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THE LORDsKIP OF GOD
AN BXAMINATION OF THE THEOLOGY 0F HBINUY GULIMITLER

%33}‘ K.h&.@:}fﬁ" N, Snith s Dadle paids

By omsaining the meturo wrddings (post-l950) of b
eontenpoyary Gornan theologlen, Holaud Hang Gollwitwew,

thia thesls foouses on dhwes major aweas of debate in

noders theologyt  the guestion o mathodology, the prow

A W

blom of spuaking of dod's aselity. snd the effeut on

nasia of God.

X

Gollwitaer's pub-

s

Following on oxheuptive List o
Lighed works and a Dlographical ceotlon (Chapter 1)
indicating the soupcen of his thinking, the thoris

n

Saventlgntes (Chapter 2) the key W on wdersiending of his
wrltings. vize, his wompressed but wderlying conception
ofF the nature and Lok of theology ag peovrehling, In falth,
Fow the NMossengey within end behind the proolemation of
the earliest wiitosses (the Bible) end then renowing this
proclenation In guch o way that modern men wey wderstond
who 4% 48 thet encowbers bhim in the Uhrligt-ovant.

On this basig, then, the thesls ozenines Collwitser's
proposed solution to the problem of how wo way gpesk
approprintely of Godw=(od-in-hingels, dod-fopr-us end

3

God=-inecomauwnity. Mrat L6 investigates {(Choapier 3)

follwiteerts ariticlien of Porbowt Hreawm'e enistentiallet

Theology and of Doxothes HILle's theology of wepvesontation,



both of which, desplie illunineting Insighis, are wegerded
as heving tvensformed methodology Into aniology. Chopler &
detaile Gollwitser's proposele fov o vooative, confeossionsl
theolozy which speaks gpproppiately of both God-in-hingels
pad God-Popr-ts by adbasing Yo fouwr cafogverdss ) giving

primary prennlun authordty o scexdpburel testimonys

SR U K R

)

) speaking only ss & partliclipont in the encounter with
the Wholly Other: o) not luputing en ontelozy tw biblical
atotoments aboub Cods and 4) on the boeie of condepcension
snd permisalon spoaking only by en goadesis relationin.
God-in-commumi by, that ig, God's self-witness through the
aobivity of hig community of hellevers. forng an indegral
gnd lmpowrbant popt of Gollwitser's weldtings, and conetliutes
o suhasequont chapter (Ghapter 5) of thie theels, with a
spacial veference o his weply to conbunisn ond the threat
of nuclesy war.

These various "pavte’ of theology, 1ike the 'aspects®
off God's beling, ave, foy Gollwlitmer, o wity, and in
Chapier & the thesis vetwme o this eneness of epproach
o comment on theolopy's task of proolametion in the more
gpacifle contert of preaching.

Mnelly, o Chapbtew 7, while Indicating the stwrengths
ond wenknessan of Solluitzoer's sppronch 0 thaology, the
thesls wmdartales o Juetificntion of his methodology in
comparlson with ellemmative gsiveans of eontemporavy theology,
vine, Chrigtlen Athelom (Altizer and Hamilton), Chrletion
Hormenoution {(Orown), ond Gheistion Panoenthelen (Pibtonger
and HMaritshornel. This leads v some bwiof hints as to the

wWey Soywend,



INTRODUCTION

The Purpose and Plan of the Thesis

In eertain cirecles today 1t is considered inappro~
priate to choose ‘the works of one man as the subjeot
for a thesis. It is indeed true that to examine in
detall one carvefully defined area of theology seems
to make a more direct contribution to the corpus of
theological knowledge. It is algo true that the study
of one man's theology can be a digjointed and therefore
difficult affalr because few people work rigidly within
a aystem, and algo because the range of areag covered

s go large that in the scope of one thesis none can

|

he dealt with at great depth. As o result, the ewitigue
may appear to be elther gimple adulation or narrow-
minded disparagement.

Similarly, to chooge the theology of a living and

gtill very active man a man Lfrom another couvntry as

well

would seem to compound the difficulty. PFull
asgessmnent becomes impossible. For whatever impact
his thought might have ig only Jjust being felt.

Nevertheless, That is what I am offering in +this
work., Vawrlous related factors make this exceptlon
not only possible, but even desirable. Thege factors
relate partly to the man whose thought is the subjeect
of ‘thig thesis and partly to the present situation

in theology.



At varlous times in the history of theology
certain people have bheen given the gift of geeing
clearly what the demends and the promise of the Word
of God ave for thelr ers. Stlll fewer have heen granted
an ability to proclalim this with equal clavity., Helmut
Gollwitzer ils one of these rare people.

And yet he wremaing virtually unknown in the
Inglishegpeaking world, The English tranglation of
his experiences ng a Russgian prisoner of war wasg a
begt-seller when it was fivest published (1953). Unfor-
tunately, the publisher has allowed this to go out of
print. Similarly, a collection of germon-meditations
on Luke's account of the Passion and a collection of
egoays and lecbtures dealing with the vole of the
Chrigtion In politics ave algo ouwt of priant. Thus,
wbll very wecently, all that remained avallable to the
Bnglish-gpeaking reader was his very difficult book,

The Bxigtence of God as Confessed by Faith, made even

EHRETE b

more difficult by the awhward translation.

In Gollwitzer's evlogy on the occasgion of being
awarded an honourary degree by Glasgow University we
read s

from his chaly at Boun he hag been
called to Berlin University. Today
that is a move btowards a centre of
conflict, and there he will no
doubt prove himself a doughty
Warrior.

1 “The Glasgow Heorald" (Glasgow), 20 June 1957, p. 11,



Perhaps an indieation that we are begiming bo heed
this prophetic statement is the fact that in Tthe past
few yoars translationsg of his definitive study of
Morziom and of his comments after the Uppsala meeting
of +he World Council of Churches were published in
Scotlond and Amewica,

It dis the intention of thig thesis %o he an
exanination of the theology of this man, The thesis,

for reamons of time and agpace., concentrates on the

mature'writingg- thogse produced after his return

From Russis in 1950, Therefore only brlef backgrouvnd
information ig given about the developuent of his
thinking »rior to that. Bubt even within this restriction
the range of toplca seems, at Livrst, to be beyond the
geope of a single thesi Since 1963 Gollwitzer has
been involved with Herbert Brawn in a Lively debate

on the “God gquestion”, i,e. how Christlansg can gpeal

of God sond his existence. liore vecently, in 1967,

he entered the field againgt cerialn agpeects of Dorothee
S8lle's attempt to describe the vrelationship between
man and God, Throughouwt all this he was lnvolwved in

a range of political-ethical gquestlons. Also he
remained, in these twenty years, a preacher. Any of
these arveas might have fovmed the subject Tor a thesis.
But if they bhad, it would have indieated o grave mig-
undergtending of Gollwitzer's theology. For his talk

of God exigting in and for hinsell cannot be separated

Prom hig talk of God's existing for ug. ~And these,
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in burn, cennot be separabed from the response of
the Chelgtian community, -that isg, frvom ethica, from
politics, from practice. ALL thisg, of course, is
bound up with proclamation-—both guagrelizd and
EBrused, both bBASr amd gfxd'. Theveforve, although
to expedite examination T have divided these avess
of thought into seoparate chapiers, it is the whole,
the uwnity., which ig the subjeet of thig theals.

Fupther, I would hope to gerve, in a small way,
international theology. Despite the exigtence of a
large number of Jjournals and papers, Theology -
egpecially what goes wnder Tthe pecullar title of
sygtenatic ov dogmatic theologys or even more pecullaw,
Divinity———pomaing a very insulay subject. It takes
many years befove the work done in one cowntry weaches
the theologlians of another. For this very reason,
Helmut Gollwitzer himgelf could not understand why
Bighop Robinson's Honegt to God created such a stip
in England, It said very little that was new for
Germany. Thevefeore, by glving a survey of Gollwitzer's
contributions to CGerman theology I am also indicating
gome of the Tthings that have vecently come uvndey dige
cussion there.

These almsg and hopes, of course, have affected
the plan of the thesig., After a short blography
indicating some of the sources of Gollwitzmer's theology
I have proceeded in CGhapter 2 to the very key to the

wmdergtanding of his thinking: +the nature and task



of ‘theology, The points developed in +this chapter

reeur continually throughout the thesis. Gollwitzer's
theology, although expressed in very diverse ways as

he took the Ffield in wvarious debates, has a very diptinet
mity deriving from his approach to theology es a whole,
Hig concept of theology determines bis snswer to the
problem of how we ave able to gpeak of God today and

of hls relationship Lo man. To this, then, following

on the discussion of the nature and task of theology,

are devoted ‘two lengthy and somewhat involved chapters
(Chapters 3 and &), Chapler 5 deals with the role of

the Christlian In politics with apecial emphasis on the
relationghipg o communism snd to nuecleay war, that ls,
with pracitlical CGhristlenisy which, for Gollwitzew, is

as wmuch en integral part of theology s alk of God

and his relatlonship to man. Indeed, this chapter must
be geen ag deriving dirvectly Ffrom the earlier ones.

T have returned in Chapter 6 %o the unlty of +these

parts in a discugsion of preaching. Then in the inal
chapter are indicated both the weaknesses snd the gtrengths
of Helmut Gollwitmer's theology., This has led to certain

hinte asg -to the way fovward,



Iigt of Works by Helmut CGollwitzexr
In an attempt to bring sowme order to this list
of published works I have classifled them into various
categories. (o) Bookss Included here are all <the mejow
works of which Helmut Gollwltzer was author or co~

awthor. (b)) Sermong: That is, published germons

and germon collections. (o) Hesove, lectures, ahc.:

Comprising two gections: (1) those published separately
or in colilections of Gollwitzer's lectures and essoys;
and (14) thosge which appear as articles in other
collectiong or Jjournals, This latter section, unlike
the other categories, is necegsarlily incomplete. Con-
gidering the volume of work Gollwitzer has produced,

a complete list of all articles in Journals, newspapers,
ete, is lmpossible, Therefore I am limited hepre to

ligting those known and avallable 4o me during my Ttime

of vesearch. (&) Bditowial work: As the title suggests,
this ils o complete 1ist of published works of which
Helmut Goliwitzer was edltowr, Joint~editor, or to which

he hag written an introduction.

{a). Books

Goena Dominil., Die alitlutherische Abendmahlslehvre in
ihrer Auselinsndersetzung mlt dem Cplvinismus
davgeatellt an der Lluthewrischen Friilhorthodoxie
(Munichs Chr, Kalser Verlag, 1937).

Die Treude Cottes. Bluflhrung in das Lukesevangelium
(Berlin: Burckhardithauvs-Verlag, 1941).



s und flhven, wobin du nichi willst. Bericht elner
Gefengenschalt (Huaiohs “Bhr. Keiser Verlag, 1951).
s Inwilling Journey. A Diary from Rusgis,
B, Delacour, tims., with help fvom Robert Fenn

(Tondon: BCK Press, 1953).

Dog Vermfichtnlg, with Kithe Kuln end Reinhold Schneider
(lvmich: Chr. Kaiger Verlag, 1953).

Dig christliche Gemeinde in dew politigchon Welt (Tlibingen:
JeCuB, Nohw, 1954),

Dag Liehen dewr VersShuoung., Blbelarbelten am Deutschen
Evan@ollqch@n Kivchéntag in Feankifurt, 9,-11.8,1956
(Neuhiwehen Krelis Moers: Verlag der Buchhandl ung
des Drzlehungsverelns, 1957), vol., 14 in the series,
Bibligche Studien.

Die. Qgﬁ;qben und die Atomwaffen (Munichs Chy. Kalser Verlag
957), n°, 61 in he series, Theologische Bxigitens
@gute. Neue Folge

Gott, hab derer hicht vergegsen, die im Fingtewrnis sind
TEUGEaen, (GﬁGOfOL from, 4. uud Euh%nn, wohin du
Willat) (Wuppertal-Barnens o. KieieL, L957).

Chwg@uimohow Glavbe und atomere Waifen, with Helnwich Vogel
ﬂﬂd Tritn Heidlew TbefLLng Evengelischer Verlags-
angtalt, 1959), vol. 1 in ‘the series, BEvange el¢%hha
%1m@on aupr Leit.

Ihe _sollts meipn Volk gein. 2 Blbelarbelten, gehalten am
9, Deutschen hvangelischen Kirchentag in Ilnchen.
With Johannes Hamel (Munich: Chr. Kalser Vewlas,

1959).
Qggwﬁggiqggiﬁ vou_barmnherzizen Samariter (Neukirchen Krels
Moewrsg Verlag dec BuchhqnGWun des Hyzlehungsvereing,

1)62), vol. 3% in the series, Bibquﬂhe Studien,

S e

Rie wmg moreistische B RallﬂLOQwPﬁlt&k wngd der ohpﬁ&%laohcAﬂlaub@
Tubluﬂens J.C.B, Mohr, 1962), in The Sorios,
Marx Lsmuqqﬁvdmggg 4, Folbg. Ty The Chrlatian Faith
and. the Mawsiah C“; ;afﬁm of Beligzion, David Caiins,
Trng . (@dLnbvpgh, St. Andrew Press, 1970).

Die Bxistens Gottes im Nekenninls dog Plgybq&; (Municha
Chr, Laiser Verlsg, 196§Tm vol. 3% in the series,
Beitries mun avzmgpL¢ng@n Theologia. LT The
@ngt@mﬁe of God ag Gomra%aed by, Palth, James W,
Leitceh, trns. (Londons SCM Press, 1965), in the

seyies, The Library of Philosamhv and _Theolosy.




Vietnsm, Tsrsel und die Christenheit (Munich: Chr,
Kniser Vevring, 1967).

Von dem B g%@1lver§rotunﬁ Gotles. Chrigtlichew Glaube

in der Brifahrung der Vermo?m@nhOtt Govtes Aum
Gesprich mit Doroth@9 461le (Municlis bhr. Kaigoer
Voflah, 1967).,

Die reichen Chyigiten und der arne Lazarug. Die Konse-
mwmmﬂvm1mmwﬂm(Wmuma Che. Kalser Verlag,

1960). The Rich CGhristiang and Poor Leasrus,
aVL? baL?nso PN . (Edlabuf oh 8 8%, Andrew Preas,
19?0 .

{b) Sermons

“Wir dirfen hiven .,."%. Predigten (Minchen: Bvengelischer
Vevlag L. Lempp, LoLOY,

Jeau Tod und Aufergitebuncg, Nach dem Bericht des Lukas
(Munichs COhv., Keliger Verlag, 1981), HY: The
Dving end Living Lord. lMeditations on the Pagsion
and heavreeet&om of ¢ OUf Lovd, Olive Wyon, trns.
(London: SCH Press, 1960).

Die wache Gemeinde. Fredigt ub@w 1 JThess, 5,L1-2 (Baaemu
Relnhardt Verlag, *95;)9 in the %erlea, Basler
Predigten, Jabrgang 17, 1953, 3 July.

Nineve lst Uberall. Dag Buch Jona in Predigten, with
Theodor Jaenicke and Friedrich-Wilhelm Marquards
(Gelnhausgens Burckhardthaus-Verlag, 1953).

Zugpruch vnd Angpruch, Predigten (Munichs Chr, Kaiser
Verlag, 1954),

axe nd lobien Gott. va@ifucn. gehalten in dep uemelnde
Beriin-Dahlem 1936 nlg 1940 (Uefllno vangelische
Verlagsenstalt, 1962).

Goxt blelibt der Brde treu. Reden lhew die ersten Kapitel
der Bibel, with Theodor Jaenicke snd Friedpriche
Wilheln Marguardt (Gelnhausen: Burckhardihaus-
Verlag, 1963).

Inger Vater Abwveham, Predigten, with Theodor Jaenicke
and Feiedeieh-iilheln mequardf (Meukirchen~VLlu
Neukirchener Verlag des Erziehungsvereing, 1967?“

Hugnruch und Anspruch., Neue Polge...Predigten aus den
Johren 195L-1068, Mit einem Nochwort des Verfassers
(Munichs Chr. Kailser Verlag, 1968),




(e)

“Between Christmases®, in: Magber Sermon Sewles
(Royal Oak, Michigan: Cathedral Publishewrs),
vol., 1, n®. 12, December 1970, pp. 678-683.

Begavs, lectures, eto.

(1)

Publisghed separately:

Die Bibel und der Mengeh von heute, Vertrag (Bevlina
Burckhardthaus-Verlog, 1900, in the servies,
gtudienreihe der Jjungen Gemeinds.

Kann ein Chrigt Xommumist gsein? (Gltersloh: Verlag
Kirehe wnd Mann, 1951).

Zu diegegjhgiligen Zeit (Wuppertal-Barmen: J. Kiefel,
1956).

Keiner Wesweser zum Situdivm des Merxlisuus-Leninismus,
with Gerhard Lehmbiruch (Bonn: Publikatlonsstelle
des{?undesmimis%eriums fur gesamtdeutsche Fragen,
1956) .

Tarael und wir (Berlin: Letiner-Verlag, 1958),
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THE SOURCES OI' GOLIMITLER'S THEOLOGY

Introduction

The sources of any man's theology are always very
complex. It is often a welationship of factors wrather
than individual events themselves whiech affect o person's
development, To isgolate these and to assess thelr
importance is difficult for the man bhimgelf, Hindsight
often gives a cleawver view, But even hindsight is
difficult when the person is still very much alive and
active., And one is wary of atbttributing any given effect
o a particular source.

A blographical method offers itsell ag the most
appropriate. lMany factors csn be introduced in the very
relationships in which they btouched the life of the

a

and this is its drawback

gubject. Unfowrtunately
bilography often includes factors which tell more about
the 1ife at that time than about the intellectusl or
pergonal development of the individual, Therefore,
although some of these are necessary in ovder bo setd
the gtage, I have kept these labtter references to what

I conglder to be a bare minimumn,

The yvears 1940 snd 1950 mark two caesuras in (Goll-
witzerts Life. These are not wabersheds, l.e., points
of radical change or even complete wevolution, butb
pauges between & change of environment. The first period,

up to hig banishment from Berlin, is mainly an academic



one (although during the lagt few years he algo worked

in the Confessing Church's active resigtance to Nazignm),
The next decade was spent as a soldier, at first active
and later ag a Russian prisoner of war, PFollowing his
releage in 1950, Gollwitzewr bhecame a prominent volce in
Gernan theology and politics. It is here we sgee the
results of the earlier Influences. And it il mainly upon
the writings of this mature period that this thesis

aconcentrates,

Acadenic Blography 19081940

Helmut Hang Gollwitzer was born 29 December 1908 in
Pappenhein (Bavaria), one of gix children of a Lutheran
pagtor. And thisg Luthersan beglmning has been a charac-
terigtic of much of his subsequent development., Although
in his 1ife and weltings he has always exhibited a free
openness o other approaches and even argues for a
softening of denominational bouwndaries, nevertheless
hig approsch is Lutheran. This becomes egpeclially
apparvent in his vocational attitude to gocial vesponsi-~
bility and his continuing pains to dlstinguish clearly
hetween Low and Gospel. Indeed, Gollwitzer himself, in
a letter to a friend, recognizes this as a baslic factor
in hig development: “The vital influences on me were

those of Barth and Luther."i

1 Quoted in Paul Oestreicher's introducltlon to: The Demandg
of Freedom, Robert W. Fenn, tris., (London, 1965),
Pe 124



Having graduated from a high school in Augsburg
he began hisg unilversity sgbudies in Munich in 1928,
There he came under the influence of Georg lexrzn who
wag then chaplain to the atu&ents.g In true German
Pashion Gollwitzer moved from one universgity to another,
aseeking new men and thelr ideas, TFrom Munich he woent
bo Brlangen where he gtudied under Paul Althaus and
gat his flrst theologicel examination in 1932. Perhops
Gollwitzerts interest in ecucharistic theology was sparked
here., Undoubtedly hig already Lutheran approach to
ethics was underlined by Althaus' Lutheranism.

The next glep wag to Jena and friedrich Gogariten
who, with FKarl Baxth, Bduard Thurneysen end Georg lerz,

had founded the Jjouvrnal Zwischen den Zellten in 1922,

By this +time, however, Gogariten and Barth had parted
company. While at Jena, Gogariven had devoted his time
to the problem of theological method, Ile ralsed a sword
againgt the reigning idealigt philosophy (e.g. Trnet
Troeltsch) which, as he thought, turned theology into

a rerified specles of intellectual history, and against

o ‘theological owthodoxy which, he claimed, sought refuge

in traditional formulae a double-edged sword which

Gollwitzer later took up and &4ill brandishes. Theolog

& Cf. "GruB und Dank. Georg Merz zum 60, Ge burtgtay" i

Bvangelische Theologie (Munich) Jhge 11, 1952 524 PP
BRE-430 and in the arbicleﬂ ey Georﬂ”g ins

Die Religion in Ceschichie und Gegenwart, 3vd ed,

AEASAEA]

(ribingen, 1957), vol, IV, GOl 681%,




said Gogarten, must ligten Ho the living Word spoken to
Lt in the Scripbures and the preaching of the Chureh and
it musgt care for this Weord, Thiz it can do by "making
clear the truth clainm which this Wowrd ralses in our time,
against our vime, against our effort to withdraw fron
its truﬁh“gB This emphasis, also shared by Bapth, recurs
continually in Gollwitzer's theology. From Gogariten, oo,
Gollwlbzer probably recelved further gtimulusg in two
other related arveas: Law and Gogpel,; snd political
ethios,
At Jena he also heard Glnther Debn, thus gpurring
an interest in socialism and its problems which laten
bore Ffrult in his detalled sbtudy of Marzism.
And Finally a2t Sonn Gollwitzer heard Feitz Lieb
lecturing on Russian philosophy of religlon. Theve,
too, he studied uwnder Karl Barth to whom, in 1937,
he presented his docotoral thesis: "Coena domini. Die
altlutherische Abendmahlslehre in lhver Auseinsndergebzung
mit dem Calvinismus dargestellt an der lutherischen Friihe
orﬁhodaxie“.%
We have had occaslon already %o note the iniluence
Gollwitrer adanits Barth had on him. This is indeed very
deep and Ffar-reaching., Insofar as Barth's theology could

be termed a "theology of 'the Word of God", go could

3 Larry Shiner, The Secularization of History. An Intro-
duotlon to the Theology of Friledrich Gogarten
(Nashville, 1966), p, 202,

a

" Published by Chy. Kolser Verlag, Munich, in 1937.
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Gollwitzer's, Bubt for both this charvacterizes only one,
albelit major, aspect of thelir thought., Similarly both

have presented strongly trinltarlan® theologles. Pevhaps
heve, though, Gollwitzer is closer to Luther than o Bawith,
The latter clearly developed & theology with the doctrine
of the Tyinlity in a central position, Hisg pupil, on

the other hand, hasg never done that in a systematic way.
But it hag a doctrine of the Telnity ln vive rather than
i@wﬁiﬁggés His theology fulfils Barth's intention: 1t

is a living, on-going, pilgrim theology. The God-in-him-
galf, the CGod~for-us, and the God-in-community in Chrigtian
action are not separete belngs, not even separate "modes

of being". These for Gollwitzer belong together. No one
of them alone ig God, only all three together. Thusg
political Christlianity does not dewive from theology as

a footnote. Tt is an integeral part of it without which
talk of God end talk:of his relationship to man would be
meaninglesy,

While this peripatetic career was typically Germen,
the progression of subjects he gtudied was not. He fivet
gtudied philosophy (Hardimenn and Heidegger) and then
theology (Althaus, Gogért@n and Bapth)., Thig ig doubly
glgnificant, Il means that in his 1life Helmut Gollwitzer
bridges the traditional gulf between philosophy and
theology, a guld probably descending from Luther®s
rajoectlon of mediaeval scholagticism, It also means he

ig not reastricted to golely theological avguments but



can use competently the resources of philos ophy.g
During this last decade (1930-1940), Helmuk
Gollwitzer began his vocation as a pagtop-—g voeation
which continued to oceupy him whether he wags a soldlier,
a prisoner, & lecturer, or & political figure. Fivst

a curecy in Munich, then a short pastorate in Viennsa,

and then (1934+1936) SchloBurediser to Prince Reuss

AL

in Brastbhrum el Wein. In 1936, by Jjoining the Bruder-
rad of the Confessing Church in Thuringls, he openly
Joined the oppogition -to Nazli yule., Therefore, the
following year, he was arregited and banished from that
province.

Teom Thuringla Gollwltzer made his way to Bewylin

where he was given "the *poritfolio' for theological

5 I say this degpite Schubert M. Ogden's criticism Ins

The Reallty of CGod and Q£ﬁggmﬁggggg (London., 1967),
P é: L, W "Dne caLaxanmJy genges in his arvg
ment, as. indeed, in Braun's reply e.vp 2 duficl@ﬁcj
of ph&iaﬁuph&011 regources, which makes clavification
of the weal alternatives impossible,® BV this Ogden
really means Collwitzer falls to ug the type of
enalygis common in certaln Amerli Loan and British
philogophical clraieﬁwwwm¢n analysis. which in the
end is pavtlicularly sterile and wproductive, atb
least in the realm of Chrisgtian theology. Gollwitzer,
1ike Kapl Bagmh, indeed scoepts what might be called
a "pogitiviem of Chrigtiean revelation". But he does
g0 consclouvsly and, he would eﬁaima in obedience to
the Gogpel, Ogden's criticism isg legitimate only
ingofar ag it im 8 goa Loment of his own Intention
that guch a method ig, in fact, not obedient %o
the Goqpel, but notv as a critigue of Gollwitzer's
use of philo%ophiewl resourees. 1t ls inbteresting
that at no point in .heww dialogue, Denken und
Flavben (Stuttgart, 1965), does Wilhelm Welschedel
aceuse &oJJwi%vew of philosophical incowmpetence
On the contrary, these parallel colloguia and lec-
tured were carvied on in nutual acadenic regpect.



education in the Prusslen Council of the Confessing

)

Churmh.“é Tn Berlin he begen to help Martin Niemdllew

in the Dabhlem parish -2 rather speclal parish, as

Maprtin's brother wrotbes

It wag characteristic of "Dahlen®

that one weally glood for anothew
there. On this poilnt there is no
disgent, It ig so seli-evident that
one need not speak of its That is
proven alse in the loyal service of
the young friends who were closely
connected with the manse on Cecllian-
allea. They all koew "Alexanderplatz®
and "Prinzg Albrechit-Strafe”, And

they were not uwnlnown o the Sitapo.
But they did not complain aboub thelw
fate, about the inconvenlences and
onnoyances which came upon them dmy
by day, There were Hexmine Heyrmes,
the falthful secretary of the Covensnd
of Need, and the vicaress Christa
Miller., There were Frnst Bisenhapdt
and Woligang Sass who never tired of
gerving, There wewve Franw Hildebrondh
wWho was goon 'to go to fngland, and
Helmut Gollwitzer who besldes serving
in the parish did valuasble theologlcal v
worls, -

RPart of thig "theologicel work" was lecturing in the

illegal and therefore uwnderground seminary of the Con~

i

essing Church., "Asg a lecturer at the Theologleal

Colleze of the Confessing Church in Berlin he was soon

6

A

Paul Oeglreicher In: The Demends of Freedom, pe 13.

R b AT

7 Wilnelnm Niem$ller, Kampf und Zevenis der Bekennenden
Kirche (Bielefeld, L1ohB), p., 196. Whonever possible
I have uvsged avallable Fnglish twranslations. Where
none 1lg available, as hewve, I have included in the
text of <the thegls my own translation in order %o
avoid the tedious and distracting alternsition of
Ingligh and Genman.
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the leading Llight of ‘the 'confegging community*.” In
the summer of 1937 Mayrtin Niemdller was srresgted, His

chioice for o guccessor was Helmut Gollwitzer.

=

dfe in the Dehlen parish was far from easy fow
the Confessing Church. It was a wealthy and thevefoxre
congervative suburb of Berlin. Vany people with power
aod Influence in Nezi Germany alsoe Llived theve. As
Paul Oegtrelcher says, “To preach the Gogpel hewve was
to preach it in the Jaws of hell.”” But Like hisg pre-
decessor, Gollwitzer courageously continued preaching
biblical secrmons "bhaged on the gtatement of faith of the
1934 Synod of Barmen where the Confessing Chuweh pwro-
claimed that in all sphewes of Life, Jesus Christ, and
he alone, wag the Linal auvthority to whom allegliance wag
du@*"lg

During this pericd algo fell one of +the most tragle
avents of Gollwitzer's privete life, He was engaged to
Frdulein Bild, the helf-Jewish daughter of a famous
actor. Although such o marrisge (between a Gorman snd
a Jew, or a "half-Jew?) had Deen declaved illegal, it

wag poesible to have the law waived by influential

<0

10

Die merxistische Religiongkelitik wnd der chrigtlicho

Glauba, 2nd ed., (Munich, 196%), frontisplece.

g On -t

In:  The Demends of Freedown, p. 1.

Ihid., pe . Tor examples of this daring preaching,
of. Jepu Tod vad Auferstehuns (Munich, 1941);

Bt The Dying and Living Lord, Olive Wyon, tros.
(London, 1960).




friondsg, In Gollwitzer's congregation was Bimi Goring,
Hermann's sister. Thus, eventually, permisasion Tor the
marrisge was granted. But when Gdring learned fwom the
Gegtape that Feiulelin Bild was to narry Gollwitzer, the
openly anti-Nazl preacher, he wevoked the permisgion,
Becauvge of this she commitied sulcide,

The effect of this on Helmut Gollwitzer is 4lificult
to asgeds, Undoubtedly such an encownter with anti-
gemitisn made hinm aware of wthe desperate need fov a
complete reappraisal of the Christian attitude to the Jews.

Bgually twte, he would wecognize clearly that privatve and

public, personal and political life cannot be divideéq

I theve wag any pergonal bittervess at this time, i+4
cevtainly does not appear in hisg weitings. On the con-

teary, from this perlod came Die Frevde Gottes, Jesu

Rod wmd Auvlopatobung, and ... und Jobien Goth gL

sl e et A e

bearing cleawnly the gbtamp of promise, hope, Joy and
@eﬂfidence.ll
Pinally, it is not surprising that in 1940 this
outgpoken young preacher (he was only 31) shouwld again
atbract the atiention of the CGesbapo. Therefove he was
banighed from Berlin and foprbidden to speak ox preach

anywhere in Germany.

o RS

It is only proper to mention hewe +that later (1L951)
rllwitren marvied Brigitte Proeudenberg, also
half-Jewish, who had been Friulein Bild's closegd
felend, Undoubtedly she has been a great help in
the move wecent battles Gollwitzer hag had to face
~eDotblog which, in the main, form the subject
maverial of this thesis,



Soldier and Prlooneime-1900-1950

Helmut Gollwiitzor was Yealled wp' for national
gervice in Tthe summer of 1940, He had agreed previously

th Kapl Baprth that a Nazi victory would be ulbtew

§-‘c
o

i

et

digagbter, Oleaxrly, too, this wasg not a bhallum Justum,

And eqgually cioaw?y, o wear ‘the uniform of Hitlewr's

aviny was Yo be on the side of wrong. Yel what was o be
achieved by refusing military service and paying with

gour Llife? Thid problem had often been discussed by
Gollwituer zqg/his colleagues, Bubt they were unable

‘o come o amﬂ’ﬁmfiniﬁiv@ sagwer. Thug, when on 5 December

L9400 he enbew?é the infantey barracks in Potsdam, he did

not do so lightly ox claimning to have the only answer
7 1

x by i ":'. d :LM
ind@adﬂvé%# aNEWeT, 2

Onee iy Hitler's arvmy, he transferred ag soon as.
/ 2

pogslible Jﬁ m & machine~gun crew o an ambulance unit
,/.

f
R

Gy “an,?ad the Christisn Life in Our Genepgtion®,
ine/ The Domands of Frecdom, pp. L2HIL,; esp.
PPy N27-150, One oon gee in his d@e¢aaaﬂ to obey
the congeription alsgo a weflection of the Lutheran

'thuda to the atate. In an qut@m@v o follow

ih@ gdvice of meny passages of Scripiure egpecially
1 Peber 2313-17; Provewbs 20121y Pitus J:lp and
perhaps also Wobivhew 22:211, wwwmpeapla of a Luthewrsn
qua¢tlom 806, obedﬂenga to the gtate as a Chrigtian
duhy. Thi: PrOPer response O a byranay, ‘then,
g to refdun it from within rather than to ovewrthiow
iv nni&ro#y. Thus CQ?lWLbZGP accepted congeripition
where ohhqws opposed it (ege Dietrich Bonhoeffer)
and ati¥l others went into exile (eg., Karl Barth
and ﬁavi’m111xoh)a The cholce wag never easy.
Nop ﬁomldlano asewl ibe mowral might torone side and
WrOng u the othew.




In deing so I did not suppose that X
was egcaping the golld welght of guilt
that rested upon my people and this

arny or that I could legsen my shove

in vhig gullt in any way. L did not

join ‘the ambulavce unit in oxder ‘o

have clesney handg than my comwados,

oo BUt becauge the service of the

wounded was the only one that I could
perforin withoub prejudice againgt 1t.

vee To bind up the woundsg anldst the
glavghtor is suprely the business of

g Christian, 7o that extent my work

s atretcher~beaver hore some relation

to the Christian wiitness. But it is 13
not by any means the whole witnegs. '

Thie transfer also moved Gollwitmer From France to
the Rusggion front. Then, without having fired a shot,
he wasg teken prisoner by the Russians in Crechoslovalkia
on 10 May 1945, Before him lay nearly five years ap
a prisoner:of war. Firvat at Tebow, then for a short
time in a fovest camp ot Brisnsk (1946), on ‘then to
camp 27/ in Kvesnogovsk (L9L7-1049), <then in +the
vvogine comp® ot Ashestos (L949), and Dinally to a

amp in Sverdlovek where he had previcusly spent o
ghowt time while in trenslit from Krasnogorsk o Asbestods.

During this period Helmut Gollwitzer continued his
paﬁﬁeyai work among the other prisoners. He algo ‘took
the opporbunity to study at Lirst hand comnunisn in its
Rusplan manifegtavion. Always remaining free and open
he wag able o recognize ibtg points of valldity without
falling vietim to Lts ewvor. Iater, because of his time

in Russia, he was regovded ag an "expert® on communisn,

Ihides pe 129,



Ho, indeed; has become such an "expert™, but more fron
careful gtudy than Rrom the mere fact of having spent
Pive years wder its rule.

This section of Gollwitzer's life ends with his
valease in December 1949 and his arrival back in what
had becoms West Germany on 1L January 1950, He himgeld
sees this as a "clesnging® perlod---wg Gime whan God
was making him one of ¥“gueh people” as walk in hisg

14

gtatubes.”

The Mature Theologlan

While he wag still a prisoner in Ruasia, Helmub
Gollwitzer was offered the chalr of Systematic Theology
in the faculty of Bvangelical Theology in the University
of Bonne=--the chale which Karl Barth had been forced
to vacate in 1934, Thus, alter only o short rest, he
took up this post ln May 1950, Then in the eavly
gunmer of 1957-~the year he wag awarded a D.D. by
the University of Glaggow--—he retuwmed o Dahlem in
Berlin to bake up the newly created chalyr of Protegtant
Theology in the faculity of Arlts of +the Free University
of Berlin, o chaly he atill occupies. Here he has been
given a free rélgn In devising leobtures to econfront
gtudents of all faculties with the gpirltual isgues

of ‘this age.

1 Cf. Unwilling Journey, B.M, Delacour, trng. (London,

1956}, pp. 33, 301,



NMeanwhile CGollwitzer alge romains a preachepm——e
in the University, in the Dahlem congregation, and ag
o guest preacher elsewhere, Thig close link between
Lecturing and preaching wemalng so important to him that
onn the occasion of his 60th birthday he refused to allow

the normel Feglochrift to be published, i.0., o collaction

of esseys dedicated o him by other, usually youngew

theologlans, Ingtead bhe published snother collection

o 15

of Sermonsg.
Ag a mature theologian Gollwitzer hag also returned

to the geminary at which he had lectured bhefore the War,

He @bill wetaing thewve the chalw of Systemstic Theology.

But he iz a pagtor not only in the Dahlen parish,
He also remalins open to hig studentg—a practice which,
although Talirly common in English-gpeaking wmiversities,
ig almogt ﬁon»a&iﬁ%anﬁ in Gerneny. Thug he hag broken
the image oftthe CGerman profepsor who ig remote and
mavallable,

Bimilarly, Gollwitzer has not clung o the academic
Lmmunity of hiz chair. He has gone into the streets of
Berlin speaking at wallies and joining in protest demonw~
gtraviong. But he has done so wlth calm, scholarly
avgunents, not the ranting dogmatism of most protests
in this country (despite the fact that Bavarisns ave

nick-named “Germonyts hot-heads® ).

15

dugnruch wd Angpruch. Neue Folge. Predigien aus den
Jahren 195Em1968. Mit einem Nachwort des Verfasseps
(Munich, 1968),



Again in 1962 Helwmut Gollwitzer was nominated bo be
Karl Bartht's successor, this time to Tthe chalr of Systematic
Theology at Bagel., For this honoue he was willing to
leave Berlin, But in Switzerland such appointments
invelve not only the uwniversity, bul also the munici-
pality and the canton., Gollwitzer's nomination aroused
o hested debate In the Swige newspapers, with the cone-
gervatlive ones gpeaking out againgt the appointment of a
meap-communlist? professor. In the end, with no referonce
to hig abllity, the Minisgter of Bducation for the canton

vetoed Gollwitzer's appoinitment on 19 March 1962,

What better way to end this section then with
Brngt Wolf'g tribute in Bvangelische Theolosie on the
occaslonsof Gollwitzer's 60th birthday:

With the end of +this year, on
the 29th ﬁeconboL, HELMUT GOLINITZER
will have completed him 60th year of
lmse. Through the decades gince he

%udjad mh<o]o gy and gince the begin-
11u1w of the ahumoh abruggle his hag
bmmsxﬁieamww&m@Wzmww B0
work and sortie, Joy and palin,
friendship sad arwumem%, help and
necoquW1iy probest, movad bo
postoral service, Liberxbing preaching
and manifold %GAOhLQ” dﬂd wvla&ﬂgg a
very wich life of rare inteng Ly e
even as o prigoner 0¢ War~w-8wd
1ife which ever again dlaplayed erw
sacrlflcing pariicipation In the lives
and troubles of others end in the
ordering and shaping of the insbi-
tutional realn of human pxigtence in
goclety. o000 liay Helmut Gollwitzer also
in the future retain what iz promiged
oy Loﬁﬂy g bext Ffrom Pealm Wb
PEvery Tace Tuyped bo him grows
brighter and ig never agshamed,® 16

Evangelische Theologie (Munmich), 1968, p. 613.
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Breurauss  The Problem of Hiyle

Jugit as Helwmut Gollwlitier displays naay
diverse talentg-—-—ppreacher, pasgtor, academic,
political revolublonary-=——,g0, too, he wirites
in many diverse sgtyles, Paul Oegtreicher's
wderatatenent aptly characterizes hig sitrictly
scademic, theologleal writings *Indeed when

he ig entively thrown back on the mind, he is
ag capable of falling prey to academic obscu-
ity as any professional theologian, ov at any
rate as apt Yo fall viebtim o the Linguistic
mase of German ﬁynﬁax.““‘

On the other hand, his lectures, although
dealing with subjects of eqgual difficulty, have
o directness of gtyle which makes them more
readily understandable. Beoauge most were
delivered to wiversity audiences, they contain,
of course, many ‘bechnical torms which ave the
philogopher's gtock in trade. Bubt most sentonces
are gimple and divect. There is no piling of
one gubordinate clause upon another,

Finally., Gollwitzer's preaching, like Kawxl
Barth's, is uwbterly different from his academioc
writing., The content ig still the same, But
the style flows and rises Joyfully and confldently
like a Psalm, Although constantly presenting to
his hearews the demends of the Word of God,
Gollwitzer never uses the “pulpit-pouwnding",
"Live and brimgtone® style of the American
avangelists, Ingtead there is a joyful serenity
in his germons reflecting the promlse and the
pregent fulifilment of that promise which is
egually the content of the Gospel.

17 . . , . '
17 Paul Oegtreicher, in: The Denands of TFreedom, p. .




PHE TASE 0F TREOLOGY FOR GOLIWITZER

Introduetion

The gtarting point for an uwderstanding of Helmut
Gollwitzer's works must be a delineation of his approach
to theology, To bezin elsewhere leads to the pitfall
of asking guegtionsg which he is not attenpting to answer
and speaking in a language completely foreign to his
writings. On the other bhand, once this step has Dbeen
mderstood and accepted the remaoinder follows Ffairly
eagily,

The Bxistence of God as Confessed by Paith,

B‘C“

Gollwltzer's work best known to Bnglish-spesking theolo-
glang, is a scathing attack on Herbert Braun's exiglen=~
tialigt aporoach., Hut It is not just o polemic, YGolle-
witzer makes his negative criticism of Braun®s theology
agalnst the background of his own positive view".l He

intends his book "to point to the true hermeneutic task

of theology".z

Thus, ag I will show in a later chapter,
he develops in his book a voeative or confessional theology
as an alternative to the existentialist way of speaking
‘indirectly® of God——the only alternative, he c¢lalius,

which remaing true to the bvask of theology.

1. 5 h:d ¥ .3 Ua # y o
Heinz Zabrnt, The Ouegtion of God, R.A, Wilson, trns,

LA xRY

(London, 1969), n. 27Y.

2 . . s -
The Bxistence of God as Gonfegged by Faith, James W.

oo mmer P

Teitch, trme, (London, 1965), De Ll




9inilarly. his vejection of Dorothee 86lle's
@eaiﬁionB ig based on hisg own posgitive view of the

) m

nature snd tosk of theology. Indeed, thisg isg true of
all his books which at Tiret appear elither polemical or
politiecal, ag well ag those which awve more theologlcal
or philogophical in nature. For ethics, In Gollwitzer's
theology. ig not subsequent to theology, does not Tollow
ag o result of theology. It is an Integral part of
theology. So, too, preaching cannot be regarded apart
from hig theology as a whole, Although not explicitly
formulated in them, Gollwlitzer's concept of theology
deternines hig approach in his germons.

Thug, to egtablish his concept of theology is vital
for an undergtanding of his other work. But to do this
is ag difficuly as it is egssential., Gollwitzer nowhere
gtops to fully explain this background to hig position.
He shows where and why it differs from whatever position
he ig attacking, but he does not present it sﬁstematioally.

Therefore, the wresgeaprcher must glean the relevant material

from what he does say and then gystematise it himgelf, A

[iroiet ey

2,

pertinent gquestion would then be: Is thls systematisation
falr to Gollwitzer? How much of it does Gollwitzer

sctually presuppose and how much hasg been imposed by the

3 yan _der Stellvertrelung Gottes, Christlicher Glaube in
dor Orfahrung der Verborgenhelt Gotvies. Zum Gesprich
mit Dowvothee S8dlle, 2nd ed, (Munich, 1968); in reply
to: Dorothee S8dlle, Christ the Representative,
David Lewig, trus. (London, 1967). '




regearcher!s own sysitematic?

One Further prelininawy vemark: Theology here, and
Tor Gollwitser, means specifically Chrigtian theology.
And, as will be geen laber; I might go a step further and
gay it means Protegtant Uhristian theology. Tor Gollwlitvzer
is a Protestant theologlan, "and besides that”, according

{3

bo Wilhelm Welschedel, "a warlike Baxthian®, I make
this obmervation, which at first seemsg go self-evident
that it need not bhe mentioned, becauvse of iis convewrse.
When CGollwitzer says the task ox method of theology -
gpecifically Christian theology———ig such-and-guch, he
implieg that thoge lnvelwved in other activliities awxe not
doing Christian theology, although they may call themselves
Chrigtian theologians, That ig not to say that such other
activitlies are not necesgary, ugeful and valld within their
scope, but merely that they are not within the category of
Christian theology. This negative judgment points once
agalin to the imporbtance of examining Gollwitzer's concept
of theology, l.e. Christlan theology. For +the only way
one can refute hisg judgments on other atitemplts at theology
ig bo ehow where and why he is mistaken at this point.

his negative Jjudgment, although uwnavoidable, is
mforbunate for Gollwitzer's works. It gounds so absolute
and perhaps impertinent that it ilmmediately ralses the

hackles of those who think otherwise. Dialogue then

&

b

With Wilhelm Welschedel, Denken und Glavben. Bin Streit-

y &
gesprich, 2nd ed, (8tubttgart, 1965), p. 14,




hecomes ilmposgible. For the dividing wall of partition
between orthodoxy and heresy has been ralsed, even though
thege words mey be spurned. At the same time one wonders
what effect this has on hig digcussion with Marxists and
with his gbtudents. Could not the Jdarxisgts accuge him
of a dogmabtism similar to that of which he accuses then?
Gould his students £ind here any weal digecussion or mewrely
g disguiged suthoritarisnism? And yet he wemains one of
Burope's leaders in the Christvien-~Marxist dialogue, and
gtudents have always found him weady to listen to them,
Perhaps it ig becauge they respect his honesty in not
abandoning what he congiders ave basic Christisn principles.
In so far as it is posgible to delineate major
gections within this chaptber, I shall deal first with
the tagk and subject of theology and then with its method

o clegr-out division.

e

g 000

=

and nature. To be sure, this
For the whole subject is the concern, not lte many intver~
related parts. But some division is necessary for prac-

bical undergtanding,

The YTask and Subject of Theology

The task of theology for Gollwitzer arises out of
two things: 1L, the claim of +the Christian message “to be
able to unite into oneg Talth digtant generations notwith-
gtanding thelr differences, and to be able to be transmitied

in subgtantial identity from generation to generation



notwithgtending every historical braak“55 and; 2. the

slituation facing the chureh voday. Part of this an

important paprt-——--is the contemporary world-view,

Not only has the natural explansiion

D the phenomena of external natuve
become unavoidable, creating a deep
chagm from both a pre~gcientific
world-view and a magical relation o
the world, now even paychological
gvents are no longer traced back wo
supra~mnundane , hcavoniy or demonic
influences but are phenomens which
come under sgoclologlcal and paycho-
logical analysis, l.e, from the begin-
ning they are subordinate to the
Jjudgment of “lwc, meprely-human, That
holds for the psychological evenis to
wh&uh the biblical pﬁOGl&M?VLOﬂ COI -

cgpondg, thus for the experiences of 6

%%e prophets and the apostles ses

But alsoe a factor here are the various debates and dia-
logues in which Chrligtisng find themselves today, .z
the Harxist-Christian dislogue, the recently revived
debate between theology and philosophy (oo quickly
characteriged ags a confronitation between faith and dig-
belief, theism ond atheism), as well as ‘the manifold
involvements in politics, soclety and economics,

Prom these background Tactors correspondingly arise

two major aspects of the task of theolog but two
inter-related agpects with an hermeneutic charvacter. To

state them brlefly and together,

[d
< Yon der Stellvertretunsg . De 106,

6

Ibid.s p. 15.



we are not confronted by the alter-
native, either as men of an athelistic
age o bransiorm ourselvaes back arti-
ficially into men of a theigtle one
and ‘thus (which is the same thing) o
accept without translation texts from
an age whose world-view had thelstioc
premises, or to translate them into
atheistic terms, Ralther, our task is
that as men of an athelstic age we,
too, should hear the messege of the
self-revelation and soverelignty of the
true and real Lord which wasg delivered
to en age that thought in theistic ..
terms and that we should tranglate and
pags on that message to the man of
this atheistic age in such a way that
he wenmaing himgelf, that he and the
meggage about him can nelther be con~
fused with the ancient gods nox with '
the modern brand of godlessness, /

It is generally accepted that ancient man had what might
bhe called a 'gacral world-view'. Behind the events of
nature and inter-human history operated a complex of
divine and demonic influences. To a certain esxbtent
biblical man also sharved thisg attitude., Although more
and more he recognized YHWH ag supreme over the othew
gpivitual forces, the principalities and powers sbill
remained potent. Today, however, becausge of the de-
gacralizning effect of the bhiblical doctrine of creation
we no longer thinlk this way.a All of nature, and man
himgels, is secular and open to examination. We are no
longer at the mercy of capriclous spiritual powers, AL

any rate, we no longer belleve such powers to be in con=-

4 The Bxlistence of God as Confessed by FPalth, pp. 122123,

TR

[l

© gr, Langdon Gllkey, Uaker of Heaven and Earth, A Study
of the Chrigtian Doctrine of Creation (New York,
1968), esp., ch. 5, pp. LL7EE,




trol. Indeed, for many today, "God" is an unnecessary
netaphysical hypothesis. @hat, then, in this situation,
is the task of Christian theology? HMust we abandon ouw
progent world-view and blindly accept the thelistic one
of the Bible? 0Or must we reproduce the eggential teaching
of the Bible in ouy athelstic terms, il.e., erase the
theiam of the Bible? The Fformer would meke ug unitrue to
ourgelves and we would cease to be modern men, The laittewr,
on the other hand, is unfailthful to the biblical witness.
Ingtead, we nust remalin true hoth to our modern experience
and knowledge and o the testimony of the biblical wﬁit@ra.9
Theology, then, mugt hear this wmessage and pass it on to
others without sacrificing bthe distinctive elements of
elther the Bible or the modern congclousness,.

Or more expliclily, with regard to the church's clainm
that falth and proclamation are the same today as in
apogtolic timesg, theology has o ask about the critveris

of the identity of this mes&age.lo For modern mon theology

9 Here we meet o method which vecurs throughout Gollwitzer's
works. The true way, that is, the method indicated
in hig own writings, isg to affirm both the trange
cendental and the ilmmanent at the same time, both
God and man., Thig ig the method neither of dialectic
nox of paradox. Iow in the formexr the two poles
interact and are dissgolved in the solution, the now
way. And in the latter the two poles strain againgt
each other like opposites. ITn Gollwitzer's method,
however, both poles must be affirmed togetheps—-they
are not opposites but complemeniary factors of the
whole ‘truth. Nor can they be digsolved into some«
thing new. The egsentlal nature of each mugt be
retained,

0 . 3, x. [N )
L Von der Stellvertretuns Goties, p. 16,
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theology nugt give an "exmpository presentation of the

8 e 8 .1 -] L} ) 7 ul - " a
Chyilstian m@asage.“l Or again, the task ol theology "is

the determination of the sgtandard for distinguishing

12

between ‘ghell and kernel'™. And more particularly,

in relation ‘to the social, political and economic vespon-
s8ibility of the church, theology has a special task:

The oft empressed Intention that

religion and politics ave to be

geparated snd that the church nust

not get mixed up in politlcs was

falsge and impracticable Trom the very
beglmming, ... The problem which must
alvays be golved afresh ls not whethen
this respongibllity exists, but only

how it should be seen legitimetely 13
and how not.,

In seeking to solve this problem “theology ... must always

he prepared Liraly and uwacompromisingly bo say Yes and No."lM
Thusg theology is vo be the btool of the church, is o

supply the church with the material 1t needs to carry out

its vesk of proclaiming “"the will of God, as made known in

she biblical message, in relation to the actual situation

154
15 mhe chuech is %o Pro -

exlating at a partlcular tine.®
clain and theology is Yo guaraniee that what 1t proclaims

is the same ag what it veceives from ‘the apogtles and

1l From Gollwitzer's intwoduction to: Kavl Barth, Church

Dogmatics. A Selectlon, G.W. Bromiley, trns. and ed,
(New York, 1962), p. 3.

Yon_der Stellvertretuns Gobtes, ». 58.
P T A o i b P S I TS N B oA - W L -

Vietnan, Israel und die Christenbeit, 2nd ed. (Munich,
1968), pp. 8-9,

l o & »
1% Church Dogmatics, A Selection,; e 7.

1 ; )
5 The Demeands of Freedom, Robewt W. Fenn, trns. (London,

A Y B BT SR
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prophets.

s

Hereln lies a further agpect off the task of theologys

to be the church's judge and critic, i.e. "theological

]

thinking tests the statements of the church's proclamation
by the message given to her, and to do that nust always
firet extwract this message from the proclamation statbe-

ments in order to measure thesge for thelr sultabllity bo

16

the proclamation they awe charged with®., In a negative

=) :,

way +thlg aspect of theology's task ig applicable in the
face of Marzist crliticism of religion, "Theology asg o
gelf~examination on the part of the Church will first

have to digtinguish what ig valid in thig criticlsm of

.
religion from what is out of place, inadegualbe and false."l?

Finally, theology has a speclal task with regard to
veagon or philosophy. Indeed, Gollwitzer devoted a whole
series of parallel lectuwes and colloguia with Wilhelm
Weischedel in 196371964 4o a discussion of this velation-
ship, And hig major poslition throughout was Tthig:

The ambltion not to be taken in by
mere affirmations certainly should be
shared by evexry man, even the theolo-
giaa and the believer. And in a people
for whom a “frenzy of faith" led to

a most evil fate, education in critlcanl
guestioning and waming againgt all
Light credulity will be most inportant,
Thug the Ttheologlian will have 1o show
how the Gogpel's summonsg to faith in
God differs from a summons to light
credulity which is talken in by every

16 Denkon und_ Glauben, p. 42.

17 The Christian Faith and The Meorxist Criticism of Religion,
David Calyns, tins. ZEdinburgh, 1970), p. 150,




gort of wmfounded alffirmatlon and 18
geduction ... o -

Or wore pogitively: "Faith cannot avoid being ... confused,
hut must resist it. The theologlical interpretation of
biblical theism is one of the things that serve to that

end,"” 19

subjject

Refore turning to the methods implicit in and appro-
priate vo the tasks of theology conceived in this way, a
few remarks on the subject matter of theolegy are in order.

Btymologically, theology (theos -~ logog) ought to be
the sclence or sbtudy of God. And at firet Gollwitzer
seems to gay that. "That [‘i;hcaology] nust gpeak of [God
end his actlon within histarj] is an obligation 1laid on it
by ite %exts."gg But speaking of God and studying God are
two wvery different things. Theology mugt, in lte gservice
to the church's proolamatlion, spesk about God. Indeed,
because of the many usages of this vocable today "itv is
imperative that Chrigtian theology should again make the
word 'God' unambiguousg, il.e. that it should determine
precigely in what senge it is used in Chrigtian procls-

wol

mation. "The central task of theology is, after all,

18
19
0

«

Z

e Jn

Denken und Glauben, p. 44,

The Bxistence of Cod as Confessged by Faith,

Ibid., p. 5b,

Gottes Offenbarung ind unsere Vorsbelluns von Goth,

Jrd ed, (Munich, 1965), p. 3.



to make clear what Christian proclamation means by this
word, how in its mowth thisg word galins a particularity
deeply distinguishing it from other usages, wherein this
partlewlarity exigts, how Chrigtian proclamation is
capable of guch particular talk of God and whalt it points
o with it.no2

But theology can never have God as ivs subject,
ite matber fov sgtudy, because Lt does not possess God,
it doeg not have God 2% its disposal, in its control.
God does not 'exigt' in the same sense as a table exlisis.
There ig no tangibly eglstent God., In this the exigten~
tlaliet approsch is cowvvect. Such objective langusge is
inappropriate when spplied to Gods God can never he -the
subject matter of theology. Ra%heg, the 'living God' of
the prophetic-opostolic proclemation is he who revesls
himgelf as Lord, even of theology. |

Similarly, falth and revelatlon, as gifts of God's

grace, cannot be subjects of theology. No one can have

o

falth a8 o possession. No one can demand revelation as

a right. CGod wevealg himgelsd and God gives falth: this
we can acknowledge, confegg and proclaim. But he also
hides himzelf. And we can lose faith., Therefove, with
the Pgalmist we pray, "God, ... do not banish me from

vyour presenes, do not deprive me of your holy spilrit?

22 "Nachwort supr Diskussion mit Herbert Braun', in:

Hans-Werner Barusch, od., Pogt Bultmann locuvbtum,
vol., 11 (Hambueg, 1965), p. 28,




(Paalm 51311).23 And at Confirmation we pray over the
candidates, "Bgtablish them in falth®, then at the Bucharlst
we repeatedly pray that God may assist us with hls grace

so "that we may continue in that holy fellowship” “which

a a 5 - -y R zal'
ig the blessed company of all falthiul peopie“.?’

"Rather, the subject matber of theology is the
church's proclamation, and the tagk of theology, its con~-
tribution to the permanently necesgary reformabion, is o
improve this proalamaﬁion."gs And not just the present-
dey proclamation of the church: for that would give theology
no gtandard of judguent or mesns of improvement. Ingtead,
1t8 subjeot must be primerily the Chrigtian message cone
tained iu the prophetic-apostolic proclamation and secon-
dexrily the ongoing proclamatlion of this message by the
church., Thus to a large degree proclamgtion is both the
subject and the task of theology.

Therefore, to the extent that the church musgt epeak
of God and that this proclamation is theology's subjeoct,
theology may he called a sclence ov gtudy of God. It must
meke sitatements about God and his relation to man. Bub
it makes these statements on the basis of God's dlsclosure

of himgelf in his Bon, in the scriptures, and in the on-~

As ini Alezxender Jones, ed., The Jerusalemn Bikla,
Reader's Bdition (Tondon, 1968),

The Church of South India, The Book of CGommon Worshin
(fLondon, 1964), pp. 129, 19.

Penken und Glavben, p. 41,



going proclamation of the church, Similarly, bacause the
church proclaims this self-vevelation of tod and his gift

of falth, theology by examining this proclamation is g

gelence opr gtudy of wevelation and faith, But it nust

always be remembered that it can never have God, faith
or vevelatlon at its digposal, ag objects of sclentific
S'l}ua'y .

To the humility of theology ¢¢. bo~

longs the knowledge that it never

controls lbs subject,. The gubject

of theology is nov Just God bub God

in his revelatlon, snd his wevelation

ig present only in the message which

the chuwch brings to men. This ongoing
mesgage ig the weal theme which theo-

logy presupposes ag the basis of its 26
own existence and on which it reflects. ™

To caryy this one sbtep further, then, theology, in go
far as it is a new translatlon and proclamation of this
Chrigtion messege, con be the gubject of theology. ILike
the scriptures which are 1ta priwary sublect, theology is
a place of "practlical attegtation” to the "concrebte, ine-
cursive act of God in the couwrse of the worldig life".g?
Therefore, just ag 1t examines the pregenit-day witness of
the chuwech, 1t must exemine 1ts own attestation and prove
it by the norm of seripituvre, In other words,‘theology
mugt be gelf-cwitical., *For this weason theve ig no
guestion which can he valised in the face of the Chrigitian

nessage which the theologlan hag not to teke seriously,

26

A . : - a8 "
Y The Hxigtence of God as Confessed by Faith, p. 54,
ox = ‘MS LI | 4 LS WE RIS 15D i

ey T o o T AR S IATTAT WL M R

Church Dogmatica. A Selection, p. ¥,
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to teke up and o think thwough",”

and Sglence

e

Bxcourgug:  Wheology,

Between o presentation of the task and
subject matter of theology and a discusgion of
the method(s) appropriate to Chrigitlan theolog
belong some remarks regerding the question of
whether or not theology is o sclence and of the
relationghip of theology to the asclonces.

Angwering this requires some statement of
the nature of theology. Following the above
delineation of its vask, theology

ragenbles o sclence such as medicine
which likewisge 1o not responslible for

the natural given things of the body

but for its percepbtion of them and

thele uge, I theology takes up, for
example, the philogopher's quostion,

how in fect can wevelation and faith

be possible, then it places in quesition
the posslblility ihal ehurch and falth
axlgt in our midaet Just as 1ittle as
medicine in its research places in
guestion the posgsibility that men hag

& body. After oll, there ia a diffevence
between agking aboul a possibllity
withowt knowing of Its reallty and
proceading from a veallty to ask about
its posglbility. In the former situ-
ation is Tfound, for ingtonce, an inven~
tor in whose nind theve is not yet an
exigtent reality end who asks how he
shall meke 1t posaeible. In the latter
altvation ig found the positive sclen~
tigt who ashks how an existing reality

hag become possible, In this manner
the theologlan asks aboubt the possi-
bility of falth, chuwch, wevelation,

and these gquegtiong he ... passes on

to the Chrigbisan message bto gee how 29
iv answers them,

Denken uad Glavben, p. 41,

Ibid.. p. bR-03,



Thug, Go thig extent, theology lg more like a
selence than an avd,
Deternining Gollwitzer's pogition at this

point is made mowre Aifficult by the fact thatb
he weites in German. “iHiggenschalt" includes a
broader spectrunm vhan does "selience”. We might
do betbter %o areaﬁe 8 new cognate in Englishs
"wigdom-ghip Thig "wisdom-ghip", then, would
inelude all brancha@ of learning and Invesgti-
gation whioch follow a method of systematic
observation of their particular subject matter,
abgtraction of genewral principles which ave then
tegted by predicting on thelir basis snd comparing
this prediction wlth further observed data, It
can be seen, then, that in the observation-ab-

gtraction agpect theology shares a common netho-
dology with "wisdom-ghip®, including the natural
end soclial gclences,

How, then, can Feuerbach, Engels and larx

Platly contradict this? How can 1% bhe sald,
For Ingtance, by G. Klavs in Jeguiten, Gold,
Vaoteoria, "that religlon hinders the invegtigator
in the congligtent pursult of his LﬁQUL"lO@“?JQ
Qv how can a modern Mosaow newapaper say "vell-
gion 'mouldas in believers a non-sclentific out-
look'® and *'the influence of religion prevent
them from fully showing their creative force"'"”3

Thée freedow of science is not -threatened
e 30) Long ag Lt wighitly wdershands
itseld by theology, bub pr,nclpaily
by sclentism, by the superstition which
makes a world-view out of modern sclence,

The Ghr Lﬁgwyv,”%¢ g aud_the Mersiat Criticiam of Rel: ﬁﬁgan.
Ter L]

Dy L5905 relferying ©os G KJQ#WZ DD, 08, 89T,
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3L Quoted fwom "Leninskoye Zunanya”, in "The Scoteman”
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and uges it as a quarry fox Tthe

building of world pictures allegedly

demanded by sclence, ... Rightly

undergtood, theology opens the way

uneonditionally o every investiga-

tion of fact. Failth in the Creator

is actually en afflrmation of things

ag they ave, and lg opposed to all

well-neaning misrepresentation ox

taboo, .. The gelentific attitude

ig not incompatible with Christian

Poith, but with the supergtitious 32

falth In sclence .e.
The conflict bhetween gelence and theology, pre-
gunaed o exist by some philosophers and solen-
tigty, is seen to be non-existent by those with
a correct wndersgtanding of both sclence and
theology., Only a theology which wejects the
validlty of any mesng of observation or inteirw
oretation but ite own, or which seeks 1o go
beyond Lts own leglitimate £ield will come into
conflict with sclence. And only a sclence which
rejects any method of knowing except empirician,

o which seeks to turn itself into a subsititube
weligilon will come into conflict with Christian
theology.

I8, then, theology wresembles a sclence and,
at any wrate, does not gtand in opposition to

the gclences, i8 it a gclence itself? Under +the
broad definition of *Wissengchalft® theology is

en iz
undoubtedly a salence. Bub in the more normal
sphere of language the answer is not go clear.
Theology indeed participates in the
other gclences, hag a nexus with them,
uges ‘them,welcomes them in its own
gpherve, insgnuch as heve also, fox

K ? a v ) . % '3 3 - % ] o ]
Ja The Chrigtion Polth and the Werxist Criticism of Relision,

i e T )

Ppe L59-160,




example, philogophy and history in

the gtrict senge ave stuvdied. 1% is
certalinly not wenlly "a® sclence, bub
(in this sense resembling medicine),

a sphere in which different sclences
are united by thelr service of a deter-
minate purpose, the critical self-
xanination of the church in relation
to the correspondence between lig
actual achievement and its task, WThus
interwoven with the universal 1ife of
gelence, theology must Justify the
wregponsibllity given thereby to it for
thisg Life by .., not migleading the
other sciences into uwnreality thirough
dogmatic prejudices and resgitrictions,
but by showing itself positively
interested in s freo investigakion
which ig limited by no law save thatb

of the knowledge of 1ts subject see o
eve b protests by its exislence even
moire gtrongly than the mental sclences
againgt the egtablishment of & concept
of mclence which is merely copled from
the model of the natural sSclences .. J

Yo

The Hathod and Nature of Theology

ITmplicit in what has been said aboulb its task and
gubject matter are very definite concepts of the methods
proper to Chrigitian theology. Indeed, "“theology must
Justify the vesponsibllity glven bo &% v by not falling
vo develop methods sulted o iis special subjen%",g# Ag
we have alveady sald, the task of theology isg two-fold:
1. "o ghow how what we wecelve from the apostles and

prophets ever gtill stands before us“335 ands 2., "the

gl et

Ihide. pp. 157-159.
Fhid,, ». 158,

LA
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continual critical comparison of the factual proclamation
of the church with thig prophetic-apogiolic proclamation
go ‘that the Gospel contalned in the latier is not chonged
by adaptation to human wisdom or shoritened by belng gauged
to human wisdom, wather so that, as Paul gays, 'every
thought g ovr prisoner, captured Lo be brought into
W 'y y - ¥, & w - 6
obedience to Christ' (2 Cowinthians LOzﬁ)."B
We see here how closely theology "is bound Ho a vext,
‘0 the text which the churech has recognized and acknow-
ledged asg the Canon, il.e., the gtandard, the normetive,
baglc and exemplary form for Tthe continuing delivery of
- » Or‘ ) o
ite message, in other words to the mele.“’f Within this
toxt theology must hear +the message which 1t ls its task
Yo translate., By this text it must continually judge the
ongoing proclamation of the chuwch,
Why does Christian theology presuppose these pariicu-
lar texte? The plural iz necessary because
‘the B.‘Lble e ig ens & libra:.t":\,? with
diverse books ond voices, a cholr,
however not homophonic but polyphonic,
and often enough disgonant, “The"
biblical message threatens alb cloger
examination to break up into the diverse
mnessages off the 0Ld and New Tesgitament,
of old, middle and late Judspigm of
the pre-Cheigtien ewra, of Paul, of
John, of ‘the synopltica, etc. «es The
ity doesg not lie at hand., "The"
megsage mugt Tiret be sought in and

behind "these” nesgages, in and bhe~
hind thelr historical forms. This is

)
O
]
=
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»
=
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the modern sowcalled hermencutic 38
problem,

Why does Christlan theology not exanine these bexbs
alongside other ones? What makes them unigque? *That ig
a thing [:i;.’ﬁeolc: y] mugt give a reagon for, and can glve
no other reason for than by tegtifying to the uniqueness
of the mesgsage contvained’in these texts ag a unlgueness
far surpagsing any other kind of higtorical individuali-
ty.“Bg It is not theology's task to do wore than this.
It does not have o justify or establigh its subject.
Rathewr, 1t accepts 1t ag something given. Thus theology

ig derived from “"preliminary declsiong®
OW'ChlﬁVS m&ven beforchand by which it
ig Piret =zet in motion: &L proampm
poges the chuvrch, the event This
Qéfﬂ&&ﬂ falth, confession and procla»
matlion without which it would be unne-
cossary and impogsible. I things
did not stand just so with this paci
fie faith namcz}.y that it is tled +
an higborical event, that 1t should he
transnitied ln un@@r%hﬁﬂdablo humen
wordg, that it is fides gquaerens intel-
lectum (Faith seeking ingight),
then there also would be no Lhea?omy
in the gpecifically Christlan sense
and no distincetion between theolog
and philogophy,

80

To some this mngwer must seem inadequate and perhaps

circular. A pariticular higtorical event evoked faith
P
evolted falth among a group of people who in turn began

—

to proclaim this event and thelr faith to others. This

38 Denken uvnd Glauben, e 7.

A A

39 The Nmistence of God ag Confessed by Falth, p. 5.

O Denken wnd Glouben, p. Y42,



owing community eventually recorded ite lopressions of
that higtorical event and some examples of 1ts own procla-
mation, And now the theologlian who wlshes to fulfil his
gritical function is Hold by the modern descendant of
that early communlty that the criterls must be these
gelf-produced accownts, But this ie not truly civeular
el LeaS T no more o then o ssy an ornithologiss must
gtudy birds. It lles in the realm of tautology ox defl-
niﬁibn.

One might then ask: UWhy accept thig definition wather
than eny other? There is no simple answer to this. Perhaps
the only thing that can be gald ig that the task described
above ag beling 'that of theology has been undertaken by
people in the past, including Helmut Gollwitzer, and in
all likelihood will be wmdertaken by others in the Tuture,
If one does not call it Christisn theology then anothen
name will have %o be fouwnd., I+% ls that bask, howeven,
which Gollwitzer has undertaken and therefore he can be
Judged only on the degree to which he has fulfilled it and

b
no o%her, T

Excurgus: Theolosieal Clrole

Statements 1like thoge above, ox like:
"At this point theologleoal work as such ls a

i1

Thig answer, admitledly, hag evaded the gquesgtion and the
matter will have to be faced agalin later, especlally
in Chapber 7. However, it is sufficlent Ffor the
moment and allows us to continue in our examination
of Gollwitzer's thoughti.



A

pilece of practical attegtation®, ralse the
guestion of the 'theological ciwele', the
guegtion of who can do theology. By such re-
marks Gollwitzer seems to draw the 'clrcle!’
very narrowly and exclugively. On the other
hand, however, in hig debate with Wilhelm
Weischedel he says theology's task ig to
"dirvect guestions to the Christian nessoge

end hear the questlons this message directs

‘to us."as This neang that anyone can do theo-
logy who declides "in a serious way to address
ones own guestions %o ‘this message and to
recognize oneseld ag being addvessed by the
guegtions of this messag@."4@ But this is not
ag gimple as it soundg. For asking gquestions
of this message and belng questioned by it is
not like going to some law-book or ‘the Delphic
Oracle. There is no tangible authority, not
the Pope, not some church council, not some

theologien, not even
not the Bible.
We have "the” message in no othew
way then by interpreting its forms,
the gtatements of the NEeSLONELTr. oo
Therelore, to be able 4o ggk
questions (befragen) of it we mugt
firet ascertain (erfragen) it, seek
1%, by attempting o hear snd uwnder-
stand the messenger to whom they Iy
commonly refer cee . &

or perhaps, especlally

Yot even this, the primary task of theology,

is within the realm of everyongs ability. Faith
is not a primavy requirement for hearing the

peami S

Brigtence of God as Confossed by Faillth, p. 54,

Denken und Glauben, p. 6.
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nessage. Rather, this message, which is a
declavation of falth, evokes falth.

The message whioh exists befowe fallh
and which evokes falth does not

become audible among ug in any other
way than in the declaration of falth.

e os And we undeprstand it not by
gbepping out of our modern higtorical
existence and reciting things Tron

the pasgt unchanged, but by bhearing

it ag spoken ko .ug and by ‘taking it w6
up into our oxistence se. ’

from what has been sald it can be seen that
"Theology 1e a human work, I can plan o do
theolog;.“#7 That camnot be sald of Lfalth!
Thig means, ‘then, that no *theologlical civcle*

can be deawn with rvegerd to who can do theology. N

It is o geneval human possibility. The ‘circle’, .
P \ \‘«

howeveyr, can end must be drawn with regawrd to o

the task and methods appropriate to Chrigtian
theology.

Here Gollwitzer has attempied o open the
'theological cliwvcle' to include all persons,
The only condition is that one decldes "in a
serious way to address ones own guestions ‘o
this message and to vecognize oneself asg bheing
addressed by the guestions of thig message.” 5
Howiever, to do this one must indeed first accept
that the Messenger, who brings and ig himself
this message, ig able to answer our most radical
guestiong of life and to mogt radically place
our lives in guestion. Surely this can mean
nothing other than that we trust him go com-
pletely that we place, indeed pisk our whole
being in his hands. But Gollwitzer says later




that Y*Credere in' means ..+t o stake ones
whole exietence on the Lriendship and abllity
of another, to grant complete credit of con-~
fidence in anoﬁhar.”@9 Thus he, in fact,
wishey o retain some fowm of *thecloglcel
circele* although he seems, on the surface, Lo
abandon it, Indeed, a gsitatement made two yeors
earlier stlill sbtands unchanged: “"This encounter
can be assessed only ipn sciu, l.o. our asgess-
ment ig at once always thadv of participants

or of oubtsiders, that of those who ‘'know what
they arve doing' and what they have to do with,
or Tthat of ‘those who ‘'know not what they do!
and thus nisjudge what they have to do wiﬂh."ﬁQ
In other words, complete objectivity or detach-
men®, even If possible elsewhere, ig lmpossible
here., The great truth of exlgtentialist theology
ig the wecognitvion that "even the 0Ld and New
Tegtaments did not spealk in a detached way of
God in himsell bubt always spoke, together with
God, also of man. ... One canmot in the Hiblicsal
senge gpealk neutrally of God but always only
exiatgptially, or else one has not spoken of
Qimﬁ"bl The allusion to St. Luke 23134, then,
meang that those who abtlempt to remain debached
do not know that by doing so they make it
impossible to fulfil thely intentions, i.e. Tto
speak properly of God, or e¢ven of man., There-
fove, they so 'object-ify' (idol-~igse) God that
the statement, "There is no God*, becomes both
posgible and necegsary. The Christian would
agree with this Jjudgment on such an 'objective!’

Ihides Pe 77

The Existence of God as Conrfessed by Falth, p. 126,

Govitaes Offenbarung vnd ungere Vorgtellune vopn Gott, p. 18.
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God. The kerygmatic nature of the biblical
texts, especlially the Wew Tegtament bexte,
confirms this need for assessment in_achu.
"In reality I can only speak of God in such
a way that at the game time I stand before
him; for every word which I speak about him is
at the sewne time a confesgion about myself,
about the judgment and the grace which,
gtanding before hin, I receive Irom him.“52
Glomely welated here iz a limitation used
by almogt all writers in this tradition. To
do theology one mugt uvadertake "in a serious
way to address ones own qguestionsg to this

message and o recognlize oneself ap being
addressed by the guestiong of this mesaage.“53
This phrase, "in evogthafter Welse” ls never
defined by Gollwitsmer. Yet Lt secoms to be a
key phrasge in the sentence. Without a doubtd
it is a regtrictive phrase. The person who
uges the Bible in genewral, and the 1life of
Jesgus in particular, ags rvules and examnples fop
Living bhas not "Jln erngibhafter Weise® put his
questions Lo the Gogpel nor let himself be

guastioned by iv. Uis undersitanding of the
message is too superficial., Bubt what aboutb
Wilheln Weigchedel's concept of philosophy?

Philosophy's basiec way of looking

at things now is the aspect of
guegtioning, Philogophizing mate=
rializes as questioning about reality.
And certainly philosophical guestion-
ing, uwnderstood more accurately, has
the character of radical guestloning. 2

If the philosopher turned o the bexts forming
the subject matter of theology and subjected
them to "wradical gquesgitioning®, would he be

(%4
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doing ‘theology? Apparently not, becauge he 1ig
not ready ‘to accept the answer the message gives
him gince the "radlcal® nature of hig guegition-
ing causeg him o guestion even the angwewr,
Gollwitzerts “"in ernathalier Welge® thus secoms
to include o faith-commitment to the God of

that message., In other words, he in fact
narrows ‘the *theologiecal civcle' by reguiring
faith as a precondition for doing theology.

To coneclude this egeursug, then, theology
ig certalnly s human act, and, becsuse through
grace falth is for all personsg, it gon be wnderw-
taken by anyone, the only conditlon belng his
regponse ‘to the Gospel, But thisz remains a
matter of grace, not works. Hence our prayer
*that our schools of theology may be homes of
faiﬁh".ﬁg This alsgo meansg that, like any othepr
human activity, it is not within my control

whether 1t is good theology, thus
whether nmy work ls succesefule .e.
Whether our work turme oul well
depends upon grace that seens o
me to be one of the most 4Aifficult

Christian statements about life <o 56
Adispube., <

The Method and Nature of Theology (continued)

In an atbtempt to delineate what methods ave appro-
prilate to Chrigtian theology it is easier at the start
to note some thalt ave insppropriste., We have mentioned

wany times theology's task of exposition, interpretation,

55 gy

5

6

1@ Anglican Church of Canada, The Book of CGommon FPrayer
{Cambridge, 1959), p. 45,

Denken vad Glauben: p. 39,




translation. But all methods of interpretation are not
equally appropriate. Interpretaition must not be prac-
tised in such a way that Jesug is separated from the
Wowrd, the man from the message. IF this separation is

made it would mean that "it is not that Jesus Jg this

FRATN
word, bult that he brings it. Hence its historical
charscter, which ig what disvtinguishes it from a general
teuth, derives mainly from the fact that 1t comes ag
addiress, but not from the fact that in It Jesus himself
¥
encounters us as the grace of G@d.“57
Here we ave dealing with the difference between <the
methods of philosophy and theology., In a somewhat over-
sinplified way this could be expressed as follows:
Phillogophical thought is a priori,
trangcendental thoughts behind the
reality of the Individual being it
asks about its universal conditions

of possibility ... » Theological
thought is g_pesteriorl thought: i+t

lookd at a certain reality and

interprets it, thus is exegetical 58

thought,
Thig is o veflection of theology's nature as a gelentis
practica. It does not have to describe “self-exisbent
facty, eg. the plans and accomplishments of a self-
exigtent Supreme Being, but it has to help to see that

the proclamation alwms gtralght at faith and does not

trangform itself into ingtructlon on suprammdane facts,

LI N ]
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The Ixistence of God ag Confessed by Faith, p. 2L, n. L,

I

Denken ynd Glavben, p. 65,




nor into propagands for a world view; it is a questlon
precisely of digtingulshing the Gospel as a message of
59

1ife from any world-view or any doctrinal system,?
In other words, this means that Why-questions are
inappropriate ln theology. Bvery Why-gquegtion directed
at ‘theology's subject recelves the same angwey~--incon-
ceivable to the oubtsider but fully sufficient for <the
believapw———s it hath pleased God"®, or in modern trang-
atlong, "Cod wanted”, ¥“God chose® (Isalah 53310
1 Corinthisne 1:2Lls Colossiang L:19; et al.). Rathew,
theology must ag What- and How-questions; "1t does not
abgtractly congider the possibility of falth and salvation
but enguives sbout the meaning of the Christ-gtory con-
tained in the title of the Gegpel and how far +the
Christ~gtory reveals the posglbility of man's Talth and
salvaﬁion.“éo
In order to express This move accurvately we nusth
digtinguish carefully among Infragestellen, Fragen and

;giyaqestel%ﬁweragg.él

YEftiens

wegtellen (Lit. “placing in

guestion®) is a form of gquestioning in which the person
e

asking the guegtions judges or assesses the subject ox
partner being placed in guestion., It concerns my Jjudzment

about comething or someone. Similarly, with Pragen (lit.

59
60
61.

The Bwistence of God sa Gonfessed by Faith, p. 21, n. 1.
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Denken und Glauvben, ». 199,

a

Thig is based on Gollwitzer's remarks in: Deanken und
Glauben, pp. 66-67,



vaaking”) I am directing questions to a partner. While

Infragegtellen vrefers to the type of questioning prac-

tised in the posltive sciences, Upragen refers o such
petitions as: Yabweh, how long will you be?* (Psalm
6:3) ands "y God, my God, why have you deserted me?"
(Pgalm 22311 Matthew 2746 )———questioning which calls
Pfor help in the void. But whereas I pronounce the answew
in Infregestellen, in Fragen I can only walt for an answer
that lies outwith me. Whereas Infragesiellen is an
expression of my power, Fragen is an expresslon of my
inpotence.,

Thivdly, Infragegtdlltwerden (lit., "being placed in

guestion®) is onm expression of "questlonableness” (fraglich-
keit), In this I gpeak not the guestion but the answer.
In this it vegembles Infragegtellen where I utter both

guegtion and angwer. But with Infrogesiellitwerden the

angwer comes not out of my knowledge ag with Infrase-

gitellep~~——but out of the guesitioner's unvelling of my

vrue being. This ls most radical as the sinner's experience
el

of God's Jjudgment., Whenever this is ewperienced most

radically~—-iy whole being trembles before you, youwr

rulings £i11 me with fear” (Psalm 119:120) it exmcludes
the posgiblility of veversing the situations and placing
God in gquestion (Infrasestellen).

Thug, in Christian theology, guestioning of the
type Infrogegtellen is insppropriaite. It is resbricted

to Fragen and Infragesielltwerden. where God iz the active

partner providing elther the anawer oy the guestion and



iz not mevrely the subject of our investigation,
Sacondly, speaking negatively «till, “the apologetic

3 s,

search for quesitions to be angwered by God“éz is not a
method appropriate to Christian theology. This is not

to place in guestion the corvelation between ouw

guestions and the Gogpel's answer, between our needs and
the Goepel's promise and megsage of fulfilment, An
ansgwer which does not corrvespond to a guestion is no

real angwer, And a promise or message of fulfilment which
does not satisfy a need glves no real hope,

Ratheyr the qu@@ﬁion is only whethew
and how faw this cowrvelation may bhe

shown sulfficienily exira~ and pro-
theologically, whether the Gogpel only

brings the angwer oy whethewr 1t does
not also change the guestion, or atb
leagt widen and sharpen it, IF

guestion and answer ave avvanged in
guch a way ‘that the gquestion can

already be ascertained apart from and
before the Gospel and can be developed
suificlently without hearing the Gospel,
but the Gospel only has to bring the
angwer to this alweady established
question, then there exlists a great
danger that what the Gospel hasg to

bring le determined by thls previously
astablished question; it dictates and
the Gospel hag ‘to obey 0 Wore
clearly: man dictates and God has o 6
obhey. 3

Vou, der Stellvertretuns Goties, 0. 24,

EAIREANR WAL

Ibid., pp. 28-29,



Bxevursuss  The Plase of Apologetics

Christian Apologetics is not completely
rejected, Rather, Chrigtianity will
have to acknowledge the weakness of
braditional apologetic methods, Apolo-
getices ig necessary, if by this word
the task is meant of going beyond the
positive exposition of the meaning of
the gtatements of Chrigtian £aith, to

a polemical rejection of the appeal

of Marmxism to so-called contradictions
between Christian faith and modern
gelence, to challenge the valldity of 6l
the opponent's arvguments, and so on.

Thug apologetics ils involved in hoth the pogltive

(expository) and negative (polemical) aspects of
the task of Christian theology. But thereby it
must also use only thoge methods appropriate to
theology.

However, the guestion might now be raised,
does 1t wemalin apologetics, or ig it Jjust absorbed
into, gay, exegetical theology. The type of
apologetics which carefully analyses socliologi-
cally, psychologically, economically, or by any
extra~biblical meansg whatsoever, the needs of
man and then builds on these gtones an apologetic
for Christlan faith or a supposed way to Lalth,
~that type of apologetics is not absorbed,
it is abolished. So also is the type of apolo-
getics which endeavours to make Christian faith
“gacceptable” o modern men, perhaps translating
it into atheistic or absitract or unhistorical
terms. Both these methods make the Gospel
subordinate to humen capabllities. But the
Gospel comes from without. It is not the pro-
duct but the solution of our needs, Therefore

6l Teend el . . . . . s s
© The Chreistisn Falth snd the laryist Criticism of Relizion,

De 152,



this megsage is not for us to control ox
menlipulate, but to accept and proclaim.
Indeed, what I am gaying does absorb apolo-
geticsg invo =n exegetical and vocatvive theo-
logy. Yet this is not a lessening of 1lts
possibilities for effect. Rather, it is a
widening and sgtrengthening. For it allows
the Messenger who is also the subject of the
message Lo make the only effective defence

gelf-revelation. _

There has been, however, another form of
apologetics in the history of Chrigiisn theology.
Pevhaps the best, or at least cleareat examples
of this ave 8%, Thomas Agulnas® "wayg" of
demongtrating the exlstence of God., Instead of
building on man's needs oy possibilitlies of
comprehension, these arguments begin by
affirming something which seems obvious to all
veople, and then proceeds from there to demon-
strate God's necegsary existence. For example,
briefly, modern posiitivist sclence presupposes
that the events and objects it gtudies arve
orderly. Only on this basis could it go on %o
presume that its experiments and observations
are repeatable, If there is an owder, Tthen,
the universe iag not the wesult of chance ov
accident; l.e. ovder implies snd Orderer. The
Ovderer ig God. There ave many variations of
this avgunent and of the »elated ones based on
the events of "motion®”, “cause®, etc. Bul,
even Lf we acecept Chawrles Hartshorne's argumemt°-

N
R

paper he delivered o the Divinivy Colloguium on
the evenlng of 25 October L1967 at the College Club
Brtension of Glasgow University.



of the validity of the g _priori demonstrations
of God's existence, we cannot accept that they
have proved +the existence of the bibliocal God,.
Pirat, there is no loglcal reason for eguating
this Prime Mover, tThis Ordever, with the God
who revealed himgelf in Jesus Chrigt. On the
contrary, secondly, ‘there are two good reasons
for vrejecting such an equation: (a) Such a
summun_ens or metaphysical God would be an
abastract, unaddressable Being incapable of the
personal relationshlp with man to which +the
prophets and apostles unanimously bear witness.
() Gven by ecalling this metaphysical God the

summun, bonum we have not Jjustified any equation
with the biblical God. For in the New Tegltament

terminology this gummum bonum is etill pavt of
the created ordexr and 1ls called ho sgatanas
(Satan) or he theos tov sionos toubtou (the
Prince of this world). God remaing above even
this power as Lord of lowds and EKing of kings.
Therefore, without a doubt, Gollwiitzer is
correct in saying that there cen be no “"way"
bullt by means of Christian apologetics Ffrom

man vo God., God iz always both the initiator
and the perfecter. And yet, does 1t not serlously
Limit bim to say he camnot use this method to
help prepare persons for more direct, though
gtill mediated, self-revelatlon? Surely the
Lord of creation is also Lord of apologetics!
Also, the Chrigtian megsage is to be pro-
claimed and pogsed on to modern man in human
language conditioned by our modern historical
situation. Yo do this adeguately requires an
understanding both of the Gospel message and
of ‘the modern situation. This Gollwitzer
recognizes and does not deny. Indeed, as we
shall see later, a large sectlon of his develop-~



ment of a vocative theology is devoted to the
vge of language. Butv perhaps this aspect of
"eorrespondence® is not emphasized enough,

The Method and Nature of Theolozy (continued)

Tuening now to a pogitive gtatement of the method
gppropriate to theology's subject we ave confronted by
a cirele, & dilemma, a paradoxs “"the gospel is the
angwer to a life~-question; relevant, fully satisfying
angwer, but the guegtion only arises through the procla-
mation of the answer."éé Once again we mee® Gollwitzer's
paradox-dialectic methodology, but here in o mos®
Llluninating way. The Gogpel brings both the question
and the ansgwer. In other words, the Gospel delermines
all the terms of weference., or if we oblalined the
guestion from snywhere else, the answer could come only
in terms dictated by that source. Thisg leads to some of
the characteristic elements of Gollwitzer's theology,
elements which we will encouwnter in more detall later.
But to note briefly two of them here: 1, What do we mean
when we use the vocable "God"? sked in thig way, a form
of historical-etymological research would supply the only
legitimate answer. Yet, as informative as this might be

it would contain nothing of +the Gospel., On the other

66
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hand, the Gospel asks %thig in terms of *Who is YHWHY",

and provides the only sufficlent answer in terms of a
particular Hellsgegchilchie——namely, that of Israel and
Jesus Christ. 2. Similarly, when we spproach the problems
of political action it is possible to analyse the
gltuation in terms of_economieﬂ. oxr balance of power,

or general soclal benefit, elc., And each of these

methods would indlcate a course of action to Fulfil its

particular aims., Bubt no matter how much information can

be galned by these analysmes and they are indeecd

valuable in claprifying the situation the Christion

ultinately nmust use another gtendard., For he ig, in +the
end, not subject to the principalities and powers of
this world., His goal iz the vromise announced and
initiated in ‘the Gospel: <Ffellowship with God. By this
gtandard he must make his decislions,

The task of theology, as we have sald repeatedly,
is partly to determine the megsage, the Gospel, within
the biblical proclamation and the ongoing proclamation of
the church., But this

can only be solved theologically,
i.e. by examining the biblical mes-~
gage, but not in such a way thatb
the momentary consciousness of the
age is the decigive factor. Where
it =0 happens that *we" "today” can
no longer take over anything of the
Christian tradition +the +theologian,
instead of joining ln without con-
gideration, will be particularly
cautlousg, afraid of replacing the
biblical norm by that of the con-
sclousness of the age, and will



pregs therefore to a careful dig- 67
binction,

This does not imply a Literalist or fundamentalist
interpretation of the Bible. AllL the avallable neans of
literary and higtorical criticism must be used to find
the message and the Messenger within this proclamation
whoge form was influenced as much by the consclousness
of that age as the theologian's wre-pregentation will be
by that of today, We have had occasion already to note
this difference of world-views. . Bibllcal men thought in
"thelistic” ways and, of course, reflected this in the way

he

Pl

they expressed this megsage and this encounter with

» ]

*athelstically®,

Mossenger. We think differently today
*aecularly”, "technologlically”, etc. And yet, 1f the
Gospel is truly "relevant" and "fully gatisfying” today
in awakening the quesition of 1life in us and providing the
pnawer bto it, then it must be still capable of beling pro-
claimed, and that means being proclaimed in the modes of
thought of contemporapry man., Since world-views are con~
stantly changing, even i only slowly, one of the taskg
of theology iz to heayr the Gospel contained, perhaps even
hidden, in <the old ways of +thinking, and then to translate
it into terms wndersitandable to modern men without destroy-
ing either the Gospel or modern msn's consciousness of
hig age. Hence the need for ongoing, pilgrim theology.

Nowx deoes 1t mean that the theologian must lgnore

analyses of what modein man can undergtand and what he

6

Ly .
/ Von der Stellvertrebung Goties, p. 56.




needs, How can he¥ He is hingell a contemporary man,
These analyses and his own self-examination will serve
40 point him to his task of interpretation and of
mediating wdergtanding. At the sawe time, theve is
an advantage in this new and changed capability of under-
gtanding. Just ag in the positive sciences a new way of
looking at something gives new insights as to its nature,
$0, oo, our modern capabilities give us the opportunity
of a fresh and new uwderstanding of +the Gospel. Yet
thig in itself should never satisfy the Christian theo=
logien., He should never be content merely with what he
can undergtand now. TFor like past insighits thoge of
modern man will be partial and one-gided. Chrigtian
theology, then, nugt gtrive to exceed these limits of
congclousness, "Like each individusl pevson, o too the
individual geneyrations of the church have been able o
appropriate the biblical message always only in selection,
For that very reason there exigsts the opportunity for
each individual and each generation to discover it anew,
oo But a theology which is congclous of its tasgk will
always rveach oult beyond the one-gldedness and partiallty
of such a selection to the 1limit, to what bas not yet been
a@gropriated."ﬁg
One final word--perheps o wowd of wWarning—in

this section: As we have alyeady said, in fulfilling its

68
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task theology must gpeak of God, But,

Speaking of God never occurs In God's
abgence, not even at & time when we
lament God's absence. Spesking of
God meang:s speaking of hiwm who
already always ligtens; it means:
apeaking in God's presence. His
hearing is lmmediately his judgment,
his Yes or his No to what we dave 1o
gay about him, his Jjudgment on our

dalk but also his judgment on our 69
gilence.

In the few pages here devobted to a gtatement of
Gollwitzer's concept of the methods appropriate %o
Chrigtisn theology %tihas heen impossible to be exhaus-
Tive, We have saild that theology must be biblical in a
double way-——-the biblical proclamation is the norm for
judging and the source of +the church's proclamatlions
and the Bible also provides the example of the way
proclamation nmust be continued., How this is practised
in speaking of God in himself, in speaking of God-Lfor-~us
and ouvr vrelatlonghip to him, ln speaking of our political

Life with CGod (polities and ethics) ig the concern of <the

remainder of +this theslia.
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SEOD TALEY:  INAPPROPRTIATE LANGUAGE ABOUT GOD
Introduckion

Although God is not ‘the subject matter of theology,
yet, because the proclamation of the Bible and the chuwrch
—ethe true subject matter of Chrisgtian theology-——--gpeaks
of an encounteyr and a relationship with YHWH, theology
mugt gpeal of God. But, ag indicated in the previous
chapter, not all means of doing this ave equally appro-
priate. Therefowre Gollwitzer's weitings include polemics
divected agalnst ways of speaking of God which he con-
giders b0 be ineppropriate.

The first of these began as "a brief skirmish with
Herbert Braun's lecture on the problene of a theology of

1 and grew from there into one of hisg

the New Tegbament®
most imporiant bookm.z This ig, to date, "the most com-
prehengive argument with existentialist "i:heoImgg;\r".:'3 But
it is not tobally negative, Gollwitzer alse atiempis

a ghatement of an alternative vocative or confesglonal

& The Brigtence of God s Gon;g% ged by Foith, Jawmes W,
Lel%ch. bwnu. (London, hm?, e L0, €T, H, Braun,
@emg@ma%gm _Studien zum Nouen Teatament und seiner

A S T

Uiwalt (TUbingen, 19623, Dp. ?E;m309
2 The original "akirmish® ig contained maiﬂly in: The
‘mlq%ence of_God sg Confeased by Faith, Part 1,
ch, 2, DPs 35-39F and Pa P 2y cle 1, Dpe 81=07,
3

Heinz Zahrnt, Tha Quegtion of God, R.A., Wilgon, tms.
(London, 1969); . 276,




theology. His aim is "to‘point to the true hervmeneutlc
task of th@ology";@ or, in other words., to answer the
guestlion of "what it means Vo be permitvted to converse
with 'God*' as an 'entity' in such a way that God gtill
remaing God.“5 The underlying questlon throughout lg:
What does 1t mean %o say "God is"? 0Or more corwvectly:
In what way are we able to say "God ig"?
llore recently, Gollwlitzer intends his book, Von dewr

Stellvertretuns Goltes (Munich, 1967), to be a debatbe
with the type of "post-theistic” theology sketched in

*

in Rapitel Theologie

T

v

Dorothee S0lle's Stellveriretung

nach dem 'Pode _Gottes! (1956).6 But once agaln, Gollwitzer

attempite to develop an albternative position, 4o give his
own solutvion to the problem of "Christian Faith in the
Brperience of God's Coneealment".?

Both of these criticisms and positive gtatements are
based on what has been developed in ‘the previous chapier.
They are practical extensions of . the theory sketched
there., That background they have in common. Bub for the
gake of @xaminéﬁi@n, I will deal with them sepavately.
Then, in the #ext chapter, i ghall concentrate more
positively on éollwitmer'% own answer to ‘the question of
how Ghristiaﬁjfaith can appropiriately speak of God.

7
/.

X

The Bxistence of (od as Confessed by Faith, p. 11.

A —— 7 ,
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T

BT Chright tlhe Representative, David Lewis, trns.
(Loﬂdongjlgé?).
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5 Ibid., p. 168;

[ ’ .
/ Von _der Stellvertretung Gotites, 2nd ed, (Munich, 1968),
subtitle, |
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stentialist Theology
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Gollw

The overriding concern of the early church was wo

witness to the Gospel of Jesug Christ in its tine and
to intewpret it to contemporary men so that they too
would wndergtand its implications and obligations for
themgelves, And this has remalned its task throughout
the agesg, Bul in the past century and a half this hasg
taken on & new form. Previously it meant pointing to the

reallty of the "living God" over agalinst the "dumb gods"

of a pagan but theisitic world., WNow, however, the procla-
/

mation is earr%@ﬁ on againgt an "athelstic" background.
What caused this change of world-view isg not important

here, Butb iﬁ/ds significant that this new attitude
) i "" / - a » »
prevalls, Mﬁninow lives in en environment of the

8

Carteslan definltlon of "object”. The advance of science

hag nade every man in the westbern world aware of the

"objeoﬁivityf, ‘the "thing-ness", of the world about him,

\s

/ g

Agalyet this background widely different theologles
agree tya% ong’canno% talk of CGod ag “exisgting® in the

/ ] 9 ] ) ]
genga. - uhmh cgncv@te object exigts., God is not a "thing-

1

like® obg@cﬁ 1L our disgposal for examination and judguent.
)

How, th@n. Qqn %he Christian gpeak of God? In what way

are we %afunﬁéiﬁtand and translate the Bible which seons

7l 7

" 7T

© fhis %ﬁffuenao has been general in the West. In Bngland
and Amgrica this has been gharpened by Fositiviem.
Howevd iy ths did not yveach Germany to any great
exters aﬂ& therefore notv mentioned in Gollwitzer's
worls,

\
i
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to refer to God "objectively"?

All existentialist interpretations "have in comuon
the understanding of the New Testament texts ag confession
and address, not asg objective information about facts of
a higtorical and metaphysical kind which have an existence
of thelr own. They examnine the vexts bto digcover the
gelf-undergtanding that expresges itself in %h@m.“9 To
put that another way: Although the New Testament writers
make what appear to be factual sgtatenants about God and
his actionsg, modern criticism shows these to bhe instead
statements about thewselves and thely own reactions.
Thelr gtatements about God, claim the existentialists,
are really statements of thelr new self-understonding.

It isg at this point that Gollwitzer accusges
Bultmann, whoit he has chosen ag o leading example of an
exigbtential theologian, of "imprecise tverminology and

10 5 . X, a -
According to Bulimann, speaking of

11

inexact logie”.
God must be "an expression of our existence. I¥ words
ave given thelyr normal meaning. such a statement ought to
lead one to stop speaking of God and to make stabtementis
only about man's experiences. To say, as Bulimann does,

that "epeaking of God ... is only possible ag tallk of

10

-

The Brxigtence of O

A X e Ak G

{a

as. Gonfesged by Failth, p. 52,

Ibid.. po 16,

2

Rudolf Bultbtmann, Falih and Underatand

ed,, Loulse Petitlbone Snith, trm
vol. L, p. 60,

» Robert W. Funk,
(London, 1969),
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r"’ » . N o o & M o
1z implies that "God"” is only a term signifying

ourgelves",
one Tacet or mode of our existence.

But such a conclusion ig not veached by Bulltmann,
He wante o take seriously the “encounter' between God
and man ag an “encounter® between "dlfferent” beings. iHe
“has no wish to speak of God otherwise than asg thé One who

tis different and en@ounﬁ@rg'“.la Thus he says, “"God is

outaide me in so far as he encounters me -ond thatb,
oLl

too, transforiing me in ny existence.
That is an imprecise and ambiguous use of language,
Por it allows for the pogsibllity of wresolving God'sg

existence into the event of the encouwnter. A more precise

wording, to avold this ambiguilty, mugt run: "I know God's

x]

helng outside me and thus God's reallty only in so far as

o
he encounters me transforining my exlstemce."l) That says

nothing of God, but sinply expresses en eplstemology.
Bultmann compounds his imprecision with illoglicality.

He does not carry out a "loglcally conaslistent existen-

16

tinlizing of +the assertions of faith.”

He stands between revelatlonal theology
and philogophy, between the exisgtential
interpretation g a thepleogical method

AL Ly

Ihid., ». 6L,

[lrhe iy

The Bxistence of God ag Confessed by Falth, p. 28,

Quoted by Hermann Sauter, in: Hang-Werner Bartsch, ed,,
Keryvens, wad Mythos (Howburg, 1952), vol, IX, pe. 55.

The Bxistence of God ag Confessed by Falth, p. 34.

Thid., p. 35,

Pttt



to the end of working out the proper
interpretation of biblical texts and

the existentialist interpretation as

a vransformabtion of the Bible's
assertions into agsertions of man's
gself-umderstending without God's
revelation, and thug with the loags

of the real object of the Bible e
hetween theological and atheistic 17
exposition of the Bible. )

Thus both his position as an exlstentialist theologlan
and his posgition as a theologian of revelation are
weakened, And yet, this saves him from falllng into
the pit which opens before the wholly logical existen~

tialist, This is pevrhaps his greatness ~that he

realizes the limitations of existentiallsm as a method
in Chrigtian theology.

Bultmann facesg 2 dilemma: O0n the one hand he wishes
to avold speaking "objectively® of God, and on the other
hand he wants to give imporitance to Yencounter”, which
implies objeetivity on both sides of the encoumter. Butb,
like Gollwitzer, he 1s unwilling to let go of cither pole
of this dilemma, However,.one of his pupils, Herbenrt

Braun, has not bheen go scrupulous. He avolids the dilemus

a 8 a

completely by "consistently pursuing the one possibility

3 ] 3 3, 3,8 8 a
of existentialist 1nﬁerpreﬁaﬁlon.“l But thls meang the

Ib:‘}«-p Pe 3L

Ihide, pe 35. It Lls beyond the scope of this thesis to
give a complete analysig of Braun's position. His
writings ave very dlificult to uwnderstand and in
atyle resemble poetic speech rather than closely
logical theology. Nevertheless, some wepresentaition
nmust be made of thig imporitant and long-standing
debate between Gollwitzer and Brawm. The latter's
pogition is moot clearly presented in: (egammelte




end of theology. The dilemma hasg been avolded by completely

drvopping the one side of it the theological.
At the end of his egsay 'Vom Versiebhen
des Neven Mestamentes' [Broun] informs
ug delighivedly that ... he has sue-
ceeded in menaging without the word
'God's e But on cloger examinailion
it transplres that Braun also

menages without all the things that
are there comnected with that word:
without Word end aect of God in any
gerioug sense of the term, without
revelation and faith in a Lowd who
encounters us in concrete WaysS. <.
Goﬁ.fbecome& for bin & transcendental
"Whence of all my being upheld and
all my doings', .. which is merely
the expression of o relation felt in
the experience litself.

19
Thisg is reflected in the disgsolution of the subject-object
dilemmna.,

The rejected subject-object patitern

ig “transcended by falling back on
its one pole the humen exisgtence

Sihudien zun Neven Testoment und seiner Umweld
(P¥bingen, 1962), and in his contributions 4o s
Pogt Bultmenn locutum, 2 vols. (Hamburg-Bergstedtd,
1965), To these I have attempied to remain true.
Gollwitzer's counbter-position can be found mainly
ins The Exlistence of God ags Confessed by Paiith,
and in his wreplies in: Pogt Bulimann locubum.
This latter worlk, a troangcript of a debate Braun
and Gollwitzer held in the Johannes Guitenberg
University, Mainz, on 13 February 1964, indicates
clearly that degpite thelir bhasic differences, these
men can Sy some very similar things. Indeed, the
major difference lies in the meaning each gives +to
the vocable (od, as Gollwitzer himgell recognizes:
"With the guestion about what is meant by the word
'God' in the lagt sentence of Braun's theses the
digecugsion had, for me, reached its kernel." {(vol.
II, p. 28,)

.(‘ " 3 X &
19 Ibid., pp. 37-36; cf. H. Braun, Gesammelte Studien zum
Neuven Tegtament und seiner Umwelt, pp. 2 '

97298,



into whose potentimlities there ig
taken up everything that in the old,
now inproperly applied terms, was

once sald of the real relation to

God as the Other. ««. The encounter
with the call of God ... beconmes an
experience in which 1t ls solely the
encounter with the call that matiters,
wheresag the Caller lg swallowed wup

in darkness ..v ¢ ove and the biblical
concepts, though they arve surely all
relational concepte, are given a new
interpretation ag desceriptions of an
abeitude which in reality now only
noves between man and hisg fellow man,
but not (or only verbally) between
man and God, PFalith in God is turned
into believingness of exlstence, into 20
a belleving atiitude,

Commonly, existentialist theology albtempts to abandon
anthropomorphic language by subgtituting sn absitract
phrage for the word “God®, But this attempt is doomed
Yo failure fyom the start. For "all language is derived
frowm the things in which man has a part.“21 The appli-
cation of meanings to groups of sounds ig an arbitirary
hunan process, And the meanings themselves come from
man's own experience. This is no less true for the
abatiract phrases adopied by Braun, For example, the
“Whence of all my being upheld” draws on human experience
no legs thon does describing God as "him who ultimately

upholds mev, Both employ an anthropomorphlic concept

upho Lding and apply it by analogy in an ulvimate way

to God. In thie sense all language ls anthropomorphic.

The antithesis is between abstract and concrete, not

between abstract and anthropomorphic,

>
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Ihid., pp, 50, 63-6U,
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This preference for abstract terms is usged also with
the aim of "decoding” +the New Testement so that modern
man, meaning modern sthelstic men, can understand it and

e

thereby feel compelled to renounce his athelsm, “Let us
degeribe as an abtheist, in keeping with hisg own definition
" himgelf, the man who confesses that, since ag a modern

man he can no longer weckon 'nalvely with the existence

' a deityt, he k&bpﬁ regolutely to the sphere of this
world and abandons every use of the word ‘God', thav
indeed he denies that anything at all can be made of this
woxd once we have lell't behind uve the speculative presup-
positions of eawvliey %im@@".zg To this man all Braun can
say isg, "The athelist misses man”, 23 The athelst misjudges
mant Tt is indeed Aifficult to understand how Braun cen
goy this at all, For the view of humanity upon which he
bases his approach to the New Tegtbament is preclsely the
game ag that of the athelist, To suggest, then, that the
athelist ought Lo toke up theligm, a thelsm which hasg just
heen proved dispensible, is totally inconsistent., Withousb
a doubt, the athelist would be more in order if he demanded
that Braun give up his lagt few Fragnents of oubworn
mytho lLogs

Thug, Brauwn's further doubt whether there can be any

22
23w,

Ibid., p. SN,

Braun, "The Problem of a New Testament Theology",
Jack Sanders, Lrna'. Lﬂs Robert W. Funk, ed.;
The Lu]Lmanm Schwol of Biblical TﬂLBﬂQTﬁtﬂblwﬂz
New Dir@etlongw,(New York. TH965), p. 183,




such thing as en atheist ls equally illogical.

On hig lips the question ... has no
longer any admisspble meaning. Ffor

it means nothing but: whether there

is any such thing ag 2 man who,

however corrupted his relation to

other men may be, does not also shave

in ‘the experience of being protected
and claimed by fellowmen ~and thig

no abthelgt will deny, yet without Ffor
that reason seeing any ground to give ol

More to the point would be the guestion whether, glven the

extreme exigtentinlist approach, there can be any such

Although Gollwitzmer gquite vuthlessly discards this

That Lfor many btewts, even within the
New Tesgtament, this method of examl-
nation can he appropriate and Lfruit-
ful, is not to be denied ... « It is
not o casge of the permissgibility and
appropriateness of such an approach,
which can be denied only by a +theo-
logically evrvoneous fundamentalism,
but 1t is a question of its being
made absolute, ... Sxistentialist
interpretation, as long as 1% seeks
to be theological, can regard itsell ,,

fa

only as a neang, not ag an end,
This ig a point made by many writers. Christian theology,
when it 18 being true o the Gospel, must not tie itesels
to any one philosophy. It must certainly be willing and
able to uge The hermeneuwbtlc and logical tools of philo-
gophy, and to recognize where philosophy has made valld

ingights, but never to become completely ldentified with

The Existence of God ag Confessed by Faith, p. 95.

L
up hig athelsm,
thing ag a theologian,
approach he doeg not fall Ho see its values.
2L
25

Ibid., pp. 53, 57.



one philosophical system. O0F course, some gystems of
philogophy must be rejecbted as absolutely inappropriate
to Christlian theology. For exawple, the extreme forms of
logical positiviem with thelr presupposed eplgtemology
deny validity or wreallity or even meaning to statements
guch as those which the Chrigtian must wmake aboubt God,
faith, ete, Similarly, language analysls, although very
helpful in determining what "word gawme' is being used
and thus pointing, by way of clarification, to its dif-
ferences from other "word games®, isg if
the field of theology. While, on ‘the one hand, Ghrisﬁian‘
theology will find 1ittle use for such philosophlies as
these, it can, on the other hand, goin valuable insights
by uging other, more compaitible ones. Nevertheless, it
mugt subjeect whatever system it uses to the standard of
the biblical witness 4o the God-encounter. They mugt
vemain the toolsg, the servants, of the message end the
Messgenger heling proclaimed,

Behind this is the concern to do justice to the
bivlical witness bto the Tordship of God. PBraun is quite
right Yo say: "Thoge who confuse agsent to the meta-
physic contained in the New Testament with the addressi-
bility, or even with the falth, of man are adopting a
well-intentioned apologetlc position which denieg the
Word of God its sovereign power o deal freely and uncon-

26

ditlonally with men,® What Braw falls o recognize

26

Ibid., pe 41y guoting: H. Brawm, Gesammelte Studien zunm
Neuven Tegtament und seiner Umwel®, p. 291,




@

that this judsment applies to every formulation of the
Chrigtian falilth, including his own. Insofar ags it ls
absolutized, "dogmatized”, any statement of the Chrigtian
falth has limited the Lordship of God.

In the exlstentialist approasch——particularly in
its most consistently developed form, but also inherent
in i% from the svart-——-there exigts the danger of
severely limiting the ways God cen reveal himself to man.
Thug, for it "dod can ... only become perceptible in his
function of gerving men's intevest in authenﬁicity.“27
How does this happen? It deriveg fyrom the fact thatl,
following Bultmann, this approach c¢laims to be able %o
determine the nature of man'sg existence without reference
‘o God or the Goampel, but by philcsophv.za flan, then,
is one who seeks his own auvthentvicity. But this means
that the function of ‘the Word of God which encounters him
ig determined g _priori. ITts purpose is 1o help man to a
fuller glef-undergtanding, a more aubthentic exigtonce.

In a sgecond way the existentlaligt approach limits
God's soverelgnty: "The guestlon whether what is said of
this God of Chrigtian falth is demythologizable ... can

nly be declded Falsely if without closer examination
Chyligtien theisnm iz equated with extra-Christisn, and

thus the same thing happens the other way round as was

Ihid., p. 33.
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1o~ Bawvtsch, ed., Kervzma und Vyvithos, vel. IIL,

Do 1985 vol. I, pp. 345, and Bultmenn, Glauben
und Vergtehen, vol. I, pp. 30588,




done by the early fathers when they identiflied classical
monotheism with that of the Bibl@."29 Gabriel Vahanian
aluo expressed this need to distinguish beﬁween (tod and
the gods when he wrote that,

from the Biblical point of view the
demarcation line is not between the

gacred and the profane oy between the
religious and the geculaw let

alone between one world-view and

another, or between theism and athelsn

tve o The Line is between God and 20

. 3

the 1dol ... -

To forget this digtinction, or 4o develop a theology as
if the God withessged bto in the Bible were one species of
the genus "god" along with the gods of pantheism, heno-
theilsm, polytheism, ete.,, and ‘the Absolute Being of meta-
physics, is to deny him soverelignty in this realm, He is
different, for he is Lowd even of the dumb gods, the
Thus, even ag sn hermeneutié Tool the existentlialist
approach has certaln bullbt-in weaknesgses which make it
mgatigfactory for Christian theology unless it is careful-
1y balanced with valid insighte gained from an equally
inappropriate transcendentalism., Again there is a need
for a pavadox-dialectical method, Christisn th@@logy
needs the strong points of both sides. In other words,

we mugt not digsecard the valid insights of existentislism.

29

30

The Bxlistence of God ng Confessed by Faith, p. 40. COF,
on thist Kormelius H. ml kotte, Alg de Goden
swijzen (Amsterdam, 1956); E0: When - th@ Gods Are

Silent, John W. Doberstein, trne. (London, 1967).

o r.'r

¥, Vahanlan, No Other God (New York, 1966), p. 9.




Rather, what is necessary is “to define the bounds of
theological exigtentialist inﬁer?reta%ion".gl Thus, one
magt digtinguish between "the prograﬁma of exlstentialist
interpretation as a theological ong” and "a general pro-
gramme of demytholegizing which, being guided by a modern
conecent éf objective reality, can understond the gods and
the stories of the gods only as objectifications of other
things of existentialist slgnificance, and subsumes in .
thet also the biblical witness to God." 2 Making this
digtincetion is part of what 1Lt means to btake the Bible
seriovsly (in_exnsithafier Welse).

e have scen %hét the exigtentialist approach can
elithey be "o methodological precept which ig occcagioned
by the gtate of the texts and justified by them”, or one
*"Pounded .. Oon 2 géneral ontology of existence, of which
1t then becomes the consequence and expression, and to
which everyone who adopts the method ig bound."33 The
latter has already been rejecied as inadequate.

How, then, can this be used as an hermeneutic ‘tool?
What are its limits? "Uhe methodologlical precept aims to
digtinguish hetween intention and sitatement, beiween what
ig really wmeant and! its representational :e':’a::a:tc*m.,“’f’}‘L That is,

&

1t endeavours to separvate whait is sald from the way it is

e

he Bxistence of God as Gonfemsed by Falith, p. 60,

ST e

72 thid.s pp. GOF.

Lratt it

23 Ibhid.., p. 109.

Vel T

3 tpia., p. 110,



gaid, the kernel from the shell. It ought, therveiore,
to "explain® the texts, make them “undersiandable”,

The meaning of these two terms must first be cleaved
of all ambiguity. Braun has "explained” the wowrd "God"
by showing that what it vefers to is not “God" bub
o trangscendental 'Whence of all my being upheld and zll
my doings'“.35 This, however, ls "correction® not "expla-
nation", "I thought it was the function of an explanation
to render it evident that the something in questlon was
this definite thing, so that the explanation took away

the obgcurlty but not the object."jé

3

A similar ambigulity is encountered in the word

"ndergtond”. The existentialist approach and this is

the trap into which Bishop John Robingon falls in Honest

B0 God-~—-"mokes o0 much of an effort to make Christianitvy

oy
acceptable.“J/ Undergtanding is not atteined by evrasing

all the peculliarities of the object in order to show it is
. 8imilar to what we already Y¥now., Rather, wderstanding is

knowing the object in all ite peculiarity. That is the

tagk lald before all theology dogmatics as well ag

&

35 Ibid., . 385 guoting: Braw, Qp. clt., p. 298,

Sdren Kierkegaard, maaﬁm%%mkﬁmgm%s
David ¥F. Swenson and Walter Lowrle, trnsg. (Princeton,
1981), p. 196, Brawm's formula, "God is within this
event” (Pogt Bultmann logubwm, vol. I, pp. 11, 29),
does not make hig position any more tenable. “God®
lg 8till digsolved into the event of hesring and
accepting him, he is "explained away".

37 mpe Bxistence of God ag Confessed by Faith, p. 252,



cregedsis:s

Bxegegis has not to endeavour ©o

bring the reader Ho see what he can

‘make of' the statements of the text,

and to trim them to that end gegundum
hominenm recipientem, but although it
does have %o show where they touch the
life of the heaver today., yvet at the
game time it has to glve a clearcutb
pioture of them precisely in thelr
Torelign-ness, #o that there arises

an encounter, perhaps even a conflict,
between the heaver and the text's
message which had not so far coms

within hig range snd is at first not 98
yvet accessible to him. -

How, then, can we assure a proper approach? What
nust our safeguards be? That will be part of the content
of the next chapter. But Lirst we mugt examine another
inappropriate wasg of speaking of God, of the wrelatlonship

between God and man,
Gollwitzer and a Theology of Representation

This second insppropriate way of speaking of God is

repregented by Dorothee S0lle’s book, Fbtellvertrebung s

Rl e et

Bin Kepidel Theologie pach dem *Tode Gothas! (1956)37
She presents in this book a novel approach to Chwistian
theology in the twentieth century. It is also very

appealing, bringing to light many valld insights. This

novelty and appesl is enhanced by her stralihitforwaed,

ET: Christ the Representabive, David Lewis, trnse,

TR

(Tondon, L967).
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readable style. ALL this, of coursge, makes any criticisn
of her work difficult and complex, Fopr these reasons,
then, I shall begin by summerizing her book briefly, yet
in gome detall, Then the examinatlion of Gollwitzer's

criticiam which follows will be more meadily understood.

A Theology of Repregentation
Both 8561lle and Gollwltzer live as thinking people of
the modern world-—-hoth are contemporery”. Although
thelr approaches to it are different, they share this
twentieth century envirooment and want to face it honestly.
What is ‘this common environment, this modern sebtting?
Dorothee S81le, following Nietzsche and othews,
calls it "the death of God", or more precisely "the
experience of the death of God®, It iz difficult to
determine exactly what she means by this. O0n cccasion
this slogen, "the death of God", is meant to indicate
gome alteration in God's mode of existence, If God hasg
changed, then men's experience of God will now be different.
Thus, “Any direct surrvender bo God, such as the saints of
the great religlons exemplifly, is no longer possible for
ug in this pogit-theisgtic age. For us God is not directly

o0 But more often, and more sccurately, she

present.
regards this as a change in bhuman experience caused by
gelentific and technological progress and the gpread of

a critical conselousness throughout society. The areas

ho

Ghrist the Revresontative, p. 132,

T




wvhere God 1ls needed as an explanatory factor have all
been eroded, "The phrase *'the death of God' ig meant o
give theological expression to these changed psychosocial
aomdi%iomg.“gl
This phrage, “the death of God", is meant to express
not only the experience of God's absence, but also of hig

ineffectivenegs. Thig, according to S8dlle, is an espe-

cially painful experience today. We have experienced
Auvsehwity, Hivoshima, Vietnam and Little Rock. After
these, how can we pralge God who governs everything so
wonderfully that we cannot see his hand in 1t? In othew
words: God "hasg not finlshed his work."gz He hag left
gome of him work undone., Thus, he needs to be represented.
For without someone to do what he hasg left undone, without
gomeone to Ffulfil his promisge, “we should have to 'sack'

L2
the God who does not show up, who hasg left us."bJ

In this milieu 801le has attempted a new sitart in
theology based on a ve-appraisal of the concept of repre-

sentation (Siellverbretung). “Representative is not

itseld a new Christological term. A&lthouzh commonly used

in elamsical soteriology it has been neglected of latbe.

Il
h

b3

Ihides s 12

Lindemann, Rademonn snd Kuhlmann, in an open letter to
Doy Splegel®, July 18, 1966, p. 90; quoted in:
Von der Siellvertretune Goties, p. 162, A transg-
lation of +this very wmoving letbter can be Ffound in:
9y Paul Schilling, God In an Age of Athelsm
(Nashville, 1969), pp, 13~ib,

Ghrist the Repregentative., v. 132.
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0f course, To make use of a concept so rich in gignificance
a careful analysis of its possible meenings and implications
must be execubed., And SOlle devotes an early chapter to
guch an analygis,

But she has already made an earlier presupposition.
"Phis concept &:’@pmaen'ta'i:ion] can only be uged To desgeribe
the work of Jegus 1f it is firmly rooted In hunan relation-
ghilps in soclety=-in other words, only if it matches g

Y ipie is

universal phenonenon in our world as well,®
her starting point. And hew chogen method is a dialecilc
which mediates the experience “of the death of God and
that of the life of Chriss" "into o new walty, inte a
'*sheology after the death of God'."wﬁ
One aspect of this modexrn getting, which is expressed
theologically by the phrase "the death of God", concerns
80lle throughoub: +the personal identity erisis. On the
one hand, man feels a compelling need for personal identity.
Thig 1ls expressed in “the bourgeols ldealigt thesis that

LA ]
. But evexry day, on

the individual is irveplaceable".
the other hand, his experience negates this. The bechno-
logy which gave us mass production and interchangeability
of parts has begun to have a soclal effect., Replaceability
hag invaded also the human sphere. UWhen we gult a job ox

vetive we are replaced by another. Computers and machines

Il

Ly
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Thide, po 15,




are able to do nany things faster and more efficlently
than human workers., How, then, cen man gain the sought~
after pevsonal identity, ilrrveplaceablility?

In the past this wag guaranteed by God., No matiter
what happened in the world each person was irreplaceable,
an unigue individual to God. But the modern “experience

of the death of God” has made thisg impossible. Several

alternatives have been guggested at various times
soclety, vocation, love, fatherland, art, etec. But, in
the end, none of these hag proved gufficlent. Indeed, %he
identity-crisgis, the fesling of veplaceability, has taken
on ultimate proportions. We are torn on the dilemms of
needing to feel irrveplaceable but gensing at the same
time our replaceability.

Dorothee Sdlle sees in the concept of representation,
ag distinet from replacement, a way out of the dilenma.
But thle distinction between representation and replace-
ment must be very carefully maintained. Representation
meang assuning conditlonal responsibility for the person
represented for a limited period of time. Replacement,
on the other hand, is complete, woonditional and perma-
nent gsubgtitution. To fall to maintain this dlgbinction
leads, in the end, bto substituition and replacement. To
guarantee someones personsel identity, hig irreplaceability,
one must represent him, not subgtitute for him.

The determinative conditions for representation, then,
b7

-] o o L o t a 3
are personality snd temporallty, and its characteristics

Ibid., pp. 56, 102,



o

re identification, dependence and provisionallty. Identi-

b me e T

5]
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Pication must be twolold:s identification of the represen-

e

i

tative with the one represented, otherwise the one repre-
sented would be depersonalized and thus yeplaced; and
identification of the one represented with the represen~
tative, otherwige the latter's action and suiffering would
he wasted, would be for nothing. Dependence nust also be

reoiprocal: you are always irreplaceable for someone (the

dative case camnot be ignored); but the representative
nmugt also gain the consent of the one repwresented or else
he reduces him Ho a "thing®, that ig, he is dependent
upon hig consent. Provigionalitys The purpose of repre-

gentation is to guarantee personal identitvy, irreplacea-

Pility, by holding the person’'s place open for him while

he ig absent, go that in the future he can weturn to 1Lt.
Therefore, repregentation wmust be provisional, btemporary,
incomplete.

AlL this $61lle hasg ganined from o loyality to the
general experience of wodern man and from an analysis of
the concept of "vepresenitation”. But she maintains a
double loyalty. Therefore, she algo turns to the New
Tegtament o £ind the distinctively Christisn elements

o

of representation: "historicality, uwiversalization,

o e P § 5 8
voluntariness, and suim@flng“.“ This part of her analysis,
however, is very soon lald aside, In applying the concept

of “representation” to Christ she divides her discussion

8
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into two sections: “Chyist -Our Repregentvaiive Before

50

" ‘:’ ] o o 47
Gad”ap) and "Chrligt God's Representvative Among ken®.

And within both of thege she has three sections dealing
with his provigionality, his ldentification, and hig depen-
dence. In other words, she weturnsg to the three charac-
terigtics of representation discovered by an examination
of the concept and ignores the work done in her chapter
ont "Repredgentation in the New Testamenﬁ".sl

Qur Representative Before God: I we undersiand

CRyeel et

Christv's provigionality rightly, contends S6lle, it will
help in our continuing dialogue with Judaism. Thus
rvedemption ought to be concelved not as "a perfectionistic
once~-for=-all event but an unceasing pProcess. ... & Linal

Chyiat

the replacement who perfectly and completely

gecures for uvs the reconciling grace of GGQM“M~V&ﬂiShe$."52
And In his place appears a Christ who ropresents us only
incompletely and temporarily.

The patitern chosen by Sdlle to describe Chiist's
identification is that of +the teacher, and the *yardstick

PR YR R TR P e A £33

for meaguring the degree of identification in a given case

=
<

.;gm. 9 GI}.E’)- '1;6"’:!.9' pl}" l{)‘?mlgg.
Ibid., chs. 20-22, pp. 130-149,

Ihid,, ch. 9, pp. 67-71l. To her credit $40lle does notv do
thisz blindly. Rather, she proposes at the start
(p. 16) that "readewrs not already trained in theology
can simply skip" the part of the book contailning
this chapter. Therefore, she must regard it ag
merely theologlecal superatructure which may he
ignoved safely,

Ihid. r DD 108. 109,
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@ga the teacher's avititude o punishmenﬁ.“ﬁg The purpose

of punishment is not expiation nor gatisfaction, bub

rehabilitation., In other words, it is a personal trang-

action in which the identvification between the two

parthers is so complete that the one weting out the

punishment gulfers from it just ag much as the one being
(R

punisghed, But thisg identification does not abolish the

digbtance bhetween Christ and those he represents, & distance

3

emphaaized by hig provisionality. Rather it is a velation
vof identity in non-identity, of 'one-ness in separate-neug’
L3 ] ?

as the young Hegel Tormulated it."”"

Provislonality and identvification are bound up with

denendence Ghrigt's dependence on ug, on our agsentd,
Only in this way can his suffering be 'fLor us', Nor is
this just a once~for-all dependence. Rathey, he continues
to put himgelf at risk. Such a "doctrine of Christ's
continuing, representavive suffering' can bhe denied,
claims Solle, only by those "who see the wesurvection ...

5

ag God's final vietory over his enemies and not simply an
anticipatory sign of hope,"Jﬁ
God's Repregentative Among lMen: This aspect of
Christ's representation has never been developed as com=-
pletely as the foxrmewr. Also, it is this aspect which most

neaeds development in the light of the "experience of the

i in
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Ihid., pp. 117-118.
Abid. . pe 122,
Thid., p. 125,



death of God". Tor an "absent God" needs a representative.
Therefore, HOlle is careful not to omit this aspect in her
development of a theology of wepresentation.

Christ's representation of God, like hip representa-

tion of us, is provigional. He is unot weplacing a dead

God, but representing e living God. And he does this by
guarenteeing God's future by “ruming ahead of hin®,
reaching man on hig behalf before he is able to. The
image, then, that $61lle uges here is that of the "fove-

runner”, Christ does thig as one who Lldentiflies himself

with this abgent God. Indeed, 801lle claimg +that this

fact "is the only posaible ground for bhelieving in God

« 56

today. Howevewr, thisg section isg very confused and con-

fusing, begiming, as 1t doeg, by gtating that "Identifi-

o
cation is o relation between those who are dlffexenﬁiaﬁed"J?
and going on to assert: “In Uhrist God himself left the

impediacy of heaven, abandoned the sgecurity of home, for

”58

AvVeT, Thug, she abandonsg her principle of proviglonality

q

by aseribing to Chrigt an ldentification "for ever®, and

Py 2

ghe forgakes her concept of identification asg a relation-

3

ghip between diffeventiated individuale by confeasing at
ti]

once the divinity of Christ and the humanity of God, Like-

3

wige, she revises the characterist

ic of dependence as she

proceeds. AT the oulset dependence involved the acceptance

Ihid., pp. 139-140 (my italiecs).
Ibid., p. 137,
IThid,, p. 141,

Lt eden



or vejection by the one bheling vepregsented. How, then, is

e

Christ dependent upon God's acceptance or rvejection?
30lle spurng the twaditional answer thet the resurrection
wags a gign of God's accepitance and prefers Instead: “He
depends upon God by depending upon ug and living by our
decisgliong. But that ig to say that God depends on us“.ﬁg
Tt seems, then, that dependence involves the acceptance
or rejection not of the one being represented, but of
thoge to whom he is belng represented,

All this Dorothee 8dlle imbues with an appeal for
actlion. The corvollary of Chwrist's provisionality is our
digecipleship. It meang that the company of believers
must eventually %ake*up the fuiture held open for us by
Chrigt and assume fegponsibility for the world. Similarly,
it means that "Christ ... is present implicitly whenever
a men acts or suffers in God's ﬁtead.“éo His ldentifi~
cation with us and with God makes possgible now our vepre-
sentation of God., "We, too, can now play God for one

61

another.” And that, she claims, we should begin doing

now, at last.




Gollwitzer's Oritigue

¥

- ]

In his criticism of Dorothee 501lle's book, Helmuig
Gollwitzer doeg not make <the misgbtake of one-gidedly
afficning or denying all that she says. Indeed, he takes
great paing to show the value as well as the error in her
approach. His re-presentation of her argument in his own
Words,éz in fact, avolds many of the self-contradicitions
present in her essay and reibailned in my suvnmary above.
Thug, an examination of his criticism cammot be divided
neatly into sectiong dealing with agreement and disagree-
ment separately. The extent of the agreement ig always
Limited by some disagreement, and likewige, the aveas of
disagreement are tempered by polnte of agreementd.

Before beginning this exeminstion, however, it
should bé noted agein that Gollwitzer, like S61lle, also
writes against this background expexi@nee of "the ghagtly
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masgacres of our centbury”.  His concern heve hag led to
many books and tracte which will be considered in a later
chapter. But alveady a basic difference is apparent. Fow
t0llwitzer afflrms that it 1s agalnst this very bhackground
that Christians heawr ond proclaim the gospel, "very much
challenged by this situation, by thelyr own sitvuation, by
tod's concealment, by his iwmpotence, by his apparent

absence-—-—in and despite this challenge and against it

they hear the gospel "that the kingdom of God appeared in

62 Von der Siellvertreiung Goittes, pp. 48-53, 103,

63 tpid., p. 142,



6k 501le began by

Chreist', and cling fast to 1t.°
analysing man's need and the concept of representaltion and
only then turned to the gospel o see if she could make it
Pite Gollwitzer tries to work the other way wound: ‘o
begin with the gospel and then see how 1t challenges man,
Thig basic difference of approach wnderlies all the
gpecific points of disagreement and pervades even Tthe
areas of agreemendt,

Tt ig true, Gollwitzer admits, that Dovothee Sdlle
gives ug an honegt report of the way a contemporary person
can hear the gospel, how Christ can stlll speak today.

Bhe tries to be loyal to the two experiences of the

"death of God"” snd the "Llife of Chrigt®. “This book is

a report of this attempt at loyalty and at mediating these
contrary experiences *into a new wity'; in that lies its
gincerity snd its gignifieamce.“65 She does not try to
wrlte a timeless sort of theology, bub vrecognizes thatb

she speaks “as a contemporary person whose fivest presup~
poalition ig contemporaneity. ... It is this very fact

that nakes her book ... more honest and significant than
the gtudious abtbempts of many theologiang to adapt the

: . 6¢
gogpel to contemporary wording.® 6

oMl
65

66 ..

Ibid., p. 116.

Ibid., Do i?g citing: GChrist the Representative, .
Pe 134, A



But the extent of the agreement must be noted care-
fully., In reporting the questions and problems and
experiences confronting contemporary man, 56lle has done
what every Christian must do. "Since +the church is a
comaunity of modeyn men and since, as contemporary men,
they owe their contemporaries a witness in modern language
« 00y therefore, they are not permitted to wrenounce thely
contemporaneity but must confess to it and practise it.“67
It is this contemporaneity (LZeitzenossenscharfi) for which
S0lle's book is praised., However, merely to be contem-
porary is not enouvgh. Indeed, this is to ignowe the other
gilide, the experience of the "life of Christ®. The dif-
ference bhetween Christisans and thelr contemporaries is
that *they Bb@ bthstlanélﬁ@v@ggmjemﬁ abill stand in
persistent hearing of the message and thus their thought
and thelyr 1life is itseld the exemplary place of this
negsage's encownbver with modern mah."68 This does not
mean seeling what they can make of the gospel in the light
of modern experience. Such a capliulation before "modernism”
does jusiice nelither to the modern experience nor to the

goepel message. Properly, as S0lle herself intends, the
two should be *pregent simulitaneously to join battle as

o what ig real."ég

67
68

69 heigt the Representative, p. lBip cf. also: Yon depr

Stellvertretung Gotbtites, p. 148.




We have here, as I mentioned briefly above, the crux
of the matiter, thelr bhasic methodological difference.
301le bheging with the human guesition about how to attain
personal identity, irreplaceability. She makes an anslysis
of the concept of representation in humen terms. On the
basis of this she concludes: “Incompleteness constitutes
the mode of [Gh:&?isﬁ's] being fow ug, o0 Then, in hew
final section, she develops a christology in the light of
these criteria. Thervefore, she condemns those whose
*thought doeg not move from below upwards, Lrom the anthro-
pological weality to the christologlcal eveni", accusing
then of using sitrange methodg “"requiring of theology priow

actys of gpecific belief". 7L

Gollwitzer's criticism, then, is to the point. TFor
it is undoubtedly true that 30lle “gtrives to elevate
man'g condition of need purely phenomenologically in
order to make Chrisgst uwniversally intelligible as the
answer to the guestion of the hunan situatimn."?z In
other words, she wante to see what she can still make of
the gospel in the Light of modern thought., The dangers
of ‘this methodology become clear when one examines it in
relationshlp to the Lordship of God. Any methodology
which beging with an Iindependent analysis of the human

gituation and then seeks the gospel's answer to it has

70
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determined alveady beforehand what the gospel can.bring.
This meansg, then, that S6lle, by employing such a method,
hae not in fact been loyal to bolh the experience of the

"desoth of God" and the experlience of the "life of Christ®

as was her lutentlon, dbut has made the latier subservient
0 the former. Or, bto pubt this even mowve accurately, she
abolishes the Gospel and returns to the Law,

Indoed, a fatum ig always Law,
and if a theology begins with Law,
then, in the end, nothing can come
from it othewr than Law. The fatum
gays: "We arve no longer able ...,
we ave no longer able ...", and enu-
merates what men of an earlier age
supposedly wore gtlll capable
of but which ig imposgible for us
voday; the resulting Law says: "We
MuUsSt eees We must .0", and enumerates 7y
what we must do ses

Becondly, Gollwitzer admits that much of 861lle’s
background analysis ig ugeful and necessary. She makes a
fundamental digtinetion between irveplaceablility and unrep-
resentability. The individual, feeling asg though he is at
present replaceable, gaing a future ivveplaceablility
becauvse he is vepresentable, "In the diffeventiation of
these two ... lies an achlevement of 88lle's analysis
which is not to he forgoﬁten."74 Also, her section on
the “"Problem of Punishwent" (chapter 17-b), though incom~
plete, is a frultiul piece of work, »It ig to be acknow-

ledged very highly that the authoress works out her
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example of a pogt-theisgtic theology precisely in the

doctrine of reconciliation which is so neglected by modern

theology and in doing so contvibutes, e.g. a very uselul

analysis of the notion of punishment, a concept so often
et . " . 0

vged unthinkingly by theologiang.

However, the basic error in 88lle's methodology
noted above affects the content of her analysis. "PFor the
very reason that already in her anthropological analyels
she makes the preliminary decligion concerning the content
of the answer, this enalysis cannot develop fw@ely.“?é Por
example, hey gtrict distinetion hetween “"representative®
and "preplacements®, drawn from her analysis of mon's guest
for identitvy, prevents a development free from pre-judgment.

epresentation nust have as characteristics, she avrgued,

=

identification, dependence and provisionality. But ghe
presumed that the congent of the one represented, on which
the repregentative depends, mugt temporally precede +the
representative act, Thus, her arguments "Detray an
agbtonishing forgetfulness of the reformation praoblematic

Ly Ly
regarding the notion of consent (%sﬁﬁngug)."// Ghe did

not take seriously-—that ig, in a way which would have

an effect on her thinking the Pauvline anthvopology

which sees man as “dead in sin® (of. Hphesisns 2:1,5;

75
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Colosgiang 2:13) and incapable of priowr consent. Subgeguent

e AT

congent il both possible and necessary. Otherwise represen-
tatlon indeed becomes replacement, Bubt in 86lle's analysis,
“our sgmall abllity to co~operate, which ig really the
gracious permission of him who does not need ug, becomes
the wreplacement for divine actlon—-preplacement even
though called 'r@presaﬂ%aﬁion'."?g
Similarly, from her analysis Dorothee 801lle concluded
that one criterion of true representation wasg that it nust

be temporally transient. This leads her to see Jesug ag

a ‘teacher, a pioneer, a forerunner axenplun-———and to
affirm an inclusive; as opposed to an exclusive, doctrine
of réconailiamion. Théreby she confused replacement of
persons and yeplacing actlon., The alm of true vrepresen-
tation ig to gain time for the person represented, who at
present is incapable, so that in this acquired fubture he
will be capable. But, for example, in the case of a batitle
against a superior enemy this can only be done by defeating
the enemy on his behalf-—an action which he thoen does

not have to wepeat for himself. Thug, "representation of

the persgon can algo include weplacing acth

ion. It depends

i

3

upon the fact that the relationsghlip of persons is notv a

natter of replacing, but not that the_pebion is not a

0?9

matter of replacing. In other words, the true criterion

of vepresentation is not 8dlle's temporal-trensience bub
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whether or not it establishes pewvsonal community so that
by means of this lop-sgided community the ability of the
one gains time for 1life for the other despite his inability.
Since she errs here, she then makes "no distinction between
what Chrigt does so +that through him we, too, can do it
gome day, and what he does hut we can never do and never
will be able to do. and, thanks to his actlon, also never
need to he able %o do."BO Reconciliation belongs o thisg
latvter category. It is geplacing sotion, not replagenent
of. . persong.

Thirdly, there are a few places where the two writers
agree on thely interpretation of the biblical nessage. ‘The

mogt important of these lg thelr christologlcal approach.

88lle's new emphasis in her notion of representation
nanely, that Christ represents God in his absence-—-—"1ig
posltively enlightening bhecause it spot-lights how falth
and Christ belong together ... . In the midst of God's
Invisibility and distance Christ guarantees that he
becones the basis of our failth without which we could no

81

longéer hope in God", Gollwitzer also supports SOlle's

many stvatements to the effect that God depends on wen and
their witness to be alive for other men,
At that point 1t is most certainly
true that precisely according to the

New Testament also God's existence in
the world does nobt bypass men. In an

ﬁfmh,"g" bp. 6?f'
Ibid., p. 66.



alarming way he lays his cause in

men's hands. ... 50 wWe are told

already in the New Tegbament. One

cannot say it sharply, one-gidedly 82

enough, =

Yot much of what 86lle says seems to Gollwitzer to

be uatrue to the New Tegtament witness. She reverses the
biblical emphasis., "For D. S80lle, that vepresentatlion by
Ghrist around which past theological thought ciwveled,
representation at God's Jjudgment, has been hidden hy her
interest in another representation: in (God's being wrepre-
gented by Jesus Christ in a time of his obgcurity snd

el
remoten@sa."83

In so doing, she makes some remarks which
arve actually contrary to the tenor of the New Tegltament.

Tor instance, she writes: "Becauge God does not inbtervene
Sl

&

Yo establish his cause, Christ appears in his place,
"he antitheslis is clear; for the New Testament says
precigely ‘the reverse: that in Christ's appearing God
intervenes o egtablish his oauae."85

Fourthly, and cleosely welabted Lo their at least
partial agreement regarding New Tegtament intevpretation,
Gollwitzer and S6lle are at one in thelir demand for an
active, wiltnessing company of believers. If the moessage
of the gospel means anything at all, it is a call to

costly discipleship.

Ihid., peo 129,

:Ellib(lo; e ’4’}75 cf. alﬂ'}()g Do 6”’-

i
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e should gpeak of Christ in his
being-for-ug in such a way that we

do not cease hut Linally begin to

do something for him, i.e. for our
fellownan. Or wore accurately and

in an oldey but in no way antiquated
languages The comfort of the gospel
should no longeyr drown out the demand,
the pacifying element the motivating g
O'i').e L N ) L}

Thig, too, is a limited agreement., &dlle is correct
in basging this demand for action on the fact that God uses

men to effect hig cause in the world, Bubt she errs in

» ]

Limiting God's activity to this human activity.

It is readily sald today that "God

can come To pase between men among

those 'who have done it to me'v.

He can do <that, thanks be to Godl

But thanks be %o God! he isg now
Limited to that. ... The tauvtology
hatweon God and the event of inter-

human love abolishes the gospel of 8
God's love.

Pinally, Gollwitzer accuses Dorothee S6lle of being
moelear in neny places. Who is Chelst and how is he able
‘o do what is claimed of him? And welated to this, what

does ghe mean when she uses the vocable "God"Y I8 Chrights

regurrection a tranglitory gtage an anticipatoxry sign

o

g A

%.‘Ze

o the fulfilment? What does she mean by
"dirvectness” when she says a "divect relationship to God®
isg no longer possible? These, however, ave generally no

more than inconsistencles in 88lle's argument. To go

c2

-
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Ibidesr Do 23,
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Ibid., pe 147; quoting: D. 301lle, "Theologle nach den
Tode Gottes”, Merkuw, 1964, p. 1117,



invo them in detall would add nothing to what we have
learned already. The root difference is one of method and

approach. And it is time now to turn, in the next chapter,

to Gollwitzer's own abttempt to speak of God appropriately.



“EOD TALEY»  APPROPRIATE IANGUAGE ABOUT GOD
Safeguards for Appropriate Languege about God

In the last chapter we presented two inappropriate
ways of gpeaking of God and indicated Helmut Gollwltzer's
criticism of them, The simplest solutlion to this problem
Of talking about God would geem Tto remain silent. Bub
ovr gllence isg Judged even as our gpeech. Cherigtlan pro-
clamation mugt speak of God, How, then, can we assure
a proper approach? What must our safeguards be?

Gollwitzer suggests a four-fold answer here:

L, "ihe definitlons must not be dictated by any wmodern
congciousness set up 8s NoYm ..., PUt must be demanded by
the biblical proclamation of God itself and bring out its

wl This point hasg been in the background of

intention.
all hisg criticism of both the consistent existentialist
position and ‘the posit~theistic theology of Dorothee 8dlle.
The Christian thecloglian mugt always remaln true to "what
the Bible says" ~—not in fowvi, but in conbtent. Here ig
where both Bravn and $0lle failed, despite their good
intentlons., By means of an exigtentialist wmderstending
of the text, or through the concept of representation,
thelyr aim was to demythologize the gospel, to change the

form into one more uwndersiendable to modern wan, But they

The Bxistence of God ag Confessed by Ffalth, James W.
Leiteh, trns. (London, 1965), . 124,



absolubized thelr technigues so that the content, too,

was altered. Thelyr criterion for judging what was ‘o be
excised was the consclousness of modern men which. they
cleoimed, could no longer accept ov pregune the exigtence

of a deity. Acceptance of such a oriterion at once brings

them wder Luther's condemation: "Refiniunt verbum noen

BladGh e rerri:

L
o

secundun dicenten Deun, sed secundun veelpienten hominem” .

This is the major and baslc safeguard or criterion
for appropriate talk of God. The other three which follow
arve dewived from the appllcation of this one. Thewefors,
it is luwpontent that we consider this one wore carefully
before moving on.

The firgt difficulty to be countered isg an eplstemo-
logical one. This proposed method requires the two~fold
pregupposition that CGod exists apart from our experience
of hig action, and that this God iz witnessed to in the
Bible.B But how can we know that? To answer what we can
know 1t only by falth havdly secems adequate because it
hag not explained the necessity for accepting such vnveri-

o

fiables., DBdward J. Machle gives ug a clue to a sufficlient

) - 5 ' & !!’ + B
sngwer in an avticle, “How is Hevesy Palse?", He digtine-

o

3

Ihid., pe 1223 quoting: M. Luther, WA T, 3, 670.18,

This objection is aiscé by He Braung of. "Gottes
Exigtenz und meine Zeschichtlichkelt im Neuen
Tegtamentv., Dine Antwort an H., Gollwitzer®, in:
deidt und ( Pe ah&ehte Denkoabe an Kudolf Bul tmann
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guishes between "theologically true” (T-true) and “"analy-
tically true®. In heresy we have to do wlth statements
which are not-T-true rather than ones which ave not-true.
The latter would includes statements of aposiasy or un-
belief. The hevretic, on the other hand, still believes,

albelt falsely according to the magisterium of the

community which talks sbout life In termsg of this beliedf,
"On this account, the hasic statements of a faith, like
*God exista'y, ... cannot be T-true since to declare them
Falge would not be heresy ... bhut would be apostasy or

]

L
unbelief,"” Rather, such statements are analytically

true. The& are the congtituitive tautologies behind
aubsequent T-true gtatements. If, then, we apply this
gort of analysis Vo the question of appropriate or
inappropriate language about God we have a clue to the

solution of +this Lirst objectlon. For Golliwitzer,

propositions such asg: "God exists apart from my experience

of his exigting” and "The Bible witnesses to this God®,

2

are gongblbutive tautologies. They are not P-true, that

is, they cannot be verified by comparing them with any
prior knowledge, because there is no prior knowledge.
By the same token they ave also notv not-T-true. The
guestion ag to why one ought to accept these particulsr
congtltutive tauvtologles rather than any others cannot

be angwered except in a cirecular way. This, however,

Thid., p. 231,
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ceages to be a serious objection for the same is true of
every coustitutive taviology. This means, then, that the
Brawm-~Gollwitzer debate will never he solved uvntil the one
abandons his own and accepts the others consititutive
autologies.

Having accepted Gollwitzer's constitutive tautologlies,
one is confronted still with a second difficulty oi an
hermeneutic nature. Gollwitzer's intention is to seek
the eggence of the gospel message behind the external
form of +the seripbtural proclamation so that it may challenge
modern man'e experience. In doing this we are to use all
the hermeneutic tools avallable today., But we must avoid
uging the modern consclousness as a criterion for deter-
nining the gospel message. UHowever, the guestion which
must be asked ig: I8 this veally possible? After all,
the way we look at things in some measure determines what
we see, For ingtance, we might draw an analogy with an
uusual situation in photography. The subject to be
photographed ls concealed in a cublcle with curtaing on
all fouwr sides for wallzs. The photographer, of course,
has a choice of Ffilmg and wmethods. With an ordinary film
and front~lighting he would see only the curtaing of the
cubicle. Using back-lighting with this same film he could
photograph the gllhouette cast as a shadow on the curbtain.
But with z-ray ovr infra-red film he would gain a much
more accurate pleture of his subject behind those curtains,
The point isg, though, that the method used determined to

a large extent what he saw, Similarly, in biblical



hermeneutics the method or tool we choose has an effect

on the megsage we find, How can we be sure we are not
thug imposing human values on the gospel message? As
mgatisfactory as it nay at fivst sound, Tthe answer is
that we cannot be sure, but mugt gtrive in the direction
of objectivity by comparing the resulis of as many methods
of interpretation as possible, wecognizing throughout the
ultimate inadequacy of our methods to deal with the sub-
jeet matter at hand, To these problems we will have <o
return in Chaepter 7.

2. On the basis of thisg first safegusrd of appro-
priate talk of God, then, we can move on to derive the
other three, What the Bible wltnesses to is an encounter
between God and man-—"an encounter which is nei identical
Yo any other kind of encounter®-—fon cncounter with One
who in relation to self, world znd four] fellow men is

‘Non~identical®, and thus to that extent in actual Ffact

'Wholly Oﬁher‘."é In relation to this encounter and
this is the great truth of existentialist theology————we
always react as either participants or outsiders. The
outsider can assess the encownter soclologically, psycho-
logically or phenomenologically., Bubt only the participant
has any real undersitanding of what he has to do with., The
encounter camot he assessed correctly from s distance but

¢

only in getu. The guestion whether God exists is not

6 : ; . .
? Phe fixistence of God ag CGonfessed by Falith, pp. L24%,
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ig not within the realm of theology. Speaking as a pave
tlcipant the +theologlan asks, simply, how he can speak of

God's exlstence, ovr what it mesng when he says "God 1si®

I suspect that, to a large extent, this is veally what
Braun intends asg well, although he expiressges it somewhat
imprecisely., If Braun's expression, echoing Tolstoy, s

3 (tod algo®—~——-ig taken al face

@

"Where love i, there i
value, then Gollwitzer's criticlsm has some point.
However, Brawn may sinply be emphagsizing, in an eplgram-
matic Way,7 the fact that we only come to know God through
experiencing bhis aotlon in our encounters with other
people. That is not uvnlike what Gollwitzmer himself says:

“"He who enceunters us bhere is the One whose existence can

jlo

be disputed only apart from the encounter, only in the
Porin of miﬁjuﬁgmemﬁ"ig If ¢his is the case, st this point
thelr srgument ig verbal, not substvantial; they differ on
emphasis, no't ccn%en%.9 We ghall gee later in this chapier,
however, thath there is a real disagreement on Braun's
preference for *impersonsl” language.

3. The third salfeguard of appropriate language about
God vrelates to philosophy. We must note »

the highly imporvant limibation which
the Bible's talk of God imposes on

9

Thig style is more apparent in the German: MWh  Lieben
zegchiebt, geschiehy Gott”.

The Bxistence of God ag Gonfessed by Faith, p. 126,

Thig, btoo, may be stated epigramnaticelly: Braun is
concerned about how men csn speak about God; Goll-

witzer aboult how man pay speak about God.



itgels in order to remalin appropriate

eee o LIt does not take the step o

an ontology of God. And thus none 10

mugt be lwmpuved to it elther,
This is an argument from gllence, il.e., it draws & con-
clugion from whet is neit sald, and alone would be suspeet,
Yet, it i3 a consistent derivation from the firgt gafe-~
guard and algo preserves in our theology the concept of
God's Lordship. We have already noted in the last
chapter how becoming enslaved to a philosgophy, and there-
by %o an ontology, defines God in such a way that he can
no longer be the Lord, The "living God" ig reduced o

a concept explaining human experience., By not limiting

ourgelves to guch an ontology: and today that also means

regceuing theology from its union with 8t. Augustine's

neo-platonism, St. Thomas Aguinag' Avistotelianism, and

all the other philosophical accretions ~is@ss DY
refusing to speak "objectively” of God in an lmproper ond
Limiting way, we make

cleaw in what a radical sgense the

titles 'Lopd' and 'Living God' apply

to him with whom we have here to do.

He is indigposable, i.e. we 'have'

him in no other way than in the reaction
of faith and obedlience which is demanded
and made possible by what he says to us
in promise and command,

il

Onece again, it will be noted, Gollwitzer and Braum

gound remarkably similaw. Bubt thelr emphases and purposes

1.0
11

The Bxistence of God as Confessed by Faith, p. 128,

Ihid., p. 130,



remnain diffevent. DBraun, as explained earlier, wishes o
gtress the fact that our knowledge of God ig limited <o
our experience of hig action. Although in places he
seoms to deny God's exigtence apart from these events of
love in which we encounter him, his general atititude is
one of agnosticism, il.e. we jugst caanot know of God's
gxistence previous to oy independent of our experience of
his aotion. Gollwitzer, on the other hand, wishes o
affirm most emphatically the independent exlstence of this
"wholly other? God and only then ask how we may speak of

him, The quotation above, therefore, hag a different

purpose from Drauwn's simllar remarks. By Lt Gollwitzer
mneang to present the Tact that we cannot define Cod
rationally ox conceive of him speculatively. Bven ‘those
parts of the New Tegtement which Breun claims vreflect
guch an "objectification" of God by fivet-cenbury theistic
man, by his own argument do not, in fact, do that. They
are examples of gpeaking of God in the only way possible:
through the regponge of falth and obedience.

L, Pinally, 21l this "can be adequately uwnderstood
only when we always alsce beay in mind that it is said on

the ground of permisgglon and promise and on the ground of

L
e

condescension.” This point is neglected by much of
modern theology. The assumption is made in so meny places

today, and is shaved by Hewvberlt Braun and Dorothee $01lle,

3:13:1(1¢| B 139'
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that man, by his own power, is able to discover God and
say something sbout him, But this ignoves completely +the

fact, brought bo light by existentialist theologlang, that

“what the Bible sayg ig wholly and solely response
rosponge o a preceding concrete and contingent experience

of being called, in whioch it ig only when +this happens
that the Caller is firet koown fox what he is.“lB This
Caller is none other than the non~identlcal, wholly other,
living God, ‘the Lord.

In the light of these conditionsg, then, how can we
gpeak of the existence of God? What do we nean when we
say "God exista"?

It is important to emphaslze once again that “there
is no point in prohibliting specifically +the use of such

concepts ag 'existence' and 'veallty' with reference to
b

God." If we wevre able to distinguish between concepis
ag in themselves adeguate or inadeguate for application

to God, then guch a prohibition might have been in oxder.
But upon application to God, he becomes thelir subject and
determniner, Concepits gain, for the Lirst time, their full
and true meaning. Thus, it is our part o "reflect on the
trangfommation which takes place in the concept of exig-

a ) :LLI
tence when God becomes its subjeet," ™

Ibid., pp. 139-100,
Ibide, p. 204,

Ibid., p. 204, One iz tempited to avrgue that by this same
principle Gollwitzer ought not to have ruled out
86lle's and Brauwn's methods ag insppropriate fow

theology. And superflcially this appears to be an



But, it is objected, these terms, *existence” and

"poality® and, incidentally, also "encounter®, «o
favoured by Bulimann and Braunl-——--ap06 humon concepts.
And it has bheen avgued alwveady that if we are being faith-
Ful bo the hiblical witnesg we camot define (Glod in
humen or wational concepts, This is certalnly true and
mugt he retalned as one of the safeguards of appropriate
language about Geod, Bub it is a safeguard and not, in
itgels, tobtally adequate ag a definition of how we nust
or mugt not speak of God., The safeguerds, like the
methods, also mudgt not be abgolutized in such a way that
they determine g priowri how God can encounter ug and how
we may speak of that encounter. Once again, we have an
example of Gollwitzer's use of paradox-dialectic, Cod
ig wholly other, trongcendent, beyond man's concephion.
N@vérthelegm he condeascends to be gpoken of by man, he
ig lmmanent. The great miracle of condescension, of
gourge, ig the incamnation, the weality of which we nust,
in wvemaining true to the biblical wiitness, affirm. And
on the basisg of +this miracle we are able vo say that
"human ways of speaking can correspond o him.“16 Thus ,
our tallk of God ig legitimate butl needs to be accompanied
by explanationg of what we do not wmesn ag well az what

we do wean, We must show the limits of corresgpondence.

inconsigtency in hig argument. However, he has not
»uled out thelr methods pey se, but thelr abgolutizing
of thelr methods so that they altered the goapel,

16 Thide, pe 151 (my italics).
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Hzoursug:  Analoclosl Tellk of God,

We mugt pause here to make a few remarks
about the use of analogy in theology. The
problem facing us, simply, ig this: Ag humans
we are limited to using human words amd concephs.
Yot we wisgh algo to gpeak of God appropriately,
L.0. in gsuch a way thet we losgse gight of
nelther his transcendence nor hig lmmenence.
Thus, we must apply our human words ‘to thig
wholly other subjeect. What heppens to them ‘then?
WIT ouw words mesn exactly the sgame thing when
applied Yo God and to oveatures, then God's
trangeendence lg eliminated ... . On the other
hand, if our words bear an albtogether different
meaning when applied to God, then God's immenence
is obsouved".”

Thus, when applied to God our words must be
transformed but not given a completely new
meaning, In this transformation we are not %o
play an arbitrary geame with our words. Therefore,
a suitability ox congitancy of use wmust be pre-
supposed., There musgt be some clear connection
between the old and the new meanings. 0r, in
John Macguarrie's words, "whatever terminology
mﬁy be employed, we geom deiven to something very
like the problem +that hag been traditionally
considered under the heading of analogy.”lg i
this is so centyral to Chrigtian talk of God, it
meansg our task is one of closer definition.

Language is forever changing. Words gain

1'-‘ > » . [ & ]
’ Battigta Mondin, s.x., The Principle of Analoey in Pro-

™

tegtant ond Catholie Theology (The Hague, 1963),

L

Pe L7,

18 nog Telk (Londom, 1967), . 212.



new meanings in different ages and loocsles.
Similarliy, they can have diffevent meanings
when applied to different objects. Bub, if the
trangformetion that occurs when human words are
applied to CGod 18 not o be arbitrary, and if
they are gtill o mediate uaderstanding, then
there mugt be some continuity or similitude
between uges. This does not wmean o convinuity
relating to the whole of the meaning previously
avtached o the word. Rather, it is a limited
continuity, perhaps conpriging only a single
factor. Thusg, there is both continuity and
discontinulty, similitude and disgimilitude.
Trangformed human words apply o God's
acts in his revelation and not In his being. They
denote only hisg actlon in history, that is, his
action in reaching out end baking us into com-
munion with himself., These are real acts in
secular history and therefore within the scope
of humen words, "Analogy thus e¢xists only on
the ground of God's descent into humanity, not

as gnglogia entis. but as gualogie relationis

(Bar%h)."lg That ig to say, the two usages

have a functional rather -than a structural
sinllarity. Tor exemple, commonly in the Bible
and in Christisn thought God is designated
"Pather”. Thig does not mean he is ontologi-
cally our fathew, Rather, as we experience his
action we recognize a similarity with the action
of a good human father. By an anslogy of relation,
then, we call God “"Pathew', meaning that thig
wholly other scts in a fatherly way. Thig
mdergtanding should be applied to all the
doctrinal gtatements of God's attributes (Lord,

1

Q o - “
7 The Haistence of God as Confegsed by Falth, p. 185,



$hepherd, CGreator, eto,)-—and, indeed, even
to the predicative "God". They do not refer to
his Deling but represent appropriaite analogleal
ways of speaking about him on the basis of our
experience of his action., At the ontological
level there is no point of similarity. We have
to do with a wholly other. The link, the point
of aimilarity which makes the snalogy legitimate
and the language undevystandable is God's action
which ig within our experience and similar %o
other action we have experienced.za

Gollwitzer then goes on to distinguish
batween comparison and analogy, an important
digtinetion for Christian theologye "It is v4a
g qualitatively different analogy when it is
gald that Yabweh roars Jike o lion (Hos, 11:10)
ov comforts like o mother (Isa, 66:13), and when
it is sald that he reveals himself agg our Lord,
Father, King, Judge, etc.“gl In fact, this
digtinetion is the one we have repeatedly made,
the distinction between moving fyom the hunan
level %o the divine ox from the divine to +the
human. **Like' chavacterizes the comparison
which we ourselves make: it is a foxm of
expragsion which ig meant o malke what ig strange
to us concelilvable through the medium of what is
Rnawn."gz It ig a very different thing, however,

[»]
20 4 anticipate here the comment that this sounds remarkably

like something Herbert Brauwn might say. Mnd there
is superficial justification for the comment.
However, if we accept my earlier suspleclon that
Braun does not intend to limit God's being to humen
experience of his action, we are still faced with
the fact that he clalms the gimilarity is to be

seen from the human side, not the divine. Thus,

he uses comparison rather than analogy, as explained
in the next pavragraph.

2l The Bxigtence of God ag Oonfessed by Faith, vp. 190-191.

ot e

22 1hid., . 191,



when in his condescension God himself confronts
ug in such o way that we vemain persons, bub
become persons in communion with him, “Where
it is a case of comparisons, the impropwiety
[of humnan lang;uage] predominatves; where the
confegalion is meant to oxpress the encountey
with God himself, that is, where we mean to con-
fegs that he confyonts ug as such and guch,
there 1t is precisely the propriety of these
expressions that will have Yo be maintained,”
In this way we can speak of God not in definition
but in confegsion.

Therefore, when we say "God exisia",

existence is not wderstood in the

genge of existence as known to us

from ourselves and the world about us.

He does not belong to the list of what

1s, not even at the head of 1t as the o)

*highest Being', the guaun ens. ®
To gpeak of God asg possessing hunan quallties and
eharvacteristics merely pressed to an ideal ov
ultlmate degree iz elther to make an onbtologli-
cal distinction not justified by the usual
gense of the language, or to fail Lo make an

wlnipiin

ontvological distinctlon necessitated by God's
gelf-revelation of his nature in bhig condescmnsion

23

and witnessed to by the Bible. This latbter
digtinetion between the Creator and the created,
between Tthe Judge and the judged, bhetween the
Redeener and the redeemed, in shori, between
God and everything else, must be mainﬁained.
Thig is the consisgtent witness of the Bible
from the creation narveatives to the apoealypiic
writings of the Day of YWWH. On the other hand,

23 1bid., p. 195.

2% tnid., p. 2008,



the former casge, it ig the weakness of the "proofsg®
of natural theology the cosmological and tYeleo-
logical arguments in particulap——that they
attenpt to make such & necegsary ontological
digtinction, but cammot do it logieally. To

argue back from something in this world may lead,
indeed, to an wndevlylng principle of motivation
e bill pant of the cweated order » bub it
caxmot "prove" the exigtence of the God of the
Bible who is Creator in a vadlcesl gense and not

jugt Prime Mover, Firgt Cause, ete. "o function
as they iantend, these "proofg” awve dependent

upon ‘this onﬁologieal digtinetion heing made,

Por they all argue the impossibility of an infinite
regress.  You must come eventually, they declave,
to One whose being is different from all that we
know heve, Ffor example, One who isg moved by no
other mover. The ontological distincetion ig
necegsary to aveld the guestion of who created the
creator, but it is not contained in the experience
of the earlier pant of the argument nor in the
logical siructure of the opening stvatements, UWe
can gpeak of God's existence only because he hime-
gelf, am the One who is ontologically othew, con-
desgcends to act in a way that we can experience
and such that, by a funetional enalogy, we may
gpeak in the form of confession.

The existentialist approach also wants 1o
say that we must make an ontologloal digtinetion,
that we cannot gpesk of God existing i¥ we mean
by that being "thing~Like" and "given®., In this
it hag grasped an essential truth., But till it
fails, and does so for two weasons. Pivst, it

0

wrong veason, Ingtead of deriving it From the
biblical witness, existentialist theology geins
this ingsight fvom modern, humen philosophy. This,



in itsgelf, would not be critical if the prineciple
go derived were applied in falthfulness to the
Bible. Thug, second, 1t falls because 1t abso
lutizes the principle. Instead of taking it at
itg face value, the consigitently existentiallist
approach (Braun) mekes it say that since we do
not mean existence in this one sense we cannot
apply the word to God at all., Thus, the dis-
tinction is digsolved and we gpealk, not of God,
but only of man. In other words, this negative
safeguard is not balanced with a positive one.
The Inadequacy of "ig" propositions is noted
without, at the sswe %ime, recognizing the
necegsity of "is" propositions and the possibility
of "ig" propositions of analogy because of God's
condegeension,

A Vocative Theology

We turn now +to the pogitive gide. From what has been
gaid thus far it becomes obvious how Christien theology
must proceed, We mugt fivst determine the biblical

teaching regarding God and his encounter with men. This

L]

ig the giandard forx all our talk of this relationship.

At the outget we exawnine the

proclamation of biblical men spoken

in deepegt terwvor and in highest joy.
With that a gltandard is gqtablzshed,
the reality of which they gpeak ig
auch that one can speak of it only in
such pevplexity. Anyvone who qngaku af
1t in. o different way. spsaks. of some- 25
thing different.

25 gottes Offenborung und ungsere Vorstellune von Gott,
Ird ed, (Munich, L965), De 7




As dogmatic and objectionable as this may sound o some,
it is nevertheless vital to approprliate talk of God.

After all, it is nothing more than a positive sitatement

of the first safeguard mentioned above and of one of the
congititutive tautologles of Gollwitzer's concept of
Chrigtian theology. It's strength liesg also in the cor-
roctive 1t provides bhoth for Braun's exlistentialist
theology and for S8lle's “pogit~theism", On the basis of
the biblical witness to God's encounter with men we can
covreet exigtentialisn and show how it ls possible to
gpeak of God's exigbence without detriment elther to man's
1imited abilities of conception or to God's trenscendental/
lmmanent nature. Similarly, on the bagis of a biblical
anthropology we can correct “wepresentative theology™

and gshow how the concept of "wepresentaitive® can be used

legitinately.

Whe ia "God® in the Bible?

Pldelity to +the biblical witness compels usg to main-
tain a digtinction between YHWH and the gods, and a
gimilar distinetion bhetween YHWH and the abstract god of
maﬁaphysics.26 Begides the gods of the nabions there
exigted for ancient man innumerable known and unknown

divinities whom one had to take care not to offend. Also,

26 Gollwitywer admits in this his indebtedness bo 3 Kornelius
H. Migkotte, Als de CGoden zwiizen (Amsterdam, 1956);
¥e  When the Gods sre Hilent, John W. Dobersitein,
teng, (London, L967) .,



behind and gbove these goda there stood some ultimate
power or beling debternining the fate of them and of man.
"This *hesides® and *behind® and *above' do not apply to
YHWH" .27  Wor can YHWH be equated with the demythologized,
impersonal ultimate power of metaphysics, the god of the
philosophers. Hven Paul Tillich's "Ultimate Concern

ig not adéquaﬁe to wepresent the bhiblical God. For such

a power ig uwnaddressable. But "the great deed of Igracl

n

18 eve that it pointed out that thisg God can be addressed

28

by man in reality®. Or, to wderline this important

dovble distinction again and somewhat mowe positivelys

He EYHWH] is distingulshed from the

goda by the fact that for him thexre

is no "besides®, "behind" and "above"

to take the lagt wowxd Trom himi he ig
distinguished from what ls above and
behind the gods by the fact that he

can make himsell audible and addyressable
cee o Sald briefly ...s5 to him is
gultable the absolubteness not dus to

the gods and the personality not be- 29
fitting the god of metvaphysics. .

Indeed, of all the varlous avallable ways of speaking of
tod, the.best, according Lo the blblical witness, ls the

personal, because God "in his condescension addresges man

as man, because he pddresgses him ag wman, and because in

ALt

80 dolng he ‘takes man up into gommunion with himself, and

¥
27 Von der. Sitellvertretung Gottes, 2nd ed, {(Munich, 1968),
Pe Ol
28 . s : . |
Maxrtin Buber, "Spinoza, Sabbatal, and the Baal-~Shen",
int: The Orisin snd Meaning of Haaidigm, Maurice
Friedman, ed., and trns. (New York, 1960), p. 9L.
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thus maltes himsel? Thou for man and man Thou fovr hlm.”3

Breourguss  What Does the Veosblae "God" Mesn?

It is not just Christian theology which
uges the vocable "God"., “In reality, as we all
know, the vocable god ig = word of the whole
world, used round the world, long before the
appearence of Christ and the Bible, in ‘the
religlong, by the pbilogophers and poets, and
even in mog't thoughtlesg ways of 3peaking.“31
Beoause of such a great diversity of application
the word has logt any distinctive meaning., And
it seems o be impossible o come Yo any lowest
common denoninator, to any minimael agreement as
Yo its nmeaning. Bven a genewval agreement that
the use of this vocable indicates a belief that
the world must have a creator is no longew
possible, "Ingtead of that we have recognized
faith in the Creator as something specifically
biblical and, on ‘the other hand, the causal proof
of God as a claim translated from Christianity
into the language of general reason, & claim
which ig by no means selfwevident and univergal.“gz

A senantic study is of some value in
this avtenpt at clarification., What

ig the word god originally? It is not
a name but a predleative noun, a title,
a degignation of funchtion like the
words king, lord, father, shepherd, etc,
Thet ig the owviginal usage of the word
god in Hebiew and Semitic, in Greek,

30 The Bxistence of God as Gonfegssed by Iaith, p. 186,
31

T "Dag Wort *Gotlt' in chrigtlicher Theologie®, in: Hirnat
Sommerlath, ed., Theologlsche ILdteraturzeltung
(Berlin), Jhg., 92, llarch 1967, col., 163,

a0
32 ¥pia,, col. 16h,



Latin, ete, 33
This predicate, then, can be applied To anything

L)

which is divine. In other wowrds, to whomever ow
whatever iheion is suitable, that thing or person
ig theepg. To uwnderstand this predicatlive noun
theog, we nmugt ask about what is Lheion., This
can be ezpressed Talwly simply:

either thelon is used in the zenewal
sense, in which cage 1t means the
superiority considerved here by human
gtandards. ... Or we understand ltheion
not only accoxding to its form but in

the sense of content «.. » The theion,
the divine, ig what man gtrives after,
what he asks for and what helps him.

It is either the power of realization ol
vaey 0P 1% is mlgo the wmoral good, -

Through the linguistic history of +this vocable
we need not go into detall here polythelam
gave way ‘to various forms of monothelsm., Thus
theos became, eventually, "the Principle of the
world, the Ground of the world, unchangeable and

remaining the same eternally, the real Being, the
ggmmgmwgag.“gﬁ In other wovds, there wag a move
from the personal, polythelstic use of the pre-
dicative theosg, to an impersonal, monotheistic-
pantheistic (panentheistic?) application. Thab
ig %o say, this classical demythologization also
involved a depersonalization,

The same thing could be gald of Herbert
Brawn's demythologlization. Any talk of divine
action is mythologleal to him and must, therefore,
be abandoned. No longer can we say, “God is love®
(1 John L4:8), or even “"God loved the world" (John
3:16), but only “where love is, there God is also.“36

; col. 16k,
. Gol, 164,
, col. 1635,

y GOl. 167,



in that sense, then, Brawm's salk of God is now
biblical, not Christian, for it is not personal.

Who is "God" in_the Bible? (continued)

What, then, becowes of this predicative noun "God®
when uged of +this toteliter aliter witnessed to in the
Bible? It is immediately stripped of all determinaitions
of meaning or content derived from other sources. “Deter-
minations of content can no longer be gained from the
concept of god itself, but only fvom the events of that
history in which YHWH aats.“37 The similarity with
Herbert Braun's writings can be seen once again here.
Although, as pointed out several times alveady, it is a
verbal similarity and not a gimilarity of intention. But
this sentence is not aimed, this time, at Brauwn. Gollwitzer
hags Just completed a linguistic study of the word "god".

As in thig thesis, it was done to show the transformation

of meaning which takes place when YHWH bhecomes its subjecth.
However, a branch of linguistic analysis philosophy sets

out to determine the meaning of words by a study of the
way they are used., Indeed, in & simplified form, this is
what Dorvothee S0lle hag done for the voeable "representation”.
If we uge thege terms of the living God of the Bible with

exactly the same meaning as that determined by linguigiic

enalysis, then we have sacrificed God's “otherness®, his

37 tpid., col. 172.



transcendence. Following our firgt safeguerd of appropriate
language about God we mugt examine the biblical witness %o

God's encounter with man and ask of it who God lg.

When Moses agked for God's name which in +the
encient Semitic world, because of thelr theology of the
name, meant asking who he wag--—he answered, "I Am Who I
An", or, “I Will Be Who I Will Be" (Exodus 3:14). As this
ig changed %o the third person “He is!® in the gvammar of
gpeaking about God it becomes, in the Hebrew of the 0ld
Testonent, YHWH. Whatever this name isg, and scholavs gtill
have not fully determined this, 1t is at least a promise,
an eachatological word. Only on the bagis of this promise
can theology speak of God. Hence its confessional, vocative
nature. But what does promise lumply?

Three things ave referved to here., (a) “The promise
means ... that he with whom we have to do here never sub-
mite to ‘the past and to the availability of already existing
concepts but always encounters usg as the new, the sbtill 4o

LI
be Tirst perceived“.jb

Thus YIWH always meevs us in gelf-
definition. However, this ig not a giving of himself in
such a way that we can have a hold on him. The giving of
the Name in this crypiic way isg also a webuke to lMoses, and
go also to Isrsel and all humanity. YHWH iz the “unpossesg-

able, uw-inplorable and uwnrepresentable Speaker from

inaccegsibility™ who "stands in place of the gods of the

Von dewr Siellvertretung Gotteg, p. 75.
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nationﬁ".Bg This demeands of us an abttitude of Hrugt and
obedience with no guaranieeg to One whowm we must not
define or represent in our own terms., The Proniser is,
thus, alsoe the Gcmmmnder.wg
{b) Secondly, "The promige also means ... that he
with whom we have to do here will ever and again come to

‘t" an a '3 - » ]
0L YHWH's coming, his self-giving in

help and asgist,
the promige of his name, "1 will be there", his sell-
definition is not a past event lmown only to the prophets
and apostles. Rather, once having made this promise he
will not back away from it. Thus, the "experience of the
death of God" hag to do not with YUWH, but with the man
who no longer recelves the promise. It is not the “ex-
perience of the death of God” but the "death of +the
expaerience of (od”,

(e) "Beyond that, it Ei::he :@z:'mnis.sé] also means ...
that he with whomn we have to do here will bring to fulfil-
ment Israel, and with Israel humanity, the whole worlé.“az
Por the Bible +this iz never Jjugt periection of 1life, never

Just a Utopian dream,

3% tpid., p. 84,

%0 Thie transformation of promige into obedience %o a command
is also noted by Jurgen Molimann and expressed well
uging the Latin woots., Thus, promise (promisgio)
leads to mission (missio). Cf. Moltmann, Theolozy

£ Hope, Jameg W, Leitch, teng. (London, 1§3% N
Pi :‘22 "'o
. .
Von der Stellvertretuns Golthes, pe 75.
2
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Here God lives awong men., He will

make his home among them; they shall

be hisg people, and he will be -thelr

God;s his name ig God-with-them. He

will wipe away all teaws from thelr

eyes; there will be no more death,

and no more mourning or sadness. The

world of +the past has gone. (Reve-

lation 21:3-4
Perfection of 1life is secondary to life with God. The
promise given in the Name meang that God hasg come so near
to thosge who recelve his promise that their attention is
turned away from the gifts to the Giver. This self-giving
of the Promiser ig the basis for Christlan 1life and hope,
for the relationshlip of man Yo God. Bub once agaln <the
Limit nust be retained: +this self~giving of the Promiser
ig not such that we have him at gur beck and call, Rather,
it establishes a relationship in which he calls us. "His
geli-rovelation is not o self-giving into acqualintance and
avallablility, but the permission for living community with

L3 o B !‘ v n - |

him, the Hidden Cenez."p3 In other wowvds, YHWH remains Lord
of the encouwnter snd the relationghip which he enables.
But by the fact of hig condescension to make this possible
he truly becomes the "living God" "because the man to whom

[3

he allows it can stend in a living, personal, human relation

bty . .
¢ That is not to say, "God is a pewson®, but that

b0 him,"
he allows men to enter into a personal relatlonship with

him,

43
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Ibid., p. 85,

Ihid., p. 85,



A further vresult of the biblical emphasis on fulfil-
ment as the self-giving of the Promiser concerns ‘theolo~
gical methodology and can be Included here as a fooitnote
‘o and reminder of +that chapter. The promisge is not just
the fulfilment of our needs, bubt we galn pew uwndersitending
and perception from the promise. That means, "then the
objection that such and such is 'no longer possible' Lfor
ug in our pregent age can no longer be offered from before-
hend as a decisive objectlon, What is possible and no%
posglible is debernined by the promise.“nﬁ

So fer we have been concerned with an 01d Testsment
witness o God's encouwnter with men-——the giving of the
Name. What happens in the New Tegtament to the promise
included in that Name? Hewe the owviginal intentvion of
the Covenant with Israel ig finally realized: +the election,
formerly of a nation (Israel), is now extended also to the
heathens, that is, to all mankind. The basis for this
universalization ig the new character of fulflilment. ©If
in the 01d Testament promise the Pirst and the Last had

promiged community with himself ag the only place where

e

»eal life exists, then in Jegus Chris
6

; this has been made
vigible in ‘the world.® The nearness Lo hingelf into
which YHWH draws men ig now even more intimete., And +this

implies a new way of working: The pneums theou (Spizrit of

e

%)

Ihides pe 83,
Ihid., pp. 87-80.



God) “"no longer hovers gver the addressed and chosen man

X .
T ‘then,

denanding and decreeing, bub works jin him“.
ig the digtinction between the time ante Ghristum nabum
and the time pogl Cheistum natum: not that failth has
become automatic, but Tthat o new, Spirit-wrouvght fulfil-
ment beging now,

Here we see aghin aollwitzeﬁ‘s-aonﬂist@nt paradon~
dialectic method ag it parallels the biblical witness.
The fulfilment proclaimed in the New Testament is hoth a

once~for-all event pund an ongoling process. A3 o once-for-

[ e

all eventp——-perfeetun

=y

it is a present reality. Recon-
ciliatlion has been accomplished and is ours now, The life
which man was given by God at creatlion, which is avallable
only from the Promiser, which also man Fforfelted by

3

n

wanting it from elmewherg—aven from himgelf e, thi

1ife has been vesgtored to him. God has, in Jesus Christ,

once again established hig permanent permanent from hisg

gide though gtill destructible from oupg-——community with
men. In this ig our joy end hope. But it is also an
ongoing »rocess, a "not-yet-fulfilled” fulifilment, And

we must maintain both side of this in our conception.

Accomplished is the reconciliation:
not yelt accomplisbed is the redempiion.
Fulfilled is the promise of "I will be
there" even %o ‘the ultimate, now firs+t
indicated consequence of the radieal,
self=gacrificing identification of the
Promiser with bis mans not fulfilled

I
" 1hids, e 89.
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is the promise of the wresults of
this fulfilment fox the world L8
SLEuAtLON ves o

In other words, even <though we live in the age of fulfil-
ment we must @till walt, The final fulfilment is yet to
come, dJesus Christ ig the fulfilment of the promised
“T will be there® of the divine name (YHWH) and the messianic
nawme (Fnmanuel), the perfectly present salvation; but he
ig algo the hope in the ultimate fulfilment of the conse-
guences of this alveady fulfilled promise.

One will note immediately that there is a great
ginilexity howe with what Jlrgen Molitmaoun hag wrlitten in

Theology of Hope. Molitmenn, drawing on A. Oepke's aribicle

in Theologlisches Woriserbueh mun Neuen Tegtoment, interprets
the parousia of Christ not as the return of one who has

departed, bubt asg o “presence, yet not a presence which

ig paat vowmorwrow, but a presence which mugt be awalited \:j‘
today and vomorrow, "0 The guestion is vraised, then, of THLQZ
what we are walting fow, of what the future holds. “"The
Christien expectation i directed wo no other than the
Christ who has come, but it expects something new from
him, something that has not yet happened so far:s it awalits
the fulfilment of the promised righteousness of God in all
things, the Tulfilment of the resurrection of the dead \\\
that 1s promised in his resurrectlon, the fulfilment of fr
)
“8 1pia., p. 217, NS
;‘5‘9 Thaolos o T = . ) | \ \‘\\
Theology of Hona, P« 287, _\\\
. %t



the lordship of the crucified over all things that is
promised in his exaliation.® 30 Moltmann, however, seens
to lack anything corresponding to the presence of the
Promiser. He calls for +thig pilgrimage or exodus but the
only guldance he can see ig this future hope and vision.
Thug, he has dissolved the completed, once~for-all pole
in favour of the future, yet-to-be~fulfilled pole.
Fulfilment, of course, does notv mean that faith asks

no moye guegtiong., Indeed, there ig one which it mugt
ask, along with mbeliel:

Ig it really gof Has the world and

have we a Loxd, thils Lord? Are we

raa%ly S50 ju@ge&. go laden wi%h gif e, 51

80 threatened and 8o blessed?
By asking this, faith has notv ceased b0 be falth., It is
not a guestlion of doubt in the sense of unbelief (although
ubelief also asks this same quastion).ﬁg Faith cannot
"pogsess” God like a datum. It can never be certain in
that sense but must be renewed ever again. And fov this
renewal it nust always return to the Word that encountered
it in the fivet place, to Jesus Christ.

That he [bhe wem of Taith] will get
it from there is +the promise glven by

Ihld., p. 229,

The, Bxigtence, of God as Confessed by Faiih, p. 215,

0f, on this Gollwitzer's comment on Luke 7:L8L%F,, in:
Die Freude Gotles, 8th ed, (Berlin-Dahlem, 1969),
Ppe BOLE. "John perceived in Jesus the Messiah,
His question does not ask for proof, like the
vegtion of doub%, but it asks for confirmation”
P, 81). And for this confirmation falth goes not
to the world, but to its Lowrd.




the Christlan message Litself to its
hearer. He lg promised that he whon

he is here glven to hear will stand

by his Word and will prove to him thatv 49
vit ig really sot,

By way of summary, then, how can we gpealk of God?Y How
can we say "He isi"? Our crivterion must always be biblical
talk of.God's encounter with man. In the lizht of this
we nust recognize hoth the inadeguacy and the necesslty
of "ig" propositions when applied to Gods inadequate because
God ig not an "objective fact" in the narvow positivist
gense, but necegsary becauat of the fact that God encounters
wan in such a way that therealter man can addregs him
personally, and possible by a functional analogy because
of God's condescension in bringing men into community with
hingelf. The statements we make, then, will not be detached,

objective and definitive. Rather, they will be stabtements

of involvement, encounter and response henca, confeg-

agional, vocative and homiletvical,

Biblical Anthronology and Representation
Up to thig point our development of a vocative theology

hag been concerned with how we can proverly speak of (od.

In +this we were led to telk about his encounter with man.

In thig section, then, we will turn our atitention %o +the

questlion of how to speak properly of the relatlonsghip

between God and man, Theology has led us to anthronology.

[ Ay

L08

The BExigtence of God as CGonfessed by Faith, pp. 2155,



Here, Ttoo, our criterion must be the biblical testimony
and our method wmust begin with an exemination of that
witnoss,

What, then, is the new perception of man glven by the
biblical promise? Both the 0ld and New Tegtbaments affirm
that man "ag a creatuwe of God has recelved life from his
Creator, full, meaningful, fulfilled lif@."ﬁg The promise
tells us that man cen have 1life only from God, the Creatow
and Promiser, and "to want 4o have it from onemelf or
Prom anywhere else is a withdrawsl from the realm of 1Llfe
into the realm of imposalibility, of deaﬁh".ﬁﬁ This is
the present gitate of man, Central 4o the Bible, alongside

the promige of +the Name and the Chyigt-event, is a view of

man "ag o rebel agalngt God who, by hig rebellion, has

Y,

forfelted every claim of creation. It sees men so radically
in gin that we today £find it scarcely possible to undep-
atand it."ﬁé The whole Bible is a record of God's promise
in bis encounter with man and man's persistent rebellion
againgt 1t, his rejection of it and his apostasy after

brief periods of accepting 1t.

However, mem ig not in a hopeless situaition. To regain

the »ight of life grented him ss a creature of God theve

5

55

Von. der Stellverbretung Gothes, p. 118,
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Ihid., p. Ok,
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must flest be a renewed acceptance of man by God, that is,
reconciliation, forgivenesg Ffor his sins. To be gsure, man
cannot speak the needed pardon himself; for “pardoning is
nothing, 1t is a were wavering sensatlon of pardon, it is
gelf-pardoning (and for that very reason really nothing),
12¥5 . .

without the Pardonar.“gx This Pardoner is none other than
the Promiser himseli. And the fulfilment of his promiged
"T will be there” hag done jJust thist: 1t has executed
the reconclliation, the fovgiveness of sine. This is
what is new in the New Tegtament, what fulfils the promise
of the Name and suwpasses every previous selfi-revelation
of the Promiger. It is startling

how and with what consequence this

Promiger would himseli take on the

hurden which is inseparable fyrom the

Covenant: himgeld gtepping in the

place of the covenani-breaker, thaking

on himgelsd his own No, negating himseld

and suffering it completely, and, by

thig very movement into the depths

preserving the covenant-breaker from

these depithe in which he belongs and

raleing hinm to a new community with

himgeli swepassing all previoug fellow-

ship, raieing him to his righitful place 58

ag child, friend and co-governow.

This brings ug to the place where we can and nust
gpeak of "wvepresentation®. Now we can examine the concept
and apply it, where suitable, 1o the relationship between
God and man as effected in Jesus Christ, Only now can we

do thig in a way which will no+t distort the messagze of the

»
~3
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wjﬂd*l Pe 99,
Ioid., p. 101,



gospel.,

Several things can be gald vegarding the conditions
necesgary Tor true wepresentation. PFirst, as Martin
Lwther rightly noted, "Representation presupposes the
abgence of the one repreaented“.ﬁg Dorothee Sdlle was
also aware of this precondiition, but applied 1t wrongly.
Without a doubt, mankind needg wepresentation. Fow his
rebellion, in fact, amownts Lo absence: he hag withdrawn
from community with God and can do nothing himgelf to
regvore this relationship. Bubt to deduce Lrom that
fact that God is shsent becauvse we do not now encouwnter
him directly is her errvor. A direct welationship to God
"whoge home is in jinsccegsible light" (1L Timothy 63116,

wy italics) has never been pogsible. The relationship

ig always mediated threough a burning dbush which is notd
consumed (Bxodus 312, &), through the Word (Jeremlah 1k,
11, 135 2:1s 3:dly et al.), through tongues of Fire (Acts
2:3), etce., and, supremely, through Jesus Christ, Thig
ig egpeclially true forx the sinner whose rebellion hag

broken all bonds of welationship. A8 twue as this is,

2

howevey, we ought not to deduce from It that God is absent

[y

fn

and does vnot appear at all, "The vepregentation by Christ
ig precisely not a replacement for sn absent God who does
not appear, rather ... God mediates himgelf throuzh hine

geli, placing earthly mediation in hisg gervice; God repre-

Ibides Do 7o CF., Luther, WA, 7, p. 742,
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gents hingelf by speaking to ug through Jegug Christ's

60

appearence and by mesns of the message about it." But

this mesns that a more positive form of directness ig

possible. S0lle confused "directness” (Unmitibelbarkeit)

T T By st n A

and "un-nediated-ness® (Unvermltieliheit). She ignovred

D e

the fact that directness can also refer vo “the intensity.

the wholeneags and uwdisgulised character of a personal
relation&hip“.ﬁl This iz what is effected by the fulfil-
ment of the promised I Will Be Thewre®. "The mediation
by Jegug Chyigt, Chrigt's repregentation, is the possi-~
bility of a direct welationship to G}od{.“62 It ls mediated
and yet divect (complete and personal).

The second of Luther's preconditions for true repre-
sentation ig this: "the vepresentative must be in a
ition o carvy out the work of the one repre%ente(".éB

Again, 861lle was not totally unaware of this. Her corre-

sponding element was voluntariness free existing fow
another. Bubt she did not realize that this must also
include a freedom of ability. “Only he can gtand in
another's place who (a) does not alrveady, os it iz, stand
in the same place; who (D) hag the freedom to go theve;

who (e) has at his disposal whatever speclal ability is

60
61,

62

Ibid., p. 100,
Ihid., p. 120,
Ibid., p. ko,

Tbid., pp. 7-8. OFf, Luther, WA. 6, p. 298,
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needed in this place.® The necessity of these thyee
conditions of freedom isg quite evident. Someone who
already stends in the same place, in the game condition of
absence ag the other obviougly cannot yepresent him, bug
hingelf needs a representative, Someone who is hound to
hig own condition is unable to gtand in the others place
and thug canmot represent him. On the other hand, someonc
who i foreced by his very nature Go ghand in the others
place camot repregent him becauge of this fact, namely,
that he is in the others place by nature and thus violates
the fivet of these three conditions of freedom. And
Pinally, someons who does not have the ability ox talent
or strength needed to vepresent the other clearly cannot
effect an adequate representation. This means that one
person cannot “play God" Lop anoﬁhewgaﬁ because he hag
neither the freedom to gbtand in God's place nor the
abilitvy to do so. Indeed, man hag no ablility at all of
his own and can mediate God to another only by God'@
gelf-giving gwrace, This also mesns that men cannot

represent another man goram Deo, before God. For no men

s

(x]

ig free of tThe sin and gullt beecause of which the other
gtands wnder God's Judgment,

This does not measn, however, that we are without

6!

Y oIbid., pe. 8. (I have weplaced three commas with semicolons
%o elarify thisg sentence in translation).
65

G, Chrigt the Representative, David Lewis, trns. (Londou,
196%7), p. 142,




representation, without hope. The New Testament and
ag noved earlier, herein lies 1t8 newnesge--pirroclains
the fulfilment of YHWH's promise In Jesus Christ. In
Jesug the Promiser himgelf Ffulfils his promise to us.

ALl this

and especlally how Ffay this surpasses anytbhing

Dovothee S6lle sald can be seen by asking three
quegtions: 1. How far does the representation reach?

How madical is it7? 2. From Whence does the representative
come? 3. And, how ig he able to do what is claimed of him?

Lo How faw does the represenitablon_nrepch? In the

I""

axtreme slituations of guilt, death and standing goram

Deo we can only declare our goliderity with others. Qur
study of biblical anthropology has shown us that we all
gtand in the same situation of guilt as rebels against God
end his geli-revelntlon in encounter with men, For this

veagson there can be no representation by man for man,

We need s completely different representstion which reaches

further than the merely human., 0Ff such gpeaks the Christian

doctnine of wepresentation; upon such sitvations 1t hag

reflected, and in them it proves itself."éé
aa.dron Whence does the represeniative come? Only

he who does not already stand in the game predicement can
effect true representoition.

Therefowre the New Tegtament nevep
neglects_to mention along with his
Gnristtal identification his non-
identical being, his sinlessness

66

Yon_dex Sitellveriveiuns Gottes, p. 105,




(2 Cor, 53213 Heb, 2:11~143 4:15).
With him vepresentation is a truly
voluntary turning f£rom the position
of lunocence 4o the pogition of guilv 67
{(Php. 2:68L.),
Notice here the parsdox-dislectic method inherent also in

the New Testement, Christ iz both identified, yet non-
identical with man. Thisg ig necessary for represenitation

to0 be truly subgtantial and radical, for it to be *‘*exchange*
(katallosae) in which the Promiser in his Son talkes posgession
of the world, gulliy of wxejection, with this rejection

itself (2 Cox. 5=19)."68

S How con he effacy representation? Christ's repre-

N

gsentation reaches ug in our extreme situation, Only he is

s

n a position to represent ugs, But how ig he able <o do

)

k)

this? In the New Tegtament this guestlon about Jesug®
pbility is answered clearly and decisively. Hig 1life was
one of complete obhedience., He acted not on his own will
hut on the will of his father. Likewige, his ability or
power wasg not hisg own but God's., This peculiayr wiilvy
between Jesus and God is, in the New Testament, just as
central and necesgary as hisg ldentification with mankind,

Bverything which ig sald about Jesug'
goliderity with nan and his interven-
tion for him, thus about the nro

noblg ("for ug”) of Jesus' appearance,
only has meaning ... when everything

here happens in the Inltiative ond

power and presence of the Promiser.

s 0o Thig peculisr waity ... ig the 6¢
bagis of Jesus' ability .., 2

67 thid., p. 105.
68 tpid., p. 103.
69
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Besides being closer to the wiltness of the New
Tegtanment, this is mnuch wmore gsatisfying than what Dorothee
8d1lle pregented, glving much greater basis for hope. A
representation along the patitern she proposed is a bleak
thing, It does net reach the radical depths of gullt
and death and standing coran Deo. It reguires a repre=-
sentation of men by men, all of whom are in the game
predicament and thervefore have neither the freedom nop
the abllity to be representatives. Thus, Jjudged also from
o purely human point of view, judged by 80lle's own
eriteria, her proposal is inadeguate. The Chalcedonian
definition of the two naitures of Christ, begldes growing
out of the New Testament witness, is necegsary to our
wmderstanding of soteriology., Otherwise, Jesus Chrigt

would have been unable to effect what we claim of him.

What, then, of the "experience of +the
death of God"? TFor Dorothee S6lle this
charvacherized the modern age in theological
termsg. By this she neant that a “"direct rela-
tionghip to God" is no longer possibleg?o But,
ag we have pointed out alveady, for Christisns
there never hag been a "divect relationship to
God";’“to ue ig granted only a pevelstlo medi-
@3@".?1 This, then, is not a peculiarvity of
the pogt-enlightenment eva. Falth has never

n
70 Cfy Christ the Representeiive, pp. 1308,

1 , )
" Yon_der Siellvertretung Gottes, p. 139.



~the words do not become hollow, ewmpty of meaning, ‘

been a human possibilitys; "the God of Christian
falth is not a possible God who would be undewr-
gvandable as a vesult of waye of reflection
possible to msm.“?3 Paith is only pogsible ag
God's gift, "by the power of the word of promige
itgel®, by vhe epirit of thig word, the Holy
Ghostb, " (2

But what ig true is that we kill God fow
othera, "God is not dead, buv we kill him, il.e.
we make the promise and warning of the Promiser
into dead, hollow words, something believable
into something unbeli@vablg, in different ways
but with the sane result."‘n Thug, we are
responsible for the "experience of the death of
God", We cannot wepresent him because we have
nelther the freedom noy the ablility to do so, .
but aldo because he doeg not need itw——he i \
not dead. Bather, his Name itself gays “YHWH] LN
He is!"™ But we mugt stop killing him. Or said ;g\'
positively: As well as proclaiming the gospel \ \\
in words we must wiltness to it in action so that |

-

Ibid., pp. 143-14h,
Thicde, De 144,
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THE CHRISTIAN AND POLIWICS
Introduction

Up to this point the thegis has conecentrated on
Helmut Goliwitzer's “theology" in the narrow, literal
sense of ‘the term. We have been concerned with develéping
an appropriste language Tor speaking of God and with the
results of this in the area of the welationshlp between
God and man, there,developing a goteriology using the
concept of representation. In doing this we have been
unfair bto Gollwitzer. A division into chapters and
sections is necessary in writing a thesis, but it is
arbiﬁrary. 0ften there are several possible ways of
organizing the material, In this case, however, any
systematic organlzation of that type does an injustice to
the holigtic nature of hig thinking. wWe already have had
cceasion to mention the paradox-dialectic method used by
Gollwitzer. It is evident here, too, on a more basic
level, Traditionally theology has %o do with God and his
rvelationship with mankind, and ethics is concerned with
man's relationship with othex men., For some they exist
side~by-side in virtual independence. For others the
connection is a logical one, ethics grows out of or is
Berived from theology. But for Gollwitzer they are so
closely bound together that to speak theologleally is
to speak ethically, and vice versa. The strengith of the

"and" in Jesus' suwamary of the Law-——"You mugt love the



the Lord your God ... and your neighbour as yourseli®

(Luke 10:2%, my italics) ig recognized fully and deter-
mines the nature of his writings. For this reason, "an
examination of the theology of Helwmut Gollwitzer" must
devote o substantial section to what ig more usually
called ethics, And it must be remembered that this is
not an independent section, bult rather an integral part
of his theology.
In a sense Chrigtiang share in the two natures of
the Christ o whom they bear witness., As men, sinful men,
they 1live contemporary lives in a contemporary world
situation, sharing the joys, hopes, problemg and wWeaknesses
of the others around them. They are identified with them,
part of humenity. Yet they are also non-identical, d4if-
ferent, special. They have experienced God's encounter
with mankind and by his grace have accepted the promise
it includes. Thereby they have also accepted the command
inherent in that pronise. They have a special bask in
relation to the world in which they live., And it is o
that aspect of theology that we now turn in this chapter.
To describe this area of concern I have chogen the
word “politice" wrather than the move traditional one,
"ethice®. There ave two major reasons for thisg., The
First hos been alluded to already. In common usage,
ethies, to a greater or lesser extent, is seen ag something
distinet from theology. The preiference for "the Christianity
of polities” or "political Christlianity" is an attempt to

draw attention awsay from this distinetlon to a mowre holistic N



approach, In the second place, the term "ethics®, however
incorrectly, commonly implies an absclute determination

of some course of action or other as Lhe Christian way

for all time. In the face of that Gollwitzer is a con-
texbualist., Bach situation nust be examined and met in

the 1lisht of the experience of God's encounter with mankind,
The solution, then, will change as the situation is dif-
ferent, Thus, I am taking "politics® not in the naryrow,

party-politics sense of the term. Rather, and more origl-~

E..z-

nally, politicsg has to do with the gelection of courses of
action to deal with the problems raised by inter-humen
relationships on the national and international level.

Gollwitzer's manifesto in this regard can be found
expressed most clearly in the title essay of his book,
Porderungen der Frelheld:

Christiang ev&rywnewe must De
made to realize that something special
is demanded of them, even in politieal
life., What is demanded of “hem 1is
thelr freedom. The gerious threats to
hunenity and human values in the
gsecond half of the twentileth century
compel the Christian to face the
question of his freedom and its impli-
cations in public life, -

On the basis of ‘that it is not surprising that a great
many of hig published writings deal with this problem of
the reletionship of the professing Christian to political

life, ag even & guick glance through the List of Works hy

Helmut Gollwitzer will show. Thus, even if his "ethics”

1 The Demonds of Freedom, Robert W. Fenn, trng, (London,
1965)a P JQ'




were not an integral part of his "theology”, we would
have veason enousgh here for including a chapiter on hisg
answer to ‘this problem.

Covrectly, as indicated above, that should be in the
plural: “his answers to these problems”. For sach new
gituation nugt be examined in its own right. The old
angwers and conventions do not necessarily apply today.
"Rules and counventions resulting from common egperience
are not there in oxrder to welieve the individual of +the
necessity for decision, but to help him decide by prior
clarification and testing, and by the support of the
eommunity.“g There must be a re-examination of the
situation, and that means, Ffor Christians, locking at the
problem in the light of the gospel., "Christian politics
in my opinion means getting a grip on the tasks which
God sets befove us“.s That ig, Christlan politics mesns
acting on the Jjudgments discovered in the encounter with
the Word of God.

This political involvement seems to have two stages.
Pirst, after hearing the Word of God, the Christian nust
speak it to his fellowmen. He mugt state clearly how the
particular course of action proposed stends in relation
to God's will and grace. "Therefore, the church must

firgt of all carry out its commission and tell the poli-

2
3

Ihid., ». 130,

Dawilling Jovrney, H.l. Delacour, ting., with help from
Robert W. Feon (London, 1965), p. 214,



b This does notd

ticiang what God's command says ‘to all®.
mean gilving a clear, practicael blueprint of political
actlon 4o solve the problem. Rather, it means pointing
to the way of obedience. "It has not got to walt to say
that wntil it has found a practical method of implementing
thig fact pcli%ically".ﬁ

Second, after having pierced tthe political fog with
Amos-Llike statements, the Chrigtisn can, and must, go on
to methodological discussion., "Only after guch plain
gspeaking can the church proceed to take part in delibe~
rationg about the way in which this is to be translated
into political pracﬁice".é In this way the idealism of

the firet gtage is saved from becoming unvealistic.,

Separating these stvages, as I have done following

Gollwitzer's own lead y does not mean a completve divorce
of proclamation and political action. We have already

apoken in an earlier chapter of +the herneneutical nature

of theology's vask. Hoving ascewtalned the gospel message
behind the proclamation which is its subject matter, Chrig-
tian theclogy must then go on to translate and proclaim it
in relation to the actual gituation of its particular aoge.

One agpect of this contemporanelty is involvement in

practical, political discussions, realizing, of course,

. I NPy P T AT

!‘!" ] 3 o " 3 - - g,
"The Ohwlsﬁlan in the Search for World Order and Peace®,
in: 4.K. Matthews, ed., Regponsible Government in_g
Revolutionavy Agze (New York, L1966}, D. 5l.

5 The Demsnds of freedom, p. %0,
6 "The Christian in the Sesrch for World Order and Peace®,
op._Git,, p. 5.



that "these discussions lack basis and direction, if they
are notv preceded by the clear sitabtement which is fundamental
to ‘the whole problem."?

In making such a “clear gtatement" the church must
not only proclaim God's will, but must point also to the
true facts of the situation., Theology is to glive a regponse
to a sltuation in the 1light of the biblical witness to God's
dealings with men. Obviously, to ignore elither side of
this would be to invalidate the response. In other wowrds,
"the church must not cloud this clear issue but must be
ite servan%“.a The church must not for paritisan vreasons
depict things different than they are. It must alm always
at a clear, uwnambiguous presentation of the truth and its
consequences.,

The criteria, then, for judging Gollwitzer's political
writings are not primarily practicabllity and convenience,
Rather, we must ask: Is he obedient to God's will as
declared in the Bible, especially by the life of Jesus
Christ? And: Has he presented the facts clearly and
unambiguously, ox hasg he attempted to cloud the lissue in

favour of his own position?

Since he is gpesking to an "actual situation existing
9
11]

at & particular time"” and in a2 particular place namnely,

The Demands of Freedom, p. 40,

"The Christian in the Search for World Order and Peace",
on. ¢ite, p. 51.

The Demands of Freedom, p. 40,



West Germany in the second half of the twentieth century
— o hig words cannot be expected to have universal rele-

vance, temporally or gpatially. This is particularxly the

case with his remarks about the German situaition about
re-arming West Germany and about the re-unification of
Germany. And vo a certain extent his approach to the
gquestion of Israel and Jewish~Christian relations is very
German, l.e., strongly coloured by a sense of gulltd
regarding the atroclties commitited by the Third Reich.

On +he other hand, the problems of nucloeay weapons,
Communism, and war in general are faced by 2all cowtries
today., CGollwitzer's remarks in these areas, then, are of
gome relevance beyond Germany and will, therefore, be

examined in this chapter.

Chrigtianity and Communism

Although forced by later cirvcumstances to make an
intensive study of Communigm, Helmut Gollwitzer's interest
in this ideology bhegan very early. His imprigonment in
Rugsia was, indeed, 2 source For hig later studies, provi-
ding the opporitunity for a certailn amouwnt of investigation
through prison libraries snd through encounters with the
Russian officials and people. But his interest even pre-
ceded this. As noted in the bilographical section, his
contact with Glnther Dehn at Jena prompted an interest in
Socialism and Communism as political +theories. Thus, he

wag to write later:



Before 1933 there was nothing outside

the Church which held my attention wmove
than Marxism. The analyses of Marxz and
Lenin helped me to wnmderstand contem-
porary events, the crises, the war and

the rige of Fasgclism se0 o oo Already

I regarded the Soviet Unlon with

lively interest, alternatively sym- 10
pathlzing and criticizing .ee o i

His eawrly attitude, then, if not wholly sympathetic,
was at least not completely antagonlisitlic, and he could
pay:s "I was gquite sexrious in my attemnpt to bridge the

gap between our differences".ll

During the early part of
his Russisn imprisonment his appeal wag for “co-operation®,
But the responsge to this appeal among the petiy officlals

he gumsg up as: “Anyone who does not gee co=-operation as
12

P

submigsion nust be exposed ag a hypocrite®. It is
certvainly true that "hisg entive experience in Rusgsian
camnps was one long attempt at openness to the Communistd
based on Christisn freedom from the prejudices of another
idaology.“lB

Bvents Ffollowing his release forced Gollwitzer to
make a further, more detailed study of Communism. This
resulted in the paper delivered on 2 October 1958 and
3 March 1959 to two sessionsg of the "Marzismus-Kommigsion®

authorized by the Siudiengenmeinschalt der Evangelischen

10
11
1z
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Upwilling Journey, p. 118,
Ibid., ». 149,
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&ka&emle&.l’ But even in this definitive work Gollwitzer

did not abandon hisg attempt at co-operatlon,

The essay may be understood ag
a contribution to the Christlian-
Marzist dialogue. It wasg wrlitten in
imer and outer contact with those who
through +thely situation in life ave
conixnually involved in +this dialogue.
The dialogue compels us 1o leave the
quieu aloofness in which the higtorian
sees 2 historical movement ag a walty
whose essentlal elements are neceg-
garily and indissolubly linked. What
the dialogue seeks to accomplish is
the dissgolution of these comnections,
Thelr necesglity, because 1t hag a
historical character, wust be regarded
as merely relative, since, llke hige
tory itself, it is =till open to the 15
future and undecided. g

Before going any further we must be clear about one
thing: Communism is not 2 simple phenomenon. Just as
there are denominationsal differences within the chuwrch,
so, too, there are ideological divisions within Communism.
To digtinguish these carvefully would become technical and
tedious, ceritalnly beyond the scope of this section or
even this thesig. Thus, I am tending to uvse Communism
and Marzism interchangeably, ag synonyms., Gollwitzer

points out the inaccuracy of thlalé and attempis to

1k Published avb@equently in an expanded form as: Dig

narxist qoha“gﬁ}iﬂlaq%kw g}k,ﬂmgmmggmgprlgtl$ggg
Glaybe (TUbingen, 1962 the serlies: Mopzismus-
sﬂuﬁuen, L, Folge. BT Tho Chfl%blan Paith sand the
Marxiat CGriticlism of gmhmggon uawld Cairns, tros.
(Bdinburgh, 1970).

15 The, Chrlstian Paith and Marxist Critlicism of Relision,
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maintain a distinction. The comments, however, can retain
thelr validity without thie as long as we remember that
they wefer primarily to Marzism and the Russian attempt
at realizing that ldeology.

Traditionally the church——-—-with ‘the exception of
some of the Orthodox bhranchege, bhecause of various
historical Ffactors wreaching as far back as the Emperor
Constantine, hag supported the west and pronouvnced an uncen-
ditional *No' to Communism., Bubt one question must he asked:
By pronouncing thisg 'No' to Communism iz the CGhristian
community being truly obedient to God*s Word? TFoxr "not
every 'No' isg a 'No' obedient to God simply because it is
a '"No', The regligtance of Jeruvsalem to NebuchadnezZar's
men and Peter's sword-gtroke againgt Malchus (John 18:108, )
are not acknowledged as the true *'No' of fai%h."l? We
nugt always remember that the God of the Bible is Lord
not only of the church, but also of the enemies of +the
church, and even of the Ultimate Bnemy, the antichrist or
Satan. Thervefore, "the Philistvines, Nebuchadnezzar, Pilate
and the persecutors of the primitive church are regorded
as gervants and tools of God, whoge government 1l not
limited by their power, but confirms itselfd by means of

them, and God useg thelr chasgtening to chasten his people."la

This attitude has lmportant conseqguences for our

17
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approach to Marxzism. From the outset Karl lMarx repudiated
all veligion, including in that vepudlation Christisnity
which he saw ag mevrely a special case of religlon, calling
it "the opiun of the people“.lg Thus Merxism appears as
an enemy of Chyistianity, snd, indeed, of all western
gociety which, since the fourth century, has been moulded
in one way ov another by Chrigtian teaching. The example
of the Bible means, then, that we must examine Communismn
in a double way, that is, we must loolk for the wvalld
points of the Marxist criticism of religilon as well as
the factors in 1% to which we must pronounce a loud and -
determined 'No'. “Theology ... will first have to dig-
tingulsh what is valid in this criticism from what is outb
of place, inadequate and false"ozo
Basically there ave two points at which Gollwitzer
sees the Marxzist criticism of religion as being pértinent
and applicable to the church. 1. The first is the result
of ‘the church's long-standing involvement with the enperors
and rulers of the west. “"The church was incapable, in the
nineteenth century, of grasping the true significance of
the rise of the proletariat, because of its long heritage,

going back to Congtantine, of assoclation with earthly

19
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Marx did not invent this phrase. For its derivation and
a suprvey of 1ts use historically, cf. "Excursus on
the expression "Opium of the People'”, in: The
bihilmy'iﬁag%%Aﬁ:@&iﬁ}&&% the Maraxist Criticism of Reliszion,
Pie £ie

The Chrigtion Faith and the Marxist Criticism of Religlion,
pP. 150,




power.“zl Higtorically, the Bdict of Constantine and

thereafter the dissolution of the Roman BEmpire thrust
upon the church the wesponsibllity for law and order in
the western world., Quite properly she took over and ful-
filled this task. Indeed, she even went further and
became identified with this task. But she did this at

a very high price. "She renounced largely hew task as
the great disturber, +the creator of uwnrest, the prophetic
advocate of the lowly and the oppressed: she sanctified

the exigting ovder. Thus she became incapable of recog-

5 o -ll-?’
nizing her new task.“?

And again, elsewheves
Thig valid element includes the
observation of the universal social
conditioning of weligious life, and

the charge that frequently religion
serves the interests of the ruling
clagges. In the case of Christiaanity
in particular this criticlism of reli-
gion malkes us aware of a transition
which ig repeatedly to be observed in
the various epochg of Christian his-
Cory a transition from a critical
challenging of the exlsting order by
the Chyistian message 1o an ideological
support of the existing ovder. Further,
it draws our attention to the singular
limitation of most Chrigtian movements
of renewal (e.g. mendicant orders,
Pietism, methodisgm); they limit the
thrugt of their attack and challenge

to the sphere of the private person,
remalin soclally conservative, attacking
the heathenism of individuals, but not
of institutions. 23

n

fd fowt

“Christentun wnd Marxismus", in: Unterwegs (Bewxrlin),
voléll. 1951, p. 10; as quoted ins West, op, cib,,
De 287,

23 The Chiristian Falith snd the Marzigt Criticism of Religzion
Pe 151,



To -this list might be added also the "Jesus People" whose
only comment on soclety as a whole was to withdraw from L1t.
in short, Chyistianity became identified completely
with the »uling classes. Degplte mony deliberations and
statements calling for social reform, despite the countless
gsermons of social concern delivered to "Sunday Christiana®,
despite all claimsg of identity with the down-trodden, by
and large the church has vemained inactive and, by its
inertin, gtrictly allied with capitalisun., "In the new

soolal encycllical of John XXILTL, Mater el masistras., capita-

CRvre At e S

ligm is called 'a wadically perverted economic ordexr'
but in which of the lands, in which Catholicism isg the
dominating world-view, has the Church of Rome even made
a faint attempt at the realization of its social teaching
in such a way asz Commuwnism has abtbempted to do with its

I
24 Nor does

own doctrines in the lands dominated by it?®
this criticism apply only to the Roman Catholiec branch

of the church. Similar examples could be sdduced against
all the major Protestent denominations.

Having agreed that here Marzxist critielsm of vreliglion
ig divectly applicable to Christisnity in ite historical
embodiment in the chureh, what should our response bhe?
Surely we must excise this conservative element and cast
it into the fires of hell. Then the church can agein be

revolutionary snd Christisns can fulfil their responsi-

.;E..}?.jagr." P l"%’9| e 60



bility "for such 2 social Utopia as thelr proclamation of
the Kingdom of God and the commandment to love our neigh-

2 . : .
123 And where already

bour makes obligatory upon them.'
"paforms are achlieved in o revolutionary mammer, as in
Cuba and China ..., the Christian task is to co-operate
in order that the transitory despcetic phase may be alle-=
viated and shortened.”26

This does not memn that ihe Chrigtian must sanctlon
this degpotism., "The wight social contribution of Chrig-
tlang is always and everywhere directed toward the huma-
nizing of soclety, toward the esgtvablishment of freedom and
eguity before ‘the law and toward the formation of areas of
freedom in which the individual can act vﬁaponﬁihly."27
Rather, we must show very clearly what in Communigm the
chureh is obliged to say *No' to. "It is now up to ug to
show that Christianity is not a clags-—consclousg supporter
of the 'veaction', that is, of those powers interested in
keeping things as they awre; thalt the Church is able %o
free 1ltself from the chains of class distincobion; that
our 'no' vo Marxism is directed to its Mesgisnic claims

and not to ites soclial revolution.“za

Ibid., p. viii,

i

*Phe Chrigtisn in the Search for World Order and Peace®,
OR.. 8iLe, P« 59,
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2. The second point at which Gollwitzer recognizes
the Marxist challenge to Chrisgtianity as being on the mark
is in the Communist appeal to sclentific reason amd ‘o
faith in the capacities of the natural men., Thus, "Marxism
showg up the degree to which Christianity has adapted
itself to a contradiction of its basic falith, in the

a ~ R 2 a LY n

faith of +the Enlightenment,” 9 Chrigtianity itself har-
boured and promoted this idealigtic faith in man's capaclty
to understand and control hisg environment.

By displacing the elements of magic

and myth Christisnity opened the way

to a rational and immenent (i.e.

sclentific) interpretation of +the

world, Chrigtianity is partly respon-

gible for +this athelsm becauge of its

failure to deal with the guestions

thus raised, and through a misguided

attenmpt Lo dominate the intellectual

life, and through inadequate grasp

and manifestation of the import of 50

the message entrusted to it.
Vaprxism absolutized this faith and pushed it to ites furthest
logical conclusion. Hence, it can acecurately point to the
weakness of most Christisn apologetics.,

But something vewy positive ought to be learned fron
this: that “the Christian message cannot demonsitrate the
indigpensibility and superlority of its promise by reference
to ‘the weality as it is accessible %o man before his eyes
3L e

5

are opened by the gospel.®

29
30
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West, QD..2its, D 247,

The Demands of Freedom, p. 138. "Immanentism® in Goll-
witzerts writings means the explanation of the world
entirely within itself.

The Christian Falth and the Merxist Criticism of Religion,
Do 166,

one attempted a demonstration



on ‘thisg basis it would prove merely that the Marxist

oriticism was corwvect, that Christianity was nothing more

than "a producet of need, cweated for the purpose of satis-
o y 2 A1 o . ] -

Tying it."j Thus, this suspiclon and criticism should

Fforce us back to a truer representation of our biblical

faith.

Feuerbach and Marx agreed that God is Just a2 mesng
to an end {(and, in their opinion, an wsueccessful means),
Por them noed was prior and religlon (God) a subsequent
explanstion.

But this scheme breaks down as
an attempt to explain the origin of
the Hbiblical megsage of God. Here
the possibllity does not precede the
reality, the need doeg not precede
ite gatisfaction, bubt the reality
creates ‘the new posgibilities, the
needs, gund thelir appeasement. God
is not a mesns valued by man ... but
before all value, before what he can 93
asignify for human life, he is Himmelf., -

The Marxist denial of the existence of God at this
pseudo~gcientific level also shows us a second thing,
nemely, that in the Communist-Chrisgtian dialogue the
partners are talking often about different things. Whatb
the atheist denies is not what the Christian affirms. To
believe that you understand the biblical God well enough

to say of him, "He doeg not exigt”, proves, on the con-

32
33

Ibid., pp. L66~-167.

Ihid., p. 167, 'The objection that Christ came to bring
reconciliation, the answer o a prior need, can be
answered by pointing to the Fact that this reconci-
Liation is alweady promised in the Neme (YHWH) which
belongs to him who is prior to all as Creator and
Promiser alike.



trary, that you have not uwnderstood this YHWH and thus
are not, in fact, denying him. "Karl Barth therefore
rightly said .. That the arvguments of Marzist athelsn
did not deal with the God of the Christien confession,
but 2 *conceptual idol', and that it was an important task
of the Christiang in conversation with the Marzists +to
L3 .h o () (n3 ’QLI
deny his identity with the God of faith.”” "

The Christian approach to Marzism receives its papr-
ticular chavacter firom the background against which it
works, a background it derives from the gospel, This
background attitude ig characterized by two basic elementig:
() freedom from partisenship in this world, and (b) free-
dom from thig world itself,

(2) The Christian ultimately belougs to nelther west
nor eagt. "Because we belong absolutely to our new Master,
Christ, we are no longer ldentifled for weal or woe with

Lf
one of ‘the two world powgra."jj The gouapel la the Good
News for gll people.
Panicky fear of a victory for the
opposite side leads <+to biased thinking,
which sees only the crimes of the
other side and is blind to those of
its own, and which even declares every-
thing to be good and just that furthers
the interests of its own side. By such
an attitude, Christisns betray the
freedom given to them in the gospel,
and ‘the commission that God has glven

to each in hisg politicel camp. ...
Only when we Christians gelize the

3

Ibid.,» ». 169: oitings K. Barth, Belef an_einen Plfarrer
in der DDR (Berlin, 1958), pp. 19%.

The Demands of Freedom, p. 76.



privilege, which the gospel has glven

ug, of a frank and just viewpolint and

a candid word of criticism of our own
gide, will we truly serve our own 36
combries,

(b) Similarly, the Christian is really the citizen
of another kingdom, the kingdom of heaven (Philippians
33120)., He is a resident alien in the world. Therefore,
no conflict in +this world can have absolute significance
for him. “They have been rendered harmless. The cleavage
is no longer finals it can no longer prevent brotherhood

v
~em0) the contrary it kindles breﬁherhood."s/ However,
thig does not imply a political neutralism, ag we shall
gee shortly. Rather, it indiecates the proper Christisn
approach to such oppositions and conflicts.

And, further, also connected with this second Christisn
freedon,

a2 Christian is free from the domination

of fear. A long ag we ave afrald, our
flesh tries to defend itself, snd in

its fear uses even the CGogspel as a

weapon of self-defence, for fear

justifies every means. But the re-

deemed slave must hknow that his formex
magters cannot do anything to hilm: 78
they can neither hely nor destroy him.

In short, then, the Chwistian is able to say 'Yes®
to two aspecis of the Merxist criticism of religion, viz..

that by and large the church hag become identified with

"The Christian in the Search for World Order and Peacge,
Pm}.?n&w.ag..:i.,ms,-t r Do 66‘

The Christisn between Ragi snd West (Geneva, 1951), p. 2;
ag gquoted in: West, op. Ccil., p. 248, C¢f., also:
The Demands of Preedowm, p. 77,

The Demends of Freedom, pp. 76~77.




the giatus. que relingulshing its true revolutlonary
character, and that the Enlightenment idea of man, espoused
by the church for nany years, leglcally leads to humanism
and not to the Chrisgtian God. And the Christisn is able
to gay this "Yes' without fear because he, as a Christian
per se, belongs nelther to the capitalist nor the com-
munlat camp and because, by the seme token, he does not
belong to the world and fears no reprisals ian it.
Nevertheless, there are some things in comaunlisn, as
it eppears historically, to which the church must say a
very firm *No'. “"The communist supersiition about force,
about the end Justifying any mesnsg; the claims of the
Communist party to a monopoly of knowledge of absolute

&

truth and of uncontrolled authority not subject to any

n

all these are characteristics of cowm-

higher justice
munlem that make it impossible for the Christian to be a
Communist, a8 long os communism ig as 1t le, and they also
oblige a Christian to disagree with it.“39 OF course,
guch a 'No'® must be accompanied by & similar *No' to the
horrors and inhumanities of capitalism,

These ave practlcal problems, problems which relate
to communlism as it is practised. But practical problems
can be corrected without altering the basic theory.
Therefore, we will not dwell on these, However, there is

also a theoretical problen in Marzism for +the Christisns

39 *he Christian in the Search for World Order and Peace",

0D ity sy PDe 5556,



its Messianism., Originally communism was a vevolutlonary
movement calling for social reform. Dialectical and

higtorical materialism were developed first ag soclo-

‘economic theories., As such they are not necessarily

a

atheligtic, Indeed, the early Christian communities were
undoubtedly communigtic (Acte 2:84-45), And forms of
communiagt life are followed even %oday by some Chryistian
sects, e.g. the Mennonites and Hutvterites. There is no
hasic conflict between Christianity and materialism ag an
economic gystem, However, later the athelstic metaphysics
was added and materialisnm was tranformed into an ideology.

Now "+the c¢riticisn of communism from the Christian angle
is not that iﬁ.iﬁ too materialistic, but boo idealistic,
not too wrationalistic bub not ratlonal enoug .“@0 Or, o
put this somewhat differently: It is not Utopisnism which
mugt come wnder criticlism from Chrisgtianity. Rather, it
ig the communigt lack of awareness of ‘the digtinetion
between Gospel and Law which must be challenged. The
Utopia which Mawxism attempts to initlate is not in itgelf
wrong. Indeed, the Christian community ought to praciise
many of +the things which would g0 be found in the ldeal
communist soclety, DBut that is only one side of things.

To do that alone is to separate the promise from the

Promiger. "Better, more consistent and impressive than

Lo

The Demands of Freedow, p. 145,



all attempits within theology, Marxism has atltemnpted to

oreserve the promise and at the same tinme eliminate the

\ b
Promiger,"

Of course, it ig equally true that the church has made
the same nigtake from the other side. Marxism can point
with justification to the way the church has forgotien
the soclal content of the promise.

The Marxist separatlon of the soclal
contvent of the promise from the Promiser
who promiges himgelf to us ig just as
heretical .+ a3 the custonary sepn-
ration in the church of the self-promise
of the promising God from its social
content, Thus, today, it is not a
guestion of the conquest of Marxisnm,

but of the congueat of two heresles,
that of Marzism and that of the church,
in ovder to galn the whole content of .
the promise. Y

Pinally, and following on from this, Gollwitwer points
out positively what form the Christion response must take,
The practical agpects are well gummarized in his synopsis
of a lecture on “Marxism and Christianity", delivered in
the Free University of Berlin in the winter of 1958«1959,

9. Among the truer forms of
witness that the Christlan community
nust offer ares

{a) Bvidence of profound penltence,
which is concerned not only with the
shorteomings of earlier generations but
84111l more of our own.

(b) Detachment from 2ll Ffalse
aggociationsg opposing communist
&'th@iﬂfﬂa “ e

(c) A new joyous and assured de-
votion to thelr Christian falth, demon-
gtrated by willingness b0 suffer. ...

¢ . ) .
vl Zugpruch und Anspruch. Neue Folge (Munich, 1968), p. 229,
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Tbid., . 229,



On the theoretical side, Ghrigtians cannot allow ‘the

Marxist identification of Chrigtianity with religion and

(d) Support for efforts aimed at
renoving the conditions 'in which men
is a humiliated, enslaved, forlorn,
contempitible creature' (Manx). +..

15, The church's proper social
contribution is always along the lines
of humanizing society, the malntenance
and improvement of Jjugtice, and the
establishment of arcas of freedom as
gpheres of individual responsibility.
[ 2% N

16, The church in the communist
atate makes hew contribution to
changing the communist system, i.e.
the ending of totallbtarianism:

(a) by her independent existence,
her congregationsl life, her services
and her mesSsagC. see

{(b) by participating, 28 an
organization as well as individual
members, in soclety: by taking part
in the building up of society, while
at the saue time refusing to worship
ite official gods ... .

2

the biblical God with the gods of the vreligions.

there nust be some attenpt to correct this mistaken im-

pression.

real conflict.

ingist on, is not that between religlon and atheism, hut

17/ . . s
thias *God for us’.“’! Iin other words, the real antithesi

is between Gospel and Law, between God's gracious inter-

This is partly accomplished by pointing to the

}
¥3 The Demands of Freedom, pp. L39-140, 141-142,

by

43

Thus ,

"The real antithesis which theology must

between the 'God for us'® of the gospel, and the human

refugal to live in the strength of <the vital reality of

vention and man's impudent and arrogant rejectlion of it

P 156.

B

The Christisn Falth and the Marxist Criticism of Religion,
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by claiming to be able to save himself, Then “Chrigtians,
as messengers of this divine intervention, ave sent forxth
to the communists as to all other men, to proclaim a
clear 'No' to the messianism of self-delivevance, bul
algso God's 'Yes' to the atheist as a creature loved and

[ l:‘ - ) o [
o Thig meang that the emphasis i on

gought by God."
proclamation rather than avgument, demonsitration rather
than proof, and converslon rather than delfeat.

The great hope in +this is the fact that communism
can change, that like all other human movements it is
gubject Yo the Lordship of God, Indeed, already -today
there 1g no uwaifomm brand of communism such as Lenin and
Stalin envisaged. And despite the recent invasion of
Czechoslovakia (20-21 August 1968) and the subseguent

gevere lmpoaition of a particular form of communism, there

are groups within the easitern bloc giriving to "humanize"

i

Mars

S,

Chrigtianity and Nuclear Wap

The problem of nuclear weapons must be seen in +the
light of two +things: (a) the Christian atititude to war
and the use of force in general; and (b) a clear analysis
of the present age, this “"age of transition”.

God does not want murder. In harmony

with the text of the 5th commandments
"You ghall net commit murder®, the

!
t5 The Demands of Freedowm, p. 143,




church wasg always of the opinion that
cases are conceivable in which to kill

a man is not murder, but can happen in
obedience to God's will, But God 16
gtands opposed to murder.

Thig is the gtarting point and one of the keys to
mdersivanding Gollwitrer's argument regarding nuclear war.
Indeed, he did not wrefuse to do military service in the
gecond World War, even wearing the wniform of Hitler's
armny although he disapproved of Hitler's régime. AL one
time he argued in Ffavouy of baking up arms at the call of
ones couwmvry. By implication he says that at one time,
in the past, it had been possible to disgtinguish a bellun
Adustum and thereby Jjustify the use of force, even killing.
At any vate, he does not deny ‘the historic possibility of
mnaking such a distinction.%? And when he returned from
Russia and "heard ,.. Hans Iwand, Martin Niemdller and
Heinrich Vogel saying ... that with the En.‘tomic] bomb the
relative, conditional and limited *Yes' that the Church
had hitherto said to war was at an end", he "did not see
this and brought forward all the arguments of" traditional

L3 L [ 1'8
Chrigtisn war-ethics, '

|’.!
6 Die Christen vad die Atomwsffen, 4th ed. (Munich, 1958),

pp. 42-43,

) o 5 -
v Cf. yDie Christen und dle Atorwalien, p. #8; and the

article, "Kriegs IV", in: Die Relision in Geschichte
wnd Gegenwart, 3vd ed. (Tibingen, 1957), vol. IV,
col., 66FFf., A parenthetic remark in: "The Chrigtian
in the Search fovr World Order and Peace", op. cib.
P. 51, shows Gollwitzer's approval of such =2 distinc-
tilon.
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The Demands of Freedom, p. 135,




No longer does Gollwitzer teke that stand., The modern

weapons of mass amihilatlon atomic, blological and

chemnical (ARC) weapons have evinced a different answer,
“The old dispubte about the ethics of war is endeds all
Christliang, if they heed the word of God, cannot do othewr
than assert that they cannot +%ake part in a nuclear war,
and that the employment of nuclear weapons is a misuse of

g

‘e a4 N . ,
God's creation.”" ” 0Qr again: “God's law says No %o

5‘0 By
w2 Phese aye strong, commitited stotements.

atomlc war,
The pilgrimage is complete. And it is a pilgrimage.
This is not a reversal of his earlier position, but a
development of it based on the same principles. “Our
fathers' aim to civillize war can now conly be paralieled
by efforts to abolish it altogether, pursued with the same
earnestness and the same devotion of hard thinking, carrying
on the work of our fathers with the knowledge that the
0ld Christian ethicsg of war was not impracticsable, as is
often sald today, but in ite application shows that there
cannot be & 'Just' nuclear war and that this is in fact a
contradictlion in ﬁarmﬁ."5l

Thiag development in Gollwitzer's thinking is based

- o [ 2
partly on the different nature of the new weaponﬁ.5 The

*9 1hid., pp. 132-133.

«
[ S oA St

50 "The Chris?ian in the Searvch for World Opder and Peace®,
0Bl Do 51,
51,

The Demends of Preedom, pP. 135,

2 "l s L4 3, > (]
3 Cf. Die Christen uvnd die Atomwalffen, pp. 22-27.




degtruction wrought by modern weapons of war is far more
extengive than the limited effect of so-called conventional
wesponry. While the older weapons could be used on
civiliang, such use was considered uwnjust by the Christian
ethics of war. The new ABG-~weapons permit no such dig-~
tinction. Combabtant and non-combabbtant are botvh killed
indiscriminately., Similarly, sonventional armaments had
only a limited effect. Our modern weaponry, on the other
hand, destroys vegetation and may affect generatlong yet
wborn. A bellum Jjustum, under the old criteria, had as
its purpose the rehabilitation of the enemy. Just as the
police use forece to capture a criminal with the intent of
restoring him bo socliety at some future daote when his
anti-~-zocial attitudes are corrected, so, too, the use of
force in war wag meant to stop unjust acts and regtore
good international relations. The war did not preclude
the posgibility of a negotiated pesce. Now, however, our
ABG-weapons have made this impossible. The only goal a
mnodern war can have is the amnihilation of the enemy and
unconditional surrender. By the same token, a defensive
way, formerly permitted in the Christisn ethics of wav,

ig a thing of the past. For defence implies the use of
only enough force to gtop Tthe unjust attack. The new
weapons, ‘then, cannot be used defensively because they
would Inflict an uwnjust measure of retallatory suffering.
Finally, in a war where the opponents both have ABC-weapons
in egulvalent strength, the use of them would mesn self-

anmihilation, suicide. In ghovrt, the very naturve of these



new weapons does not permlt the humanizing distinctions of
the +traditional Christisn abtititude to waw,

The other factor influencing Gollwitzer's judgment
on the uge of nuclear weapons is his analysis of the present
age, an age which he in many places callg "a time of
transition®., It ig a strange time, with many conflicting
elements. DBut we must "get used to this slituation and
work out the consequences of it."53 What, then, doesg he
see ag the charvacteristics of this “time of transition®
and their aonsequencee?5n

I. Ag noted above, the nature of modern weapons makeg
them unsuitable ag a means to political ends. Yet, there
has been no abolition of wawr per se. Therefore, the pog=-
sibillty of a war waged with conventional weapons still
lies open. Por thig reason, hoping to limit war, even
the nuclear powers retalin standing armies egulpped with
conventional arms. Similarly, they avolid direct conflict

with each other and settle Tor gupplying conventional

weaponry to opposite sides in smaller wars evZ+ the

eivil war in Vietnam, the Avab-Isgraeli war, or the India-
Pekigten conflict, For they kunow that a dirvect confrontation
would very gulckly escalate into a nuclear war,

I, Military srmements still retain their detverrent

character. That is, by bhaving nuclear wespons and thereby

,‘ 3 " 4 13 ‘3 ) b
53 "The Christlian in the Search Tor World Qrder and Peace,®
ODRe _Cit., Ds 47,

1) . _ '
54 Cfe *"The Christian in the Search for World Order and
Peace", op. 0it,, pp. 47-49,



having the possibility of using them. one cowntry prevents
another nuclear power from making any unjust advances for
fear of the conseguences,; e.Z. the Cuba missile crisis.
Only 1f a country knew 1t was so superior that retallation
wag impossible would 1t ever conslder sctually using
atomic weapons, Therefore, today's nuclear balance or
eguilibrium mekes the detervent effective, thus bringing
a certalin tenuous peace,

1. finally, in this Ydime of transition® we find
o large number of sovereign cowntries. Bach has ites own
complex of forelign policies and imternational conilicts,
But this sovereignty ils actually limited, either by an
inability Lo compete in the arms race (smaller countries),
or by treaties (larger countries). Nevertheless, a certain
hubris causes heads of governments to rlsk the consequences
and engage 1n war. Therefore, the great powers have been
forced inte & type of policing at an international level.
But they are wnable to properly Lfulfil this task because
they are in compebtitlion snd so take sideg as it suits their
own purposes, and because they daren't wisk en ulsimatum
with the threat of nuclear wapr.

Hence, +thig “time of transition” is a time of uncepr-
tainty. Nuclear weaponsg have brought about a certain
peace. No country has dawed to actually use them since
Hivoshima and Nagasalkl. But the Factors delineated above
make it a shaky pesce indeed, What is the solution?

The pacifist position is untenable. To only shout *'No*

to nuclear war, or even to war In general, is so negative



as to be impossible., Also, it is totally unrealistic.

“The 'Yes' ‘to the Gospel and the 'No* to war must go

(4
~or both will be lost."”~ In this manner

together

. . . 56
seversl things can be sald.”

The church’s primary task here is one of clarifi-

cation, WHaving galned a full undergitanding of the nature

end consequencesg of the new weapong and of the present
altuation she nmust gpread this understending to all people
and nations. For as long ag people look at ‘the new
weapong 28 belng werely quantitatively and not gqualita-
Yively different from old srmaments the possibility of a
nuclear way remalns very real. The corollary of this
Firat tagk, then, is to draw out equally clearly the

fact that thege new weapong do not fall within the old
category of mowally legitimate uses of force. This weans,
also, pointing out that peace has become not only desi-~
rable bulb necegsary. A return to limited conventional
war by means of a bhan on nuclear weapons does not gusrantee
that they would not be used. Hence, the church must try
t0 change the present gituation as well by thwarting every
a'ttempt at absolutizing ideological positions, In other
words, she must point vo the fallacles in the propoganda

of both sgides of the present "cold war”. At the same time

she must oppose openly and emphatically the pregent ldolatyy

The Demonds of freedom, p. 93.

eyl el

Cf. Rie Relision in Gegchichbte und Gegenwart, vol. IV,

col, 72.




of Fforce which implies that "might is right" and must
encourage people in general and statesmen in particular
to rely on an impotent right. This means, finally,
reflecting anew on the strength and promise of the
Christisn missionary commission., If we more actively and
gincerely witnessed to the fulfilwment of God's promised
“T Will Be There® in Jesus Christ, as isg our duty, the
underlying interpersonal relationships which are at the
root of the psychology of war would be changed. That is,
we must become more aware of the politvical implicatlons

of the gospel.
The Word of God and Politlics

What, then, does the gospel say to us? What is the
Word of God for today? As hinted above, 1t has not
grown silent, "It does have something very definite %o
say., It gives usg clear and practical guidance even for
political 1ife.“:? 0f course, not all our guestions are
answered, We must still use the intelligence God gave us.
Nevertheless, God's Word “sgpeaks quite dlstinctly about
those things concerning which there must not be any dAif-
ference of opinion among us, aboubt what we have to stand
Tor together, what this 'different behaviour® of the

Christion community is in the political fleld, where the

57 f o o2 . i
The Demands of Freedom, p. 03,
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hristian community nmust not equate itself with the world,

as Paul says (Romans 12), nor do whabt everyone else does,

but bhelieve in snd witness to the rule of God, even in

the political sphere,

b1 58

We have mentioned already that Gollwitzer, obedient

to the New Tesgtament, regards Christ as the fulfilment of

the 01d Testament promige given in the Name, YHWH. Our

relationship with God is now mediated perfectly through

Jesus Christ. That's where we learn most completely of

Ged's encountver with man. This christo~centric approach

now becomes very obvioug. "Ingquiring of the Word of God

‘.l
means inguiring of Jesus Ghrisﬁ.“39 And the answer comes

not as a detalled plan, but as his whole 1life and death

end regurrection, It comes, new to each person, but vet

always the same (paradox-dialectic), This, then, is how

Gollwitzer heard the Word of God in the 1950'g and how it

@

P
(
t
i

$1ll speaks todays

“L. In Jegug Christ God reveals himself asg a God of
( . .
eace“.éj "They Eﬂmustiané]eW@ gen't by the 'God of peace
1 Thess, 5:23) with the 'gogpel of peace' (Tph., 6:15) into

he world as paecifici (Mb. 5:9), as peacemakers."él

Y AR

herefore, Chrigbtlang must be peacemakers in personal life

58
59
60
61
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bid. ? _p. 6’*!’.

e

ie Chrigten und die Atomwaffen, p. 44,



among individualsg, in political life within the natlion,

and in internationsal Llife. They should alm at co-exisience
with other nationg, at co-operation within the state, and
at harmony among individuals. All becauvge God in Jesus

Christ has shown his desive to live at peace with mankind,
"2, God ig a God of righteousnessg, who loves jusﬁice."ég
This has very Little to do with the gystem of courts and
law within any ziven country. Such laws are made by men

of a certain age to help regulate the behaviocur of +the
people for the benefit of that nation or the majority of
its civizens in that era. But the Word of God will help

ug to digtinguish between right and wrong at a particulaw
time.,
As Creator and Loxrd, God has ultimate claim on man.

He created the state for man snd not vice versa, Thepre-

fore its power wmust remain limited, It cannot demand that
man should contravene his ultimate responsibility to God.
"A just state only exists whewre the power of the state
regtricts and controls the powerful, and where the rulers
acknowledge God's eternal law."63

6l

"3, God in Christ ig a God of mewrcy.” This has o

double significance for Christians., It mesns they have

62 The_Demandg of Freedom, p. 67.
63 Ihid.s p. 68,
6l

Ibid., p. 70



felt God's merecy, that they know themselves to be sinners
and yet forgiven. It also means that they, too, are ready
o forgive. Gollwitzer's examples here deal especially
with German-Israeli relations., But his analysils of guilt
and forgiveness and their place in politics applies
equally o other ingtonces, e.g. the relations between
white Anglo-Saxons and the brown and black people they
exploited in the days of the Bupire; or in inter-iracial
relations within a country (white and negro in the USA,
white and North American Indisng snd Fekimos in Canada,
Malay end Chinese in Malaysia-Singapore, etc.).

Finally, what matters ulitimately is not resulits but
God's blessing on what we do. Forx without that we cannot
live, all our good wvesulits are for nothing.

Rlessing comes only through seeking
and listening to the will of God, even
in politics. ... LT we chooge the path
of wepentence and turning over a new
lea¥, even in politics, then we choose
Life., If we persistently choose the
right and not evil and Yerror, then

wa choose life. If ag far as in us

lies we choose peace everywhere, we 65
choose life. 2

Political Christienity

Prom Helmut Gollwitzer's 1ife and from the develop-

ment of his thinking on certain political gquegtions

especially the German guestion

we can determine two

65 Tpid., p. 73

Lpoatt



stages of political Christianity.

In the first the Christian is called %o be a watchwman,
a gentry, along the lines of Hzekiel 33:1-9, The Word of
God gives him special vision to see the coming storms
while they ave £till at a digtance. Before passions
become inflamed he can cry oubt & warning, making clear the
alternatives and thelr congeguences. Thus, Gollwitzer
appealed against the re-arming of West Germany because it
would geviously hamper any movement towards a re-unifica-
tion of Germany.

The second stage is reached only if the warnings of
the sentinel Christisns are not heeded. The dangey arrives
and pasgsions become heated, A just solution ig no longer
possible because people are mowe concerned for thelr own
particular political varties. Now the task of +the Chris
tian is prayer and repentvance. We mugt say with the
Evangelical Church in Germany (EKD): "We accuse ourselves
of not having confessed move bravely, of not having
prayed move failthfully, of not having believed more joy~
fully and of not having loved more pagsionately".éé Thus ,

the Chrigtisn community becomes truly a "kingdom of

priests” (Revelation 1l:65 5:10),

66 "Bouttgarter Brklirung des Rates der BKD vom 18.10.1945%;

quoted in: Vietnam, lsrsel und die ,hwé%tenhoLt.
2nd ed. (Munich, 1966), p. b6,



PREAGHING AND PROCLAMATION

Introduction

We began +this examination of the thought of Helmut
Gollwitzer, after a brief bilography., with a study of his
concept of the nature and bvask of theology. We said then
that theology was the seavrch for the gospel behind the
temporally determined formal shell and the subseguent
trangslation of this message and the proclamation of it
for contemporary persons. By method, then, the theologian
goes Tirst o the biblical witnese and then takes this
to himself and 'to other people. We have geen how adhe-
rence to this concept of theology leads one to regawrd
certain ways of gpealking about God as inappropriate. UWe
have also examined Gollwitzer's positive atitempt at
appropriate lenguage about Grd., In the chapter just com-
pleted we briefly examined two practical examples of ‘the
political side of theological proclamation.’ In this
chapter we turn to an even more gpecialized form of pro-
elamation: preaching.

Once again, a8 with political Chrisgtianity, for
Gollwitzer Christian preaching is an integral part of
Christian theology. Theology is the ascewrtainment and
proclamation in contemporary forms of the egsence of the
gospel., And that, precisely, il what preaching is, applied
in the specific context of Chrigtian public worship. The

same criteria which determine appropriate theological



language will also deterwmine the form and content of
Christian sermons. That this is mosgt definitely the case
with Gollwitzer's preaching will be seen ag we progress.
Gollwitzer's *call® to preach came very early in hig
life., "Fifteen years before the time when preaching hegem
to be dangerous in Germany, fifteen years bhefore 1933,
young pastors experienced a ‘need to preach' (fredigingl)
which drove them to ask with new Intensity why there really
must be preaching in and by the church, what the pecullar
nature of this type of speaking is with regard to all
other human talk, what it 1g based on and where 1t gets

1

its auvthority and certalinty."” He goon followed in +this

movement, recelving his own Prediginot. This still holds

(E18 30 e
him so securely thet on his 60th birthdsy he could write:
"the situation in the pulpit wes for me, just as for my
theological teachers, the centre of my theologleal exig-
tence, and the collective demand and regponsibility of
thie situvation can be equated with no other situation of
addregg——-n0t Wwith the profegsor's chair, not with the

1ectern."2 And desplte a clear aswaveness of the diffi-

culties and short-comings of preaching today indeed,
algo of the inadequacy of the gtereo~typed services of

worship used genewrally today~—-, he is ceritain that this

aeedind lobten Gotl., Predigten gehalbten in dew
Gemelinde Berlin-Dahlem 1938 bis 1940 (Neukiwvchen,
196L), Pe 7o

auvgpruch und Anspruch. Neue Folge. Predigiten sus den
Jahren 1954-1968  (Munich, 1968), p. 234,

1
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form of proclamation has not had its day.
But that analysis must come later., Flrst we must
look at Gollwitzer's theology of preaching, What is
Christian preaching? What are its souvrces and methods?
After answering these gquestions we will be able lo see

in ‘the proper perspective his comments on its place in

the church today.

A Preaching Theology

Weitersagen (1it. "to say further”)
and weltergeben (Lit, "to give further")
that ig what we are dealing with.
Throuvgh that the Word of life came Lo
us, and through that it should press
on from us to others.

-

=1
:.«:-
e

g interesting to note that vhis high regavrd for the
"preaching situation" ie shared also by the leaders
of many secular groups. Hrnesto 'Che' Guevara,

Moo Tee Tung and Fidel Cagtro ave the first to cone
to mind., A1l three putbt great emphasis on the
gatherings of the guerilla band, the “congregation®,
when the leader would *preach", that is, he would
remind them of +the bhasic promise to be brought into
reallity by thelr revolution, and would then go on

to Ingtruet them in the application of this “"gospel".
The same mwethods are being uged also by the leaders
of gtudent and social wevolt, It seem that the
Imporsence of “preaching as a means of reaching
people at the level of commitnment, generally
diminished in the larger branches of the chureh,

has not been fowrgotten by thoge groups which are
today truly vadical and wevolutionary. Perhaps this
is Just one more proof that the church, as Marsism
claims, is a consgervative ingtitution whose sim ig
the preservation of the present class structure, i.e.,
keeping the wich rich and the poor poor. Such
speculation, however, although it is interesting and
geems ‘to hear some messure of truth, is beyond the
scope of thig thesis.

|
b dugpruch uvnd Angpruch. Neue Polge, p. 220,




*ieiteraasen® and "weltersehen® from just thesge two

A s

words with which Helmut Gollwitzer characterizes Christian
preaching we can derive several things about hisg concept
of preaching.

A

Lo Christian preaching is not gpeaking s hunan word.

"It is not merely a beauwtiful address for decowrating
fegtive occasionss it is not merely plous men spesking
their mindsg accoxrding to the motto: ‘What £ills the
heart overflows the mouth'; it is also not merely in-

gtructing the hearver regarding historic events of +the
o o )

5

(<]

pagt or regarding established doctrines of faith®,

Certainly, the preacher isg human a contemporary person.
To be sgure, he carries out his office in a human setiting,
le@es hé must use human, contemporary language because
his hearvers are humen and contemporary. And, in the

case of the person who speaks not on the spur of the
moment but after much deliberation, he may spend several
hours preparing and writing what he will say in his sermon.
Nevertheless, Christian preaching is not speaking a human
word., It i not just "gagen und geben”. Rather, it is
"WETTERsagen wnd WEITERzeben®. "For it is not ourselves
that we are preaching, but Chrigt Jesus as the Lord"

(2 Corinthians %:5). Expressed positively, Christian

preaching "is man's obligatory sexrvice to the lLiving Word

e
- s e Uﬂ.@ lo.b'ten G‘Ot’t; e 7'

6 Much has been sald of this already and more will be said

agaln later.
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of God".( The preacher and his preaching ave subject to
this Wowrd, ¥they become tools of this Word as it gains
power over and liberates its hearers.

»

Compare this with what was saild in Chapter 2 about
the nature of theology: We remarked there that although
L can set out o do theology, I cammot wyself guarantee
that I will be succesgful. The gsuccess depends upon the
self~giving of God himseli. The content, then, of good
theology is God's gelf-wevelatlon., It isn't man's word
about God but a human tool of God's reaching out to man.
Buch vocative, confesgional theology leads necessarily

to preaching conceived in this way.

2, GClosely welated to the above, ihe content of
Chrigtlan preaching is nok pomething new. “Foxr this is

what I recelved from the Lord, and in turm passed on to
you' (1 Corinthians 11:23). However much each preacher

changes the language or ‘the foxm of what he passes on,

the content, the gospel, remains the game asguming,

dJ

of

gourge, he ig doing his job properly? "o be sure, it
comed new ‘to each hearer. Nevertheless, it hag and
maintaing an Ldentity. “That is the hermeneutic problem
in whose aporia theology and proclamation die 1f %he
confidence dieg hefore Welitersebe can take place: the

confidence in this Word that it can preserve its identity

through diverse mouths and heads, thus confidence iu the

7 vee.und_loblen Gokt, . 7.



fact that 1t is not a meve complexr of ldeas but the Word

. 8
as a living person, abt the same time both Word and Pexrson.”
Chrigtisn preaching is not "AUSsagen wund AUSgehen”, butb

"EITERsasen und UWEITERzebhen® .

Here, too, the concept of preaching derives directly
£rom the concept of theology as s whole. (On wmany occasions
we emphasized that to separate the Promiger from hig self-
giving in the promise ls tvo destroy theology. One is
left with empity, hollow words. So, too, in preaching,
when we pass on to others oupy witness to God's encounter
with men, we are also pagsing this encounter on to ‘then,

Just ag our faith was evoked by nroclamation

the procla-

mation by another person or the proclamation of the

biblical witness gimilavly, our proclamation can

a
evoke faith. But it can do this only in so far as we

s

pass on the Promiser along with his promise.
Je On the other hand, Chrigtisn preaching ig not
jugt repetition ox translstion. Without a doubt, part i

of Tthe Vtask of theology lg to translate

meaning by N K\
that more then mere wverbal tranglation-—and repesat | CA“
unchanged the message handed down by our forefathers in N
the falth., Indeed, to change the essence of this message AL
in any way is not just heresy, but apostasy., The aim of f‘
guch translation and repetbtition is to make the essence i

of ‘the message understandable to the hearer. A preacher

&

duspruch und Anspruch. Neue Folge, p. 220,



g on safe ground as long as he stays within his biblical

fatn

text, But this safety is not to be clung to by the
Christien. Christian preaching
is notv an historical report about
what once was thought, oo It is
not the pagt that preaching has to
gserve, but present and future life.
If that is to happen by in-
gtruction from a text coming out of
the past, then one must go beyond the
text, moving, of course, in the
dirvection indicated by it, extending
it, but going beyond it. Thus, into
new terrain outwith the protection of 9
the text.
It is not "WIEDERsaren und WIEDERzeben", but "WEITERsagen
wmd WEITIRgaben® .

Here the concept of preaching is derived from the
agpect of theology examined in the lagt chapter, from
political Chrigtianity. Remember, though, this is not an
appendix to what wag said in Chapter 2. Torx Gollwitzew,
ethics is an integral, necessary and important part of
theology. S0, too, is this aspect of his concept of
preaching. A great many of today's questions and problems
are not dealt with in the Bible in a literal way. Theve
ls no mention in it, for instance, of nuclear war, of
abortion, of pollution, ete., Yet, the Christian believes
that the gospel +wouches his whole life. To answer -these
guestions, then, theology nust follow the leads given in
the Bible and go beyond them to speak God's Word to these

problems. So, too, must Christisn preaching.




I, then, these are for Gollwitzer the main chaprac-
terigtics of pfeaehing which is truly Christisn, on what
gources may it draw? What methods are appropriate to it7
hat is this identity which characterizes 1t?Y And what

varantees this identity? The answers to these questions

]

mey seem gimple, and ought ‘to be obvious from whalt has
been said so far in this thesis. But as simple and
obvious as they awre, they bear repeating because they

are so central o Gollwitzer's whole approach Lo theology.

All of Helmut Gollwitzer's published sermons would

be called hiblleal sermong and in a loose sense,

expository. As he gays of himself: "le El;}w au'thezr:']
affirmed the salutary cugtom in the evangellcal churches
of Burope of ensuring that every Christian address adheres
0 the text by binding the sermon to a specified biblical
passage and therefore praciised nothing other than

10 It would not he falr o say

texbual interpretation.”
on the basisg of this that he would claim all Christian
preaching should be textual preaching., That was simply
his practice., But it iz tvue to say that 1t must be
biblical. That is, its primavy source 1s the testimony

of +the 01d and New Testaments. It is tied to o particular
man of history (Jesus of Nazareth) in whom God's promise

to be with us (YHWH; Emmenuel) became a weality for all

people.

10

Ibid., p. 227.



Bvery Christien address has a text,
one and the same text: +the fmmanuel
ees « By exchanging this text for
another 1t ceases to be a Christian
address.,

1l
That sounds extreme on first reading. Nevertheless, it is
congistent with all that has been said so far. If all the
earlier commentits regarding the concept of theology and the
eriteria for appropriate talk of God are accepted, then
this cannot be denled. A concept of theology for which
the Bible is central is bound to produce a demaznd for
similarly biblical preaching.

But, at the same Ttime, preaching must be contemporairy.

The preacher hag a double obligation. "Indeed, he has ‘o

do with two paritners-—--and he owes his honesty-———honest
to Godl to them both, to his hearers and to the text."la

Like his hearers, the prescher canmot geparate himgelf

from the age in which he lives. "He is himsgelf the heathen,
the doubter, the one of 1little failth and the athelstic
contemporary to whom the gospel ig incompirehensible and
incredible, and to whom the Bible is a closed book."13

His duty to hisg contemporsries, his hearers, and his duty

to himself as a contemporary prevent him from turning his
sermon into a mere repetition of the past. AtV the same

time, his duty to the Word ensures that he does notv slip

I&m'] po 2261
Ibid., . 224,

Ibid., p. 224,



from speaking in contemporsry forms and termns into adapting
the living Word to contemporary axioms. It is a difflicult
but necessary balance. To dissolve the contemporary pole
of this double obligation is to reduce Christian preaching
to o dead historiclsm or an equally dead dogmatic bibliclsm,
And o dissolve the biblical pole ig to lose the very
content of +true Christion presching.

Thirdly, Christian preaching, ag & part of Christian
theology, must be pragtical, i.e., prophetic and political.
We have already noted how "weltersagen. vad weiltergeben”
indicate an extension beyond the literal limits of ‘the
text, This plus, this “welter", comes in the practical,
prophetic indications of the sermon. "A sermon which clings
enxiousgly within the hisgtorical limnits of the text and thus
does not venture upon its prophetic task would be the
expression of a church which rung on the spot and merely

- L L4 l!%
repeats its tradition.,”

Just as God risked his divinity
by becoming human in Jesug of Nazareth, Jjust as "Christ
Jesus ... did not cling to his equality with God but
emptied himself” (Philippiansg 2:%ff.), so too, the preacher
nust venture beyond the direct protection of text and tra-
dition, The biblical God is a living God, and his Word is
g living Word., Thevefore, it sgimply cannot be repeated
like some dead letter. The situation of the world has

changed since the biblical writers made thelr witness. And

ik

Ibid., pe 232, To a certain degree this would seem to be
a good description of a large segment of the church
today.



modern, contemporary preaching must be directed at this
new aituation. “In the raplid changes of the world the
church only receives the defensgive help of the Canon when

t goes heyond the historical limits of the early Chris-

15

!_u

tian proclamatlion contained in the Canon.”
After all this, only a few remarks about the methods
of preaching or sermon preparation are needed. BSince the

biblical text

or more accurately, the promise witnessed
o throughout the Bible and especially its fulfilment in
Jegug Chrigte——ig the gtarting-point for all Christian
preaching, exegesis is the first task to be performed.

But this is executed in the light also of the contemporary
situation. JFor the biblical texts are higborically con-
ditioned. And the present situation is far removed
historically and cultburally from the bhiblical situation.

In the exegesis which precedes
preaching this historical digtance
muat be reflected upon and the his-
torically conditioned nature of the
vext must be determined as accurately
as possible. However, +this must be
done not as an end in itsell but so
that the actualization of the text,
its being heard by us modern people
for us today, does not happen through
an arbitrory entry but as an extraction
of the lines of the text leading up
o our moderxrn situation, thus, so
that with all that we are today and
all that distingulshes uvg from the
man of that age gnd with what unltes
ug with them we find ourselves in the
extended line of those addressed at
that time.

15 Ibid., p. 232,
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Thus, the biblical exegeslis must be balanced by a
full analysis of conditions of the modern world. The
preacher, ag a modern pewson, musgt, Indeed, be the firet
hearer of the living Word of God. But, with his eye on
the new sltuation he must not agks how does this changed
situation affect what the gospel has to say to modern
man? Raﬁhef. he ought to ask instead: how does this
gospel addressg me, and through me my hearers, in this
new situation? The dirvection of movement must always be
from the zospel to the contemporary world, from God to
man. Thilg balance of the biblical and the contemporary
and the necessary direction of movement is the expression
in Christian preaching of the same balance and dirvection
in theology as a whole. The Germen Chrisgtisnsg in 1933
by and large failled to make a vital witness to the goapel
not because they ignored the chenged circumstances, as is
generally thought, but because they paild too much atitention
to it. They were concerned about the consequences of the
new situation on thelr proclamation. What could they say
in the midst of these terrible events? Thus, their pro-
clamation wag reduced to comfort and consolation in
troubled times. In other wowrds, they allowed the situation
0 becone the master. "But the Loxd who sent ug is not the
gituation together with its lords, but he whose dominion

)

makes us free precisely from the dictates of

17

Ipid.s p. 233.

the ﬁituation."l7



The Lordship of God means that in the face of changed
clrcumstances our gquestion ought to be: what are the
congequences of the gospel in this new situation? And
it means, further, that we are free to take the risk of
proclaiming -these conseguences not just in a general way,
but in far-reaching concrete terms.

Throughout the preceding, one serious problem geems
to have been ignored: the problemns for exegeals ralsed
by the hisgtorical element of Christian faith, i.e., by
the fact that "Chrisgtian falth is real falth in a real

18 It has not been ignored.

higtorical Man, Jesus Christ."
Nevertheless, before we turn to the problems of preaching
today, we must make specific reference to what Gollwitzer
gays sbout the relatlon of faith to historical research

and criticism,

Bxourgus:  Faith and Historieal Criticigm

After a fivrst reading of Helwmut Gollwitzer's
gsermons and exegetical material one is tempted

] a

to accuse him of ignoring higtorical ceriticism.
Indeed, he always skips over it very quickly
claiming that such work should precede

preaching but has no place in the aermon.lg

18

“The Jesus of History and Faith in Jesus Christ", Fre.
Gabriel Hebert, s.s.m., trns., ins Theolosy (London),
vol. 65, 1962, p. 90,

19 or, duspruech wnd Anspruch. Neue Folge, p. 228,



One ig ‘thus btempted to conclude that he offers
it only a small place in the speetrum of
theological work. But such a conclusion would
be most wtrue and wlfalr., In fact, the very
content of Chrigtian falth demsmds that we
give an important place to this type of
analysia. PAs being falth in the reasl histo-
ricol man Jesug Christ, Christian falth is
dependent on Historical Criticism, and gtands
to it in a relation which needs o be defined
fuxther".zo

Jesus can be recelved only through piro=-
clamation. The diseiples received him through
his self-proclamation dirvectly. We usually
receive him through his self-proclamation
medisted by biblical proclamation and/or the
proclamation of other Chrigtians, This is the
greatest miracle of all, and the basis for all
other miracles: <that God has submitited, con-
descended, to coming into such an historical,
contingent and personal assoclation with man
that proclamation by other men becomes the
primary means of passing this assoclation on
to others. Thig humen tradition, then, becomes
important. But, because of this reliance on
proclamation, falth

muat use historical criticlsm to
learn the meaning of the tradition.
This is the task of all Ixegesis.

eos Uritical exegesis is then a safe-
guard on this right use of Sceripture.

In other wowrde, it prevents ug from treating the

Jesug of History and Faith in Jesus Christ", op. it
Pe 90,

Ihid, . pp. 90-91,



Bible as being in itself 'holy'. It is truly
‘Holy Scyiplture' because of him to whom it
bears witness., But it is a human witness
directed to men and, therefore, best honoured
by subnitting it to ‘profane vesearch'.
Scondly, "Chrigtian faith ... subjects
itself Yo historical critieism".zg To many
this would seem to e absolute folly. oy ‘them
Christian falth is utterly opposed to histo~
rical criticism, and such sclentific research
would lead to the dissolution of falth itself.
But such warning end prohibition weakens "what
God did when the Word wasg made fleshjs for then
God himself entered within the spheve of con-
tingent historical events, into the field of
tha't which can be historically affirmed and
can also be higtorically called in question,
while gtill remsining the Lord of lords.“23
This point is very importent. Jesus was
not a vision or spectre. All men could look
at him., PFalth was not a precondition but a
regponse., Today this means that he exposes
himgelf alzo to the sterile, scientific obec~
tivity of +the historian.zq Similarly, falth
does not demand an abandonment of historical
facts. On the contrary, "truthfulness to fact
ig a discliple's duty."25 In this way Chrigtianity

Ibid., pp. 90-91
“3 -:‘-];bmj«‘mcl' ? I?- 91.

I do not wish to become involved in the question of whether
or not an historian can actually be objective. In
accepting the extreme position that he can and must
be, the avgument thereby ensures its valldity for the
more moderate position as well,

s
Ut

"The Jesus of History end Faith in Jesus Christ", op, cit.,
P. 91,



g preserved from becoming pure mysticism or
r8is. Whether Jesus lived is cewritainly a

o

is
200
legitimate historical guestion. By this and

certalin other higtorical facts @8, That
Jesus wag an leraelite and stood within that
Heilsgzesehichte, that he came among.them at
o particular time proclaiming o message for
which he was subseguently execuved, that the
grave in which he was 1laid was seen by the
digeiples a few days later to be empty, that
this same Jesus then pregented himgelf o them
in such a way that they had no doubt that it
wag he-———by such facts Christian faith stands
o¥ Ffalls, becausge for it "Jesus is not o mere
vehicle or gymbol of wniversal truths, but is
the actual Object of falth and 1ove.“26 The
historical reality of Jegus is retalned in the
biblical witness and is necegsary for a genuine
Christian faith. Nowhere did the biblical
writers run away from the facts of history.
To be sure, they interpreted them. But they
did not Yry vo escape them., (Cf, Mark 1l2:12-14
and parallels, where in a £it of plgue Jesus
curses the barren flg tree————surely a most
difficult text!) “Christian faith has therefore
a restful uwnitroubled certalinty that historical
criticism will not shake but will confirm these
things as faeﬁs."gy

Thug, there ls a certain "dependence” upon
historical wvesearch necegsary to Christisn faith.
But this iz a limitved rather than an absolute
"dependence”, In other words, Christian faith

26 1pid., p. 9l

27 1bid., p. 92.



goes beyond what can be examined by historical
pegearch, If an image of Jesus gained from the
historian were all we had and needed, thiree
things would follow: (a) the "neutral or
meommnitted historian would be better gualified
to tell us who Jesug is than the confesgsing

2 . .
Christian witn@sa".‘g His Jjudgment of the facts

would be uncoloured by the involvement implicit
in faith and thusg he would give a clearer
picture., We have already esitablished, however,
that such involvement is necessary in order to
tnow whom we have to do with here. (b) The
"gogpels were intended to be read as historical
chronicles simply, and so might be shown on
higtorical grounds to be untrue".zg The great
truth that we have learned from Bulitmann ig that
the texts of Scripiuce ave not chronicles bub
an interpretation of the events of history by
the eyes of faith. Although disproving a basic
congtitutive higtorical event such ag those
indicated esrlier would make falth wntenable, Ffor
the mogt part historical criticism can have no
effect on falth which is a matlter of our response
and relationship %o these eventg. (c¢) "God-made-
man doeg not only enter upon the field of history,
but is also as regerds hisg divine nature subject
to higtorical study and criﬁicism.“jo o admit
this is impossible, It has been argued consig=-
tently and persistently that God cannot be the
gubject of humen study and examination., We have
algo Tried to show the necessity, from a biblical

29

30

Tb:‘ldc ¢ Do 92 »
;l.bid_,n s P 92,
Ioid.s pe 92,



point of view and a human one, of affirming
both Christ's divinity and his humanity.
Without a doubt, the human slide, the incarnate
glde of his being is subjecet Lo gtudy, but not
the divine gide. It is the subject of affip-
mation and faith. As Lord of lords, he is
exaniner and judge of the historian, not the
historian of him, Thus, it might be more
asccurate to say that Christian faith is "bound”
to hisgtory bub not "dependent® upon historical
eriticism,

Histvorical research cannot bring certainty
N1y 8 greater opr lesser degree of proba-
bitity, Butb, in place of guch an lncomplete
and wcertaln sccount, the confessing witness
gives certalin and complete knowledge of Jesus
Christ (c¢f. 2 Corinthians 5:16). Tor such
tegtimonies, and the gospels are in this cate-
gory, are not historical blographies but, in
Martin Kéhler's words, "proclamation of the
Crucified One asg Mes%iah".ﬁl And, finally,
Jegug ig unigue in that he cannct be =zeparated
from his mission, from his being Bmmanuel, CGod-
with~ug. Therefore, proclamation, not historical
statement, is the only way of reporting about him,

Nevertheless, historical research ig not
without benefit to Chrigtian faith., It conti-
nually remindg us of Jesus' humanity and thus,
when heeded and, uwnfortunately, there have
been perlods in chuvch history when 1t wag 1o b
prevents a docetic christology. In focusing =0
sharply on Jesus' characteristics which ave
time~bound it also sets in relief what in the
incarnation skips beyond the framework of time.

e Ag quoted by Gollwitzew, ibid., p. 92.



And, by coming on its blind-alleys because the
texts do not permit a strictly blographical use,
historical research shows us how clearly this
subject matler does not it into our previously
devised categories.

What, then, does Gollwitzer sgay to the
historian? "The historian cannot be forbidden
w0 go behind the New Testament text and ask at
one point or another *what exactly happened® s
for thig is the historlan's trade."3 Indeed,
he must be encouraged in this because of the

s

historical nature of Christisn falth, because
there are cevrtain constitutive events of history
to whose wreality faith ig bound, Butbt in
pursuing his exsmination, the historian must
be awazre congtantly of the Llimltations of this
"dependence” ag dellneated above. He musd
remember that he cannot treat the Bible as a
regource for bilographical information., To do =0
would be to uge it ag something other than what
it is and was intended o be. Further, his
go~called "neutral® quest for the historical
Jegus may be interesting as an abstract study,
but its resullis will never veplace the New Teg-
tanent witness to these events, Objective facts
do not bring falth; only the proclamation Dby
faith evokes faith., And, finally, those aspects
of the Chrigt-event which cen be verified belong
to the whole picture of Jesugs. They nust not be
separated from the affirmation of his divine
nature. Here God met us in human form, To
separate these two agpects is Vo destroy +the
unity necesgsary for it to have any real meaning.,
Although this sort of recognition of <the

52 Thide, pe 93.

.



value of historical criticism saves Gollwitzer's
theology Tfrom being a fundamentalist biblical
literalism, it does not save it from the charge
of being mildly docetic, Christian faith is

not just *bound® o history, but in a sense is
actually "dependent” upon it. It is not depen~
dent on history for the full content of Faith,
but for the congtitutive events which make faith
possible, If higtorical research should show,
for instance, that there never was a Jesus of
Nazareth who was put to death for his teaching
and was later geen o have gurvived death, then
Christian Talth would he based on a mere parable
which was incapable of effecting the fulfilment
of the promise abtbtributed o it., Thus, the
dependence upon verification by historical
research ig profound., Gollwitzer hag pald lip-
geprvice to this and has let it become overshadowed
by talk of +the limitations of historical criti-
cism., Bubt Yo proclaim congistently Tthe paradox-
dialectical witness he derives from the New
Testament he mugt play up failth's dependence
upon ‘this research, not play it down., Otherwise
he soon becomeg gullty of a mild docetism, whiech
admittedly hag been the "owthodox"” church position
gince not long after the Council of Chalcedon.

The Problem of Preaching Today

From the outeet it must be reallized that, although
Helmut Gollwitzer points to severe problems confronting
the preachexr today, he does not abandon proclamation

completely.



Naturally, T do not mean that
the task of proclamation, thus the

task of Welbersagen and Welterzebend.

Tnast ndoe” 1ee Taay. Lt remduns”tillL he

comes®, and with it also remains the

fact that falth comes from hearing

(Romans 10) snd should be made audible 33

for another, -
He does not allow his experience of the present situation
to devermine what he preaches, rather he seeg a change in
the method ox form involving a change in the whole nature
of public worghlp and congregational gatherings. Before
we examine bthat, however, we must note his analysis of
Tthe problem,

Various things present themselves o different

theologians today o8 making preaching problematical. The N
go-called "crisis of falth® raised partly by wmodern tech~
nology and partly by modern theology is perhaps the most
commonly indicated. A close gecond would probably be
the "hermeneutic problem”, this historical, metaphysical ¥
and epistemologlcal distance of the text from “us today".
smaller factors, often alluded to, are denominationalism
and ingtitutionalism in the church., But these, disturbing
and discouraging as they are, are not the factors which
make preaching problematical for Gollwitzmer. "ALlL +this
weighs heavy and makes presching difficult (perhaps in a
mogt necegsary and salutary way!), but it musgt not place

3 N

it a8 suveh In question, Thus, he points to two very

33
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different things.

"1, The preachery stands facing a silent ligtening
congregation to which is given no possibility for guestions,
objections, improvements and completions."35 In the past,
guch an authoritarian approach to the sermon was seen as
an illustration of the authority of God's Word over man.
But to affirm that is o move Into ideology. It is true
~———oind 1t nust be always the preacher's prayepr——, God's
Word gcan use the words of the sermon in reaching out to
other persons, It is also true, God dopes condegcend to
do just that, Nevertheless, the sermon is in no way
identical with God's Word, Nox can the preacher claim to
have any monepoly of or control over God's Word,

In addition to +this, as the general level of education

and Literacy rises o in a8 student context—w—"the real

2

appropriation of what is heard ig only pogsible in active

36 1u the

participation in meditation on the content”.
past, the action of hearing-——-and true hearing is active,
not passive-———--wag perhaps sufficlent, However, even then
the aim of preaching wag not to galin the hearers' assent
to the preacher's witness of falth, but o evoke a similar
regponsge of Talth to the Promiser behind the pronise. In

general, though, an authoritarien approach is certainly

no longer possible, The increased awareness of most congre-

35

hid.» p. 235,



gationg today demands @ learning sitwation in which all
ghare as equals, After all, falth is not the product of
gpeclialized theological training, It is perhaps not

enough even to give time for discusslion before or after

the service ~g, practice which is beconing more end more
commont, Thisg leaves the wnbalanced situation of privi-
leged pulpit snd capbive congregation wchanged., It is
86111l the ideas of the "experl" which are being discussed,
as if he had a monopoly on revelation,

This privilege becomes most Injurious when one takes
the office gseriously. We have already sald preaching
mugt be practical, even political. But the preacher's
social position means that he does not experience first-
hand the questions and conflicts of his congregation,
Degpite +the presgent trend among both Protestant and
Catholic clergy to shed the clerical garb in an attenpt
o be simply one of God's people, nevertheless, in the
eyes of his congregation he is still "different". "Thus,
to tranglate the instruction of the gospel into conecrete
life he needs the advice of others through thelr expertise
and experience just as much as they need hig ‘theological
expertise.“37 To affirm an auvthoriterian view of preaching
is to deny the need for this counsel. Thus, the "preaching
office” must remain subservient to the community's mission

of proclemation. And this view ig confirmed by modern




y &

resgearch into the relationship of office and community in
the apostolic and pogt-aposgtolic church,

With his theclogical training, the

pagtor 18 on assisting advisor of ‘the

congregation. Neither mugt he be the

gole preacher, nor must proclamation

in public worship in the fuiture occur

only in the form of privileged mono-

logh@ by the pagtor. 38

2., Secondly, aad following closely from this latiser

agpect of the first problem, Gollwitzer recognizes the
difficulties ralsed in the modern situaltion by his demand
for conereteness in preaching., “Because of the task of
vextual interpretatlion, because of the showritness of time,
becauge of its insertion inte the sgacral structuve of
public worship, concreteness In the sermon is possible
always merely in inﬁica%ions."Bg Hig sense of falrness
prevents the preacher from making an example of his own
practical intentions. Thus the indications are reduced
to a bare minimum having elther no effect, or else unde-
sirable regultg: ‘“many lgnore them or at any rate do not
notice the demend intervening in them, others are annoyed
because they see only the difference of opinion and, theve~
fore, In good Talth, blame the preacher for a misuse of
the pulpit.o™C

Undovbtedly, if what Gollwitzer says is corvect,

38
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the monopolistic sewmon and the worship service centred
around the sermon are outmoded. lMany, therefore, have
moved towards a mowe liturgical; cultic service in which
the sermon has wveduced impovitance. Gollwitzer adamantly
rejects this proposed solutlon, saying that in "the
alternative between sermon-centred public worghip and
cultic celebration” the evangelical +theologian must decide
in favouy of +the former.nl

This does not mesan we must abandon regular congre-
gational wmeetings for worshlip altogether. Rather, & new
balance must be sought., "We need congregational assemblies
(end what, then, are public worship services, if determined
by the New Testament and not by a genewral concept of the
gacred, other than assemblies of the congregation as
Christians o equip them for their life and serviece in the
world?) in which information and discussion have their
place as well as biblical interpretation, prayer, hymas

09
42 Thig

of praise, prophetic addvress and the eucharist,.®
meane belng open for a complete revolution and reorzani-
zation of congregational 1ife. The Sunday service centred
arvouwnd the sermon or the cult will no longer be central,
but just one among many other formg of assembly. The

congregational office of witness and proclamation will be

central., Wo longer will there be a digtinction between

"

Ibid., Pe 235, Cf. alsos L., und lobten Gott, p. 6.




"anered® and "profane® congregational meetings or offices.
In other words, the public life of the congregation as it
gongtitutes itseld in assemblies must be a reflection of
the totality of 1ife. Only within this framework, and
not ag the only occasion for gathering, will "preaching”,
in the narrower senge of the +texbual interpretation and
application effected by a person with specialized theolo-
gloal training, have any valld place, Only there can it

Tunetion legitimately as "exhortation and demand”.



GOLIWITZER'S PLACE IN MODERN THEOLOGY

Introduction N

Ag T salid when introduecing the plan of this thesis,
an assessment of a theologlan who is still alive and
active is a veyy difficult affair. This is borne out by
the great diversity of comment made by the various critics
of Helmut Gollwitzer's work. Any oriticism made faces
the prospect of being nullifled by his next book. On
the surface it might seem that this diffliculty would be
compounded by +the wvesearcher's own basic agreement with
Gollwitzer's approach. Nevertheless, an accurate
asgesement is possible and must be attempted,

Accuracy in criticism involves drawing attention to
the key issues and commenting on thelr strengths and weak-
neages, giving reasonsg for the evaluation. These might
be arranged with the weaknesses in one sectlion and +the
strengths in anothew. However, that would be confusing
in this ingtance. For the very issues which give Goll-
witzer's approach its gitrength alse ralse the most serious
and basic guestionsg., Thevefore, I shall make my evaluation
topically, beginming at the most ecrucial level and moving
to the more peripheral. These remarks will then lead %o
some suggested hints as t the way forward for Christien

theology.



The Why

Two major guestions were raised In the course of the
earlier chapiters and we must return to them now., For by
them Gollwitzer's whole approach standg or falls. The
fivst has to do with the validity of one of his constitu~
tive tautologles, the second with the veal possibility of
pursuing this method.

Gollwitzer has gliven us a theology which claims to
he centred around the Bible. To these texts 1t must go
for the message 1% ig to translate and repeat for modern
man. By the gtandard of the proclamation recorded in
thege texts it must judge all subsequent proclamation,
including its own., And in the light of the witness of
these texte it must comment on the affairs of men. laying

agide for a subseguent section of this chapter the guestion

of method whether we actually cen follow the method of

biblical exegesis reguired of theology by Gollwitaep -,

we are faced gtill with the even wmore fundamental

guegtion: why nmust Chrigtian theology be tied go closely

to these texts interpreted in Gollwitzer's way® Ov,

phrased differently, why must Christian theology use this

method of beginning with ‘the Bible and ‘then moving to men

in hig present situation? Other people, similarly

claiming to be doing Christian theology, have reversed

thisg methodology. Why ave these other methods inappropriate?
My earlier suggested solubtlon~——thig iz o constitutive

tautology for theology as practised by Gollwitzew ig not




s satisfactory answer. It was necessary, at that point
in the thesis, so that we could pursuve the examination of
his thought without being delayed by what will prove %o
be a long discusgion, too long to be placed in a footnote
o an excursus. Nevertheless, it avoided the rvreal thrust

a3

of the question. After all, those other theologians also
claim that thelr methodologles do justice to the biblical
witness., To esnsweyr that they are not doing Christian
theology despite thelr claims, although loglcal from
Gollwitzer's point of view, is gimply another evasion of
the issue and a wetrealt into dogmatic circularity. In
fact, Gollwitzer never offers such a simplistic answer,
Yet, it does seem, at times, to be implied.

The real question, which demands an answer, is not

whether Christian theology needs the biblical Witness,l

but the priority and psiure of ite relationshlp to Scrip-
ture, And the only answer which is not an evaslion is one
of demonstration, that is, of showing the ultimate con-
sequences of alternative theologlesl methodologies

developed on the bagsis of other possible relationships,

1 Altizer and Hamilton seem to deny, in thelr most radical
monents, any need for either a Christisn tradition
or the biblical proclamation. Nevertheless, the one
thing that saves +them from becoming out-and-out
atheists is thelr reltention of elements from those
texta, e.g. The persgon of Jesus (Hamilton) or the
Incarnation (Altizer). Similarly, though perhaps
unconsciously, they retain elements from theological
tradition. CFf, Langdon Gilkey's remarks noted ins
Thomas J.J. Altizer aand William Hemilton, Radical
Theology and the Death of God (Indianapolis, 1966),
Pe 27, 1. 8.



of showing that ultimately they do not sccomplish, in
their own terms, what they intend.

This demonstration I shall execute using three
alternative positions repregentative of three major
gtreams in modern theology.z All thyree claim that the
type of absolute theism which Gollwitzer sees as essential
to the Bible, and the methodology implicit therein, are
neither possible for man today nor necessary in theology.
Further, as proof of this underlying disagreement, all
three develop thelr positlions by beglming, ostengibly,
elsewhere than in the Bible. I shall demonstrate, either
that they have made a prior theistic assumption not unlike
Gollwitzer's and that it is necessary for thelr repre-
gentation of the biblical wiiness on thelr own terms, opr
that they have made a prior theistlc assumption which is

no more acceptable to modern man than Gollwitzer's.

fa . Christisn Athelgm. "Death of God theology" is
not an unified school of thought, The names frequently
agsoclated with 1t range from Gabriel Vahanlan with his
"new iconoclasm®, through Paul M. van Buren with a revival
of the verification principle, to Thomas J.J. Altizer
and William Hamilton who present a nesr-atheism, Vahanian,

in fact, does not belong in the category, as he is speaking

pe]

Z I have divided modern theology into these four streams
the one Gollwitzer represents plus the three
alternatives to be dimcussed here on the basis
of William Hamilton's suggestion in: Radical
Theolozy snd the Death of God, pp. 4-5,




of the death of idols, thus clearing the decks for an
affirmation of the true and only God. In this he differs
only verbally with Gollwitzer. Van Buren, likewise, can
be eliminated from our discussion because his real purpose
ig simply to translete the traditlonal message Into the
gsecular terms of logical positiviem, without guestioning
deeply what he is translating. The alternative of
*radical theology®, then, is repregented by Hamilton and
Altizer.B

In thelr "radical theology", which for the sake of
gimplicity I am calling 'Christian atheism', we meet what
gseems to be the greatest break with past theology and with
the Bible. And that is precisely thelr intention. "The

. n e M
death of God group wantg to break away from that”, '

i.e.,
the neo=-orthodox or biblical-~theology tradition. That is

not Yo say, however, that they abandon either completely

aven though that seems on the surface to be thelr
claim. Although thelr writings ave intended as altitempis
at starting afresh in theology. they still profess to be

making a contribution to Christian understanding, +that is,

they are claiming to witness truthfully %o what happened

3 I recognize that there are striking differences beitween
thelr two approaches, and some of these will be
noted ag the argument proceeds, Nevertheless, the
similarities are substantial enough to group them
together here. Also, the fact that they joined
Torces to collect some of their essays into one
common volume would indicate a mubtual recognition
that any differences between them are not basic,

1] ,
* Radical Theology and tbe Death of God, p. 27 (my italics).



in and because of the life of Jesus Christ, “The death of
God theologiang claim to be theologians, to be Christians,
to be speaking out of o community to a community."5 Thus,
there will have Tto be some impllcit connectlon, however
tenuous, with Christianity of the past, Otherwise the
claim o be Christians becones meaningless.

The prime reason, they argue, for having to make Tthis
new gtart in theology ig the event of the "death of Godv.
Mhils iz not simply a theological expression of man's
inabillity to experience God directly any more (851lle).
Rather, it means God no longer exisits. He no longer makes
himgelf knovm to man in gpny way. The thelst presupposition
ig no longer possible for man and, thus, for theology,
because the God who once had dealings with men simply does
not exist now. This Ffact must be reflected in theology
and must be reflected upon by theology. It must explain
what it means to be a "radical Christian®, a Christien
after the "death of God".

Central to Hamilbton's attempt at working this out is
the person of Jesus. He is not an object of Lfaith, it is
argued, but our "standpoint®. UWe sre to see the world
through hig eyes and to see him in the world. In his life
he sought out the outcasts, the sick, the maimed, Tthe
wmwanted and wnloved, to be with them. Now he sends us

to be neighbours to them., Thus, faith is no longer the

1%

Ihid., ». 28,



way of knowing CGod. It "is more like a place, a being
with or standing beside the neighbour.”é Oury relationship
to Jesus ought to he one not of failth, but of obedience.
And we are to find and serve him in the world,

Altizer, on the other hand, turns to eastern mysti-~
cism, egpecially the “"ecolncidence of opposites®, %o rein-
terpret the Incairnation. In this he is concerned, in
view of the "death of God", to find a way of regaining
a gense of the "sacred" in the midst of the "profane®
present. Teaking a cue from Nietzsche, he argues that to
seek the “"centre" of life outside the present in some
speclal place or time, elther past or future, in fact,
negates life, And modern man cannot do that. We find,
on the other hand, that by affirming life it gaing meaning
and significance, The "centre”, then, is actually every-
where and "eternlty" is in every Now. In the moment we
say this Yes to life, the "coinclildence of opposites? e
gacred and profane-—--takes place in such a way that the
profane is transformed without being ammulled, This idesa,
Altizer claimg, is inherent in the Incarnation. Thus,
even in the face of the event of the "death of God”, we
can confess Christ's presence in the Now, and begin, then,
to love the world as his body. We need cling no longexr
to past forms of Christ's incarnation. "The VWord appears

in our history in such a way as to negate its previous

:Ebi(l.p Pe :36:



expreﬁsions."7 We now know that the Word ever again

becomes flesh in gur »resent, in qur time, in qur

e rbte SN

existence.
Thege two abttempts at Chrisgtian athelism, appealing as

erious quegtiong, Hamilton wnust be

iR

they may be, raise
asked how 1t is that Jesus cen demand this obedience of
us. A person who has studied extensively in a field might
legitimately demand some respect for his opinions, but not
unconditional obedience. Similarly, one whose experience
was extensive might demend consideration for his counsel,
but, agein, not uwnconditional obedience. Bubt Jesus of
Nazareth was nelther one of great learning noy one of wide
experience., The most one might say ig that he was a man
of great insight. Yet, even adnitting this, we could only
give him conditional obedience, Jesus, then, is not the
slgn of hope snd optimism that Hamilton makes him out to
be.,

Nevertheless, fully recognlzing this objection,
Hemilton maintains his alleglance to Jesus, "Jesus is
the one to whom 