
AN OUI1U YE OF THE CHRISTI AH ID~A OF GOD 

(1) God is unknown and unknowable except as He makes Himself 
known. 

(2) God is totally separat~ from the world. He is infinitely 
above creation. God is not the world and the world is not 
God. Neither can~er become the other. 

(3) God is spirit. God.is not man raised to the Nth power. He 
Tsnot of the human order. Man to be sure must use human 
terms and thought patterns to think and speak of God, for 
being man he has no others. But this is as far as anthro
pomorphism goes. The nature of God is Spiritual. 

(4) God is unity. Tther is one God, not many ~ods. Monotheism 
Ts"the only view open to the Christian. 

(5) God is personal. That is, He is aware of 'Himself and can 
distin£uish Bimself from other beings and can make free 
decisions. He is not law or idea or force or ideal. God is 
a personal being even as man is a personal being. 

(6) God is moral. His primary character~ tics are absolute 
righteousness (He is eternally op~osed t0 sin) and abso
lute love (Re is always motivated by a selfless concern 
for others ) . 

(7) God is purposive. He has rati0nal ends in all that He 
aoes. There is a purp~se behind the world and man is the 
chief object in that purpose. For God's ultimate aim is 
building in the arena of the universe, a race of men who 
truly reflect ~im in moral Character. 

(8) God is soveriegn. On the grounds that Be is Creator, Sus* 
tainer, Redeemer and Judge of all things (These are the 
chief works of God) every being must recognize ~im as ab
solute Lord. Man is wholly responsible to God. 

(9) God is Father. This is the way Jesus most frequently 
tnought of ~-Um. The vmrd l<'ather in its richest sense fully 
describes God. All that has been said of Bim above, pours 
meaning into tht s term. 

Note: 
There are certain attributes usually discussed.in a con
sideration of God a~: all-powerful, all-present, all know
ing, eter:m 1, infinite, unchangi~. No statement has been 
made in this outline concerning them fur we feel that it 
would not further the rurrose at hand. For the same reas::>n 
the idea of the Trinl tv has not been disru ss ed. 

By: Chaplin J&seph w. MatRews 
27th Infantry Division 
1942-1945 
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Christ ·wgs God-I-fan. Jesus had two natures-the hll@an and the divine. 
He \tas perfect man and perfect God. Ee \'Jas all that man is, save 
sinfull and all that God is, save nothing. He called Himself both 
Son of God and Son of Man. Jesus \'las ~ in the flesh. 

Christ is Revealer. Only in Christ has man a complete revelation 
of God. If man uould see God as He is, he must look at Christ. 
But Christ also is a revelation of man. It is only by looking nt 
Christ that nan can see himself as he ought to be. By seeing 
that, he also eees himself as he is actually. 

Christ is Redeemer. Through Christ God reconciled the \'Jorld unto 
Himself, Mankind is redeeri1ed through the Son. In no other name is 
there salvation. By Christ's life and more particularly by F~s 
death and resurrection God nas enabled someho1.'T to bring man into 
fellouship with Himself and thence to work out !-:::is purpose in him. 

Christ is :Cxemgler. He is farmore, we must never forget, but 
Christ is mwi•s example. I.an is to imitate His filial and fraternal 
love. /1s the Master lived so, the subjects must try to live. 

Christ is Friend. He lives today and forever to be a friend of 
all v1ho trust Him. Christ is ever present, with those who desire 
Eis presence 7 ttti guide, encoura.ge, em.,)ovrer, forgive, .:ind comfort. 

Qhrist is Victor. Before i·Iis birth Christ was; after Eis death 
Christ is. Through Him the norld vms crcuted; through Eim the 
world· rms rcdect1ed; to Eira hc:::s all judgement been given. In Christ 
all things consist and ho.ve neaning. ;\t the cross He defe_ ted all 
forces uhich op:)ose God. Potentially re has brought in the Kingdom., 
:Jventuall~r B.e shc.11 tJ.ke His rightful plc.cc as Lord of Lords. 
:livery knee shall bou. ~-Tc is the victor over .'.lll. And every one who 
dnclls in Hio will sh::-trc in Eis victory. 

11Would'st shape a noble life? Then cast 
No b:tcku.'.lrd gl211ces tow.:i.rd the past, 
1nd though some\!hat be lo st and gone, 
Yet do thou act cs one nm·,-born; 
·.1hat each d..:ty ne:cds 7 that sho.lt thou ask, 
Znch d.:ty ·will set its proper t,':'.Sl(. 11 

Goethe 
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AN OUTLINE OF THE cmn0TI l\_:·J VIEW OF MAN 

MAN IS MAN. There are rou~hly three levels of ex1eteftee: l\lPllln, 
su~human, and divine. These levels mus\ be ke~t ~1s•1attly 
sep~re.te. Man shares certain qualities with tae aniii,.al, but ,he1'.
is an infinite FLUS, He Plso shares some features witl\ (J•d, put 
there is a infinite MINUS. Man is eternally on the huma, level. 
This does not, dispense with an e~olutionary nroceas. 
Man is IMY.ORTAL. The human being is undyinp.:. There will be 
changes, as physical death, but a rm n will never cease ti be. 
Immortality is a part ~f the very nature Jf rm•• 
MAN IS FEPSONAL. He k••ws that •e is; he can distin?'.uish him
self from other beings; Rndhe is c~patle ~f self detisi~ns. MAn 
is R PerAonal beinF even as his creator is a nersonal being. 
tfAN IS MORAL. There is in man 13n inner voice sayint:i: 11you cught 11

• 

T~4 ~ facultv we call conscience. It makes clear that there is a 
rlrrht qnr"1 thR.t tbe:re 13 '='· wren~. i::fertC'e mPn is e moral being:. F.e 
h13f' cRu<:icttv fc r c.brractcr. 
'/.f,.,.l' I.S 7 BE"E. Be l-}qs the p we-r> tc de"ide 11,hether and how· he shall 
aci.; 11ii~hirJ ce:r-tain 11-rni.r.aticns. M'.'tn cP·.1 1;ven say Ne- to God. This 
f:::-ef·dom made ::;in a po3sib1li'.;y &.n,:l r.n actuality. It is opposetl 
to nll f~talisttc and d~tcr~in,sti1 phlloscphles concerning man. 
MAN IS SOCIAL, '!.'here is o. cap;.c.,i ty and a craving in man for fel
lowshin with r;ca '1.nd for fellowship vr.i. th M.an. He ts not only an 
indivinurJ; ·no is bound to the race. rt'ln. is a social creaturQ. 
Ltkol:r l:10 could not even exist by 11:·_r..self. 
lf.ti.711 IS TPE IM"'nE 01-<' GOD. He shares certain fe .. tures with God, o.s 
t~ose !isted Gbovo, which differentiate him fr•m all othgr crea-
tures. 1 'orooer, at his creation fft'an possessed an orip.:inal good
ness wnicb reflectecl tbe cJ1a:,'.-"lc:ter of God. It \'!BS, however, 
untriel'l arid uni,estc~ bv r,crsonal r!ccisior, and is more nroporly 
tc:tmcd innoc ..;)1co. T:103P. t\x, considerations lend to the statement: 
~~n waq rzcqtcd in i.;he ~mape of God. 

r 8) MAN IS SI:NPHL, T:'1c J.mai:s of r.or. in m0n can novcr be wholly de-
stroyed. N01tcr:holL-ss it has been d0fo.ced. Man has refused God 
'lS God. The cronture is uut of fellowship with the Creator. An 
infinltr brcoch lie:~ b"twecn them. This separation from God is 
termed a state of :-u.n. 01:t o!' thi'3 sinful state proceed sinful 
doeds---Rc tJ r.on-::cni·:'.' '..;0 C'od 's law, tran is a sinner in both 
st1:1te and dGGd. 

(9) MAN IS GUTLTY. Rofusin,rr CTo,J ls refusing vhe.t is be.st for man. 
'qence, nir. is tts c-wn uun1~1'1m,·nt. God beinp: God, must permit the 
fruits of si '1, sufi'rring, f!e.q th and hell,· to puni Sl the sinner. 
Van hn s sinned. H•: is dusGrving of punim mm t and he is ever 
a·vnrc of it. This is guiJt. Man is a guilty creature. 

(:i'J) tvi:\N IS IMPOTEET. Sin, sonr,ro. tion from God, docs something to tho 
m0·:-ol nature of m8..L Th<"l'O is 8 radical defect, a weakness of 
wj lL Be is :ir1potent to rectify his sinful condition alone. If 
th• 1'reRc h between G0d ancl m'..'ln is to be brid@:Cd, man must loo 1< 
bcvon~ himscLf for the m~Fns. 

- ~ • -~ 4-,T HAS A DES't'lNY. God has n purpose for the world, Thnt pur
~~s pcim~rtlv concerns man. 9e is destine~ to be like Goa in 
c~~r~ctGr, Boly as he is Boly. Scl~-lcss as Be is self-less, 
1 1t J~Rf~ of God in the crcgture is to be perfect because t~c 
~c aturc sh8ll have perfect fcllo~ship with thE Creator. Man, 
ho·.'•cv, r: is 111v.1:iys frc1::- to refuse his ro~tiny. 



THE ClilUSTIAN VIEW OF Tl~ "?raw LIFE" 

1. MM as a new stan,ting before Qgd. Past failUNS are wholy 
forgiven'"when fellowship with God is restored. In God's sight man 
is now righteous. God reckons him such in the present in the view 
of what he shall be in the future when salvation is complete. 

2. Man has a new nature. Ee is regenerated - recreated by his 
fellovrnhip with God. He is transformed into a '1higher" being. He 
has new desires, new ideals, new understandings. His personality 
is intrigated about one central aL, and his vvill is re-energized. 
'l1ruely the man in Christ is a 11new creature 11• 

3. lli¼!1 has a new power. The reconciled man comes into possession of 
a ne;·, dynamic through which he is far more able to do and be what 
God ~t~ him to do or be. God not only reckons man righteousness, 
He also gives him a po,:1er Y1here b~· he can gradualy become actually 
righteous. (l1an is becoming uhat he is.) The bra.nch receives 
vitality from the vine and bears fruit. {Goddworks do not save a man 
but a saved man can and will do good works. 

4. Vian has a neu rule of Life. It is the rule of love. God has 
given one commandment: 11Thou sh2lt love the Lord thy God. H :·.11 
other conm1andA are cont~ined in this first one, that is, you cnn•t 
love God ui thout loving mm. Christ sc..id tho.t there is a second 
command like unto the firct: ''Love thy neighbor as thyself • 11 To 
love God .:-nd m~m is to do God I s uill. It includes :_11 ethic.:- 1 de
moods, mude upon the cI·e:i.ture. The nev, m2..n lc.bors in everyway pos
sible thJ.t this will m:i.y oe done on earth c.s it is in hec.ven. E,'very 
personal sin which conflicts ·,.dth i•i:. he must be op) sed to. (hnte 7 
anger, covetenous? etc.) \nd so ,.d.th eve_·y socic.l evil (v,ar, slums, 
l~bor conditions etc.) 

5. M,qn has a neu hope. The ho9e of transformed man is that God's 
purpose shall ultimately be realized, that Fis Kingdom. shall act
uo..lly be set up, th.J.t :'is \'/ill shall truly rule all, the.t the re
conciled ind.ividual shall finally be all thL'.t God desires. This 
hope shall never disappoint us sc:.ys ?aul. 

6. !Vian h:ts a new Peace & Joy. This nevv' life is the life man was 
created for. It intrigates the personality and releases ones best. 
It quenches ~11 feo.r concerning the ~~st )resent a future. It does 
2u~y Hith all antaggnism between man and his God. The cr2ature & 
cre.::i.tor dwell together as F.:.ther and son. This could brit1g nothing 
else but inner peace and 11joy unspe .knble &:. full of glory". 

7. The ne 1 , life is u way of trY-i!, & opedience. Only as man cont
inues to trust God and obey Fis will ce.n the Christie.n life con
tinue. If man ftils to trust or disobeys without repenting c.nd be-
·i:1ning anew his fellowship with God is severed ag,:>.in ,tnd the new 

:!..:i fe fc.des 7 --·1Trust & (.,bey for there is no other way". 

This is one in c. series of eight outlines on 11T~"E CF?JSTI ·.11r VI~'.7S 
OF LIFE II prep:ired by Chaplin Joseph W. Mo.thews - 27th Div. US Army 
They were used in study cl~sses \lhile in Hawaii in 1943. 



TH! eHRISTI\N VIEW OF SALVATION 

S.tiiV A'?ION IS '!'KE BRIDGING OF TH?. GAP ··- The healing ot th• b~•aoll 
between man and God. It 11 man being brought 1nto r1ght relat1on 
with the Divine, making possible the realization or God's purpo,e 
for him. Salvation 1• the process where-by man as he actually 1a, 
1s being made what God wants him to be. 

SALVATION IS DELIVERANCE -- Man 1e delivered FROM a 1tate ot sep
aration From God and TO a state ot fellowship with God. He 11 
delivered trom selt-love and pride to love tor God. (It 1epar• 
ation is thought ot as sin or deaththen fellowship with Ood is 
rlghteo"..l.sness of lite). And in direct proportion aa this 11 true, 
man is delivered from sinful acts to righteousness acts; trom 
the fruits of s1n-ro-the fruits ofrighteeusness; from the end or 
si:o (hell)!£ the end of true righteousness (heavenr:-

SA.T.,VATIOU AND FORGIVEl\TESS ·- Salvation brings forgiveness for the 
po s -~ ., When man 1 a reconciled to God all moral failures and sins 
ar3 blotted out by God's frogiveness. And man~ henceforth, is 
considered righteous. l!e· stands before God just as if he had 
never sinned. (This 1s justification). 

SALVATION AND NEW LIFE. Salvation brings power for the present. 
When man is ·':)r')ug:ht into fellowship w1 th God he finds a new dynamic. 
He becomes a new - creation. And. a "New-Life" is made possible. Re •. 
has power beyond himself wnich en9bles him to daily grow more and 
more like Goct ::..n c hf..ra0 ta~".'. 

SALVATION AND UODS ?UR?03F • - Salvation brings hope f) r the fut
ure. For, it p~~p~rAs the way for the realization of God's great 
de signs" ::t has s i 5n.i.:::"i nrmc e for this present world. But sal
vations fully ra4llzec, is fo~ the world to come, when sin and 
all its effects shall oe cast out; when God and goodness rule 
supremel7r; when dwelling with God is a race of hcly men truly re• 
fleeting Him in chfl.racter; and when Gcd's tcta:1 w!ll shall }lave 
come to pass. This is the OhrE tian hope. 

SitVATION IS NOT BY HUMAN EF~ORT. -- Man cAnnot apan the gult an~ 
restore relation□hip with God. Salvation, henoe 1s not by moral
ism (doing good deeds}. It is not by legalism (ke.ping a set of 
rules). It is not by ceremonalism (performing certain rites)t 
It is not by mysticism (thinking away the bneach). These a~e human 
efforts and thlily are not eno,g:q.. Man cannot save 1limse1f. 

SALVA'f!6H IS BY DIVINE EFFORT•- Man cannot cane to God, so, God 
comes to man in Ohr1 st, G0d invaded the h\ll1lan race ~o ·do some,t:ti~~ • 
for man that man could not do for himself. Christ reconciled ma~ 
to God. (Christ is the bridge) • He enabled God to fqrgiv~e.,.,man, to 
e,npower him; and to ultimately work out His punppse fn him. 'Sl!,
vr-ition then is a gift to man from God--man can do,,._nothing to earn it. 

3 rr'i.TION IS APPROPRIATED BY FAITH -- Salvation is from God alone: 
'·, n can do nothing to earn it', but he must receive it. Salvation, 

• " t 1::tt is effective, hence, is divine grace rlus human faith. We 
a.re saved by grace through faith." Christ's work savel!I no man 
unlesi'I that work 1s !lrr.ror.rfa tcd by n livine; trust in God, 
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THE emu STL.lli VIEW OF "THINGS TO COME" 

God's Furposes--All that God has planned from the beginning will 
be realized in the last day. In that day the Creator shall "take 
His great paweru and be truly God; every knee shall bow; right 
shall force ,·1rong from the throne; and the Kingdom will cor.1e in 
all fulness. 

Life Eternal-I Tan shall never cease to be. 
but the hW"Jan personality exists forever. 
fror.1 one stage of existence to another. 

There will be changes 
Death is but a transition 

Resurrection of the Body--The New Testament speaks of a Resurrection 
of our body. The "new body" will not be the saae as the one we noY1 
possess. It \Jill be vastly different; yet it will be related to our 
present body. There \'Jill be ties of sir.1ilari ty. Tl+e new "house~• 
of the personality is spoken of as the teoporal body transforr.ied and 
glorified. 

Final Judgenent--Certainly, God judges 17lan in the here-and-nov1 but 
there is a final judgeoent. Every creature must gtve an account 
before the Soveriegn Creator. Reward and punishnent ~.vill be r.ieted 
out. The ilmighty shall justify His ev~ry act. 

Heaven--For those 1:1h9 surv~ve the final judger:1ent there is pr~pared 
a "reward". Heaven is eternal fellowship ,.,ith God. There oan shall 
be forever his Father and absolutely like Eir.1 in character. That 1s 
the Heaven of it. 

Hell--The very opposite to Heaven is Eell. Rell is eternal separP . 
ation fror.. God. 1 :an ,..rho was r:1ade for God is shut off from Him 
forever. This has br~en looked upon as the greatest of niseries and 
consey_uently the nost horrible pictures have been used to describe 
it. 

End of outline by Chaplin Joseph 'd. Ea.thews 

The 1:wsteries of life will never be fully explained 
or understood; but we can nake honest and insistent attenpts to 
know God, 11v1hon to kno·vv aright neans life eternal. •1•r One of our 
first ta~ks as Christians is to seek to know the Llind of Christ and 
to let nothing bar our r::inds fron the absolute truth so far as r,e , 
can discover it. .\nd Christ, will bring to our open oinde splendid 
vistas of life and trutn. 

Ralph M. Pierce 
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AN" OUTLil'TE ce 

1. God is unknovm and un::r1m,c., 1.c e;xce )t as !-Te r,1akes Himself known. 
Man through his ovm power (reason,· intuition e.nd ex ;erience) 
Cc'.lll knoH that God is, but he cannot know what God is. 

2. It is imperative, hence that r'70d have a 1·rord for man ( something 
to say about Fimself) and that He utter that ·:ord to man. ''le 
term this 'Jord of God and the utterance of it Revelation. 

3. The i,Jord of God, about God spoken to man and for man is the 
:Sternal Christ. He is God speaking to Fan. 

4. This • iord of God is uttered and is to be heard in conscience, 
nature, history and reli_:ious movements, b11t onl;r imperfectly 
cu1d incom1letely. These forms are not adequats to convey Godrs 
voice cor1:)letely and man is not able to hear it perfectly in 
them. 

5. The i'Jord of God was perfectly and completely and finally uttered 
::.n the ::istoricnl Chi-•ist - - dll that Fe was, all that Fe said, 
all that !-:e did Cler-son, words and works). 

6. The F.istoric<.ll Christ, the Eternal '.lord raade maaife·st, is the 
criterion of all :· .'ords 11 of God. The voice of God heard in con
science, nature, history and religion is to be judged and evalu
uted in the lieht of The 'lord. 

7. The rJord of God can only be heard and apprehended by faith. In 
a manner of speaking, faith com)letes the 1iord of God. God utters 
it in Christ; man hears it by obedient faith in Christ. God's 
Hord, lience 9 only becomes God's ''iord to an individual when it is 
heard by faith. 

8. The primary source of the • lord of God for Christian men is two
fold: fellowship Hith the living Christ thru prayer and the 
Scriptures. The Bible is the \Tritten • iord of God because and in 
so much as, it contains Christ - anticipated in the Old Teatament 
and recollected in the Fevr. 

9. God I s i.Jord in Christ is primarily a word of reccnciliation. 
Reconciliation sug 0ests a healing of a breach between God and 
r.1an. In this word of reconciliation we arrive at our basic , 
Christian beliefs about God, Nan, Sin, SalvationJ the 1;ew Life, 
the Order of God and Things to Come. 
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oth are not only eligible to but aho in fact do engage in religious experience. 

Thu• with such a distinction made, Dewey'• thesis has an appeal to men regard

less o! their belief in the supernatural. Agnostics, atheist, and believers of all 

creeds and doctrines are free to join hands in accepting the religious. 

Second, by defining religious as an attitude and by showing that this atti

tude can and does enter into the actualizing of ideals into experience, Dewey 

makes an appeal to all men who seek to bring ideals into existence to accept the 

religious. This includes the aforementioned compo1er, the artist, the carpen

ter, the scientist, and the representative; in short, in includes all :men, since 

all men in some way or another seek to actua.liz 

Third, by redefining ''God'' aa the unified i la in relation to the actual, 

Dewey bas made an appeal for all those who se ideals to cooperate and work 

together since each is striving for some ideal the redefined ''God. 11 This 

attempts to overcome the feeling of aloneless ich Dewey feels 'is inhel'ent in 

the strict naturalistic world. en a sense of oneness in that all 

are in their own way see!dng the unified id 

Fourth, by urging religion to accept t redefined "God'' and to thus destroy 

the dualism which it has created in huma deavora, Dewey attempts to break 

down the last bal'rier which keep• men rated in their attempt to actualize 

ideals in experience. If this were foll • all men together would be free to 

employ the attitude which is religious 11 theil' loftier human endeavor•. Al-

though the ideals which form the co of "God'' would change, the unity would 

be permanent and all men could joi etber in a common faith in the ideals of 

man, a faith which would not be cfed to sect, claaa, or race. 
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etc. 11The simple decision to work entails the idea that the things -rn. th 
Vlhich ne nork, in their origin and activity, are subject to lans nhich our 
thinking can master. 11* Our intercourse nith others, nhen vre demonstrate 
anything to them, summon them to action, etc., presupposes this idea of pro
cess as subject to lair. rre recognize as real only that in the norld uhich 
can be integrated into such a context of lan, and regard as fantasies as
sertions which do not permit themselves to be controlled by this idea.➔l-ll-

The idea of the continuity of nature, or of nature as unifonnly subject 
to lan, is not, indeed, an idea neu to modern science, but is, since it be
longs to existence as such, a quite prihlitve idea which is only worked out 
and radically thought through in science. This is clear from the fact that 
on the primitive level the idea of causality is applied to the idea of 
"\7under. Tho Uunder is attributed to a cause other than that of the ordinary 
event over nhich man has control and nhich he manipulates to his mm pur
poses. The Wunder is grounded in a cause rrhich he -- at least at first -
docs not know. The idea of tno competing causes is actually not conceivable 
nor is it indeed conceived. Rather, v1hcn the divine activity is thought of 
as occurring within a G- higher causality, God is simply thought of as·a man 
who knons and can do more than other men: yet, even if others (e.g., ma
gicians) rate as inferior, yet they too have po\lor. 

Further, the historical development of tho ·,·runder-concept nas such 
that events nhich first appeared as supernaturai increasingly came to be 
understood as natural. The: idea of events as subject to law, which was 
aluays implicitly present in tho notion of tho daily regularity of recur
rence, becomes radically developed. Along vii th this, the idea of miracle 
as an event contra naturam was radically thought through. But at the same 
time thc.imposr,ibility of conceivlng as real an event described as contra 
naturam became ever clearer. 

Thus the very idea of miracle has become ineffectual and must be 
abandoned. Yet this must take place because as such it is not"an°idca 
r1hich has to do with faith; rather, ii:. is purely a formal idea. As is well 
knor!Y), miracles may be helpful or har::u'ul; thoy may be desired or feared. 
As there is black magic and vJhite magic, so r:1iracles (Wunder) may be per
fonned by Sato.nor cy God, by magicians or by prophets. The 11higher" 
causality may be divine or demonic, and so far as tho specific miracle is 
concerned, one cannot tell vrhethor it is to be attributed to God or to the 
devil. One must already knor, God in order to be certain; one must have a 
cri tori on in order to kno,i \lhoi:.hcr a miracle (Wunder) stems from God or not• 

➔~ \7. Herrmann, Oi'fonburung ~ Y\mdcr, 19081 P• 361'. 
. . - . -

-IH"Rcluctantly, defenders of miracle offer proof ·when they want to show that 
a Wunder has happened. For they can do this only if they prove tho rrundor 
to be necessary (oven if·a necessary 11x 11) in a particular context. They con
nect tho 1,"!under directly with secular events when they assort that this or 
that event is not intelligible apart from a Wunder, or that accurate obser
vation of tho event in question brings one directly to an 11x 11 designated as 
1Jundor. That is, they subordinate tho TI'undor to tho idea of nature as sub
ject to lan and thereby really cancel out the idea of Vlt.mdor. 
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But this is to admit that if one understands by '1/undcr a miracle., ho has 
already given up tho idea. of tho act of God which bolongs to tho riunder, 

Thus the Christian faith a~pears not to be interested in miracle; 
rather it would se0!ll to have reason to reject the very idea. In reply 
it is not to be urged that in tho Bible events arc narrated which ob
viously must, be designated as mI'racTcs: For if such be tho case, criti
cism must be made to shoH that although, in accord vrith tho presupposi-
tions of their ways of thinkin~, tho Biblical wri tors did not discern tho 
full import of tho idea of rairaclu, nevertheless the authority of Scripture 
is not surrendered v,ith tho surrender of t.ho miracle-idea. '.1hat this moans 
can only be understood if tho idea of Wunder as an act of God is made clear, 

II. Tho Destruction of the vacuous ifundcr-idea. 

Now, another difficulty presents itsulf. 'Jithout doubt faith is interested 
in Wunder so far as YTundor moans an act of God in contrast to a natural 
event., and the question arises nhethorthi~ concept of ':funder docs ~ iln-
ply ~ of miracle, and whether., if tho concept of miracle is surrendered, 
tho concept of Uunder as an act of God is not surrendered with it. Tho mo
tive for holding fast to miracle is just to protect this, The concept of 
rairaclo serves only one function: it speaks of an event which is no natu
ral event, and thereby it appears to fulfill tho requirement of the Wunder
concopt. Can tho rrundor-concopt still be maintained if tho miracle-concept 
is surrendered? 

With the abandonment of the miracle-concept very frequently the con
cept of Wunder as an act of (',od in contrast to a na·tural event is also 
abandoned, and by appeal to the doctrine of creation it is asserted that 
every natural ~ is ~ '1iunder, U-ffunder" then becomes 11the religious 
term for occurrence 11"°'"(Schleiemacher). 11This religious concept of T:under 
has nothing to do with contradiction of natural laws. These natural laws 
are for God the forms and means in which his activity manifests itselr.11➔1-
This idea quite resembles the catholic, according to which God as prima 
causa can use the causae secundae at Y1ill, But this idea is no longer 
possible for anyone vrho has radically thought through the idea of nature 
and natural law. If the essential characteristic of the Wunder-idea is 
this, that it signifies an act of God as over against a natural event, 
and if for us a natural event is conceivable only as subject to law., then
the idea_£f Wunder stands E2 absolute contradiction~~~_£! nature, 
and I repudiate the very idea of nature if I speak of Wunder, 

The doctrine of creation, then, does not help here at all; for it, too, 
plainly repudiates the idea that a nature is subject to law. According to 
this latter point of view nature is understood as infinite in space and 
time; the fonner knows it as having beginning and end. If, then, one 
wishes to apply the idea of Creation and 1.nrunder to this infinite system 
of occurrence which we call nature, in reality one repudiates it. If 
every event is wonderful, then in reality none is, and God and Nature are 
identified. Then God, Creation and 1;under are only pious names for experi
ences nhich neet me quite otherwise in real life, namely, as the scientifi
cally verifiable infinite conte;~t of all occurrence, as nature and natural 

~~ Henn, Schuster, Lebenskunde2, 1927, P• 8, 
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event. 

Such a pantheistic solution of the Wunder-idea fails to recognize two 
things: (1) The doctrine of creation ancfordivine sovereignty is not a 
scientific axiolnin the light of which every natural event may be regarded. 
It is not a rational universally valid proposition which can be known or 
even believed and then possessed. As a faith-concept it is to be distin
guished from a scientific concept not in the sense that one approaches it 
in some strange non-rational ·way, tnat is, vii th reference to origin (so 
far as origin is understood as cause and thus as a fact of the past), but 
in the sense that it cannot be appropriated and used as a scientific con
cept. It can only be acquired ever and anew; it can never be separated 
from its origin in faith but it always has this origin present in itself; 
it is always true only as it springs forth. This means that in dealing 
with it I cannot leave my own existence out of account and understand or 
"explain" something outside of myself as creation or ns an act of God, but 
by it I say sonething in the first instance about myself. But not about 
myself as far as I regard myself as a being who has entered the world from 
outside., but as far as I speak about my concrete existence here and now. I 
can speak of God1s creative deed only if I now know that I am a ct-eature ot 
God, and that means, for example., that since God1 s creation is indeed g_ood, 
I knmrmyself as good,_ as .-rithout -sin. But this clearly, I cannot know a 
priori., nor am I at all accustomed to act as if I did. Rather, I consist-· 
cntly behave as if I myself were creo.tor. In the commonplaces of my nork., 
in the economics of my time, etc., I see tho world as standing at my dis
posal. The world and my activity in it is a priori godless. Perhaps I can 
say that I ought to see the nhole ,,orld .as the creation of God, that every 
event or act ohght to be a Hunder. But actually I do not find myself in a 
situa~ion whic makes it possible for me to confirm this. 

Thus it becomes clear (2) that in tho view analysed abovo the idea of 
tho TTorld is incorrectly understood. For, if r:under moans an act ofGodin 
contrast to nntural event including my own activity, then it implies a par
ticular understanding of the world. By world it does not mean primarily 
nature as a system of events wholly subject to law, but the actuality in 
which I live., ~ norld. 'l'he idea of God and his activity is prinnrily 
orientated to my life, to rzy existence, to the lmonledgo tha·b this existence 
is godless and is one in which I do not find God nor can I see him. It says 
that I can only see God if He shons himself to me by his acts and that I do 
not have ·tho right to spcal<: of him as I please or to explain his activity as 
I choose. 

III. Wunder as an act of God. 

(a) Its hiddenness 

Next, then, it is clear that faith is directed tov1ards Wunder as an act of 
God in distinction from a natural event, that faith can only be grotmded 
in \funder., indeed., that faith in God and !!2 };'under ~ exactly ~ ~ 
thing. 

Just as thereby the possibility of a pantheistic concept of miracle 
is excluded, so of course is a doQnatic concept, including such considera
tions as: it follows from belief in God1s sovereignty that Ho can perform 
\f\lnders. For belief in God1s sovereignty is possible to me only ns I have 
faith in uundero Therefore I carmot employ this faith apologetically to 
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validate faith in ~7under. Tho idea of God's sovereignty I may well enter
tain, that is, I can conceive ofGod as Almighty (so can the godless); but 
I do not thereby have God, the Alnighty, Hhom I never and nm·,horo have ex
cept in ·•iunder. _ 

Ylha t is here chiefly gained for tho ·"tiunder-concept is thnt ·1n.inder in 
no sense means an event uhich in any l1ay uha tsoever can be verified in the 
Y1orld. Othe?"l·dse I nould have sopara ted it from God and understood it as 
world; for ...Q2d cannot ]20 vorificd. Tho )fonder is hidden in so far as it is 
.-tiundcr, hidden for him r:ho docs not see God in i t 0 It is then clear: (1) 
that the ,,under of nhich faith speaks is in fact not a miracle; for this is 
a vcrifi£>.bio event; (2) that ·,r.mdor docs not confirm faith in tho sense that 
as verifiable event it permits tho conclusion that the invisible God exists. 
For then God1 s hiddennoss nould be thought of in terms of the invisibility 
of a natural force (such as clectrici ty); that is, God would be thought of 
as world. ~ith can only be referred to that in ,;1hich it has faith, not to 
s,omething els.a by means of wliiclf it believes. 

If, honcvcr, the question whether I sec a lTunder is the same as the 
question nhothor I believe -- nhich is tho question whether I am willing 
to believe or to soc a ;:under - that is, if it is a question of immediate 
decision - then it is also clear that to tho extent that it becomes visi
ble as a .-,orld-cvent, to tho same extent the rrundcr becomes hidden as 
\:Under. That is, tho affirmation that an even£ is a ·l(J.ndcv stands in ex
plicit contradiction to tho fact of its confinnc:r~ion as a norld-evcnt.;:. 
Sincu faith, precisely as faith, stands in contrast to sight, in explicit 
contradiction to all that I sec, Umdcr-foith must nlso mean contradiction 
to all that I sec in tho norld. Since faith has·this- character for tho 
reason that I am by nature godless, clearly the impossibility of my seeing 
vrorld-ovonts as \.under must have its basis in my godlessness. Since finally 
my impotence to soc vrorld-ovcnts as ·"t.ilndor has expressed i tsolf in tho f onn 
of the idea of nature as a lan-abiding system, this idea must clearly be 
appraised ~godless. This cannot mean, however, that I simply surrender 
it; for this I cannot do. Ruther, it only becomes clearer to me that god
lessness is not just something that one can strip off by a vigorous deci
sion, but that godlessness is one mnnncr of my being, that my being is dc
tcnnincd by sin. 

I ucll understand, then, rrhat Umder moanst God's act. I understand 
also that in ,·,orld-cvonts God's ·dmdcrs should be visible to mo. I lmow, 
however, that I do not soc thor,i; for the norld ny.ipccrs to me as nature and 
I cannot free myself from this predicament by the decision that it should 
be otherwise. And I shall take care not to fall into a state of mind which 
might suggest that I can. 

* Luther on Rom. 8:26: Ficker p. 204, llff.: Nocessc est cnim opus Doi ab
scondi ct non intcllili, tune quando fit. Non autcm absconditur alitor qurun 
sub contraria spccio°'fiostri concoptus sou cogitationis (For it is necessary· 
that tho·vrork of God bo hidden and not ccmprohondod, at tho time it happens, 
1lorcovor )it is not hidden othcrnisc than beneath an appearance contrary to 
our thought or reflection). -- -
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(b) The Reality of the Hunder., 

God1s hiddenness does not mean his invisibility in general; it does not 
mean primarily that he is inaccessible to the senses or to experiment, 
but that he is hidden from meo This language does not have to do with 
deity, of which I may speakw~ speaking of myself c This is why 
speaking of rrunder does not mean speaking of Y!unders in general and discus .. •• 
sing their poss:'i.bility.. To s:9eo.k of Wunder mearis"lo speak of my own exis- / / 
tential situation, that is., of the factthat in my life God has become visi- ✓,/ 
ble. And this is not to speak of' a general visibility of God, but of his 

'revelation. If I see that God's hiddenness means: He is hidden from me, 
then I also see that his hiddenness means my godlessness, my being a sinner. 
For He ought not to be hidden from 1.1e. h _. IA 

,JVN·r}X. •• ft-~ -
There is, then, onlY, ~-~ -{i.pder: that of revelation, This, hov,ever, ~ ~ 

means revelation of the gt'ace of God for the godless., -- forgj.veness. But 
it must be strictly understood as~, not as an idea of forgiveness, nor 
as a conception of the gr~ce of God as properly belonging to the essential 
nature of God, but as Gou1s acto But this interpretation must be yet more 
clearly developed in order tomake it clear that, first, forgiveness is a 
Wunder in contrast to a secular event, and second, on what the possibility 
of confusing Wunder and miracle is based. 

Why is the question about the 11sign 11 characteristic of the Jews (I Cor. 
1122)? Because in their attitude of mind the essential nature of their god
lessness s·~ands forth so clearly: the striving after their 11own righteousness." 
They understand themselves of what they do, and the other person ~of 
what he does. As they , der an account of themselves before God by thefl:"-... 1~ 
perfonnance, so must od render an account of himself before them by his 

performance. ~·"'nrms 
But on the whol his is at bottom the sin of the worldt to under-

stand itself and God of effort and achievement. Therefore, for the 
world -- to the extent that it inquires after God -- miracle is an object 
of ardent desire; the Wunder., hovrever, which does not have the character of 
a self-explanatory event, is an offense. Vfe sav, that the primitive concept 
of miracle corresponds to the understanding of our world as the work-a-day 
world in which we presuppose the regularity and law-abiding character of 
occurrence. Miracle is a violation of the law of such a world, but it is 
nevertheless conceived vrholly in the sense of this world because it signi
fies an act of God proving himself within it. The Wunder-idea, however, 
radically rejects the character of the world as a manipulable vrork-a-day 
world. For a WU.nder is precisely not an act of God proving himself; rather, 
every maQ is free to understand th~ent v;hich claims to be a Wunder as 
an incident within the world and subject to its laws. But Wunder directs 
the c~cial question to man as to hovr far he correctly understands the 
world whenhe understands it as a manipulable vrork-a-day world subjecU,o 
hisdisRQsal; how far he unde stands himself correctly when he understands 
himself in terms of his achievements and will obtain his security by them. 
The Wunder-idea radically rejects the character of the world as a nanipu
lable nork-a-day .-rorld because it rejects ·man's hnderstanding of himself as 
capable of obtaining security by his work. 

A·priori, there are two possible ways of understanding our activity; 
namely, in terms of the creation of something, that is, in tenns of our 
having~ something; or·in terms of doing. Herev1ith also are given tvro 
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possibilities for understanding oureelves·in terms of what has been done 
.!?..!: ?:E. ~ of the doing itself~ - - - - - -

OUr activity., ·t,hat is., takes place either as the fulfi]ment of the 
demand that is laid upon us, under which our Now stands. Then it is 
nothing but obedience. Or it takes place in order that something beef
fected or obta.Tne'a in vrhich the Ji!eaning of the act is exhausted. If it 
takes place in obedience and as obedience., then indeed also something is 
effected through our action. Yet not. in the achievement does the meaning 
of the action lie but in the obedient perfoiina'nce oTihecieed just as 
the meaning of giving does not lie in the girt but in the act of giving. 

If this is taken seriously it means that, given the significance of 
the act, man cannot stand on wh?t he has done or be contained in his 
achievement and understand himself in tenns of it. Rather man can only 
say that as 11slave 11 he has done ,,hat he vras obligated to do (Lk. 17:10). 
He must not look backwards to sec what he has done but forr,ards to vrhat he 
is furthc..L.Q.bligatod to do; yet, he must not anticipate tho future to the 
extent that, in haste and anxie·0y, he thinks he must get this or that be
hind him; rather ho vrill act simply in obedience. 

If our activity is an activity under God's demand it is never: com,.. 
plated and it is then not possible for us to come to a halt or to sat 
ourselves up as persons who in some sense have arrived. Rather we must ~ 
remain in the restlessness to which God's demand consigns us. Horrnvcr, 
this unrest is the unrest of life. For there is no more need to constrict 
ourselves by contemplating a for,-rard look than a backward look., that is by 
projecting a program of everything vrhich must yet be done. For then vre 
should:beunderstanding ourselves again in terms of what is done -- of 
course., ~ not yet finished -- but, here, this means: we see ourselves 
from the point of vie,'I of having arrived, vre understand ourselves in terms 
of what is done. The demand of God, however, does not consign us to the 
restlessness of anxiety and -norry as to how that which lies before us is 
to be accomplished, ~to the restlessness of life. For it tears us away 
from ourselves as we actually are, i.e., it tears us away from our past 
and points us towards the future. 

But since, also, our doing always accomplishes something, it harbors 
in its elf the te1i1ptation that we shall understand ourselves in terms of 
what we have done and cling fast to i"i:,. In fact, we always succumb to this 
temptation and thereby succunb to the past, for what is done is always past. 
Also our future doing -- so far as vre commonly understand ourselves in tems 
of what we have done -- even if it is future, is always already a past, 
marked with the seal of the past and of deatho It stands there before us 
as work, as a completed achieved situation.* That we are all held fast in 
such an understanding of ourselves becomes clear to us from the fact that 
,·1~all fear death., for such fear issues from the desire to maintain our
selves just as we are and from our secret awareness that .-1e cannot • 

* Luther on Rom. 8:26 p. 205, 5f. Ficker: semper ita fit, ut opus nostrum 
intelligamus, antequam fiat, Dei autem opus non intelligimus donec factum 
fuerit (It alv1ays happens thus that vie knovr our work before it is done, but 
vre do not know God's work until it is done). 
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Yfe are all held captive in such an understanding of ourselves nor can 
vie free ourselves from this subjection to the ,Pe.st or to death, by our ovrn 
efforts. For such hard-earned freedom would again be thought of as our 
work, nhich we v,ould wrest as a last and hig:iest accomplishmento Such a 
doing nould already be past before it Has done., We should be free only if 
we could forget our v1ork~ if vrn act,ed purely o_£t of obE2_dience. And the 
question is hov, vie can come to sucl1 obedience ,fu such a pu.re hearing of 
God's demand in the Narro 'l'he question is whether He can so hear. Obviously 
we cannot simply decide of ourselves that we will hear-:-nor can we vrait to 
see whether .-,e shall hear, for .-,e arc alv,ays already ~olved in a doing by 
,1hich we are dete~m:.Eed to achieve something.., Every !!ov~ into ,vhich we come 
is always already corrupted by our understa,1di ngof ourselves which we 
bring to it; our Qas't out"" of v!Fiich we have come clings to us o 

There is only one possibility of becoming free fro~ !:,he past for a 
pure hearing of the demand ,;hich in the Now lays claim upon us: that free-
dom is bestowed upon us through fo~giveness~ For it is not possible for us 
as beings in time to obtain-release from.the past simply by erasing orig
noring it or by recei v:i.ng some sort o{ a.m.1 nature in which we vrould not be 
continuous with ou1·selves., In our Noij we always come out of our· past and 
with our_past. For since vrn are not- plants, animals or machines, our Now 
is at every moment qualified by our E<1Sto But the question is whether our 
J)?St is present in us as sinful or as forgiv~n. If our sin is forgiven, \ 
this means that -,·1e nave freedom for tfie future, that i,:1e really hear God1s) ::::= 
demand and can put ourselves at his disposal (Rom. 6sl2 ff), 

Now moreover it becomes completely clear why forgiveness must be 
understood as a Wunder~ i, e., as an act of God in contrast to a secular 
even~. The .-mrld to v1'i-1ich it comes by v1ay of contrast is just our mani
pulable work-a-day world, in v1hich a priori all doing is understood as 
bringing about v1ha t is done, as acco1;1plishment; in which all occurrence, 
even future, is a priori thought of as past. If God1s Wunder is forgive
ness, i. e., if God in 1Ji.;nder abolishes our \.tnderstandintof-ourselves as 
those uho achieve and therefore are alv,ays subject to the past, he thereby 
also abolishes the character of the vrorld as a vrork-a-day world manipulable 
by us. 

Since in doing, sorr:.ething is alnays done, the possibility always remains 
of understanding all doing as something done and all occurrence as s01i1ething 
that has occurreda For the eye of unfaith even God1s acts are secular events. 
And since the believer also imo1-,sthat they may beso regarded, and that he -
himself alrrays stands nithin the possibility of seeing all events in this 
'\'Tay, he must, if he specks of God's acts, speak of them as Wunde~nhich 
happen contra naturam; he must say that Y1hen he speaks of a Wunder, he 
abolishes the idea of nature as subject to lavr. Hm-iever, to apply the 
ideas of Wunde!' and Creation to the 1'rorld understood as nature is non-
sense for the ,7orld seen as past is precisely not the ·:rorld seen as Cre-
ation. It retains its character as Creation only v1hen we, as those who 
have been forgiven, stand open to tho future, and soc the world as meaning .,...-
for us the field in which ,,.,e must hear and realize God• s demand. 

Such an insight into the ~orld is no"'eltanschauung, i~ e., no theory 
about the norld in general, but is alr1ays obtainedonly in hearing the de
mand on the ground of forgiveness. Therefore it has continually to estab
lish itself over against the temptation to understand ourselves and the 
world as past. This means that our ideas about Y1ork in nhich no reckon 
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with the manipulability, that is, with the law-abiding character of the 
world, must always be limited by our ideas of faith, and this moans fur
ther that in our actual life, nork- and faith-ideas alternate with one 
another in such a ,1ay that tho former arc determined by tho latter. For 
his nork-ideas man needs the concoption of nature. How far ho should use 
it cannot in general be said. Ho needs it as far as ho is involved in 
concrete work~ If he permits it to become lord, then it becomes sin. 

Now, finally, tho~~ miracle is intelligible, as is its being 
swallowed up by tho idea of Wunder, Either it is a desperate expression 
for man1s sec~ot kno,rlcdge of his capitulation to tho past: it has be-
come impossible for him to understand tho world as creation and to soc 
God's activity in it; if he speaks of Godls activity, ho can conceive of 
it only·after the analogf of secular activity as a special accomplishment, 
and thereby still remains completely caught in his old understanding of the 
world. Or, tho idea of miracle is a primitive, obscure expression for the 
idea that God's activity is to be tmdcrstood in contrast to all secular oc
currence and ,rnrldly activity. 

Intelligible also is tho abovc-mcnt~_c,.:::od vacuous pantheistic concept 
of \"funder. For effectively present in it is tho co1·roct motive that faith 
has the capacity to soc tho Yrorld as creation, that it can speak of ever 
now Wundors because it secs God1s activity in secular events. Yet tho 
misundorsta'nding which assumes that tho believer has, as it uoro, a bill 
of exchange vrhich ho can cash at vrill, that ho has a Christian world-vim1 
in virtue of vrhich ho can no,r interpret all activity and occurrence as 
1!7undor, must be cast aside. For as in any given situation faith must • 
always be ,wn anovr in encounter vlith tho idea of effort or achievement, 
so no Wunder is over v1siblo except on tho basis of a Uundor of forgive
ness •. This, however, is not a fact of the past: I have forgiveness only 
as I continually apprehend it anon. Semper credondurn; the Christian is 
always in ~ratia, 

If this, then, is so, tho Christian really has tho_l)ossillii,~QL.. 
always seeing novr Wunder. A secular event nhich to tho eye of unfaith 
must appear asasoqncncc of cvent.s subject to law, acquires for him the 
character of a world in nhich God acts. And as far as ho himself hears 
God's demand and acts in obedience, oven his mm action is not a secular 
act any more but has the character of a Wunder. 

All, then, is real only nith rcforcncc· to faith in the ~ T!undcr 
'2% forgiveness in Christ. Thus it is false, apart from this faith, to 
sot up a distinction between Christi.an and pagan ideas of Wundcro Both 
may bo nai vc and both may be radica 1 .ly concci vcd; both may cling to 
miracle, and in both can tho idea of tho activity of God be clearly sot 
forth. Tho difference bct~ccn Christianity and paganism docs not lie in 
different ideas of Wunder, any more than it docs in different ideas of 
God generally, but only in tho fact that Christianity speaks of tho true 
God because it can speak of the real Wunder. 

IV. Tho Wundorsof the Nevi Testament. 

In the New Testai:rnnt there are narrated Wunders which have the character of 
miracles, occasionally, indeed, some of the iimders of Jesus. So far as they 
are deeds of Jesus (healings, etcc), they are deee.s which were events for 
those who at the time viere concerned with them. Even if they were all as
suredly historical (or so far as they may perhaps be), nevertheless the fact 
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is that as deeds of a man of the past they have nothing immediately to do ...,._ 
with us. Seen as such, they are not dee& of Christ, so far as we under-
stand by the work of Christ the work of salvationo * 

This is why in the discussion, the 11Wunders of Jesus, 11 so far as they 
are events of the past, are wholly abandonedto criticismo It is to be 
emphasized with-. great intensity that the Christian faith has absolutely 
no interest in proving the possibility or historicity of the Hunders of 
Jesus as events of the past, and that on the contrary this would only be 
to confuse the issue. 

If Christ becomes for us in the present the Christ who is preached, 
then the ·1.runders of Jesus can be relevant only in so far as they belong 
to the preaching 'of Christ, that is, as testimonies - and indeed, in so 
far as they make clear the entire anbiguity of the Christian preaching. 
Indeed, they shov1 that a ::'.!_unde_E as an event which canbesubstantiated is 
not capable of establishing faith; for they leave everyone free to attri
bute them to a cause intelligible to him. Nor can anything prevent them 
from being explained as acts of the devP (Mk,. 3 :22), or as deeds by which 
Jesus proves himself (Mko 8 ;:llf) and on tho basis of which people desire 
to make him king (Jno 6:14 ff), or as means which one may use for his own 
personal advantage (Jno 6~26)0 1hus they are burdened with the same ab
biguity as is the Wunder of Christ hL~selfo £o.r Jesus Christ is for un
faith a determinate fact of the past, historically integrated into a spe
cific situation in the past and historicnlly intelligible. The question is 
precisely whether we wish to see him in this way as a fact of :t:J:e past, as ·\_ ~ 
a historic figure, as a personality and the like, or as God's ·l1,mder, i. e., -
as the one who for us is there as the wor\d of forgiveness spok:cn._by God. 
The temptation alv1ays remains to r.1ake out of his Da-sein i:i the present, a 
Vorhandensein in the past. The scandal of the incaxnation is always to be 
overcome. Y.fhoever nishos to prove the revelation of God in the historical 
p~nality of Jesus falls under the ridicule of Kierkegaard, that he is 
more clever than God Himself nho actually sent his Son in the obscurity of """ ....
the Ilesh_ To apply the idea of revelation to t,he historically determinate 
personality is as senseless as ·i;,o apply the idea of creation or wunder to 
the ,;rnrld understood as nature. 

nevertheless, however, the Wunders of Jesus are testimonies in that 
they point to the fact that Christian fait.h in God is neither pantheism 
nor monism; that no one is in a position to speak arbitrarily of.God's 
acts but only ·when he f)erceives God1s action in specific concrete in
stances. Christian faith iii God is no Veltanschauung; it is al·:rays non 

in a particular moment, and it s ars J "Lord, I believe; help thou mine 
~elief 11 (Mk. 9 :24). It is, then, the faith which does cot·.consist in 
a psychological attitude of man but is ever and al11ays faith in the God 

➔~ Luther on Gal. 4f. Y'l. A. XL, I, P• 568, 9· ff: That Christ also gave 
commandments, this is not his proper office, but accidental; likewise as 
to his benefits: teaching, comforting and doing good deeds. These are 
not the "proper works of Christ, 11 11For the prophets also taught, and 
oerforned miracles. But Christ is God and man, >1ho, fightinrs Ylith the 
ian of :loses and its tyranny, suffered and conquered them both, and 
after being raised from the dead condemned and destroyed our enemy. 11 His 
other benefits are 11opera vulgaria. 11 
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uho, unlike things, is not at raants disposal to think of as he likes, but 
who is seen only ~-1hen he nill shon himself a This is nhy doubt about God 
nhich asks for a criterion by means of nhich man can prove God is to be 
rejected, and man must be brought into that doubt in which he doubts him
self., i. e., in nhich he doubts that he""realJ.y can dispose of himself and ~ 
norld; he must doubt. 
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