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THE LAIC THEOLOGICAL STUDIES

COMMUNITY STUDIES [-B: HUMAN EXISTENCE AS FAITH-UNFAITH

Wherever it is recognized that the power of death has been broken, wherever
the world of death is illumined by the miracle of the resurrection and of the
new life, there, no eternities are demanded of life but one takes of life what it
offers, not all or nothing but good and evil, the important and the unimportant,
joy and sorrow; one neithcr clings c onvulsively to life not casts it frivously
away. One is content with the allotted span and one does not invest earthly
things with the title of eternity; one allows to death the limited rights which it
still possesses. It is from beyond death that one expects the coming of the new
man and of the new world, from the power by which death has been vanquished.
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This leads us away from any kind of abstract ethic and towards an ethic which
is entirely concrete. What can and must be said is not what is good once and
for all, but the way in which Christ takes form among us here and now. The
attempt to define that which is good once and for all has, in the nature of the
case, always ended in failure. Either the proposition was asserted in such
general and formal terms that it retained no significance as regards its con-
tents, or else one tried to inciude in it and elaborate the whole immense range
of conceivable contents, and thus to say in advance what would be good in every
single conceivable case; this led to a casuistic system so unmanageable that it
could satisfy the demands neither of general validity nor of concreteness. The
concretely Christian ethic is beyond formalism and casuistry. Formalism
and casuistry set out from the conflict between the good and the real, but the
Christian ethic can take for its point of departure the reconciliations, already
accomplished, of the world with God and the man Jesus Christ and the accep-
tance of the real man by God.

- Dietrich Bonhoeffer
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ORIENTATION - The Indicative and Imperative of Faith

This session will take the form of a discussion which will serve the
purpose of a review of the first pre-requisite: CS-I - The Meaning

of Human Existence.




first session THE FREEDOM TO LIVE

LECTURE ONE - Life is Openness or The Faith to Affirm the World

seminar one - Existence as Affirmation
Assigned Reading
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich: Christ the Church and the World (CR)
Read all. Study paragraphs 1-8,.
Supplementary Reading
Articles from CR
From the Book of Genesis: It Is Very Good
Niebuhr, H.R.: Z£vangelical and Protestant Ethics
Books
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich: Prisoner for God, New York:
Macmillan Company, 1954
Fromm, Erich: The Art of Loving, New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1956
Shute, Nevil: On the Beach, New York: Signet Book, D1562

——

second session THE FREEDOM OF DECISION

LECTURE TWO - Life is Decision or The Faith to Be Creative

seminar two - Existence as Ambiguity
Assigned Reading
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich: Freedom (CR)
Read all. Study paragraphs 1-10.
Supplementary Reading
Articles from CR
From the Book of Luke: Ah, Wilderness!
Michaelson, Carl: Christian Faith and Existential Freedom
Books
Kierkegaard, Soren: Fear and Trembling, New York:
Doubleday Anchor Book, A30
DeBeauvoir, Simone: The Ethics of Ambiguity, New York:
Philosophical Library, 1948
Dostoevsky, Fyodor: The Idiot, Baltimore: Fenguin Books, L54




third session THE BONDAGE OF WEAKNESS

LECTURE THREE - The Unfaith of Weakness or Escape in Illusion

seminar three - The Way of Flight
Assigned Reading
Kierkegaard, Soren: Sickness unto Death
Read pp. 162; 175-194. Study pp. 182-194%
Supplementary Reading
Articles from CR
From the Book of Genesis: The Birthright
Niebuhr, H.R.: Man the Sinner
Books
Niebuhr, Reinhold: An Interpretation of Christian Ethics,
New York: Meridian, LAIL,
Jung, C.G.: Modern Man in Search of a Soul, New York:
Harvest, HB 2
Williams, Tennessee: Cat on a Hot Tin Roof, New York:
Signet Book, S1590

fourth session THE BONDAGE OF STRENGTH

LECTURE FOUR - The Unfaith of Strength on £scape in Defiance

seminar four - The Way of Contempt
Assigned Reading
Kierkegaard, Soren: Sickness unto Death
Read pp. 194-207. Study pp. 194-200%
Supplementary Reading
Articles from CR
From the Book of Kings: Thou Art the Man
Dostoevsky, Fyodor: The Grand Inquisitor
Books
Kierkegaard, S.X.: The Concept of Dread, New Jersey:
Princeton, 1944
Jaspers, Karl: Man in the Modern Age, New York:
Doubleday Anchor Books, A 101
Camus, Albert: The Fall, New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1957

* Page numbers are from the book by Soren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling and
Sickness unto Death, New York: Anchor Book, A 30.
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CHRIST, THE CHURCH AND THE WORZLD

by
Dietrich Bonhoeffer

The Concept of Reality

' Whoever wishes to take up the problem of a Christian ethic must be confronted at once

with a demand which is quite without parallel. He must from the outset discard as
irrelevant the two questions which alone impel him to concern himself with the problem
of ethics, "How can I be good?" and "How can I do good?™, and instead of these he must
ask the utterly and totally different gquestion ™"What is the will of God?™ This requirement

is so immensely far-reaching because it presupposes a decision with regard to the

ultimate reality; it presupposes a decision of faith. If the ethical problem presents itself
essentially in the form of enquiries about one's own being good and doing good, this means
that it has already been decided that it is the self and the world which are the ultimate
reality. The aim of all ethical reflection is, then, that I myself shall be good and that

the world shall become good through my action. But the problem of ethics at once assumes
a new aspect if it becomes apparent that these realities, myself and the world, themselves
lie embedded in a quite different ultimate reality, namely, the reality of God, the Creator,
Reconciler and Redeemer. What is of ultimate importance is now no longer that I should

/be{:ome good, or that the condition of the world should be made better by my action, but

that the reality of God should show itself everywhere to be the ultimate reality., Where
there is faith in God as the ultimate reality, all concern with ethics will have as its
starting-point that God shows Himself tc be good, even if this involves the risk that I
myself and the world are not good but thcroughly bad. All things appear distorted if
they are not seen and recognized in God. All so-called date, all laws and standards, are
mere abstractions so long as there is no belief in God as the ultimate reality. But when
we say that God is the ultimate reality, this is not an idea, through which the world as
we have it is to be sublimated. It is not the religious rounding-off of a profane conception
of the universe. It is the acceptance in faith of God's showing forth of Himself, the
acceptance of His revelation. If God were mer ely a religions idea there would be nothing
to prevent us from discerning, behind this allegedly "ultimaks™ reality, a still more final
reality, the twilight of the gods and the death of the gods. The claim of this ultimate
reality is satisfied only insofar as it is revelation, that is to say, the self-witness of the
living God. When this is so, the relation to this reality determines the whole of life.
The apprehension of this reality is not merely a gradual advance towards the discovery
of ever more profound realities; it is the crucial turning-point in the apprehension of
reality as a whole. The ultimate reality now shows itself to be at the same time the
initial reality, the first and last, alpha dn oraega. Any perception or apprehension of
things or laws without Him is now abstraction, detachment from the origin and goal.

Any enquiry about one's own goodness, or the goodness of the world, is now impossible
unless enquiry has first been made about the goodness of Ged. For without God what
meaning could there be in a goodness of man and a goodness of the world? But God as
the ultimate reality is no other than He who shows forth, manifests and reveals Himself,
that is to say, God in Jesus Christ, and from this it follows that the question of good can
find its answer only in Christ,

®

Rceprinted from KEthics, Ncw York: The Macmillan:Company, 1955 ' S
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The _point of departure for Christian ethics is not the reality of one's own self, or the

“ reality of the world; nor is it the reality of standards and values. It is the reality of God
as He reveals Himself in Jesus Christ. It is fair to begin by demanding assent to this
pro?osition of anyone who wishes to concern himself with the problem of a Christian
ethic, It poses the ultimate and crucial question of the reality which we mean to reckon
with in our lives, whether it is to be the reality of the revelaticnai word of God or
earthly imperfections, whether it is to be resurrection or death, No man can decide
this question by himself, by his own choice, without deciding it wrongly, for it pre-
supposes the answer given, namely that, whatever our decision mey be. God has already
spoken His word of revelation, and even in the false rezality we cannot live otherwise
than through the true reality of the word of God. Thus when we ask about the ultimate
reality we are thereby at once inescapably bound by the answer to our question. For the
question conveys us into the midst of its origin. the reality of the revelation of God in
Jesus Christ.

- The problem of Christian ethics is the realization among (God's creatures of the revela-
tional reality of God in Christ, just as the problem of dogmatics is the truth of the
revelational reality of God in Christ, The place which in all other ethics is occupied by
the antithesis of "should be'" and "is", idea and accomplishmen’, motive and performance,
is occupied in Christian ethics by the relation of reality and realization, past and present,
history and event (faithj, or, to repiace the equivoczal concept with the unamblguous name,
the relation of Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit. The question of good becomes the
question of participation in the divine reality which is revealed in Christ. Good is now
no longer a valuation of what is, a valuation, for exzarnple, of muy own being, my outlook
or my actions, or of some condition or state in the wox Ld.‘ it ic no longer a predicate
that is assigned to somerthing which is in itself in being. Good s the real itself, It is
not-thereal in the abstract, the real which is detached fvom: the reality of God, but the
real which is detached from the reality of God, but the real which possesses reality only
in God. There is no good without the real, for the gocd is not 2 general formula, and

the real is impossible withoui the good, The wish tc be good consists solely in the
longing for what is real in God. A desire to be good for its own sake, as an end in
itself, so to speak, or as a vocation in life, falls victirn to the irony of unreality. The
genuine striving for good now becomes the seli~assertiveness of the prig. Good is not

in itself an independent theme for life; if it were co it would be the craziest kind of
quixotry. Only if we share in reality can we share in good.

It is a fundamentally mistaken formulation of the guestion thai gives rise to the old
dispute about whether it is only the will, the mental act or the person that can be good, or
whether goodness may also be predicated of performance, achievement or success, and,
if so, which of these two precedes the other and which is more important. This dispute
has found its way even into theology, and there, as elsewhers, it has been the source of
serious errors. It tears asunder what by its origin and esseunce forms a unity, namely,
the good and the real, man and his work. To objeci thai Christ, too, had this distinction
between person and work in view in His saying about the good tree that brings forth good
fruit (Matt. 7:17) is to distort the meaning of this saying of Jesus into its exact opposite.
What is meant by this saying is not that first the person ard then the work is good, but
that only the two together are good or bad, in orhter words that the two together are to

be understood as a single unit. The same holds true of the distinction which has been
drawn by Reinhold Niebuhr, the American philosopher of zeligicn, in his use of the two
concepts "moral man® and "immoral society"”. The distinction which is intended here
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between individual and society is a purely abstract one, just as is that between the persc‘m
#*wand work. In such a case one is tearing asunder things which are inseparable and examin-
ing separately parts which in isolation from each other, are dead. The consequence is
that complete ethical aporia which nowadays goes by the name of "social ethics".
Naturally, if good is supposed to lie in the conformity of something that is with something
that should be, then the relatively more massive resistance which is offered by society
to that which should be must necessarily lead to an ethical favouring of the individual at
the expense of society. {And conversely it i5s preciseiy this circumstance which suggests
that this concept of the ethical has its sociological origin in the age of individualismi,)
The question of good musi not be reduced to an examination oi the motives or consequences
of actions by applying to them some ready-made ethical yardstick., An ethic of motives ~ .
or of mental attitudes is as superficial as an ethic of praclical consequences. For what
right have we to stop short at the immediate motive and to regard this as the ultimate
ethical phenomenon, refusing to take into account the fact that a "good™ motive may
spring from a very dark background of human consciousness and unconsciousness and
that a ''good attitude" may often be the source of the worst of actions? And just as the
question of its consequences finally disappear from view in the raists of the future. On
both sides there are no fixed frontiers and nothing justifies us in calling a halt at some
point which we ourselves have arbitrarily determined so that we may at last form a
definitive judgment. Whether one pursues the line of the ethic of motives or that of the
ethic of consequences, it is 2 matter of sheer expediency, depe 4ent on the conjunctures
of the times, that in practice one always ends with some such arbitrary seiting of limits,
~ In principle neither of these has anything to commend it in preference to the other, for
N both of them the question of good is posed in abstract terms and in isolation from
reality. Good is not the correspendence between a criterion which is piaced at our
disposal by nature or grace and whatevex entity I may designate as reality, Good is
reality itself, reality seen and recognized in God, The question of good embraces man
with his motives and purposes, with his fellow-men and with ihe entire creation around
him; it embraces reality as a whole, as it is heid in being by God. The divine words
"“Behold, it was very good™ (Gen. I: 31) refer to the whole ci creation. The good demands
the whole, not only the whole of a man’s outlook but his wiole work, the whole man,
together with the fellow-men who are given to him. When sense would it have if only a
part were to be called good, a motive perhaps, while the action is bad, or if the reverse
were the case? Man is an indivisible whole, not only as an individual in his person and
work but also as 2 member of the community of men and creatures in wkich he stands.
This indivisible whole, this reality which is founded on God and apprehended in Him,
is what the question of good has in view. With respect td its qrigin this indivisible whole
is called "creation™. With respect to its goal it is cailed the ""kingdom cf God"™. Both
of these are equally remote from us and equally close to us, for God’s creation and God's
kingdom are present with us solely in God's self-revelation in Jesus Christ.,

5 Participation in the indivisible whole of the divine reality - this is the sense and the
purpose of the Christian enquiry concerning good. For the sake of avoiding a misunder-
standing, there is need at this point of some fur ther clarification of what is meant here
by reality,

p—ls
There is a way of basing ethics upon the concepi of reality which differs entirely from the
Christian way. This is the positive and empirical approach, which aims at the entire
elimination from ethics of the concept of norms and standards because it regards this
concept as being merely the idealization of factual and practically expedient attitudes.




bonhéeffer: christ, the church and the world page 4

Fundamentally, according to this view, the good is no more than what is expedient, useful
and advantageous to reality, From this it follows that there is no universal good but .
only an infinitely varying good which is determined in each case of the basis of "reality™. ;
This.conception is undoubtedly superior to the idealist conception in that it is “closer to
reality”., Good does not consist here in an impossible "realization' of what is unreal,

the realization of ethical ideas. It is reality itself that teaches what is good. The only
question is whether the reality that is intended here is capable of satiffying this demand.
It now transpires that the concept of reality which underlies the positivistic ethic is the
meretricious concept of the empirically verifiable, which implies denial of the origin

of this reality in the ultimate reality, in God. Reality, understood in this inadequate
sense, cannot be the source of good, because all it demands is complete surrender to the
contingent, the casual, the adventitious and the momentarily expedient, because it fails

to recognize the ultimate reality and because in this way it destroys and abandons the
unity of good.

7 The Christian ethic speaks in a quite different sense of the reality which is the origin
of good, for it speaks of the reality of God as the ultimate reality without and within every~
thing that is. It speaks of the reality of the world as it is, which possesses reality solely
through the reality of God. Christian belief deduces that the reality of God is not in
itself merely an idea from the fact that this reality of God has manifested and revealed ~—
itself in the midst of the real world.. In Jesus Christ the reality of God entered into the
reality of this world. The place where the answer is given, both to the question con-
cerning the reality of God and to the question concerning the reality of the world, is

#*~designated solely and alone by the name Jesus Christ. God and the world are comprised .
in this name. In Him all things consist (Col. 1:17), Henceforward one can speak neit her .
of God nor of the world -without speaking of Jesus Christ. All concepts of reality which

-domnot-take account of Him are abstractions. When good has become reality in Jesus

Christ, there is no more force in any discussion of good which plays off what should be

against what is and what is against what should be. Jesus Christ cannot be identified

either with an ideal or standard or with things as they are. The hostility of the ideal
towards things as they are, the fanatical putting into effect of an idea in the face of
resisting actuality, may be as remote from good as is the sacrifice of what should be to
what is expedient. Both what should be and what is expedient acquire in Christ an
entirely new meaning. The irreconcilable conflict between what is and what should be
is reconciled in Christ, that is to say, in the ultimate reality. Participation in this
reality is the true sense and purpose of the enquiry concerning good.

In Christ we are offered the possibility of partaking in the reality of God and in the T
reality of the world, but not in the one without the other. The reality of God discloses
itself only by setting me entirely in the reality of the world, and when I encounter the
reality of the world it is always already sustained, accepted and reconciled in the reality
of God. This is the inner meaning of the revelation of God in the man Jesus Christ.
Christian ethics enquires about the realization in our world of this divine and cosmic
reality which is given in Christ. This does not mean that "our world" is something out-
side the divine and cosmic reality which is in Christ, or that it is not already part of the

/= world which is sustained, accepted and reconciled in Him. It does not mean that one must
still begin by applying some kind of “princxple" to our situation and our time. The enquiry
is dxxectpd rather towards the way in which the reality in Christ, which for a long time
already has comprised us and our world w;thm itself, is taking effect as something now :
present, and towards the way in which life may be conducted in this reahty. its purpose
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is, therefore, participation in the reality ofGod and of the world in Jesus Christ today,
nd this participation must be such that I never experience the reality of God without-the
‘eality of the world or the reality of the world without the reality of God.

Thinking in Terms of Two Spheres

As szm as we try to advance along this path, our way is blocked by the colossal obstacle
of a large part of traditional Christian ethical thought. Since the beginnings of Christian
ethics after the times of the New Testament the main underlying conception in ethical
thought, and the one which consciously or unconsciously has determined its whole course,.
has been the conception of a juxtaposition and conflict of two spheres, the one divine, :
holy, supernatural and Christian, and the other worldly, profane, natural and un-Christiap.
This view becomes dominant for the first time in the Middle Ages, and for the second :
time in the pseudo-Protestant thought of the period after the Reformation. Reality as a
whole now falls into two parts, and the concern of ethics is with the proper relation of
these two parts to each other, In the scholastic scheme of things the realm of the natural
is made subordinate to the realm of grace; in the pseudo-Lutheran scheme the autonomy
of the orders of this world is proclaimed in opposition to the law of Christ, and in the
scheme of the Enthusiasts the congregation of the Elect takes up the struggle with a
hostile world for the establishment of God's kingdom on earth. In all these schemes the
cause of Christ becomes a partial and provincial matter within the limits of reality. It

is assumed that there are realities which lie outside the reality that is in Christ. It
follows that these realities are accessible by some way of their own, and otherwise than
hrough Christ, However great the importance which is attached to the reality in Christ,

t still always remains a partial reality amid other realities. The division of the total
reality into a sacred and a profane sphere, a Christian and a secular sphere, creates

the possibility of existence in a single one of these spheres, a spiritual existence which
has no part in secular existence, and a secular existence which can claim autonomy for
itself and can exercise this right of autonomy in its dealings with the spiritual sphere.

The monk and the nineteenth-century Protestant secularist typify these two possibilities.
The whole of medieval history is centred upon the theme of the predominance of the T
spiritual sphere over the secular sphere, the predominance of the regnum gratiae over
the regnum naturae; and the modern age is characterized by an ever increasing
independence of the secular in its relations with the spiritual. So long as Christ and the
world are conceived as two opposing and mutually repellent spheres, man will be left

in the following dilemma: he abandons reality as a whole, and places himself in one or
other of the two 8pheres. He seeks Christ without the world, or he seeks the world
without Christ. In either case he is deceiving himself. Or else he tries to stand in
both spaces at once and thereby becomes the man of eternal conflict, the kind of man who
emerged in the period after the Reformation and who has repeatedly set himself up as
representing the only form of Christian existence which is in accord with reality.

'OIt may be difficult to break the spell of this thinking in terms of two spheres, but it is
nevertheless quite certain that it is in profound contradiction to the thought of the Bible
and to the thought of the Reformation, and that consequently it aims wide of reality.
There are not two realities, but only one reality, and that is the reality of God, which

as become manifest in Christ in the reality of the world, Sharing in Christ we stand
at once in both the reality of God and the reality of the world. The reality of Christ
comprises the reality of the world within itself. The world has no reality of its own,
independently of the revelation of God in Christ. One is denying the revelation of God. in




Bonhogffer: christ, the church and the world page 6

Jesus Christ if one tries to be ""Christian' without secing and recognizing the world in

~~Christ, There are, therefore, not two spheres, but only the one sphere of the realization
of Christ, in which the reality of God and the reality of the world are united, Thus the g
theme of the two spheres, which has repeatedly become the dominant factor in the history
of the Church, is foreign to the New Testament. The New Testament is concerned solely
with the manner in which the reality of Christ assumes reality in the present world, which
it has already encompassed, seized and possessed. There are not two spheres, standing
side by side, competing with each other and attacking each other's frontiers. If that were
so, this frontier dispute would always be the decisive problem of history., But the whole
reality of the world is already drawn in into Christ and bound together in Him, and the
movement of history consists solely in divergence and convergence in relation to this
centre.

Thought which is conducted in terms of two spheres regards such pairs of concepts as
secular and Christian, natural and supernatural, profane and sacred, and rational
and revelational, as though they were ultimate static antitheses, serving to designate
—m exculsive entities. It fails to recognize the original unity of these
opposites in the reality of Christ, and in the place of this true unity it sets the forced
unity of some sacred or profane. system in which these contradictory concepts are
combined. In such a system the static antagonism persists. But these things assume
quite a different form with the recognition of the divine and cosmic reality in Christ.
The world, the natural, the profane and reason are now all taken up into God from the
outset. They do not exist "in themselves" and "on their own account”. They have their
«=veality nowhere save in the reality of God, in Christ. It is now essential to the real
concept of the secular that it shall always be seen in the movement of being accepted and
becoming accepted by God in Christ. Just as in Christ the reality of God entered into
the reality of the world, so, too, is that which is Christian to be found only in that which
is of the world, the "supernatural” only in the natural, the holy only in the profane, and
the revelational oaly in the rational, The unity of the reality of God and of the world,
which has been accomplished in Christ, is repeated, or, more exactly, is realized, ever
afresh in the life of men. And yet what is Christian is not identical with what is of the
world. [ The natural is not identical with the supernatural or the revelational with the
. rational.] But between the two there is in each case a unity which derives solely from the
reality of Christ, that is to say solely from faith in this ultimate reality, This unity is
seen in the way in which the secular and the Christian elements prevent one another from
assuming any kind of static independence in their mutual relations, They adopt a
polemical attitude towards each other and bear witness precisely in this to their shared
reality and to their unity in the reality which is in Christ. Just as Luther engaged in
polemics on behalf of the secular authority against the extension of ecclesiastical power
by the Roman Church, so, too, must there be a Christian or “spiritual® polemic reply to
the secular element when there is 2 danger that this element may make itself independent,
as was the case soon afier the Reformation and especially in nineteenth-century German
secularist Protestantism. In both of these polemical protests the process is the same:
men's attention is called to the divine and cosmic reality - Jesus Christ. Luther was
protesting against at Christianity which was striving for independence and detaching itself
from the reality in Christ. He protested with the help of the secular and in the name of
1+ better Christianity. So, too, today, when Christianity is employed as a polemical
weapon against the secular, this must be done in the name of a better secularity, and
above all it must not iead back to a static predominance of the spiritual sphere as an end
in itself. It is only in this sense, as a polemicai unity, that Luther’s doctrine of the two
kingdoms is to be accepted, and it was no doubt in this sense that it was ©Originally intended,
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To think in terms of spheres is to think statically and is therefore, theologically speaking,
,A{o think in terms of laws. That is easy to demonstrate. If the secular becomes an
ndependent realm by itself, then the fact of the world kaving been taken up into Christ
is denied. It is denied that the reality of the world has its basis in the reality of‘ the
revelation, and this in turn implies denial of the gospel which is addressed to the whole
world. The world is not apprehended as being reccnciled by God in Christ, but rather
it is seen either as a region which is still entirely subject to the claims of the Christian
sector or else as one which opposes the law of Chiist viith a law of its own. If the
Christian sector presents itself as an independent entity, then the world is denied that
fellowship into which God entered with the world in Jesus Christ. A Christian law is
established which condemns the law of the world and is maintained in an irreconcilable
struggle a2gainst the world which God has recenciled with Himself, Law always engenders
lawlessness; nomism leads to antinomism; perfectionism to libertinisin. The present
case is no exception. A world which stands by itself, in isolation from the law of
Christ, falls victim to licence and self-will. A Christianity which withdraws from the
world falls victim to the unnatural and the irrational, to presumption and self-will,
> rZEl:h:’.(:al thinking in terms of spheres, then, is invzalidated by faith h\x the revelation of the
ultimate reality in Jesus Christ, and this mneans that there is no real possibility of being
a Christian outside the reality of the worid and that there is no real worldiy existence
outside the reality of Jesus Christ. There is no place Lo which the Christian can withdraw
from the world, Whether it be outwardly or in the sphere of the inner life. Any atter:pt
to escape from the world must sooner or later be paid for with a sinfulisurrender to the
world. It is after all a matter of experience that when the gross sins o\f‘ sex have beem
wvercome they are succeeded by covetousness and avarice, which are equally gross sins
even though the world may treat them less severeiy. The cuitivation of a Christian inner—
life, untouched by-the world, will generally present 2 somewhat tragicomical appearance
to the worldly observer, For the sharp-sighted world recognizes itself most distinctly
at the very point where the Christian inner life deceives itself in ii:e belief that the world
is most remote. Whoever professes o believe in the reality of Jesus Christ, as the
revelation of God, must in the same breath profess his faith in beth the reality of God
and the reality oi the world; for in Christ he finds God and the world reconciled. And
for just this reason the Christian is no leager the man of etcrnal conflict, but, just as the
~reality in Christ is one, so he, too, since he shares in this reality in Christ, is himself
an undivided whole. His wordliness does not divide him {rom Christ. and hisz Christianity
does nct divide him from the world. Beclenging wholly to Christ, he siands at the same
time wholly in the worid.

{

3l:".ven when we have appealed to the reality in Christ in order to cvercome this thinking
in terms of spheres, we are still confronted with another important guestion, Are there
really no ultimate static conctraries, no spaces which are separated from one another
once and for all? 1Is not the Church of Jesus Christ such a2 space, a space which is cut
off from the space oi the world? And, finally, is not the kingdom of the devil a space
of this kind, and one which will never enter intc the kingdom of Christ?

L
{Jndoubtedly the New Testament contains statements about the Church which fit in with the

onception of a space. One may think, for example, of the representation of the Church

as a temple, a building, a house, and even as a body. And one may conclude from this
that, when it is a question of describing the Church as the visible congregation of God
on earth, it is impossible to avoid the notion of space. The Church does indeed occupy
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a definite space in the world, a space which is delimited by her public worship, her
~~grganizations and her parish life, and it is this fact that has given rise to the whole of the
.hinking in terms of spheres. It would be very dangerous to overlook this, to deny the
visible nature of the Church, and to reduce her to the status of a purely spiritual force.
For this would be to render ineffective the fact of the revelation of God in the world, and
to transform Christ Himself into a spirit. It is essential to the revelation of God in
Jesus Christ that it occupies space within the world. But, of course, it would be entirely
wrong to interpret this space in a purely empirical sense. If God in Jesus Christ claimg
space in the world, even though it be only a stable "because there was no room in the
inn" (Luke 2:7), then in this narvow space He comprises together the whole reality of the
world at once and reveals the ultimate basis of this reality. And so, too, the Church of
Jesus Christ is the place, in other words the space in the world, at which the reign of
Jesus Christ over the whole world is evidenced and proclaimed. This space of the
Church, then, is not something which exists on its own account. It is from the outset
something which reaches out far beyond itself, for indeed it is not the space of some kind
of cultural association such as would have to fight for its own survival in the world, but
it is the place where testimony is given to the foundation of all reality in Jesus Christ.
The Church is the place where testimony and serious thought are given to God's recon-
ciliation of the world with Himself in Christ, to His having so loved the world the He gave"
His Son for its sake. The space of the Church is not there in order to try to deprive
the world of a piece of its territory, but precisely in order to prove to the world that
it is still the world, the world which is loved by God and reconciled with Him. The
Church has neither the wish nor the obligation to extend her space than she needs for the
«=urpose of serving the world by bearing witness to Jesus Christ and to the reconciliation
Jf the world with God through Him. The only way in which the Church can defend her
own territory is by fighting not for it but for the salvation of the world, Otherwise the
Church becomes a "religious society"” which fights in its own interest and thereby ceases
at onee to be the Church of God and of the world. And so the first demand which is made
of those who belong to God's Church is not that they should be something in themselves,
not that they should, for example, set up some religious organization or that they should
lead lives of piety, but that they shall be witnesses to Jesus Christ before the world. It
is for this task that the Holy Spirit equips those to whom He gives Himself, It is, of
course, to be assumed that this testimony before the world can be delivered in the right
way only if it springs from a hallowed life in the congregation of God. But a genuine
hallowed life in the congregation of God differs from any pious imitation of it in that it
at the same time impels a man to testify before the world. If this testimony ceases to
be given, that is a sign of the inner corruption of the congregation, just as the absence
of fruit is the sign of the decay of the tree,

\
5If one wishes to speak, then, of the space or sphere of the Church, one must bear in
mind that the confines of this space are at every moment being overrun and broken down
by the testimony of the Church to Jesus Christ. And this means that all mistaken
thinking in terms of spheres must be excluded, since it is deleterious to the proper
understanding of the Church,
)
b
o far we have been speaking of the world only in the sense of the world which is recon~
iled with God in Christ. We have spoken of reality always in the sense of the reality
which is taken up, maintained and reconciled in God. And it is in this sense that we have
had to reject all thinking that is conducted in terms of two spheres. But this still leaves
open the question whether the “world™, if by this we understand the ''disordered' world
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which has fallen under the power of the devil, and whether sinful reality ought perhaps to
be conceived as a space or realm which is established in opposition to the Church or to
the kingdom of Christ. Is perhaps the final static antinomy which justifies this thinking
in terms of two spheres the antinomy of the kingdom of Christ and the kingdom of the
devil? At first sight this question appears to demand an affirmative answer, yet when it
is examined more closely it is in itself by no means conclusive. Christ and His adver-
sary, the devil, are mutually exclusive contraries; yet the devil must serve Christ even
against his will; he desires evil, but over and over again he is compelled to do good; so
that the realm or space of the devil is always only beneath the feet of Jesus Christ. But
if the kingdom of the devil is taken to mean that world which "lies in disorder™, the
world which has fallen under the devil's authority, than here, especially, there is a limit
to the possibility of thinking in terms of spheres. For it is precisely this "disordered"
world that in Christ is reconciled with God and that now possesses its final and true
reality not in the devil but in Christ. The world is not divided between Christ and the
devil, but, whether it recognizes it or not, it is solely and entirely the world of Christ.
The world is to be called to this, its reality in Christ, and in this way the false reality
will be destroyed which it believes that it possesses in itself as in the devil. The dark
and evil’world must not be abandoned to the devil. It must be claimed for Him who has
won it by His incarnation, His death and His resurrection, Christ gives up nothing of

. what He has-won. He holds it fast in His hands, It is Christ, therefore, who renders

)

inadmissible the dichotomy of a bedevilled and a Christian world. Any static delimita-
tion of a region which belongs to the devil and a region which belongs to Christ is a
denial of the reality of God's having reconciled the whole world with Himself in Christ.

%hat God loved the world and reconciled it with Himself in Christ is the central message
proclaimed in the New Testament. It is assumed there that the world stands in need of
reconciliation with God but that it is not capable of achieving it by itself. The acceptance
of the world by God is a miracle of the divine compassion. For this reason the relation
of the Church to the wokld is determined entirely by the relation of God to the world.
There is a love for the world which is enmity towards God {Jas. 4:4) because it springs
from the nature of the world as such and not from the love of God for the world. The
world "as such®™ is the world as it understands itself, the world which resists and even
rejects the reality of the love of God which is bestowed upon it in Jesus Christ, This
world has fallen under the sentence which God passes on all enmity to Christ, It is
engaged in a life-and-death struggle with the Church. And yet it is the task and the
essential character of the Church that she shall impart to precisely this world its
reconciliation with God and that she shall open its eyes to the reality of the love of God,
against which it is blindly raging, In this way it is also, and indeed especially, the lost
and sentenced world that is incessantly drawn in into the event of Christ.

It is hard to abandon a picture which one has grown accustomed to using for the ordering
of one's ideas and concepts. And yet we must leave behind us the picture of the two
spheres, and the question now is whether we can replace it with another picture which is
equally simple and abvious.

t
;—\7We shall need above all to direct our gaze to the picture of the body of Christ Himself,

who became man, was crucified and rose again. In the body of Jesus Christ God is
united with humanity, the whole of humanity is accepted by God, and the world is recon-
ciled with God. In the body of Jesus Christ God took upon himself the sin of the whole
world and bore it. There is no part of the world, be it never so forlorn and never so
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’\‘?god‘less, which is not accepted by God and reconciled with God in Jesus Christ. Whoever
sets eyes on the body of Jesus Christ in faith can never again speak of the world as thougk
it were lost, as though it were separated from Christ; lie can never again with clerical
arrogance set himself apart from the world. The world belongs to Christ, and it is only
in Christ and the world is what it is, It has need, therefore, of nothing less than Christ

_Himself, Everything would be ruined if one were to try to reserve Christ for the Church
and to allow the world only some kind of law, even if it were a Christian law, Christ
died for the world, and it is only in the midst of the world that Chiist is Christ. Only
unbelief can wish to give the world sornething less than Christ. Certainly it may have
well-intentioned pedagogical motives for this course, but these motives always have a
certain flavour of clerical exclusiveness. Such a course implies failure to take seriously
the incarnation, the crucifixion and the bodily resurrection. It is a denial of the body of
Christ.

Z?f we now follow the New Testament in applying to the Church the concept of the body of
Christ, this is not by any means intended primarily as representing the separation of
the Church from the world. On the contrary, it is implicit in the New Testament state-
ment concerning the incarnation of God in Christ that all men are taken up, enclosed
and borne within the body of Christ and that this is just what the congregation of the
faithful are to make known to the world by their words and by their lives. What is
intended here is not separation from the world but the summoning of the world into the
fellowship of this body of Christ, to which in iruth it already belongs. This testimony

# ™ of the Church is foreign to the world; the Church herself, in bearing this testimony,
finds herself to be foreign to the world. Yet even this is always only an ever-renewed
consequence of that fellowship with the world which is given in the body of Christ. The
Church is divided from the world soiely by the fact that sne affirms in faith the reality
of God's acceptance of man, a reality which is the property of the whole world, By
allowing this reality to take effect within herself, she testifies that it is effectual for the
whole world.

2] .
The body of Jesus Christ, especially as it appears to us on the cross, shows to the eyes
of faith the world in its sin, and how it is loved by God, no less than it shows the Church,
as the congregation of those who acknowledge their sin and submit to the love of God.

22Gocl and the world are thus at one in Christ in a way which means that although the Church
and the world are different from each other, yet there cannot be a static, spatial border-
line between them. The question now is how one is to conceive this distinction between
Church and world without relapsing into spatial terms. Here one must go to the Bible
itself for advice, and the Bible has its answer ready.
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FROM THE BOOK OF GENESIS: IT IS VERY GOOD

When God began to create the heavens and the earth, the earth was a
desolate waste, with darkness covering the abyss and a tempestuous wind raging
over the surface of the waters.

Then God said, *Let there be light!"

And there was light; and God saw that the light was good. God then
separated the light from the darkness. God called the light day, and the darkness
night, Evening came, and morning, the first day.

Then God said,

u],et there be a firmament in the middle of the waters to divide the wal:ers
in twol™

-And so it was., God made the firmament, dividing the waters that were
below the firmament from those that were above it; and God called the firma-
ment sky. Evening came, and morning, the second day.

Then God said,

"Let the waters below the sky be gathered into one place so that the dry
land may appear!" ‘

And so it was. God called the dry land earth, and the gathered waters.
seas. God saw that it was good.

Then God said,

"Let the earth produce vegetation, seed-bearing plants and the various
kinds of fruit-trees that bear fruit containing their seed!"

And so it was., The earth brought forth vegetation, the various kmds of
seed-bearing plants and the various kinds of trees that bear fruit containing their
seed. God saw that it was good., Evening came, and morning, the third day.

Then God said,

"Iet there be luminaries in the firmament of the sky to separate day
from night; let them serve for signs, for fixed timnes, and for days and years;
and let them serve as luminaries in the firmament of the sky to shed light on
the earthi™

And so it was. God made the two great luminaries, the greater luminary
to rule the day and the smaller oae fo rule the night - and the stars also. God
set them in the firmament of the sky to shed light on the earth, to rule by day
and by night, and to separate the light from the darkness., God saw that it was
good. Evening came, and morning. the fourth day.

Then God said,

"Let the waters teem with shoals of living creatures, and let birds fly
over the earth across the firmament of the sky!"

And so it was. God created ihe great sea-monsters and all the various
kinds of living, gliding creatures with which the waters teem, and all the various
kinds of winged birds. God saw that it was goocd, and God blessed them, saying,

"Be fruitful, multiply, and fill the waters in the seas; and let the birds
multiply on the earth!®

Evening came, and moruing, the fifth day.

-
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Then God said,

"Let the earth bring forth the various kinds of living creatures, the various
kinds of domestic animals, reptiles, and wild beasts of the earth!" :

And so it was. God made the various kinds of wild beasts of the earth, the
various kinds of domestic animals, and ail the various kinds of land reptiles; and .. .
God saw that it was good.

Then God said,

"Let us make man in our image, after our likeness, and let him have
dominion over the fish of the sea, the Lirds of the air, the domestic animals, the
wild beasts, and all the land reptiles!"

So God created mar in his own image; in the imnage of God he created h1m°
he created both male and female. Then God blessed them, and God said to them,,

®Be fruitful, multiply, fill the earth, and subdue it; have dominion over
the fish of the sea, the birds of the air, the domestic animals, and all the living
things that crawl on the earth!™

Further, Ged said,

"See, I give you all the seed-bearing plants that are found all over the
earth, and all the trees which have seed-bearing fruit; it skall be yours to eat.
To all the wild beasts of ihe earth, to all the birds of the air, and to all the land
reptiles, in which there is a living spirit, I give all the green planis for food." .

And so it was. God saw that all that ke had made was very good. Evenmg
came, and morning, the sixth day.

Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all their host. On the -
seventh day God brought his work to an end on which ke kad been engaged, des;stm
on the seventh day from all his work in which he had been engaged. So God ;
blessed the seventh day, and consecrated it, tecause on it he had desisted from
all his work, in doing which God had brougit abaut creation.
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by . Richard Niebuhr

Z. strangely dualicy manifests itself in every human movement. erhaps
it is the inner contradiction in man which comes to appearance in the double-
minded character of political, scientific, cultural, and religious revolutions and
revivals, Monarchies and tyrannies arise in protests against the rule of the
strong but also as assertions of such rule. Democratic revolutions contend for
the right of the people to govern themselves but alco for the right of a special
group -- church members or property holders or industrial workers -- to direct
them. Natural science enters upon its great carecer under the double motto of
obedience to the laws of nature and of power over its forces. Nations and cultures
come into existence as representatives of a universal cause and as exponents of
particular interests; communism and Russianism, democracy and Gallicanism or
fmericanism, the sovereignty of law and Roman imperialism, rationalism and
Hellenism accompany each other like non-identical and competitive twins., In
religious history this duality and internal contradiction are also manifest. Hebraic
universalism and particularism are contradictory and inseparable. Rejecting the
propogsition that a particular people has been chosen by the God of heaven and earth,
the church asserts the same statermnent in a new form. Catholicism and Romanism
or Catholicism and “nglicanism go hand in hand; pietism, stressing the primary
importance of heart religion, concentrates attention on external behavior; theo-
logical idealism asserts the absolute dependence of man on God and the primacy of
the religious consciousness,

rrotestantiom which from the beginning hac been keenly aware of this aspect
of nan's misery ic itself subject to the law it has discerned, .ome of the ways in
which this internal contradiction appears in their own history have been called to
the attention of modern Frotestants, Historical inguiry has illuminated the anti-
theses and cooperations of church and sect principles, of Capitalicin and Calvinism,
of nationalism and the Reformation, of stateism and Lutheranicm, of bibliolatry
and dependence on the “Tord of God, of individualism and the idea of the priesthood
of all beiievers, of legalism and liberty., Yet the illusion easily arises that while
other men and organizations are beset by internal contradiction, we, in our own
theological movement or denomination, are happily delivered from the body of .
thic death, The Calvinist can discern the ambiguity in Lutheranism; the Lutheran
sees the mote in Geneva's eye; the sectarian understands what is wrong with the
churchman; the 3arthian analyzes inerrantly the fallaciec in Srunner; the double-
mindednesc of Xultur-Protestantismus is as plain as a pike-staff.to the church-
theologian, etc., etc. The great fact remains that we cannot see the beams in our
own eyes, and that we can only be thankful that the ‘.ord hac constituted the church
a society for the mutual extraction of motes and beains.

Zet what cannot be ceen in particular may be understood in general, Though
each individual Christian man or group in Protestantism raay be unable to discern
the contradiction in himself or itself, it is possible, within limits, to understand
something of the contradiction which exists in modern “rotectantism as a whole.
The antitheses are discernible in theology, polity and worship; but they are moct

evident in Protestant and .Zvangelical ethics,
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These two terms, ~rotestant and Ivangelical, may be used to designate the
two tendencies, Cn the one hand we note in our answers to the guestion, ' 'hat
chall I1do?" a defensive temper which regards ~rotestantism a5 a way of life, once
and for 21l established, which must be maintained and defended against internal
and external enemies., These defensive answers in their organization we shall call
the FProtestant ethics, On the other hand the question may be and is answered by
the cimple ctatement, so rich in implications, "3elieve in the —ord Jecus Christ
and thou shalt be saved." This answer with 21l those implications we chall name
the .Zvangelical ethicso,

Frotestant .tthics

The defensive or [“rotestant ethicc has as many forms as Protestanism it-
self, yet all of them show a family resemblance. In each of them Protestant men
express their pride in and their concern for the concervation of those achievements
which are credited to the fleformers, however variously the nature and relative
value of these achievements are defined; In each Protestants express their antago-
nism to destructive forces which cecem to threaten those achievements and the
rrotestant way of life, In each there is expressed high awareness of one or the
other of the negative principles of the Ileformation: the doctrine of radical evil
in man, the rejection of the authoritarian church, of tradition, the suspicion of
reason and natural law, In each the pocitive content of the ethics is derived from
tradition, though now from rotestant rather than medieval tradition.

One form of the defensive Frotestant ethics is that which has been dubbed
Kultur-_rotestantismaus. It is the cocial religion of a large part of "Testern civili-
zation and is intimately connected with national, political, and economic ways of
thoupght and behavior. ~lometimes it is very conservative as in the cace of funda-
mentalist groups where “rotestant ethics is often identified with the prevailing
mores of a static culture and with defense against all experimental types of be-
havior, whether in the rcalm of aimucsements, or of property-holding and union-
organization, or of ecclesiastical organization; = rotestant ethics here appears
as sStrict obedience to the traditions established in sectarian and revivalistic days
on the one hand, in the dayc of agrarian capitalism and early democracy on the
other. DIominantly an ethics of prohibitions, it seems to be founded on a deep
suspicion of sinful man, especially of sinful youth and of the sinful outside "world, "
Its representatives live in fear of the destructive effects on the establiched folk-
wayc of communisia, Catholicism and liberalism, of science and literary criticicm,
avowedly biblicistic, this ethic is actually based mnuch more on the traditions of
the elders than on .criptures, as the prominence of prohibitions against drinking,
dancing, and card-playing and interest in the maintenance of rather unbiblical eco-
nomic and political institutions indicate,

The extreme antithesis of thiz ethics seemc to appear there where “rotestant-
isra is identified with socialism and even, occasionally, with communism. Here
the culture with which = rotestantism isallied concistc of a2 new cet of economic
ingtitutions and practices, Yet a certain identification between “rotestanticm and
the new culture is regarded 25 justified by the antagonism of both to loman
Satholicism and of defensive “.omanism to both.



. . .- A
Zvangelicel and Urotestant Sthics, -age S

The most prevalent kind of culture “rotestanticin, however, iS tf) be found
in neither of these cxtremes but in the great middle where the institutions of
liberal, democratic, industrial, scientific culture are closely ascociated wit"n the
achievements of the eformation and where the defense of such instituions with
the aid of religion is the central concern, This kind of Protestantism may shows
more or less willingness to modify the institutions and alco the religion in order
that the "democratic, liberal, and “rotestant way of life' may be conserved. But
one thing ctands out in its ethics: the utilitarian interest in promoting a .faith for
the sake of saving from external attack and internal decay the habits of life that
have been sanctioned by tradition, That it is a pleasant tradition, that the mode of
life which it enjoins is satisfying to those who follow it, that its rules cerve many
human values, that it enables people of different faiths to get along with each other
in non-religious matters, that it provides for desirable reforms -- all this may be
quite evident, But it is also clear that this great median cultural ethics of defen-
sive [“rotestanticm is lesc interested in the transformation of life by grace than
in the conservation of a kind of life once radically changed by grace or by the
proclamation of a doctrine of grace,

It is remarkable how much of the current revival of interest in religion ex-
presses itself through defensive Roman Catholicism, DBut Frotestantism is also
a beneficiary of the movement. /. new interest in Furitanism is manifested by
men who realize that democracy would not have arisen without the convictions of
Puritanism and that without something like them it cannot be maintained. /. new
interest in the doctrine of God may appear in the form of concern for the founda-
tions of modern science, Csowald _pengler called attention to the tendency in dying
civilizations (we might better cay in civilizations which believe that they are
threatened with death) to revive the religion of the culture's creative period.
Cultural Protestantism in our time seemc to illustrate hic thesis. Churchmen and
non-churchmen now often turn to religion -- what man does not? -- with the idea
that once upon a time this world was in a much happer state than it ic now, that a
fall from joy and order has taken place, that this fall was connected with the aban-
donment of the religion of the fathers, and that if the religion can only be re-estab-
liched 2ll may yet be well, There may be corme truth in thic widecpread cultural
myth, though theology will point out the fallacies of equating the time of man'c
innocency with a cultural era, such as that of the thirteenth, or of the sixteenth,
or of the eighteenth century, and of identifying the fall froin grace with such an
historic event ac the coming of the Jleformation, or the lenaicsance, or the In-
lighteninent, or the Industrial levolution:. In any case, the ethics of liberal cul-
ture “rotestantism is the ethics of modern culture, rectored, improved, revised.
Its principles are thoce of anti-authoritarianisim, or individual religious, intellectual,
and political liberty, or of the sacredness of personality, It ic a Protestantisin
which justifies itself by calling attention to itc cocial worlks and expects to be justi-
fied in the historical judgment by its continued »roduction of socially valued effects,

The cecond cpecies of Protestant ethicc ic made up of many families of
ecclesiastical defensive moralities; In thein the moral guestion to which answrers
are sought is not, '"./hat muct we do to save our culture?' but rather, "'\7hat mucst
we do to cave our church and its way of life?" It i5 assumed that part of the church
was reformed by the Neformers and that Christianity now consists of ordered and
disordered parts. Right polity, right teaching, right belief have been established,
it is believed, in Frotecstantism or in the particular variety of Protestanticra in
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jquestion, Sex life and the family, at least in principle, have been rightly ordered
since the aberrations of medieval monasticism have been eliminated; a Christian
doctrine of vocation has been substituted for a false one; right relations of church
and state have been established., Such defensive morality may be more liberal,
secking some changes in the traditional Protestant ways of life or more conserva-
tive, resisting all changes. But in either case the emphasis is on the maintenance
of tradition, though the tradition which the Reformers rejected is also rejected and
the one that began with them is affirmed. So it is a characteristic of contemporary
Protestant scholarship that it seeks in the writings of its Fathers -- of Luther,
Calvin, Wesley, Edwards--sanctions for the ethical decisions it needs to make in
social life with the same avidity and inventiveness that Roman Catholic scholars
employ in the exegesis of Thomas Aquinas or Jewish rabbis in the analysis of the
Torah,

Defensive Protestantism, of course, appears not only in these social forms
but also in highly individualized fashion, It has often been pointed out that the re-
volt against legalism which characterized the Reformation issued in a new kind of
legalism, that is, in a new manifestation of the old spirit of rigorous obedience to
laws, accompanied by the fears of punishment and the hopes of reward which mark
such morality, Where this spirit obtains, whether in Judaism or in Christianity,
whether in Roman Catholicism or in Protestantism, morality has a defensive char-
acter. Man seeks to justify himself by his works; he wrestles with the problem
of making God friendly toward him; he lives in fear of the divine righteousness;
his activities are accompanied neither by confidence in God nor by thankfulness but
by distrust of the divine good will and by the feeling that the Lord is a hard task-
masier, Men who have been nurtured in Protestantism find it hard to deny that such
an attitude is widely prevalent in it or that it is not nurtured by the very manner in
which Frotestant doctrine is transmitted from generation to generation. The narrow
and fearsome spirit which characterized the second generation of Puritans in America
and was represented by a Cotton Mather manifests itself in one way or another in
every group. In one case, indeed, it may appear as a meticulous concern for corred
religious belief, in another case as fearsome respect for taboos in eating and drink-
ing--especially drinking, in still a third as a careful suppression of every angry or
self-regarding thought., But whether it is more concerned with spiritual or with
carnal sin, with perfection in conduct or perfection in belief, it is always the same
spirit of negative and self-conscious morality. It is not wholly an accident or a
mistake that in popular literature Protestants are more frequently chosen than Cath-
olics to exemplify this narrow, self-defensive and uncreative morality. It is doubt-
less fallacious to seek for the sources of this perversion of the gospel in the Pro-
testant formulations of the Christian creed or the Reformed doctrine of the Christian
life, since moral decision and personal, religious relations are not based on con-
ceptual propositions, whatever the service these may render the life of practical
reason, Sin is not correlated with doctrines about sin; it does not abound more nor °
is it diminished where doctrines of sin abound. It is only remarkable that Protest-
ism itself illustrates that prevalence of that human moral orientation which it tends
to associate in peculiar fashion with Roman Catholic doctrine and polity; and that it
makes evident in its own history and actions man's unconquerable desire to defend
and justify him.self by his good works as well as to identify his social or personal
culture with God's revelation of his will,
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Evangelical Ethics

If only defensive and self-justifying morality had appeared in the Reformation
that event would have little Christian significance, whatever political or cultural
meaning it might have. If only defensiveness in ethics characterized its historic
successors, Christian faith today would turn away from their churches and rites
to find its wellsprings elsewhere as once it turned away from defensive medieval
religion, Of course, the Reformation contained negative and defensive elements,
Its exponents were sometimes more aware of human sin than of divine grace, more
conscious of the pope's errors in granting indulgence than of the truth in Christ's
forgiveness, more afraid of earthly enemies than confident of heavenly friendship.
But it was also and perhaps dominantly the expression of an affirmative and joyful,
a positive and creative Christian life, However much the motives of a life according
to man were mixed up in it with the motives of citizenship in the City of God, the
latter were gloriously present, These gave the sixteenth century movement elan
and power and whenever in later days the spirit rather than the letter of the Refor-
mation has been manifest among its "children after the flesh" these motives have
again been evident, however mixed with defensiveness and fearful self-justification,
We have called the positive movement and orientation of the Christian live Evangeli-
cal ethics, using a term which the Reformers themselves preferred to such words
as Trotestant or Reformed. The name, of course, is a matter of relative indiff-
erence so long as the thing itself is adequately located and described.

Evangelical ethics cannot be located, as a self-justifying temper always seeks
to do, by looking for it in the self and one's own community, or in any isolated per-
son or group. We cannot fix it by looking for it in Luther rather than in Calvin or
in Calvin rather than in Luther, in sectarian rather than in ecclesiastical Protestant-
ism or vice versa., To be sure we are more aware of its presence when we read
Isaiah than when we study Leviticus, when we identify ourselves with Paul than
when we do so with the author of II Peter, and when we look at God and ourselves
with the aid of Calvin than when we do so under the guidance of Cotton Mather, But
the spirit of Evangelical ethics is not discernible in men; it exists only in the rela-
tions of men to God and of God to men, It is as erroneous to look for it in men or
churches as it is fallacious to look for manifestations of magnetism in steel filings
in the absence of a magnet,

The chief descriptive statement which can be made about this Evangelical
ethics is that it is the mode of life which issues out of a positive relation to God, as
that relation is established by, through, and with Jesus Christ, It is theocentric
ethics, It is the ethics which accompanies a dominant orientation of the self and
the community toward the action of God. This is the grand idea which pervades the
utterances of a Luther and a Calvin and which is symbolized by such phrases as
'""The Sovereignty of God" and "Justification by Faith', which 1s set forth in many
variations in the Sermon on Good Works and in the Institutes. As the prophets call
upon Israelites to drop their greoccupation with the maneuvers of their mundane
enemies and with their own religious activities to turn their eyes to the workings of
the living God, so the Reformers out of their own experience of the mighty deeds of
God proclaim, " We are not our own; therefore let us as far as possible forget our-
selves and all things that are ours; we are God's; to him therefore let us live and
die, "
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The distinction of this dynamically theocentric spirit in ethics from some
of its specious surrogates will help make its character more evident, Becaulse.
God is not known in his might and favor without the aid of a fallible authority it is
easy to substitute pedagogical authority for the reality to which it directs attention,
In Roman Catholicism that temptation had resulted in concentration on the church
so that Roman Catholic ethics tended to become the morality of those who were al-
ways oriented toward the church, listening to its commandments in the first place,
and watching its deeds as the most important in the world, The Reformers were
assured that the authority of the Bible was a corrective to this tendency and that
the Bible could always be counted on to point away from itself to the God-in-Christ
and Christ-in-God to whom it bore witness. Yet sometimes they themselves and
more frequently their successors looked away from the living God to whom the
Bible pointed and oriented themselves toward the Bible itself, The consequence was
then a new legalism in which the question was no longer, ' What doth the Lord re-
quire of thee ?' but, '"What does the Bible demand?" A god-centered ethics, however,
looks with the Bible through the Bible to the Lord of the .Scriptures. Similar reflec-
tions about the Spirit who leads men to God-in-Christ and Christ-in-God apply to
the spiritualistic and subjectivistic perversion of Evangelical ethics, to the confusions
of the authority of religious experience and of conscience with the God to whom they
bear witness, Evangelical ethics, however, is not oriented toward the inner spirit
or conscience but toward the transcendant God revealing himself in mighty acts--
above all in the mighty act of Jesus Christ.

God-centered ethics is partly definable also by noting its differences from
those orientations of life in which the center of attention is occupied by the negative
counterparts of theo-centrism. The acknowledgment that God saves us by his grace
has as its negative couterpart the conviction that we do not save ourselves from
moral and spiritual death by our works. An ethics, however, which takes the latter
conviction as its starting point will differ widely and radically from one which begins'
with the former, It will be an ethics of despair rather than of hope, a negatively
humanistic rather than a positively theistic ethics. And it cannot but fall into a new
defensiveness, though what will now be defended will not be man's righteousness
but perhaps physical life or wealth or a recognizedly temporal and sinful culture,
Again, the negative counterpart of the realization that God is holy is the realization
that men are all profane and that they fall short of his glory in everything they do.
But an ethics which starts with the realization of human ingloriousness, profaneness
and sinfulness and in which men keep their eyes centered on the sin which stains all
human acts will be profoundly different from the ethics of the glory of God. Evan-
gelical ethics is God-centered, not sin-centered, hen our fundamental orientation
in life is that of persons who live vis a vis our own sinful selves rather than vis a vis
God, the spirit of Evangelical ethics takes flight no less surely than when we live in
the contemplation of our own righteousness,

It is, secondly, characteristic of Evangelical ethics that it is the mode of life
which issues out of faith in God, Faith and God, as Luther often pointed out, belong
together, In wvangelical ethics faith is not a virtue which can be added to other
moral excellencies., It is rather the root and ground of all man's free actions,

The direction of man's loyalty and trust gives direction to every act he performs,
so that if he speaks with the tongues of men and of angels and sells all his goods to
feed the poor but has not faith in God, these acts not only profit him nothing but are
destructive of self and of others. The conduct of life issues out of the central faith,



Evangelical ana rrotestant uinics, ~ageé
not as conclusions are drawn from premises but as fruit derives from trees,

Men are so created that they cannot and do not live without faith, They must ’frust

in a god, such as their own reason, oOr civilization, or onec of the many other 1dol.s

to which they look for salvation from meaningless existence. Hence the great eth1.ca1
question is always the question of faith, "In what does man trust?'" Moral reasoning
always builds on the explicit or implicit answer given to this prior question. A mode
of life that is not founded on faith in God is necessarily founded on some other faith.
There is no faithless ethics. Moreover, it is clear to us in the Evangelical situa-
tion that God, the Lord of heaven and earth, the One we deal with in all our dealings,
is never absent from us as we make our choices and guide our conduct in the direc-
tions given by our loyalties to idols. We can take no neutral attitude toward God,

In our very acts of trust in idols we affirm our distrust of God; in our choices of
good under the guidance of our loyalty to the self we reject the divine claim to our
loyalty. There is no atheistic morality; it is either theistic or anti-»theistic. If

we do not trust God we didgtrust Him, however much we may seek to hidethis fact
from ourselves by pretending to ignore Him,

The recognition of this deep connection between conduct and faith is mated
then with the understanding that the reformation of faith is the reformation of life
and that the great work of Christ for moral beings is his work as the renewer and
transformer of faith. He redeems us by reconciling us to God, by winning us out
of our distrust and fear of the Holy One, by drawing us away from our despairing
trust in idols and in self. Faith in God is the gift of God through Jesus Christ and
with that faith all things are given, including the transformation of human conduct,

Evangelical ethics is not, of course, the result of these insights but the result
of "faith" itself, When statements about faith are substituted for faith in God, only
perverted forms of Evangelical ethics can result, for then belief is substituted for
trust and loyalty., wWhen that takes place,as has often occurred and will often occur,
our real trust is directed not toward God but toward a system of truths on which we
depend for salvation from sin and death., A new idol has then taken the place of the
old and a new legalism supplanted the old system of demands. A related perversion
of Evangelical ethics issues in anti-nomianism rather than in legalism. This seems
to happen when faith is - separated from its divine object and when the subjective
condition of confidence is made the object of trust, Then we say to ourselves that
we are saved by faith rather than that God alone saves us and allow ourselves to
do whatever we can do with confidence rather than those things which we can do with
trust in God, the Father of Jesus Christ, and in loyalty to Christ, We are sometimes
encouraged in this perversion of faith-ethics by our habit of reducing our fundamental
principles to a kind of shorthand, For the statement that God saves us by faith we
substitute the proposition that we are saved by faith and with the aid of this device
theocentric ethics may become fido-centric ethics. So also for the commandmént
that we ought to love God and our neighbor we often substitute the statement that
love is the law of life and so both indicate and encourage the substitution of a love-
centered morality for a God-centered one. But Evangelical ethics is not an ethics
of faith; it is the ethics of that faith in God which is given by, in, and through Jesus
Christ,

Such God-centered, faith-founded ethics is, in the third place, an ethics of
freedom, Freedom is not a third and accidental attribute but belongs with God and
faith as faith and God belong together. where faith in God is present the self is
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free from concern for itself, It has not achieved freedom from self-concern, but
has been set free by God through the gift of faith in him. It is able to accept itself
as the forgiven self and as one which will continually be forgiven by God, not as
though Fe did not take the self's sin seriously but as though He were determined to
make it good and right, to redeem it from every physical and spiritual disease by
whatever mild or harsh medicines and surgery are necessary. In the contempla-
tion of Christ the mind moved by the spirit of repentance discovers at one and the
same time how bound the moral self is to itself and how great was the freedom of
Jesus Christ in this respect. Then with the repentance and faith given through him,
the divine possibility appears, that men can and will be free from self-concern as
Christ was free.

With freedom from slavery to the self goes freedom from bondage to the
physical and cultural values without which we think thai we cannot live, How strict
that bondage is, how heavily its chains lie on every thought and aspiration of men
the whole history of our common and personal moral life indicates., Because the Jews
had to cling to their culture with its values as the only reality that gave significance
to their own existence they rejected Jesus Christ; and for the same reasons we who
call ourselves Christians reject him over and over again, We cannot believe that if
we will seek the kingdom of God and its righteousness all other things necessary to us
will be given in free abundance. Do we know what is necessary and do we not know
that these things do not come to us without anxious thought? Hence we compromise
the ethics of the gospel with the ethics of culture in many and devious ways. But
with the gift of faith in God the possibility of freedom from this bondage arises into
view as a promise that will be redeemed and is being redeemed. It does happen, not
merely in visions of an eschatological future but in moments when eternity breaks
into time that by faith God enables men to say, '"Let goods and kindred go, this
mortal life also; the body they may kill; God's t ruth abideth still; His Kingdom is
forever." It is in such moments that the Evangelical ethics appears as a mode of
life in freedom which, though impossible to man, is being made possible by God.

Another aspect of this freedom is release from bondage to the law. So long
as the direct relation to God called faith does not exist or so long as the direct re-
lation to him is one of distrust, we are necessarily under the authority of moral
traditions, of churches, and states. They require us to do those things which, in
their more or less fallible recognition of the nature of reality, are known to be
necessary if we are to survive as men in communities., They must prohibit those
deeds which arise out of our deep distrust of that reality and of one another, The
direct encounter with God, the recognition that on our own part of His omnipotence . :
and goodness changes the bondage to men and their laws into a bondage to God., ith
that change there comes a great conversion of the power, spirit and content of the
law, The law which is known to be God's not one ascribed to him by men, has a
force that compels obedience. Known, moreover, as the demand of the One who is
wholly good toward us, it takes on the character of counsel while bondage turns into
the freedom of sonship. And again the content of the law known as law of God under-
goes a metamorphosis; what was important becomes unimportant, what was insig-
nificant becomes great. How these things can be, Faul and the Reformers have des-
cribed over and over again. But the truth of what they have said only becomes
apparent to us when we find ourselves in the Evangelical situation, while everything
they have said is twisted into something different when we are defensive and self-
justifying,
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The freedom of the Evangelical mode of life is not only a freedom from
but also a freedom to. How it is a freedom to love the neighbor Luther has won-
derfully described. How it sets men free to deal creatively with the social and
personal situations that confront them and to respond with inventiveness and artistry
to the challenges they meect needs to be set forth more fully than has yet been done
in either Catholic or Reformed theologies. In the thoughi of the Eastern church,
as partly represented by Berdyaev, something of this dimension of Evangelical
morality has been suggested though in connection with a dubious metaphysics of
freedom . The free creativity of a faith-in-God morality can be illustrated by
the works of a Paul and of many a lesser Christian, but its analysis in theology
remains incomplete. Creative morality is not bound by rule, though it knows all
the rules, It does not meet the changing situations of life with the repetition of acts
found good in the past, but with deeds that fit the immediate situation, recognized as
a situation in the kingdom of God, Taught by faith in the creating God, it discerns
beauty and glory where these had been hidden to the distrustful eye and in the Master's
workshop produces moral works of art. The tragic element is doubtless always in
them since they are the works of forgiven sinners in a world of sin and forgiveness,
Nevertheless they are creative and new.

Finally, the Evangelical mode of life may be described as momentary in
character, It is not a life that plans far ahead to insure the future, whether in
heaven or on earth, It knows that God ties the present and the future together and
that no provision for the morrow is necessary to the liie which He redeems,
Because the future is in the hands of Love therefore man is free to do the right
thing now, that is, to love his neighbor. Because God is Lord of the present no
less than of the future therefore the temporally insignificant deed may have more
eternity in it than the one designed to outlast the years, Evangelical ethics does
not underscore the melancholy wisdom of the world that all our pomp is to be
reduced to ashes .or that '"the best-laid plans of mice and men gang aft a-gley," It
sets this wisdom in the positive context of the affirmation that what has been done
to the least of the brothers has been done unto Him and that one day in the Lord's
sight may be a thousand years. This "momentariness'" which gets its meaning
only firom the presence of the eternal God who is Lord of both present and future
is always offensive to our calculating human reason, Yet its apparent recklessness
is deeply wise in the context of faith-knowledge. '

Xarl Barth has remarked that Luther wrote beautifully about Christian
liberty--far too beautifully, It is easy to write too enthusiastically about the
Evangelical ethics, as though the divine possibility for man had become a human
possibility through the Incarnation and even through the Reformation. But it is
also easy to write too sceptically about it, as though divine possibility were only a
future event and as though God were not redeeming his promises and realizing his
possibilities in this present world, The faith of the disciples remains smaller than
a mustard seed and they remove no mountains; but it is not non-existent and some-
times they cast out demons by the power of God. The freedom to which Christ sets
them free is used as the occasion for new bondage; but cribbed and confined as they
are in themselves, sometimes they do free deeds and perform acts of liberation,
The rule of God does not appear in their works so that men say, '""Lo, here it is,"
But sometimes it appears in lightning flashes that illuminate the dark scene of self-
justifying, defensive human life and give evidence of the energy waiting to he received
and pressing into human existence,
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The ethics of the Reformation with its duality of works-righteousness
and faith-righteousness, of self-righteousness and rightcousness in God, of life
in the world of sin and life in the . world of forgiveness is a testimony to the fact
that the Christian lives between the times and between the worlds. But it is only
the ©vangelical element in that ethics that makes it Christian. Take that away and
all that is left is an ethics of North European civilization, or of capitalism, or of
democracy, or, perhaps, of socialism, or of that amorphous social religion called
Protestantism,



FREEDOM:%

We must therefore conclude our analysis of the structure of responsible
action by speaking of freedom.,

Responsibility and freedom are corresponding concepts, Factually,

though met chronologically, responsibility presupposes freedom and freedom can
consist only in responsibility., Responsibility is the freedom of men which is
given only in the obligation to God and to our neighbour,

The responsible man acts in the freedom of his own self, without the sup-
port of men, circumstances or pTinciples, bét with a due consideration for the
given human and general conditions and fpf the relevant questions of principle.
The proof of his freedom is the fact thaf nothing can answer for him, nothing can
exonerate him, except his own deed gnd his own self, It ic he himself who must
observe, judge, WETTBH upy <daeside and act, It is man himself who must examine
the motives, the prospects, the value and the purpose of his action. But neither
the purity of the motivation, nor the opportune circumstances, nor the value, nor
the significant purpose of an intended undertaking can become the governingiaw
of his action, a law to which he can withdraw, to which he can appeal as an
authority, and by which he can be exculpated and acquitted. For in that case he
would indéed no longer be truly free, The action of the responsible man is per-
formed in the obligation which alone gives freedom and which gives entire free-
dom, the obligation to God and to our neighbour as they confront us in Jesus
Christ. At the same time it is performed wholly within the domain of relativity,
wholly in the twilight which the historical situation spreads over good and evil;
it is performed in the midst of the innumerable perspectives in which gvery given
phenomenon appears, It has not to decide simply between right and wrong and
between good and evil, but between right and right and between wrong and wrong,
As Aeschylus said, 'right strives with right!. Precisely in this respect respons-
ible action is a free venture; it is not justified by any law; it is performed without
angir claim to a valid self-justification, and therefore aleo without any claim to an
ultimate valid knowledge of good and evil, Good, as what is responsible, is per-
formed in ignorance of good and in the surrender to God of the deed which has be-
come necessary and which is nevertheless, or for that very reason, free; for it
is God who sees the heart, who weighs up the deed, and who directs the course
of history.

With this there is disclosed ta us a deep secret of history in general, ., The
man who acts in the frecedom of his own most personal responsibility is precisely
the man who secs his action finally committed to the guidance of God. The free
deed knows itself in the end as the deed of God; the decision knows itself as
guidance; the free venture knows itself as divine necessity. It is in the free
abandonment of knowledge of his own good that a man performs the good of God.,
It is only from this last point of view that one can speak of good in historical
action, We shall have to take up these considerations again later at the point at
which we have left off,

¥ Ethics - Dietrich Bonhoeffer



























































































































