VL

Universit
s of Glasgowy

https://theses.gla.ac.uk/

Theses Digitisation:

https://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/

This is a digitised version of the original print thesis.

Copyright and moral rights for this work are retained by the author

A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial research or study,
without prior permission or charge

This work cannot be reproduced or quoted extensively from without first
obtaining permission in writing from the author

The content must not be changed in any way or sold commercially in any
format or medium without the formal permission of the author

When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the author,
title, awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given

Enlighten: Theses
https://theses.qgla.ac.uk/
research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk



http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
http://www.gla.ac.uk/myglasgow/research/enlighten/theses/digitisation/
https://theses.gla.ac.uk/
mailto:research-enlighten@glasgow.ac.uk

THE PROBLEM OF POLARIZATION:

AN APPROACH BASED ON THE WRITINGS OF G.C. BERKOUWER.

By‘"

CHARLES MILLAR CANERON Be.A. BeD.

A Thesis submitted for

the Degreer of Doctor of Philosophy.

Presented to the Universifby. of Glasgow
Researched in the Faculty of Divini'by.

October 1983




ProQuest Number: 10907105

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction isdependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

uest

ProQuest 10907105

Published by ProQuest LLC(2018). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.

ProQuest LLC.

789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346

Ann Arbor, M 48106- 1346



ACKITOULEDGHENTS

I wish tfio thank =2ll who have, in:any~way; aszisted me in the
production of this thesis. Special thanks are due to the Faculty of
Divinity-for~iﬁs financial support; Professor A.D. Galloway for his
supervision of my-s%udies;_the teaching and Library staff of UWestern
Theological Seminary, Holland, Wichigem, U.S.A. for the imvaluable
ﬁimé(ﬂcaﬁemic Year, 1978-1979) speunt fhere under the auspices of the
World Allience of Reformed Churches; the congregatibn of St. Winien's
Parish Church; Dunfermline which called me to be its minister in the
knowledge that L was already-commi%%ed o postgrmdua%e studiés which
would cccupy a certein proportion of my rlme* Hrsg liarion H@lley, a
fill~time school teacher and active member of St. Hinian! gq. WhO -
graciously undertook the task of typlng this %he<1s(A car accident
prevented Mo nrion from complet;ng this task{she did type almost two
hundred pa~es). Je, at St. Hlnlan’s, are thaniful $o God for her
recovery;); liarionts husband, Douglas and aaug*ner,,Allsan for their
gracmaus acceptance of the imtrusion of a thesis into their family
1ifes; Sharon; my wife since October 1980, , for her patient acceptance
df my persistent failure either to Tind a "thesis corner" where T
bcculd'wofk +idily or to “put the +thesis ouwt of my mind for s whilé“:

While this sﬁudy'represents; to & great exbtent, my own particular

grappling with the problem of polarization, I am particulerly indebted
to Pr@fessar Gallaway-fbrvhis guidance: His awareness of the im@ortani
difference between & descriptive survey and a genuine thesis, developed
from o distinetive point of vmew,’smcnnllc@ntly influenced my selection
of the problen of polarmza%mon for special consideration. If this
problemrms to Dbe cenfronted serlcusly, it demands more tham a
desorlpulve approach by which altermetive V1ewp01nﬁs are smmnly set
side by-smgg.tIﬁ;aAsﬁuﬂy~whlch has bBrought me into confrontation with
other'types'0£‘%he@l@gical.undersﬁanding; I have appreciated Professor
Galloway's knowledge of c@nﬁemporary'%heolo%?-uhlch has helped to
deepem my understending of those %heal@gmes,yhmch I have felt compelled

to be respectfully criticals
Hy mnﬁeb%e&ness fo Berkouwer's writings is ebvmcus. Since a study

of this type tends to accenﬁuaﬁevmy'dmsagreemenﬁs with other theologies,
T wish o expreSQ~pévscnaI apprécia%ion “'of the stimula%ing urifings of
those whose oeneral theologmosl method I do not shares T hope +that this

Sfuﬁnggmmen&s;mtseif as a valuable discussion of a complex~prob1emu




CONTENTS
Introductory Prefzce Pages i-vi.
CHAPTER ONE

The Froblem of Polarization: Berkouwer'ts

Relztion to his Background. : Pa.ggs 1-20.
Introduction ' 1-3
(1) The Reformation Era ' 39

(2) Berkouwer's Relation to Calvin 5-6
{b) Berkouwer!s Relation to Arminius 6=9
{2) The Post~Reformation Development 9-19
(2) Berkouwer's Relation to the Experiential
. Theclogy of Early Dutch Calvinism 10-12
(b) Berkouwer's Relation to Scholasticism in .
- Dutch Czlivinism 12-19
(i) Berkouwerts Relatiom to A. Xuyper and -
He Bavineck 13-16
" {ii) Berkouwerts Relation to V. Hepp 16-19.
Conclusion : 19-20,
CHAPTER THO |

The Problem of Polarization: Tts Relation fo

Berkouwerts Central Concernse. Pages 21-42,
Introduction 2322
(1) The Subject-Object Dichotomy 2229
{2) The Wature of Language 29~34
(3) The Heteromomy-Awtonomy Dilemma 3438
{4) Anthropology 38-42
Conclusion 42,

CHAPTER THREE

The Problem of Polarization: Its Relation to the

Dactrine of Revelationm. Pages 43‘-}-22;2
Introduction 43
Theolagical and Philosophical Presuppositions 43-46
General Overview of the Comtent and Context
of this Discussion 4648
{1) Introduction te the Docirime of Revelation 48-51
(2) Revelation and Reconciliation | 51-57
{3) Conclusions comcerwing the Doctrine of

Revelation 5T=59
CHAPTER FOUR

The Problem of Polerizations I’I:s Relation to

Theological Rationalism. Pages 60-~117.
(1) Deism 60-78

{2) Its Understanding of God 60-62



{p) Ite Understanding of Iaw

62-65

(¢) Its Understandinmg of the Nature of Reality 65-67
{d) Tts Understanding of the Nature of Truth 67-T0
(e) Its Understanding of the Character of
Certainty 70=T7
Tillich's Conception of Certaimty and +the
Resurrection of Jesus T4~TT
Conclusion TT-78
~ (2) Biblicism 78-95
‘ Tntroduction T&~T79
(2) Its Understanding of Ged 79-83
(b) Ite Understanding of lan 83--86
{¢) Its Understanding of the Nature of Reality 86-89
{d) Its Understanding of the Wature of Truth 89-94
(e) Its Understanding of the Character of :
Certainty. 9495
, Gmcinsﬁi@ﬁ' i 95
{3) Christomonism 95-117
Introduction 95
(2) Its Understanding of God 95-100
(b) Its Understanding of Nan 100-105
{c) Tis Understanding of the Nabure of Reality  105-110
(d) Its Understanding of the Faiure of Truth 110-114
{e) Its Understanding of the Character of o
Certaimty 114-116
Conclusion 116-117
The Comtext and Signifiicance of the Preceding
- Discussion of Theological Rationalism 117.
CHAPTER FIVE
The Problem of Polarization: The Doctrine of
Revelation and Medern Thought. Pages 118-144,
Introduction 118
{1) Philosophy 118-130
(i) Goa 119-122
(ii) law 120-125
(iii) Bvil 125-129
Conclusiow 129-130
{2) Biblical Criticism 130139
(3) Seiemce 130-142

The Context and Significance of the Preceding Discussion

of the Docirine of Revelation and Modern Thought

142-344



CHAPTER STX
The Problem of Polarizations Its Relation to the

Doctrine of Grace. Pages 145-1T2.
Introduction 145-149
(1) Understanding the tpret element in

predestimstion 149~-15T
(2) Understanding the destimetion! elememd 157-163
in predestinstionm :
{3) Understending the signifiicance of the
present in view of predestination 163-172.
CHAPTER SEVEN

The Problem of Polarizations Tts Relation to the .

Church's Role in Chms'f:zun Commundcation. Pages 173=215,
Trtroduction I73=-XET7T
(a) Berkouwer's concern to overcome the

competition-motif in relation fo tensions '
within his own denomination . 177-183
() Berkouwer's emphasis on a proper understanding .
of the salvation of God im Christ in relation
to tensions within Protestantism 183-192
{c) Berkouwer's undersitanding of the depth—
dimension in religious language in relation
to tensions belween Protestantism and non— T
Reformed churches 192-197
{a) Berkouwerts am‘bhrapol@gy in relation to the :
tensions between the church and the world 198-215
Gommom Grace ' 204~205
Salvation History 205-206
The Personzl Character of Faith 206209
Eschatological Dualism 209-215,
CHAPTER EIGHT

The Problem of Polarization: The Communication of -

the Christisn Message to the Whole lian. Pages 216300,
Introduction 216-218
I. Apologetics 218-251

{I) The Relationship between Apologetics -
. and Dogm=tics ‘ 210=243
(2) “"The Heart of the Churchh 220-223
(b) “The Authority of Scriptureh 223=227
(¢) "Concern Ffor the Faith" 227-243
{2) & Proper Use of Apclogetics 243-245
(3) The Extent to which Theology may make use
of Apologetics 245-251
IT. Social Concerm 251-300

Introduction

251



{1) The Signifiicance of Berkouwer's Concern

with the Problem of Polarization 251=255
(2) Berkouwer as a Biblical, Reformed and '
Contemporary Theologian 255293
Introduction 255
{a) Berkouwer as a Biblical Theologian 255=25T
{b) Berkouwer as a Reformed Theologian 25T=264
(¢) Berkouwer as a Combemporary Theologian 264293
Tonbroduction. 264=-2TL
Appreciation of Marxts Critique of
Bourgeois Religion 271
Grmtieﬂl Discussion of Marx's Grlthue R
of Bourgeois Religion 271-293

(i) The Critique of 'Other-lorldly' Religion 272-273

v .

{ii) The Critique of Individuslistic Religion 273-276
(3ii) The Critique of Hypocritical Religion 276-281

(iv) The Call for a World-Changing

{3) The Basic Contours of Berkouuer's Theology

Philosophy

of the Christisnm Life

Introduction

(=)
{p)
()

The Prac%zoal.31gn1flcﬂnce of Berkouwer's

Doctrine of God

The Practical Significance of Berkouwer's

Doctrine of Revelation

The Practical Szgnlzlcance of Berkouwer'!s

Doctrine of Reconciliation

General Conclusion

FOOTHOTES

Introduction

Footnotes
Footnotes
Footunotes
Footnotes
Footnotes
Footnotes
Footnotes
Fooinotes

Footnotes

BIBLIOGRAPHY

to Introductory Preface{Pages Fuvri)

to
to
to
to
to
to
o
to

to ‘the Footnotes

Chapter One{Pages 1-20)
Chapter Two{Pages 2T=42)
Chapter Three(Pages 43-59)
Chapter Four{Pages 60-11T)
Chepter Five{Pages 118-144)
Chapter Six{Pages 145-1T72)
Chepter Seven{Fages 173~215)
Chepter Bight{Pages 216~300)

281-293

293=300
293-294

294-295
295-297

297-300
300,

Pages 301-446.
301-302
302-303
303-307
307315
315-320

320-354
354-3T4
374395
396-434
415-446.

Pages 4AT-L£54.




SUIIART

This study is concermed with the problem of polariza%ion; This
pro%lemzis»approached,fram;a,perspec%ive developed from a detailed
study of the writings of G.C, Berkouwer. Following an introductory
preface which provides am overview of the enbire study, Ghapter Ome
sets the pr@blem;of‘polarizatien in the contexrt of Berkouwer's
historical background — {I) the Reformation era{Calvin and Arminius);
and (2) the post-Reformation development{pietism and scholasticism).
Special emphasis is placed on Berkouwer's concern to aveid the twin
piﬁfalls~@f'@bjectivismsanﬁ‘swhjectivismizThis emphasis is develOpéi
further in Chapter Two where the problem of polarization is viewed in
relation to four of Berkouwer!s central concerns = {1) the su%jéc%—
object dichotomy; {2) the meture of langusge; (3) the heteronomy—

Ghap%ers'Thrée f@'Fivé:appreach the problem of pelariza%ion.from
a,péBSPGC%ivé;‘developed invchap%er'Three;rwhich emphasizes the
integral unity of the dectrime of revelatiom in its oreational,
incarnational, biklical, proclamatory end pueumatological aspects.
Chapter Four contains o critical analysis of three theological
tendencies which, im the auwthor's view, tend to imorease polarization
because of o cumman«tendeﬁcy‘towardS*theological rationalism -
(1) deismy (2) biblicismy (3) christomonism. Chapter Five contains a
canstructive approach to three intellectual disciplinés in which the
effects of polarization are often felt - (1) philasophyj {2) biblical
criticism; end (3) science.

Guided by the stotement — The message of God's grace is to be
. commmicated by the church of Jesus Christ to the whole man Q;
e ChriS%ian=cammunication;’ch&p%er Six is comcerned with the doctrire
Qf’gracé;’seeking to understand the concept of predestination in its
tpret and fdestinationt aspects with particular emphasis-en the
s&gnificance>@f'ﬁhe ?resen% pr@nlamaﬁion: Chapter Seven iz concerned
with the doctrine of the churcE; focusing=3pécia1 attention on
Berkouwerts approach to fensions within a single denominaﬁion; within
Protestantism, between Protestantism and non-Refermed churches and
between the church and the world, Chapter Eight is concerned with the
doctrine of the whole maﬁ; dravinmg attention to the significance of
apologetics and socizl concerm within the full context of the church's

calling to commumicate the gospel of grece to the whole man.
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Introductory Preface
Following a favourable citation of XKarl Barth's repudiationm of

"(+)he comstruct, "God is everything, man is nothing," as a
description: of grace', Ge C. Berkouwer vmiﬁ‘&es-,

"Dilemmas always are & source of polarization. We quickly go
over to simplistic either—6r's..in which the fulness of fruth
is torn apart. And in the atmospliere of false polarities; we
often stop ligtening to each other and lose ocur ability to
understand each other's words. With this, irritation and pique
poisor the theological discussiom. But it is striking and, at
the same time, rezssuring that the clear intent of the gospel
comes through even im the midst of theological polarization,
especially whem sIl the parties intend to be faithful to the
gospel',

Tiii‘sr entire study may be regarded as a development of the perspective
A provided by these words of Berkouwer concerning the problem of
theological pcnIari*za‘Ei:on;

. The immediate comtext of the words — am attempt to understand
how God and mamw ave related to éach; other in the gospel - is
ﬁregisel‘iy‘ the context im which this entire study is set. The
par‘h:iféular'- content: of the words — a constructive approach to the
pra;bleﬁia of 'Eheologj:?cai pdlaﬁiza‘b’ion* — sets out the aim of this entire
study. The author of the words — G, C. Berkouwer — provides a focal-
point for the discussiom of the wide ranging problem of theological
polarization and its relation to the imterpretation of the
‘relationship betweem God im his revealing and recomciling activity
~ and man towards whom this revealing and reconciling activity is
. @irected. |

With the writings of G. C. Berkouwer providing its fecal-point,
this study is essentially a study in comtemporary theology. The wide-—

ranging character of the problem of theological polarization and its
relation to 'Ehe gospel carries it beyond the immediate confines of
contemporary theology.

~ This study does not have ag its specific aim the close examination
of particular biblical passages, It is not, therefore, primarily a
study in bBiblical 't:heaillogyi 'Since, however, Berkouwer is an avowedly
. piblical theologian, a constant effort is made to relate the discuss—
iom to: the interpretation of the biblical writings. From this
perspective, this study promiises to conmtribute to an increased

understanding of biblical theolozyve.

~ This study does not have as its specific aim the detailed
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jinterpretation of particular episodes im the history of doctrinal
understanding. I’b'.:iié noty ﬁheréfo*re, primarily a study imw historical
theology. Since, vhowever,:. Berkouwer pays close attention to the
history of docirine im the oYéveIe.pmen’li: of his own theology, an
attempt is made to set this entire study against the b-ackgromd, of
the history of d‘crc-'l‘,riilet(Chap’b'er Oné) . From this perspective, this
stuody promises to prmde an illuminating analysis of historical
'&heolo&
Contemporary theology has a great deal to Iearnm from a theological
'perspec'ﬁni:'ve uhiﬁch, though it seeks to be contemporary, resolmbely
refuses to loge significant con‘tact with biblical and historical
'bheolcgy. ,

With the writings of G. C. Berkouwer providimg its focal-point,
this study may Be regarded as a study inw systematic theology. The
context in which the problem of theological polarization and its

relation to the go:sPe']i is discussed is one in which atiention is
drawn to both the use and abuse of systemntic thinking in theological
reflection. This study seeks to understand the rela'rlcnshlps between
different aspects of Christian truth. ‘Care is taken to avoid imposing
a fsystem' om Christian truth which does not permit the gospel to be
wnderstood and proclaimed in the fulness of 11's biblical perspectlves.

— Attention is drawn im Chapter Two fo gene:cal philosophical issues '
involved im the discussion of the problem: of theological polarization
and its relation to the gospel. This study does not, however, purport
Yo be a detailed study of philosophical issues viewed In Isolation
from the total context of Christianm theology. This study is norh?;
therefore, primarily a study im phllosoph:r.cal *l*heology. Since,
Lowever, Berkouwer shows am awareness of the philosophical issues
involved im theological discussiony it might be expected that this
study showld provide a perspective which offers a clearer

understanding of the issues involved in philosophical theologye.

- It‘cz]l]léwing? a general discussion of the relationship between
phﬂoso.phijca;l investigation and theological affiirma’di‘oir, Chapier
Three takes the dilscussion into the field of doctrinal ‘l‘:heo:logy: In

thils dilscussiom of the doctrine of revelationm, the concern is ¥o
emphasize the integral unity of divine revelation, carefully guarding
against the danger of a one-sidedness which leads to a distorted view

of divine revelatiom.



- Page iii -

— There isg, in Chapter Four, a study inm what might be described as
ccmparaﬁévé 'ﬁh‘éonlogy. Three types of theological system are placed

under the careful scrutiny of the theological perspective outlined in

Chapter Three. These three systems are discussed in a single chapter
rather than inm three separate chapters so that the comparative element
might be emphasized. The terms used in this analysis — deism,
'b:':fbl:‘ﬁcizsmz and christomonism — are not intended zs precise descriptiors
of the views of the theologians who figure prominently in: the
diiscussiom. In this study, these terms bear the character of
hypothetical comstructs 'Wh:i.?cfr serve to Clearly distinguish particular
The aim of this discussiom is to emphasize the comprehensiveness of
diivime revelation é-ve.r against interpretations which have a rather
one-sided cha,racfh-er;z

w:The discussion in Chapter Five is concerned with anm analysis of
what might be described as investigative 'l;'heo{l:crgy; It is emphasized
that the intellectual disciplines of phildso‘phy, biblical criticism

and science mzy be properly used by theology in its investiga-bion of

the meaning of divime revelation. This use of these investigative
d.’isciiplines is carefully diﬁsscrci‘a‘l‘redi. from their illegitimate use as
the’, basis of a valuwe—judgment by which it is claimed -that the
reality of divine revelation is e:‘vi'.&hei- proved or d:iisp‘rczved'.3
Thioughout& the discussions contained im Ghap'&ers* Two to Five, the
re]la'&iionshiép between Christianm experience and syst’ema‘liic theological
reflection Is promiment. It is emphasized that theological system—
'bu:ié]icl‘iing‘ may not be dissociated from Christian experience without
leading to a distortion im the understanding of the gospel which it
seeks fo int‘erzpre‘bi '

With the writings of Ge C. Berkouwer providing its focal-point,

this study could be regarded as a study im experiential theology.

There is, throughout this study, a concerm with the relationship
between: Christian experience and Chrmstiam doctrine. There is a
concerm to speak: of both "the Christiam fa:l.‘!:h." and "“Christiam faith"
withowt the definite a;r‘&:iicvle;.ﬂr' The aim is to draw attention to both
the uniqueness of ‘the revealing and reconciling activity of God im
Jesus Chriist and the necessity for faith to Be Ya life response of the
total persom, at the depths of his being, to the summons and

opportunity of the G‘cr-speli".5 The pre:ci? se manner in which this
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expregsion "experiential theology" iIs being used here becomes clearer
Im Chapters Six to Eight.
— The discussion of the doctrine of grace in Chapter Six is

concerned with the development of an evangelistic theology. The

central concernm is o emphasize the unbreakable relationship between
theology and evangelism. A theology which does not lead to evangelism:
remains remote from both the gospel of God and the need of mem. Anm
evangelism: which shows litile fnteresf:invtheological reflection
tends to become rather superficial and stereo%yped; lacking the depth
and range of what might be described as teaching evangelism.

- The discussion im Chapter Seven is concermed with church theology.

It is emphasized that Christian experience is not a form of religious
individualism which is dissociated from the life of fellowship and
that Christian doctrine is to be worked out not in individualistic
iso&éﬁibnrbut:inxthe service of the church's witness to the gaspel;

- The discussion inm Chapler Eight focuses attention om the role of
apoﬁogeﬁﬁcs-and,socfal.ccncern»withinsﬁhe total context of Chrisﬁian 
wifness;rsince~fhe aim is %o»emphasize this total context, these
éSpec#S'of‘chrisfian~witness are included in a single chapter rather
tham ﬁwovsepara%e‘chapters; The gospel's own intrinsic apologetic
sfgnﬁficénce is emphasized with a view to developing anm apologetic
fheolbgz:whichxcarefully*avoids<"%he polarities of a mindless fideism
and a faithless rationalismﬂ;7 The gospelts own intrinsic social -
sﬁgnificaﬁce:is;émphasize&,wﬁth a view to developing a liberation
ﬁheologz}whﬁch‘is:entirely bound up with a faith in Jesus Christ as
the Liberator, a faith which finds its practical expression mot in
a 'service of God' which exists im a vspiritual? vacuum apart from
the service of men bul in,fhe,service of others for Jesus' sake.

The goal of this sfudy is ta>presenf;a contemporary theology
which is=bo$h‘sysﬁemaﬁic and experiential; The basic theological
methodology wsed may'be~summarized thus @

"The truth of the Gospel..is known and understood only within
the total context of both revelation and the obedience of
faith. Theology, whose task is to restate that truth, is
determined in its methods and limited im its conclusions by
the nature of the CGospel as it is heard and obeyed inrfaith".9

THis approach promises to be most valuable in the contemporary
situation. It is emphasized that theology must seek to understand the
relationships between different aspects of the truth of the gospel

without distorting that truth by imposing an alien system upon ite
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An alien system is imposed on the gospel whenever revelatiow is
understood im a way that tends to devalue human experience as well
as whem human experience iS‘permitﬁed.fONtake on a normative
character such that it becomes the ultimate criterionm By which
divine revelatiom is judged.

The experiential character of theological reflection requires to
be related to both the normativity of divine revelatiom and the
totality of man's experience;~D£viherreveﬁaﬁionireaches men im his
experience but iis not derived from man's experience. A proper emphasis
orw the experiential character of man's knowledge of God requires to
be carefully distinguished from the tendency to make human experience
the norm By which divine revelation is ﬁOibeVJu&ged. Theology must
pay close attention to the sfgnificanoe~of’hnman*experiencé in the
Iight of @ivine revelatiom. IH must, however, resist the temptation
of demanding that the gcspel'S‘messagepds a particular interpretation
of humantexperfence: The accommodation of the gospells voice fo a
pariicularﬂundersfanding"of man*S'experiénce can only result in an
ﬁmpo#erished understanding of the gospel in which those aspects of the
gospel which do nof'éﬁﬁéar to £it are tacitly ignored. This procedure
restricts the gospelts relevance o those aneas~0f‘1ifévwhere it is
adjudged ﬁonhave7panﬁicular:sfgnificance} The knoﬁledge of God which
the gospel brings is, however, related not to a part of man's
experience but to its totality.

If theology iis to spezak adequately of the gospel of Jesus Chrls%,
1t must: be thoroughly committed to hearing

"the powerful witness of the "tremendous" Word that always
speaks against us so that we can learn to stop speaking
ageinst Itv. .

Im vilew of fhe.comprehensiveneSS‘of‘ﬁhe-gospel, theology may not
settle for inadequate ways of thinking about: the gospel, The gospel
doeg not merelﬁ'ﬁnfbmm:manJS’intellect; giving him information to
which intellectual assent must be given and £rom which a perfect
theological system may be builte The gospel does not merely affect
man's emotions apart-fromfhis'un&erstanding; The gospel is mot
directed towards a specifically 'religious! or 'personal! sphere
whilch i Isolated from the toltality of life. A proper recognifiiom of
the comprelhensiveness of the gospel carries with it an awareness of

both the privilege and the responsibiliﬁy’of ﬁheologioal reflection,

.....
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revelatiom and it¥s response %o that revelatiomw, theology must

seek: to fulfill its privileged responsibility with a humble gratitude
to God and a responsible commitment. ‘o hearing the gospel im obedient
faith.

This study of theological pdﬁarization:follows Berkouwer in: his
dual concerm with faithfulness to the gospel and listening to and
nﬁﬁ%%standing the words of’oﬁhers;ll Berkouwer's approach to
theological discussion is a mcs#:valuaﬁle=approach fram;which nmuch
can' be Iearmed,. wheﬁher‘@m*noﬁ‘cne\ES'intagreemenﬁ wifh~every'de%ail
in Berkouwer's %heology: L. B. Smedes draws attentionxto»%he‘value of
Bérkeuwer's approach to» theological discussions .

"Perhaps one of the most important Immediate contributions
that Berkouwer has made to evangelical theology is the
example he hag given of Christiam and responsible polemic
confrontation., Berkouwerts polemics are meant to Be servants
of grace, for the theology he is criticizing, for the preachers
of the Church. There is a style of polemics that is revealed in
the motives of the man engaging in if. 4 Ioveless polemics is
possible, a polemics with a design to refute without a desire
o serve. Am irresponsible polemics is possible, and '
evangelical theology is no stranger to it, a polemics that is
eager only to find the weak: spot Im the armor of one's
opponent, eager, that is, for victory and not for truth. After
Berkouwer, evangelical theology ought have no excuse to revert
to the uwncereative and Iove;’._[ffgs style of polemics of which It
has too often beem guiliiyh,"

This study has an 'after Berkouwer' character im that it seeks to
incorporate into its approach to theological polarizatiow the
lessons which have beem learned from a detriled study of Berkouwer's
writings.
In his evaluation: of Berkouwer's theological significance,
Smedes writes,
"One counld wish for Berkouwer %o do: meny things he does not
doe Ome could wish that he woulid, now and then, develop a
line of thought more concisely, more pointedly tham he does.
An Anglo=Saxom may be forgiven for wanting at times less
circumlocwtionm and more_succinctmess thaw he finds im
European 'bheol‘ogl”-arrs".l
The sheer Bulk: of Berkouwer's "Studies in Dogma‘bi—'cs“ makes the
serious reading of his works a most formidable task. The presén‘b‘:
study seeks to draw togetler certain key aspects of Berkouwer's
- thought and relate them to particular problem areas in comtemporary

theology in a way that emphasizes the significance of his theology.



CHAPTER ONE

The Problem of Pelarization: Berkouwer®s Relation to his Background.,

Berkouwer®s histerical background is of particular importance
for this study. Theve are contrasting theological ‘emphages im his
background, These emphases tend to move in epposite directions -
the directions of objectivism and subjectivism. He is aware of
the dangers inherent @im hoth tendencies, He seeks, therefore, to
construct a theology which does full justice to Both the true
objectivity of the Christian faith and the necessity for that faith
4o Be a subjectively experienced faith.

In terms of Berkouwer*s background, these contrasting tendencies
in theology mey be seen in two broad historical subdivisions.

These are (1) the Reformation eras (2) the post-~Reformation:
diezve]iepmen'&:' Since Berkouwer fully intends to stand in the line

of the Reformation, it hardly needs to bBe said that the influence

of John Calvin Iooms large in his background’;“ Since, however, he
Belongs — §n particular — to the Dutch strand of the Reformation,

the significance of the controversial Dutch Reformer, James Arminius,
must alsoe be taken into account. v‘I’he. post-Reformation development
of the Dutch Reformed tradition ie no less ambiwvalent than the
initial Dutch experience of the Reformation. It has produced two
contrasting theclogical develaopments — the pietism of the
experiential thealogy movement and: the scholeasticism of the eysteﬁx-
builders. | ‘

In relation to this inherited tradition, Berkeuwer is always
careful not to be forced into cheoosing: between: alternatives which
are not mutually: exclusive, He shows immense appreciation for
Calwing while never allowing himself to become camplé'ﬂelg uncritiecal
of the great Reformer. Indeed, Berkouwer is at paine — through
creative interpretation rather than scathing criticism - to move
beyond the fatalistic caricature of Calvin. Berkouwer's relation to
Arminius is equally ambivalents While he does not claim to stand
in the Iine of Arminius, he is:‘apprezcia'tfive of his chief concerns
and adepis a number of positions which are remarkably similar to
those of Arminius,

Berkouwer®s theological position clearly stands in the line of
the keynote of the experiential theology movement — that Christian
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faith must be an experienced faith and not simply a faith te which
- one gives mere inmtellectual assent. By reiterating this strongly
experiential emphasis, he does not adwocate sheer mysticism, While
sharply critical of scholasticism with its clemed systems, he is
acnt’el:r aware of the need for Christian experience to find verbal
articulation in a manner that corresponds to the nature of that
experience’:‘ | |

This explajine Berkouwer®s concern with the exposition of Chrﬁs‘b’ian
doctirine rather thanm so-~called "devotional"™ Iiterature. This
exposition is carried out within the perspective of the open
catiegories of Christian experience as it moves forward in fai-ﬁh,.
worship, witness and service, The imposition of any alien sysﬁem
upon such Christian experience can enly lead to a severely distorted
and pé.iinﬁhﬁ]!y inadequate understanding of Christian doctrine.

As one who stands squarely in the Dutech Reformed Church
tradition, then, Berkouwer — bBorn into: "a dewoutly Reformed home
and a devoutly Reformed ohurch"r im 1903 and, from: early ch:.l}dhen&,
nurtured in the Scriptures and the confessional and catechetical
instruction of the Dutich Reformed Church - must be understood from
within that general context. He must not, However, be understocd as
one who merely “parrota® 'a:ny single theological tradition. Rather,
he: weaves his way through the various strands: of that tradition =
Calvinism, Arminianisme pietism and scholasticism - and produces a
theollogy which integrates the strengths of each strand without
falling prey to its weaknesses, The theology which he has prers:en'b'ed;
is,y 'ﬁherefore; by virtue of its capacity for the avoidance of polar-
jized theological positions, a theology of grea.t importance for
contemporary theological debates

Berkouwer*®s historical background is not being analysed for
its his 'tori'cal in‘bei'est&, considerable though that may be. It is
inéihdzed for its value in strengthening the argument for Berkouwer®s
importance for theology im its present state of confusion. His
perceptive Hreatment of the controversies of historical theology:
suggests that he has a valuable con'bri"bu'bion to make toward&s the
achievement of & via;ﬂe solution to the : contemporary problem of
polarization in theology..

This excursus into historieal theology  in the Dutch Reformed
tradition aims o help: present-day theologians to develop a keener ’



appreciatiom of the de,epia,; underlying themes inherent in positions
from which they have pre:wiausly Been poularizeei’;l "Theology would,
then, be Better equipped for sensitively evaluating the merits of
contrasting theologies without falling into unnecessary pitfalls
which are present at every point on the theological spectrums Such:
gensitive evaluation of different views wil)]i§ when theologically
grounded, prove far superior to the kind of wvacillation which avoids
polarization at the expense of the kind of conviction which is
absolutely indispensable if" ilie: life and work of the Christian
Church iis to be invigorated.

(1) The Reformation Era

The influence of the Reformation Iies at the very foundation
of Berkouwer®s thought. He sees himself as a Reformed theologiarm.
He stands in the line of the Reformation, always insisting that ‘
theology is continually Being reformed in the light of the
Scmiip'&ures:z He is constantly seeking to interpret the Reformers,
especially Calvin, and the Reformed Confessions, especially the
Belgic Confession,, the Heidelberg Catechism and the Canons of
Dorite. KEis relation to the Reformed tradition is not, however, a
simple one. There is sufficient ambiguity about his relation %o
the Reformed tradition for it to require some el’ariﬁ‘ca'ﬁi*om

This element of ambignity centres on the interpretation of
the doctrine of election. Berkouwer rejects the causal categories
by which traditional orthodoxy has understood this doctrine, He
is constantly seeking to offer creative interpretstions of c_a}ivim :
and. the Reformed Cenfeasien's;,' even the problematic Canons of Dowdt.
With respect to Dordty he &i&timguishes between unché,ngaa;b]ie
affirmation and changeable representatian; recognizing the
Historically conditioned character of the Church®s Confessions,

Berkouwer's seemingly ambiguous stance: with respect to Dordt
provides an interesting imtroduction to his relation to Calwin and
Arminius. Tt is not, however, a matter of purely historical in-
terest since the most confroversial sections of the Canons of
Dordt(1,6,8,15) have figured prominently fn twentieth-century
%hebl’ogical‘* debate in the Netherlands, Berkouwer ‘sta'te‘s clearly
his own posi'tlon in regard fo such debate when he cites favourably
two: recent episodes in Dutch church 11fe.3 i

(3) In 1961, Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk (Vetherlands Reformed
Church), the major Protestant denomination, formulated guidelines



for dealimg with the doctrine of electiom. These guidelines

dealt critiically with the: Canone® use of Seoripture and with
abetract theories of divine sovereignty. The guidelines, which
focused on Christ as the mirror of election, led ‘o further
discussions of the deepest intentions of the Arminians: of the
seventeenth century - fear of determinism and of God being the:
author of sime o . ‘

(35) The symod of De Gereformeerde Kerkem im Nederland (The.

Reformed Churches im tle Netherlands), Berkouwer's own denomination,
stated that certain parts of the Canons (1.6,8,15) did not rest om
the cited Seriptural passages but on the phﬁ]los@phical-theelegical
concept of the all-causative God, The synod ackmowledged the real
intent of tlie: Canons — to affirm the sovereignty of God's grace
towards lost mankind — but it then added that the disputed passages
do ™ot speak in & correct way of the Lord God 4

In referring to Berkouwer®s favourable citationm of these recent
episodes as indieative of the ambiguity of his relation to the
Reformation, there is no suggestion given of any lack of clarity im
. Berkouwer's own interpretation of election. This ambiguity arises
from the fact that fhe- term "Reformed"™ is: not understood in any
univocal manner, If the: term "Reformed™ is taken to meam am
uneritical adoption of the Reformed Confessions without creative
interpretation, them it cannot be applied to Berkouwer without
qualification. If, however, the term "Reformed" iis taken to imply
the preseni-day convictiom that"the Reformation con'kinues";-s then
Berkouwer is a fine example of a Reformed theologiam — always
respectful of his roots in the sixteenth century Reformatiomw yet
constantly seeking to reform ctrremt thinking - in accordance with
the Scriptures which provide the theological norm for both sirteenth
and twentieth centuries,

The above general remarks concerning the modern discussions of
the Canons of Dordt offer general gnidelines concerning Berkouwer's
criticisme of Calvim and his affinities with Armimime., He criticizes
Calvim as one who wishes to stand in Calmiin"s line: as an interpreter
rather tham am uncritical follower, His affinities with Arminius
find expression not as part of a theology that claims %o stand in
the Arminiam line. Rather, tley are found in a theology which
carefully seeks to overcome the pm]larilzatiam caused by the Calvinisie-
Arminiam controversy.
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(a) Berkouwer®s Relatiom ¥o Calwin

It is quite clear from the number of references to Calvin in
Berkouwer®s writings that Calvin has had a most significant influence
for Reformed theology that no theology, claiming to be Reformed,
can proceed adequately without considerable exposition, interpretation
and discussion of the writings: of’ Calvin. On the whole§ Berkouwer
shows considerable agreement with Calvin. Where there is dis-
agxeeemen‘t.’%i this tends to be minimiized t‘hreugh sympathetic
interpretation which accentvates their agreemm: Whenever dis—
agreement is inevitgble, it is always respectful disagreeménts,
‘Berkouwer's criticisms of Calvin are never offered without the
greatest: respect for the great Reformer,

While Berkouwer offers much sympathetic expositiom and
snterpretation of Calvin, it is clearly mot his intentiom ™o defend —
every ene of Calvints utterances regarding the doctrine of electiom n6
In particular, Berkouwer is critiecal of the "imbalance in the
causa-concept which we observe in Calvin®,! Bvem here, however,
Berkouwer®s criticism is sympathetic rather than scathing. He
refers to an "imbalance™ which requires correction rather tham
presenting an eqnal_fﬂy unbalanced and categoricall rejection of’
Calvin's valuable insight into the central importance of the doctrire
of election. ,

Calvim displayed significant pastoral sensitivity when, im_
him idea of Christ as ¥he "mirror of election", he emphasized the
close ::eitaﬁicmhetﬁeen election and pastoral concern, between
election and the certainty of salvation, Calvin may not have,

"on the Basis of this conceptiony.. in all respects drawn the proper
conclusions: and formed -I;hebni into a harmonious ",sysrh’em!’i"s The
validity of some of hi‘s: exegesis (é..g;. Romans 9 ~ 11) may be
questionable., Nonetheless, Calvin's basic insight concerning
Christ the mirror of election demands that he be given a much: more
sympathetic: interpretation than he Eas frequently. heen given.

Such a constructive approach - with ite emphasis on sympathetic
criticism and creative reinterpretation - may well prove to be
more wvaluable in present-day discussions of divine sovereigniy
and human freedom than the approach which categorically rejects
Calvin®s contribution. Such categorical rejections are generally

baged on a rather gross caricature of Calvine. The loss of Calvin's
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voice in present-day theology is a loss '&hat‘ is ill-afforded for
it §s the loss of a seminal thinker whose significance goes far
beyond his own generation. |

While Berkouwers treatment is quite different from those who
categorically reject Calvin®s doctrine of election, it does not
meet with the approvel. of +those who would not feel so free to
criticize Calvin, A.L. Baker critically remarks that Berkouwer
normally cites: Calvin only where Calvin is in agreement with
Berkouwer's ewm view, While there is undoubtedly truth in Baker'®s
charge, it should Be apprecié.-!?ed that Berkouwer does not feel
Pound to absolute agreenment with Calvin,. Baker sees Berkouwer more
as an heir of Blaise Pascal than of Johm Calvin — "Inm manyv waysy .
he follows Blaise Pascal more closely than Calvin, in his approach
of arguing: for what is religious.“9 Supporting this suggestion,
Baker cites J.J. Arnold who writes, "In hils total epistemology:
he drinks deeply of" Blaise Pascaly’ lq

While it may not be accurate to set Pascal over against Calvin,
It is fairly accurate to observe strong affinities between Pascal
and Berkouwer. Pascal, whose God Mwas not the God of rationalist
argumenﬁt‘?n,’ maintained that "It is the heart which experiences
God and not reason."? Paseal was not interested in debating with
ginful men But in witnessing to them. In: these essentiall features
of hig theological method, Pascal is close to Berkouwer, It is not
surpris:i.ngf, ‘then, that Ee:bkouwe:f has written appreciatively on
"The Significance of Pascal (1662-1962)%.13

Berkouwer®s greatest diffienlty with ealﬁﬁ's theology concerns
the question of the meaningfulness of man®s subjective experience
in view of the reality of a sovereign God. This emphasis on
subjectivity —~ which Arnold and Baker have rightly detected in
Both Pascal and Berkouwer — is precisely the point at which
Bbrkoﬁwe.r's- strongest affinities with Arminius are found.

(b) Berkouwer's Relation o Arminius

Berkouwer®s understanding of divine election is best understood
not merely in terms of the Reformation in general but in terms of
the Dutch Reformation in particular. There, one finds a similar
struggle to avoid determinism and thus emphasize the sincerity of
the gospel offer., These motifs are found especially in the writings
of the Dutch Reformer, James Arminius. The strong similarities
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between Berkouwer and Arminius should not be taken to mean: that

Berkouwer regérdfs himself as standing in the Iine of Arminius,
While rejecting: the egual ‘w]‘:ﬁﬁ.inacy of election and rejectiom;

Berkouwer insists that his omLp’osi'b‘ion need not involve the .

acceptance of an Arminian poss:l'!;:'uau:i.:M In hils exposition of

Faith and Justification, he explaims how his: own position differs

from "Arminianism", This opposition .'_i{@g:&lﬁmé;éf;ééh:gémﬁs "over-
estimation of faith as a spirifual achievemenﬂ¥‘15 An Arminfanism
muet, however, be set alongside Berkouwer's favourahle attitude
towards current criticism of the very document whiich opposed
Arminianism (the Canons of Dordi). Fe sees im such criticism

of the Canons of Dordt the dieepé:srh intentions of the Armifdans of

the seventeenth cen‘&ury;m&

Im view of this somewhat ambivalent
situation, it would hardly be surprising for a study of Arminius -
in terms of his deepest intentions ~ 1o show strong affinities
betweem Berkouwer and Arminius,

Im his book, Arminiuss 4 Study in the Dutch Reformatiom, '

Carl Bangs has made a number of observations about Arminius which

suggest a siriking similariiy to Berkouwer.
(i) The historical situation in Holland was not a simple ome of
Calvinism coming in, Arminius nearly ruining it and the
Synmod of Dordt restoring ite
"The earliest Dutich Reformed leaders don't seem to be Calvinists
at all. They rise out of the soil, here and there, nurtured
by the eold Dutch Biblical piety, not seized by dogmatic
insights but steadily prﬁgsn’:ngr toward a purified life of faith
~according to Scriplure,®™
This emphasis is similar to Berkouwerfs insistence that election
is not a special gnosis for the theological elitte., Rathery, it is
& confession of faith, arising from the hearts of those who have

come: to know the grace of Goﬂ!.m '

(i) Arminius? theological method is "practical and through
faith®,

"For: the Theology which belongs to this world, is practical and
through faith: Theoretical Theology belongs to the other world,
and consists of pure and unclouded wisionme. For this reason
we must clothe the object of our Theology in such a manner as
may enablle us to worship: God, and fully to persuade and win
us over to that practice.™

This understanding  of theology bears an amazing similarity to
Berkouwerts doxological approach which sets the doctrine of election

in a context of praise and thanksgiving. 2L
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In Romens 9, Arminius finds the message of ;Iusﬁifica'lii‘;an,‘
the message of the freedom of God's mercy, by which he
determines that it will be the believer who will be saved,
Thiis is an affirmation of predestination. God has predest—
ined to salvatiom all who believe iw Christ. It has been
argued that Arminius é‘l:and‘s in the Reformed 'bradfi'hioh, since
tie insists that salvation is By grace alone and that human
merit must be excluded as a cause of salvation, Only faith
in Christ places the sinner in the: company of the elect.
Arminius*  understanding of Romans 9 is remarkabily similar
to ilie wiew expounded By Berkouwer as Reformed, 22

Against synergism, Arminius affirms that grace is essential
for the beginning, continuatiom and consummation of faith,
He: does, however, reject: the distinction between a.
universal call which must be resisted and a special call
which must be heeded,

“Whomseever God calls, he calls them seriously, with a will
desirous: of their repentance and salvation." 3

“The whole controversy reduces itself to this gquestion,
'Is the grace of God a certaim irresistible force?%,.
I believe that many persons resist: ‘Xhe; Holy Spirit and
reject the grace that is offered,"" |

Arminius® - point is that grace is not a force. Grace is a
Person, the Holy Spirit, and in personal relafionshipa
there cannot Be sheer overpowering, This is precisely ihat
Berkouwer is concerned to maintain in his protest against
the *potestas absoluta® .25 It is precisely what .Be’rkouwér
means by his idea of the divine sovereigniy as “the personal
superiority of love and grace"., 26 |
Regarding the enigmatic charactér of Arminiuns, Bangs writes,

®Some Calvinists, finding that his writings do not produce
the heresies they expected, have charged him with teach-
ing secret heresy unpubllished., MNany Arminians, finding
him fow Calwvinistiic, have written him off as a transitioml
thimker, a *forerumert,.”2(

Berkouwer stands in the line of this element of the Dutch
Reformatiom. To those who like to: classify theologians as
"Calvinists® or *Arminians®, He: is an enigma. He does nat
seem to fit. Perhaps, this is bBecause he recognizes that

the gospel itself does: not £fit neatly into our e:;yfs.'i;exms.28



(vi) Arminius was committed to the Reformed Confessions and their
~ creative interpretation. Hb:w;skconcerned to teach nothing

other than the teaching of the Dutch Confession of Faith and

the Heidelberg Catechism > Fe sought to present his teaching

on predestination as true to the historic teaching of the Church,

by which he meant: the Belgic Confession and the Heidelberg

Catechism;3® Nonetheless, ﬂherezwés a curious duality about

his,éelationshiprﬁOsﬁhe Confession and the Catechism. He

belieiaﬁvhis views 1o be consonant with them yet he wanted

them revised, reduced to> the essentials, to remove the ambiguities

that allowed for the views ef‘his:appanents.3l

If Arminius is understood according to his deepest intentioms

and not according to a Pelagiam distortion of his meaning, he -
can be regarded as a Reformed theologian, committed {o: the

. Confession and the Catechism, while maintaining an element off
ambignity with respect to thems It has already beem noted that
this is essentially Berkouwer®s position. He seeks to interpret
the Reformed standards, bBeing: careful to state which imterpret-—
atiom he favours and which he aveids, His favourable citation

of recentt developments in the confessional life of the Dulich:

church has been noted, with the observaition that his concerm

im such discussions has Peen for interpretation rather tham

categorical rejection Qf’Ddr&t. ,

Berkouwer*s‘remation to: the Reformation era may bBe summed
up thuss '

- He iis a child of the Reformation, always seeking to interpret,
rather than categorically rveject, the Reformers: and the Reformel
Confessions.

- He Bears a marked affinity to the Dutch Reformation, “nurtured
by the old Dutch biblical pietyes steadily pressing Yoward a
purified life of faith according to Soripture." 2

(2) The Post~Reformation Development
| The concern here is not with Berkouwer®s relation: to two:

key figures in the history of the Dutch Reformation, bBut with
his relationship to ¥wo continuing tendencies in theology -
tendencies which contirast with each other and which have
-frequently led to polarization. His significance lies in his
judicious treatment of these contrasting and potentially

divisive strands: in theology. He has taken the important:
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elements of each strand and, with remarkable alertness to the

dangers inherent in Both tendencies, has forged a theology

carefully designed to overcome the twin errors of objectiviem
. and subjectivism.

@i

*?B?e‘rl'cauweg_r's Relation o the Experiential Theology of Early
“Dutch Calvinism

- The *experiential theology of early Dutiech Calvinism?

finds its clearest expression in the writings of a number of
seventeenth century writers, such as William Ames, T.J.
Frelinghuysen and William P Bfik&]ﬁ.%zs Thils sclioell of theology

~was noted for its disdinclive understanding of Christian do ctrine,
Doctrine was not meant merely for the mind to reflect upom,
Dociirine was seem as arising out: of the Christian experience
in which the whole man Had encountered God im Jesus Christ.
Doctrine was seen as speaking to the whole man in the totality
of his existence.

*Exp_ei-:iienﬁal theology® tended to emphasize such teachings
as the new birth, conversion, sanctification with a view to
the believer®s growith in an experiential knowledge of God's
saving grace, The mood of this movement was that of zeal =
zeal for spiritual growth. Tt method was that of existential
‘personzlism, insisting that the whole mam in the totality of
his existence must be: affected by reiigious experience which
makes him aware of the centraliity of his relation to Gods Thiis
method involwed *experiential iheology' in a reaction againsi
scholasticism which was: inclined to revel in logic: and
speculation. The *experiential theology® was

Man attempt to strike the same note found: in Calwvin and the

Heidelberg Catiechism, and grounded im Scripture, that man

is called to live to the glory of God. There was nothing

new in the teachingg much of it already appeared in medieval

Dutch mysticisme, It is a striking example of profound

spiritualitye.” 34

Both the emphases and the roots of *experiential theology'

are strikingly similar Yo those of Berkouwer, This explains the
inclusion of this movement for consideration rather than any
expllicit citation By Berkouwer of the writers characteristic
of this movement. The emphases of Yexperiential theology?
are remarkably similar to those of Berkouwer - the emphases

on the whole ma.m,.:‘:’5 the centrality of man's relation to Goﬂ,36
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the zeal for spiritual gmowﬂh,37’ﬁheﬁreiﬁeration of personal
moﬁﬁfﬁﬁsgianﬂ the critical attitude towards schoiasﬁicﬁsmk39
%ﬁé'naathaf.'experienﬁial theology" in “..Calvin.. the Heidelberg
Caﬁechism;;Scriptune;:medﬁevar.Dutchzmgsticisml%pére;similar to
those of Berkouwer.

BerkouwerTs creatiwve interpretation of €alvin and the Reformed
confessions must bBe understood in relation to his close affinities
with "the old Dutch EibiicaI,piety;“Al'Inlhis treatment of Gaﬂwin,
he is concerned o move: away from the more speculative developments
of later Calvinism Ho the warm Biblical piety of Calvin himself. %2
Tm his treatment of the Reformed Confessions, he is concerned to
interpret them according to their intentions, Being careful to
distinguish Between the changeable form and the unchangeable
content of the historically—con&iﬁione&‘confessions.43 The
Reformed Confessions, which Berkouwer seeks faithfully to interpret,
have bBeen formative im his religious thinking from early childhood
when he was steeped in the confessional and catechetical instruetien
of the Dutch Reformed Church. This element: ¥n Berkouwer's back—
ground is surely closely related to the profound respect with
which Berkouwer treats the Reformed Confessions, even when he
ventures to be critical of their historically-conditioned, and
therefore changeatbile, form.

0f 211 the Reformed standards, the Heidelberg Catechism comes
closest to Berkouwer's own style of theologizings

", .the Heidelberger was the great “existential™ catechism - if
one can accept that word in a sixteenth-century context. It
was anthropologically oriented, emphasizing not only the first
person but even the more personal first person singulary,
Essentially, the Catechism was related to the spiritual life

of man, not wrestling with theological abstractions.. I%
propounded no sublle theological niceties but rather was a
catechism characterized By such phrases as "How are you reminded
and assured.." and "What Benefit do you receive..%..True
Christian spirituality was not defined in terms of right doectrines,
fbm»“eﬁﬁnxﬁhe;aﬁﬁils Believe and tremble," But in terms of
right actions."

This type of spirituality, found in the Heidelberg Catechism, formed
anaﬁmponfant.sdur@e‘of‘inspiration for the vexperiential ﬁhedﬂogy'
movement., It iis also highly characteristic of the spirituality of
Berkouwer: who is: constantly searching for the "existential directian
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of Scrip'ﬁure“',45 continually seeking to relate Christiam truth to
mam in his primary relation to God.*® He repeatedly reminds his
readers that the heart of Christian faith is to be in a saving
relationship to God.t!

The *experiential theology® of early Dutch Calvinism, then,
provides an important key for understanding the historical context
out of which Berkouwer has come. Its importance for this study
arises not from any special interest in seventeenth-century theology
ar particular theologians :ﬁrom'tha'b periode. Rather, it is because
thie particular movement gives clear expression to a continuing
tendency in theology which persists to the present-day..

Berkouwer may be regarded as a twentieth—century heir of such
texperiential theology®s. The best represen'&a'bivezs of this movement =
gsuch as William A‘mesﬂ*‘a'-—- were careful in their emphasis on
subjectivity not to lapse into subjectivism. This has been a
ma jor concern of Berkouwerts, He has placed a strong emphasis on
subjective experience without making that experience the norm for
theology. He has emphasized that Christian theology gives
expression to truth which can only be known by faith yet is not
iteelf produced by fai'bh..49 The divine reality cam only be kmown
through being in a relation of faith toward that réa]iity;s °
(b) Berkouwer®s Relatiion to Scholasticism in Dutch Calvinism

Schelagticism: — like experiential theology — is not directly
identifiable with one particular period in theology. Rather, it
s a continuing tendency whiich finds: expression in different
historical eras. Scholasticism — Iike experiential theology — is
‘not se easily defimed that it cam be observed perfectly in certain
writers and not: at all in others. The tendency towards scholasticism,
- like the mood of experiential theology, can be found in various
writers in differing degrees and with different: points of emphasis.
Scholasticism is a tendency

"t$o do theology by deducing propositions from objective truthe
givenm by revelation. The difference between theological truths
and..mathematical truths lay in their sources: the former were
derived from divine revelation and the latter from natural
reasoms Faith entered, only at the beginning of the enterprise,
as an assent to the truthfulness of the statements. Thus,
theology (@oes) not do zll of itis Work: guided, Lipited, and
determined constantly by the obedience of faith.")™ |

This type of theological method is, according to Berkouwer,
quite inappropriate. Throughout his writings, one finds “a
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consistent apologetic intention..directed at se]:wIl.*ast:i.ci.sm'*."52

Berkouwer has insisted that

"theology, each step of the way, be in dynamic and determinative
relationship t#o faith...that theology be shaped and formed by
the nature of the thing it talks about — tlhe Gospel of Jesus
Christ. The Gospel comes: to man as an urgent summons and
nmerciful invitation,.not..as a matter-of-fact disclosure of a
set of objective, abstract truths.. The truth of the Gospel..
is known and understood only withim the total context of both
revelation and the obedience of £aith,"O3

Berkouwer®s relationship with scholasticism is, then, one in
which he is constantly seeking to break the stranglehold of
scholagticism on Reformed theology. The extent to which Reformed
theology remains under the influence of scholasticism is the
extent to which it fails o do justice to the central motifs of
the Reformation = -the free grace of Gb:i, operative through the
Word and by the Spirit, calling men to faith in Christ. For
theology to Be truly Reformed - in terms of these great Gospel
motifs — it must proceed by a Iiving faith in: the Iiving God.

Berkouwer?®s confrontation with scholasticism has been
immediate. The Free University of Amsterdam, at which he taught,
as Professor of Systematic Theology, from 1945 until his retire-
ment in 1973, provides an interesting study of the: influence of
scholasticism in Dutch Reformed theology. The Professors of
Systematic Theology in the Free University of Amsterdam have been -
to date - Ae Kuyper,, H. Bavinck, V. Hepp, Berkouwer, and the present
occupant of the chair, J. Veenliof, The contrasting way in which
Berkouwer has tireated the views of his predecessors - Kuyper,
Bavinck and Hepp — provides a useful illustration of his own
relationship to scholasticisme I+ should be noted that Kuyper,
Baviinck: and Hepp are not equally scholastic in their theological
methods. Berkouwer's evaluation of the theological significance
of each of his predecessors varies rather directly with the extent
to) which each of them were able to free themselves of scholastic
influences ‘

(i) Berkouwer®s Relation to A. Kuyper and H., Bavinck.

Berkouwer frequently cites both Kuyper and Bavinck. Citatioms
of Bavinek are, however, generally more frequemt than citations of
Kuyge:r.; In most discussions of any given theme, he introduces the
opinions of Kuyper and Bavinck. He is generally more critical of’
Kuyper than he is of Bavinck. He rarely criticizes Bavinck, Not
only does he favourably cite Bavinck with great frequency, but he
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constantly seeke to interpret Bavinck in a way that will minimize
any disagreemént . A significant reason for Berkouwer®s atiempt .
to interpret Bavinck favourably, if he possibly can, will be noted
when Berkouwer®s relatiom to his ownm predecessor and teachex,
v. Hepp, is considered. _ B

Any comparison of Kuyper, Bavinck: and Berkouwer must focus.
ites chief atitention on the theological trend away from scholasticism.
Generally speaking, Kuyper inclines toward scholasticism more than
Bavincke Berkouwer, in turnm, seeks to rid his theology of
scholasticism, even more consisiently than Bavincks

Contrasting Kuyper and Bavinck, J. Timmer writes,

"Bavinck was a man with a deep concern for evangelism, If

Kuyper placed the emphasis on the anti~thesis (i.e. the negative
stgnce vis—a-vis the world), Bavinck was more likely to place

it om the thesis. Bavinck's theology is more open-ended. The
divine mysteries play a much more significant role in his thought.
&Tthough Kuyper did recogniize the element of mystery, he had

the tendency to have the system prevail over gﬁe evidence,

His theology inclines toward the: scholastice™

This contrast betweem Kuyper and Bavinck: can also be applied
to the relation between Bavinck and Berkouwer, Although Bavinck
begins his Book, The Doctrine of God with the words, “Hystery is
the vital element: of dogmatics"™, 72 his style of writing is qmte
different from that of Berkouwer. The format of the book is quite
different from any of Berkouwer's writings. There is more of an

orientation towards scholasticism in Bavinck than there iis in
Berkouwer. Im Bérkouwerg there is z more: consistent attempt to
rid his thought of scholastic influences.

This contrast between Bavinck and Berkouwer has beem noted
and discussed by S. Meijersits his Objectiviteit em Existentialet
 (Objectivity and Exi&tenti’aﬁﬁy)? 6 Meijer examines the theologies
of Bavinck amd Berkouwer {as well as those of H.M. Kuitert and
A.A. van Ruler), asking the question to» what extent each theologian

allows one: concept to stand over against the other — "ei‘ther the
objectivity of revelation = Bavinck -, or the existensiality of
knowledge emanating from faith - Berkouwer® (and Kuitert and
Van Ruﬁer)‘;v‘j? Meijers shows that "Bavinck puts great emphasis on
the objective nature of scriptural testimony and makes existensiality
take root: im this e?b)jecr&ivity.”ﬁg

In empliasizing Both objectivity and existensiality, Bavinck
intends to reject Both the dualistic starting~point of the
ethiisch-gereformeerdem ("ethical '&heo;p'g:s;’”, prominent
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im 1920, "was not easy to define precisely..But generally..was
characterized by the slogan: "not dead doctrine, but the living
Lord."..an anti-dogma slogan.." implying a “false anﬁiﬁhesis")SQ
on the ome hand and scholasticism on the other. When, however,
Bayinck: attempls to make his own sﬁarﬁing&poﬁnﬁ-pomprehensibie, he
lapses into objectivism, calling in the help of‘écholasficism;

In his analysis of Berkouwer, MNeijersstresses that Berkouwer
follows Bavinck im putting "full stress on the nature of objectivity™

Berkouwer understands the relation between objectivity and exist-

60

entiality differently from Bavinck.

WBavinck approaches existentiality via objectivity, Berkouwer
follows the reverse rouﬁe;"ém Hei jers acknmowledges a "congeniality
_ af‘intenfion bBetween Bavinck an&:Berkeuwer".ée Both wish to: oppose
anti—dbgma subjectivism and scholastic objectivism. There is,
however, some distance between Bavinck and Berkouwer when one comes
to the material content of theif respective theologies.

Berkouwer has responded ﬁ03ﬁeijer$? ﬁhesiséa with two> comments:

First, he emphasizes the accuracy of Meijerg{‘emphasis;on his
“"eonsistent apologetic intention..directed at scholasticism™,

He mees himself as following through - with greater consistency -
the protest against scholasticism which had been characteristic of
Bavinck before him.

Second, he claims a greater affinity with Bavinck than HMHei jers
gives him credit fore Nei jergacknowledges their similar intention
and sees the difference between them residing more in specific
aspects of their respective theologiesﬁ' While Meijers'calls atiten=
tion tor the distance separating them“,64 Berkouwer — a theologiam
for whom 'intention' is: absolutely crucial in his theological
ana1y813653-wouﬂd rather underline his affinity {o Bavinck rather
than his distance from him. |

One may view Berkouwer in terms of his affinity with Bavinck -
continuing, in Bavinck's Iine, to rid ﬁheolbgy of scholasticism -
or his differences from Bavinck -~ less scholastic on specific
details of theology. Either way, it cannot Be denied that the
movement from Bavinck to Berkouwer is a movement further awvayr
from the influence of scholasticism in theology.

The movement from Bavinck to Berkouwer is a movement from a

ﬁheoiogian who has written on the doctrine of God as a topic in
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itself Yo a theologian who . ~; = perhaps because of a fear of

lapsing into scholasticism - has not written on the doctrine of

God as suche. Berkouwer believes that God is. He also believes,
however, that he can only be known by faithe. This faith dimension
is taken so seriously that he has written of God only in his relation

10> mamy €ege Géneral.Revelation66‘-de revealing himself {o: manj

Divine ElectionsT - God graciously saving man: The: Providence of

gggéa - God caring for and providing for man.

Berkouwer®s: relation to the scholastic ﬁen&ency in theology
has a most specific historical and geograihical context. The
geographical context is the Free University of Amsierdam and the
men with whom Berkouwer interacts most frequently are his
predecessors, Kuyper and Bavinck. Berkouwer's immediate predecessor —
V. Hepp — has nott been included in the above analysis because he
does notvfit into this spectrum of a movement away 'from
scliolasticisme Berkouwer's relation ﬁomﬁbpp:fS*quiﬁé:different
from his relation to Kuyper and Bavinck. There are, in addition,
specific historical circumstances which explain vy Berkouwer
virtually ignores Hepp: in his theological discussidns=and accords
Bavinck a great deal of space {(and respect) throughout his writings.
Attention will now Be focused on Berkouwer®s relation to Heppe.

(i#) Berkouwer's Relation to V. Hepp

Berkouwer¥s relation to Hepp is quite different from his
relation ﬁoaKuyper’and‘Bavinck; While Berkouwer has sought to rid
his thought of ssholasticism more: consistently than Kuyper and
Bavinck before him, it can still be said that Kuyper and Bavinck
have Been major influences in his historical Eackgroun&_and'that
he seeks to stand in their Iline, generally speaking, Hepp, on the
other hand, cannot bBe regerded as a significant influence on Ber—
kouwer in any positive direction.

Historically, Hepp belongs to the Kuyper - Bavinck - Hepp -
Berkouwer line. Theologicallly, however, — if the Iine is understood
as a progression away from scholasticism, he does not. Hepp was
a scholastic. Concerning Berkouwerts relation to Hepp, L.B. Smedes

writes,,

“Hbs? of hils theological education at the Free University was
regelve& under the tutelage of Valentinius Hepp, a genuine
Reformed scholastic, whose theological method left no imprint
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on Berkouwer, but whoy, as it turned out had ﬁowaccept Berkouwer

as his own successor in the chair of dogmatics."69

Nonetheless, the fact that Hepp occupied the Chair of
Systematic Theology at the Free University of Amsterdam between
Bavinck and Berkouwer has influenced Berkouwer's manner of
writing. This influence is essentially ome of producing a negative
reaction. This negative reaction can be seen in twe respecis.

- First, Hepp's scholastic method, under which Berkouwer received
much of his theological education, has intesified Berkouwer's
reaction against scholasticism. Berkouwer's own subjection to so
much scholasticism has increased his determination to: rid his: ovm
thinking of iﬁs'influence{and to oppose its theological methad,

Second, Berkouwer's cdnﬁinual references to Kuyper and, more
particularly, Bawvinck might be seen as an impliciﬁ dissociation: of
himself from Heppe. By simply iIgnoring Hepp (rafher than expllclt-
Iy rejecting him) and going back Beyond him to Bawinck, Berkouwer
cantinutes a task pioneered by Bavinck — the fask of developing
a more existential and less scholastic theology. By seeking to
show his affinity with Bavinck, Berkouwer implicitly suggests that
Hepp was: on the wrong track when he opposed the trend away from
scholasticisme.

While it must e ingisted that the majox influence of Hepp om
Berkouwer waSrtha% of producing a negative reaction, it might be
asked whether there are not traces of Hepp'¥s scholasticism in
. Berkouwer's thought. In particular; it needs to> be asked whether
Hepp%s scholasticism ever had a greater hold on the earlier Berkouwer.
It may be that there is evidence in Berkouwert®s writings that he
has only freed himself from Hépp's scholastic: influence through a
gtruggle.

An examination of Berkouwer's complete theological career
-~ confiirms= the possibility of a greater influence of Hepp on %ﬁe
early Berkouwer. There are several factors which suggest that
the earlier influence of Hepp was more significant and that this
influence has waned with the passing of the years;

First, H. Berkhof distinguishes between three phases in
Berkouwer¥s thought - the absolute authority of Scripture; the
salvation content of Seripture and the existential direction of

Tl
Second, Berkouwer develapeﬁ a greater openness to Barth and

Scrlpture.
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Rome in his later writings: than he showed in his earlier writings}TZ

Third, Berkouwer expresses his own dissatisfaction with the
pastoral impotence of his own earlier understanding of the doctrine
of‘elecﬁion.73

To say that Berkouwer has, in his earlier days, been influenced
by Hepp's scholasticism iis not to suggest that the scholastic
outlook ever had a complete hold on him. There are, in Berkouwer's
earliest writings;74 the seeds of his later dissociation of himself
from: Hepp¥s scholasticism.

Berkouwer"'s opposition to Hepp = through simply ignoring him
rather than entering into direct confrontation with him - seems to
have taken this particular form as a result of Berkouwer's
realization that there was a bBroader issue at stake than the
dissaciation of himself from one individual, The Christian faith
héd to be expounded positively. Berkouwer's appresiation of the
positive nature of this task enabled him to grow from his earlier
days when he was more imvolved in confrontation {o the positive,
open-minded, mature theologian he has become.TS

Berkouwer¥s policy of sidestepping Hepp to show his affiniity
with Bavinck also has a broader issue in view, other than simply
associating himself with Bavinck. T+ is a situatiom in his owm
demomination, De Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland (The Reformed.
Churches in the Netherlands). Im 1926, the synod of Assen officially
Jent: its support to a literalist understanding of Genesis 2—3;
following: a confiroversy over a minister who allowed for an

76

In 1967, the Committee for Advice Concerning the Doctinal.
Statement of the Synod of Assen, 1926 reported to the General
Synod of the Reformed Churches in the Netherlands, meetingfin

altternative interpretation.

Amgterdamy calling for the repeal of the Declaration of Assen
1926;77 This report was the main factor in the repeal of Assen.
Berkouwer was one of the Imding figures on this commiﬂtee.?a
Early in this report, significant quotations from Bavinck are
made. The report shows that, prior to Assen, Bavinck was siressing
the human character of Scripture.

In view of this significant reference to Bavinck®s adoptiom of
a more open method prior to Assen, it would be reasonable to assume
that Berkouwer*s frequent references to Bavinck in hils Holy Scrﬁgfumz



hnall =72 -

have implicit: reference to Assen., He is seeking to show that there
is a better way for biblical interpretation than the way of Assen
an&.Héppﬂ That way is the way taken By Bavinck prior to Assen
an&.Hépp:

Conclusion

In general terms, the context out of which Berkouwer writes
is twofold - pietism and scholasticism. These two tendencies have
beem noted in Berkouwer®s historical background. These tendencies
have beem noted in both the Reformation era and the post-Reformation
development.

In the sectiom entitled "the Reformation Era", Arminﬁus;
though not: quite a contemporary of Calvin's — was considered along-
side the great Prench Reformer, It was noted thet Berkouwer is
more appreciative of the warm piety of Calwin than the more
speculative theology of later Calvinisme He has, however,
suggested that Calwin has not always avoided the influence of
scholasticism, thus, ina&vertenﬁly giving: encouragement: to later
more speculative theology. It was noted that Berkouwer, in his
theological method, shows considerable affinity with Arminius.

He is; howéwver, adamant that the later development of Arminianism,
which: was opposed by the Synod of Dordt, presents a truncation

of the gospel of sovereign grace. Berkouwer's prime concern, in
his understanding of the~0a£vﬁnis#—ﬂrminian‘éonﬁromersy)is o

" transcend the dilemma with a sympathetic reinterpretation (rather
than a 'wooden' repetition) of Calwvin amd Dordt, coupled with a
profound appreciation of the deepest intentions of Arminius.

In the section entitled "The Post-Reformatiion Development",
the experiential theology of early Dutch Calwinism — fhough not
so%%%igg?;gﬁltime from Arminius =y and the scholastic tendency in
Dutcg\?ere considered as factors wnich have continued to shape
twentieth~century theology, and, in particular, the context out
of which Berkouwer arose. I% was noted that the emphases of
experiential theology are remarkably similar to Berkouwer's key
motifs. I¥ was also noted that Berkouwer is a product of a
tradition with a great concerm for the formulation of Christian
doctrine. Blending together these two elements in his back=-
ground, Berkouwer has produced most valuable studies in Christian
doctrine, written from a perspective in which Christian truth
newer ceases to be existentially challenging to his readers. In
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following this theological method, he has been concerned to avoid
fhe twin pitfalls of o’b-jec‘!iimism and subjectivism,

Christian theology has not always successfully avoided these
pitfalls,. Atthis point, Berkouwer®s contribution to twentieth-
century theology promises to Be most veluable. From this
perspective, he offers a most comstructive approach to the areas
of theology where the harmful effects of polarizatiom have been
most felt, notably the doctrines of grace and revelation.



CHAPTER TWO

The Problem of Polarizations It#s Relation to Berkouwer's Central
Concerns. . _

The problem of polarization jin theology  has heen an:
extremely difficult: problem to solve., Time and again, doctrinal
controversies have led to polarization. The importance, for the

life and work of the whole church, of overcoming this problem of
polarization, requires much emphasise. The writings of G.C.

Berkouwer, and, im particular, his treatment of the crucial issue
of subject-object relations, point in a direction which may prove:
helpful to theology as it wrestles with the problem of‘polarization;

Berkouwer®s response to his own historical background is most
instructive. He has faken particular note of the tendencies
towards both objectivism and subjectivism in his own Duich
Reformed tradition and has constructed his own theology in a way
that avoids these twin errorse The careful balance with which he
has constructed his theology is much needed in the modern
theological scene which has frequently been characterized by
extremes rather than balance., The Balance with which he has present-
ed his theology.is most important because it is not motivated
primarily by pragmatiic considerations. It is grounded theologically
in his profound understanding of key theological motifs.

Berkouwer®s contribution Howards a solution to the problem of
polarization in theology may be seen in his approach to particular
doetrinal controversies, To understand this contribution, howewver,
it is necessary to note four general concerns which are central
to Berkouwer's treatment of specific doetrinal controversies,

The general concerns, chosen for special attention here, ares

(1) Tﬁe concern to overcome the subject-object: dichotomys;
(2) The concern to understand the nature of language;
(3) The concern to overcome the heteronomy—autonomy dilemma;
(4) The concern with anthropology.
The: first of these concerns is Berkouwer's basic concern and the
other concerns should be seen in relation to it.

To state these concerns in such general terms does not indicate
the profundity of Berkouwer's theological reflection’: on these
matters. It does, however, indicate that Berkouwer's approach to

the various doctrinal controversies of the twentieth—century
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is not a collection of disconnected and unfounded attempis to
avoid extremism, Rather, his treatment of the various
controversies represents the fruit of considerable reflection on
gsome of the major issues in philosophical discussion.

'A;theology which has paid close attention to such important:
philosophical questions as:subjectno%ﬁecﬁ:relations, the nature
of language, the problem of heteronomy and autonomy and the nature
of man is a theology that deserved to be heard, The importance of
listening 4o such a theology resides: in the fact that it is
precisely theology's understanding: of these important: philosophiecal
questions that will determine theology's capacity for coping with
the problem of polarization.

(1) The Subject-Object Dichotomy
The importance of the subject-object question can hardly be

over-emphagized, This question has not only concerned philosophers.
. _ \ 1 .
I% has Been a major concern ofa%gigigsgagology. Contrasting

tendencies im modern theology , related to conirasting ways of

understanding: the subﬁect-oﬁjégi question,

The importance of this question is underlined by the number
of volumes which have been devoted to its discussion. Such works:
as T.F. Torrance'azTheciogicaI.Sciencea, J. Brown's Subject and
Object in Modern 'I'heolog;v3 and C. Stephen Evan§L/Subﬁecﬁivity and

Religious Belief 4 have provided useful contributions to theology's

understanding of this important question. Berkouwer*s approach is
hoﬁg however, to treat this question in its own right. Rather, he
proceeds: with his discussion and exposition of Christian doctrine,
allowing his view of subject-object relations to appear indirectly
in the course of such exposition., His concern is less with the
ontological question of objectivity and subjectivity within the
Being of God as with the epistemological questiom of objectivity
and subjectivity within man®s knowledge of God.,

Berkouwer's understanding of Divine Electggg?an& his analysis
of The: Triumpl: of Grace im the Theology of Karl Barth§ are most
closely related to his understanding of subject-object relations,

It is, however, at the outset of his Holy Scripture that he offers
hig most general remarks concerning ‘the proper subjecit=object schema

for theology. He criticiizes "an incorrect conception of theology
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z conception which considers: it possible to discuss Holy Scripiure
apart from a personal relationship of bBelief in it, as thoughithat
alone would constitute true "objectivity".”

He holds that those who view Scripture in this way “wronglye.e.see
involwvement and correlation as su'bjectivism."‘8 Such a misdirected
fear of subjectivism lapses into a faulty objectivism with itw
suggestion that Christian truth can be considered without direct
reference to the believer's personal involvement with that truth.

According: to Berkouwer, there must be a proper understanding
of the correlation between faith and its object. This correlation
should. be understood along the follpwing lines:

"faith iis decisively determined by the object of faith, namely,
God and his Word", yet this "does not..imply that Scripture..
derives its authority from the believer's faiths this idea is
already rendered untenable by the very nature of faith, which
rests: on and trusts in the Word of" God "y

This understanding of the correlation between faith and its object
is carefully distinguished from “philosophical relaﬁivism“.lo
Berkouwer's idea of “relativity..refers simply to the relation of

1l He does not intend to

a thing to something other than itself."
call in question the authority of Scripture for theological
reflection. Rather, he atiempts to understand the true nature of
that aunthority.

To Build a doctrine of the authority of Scripture on a %aulty
notion of Wobjectivity™ is to lapse into subjectivism in several
arease ”

(a) Such a theory of biblical authority is “based on a rationally
developed infallibility of Scripture that was supposed ‘to
preclude all doubts."12

() Such a theory of biblical authority "greatly a%scuigs the
contexts in which God himself gave us Scripture.",”~ hlocking
"the: road to a correct understanding of Scripture..by ignoring
and neglecting its human aspect."14

(¢) Such a theory of biblical authority, because it: can be "helieved
without “ﬁhe obedience of faith", tends "to relativize concrete
obedience."

Thus,, a falsely objectivized doctrine of Scripture turns out to be
thoroughly subjectiwistic. It is motivated By man—centred
congiderations. It opens the door to subjectivistic interpretation
of Scripture. It tends to lesmen the seriousness of Christian

obedience.
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The doctrine of Seripture provides a useful illustration of
Berkouwer's insistence that theology must, while not surrendering:
the: objective: foundation of Christian faith, do full justice to
man's subjectivity. To fail H#o do justice to that subjectivity
would be to set up a false objectivism, which isy in effect, a
Iapse into subjectivism. This concern to understand objectivity
in a way that takes full account of subjectivity can be seen through-
out Berkouwer's wri‘ﬁings. The doctrine of Seripture is, however,

a particularly apt example of Berkouwer®s conception of subject—
object relations, since i¥ lies at the heart of the matter
concerning the authority of God and man*s relation to that authority.

For theology o be “relative to the Word of Go:d"16 means that
theology must be ‘5ovcupiied? in continuwous and obedient Ilistening to
the: Wordil‘m A proper recognition of the authority of God is not
adherence to some formal theory of Biblical authority. 15 Rather,
it is a matter of walking in the way of Christ, which way is Iit
up: by the lamp: and Iight of God¥s Word, 19 Without anticipating
further discussion of Berkouwer's appreoach to: Scripture, the quest:iian:
must be raised whether Berkouwer himself has not lapsed into
subjectivism,.

Berkouwerts approach to subjectivity and objectivity has been
critized by E.'Bieﬂdio*.ﬁ‘, who has suggested that Berkouwer has imposed
His owm *system® on Christiam truth.’C A.L. Boker las remariked
critically that _

®Berkouwer feels that Scripture cannot be interpreted to teach
anything that is contrary to the existential emphasis. Berkouwer
'tﬂius approaches Sc:xr:f._p'uunez subj‘.ecjﬁivgfyf,_ with his mind already
made up as to what it must teach.®

Any evaluation of Berkouwer's contribution towards a helpful
solution to the problem of polarization in theology must take
seriously such criticisms,

Whenever the question of subjectiviem in Berkouwert®s thought
is raised, it must be acknowledged that he has consistently
emphasized both objectivity and subjectivity. He has stressed that
faith's subjectivity and certainty iis rooted im the truth of the
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"Faith involves a certain subjectivityy..a su‘bgec’ﬁln'ty whiich:
has meanimg enly as it is bound to the gospel,"22

v the church®s..certainty is bound to certain norms and..a
feeling of subjective certainty does not guarantee irrefutable
certainty..it is not the certainty, but the truth in the
certainty that makes us free..there is a way of understand:.ng
Holy Scripture that does not estrange us from the gospel.™ 23

He has also stressed that the truth of the gospel is not to be

identified with theology®s capacity to give adequate expression

to that truthe

®the: hesitations and doubts that are present at: many points
(in twentieth—century theollogy) do not in themselves indicate
a deep and final uncertainty..an alienation from the gospel. w24

"The confession of the testimony of the Spirit was not intended
1o give a rational and theoretical solution or explanation
Yo the relationship between Word and Spirit..the mystery of
Word and Spirit remains unfathomable, .Every attempt Ho somehow
clarify the mystery remains revealingly unsatisfaciory..The
mystery cuts across every exclusive formulation."?

This dual emphasis on both objectivity and subjectivity

aimg to avoid the twin pitfalls of hoth objectiviem and subjectivism.

w, . the authority of God*s Word is note.an arbitrary, external
authoritye.. (but) a wooing and conquering authority..Scripturets
authority does not demand Blind obedience..rather a subjection
that spells redemptioms.a subjection to Christ whereby he is
never outt of v%ew..n.n which acceptance occurs with joy and
willlngness.

Berkouwer's own words indicate that he cannot be classified
according: to a system of classification which accepts the categories
provided by polariza‘ticm’; He is a biblical theologian who accepts
the: authority and normativity of Scripture for theology. He is
also a modern theologian who accepts the testing of the churchts
cerfainty and the hesitations and doubis: produced by such tes'ﬁihg;
These twe elements of Berkouwer's thought should not be set over
against each other nor should one: be: emphasized to the v:.r‘hual

exclusion of the other.

As a Biblical theologian, Berkouwer is aware of "the dangers of
an experience-theology“*.zw As a modern theologian, he is critical
of’ the suggestion that “all seriptural questions could possibly

be solved by excluding them on the basis of a childlike fai'&h"ng



In the face of suc¢h dangers, he has sought ¥o understand the
authority of Scripture in a way which fully acknowledites both the
objectivity of Biblical. authority and the subjectivity of the
believerts experience of that authority. He emphasizes that his

view i "not..z subjectification of authority, which might only

become reality through acknowle&gment“.ag Rather, it points fo
"the unique: authority (which) can only be acknowledged and
experienced on the way".30'

While it would be arrogance to completely reject the possibility
of  the dominance of a 'system" or the presence of subjectivism in
Bbrkouwer'Srthought” it should be recognized that the presence of’
such elements should be regarded as incidental rather than intentiom-
ale. Berkouwer rejects both the idea of Ya special method or a
hermeneutical {echnique whereby all scriptural questions could
possibly be solved"Bl and the notion of "a subjectification of
authority";32

While precise evalunations of Berkouwer's consistent endeavour
to" avoid the twin dangers of objectivism end subjecitiviem will
differ, it must bBe  acknowledged that his contribution towaréds a
solution to the problem of polarization in theology cannot be
ignored. Berkouwer is acutely aware of theology's tendency either
to exaggerate its own capacity to sysitematize divime revelation
(objectivism) or to forget that it must always remain under the
authority of divine revelation (éubﬁectivism).

The dangers of objectivism and subjectivism are distinguishable
yet they are closely related since both stem from a failure to
recognize the limitations of theologye. Theology is limited by
Scripture. Theology iis not permitted to systematize where Scripture
does: not. Theology is not permitted to speculate where Seripture
does note. A proper avoidance of the dangers of objectivism and
subjectivism is {to Be achieved by the development of a more adequate
view of objectivity and subjectivity rather than through a primarily
pragmaﬂiezanalysis of the effects of polarization in theology.

Berkouwer®s concern to avoid both objectivism and subjectivism

emerges clearly in every volume of his Siudies in Dogmaticse

Particular attention is drawn, iIn this chapter, to the approach

3

taken in Holy ScréptureQBa The Return af'christ334 Divine Electiomr,



and Mam:the Tmage of God. Brief note should be taken, However,
of the: cancern with the objectivity-subjectivity question which
runs through the whole of hi's Studies in Dogmatics.

Speaking of man's probilem in relation to Tod, Berkouwer writes,

in the volume entitled Sin,
*(M)en have tried Ho construect abslract and causal answers to
-this question of sin"s origin and..have vioilated the very
limite of objectivity..Whoever reflects on the origin of sin
cannot engage himself in a merely theoretical disputej rather
he is engaged, intimately and personally, in..the problem of
sin's guilt."3T |

(ﬁonnnen‘bing: on the "Hature Psalms™ in General Rewvelation,

he writes,,

"Phiis understanding, and seeing, and hearing, is possible only..
in the enlightening of the eyes by the salvation of God..Butb
this seeing and hearing is not a projection of the believing
subjecty, but an actual fimding, and seeing, and hearing!

Here nothing is “read intof, h%g it is only am undersianding
of the reality of revelation."

Im The Providence of God, he relates providence o both the grace

of God as the object of the bBeliever's faith and the believer's
faith by which providence is subjectively experienced,

"(I)m the doectrine of Prowidence we have a specific Christiam
confessiom exclusiwvely possible through a true faith in Jesus
Christ.this faith is no general, vague notion of Providence,
It haw a concrete focuss "If God is for us, who is against us?
He that spared not his owm Son, But delivered him up for us
ally, how shall he not also with him freely give us all things?"
(Rome8:31,32) esthe: Jove of God in Christ Jesus our Lord. There
is mo purer expression than this of the depth of mant¥s faith
im God"s Providence,"39

In The Person of Christ, he relates ghristollogy®s content

and method thuss

"(Pheology is not practised apart from faith, prayer, and
adorgtion..The whole subject matter of Christology is most
intimately related to the secret of revelation..the enlighten-
ment: of the eyes."40

Im The Work of Christ,le describes the purpose of christology  thuss

*(T)he object is not a purely theoretical knowledge but a
profitable, wholesome knowledge of the galvation of God in
Jesus Christ.m4l —
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- Berkouwer®s work on Faith and Justification is undergirded

by this foundation-principles

"The character of faith resolves all tension between objectivity
and subjectivity. For faith has significance only in its
arientation to its object -« the: grace of God, 42

His work on Faith and Sanctification is undergirded by the same

principles

"The sanctification..demanded is: always an implicate of the
sanctification that originates im God's mercy. Hence the
sanctification of Believers is never an independent: area of
human activity..(W)e can speak truly of sanctification only
when we have: understood the exceptionally great significance
of the Pond between Sola-fide and sanctification..(T)he
Sola-fidee..a confession of "By grace alone: are ge»saved“..is
the only sound foundation for sanctification."¥

His work on Faith and Perseverance is grounded in this same

foundation..

"The perseverance of the saints is not primarily a theoretical
problem but a confession of faith..a song of praise tio God's
faithfulness and ggacea“44 :

Berkouwerts principle for understanding justification, sanctification

and perseverance may be summed up: thuse

"Sola fide (faith alone) and sola gratia (grace alone)..meam
the same thing,"4>

Concerning the: confession “Credo Bcclesiam! (I believe in the
church), Berkouwer, writing in the volume entitled The: Church,
insists that the church's objectivity is not subjectivized by the
affirmation that

"(2)he only framework in which the Church can be and can remain
the: Church of the Lord (fs)[tﬁe framework of faith, prayer,
. obedience and suﬁﬁection.“46

Disecussing reality and symbolism in The Sacramentis, he writes,

1) 37— - e . ‘ 2 Tl 35 - ] . - 4 s .
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down to us, taking up simple earthly elements and using them
for the affirmation and strémgthening of our faith."4T

From: the entirety of Berkouwer®s Studies in Dogmatics, it

can be demonstrated cléarly that a primary concerm in Berkouwer's
writings has been the development of a satisfactory understanding

of the relation between objectivity and subjectivity. While this
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question #s not discussed as am independent theme in the Studies

in Dogmatics, it must not be inferred that it is incidental to

Berkouwer's maim purpose. Rather, it is intrinsic %o his work,

as is demonstrated by its recurrence in every volume. The
recognition of this primary concern is not intended to: detract

from the vast range of his writings. A careful study of Berkouwer®s
works is am educatiom in biblical exegesis, systematic theology,
practical theology, historical theology and contemporary theology —
%5 kind of post-graduate study in ﬁheolbgy”;48 The identification
of a key motif in Berkouwer's thought is infended to set his'mahy
and varied contributions to biblical and theological study in a
more general context, which emphasizes the unity of the single
theology rather than the diversity of the many discussions.

Berkouwer may be regarded as an excellent exegete and a
pastorally sensitive ﬁheoiogiana49 His essential contribution
towards a solution to the problem of polarization in theology is
not, however, merely the accumulative effect of a whole host of
helpful exegetical suggestions and pastorally sensitive insights.
Rathery, it is based:on His whole approach to subjeet-object
relations. & profound analysis of Berkouwer's thought must go
beyond the level of a discussion of a variety of pieces of exegesis
and pasioral advice. The centrality of his concern: with the dev-
elopment of an adequate view of objectiviiy and subjectivity must
be acknowledged. The strength of Berkouwer®s theology cannot he
properly understood without an adequate appreciation of this central
concern. Its strength may be demonmstrated, by comparison with
other less adequate and consequently more polarizing approaches, with
particular reference to the doctrines of revelation and grace.50
The pragmatic value of his theelogy may ‘then Be seen not as sheer‘
pragmetism but as the direct 1mpllcat10n of a viable understanding
of faith and its relation to its cbgect.sl

(2) The Nature of Language

Berkouwer seeks, with his approach to subject-~object relations,
to> avoid the twin pitfalls of both objectivism and subjectivism.
His understanding of the nature of language is rooted in his view
of objectivity and subjectivity. He dissociates himself from two
contrasting theories: of language which he regards as equally erron—

eous - the approach which tends to take language at its face-wvalue



without recognizing: any depth-dimension in its use and the approach
which Hends to understand religioug language imn such a symbolie
fashion that the words seem strangely distant from the concepts
underlying them. The first approach is exemplified in the move-
ment: known as Scottish Common Sense Realism, while the second is
typified by Bultmannts demythollogization programme.52

The: Scottish Common Sense Realism movement has, through its
"clean subject=-object distincfion"sS"an&4iﬂs.miew of the: transparency
of language, been a major influence on the development of the
combination of fundamentalism and scholastic Calvinism found in
the 01d Princeton and Westminster t’heolbgy;sz4

This school of theology has Been traced back to the influence
of Scottish Common Sense Realism by J.C. Vander Stelt in his
Philosophy and Scriptures A Study in O0ld Princeton and Westminster

Theamogmaﬁs This study, origfhally a doctoral dissertation for the
Free University of Amsterdam and initially directed bnyErkanwer,
arguew’ strongly for the kind of approach to Scripture adopted by
Berkouwer himself, Vander Stelt contends that Berkouwer's emphasis
on: Yetting Scripture speak on its own terms represents a significant
advance on the 0ld Princeton and Westminster theology which reflects
a latent dependence on philosophy.

While: no thealogyy BErkouwerFéaithu&ed, can be totally
detached. from philosophical influences, theology must take great
care to aveid Hecoming: dependent on a particular philiosophye.
Philosophy as a tool, used by  faith as it seeks understanding,
requires to Be clearly distinguished from the use of a particular
philosophy as a controlling: factor in the interpretation of the
Christian faith. Rational thought concerning the Christian gospel
is quite different from tacit adherence to a form of rationalism
which actually distorts theology¥s understanding of the gospel.
Theology is called upon to think according to the gospel's oun
intrinsic: rationale without becoming imprisoned by a form of
rationalism which is alien to the gospel,

The: particular question concerning the influence of rational—
istic: philosophy on modern biblicism and the general question of
theology¥s relation to philosophy are discussed further in this
thesis in chapters four and five respectively., At this podint, it
is sufficient to note = that mo theory concerning religious language

can be adequately analysed without reference to its view of subject~



- Page: 31 -

object relations and its relationship tio philosophical influences,

Bulitmann¥s call for the demythologization of religious
language requires to be wviewed from this perspective. Prior to
considering Berkouwer®s main criticism: of Bultmann%s position,
several representative criticisms might be noted.

T.F.. Torrance criticizes Bulimann's view of the: Christ~event:
for its implicit assumption that there was not a "profound conflict
bettween the Gospel and the prevailing world—-view ! M 56 Torrance
maintains that Bultmann's theology is determined by his “own world-—
view, with its dualist, obsolete, scientific preconceptions." T
H.H.. Kuitert, while appreciative: of Bultmann®s apologetic intention,
suggests that Bulfmann“s existentialist theology, influenced -by
Heidegger®s philosophy of existence,has reduced religious truth
to "what is personally real to me", thus exil(ing) itself from a
necessary area of theological truth by restricting truth to
personal experience.Bg

R.T.. Roberts, in his study entitled Rudelf Bultmann*s Theologys:

A Critical Interpretation correctly understands Bultmann®s theology
59

in direct connection with his view of subject-object relations.
We Pannenberg suggelsts that Bultmann®s conception of the
Ynonobjectivity" of God is hardly distinguishable from “general
:iindjef:'mi'l:'ene-xsat".‘60'-i N.H.G. Robinsom exposes the weakness of
'Bulfmann"s=understanding‘of God with respect to divine redemption
and the call for human responses

"{I)f Bultmenm is taken seriously..the act of God becomes..a
sheer event, lacking all colour, character and con#ent..a
sheer irrelevance."

*(P)hds dominant trend (anti~metaphysical tendency) in Bultmamm®s
thoughts..inevitably carries with it the Implication that owver -
against man thereiis nothing..but & bare Beyond. Such a focus
of’ faith and decision, however, seems much too meagre to atiract
anything that can conceivably be described as obedience., Whether
we spell the word "beyond® with a capital or not, we cannot
obey a Theyond*."62

While BuItmann’s crities appreciate and share his concern for
the: communication of the Christian message in a world where its
truth can no longer be takem for granted, they have not hesitated
to use their critical acumen to demonstrate the: inadequacy of his
theology. The essential weakness of Bultmann's theology arises from

a fear of objectivism which has led him to adopt a theory of religious
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language which tends towards pure subjectivisme

It is with this weakness in view that Berkouwer®s criticism
of Bultmann is considered. Berkouwer shares Bultmann®s concerm
to carefully avoid chjectivism. He is concerned to do so not by
any "synthesis of objectivism and subjectivism, but the rejection
of‘bnth.63
than Bultmann. Bultmann endeavours o avoid the: danger of eobjectivis tic

rationalism: with the result that his own theology tends towards

He is more acutely aware of the danger of subjectivism

subjectivistic irrationalism. Berkouwer, however, insists that
"irrationalism is not less dangerous than rationalism for the
Christian faith,sd‘and that the Christian faith is not obliged
"4o0: choose between rationalism and irrationalism."ss
Despite their overt differences, scholastic fundamentalist
Calwinism and Bultmann%s demythologization programme display a
cliear resemblance to each other. This resemblance may be
demonstrated, with reference to their relation to: rationalism and
frrationalism.. ‘
From: one point of view, both are exceptionally rationalistic
since both have allowed theology to Be dominated by philosophye
Fundamentalism is dominated by<%hé Scottish Common Sense philosophy
whille Bultmann's thought is dominated by a closed world-view,
masquerading as scientific philosophy.6§
From another poixﬁg;%%th are extremely irrationalistic.
Fundamentalism, despitie the ever-increasing appreciation of the
human character of Scripture by biblical research, insists om
holding to a doctrinal formulation which has been: almost completely
"guided by the "wholly divine or wholly human® &ilemma.“éq Such
a refusal to consider a reinterpretation of its understanding of
the authority of Seripture involves fundamentalism in a somewhat
irrational leap of faith that runs counter to "the manner in which
Scripture came to us as a ggmgg_witness."GB Bultmann®s theology,
with its close affinity to the existentialist philosophy of Heidegger,
displays a strongly irrational character in that Christian faith
appears to be pure decision with no objective fOundaticn.ag
With respect to Berkouwer®s relation to the rationalistic and
irrationalistic tendencies in theology, Be. Demarest writes
"Berkouwer skilfully threads his way between a mindless fideism
and g faithless rationalism.®TO

In the present discussion, one might equally well speak of



— Page 33 —~

Berkouwerts threading his way'béﬁweenrfi&eistic‘rationaiism and
critical irrationalisme. However these seemingly contrasting:
movements in theology are to be described, Berkouwerts difference
from: both schools must be seen in close relation fo his understand-
ing of religious language. '
Berkouwer understands theological language in terms of believing
confession rather than speculative sustem—%nildinngl He sees
a "depth-aspect 2 in the theological use of language. This
conception distances Berkouwer from wooden literalism, which shows
little appreciation for "the deepest inﬁenﬁ”TB underlying theological
language. His concept of the "depth-aspect™ is, however, quite
different from Bultmann%s call for the demythologization of
religious language.
Berkouwer poses a penetrating question for both Bultmann and
fundamentalisme It is the question of whether Bultmann's conecept:
of myth and the fundamentalist notion of error are conceptions
imposed en Scripture rather than derived from Scriptiure. For
Berkouwer, the question of how a theology defines its terms and
how it obtains its definitions is most important. Since the
fundamentalist notion of error is discussed further in chapter
four, it is sufficient here to note that his criticism of that
notion: is essentially the same as his criticism of Bultmann's ,
concept: of mythe It is imposed on rather than derived from Scripture..
Berkouwer's basic criticism of Bultmann®s concept of myth is +that
&% Es - different from the New Testament conception of myth.
In the New Testament, Berkouwer maintains that
"myth stands over against the truth (aletheia) of the history
of Jesus Christ..the decisive die has.ybeen already cast in
‘the New Testament: apposztlon to myth.,"!
The concept of myth, in the New Testament, is not simply a harmless
feature of a primitive world-view, requiring only to be reinterpretell
for the sake of moderm mane. Rather, it is that which "diminishes
the truth of salvation“'TS It'is,rﬁherefore, warned ageinst because
of its destructive 1nf1uence, leading men away from the ﬁmuth and tie
God of truthe ®
Berkouwer's application of his idea of the depth-aspect is
T
scholastic: Calvinist téndency towards a determinism which undermines

the trustworthiness of Gode It also proves useful in The Return

most notable in his Divine Election, where he uses it to oppose the
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of Christ where he opposes Bulitmann's de-eschatologiging.

In his eschatological discussion, Berkouwer does not use the
phrase "depth-aspect. He distinguishes between reduction (or
de-eschatologizing) and concentration; the: aim of which is

"not to weaken the eschatological expectation But to get at the
-meaning: of the eschatological promise, which has come {0 us
couched in images and concepts whose understanding requires a
patient effort."!

Berkouwer uses this distinction between reduction and:concenﬁraﬁiona
"79'withoui Niransferring
80

its relevance to some unknovm future date..a remote end-time%,

{0 emphasize the "perpetual contemporaneity

This understanding of eschatological language maintains Bultmannt®s
valid emphasis on the existentiial challenge of the Christian:
messagesl‘withauﬁtlapsing~ﬁnto Bultmann*s a-historieal understanding
of the Christ-event and its eschatological significanoe.sQ

Berkouwer®s use of religious language will be seen in greater
detail as various: aspects of his theology are discussed in this
thesise It is sufficient at this stage to note that his
understanding of religious language complements his understanding
of subject-object relations. His opposition to both scholastic
fundamentalist Calvinism and Bulimannian demythologization — in
their approach to rebigious language — must be seen as a direct
result of his concern to emphasize fully the existential character
of’ the Christian message without surrendering the objective
foundation of that message.

(3) The Heteronomy-Autonomy Dilemma.

This problem can be viewed from various angles. It can be
considered with regard to its philosophical, ethicaﬂ.an&.#heological
dimensions, Christian theologians have written on the probiém with
respect to each of these dimensions, It would be inaccurate to
separate these dimensions from each other and to classify ceriain
writings in a uni-dimensional way. Certain Christian theologians
have concerned themselves primarily  with ome dimension, though not
Yo the complete exclusion of the others.

Walfhart Pannenberg, in his The Idea of God and Human Freedom§3

has concerned himself primarily with Christian faith's relationship

to philosophical developments since the Enlightenment, The primary
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concern of N.H.G. Robinson's The Groundwork of Christian Ethics,

is, as the title suggests, with the ethical dimension of the Christian
faith, which transcenés the dilemma of sheer heteronomy and sheer
autonomy. Berkouwer's own chief concern is theologicale

Throughout his writings, and especially in his Divine Electiom and

Han ithe Image of God, he has sought to understand and explicate

the central themes of Reformed theology in a way that shows the
falsity of the dilemma between sheer heteronomy and sheer auﬁonomy;

The Basic issue can be described in different ways. The diff-
erent terminology is not completely uni-dimensional in that it cam
only appear in one of the afore-mentioned dimensions of the problemQ
Broadly speaking, however, the heferanomy—auﬁoncmy-terminology is
primarily the language of ethicsy the determinism-indeterminism
terminology is primarily the language of;philoSOphy; and the
(divine) sovereignty-(human) freedom terminology iis primarily the
Ianguage of theology.

However the issue is described, and in whichever sphere i¥ is
discussed, this question cannot bBe discussed in isolation from other
philosophical, ethical and theological problems. Berkouwer's
concern with subject—object relations and the nature of language
haS‘already been noted. These problems do not belong to entirely
different spheres with the heteronomy-autionomy dilemma belonging
to a third sphere. The problem of subject-object relations is not
entirely g matter of epistemology. The nature of language does
not belong solely to the sphere of linguistic philosophy. The
heteronomy—autonomy dilemma may not bBe placed within the sole
domain of ontoelogy. Such a complete separation of these questions
from each other by a rigid system of classification is largely
artificial, obscuring the basic unity of human experience in its
various complementary dimensionss thought, language, and experience
of the transcendent.

Berkouwer has sought o hold together the various dimensions
in humam and Christian experience, as he seeks to articulate that
experience in terms of Christian doctrine., The difficulty in
defining Berkouwer as an uni-dimensional thinker can be seen by
referring to two criticisms levelled against hime.

(2) Timmer has classified Berkouwer as a functional rather
than ontological fhinker.85r Timmer*s description of Berkouwer as
a functional thinker is quite understandable in the context of the



Berkouwer-Arnizem discussion, following Arnizen’s criticism of .
Berkouwer in his article, "Will all. people Be-Saue&?“86 It is,
however, quite misleadings Berkouwer has expressly denied that
subjectivity can be considered without: reference to its objective
foundation. The epistemological question of man¥s subjective
knowledge of God cannot Be considered without reference to God, the
antologicai reality that is»knowﬁ in such knowledge.aT Timmex
develops his: classification of Berkouwer as a functional thinker
in the following waye
"Berkouwer seeks to answer the questions that concern modern
manzan&.?he modern.Chrg tian. This makes of him a poor
systematic theologian.
This statement is misleading in two respecis.
(i) It tends to imply that Berkouwer sacrifices truth fam'89

relevance, Berkouwer places a strong emphasis on relevance.

90

There is not, however, a sacrifice of truth for relevance.

(ii)Tt appears to imply a certain concept of 'system' — a rather

closed view which Berkouwer rightly rejeo%s.gl Berkouwer's

rejection of a cedtain concept of tsystem® does not, however, mean
that he is a poor systematic theologian. Berkouwer's criticisms
of other positions, as he formulates his own, reveal a highly.

92

systematic mind., When the nature of Berkouwer's more open
*system® has been recognized, he may actually be charged with being
over-gystematiic in the development of his own *sysﬁémf.93

(b) Baker, in hiis §.C. Berkouwer's Doctrine of Elections

Balance or Imbalance?gf writing from the perspective of Reformed

scholasﬁicism,gﬁ criticizes Berkouwer for continually failing to

expound the full teaching of Scripture concerning: the "before™

96 According to Beker, "Berkouwer

o1

element of divine election.
actually surpasses the great Barth in exegetical ability.
Baker, however, ventures to correct Berkouwer's exegesis. He

argues that Berkouwer has, by his Iinguistic interpretation of
certain passages — notably Ephesians 1:4 ("chosenm before the
foundation of the world..') -y undermined the entological foundation
~9£jaivine eiectvon. “Thig is an~—1 unjust accusation, It suggestis
that Baker has not stepped outside of his own particular linguistic
philosophy in order to understand more sympathetically and
accurately Berkouwer's understanding of the Bible's predestinariam

Ianguagee 98



AR JL T

Berkouwer's approach to the heteronomy-automomy problem: is not,
then, uni-dimensionale It is not simply am ontological question,
while the gquestion of subject-object relations is epistiemological
and the question of the nature of language is purely a matter of
linguistic philosophy. Ontology, epistemology, and linguistic
philosophy are not, in Berkouwer's theology, isolatied areas of
study. Rather, they interact within the whole context of
theological study.

Berkouwer's understanding of the authority of God is pérhaps
best described as “ﬂheonomy“.99 This "theonomy™, in which revelation
is normetive for faith, can, however, be thought of in different
wayse It can bBe thought of in a way that appears to identify
theonomy with sheer heteronomy which results in an oppressive
objectivism that threatens to deprive man's subjective experience
of meaning;loo It can bBe thought of in ways that seek to take full
account of man®s subjeciivity.

This attempt to take account of man*s subjective experience
within a context of theonomous thought has taken different forms.101
It isy therefore, of great importance fo understand how the precise
nature of divine authority and its implications for theology are
understood by Berkouwer. He writes,

"Authority..cannot be a darksome power that compels us to
subject ourselves without: reason,"l02

Rather, the authority of God, unlike what is usually meant by
“externa]‘:.autho‘rity",ioB brings “perspective, joy and hope."Ioa.
Berkouwer emphasizes the need for a correct understanding‘@f
the frue nature of authorifyﬁ He warns against getting “caughtt up
im am emotional reactiom against such phrases as "pelieving on
authority®} insisting that everything depends en the character of
the authority and the- character of bel‘iev:iﬁng-.m5 The auwthority of
God, as understood by Berkouwer, is ".enot..an arbitrary, external
authority“106;&emanding~"blin& ohedience".1077 Rather, it is Ma
wooing and canquerﬁng-authority,108ﬁﬁhe:accepﬁanceﬁof which "occurs
with joy and willingness"°7 in the context of Christ®s redemption.
Such an understanding of the authority of God in the context
of Christ¥s redemption and the wooing and conquering way of the
Spirit leads, according to Berkouwer, to a proper understanding
of Human freedcm.ll@ His understanding: of human freedom is quite

different from the idea of man as autonomous. He points out that
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generally "the controversy between determinism and indeterminism,
takes place against a background of religiously neutral anthro-
pological analysis', 111’mainﬁaining'ﬁhat_ﬁhe-assumpfion of "a
purely formal concept of freedoms.leaves the real and central
prc%lem:nnﬂouched.“llz
Berkouwer insists that a theological understanding of human
freedom is concerned with "a much deeper question tham..the usual
controversy between determinism and‘inde#ermihism".ll3 Its concerm
is with "the freedom of the man af‘Go&.“ll4 Human: freedom is,
according 1o Berkouwer, "freedom im and through Chris%;"lls Such
a "relational' concept of freedom: is in direct contrast to "an
abstracﬁ:concepf:of’free&am;“llé Since freedom is "not a formal
possibilityeebut vather an actuality, the actuality of being free."

From this understanding of human freedom, Berkouwer is able

T

to: distance himself from "a zecularized and autonomous concept of
freedam.“ll8‘ Such a coneept of freedom places "dgivine powei and
human freedom in a relation of‘opposition";mlg" He points out that
the "freedom™ of autonomous man, which man seeks to defend against
God "is not honored with that name in the NEW‘Tesﬁamentz“lzq
Such "freedom!, through attempted autonmomy, can, according to the .
Hew Testament, be better described in terms of the "enzmlaved wﬁﬁl”.lal
The Wew Testament "definition" of freedom is rather this: "where
the Spirit of the Lord is, there is Iiberty." (II Cors3:17)." 22
Teo turn. away from freedom: in and through Christ is not an act of
freedoms Rather it is an act thaﬁ:“endangers:freedemi“ﬂ23 Thus,
Berkouwer maintains that "freedom in Christ is the true freedom of
mants humanness-.“‘lz4

- With #hiSiunderstandihg‘of‘divine~authority and human freedom,
Berkouwer is able %o understand divine sovereignty and human
freedam as complementary rather than competitive.lz5 The:
sovereigm God never enforces his authority in any other way than
through man's willing and glad submission. Man's true freedom lies
precisely in such willing and glad submission to the sovereign
God of salvatione.
(4) Anthropology

In the discussion of Berkouwer's understanding of subject-

object relations, the importance of a proper understanding of the
relation Between faith and its object was stressed, Correlation is

described by Smedes as "the single most influential prineciple imn
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Berkouwerts ﬁheology;n126

For Berkouwer, the concept of correlatiom means that
(2} "Theology iis a work of‘faith“;lz?
(b) Theological truthiiis not created by faiths

{c¢) “fruth is Christian truth only within the framework of
Paithi, 129 |

Different theologians, such as Berkouwer, Barth and Tillich

have given "a very diverse content" to the concept of correlation

128
130

which is, according to H.l. Kuitert, directly related to:%a
difference in the concepis of man that are employed in ifh"l3l
Berkouwer®s understanding of subject-object relations wvia his
own understanding of the concept of correlation has significantly
influenced his interpretation of the use of theological language.
Religious language must not be used in a way that suggests that
the su%jecti;; is “"a competitive factor that subverts objective
132

revelation®, Rather, it should be used to demonstrate "man's

involvement" im that objectivezrevélation.333 _
The understanding of man's subjective involvement with divine
revelation lies at the centre of Berkouwer®s understanding of the
heteronomy—autonomy question. The significance of man must not
he swallowed up by divine sovereignﬁy,m34 nor must the significance
of man be exaggerated such that man is given a creative functiom
with respect o ﬁruth.135 The heteronomy-autonomy question is to:
be understood in terms of neither sheer heteronomy nor sheer
autonomy, HMan's true freedom: must Be understood in connection with
his true nature, which lies in his relatedness to Gaﬂ.336 Thus,
man®s true freedom only finds expression when his relatedness to
God finds its fulf¥ilment through faith.ls?
The importance of “%heo&ogical,anthrcpclogy"lssa-
"3233 mgn!is, ﬁhr?ugh his rei%§?on to God; or, better, through:
s self-relation to man" -

must, therefore, be recognized as fundamental to Berkouwents:
contribution Howards theologicall understanding. His undersianding
of man is, then, most important for any evaluation of his
contribution towards a solution to the problem of polarization im
theologye. He emphasizes that the divine and human are not to be
thought of as competitore. A correct understanding of man and his
relationship te Ged is of erucial significance for the development

of a constructive approach towards the problem of theological
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polarization.

It is, therefore, most important to elaborate furiher on
Berkouier's understanding of Mtheological anthropology". He cites
favourably Gogarten's description of theological anthropollogys

"fhen it discusses man, it does not speak of man alone, man in
and by himself; it always speaks equally of God. n140

Commenting on this description, Berkouwer writes:

"This does not meam that man and God are..reciprocally dependent
.on each othery It means that when the Bible speaks about man
itesis speaking about the real actual nature of man, "who can
simply not be thought of without God.'™ And that is what the
theological approach demandsy it asks for the opposite of

an abstract view of man as an isalated and self-enclosed unity
which can exist and which can be understood by itself,.Theologye.
does pay special attention tc>gggﬁ;im,his religious relationship
to> God..the one central and essential dimension of man.."t4L

Berkouwer®s heavy emphasis on man's relation fo God is set
over against all attempls fo see man's essential nature in some
element within himself,

Existentialism is criticized for its emphasis on man's Vself-
produced salvation“142 which emerges out of "the hidden center of
manes.in his freedom, as self-choosing subaect.“143 Existentialist
thought of the kind espoused by Sartrel44 and Heldeggerl45 cannot
e thought of as exhibiting "a close formal and structural
relationship with the Biblical witness..®, 4% simce

"{lie essential religious aspect of man®s being is lost im a
horizontal type of analysis..and the way to self-knowledge

is impossible to #raverse with this kind of Horizontal analysis,
since the decisive dimension of man's nature, his relation to
God, remains outside the analysise. n4T

When man is classified

"as a rational animale..a being endowed with reason in distinction
from the beasts, "as if he had no special relation to God..",
there is a failure to "realize that "the relation to God is
essential to man's very being,"148

Even: when

"mam is defined in a more complex fashion -~ as a persom, for
example = there still remains the objection that man is

defined apart from his relation to God, and hence the definition
still misses man's essence,"

Berkouwer®s opposition to every theory which sees man's

essence in something other than his relation to God, —e.ge. Lis
freedom,, his rationality or his personhood - is clearly expressed
thuss
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"I1f man*s relation to God is noﬁ:mereiy something added to:man's
nature, then it is clear emough that any wview which abstracts n
man from this relation can never penetrate the mystery of mam, 150

With this understanding of man,

"Yheology can hardly say it treats a special aspect of man, the
"religious" aspect, which is added %o other asPects."15l

- T+ might be argned that this conceirtratiom on man's relation

" fo> God is no more than the adoption of a particular religious

theory of man, rather than dealing with real man, actual man.

Berkouwer, however, insists that, from the standpoint of Christian

faith, the situation is quite the reverse, He insists that "“we

are not dealing with an abstract idea of man, but with actual mexn.":&‘j2

Rather,, from the standpoint of faith, it is the view of man in

relation to God, and not the views of man as rational, free or

personal, which deals with the actual man, who: stands outlined in

the searching light of the revelation of God.”£53
With any of the other theories — man as rational, free or

personal -, it would be possible to gein Yknowledge" of man without

growing in self—Knowle&ge; To; #llustrate his understanding of

"ihe indissoluble Biblical relation between knowledge of man and

knowledge of self.",lsA Berkouwer uses the following exceptionally

perceptive exampless

- "rhe Jew did not have a better understanding because he was
able to judge ihe heathen. - In the sphere of gbsitract morality
this could possibly be said, but this is not Biblical morality -
0 man, who judgest others! ®155

- "{e cam hardly say that the Pharisee had an accurate "knowledge"
_of man when they pointed to the sins (the real sins) of
publicans and sinners, This judgment, which separated knowledge
of man from self-knowledge, was as nothing in God's eyes."ls”

Such knowledge of man that is indisselubly related to know-
ledge of self, comes through knowledge of God, as Berkouwer notes
in this favourable citation of Calvin:

"man never attains to a true self-knowledge until he has
previously contemplatéd the face of God and come down from such
contemplation to look into himself."15T

Thus, it Becomes clear why Berkouwer®s particular stance with
regard to theological anthropology is of such importance for his
whole theological method. If theology is to be a work of faith,
arising as a confession from the faith-experience, it cannot he
burdened with an anthropology based on a horizontal analysis of
mane This would mean that while faith might be desirable for
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d‘oing'-b'heology, i* would not Be essential.

. Knowledge of man - his rationality, freedom ami personhood -
could be aqu:.red without rega,rd to knowledge of God. It would, '&Iren,
be: the proper: 'Eask of theology to bBuild om this anthropology. Ra:l:her,

it would Be am inappropma-be all:.ance Between 'bheology and man-
centred anthropology. ’ ' '

This would mean the ve-opening of the door to scholast:.c:.smx, for
% would, in effect, be saying that theology(or, at least, that part
of it comcermed with man) can bte donme w:.thout direct regard to faith
Such theology would be a form of matural 'bheology. T+ does reflect a
'bendency towards a reversal of the pmnoiple, "By faith we understan&"
The principle, "By faith we understand®, does not involve a total
disregard for all that ils meant by tlie term *apologetics'. It: does
mean,,. however, that theology's use of the term tapologetics! should
’be de:ﬁ‘ined not im terms of am anthropological analysis which operates
:m&epend‘ently of fa.i'l:h ancI which faces the perennial temptatiom of
ctemanding that the gospel conform to its conclusion. If theological
an'hhropo]:ogy is not to be, im principle, a relativ:.zatn.on of the way
in: which believing man: finds lns true human freedoms, it must let the
gospel form the fonnda'tiom for a.ll its th:.nk:.ng, From this: perspective,
ktheological anthropology would involve neither a natural theology nor
an independent apologetics. It would be a ‘belieﬁng investigation of
the gospel's own imtrinsic rationality and apologetic significance.
This investigation would not perm:l‘lé ‘man® to become an in&_epehdien'b
theme which can be dissociated(even for the purposes: 61” theological

study) from the actual man who, = :is confironted in Mis entire
exisi;ence by the meality of the 1iv1ng God 158
Gonclnsion

Thilg discussion of the general concerns; which are central to
Berkouwer's: theology has demonstrated the importance of his conetamt
.a'bt'empﬁ to. md‘erstand‘ divine~human relations inm a mannen that (Iaes
full justice to the true nature of both God and man. Gle.rn:ky of
: ﬁﬁeologieé.l understanding om this matter is of ma jor signiﬂ‘icanoe for
the d’*iscussiom off polaﬁzation; wvhich is essentially the problem of
'bheology's inability to prope::z]ly mdersta.nd’ 'the '!;rne nature of diwvine-
Human relationss '



CHAPTER THREE
Tie Problem of Polarizations Tts Relation to the Doctrine of Revelation.

No arez of Christian doctrine is free from the threat of
polarization. The far-reaching effecis of polarization may be‘“
observed in numerous doctrinal discussions. The aim of this éfﬁdy
is not, however, to trace the effects of polarization in different
SPheres:of theological debate., Rather, it aims to see polarization,
a single problem with many ramifications, as a problem of
theological method, a guestion of:how~theological gtudy is approached.
When polarization is viewed thusf it becomes possible to recognize
the essential unity of theologicél study within the diversity of the
many theological discussions. /

Since polarigzation is viewed as a single problem with many
ramifications rather than a collection of disconnected problems
Tocated in entirely disparate sectors of theology, this study
requires to have a focal=-point, Such a focal-point, as was suggested
in the previous chapter, may be found in the relation of objectivity
t0 subjectivity. This gquestion may be discussed as a philosophical
problem. Since, however, the purpose of this study is avowedly
theological, the focus of attention is placed on the theological
dimension of this question ~ the relationship between CGod and mans.

It is not suggested that the philosophical problem should be
simply dismissed, as though there were no dialogue possible between
theology and philosophy. Rather, it is fo specify the precise
matter upon which theology is called to speak — the relationship
between God and man « It is in this contiext that theology seeks to
understand and explicate the relation of objectivity to subjectivity.
The question of theology's relation to philosophy is discussed )
further in chapier five. The related question of theology's relation
to apologetics is discussed in chapter eight. It is, however, in
order, at this point, to briefly specify the basic position taken
in this study with respect to theology's relatiom to phiilosophy
and theology's dialogue with philosophy.

Theological and Philosophical Presuppositions

First, theology and philosophy should not be understood such
that philosopliy is concerned with the world of objective reality
while theology is restricted to the world of subjective feelings.
The: *a priori' exclusiom of theology from the world of objective

reality is itself a subjective decision since there is no logical
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basis for the assumption thagt the only kind of reality is the
empirically verifiable kind. The "a priori® denial of a divine
being is no less a statement of belief, reflecting a subjectiwve
attitude, than ﬁhé believing confession of faith in a transcendent
Gode The 'a p::'ior.-i'Ar rejection of the possibility of diwvine
revelation is no more empirically verifiable than the helieving
confession of faith in divine revelation. Theology and philosophy
should noﬁy then, be viewed as polar opposites, as though philosophic-
al reflection necessarily deprives theological language of any
reference tio objective reality. True dialogue is possible only
where philosophical réflection is clearly distinguished from
adherence to a particular philosophy which makes an ' a priori!
negative judgment regarding the content of theoIogicaI.statemenfs,

Second, bBoth theology and philosophy should Be aware of their
own limitationse. Theology is limited by its confession of faith.
In its eluecidation of the doctrine of revelation, theology is
called upon to understand But not to compromise iits basic confession.
Theology is required to interpret its faith in divine revelation.
It is not, however, permitted to deny the reality of that revelatiom
without: contradicting its own foundation. Philosophy is limited
by its: own rules of logic. Philosophy may be of assistance im
clarify&ng the issues involwved in religious belief. It is not,
however, permitted to make a negative Judgment concerning religious
belief without stepping beyénd its own boundaries into the sphere
of value-judgment. As persaon, the philosopher may decide agaimst
religious belief, To make this decision, he must, lhowever, step
outside of his role as philosopher since philiosophical reflection
does not, by itself, entail the rejection of religious belief,
Theology and philosophy are no¥ to be regai&ed as polar opposites,
@s though philosophy were, of necessity, the avowed opponent: of"
xeligious:EéIief. True dialogue is possible where both disciplines
are seen in relation to the interpretation of religious belief,
Theology interprets religious Belief from the perspective of faith
while philosophy approaches religious belief from the standpoint
of enquirye

Third, Both theology and philosophy are fto be studied in a
self=critical attitude. Both are required to question their own
gquestions., The theologian is required by his confession of faith

n hig . own questionse :’

to questio

| i Cewal T
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In view of his confession of faith, the theologian can regard even
his most searching questions as a quest for understanding rather
than a threat to the foundation of his faith. The philosopher is
required by the exploratory character of philosophical reflectiomw
to questiom his own questions. Philosophy may not, of iiself, de-
termine how one should decide on the matiter of religious Beliéf.
It is, however, entirely unwarranted to assume that philosophy as
a form of question-asking may be used as an evasion of decision-
making., Intellectual comprehensiveness demands that the philosopher
as philosopher concerns himself with the questions of" existence no
less than with rules of logic, grammar and ethics., Moral
geriousness déﬁands that the philosopher as person faces the
ﬁhndaménﬁaﬁA&ecision concerning religious belief., The enormity of
the question of‘Goqfs existence and its significance for the meaning
of human life is such that it cannot simply be dismissed arroganmily
by atheistic authoritarianism. Theology and philosophy may mot be
seen as polar opposites, the one concerned with affirmation and the
other with denial, since both are concerned with the question of
God. Theology's questions are asked with a view o understanding
the faith it confesses. Philosophy's questioning forms part of its
rational investigation of reality which necessarily entails
concentration on the question of God., This understanding of
theological and philosophical questioning opens up a way for true
dialogue. 7

Fourth, fhéology'and‘philosophy should be opem to each other.
Theology may not proceed without reference to philosophical
reflection since theology is required to elucidate the philosophy
inherent in the gospel itself, The use of philosophical reflection
in theological study should, however, be distinguished from the
restriction of theology's scope by the dominance of a particular
philosophy which is alien to the gbspel. Openness to philosophy
need not involve domination by humanistic philosophy. In one sense,
theology must be 'philosophical theology' since it is required to
offer a rational analysis: of the gospel's own philosophical
foundationse In another sense, however, theology must not become
'philosophical theology!' since it is not permitted ‘o make
unwgrranied concessions to rationalistic philosophy without contradict-
ing the essence of its own pelieving affirmation of divine revelation.
Philosophy may not proceed without reference to theology since the

comprehensiveness of the philosophical discipline demands that
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attention Be paid to the theological affirmation of divine
revelation, This openness to theology does not entail an
uncritical acceptance of-theologicql statements, I% does,
however, demand that serious consideration be given to them.

In one sense, philosophy must be ¥theological philosophy* since
philosophical reflection necessarily raises the question of
divine revelation. In another sense, however, philosophy must
not. become vtheological philosophy®, as though the necessary
outcome of philosophical refleetion was religious belief,
Theology and philosophy may not be presented as polar opposiites,
since reflection and revelation are not polar opposites.
Reflection may not lead directly to: an acknowledgement of
revelation, But’ it does raise the question of revelation.
Revelation may not have its foundation imw reflection, but it:
does call for reflection coﬁcerning its meaning and significance.
Such a perspective on divine revelation and human reflection
makes: true dialogue possible between theology and philoéOphy.

Generzl Overview of the Content and Context of this Discussgion.

The preceding discussion of theology's relation to and
dialogue with philosophy indicates that the following discussion
of the doctrine of revelation should not be understood as an
expression of theological arrogance by which philosophical
reflection is simply dismissed. The theological affirmation of
$he doctrine of revelation does mot involve a disregard for
philosophical reflection as such., Rather, it specifies the
character, criterion and context of the philosophical reflection
implicit in theological study. The character of theology's
philosophical reflection is determined by a non-negotiable factor
in theology's dialogue with philosophy - the affirmation of
divine reveiation. The criterion of theology's philosophical
reflection is the: normativity of divine revelation. The context
of theology®s philosophical reflection is determined by the
understanding that theology%s use of its critical faculties is
oriented towards gaining a deeper insight into the nature of
divine revelation. The character, criterion and context of
theology¥s philosophiical reflection give to it an entirely differ—
ent complexion from general philosophical reflection. Theology
affirms the normativity of divine revelation and seeks to inter-

pret this affirmation, explicating its meaning and significance..
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Théfprecise specification of the nature of theological study
does not mean that theology can dispense with the need for
serious critical reflection concerning the content of its
confession, It does mean, however, that theology may not, as
a result of its critical reflection, dispense with the content
of its:confessionvwithouﬁtsaorificing its right fo speak as
theologye

In thie chapter, an attempt is made to understand and inter-
pret the doctrine of revelation in a manner that neither compro-
mises nor denies the reality of revelation. Special attention is
paid to the problem of polarization which is closely related to
the interpretation of objectivity and subjectivity. This problem
is brought into clearer focus in chapier four, where the
theological tendencies of deism, biblieism and christomonism are
analysed from the perspective developed in the present chapter.
The reasons for the selection of these theological tendencies
for particular analysis, while implicit in the present discussion,
are glated clearly in the introduction to chapter four. The
concern of the present chapter is to set out a particular
understanding: of the doctrine of revelation which is then used
in the subsequent discussgion of theological polarizationm.

This chapter may be viewed at two different levels which
reflect the dval character of this entire study. This study is
intended as a positiwve contiribution to both theology's treatment:
of the problem of polarization and the interpretation of Berkouwer's
writings. UNo:attempt is made to discuss every aspect of either
polarization or Berkouwer's theology. The interest of this
study is in the relationship between the probilem of polarizatiom
and Berkouwer's contribution towards its solution. The dual
charaeter of this study is reflected {H?%hree,subdivisions of"
this chapter. The opening and closing sections are concerned
with the general question of revelation, with Berkouwert¥s writings
being: referred to only in the notes., The central section is
essentially an appreciative interpretation of Berkouwer's
understanding of rewvelation, with particular reference to its
relationship to reconciliation. While this chapter may be
viewed at two different levels, it is essentially a unity since

the central section provides an important link between the
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general dintroduction and conclusions.

K certain selectivity is inevitable in this study. The
concepts of revelation and grace have been chosen as guiding
concepts because of both their importance in the work of
Berkouwer and their significance for the discussion of
polarization. These concepis are closely related since God's
revelation is held to be a gracions revelation. Grace under—
girds rewelation and revelation proclaims grace. The concepts
of revelation and grace can, however, be distinguished from
each other, Grace is regarded as the content of revelation
while revelation is viewed as the means by which grace reaches
man, A proper understanding of both concepts is essential to a
constructive analysis of the problem of polarization., Chapter
six concentrates its attention on the doctrine of grace while
the present chapter focuses on the doctrine of revelation.

(1) 1Introduction to the Doctrine of Revelation

When the doctrine of revelation is discussed, the question
of the Bible and its role in theology is brought to the fore,

In modern theology, the Bible has become a controversial subject.
The role of the Bible has occasioned a major crisis1 in ﬁherchurdh
There has been concern over the strange silence of the Bible in
the church.2 This strange silence can be seen as a crisis of
faith., It is, however, also a crisis of understanding. A

variety of different approaches_fb Scripture have been used by
modern theologians.3 This has produced a rather confused
ﬁheologicalvclimate.

This confusion has tended to silence the Bible in the churcli,
creating an atmosphere in which there is a lack of clarity
concerning the proper role of the Bible in modern theological
thinking. In this rather confused situation, it is insuffieient
to speak:of a crisis of faithe The place of the Bible in
theology must be seen as a problem of understanding. The "strange
silence" will not bBe overcome By a bare asgertion of biblical
authority. The problem requires to be discussed carefully if
numerous misunderstandings are to be properly dealt with., &
careful discussion of the problem is essential if the ever-
present tendency towards polarization is to be overcome.

The question of the place of the Bible in theology cannot

Pe considered apart from broader theological considerations. In



Christian theology, the Bible forms part of a wider process, -
revelation =, im which God makes himself known to men. The
biblical writings are not to be identified directly with this
process of revelation, since the Bible itself does not constitute
the sum-total of this process., This process of revelation is not,
however, so completely removed from the biblical writings that
the Christian Church can proceed without taking the Bible
seriously.

An adequate approach to the Scripitures reguires a clear
understanding of the whole process of revelation, of which the
Scriptures form a part bBut not the whole., This perspective of
the whole process of revelation prevents the doctrine of Scripiure
from being lost in the tangled web of different theologies.

The basic prerequisite for understanding revelation is the:
acknowledgment that it is Qod's revelation. The docirine of
revelation is, therefore, integrally related to the doctrine of
God. However the precise meaning of the concept of revelation

is spelt out, it is of prime importance that the initiative of

j%éi;comes to the fore‘.4 This initiative of God, implicit in the
concept of divine revelation, is active rather than passive. Im
Christian theology, revelation is not a process initiated by man,
in which he, by various means, e;ga meditation, ethical conduct ,
discovers something which he then calls "God." Such a process o
of discovery cannot be called “revelation", since revelationm is
concerned with the activity of the living God. A proper
understanding of this process demands an adequate doctrine of
the Spirit of God. Any concept of revelation treating the
aativity of God's Spirit as a mere appendix to an already
formulated system is inadequate.

A second prerequisite is that God-¥s revelation comes Yo man.
An adequate understanding of man and his relation to God's
revelation is, therefore, essential to the proper — though always
imperfect - artficulation of the ﬁheolbgfcal concepth of
revelation. MNan's place in the process of revelation cannot be
‘such that "Goa" becomes' no more than a projectiom of man's
neIfgious:ideaIs.S Such a process, whatever it may Be called,
could hardly be called revelation. HMan's place in the process
of revelation cannot, however, be conceived in az way that

threatens to make him insignificant, the meaning of his whole:
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exiistence being swallowed up: by a faulty conception of the
initiative of the sovereign Godie
Man*s role in revelation may be described as recepiive

7

rather than creative.' MHan does not "create" rewvelation by

virtue of his faith. Rather, he receives God's revelatiomw

through that faith.gi Mants reception eof revelation is, however,
active rather than passivé; ¥Man's reception of revelatiom is am
acty not of some special part of man - e.g. his religious intuition,
his reason, his emotions, or his will - but: of {the whole man in
response to de;9'

The context in which man finds himself placed by the
revelation of God is, therefore, thoroughly existential. MNem is
jnvolved in the totality of his: existence. Through the continuing
activity of the ever-present and ever-active Spirit of revelation,
man is called upon to respond +to ‘the God of revelation.

This emphasis on the activity of the Spirit of revelation,
cunéﬁanﬂmyrpiacing:man in a thoroughly existential context in which
he is being challenged to respond in faith tothe God of revelation,
raiges an important question: How does this process of revelatiom
take place? ,

The contexts of the activity of God"s Spirit and the
$horoughly existential decision to which that Spirit calls men
demand that the concept of revelation is not: defined in a way
which, because of its emphasis on the past dimensions of revelationy
loses this vital present revealing activity of the God of revelation.

The emergence: of faith is a result of the revealing activity of Godi
| The relation of this continuing revelatory activity of God to man's
faith has been described thuss

"Faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God."
(Romans 10:1T7, A.V. )

"Faith comes from what is heard, and what is heard comes by
the preaching of Christ."  (Romans 10:17, R.S.V..)

GodY's revelatory activity did not end at some fixed point in the
past.. He continues {0 reveal himself to men as he brings them fo
faith; This present: character of God's revelation is seen in the
genesis of faith through response to "the Word of God" in "the
preaching of Christ".

While it would Be misleading to focus much attention on the

word "preaching"™ in its narrow sense, close attention must be paid
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4o the: terms "Christ" and "Hord of God"™. A proper understanding of
these terms and their relation to the whole process of revelation
is imperative for any useful contribution to be made towards
overcoming polarization with respect to the doctrine of Seripture.

& proper understanding of the terms "Christ"™ and "Word of God"
preserves a genuinely historical approach to the question of
revelation, To make the continuing activity of the ever—present
Spirit of revelation the sum-=total of the concept oﬁ‘revelation\
is to have a completely a-historical concept of‘revelation,lo
which operates with an inadequate understanding of both "Christ"
and "the Word of God",

Revelation forms: a whole process of which the Bible forms
only a part and not the whole, Neither is the whole process of
revelation exhausted by what takes place in the process of
proclamation. ' God, in his freedom, has willed that the proclamationm
of" the: Christian message, with the attendant activity of the Spirit
of revelation, be indispensable for the process of revelation to
take its full course (cf. 1 Corinthians 1:21j; Romans 10:14),
Proclamation does not, however, constitute the whole process,

(2) Revelation and Reconciliation

Prior to deweloping further the concept of revelation, it
must be asked whether the conecept of revelation should be given a
central place in theologye. C.E. Braaten raises this questions

. e.Serious reservations... must be voiced against the dominant
position of the idea of revelation in theology, with its
corollary that man's essential predicament is his lack of
knowledgesees if the ignorance of man stands in the center, then
the fact of revelation relieves that plight; but if man*s guilt
is the problem, then not revelation bul reconeciliation must
Become the theological centrum, "1

Any worthy theology of revelation will take full account of the
substance of" Braaten's comment. Han¥s basic need does not lie

in his finitude but in his sinfulness., That need is met not by
mere knowledge about God But by reconciliation to God,

In his thinking about rewelation, Berkouwer seeks to take
full account of human sin and divine reconciliation. This is
especially clear in his treatment of the doctrines of Christ and
Scripture;

On christology, Berkouwer has wriftten two volumes, The Person

@f Christ and The Work of Christ. This persom — work distinctiom is ’

for Berkouwer, largely artificial, being occasioned by the mass of
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material requiring to be covered. In both volumes, the unity of
Christ's person and work is emphatically affirmeds

Weos it is impossibile o separate his person from his work.
There is such an inseparable connection between his person
and work that any separation causes us o go astray with
respect: to both his person and his work."lz

"In the Bible we continually encounter the irrefragable unity
of Christ®s person and work ... The starting point of
Christology will have to Be the entire witness of Holy Scripture
concerning Christ®s person and his work,"13
In his christology, Berkouwer is acutely aware of the twin
dangers of a “depersonalization Gf‘nedEmptionVIA (treatment of
ChristVs work with “a certain independence ... somewhat absolved
from: the penson“ls) and a “speculaﬁive‘Christorogy"l6 ("a warped
Yontological®™ imnterest in the being of Christ" isolated from a
deep: concerm for “the message of salvation and the quality off
his work“);lT
In stating lis aim in The Person of Chrisi, Berkouwer affirms

the essential unity of Christ¥s person and works,

"In concerning ourselves, in this book, with the confession
Youching the person of Christ we are convinced this work can
be: faithfully carried out only if we continually remembex
that the aim is'not to gain abstract data about the person
of’ Christ But rather to gain an insight into what the
Seriptures tell us aboul the person of him whose name is
Jdesus and who, as the Christ, exercised his office in the )
completion of the work God: the Father had assigned to him,"18

In Berkouwer®s christology, there is clearly no false dichotomy
between revelation and reconciliation.

In his doctrine of" Scripiure, Berkouwer places the doctrine
of reconciliation at the centre. Revelation is not merely an
antidote for ignorance. Revelation centres itself on Christ
by whom men are reconciled to Gode Scripture must be understood
with respeect to its specific inﬁenﬁion,lg}whichzis "most closely
related to salvation;"zo

A proper understanding of the doctrine of Scripture demands a
" proper understanding of the function of Scripture as a pointer to
Christ through whom believing man receives eternal rifé.ZI The
revelation that comes to man through the Scriptures is precisely
"The powerful operation of the Spirit" which "ecenters in the
salvation that has appeared in christ;“z2 Thus, the Spirit of
revelation points to God's agent of reconciliation, whose

salvation is the antidote not simply  for man's ignorance but his



= FaES JO ==

guiilt, This work of the Spirit, pointing to a salvation that
calls for the response of faith, is central in Berkouwer®s
understanding of the doctrine of Seripture.

"Believing Scripture does not mean staring at a holy and
mysterious book, bBut hearing the witness concerning Christs.
The respect for the concrete words is related precisely tfo
this, and the *iis" of the confession (Scripture ig the Word of
God) points to the mystery of the Spirit, who wants %o bind
men to Christ through these words, through this witness "<

"It is possible to live with Scripture only when the message
of Scripture is understood and is not considered %a metaphysical
document¥y, But a living instrument: serving God for the proclamation
of salvation."24
The relation of (God¥s Spirit to Scripture is essentially
connected with the concepts of guilt and reconciliation rathexr
than fhe'"nevelation"‘of'knowle&gevthat is primarily cognitive.
Assurance concerning the authority of Scripture iis directly related
Yo Christian experiences. Such assurance is an expression of the
faith which trusts Christ and finds him 'brus'bwort‘hy.z5
The assurance: that God's Spirit-continués<tovspeaKAfhrough
Seripture concerning Christ is quite different from the kind of
rationalism which turns the ¥is' of the confession = Scripture
is the Word of God — into "a ratiommlly developed infallibility of
Seripture that was supposed to: preclude all doub%s;"ee:Suchnann |

approach o Seripture operates primarily on a cognitive levell with
its concern for infallible and inerranﬂ~ﬁnformation.27 This
formalized notion of infallible and inerrant truth threatens to
undermine the true meaning of faith.

Faith is not simply an addendum to cognitive knowledge con-
cerning infallible and inerrant truth. It is misleading to place
cognitive assent to a certain theory of the infallibility and
Inerrancy of Scripture prior to beliéving trust in Jesus Christe.
Such a separation of form and content — an infallible Scripture is
made the prerequisite for reliable knowledge of Jesus Chris%?8 -
leads to the idea that one believes the Bible with a different
¥Paith' from the faith with which one trusi§Christ. Such a notion
inwolves concepts of faith, truth and knowledge that are primarily
intellectual in nature,

Faith is thought of as assent to an "extérnal authorify".29
There is little understanding of faith's relation to truth in terms

of doing the truth (Johm 3:21), walking in the truth (2 John 4;
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-300km4;), being set free by the truth (Johm 8: 32), and being
ganctified through the truth {John 173 19). Truth is conceived

of rather statically, thus oBscuring the dynamic aspect of‘#wuth.30
The concept of knowledge is so generalized that it fails: Yo
appreciatie the truly religious nature of knowledge of God.

WFPor the purpose of the God-breathed Scripture is not at all to
provide a scientific gnosis in order Yo convey and increase
human Knowledge and wisdom, but to witness of the salvation of
God unto faith. This approach does not mean to separate faith
and knowledge. But the knowledge that is the unmistakable aim
of Seripture is the knowledge of faith,"3L

Berkouwer's perspective on Scripture is not concerned with
infallible information secured by inSpira'tion.32 Rather, he
insists that ",..the nature of the God-breathed character of
Scripture cannot Ve deduced by means: of various analogies to the

“33’and?that "Seripture is the Word of God because the

34

inspiration.
Holy Spiri¥ witnesses in it of Christ."
Developing this idea of witness in connection with the FHew
Testament witness to Christ, Berkouwer, citing H.N. Ridderbos,
writes,
"i{. iis the product of a perception that was not infinite. It
is subject Yo human limitations, its record does not: exceed
the limits of human memory."35
There is, however, a “deep dimension of the human witness