
lates the questions implied in human existence: but he remains a
theologian when he insists that the answers must be found in the
symbols of the Christian faith. The answers are spoken to human
existence from bevond it.*”

Tillich holds that there is no conflict between philosophy and
thealogy, but there is no synthesis either. A common basis is Jacking.
He states that the idea of a sy nthesns between theology and phl}mopm
has lead to the dream of a “Christian Philosophy.” For @illich the
term is ambiguous. It can mean a philosophy whose extential basis
is historical Christianity. Or it can denote a philosophy which dovs
not look at the universal logos but at the assumed or actual demuands
of a Christian theology. The idea of a Christian philosophv in the
narrower sense of a philosophv which is intentionally Christian nust
be rejected, savs Tillich. Christianity docs not nced o Christian
philosophy in the narrower sense of the word.

IV. RUDOLF BULTMANN

Rudolph Bultmann alsa claims a positive role for philosophy. So
much so, in fact, that Nels Ferre has charged both Bultmann and
Tillich with being neo-naturalistic philosophers. Bultmann swwants
to usc philosophy; at the same time he wants to avoid a collapse of
theology into anv kind of philesophy, because theology presupposes
the exclusive act of God in Christ which is disclosed only to faith.
For Bultmann knowledge which does not come through faith in
response to Christ is not knowledge of God as God. Phll()soph\
thercfore, cannot reach genuine knowledge of God. Yet philosophy
plays an important role.

Bultmann is concerned about proper self-understanding which
issues in authentic existence. This is an existential understanding of
life. And the basis for such existential interpretation must, savs
Bultmann, be found in philosophy. So he takes over the concepts of
existential analysis. “The object of my theological rescarch is not
existence in faith, but rather the natural man. The philosopher
completely dlsregards whether something like faith or unfaith can
take place.”' In this wav theology becomes dcpmdcnt upon philos-
ophy’s interpretation of human existence. Philosophy inquires onto-
logically into the formal structures of human existence, while
theology deals with the concrete man in so far as he is to be encoun-
tered by a specific proclamation. Bultmann expresses the difference

between philosophy and theology in this way: philosophy shows that
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my being & man uniquely belongs to me, but it does not speak of my
unique existence: this. however, is exactly what theologyv does.>

Philosophy sces man as a particular concrete man who is detgr—
mined by some specific "how™: it speaks of the “that” of this * ho“
but not of the “how" itself. Theolom speaks of a specific “how.,” but
not by jumping into a hole that has been Jeft open by philosaph\ in
the totality of what is knowable or in the svstem of the sciences.
Rather it can have its own original motive only because the man who
is determined by that specific "how™ has need of theology for his own
realization.s

The real theme of philosophy tor Bultmann is not existence, but
existentiality, not the factual but tactuality; it inquires concerning
existence with respect to existentiality but it does speak to concrete
existence. Everv interpreter, savs Bultmann, depends upon the con-
cepts of a philosophy. And Bultmann believes that existential philos-
ophv is the correct assumption. Theology can make fruitful use of
the philosophical inalvsis of human existence. “"For the man of faith
s in anv case a man. just as the proclamation out of which faith
arises encounters him as a human word.™* And he believes that
Martin Heidegger is correct in his understanding of human existence.

“[ learncd from him not what theologv has to sav, but how it has to

sav it, in ordm to speak to the thmhng man todd\ in a wav he can
understand.™ Phlluso hy thus provides the categories of existence
within which a p muu!ar understanding which is gained bv faith
can be understood by theology.

in his autobiographical reflections Bultmann acknowledges that
the new theology (Barthianism) had correctlv seen that Christian
faith is the answer to the word of a transcendent God who encounters
man; it is the task of theology to deal with this word and the man who
has been e¢ncountered by it. In pursuing this theological quest Bult-
mann asscrts that the work of existential phxlosophy which he had
come to know through his discussion with Heidegger, had become of
decisive significance for him. "I found in it the conceptuaht\ in which
it is possible to speak adequately of ‘human existence and therefore
also of the cxistence of the believer.” He adds, incidentally, that in
his cfforts to make philosophy fruitful for theology, “I have more
and more come into opposition to Karl Barth. Nev ertheless [ remain
gratetul to him for the decisive things I have learned from him.”?
At the same time Bultmann insists that philosophy can never become
a substitute for theologv. Philosophy is limited because the true
meaning ot existence comes onlv through faith which is response to
divine revelation. Bultmann admits that there is 2 kind of revelation
to be found both in nature and in history, a revelation accessible
therefore to the philosophical spirit. This points toward the rev: elation
of God spoken in the kervgma. But Christian faith msxsts “that all
answers apart from the Christian answers are illusions.”>* Bultmann
sums up his understanding of the limitations of philosophv when he
writes:

I do not consider such a philosophical theology possible. It is

only possible to make God the object of conceptual thought in
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so far as the concept "God” can be objectively Cxplicared. In-

deed, that must be the case since theology must be ghle t
say what it means when it speaks of God. Theoloey muyst ther ?
fore clarify in a conceptual way-—for example, the ynn}up@ (ff

transcendence, of omnipotence. of the presentmices of God, (e

concepts of grace and forgiveness. This cannot mcan. howevor

that theology speaks directly of God and of hiv activin. |¢
cannot speak of God as he is in himselt, but onlv of what he
does for us.** '

Bultmann would never conceive his task us the replacement of
traditional Christian faith, Existentialist philosophy is not concerned
to demonstrate the reasonableness or validitv of the so-called evie
dences for the existence of God. It does not attemipt 4 metaphvsic,
although it does concern itself with those experiences which ‘eive
rise to God-talk.”* It is significant to note that Heideguer turned trom
his early analysis of human Dasein to being in a much wider sense.
Bultmann used Heidegger's earlv work; he shows linde interest
however, in his ontological investigations. Bultimann firmiv belicves
that neither theology nor philosophy can speak objectivelv abour Gad
or divine being. “If by speaking of God onc¢ understands 1o talk about
God, then such style has no sense at all. One can speak of God onlv
from out of the depths of personal relationship with God." '

This brief survev of the relationship of Nco-orthodox and
existentialist theologies to philosophv serves as a reminder that
Christian theology has often come under the spell of sccular philos-
ophies. Many of Bultmann’s critics hastily concluded that he wished
to set the clock back and return to the theology practiced in the 19th
century, which Barth calls “Egvptian bondage” to philosophy. Theo-
logians, writes Professor John Macquarrie, usced prevailing philo-
sophical thought apologetically, that is, thev attempted to find a
point of entrv into the contemporary mind in order to present the
Christian faith in terms intelligible to their own age. They sometimes
used current philosophical concepts even when thev were drawn tfrom
svstems which were quite alien to Chiristianity. ™

There are certain dangers attendant upon this kind of theologis-
ing. Macquarrie draws attention to three: preoccupation with a
secular philosophv might lead to a distortion of Christian tcaching
through over-emphasis of certain elements which seem particularly
congenial to the philosophy concerned; ideas guite foreign to Chris-
tianity may slip into theology; at worst, there may be a plain accom-
modation of the Christian faith to the prevailing philosophy of the
age. Did Bultmann, for example, fall into this kind of trap by
granting undue influence to existentialist philosophy? Did he, i
fact, make Christian theology conform to a current secular thought:
Quite obviously Bultmann used existentialism, which appeared as a
philosophical reaction to scientific humanism, to present Christianity
as a relevant issue in the mid-twentieth century. At the same ume
Bultmann certainly did not intend to expound Christian thought in
concepts which may be nothing more than a passing philosophical

m
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Bultnaunn insists that the philosophy of existence stands in a
very speial relotionship to theology. ™ He believes that the presuppo-
sitions ot theological thinking are clarified and secured by Heideg-
gerian oxistentialism since it is a philosophy of being. The proper
philosophical outlook to theological study is that philosophical work
which ¢ndeavors to develop in suitable concepts the understanding
of existence that is given with human existence. For Bultmann it all
hinges on the Fragestellung, the putting of the question. When
Bultmann cocs to the Bible he asks the question of human existence.
Of course. he is concerned qua theologian about God; but about God
in so far as he is significant to man as existing. Man and his being
arc central in all theological problems.”

In making this claim Bultinann believes that he is following the
scheme of the New Testament. Such a Fragestellung, in Bultmann's
thinking, does not predetermine the answers which Biblical exegesis
provides and from which the theologian interprets the Christian faith.
To the contrary . it rather opens the theologian’s eves to the content of
the text. In tact. in emploving existentialism Bultmann feels that he
is remaining true to the teachings both of St. Paul and Jesus himself.
St. Paul's use of bodv and spirit relates, thinks Bultmann, to the
distinction between authentic and inauthentic existence. And there
is little question for Bultmann that Jesus demanded authenticity. The
worst that can happen to a man is to lose himself as he sets his heart
on the things of the world. Jesus presses a man to radical decision.
Man must choose between God and the world, between being his
true self in obedicnce to God or loosing himself in serving the
creaturely.

Bultmann thinks he successfully escaped the trap of pinning his
theology to what might prove to be a passing philosophy. He did
nothing morc than use contemporary philosophical concepts to assist
in his presentation of the Christian faith. Theology alwavs makes
ontological assumptions about man, and existentialism stands in a
verv special relationship to Christian theology because it reflects
much of the basic teaching of the New Testament. Bultmann is
convinced that Pauline theology expounds a doctrine of man which
is parallel to that ot Heideggerian existentialism. The life of man
without Christ and the life of man in faith matches what Heidegger
calls inauthentic and authentic existence **

Macquarrie suggests that Bultmann did not fully escape the
trap bccause of his preoccupation with the existentialist elements
which he found in the teaching of Jesus. According to Bultmann,
the historic Jesus was little more than a teacher of practical philosophy
with certain resemblences to existentialism and who is stripped of the
numinous characteristics which the Gospel ascribe to him. Did Jesus
have no Messianic consciousness? Would people have taken him
seriously if he had not at Jeast claimed to be the Messiah, especially
if he had not risen from the dead? Macquarrie sees in Bultmann’s

negative attitude to such questions an indication that he was uncon-
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sciously biased in his presentation because of the intluence ot philos-
ophy in his thought.

V.  What Kind of Philosoph:7?

Philosophy and theology have been bound together in a strange
relationship for some time, so much so that no thcolom can af‘iord
the Juxury of not dettzrmmmtr itself in relation to phllnsoph\ At
the same time theology has cither feared that philosophy would rule
against it decisively or that it would simply take over theology and
dictate whatever theological solutions that considered nccessary. For
a theologian ever to assumc that a particular philosophy is dictated
to him is a faulty presupposition which can somctimes prove fatal
to the theological enterprise. But to belicve that a theologian can
ever undertake his task entirelv free of philosophv is engaging in
self-delusion. Sontag describes both conditions as the worst con-
ceiveable state for theology.

With what kind of philosophy will theology stand in intimaice
relationship during the coming decades? A continuing impact of
existentialism on theolom is not automatically ruled out simply be-
cause various forms of the philosophical movement have so greatly
influenced theology during the first decades of our century. Phenom-
enology presents itself as a candidate, cven though its precoccupation
with phenomena makes of God an entitv quite bey vond its sclf- -imposed
range of experience. Logical positivism is decidelv antimetaphvsical
and contemporary anal\m philosophy scarcely qualifies as a pro-
ponent of biblical revelation, even though its stress on carcful analvsis
of terms, definitions, and statements ought to be more carcfully
heeded by theology. In a certain sense process philosophy is the most
likely candidate since it offers a metaphysical concern for the divine
which is distinctly absent from most of its contemporary schools of
philosophical thought. Whitehead, Hartshorne, and de Chardin have
demonstrated a pronounced interest in the unfolding naturc of the
divine essence, even though all brands of process phllosoph\ tend to
enunciate a limited God who is simply not at home in’ Biblical
thought.

Karl Barth informs us that when the faculty of the University
of Kocnigsberg made its annual pilgrimage to the town church for
divine service, Kant absented himself from the procession just as it
was about to enter the Church and went home. Perhaps that act is
symbolic of what happened when the theolorr\ of the cighteenth
century went bevond “rational reasonableness.” Philosophy left the
procession and, like Kant and the Biblical character, went to its own
-place. During the nineteenth century philosophv and theology walked
once more due to the theological philesophizing of such men as Hegel,
Schleiermacher, and Ritschl. The twentieth century we have just
surveyed, at least its first half. What kind of philosophy will emerge
in challenge to theology during the next decades? What relationship
between p}nlosophv and theology will develop? We do not, says
Professor Sontag, want a philosophy which will Icad us mcntabh
to a particularly Christian conclusion; but neither do we want one
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that will not allew distinctively Christian assertions to be made.
One thing ought to be added: theology will always make a mistake
when it allies dtselt with a particular philosophy, no matter how
scemingly congenial the system might appear to be. The one great
service philosophy can always perform for its onetime comrade,
theology . is to challenge theology to reexamine its quite unique foun-
dations and to reassert its cquallv unique revelatory proclamation.
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