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in the hsart of man becomes a caricature.
Knowing God, they have refused to honour him as God, or to render
him thanks; hence 211 their thinking has ended in futility and
their misguided minds are plunged in darkness. (Bom. 1321 Hew Ing.)
Idolatry is the resultant of two components:t the God~given knowledge
about God and human sin; hence a knowledge about God and yet no
recognition of God. Recognition of God one can have only in faith
and obedience, not in sin. Eut vhonever wan turns himsolf to God
he realizae "as David of old", Against Thec and Thee only have I
sinned [

Brunner thon asgsks: How could man sin against God if He did not stand

in an indisoluble relation o Him, if he knew nothing of Him?

A8 man remains bound to God evec in sin, o sin is also the
proof of his God-bestowed power to make decisions for hinself. ilovhero
in the Bible is God made responsible for sin. oven the strongest emphasis
upon the omnipoteonce of God, argues Brunner, has its delimilation at
this point which never over-stepped. It is not as if God did not have
pover over sinj He Himself reserves this srthere of freedom for mznj He
Himself, in tke creation of mun in His owm imzge, made him a free
counterpart of Eimself-—man who can defy Him, who can rebel agauinst
lim.

There is & point at vhich men's logic must stop and beyond vhich
it must not go, even though it desires to go further. For instance,
consider the treacherous act of Judas Iscariot, His betrayal of the
Master proved to be nothing short of being a necessary instrument in
the hand of the redenptive God. Dr. Brunner even argues that thia
treachery was a part of God's etermal plan of salvation for mankind.

If, here, logic is to have its way to draw its own conclusions, God

Himself bocomes the real perpetrator of this evil. But, on the point
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suthority and motive e must also admit that Brunner's theology secks

to free religion froa being an a2v endage bto niorality. Spiritunl religion
rejuires moral independence; morzlity becones externzl and self-szticfied
vithout religious dependonce, Horzlity requires depyendence on the

finul order of the world as moral; religion requires indepondence,

else evil is merely God's failure and Eis action mere arbitroriness.

In this chapbter we arc seafching for 2 synthesis of opinion
though ve seem to be drawvn to ap jmpasse batuween opinions and dogmatic
assertions vhicn apperr poles apart. Vhile the problen of frze will
has becen long and widely discussed by both philosoghars and theologiwuns,
it has taken placemainly vithin their two separate worlds of thought
and study. DLere in these pages it is hoged that they might speck and
contribute together to both = realizztion and 2 solution of this problem

involving divine grace and humin freedon.

I'recdon and Personzlity

In this section I would like to arrive at a reasonable thec-
loiricel definition of man as he ist & person beforc God. It is inportont
at the start to rezlize that the connecting link betiecn God and nz=n
cannot be severed, for apert from God min as such would not be non.
Howevor, this does not imply that ve must rest content to ascribe our
whole life to the direct operation of God, cvei if e believe tn.t
the task of rcligious feith is to give us succour in this vast vorld
of overvhelnin: forces. If God becomes another great foree, in fact
the most overvhelning of all forces, then any re-lity vhich e should
attach $o the nume personnlity wvould be destroyed. 'Jhe fuct that o

man is a nan and not o lunp of lead is procisely wvhot Drunner tewcuaes
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