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I'reface

Two eoncerns gulde this study of the thought of

Dietrich Donhoceficr.
(1) It is necescary before toanhoeffer's thouzht ig
nade use of that the problem of the relatioashlp betweea
writings so differeat that they nigit have been the pro-
duets of several hoads rather than ono be coafroated aad
discussed thoroushly. Approximately one half of the pre~
seat study 1s dedlcated to this tasks Ue have located tho
inpotus for the whole of Bonhoeffer's production ia cer-
taln characteristic Curistological conslderations, Uere,
14 becones clear that the driving force behind Donhoefferts
taeolozy in 1ts eatirety is his certalnty that the revela-
tion of God 1a Christ caa and must be expressed aa a con-
crete, contenporancous, epprehensible and experieaced

nlity ia this world.

Sonhoeffer first expresced this coavictloa ia the
Christo-ccclesiology of bis disscrtation and his jlabili.
tatlon: Christ oxlats as the church, l.c. he is real and
present, apprehensible and coacrete gpatially in his cone
muaity. Followlas threce introductory chapters, laort I
of this study unfolds and investizates thls ianltial
stateneat of Zonhoeffer's ecclesiolozical solution to
the problen of the "concretion of the rcvelation" (Tber-
hard Dethze's phrase).

The second forn of Donhoefferts concern for Chrigtom
lozical “"coacreteaess” was a development of aa original
aal highly existeatial doetrine of the lerson of Christ,
Christ, the bellever, and the scriptures were eafolded
within a Qynamic revelatlonal circle, Doahoeffer had
barcly iatroduced this Christology-discipleship when

the Xirehenkarnf bezan, with its demand, os he saw it,
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that all theolozy be placed ab the coervice of the cubab-
tled Confessing Church, He thercfore forced his new
thinkding into the framevork of his originasl Christo-
ecclesiolosy. Thls actlon Lofused the latter with a
propactic intensity and powers ab the saue tinme it seri-
ously resbricted the frecdon which hlsg now Christolosy-
diseipleship denanded and nade avallable, as 1t insisted
that the definlte linits and boundaries cf the Confessing
Church were also the linits and boundarics of revelatlon,
Ine Confenslnz Church was the sole spoce of Christ, the
ocac true church,

Fart II(4A) (chapters 6-3) describes the construction
cf the mey Christology-discipleship formula. Part II(B)
(chapters 9-10) Lluvestigates the effects upca this new
Christologzy of the marriage of this forzula to a highly
restrictive Christow-ecclesiolerye. Fart II concludes with
the dissolution of this partaership end the reassoubly of
tue constitucat fragments in o varicty of ways cxperincne-
bally ia the Ithlcg .
(2) It iz ab this polat in our study that cne intorest
vezlas to glve way to ancther. Tor in the Ithles a power-
ful motif - barcly suzscsted in carlier writings —- now
becormes a donlnant therme: o coacern for the relationship
of the revelation in Christ to the historical developnent
aad secular conditlon of the vestern world. This intercst
1s formulated and elaborated in such a way thoet new possl-
bilitics are opened up for the future courge of Chrictlan
theclogye. Uaviag developed this concern as the outcoue
of Ionhoofferts dovelopnent, wo arc now frec to concenw
tratc upon 1t as a coatribution to contenporary theolosy.

Fart III(A) (chapters 11l=13) ezaninesthe developing
historicsl anl worldly intm;st of the Jthies and prison
letters, confronting vonhoeffor*s idcas with thogo of



Troeltsch, Gogarten, and Darth. The ramifications of

this intercest and, in particular, the woy in vhich Lon-
hoeffecr hos taken L4 up are discunscd in three concluding
chapters (Part III(B). Wwe shall scc that Ronhoeffer's
thouzbts ca Christ end revelation have indeed moved, as
itlller sugrestis, "fron the church to the world.," Clarie-
fyinz and coatrasting his unotions on "relislonless Christ-
ianity", "the secret discipline®™ anl “sharing in the suf-
ferings of cod™ by exanining relaticnships between Bonhoef-
fer and Tillich, Bultnann, and Barth, we watch Donhoeffer's
Christolozy-discipleship which first made its appcarance
in 1933 unfold in its nroper setting: the world cone of
efc.

An introductioa to the 1923 bLartheilarnack letters aad
trzaslations of four letters thought uceful in uaderstanding
ponhoefferts development and evaluating his legacy nave
been appended to this studye.
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Chapter 1

Bhography

w ve grown up in a society which believed that
every :a:‘ had the nﬁm to plaa Ss own life, There wa?.
we were taught, urpose in life, and it was every man's

ha¥
ose resolutely, and pursue it to
%‘l::,b::t.::. t.ﬂ;”g\:fp Sinse then ho#cvcr we have learnt

impossible to plan even for one day ahead, that
:ihitot: t:rk asy dbe destroyed overnight, and that our life,
co ed with our pareats', has become formless and frag-

Despite everythi however, I can only say I
:::uld ;ot have chosen %o ﬁ‘e in any other sge than

our °'n"'nmoughu on the Baptism of D,W.R.", 1944

Dietrish Bonhoeffer's heri tage embodied everything
enlightened, temperate, humenitarien and responsible in
ninsteenth ceatury Gcnmy.l On his mother's side he
ocounted a grendfasher who had served as chaplain to
the emperor; his grest-grandfather was the eminent
Ghurch histerian, Karl von Hase. Both men had known
imperial disfaver and imprisonment for their liberal
views,

Dietrich was born with a twin sisver in Breslan,
on Pebruary 4, 1906, The two were the sixth and seveath
0f a family of eighs., Berlin tradition holds that the
Rative Berliner must be born in Breslau, and in 1912
She Bonhoeffer fanmily moved %o Berlin, where Dietrich's
Lather oscupied She first chair of psyehiatry at the
uaiversity. We Mnow from Dietrich himself that he was
Sreatly influeneed by his father. In one of his letters
in 1944, he asknowledged:

I don's delieve I have ever changed very mush
o ool ety s et persetit s s o
us ast o 8 person an e
setond when I was abroad. P T
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There 15 evidence that the uncompromising micn
Dietrich was later to express was in keeping with his
paternal heritage as well as the tradition of the aris-
tocratic von Hases, One significant incident concern—
ing Professor Bonhoeffer is recorded in Irnest Jones! oo
- 1life of sigmund Freud, Professors Kraus and Brugsch - ' .

'. of the University of Berlin invited Freud to coatribute

" two articles to an encyclopedia of medicine the two -
planned to compile., Freud was delighted, for it would
- have meant support for his psychoanalytical theorics
and officlal recognition of psychoanalysis as a part of
"medicine, On discovering after some months that Pro-
fessor Bonhoeffer's assistant, Kutzinski, had been
 assigned to the same subject, Ireud wrote to the edi-
‘tors for en explanation, suspesting (correctly as events
proved) that after their initial invitation the editors
had been "influenced by Professor Bonhoeffer, who was
~antagonistic to psycboanalyaia. "> Years later, the
elder Bonhoeffer was to serve as the ex-officio psychia-
tric advisor to the trial of Van der Iubbe, the Dutchman
ex@cuted tor complicity 1n the burniag of the Reichstag
' in 1955.
| Dietrich's own mistrust of psychoanalysis may have
had 1ts roots in Professor Bonhoeffer's rejestion of
Preud and his followers, and may be part of the reason
" why he was so unreceptive to theologles which made wide

use of existeatialist philosophy. We shall later see Just
~ how violent and narrow his view becane, -especially during
the church struggle and when his experlence in prison

’ impressad hin firsvuhand.wihh the morbid ehazacher or
o 1ntroepection and concern ror selt.



- The wooded Berlin suburb of Grunewald offered a cul-
‘tural and intellestual eavironment for Bonhoeffer'!s upbring-
ing. ians Delbrtick and Adolf von Harnack were neighbors,
and Ernst Troeltsch was a frequent visitor to the Boohoef-
fer household, There were many memorable evening discussions
between Ferdinand ¥nnies, lax and Alfred Weber, and Dietrich's
elder brabhexs5 ranging from contemporary sociology and
Dilthey, Simmel, Dostoevsky, Soloviev, and Berdyaev, the
avant garde heroes of philosophy and literature, to the
Juzendbewesunz with 1ts anti-rationalistic "philesophy of
- 1life,"  Eberhard Bethge, later Bonhoeffer's close friend -
and the editor of his posthumpus'woxkﬁ. reports that Dietrich
"read very carcfully all of Nietzsche" and was profoundly
influenced by his L@b@agghilogaghio with 1ts love fon the
eaxvh and its creatures.

o In spite of what Bethge calls "the eansful agnosticisn
of hig father and his brothers,"’ Dietrich declded at the
age of sixteen that he would eater into theologlcal study.
Following a yesr at Tubingen he matriculated at the Univer-
8lty of Berlin with its breathtaking roll call of Iiberal
scholars: von Harnack and Karl Holl, Hans Lietzmann, the
ehureh historian, Ernst Sellin in 0ld Testemeant studies,
Adolf Deissmann, and Reinhold Seeberg, with whom Bonhoeffer
coupleted his dissertation at the age at~kwenty—one.8

: After two years as an assigtant with the German-speaking
congregation in Barcelona and work on his inaugursl disser-
tation?, Bonhoeffer spent a one-year leave of absence at
Union Theological Seminary in New York., Professors Secott,
Ward, Bewer, and Moffatt were lecturing, John Baillle was
visiting professor, Paul Lehmann was attending seminars, -
and Reinhold Niebuhr had just begun to establish himself

as a bteacher, Judgling from letters and the report which -
he delivered to his church upon his return, hLonhoeffer was
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horrified by the sociable, no non-acadenic atmosphere which
prevailed at Union.lo From a second viglt in 1939, however,
Bonhoeffer revised his Judgement of theolozical and church
life in America with the understanding that much of it was
simply inaccessible to a European with his thcological and
cultural b&ck@reundoll He later counted his travel abroad
as one of the two really formative influences upon his life
and work, turniag him "away from the phrasecological to the
real, nl2

Bonhoeffer returned in the summer of 1931 to take up
his duties in Berlin as a lecturer in systematic theology.
During the wecks before he began his work, however, two
memorable eveats ocourred. In June, he deliverecd an address
on behalf of "the youngest generatlon of theologlans" at a
memorial service for his beloved Adolf von larnack, who
had died filled with years and honors chortly following his
retirement from his teaching post at Berlin.l5 Bonhoeffer
had always been very close to his teacher and his world,
80 much so that ycars later, deeply committed to the "theo-
logy of revelation" against which Harnack had battled with
all the strength of his last years, Bonhoeffer thought of
himself as "still a student of Harnack's",t? ,

In July Bonhoeffer spent two weeks at a semlnar in
Bonn, conducted by Karl Barth, The associatlon was to
last for the rest of his life. ie wrote in letters to his
Swiss friend Erwin Sutz of his fascination with Barth, con-
fessing that he "scarcely regretted an omission in his theo=-
logical past more than not having. come earlier."ls The theo-
loglcal movement which centered in Barth deeply affected
Bonhoeffer's theology for the remainder of his life, and he
became very pcrsonally dependent upon the older man.ls

The great years of academic brilliance at the Univer-
elty of Berlin were behind when Bonhoeffer delivered his



introductory lecture. " He taught a varlety of theological
subjests and strugiled with his additional duties as
chapleino to the technlsche Hochsgchule, ecumenical youth
sccretary, and leader of a notoriously difficult confir-
nation class of young wo:kera.17 0f Bonhoeffer's pree
1933 work several sermons, articles, reviews, reports,
and lectures remain, insluding the study of Genesls l=3
published as Creation gnd F and a recoanstruction of
his lectures of Christolo :
‘ #ith the collapse of bhe W@imaz R@public and tha
ascendency of Adolf Hitler in 1933, there began the bit-
ter strugzle of the German Evangelical Church to preserve
her identity, From the outset of the EKirchenkampf no
ono doubted on which side Bonhoeffer stood, Iwo days
after Hitler had been installed as chancellor, Boanhocf=-
fer's radio address attacking the Nazi ' Ftthrerpringip -
was interrupted by the authorities. He expanded it and .
ﬁ@&iV@r@d it one month later before a younz audience at

o Hochschule fir Politik.}? In april of the
samne ynan ﬂhe “law tcx the restitution of the clvil ser-
vice", which digmissed Jews, including unlverslty profes-
sors, from government positions came into foree.ao Lvents
noved swiftly in the church., 1In July,'riggad elections
returned an overwhelming percentage of "German Christian®
supporters of the xegi&a into the governing bodies of the
chupreli, and the "“Brown Synod" in September prohibited
anyone of Jewish blood or marriage from church ottioe,
including the pas%arats.al
‘ By November the Bethel Confession whieh Banhoerrer
bad helped to draft had been published under the edlitor-
ship of Lartin Niem¥ller, expressing the belated but
unequivocal opposition of the "Pastors' Emergency League. n22




But Bonhoeffer was no longer in Berlin, Sick at heart
with the dismissal and persecution of Jewish-Christian
pastors he had numbered among hls friends and disgusted
with the vacillation of his university colleagucs, he
had accepted the leadership of two German congregations
in L@aﬁ@n.a§ Here he rencwed his interest in the ecu=-
menical movement, now s0 important to the opposition in
Germany, and attempted to iaterpret the true nature of
the strugzle within the German church to its leaders.24
In 1934 the synods of Barmen and Dahlem, under the aegls
of Barth, declared the church goverament hareticalas and
created the Confessing Church Brethren Councils which

. Bonhoeffer represented at numerous ecumenical functlons.
During the followlnzg year he was recalled to Germany.

At twenty-nine years of age Bonhoeffer directed an
"illegal"” Confessing Church vicars' geminary at Zingst
and later at Finkenwalde, in Pum&rania;as and, in connec-
tion with it, founded an experimental community known as

Reifderhaus, Some of Bonhoeffer's finest writings
were pr@ﬁna@d during this period of communal life and

work, notably The Cost of Discipleship in 1937 and Life
bzether in 1938, Both the Finkenwalde seminary and the

aus were dissolved by force in 1937 but the former
N&xnva&ned a clandestine, peripatetic existence uantil
1940, Ry this time, Bonhoeffer's own activities had been
greatly restricted by the Gestepo.

An attempt to get Bonhoeffer to safety in America
uandertaken by Reinhold Niebuhr's "commlttee of two", the
other member of which was Paul Lehmann, succeeded for a
Leow maaﬁhs.a7 But when war became inevitable Bonhoeffer
felt that he had to share ir whatever the fate of his
country might be, and he returned to Germany in the




gummer of 1939, Jobn Baillle invited him to Edinburgh
to deliver the Croall lectures for 1940 but travel soon
becane 1m@0$sible.28 Bonhoeffer continued work on the
talks he was unable to deliver (even after he was forbld-
den to preach, write, or remaln in Berlin and his later
books were banned), and the fragments of his work which
were not destroyed and had been kept out of the hands of
the asuthorities were published posthumously in 1949 as

the Ethik,?
Before the w&x. Bonhoeffer had been strongxy 10~

fluenced by pacifism. During his time in Iondon in 1934
and 1935, he had even made the prelimipary arrangeneats
for a digscussion with@:' i about the most effective
methods of passive resistance, But when war began, his
brother-in-law Hans von Dohnanyl was committed to the
- resistance group which eveatually sought IHitler's death,
as an essistant to General Cster of the Intelligence Secr-
vice, He urged Bonhoeffer to serve as a V—@ggg (Verwer~
nesmann) or civilian agent with the pbw "partly in
ordex to save him from conscription, partly 1n order to
use his knowledge for the resistsnce."B This service
(which, as is now well known, was deeply involved in
underground eotivities) enjoyed unusual freedom fron
Gestepo interference and Bonhoeffer was assigned to the
iunich office es a oourier.31 The extent of his involve-
ment in resistance affalrs is not entirely clear, but it
is known that he made two Journeys on behalf of the resis-
tance and planned others, He lived for a time at the Bene-
dictine monagtery of Ettal in southern Germany and tro-
velled ia 1941 to Switzerland to deliver certain documeants
to WeA. Visser't Hooft.’> with remarksble good fortune he
was able to disclose the plans for the overthrow of the
Razi government at a meeting in neutral Stockholm ian 1942
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with George K.A. Bell, late Anglican Bishop of Ohichester.33
But in April of 1943 Bonhoeffer's activities were suspccted
and he was errcsted and lmprisoned at Tegel, near Berlin,
lMost of the letters and papers which have since beea pube
lished in Germany as \riderstand und Ersebunz, in England

es Letters ani Fapers from Prison, and in America as
Exisoner for God were sent to his parants and his friend
Eberbard Bethge during the days at Tegel.>' But after

the fallure of the spestacular bombing of Hitler's head-
quarters on the 20th of July, 1944, more striogent measurcs
were enforced and he was placed in ¢lose confinement in

the prison on FPring Albrecht Strasse., ‘the drama of his
last days began the followlng February and he was removed
to Buchenwald, Schdnberg, and finally to the gallows ab
Flogsenblirg, where he was hanged.35 On Easter morning of
1952, the pastors of Bavariadedisated a tablet in the
village churoh at “loss@nhﬂrg. with a simple 1nacripticn
which recads: -

Dietrich Bunhoeffer. Wikn@ss of Jesus Christ
among his Brethrea., Dorn February 4, 1906 in
Breslaue Died April 9, 1945 at rlossenbirg.




10

Chapter 2
Bonhoeffer as a Theologlan

1. Biographical and Biblicgraphical Crg ganlzation of
Bonhoeffer's I'naology.

The publication of the rragmenbary Lthik in 1949 and
the appeerance in 1951 of a collection of letters and
papers fronm his wartime imprisonment opened post-war
blographical and theological interest in Districh Bonhoef—
fer, Since that time, and due largely to the dedication
of Eberhard Bethge, the whole of Bonhoeffer's pre-war
theological work and the letters, essays, documeats,
lectures, and sermons of the four volume Gesamaelte ;
Schriften have been made available, Two lenzthy studies
of Bonhoeffer have appeared: John Godsey's The Theoloxy
of Dietrich Bonhoeffer in 1960, and lLanfried itillcr's
Von Der Kirche gur Welt in 1961, Bonhoeffer has been the
subject of innumerable articles scattered throughout
various theologlcal journals, and the best of these, to-
gether with the proceedings of a circle of theologians
influenced by him who have met four times during the years
to discuss problems railsed by hia thought, have been pre-
served in four issues of a Journal entitled die wmiindige
Welt, An Americen symposium of critical essays appeared
in 1962 which bears the title The Flace of Ionhoeffer,

Boahoeffer research is still handicapped by the lack
of a detalled blography, although the collection and pre-
sentation of the source material is complete. The bio-
graphical aspects of Boanhoeffer's career often touched
upon his theologlcal work, and it 1s a basis assumption
on the parts of many of his interpreters that the history
of the time through which and in which Boonhoeffer lived
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bears considerable weight ia any assessment of his thought.
Bonhoeffer's work is far from aystematic. Especlally
duwring the Kirchenkampf he wrote largely as occasion
dam&nded, as professor, preacher. pastor, and protagonlst
of the Confessing ohurch. At f£irst sight his thoughts
seen as unsystematic &s his writings, and the productions
of the ead of his lite, the Ethics and the prison letters,
appear on the surface to be retractioas of much that he
had written before. 7The Zirst taak of our preseat study
is to discover the escential homogeneity of his outlook
and to try to see the xeasona for the diversity, at time
coaflict, of his statements, - ;

To do this, we must first cxamine the methods which
have been uged by other intezpzete:s. Yost chaxactsristio
'has been a chromological organization which secks to bring
together Bonhoeffer's life and theological production with
the history of the tim@s in which he 1lived. Godsey and
¥tller have sought to overcome the problen of oaasistenqy
by drawing a very close oonnsotion between thec eveals of
Bonhoeffer's life, the historlcal eveats in Germaqy between
1918 and 1945, and the theology Boahoeffer taught while he
lived and foresaw Jjust before his death,

 Both John Godsey and ‘Hanfried uiller recognize the
difficulty of pxas@nting a "theology of Dietrich Bonhoeffer"
which attew@ta to relate one of the latery, fragzuentary works
to any of those written within the preceding ten years., The
femous essay oa "cheap grace, 36written in 1937, protested
against grace without discipleship and falth without obe=
dience ia uncompromisingly biblical terms, drawing a visible
boundary line between the world and the communlty of saints,
Cnly sevea years 1atar. Bonhoeffer was medi tating in his pri-
son cell upon the theme of "peliglonless Christieaity®, the
dangars of "positivisam of revelation", and worldliness as.
the necessary and proper concern of the Christian, ihb :
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abrupt shift of focus from Bonhoeffer's interest in the
elaboration of the basis, structure, and life of the
church to a congern for the prodlem of the revelation
of God in Christ and the life of the Chrlstian in a
mature, “godless" world must be explalned,

Godsey attempts to structure Bonheeffen's thought
into a coherent patiera by setting his life and work
together in chronological sequence, IHls study divides
Bonhocegffer's life and work into three periods, correzpond-
ing historically to pre-iltler Germeoay, the 1953=-1940
drchenkampf, and the wartime catastrophe ("theologzical
fouad&ﬁion.“ "theologloal epplication,” and "theolosical
fragmeatation"), He links these periods theologleally
by scelng the whole of Bonhoeffer's concern as Christo-
logleal and ecclesiolozical, a consern for what Betige:
has called "the concretion of the revelation", a phrasc
which we will define shortly. Godsey's scheme, thus far,
1n typlecal of Bonhoeffer's 1nt@rpret@rs; He sees hig togk
as essentlially rccapitulation and orgaanization, lettlng
Bonhoeffer gpeak for himself with a minimun of intarpreta—
tion.

Aut in Bonhoeffer study, organization canaot escape
being interpretation, Presentations of Ionhoeffcr's tho
ology dlffer (whether the difference 1c acknowledged or
not) by the cholcee of perlod through which tho whole of
Benhoeffer's development is to be seen, Godsey secns
to have chosen the second, the psxiod of the Xirehen
kampf and The Cogt of Discirleship, If this is true,
then we can better waderstand the uasupported concluszloas
which he reaches at the cloze of his book aad discusses
without additional evideance or analysis, The most inmpor-
tant of these is that "the lsst development of Donhoelffer's
theology, while indeed unexpected, does in no scnze reprcw
sent a break with the theology of the former periods, but
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rather a bold consummation of the samal"37.Godsey pro-
ceeds to question the value of certaln important clues
to. the prison letters (among them, the attack on Barth's
theology and the characterization of Dultmann) 4o an -
attenmpt (one imazines) to bring them end the Lthics
into agreemcnt with the biblically and theologzically
orthodox works which preceded, On what grounds? But
a careful analytlcal study of this shift between the.
second and third pcriods is outside the nodest limits of
his study. ‘ ' o

Thus uods@y seons b@ be pcinting to his organization.
especially the biosmphioal material, as the basis for
hig judg@m&nt of the prison letters. He imagines, no
doubt, that this will provide an abjeotiva view of Bon-
hoeffer's development aad d&mgnsvrata in a self-evident
manner that it is continuwous and coherent, But we need
to know moreg the problems are much deeper and must be
squarely faced and discussed., Godsey leans too heavily
upon his chronological-blographical-bibliographical -
organigzation as the solution to these problems., It would
thus seem that althoagh blographlcal and chronological
organization can be a useful tool for arganizing and
interpreting Bonhoeffer's theology, we are not by taking
it up relieved of the task of oritloal luovestigation to-
deticrmlne the reasons for the diversity of his statements,

Hanfried itiller makes it oclear in his study that he
bas welghted very heavily the fact that the perlods of
Bonhoeffer's theologlcal development begin and end on
dates bighly significant for German political and soclal
higtory, In 1933 Hitler assumed power, in 1939 the war
began, in 1944 the eund of Nazism was cartain.5u A con=-
vinced Larxist and en Dast German, XNdller sees Bonboeffer's
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theological production almost as a function of German
historys the breakup of the wWeimsr Republic (Bonhoeffer's
search for community), the Nazl takeover (counter-offen-
slve), and the breakup of fascism (questioning of his
bourgeols past and vision of a new world order), Lilller
is not primarily intercsted in an objective presentation
of Bonhoeffer's theology, but rather in the development
of his own positiocn, for which he makes use of Bonhoeffer.
He fully recognizes thiz,. The difticulty in his interpre~
tation 1s that he has staked too much on dates which are,
at best, approximate, The foundation for Ihe Cost of
gscipleship, for instance, was 1214 in 19323 ltller
sees the work as "the theoretical outoome of the practical
experiences of the church strugzle" which began, in fact,
the following y@&r.39 life Dogether describes the Rrider-
hgus experiment which goes hand in hand with the thought
of Ihe Cost of Discipleship and has somc of its roots in
Bonhoeffer's 1927 discertaticngy Mller finds it enbarrase
slnz to his thesis and characterizes it as a ndetour”, 0
there is undoubtedly some truth in ltlller's thesis, W
Bonhoeffer was deeply involved in the llfe and affairs
ead spirit of his country, aad his thought could not
have beea unaffected, But surely one should leave room
for the “aristocratic" Bonhoeffer who, in Karl Barth's
words, "seemed to move on ahead in snother dim@nsion."4
Bonhoeffer's freedom from time and place and circumstance
characterized him beyond all elae, and impresses anyone
who reads the prison lettaxs.qz His theology cannot be
suzaed up es a theology of reaction, It was much more
a theology of the unexpeccted, as his frieads continually
recognlzed. Iavolvement does not preclude detachment,
hilaritas, as Bonhoeffer was to call 1it. 45
An lnterpretation of Donhoeffer nust therefore strive
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to malnbtaln Bonhoeffer's freedom from the events of his
life end of the time in which he lived, if we are to
understond him and make uce of his contribution,

2+ Ecclesiology and christology as Clues to Eonhoeftcr's
Theology

If any interpretation of Boghoeffcr's thought is to
be theslogleal and sufficiently organized that it will
be coherent, we rust decide upcn a particular vantage
point from which to view the whole, Godsey and lLiller
agree that Christolezy and ecclesiolo&y, taken tovether
2s a single theme, are the clues whereby the unity.or Bone
hoefferts far-reachling thoughts may be discerned, '
Althousgh the approaches of the two men are different in
manner and style — the importance of Bonhoeffer rests for
Gedsey in his nessage to the church to "be what it is in
Christ" § while for MMller (who piaces'a greater valuation
upon the JEhics and the prison letters). Bonweffer snatters
the boundaries of a church whese structure has,been,deter-
wined by western ideology, in order to umderstand the |
whole of soclety as redeemed and %taken up in Christ — both
locate the key to Donhoeffer's development in his concen—
tratioa upon the problem of Low Cmisb'ology bakes moncrete
form as ecclesiology. , ~

Godsey is convinced that TZoahoeffer rema*ns in the
realm of Christology and eccleslolegy throughout the various
turnings of his esrgument. The basic concern éemins Christo-
logy, "but beceusc Christ is not without his body, Christo-
logy includes eccleslolozy within itself,.. Bonhoeffer
passlonately belleved that revelation conlinues to take
place oaly in a concrete form, namely, as Jesus Christ
lives and takes form in a concrete community, in his



church, "2

The qucstion 1s whether this holds good for the last
period of Bonhoeffcr's thought. Godsey has little diffi-
culty denonstrating Bonhoeffer's virtual identification
of Christology with ecclesiologzy during the first periods
of his work, drawing upon the riches of Sanctorum Communio,
Act and Being, The Cost of Discinleship, and life bogother.
In the Bthics he directs us to Bonhoeffer's streas on the
church as “Christ taking form in the world" amd (though
less certainly, for this is in fact only a small psrt of
the Ethics) his thesis can still be defended., It is with
the prison letters that Godsey has the greatest difficulty.
Fager to sce that bonhoeffer's sudden iaterest in "worldli-
ness” not be misunderstood as & devaluation of the church,
he writess

e.ehe does not mean that in becoming worldly, the
church would cease to be the chureh, bubt that it can only
be the church 1a the true sease when its own adtitude
Toward the world parallels God's attitude, when its 1life
in the world is patterned according bo Christ's life,
when it talkes with utnost seriousness its role as vicarious
representative and deputy for the world, That the notion
of Christlian worldliness does not dissolve the identity
of2 the church nor exclude its es:cential functlions is easily
proved, because Bonhoeffer speaks of itvs ongoln§ task of
proclaiming the word of God, its secret discipline, its
culfgs*ﬁand 1ts tasik of iatellectual discussion with the
WOrid,

Godsey 1s probably right that Ronhoeffcr did not
envision a total dicappearance of the church in favor of
"worldlinecss", DBub he misses the significance of the
fact that the letters discuss the implications of Bone
hoeffer's discoveries for the church orly as & side issue
and in a very sketchy fashion — the church, as in much of
the Lthies, is set off to one side. The discoveries them-
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selves are not ececlesinlosloal, No reader of the prison
letters can fail to miss the polemlcal nature of the
thoughts on "relisionless Christlanlity” and the fact that
the polemic is dirested toward the church and her tradie
tional apologetic., It is difficult to determine the place
of the church in the prison letters because Fonhoeffer
treated 1t in such an off-hand way, and it is of crucial
importance to notice that up to the beginaing of the Ithica .
in 1942 the church was the central theme in his thinking.
Bonhoeffer's correspondent, surprised at the direction of
the former's thouzhts in prison, wrote expressing his
concern and recelved the answers "You ask whether this
leaves sny room for the church, or has it gone for good?
eeoI'n breaking off here, and will write more tomorrow."*’
Tomorrow did not come, Does thls permit Godsey to complete
the picture by directing us toward Aonnceffer's previous
interest in the church? ‘
It is at least certeln that Bonhoeffer has not swept
tte ahurch aside with a stroke, but has set ecclesiolody
aside to clear his mirnd of pressing praliminary questions.
The *d‘z"mgerous conclusion of Mtfller's study is that Bonhoef-
fer&mave& steadlily from his dissertation 1u 1927, uander
the pressure of himtory, to its consummation in 1945,
neinschaft is repleced by Gesellschaft, the community
of saints by the podless, secular egociety., Lilller sees
in the "peliglonless Christianity" of the Lettcrs and Fapers
from Prison the final vindication of man's freedonm from the
religious world view of the Christian west, such that the
Christlan may take up e gecular feltanschawunz which re-
quires neither a forual concept of God nor the institutional
church for its completion. The "world come of age" (the
- phrase which occurs in Bonhoeffer's letters) and the his-
torical movement of the world toward ultimate seculariza-
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tion demand a theology based not upon Christ's redemption
of a community, the church, but upon his sufferinz lord-
ship over the whole of soclety. One is thereby enabled to
live a life of falth within a world which declares itself
to be what it has in fact become:t a "godless" world in
which God is revealed through the brother and community
is manifested in the communist society,

ltller's argumeat should be studied carcfully by
theologians in the west far its own sakej it is something
vitally new in Christian thought and we cannot afford to
dismiss 4t out of hand, He does not claim to be drawing
the conclusions from Bonhoeffer's thought that Bonhoef-
fer himgelf would have drawn., The question, as he puts
1t, 1s not "where would Bonhoeffer staad today" —- thls
i1s pointless -~ but rather, "who may rightly recelve Bon-
hoeffer t@d&y?"48 Bonhoeffer was of course thoroughly
dedicated to his bourzeois life and culture, and it secms
that he was never really conversant with Marxlst socloclogical
analysis or political theory, despite his keen interest in
goclology. 3Still, one feels willing to allow Litller to
make use of Ponhoeffer in order to understand the diffi-
cult posltion of the Christian in a liarxigt land —= as long
as he is not doing violence to the latter's theology.

What Milller does not seem to notlce is that his argu-
ment has taken Bonhoeffer's "religlonless Christianity"
as a last word., DBecause there is no ecclesiology in the
letters does not mean that Bonhoeffer has done away with
it, nor Justify the thesis that soclety assumes the place
of the church, ‘e have enough clues (though they are no
more then clues) in the prison letters to know that Bone
hoeffer wanted to discuss the role of the church in the
area of the "secret diseipline““g. and that he regarded
this as the dialectical partner and corrective of "religlon-
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lessness", Mller's theology of the cross, which he

finds in Bonhoeffer, turns (in Bethge's words) "essentially
into a negation of any ecclesiology."so Wiese he beglins
with a genuine dlalectic between the scorei discipline and
the liberated 1ife of the world come of age, this dialcc-
tic scon resolves itself in favor of the utter finvisibility
of falth and the disappcarance from the scene of the body
of Christian doctrine and the peculiar response of the
believer to revelation.sl

The central difficulty in lLiller's and Godsey's inter-
pretations seems to be thelr cholce of eccleslologsy as a
vantage point. Godsey can hold Bonhoeffer's position to-
gether as a thoroughgolng ecclesiology only by dismissing
the very importaont and significant criticlism of the church
and of Barth, whom Bonhoeffer identified with 1ts mlstakesy
directing us toward the latter's earlier and undoubtedly
passionate intcrest in ecclesiology. !#ller, on the other
hand, points to the virtual i1dentification of Christolozy
with ecclesiology in Sgnctorum Comrmmnio and then to the
neditation on "rcligionless Christienlity™ in the letters
(with their final, but surely tcmporary, sileaco on eccle-
siology) in order to argue that Bonhoeffcr was soeking a
way to replace the church (Gemeinschaft) with the socliely
(Gesellschaft). The soclalist soclety becomes the Dody of
Chris’c.

WVhatever Bonhoeffer was concerned with in the Ithics
and the prison lettcrs, it was not; primarily eccleslology.
To base an interpretation of his thousht in its entirety
on the ecclesioloziscal concern of hls earlier thought or
to argue from the silence of the letters on the subject
that he has thrown 1t over will make it almost certain that
he will be misunderstood. ‘there are so many probloms
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bound up with any attempt to see Bonhoeffer's theological
progression as a logical and inexorable movement from
ecclesiological beglnnings to mature ecclesiological

(or anti-ecclesiologlcal) conclusions that}ecclesiology
simply bas no usefulness as a basic interpretative prin-
ciple for understanding the whole of the theology of
Bophoeffer, -

- What seems mnre fruittul as a guide throu@h Donho ef-
ferts thought is an elemenbﬁwhich nndaubbedly did carry
through the whole of his thought, and which has been re-
cognized by praatically all of his interpretcrs (include-
ing Godsey and rmller).u, Bonhoeffer's emphasis on Christo-
logy, particularly on a Ghr;atology which exhibited certain
definite and constant tendencles, is a basic clue to his
thinking. One cannot escape it in any assessment of Don-
hoé!fer, and it has been adopted in thls study as the
ligbt which can illuminate the dark places, narrow passes,
and turnings of Bonhoeffer's pash, The danger of turning
to Christology, as Ebeling notes, 1s that of retreating into
‘a kind of Christomonism, reducing all problems to the dog-
natic, Christologlioal sphere, We have no wish to do this,
The implications must constantly be explored, without ob-
scuring central issues by resorting - _=to a tradi-
tional terminology in whish we may feel more at home,

- Bonhoeffer's Christology deve edy 1f we say that
1t was a constant motif of his thought, we do not mean
. that Lt remsined an idee fixe by which he measured the
utterances of fifteen years, His theology issued from
the tension, we shall argue, between various uareconciled
elements in its Christologlcal center, Ia 1940, he found
that his eccleslology could no longer serve as the concep-
tual partuer of his Christology and he set aside the former
to concentrate on the developmeat of the lattcer.
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It will be our task to set forth in detail the Christo-
logical motivation for the various shifts in Bonhoeffer's
concern. Bethge has described this motivation as "the
quest for the concretion of the revelation,"sty which he
nmeans that Bonhoeffer struggled, throughout his lifetime,
t0 glve adequate expression to his conviction that the
revelation of God in Jesus Christ was visible, tangible,
concrete, appreheansible by all men. Almost to the end of
hig life, he demonstrated this concretion by pointing to
the church as the Body of Christ, where Christ was present.
In his last years, he explored the possibility of point-
ing to this reality and "participating" in it within secular,
worldly life, without undue concern for the eccleslological
implications of his discoverles. Christology and the con-
cretion of the revelation were constant motifs in his theo-
logy, the place of the church and the life of the believer
in the world were its variables.

3. The Usefulness of a Study of Bonhoeffer's Theology

A study of the development of Bomhoeffer's theology
is of undoubted interest for its own sake. The man seemed
to embody in what he called his "bastardized theological
heritage" many of the struggles of Protestant theology
which since have decided its present day shape, His in-
volvement in the battle of the church against Nazism opens
out the whole history of the Kirchenkampf, from which the
church of today and theology still has so much to learn,
As a human story, one can hardly equal the dedication of
a man to his church and country, the conspiracy to elimi-
nate 1ts false leaderg§ Bonhoeffer's courage in the face
of betrayal, the disappointment of all his hopes, and death
at the hands of the hangman.

Surely, a preseantation of Bonhoeffer's theology is
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Justified if it does nothing more than confront us with
this "open and rich and at the same time deep and unnerv-
ing man,"™ who somehow "shames us and comforts us at the
seme time," as Karl Barth was to describe him.”* Bon-
‘hoeffer's theology, as well as the man himself, has a dis-
turbing quality about it, and it is pood for us to be
disturbed in this way as theologlans.

" To confront Bonhoefier's jggglggm;_ﬁﬁglx_as nearly
as possible has been the primary concern of this study.
we have used Christology as our gulde, and we will pause
from time to time to get our bearings from the two men
to whom Bonhoeffer owed so much and who can be of great
gervice in helping us to understand him: Karl Barth and
uartin Lubther. Our argument is as followss A

Bonho effer began his career with a strong ecclesiological
intageat, and expressed it in his thesis of 1927 and his
dissertation in 1931 as a "visible" Christology: "Christ
exists as the church." His first attempt to move out of
this restrictive interest occurred in 1932 and 1933 and,
characteristically, his shift of emphasis revealed itself
Christologically. But in 1934, the Kirchenkampf forcecd him
back upon his ecclesiological theme and introduced, as
esclesiological concerns, certain notions of dlseipleship
and scripture which he had developed independent of his
doctrine of the church, With the additional burden of
the practical questlons of the Confessing Church, Bonhoe £~
fer's eccleslology was strained to the breaking point.
His distance from these practical questlons, beginning in
1939, meant that he was free to experiment with a less re-
stricted themes how Christ "takes forn" in the world. The
results of this experimeat and his 1uvoivément with the
gsecular interests of the resistance movemeant led him, in
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his prison cell, to set traditional problems to one side
altogether in order to make a fresh start, from a firm
Christological basis, on the problem of the revelation
0of Christ in and for the world, ' :

But a coafrontation with Bonhoeffer is not the only
task of a study of his theology. Perhaps it was ltfller's
interpretation which first suggestcd that one cannot rest
content with an objective exposition of EBonhoeffert's thought,
It would be easy to dismiss LUller's subjection of Donhoef-
fer to his larxist view of history as a plece of opportunisn,
but something approaching iiiller's audacity is the only
possible Justification for a continued iaterest in Fon-
hoeffer's thought, As Bethge remarks concerning Von der
Kirche zur Welt, "this book is not dull.” This is not
generally true of Bonhoeffer studles. The differeace lies
in lftller5conscious attempt o "make use" of Bonhoeffer,

We must not only find a way in to Bonhoeffer's theolozy,
but also & way out, . If it is true that many of his battles
are the battles that Protestant theology fought and contin-
ues to fight, may it not be that Bonhoeffer can sugzest
ways out of the stagnation of the preseat-dsy churdh and
the deadlock to which our theological history has led us?
Thig study answers this question in the effirmative, and
attenpts to direct the reader outward #ith three issues
developed in Part 3. Eech involves Bonhoeffer in conver-
sation with other theologlans,

(a) Bonhoeffer wrote shortly before he died of the nsed.
for a vigorous and open reappraisal of Iiberal theology,
"taklng up and answerlng®™ its questions and, in this way,
"overcoming™ 1it, o6 The theology of revelation with which
Bonhoeffer identified himself broke off all connection
wlth the nineteenth century, But Bonhoeffer found the
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historical question which Iiberal theolory had ralsed

no longer avoidable -- once 1t had been raised in the
proper wey - 1f the theology of revelatlon were to be
"intellectually honest." We shall Lnvestipgate

the nature of Bonhoeffert's protest acainst Liberal theology
and explore sone of the lines of communication with the
previous century which rcopened in his prison cell., This
will lead us to a discussion with Troeltsch, Go"arten,

and Barth,

(b) In the light of his discoveries, Donhoeffer felt
called upon to criticize Karl Barth, with whom he had been
1dentified for nmany years, and Rudolf Dultnmann, whose
demythologlizing essay in 1942 opened up long closed=off
areas of discussion for Donhoeffer, for not having gone
"for enough". Ixplicitly and implicitly, he attacked the
theological prosuppositions of a man whose concerns he
night otherwise be thought to shares Paul Tillich., Ve
shall have to investigate, correct, and develop all of
these criticisms and comparisons for clues which they

nay provide for an uaderstanding of our present situation,
(¢) Bonhoeffer's final remarks from prison sugszested, as
we shall see, a new uanderstanding of theology and the way
in which it approaches its subject matter. Theology speakn
of the revelation of God. But in speaking of God in Jesus
Christ it speaks of worldly life: how Christ, and in hinm,
the Christien, enter into the 1life of a world come of age.
Ve shall elaborate Bonhoeffer's fragmentary thinking on
this last theme by turning to the concern of Jacques Ellul
for a Christian "style" of life as the chlief coacern of
theology in the present day.
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l. Readers acquainted with Donhocffer's life will find
' tétggghghat ﬁglgew in this frief gketch, eand are referred
@,"C enge," passimy Godsey, pagssimy G. Lieb-
holz "Meéair "in Oﬁ.- The primary séurce matcrial is
avaii&hle in &he four volumes of GS. Cf, also below,
notes 30 and 35,

2. April 22, 1%44, tters, p. 83.
<‘§, ﬁ?&’ d' M__e_ m m__o Vol. II. Ilondon’ 19550

Zelttafel, ' Gs II., Bonhoeffer could and did refer to
his failly conneotlons in order to commend his own patrio-
tism, especlslly when his movements were restricted in
1940 and agein in 1943, Cf, GS II, ppe 563=6 and "Rew
port on Prison Life," Letters, p. 18%4.

5« DBonhoeffer's eldest brother, Karl ¥riedrich, was a
professor of chemlstry who dled in 1957, Klaus, a Jurist
worringz with Lufthansa, was executed for his part in the
reslstance against Hiti&r as were his brothers-in-law
Hans von Dohn (former supreme court Justice) and
Riidiger Schlelcher (professor uf jurisprudence), A
third brother-in-law, Gerhard H§§bholz, esczped to
England before the war, -

6. "Challenge,”" pe 4. As Bethge remarks in his preface
to G3 ILI, Bonhoeffer never forgot his debt to Nietzsche
and se@maé particularly moved by the latters usc of the
story of the giant Antafls, who was invincible as long as
his feet remalned oan the ground, drawlng streagth from
the earth, In an early essay on Christian ethlcs, Bon-
hoeffer refers to the story, and he returned to it in
one of his last writings, an uncompleted drama which he
sketched in Tegel in 1943, Bonhoeffer's partacrs in
conversation may also have stimulated his interest in .
sociology which concerned him so much in his dissertation
a few years later, - '

7. "Challenge,”™ pp. 4, 7. Cf, also Bethze's interesting
comparison of the backgrounds of Bonhoeffer aad Paul
M™Mllich as it reflected in their later work id Ibid.,
pp. 35=-6; and H.C. von Hase, Besriff und wirklichkeit
der Kirche in der Theologle DieErch Bonhoelters, uw L,

ihe‘do«watiesh Untersuchu ur
Berlin, IS50. ?ngj; HAS 255

Pe 27
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9. Akt und Seln: Transzendentalphilosophie und Ontolorlie
m?%?fmﬁ*“?fw% Momé'sr"—‘*-
10.- G3 I, pp. 51-111,

11. GS III, pp. 85-12G. |

12, April 22, 1944, Letters, p. 88.

13, ~Rede chtnis Adolf von Harnacks,' GS‘III
pp.“5§:6§%§.ﬁﬁﬁﬂ nis Adolf von Harnacks, ’

14, Cf. "Letter to Winfred" in the appendix to this study,
15.- G3 I’ PPe 1?“220 o :

16, DBethge, "Challenge," p. 7: "But there is no doubt that
as far as this independent and creative nilnd opened it-
self to contenporary influence Bonhoeffcr sided with
none more rcadily thaan with Karl Barth.," Cf., Bonhoef-
fer's article explaining Barth's theology to americans
in 1950 (The Theology of Crisis" , G5 III, pps 110=126).
The powerful effect of Barth's personality upon the
gguager man may be seen in hls letter exchanges with Boo-

effer in GS II, especlally the first exchange, Decen-
ber 1932-Fgbruary 19%3 (rpe 39-41), The correspondence
in its entirety provides a lively history of the im-
portant events in Bonhoeffcr's life prior to the war,
Barth!'s violent letter of November 20, 1933 (pp. 134=7)
demanding Bonhoeffer's immediate return to Berlin from
Iondon was almost certainly in Bonhoefferts mind when
‘he debated a return to Germany from safely in America
in 1939, For Barth's final assessment of Bonhoeffer
cf. "Letter from Karl Berth to Landessuperintendent ?.
Herrenbrueck," in the appendix to this sgtudy.

170 "G l@ﬁ@@," PPe 5-6. :

Sch¥pfuns und g§%£, Munich, 1937 (ET = CF). The early
glcal s including the reconstructed Christo-
logy lectures, is in Gs III.

19 * GS II’ pp ° 19“21 9 22"’38 [}

2Ce "seethis law applied to two married relatives of Bone
‘hoeffer.," "Challenge," p. 14, ) ,

21, Ibid, Cf, GS II, pp. 44=53, 62=9,

22, 1bid., pp. 77=119.

23, Ibid., pp. 120=204,

24, GS I, Ppe 224=-276% GS III, pp. 248-232.
e5+ "“Challenge," p. 14 : '
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26. G5 II, pp. 447-5143 GS ILI, pp. 294=3G9,
27. GS I, pp. 279=354§ GS II, po. 347-362.
28, G3 II, p. 362

29. EE !Ek’ MU.MOh, 1949; ET Fthicgt .

30 B@thge, “"Challenze," p. 27. The reslstance movenent

in Germany was very poorly co-ordinated. Donhoeffer was
in contact with the most active @roug the complex "Krel
sau circle", which was in existence before the war and ‘
which soug h% at various times to take [itlcr's 1life,

After thg fallure of the lag{ atteupt vhe exrlosion of

a bomb in Iitler's hecadgquarbers on Ja{y 23, 1544, the -
group was hounded out and, to use liitler's phrase, "ex-
. terninated nercllessly,” A large part of aristocratic
-and humanitarlan Germany was thercby destroyed. Tue
acknowledzed leaders of the active resistance were
Generals seck, Oster, von Fritsch, aad von lamuorsteing
Carl Go@rdeler, formar Lord kayor. of Lelpzig; Wilhelnm
Leuschaer, forwer president of the United Brade Unions

and Jacob Xasiser of the Catholic Trade Unlons, Ilach of
the actlvity was carried out under the cloak of the [ili-
tary Intelligence Service, headed by sdmliral Canaris, ‘
CL. GuVele Gacvernltz, ed,, in ¥, von Schlabreadorff,
Revolt pzainet Hitler, Lo adon, 1948, p. xiil; Gerhard
nitier,
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Chapter 3
A Crisis of Vocabulary

Before the war we lived tou far froa Godj we believed
too much in our own power, in our almightiness and right-
eousness. e attempted to be a strong and good people,
but we were too proud of our endeavors, wc felt too much
satisfaction with our sclentific, economlic, 2and soclal
progress, and we identified thils progress with the comling
of the Kingdom of God. Ve £felt too happy and complaceat
in thkis world; our souls were t20 much a2t hore 'in this
world, ©Then the great disillusionueat cawne, we saw the
impotence aad the weakness of buzanlty, we were suddenly
awakeaned from our dream, we rccognlzed our julltiness
before God and we humbled ourselves under the mighty hand
0f Gods seeve Lind to recozalze the lizits of zan and that
neans we diccovered God ancw ia his glory and almightlness,
in bhig wreth and his grace., .

insprache . llerbst, 1930 . GO& I, pp. 69=7v

Protestant theology was imn a state of uphcaval whea
Bonhoeffer began his theologlcal trainlnz at Iubingen.
In that year, 1923, a propuetlic exchange of letters took
place between the two men who were %o have the most pro-
found influence upcan his life: AdLEL von ilarnack, the.
great figure of the last years of ainetecnth century evanw
gelical theology, eunsaged Karl Barth aad his “theology of
crisis" 1n the pages of the Liberal Journal, die chrigte
llghe ﬁglg.l If one were to‘Judgé by the straage ncw
phrases which were suddenly avpcaring in this and similar
debates «- the “%holly Cther"™ who breuks in "perpeadicularly
from above," revelation “throwa like a stone," the "infinlte
qualitative distinction” between God and man - one might
call the critical situation a "crisis of vocabula:y,"a‘per-
baps the firsy such great turning point since the time of
Sohlelermacher, sarth and congenial thinkers called for
nothiog less than a precipitous break with the theological
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development which had been successfully asserting itself
for two or three centuries, : -

- At the tura of the ceatury Adolf voa Harnpack had
sald 1o his famous lectures on “ihe Issence of Christianity"
that "those of us who possess more delicate and therefore
more prophetlice perception no longer rezard the Kingsdom of
love aad peace as a mere Utopia."” But confronbing a world
whose fouadatlons had been shaken by the world war and the
chaotic situation ia Germany, young,theologicgltstudents
began to look elsewhere for guidance., Ionhoeffer spoke
of ths recoganltion of the impotence and wezakness of humanie-
ty, aad the glory and slmightiness, wrath and grace of God,
God wes real, perhaps more real than he bhad ever been —-
but his reallty was his distance from man in his majesty.
The revolution was given its claasic text in K&rl‘ﬁarth's

Q¥nerbrief:

the morc profoundly we. beooms aware of the limited
character of the possibilitices which are open to us here
and now, thc more ¢lear it is that we are farther fron
God, tnat our desertion of him is complete.,.and the.con-
sequences of that desertion more vast,..tiicn we had ever
dreamed, '‘en are thelr own masters, Thclr union with
God 13 shattercd so completely that they czanot even cone
celve of its restoration., 1Ihelr sin i: their zullt, their
death is their destiny, their world is fornless and’ tumult-
vous chaos, & chaos of the forces of nature and the human
coul, their lifec is illu&ion. Ihis is tlhe uituation in
which we find ourselves,

Barth was later to comnare the beginnin‘ of his ‘theo-
logical revolution to someone ascendinz a dark church tower
who clutches, instead of the stalr rail, the bell rope,
accldently striking the great bell.? Iut 12 this bell’
roused studeats at Berlin to shocked awarcness of the theo-
logical situation, thelr teachers were at first startled,
then puizled, and finally angered, Influential schools
of Liberal theology looked to Berlin for suldance and
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found little., ZErnst Troeltsch died before Bonhoeffer
arrived at the universityj; Karl Holl while he was still

in attend?hce. In 1931 Harnack himself passed at the age
of elghty, leaving of the four only Seeberg, the "learned
but colorless"6histcrian of dogma and ppchaps the most
vulnerable to the criticlsms of dialectical theology.

But if the University of Berlin was in a state of decline
when Bonhoeffer matriculated, it i1s also true that too much
emphasis in Bonhoeffer study has been placed upon his
reaction azainst his teachers and too little upon the great
influence they exerted upon him, It is well, therefore,
that we begin our study by examining the central motifs in
the theologles of his four teachers.

Harnack, Seeberg, Troeltsch and Holl had trained in
the theology of Ritschl and Herrmann and represented various
modifications of the thought thelr teachers had expressed.7
The first three shared a movement away from Ritschl's dis-
Interest 1n culture and philosophy of religion and his iso-
lation of theology from other ilatellectual disciplines.8
Fron this point the three separated further. Seeberg con-
centrated upon the church, developing both the theme of
the redemptive community as the basic theme of dogmatics
and a synthesis with the Hegelian metaphysics Ritschl had
nistrusted. IHe was thus enabled to place a conservabive
view of church history at the service of the Liberal spi:itg
Harnack remalned loyal to the wider interests of Herrmann,
substituting for the centrality of ecclesiology in Ritschl's
thought a broad sweep of cultural interests and an indivi-
dual spirit which drew its strength from the heroic tran-
scendence of history and nature.lo But the most radical
reaction agalinst ritschl, and agalnst Herrmann and Harnack
as well, came from the History of Rgligions school and the
systematic theologlan of that movement, Ernst Troeltsch.
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"Perhaps the greatest and most modern of the molern-
ists,"ll Troeltsch rejoected the kernel-and-husk methodolo=
gy by which Harnack, Holl and Seeberg sought an irreduclible
"esseunse" or mianimal "absolute principles™ of Christianity,
and set oub with tremendous self-confldence, a profound
understanding of the secular world, and an instinctive
nlstrust of half-mcasures to "bulld" a modern Christianity. 12
Le thought of hiuself as one whose task 1t was to complete
Scehilelermacher's revolution.. Like Schlelermacker, he saw
Christianity as & matter to be dealt with in the arca of
philosophy of religlous, the psychological analysis of
religious consclousness and tho religlous idea as it zanie
fested 1tself in hlstory. 1> History anc. rcligiousaess were
self-evident fucisy the prioblem was how %o relate then,

Troelt:zeh had Leean deeply affected by Lcwel and Lessing.
Fer the former, “relizious falth grows out of history" but
"in its inacr truth asd validi“y it is not dependent on _
history.” ouplcd.wihu this, Mroeltsch accepted Lessing's
diotums Accidenbal truths of history carnof rurnish the ‘
proof for the ascessary trutha ol reason. 14 Thus, what
was required of Iroveltsch wus an absolutcly rearless attl-
tude toward alssorical relativism, and ueCau~c the histori-
cal element ia tle 1acarnation is "no more tian tu 36 neans
of lntroducing tue Christlsn 1dea into history" « &n
ides which can now malntaln iUself by mecans of its ouwn
intrinsic resources = the "illustrative" historical facts
uay be slven over to toextual crittcism.l5 o :

'~ the result is that Christlanity, as a religion,'isk'
purcly linited and conditloned, and a scarch for "absolutes"
or an "essence" asks for what history caziot, by definltion,
provide., .in impartial study of religlons will, howcver,
show Christianity to be the "highest', thc synthesis of
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the legalistic and redemptive religlons of minkind, and
the perfect exprescion in lts central affirmztions of

the philosophieal truth of thc uaity of God with mad.lg
Troeltsch's enemy was-"absclute’authority", and he felt
it his duty to guard a secular world from ecclesiastical
encroachments, 4ihe course of history had freed the world
from absolutes and lald bare its own eutonomous religlous—

ness. - In protestantisna and Irozress, hc wrotcs

If the absolute authority has fallen which, in its
absoluteness, made the antltheslis of the dlvine aad human
equally ab@oiuc@, i1f 4in man an autonomous principle is
recognized as the gource of truth zod moral conduct, then
all conceptions of the world which wercespecially desigaed
to meintain that zulf between the human and divine, fall
along with it. iith it falls the doctrinc of the absolutec
corruption of mhkind through orizinal sin, and the trans-
fercnce of the ends of life to the heavcaly world 1n which
there will be deliverance from thils corruptioa., In consc=
queace, all the factors of this present life acquire an
enhanced value and a highcr impressiveness, aad the ends
of 1ife fall more and more within the regln of the present
world with its ideal of transformation,

"The conceptions of the world which wereespeclially
designed to malataln that gulf between tho human and
divine" seen to include, first, a certaln conception of
divinity 1tself, It was baslc to Iroeltsch's thought
that the world is "a product of thc divine will into
which dlvinlity docs not entcr,"lﬁaad thosc .earthly-heaven=
ly structures which somehow embodlied this divinity must be
done cway withe 1Ihese arc removed from this world, but
they do not diﬁ&ppear'&ltogcth@r. In "the 1life beyond
the world," Troeltsch wrote in the ealgzatic closing
paragreph of hls foeinl Teachinzs, divinlty acts upon
the world as "the iaspiration of the life thal now is." J
Secondly, "absolute and immcdiate divine rcvelation eubo-
died in the chureh is no longer tenable,"26 and Chrictianity
is left “capadble of frecly comblining with dl of the inter-
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ests and factors of life;”al hirdly, dognztics as "firnmly
established, unchangeable truth" 1s rcplaced by a kiad

of dogmatics which is "emerpglng from the great sclf-re-
vealinz movement of history, and is consclous of working
in tue direction of an absolute ead."aa' Fourthly, the
Bible, which in Frotestant scholasticlsa replaced the
suthority of the church with the euthority of an iafalli-
ble, divinely inspired Scripture — 15 to be nmade complcte=
ly subject to the criticisa of historical seicnce,2d

The removal of "divinity" or "“absolute authority"
‘enbodied in the institution docs not leave the secular
world comfortless., Divinity is replaced by aa “"autonomous
principle” in man which is "the source of truth anl moral
conduct." ~Appareatly, then, sccularism can permlit (Lladecd,
it cannot deny) @n innate religiousness in terms of "the
clear requirements of the moral coasclousness."<? If
Troeltach had no place for the self-conscious and rcdecued
communi ty in his thought, he also regarded radical indivi-.
dualism with mistrust, and spoke of a movement of history,
guided by the religion which it bears and which transcenls
it, toward "a new civiligation of restraint.,” UNo student
who had taken part in Troeltsch's geminars could ever have
included him in any general characterization of Liberalisa
as unduly optimistic, Yet one who banisied from the worlad
any revelation which approached it from outside and found
a dootrine of originsl sin a relic of a falsec uaderstaniing
of God could never have forcseen the irony in his prophecy
of a "new civilization" based on the &ntoncmv of man, &g
hig country moved toward 1933,

In spite of the faot that Trocltsch dled before Bon-
hoeffer could sit in his lecturcs, the bold sociological
approach to the doctrine of the church which he prescnted
ia his oclal 7Teachinns determined the subject and approach

o
«
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of Donhoeffer's student dissertation. DBonhoeffer chose
for himself an exceedingly difficult tasks to produce

an uanderstandlng of the church which "rejected the pos:i-
bility of grasping her soclological facts from outside”™ ==
1.€.y in terms of general religlous principles — while
setting forth her structure in terms of a sociologiesl
analysis carried into the service of dogmatics.aB .Troeltsch
had ruled out any understanding of the church oan the basis
of revelation, and his Social Teachinzs concentrated in-
stead on 1ts "hlstorico-soclologlcal shapes and conditions
== the non-theolo:lcal tactors"<® or, in Troeltsch's own
words, "the intrinsic soclological ideca of Christianity,
and its structure and organisation."g7 Bonhoeffer now
wished to reassert the vertical dimension of the church,
to “11b®xate9@eauiuely theological concept of the church
esosWith every philosophical and soclologlical tool at his
command.”28 But this was not the whole of his concern.

He wanted to inslst, at the same time, that Iroeltsch was
correot in seeing the church as an empirlical structure
becaugse "revelation means nothing beyond, but an antity
in ﬁhia higtorically shaped world, n2d

" The truth of the matter is that Bonhoeffer had taken

over Troeltsch's sociological tools wi thout really confronte
ing the presuppositions which determined thc way in which
Troeltsch had wlelded them., It is too bold a claim for
Bonhoeffert!s champions to say that here, in hisg first
‘writing, he had encountered Troeltsch dlre@tly.soWhlle
his aeatea{pm»aries engaged in discussion over the tempor-
al problems of falth and history, Bonhoeffer turned to

the spatial question of falth in the commnity - thereby
antiolipating conserns which the "theology of revelation”
still has not properly considered.°LBut by beginnling where

i
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he did, hc left be:rging as many questions as did Barth,
who pronounced Troeltsch's theolozy a cul-de-sac,

Not until the writing of the rthics aad the time
of his lmprisonment was Bonhoeffer to attempt to come to
terns with the baslco questions Troeltsch had raised, and
we shall see how greatly these questions disturbed hin,
Emil Brunner once wrote of Troecltsch as the one "to whon
belongs the credit of having discerned and shown the ire
reconcllable contradiotion which modern theology had so
lonz attempted to hide...s$the chasm which aseparates mod-
ern theology from the theology of the reformers and of
the ancient @hur@h.“sz And in a prison lettcr in which -
Bonhoeffer wrote that contemporary theology would have ab
last to face the questions ralsed by a Iiberalism which,
1f i1t lost the battle, at least had the couraze to enter
i1t, he added pareanthetically the one nanmes Troeltech .27

Karl Holl published a collection of his monograpls
on Luther in 1923, as the first volume of his Gesammelte
Auf o ¢ ns llans Lictgmann described
the publiaaﬁ&on as "like a sudden and mighty revelation,”
while Harmack, his older colleague at the unlverslity,
called him "the renmewer of Lutheranism,"? Troeltsch had
digmissed Iamther os a medieval man and placed the begin-
ning of Neo~Irotestantism in the elghteenth century, futb
Holl wasg certalin that Luther could speak in his own words
to the tweantieth century, He based his study upon exacte
ing historical and philologlical examinatlon of sources,
relating Luther to the whole spiritual development of the
wost, including that of the modern world, and took Luther
out of the hands of the subjoctivists to present hin as
a genulnely theocentric theologlan, Within the decade
followiog publication Holl's work had been questioned
from many quarters. It was sald that his assertion of
Luther's theocentriclty azoinst the Christocentric cone
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ceptlon of Luther's doctrine (whick originated with
Ritschl and was accepted at the time) masked a Kantian
prejudice, and that Holl had oversimplified Luther's
tcaching on Justification, with the result that 4in his -
preseantation, "Justificution becomos merely the initial
groundwork for God's continulng dealings with men."35
Like teeberg, Holl secmed to Scandinavian scholars to
overemphasize the new life of the Christian, and thus

to suggest that sanetification was a "growth into & recl
righteousness of one's own, given,..by God," which b@acnec
thie "real coantlmuing ground of one's standlng with God."7°
Regia Pre . accused both men of setting Luther's dostrine
into an idexlist frame and thus plously ideatifylng tie
'new man' in Christ with the 'converted man,!

But at the time of thelr writing, Holl's® essays
secmed %o many of his contemporaries to coastitute "an
important medium between Darthianism and Liberal theolo y."
Harnack had expressed surprise that, in his own study, ho
had secmed to be able to make llttle sense out of Larl
Barth's vocabulary, and ibll's work was expected to pro-

" vide hin with an "aerial", Instead, it brousht forth
only criticlism both from Barth and from many ILiberals,
none of whom Was willing to acoept the Luther ioll had
pr&&&aﬁ&d.Eﬁ

The difficulty was that ﬂmll had seen in Luth@r'
theology a "religlon of coasclence" to which he himself
subscribed. 1he effeot of this was most apparcat in his
understanding of New lestameat Christology, as he outlined
1t in his popular Distinetive Ilements in Christisnlty.
Jesus lived, he wrote, because "an extraordinary indivie
dual was necessary = one who knew how to walk alons the
dizzy path where satanic and divine are divided froam ome
another "7 ihe irrational elemeat in Christislty "mde
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evident the actual truth, that what offended the common
sense of mankind, comnended itself to the thoughtful as
the revelation of a deeper and supremely convineing truth
concerning God and man —- herein lay the conquering power
of Christianity."4o . Holl saw in this the key to Pauline
theology. "Cver and above what the ordinary man may
achieve... Yaul recognizes a still higher plane where,
in virtue of a gpecial endownent, freedon and certainty
of action join forces in a distinctive Wdy..."4l The
“"higher plane' is the sphere of conscience, a place in
man where God mirtht encounter him and show him his possi-
bilities, enabling him to reflect upon the divine answer
to his human striving and choose for good or for evil,
Donhoeffer, along with the dizlectical theolozians

who were his contemporaries reacted stronzly agalnst the
notion that a point of comtact bebween God and man can be
spoken of. Consequently, he put serious questions to

Holl's prescatation of ILutheran theolozy. His reaction
played a wmajor role in hig rebellion agalnst the theology
of hig teachers, as we shall see in coulng pages., ILut
in Holl's seuninars, uethue wrltes, "Bonhoeffer got a
magnificent introduction and came’ to love Luther above
anyone el.;.e...“qa Nor could Boahoeffer rid himself of the
problem of "conscience," Thie troubled him in both of
hig earlier books, in the 1932-3 lectures on Genesis,
and twelve years later in the pages of the Ithicg.’
From prison, Bonhoeffer was to write of "the time of re-
ligion", which he thought had come to an end, as a time
of "imwardness and conscience, nit3 , ‘

Bonhoeffer wrote his doctoral dissertation uader the

guidance of Leiniold Seeberzg, the historian of dogma who
~ completed his valuable Lehrbuch der Dogmenzeschichte

while Bonhoeffer was his student. We msy thus expect a
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substeaticl amouant of Ceeberz's teuchlin: and rcuection
agalnst his tesehlng in thoe pazes of Ignatarun Comnunin,
deedery lcd the ".odern rositivist” rovolt amplimat
itachl?s refusal to relate relizica to uotaphyales and
tie dismisecal of dosmablcs by'the"'.‘iia«.ory of Relizions”
school, anl aticmpted "at once to reaffirnm mc Apostle's
witness to Jesus end to conserve to the full the ualty of
the divine life."** me Yodera Foaltiviot sohool weg “'pog-
itive' in that it scught to prescrve the full unlty of
Christian faith in tne fimal revelation of God ia Jesus
Christy see'modern' in that L6 attompted o exprens ‘ﬁis "
feith not Ly a regmmtmaﬁon of old dogmas, but ina

form iatellizible to modera man and i.n b&many with the

best thousht of today. w43 e progsran was not disslzilar
o that of @@rmain interests of cmtm@os.w epoluetical
dlocourses. In the preface to JShe nd 0

tho (;Wl&ﬂ Hallsrlon,

vered itx Jerlin in 1911. wb@rg m'tmm

il here in our dzy we are coafronted by the grem:
tagk @1’ wwmw Curintlanity for the modora mind, ihis
can be gccomplleucd oaly 1f the modera world c¢an be
bmuﬁab to the consclousness thas even ab the present day

aspast Wuwg necda, sad probleus w&hm move nan fied
tualy angucr Lo Ghe Gospel, eand that tho Gozpel need fear
rw prosreas of sclence md culture. Lus tox' this purrose

alans must be gpared in tmmlmi.n; tic thouzhits of the
am stien redllsion ianto the spesch mad modes of our time,
Ho ammt of reual Chrictiasanlty may thercby be surrcdercd,
yeb tiw Wticulm' way of sbtatiog tho nroblen ralsed by
tae splrit and necd of our time wuat recelve zd.ugse atiche
tion, 72ho old truth must be tauzht in ncw wise,

Seeberg wont scbout his task 1a a highly peruwoval way.
The ptudies of Luthersa theolsgy end chureis dogma in vhich
he enzazcd werc undertaken with the Hemelian ascumption
tht dogma ig "only tho form in uwhich the Chricticn socli-
ety expresces ita knswledze of the saving truths of falth,”
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Thus, dogma can bc"separatcd fron the historic forms in
which (the saving truths of faith) found expression in the
pmat:."lw Dogma can . and should be rowrltten for a modern
age, and the proper languaze for such a reformuljation
woald be contemporary metaphysilcs,

Bethge thus calls Seeberg the "mradia*-inU spirlt
between idealisn, orthodoxy, aand rm':dm'ni.ssm."4‘3 The
latter developed what Sidaey Gave called a "bold and simplevw
Christolozy, exprosscd by means of a vocabulary which nedi-
ated between tho traditional langusge of dogma and a uni-
versal religlous metaphysic., Ils conccption of the "reli-
glous a priori®, a notion which Donhoeffer stronzly rejec-
ted, provided the point of contact betwecen God and mn and
served as the common denominator for dlscusslon betwecn
Chrigtlanity and the secular world. "God can only be con-
celved as a reality,” he wrote, "if there is in nan an
orgean for this purpos@."“gl This organ was the nind, the
realm of the Bpirit, personal will, voluatarism. It
possessed an "intrinsic capaclty" for "becomlng aware of
the being and activity of the supramindane God, and accord-
inzly for recelving the conteant of lis revelation, as alve
ine, into the aoul."53 God eanters the mind as "a superaat-
ural, living cnergy which has unlimited power over every-
thing worldly.” n51 The basls of theology is thus for Ceeberg
. the irmediate reality of the new life in Christ in the con~
sciousness. krom this basis, he uafolded his Christology
and ecclesliology.

A Christo-ecclesiology was at the ceater of Secberg's
gystem. He saw the church as the visible, tangible, in-
carnate Holy Spirit, end related the church to the [oly
Spirit in tho same was thab the lozos 1s related to Jesus?e
He maintained a "historical" uanderstanding of the Trinity,
 whereby the church exists in the "tine of the Ibly Splrit,<
. ag the Holy Spirit in the process of belng reallzed, The
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relationship between Christ and God thus determined, at
the same time, bls understanding of the relationship
between the Holy Spirit and the Church, and between the
individual consciousness and God.

W2 shall be treating Seeberg's ecclesiology 1n more
fetall in the following chapter of this study., Here it
1z useful to point to its Christological basis, 2nd see
how clcsely God and "operative gpiritual will power™ in
the church and the individual were identified, as they
nanifested themselves in Jesus. %Jesus' disposition and
Jesug! will," Seeberg writes, "is holy, almighty love-
energy."” "Therewith is Christ's mature known. This is,
at the same tire, knowledge of God. The God who is re-
vealed to us in Christ is holy, almighty love--wi.ll."55
This God-will created the man Jesus for its organ, and
"what he felt, willed, thought, said, and did was worked
in Iim by the personal God-will that dwelt in Him,"”*
Secberg formulated the dootrine of the Trinity by substi-
tuting three co-eternzl and co-terminous volitlonal acts
for the traditionsl Persons. The second FPerson is Jesus -
in whom the personal God-will worked, in the form of an
energy which was "the Divine Person Himself." 22 The Holy.
Spirit was thus the God-will as it manifested itself in
the church, . '

Seeberg sttempted in this way to relate the signifi-
cance of the church to spiritual history in general, and
thus to find a new basis end significance for dogma and
church history. Bonhoeffer took this attempt seriously,
and wrestled with Seeberg's doctrine of the church through-
out the pages of his diessertation. He reworked much of
his teacher's terminology end used it for his own pur-
poses, attacking at the same time his metaphysical pre-~
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suppositions, XNot until he attacked Seeberg's religlous

a priori in Act and Belng was Bonhoeffer entlirely inde-
pendent of the concerns of his teachér.56 But Seeberg's
work in the history of dogma enabled Bonhoeffer to ground
himself in the Reformation theology which he was to use

as the baslis of his protest against the Liberal theology
in which the latter hed been trained, and there was little
theologlcal rappor% between Bonhoeffer and his teacher

once his dissertation was completed, - Ore suspects that
Seeberg never had the personal influence over Bonhceffer
that Harnack and Barth enjoyed, In & letter to a friend
in 1930 Bonhoeffer wrote of one of Secberg's sernmons which
he had recently heard as "shameful..., & religious chat,"??
Both Seeberg and Bonhoeffer were teaching at the university
for the next several years, but after 1931, Bonhoeffer
never mentioned his teacker again. .

Mach of the blaume fan the cereation of the false
Eulturprotestantismus which collapsed in 1918 has been
leid at the feet of the man who most influenced the Chris-
tian world in which he lived, Adolf von Harnack. His -
What is Christianity? which Barth has ¢alled a climax in -
the history of nineteenth century evanzelical theology, .
went into severzl printings — perhaps indicating that
the culture to which Harnack spoke understood these lec-
tures as a powerful and optimistic expression not only
of the Christian faith, but also of trust in the progress
of the modern world, Yet Harnack's understanding of histo-
ry was not a simple one. He insisted that "all meaning.
resides exclusively in the supernatural world,™ and that
religlion mugt transcend: history and nature as the realm
; or'deaﬁh.ﬁaAt the same time, hlstory and nature are
redeemed by religlon with the elevation of the individual
spirit "above heaven and earth.”59 In his own personality,
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Harnack embodied Just such an individual spirit and
became one of the most impressive figures ia modern
Protestant church history. |

Proeltsch thought of dogmatic theology as a possi-
bility for Neo-Protestantism, but only one which made no
divine claims for itcelf., Seeberg wished to reclothe
dogma in modern, metaphysical dress., DBut :Harnack, in
his masterwork, The History of Dogma, saw the Reforma-
tion as the conclusion of the development of dogmatic
theology. 1The history of dogma was the story of the
obscuring of the Gospel through Hellenization., ZLubther
discarded dogma and substituted for it an evangelidal
view.so But, only half understanding what he had done,
he left behind him the material for the reconstruction
of dogma in Protestant scholasticism, What Luther dis-
covered was that "theology 1s not the analysis and des-
cription of God and of the divine acts from the standpoint
of reason as occupying an independent position over against
God, but it is the confession on the part of faith of its
own experience, that is, of,revelation."61 Not reconstruc-
tion of dogma, but completion of the destruction of dogma
was the task of contemporary theology. And Harnack closed
his great work with these words: | |

Therefore the goal of all Christian work, even of
all theological work, can only be this -~ to discern ever
more distinctly the simplicity and the seriousness of the
Gospel, in order to become ever purer and stronger 1“62
gspirit, and ever more loving and brotherly in action.

The center of Christianity was thus what it did for
one's life, And no one ever lived his teaching more than
Harnack. 7The breadth of his interests and the depth of
his scholarly insight made him at home in almost any
faculty of the university. On his death in 1931, Bon-
hoeffer delivered the address on behalf of the las?t
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generation of students to have sab at the fect of Har-
nack, and gpoke of him as “the old mastcer, to whose
opiniea& the eatlire cultural world lisitcned aﬂtenuivaly,"
the enemy of all false knowleﬂu@._narrowuainﬁedn@as. and
prejudice, "above all, a &haologi&m."@ He regretted that
future generations of students could know nothing of "the
world which this personality enbraced" and which he carried
with hin whercver he went, "wnscmininu honor for a 1ife
which was conducted in the spir it and battle for the
truth,*% -

Bonhosfm.r never losb a pmfound respeot; for the
world of Harnack, which ho himself had known in hig yauth.
In p.ﬂ.aon. he rcad one of von Harnack's histories and
confesszed that it drove hin to mlamhcly with the feel.lng
thm this kind of life could never a-aln be achieved. 5

ee o QU gemation (ho wrote his cnta) can no
10%@3 expect as yours could a 1ife ch finds full _
in professional and ftlvam sctivities, and thus -
eves perfectlion and And to make matters
wom, we heve the example of your 1life still before
our: eyes, which mekes us pslnfully uvware of the £ramn-
tariness of our own.67 .

Sonhoeffer saw tho tmk of his @emation as bhat of "aav-
ing ourselves outb of the dehtls, as a brand piuck@d fron
the burning.ssy to kecp our lives golng rathcr wmn to
shape them, to endure, rather than to forze ahead, n63

He was in fact remorking on the vast gulf between hig
aze and that of von Harneck, and perhaps on the pulf
between the vhwlaw which he had conme S0 asccept and

that of his teacher, For von Harnack had rcjeoted the

age of Iuther, so similar to Bonhoeffcr's own, and had
constructed his theology for an age which had passed away:

In (latherts) age, when life still continued every
day ¢to be threatened by a thousand forms of distrees, wien
nature was a dread, mysterious power, when legal order
neant uarighteous i‘om@, vhen mnm« malmuw of &11
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kinds abounded, and in a certaln sense no one was sure

of his 1life ~- in such a time there was necessarily no
rising beyond the thought that the most important earthly
function of religion is to glve comfort amidst the world's
misery. Assuagemeat of the pain of sin, mitigation of the
evil of the world —- this Augustinian mood remalned the
prevalent one, and assuredly it 1s neither possible nore
intended that this mood should ever disappear, But the
task that is set to Christian faith today is no apochry-
phal one... It must be able to take a powerful part in
the moulding of personality, in the productive develop-
meat of the dominion over nature, in the interpenetrating
of the spiritual 1life with the spirit, and to prove its
indispensibleness in these directions, otherwise...the
great course of our history will pass on its way.69

Bethge sums up the formative influences on Bonhoef-
fer from his Berlin education as follows: "Troeltsch's
interest in the soclological realities of Christianity,
Holl's reawskeniag of the geanulne Luther, lUarnack's
intellectual incorruptibility, and Seeberg's philosophl-
cal openness."7O Beyond this, Bonhoeffer remained '"one

of those who love and share the tradition of a great soci-\\
ety, who regard its shame and glory as their owa, and who N\
die a little with it, when it falls to the revolution,"’+ L
No one has put better than Paul Tillich what it meant to A
have loved and shared this nineteenth century traditions

Belonging to the nineteenth century implies life
in relatively peaceful circumstances and recalls the
highest flourishing of bourgeols society in its pro-
ductive grandeur..., a consciousness of the humanist
values which underlie even the anti-religious forms of
this society, and which made and make it possible to
resist the inhuman systems of the twentieth century. I
am one of those in my generation who, in spite of all the
radicalism with which they have crit{cized the nineteenth
century, often feel a longing for its stability, its
liberalisz, its unbroken cultural tradition.?72

Upon reading Harnack's history of the Prussian Aca- -
demy in his prison cell, Bonhoeffér wrote to hls parentss

There are so few nowadays who have any real 1interest
or sympathy for the nineteenth century... Hardly anyone
has the slightest idea what was achieved during the last
century by our own grandfathers., How nuch of what theq
knew has already been forgottenl I believe people wil
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one day be uticrly smazed at the fertility of that aze,
now so0 nmuch decplsed and 80 little known.?73
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Ch&ptex 4 ,

- Ghrist %alﬁf-A” ﬁ%&l&ﬁi.ﬁ%aaia

Five y@ars before x&rl Barth rcwrote ‘and rctitled
his ghrisgtliche Dozmatik as Kirchliche z:-org%tik y Die-
trich Bonhoeffer had oomplec@a his Sano torum Communio,
with its ar«am@nc that the “"inner loglc® of dognatics
demands that theology b@gin at that point where it zciknove
lodges the irrcducible oledm of the church to a reality
baged upon the revelation of God in Christ, 7he themo
of Bonhoeffer's work, “"Christ exists as the Church,” was
developed 4n view of both the relaﬁtviaing upelisious
" commnity" of his Liberal teachers and the dﬁabruative
individualisa snd radieal views on trassceadeace of the

' dlalectical critics of Lib@ralism.7“ Le thus attempted

to construct a Chrlsta~aeclaaialoby which waild “undere
. stand,,.the reality of the Cburch of Christ as presenced
in the revelation of Christ® at the samo time that it
unfelded this revelation "in the social, philosophical,
and soclological sena@."75 In Godsey's succinst formu--
lation, Sanctorunm Communio was to be "an iuvaa&igation
of the soclial strusture of the 'fellowshlp of the ssints®
in which the insizhts of soeial philosorhy, with its gcne-
tic interest in humen soeiality and saaiology, arc made
frultful for Christien dogmatio thinking about the Churehl®

Perhaps it was 1n®viwable not oaly that such a task
should suffer from methodological unslarity but also tuat
E@ahoaffar should have found no one o take his work seri-
on&&y. 701 el ectical theology was nob propared for a soclo-
logical and philosophical approash, in gpite of the faot -
that Ponhoeffer's thesis was wholly in keepinz with the
logic of the dialectical mehhado76 The care with which
Bonhoeffer developed his “Christian sociolory" obscured
the tension which carried through the work and made it
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s¢en what he certalnly did not intend: a compromise.

The style was that of a doctoral dlissertation, pedantic
and taehutc&l.79ﬁcah0®rfer’borrawed and adapted his tere
minology from his tcachers (nmotably Secberg), social
science (TWnnies, Simmel and the "formalistic® school),
and personalist philosophy (the language of I and Thou),
The manner in which he then adjusted this tcrminolozy

to £it the dogmatic and biblical prosuppositions of the
latter half of his dissertation nevnr, in spito of his
efforts, became wholly ol&ar.

In en excelleat essay on g@p@grum nrunio, Foter
Berger srgues coavincingly that Donhoeffer made a poor
cholice when he selected the scolologleal theory which
served as one partner in his aonvarsation,agturning his
back on Marx and Weber to stand withln "a long tradition
of German conservative 1deolegy."81 Bonhoeffer wished to
display the church as, above all, an empirical roslity —
but he chose a social philosophy which was "aaxlous to

eguard a very high and distinctive level of abstrac-

tion."®2 The result was that empiricel data ncver really
becane a fastor ia Bonhoeffer's arzumcant, It is important,
in view of a renewed interest at the present time in the
gsoslology of the church (which looks to Lonhoeffer's work
as a legitinmating classic) to emphasige that he worked .
with a soclology few soclolozists of today would accept,

~ But, es DBerger admits, Donhoeffer‘'s soclologlcal
presuppositions are "folls for an essentially dogmatic
akgumaa@.“35 And despite the eccentricities of his methode
ology, Bonhoeffer's polemic against the Derlin gystema-
tizers does clearly and forcefully emerge: “lot rcliplon,
but revelationg not religlous community, but Church,
And that means the reallty of Jesus Chrish "OF ne
stratezy was to take soclology out of the hands of those
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who had used 1t to describe the church, by means of an
outside standard, as a "religlous community". Argulng
that the church cannot be understecod from any viewpolnt
other than that of Christian revelation, Doahoeffer then
used socliological concepts for his purpose of describing
the visible and unique form which the revelation assumes
among the secular structures of socliety.

OCne of the peculliar and uanfortunate aspects of
Sanctorum Comrunio 1s its avoidance of any direct eanccuater

with the greatest of the Iiberal socio-theological thinkers,

Erngt Troeltsch,5? There is an implicit conversation with
Troeltsch throughkout Donhoeffer's dissertation — which
was surely inevitable —— bubt his thesls simply argued
the contrary of Troeltsch's position without confronting
his presuppositions, These were that a correct historical
understanding mokes impossible any "spatial" definition
of the church as a community embodying the revelation of .
Chrigt, "restin: ian en irmediate authority with a strict-
ly defined Spher®."86 ecoleslologicsal structure.which
explains itself in terdé of a revealed "Jord" inamessible
to objective study 1s an anachronism, There can be no
"revelation™ of this kind where all truth 1s subject to.
the relative conditions of history., "Revelation" is there-
fore replaced by a religlous view of mankind as a whole,
symbolized by the person of Christ and the worship of
him as "the necessary symbol of the cult."87iThe old
church with her divine authorlty, her scriptural or hier-
archical ideal of unity, has been irrevocably shattered
by the Reformation and the rise of historical science.
Her relliglous power is now manifested in the life and
aoeial structures of the secular world,

Bonhoeffer, like Barth, scemed in 1927 to feel that
the only way to move beyond Troeltsch's posltion was to
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disrcgard Lt, Marainz his bsck on tue historieczl analysis
which was to affect him so profouasdly in later years,
Honlhocffer turncd to the "gpatial" aspeet of the chureh
and defended soclologically what was esseatially a tradi-
tional Luthcran coanception. ilere he found hincelf strug-ling
with the eccleslologloal tu ught of his doctoral advleor, o
felnhold leeberg,.

Secberg's und@rstandln“ of church dorna and his in-
sistance on the valldity and relevance of uetaphysics as
the realn of contemporary dogmatics would allow hin no dis-
solutlon of the church into an indepcnlent orgsanization
for the production of ethical ideals and human insplration,
"The chureh stands in a fixed rclation of infinite impor-
tance to the world,” and must "hold itself imvardly free
from the world" if it is to glve its service to the vmrld?a '
At thab point where Iroeltsch had ended his discussion,
Secberg bejan deseriblag how the church redieves and jar-
ticlpates in Christ, lio 41d not develop thic participation
in Irocltsch's soelal and ethical terms, but rathcr with
his characteristic nmectaphysical-psychologlozl tcrmdnolojzy.
ishe combination of traditional ecclesiology with Christo-
lo;y and metaphysics lcd him to ceater his general reoli-
glous view of mankind in the church, conceantrated, form:zlly
defined, and structured. The church as it particlipatos in
Christ, not the absolute personality of Christ, was the
source of enerzgy and stimulation for wmankind, ibliness
i1n the world thus rcsides in the;ohurch.39 The church 15
the coming Kingdon of God, which "is and will be," and
"in which the will of God det@rmines the course of hunani-
ty. “3% e churoh 1s "social 1ife in the deepest soase,"
where ezolsn 1g overcome ia the rellowship of belicvars.gl
From hig conservative Lutheran backzrouad (the effect of
which will clearly be seca in his pupil) as well as his
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netaphyslcal presuppositions, ueebarg could speak of the
church as the "1nca.rnat:ion" of the third Person of the
Trinity, 22

Donhoeffer's relationship to his tcacher's conception
of the church 13 not easy to determlne, KEis theme, "Christ
existing as the church,” was dirccted agalnst any relative
izinz away of the fact of rcvelation. Secberg and Troeltscly
alike had substituted for "revelation" (a concepﬁion inac-
cessible to scientific enquiry) the notlon of "religlon."
But Seeberpg's rejection, because of his metaphysical pre-
suppositions, was more difficult to get clear. It was
thus more d&ifficult to attack. Donhoeffer was certaln that
no outside measure (such as a general concept of religion)
" could be allowed to determlne the - nature of the church and
describe her forms and her future, The church can be under{
stood, he argued, only from within and in torms of her revew,
lational foundation in Chriss:

The concept of the church is only thinkable in the
sphere of GCod-glven reality = that means it 1s not deduc-
ible. The reality of the church is a reality of mvelation
to whose essence belongs either belief or disbelief, If
one wishes to find an adequate critcrion for the authori-
zatlon of the claim to be the commnity of God, one can
speek only from within and submlit to this claim. 93

_ I‘rcm this basis, Bonhoeffer could have developed a
uut,bx.b which engaged Troeltsch in conversation, shoving
how and in what way a coaception of revelatlon was tcnable
in view of the historical process. Ilc chose instead to
consider his statement programmatic, thus disnigsing
Troeltsch with a stroke, dlrectinz himself to the second
question: Can a particular limlted space which especlally
" contains Christ (Seeberg's concept of the church) be sald
to contain him "religiously" or as "rcvelation"? Within
the boundaries Secberg defined, discussion with Troeltsch
could only occur in secondary iscues, such as the parti-
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cular morpholozy of the visible church, Bonhoeffer

made axiomatic the inadequacy of Troeltsch's definition
of the church, because "in the foreground stands an his-
torically fortultous soclial construstion."?* Thus the
question of the relationship between the revelation
embodied in the church and the historical dissolution

of "the fixed and,obgective 1deal of unity” of the church
‘never arose,

In 1its argunent with Seeberg, Bonhoeffert's thesls.
dap&adad largely upon the successful adaptation of the
soclo-philosophical terms of his teacher to bis own pur-
poses, The degree to which this was achieved, and the
gansxal direction of Bonhoeffer's dissertation as a Wbole,
is most clearly indicated in his development of a term
taken from Seeberg's writingss the "objective spirit.”
Following Seeberg (and Hegol)gs, Bonhoeffer defines this
obJestive spirit as "that which links the sense of history '
and the sense of community, the intention of a community i\
in point of wiws. and its intentlon in polnt of space. Tho
objective spirit is the will effeotively operating on the
members of a commnity."?® We thus have to do with that
spirlt which, fillingz a commnity and the sphere of her
exlstence, determines her nature, In the church, in
Seeberg's view, this spirit would be that which made her
digtinetly "religious™ as opposed to the objective spirits
of other human comzunities, ' .

Bonhoeffer's point of d@parnure for uhe problen of
community is a preseatation of man as esseatlally homo
soclalis, He quotes with approval from Secberg's Doagme
- tiks "The sociality of the human spirit is revealed as
a primal force. s.+It is a tremendous reality, which first
teaches us to understand the secret of humanity and its
history, and to place hope in the future of mankind."97
He notes that Seeberg was "the first since Schlelermacher™
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to present soclality as something belonging to human
nature, It 18 not clear, however, whether Bonhoeffer
would have wished to question the latitude Seeberg granted
to this 1dea in his ecclesiological argument. In the
Fundamentals of the Christian Religion, Seeberg founded
the church on the & priori structure of the sociality

of man: "The will of Christ that his church exist needed
human nature with its tendencies and inclinations as the
means for raising the structure, .ilan lives not solitarily,
but socially."’ | '

ObJective spirit is a conception pertaining to all
human communities., Where Seeberg elaborated its meaning
for the church, he often substituted the more dynamic
term, "operative spiritual will power.," Given Seeberg's
netaphysical understanding of the relationship between
God and the world, one cannot avold suspecting that See-
berg wisghed to identify this "spiritual will power™ with
the Holy Spirit itself. At one point, Seeberg wrote:
"We..sxperience the Spirit from above as operative spi-
ritual will-power."??me relationship between members of
the community seems identical with that between man and
Gods

Where one wishes to make another subject to the sover-
elgnty of God, he wills it from God, and his own word takes
effect in so far as it 1s hesrd at all and works psycho=-
logically as almighty divine will., Ve all...speak God's
word in so far as we speak of God's soverelgnty, for our
speech is the veblcle of the power of God.l00

The danger here is readily apparent: Seeberg virtually
identifies the action of Godyith dynamic, interpersonal
relationship and personal will, The church 1s Christus

ylongatus as the incarnation of the Holy Spirit,

‘In his development, Bonhoeffer distinguished between
the "possiblility" aand the "necessity" of the church from
the standpoint of human soclality, dismissing the second
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from any proper understanding of the churchi

+ Taking up the notion that religlon is mainly social,
- Wwe come to the more or less fortultous pgychologzical
grounds (the necessity for communication =- Schleiermachers
the receptive-astive nature of man «— Seebar%). These tell
of the possitility, but not the necessltfy, of religious
community, We reject all such general reii.ious notions
of a concrete religious form from the concept of the
Church, The general necessity for thc form of community
cannot be proved -~ indeed, such gioof is ouly possible

i1f the Christian revelation is belleved; that is, taken
seriously. Only from the coancept of revelation can one
arrive at a Chriatian concept of the Church,101

Here again, as with Troeltsch's view of history, Bonhoeffer
sinply sets his own view alongside the opposing one, For
he is erguingz that the basis of the church cannot be
derived from any socio-religious characteristic of huuxan
nature, Vhen he arrives at his presentation of the ob-
Jective spirit of the church, he neatly reverses Seeberg's
argunents ' ‘ - '

Only from above to below, from within toward with-
out, not reversed, is an understanding of the empirical
Church possible, If that is understood, thea it is possi-
ble to set forth the church principally as a religious
commnityy but always in looking backward upon the real
foundation by God., Thus the objective spirit bq%ond :
what has been sald, signifies the 55¥£%$g£g@ o the Church,

Yy ‘l

the glaim, of the objecotive spirit o ¢ commnlty to
be the historical reality and the soclal reality of Jesus
Christ 102

Bonhoeffer is perfesctly willing to grant his Iiberal
teachers thelr conseption of the church as a “rellipglous -
community*, provided they have first understood 1t as a
community whose deterzination is solely from God. And
one notices the acceptance of the dialestical argumeat:
The church cannot simply be identified with the lioly
Spirit, The church claims that the Holy Spirit hes been
entrusted to her, She is the communlty of revelation oaly
in faith, And here Bonhoeffer reconstructs all of the
tensions Seeberg had carefully resolved, Ihe time and -
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space which are the two correlates of the obJective
spirit check one another, and Seeberz's question of
the relationship between obJjective spirit and Holy Spirit
is undercut by the necessary theological distinction detween
realized and actualized church, Because of human sin and |
limitation, and because the church is an institution in
history, an identification between the two can be made
only eschatologleally. Thus Bonhoeffer speaks of the
"sangtification” of the objectiva spirit by the Holy
spirit.109

But this rejection of Seeberg's identification of
the spiritual content of the church with the action of
God comes into conflict with Bonhoeffer's thesis — which
~1s, after all, to demonstrate that the community of reve-
lation i3, at the same time, a wholly empiric communlity.
He resolves this conflict by pointing to the visible,
"goclologlcal® forms of the church —- preaching and the’
sacraments -- as vehicles through which the Holy Spirit
operates, As Godsey summariges Boanhoeffer's position:

Christ and the Holy Spirit the historically given
forms of the obJective spiritual life in the upbullding
of the empirical churchs the historical tendency of the
christuspiriw works in the form of the objective sgirlt,
and the Holy Spirlt uses the objective spirit as ¢
bearer of his social activity. But both confirm their
presence to the church solely thro the WQrd which
means that the ever-changing, imperfect ) sinf objectlve

gixit of a human “raligicus "fel owship” must Q@%%ggg
c at Lt 1s the church, "Christ existing as community,"
| wuy>_®ﬁ}»mwwwg;«l The identity cannot be coafirnme
~ historically d will remin invisible until the agsgaka.
Yec a bsginmiug has already been made, in that the J
Spirit uses the objective spirlt as the bearer of certain
g&g&gzgpnms that he himse suaranteea to be effica=-
clo

One may question the wisdom of attacking a concep-
tion of the guaranteed presence of God within a ‘religlous
spirit by setting agalonst 1t divinely instituted, virtu-
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ally ex opere operato forms which have then simply to \
be believed. But Bonhoeffer was not as concerned with .
protecting his theory agalnst the charge that he plctured
revelation as a heteronomous power which arbitrarily vio-
lated the strustures of the world, as he was with attack-
ing the conception of the church as an organism which
lived as an exalted communal feeling of value or worth.
Perhaps his sociology betrayed him and left dubious his
claim that "revelation means nothing beyond, but an entlty
in, this historically staped world."? But if his disser-
tation confused more than it illuminated, at least his
intention was clear. He concludes his asrgument: '

The Church is not first made real by assuming
emplrical form, when the Holy Spirit does his work;
rather the reality of the Church of the Holy Spirit
is one which is founded on revelation, and it is a
mabtter merely of believing in that reality of the Church
in its empirical form.106 :
‘Bonhoeffer does not see how the experience of revela-

tion will be distinguished from "religious experience" or
ngpiritual exaltation,™ but he attempted, by means of

an explication 6f what he called “"everydayness", to dif-
ferentiate theologloally between them, The church is
God's downward movement, not the upward movement of an
association of human beings. In a fine passage, he wrote:

eeeIt is precisely in the commonplace surroundings
of every day that the Church is believed and experienced;
it is not in moments of spiritual exaltation, but 1n the
monotony and severity of dally life, and in the regular
worshig of God that we come to understand the Church's
full significance. ...0ur age is not poor in experlences,
but in faith. Only falth can create true experience of
the church, so one would think it more important for our
age to be led into belief in the Church of God than to
h%vglsxpeiégnces'squeezed from it which as such are no help
a see

The purpose of Bonhoeffer's thesis was thus to reverse
the standpoint from which the questlon of the church is

i
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asked. The church is indeed a community and, in view of
1ts activity, a religious one, DBut the determlnation of
the church is solely from God and his revelation. Ko .-
value over and above the value of any other human commu-
nity can be ascribed to the Church, 1ndependent of the
reality given by Christ.

. Bonhoeffer intended to maintain his conversation with
his Iiberal teachers by insisting that his concept of " '
revelation was empirical, but they reminéd‘unconvinced.
Sanctorum Communio already bore the marks of Bonhoeffer's
impatience with Iiberal methodology and he soon:surren-
dered attempts at mediation between Iiberal and dislecti-
cal theologles. But he never lost his insistence that
revelation is "an entity 1n this historically shaped
world"” and retained, for the next several years, the
assertion that revelation in Christ is an eccleaiological
reslity as the basis of his own theology. His more '
decisive battle with his Iiberal teachers followed the
publication of his dissertation, and took place in the
pages sf Act and: Bgigg : *
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Chapter 5
Ebclesiolodz as the Ground of Revelation

loglically ccnsidered, the sequence of Bonhoeffer 5
first two major works is reversed, While Sanctorum Com-
munio developed the forms and structures of the community
of revelation, Act and Being is concerned with the pre-
liminary thesiss A Christian conception of revelation
must, by defimition, be set forth in an ecclesiologlcal
form. Thus many of the tensions and concerns within and
behind the argument of Sanctorum Communio (especially the
Christological ones) first emerge in Act and Belng.
| Discarding the problematic sociological development
~of his earlier work, Bonhoeffer remained loyal to his
basic thesis., Act and Being confronts various philosophi-
cal and theologlcal solutions to the problem of revelation
which were prevaleat in 1930, and orders them into two
categoriess thoce based upon a transcendental thesis and
those which emerge from an ontological foundation. Boan-
hoeffer then questions the validlty of each group for a
‘specifically Christian conception of revelation:

The problem is one of forming genuine theologilcal
concepts and of choosing whether one 1s to use ontologi-
cal categories in explaining them or those of transcenden-
tal philosophy. It is a question of the 'objesctivity! of
the concept God, of an adequate conceg t of knowledge,

of defining the relation between the being of God and
the mental act which conceives Lit. 1In other words, there
~has to be a theological interpretation of what the 'being
of God in revelation' means and how it 1s known, of what
may be the interrelation of bellef zg act and revelation
- as belng, and correspondingly of where man stands when
seen from the standpoint of revelation.108

Argulng that neiﬁher aot nor being is a correct category
. by means of which Christian revelation nay be discusseds
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Bonhoeffer presents his thesis that "the idea of reve-
lation must be reinvisaged within the concretion of the
idea of the Church, i.e. in a sociological category where
both kinds of analysis encounter each other and are drawn
together in one. n109

In our own development, a decision mist be made as
to the procedure we may best adopt in tracing out and
holding together the various threads of Bonhoeffer's
concern: his ecoclesiological theme, his eancounter with
Iiberal and dialectical theologlans, the philosophical
considerations which now appear, aand the underlying
problems of revelation and Christology. The staggerlng
number of persons and ideas which pass through the pages
of Act and Beinsz makes it impossible to reproduce Bon-
hoeffer's argument, even in summary form, In addition,
it 1s systematically necessary that we antlcipate themes
which will occur in Bonhoeffer's later work. We must
choose from the conversations remaining ia the earliest
phase of Bonhoeffer's life and work those which are clos-
est to the center of his concern and which will, at the
same time, relate most clearly to the chapters whilch are
to follow.t1O |

Among the questions raised in Act snd Being is one
concerning the religious a priori, a general form of
religious awareness in man, as set forth by Bonhoeffer's
teacher, Reinhold Seeberg. Bonhoeffer's attack on this
notion marked his final departure from the influence of
the latter., Within early writings from New York and
Berlin, Bonhoeffer also confronts the problem of con-
science as it eppeared in the work of another of his
teachers, Karl Holl, Keither of these discussions 1s
central to the specific thesis Bonhoeffer is developing,
but both point directly to what lles beneath his concern,
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Our attention is thereby fooused on the relationship
between Zonhoeffer and his teachers end the problem is,
ongce mwore, revelation versus religion, : :

The cutcome of Smctorum Communio was the rejection -
of "religious community™ in favor of "Christ existing s
the church", Seeberg's religious a priori and Holl's
consclence were for the Liberal doctrine of man what
religious communlty wae for the'Lib@ral concept of
the church; epaces within which man might directly encoun-
ter God as a religlous reality. "Reiigious commualty",
“consclence", and "rellglous 2 priori™ have thus to do
with man's religious eawareness of God within a sphere
which mediates the divine and the human., We shall con-
tinue to develop Bonhoeffer's wrestling with the problem -
of whether such a sphare existed, ‘and how 1t ralabad to
revelatioa,

Finally, Bonhoeffer's relation@hip to the figure who
most influenced the directlion and form of his attack on
Iiberal theology becomes ¢learly defined in Bonhoeffer's
writings during the years from 1930 to 1932. Bonhoeffer
discovered, beneath the religious consgeptions of his
teachers, the 1dealist philosophy which Karl Barth had
held responsible for the major errors of nineteenth ceatury
theology. DBoth men rejested this philosophy end the theo-
logy which had accepted it and turned to the Reformation
for guldance and support, But for the first time it
becomes olear that Boahoeffer and Barth have turned to
the Reformation in quite different ways. we shall have
to develop this as well. cL
1. The Religious A Priori, -

‘The religlous g prioril was a development of nlneteenth
century evangelical theology which, in its simplest form,
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described the capacity in man for apprehending and com-
prehending the divine. ) 1lIt had 1ts basis in Schleler-
macher, who spoke of man's innate and escentlal capacity
to "sense and taste the infinite", and it was later affirmed
and developed by Troeltisch. Reinhold Seecberg articulated
this concept as a part of his Christian Dozmatics. This
Clear and systematic work attempted to affirm on the one
hand the independent, transcendent belng of revelation,
and on the other the reality of the revelatory event .
within the consclousness of man == "the clearest Jjuxta-
- position,"” Bonhoeffer wrote, "of theology’s . two great
concaras.“lla In Seeberg's formulation, the act of aware-
ness or encounter of God and man within the consclousness
of man takes place in such a way that "man consciously and
willingly himself performs, in consciousness of his freedon,
the movement performed in him by the mind of God, 113
It will berrecognized that Seeberg's style is con-

sigtent with that of hls ecclesiology and Christology
which we have previously outlined: God and man perform
a single, simultaneous action. Yet here we have the dis-
arming insistence that God transcends consciousness as
Lord and Creator: "the unconditional requiremeant of Chris-
tian theology" which, Bonhoeffer remarks, is "elaborated
by Seeberg throughout his»dogmatins."u4 At the same tlme,
Seeberg sees the supernatural as having "no existence other
than that it enjoys in the religlous movements of the
human will, the religious intuition of the human mind, nll15

- "God can only eanter the consciousness as a reality,"
Seeberg writes, "1f there 1s in man an organ for this
purpcse!"lle Seeberg thus speaks of man as *"charged with
the capacity" for "becoming directly conscious of pure
mind."1;7 This capacity he calls the religlous a priori.
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As a formal mental disposition, the religlous a priori
has no content of its own. The pos{tive conteant of faith
is dictated by revelation; the a priori is simply the in-
tringic capacity, within this context, for becominz aware
of the being and astivity of the supramundane God, and.
accordingly for the receiving of the content of His reve-
lation, as divine, into the soul.ll8 coe

It is the picture of what Bonhoeffer calls "a mold -
in man wherelin the divine revelation may pour™ that Bou-
hoeffer finds intolerable and,-t v,y attacks on .

the basis of the Reformer's gor curvum in ge of the natu-
ral mani | - R o

If revelation is to come to man, he must be wholly
transformed., Falth itself must be ocreated in him, .In .
this case there can be no abllity to 'hear' before the
'hearing'. These are thoughts which Seeberg expresses,
and refers to in Luther.,: But faith stands as the work.
of God in a sense inapplicable to natural religlosity,
for which the religious a priorl noted by Seeberg cer-
talnly holds good. Aacordfnglfo Inther, revelation and
falth are bound to the conorete message, and the Word is
the mediator of the contact between God and man, admit-
ting no other 'directness', But then the idea of the
a Ex§§r1 can only be understood to imply that certain
men orms are preposited for the formal understand-
ing of the Word, in which case, it must be admitted
a specifically religious a priori loses meaning. Al1
that personal appropriation o e fact of Christ is
not a prioristic, but is owed to the contingent actio
of God on man.ll9 :

After five years of wrestling with Seeberg's diffi-
cult theology, Bonhoeffer has at last freed himself from
hig teacher. Te implications of his rejectlion of the.
religious a grioki reathed far beyond the four pages his
argument ocoupied in his dissertation. He has broken off
what were at the time frultless attempts to converce with
his ﬁeachers, and has turned his attentlon toward deter-
mining his place among his contemporaries in terms of

the theology of revelation. Throughout essays and lec-
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tures written at the same time as Act and Beinz, one now
watches Boulioeffer return again and ezaln to the QRDO~
§;§vca@ c¢haracter of revelatiant God stands over and
azainst all human strustures, institutions, acd atteupts
to contain him. At the seme time as he made his final
departure from Secberg, Bonhoeffer produced an essay on
"Ie Religious ixperience of Grace and tic Ithical Life,"
dere he distinguished between the objectiveupsyohologisal
. understandiong of grace as "a sup@rhuman power which is in
escence Synaxic and which, as fer as it is experlenced,
eaters the realam of humen feeling, willing, and thinking,
and go glves finiteaness an eternal war th and character™s
and a th@ological understending of grace, "directly op-
pesed to every hunan belpg, to huuan experieace of value
and good, L@ Boghoeffer does not mention Ceeberg, but
hig tcacher may well have becun the target of his criticism.
Tonhoeffer now reacted instinctively agalnst any
theological .g priori which, dependent upon a divine-human
contimiunm, circuuvented the whole problem of revelution.
Le mxpressed hig indebtedness to the criticism of the
Liberals which Farl Barth bad nade at this point, aad
virtually idcantified himself with Barth's revolutlons

» Theologlcal thinking is not . constructed a priori,
but a ogteriori as Karl Barth has malntained, 1e L ew
fore, ?% E&s ¥o be conscious of its limitations., As
thinlkdng per se, 1t 18 not excepted from the pretensions
and boundlessness of all thinking, Bub the property of
theologlecal thinking is that it knows its owa insuffi-
cleuncy and 1ts limltations, So it must be its highess
cern to guard these limitations and to leave room for the
reality of God, which can never be concelved by theolc-
§1031 thiaﬁlag This means that there is not one theo-
ogleel scantence which can presume to gpeak truth unless
it refers to the reallty of God and the impossiblility
of embracing thls reality in theological senteaces.l2l

Seeberg carcfully insisted that "the religious a
priori has no content of its owny the positive coateat
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0f faith is dlotated by revelatlon..." Lormally, tie
religious g priori remained 2o empty spzce which did

in fzot "leave room £ar the reality of God.” But view—
ipng this formulfatioa fron the vant&gekﬁoinﬁ of Ceeberg's
metaphysleal arproseh to the prodblexn, taken as a whole,
Soahoeffer could only suspect thabt God filled this space
as & religious exteasion of humanity, “the religlous move=
meat of the human mind.* God thus becace superfluous.

The use of geacral g priorl cetegories to define the actloa
of God could only lead to the final eliminatlon of the
trasscendeace whlch Seebersg, as a sensitlve and acute
theologlen, sougat to protect. '

2. Karl Ioll aad the Religlon of Consclenca.

Bonhoeffer's criticien of Seeberg and larthu's iaflu-
eace upon tae direotion of the former's linc of abtack
uncovered a veriety of Liberal tarsets. Donhoeffor soon
confronted the “relizion of coassclcnce® of the man who
had introduced Luther to him, Karl Foll, ihc dircct
eriticisn of loll occurs ia ~Die frace nach den Mensehen -,
Bonhocffer's Lu&uguxal lecture at Berlin in 1930, lerc
he plctures Holl as "an impressive reprosentative of the
ev&rwhelming majority of contemporsry theologlans” who,
imaginlag that he was thioking alonz geoulnely Lutheran
lines, sow revelation as “fian understanding himself through
reflecting on his conmscience, whero God encounters bLiue “132
As with Seeberg's religlous a priori, revelation is sald
to be avallable to ran within a prescribed space in him,
into which God enters and encounters him,

In bls inaugural lesture, Bonhoeffer brought the
crisicisnm of the dislecticel theologlans to bear asgalnst
Eoll's econception of conssience, which he described as

man's becsming-amere of his own “pss@ibtlttias. - lie
wrotes
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- There is in man no point where God can win sgpace
in himgy indeed, it belongs to his essence to be incapax
i%gini e With his limited nature it is impossible §ar

0 unite himself directly with the infinlte. ...iils
thought and hig ethlcally responsible conscience, indeed,
‘hls religlousness, remain hopeless attempts to anchor the
I 4in the Absolute. Thaz belong to the [eovnud dxeXos o
whereby man siesmes the honor of God that he might escape
insecurity, in sccuring at least his self-understanding.
lle explains himself for good, he explains himself for evil; .
both are the attempt, whether for good or for evil, to
be secure ~- without recognizing his guilt before God in
his good and evil, which rests precisely at that point
where he attempts to secure himself.123 -

ang torum Communio, Bonhoeffer had spoksn of con-
sclence as "Just as mush the last prop for human gself-Jus-
tification as the place where Christ attacks man by means
of the Law. 2% 14 Aot and Belng, Bonhocffer quoted Luther
to telling advantage agzalnst Holl, sharpening his attack
on conscience as man's "final grasp at himself":

- The consclence and remorse of man in Adam are his
final gr at himself, the final coanfirmation and Justi-
ficatlon of hia self-lordly, self-masterly attitude, Lan
makes himself the defendant and exhorts himself upward to
his better self, But the cry of conscience serves only to
dissemble the mute loneliness of his desolate isolation,
it sounds without echo into the world that is governed
and construed h{ the self., Man in Adam reaches the ocon-
fines of his solitude but, misreading his situation, con-
tinues to 'seek himself in himself'y he hopes by remorse
8till to preserve his sinful existence... Therefore this
consclence is of the devil, who leaves man to himself in
untruth, so this conscience must be mortified whean Christ
comes to man.l25 S S

- The relationship of consclence to revelatlon is thus
that of Law to Gospel. Rather than a sphere reserved for
the encounter of God with man, it is the place wherc man
confronts only his prideful self. loll used conscience
as Seeberg used his a priori, and both were unconsclous
attempts to ciroumvent the questlon of revelation from
outside, apart from man's understanding of himself and




his world. Bonhoeffer turned to Barth and the Reforma-
tion in order to over throw these conseptions, - But the
background of this battle was for Bonhoeffer, as for
Barth, the bankruptey of Idealism. . :
3« The Attack on Idealism and the Influence of Barth

o Holl's ‘"conscience" served as the point of departure
for Bonhoeffer's rejection of the idealist background of
Liberal theology in genmeral. ' Although Seeberg dissociated
himself from the id@alism Boll openly embraced and attri-
buted to Luther, it was difficult for Bonhoeffer to see
the theology of his teacher as diftering to any great ,“
extent from the main outlines of ."the gospel of mind," .
Throughout Bonhoeffer's early writings there thus runs
the sh&:actexi&ation of Liberalism, 1asofar as it was
" based upon an ,idealist philosophy, "limitleas"; By
this he meant that l1dealism, in its presumytion, slezed
transcendence and placed it under the control of the ego.
“Once a- "space” ‘has Been posited within man where both God
and man may ‘be encountered and understood, where religious
values and possibilities may be grasped as indubitably
divine, the a11~embraeing ego cannot but assert its limit-
lessness, boundlessness. and autonomy. ' This was the
undersbanding)with which Karl Barth had attacked ideal-
ism as the inevitable falsification of philosophy and -
theology, and responsible for all of the major errors
of Iiberelism, Bonhaerfer, in a 1930 essay on "The Theo=-
logy of Crisis and’ ivs Atﬂ:itmde Toward Philomphy and
Science," vigorously set forth Barth's positionz

+  Here (in idealism) the ego is found as not only a
xeflsobingirbut even a oreating ego:. It creates the -

world itse The a§o stands in the center of the world,
which is created ed, 0vargcwered by the ego. The
.ié@n@iticakioa.af tbe ego with the ground of everything
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which has been called God is inevitable, <ihere are no
limlits for the ego, its power and its clalm are bound-
less, it is its own standard, Here all transcendence

is pulled into the circle of the creative ezo.., lan
knows himself immediately by the act of the comling of the
ezo to itself, and knows through himself essentlally
everything, even God, God is in many God is man himself.
Barth and his friends discovered in this philosophy the
most radical, most honest, and most consistent expression
of the philosophical eanterprise as such,120

Thus Bonhoeffer summarizing Barth's position. But
he bezan his own Act and Being with much the same valua-
tion of post-Kantlan ideslism:’ i

: The gospel of mind Iindia% itself in God and God in
itself wag preached too seductively by idealism for theo=-
logy to resist its blandishments, and all too readlily it
reasoned thuss If being is essen&ially conscliousness,  God
nust 'be' in religlous experieances, and the reborn I must
find God in reflexlon upon itself, ihere else could God
‘be found but in my consclousness? Even if I can never
pass beyond it, it must be what constitutes belng in .
§euaxal. Gody then, is the God of my consclousness. Ile
ist only in nmy raliglcus consciousness.l2? !

Bonhoeffer therefore dismisses absolutely any theologleal
attempt to make direst use of idealist epistemology and
there is the implication that his reasoning bolds equally )
good for his rejection of conscience, religious g prioris,’
and the religlous understanding of the church, EKarl \\
Barth's attack on idealism as "the most dangerous grasping \
after God, in order to be like God, and thus to Justify
nan by his own pawac"laa 18 unquestionably behind Bonhoef-
fer's thinking., Again in Act and Beinxz, Bonhoeffer states:

evoIn the whole of idealism, the inmost ideatlity

of I and God, underlying wer{t&{ , 15 olmply an ex-
ression of %he proposition: e 1s conceivable only
gy likes If God is to come to man, man must already
be in essenge divine, If theology is to grasp the re-
lationshlp of God and man, it can oaly do so postu~
lating the profound likeness of one to the other and
£inding there, exactly, the unity of God and man, Cne
is like the very God one concelves...
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Thus intensified, such propositlons are exposed as
theologically intolerable, It is not because man 1s by
nature divine thet God comes to hlm -~ on the contrary,
he would not then need to come - but because he 1is

utterly unlike God and never shepes his conc@pt of God
according to his own image.l129

The ceater of Barth's attack on Iiberallsm was ‘the
rejection of all form of religion- and religious awareness
which depended on natural theologyi the breaking down of
all theological, philosophical, cultural, and especlially
ecclesliolozgical structures which owed thelr conception to
the positing of a continuity between God and men, This
- has, indeed, remained the nerve of ‘Barth's theology.
Followers of Barth's encounters wlith various opponents
' since 1920 will recognize that Barth has battled most in-
pressively when the basis of his view of revelation, the
absolute qualitative dlstinction between God and man, has
appeared to be threatened, But where does Bonhoeffer dis-
tingulish his own view from that of Barth?

“Thug far, the vigor and clarity with which Bonhoetfar ,
singles out the issues and champions Barth's position agalnst
hig opponants makes it difficult to distinguish between his
exposlition of Barth and the development of his own position,
Both men exposed what they saw to be the preteaslousncss
of Liberal theology with its religlous structures, showing
them to be but endless attempts to avoid the embarrassmeat
of revelation, by circumventing it and rendering it super-
fluous. God &s Wholly Other than man, God over and azainst
man, ruled out from the beglnning any approach of human
knowledge to God. Bonhoeffer, im his essay on "The Chris-
tian Idea of God," signalled the close of a phase in his
theological development in writings

No religion, no ethics, no metaphysical knowlcdge may
serve man to approach God. These are all subject to the .
Judg@maak ot G@d, hh&y are works of man. Cnly the acknow-
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ledgucnt. that God's Word alone helps and that every other
atteupt 1s and remalns sinful, only by this soknowledgmont
is God recelved., And this acknowledgment must be glven by
God, as the Ioly Spirit, in faith, That is the foolishness
of %he revelation of Go& and its paradoxical character =
that Just there, where the power of man has lapscd entirely,
where man knows his own weakness, sinfulness, and conse-
quently the Judgement of God upon him, that Just there

God is already working in grace, that Just and exactly
there and only there is forgiveness, Justification, res-
toration., There, where man himself no longer sees, God
sees, and God alone works, in judgement and in grace,
-There, 'at the very limits of man, stands God, and when

man ¢an do nothing more, then Goé does all,.l30

4, The "Community of Revelation"

It is in the positive conteat of Ponhoeffer's posi-
tion that his early divergence from what he considered -
certain unhealthy tendencles in dialectical theolozy be-
comes visible., His general acceptance of the basic outline
of dialectical theology, the theology of revelation as set
forth by Karl Barth, was strongly and cleerly stated in ¢
various writings between 1930 and 1932, But Donhoeffer |
also developed, from his earliest writings, what he ima- .
gined te be a corrective of dengerous shortoomings in . °
the dialectical method. The correstive was the thesis . . %'
which he expressed in Sanotorum Communio and carried in-
to the psges of Act and Belnzs the church is the "communi-
ty of revelation", Christ exists as the church,

Sanoctorum Communio wished to begin eny discussion of
ion with a concept of the churchs

- I2 at the conclusion of a dogmatics the concept of
the Church is presented as a necessary consequence of evan-
gelical falth, nothing else is meant than that the lanner
reality of the Church is connected with the general reality
of revelation, Only if the concept of God is understood
alone in connection with a concept of the church can the
latter be deduced from the former on the basis of a tech-
nical presentation, It would be well if a dogmtlcs were
to begln not with the doctrine of God, but with the doc-
trine of the Church, in order to set a clear structure
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over the inner logic of dogmatios.;3l, o

' Bonhoeffer was disturbed hy the characterization
of tha church in Barth's Commentary on Rgmans,vthe latter's
oanly major work until 1927, as an iastitution in which
"humen indifference, misunderstanding and opposition
attain thelr most sublime and thelr most nelve form,":72
Dialectical theolozy possessed strong individualistic
tendencles, directing the man before God to his utter
inability to save himself and the saving grace of what
seemed a formal aad impersonal Gods What was necessary,
to Bonhoeffer's mind, was an affirmation of both sides of
the dialecticy directing the slnner toward a community
which was, however sinful, the chosen instrument of God's
redecning grace, Therefore, "revelation is an entity in
this historically shaped world." The fact of human indif-
fereuce, misunderstanding, and opposition did not alter
the fact that here, in this community, God was revealing

hinself in Christs , :
In the ecommunio sanctorum the old ontic relationships
ally annuled.,. Every empirical formulation
will necessarily be subject to the amblgulty iamhereant in
all human actions., ...In this we perceive a special will
of God which it 1s not open to us to belie by condamnimi
everything that has taken form as the handiwork of man.l33

. During the year in which Bonhoeffer's &issertation
was completed, Barth published his Die christliche Dogms
tik, strengthening Bonhoeffer's suspicion that the former
lacked a cleer and positive conseption of the role of the
church as the ground of revelation. Barth's plcture of
God's transcendence was, if anything, even more formal
and impersonal, and Bonhoeffer detected a "characteristic
waverling between use and rejection of temporal definitions
of the act of belief." 52 Continuing his insistence on
the freedom of God from all human control, Barth presen-
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ted the church (in terms borrowed directly from the
Commentary on Romans) as a "parable", an analogy which
polnted to God's action but which in no way participated
in 13.135 .This was the loglcal outcome of Barth's basic
positions men'e knowledze is non-knowledge. God remalns
alwgys and eternally in the realm of free address, always
and et:rnally subject. The empirical actions of nan in
“"belief", "obediensce", etc, can only witness to God's
- activity and do not in themselves involve the particli-
- pation of God. God's freedom in revelation means that
~ he is bound by nothing, is utterly free aad unconditioned.
If Bonhoeffer had accepted Barth's protest, he did
not accept this outcome, God was personal, not formalis-
tic. God offered himself to men, he did not turn awgy
from them, God was hidden, bub he was apprchensible in
his hiddenness, God d1d not exist for himself, but for
his creation, Through falth, God revealed himself in
Christ within a community of mens | |

The whole situation 1s one to ask whether a
formalistic understanding God's freedon in contine
Eent revelation, conceived wholly in terms of the act

8 r@allz the proper groundwork of theolozy. In reveia-
tion it is a question less of God's freedom on the far
side of us, i.,e, hisg eternal isoclation and aseity, than
of his forbh- roceeding, his givwa Word, his bound in
‘which he has bound himself, 8 Ixea&sa es it is.
stroagly attested to in his having frecly bound himself
to historical man, having placed himself at mants dispo-
sal, God is not free of man but for man, Christ is the
%ord of his freecdom, d there, which is to say: not
in eternal non=-objectivi dﬁ“%%%bkiag ahead for the mo-
ment) "haveable", graspable in his Word within the Ghurch}>G

This understanding of the relationship between eccle~
siology ead revelation ran directly counter to Barth's
insistence that revelation, once having occurred, is not
thereby absorbed into or merged with finite processes.
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As Bonhoeffer summarizes Barth's position in the 1927
Dogmatikt "God can glve and withdraw himself absolutbely
according to his pleasurey in elther action he remains
free., e 15 never at man's discretiony it is his honor
and glory to remain utterly free and uaconditional in
relation to everythin@ free and condlitional." 137 S
_ Bonhoeffer 1s less intercsted in the lozlc of Barth's
argunent thea in defendinz the concrete nature of reve-
lation, What is behind his argument? If we remenber
that the "community of revelation" is at the same tinme
hrist exlsting as the Church", 1t becomes clear that
the basis of Bonhoeffcr's position, and the ground of
hig disagreement with Barth, is Christological. Barth
writes of God's honor .and glory in remasining fre¢ and
uaconditionaly Bonhoeffer quotes Luther's famous statement
oun the nature of the sacrament: )

It 1s to the honor and glory of our God.... however.
that giving hinmself for our sakes in deepest eondescension,
he passes into the flesh, the bread, our hearts, mouths,
entralls, and suffers also for our sake that he be dis-
hoaorably...handled, on the altar as oa the Cross,.l38

Here is the chrisé who exists solely "for others",
the suffering Ghrist who gives himself o the world who
will eppear with such power in Bonhoeffax's last writings,
Recognlizing that Luther's view of the saar&mcnt, his theo-
logy of the cross, an& his conception of the church were
_of one plece (growing out of Iuther's understanding of X
the Augustinian eargus Christi gzsticum), Bonhoeffer

elaborates a Lutheran dostrine of the church as a Christo-
logy of condescension, The various strands of his thought
are brought together into a view of revelation as God's
"haveableness” in the church, While Barth turns to the
Reformation and follows tue Calvinist path, protecting
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God's freedon and transcendence, Lonhseffcr runs the
risk of a Lutheran Christology, pointing to God's cone
mited presence in Christ for his community.l59

Se Summary and Pxosg@otgg.

We have watched Bonhoeffer free himself from his
fruitless coaversations with his Iiberal teachers and
their various views of religion and relislous awarcaess,
to 1lnsist that revelation is an event which comes to man
fron outside, His esseantlel agreemsgant with the theology
0of revelation led him, at the same time, to insist that
revelation 418 consrete and apprehensible in the community
of revelatlon, the church, T[he dangers of his position
are reasonably clear., IHis view of revelation as tle
church leaves open the guestion of the relationship of
Christ and the church to the world outslde of the church,
We would like also to see a Christolozlical expression of
~ Christ "outside™ of the church, as her Redeemer and Judge
and Perfectory e doctrine of Seripture which will distin-
guish his position olearly from the self-contained eccle-
siology and revelation of Rome,

For a few years, Bonhoeffer attempted to work oub
the difficulties of his posl tion. .But history intervened
and turned these thoughts inward once more, into aa even
more radical and exclusive and forceful presentation of
his Christo-ecclesiology. We shall sec in the following
sectlon how thls came about.
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Elo Briefwechgel mit Adolf von Hagrrnack, in Karl Barth,
rheologlsche rragen und Z;n'%b'r n, surich, 1957,
Pee /=21, Uf. e Appeullx to %Ths study, '
The phreose origlnated with R.Ge Collingwood, In

his The R@hﬁ@owmss of God, Gordon 'r:upf speaks

of Luther's revolutwon as Just such a crisis of
vocabulary, stating that "the chanzing prescures

of social and political existence necessitate ncw
adjustments of ideas and words, and eventually, thouzh
the elcmeat of novelty is always less than it };irst
app@argi new ideas and words, so that every aze of

revolutionary ferment brings with Lt a crisis of
vocabulary." (London, 1952, p. 81) .

Adolf von Harnack, The Essence of Christianity, EI
Iondon, 1901, p. 11T,

Karl Barth, Comm
London, 1837, Tps
Kerl Barth, Kirchliche Dosmatik I/1, lsi edsy p. ix.
5o irost Wolf, quoted in Rupp, gp. clte.y pe 29.
Helte Liackintosh, ZIypes of lLodern iheolozy, London,
1937, ppe 151'50

Ibid, Cf, kichard R, Nlebuhr, Rgsurrection and Higtori-
28 Rew York, 1957, pp. Ll _
Sidney Cave, The Doctx >erson of Christ,
London, 1937, p. 21%; Re Seeberg, funderental

Truths'of the Chriction Religion, L? LoaTo
Pe Xo .

Niebuhr, op, git., p. 42 |
LMJ.?m@r, Ihe Theology of Crisis, New York, 1930,
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cf. .&aoﬁn%ah, [+): 10 Mcg Pe 188,
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17,
18.
19,
20

2l.
22,

23

2k
25,
260
<7
ad.
29,
30.
31,

32.

33,
34,

35
56,
37
33.

77

Frnst Troeltsch, Protestantism and Frorress, ET
\mndon' 1912. Pp. 2@‘50

Ibid., ppe 78-9.

ik o : e - }

igpat Eoaltech, gootal deachings of the Ghetstisg
Troeltsch, Frotestantism and Progress, op..cit., pe 1l

Ibid., p. 37, - - ’

¥rnst Proeltsch, Gesammelte Schriften, vole II,
Tdbingen, 1913, p. Slo, Ny

"If the s{mbollc figure of Christ is to be firaly and
-essentlally based on fact, then it pust be possible
o establish, by historical-critical methods, the
historical reality of His person 22d tcachinZees"
rqnoged in Eermann Diem, Dogmatics, Idinburgh, 1959,
Pe b

ﬁ’o&ltmh,, ,w:f.*a OP. 9_3-_?_" Pe 9o
Bethge, "Challenge", p. 83 c¢f. 3C, p. 1.
“Challenge", ps 8.

Troel tsch, Soclal Teachings, op. clta., ps 34e
S0 HeCe von liase, M/ I, pp. 27=-8. ‘ |
"Challenge”, p. 8. |

See below, note 85.

Peter Berger writess "Today there 1s sonc evidence
that as neo-orthodoxy has come to be something less
than the latest vogue, there is renewed interest
emongz theologlans in %he possible coantribution to
thelr task by the socisl scientists, If this inter-
est should itself become a new fashion, Bonhoeffer's
Sanctorum Communio -would seen to be a natural choice

or a legltimacing classic.” ("Soclolosy and Eccle-
slology", Marty, ppe S54=5).

Enil Brunrzer, The Theolosy of Crisis, New York, 1930,
Pe ‘

i

e 67:20M. 1 Batteps, tHe. 108
auoted L Rupp, op» SLts, 2. 32
ibid., p. 31,

Ibid., p. 183, '
k&u@ﬁ ed in ;bld‘ s Po 183 . _ ‘ ‘
Cfs Wilhelm Pauck's forward to Karl ioll, The Cultu=-

ral Sienificance of the Reformation, 'eridian ed
TWew York, §§5§. p%"IET" ! o
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ET london, 195‘7, pp. 69-70.
Ibide, p. 31l. -

Ibido, Pe 48.

"“Challenge", Pe 4o

wpril 30, 9. ; Letvers, . 9la} V. ,\'

CEVQ' QE. Giv.’ p. 21""0

Ibid,, p. &lc, _ . : L
Seeberg, Fundamental Teachings of the Christian
Relilon, &3 london, %338. PPe V=Vi,

Ibigo' Po X’io‘
"Chﬁll@ng@", Pe 5.

Relnhold Secberg, Die chriatliche lo-matlk, I:rlang,en,
1927, vole. Iy Do 2.0,

Ibid., Pe 1C4, quoted in AB,.p. 46,

IQ&@», Pe 7%
"Ag tbe lozos became rlesh in Jesus, 80 the Holy spirit

ot

becomes rlesh in the church of Jesus.Christ.” Ibid,
Pe 1)"4" cfe %ﬁ tik, vol,. II' Pl )57ff. .
Seeberg, fucdamental Teachinise..p, op. cite, ppe l45-6.

Ibide, pe 210,

Igigo s Do 2124

Seeberg's influence upon his pu il was brief but, =s
we shall shortly sece, distine visible, ’1th the
ex@vfm.on ot Bm:hg@. Bonhoeffert's interpreters tend

ew Seeberg's influence as negligible. This view,
iaghall argue, mmamn. Cf. !ller, p. #44, note

GS I, pe 54, In a footnota in the Q &@&ticg
i), bacﬁh has. nothing but contcupl 1or Vviie pro-
g.ram of “eecberg and his followers: "uad the 'modern
pcmi.t:.vmt %mup...so much to reproach their liberal:
opponents with as they thougyht they Lad? ...i0w nmany
a one 1in thelr ranks eould wi thout special transfor-
wation weken up one mornipg a tolcrably genulne reli-
glous ghiloaophm: ‘religlous historlan, ar rdiglous
paychologlet] How it further incrcascd the confusion
of polnts of view, especlglly in the sphere of exege-
8ls, Ly & historlsm which was none the bettcr because
1t was a supernajural historlsm on fricadly bterms
with tradition, without making the slizhtest inmpres-

?

\
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sion on the enemy and without belnz able to pre-—
vent the frontlers between 'Positive! and 'Liberal!
OT nen, 'Positive' and 'Liberal* NT mean, from being
locrezsingly and finally altcgether obliteratad."
It is at least clear from this characterization
what there was in Seeberg's theolozy that attrac-
tYed Bonhoeffer: a positive witness to tradition
which distinsuisghed itself from Liberalism (however
mild its reproach may huve been), coupled with a
keen awareness of the problem of Lessing,

58+ RaRe Niebuhr, )00 "E_&EO| PPe 9=13,
5% M.; Pe 10 N

60, L London, 1899, Vol. VII, p. 227.
6l. Mo. Pe 226, ' :

62, Mo; Pe 27@; ‘
634 G3 III, ppe 59-61.

65« Letters of Yarch 3, 1944 and Feb, 23, 1944, Letters,
PPe 33, 752, : ~ i

67. FPeb, 20, 1944, Lebtiers, p. 33, |
65, ‘“lhoughts on Baptism", ' Letters, p. 157.

69, W Q_.g_ QQ&&&’ vol. Vizg, %o’Mo” PDe 194=5,

70, '"Challenze", p. 8. CDes Mlller, p. 444, note 1291 "Oae
shoulq Howlver — apart $ron’ the strong impression
which Harnack's personality made on the young Bon= -
hoeffer (sse) — not place too much value on the in-.
fluence of his tueologleal teachers., ZLspeclally it |
seems 50 me -- apart from certain forrzal dependence
in 8C -= that Seeberg's influence on Bonhoeffer's
theology was neszligible, Already from his seminar
work ian 1926 (s..) 20d Seeberg's jJudgement of -it,
it is apparent that Bonhoeffer was not really a
gupil of Seeberg's. And even frou his inlitial depen=-

enc¢e on his advisor, Bonhoeffer wns entirely free in
AB, tow independent Bonhoeffer was from his Berlin
Veachers (outside of Larnack, whose theolgiocal influencq
corrected of course by the d{alectical school, affected
his judgement of the place of hellenistic heritage as
well as the tendency of his theolosy toward the belng
of Jesus) one sees in a letter of 24.7.31 (G3 X, Ppe -
20=-21)... The question how Bonhoeffer came to berms
with the philosophy of Gaerman ideslism, which he (es-
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72,
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peclally in the cases of Kant and ilchte) most cer-
talnly misunderstoodg-but Just this misunderstanding .
and its origins-would be very instructive for the
bistorlen. The formal dependense upon ierel mliht-
be no lecss lntercsting. The appareat influence of
Grisebach (hardly develored by uonhseffer), thc
curious parallels, here aand there, to Cozarten (withe
out dcmonstrating any real depeadence), and finally
the whole complex of use of bourzeois tcrnlnolo:y
from T¥nnles to Scheler = all wllfully received and
in part adepted == would ralsc a hozt of questions
for the historian.". -

Charles vest, Comminism gnd the “heologiang, Ioalon,
1958' p. 35&0 e R *
C. W, Kegley and R.W. Bretall, The Theology of Paul

liarch 3, 1944, Letters, pp. 38=9

SCy Pe 90 Cf, von Lasey MJ I, Qfo 27=-83% "Challenze",
pf. 4-54 7-83 Feter Berger, "soclology and Iccle~ .
siology," in liarty, pp. 54=7, As L#ller remarks (p.
5?) ionhoeffer secmed always in his thinkins to an-
t c£§abe the future movement of theological thought,

pPe 14, Cf, von Hase, ! I, p., 283 "After dialec-

p
t{oal theology had proscribed ngﬁ%ggch'g ggc%g&gﬂéial
%, whi cely

ggifﬁgth&ghi§1?g§e§ R§a¥3 33%?r He didn't allow him- -
self to be frightened by the dangers of natural theo-
logy and historism, which he certalnly was consclous
of, but looked at pure soclologlcal thought as a nace-
ssary help in interpreting the church theologically.®
Cp. "“Challenge”, ppe. 7-8¢ "It was a unlque and un-
paralleled enterprise, in those days, to take int
account both aspects, the Offenbarunzs-theolopischen
(revelational) one and the socioIo;%cEI OlCeee L€
uscs socislogy for interpreting thc shapes of this
retentious andmyseéterious body& the church, Ile

ings togethcr phenomenology and theology of reve-
lation., But Ponhoeffer takes his stand within the
church and reg@ets the possibility of grasping her
soclologlical facts from outside, Thus he trles to
overconme historico-soclological relativism."

Godsey,y pe 27

“When the bo:k first appeared," Bethge writes ("Chal-
lenge”, p. 8) “A'rrian pitied_rbnhoefferz 'Not many

S
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82,
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85,
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will really grasp and accept your concern: neither
the Barthians because of your soclolozy, nor the
sociologists because of your Barth,” In keepinz with
the curious way in which, during his lifetime, Bon-
hoeffer called his earlier works into question with-
out rejectinzg them (CL. GS I, {.»26Von Act and Belns
and Letters, p. 125 (June 21, 4) on Thc Cost of
Digciolesh Bonhoeffer remarkcd in the preface which
¢ wrote for %he published version of his disgsertation
that the three years which had elapscd since its comple~
tion revealed that conversation was being carried out
in a quite different area, although his own approach
remained "the right and profitable one." (SC, ps 1)

Cf. Berger in lMarty, pp. 56=7.
Ibid.' p. 5’“’. v .

Ibid., pp. 58ff, Upon its republication in 1954,. Sanc-
orum Comrmunio was pralsed in an introduction A
Ernst Wo } a tribute which has since becn echoed by

Earl Barth's footnote in Church Dogmatics IV/2, D.
261, It is difficult to Kaoow whafﬁer, without Bon-
hoefferts later coantribution, such interest ln Zanc-
orun would have arisen, The value of this
pecullar work is greatly diminished for present-day -
theology because of the soclologists and theologians
with whom Bonhoeffer chose to converse and those he
neglected, As Berger shows, Bonhoeffer's soclology
‘1s outdated, and :Mller's complaint that Bonhoeffer
shrugged off Marx seems to mec fully Justified, Among
the theologlans, Relnhold Seeberg has passed completely
fron thaologicai discuszion and the confroantation
‘with Troeltsch, as I have argued below, never brought
about a genulne conversation.

Ibld., P. 58.

Ibid., p. 75, L . . L

SCy Pe 82, 4As Llller remarks (p. 55), Bonhoeffer's
methodology probably coanfused more tﬁan iv clarified,

I cannot agree with m of bonhoeffer's interpreters
fhat the primary and direct encounte;kwith Libeialtfm
n the pages of %%gctorum‘Communio.t ¢s place in his
confrontation with Irceltsch. Here again, Bonhoef-
ferts supporters are reading back into his early work
what thgi would like Bonhoeffer to have written. It
is certaln that no contemporary interpretation of the

church can afford to detour around Troeltsch's do%gﬁne
of the church, or the lack of one, in the Soclial Teéach-
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96,
97,

98.
99.

100,

101,
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gEs; 1% 15 also true that in the prison letters,
effer begins to take up many of the probdlems
with which Tro&lcsch was concerned, IDut it is not
necessary to read thesoc questions into Bonhoeffer's
earliest work, nor do thc facts warrant such an 1n-v

terpretotion.  Cf. MMller, pp. 647§ von Hasc, A% I,

Pe 233 B@thg@ "bh&llqu@"' Pe 8.
Troeltsch, Irotestantism and Toﬁresg, PP 47—8.

lﬁﬁﬂtSCh,»B@d@um&ooo’ OD. cj.tc, PDe 25=304

Seeberg, Fundamental TeachiniSe.sy ODe Cibey P 230, -
Seeberg, Dogmatik II, op. cit.. Pe 355 ’
Ibid., I, p. 154,

Ibid., II, p. 270. -

LQ . 1543 of. Ibid, I, 335; II,. 357f. oeeberg
0 e of a "higtorical™ Eoctrt'ine of tl’ne Trinity, in
ig?ttge church existcd in the “tiwe of the Hoiy

vp v

SG' Pe 85. ‘

SCy Pe l4n,., Cf, 17 I, pPe 28,

Cf, Hegel, Engcyclopedia, para. 433,
SC. PDe 65-60 ' ‘

&eb&rg Dogma . cit pPe 513 quotod 1n SC
” ! ﬁI%EouE this“§ dea, ﬁénhéafﬁeﬁ argues (ppe. 57—

gan) the ideas of the church and original sin can-
not §ully be understood.

Seebergz, ggadamentgg gachig&s..., “g. cit., Po 467.
Ibid o9 Ps 270

Ibid., pe 2724 °

SCy #£. 89=90. . ‘ : :

Ibid., pp. 153-4, italics minc. The uniqueness of
“Pomhoeffer's wgzk rests in the fact that he fearless-

ly took the next step, that of describing the empiri-
cal structurs of the chur?h with the use of soclolo-~

slcal categories, however jadequate these last msy have

been, It is interesting to see how noar Donhoeffer
is to later coriticisms of ILiberal doctrines of the

church which were made by his two older contemporaries,

Karl Barth and Emll Brunner. In the fourth volume of
his Church Pogmatics, Barth writcs of the "secrct® of
the church, W%Ea belng in the third dimension; visi-
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ble only to falth."” (IV/l, p. 6Gl). I[le continucs:
"iithout this special visfbility all that can be seen
is the men united in 1t and their common activity, and
this will be explained in terms of the categories which
are regarded as the most appropriate for the understand-
ing and appralsal of common human activities, with an
attempt to subordinate it to some picture of the world
and of history. O(n this viev 1t can be understood as
a religious society within humsn soclety penerally and
side by slde with other organizations." (p. 655).
Further, in IV/2, Barth writes: 'iie can, of course,
see the members of the church, and its offlclals and
comstitutions and orders, its dogmatics and its cultus,
its organigations and socleties, its lcaders and thelr
politics, and its laity...and all these in the context
of its history. Wwhere else is the church visible 1if
not in these? If it is not visible in these it 1is
obviously not visible at all., 32ub 1s it really visble
in these? s..What 1s visible in all this may be only
a religious soclietys eesolt will always be ln the reve-
lation of God that the true church is visible., And 1t
will always be in falth awakened by this revelation -
that it is actually seen by men - at the place where
without revelation and faith there is to be seen (pcr-
haps ia a very confusing and deceptive way) only this
many-sided ecclesiastical quantity in all its ambigui-
ty." (p. 619) PBrunner directly acknowledgzes the con-
tribution of 3anctorum Communio in his The Misunder-
gt&g‘@iﬁf £ the church (loadon, 1952)t T(Ilhe church)
S.e.unintelligible from a purely sociological vicw=
point..,, TFor it is in fact intelligible only from:
the standpoint of the Christ who dwells within it and
gskfrmia@a its'1ife.” (p. lZ)"Again;n;The facbtthagnd
¥ is both koinonis QME%?}; or %g nontia gnﬁum 038
'fellowshlp one with another', thus co ng toe
vertical witi the horigontal, divine with human com-
munioca —— that fact constitu%ss its entire character-
istic, its utterly unparalleled life.(p. 12). Irun-
ner chooses a peculiar point on which to attack Don-
hoeffer's dissertationy he claims that the latter is
"oonsidering only the theological confessional unity
with the early church and forgettinz the declsive
factor of the dynamism of the Holy Ghost." (p. l24n),
This i3 not in fact truey a major part of Bonhoeffer's
thesls wrestles with the proper relatlonshlp between
#ge "objective spirit" and 1ts dynanlsm and the ioly
Ghost. ‘ .

103, SC, ppe 218 (@sahatalé&y). 153-61 (sanctification).
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Godsey, pe 45. In the concluding seatence, tﬁe'”
-1talics are mine, . o

"Ch&ll@n@@“, Pe- Be

SC, Pe 960 '
SCy Pe 212,
AB, p. 12.
A3, Dp. 16,

For a more complete look at the arsumecat of Act and
ﬁa%g%, cf, !tller, ppe. 117-147; “Challcnge", Pp. 9-10;
and the essay by rranklin Sherman, "Act and Being®
in larty, pp. 83=11l., Some lnvercstiasz but undevel-
oped remarks coacerniny; Bonhoeffcr's criticism of Darth
%;sgg are to bi founddin [ans Ursivon Baltgasir, EKarl

$ Darstellunz und Deubung geiner Tthoologie, KB81n,
951, pp. 3.0, S%ﬁ, and %ag.,

This conception was not peculiar to Seeber%, although
it may have recached its clearest formulation in his
Dormatik, "“In contrast to Inlighteament thcology, the
I§%§ century theologlans focused their attentlion on
oae particular point in relation to all the various
world views of their timet man's supposcdly lnnate
&33 ?ssentigi fapacity to igense and ?asfi fhe 1n£i--i
nite! as Schlelermacher sa or the 'religlous @ priori
as later affirmed by froeltsch, - [here was Scarcely a
theologian who did not also consider himself a profes-
sionzl philosopher. fThese philosoprhers of religlon,
‘more or less faithful or sophisticated advocates of
one of the curreat world vicws, were buslily working
out a general epistemolozy, a system, of ethics and
metaphysics focusing on thls very capacity. In these
terms, they sought to validate the potential for recli-
glon, includin; the Christian felth," (Xarl Barth,
“"Ivangelical iheology in the 19th Century", in 1he
Humanity of God, Richmond, 196C, pp. 21-2J -

AB, p. 47,

Seeberg, Qg“!‘,mtik I, 0D m., p. 91, quo ted 1n AB,

P .

xAtB’ p. 4’6

Secberg, g%gmatik I, ope citey pe 105, quotied in AB,-
Pe 45, Tie now find 1n (Geeberg's) argument,’ Bon-
hoeffer writes, "bluntly Juxtaposed stateman%s which -

. place the existence of the supramundane == and of
concepts to boot = in the buman mind alone, yet



85

admlt of no doubt as to aan'obJective bclng', 1.c. a
being of the supramundane which nonifes tly transcends
conscicusness." (p. 45). DBonhoeffer seecms here to

be expressing his exasperation with the wholec of See-
berg's style in his Dormatik, and, indecd, the pro-
gran of the liodern Fosltivis ., ihe attentlon Sece=
bers pald to traditional dogmatics made him exceedingly
cdifficult Yo attack,

116, "Hur dann kann Gott als Realitidt zum Bewlsstseln kommen,
wenn es in den lienschen eln Crzgan hlerfir gibtl*,

: Dgg&&tik I’ ©De citc, Fe 200,
117, Ibid, p. 81, quoted in AB, p. 4€.

118. Ibido| p; O#j quoted’iﬂ ABy Do 4G,
119, AB, p. 47

120, G3 III, pp. 91=-2,6. Bonhoeffcrt's dismissal of Seeberg
in 19%0—%1 scems complete. It meant, for the tme
beinz at least, a concentration on dogmatics as Darth
defined it as the proper subject ratter for theology.
Bonhoelfer's cormeat on Sceberg's theology in a letter
which he wrote to his teacker in 1924 is worth record-
ing, for it¥ expresscs Bonhoeffer's early susplicion
that his teacker had gilven up the task of theology for
som: thing else: "You once brought out the question of
consciousness in a senlnar; it shculd however be a
theological, rather than psycholosical, undertaking."
(Gs IIL, pe 15)

121, GS III, p. 102,
122, GS III, pe 75.
123. GS III, pe 76.
124, SCy DPe 73

125, AB, pp. 157=3. It should be noted, however, that
Bonhoeffer 1s treating the question of conscieace
as he had the question of religlous commalty. Ile
removes lts claims, as a human spkere, to embody the
divine revelation simpliciter. "It is the reflcction
on oneself (ke wriﬁea% which is the farthest linmit
of. idam's penetration. Irimarily it 1s not the volce
of God but man's own voice.” (ABy pe 177)es Neverthe-
less, conscience, like religlous community, remains
a fact, Donhoeffer speaks of 1t as *"the past as de=
termipant of belng in Christ." (43, pp. 177-180). As
reflection upoa the self, conscleunce cannot be the faltyr
intended purely toward Christy yct it remains, and pos-
sesses a form proper to itselt, [ow it no loazer "dis-
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129,
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121,
132,

133,
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tracts my attention from Christ," but rather is taken
up in faith. "I geec my sin," Bonhoeffer states, “in
the context of my having beca forgiven by Chris%."
(A8, p. 178).

Donhoeffer thus carefully takes up consclence
into the New Beinz of the Christion, In doing this,
he 1s conscloursly developing the positive alternative
to Barth's "inconmprehensible" pleture of the new
existeace of the believer. Bonhocffer criticizes
Barth for refusing to take account of the total his-
torical existence of thoe believer by cutting oif his
unbelieving past. Ile thus asks whether the new belng
posited by Barth does not remain a "heaveanly double"
of the empiriecrl “total I", (AB, p. 1C2).

"~ 'Thils valuation of "pre-faith" exlstence may lie
behind soveral of DBonhoeffer's lator ideas: the :
problem of "The Pherisee" in the Tthics, and the con-
cept of the "penultimate" in The UosE of Diseipleship,
the ithics, and the rrison letlers, ‘ .

GS ITI, ppe 119=-120, Cg. GS III, pe 101l: "Man after
the fall rcfers everything to h{mself, puts himself
at the ceater of the worlg, does violence to recallty,
%ﬁkas Liuself God, and God aad the other man his crea-
res,"

AB, PP 25=9,

AB, pPe 224 On Barth's protest as the backzround to AB,
¢f+ sherman, in lLarty, pp. 86=7. \

ABy Pe 51.

GS III, p. 109,

SCy Pe 90, :

OPe Cif., pe 418. i.R. Yockintosh wrote in 1937 his
owa luopression of Larth's treatueat of the churchi
"llore in sorrow than in anger, (Boarth's) early work
called attention to the fact %hat the concrete Church,
the institublon we know, belonss like all earthly
things to tae preseat ase, the acca of flesh and
Bineseey like the world, of which as a visible under-
taking it forus part, {t stands 4in absolute opposition
to Gode eesihe Church, as we not only observe but
sharc its 1life, 1s in {tsclf uttcrly uaworthy, aand
for that rca-on perpetually coafronted with the possi-
bility ol rejaction.” (Iypes of !odern theolosny, Lon-
dony 1937, pps 309~310),

SCy pe 83,
A.B, p. 102.
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135« Degpltc the many developncats in Larth's position
since 1927 ~— his study cf inseln, and hic cubzequent
ncw besinning with dogmatics as church dozmatics—~1
believe that he would still dcfend thls definition
of the church,

136, AB, ppes 93=31.  This is the summation of Donhoeffer's
position, carried from Sanctorum Communio into the
pages of fct and Eeinz, "ilut how can L encounter
God as a person 1in c¢hrigt? +The phrase as it stands
1s too abstract for Lonhoeffer, \ilth the aid of a
concept developed in his docteoral dissertation Sancto-
rum Communio.e..he presses the notion of an encounter
with vod Co 1ts ultimate polnt of concrcteness. I
ncet God in Christ; but I meet Christ in the church,
for the church is bhe contemporary Christ —- 1t is
"Christ existing as comminity"..." (Shcerman, in lLarty,
Pe 92.). "Donhoeffer fully acceptcd and saow the great
contribution of Barth in the uncoupromising emphasis
on the contingencﬂ of revelation, so that it might
never become an object for our handling, in his in-
terest in the unverdinzliche ('not at our disposal')
najesty of God., umut thls Lnterecst Donhoeffer sees
cafezuarded nat L Lhe Deyond Dub 1o Loo Geiloh'exiobe
.&Qa ac toc community Qf men.' ihere, in persons, the
claim of God remains outside and docs not come into

our posseasion, its limits condemn ocand edify us, but

it mcets us continually as extra nog, pro nobis., lhere
Christ 1s and exists for otihurs,..eshgre 18 no dod% 300~
Pgeffc e~phasizes other than tihe incarnated one
cacwn %o us aad meeéing and clainins us in the "Chrict
exlsting as thce community of mcen,' the church, Uhis,
he thinks, secures both the contingency and the coatli-
nuity or concern for existeace," ("Challenge", pp.

8, 9)s Italics mine,

137. AB, pp. 8~8l. |
138, A 23,1573 quoted in AB, p. 8ln.

139, Cf, "Challenze", pp. 8f, This Chrlistolozical argument
with Larth is continued beclow, pp.Z0J-Z13 The conse=
quences of Bonhoecffer's position for the work of theow-
logy are dicussed in the Appeadix to thils study.




| Part IT (A)

The Concretion of a
New Christology
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Chapter ©

Ihe New Christolo:

I remember a coaversation I had with a youny French
pastor at A,, thirteen years ago. ¥We had put before us,
quite simply, thc question what we really wanted to do
with our lives, le said he wanted to become a salnt (and
I think it possilble he did become one), This impres:zed
me very much at that time., Nevertheless, I argued with
him and sald somethling to the effect that I wished to
learn to believe. For a long time I did not recognize
how far we were apart. I thought I could learn to belleve
by trying to live a similarly holy life, At the end of this

phase I wrote The Cost of Dimiglwhig. Today I see clearly
the dangers of ULLS DOOK =— wsh, of course, I stlill
stand by what I wrote as before,

July 21, 1944, Letters, pp. 1245

I. Introduction. ,

~ "he planned path of Bomhoeffer's life," Bethge writes,
“"seems to have been robbed of its own inltiative by Nazl
higtory... There is no question but that there is a turn
in Bonhoeffer's thoughﬁ."l There are in fact two turns
in Bonhoeffcr's development between 1931 anmd 1939, The
first of these moved hinm away from the restrictions of hils
ecclesiological theory in order to develop a variety of
interests in ethics, the relationship between church and
state, the person and work of Jesus, and an original and

radical exegsetical method. Bonhoeffer did not seen par-
ticularly interested in developing a system which included

both his early ecclesiolozy and thesc new concernsy indeCl,
he disregarded any ambigultics and inconsistencies in his
doctrine of the church vhich these new interests revealed,
If the basis of his thinking in his writinss of 1932 and
1933 was not ecclesiological, it remalned purposefully
Christocentrlc, The sugsestion, then, is that the writ-
ings of 1932 and 1933 show Bonhoeffer to be se®fching for
a means whereby the concreteness of "the commnlty of reve-
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lation" might be preserved, freed fron the eccleciolozical
limitations of “Christ existing as the church,.”
The second major alteration of his thinkinz camo in b
1934 and 1935, when Bonhoeffer gave himself withcub reserve
to the Confessing Church, creatcd officlally in 1934, lar-
ticipation in the church opposition meant, for Donhocffer,
the placing of the whole of his thcolozy at the service
of his church and the effort to define hcr peculiar status
and nmigsion, Whatever the achievement of this "narrow pass"
in Bonhoeffcr's theological development, and it was consider—
able, the restrictions which werc thus imposed pfoved tragloe f
for his future course. Not oanly the strcngth of Bonhoef-
fer's position during the Kirchenkampf but also the exclu-
siveness and otherworldliness of this phase of his life and
work resulted from the marrisze of the 1927-31 ecclesiolo-
gical theory to the practical qucstions of the church struz-
gle. Uhat is more important, this combination set up the
" conditions sgainst which Bonhoeffer was to react in 1939
a defensive concentration oa the internal problems of the
church, :
What appears to have happened to Donhoeffer's develop= %
ment is this: Throughout his various theological concerns ,
from 1931 to 1933 a common theme may be tracedy an emerglng |
Christology of the person and work of Christ, separate from
and in some opposition to his "Christ existing as the Church." .
The church strug;le, however, forced him to subsume his in-
terests, along with the new Christology he had developed
which underlay all these interests, under a strict eccle~
siology. The latter was the product of his early doctrine
of the church drawn into the ecclesiastical battles which
were fought with such vehemence from 1933 uantil 1939, 4s
long as the issucs of the Ejrchenkampf remained clear, an
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uneasy balance between these two Christolosles was possi-
ble. But in 1939, removed almost eatirely from church
life and work by governmeant order and surrounded by men
of affairs of widely different creeds and political persua-
sions, all of whom were werkinzg for the future of Germany,
Bonhoeffer once more broke free of his strict ecclesliolo-
glcal thecorye. The Ethics represents his attcmpts to set
these two Christologlies together without the secctarian
overtones of The Cost of Discipleship and Life Tosmether,
These experiments proved fruitful but not wholly success-
ful and, in the prison letters, Bonhoeffer set his eccle-
slology to one side to meditato on the problems he had’
been skirting, without regard for the consequences of
these meditations. In a final,’briaf‘vision he united his
two Christologlies, ’ »

The first part of this general wozkiug hypothasis will
be developed in this section, Fart II (A)., Ve have first
to discuss the euzergence of the second Christology and
then to show how Bonhoeffer "concretized" it by uaiting
it with his new concerns, scripture and discipleship. AY
the conclusion of this section we shall be able to see more
Glearly the "dangers" of the Cost of Discipleship to which
Bonhoeffer referred in his prison retrospection on this
phase of his work, as well as the reasons why he would
"still stand by" what he wrote. ' '

II. Christ and the Iranscendent.

In the sunmer of 1933. Ponhoeffer applied his energles
to a task whicb proved to be hls last major tcaching assizn-
nent at the University of B@rlinz the delivery of a series
of lcotures on Christology._ He later confessed them to be
the most difficult he had ever had to prepare. In the
course of these lectuxes, Bonhoeffer freed his Christology




from the limitations of his ecelesiolosy and provided

a besis for a conception of revelation quite different
from that of his two early dissertations. The former

theme, "Christ existling as the church", the "community of
revelation”, is here made subservicat to a coqoept of Christ
as the "traascendent Person', - '

The effect of Bonhoeffer's baving aszertced his Chris-
tology in a new monner was not immediately felt, The reason
for this was that his new formulation lacked the concrete
consequenses of his earlier, ecclesiological theory., 1In
these lectures, Bonhoeffer attemptzd in a similar fashion
to "ground" his Christology. The notion of "Christ existing
as the church" was Jolned by the introduction of the "form"
and "place" of Christ as VWord aand Sacrament, the lediator
within the individual, human history, aad the state, But
the actual “"conoretion" of this Christologlical theme of
Christ as the traascendent Person came in The Cost of Disci-
pleship where Boanhoeffer combined bis doctrine with the
exezetical mcthod he had developed, creating an origlnal
conception of discipleship. From that point on, the theme
of discipleship could not be separated from the themne of
revelation,

We shall invesiizate three @sp@cts of the .1933 Cbris—
Yology lectures: Bonhoeffer's doctrines of the Ferson of -
Christ and Christ as iedlator, and his formulation of the
theolozy of the cross.

1. The Christian Concept of Person.

he concept of person’had occupled in Sanctorum Con-
munio & position subordinate to the basic theme of "Christ
existing as the church", Bonrhoeffer introduced the formcr
in the opening pages of his dissertation, preparatory to
developlng the theme that Christ is the "corporate person”
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of the oommunlqy.B Ihis phracse provided Donkeoffor with |
the tool with which bo shape the central thesis, i.e. that
Chris% as Fcrson is prescat tenporelly end spotially ia and
s the communlty of revelation. lic left tho idea of "cor-
porate pcrooa” uadevcloped, howevery, in favor of the more
abstract “obJeotive spirit” — perhaps in order to converse
nmore cirectly with hls teacher, Cecbers, fron whom he had
adoptcd the terme "Chrict existing as the church" was tbhus,
Gs we have secn, elaboratcd ia terus of the “"obJcctive
spirit” of the commalty of revelation, In his Act and
seln=, lonhoeffer appears to have lost fintcrest 4n the
rlhirage and to have recalled in 1ts ploce the conceptlons
of "pcrson” and “corporate person" fron H$ggtgrgm.~g§§ggg_

Lonhoelfer orgzucd 1n his carliest disscrtation that,
as opposed to the idealist picture of zn opersonal lind
io which every nun perticipates and to which he must sur-
reuder hig individuality, the Christion concept of person
posite the individual as an ultinate willcd by God, Tho
mulbiplicity of persons and the lategrity of the individu-
al remain irreducible - eoven wlthin the community of reve-
lation., Community is thus the arca of cacountor between
individuale in &ich inthe woment of decision, "the indivi-
ducl ggaln and ajain becomes a pcrson throuzh tho othcr."5
In community, I emcounter and am eacountcrcd by, crcate aand
an crested by, unique, ultimite, iaviolable pcrsons who
dircectly affece n@ at the sane time that they remin free
fron oy @cntrol. |

Act and Beins reworks this idea in a more dir@ctly
Charistolosleal and ecclesiologleal contexbs “Ihc belng
of revelation," Eoshocfler wrote, "esels poercon — the
revealed person of God and the germonal commurd ty of which
that porson is the fouandatlon.”’ <Christ is the corporate
person of the commmaity of pcrsonse In revealln: himself

b
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in the church as a persom, "Christ has come the very near-
est tc huzanity, here glvea himself to hic ncw humnity,

8o that hig person enfolds in itself all whom he has won,
binding hlmself in duty to them, and tleu reclprocally ia
duty to him."8 Thus Bonhoeffcr nakes dircet use of his
conception of person for hls thoory of revelation, 4As a
person, Christ 13 free %o "withold himsclf froa a cognltive
inteation"9; as in Sanctorum Communio, thc pcrsoa is free
from the grasp of the one he eacounters and creatcs.

2. Ferson and Transcendence,

Closely related 18 the idea of transcealence, his
wags introduced togethor with the cousept of person in the
opening pages of Sanctorum Communio . In that work, two
arresting sentenses occur which prefigurc Bonhoeffer's
later Christologlcal usage of these terms, "The obher
nan," Bonloeffer wrote, "presents us with the samc problea
of cognition as does God hiumzelf.,” 4ind agains "In princi-
pal, we should Just as well proceed from the idca of God
as from the idea of person to arrive al the true nature
of the Christian idea of oommunity."lo Hotice the free
movenent between Bonhoeffert's idea of person in general and
his conception of God, He brought together all three =
the ideas of person, transcendence, and God — 1n aan essay
in 1931:

- The transceandence of God does not meaa anythin; else
than that God is personality, grovidad there is an adequate
understaniing of the concept of personslity... TFor Chris—
tlan thought, personality is the last unlt of thinking and
the ultimate reality. Only personality can limlt no, bo-
cause the other personality has its own demanls and claims,
its own leaw and will, vwhich are different from mine and
which I camnot overcome as such. Fersond ity is freo and
does not enter the general laws of my thinkinz., God as
the absolutely free personality 1s thcrefore absolutaly
transcendent,
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- eeothere can I £ind his 1naccessible rcality which
is so eatirely kidden from my thinkinz? low do I know
about his being the absolutely transceadcat personallity?
e answer 1s given, and must be givea by God himself,
in bis owr word Jesus Christ, for no one can answer this
question except God himself, ian his self-rcvclation in
history, since none can speak the truth except Godl.ll

~ Bonhoeffer's view 1s that persorallty cannot be defined
epart from the context of huzan courunity, FYersonallty is
created oaly in confroatation with others, which involves
both "being-for" and "being-free-from" the other person.
Transcendence would thus seem to signify that quality which
a person possesses by virtue of the fact that he ig?person,
of simultaneously being-for azd being-frec-from the other.

It is of considerable importance that Donhoeffer, in
his Chrigtology lectures, framed his idea of the lozos
in Just these terms of pcrson and transcendences

(The questioner) asks after the porticular being of
a strange being, after the boundary of his own exlstente...
iranscendence puts his own belng inbo qucstion, With the
answer that his logos has reached its boundary, hc conmes
up esgainst the boun of his own existcnce, The problen
of existence is t.c problem of transcenlecace, Theologsically
expresseds alone before God does a nman know who he 1s.l2

The development of this theme is highly latercsting.
Since Christ ic Person, and since transcendence is a per-
sonal quality, hls othcrness, impenetrabllity, and accessi-
Bllity are all “givea", and ney not come into question.!’

The initial prodblen of Donhoeffer's lcctures 4s the dismis-
g3l from Chrigtology of 211 questions which fall to confront
the lozos, Christ, as personal and transceadent. ihese
questioas he sums up as the one forbldden question, "How

can you be the Christ?" fThis is "the godless question”,

"the question of the serpent", "the question of immanence."l4
The only questlon appropriate for Christolozy is "Who art
Thou?"; insisting upon the given iné%rity and inaccessibilitx
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the trans¢endence of the person 40 wvhoum 1t is dlrecteds

. If the counter-;%éggheaters history not cs an idea
but as the Vord made flesh, there is no possibility of .
taking 1t into onc's cwn logos-order., lere there remalns
only the question Vho ar% ihou? Speek thyselfi The
question Vho art Thou? 1s thc question of the dethroned,
the upseatcd reason, Bub Jjust oo is it thoe balieving
questlon. Vho art Thou? Art thou God himcelf? Chrise
tology has to do with this question. Chrlst is the counter-
1loz0s. Clasczification 1s no longer a possibility, because
Tie belng of this lopos ncang the eand of the humen lozos. 15
Only the question. vho art <hou? is the approrriate qgesfion.
1% must be kept in mind that thus far, Bonhoeffer bas
refused to define transcendence in terms othcr than those
in which the personal quality of evcry huran belng can be
defined: B o

- The question Who art Thou? is present in daily life,..
It ic the question about obther men and thelr claims, about
~other belngs, about other authority. IV is the question of
.the love of the neighbor. Transcendence and existence
questions become the persopal question. That mezns lian
cannot answcr thile question himself, Ixdistence cannot step
out of itselfy it remains eccupled with itcelf and oaly
olrrors 1itself 1n itself, Iwmprisoned in its own authoribty
1+ asks still further after the [ow? 16 :

3¢ The Invlolable Person of Christ, , ,

“The trznscendence of the person means that hs 1s inac-
cessible;and exists extra me, It means, above all, that
the other person 1s inviolable by my ego; his personal cen-
ter is not cvallable to me. Froum this basic understonding
of person Donhoeffer moves subtly and probdbly too sulftly
" to a doctrine of the Ferson of Christ. Eis argumeat runs
as follows:s If the structure of the other person’is invio-
lable and out of my grasp, thea it must follow that neither
may the divinity of Christ be 1solatcd. froa his humanity,
nor his bumanity from his divinity., Ihis would destroy
the unlty of his personzl strusture, askinz the forbldden
que:tiona How can you be the Chrlst? Christology‘Can have -
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nothing to do with this question, but must rather base
itself upon "the personal structure of belng of the whole
higtorical Jesus Chxist."17 It may ask only one questions
Who is this God-lMan? ‘

who 1s contemporary, preseat, actual? Answer: the
onec person of the God-lan Jesus Christ., I d not know
who the man Jesus Christ is if I do not at the same tine
says Jesus Christ, God., And I do not know who Jesus
Christ, God is if I do not at the same time says Jesus
Christ g%&. Nelther can be isolated, for they do not
exist {n solation, God in his timeless cternity is not
Godg Jesus in his temporal limitation is not Jesus. Ra=
thery in the man Jesus is God God, In this Jesus Christ,
God 15 contemporaneous, The one God-an is the eatrance way
into Christology.l8

With this indivisible personal structure of the beling
of Jesus Christ, established as his axiom, Donhocffer can
run through the whole of historical Christolozy, dismlissing
all questions which cannot be reduced to the question Fho
this God-Man 18, The problem of Christologzy, he repeats
azgein and agaln, is not "the rclaticnship of an isolated
God to an isolated man,” bubt rather the relationship of
the given God-lMan to the world of the flesh.19 Bonhoeffer
would thus, in the last analyslis, reject all questioans
which attempt to go beyond the Chalcedonian formula., For
Christologlcal questions must be framed in such a way that
they nelther call the Godhood of Christ into question nor
destroy his manhood. ‘hen they do, they fall to acknow-
ledge Chricst as Person, and thus as personally transcen-
daaté such views are not only wrong, but baslcally hereti-
cal. 0 | '

But Lt would seem that Bonhoeffer, in rulinz out
any question which is not finally rhetorical, has deprived
Christology of any real purpose, With what questlons is
Christology concerned if the Incarmation itself is removed
from discussion? '
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4. Christ pro me. * :

- The heart of Bonhoeffer's lecturcs is his argumcnt
that the total orientatlon of the personal structure of
Christ 1s pro mes Christ's belng-for-me 1s not some “power"
which he poscesses but rather the definition of his belng.
Els determination pro me is the center of his personal
structure, Two questicns arc thus proper to Chriciologys
In what form is Christ present @__ ne, and where is Christ
presant pIro me me?‘ﬁl :

" Christ as the absolutely transcend@nt person is abso-
lutely out of my coatrol. Absolubte also 1s the clainm which
he mokes upon me, His person is determined wholly by his
being pro me. Christ does not exlst in and of himself,
but only in his existential bearing pro me. This is not
an ontic nor historical power which he possessesj his per-
son is thls power. As pro me Christ is contemporaneous,
not as an historically extended energy nor as a reconstruc-
ted "inner 1ife" but as the indivisible person of the God-
lan, 22 Here again, Donhoeffer's formulation enables hin
to bypass "illegltimate" questionss

The question How the man Jesus, bound to space and
time, can be coateumporery 1is imposslble. There exlsts
no such isolated Jecsus. The other question, how God can
be in time, is also impossitle. There 1s no such isola-
ted God. Only the question yho is contemporary, preseat,
and actual is possible and meaningful. Answer: the one
person of the God~lian Jesus Christ.23

The contemporaneity of Christ is pglven; it is the
essence of his pro me structure which, in turn, is inex-
m'i.cable from his personal being. Ve mw cnly ask after
the form and place of hils preaeme.&

a, Throughout his lectuxea, Bonhoeffer uses the sentence
fron Iather as his battle cry: "At this mn thou shalt

point and say that he is Godl"e? The problem of Christo-
logy is not the Incarnation but its formy that "this man"
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exists in the scandalous form of the Humiliated, In-
“Counter with Christ is encounter with the humiliated Cod-
Lans B ' ’ ’ ‘ ,
Whereln docs the special manner of existence as. the
dumiliated express itself? In that Christ takes up-

the flesh of the sinner., The Humlliated is determinea:

by the world beneath the curse., ‘The Incarnstion igs based
upon the first creation, the humiliation upon the fallen
creation,  In the huxiliation Christ, of his own accord,
enfers the world of sin and death, ile enters such that

‘he is not known as the Godellan, but concealed in wcakncss,
lie does not enter as a morphe %ha@u in the clothes of &
kinge. The claim which he as-certs as Cod-ian in this fornm
cannoct but excite rebellion and animosity., Ile goes incog-
nito as a beggar amons begzars, as a reojected man amng re-
Jected men, as a doubter among the & ubters, as a dyins mon
amnong dylng men..s And hcre lies the central problem of
Christology.26 . - : '

This incognito is never broken throughy Christ remains
always in the form of humiliation and, in this form, is
borne witness to. as the Christ, "rhebeliaver sees in him
the signs of the divine act at the end of the world, ie
seesy bound to the incognito, something of the glory of
God., 'Uie saw hiséélory' (John 1t14), But the non-bellcver
sees mothing.,"¥ - o o

Bonhoeffer's paverful and insistent theology of the
cross reminds us of the incognito, the humility of the
eupirical church in Sanctorum Communio,*® The humiliated -
form of the God-%an, llke the emplrical church, rcmoins .
when one turns to speak of the cohtémporaneity of Christy
indeed, 1t 1s central to the latters S

Jesus the man is believed as God. And indeed as man
and not in splte of his manhood or epart from it. As man
Jesus kindles falth in the \ord. dJesus Christ is not God
in a godly nature, ousia, essencey thus not in a discovera-
ble and describable manuer, but in faith, If Jesus Christ
1s to be deseribed as God, this godly es:zence, omnlipoteace,
and omniseience may not be spoken of but rather the weak.
ngn among sinners, the crib and the cross. \then we deal
with the divianity of Jesus we must speak only of his weak-




120

ress. ©One looks in Christology upon the whole hisborical
nan Jesus, and says of him: This is God.29

be The dlscussicn of the contcmporory, humillated fornm

of Christ as Vord, Sacrament, and Community nced not con-
cern us hcme.a3 IMore important is Bonhoeffer's consolida-
tion of earlier thinkinyz in his notlon of the “place” of
Christ.31»u@re he turns to an orizinal treatmeat of Christ
as Nedlator within man, history, and naturc. "Ihe egcence
of the person of Christ,” he writcs,.'ls to be temporally.
and spatially in the ceater. ie who ic contemporary in
Word, Sacramcat, and Commnity is in the ceater of humen
exlstence, hisbtory, and nature, Deing-in-thc-centcr be-
longs to the structurc of his persoan. «..fhat is his esseace
aad ths manaer of his existence."32 The nedlation of Christ
1n bcing-for man is expresscd in an important but somewhal
cryptic paragraphs '

Where does he stand? He stands pro me. He staals
there at my place where I should and ¢annobt stand, He
stands oan the boundaries of my existence, oa the other
side, yet for me... The boundary lies between mc and my-
self, between the old and the new I, In the encounber
with this boundary, I am Judged. At this place I cannot
stand alonc., AV this place stands Christ, in the ceater -
between me and myself, the old and the new existence.
Thus Chrict i3 at the sane tine my owa boundery and my
newly-found ceanter, tuc center between I and I aad I and
Godees In Chrisi man rceoganizes (his boundary) and thus,
at the sane time, finds his new ceanter azein.33

The pregence of the Lutheran Xondesgens-Christology
to which Bonhoeffer directed uc in Sanctorum Commnio and
Act and Belnz is cleary Christ the humiliated, Christ
enptying himself, Christ pro me. But now Lonhoeffer hasg
moved beyoad the limitations of "Christ existinz as the
church' to a conception of Chrlst as the ceater a22d boun-
dory of the individual belicver, Kevelation is the ast
in which Christ, who comes to me in Vord, Cacrament, aad
Comumunity, thc humlliated God-lan whose total existence
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is for me, is confeszed as Gods As the absolutcely
trangcendent, he stands frece from me on the boundary

and at the center of my existencey in his transcendenco,

I find wy centcr and my boundary. e are ready to move
on to the concretion of Donhceffert's Christolosy in his
idcas concerning exegesis and obedience, which arose at
the time of thegse Christology lectures, These three =
Christology, seripture, and obedience -~ were wovea toge-
ther inbto the powerful conception of diseclpleship which
found expression in the pages of The Cost of Discipleship.
The Christ of the 1933 lecturcs acts throuzh the bellevers
the believer takes the form of Christ upon himself in
neditation upon and obedience to the Word of scripture.
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Chapter 7
Concrete Ixegzesls

Several years ago, when Donhoeffert's carly writings
were nade available, readers of the Jithics and the Letters
and Papers from I'rison searched eagerly cmong the nuner-
ous biblical studies he produced during the course of his
life, hoping to find there clues to the meaning of "the
non-religious interpretation of biblical concepts,” or
Bonhoeffer's understanding of the hermeneutical problen.
These students were sadly disappointed in their attenpts.
‘"he hermeneutical problem did not seem to exist for Don-
hoeffer before 1940, and in his biblical studles 1t was
scorned utterly. Creation and Fall (1932/3), his study
of Geanesis l=3, covers the text with a curlous kind of
philosophical veaeer.34 The "homilies™ of The Cost of Disci-
pleship disregard literary and historical study and cover
over the difficulties involved in determining what the
text actually 1s and says.>” The heavy-handed Christolo--
gizing of 0ld Testament passeges becomes especlally tedlous
in Bonhoeffecr's trcatment of Konig David.len the collec-
tion of sermons and short studies in Gessmmelte Schriften
IV, whatever their other merits might be, there is hardly
the hlistorical awareness of a student of Deissmann, Sellin,
Lietzmann, and flarnack much less the radlical noan~religious
interpretation of the prison letters, |

If it is probable that conteupor ary excgetical netbod
and biblical study will learn little from Doshocffer's
nethod of scriptural interprotationy it is certain that
his understanding and usc of the Bible is a vital key to
hizs owa devclopment. Scientific exezesis with the aim of
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disclosing the orlginal forn of a text or uncovering the
Sitz in Leben of agww&ﬁ&alawpassage was not DBonhoeffer's
intention., His question, bypessnz textual criticisn (and
lecving for us the problem of the relationship betwcen this
and what he wished to do), was how to hear and obey tie

wWord of God, He feared losling this problen 1n textucl

and critical thcorizing, becominb interested in abstract
literary concerns, Ixesesis and ethics could not be scpo-
rateds Iis peditation upon and obedience to the Lord of
scripture was, therefore, not a side iscue in Bonhcefferts
theology, bub close to Lts center, Recosnizing cxczesis es
well as ethics to be a Christological problem, Bonhoeffer
used his doctrine of secripture as the means whereby his

new Christolozy might be concretized., This was a process
which Fonhoecffer called the "concretion of the proclamation,
This developnent, and the rclationship bebween this movemeat
in Bonhoeffer's theolozy and his involvement in tho Kirchen-
kampf, emerges out of the biblical studies which he wrote
end sonme extremely self-coasclous letters which attempted |
to explain his attitude. . At the end of this movement in ‘
Donhoeffer's thought is the Cost of Discipleship.

I. 'iheological Interpretation” s Creation and Fall,

The origins of Eonmhoeffer's scriptural approach are
obscure.*’ In Berlin, hec sat uader some of the most bril-
liant exponents of the historical-critical approash, yet !
he could later recommend to his Flnkenwalde students only |
the biblicist Adolf Schlatter, whom he had come to know |
during his year at Tﬂbingen.js His first interests werc -
ic any case systematiec theolozy, philosophy, and sociolory. |
Nelther Sanctorum Com-unio mor Act and Deins is predominant- 5
ly a biblical study., Dut in 1932-3, Donhoeffer lectur:d in |
Berlin on the first three chapters of Genesis, producing ?
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- what he ealled a “"theolozicel interprebatioa”,
ihe method of Crentisn and Fall (the title uader

WAICh the lectures were later publishcd) wss to accept the
Geaezis material fro=z bcn~nainu to end as a theological
unify, dlvide bShe toext theuntleally, anl unfold the various
theunca as part of the single, declaratory mcssage., Although
he did not write o leagthy introductory apologetic for his
uecthodolozy, the plrasc "theolozical interpretation pro-
vides the clue to what Bonhocffer imazined himself to be
doing. g opposcd to & history-of-rulisions approach vhlch

would seck the source or sources of the wmaterial and en-
caze in comparative study to dot: wrpdns its neanlng, or a
pswahsla@y-oﬂ—raligiona qpproaeh viaich wmul& would demonw
slrade the valldity of tho materisl in termao of outslde,
2 priorl psycholozlical truths, Boahoeffer propesed to in-
terpret thie texts "from the church's polal of vicwo"39 ”
" theologlecal laterpretation," he wrobte, “accepts the idble
s the bock of the chiurch anl intecrprets it as suche" ihis
involved the g priori essurmption that Geneels speaks of
one God and one God speaks through the Cenesls texts,
"God is tho che God in tie whkole of iely Scripture,™ Bone
hoeffer wrote, e church and tueolebical study stand
e:d fall with this falth,"*?

the first question we &hould uish tc rulse is the ro=

lationship between this "theolesiceal intcrrrctdticn" and tie
historical~critical methodology of Donhceffor's tcachers.
writing ol oohoeffer's wethod, ilohard Crunow sees in
Creation gnd iall a& “disregard of gll hictcrical and lit-
erery questions raised by the tht.“4l It ic indecd ccrtain
that 1f Lonhocfter nadc use of historicul~c‘itical and
litwrary regearch, he daid so ayart frou and even 4in spite
of his int&rpretatiwn. 4
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 But it vould not be falr to soy flatly thai Donhoef-
fcr has here disregarded the necessity and value of such
questions as are raised bJ the critical ayproach. That
ha wus aware ol such difficulsies is clear from his con-
neats in his leoturcs on Chrls&.olog;y, delivered durin' the
following seuesters '

- But Ls wot every door and gato -to ent“usiasm thus
opened? '[is 1s not the casey because . thao sclf-authien-
tication of Jesus is nonc other tham that which is finally
dellvered to us by scripaure, and comes to us in 22 2§?er
way than barough the word of scripture, have % Ve
$o do wi h & pook with which we aind oaraclvss,fn the
3%ucru gﬂ\g_g crofung, LG mujs DO reul oad 1at¢r%§3?01.

2 ne rea g 1 @1 J7%:) meIg of DLSGOLLC
niIQIo“lazl Tcism, ng cliever, oo, Las to do uais
1281560061y E f arGially. Al: every uw:n we nust faue
the problen of havfag to preach on a ward of Jesus which
one kaows, from uxstorical—philolo'Loul sualy, was never
spoken thus by Jdesus., In the 1nvurpzet*+ica of scripture,
one finds oneself on strangely broken ground, 42

ind even more emphaticallys

sesThe Biltle remains a boeck amons books, Ono must
be re to allow the disgulsc of history wad thus the
way of historical criticisme IPub througiout the broken
Blble the Resurrcoted encounters us, e rust involve -
urselyes in the difficultics uncqvexéa'gg_xxgEor{céf
Criticlens LGS importance 18 0oG aosoluLuy DUE At bLo
same time it is not inconscquentiel, Indeed it is not
the weakness but the strength of falth that %he disgulse
¢f historicity belongs to the numiliation of Christ.43

How doen the “"theological interpgretation" of Creation
and 7all reflect this understanding? lere we must distine
guish between two quastiona. It is inaypn”‘latc to denmd
that Bonhoeffer, having announced a dif;ercnt approach to
the scriptur@s, should concern himsclf atb cvery point in
the toxt with a prelimiuary resolutlon o2 all etymolog 1cal;
form-oritical, and religio-historical considerations.
Still, 1t is fair to ask that he come to terms generally
With historicalueritical methodology. Bonboeffer doecs
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in fact claim that he hag given the central question of
higtorical-critical methodology 1its due, and he sees no
digpute between thls api.roach and hls owns

‘A myth, a childlike, fantastic picture of the grey
hidden times of o0ld's thus speaks the world. !'God's Word,
even in the bezinning of our history, before history, be-
iond hlgtory, yet in historyy we ourselves are confroated,

ntended, adiressed, accused, senbenced, expelled, God
himself ia the one who blesses and curses., It 1s our pre-
history, truly our own. It is the beglnaing, destIny, cullt,
and the end of every one of us's thus speaks the church of
Christ. . o ) : |
Why dispute the one at the expense of the other? Why
can we not understand that all our speaking about God, sbout
our beginning and end, about our puilt ncver mentlons these
things themselves but slways speaks only in ploturcs? Why
can we not understand that God must reach out towards us
with these anclent, maglcal plctures as well as with our
technical, conceptual pictures, that he must teach us if
we are to become wise? ...76 must always assume that in
either case it is we who are almed at and we must readlly

and openly allow what was sald in that age about the man of
the magical world picture to apply to us.44

"God encounters us" and "is alone to be found" in this
hunan document which, as such, 1s subject to all criticlsm
of human disciplines, It is proper, however, that we ask
whethar the "brokenness" of the Bible resulting from his-
torical criticism has been reflected in Donhoeffer's "theo-
logical interpretation." , ‘

Has Bonhoeffer not, after all, set hls own mcthodology
agalngt that of bhistorical criticism and "disputed the one
at the expense of the other"? In his Chrlstology lectures
he acknowledges the problem of the disunity of biblical
texts, As the means of overcoming this'brokenncss" theo-
logically, he turns to the words of Thurneysen: "One my
never halt at some particular placej one nust move on - i
through the whole of the Bible, from one place to another,
Just as one crosses a river filled with ice flocs and does
not remain standlng on one, but Jumps from one to the othery
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This should mean that the brokenncss of scripture
rcaoins for, and is indeed reflected by, ony "theological
interpretation”s Yet the image of Jumping bebwcea ice
floecs is not the picture one findlly receives from Creg=
tion and ipll. EDonhoeffer gives each verse equal reve-
latory weight and value within i¢s immediate context, ihe
text s trecated as a unlt - g single story of God's deal-
ing with man and nman's relatlonship to him., Bonhoeffer
accomplishes this unification by mcans of a highly original
and systematic method of reflection, which corblnes an exig-
tential hermeneutic, psycholozy, and his owa reveletional
theory. Nevertiheless, his method would never be acceptable
to oayone who takes the critical asproach serlously.

what 18 not clear to us is how Lonhocffer has moved
from the assumption that "God is the one God in the whole
of lloly Seripture" to the indivisible thcological unity of
the text, nor is it clear vhy such a unity is necessary.

The brokenness of seripture which onc uancovers on the hils-

torical-critical level is not finally reflectcd in Ionhocf-

fer's "theclogical interprctation,”

II., The "Concretion of the lroclamation” and "Ihe Socro=
meat of the Ethical®,

Donhoeffer did not regard the relationsilp of histori-
cal criticism to theologiecal Linterpretation as the most prece
sing of the problems conceraing the epproach to the serip-
tures., It is at least certaln that his owa devclopmeat was
not determined by this question., From thc very beginning of
his intercst in the problem of scripturel interprctation,
he was 1nt@n@@iy involved with the question of how one re-
lated oneself to goripturey how goripture become actuel and
ggggxe@a in “&_g. »"&aieatitie“ exegetiocal thinking should
grow fron this basls, not vice-versa., Ils thoughts on serip-




108

ture were thus taken up along with his meditations on
questions concerning Chrictian ethics and proclamation,
Following & visit to Karl Barth'!s semlnar in Donn
in the summer of 1951, Bonhoeffer was persuaded that the
greatest unsolved problems for the theology of revelablon
lay in the fiecld of ethics.47 He was perplexed by Barth's
understanding of ethicsy and Imil Brunner's Das Gebot und
dle Ordnungen, which appeared in 1932, did not raise the
question with which he was most concerncd, namelys 'the
question of the possibility of proclaiming a concrete com—
nandment through the church, "+ By this Donhoeffer mcan?t
the duty of the church to proclaim the commandment of God
in the same wgy that it proclaimed the [ospel, and to have
thig ethical pro¢lamation assume positive, concrote form.
To a friend he wrote: . :

It 18 the problem of the concretion of the proclamation
which moves me at present., It 1s sinmply not eacugh, and
therefore false, to say that the principle of concretion
can only be the Holy Ghost itself... Ihe concretlon of the
iroslamaxion of grace is of course the sacrament. Dut what

s the sacrancat of the ethlcal, the commandment?49

Variocus papers which ke delivcred at ccumenical meet-
ings revolved around this theme, as we shall see in the
chapter following, DBut it was the Sermon on the lount which
brought this difficulty home to Bonhoeffer, and led him to
relate his concern for the concretion of the proclamation
directly to the problem of how to read the Bible. In the
autumn of 1934, Bonhoeffer wrote again to his friend Sutz
of his fresh encounter with Matthew 5-7:

Do write to me sometime Just how you precach on the
Sermon on the lount, I am Just now attempting it — in an
infinitely plain and homely manner, but always sbout the
keeplnz of tihe commandments without evadige them. Following

8, 18 what L w ) We

Christ -— what tha an It 1s not
exhausted in our concept of falth, I am sitting at & work
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which I might call exercitien as a preliminary step.53

- Bonhoeffer's exercitien were, in fact, the inltial
experiments with the theme which later formed tho central
chapters of his Cost of Digeipleship, The question of the
concretion of the proclamation had led him back to the scrip-
tures themselves, "keeping the commandments without evading
then." ‘ ‘ :

Ve must begln keeplng dates before our eyess the letter
from which the last citation was taken was writtea at the
conclusion of Donhoeffer's first year in londong the Darmen
declaration, creating the Confessing Church, hal been issued
during the preceding lay. In January of 1935, Bonhoeffcr
£imlly and self-consclously resolved the question of ethics
and the concretion of the proclamation in "simple obedience"
to the Sermon on the lount., He described his decislon in
a letter to his brother, Karl Friedrich:

It may be that in several ways I appcar to you sone=—
what crazy and fanatic. I am myself anxious about it, DBut
I know that Lif I were to be "reasonable" I would honestly,
in the next few days, have to put the wholc of my theolosy
on a shelf. Vhen.I began with theology I thought of it dif-
femnﬂ{ —- perhaps a more academic pursuit. Now 1t 1o some-
thing else eantirely. But I believe that I am at lcast oa
the right track for the first time in my life. 4nd that in
itself is a pleasant thought., I am only afraid that in
worrying about the opinions of others, I woan't go any further,
but remaln stuck. I believe that _Lf{.lc__s;t_:_ beecome really clear
whea I bezin by takIny the sermon on the Lount geriously.

eeseThe restoration of the church will come fron a ncw
kind of monasticism, which has in common with the old only

gz 1ife based on the Sermon on the lount in

Rrlcte 1 DeLleve thas 16 18 time to assthe

8 Taskes
Bonhoeffer took over his duties as lecader of the vicars!
senlnary in Pomerania during the following April, |
. One might describe this outcome as a gelf-coascious
lezalism in Bonhoeffery if by legalism we mean nothing more




110
than that the scriptures are read as direct, clear, and
wholly relevant commands azd by gelf—conscious WG‘mean
that Bonhoeffer was fully aware of the dangers imvolved
in the decision he had made, This overriding concern for
obedlence to the biblical Word had much in common with the
approach of Creation and Fall, althoush in the final analy-
sls, the former is fer more radical,  The ultimate suspen-
slon of all critical questions proved both more frultful
and more dangerous than anything Bonhceffer had hitherto
attenpted, as we shall see by examining the effect of this
action on Bonhoeffer's own life and work.

III. "The Last Authorities”

L The most penetrating and revealing letter we have from
Bonhoeffer's hand was written in April of 1936 to his bro-
ther-in-law, Retdiger Schleicher. In it Donhoeffer deals
directly with his own approach to the scriptures, showing
how the question of how one reads and responds to the Bible
had touched the very center of his existence. He wrote in
response to a certain bewllderment, perhaps disappointumeat,
which Schlelcher had expressed over the direction Bonhoeffer!'s
life and thought seemed to be taking. Boanhoeffer sum:arized
the question he felt he had been asked: "How do I live a
Christiean life in the world of rcality, and where are the
last euthorities for such a life, which alone make it worth-

while?" IHig letter continucds , :

I want finally to confess quite simply: I believe that
the Bible alone is the answer to all our gquestions, and that
we need humbly and persistently to ask in order to receive
an answer. One ¢annot read the Bidble slmply as one rcads
other books. One must be ready really to ask, Only thus
is it unlocked, Only when we expect the last answer is 1t
given to us, And that is because in the Bible, God speaks
to us. One canaot simply think God out of oneself, but
one must ask after Him, Only when we seek Ilm does He an-
swers Cf course one can read the Bible like othcr booksy
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from the standpoint of the textual eritic, ete, One

may say nothing against that., Only that this usaze merecly
sxzins tae surface of the Lible, and docs not uanlock its
esgsence, 52 S ' S

e noticed previously ia Bonhieffer a teadeacy o
set historical-critical questicns to oac side. ITextual
eriticlsm was sinmply an improper standpolnt from which to
ap;xoach'tﬁe‘scriptures; a disclpline‘nécess tated by intel-
lectual honesty bub one whose questions.were f£inally irrcle-
vaat to tie hearlng aad understanding of the Word of God.
7hile thls outlook was previously directed toward tae theo=.
lozical questlons of exzegesis, Bonhoeffer now spoaks of the
pible as, in the first.place, the devotlonal ceuber of the
Christian life of faith, At the sane time, be clearly re-
cosnizes that gggfapproaches to[the,SGriptures, a “devotion-
al® and a "tﬁeologiéal" appr&abh cannot finally be'al].o‘.ved?5
Critical work had becoame meaningless for hls devotlonal life
-- "breaking the ground” of the Blble was now utierly beslde
the point. ile therefore found it necescary to admit his
willingness to suspead certain sritical reservations in
order to confront a DBible whose every part is theologically
trustworthy asd whose integrity and unity 1s uagquestionads

., For all of this, is it now somehow uhderstendable %o
you that L don't went to surrender the Bible as thig strange
word et eny point; that I want rather to ack with all tiat
is in my power what Cod wants here to say to us? ILvery
other place outside of the Bible has beconc uacertain o

me, I fezcr cnly that I will come up ajzlnst a '20dly
double' (g8ttlichen DoppeleHnszer) of myself, Is it then.
sormchow conceivable To you that L would rather be ready

for a sacrificium intell@@%g Just and ounly in thls matter
(and who Goesa't ab soze place necd his pacrificium intel-
lectus?) -- that is, the admission that oge doea not yet
ugﬁarstand this or that place in the scripture, in the cer-
tainty that this also will sone day be revealed as God's
word? Tact I would rather do that than to Judge for nyselfs
thig is divine, this human!? 54 ’ :

tne caannot help beinz deeply moved by the power and -

simplicity, the fascinating impossibility of this answer
to the question how, in 1936, one "lives a Christlan life
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in the world of reality." Cne opens the Bible; one ques-
tions God directly. If the text does not provide a simple
and direct answer, demanding absolute obedience, one asks
again and again untll the answer comes. No dialectical
escapes, no evasion, no relativizing of the Word of God
is .permitteds " | R

' I will tell you personally: since I learned to read
the Bible -—- and that is still not so long ago — it be-
comes each day more wonderful for me, I read mornings and
evenings, often even throughout the day; and each day I
take a text, which I have with me for a whole week, and try
completely %c immerse myself in it, in order really to hear,
I know that without it I could not live rightly anymore,
And also not believe... . : -

-It may be that this is a very primitive matter. But
you don't know how happy one is to have found one's way back
to this primitiveness after so many theologlcal side-tracks.
And I think that in matters of belief, we are really just
primitive all the time.55 ) , '

 Bonhoeffer's thinking on the scripture was consummated
in 1936 as disciplined involvement with and within the scrip-
tural text; meditation and unquestioned obedience., It is -
inconceivable that this devotlonal application should not
have affected Bonhoeffer's work and thought at every level.
Fbrtunately, we have preserved for us a lafge fragment of
a lecture which Bonhoeffer delivered in the autumn of 1935,
on the subject of how the New Testament and the present-
day Christian become contemporaries. Here Bonhoeffer's
whole attitude toward the question itself cannot be under-
stood apart from the undercurrent of his devotionsal 1life.
He could see no moti?e,behind the demand that the scriptures
be made "understandable" to modern man other than that of
wishing to avoid direct obedience, of wishing to be both
autonomous and Christian at the same time and, therefore,
of asking that the biblical texts “prove themselves before
the forum of modernity." His opposition was unequivocals:’
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It is the same approach (L.e., no matter whether such
a demand be made in the eighteeath, nlneteenth, or twentieth
centuries, ed.); namely, that the archimedian point, the
immovable, outside question has already becn found (be it
reason, culture, or Volkstum) and the moveable, guestion-
able, uncertaln elemen®’ 1s the biblical message.
Is precisely the same method: namely, to take actualiza-
tion (Ver e enw&rti s "making present") to mean that one
allows messago to sift through the sieve of
one's own experience, desrising and shaking out what will
not pass through; and one prunes and clips the biblical
message until it will fit into a given space, until the
eagle can no longer fly in his true element ﬁut with clipped
wings, is exhibited as a special showpiece among the usual
domesticated animals...56

Asking the question in’ the £irst place, as though the
present were the Judge and the New Testament must be made
to be acceptable, has no place in Christiam thought in
Bonhoeffer's,view. The preseat must rather be Judged by
the New Testament. Thus, "no special act of actualization
(Vergegenwirtigune ) may be allowed other than the content
itself... Vhere Christ and his Word are allowed to speak,
Yhere is actualization."57 And agains "God alone says what
his Vord is and that means God alone makes his Word contem-
- poraryj the Holy Ghost is the principle of actualization
(Vergegenwéirtigunz ).’

This unquestioning devotional attitude toward scrip-
ture had the effect of cutting off all convergation between
Bonhoeffer and the critical approach to the scriptures
within his theological work — there is no room here for
any “hermeneutical principle". From the devotional center
of his life, spokes radiated outward into every pert of his
work and thought. It is well to remind ourselves that
April 1936 (the date of the letter to Schleicher) was the
month and year of Bonhoeffer's famous essay on church cormmu-
nity which included the sentence which caused so much embar-
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ragsment and disagreement even in hls own Confessing

Church circles: "He who knowlngly separates himself from
the Confessing Church in Germany separates himsclf from
salvation."?? Here agaln, no escapes from concrete alle-
glence are allowed. At this time, Boohoeffer was well
under way with his experimental project, the Briiderhaug —
a vita communis of vicars which informzlly restored some

of the traditional ronastic vows and established a daily
order of prayer, confession, and communal life smong its
members.®° The Cost of Discipleship was published in 1937,
after Donhoeffer had lived for several years with its ideas,
Life ether, the book which grew out of the experience of
the Erfiderhaus, appeared in 1939, During these years, bib-
lical neditations and outlines followed in a continuous
streany 1including Rénig David (1935), lemptation (1937),
and, prediotably, a study of the Psalms (1940).61

~ The Kimhcammgr closed out several legltimate dirco-.
tions from Bonhoeffer's theolozical consideration. But the

element in his thought which provided the impetus for his
decisions and determined his course of action was not simply
the prastical question raised by the church strugsle. This
"concretion of the proclamation® had a Chrictologlcal eeanter,
and it was the marriage of his Christolocicsal thoug,ht to his -
strict doctrine of seripture which gave The Cost of Disoi-
pleship its radical freedom and excitement, and kept the
work from belng a primitive, fanatic biblicism, The folbw-
ing chapter takes up the theme of the Christolozlcal-cthical
interpretation of seripture es 1t actually appeared in The

Cost of mgaipm@mg .
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Chapter 8 |
Christolozy and Diselpleship

Lhstract Christolobical thilnkiag was impossible for
Bonhoeffer, and he had little interest in the purely aca=- .
denic problems of seriptural exezesis. There was for him
. only one problem for theologys how Christ could be shown
to be truly preseat, actual, and apprehcasible for man in
the world, In 1927, Christ existed in and for the world
as the churchy Christology was made concrete through eccle-
glology. So also in 1936, Donhoeffer grounded his now '
understanding of the person and work of Chrict in his exe-
getical method as the solution of the problem of concrete
proclamaticn and concrete obedlence, [be disciple eacoun-
ters Chrict 1n the scriptures and folﬁws hin by participat-
ing in his being for the world, in his existence in the
Church; in short, in his transceadence, In Christ, in the
church, the believer 1s free from the world, for the world,
This was the prozram which FPonhoeffor se’ forth in the pages
of Thc Cost of Disecipleship,

The Cost of Disoipleship represents not only Donhocf-
fer's Christolosical understanding of scripture and disci-
plechip, but also the eccleslolcgical framework into which
Donhoeffer set his new theory. The first chopters of the
book develop the theme of Christologzy and discipleship, the
final chapters (p&rt four) connect this with the life of
the church. The present chapter of cur owa study will show
how Bonhoeffer wove together his thoughts oz scripture,
Chrigtology, and discipleship into a single themej Part II(D),
which immediately follows the conclusion of thls chapter,
will show how Donhoeffer carried the eorlicr "Christ exist-
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inz as the church" into the Kirchenlmmpf and attempted
to combine it with his ncw Christolosy, as well as iadi-
cate what consequences follewed for h:sz ha:)lo;;'ical devele
opneat, : S
I, Dioci.plcvsmp as the Imitatioa of Christ,
ftdhorease to Christ will alwoys 1n.rolvc, in sone forn,

the imitatioa of Christ. ihe most famous formalation of
tuls way of relating the dizciple to Christ ceme, no doudt,
fron the middle mzczy protestant theolozy has traditionally
shunned the rreclse formulation of this particuler theme,
But thls notlon has im fact had its place in Christion hig-
tory since New Destament times, It iz with coro embarrasce
ront that the protestant rcods ia S5, Faml not oaly the
femilior "Ye are cChrist's" and "Yo are of Christ" and "Ye
are in Christ", but also the puzzling "I¢ imitators of
Christ" and the bold and barely concolvadle "Ior nmc, o
live i3 Chriest." Certaln protestant movencats tended in
the direcetion of an enulation of tho life of Christ., Iuch
of the Germon Pletist movemeat ecould bo described os an
attempt a% the closer imitation of Christ, a recovery of
the life and person of Christ and the detormination to lct
Christ live within one's own life, Thoro was this element
in the birth of the Ivangelical movemeat in Dritain during
the elghteenth ceatury., And ia our present day, no fashion-
able den'sration of the Liberal search for the hictorical
Jesus siould nlss the inteatlon which underlsy thils program:
to find Clrist, and t :tollow hin throuch a kind of particl-
pation in his Belng,

 Zonhoeffex's m@ Digeiplcship amenpma Just thls
kind of simple, concrete imltation of Chrlet in the keeg;ing
of the commaandments. ror hls cue, he mmwd not to Liberal
theology but to the Reformation, where one caanot but notice
the remarkable einllarity with certaln aspects of Iut:her's
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doctrine of seripture. Jor both mon, disclplechlp wos
a precise coumbination of the doctrines of Chrlst and sanc-
tification, medlated through the vord of seripturc. In
Luther studies, this side of the latter's doctrine of
seripture hag been called "tropological iaterpretatioa”,
I, Tropolegicel Interpretetion in Lubher and Donhoeffcr,
" The Christologloal interprotatioa o scripture is
one of the more familiar features of Iuther's theolosy.
L\’:ne meets with thils cLaruoteristic method of exegesis at
eviry turn ia Luther's workss "In sll scripture, there is
nothinz else than Christ, eithcr 1in plain or lnvolved
‘words." "ihe whole ceripturc iz about Christ alone cvery—
where, 1f we look to its inner nmeaning, though superflclal-
ly it tay saund differeat.” “ITuc enbirc Cld lesbament rcfers
to Christ and ozrees with him," "If I knny what I believe,
then I kaow what stunds in seripture, for scripturc has :
nothinz more than Christ and Christlan falth ia it."ba
ILather used the traditlonal (medieval)"four-fold”
nethod of seripture interpretations historical, allegoriscal,
tropological, end anagogical, But he tended to coacentrate
upon the third part of this scheme, whidci brought scripture
to bear upoa the individual Christiaa through the action
of Christ (de quolibet spirituall et interiorl homtne).®?
J.K.5. Reid, in his The Authority of .eripturc, writes the
following concerniny the importasce of thls concept for
Luthers '

(Por Luthor) the authority which scripture fosmmes
is obJectively grounded in a book which spezks of Jesus
Christ, This authority, however, is estailished in the
hecrt into which Christ enters, or (which is mush the sare
thlog) upcn which the Holy Spirlit works, to crcate the faiih
in wi it 13 both recognlzed and obeyod.C4

Tropolozy, thea, ic an exegetical-devotlonal prececss
whereby subject and object arc overcomes, thmuch the action
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of Christ in confrontation with the scriptural vord.
Christ's mediatory work grants to the believer power
both to comprehend and to obey. Through the soriptures,
. Christ comes to dwell in the individual by faith (in ipsa
fide Christus &d&&t)?E so that the individual shares in
Els victories and is united with iiim "even more closely
than the husband is coupled with his wife."® wrf serip-
ture contalns Christ,” Reld remarks, "it has somthing
quite specific and objective to offer, but what it offers
is somethinz that takes up its residencc within the sub-
Ject, who then by falth amcclains its suthority and yields
to 1t,767 o S |
Iuthcr made extensive use of this nmethod, especially
in bis writings on the Psalms,sa ard it is more than co-
incidence that Donhoeffer, who turncd so oftcn to Luther
in order to clarify his own thinkinz, found in the Fsalns
hig greatcst Joy and comfort. ,Inlthe introduction to hig
Gebetbuch der Bibel: eine Finftthrunz in die Psalmen (1940),
Bonhoeffer provided a definition of this "devotional-exis-
teatial” method of exegesis which could have served as
Luthert's own: o o

In the Psalms it 1s the incarnate Son of God who
lives with us men, prayinz to God the Father, who lives
in eternity, In the mouth of Jesus Christ the word of
nen becomes the Word of God, and when we pray his prayer
with him, the Vord of God becomes the word of manl! '
eeeChrist stands in our place and prays for uS... It
really is our prayer, but because he knows us bettcr than
we know ourselves, beccause he was a truer man thaa we, it
is also really his prayer and can only become our prayer
because L1t was his,.69

The questlion "Low do I lead a Christian life in the
world of reality?* thus receives its answer in the "ncw
kind of monasticism" Bonhoeffer envisioncd in 1935 as the
end of his quest for "the sacrament of the ethical", One
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follows Christ by eataring int a devotional clrclo whero-
ia one conzrcn 3 the soxipture..,, dlrcctly enccunbers Christ,
and recelves thc power to fulfil what h2 commands, Liko
Lubhcr, Doahoeffer saw oxesesis os a problea of dlsciple-
ghip and formulnted his owa "tropolozical®™ interpret-tion,
111, &p@l@gicm Interpretation in The Cost of Tisednlo-

*

Tropology is the process of rclabting scripture arcd
the Christian 1ife to oac anothcr through their common ori-
eatation toward Christe In ihe Cost of Diseiplechip, the
individual confronts Christ's word in the scripturcs aal,
at the zmme moncat and tlwou zh the action of chri.,t”apyre—
h@ndadmmb Word and recelves the power to obey wiatcver it
@awmm. his “"infusion"”, as 4t were, of Christolosy
with scripture and the Chrictian life docply effcectcd each
of the threce sommwnm. Vhat were tLose consequences?

A. Christological exegesis: TFirst, Donhoeffcr's Christo-
logy provided his "unsclentific exegetlical wmethod with

1tc Justificatlion, Uis notlon of the absolutc integrity
of the Christ person, indivisibly God-lan and coatcuporary
in his pro me structure, becams in The Cost of Discipleship
an exegeticel concepts, ‘Cne approaches the seriptures as
one approaches Christ himself, Historlical criticisn does
not enter into Bonh@afmr's nethodology because he equates
it, however Questinaily, with the forbldden question '1&0&@'?73
this approach can cnly scrve to provide the Christian with
an cecape from the clear &all to obedlonce. I[he LEltle is
“the strange word of God" which 1s at the saxe time “tho
g80lo answer to 8ll ocur questions” =- a3 wlth the persoa

of Christ in Boghoeffer's Chzistolow. it is itsclf pro mo,
exXtIa mg Or, 000 G2n 3aY, ang len Scahoeffer cza
thercicre speak of discipleship as "a problem of exegesia™s
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- By eliminating cimple obedieace on principle, we
drift into an unevanzelical interpretation of the Iihle,
e take it for granted as we open the Eible that we have
the key to its interpretation, Dut then the key would
not be the living Christ, who is both judgc and saviour,
and our use of this key no longer depends on the will of
the living Holy Spirit alone. <The key we now use is a
general doctrine of grace vhich we caa apply as we will,
ihe problen of disclpleship then becomes a problem of
exesesis as well.71 ‘

Be Christoloszy and Disclpleships Sccond, one notices the
persistent theme in'The Cost of Discipleship of the "ad-
herence™ of the disciples to Christ. Notice in the follow-
in3 passaze the close proximity betveen discipleship end
Christology: o ' ‘

Pisciplechip ucaas adherence to Christ and, becauss
Christ is the object of that adherence, it must take the
form of discipleship. An abstract Christology, a doctrinal
systenm, a general religious kanovledge of the subject of :
grace or the forgivencss of slns, render disclplcshlp super-
fluous, and in fact they positively exclude any 1dea of
dis@ip{eship whatsoever, and are essentially inimical to
the whole conception of following Christ.,.. Christianity
without the living Christ is inevitably Christlanity with-
out discipleship, and Clristienity witiioaut disciplechip is-
always Christienlty without Chri st .72

4 Bonhoeffer defines this relationship to Christ prirvari-
1y as shering in Christ's suffering and humiliation. "Just
as Christ is only Christ in virtue of his suffering and
rejection, so the disciple is a disciple only in so far as
he shares his Lord's suffering and rejectlon and crucifix-
ion, Disciplechip means adherense to tho person of Jesus,
and therefore submission to the law of Christ which is the
law of the o&oss."75 An echo of Nonhoeffer's trcatment

0f Chrict's humlliation in his 1933 lectures rings through-
out these pages. It was in this context that Bonhoeffer
wrote his famous senbence, which has sincoe become ideatified
with his martyrdom: “ihen Chrict calls a man, he blds him
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come and die,"

~eselt is the same death every time — death in Jesus

Christ, the death of the old man at his calls, ...7lhe call
of Christ, hig baptism, sets the Christian in the middle

£ the daily arcna aga{nst gln and the devil, Every day
he eagounters new tcmptations, and every day he must suffer
anew for Jesus Chrlist's sake, Ihe wounds and scars he
rceelves dn the fray are living tokens of thls participation
in the cross of his Lord.74

The Cost of liscipleship nowhere meantlons the idea
of transcendence, although it is never far away froam Zon-
hoeffer's thinking throushout his work. e have seen this
described in his early writinzs as "the last linmit of thinke
ing," "the ultinmate reality," "tho demand and claim which
I caanot overcome."75 Trénscendence designatcs that quality
belonsing to personal belng which enables ono to be at the
sazg time wholly for othcrs and free froa their control.
Bonhoeffer thus spoke of transcendence as the very center
of Christ's belng. As the absolute personality, Chrich |
1s absolutely transcendent, This is tho uaderstanding which %
Bonhoeffer carries into the work we are prescatly consider- i
ing. '

In confrontation with the scriptures, a devotional |
"eircle" conmes into operations from Christ, to the scriptures{
fron theance to the believer through the mediatory acticn of |
Christy finally leadlny % the rcallzatlon of Chrict's beiny
in concrete obedieace to his Word. Ihrough the particlipation
of the believer in Chrict and Christ in him, Christ “contin~
ues to live in the lives of his followers"j he "has catercd |
my 1ifc and taken charge,"/C In effect, one could deseribe
this "devotional circle" as a "ecircle of transcendeace", for
Christ's impartation of himself to the bellever through the
scriptures enables the lattcr to share in his transcendent
power, And what does "share in his transcenlent power" mean?
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It means that the dlsciple participatces in Christ's free- ?
don from and debtermination toward the world.77'
IV. ODransceadence and Iropology. | |
I% wlll be apparent to readers of the Ietters and
Papers from Prison that we have herc, in this tropological
formula, a sCheme into which tho theological ideas of
Bonhoeffer's last years might be set.% Despite the vast
differences in siyle and direction bebwcon these two works,
the same problems are revolving in Bonhocffar's minds
Christology, dlscipleship, and the intcrpretation of scrip-
ture cannot be separated, One cannot take up one element
without tuking up the other two at the same time. The
inpetus for both works is Christology — The Cost of "
Discipleship is desoribed at the outset as "a...quest for
hin who is the sole object of it all, for Jesus Christ |
himself"; the prison letters begin their theologiocal medi-
tation on "rcligionless" Christisnity by asking "what ig
Chrlst for us today?"/?Christ is, for both works, the sole
principle of exegesis and the basis of the action of the
Christisn. The center of this Christolozy, in both works,
is the transceadence of the person of Christ which leads
the Christian to strike a certain attitude toward the world.
What, then, is the difference in thils attitude, the differ-
ence in the meaning of transcendence for The Cost of Disci-
pleship and the prison letters? : -
Bonhoeffer was aware throughout IThe Cost of Disclple-
Ship of a "boundary" between Christ and the world, a
barrier set not by Christ but by the world which rejests
hin.8° 1a a chapter entitled "Discipleship and the Indivi-
dual", Bonhoeffer wrote: | |

Py virtue of his incarnation (Christ) has come betweecn
mah and his natural life... By calling us he does cut us
off from all immediacy with the thinzys of this world. lie
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waats to be the center, through hinm alonc shall all
thinss come bo pass... Since his coming, man has no
fmcdiate relationships of his own ony more to anirthimg,
nel ther to God nor to the world. ...7hls breach with tho
inmediaclies of the world is identlical with Christ the Son
of God the liediator... The call of Jesus teaches us that
our relation to the world has been built on an 1illucsion,
All the tinme we thought we had enjoyed a direct relation
with nen and things... - Ve cannot establish direct contact
outside ourselves except thmugh him... lle stands in the
center between my nelghbor andl myself. e divides, but
he also unites, Thus, althoush the dircct way to our

nel ghbor 1s barrced, we now find the ncw and only real way
to him == the way which passcs throush the tiediator.Sl

The resemblance between this and the definition of
Christ as ‘edlator in the 1933 Christology lecctures 1s
strikingaa, but Bonhoeffer has glven one element of "tran-
scendense" a special emphasis, In Christ amd by virtue
of his call, the "breach with the world" is revealed. In.
directing my gaze toward Christ, I see the rejected, cruci-
fied, humiliated Son of God, It is the world which has
rejected, humiliated, and crucified hin, In seeing and
following Christ, I am separated from everythinz outside

of his beings ihe keynote of The Cost of Discipleship
~ thus remains Eonhooffer's famous cpening essay on "cosbly
grace", which utterly rejects the idea that Christianity
and a worldly life are compatible:

the warld has been made Christian', but at the cost
of secularizing the Christian religloa as ncver before.
The antithesls between the Christian lifc and bourgeols
respectability is at an end. The Christim 1life comes to
mean nothing more than living in the world and as the world,
in being no different from the world, in fact, in belnz pro-
hiblted from being different from the world for the sake of
grace. +esl need no longer try to follow Christ, for cheap
gracey the bitterest foe of discipleship, vhich {:rue disci-
plesh{p mgt loathe and detest, has frecc’i ne fron that,82

For lthe Cost of Discipleship, transcendence means
primorily freedom from the world (althowsh, as we shall. ‘sce




I24

in the cloptcrs vilelh immediately follow, ilonhocfier saw
thlg separation o be vuo only woy in ulilch the Christian
could be fop the world). uhis “breach with the world,"
nade relovant and coucrcte in the ispues of the church
struz-le, charvacberiged this phogo of Zonhoolferts life
and thoughbe iz Christolosy becamo conczeto in his radi-
cal doetrino of dlsolpleship, and when ho camo later to
‘quesiion his abbitude during this phase, he rcferred to
1t o3 o Uine whon ho thousht he “could loara to belleve
by trylng to lead ae.holy 11£0,+9% Chrigiolomy was plven
concrcte foaru in discipleship, and digclipleship necant noe-
thiny loos Hhan a "broach with the things of this world.”
Dut in the prigon lettcrs, the “boundarles” which
delincabed this breuch with the world have disappecrcd.
What romoing 1o the intercot in the participation cf tho
dlsciple in the transcendent beilns of Chwisot, horo ig,
of course, a dlffcreaces in Tho Cogt of DMiselipleship, bolng
for tho world in Christ could oaly meun scparatlos fronm the
woride. The prison lotliers neatly roverco thic, following
a rodlbation on tho “worldliness" of Chrict thich beglns in
the I'thies: froedon from tho werld can caly be zxpo:fgn of
a3 tho partieipation in Chrigt'g M&z—fm—c'ﬁm:&-”)
e basic differcnee betweean tho primen leticrs end
1polinleship 4o tho gphere of Ieuhoclfer'a con-
cern, tho prosence or gbscace of thce “tounlcries™ which ke
described 1n 1937, £fnd thiao leads us to cur digcussion cf
Lo rorrisce o2 Bonhooffer's early cccleciolosical-rovelo~
tiornl thosry o the Confessing Chureh cad the practlical
necoositles of tho chureh strugsles “hlc forecd nacrizse
wzg, we fholl cec, an unhappy c2e.
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fert IT (A): "The Comcretlon of a New Christology"

1.

2

5
4,

5

7.

"Challenge“, ppe 14, 17,

G3 III, ppe. 16G=-242, In the fora ian which we have

thea, the lectures are reconstructed froa the notes

of the students who participated in Sonhoeffer's senl-
nar in 1935. "Altuaough any such reconstruction of a
maa's words frou notes talwen by his hezrors and ctudents
must ba uscd with cautlon,” J. Felikan writes, "...the
substanilal autienticity of 3onhocffer's Christologzie

1s attested to both by the tcstimony of those who hcard
the lecturcs and by a comparison of the Christolosie .
with other writings whose autheanticity i3 incontest—
ablf.;)("zonhOfoer's Christolozie of 1933", Larty, '
Pe 147),

SCy pPpe 16=33,

Berger, in Narty, pp. 59f£., develops Donhoeffert's argu-
menb irom'the asig of his conception of person axal
corporate persons It wculd seem, however, that Bonhoof-
for set this idea to one side in favor of "objective
gpirit", and never really incorporated tihec forumer into
his thesry. '

5C, pp. 321,
5C, pPp. 32f, 52.

ABy ppe 122=21, The conceatration on ths Christian con-
cept of person demonstrates that Bonhocffer has now set
aside his attemptced conversation with Sceberg (and the
pPhraze "objective gpirit") and, followinjz the publica-
tion of Karl Barth's Die ghristliche Dosmtlk, has
taken up a conversation wica Lar the arca's falling
as fonhceffer saw it, was a lack of a coaception of écd
as Person, "It is a fateful errar oa Larth's part,"” he
urotey "to replace the Lord and Crcabtor with the con-
c¢ept of the Subject... But the ultimate reason for the
inadequacy of Barth's explanation lics in the fact
that 1t faills to understand God as a pcrson, From this
failure arigses a defective definition of the being of
revelation, whence a defeotive concept of knowledZeeese
we must @x%ract our answer from the rcsult of defininz
-the being of revelation as personal, accepting whatcver
GO&@%%&@&G@% ney follow for the concept of knowledse
itself," In Bonhceffcr's understanding of "person",
one is coanstantly free to give or withold oneself fron
anotlcr person. Iy knowiny anothier person, I do not
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thereby control him, as he remains "Thou" for me and
never becomes, from my perspective, an "I"s Only I
know my own "I“, which is not discoverable by another
(8Cy ppe 30-33), The problem of the person is, in one
woy, the problen of the revelition of God (SC, p. 33).
And because he is personsl, God's pglving of himself
does not mean that his freedom ls jJjeopardized. In the
church, then, "Cod gives himsclf in Christ to his com-
minton, and to each individual as o member of that cCom-
munion. This he does 1n such a way that the actlive
subject in the commuaion, of both the esnnuncilation and
the believing of the vword, is Christ, It is in the per-
conal communion, and only bthere, that the gospel can

be declared and belleved. Thore, it follows :
revelation is in some way secured and possessed. God'g
frecdom has bound itsclf, woven itsclf into the pcrsonal
comnunion, and it 1s precisely that which proves 1%
God's freedom -~ that he chould btind himself to men,"
(AB| PDe 120=1, C£. also PP 125—5, 130. 157ff' 08@@31—
ally inmportant is the translator's remark, p. 138n.).
It personality, not entlty, which Donhoeffer sees to

be the key 06 solution or the problenm of act vs.
belng ia reveleasion, ' '
AB, p. 121, ' .
AB, p;'138n‘

SG' PP 33' 16, o :
"gaac@rniug the Christian Idea of God," GS III, ppe 103-

[ ] R

GS III, ps 170. Bonhoeffer ig careful first to establlish
Chris%'a "sthernessts "Were this logos our lozos, then
Christology would be the reflection of the lopos upon
itself, But it is the losog of God. His transcCendence
is the ginc qua non of Istolorys his from-outside-
into the center of knowledge, his transcendence, authen-
ticates its objeot, insofar as he 1s Ierson. The 1o§ga
with which we have to do is a percon. this man 1s the
frangceadent." (Ibld., p. 167). ,

"Christology...can offer no evidence as proof of th
trangcendence of her object, Her theme of transcendence
-~ that ls, that the lozos i3 a persen, man - 18 glven
and is n&t‘yxovabl@.““1i§§§§ De 168). "

Ihi&y,.p{ 170, : : (
Ibid.y ppe 169=70, o ,

Ibid., ps 170, A% no place does Bonhoeffer develop at
ay iength the distinotion between the transcendence
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posscassed by all men as percons fron the transcendence
of Christ. One can oaly polnt to the 19321 essey on
God: "God es the absolutely frec pcarsonality is there- |
forc abcolutely transcendent (Ibid., pe 103)e." Uithout |
doubt, Ecnhoeffer would incist that the distinetion is -
quali%ative.

17. Ibld., p. 178,
18, Ibid.' PPe 180-31,
19, 1Ibid., pp. 181, 233, ad passim, "

20, Ibid., p. 227. Bonhoeffer does digcuss historical issues
in h{s lecturcs, but ke cets out this section in paren-
theces, fulded by what Peliken deplores o3 an "a priori
pattern". (tarty, p. 162). Some of thig argumeat 1is
relgvix%t to our coasiderctions, and ngy be surmarized
as follouss

The Lutkeran interest in the connunicstio idioma-
tun and the subseguent counter-arguncats ol tLe calvin-
18Ts were ingpired by the forbidoea question “Low?"
Sonhceffer felt obliged to defernd the Luthneran develop-
ment, because he saw Calvinlst Chrictology primarily
as the explication of a "humlliatcd lozos™ which con-
cerned itsclf with the polantless digtinc tion between
roperties vhich belenged to Christ's divine naturc and

hose which characterized his humon nastures This view
of the movement of the Insarnatlon (The ord beconmes
flesh by bclag hurdllated) is false, The ILutlheran view
i1s the corrcot ones The Viord vhich has becone flesh.
humiliates 1tself, choosing a particular form or status
of man in which to roveal itself., uxilietion, not
Incarnation, 1s the Christological problem. Donhoeffer
saw the problem inhcrent in the Lutheran genus males-
taticum of turning Christ into a "AUvizized mzaW, but
ended the 1nsistent hoc est corpus mecun of Luther's
doctrins of the sacrament ezalns e Calvinist extra

Celvinisticun (pp. 221, 189=192).

o - vietin of the Docetic
h@xwmﬂ?r&}aghﬁ} "s%vl oé"éysufse%s“" Se eppoaranse of a
divine “quality” within higtory, a medium through which
God speaks to man. This based Christology on aa impose
sibly abatract view of God (p. 207). lhus (with Gchlei-
ermacher) Jesus becomes merely the histarical represene
tative of tho idea of God, or (with Ritschl) Christ is
the ﬁg@&rwxc@ of the value Judgement of “"community®,
(pe ) or Christ 4s a historical and dynanic power
(8ecberg?) (pe 179). Herrmann's ideal picture of the
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"Laner life" of Jecus, his personality, fell into the
error of making Christology a synonym for soterlology.
Lgelnst all thesc views, lonhoeffer insists that Jesus
is concretely a perscn, who includes his work in him-
self (pp. 179-1E0). |

Put there can be no goin; behind the Chalcedonlan
formila: “ihe beginning i1s given: The man Jesus is the
Curicst, 15 God. Thls 'lgt cannot bo sct to cone slde,
It 15 bacic to all thinkiny end cannot be constructed
& postberiori, Irom Chalcedon on, it can no lonzer be
a gueztlioca of how the nmaturcs can be differcnt and the
g@rson one, but strictlys "iho ig this nen of whon it

s sald that he is God?" (po 277)0

Ibid., pp. 178£f, |

Ibigog ppe. 1708L,
Ibid.g pe 180, ‘ o , r
"Here we stand by the first Chrisloglcal provlenmt

IL Christ is cout@mporgﬁi not oaly as a power but also
in his person, how is S preseuce vo be coacelved,

if we are not to injure the intezrlty of his person?"
(f' 180) Donhoeffer's aaswers "[lhe presence of the
given God-'an Jesus Chrlist exiats for us in the scan-
dalous form of proclamation, ‘fhe proclalmed Christ 1s
the real Christ. Tuc proclamation is not a2 second In-
carnation. The scan cf Jesus is not his Incarnation
- that 1s indeed the revelation! — but rather his hu-
miliation. Jesus Chrigt 13 an as the Jumiliated and
Exalted, ee+Christ as the Puniliated and Ixalted is
present only in proclamation& but that weans in the fornm
of reancwed huniliatioh, Ia the proclamation, the Resur<
rected is present in the humilliation. This presence has
a three-fold form in the churchs as liord, as Sacrament,
and ag the Church." (pp. loél-184). 4 :

Ibid., pp. 187, 229, 232, 235, aad pagsin,.
Ibid., De 235, .
Ibid., pe 243,

Bonhoeffer concluded his introductaory lectures abt Ler-—
lin, "Die Frege nach dem lenschen in der gegenwartigen
Philosophlie und Theologie" (1931) with these words:
"Christ exists amonz us as the church, the church in
the hiddenness of the historical, The church is the
hidden Christ among us." (GS III, ppe. S3=4). Compare
this@gassaga from the 1933 lccturcs: "with this hunl-
liated one, the ehurchv§oas its own way of humiliation,
It cannot rcquest the vislble authorizallion of its way
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since e, at every point, rcfused this, As the hunl-
liatced church, it nust nclther look with valn compla-
ceacy o 1ltself, as if its bhumllity were a vislible
proof that Christ is presgent, Iumiliztlion is cot a
proof to which attention may be drawn., There is no
law or priwciple which the church must follew, There
is only this fact of hunility, whidi 15 God's way with
the church,.,” (Ibid" PP 241‘2).

290 Ibid&. PDo 252‘30

30. ‘ihe section is closest to the Christology of Sanctorum
Comminio in ideatifyins thc revelation with corlalinm
ccclcoiustlcal forus, and for our purpores & brief
sumary will sufflces

Ag the Vord, the full transcendent person of Chriss
confronts me as the "“porsonal addrcss' (pe 186) of
God. "iils presence is not any power of the church nor
ita objective spirit, out of which he is preached, but
his being (Dasein) as the sermon.” (p. 186) (If we could
be more cexr n of the exact wording here, this rcpre-—
sents Donhoefferts last ucantion of the phrase "objectlve
spirit", which he used so widcly in Sancterum Communio),
"At this man you shzll poilny and say: .hasd 18 God. €
rney modify that to read: At this word of man you shall
oint and 3 that is God's Word, ihic sealcnces are
asically alike," (p. 157).

As Sagcranent, "the whole p@fson of the Godelon in

his exal%aﬁion‘aﬁﬁ huniliation 18 prescnte e..Christ 1
|

|

i

|

exists so that he is existentlally present in the Sacraw
ment, lils b&in%-as-”aha-.%acrammt ig nod a pececuliar pos~
segsslon, a quality eamon3 othersy it exists thus in the
church, The humiliation is not an actideat of his God=
ilan substaonce but its existencces" (ps 192).

4As the Church, in the formlation which is already |
familiar to US irom Bonhoeffer's carlier writings, the
lozos of God finds spatlio-temporal exteaslty, "Ilhe
%ommggggy is (not sizaifies) the Dody of Chrisv."
Pe . , .

21, Ib%%., pp. 10422, It is difficult to trace out the hig-
y of this idea in DBonh:effer's early writings. I

se¢ the background of this sceilon 1a the Christology
lectures to be Bonhoeffer's remarks concerning "con-
science” in Act and Beinz and Sanctorum Communio,
In the former, coansclience is deéscribed a3 “"tae lach
erasp of the self at the self" (AB, p. 160), "the be-
coning aware of death and isolation“(AB, p. 168), the
final limitation of man. Dut consclcuce may have a
form appropriate to belng in Christ, if 1t "obscures
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oy view of Christ, or chows him to be my Judge from the

cross, thus poinbting constantly o my sin.” (A2, P.175).

Ponhoelfcr describes the coascleuco 5o conceived as
rcbellion asalnst Christ which, ab thie sace tlme, is
- taken up in the act of belief, 4o this zct (Ailke the-
olegy) 1nvolves "reflecticn upo2 cone's lipits™ it must
Coucsantly be subject to the net of folth itsclf, the
"pure 1atcatlonclity in locidng oaly toward Christ,m,
(ABy pe 175). This complicated zand oftca abstract
arsuncnt eaxerges oace more in Crezction and rall (1932-
23)y whore Ronhooffer devclops TLc nocion thevw “raata
1imi% 1ig in the rmlddlc of his evistense”y that the
tres of life represents the Lord aad Glver of life

vho Ls "at cace thic limit and the middle of our exds-
tease." (CIy pe 51)e This middle/linit is connected
closely with the kaowlelge of good and evil: whez, in
the rall, man grasps kzowledge for hirself, Le is
curscd with the knowledge of gocd and evil and is
taencefortl "like God™. Enowing good cad ovil 1is man's
deavlbj or with thlc knowledze he ¢on only strike out
against the other person who is placed by his gsilde to
gfbo&y als 1liml?, ajalnst the "grace” of hls limlta-

on.

Thic argumcnt next ariscs ia the Christolosy lec-
tures, where Christ is the gracious limit to tho ezo.
In the Lthics, Christ overcomes.the knowledge of gocod
and evil (¢uzbodied in the Fharisec) and dirccts man
solely toward himself as the "limitation from the cen-
t@r" . (E. ; pP [ 14‘2"‘161) [ ‘ ’ ’

GS IIL, pe 1943 "The essence of the pcrson of Chrlst is

to be temporally and spatially in the centere... Deing
in the center belongs to the structure of his persca.
eeoChrist is the cne who exists for me (der pro-me
Dagelende), the Medlator.” o :

Ibids, De 194,

Grunow, ia IW I, p. 62: "In Creaticn amd Fall, the in-
terpretation 48 still stronzly coated wlth philosophy
and sets aside all historical and literary problews of
the text, in a fundameatal, systenctic, exlsteatlal-

"philosophical and :avelation&l-tbeoret{cal consldera-
ﬁion." cp. Ifi@.rty. PP 12Cfo

We Harrelson, in "Donhoeffer and the Dille" (larty, Dp.
115-139), &oes not gpeak in o dlzperozing ccuse waen
he speaks of The Cost of Discipleship as a collection
of “homllies®, Rabher, aud quite rightly, he wiskcs
to polnt ou¥ that this book does not reprecsent the
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Iind of selentific historical-critical cxegzesis which
has been doveloped in the course of the last huadred
years of biblical Stlldy. (_Xbido, PP 121-ff)0

3G. Ibidey EDoe 121, 1z5¢%.
570 Ce, i I' De 64; GOdsey. Ppo 222,

Z3e¢ luw Iy pe G4, ILonhocffer reccunended for the prepara-
tion of scrwmons Lictrmanat's commentary, Colvin, 3e2-
gel's Gnomon, Kohlbrtigme, Vilmar, and cchlatter (Gs
IVy pe 2oc)e . o N :

39. CF. PDe 7"'80

40. Ibide, pe G The idea of "theolo:icel interpretation”
18 rooted firmly in Bonhoeffert's earlicst thoughbs
hoolsgy, the Lible, and the church are inseparable in
the censept of revelaticn set out in Act and Belnz. |
"Iheoloslcal knowledge has its objcet in The Tomsmbercd i
bappenings of the Christiasn comuunion, the Dille, |
preachingy ond the sacrament, praoyer, confessloa: 3
the vword of the Christ-person which 18 stored os entity

in thoe historical church,” (AD, p. 143). In Creation |

and g%&%, the reletionship between Blble, Church, and |

Corist i1s more expliclit: "lhc Bible is nothing bub |

the bsok upon whick the church stards, Ihle 1s 1ts

eaceatial peture, or it is nothing, ...Thus the creatlon
story should be read in the first place only from Chricy
and not uatll then as leadln; to Christees™ (Lhidsy pe8)

41, ki I, pe 69 On occasion in Crestion and Fall, however,
Ponh.cffer specifically ackmowleljes tue iuportance
of such questions, e.g. 02 pp. 41-43, 19, and 26,
Discussins tne flohist account of tue creation of men,
he writcss "...undoubtedly in this passaze the bibli-
cal author stends exposed with sll the limitations
caused tie age in which be lives, Ihe idea of ver-
bal ingpiration will not do. The hoaveas and the seas
were not formed in the way he sayss we would not escape
a very bad conscleace if we comultted curselves to any
such statenent," (CF, p. 26).

42, G5 ILI, pe 24, Litallcs mine.
43, Ibid., pp. 204=5, italics mine.
4%, CF, pp. 48=9.

45, G3 I1I, p. 205,

45, In the introduction to Creaticn and Fall; Bonhoelfer
writest "iheological Interpretatica accepts the Lible
a3 tae bock of the church aad interprets 1t as such.

i
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Its riethod is this assumpticng it continually refers
back from the text (which has to be ascertalnced with
all the ucthods of philoglcal end Listcrical rescarch) -
to this supposition, That 1z tho obJjectivity of the
method of theological interpretation., And in this ob-

- Jectivity wlone is substanticted its clain 4o a scicne

ific method. Vhen Genesis says 'Yohweh'!, historically
or psycholozically Lt means notilny but Yabmch, iheo-
logically,y hbowever, 1.,e4 from the church's point of
vigw, it {s speakinz of God, God is the Onec God in

the wicle of :oly Scrinture: tue church and theolozical

- study stand and fall with tala faith." (Cfy De 8)e

Whether Bonhoeffer reconlzes what he has done, the
fact remalns that "the mecthod of theolozical interpre-
tation" loses its “objecstivi ty" 1f "all the methods of
ghilolcgical and historical resszarch" cannot be allowed
o affect the final outcome, God is One ocnd reveals
himgelf in Holy sScripbure as Cne -~ but necd this meaa
taat the Bible ic to be treated as bthoush 1% had but
one human author, azd that each of its verscs rmat be

|
|

1

unsritically accopted and exposited with cqual rcvelatory

pover given to each? :

ihis marked Bonhoeffert's first personal encounter with-
Barth, He was amused by Barth'e siudents who anilffed
out theolozical deviation: "No nesro passes for white
(he wrote his friend, Sutz)y they examine your finger-
nails and the soles of your 2oot,."” (G3 I’ . 19)0 BO0w~

hoeffcr wondered how long his own "bastardized tbenlogi_Q

cal heritage"would stand the test (pe 19). His delight
with Barth's nmaaner wos, however, uacondltional: "low
one can breath regularly; one fears death by suffoco-
tion no longer. I belleve that I regret nothin; in

iy theological past so much as not having come socncr.”
(P. 19). Sti1l, his joy did not ncke him uncritical,
lie reported to Sutz tho events of an evenlng spent dis-
cussing cthlcs with Bgrths Ve came very soon Lo the
ethical probleu and discussed it for a long time, ile
wouldn't give in to we, as I expected he must, luerse
are (3arth sald) sinall lanserns apart fron the
great light in the night, cven 'reclative cthlecal cri-
teria' (whose meaning aad essence and purpose he could
not, howevor, make clcar to me)., It had to do wiiwh his
approach vo the 3ille, o thousht, finally, that I was
maiins a principle out of grace and striking everything
elso dead, ILi.turally I conbested the first point with
him and wanted to kaow why everything else ghoulda't

be struck dead,” (Ibid., p. 29) o

|
!
|
|
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Bonhoeffer found Barth's work terribly difficult
to read and grasp, and confessed tiat ue was Lar Lore
impressed with him in ection during his semlncrs and
lectures (althoush he was not imprecsed in this wesy
uith Gogarten, who lecturcd in Berlin later in the
fall : CZ. Ibid., pps 27y 22=3). During Lhc folloving
sprinz, Donhoeirfer agzaln spoke with Larth about the
rroblem of ethicss "bBarth doesa't gtand by me in this
mabbcr w= thet 1g now clear to ne, ile gpoke to me
again about it and asked me whether I still think as
I di1d, saying clearly eacugh that $o bin it had become
even wore suspcet,” (Ibld., pe 31). uhat cxactly was
the point at issue? LU 1s at least certain tLat Don-
hoeffer was disturbed by what he counsidcerced o ceanlral
poaint in the whole of Barth's asproach o tleolesye
Als perplexities were no doubt bchind the exchange of
lotleors with Barth concerning the writing of ‘[l Cgst
of Disciplcship (G3 I, ppe 233=291), in which sSonh.ef-
Ter recous{dered the docirines of Justificabion aad
sanotification, and the relatioaship between Iuith and
obedicace,

G8 I, pp. 31, 321 “At bottom it has bo do with tho prob-

lem of ethics, that 1s, with the question of tle possi-
bility of the procclanmation of a coacrelec comaandmeal
throuzh the churche And it seens %o me o be a real
gap in Brunner's ethics that he hasg not pubt this ques-
tioa in the center..."(Ibid., p. 33). Latcr, chortly
after Iitler became Chancellor, ionhueffer wrote ajain:
"fou know, I think that the whole matter comes to a
critical point in the Sarmon on the [ounb, ferhaps
you will wonder a2bout that, I bdlieve that the theo=-
logy of Barth — and ¢ertalnly that of Lrunner - Las
oaly put off, even &2 it has made poosible, the recos-
nition of this £aot," (Ibid., po 40)
Ponhoeffer had Just reburned from on ecumenlcal Youth

Feace Conference in Czechoslovakia, where he delivercd
a lecturec oa "lhe theolocleal Basis c¢f the Vorld Alll-

|
|

i

ense™ (GS I, pp, 140=161, summarized in Godsey, Dpe 97—

104). ilere bhe ralsed the question: 'iow can the gospel

and the co:mandment be proclalzed with authority, with

full concretion? ...Can the church nmeclaim the comany:
neat of God with the same assurance as she preaches the .

gospel? ...The gospel, ac the camandmend, can pudblic-
ally bz problaimed with authority only when 1t is
gpoken in a wholly coancrete fashion... Uhore does the
priccipl: of coacretion reside with the gospel and
wkero wvith the commandment? (G3 I, p. 145). DBonhocf-
fer was especlally concerned that the church give con-
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crete and unconditional comands to the world in
the name of Chrigts; that it suy, for example, "we
mst have a socialist economic ordzr® or “do notb
go to war"™ in the same wey that it caa say “your
glns are forgiven." He found the precedence for
this action In The Sermon on the Mount and the
necessity for 1t in his own “orders of prescrvao-
tlon", but he worned at the sare time azalnst the
danzers of legalisn: "Recosnitlion of God's comaand
is an act of God's revelation,”™ (Ibid., p. 143).
Only from Chrlst comes the gospel, aad oaly fronm
Christ caa the commandneat cone., It would thus
be necessary to attain to "the decpest knowledze
of roality." (Ibid., pe 148). Bonloeffer finally
decidel for tne formulas "shas the sacramzeab is
for the proslamation of the zocpel, recognition
of the concrete rcality is for the proclamation
of the comiandmeabt. iflcality iz the sacrancnb of
the ethical,” («[Qido. P 147). '

s Do 41, italics mine. Doahocrfer is thinkingz of
Isnatius Loyolats Exercitien, the “Spiritual Ixecre

cisests ‘o eomplote the backround of Bonhoeffcr's
interest in the Szrmon on the lount, we must refer to
a very ecarly lecture (1929) where ho wrote: "It 1s a
great misunderstazding if ons nakes the commandment
of the Cermon on the licunt into a law in itsclf; that

one

accepts 4t word for word in the prescant day.

bateeegows asalnst the free gpirit of Christ whd

bri

n3zs £reedon f£rom the law,” ("Grundfragen elner

remarks, “ionhoeffer is otill the traditional Lutheran

wao Las learned his lesson of how to. cssape the direct-

B
l

ness of the Sermon on the Mount: the literal understand-

s

mekes 16 1w, and the lew 1ig 2bolighed in Christ,.”
allenge', p. i? . :

G3 III, PPe aq—'25’ itelics mineo ,

en

Donhoeffer speaks of three “uses'" of the

Alt%i%?é& in a sectlon of his‘lecture on homiletics .

"he lastor end the ilble® (GS IV, pp. 295-G),
BIblex at

prayer, on the desk, and on the lectern, In &ll three
uses, however, 1t 1s clear that "the Lible 1s the book
which contains the Word of God until the end cf &ll
things. Therefore it is dlffercu’ from other books
(Cp. the citation annotated n. i3] ed,), - This axionm
can never be disregarded," ,

GS 1

Ix 9 DPe 28"'9 o.
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55. Ibido. PP 29=30,

56. "Vergegenwlrtigung neutestamentlicher Texte," GS III,
PPe %C&-S. It should be noted that Bon.hoeffer has
taken the question of "making the biblical texts pre-
seat" as characteristic of the Germon-Christian move-
meat, It is probable that he could not convcrse with
consclenclous Confessing Church members who were ask-
%2@ honegtly and in a legitimate fashlon the same ques-

ons.

57. Ibld., p. 3C6.

53, Ibide, pe 307, In 1931, EBonhoeffer could write: "It is
's'Impi not eaouzgh, and therefore false to say:s the
principle of concretion can only be the Holy Ghost
himgelf" (GS I, p. 31). It is interesting to compare
this with the spirit of this essay in 19353 "Ihe con-
cretissimum of the Christian message and exposition of

¢ toxb 18 not a human act of actualization, but it

is always God himself, the Holy Ghost"(Ibid., pPs 307).

59. GS II, pe 238, After reading this statement, Hans
Iietzmann, who had remained at the University of Der-
lin after Bonhoeffer had gone, wrote to a Swedish
friend: "Now our most gifted young tcacher has turned
into a fanatic..." ("Challenze", pes 3).

60, The story of the PBriiderhaus is given in "Challenze",
Ppe. 2l=4, That tThis movemeat toward a recovery of
some aspects of monasticism was c¢closely bound up with
the questions which centered on the Sermon on the Mount
13 clear from a letter to Sutz of 1934t "The tralning
of younz theologlans belongs today in church-monastic
schools, in which the pure doctrine, the Sermon on the
Mount, and the cultus are all taken serlously — which
for ail three is not the case in the university and
is, under present conditions, not possible.” (G35 I
Ps 42)s Bonhoeffer also wrote of the Cost of Disci’.-
gl@&ig and his difficulties with Confessling Church
officlals who suspected his experiment from the start,
in a letter to Barth (g.e.gtember, 1936, in GS II, ppe
28%=7 and W I, ppe 116=8), Barth's angswer included
the followlng: "Now you tell me that you are occupied
with the inexhaustible theme of justificatlon and
sanstification, both theoretically and practicallys..
You cannot expeot otherwise than that I am looking
farward with an open mindj yet with some uneasiness
as wells +..1 can see already, espcclally among the
young theologians of the Confessing Church, that there
is approachins; another wave of thls kind, in which all
of the past is revived, It mlight well be that you are
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the one who is called and able to be the speaker and
leader in this fleld..." (GS II, pp. 205=9, MW I, pPp.
119-120, "Challenge", pe 19).

Temptatiion has been published separately in translation,
1€ ouuer studles are to be found in GJ IV, pp. 294-

3205 544=569 ‘

WeA, 11022301:' Ficmr, Ron, 240, J.Of‘ W.A.lO.l.ﬁG‘?.lZf;
WOA080336‘ . .

WeAes 34114333 quoted in Nuppy ops cltey, pe 134 .

R@id' Pe 72. "Christ eaters by the Gosgel through a
man's ear into hls heart and dwells therej nor does
he come emgty-hand@d, but brings with him his life
Spirit, and all that he has and can* (Erl. A, 65.157).
Reid is follovwing Seeberg, amons others, in his inter-
prctation., lie writes: "The racg is, seethat for the
und@rstandin% of Scripture and the rccognition of its
authorl subject and obJect have to be held together,
This coming together takes place in the stillness
§St11 ehalten) of the individuel before the liord.”

eid, ope. clt., ps 71, followlny K&hler).,

Welo Xcl’ 160,222¢F,

Gal. ET 110 (1i. 20).

Reid, %E.'ci es PPe 70=71, Rupp adds the following

ous Irom Luther himself:s "Tropologlcus sensus
est ultimatus et principaliter intentus in scriptura”
(WeAe 34458.8)3 "Qul apostolum et alias scripturas
vult sapide intelligere oportet ista omnla tropologice
1&@@111&@3@" (WeAe 34531.33 ' 50552.12)’ Rupp, 2D
eit., pe 135, T -

kupp, following L. Vogelsang, secs declsive effects

for Luth@r'angﬁvelo meat in the movement from Christow

-logical interpretation to purecly tropological inter-
f@taﬁioﬂ. bg& 8ees f%is Ssithehgagkgroufglroi Iﬁther'g
80OV about titia Del, which possibly too

- place géglng Lutggﬁ*ﬁ"ﬁKrE on the i'salms, in 1514

. (@Re Giley Po 135)0 |

GS IV, pp. 544-569, Cf. also il.H. Ffuller, "Liturgy
and ﬁwvmcien", in narty, ppe 182f£, ‘e have here used.
ary, op. ¢lte, ppe 190-191, Bonhoeffer

made use of the Lropological method most radically

-in his blblical study, T@mgtation, which develops the
thene of "teptation in Chrig n the llew Testanmeat,
On pa§es 23=~%, he writes: "The true neesning is rather

- that In my temppations, my real succor is oaly in his

§41 48
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temptationy to share in his temptation 1s the oaly
help in my temptation. Thus I ought not to think of

my temptation other than as the temptatioan of Jesus
Christ, In hls tempsation ls my succori for here only
-1s victory and overcoming. Thc practical task of the
Christian must, therefore, be to understand all the
tenptations m{ch come upon him as temptations of Jesus
Christ in him, and thus will be alded." Bonhoeffer
made use in o%her biblical studics, especlially in his
K4 David, of another device of Luther and the Churéh
ratherss typology. He defended his use of the latter
in hig essay,"Vergegenw#rtigung neutestamentlicher
Texte", GS III, ppe. 319=320., C£., also L] I' PPe 70=-71,

"The Christ whom the scriptures proclainm is in every
word he utters one who graants faith only to those who
obey hims It 1s nelther possible nar right for us to
try to get behind the word of the scriptures to the
events as thgyr actually occurred. Iilather, the vhole
Viord of the scriptures summons us to follow Jesus."

(CDy pe 73)e
Ibid., DPe 73,
CDy Po 60,

Ibidey pPe 776
Ibld.' po 79.
Cf. GS 1II, ppe. 195¢£¢,

CDy pe 274. Cf, the section in Life Tozethecr entitled
"he Day Alones lleditation™ (ppe S1=04)s 'Ia our medl-
tation"we ponder the chosen text on the strength of the
promise that i1t has something utterly perso to say
to us for this day and for our Christian 1life, that it
is not only God's vord for the church, but also God's
tiord for us individually. le oxpose ourselves to the
speclfic word until it addresses us personally... e
do not ask what this text has to say to other people.
For the preacher this means that he will not ask how
he is goinz to preach or teach on this text, but what
it is saying quite directly to him, It is %rue that
to do this we must first have understood the context
of the verse, but here we arc not expounding it or
preparing a sermon or conduwting Bible study of any
kindy we are rather walting for God's lord to us."

(LTy pe 82).

The believer, by sharing in Christ's transceandence by
faith in him, 15 here granted the freedom to opcrate
in the world. i/e must kecp before us that the EKirchen-
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kampf could not but have affected Bonhoefferts pic-

ure of the world "outslde of" the church wvhich the

digoiple and his church see ag the world fallen away
from God., Cf, section II (B).

The problem of the place of scripture, which is not
taken up in the Ethics, dominates the prison letters
as the medltation oan "the non-reclisious interpretation
of biblical concepts.”

CDy pPe 29% Lekters, April 30, 1944 (p. 91).
Cf. "The Suffering of the llescengers", CD, pp. 190£f.
Closely reclated is the questlion of the "boundaries"

of the Confessing Church (cf. M7 I, pp. 123££,):

“But here it is not the church which sets the bounda-
ries, but the world vhich arbitrarily shuts itself out
of the church, insofar as it does not hear and belleve,
The church sannot escertaln where her boundaries must
rungy rather, they will alwais be already fixed, ilasofar
&8 they arc drawn from outslideees" (GS .[I' Po 126)Q

CDy pp. 84=90,

G3 IIL, pp. 194£2, ,

CDy ppe 35=-473 the citation is from p. 42.
LQVU@&'B’ July 21’ 1944 (po 125).

Letters, "Outline for a Book", pp. 164=5,
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Chapter 9

Revelation and the Confessing Church

All concrete questions are for us so difficult to
answer, because we have not yet formulated clearly the
previous question: What space the church must clainm for
the power of the Vord of God itsclf. Is the space oualy
the mathematical point of the Word of God, which darts
in here and there? The mathematical point of Justifice-
tion? 1Ig it the case that as lon:z as the church is al-
lowed this space, everythins is in order? The expericnces
of the last years have taught us that the church reacts
more sensitively, above and beyond our theological know-
ledge, to certain boundaries of her body of which sho was
not previously aware, She discovers boundary situations
where, dogmatically, she had thought to find no boundaries,
«s+Theology and the qucstion of the church develop out of
the empirical experiences of the church in her counfllets,
Blows befall her, and she recognlzes: the body of the
church goes this way or that. question: How, then, 1s
the recognized space of the church to be dis%inguished
from other spaces round about her?...

"Sichtbare Kirche im neuen Testament" (1935/6), GS I1I,
Ppe 325-6,

The formula "Christ exists as the church" was a
weapon with which Bonhoeffer seemed able to fight but
one batile at a time, He had never intenied that an
ecclesiology wedded to the thewlogy of revelation should
disregard the formidable problem of the relatloanship
between revelation =— the church — and "other spaces” of
the worldy rather, his dissertation and llabilitationg-
schrift found it necessary to circumvent these questions
in order to fight on another front., As a result, Bonhoef-
fer's insistence that the church was a human sphere, sub-
Ject to the same soclological laws as other human spheres,
was frequeatly obscured by his emphasis that the sphere of
the church comprised the revelatlon of God, subject to no
human laws,

When he began his work at the Unlversity of Berlin in
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1931, Bonhoeffer's interests were naturally broadencd

by the practical demands of his position. Lecture and
‘sexninar preparation led him/%roblems of ethics and exege-
818, and he developed and deepened a Christology indepen-
dent of the limited Christo-ecclesiology of his earlier
works, This mch we have outlined in the previous sec-
“tlon of the preseat imvestigation: Part II(A). At the
same time, stimulated by his work with the infant ccumcni-
cal movement anl as the leader of a cormunicants' class
‘of young workers, Bonhoeffer bezan to raise the question
he had cirecumveanted in his early works If the church, the
"commuaity of revelation,™ is Christ, how does that which
exists outside of the boundarics of this oommunity revcal
Chrigt and serve him as Lord?

Bonhoeffer first set out this question, in 1932, in
its traditional Lutheran forms as the problem of the ro-
lationship between the two kingdoums, church and state,

e elucidated the state as a divine ordinance in which the
created structure of the world is affirmed and rescrved,
But this interest was set eside arnd eventually discarded
when Hitler came to power in Germany. Bonhoeffer found
in his formlation no weapon with which to combat the
Nazi-supporting German Christian Novement vhich had Spread
through the established church and, unlike many of his
collecagues, he refused even to move carefully in d@velop-
ing the relationship between church anl state theoretically.
Any discussion, he felt, might offer some corfort to the
German Christians., Le therefore ended discussion eltoge-
ther and took up, once azain, his orisinal Christo-eccle=
siology, infusing it with a confessional orthodox termino-
logy and proclaiming it with prophetic vigor. - -
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The church strugsle and the blrth of the Confessing
Church at Barmen in 1934 reopened wlth special urgeancy
the problem of the nature of tle church, Not only £0%
it also forced the opposition to look upon those who
recumained ascoclated with the Relchsklrche —-- the estab-
lished church -- in a wholly ncw way. Abtteation was now
directed toward the practicsl issues of meambearship, pas-
toral support, representation at ecumenical gatherings =
in chort, toward the constituency and boundaries of a
church which claimed to be thc one true church of Jesus
Christ in Germany and which denled that coexistence with
the Relchgkirche was a possibility.

we have seen that Bonhoeffer's ecclesiology was nob,
as was Barth's, based upon the analogous relationship of
the church to the revelation of Gody but rather upcn the
identification of the two. The church is Christ, the re-
velation., Vhen this theory met with the practical lssues
of the Elrchenkampf, Bonhoeffer was left with the formulas
the Confessing Church is the revelation, The boundaries
of the church which the theoretical Sanctorum Communio
never drew were now boldly and concretely described. DBon-
hocffer accepted the situation and adamantly pressed hils
ecclesiology into service, drawing within its framcwork
his new interests -— Christology, ethics, and exegesls.

The result was a champion of the Confessinz Church
and the book The Cost of Digeipleship. Iven in that ro-
narkable work, however, it is apparent that the marriege
of the two Christologlies was not wholly successful, I%
was lnevitable that when the time presented itself, the
boundaries would be broken down by the tension created
by juxtaposing two Christologles so differeat in concep-
tion and spirit. And when his association with the Hitler
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resistance and the enforced isolation from the church
on the eve of the war renewed the themes which the Kir-
chenkampf had caused to be set aslde, Bonhoeffer attemp-
ted to rework his theory in order that he might do away
with the restrictivencess of his ecclesiology. He remained
certain that revelation must be stated doncretely and
~spatially; but the spatial language could be made more
flexible, released from the Chri sto-ecclesiolozy of his
earlier thought and the concrete boundaries of the Kirchen-
kampf, and formulated in terms of his second, more dynamic
Christology. These various experinents were collectcd as
the Ethics. Finally, in the prison letters, Bonhoeffer's
new understanding of the meaning of history caused him to
turn away altogether from the attempt to locate in the
world an empiric-revelational “space" for Christ.

The church struggle thus set the stage for the inncr
conflict in Bonhoeffer's theological development which,
however restrictive it might have been, was nevertheless
responsible for the creative expiosions of the Ethics and
prison letters., This section will investigate this con-
flict and the situation within which it developed in The
Cost of Disclpleship and Life Torether, and examine the
attenpts at reformulation in the Ethics.

I. Christ and the uworld, Church aad Utates 13°7-1933.

- 1f any rcmarkable, characteristic impulse in Doa-
hoeffer's theological development can bo discerncd, 1t
would be his determlination never to loze sizht of his
own innate, bourgeois, humnlitarian concera. Warldly life
and tho life of the church were, at the cutcet of Donhcef-
fer's theologicel career, contrapuntal themes. Because
theolelcal and church-political stratepsy nade 1t peceoe
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sary that the latter theme recelve a speciel emphasis in
1927 and from 1934 to 1940, it is easy, in lookins back
over Donhoeffer's early work, to lose sight of his worldly
interest = and thus to understand the Ethicg and the
prigon letters as a radical departure from Bonhoeffer's
basie theological convictions, We have thus to trace the
theme of the worldly in Bonhoeffer's early thinkirg and,

in greater detail, to examine the forms in wkich it emerged
in hig writings from 1931 to 1933,

Traces of the thewme of worldlincss appear in the very
earliest products of Bonhoeffer's pen., In an unpublisked
diary from his period as a vicar in Barcelona (1928), Bon-
hoeffer humorously described s dllemma in his theology:

"I think I am becoming a humanist, Weos Barth ever awgy
from hem@?“; There were geveral contributing factors

which stood in the background of this outbursts Bonhoeffer's
cultural and bourgeois heritase, the social-political situa-
tion in Germany, Spain, and America prior to 1933, his con-
frontation with the social gospel and his commmnicants®
cless, his absorption of the humanist gpirit of Nletzsche,
ani the broadening effect of his travel and work with the
ecumcnical movament. His humanitarlan interest in "the
world and its creatures"” was unquenchable. It was in Bar-
celona that Bonhoeffer lectured for the first tine on "the
basic questions of Christian ethics," illustrating his thesis
that ethics 13 a matter of history, "a child of the earth",
with the legend of AntHus, the glact whose strength could

be overcome oaly when his feet were lifted from the eartb.

We have secen that Sanctorum Commnio, in attempting
to establish an ecclesiologlical basis for a theolozy of
revelation "from above downwards", wrestled primarily with
Bonhoeffer's liberal teachers and humanistic, "religlous"
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soclial philosophers, The rcader is apt to pay loss atten-
tion to the infrequent but often passionate outbursts
which stress that the church is a completely human struc-
- ture, atfected by human history and vitally conceracd
with the humanity about her.” Bonhoeffer' qualified what
he saw as an unduly negabive view of the church, expressed
by Kerl Barth in the Commentary on homans., The fact that
everything which the church says and does in the world 1is
human, Bonhoeffer argued, does not adversely affect her
determinaticn toward God. The revclatlion assumes 1ts en-
pirical form in space and time as a human commmunity,

In 1932, Bonhoeffer developed this side of his thesis
further in the form of an essay on the reletionship betweea
the church as revelation and the world in which it exlsts,
Interest in the worldly nature of the church is not a sec-
ondary affalr, Rather, Donhoeffer insists, the church
cannot be understood without assertins that she is of the
world. "We can only talk about what the church is whea
we osk at the same time what it is in relation to men and
in relation to Ged."6 Church and world are conceptions
which must always ocour together, since they exist solely
for each other:

The church is a plece of the worldy forsaken, godless,
beneath the curse:s valn, evil world - and that in the
highest degree because ghe misuses the name of God, because
in her God is made into a playthinz, an idol, Indeed, she
is eternally forsaken and anti-Christian world for she
removes herself from her solidarity with the evil world and
preteads to be aloof., And yet: The church is a plece of
qualified world, qualified through God's revealing, gracious
Wiord, which she is obliged to deliver to the world which
God has occupled and which he will ncver more set free,

The church is the presense of God in the world, Reeally in
the world, really the presense of God.?7
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_ Here is the conclse presentation of Donhoeffer's
ecclesiologlical thesis for vhich one searches in vain
ip. the pages of Sanctorum Comrmnio. The influcnce of
Barth's RYmerbrief is clear, but also Eonhoeffer's
characteristic "and yet..." There arec also clearly -
audible echoes from Bonhoeffer's past. "Only he...who
loves the earth and God in one," Bonhoeffer writes,
"can believayin}the;Kingdom of God,"8 There can be no
flight from the world in the name of God, por can there
be any place in an understanding of the Kingdon of God
for "Christian secularism" which views the church as an
organ for religious and mnralaupbuilding: |

He who evades the world cannot find Godidbut rather

his own, better, lovellier, more peaceful wor an ‘"other”
world, but novel God's world whf%h breaks within this

world, Ee who cvadcs the world in order to find God finds
only himself. He who evades God to find the earth does not
find God's earth, but only a stage for the conflict between
gocd and evil, plous and blasphemous, le who edifies hime
self finds himself, Whoever loves God loves him as Lord
of the earth, Just as it 1s. le who loves the earth loves
1t completely as Godbs kingdom on earth, but at the same
time as God's ki m on earth., This 1s because the King
of the kingdom is the Creator and Preserver of the earth,
ggcauseﬁgeghaﬂ blessed the earth and has takea us out of
e@w ° . . PO -

Fere is the "affirmation of the carth, an entrance
into its orders} its communities, its history"lQWbich was
later to form the theme of the Ethics. DBub Bonhoeffer's
concern at this time is to define further the revelation
in Christ by means of a positive theory of church and
state. He does this by introducing the idea that "miracle"
end "order"” (grdnungz) are the “two forms in vhich God's
kingdom appears on earth; enters into 1t The miracle
is the Resurrection which breaks through the cursed world
(which Bonhoetfer described in his Creation and Fall).l2




147

The church bears witness to this nmlracle of God's ncw
crecation which shatters all of man's earthly orders,
establishes the new community, and overcomes man's ezo-
centricity, sin, and death. But the state is positively
related to the miracle as the kingdonm of order, by which
the world, with 1ts laws and history and commnities, is
offirmed and prescrved. Church and state must exlst side
by side, divided but mutually limlting one enothcr, as
lonz as the earth remains, Thuss the miracle breaks
through and the order retains,

The directlon in which Bonhocffar's thoughts are
noving sugzests that he wished to unfold his theme as
a revelational thcory in which the whole of humanity
could be taken up, on the basis of a conception of God
as Lord of the earth, Bubt Just abt this staze in his de-
velopment, Bonhoeffer found himself confrontecd with a
political and ecclesiastical strugzle in Germany which
induced him to halt any medltation upon the nature of
the state which sug:ested that 1t c:muld serve positively
as an instrumcnt of God's will, John Godsey's summaries
of Bonhoeffer's numerous essays concerniny the nature of
the response which the church should make to the church-
political questions of 193313, arranzed as they are 1in
chronolo;ical order, show clearly that the latter's think-
inz was deeply affected by a confroatatlon with these con-
crete, inescapable realities.

In his two essays (1932-3), "what 1s the Chumh?"l4
and "The Church Before the Jewish Qn@stion,"lsBonhoeffer
still app@ara the consecrvatives The church does not eagage
directly in political action, as lonz as the state acts
Justly for the malntenance of order, Regarding the dis-
nissal of Jewlsh-Christian pastors from their churches,
Bonhoeffer saw the role of the church as onc of criticlisnm
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of the goverament and ald for the viotims.lG Bubt he

sensed early in the strugzle that discussion of the reclo-
tionship between the church and the state would requlre

en approach very differcat from the traditional “"linmita=-
tion of responsibilities" within a concept of the Kinzdonm
of Gad.17 The problem was that he could provide no theo=-
logical answer to these ccmplicated guestions which was
not an evasion. No doubt, this confusion was a factor in
his deecision to go Lnto the pastorate in the autuma of.
19334 his theology left him powerliess in the lecture hall,
"Until now," Godsey writes, 'the boundary between church
and state secmed clearly defined, and one had oanly %o
guard the boundary and explain the dutles of each in re-
spect to the obther, IDut all at oance the situation changed,
and the church found %Lts clear view vis-a-vis the state
clouded by treason within its own borders! The German-
Christians, who professed to be the church,..were able to
confuse the lssues to such en extent that the church strug-
gle appeared to be an imner-church instead of a church-
state affair."ls ‘

The effect upon Bonhoeffer was so great that he
immediately broke off theological coaversation on the
theme of church and statej in Betlge's words, he "dropped
the further development of his dostrine of Christ's Lord-
ship over the world as he bad Just launched it,"9 Bethge
continues: , '

Fositive statements about the state,..disappear. The
clever notion of the Erhaltungsordnun-en (orders of preser-
vation) he never meations again, Lo drops it at the same
moment when some prominent Lutherans (Kiinneth) take it up
to develop their own concept of the two recelms on this
basis. He lost all interest in discussing with Gogarten,
Brunner, and their friends the doctrine of 5ch6§fua§s-

dnunzen (orders of creation) which gave a good schemo
%or providing a plece in the Christian catechism for a

tamed version of the German Frithlinsdoctrine of a pure
race (Blut und Boden, national "blood and coil").
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eso¥alking the easy way in picking out Luther's state-
ments about world, state, and creaticn seemed now to
Bonhocffer the opposite of clin;inw to the concretencss
of the message,20

What Bethge writes of the effect of the church strug-
gle uron Bonhoeffer's life seemed equally true of his theo-
lozical path: it was "robbed of its 1nitiative'by Nazl hig-
toryo"gl ‘When Bonhoeffer returnsS: to the problem of ec-
clesiology, in 1935/6, Lt 13 clear that he has used a strict
form of his original thesis to solve the church-political
problem and that he has foreclosed any discussion on the
theme of church and states revelation aand tLe Confessing .
Church can be equated, Hls 1lnterest now becOmeSthe arti-
culation of the revelation of Christ within the church
and only within the churchy his insistence upon the exclu-
siveness of the Body of Christ is deternined by the prac-
tical demands of the Confessing Church and its strugcle
for existence in Germany, Virtually all of his theological
thinking was drawn back into the sphere of eccleslology, '
Just as the whole of his life was placed at the service of
the Confessing Church. ‘

Vie already have had occaslon to speak of the unfortu- '
nate result of this limitation to Bonhoeffer's thinking in
i . his treatment of the hermencutical question, The posl-
tive outcome of this concentration, however, ought not to
be overlooked., Setting aside any dlalectical escapes from
the identification of the Confessing Church and revelation
made it possible that Bonhoeffer could proclaim his message
with clarity, creativity, and vigor —- and the result wes
The Cost of Discipleship. The situation which Bonhoeffer
accepted as the only one for his theology heightened the
tengion between a restrictive ecclesiolozy and a dynamic
new Christology uantll it reached the breaking point, Thus
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the Ithica, and eveatually the prison letbers were created
as a result of the battle between Bonhnefferts two Chris-
tolosies which was eajolned, but never resolved, in tho
pages of The Cost of Discipleanip, Ve shall retura Yo
thls shortly., At this polnt, tho ceatral thieolozical prob-
len for Donhoeffer has becone the conjuest of a living _
spose for his Confessing Church and the artisculatioa, within |
its atrict bounderies, of hig thinking on Christolozr and
dlseipleship,.
II., 7The &rticul&tioa of the Dody of Christ,

The most obvious differeace betweeon the dishcrtation
which Bonhoeffcr prodused in 1927 and his lator writings
on ecolesiology is the altcration in tcrminolozy. After
1933 wo find no atbtempt to make theolozlcal usc of oecu-
lar language, either soclologlcal or philosophical, to dooe
cribe the form assumed by Christ ia tho communlty. Instead,
the Christolo.y which anh@effer had made the cenber of his
thoory becomes more explicit, and the laajuage which Le uses
to develop his doctrine of the Iody of Christ becomes morc
traditionsl, Not surprisinzly, he Zirst turna his atten-
tion to the most visible of the activities of thoe church e
preaching and the sacraments — anl gives them both a
Christologlcal interpretation. -
mmunto ganctorum, Bonhoeffer wrote in hic oarlicst
bool, t&k@s the form of Christ, “Zjle thea gpoke of an "ob-
Jeotive splrit" which extended itseclf spatially and his-
torically in the lifc of the community, bearinz certala g
forms which Christ "guarantees to be efficacious" and thriush
which the Holy Splrit ep@:au@s.23 Chrict oxlsting as the
church meana that Christ is preseat aad tho Oplrit is ab
work in the church whea the vord, ia sacraceat and preache
inzy is proclalmed, The cenber of ionkioeffer'a ecclosio-
logy thus became an orlsinal and dynamle exposition of
thcse traditional marks of the church of the deformers and
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the Iutheran confessicns. | _ . |

In the terminology of the 1933 Christology lectures,
the explication of Word and Sacrament tock the following
form: "The one and complete Person of the 'God-—' 'an Jesus
Christ is present in the church in his pro-me structure
as Word, Sacrament, and community.“‘% Bonhoeffer's charac-
teristic Iutheran ™s" was at the centor of his discussion:
Christ is present not.only in the Word of the church but’
also as the Word of the church, This means that Christ
is -the spoken fiord of the sermon and the acted and pro-
claimed word of the sacrament, "They do not signify some-
thing," he insisted, “they are somethinu.f’as '.’ord,and Sacra-
ment are the vehicles for Christ's manifestation of himself
in and as his community. But Christ also revecals hingelf
in Word and Sacrament, in his humlliated and pro-me form,
Here Bonhoeffer's theolozla crucls comes into play: the
church, through Word, .;acrameat, and commalty, partici-
pates in this humiliation and takes it upon 1itself. Thus,
preaching is desoribed as "Christ Aloself striding through
the community as the Word," "Christ bearins human naturc," |
the gacranentum verbl which "takes us up aad bears us"
upon whieh "all anxiety, sin, and death of the com.uunity
nay fall, ne Again "preachin@ 1s not the only mcans wherc-
by Christ takes visible form., That is also done by the
sacranments of baptism and the Lord's uupper, both of which
flow from the true humanity of our Lord Jesus Christ "2/
The concrete, personal, d.ynamic Chrlst;olo&y of 1933 has
here been drawn into ecclesiology.

' Bonhoeffer's spatial language, which had all but dis=-
appeared in the Christology lectures, reappeared in the
latter chapters of the Cost of Diseipleship in a more dynamic
form. Ue speaks of a "space of proclamation"; that is, of
the visible Body of the exalted Lord manifested in the
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preaching of the lYiord, "The church of Jesus Chrict clalmg
space in the world for its proclamation. The Dody of Christ
becomes visible to the world in the congregatlion gathered
round the Word aad Sacrament.'f28 An essay written in 193629
on the subjJect of the visible church spcaks of "the space
of proclamation and confession", and in The Cost of Disci-
pleship, Bonhoeffer writes of this same space as oane which
the church clainms as "an ordimance of dlvine appolntument,">”
There are other spaces to which the church lays claim:
spaces for "the office (Amt), office bearcrs (dzter), and
glets™l ana for "the articulation and order® of the cozmuni
ty.32 But Donhoeffer bezan to concentrate upca what he
called the "living space" of the church: "The church nceds
space not only for her liturgy and order, but also for the
daily 1ife of her members in the werld. That is why we
must now speak of the living space (Lebengsraoum) of the visi-
ble church,"?? S -
III. Tme Living Space of the Church, ; . ,
"Bonhoeffer," Bethge tells us, “"always added to the
two clascical notions of the church in the Lutheran confes-
slons — Word and Sacrament — & third, t:e fellowship of
nen."?*Mis conception took a nurber of forms and cerved a
variéty of purposes durinz the csurse of Donhoeffer's thco-
logical development. In Act and Nelns, the vord in Sacrameng
and Preaching could not be considercd apart from the fellow-
ship, and all three terms merged 1n his orzanic conception
of the church as the revelations ‘ ‘

In reality I hear enother man declarc the gospel to
me, see him offer me the sacrament: 'Thou =rt forgiven!,
see and hear bim and thc congregation rraying for mej at
the same time I hear the gospel, I Join in the prayer and
know myself Joined into the Word, sacrament, and prayer of
the communion of Christ, the new humanlty now as then, here
as elsewhere; I bear it upon me and apm borne of it,., lcre
I, the historically whole man, individual and humanity to-




153

gether, am encsuntered, affected, I believes that 1s,
I know myself borne: I am borne (patl), thecrefeore I anm
(egse), therefore I believe (a*ore?.)g

The church is not an empty space; the dynanic nove-
nent of the community in 1ts cultic activity, to which
the presence of the Holy Spirilt has been prenised, con-
stitutes the act=-being unlty of revelabtion.

The 1933 Christolozy lectures carry this notion fur-
ther, and separate, for the purposes of definition, Christ
as sacrament and preaching and Clhrist as the community or
fellowship, "Ihe communlty 1s not oaly the recciver of
the Vord of revelatlion," Donhoceffer wreites, "but is her-
self the revelation and the Vliord of God, The Word 1s
itself comnunity, lnsofar as the corzunity is revclation
and the Word has the forn of a created Body. n26 Later,
when Bonhoeffer attenpted to relate his thinking on "the
coneretion of the commandm@nt")7 to "Christ existins aos
the church", he wrote of a "space of the Christian com-
mandment (new 1ife, diseipleship)."® sStill later, the
"space of discipleship” becomes the "living space of the
church," This idea represents Bonhoeffer's attenpt to plve
life to what cauld have become a static, institutionalized
acolesiology, ecclesiasticlemy to thrust the inner-dirccted
and defensive Confessing Church, with her visible boundaries
between herself and the world, out into the world. Into
this living space Bonhoeffer carricd his tropological in-
terpretation of scripture, with its interdepcndent Christo-
logy, devotional life, and concrete obedience (described in
the preceding chapter).59

The final chapters of The Cost of Disciplcchip and
virtuelly the whole of Life Tozether moy thus be described
as Bonhoeffer's struggle to forse a weapon for the church
strugzle by uniting the early chapters of the former book
(where Christolosy, scripturc, and disciplechip were come




15°-

bined with such a telling effect) and the Christo-eccle-
slology (with its language of "space') adapted from his
earliest work, In this endeavor, thec notlon of the living
space ¢f the church was of the greatest importance., 1t
is this uncasy alliancec of two Christologles which makes
the final chapters of The Cost of Discipleship and Life
Tomether (as well as the Briiderhaus experiment) far more
than the turn to plety and otherworldliness Lonhoeffer's
intcrpretiers have often found in them.qo Even Bonhoeffer's
examination of community life in Iife Tozether constantly
forces the Christian outward toward and into the active
1life of the world. The church's place is in the midst of
the world, "the Body of Christ has peneﬁratad into the
heart of the world in the form of the church."*! "To
stay in the world with God," Bonhoeffer reminds us, "means
eimply to live in the rough and tumble ¢f the world and ab
the same time remaln in the Body of Christ, the visible
church, to take part in 1ts worship and to live the life
of dis&ipleship.“42 Nor is the communal lifec of scriptural
neditation and worship, confession and intercessory prayer
described in ILife Tomether to be undcrstood except as sorne-
thing teking place within this living space which is thrust
into the worlde It is a livinz space because 1t seads the
Christian into the world to ministcr (as Bonhceffer wrote
in Life Together) through an nattitude” of service, meek-
ness, listening, helpfulness, bearing, and prcclaﬂ.z:z.*!.rxg.,_;.q'3
This is thus a worldly spéa@, but also a space of the church
because, Bonhoeffer insists, even in isolation the Chris-
tian bears the community along with him in his confrontation
of the Word, mecdltation, obedience, and action,

For this reason, one cannot simply set the "worldliness"
of the Fthics and prison lettcrs over agailnst the supposed
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"otherworldliness" of lhe Cost of Diccipleship and Life
Toethcr. The disciple anmd his church nove about in the
worlde. Vhat restricts Donhoeffcr's theology at this point
is the boundary between the church and the world with which
Donhoeffer had to concern himself — a boundary, because

of the peculiar rclationship between revelation and the
church in his theology, between revclation and the world,
The church not only had to occupy a particular space, she
had also to fight a;alnst the world to win aad hold that
space. The limlts to worldliness in his own theology were
thereby fixed: worldliness only within the bounds of the
Confesslng Church., "ihe limits and claims of the secular
calling," Donhoeffer wrote, "are fixed by our membership

of the visible church of Christ, and. . these limits

ere rcached when the space which the Body of Christ claling
and occuples in the world for its worship, its offices, and
the civic life of its members ¢lashee with the world's
claim for space for its own actrwities."“*

1V, Ixtra Zccleslam Nulla Salus.

- Thus far, we have seen Donhoeffer's view of the
church as it developed during the EKlrchenkarmf as essen-
tlally a purified and vigorous form of his 1927-30'"Christ
existing as the church,’ The church is vielble, and she
occuples space in the world as the revelation, the Body
of Christ, Bus dnrlng the church struggle, the occupa~
tion of space by the Confessing Church inwlved her in
a glain to space, to legitimacy. "ihe Body of Christ
takes up space on earth,,, The Incernation does involve
a clalm to a space of its own on carth,,. A truth, a doo=-
trine, or a religlon need no space for themselves, Thoy
ero disembodied eatities.," But "the ecclesla Christi, the
discliple: community...is made into one body, with its own
sphere of sovereignty and its own clainm to living space."qs
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This concern with the church's. “claim to space", the
question of the boundarics of the Confessing Church and
its rizht to polnt exclusively to itself as the Body

of Christ, distinguishes this pecriod of Bonhoeffer's theo-
lozy and sets the Cost of Discipleship and Life Togebher
apart from hig other works,

Fonhoeffer was not known as 2 moderate in the strugsle
between the Confessinz Church and the Reichskirche., The
Barmen Synod of 1934, strongsly influenced by Karl Berth's
theology and personality, established the Confessing Church
with the charge that the Helchskirche, conbtrolled by sup-
porters of the Nazl government and menmbers of the German
Chrigtian movement, could no lonzer be called a church of
Christ, Eonhoeffer's adhereance to thig dcclaration ncver
wavered throughout the church strugzle; he remained, if
enything, more extreme in his support than the majority
of his fellow churchmen, He made clear his position in
a letter to the general secretary of the Felth and Crdcr
Conference concerning the problem of church representation
at ecumenical conferencess

eeol must state that with regard to the German Reich
Church, the position of my church is differcnt fron its
attitué@ towards all other churches of the world, as the
Confessional Evangelical Church in Germany discleins and
wholly contradicts the Reich Church to accept our Lord
Jesus Christ as God aad Saviour. ...The tcaching as well
s the action of the responsible lcaders of the nreich
Church have clearly proved that thls church does no longer
serve Christ but that 1t serves the Antichrist,.. The Con-
fessional Church has therefore (at the Dashlen Synod, last
autumn) declared that the Reich Church government has dis-
soclated 1tself from the Church of Christ, This solemn
declaration has been given in full power and obedience to
the Viord of Jesus Christy it statos clearly that the kelch
Church government can no longer claln to compose the Church
of Christ in Germany nor any part of 1t.46

The tenacity with vhich Bonhoeffer held to this posi-
tion socn proved to be an embarrascment to many members of
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his c¢hurch, and the Brlidcrhavs experiment which hc began
in 1955 scemed to confirm the susplecionz of nany that he
wes woving blindly in a legalistic path toward a corpleteo
withdrawal from the world of reality. 1936 saw the publi-
cation of his highly coatroversial cszay, "Concerming the
(uestion of Church Commnion,"#7This ptatenent of Donhocf-
ferts posttion regarding the constituecncy and boundarles
of the Confessing Church came as the climax of this phase
in Bonhoeffer's development, and is of consldcrable impor-
tance to our discussion, At no other ploce is the problen
cf "the clalm to space™ so clearly put, and the answer go
forcefully stated. 4And nowhere else is. the dllemma which
the Kirchenkanpf forced on Bonhoeffar's theolosy more
apparcat. :

From the summary which Godsey has provid&d&a, we chall
examine tonhoeffer's argument. Donhoeffer beglns by assert-
ingz that the "true church ¢an never wish to draw its own
boundary, for God alone knows the real members of the
church,™ A church of tho Refaormation can never describe
1ts own limitsy when L1t declares itself to be the true
church, the world fixes its own boundary by refusing to
angwer the c¢all of a confessional community., “The limit
of the church," he writes, "is fixed from wlithcut." The
question of commnion with "another church" (in this case,
the ncutrals of the Reighgkirche) must depend upon whether
or not the church in question is "bent on destruction®.

Any declsion based upon the limits which the world has set
must remeln an‘opus alienymly talken in order that the church
may better perform her proper task cf naling distinetly the
call of salvation. The synods of Barmen and Dahlen asser-
ted that the Relchskirche hal excluded itself from the

true churchy this assertion must be tamken with complete
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seriousness, No fellowship with the Relchgkirche is possi-
ble. Confessing her faith in the midst of her existentinl
situation, the Confessing Church can only say, with Ter-—
tullian: "Ixtra eccleslem nulla galust outside of the (con-
fessing) Church there is no salvation.” It is true that the
church may not speculate concerning the content of the
church or the number aad identity of those saved and damned,
Thig is left to Gods bBut she may and must declare, 885 a
conorete act of obedience to the proclamation of the Gospels
"Here is the true churchl" _ A

Bonhoeffer's statement aroused quick disagreement.
An answer followed, written by Helmut Collwitzer, protest-
inz that the confession of the church can only witness to
God's Word and cannot be identlical with ity that the Con-
fesslng Church is not in its "visible, empirical circle of
persons™ but only in hope the true church of Jesus Christ .
in Germany.* In her relationship to the Relchgkirche, the
Confessing Church represeants "the confessing rcmnant of the
German Ivangelical Church (the former united church),"
With this formula, Gollwitzer abtenpted to uild a bridge
between the neutrals - those vho remained within the Relcho.
kirche but did not support the policies of the German Chris-
tlans == and the Confessing Church, . :

‘For a "wise tacticlan"”® such as Gollwitzer, the legal-
istic views of Bonhoeffer - closing the door firmly upon
a promising attempt to heal the breach between the noutrals
and Confessing Church members and bring pressure to bear
upon the heretical wing of the Relchskirche must indeed
have seecmed unfortunate., What must be noticed, however,
is that Bonhoeffer's position was the inevitable result of
his ecclesiologiocal theory, iHaving identified the church
with the revelation, he felt called to accept the boundaries
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around his church as the concrete boundariecs of the recve-
lation in Christ, Gollwitzer expounded what was == and ig =
Barth's view of the church, retaining the dlalectical relo-
tionship between the church and the Viord of God which Bon-
hoeffer had rejected as "ambiguous” in Act and Belnz.”t

The Barth-Gollwitzer position left onc the freedom, gulded
by the Holy OSplrit, to make decisions based on one's assess—
ment of the sltuation and the various possibllities presen-
ted to one for altering that situation. Barth's leadership
of the Confessing Church -was, in the last analysis, a shrewd
and inspired decision of this kind, But far Bonhoeffer
there was no alternative, no room to maneuver once he had
cast his lot with the Confessing Church, Its boundary was
the boundary of the revelation. '

We saw at the beginninz of this chapter that "just on
the eve of the Kirche £, Bonhoeffer wished to speak with
the grecatest vehemence of the openness of the ahurah."52
His essay defending the exclusiveness of the Confessing
Church, however, moves in a direction antagenistic to his
early interest. But even here, at his most exclusive and
"otherworldly", Bonhoeffer searched for breathing space
for the basic movemcnt of his theology out iato the world,
One of the means by which he thought to accomplish this
was undoubtedly his notion of "living space”; the iavasion
of the world by the community., Another was his insistence
that it was the world, not the church, which set the boun-
daeries, The Christology lestures of 1933 spoke of Christ's
mediation between the disciple and the world, 1n which the
disciple looks steadfastly and exclusively towerd Christ
and leaves it to the world to set 1its own 11mitations.53
Bonhoeffer's asrgument concerning the position of the Confcs-
sing Church in relation to the world and other churches 1is
based upon the pame thinkingg the church has no interest in
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her boundaries, but only in her confession of Christ, 1In
looking upon Christ, she f£inds her boundaries described
for her by a world which rejects her message, and thereby
cuts h@rself off from salvation, Indeed, it 1s this brezach
with tha world which demonstrates the being of Christ for -
the wozld. AnythinD less can only mcan a relapse into the
"gheap grace" which produced the German Christian movemant,
- But in spite of the safeguards Donhoeffer provided in
order to malntain his own freedcm of movement, it can hardly
be questioned that the period of the church struggle was a
harshly restrictive one for his own thcologlcal development,
Iiis position, and what he felt were the demands of a sound
strategy in the Eirchenkampf, made imposcible for him any
interest in theolozical directlons which seecned to provide
an opé&in& for compromise. Church and state conversations
could not be enjolned nory as we saw in the preceding chep-
tar55, could there be any discusslon of the hermeneutical
probl@m. The question of whether texts ought not to be in-
terprcted in accardance with modern forms of thinking only
nasked the desire to strip away the scandal from the gospel,
hanoaﬁremove the gospel itself,

Yeore inmportant was the fate of Bonhoaffar's own theo-
loglcal vision. His oecl&siology was no longer open, but
besieged by the world, -The boundary of the communlty of
revelation became a battle.line, to be defended at all.
costs. The world becane th@ enemy of the church and.the
ecemy of Christ, The effect of this on bonhoeffer's devel-
opment may best be judged by gleacing, in passing, at the
otriking military images which first meke their appearance
in the finpsl eh&pters of The Cost of Disclpleships  "Ihe
ecclesia Christi, the disciple communlity, bas beea torn
from the clutches of the world."?® "Ihe sanstification of
the church is really a defensive war, for the place vhich
has been given to the Body of Christ on earth."57 "The
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comnmunity of the salnts is barred off from the rest of the
world by en unbreakable seal, awalting 1ts ‘ultinate decli-
verance.  Like a sealed traln travellin; 'cbrou'*h foreign
territory, the church goes its way in the world."s“’ The
church “invades the world and conquers territory for Christ,™
"invades the world and robs it of its chlldren."?? The
church is “"always in the battlefleld, waslng a war to pre-
vent the breakins of the seal... The separation of the
church and the world from one snother is the crusade which
the church £ights for the sanctumy of God on earth,"®®
Finally, we have before us the perfect statement of the
apocdlyptic vision which underlay Bonhoeffer's position
c»onceminé_, the church's "claim Yo space" during the Kirchen—-
kampf, which reads in startling contrast to so rmch of the
prison letterss “When the Christian comunity has been de=
prived of its last inch of spaoe on the @arth, the end will
be nem’.

The restrictive boundaries of the church struggle domi-
nated Bcnho@fffar's thinking until the beginning of the war,
¥e cannot be certain (although we shall try, io the next
chapter, to mests a number of possi.bd.lities) what factor
or combination of factors were responsible for the disap-
pearaance of the boundaries, We shall probably never Lnow
whether 1t was the radical call to obedience of the Cost
of Digcipleship or the worldliness of the Ithics and lctters
from prison which was behind his departure from a convinced
pacifist position to active participation in the plot to
kill Hitler, That question would surely have puzzled Ion-
hoeffer himselfy whatever inconsistencies we may have no-
ticed in his ﬁhin}d.ng, he did not secn to be troubled by
them. But it is true that the beginaing of the war found
Bonhoeffer deeply committed to "activities ia the secular
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SpherC."62

The opportunity presented 1tcsclf clmost by accideat,
The problem was how lonhoeffcr could be saved drom con-
s¢rip¥tion. A brother-in-law, astive in the Intellizence
Service and the resistance movement, offcred Donhceffer
ermployment which would allow hin to meet and worlk with
those working to overthrow Iltler ~-~ men with worldly
interests, all too few of them orthodox Chrictians and
churchmen, FNo more £ittingly symbolic occupation could
have besen found: the dedicated Confessing Church lcader,
Zresh from an experiment with monosticism, became a plane-
clothes agent. At the sare time, he enzaged himself with
a conspiracy which aimed to mke gocd the crimes of a soclial
class and a nation ~- most of it humanistic, some perts of
1t soclalist and even atheist., Foahoeffer, for fron his
church work, looked outward once rore, beyond any boundaries,
toward the duties and problems, successeg and fallures, ex-
periences and helplessness which humonity bears in common,

When Bonhoeffer no longer found mcaning and purpose
in the question of boundaries and the clain to space, he
dismantled his theory of revelation and attcmpted to com-
bine the individual parts in dlffcreat woys, sach that the
whole of worldly life could be subjeoted to Christ, to the
revelatlon, Thesc experiments have come down to us in the
posthumcus collection, the Ithicsg,
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‘Chapter 10

"cgnfgrmation“ gg_ "2ng_Archimgd1§g Point"

I, Bonhoeffer's Progress to the Lthicg and the Letters
and Papers from Prison.,

Returning from Stockholm in June of 1942, having de-
livered the plans for the overthrow of Hitler to the Dishop
of Chichester,§3 Bonhoeffer wrote to Bethge from his com=
partment on the Muaich traln: ‘

Agaln and azain I have to think about ny activitles,
which are still so stronzly concerned with the worldly seC-
tor. I am surprised that L can and do live without the
Bible for days = if I forced myself, it would be auto-
susgestion rather than obedience., I know that such auto-
suzgestion could be and is a great helpy it's Just that
I am afrald of falsifylns a genuine experience and of re-
ceiving, in the last resort, no genuine help., Then, when
I open %he Eible oace agaln, it is new and rcwarding as
never before, and I want eagerly to prcach azaln, I know
that I have only to open my own books to hear what should
be sald against all of this. I don't want to Justify my-

. selfy rather, I know that I have beea th:ou§p periods
which were much richer ‘spiritually'. But I can feel in
myself the resistance growing against everything 'rellglous'.
Often to the point of an ingtinctive horror —- and that
surely ien't a pgood vhiﬁ either, I am not naturally reli-
%loua. But I return again and agaln in my thoughts to

od and Christy the genulne things, life, freedom and mercy
mean a great deal to me., It's just that the religlous
clothing is so uncomfortable. Do you understand? All these
are not ncw thoughts er views, but becaugse I think that
sonething new is about to burst in upon me, I am letting -
things run thelr course without resisting, This is how I
understand my present activity in the worldly sector,

Please forgive these confessions, the lony train ride is

at fault,..6% : g : .

1937 saw the premature end of the Hrilderhaug experi-
neant following a Gestapo bany 1942 fouand Donhoeffer in
the midst of the "worldly sector", During the intervening
years, his theologlcal outlook seems ¥o have done a com-



164

plete sbout face. The movement i3 perceptible in his
writings and can be traced in the pazes of the Ithics,
the writing of which begen in 1940 and continued until -
after Bonhoeffer's arrest in 1943 —- here one finds at
least four approaches to the problem of Uhricstian ethics,
each moving further away from the exclusiveness which char-
acterized Bonhoeffer's Kirchenkampf theolugy and further
in the direction of the open worldliness of the prison
letters.? But if this shift is discernable, the reasons
for it ere not, It is well, then, that we pause for a
moment in our more directly theological conslderations
and exemine the influences upon DBonhoeffer's theologlcal
development between his trip to America and his imprison-
nenb. - - o ; ‘
1., ZBonhoeffer snd the Confes:zing Churchi 1937-1941

By 1940 the Confessing Church's voice, to use Bethge's
phrase, had become hoarse. Until that year, Donhoeffer
had done more than his share in making the call of the
church loud and gharp (and ultimately, one must confess, -
in making the voice hoarse), His activities did not go
unnoticed by the government., Step hy'st@p, Lonhoeffer
was forbidden the exercise of his customary church duties
until, by the summer of 1940, he wag so hemmed in by gove
eranment restrictions that he could no longer count his
church sotivities as his primary occupation, His authority
to teach in perlin as a Privatdogent was finally withdrawn
in August, 1936, Ia Cctober, 1937, the Ertiderhons and the
Pinkenwalde semlnary were disbanded by the Gestapo., The
latter divided into sections which coantinued to meet sep--
arately, but this work was finally dissolved in 1940, In
1933, Bonhoeffer was forbiddea particlpation in church ac-
tivities in Berlin, During the summer of 1940, he was
ordered by the authorities to cease precachlng altogether,
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and to report at regular intervals to the police, Finally,
in the spring of the followinz year, Bonhceffer's books
were proscribed and he was not allowed to write or pub-
lish further., He no longer had any officlal capacity in
his church and was forced to separate his activities from
those of his fellow Confessing Churchmen. Lonhoceffer's
angulsh over the fate of his church brought him home fron
America after only a few months., Bubt as Bethge writes,
"one of the things he did not realize then was how far he
would drop out of the immediate church work and how pain-
fully he would have to separate his doings from the ohurch66
This distance from the Confessing Church, imposed from with-
out, provided Bonhoeffer with a different perspective on
theology and the task of the theologlan than that of the
Confeseing Church apologist. In his search for a meaning
for his work, he was throwa back upon himself and a new
circle of asasociates, ‘

Ze The Hitler Reslstance.

Hans von Dohnanyl first became involved with ths nen
who were to be the rrincipal figures in the resistance
agalnst titler carly.in 1938.7 Upon Bonh:effer's return
from his second trip to America, his brother-in-law was
appointed special adviser to General Oster, Admiral Can-
arig' staff officer, in the secrot service, tonhoeffer
had always been close to voan Dohnanyi, and was easlly per-
suaded that with his ecumenical contacts he could be of
service to the resistance, and that employment within the 1
secret service organization was an excellent way of avold-
ing conscription. lioreover, the Gestapo allowed the sec-
ret service an incredible zmount of freedom of movenent
of the kind monhoeffer needed, ie therefore accepted en-
ployment as a c¢ivilian egent and took up resideance in

i
|
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liunich, from whence he made several trips as a courier
for the resistance, under the guise of his officlal po-
sition. The restrictions on his movenment were imnediately
lifted, S | S
 Viork with the resistance could not bub mean for lone
hoeffer a return to much of his liberal, humanltarian,
middle class past, He found himself surrounded by old
acquaintantes who professed a varlcty of religious, politi-
scal, and personal beliefs and opinionsy all involved in
worldly professions and deeply committed to the cause of
the resistance, - There were Klaus, his brother, the legel
adviscr to Lufthansa; von Dohnanyl and Rildiger Schleicher,
his brotbers-in-law, both emlnent Juristsy Irnst voa Har-
nack, politician and son of Dietrich's teachery Justus.
Delbrick, industrialist and soa of the great hictoriem,
Priedrich Perels, the lawyer and stalwart Confessing Church-
nan, was well konown to the ponhoeffer brothers. Through
Elaus, Dietrich came to know Joseph Virmer, the catholic
Jurist, and Julius Leter, the soclalist. Dohnanyl was
close to the generals Beck and Oster and Goedeler, the
Chrigtian Humanist who had been the mayor of Lelpzig. The
humani tarisn and patriotis eanterprise to which Bonhoeffer
now dedicated bimself played a declsive role in breaking
down the last of the barriers to his freedon of thought
and action which had been ercctoed durin; the years preceding
the war, He was now frce to exerclse what had always been
a part of him: "bhe freedom to encounter mea of very back-
ground, stripe, and coaviection...cheerfully, imaginatively,
and without dootrinalre exclusiveness." : ‘
3. Theological Influcnces,

Bonhoeffer's report to his chnxch eoncarning his trip
to America touk the form of an essgy which he entltled
"Protestantisa Without Reformatien."59 Here, in a spirit
very different from that which he displayed in 1930, he
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asked his own church not to disregard American theolosy
and church life. after a surface appraisal, but rather to
take serlously tihec historical, social, and political
background of the American churchg to ask "what God is
doing in and with his church in America, what he 1s doing
for us through her, and for her through us."7° This was
a prelude to the kind of openness he was to dleplay in
hls Iithies, the writing of which was begun upon his
return, Bonhoeffer always learned much from travelling
abroad, and we may count the American adventure, however
brief 1t may have been, as one of the expcriences which
broke down his resistance to the theme of worldly Chris-
tianity. | .

Cf more direct literary-theolozical influcnces upon
Donhoeffer's development sufficiently strong to turan hinm
fron Confessing Church exclusiveness to the theme of the
Ethics and the prison letters, it ig difficult to speak,
Certainly his new preocccupation with the problems of post-
war soclety required more of him than a retreat to dogna,
and the reolity and cruciality of questions of this kind
nust be kept in mind when one attempts to undergtand the
Zthicg. Donhoeffer read and respondcd to William Paton's
The Church am! the New Order, published in 1941, on behalf
of the Confessing Church and the rcsistance movemnt.n
This work involved him directly in the problems of the
new soclety of postewar Durope and the role of the church
in determining the shape and purpose of that soclcty.
Other books absorbed bonhoeffer's interest durlng the war -
years. This was the time, bethge reports, "in which Bon-
hoeffer read with new fascination Don Suixote, the honor-
able knight who became isolated from reality fighting for
a prinaiple."'?a There were also the books which occupied
Bonhoeffer's mind while he was in prison — though it
would be pointless to list them or to sec morec than a
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general thenatic relationship between their subject matter
and ronhoeffer's new interest, “hese were nlnor ¢lassices
cf poetry and prose from the German romantic period, nine-
teenth century historics (includlng works by Delbrlick and
larnacl:), blographles, and introductions to the principles
¢f natural and physical science.73 02 theolugy, in the
traditional acedeale sense of thc word, Loahceffer rcad
little, But he contlnued with his accustomed biblical
cxezesls aad deveotional reading, and was pr:fouadly noved
and corforted by hymang and the Igosunsen. Taken on the
wvhole, one can see that bBonhoeffer's readinz readied hils
nind for the extension of his theology into the 'worldly
sector”, ‘

A £in3l theological inllueage, perhaps the clearest
of all, must be eckn:wledged., In the mldst of the Confcs—
sing Church herself and while Bonhocffer was still at work
on the Ethicg, there appeared, ilao 1942, Eulfmann's start-
lins essajf%he New Ycstament and mythologf?jfﬁénhoeffer had
hithertc conteated himself with denying the right of the
church even to raise the question of whethcr or not the
Bible is intelligible to modern man, Dultnann's esscay
inpressed him with the seriousness of the hermencutical
problem. DBultuann had, he confessed, "done intellectual
integrity a service"; he had “"dared to aslk what many repress |
1n therselves, withcut overcoming 1it," and Donhoeffer left
no doubt that he included himself in the latter catesory.’t
On the other hand, he was deeply disappointed with the
rizid refusal to listen to Bultmann oa the part of the Con-
fessing Church. The dangers of exclusivism eand, by asso-
ciation, his own position were brought home to him, He did
not agree with Bultmann, but Bultmana's rebelllon freed
Donhoeffer of any misgulded loyalty to a rigidly orthodox
line of thinking. le was dcubtless inspired by thls work
to move on fearlessly in his own direction,
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These, then, arc at least some of the pleces of the
puzzle of Bonhoeffer's change ¢f dircoticn betwcen 1939
and 1944, Llore we do not know. OSuffice 1% to say that
the boundaries and rcstrictlons were gone, and Donhcef-"
fer's theological vislon wag directed outward, tcuard the

crlga. ‘ » :

II, “Wormatio"" and "Conformation®,

Bonhoeffer looked upoa his Ethalcs es his first real
theolosical coantributicn and hoped for nothing else in life
than to be given the opportunity to conmplete his work.75
Unfortunately, this was not to be: we have been left with
a collectlon of scattered essays, come of them uafinished,

for which no organlzaticn can be wholly satisfactory., Bub
i1t is clear that these essays comprise a scrles of attacks
upon a single question, a prolesomeacn to the problem of
the relationshlp between Christianity and the life of the
world, Once ezaln, Nonh:effer saw no way of confronting

tho question othcr than Christolozlcallys once more, he |
turned to his doctrine of rcvelation for his point of depar-
ture. |

Iberhard Bethze has recently surzested a method of !
reordering the essays of the Ithics so that they follow
one another chronologi&:ally.? The result 1s nost reveallins,
One notices, firstly, that Bonhoeffer's first approasch to
the problem speaks the language of The Cost of Discipleship
while stressing the oneness of the world and God in the |
Incarnation. In the present lthics, this comprises ‘the
fourth chapter and has been given the title, "Ihc Love of
God and the Decay of the Vorld". 77 Bonhooffer moves fron
the basis of his earlier thinkinz, prior to the Kirchen-
kampf, concerning the problem of nman's ¥mowledge of good
end evil, There is a clear relationship between this sec~

tion of the Ethics and portions of Sanctorum Communio, Act
and Belnz, and the study of Genesis 1-3,/“ DBonhoeffcr's
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themo reflects both his loyalty to the Cost of Digciple-
ghip and his desirc to move beyond the confines of that
bookj the exclusiveness of Christ is conjoined with the
inclusiveness of his Lordship over the whole of the worlds:
"The more exclusively we acknowledze and confess Christ as
our Lord, the more fully the wide raanze of his dominion
will be disclosed %o us."?? cnce azaln, one sees how
closely Bonhoeffer has bound Christology and discipleship
together. Ohrist is the unifying factor for the Christlan
in the world. Because of the inclusiveness of Christ's
belng, the Christian can live "in recoanciliatlon and unl ty
with God and with men,™ which means "living the lifc of
Jesus Christ,"8° Here is an initial clue to the direction
in vhich Bonhceffer's thoughts will turns toward an imi-
tatlo Chrigti as the proper form of the Christian 1life.

This chapter remalned unfinished. Bonhoeffer had,
however, become concerned with a theme vhich was to occupy
his thoughts for the remaining years of his life, The
oneness of Christ and the world must be illuminated be-
cause the Incarnation leaves one no other cholce. Bub
this must be accomplished without falllnz into "cheap
grace™ on the one hand or a legallstlc concern for "boun=
daries" for discipleship and the church on the other,
Bonhoeffer's second approach to the problem finds hin
deeply involved with the questions he had left unanswered
in 1933: the impossibility of divison in the world for oume
who sets his eyes on Christy the inconcievablility of a
cholce between Christ and the earth:

Yo man can look with undivided vislon at God and
the world of reality so long as God and the world are
toran asunder, as he ngy, he can only let his eyes
wander distracte from one to the other., Eut there
is a place at which God and the cosmic rcallty are recon-
ciled, a place at which God and mn have become one, That
and that slone is what enables man to set his eyes upon
God and upon the world at the same time, This place does
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not lie somewhere out beyond reality in the realm of .
ldeas. It lies in Jesus Christ, the Keconciler of the
Worlde ...%hoever sees Jesus Christ does indeed see
God and the world in one. He can henceforward no longer .
see God without the world or the world without God,81

Here is a Christological restatement of Bonhoeffer's
1932 lecture on the relationship between church and
state.82 God and the world czanot be consldered apart
from one snother, Here, however, he insists on the Chrig-
tological basls of any such proposition., It is Christ, .
the worldly man who nates poscible the unlty of God and
the world, One remembers that it wes in 1932 that Karl

Barth's 1nfluence over Bonhoeffer was growing very rapidly.

It is striking how closely this portion of the Lthicg
(Chepter l)resembles Barth's position since the 1atter s
well-known "change of diresction"~which rcsulted in

the fourth volume of the Kirchliche Dogmatik and which
was expounded so salf-consciously in the esgay, "The

Humanity of God.”83 For ex&mple, Barth writes in the
latter work: '

In Jesus Christ there is no isolation of man from
God or of God from man, Rather, in Him we encounter the
history, the dialogue, in which God and man moet towethar
and are togcther, the reality of the covenant mutual
contracted, pxes@rv&d and fulfilled by thenm,..
this oneness Jesus Christ is the iedlator, the Reconciler,
betw&en God and man.84 -

T™is argument appears at several pointe throughout
the Ethics, even in sections which are kncwn to have becn
written as late as 1943, In one passsge, so interesting
when compared with a criticism of Barth which comprised
a footnote to Sanetorum Communio, Bonhoeffer wrotes

But Jesus Christ is man and God in one, In [inm
thero takes place the original and essential enccunter
with man and with God, IHenceforward man cannot be con-
ceived and nown otherwise thaan in the hunan form of
Jesus Christ. In Him we see humanity as that which God
bas accepted, borne, and loved, and as that which is re-
conciled with God,.8
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But Donhoeffer moved dogredly ahead with his theme
of "concretion', and he produced results of which Barth
did not{ approve. Bonhceffer was purpogely (and character-
istically) careless in drawing sharp distinctions belween
Christology, revelation, and the Christian life. All,
he argued, were part of the same problems Christ and
worldly life. He was searching for a visible, concrete,
tangible way of expressing the relationship between the
world and the revelation in Christ, the worldly man; taking
seriously the world's strustures, history, and dynamlic,
His first tagk, therefore, was an analysis of the histori-
cal situation of the western world. Up untll the essay
entitled 'Inheritance and Decay" we have no indicatlon in
Bonhoeffer's writings that he has attached any lmportance
to the movenment of world history. As we night expect, we
are here given a foretaste of the thinking which we will
encounter in the prison letterss . ,

What has been utterly forgotten here is the origlnal
messaze of the Reformation that there 1s no holiness of
man elther in the profane or the sacred as such, but only
that which comes through the merciful and sin-forgiving
Vord of God., The Reformation is celebrated as the eman=-
cipation of man in his consclience, his reascn and his cul-
ture and the Jjustification of the secular as such, The
Reformers' biblical falth in God had radically remved
God from the world, eeoihile the natural scientlsts of
the seventeenth and elghteenth centuries werc still believ-
ing Christians, when falth in God wes lost all that re-

ned was a rationalized and mechanized world.86

Bonhoeffer describes, in a lengthy passage, the
movement of the world sway from God-consciousness and
the counter struggles of the church in its attempts to
call the world back to God. Both, he argues, are based
upon a migunderstanding of the Reformation, Within a few
years he will see the matter differently, but at this polnt
the secularization of the world is condemnod rather than
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embraced, In the next section of this studyfgﬁe shall
exocmine the differences between "worldliress" in the
Ethics and "worldliness" in the pricon lctters, Here

our interest must be the effect upon Donhoeffer's theme
of "the concretion of revelation is the space of the
churchj" "the concrebtion of Christology 1o Christ existing
as the church,"

This section of the Ethicg, Bonhoeffer's second epproach
to the problem, shows him to be troubled by the terminology
he has brought with hin from his own post., There caa be
no movement of his thinking into worldliness 1f he retains
his spatial language., Christ has been bound to a particular
"space", the church, which stands over ggcinst the world,
And clearly, Bonhoeffer wishes to avold the division of
the world into two "spheres", "the onec divine, holy, super-
natural and Christlian and the other worldly, profane, natu~
$al and un»Christian."ga He attacks this view in a short
but very important esssy entitled "Thinking in Terms of Two
Spheres."®? mis xind of thinking, he charges, assumes that
there are "realities which lie outside o2 the reality of
Christ," and supports the erroneous conclusion that one ngy
live in the one gphere and have nothing to do with the
other, But this, Bonhoeffer declares, is coantrary to the
thought of the Bible and the Reformation: -

Ethical thinking in terms of cphercs...ls invalidated
by falth in the revelation of the ultimate reality in Je-
sus Christ, and this means that there is no real possibility
of beling a Christian outside the reality of the world and
that there is no real worldly exlstence outside the reality
¢f Jesus Christ. There is no glace to which the Christian
can withdraw from the world, whether it be outward or in
the sphere of the inner life,.. ihoever professes to be=-
lieve in the reality of Jesus Christ, as the revelation of
- God, must in the same breath profess his falth in both the
reality of God and the reallty of the worldy for in Christ
he finds God and the world reconciled. ...iis worldliness
does not dlvide him from Christ, and his Christianity does
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not dlvide him fron the world. - Belonzins wholly to -
Christ, hc stands at the same time wholly in the world.gq

- Clearly, Bonhoeffer has found the languase of his
owa doctrines of the church and revelation unserviceanble,
and even cmbarrassing, But he has not given up his determi-
nation that Christology be concretely @xpres“ad. He there-
fore introduces those two elusive formulations so charactar-
1stic of this second approech to Ethics : "Lormctlon® and
"conformation™; "Christ teking form" in the world ‘and ..
"conformation with the Incarnate"”’ In this manner, his
Christology may be freed from his ecclesiolosy so that it
might describe a Christ moving about freely in the world,
and ot simply a Christ identified with a church fighting
agolnst the world, At the seme time, Bonhocffer is eager
to show that he has not repudiated the church itscelf.
He is anxious that the church occupy a ceatral place in
his thinking, He therefore describes the church as “nothing
but a section of humanity la which Chrlst has really token
form," having to do with "the whole man in the world vith
all its implications."2 And if he has fouad his "spatial®
termnology embarrassing, he has not thor@by repudisted
the serious questions he scuzht to answer with his older
ecclesiological theory. "Are th&re," he asks, “rcally no
ultimate static sotharies, no spaces which are separated
firom one another oance and for all? Is not the church of
Jesug Christ such a space, a space which is cut off from
the world?"?’ His answer both defends the visible, opatial
nature of the church and attacks the militant “"clain o
spase” of the lest chapters of Eggbggggigg,Digciglcshipz

The church does indeed occupy & definite space 1a the
world, a space which is delimited by her public worship,
her organization, and Ler parish 1life, and it is thic faot
thet has given rise to the whole of tha thiankinsg in terns
of two sphar&a. It would be very dangerous to overlock
this, to deag the visiblc mature of thc church, and to re-
duse her to the status of a purely cpilritual forc€eee
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It i3 essentlal to the revelation of God in Jesus Christ

that it occuples space in the werld..., ;the church of Jo=
sus Christ is the place, in other wordu, the space 1n the

world, at whlch the r@iga of Jesus Chrigt over the whole

world 1s evidenced and proclaimed,., 1t is the place

?heﬁe t@sggionz iz given to theffoundagion of all r%alityk
n esus ig ... 4h ace of th g ¢ urc? is not there

?Tg plece o

n order 1¢ worl her territory,
5‘% preci%%iy to prove to the wor d t a6 16 is sGlll t%e
world, the world which is loved by God and rcconciled with
Him, The church has neithcr the wish nor the oblization
to cxtend her smace to cover the space of the world., She
asks for no more space than she needs for tho purposoe of
scrving the world gy bearing witness to Jesus Christ and
to tbe rccoanciliation of the world with God through lin,

: ay 1n @hish the ahuxah can ggfend her own tazri-

| ¢ N X :
hich fights 1n ita own interest and thercby ceascs atb
once to be the church of vod and of the wrld.9%

The church occuples space in the wworld, but the nature
of that space and the Justifica$10n4hr 1ts ococupation need
thorouzhly to be rcthought, This space of the church still
1s rclated to revelation in a special way, but it is no
loager the only area within which revelation ngy be dis-
cussed, There is an important truth behind "thlnking ln

terns of two spheres," but its dangers (and, by implication,

the dangers of Bonhoeffer's eccleslology) lead one to search
for "enother plecture which is equally simple aad obvious,"
which will “conceive this dlstinction betweea church and
world without relapsing into these spatial terns,"92

Thus, Bonhoeffer's Christology is liberated from his
ecclesliology, and his search for "anothcr picture” leads .
hin to develop a varlety of new and excltlnz ldcas, He
writes, os we have seen, of Christ takinz form and of man's
conformation with Chriat, His third approaca (Chapter 3)
introduces some truly fruitful products of hig new thinking,
freed entirely from his eceoleslolcglical restrictions and
defending his movement beyond them. Iere, Bonhoeffer dis-
tinguishes between the "ultimate™ anl "peaultinmate™, intro-
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duciny his concept of the "natwral", The psnultimte is
velidatcd Christolosically as "the cacouater of Christ
with the wm‘ld."% His correcticn of the traditional un-
Cerctanding of Luther's distinction botween Law and Gocpel
is clear, ard an attack upcn barth's understanding of the
rclatlion of theolozy to worldly forrs teslzns to take shape
with hils descripiicn and rejecticn of the "ultinste" as
the cne and only intercst of tl:logy:97

- The radical solution sees only the ultimate, anl in
1t only the complete breaking off of the penultinate,
Ultindie and penultimte are here mtbually exclusive con-
traries. Christ is the destroyer and easmy of everything
penultimate, and everything penultimste is camlty towards
Christ, Christ is the slgn that theworld is ripe for
burzinz, There are no distinctions. Iverything must o
o the Judgement. There are only two categoriess for
Christ, and szalnst Uin.,.What becomes of the warld throush
this is no longer of axy consequencc. The Christian bears
no responsibility for it, end the world must in ony case
perish, Io matter if the whole arder of the world brealks
down under the impact of the word of Christ, therc mast
be 0o holding back.98 .

, Dut this solution sets God the Judge and Redecmer
‘agalnst God the Creator and Preserver., Christology points
tho wey to another solution, "Jesus Christ the mon e
this means that God enters into created reality. It means
that we have the right and the obligation to be men before
ch."99 The penultimate comes into its own as that which
exlgts for the sake of the ultlmate, but vhich really does
exist and must be prescrved, lanhood, humanity and good-
ness ~= the natural —— can and must be cloired for Chrlst,
This chepter was set eslde uafinished whea Boahoeffer
departed for his first trip to Switzerland in 1941, for
the meeting with Visser't Hooft. 'hen he took up his dise
cussion once more, it was et enother polant, The fourth
skirmish with the problem of ethics Exoduced, gnoag other
things, the concept of the [landabes., 99 mis notion PLo-




vicdes uc with the cleorcst exanple of Bonhoecffer's
strussle wlth the problem of how to ezbrace the wholo
0f the werld with the revelation of God irn Christ with-
out surrcandering the concreteness znd clmpliclity of his
spatlsl termlzology. The solubtion here ic to speak of
four "carthly ageats" - laber, marrioge, povernment, and
the church -~ in which Christ "assuncs concrete form in
tho wcrld."]“l A "mandate"” is defined zg "the claiming,
the selzure, and thc formation of a definite earthly do-
nain by ths divine commandment, n102 These divinely-author-
lzed sphercs in which revelation occurs arc "conjoincd“;
that is, theoy mutually lizit and mutuclly suplort and
ere Glrected toward one another, 10

Tossivly by the tine of his arrcut. Bonhceffer himaelf
seascd the theologlcal shortcomlinzs cf hic theme. DBarth
spoke later of the "north German patrlarchalism"™ behind the
idea of the mandates, and disliked the rectrictions which
they placed upon God's freedonm of movemsntloalc is inter-
esting to draw a relationship betwecn this criticlienm of
the mandates anl Bonhoeffer's questloning of the extent
to which he was loyal to his bourgeois past soon af ter
the work on the Ithicg was sct aslde for the last time..
The final approach to ethics had affirncd‘worldly order,
responsibility, and "the objective subordination of the
lower to the high@r."lc5 During the early days o his
1mprisonm@nt at Tegel, Donhoeffer atiempted to write a
play in which he put the argumeat for a rccoastruction
of bourg@ois and aristocratic values into the mouth of
a medical studeat named Christoph., The antegonist is
Helnrich, a younz worker who confroats Christoph with
a quite different world., "You bave & foundabion,” he
tells Christoph, "You have grouand beaneath your feot,
you have a place in the world, for you soue thinzs are
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gelf-evideant,..becausze you kanow that your rsots 1lie so
deep thalb they will sprout onsce morc, Ior you oaly oae
thing mablerst to keep your feet oa tae grouads.. Upoa
vhe ground beacath your fech depends the question of
whather one will live —— and this is the grouad which
we do rot have... Give ne ground beneath ry fecty sive
re bthe archinedian point upon which I can stand — ond
everything would be o‘aherwise.“lo6 <he play ends with
Caristoph decp 1a medltation upon lcinrich's passlonate
plea for a place to stand which does not dlrect him Soward
a tradition which he does not and cannot share. lay we
say that at this polnt, Donhweffer 1s abt last ready for
the fresh approach and breakthrough of hls letters fronm
pricon?

III., The Archimedian Toint, ,

"What ls Christ far us today?" is the question with
which Bonhoeffer opens his letter frou prlson on April 30,
194, Ko sooner has he asked this question and advanced
his belief that "Christ mst becomo the Lard of those with
no relizion," than ho acknowledges:

The questions nseding answers would surely bes what
1s the significance of a church (church, parish, preaching,
Christlan life) in a religlonless World§... Does the secret
diseiplince or, as the case ugy be, the distinctlon (which
Jou have met with ne before) bebtwcen ultimate anl peaulti-
mate acquire fresh importance?lO? : ‘

Bonhoeffer's fallure, during the remainder of the prison
letters, to turn his atteation toward them questions
‘has ' confused or saddened some of his interpreters and
delighted othars}oaﬁonhoeffer chcoses to explore the possi-
bllities for "non=relirious Christienity" without being

too concerned about the implications of his thouskts for
the doctrine of the church, A '"non-relizious Christianity"
seens nccessarily bound to a deeisive and final rejection
of "spatial"descriptions of the dhurch, "You ask whe ther
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thls leaves any 'space’ for the church, or has it goae
for good?" Donhoeffer writes Bethze after doseribing the
ci.tm.atsi.c-:1.]""“9 Byt the cuestloa renmalned uzaasvercd,

Ve have scen In previous chopters the rutual dependence
of cccleciolozy and revelatlon, Revel:stion ig concrete in

2d o3 the church or, as with the "mandatces" of the Fihilcg,

in and as particular gpaces to which God lays olsim, {nec
ghaould not fall to notice in the prison lebiorz that a3
cseleslolosy 1s sct Yo one slée, go also is the consept
of God., 7The canexy is for Boahweffer the notlon that God
¢r the church occuples a particular space. He soes this
spatial pleturc not simply as the one waich formerly charac-
terized his owa theolosy, bubl rathoer wos the traditlonal
way 1n which theology has unlerstocd and foraulated its
ecclesiolosy and Lts concept o2 Gode Dub o process which
Bonhiceffer described as the "ocomlag of asze" £ the world
has now reached such a sbtage that such thlnkinz is simply
izpossible, 12 Chelgt is to be Lord of the world today,.
This world, mabured by her history, no longer requires this
sratlally concelved God in order to undcrstand ar complete -
herself, She has learnad to et alorng without this picture
0f God. The truc aad proper "space of revelwblon™, the
sphcre of Christ's operabion, must be the wkole of the -
world of hunan experiesce, 4s regards the neotephysically
aad ecclesiologically coacelved God, Uhe wvorld must leara
to live, aal has indecd already learned to llve, etsi deus
non deretur, as though God were nob ggivcm.ll3

Tue prison letters thus represeat the final separatlion
of wonhoefler's Christology and his conception of revelatlion
fronm ecclesiology and the search for a spatlal Yeoncretion',
Herec is no “community of revelatlon" or '"Christ existing npg
the chucch", no "ilandates", Herc we do not cven f£find "con-
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formatica™ or "Christ tekinz form", Dorhoeffer's it-
terest 1s almost wholly in the "penultinate" half of his
formle. ¥Fiepdinz “Chrict for us todey' rmuct mean that
onc sots aside the coreful drawlny of conncctlons between
Christology oxnd the concept of God ond Christologzy and
ecclesiology, and secks instead to find the revelation,
Christ, in the forms of werldly 1life, Christisnity mst
srcak thercfere of persoral faith ia Jezus Christ and
¢iseipleship, .

It is at this polx that we sce ronheelfer reconstruct-
ins tie conblnaticn of Charistslery, =cripture, and ethics
wihich Lo sct forth abt the beginning of fhe Cogt of Disci-
plectine Tace azaln, revelcoticn must be descrlibed as an
iritatio Christi, the living of the 1ifc of Christ 1n the
worlds the 1life for others aad for the world. In a "™world
con3 of cpe"™ this formula rust be revised, especially as
ceucerns the rclationdilp of seripture to the other two
clcoeabs. Dut Donhceffer cecms at last to have decided
for a non~spabial concreblon of the revelabtloa and to have
rejected Lis past efforts to srouad revelatlon in tho vigi-
ble chureh,” '

he prouwnd for this revolutlion in Bonhoeffcrjs”tﬁink—
ins was hls undcrstasding of the historlczl situation of
the western world. [is acceptance of his own analysis
of a world which hos “coze of age' igs the deeisively new
elexcat which broke dowa the last of als reservations and
opcaed up tae floodgates through which the cxhillirating
ideas of the priscn lesters flowed., we zmuct therclore
nove dlrectly inbo our next sectlon azl the discussion of
the historical problem which Doahoseflfer finnlly cams to
acknowledge as a vital one for theolsyy.
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Part IT (B): *“The Space and Forn of Christ"
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<he diary is in the possessilon of Iberhard Dethge.
“Chal lenge", Poe 4-G3 Godsey, ppe. OC=83.
"Challenge", Do G.

G-III.I§Po 48~58. As Dethge remarks in the forward
I, the Ant#us legend never left Donhocffer's
nind, and it nay be significant to note that it re-
appears in the plgy which the latter sketched atb

Tegel prison in 1943 (Ibid., p. 494).

See sbove, pp. 58-59 . . A considerable armount of
maxaxial relating the church to the world was
pruned from Bonhoeffer's disscrtation when it was
preseated for publication., This has since been reo-
stored in the enﬁlish editliona and in the third (1960;
gernan edition. See "Communlty and Soclety" (SC, »
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of the Lutheran faith/justification-morks/righteous-
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ness, with its usclessness in confroating the

issues of the Kirche%%gg%f. By doinz so, he
unwittingly fe ctin o a sectarian misintcr-
pretation of the Lutheran doctrine of the "two
kingdoms", He overcamc this in the Ithics with:
his essay.on "Thinking in Terms of %o opaeres.”
Cf. below, pp. |73 and Hamilton, pp. 445=C.
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as the church" ("Christus als Bemeinde existicrend”)
could be traaslated "Christ exists as commmnity”.
This would lend itself to lfiller's thesis that in

the course of Bonhoeffer's theoloplical devdopacat
¢t 1s roplaced by Geselischaft (tho SoCi=
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Iblde, Po 73 It should be nobed that thls is the
cioscst Donhoeffer came to a recoanstruction cf his
ecclesiclogy which would correct the exclusiveness
of his equation of revelation with the Gonfessing
Church., It appears that in his new formulatlon,
revclntion is not the sole possession of the church
but is rather "shared" through the interaction of
the mandates, of which the church is but one. But
%gnhcetfer did not elaborate his view in this dircc-

one

Ibid., p. 25‘*?

M‘! Do 257; . '
Chureh Dogmotics III/4, pp. 21f.
Ethics, pPe 256=7.

GS IIl. pp. 4545,

Aprll 30, 194‘!'. Lett 2 Do 92.

Godsey would certainly be numbered amonz those whom
thig onicsion has upset, a3 well 2s von Hase (cf.
%7 T, pe. 46). I'#ller has, of coursc, based his
the&is upon the assuuption that Bonhoeffer's eccle-
siolozy has become the discussion of non-religilous
Christianity in the prison letters,
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lmo June 8, 19&40 I&ttﬁrs, P. 110.-
11C. July 16, 1944. Ietters, p. 121,



Iapt ILIL (4)

Chriszst and th e World
Comne of Agec



ebtorg, June 8y 1944 (p., 173)

The t‘mea phrasw which have beccm rost closely iden-
tified with Zonhceffer's name == "the world come of aze”,
"relizlonless Christianlty™ eand "ehariny in the cuflcrinzs
of God" == emerge out of a conception of human history aad
an assescment of its importance for a true understanding
of Christian faith and theolosy. This 1g clear from ony
preview of the priscn lettcrs. There, DBonhoeffer tells ug
thot the world has "come of aje" — this neang that 1t '
stands at the end of a historlcal process throuch which
1t has achieved a maturity and independence from ecclesi-
sotleal and recliglous guardianship, Christlion falth and
christian theolozy which truly rcspond to tho rcevelation
of God 1a Christ must be expressed in x?:ays which rceognize
end serve thls nmaturlty, Givea tho fact that theworld 1s
wwnﬁ&lw higtorlcal, a description of the activity of
God and men in the world must affirm this historical self-
undergtanding, 'In searching for such a statement of Chrige
tian falth, Conhoeffer eavisioned a "nonw-religlous” Chrig-
tianlty. Later, in aa important modificatlion and correc-
tion of his theory which polated more certalnly to the
Christological nature of his quest, Bonhoeffer spoke of
"gharing ia the sufferings of God at the haads of a god-
less world,” . :

We stated 1in chopter 9 that Donhoeffer's carly theo-
logical interest in the theme of the secular was cubt short
by the beglaning of the church stmg,ﬁgls.l But in spite of
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an innate 'concern for thc earth and its crecatures," it
nust bo aclnowledzed that a preoccupatisn with secularisn
and history and a validatlion of these es proper coacerns
for theology are decisively ncw elementis in lonhoeffer's
theologlcal development, This investization of history
and secularism 1g linked with his past conceras through
hig Christological perspective, Uonhseffer was inwlved
in a choice between elements of his Chrictolosy which were
now shown to be contredictory, and he chose those which
eaabled hin to affirm his new dlscoverics aad to illumine
then theolozically.

In this section of our stuldy we shall traco the do-
velopnent of the theome of the secular in Zonhoeffer's
thought (chapter 11) and elarify it by examining tho critl-
cien of Korl Darth, the theologlan with whom Donhoelfcr had
always been closely ideatified, which appoars £irst ln the
prison letters (chegpter 12). In tho chepter coanclulding
this scotlon (chapter 13) we will set Donhocffer's analysis
of history alongside the explorations of two men who seen
closeat to Donhoeffer's ncw intercsts Irnat Troeltsch and
friedrich Gogarten,

I, The Imergence of the ihemo of Jecularisn,

Bonhoeffer's attitude toward tho historical questlon
a3 a theoloslical interest was indifference, even hostility,
prior to 1940, Sanctorum Communio and Act and Beinz ignored
the question, raised by troeltsch amony othcrs, whether 1t
iz possible in a world which thinks of itsclf as involved
in history to soek the answer to the prodblen of revelation
in an ecclesiolozys Doahoeffer circumvented Iroeltsch's
question and presupposed, as d1d Seebers, a speclal relap
tionship between the church and the rcvelation in Christ.©
Hi@ indiffercnce became outright rejecticn during the Kir-

pfy in The Cogt of Digeliplechip anl nuxcrous essays
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Zonhoeflcr strensthened his ecclesiolozical position and
burned any bridges which could have 1led to a theolo:zical
interest in worldly 11fe.” Ie dlsmlsced the historisal
questlon even in the persuasive forn in vhlch 1t was belng
urged uzcn the Confessing Church by Confosciny Churchmen
as the attempt by modern man to dlscolve the ceantral scaon-
dal of the Christiaa falth intc an “"ecocneo", vhich night
then be manlpulated and distorteld in acccrdance with one's
own purpes@s.“v Vie arce thercforc left with only two sources
fron which we may gather evidence for Honhselfer's ualer-
standing of hmtwyz the Ldgixi,gg and the Lebters and l'apers

Lron Lrigon,
two es:ays in the Ithics introdwe lonhooffer's view

of history and thc historical questicn, Tor the first tine,
Conhoeffer sees the preseat situslilon of Christimity as onc
which can only be understood whean one hag first analyzed
the interaction ¢f church and world durin: tho ccurse of
history. In "Ipheritance and D@ca\{",s Donhoeffer calls the
new phenomenon in western culture "seculorisn aand the process
which brought it into beins "secularizaticn®, This inltial
study, which dates from 194C, ousht closely to be exmined,
sonhoeffer defines history as a conceptioa possible
caly in the west, for it presupposes a unlty in Jesus Chrlst,
It is the Christlan meessage, "linked with tle consclousness
of temporoclity and opposed to all mythologlzation,”™ which
has nede possidle the idea of history, because "oaly where
thousht is conselously or uanconsciously governcd by the en=
try of Cod into hlstory at a definlte polnt of tinme, thot
1s to say, by the incaraation of Cod in Jesus Chrict," is
history conceivable.® Only throush the 1ife and death of
Jesus Christ does hlstory beconme truly teanoral, The hlgs—
tory of the west can then be understood as a movemeat in
Christy "in 1ts ncarness to Christ aad in its oprosition
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to Him."? "Jesus Christ has nade of the west a historli-

cal unit..,. The ualty of the west 1s not an icdea but a A
historical rcality, of which tic sole foundation is Christ,'?
Therefore, the history of the west may be traced as e con-
tinuous battle betweea forces which, however divided, ere
ncne the less dedicated to on Ldeal of unity in Christ,

‘"he Nefornation dcstroyed this historical ualty,
breaking the gorpus christianun into its true coanstltueats,
the gorpng Christi and the werld, Schism becarme "tho fato
and inheritance of the western world."9 The result wes tho
existence side by side of two kingdoms which could nclther
be mixed nor torn asundcr =~ the Vord axl the cword, the
church and the world, Yot both Irotestant and Catholic,
by c¢alling upoa the neme of Christ and confesslng milt for
thig visible disunity, preserved the unlty of the west and
the Lordship of Christ,l” |

mb at this Juncture, through a nmlsunderstending of the
dcformation, “the great process of sccularization” sot in,
"at the end of which wo arc steuliasg today.“ll Tho world
thousht herself emancipated and sanctificd in and ol her-
self, and insisted upon her “right" to independence., "Ihe
emancipation of man in his conscience, his rcason, and gis‘
culturec, and the Justification of the sccular as such”
was celebrated sg the nessage of the Uleformotion, Yalth
in God was lost in a rationalized and mechanized world,
Nagbery rathcr than service bccame the ;joal of sclence and
technology, maan proclaimed his "innate rights“, and nass
rovenents and nationaliesn became the inhceritance of the
western world, “The people deemed that thcy had now come
of age, that thcy were now capable of takingz in hand the
direotion of thelr own interncl and externsl history,"+?

ihe unity in Christ was replaced by a ncw uaity, founded
upon godlessaess which "elready bears in 1tsclf the ceeds -
of decay,"}* This unity based upcn zodlessness i3 no theo=
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retical dealal of God's existence, but rather 1s itself a
religion, Uecause it is wwt@rnr, 1t turns upon God yet
assumes the form of a religlons® Its God is the Liew lian
- nan worshipped in the form of Christ, Having lost the
unity which western history possessed in Chris 5y "everythlng
estadlighed 13 threatened with aanihilation."l" Secularisn
15 godlessness — Christion godlessaess —— which "involves
the dlssolutlon of all values, and achieves its goal only
in final self-destruction's

The master of the machine becores its slave, 7he
nachline becomes the eazeny of man, 7The creaturec turans
asalnst its creator in a strange recnactment of the ifall,
ibe emanclipation of the massces leads to the rcign of terror
of tho pulllotine, Nationalism leads incvitably to war,
The lideraticn of man as aan absolute 1deal lcads only to
man's self-destructicns At the end of the path which was
first troddea in the French rcvolution there is nibilisn,

The new unity which the Freach rovolutlon brouzht to
Iurope -~ gnd what we are experiencing today is tho cricis
of this unity «= is thereforc westeran godlessness,l?

Is the outcomo of this situation tho inevitable worfare
between the gorpus Christl end tho secularized world, with
the first fizhting for the restoration of the unlty in
Chrict and the second secking to complete revolution?
Bonhoeffer himgelf does not appear to huave desclded precisely
whal the significence of his historical analysis ought bo
be 18& 1s at thils polnt that we must turn to enother ol
bhis essays from the Ethics and the warning against “thinking
in terms c¢f two spherecs,” In this escay, Lonhoeffer's
purposc 18 to expose the falsity of viewing reality as divi-
elble into two Juxtaposed and conflicting gpheres, “the one
divine, holy, superanatural, and Christian, and the obther
worldly, profane, natural, eand ua-Christian,"= If in his
essay oan “inherltance and decay" he wiashed to polnt to the
trogic and ipevitable hostility betwecn the two constitu-
‘ents of the broken gorpus christiasnum, hc now uses a Chris-
tolozy to assert the bwic \mity of the gacred anl secular:
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‘There ore, therefore, not two sphercs, bub oaly the
one sphere of the realization of Christ, in which the rcali-
ty of God anl the rcaollty of the world are ualtcd,.. 7There
are not two spheres, standing side by slde, competinz with
cach otliar and attacking each other's rronﬁiers. If that
were 80y this froatler dispute would always be tho dcelsive
problen of history. Dut the whole reality of the world 1s
alreedy drawn into Christ and bound togctucr in liln, and
tuo novenent of hisbory consists colely in divergeace ond
coavergecnce in relatlon to this ceater.2l

Sonhoeffer cecns unable to dccido botwoen an affirro-
tion of seeularisn which would run the risk of legpcsing ia®
"ch@ap‘graa@"aaaad a condemnation of secularisn as the anti-
christ which would load him to the rctrenchmeat and radicol-
ism ho wants to avold, le is wrestling, in short, with the
problem of what valuation ome can place wrea a secularisn
he has described as godless, To keep fron thinkins in two
arhercs he is unable to com to what would lozically follow
fronm the pleturc of the gorrus Chrigtli confronting a heostlle
worlds although this pieoture is the resuld of hils higtorical
analysis, his Christolocy will not allow it to rcmaln, Ihls
13 why he cennot settle finally on a definttlion of secularic:,
worldliness, podlessness. -

In mos t cases, secularisa has a pejorative gsense in
the kthies, Secularism leads to the abyss end means, if itc
relentless march is not halted, the ultimate destruction of
history., But DBonhoeffer cen also recogaize a "belter scCu-
lorisn". "shon Christianity is employed as a polemical
weapon agalnst thc seculer," he writes, "this must Le done
in the neme of & better secularisa and above all it mist cot
lcad back to a prcdominance of the splriiual spherc as oa
end in Ltself,"<? Realizling her obligation to the future,
the church uareservedly alllies herseclf with the secular for-
ces of justlce, truth, science, art, humonity, culture, llber
ty, and patriotism.2* | - |

Boahoeffer's refusal to condemn all godlessucss is
oven more striking, Ho speaks suddenly and all too briefly
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of a "promising godlessnesc® which servcs Christ azainst
to will. DIy epesking aralnst the church this godlcssness
vdefends tho beritege of a genuine falth in God and of a
ceoulne church,"<’ :

these qualifications seem to mke it poccible for Don-
hoefler to affirm a “zeauine xvorldlines@"a*’as the proper
description of the Chriectlian lifes . S

“here 1s no real possibility of beinrs a Christicn
outside the rcallty of the world and tharo is no real
Lerldly cxisteace oulslle of the rocllty of Jesus Chrlot..,
(ihc worldlinessz of the Christizn) does ns% divide hin
frou Christ, and his Christianity does not divide hin from
the werld, Delonsing wholly to cChrist, Le ctands ab the
saze time wholly {n the v;arid.Z‘? -
Ihis worldliress means primarily that the Christlon allles
hinself with a "better sceularisn® aand rcecosnlzes the value®
of a2 "promleln: godlessness™ as he moves into enenmy terri-
tory to conguer in the nsme of Christ, Lonhoeffer's Chricw
tological vision which bas abolighel thc poscibility of
"two spheres", which meokes imperative the worldlinecss of
tho thristisn, cells for “a Lordship cf triunph and comple=-
tion., =S por the pleture of Christ which Lonhoeffer presents
to us and upon which his Ithics is based is that of the
nassive, mosaie Christus Fanbokrator of the clolster at
Daphni, the triumphant Iord in whom the contradictioas of
the world are reconciled:

ho world 43 not divided between Christ and tho devil
but, whether 1% recognizes it or not, it is eclely and
@ntlwly the world of Christ,es ihe dork and evil world
must not be gbandoned to the devil., It nmust be clalmed
for im who has won it by His incornation, Iis death and Iilg
regsurrection, Christ glves up nothin; of what lo has von,
lle holds Lt fost in His handse.. Ihis world has fallca under
tho seatenco which God pasces oa all ennity to Christ., It
is eogaged in a life-and-death strusele with the church,
£nd yet 1t 1s the task and the essentlal character of the
church that she shall impart to preclscly ilc world its
reconciliation with God and that sho shall open its oyes
o the reality of the love of God, agalnst which 4t i -

oty £aetaGse dRatBlacERAPulf181E020d tRdesdanen5
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drawn in into tho event of Christ.29 : :

Ia tho prison letters, the triumphant Lordchip of Christ,
the Liccoacller will give way to a quite dlffcrent view of
Christ's Lordship, Iy the came tolien, the nejative Judr-
reat of secularism and pgodlescness will glve wsy to a ple-
ture of a world whose "coming of age” cra be alfirued throush

Christy a world which may live gtsl deus non darctur before
Gods Do this we must now turn,

Lis The AMflirncticn of the lstortcoel 1o Lhe Irison lLebscrs,

_ Zonhoellcr beplins his analysls of tho hlstorical situ-
ation in hls famcus lettser of 4pril 30, 1944, wilh a nedi-
vatlon upin the possilility of whal he terms a "roligline
less” Chrlssianltys

“ho tlue vhen men could bo teld cverybhiny by means
ef vordsy whothcr thecloglcel or sinply picus, 1o over,y, and
g0 1s the timm of inwardness and conseience, whic is Lo
cay the tiwe of rcligloa as suche ¢ arc proceeding towards
a tice of o rellglon ot 21ls men eg Ly arc now sinply
cannot be reliclicus any morcese ur whole nianctecn=hundred
yeor old Chrisilca preaching and thwlery rests uncn the
"rdipgloug prenise’ of pan, Vhat we call Cari-tiamlity has
clugys been a patiern - porhaps a true pailcrn e= of roli-
glon, iub if one day 1t becomes apparcny that this auggﬁggi
promse' simply does not exist, but was a historical and
temparary form o2 human self-expreasion, i.e., Lf wo rcach
the stage of beln; radlcally without rciigisn...wha& does
that mean for Christlianity?30

"3eln; radically without religion,” a stage at which npan has
arrlved through the course of humen history, is allowed to
call into cuestion the epologetic basls upon which Christian
preaching and theology has been built, 43 we heve secn,

the Ithica identified secularisn with pgodlesseness, ajalnst
which the church had to contend with all Lker otrensth and
thus found hergelf allied with a "bettar gooularisn”, Dut
here he ig willin; to cxplorc "a time of nn rclixion ab all®
whiclh tho church must affirn 23 tho outcons of the historie
cal process, an aje which she must redecn and scrve and ia



which che must live, Vhat does "a time of no reli~ion at -
all” mesa for Christieaity?

: 1% neang that tho linchpin i3 removed from the whole
structure of our Chrisctianity to date, and the ounly pcople
lcft for us to light on in the way of 'rclizlon' aroe a few
flast survivals of the o-e of chivalry' or clse one or two
who arc intellectually dishonest, Would thgy bo the chosen
fcw? Is Lt upon this dublous group and none other that we
arc to peunce, in fervor, plque, or indipnation, in order
to sell then %hs zoods we have &c offer? ire wc to fall
upoa oae or two unhappy geoplo in thelr weulkiest momeant and
forco upon then a sort of religious cocreion?3l

Two thin-~: cheuld be noted here., One suspects that
gsuch pleturcs of a “better secularism" as that which Don-
hoeffer sketched in the Xthicg have hero been discarded as
part of what iz nmeant by "r@ligion".52 Chricticalty can no
lonser be content elrmply with allyins heroelf with "last
survivals of the age of @hivnlry."‘ Secondly, Donhoctfer
is attacking the kind of epolojetic which forces “a sort
of religious coercion® upon peopleg that arzument which
$iirects nen Sowerd the "religlous basis” of the world and

of tieir livcs, without which neither is supposed to be
able to live aad of which one necd not necessarily be
awaree. In the followling ch&yter%Bwe will suggest that
Barth's approoch hag plways made uso of this kind of argu-
nent and that Donhoeffer certainly found a place far it
in his Jthics. Dub now Donhoeffer wishes to speok of
Christ without the presupposition that the non who is ad-
dresced is innately and unalterably religlous. That he dow
mands s a "rcliglonless"” Chrl:tianltys . B

How oen Christ hecome the Lord even of those with no
rel§§$sn? 1f religion 4s no more tha