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Hammann









Man in Revolt


A Christian Anthropology


Emil Brunner


Translated by Olive Wyon


[image: ]




James Clarke & Co.


Cambridge









JAMES CLARKE & CO.


P.O. Box 60


Cambridge


CB1 2NT


United Kingdom


www.jamesclarke.co


publishing@jamesclarke.co


Paperback ISBN: 978 0 227 18080 8


PDF ISBN: 978 0 227 18079 2


ePUB ISBN: 978 0 227 18078 5


British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data


A record is available from the British Library


First published by The Lutterworth Press, 1957


This edition published by James Clarke & Co., 2025


Copyright ©1939 Emil Brunner


All rights reserved. No part of this edition may be reproduced, stored electronically or in any retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, or for artificial intelligence training without prior written permission from the Publisher


(permissions@jamesclarke.co).













Preface to the German Edition





What is Man? This question is the point at which the passionate interest of men and the divine message of the Bible meet and come into conflict. Primarily, man regards himself as the natural centre of his life and of his world. Even where in theory he thinks that he has overcome this ‘naive anthropo-centricism,’ in practice, in life itself, he does not cease to assert himself as this centre. A world with as many centres as there are human beings—that is the cause of all the chaos and disintegration in the world of men. The message of the Bible, therefore, is this: God, not man, is the centre; this truth must be expressed not only in theory but in practice. Hence this message is not concerned with ‘God in Himself,’ but with ‘God for us,’ the God who manifests His nature and His will in the Son of Man, in order that in man this centre may once more become the true centre. The great obstacle to this, however, is that view of himself held by man; to overcome this ‘misunderstanding’ of man about himself, to which he clings as a supreme good, is the revealed will of God, and the act in which this resistance is overcome is faith. The understanding of man’s being is decided in faith or unbelief; in the fact, that is, whether God or man is the centre.


Thus in itself the truth of faith involves discussion, the Gospel is essentially—not accidentally—controversial. It is an attack on man who is his own centre. Divine truth wrestles with human falsehood, and man conceals himself behind his ‘self- knowledge’ in order to defend himself against the Divine claim. Hence a Christian doctrine of man must be beaten out on the anvil of continual argument with man’s own view of himself. If faith simply means that human thought and will finally capitulate to the truth and the will of God, then theology can never be anything other than an attempt, in some way or another, to ‘transcribe’ this controversy between the Word of God and the thought of man. Hence all genuine theology is dialectical and not orthodox. It is aware that its ‘transcript’ reflects the imperfection of our human effort of thought as much as the glory of divine truth. Above all, it is aware that its task is never finished.


Thus this book also is an unfinished piece of work, and would still be so even if I were to work on it for many more years. Its first beginnings lie in the past, more than fifteen years ago, when- it became clear to me, under the deep impression made by the anthropological work of Kierkegaard, that the distinction between modern Humanism and the Christian faith must be made at this point: in the understanding of man. Acquaintance with the thought of Ebner, Gogarten, and Buber helped me further along the path which I had begun to follow. Here too, however, I learned still more from the new light thrown on the teaching of the Reformers; I learned most from Luther, for I came to see that in this question, of all the Reformers his teaching is the most Scriptural and the most profound. Yet as I probed more deeply into the subject I saw that it would be impossible simply to re-affirm the Reformation position and to go no further. I saw too why this was inevitable. In the central anthropological question of freedom versus unfreedom, in particular, the inadequacy of the teaching of the Reformers was evident. There is a great deal to learn from Augustine the thinker which escaped the notice of Luther the fighter. Above all, it became plain to me that the whole ecclesiastical tradition was burdened with certain fundamental axioms, wrongly regarded as Biblical truth; it is these ideas, regarded as axioms, which frequently provide a handle for attacks on the ecclesiastical doctrine on the part of its opponents. In the attempt to reformulate the Christian doctrine of man I took it for granted that I should utilize the results of Biblical criticism, and also, even though less directly, of modern discoveries in the field of natural science. Since we are now at the beginning of a theological era of increasing rigidity in orthodoxy, it is particularly important to preserve the faculty of criticism, although this too has its own peculiar dangers.


The book which I here present has passed through a number of preliminary stages. The germ of the whole was an article on Law and Revelation which I published in March 1925 in Theo- logische Blätter; the second stage was a lecture on Christian Psychology which I gave in the winter of 1927, which, completely recast in 1934, forms the foundation of the present work. A chapter on Biblical psychology in my small book God and Man provided a preliminary outline for the structure of the whole; but most of the other papers which were published, both before and afterwards, turned on the question of anthropology, especially those entitled Die andere Aufgabe der Theologie (the Other Task of Theology) and The Point of Contact (Anknüpfungspunkt).


With the publication of this book I hope that I have redeemed the promise made in the foreword to the second edition of Natur and Gnade, namely, that only a completely theological anthropology, which begins with the great central truths of the Christian faith—the Trinity, Election, and Incarnation—and is directed towards the final Redemption, will be in a position, without causing new misunderstandings, to show clearly my concern, as against Karl Barth, namely, man’s responsibility. It is that alone, and not any weakening of the doctrine of the sola gratia, which causes me to hold fast to the Biblical doctrine of a general or “natural” revelation of God, in spite of all that may be said to the contrary. The fundamental idea of my book is this: that even the unbeliever is still related to God, and therefore that he is responsible, and that this responsibility is not put out of action even by the fullest emphasis upon the generous grace of God, but, on the contrary, that God requires it. This fundamental idea is illustrated in a number of ways throughout the book as a whole. It is concerned with a Biblical doctrine of man, whom the Word of God—as a word of judgement and of promise—addresses and apprehends. One ‘theme with variations’ will always be exposed to the reproach of repetition—especially if there are a good many of them. In my justification I would point to the illustration of the winding tunnels in our Swiss mountain railways, which continually present us with the same view seen from another aspect and from a greater height. The same, if said in a different context, is not simply the same.


Owing to my conception of the task of theology, all technical discussions are relegated to the notes and the appendices. Real theology is not only for experts, but it is for all to whom religious questions are also problems for thought. Hence I have tried to deal with difficult theological questions in such a way that they can be followed by those who have no special theological equipment. There are many ways of faith to Him who alone is the Way; theological reflection also may be such a way, although it certainly is not the way most people would choose. Among all the problems of theology that of anthropology is one of the most important. It is only through the study of this question that many a person comes to understand the Christian message itself, simply because he has learned to think more deeply about himself. Even thought may lead us into ‘the cell of self-knowledge,’ but this real self-knowledge is the point at which faith comes into being. Rightly understood, therefore, to begin at this point is genuine missionary effort.


In conclusion, there are two things I wish to say, I would like to express my cordial thanks to all those who have helped me, especially those who have helped me in the arduous labour of proof correction. And I would like to ask the reader to forgive me for not saying what I had to say in briefer compass. In spite of all my resolutions to the contrary this has developed into a big book after all, and yet I have left a great deal of material untouched. May the readers of this book regard its length as a parable showing that, in the last resort, we human beings cannot fully express even that vision of the truth which we have seen.


Emil Brunner


Zurich, March 1937













Translator’s Note





The present work is an unabridged translation of the book which was first published in German in 1937, by the Furche-Verlag, Berlin, under the title: Der Mensch im Widerspruch, with the sub-title: Die christliche Lehre vom wahren und vom wirklichen Menschen (Eng. Man in Contradiction. The Christian Doctrine of the true (or ideal) man, and of man as he actually is).


The English title: Man in Revolt, has been chosen by Dr. Brunner himself.


For the English version the author has slightly altered the text on page 360 (page 372 in the German original).


The translator desires to offer her cordial gratitude to the many friends who have helped her, in various ways, during the course of this work. For assistance with the revision of the manuscript she would thank particularly: Dr. H. Bookyer, Dr. L. Frankl, Miss L. Goodfellow, and Miss Edith Sandbach-Marshall, M.A., B.D. For the elucidation of some difficult passages she is grateful to Edwyn Bevan, Esq., D.Litt., and to the Rev. John Oman, D.D.


Olive Wyon


London, May 1939













Introduction: The Question of Man


















Chapter 1

The Riddle of Man







It is not self-evident that man should inquire into his own nature, or even that he should ask questions at ah. To ask questions and to take things for granted are incompatible attitudes; when man begins to inquire, he can no longer take things for granted. A mysterious movement has begun, and none can tell whither it may lead. Moreover, once the question of his own nature has been raised, man seeks an answer to a second, still more disquieting question. The earlier questioning had made only his surroundings, the shell of his existence, seem insecure; now, however, he himself feels insecure. Not only is the world full of riddles; he himself, who asks the riddles, has become a riddle. Small wonder, then, that man tries to evade this upheaval. He feels the danger of inquiry, and tries to avoid it by persuading himself that it does not really matter. A sane human being, he says, has something more sensible to do than to look at himself in a mirror. In any case, man should not consider himself so very important. What is there in him so outstanding—this speck of dust, this none too successful late product of Nature? In the world of antiquity it was perhaps allowable that man, with his restricted view of the world and his geocentric outlook, should consider himself to be specially important; but we modern men, for whom astro-physics has shattered the familiar and homely picture of the world, and has opened up to our gaze the infinity of the universe, can no longer ascribe any special importance to man and his problems. Man must accustom himself to the idea that he is only one problem among many others, and by no means the most important.


But the riddle of man cannot be shelved like this. This riddle is not the fruit of our opinions; it springs from its own inward necessity, as the question above all others. Other problems may seem to us to be greater or more important, but they are still our problems. It is we who probe into the remote recesses of the world’s existence; it is for us that the phenomena of the universe become questions. All our problems are focused in this one question: Who is this being who questions—the one behind all questions? Who is this who perceives the infinity of the world? Who is this who is tortured by all life’s problems—whether in human existence or outside it? Who is this being who sees himself as a mere speck in the universe, and yet, even while so doing, measures the infinite horizon with his mind? We are here confronted by the problem of the subject, separated by a great gulf from all problems of the objective world. What is this to which things are objects, which they are ‘set over against’ ? What is this unextended point, like the inapprehensible originator of waves behind a field of electro-magnetic force, its emissive and receptive centre—the soul?


‘Go hence; the limits of the soul thou canst not discover, though thou shouldest traverse every way; so profoundly is it rooted in the Logos,’1 says the great sage of Ephesus, he who was the first to utter the proud word: ‘I have inquired of myself.’2 Hence the soul is separated, as by a deep gulf, from all that man can know or discover by search and inquiry, because the soul itself, which makes itself known, is that which knows; because in the very act of laying something upon the dissecting table for examination, the soul looks away beyond it. It is the inquiring eye, the intelligence, that makes what is examined into a unity; this it is that knows the problems and seeks to solve them. But the soul does not only think and examine; it also wills and feels, makes estimates, loves and hates. It gives its rightful place within the intellectual life as a whole to research, science, thought—to all, indeed, that has value and meaning. Only he who forgets this can overlook the fact that the question of man as subject is not one among many others; it is a new dimension of questioning, and the soul is an ‘object’ whose particular problems consist in the very fact that it is not an ‘object’ at all. We cannot assign any place to the soul—that is, to man—because the soul itself is that which puts everything else in its right place. Hence man is unfathomable in a way different from everything else, because he himself fathoms things; he is the discoverer of that which is unfathomable. If to fathom anything means to get to the other side of it, then the soul is unfathomable because it is that which penetrates to the other side. The fact, however, that man, who can include in his gaze the whole horizon of the world, is at the same time a minute point in the world, an object of infinite smallness in space, does not reduce, but rather increases, the riddle of his being. The difference—indeed, the unfathomable gulf—between the subject and the object, the soul and the world of things, between soul and body, is one problem; a second problem, and one with which thinkers have wrestled in vain for thousands of years, is that of the relation between both, and the way in which both exist alongside of one another—the problem of body and soul.


Even the ‘man in the street’ is aware of this dualism, although he does not give it much thought. He knows that he ought to treat human beings differently from things, not only because they ‘react differently,’ but because he has no right to treat them as things. A purely objective attitude where human beings are concerned is not only impossible; it is not right, and is therefore forbidden. It is precisely this sense that he has no right to dispose of himself and of his fellow-creatures in such a way that gives man the consciousness of his peculiar nature—of his being as man. This ‘thou shalt’ and ‘thou shalt not’ is not something added externally to human existence; it constitutes the heart of man’s being. Man’s being is inseparable from his sense of obligation.


Once again a new depth in human existence is disclosed. Man is not merely what he is; his peculiar being is characterized by that inward and higher ‘something’ which confronts him either with a challenge or at least with pressure from without. But this element which confronts him does so as that which is ‘over against’ him, and not as an ‘object.’ It is genuinely ‘over against’ him, whereas objects are not really ‘over against’ but ‘beneath’ us. This challenge, then, is not foreign to man’s life, but it comes as a call to one’s own nature, as the call to accept responsibility for one’s own life,3 to be truly oneself, and yet it exercises a kind of compulsion. Man is not only one who can ask questions because he is subject; but he is one who must ask them—one who is constrained to do so because he does not yet know, and is not yet what he would be. Whether he will or not, in some way or other he must reach out beyond himself; he must transcend himself; he must measure his thinking, willing, and acting by something higher than himself. As the butterfly is attracted by the light, so irresistibly is he drawn by this ‘higher’ element, whether it be the ‘truth’ which he does not yet know, and by which he tests his thought, or by ‘righteousness,’ ‘the good’ or ‘the beautiful,’ ‘the perfect’ or ‘the holy,’ or even that which is ‘truly human.’ However he may explain this ‘higher’ element to himself, he cannot escape from it, and the disturbance which it causes is so intimately connected with his existence that without it the nerve of his existence as man would be cut, and he himself would sink to the sub-human level. Just as the tension of the bow-string makes the bow—apart from this it is merely a piece of wood—so it is this tension between him and this ‘higher’ element which constitutes the essential human quality in human existence, without which man would be only a particular kind of animal. Man is not merely what he is; he is the being which first seeks himself. All that man creates by his own works, which express his nature, is at the same time a manifestation of the fact that he seeks to understand himself.


Man is not at home with himself; as he is, he cannot come to terms with himself. He desires to be and to express himself as that which he is; yet at the same time he does not want to be what he is. Hence he conceals himself behind his ideals. He is ashamed of his naked existence as it is. He cannot tolerate it; he feels that in some way or other he must live for a future existence in order to endure his own view of himself. In some way or other he counts that ‘higher’ element as his own, in order to be able to say ‘yes’ to himself, and yet he knows that this ‘higher’ element is not real. Thus—in a far deeper sense than in the dualism of body and soul—he is a divided being, and is always conscious of this division. The ‘harmonious human nature’ completely at rest within itself is an extreme instance which does not really exist, whereas the other extreme instance certainly does exist—that of the man who is so divided that his inner nature no longer finds any unity at all, the schizophrenic, the insane. The sense of division, however, owing to the contrast between that which he is and that which he ought to be or would like to be, forms part of the very essence of all human life known to us. We are all aware of this defect in the bell, and of the discords which it causes. Man is a contradictory creature in a threefold sense: he contains contradictions within his own nature, he knows that this is so and suffers accordingly, and, on account of this very contradiction, opposes himself to and vainly tries to free himself from this contradiction.


Or can it be that ‘man with his conflict’ is fortunately an exceptional instance? Is it true to say that ‘man” as such exists at all? Is not that an unreal abstraction, and can it be that the illusion of the contradiction is created by the fact that in a quite unallowable way, which completely sifies reality, the various qualities of the individual man, as we observe him, have been ascribed to a common denominator, in order that we may then exclaim: ‘See, what a monster is man?’ If this were so, then we should be dealing not with a contradiction but with individual differentiation. The one genus humanum is presented to us in a variety of species, sub-species, varieties and individuals, each uniform in itself, but impossible to reduce to a common denominator. How can we possibly speak of ‘man3 in view of the immense differences between the races and historical epochs—from the cave-dweller of the Stone Age to the Athenian of the days of Pericles, from St. Francis to the man of the age of ferro-concrete and of the wireless; in view of the differences which separate the civilized world of the East from that of the West; or again, in view of the fundamental differences which are brought out by the psychological study of types and of character? Does what we say about the old apply also to the young man, and what is true of man to woman as well? This at least is true, that to speak of man as a whole without taking these differences into account would mean that one was talking not of man as he actually is, but of an empty abstraction.


But the converse is also true. All these human beings are bound to one another not only by a very far-reaching common element in their physical and mental endowments, but also by that ‘something’ which makes man man, the ‘mind’ or the ‘reason’; so that, in spite of all differences, they can speak with one another, work together, create and tend common goods and hand them down to succeeding generations. The term ‘man’ not only denotes a zoological species, but, in contradistinction from all names of zoological species, it also seems to denote an independent whole, something which is distinctive, in contrast to all that can be conceived from the biological point of view; that is to say, the humanum. Indeed, is it not a fact that it belongs to this common element—common, that is, to all human beings, but to them alone—continually to deny the reality of that humanum which distinguishes it from all other creatures? Is it not part of the picture of man that he is the being who can deny his nature, his human existence, and continually turn into his opposite, the inhuman? Is it not in this humanum itself that the cause of the conflict from which man suffers resides? Is it not a fact that the mind, the very element which teaches human beings to understand one another, is also the main cause of their being brought into conflict with one another? Indeed, is it not true that the more we learn to understand man the more we see that it is impossible to understand him?


Then perhaps, though for a different reason, we are not justified in speaking of ‘man’ in general. When we do so, we think involuntarily of the individual human being, even if at the same time we also think of the common element present in all. May it be, after all, for this reason, that ‘man’ is an abstraction, since he cannot in any way be understood as an individual? Possibly what leads us astray in the line of thought which starts with the contrast between the subject and the object is this: that it isolates the individual human being as though it were something which could be understood as an independent entity, whereas man in his concrete actuality not only does not occur as an individual, or cannot exist physically, but precisely in his peculiar existence as human can only be conceived and understood in his relation to the other. The decisive, distinctive element is not the ‘I’ which confronts the object, the ‘It,’ but the ‘I’ which confronts the ‘Thou’—or rather does not confront the ‘Thou,’ but in its very existence as an ‘I’ is also determined by the ‘Thou.’ However unfamiliar this view of human nature may be, may it not be the correct view? Has it not always been familiar in some way or other to non-reflective thought—to thought which has not been corrupted by the abstractions of philosophy?4


The fact that man is a zoon politikon, a social being, was already taught by Aristotle in a decisive passage.5 The fact that the individual can only be understood in the context of a larger whole was indeed, although in an entirely opposite way, brought afresh to our consciousness by Darwin and Hegel; the former, by treating seriously the idea of the zoon, and the latter, by dealing seriously with the idea of the politikon: the individual human being a dependent member in the series of his species, and further in the series of living creatures in general; the individual man a more or less unimportant point of transition in the universal history of Spirit, which attains its highest point in the State. In both views the individual is understood as a collective being, as a dependent part of a larger whole.


But the idea that the ‘I’ can only be understood in the light of the ‘Thou’ means something quite different. It is not the member of a species, not the zoon, and not man as the more or less indifferent transitional point in the history of civilization and of Spirit, the spirit-being, which knows the ‘Thou,’ but solely the human being who, in the ‘Thou’ of the ‘Other,’ comes to realize that his being a Self means his being a person, which is not subordinated to any higher ‘something,’ but is itself the ultimate meaning—that which alone gives to every mental object, to all culture and civilization, and to all life in political communities, its meaning and its right. By this we do not mean merely Goethe’s conception that ‘the highest happiness of earth’s children is in personality alone’; for this saying again suggests that the individual is the ultimate and final point of reference. What is meant is the person, which only arises and exists in inseparable union with the ‘Thou’ of the ‘Other’ as ‘I-Myself? Just as man, as the subject of all science, stands over against all objects of knowledge, and cannot be included among them as a member of a series, so man as person stands over against all his intellectual objects, his science, his art, his civilization, his political life, as their source, the one who gives them meaning, and their measure, and is neither incorporated with nor subordinated to them. Man does not exist for the sake of culture or civilization, he is not a means to an end, but he is an end for himself, precisely because, and in so far as, he, as person, is a self which is related to and bound up with a ‘Thou.’ A new depth of human existence and of the riddle of man has disclosed itself to our gaze. Can it be that this is ultimate and final?


Man is part of this world; he is a physical body, a conglomeration of chemical compounds, a zoon with a vegetative and sensory-motor system; he is a species of the great order of mammals. He is also the homo faber, the maker of tools—and what a monstrous tool he has created for himself in modern technique! He is, however, also the humanus, that is, the being who not only makes signs, but can and does speak; the being who not only maintains his own physical existence, but creates and shapes culture and civilization. As this individual human being, he is an individuality which cannot be compared with any other. Hence, in spite of all human resemblances, and in spite of his power to communicate with others through the medium of speech, in the depths of his being he is incomprehensible to every other human being. He is the person who only becomes an ‘I-Self ‘ in union with the ‘Thou.’ And he is also the little creature who is for ever seeking himself, and therefore also fleeing from himself; one who is for ever being drawn and attracted by something higher, and yet is ever seeking to release himself from this higher element; the creature who is both aware of his contradiction and yet at the same time denies it; a creature so great and again so pitifully small that he can measure the universe and yet can be attacked by a bacillus and die. Man is a spirit which dreams of ‘eternity’ and creates ‘eternal’ works—and then the loss of a little thyroid gland makes him an idiot. Man is all this. Is this all?


There is one final depth in man which we have hitherto ignored. Man has gods, and he renders them homage. He has religion. Whatever may be said of the dividing-line between him and the other living creatures known to us, this at any rate is his special preserve; it has been characteristic of him from his earliest beginnings, and seems to be an inseparable part of his existence. Whether he adored his totem animal or the gods of the sun, the moon and the stars; whether by the practice of magic he tries to gain control of supernatural forces; whether by the practices of asceticism and of Yoga he achieves union with the ‘Wholly-Other’; or whether in union with his fellow-countrymen he brings a solemn sacrifice to the high gods, or somewhere in solitude he approaches the Ground of all being in mystical contemplation; one thing remains the same, namely, that just as man is homo faber, so also he is homo religiosus. He is this even when he renounces all mythology, all ideas of a supernatural being, and becomes an agnostic or an atheist. The dimension of the infinite, of the absolute, of the unconditioned, is not empty for any human being, even when he has cut himself adrift from all traditional religious ideas. If he no longer has any personal gods, all the more surely he has one or more impersonal gods6—something which he regards as taboo, something which may not be touched at any cost, whether it be his Communism or his Nationalism, his civilization or ‘life.’ ‘Man always has God or an idol.’7 He can no more rid himself of this dimension of his existence than he can rid himself of the dimensions of time: past, present, and future. Just as little as he can get rid of his past by ceasing to take it into account, can he get rid of his relation to God by denying it. And just as little as he can get rid of anxiety about the future by shutting his eyes to it, can he escape from the unrest of the unconditioned and the longing for perfection by renouncing ‘religious mythology.’ This too belongs to the nature of man, and he has as little power over it as he has over the fact of his existence. He can ‘do away with himself’—but can he? Is this so certain? Anyone who has tried to do this has always begun to wonder whether it was so simple, after all, to evade the riddle of man and the torment of his existence. The dimension of eternity remains, never unoccupied, even if only by the sense of insecurity and the anxiety which accompanies it. Even the extreme instance confirms the truth that this ultimate depth which calls everything else in question, and possibly constitutes the ground of everything, forms an integral part of human existence.


And now, what is man? In view of the wealth, the variety, and the obscurity of the problems upon which we have touched in our rapid survey, is there any possibility of solving the riddle of man? Is anyone able to demonstrate the point from which multiplicity can be reduced to a unity, and presented as an intelligible whole? Attempts to do this have never been lacking. Aristotle must have been the first to undertake to bring together all the particular knowledge of man into a systematic order, and to present from one central point of view an interpretation of man. His attempt has had an incalculable influence upon the whole of Western thought. The Aristotelian anthropology has been part of the supporting structure of European history. This immense influence should not be regarded as due to an unusual depth of thought, but to the fact that in him—in a way which has never been repeated—philosophical, scientific and psychological thought was combined with the non-reflective knowledge and understanding of the ordinary, non-philosophical and non-scientific human being. It is, of course, also true that he owes a great deal of his enormous influence to the fact that behind him stood the greatest thinker the world had known up to that time—Plato, his master and teacher. But neither Plato nor Aristotle mastered the problem of man. Although even to-day no one who wishes to deal seriously with this question can afford to ignore them, yet no one can take his stand on the views of either of them. Two thousand years of history are no small matter, even—and particularly so—for thought about man. The man of the twentieth century not only knows other things about man; he himself, too, is different, not finally because he knows, or thinks he knows, fresh things about himself. It is characteristic, if not of our own day, at least of the period which immediately preceded it, that ‘anthropology’ had become a branch of natural science, and that a book with the title ‘Man’ was as a rule either a scientific or a medical book. In the nineteenth century, humanity tried once more, and with more material than at any previous time, to solve the riddle of man from the point of view of objective research. The effort has not been without result; an immense amount of material about man—I might almost have said, of incriminating material against man—has been collected, and to some extent sifted. But the main result must still be regarded as this, that the decisive questions of human existence are not even perceived by objective scientific research; still less does it contribute anything to their solution. By anthropology, then, to-day, men begin to understand something which, at any rate in general outline and in its main features, far more resembles the attempt of an Aristotle or a Plato than of a Darwin.


But between the extremes of a purely materialistic and a purely spiritual, a purely individualistic and a purely collectivistic, a purely positivistic and a purely religious or theological way of looking at the subject, there lie also to-day all the hundred and one different possibilities of method and combination which have emerged in the history of the past two thousand years, after it has been proved that the problem cannot be solved from the point of view of objective scientific research, in spite of all the resources of scientific method. Naturalistic anthropology is to-day one among several others, and, if I am not mistaken, it is no longer the predominating one. At the present time, therefore, we seem to be as far as ever from being able to give a clear answer to the question: What is Man?


And yet we ought to have an answer. We are not concerned with science and its achievements. We are concerned with ourselves. We are concerned with our life. How can man live if he does not know what his life means? And how can he understand what his life means if he does not know what he, man, is? The question of man is not one which can be pushed aside at will, like that concerning the character of a species of animal or of a spiral mist. Knowledge of oneself forms part of human existence; but human existence is not something optional, which one can take or leave at will, it is the one thing which is not optional but obligatory. It will be worth while to devote some thought to this problem.
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	  3. The original word is Eigentlichkeit—an allusion to one of the leading ideas in the philosophy of Martin Heidegger. If ‘one’ accepts responsibility for one’s life, if a person desires to be what he is, and to decide on his own responsibility, then he is eigentlich (literally ‘proper,’ ‘true,’ ‘real’). If, on the other hand, man allows himself to be concealed by conventional fictions about himself (idealistic, traditional, etc.), he does not accept responsibility for his own life, and is therefore un-eigentlich. On Heidegger’s philosophy, see Werner Brock’s Contemporary German Philosophy (Cambridge University Press, 1935).—Translator.
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Chapter 2

Man’s Own View of his Significance







There exists, at least apparently, a certain kind of human life which asks no questions; a human existence which, at least apparently, knows nothing about itself, and has no desire to know—that non-reflective existence which Goethe, for instance, admired and envied so much in the poetry of Homer, and which is such a favourite subject to-day with poets who are weary of civilization. Yet even the ‘Homeric’ man, and he particularly, does not lack a quite definite, clearly defined anthropology; he believes that he knows what genuine human existence is. The question lies behind him; he has found an answer, and he is expressing it in his life.1 The naive human being is not distinguished from the reflective human being by the fact that he neither knows nor cares about, human existence, but by the fact that he regards his knowledge of human existence as settled. In this sense alone is there an existence which does not raise questions. Above all, however, there is a longing for such existence; it is there as a postulate, as the romantic idealization of some kind of primitive existence. The man who is weary of his intellectuality and his culture, the man who is weary of activity, longs for the repose of ‘simple existence’; the man who is tormented by the unrest of questioning dreams of immediacy. But to know oneself is always reflection, ‘turning in upon one’s self’; therefore we must do away with self- knowledge. Reflection is unhealthy; the healthy human being does not reflect, he lives. He does not let his left hand know what his right hand is doing; he is man, without knowing or asking any questions about himself.


The reasons for this longing, as we shall see in a moment, are not superficial, nor are they merely a sign of weariness; but this does not alter the fact that this longing produces a deceptive picture. The human being who knows nothing about his human existence, and does not inquire into it, is not a human being; this existence freed from all questioning is not human but animal existence, and those who consider this to be the correct view would do well not to write clever books about ‘the mind as the enemy of the soul.’2 For who will believe that it is possible to find the way back to this unquestioning kind of existence simply by reading books?


Knowledge of human existence and the desire to have this knowledge is indissolubly connected with the nature of will. The fact that ‘I will this or that’ cannot possibly be separated from the fact that ‘I am this or that’ and ‘I’ will be this or that.’ My understanding of myself is reflected in my will. Self-understanding and self-determination are two aspects of one original fact; willing and doing are always at the same time a demonstration and an exposition of one’s understanding of oneself, whether this understanding be genuine or sham. The purposes and ends which determine my practical attitude are not only related to one another, either secretly or openly, but they are also connected with the picture which I make to myself of the right or happy or true or good ‘life’; and this always means, of human life. Even a human being who one day decides that he will take no more trouble about questions of human existence does this upon the basis of a picture—although this may be unconscious—of the right life; and what he henceforth does or ‘lives’ is, so far as he does not sink to the unquestioning level of the animals, still, and continually, determined by that secret connexion.


This connexion of thought is, however, only one of the component parts which determine our actual existence. Man is not absolutely what he wills and what he loves—as Fichte thinks he is—he is also that which he does not will to be and that which he does not love; he is also something ‘accidental,’ through birth and destiny, through the play of obscure forces, often borne with reluctance, of the surrounding reality which influences him. But that element of deliberate volition which determines the ends and purposes for which man lives is never absent from human life, and it is this which gives to our life its distinctiveness and its specifically human character. There is a system of our ends and purposes which cannot be evaded. I will this or that, because I will that particular thing, and I will it because I will something still more fundamentally different. I may give to this final basis any name—happiness, meaning, value, divine destiny, whatever I choose—yet in so doing I have not yet expressed that controlling content of my purposes which determines my will and my action. This content, however, comes from that which I regard as the truly human, or happy, or divinely destined, or significant life, that is, human life, even though this ‘thought’ may be quite in the background and largely unconscious—something which is rather ‘felt’ or pictured than a clearly formulated idea.3


Still another point should be noted. If, having become aware of this inward system of practical active life, of this hierarchical order of ends and purposes, we name the highest point in this hierarchy which determines all the rest, the dominant, we must not be led into thinking that the conscious, so to speak official, dominant must be the actual one. There are human beings with an elaborate system of conscious aims which they acknowledge and even proclaim as ‘official,’ with a very ideal ultimate end or dominant, who in their actual life do not live in the very least in accordance with these proclaimed ends and purposes—perhaps without being altogether conscious of the inconsistency. This does not prevent their having a certain secret but nevertheless close inner connexion, but it is of a quite different kind, because it is dominated by another ‘unofficial’ dominant. Karl Marx’s view of history, his theory of ideologies, and his systems of values which are not in the least in harmony with them, are based upon the proof of this dualism. With exactly opposite methods, the psychological background of Nietzsche does the same; this is the method he employs in order to try to get to the bottom of the ‘official’ lies of human history. But Marx as well as Nietzsche cannot help regarding the actual behaviour of human beings, not, it is true, from the point of view of the ‘official’ values, but from that of one which is equally ordered in a hierarchical manner, and ultimately ends in a definite view of man. Here, therefore, we may leave this distinction between the ‘official’ and the unofficial’ system of values, and the self-understanding of man, since all we are aiming at here is to prove the presence of some such system as a presupposition and an impelling force in human life and action. Human life is always—not exclusively but also, and essentially—determined by this system of values, which again is rooted in man’s view of himself.


Indeed, how could it be otherwise? For our loving and our hating, our desires and our fears, our longings and our detestations, do not constitute a fortuitous bundle of instincts, but—so far as they are human at all—they all flow from one source. Man wills ‘something as a whole,’ and he determines the details of his life in accordance with this purpose. Even in the extreme instance of the man or woman who drifts through life, at least a trace of this can be found; that is, in the constancy of this determination to drift, which is rightly, if paradoxically, described with an active verb, ‘to let oneself drift.’ An animal does not let himself drift; he cannot do so, for in him the presuppositions are lacking, namely, the possibility of not letting himself go, of acting according to any other logic than that of his instincts.


History shows us to how great an extent man’s understanding of himself—even when conscious and explicit—actually influences and shapes society. Thus, the Stoic view of man influenced Roman law, and through that the whole development of law in Europe, right down to Rousseau’s Contrat Social and the ideas of the French Revolution, and beyond that to modern Socialism and Communism.4 Thus, too, the civilization of China is—or was—dominated by the classic ideals of filial piety and fraternal subordination created by the great teachers of antiquity, and, through the system of education which they brought into being, handed down from generation to generation. What a rigid form has been stamped upon Indian society, and indeed upon the life of India as a whole, by the religious doctrine of man standardized in the Code of Manu!5 Finally, how firmly the Christian view of man, in spite of all the forces ranged against it both inside and outside the Church, has been imprinted upon the peoples of Europe!


These are only a few examples which show how a definite view of human existence—whether it be empirical or ideal—is able to determine historical reality for thousands of years, and indeed has actually done so. The fact that alongside these ‘official’ views considerable influence is exercised by the ‘unofficial’ views of man proclaimed by Marx, Nietzsche and Freud, of man as determined by hunger, power and sex, does not contradict this statement, but is only another proof, along a different line, of the same truth, namely, that man’s view of himself determines his life. I would, however, repeat that this truth must be modified by the following qualification: it determines his life along with the ‘accidental’ elements of his existence and his environment.


Every culture has its own special aspect, and behind this aspect its soul. It is possible that Spengler’s assertion that religion is the soul of every civilization may be too strong; but it is impossible to refute his argument that every civilization possesses a relative, systematic unity, and that this unity is determined by its ‘soul.’ It would, however, be more correct to say that we find this ‘soul’ rather in man’s view of himself than in religion. The culture of the Renaissance, for instance, certainly has its own clear characteristics, and the power by which this was shaped is its ‘soul.’ But who would claim that this was due to the religion of the Renaissance, and not rather to its ‘feeling for life’—which means precisely man’s view of himself—which gave it its dominant laws and its dominant aspect through all the varying forms of expression, in actual contrast to the religious forces which preceded and followed it?6 Similarly, scarcely anyone will say that our machine age possesses its distinctive—though relative—essential unity in its religion, and not rather in man’s particular understanding of himself as the homo faber, as the man of technique and of natural science. The fact, however, that man’s view of himself may also be a religious and even an ecclesiastical or theological one, is shown easily enough by the history of other epochs, such as the twelfth and the sixteenth centuries. At a second point, too, Spengler is right, namely, when he says that the vitality of that which is specifically human, the humanity-content of a civilization, is determined by its connexion with a living religious tradition. For every civilization, for every period in history, it is true to say: ‘Show me what kind of a god you have, and I will tell you what kind of a humanity you possess.’ A purely secular civilization will always lack this deeper kind of humanity; and the converse of this statement would be that the purest humanity is to be found where God, not man, is at the centre of all. The truth of this statement will be examined later on.


From some outstanding modern instances, we can see how largely a definite view of the nature of man is able to determine the practical reality of human life, both of the individual and of groups. They show us that the ‘solution’ of definite practical problems of a period—as, for instance, those of race, economics and sex—is always based upon definite views of the nature and the destiny of man. The fact that binds together the most influential thinkers of recent generations, those whose thought was capable of determining the thought not only of other thinkers, but also of the masses, and through them of determining the whole course of political development—Charles Darwin, Friedrich Nietzsche and Karl Marx—was this: that each of them gained power, directly or indirectly, over a considerable section of mankind by his view of man, by his ‘anthropology.’ Whether they were aware of it or not, it was not their scientific systems or their systems of philosophy which made history, but their view of man.


Darwin, if not the first, is still the most impressive of the thinkers who placed the life of man under biological categories. I am not speaking here of the importance of Darwin’s work for natural science—no one questions that, whatever else they may think about the views of Darwin—but for us that is a matter of only indirect importance. It was not the origin of the species as a scientific theory of the genesis of the forms of life, but the inclusion of man in the biological process of evolution, and the explanation of human forms of life in terms of biological laws of growth, which made Darwin’s theory a force in the life of our day. Man understands himself as a ‘living being’ in continuity with all other living beings, and the laws of his life are biological in character. This is an argument which even the ordinary man can understand, which appeals to something familiar to him, and justifies it. The theme itself is not new, but the general acceptance which it gained in an era of natural science, owing to its ‘scientific’ character, is certainly new. Those who popularized this theory found people willing and even eager to listen, both among the educated classes and among the people at large. The period of humanism was succeeded by the period of biology; the humanum—that which distinguishes man from all that is subhuman—disappears in the view that man is essentially an animal ‘like all other living creatures.’ One of the most practical conclusions drawn from this general thesis is the understanding of man from the standpoint of ‘race.’ The unity of the human race becomes doubtful, the varied types and values of particular races come to the fore and become a guiding principle in politics, especially in a political theory of civilization. The anthropology of Darwin, in the conclusions which he himself did not draw, became a main factor in political legislation and action.7


Nietzsche’s picture of man, and its historical influence, is far more complicated. But whatever may be the elements of humanistic idealism and humanistic romanticism contained in his idea of man, here too the main element is naturalistic. That which became influential in the thought of Nietzsche was essentially his vitalistic dynamism, his theory of man as a creature governed by impulse and instinct. The justification for this theory is not scientific but philosophical, we might almost say prophetic. Nietzsche is aware of himself as one who proclaims a new man—namely, that man who gives first place not to the mind (or spirit) but to life itself, and indeed to a ‘life’ which is understood essentially as strength of impulse, sureness of instinct, and ‘self-expression.’


Here, too, simplifications and transformations had to take place before useful slogans for the political conflict could be gained from the ideas of the over-cultivated and ultrasensitive humanistic philosopher. But they were acquired, and they have made history. Both Italian Fascism and German National Socialism are unthinkable apart from Nietzsche. The direct influence of Nietzsche upon the thought of the Duce is well known; his influence upon the German Fuhrer is less direct. National Socialism springs from a view of man which may be described as Vitalism, and among its chief creators Friedrich Nietzsche may be considered supreme, whether or not many of his views agree with those held in the Third Reich.8


The third and still more outstanding example is that of Karl Marx, as regards both the significance of his view of man as such, and its direct influence in the political sphere. Marxism is not primarily an economic or sociological theory; it is above all an anthropology, a definite attempt to define the nature of man. In spite of all the differences between Marxism and the views of Darwin and Nietzsche, the former has this at least in common with them: the refusal to admit any transcendental, metaphysical or religious basis for his view of man. It is not his political economy and his theories of value and capital, and the scientific arguments on which they are based, or even the proofs of the economic conception of history—the so-called ‘historical materialism’—but the ideal of man and of society taught by Karl Marx which has created modern Socialism, and has made Marxism an historical force of the first rank.


This ideal of man and of society, which at the same time provides the standard for the criticism of bourgeois society, is itself a structure which cannot easily be understood or analysed. Various threads have here been interwoven: Jewish, Christian, Stoic rationalism as well as modern naturalism. The ideas of human dignity and of justice, that of the identity of the idea of man and the ideal of society, and lastly the understanding of the historical nature of human existence, may be regarded as its main elements. But whatever may be its content or its origin, it is this idea of man which has roused the masses of the proletariat, and has welded them into a unity of desire and action which, at least in one of the great states of the world to-day, has achieved great political success. The actual impelling power of the proletarian revolution is faith in oneself, in the common man,’ in his ideas, his powers, and his rights. Karl Marx has made history, not as an academic economist, but as an anthropologist.9


A fourth illustration may be added which shows the effect of anthropology not so much in the sphere of political and public life as in that of private life and of custom—Sigmund Freud’s theory of sex and of the unconscious. Here again what concerns us is not its medical and therapeutic aspect, nor its psychological and scientific aspect, but its significance as a general theory of man. Man is essentially sex-instinct—in the view of Adler, desire for power, in the view of Jung, libido, in a broader and more indefinite sense of the word—and is above all to be understood from the point of view of the unconscious.10 The new scientific theory shows not only that this is so, but that it is meaningless and dangerous to play off any sense of obligation against this existence. This theory justifies man as a sex being, it gives him the right to understand himself primarily from the point of view of his sexuality. Here again, as in other instances, the simple thesis is embedded in a complicated system of scientific and in part also of philosophical arguments. It is not, however, these arguments which exert an influence, but the thesis itself, the view of man which is able to become a leading idea, and indeed has already to a very large extent become so. The sexualistic—in the broader sense the erotic—view of man is a force in the literature of to-day, both literature proper and merely popular writings, which to a large extent determines the practical life of man.11


Although these four thinkers are very different from one another, and although at many points their views and their methods of teaching may be opposed, yet they have three elements in common. Firstly, they show that it is through the interpretation of man that ideas make history. Secondly, they show that deliberately positivist or even atheistic views of man have done most to influence the thought of our day. Thirdly—and this should be added to what has gone before—they show that even these theories could only become factors in the formation of history when they themselves, in some way or another, became either a religion or a substitute for religion. To-day, as in pre-Christian days, there is once again a religion of blood, of power, and of sex. So long as the idea of man—of whatever kind—is not elevated to the plane of the absolute, of the unconditioned, it is not really able to shape history, and it remains more or less a private concern; it remains academic, and has little power to influence actual life. As we suggested in the previous chapter, this is how the matter stands: the dimension of the Absolute does not remain unoccupied, even when it has been deliberately cleansed from all religious mythology. The various views of man are distinguished from one another not by the fact that man posits an absolute when he tries to understand himself, but by what kind of an absolute he posits, and of what kind his relation to it is. Man has always either a god or an idol (Gott oder Abgott).


At the close of this brief survey, however, we must also remind ourselves of the fact that all these modern views of man, which we must describe primarily as positivist and atheistic, although they have brought pressure to bear upon the two main older traditions which have formed our civilization—those of Biblical Christianity and of Platonic Idealism—have by no means got rid of them. The individual and the social ethos is still nourished by their deep roots. No one has yet attempted to discover in any detail how much there is in our legal institutions and our social services, in our views of good and evil, of what is and is not permitted, is noble and base, sacred and despicable, that gains its vitality from these sources. The question whether this element is diminishing or not is as a rule one rather of personal conviction than of proof. The new usually attracts more attention than the old. Here it is not our concern to try to weigh one against the other; all that we have tried to do is to remind ourselves that the Christian and the ancient humanistic views of man have as much right to exist, to-day as in other ages, as the new views of man.
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Chapter 3

The Variety of the Views of Man







We must know what man is; for in all that we do we answer, we are obliged to answer, the question of how we understand ourselves, our life. But where shall we find the right answer? An almost unlimited variety of views and theories opens up before us as we look. Which of them is the right one? Can it be possible that there is no right view, that there are only fragments, here a little and there a little, but nothing which binds all these individual perceptions into a unity? There is a good deal to be said for this opinion and it would be in harmony with a view of man which regards him not as a unity, but as composed of various elements which are co-ordinated but not united. Man is, indeed, an entity which belongs to the most varied spheres of existence: to the inorganic, vegetable, animal, psychical, spiritual, and perhaps to some transcendent sphere of reality. Can it be that from each of these standpoints there is a particular view which in itself is always correct, and yet can never be the only view, but must always be complemented by others? Why not? Why should we not let the experts in each of these spheres speak for themselves?


Man, a part of the physico-chemical world, subject to the law of gravity like everything else, is a portion of matter composed of hydrogen, carbon, nitrogen, phosphorus, calcium, and other elements. It will not do to regard this physico-chemical substratum as a mere trifle, as merely the outer shell within which the real human being lives. Not only does a little thyroid-gland secretion more or less determine the whole of a man’s bodily existence; it also affects his psycho-spiritual existence as well. A blow upon the head—that is, a purely physical movement, the shifting of a molecule—may turn a genius into an idiot, and bring to an end the existence of the strongest man. It is not surprising that, from the days of Democritus until now, attempts have been made again and again to explain man as a whole from this point of view of his physical nature. This attempt is particularly active to-day as a result of our research into chromosomes and hormones. It is easy to understand that the physician, who every day observes the physico-chemical limitations of human life, and who finds that he must exert his influence almost exclusively at this point, constantly falls a prey to the temptation to ignore other aspects of man. It is indeed a temptation; if he seeks to understand the whole nature of man by studying the physico-chemical aspect only, he is chasing a will-o’-the-wisp, although it is quite true that this aspect should be studied.


Side by side with and above the materialistic theory there is the organic-zoological theory—that of man as an animal having a peculiarly complicated structure, in particular a highly differentiated central nervous system which gives him his biological superiority over the other species. The modern idea of evolution which has changed the rigid distinction of the species into a fluid continuum is supported by such a mass of observations and established facts that no one with insight can fail to be convinced by its arguments. Man, the final—perhaps from some points of view the highest—off shoot of the mammals? Why not? The fact that man has a soul, and that it is impossible to identify this ‘soul,’ without further consideration, with an organism, need not on that account be denied. Then has the animal, for instance, no soul? Are the instincts of man—even though the one-sided development of the brain and intellect may have weakened them—essentially different from those of the higher mammals? The ancient traditional view that the intellect forms the boundary between the animal and man can be held no longer. Even though the intellectual faculties of man may surpass a hundredfold the intellectual faculties of the animal, it is still impossible to fix a boundary-line; everywhere we see points at which continuity exists. Is it not particularly true that man to-day has no cause to elevate himself too high above his fellow-creatures, his own animal nature and bondage to his instincts being only too evident? The fact that man has even conceived himself recently as a degenerate animal may at least be noted as a sign of the times, nor must we overlook the grain of truth which exists even in this strange theory.


But in spite of all these attacks of modern naturalism, the view still exists, well established and not confuted, that man differs from the animal, not only in degree but in principle, by a ‘something’ which the animal lacks at all stages of his development—and in an unconditional sense, not merely to a certain degree; and that down to the present time no traces of this ‘something’ have ever been discovered in an animal—the reason or the mind, in the sense of the power to grasp ideas and to express them. ‘Man alone, in so far as he is person, is able to rise above himself as an animal, and, from a centre beyond the world of time and space, to make everything—including himself—the object of his knowledge.’ ‘Thus man is the being which is superior to himself and to the world. … As such a being, he is also capable of irony and of humour, which always include an elevation above one’s own existence.’ ‘The capacity for the separation between existence and nature constitutes the main sign of the human mind.’ ‘Man is able to separate “three-ness” as a number of three things from these things, and to operate with the number three as an independent object according to the inner law of production of the series of such objects. The animal can do nothing of this kind.’1


By means of his mind, his reason, man is able to create culture and civilization;2 this is his humanitas—that which distinguishes him from all other living creatures, from all other zoa—his distinctive characteristic. The animal may have the rudiments of technique and civilization—that is, the artificial means of preserving life—but it never has the slightest beginning of culture. Man alone has science, that is, research for the sake of truth alone; he alone has art, that is, creation of beauty in form and colour, for the sake of beauty alone; he alone has religion, that is, worship and adoration for the sake of the Holy. Man alone has speech; the system of signs used by animals, wrongly called the language of animals, is—as William von Humboldt has shown us once for all3—something fundamentally different from human speech. For speech is formed precisely by that which the animal lacks—the general conception, the idea. This contrast is sharp; it is the direct line of division between the human and the sub-human. The animal remains connected with that which constitutes sense-existence, and his interest does not extend beyond his biological sphere of existence. Man, however, even when he makes no use of this capacity, is capable of going beyond this sphere through his mind, his reason. This capacity constitutes his humanity. This humanity, however, is the distinctively human element. Thus, whoever desires to speak of man must speak of his humanity, his capacity for culture, and his spiritual destiny.


Here, then, we reach the position which the philosophical doctrine of man, since its first splendid outline by Plato and Aristotle, has triumphantly maintained, in opposition to all attempts to understand man from the point of view of natural science or of psychology, from the levels of sense-existence and of that which can be experienced physically: the humanistic idealistic understanding of man. In the spirit a new dimension of existence is opened up : the truth that our life here is determined by a life beyond, that which is conditioned by that which is unconditioned, that which is accidental by a norm of necessity, the imperfect by the perfect, the changing by that which is eternally valid. In all that is specifically human there is this relation to a realm beyond, a transcendental realm—whether in the formal logical laws of thought, in the content of the idea of Truth, in the idea of Justice or of the Good, in the idea of Beauty, of that which is full of absolute meaning. Man is the bearer of ideas, the shaper of ideas; the actual nature of man, in contrast to his ‘accidental’ appearance, is the Idea itself.


From the first creative suggestion of Plato down to Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Hegel, and their modern successors, the ways in which this one fundamental idea has been expressed have been most varied, and their influence within history has been immeasurable. But the creed of Idealism is always the same: essentially man is spirit, and therefore immortal, eternal, divine, in the deepest part of his nature. All that is mortal, perverted, meaningless, limited, is ‘non-essential’; it is a kind of foreign addition, perhaps even a mere illusion. Although apparently, in accordance with his empirical aspect, man may be un-free, as homo noumenon he belongs to a wholly different world, the world of freedom, eternity, and perfection. Indeed, from the Far East, where one comes to terms more easily with this tiresome irrational actuality than in the realistic West, this gospel is proclaimed still more boldly and completely; Atman is Brahman,4 the spirit in us—the being-subject—is the same as the All-spirit; tat tvam asi, ‘that’—namely, the All, the Deity, the One—‘art thou,’ the man who knows.5


This perception arises not only out of the intellectual labour of the philosophers, but also out of the contemplation of the mystics. He who in this contemplation severs himself from illusion, he who ‘detaches’ himself from the world, who sinks down into the inmost ground of the soul, or into ‘ecstasy,’ who in mystical rapture forsakes the prison of his bodily nature, he also experiences it thus. He beholds his unity with the principle of all existence and of all life, with changeless, eternal being; he knows no contradiction and no separation any longer between the One and the Self; he has reached the point where the Wholly Other and the ‘I’ are the same. This mysticism is tied neither to time nor place; whether India be its country of origin or not, it has found a home everywhere, in pre-Christian and Christian Europe as well as in Asia; it has its parallels in Africa and among the ‘primitive’ people of America. To-day it is the religion of the educated and the learned, just as it was three thousand years ago; it is combined to-day with the most recent modern psychology as in the days of the first yogis. And its varieties, as countless as those of Idealism, yet display one fundamental form of the view of man or of the soul.6


One variety we must not overlook, owing to its special influence in modern times and at the present day—the romantic view, which lies midway between the organological and the mystical views. Its starting-point and its fundamental principle is the ‘soul,’ as distinguished from the ‘spirit.’ This ‘soul,’ through the medium of the unconscious and psychical, is the formative power of the organism; it is that which makes it a living whole. On the other hand, it is the mother-source from which springs the life of the spirit. But it is more original, deeper, more profound than the spirit. In the spirit arise contradictions, harsh opposition; in the soul, however, is the original totality and unity. Nature and Spirit, subject and object, reality and ideality, are one in the deepest experience of the soul, in that obscure darkness of the unconscious into which division has not yet entered, which only arises in the garish light of the spirit. Here in the realm of the unconscious and the psychical, the realm of the mothers, is the origin of all genius as well as of all creative dreams. Here in the fiery centre all is still fluid, which on the surface forms into solid shapes. Here the truth has not yet been solidified into sharp masculine conceptions, but everything is still maternally soft, in symbols, intuitions and emotional awareness. Here in the deep centre, in this seeing, this awareness, this feeling, we are close to the primal reality, to that existence and life which has no contradictions, which has not yet been differentiated, the ‘immediate.’7 Hence the soul and not the spirit is the true centre of man, in such a way, however, that the contrast between man and nature, the arrogant elevation of the son above the mother, is regarded as the primal sin. It will not be necessary for me to produce documentary historical evidence for this view from the mother cults of the ancient world down to the romantics of last century8—down to the ‘Psyche’ of Carus, and the Kosmogonische Eros of Klages, and the metaphysical psychology of Jung. All I wish to do at this point is to describe briefly a typical and important interpretation of the riddle of man.


Nor must we forget the ‘wisdom of the man in the street.’ Even the simple man, who is neither a scientist nor a philosopher nor a mystic, has his own view of man. There is an anthropology of the sensus communis, difficult as it is to discover it among all the historical debris of the various religions. It lives in the wisdom literature of the various nations, and reveals in it its sensus, its meaning, as well as its communis, its universal expansion. But we can only speak of it with extreme caution, for at every step we perceive definite and distinctive historical opinions which are now regarded simply as ‘common sense.’ To-day we no longer believe in those notiones communes in the sense in which Cicero used the words—which were the basis of the whole of the medieval and modern anthropology until modern historical research swept it away. And still this characteristic wisdom of the man in the street, which Oetinger loved so dearly and described so beautifully, does exist. What does it say about man?9


First, it says everything in an un-academic way; it makes no appeal to ‘principles.’ Quite deliberately it does not attempt to go too deeply into these problems. It knows that man is body, soul, and spirit, and that he is both an independent individual, with his own responsibility, and a being who is bound to the community and intended for community. It is aware of man’s freedom and also of man’s bondage; of the higher element in man and of his pitiful need; of the unity of his personality and of the contradiction which it contains. Further, it is aware of man’s eternal destiny, and yet also that man dies, and that all his life is in some way determined by the fact of death, and tends towards death. It is aware of the necessity of becoming conscious, but also of the dangers which this involves, and of the power of the unconscious. It is aware of the peculiar character of each individual, and also of the common element which binds all individuals together. This ‘wisdom’ knows all these things, but it cannot be grasped at any particular point. The more eagerly we try to seize it, the more elusive it becomes, this extraordinarily -intelligent and reflective, and yet at the same time superficial and incomplete kind of knowledge. If we inquire into it too boldly and eagerly, it waves its hand and turns its back on the questioner—just like mother-wit, that keen, merry, profound, lighthearted thing.


Before and behind all scientific, philosophical and theological anthropology there lies this ordinary, universally human, naive, pre-reflective understanding of man, very variously interwoven, concealed, enriched and distorted by those other views, and yet independent of them.10 All that the poets and artists tell us about man usually comes from this source. It is possible that genius consists mainly in a specially high degree of such naivete, which is able to maintain itself against all that is conventional, against all cliches, against all the established forms which have been set up by tradition. But wherever a poet or a thinker in a special degree probes into the depths, there, to the extent in which he moves away from this sensus communis, he comes under the influence of a scientific, philosophical, or definitely religious anthropology which both enriches and distorts, deepens and injures his view of man. As naivete disappears the ‘isms’ become powerful—Realism, Idealism, Pantheism, each of which makes one element of human nature the principle of interpretation, and in so doing possibly brings to light truths which are not accessible to the others, but at the price of a one-sidedness which distorts the picture of man. There seems to be only one exception to this rule. Where the poetic naivete of this view of human nature has been combined with the Christian faith, there has arisen—for instance, in Pascal, Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky, Gotthelf—a penetrating view of man which has no rival. That which the non-reflective simple human being, whose highest point is attained in the genuine poet, knows about man seems to be fulfilled in the Christian faith alone. This, however, means that we have already entered the sphere of religion.


Every religion has its own view of man, which springs out of its own nature—the Homeric as well as the Egyptian, the Iranian as well as the Vedic or Hindu, the Jewish or the Mohammedan. Each of these religious anthropologies is based upon the view of common sense—which, as we have already seen, must be regarded as something very indefinite—but it deepens or broadens or transforms it in a way that springs out of the fundamental nature of the religion in question, often leading to caricatures, to strange and curious structures which are scarcely intelligible, but also often in a way which cannot fail to make a deep impression upon us.11


In spite of the infinite variety of the views of man, it is possible to distinguish certain directions in which the doctrine of man experiences a further development in religion. Man, in some way or another, is a dependent being, conditioned by those higher powers which he adores. In so far as they are the guardians of the sacred law of life, he is responsible to them, and must give an account of himself to them. Through the gods, or through the Divine Being, the individual human being is in some way united with his people or his tribe; but in his relation to the divinity he also experiences a heightening of his own value and an intensification of his own nature. It is in the sphere of religion, not in that of philosophy, that the view of the immortality of the soul, of a transcendent reward, of a higher world for which man is destined, arises. All these statements must, however, be qualified by the observation that scarcely one of them is acknowledged in all religions. At this point it becomes very clear that the idea of the Enlightenment—the idea that behind all historical religions there lies a ‘natural religion’ or the ‘essence of religion’—is untenable. The Enlightenment doctrine of ‘natural religion’ is a misunderstanding which has arisen out of the age-long union, beginning in the early days of Christianity, between Christianity and the ancient humanism of the philosophy of religion, in which both these unique historical forces were welded into a more or less artificial unity.12


In spite of its apparent similarity to the religious philosophical humanism of the ancient world handed on to us, for instance, by Cicero, the Christian doctrine of man, as far as both its content and its origin are concerned, is completely unconnected with it, unless we regard as an affinity the fact that it goes beyond that which is obvious to everyone. But to class both together as a unity, as Scheier does in ‘the classic theory,’13 can only succeed in the hands of one who looks at the whole subject from such a distance that even the most obvious contradictions have become blurred and indistinct.





The first thing that must be said of the Christian doctrine of man is that it is not a ‘theory’ or a philosophumenon, but a statement of faith. Thus even the expression ‘doctrine’ is misleading, or at least it needs some explicit qualification. It is the essential element in the Christian faith—and it is this which distinguishes it from all religions, as well as from all mysticism, philosophy, and science—that its statements do not spring from a process of analysis or meditation or reflection upon existence, but from their relation to an historical event, in which it itself, as one element, participates, and in so doing itself becomes historical. One is tempted to contrast the Christian faith as a metaphysic of history with the non-historical philosophies or religions—that is, with those which have no essential relation to the historical. But again, to do so would be to miss the whole point and distinctive character of the Christian statement. For every metaphysic must, as the great example of Hegel shows us, derive the historical from a super-historical which, as such, is accessible to thought; whereas the Christian faith, while it derives, it is true, the historical from a super-historical—namely, the eternal will and counsel of God—goes back to a super- historical which only makes itself known within history. Every attempt to derive the historical to which the Christian faith is related from a system of timeless truths and a system of truths which is independent of the historical—as was done by all the great German Idealists—falsifies its substance. The principle of Fichte that it is only the metaphysical, and not the historical, which saves us, is diammetrically opposed to the fundamental creed of Christianity: ‘Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ … No man hath seen God at any time; the only Begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him.’14 This, which would make every good Platonist’s hair stand on end, is the central article in the Christian theory of knowledge.


This statement, however—in order to make it quite clear that it is not a ‘theory’—needs to be supplemented by another. ‘But we received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things that are freely given to us by God.’15 This knowledge, which is given to us by the Spirit of God, of that which has been historically revealed by God, is called in the New Testament ‘faith,’ or, to put it more exactly, the ‘obedience of faith,’16 the decision of faith. Faith is not a neutral, objective, intellectual or even ecstatic or intuitive view; faith is the act of obedience, of decision, in face of the historical revelation. But just as the Christian faith is not related to the historical in general, but has to do with a definite point in history—namely, with the historical in which the truly super-historical is revealed—so also the decision in which faith consists is not any decision, but that decision in which man completely surrenders to the Divine Will which is disclosed to him in that historical. In this decision is fulfilled the new understanding of human existence; in this self-surrender man experiences the meaning of his existence. Thus we see how little we have to do here with an anthropological theory. What matters here is the meaning of human existence, which can only be perceived and acquired at the price of the surrender of self to the will of God.


In the Christian doctrine of man we are concerned with the true knowledge of responsible existence. One who has understood the nature of responsibility has understood the nature of man. Responsibility is not an attribute, it is the ‘substance’ of human existence. It contains everything: freedom and bondage, the independence of the individual and our relation to one another and the fact of community, our relation to God, to our fellow-creatures and to the world, that which distinguishes man from all other creatures, and that which binds him to all other creatures. Thus even the knowledge of responsibility is that which makes every human being a real human being—although otherwise he may be and think or believe, what he wills—thus it is the absolutely universal human element. Yet responsibility is at the same time that which no man rightly knows, unless he holds the Christian faith.


It is, of course, true that every human being is aware of responsibility; if this were not so, he would be either a god or a devil. ‘Christ and the Devil have no conscience.’ The consciousness of sacred obligation is indestructible; it outlasts all destructive developments of human thought. Even the atheist or the cynic is aware of it, although he may deny it in his theory; it is not wise to charge him with irresponsibility. The boundary of the knowledge of responsibility coincides with the boundary of human existence; if a human being had lost all sense of responsibility, he would have ceased to be a human being. But the converse is equally true; that the basis, depth, and ultimate meaning of responsibility are concealed from man until they are revealed to him through the Christian faith. Ignorance of the real significance of responsibility is inseparably connected with not being responsible. Here existence and perception are indistinguishable. Man is not fully aware of responsibility because he does not live in a truly responsible manner. He lives in that irresponsibility and in that misunderstanding of responsibility which the Bible calls ‘sin’ and ‘life under the law.’ The moral consciousness is still far from being a knowledge of the meaning of responsibility. On the contrary, there is no clearer proof of the fact that man does not fully know what responsibility is than the moral. The moral is the substitute for the loss of responsibility, in the meaning both of existence and of knowledge. The moral is the misunderstanding of responsibility which arises when the meaning of responsibility has been lost, and when one does not live in a truly responsible manner. True responsibility is the same as true humanity; the moral, however, which would preserve the human character of existence by setting up dykes to check the inrush of the flood of the sub-human, actually has something inhuman about it. The existence of the moral behind these dykes is the human life which has already lost its truly human character; human existence, that is, which has lost the knowledge of its origin and of its meaning


It is the Christian faith—or rather it is the Divine revelation in history—which once again discloses to us the meaning of responsibility, and with it restores to us true humanity. It reveals to us the meaning and origin, the nature and the content of .human existence as responsibility, by unveiling to us the origin of man in the Divine Word; the answer to the Divine Word, the possibility and the necessity of this answer as the meaning of life—that is, genuine responsibility, and at the same time genuine humanity. We have lost this Word, in which, from which, and for which we have been created; we have become alienated from it. No Platonist anamnesis, no mystical or philosophical contemplation, can give it back to us again. Genuine humanity has been taken away from our life. A sinister inhumanity clouds all life. We have forgotten who we are, and no remembrance of an absolute obligation brings us back to our lost origin; all obligation simply intensifies the gulf which lies between us and our origin in the Word of God. Responsibility and love, which were formerly a unity, have been turned into a contradiction. The way to man’s original destiny has been blocked—from the point of view of knowledge as well as from that of existence.


Then, however, the way is re-opened, both in knowledge and in existence. Faith as the renewed knowledge of man’s lost origin through the re-establishment of the beginning in the centre of history, is both existence and knowledge. It is a new understanding of our nature as man, and a new life. It means that man, who had been separated from his origin, has been re-united, both in knowledge and in love.


The Christian faith is so utterly simple; it is nothing less than the renewed understanding of the meaning of responsibility. But in order that this ‘simple’ thing should take place, the most tremendous events had to happen. God had to become man, in order to restore to man his original existence and knowledge, his responsibility. We can express the whole meaning of the truth of the Christian revelation with the one word love. But in order to define this word for ourselves so that its inmost content be revealed, it was necessary to have all the miracle of the history of salvation. All that matters really is this: ‘We love, because He first loved us.’17 But only one who has been reconciled to God by Jesus Christ knows what this means, and only to him can this demand be made with any meaning. All that matters is something excessively simple—responsibility; but this extremely simple thing is the same as the revelation of the Triune God. Responsibility is existence in the Word of God as an existence which is derived from and destined for the Word of God. If. any human being were ever to respond to God in harmony with His Word, and upon the basis of His Word, in believing love, he would be truly human. He would know what human existence means, and he alone would express and represent this knowledge in his life. In this human being the riddle of humanity would be solved, both in theory and in practice. All other attempts to solve the riddle of man are only fragments of meaning, broken and distorted parts of the whole, which cannot be fitted together again because they are distorted. They are all significant, because they reveal traces of the Divine Origin, of the Divine Purpose; but they are useless as solutions. Hence it would be futile to add one more attempt to the thousand efforts which have already been made. Our aim in this book is entirely different. It is this: to show, as clearly as possible, the Divine solution of this problem.
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Chapter 4

The Presuppositions of the Christian Doctrine of Man









(a) The Word of God as the Source of Knowledge







1. Knowledge without Presuppositions?


One of the most important chapters in Jakob Burckhardt’s Kultur der Renaissance bears the pregnant title: ‘The Discovery of Man.’ In point of fact the men of the Renaissance, that is, the leading minds in the art, philosophy and science of that day, were filled with the proud consciousness that they had either discovered man, or that they were about to do so. It is true of course that even in the Middle Ages man was in the centre of thought, but the ‘man’ of that day was not man as he really is, but—so ran the agreed criticism of medieval anthropology—man as he was conceived, postulated, believed to be. His actuality was concealed under the speculations of metaphysical philosophy, the dogmas of the Church or the mythologies of the Bible. The thinkers of the Renaissance felt it incumbent upon them to clear away all this rubbish, just as they felt it incumbent upon them to set nature, in its reality, free from the trammels of the teaching of Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas. In both instances the programme was understood in the same sense: a knowledge of reality which was empirical, free from all presuppositions, non-metaphysical and non-theological.1 The task begun then by a few thinkers was carried forward by others in the centuries which followed, and, with the aid of a vast scientific apparatus, the thinkers of the nineteenth century tried to complete it, the task, namely, of constructing an empirical anthropology and psychology, a direct, unambiguous knowledge of man as he actually is, based on a knowledge which is free from all presuppositions.


When we look back over the path that has been trodden for these past four hundred years, and when we weigh up the result of these gigantic efforts, the comparison between that which has been attained and that which was expected is absolutely grotesque; at any rate, at the best it has a very sobering effect. While natural science moved forward from one revolutionary discovery to another, the knowledge of man—apart from that of his body as a part of nature as a whole—has not made progress in essentials, although it has done so at particular points. The psychological laboratories of our universities, which were opened fifty years ago with the highest expectations, and even twenty years ago were full of activity, are to-day deserted, and passers-by merely glance at them with gentle amusement. Why has the programme of a science free from all presuppositions, which in the one case revolutionized the world, not proved successful in the other? The answer is easy. Because neither in the one case nor in the other was there any real procedure apart from all presuppositions. In both cases men worked on the one and the same presupposition; only in the one instance it was suitable and in the other it was not. In both cases the presupposition which was really operative—although usually people were not aware of this—was that man, like nature, was accessible to the methods of objective-causal research. Modern anthropology was no more Tree from presuppositions’ than the anthropology of the Middle Ages or of antiquity, only the actual presupposition was different: the parallelism between nature and man, the knowledge of nature and the knowledge of man, proved to be unsuitable for human nature, or at least applicable only to one ‘part’ of human nature. Where this presupposition was effective, that is, in so far as man is really part of the natural world, the anthropology of natural science has gained just as brilliant and amazing and indeed revolutionary results as in any other branch of natural science. Only this knowledge affected the zoon homo sapiens rather than the humanus, that is, it did not touch the essential element in human nature.


This perception, from the point of view of method, is of the highest significance. It shows that anthropology, even when it desires to be wholly disinterested, cannot be so; indeed, that then in particular it makes specially irrelevant presuppositions, which are remote from its subject. Man is not only a part of nature; indeed, essentially that is not what he is, and therefore this apparently impartial research, which in reality only applies the presupposition of natural science to this sphere, never touches the essential element in man or in human existence at all. All ‘empirical’ research is definitely limited when it touches man, for the following reasons: because, whether he is aware of it or not, man is always aspiring after something beyond himself, or perhaps it would be truer to say that he is ‘apprehended’ by a world beyond himself; because, further, man, in contradistinction from all ‘other animals,’ is the ‘animal’ who has ideas, who seeks Beauty, Truth, Goodness, Justice, or the Holy—or else he flees from them—because man has mind and conscience; and, finally, because man is aware of, or at least dreams of, the Infinite, the Perfect, the Absolute. The more that this fact is forgotten by anthropology the more meaningless and misleading will be its results.


Moreover, the empiricism of the period of the Renaissance and of the two succeeding centuries was not ‘pure’; that is precisely why, at that time, people were able to see man afresh, and to say all sorts of new things about him. The concept of nature of that day, namely—especially when one spoke of human nature—included within itself such a wealth of determinations, that at the present time they would no longer be reckoned as belonging to ‘nature’ but either to ‘spirit,’ to the ‘super-sensible,’ or to the realm of ‘metaphysics.’ The idea of nature of those days—at least so far as man was concerned—was still a long way from the physics of Galileo; it was rather that, of Stoic philosophy, that ‘natural system’ whose nature and significance for the whole modern world was first brought home to us by Wilhelm Dilthey.2 Thus the anthropologists of those days, although they believed that they were working on purely empirical lines, were working with a fundamental capital of supra-empirical presuppositions which had been bequeathed to them by Plato, Aristotle, Roman Stoicism and also by Christianity, which they calmly included in their ‘conception of nature,’ and thus in their ‘freedom from all presuppositions.’ This ‘transcendental’ element the anthropologists of that day, still supported by the tradition of the previous centuries, imported in a quite naive way into that which already existed, that which empirically existed of human ‘nature.’ Thus their picture of man still remained impregnated with humanity. The sharp division, however, which the last two hundred years made between the causal world of nature and all non-causal spiritual existence and transcendence, makes it the more imperative for us to emphasize very clearly that all purely empirical views of man, in the sense of objective science, do not touch man himself, but only the framework of man. The problem is not whether man, in order to be understood, must be seen in the light of that realm beyond, but what this standpoint beyond himself is? The understanding of man always leads us—we may dispose of it as we will—either into the region of metaphysics or into that of faith; whether this metaphysic be that of materialism, idealism or of mystical pantheism, or whether this faith be the Christian faith or some other form of religion.







2. The Principle of Empirical Criticism


Yet the empiricist reaction of the Renaissance against the dogma and the metaphysic of the Middle Ages contains an element of truth, which we ought not to lose, the principle of criticism in the light of experience. By this we mean that no statement about man, whatever its source, may contradict experience, and, on the other hand, that all that can be learned about man from experience ought to be included in any doctrine of man. This requirement was obviously contradicted by the anthropology of the Middle Ages, in spite of the depth of its knowledge. From the point of view of its theological presuppositions it set up postulates about man which could not be reconciled with the knowledge gained from experience, and up to the present time theological anthropology has done the same. The fact, however, that under the cover of ‘impartial research’ much materialistic metaphysic has been set before an unsuspecting public is equally true and unfortunate; but it does not in any way weaken the postulate of the criticism of experience which is quite formal, and is opposed to all that goes beyond the facts, even from the materialistic point of view. This principle also applies, to the fullest extent, to Christian anthropology, and the Christian doctrine of man should unhesitatingly adopt this principle as its own.


The Christian doctrine of man maintains that, although it understands man from the point of view of the truths of revelation, which are not accessible to experience, yet it does not in any way contradict what can be known of man in and through experience; on the contrary, it incorporates this knowledge gained by experience into its rightful context. The Christian doctrine of man itself requires that all its statements about man—so far as they have any connexion with actual experience at all—should be in harmony with man’s ‘natural’ experimental knowledge, and should indeed absorb it.


At this point, as at all others, the Christian truth includes ‘natural’ knowledge; this means, all that man can know from observation and thought apart from faith. The Christian does not claim that he has a special brand of mathematics, physics or chemistry, zoology, botany or anatomy. Christian theology operates with the same formal logic as any other science, and in preaching or in teaching the Christian Church depends upon the validity of the psychological laws, like any other body which has something to teach or explain. The old theologians, even our Reformers, summed up this dualism in a simple formula: in secular matters—both in science and in practice—the reason is competent; in spiritual matters, faith.3 This simple division of labour is useful as a starting-point, but—as we see in ethics, for instance—it contains great dangers. The relations between the ‘natural’ and the ‘spiritual’ sphere cannot be presented quite so simply.


There are problems of anthropology which belong equally to the ‘natural’ and the ‘supernatural’ spheres, that is, they belong both to the realm of scientific philosophy and to that of religion. Such problems are, for instance, those concerned with the human mind, the conscience, and free will. It is impossible to make a clear distinction between the spheres in which the different problems arise; for it is in these very questions that we can trace, all through the history of the development of Christian thought, the way in which both the Christian and religious view and the philosophical and rational view are intertwined; sometimes they run along parallel lines, at other times they are interwoven, while again they may sometimes be opposed to one another. No simple delimitation of spheres will do justice to this state of affairs. The only possible attitude is a dialectical one, which—if I may say so—takes into account, from the very outset, the theological nature of man.


It is of course self-evident that there is practically no conflict between mathematics and theology, between physics, chemistry and theology, because here the autonomy of the sciences, even from the point of view of the Christian faith, is almost complete; but the nearer we come to the personal centre of man the more the situation changes. We may reject the postulate of a ‘Christian psychology,’ if by ‘psychology’ we mean the doctrine of sensation and other elementary processes. But we shall recognize it immediately as a necessary and integral part of Christian theology as soon as it is understood to include the doctrine of the human soul as the bearer of personal life, as indeed the best Christian teachers of all ages have always done. The more we have to do with man as a personal whole, the more—from the Christian point of view—does the autonomy of the empirical-rational view decrease, and the more important and definite does the claim of Christian truth become. The point, however, at which both necessarily come into conflict, and where the question of priority necessarily arises, is the problem of responsibility. This too all the great Christian teachers—from Paul to Kierkegaard—have recognized. The natural knowledge is aware of a divine law, an obligation.


The perception of the Divine law as law, that is, the cognitio legalis, also belongs in principle, according to the most strict Reformation view, to the realm of ‘natural’ knowledge.4 No one is without some sense of responsibility, and there is no Christian missionary or spiritual adviser who does not make this sense of responsibility his point of contact. According to Kierkegaard the sense of ‘guilt’ belongs, in contradistinction to the knowledge of sin, to the sphere of immanence.


On the other hand, it is clear that the contact of the Christian message with the natural moral sense, with the knowledge of the law, is at the same time the most fundamental contradiction. Man’s understanding of himself from the point of view of the law is opposed by man’s understanding of himself from the point of view of grace; this takes place, however, in such a way that his knowledge of the law is not removed but is greatly heightened and intensified. This is the dialectic of the Christian knowledge of man, which is most intimately connected with the centre of the Christian truth as a whole, with the message of the Cross. Thus at this point the ‘natural’ truth and the ‘religious’ truth about human existence lie very close to one another; indeed, at some points they cross each other in this dialectic. The ‘natural’ knowledge of responsibility—of the law—is the point at which the rational and the religious self-knowledge of man come closest together and yet are farthest apart. The natural understanding of responsibility is, on the one hand, the source of ‘natural’ humanity, and at the same time—as we shall see more clearly later on—the place of the greatest contradiction between divine destiny and human self-will, just as the ‘natural’ knowledge of human freedom is at the same time the presupposition and the opposite of the Christian doctrine of freedom and un-freedom.5 Why this is so, and how this should be understood in greater detail, will be the subject of the next chapter.









3. Man Viewed from ‘Above’ his Present Existence


The fact that man as a whole cannot be understood from himself, but that, in some way or another, in addition, he must be regarded from a point of view which is ‘above’ man, is the presupposition common to all anthropologies. This conviction lies in the conception of understanding itself. All understanding is co-ordination and sub-ordination.6 But what this standpoint ‘above’ man may be, from which we may come to understand his nature as a whole, gives rise to views which are radically and irreconcilably opposed to one another. Some postulate this ‘above’ as Nature—conceived more or less in a purely causal and material manner; others postulate it as Spirit or the Idea, others again as a Deity which in some way or another we can learn to know by ourselves. The Christian doctrine of man posits this standpoint as God, as He makes Himself known to us and teaches us to know ourselves in His revelation, the Word of God. Thus it takes its standpoint ‘above’ man in the one and only genuine ‘above,’ in God Himself. Its first article of belief is that man cannot be known from himself but only from God. As the materialist maintains that man must be understood from the point of view of matter, and as the Idealist tries to understand human existence from the point of view of spiritual existence or from that of the Idea, so the Christian faith asserts that we can only understand him in the light of the Word of God.7 Thus by this statement we do not mean merely that the Bible is the fundamental basis of the correct doctrine of man, although certainly this suggestion is included in that first statement;8 but we mean something far more fundamental, namely, that the way of human existence, the being of man itself, that in which it is different from all other forms of being, can only be understood in the light of its relation to the divine Word, namely, as being in the Word and from the Word of God.


This means that man can only understand himself when he knows God in His Word. All merely natural understanding of man is a misunderstanding. Not only the man who believes, but also the man who does not believe, the ‘godless’ human being, can only be understood in his human existence in the light of God, or more exactly in that of the Divine revelation, from the point of view of the Word of God which demands an answer, through which he is responsible. Man is the ‘theological’ being, the creature whose peculiar characteristic it is that his existence is in the Word of God, whose greatness and misery, whose destiny and guilt, possibilities and limits, freedom and bondage, meaning and meaninglessness can only be rightly seen from that point of view, in the light of that origin. In all that man is, does, says, and thinks, he gives an answer to the word of creation, the word of destiny; indeed, he not only gives an answer, he himself is an answer. Human existence, in contrast to every other form of existence, is responsive existence, that is, existence which must and can answer, and in so doing is free and yet bound. But the answer which man gives, the answer which he is himself—like all other answers—is not intelligible in the light of his own nature, but only in that which precedes it—a primal truth. Man’s independence is based upon and in this dependent human existence, and it is only in the light of this primal origin that we can comprehend the end for which he has been created; it is only in this light that we can understand the aim of man’s existence and the meaning of his failure to attain this aim. The truth of man is more original than his untruth, but the source of knowledge of the truth and the untruth of human existence is the Word of God, in accordance with the principle: verum est judex sui et falsi.


The fact that this Word of God, in which we have been created, the Word of our origin in Jesus Christ, has been restored to us, is the reason why we are able to understand our human existence in faith; why, for instance, as is necessarily the case outside the Christian faith, we are not obliged to misunderstand ourselves. The Word of God which has been given back to us, is Jesus Christ; in Him God reveals to us both His being and our being, His truth and the truth of man. The truth of human existence is disclosed to us not by an anamnesis which we ourselves can accomplish, but only by an anagennesis which is based upon faith in the Incarnate Word of God; thus it is only an act of knowledge which is at the same time an act of life—and indeed an act of life in which God is the One who gives, and we are those who receive—which discloses to us the truth of human existence. This new knowledge is at the same time a new being, the true being of man.


Even in the Greece of Pericles something was discovered, once for all and irrevocably, about the true being of man. A visitor to the British Museum who passes from the Sphinx art of Egypt and the Lion pictures of Babylon, and stands for the first time before the frieze from the Parthenon, may still experience something of that emancipation which came to man at that time in classical Athens. And yet that which was then released was not the distinctive element in man; therefore that release was a deliverance which at the same time was bound to lead to the self-destruction of man. If genius, the creative power of thought and influence, was the distinctively human element, then the Greeks ought to have the first prize, both for discovery and for emancipation. But genius, the creative mind and spirit, is only the possibility, not the reality of human life. But the reality is: love. It is not creativeness but responsibility which constitutes the truly human. This, however, has been disclosed and given to us, not upon the Acropolis, but upon Golgotha, where God reveals to us the truth about Himself, and about ourselves, as love.









4. The Forms in which the Word of God is Expressed


We can only speak of the Divine Word and of existence in Him, to Him and from Him, because He has revealed Himself to us in Jesus Christ. As the incarnate Logos we only possess Him in the word of His witnesses, the word of the Scripture. He Himself is the Word,9 the Word of the Bible is the witness to Him as the Word.10 Christus dominus et rex scripturae (Luther). But the Divine Word revealed in the flesh is identical with the Word in the beginning, with the Word in which all that is has been created, with the light ‘which lighteth every man, coming into the world.’11 The revelation of Christ points back to the revelation in the Creation, to the Word ‘in whom all things cohere,12 in whom also, in a very special way, man has the ground of his being, as man. His responsible being is based upon the Word of the Origin; but although man’s being is perverted both in its meaning and in its content by sin, it does not cease, on that account, to be responsible being. Even the being of the sinner is a being in God’s Word, or being ‘in the sight of God’—otherwise how could it be sinful? But it is a perverted being-in-the-Word-of-God.13


On the other hand, the Word of Scripture, which points back to Jesus Christ and the Word in the Beginning, is not given to us except through the message of the Church, which hands down to us, translates and explains the Bible as the Word of God. But one link in the chain is still missing. It is not a matter of course that in Jesus Christ we should know the truth of God and the truth of man. This knowledge is something which we can in no wise guarantee or enforce. God Himself wills to speak to us; we can only perceive that truth in so far as God Himself actually speaks to us. The Bible expresses this double truth by the two phrases: the witness of the Holy Spirit, and the faith of the heart. Only where God Himself speaks to me can I have faith, and only in my faith does God Himself speak to me. God Himself must speak His Word to me, if it is to become mine. I myself must say ‘yes’ to Him if I want to hear God’s distinctive Word.


The Word of God and the word of faith are inseparable. It is not God who believes but I myself who believe; yet I do not believe of myself, but because of God’s speech, which is a gift, and because of His gift which is a Word.14 In this faith He gives me not only Himself, but He also gives me knowledge of myself. In this faith He decides about my existence, so that I decide for myself. Outside this decision there is no true self-knowledge, no true knowledge of human existence. There is no theoretical and neutral knowledge of God and of the true man; for knowledge of the Word of God is at the same time the basis of true responsibility. To know God’s Word means: to perceive and accept, and therefore to obey, the Lord’s Word as the Word of the Lord.


At this point we have reached the limits of the validity of a Christian doctrine of man. In so far as every doctrine presupposes an objective and detached attitude, a theoretical severance from the process of decision, the Christian doctrine too, as doctrine, is no longer the truth, but simply the human attempt to grasp the truth. Man’s true understanding of himself takes place only in the process of the divine self-testimony and of human self-decision. Every doctrine shares in the errors which arise when theoretical forms are imposed upon that which cannot be conceived in theoretical terms. Hence we must always be aware that Christian doctrine, although it grasps divine truth, because it does so—that is, because it becomes incorporated and bound up with human knowledge—it always stands in need of correction.







5. Natural Knowledge and the Knowledge of Faith


In all that has been said up to this point, we have only had in mind that which makes man man, that which is decisive and distinctive about him, not that which unites man with other creatures and with all creaturely existence. Man, however, is not only the being who is responsible to God; he is also dust of dust, zoon, a psychical and rational being. Man is a hierarchical whole.15 In every hierarchy the understanding goes from higher to lower, not from lower to higher. To the understanding of man’s responsibility to God it is possible to add also the ‘lower’ elements, material, biological, psychical and rational nature—but not contrariwise. The meaning of a whole can only be understood in the light of its ultimate and final meaning, even in its material aspect; but the meaning cannot be understood from the material end. This makes it clear that the understanding of man from the point of view of the Word of God does not exclude, but includes, the partial understanding of these lower aspects in their own context.


The dust out of which man has been created is not dust of some special kind, but ‘the dust of the ground.’16 It is therefore not only possible that a Christian anthropology should be connected with a physico-chemical anthropology; so long as it remains within its own proper bounds, it is necessary. All the possible and necessary light on the anatomy and the chemical elements of the human organism, however, we shall seek not in the Bible but in natural science.


In principle the same is true of the biological, psychical and rational nature of man. We shall seek not only the laws of biology and psychology, but also the logical and the other noetic laws—like those of science, art, law, morality—precisely where these laws, which belong to human nature, are studied with the means and methods which are suitable for them. Therefore we are not concerned with declaring war upon a philosophical anthropology from the point of view of the Christian faith. On the contrary, this too is required from the point of view of the Christian faith. But it will certainly always be a sphere of frequent conflict.17 These conflicts will be due first of all to the fact that the human reason will claim more than its due, only with great reluctance will it allow itself to be limited and corrected from the point of view of faith. This is why so many of the best Christian theologians are so distrustful of all philosophical anthropology, and, within limits, their distrust is justified.


But these conflicts may equally well arise out of a mistaken action on the part of theology; that is, theology may go beyond its province, and, forgetting the inadequacy of all human formulations of Divine truth, it may proclaim as a Divine revealed truth what is solely a human and erroneous conception of Divine truth. In the course of history the natural sciences and philosophy have had just as much reason to complain of these encroachments on the part of theology as theology has to complain of encroachments upon its sphere. Hence both sources of error must continually be watched, and the opinion must not be allowed to gain ground that it is a special sign of Christian conviction to ignore philosophical and scientific knowledge, or that it is a special sign of scientific accuracy to ignore Christian truth. We should remember that saying of the Apostle, ‘what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him?’18 but ‘the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. Now we have received … the spirit which is of God,’19 in so far as we have perceived the truth and affirmed it in His Word. The greatest teachers of the Church have allowed themselves to be guided by this distinction, and we do well to follow their example, without believing that this exhausts our responsibility. How little this is the case will soon become clear.









(b) The Word of God as the Source of Being







1. The Word of God as the Ground of Being


The fundamental article of the Christian faith is this, that God is the Creator. In this statement a Christian, Biblical, religious doctrine of being is opposed to all other forms of ontology. Its main thesis is that all being is either of God or has been created and established by Him. But the Biblical ontology is not content with this. It states that God has created all that is outside Himself through His Word. The Word of God therefore, according to the teaching of the Bible, is the ground of being of all created existence, not merely in the sense that all created being has its origin in the Word of God, but in the sense that in the Word ‘all things cohere,’20 that all that God has created He upholds ‘by the Word of His power.’21 Thus between the Word of God and creaturely being there exists not merely the relation that it is only possible to perceive the origin and the truth of created existence from the Word of God—the cognitive relation, with which we were dealing in the last section—but further there exists, and fundamentally for that cognitive relation, the ontological relation, which grounds all being in the Word of God.


Now this is true in a special way of the being of man. Man has a quite special relation of being to the Word of God, because in man being and perception stand in a peculiar relation to one another. All things have been created by the Word of God: ‘All things were made by Him, and without Him was not anything made that was made.’22 But only of man is it said that this Word is also the Light, the true Light, which ‘lighteth every man.’23


The specific being of man, which distinguishes him from all other creatures, is not only known from the Word of God but it is also based upon the Word of God. Since all created existence is based upon the Word of God, human existence is based upon a special relation to the Word of God. Man is man by the fact that he is a creature who stands in a special relation to the Word of God, a relation of being grounded in and upheld by the Word. This is no mere phrase or figure of speech, but a simple and realistic expression of the fact that man lives ‘by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God.’’24 Just as the new man is generated by the Word of God, so also the original man in the divine original act of Creation was generated by the Word of God. But just as this generation in the Word of God includes the hearing of the Word and belief in the Word—and thus a spiritual relation to the Word of God—so also the original Creation includes such a process, which makes man not merely a product but a receiver of the Divine Word. This is the content of the doctrine of the Image of God with which we shall be dealing in detail in the next chapter.


In this original, ontological relation between the being of man and the Word of God lies the reason that man can only understand himself in God, or to put it more exactly, in the Word of God.25 The Word of God, as revealed to us through the Holy Scriptures, is thus not merely the ground of knowledge, but it is also the ground of man’s being. This is what Calvin means in the famous sentence with which he opens his Institutes, ‘Our wisdom, in so far as it ought to be deemed true and solid wisdom, consists almost entirely of two parts: the knowledge of God and of ourselves. But as these are connected together by many ties, it is not easy to determine which of the two precedes and gives birth to the other.’26 There exists, Calvin continues, a reciprocal relation between the understanding of God and of Man. But this is not meant in the sense of a rational and speculative doctrine of God—as if it were just as possible to discern God from the nature of man as to discern man from the nature of God. On the contrary, only from the knowledge of the revealed Word of God can both the nature of God and the nature of man be perceived, but in such a way that we understand: ‘Our existence itself is simply subsistentia in uno deo.’ But this is true of man as he actually is, of the being whose miserabilis ruina Calvin describes. This actual, sinful man (that is, we ourselves, as we are) is to be understood in God and in God alone; this actual man has his continued existence and the ground of his being in the Word of God. Even in his perverted condition, even in his opposition to the Word of Creation, man can only be under- stood as existing in the Word of Creation as that being which not only has his existence—like all other creatures—in the Word, but also as a being which, in his special relation to the Word, has a special nature, that is, human nature.


We will now express this—without waiting to develop it further—by a conception which indicates this special relation to the Word and the special form of being which is grounded in it, namely: man is the being who is responsible. Human responsibility has no other ground than that of the Word of God, that is, that man, in contrast to all other creatures, is not only borne by this Word of God, but is borne by Him in such a way that he is in some way or other aware of it. ‘In some way or other’ every human being is aware of his responsibility, just as every human being—to the extent in which he is really a human being—is responsible. Every human being knows that he is responsible; how and why he is responsible he should and could know, were it not for the intrusion of the fact of sin.27 Responsibility is the presupposition of the fact that man is able to be a sinner. Only the human being who is responsible is able to sin. Responsibility and the knowledge of it—however obscure and distorted it may be—the responsibility precisely of the ‘godless’ human being, can only be understood from man’s special relation to God, to the Word of God.


We shall understand this connexion more clearly if instead of the formal conception of responsibility we use the pregnant idea of love. The meaning of all responsibility is love; for love is the fulfilling of all law. Hence man can only be understood as issuing from love and made for love. Love is both the source and the meaning of his life. Again, every human being is aware of this to some extent, even if only dimly; but what he cannot and does not know from himself is why this is so, and what the real content and meaning of love is. This is indeed the content of the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. Only in this revelation is the meaning of the word ‘love’ rightly ‘defined’ for us by the Divine action; and in it alone is this love revealed to us as the ground and the end of our life. In it we perceive why, to whom, and for what purpose we are responsible. We understand ourselves only when we understand ourselves in the light of the Divine love—even in our very godlessness. For only so do we understand that godlessness and lovelessness are the same thing. The being of man has its ground in the Being, the will and the work of God.







2. The Being of God: the Trinity


Being-for-love is not one attribute of human existence among others, but it is human existence itself. Man is man to the exact extent in which he lives in love. The degree of his alienation from love is the degree of his inhumanity. The distinctively human element is not freedom, nor intellectual creative power, nor reason. These are rather the conditions of realization of man’s real human existence, which consists in love. They do not contain their own meaning, but their meaning is love, true community. It is not the degree of genius which determines the degree of humanity of human existence, but the degree of love. But all this is true only and in so far as we understand love in the New Testament sense as the fulfilling of responsibility, the one explaining the other, and maintaining its right meaning. Both these words can only be understood in their unity when we understand responsibility and love in the light of their origin, the love of God. Only as an answer to the divine love is human love the fulfilment of responsibility and the realization of humanity. The love of God, the Primal Word, with which God calls man into existence, and in so doing gives him the meaning and the stability of his existence, is the ground from which human existence comes into being. Hence we must first of all speak of God if we want to speak about man. But we can only speak of God because and in so far as He has revealed Himself to us. God, who discloses Himself to us in His revelation in His unfathomable being, God who shows Himself to us in His revelation as He is in Himself, so that His revelation is not something different from Himself but is Himself: this is the Triune God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. We can only understand who man is and what human existence is, being- in-responsibility, being-for-love, when we know that God is the Triune God. He is the God of the Christian faith.


First of all we mean only this one simple truth, that God in His open historical revelation, in His Son Jesus Christ, and in His secret and inward revelation, in the Holy Spirit, is no other than He is in Himself, in His eternal Father-Mystery. It is really God Himself who as the Holy Spirit implants His Word in our hearts. The God who reveals His love to us in Jesus Christ and in it His holy, inviolable, sovereign will, in so doing really shows us Himself, not merely something of Himself, not merely an apparent form of His existence. No, we may now know that ‘God is love; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God, and God in Him.’28 This love is God and God is this love. Existence which springs from this love is from God, and only existence which springs from God is really existence in love.


But this first statement also contains a second: God is not only one who loves us, whose love is connected with us; in Himself quite apart from the existence of any creatures, apart from the existence of man, He is the One who loves, otherwise He would show Himself to us as other than He is in Himself. His love to us, to men, is the outflow of His being, of the fact that He is Himself loving, and that He loves. It is the radiation of His love which He has to His Son from all eternity.29 So also the love which the Son shows us, is the outflow of the love which He has for His Father, from all eternity.30 And as He makes this His love our own through the Holy Spirit—for ‘the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit’31—so in God Himself is the Primal source and ground of this inwardness. The Father loves the Son and the Son loves the Father through the Holy Spirit. One God— who in Himself is the truly loving. We know that we are stammering when we say this. But we must say as much as this in order to bind together indissolubly both the idea that God is love and that He is an unfathomable mystery. Thus, this is the nature of God from which we are to understand the nature of man, our essential being. It is not any kind of love from which, in which and for which we have been created, but it is this love, the unfathomable mystery of God, cut off from all that is natural by the abyss of the mystery of the Trinity. It is this God who makes us responsible, and as the content of our responsibility—of our response—gives us Himself, His Primal Word, His love. The God who in Himself is loving, who has need of no creature in order to be able to love. He alone can freely and groundlessly love the creature in His spontaneous generous way which seeks nothing in return. In Him alone is the source of all unfathomable, generous love.







3. The Will of God: the Decree of Election


The Christian doctrine of the Will of God is the doctrine of the divine ‘decree.’ This means that all that exists has its origin in God’s thought and will, but that this will and thought of God is not arbitrary but is in harmony with His nature. The Bible knows nothing of a ‘double decree,’32 but it knows one alone, the decree of election, and thus no twofold will, but only one, the will revealed to us as love. But it reminds us of the fact—and this is the truth in the mistaken, unscriptural doctrine of the double decree—that this will of love, of God, is His Holy Will, against which he who opposes His love is shattered. Thus all that is creaturely has its origin not in the nature of God—as an outflow of His nature—but in His will, which stands over against the one who has been created.


From this it follows that all that has been said hitherto about the nature of man in its connexion with the nature of God, must not be understood as meaning that man is of one nature with God. Man, although he has been created out of love, in love and for love, is not of divine nature, as though he had a share in the being of God; but he is a product of His will, he is a creature. But this will of love which God imparts in His word to man, is certainly the eternal will of God; so that the nature of man, although it is created and thus has a beginning, has its ground in the eternal will of God. It is not man and his nature that is eternal, but the ground of his being in the eternal will of love, the eternal election of God. The man who knows his true being can only understand himself in the eternal will, in the free, gracious election, not in a state of eternal independence.33


Once again, however, this means that man ought not to understand himself in the light of his own nature, nor should he regard himself as due to ‘something,’ but that he must understand himself in the light of the Eternal Word, which precedes man’s existence, and yet imparts Himself to him. Man possesses—and this is his nature—One who stands ‘over- against’ him, One whose will and thought are directed to him, One who loves him, One who calls him, in and from and for: love. And this One who confronts man, and imparts Himself to him, is the ground of man’s being and nature. Thus the Bible bases the responsibility of man upon the doctrine of election. Only he who is aware of this eternal call of election knows what he should answer; he alone is able to respond.34


The word of Divine election is the call to human destiny, the call which at once makes us free and binds us; makes us free from the world, and binds us to God, makes us responsible to God, and therefore free from the compulsion of things. There is no other freedom than that which is grounded in this responsibility, and no other responsibility than that which is based upon the divine election. He who overlooks this, and fails to listen to this Call, does not cease to be responsible, it is true—just as little as failure to hear the call annihilates the call itself—but he ceases to understand his responsibility aright. Above all, he ceases to live in this responsibility. The responsible life, the right knowledge of responsibility, and life in the love of God, are all the same.


The eternal election is the divine will, of which the so-called moral law is only a reflection, the reflection in which God shows Himself even to fallen man. The eternal election for communion with God, and through that for communion with all creatures, is the primal form and the primal reality, which still lies behind the moral law, even though there it is concealed. Hence the possibility and the reality of the Good, of true humanity and love, is not obedience to the Law but the believing knowledge of election. Election is the way in which God allows us to participate in His being, in His eternal love, and in so doing gives us our own human existence. We know of this eternal election, however, only through the historic Word of God, through Jesus Christ, but in such a way that we understand it as the Primal Word in which we were created.35







4. The Work of God: Creation and Redemption


The work of God in which the being of the actual man has its origin and its continued existence is the word and work of creation and preservation; but the ground of knowledge of this first work is the second: the work and word of reconciliation and redemption, the historical Word of revelation which discloses eternity. In the second work of God we perceive His first as first, as that in which we already always had our life. For in it, in the word and work of creation everything has its continued existence, not merely its origin.36 The fact that man has been created by God means that he, the actual man, even in his godlessness, is upheld by the Word of God. Hence although creation and preservation must be distinguished from one another, they must never be severed from one another. Man was not, in his origin, a responsible being, but he is still a responsible being, even in his irresponsibility, there, where he denies his responsibility and sets himself in opposition to his origin. Hence he does not cease to be man, even when his human existence is distorted qualitatively into ‘inhumanity.’ He could not be a perverted human being, he could not act irresponsibly, he could not be a sinner and commit sins, unless, even now, his ‘continued existence’ was still in the Word of God, unless the ‘true light’ was still illuminating him who has been blinded.37 As he in the midst of his apostasy from the Creator is still borne and guided by the Divine Providence, so also is he borne by the Word, ‘which upholds all things.’38 And he as man, in contradistinction from all other creatures, is so borne by the Word that, although his spiritual vision is obscured, he is aware of this fact, even if in a distorted manner. Even distorted knowledge is knowledge, and is infinitely more—and at the same time infinitely less—than ignorance. Hence man is the being who is above and at the same time also below all the rest of creation known to us; he is above by his responsibility, and below because he denies his responsibility and acts against it. Man never ceases to be the work of God and to live by the power of God’s operation. Tn Him we live and move and have our being’39—that was spoken to pagans and is true without any qualification at all. The Divine Creation and Preservation is greater than the godlessness of man. The desire of man to be independent of God has indeed been suggested to him by the Serpent and is therefore a deception. Man remains in the Hands and in the workshop of God, even when he is perverted, and moreover, if I may put it so, when he feels the pressure of the Divine Hand to be ‘against the grain’ of his own desires.


Like the Creation and the Preservation of man, so also the nature of man can only be understood in the light of the perfected work of God, the Redemption. It is not as though the redemption was merely the restoration of the creation; the formula Urzeit gleich Endzeit (‘the End reproduces the Beginning’) applies to pagan mythology, but not to the revelation of the Bible; for it describes the world-process as an eternal cycle. The goal which has been shown to us in Jesus Christ is indeed also and first of all the restoration of that which was at the beginning, but it is much more than that; it is the eternal consummation which goes far beyond the Creation. Thus also that which is ‘proper’ to man, according to the Divine plan of Creation, can only be understood in the light of the End which is disclosed in Jesus Christ, the aim of the Kingdom of God. It is at that point that the destiny of man is shown to us;40 the destiny however belongs to the nature of man. That is reflected in the fact that in the present sinful and godless condition of man, man must never be understood merely in the light of his being, but also in the light of what he ought to be. This sense of obligation is a fragmentary trace of the original aim of life for man. In faith in the redemption through Jesus Christ what is and what ought to be are once again united, through grace the aim of the Creation is once more ascribed to us as our reality, and its realization has begun. He who is called the Incarnate Word, He in whom God reveals to us the aim of His Kingdom, life in perfect communion with God and man as the whole meaning of existence, is also the One in whom we perceive the meaning of our existence—both that which is in accordance with the original purpose of Creation and with man’s present opposition to the aim of Creation—and of our sense of obligation and our destiny.


Man does not only perceive, he actually has his origin and his goal in the Divine Word; for the Word of God is not imitative but creative; ‘all things have been made by Him’;41 hence the Word not only promises, it creates anew. Hence, as we have already said, the knowledge of true human existence is no mere matter of knowledge, it is at the same time also a new being. Only in this new existence—what the Bible calls being ‘in Christ’—can man truly understand himself; since only in Him, in the Word of God, man himself becomes true, can perceive the truth about himself, and also the great lie which we call sin. This opens up the further way for our inquiry.
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	  8. That is the difference between a ‘Biblical psychology,’ as it has been conceived by Beck and Delitzsch and others, and that which is here presented. They all conceive the relation to the Word of God only in a formal way, although they—and Delitzsch in particular—come very near to the truth in the fact that they take seriously the origin of man in Christ, the Eternal Word. Cf. Delitzsch, System der biblischen Psychologie, p. 27.



	  9. John i. 1.



	10. John v. 39.



	11. John i. 9.



	12. Col. i. 17. 



	13. See below, p. 169.



	14. Cf. my pamphlet, Vom Werk des Heiligen Geistes, 1935, pp. 29 ff.



	15. See below, p. 409, in the chapter “Man in the Cosmos.” Haecker lays much stress upon this ‘hierarchical’ element in his fine Catholic anthropology, Was ist der Mensch? But when he reiterates ‘we are “hierarchists” ‘ and in this refrain expresses opposition to Protestantism and connects his belief in the ecclesiastical hierarchy with the idea of the hierarchical order of human existence, he evidently forgets that there is also a Neoplatonic, and thus non-Christian ‘hierarchical’ theory, that of Dionysius the Areopagite! ‘Of the Celestial Hierarchy,’ which had a good deal of influence upon the formation of the medieval view.



	16. Gen. ii. 7. 17. 



	17. See Appendix IV, p. 542.



	18. 1 Cor. ii. 11. Here Paul merely sets a fundamentally natural and a spiritual knowledge alongside of one another, and admits that the former— within its limits—is justified, but he does not reflect upon the dialectical relation between the two.



	19. 1 Cor. ii. 12, A.V.



	20. Col. i. 17.



	21. Heb. i. 3.



	22. John i. 3.



	23. John i. 9.



	24. Matt. iv. 4.



	25. Thus Luther says of Adam’s original condition: ipsa natura adeo fuit pura et plena cognitione Dei, ut verbum Dei per se intelligeret et videret (WA. 42, 50). J. Gerhard, Loci theologici: posuit Deus intra ipsummet hominem suam imaginem, quam homo intuens cognosceret, qualis sit Deus (IV, 247); and: creaturae omnes stabant in ordine suo … homo ex earum et sui inspectione Deum creatorem cognoscebat, ibid., 294.



	26. Calvin, Institutio I, i, 1. (Institutes of the Christian Religion, translated by Henry Beveridge (p. 47), 1845.



	27. Rom. 1. 19. The meaning of the passage is evidently this: to lay bare human guilt and human responsibility through the relation of man—pagan man—to the revelation of Creation. Cf. on this point the good exposition by Schlier, Evangelische Theologie, 1935, pp. 9 ff., and Gutbrod, Die paulinische Anthropologie pp. 12 ff.: ‘The connexion between the fact of man’s createdness and his responsibility in the sight of God, as it is expressed especially in Rom. i. 18 ff.,’ ‘precisely because man is always in the sight of God, the question of just—unjust is so significant,’ p. 22, against Kuhlmann’s curious exposition in his work, Die Theologia naturalis bei Philo und Paulus.



	28. 1 John iv. 16.



	29. John xvii. 24.



	30. John xvii. 5.



	31. Rom. v. 5.



	32. To Calvin the doctrine of election is rightly the centre of theology. The doctrine of a twofold predestination, on the contrary, lies on the fringe of his thought; we see this indeed from the fact that Calvin scarcely ever preached this view, which has however been constantly asserted by theologians since Schneckenburger and Alex. Schweizer. This doctrine of a twofold predestination is not even Scriptural; it is an unallowable conclusion drawn from Scriptural premisses, in the nature of the case a philosophical idea—that of necessity—dragged into theology by Augustine. Cf. the Zurich dissertation of P. Jacobs, Pradestination und Ethik bei Calvin.



	33. The connexion between the doctrine of the Imago and the doctrine of election is expressed most clearly in the New Testament in Rom. viii. 29; cf. also Eph. ii. 10 and all that refers to the connexion between the Creation and Christ, Creation and the plan of salvation. The understanding of eternal election from the point of view of judgement, which inevitably leads to the idea of a twofold predestination, cannot be proved from the Scriptures. Why? That would have to be seen in the light of a Biblical view of Time, of the dialectic of ‘before’ and ‘after’ which takes Time seriously. Here that can merely be suggested. Those are rejected who reject the eternal election in Christ which is proclaimed to them. It is the task of theology at the present time to free the Scriptural idea of election from the Augustinian-Neoplatonic misunderstanding, which also overshadows to some extent the theology of the Reformation.



	34. Cf. P. Jacobs, loc. cit., where it is shown that this connexion between election and responsibility is the fundamental structure of Calvin’s theology. Especially it might be shown from the Old Testament how the whole ‘ethic’ is based upon Israel’s election, and the remembrance of election is constantly the main ethical motive.



	35. Col. i. 15 ff.



	36. Col. i. 17.



	37. John i. 9. This is how Calvin understands the passage: xlix, xliv; xlvii. 7; xxiii. 39.



	38. Heb. i. 3.



	39. Acts xvii. 28.



	40. 1 John iii. 2.



	41. John i. 3.
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