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THEOLOGICAL METHCD AND THE PROCLAMATION OF THE

CHURCH ¢ A STUDY OF KARL BARTH AND PAUL TILLICH

Abstract

Despite being contemporaries and both deeply concerned about
the proclamation of the Church, there are deep differences between Barth
srd Tillich in their understanding both of the task and nature of

proclamation and of the theological method which informs it.

The differences in their understanding of proclamstion may be
traced to the very different situations in which their esrly and formative
years were spent. Thus Barth displays a preoccupstion with the problems
of the sermon, while Tillich is concerned with those of the alienation
from the Church of the intelligentsis and the working classes, the

disintegration of the intellectual world and the isolstion of theology.

Strongly influenced by Schelling, Tillich wished to effect not
simply a synthesis of philosophy and theology, but s reintegration of
the whole system of sciences which, with its ontological foundation,
would provide an important place for theology. The premises worked out
in this early period inform much of his later work, However, as a
rea1lt of the impact on him of existentialist thinking, he works with not
one but two different conceptions of the relationship between philosophy
and theology. His confusion at this key point produces s further
confusion in his exposition of the method of correlation, Yet despite
this confusion and his tendency to exploit the ambiguity of words there
is e fundsmehtal consistency in his method which we characterise as

a posteriori.

Tike Tillich, Barth reacted strongly against liberal theology,



but unlike Tillich, rejected sn ontological solution to the problems
of theology. His esrly sttempts to sllow the Bible to speak to his
own generation by-passed the dogme tic discipline snd came under severe
criticism, Nevertheless, the conviction that the concept of the
Word of God 1s basic to preaching and theology remsined fundsmental
in his thinking, Although his spprosch end emphases registered
changes, his basic method, formed in the 1920s as he recognised the

importance of dogmatics, did not slter substantially.

Whereas Tillich thinks of theology as seeking to translate
the kerygma for the ®situstion", Barth looks upon it as a devotionsl
engagement in feith and obedience as the believer seeks to understand
his faith, He is committed, moreover, to the wvulnerability of a
revelation mediated through historicsal events. Nevertheless, st the
heart of his understsnding of revelstion is the indissoluble
subjectivity of God. Theology under the impsct of divine revelation
has no option but to develop an a priori method which in Barth's

hands has strong simlarities with linguistic analysis.
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CHAPTER  ONE

THE PROCLAMATION OF THE CHURCH

1, Common Ground

The most cursory exsminction of the ms jor works of Esrth and
Tillich reveals s common concern sbout the message of the church, Both
have s clear vision of the resvonsibility of the Church to make known its
message, and of the fact that this task lsys upon theology certain oblig-
ations. Theology 1s in essence the handmeid of the church snd should
assist the Church to fulfil 1ts tssk of proclsmation. The message,
therefore, is normetive for theology in the sense that 1t sets certain
limits within whach theology must work, At the point at which theology
ceases to serve the proclamation of the Churdr it cesses, strictly

speaking, “o be theology.

Consequently, both Barth snd Tillich wish to be taken ss Church
theologlans,(j) which 1s to say that they both believe themselwves to be
committed to ithe Church and to 1ts message. They do not wish to conduct
a critique of the Church's message from s position outside the Church,
but to serve 1t from the inside, relating themselves to the messsze of the

Church as based on Scripture. ¥hen we spesk of them ess Church theolog-~

ians, we me be clesr thetily "Church" we mesn the Christisn Church,

Nevertheless, 1t vemeins true thset Berth and Tillich daffer widely
in thear views; their positions nave been contrasted not only by their

critics but also by theaselves to such sn exteni, however, that i1t is

not necessary to emphasise here tne differences between them, It is

(1) Certein as the point 1s witn reference to Berth, 1t eppesrs thet 1t
1s sufficiently uncertsin of Tillich for Dsvid Kelsey to find it
necessary to draw attention to 1t (The Babric of Paur Tallich's

Theology, De3)




our intention to examine their common interests snd the way 1in which they
diverge in their \nderstending of those interests, in order +to hiphlight
the differences that are to be found in their nethodology as well as the
similarities, It 1s tne intention of this present chapter to exsmine them
in their historical contéxts in order %o unflerstsnd the dominsnt motifs

in their interpretstions of the task and the message of the Crurch,

Berth hes given various accounts of his theologicsl pilgrimage,
but the are for the most part sketcny, snds Torrance's own account of
the zeriod vp to 1915 18 only 2 slightly expended version of Barth's
account at¢ the BOCicentenary celebrations of the founding of Bssel

FIY
Un1vers1ty§l} 1t agpeers, hovever, thet Berth's father, Fritz Bsrth, who
lectured at Bern, sought to encourage his son to follow a psth similar
to his own, which was of a conservative nsture, and countered Karl's
desire to study st Marburg under Wilnelm Herrmesnn, sn exponent of Kant,
with the suggestion that he should go to Berlin to study under Hsrnsck,
Barth, however, eventually did reach Msrburg, having first spent a peridd

under Schlatter in THbingen., He listened wath enthusiasm to Herimenn,

whose influence on him was by his own admission both abiding and deep.(z)

Despite his commitment to liberal theology, he was not wathout
reservstions about it: 1in perticular he felt uneasy aboutl the philosophy

of religion of Ernst Troeltsch,, which was a product of the Ritschliasn

(1) Trensleted in SJT, vol. 14 (1961), pp.225ff, cf T.F,Torrsnce, Kerl
Barth: An Introduction to His Berly Theology 1910-1931, (hereafter
Introduction) pp.15ff

(2) of. Theology snd Church (hereafter T,C.), pp.238f cof also
T,H.L,Parker, Karl Barth, pp.12ff ‘"




school§1) That, however, did not prevent him frapheing s disciple of
Herrmann, who himself rejected Troeltsch's theory of knowledge with respect
to rellgion.(z) There was much indeed in Herrmenn's attitude to the
theology of the preceding ceniury thet Berth shared, and continued to
share, throughout his lafe, Dogmstics, he agreed, cé%not be based on
religion if religion is conceived as a human emotlion or conviction and

1s reducible to sonething else whidr cen be explsined by reason, There

is no retional demonstration of religion or of God; dogmstics casn only
work on the basis of the experience of the reslity of God. Hence both

the way of the philosophy of religion and of Schleiermacher's description
of the feeling of absolule dependence are barred to the theologian, for
theology 1s not concerned with & rationslisstion of tihe subjective - any
more then 1t 1s concerned rith a rationelisetion of the dbjectlve.(B)

Barth never forgot this lesson, that theology and proclemation are

concerned with an encounter with the reality of God.

And yet, as Barth himself obscrves, he found himsell compelled to
understsnd Hermnann 1n s maenner wholly different from the way in wnich
Herymenn understood himself, Why should this be so?  Barth, in 1925,
believed that 1t wss because vhat Herrmenn knew to be true was differznt
from the direction thst he took. Herrmenn knew, so Barth avers, thet
theolopy sterts with the encounter with God, with the "Deus dix1t", rather
thon attempting to attain to thet by starting as e "mere reflection of

ecn_(h)

fa1th on trhe summit of an alleged 'experienc

(1) “On Svstematic Theology", SJT, vol. 14 (1961), p.225
(2) I.C., Do 2kl

(3) T.C., pp.238ff

(4) Ibid, p.258




However, he might not have msde such s reappraisal without the influence
of three importsnt factors, namely (a) The outbresk ol tne first World

Wer, (b) his pastorste st Saferwil, (c) his resding of Fauerbsch, Overbeck

and Kierkegaard,

(e) The First World War

Barth describes the day in August 1914 when ninety~three German
intellectuals declared their support for the war policy of Kaiser Wilhelm
1T, It wes not the mere question of so meny intellectusls endorsing
agzression thet horrified Barth, but the fact that among them were nearly
all of has theologicael teachers, including Hsrnack, Schlatter and Herrmann.(1)
If he had to reject their support of the Kaiser, Barth felt he must also
rejecgyiizology, including their ethics, their dogmatics, their under-
stending of the Bible and their undersisading of hlstory.(z) At the same
time, however, it must be seid that sucli @ resction seems somewhat extremes
to reject a man, or s group wholly on the basis of a dissgreement with
one decision appears excesslive, A man mey draw the wrong political conclus-—
ions even while ne holds [ast to correct insaights at other points. TWes it
really necessary for Berth to reject not only his teachers! politics, but
their whole thought? Bsrth, unfortunately, does not give further explan-
ations of his wvolte face, ond a complete answer is, in any cese, we believe,
out of the question in a matter invclving a veriety of motrves. However,
we may sugrest some elements in the motivation wnich produced such an
important change of wvosition, In the first plsece, we mist recall the
unease whrch Barth tells us he felt about the outcome of liberal theology

in the phalosophy of religion of Ernst Troeltsch, as eoarly as 1910.(5)

(1) The Fumenity of God (hereafter Humsnity), p.1k; Parker, op.cit. p.16,
Torrence, lIntrwduction, p.38

(2) Humsnaty, p.ik

(3) SJT, Vol.1k (1961), p.225f; cf also L.Ce, P.60f, "If I am not mistsken,
Troeltsch's thesis of the temporsry social sigmificenmce of the church and
his dismsl picture of the coming 1ce ages in wnich this social signific-
ance would be ended, constituted the last 1mportant stages which [the]
discussion [of the position of Christisnity in history) reached before

(continued at the foot of the next pege)
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At the time he saw no alternative to the libersal schoolj%?l seams likely
that the asvpearance of an alternstive coupled with a sufficient impetus,
would have induced Bsrth to abandon the Marburg theology. In 1914
Troeltsch moved to the faculty of philosophy st Heidelberg, having given
up the chair of theclogy end we may believe that for Barth the move wes
indicative of a genersl tendency of liberal theology, namely, to seek to
come to terms with current philosophical opinion, so that it ceased to
retain its daistictive character ss theologye. Barth was deeply dissstisfied
with the attempt of liberal theology to win the "Gentales" for the
Christiasn casuse by first acceoting the "Gentile" point of v1eW,(1) for
theology was deprived of any guiding principle, reduvced to Lhe history
of’ religion, an objectivising of subjective responses unrelated to their

ground,

"The Chraistian was condemmed to uncritical snd i1rresponsible sub-
servience to the patterns, forces, and movements of humen history
and civilisation. Man's inner experieace did not provide s fairm
enough ground for resistance to these phenomena. Deprived of a
guiding pranciple men could turn anywhere, It was fatel for the
evangelical Church snd for Christianity in the 19th century that
theology in the last analysis had nething more to offer than the
Yhumen', the 'religious', mystery and its noncommittal 'statements',
leaving the faithful to whatever impressions and influences from
outside proved strongest.® (2)

In this passage Barth looks back from 1957 and 1t may be thet
it contsins an element of resding back i1nto the situstion of 191k of has
later understanding. It 1s doubtful whether he could have analysed the
s1tuation ss closely at the time. Samilsrly, we do not know whether
Berth sew the sicnificance of Troeltsch's move in the same terms as he

later viewed 1t.

(continued from the previous page)

the war. T listened to him, in Asrau ain 1910, with the dark fore-
boding that 1t had become impossible to advance any further in the
dead-end street where we were strolling in relstive comfort, "

(1) Humsnity, p.23
(2) Ibad, p.27



o

These two incidents, whatever their actual significsnce, came sas
a climex to Barth's dissstisfaction wath liberal theology and provided the
impetus for him to meke a decisive bresk with the contemporsry trend.
Yet it may seem strange thet the political action of the Germsn intellec—
vals should hsve had such radical consequences for Barth's theology,
unless we recall Barth's own deep commitment to politics, amnd, moreover,
to the politics of Swiss neutrality. He does not tell us precisely what
it was about the declaration that offended him, but we may suppose that it
was the apparent theological support of'fered to nationalistic agpgression,
It may be going too far to suggest vath T.H.L.Parker that in this sct
German neo-Protestantism declared i1tself "z relaigion sprung from culture
and bound to a culture"’;(1> we do not know how Barth interpreted the
action at the time, only that he declared himself unable to identify hamself
any longer with s theology which could offer support to the Kaiser's war
policies, For Barth, it seems, disspproval of the war sutomatically

involved rejection of his teachers' theology.

So in Septenber 191, Barth wrote to his friend Eduard Thurneysen

"The spiritual condition of our Yermen friends is now more
comprehensible to me even if 1t is not more congenial, I have
issued a detsiled, carefully edited menifesto ageinst this
condition to Rade.(Z? He seems to be so naive as to think
that we mist without question be pro=German (snd not neutral)
in our attitude. As Ragaz would say, it 1s of symptomatic
significence that s men such as Rede can lose his head so completely
in this situstion. The unconditional truths of the gospel are
simply suspended for the time being and in the mean~-time a Germen
wor-theology is put to work, its Chris tisn trimming consisting in
a lot of talk about sacrifice and the like, Here 1is sufficient
proof that the 'truths' were nothing more than a surface varnish
and not an inmost possession of this 'Christliche Welt! Christianaty.
Tt is truly sad! Marburg and Germen civilisstion have lost something
in my eyes by this breskdown, and indeed for ever ...." (3)

(1) op. cit. p.t6f

(2) Editor of 'Dis Christliche Welt'", who, with others had published a
statement asserting the righteousness of the Germsn cause in the war.

(3) Revolutionary Theology in the Moking (heresfter Rev,Theol), p.26




Finally, it may be that the shattering effect of the outbresk of
the war on the easy and somewhat shallow optimism thet tended to charact-
erise liberalism's outlook on humsnity and human nature, was a further
impulse to set Barth on the search for a new foundation for his theology.
Nothing of this kind, however, is mentioned by Barth, except perhaps in

g very oblique fashion in the passage quoted sbove.

(b) The Pasgorate ot Safenwil,

In 1909 Barth was sppointed Vikar of the Germsn speaking congreg-
ation in Geneva,and then twd yesrs lster moved to the small town of
Safenwil where ne stayed until 1921, During that time he found himself
incressingly burdened with the problematic of preaching, What was he to
preach?  How could he preach st all? He paints a vivid picture of the
preacher's dilemma in "The Need end Promise of Christisn Preaching" (1)
Speeking of the congregation which comes to church, he observes:

"They want to find outjp%horoughly understend: they do not want

to hear mere assertions and observations, however fervent and
enthusiastic they may be. And they want to find out end thoroughly
understand the answer to this one question, Is it true? - and not
some other snswer whaich bests about the bush. Let us not be
surpraised that this want of theirs seldom or never meets us openly
with such urgency ss I hove 1ndicated. People naturslly do not
shout it out, and lesst of all into the ears of us ministers.

But let us not be deceived by their silence,"

"There 1s no wisdom in stopping st the next-to-the-last and the
next-te-the-next-to-the-last want of the people; and they will
not thank us for doing so. They exp ect us to understard them
better than they understsnd themselves. We are unfeeling, not
when we probe deeply into the wound which they carry when they
come to us for hesling, but rather when we pass over 1t as if we
d&.d not know why they had come. We are misled not when we assume
that they are brought to us by the last and profounder questions,
but rather when we think that when they come to us they may really
be put off with next-to-the-last and less profound answers." (2)

(1) The Word of God and the Word of Man (hereafter W.G.W.M,), pps103~12

o

(2) 1Ibad, p.108f



The problem finds repeated mention in the correspondence of Barth
with Thurneysen during his pastorate. Berth felt unsble to produce the
answers required by his congregation on the basis of the theology he had
learned until then. To some extent, s question of technique was involved,
but the more ansistent question than the how? was the what? (1) Bach
Sunday he had to presch, but the production of s sermon wss no mere
mechanical process(2); he was faced with the same problem each week -
what to say. He longed to be eble to "olow some trumoet or other, to
join somewhere in the jubilant crys This is 1t™, but instead of that

"the desire keeps ruumbling sbout withain one to demonstrate to himself

and others what is essentisl and 1t does not even leave one with
sufficient naiveté to build a stirring sermonette or lecture,™ (5)

The answer to the question "¥hat an I to do?" eluded him,
Impressed as he wes by what he read of tne zlder Blumhardt, he was no
Blumhardt nimself,(h) Imitation would be useless, as would be recourse
to the kind of pietistic "hot-gospelling", demonstrated by the evangelist
Vetter, who visited Saferwil dvrainy dovember 1914. To Barth it seemed
that Vetter substituted for the gospel a "quite bad form of religious
mechanlcs".(S) The letters of tlms pericd poriray Barth as a man
frustrated on the one hand by not being sble to do the one tning he felt
necessary, but on the other nsnd, uncertain about the precise identity

(6)

of ihat one tnaing.
O

He found some help fpom Hermenn Kutter and Leonhard Ragaz, both

of whom were deeply involved in the religious socialist movement, and

(1) We mey detect this cven in s letter written in Jenuary 1916: "I have
the feeling that we dare not evade the questions What impression do ve
make? ... OFf course, 1t may be that we should let ourselves go @ b1t
just anow and that the co prehensive ordering ond digpsucing ol v
kerygma 1n 8 natural-divinely-vermitted way will not_be possible for
twenty to thirty yesrs. What I have in mind is simply how, for instance
in Blumhsrdt's presching... with sll its fullness, esch sermon has such
a definite point and oo%our...." Rev.Theol, p.3bf.

(2) Ibxd, p.29
(3) Ipad, p.28f
L) Ihid, pp.30,35f.

5) Tbid, p.L0
6) e.g. Ib1d, p.36



displayed a wvagorous politicsl orientation i1n their teaching. Barth
himgelf was 1nvolved in the local industrial disputes of Safenmvil;
indeed, his activities esrned him the nick-name of "the red pastor", In
1915 he becsme a member, although s not vneritical one, of the Social
Democratic Party, and commented at the time:
"Just because I set such emphasis Sunday by Sunday upon the last
things, it waes no longer possible for me personoally to remain
suspended in the clouds above the present evil world but rather

it had to be demonstrated here and now that faith in the Crestest

does not exclude but ratheyincludes within it work and suff'ering
in the reslm of the imperfect." (1)

He had great sympathy with Regaz and Kutter, becsuse they shared
s sociel concern. He found 1n Kutter a more distinctly theological
emphasis, but no clear attempt to apply the principles he expounded,
Ragaz, on the other hand, sought to express his principles more clearly
in a srogremne of action. Nevertheless, in a letter in which he
descr bes the differences between the two on the bssis of a lecture he
had attended, given by Hans Bader, a founder of the r elagious-socialist
movement, Barth makes this surprising observetion:

"Conclusion: The religious~socialist ‘concern' is {inished,
the toking of God in carnest 1s a2t its begimming." (2)

The remark 1s surprising becsuse 1t 1s cut of key with the
generally enthusiastic tone of the letter. It seems to betray a certain
confusion in Barth's mind, the resson for which is not difficult to find,
He felt the pressing welght of the problem of what he should preach, and
alsc felt the urge and need to take a positive stand in matters of social
concern, Lack of clarity sbout the first led to a corresponding uncert-—
ainty about the second. Because religious~socialism had its roots in

the very theology he had alreadyr ejected, with 1ts emphasis on the

(1) Ibid, p.28

(2) Ibid, p.31
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experience of God and an the essential achievability of the Kingdom of
God in the hew and now, he felt bound to reject religious socialism

itself,

The conference at vhich Bader gave his lec*ure did have a positive
outcome, however, Bader himself had suggested that the clergy should
meet fortnightly instesd of quarterly, for the express purpose of Bible
study and Barth took up the suggestionmesdily, for it seemed to offer

a way to progress in the search for clarity,

He was aware that his decision to take God in earnest was reflected
by e different note in his sermons, Some noticed it, although he felt
it could not get through to his congregation because he was as yet not
certein what was hspgpening himself, He was only Just beginning to
discover his message and still felt a certsin lack of draving power:

"If only we were filled and driven, our sermons should
appesr simpler.™ (1)

As he sought to come to grips with the Bible, he began to discover
what he described in a lecture in 1916 as a "strange new world", for,
in contrast to 2ll the ways in which libersal theology had made use of the
Bible, he found 11 to be, not a source book for the history of religiouns,
nor a text book for theological, liturgical or morsl instruction, but s
record of the activity of God and, supremely of the Vord of God to msn.
"It 1s not the raight humsn thoughts about God which form the content
of the Bible, but the right divine thoughts about men, The Bible
tells us not how we should talk with God but what he says to us;
not how we find the way to him, but how he has sovgnht and found
the way to us; not the right relstion in which we must place
ourselves to him, but the covensnt which he has mede with all who
are Abrsham's spiritusl children snd which he has sealed once and
for all in Jesus Chrast, It 1s thas which 1s within the Bitle,
The word of God is within ihe Bible." (2)

This sppears to have been one of the esrliest occasions on which

Barth spoke of the Word of God, but 1t became a phrase ond a notion of

(1) 1Ipid, p.32

(2) WeGeWoMes Poli3
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of central importance, for this was vhat he sought in contrast to a
theology of religious exp erience, nsmely a theolozy of the Word of God
spoken decisively to man, Consequently, we ind him engaged on a
careful study of the Epistle to the Romans from 1916 onwards, which was
to leed to tne publication of thefust edition of his commentory - the
bombshell which landed in the theologisns plsvground, as Kerl Adam

described it, (17

In addition, in order 1o aden the srza on which he drew for
"immer concentration and strengthening" he renewed his umversity studies,
in particulsr, by teking up Kent agsin., He felt both the need for s solid
foundation for the position he was adopting and for az wide lmowledge on

which to draw when speaking.(2)

He did not waiwsndraw corpletlely from the field of social concern:
indeed, in September 1917 he sought to mediste during a dispute at a local
factory, But 1t secems that he felt a need fairst to obtain a grasp of
the essence of the message of the Baible concerning God, in order, as it
were, to reconstruct the foundetions of his preaching. Upon those found~
ations a more secure structure could be built, but in 1he meantime he myst
suffer the tension of not being sure of his foundation while yet being
wnable to waithdrew entirely from all sctivity in order to discover the

(3)

foundation,

In the teaching not only of the elder and the younger Blumhardt,
but also in Ragsz and Kutter, he had found an emphasis on the Kingdom
of God. He wished to begin agsein with this concept, but he could not
adopt what he called the "foveground view" of the elder Blumhardt, or the
1dentificaetion by the others of the Christian exp ectation of the Iangdom

of God with the socislist expectation of the futufe, Rather,

(1) Cited by Torrence, Introduction, p.17

(2) Rev,Theol, P.37
(3) cf. Rev.Theol, p.27
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"We felt compelled to press ... to the view of » pure and absolute
futurity of God eand Jesus Christ ss the limit and fulfilment of

all time," (1)

Barth's understending of the tssk of the Church in proclsmation
was teking shepe as s declarstion of the Word of God, entirely different
from all that was proclaimed by libersl theology snd by seculsr or
religious socislism, It had to come, first, as a "No® to all that nad
been accepted, and fundsmentally as the "No" of the Word of God, God's
message to man, Thus the publication of the commentary on the epistle

to the Romans 1y 1919 ceme as a climax to the campzign he had conducted

against labersl theology.,

His wncept of the proclamation of the Church revolved now around
the concept of the Word of God, "Deus dixit", as the word spoken by the
suthority of God, to man, for all time, Proclamstion and theology must,
therefore, concern themselves with the Word of God, not with the experience
of faith, or religion, the expression of tne human response to the Word
of God. In other words, Barth required in theology and proclamstion a

shift in emphssis from the subjective to the objective.

It should csuse lattle surpraise, then, that the BEpistle to the

Romans had the effect that 1t had, for i1t treated the Epistle in a menner
altogether different from the wmajority of the current commentaries. In
the introduction, he stated boldly his conviction that the letter was not
to be viewed simply s a document of first-century Christismty, but as
one 1n which the author speaks

" .. s & prophet and apostle of the Kingdom of God to men in
all ages." (2)

It 1s of importence for an understasnding of Barth's view of both

proclamation and theology, that we recognise his conviction that God has

(1) Church Dogmstics (hereafter C,D.), II ¢ 1 ¢ 634

(2) Der RBmerbrief (heresfter 1R), p.v. (E.T. in The Epistle to the Romens
Znd edition (bereafter 2R), p.l
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spoken and still speaks. If God has not spoken, there is no task for
proclamation and no datum for theology. He did not wish to sweep aside
liberal theology ss having schieved nothing st all, nor did he wish to deny
the relevance of historical snd textusl criticism, but he did wish to
introduce a chenge of perspective which would relegate historical and
textusl craiticism to o subordinate position, where they might serve the
real task of theology which 1s to ascertein what 1t 1s thst God says to
man, If he had to choose between the historical-critical methed and the
doctrine of inspiration, he would unhesitatingly choose the latter becsuse
of the teudency of the former to ignore the Bible as the record of the
Word of God., He did not believe, however, that sny such cholce was nec-
essary, if every branch of theological research would acknowledge 1ts

(1)

primary résponsibility to serve the Church.

Barth believed thet God's message stends for sll time, and that
the differences between the First and the twentieth centuries are of no

major significance.

"Our questions, if we understand ourselves aright, are the
questions of Psul, and Paul's snswers, if their light illumines
us, must be our answers." (2)

Wie hove se1d that Barth's concept of proclsmation revolves around
the concept of the Word of God, It should be added that neither edition
of Romsns gives prominence to the phrase, but it 1s undemiable that it
is o recurrent motif in the writings of the period snd cen also be shown
to be the concept which is decisive of the significence of RBomans

because 1t is s such thst ne treasts Scripture.

(1) Ibid. Barth discussed the matter in greater deteil in the second
edition snd we shall also heve cause to exsmine the matter
in greater detail,

(2) 1o



(c) TFeuerbach, Overbeck and Kierkegaard

To this list we might have added the name of Dostoyevsky, for in
the second edition of Romasns Barth mskes more frequeant reference to him
than to sny other single suthor, However, there is good evidence to
suggest thet his knowledge of Dostoyevsky was largely, i1f not entirely
second hand, medisted by Eluard Thurneyson. Thus, although the slleged
influence of Dostoyevsky, may be significant, 1t 1s dafficult to estsblish
whether 1t was formative of Barth's position or whether it merely played
whet might be described ss a supporting role;(1) we are here concerned

with formstive influences.

There 1s very little evidence to provide us waith any precise
information concerning Barth's resding, He tells us, however, that he
possessed a copy of Kierkegasrd's The Instant ss early as 1909, but
he sdds:

"] gssume that I also resd it at that time. But it cannot have
made o deep impression en me then as I was very much occupied

and energetically set on the theology of Harnack, Herrmenn and
the Christliche Welt."™ (2)

WMoreover, we know that between the first and secord editions of
Romens, Barth read Kierkegaard more seriously: the second edition of
Romens mekes frequent reference to Kierkegsard, snd, in the foreword,
the one "systematic pranciple" to which he adwits 1s the "infinite

qualitstive distinction'between msn and God on which Kierkegsard insisted. (3)

(1) Thurne—~sen's monograph on Dostoyevsky sppeared 1in 1921, Barth observed
in a letter (Aug.3rd 1921) that 1t hod provided him with "stesm for the
whole section ss well as a quotation. (Rev.Theol,p.59). Although Barth
uses illustrstions from Crime & Pumishment, The Idiot end The Brothers
Keramazov,he never quotes directly, whereas he does quote from Kierkegaard
Fouorbach snd Overbeck. A @loser examination suggests thsat Barth could
have lesrned all he knew of Dostoyevsky from Thurneysen. Both focus
attention on the Grand Inquisitor end Barth refers to the very novels to
which Thurneysen pays most attention.

(2) Fragments Grave and Gay, p.97

(3) 2R,p.10. For conrirmetion of his reading of Kierkegaard, but without
specific references, sce Frapgments Grave and Goy,pe.97, Rev.Theol,p.51
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As [or Overbeck, Barth wrote s lecture in 1920, following tne pub-

lication of his papers under the title Chrastentum und Kultur in 1919.

1
This lecture ( ? slso displays s knowledge of snother of Overbeck's works,

Die Cnrastlichkeit der heutigen Theologie, but we are unfortunately

given no andicstion of wihen he read 1t.

Finslly, Barth lecturcd on Feuerbsch, st Minsier in the summer
of 1920, end drew, for his meterial, on at least thres of Fauerbach's

(2)

books,

At first sicht, Kierkegaard, Feverbach and Overbeck can scarcely
be thought to hsve much in coummon. Kierkegaard to tre end remeined a
fai1thful church member and cen with some Justice be called a theologian,
even 1f he himself would vigorously lFsve denied the title. Cverbeck

¥al
L

remeined o tneologisn in spite of hamself, despite has cleim that he wes
without any welewon to Curustienity of eaay kind, that he hsd no religious
mission and thaet he did not count hamself smong its bellevers.(i)
Feuerbach was one step more radical than Overbeck: he did not even hold

s theologicael post, but urged "anti-theology" on his listeners with all
the vigour he could sumaom, denending thst theolog” should be what 1t
ought to be, namely anthropology. But for all their daversity, the three
authors hed one point in comon, nsmely, that their work consisted of an
attack on theology. Each 1n his own wey furnished masteriel for Barth's

(L)

attack on liberal theology.

(1) "Unséttled Questions {or Theology Todsy", TeCs, D0.55-73, originally
published apparently urder the title, "Zur innern Geisteslage des
Christentums” (Rev.Theoly Dp.21, 50)

(2) i.e. Dos Wesen des Chrastentums; FPhilosophie der Zukunft;

Das Wesen der Religion (see T.Cq P.218)

(3) TuCa p.6h

(4) Barth slso read Nietzsche about this taime (June 1920) but seeued
1o find him less satisfactory (Rev.Theol, pe151)
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(1) Barth used Feuerbach in a most oblique fashion, for their respective
purposes had little in commons, It wes PFeuerbach's intention to direct
theoldgy not to the old ways of the Reformstion, but to what he saw as

2 genuinely modern way. He adumitted that theology is concerned with God,
and, indeed, witn a personal God, but he went on +o sssert thet Cod is,

in fact, none other than men himself, or rather, the fulfilment of man's
longings or the projection of his idesls. The attributes of God are,
indavadually, projections of humen i1desls, and God himself no umore than

the sggregate of those idesls, without independent or objective being.

Christ becomes the embodiment of the personal God for he slone meets the
longing for s personal God.(1) Feuerbach 1s quite willing to asser t

the predicates of God, but only at the expense of the removal of toeir
subject 1f thear subject i1s God comceived as a supernstural being,

Theology 1s about men, nis feelings and desires: 21t is, in snort, nothing
other then anthropologzy. The only distanction between philosophy snd
religion 1s that religion, ss an objectification of men's primitive essentisl
needs, takes the objective images constructed by men as though they were

not i1mages while philosophy recognises them for what they are.(z)
Religion is based on feeling - so far he could agree with Schleiermscher -
but he criticised Schleiermascher for not going fer enocugh, for failing to
recognise that God 1s in fact nothing but the essence of feeling.,
Theologicel prejudice, he meintaired, had prevented Schleiermacher from

(3)

drawing the necesssry conclusions from his standpoint,

(1) The Essence of Chrastisnity, trans. Merion Evens, (London, John Chapman
1854), pp. 14, 20, 139ff. On God as the projection of humen ideals,
Kerl Britton expresses a view similar to Feuerbach (Philosophy and
the Meanaing of Life, Cembridge University Press, 1969, pe191ff.)

(2) cf. K.I8with, From Hegel to Nietsche, trens. Devid E. Green (London,
Constable, 1956), P.337

(3) TIpid, p. 336; The Bssence of Chistianity, pp. 9f
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Contemporsry Protestant theology came under particulsrly heavy
attack [rom Feuerbach on account of its sdoption of Hegelian philosophy,
a move which he saw as parallel to the adoption by Catholic theologisns
of Aristotelisnism in order to combat Protestantism. Protestantism
adopted Hegelisnism as s last refuge, the final rationslistic supoort

of tueology in the {fight agsinst atheisn,

"Hegelian philospphy 1s the last ambiguous attempt to re-establish
lost, defeated Christisnity by mesns of philosophy, b following

the universal modern procedure and identifying the negstion of
Christianity with Christisnity itself, The much-~lsuded speculstaive
1dentity of sprrat and materiel, infanitie and finite, divine end humen,
1s nothing more then the sccursed paradox of the modern age; the
i1dentity of belief and unbelief, theology and philosophy, relagion
and atheism, Christianity and paganism, st the vary summat, the
summit of metaphysics. Hegel conceals this contradiction by

making of atheism,the negation, an obJective componeat of God -

God as process, end atheism as one component of this process.™ (1)

In has lecture on Feuerbach, Barth deteiled st some length the
results of Feuerbach's ex lanations of Christian doctrines on the basis
of feeling and the human desire to be everything that the human race is
notszgnd observes

"For anyone who nayilstened, two 1uprescions wvill obwvicusly contend
lor priority. One 1s that we have heard something extremely,
almost offensively traivial; tl.e other that this traiviality

really propounds a question which could justifiably be directed
to the theology with which Feuerbach was surrounded.™ (3)

It wes the second aimpression which Barth proposed to amplify, for he saw
that Feuerbach asled the question which was posed by tne theology ol

Schleiermachers should not theology become unashamedly anthropology?

(1) Wber den Anfang def Philosophie, S¥ Mtliche wverke vol. II, pe264f
cited by Léwith op.cit p.77

(2) Or 18 only ain part. Resvrrection 1s the symbol of msn's desirve
to be relessed from bondage to mortality. God 1s concelved of as
love becsuse man loves - but®God loves¥ is the adeel vovsrdw wnich
man strives., However, God 1s good beceuse men is essentislly good.
cf. The Essence of Chrisiienity, pp. 18 ff, 27

(3) T.Ce po 227
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Barth felt scutely the erbarrassment ceused by Feverbach's driving to
1ts logical conclusion of Schleiermacher's methodology, 2nd by the

fallure of liberal theology to snswer the question posed to 1t. For
Barth, theology and preaciding musi speal of God as dastinct from, amd

not as 1denticsl with, msn,

(ii) Overbeck did nothing to dispel the anxiety engendered by
reuerbach's criticism, rather he made it wore scute beceuse he directed
his critique a2t anothsr point of the tottering edifice of liberalism,
nemely at itls uneschatalogical character.(1) Overbeck meinteined thet
eschatology was of the very essence.of Christisnity, and hence that
hisloricel Chrostisnity - that i1s, the progress of the history of the
Church - has absolutely nothing ‘o do with primiive Christimnity which

1s Urgeschichte, primsl history. Chrastienity is supposed o hove ushered

in 2 new era, but the reality 1s entirely lackang; 1t is a fizmeat of the
imaginstion, The most significant fact sbout Christisnity is 1ts
powerlessness, its insbility to rule the world. It strives to 2lly
itself vith Socialism, to use the dynamic of Socislism to achieve the

new ages Dbut 1t cen then by no meens be ssid that Christisnity has

brought the eschatalogical new age which hes replaced the old Nor

(2)

is Chraistiamity any defence agsinst nationalism,

The burden of Cverbeck's criticism, which Bsrth accepted, wesm
the impossibility of identafying Christianity end culture, and so of treating
culture as though 1t were a revelation of God. Theology myst think

agasin what 1t should proclaim, ard face the mesning of 1ts eschatology,

(1) cf. T.C., Ppe 55-73, L8with op cit, pp. 37788

(2) Barth wes, of course, psrticularly awasre of this, with the outbresk
of the first Yorld War,
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and 1ts applicability to life, Without such a reconsiderstion, it could
not call 1tself Chrastisn theology. Schweitzer's answer to the redis-
covery of eschatology was not s live option at all & 1t was not possible
to 1gnore 1t, as » bee 1n the bonnet of s religiovs teacher named Jesus,
ené, at the same time, to cleim to be pursuing Christisn theology.
Theology must either rediscover primitive Chrastisnity or cesse to claim

any” connection with Christianity at sll,

If this sttaeck achieved nothing else, it caused Berth to stop
and think, Liberal theology treated God s though it was sble to "put
God deily into its bag"(1) and the reason lay in the fact, which
Feuerbsch had made plain, that it did not deal with God st 211, but

with man,

(211)  Peuerbach had concluded thst Christisnity should be swept out of
the way altogether, Overbeck finished with a perplexing and ambiguous
question, but Kierkegaard@, the third assailsnt of Christisnity, produced
a positive answer, an answer which amunted to o demsnd that God should
be allowed to occupy his rightful place. Attention has slready been
drrvm to the inconclusive evidence of the extent and depth of Barth's
reading of Kierkegaard.(2> Nevertheless, the influence of Kierkegsard
1s unmistaksble and ewsn though their interests difrer, they do st

times say similar things. Barth wss not so much concerned with the
question of the Church-State relstionship, snd the compromise involved
in an estsblished church of the Denish type, but he wss as concerned as
Kierkegaard with the theology which did nothing to combat the abuses of

the Churda. Kierkegeard as much as Feuerbach rejected the appropristion

of Hegelisnism by theology end the confusion of philosophy with

(1) T.C. D.70: the remsrk 1s Overbeck's

(2) The second edition of Romans contains some very clesr references to
Kierkegaard's Works of Love (gg,p.495f, passim) J.Heywood Thomas tra £3

(continued 2t the foot of the next paé%)
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theology. In particulsr Barth learned from Kierkegaard the notion of

the infinite qulitative distinctions between time ard eternity(1), whnich
made the building of a theology on the basis of an Hegelisn, immanental
dislectic quite impossible. The dialectic of time sand etermty is not

a dialectic of zdentity but of oppositioé?> God stends over ageinst man

and the world in Jjudgement on sll sttempts to divinise nasture. Again
Kierkegaard sttacked the oraests who had taken an oath binding them to the
New Testament but in practice disregarded ii, while he who had tesken no such

(3)

oath, nevertheless did feel bound to i1t. Barth likewise felt hamself
bound to the New Testement and to examine it in order to rediscover the

content of the Church's groclamstion.

In some respects even these three authors served more as & support
to sharpen Barth's own attack, then as frmetive iInfluences. he adopted
various agpects of each, but as easrly as 1916 we find him saying some of
the thangs which he later found supported by Feuerback, Overbeck and
Kierkegaard, as for example, in his esttack on the towers of Babel constructed
by humsn righteousness - morality, culture, the state, religion - none
of which have ushered i1n the radicelly new age end swept away the glaring
faults of the old., He sppesled too, for a readiness to listen for God to
speak, Tt is true that he expected God to speak in the conscience, but
he was slso aware of what he called the "strenge new world" of the Bible,

with its talk of the scts and the word of God.(h)

(continued from previous page)

influence of Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Philosophical Fragments
snd Trsining an Christisnity on the Chrastology of 2R ("T@e Christology
of Sgren Kierkegaard &Ksrl Barth", Habbert Journal, wol. 53

(1954-55), pp. 280-88)

(1) cf. 2R, pe 10

(2) of. J. Taubes "Dislectic and Anslogy", Jourmsl of Religion, vol. 3k (1954)
pp. 111- 19

(3) S.Kierkegeard: The Attack upon Christendom, trans. . Lowrie (Princeton
University Press 194k}, pp.21, 96 passim.

(L) W.G.@M, ch.1 end 2,
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It seems certain thet Feuerbach played o significent reole in helping
Barth to focus his critique of liberal theology in genersl end of Schleler-
macher in particuler, We may, fof example, compare Feuerbach's claim thet
when Schleiermacher thinks he 1s spesking of God, he is in fact spesking
simply of men, with Berth's rejection of Schleiermacher in the followang

terms §=

" .. one can not speak of God simply by spvesking of men in o
loud voice." (1)

Barth's insistence thst theology (end so also the pestor) mst spesk
solely of God was the outcome of the pressure put upon him by his own
pastoral situation, Yet at the same time he was painfully aware of the
impessaibility of' such an undertaking. The consequent tension is vividly
illustrated by two of his addresses,(z) which leave us 1n no doubf that
the primery ares of his concern st thal time was the sermon, The pastor's
d1lemms is that while he 1s os1d %o spesk of God, emd while he is exp ected
to do so by his congregstion, he is incapsble of fulfilling the task becsuse

(3)

he, like they, is humen., He cennot spesk of God any move than they.

This need to speak of God led him to the notion of God as the God
who speaks, end so eventuslly to e closer study of the Bible and, in
particular, of the Epistle to the Romens, He claimed that his work was
intended to sct as s corrective, drawing theology bsck o its proper task,
namely, to an interpretstion and urderstanding of the Word of God. He
exoressed the desire to summon theology to a new consideration of the
seripture principle, e principle whiclh required, in has view, that the Bible

should be treated as the Word of God.(h) Furthermore he wished to

(1) Ibad, p. 196

(2) "The Need end Promise of Christian Preaching" (1922);
"he Word of God snd the Task of the Minlstry"‘(19225

(3) W.G. .M. pp.100, 186LF
(1) Ioid, pp.102f, 242-L49
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summon theology and preaching to recognise that the sole basis on which it
may speak of eznwvthaing, ano particularly of ethics, 1s the new reslity

initisted by the resurrectlon.(1)

In sowe respects, an influence even more important than thst of
Overbeck, PFeuerbach snd Kierkegaard, wsa thot of the elder Blumhardt, for
he spoke to Bsrth in a more positive msnner, sctually presenting him with
an exsmple. The 1mpression on Barth made by Blumhsrdt 1s best gauged by
the following cowwnenti=

", .. Blumhardt and Overbeck stand close together; back to back,
if you like, and very different an disposition, in terminology,
in thear mentsl worlds, in their expemience, but essentially
together, Blumrardt stood as a forward looking ard hopeful
Overbecl; Overbeck as a backward looking critical Blumhardt". (2)
If Blumhardt could not be tasken alone, but needed the critical
acuteness of Overbeck, nevertheless, Overbeck slone was not enough. If
Overbeck was the much needed "Nol" to stop theology in 1ts tracks,
Blumhardt was the new "Yas" to set it going egain.  However powerfully
Barth proclaimed the "No" 1t was the "Yes" thet was his real goals If
Overbeck drew sttention to the eschstologicsl nstu.e of eerly Christianity
in order to attack theolozy, Blumhsrdt did so es a re-assertion of the
"Baster faith".,  Above all
"Agsinst the srester keenness of observation end thought on the

side of Overbeck 1s to be set the greater love, the enthusiasm
and the joy 1n witnessing on the side of Blumhardt." (3)

In summary, then, we may say that Barth's conception of the

proclemstion of the church was specifically concerned with the question

1 Tbid,pp.90fT

%2% T,C.peb6 Johenn Christoph Blumhardt (1805-80) becsme pastor at
W¥ttlingen ihere his work attracted much attention largely through

the physical cures by which 1t was sometimes accomoanied. From 1852
he worled st Bad Boll, which beceme a centre of influential anter-
national missi onary work. At his desth, his wak wes teken over by his
son Christoph Friedrich ("the younger Blumhardt"),.

(3) T.C.p.68;cf Ppe 735232 The impression made on Barth by Blumhardt
through Z#indel's biography is witnessed by a letterto Thurneysen.

(ReveTheol. p. 30)
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of the sermon in church, snd the intention there to speak God's Word, to
repest God's message. The pramasry reference of the "Word of God" at this
stage of s career, was fo a message; 1t was not concerned primarily with
Chrlstology.(1) It was clearly Barth's conviction thst 1t must be possible

to speak of God, and directly so, rather then by means of circumlocutions,

or Dby resort to speculstive philosophy or to 'religious experience!.

The sermon in church 1s addressed to those who come to church -
ewn il the congregation consists of only one old lady = but what relstions
does the sermon have to the needs and questions of those who come? Can

Barth be accused of snswering questions that no-one has asked?

The major dafficulty in answering this problem 1s to determine
he mesning of Wesking® s question, a difficulty highlighted by Tillach's
insistence on speaking of s question being implied by verious espects of
men's existence. 4 question, it appeers, does nmot haw to be verbalised
to be asked. But we are then faced with the problem of knowing how to
determine whet questions are being asked, Then agsin, evwen if o question
comes to us 1n verbsl form,we cannot be sure that the verbal form has an

fact put to us the sctual question intended,

Barth's reply is that the sermon must desl with the listeners'
deepest question and deepest need. The question i1s the question put
to the assertion "God is present" - is it true? It 1s anseparably bound
up witn the question of the meaning of life, its origin end goal, and it
is ssked becsuse of the remoteness of Gode (2) Barth is then, speaking

to the kind of person who comes to church and asks in doing so, about God.

(1) Indeed, at this stage Christology wes hardly considered, but he does
show some awareness of the question in snother letter to Thurneysen

(Rev. Theol. De 05.)

(2) W.CuW Moy PP-107EL, 117y oL 186 £F



In spesking to him, he makes the d emand that the listener should be
repared to listen to the Bible, for the minister is the mnister of the
Bible. Ewen those vho do not come to church ask the same question, and

so the minister must spesk to them too, but agsin, as the mnister of

¢

the Bible,

Y. .. 2s the minister of the Bible he must be the first to be

prepared to submit to God's guestion by asking the question

about God, withoyt which God's answer cennot be grven., If

he answers the people's auestion but answers it as a men who has
himself been gquestioned by God, then he spesaks - the word of God." (1)

In essence the sermon 1s an exposition of what the minister hss himself
heard when he has lastened to the Bible in the belief that God has something
to say through 1t. The mnister must follow Calvin's metnod: having
"first esteblished what stands in the text" he must "set himself to

rethink the whole materisl and to wrestle with 1t" until the walls
separating the present from the first century sre transparent and Psul,

(2)

or any other Bablical suthor, csn speak to the present age.

In the Church Dogmatics, Bsarth mainteins ithe notion that proclam-
ation consists primerily 1n presching, snd preaching consists primaerily
1in Biblical exposition, It 1s not s matter of preaching on religious
topics - as Wilhelm Pauck described gresching in America

'Etlsumm%mminr@mMmr.u'mM:wedﬂTwamebﬂm%nmwam
oresching in America snd Protestent Burope 1is fundsmental, The
ericen serson 1s seldom Baiblical oi' expositorye. Its reference
to the Scripture 1s in the majority of cases causal or superficisl.
Tt deals generslly with "religious™ topics. The European
Protestant, howewer, follows the old tradition of preaching the
'ford! whether he 1s offilisted wita laberal or orthodox theology." (2)

Barth commentss

" f what concerns America is oretty generslly correct, ewn the
actusl confrontation of the Clurch with the Bible here presupposed
is there no longer or scercely any longer an event. In that

(1) Ipid, p.i22 £
(2) Foreword to 2R, p.7
(3) Pauck: Ksrl Borth: Prophet of » New Giristianity (1931), .99




case naturally tne problem based on this confrontstion likewise
does not arise, In thet case I may expect among the successors
of the Pirlgrim Fathers neither interest nor understsnding for
what follows and at the seme time for the whole of this dogmetics,
But perhaps even there is at least s dim recollection that the
preaching of the Church might stand in some sort of distinct
connection with the Bible, And even there 1t will surely

heppen some dav that 'religious topics' get for some so stupid
and stale thet from that dim recollection s clesr one wmsv arise
once agein.® (1)

Proclametion 1s, then, orimerily s matter of presching, snd

preaching s metter of expounding the Biblical text in order to confront

the listener with 2 God who spesks and has spoken decisively. It
confronts men again with the revelation of God vhich renders all asrgumsnt
about the existence of God superfluous. It is, 1n short, intended not
to snswer the question "What do we mesn when we say 'God'?" but the question
"What hss God to say?" Berth refuses to accept the proposition that it
18 not possible to speak of God without first explsining what 1s meant by
"God", end in this way seems to sweep aside 1n a somewhat cavalier fashion
the possibility of genuine ignorance or genuine scepticism, Similearly,
he refuses th sccept that 1t might be necessary to substitute for the
name "God" some circumlocution such as, for exemple, Tallich's "the

)

Uncondltional".(2

It is lsrgely ain his early works thst Barth discusses the tesk
of proclsmstion, ard in them 1t 1s conceived exclusively in terms of

preaching. He carries over this view into the Churdh Dogmetics, without

any extensive re-examination of the question. Howevey in the Dogmatics
his concern 1s not so much with the actusl style of proclametion as with

its primsrily verbal forn.

(1) CD,I:1 1 291f; of Is32 & 743fF

(2) See for exsmple the debate between Berth and Tillich in 1923,
(Tillich, Gessmmelte Werke, VII, ppe216-43.  E.Te in The Beginmings
of Dislectic Theology (hereafter Beginnings), ed. James M, Robinson,

Vol. I, pp.133=58
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Barth's argument amounts to s defence of verbal proclamation
against those who, in his view devalue 1t, or seek to place 1t in a sub-
ordinate role to that of the liturgy or the sacraments, or to replace it
with some other form of non-verbal commnication, Thus he insists that
preaching is not intended to be "moral exhortation® or religious instructionaﬂ
but human lsnguage Min and through which God Himself spesks (2) He treats
the sacraments, a2t first, es a form of proclemation, but rather in a
supportive role to ovreaching, underlining the preaching in the form of
visible sacred signs appointed by God to coavey better to man the promise
of the Gosjl‘xe::l..(3> However, in 'hlS later work he becomes very cautious about
the use of the word "sacrament"(w snd although there is no evidence that
he cessed to regard baptism and the Lord's Supper as providing some kind
of visible illustrstion of the divine promises, he nevertheless appesrs

to ignore entirely their function in Church proclsmetion.

That proclemstion is essentislly verbsl in form as witnessed by
the New Testsment usage of the words XnpLgHet and &TTOC‘TDMS
with their cognates. The preacher is sent as a herald to snnounce the
king's (CGod's) message. Thus proclamation is based on mission, and
consists essentially in speaking, because

"The decisive prerequisite for the office (of wnpvs ) was the (5)
ability and readiness to give the message exactly as commissioned,"

In his early works Barth views the idea of the Word of God
primarily in terms of 2 message medisted through the Bible, but in later
years he comes increasingly to find the controlling mesning of the concept
in the incarnstion and, indeed, tends more and more to the opinion that the
term sacrament, at lesst in sny primsry sense, should be reserved for the

incarnstion, (6) Nevertheless, 1t remsins true thet the most importent

(1) CD,Is1 & 7A£F

(2) Ibid p.57; cf.also CD,I:2 3 778 (5) CD,IV:2:201f; of also
(3) CD,Ti1:62; cf. CD,I:2;228 £f CD,IT:2:2511F

(4) CD,IV:Bsxi; I¥Wil (6) CD,IVi2:54fF, 107



single element in the concept of the Word of God 1sits verbal nature,

that 1t 1s langusge addressed by God to man. Proclametion, therefore,
tekes as 1ts praimary characteristic, a verbal form, which Barth conceives
largely in terms of the sermon. In short, proclemation hes an unashsmedly
ecclesiastical air sbout it, in a very traditionsl sense, which merks off

the Church es the group of believers from the rest of culture,

3. Tillich

When we consider thet the formative period for Tillich's thinking
coincided with Barth's, 1t mey at first seem strenge that they produced
such different result s, But against this, it must be said that whereas
Tillich lived and worked in Gerumsny, embroiled both in the disastrous war
of 1914-4918 and the no less disastrous period that followed, Bsrth spent
the vhole of the wartime an s village parish in neutral Switzerlesnd.
Tillich had 1little experaence of parish life end consequently shows 1little
direct interest in the problems of the Sunday sermon, Indeed, he shows
very little concern with the question of premciing st all. Rather,he is
concerned with a dislogue with a humanistic culture moving sway from the
churches and out of sympathy with them., He doess not spesk of the "iord

of God", nor does he address himself to the 1dea of God as spesking to man.

The relstionship of the Christisn Churdr to humsnistic culture
remsins a central aissue throughout his work.(1) and most of the other
questions relating to the proclemation of the Church are closely connected

with this theme, It 1s diffacult, however, to untangle the strsnds

(1) See for example, "Lessing und die Idee einer Erziehung des
Menschengeschlechts", (1929) in Gesammelte Werke (hereafter GW),

XIT, ppe97-111
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which constitute the fabric of his soproach, In the following exposition,

therefore, we shall divide the discussion of the msjor determining factors

in his view of proclsmetion into three sections: (a) the pre-war years,

(b) 1914-1918, (c) the post-war years.

() The ore-war vears

Tillich himself, in his verlous autobiographical reflections,
offers extensive infornation on nis early yesrs snd the tensions which
he felt during them. Bven durang his schooldays, he says, he felt himself
to be on the boundsry between the ripgid asuthoritsrisnism of his father's
Prussisn nature and the more Romantic nature of his mother, tempered with
a Calvanistac morallsms1gn the other between the traditional prety of the
Iutheran church, smi the humsnistic culture of the Gymnasium whaich he
attended first in KBnigsberg (now Ksliningrad) ond later in Berlin,(2\
Further, he felt himself on the boundary between the socisl classes, lLor
his father, as a clergymsn, was slso & stete officisl, snd hence s merber
of the upper clsss, while Tillich felt grester affinity with the bourgeois
pupils of has oublac school,(j) who were critical of the upper class.
But he did not feel himself to be thoroughly bourgeois erther snd came

to have a "deep seated sversion" sgainst s distinctly bourgeois 11fe.(4>

The most important, nowever, of these various tensions was thot
vhich was represented by his educetion end his religious background, or
more sccurately, between the religious and the humanistic elements in his
education, since botir clements were present not only in his formal

educction but in his home.

(1) On_the Boundery (herecalter Boundarx) ppe13-15, "Autobrogrephical
Reflections’, The Theology of Faul Tillich (hereafter T,E.T.) ed
CoW.Kegley snd R, JeBretall, p.8

(2) Boundery, pp. 19fF; TeP.Te, Pe9

(3) i.e. in the American sense, meaning state schoole

(&) Boundsry, p.22
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"hile we were introduced into clessicel antiquity in formel class
meetings abovt ten hours a wesk for about eignt yesrs, we
encovntered the Christisa tradiition at nome,in the church, in
directly religiocus instructions (sic) in school end outside the
school, ard in indirect religious inforustion in history,
literature snd philosophy." (1)

"Tn the tradition of classical orthodoxy, my father loved and
used philosophy, convinced that there can be o conflict between
a true philosophy end revealed truth." (2)

Fven 11 his fsther was unawere ol sny tension, Tillich himself wase
"he result of this tension was either a decision sgainst the
one or the other smide, or a general skepticism or o splyt-

consciousness which drove one to attemot to overcome the
conflict constructively.™ (3)

He determined to attempt the last psth, seeking a synthesis of the two
elements 1n order to achieve a sense ol e unifiaed culture, The desire

to schieve s synthesis became s conswmng pession which lies at the

“oundation of 2ll has work,

His keen awareness of cless diflerences, even while he was at
school, induced s sense of social guilt that wes to play an important
role later in nis life, arousing his interest 1n socisliem, A mewber
of the upper classes by vartue of his father's status, by inclination more
sympathetic to the lower classes, he was, nevertheless, criticel of all
closses and wented to bring them closer together, In the period after
the Grest Wor he found himself partiaularly concerned by the rift between

the churches and the working classes.

During nis last years st school, snd has time at university, he
found himself deeply interested in phalosophy end particularly drawn to
Schelling, nat only on account of his philosophy of nature, but because

. L
he had tried to produce 8 synthes$is of philosophy and theologye. (4)

(1) T.P.T., P09f
(2) 7Ibid, p.8
(3) Ibid, p.10

(1) Boundary, pe17, L7ET. Wie sholl return later to the 1mportance
of Schelling for Tillich




Indeed, so great was the sttraction that both of the dissertations which
he wrote = for his doctorate and for his licentiste in theology - were on
Scheliling. His work mede him deeply conscious of the rif't between
philosophy end theology. His conseguent desire to achleve a s;mthesis,
he maintains, led him to a2 new sttitude towards the interpretation of
church history and towsrds the problem of historical criticism. He

aimed to give greater substence to theclogy than liberalism had allowed
1t, and to reveal the common ground with philosophy which would facilitate

the synthesis.

(b) The years 1914~1918

Tillich wes ordained in 1912, but, after two years of parish wark
in the Iuthersn Church in the province of Brandenburg, became a military
choplain on the Western front, IHe tells us nothing in his sutobiographical
reflections sbout his psrish worik and little of his exp erience during the
war, except for one important incident which was to play a sigmficant part
in his view of revelation., He records that, while on leave in Berlin,
towards the end of the war, he saw a painting by Boticelli whach, for ham,
améunted almost to s revelation. It wes an experience that wes part of a
study of art on which he had engaged as a conscious reaction to the war,
From this s tudy he developed the fundamental categories of his view of
religion and culture, neamely, form and substance. As substance bresks
throuch artistic form, so the Unconditional bresks tnrough the conditioned

(1)

form of finite beinge.

The war not only provoked him to the study of srt, but also served
to heighten his politicel awareness. Althougn he had felt a seanse of
gocial guilt even at school, it had not issued in polatical activity.

But the sense of guilt was now sharpened by the wer to a deeper apprecilstion

o' the political situation and a desire for action. So he observed:

(1) Ivid, p.27
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"It vies during tne collapse of imperial Germany and the revolution
of the last yesrs of World Wer I that T began to understsnd such
issues as the political background of +tne war, the inter-relation
of cepitelism and i1mperislism, the crisis of bourgeois society,
end the schisms between classes " (1)

As a resull he lent his suptort to the religious soclalist movement
immediately after the war, but he was not 1nvolved in snv dairect

political sctivaty,

fie regarded rel.gious socialism as a tool %o bring together the
churches and the working classes in a2 common purpose snd so to bridge the
imense gap belween ther, The rif't was vartlyv due, in Tillach's view,
to the nurely transcendent view of the Kingdom of God wherited from Luther
and curvent in the Iunthersn church, which led to a tendency to support the
social and politicsl status guo.(2> He was not entireiy unreslistac,
however, about the »nrospects for co-operstion between the ch.rches and the
labour movement, because he recognised that if the labour movement did accept
the support of the churcheg, it would inevitebly mesn some sascrifice of
1ts Utopian 1deals. Hevertheless he still believed thst the common ground
was sulfzcient to Justily the belief thet religious socralism could
demonstrate that behind the Christisn humsnism of the labour movement and
the entirely daifferent sacramentsl forms of the Churci the same substance

(3)

could be found.

With this 2n mind Tillich developed the concept of "kairos" to
denote the demand to fulfil s particular task, nasmely, the creation of s
new socisl order, whadi, though part of the work of the Church, wss not to

()

be viewed as s realisation of the fulness of the Kingdom of God,

(1) Ibid, Pe32f

(2) Ibid, p.76f; The Protestant Era (hereafter 13_1_:?_), pex1iiy
Ultimate Concern, p.129

(3) Boundaiy, pe63

(4) Toad, p.78fF
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(c) The post-war years

The period up to and including the Fivrst World War 1s1d the
foundetions for most of Tillich's interests, but 1t was 1n the period
aft=r the war that ne attempted in his writing to produce answers to the
problems with which he found nimsell engaged, There were, in particular,
three aress of concern

(1) the rift betwesn the churches and the proletsriat
(i1) the rift between the churches end the intelligentsis

(ill) the gencrsl disintegration of the intellectual world,

It 1s our hope that by mesns of » brief exsmination of each of these we
shall be able to discover some of the 1mortant elements in Tallich's

concept of proclsmstion,

(1) the churches and the proletsrist
We havs olr cady discussed at some length Tillich's sense of social guilt
and nis =srly ainvolvement in the religious socielist movement snd 1ts
ettempts fo establish relstions vath, and to exercise influence on, the
Lebour iiov ement, The tasr was not assisted by the long and deeply felt
suspicion of the Laebour movement towasrds the churches. It was feared that
religious socislism would bring "the masses" under the Church's inf'luence
end thus slienate them irom the struggle to achieve a socislist government.
If the religious socialists were to hsve any influence with the masses,
they had to align themselves with the i1deals of bthe masses or seek to
persuade then of a better way. Tillich's development of the notion of
"koiros"was an attanpt to creaste a theologicel reconciliation between
the goal of the Church and the goel of the Lebour movement, by means of
an elsboration of the specific task of the Church at s certsin moment
within the oversll tesk of the Church of directing itself tcowerds the

fulfilment of the Kingdom of God.

However, it wgs not sufficient to declave an adentity of purvose,

gince the historical position of the Lutheran church was set sgsinst the
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socialist convictions of tims group. The Church, as we nave alk eady
noted, was directed towsrds the msintenance of the status quo of the
social structure end, in particiler, tended to uphold the position of

the upper classes in government, thus precluding the Possibility of a

socialist governmentg1)

Any attempt to draw the Lebour movement and the Churches together
had to take account ol the antsgonism felt towsrds the churches in its
spologetic, and Tillich believed thet such sn spologetic ceuld be mounted
on the basis of the presence, albeit obsdured, of s Christisn substance.
in the humanism of the socislists,

"My contact with the lebor lovement, witn the so-called de-
christianised mssses, showed me clesrly that tere too, withan

a humsnistic fremework, the Christisn substance wss hidden,

even though this humsnism looked like 2 materislistic philosophy
thet hed long since been discredited by art snd science." (2)
"The Church's stiempt to freme sn spologetic message wathout
considering the class struggle was doomed to fallure st the
outset. Defending Christieniiy in this situation required
sctive participstion in the class struggle. Only religious

socislism could cerry the spologetic message to the
proletsrian masses." (3)

Only through sctive involvement, ard an apologetic based on the
Christisn substance of socislism could s kind of maieutic be developed to
prepare for the wessage of the Church. But Tillich was convinced that

such s msieutic was possible,

However, the resudts of the efforts of the religiovs soclalists
were slender and very fer {rom what they had hoped, due not least to the
gravity of the situation, which they had miscalcvlated. The war had

brought sbout the collspse of "bourgeois civilisation®, apparently creating

(1) cf. The Relagious Situstion, p.ilh "The Reformed Protestsntism of Englsnd,
Americs, Holland snd ‘estern Germany entered inte alliance with the
econonmic ethics of capitalism at an early date. Iutherenism stood and
still stends aloof from it but by s roundsbout way through state
ecclesissticism and the sanctificetion of the nstional will-to~power
it became possibly even more dependent on capitalism than Calvinism
had become,"

(2) Boundary, p.62; of also p.63

(3) Ibid, p.62
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thereby the conditions necessary for an spologetic approach by the

Churches to the proletarist, but

".:. 1t was too late for such an attempt to be successful at thst
time, It proved i1mpossible to bresk down the seculsr ideology
and the mechanistic ... materislism of the labor parties The

01d Guerd prevsiled sgeinst us anl sgeinst the youth of their
own movement.™ (1)

Nevertheless, Tallich remained convinced both of the need for social sction,
wiich was closely connected rith the influence on him of the prophetic
criticism of social injustice in the 0ld Testament, and of the vsalidity
of the baszs of his apologetic,
"We understood socislism as a problem not of wages, but of s new
theonomy, in which the question of wages, of social security,
is treated in unity with the question of truth, of spiritusal
security." (2)
The basicelly Christien humenism of the contemporsry society was swamped
by "neo-vagan® tendencies (by which we assume, Tillich means the ‘'mechenistic
materislism! previously referzed to) (3) as it disintegrated, snd in the
attempt to combat these tendencies the diurch sppesred even more anti-
humenist ihen ever before. Consequently
"The proletarist senk bsck into religious passivity." (L)
(1i) The Churches snd the intelligentsis
Although, according to Tillich's account, the churches came to be admired
' ; ; inst the rising tide of "nation-
by the intelligentsia for their stend against the rising 0
alistic pagenism", tne i1ntelligentsia were not drswn into the churches.
They served ss a useful tool against Nazism, and were admred for their

opposition (inasmuch as they di1d oppose Nezism), but their message Was no

more acceptable than 1t had been previously. This, then, wss another

(1)"Religion and Recular Culture", Journsl of Religion (hereafter gg),
vol, 26 (1946), DPe79; cf. Ultimate Concern, p.131

(2) Eras, p.xiv

(3) Trom which developed the National Soc1alism of Hitler

(L) Boundery, p.6h
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area in which Tillicn felt 1t necesssry to bridge the rift by mesns of a
new apologetic approach, in order to strive towsrds the re-integration

of society.

"The dogme defended by the Church did not and could not appesl to
(the intelligentsia). In order to reach this group, the Church
mist proclsim the Gospel 1n e language that i1s corprehensible to a
non- ecclesiasticsl humsnism, It would have to convince both
the intellectuals and the masses that the gospel 1s of absolute
relevance for them, But this convaction cennot he imparted by
the pointedly anti-humenist psradoxes that are used in confessional
theology. The reality which ~ives rise to such paradoxes must
first be 1lluminated.® (1)

There was a plat with tne intelligentsia representing not only
tne empirical scierces, but also with those representing the humenities
and, in particulsr, philosophy. n the one hand, to tose involved in
the empirical sciences the message of the churdr was not 2 product of
scientific research and enelysis, Theology was viewed, 1ndeed, as
thoroughly unscientafic and therefore suspect. On the other hand,
the war had had a destructive effect on the adealist synthesis which had
brought philosophy and theology logether, Tillich wished to present an
spologetic to both groups by attenptang to snow how each discipline wes
relsted to others, but without permitiing eny one discapline to exercise
dominstion over toe othevs either in respect of method or in respsct of
its content. This i1ntention orovided the motivetzon for the writing of

2
Dos System der Wissenschaften nsch Gegenstinden und Methoden ( 2 which

was to be a kind of prepsratorv spologetic to secure a hesring “or the
message of the church, Sade by side with 2t was 2 further appeal to the
Christian substance of the hurenistic culture which the intelligentsia
supvorted, which led Tilluicn to d-velop fis aotion of ths latent church.
"Mhe kind of distinction I sug ested in that essay seems to Dbe
a

e
necessary in order to taske into account the Chraistian humanism
which exists outside the churches, it 13 not mermissible to

(1) Bound a1y, PeOh
(2) We shall refer an the text to the System of Sciences end in the
footnotes to G.W.I. (S.d )

—————— s
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designate as "unchurchned" those who have become aliensted from
orgsnised denominstions and traditionsl creeds. In living
among these groups for half a gensration I learned how much of
the latent church there is within them." (1)

(i11) The general dizintegration of the intellectusl world,

We heve already mentioned the isolation of theology by the empirical
sciences on the one hand end by the humsanities on tue other, but that
was not the sole festure of the situstion in the intellectusl world

of importsence tu Tillach, Theve was a more general disintesration in
tne whole field of study, due on the one hard to the "methodologicsl
1mperialism” of the mataewmstical physics, which recuired thst every
discipline desiring to be regarded as a science should be tested by the
criterion of tne empiricel method, ard on the other hand to tne genersl
loss of s sense of mesning consequent uion the destruction by the war
of the national idealist philosophy. In these circumstsnces, Tillich

sew 1t as part of the tesk of his System of Sciences thet 1t should seek

to relate the various disciplines, both scientific and non-scientiflic
(in 2 modern English sense) 1o each other ss parts of a coherent whole, and
thereby to stte: pt to reconstruct s sense of meaning, or at least To

make 11t possible,

Tillich hamself savs that in his System of Sciences his ultimate

corcern was with the questionss "How can theology be s science in the

sense of Wissenschaft?", "How are its seversl disciplines related to

the other sciences?", and "What is distanctive sbout 1ts sctnod?" He

attempted to answer them

" .. by classifying a1l of the methodologicel disciplines as sciences
of thinking, being, snd culture; by meintsining thet the foundation
of the whole system of sciences is tne philosophy of meaming; by
defining metsphysics ss the attempt to express the Unconditioned in
terms of rstionsl symbols, and by defining theology as theonomous
metsphysics."  (2)

(1) Boundary, p.66f
(2) Boundary, p.55



In order to mok & wnlace for theology, Tillich classified 1t ss
a cultural scilence, where 1t could play 2 key role in the drawmng together
of the whole system through the sesrch for meaning.  In this way he soucht
to counter the loss of credibility which theology had suffered through its

o o - . N
customery classificetion with the empiricsl sciences (Seinswissenschaften).

The philosophy of mesning was crucial for Tillich in dravaing
together the whole svst 1 for i E 3
2 @hole system, or not only did 1t provide s basis for the
reintegration of tne intellectual world, but 1t also provided the ocossibility
of 2 new emphasis on substsnce instesd of mere form, in contrasst to the
increasingly powerful materialism of the sciences. In T3llich's own

terminology, he was seeking to reinstste the Unconditioned within the

comﬁtioned.(2>

In his later wovks, the concept of meaning is replaced by the
conceot of being or Beirng-Itself, probably on sccount of the impact of
Heidegger's tlanking, which he heard expounded at Marburg in 1925, and
reinforced by has sntipathy for the obsession, as he saw 1t, of logical
positivism, with meanlné. The concept of Being-Itself brings to the fore,
in o way which the concept of mesning does not, the oentologicsl structure
which embraces the whole of huma: activity, including the ield of knowledge,
snd expresses the coherence and the depth of all that is, "Meaning" may
appesr to be something externsl, sdded as en slien ingrediecnt, to that
which 1s, to produce order from what 1s normally chsotic, Being-Itself
expresses the coherence which is inherent within the ontological structure
and which arises from 1ts unity, Ontology, therefore, seems to offer a
mar e promising, foundstion for a un1f1a¥iiw %gmwledge, then the concept

of meaning.

(1) There has, however, been little recognition of this fact bxcep@ by
J.L.Adams Psul Tillich's Fhilosophy of Culture Science snd Religion,

(heresfter PoC.SeRe)s DPeDOLE

(2) For sn exposition of the range of meaning of the concept of the
Unconditioned Tbid, pp.L1ff
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In our survey of the esrly pcriod of Tillich's work we hsve high-
lighted his chief concerns, namely, the Lsbour movement, the intlelligentsia,
and the intellectusl viorld as s whole, He saw the task of the Church as
the drswing together of a society rapidly disintegrsting in the chaotic
situation of the immediste post-war years, The situst:on had existed
previously, but the war had had the efflect not only of bringing 1t to o
point of crisis, but also of impressing on Tillich himself the need for
action. Thus the proclamation of the church he saw in terms of a2 proclemation
of the fundsmentel unity of society and culture, in order thst i1ts reality
should be reslised in the contemporary situation. The paradigm of an
integrated society he saw 1n what he described as the “theonomous™ situstion
of the Middle Ages. Towards a new "theonomy® he nov waishzd to direct the

(1)

efforts of the church.

However , he was aware of the rifts thet exasted between the
churches on the one hand, end thie proletarist and intelligentsia on the
other, asnd sought, therefore, to construct an spologetic adequate for each
situation, so that progress might be mede towards co-operation, The focal
point of the apologetic in both aress was the Christisn substance of
humanistic society, both in practice end in the idesls that were being
debated. This Christisn substence is identified with the substance
which he wished to emphasise as the vatsl and unifyilsg element in the system
of sciences. His spologetic was directed st drawing attention not to the
differences between the churches end other groups hostile or indifferent to
them, but to the common ground betieen them. In this way he hoped that
1t would be possible for the church to be teken seriously, and 1ts

message to be listened to.

An spproach such as this, however, carries with it 1ts own problems.

Common ground, no doubt, existed between those parts of the churches which

(1) cof "Relagion end Secular Culture,™ JR, vol. 26 (1946), p.8Of,



concurred with the views of the religious sccialists and sorme, 1f not all,
of the members of the Labour movement, The common ground consisted in
the desire to rectify social injustice and to estsblish a socialist govern-
nent, There was no guarantee, however, thet both sides would understand

the 1dea of a socislist government in the same way.

It 1s more important, however, to note that, while there may have
been a measure of agreement on the practical aims of both groups, snd
while that right have led to a more sympathetic understsnding of the other
by each, the differences between thew were still considerable, not only in
terms of their ultimste aims, but also in terms of the ideology which
informed them, Indeed it was their respectiwe 1deologies that gave them
their different directions. The presenceéf some common ground is no reason
for the adopticn of the ideology of another group. Moreover, when Tillach
sought to drsw attention to the "Christian substance" of humenistic society
he was doing no more thsn pointing to its cultural roots, not offering an
argument for the relevance of the Church amd of ecclesiastical structures,
or even of the message of the Church. Humenistic socilety, as a product of
the progress of thoupght from Christisn roots, might consider 1tself as

hsving outgrovm sny need for the Church.(1)

Part of the difficulty surrounding the problem of establishing a
rapprochement with groups estranged from the Church wes, in Tallich's view,
the difficulty of speaking sbout Gode His acute awareness of this is

illustrated by his discussion with Berth in 1923 an the pages of Theologische
Blétter (2) (continued on p.40)

(1) We mey find a more modern forwm of the same argument exp resseéd: by
P.L.Berger, A Rumour of Angels (London, Penguin Pooks, 1970) yp+ 358
"hy should one buy psychotherspy or racial liberalism in & 'Christisn’
package, when the same commodities are available vnder purely seculsr smd
for that very reason even more modernistic labels? The preference fo? the
former will probsbly be limited to people with s sentimental nostalgle
for traditionsd symbolseese.”

(2) GuW., VII,pp.216-43 (E.T. in Beginning, vol. I, pp.133-58)




in which Bsrth tock him to task for spesking of "this frosty monster",

AY
"the Unconditioned", instesd of speaking directly of "the dear God".(1)

Is not the latter way, Barth asked,

"safer in the end ageinst dialectic, in the face of which I do not
regard ‘the unconditioned' as weatherproof either?" (1)

In has wvaew, as meny problems were posed by the use of Tillich's circun
locution as by the use of the term God, To this, Tillich replieds=-

"It 1s impossible at present to speak as though the words i1n which
Scripture and church refer to the unconditioned could directly
achaieve that which 1s their essential meanang. This s the fault
of the Grand Inquisitor, of the law, of heteronomy,and of object-
1ification, And sll of us, theologians and non-theologiens alike,
share this same fate, For example, 1t 1s impossible for the one
who 1s aware of this situation to spesk of God as a1f thas Word could
directly convey to him its essentisl richnsss., Therefore we mist
speak of the unconditioned, Not thet this 1s a substatute expression;
it 1s rsther a key to-open for oneself and for others the closed door
to the holy of holies of the name "God".  Then the key should be
thrown away. Frecisely here 1t seems to me that tns idea of any
direct asccess to God and the assumption that one cen obviously

soeak of Cod sve Porbidden.” (2}

The lsst sentence sugoests to us that to a certain extent Barth
srd T1ll:ch sre talking st cross purposes, since Barth's primery emphasis
is on s Cod who has come to men snd confronted him, a God who had
confronted Barth pre-emnently 1n the Scripturess But it 1s important to
note that Tillach speaks of the term "unconditioned™ as a "key", rather than
os s substitute for "Cod™.  As such it is intended to fulfil an inter-
pretative role, to unlock the richess of the concept of God, e may
suggest, tentatively, that at this point Tillich is inclined more towards
the use of "God" as a simthetic, and Barth towerds 1ts use as an anslytic
concept. éy this we mean thet Tillich uses 1t as & concept which dravs
together & aumber ol elements 1a religious experience, whereas Barth, on

the other nand, regerds 1l as enalytic of the Christien reveletion .

(1) It 1s apaty thot in the E.T.(Beginnings, vol.I,ps147) the Germsn phrase
"Solke micht der alte schlichte liebe Gott e M. G W, ,VII,p.231) 1s
translated "Is not the old simple word tcod! ..." ignoring the word
"1 ebe" and so losing much of the force of Barth's question.

(2) Gu¥.,VTT,P.21 (E.T. Beginaings vol.T,p.1 56)
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Hor ever, 1t may be argued that a synthetic concept does not reguire a key
30 mch 25 2 patient ey lanstion of 4he element of' whach 1% 1s comooged,
And, indeed, we find that Tillach appears unable to dispose of the keys

1
he uses, %ecause he treats them not ss keys, thet is to say, as apologetic
devices, but as being linguwstically sppropriate in themselves, as descript-
1ve of constituent parts of the synthatic concept, Tnev are, trczelore,

not to be throm awoy, hut defended with all the wiespons of a traditionsal

metavhysic,

The use of these “keys" leid Tillach open to the charge of
substituting the ®"God of the philosopiers" or s philosophical concept
for the God of the Bible and of the Christisn Church.(2) He was aware,
however, of the criticism and 1ts implicstions end consequently devoted
considersble effort to exemining the relationship between philodoplyy snd
theology., To this subject we shall return in o later chapter, but we
should note here that in 1925, when Tillich wss at lisrburg, he hesrd
Heideg:zer lecture and concluded thet Heideg er's philosophy offered a tool
of great spologetic velve for the Church's aporoach to the intelligentsia.
He graduslly sdopted the mode of speech of Heidegser's exastentialism,
seeking to correlste an analysis of the humen situation with the

(3)

Chrisgtisn 1message.

(1) Unt1l his mowe to America, Tillich seems to have regarded "the Uncond-
itional" as s satisfactory key, but by 1940 he was using the phrase "ult-
imate concern", No doubt he found that "the Unconditional™ evoked lattle
response from American sudiences, Together with "ultivate concern" his
favourite "key" seams to be "Ground of Being". He would have oreferrgd
"Being-Itself™, esse ipsum, to the latter term but found 1t to be unaccept-
sble (Ultimete Concern, p.46). It is worth noting thst "ultimate concern"
is slways interpreved by Tillich in ontological terms. cf "The Problem of
Theologicel Method", J.R., vol.27 (1947) ,p.18; Systemetic Theology, I,
pp.15fL.

2) of Biblical Religion and the Sesrch for Ultimate Reality (heresfter
£
BeReS.UeRs), pe85¢ "Against Pascal I say ¢ The God of Abrasham, Isaac,
Jacob and the God of the philosophers is the same God,"

(3) "Tt took years before I becsme fullv awasre of the impact of tihus
encounter on my own thinking. I resisted, I tried to learn, T accepted
the new way of thinking more than the answers it gave." IPT,p.14; cof slso
T,0'Meara, "Tillich and Heidegzers: a Structural Relstionship", Harvard
Theologicsl Review, vol,61 (1968),ppe249=61; C.Bhein, Paul Tillich
Philosoph und Theologe (Stuttgart, Evsngelischer Verlag, 1957)s D98}
Boundary, p.56f; The Coursge to Be, pp.l1L5Tf.
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It is fundamentsl to Tillach's view of proclamation that the society
in whaich the Church has to fulfal 1ts task, is seen as zliensted from its
own roots, or in Tillich's owm wards, that 1t has substituted sutonomy for
theonony, It 1s tnerefore the tasl: of the Church in 1ts proclametion
to make society aware of 1ts own roots snd having repaired the alienstion, to
revitalise society. It was for this purpose that he made several attempts
to elaborstie s theology of culture, that 1s, an attempt to reveal the theol-
ogical, or rather, "religious" roots of axlture, Proclemstion, if we may
use such a term, 1s related more to apologetics, or dislogue, than to
preaching, as the repetition of the Word of God previously heard. It 1s
an attempt to attract the sttention of the listener in order that he ghould
hesr the message of the Church. But when we try to define what the message
of the Church 1s, on the basis of Tillich's early works, we are left in some
doubt, for Tillich is much more concerned with what may appesr to be the

preliminsries or the wmethod of epprosch, thon with the content,

It would be wrong, however, to suppose that Tiliich hss no clear
1dea of the wessage which 1s to be proclaimed. He dad not suffer the same
doubts as Barth as to whether the Church had understood the message aright.
His firm conviction that he knew the message mode 8 re—examination super-
fluous. The oressing question for him was the method of presenting 1t in

a repidly disintegrating society.

Bqually, 1t would be wrong to think that Tillich speaks only of
the "Unconditional" or of "Wltimete Concern" or the "Ground of Being";

a most cursory clance through Systematic Theology shows that he frequently

epesks directly of God, 1n & very tred>tionsl wanner. Nevertheless, it
1 et
15 genevally true to say ihet he tends te use the lerm "God" as a synthetic

rataer than es sn saalytic concepts



L. Comparisons and Conclusions

In our 1nitial ooservations we rensrked thet Bsrth snd Tillich
shared a common comcern for the message of *he Church; Tillich - at
least 1n 1940 - saw niz spproach es based on the same keryoma as Barth

(1)

wished to proclain, We have roted thal they shered a dissatisfaction
with the stuation in Burope immediately relsted to the chaotic effechts of
e first forld Wsr Finelly, we recalled that they both wash to be
regarded as Church theclogisns, And y=t our attemots to trace the
development of their views of vroclemstion, cruciol in itself for their views
of theolo

v and theological method, hsve revesled vmde differ:nces of sop—

o)
o

roach and result,

(a) First, we noticed tnet despite their contemporasner ty snd thear

5

O

cormon eXp erience of the diswirping effeccs of the VWar, yet their actusl
sitrations end their sppraisal of the problems presented to the church
differed considerably. It is zmportent to keep 1n mind the fact thet
Barth was, throughout the war, engsged i1n s parochisl ministry in a
neutral country, wiile Tillich, by contrast, was a chaplain on the battle-
front and not, spparently, immediately concerned witi. the rights or wrongs

Na)

of the wsr. At the outbresk of the war, Barth's theological s tandpoint
was so severely shaken that he rejected the theclogicasl liberalism of nis
teachers snd strove to found his thesology and preaching on the "Word of God",
By contrast, no such change of position wag registered by Tillich; he became

politically, more aware, and resolved to teke a more active role in socisl

affeirs, Wt there remeined a fundsmental continuity in his theological

tanking.

(1) Era, p.33f
ther articles also indicate commor zround with Barth, e.ge
"het 1s wrong with the Dialectic Theology", JusRe, Vol. 5,
(1935} pp.127-45. —
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Barth's primery concern, we noted, in keeping with his parochisl
posilion, was witl the weekly sermon and its contents, & concern whrch he
cerried over into his academic career, while Tillich, with little

experience of parochisl ministry, t with great concern both for the

proletsriat and the intelligentsia, estranged from the church, was concerned

] ) ] speaking
brimaraly with the spprosch to those grouvse. Tillich,/in dialogue, of the

situation before and after the Second World Var, has made the following

summary of tne situationg

"Karl Barth spoke in & very varticular situstion to a very particuler
group of veople, He spoke to those who, in themselves, were sttached
to the church and vho stood, as theologisns or laymen, on the boundary
line of & liberolism which might finally have led to so-called
Germenic Christisnitye. And he saved Christianaity from this pitfall.,
This 1s his achievement in church history armd his greatness. I
refer not only to German theology but to the Europesn churches who
had to fight against simnlar attemwts during the Nazi period, and
Barth saved them, But then the people who fought under his
leadership in the struggle agsinst Nazism, and often beceme martyrs
in the fight, vere victorious at the end of the war and became the
lesding persons in German snd other Protestant churches ....

"nd something heppendd. The so-called intellicentsis - the people
who canaot escape the sad destiny of having to think - was left alone.
These people were left in s desert, and they were conscious of this
all the time, 'The result was a continuing secularisation which,
after the heat of the fight with Nszism, occurred again in Germany
and in Burope. So we now have a large group of people whom T

would prefer to call the "thinking and doubting people™ in respect

to the Chrastiasn Tradition. There are thinking veople who do not
doubt and even more of them who have doubted but do so no longer.
They have simply rejected Christiasnity and every otlher relagion." (1)

"I presuppose in my theological thinking the entire history of
Christians thought up until now, end I consider the sttitude of
tnose people vho are in doubt or estrangement or opposition to
everything ecclesiasticel ard religious, including Christianity.

MAnd I have to spesk to them. M7 work is with those who ask
guestions, and for them I am here, For the others, who doubt,

I have the greéat problem of tact. Of course, I cannot avoid
spesking *to them because of & fear of becoming a stumbling block for
primitive believers, VWhen I am preaching s sermon ... I speak to
people who sre unsheken in their beliefs and in their acceptance of
symbols, in a language which will not undermine their belief, &nd
+0 those who sre actuslly in a situstion of doubt end are even being
torn to pieces by 1t, I hope to speak in such 2 way that the r easons
for their doubts and other stumbling blocks are taken away. On thais
basis I also speak to a third group, one which hes gone through these
two stages and is now sble again to hear the full power of the
message freed from old difficulties.” (2)

(1} Ultimste Concern p.189f
(2) Ibid, p.191
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Although Barth snd Tillich were contemporaries, Barth was seekang
to snswer the church member shaken in his faith by the events of the war,
who asked "Is it true?" of whot the preacher - and the Bible - proclaimed,
while Tillach wes seekins to approach tnose who had ceased to ask this
question, In spite of the various different situations in which they
were placed thereafter, we believe that the esrly period, during
and immediately after the First World War, was determue tive for both in
their attitude 1o the task ol proclamstion. Of themselves, these two

attitudes cannot be regerded as mutuallv exclusive,

For Barth there was never any question s to vhether the congregstion
wished to lasten; for Tillach the first problem wes s matter of opersuading
his sudience to listen, which involved both the support of the proletsrian
cause and the use of language to which each would listen. Barth never saw

the disintegration of the intellectual world as a part of his concern,

() We heve repeetedly referied to Barth's conviction tnst proclamstion
1s concerned vwath the Word of God: that 13 to say, waith vhat God has to say
to man, about man's relstionshaip with God. As 1s clear from both the major
ed1tions of Romans<1) and from the addresses of the period published in

The Word of God and the Yord of lan, the fairst component of tie message

ig a "No" set acainst man and the whole of humen culture and socicty, a
Mo" which 18 directed not only 4o secular culture, but also to the Caurch
and to the theologicsl endeavour of the church, in particular to liberal
theology. Before any "Yes™ cen be procleaimed 1t wust be mreceded by a

"Mo".,  The "No" however, 1s never alone, even thougn the predominant mocd

(1) 1.e. The fairst end second editions. Although the English trenslation
is based on the sixth edition, 1t 1s substentiallv tne same as the
secord, "le refer here, to the [irst edition as 1R end the E.T. of
the sixth as ZR.



of Berth's wratings of the period sppeasrs to be negative: it 1s always
accompanied by the "Ves", But the "No" 1s the precondition; no new

building cen be erected until the o0ld one is comvletely demolished,

Milen sre forgiven by God onlv vhen he condemns them, life only srises
from death: the beginning stand, v g ced, and "Wes" proceeds
frou "No". (1)

The "No™ and the "Yes" are closely related to the death and
resurrection of Jesus, the death representing the "No", the resurrection
the "Yes", The resurrection is the zoal, but 1t cannot be resched without
the pr evenient death. So 1f tnere 1s to be a resurrection for msn, he
mist first experience the Judgement end death of everything humsn in his

approach to God, and so permt God's anproach to him.

By contrast, Tallich lays little emphasis on the "No", altnough
he wss no means unsppreciative of the importence of Barth's sharp critique.
However, he sought rather to express the affirmstion whadr slso highlights
that vhica 1s to be negated. He reverses, as 1t were, the sequence of
the"Yel snd the "No! ss is evadenced by his approach to the Labour Movement -
declaring his fundamental support for its goesls in order to influence 1t
by means ol dialozue with 1t. Indeed we maght describe Tillich's view
of proclsmation as dialogue rather than @ eaching. Similarly, he aims to
establish 2 dialozue with the intellagentsia, directed towards re-establish-
ing in intellectual and cultursl sctivity en element, or dimension which
had been ignored. Socislism, society, and culture and tne intellectual

world sre first affirmed and only then criticaised.

His defence of this procedure 1s based on the thesis that every
paradox which inwvolves the dialectic of affairmstion and negation has, as

1ts presupposition, a vositive standpoint. Negation wust be preceded by

(1) 2R, p.112; cf.ibid, p.111; also ¥, G, W.M., P.59 pessim
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affirmetion, since, he argues, negstion is logically impossl ble unless
somethang has oreviously been affirmed, In Barth's opinion, nowever,
Ti1llich hss mssed the point altogether, substituting & logicael process

for the actuslity of the divine process. Consequently he rejects vaigorously
whet he cslls Tillich's "continuel, confident reversal of the concepts

'judgement snd grsce'". (1)

There 18 & clearly vrophetic stresk in Tillich's work, which tskes
e form largely of a crativue of socisl injustice and of ecclesisstical
connivence or even support, but we do not find in him sny emphasis on the
corc ept of the Word of God spoken as a radical negation of all humsn
activity. He is in contimuaty with the tradition of Schleiermacher, wishing
to restore society to s "theonomous" orientation not by means of a radically

new beginning but by a process of reversing the trend ‘towards seculsrisation.

(c) There 1s, therefore, in Tillich's view, no fundamental discontinuity
between the Church snd society. The Church, indeed,1s a2 pert of society,
but while this mesns there i1s no dichotomy between the two, 1t would be
wrong to think that Tillich identifies the Christien message and its goals
with those of s humanistic socialism, However, as we have seen, they

share some common ground, so that 1t may be ss1d that the proclamation

of the Kingdom of God does imply co-operation, in certain areas, with

other groups outside the Church.

It would be 2 caricature of Barth to suggest that he shows no

o

interest in metters of ® cral and political com ern. His bresk with
the religious socialists during his pastorste at Sefenwil betokened not en

sbendoning of social concern, but of the theolozy which ainformed religious

(1) GuW., VII, p.233 (8.T. Beginnings, Vol, I, p.149)



socislism., Nevertheless, 1t 1s true thet his esrly work displays a

profound disillusionment with sll attempts to prop up cultural and politicel

structures wit: theological argument.
"[Let there be) civil referenda and ¢ivil cbedience but no combinstion
of throne and altar, no Christisn patriotism and no atmosphere of
a democratic crusade. [Let there be) strikes and general strikes
and even street fightaing, if there mst be, but no religious
Justificstion for 1t, nor glorifacation of zt. —tlet there be)

militery service as soldiers or of ficers, if there wust, but in no
circumstences as srmy cheplainsi™ (1)

Violent as his reaction appears, 1t must be balanced ageinst s view of

the Church as playing en wmportant critical role in society:

"The weakness of modern Christisnity is revesled by its failure with
respect to the socisl question, by its confused helplessness in the
face of the wer," (2)

If Barth 1s repressnted as adoptinzg e wholly negative attitude
towsrds culture, 1t is osrhaps beceuse of the kind of opinion expressed in
the Mrst of our two quotations, Tt 1s, therefore, srgued that Barth
shows no 1nterest 1n politics except where the state trespssses on the
freedom of wne Church and of theology. This, however, 1s a gross over-
simplification, for Barth's comcern with political em soclel 1ssues wWas
very wide. It 1s tiue,however, that 1t frequently focussed on the i1ssue

(3)

of the relstionshrp between Church snd state. Moreover, there is a
constant tension 1n Barth's thinking? reform 1s needed in socliety, but
ot the Chrostian messsge, socisl reform 1s not sulficient. It ought

(%)

to spring from tue recognition of Gad's sovereignty over his crestion.

In short, the problem which faces both Tillich and Barth is the

Camiliar problem, which slso faced Kierkegaard, and even Joachaim de Fiore,

(1> _13_ s P390

(2) Ibad, p.330

(3) cf "The Christian Community and the Civil Commnity}) Agsinst the Stream ,
pp,15-50

(4) Tillich end H.R.Niebuhr are, therefore unfair vwhean they suggest thati
Barth 1s 1n danger of supporting the status quo not because 1t 1s good

but because all reforms are bad. (The Religious Situstion, transletor's
preface, D.22)




namely, that of the re-introduction of Chra stianity into Christendom, Is
the secularisstion of society to be regerded ss s radical reversaon to
bagenism or merely a siluple deviation and 1s the aviropris te way to tackle
the situstion to begin again or merely to seek to reverse the brocess thet
has taken place? May We, pernaps, go further still, snd argue that the
tension which, apoarently 1nevitably, arises from the cont'rontstion of s
non-Christien culture by the Chraistisn messege, precludes the possibility
of a Christisn culture? In short, is the very i1dea of s Christisn

culture s contradiciion in terms? (1)

Clearly, neither Barth nor Tillich believe thst s Christian
culture 1s such a contradiction. Berth's position did, however, change,
and 1t may well s-pesr thet his esrly, sirong emphssis on the otherness of
God, on the wholly eschatalogical mature of the gospel amd on the pure
transcendence of the Kingdom of God meke 1t dafficult to understand how
any real imoact on humsn culture csn be made bv the gospel. Nevertheless,
1t 1s importent to recogmise that 2t the time of Romsns he was more
concerned to deny thsn to affirm: +o deny, in particular, the casual
identificetion of Chraistianity and culture. What wes required was not
simply a series of social reforms but e radicsl reorientation of msn in
his entirety towards God. Thus in 1925, we find him striking a more
positive note, but 1a comnlete consistency with Romans, thst culture is
wnat men 1s intended to be, True culture occurs only when man hesrs the
Word of God.<2) bater still he argued the recessityv of mgking war on
Hitler on the ground theat the world 1s the »nlace 1n whach the resurrection
took place and which God has therefore clsimed for hlmself.(j) Yet later

()

he srgued that the state Lo 1lhe product not of sin but ol divine grace.

(1) As is suggested [or example by K.ILdwath, Meaning in History (Chicago,
University of “hicago Press, Phoenix Books, 1949)} p.153f.

(2) "Church snd Culture" T.C., Dpe334-5h

(3) Eine Schweizer Stirme,p.185 (E.T. A Letter to Grest Britsin from
Switzerland, p.9)

(L) Against the Stresm, pp.21, 33, LLfT, 96fF
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But throughout his work thzre 1s the insistent note thet man himself must
undergo e radical reorientation to God so thet culture msy become the
expression of his having heard and responded to the Word of God. He will

only hesr the Word of God 1f the Church's fsiihful in proclaiming it.

Tillaich, in contrast, sees himself not as bringin- a message to
man from beyvond culture, but rather ss seeking to display to culture its
own roots and thereby to reunite it with its roots to realise the "religious
dimension" in @ lture -~ in his owm words, to re-establish s theonomous
culture, In this way, througn the dislogue undertasken with humanistic
socciety, he sims to reverse the process of seculsrisation, or, in his own

words again, to "deprofenise" society.

The details of the orocess of re-introducing Christianity into
Chrastendom are a matter of mwch greater iwmort for Tillich than they are
for Barth, who shows s magnificent, slmest reckless disregard for what ne
views as the

"idle question of how those who proclsim the Word should 'spproach!'

this or thst modern msn, or how they should 'bring home' the #ord
of God to him," (1)

We mist not, however, mske the misteke of simply distinguishing Tillich
as a supporter of culture and Barth as an ojponent of 1t, despite the
somewhat ambiguous positions adopted by the latter. We wmst rather,
seek to understend how each, respectively, views the role of theology
in relstion to the task of the Church. To this question we address

ourselves in the following chapters.

(1) Evengelical Theology (heresfter Fv. Theol), p.182; cf p.35
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TILLICH




CHAPTER TWO

METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS

1. The Task of Theology

() Introduction

Tillich tells us 1n his autobiographicsl reflections that despate
the debt thet he owed to liberal theology, he found it impossible to reconcile
his thinking with that of liberal dogmatics on two crucial issues. Much
88 he adinired the "historicel accomplishments" of Iliberslism, he could not
sccept the substitution of the "historicel Jesus'" for "the crucified Christ"
or its dissolution of "the paradox of Jjustiricction into moral categories".(1>
He wss an short, rejecting the intrusicn into theolopy of Kantisnism and of
positivasgvic nistoriography. It wss under the impasct of Ksntisn philosovhy
that theology nad become wncerned chie f1y with morals, end under the impact
of positivistic historiography that the "Quest for the Historicel Jesus”
had peen vundertaken in the hope of furnishing s credible pic ture of Jesus,
who would then sct 2s a foundation for laberal ethics. Instead, Tillach

set himself to ssk now Chiistien doctrine might be understood ™if the non-

existence of thehistorical Jesus wvere to become historically probsble.” (2)

This shift of intevest asway from tlie coacerns of liberal theologv
wss one decisive Factor in shsping his view of the task of theology. A
second factor, as e have alresdy seen, was Dis ewareness of the rifts in
society end 1n the intell:ctuel world, which prompted him to view the
proclamstion of the Church in terms of an sttempt to reconcile the werring
ther

r
factions sad to re-establish harmon7j1han in terns of the declsration of

the Word of God to man. In keeping “"1th this, his thecology takes vpon

(1) Boundary, p.49

\

(2 Ibal, p.50



1tsell the nstws of a dislogue wath the vsrious factions, simed 2t un-

covering their commnon cultural roots.

Ta1llich cells this kind of theology spologetic, but ne also admits
that theology has not only an avologetic but zlso s kervgmstic task,
However, when we press him for a further exp lanstion of this second task,
e Tigd his snowers svesive, For exemple, he t=2lls usg, in = lecture
deliver=d in 19&0(1) that kerygamtic theology seeks to reproduce the
content of the Christian messege 1n an ordered end systematic way without
reference to philosophy, while apologetic theology seelirs to exnlain the
contents of tne same kerygms "in close interrelstion wath philosophy."

No explonation 1s offered, however, of the difference between "reproduclng"
the message and "explalnlng" 1t, nor 1s any explanation offered of the i1dea
of'"philosophy". _ Agein he sugzests that the difference 1s to be found 1n
their direction, the one towards the karygms in which God is revesled and
the othet towards man arnd the endesvour of humsn reason to receive the

N\
nessage, but feals 1o amplafy ais assertlons.<2)

s meening is made clesrer in an article published seven yesrs
later, in which he says that kerygmetic theology seeks to reproduce, interpret
and orgsmse the Christisn messege erther in "predominantly biblicsl terms"
or 1n terms "tsken from the classical tradition".  Apologetic theology,
on the other hsnd relates the messasge to the pre-philosophical amd phileso-
phical interpretations of reality. It begins to sound very much as though
the difflerence were largely a matter of language. But there 1s more to 1t
than this, for he adds that an apology answers the quest.ons asked of, and
the criticisms directed ageinst, theology, and in doing s0, Presupposes the
(3)

1des of a Muniverssl revelation" to which reference can be made by both sides.

P

(1) Era, pp.83-93
(2) Ipid, p.83fF
(3) "The Problem of Theological Method", JR, vol. 27 (1947), pp.16~26.




Kerygmatic theologs 1s, in other words, very much what dogmatics
has customsrils been: an attempt to expound the doctrines of the ke rvgma
for the benefit of' the Church., Apologetic theology, however, 1s st1ll
something of on unknown qusntity, becsuse 1t 1s not clesr what "philosophy"
means, snd what"universsl revelation" can be appesled to by both sides in
the conversation. That 1t 1s direwted to those who are outside the church

1s quite clear, however.

In the first volume of Systematic Theology, the emphasis changes.

Whereas he had previouslv spoken of kerygmstic theologzy as complementary to
apologetic thecology, he now spesks of it as necesssry only inasmich as it
stands as a warning to spologetic theclogy nct to forget the Christisn message
by becoming too immersed in the sitvation, It must not forget that 1t has

to snswer the question ag well as to understand 1t. Moreover, he now spesks
of the necessity for theology to "enter the situation", if 1t 1s to be

(1)

apologetaic, But the concept of "situstion" is 1tself curiously wvague,
Initially, it 1s defined in the following ways

"It refers to the scientific snd srtistic, the economc, political and
ethical forms in which thev emress their interpretstion of existence,™ (2)

The assertion that apologetic theology speaks to the situation is not to be

interpreted in a pastorsl sense, meaning thst 1t is addressed to an

indaivadual or to a group. Rether, the situstion is
®, ., the creative interpretstion of existence ... whict 1s carried on in
every period of history under all kands of psychological and sociological
conditions." (3)

It 1s to the interpretation of existence that apologetic theology sddresses

1tself and 1t finds the interpretation of existence of eny perticuler period

in 1ts cultural, political, psychological and socrologicel expressions or forms.

Cle arly, Tillich's conception of the task of theology 1s deeply

()

influenced by his awsrencss of cultursl conditions, since apologetic

(1) 8T, I, pp.6ff (i) "Culture" 1s to be vnderstood
(2) TIbid, p.k in the bicadest possible sense.

(3) TIpid.
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theology 1s designed to meet tlie interpretstion of humen existence which
1s msnafested in cultursl forms, As yet, 1t 1s not clear how philosophy
and "the situstion" are relsted. We shall, therefore, be turning our
attention to this question as we exsunine Tillich's understanding of the
situction i1n Europe at the time of nis early worl, 2nd his understsnding

)

of the relstionship between vhilosophy and theology.

(b) Cultursl Disintegration

We have slready discussed 2t some length the extent of Tillich's
swareness of the cultural disintegration of the earl; wears of the century,

and have noticed thst, @ccording to his own testimomy, this awareness

h.s
stretched bsck to the teasions experienced 1rn/childhood. In particuler
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1on 1n three aress: the rift between
the churches and the proleteriat, thet between the churches and the
intelligentsia end the genersl daisintegration of the intellectusl world,
narked by a kind of methodolosical civil war, In each case, the chief
sufferer was,on the face of 1t, the churd and theology, for tne workang
classes and the iatellagentsie had no time Tor Llhe Church or were not

A4

prepered to teke 1t serivusly,wnile the methodolopical warfere of she
intellectual world pushed theology into increasing isolatlon. Tillaich
hovever, believed thai the real sufferers were those whe had neither 2 place
for +the church nor for theclogy, and ne set hamself to meke 2t plain,
However, to rccomplisn such o task 1t wes necessary to establish sgsin the
nsture of theology. Tillich hed, as we hsve said, concluded that the
libersl veduction of theology to morals end positivistic historiography

was to be rejected. He nsa therefore to rediscover the force which had
made theology snd culture the co.plementory forces they had been in the

early ihddle Ages, His efforts to echieve this rediscovery msy be traced

i publloatlons SU.Ch as ﬁoer die Idee c1iner Theologie der Kultur (1919)
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Die ﬂberw1ndung des Religionsbepriffs in der Religioasphilososhie (1922),

Das System der Wissenscheften nach Gegenst8nden und Methoden (1923)
)

Religionsphilosopnie (1925) and Die Religilise Lege der Gegenwart (1926) (1)

The outline of Tillaich's dis nosis of the problem and 1ts solution

11
1s offered in Uber die Idee einer Theologie der Knltur: indeed, although

1t requires supplementation snd elucidation through the other viorks we
have mentioned sbove, 1t 1s nevertheless, the fovndation for the shole of
Tallich's +theological pilgrimage. It wss no asccident that a collection

of essays wiitten between 1940 =nd 1956 were entitled Theology of Culture,

. . - . 2 .

echoing the title of his earlier work.( ) The work of 1919 is concerned
mainly with the relstionship between tneology end culiture and tn the
attemot to reconcile them, vt it also points the way forwsrd to the

System of Sciences. Indeed seversl of the points which he males in the

earlier work become clear oalwv in the light of the latei. For this reason

we sholl turn Tarst to the System of Sciences, in order to furnish the

backzgrouad ‘or the spccific questions roised in the earlier vork.

(i) The System of Sciences

t . i . .
The System of Sciences was intended srimerily as 11llich's response

{10 the general disintegretion of the tntellectual world, In 2t he sought
not only to group the sciences sccording to their method end sccording to

their obgect, but slso to undergard tne whode system and hold 1t together

(1) A1l but Des System der Wissenschaften have been trenslsted into Lnglish.
Except for Die Religidse Lage dar Gegenwart (BT, The Religioug_gituatlon)
the translated -orks are published in What 1s Religion? In order t?
distinguish the 1ndzwvadual works we shall cite the Z.T. os W.R. 2dding
in perentheses an abbrevaiation of the title, as followss On the Idéa of a
Pheology of Culture = W.Re(ITC),The Conguest of the Concept of Religion
in the Philosophy of Religion = W. Re (Conguest ), The Philosophy of Religion
= W.R.(BoR). Similerly we shall 1o the Germen editions as GN& (ITK),

GNI (Bbermindung) end GIT (Roh)

(2) of. op.cit. (hereafter Theol,Cul), DeV
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by mesns of & philosophy of e aning, A purely descriptive arrangement
vould, he believed, do nothing to combst the me thodological imperislism that
was rife, A system thet could bring about s reunificetion of the sciences
would require deeper foundations., Such foundations, he believed, could be
supplied by e philosophy of me aning., He dad not, however, think that he
Wwas constructing a system, so much as expounding the system thet actually
existed and had besn ignored. It vas ironical, therefore, that the work
should heve attracted so little attention, The very sudience for which it

was 1ntended, 1t seemed, could not understsnd 1t,

It had been customery since the middle of the 19th centur:r to

distinguish between two groups of sciences, namely the natural sciences

(Naturwissenscheften) and the cultursl sciences (Kultur - or

Geisteswissenschalten). Among the Geisteswissenschalten (1) were included

such subjects as hastory, philology, ,economics, socisl anthropology,

sociology, comparative jurisprudence and comparstive religion.

Tillich, however, adopted s scheme consisting not of two groups,

but of three, which he called Benkwissenschaften, Seinswissenschaften

and Gelsteswissengchaften. The sciences of thought iaglude logic ond

mathematics, the sciences of b eing include the empiricsl sciences, snd the
cultural sciences include sone of tie disciplines customsrily sssigned to
this group. There are. nowever, significant differences betsden Tillich's
classufacation and those that preceded 1t. Several of the traditional
cultural sciences are placed among the sciences of being in company with
the empirical sciences, including psychology, sociology, history, antihro-
pology, linguistiics and phailology. Theology, on the other hand is

clasgified ss 2 culturel science,

(1) The term Geisteswissenschaften wes originally used to traaslate
J. 8. Mills "moral sciences",




Whereas Rickert(1) had insisted thst method should form the
criterion for clsssificetion, Dilthey(z) had selected subject matter as
being more fundsmentsl, Tallich, however, proposes to build his system
on the basis of both method and object. It should be added, however,
that the word science 1s not used wmtn the empirical and positivastic
connotations 1t frequently cerries, but refers to the broad 1des of

knowledge conteined »n the etymological derivation bbth of Wissenschslt

(wissen) and of science (scientia).

The three groups into which the sciences are classified reflect
and are besed upon Tillich's conception of the orinciples of knowledge,
namely, thinking, being end spirit, which are connected, respectively wath
form, content snd substance or import (Gehalt)(j) Now, the act of knowing
itself consists of two elements, nsuely tiie act 1tself and that to vhich
1t 1s directed, known alternatively as the intention ard that which is
1ntended.(4) These two elements Tillich cells thought or thinking (Denken)
and being (§g£5). He goes on to say, however, that Denken does not signify
reflction (Nachdenken), the phychological process of thinking about something,
and that Sein is not meant to signify an sctually exaistaing obgect (SEE

seiendes Ding). What then are they?  Tallich snswers thet no further

definition is possible except in an sccaint of their relstionship. This
account he offers on the [orwm of three Hropositions.

"4. Thought posits (or recognises) existence as that which 1s grasped
or conceived, ss that whicn determines or gives content to thinking.

2. Existence 1s striven for by thought ss that whach is alien,
elusive to intellectual conception, resistant to thought.

3, Thinking becomes sware of 1tself in the act of thninking: 1t 1s
darected towsrds 1tself and thus becomes s part of existence." (5)

(1) Heanrach Rackert (1863-1936) author of Die Grenzen der Nsturwissen-
schaftlichen Begriffsbildung

(2) Walhelm Dilthey (1833-1911)

(3) Tallach himself sclmowledges tne influence of Fichte on has srrangement
G,I (SaW), p.120

(4) Ibid, p.117f
(5) Ibid, p.118




The three prooositions are concerned respectively, with the
relationship between thinking and being, Leing and thinking and between
spirit and both thinking and being., He further abbrevistes them to "the
proposition of sbsolute thouzht" ("Being 1s thst which determines thinking")
the proposition of obsclute being (M"Being is the contradiction of thought!)

3\
and the proposition of spirit ("Thinking 1s 1tself being") (1)

He appears to hove in mind the attempt to graso = reality by means
of concepts, laws end sssocietions which 1s olways resisted by reslaty,
so thnt "“thouzht" rnever controls 1. Thought (or tninking) and being
thus exast 1n 8 dynenxc tension, Then thouzht directs a2ttentoon toverds
1tself 1t becomss o part of tne exastential world of reality (ein Stlck

Existenz) end so itself resistant to the controlling force of thought.

"If we ask vvhece ihis existing thonking 1s found, we cen only ansver:
In the 'inner core' ol the consclcus being: Jco us, e ov. all 1n the
cyltural life of humenity."  (2)

At Farst siont, Tillich scovears to be constructing a metesphrsical
foundation for his system, but 1t :s not metevhysical 1n the troditionsl
sense of a beliel 1in the existence of 2 .orld of substaaces lurking behaind
i

the world of &phearances, Beaing 13 not an
- ~

ex1sting substence" (seicnde
Substanz) and metaphysics 1s therefore not o seience awoag oiher sciences,

(3)

but an sattitude to reality.

The strength of his position would sppesr to be its lin't with ine
philosophical treditions of lihe past, eflirming on ontological conception
of reality os besic to philosophicel thinking and rejecting the straict
empiricism of modern science as insppropriate to philosophy. But while
he does have clesr relstions viti: tae clossicel traditions of philosophy

he must not be confused vath them. The most important difference between

(1) Ibad, p.118f
(2) Ipad, p.120
(3) a,I (Bph), p.302 (WR,p.35)
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him and Hegelian 1dealism 1s his refusal to allow the dislecticsl relstionship

of thinking and being to be brought to an end by the final victory

of thinking over being, He do's not regard the existentisl order as simply

the self-expression of thougnt, vhich 1s to be swallowed up again by tnoughtsﬁ)

The System of Sciences is not simply the exposition of a system in
the sense of an sccount of what actually 1s the case. It is not, therefore,
a simple eccount of whet scilences there are and what methods thev use; 1t
is of the essence of systematics thst 1t should be normetive in character.
It explsins therefore hew meny sciences tnere ought to be snd whet methods
they ougnt t (2) 6 the |

Yy oug!t 0 use, But thet 1s not to say that the system 1t proposes
can be regerded as finsl or absolute. Every system rwst be provisionsl
since it 1s the product of an attitude to reslity. In the absence of [finsl
criteria no attitude to reality cesn pe designsted ag absolute.(B)

"The living power of a system s 1ts 1mport,(h) its crestive stand-
point, its originsl intuition, Bach gystem laves by the principle
on winich 1t 1s based and with which 1t 1s constructed. EBvery fanal
principle, however, 1s tne exmression of a final view of reslity,s
basic attitude to life., Thus at every wmoment, there breaks through
the formal system of sciences an import whicn is metephysicsl, i.e.
which lies beyond every individual form and beyond all forms and so
carmot 1tself be a form beside others according to 2 sort of false
metaphysicse The metephysicel 1s the laving power, the meaning

and the blood of the system. In this, and only this, sense, is
the formsl system of sciences metsphysicale® (5)

The Geisteswissenscnaften sre also known, in Tillich's system, as

Normwissenschaften or normstive sciences. They sre therefore, closely

connected to the task of the production of a system of s ciences, indeed,
to the task of gystematising in sll areas of human activity. Norms are

born, as it were, 1n the creative process of the culturasl seiences;

(1) ar,I (S d W), p.123. This is not to say that there is no continuity
DPetween the existential order and thought. It 1s the correspondence of
the logos of the mind and the logos of readlity thst mekes knowledge
possible, and 1t 1s the logos of reslity that mokes 1t possible for
reality to be symbolic.

(2) Tpad, p.113

(3) Ipad, p.2hd

() We have adopted Adsm's trenslstion of the term Gehslt by the words "import"
or "substance" to distinguish 1t from Inhslt or “content".

(5) Tbad, p.116f; cof WR(1TC), p.155f.
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thet 1s to say, they cote into being as a direct result of the crestive or

productive work of the cultursl sciences,

"Cultural science 1s oroductive, ile.1t 1s always at the same time the
prius and the posterius of spiritual (geistip) crestion. It owes its
11fe to the creations which 1t helps to creste (Sie lebt von den
Sch¥pfungen, aie sie mischafft); 1t co-posits the object which it
recognises ... (1)

The productive character ol the cultural sciences 1s sccounted for in the
following way

", .. in every spiritusl-creative act an sct of t.e consciousness
darected towards the general 1s bound up wat.. the indivadusl
substance.”"  (2)

The cultursl scilences seek 1o be crestive, tnat s to say, to bring meaning
(Simn) to light. This they do by relating indivadual tnings to the general,
For the particuler, or 1ndividusl, is sn embodiwent of lue gensral, The
more 1ndividual, the more expressive 1t 1s of the general, as long as its
intention 15 directed towards the gencral. theriirse tne individual
becomes mere LoTm,. As the cultursl scisnces see!s to relate ths individval

to the genersl, = they becomc Oroductive of lurther 1odividus forms and

J

shov the way towards a AcIm,.

"This swareness, this looking et 1tself ond determining of 1tselfl by
thought in the crestive act, 1s the fundawental characteristic of
the sparitual, The srarcnsss, ins directedasss towerds the general,
towards thot which bestows velve (dss Geltende) 1s s co-creative
element 1n every soiritusl zct. it is not tue only element, for

beside it or in it tue crestive substance 1s ot ~ork, tue living
struocture (Gestlt) waith 1ts 1micdiate existential reletions, and 1t
is only out of tne co-operation of these two that the sparitual act
AT1SCS. But awarensss, directddnzss towards the general and towards
tnat -hich bestows velue 1s anvolved in everv spiritual creation and
is a productive clement of we crestive process."  (3)

millich's intention way become clesrer if we szt 1% wore concretely
within the structure of the cultural scilences, which are consbituted of

tnree elements, nsn=ly, philosophy, oT the taeory of the orinciple of

(1) @u,I (8d4), p.220
(2) Tvad, p.218F

(3) Ibrd, p.219. The productive charscter of the cultural sciences 1s
Their contribuiron torerds the creation of now cultursl [orms.
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reaning, culturel history, or the theory of the matevis}bof meaning, and

1)
]

iystematics or the theory of the norms of meaning. It 2s 1mortent to

note that they ave el=ments and not independent disciplines. They are

clowelr interdep=endent, and, so viile havang indiwvidual characteristics,

overlap to a certein depree,

Philosophy, or the theory of ine principles of mesning, 1s further
defined by Tallich who tells us thet the principles of mesning are the
"spiritusl functions and categories of mesning", rooted on the one hand in
logic end on the other in meteohysics. The functions of mesning are those
directions of sction by which the sasressof mesning are demarcated, while
categories are the forms by which the objects 1n those areas are constitutedg1)
In other words, the theory of the nrinciples of meaning has g orimarily
critical roley talong the material furnished by the theory of the material
of meaning (cultursl history) 1t sttemots to establish distinctions, to
demarcate certain sreas of investigetion and to produce categories and

concepts by which the material moy be comprehended,

The principles of mesning, however, are not pure srtefacts, since
they are relsted to meaning, which itself comes to concrete reslisation in
history, that 1s to says 1n concrete cultural structures. Withcut concrete
cultursl structuies the theory of the principles of mesning could not exist,
bub, having dravm from the material of meaning 1ts categories in the theory
of' tne oranciples of meaning, cultursl science rsturns to the sonsideration
of the materisl of wesning, driving towards 1ts goal in the theory of the

norms of meaning or systematicse.

"he orinciple of mesning, fulfilled wit.. the materaal of mesning,
becomes the norm of meaniag."  (2)

(1) Thad, ppa23! ff
(2) Ibid, p.2id
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The thecry of the moteriaels of mesning performs the indispensible function
of providing the materisl .or both the farst and the third elements as well
e 15k . (1) a7 . . .
as the link between them. Tillich's main preoccupation however, is
with the first and third elements which, 1t becomes clear, are related as
first snd second order thinking. Philosophy 1s secord order thinking,

. . ; " . .
ssking questions such ss what is besuty?" and "what 1s morality?" while

systemstics 1s first order thinkaing, ssking "what 1s beautiful?" and “what

?" (2)

18 morsl

Religion msy simlarlv be regerded as a cultural science which can
be orgesnised intc turee elements, philosophy of religion occupying the
place of the first and "theology" occupying the place of the normative
element. Thus theologr 1s no longer the science of "one psrticuler object
whzch we call God", or a "seientific presentstion of a special coumplex of
revelatlon"‘<3) but 2 part of thet group in the system of sciences wluch as
specifically concerned witlh bringing meaning to light by relating each

component of tre system to 1ts unconditional ground.

The cultursl science of religion, however, cennot be treated
entirely in 1solation. Tn order to make clesrer its plece within the
: - i 4] 1,
system, it 1s necesssry thet we exemine Purther M™M1llich's exposition of the

cultursl sciences as a whole.

The description of the cultursl sciences 1s not completed by an
scocount of the elements ol whica they are constituted, They must also be

clsssified sccording to their sttitude and to their obJject.

The two possible "sttitudes" are those of "sutonomy" and "theonomy"
tb which we shall return later, The objects, on the other hand, may be

y! 3 ) ]
divided 1into two series of functions, which are described ss ®theoretical

vy of materials of meaning is also known &s cultural i stor
(1%G222t222225h20h22§.Th15 1s not to be cogquGQ with Kulturgéschizhtg ihlf s
as an empiricel science (s science of being) is concerned with the inter
connections of cultural forms inssmuch as they actuslly ex1ist, where as
cultursl h-story views them from the point of view of their meaning.
(Tbid, p.205; of also p.239)

(2) of WR(IIC), p.156f (3) Ipad, p.157
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and "oroctical™, Each of theze may be fupther divaded into supported and
supoorting functions, Finally, the supported functions can be divaded
into those that are deterruned by form and those that are determined by

import or substance.

The Cbjects of Cultural Scaence
{

[ i

Theoretical series of functions Practical series of [functions
| |
! i U \
Supported functions Supporting Supported functions Supporting
functions functions
l \ { \
Form~ import Form- 1mport
determned determined determined determined

In the theoreticsl series, the foru~determined supvorted function
3 by

1s epistemology, the import-determined suoported function is aesthetics

and the supporting function is metaphysics, while in the practical series

the respective functions are jurisprudence, politicsl science and ethics,

Exsctly how the arrangement of the cultural sciences 1s effected
1s never made clear by Tillich, for, having distinguished the components,
nemely, the elements, attitudes and objects, of cultural science, No
clear exp lenstion 1s offered of the wsy 1n which they fit together. Further-
more, having described the objects as consisting of two "series"of "functions"
ecach ol which we may assume, 1s constituted by the three elements, we find
1t difficult to see how there cen be, 1a addition, a philosophy of science,
unleds it 1s to be regarded as a kind of by-product of the cultural sciences.
Tn obther words, 1t 1s not clesr whether T1llich's exp ositlon 1s intended
to be exhasustive.

Nevertheless, in genersl the plan 1s Poairly clear, despite the

lsck of explicit relating of’ the detsils to each other., Bech of the separate

functions or disciplines may be constituted of the three clements, whale
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rgteining 1ts own speciel characteristics. Thus, whtlc epistemolozy 1s

mainly directed towerds the valad form of expression, aesthetics 1s directed
more towvsvds the umport, that which bresls through both form snd content,

and metaphvsics has wmat 1s coalled a direct intention towerds the Uncondalioned,
The major distinction 1s that -hich exists between tne supporting and the
supsorted functions, for tire suprorting functions, with a direct intention
towards the Unconditioned, sre descrabed s having a dairectly theonomous
intention, 1n contrasl witl: the directlv sutonomous 1gtention of tie
supported functions, The suvporting functions can only hsve an sutonomous

intenlion 1n an i1ndairect fashion and the supnorted funclions cen onl. have

a theonomous 1ntention, likewise, 1n an iadirect {ashion.

That Tillach means to sav her=s rests, clesrly, on tne weazning he
sttaches to tne words M"sutonomous" and "theonomous™, which in turn brings
us back to tne inree terms form, conteat snd imoort. Form and content
alone cannot exhaust the object of study, for every object has o relference
beyond 1tselt, Taxs "bejond" which -ay bresk througn the cbject of study
end umoinge uoon the subject's consciousness, 1s te wed the wmoort or
subztance, Tt 1s 4-e Uscondrtional wazcn brasks throug. every conditioned
object. There atteantion is darected btowsrds the [oim, whether torerds an
1ndividuel foem o ¢ unuverssl form, the attiwde 1s =81d to te avbonomous
But vheve eblencion 1s diveclted torerds tne wmport, the attituds 1s soad to

bes theonomouvs,

The sup-orted “urctions, concerned primerily, accordiang to Tillich
vile form, ere directly autonomous, end theonomous only 1n as far es they
aconovledze 1m.ort ((hica features, ss ve a07e sa:d, more proTineatly in
sestietics thon 1a spizt temology), Mhile ine supoort.ng funciioas are
concarned rrimeraily wibe 1m ort 2nd aze di:echbly {iheonomous, and only

T are T a 4 .
1nd1icctls sutono wus 1a as far as concecwval forms are requirzd to grasp

the Unconditional,
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As we hove noticed in otuer aress of his exposition, Tillachis
never very clear in his explanation of tae Unoo1’16:’L‘l::i.onal.(1> Thas Tsct
1s to be expleined not least by Lie dxfficulty of cheracterising the concept
except by mesns of negations to contract 1t wits a1l the liarks of iie
relotive world of conditioned realaty. de cen ¢l v - <vidence for the
cxistence of such s world; 1ndeed, .o do so "rould involve a conirsdiction
1n terms, for existence cennot be predicated of it. lior 1s 1t to be
thouznt of 1n terms of a2a independent orld of Torms urkaing behind the vorld
of everyday experience, It 1s, rather the expression of Tillich's conviction
thet unless tne world of conditioned reality {an 1des 1ts=elf not eplicated )
has 1is grourd beyond itself, there cen be no mesning. There 1s a0
question, for him, of @nceivang of s universe compounded entirely of

relativity,

The Uncondi tioned is fundemental to Tallich's world visir, and
stands at the centre of his drssatislaction wath the -7orld views of the mneteernfh
century, end particularly wat! those of i1dealism and reallsm.(z) The
effect of Kant's retionalistic criticsl philosophy had been to reduce
everything to a "closed system of Torms" which allowed no room Tor weta-
physics or for the indavidual. German 1dealism, in rewlt agsinst Kent,
sougiht to restore metanhysics, but in doing so lost sight of the true
character of the world of reslity,

"The fundamental attitude of tue time was too sirongly reslistic *o

be sble to yield to an ideslism which wss unwilling to bear the burdens
of thne day. For -‘hat hed brougnt sbout the first catastrophe of
idealism and would hsave led to a2 sacond was just this, that 1t cannot
see the true religiocus situvetion, the situstion of time in the

presence of eternity, thet 11 s=eks to evade thre judgement under which
the temporal stands before the eternal. Its forms, to be sure, are
open to the recepntion of the living content; 1t restores 1o the state
and even to logic their primordial and essential holiness, but it rests
content with these sanctified [lorus; 1t does not penetrate to the
absolutely trsnscendent, to that vhnch lies beyond even tae most

sacred form, whether i1t be called church or state; it does not see

the sbyss whicn opens before every time and every preseat." (3)

(1) He offers some intervretstive remarks in "The Two Tyoes of Fhilosophy of
Religion" originslly published in 1946, rerrinted in Theol.Cul, cf p.24f

(2) @,1(@3,pp.230ff; cf The Religions Situstion,pp.70ff,80f;
G, I(Roh),p. 307 (WR, p.L2)
(3Y The Religious Situation, p.73




If realism concerned 1tself solely with the close@ circle of forms and
1desllism failed to recognise thet the eternal or Unconditionsl places the
conditioned vorld of reality under judgement, it remsined Tor some other
alternative to be able to hring to light not only the presence of the
Unconditionsl 1n the conditioned, but also the implications for the
conditioned world, This led to the development of vhat Tillich describes

1
as belief-ful realism (gl¥ubiger Realismusg or, in his later works, self-

transcending realismSZJ that 1s, a philoscphy which views reality not as
existing in isolation, as 1t were, nor as a direct revelation of the 1deal
vorld, the Unconditional, nor yet ss in total contrast to it. It seeks

to ground the conditioned world in the Unconditionsl, not for its destruction,
bupfor 1ts support end correction:

"In opposition to romenticism the new metaphysics must be realistic,

4

in opposition to critical philosophy 1t must be s belief-ful realaism! (3)

Metsphysics and ethics, then, are directly concerned with the
Unconditional, and so withx the relating of the condaitioned and the
Unconditiondl, so that the latter should be realised snd broucht to
exvression in both the theoretical and the practicsl disciplines of

@ ltursl liafe,

It 13 not yet clear, nhowever, how theology is to fit into ti.s
scheme and 1t 1s our task now to attermpt to expound Tillich's thinking at
this point. e mist take care, howevar, not to be led atray by his
() ) .
asgsertions 1a his autobrograpvhical reflections that in order to incorporate
theolog 1n the system of sciences he defined it as theonoious metaphysics,
since they neither coincide with the fects, nor do they give s suff1ciently

L ; - o 5
full irmoression of %the way 1n vsaickh he saw thesology around 1925,

(1) e.g. in Gl¥ubiger Realaismus I & II, an GiI,IV, pp.77-87, 88-106.

The Probiens of Theological Method" JR, vol.27 (1942),1).1(3. Leter st1ll
he also sooke of "self transcending netvralism" ST,II,pp.6ET

—
(]
e S

(3) The Religious Situstion, .83

(4) On the Boundery, p.55; Era 1ntro. pexxil




Metsphysics, as we have said, has a directly theonomous intention,
but 1t ray also heve an indirectly auvtonowous intention, when 1t 1s concervrned
oraimeraily wtn the conceptual forms used to grssp its verception or int-
uition of tne Unconditionel. Theonomous metapnysics Tillich calls not

me tics

“e
=

g, t 38 the reprcsentation of tne truth concerning
Tnm TT o o PO I TN 2
the Unconditional, To accomplisi this tasl, 11 aust use language, whicn

1t borrors fiom tae lengusge of sesthetics, science and other dasciplines

ond uses 1n o wetaphoricsl, or,

»

ms ~ .

s Tillic. prefers to exoress 1t, svubolicael,
- et e o et

wer Lo express the substance of the truth 1t has Per061Ved.(1) The truth

1s exoressed 1n 1ts wost highly rationsl form in metephysics and 1n its

wost haghly syrbolic forw 1h myth. Dogra stands between the two as 2

syntissis, sesking to apply scientific symbols as tneonouovs syidbols and

enabling myth to be s=sn as myth. Tn 1is normative asvect, os o Tirst

order encuiry, theonowous melephysics, or dogmatics, as theology cells 1%,

seers to comtribute towards the coastruction of new syabols.

T4 18 to this normetive task, however, thet the name theology

vias siven in 1919, and which 1s also Jescribed 1n the System of Sciences
& 3

as theonomous systematics. But Tillich does not speak of theonomous
systematics as assisting wmin the construction of symbols. Rather, working
i1tr the syibols whicn alresdr exist in the material of the Church
confessions, the Bible and Christien "mythology", 1ts task 1s to represent,
or grasp and braing to light, tihe original spirit of tne religious documents
and then transfer then into "the present consciousness" or the "modern
mand", as e wignt way. Ulbimately, this does acpear to be what T1ll-ch
had in mind vhen he spoke of dogmatics and 1%t has, thereforve a gpecafically

ecclesiastical chsracter,

We begin to feel, however, that T1llich has not really made a

pisce for theology at all, T4 1s true that the Christian Church exasts

(1) 81,1 (saw), p.278c} @I, (8ph), p.302 (MRsp-350);
The Religious Situstlom, . 80f
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as a cultural entity and 1s for thaet resson wortny of study. It 28 never
entirely clear however, quite how theology 1s related to the normstive
agpect of tiheconomous metsphysics. It sppears, but is by no mesns certain,
that he rashes 1o sugaest that the Chrastisn Church says in mythical
lenguage what 2 retilonal metephysics sasys in snother, Ho justification

is offer=d, however, for such an assertion,

Nevertheless, 1t appeavs thet Taillich views theolosy as orcevading
some kind of link betwveen metephysics and ethics, the resson {or ~hich may
be fourd in the concept of relagron, which we shall discuss laler. The
existance side by side, of a philosophical and & theologzcal ethics s,
in Tillich's view, a contrsdiction in terms, for a genuine ethics 1s one
thet is directed towsrds tne Unconditional, Thus the difference between
s theonomous and a theologicel ethics s not ons of swbstance, tut, ss in
theonomous metaphys:cs, of form. Theological etrics 1s swvecilically
concerned with the production of cultic forms, ,in keeping witn 1ts

specifically ecclesiastical character.

(ii) On the Ides of 2 Theology of Culture

At this point we turn to the essey On the Ides of a Theclogy

of Culture, for here, and 1n nis Relagionsphilosophie we find a rather

fuller eccount of theology. It appesrs ss the thard element of the
seience of religion, (whicr 1s divided according to the elements of the
cultural sciences), namely the concrete and normstive science of religion.
Here it aypears to be a part of a separate discipline within the cultural

sciences, ~heress in the Systen of Sciences 1t 1s difficult to dastinguish

the swecilic role of theolozy. He describes the task of theology in the

following termss
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"It 15 the tesk of theology, working from a concrete stendvoint, to
draw up a normative system ol veligion based on the cetegories of

the philosophy of religion, with the individual stendooint being
related to tne standpoint of tae respective confession, the universal

higtory of religion, and the cultursl-historical stendpoint in
general,™ (1)

It realises its work, therefore, in the ssme way es any other cultursl
science by work.unz with the categories of the philosophy of religion
anplied to the material of the confession and the universal history of

. 2
religion towards s normative sysftem of xellglon.( )

Howzover, Tillich still found himsell faced with the probles of the
1solation of religion [rom the rest of culture; even to have described
it as conforming to the pattern of the elsments of cultural science did

not necessarily 1mply 1ts acceptance as a gennine science,

1

This 1solation ves reoresented, os vve heve mentioned above, by the
distinction dravn between s philosophicsl and ahheologlcal ethics, reflecting
the division in socil:zty between the sacred snd the secular. But there
can scarcely be two systems of ethics whica cen both sustain a claim 1o
be true, and to attempt to resolve the problen by defaning philosophical
ethics as second order (i.e. assicning it to the first element of a
discipline of ethics) and theological ethics as first order thought
(assigning 1t to the thard element) 1s not to expleain why theological ethics
should be the normative ethacs. Fhilosophv would continue to produce 1ts
own system of ethics wilhout o radicslly new understanding of philosophy
and theology. FEven to visw them both as the products of oncrete stand-
points doss not, according to T11lich, do enrthing to resolve the dualaty,
because even though the church 1s 8 conerete ethical community, it is, in

twentieth . ;
the / century, neither the dominating cultursl community, nor ine
cultursl leader. What 1s required, therefore, 18 8 reunification of

culture writh relicion to replace their opposition to one another, Thus:

(1) 7R (ITC), p.157F
(2) of slso Gi,I (Rph), ppe300ff (WR, p.31LL)



MThat was essentially intended i1n the theologicsl system of ethics
cen onl be realised by ueans of o theology of culture a,3lying not

oanly to ethics but to all the functions of culiure. Not &
theological system of ethacs, but 2 theology of culture,! (1)

Thus religion 1s applied to the functions of the objects of cultursl

sclence, to the theorevical and the practical series wath which we are

slready femilisr, But what 1s tne result of this apprently promising

procedure?

"The connection betveen religious vrinciple and cultural Punction
now enables a specifically religilous~cultural spheve to emerge:
a religious perception - myth or dogms; o sphere of veligious
aesthetics - the cultus; e religious woulding of tne person -
sanctification; 2 religious form of socisty - the church, with
1ts speciol canon lew and communal etaic". (2)

But this avpoears to be preciselv what Tillich dad not went, nanmely, the
creation of a speciel area of influence of "tne religious" which perpetustes

the divided culture,

In the essay On the Ideca of a Theology of Culture, Tallich docs

little more then soint to the selution of the problem, but 1t 28 -orksad

out in umch zrester deteil i1n the two works Tae Conquest of the Concept of

Religion zn tze Phailosophy of Relagion snd The FPhilosophy of Beligion
(=] pald 5l =) pot Pu (5] 2

and e shall discuss the concept cf religiron as employed by Tillich umore
rully leter .n thais chapt=i, e wi ca.ut, fowevar, for Tillich's
rezolilion of the conflict between a sscred and a secular culture lies in
n1s defination of culture and relizion, Thus, he says:

"Religion is the direcledness of the spirat towerds unconditioned
meaning; culture 1s the darectedness of the syvirit towords
conditioqed forms. But they meet in as wwch as they are both
darected towerds the comnlete unity of Forms of mesmng, wlach for
culture 1s the end, but for religion 1s a syubol both affirred and
denped foouw the stendpoint of the Unconditionsl ... Relagion is,
therefore, not sz function of meaning alongside the othors.™ (3)

More sucecinctly:

. Culture 1s the Torm of exwresszon of religion, and T eligion
s the import of culture.” (k)

I ®

(1) W.R. (ITC) p.160
(2) Ibid, p.161

(3) My trenslation: Gif,I(Rph),p.329 (W.R. P .72f); cf also GN,T (Uberwindung)
P-B?O (“J. P"‘, D°1§6f ()+) @ fI.’I( h 3 P0329
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Culture cannot avoid being religious, whether 1t 1s so consciously or not,

because intentionally or unintentionslly, i1t expresses the Unconditionsl, (1)

Thus Tillich proposes a theology of culiure which once again, may
be patterned according to tue elementgbf cultursl science, with the reserv-
ation that the theologisn of culturs cannot exercise s normative function
vith respect of cultural forms, but cen in this sphere only operate in a
critical role, Having proposed such a discipline, he 1s able to advance
to wlhat he calls "cultural-theclozical snalyses", in outline form in the

work of 1919, but in very great detall in The Religious Situation.

We have, however, begun to find ourselves moving swasy, once again,
from the vossibilit; of conceiving of theology as an independant discipline
within a system of s ciences and we are bound to wonder if' Tillica does not
hold on to the 1dea of theology as sn ecclesisstical discipline in spite of
the wovement of his own argument, so that we [ind him arguing for the
continued existence of the church in terms sud as these

", ., precisely in the masaner of the pietistic communities in the
seventeenth century, which liked to refer to themselves as ecalesiols
in ecclesia, the church, as far as s theology of culture 1s concerned,
¥ill be something like an ecclesiols in ecclesia to the cultural
commnity as such, The churcn is the circle, as 1t were, to which
1s assigned - 2deally spesking - the task of cresting a specificaily
religious sphere and thus removing the contingency from the living
religious elements, collecting them, concentrating them in theory

and 1n prectice, and in this way msking them into s powerful -
indeed, into the most powerful - a1 ltursl factor, capable of

supporting everything else." (2)

If theology is to remein a churcn discipline, thep,when theology becomes 2
theolozy of culture, the church must undergo a radical change in its

concention, Yet Tillich continues to speak, in the System of Sciences, of

theology es related to the confessions amd the religious documents of the

church. On the one hand theology sppears to be one element of the science

(1) Ibld, Po3)+7
(2) w2 (B9, 7179



of religion, as 2 distinct and independent discipline within the cultural
sciences, but on the other hand 1t threatens to engulf the whole of the
cultural sciences, s tension which epitomises the tension felt by Tillach
between the generel and the particulsr: aténe moment it is a particular

example ol the generel, at enother 1t 1s the zenersl itself,

(221) The Failure of s lission

It 18 clear [rom his later rellections thet Tillich regarded nis
carly attempts to counter the disintegration of the cultural and intellectual
viorld as over-optimistic; ne had, in short, underestimsted the gravity of
the sitveiion and therefore adopted measns insdequate for the end in vizw,

He had sought to create a theonomous anslysis of culture; to treat culture
not merely with respect to 1ts form but also witi respect to 1ts imoordt,

to treast 1t not simpls as repiresentative of an sge but of the Unconditional,
The essence of his aoproach was contained in the formule we nsve already
guoted:

"Religion iz bhe substonce of culture and culture the form of
relzgion. " (1)

But the culture he socuzit to anslyse wss not theonomous, 1t did not

"o, express in 1ts crestions an ultimete concern ond s transcendir
meaning not as something strange but aos sewmedbsms its own spiritial
ground,®  (2)

It was, rather, sutonomous, asserting thsat msn

"5 the bearer cf vreverssl rzsson 1s bhe source and uweasure of
culture and relaigion.”  (3)

Fowever, he persisted 1a the belief that o thsonowous snalysis was possible,

pursuing vhat ne cslled "its other task"

"to show thet in the depth of every sutonomous culture an uitinete
coacern, sometning unconditionsl snd holy, is implied." (4)

(1) of p.M above, The wotation sppesrs 1n this forn 1n "Religion and
Seculer Culture", JR, vol.25 (1946), p.80

(2) Ima
(3) Ipad
() Ibid, p.81




But in fact, this ameunted hot to sn anslysis of culture but of those elements
of culture 'hich he chose to regard as a protest, revresented esoecially by
the artistic school known as expressionism, Consequently, he concentrates
his analysis more on sucn -rotest mowvements than on the fragmentary remants
of & religiovs substsnce i1n culture as a whole, But both come into view
inasmuch 2s they represent sn "unconscious, self-evident faith" which lies
at a deeper level then tic avvarent antithesis of belief and unbelief, out
of whicn both sraise and 1n which both are ecually rooted.
"This unconscious {aitn which 1s not asseiled because 1t 1s the pre-
supposition of lif'e and 1s lived rather than thought of, this all-

determning, final scurce of meaning constitutes the actusl religious
situetion of a pericd." (1)

To this faith, a theology of cultuie must seek to nenetrate, but in

<

ake less than ssracusly "unbelzef% or what Tillich

and
loter described as the sense of "estrangement", the lack of pover /meaaning,

do1ng so, 1t 1s apt to

the sbsence of a sense ol the ultimste. Trhus Tillich moves swsy Trom the

Lebenspnilosophie of Dilthey, with its telk of meaning, to adopt the langusge

and thought forms of existentielisw wits 1ts emphasis on estrangement snd
on being. Eowever, the reai1lt of this change of lenguage was to make more
urgent st1ll the necessitv to determine the precise relationshiov between

philosopnr erd theology.

(¢) Philosophy snd Theology

Tn the System of Sciences, Tillich hses the word philosophy in two

& ff'erent ways. The primery vse 1s to describe the first element of
cultural science, the theory of the principles of meaning. In this sense
philosophy has a critical role: it 1s second order thinking, distinguishing
various sreas of meaning, demsrcsting boundsries between disciplines amnd

aroducing categories end concepts for their use. He also speaks, however,

(1) The Relizious Situstion, .40
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of "theonomocs philosopny"(1) which has the task of countering the tendency
of religion end culture to polarise. This it does by of farming the umty
of Torr and substance. Thus philosophy cennot be concerned simply with
form but rust understend tnat forr i1s used to bring substance to expression,
At the other end of the scele, theonomous metaphysics has to recognise that

1t 18 only thirough forr that substsnce comes to expression. Thus of

[}

theonomovs sstematics (theology) performs the same function ss normative
th eonomous metaphysics, albeit 1n a rmore restricted ares, 1t 1sr elated to

philosophy as the third element of cultursl s cience to the fairst.

While we may still detect trsces of this scheme in has later accounts
of the relationship of philosopny and theology, we also faind that the

reletionship 1s very much less simple, It 1s our purpose, therefore, to

exsmine the two concepts as expounded in the later workse

It 18 well known that the inspirstion for his atteanpt to unaite the
two disciplines was derived from his esrly interest in Schelling. Despate
the evident wesknesses of 3chellang's philosophy snd the disastrous effects
of the First World War on its credibility, Tillich reteined his enthusiasm
for haim, He was strongly attracted to him not only because of his attempt
to reconcile philosophy and theology, but slso becsuse of his exposition of
oth 2 negative snd s positive philosophy.(2> In his later work Schelling
sought to effect a unificétion of philosophy sad theology by means of a
philosophicsl interpretstion of Christisn doctrine, end in perticular of’

the themes of mysticism and juilt as the syibols of union with and

(1) @w,I (8dW),p.273F

(2) The latter was characteristic of his later philosophy, the former of
his esrlier. By "negative philosophy" he wished to be understood that
philosophy which 1s concerned with essences, abstracting from the concrete
situstion in order to reach the essentisl structure of reality., Positive
philosophy concentrates on the concrete situation, on existence itself,
secognising the distorting effect of the negativities of exastence, .A
negative philosophy 1s not possible wathout a positive philosophy as its
presupposition, sccording to Tillich. (Perspectives on Nineteenth and
Twentieth Century Proiestent Theology, pp.150f,245; cf, "The Nagure and
Significance of Existentialist Thought', Journal of Philosophy, vol. 53

(1956), p.7k2




separation from the Absolute. Into tias psttern he sought to weave inter-
pretetions of tne Chrastian doctrines of sin, wrath and grace, but diud so
asparently in tiae belief that it wes possible to effect 2 simple translation
from theological to vhilosophical ’cermlnology.(1 According to Tillich,
novrever, the real weakness of Schelling's phalosophy - and so of his attempt
towrite phailosophy end theology - was his inebilaty to do Justice to the

exp crience of "tne abyss in our lives"; he could not trenslate satisfactorily
into his scheme the doctrine of eval as thet winen threatens to swallow up

and destroy everything. Bven his positive philosopht seeumned i1nadequate to

the resolution of tne duslism of good and evil,

(2)

In sn srticle published in Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart

Tillich sddressed himsell to the relestionshan between philosophy and relipion,
no dovbt oreferring to speak of religion ratner than theolozy on account of

. 1t
the very limited meaning he had siven/in tre System of Sciences. He

defines philosophy end religion as attitudes, philosophv as the attitude of
radical enquairy, religion as tne sttizude of possession, so lhat 1t seems
that the distinction betwvesn the two iz that between possessing and not
nossessing, or between questioning and heving the answer. He sdmits thst
this svggests thet the two are in fundemental conflict, but propeses to
show thet this 1s not the case, orguing on the basis of their ultunate
identity in dealing witn ihe saue "Ultlmate".(B) But 1f he does succeed

in showing tast the two are not in fundamentel opposition, he does not

succeed 1n snowing how precisely itney are to be related, Phalosophy's task

(1) Tallich offered an account of Schelling's sttempts at interpretation
in his licenciate dissertation. Mystik und Schuldbewusstseain in Schellings
philosophische Entwicklung (G¥,I,pp.11-108)

(2) 2nd edition 1927-1932. L,T. "The Fundamental Felstionship between
Philosophy and Beligaon" Tweatieth Century Theology xn the hMsking
{ed. Jaroslsw Pelikan), vol. II, pp.297-309.

3) Ibid, . 300
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1s pramerily "radicel inquiry®, but Tallicn readily adwats thst the philosopher

cennot be totellv detached [rom s enguirys he 1s existentially involwed,
". .. philosoph, can be understood 2n a 'non-existentiel! sense, thst
1s 1n the sense that the enquirer stends outside his enquairy end
adopts the point of vaiew of 'pure knousledge', outside an exastential
situation, But tis 18 only true of the purpose of the enquary,
which for philosophy 1wust be radical, and not For tne sppiication

A4

of tie eaquiry as sa expression of tne situstion of the enguirer." (1)

deverthsless, 1n the cese of phailosophy the existential anvolvement remsins
11 the background, vhereas in roligion 1t 1s in tne foeground, Fyrther-
more, religion is exoterics 1t 1s universael in 1ts clezw and its sythols
and actions are "directly accessible". By contrast philosophy, wlnch is
directed torards !mowledge, 18 esoterac, But nhavang wmade this distinction,
Tallich cuolafies 1t by admtiang thet religion develops an escteric side,
nsmely theology, This he descirines as the philozophical aspsct of veligion,

concerned itn Imodedse, vhics: aa bturn leads us back to tee adenlity of

W

-

S 2
philogoohy end tn60¢ogy,< ) albeit, we may sav, on e somzvhat slender basis,

Now 1t a0 ears that philosophy and relipgion are connected by theology,
thich sheres saimilarities -/ath both. But 2t 19 =411l dafficull to describe
vhe relstionsiios between the turee becsuse of tue diffiailty of ascert-
sining .mat they sre, thet 1s ic say, nestner the— sre altitudes - as he

hes suazested tn his anibtisl deranitions of philosophy and religicen - or

- - | R o~ 1
disciplines, or some tertium cuid. It seems, ultimately, that 'onilosophy

s us=d 1n tvo iays, 1taout adecuste attention beins, poid to the Tact.
On ihe one aend 1t 1s indeed on sttitude s/ishing to enquire after that wmich

1s not vossessed. But on tne o

{ner hand, 1t zs the enqriry itselfl, as &
sesrcn for knovwledese.,  MRelagion® 1s uvsed rather nore ambiguovsly; 1t is

L4 [ - 1) ——
an attitude, t.e attiivde ol being yrasped, sccording to Tallach, But we

: s o - 4 + -
are doubtful vhebther 1t 1s sroper to describe “heing gresped" as an asttaitud=,

lloreover, 1t 1s wrong to chorscterise the contrast between ohilosoohy end

(1) TIbad, p.302f
(2) Ibad, p.303f



religion as consisting in the Jifference between possessing and not
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Lfessessing, as Tilliich does, because Lie wishes %o spcak of religion not as
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g" but es belng possessed", This is s very diff'er:nt concept

Prom thet e e, ) T . - . -, ) -
ol thet hicy 1s zavolved an thinking of philosophy as striving for
conceptual possession of st 1t does not know, To exploit thz verbal

simlerizies, as Tillich frequantl: does, 1o s1mply to weke use of swbaguity

(67

instead of e xplaaning 2t, and does not sdd to our vnderst:nding ol the

relationsnmio of shilosophy and theology.

Despite the confusing nature of +tihis acawunt, we ray detect echoes

of 1t as well as cchoes of the nccount from the System of Sciences in his

=l T+ e " ) .
later work, Fis address on Frilosophy and Theology", gaven in 1940,
- t,, , 1 . Ty - . (1> el
oresents onilosophy 1n two roles, In the first >lace 1t fulfils a
function very similor to thet of tne Tirst element of culbural science,
providiag conceots and categories, But secondly, 1t also raises the
problems amplied 1n t.ose categories, for which theology is to give "the
answers drawn [rom t.e substasnce of tihie Christisn messasge" (2) This echoes

the srticle in Religion in Geschichte uand Gegenwart in +which he spole of

ohilosophy as radicsl eunquiry end of the relstionship uof possessing and not

VOSSESIING, t 15 one of the eorliest formlstions of the question-answer
Formuls thst came to dominateﬁis acoount of philosophy and theology. Vlhen

the two are brought together in philosophical theology, an account wusy be
given in these terms:

"Philosophical theology deels witi: the -oncept of reason and the
categories belong.ng to 1t end leads to the existentisl problem

implied in reason to wnich the answer iss revelatlon. Philosophuical
theology Jdeals witn the concept of belng ond the categories belonging
to 1t and it leads to the existential problem implaed in being to vhaich
the snewer 183 God. Fhilosophicsl theolozy deals with the concept

of existence snd the cstegories belonging to 1t and leads to the
existential problem implied in existence, to which the answer as:

the Chraist. Philosophicel theology deals waith the concepnt of 1ife

and the categories belonging to 1t end leads to the ezxistentisl
nroblem amplied in life, to which the answer 1s: the Spirit.
Phailosophicael tneology deals with tie concept of historw and the
caterories belonging to 1t and leads to the existential problem 1molied
1n history, to whic.. the aaswer 1s: the Kingdom of God." (3)

(1) Ers, pp.83-93 (2) Ibad, p.92 (3) Ibad, p.92f



-78-

In the sriticle "The Froblem of Taeolozical lethod", he speaks not
of philosophicel theology, but of avologetic thzology, but Le takes up the
thene ageain of questiion and answer, whnich he irsists 1s possible because
of the "umversal revelation" to wnich bott s>hilosophy end ihsologr cen
refer, Although there wust be, in the structure of =ocistyr, those who
agk qu-stions, ss outsiders, snd those who seek to snswer, as believers,
yet Tallich also believes thetl each man possesses the answers as well as
asking ouestions., Bvervene 1s grasped by the Unconditional, and it is
his possession of tohis "snswer", indeed, thet provokes questions. It may
be, nowvever, that ithe individusl 1s not evare of this, and so ascpsars eble

nlvy to ask questions.

But clzexlv 1t would be wrong to suppose thet 1t 13 vnaiversslly

recognised tnet _hilosophy is simply = matter of ssking guestions, It as
evident tact 1t 18 not, and Tillaica apprecietes the point, He recognises

relestiang phailosophy end neology 1s duc in lsrge
~art to the absence of agreem-nt on their deflinition, However, he himself
aovesrs to believe that 1t 18 possible to solve the problerr simply by

proposing further definitions.

When we turn to Svstematic Theology we find thet Taillich is still

vnable to dispel toe conifusion that surrounds hxs conception of the rels tion-

[}

ship ol philosophy snd tTheolozZye In the first volume nec offers a derinition
of ohilosophy vhicar 1s ab first sizat very similar to one offera=d in

1 bae o
Biblicsl Religion and th. Sesrcn for Ultimete RGallty.( ) In the farst

o

ne writes of philosogh~ thal 2% 1s

"that co-nitive a_proach to reality in viwch reslivy as such
18 the object." (2)

and 1n the othzr he says thet at is

(1) Hereaftor cated in footnotes as BaR.S.U.Re

(2) Sr,I,p.22
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thet cognitive zndeavour in wnich the qu-stion of being 1s ssked". (1)

The descrivtion of philosophv as a cognitive spproach or endesvour reninds

us thst 1t 1s coacerned vitn knowledge, but slthough there 1s clesrly, st

least an Tallich's mind, & connection between "being" and "reslity™, 1t 1s
b ces . (2) " der

not certain thet they are syneaymous. The definition of reslity in

tic Theology 1s expounded in this Wayi

MR=ality as such, or reality es 8 whole, 1s not the whole of reslaity,
1t 1s the structure wnich meres reality a wheole and therefore a
potential obgject of knowledgce, Inguiry into the nature of reslity
as such umesns inquiring into tnose structures, categories and
concents which are presupposed in the cognitive sncouanter with
every reslm of reality."  (3)

FPhalosophy 1s revesled in its criticel role again, =xyposing the structure

ol realaty, producing concepts and enquiring into them, It 1s 2n ontological
enquiry, treating reality ss sn integrated unity. The philosophical

quesiion 1s the search for the geaeral structures that mseke experaience of
reality possible and as such is an elaboration of the rationsle of reslity

which makes 1t ¢ unity.

Wnether what Tillich mesns here 1s the same as what he means by

“the question of being" in Biblical Religion and tie Sesrch for Ultimate

Reality, 1s open to doubt, "The question of ..." 1s a recurring phrase

in his work, bul 1t 1s also very vegue, and reflects agein, lus tendency to
exploit ine arbigurty of iords. At times the phrase means "the quest for..."
and 1ndded there are occasions when he actuslly substitutes thet phrese, so
that there 1s some doubt, "ith respect to his definition of philosophy,

as to whether he really doss mesn "the question of ..." or "the quest for..."

(1) BRSUR,p.5 Further definitions are of fered an Dynamics of Fsith, p.90
ZIt Tries to find the universsl categories in which belng 1s experienced )
and "The Telation of lletepnysics and Theology", Review of Metsphirsics,
v0l.10 (1956), .57

(2) J.H.Rendell points ovt that "being as sgch" 1s an Aristotelian
conception, vheress "reslity as s vhole" 1s the object of 19th
century ideslism ("The Ontolozy of Psul Tillich", TPT, p.139)

(3) sr,I,p22, cf also p.2L:"Philosophy asks the question of reality ss a whole,
1% asks the questions of the structure of being, and it answers in terms
of categories, structural lavs, and universsl cencevts, It must answer
in ontological terms."
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That he savs "the question of ..." rather than "the question sbout..." may
suggest thet he wishes us to anfer thet philosopny 1s not s Getached but
rathe 1 vy (1) ]

ather, an involved inquairy. At the seme taime, however, we must recoz-
nise thai he ngy be exploiting the ambiguity of the Cerman phrase "fragen
nach ..."( ) This ambicuii 1s extremely convenient for 1t ensbles the
transition to be made from ™he cuestion sbout" to "the quest for! witneu
difficulty. It might also be said thatthe close similsrity between
it

H . ") .
question™ and "quest" in English, which ensbles thc transition to be made

almost unnoticed, veils the distinction in Gerrien betwsen fregen snd suchen.

It seems, from Biblical Religion and the 3carch ror Ultimate Reaslaty,

that the "question of Being" is indeed the quest, or search, for Deing, »

Tor the ontological zround of &1l resality, but whenwe tura agein to

3

1 made ¢

=

Systematic Theolozy we find this distinctio

"Philosopny end theolog: ssk ithe question of being., But tney esk 1t
from difr'erent oerspectives, Thilosophy deals wilh the structure
of’ being in 1tself; theology desals ~nth the meaning of belng for

vs."  (3)

Noreover, "the mesning of being lor us" has o very speciasl {orce, for it is
the vltrumate meaning of being that concerns vus, Conseguently, having
described ohe object of theology as thst which concerns us ultimeately he
soes on, 1n the second of his formel criterrs of theology, tc say:

tonr uwltimete concern is that wnich determines our being or non-being,

Only those stetemsats sre theological hiich deal with their object
in so far a3 1t cen become s matter of beinz or non-beang for us," (4)

The definition of philosophy in Biblical Religion end the Search for Ultimste

Reality coincides wita tie definition of thsolozy in Systematic Theology,

(1) This concept of philosophy does not reguire the concepts end categories of
traditional philosopl; It 15 & philosophical exercise in "pre-philoso-
phicsl" form (cf. BRSU? pp. 80F; Dynamics of Feith, p.90)

(2) cf the G-orran translstion of BRSUR (GM V,p.140) vhere "ths question of
belnv" becores part of the foWlomln4 Tsentence: "Philosophie ist Jenes

erkennende Bemithen, in dem es um die 4raae nach dem Sein geht". The
section headang "The lsaning of Ethosophy becomes "Der Sinn der Fraze
nacix dewn Sean," -

(3) fJ_’J_‘_,I,p-ZE (4> Ib_ld’ p.17
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wnile philosophy in Systemstic Theology is relegeted to a lesser task which

1s not considered in the other work, Furthermwore, e find sgein in

Systematic Theology thet Tillich wishes to speek of philosophy and theology

/

in terms of @-ostioning and saswering, & have, therefoce, 1n Systemstic
2y S LeMaLic

Thecloyy two daffevent delanitions of the velstioms.io of philosophy ond

theology. The one, drawm from the article in Relizion in Geschichte und

Gegenwart reletes them os question and enswer, or perhaps we should sav quest/

question and snswer, reminiscent of the radical enquiry seelling to grasp,
and the "being dtossessed" of religion. I'ne other relates them in a
different way: they nave the same object, nawely being, but sooproach 1t in
dafferent ways with diflerent ends in view, philosophy enquiring sfter 1ts
stiructure, theology alter its deptn. Tnig definition nas 1ts roots in

the Systew cf Sciences and recells the notions of philoscvhy as the farst

elzment of tae cultursl sciences and theolo?y as connected -1th tieonowmous

metaphsics,

It way helo co reinuroduce the dist.actions vre made earlier between
attitudes ond disciplines, ¢nd to recsll, also, that in the article in

Relipion in Gesthichte und Gegenwert, Tillich chose to speal of veligion and

1
i

)

ol

weology as s vart of relizion.

"

Philosophy ss s discipline, thea, enguires sbout tne siructure cf

reality, and, an doin

6]
8

-
I
[&2]
k

concerned .mth concepts end categories, It
tales, rfor exairmle, the notion of cevsal t~ [iom physics, and exanines 1ts
uses 1t exemmnes 1ts vse ain historicsl writing end in other spheres;

1t 1s, 1n short, second ord e r thinkiag. But 1t never loses toucn wath

the siructure of 1eality - 2t 1s not sn exemunetion of worde and conceots

5]

devached {rowm reslily. Thus the :hilososher

" . .describes thz spistemological subjoct oo the s€

T P - A e " Fal
and comunity. He nresents the chavacteristics of li
1n their depzndence on, erd indsrendence of, gash o

,fl
o
A

(1) st,I,p.28
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It 15 2 seswch for lmo-ledze, Hursued pernaos with Dassion, bus ultimately

detached, inasmuch as ihs avsence of knorledze does not threaten the

continued belns of tie philosopher as a humsa being, In Tillich's teims,

(1)

1t 1s "cosmological in character,

Philosophy as an atiitule 1s dafferenc, however, for wneve the
quzsscions of pnilosophy ss a discipline are in orinciple also snswerable by
the searie d-scipline, nhilosop.iy as an attitude cennot answer 1%s own
guestions, for 1t is not & gusstion at all, but & quest, a2 search for Being,
a search for the Ground of Being. lo leacer 1s 1t 8 detached enquzry;
1t 18 now en Minvolved" enquiry. It is, in fact, philosoph; bzcome
theolosy, questin,, for the ground of Beiang, for to view an object theoloz-

1cally 1s to vaiew 1t as an aspect of men's ultimete concern,

Now, however, philosophy ss an attitude 1s adenticel with theology
s an attitude: we cannol sp=sk of philosopur as questing and theolozy as
suvplying the answer, unless,,of course, we invoke the solutlon}%nich

(2)

T1llich sometimes appeals, namely, that to ask » question 1molies pPoss—
ession of the answer, or, slternatively, the solution we heve slready

suggested s implied in the wsy Tillaich speaks, namsly, that the philosopher

15 also the theologilasn: everyone 1s both.

Theolosy, eccording to the srticle 1n Religion in Geschichte und

Gegenwart, 1is the philosophical aspect of religion, the criticel aspect
whicn seeks knowledge and understending, which is esoteric and accessible
only to tne few. Religion, in contrast, is the universal state of man,
This distinclion sppesrs, st [irst sigot, to nsve beea abandoned by
Pillich 1n nis later wr tinzs: theology, esking tne question ol being
br us, 1s not an esoteric matisr,. But, in Tsct, the distinctions st

remain 1f we are to walie s:nse of Tillach, for st the foundation ol

(1) TIvid

(2) "What 1s Wrong wita the "Dralectid Theology" JR, vol. 15 (1935), pa137s
B.RSIJR, po11’ §2’I’p.69
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Tillach's attemot at spologetic theology 1s the conviction that religion
1s a universal phenonenon of universsl valldlty.(1) But Just ss man
enquires, asking "radicslly" (his philosophical attitude), doubting and
questioning, and this may lead to the discipline of philosophy, so man
knows himself slso to be grasved, ard tais state leads to theology as a
discipline, & way also however, spesk of theology as an attitude; it is
the point et whicn 1wn, ph-losopher, ceases to ask sbout the structure of
being =fd to quest lfor Being itself, Thas, as ve have seen 1s 1dentical

with philosopiy as en ettitude, ond 1s sometimes called philosophy.

Between theology and relinion, nowever, there stands s third
factor, taz religious commnity, or church, dth 1ts structure of syubols,
Relrsion 1s no abstraci concept, acr 1s 1t a2 phenomenon whidi receives o
universal formuilstion, It is, rather, a concrete phenomenon: it receiwves
concrete forms throughout history. It 13 exdstential, related to nistoricsl
situations, and consequently receives verying Lorms because different
communities have expressed theiyr apprehension by the Unconditioned in
different vways. These soprehensions are expressed in symbols vhich are
in twn, handed on frow generation to generstion and to other grouvs, s
process which necessitates constant re-interpretation of the syumbols as
cach new pensrstion or group has to ls2eara what it 1s thet the symbols
symbolise,  ‘tho symbols must be "unlocked", whe myth "broken", so that
e power contained in them - or rather the nower or impert to which they
point, way break tirough and pour forth. It 1s the tasl of theology to
unlock these syrbols, But more 1s necsssary,,.for 1t i1s pointless to
"unlock" s syubol 1f the power pours forth into a void, Theology tuist,

(2
thereforzs, oce "€xisientisl", interpreting the syubols to tne "s1tuation," )

(1) "Apologetic theology presuppos s tne 1dea of s universsl revelovion,”
"The Problem of Theological lLlethod" JR,Vol.2/ (1947) p.25

(2) Tallaca uses the tera extstentaal to s1-nify both the elcment ol ultaimacy
(cf.1bid p.17f) and also to reler to tne concrete 51tuat~?n (§2,I,p?9)
Theoloov 1s therefore sxistentiel io the extent that 1t (1) deals with
being es » mattcr of ultimate concern, (i2) seeks to relate 1tself to
the cultural eyp ression of the dayl The cultural cxpressions represent,
in turn, the "situstion® that 1s the interpretation of human existence.
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Thus Christian theolo .y is

or, in the -ords of the Pystom of Scisnces, 1t 13 to represent the or1glnsl

the veligious docueents end 1 en 4o trensfear 1t into the "preseat

consciousnessg',

How then, eve vhilosophy end theolory fo be corislated, in
accordance vitn Tallich's declared sam? It shouvld now be possible wo grasp
e full extont of tne problewm posed by Tillicn's sxpositron, It 1s not
a guestion of ngking a gimsle choice betveen one of two different delinitions
of’ phalogoph; and theology, betwesn s westloa-answer reiatlonshlp and a
structure-depth reletionship, vecause such a r:xture has been i2adz thet no
s1mple chorce 1s pogsible; nor, indesd, foes Tillaich vaish to mske a choice,
So meny elemants sre 1nvolved that wve mey rind oursslves coopelled to ronder
whether anr relationshzip con be established st oll, Nor 1s the fault tlo
be leid s1mply at the door ol lhe sbsence of reneval asgreemsnt on the
definitions of philosophy or theology, for we mi_nt have e ectzd thst
Tillich would claraify the is-ucs by hiw own definitions, “astzoad he hos

Fal

only confused then furtner b7 his desive to include everythang,

Philosophicel theolo, way well be a corrslstion of & question
posed 1n philosophical terms witn an answer couched zn tne traditaonal

terminolozy of theology by mesns of e translation of theologicael into

]
n

ohilosophical terminology, but that 1s not necesserily the sere hing
a correlstion of vhilosophs and theology. If -ve think ol phaloszophy as
concerncd mtu toe structure of being end tneology watn ails depth, we
have to recosnise thet thov wosh towards different goals end can s cavcely

svoid the conclusion thet although they may be rslated, the; cannot be

eorrelsted,

(1) "he Problen of Theolor:cal kethod”, p.19

(2)y SI,I p.21f cf.Dynomics of Faith p.90: Tillich reco nises that every
definition of philosoph, 18 on expression q? the Eﬁlﬂt of wview of the o
philosopher who gives 1t, butl insists on s “pre-philosophical agreemen

vhich s thet 1t 1s the sttempl to answer

about the meemnz of philosoph; - . _enswer
"the most seneral questions about the ne ture ol reality and human existence
Wl
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Even 1f we concede thet s corrclsation of question and snswear is
the only geauine correlstion thst csn he considered, 2 must not ovorlook
the roiat we have Just mede, namely, thet 1t 1s net necesserily 1dentical
with a correl izon betrsen vhilosophy end theology. In the face of wide-
spread disegr=em.nt on the nature of philosophy, Tillich proposed definitions
of philosopir end theologzy -hien will allow haim +to carry out his vroject

but vhicn vall do little to meet the objections of philosophers, not to

In sympathy more v1th the continental rhilosophers then vaith Anglo-
Sexon philosopry, which he sew ss unr=lieved logicol pesitivasm, Tallich
seeks to re-esteblish ontology, and to press philosopay to ask ontolosical
questions. Por Tallich thot means askinz quesitons sbout vhat existeat—
1alism has tsughti hon 1o think of as estraagement, tae estrangement of »11
being from 1ts ground, but, unlike many of the existentislists, he as
also coanvinced thst there are snswers to the questions i/hich overcome the

estresngement,

The varaety of philosophical outlooks would sugsest, once sgain,
that while theolo-y might be conduvcted in dialp.ue vAith philosophy, 1t
cannot be in correlation. However, a dlalogue alone precludes the
possibilaity of scwomplishing the synthesig Tillach wishes to achieve
since a synthesis ultimstely requires that the two perspectives should
not orly have the same object, but shouvid be capeble of beinz shown to
be i1denticsl, amd clearly, the differinz vaiewvoilats of the veriovs "schools"
of philosoph- cannot be shown to be identical, even -7aitn each other, and

2 hybrid incerporating elemwents of each oroduces only one more "school."

A

% conclude, then, thet Tillich is uneble bo show tnet 1t 1s
possible to correlate philosophy and theology, without gaivang verv special

nesning to the two words, 2 osrocedure more likely to estrange then to
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reconiclle, Further, v e ind his own account of the tiyo objects he
wishes to synthesise exiremslv conlusing, not lezst because of hais
fusing of tw different approacnes, one of wnisch we traced to the

fa
Jvstan of Scilencss and the otiner fto the article in Religion ain Geschachte

und Gegenvart. Finallv, although we found in the System of Sciences

some sugoestion of tne way in which he thought dosmatics and systematic
theologr misht function with respect to what he later called kerygmetaic
theolo .y, y2t,1in nractice, we find that he nes little room for a

kerygmatic theology.

o

2. Ontology

(a) Schelling

We have already referved to Tillich's desire to r ecall philosopny
to a concern with ontology or metaphvsics, as he at first called 1%, and

in the course of our study so far, ve have found ourselves increasingly

pressed to conclude thet his view of the role of theolgzy 1s to a considerable

extent dictated by nas view, however confused, of philosophy. The desire

to produce a correlation of the two reouires thet any definition of theology

drould be able to "key into" s definition of philosophy. It 1s, indeed,
our contention thet his theological metacd 1s informed by his ontolosical
end cosmological convictions ané we shall, an this section, attemot to

explain i1n whst sense this 1s so.
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Attention hss already been drawn to tne influence on Tillich of
Schelling, an inf'luence which Tillich was himsell very vwilling to admit
and which 1s watnessed to at an earl:- date by the o8t that Schelling
provaded tne subject not oenly for has doctoral dissertstion it slso for
his licentiate dissertation, But although Tillich regerded haim, vather
then fierkegaard, ss the father of existentnalls&z)and was deeply influenced

b vhet Schelling himself described as his "positive ohilosophy", chere

i

are other espects too, of Schelling's thought thst may be recognised in
Tillich, not the least being what Tillich described as

"the tremendous emotional mmpact [of] Schelling's philosophy
of nsture." (2)

Tillich prefers 1o distinguish two major aspects of Schelling's philosophy,
those of the nesative and the pooitzve vhilosophy. But within the
negative philosophv there sre at least three shases, to e dzstinguished
as the philosophv of nsture, the philosophy of eesthetic intuiiilon ond the
phalosophy of 1dentjy.(3) Altaougn Tillach objected to the second of
these, 1a which Schelling replaced religion with the erts, and put Fforward
a kind of quietistic gnosticaism in which the srtist 1s trested as the
propnet of Ged and s works as the revelotion of God,(L‘L> nevertheless,

he shows nimself in sympathy with the views that hold the three phases of
the first period together, for the problem 3chelling was atterpting to
resolve was thet of the unity of the universe, of the relstion of the
indavidval things to the totalaty. Thais problem has held a central
position throughout the history of philosophy, whether viewed epistemologiczlly,

as by Augustine, in the orchlem of the relestion of tne subject and tne object,

(1) "schelling und die Anf#nge des Zvistentislistischen Protestes™
Zeitschraft Plr philosphische Forschung vol.9 (1955), pp.197—20§, "The
Nature snd Significance of Existentialist Tnaought", Journal of Philusoohy
vol.53 (1956), p. 740, Perspectives on 19th and 20th century Protestant
Theology, p.150f

(2) T.P.T., p.b

(3) gﬂ,l(mystlk und Schuldbewusstseln...},pp.E?-75o Perpsectives on 19th and
20th centurr Sfrotestent Theolgey(0.147 U hereafter Perspectives)

(L) G,T,(Mystik und Schuldberusstsein. ), p.57F
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or ontclogicelly, as by Socrates, in the problewndf

L
L,
(1)
= s I - -
one and e wany or tie sensral and the Zorticulir, t

Accovdanz t. Tallich, Schelling's philosoohy o

= =~ £ o

naiure "ies an

-y

spnlicetion to nature o tie orinciple of W@entity. He «wzs sble to assert,
therelore thot the a1ndaividusl 18 1dsaticel with God tc the extent thet he 1s
rdentical .ath nature, since nature haes the creator both vathin 1t and
outside it. God 1s not dependent on asture, but doss not stend ocutside 2t

<

ss o derstic concoption, but 4 tamn 1t, as a manilestotion, 1n concete form,
of the Absoluts, Noture 1s spirat an 1ts imm=adiscy. There is, thevefore,
no nogsibility of a duolism between God and nature nor of an opmosition
betwesn wan and God. Rehgion - excent in the phase of sesthetic situstlion -
1s an essential function of the humsn spairaty; 11 1s the intuition of the

o
L (2)
divine in nsture.

The regstive philosophy, Lhovever, hed cericin wesknesses, amnl led
eventually(3> to the development of the positive philosophy, in vhica ne
souznt to do grester jgustice to the notion of the swerensss of guilt, He
argued that there cen be no tall of a synthesis unless there .s first s
contrsdiction to be overcome. But contradiction docs not mean thet nasbure
and God sre in irreconcilsble opposition to cach othey, Tor he malnbteins
nas belief thet nature is spirit, Tt 1s not, howevsr, uadifferentiated
spirit, but rather the essence of God develoned under the contradiction,

s notion whicdh is difficult to zrasp and seems almost to be o tautologous
~vay of expressing the conviction thet finite snd infinmite are releted but
different, without explaining how this cen be sOs It sppeors to be a kind
of symbol for the chacracteristics of existence, namely contingency and

limitotion. Man himsell 1s not the o ntiadiction, nor 1s nstures 21t 1s

Me1stence" as an absiract concept thet rs the contradiction, In man,

(1) Tbad, p.18, Perspectives, p.14d
(2) GiH,T,pp.slff

(5) According to Tillach, it was due to the impact of the death of
Carolins Schlegel (Perspect1ves,p.148)
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indeed, the contradiction 1s conquered for, in wen as a vhole, understeniing
1s fully vnzted wath its pround, Consequently a religious relstionsnip
presupposes 1dentily as well as contrsdietion, and aidentity coatsins the

. o (1) .. :
contradiction within 1tself, Huvch as in Tillach's own worl, 1t sopears
that an 1des 1s incomplete ~mthout 1ts opposite, for the positive Mimplis s"

the negetive: 1t "conbains® 1t -mithain 1tself.

Laike Schelling, Tillich sishes to vroduce e gketch of realitly which
nag s monistic frame: yet an unconditionsl affirmotion of the identity
ol the one and the meny does not account for thz elsmsnt of separation in
realaty, nor doss 1t teke seriously the vroblem of evil, An unconditional
denial of 1dentity 1gho less unaccentable. Both waish to reconcile the
element of sevsration and estrangement “ath a wonistic outlook, and
Tillzch follows Schelling in his adonting of the notion of the contradiciion

1n his account of the realis:tion of being under the conditions of existence.

Schelling also celaborated a doctrine of "pct encies", traces of vhach
Mmay be recopnised in Tillich. In has later period, he spoke of three
potencies, the 1rrstional, the rationsl snd the spirii, in which the first

18 8
(2) This/scheme which immediately recalls the System ol

two are united.
Sciences, in which Being is associated wath the 1rretionsl which resists
thousht, the rationsal, The tw are brought together, however, in the
Spirat (Gedst), in vhich the ielstion to the Unconditional 1s realised so
that mesn—ng may be perceived, In has later wratings, Tillich spesks of
God as both ground and sbyss, an i1dea in which, again, we may detect echoes
of the potencies, as 1n his explicit connection witnh them of nis account of

God's potentislity and actuslity, wnere his potentrslity 1s the lamzt of his

actuality. We Tind a further echo in "1s account of non-being as the limit

\

: K]
of being which imposes finitude on being, /

(1) GI,T,0p.78,98
(2) Ipad, p.08%L

(3) ST,I,pp.210,272f;cf. Rendall ort.cat, TPT, p.156. Adams also points to the
“theory of potencies es the foundaiion of T1llich's theory of the demonic.
PCSR. pp.230,234
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Tillach shares the interests of Schelling to the extent that he,
too washes to resolve the problen of the one end tne many, of the finite
and the infinite without falling into the undafferentiated monismn of the
ohilosophy of neture, or into duslism, Moreover, he takes what i1s
Iundanentally the same rouvte as Schelling in his sesrch for sz solution,
emplo;aing both the 1des of the contradiction and also, as we have seen,
the thzory of the ootencies, +hile yet insisting that there exasts a final
unity. Ile 1s also akin to 8chelling 1a his distsste Tor the Kantien reduction
of relision to ethics and his consecuent viewing of thé separation oetween
God and man in ontological rather than ethical terms, but he also voiced
his dissatisfaction viith Schelling, because even in his lster period he

(1)

seerizd unshle to provide an answer to the destructive power of evil.

(h) Schlerermacner

Not only hss Tillach much in common with Schelling, but also with
Schleiermacher, %o whon we now tura in the atlendt to cheracterise Tillach's
ontolosical convictions and to describe the place thet they hold in his

theology.

e find points of comperison bztween Tillich and Schlelermacner
not only with refeicnce to their ontological ocutlook but also in the
circurstances snd motavation of their work, Indeed, ve may venture to

t rmuch of Tillich's oversll positive response to Schleiermacher

0
C
(»
(V%)
D
0
o
ck
joy
”)
—

1s dre 1o his sympathw wain Senlelermacher'ts aim, whiel 7as Lo wount an

apologetic directsd at the "ouliured despisers" of —slizlon, b -hich he

mzant not

Wiqose wmo vere full of mod=ra erudition or skepiicism, but those
who vere most sfiected 2nd perweated bh the zrest ideslistic and

- o N Te 1
so1r- tusl cheractevistics culled from the poetry and philosopny
of the age.t (2)

(1) cf, Boundary p.52. Neither Tillich nor Bsrth however seem”to be G?le t?
produce a Twre sstisfactory snswer 1n the 2yes of Edw§r§ yadden anﬁ Pe?er
Haore ("On the Difficulty of evadiag the Problem of Evil" Phailosophy and
Phenomenolos1cal Resesrch, vol,208 (1967-8) ,pp. 58-69).

(2) Schkermacher, On Religion, 1ntroduction, p. xv L.




According to Rudolf Otto, Scheiermacher

t 3 - - ] . o ,
see 81med directl- ot the discaples of Herder, Goethe, Xant, and

especially Fichte. He did not wish to overcows doubt or atheism,
but a sezif-centradictory mood and stete of wnd." (1)

In short, the spseches were a challenge not to those who had despaired but
to trose who carrizd the benners of the proud optimism of Kant or of romsnt-
ilcism, whict left no rooa for "relzigion® Relig

ion was dispensable to

ce

both science and morality, an

(]

nth 1t God, ammortality, revel.tion and
mracles could be dispensed <r1th, But Scheierm=cher, while sharing sath
lhe "despizers" s disteste tor religion viewed as a system of doctrine,

navertheless regarded the lotzl rejection of relizion as seli-contradictory

snd so set out to re-csteblaish 2t,

4

Schleirermacher doid not wash to deny %o scisnce i1ts own way of

(o]

looking =2t rzalaty, aor did he viigh to imiose oa wmorals the constrsint of
8 divine imoerative authoritetively declsied by orthodoxy, but he could

mwt allow to the tvwo [ields couplete asutonomy, for to do so would pe to

permt 2 dichotomy hetween the two and te encouwrege a2 compartmentslising of
life and intellectusl sctivity. Science was 1ncreasingly felling a prey
to thie temptation to trest indivadusl objects as existing in watertight

(o

compail tments, unrelated to each other, while worals repgarded the

(2)

andividual as the orias celtegory.

The solution to this slomising process in sclence and morals vas
to be found in Schleiermscher's view, an the aotion of rzliglon. But
relizion was to be conceived not as looking,m tw divections at once,
seeking to control scicnce and morals. In that vay 1t vould becone a
mixtuore instead of having 1ts own 1dent1ty,(5) Rather 1t wos to be
conceived of as i1ndependent of science and wcrals, but deeply involived in

boti: 1n o-der to infor. them, zivin, ithem mntent sad holding them together,

As an i1ndependent discinline, 1t has 1ts own chavacteristic, namely Teeling,

.=

(1) Toid, pexvi (3) Ibad, p.31
(2) Toid, p.73°F e e
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. S - . ) .
vinereas the charecteristic cf science 1s rercepilon and that of morals

act1v1ty.<1)

i . -

Feeling is not to be viewed ss leading to subjectivism, nor is 1t
A1
[724

e activaty of a particulsr faculty:(z> rasther it is

f . .
fundameatally man's affective response to the relastionshios into
which the whole of human asture 1s bound, ¥ (3) M

I{ 1s en swareness of relotionships, a feeling for the mnity of the universe,
which excludes individuslistic ethics and "objective" scisnce. It is the
avarensss th. t 1nd:vidusls, vhether neople or objects, stend in relation
to one another, os varts of e whole, Indeed science and ethics ought not
to be sepsrated 2t 2ll, for although they wey be divided an contemolation,
yet in oractice tney exist together,
"True sclernce is complete vision; true practice 1s culivre and
art self=-produczd; true religion is sense and taste Lor the
infanite. To wis~ to hsve true science or true practice wmthout

ce
religion, or to amegine 1t is possessed 1s obstinate, a.rosant,
delusion end culpable erior,' (L)

ALl three spheres belong together, althoughr eligion, as is clear from
Schleiermacher's account, nasé special function whichun ites science and
moresls. We shovld anotice, too, th$t morals 1s not to be equated sirply
viath morsl philosophy ov ethics, but 1s concerned vitn sll activity snd

1
can thus be spoken of as culture" in 1ts brosdest sense,

Beligion as a Ieelainy and taste for the infainite hasthe function
of relating everything in the fimte world to the Infinite, of expressing
the unaity of reality with ats ground snd with 1tself,

Mihat 18 all science, if not the existence of things in vou, in your
reason?  +“hat 1s all art end culture, if not your existence in the
things to which jou cive messure, form and order?  And how cen Dboth
come to life 1n you except in so faor as there lives ammedistely in
you the etsrnsl vnity of Resson and Nature, the universal existence
of ell Ffimite things in the Infinite,® (5)

(1) Tvid, p.45

(2) As Mackintosh su gests (Types of llodern Theology, p.49) cf.
R. R. Niebuhr: 3chleiermacher on Christ snd Religion,p.76n

(3) Nexibuhr, op. cit.p.181;cf. p.189
(4) On Relizion, p.39 (5) Ibid
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We must be clear thet Bchleiermacher does not think of religion as

a form of naturelism or psntheism, 25 an emotion of fear, awe or joy

wnspired by the msgnitude of tne universe or the minutest detail of nsture.
Religion as o response 1s provoked by the eternsl laws of the universe,

e vhicn 1s perceived the permestion of the world by divinity, The laws of
the umiverse do indeed inspire o sense of the umty of the vhole, but
Schleiermacher recommends that we should start not with nature, but with
our own imer life, in the sesrcn for the sense of unity.(1) It 18 1n the
indavidual that we find the swsreness of the indissoluble unaty of all
things, for the individual 1s a mamalestetion of humenity, s microcosm in
which the macrocosi ms~ be discerned, From there, we will lesrn to look
at everythang as a microcosm and view all fanite things as si~ns of the
Inflnlte.(z) Religion is seeins the Infinite in the fainate Ffor the

(3)

Infainite is as near to us as our own heart,

In consequence of thais vicw of rel-zon, Schleiermacher is able
to remove some of the stumibling blocks of treditional religion, Rebglon
cen now speak of revelsation and ol miracles without embariassuwent or the need
to become defensive, since a miracle 1s merely an event whach 1s a si;n of
the Infinite, and snr event mey have s claim to be a mitecle, 4 sign of
the Infinite 1s a revelatlon, as is any intuition end original feeling".
Other embsrrassing end problemotic festures of traditionsl religion may be
dealt with 1in s simila. way, including insparation, prophecy and prlace.

He argucs that every sacred writing 1s a testimony, s "speaking monument "
from "the heroic tire of relagion", and thet the religious maen 1s one who
hes o livelr undzrstending of 1t, but for that reason, cen do without 1t.
Thus he 1s able to include the Bib le within his fremework, in s postitlon

(4)

to which honour uay ove accorded -vatiout 1ts becoming indispensable.

(1) Ibid, p. 7

(2) Iofd, p.88

(3) Ibad, pp.39, 79, 8
(4) Ibad, pp.88-91



The Bible is the document of the Christisn religion, which 1s i1tsell simply
a concrete example of the expression of the spprehension of the Imfinite
by the humen maind, It 18 true that he goes on to asrgue that the Chrastisn
religion 1s the superior form of religion, but he canmot grant it any

t10m. (1) ;
exclusive position, The various forws of religion are merely wveristions
to suzt 1ndividuals and remsin religion in the same way that the warious

- . . 2
orins of music still remein mu51o.( )

Schleiermacner ez aware that in speaking as he had done of
religion and cspeciallv in speaking of the finite and the Infinite, he
avpesrad not to be spesking of God at 2l1l., He belaeved, however, that
such a charge would be unjust, for God 1s the highest, indeed, the oaly
unity, He will, therefore, have nothing tc do with eny "nominslistic!
conception of God, for the 1dea of s personal God 15 not to be clunz to, but

-

Z
to be left behlnd.<)}

Finally Schleiermscher shared hiis contemporaries!' antipathy toverds

theolorny viewed os a dogmetic system or as s systen of doctrines, His

a

own dogmatic work, therefore, conforms with his ovtline of the ldea of
religion to become a study of the religious self-consciousness - the way
in which swareness of ebsolute depcndence is menifested. Consequently
Christian 'falth-propositions" are

", .. conceotions of Christien relizious soul-states set forth
in speech."  (4)

.

and dogmetic theolozy is

", .. the science that systemotizes the doctrine vrevaleat in o
Chris t1on churdh st a guven tame," (5)

2 5 v P - 1. i Y
Dogmatics 1s thus enchored firml; w2 thin the church, but at the same tame,

1t becpmes dep: ndent orimarily on the religiovs sell-swereness, so that

(1) Ibid, pp.222 .

(2) Ipag, pp.51, 173, 222 Tae Christian Foith § 9 (B.T. po.39CE)

(3} On Religion pp.94-99 gchleiermecher uses the wo.d "anthropomorphic'
(1) The Chiistian Farth 8 15 (E.T. p76) cf. Niebuhr op.cit.p.1il

(5) The Christisn Forth 8 19 (2,T. p.58)
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traditional doctrincs must be treated as symbols Tor varicus aspects of that
avarensss vather thern sz ceelkaing to amake asssertions darvectly about external

g

IEE S 1A, n e - - !
reality, There 18, taerefors, no room foi ony sole scrioturas principle,

for the Mzw Testamsnt 1s as wuen dogmatics 1n Schleiermacier's sense as 1S

nis ovm docratrcs,

The essential orientation, then, of Schleiermacher's concent of

relizion 1s clear? 1t a1s the narcepiion of bue Infinite 1n che Tinite,

a
. oy
1 ~

he feeliny or swarenzss of tne uvnity of ithe univevrse, of whic: ve gre

most 1mediastel— conscious vhen e exeuilne ourselvis. {e s-e ocurselves

[

as reorcszencetlons of numanity and ere swere cf ourselves as part of the

Thole, without which we can cave no neing. e heve o "sensze of absolute

I ve call Schlerermaciaer a mystic, we 'wst be sure of the sense
in vhich we do sos for hos is not the ystio. o of aegation, seeking to
achieve the nothingasss by ssserting that the concrete vorld is idlusory.
Ee uses the rstizcel esoproach not to escape but, by looking into ths

denths of wer snd of nature, to perceive the truc vty of 21l things waith

!

the universe snd of tie self vt all othisr concrete objects i1n order 1o

woduce both a lafe Jor science end a coatent for "moralst®, It was ais

desive to astablish the relacionshio between the fainite anu the Infinite

.

and so to nevent sclence ITowm becoming objectifyin. e1d morals from

becoming indivadialistic. Reliszown was the concent he used to pive sub-
stance to botn, Ve wav se7 that he vished to be waat Tillach vould call

a theolozian ol culture,

de Find “net Tillich and Schlewiermacher gneve a coumon apologettic
religion
interest. Botn wish to cowrend / to 1ts cultured despissrs. In

Schleiernacher's case the cultured despisers wers e disciok s of
Herder, Goethe, I'ant and Fichte, in Til1iich's ther are the disciples of

the empiricel method of mathematicsl PhysiCSe Ti1lich does not wish to

-
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disvense with empiricel science any more than Schlerermscher did; he

wishes, rather, +to rebte 21t to 1ts context in the whole of realaty.

He shares Schleisrmacher's conviction of the wvalidity of both science

and culture, hut like Schleiermacher, wants to demonstrate the emptiness

of & culturc separated from religion, He observes, therefore, thot it was
"a wasunderstanding of Schleiermacher's definition of religio

paat el

R 01 8 )

('the fecling of absolute desendence') and s symotom of religious
weakness when successors of Schleiermacher loceted religion an the
realm of feeling es one psychological funclion among others." (1)

Schleiermacher's concept of r eligion 1s, sccording to Till.ch, close to

vhat Tillich haimself calls "ultimste concern about the ground snd meaning

N
g

of our beln Feeling is not a psychological function but

"the awarensss of that vhich transcends intellect and will,
subject and object.™ (2)

Pillich 1s close to descraibing feeling as an awsreness of the vaity of
the finite and the Infanite, de does not use these words, however,

but spesks instead, in his early work, of the conditioned snd the
Unconditional, Nevertheless, he 1s concerned, like Schleiermscher,

to bring to consclousness a sense of the vnity of every individusl entity
with everything else, so that the meaning of those andividual entities
ma- be revealed in relation to each other, and slso, so thet the
Unconditloned ground of mesning may break through, It s Tillach's
conviction as much as 1t was Schleiermacher's, thaot science, of whetever
sort, 15 on empty concept and arlture a dead form, without e scnse and

1w%efMPmeIdﬁm¢@'meUmmMIumwdgmmmid‘ﬂlbdﬂg

In his discussion of the empirical sciences he does not seek to

demonstrate directly their connection with the Unconditional. Rether he

(1) sT,I,p.18, cf.p.170

(2) Tbid, p.4k7 Tallica does criticise Schleierrecher, however, for
trying to "derive all contents of the Chrastian faith from vhat he
called the 'religious consciousness' of the Christian" because this
1pnores the fact that the dato of the Christian feith are not found
in expecrience but aiven in history (Tbid, pe&7L)
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seeks to show First their interconnections on the bagis of thsir obJects

and methods. It 1s when he comes tc dzscuss the cultursl sciences

thet he tekes the further step of seeking to relate evervthing to the

Unconditional, The cultural sciences, thus, root tne whole of scientific
and cultursl lafe 1n the Unconditionsl, in order thot meaning should bresk
through, felignon 1s the seeling of the Unconditicnal in tne conditioned,

and grace 1s the brealrthrough of the Uaconditionsl, (1)

It 18 especislly with respect to culiure that the concent of

religion 1¢ employed; andeed they sre so closely bound togethe., that

Trllach dffines them in terws of each others

"Religion 1s the directedness or the spirit “owards unconditioned
meanant, culture 1s the directedness of the sparzt towvards
cond.tioned forms, But both meet in therr being dirvected
towards the couplete unily of Torms of meaning, which for
culture as the end, but Por rsiaigion s symbol both affarmed and
denied vTrom the standnoint of tne Unconditionsl ... Religion is,
thei efore, not e funziion of mesning slon:side othsrs.®

"Culture i1s the fown of exrJi'ession of rela 2100 end relipgion 1s
3 (]
Ule substance of cultu:‘e." (2)

Culture mer ov ma7 act be inventionallv relizious, but 1t camnot avoad

beinz the wvehicle of ti2 expression of the Uncond:tionsl, {for as he

O]

wrote latsr:

"Religion, lile CGod, is omnipresent; 1ts presence, li'e tict of God,
can ncver be Torgotten, neglected, denied, But 1t 1s slravs
effeotlve, ;1ving inexnsustible dedtn to lafe, ond inexhaustible
meaning wo evory culturel crestion.™  (3)

"-l e‘li El _

oresses Tillich's ontologacal

l—’
[ N
ot
1]
[0]
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The term
conviction concermiag the raletionship of tie @aditioned -rorld ith the
Unconditzonal., The finite and whe Infanite sre interdepcndent, existing

in a dialectical relstionship. The sorld of Tinite entities - the

k) - - 3
conditioned = sisnds constantl - nnder 2o judzement of the Imfnite - the

(WTR.p.150L)

(1 Coils,I h . p.33° (VR p.82f); GH,T (6berw1ndugg), D. 386758 s1m

(2) iy translotion: &1,T,(Roh), p.329, (MR v.72f); of 1R (ITC),p.165,
%eo CUl _[':)021—2.

(3) Era, Introduction p.x1 f; cf p. xa1d
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Unconditional ~ while yof bsing sffirr=d by 1t, for the conlitioned could
have no bzing without the Uncondational Ground ol Beins, whoco is 1s LOHTCG.(1>

T 1 v e 34+ 2 T 3
Furthermore, the conditioned snl the Uncoanditional sre so vslated that

¢ it is
o a1 ] e o+ oy [T - ; o
©0s81ble to experisnce the Foly -tnin the finate, to criceive “he
3

Uncondztionsl —2ihain 4h 1 tioned, (2) 5

L 2ihin the conditioned, Anything mey be a syibol of the

ot ~ L ~ =~ -
Uncondzitionzl, th=t 13 +o S8y, a7 becorr a reveletion of 4+, for *hers 1s
0 by for there 1g

& vevsdorical immenence of thes transcendent within the finite, There
A1 - - oo - b
can, wherefols, be no split betveen 2 notursl ond o suocrnstursl world
& Lo LUL 3
- bebreen 8 oror : (5)
nor betveen a profans and a sscred spghere,

Religion 1z, therefore, not =1mwly the orientation of the spivit
torrerds twe Unconditicnol, but the percsption or intuition of the
Jncond.trionsl withia coc cond:itionaed, It 1s not one fuchiction of the

k]

. i
hevs but, an Taillich's ovm words "the dimension

L)

huven sodirit alons side ot

ol depth an 211 of them The velstionsnip way, 1ndeed be sjoken of

£
o

precisely the opposite way, sc that instcad of ovr soesling of religlon
as a perception of tre I1mite in bne finite, ve way sveals of 1t as our

o

being gress=d 97 the Treend: ticaal,

It 18 this vro-fold conceotlion of religion, as percection and zs

a san

mn

ce of Dbeing grasped, et orovides the lank betwsen the tneoretical

and tae oractical series of functions 'n the System of Sciences. Culture

in the broadest sense includes botn series, as wull 3chleierascher
cul‘tu;'e,(5> and religion wrovides, vis the function of meta hrsics and ethics,
the connzction of all tne functions ~1tu che Uncondritional, A theology
of' culture, tnerefore, prososzs to lay ba_e the Unconditional within the

conditioned cultural foras, 1hich a1s orecisel” what Tillich wes sttemptling

(1) ef, Mihat 1s vwong vith the Dislectic Theology?" JR, vol.15 (1955) op.i127-
145, "A Reintervretation of the Doctrine of the Incarnation" Church
Quarterly Revizw vol,147 (1949),p.137 cited by K, Osborne New Being,p.162n

(2) of, The Future of Religions, 0.86

(3) ef, Osbornes New Being,p.S0ff
(L}) }1.’1_6’01.61.11. DoBf; TQP.T.’ P0337

(5) Tillach proposes to understsnd Schleiermscher's "Handeln" as *philosophy
of culture", ST,I, p.34



to do an wrating The Religious Satuestion

The presupposition of any sich undertsking must be thot cglture
is made up not simcly of form and conien®, but also has a trsnscendent

reference which Tillich vefers to ss "imoort" or "substsnce". Every

object points beyond 1tself, e2lthovgh there are some thot do so move

obvacusly and more sdequately, Thus his enthus asm for the Expressionist

school of ovt 1s Gue 1u vhat he perceives to be the subordination of form

and coantent to the rmort .hich thrusts through the psintings of the school.
"liot & transcendent ;orld is depicted as in
but the transcendental reference in things
beyond them 1s ewp ressed, " (1)

the art of the ancients
to that which lies

Import does not tresk thrcuagh all cultural forms in the same way.
Indeed, unless culture 1s consclous of 1te omm "tPanscendental reference"
1t 1s likely to become autonomous, lhetds to say, concerned merely with
1tself as forri, It may even becowe heteronomous, dominated either by
the form of another agze, and therefore not true to 1tself’, or b~ some
principle vhic: has raised a false claim to uvltimacy, such ss nstionalism

and ecclesissticism,

Tillich never abendoned his theories on the interpenetration of
religion snd culture,(z) nor their ontological presuppositions, but he
met coasiderable dirficulty in using thenm for his spologetic purposes.
Culture 1s not simplv theonomouss it may, s in expressionism, or in the
social structure of esrly lhiddle Ages, 2llov import to bresk through, but
1t may also be sutonomous or even heteronomous. It 1s not possible,
therefore to make s simcle appesl to the religious substance of culture.
Culture requires to be anterpreted and criticised, The capitalism and

empiricism which dominate the interpretation of The Religious Situation

sre subjected to such criticisin. Nevertheless, Tallich's early period

(1) Religious Situstion, p.88; cf WR (ITC), p.169; Ultimste Concern, p.40;
Theol,Cul, po,71f

(2) of On the Boundary, pp 68ff§ Theol Cul. PPL0=67
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1s characterised by vhet he himself describes as a romentic attitude,

The article 1n Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart suggests & slowly

groving awereness of' the over-simplificstion of his interpretation of
cultural forns, but 1t was not until his move to America and *he catastrophic
effects of the Second World Var, thet he was finally compelled to review

his over-optimistic assessment of culture, He was forced, then, to come

to terms with vhat he describes as s new "mood of the end", & new pessimism

. < (1) 3

vholly resistent to his i1emsalicism. From this spring his post-wvar
analyses of ihe "situvation" as interpreted by the various forms of cultursl

expressicn,  Dominating them s1l he finds an interpretation of existence

which 1s controlled by a sense of disjunction, isolation and estrangement.

His edontion of the torm "Ultimate Concern" is sigmificant,
therefore, not swply because hig move to Americe required a substitute
for <he uniatelligible term "the Unconditional®, but because 1t 1s
susceptible of the wider interpretation required by the veriety of cultural
forms., Some cultursl forms reflect man's "Ultimste Concern®, his
relstion to the Uncondationsl, Some, however, do so onlr in a nsgative
senses  they svbstitule other things Jor ~hat should be their ultimate
concern and elevate them to a position of ultimacy. "Jltimate Concern"
also has the advantege to suggesting a subjective reference, consisting in
the indivadual's or group's' apprehension of what 1s their ultimste concern.
Feith 1s the genuine apprehension of one's ultimate concern, 1t 1s the

(2)

gstate ol being ultimaiely concerned.

Tillich modifies, but does not sbandon his romantrcism, e
retains this element vhicn he irherited from Schleiermscher and Schelling,
but he also learned that the simple romanticism of Schlelermacher and

or the nature philosophy of SBchelling vras inadequate, The "sitvation"

(1) "Religion and Beculer Culture", JR, vol. 26 (1946), p.82f

(2) Dynamics of Fsith p.1
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as exoressed by cultural forms required the positive pirilosophy of
Schellaing for 1ts intzroretation in fterws of alienstion and estranzement.
However, positive philosopihy cennot exist on 1ts ovm: exaistentislism
(positive philosophy) requires essentialism (negetive philosophy) i1n order
(1) :
to rake sny ststement at sll, even chout exaistence. To be able to ask
questions about existence 1 elready to have an inkling of their snswer
precisely because existentialism cannot exist wilhout essentislism,because

there cennot be estranzemsat without & previous vnion,

e

e turn, now, to the consequences of Tillich's views on religion
and on the relcotionship betvreen vre fainaite sad the Infinite snd coasider,

first, their conseguences Tor his view of the » eligions of the vorld.

Accordang to Tillich bamself, a1t was tie influence of Schleisrmacher

rediat=d by the kzlizionszeschichtliche Schule and by Rudolf Ctto in

nerticular, thot bioks dow.. Lor nua the rationalistic and wmoralzstac

interoietstions of religion, ensbling him te sse relaipgion as the perception

of tne Unconditional and the rsligions as concrete expressions of that

-
perceptlon.(d) Consecousatly, ~e ~siatains 2 position ver:s siuilar to

\s

. Ee clagsifies the world »eligions

L)
et

that of Schlelerwachci .azmsel

accordin. to dilferen’ criveria, bub ais baslc position 1s the saue as
- ~en 3

Scnlelermscher's: any nstten of religious devoiion wey be regsrded 28

cing "wacoaditionellv ajdprehended".  No

e
-

W

3 reslisclion cf the stauve ©

[

—

ous 1-liglous vetiern nust be allowed to exercise dmaLnation, 107ever,

becsuse 1t beco =s heteronomous in the orocess.

Aam e
", .. the critical Lb¢ﬂb
of 1cliton to anv existing o of rcligicus devotion; 1T can,
1n the neme of relision, teke srrs agolnst religion as 1t 1s
sctuall s orostased.”  (3)

srigeiple wiihin isligion Torbads the lima

'

; Pt T oo v i 5 4
A1l velizion 1s s expression of the avaiensss of the Uncondiiional

fa T R , o i e
snd, ss otch, looks towerd tne coming of +the Wew Beins in ~hic. the conflicts

(1) "Relation of iktsphysics end Theolozy", Revaew of Iietaphysics, vol, 10
(195¢) p.53; cf also Mhe a~ure and o1-miiicance of histentislist
thouznt", Journal of Phalosopng, vol.53 (1956), p.7hef. )
SZ)Cf The Religiovs Sitwetion, p.215; The Future of Religilons, 0. 8LF

I e e e e T s e LialedTic . VOl T11. D. 201
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and estrangsiient concomitent wit: humsn existence wiill Te overcoue,
wesvern relizlons, ia keeging with thexr "astorical® chsrscter, sxoecl

trzasformed reslity, in e nastor~cal process,

whereas eastern

-t

¢lzglons, vwaich are "“un-haislozicsl™ exocect 1t 1n the form
of tne negation of realitv ~hich brainygs rath 24 the ¥affirmetion of the

Ground of Being elone,"

Schleirermocner docs wobt gpeak of MNew Being, of course, for 71s
imnanental conce- tion of religron excludes any ezchatelogicel nevspeciive,

but there remsins the beliel exoressed by both of them thet every concrete

religion =g en exdression of universal religion.

It seems, hovever, that Tillzch sheres Schleiermecher's belaef
that the Jestern forms snd, wore especielly, Chrastisnity, al'e suparior,
for Tillich the asuoeriorit, consists in the afTirmetion of reelity, but
also in the bela that 1n Christisnit— the revelation of the New Being
has 1ts most adequate expression,. That is not to say, however, thnat othesy

relicions have no 1evelrtion, for Tillich stands fairmls by the conv._ction
st b 3 w

A
2
thet "revelatory expericnces arc universally auman".( /

"Religions are based on something thet 1s ziven to a wan wherever

he laves. He 1s given a revelation, a particular kind of
experience which implies saving powers." (3)

Despite, then, his spperant belicf 1n tie superioraty ol Christianity, he
can co nteasace only a dislocue wath other religions, not proselytisa or

crozs~—Lertilisotion.

"A mxture of v<ligions destroys in each ol taem the concretensss

whaich gives it dynamic pover. The wvictory of one religion
vould umoose a OSLthulﬁT religions snswer on all other
varticular answers."  (4)

(1) 8T,II,p.101
(2) The Future of 2eligions, p.81
(3) Ipad

(L) Chraisisenity and the Eacovnter of the vorld Religions, .96
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Not only is his vaiew of the concurete religions essentially the
sane as that of Schleiermacher, but slso his view of revelstion and, we
may say, of the Bible, for tne Bible 1s the record of the revelation received
by tae early Christiens end anv other sacred book may have the seme vosition

with respect to the group with imich 1t 1s associsted.

From this, too, springs his somewhat ambivslant attitude to the
historical foundstion cof Chri 1stzanity. It 18 never cuite certeain whether
Christzenity cen do without the events of the Gospels; on tne one hard
there aopesrs to be the view, exvressed in the 1911 theses that

"... the Christisn cannot lave as 1f every worniag the mail might

bring news of historical researches wihich disc.edit the Christisn
fexth.™ (1)

On the cths: hand, however, there 1s the claum thet the svent on wnich

[9)]

. 2
aristisnity 1s based, Jesus of Nazareth, is given an history ( )

extended srgament tnat the picture of Jesus Laven in tne Bible nust

(3) oy .
correspond to & reality, On Tallich's own arguments, what matters is
the truth of ine insight received, of the revelation of Christianity, not
the actusl events or the concrete pLersons or vhings through whom the
revelation was mediated, Inesmuch zs 1t is one reveletion ameng wany,
the events are unimportant, but i1naswuch as Christisnity 1s s concrete
religion, the events must be sa1d to have talken place, or there would be

no Chrastianaity

Mar eover, Tallich has a speciel reeson for insisting on the
historicity of the werson of Christ, for he i1s tne paradign of the
realisetion of the New Being, In Chrast, humenaity is fully united wath

the Ground from which 1t was estran_ed. In Chraist there was transformed

(1) D.D.Williems: Interpreting Theology 1918-1952 (London, SCM Press, 1953)
p.105

(2) s1,1I,p.48

(3} SI,II,p.112{f, cf Kelsey's onalysis of Till:ch's argument and the fund-
amental self-contradiction involved ain 1t (The Fabric of Paul Tllllc@l_
Theology , ppe L)




-0~

reality; 1t has actually hsppencd in Christ. Christians may therefore
stand Dy their belisf in the coming of tne New Being, Nevertneless, it

is the power that bresks througn the picture of Jesus ss the Christ offered
in the New Testament that 1s a1mmortent to us, the imoort that bresks through

both the form and the content, for unless we receive Jesus as the Christ

as the bearer of the Hew Beinz, and so receive the import, he 1s not the

Christ at all.

tlhen ws turn to toe quesiion of the reletion of the finite to the
Infinmite e f1nd, as e have slready noticed, thet he has to take sccount
of tne element of estranpement. Consequently, the ontologicsl schewe vitn
which he works spesks not simoly of the Infanite snd the fainite, but also
of fiaite bewing develoved under the corditions of exastence, vhach produces
distorticns so thet things sre not as they ought to bhe. Everything 1s
separated from 1ts cssence, and so zlso T'rom 1ts Ground. Existence has,
therelore, a2 very gspvecisl mesaning, closely akin to the weening givea to 3t
by Scnelling, so thet 1t 2 1mpossible to view 1t except in negstive terms,

1

It s not to be confused waith finitude, which 1s at least s neutral,afl

2

not s good concept.

"7+ 1s not fainitude ass such thet 1s sinful, since fanitude vefers
btoth to essence and exastence, The positive clement 1n the {inite
essence remains the good fector, not the sinful lactor. Actualised
creation and estranged existence are adentlicel in the sense that they
sve found tozether necesserily - necessarily because exlstence has
only one wesnings discortion or estrang ement. " (1)

Over sgeinst the Infinite Ground of Being is finite being, but 1t
ma~ be viewed from two points of view, from Tie point of view of essence
Of D -
or/eristence, Tillich recognises the awbiguity of both words, vhich
1t nn
rests in the fact thet both have two basic meaning. Essence cen refer
e1ther 4o the nature of o thing vithout ony wvelustion of 1t, or it cen Le

s vsluation: 1%t cen, in oth:r “ords, nave an empirical ol o noraILVe SINSE -

(1) Osborne, New Bsing p.119
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vihal 15 or vhat ought tc be the case. Similarly, existence can hasve an

empirical or a norumative sense, deszcribing tne actuality ol a thing or

1 .
1ts departure from the norm.( ) Tillach's own vuse of the t.o viords,

liowever, 1s restricted almost entirely to bthe normstive or evsluative

zense, Betwern essence as ih-t wiich ought 1o be the cese and existence

as lhat which 1s the cese, tnece stall rewains finite being, ensurin

rat novrever distorted o thinz may bemme, 1t still retains 1ts reletion

3
O
-3_

e Groung of Being,

It appears, however, thot lhe transivtion frow essence to sxis

y(2J

o
@
[
[}
62
@
5
0
&
3]
3
jor)

I8 necessay 1f mar 15 1o actuaslise

Treedoms

", .. llan's being 2s not only hudden in ihe crestive ground of the

davine lile; it 1s also menifest to 1tself and to other larfe within

th= vhole of realaity. lian do=s exist, and Tis eyaisglence 28 diff

e ent

from nls essence. Man ond the rest of'w°a¢1tv are not only 'insige!

the ovocese of the divane 12l=, but also 'ovesade' 17, lisn'is
rounded 1n 1t, hrt he 13 not keot sathin the goound., liar hes

k] P N I ] [ P . | . [ . ‘314 N -‘ o s
ne pround in order to 'stand uvpon' himgell, to sctralise vhat
ssentielly 18, 1n ordsr to be finits freedom! - (3)

C"‘"’

But this trsnsitbion from csaence to sxasience 1s 1tself tne f8ll, so 1t

seens wnet the [fall st take clsce af ran is tTo pe man, I defence
this Taillaca cen only say:

"Mhag 18 the 2o
of’ the fall Jo

poiut 1n 11e doctri.e of crestzon. And, as ever: existentzal
anslyors of the human SltUrthﬁ shows, 1t 5 e nst rysterious

TOLTID UL« .- SYDSILEICE, Fulls developed cizaturelinsss is
2llen cresturelunsss.” (L)

precludes the vossibilisy of a discuss=ion of e _=zlalionstip of esse

(1) 20,I,0.225¢
(23 i.e. thet ‘t 18 o nalter of logical necessity. Tallicn, nowever,
7/ . -
1

5
s
<
)
O
!
(b

some 1
descv 1ntion ﬁld eroirical description. (cf J.Feywood Thomss, Paul

Tillichs An Avpraisal, p.1251)
(3} $0,T,p.285
(4) Ibag, p.2B83F

of

-4 sk wmieh the doctrine of crezation and the doctrine
L e nogt difficult end tie vosflialecta

cal

1s

hagsuse df e sy an vhic) he wavers between logical
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opersri and also rfemoves the qucstilon of sin ond the fall, as has bzen

freguently noticed, from being an ethical and volitional question to being

1
an ontological q;estlon.( )

It follows, then, that I1llich prefers to think of God also in
ontological terms, as the Ground of Bein_, or ass Being-Itself, since for
Tallich the most fundamentel question that cen be ssked 1s ithe quesstion of
Beilng, the quesiion about btre relationshin of the indiwvadual actualisation
of Being to its infinats Ground. Thus we have t1re rwct debated forrmula
"God 18 Being-Itselrf", oricr to sll essence and ex1stence.<2> Existence
cennot be predicated of God, for t.o reasons, In the fMirst place, one
cannot speak of God as s being, for he vould, then, be simply one being
smong others, even 1f hs were regarded as e supreme being. A being
possesses fanitude; to describe God as s Dbeing 1s theiefore to involve
onesell in s self-centradiction. Secondly, existence cannot be predicated
of God because o tae sohecisl, evaelustive meening given to the —od
"existence", It cannot he ss1d that God 1s separated frow his essence,
50 1t cannot be sa1d that God exists: it can only be said of God that

he 1s Being-Itself,

But if God .s Being-Itsclf, vhat wust ve may of the traditional
concention of God of iristiamity i1n personsl terms? Tallich's solution
to the osroblem of —hat he rezards,wita sreat distaege, as a nominslist

concention of God(j) is thst ontology absorbs personalism snd as such 1is

4

prior to 1t
"...being and person are not contradictory concepts.  Being includes
oersonal being; 1t does not deny it. The oround of being is the

- = - - '

ground of personal beinz, not its negation,' (&)

(1) e.ps J.Heywood Thoitas, Appraisal,p.126; Osborne New Being,p.180. Osborne
however is vrong to describe the concept of gin as more ontological than
theological, since Tillich vould scte 1i1ttle difference., It should also
e noticed that Tillich does recognise the contribution of the concept
of sin in suphasising "the ocersonsl ect of furning away" (ST,T1,p.52f)

(2) ST,I,pp.2610F

(3) ef "What 1s Trong with the Dislectic Theolozr?" IR, vol.15£193?ﬂ9.137;
Religion & Seculsr Culture, JR,vod. 26 (19L£) p.85
(1) BRSURD. 83
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If we ask sbout the status of such terms ss God, sin end so on,
ve fand that we haove effectively turned full circle, to bring cvrselves

back to the conccotion or theology offered i1n tne Svstewn of Sciences.

Leaving asics the question, which Tallich himself aspears never to have
finally decided, =s to vhether the statement that God 1s Being-Itself
is or is not Z symbolical and also the question of whether ontological

statlevents are theungelves syubolical or literal, we fand that theology

X

ss a role alongside that of metaphysics, nemely that of "representing
the spirit" of the original documents and trensferring it to the aodern
mind. Theolozy hss tne role of rclating the lengusze of the perceptions
of & particulsr group to that of the modern wand, wnich for Tillich
ecpears to wean reloting 1t to the heirs of classicel philosophy. The
connecting coinl rests win the fact thet they are bots concerned th

the seme thing, with the Uaconditional. Since religiovs synbols have

to be emp licated to bring to light their oantological reference, ve mst
as<u e thet ontologicsl slatemsnts ere wore essily understood and less

likels to aislead,
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GIAPTER THREE

THE STRUCTURE OF THEOLOGICAL METIOD

— it e o = s —————

We have, so far, attemoted to understsnd the Precise role
assigned to theologv by Tillich and to bring to light the ontological
convictions vhich inlorm his views. We encountered souwe difficulty
becsuse of the leck of consistency in his account of the nature of
philosophy, but ovr investigetions lead us to the conclusion that 1t
1s the task of theology to engsge in what may tentatively be described
as a translation of the religious symbols of the Christien Church into
the langusge and thought forms of contemporary interpretations of humsn

existence ("the situation"),

The ph:losophical anvestizotion of t1c structure of readlaty
(the discipline of vhilosophy) 1s provoked by the philosophical
attitude of radicel enquiry, but 1t provokes in turn the philosophicsl
attitude of a search for the answers to the problems encountered in the
discipline, es 1t oroduces concepts and categories by vhich to grasp
reality. fhen tnese qu=stions become a matier of wltimete concern,
they are a motter of philosophical, or rather, a theolozicel attitude.
The theologicsl discipline seeks to explicate the svubols which are

produced 1in the vrocess of —erception of the enswers to the quesstions.

We turn, then, to a closer exemindtion of the method of

theology, as 1t seeks to fulfal this {inal task,
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1. The Possibality and Rationality of Theology

(a3 The Possibility of Theology

It 1s impossible to predicete existence of God, because to do so
1s to treat God as s beang end, therefore, 25 one being among others. God,
is therefore, not an object iphhe seme sense in which anything else may be
treated as sn object, Indeed, God 1s not an object st all: as Being-Itself
God is beyond the structure of subject and object. The very term "Being-
Itself" 1s designed to a void the suggestion that God con be regarded ss sn

object.

If we elimnate the possibility of spesking of God as en object or
as a being, we eliminate also the aecessity and the possibility of
soeaking of natursl theology, st lesst, 1n 2 Thomistic sense, Tillach,
therefore, dismisses in a somewhat cavelier fashion the traditional arguments
for the existence of God on the ground they all require the givenness of the
world, s fact which precludes the possibllaty of conceiving of God as
trenscending the world infanitely, He argues that this 1s true not only

(1)

of the cosmnlop_col, but also of tue teleologicel and ontologicel arguments.

He does not think, however, that the trasditional arguments are
entirely arrelevant to theology. dhile they are of no use to demonstrate
the existence of a supreme being, they do serve the function of revealing
the question, implied :n finite being,of the infnite ground of being.

The question could not have besn asked LI there were not in the world and
self "something unmnditionsl",  The trasditional arguments sre formulstions
of the question implied in finitude under the imact of the spprehension

of the unconditionalelemant.

There mey be substence in the charge that Tillich hss constructed

s disguised form of natural theology to supply a foundation of his own

(1) sr,I,pp.227 £f
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approach, in s-ite of has disavowsl of natural ﬁheology.(1) The i1mportant
point, however, i1s not whether the srgument he used to dismiss the traditionsl
arguments may be turned ageinst haimself, but the actual way in which he
conceirves the possibility of theology. It 1s quaite clear thai 1t rests

on what we have already referred to as the "paradoxical immsnence of the

transcendent.

Having dism.ssed the question of natural theology, Tillich is under
no obligstion to discuss the question of a human caspacity Ffor God or for
revelation. He never_theless presupposes both in his ontologicel sssumptions.
If man 28 s part of the fanite world, he too must contsin sn uvnconditional
element, e link with the Infainate, Tillich is wore interested, however,
in the nature of thz relationship between men and the 1nfinte ground of
his being. Man's exzistence, 1n s nevtral sense, 1s evidence of a ralstion
to tie ground of being, but his "existence", in e technicsl sense, is

evidence of his estrangement from, or lack of unity with it.

Equally, Tallich's ontological conception of God relieves him of
the task of discussing the concept of the Word of God. It 18 not necesssry
to refer to God as spesking, when the essence ol the Christian message 1s
the conquest of eristential estrangement. Talk of God as speaking involves
a rzlapse into supernsturslism. Strangely, however, Tallich does himgelfl
lapse into ways of speaking about God thel ere very raditional and suggest

the v-r7 supernaturelisu he rejects. HMoreover, he employs the concept of

the Word of God, but he poes to considerable lengths to explain what he
considers to be 1ts legitimate uses. He insists that 1t can have only o
sviibolic mesning, referring to the manilestations of the divine iife. In

this sense 1t has s wide use and 1s particularly suatable because of 1ts

(1) of Lewms S. Ford, "Tillach's Implicit Neturel Theology", SJT, 'Y‘oiL.ZL:
(1971), p.269. MTf the radicsl insulfficiency of the world points to
1ts source 1in bel ng-itself, God as thet vhich infinitely transcends
the world hes been derived from the world."
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association with the wncevt of rationality conteinsd ain Llogos. ThHe
revelation of tie divine 1ife 1s rational, but includes within 1t the
i1rrational orinciple of the abyss; the inexhsustible depth of sll creatlongq)
However, Tillidh proscrabes sll reference to the Word of God as spaken.

"Word" ais, therefore, thiught of in terms of the stress on rationality of

the Greek notion of logos rather thsn the Hebrew idea of the (verbal)

Utterance of a personsl God.<2>

Theolony is possible, therefore, not becsuse God hag revealed
himself 1n the spoken word and througi: the records of 1t, but becavse Being—~
Itself 1s the ground of our being. But there 1s more to the possibilaty
of' theolozy then t 1s; 1t would not be possible if' no question were implied
in the categories and concepts of ontologaical snalysis; it would ot be

possible if there were no snswers

+

3
Pt
)

uld not be possibls if the snswers

we

d1d not exist in symbolic form; 1t would not be possible without the

theolozical civecle.

At f1ivst sight, the concept of tne theolozical circle sugzests thaet
Tillich believes, as hes besn meintaived throughout the haistory of theology,
that cheology cen only be enzszed upon from tne situation of failth: only
he who knows God for himsslf csn 20 on to & deeper understanding of God.
In fact, however, the notion of the theological circle reflects Tullich's
dialectical interpretation of reality, for tne cheracteristic of the
circle is not simply faith, but rsaith corbined vaith doubt. Theology s
only possible for the men who has entered the thsolog.cal circle, that is
to sey: 1t 1s ondy possible if s umen has commibted nimself, If he 13

disnsssionate, detached and objective in his stiatude, he cannot be seaid

(1) ST,I,pp.174LF; "The Word of God", Lengusge: An Bnquiry its Meening ?nd
Function (ed. Ruth Nende Anshen) pp.122-33, The Interpretstion of History,
T Pe238

(2) cf A,JMcKelway, The Svstemetic Theologv of Faul Tillich, p.88f and note;
E. le B. Cherbomnier, "The Theology of the Word of God", JR, vol. 33
(1953}, p.22ff,
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to have entered the theologicsl circle, But even having committed himself

he still remsins afflicted Dby doubt:

"Being inside the circle, he uust have mede an existentisl decision;
he wust be 1n the situation of faith, But no-one can ssy of himgelf
thet he 18 1n tie situstion of fazth. No-one can call himself a
theologian ... BveryAheologian is committed and alienated; he 1s
alveys in falth and i1n doubt; he 1s inside and outside the theol-
ogical circle." (1) .—_—

We are reminded agein of our suggestion thet when Tillach explains the
relationghip of philosophy and theology, he seems to be thinkihg of man who
15 at once both philosopher and theologisan, It 13 not reslly possgible to
speak of entering the theological circle, Tor evsryone who "acknowledges the
content of the theological circle" as has ultimete concern nss immediately
entered 1t. And yet, inssmuch ss he does not have the answer to the
questions he wishes to ask, he stends oulside 1t, The uncertain borderline
between philosophv and theology which mekes 1t possible to refer to one and
the same attitude by both names 1s uncertain becsuse 1t 1s men himself who
represents the border, man vho at times tekes a detached approach, at times
s coimiltted anprosch, men who at times 1s torn by doubts, at times 1s
grasped by Teith, maa who st tames can do nothing bui question, et times can
verbalise the answer - who indeed could not ask the questicas unless he knew
the answers already, The possibility of theolony ls precisely the possibility

of answering questlons.

At the same time, the interpretstion of theology vhich s tems from

the System of Scicnces suppliecs the other important aspect of the possibility

of theology, namely the possibility ol ainterpreting the relaigious syuibols
of the Chris tisn Texth which are the product of an encounter with ultimate
reality. The verw existence of the syubols makes theology possible because

they provide 1t with an object.

(1) §2,I’P-13
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The object of theology is not God, but the svidbols of the Christisn
faath, Indeed, as we have slready seen, God cannot be an object because
83 Being-Itself, he 1s beyond the "subject~object cleavage. " To mske an
assertion such as this, however, leads to 1mmediste daflaculties - difficulties
vhich are smply 1llustrated by Tillich's doctrine of religious symbols.(1>

We do not wish to engaze upon sn extended discussion of the debate on

religious symbols engendered by Tillich's doctrine, but 1t will be salutory
to ovtline his theory aal <t draw attention to some of the salient features

which sre relevent to our investigation.

There are s number of accounts of rcligious syubolism offered by
Tallich, emong which there is s hagh degree of con51stency,<2) as is wverifis=d
by the first tabla%p.1%gire are also, however, s number of differences to
which attention wust be deswn, The most obvious of these 13 the difievence
betwesn the account of the cheracteristics offered in the ariicle "The
Religious Syubol"™ and all the other sccounts. The radical difference in
terminology may be sccounted for by the early daste of the original srticle
(1928)(3> It reappeared in trsnslation, however, in 1940(43 (slaghtly
revised) snd sgein in 1958(5), 1961(6) and 1966(7) (further revaised).

All the other articles cited sppeared between 1955 and 1961<?>

(1) It was Tallich himself vho made the assertion thst the doctrine of the
symbollies at the centre of his theologicel doctrine of knowledze,
(TPT, p.333)

(2) It should be sdded thet the characteristics asre rarely listed in the ssme
order, and in some sccounts do not sppear in the form of a coherent list,

(3) BlY¥tter fr deutsche Philosophie, vol.I,reprinted in Religilse
Verwirklichung, (1930)

(4) Journsl of Libersl feligion, vol. 2 (1940), pp.13=33
(5) Daedalus, vol. 87 (1958), pp.3-21

(6) Circulated at the fourth annusl New York University Institute and published
in the proceedings (Religious Experience end Truth, ed. S.Hock, Dp. 301-322)

(7) Myth & Sywbol, ed.F.W,Dillistone, pp.15-34, The most significant alteration
was the far from consistently pursued substitution of Multimate concern"
Por"unconditional transcendent".

(8) "Me Neture of Religious Lenguage", Theol.Cul,pp.53-67; "Theology snd
Synbolism", Religious Symbolism (ed,F.E,Johnson) pp.107-116; "The Vord of
God", Lengusge: Its Meaning & Function, (ed Ruth Nende Anshen), pp.122-83;
Dynamics of “eith, pp. L1Ff; "The leaning ond Justification of Religious
Symbols," Religious Expc:ience and Truth, ppe3-11
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The very fact of 1ts resppesrance sugzests that Tillich had not sbandoned

the opinions ne expressed and we heve therefore made some atterpt to identafy
the list of characteristics offered there with his lster lists. e may
saf'ely assume that he mesns the same by descrabing symbols as fagurstive, as
he does by saying that they point beyond themselves. Two of our other
1dentifications, however, sre more tentative, namely those between percept-
ibility end the use of the media of ordinsry or everyday expérience and
betweea acceptibility and the growth and death of symbols, This last
identification 1s made on tre grouad that “acceptibilaty" is used to describe
the social rooting of the symbol; where the symbol fails to connect with »

social situastion, 1t dies.

We turn, therefore, to some of the questions raised by Tillich's

view.

(i) A certain degree of veriation will be noticed among the descriptions
of the third characteristic ond we must ask, therefore, whether they are
consistent with each other, For exauple, we may ask whether the possession
of innate gower is the sasme as participstion in the reslity of the referent
or whether varticipation in the realit: of the referent is the same s

rticipstion in its power, or i1ts meaning.
art ti its power, or 1t ani

Jean-Paul Gabus remsrks that vheress Tillich speaks of innate or
instrinsic power in the article of 1928, he spoke a year later of the power
belonging to symbols as a power inherent in nature itself. He fands that
the two sccounls are different in mesning and dismisses the first as quasi-
magical.(1> However, he explains neither the difference nor the meaning
of the description as quasi-magical. In fact, if there 1s a dafference,
1t is probsbly due to Tillach's desire to emphssise in the second thet any

object msy, on account of its participetion in being, become a symbol of

(1) J.P.Gebus,Introduction a la Theologie de la Culture de Poul Tillich, p.116
Gabus 20pesTs To Rave Inade a mistake concerning the date of the s econd
account ("Natur und Sakrament") which was given as a lecture in 1228, and
later vublished in Religi8se Verwirklichung (1930) (et gﬂ,VIE,p.203)

Tt 1s trenslated in Era as "Nature & Sscrament" (pp.9L-112




TABLE 1.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF

RELIGIOUS

SYMBOLS

The Religious Religious The Nature of The Word of The Dynsmics The Mesning and
Symbol Synibolism Religious God of Faith Justification of
1928, 1940, 1955 Language 1957 1957 Religaous Symbols
1961, 1966 1955 1961
1.Fipurstive quelity TFagurative Point beyond Figurative Point beyond Point beyond

themselves

Themselves

Themselves

2. Perceptibility

Use the medis of
ordinary experience

Use the medis of

everyday experience

3.,Have innate
power

Participate in
the opower of
what they
symbolise

Participete in the
meaning and power
(? ond reelity)

of what they
symbolise

Participate in the
power and mesning
o' that which
they syrbolise

Participate in
that to whach
they point

Perticipate in the
reslity of that which
they represent.
Radiste 1ts nower

and meaning.

L. Acceptibility

Grow anddie,
cannot be
invented

Are born & die;
cennot be invented
or produced inten-
tionally, born in
the Y%sroup unconsc-
1ous'

Guow & die, ceannot
be invented or
abolaisghed, safe
from criticism by
non-symbolic
lensuage

Crow & die,cannot
be produced int-

entionally.Crested
or accepted by the
'sroup unconscious’

Are born anddie,
cannot be created
at will

Open up levels of
meanin., & corres—
ponding levels of
the mind

Open up levels of
reality and levels
of the soul.

Open up levels of
being & levels of
the soul. Point to
ultimate reality.

Open up levels of
reality & dimens-
lons & elements of
our soul which
correspond to the
dimensions & ele-
meats of reality

Open up dimensions of
reslity in correlation
to dumensions of the
humen sparit.

=L

Hove 1nlegrating &
disintegirating power.




TABLE 2

TYPES OF RELIGIOUS SYHBOL

Level "The Religious Symbol" "The Neture of Religilous "The lMeaning and Justification
Lenguage™" of’ Religious Symbols®
Obgective Transcendent Primary
a. The world of divine beings 3. God a. highest being and
~ the supreme being God his
I b. Characterisations of the b. The attribules of God attributes
nature and actions of God N ..
& & © ¢, The zcts of God b, Divine actions
c. Natursl end historicsl objects - ¢. Divine umanifestations
historicel versonalities ete in finite reality
Self-transcending Immanent Secondary
a. Actions which syubolise the
religlous sttitude e, g, - -
"eultic gestures™
IT b. Objects which synbolise the c. Cultic sign-synbols e.g. -

1religious attitude e.g. cross

cross, candles ete.

b. "The Sacramentsl"
2. ge The Lord's Supper

a. Incernniions of the divaine

Metaphors:
Water laght o1l ete
Poetic svyubols
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the Uncond1t10nal.<ﬁ) At the same time, however, he rust recognaise that

some objects are 1n feact treated ss religious sywbols while cthers aie aot.

He wignt have chauged has mind, of course, but since he published more than one
version of the 1928 srticle in which these essential detsils were not changed
and did an fact areculate 1t at s conference in 1961, it seswus reasonable to
concdude that nhe did not cdrenge 25 maind and that 1o contradiction i1s intended
between the two articles to which Gebus refers, nor betwsen the 1928 article
and those whaich describe syubols as participating 1n the reslutv of that +to

which they point.

The question of perticipation, hwowever, hos frequently woriied

Tillach's critics<§) for 1t 1s not 1umediatel; clear an vhat way the svebols

particivete in the reality cof that lo whic: the; woint. However ,from

Tt

_____ 3s, 2t sesas that nartacipotaion in tae reelitr of the

g

referens 15 more thea the .ere psrsticipstion of the finite objsct in the

1ts power.(B) This sug:ests to us that tie principel point that Tillach

wishes to wole 1s nct concerned with rerticipatioa at all bt with mediotlron.

e
L

Both 1n speaking of the 1anate power of sywbols and of the pavticipataion of

symbols an their referent, Yillich 1s seeking to say that a syubol owes 1ts
: + SR e . 2
desciiption as a symbol co the fact thet 1t wediates the pover and umesning oL

the reslity to which 1t points. When o symbol cessszs to function in this

t7ay 1t ceasses to be e symbol.

(1) cf’ @:I;(@E),P-EZ”Bf, (%:P-79f)5 _SE,I,P-ZG)G

(2) JHeyvood Thomas, "Religlous Languape as Symbolism", Religious Studﬁes,' )
vol.1 (1965-3), p.91; H.D.McDonald, "The Sy.abolic Theology of Paul Tillich
SJT,vol.17 (1954), p.h25; V.T.Bullock,A Critrcal Exsuinetion of FPsul )

B Ilich's Doctrine of the Holy Spavit, op.47fT; W.L.Bove, Relipious Syubols
and God (Ch-cego & London, University of Chicago Press, 1968) pp.1120f

(3) "anelyses of wsanlag are analyses of belng because meaning brings being to
spiritual fulfalaent" (WR(Rph) ,p.72)". .Belaz is conceived not sumply as a
logical category, but also as living 1mport" (gﬂ,l,(§§ﬂ?,p.122)

G.F.McLean comsents svccincetly "The power participated in 1s n?t
cntitative but sipnificative power" ("Syubol and Analogyt Til}%ch &
Thowss™, Poul Tillich's Cetholic Thought (hereafter PICT) p.163
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Thais an turn, su gests that there 23 lattle difference bpetween
the charscteristic of participation and that of growth and death. Indeed
Tillich's pointing to the aibitreriness of the sign during e discussions
of the guestion of participstion serves only to confirm this i1mpression;
to point to their arbitrasrinzsss is to say that they sre not consciocusly
i

seledted and to point to their rarticipstion i1s simoly to sa— thst they

srow and die. When ther cease to wmediate the Uacouditionsl, they dle.(1)

Tillich's constant movemsnt among reslity, meaning and vower
indicate his dissatisfaction with any one term. "Reglity" is spt to
suggest sn ontolosv shorn of dynemics or foimy "mesning" 1s likely to be
confused with linguistic philosophy aad so lose the dynamic of contological
relations; "pover", 1s apt to degensrate 1nto blind dynowmics without

meanilang. Each woid for hia must include the connotations of the oths. t7o,

We must psss on, nowever, to sone further points.

(12) Tillich explains that religious s-ndbols are of two klnds,(2> but

1t 1s impossible not to notice the ver considerable dafllerences between
the sccounts he zives. This 1is due, no doubt, to the difficulty of decading
on criteria, as 1o evidenced by the veriety of nasues which he jives to the
two levels. Tt aopesrs that ne wishes to collect togethzr 1n one group
211 those "symbols" whic relate directly to ouw spesking aboul God, his
attributes and esctions, but is uncertain about the proper classification

for example
of other claimants to the nswe of "symbol"., He 1s uncertainfihere to

what "davi 1festat ‘eality", we believe, because

place what he calls "divine menifestations 1n 1'eail y', we be s 3

Chrast, in particulor, has the eubsrrassing feature of a claim to belng God

snd men at one and the same time,

(1) Tewverd has, therefore, missed the point vhen he obJjects to Tallich's
claim that symbols gioi snd die that a synmbol cannot lose its ‘
revelatory power ("Since ultimete truth does not disintegrate, neither )
do its symboks"). Tt is at the subjective pole that syrbols may grow or die.
("Christology es Symwbol", PICT,p.211f; Paul Tallich end the Christien
Message, D.58)

(2) “TepIe 2 sets out the contents of three of his a ccounts, (p.116)
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The rest of the syubols included in the second level preseat a
maltiplicity of differeat cbjects, operating i1n man; difTerent ways.
He hardly repeats himself 1n any of the avticles, so thet we ms- zain very

different

[

mpressions of what aa; constitute s symbol on tne second level
o . (1)
and, consequently, of how such syubols .iay be said to operste.‘ However,
ell the symbols of the second level have a festure in common, to vhich
Fel

Tillach, strangely, fails to draw our attention. Bach of the symbolic

objects me;” be encountered in human life, whether 2t 18 a2 cendle, s poetic

0 . ¥ . . T
image, 2 sacred building or a "cultic siga, We cannot doubt *their
exlstence, since they ma- be seea or touched. We may sev that they conforu

to the second of Tallich's characteristics,nsmely that thev are objects of

everyds7 experience,

One connot, however, sav tre saane thing of God, his sttributes
and sctions, They are not objects of evervday expericnce, certainly not
1n the sense ¢of the objects used in the second level, These are "objects"
about the existence of vhich lhere has been endless debate, They must,
therefore, be syvrbols in a very different scnse from those of the secondary
level, If they particinale in the power ana reslity of that whicn they
symbolise, they aust do so 1n a different way from that of the symbols uof
the second level. "God" does not participate in the Ground of BPeings

ne 1s the Ground of Besang.

Once sgain, 1t 1s the cuestion of the function of the symbol thet
1s the imoortent, indeed, the decisive [actor, for the real criterion of
the syibol 1s whether .t medistes ultimete reslity, whether unconditioned

meaning bresks throvch it. The difference between the two levels lies in

(1)} In snother article, Tallich cleims thatthere are three levels of
symbol. The first includes God viewed as a supreme being, his
attributes en? actions: the second, wenifestations of the divine
infinite veslity; +the thard, cultic signs-sywbols, objects, gesturcs,
clothing, aand other symbolic objects such 2s wvater, oil, etc.
("heology end Sywbolism", Religious Symbolism, Ed. F,E,Johnson, p.114f)
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the relsation to their referent, The first level of symbols have an
immediate relation to 1t, while thet of the second level is one stage

reamnoved,

(ill) The crucial question, arowever, for the possibility of theology

1s the precise purpose of symbols. A symbol has a refereat, but vhat is

it to effect with respect to 1ts refer=nt? Surely, to say that a sywbol

has & referent is another way of saying thet 1t hes an object. But God

1s not an object, nor is Being-Itself, TYet unless a referent 1s an object
nothing can be sgeid about 1t. Perhaps, then, it 1s not the purpose of a
symbol to tell us something but to evoke a response, by mediating ultimste
reglity to us. But there cen, surely, be no response unless we know what

we sre responding to: there can be no response unless there is slso conceptual

(1)

content for us to respond to: fides esse nequit sine conceptione,

(iv) If "God" is » symbol, we mist ask what 1ts referent 1s, and the
answer appears tb be that God 1s e symbol for Beinz-Itself. However, 1t
also appears that we connot cease to talk about God snd talk, instead,
simply about Being-Itself, for, in the first place "God" symbolises the
ground of personality in a way in which Being-Itself does not and perhsps
cannot. Secondlv, Being-Itself turns out to be a symbol too:(z) to speak
of God as Being-Itself is not to speak literslly bul conceptuslly, or

rather, to use the corceptuslity of e different tradition, It seems that

(1% W.P.Alston mekes a similax point when he observes in a pseudo-Kentian
dictums "Concepts without feclings ere empty; feelings without
concepts are blind,® ("Tillach's Conception of a Religious Symbol",
Religious Experience snd Truth, p.13) Tillich appesrs to come part
of the way to the point when he sdmits that the fact that every
symbol has conceptusl potentialities mele s theology pos sible.
(Dynsmics of Feith, p.95)

(2) As early as AW, Tillich observed that metaphyeical concepts are
symbolic not scientific.
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1t 1s out of the qusstion to suppose that we can speak literally of the
referent: 1t 1s impossible even to say what the referent .s, since any
word 1s 1mmedistelv s symbol. The Uncoaditional cannot be an object at
all;y only 1ts symbols casn be d@ects.(1> But the concept of the

Unconditional =~ or of Being-Itself - 1s immedistely s symbol.

(v) If both the terminology of religion sad thet of metaphysics or

(2)

ontology 1s symbolic, then 1t seems that the task of theology, is, in

Scharlemamn's words, to explsin the content of r eligious synbols
correlatively, correlating the philosophical concept with the religious
symbol, But Scherlemsnn must surel; be wrong vhen he says that o philo-
sophical concevt exists bto ensble uvs to grasp the content and the rsligious
dyobol to enable us to be grasped by 1t, because both vhilosophicel concept
and religious symbol are symbols. He makes a brave attempt to show thet

1t 18 not a question of a translation of religious symbolg into ontological
symbols, or a reduction of one to the other, but s correlative exp lanstion,
but this explsnstion must {e1l becsuse of tie confusion inherent in Tillich's

(3)

account of phailosophy and theology. The possibility of theology is
the existence of symbols, but unless we cen have some more precise under-

stending of symbols end their refereat it s difi'icult to sece how theology

can 1n Tact be csrried out.

(1) 8W,I, (Roh), p.331f (WR, p.76f)

(2) Tillich uses "metsphysics" and "ontology™ as synonyms, although
ontology has, strictly spesking, e narrowel range of meaning. He
felt compelled to edopt the term ontology because o' the "supra-
naturslistic" connotstiors of "metaphvsics" ("Relation of Metsphysics
and Theology", Review of Metaphysics, vol. 10 (1956Y p.57F.

(3) Scharlemenn, Reflection and Doubt in the Theology of Psul Tillach, .75
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(vi) If tne Unconditionsl csnnot become an object, 1t is, as we have
said, impossible to say envihing sbout at. But 1t 1s clear thet Tillich
does not believe this to be the case at all. To say somethaing symbolicelly
is to say something, so thet we must conclude that the Uncond.tionsl cen
become an object after sll, even though 1t nust be reperded as a vers special

k1nd of obgect,

(vil) The religious symbols of thne Chraistian Teirth, as identified by
T1llach, are in fact, not simply symbols of the Unconditional. Indeed the
only one thet 1s, stracily spesking, a symbol of *the Unconditional is God,
ag correleted witly finite belng. Other symbels aave a wide range of

N
!

refer>nts, more zatimsté v connected sith the conditions of exirstence, namely
revelation, as the restoretion of resson to ivts ground, Christ as the
overcoming of sxistence, the Kingdou of God as the ovelrcomuiny of lhe

9,

meaninglessness af history. Wle mav say that thee sre gyibols of aspects

of tre Uncondzbional, bt there ave other symbols yet which ocoint in the

opoosite dirvection, such asg the Fll and sin, wnzcn are symbols not of the

Uncondztional but of estrangemsnt,

(vili) Fe have discovered thst the most importsnt sspect of a symbol 1s
the fsect tnat 1t medazates power, If 1t does not open up levels of reality
and the human spirit 1t cennot be e sywbol, for 1f 1t fails to connect vi th

the sociel situstion, it may be said to have died, Qne may vwonder,

(o
=
[0

therefove, vhether there snv need for theolozy, for 1t might be epected

that the sim of theolozs 1s to explein a s;mbol. But 1f a2 syrbol needs
explanstion then one wav be Justified in supposing thet 1t has in fact alreadv

died, for a sirbol vhuch does not in fact wediate vltimate reallty is no

sible ans7evrs may be proposed for this

w

lonrcer a syrbol, Thiree 0o
dilemnss: 1t miznt be s21d eithzr that the svubols are still capsble of

mediating reality but require explication to do so, or that il 1s
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necessary that we contiaue to use the symbols until new symbols are born,
or that theology 1s simply a matter of correlatang one set of symbols wath
another set, Again, however, the answers do not reslly seemable to

7 the guestion,

(b)‘ﬂneRatlona lity of Theology

Just as everything participates in being, vrodvang the
possibility of symbolism, so humen retionality nas 1ts ground in the
retionality of the grouad of being; consequently theology mey be s
rational exercise, There are, howevsr, soue qualifications to be made.

In the lfarst olace, Tillich does not wish to surrender theology to
rationalism, for rationalism restricts the caurces of knowledge to retional
inference from empiracal reslity. It 18 not reason alone thet vproduces
the contenis of theology, but reasm vhen 1t 1s uvnited -dith, or grasped by,
1ts ground, or uvltimste concern. When resson 1s thus grasped, 1t msy be

called ecstatic, or self-iranscending, reason, because 1t reaches out

(1)

o

beyond it self. But just a z finite things under the conditions of
xistence sre estranged frem their infinite ground, so also 1s reason,
under the conditions of exastence, estranged from 1ts ground. It 1s
rooted in the unaversel logos and jet estranged fpom it. Inasmuch as the
estrangement 1s overcowme, we way speak of reason as heving {airth; 1nssmuch
es the estrsngement wvemsing, we may spesk of 1t as being in doubt, This
1s gkin to the simula.&aneous states of sin erd Jjustificastion and so Tillich

explains thet we may 1ndeed 2pply the dectrine of justificetion by faith

not onl; to the "religious—ethicsl” sphere but slso to the "religious—

(1) 8T,I,pp.59Ff
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intellectual" sphere, an 1des which he claims to have receirved from Martin
K¥hler, his tescher at Halle.(1> The rationality of theology uust,
therefore, slways reckon waith this epistemologicsl soplication of Just-
ificationg: reason i1s not, of 1tself, self-transcendent, It is only

when 1t 1s grasped by ultiuste concern thaet 1t reaches out beyond 1tself.

The fact thet the retionality of theolopy consists in the ecstatic

uniting ol reason with 1ts own grouad dces not mesn ths

i

theolog - cen lay
aside all obligation to be rational in other sensesof the word., Indeed,
Tillich argues thot 1t obliges theology to submit to tnree principles of

rationslity, namely semantic, logical and methododogical rationality.

By semantic rationality, he means that theology must teke account
of the normal mesning of words, This 13 not to say that every vord can
be, or 1s to be, reduced to 2 single meaning as though 1t were a ma them=

that

aticel sign, but/every word vsed an theology mist be related to its normal

usage: Spirit, for exanple, must be relsted to spirit

®,., the orimitive msgic sense uust be excluded, the mystical
connotatons must be discussed 1n relsation to the personslistic
connotsiions, etec.® (2)

Logical vationslity 1s equally important to theology: it is not
to flout et -ill the lews of formal logic. At the ssme time, however, it
must not be the slave of farmal logic. Contrsdictions are to be recognised
as such, but paradox cannot be evaded 1n the effort to do justice to the
dialecticsl nature of the moterzel vith which 1t 1s concerned,

"ralectics follows the movemsnt of thought or the wovement of
reality through yes end no, but 1t describes it in logically
correct terms.™  (3)

liethodologrcal rationality 1s the obligation laid upon theology to approach

1ts work systematically end consistently:

(1) Era, p.xf; cf Dorothy M. Emmet, "Epistemology and the Ideas of
Revelotion™ TPT, 1.203

(2> E:I,P-(Sz
(3) Ibad, p.63
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"It smplies thot tneology follows s metnod, thot 18, 8
defanite way of deriving and stetins its propositions.™ (1)

It is clear from Tillich's sccount of the ecstatic rationality of
theology thet he 1s fully in sccord with his ovm praincipdes, as we
expounded them in tse previous chepter, We do not reouire revelation
Lo umske knowm to us vhat we ceaaot know at all, but we require thet reason
be unmited with its omn ground, thet 1t become self—transcendent smd reach
out beyond 1tself, And yet it 1s not to be seid that the act of reaching
out beyond itself 1s the act of reason of 1ts own volition: theclogy is
not simply & process of ainference from reason to 1ts ground, for reason is

1tself grasped by its ground,

We are rather less than satisfied, hovever, with the accounts
given by Tillich of the semsntic and logicel rationality of theology.
Although 1t 1s cleer thst he does not wish to reduce langusge to what he
describes as a pen-mathematical formslism, yet, not only 1a his explonation
of scmentic rationslity but also throughout his worik, he scems to be
unwilling to redoznise the extent of the flexibilaty of langusasge. Thais
is reflected not least in his attanots to explein the mesnings of certain

key words by aopealing to their ecymological derivation., He axgues, for

oo

example, thet existence 1s derived from exstsre meaning "to stend out"
and moves to the conclusion thaet existence 1s standing out of non-being,
Although he 1s right to insist that the theological ussge of words must
be related to other usages, neverthelesa, the theological ussge cannot
properly be understood uvanless careful attention 1s psid to the specific

context in which they become theolozical words. e discover less sbout
the meaning of "Spirit" by an investigation of the genersl concept of

Ugpirit" then by exsmining the way in which 1t 1s used theologicaelly.

Agein, while 1t 1s clesr that Tillich 1s correct in cmphesising
that theolog, cannot ignore the rules of formal logic and equallv correct

in insisting thet 1t 1s wrong to dismiss dialectic ond peradox as

(1) Tbid, p.65
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contradiction, he nevertheless spoears to make more use of the notion of
dialectic than 1s justifisble, Fe criticised Bsrth severely for adovting
a didectic which wes in his view no dislectic st all, one in which "Yeg"
and "No" sre irr lably sey ! t
Y ere ilrreconcilably separated, but he himself sometimes stretches
dialectic to the point of meaninglsssness, as for examole, in his sssertion
of the "drslecticsl val rd n, (1)

lalectical value of erring knowledge', He prefers to hold
concepts "in dialectical tension rather than to 2 cknowledge them as
contraries, arguing thet since s concept implies its ooposite, the opposite
1s aincluded in the concept dislectically. In this way he believes himself

able to reconcile what would elsewhere be acknowvledged sz opposites.

2. The Sources of Theology

We may asl: ourselves now what effect Tillich's view of the task
of theology and his ontologicel convictions have on the views he holds on

. . 2
the sources on vhich theology may draw for its matel‘lals.< )

It 18 to be remembered that Tillich hss always regarded himsell
as a Church theologlisan. By this we must understand him as wighing to
operate not wth religious symbols i1n general, nor with the relagious
symbols of western religions, but specifically with those of the Christian
faith, in order to relate them to ontologrcal syrbols. We may trace this

approasch, once agsin, to the System of Sciences, vhere Tillich sodke of

theonomouvs metaphysics snd systematic theology. His antention wes not
explained clesrly 2t that time, but from 1t developed the view of
philosophy and theology as 1elated in terms of their concern, respectavely

with the structure and thé depth of being. Since the religious syrbols

(1) "What 1s Wroag writh the Dialectic Theology", JR, vol. 15 (1935), p.139f

(2) For this section see especially §_’J;‘,I,9p.39ff
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with which he proposes to operate are those of the Christisn faith, he
mast turn first to the Bible as a source for his materisl, But 1t is to
the Bible as furnishing the date of religious symbols, as s record of the
symbols of the esrly Christians, The Bible 1s a collection of religious
literature and can onl- be a norm for systematic theology in the sense

that 1t provaides the esrliest records of Christisn religious svmbols,

S,mbols, however, grow and die, 2nd so while the Bible furnishes
the basic symbols of tnhe Christisn fa1th, 1t mst be recognised thet some
of them mat have ceased to convey what they originally did (Tillich cites

:
the Virgan Birth ss an exampleéﬁ)), while other new syubols may have
éppeared since which remeia within the continuity of the Christisn
tradition, Theology must, therefore, look not onlyte che Bible, but also
to Church hisiory as s source for its material, Indeed, Tillich maintains
that to use the Bible is to maske use of Ciurch history and there is s sense
in which he 1s quite right. He might equsll- maintain that 4o use Church
history 1s slso to use the Bible, since some of tae syribols which come to
mesitions of prominence sfter the closuvre of the canon are nevertheless
rooted in the Bible, to a greater or lesser extent. Here Tillich would

cite as examples the Virgin Msry or Justifaication by faith.(z)

To these two sources, however, Tillich adds two more, both
thorougnly in keeping with his basic presupoosition, First we remarked
on Tallich's affinity with Schleiermacher, in declering relaigion as a
universal phenomenon and the individual relagions as 1ts concrete expressions.
Theolbgy must thevefore teke account of the work of the history of religions,
not as a detached enquiry, but seekang within the concrete religions the
intuition of the Unconditional, The perceptions of other religions

expressed in their religious syubols way be of velue in 1lluminating the

(1) Theol.Cul, p66

(2) 81,T,0.142
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symbols of the Christian faith os well as furthering the dialogus vwith

4
other falths.(1)

To a theological history of wreligion he adds, secondly, =
theological history of culture, or o tnzology of culture, the task of which
is to decapher the "st:le" of an sutonomous culture in all its charact-
eristic expressions :Ad to fiand their hidden religious saznificance (2)

Ty L .
However, there are certain difficulties inherent 1a Tillich's concent of a
theology of culture, We have already ssen thet, on his om aduission,
his early attempis et o theology of culture were of a2 romantic chsracter.
It seeks an culture a religious significance? +that 1s to sav 1t seeks to
look a2t culture in such a way thet 1ts import breaks through and it
becomes transosrent to tne Uncondvtionsl. But Tillicn quickly discovered
that vuch of culture did not have the "theonomous" character requisite
f'or such an spproech, It was sutonomous - directed not towsrds import but
towards form, Nevertheless, he persisted in the belief thet religion and

culture are mutually interdependent, axl even 1n his later period still

appears to believe that such an approach to culture is possible.

Sel sgsinst this, however, we Tind the attitude towards a2 theology
of culture vhich he develowed in his American jeriod. At vest 1t avpesrs
to be able to seek 1n culture those fragments of sn swarensss ol the
Unconditional or of vltimete concern vwhich sy be detected in democracy,
dopth psychcbay or art. For the most oart, however, it seems to have s
lesser tvask, vihien 1s described as "deciphering the style of an

autonomous culture, ™

" .. evervy style points to a self-ainterpretstion of man, thus
answering th= questiofof tie ultimate mem 1ag of lafe.
Thatever the subJject mattev whaich sn artist chooses, however,
weak or strong his artistic form, he connot nelp but betray

(1) of also The Future of Religions, pp.80ff

(2) "Relizion and Secular Culture", JR, vol. 26 (19465, p.B&1



~129-

by his style his own ultimete concern, as well as that of his
sroup, and his period. He connot escepe relagion even if he
rejects religion, for religion is the stete of being ultimstely
concerned, And 1n every style the ultimate concern of a

humen group or neriod 1s made masnifest," (1)

There 1s no gusrantee thet any culture sctuslly expresses what is,
obJjectively speakaing, its vltinate concern, It me7 only express whet ot
tekes as 1ts ultimate concern: that 1s to say, 1t way elevate to 2 position
of ultimacy some object whicn 1s merely of "preliminar—® or secondsry

(2)

concern, At best s culture which substitutes some secondary corcern
for 1ts uvltimate concern wev be said bo witness to its ultimete concern

negatively.

The kind of theology of culture wnaich Tallaich mskes use of in

Svstemetic Theology is thet vhach he developed uader the 1mpact of exist-

entialism end of the -ost-second World Wer situstion. It 1s really a
question of tne self-interpretation of msn ard nis existence. The
cultural forms of the mid-twentieth century exuress men's aswarensss of
trangement and alienation, whicn Tillich interprets ss alienstion from
(3)

nis true being. This 1s a matter of ultimete concern for nis being is

threstenad unless he can faind renewed umion with thol ground of being vhich
unites him wath the whole of reslity and witn hiaself, Theology, therefore,

draws on en analysis of the "situation" (i.e. sn snalysis of uwen's self-

1nterpretatlon).

It 1s thais lasi staze in tae theology of culture whidh leads to

~what Tillicn desciibes as nis method of correlation, the correlstion of

(1) Theol.Cul, p.70
(2) cf, ST,I,pp.14Ef; Corastienity and the Encouater of the World Religions,

pp. 18, He speaks of the zame tnlng as worshlpplng false 1dols and es
creating quasi-relagions.

(3) of "Evastentisl Analvses end Religious Symbols" Four Existentialist
Theologians, pPp.277/0f. Tillich 1egards existenlialist philosophy as the
cood fortune of theology, but it 1s not clear whether 1t 1s because 1t
provides anaslyses whach are more Christisn than those of idealism or
because 1ts counsel of despeir offers e ooint of contact lor
Christisn syubolisia.
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guestions erd answers. The question 1s nosed in the existeatislist

snalysis (the "situstion") and the answer nrovaded in tne religious svabol,

3, The Method of Correlstion

hY
(a) Antecedents
Before we con cxemine in deteil the method of corveletion, ve

musl turn agein co bie early worlof Tillich, The necessity of doing this

[

1s sugzested by Tallich hiumself vhen he drews our sttention to tue "first
and rether insufliciz=nt step tovards whet I now cell the metnod of

1)

correlation" 1n the definitrion of theology as theonowous mstaphysics. (

We noticed thet Tallich did not, in fact, define theology as
thieonomous metaphysics end that there 1s e considersble degies of confusion
surrounding his 1dess conceraning the role of theology ss expressed in the

ystem of Sciences snd ain other vorks of the same period, a confusion which

1g due not least to tne ways i1n vhich he uses terms such as religion and

theolozy.

It aopesars, at first sight, as al the cultural sciences are to be
regarded ss commlete once the objscts have been elaboreted and davad=sd into
whe two series of functions, the theoreticel series, comprising epistemology,
aesthetics snd mebavhvsics, and the prectical series comprising Jurisprudence
politicael science and ethics. Bysteumstic theology then avpears as serving
spproximately the same function ag theonomous metaphysics, but working within
ths bounds of & carticulsr religious tradition. It vorks with tne sy.bols
of a coacrete religion and seeks thereby to contribuce to the work of the-

onomous metephysics, It clsims s part in the sgystem for this reason

and also because, as a conarete tradaition 1t suuplies materisl ror the

cultural history of metaphysics.

(1) Era, introduction p.xxii, cf also Boundary, p.55
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In his Philosophy of Religion, nhowever, Tillich elsborates more
fully a science of religion which is to be 1acluded amongz the cultural
8ciences, but he also mskes 1t clear thst religion 1s not to be regarded
as one function smong others, snd therefore existing elongside sesthetics,
metaphysics end so on, but as s vital element of all the functions. It 1s,
indeed, the el:ament 1n all which is directed towards the Unconditional,

At the same time, he sees 1t as necessary to develop an account of s science
of religion constituted, according to the ssme pattern as the other cultural
s¢ilences, by the three elements of philosophy, cultural history ami system—

atics, Within this patt:cn, theology represents the third element, with

a normetive function.

Religion has this see-sew existence becouse, while it 1s an element
of 21l the functions (and necessarily so if Tillich's system of sciences is
to be more than an arbitrary arrengement), the perception of the truth of
the Unconditional hes received not only uanconscious expression, which
requires to Dbe investigated, but has slso achieved more conscicus ex ression

in the perticular, concrete symbols of various 1religious groups.

The system of sciences, however, is arrenged not solels on the
basis of the objects of the sciences, butbn the basis of method, Each
individual science has 1ts own particulsr metrod, svpropriste for 1ts own
work, but each grouo of sciences hes 1ts own btype of method, of which every
method vithin the group may be described as & sub-type. The type of method
which cheracterises the cultural sciences i1s the metalogical method.
Indeed 1t 1s the metslogical wethod which 1s the method anvolved in the
systematising of all the sciences, but first snd foremost, 1t 1s the method
of philosophy. But Jjust becsuse 1t 1s the wethod of philosophy and philosophy
holds a fund@amental position in the cultural sciences, 1t 1s also, sccording

to Tillach, the method of the cultursl sciences i1n general,

®, .. every construction in cultursl history end systematics 1s rooted
in the grasp of the elements and principk s of meeaning," (1)

(1 ) _@,I’ (ﬂ)s p.238
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Since the science of religion and theology ere included within

the scope of cultursl science, they therefore share in the metalogical method,

The method of philosophy sorings from 1ts tgsk, for 1t has not
only to ebstract the principles of meening from "mesning-reslity" but slso
to relate tne orinciples of mesning to one another. The basis, therefore,
of' the philosophical method is the criticel-dislectical method., It 1s
criticel inasmich as 1t abstracts the orinciples of mesning snd dinlectical

inasmuch as 1t relates them to each other.

"Both wethods, "avever, are one: the critical method .g always
dialectical as well, For there 1s no possibility of articulsting
the prainciples of mesning from the mesning-reality other than by
demonstrating their necessity for the construction of s unified
order of being; eand tne dialectical wethod 1s necessarily slso
critical, [or the necessary interconnection of meaning appears oaly
in a system of the principles of mesning and net in the meening-
reglity itself.®™ (1)

In describing the way in which the critical-dislecticsl method achieves its
ouroose, Tillich rejects not only epistemological ideelism but also epi-
stemological reslaism, Although the method presupposes the sutonomy of

the spiritusl over sgainst every "immedistely given existing thing",
nevertheless it need not assume that sparait gives laws to natuie. 1t is

not thought which imposes mesning on reslity, nor i1s 1t spirit whaich does
this. T11lich does not substitute one Torm of epistemological 1dealisia for
snother, But 1f he refuses to see the function of mesmng in terms of the
bestowal or imposing of meaning upon reality (Slnngebung), equally he refusecs
to see 1t an terms of the gresping of mesnings nature doss not give laws

(2)

to spirit, as epistemologicel rec.ign asserts,

"Tdealism 1s wrong, becsuse 1t cennot show how the formi of Teanlng
reach things; realism 1s wrong bgcsuse 1t cannot show how things
resch foims of meeaning," (3)

(1) GW,I,(Rph), p.307 (WR,p.41f)
(2) &,T,(Rph), p.307 (WR,p.L42) of GW,I, (S&W), p.138,233
(3) Eﬂ:19(§§ﬂ), pe233
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What 1s required is a method which 1s not restricted to the interaction of
the sbject and the mind but can reach beyond; a metiod, in short, which
sees 1ndividual meanings not only in the context of other rndividusl

meaningzs, but of the root of 2ll meaning.

"It must assume that the princivles of meaning to whicii consciousness
submits ztself in the sgpiritual act are at the ssme time the
principles of meaning to which being 15 subjected. It rust assume
that the meaning of being comes to exp ression in tue consciovsness
informed by meaning, " (1)

So Tallich speasks of the Wulfalling" of mesning, instead of the bestowsal

of grasping of meaning, Meeaning exists neither in the object 1tselfl, nor
18 1t 2 product of the mind impressing itself upon reality. Mesning,
rather, 1s fulfailled, or brought to conscious awsreness, when the intention,
or darectedness, of individual things, towards unconditioned form, is

(2)

recognised and examined,

The criticel method, however, is insdequate for philosophy, for
philosophy must take account not simply of the forms, A critical method

A

is apt to reduce everythin, to a matter of forms, so that Being ceasses to
be recognised as any «wore then ilhe negstive correlate of perceptions

that 18 %o say:s

" .. 1t can only define bein: as a category, or as the boundary of
perception. It passes over its sositive content, becsuse it sees
in it s metaphysicel hypostatisation."

This weskness 1s due to the logicel (1oglstisch)(5> starting point of the
critical method. Logic becomes, thereby, not simply a tool, but s principle,
Qf 1tself, 1t cemnol avoid fallang short of the goal of recognising the
intention of sll things towasrds Unconditioned form and of recognising the
reality of being. This logism (Logisms) es Tallich cells it, of the

criticsl-dislecticsl method, prevents understending and so precludes the

possibility of grasping the essence of e aning.

(1) ETQ,I’<B}?E): p.307 (E@’ P')-F2)

(2) aw,I,(8aw), p.233
(3) We must distinguish logastisch from logischi logistisch refers to ihat

situstion in which the dynsmic of being is subdued completely by
logrLcal Torm,
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Now understanding 1s the business of phenomenology, and 1t 1s
therefore from phenomenology that the criticel method comes under gevere
attack, and phenomenology which mist be used to mske up some of the

deficiencies of the criticel-dialectical method,

Tne kand of phenonenolog- which Tillich has in mind 1s that of
Husserl Its purpose 1s, #s we heve seid, understanding (Verstehen)
wnich 1s achieved by tne intuition of essences, In order to acoomplish
an 1ntuitlon of essences, phenomenology employs the concept of Mepoche,
Although 1t commences 1ts work with concrete or imaeginary phenoumena, it
"orackets" the actual existence of tiose phenomena in order to consider
their essence. Judgement as to whethsr the object sctually exists is
suspended 1n order that an understsnding usy be geined of the essence of
the object. Accordingly, in e philosophy of religion, the phenomenological
method would meke pbssible the intuition of the sssence and the peculisr

qualities of religion in any exemple of 1t.

The great value of the vhenorenological method 1site sbilaty
to sporoscn tne resl object of encuiry "more closely snd vitally" than
is possible for either criticism or dialectic. It lives, as Tillich says,
“in the verv thing itsell, not in 1ts retional-asbstract aspect.™ (1)
It can do Jjustice to the particubr charactzir of the functions of meaning
and grasp them in their peculisr charscteristics, seeking to establish areas

(2)

of meaning end to coustruct orinciovles of meaning. But 1t has, never-

theless, serious weaknesses.

Itgchief fault 1s that 1t 1s unsble to distinguish petween an
essence and a norm, This 18 occagioned by the inahility of phenomen-
ology to trest exastence ss sny more then the "accidentsl end ultimately

indifferent coming togeﬁherm(B) 1n one i1ndividusl thing of dastinct

(1) 9!)12<B£h), p.309 (W_,R’P'LF5)
(2) aw,1,(saw), p.237
(3) if,T,(Reh), p.309f (WR, p.L5)
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essential attributes. FPhenomenology cannot, in consequence, recognise

the peculier characteristics which maw distinguish one phenomenon {rom
snother of the same type. Two slternatives, therefore, stand beflore
vhenomenological ohilosoph - of religion: in producing sn essence of
religion,1t can esteblish an essence which, in transcending 21l empirical
religion, besrs the features of one particular religion, or else constructs

(1)

a new, idesl religioan.

"S1nce tne directedness of all things towards Unconditionsl form

and with 3t the dynaruc relationship of realaity and gpirat is
foreign to 1t, 1t hes to dispute the mesning-fulfilling character

of spirit snd £ind mesning realised in the essences themselves." (2)

The consequsnce 1s thet

"That which 1s given in ides (des Idealgegebene) 1s ot the some time
that which 1s normatively coriect. 80 1t comes shout that phenom-
enologicel philosophy is also always normstive systemstics."™ (3)

I the criticel method vays too ruch attention to form, and falls into
"logism" phenoenolozy pays too much attention to being and falls into

"alogaism" and dogmetism.

The method of vhilosophy wust combat both the "logism" of criticism
and the "slogism® of phenomenology, It must, therefore, give due regard
both to the element of thought and to the element of being, but 1t must
gl so recognise the dynamic tension between them.  Geist is 1tself a product
of tne tension bebvesn thought snd veing which mekes possible the realisation

of meaning, and so philosophy, es en element of cultursl science (Geistes-

w1ssenschaft) mist acknowledge the tension if 1t 1s to fulfil 1ts purpose.

When the critical-dislecticel method 1s thus modified by the phen-
omenological method 1t 1s on 1ts va’s t pecoming the metalogical method,
T11lich geve 1t this nane Dbecause 1t 1s, he says,

"logical (loglsch) for the save ol the thought-forms, metslogical

Cor the sake of the being-import." (&)
(1> EI"_‘T:I’(RPh)s p. 310 (}'_@: @~L€’6) (3> .I.h.Ll_Q.

(o) Gn,I,(SdW), p.237 (4) Toad, p.122



Its logicel character i1s derived from the specafic concera of philosophy
with pure retional forms; but philosophy cennct be satisfied with this
alohe, It is therefo.e slso metslogicel, by anaslogy with the i1dea of
netaphvsics, becavsz 1t zoes beyond forms both 1n thset 11 seeks to grasp
the 1mport ainheirins 1n tne forms and an thet 1t drives towards the setting-
uo of norms. The metalogical method employs the criticel agproach but
secks to intuit the "inner dvnsmic of the structure of the meaning-reality.”

It employs the phenomenologicel approach but refuses to be bound to

particular forms and, instead,

"reaches back criticelly and intuitivelw to the prancroles of

mesning which sre conditioned by botn form and 1mport...." (1)

The most importent feature of 1az metalogical method 1s this drave towsrds
the estsblishment of norms, st 1s to say the drive towsrds the realis-
ation of the Unconditionsal, towards meking plein the orientstion of every-
thing to the Unconditionsl, It a1s for this reason that philosophy cennot
be simply criiicism, isolated from all other disciplihes: 1t wvst also

be theonomous philosophy, ssserting the ultimete orientation of the whole

of conditioned reality to tne Unconditional,

If nov, we see tneology as s part or the science of religion,
then we sy see clearly taev 1t must parteke in e uwetalogical method,
Tt cennot exist apart From trhe philosoph; of religion and the @ ltursl
history of religlon and indeed erasts in the ver- tension between thought
and being which mskes possible the fulfilment of meaning. It 1s particularly
conceined, os a norumative science, to brans to consciousness the orientation

of 51l thaings toward ihe Uaconditional.

I{ 1s cerhaps, souevhat misleading, to spe ak of a normstive science,
since the vord norm tends to sugzest toct the coal of ths cultural sciences

15 the produclion of sowmetilng as, the esteblishiaent of stendards by

which othzr thin.s ws; bs ueastred. Tn s sense this 1s true, but 2T 1s

rareas g mann
et e e P o et

(1> GE:I’(&D:Q): p. 314 (?E: P'51f)



not Tallich's aintention thet a systan of scirences such as hiis should become

s dictator to the weriocus disciplines to tell them vhat they may or may

not db. Tt is rather, an atitanpt to demonstrate the unity of the scirentific
vorld by laying bare the ontological roots. The perception of the onto-
logrcael unaty of 21l {nangs and of heir Uncondaitional rooting 15 also,

st the same time, the perception of tieir meaning,  The zealisation of

weamng 1s, thus, the establishment of norms.

"Mhese norms are .ot 'subjective's The term 'velue' suggestis
subjectivaty; hence it ms,; be wzall avoided, The norms are

strivings 1a the dirvection of the vnconditionally wvalid, and

the unconditionall, real. The word 'velue' sccents the refevsance

to the subjecl, s secondery characteristic of the anorm. Spirit

.1s oraimerily validity, truth, nora. There are num=srous values

- biological wlues, psvchological wvalues, economic velues, snd so

On. Soiritnel values, however, are oriented to the Unconditioned.™ (1)

The murpose of norascive science 1s to lesd tovards tne bresking-through
oi cond.tioned reality by Uncondiizonal meaaing, to assist, sas 1t were,

-5

torards the revelstion of the Infinite sround of all fanite realaty,

But this bresking-through cannot be engineered: taere 1s no possibility

ol 2ts being delaberatel; brovght sbout. We rust speak ol thais phenomenon,
“hen 1t tokes olace, =35 grace or wnaradox and tne wethod, thevefore, of
theologv, 25 the method of vavadoxz. The noruetive sciences, and in
oserticulsr, t-e normative aspects of metaphvsics and ethics, seek to bring

tne Unconditional to our swareness by means of an intuilion of' the presence

of the Unconditicnal withain conditioned reality.

Tnasmuch es 1t 1s directed tovards Unconditionsl imoort, religion

stands as toe complement of philosophy, “hich hes a priwmarily criticsl
fac'ed 4.1 -
orientstion, but we find ovrselves yet again/with the diffculty or placing

elizion end theology. Phalozophy, according to an account we heve just

=

a ted, secks, by means of the metalogicel wetiod, to inluit the inner
1 A1
dynamic of the structure of "weaning-reality". If we then propose that

theology, or religion, has the task of bringing to light the relztion of

(1) Adalns, POC.SQRO P-157
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Mneaning-res lity" to 1ts Unconditional ground, then we should have the
structure-depth reletionship vropdsed by Tillach as the relationship between
philosovhy a.d thzology. Religion, nowever, does not stend szmply as the
complement of philosophy but as the feaundetion of the vhole of the cultursl
5Clences. Relxaon 1s at the root of both metaphysics and ethics, since

metoph rsics end ethics 1epresent the theoreticel and the practicsl series
of functions vhich arise [rom the directedness of all reality to the

Unconditional,

Theology as & specilic discipline within the cultursl sciences,
is a part of the science cf religion which arises from the phenomenon

of religion.

"Theolog+ 1s the normetive and systemetic preseatetion of the
concrete realisation of the coacept of 'religion', The cultural
history of rel-gion acts as a bridge between philosophy of religion

and theology. I. rasps criticelly the individusl realisstions
of the concept of veligion 1n hastory sad thereby leads to a
specral systematic solution of 1ts om." (1)

A norm is never unrelsted to the cultursal history, that is, to the
materisl of mesning, end theology may then work wath the matzrial of any
particulsr group provided thet 1t does so 1n full r ecognition of the fact
thst the materisl of any one srovp cannot meke exclusive claims. We must
keeo in mind Tallach's fundsmentel agsertion that vevelotion is a universal
phenomenon and thot, therefoie, the materisl of any one concrete religion
may alwavs be subject to criticism by that of sny rther, Theology, then
seeks 1o bring to light the intuition of the Unconditionsl conteined in
the religious symbols of oa; concrete religlous sroup. As far as Tillich
1s concerned, ne is most concerned witn those of Christienity. Theology
must, therefore, s-e beyond the syubols 2s such, beyond the forms, to
that to which they point snd t: do so cl-srly involves the metalogicel
method.

But the concept of the metalogicel method 1s not so much an

sccount of the methed itself as of vhat 1t strives to achieve. It

(1) @,I,(B;Lh)’ p.301 (Y‘_TE; P-BB)
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describies the way in which reality must be viewed, namely, as pointing

beyond itself to 1ts Unconditional ground.

Cleerly, any method which works towards this end has close
affinities with the mystical method. Tillich does not deny this, but the
question nevertheless, requires careful explanation, for Tillich will not
permit the reduction of the essence of religion to a mgsticsl intuitisen
of the Unconditional. A phenomenological account of the essence of
religion might well meke such & reduction, but to do so is to ignore other
importsnt elements of religion, which may not be found universally, but
which may nevertheless have an importsnt role to fill, and indeed, 8 claim

(1)

to a position in a normastive sccount of religion.

Mysticism is always an element of religion; it cen never be
regarded as though it were an independent type of religione(z>
Indeed, it is clear that in Tillich's view, there 1s no true religion
without 2 mysticel element, but we must not imagine that by mysticism he
means the eastern kind of mysticism which seeks to eBcape from the world
of physical reality by means of a radisl negstion. Rather 1t recognises
the presence of the Unconditionsal in the conditional and the orientation of
the conditioned towards the Unconditionsl. It urges every kind of religion
to recognise this relationship, The metalogical method achieves its
purpose by s mystical intuition of the Unconditional within the conditioned.
In other language, it recognises the principles of the macrocosm in the

(3)

microcosm or the presence of God in the depth of things.

Agsin, we may detect strong similarities between Tillich snd
Schleiermacher., Schleiermacher, as much as Tillich, rejected the negative
type of mysticism, with the same purpose in mind, namely, of establishing

the orientation of the finite to the Infinite, and of intuiting the

(1) In order to achieve its purpose of bringing meaning to light, the normative
sciences mist concern themselves with form as well as import.

(2) GW,I,(%E%) ,p-341 (WR,p.90); cf also Chrastisnity & the Encounter of the
World ;

igions, peBof; ST,II,pp.92ff.
Footnote (3) will be found on the next page.
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macrocosm within the uicrocosm, There are, harever, some importsnt
differences between them thet revesl Tillich ss being only partislly

dependent on Schleiermscher.

Schleiermacher recomrended that we begin, in our search for the
Infinite, not with nature, but wih humenity, and in particulsr with the
individval's awareness of the indisdoluble unity of all things as represented
by his swsreness of himself as a menifestation of hmmenity., From his
awarensss of the unity of humenity he ay go on to an swereness of the
unity of all things 208 so to sn swareness of tae Inflnite.(1) There is
s denger here, however, that the Infinite will be confused with the

totality of the universe, #nd thet the indivadual way i1dentiafy the depths

of his own self with God.,  Ageinst this Tillich guasrds hiaself when, in

[*Y

criticiging Barth he observes

"He 18 correct in his resistance to all mysticism, which would
permit union with God 1n the depths o men's own humen nature,
Avart from the Auvgustinisn transcende te ipsum there 1s no access
to God. But this precept does contain within 1tself the demand
to proceed through self beyond self. Therefore, the otner
stetement, in interiori snime haebitst veritas, is more bassl in
the dislectic of Avgustine. We can only find God in us vhen
we rise above ourselves," (2)

We must bewsre of construing Tillich moreover, in such a way
that our religious experience becomes a source of theology. It is true
that both Schleiermecher and Tallich regsrd the Infinate as being revealed
in the fanite, but Schleiermscher is apt to elevete the individusl's exp erience
to a normative vosition, whereas Tallich wishes slweys to bring the intuition
of the Unconditional within the interpretstive orbit of existing religious

symbols. Tillich, indeed, specifically rejects Schleiermscher's description

(Note 3 frow the preceding page)

(3) aW,I,(Roh), po31k (WR, p.52); of GW,VIT. p.222 (E.T. Beginnings,
vols, T, pP.13

(1) On Relagion, p.71f
(2) “ihat is “frong with the Dislectic Theology?", JR, vol.15 (1935), P+ 140
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of experience as a source of theology, reducing 1t to the status of a
medium through which the contents of systemstic theology arce exastentislly
received, It 1s the symbols of theology v ich exercise a normetive
function, not the "religious consciousness".(1) The mysticael intuition

of' the Unconditional in the conditioned reality 1s directed by the sywbols
which are the product of the "group unconscious™. Thus mysticism alwavs
remains within the orbit of the church (i.e. of the religious group which
produces the sywbols ) and 1s not sllowed to become pure subjectivism.
Similerly, the symbols of the church inwlve a strongly mysticsl element, in
two dafferent wavys, Not only i1s there the participation of the symbol in
the reslity of that which 1t symbolises, but also the uaystacal element
involved 1n the interpretation ol the symbols where the aubject seeks to
allow the truth to break through the symbol in order that o mystical union
may be effected which transcends the subject-object split normaslly involved

in knowledge,

Because theology secks to explain symbols it must have this
mysticel method, for 1t must penetrate through the svinbols to the reality
to which they point. Religion affirus the transcendental reference of
the whole ol reality end the religious attitude grasps that trenscendentsal
reference, or orientation to tie Unconditional. Theology on the other
nend seeks to penetrate those special religious symbols which are the
products of religious frouPs. They are necesssry 1t seems, because they
heve something oarticulsr to sa~ whico cannot be sai1d by tne ordinary
transcendentsl reference of individual objects. Theology 1s carried out
slongside metaphysics and ethics, end, 1ndeed, 1s carried out s that
particulsr aspect which is concerned with "1mport" and as the complement
of the philosophicel #ol-.ent" which sirives to classify and categorise

the forms of reality.

(1) @_,Iﬁpoll‘?f



- }42—

(b) The llethod of Correlstion

As we have seen, Tillich regsrded his classification of philosophy

end theology in the System of Sciences as onl: a first and insdequete step
towards the method of correlation, But he did not abandon this aoproach
in spite of any inadecuacy he may have discovered, for we may still detect

tne influence of the System of Sciences in the structure-depth account of

the relationship of philosophy and theology, aa sccount vhich reflects the
relationship of negative end positive philosophy in Schelling. Furthermore

Just es in the System of Sciences the method of theology has two directions,

thet 18, tovards 1ts uvwn meterial and slso towards vhilosophy, snd the
method 1s determined by his metaphysics, so slso, we contend, in his later

formulations of the taesk of theology his method has the ssme two directions,

[aN)
[

D

nd 18 st1ll determined by his metaphysic,

Having saxd this, bowever, we nust, before going on to defend our
thesis, bear in wmind some of the coaclusions we heve already drawn regarding

Tillich's views on philosophy and theology. In his early work the account

]

1ven of their veletionship in the Svstem of Sclences reigns supreme, butb
(> iy >

beginning vaith the srticle in Rolig.on in Geschichte und Gegemwart, he

cradually changes his position, so that slthough he still retains the
structure-depth reletionship the focus of atiention 1s really fixed upon
the cuestion-answer reletionship which 1s merked by the smbiguity of the
word "qpestion". This account of the relationship of philosophy end
ﬁheolégy, which 1s central to ihis understanding of theologicsl method, 1s
further obscured by the diffaculty of deciding whet 1s the precise nature
of philosophy end theology. Both terms ave used in a bewilderaing variety
of ways, which we have attemoted to understand by describing both as

attitudes s well as dasciplines.

The confusion occasioned by Tillach's inconsistency is responsible

— - 3.
for the confusion thei <re find smong scholers who have sought to offer
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accounts ol the method of correlstion, Theve 1s o meried sosence of agree-
ment emong them which is dve, we believe, 1o a2 fa1lure to enquive sufficiently
closely inlo the question of what 1s being corvelated with what. On the
one hand, then, we have A, C. Outler ssserting that Tillach's Systematic

Theology attempts to shor that the Christiesn messsge

"does, actusllv end in truth, aanswer +he questions hich modern

man 1s askang, or belng forded to ask, about his existence, his
salvetion, and his destiny." (1)

Wnether Tallicn schieves thuis poal 1s a matisr of gonsidersble debate,
Qutler, with a few reservetlioas seems to think that he does, vhile Tavard,
on tie other nend believes the preclse oopesite, Tor the philosopher 1s
not Min quzst of selvetion". These o opposing conclusions are possible
orecisely becavse of the uncerteiniy surrounding ﬁlaﬁotlon of’ nhalosophy

- , X Lo .

vialen ve have soudht to exmose, If ve describe “1llich zs secking to
correlete a philosoohicel question witn & theological answev, ve must be
clesar about how we sre using the term "philosophy". Taverd 1s therefove
guite raght to say tnet Tallich 1s swere thsat the theologicel snswer is
only sn answe to tne philosopher's question vhen the Question becomes a
matter of ultimate concern. It cannot snswerr the philosopher vho, like
Lezon Bruuschvig, believes that h.s cvm death 1s philosophically ivrelevant

and quite uninteresting to himself, iTor cen 1t aanswer the despeir of those

2 . B
ar vihom degpair 1s ultlmate.( ) The sethod of corralstion can only be

)

a correlation of a cusstion with en enswer [ the question is of the right

kiad, -~ the kind whicn 1s odosed by wmen philosopher-theologlan.

On the otner nand, Loouwer melkes the claim that Tillich 1s seeking
to correlste existentialist anslysie wiiclessical tneology and philosophy
. . .
(+hica he further describes as @ heology of being mede relevant to

goatemporary raa" )and adds

(1)"The llethod of Correlstion” {Bev1ew of Systematic Theology, Vol. I)
Interpretstion, vol. 5 (1951), p.477
(2) G.H.Tavard "Christienity & the Philosophies of Evaistence", Theological
S udies. vol. 18 (41957), p.11 -
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"It 15 the exaistentislists whon Tillich 1s concerned to answer,
and he attempts to do so 1n terms of traditional i1dess and
insights." (1)

Once again there 1s a degree of Justzce in his assessment, but 1% 1S not
the vhole truth, and fails to penetrate to the indaviduality of Tillich's
ow. position, It 1s trve that hesrashes to conduct s diaslogue with the
ezistentialists, butbt to tske philosophy to wean s1ply the existentialists
is to have understood only a small pert of Tallich's intenti.n, for the
exlsteatialists ars only repressntetive cor symptometic of something far
larges. Taubes, therefoie, 1s nearer to the truth when he describes
Tillach's correletion ss dielectzcal., 1le obesrves thet hais intevest in
sociology, vsychology and vhilosophy is not veriphersl but that Tillich
himself participates 1n the "eclesvages and contresdictions™. He coacludes

from this thet his anslisrs of the humsn situstion 1s decisive »n tne

(2

S

shaping of his theological answer,

It 1s scarcely possible 4o reduce Tillaich's iethod of correlstion
to one ides, since Tilliach himeself wishes to inciude s number of dafferent
thangs within the scooe of his correlstion. We vy draw attention to

five elements, 2t least, ol Tallich's prograume,.

Fir st there 1s a sense of correlstion in which Tillach secks to
hold togethor verious i1deas 7hicy are the result of the eposition of
philosophicsl vrobleus. We may sey that he wishes to correlate idess
which are customerily, or at least frequently, teken to be mitually exclusive,
Te ma- tsle es an sxamole his sttempt to correlste the ideas of freedom
and destiny. The sntithesis is not resolved by a simple dissolution into
a higher synthesis, nor by the destruction of one él ement by the other,

Rather he seeks to dhow that they must be held in dielecticel teasion, as

(1) B.Logmer "Tillich's Theolog; of Correlation", JR, vol. 36 (1956), p.151

(2) J.Tsubes "On the Nature of the Theolosicel Method", JR, vol. 3k
(1954), p.16
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olar ! 1 1 1 i
bolar opposites, ihich require each other, contending thsi the ona 1des

re g ' s i 1
quires Hthe other for iis completlon.( ) This kind of correlation stands

as a witness to Tillich's relation to the 1dealast tradition, but the

solvtion of tne 1dealist problem 1s neirther thet of Hegel nor that of
Kierkegsard; it is,rather, skin to Schelling's, and is based on his
monistic metaphvsic, in which all elemants arve h=1d tecgether in the

ontologicel vhole, which is 1tself rooted in the Cround of Being,

Secondly, there 1s the correlation noticed by Loomer, the attampt
made by Tillich to snswer the existentislists. There can be no dount that
Tallich conducts much of his theologicsl discussion with the specifis
intention of engaging an a dislogue with certsin specilic philosophical
traditions and even with individual thilosovhers. He hsas little time for
Anglo-Sexon linguistic anelysis (whic.. he fails to drstinguish from logicsl
positivism), but he has much to say to the existentialist tradition and
particulerly 1n reply to Sartre, whose denisl of essence Tillich counters
with his doctrine of dialecticel polaraity. There cannot be existence
unless there 1s essence, there cennot be non-being unless there is being,
there cennot be meaninglessness unless there i1s meaning.(2> Tallach
wishes to put forward 21s own metaphvsic ss more sdequaste than thet of the
existentialists, or for that metter, of Hegelians or Kierkegsardisns.

His snswer to the existentialists 1s not so much an apre 2l t_o the Christisn
message as on appeal to his own metaphysic whaich insists that existence
cannot be undergtood without essence snd that man's self-estrangement is

not hig fanal state. Vle may sa, thot his theology is carried on in

correlation with concrete philosophical traditions to tne extent thet he

(1) H, Schr8er exgresses s similar view, deseribing Tillich's use of
correlation here as “"complementary dislectic" Die Denkform der
Porsdoxaliitdt als theologisches Problem, p.162f,

(2) ef "The Nature and Significence of Existeatialist Thought", Journal of
Philosophy,vol, 53 (1955), pe7hk; "Schelling und die AnfYave des
Exastengiaslistischen Protestes", Zeatschraft flir phalosophische
Forschung, vol. 9 (1955), p.204; The Courage to Be, pp.147, 16ILT
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carries out e running dialogue with them within tne brosder context of hais
whole work, ¥hether re ultimetely achieves his purmose is a matter of
indavaduel Judgement, slthough we cannot 1gnore the comments of Tavard to
the effect thst he coan only snswer those for whom despair is not ultimste,
Nor cen we 1gnore the comments, for exauwple, of G, F, Thomes, who brings
to Tallich's sttempts to re-establish the taeonomous conceoptions of reason

the criticism thet

"Naturalistic philosophers ... can see nothing wrong with the
autonomy of reason, and cennot see why the "anxiety" of fanite
men should cause him to seek an "escape from reslity" in
religious Laxth." (1)

A third sease in which we .18y speak of Tillich's correlstive
method 1s 2 sense suggested by Scharlemann, a sense which is connected with
Tillich's exposition of the releationship of philosophy end thcology an

terms of structure and depth and hence with the System ofSciences. The

religious symbols of the depth of being are expounded in the light of the
categories and concepts produced by an investigetion of the structure of
beaing, Thus the exposition of the symbols tskes cognizance of such
categories as causality, puroose and so on. We have alieady argued,
however, thot 1t 1s wrong ‘o use the vord correlation 2t this point, since
correlation supzesls that a much closer connection can be established than
1s =n Tact present in the structure-depth relationshaip. In any case,
since theology i1s bovnd to employ philosopnical terminology this kind of
"sorrelstion" cen scarcely be a voided, and}%dhematize it 2ccording to

the pattern of the cultural scrences is not after all, to have said

very much,

The point msde by Scharlemamm, nowever, is slightly different.
He argues thet it is a nisteke to think that T11lach denies that the
referent of a veligious symbol can be given nons;ymbolicslly.  What

Tillich does deny 1s that ther can be given noncorrelstively, It as

(1)GF, Thomas "The lethod and Structure of Tillich's Theology", IPT, p.102
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impossible to veduvce a religious sibol to en ontolosical concept or an
ontdogical concept to a religious svubol, The two must be offered
correlativels <1> 1 3

Ve This 1s dve to what Scharlemsnn believes to be the
underlying thermes of Tillich's doctrine of religious knowledge, wh.ch
consists both of "grasping" by mesns of ontological coacepts and of
"responding" to being grasped in the form of relxg-ous syrbols. Both,
he sargues are necessary 1f justice 1s to be done Lo the charscter of
knovrledge; both point beyond themselves to their referent in tne

Uncondzitionsl or Ultimste Concern,

do
Thet there 1s sn element of truth in this claaim ve /ot doubt

but 1t 15 a somevhat confused idea, which 1tself rTests on the uncertainty
thot Tillich himself shows sbout the cnovactor of religious symbols.(29

It 1s andoubtedly true thst Tillich thinks that the exposition of religious
symbols must be done in zorrzlation with sa exposition of catological
lenguage, that they wust be sllowed to interpret each other, but even this
is not the mein thrust of Tillich's mesning vhen he describes the method

of' theolog: as the method of correlstion.

Finally, therefore, we turn to what 1s clearly, in Tillich's
view, the central aspect of his method of correlation, nemely, the
correletion of question end answer, Tillich haimself, in discussing the
: N ] (3) N
method of correlstion lists three ways in which 1t may be used (which,
incidentally, by no mesns exhesust the meanings thet we have suggested so far).
It can, he says, designate tae correspondence of different series of date,

- 1" 1]
such es, in theology, 1n tae correspondence between the date "synmbols" snd

(1) of "The Mem ing and Justaficetion of Religiocs Syrbols" Religious
Experience end Truth", p.6f

(2) Reflectaion and Doubt in the Thought of Paul Tallich, p.75 Much of
Scharlemsnn's srgument rests on a play of the word grasp used %o
link the functions of gzrasping and being grasped, vhich reflects
Tillich's ovn use of possessing and being possessed. An srgument
1s thus built voon the uncertailn Toundatioghi the smbiguity of lsnguage.

(3) §2:I:P- 68
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the dats "syuwbolizanda", Secondly, 1t can flesignate the logicel inter-

dependence cof concepts, suct es ~n the correlation of infinite and flnrte( )
It 1s cleer, however,that these two ere mnor matters for Tillich, even
though 1rey are 1n fact essential to his wode of opereticn, in comparison
with the third meaning vhach designetes "the real interdepeniesnce of

things o events in struclural wholes", wiicn in theolosy refers to tne
interdesendence of cusstion and answer, It 1s *to this usege of the idea

of correlotion tnet he dedicates the bulkk of h1s expogsitién,

This central aspect of ihe metiod of correlation depends on
Tallach's colicated understanding of philosophy end tneolog7. It is
clecr, nowever, that when he spsaks of a correlation betwezn s philosovhical
auestion and s thsological answer he Soes not meen by philosophy acy
particulsr ohilosophical school, nor sn aggregate of the prilosophicsl

scioocls of the wostern woild, Indeed, e heve seen thot iz qu

tion wnicn

C’ :

requres sn answeil 18 orops:ly described as theologicel rather than
philosophical, Thetheslosical question is zmolicit in the philosophical
tash beceuse nhilosoph~ concerns 1tself vaith en investigation of the

43

structure of baing. {l_ea tne philosopher asks "fhy 1s there sowething
and not nothing?" ond goes on to treat the question as a metter of ultimste

concern, he 1s asking o theological cuestion. To elaborate cn the

guestion is to undertske a theologicel task.

"heology formulaces tie questilons implied in humen existence, end
theology formulstes the snswers 1plied in divine self-mesnifestation
under the suidsnce of the estlons zmplied in human existence." (2)
It 1s rot difficult, howevsr, to see that there 1s a very great dafierence
between the philosooher seekiyg to slaborate on the question es e metter
of vltimate coacem to him, and Tillicn, from w1tihin the Christian

traedition, seeking to elsborate on the cuestion in order to correlate it

Tiith an answer. T1llich closses over this d.ffersnce too easily. He

(1) Thzs corresponds to the fivst of senses which e have expounded
about, nemely the dialecticsl relating of coacepts.

(2) Ibid, p.69
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argues, therefore, thet vhilosophy 1z not irrelevant to theology: 1indeed,
existentialist philosophy is of great walue since 1t has made the clearest
articulation of sny vhilosophy, of the quzstions 1mplied 1n existence.

Hor eover,besides philosophy, there 1s alsopostry, draua, the novel,
therspeutic psychologs and sociology, all of which ma- contriuute msterial
on whica theology may draw in order to mske sn saslyvsis of ex1stence.(1)
He may even refer these analyses to speciricelly relizious syibols, such

as the sgyubols of sin and the Fall, The fundements of the enalysis have

never changeds

"Wnhenever men has looksd at his world he has found himgelf an 2t as
a part of 1t, But he hes also reslised that he 1s a strenger in
the world of objects, unable to penetrate 1t beyond o certain level
of scientific snalysis,® (2)

But 1t seems, although the analysis has not casnged, the terms in whico

that analysis have besn epressed have, o that 1t 15 the lfunction of the
theologisn not siumply to elsborate the quzstions, or to reiterste them in

8 new set of terms, but to show each new age how the terms of the expression
of the s1iwmotion sre to be understood, how they are to be relstied to the

sy bols of the situestion erected by past ages and in perticular to thoss

of' the New Testament era, The point, however, which Tillich glosses over,
is the question as to whether thete 1s an: necessity to relste the modern
expression of the sitvet.on to that of the New Testeuent era, lioreover, 1t
1s doubtful whether man in 8ll eges hes i1n fact made the seme snslysis of

his existence,

It seewms to be amolicit an Tillich's thinking that the theologisn
working from within a concrete tradition cen contribute to an snslysis of
exlstence in a way in vaach tne men woo works from outside cannot. It
15 certainly true thet he may be able to of fer the insighis of that particular
tradition foi whau they vay be worth, Moreover, in Tallich's view, he
mist go further snd correlate tne gquestions with the snswers he has received

showing how the snswers formulated within the concrete tradition with

(1) 1Ibid, p. 7 (2) Ibid, p.70
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which he is familisr are sctuslly related to the questions. But 1t 1s not,
strictly speeking, 2 matter of simple spologetics, since the scheme with
which Tallich works 1s, as we have suggested, one in which men is seen

o th as philosopher and theologian, ss askiag and also knowing the answer,
2s estrenged but also united. It 1s thas scheme which enables Tillich

to zloss over the difference between the philosopher elaborsting the

theological question and the theologisn engsging on the same task.

The specific task of systematic theoloyuy, then, 1s not so
much the correlastion of question and answer ss the correlsation of the
symbols of a concrete religious tradition waith the questions ond their

answers. More precisgely 1t 1s

", .. the conceptusl interpretation, explsnotion and criticism of

the sybmols 1n which a specisl encounter between God and man has
found expression. ™ (1

We cen see now the complexi ty of the scheme of correlstion, [ar
1t 1ncludes the correlstion of religious symbols representative of tie
situation wath contemporary expressions of the situetion, coubined to
produce an snalysis of existence, the correlstion of religious syubols
representative of the apprchensicn of tne Uncondationel with the answers
formed in the lengusge of the analysis of existence, and finslly the actuel

correlation of question snd answer,.

Tillich believes that his avproach avoids the pitfalls vhicn face
others and, 1in narticulsy, which {ace the aporoach of supernaturalism, of
of
meourelism and/duslism, becsuse 1t does not vrequire belief in a body of
revealed truths insccessible to man, nor does 1t succurb to the tendency
to 1dentify the Christian wessage with men's religious self-readisation,
a T s 1) (2) how
nor does 1t epeal to e kind of M"natursl vevelsiion®, It does, however,

recognise thet the snswer comes from beyond man, as 1t wust 1f man 1s to

hJ -
escape the vicious clrcle of his own existence, It recognises thet the

and
(1) "Theology/Syribolism", Religious Symbolism, ed. F.E.Johnson, p.108

(2) ST,I,p.72f
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answers have been Tormuls ted in traditionsl symbols and therefore seeks to
unlock tnose symbols so that the pover they mediats may ocur forth, But
if the power 1s to be sble bto pour forth, the symbols mst be subjected to

careful attention in the attemdt to relste them to the form of the aquestion,

It 1s

=y

or this reason that he offsrs the descrintion of the task of theology

in the terms we have jJust cited.

In order to ensure that the sybols ere unlocked properly,
theology must concern 1tself first with "conceptualisstion® or the relstaing
of symbols to each other, Thwus 1t mst for example, examine snd describe
the relation between the symbols of divine love and divine justice or between
divine omnipotence and humsn sin, Secondly, it must explain the syubols,
that 1s to say, 1t secks to meke understandsble the relation of the
syubols to thet which they point by reloting the religious meaning of the

symbolic material to 1ts "orizinsl and simple megnaing". Thus, for exsmple:

", .. We may consider tne symbol of the Kingdom of God.,  "Kingdom" is
taken from the political realm. Theology asks, "How 1s the political
reality, how 1s the historical development, related to this synbol?
What does 1t =ay 2 bout the meaning of rastory in relagilous terms,

in terms of’ ultimate concern.® (1)

Thirdly, it must exercise a critvicel function, which 1s not an attempt to
show that s symbol 1s hastoricelly, scientifically or psychologicslly
untrue, but an attempt to ensure that they sre not reduced to the level
of non-symbolic thinking and also to test the adeguacy of the symbols to
their content.

Tle wust, however, sec this perticular aspect of the method of
correlsation wathin the cmntext of the wovement of the method as a whole.

Esch section of the Systemstic Theology begins with tre question or, raiher,

the quest of finite msn bound by the conditions of existence for reunion
vA th his essentisl being and with the depth of being. Hence reason quests
reunion with the depth of reason and being for reunioan wit: the depth of

being. The quzstion 1s posed and the kind of answer that is required

(1) "Theology end Sydbolism™, Relipilous Synbolism p.112
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suggested. In the second part the answer 1s developed in tane formr of an
exposition ol tne spmbol, incorporating the eclements thet we have just

described in s method thet he haimself describes ss critical phenomenology,

To spesk of critical phenomenology recalls immediately the

description given in the System of Sciences of the wmethod of the cultural

sciences 1n weneral and of philosophy in particulsr, except that in the
earlier work he thought of the method 1n terms of criticism tempered by
phenomenology, rather than phenomenology tempered by criticism. Tne end
product, however, 1s the same, and the ressons given for the necessity of
using botn factors sre likewise the ssme, although he does not give the

same care to his discussion in Systematic Theoldgy as we find in has

earlier worlz,

The phenomenological aprosch 1s necessary, he argues, in order
not only to cowpel the critics of theology to see what 1ts corcepts mesn,
but also to compel itself to a careful description of 1ts concepts which

will eliminate logical inconsistency. For these ressons,

"The present system ... begins each of 1ts Tive psrts with o
description of the mesning of the determining ideas, belore
asserting end discussing their truth 2nd reality."™ (1)

Thus, for exsmnle, he discusses the mesning of revelation or the meaning
of spirat, disregarding, to begin with, the reslities to vhaich they refler,
He wishes to expound the =sssence of the concept of revelation before

going on to coasider the specific claims of Christienity to revelation.

It 1s vndountedly true thst Tillach 2s feithful to ais proposed
method a2t this point, seekin, to exolain in each case vhet is the essence
of the concept he wishes to use, However, in addition to the weaknecsses
which he himself recopnises in the phenomsnological method, -ve wmust tale
note sgein of s recwring tendeacy in his analyses to a2opeel to etymological
derivation in attempiting to uncover the mesning of elements of the concepts

he uses, In discussing the concept of revelation, for example, ne discovers

(1) ST,1,0.118
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the eleuents of mvstery and ecstssy, which he traces to the root forms
we\V
Fe#a and ex~sto, Useful snd iaforrstive as etymology may at times be,
1t 1s a very uncertsin wespon, and may produce highly mislesding result s,
for & concept 18 surely better uvnderstocd by sn exemins tion of the varticulsr
context in which 1t 1s used thon by an exsmination of 1ts derivation.
In short, Tillich's idea of the way in which langusge functions seems
more than a little naive, and seems to deny 2t the Flexability which in

practice it clearly nas.(1>

The major weskness of ine phenomenological method, which Tillich
acknowledges, 1s 1ts inebility to provide criteria by which we may select
suitable examples from which to ueke an enalysis.,  Then contradictory
examples meke claims to be revelstion, how ere we to distinguish awmong

them? Either, es Tallich sead in his Religlonsgphilosophie, 1t will

select one example quite srbitrarily os a norm or else 1t will produce a
hybrid form. T1llich srgues, therefore, that phenomenology elso reguires
s criticel element, or an existential-critical element, as he cells 1t,
where the decision epout the criterion of the choice :s mede spart from

the phenomenological snalysis. The only craiierion, owever, which Tillich
produces, 1s conviction, namely, the conviction thet & special reveletion
1s the finsl revelation which is, consequently, universally VElld.(z)
This procedure, however, szems to involve Taillich in something of a vicious
circle, since 1t me be argued that the eritical choice made apart from
phenomenology 1s every bit as arbiiursry as any choice made by phenomen-
ology. The result is that when T1llich cowes to discuss the concept of
final revelation, he offers s phenomenological descrintion of 1ts essence
vhich he bases on the conviction that the finsl revelation is Jesus Chraste
The end nroduct of the enalysis 1s to show thsat Christ fulfils the require-

ments of +the concept of final revelation, o result vhich 1s scsrcely

(1) of above, p.125
(2) sr,I, p.vof
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surprising because of the circular nsture of the procedure. Indeed Tillich

cleims that this 1s the oroper procedure for theology.(1)

It must certeinly be oduitted that Tallich emposes the dilenma
of apologetic theology, inasmuch as 1t seeks to ocaipy two positions at
once, namely that of the sceptic seeking vaelid criteria by vhich he w.ay
judze Christienity, and thet of tne believer, slresdy firmly convinced
of the truth of the fsith. It seems, nowever, that he does not wish ‘o
find e solution 18 the dilemma, and consequently he finds himself in the
comon plizght of spologists. His avproach, at {first sight, attempting
to analyse the "s1tustion" and to sugzest tne kdind of answer that might
be required, 1s attractive, but one never escones tae leeling that the
answer aopears rather like the vobbit from the magicaen's hat: the
argument 1e loaded 22d the esnelysis s consequantly guided by the answer

(2

which he lmows he will giv

There 1s one further point: while 1t Ls not unressonsble to accept

with Tillich thet there 1s a dimension to life whoch transflorws the whole

of reality, namely, *he ~eligious dumension, 1t 1s still not clzar vhy
Tillich selects the narticular concrete religious tredition whxch he does,
spart from the conviction thatits symbols are the most adequate to the
expression of that dimension, a conviction which draws 1ts craiteris from

tne synbols thenselves. Indeed one may suspect that the reasson 1s uuch
rather simoly that tae Chraistian sywbols are those of the western orld,

His nwrefevence for dialogve rather than proselytisation serves only to

support this conclusion.

Tt 1s diflioult to escape the zmpression that Tillach Feels

T PR - el
certain embarrsssment sbout the central coacepts of the Christian fa1th,

(1) Ibid, ».150
(2) Thas porat hes been mode frequently{ as for example, by Tevard
(Theological Studies, vol., 18 (19577 p.10£)




in gpile of his om deeply felt falth(1) and seeks to defend then as

symbols, since -t 15 casier to defend syubols then to derfend statements

of facte Even so there remeins the one intractable question of fact,

nemely the ouestion of the factuslity of the New Beaing$ 18 the drave towsrds
"essentralisstion" as he colls the reconciliation eflected by the coming

of the lew Being, real, or sre we lelt, finslly, onlr viath the sssurence

®

that despite the sease of estrangemeat we are nevertheless, still united
it the ground of Dbeing?  loreover, the sporosch which he sdopts seems

1o render the thols

&)

vetem questionable, He begins wata man and the

human situstion, cuestin

a

for a> ansgwer, He twrests God nhenomenologicslly,
het 1s, as wan's ultimate concern, and taer ontologically, as Being-Itself,
sugaesting that Yod 1s, efter sll, 2 funétion of wen's need. Likevrise,

o

revelation 15 treated as o function of thc need of an enswer to the Dioblem
of’ reagon, I tnzs vay he anpears to be moving, in whet we ey cell an

2 vosteriori fashion, from & concent of God snd of revelstion to the [act,

1n order to inberoret the fact or the gyubol in the light of the concept.
But at the seme time, he Imovs chat God =s not simply tae function of men's

need but that ins religiovs sybmols of trne divine sie nroduced under the

1mpact of the eacounter cf -n <:th the divine azeting, nam from beyond himsell,

There 1s one more consequence flowing from the phenomenologzcal
) 1 £ . cearl!
me thod. T+ +m1l be recslled that one essential feature of Husserl's
] 7 * 1T,
@ thod 1s the concept of "epoche, tie suspension ol judgcument on the

~ v t T e
guestion of thz o ctual existence ol the objecte. mi1lich's phenowmenologicsel

‘he symbols of the Christisn faith, seelmng to gein sn intuitive

approacn o
! - - el oo

understanding of their sssence, teands to 1nore the factuslaty of the

syuwbols. Thus s choice wmick cugnt not to be mede 18 mede between

o

iy R -~ - - 2 1,1
factualaity and truth. This 1s particularly cloer with respect to the

(1) Auole evidence of this and his desire to meke 1t understendsble 1s
of%ered by Nels TS, Perré 1n s review article on Kelsey's hook
(The Febrzc of Paul Tillich's Theolozy), SJT, vol. 21 (1968)
pp.157-169.
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question of tne factuality of Christ, of whom he more thsn once seid that
't d N, 4 L. o [ T - (1)
1t made no difference to him whether or not Jesus ever lived, The

question which conceina2d Tillich was not haistory, but the vower mediated by

symbols throvn up @i the covise of history, Indeed the very essence of
his system zs the atbempt t- ellow the power ci tre svmbols to pour forth.

Theolozy sust, in the terminology of the Svstem of Sciences be metsalogicals

it must strive, 1n e wmystical understending of thie svibols to release their
pover for others, umeking tnem iranspsrent to their referent. Scharlemann,
then, 18 quite raght vhea he corrscts Tallich's assertion that systemstics
must demonstrate that the syubols vsed in the Chiistian message are the

snsgiiers to the cuestions snd observed:

3

What Tillich ectuall does 1s to ph ce the syubols properly, so
that snyone con lnow -hat is being ssid by them. He does not

trv to orove that tney are true. The truth of tae symbols cannot
be, and need not be, 'proved', Their truth 1s their power to

lay hold of &nd transiform those for vhom they aie symbols; it 1s
their capscity to express snd communicate ultimste coicern.  (2)

We return, then, to the point at vhich we started, namely, Tillach's
claim to engege in apolasetic theolopy as the corplement of kerysuwatic
theolozy, end to ask vhether he has nresented 1t in such a wa; thet it
can be regarded as complementary. It 1s difficult to give a finsl answer
to this qusstion siace he rarely ss7vs much about keryzmatic theology amd
does not explain how 2e thinks 1t ought to operate. However, vhen he does
speak of 1t, he ususlly does so it special reference to Berth, In the
lazht of hais uvm exposition of theologzcal wethod, 1t eppears that the
only terms on which kerygmatic theclog~ vould be escceptable would require
that 1t should sbsndon sll clsims to exclusiveness, recognising not only

14s character ss a concrete response to the imscl of the unconditional,

but the charecter as one response among many. Its mein value even then

(1) ZIoad, ».163

(2) Rerflection and Doubt 1n the Thougnt of Faul T21lach, p.136
At the seme time, hovrever, Lillich does at times attemot to prove the
truth of sywbols, as for example with the symbol of the daftrlne
of origainal sain, fn doing so, he apgpesrs to contradict the essenvia

movement of his method as he does 1n his srguments conc?rnlng the
A e o eture of Carist (ef also ST ,I,p.266)
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1s to sct as 2 corrective to andbgetic theology, recalling to spologetic
™

, o . .

theology tiie fact thet the Unconditionsl comes to man from beyond him and

therefore froum outside his om control,

But one intractible problem rerelns, which Tallich's asporoach
ceems unsble to resolve. Even grenting thet keryomstic theology is
#111ling to mske the concescions requz'ed of 1l by apologetic theology,
nevertheless there remeins the question of reconclling the estimete of man
offered by kerygmetic theolog: with the understanding of man which spologetic
theology culls from laitersture, philosoph: and otner cultursl work,

Correct nrocedure thpugh 1t wsy be Tor apologetic theology to seek to
understand wsn's own estimete of himself, 1t must reckon wit: the fact
that thet estiws te hes veried enormously. If Tillach selzcts the estimste
of one particuler age he must svrely show why he thinks 1t to be more
accurate then any other. e are led to believe, in the long run, that in

fact Tallich's anslysis of man 1s [urnished by the Chiistisn message.(1)

That Tillich wishes to do 1s %o bring the Christian nessage
into sowe kind of relationship wath philosophy, vhose central concern he
takes to be ontological investigsetion. Grented that he may have performed
a useful service in drawing the attention of tnose sectors of philosophy
which decline to be any more than empiricist in a positivistic sense to
the importance of a lavger perspective, 1t remgins questilonsble vhéther
he can achieve his ultimate surpose without unjustifared erpense. On
the one hend, he must, es we have seen, turn tradilronsl Christisn concepts
into symbols.(z) Bven if he insists that ontological conceosts ere also
symbolical, ve find 1t diffacult to believe that they sre symbolicsl in

the same sense as are religiovs symbols, Even though, ultimetely, the

status of swvabols 1s determined by their actuell:r fulfilling the {function of

(1) cf McKelway; The Systemetic Theology of Paul Tallich, p.69

(2) This process slmost escapes our notice in a work such as BRSUR
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mcdiating power, nevertheless, we do not seem to have exhausted the coantent
of tne 1des of sywbol by seying this. We suspect that he calls ontological
concepts symbolical ouirely because they are 1nadequate,(1> while religious

syubols are both insdequate and metaphoricel, and so one step further

removed from their referent,

It 1s aot as though Tillich worls with soue Zenerally agreed
ontological anelysis of reality, which will readily provide a bradge between
the discipline of vhilosoph~ and the discipline of theology, We mst
accept T1llich's owm enalysig, vhicn 1s certein to have s somevhat limited
sppeal, even to discinles of Heidegper, for despite structursl similsrities
with Heidegger, Tillich hes, as Thowas O'Mesrs has shown, departed st o
number cf important 901nts.(2) Despite his attempts to show that ontology
sd theology are not only comsetible but 1mply each other, 1t still remains
true that even 1l we can dispose of the objections to his srguments, we
are still bound to face hrs ontologicel schems and the asnalysis which is
founded upon it, In spite o' Tillach's attewwots to find common ground
there remeins the fact that the philosopher rust come to terms s/ath his
scheme and the suspicion, which finds considerable Jjustification, that
T1llach cemot [aind the coumon ground he desires. The enalysis of the
human situation may be stated 1n terms congenial to the wman who has absorbed
existentralist terminology, but 1ts content sy be no more congenisl than
that of tradationel Christien terminology. In stort, Tallach cennot build
the final bridge from the avologist to the inauirer (or to the sceptic):
it can only be built by the sceotic himsell, Byt we .mst, nevertheless,
admire has desive to engage in honest dialogue with the sceptic, even if

he becomss thorouvghly docmatic at times 1a doing so.

(1) i.e. insdequate as hwnan words. We wight also add thet ontological symbols
csnnot be ss1d to grow and die in quite the seme way as religlous symbols,
since tney are not th.e product ol the group unconscious.

(2) T.F.0'lears, Tillich & Heidegger; A Structural Rela?ionshlp", Horvard
Theological feview, vol.61 (1958) pp.249-261. Tillich himself admits thet
he learnt more from Heidegger's method rather than his conclusions (22@1p1h)
It 1s 1nteresting to note that Heidegger remarked thet if he werekto write
s theology, ss he was at times tempted to do, he warld not allow the word

(continued 2t the foot of the next page)
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In the last resort 1t 1s dafficult to 2 vo1d the conclusion
concerning the later Tillich thet we felt compelled to drsw sbout his
early worl, nauely, that his method is deteriined by his ontoldgircal
convictions rather thsn by his Church traditaion. Even 1f the Chrigtian
symbols are given grester prominence in hisg later work than they were
in his early work, yet he insists on znteroreting them ontologically,
and their very existence snd operation depends on the ontological

structure which 1s expressed in his concept of religion.

(conclusion of not= [fron previous page) = "veing" to appesr in it. (Zurich,
Vovember 1951, cited by J. Taubes "On the Nature of Theoloazcal Method",
JR, vol. 34 (1954) p. 20)
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PART I1T

BARTH
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METHODOLOGICAL FCUNDATTONS

1. The Task of Theology

(2) Te Period of the Epistle to the Romsns

That theology 1s, for Barth, intimetely related to proclametion
is clear, but we must now exsmne 1n closer @etszil the nature of the
relationshaip. In doing so, we musl recognise a development in Barth's

understending vhich corresponds to o genersl devel opment in his theology.

The task of proclamation conzists in an stieupt to repeat the
Word of God and Barth concluded that in order to hear the Word of God he
must engage upon a serious and patient study of the Bible, One product
of this study was the wriving of the coumentery on Fomens,which provoked
5 storm of criticism not least because of 1ts avprosch to the BEpistle.
In tresting Romens as a place in which the Word of God aight be heard,

Barth adopted an aporosch quite out of character with contemporsry trends

in theology, which zcemed 1o be settinz the clock back to the Reformstion.

In sprte of the belief which he epressed in the farst edition of
Romans, that the doctrine of inspirstion and the historical-critical
method must both hold & place in theology, he was teken by Adolf JHlicher
to be en opponent of historwical criticism who did not even tske the trouble
to refute the contentiors of literary criticism and the history of religions
in their study of the text. Bsrth, therefore, felt 1t incuubent upon him
to explsain his meaning more fully in the preface to the second, radically

(1)

revised edition of the Cormentary.

(1)"A lbdern Interpreter of Paul", Beginnings, Vol. I, p.7Lf (trenslated
from the original published an Die Christliche Welt, vol. 3L (1920),
no.29, cols 453-57




The chief point that he wished to make 1n the aew edition was
thet, in his viev, current commenitaries on Scripture were i1nsdequate
because they ceme to a2 helt at the very point st wnich they ougnt to go on.
Thear work wes indispensable to an understanding of the text, but purely

prelimnary: in short they were, as Berth put 1t, "merely the first step

towards a comuventery,® (1)

For Barth, historicel criticism involved simply the estsblishing
of the text, eppealing to the work of textual criticism, the atbtempt to
offer precise trenslations of the Greek words and phrasses, a collection
of archeeologicel and philological notes and

"a more or less plausible arrangement of the subject matter thet 1%

may be made historically and psychologicelly antelligable from the
standpornt of pure pragmatism,” (2)

All this, Bsrth recognised, wes esseatial to the work of exegesis and

he clsimed to be willing to listen to those who were umore expert than

himself in the matter. Hoviever, at the next stage he found it necessary

to part company with JHlicher, for although both JHlicher and Lietzmenn,
among olhers, intended +to go beyond this preliminsyy vork to an understending
of Psul, thev did so in a manner with /hich Berth covld not find any

sympathy. He comiented

MPaking JHlacher's work ss typical of ~uch modern exegesis, we
observe how closely he keeps to the rmere deciphering of words as
though the, were runes. But, ”hen all 1s dons, they still
remein largely vnintell *ible,"' (3)

He accused JHlicher of a2 Tailure to engace 1n 2 real struggls with the
"row material" of the epistle, and of resorting, Tor the explanation of
a difficult passage, to the device of describiag it as a meculiar doctraine

or opinion of Psaul, thus dismssing the need to teke it seriously.

It 1s however, s little difficult to decide guite how Barth

himsell thougnt thet the westion of biblical commentery end exposition

(1) 2z,
(2) Ipid
(3) Inid, p.7
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should be spprosched. Even such a passage as this following cne, does not

seem to solve tne oroblem:

", .. how energeticallr Calvin, navan. Tivst estsblish=d what stands

in the lext, sets nimself to rethink the vhole material and to

wrestle with it, till the walls which separate the sixteenth

century from the first become transparent!  Paul speaks and the
n of tne sixteenth century hesrs." (1)

From the genersl context of the whole sreface, and 1'om tne approach revealed

by en exemination of ihe text of Barth's comnentery, it appesrs thet he

has two zuns 1a mind, The first of tnese 18 tas undeistanding of Psuls

that 1s to sav, he wishes to grasp the message of Paul ss a hole,

Rouwans, and 1ndeed the entire Bible, 1s 1o be seen agé vhole rather than

as 2 collection of frasments, eascn to be examined and explained &v %(‘\—or_lu:)
S

The wrestloing vith the text 1s siwed at grasping the srgument in its

wotality, at seeing the whole sicture as 3t. Paul sees it.

The second s1n 15 a question of makiag tne walls between the
wresent and the Tiist century ltraanspaient. It 1s one tiing to see and
understand Paul ain his omn first centvy situvotion, but that 1s only whst
we 1mznt cell an unilsteral trenspsrency. Tt 18 wite another matter
to mgke the present transparent to tne first century; thet is the second
aim of theclogy. FPaul must be alloved to spesk two the twentieth century,
for, vhile he sddressed his contemoorarizs,

ag Prophet and Apostle of ihe
.3

"Tt 1s... far more imocrtent thet
to all mea of every age." (2)

3
Kinpdo+ of God, he veritably spes

Every reans aveilable wust be used in order 1o nerimt FPaul to speak to the
resent sge, or, to use Barth's words again,to expose "the Word ... in
the words". It 1s this tasil Barth found lecking in contemporary

aries, g failiee 1o 1ecogniss tce exzaistence of sny real substence
in the Bible, To +treat the Bible as history, even as the nistory of o
remorkable and unique people, "rthout reckoning vitn the decisive cause

. 3
of that history, is to Tsil to understend the Bible at all. (3)

(1) Ipid
(2) 1R, p.v (3) MaGu Wl , ppo3LET
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To treat 1%, simlsarly, as & source document for the history of religions,

p
18 to Lea1l ©o redosnise its specisl colrfr,c—:nt.(l>

Theology, then, 1s cherged with the task of the exsmination and
uaderstanding of the Biblicel text, in order that the -rescher should be

able to declare the Word of God to ~is listeners.

But two points 1ust be added to tras. In the first place, Barth
saw his tesl waith respect to Romansg in a rather restricted masaner, which is
exnressed 1n a provocstive remark as a concern

"with the veritsble rather than the whole Gospel®™. (2)

It was Barth's contention lhat contemvorary theolozy had lost sight of

that "veritable Gospel", hich we night describe as the kernel, and so

)]

the commentsry on Homang has the polemicel purpose of seeking to esteblish
the precise centre of the Gospel, 1ts kerael, in order that stteation ner
then be directed toverds the whole Gospel in 1ts social and politicel
imolications. It 18 un thas sense thet sre sust understand Barth's
description of his theologyv as a “pinch of spice®, as o “correctivel, a

(3)

"marginal notve'. In the serly seriod ol hais work, 1t vas intended to
help the preacher to Lnow vhat to preach, and in so doing to recall theology

to 2 new understending of the centre of the Gospel. Barth was by no

wesns coavinced thet theology lmev whet 1t was.

Secondly, ve must ask how Berth Jroposed to embark on has new

engagement vath the Bable. To meke the assertion thaet the Bible spesaks

<

not only to its owm age, but to every age, 1s a different matter from

showing in what wey 1t does so. The nroblem 1s still tne nroblem of under-

5

standing, of detsrruning vhat the Bible 1s saying, or in Barth's words

by P

actually locsiing the Word in the words. We are here already

e

again, o

bezinning to trespsss on the ground of the method of theology, but we rust make

(1) Ipad, pp. 60OLE

(5) WeGa'loMa, 9.98
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some remarks on the exegetical principls s of Romans vhich may shed some

light on Berti's conception of the tesk of theology.

While he finds 2 place for the historicel-criticsl method 1n the
work of exegesis, he finds no olsce st all for the use of the material
furmshed b7 the history of religions:

" .. I entirely fa1l to see why parallels drewn [row the ancient

world - and with such parsllels modern commentators sre chiefly
concerned - shovld be of wmore value for sn understarding of the
Epistle than the situastion in which we ourselves actuslly are,
and to whici we can therefore bear witness," (1)

The hastory of religions does not, in Barth's submission, contribute to an
understending of whet Psul has to say asbout God. He prefers, rather to
work with the assumption that Paul has as much to sav sbout God to the
present age as to his own becsuse there 1s no fundamental change 1n%he

situstion to which the Word of God 1s addressed.

Accordingly, Romans is treated as en etteck on human misconceptions
about God ond on all forms of humsn self-righteousness. He feels at
laberty therefore, to elsborate the amplications of Romans 1in tersns of an

twentieth
attack on / century forms of 1dolatry, end in psrticulsr, on those
perversidns of the gospel which he believes to have been fostered by the
Church., In both editions he sttacks wehemently the view of religion as a
means of apbrosch to God, which appears to treat God as within its resch.
He attacks, too, romentic, mysticel and morslistic reductions of religion,
end the distortions of the truth by pietism. In addition, the first edition

heaps scorn on the libersl identification of socislism with the Kingdom of

God, on cepitelism, snd uron every form of indivaduslism,

The aim of the attack 1s to demolish every form of humen raight-
eousness and to set in contrast to i1t, God's righteousness and the recon-

cilistion which CGod alone effects.

twentieth
In the procesgbf interpreting the Epistle to the / century,

Berth determnes to adopt en attitude towerds the Bible which he describes

(1) 2R, p.M
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as Biblicist, by which ne means that he desires to teke serilously those
aspects of Paul's teaching which have ceused eubarrsssment to other

commentators, rather than to explain them sway as merely Paul's oplnlon.(1)

Two conclusions way be drawn, so faxr, about Barth's view of the

tesk of theology. First, he was seeking to re-estsblish the relationship

between theology and preaching, a relationship vhich, 1t seemed to ham,

had drogped out of tne consideration of the modern scientific comnentary.
The Bible was to be re-estsblished as the Word of God to ven, and therefore
relevant to preaching, Attention was to be paid to the objective quality

of scripture as the Word of de, rather than on its subjective qualyity,

2
as a human response to "the divine™. (2)

It 1s not surprising, therefore, to discover that Bsrth's efforis
were greeted by a storm of protest frow the proponents of a scientific
theology, who sought to give to theology 2 respectsbility in the universities
by adogting for 1t 2 method as close to that of e natursl sciences as
possible, Harnack protested that Barth wished to turn the professor's

(3)

chair into a pulpit, Barth contended thet theology had no richt to
masquerade as scientific under the guise of the history of religzons.

If 1t was to nold & place in the unmiversities 2t must do so only by under-
takong to sey, or by pointing out tae need to sey, what the other disciplines

vill not say, that

"... a chaos, though wonderful, is not therefore a cosmos." (L)

(1) Ibad, ».11f., Bultmann, however, replied in criticism of Barth: "It 1s
jﬁgESSLbie to assuie that evervwhere in the letter 1o the Romans the
subject matter mey have [lound adequste expression, unless one aintends
to esteblish a modern dogma of inspiration ..." YKerl Berth's Epistle
to the Romans in its Second Edition®, Beginnings, vol. I, p.119
(originally published in Die Chrastliche Welt, vol, 36 (1922), nos.
18, 19, and 20)

(2)"Bin Briefwechsel mit Adolf von Harnack", Theologische Fragen und
Antworten (heresfter ¥.u.A), p.20 (E.T. Beginnings, vol. I, p.177)

(3) Toid, p.il (B.T. p.171)
(L) V.G WM. p.193F.
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It mist selways stend as the westion mark beyond "the furthest ri.s of
scientific possibility", In other words, Berth was moving towards the

belief that theology must be confessional in cheracter.

Secondly, Berth was seeking to re-establish the relstionship
between the Bible end preaching; for, if theology was to serve the
preacher, it must dairect its attention towerds understanding the Bible.

Nt only is theology to be directed eway from the history of religions

and towards the Bible, but 1t 1s to be directed towsrds the Bible as the
place where God still speaks to man, Theology, therefore, fulfils the
role oriwsrily of biblical exegesis, bubt not as the purely literary work
thst we sre accustomed to regard at, Indeed, we may sa7 that Barth short-
circuits the wnole theological process by vsing exegesis to turn o first
twe7tleth

century document into o century document, ignoring or concealing the

dogmatic contribution and mixing straict exegesis with "application."

(b) From Romans to the Fir st Edition of the Dogmatics

It would be wrong to suppose thet 1t wes & [ealse modesty thet
caused Barth to sgpesk of his theology as a corrective., He intended it
to be so in conscious imitation of Kierkegaoard., But even 1f he had
intended 1t oviganally simply as s corrective, i1t could not remsin such,
especislly in the highly un-Kierkegsardisn situstilon of a university
faculty. Nevertheless, he continued 1o meintain that theology has a
fundameantal and indestruct_ble relationshivp vaith proclemetion, as 1s

particulsrly clear from his writings in Theology and Church and 1a Die

Chraistliche Dogmstik, It »s to these two works in particular that we

shall now turn 1in order to continue to trsce the development of his under-

standing of the neture of theology.
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The farst point which ve must make 1s that Berth ceased to
conceive of tiesology oruseiily in terms of s kind of biblical exegesis,
Instead, he distinguished between three areas of theologrcal work. The
farst of these aress 1s thet of exegesis, charged “ith the task of coniimuelly

raiging lhe

"fundementel questions of the genuine prophetic and apostolic wiiness
to the revelation given in the cenonical sources," (1)

Such a discipline hes two lines of anproach, both of whic: sre essential

to the fulfilment of the task, The first lane of sporosch 1s the line
whicn 1s concerned with tne establishment of +ae text. To achieve this,
all the resources of textual criticism must be brought to besr. Yhen thais
worl: 1s done, exegesis can turn to the second line of approach, which is the
understendi ng of tne text., In order to aciieve the necessary understanding
the exegete must struggle vath the text, to think himself into the situstion
in which 1t wes spoken, to creste a picwre for himsell of the historical

situetions until he bewmes a part of 1t.

t wust be sdnrtted theot tne essay "Church and Tneology" from
which tne quotstion sbove was taken, 1s too brkl to of fer more then the
merest hant of the asture of the tesk set belore exegesis. In Die Chrast-

liche Dogmatik, he reproduces and expends this outline, but his explenation

lacks claraity. There he argues that biblicel cxzegesis passes through

stages 1dentical to the stages of any other kind of exegesis, In other
words, 1t 1s Tirst of all o latersry sctivity, i1n which the scholax seeks to
establash the frame of mind in wnica he may aclnowledge thal soueone exbternal
to hiuself 1s spesking, then to follow the argnment as a fellow-traveller

<) ; - R ) N
end finally to 1dentily himeelf with the srgument, so thati the avthors

A
2 " " o
words are his also.( / The Biblical exegete, nowever, rust go ons stage

(1) Z¢, p.303
(2) Die Christliche Dogmetik (hereafter Chr.D), p.39%%L f.




~169-

further, because ne 1s called upon to trest the material in his hands as the
truth. He therslore exvounds not what Pla to or Goethe thoucht but vist

it

God hag sald.<1)

Exegesis furnishes the sovrces for tie second asres of tacologicel
vorl, namely, dogmevics, But dogretics wsl not ve identified wwit.: or
reduced to exegesis or homlletics. It has & distinet task of 1t® owmn,

although, like that of exegesis, 1ts tesk is antrmately related to the

proclamation the Chuxch, It nmust, sccording to Berth,

"contunually work out afresh tne fundamental affivmetions of the

Chiistien message in sccorvdance with tie preveiling background
N ; \
and the norm of *the witness in the creeds snd the Faitiers." (2)

Once again, Barth's definilion in the essay "Church and Theology" lacks

clarity end 72 shall heve to wurn ogsein to his discussion in Dne Chrastliche

Dogms t1l

i

o
L

or rurthsr 1llumination,. We must Torst rensat, Lovever, tost

f

dooms tics 1s not proclamstion, It 18 not intended to fulfil an apologetlic
role, nor cen 1ts material be preached directly. A true seimon only

arises frowm tue biblical text:
- . AN
"Only the saslyt.cal sevuon, only the homily, is true preaching." (3)

Dozma tacs’ Lask 1s not mroclereticn,althovgn Barth ad 1ts tnst 1t we” also
be that - 1nasmuch, we mey escuie, as the ovisider may pick vp a wlume of
dogiatics and leern from it, Its firvst 1ontention is not to teach otasrcs
vhet Chvistiens believe; nor 1s it o prescribe winet 1s to be believed

as & necesserv raquiremznt for sslvetion, teliang es 1ts motivation the

* (h‘) Lo S ~
oosning words of ine Athanssien cre=d snd becoming a scientific comuentary

on 1t, as Barth bslisves to be the gensval case wath Romen Catholic dognatics,

Dogmatics 1s not even a coumentsry on a rule ol teaching (Iehggesetz),

(1) TIbad, p.396
(2) TG, p.303

—r—

(3) Chr.D, p.L438
(i) "Quicunqgue wult sslvus esse, ante omis opus est, ut tenest catholicenm
Cidem, quam nisl quisque integram inviolatumque servaveryl, absque
- "
dubio 1n sertevaum peribii. Fides cetholica hsec est ...
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as though 1t were nossibls to urescribe vhai ghouvld be tau

L

dogmetic proposition or forumulation 1s only a fragwent, vwhic.. cen olfer

introdvctions, indicators, points of wview, foundations or boundsrr fences, to

b

that whicn 1s 1n 1tself inexhaustible, Fanelly, do.metics 1s not to ©

<D

regarded sSurel:s

< w

. - 1
as t-e sacisiying of the human dssire 1o tllﬂk.( >

Dogmetics -5, end cen never cease to be, concerned vwiitn Caristian

speech., The opening proposition of Die Chrastliche Dogmetik makes this

ourte clear:

"Doguwatics .s the nane vhiicn ve give to the striving for lnowledge
of the correct content of Christisn sp=cch about God end about
mon. ™ (2)

Doz tigcs 18 therefore a discipline to vhich no limits cen be sets Llhat
s ol 1s never at an end, both becsuse Cirislian sprech
cannot come to sn end, and bzcsuse the sublsct metter of Christian soeach
can never be finally exhausted. It has, therefore, the cheracter of
regearch (gpgiggpag or striving (Bemﬂhqu), snd 1s alwa~s 1n progless;

1t never becomes s compendium of results,

Theo we say thet dozmatics is concerned with Christian speech,
we should add thet for Barth there is only oane forw of Christisn speech
vhica can be tegarded as correcty presching is wie correct foxn because

1t expresses not an opinion but the truth and is therefore worth,; of beliel,

acher 18 bound to reiterate the Word of God and so not only

(3)

[

In 2t Tne pv

to declare tne truth but also 1o demand a response.

then the qu-stion of the correct form of speech has peen asked, 1t
18 toen, end only then, possible to asl sbout the correct coateat of
. i - o~ R A L.
Christian speech. But 1t 18 just this .85 s under qestion, Preaching

: o o " - +
therefore, supplies the raw natsrial (Stofz) of dogmatics 1n the wessage that

1t nreaches.(u' Dogmeiics ains to serve preaching bY exemining vhat 18
(1) Chr.D, pp.33£f (3) Ibad, pp.18-21

(2) Tvbad, p.l (4) Ibad, pp.28fF
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preached and testing 1ts claii to spesk the truth. Now, clesrly, in

order to echieve this puipose, dogmstics cannot lasten +to 1ndividusl SE1MONSs §
it is not & rumaing commentary on the sermons that take Dlece daaly. Rether
1t listens to general trends, and thus examnes what s belng preached zn

the Church at large, It wes, indeed, thas question, of hat vos being

preached in ine Church at lerge, that troubled Bartr es eerly as 1910,
Whereas, hovrever, the specific problam that Berth faced st Seferwil was

the Sunday Sexmon in Church, 1t rust be admitted that the vroclewation

vhich troubled him was by no means .edisted solely in the form of sermons,
but also in books, lectures and the general content of Chraistisn politrcel
action and ecumenicsl sctivaty. Thus, althougn he describes preaching alone

as the oroper form of Christien speech, his attention 1s also directed to

the wider sctivity of the Church.

Dogmetacs sraises, then, for the need for pure doctrine in the
Church, but there reuweins the guestion of how dogmatics 18 to be sble to
test the proclemetion in order to sscertain whether 1t 1s pure doctrine.
Accordingly, Barth defines oure doctrine as "doctrine conforming to the

1 b3
Scraipture and to the Spirath ( ) maeking clear, at least, thst the work of
P ’ ) »

)

dogme tics is acuieved by comparing vhat 1s nreached wita the Bible. In so
doing, 1l works out airesh the fundsmentsl affirmations of the Christisn

messale.

There remains, however, the ouzzling sssertion thst this last
objgective 1s achieved "in accordance with the prevailing beckground and
the nonn of that wltness in the creeds and the Fathers", The idea of
"the orevelling background" 1s particulsrly obscure, but sppears, in the

lJight of Die Chraistliche Dogmatik to mean thot dogmetics must be done 1in a

style sppropriate to tiie present day, however admirable the style and

2)

longuage of another day may sppear.

(2) Chr.D, p.4bk In addition, Berth may have in mind the need for theology to
sddress itsell to the particulsr doctrinal questions whxch trouble

preaching at a piven moment.
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The noxm of the waitness in the creeds and the fsthers sets dogmetics Tarmnly
within the context of the Church. Stractly speaking, the norm set for
dogmatics 1s the revelation itself vhich is testified to in Scr;pture,(1)

but norms for the interpretstion of the revelation sve set by ilhe creeds

and the Fathers an the sease ths® they provide princivles for understsnding

a .d boundery posts within vhich discussion msy be continued, In this

scnge doguatics me, oe cslled tne science of tne norms of Christisn speechz(2>

f

t does nol prodvce aew norms but seeks to meke explicat for the Church the

x..l

norus 1t alresdy posseszes, and does so by coastant re-exemins tion of
Scrapture in dialogue, as 1t vere, wath the whole hastory of Chrastian

thought ond in rarticular with the early Church.

Not only 1s preaching the raw meterisl of dogmstics, 1t 1s also

the goeal: ts wurvose 1s to infore the Church in 1ts oresching role, so thset

we ma - say thatat

pl

"seeks o.. 1n the preaching vhich takes place tolay the preeching

s
wnich 1s to tele place tomorrow,"™ (3)

t may be descraibed as a form of vreaching to the preacher(L) creating a two

vay traffic beteen presching and the revelation of God. It does not tell
the preacher precisely what he »s to say; rather, it inforws his thinking

and so his presching:

% .. behind every varticular sermon thet 1s preached there stands
and 1g af—-esh disclosed the dogmetic consideration of the unity,
the wholeness, the truth end tne intelligible coherence of the

kerygms," (5)

Dogmetics does nol, we repeat, tell the preacher what to say or how to say
ity that 1s the task of tne third branch of the theological discipline,

namely, homletics:

(1) Ibid, p.428
(2) Ipad, pp.133f, 428
(j) —‘-Ibld: .35

(A) Heinrich Ott, Theology end Preaching, trans. Harold gnaght (London,
Iutterworth Press 1965), p.20f

(5) Ibad, p.25f; cf Chr.D. p.423




~173-

"As homiletics, safeguarded threugh the principles so won snd

ltaught by the unwritten coswand of the present hour, 1t must
consider the What? and the How? of the Christian message to
the 11mediate present." (1)

£ n
It hes tne function of seeking to i1mprove the "rhetorical effectiveness”(z)
of preaching, thet 1s to ssy, 1t considers what /e may call the mechanics of

preachang.  But

]
|+
Y]
[
42
@]

considers, sccordin- %o Serth, the "Whst?" of

the Caristien messege to the zrmediste preszat. Clearly, more than o
matier of technique i1s involved here, bul precisely how homiletics decides
pn “met is demended by the "unwrititen commend of tne oresent nour" is

very 18t from clear, 1o tneologicel discipling cea tell the srescher

precisely vhat he 18 to oreach on any given occesion, since only the

prescher himgelf cen decide, on the basizs of his awareness both of the

—

0Q

ospel and of tie concrete needs of the coagregation. If thais 18 to be
regarded as a theolozical discipl.ae, then .t must be so 1n & sense diflevent

-

fron thet whidr at has hen spplied to the woik of exel=sis ans doguet ce.

1t would be useful to brins to a close our discussion of this Leriod

of Barth's work by considerang what exactly Barth reans by the Viord of God.

v

1

Not only does the idea figure cre promnently then in Romens, hut 1t 2lso

carries a more systematised rance of meaning,

%

e srgued esrlier thet although ne did not meke frequent use of
the term in Romens and other works of the period, thet it could nevertheless
be shown to be tie concept whic: is deteruinstive of the significance of
the wraitings of thet time, Tt 1s as the VWord of God thst he treats

Scripture, ané his concern wit: tie serwon s cherged +ith the urgent desgire

to mske 1t the wvenicle for repeating the Word of God to men.

Underlying the vork of Die Chraistliche Dogueiik 1s the same desire

that presching snould be 2 repetition of Ged's Word to msen, but he pgoes to

some length to expound the concept of the Word of God., Whereas, 1n Romens,

(1) 1IC, p.30k
(2) Chr.D . 0.1



~1 7L

1t was used primerily to denote the decree of CGod 1n creation, Judgemsnt
or salvation, in this £iist edition of his dogmetics (which never went
beyond its first volume), he dedicates the vhole of the first voluwe to
tne doctrine, vhich he develops i1n o threefold form. The three forms he
distinguishes as toe sermon, the canon, and vevelation, In practice,
however, the distinction is somewhat artificial, becsuse there is, in
fact, only one form of the Word of Gods; the Tirst two are derived From
the third. The sermon hes no authority of its own and 1s therefore only
the Word of God when 1t permits God himself to speak. Similarly, the

cenon, by which he means Scripture, 1s also the Word of God an a2 derivalive
1% )

=

sense, in the exteat to which 1t, lake preaching, is s Taxthful witness
to God's own self-revelation. It 18 only in the foirm of G 's self-
revelstion throvgh hais sctrvaty directed towstrds man that the Word of God

(1)

1s underived,

The concept 1s useful to Barth not least because 1t 1s relsted %o
tne question of suthorityan theology. It olaces the rerght of ewphasis
not upon theology and Hreaching as being concernsd wath an analysis of the
subject.ve resgponse to and spprehension of the "religious encounter", nor
with a synthetic judcement based on those responses but with the objective
activaty of God addressing h .naself to wan, It represents his resistence

to the R=alizionsgeschichtliche Schule snd 1ts tendency to regard all

~
L]

relgiovs date as materaisl for z science of religion on the basis of vhich
propositions ms - be wmade about the divine. llorcover, it emphasises Barth's
conviction that God doss actvalls sddress mans: his vrevelation is retional

1n [orm,

"The Word of God, which has 1ts correlste and reflection in tie human
words of the act of preaching, is 1tself orizanally and in its own
right Word, language spoken from reason to resson, Logos resting on
knowledge end relying on cognmition.” (2)

The adontion of this term, therefore, slso reflects his rejection of

(1) Ibad, pp.37Lf (2) Ibad, p.62, of also p.111
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=g v £ 4 - * B 1
the interpretation of tie concept of revelstion by the concepts of the holy,
41 3 5. o 2 - ~ .
the numinous or lafe-force. God's rationsl self-comnmunication is normastive
for the work of theolo.7; 1t 1s witnessed to b7 Scripture and should be

the content of oreaching,

Finelly, he 1s able to exploit tae concept inosmuch as God's

Word sharss God's nature, As God 15 eternsl end vunchenpging, so is his

ford; althouch 2t 1s revealed ia history 1t 1s not subject to historicsl
(1)

contingency or vrelativity. Thus tne siznmificance of the temporal

distinction betwveen the hic et nunc of preachinz todsy snd the illic et tunc

of the Barbplacal oroclsmation is elimrinatbed. Just as tne Bible was the
oroduct of a response to revelation, so presching ass 1ts origin in

a ressonse to btne Tevelation wwtnessed to in the Bibke.

(¢) Anselm i Fides Quaerens Intellectum

Befouve passing on to Barth's trestment of the task of theology

1n its relstion to Churen proclaration ss descr-bed in Church Dogme tics,

we provose to coasider briefly the vrork on Anselm in oidsr to establish

1ts contribution to the development of Barth's thinking.

Barth himself drew stitention to tre imoortence of the book for an
understanding of his theology, and to the [act lthst, with the exception of
Hens Urs von Balthasar snd a few others, his comaentators had failed to
acknowleage.ﬁsimportégég. Wore recently, hovever, 1t hes become somet.ing

Pt Ko e 1 -
of an orthodoxzy to drvew atteaition to tae signiiicence of tne book.

£ - o 4
Ths iaterest in Anselm stretched back long befors the seminar av

Bohn in 1930 waich gave rise to the boolk. Indezd, as early as 1920 we

)s preface to second

oY Anselm : Fides Qusereas Intellectum (hgr??fter Fg% &
cd1tion, p.11; cf slso How 1 Chienged iy iand, p.43; "Cn Srystematic

Theology", SJT, vol. 14,.(1961) p. 225

éﬂg Tbid, D450
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find ham declering has intention to look into the Cur Deus Homo? of Anselm,

o 1
1n a levcer to Thurnevs < ) thermore, although tie seminar and book
are gensrally regerded as of decisive signiizcance in marking a new direction

1n Berth's thinkang, 1% cennot be 1gnoved th-t Die Christliche Dogmstik

published 1n 1927, conteins a nuwber of veferences to Anselm, whicl he took
up agein aad developedAin the book on Anselm. These references have as

their centrsl wotif the task o1 theology.

In lhe bwo "nost exlensive discussions of Anselx , Barth quotes

Ansela's om dachum credo ut inbelligam, in #=hich 1s swmmerised the rationsle

end the tagk of theology. It 1s because he believes tnet Anselin wishes
to understond, Accozdingly, his proposal to conduct his work, remoto

Chiisto end quasi nihil scistur de Chrisbto, cznnot meen thst 1t 13 o e

" o

done "ag beugr Chiast were ot there™ o ez t-cus’: we d13 aot belie ve
in han'™, Reth=zr, 1%t weons that we 7uvst [or ourselves begin all over

agailn "1th the task of theological tninking on the basis of dhe events of

vevelsbion, w2 st trin’t them throvzh lfor cucselves in order that we
mav undersgtand for ourselves, The presu:oosition of theologicel thzalting
Ls elvays tos fact of he zevelation of t.e triune God an Chrasi. It

therefore adoptls an ettitude cf prayer i1a 1is o

A 2
oroclamation of tne Church. ( )

In Ansslin ¢ Fides Quaerens Intellectum he brings to fuller

development the themehe bepan to elsborate an Die Christliche Dogmetik,

aad 1t .8 —n tnis boolr thot we see ine full significance of t.e couce.,tion

LS S

of theology as vnderstanding. We con alzo see chat the relationship
betresn doginatics and proclametion 1s sn indivect relatioanshio, since 1t

onsesrs <hat the Tirst purpose of dogmesics i1s wo {eed the believer:

Ial

not ondy does »t seek to lead ham to e closer understending of the content

(1) Rev.Theol. p. 55
(2) Ghr.D., Dok, 98=100, 226
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of his Texth, but 1t seck:s Lo allov the believer to panetrete 1ato the

ve.r being of God.

"... for Anselm 'ts believe! does not ween simoly e striving of
the hums. will tovards Ged, but a striving of the humen 1111
into God and so o pavticipation (albeit 1a s menaner limuted by
crestureliness) 1n God's mode of BeinZ and so a similar
narticipation an God's aserty 1o tae metchless glors of his very

self, enl thereforc also i1n God's utter sbsence of necessity.™ (1)

In consequconce of this, the siw of theology

"eannocl be to lead wen teo faith, nor teo ccal-im them in the
ferth, nor cven te deliver their Carth frow doubt." (2)

Hence Credo ub intelligsi means "1t 1s 1wy very [lsith that sumrons me to

Imovwledge", and it 1s important to notice wnat 1t is my laith thst summons
mes that s to say, theoloay (o zathsn, dogustics) 1s engased upon [or 1y
ovn beznefit, or rather, 1t 28 engsaged upon by the Church, 1lhe vhole comrany
of believars, (or thzir om Dbzaelitv, thet tney should heve Joy. Fazth

- evnat v tnont ) Bk s 1 4o an :
cennot exist vithout conceptuslaity;”thet 1s to say at 1ts very conception
Paxth hos an _des ol 1ts object. But -1 'wst strive towards a clarafic=ztion
of 178 object: 1t cennou exist 1n & “Ycloud of unknoving® es 1t were,
Faith has sn awareness of 1ls object, an embryonic vnderscanding, but in
order thet 1t mav be more profound in character, dogmeiics goes sboul 1ts
wWOoTK. Faitn stends at the beginning, snd the end of do_mstics: 1ts

understanding similerly stends at the beginning end the end, but betveen

the beginning end the end there Is an r1awense dif-erence in quallty.

Faith 1s 1tselfl an embryonic intelligere, but strives towerds

- - L
intelligere as 1ts goal, by the uvszs of preyer and by "the persistent

L) e e
application ol (the) antellectual powers“( Barth further defines

(1) FQI, p.17
(2) Ipad

() "Fides esse nequit sine conceptione® (Ibid, pe19); cf Torrance,
God and Roticnality, p.1703 THven taioush God trenscends all
That we con think and say of Him, it still hP}ds good that &
cennot have exp ersence of Him or belisve in Him without conceptional
forms of understanding.”

(4) FQT, p.i
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0 x) i
intelligere as derived from 1ntus-Legere:(') thet 18 to say, understandine
e et e - S A S| R i r— - <

1s a reflection upon 4>t hos been sa1d in the Credo:

"In recognising and assenting to truth intelligere and credere

coie together and tirs intellisere is 1tself and remains a

credere vnile the credere in and by 1tself, ss we have seen,

1s also en embryonic intellisere, But intelligere means st1ll
more then thst: +to read and ponder whst hes already been seid -
that 15 to say, 1a tne approvristion of truth, actuslly to

traverse that iatervening distance (betireen recognition and assent)
ard 30 therefoie Yo uaderstand the truth ss truth," (2)

It 1s for this thet .t requires the use of oreyer ead ithe application of
the intellectusl powers, for 1t mist discern lhe "inner text® of Scriptwe,
which cannol be heard simply by & resding of the immediate text,

Doguatics reflects on mat has been s21d in Scrlpture and in the Credo.

It 1s amportant to notice that dosmstics 1s to be & reflection

upon the inner text of the Scrapture and the Credo. It csanot be a

repetition of Seripture of the Credo, nor even o tronslation; wvather 1t
penetrates Scripture snd the Credo, This meens, on tne one hend, that the

believer eims throug: his wmedistion to penetrate to the Baing of God, and
on the other that he should in consequence, express vhat he sees and
understands. This 1n turn mesns thot theology begins vhere biblicsl

quoteiion stops: 1t 1s & question (to use the words of Church Dogms tics)

of vinat vie may ssy Yon the basis of the vprophets and the spostles.?
No statement mesde by dogms tics that 1s in conflict wiih the Bible cen be

regardel as true, but at the ssue tiwe, dogmatics may make many statements

(1) Berth's own interoretation of "undersvanding" ma7 be legitimate, but
there 1s little evidence to support his etymological sccount, We
have found only one lexaicon which of fers supoort. Others are
unanimous in derivang intelligere from inter-legere (Lewis and Short;
A Latain Dictionary, OUP, 1879;—Tﬁeaurus Linguse Latainae, Ledipzig,
B.G.Teubner, 1936-1956; A Walde & J.B.Holmenn, Lateinisches Etymologisches
W8rterbuch, Heidelberg, Carl Hinters Universit#tbuchhandlung (1933).

The root meaning 1s, thus, "to choose between" or "to distanguish™
and not "to read anside", ond so, as Barth claiis "to read the inuer
text. "

s
t

2) Ibad, p.40
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i
that are not covered directly by the sutnority or the Blble:(') indeed,
any statemant which 1s truly tneologicsl 1s a statement whicn 1s not

covered by biblical suthority. But as such 1t ceanot be regsrded ss final

%, .. fvddenentelly it 1s an interim statement, the best thet
knowledze and conscience can for thne present construe; 1t
awa1ts better .nstruction rfrom God or man."  (2)

It may be objected, howewver, thet Doth the Bible and the creeds,
not teo msant.on the Fethers, sre themselves theology, and ought therefore to
obviate the necessity for lurther dosmstic work, but 2t st be sead fivst
that the Bible —g theology of a frsgmentaiy and uns-stemstic cheracter.

It does not sttempt to brang together the whole vonge of ats veflexion in

an ordered fashion, but is, rather, made up of several books, viich are an

var ring degrees testimony to history, witness of reveleticn end reflexion
upon re¥elation. Dogma cice, essentisllry, is an ordered reflection.

The Bible ceinot be read as s dogmatic textbool, SBeccndly, the creeds
themselves only mairk out tne boundaries for thcologzcal discussion: they

do not cngase in decp refleciion. Thardly, neither the Bible, nor the
Creeds, nor yet the Fathers, sve the reflection of the Church of 1he twentieth
century on 1ts fairth. Bach naw age must thinlk out 1is faith and the

expression of 1ts Teith in humen language for itself,

In whal sense can all this be se1d to be concerned with tue Ward

(3)

of God? Dogn-tics, a5 o ovol'ound meditation on the Serioture and the Credo,

(1) of Torrance Introduction p.1838 "Scientific the olozical aetivaty begans
ihere straightforwerd biblicel quotetions end, orecisely beceause 1t as
the task of theology tobenetrate to the solid truth upon whicn biblical
statements rest, That does not mean that scientific theology cen leave
the ground of bzblicel teaching, for the inner text viith which 1t 1s
concerned 1s oaly to be discernsd in and slong with the externsl test,
but 1t does mean thet 1t ust penetrate into the inner ratic of the
Scriotuses and so anto tane ianer logic snd form of the "ford vhich 1t hears
and seelks to articulate 1t 1n en orderly monner or ratio in our understending

(2} FQL, p. 31

(5; The term Cedo is sonevmat swbiguous, inesmuch es 1t could refer to any
of the accepled credsl formulsries, or covld even dencte the content of
the feith of the Chardh. Howevsr, in view of the attention ziven by Barth
to the Apostles' Creed wc talie him to be referring pe:t: cularly to thet.
Both Credo end Dognsbtics 1n Qutliae are c.opositions of the Apostles' Creed,




=180~

is meditetion on ine VWoid of God inssmuch s 1t seeks a deeper understending
of all that God hss s21d to man sbowt numsely, and about his 1eletionship
#1th men, in contrest to all 1hst men cen say to himself about G'rod.('I>

This concept differs signiricantly froum Bartn's earlv telk of the "ord of
God oaly in the loss of the emphesis on the Word of Cod as Cod's Uord of
Judgement against all humaa culturel snd religious endesvour. Dogmatics
15 thus the wateria! on vhich vrocl wation draws, not by taking over its
langusge necessarily, but by medisting on the work ol dosmetics, snd thea
spesking 1tself 1n o menner aporopriste to tae situstion, Dogma bics
ass1sts the expos.ior;” sermon by sasbling the vreacher o relabe the text

to the vhole of the Christisn raith.

AN
(@) Ghurch Dosmatics (2)

In the initial wvolumes of the Church Dogmstics, Berth continues

to distinguish three sreas of theologiesl activity, 25 nhe does in Die

Chraistliche Dogmatik, describing them as exegesis, dogmatics and practical

theology.(E) He does, however, malze some attemot to classify the relstions

betweea then by spesking oi their resgpective tesks as exolicstio, medaitstio

and spplicatio and by describing the second as the bridge between the

(&)

other to.

He 1s still vague, however, sbout the precise task of practical

A

theology, as e now refers to homilatics. 1t 15 concerned vith the gosl

of the lsnguaze of the Chiurch, and is tnerefore responsible for the guestion

(1) cf IC, p.200

(2) In this section we include other vorks publisted duraing the span of
Church Dogmatics

3) 9_]3,19 1 3
(4) CD,I, s 2 1 722ff, 766

.e
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of "the adaptation of the Word of God to the service of men." But this does
. "
not mean thet 1t seeks to detbterrmne the relevance" of the  or: of dogmatic

and exegetical theology in snswering "the so-cslled burning westidns of

the vresent day."

"It should and umust be carrzed out in serene confidence that Lt
will 1a fact do this; Dbut it mst be left to Holy Scripture to
decide how far it does so." (1)

(e}

Fractical theolozy stands on the boundary betwesn two types of language,
that of dogmetics and that of avaeryday life, and 1s therefore concerned
with the adaptation of Lhe one to the other. &t the same time, nowever,
Berth repestedly asserts that 1t zs concerned with tue shape and foiu of
tne proclaueatzon of the Church, but 1t 1s not clear vhether he means by
this simplr the techniques of sermon constructron snd what he eavliiey
called the "rhetoricel effectivensss" of oreaching, or whether he slso
inciudes the auestion of the adaptetion of langusge. Te does not give

eny detailed scount of whe task of uvractical theology which ensbles us

to heve o precise understanding of 1ts scope.

When ve burn to the task of dogwetics, we find some equivocation
on Barth's part, about the role of Church History. In the Tirst voluae
P s

he 135 emphatic thet 2t has onl- 81 ancillary role :

"Church Higstory so cslled answers, {rom the voint of view of

Chraistien langusge about God, to no question thet need be wnut
independently and 1s therefore not o De regarded as an

independent theological discinline, It zs tae indispensable
suxiliary science to exegeticel, dogmetic and practical thzology." (2)

Later, however, he appears to hsve chonged his mind, for wiile he meintains

the same position in Dogmaiics in Outllne(“) as he expressed iphhe fairst

volume of Church Dogmetics, 1n Churci Dogmatics IV:i3 he describes Chuich

(1) Ivad, p.738
(2) D, T ¢+ 123

(3) op c1t, p.12
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History as a Tourth discipline within theologicel science. Its scope
includes the studv of "symbols" (in the sense of "symbolics") and confessions
as well as the study of the sctivity of the Chuvch in reletion to the rest

of' ﬂlStOfy.(1)

It nay be thot he expressed this apperent chsnge of mind in
deference to Tallich's criticism 1n tne Cirst wolume of has Svstematic
m (2> - - e Yl L 5 A 1
Theology, out 1t 218 daifficult to Fnow whethor -t 15 anv more than an

5.

apparent cha her he would have besn willing to

ace, It 18 doubtiul ~het
srant Church History a truly indevendent status. He wuust certainly have
been 1lliag to recognise thet 1t must be conducsed in accordance with its
own 1ntegrity end withouvt exbternal interference, but 1t 1s iupossible to
“uppose that he ever concerved of 1t as !

a valuadity avart from 1ts

1

regponsiorliby to suonort the vork of dogwetic research,

It 18 anveresting, also, to nolice Barth's changing atbtitude to

wne tera "svstemstic theology™ a3 an sltbsrnative to "dogmetics'. In nas
savly work he displays a sirong crejudirce epainst the btera vmach, in has
oninion, imoplies that dozmetics comes under the control of aa aliesi gystem

or Feltanschauung, In sone of his later work, however, he »s prebdared to

Y
allov 1ts use,(j) but in Evanpelical Theology he returns to his foirmer con-

Nal
T

tention that 2t 18 a contr cumon in terms. If 1t 23 to be used ot all,

1t cen meen only thet dogms tics must hold fast lo e "order, formtica

e ()

.
and sreritect-onias" prescribed by tre word cf God itsel

In the Church Dogmotics, Barth ropests the assertion mede in

Die Christliche Dosmetik thot dopuwetics 1s specafically concerned ith

the oroslemation, bPut oic opeallg tneses ol the Lo editions do reveal

(1) OD,TV : 3 : 880; of slso Ev.'lneol, pel78f
(2) Publisred an 19
5) Do~ms tacs in Outline (heresf ter mO0), p.12; CD,IV ¢ 3 ¢ &80

(1) Bv.Theol, p.181

51, Gerren Trangletzon 1J55
+
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3 [k} g " 3]
some dafTerence ci' emprasis, Tnereas 1n e Cirst edition he vefers to
it _ - . - N
Christian speecn", in tne second he refers to dhe langusae peculiar to

the Chrisiisn Chux‘ch.(1> In th.s way ne sesks to anchor dozmabics mo e
farwl 10 te coabext of tae Churea end 2lso 4o tone down the somsinet
pretentous clalrg to anvestizete "Chraictoan so- cch”’(z;' lbreover, 1n
the second ecdition he ralers to lensuege about God instead of gnesch a bout
God ard en; thas ~wt be sssun os an stbemul to disnel the 1moressien

L i

crzetsd by Die Chrastlichne Dogretaik thet theology can speak sbout wen,

bss _odependently ol its spesking obout God, i1n the fove of an

.
"exastentisl enelvsish, ())

Proclsnation and thesoloyr eve equallv activities of +tnc Church.

It follors theieloie thaotl ta?OlOgj 18 not an esoteric sctivity to be

/\

puisuzd for 2ts own sal Thus Barth says in ihe second edition or

the Eb@natlcs, as he did i1n the lirst, bnet .ts task 1s to test the

sl

- ' A \ r 0
Lenguaze of the preclamstion of the “Yurch, Once 252in he describes

rroclamation as the row meterial sad the prectical zoel o

agaln denies thet proclavzcion 1s 1ls task,

"The langua e aoout God to be found in tne Church cloims, as proclametion
to be the "'ord of God. Ey this 1ts ovm peculiar stendard .t is
measvred in dogmetics, In the raw material of dogmatics the Larst
object 1s a series of exsressions which, more or less constantly
and ewavhaticelly, vsusll - umake up the soioken matter of proclametion
n the whole Cauvrch. But hesie, as everywhere, these expressions
acquire their mesning from che essocistions and contexts in which
the; sre used, In virtue of this vairving meaning, lsnguaze abovut
God becomes frpon time to time a definate, chevacteristic language.
It eristls for dogmatics in a congeries cof snslocovrs detormineilons
(in einer Mlle von dersrtigen Bestimmitheiten) and tne sense of the
dogmatic question will genevally be, whether and how far 1% (1.e.
the aganing vitn which che express 10&3 are us ed) 1s esppropriste
or not to 1ts ourcose of serving the ‘ord of God,"™ 5

(1) Car.D, p.1; €D, T & 1 & 1

(2) ef CD,I ¢ 1 i ax "When the vord "&hurch" replsces tne “ord "Christien®
in the trvle of tne book, *that weans farstly theo with regerd to
renouncing the lihit-hesrted use, so wmuch combatted by myself of the
crest word "Christian" I maishtl nroceed with zood precedent - but slso
the material fact, that a vraori I might point to the circumstences tha
doge tics 1s nol a 'Trec' science, but one bound to the sphere of the
Churchd,."

(3) of CD.I:1:4b1£L (1) Ibid, 55,910F (Note 5 follows at the oot of

the next psce)
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Dogmatics 1s, then, 2 kind of lingvistic anal-sis, since 1t seeks to
understand the meaning of the langusze used by the sroclemstion of the

7 L . . o

hurch.,  But 2t as also ore than linguistic anadysis, since 1t seeks
not suply to understand the rules of the language-gsme of oroclamation,
but to fulfil a normetive role by measuring ihe apuropristeness ol the

4
1 NG o - t
lanpuage to the object tc which 1t refe s,( ) which can be accompli

shed only
by a orofound meditation on and encuiry into the object. Thus dogmstics
strives toverds pure dectrine and 1s therefore useful not oaly for

preacning 1tself but elso Tor liturgy and even hymn writing, (2 }

Barth repeats his sssertion, mede in the farst edition that
dogma tics 1s directed towsrds the preeching thst 1s to tale place tomorrow,
but vhereas, 1n 1927, he sa1d that 1t seeks tomorrow's »resching in today's

in the csecond edition ne says that 1t seeks 1t in yesterdas's presching ss

1

well os 1n todas's. tioreover, he gives more precise sug estions as to

o , - - "
vhere this oresching mey be found, especiralily wath respect to yesterday's".

"esterdsy's oroclametaion, with criticisms of vhich dogiatics method-
lcally sterts out, would therefore coasist fundamentally of the

sun total of the attempts at Church proclamation that have occurred

up to date, as voriously determined by the mesning attached to the
expressions 1n question, Actuelly 1t 21s but a very swall fraction of
this totel which, where dogmetic worlk is done, con be teken ss knovm
and therefore can be made the object of investigation. But even
wrthon thils known fraction theire con be, once wore, only some few
elements, wnich stend out representatively from the rest in the

series and with which this work can busy 1tsell, Finally 1t could
nerther be relevant nor profitable for dogmotics tc dieam of
associating 1tself et all vath Church preaching as delivered yesterday
or the day before or orevious to that, Rather, 1n order to demsnd

truly that the Church test herself concerming this her central function,
1t w1ill get in touch -ich that forn of yesterdsy's proclametion in
wihich & find this fuaction already tested, criticised, and revised,
i.e. witn the resulbts of the history of dogmwatics 1tself. (3)
Precisely in her dogmetics up to date the church has given an suthor-
1tative deliverence on the extent to vhich, 1n her own opinion, she

regards ssproclametion the language sbout God to be found withain her

when measured by the standsrd of the Word of God." (&

(Note 5 frowm previous vage) (5) Thid, p.86f The penultimate sentence in the
E.Te 15 2 bad translation of a verr dafficult sentence, The sense of the part
we have awoted in Gerwen vould appeer to be "an sbundance of these expressions."”

(1) ef CD,I1:2:781 "The tesk of dogmetics consists generally in a cratical
exomins tion of its 'eterisl, vhich means in fact of those key-words snd
Tasic outlines of the Church's speach about God."

(2) cD I:2:7580f;  I:1:90
(3) have coriccted this sentence as the E,T. does not mele sense.

(4) CD,TI:1:87
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It 1s quite clear that Barth takes this part of the task of dogmelics

ser ously, since a large part cf the discussion of Church Dogunetics consists

of & diaslogue with the dogmetic jork of the past, but 2t 1s also clear thet
he scts as a Judpge towards much of whst has bsen written. The theologisn

is not, cherefove, bound to trest the materzel of dogmatic vmwaiting as

materisl for 2
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ag materaal for s conversation,
materisl much of whide mar have Lo be rejected, Heverthelegs, the lagt
sentence of our quotstion still abppesrs to be uweking 2 rather pretentious
clsim, because, howvever true 1t wnay be that the generel trend in proclamation
in any period 1o reflecled in 1ts dogmetacs, 1t remsins btrue thst dopmetics
is lergely the work of individusls. Ipreover, assuming that Schleiermacher's
work is included awcng the dogmatic work of the past, 1t 1s dxfficult to
suppose that 3arth would c _leim that in 1t the language used by the Church
.n .roclamation 1s weasured by the standsrd of the Jord of God. Insiort,
Barth's account 1s prescriptive rather than descriptive; he ma: well be
rizht to meintoin lhat his acoount curht to be the pattern presented by

dogmatics, but he has not estsblaiched thst this i1s 1n fact the case.

He also maiateins the positica, vhich he defended in the first

N, 3
edition, that dogmatics ought to be confessional, by which he means that
1t mwst be cerried ovt vathin the traditions of a paerticuler church,
For Barth himsell, that can onl7y wesn the Reforned tradition of the
Bvangelicel Church. It therefore takes particular cognizence of' the
creeds and conlessions acimowledzed b7 the keformed Church, At the ssme
time, he does not wash to pervetuate historicsl differences, but to create
(1)

s genuine Church dogmatics.

~

The Authority of the creeds and confessions is only relative and

. \ A et 2 .
secondar to the binding avthority of Scrlpture( >, so that 1t rust be said

(1) Chr.D, pp.4k1rr, CD,T:12:828fFF
(2) D10, p.13
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that their role, like that of the history of dogmetic thought, 1s to

assist the Church 1pits understanding of the Scripbure snd o 1n 1ts

efforts to Test the langueze of its -roclamation,

- ™
To say thet Hol; Lcripture hes binding suthority, however, is

not to restrict dogmetics to & Imetition of what the Bable says. e

maintains his Anselinian stance

that dogia t1cs 18 on atterpt to wnderstand
" . LT | 1. - nooL ~ |
wiat 315 to be seid "on the basis of the Avostles snd Prophets" and 1s

seek re¥elation,

"The precise tesk ol thfo'og" «se 18 credo ut aintelligam ... Ih the
Pulfilment of tn.s task, cheolog™ secks to grasu and underuuan@ feclent

el
L

10w

ally one thiang: the extent to which the canonicel collection ack-
nowledged hy es 11e? generaticns actually 1s the cenon of Holy
Scripture, Bul hov7 can th:s guestion be decided other then thiough
Imovrledge of tle content of those writings. How other can the

rizniness of traditional respect for the csnon be tested other than

by sctivataing thet vorldng nhoothesis? How other than by queszstioning
the texts of tne 0ld end Hew Testaments as to whether and to vhat
exient suvheni: c witness of God's Vord may be sctually hesrd an them?
How else, therelore, z:00 -2 e carveful i1anvestigation of tnoss texts
in the laght of this cuestion, Dy enzegement in the exegetical circle
thot 18 unsvoadabple 1 the texts sre to be understood? Thas
investization does not consist in premabure anticipstion but in
expectation of an event, sn event in which tne suthority of tnose
texts sanovnces 1tself." (1)

Because God hes revesled himself, dogmatics is a respoase hich

(2)

18 cnsvacter:sed D - such attitudes ss prayer, ssrvice and love as 1%
seel's to hear and vnderstend God's ord in Scrioture, Indeed, vrayer

15 s0 much a characteristic of dozmatics that it may be seen, according

Lo Bsrth, as lenzvaze addressed to Goa, Tor thais reason, theoloz r is

not, strictly s-esking, tne ~ork of sadividuals, but of lhe wholec Church.
It v even be resarded ss s kind of liturgical act, from vihicl srises the

(3)

varticular dogmotic wrilings of indivadusl iheologisns.

Ev,Theol, p.LiL; cof »p. 39070
cf The final section of Ev.Theol (pert IV)

CD,I:1:18,25; I1:2:771ff; IV:3:882; Ev.Theol. pp.16f, 16L.
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We conclude tnis section mth s further considerstion of the

concept of the ‘word of God, which Beirth contanues, in Church Ibgmatlcs to

exoound under the threefold form os preached, written and revealed., He

lays a greater emphasis, nowever, on the person ol Christ snd on the
Incarreiion as the locus of God's self—revelatlon.(1) He does draw

altention to the Hrecedent wn Reformetion theology for his threefold conc-
sption, and 1n pariiculsy in the wratings of Luther. But he also draws
attention to Luther's scent regard for the concept of preschihg as the

Word of God and to cther conbinations of three that he wmade, such as the thiee
ways in vhach trutn 1s revealed, in Scricture, word ané thought, He

further notes the renid disappesrsnce of the thixd foinm of the Yord of God

T o

et 4 4 oL e} - 1 . - (2)

v7ith tre rise of %ne doctrine of verbal insvpiration. Curiously,
however, it gpmears thot Barth himself vartually sbonlioned hais stt=rpt to
rehabilitate the coacept after the second -t of volume one of Churcn

Dogme tics, Thus, clthough he spesks of the vord, tne itness and the

Comunity ia Evenselicsl Tehology, end of the ‘ord as God's rsvelation in

Jesus Christ and as HJoly Pcraptuvre, he doss not speak of reaching ss the

ord of God.(B)

The reason 12y verhaps be seea even in the first wlune of Church

. . . . i
Dogmetics vhere the phrases je und je or JeW@llS( ) Trequently sppear in

connection i1th oreaching. Fumea lengueze as such is not lengusge sbout
God, even hen the claim 1s wade for 1t thet 1t 1s. This 1s true too of

. ~ — PRNL
huien lenguage i1n Scripture and in oroclasmaticn; but iff 2t 1s true for the

former it 1s much ore so for the latter.

(1) of OD,T:1:131ff; I:2:883 ("God's Word is his Son Jesus Christ");
IV:§?96. T+ *rould be wrong, hosever, to suggzest thet tne 1desa 1s
sbsent from Chr.D (cf p.243)

CD,I:1:1370F

Ev. Theol. pp.15=47 Barth covld have appealed to Bullinger for supoort
Tor ihe use of *the tzrm Word of God waith reference to nresching
(Coafessio Helvetica Posterior 132) but does not A ppear to do s0.

(1) Trenslated in ET as "from time %o tame" CD,I1:1:103, 123, 131 pascim.

N T
ol
N
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"FZal oroclamation ... means God's ford preached, snd God's Word
preached means ... man's lansusge sbout God on ihe basis of God's
self~objectafication vhich 1s neirtlher present nor predictsble nor
relatable to ony desmign, but iLs real solely in the Freedom of His
grace, in virlue af vilchh fron time to taune He wills to be the
object of this lasnwage, and 1s so according to his own good olsasure."

(1)

"... we st say of proclametion and the Binle, thatl they sre God's

Word, b, from tiuwe to time becoming God's Word."  (2)

Hot only does ne soeak of huwan lanfuage as becoming the Word of God

| tornin)
e, buv elso sneaks of the Word of God as event", iIn

@)
!
o
o

"from tine T
order to siomnify the sarme ooint, namely, that cuman languaze becomes the

Word of God onl; by Cod s srace. Siumalorly he speaks of van's kaowledge
of God and his freedonn under the avthority of the Word of God as Mevent",

(1)

signilyving lhat they ere contingent uron God's good will.

The amportant cuslilicaiion to the description ol sreaching as
the Word of God thet 1t 13z so only as "event","lrom time to time",

I1ity ol continumng to

aJpears to nave ccavinced Bartn of the undesirabi
he descriotion. However, he could not likewmse abandon its use

1o,
w1th reference to Scrioture, becsuse novever much 1t hos/be quolified,

it 1s neverineless esgscntial 1o nis coaceptiun of the task of cheology.
To sbandon tris use vould be wo vademne his theologicel enterprise. ’

(1) CD,1s 1s 1020

(2) Ibaxd, p.132f

(3) Ereagnis

(L) CD,T:1345, I:2:697CF
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2. God and Man

We have already indicated that Barth's conception of the task
and method of theology as related to proclsmetion must be seen in the
context of his reaction against liberal theology. But 1t was not only
against liberel theology that he reacted. Schleiermacher slso exercised
a strong negative influence on him, ss s representative of romsntic idealism,
and his work is charscterised by a constant dialogue with the positions not
only of liberal snd romentic theology but also with that of the Bultmann
school. All three contain fundamental presuppositions with which Barth
cannot agree, and which therefore affect profoundly the conception of the
nature snd task of theology. Nowhere is this more aspperent than in his
conception of the relationship between man and God as expressed, for example,
in his treatment of such guestions as revelation and history and revelation
and religion. In order, therefore to illuminate this aspect of his work

we shsll in this section pay speciesl attention to these two questions.

(a) Revelstion and History

In the work of Albert Schweitzer, liberal theology fell firmly
under the influence of what is veriously known as "positivistic historiography"
"historicism" or "historism" (Historismus)e Theology was, therefore,
required to work with the ssme presuppositions as that concept of historical
study which had adopted the positivism of empirical science. Not only did
this mean a very clear idea of what may be described as possible, but 2lso
an outright rejection of anything that might be described as supernatural.

Accordingly, theology engaged upon a "Quest for the Historical Jesus™ which
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would produce a credible sccount of the life and teaching of the remerkable
rabbi, of such s kind as would furnish suthority for the liberal conception
of the Gospel, In the process, Schweitzer found it necessary to shed the

eschatological teaching of Jesus as irrelevent illusion,

In contrast, Barth took up agein just those points which libersl
theology had found it necessary to give up, in particulsr the supernatural
character of the events of thefyears AD1-30 and the eschatelogical

perspective of the Gospels.

Barth returns to the contention of orthodoxy that Christ is the
Absolute Paradox, being both God and men, The history of the life of Jesus
cannot therefore be regarded as simply sn element of the flux of historicsl
csusslitye. It is not possible, therefore, to treat Jesus, as positivistic
historiography does, simply as an historicsl figure, for the resl significesnce
of Christ does not consist in the ascertsinsble facts of his life and deeds,
but in those very events which positivistic historiography discards as
impossible or improbsble, namely, in those events which surround the
resurrection, The resurrection is the focsl point of revelation, the
point at which the two spheres of the humsn snd the divine touch. However,
Barth's fear of appesring to suggest that historical events can ss such be
regsrded as revelation, cause him, in Romens, to hold apert the two spheres

so severely that it can only be said that they touch tsngentislly.

"The years AD1-30 are the era of revelation and disclosure; the

era which, as is shown by the reference to David, sets forth the new
end strange end divine definition of sll time, The particubrity

of the years of AD4-30 is dissolved by this divine definition, because
it makes every epoch s potential field of revelation and disclosure.
The point on the line of intersection is no more extended onto the
known plane than is the unknowpplane of which it procleims the
existence. The effulgence, or, rather, the crater made at the
percussion point of an exploding shell, the void by which the point
on the line of intersection mskes i1tself known in theconcrete world
of history, is not-even though it be named the Life of Jesus -

that other world whidh touches our world in Him. 1In so far as our
world is touched in Jesus by the other world, it cesses to be capable
of direct observstion as history, time or thing,® (13

(1) 2B, p.29
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"In the Resurrection the new world of the Holy Spirit touches the
old world of flesh, but touches it as 2 tangent touches a circle,
that is, without touching it. And, precisely because it does not
touch it, it touches it as its frontier - ss the new world, The
Resurrection is therefore an eccurrence in history, which took place
outside the gastes of Jerusalem in the yesr AD 30, inssmdr as it
there "came to psss", was discovered and recogniseds But inasmuch
as the_ occurrence was conditioned by the Resurrection, in so far,
thet is, es it was not the "eoming to pass", or the discovery, or
the recognition, which conditionedits necessity and appesrance

and reveletion, the Resurrection is not an event in history st all.® (1)

In order to make clear his belief that the events of AD1-30 are not to be
reduced to the flux of historicsl causality he describes them, and particularly
the resurrection, as non—historioal.(z) He does not mesn by this term

that the events did not tske place, Nevertheless, he appears to feel

scute discomfort at times, on account of the wilnerability of e theology
which does insist that supernaturally csused events should also be

hastorical events, because in being historical events they may be thought

to share the same relativity as all other historical events.

"Were there a direct and ceusal connexion between the historical
'facts' of the Resurrection - the empty tomb, for example, or

the asppearsnces detailed in I.Cor. xv - end the Resurrection itself,
were it in eny sense of the word a 'fact' in history, then no
profession of faith or refinement of devotion could prevent it
being inwlved in the see-saw of 'Yes' end 'No', life and death,

God snd men, which is cheracteiistic of all that happens on the
historical plane. There is under this heaven and this esrth no
existence or occurrence which is not csught up by a relativity in
which grest snd smell are inextricably woveptogether. Therefore,
if the Resurrection be brought within the context of history it
must share its obscurity and error and essential questionableness."' (3)

-~

Barth wishes to assert that the events of revelation are genuine
events of history, but he does not went to commit himself to & position
which would allow positivistic historiography to compromise their significance
by discounting the resurrection and redudng the events to the same velue

as all other events; for that reason he has to insist on their supernatural

(1) Ibid, p.30; cf also WeG.W.M. p.283
(2) 2B, p.195 pessim
(3) Ibid, p.20L
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characters But the relativity which seems to be attached to historical
events causes him to adopt & somewhet anbivelent attitude particularly
towsrds the resurrection. At the same time he is afraid of the danger

of falling foul of the belief that all events may be regarded as revelation
of the divine. This was the view of Hegsl, who,by inwolving human
history in the dialectic of thesis, antithesis end synthesis, erased the
distinctions between theology and enthropology. Barth joins with

(1)

Kierkegasrd in rejecting this view, but his fear of appearing to
surrender either to it, or to positivistic historiography tends to give
an air of unreality to his account of the resurrection and of eschatology.
nsequently his interpretation of eschatology consists largely in viewing
the resurrection as confronting humsn history with the eternal "now" of

divine history, which does not enter humsn history but only touches it.

Later he was to say of himself

"Becsuse we were more cobsistent and proceeded in a more clear-cut
way than our predecessors we were well on the way to Jjust as
systematic a reduction of God's eternity to the denominstor of
post-temporality, the eternaslly future, as the Reformers had that
of pretemporality and the Neo-Protestsnts of supra-temporality®.

"That we had only an uncertein grip of the matter becsme spparent ...
in those passages of the ezposition in which I had to spesk positively
about the divine future and hope as such. It emerged in the fact
that although I was confident to treat the far-sidedness of the

coming Kingdom of God with sbsolute seriousness, I hed no such
confidence in relstion to its coming as suche (2)

He mede a further attempt to defend the position he held by
adopting a term which Overbeck had used in his attack on Christiasnity
ss mediated by Christisn history., @verbeck argued that the history of
the Christisn Church was such as to discredit all the clsims of Christianity
unless Christisnity should itself be distinguished sharply from the

history of the Church.

(1) of Pnilosophical Fragments, trsns. D.Swenson (Princeton University Press
1967), p.73; Training in Christisnity trens. W. Lowrie (0xford
University Press, 1941), pp.26ff

(2) cD,IT31:635
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"Pe include Christiesnity under the concept of the historiesl,
means to edmit that it is of this wordd, and like sll lifs
has lived in the world in order to die,"™ (1)

In consequence, he argued that the only possible "abode" of Christisnity

is in "Urgeschichte" (primordisel history).

It is uncertain whether Overbeck thought that in using this ideas,
he wass removing Christianity from serious consideration, Barth, spparently,
did not think so, and seized upon the term as a synonym for the non~historicsel R
to highlight the distinction between God and men and the total sbsence of

continuity between the 0ld and the new creation, Je stand in Urgeschichte

by God's grace slone, (2)

Barth continued to use the concept of Urgeschichte, but abendoned

it after the publicetion of Die Christliche Dogmatik. It had already by

then undergone some change of meaning, as he had succeeded in clarifying
some of the issues that concerned him, The principsl point that he wished

to mske was summed up in en sxiom which he proposed in a le cture on Erich

(3)

Peterson's conception of theology and later repeated in Die Christliche

Dogmatik and in Church Dogmatics:

"History cen indeed become s predicate of rewvelation, but never
possibly cen revelstion become the predicate of history.™ ()4-)

Consequently, in Die Christliche Dogmetik, he uses Urgeschichte not so much

to stress the discontinuity between humsn end divine history, as the
impossibility of tresting history as such es revelation. His contention
is that there is nothing in history ss such on which to base fsith, nothing
that the historisn could exsmine and conclude to be divine revelstion. At

the ssme time, however, revelation does not take place in sn entirely

(1) Ghristentum und Kultur cited by Berth, T.Ce p.62
(2) 2B, pp.29, 140, 171, 237, 2L9f, WeGWM. PP. 7L

(3) The lecture was prompted by the publicstion of Peterson's book
What is Theology? in 1925. At the time, Peterson was Professor of
Theology st Bonn but he wes later (1929) received into the Roman
Caﬂlo:l.ic Churdlo

(4)"Church end Theology"™, T.C. P.292; Chr.D.p23? CD,I:23158
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seperate sphere:s it is not super-history (#fbergeschichte), ss though it

were some kind of etermal happening between the Father, the Son and the

Holy Spirit, (1) Revelstion is Urgeschichte, and ss such in some sense

distinct from history and therefore beyond the scrutiny of positivism,
but it is also Geschichte. It tskes place in history, but is more than

history becsuse it is an act of God in history.(z)

"hat revelation is more than eternsl history is demonstrated
by the fact that it is a point in temporel history. Thset it
is more than temporel history is demonstrated by the fact
that it is not bound to the irreversible sequence of temporsl
history, that the rest of history is united ss a circle about
it 25 its centre point, even if it is distinguished as svents
preceding and following it.™ (3)

The historian may indeed see this history as revelation, but only if he

first becomes s member of the Church and so a theologian. (&)

S0 far we have discussed two theologicsl options which Barth
regards as closed if theology is to fulfil its proper task. It cannot
accept the canons of historicism, even if it must submit to some historicel
resesrch, Bquelly, it cemnot accept the thesis of romantic ideslism, that

all history may be regarded as revelation.

There are however, two further options coming into view which
Berth also regsrds as closeds, The one is related to the thesis of romentic
idealism which we heve just mentioned, snd is the view held by members of

the Religionsgeschichtliche Schule thet Ghristisnity should be regarded as

one msnifeststion of religion and revelstion emong many. Against this,
Barth insists on the sbeoluteness of the revelation in Christ and therefore
of the events of Christisn revelation, The other is the approsch he

perceives to have been adopted by Strauss, Drews, or Bultmenn, in which

(1) Ghr.D. p.23
(2) Ibid, pp.B1, 232ff
(3) Ibid, p.239
(&) Ibid, p.335¢
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the "historical kernel™ of the statements of the biblicel documents is
regarded as so clouded that the Question arises as to whether they are
historicel at all or whether they are.merely s mstter of "myth-construction,™
Against this view he urges thst refelstion is indeed history and finslly

1)

rooted in historicsl events..

As we have already indicated, Barth sbandoned the term Urgeschichte

after the first edition of the Dogmatics, but he did not sbsndon the idea
he had sought to convey by it. He ceased to use it, it seems, in oxder
to cut links with the past, in order to allay suspicion that he was under

the influence of verious philosophies or Weltanschauungen, such as Kentisnism

or Existentiaslism, and to destroy the impression given by the use of the
term that there is a strict dichotomy or diastesis between the spheres of

the divine end the humen which prevents sny resl concept of incarnation, (2)

But he could not sbendon the idea as long ss there remsined the
threat of positivistic historiography to theology. Consequently there

is to be found in Church Dogmastics sn extensive polemic agsinst historicism

3)

and ageinst the option taken by Bultmenn in response to it.( Divine

and humen history ere not held rigidly aspert as ih Romens, but, nevertheless,
while Barth maeintains that the events of revelation are genuine historicsl
events, snd that all the acts of God in the sphere of the created world
genuinely take plsce in history, he still insists that such events are not

accessible to the resesrch of positivistic historiography. He admits that

the category of ssga may well be applicsble to certain parts of the material

(1) Tbid, p.235f
(2) of Torsten Bohlin "Die Reich-Gottes-Idee im letzten halben Jahrhundert"
Z.Th.K. volel3 (vol.10 of Neue Folge, 1929), pp.1-27

(3) ef also Ev,Theol. p.29 pessim; "Rudolf Bultmann, An Attempt to Understand
Him" Kerygms snd Myth, ed ‘Bartsch, trans. R.Ruller (London, SPCK, 1959)
Vol. II, pp.83-132¢ ",.e8ll I can do is to put to (Bultmsnn) the real
theological question on which everything devolves. Is the demythologised
kerygms sllowed to say snything about CGod's having condescended to become

this worldly, objective and ... (Kerygms snd Myth, vol., II, p.109)
datable?"
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contained in the Bible, but denies that historicism can heve anything of
value to say about it, and certainly cennot mske it irrelevant to the

1
Church.( ) Thus slthough he does not use to any extent the terms

Heilsgeschichte or Historie and Geschichte, nevertheless the ideas lie under

the surface of the discussion. Geschichte refers to the activity of God,
inaccessible to historicisns and therefore described as non-historical or
Pre-historical history. Historie on the other hand, is that which is
observable for the historisn as oresturely activity.(z) The distinguishing
feature of the events of "he very special history of God with man" is

that they are unique and unrepeatsble: they cannot be regsrded ss exanmpleg

of a general occurrence.

"'Historical' in regard to 'revelation' must rather mesn an event as
a fact with no court of reference sbove it by which it could be
inspected as a fact and as this fact.® (3)

We find in Church Dogmaties sn incressing emphssis on the

incernation; whereas in Romens Barth stressed the divinity of Christ
almost to the exclusion of the humanity, We find him spesking, in 1956, of
"The Humanity of God", snd stressing the historicity of Jesus to such an
extent that at least one critic claimed that Feuerbach had, after all, been

(1)

proved corttect, Barth, however, is also at psins to emphasise that God
does not cease to be God because of the incsrnstion, He is not subject to

the contingencies and relativities of history in the incarnstion: this

(5)

historical event remsins the absolute event with absolute significance,

(1) of for example his discussion of Creation in CD,TII31:80ff and
angelology in CD,IITs3:37L £f

(2) The terms Historie and Geschichte are used with particular reference to
the doctrine of crestion (CD.III:‘l 59ff,78ff) but he does not meintsin
the distinction cons:.stently elsewhere., He says of reconcilistion that
it is Geschichte but means by that thet it must be recognised as actual
fact, 2s having genuinely tsken places To try to grasp it as supro-
historical or non-historical is not to grasp it at all. It is indeed
divine activity, not the activity of man, but it is "truth actualised in
a history (Geschichte) snd revealed in this history ss such - revealed,
therefore as history®. Nevertheless it is "the very specisl history of God
with men, .. of men with God™ (CD,IV:1$4157)

(3) cD,I:13378
(4) J.Tsubes, "The Copernican Turn of Theology", Religioms Experience & Truth
(ed 8.Hook). p. 7. (5) cf From Réusseau to Ritschl, p.299f




The resurrection compels us to view Jesus in an altogether different light
from that in which the Quest for the Historical Jesus saw him, The
resurrection itself is also an event in history, just as the incarnsation isy
it 1s not a timeless idea.(1) But at the seme time it is more thsn an
event in the flux of historicel csusality: it is the prism through which

Jesus should be regarded, indeed it is the prism which slters our perspective

on the whole of reality.(z)

In Jesus, therefore, divine snd humen history genuinely come together:

Jesus is not timeless truth, but truth in history. For this reason we find
it impossible to accept Alan Richardson's charagterisation of Barth's work
as a "disengsgement from his‘bory"’(j) It is rather, as Richerdson himself
admits, a rejection of historicism, but it 1s slso s rejection of the
Bultmannian school snd of the romentic idealist interpretation of history.
Theology cen have only one goal, s deeper understanding of God as revealed
in Jesus Christ; it cemnot, therefore, engage upon the philosophy of
history aspert from Christ, for it is concerned with the "yery special
history of God with men, It therefore claims for the events of the Gospel
a unique significance ard must be prepered to allow the exposition of

those events to appear to be "supernsturelistic" becsuse they sre the

activity of & God who is quite distinct from men and from the natural world,

(1) CD,IITs21442
(2) Ipid
(3) History Secred snd Frofane (London, S.C.M.Press, 1964) , ppe13L~39




-198~

(b) Revelation and Religion

Although Barth is well known for his wvehement rejection of natural

theology he did at one time contemplate its validity, In 1923 he wrote to

Thurneysens

"There is a 'natursl theology'; even the proofs of God sre not to be
wholly despised; specifically from the standpoint of revelstion
one must postulate a relstive and neturslly imperfect knowledge of
God on the part of the intellect.™ (1)

This he had lesrned from an understanding of Book I of Calvin's Institutes
through Peterson's lectures on Aquinas.(z) However, he never promlgsted
the view and indeed the lecture "Church and i‘heology" seems to mark his
turn against Peterson and natural,theology, When he came to write his

Church Dogmstics he was ready for a vigorous disavowal of natural theology

and the notion of snalogia entis which he saw as responsible for it.<3)

It is not omr intention to engage in a discussion of Thomistic studies in
order to decide what Aquinas mesnt by the snalogy of being - in any case we
have Bouillasrd's well-documented evidence that it was Przywsre who led

Barth astrey and not Aquinas(l") - but to draw attention to the fact that the

snalogia entis of which Barth spesks in Church Dogmstics and in N03(5>

is the doctrine which sttributes Being both to God and to creation as the
common factor on the foundation of which it is supposed thet a natursl
knowledge of God may be constructed which is relevant to Christian theology.
This Barth contests vigorously, but chiefly on the ground not so much that no

snalogy exists (he cen scarcely deny that o doctrine of creation is essential

(1) Rev.Theol, p.161 (Dec 20th 1923)

(2) Peterson lectured on Church Histary at G8ttingen from 1920 until 192k,
Barth added after his remsrks on natural theology however: "But te?.l that
to no-one, I must first sleep on it for e while until it becomes ripe for

promlgation™ (Ibid, p.162)
(3). CD,Ts13x, 28-30, Lk passim

(4) Karl Berth, vol.3, p.212f; Knowledge of God, p.120. Bouillard further
says that it was not Aquinas' doctrine of snalogy that Barth should hsve
attacked, but that of Cejetsn ond Suarez (Kerl Barth, vol. 3, Ppe194£F)

(5) Published in Netursl Theology, pp.65-128
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to any doctrine of the Incesrnstion), but that any attempt to build a theology
in this wey is futile, VWhat Barth wishes to reject is not so much analogy

itself, as the use made of it by naturel theology to infer knowledgghf

God from finite reality.

But if there is no continuity between God ard nsture of such &
sort as to furnish a foundation for the knowledge of God, that is not to
deny that the created world is God's creation, but merely to point to the
fact that for Christian theology itis the Incarnation, the cross snd the

resurrection that must be both normative and the starting point.

Not only was Barth in opposition to Brunner and the advocates of
natural theolmgy(1) but slso to Schleiermscher and the romentic approach
to nature which is in some respects closely related to natursl theodogy.
& considerstion of Schleiermacher is, therefore, important to a study of
Barth's theological method on account of the strong negative influence which

he exercised on him,

The focsl point of Berth's negative response to Schleiermacher as
the representative of 19th century theology is Schleiermacher's thesis that
the point of contsct between God and man is to be loceted ipfkhe concept of
religion, However, when Barth speals of religion, particularly in Romens,
his terget is not slways Schleiermscher, but in msny cases is the idea of

religion as pietys, It is in his leter works end chiefly in Die Christliche

Dogmatik, that he is concerned more with Schleiermacher's own conception of
religion, Nevertheless, the two are not entirely distinct and we must

spesk of both.

(i) In the volume of criticism of the concept of religion it is easy

to gain the impression that Berth took a wholly negative view of the concept,

(1) Barth would include Altheus with his "Prime® or "Primal"
revelation in this category.
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. . 1
but such is not in fact the case( ) Religion (end here he is spesking more

of religion conceived ss piety thsn in Schleiermscher's sense of the word)

does have some positive value, as is evidenced in both the first snd second

editions of Romsns, It is, indeed, s necessary snd inevitable outcome

of God's action.

"Religion is the necessary response of the spirit to the crestive
act of God, the Church an ineviteble historical, controlling,
directing and chsmnelling of the divine spring as it bursts out." (2)

"Religion is the unawoidsble reflection in the soul - in exp erience -
of the mirscle of faith which has occurred to the soul. The Church,
from which we can never escaspe, is the cenalisstion in history of
thet divine transaction in men which can never become a matter of
history.™ (3)

Religion is skin to circumcisiong it is a result of the event of revelstion,
but it is in itself nothing at all., Its velue is as a token, or s seal,

pointing beyond itself, like the value of circumcisions

"[Theocracy, Religion and the Church) sre the living sign of the divine
promise, not for those who cassually gather around the sign - at best
it is a signfor them too = but for those for whom it has indispenssble
value, for the church of Abrsham in fsith, who, like him are in deed
and in truth genuine hearers of the divine Word.™ (L)

"Prue religion is a seal, reminding men thst they have been estsblished
by God mnd that they will be established by Him; it reminds them
also of their dissolution and of their redemtpion, snd of the deily
renewed faithfulness of God. 4&s a seal it points onwards to the
covenant between God and men, which still remasins unfulfilled, and
which still swaits its inesuguration.™ (5)

Barth hss, therefore, no interest in winning men, whether they be cultured,

artisans or young pecple to “religion" or “the Church“(6) since these are

(1) As J.A.Veitch has recently pointed out in "Beveletion end Religion in
the Theology of Karl Barth™, SJT,vol.2k (1971), PPe1=22

(2) 1B, p.86
(3) 2R, p.129
(li-) IR, p.87

(5) 2B, p.129f

(6)' Es p.89



not things which exist for themselves., Schleiermacher himself would have
agreed, for the idea of religion which he commended to its cultured despisers

could not be expected to lead to a resurgence of piety without & transform-

ation out of all recognition of existing structures.

(ii) In the first edition of Romsns, Barth spesks of religion as a
reminder of the fact thet msn is a member of a divine race, as s recollection
of the former immediate relstionship with God and as a longing for the

lost origin.(1) He speaks in similar Platonic terms in the second edition

"Our memory of God accompanies us always as problem and werning.
He is the hidden abyss; but He is also the hidden home at the
begimning end end of all our journeyings.® (2)

But no religion, or natursl theolggy, can save us, or bridge the gulf

between men and his "lost origin.™

The difference between the two editions st this point lies in the
sharpness with which the line is drawn between man and his lost origin,
If the first edition spggests that religion mekes man sware of the problem,
Barth seeks to correct the impression in the second with the assertion
that religion does not even discover the problem, let alone solve its it

(3)

merely meskes the problem more pointed, Nor is an swareness of the
problem, however scute the awsreness mey be, the solutions it is mere

"pious dislectic® to spesk as though disapproval of sin was its dismissal

and forgiveness.(L") Religion can only sharpen the swereness of the contrast
between God and mans it marks out the last humen possibility, in contrast

to divine possibility, and the great gulf between them., Thrugh religion

grace is seen to be grace, for religion makes man sware of his own impotence;

(1) Ibid, pp.18,26
(2) 2R, p.bb

(3) 2R, p.258

(4) Ibid, p.264f
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but this very fact confronts msn with the divine possibidity and awskens
the desire to be reached by thet divine possibility. Religion itself
can only leave msn in a "Yes" and "No" position, hovering between the Either

and the Or, and so points to its own impotence,but thereby also, negatively,

to God's grace which confronts man.

"Religion speaks only of dissend on ..., Religion merely exposes
the disunion of human knowledge and humsn life; for it spesks
of one reality only - the reslity of sin.® (13

But paradozicelly:

"In the inexorable reelity ... of this supreme human possibility sin
is shown forth as the power which reigns within the closed circle of
humenity. Nevertheless, its power is bounded by the freedom of God,
of God himself, and of God alone. But it has no other boundary.
This is the meaning of the laws it sharpens our intelligence that
we may perceive ... the sheer impossibility of our ettsining thst
freedom from the law, that service in newness of the spirit, ot
which have gazed -~ outside the frontiers of religion.® (2)

The very existence of religion as the worshipping of God is an
indication of sing Eve ought not to have worshipped God because doing so
separated her from God, Theh men, knowing good and evil, become like God,
their direct relation gives birth to independent action and so the direct
relation is broken off, Religion, therefore, is the symptom of the fact

(3)

thsat our whole concrete existence is sinful,

"Religion is that hymen necessity in which the power exercised over
men by sin is clearly demonstrated.™  (4)

It is clear from the account so far given, that there is a
certain lack of precision in Barth's concept of religion, which cen lead
to the impression that he is contradicting himself. On the one hand he
has described religion ss s token of the promise of God, end on the other
hend as the supreme human possibility which is a token of the inability

of man to reach God. However, it is to be remembered that the first

(1) Ibid, p.262
(2) Ipia, p.257
(3) Ibid, p.2uof
(u) Ibid, D253
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definition is proposed within the exposition of the meaning of circumcision.
Thus the piety of the church is the reminder of God's promise, but it is the
reminder of God's promise, and so in the discussion of Romsns VII, it is

also the reminder of man's incapacity to solve the problem of sin for himself -

the reminder that piety is s response and not a method of sslvation.

Religion viewed as piety is incapable of saving man, of bridging
the gulf between God and man.(1) But it does gppesr to serve the function
of confronting man with the impossibidity of reaching God, snd of driving
him to despair in the face of this spperent impssse. At the moment of
his despair, however, he can be confronted with the impossible possibility
that is within God's power. Not only dibes Barth approximste closely to
the method of Kierkegsard at this point, but he was, s he saw later, in
danger of creating s kind of negative natural theology, inasmuch as the
degpair engendered by religion may be thought to expose some negetive

'point of contect' (Ankn#pfungspunkt) (2)

(ii1) Religion viewed as piety or “religiosity" is not the sole type of
religion discussed by Barth, Mixed with the sttack on “religiosity® is

also a fierce attack on Schleiermscher, snd hks concept of religion. Nor

sre the two concepts wholly unrelated, even though they are to be distinguished,
for they both treat of the relstionship between God and men, The difference
is that religiosity regerds the gulf as in principle bridgeable, while

Schleiermagher's concept treats it ss non-existent.

The critical point in Barth's attack on the concept of religion is
the relationship between God snd msn. In opposition to Schleiermacher's

assertion of a fundamental continuity, Berth maintains that there is a

(1) Where chapter VIL in 2R is used for our attack on Religion, in IR it is
used for an sttack on indi#iduslism., The effect, however, is very
similer as in 1R he attacks the pietistic comgaint "My sin! my sini
That shall I do?"

(2) Natursl Theology, p.11Lf
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radical discontinuity between God and men, for the question of the relation-
ship between God and msn, is, at base, not s question of the relationship
between the finite and the infinite, but a question about sin. To treat
it 85 a question of the relationship between the finite and the infinite,
to be solved on the basis of our living, moving and ha ving our being in God,
is not only s misresding of the intention of the passage friém the Acts of

the Apostles,‘!) but 1s indeed s trivielisstitn of the problem of sin; it

mekes religion into a “trivial and hsrmless" thing that does not approach

the awfulness of the problem of sin and cannot csuse any off‘ence.(z) Barth
resists any attempt to shift the focus of the relationship between God and

men from the realm of an interpersonsl relationship to an ontic relationship,
anéd is therefore unwilling to countenance the shift of the centre of theology
from the resurrection to e considerstion of ontology or creation, Consequently
for Barth, religion, far from emphasising the ontic continuity between God

and men, and being s Mfecling end taste for the infimite",(3) is the finsl
possibility of a lost humsnity which serves only to emphasise the personsl
discontinuity and the grevity of sin., If God encounters men in this manner

in religion, then he will do so in no other manner in nsture or culture.(h)

Nature, culture and religion offer no certainty of God's presence, nor

of his mercy.

"True statements sbout God csn only be made at sll where one knows he
is placed not on some height of culture or of religion, but before
revelstion and therefore under judgement...." (5)

The eross and the resurrection are the tokens of judgement on all aspects of
human life, including culture. Culture is merely msn's self-expression and

as such, stands not in bpposition to religion but with it, capsble only of

(1) Acts 1728

(2) 2R, p.258

(3) Barth uses Schleiermscher's own phrase - 2R, p.260
(&) 2R, pe2lk, cf also Humanity, p.5k; WeG,W.M. p.107
(5) P.u.A, p.11 (BT, in Beginnings, vol. I, p.168)
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leading to & sharpened awareness of human incapacity to reach God.

To regerd religion as a means of spologetic is, them, fundamentslly
mistaken, for to attempt to draw conclusions sbout divine truth on the basis
of a penetration of culture, or on the basis of the religious effections is
not to speak of God at all, but, as Feuerbach charged,so speak of man. (1)

Therefore, Barth, pronouncing judgement on Schleiermscher, observess

"With 81l due respect to the genius shown in his work, I can not
consider Schleiermacher a good teacher in the realm of theology,
because, so far as I cen see, he is disastrously dim-sighted in
regard to the fact that man as man is not only in need, but
beyond all hope of saving himself; that the whole of =zo-called
religion, and not least the Christisn religion, shares in this
need; and that one can not spesk of God simply by speeking of
man in a loud wice.,™ ~(2)

It may be that Barth tends to view Schleiermacher through Feuerbach's -
snd slso Overbeck's - spectacles, so thet his view of "religion" is rather
that of Feuerbach than of Schleiermacher, but it wes Schleiermacher's view

that mede possible the view that Feuerbach sttacked,

Barth summarises his criticism of Schleiermscher's concept of

religion in Die Christliche Dogmatik (3) under the heading "The Sub jective

Possibility of Revelation" and maintains that Schleiermacher's identification
of the subjective possibility of revelation with the corcept of religion

is deficient at four points.

(:i.) Instead of representing msn as nsked and destitute before God,
Schleiermacher represents religion as the pride and crown of humanity:
religion is the "sense and taste for the universe®, a part of the soul in
which divinity lives pre-eminent and revesls itself in its immediate
effects. All that is required fo experience the eternsl is to bring

together the right view of the universe with the right feeling for it.

(1) 2R, p.236; IC, pp.217-237; F.u.A. p.9f
(2) W.G.Walie p.195F
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(ii) It is impossible for Schleiermacher to speak of & "certain
personal presence of God which is, as such, unambiguously distinguishable™;
for Schleiermacher the subjective possibility of revelation consists in

ascribing the divine subjectivity to man, so thet he can say

"I lie in the bosom of the infinite world, I amits soul st this
moment, for I feel all its pavers and its infinite life as my own,
at this moment it is my body, for beenetrate its muscles and liumbs
as my own end its innermost nerves move according to my sense and
ides as my own.® (1)

There is no world over against the religious man, only one world of which
he is & part; consequently, religion hss no object to which obedience and
faith are the sppropriate response., Piety is a sense of absolute depend-
ence, which is & sense of relation or relatedness to God, which is in turn

the neme for the origin of our existence, s pure symbol denoting no object

at all.

(iii) Religion cannot be a knowing and a doing, since it has no
object: it can only be Jjoy. It cannot understand feith as risgk or

obedience ss duty.,

(iv} Schleiermacher's concept of religion does not take sccount
of the fact thst our relationship with God, viewed from our side, is a
drams, s struggle, s conversation, the constancy of which rests in God
alone, 8chleiermacher®fs use of the assertions that we “live and move and
have our being" in God is 2 misuse, It is wrong to view all things as
revelation, all events as miracles, for God "sppointed some vessels to
honour and some to dishonour®. All these objections point to s failure

on Schleiermacher's part to take sin seriously.

Since Barth rejects Schleiermscher's view of religion and the
view of the relationsghip of man and God associated with it, it is not
surprising to find that he also rejects the mysticism which is their

correlate, In spite of his own admission that Schleiermacher's mysticism

(1) chr.D, p.308f
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hes a positive cheracter inasmuch as it seekk to engage with culture instead
of fleeing the concrete world by s radicsl negation of the whole of realitys1)
Barth finds that the chief characteristic of Schleiermacher's mysticism is
its pessivity. (2) Consequently he maintains that the interests in culture
snd in mysticism are two separate tendencies, which, despite ell attempts

by Schleiermacher, cennot be brought together in 2 synthesis, Although
Berth's own argument is not very clear - he does not explain precisely

why it is that the two tendencies are incompatible - it sppesrs that his real
objection is that if the feeling of absolute dependence is purely psssive,
and the interest in culture is directed at seeking the infinite within the
finite, mysticism cannot be expected to have any positive effect on culture,
gince it cen neither offer any criterion by which to recognise the

infinite within the finite nor, consequently, show how culture is to be

a more adequate ep ression of the infinite,

If Schleiermacher's mysticism fourders on the rock of epistemology,
the true mysticism, with its wholly negestive character with respect to
the material world, can fare no better, for it can give validity neither

to the world of concrete objects nor to historical ewvents,

In the section in the Church Dogms tics (3) parallel to the

section in Die Christliche Dogmatik, Berth once agsin tekes up the attack

on religion, but at this point his terget is not primsrily Schleiermacher,
as is the case in the first edition., Religion is here conceived of as any
form of humsn piety, whether Christisn, Muslim, Buddhist or sny other,

As humen piety, sn attempt to reach God, it sssumes that the gap between
man and God is bridgesble. It is therefore, unbelief, because it ignores

the fact that the gap has been bridged by God in C hrist.

(1) IC,p.176
(2) Ipid, p.197
(3) CD,Is2:pp 280-361



"Revelation does not link up with a humen religion which is already
present and practised. It contradicts ite,.." (1)

Nevertheless, Barth mskes a concession that he would not heve made earliers(z)
there is such a thing as true religion, But we can only spesk of true
religion in the sense in which we spesk of 2 ®justified sinner"(B) It is
never s humen possibility of reaching God, but rsther s response to God

itself
which must never leave behind / the revelation of God.

Religion, neither ss human piety, nor ss Schleiermacher's "feeling
and taste for the infinite" can be admitted by Barfh to be relevant to
theology, not simply because they ignore, or trest ss insignificant the
discontinuity between God and man, but because they undervalue the

revelation of God, and, indded seek to lesve it behind.

The point which we have been attempting to make in this section
has been largely negative, We have sought to focus sttention on certsin
key points at which Barth thinks it necesssry to dispense with attitudes
which he regsrds asinimical to the real task of theology. But it has been
not merely a survey of the Jetsam cast off in the lightening of Barth's
load; it has also been an sttempt to reveal the position which he adopts,
as a foundation stone of his theological method, concerning the relationship

of human and divine reality.

Many of the theological trends which he rejects are built on
cosmological and ontological assmumptions which he finds to be in conflict
with the fundamental proposition of theology, namely that God has spoken.
What is at stake in theology is not, in his view, an ontological relationship

between God and men, but an inter-personal type of relationship. But he

(1) Ibid, p.303
(2) Except in his exposition of religion as a parsllel to circumcision

(3) Ibid, p.325F
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cannot escape altogether the ontological question. Even though he believes
ontology to be incapable of furnishing a foundastion for theology, there
still remains the question of the ontological relationship between God and
men. This is not, however, a question which interests Barth, Again,
granted that the separation from fellowship with God which man suffers has
been overcome solely by the gracious activity of God in Christ, and granted
that theology knows anything of God solely because of God's own self-revel-
ation, there remains the question of vhy it should be that the language which
theology uses to conceptualise its knowledge of God is inadequate, Does its
inadequacy stem from the sinfulness of men or from his finitude and his
ontological dependence on God?(1)Barth is reluctant to reply. He regards

the positing of an snalogis entis, between man and God, @ common concept

of Being, as irrelevsnt to theology and appears to suggest that the answer
is that the reality of God i1s so different from that of man that the concepts
which msn uses to grapp the reality of his own world are, of necessity,

bound to be insdequate when applied to the divine reality.

"The divine snd cresturedy subjects ere not like or similar, but
unlike, They are unlike because their besis and constitution ss
subjects are quite different and therefore unlike, that is, there
is not even the slightest similarity between them,® (2)

Whether Barth is indulging in hyperbole here is difficult to be certain,

but it is the kind of statement thst prompts Bouillard to comment

"One would be tempted to say that(Barth) superimposes upon a
natursl equivocity an univocity lent by grace.™ (3)

Barth's msin contention, however, is that neither the concept of

analogis entig, nor the romantic idealist view of history, nature or

(1) of Henning Schr¥er; Die Denkform der Pasradoxalitlt als Theologischés Probled
(G8ttingen, Vandenhoek & Ruprecht 1960), P«52 "L Theology]mist ... 8sk
whether it regards its thought form as more adequate T,han otherse Wh?n
that happens, it has a particular ontological conception of phenc?menallty.
Secondly it must ask whether this inadequacy is based in sin or in created-
ness, That is a question which dialectical theology, for example, has
seldom snswered with precision."

(2) oD,II133:103
(3) Bouillard, Karl Barth, vol. 3, p.210; Knowledge of God, p.118
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religion are relevant to theology, because theology takes its cue from the
actuality of the divine revelstion in Christ. No ontologicsl continuity
that may exist between God and man is of any relevance to the ology, for

to trest it as such is a token of the pride that ignores God's gift of his
se].t‘—revelation,(1) The doctrine of justificstion is relevsnt, therefore,
not only to man's status ss a sinner, but to his status as ignorsnt of
God's truth., His lenguage can only be spoken of as adequate to divine
tmth by the grace of God in the same way as that he can be regarded as

righttous only by God's grace.

The significant aspect of the relationship between God and man, is
for Barth, its personal quality, and the dependence of that relationship
upon God's will and sctivity, We may say that is concept of God is,
to this extent, nominslistic, But it cennot be said that Berth's concept
is nominslistic in the same way as is that of Ockhsm, for whom God's will
is such that he cen dispense with all order to achieve his purposes.

God is not subjectto his own caprice, and therefore unknowable.(z)
Rather, it is Barth's belief that God has revealed himself in order to
be known by man. It is the tesk of theology, therefore, to reflect on

that revelation and to defelop its corcept of God from that reflection.(3)

(1) In "The Humsnity of God" he quslifies what he ssid 1n the passage quoted
sbout from CD,III$33103, cautiously admitting that the concept of
analogy may come into its right in the idea of the humenity of God,
but he observes st the same time; "Mapis not elected to intercourse with
God because, by virtue of his humanity, he deserved such preference,

He is elected through God's grasce alone., He is elected s however, ss
the being especially endowed by God% (Humanitx, p.53)

(2) ef Gordon Leff; Medieval Thought: St,Augustine to Ockham, (Hamondsworth,
Penguin Books, 1958) ppe255ff, 290. strictly speaking, Nominalism should
not be spplied to Ockham, since the philosophical debate of the 1Lth
century was not a continustion of the battle between reslism snd nominalism.
We use the term, however, since it is popularly employed as a term of
abuse (directed particulsrly by Tillich agsinst Barth) to underline
the primemy of the Divine will.

(3) of PiO, p.38
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CGIAPTER FIVE

THE STRUCTURE OF THEOLOGICAL METOD

1. The Possibility and Rationality of Theology

(s) Introduction

Much of Basrth's discussion of the nature of theologicsl method is
taken up with s polemic directed against the main trends of Protestant
theology since the Reformation, It is not however, s matter of mere
padding, for, as we suggested in our last chapter, it is intended not simply
as a catalogue of mistskes, but as an attempt to expose the correct way for
theology, The mein reason for the various mistaken paths taken by theology,
is, in Barth's view, the influence of rationalism on theology, snd in

particular the influence of Descartes and Kent,

Vhen Descartes asked himself whether it is possible to escape from
doubt sbout the reality of the externsl world, he answered in the affirmative,
on the ground of the subject's own self-certainty, The subject knows that

he exists becesuse he is sble to think (cogito ergo sum), The guarantee,

therefore, of the externsl world is our idea of it. Similarly the existence
of God is guaranteed by our possessing sn ides of God., Theology, therefore,
takes as its task, the exposition of our idea of God: in short, for knowledge
of God 1t looks not to s Word of God given to man end medisted through

Scripture, but to the ides that man himself has of God,

Kant, in contrsst, denied the possibility of the rationsl proof of
God's existence offered by Descsrtes. There can be neither a rationsl nor
sn empirical proof of the existence of Gode Nevertheless, Kant was no
atheist: his dismissal of attempts to prove the existence of God is not

to be taken as s denisl of the validity of the concept of God. His conmtention,
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rather, was that it 1s impossible to discuss the existence of a thing which
has no phenomenon, God cannpt, therefore, be regsrded as a constitutive
idea,but he is necessary as s regulative ides, for without him, there cen

(1)

be no explanation of the universe, The concept of God is also necessary
to the work of practicasl reasson, as the necessary postulate of morsl thinking,
Nevertheless, it is slways impossible, in Kont's view, to sssert that God
exists., HoweWer, despite the differences between Kant and Descartes, the

effect ogftheology is, st one point, the ssme: for its dats, theology must

look irmwards, to the hesrt of man.

In Barth's opinion, the tendency towsrds retionslism in theology
becomes discernible soon after the Reformation, with the introduction dnto
theologicsl writing of prolegomena, which gradually became extended
discussions of Scripture, nstural theology and religioh, But the influence

. . ningteenth
of rationslism reached its height in the century, with Descartes' self-
certainty becoming the foundetion of theology and Kent's discussion of practical
reason heving the effect of reducing theology to morsls. The chief error
nineteenth

of the rationalist tendency was also the main charscteristic of / century

theology, nemely, its methodological error of looking imwards for its data,

A further element of Kantisn philosophy reinforced this trends
his doctrine of phenomenon and noumenon made it impossible to regard God as
an objects God, argued Ksnt, has no phenomenon, no form in which he appears
to man, He has, or, at least, may be thought to have, a noumenon, but
since the noumenon or thing~in-itself cannot be known, God, lacking slso a

phenomenon arnd therefore lacking objectivity, cannot be known at all,

While Schleiermacher rejected Kent's rationslism, he was unable to

deny entirely the force of his argument, for what Ksnt had done was, apparently,

(1) Kent; Critique of Pure Reason B710:"... this trenscendental thing is only
the schems of the regulative principle by which reason, so fer as lies in
its power, extends systemstic unity over the whole field of experience."
&f elso F.Copleston, A History of Philosophy, vol. VII; H.Gollwitzer,
The Existence of God as Confessed by Faitly, pp.67-71
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to meke it impossible, through his doctrine of knowledge, to approach "the
reality of the Word of God". The theory of knowledge constructed in advance

of the work of theology rendered a theology of the Word of God impossible.

"What cognitive method (Erkenntnisweg) leads us to the reality of the
Word of God 2nd gives us the right to do what we intend to do here?
In the light of the almost insuperable difficulty of this question
we must regard the procedure of neoprotestant theology es classically
represented by Schleiermacher as at lesst understandable,™ (1)

Nevertheless, understandable as his oourse of action may have been, it
remained true that Schleiermacher had substituted for an investigation of

the Word of God sn examination of the humsn rel igious affections.(z)

nineteenth
Not only did Schleiermacher snd /  century theology in general

come under the influence of rationalism; so elso did Harnack, with his
attempts to creste s scientific theology, supplementing historicel knowledge
and critical reflection with "a high regard for morality™. (3) The

Religionsgeschichtliche Schule, with its phenomenology of religion, was in

no better case,

Having rejected ss slternatives to Schleiermacher's method the
possibilities of a return to a "dead, impossible orthodox belief in authority™
an “ancritical snd unchristisn metaphysics" or a "subjectively determined
irrational intu:i.‘c:i.on"'(l+> Berth determined to make s new attempt to approach
the Word of God instead of the humsn religious swereness as the object of
theology. Crucisl to an understending of this attempt is a recognition
that the chief charecteristic of knowledge of God is its personal character,
produced in the encounter between man and God in his revelation of himself.

It 18, we may say, not only ssvoir, but conna/ittre. Correlatively, the

Word of God is to be construed as God's spesking to msn, not as e simple

(1) Q‘lI‘.D/, Po92

(2) Ibid, p.92ff, cf also CD,I:1:240ff

(3) Fou.A. ppe7ff (E.T. Beginnings, vol. I, ppe 165 ££)
(4) Ghr.D, pp. 9,95
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dsclosure of informetion to £ill an intellectual vacuum, <1) but as God's

revelation of himself designed to restore and promote fellowship with man.

Since theology 1s concerned with the Wordbf God, it follows that
the introduction of prolegomens to dogmetics should consist in a doctrine
of the Word of God. Consequently Barth devotes the first seotion in both
editions of his Dogmstics, to an account of this doctrine, beginning with
the concept itself, and then proceeding to a closer examinstion of revelstion
as the revelation of the triune God, end of the concept of Holy Scripture,
There sre, however, certain differences between the two editions, which

have been seen as significant for sn understanding of Barth's method.

In the first edition, Barth snnounces that, having treated the
concept of the Word of God "phenomenologically" - that is to say, having
discussed the various aspects of the Word of God by which it is to be

understood(z) - he proposes to examine it existentially

"% cen no longer, [in the quest|for a closer definition of the sermon
as the starting point and goal of dogmetics, pass over the fact that
it is man who spesks and hesrs, ond with respect to the closer
definition of the Word of God as the meaning and closer definition
of dogmstics, no longer passs over the fact that it is also the
relation of God to men which spesks for itself, If we posit man
as a factor in our reckoning, then it stops being & merely spparent
reckoning., The speech will no longer be, as it was, what we
asserted and promised, a play, and we its spectators. Then we
must understand everything up to now as a concrete situation, as an
act in which we are involved, IHe only thinks truly of humenity
when he thinks of himself....."

"It can be no more truly a case of the human than here, where human
speech and hesring of God, where the Word of God ... is in question,
And therefore we spesk in what follows, no longer of Christian speech
and preeching but of preacher snd hearer.... Only thus can it become
clesr ... what we mesn by the Word of God." (3)

There follow two sections, entitled respectively "The Word of God and Man

as Preacher"(l") and "The Word of God and Men as Hearer"g5) in which he

(1) of Gustav Wingen, Theology in Conflict,(trens. E.H.Wehlstrom, Edinburgh,
Oliver and Bo¥d, 1958). Wingen argues, on the basis of this conception of
knowledge, that Barth founds his theology on an anthropologicel presupp-
osition, namely, man's lack of knowledge of God.

(2) As sermon, ss cenon (Scripture) and ss revelation,
(3) Chr.D. p.48f
(1) Ibid, pp.L7Ef (5) Ibid, pp.65F
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apparently contends thet an understending of the Word of God involves an
understaending of men to whom it is directed, as though an asnalysis of the
situstion of the preacher and the hearer can lead to a closer definition

of the Word of God. At the end of each of the two sections is s discussion
entitled "Closer definition of the Ward of Goa®™ (')  Mheir content, however,
is not dependent upon the materisl in the rest of the sections. They are
not conclusions drawn strictly on the basis of the analyses, but rather on
the basis of further (implicit) "phenomenologicsl" investigation. His

conclusions, which he still draws in the Church Dogmatics, are that the

Word of God is rational; that, in the Word of God, God alweys remsins
subject; and that the Word of God, ss that which becomes clesr in revelation,

is always event, and therefore is marked both by hiddenness and revealedness., (2)

As a result, the discussion of the concrete situation of man,
appears as quite irrelevent to the argument of the book, and it is therefore
difficult to understsnd how Siegfried could have made the mis take which he
did in asserting that Barth intended to build his dogmatics on the existential
thinking he has introduced. (3) Barth wes right to omit the offending
Dassages in the second edition, although one may wonder whether he did
perheps over-react. He had not intended to give the impression that wes
received by Siegfried. In view of this and of the genersally irrelevant
character of the snslyses which do not contribute to the oversll intention,
it is hardly fair to suggest thst Barth was guilty of methodological error
at this point. (1) Even his asssertion that the fact that the Word of God

is not simply word but sddress, implying that man is included in the corcept

(1) Ivid, pp.62-6L, 79-81

(2) Barth himself later acknowledged that the conclusions drawn in these two
discussions snd in s further simile r discussion (pp.110-112) are not
drawn on the basis of the preceding snslysis. "Between the snaslyses and
the closer determinstions stood certein thought associations, but, take
them sll in 211, the latter were proved elsewheree..." CD,It1:143

(3) Ivid, p.142, @uoting Th.Siegfried, Das Wort und die Existenz
Vol.I, P036

(4) psce Torrance (Introduction, pp.14Off) and Psrker (Kerl Barth, p.67)




-216~=
of the Word of God, end that there can be no speaking of the Word of God if

nothing is seid of its reception by man(12 does not significantly influence

the oversll discussion of the whole volume,

(b) The Possibility of Theology

At the begimning of the sections in Die Christliche Dogmatik on

"The Incarnstion of the Word™ snd "The Outpouring of the Holy Spirit", Barth
places paragraphs entitled respectively "The Objective Possibility of
Revelation" snd "The Subjective Possibility of Revelation", in the course of
which he discusses the reslity of the incarnstion snd of grace.(z) It thus
appears that he discusses the question of possibility first,so that the

reality seems to be dependent on the possibility. Torrance commentss

", .. the theologian r must] reise and estsblish the question as to
the possibility of the object on the actusl ground on which knowledge
of the object srises, and then proceed criticelly from within its
actuality outwerds to its possibility. The question as to the
possibility, therefore, cennot scientifically be posed s priori,

but only a posteriori." (3)

He adds, therefore, in a footnote,
"Hence in his discuszion of the subjective reality and possibility of
Revelation, and its corresponding subjective reality snd possibility,

Barth reversgd in his CD 1:& pp.1ff and 203ff the order he had
adopted in his Chr.D., pp. 214 and 284PF.* (&)

In the second edition of the dogmatlcs. Barth did in fact include separate
sub-psragraphs on the objective reality, objective possibility, the
subjective reality and subjective possibility under the paragraphs entitled
"God's Freedom for Man"™ and "Man's Freedom for God", instead of tresting

reality under the heading of possibility. Furthermore, he treats of reality

(1) chr.D, p.111

(2) Chr.D, p.214ff, 28LEF
(3) Introduction, p.193
() Ibid
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before possibidity. These alterastions, however, sre not to be taken sas

his
indicating any fundamental change in/x}lethodology, for the whole of Die

Christliche Dogmetik presupposes the methodologicsl priority of the reality

of revelati®n over the question of its possibility, Indeed, Barth himself
says of the first editions

%] knew thet in all enquiries into the possibility of God's revelation
we had first to reckon with the reslity of it... I was aware that I

had to express this if only in the form of numerous ‘reservations'.

But I did it only in the form of 'reservetions' within an investigation,
in which, by pointing to grace confirmed by baptism, I aimed to sdvance
from s description of the subjective possibility to revelation to

the description and valuation of its reaslity, or, as it were, from

the problems rsisedby this comcept to their actusl solution." (1)

The actusl structure of the srgument wss in conflict with his own pre-
suppositions and yet, in spite of the mistake, the result was the one
intended by the presupposition shd not that intended by the structure of

the argument.

The burden of Barth's srgument so far is that theology cennot
proceed by discussing first the possibility of theological knowledge, on
the basis of a preconceived method of obtaining knowledge. For theology,
knowledge (_E_}rkenntnis), is to be understood primerily as acknowledgement

(Anerkenntnis) (2) The possibility of revelation, therefore, can be

discussed only after the mestion of the reslity of revelation.

There remsins, however, the question 'How do we know the Word of
God?" To this Berth snswers that we know by being known, If this sppears

to involve theology in s petito principii, taking for grented the premise

which depends on the conclusions, then theology mist not be ashemed of it,
for to be ashamed of it is to be ashemed of the Gospel itself, It is
dishonest to seek some way out, ss does Schleiermscher, or Schlder, by
investigating the religious affections, because the gquestion still remains:

"Who cen ... investigate his consciousness for its Gt.)d-contex'}t,
without knowing from somewhere else what he is looking for."™ (3)

(1) CD,I,:2:205¢
(2) Chr.D, p.102; CD,I:1:233fL. (3) Chr.D, p.107
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In the knowledge of God, God himself is sovereign, The possibility of man'‘s

knowledge of God resides, therefore, not in a religious a priori, but in the
work of the Holy Spirit.

"Sub jective revelation cen consist only in the fact that ob jective
re¥relation, the one truth which cennot be asdded to or bypassed,

comes to men end is recognised or acknowledged by men, And that
is the work of the Holy Spirit." (1)

The eertsinty of theology, therefore, 1s not based upon a Cartesian selfw-

certainty, but upon the certainty of God given by the Holy Spirit. (2)

In complete defiance of Kant, Barth ssserts thst God is en object
of knowledge, But it is importsnt to note that when we spesk of God as an
object of knowledge, we do so in » very special sense, for God is never under
our control, In the relationship of knowledge between God and man, God

alweys remasins subject, active and sovereign, for knowledge of God is God's

owmn gift to man.

In order to signify God's sovereignty in the knowledge, Barth speaks
of him as Gegenstand rather then as Objekt, apparently because of the
comotations of Qbjekt, which suggest the disinterestedness of the empirical
method and the scepticism of positivism. (3) If God is the object of our
knowledge, he is so in o unique senses he cannot be treated as one object

among others.

(1) cD,I121239

(2) chr.D, p.108. "The procedure in theology is to base self certainty upon
God - certeinty and to measure it by God-certeinty and so to begin with
God-certainty without waiting for this beginning to be legitimised by self=
certainty® (of CGD,131:223), cf also "Offenbarung, Kirche und Theologie"
Pud, p.166 "Descertes was wrong: our own existence is .. less certain than
this event, the existence of God for us.™ "God for us" refers not to our
subjective apprehension of God"what he is for us" but to the objective
activity of God on our behslf,

(3) cfCD,IT:1:13. We cannot sgree with Jemes Brown's argument ("Subject & Object
in Modern Theology pp.140-67) that Barth uses Gegenstand in preference to
Objekt on account of its more active connotations as against the passivity
implied in the etymologicel derivetion of Objekt. The point which Barth
wishes to make is primarily a matter of denying the possibility of
"objectifying" God. Gepenstend lacks the verbsl connection with "Objekt-
ivismss'ef "QOffenbsrung, Kirche, und Theologie", Ful p.1663 "It is precisely
in the Church that one knows God's truth is not an object (%%enstand) and
not a ‘'supernatural' object either - but the eternal subjec ich 1s
known to us only in its secrecy, only to faith™. (continued at the foot of

+he next nace)
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"If they (i.e. Sch8der ete) shake their heads and say to us thst an
object (O'bjekt), which is not reality ih our awareness, 1s not ss
such & knowsble object (Objekt), then we reply, shsking our heeds
Just as much, thst we are not spesking of an 'bbject' (Objekt) when
we refer to God's Word, but of the subject which, if it is turned
into an object (Ob 'ekts, is not what it is; we are spesking of sn
object (Gegenstand; which can become sn object (Gegenstend) for us
only in strict "non-objectivity' (Nicht-Gegensthdlichkeit;" (1)

Not only does Barth wish to swid the kind of objectivism involved

in empiricism but also the kind involved in philosophical realism, which,
he contends, treats God as the "ontic and noetic fate" of man, which man
cennot avoid by resson of his participation in the orders of being and

knowing, and as an object to be und in the externsl world or within

humsn awareness, (2)

It is not simply that Barth wishes to emphasise that knowledge of
God is the result of an sct of graces a kind of theological realism, or
idealism even, might incorporsté such sn sssertion, admitting that were it
not for God's grace we could not know snything of him, bhut asserting that
the act of grace being comple ted, revelation is everywhere and at all times
available to men., Barth, in contrast wishes to emphesise the contining
subjectivity of God in revelations revelation is never at the disposal of

men.,  He therefore refuses to designate it as "the given™

"We find that by 'the Word of God! we are, in all circumstsnces, to
understand a2 spegking of God, an sct, whose subject 13 God and God
alone ... As such, this reality clearly cennot be the content of

our humsn swareness, It is really in God's awareness, not elsewhere,
As such it mey then, in faith, be believed, but in trutly not, ss it
were, thereby given to msn in faith as its object-content (Objekt.gehalt)
But it is precisely as that which is not-given (Nichtgegeben) as God's
own and as remsining God's own, thet faithbelieves it We sre led
to the ssme conclusion by the memory that the Word of God occurs, is
spiken,,in the diacrisis, in the decision between revelation and
hiddenness, and so as a giving, not as e given-ness". (3)

(Note (3) continued from previous page) In a similar sentence written five
years earlier he used the word 'Objekt' instsad of Gegenstand (Schicksal und
Idee in der Theologie™ Ful, p.56) It should be added that his preference

for Gegenstsnd msy elso reflect his Kantian heritage.

(1) Ghr.D,p.9%

(2) "Schicksal und Idee", Fud, pp.62-72

(3) %roD, po95f; cf alSO _E_‘u_é’ Po65
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The possibility of theology, therefore, resides entirely in the
asctuality of revelation which, as s dynamic concept,slways remains in the
control of God himself, The actuslity of revelstion focusses upon the act

of reconcilistion in Jesus Christ, from which it can never be sepsrated.
"Reconciliation is not e truth which must first be made known to
us through revelation, but the truth of God himself, which he
himselffives us in his revelation ... Revelation is reconciliation,

as certainly as it is God himselft God beside us, God with us,
and, decisively and above all, God for us®™, (1)

In view of this, there is no place in Barth's view for s natural
theology, and he engages upon a vigorous attack on sll talk of a point of

(2)

contact, whether conceived as positive, residing in a capacity for words,

or some other anthropological point such as the intellect, the unconscious

(3)

or sub-conscious, or some specisl religious capacity,(w or whether it
is conceived as negative, residing in the ability of man to despai:r'.(5)

All discussion of these points is irrelevant to dogmstics, since the concern
of dogmatics is not with questions of whether and how fer men is able to
grasp the content of the divine revelstion on the basis of his own

capscities, but with the question of the actusl content of revelation,

which is the "act of the free love of God." (6)

(1) Ful, pP.16L

(2) The chief target of his attack in CD and in ®No!" wss Brunner. His
attack waes sharpened by the belief that Brunner was undermining the stand
of the Confessing Church sgeinst the Germen Chris tisns (Parker, Ksrl Barth
P.99; Torrance "Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl Barth™ R.S.
vol. 6 (1970), p.125

(3) CD,I:1:231 £f; of also pp. 28-30
(4) Ipid, 220,232 (5) Ibid, 271; Nestural Theology, p.114f

(6) CD,I:13:221, There are moments when Barth appears,in seeking to combat
natural theology, to enter the anthropological ground of Brunner in order
to argue that man has no capacity for God., But that it is not his intention
to do so is clesr from his own methodological principle that theology must
begin with the reality of revelstion and expound that. "Barth does not
reject the possibility of a natursl knowledge of God through agnosticism,
nor in the name of a critique of knowledge. He does so in the name of
biblical revelation." (Bouillard, Knowledge of God, p.17)
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"(It is not that we have to regard the Word of God | as if msn who is
addressed and listens belonged by any essentisl necessity to the
concept of the Ward of God. That man is the addressee of the Word
of God is a fact, so far as it is true, and not derivsble from something
else of which w8 might previously be aware conceming the nature of
God, Still less ... from something of which we might previously be
aware concerning the nature of men; God's Word cesses to be grace
or grsce itself ceases to be grace when we ascribe to msn a disposition
towards this Word, a possibility of knodrledge independent of it and
peculiar in itself over against this Word." (1)

Theology is built upon the actuality of rewvelation and a doctrine of
revelation, therefore, is an account of and investigstion into the actuality

of revelation in Jesus Christ,

(c) The Retionality of Theology

It is not only the possibility of dogmetics which is of importance
for theology, but also its rationslity, but before we discuss Bsrth's part-
iculsr epproach to the subject, eand in view of the various sccusations of
irrationalism that have been made against Bsrth, we must discuss briefly the
ways in which the group of words “rational", "irrationsl", "rationality",

irrationslity", "retionalism® end "irra-tionalism" mey be used.

There are, broadly speaking, three types of rationalism. The first
is that of Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza, in which it is asserted that
certain ideas are purely the product of reason and not dependent upon sense
experience for verification, The opponent of this kind of rationelism
is empiricism (Locke snd Hume) in which all ideas are derived from sense
experience, Secondly, there is nineteenth century rationalism, which, in
contrast to that of Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza, was atheistic end
seculsristic. More commonly spoken of in this century as humanism, it is,

seventeenth

at least in part, s marrisge of century rationslism with empiricism,

mxing the methodological scepticism of Descartes with e resl scepticism about

(1) cD,Is13221
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the possibility of the existence of supernatural or other non-empirical
entities, Finally, there is religious rationalism, which itself has two
maenifestations. On the one hand there is the rationslism of Aquinss, for
whom reason ard reveletion are complementary in theology, revelation
supplying that which reason 1s unsble to provide. On the other hand,
there is the rationalism of the Deists;, who proposed to dispense with
revelation altogether, and who ingisted on the possibility of presching an
edequate knowledge of God by means of rational inference,  Although it
was Kant's intention to release religion from this kind of rationalism,

he did in fact bolster it, so that resson csme tobe regarded as supremely

competent in all matters of faith and morals.

Barth is attacked as an irrationalist on the one hand because of his
rejection of & belief in the capacity of the human reasson to achieve know-
ledge of God, or indeed to make any significant contribution to theology by
itself., He 1s thus accused of irrationalism on account of his rejection
of the religious rationalism of Aquinss and the religious rationalism of

the Deists.(1>

@ the other hand he is also ‘attacked as irrstionslist becsuse
of his refussl to accept the case of non-religious rationalists. One of
bis most severe critics is W. W. Bertley III, who accuses not only Barth,
but most retionalists, of a "retreat to commitment". He argues that
Popper or Ayer are every bit as irrationslist as Barth becsuse of their
claim that 2 minimum concession to irrationalism is necessery in the form
of & commitment to, or faith in, resson, which is unjustifisble, Their
kind of rationslism is as suthoritarien in character as Barth's theology.
Bartley argues that a consistent rationalism is possible if every commnitment

(2)

is open to criticism and is accepted only on a rational basise

(1) Criticism of this sort is ususlly made in the form of an attack on his
adoption of revelation as furnishing the sole data of theology. cf Brand
Blensherd's criticism in Fsith & the Fhilosophers, ed J Hick, pp.159ff

(2) W.W.Bartley ITI:"Karl Berth" Encounter March 1970, P.49; The Retrest to
Comnitment (Londony Chatto & Windus,1964), pp.126£f, 134ff. Neither Bsrth
nor Kierkegaard, in fact, believe the commitment to be irrational, nor that
it is the product of pure subjectivisme
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The chief criticism of the non-religious ratiohalists is that Barth's
kihd of theology 1s irrational becsuse it 1s suthoritarisn or because 1t 1s
non-empiricel, However, if it 1s authoritsriesn, it is so on the bads of a
commitment which Borth does not believe to be irratiohsl, but to have been
made under the impact of the Wérd of God through the agency of the Holy
Spirit.

He rejects, then, not only religious rationalism, but also humsnistic
rationalism and what we might term s neutral rationslism: that 1s to say
he rejects theistic, a-theistic and sgnostic (in the popular sense rather
than Huxley's) rationalism, His reason is that all are based on the
Cartesian faux pas, that unaided human reason cen construct s concept of
God, and ignore the actuality of the revelation of God in Christ. He
does not, however, reject the rationality of theology or the rationality
of the object of theology. Theology 1s rational, in the sense that it
seeks to conform itself to the rationality of 1ts object and can be
articulsted in s logical fashion. Nevertheless, the final criterion of
the truth of theologicel statements cannct be a system of formal logic,

(1)

particularly if that system is governed by metaphysical ssaumptions.

We have alresdy seen that when Barth wrote Die Christliche Dogmetik

he had a considersble understanding of Anselm's theologicsl method, end in
particular had grasped from him the fact that theology is only possible

from within faith, that its essential nsture is fides guserens intellectum.

It was the task of lecturing in theology first st G8ttingen and later at
Minster that compelled Barth to consider the question of the rationality
of theology: it was certainly not a matter of comsern in the writing of

Romsns, with its focus on the Word of God as the psradoxical judgement of

(1) We have in mind the spp rent logical contradiction involved in the
sssertion that Jesus is both God and man. The statement 1s paradoxical
in thet it confounds customary expectation,.but it is only a logical
contradiction if one holds certain beliefs sbout the nature of God
snd of men which preclude the possibility of the incarnation.
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the guilt and the justification of men. Having decided to devote his
lecturing entirely to the history of dogma, Barth found himself repestedly

facing questions that rasised the problem of the rational basis of theology.“)

There can be little doubt that in his emphasis, at an early stage,
on the fact that preaching is a declering of the Word of God, that the
preacher speasks because God has spoken, he was slso aware of the implication
of speaking of the Word of God, namely that revelation has a rational content,
and is not simply a matter of a feeling of gbsolute dependence or of awe
before the numinous. But that swareness did not come to the fore immediately.

God is thought of primsraidy in terms of s message,

(2)

In Romans, the Word of
rather than of the message having a rational character, By contrast,
his lecture, given in Cardiff on the task of the Reformed Churches,displays
a growing swareness of the importance of rationality,b ) while his two
lectures on Schleiermacher and on the Word in Theology are quite explici‘t.(h')
He criticises Schleiermacher shsrply, because it seems that, for him, the

essence of theology is more akin to music thsen to & strictly rationsl

(i.e. conceptual) science.

(1) ef Rev.Theol. pp.96, 167, 176, 182f, 185, 202f

(2) In Romans it sppears that Barth believes the prine characteristic of
the message to be its contradictoriness, even for believers. Alastair
McKinnon meintains that in representing Christienity in this manner,
Borth wes under the influence of s populsr German misconception of
Kierkegoard snd that lster, when he thought he had gone beyond Kierkegaard
he was in fact reflecting Kierkegsasrd more accurately. "Bsrth's Relation
to Kierkegasrds Some Further Light" (Censdisn Journsl of Theology, vol.13

(1967), pPe 3L»36

(3) Where he says, for example "At their very beginning the Reformed
churches saw that truth is contsined only in the Word of God, that
the Word of God for them lay only in the Old and New Testaments,
and that every doctrine must therefore be measured agsinst an
unchengeable snd impasssble standard discovered aphhe Scriptures."
W.GCW.MQ pomfo

(4) T.Ca, PP.136-158, 159-199, 200-216.




e could ask ‘why music brecisely?' And we should be snswered:
because words stand opposed to all that Schleiermacher understands
as the genuine miracle of Christmas, Words are hostile to it,
detrimental, always powerless to Justify it, The man who undertakes
to celebrate in words his own 'elevated humsnity' becomes all too
easily confusing and incredible to himself. ‘All patterns sre too
stiff for me and all speech is too tedious end cold., How fortunste
that when we sre disturbed and oppressed by the problem of words

we can flee to the realm of music, to Christisn music snd s musical
Christianity! Bxsctly becsuse of its lack of concepts, music

is the true and legitimate bearer of the message of Christmss...." 1)

Barth's rejection of the reduction of theology to a Cartesian
rationalism, to 2 non-conceptusl subjectivism or to s mixture of both is

clesr also in Die Christliche Dogmstik, where he explicitly spesks of the

Word of God, God's act of speech to man, as pointing to the rationality of
revelation, in sharp contrast to the irrationality of such concepts of
revelation as those involved in “the numinous® or in "life",(z) but it was
not until his study on Anselm that he articulated fully his understanding of

the rationality of theology.

In the second edition of Romsns he was still prepared to make use

of the Extra Calvinisticum (finitum non capsg infiniti ) to support the

assertion that man cannot understand the truth of God, because of the

metaphysical assertion that since man is by definition finite snd God

infinite, man csnnot understand God.(j) By 1923, however, he saw the

(1) Ivid, p.157; of p.202. When he wrote The Christisn Faith, Schleiermacher
abandoned his original plan to place the Christologicel-Soteriological
section at the beginning, snd replsced it with the section that was to have
been at the end, concerning universal religious assumptions, in order not
to contribute to "the forecing out of our church community of those
worthy men who sre celled rationslists" (cited by Barth TC,p.166 from
Mulert's edition of Schleiermacher's Sendschreiben an l#icke,p.31f) by
sppearing as "one of the privileged few who possessed the ‘precious
jewel' of the. #idea' of God snd msn and who enjoyed therefore a secure
basis for their feith...™ (R.R.Niebuhr, Schleiermacher on Christ and
Religion, p.242). Barth comments ironically:"Schleiermacher was
very right when he warned sgsinst driving sway from the church !'the
estimeble men who are caslled 'rationalists'; for he himself would have
had to leavel" (IC, p.203). Schleiermscher was to Berth e rationalist,
inassmuch as he adopted the rationalist's anti-revelation stence, but
irrstionalist in his romsnticism end his non-conceptusl approach to
the divine,

(2) chr.D, p.63
(3) 2R, p.212




2% -

Extre Celvinisticum not so much as a metaphysical assertion but as a
formulation of the truth that revelation is elways s concealment; that is
to say, God's revelstion remsins God's act and is never under human control, (1)

In Die Christliche Dogmatik and Church Dogmetics, it is used not with reference

to any humasn capscity for revelation, but only in its original context in
the discussion of quistology.(z) Instead of speaking of man's finitude
as the reason for his inebility to know God, he spesks of man's sin as the

reason, He replaces the formula finitum non capax infinitl with the

formila homo peccator non capsx verbi Deigs) It would, however, have been

better if he had spoken simply of sinful man as not knowing God, since there
is no question of discussing man's capacities. Sinful men is deprived not
of & capacity to know God, but of actusl knowledge of od, 2nd this is so
because knowledge of God is primarily personal in character end therefore

cernot exist where comunion is lacking.

At the same time, it is true that within faith men's knowledge of
God has certain limitss it is man's knowledge of God, not God's knowledge
of himself, even though it comes about through the activity of the Holy Spirit.
God's truth is sdspted to man's understanding, but at the ssme time, man's
understanding is constantly being brosdeneds His status as e created being
does have some implications for the extent of his understending. His
language has its origin in his relstion to creasted reslity and therefore
is not of itself sdequate to the truth of God. Knowledge of God, strictly
speaking, is an eschatologicsl concept, genuinely present, but awalting
fulfilment.

The accouhit which Berth gives of the rationality of theology in

Anselms Fides Quaerens Intellectum is epplic able in principle not only to

theology but to every scientific discipline., Even in the complex argument

(1) WeG. WM, , Po257
(2) Chr.D, pp.269£f, CD,T12:168F
(3) _025131‘.'252
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of the book, it can be reduced to the comparstively simple statement that
human reason seeks to conform itself to the rationality of the object it
wishes to understand, Not only does it seek to select the most appropriate
method of spproach to the object, which csn be dictated only by the
charscteristics of the obJject itself, whether it be a concrete object, or

& non-concrete force, a series of events or anything else, but it 2lso secks
to understand and lasy bare the intelligibility of the object itself. The
theologian is es much committed to the intelligibility of the object of his
study ss is the physicist to that of the object of his study. The theol-
ogisn is committed to the intelligibility of the object of his study becsuse
revelation is es the Word of God, both speech and intelligible action.(1)
These correspond, then, to the noetic rationslity of the subject, thet is,
to the rational thought of man as he knows the object of his study, an ontic
rationslity in the object. In the case of the objective world of nature,
there is conferfed upon it in the act of coreation a rationality, which even
Heisenberg's principle of indeterminaey cannot undermine, and men has an
ontic retio as hes every other object of study in the crested world. But
men slso possesses a noetic ratio, active in the knowlédge of objects outside

(2)

itself, slthough both the ontic snd noetic rstiones sre created.

God, however, is not a part of the created order, but the Creator

himself, snd is therefore the ultimate ratio or ratio veritatis or ratio

summse naturse. While, therefore, the ontic ratio and its corresponding

necessitas, the necessity of its being what it is end not something else,
precede the noetic ratio and its necessitas, both the ontic snd the noetic
ratio are preceded by the divine ratio, end are dependent upon ite The
noetic ratio cenmot, in consequence,be regarded as creative or normative,
but rather strives to understend the ontic rstio of the naturel order and

elso to understand the ratio fidei, the truth conferred upon the Uredo and

(1) Bsrth argues, similerly, thet theological snthropology esteblishes that
men iB a2 rationsl being because he is sddressed as such by end because it
s thus presupposed that he was created a rational being by God,
CD,III: 231422

(2) FoQeIls, Doubf
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the Bible as witnesses to the truth of Ged. If the recognition of the ontic
ratio of the created world is "a matter of decision that hes to be made from
time to tume" that 1s, the noetic ratio does not of necessity gresp amd hold
the noetic ratio, but the recognition of it is an act - it is especially true
of the recognition of the ratio fidei, and that becsuse God, o is the object
of feith, is subject and not merely object: man never has the tmaith of God
in his gresp in such & way that he csn ignore the God whose truth it is,

by withdrawing his obedience,

"In the Crédo snd in the Bible [ the ratio veritatis] is hidden and
must revesl itself in order to make itself known to us. It does
this, however, only if and insofer ss the Trutly, God himself, does
it. Thus: from time to time, in the event of knowing,itheppens
that the noetic ratio of the veritss conforms to the ontic and to
that extent 1s or is not vera ratio - or (snd this is nominally the
cese in prexi) is to some extent (aliguatenus). (1)

There must be, in all disciplines, sn attitude which may be described
as faith, s commitment to both the existence and the rationality of the
object.(z) Theology does not exist to prove the existence of God from a
position of faith - or for s position of scepticism - but to understand.

So, when Anselm snnounces his proposal to undertske his Christological

investigetions "remoto Christo...quasi nihil scistur de Christo" Barth is

bound to srgue that Anselm does not meean that he proposes a ratiohalistic
proof and solution of Christology, suspending Scripture completely "as

source and norm of his thinking™ and so

"to reconstruct the Credo, spsrt fiom the cantents of Scripture,
tabula rass, from elements of knowledge obtained elsewhere,” (3

In sll its enterprise theology seeks a deeper understanding of that to
which it is committed by seeking to penetrate the inner rationsality of the

object of faith,

Cleariy, sn analogy may be drawn between theology end other

(1) FQI, p.47 (2) of Torrsnce, God snd Rotionality, p.8

FQI, Berth admits however in CD,I31:17 thet the phrase 1s “not quite
©) unobjzgz:{onable" and we may wonder, without prejudice to Barth's own case,
whether Anselm was im fact as certsin of his own purpose and method as is
Barth, Barth srgues thst we must understand Anselnm's idea of proof on the
besis of Anselm's own theological scheme: hence proof is not a demonstration
(continued at the foot o the next page)
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disciplines in respect of this attitude of faith. But equally clearly, a
distinction mist be drswn, for the feith of theology is not the ssme as the
"faith" of natural science. It has s personal charscter, It must, therefore,
also be edmitted thet the distinctive mark of theological knowledge is its

personsl character; it is, as we have said, not only savoir but oonnégtre.

4 further distinction must slso be drewn. The objectivity enjoyed
by theology is entirely different from that of other disciplines, not only
because it deals with an object who is personal, but because its object remsins
"indissolubly subject". Our knowledge of God is therefore dependent not
simply upon our determination to discover the truth, but upon the activity
of the Holy Spirit in opening the mind to receive the truth, For this
reason theological investigation is to be understood ss prayer. Even the
discovery of the non-objectifiability of the physicist's knowledge, its
inseparability from the human observer, cennot slter the distinction that
must be mede in compering the faith of the theologisn with respect to his
object with the faith of the scientist with respect to his, for it remsins

true thst they work with very different kinds of objectivity.

Following the leadbf Anselm, Barth distinguishes between the ontic
ratio on the one hsnd, and the noetic ratio on the other. In order to
understand the object of his investigation, the scientist secks to develop
those mesns and methods available to him by which he is to conform his own
ratio to that of the object. The same is true of the historian, and of the
theologisn, The ontic ratio to which the theologian seeks to confarm his
ratio is the rstio fadei, which is not itself the truth of God, but the truth

conferred by God upon the @redo and upon the Bible. Tt is only in these

(continued from previous page) (3) of the existence of God but the exyp osition
of the nsture of God. To support this, he points out that Genilo is not en
wibeliever but s monk., Bouillsrd, however replies thet the monks for whom
Anselm writes "have been bitten by a taste for dialectic; they demend rigorous
proofs, valid in the eyes of one who, through 1gnorence, does not belie ve. "
(Knowledge of God, p.82). That however is s position which only the fool

could hold, sccording to Barth.
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created forms, and so through their ontic ratio that truth is mediated to
us, 2nd then only "from time to time"™, that is,by the coniinuous action

of the grace of God.

While Barth does not wish to deny that God himself is the ultimate
object of faith, neither revelation nor faith exists without conceptuality,
8 conceptuality which comes to fruit primsrily in the Bible and in the
Creed.(1) Just as we know God 2s he is in himself not immediately but
mediately, through his revelation of himself in Jesus Christ, neither do we
grasp the rationality of God immedistely, but mediately,by means of the
human langusge snd comcepts through which he has, in his grace, permitted
himself to be known and sdopted for use with referemse to himself, Hence
the ratio of the object of faith is conferred upon it, being that which is

contained 1n the Bible and the Creeds. So he says:

" .. it has been said sbout the ontic ratio that truth is conferred
upon it, with the crestion of the ebject of which it is the ratio.
This is of course specially true of the ratio fidei, with which
Anselm deals, For him, it 1s without question identical in the
proper snd strict sense with the retio veritstis. And even here
decision enters into it, not as to whether it is ratio veritatis, but
whether it csn be recognised as such, In the Credo and in the
Bible it is hidden and must revesl itself in order to mske itself
knowmn to us.™ (2)

This last passage also brings us back agein to the status of God
as subject in theological knowledge, for the "decision® character of
knowledge, in the case of theology, is not simply a matter of acknowledgment
of the truth of the object by men, but of God's revealing himself, making
himself known in the "object of feith%.  Although Hamer chsrges Barth with
occaslonalism,(j) and indeed the extent to which Barth emphasises that it is

because Gofl ensbles man to know him that there is a knowledge of God seems to

(1) We heve alresdy srgued that Barth hes in mind primsrily the Apostles
Creed, although he recognises that 'Credo' for Anselm may refer to
sny of the Creeds of the Church (FQI, P.23F)

(2) Ib id, P-1+7
(3) J. Hamer, Karl Bserth, p. vi
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give substance tod the accusation, nevertheless the problem is thst which
Augustine srticulated in spesaking of faith itself as God's gif't snd not as
man's contribution. Not only does man know nothing of God, apart from God's
own revelstion of himself; it is by God's own grace thst men is able to

acknowledge the truth amd recognise 1ts inner rationality.

"Only God Himself cen be the subject of the knowledge of God: the
Spirit which God gives, and which, as the Spirit of God, sesrcheth
the 'deep things' of God, which it alone cen know.... As those who
have received the Spirit of God we know what is sent us from God
in Christ the crucified." (1)

Barth's sense of the grace of God, of the relevance of the Holy Spirit and

of the logic of revelation is so strong that his insistence that faith is

a genuinely human sct seems to some critics to be unconvincing, if not hollow,
30 that he is accused on the one hend of fideism (2) or on the other hand of
reducing everything to grace.(3 ) "~ Man's lack of knowledge of God is due to
the sin which sepsrstes him from God snd his actual knowledge of God is con-
trolled by the revelation of God and thgbeculisr character of the objectivity
of God. Since the understanding thet Barth has of the Word of God comes

to be concentrated increasingly on the revelation of God in Christ, it is fair
to speak of Christ, in 0'Grady's words, as both the sole noetic basis and

(&)

the sole ontic content of theology. In this sense theology is christology,
an exposition of the revelation of God in Christ, by which all of the Bible

is to be understood. Since God hes chosen to reveal himself in word and act,

(1) The Resurrection of the Dead, p.26. Bouillard is quite right to stress
that slthough knowledge of @od 1s due to God's act of grace, it is never-
theless men who knows God, but it is difficult to see how it is that he
is able, on this foundation, to assert that there is s natural knowledge
of Gpod cepable of being demonstrated in a "proof™. (Knowledge of God,
p.127; cf Torrsnce, "Natursl Theology in the Thought of Karl Barth",
R.S. vol, 6 (1970) p.13:f.

(2) M.J,Chsrlesworth: St. Anselm's Proslogion (Oxford University Press 1965),
Pp.41 ff,

(3) G, O'Grady, The Church in Cstholic Theology (hereafter CCT), p.11f.

(4) cCT, p.51; The Church in the Theology of Kerl Barth (hereafter CTKB)
P. 75
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and in act interpreted by snd also interpreting word, it is for theology to
seek to understand the rationality, the rational content, of the Word. Reasonm,

presented with the rational revelation of God, must seek to grasp its content.

2. The Sources of Theology

We have repeatedly asserted that from early in the period after the
signing of the declaration of support for the Kaiser by the 93 intellectusls,
Barth ceme to see the task of the preacher ss the declaration of the Word
of God, and that that task was first seen as the declaring of the message
concerning God's righteousness asnd man's unrighteousness. His early work
is primerily concerned with an attempt to rediscover the "weritable gospel",
the core of the message. God's Word, however, is not simply a message, as
becomes increasingly clear in Barth's work, but a revelstion of Himself, a
revelstion which comes as Word, not as propositional rewvelation, nor yet
solely in the form of a "thus says the Lord", but pre-eminently in the
incarnate Word of God, Jesus Christ. In his interpretation of Christ as the
Word of God, Barth opts for the Hebrew conception of Word, as God's speech
and his declarative ept,gas the controlling factor, rather than the Greek
understanding of "Word" as expressed in the concept of the Logos. If Logos
is to be used, it is interpreted by Christ, rather then Christ being inter-
preted by Logos. We have observed, too, the increasing concentration of

the idea of the Word of ®d on the Incarnstion.

We mast add to this, however, some qualifying remsrks. In the
first plece 1t is importent that we recell thet in his later works, in
particular, Barth emphssises thet it is impossible to drive a wedge between

word and act;(1) the act of incernsation and the act of reconciliation are

(1) In response to Goethe's sttempt, by the mouth of Faust, to rewrite the
opening words of the fourth gospel &8 "In the beginning wss the Deed',
Barth comments "... in contrast to all mere words and all empty deeds,
revelation in the Christisn sense is both Word and Deed st one and the
same time", The Christian Understsnding of Revelstion, "Agsinst the Stresm",

P.215
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themselves revelation, revesling God's love for his creation., They are not
irrational but acts with their own rationslity, and therefore secondly,
"Jord ® refers not simply to God's revelstion as speech, but as rationsl speech
addregsed to man. Thirdly, God's Word is God's adaptation of himself to
humen reception, his adoption for the purpose of revelation of humen language,
or rather his permitting of humsn language to apply to him. 1In order to
become the object «f human knowledge, God expresses himself in terms of human
conceptuality, but that is not to say that God is comtsined by humen
conceptuality, God is, in any case, known only mediately, not directly,

for the lsnguage used does not cease to be humsn language, even though it is

used under the impasct of divine self-revelation, and by divine permisd on,

The divine self-revelation is for Barth very specifically the
revelation of God in Christs he views the incarnstion quite literally as

God's becoming mang

hd L-Thej wntent [of the Gospelj eee 1S God's grace. It means
and is Jesus Christ, For God's grace is jus$t this: that the eternsl
Word of God became flesh,™

"Mhis mesns that, without ceasing to be God, it added out humsnity
to its divinity and received it into union with itself ~ a union which
is not an intermixture but which is indissoluble."™ (1)

If the one individible God reveals himself decisively in Christ, then theology
can be content to find its material in the person of Christs indeed to do
enything else is to accept & worthless substitute for the real thing. Other
so-cslled sources of revelation are of no interest, or if they can be

discussed, it is only in the light of Christ himself.

At this point, however, theology has its own problem of sources,
since it carmot meke a direct appeal to the revelatiopbf God in Christ; it
mst therefore spproach the Bible for its testimony to Christ, as the testimony

of primery witnesses.(z) Seversl points must be made on this topic.

(1) "Gospel and Law" in God Grace and Gospel, P.if

(2) of Ev.Theol. pp. 26ff, 37
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First, as we have already seen, Barth does indeed speek of the Bible
as the Word of God, but only in a mediate and indirect sense. It is the

Word of God, not the words of God, not the ipissimas verbs, but God's

revelation, in the sense that 1t is the means which God chooses to reveal
himself to those who are not primery witnesses of the events of revelation.

The Bible is not identicel with revelation.

"Bven the old formls, 'Thus saith the Lord...', was not intended to
imply that the prophet was about to utter words he had received
from God verbatim, but rather that he was commanded to speak these
words by God.™ (1)

Secondly, therefore, the Bible is and remgins s humen document,

not verbslly inspired, but the product of human sgency:

"The Bible conteins the humsn but suthoritative, the authoratitive
but humsn, documents of the factee..W (2)

The problematical nature of the Bible compels this conclusion, but it does

not remove the authority with which it speaks, Barth is therefore able to
recognise not only the fallibility of the human agency but also the flex-
ibility of language. The Bible was written under the impact of divine revel-
ation but 1s nevertheless a product of human conceptuality. Theology must,
therefore, investigate the conceptuality of the Bible in order to be sble to

examine its own language in the modern age.

Thirdly, it is not simply the Gospels, not yet the whole of the
New Testsment but the vhole of the Bible thet is testimony to Christ, since
Christ is God incsrnate. Barth rejects the view that the 0ld Testament
s ould be treated as distinct from the New Testament, to be understood
solely on its own context. On the contrary, it is to be regarded as a
witness to the one indivisible God end therefore to Christ who. as God

incsrnate is the self-revelation of God end therefore the goal and

(1) Against the Streem, p.217

(2) Ibid, p.218
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fulfilment of the 014 Tostement.(!) The whole Bible, therefore, is to be
understood in the light of the revelation of God in Christ. To treat it
simply as en historical document or as s document on which historicsl
criticism cen make final judgements, is to fail to teke it seriously, to
fail to take it as it intends itself to be taken, To treat the revelation
of God simply on a chronological basis is equally misteken, since the
Christien Church camnot ignore the fact that it I s the revelation of Christ
presented to it: we are not to treat law and Gospel in their chronological
order, but in their theological order, as Gospel and law;(z) we are not

to treat Jesus im his chronologicel progress, from the rsbbi of Nszareth

to the risen Lord, but as the risen Lord who is also the rabbi of Nazsreth.

Fourthly, the Bible is not simply testimony, en obJjective account
of revelation, but reflection on revelation; it is, therefore, slso theology,
as reflection sbout the content of the revelation, as the Church's measuring
of its language sgasinst the reality of revelation, As reflection the Bible
is similar to the Creeds and the writings of the Fathers, snd the Creeds and
Fathers can, therefore, together with the rest of the theological thinking
of the Church, be treated ss relevant for the continuing theological task,

but 2s primary witnesses the Biblical writers must be given precedence.

Not unnsturally, Barth's view of Scripture has its problems. In
the first place, the assertion that Scripture furnishes the data of theology
by pointing back to events in which God has revealed himself appears to gloss
over the criticel questions rsised by the Bible, We must know how to
penetrate beyond the records to the events thet lie behind them, We must
know how to disentsngle the witness from the later accretions or distortions,
Doubtless this is part of the work of exegesiss Barth does not wish to discount

the work of biblical criticism, What Barth is concerned with, however, is

(1) e.g. Ev.Theol. p.28

(2) cf "Gospel and lew" God Grace and Gospel, pPp.3-27 Wingren displays a
lamentable failure to grasp the point when he criticises Barth for-
his rTeverssl of the two concepts (Theology in Conflict, p.115 pessim)
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not exegesis but dogmatics, snd dogmastics camnot awsit the final results of
exegesis before beginning its own work, It must proceed about its work

with caution, engaging in a continuing dialogue with exegesis.

But secondly there is e tension between the Bible as God's Word and
as a humen document which is reflected in the langusge of the Bible. Because
it 1s a humsn record, it is lisble to certsin infelicities of expression over
and above the natursl inadequacy of the language to its objeot, To this
must be added the textusl corruptions due to the process of transmission,

At the ssme time, however, the Bible is ssid to become the Word of God by

God's grace,

Again, we have referred to the Bible as both testimony and reflection,
both record and theology, but 1t is difficult to be sure whether Barth ack-~
nowledges this, or indeed, whether he acknowledges the great complexity of
the Bible at all, He is spt to describe it somewhat vaguely as "what the
prophets and spostles have said®, without making any further distinctions.
Thus, instead of suggesting how we sre to spproach those large portions of
the 01d Testament, especially in the peetical books, which seem to make no
special claim to be witness to the Word of God, he assumes that the whole of
the Bible may be treated as testimony to the Word of God. It seems there-
fore, that there is no room to regsrd the Bible both as testimony and as
theology, beyond the perfectly simple assertion that it is theology to the
extent thet it is humen lenguage used with reference to God. In short, by
simplifying his conception of the nsture of the Bible, he 1s able to invest

it with just that degree of suthority thet is essential to his tkeology.

There is, of course, no external gusrantee of the authority of the
Bible: it cennot appeal to rationalist argument, because to do so would be
to replace the sbsolute aughority which s tands behind the Bible with a
relative authority established apart from the gelf-authentication of the

Bible itself. The statement that the Bible is the Word of God cannot
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therefore, be regarded as synthetic, but analytice(”

If the Bible is the source of the dsta of theology, the place at
which theology must listen for the Word of God, the Creeds snd the writings
of the Church Fathers, hold a secondary, but nevertheless importent place
for theology. They are not primary sources of data, but sources of theolog-
icel reflection which are indispensable to theology becsuse they are psrt of
activity of the Church in reflecting upbn the Word of Gidds The Creeds and
Fothers are of psrticular importance, Barth believes, because they are the
product of the Church prior to its division between easzt and west, and set
certain boundary posts within which theological investigation mey @evelop.
Qf lesser suthority, though still of grest interest, because they also
reflect the dogmstic thinking of the churdh, are the later Fathers and

indeed all the doctors of the Church,,including Aquinas, Luther and Cslvin,

But theology cennot be s simple repristination, repeating the
formilse and exp ositions of past generations, It mst work out for itselfl
the fundsmentsl insights of the faith in dialogue with the Bible., No amount

of sppeal to the dogmetics of thepast can substitute for this one task.

(1)CD,I:2:537, Barth has it seems no answer for a criticism such as thet made

by Hens Conzelmenns "What the Gospels want to be dows not finally determine how
I should employ them today. The question is not whether they were intended to be

source material but whether ... they are® (_Z_._’.I_?hi_._lg, vole 54 (1959), quoted by
Joseph C. Weber, "Ksrl Bsrth and the Historical Jesus" JBR, wol. 3235'5’64)
Pe
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3, Some Specific Congiderations

(a) The Barly Period

In his account of Barth's theological development, von Balthasar
describes his work as consisting of three periods which he entitled
"dislecticel theology", "shift to anslogy" and "enslogy in full bloom, " (1)
The first coverghhe period surrounding the production of the commentary on

Bomans, the second the period surrounding Die Christliche Dogmstik and the

third the period from the beginning of Church Dogmstics, He views the second

period as trensitionsl between what he regards as two very different methods,
characterised respectively by dislectics and by snalogy: indeed, he regsrds

them as antithetical,

Another critic, however, while distinguishing the same three periods
finds that there is a fundsmental continuity between them, He regsrds the
limitation of the impact of the dialecticsl method to "only a smsll segment
of [Barth's:l work" as wholly mistaken,

" .. the interpretstion of Hans Urs von Bslthaser is dictated by the
desire to synthesise Barth's theology with the general Roman Catholic
theology and philosophy that is ruled by the principle of anslogis entis.
&ich an ettempt must foil ... It is not a 'misunderstanding' on the
side of Ksrl Barth when he considers the principle of anslogis entis
es the 'invention of the Antichrist' which stands as a stumbling block
betwhen him and Romsn Catholic philosophy end theology ... The
difference between the principle of anslogia entis snd the method of
dialectics is neither in the realm of doctrine nor in the domsin of
method. It reaches much deeper into the foundation of schematism", (2)

Tsubes' division of the corpus of Barth's writings is made on the basis of
his thesis thet a dialectic may be traced throughout his work: (i) the period
of a "liberal®, synthetic dislectic (up until the first editiopbf Romens in
1919), (ii) the period of negative antithetic dislectic (from the second
edition of Romans to the first edition of the Dogmatics = 1923—1928), and
(iii) the period of an "orthodox" synthetic dislectic from the beginning of

the Church Dogma 1;ics(3>

(1) H.U,von Bslthasar, Kerl Barth:Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie (E.T.
The Theology of Karl Barth).Other Catholic critics follow him, e.g. O'Grady
(CTKB,CCT)and Kiing (Justificetion) but not, agcording to Grover Foley ("The
Catholic Critics of Karl Barth"™ SJT, vol. 14 (1961), P.149) 5 Emanuele Riverso

)

(Lo Teologis Existenzialistics di Karl Berth), Neples, 1955
Nk e 10) and (2] at the foot of the next page.
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It is perhaps, somewhat ironical that Barth's esrly theology
should have been described as dislectical, He did not, so far as I am
eware, use the word to describe his own theology, but preferred to speak of
it as a theology of crisis, or better, s theology of the Word, Pannenberg,
indeed, suggests that the description was fortuitous: it was, he says,
"attached by some spectator or oﬁler"(1) to the circle associsted with the

Journal Zwischen den Zeiten, of which Barth was a founder member, Never-

theless the description has of'ten been used, and hag%;}'.lsputed almost es
frequently, end it is, therefore, our tssk to seek to know in what way the
term may justifiably be usedse The task however, is not made any easier by
the bewildering variety of ways in which it is used, and it may hedp,
therefore, if st the outset, we sttempt some classification of the possible

uses of the terms

The Socrstic dialectic was a didectic method employed to uncover
false assumptions and so to lesd a pupil towsrds the truth, To the monks
of Anselm's time dialectic meant simply the process of rational argument,
leading to proof, ss opposed to mere dogmatic assertion. Kent used the term
to stand for thet branch of philosophy which refuted the sophistries and
removed the illusions to which philosophers were most addicted.(z) Hegel
used it to describe both the process of thought by which contradictions are

seen to merge in a higher truth thst comprehends them, and also to describe

contigued from previous page) . .
(2) Jacob Tsubes,”Theodicy end Theology: A Philosophical Anslysis of Karl
Berth's Dislecticsl Theology, JR, vol. 34 (1954), p.23L

(3) Ibid, p235

(1) W, Pannenberg, art, "Dialektische Theologie®, ReGeGs (3rd edition), vol, 2
col. 169. The description is in the form of s quotation, but Pannenberg
does not cite his source.

(2) A.C.Ewing, A Short Commentary on Kent's Critique of Pure Reason
(University of Chicsgo Press, 1938,) p.200




the world process which 1s the objective side of the thought process.
Kierkegaard took it to refer only to the antitheses which resist synthesis

either in thought or in reality. (1)

On the basis of this far from exhsustive list, we may discerm
several different concepts of dislectic which we may classify as followss
1. a didactic tool
2. rational srgument or criticism (2)
3. 8 "real" diglectic, resolving itself in synthesis or remaining antithetical

L. a process of thought designed either to resolve antitheses or to sustain
them,

When we exsmine the commentary on Romans we find that in the second
and subsequent editions it is used in two ways, as s concept to describe a
"real® dialectic and as the method employed by theology to speak of God in
regponse to the real dialectic. This is not to say, hiwever, thet dislectic
is entirely sbsent from the first edition. Indeed, Taubes maintains thst
it is characterised by a synthetic dialectic, which is represented, chiefly,
we may suppose, by the plstonic flevour of his exposition of reconciliation,
with its talk of man's memory or recollection of what he is supposed to be,
and of his yesrning for his lost origin, But if it is justifisble to speak
of a synthetic dialectic, it is so because of Barth's awareness of the main
thrust of the epistle as an expositiophf reconciliation, Even if it is
sdmitted that Barth's exposition does have a strong plstonic flswvour, it
must also be admitted that he does not lose sight of divine activity which

(3)

is responsible for reconciliation,

(1) H.Diem distinguishes four uses of "dislectic" in Kierkegasard's writing
(Kierkegaard's Dialectic of Existence (Edinburgh, Oliver and Boyd, 1959),
pp. /-10; of review by J.heywood  SIT, vod. 13 (1960) pp. 315ff)

(2) Brend Blanshard's criticism of Berth's dislectical method appears to
turn on 2 concept of dialectic which is e vsriant of this second type.
Dialectic, he says, is a process of thought which "takes us slowly
nearer the goal through o series of zig-zag steps" (Feith and the
Philosophers, p.180) He therefore concludes that since Berth's dialectic
does not conform to this psttern his theology is not dislecticak.

(3) of, for example, AR, pp.18, 26, 60, 190, 290, 3k3.
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Certainly the atmosphere of the second edition of Romeng is very
different. It is charscterised by the use of Kierkegsard's "infinite
quelitative distinction" to merk the contrest between men snd God. Barth
shares Kierkegaard's opposition to Hegel, insisting that there is no
continuity between msn and God but that man is set over against God. This
is the resl, antithetical dislectic of man and God in which the "Yes" of

God to man is not simply the obverse of his "No",

"I have heard that crisis is a dialecticel conception which not only
allows but calls for its opposite - that this negstion, which removes
from humen conduct 2ll false valués may restore it to a new velue,
may return it to its originsl velne - that the question msy be its own
answer, and the argument against msn mey be the srgument for him." (1)

The opposition between men and God, however, is not resolved into synthesis
by a process either in reslity or in thought, nor is the negative paradox
transcended by the greater truth of a positive paradox, in which it appeared
thet Godfs “No" is, aefter all, preceded by snd therefore slso superceded
by his "Yes", () There remeins always, the dislectic of God and man and

of judgément and justif’ication.(j )

In response to this dislectic, theology must adopt a dislectical
method in the wey in which it spesks about God. This dialectic is not

that of Hegels

"I...warn you ageinst tsking refuge in dialectic, for sll that it
would seem to meke for logicsl symmetry end completeness. I simply
ask whether the process sctuslly corresponds with reality."™ (L,.)

Theologicel method is dislectical not simply becsuse the i1deas which it

uses sre incomplete and rsise further questions, but because they involve

(1) WeGeWM., D151
(2) As Tillich suggested in "Kritisches und Positives Paradox" GW,VII,
pp. 216-225 (E.T. in Beginnings, vol. I, ppe. 133-141)

(3) But of, Bouillsrd, Kexl Barth, vol, I, p.93f:"We hesitate ... to oppose the
first snd second editions to each other es a theology of identity to a
theology of contradiction. It is en idea common to both works that the
originsl and final condition of men is sn 'immediacy with God'".

()-i-) WoGchMo, Po151



contradictions and antitheses which are not to be held in tension or compre-
hended in one word, but which are to be recognised as 1rreconcilable and

mutually exclusive and yet still to be held at the seme time,

"To take the revelation seriously in the sphere of conceptusl thinking
means to walk with entire definiteness end determination on the

double path marked out for us by the necessity we sre under to spesk

as men, but about God, We must, for example, in order to recognise
realistically the essential relstion between God and man which is made
known in revelstion, speak of God's judgement and God's grsce. In

order to define God's relation to ell thst is not himself, we mst spesk
of creation and providence; to state fully what the Church s, of its
vigibility and invisibilaty. To gpesk rightly of grace we must talk

of justification and selvetion, of faith and obedience on men's side."™ (1)

What is remarle ble is Barth's insistence that these antitheses are
irreconcilable and, sppsrently as contradictory to the believer as they are
to the unbeliever. But the dialectical method, more suitable as 1t may be
than eny other way of spesking about God, can itself offer no gusrantee that
it is sbout God that it spesks, There is no reason that it

"should be specially cspsble of leading on up to a gate which can be
opened only from within.™ (2

The words of the dislecticsl theologien can only become the Word of God end
therefore be genuinely sbout God ss God himself claims them and speaks

through them to man.

The essential point, however, concerning the dialecticel method
is that it arises from the resl dialectic of the antithesis of man and God

and the reconciliation of maen and God through divine grace.

Before we move on to the period sssociated with the writing of Die

Christliche Dogmatik, it will be in order to make some comments on Barth's

treatment of Scripture during his esrly period. This is so becsuse of' the
very heavy criticism which he suffered, which focusses chiefly around the

accusation that 1t is “pnewmstic exegesis,"

The description originastes in Julicher's critical review of the

first edition of 1:'{0mea;ns(3 ) where it was inténded to clessify Barth among the

(1) T4Ce, Pe300 (2) WeG.W.M., p.212 (3) at foot of next page
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gnostics who laid claim to estoeric knowledge concerning the understanding

of revelation and despised cultures
"Marcion ... held the same position as Karl Barth in his exegesis of
Paul., He proceeded with the same sovereign srbitratriness and assursnce
of victory, with the ssme one-sided duslistic approach of enmity to all

thet comes from the world, culture, or tradition, and never tired of
tossing a few pet idess in front of us," (1)

Jdlicher grudgingly admitted that Bsarth was right to engage in
practicel exegesis, but objected strongly to his claim to have understoad
Paul, which was, clearly, not et all the wey in which JHlicher himself would
have understood him, Pecause Barth's understanding was so different from
that of JWlicher and the mainstream of liberal theology, J8licher felt at

liberty to describe it ss "pneumatic™,

-

The description was taken up and used agein of the second edition:
indeed, it is normally of the second that it is still used, but it is, at
best, a rather vague description and therefore rather unhelpful, Cullmsnn
is more explicit when he observes that the denger of the exegetical method of
Romens is not so much that it is in itself false, but that it msy lead to
allegorisation.(z) At times 1t is very difficult to see the connection
between the text snd Barth's commentsry and Barth consequently invites the

sccusation of arbitrariness,

Clesrly, what Barth wished to do was to spesk the Word of God to his
generstion and saw, as the only mesns of discovering that Word, that a new
engagement with Scripture was necessary, in order to allow the Holy Spirit
to apply 1t. There were, however, two mistekes in his method. In the first
place, despite his affirmetion of the velue of historical criticism, there

was inadequate @lse of it or of the other tools of biblical exegesis, Secondly,

from previous page)

é}) "He does not oppose the historical, but pesses through it to the Spirit. This
is exactly the stendpoint of Origen, except thet Bsrth declares the former's
spirit to be unspirits it is exactly the standpoint of the Gnostics, except
that they, to be sure, were not concerned at all with the historical® (E.T.
Beginnings, vol. I, p.78)e "When has a pneumstic ever let himself be
instructed by a psychic or s hylie?"™ (Ibid, p.79)

1 id, p.78

gzg g?éﬁllflaz:n "Les Problémes posées per la méthode exBg&tique de 1'scole de

Kerl Barth" Rewue d'Histdre et de Pnilosophie Religieuses vol. 8(1928), p.83,
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he appesrs to aim st short-circuiting the theologicsl process, moving directly
from the text to practical exegesis via s criticsl assessment of his own age.
In short, he neglects the work both of exegesis and of dogmstics and consequently

uses the text for purposes which sppesar to have no immediate justification.

Nevertheless, in spite of the criticism msde of his method both by
others and by Barth himself, the foundation stone of his method 1s es firmly

laid in Romens as it is in Church Dogmstics. We may describe it ss the

2 priori cheracter of theological method, but in doing so we are clearly
using the term in a dif'ferent sense from that given to it by Barth. He denies
that theology csn be conducted a priori,contending that it oan be conducted

only a posteriori. By this he means that it is not a deductive science,

arguing from principles and concepts conceived e priori but thet it is
inductive, proceeding on the basis of the data of revelstion. Qur description,
however, refers to the assumption of his theology that God has spoken and
revegled himself agﬁyits procedure in the light of this, as it goes on to
attempt to understand the content of revelation, It does not worﬁ towards

e concept of reveletion but from the sctuslity of the revelation in Christ.
The impact of the encounter of God with msn compels man to undersske a
descriptive exeminstion of the phenomenon of the Word of God. But if we
describe this as a phenomenological method, we must be clear that we are not
dofng $o in the sense of Husserl's phenomenology which seeks, by & suspension
of judgement on the sctual existence of an object of thought, to determine
what is necessary and essentisl to the concept, but to describe the process
of analysing the concept of the Ward of God, at the beart of which lies the
actuslity of the phenomenon, concerning the existence of which there can be

no suspension of Judgement,



(b) Die Christliche Dogme tik

While there is no great emphasis in Die Christliche Dogmatik on the

need for theology to attempt to walk the tightrope of the "Yes" and the "No®

it is nevertheless clear that Berth still considers that it 1s necessary for
theology to attempt to do Justice to the dislectic of its subject matter.

It must recognise the existential or resl dislectic of life, consisting in

the fact thet man before God is in question, snd that the distesnce of men

from God, whatever the contribution of man's createdness, is slso man's fault$1)
Further it must recognise the existence of what appesr to be logicel contra-
dictions in the content of divine revelation., Its task must be to trace out
the dislectic of life and of its own subject matter, without reducing them to

syntheses which asre purely the products of logic.

Only three forms of dialectic are mehtioned specifically, the first
of which is the resl dialectic of God and man to which we have referred
above, The second is contained in the point which he also made in his
discussion of Peterson, namely that theology is dialectical in a sense in
which revelstion is not,in the sense that it is incomple te, tempdral and

fallible truth - it is theologis vistorum - while at the ssme time being God's

eternal, unalterable, infsllible, complete truth in that it is related to
God's truth, (@) In other words, theology has a double aspect: inssmuch
a8s it genuinely seeks to express God's trugh it partskes of the nature of
God's truth, but inasmuch as it is men's langusge it is subject to the

fallibility of human language.

This dialecticel concept of dogms leads to the third use of dialectic

in Die Christliche Dogmetik, which is genuinely concerned with nethod.(j)

Barth bfings us close to a Socratic concept of dialectic at this point, for

he spesks of the dislogical nsture of theology. It is dialectical or

(1) Cbr.D, p.71£F
(2) Tvid, p.122 £

(3) Ibid, pp.u453Ef



-2L5~

dislogical in the sense that it is a conversstion snd it is a conversation
for two ressons. In the first place theology seeks to think about God, but
whereas thinking is customsrily thinking about objects, God is indissolithly
subject. Theology is therefore a conversstion conducted with God, a putting
of questions to God aml an sttempting to articulsie the snswers. Secondly,

it is dialectical because we ere men and must constantly strive for s more

precise understanding of God: it is therefore a continuing conversation,

"Dislectical thinking is a thinking in speech and reply, in question
and answer, so that the conversation does not bresk off, that the
answer is always also question, which then finds its snswer precisely
in the form of the first question put more exactly and so that there

is at base no last word, that would eliminste this movement of question
and answer,®™ (1)

Friedrich Traub objects thet this diaslogicsl form is not essential to
theologys it hss only a didactic and not an objective meaning, end therefore,

while it may be used, there is no necessity for theology to take this form:

"It can also be undertsken in e monological form, snd in scientific
theology that is the rule.™ (2)

For Barth, however, it is precisely when theology is dialogical that it is
genuinely theology and not otherwise, The form of theology is dictated by

its object. Form is itself a part of method.

In practice the dialogical method of theology means that it is an
sttempt undertaken in prayer, to confront sgain God's self-revelation by mesns
of a listening to the Bible and to the past theology of the Church, in order

to understand more precisely the truth of the faitly,

There is still the unresolved question, however, of the resson for
the inadequacy of humen language to exp ress the truth of God. Is it due to
the sinfulness of men, to his createdness or to both? It is easy to confuse
two questions when we attempt to offer an answer, namely,the question of the
adequacy of humsn langusge and thet of the reslity of men's knowledge of God,

It should be clesr, however, thet man's lack of knowledge of God is due to

(1) Ibid, p.456
(2) "Zum Begriff des Dislektischen®, Z,Th.K. vol. 37 (1929), p.387
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his sinfulness. As we have already suggested, it is because the primery
characteristic of knowledge of God 1s its personsl nature, that knowledge

is absent where the relstionship is broken by sin. Revelation does not yield
knowledge purely in the form of savoir, fo%ﬁét is not accompanied by the
establishment of communion, it is not knowledge at all. The insdequacy of
humsn lenguage, however, is a different matter altogether. While it may be
that msn's knowledge of God 1s articulated poorly because of the msrring of

his communion with God by sin, the permesnent inadequacy of langnage is due
solely to man's created statuss it is becsuse he 18 surrounded by a reslity
which is so different from the reslity of God that when he comes to use the
language that takes its origin in his encounter with the reslity of the created
world, that 1t inevitably falls short of the goal of expressing divine truth.,
There is, moreover, one further factor, which does not relate to men's being

at 211l: man's lsnguage is inadequate because it can never claim to have
captured the divine truth. God is not under human control and cannot therefore
be subjected to the kind of questioning which is involved in scientific
experimentation.(1) He is concealed as well as revesled and lamguage asbout
him is therefore adequate only to the extent that God himself allows his

truth to be mediated through it.

In view of this, the only method which, it appears, theology can
adopt, is the dialogical method, coupled with the kind of phenomenology that
we have already described, so that the method adopted by theology is a re=-
examnation of its own understanding of the phenomena of the revelation of
God in Christ, cheracterised by prayer, snd carried out with constant reference
to the Bible as supplying the date of revelation and to the theological reflect-

ion of the churdr in the pages of its dogmatics andits creeds amd confessions,

Tt is our contention that in 1927 Barth alresdy had a firm grasp of
the mejor elements of his theological method, and we have alresdy seen that in

Die Christliche Dogmatik he displsys an understanding of the main contribution

(1) of Torrsnce, Theological Sciemge,p.98




to his work of his reading of Anselm, That is not to say, however, that

Fides Quaerens Intellectum is not significant, £pr as has slready been

pointed out, it sets out in a complete form his understsnding of Anselm and
his conclusions concerning theologicel method on the basis of thet understanding.

Furthermore, it expounds more fully than sny of his previous writings the

nature of theological rationality.

There remsined, however, one problem which Barth had to sttempt to
solve before he re-wrote the first volume of his Dogmatics: he still hed to
meke clear the relationsfip of philosophy to theology. It was already clear
that he regarded the method of theology as more akin to that of natural science-
with the reservstions regarding the character of the divine objectivity which
we have slresdy spoken of ~ than to that of philosophy.(1) Philosophy to
Barth mesnt essentially a process of speculative ressonipng, entirely unsble
to lead the thinker to the reslity of God, but substituting for the free,
active personal God of the Bible either a postulste required only for the
purposes of a moral philosophy (Ksnt) or an impersonsl, naturalistic force
(romanticism) or the sbsolute ides to resolve the antinomies of spirit and
metter (Hegel); It is true that in some respects he has mich in common with
Hegel, Hegel placed the Trinity st the foundation of his thinking; he laid
great emphasis on the assertion that God is God only in actu; he roundly
contradicted Lessing's dictum that accidental truths of history can never become
necessary truths of reason by breaking down the dualism between reason and
history through his doctrine of history as the self-objectification of spirit.

. (2)

Nevertheless, Barth finds Hegel's view, sub specie aeterni, as repugnent

ss did Kierkegaard. The theologisn views his object as 2 men and from a men's
point of view, as the recipient of grace. He does not view his object as

though he were himself God. He @oes not, therefore, se&k to dispense with

(1) cf Torrance, Introduction, p.178; TC, (Introduction by Torrsnce) p.39

(2) Hegel's phrase was sub specie sebernitatis; Kierkegaard sumg always
substituted for it sub secie aeterni. "Kierkegsard suggests in fact that

the metaphysicisn is really claiming to be in tgﬁasame situation as God."
J. Heywood Thomas, Subjectivity and Paradox, Pe. n
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revelation,(” for his business is with revelation, not to seek by bypass it
and to achieve the same results by a process of reasondng. Even if reason
claims that it is necessary to postulate a concept of God, it cannot prove
his existence, nor is the God to whom it leads the God who revesls himself
as trinitarian,
M, .. Christisn theology cen and must differ from a genersl philosophy
of God and the world in the fact thatto Christian theology the factor

upon which everything depends, the activity of God which becomes &vent,
is not an unknown but 2 known factore...." (2)

The first edition of the Dogmatics had given the impression that
Barth proposed to employ a philosophical method in order to snalyse the
concept of the Word of God = indeed to built his whole dogmetics on thst
existential method.(B) Now, even though the endeavour ought to have heen seen
to be false, both by the failure of the dndeavour itself and by its entirely
superfluous character in s work in which he otherwise pursued a phenomenol-

ogical method, yet he set himgelf to meke quite clear that theology can never

be subject to philosophy.

That is not, however, to say that theology can afford to ignore
philosophy, or thset it can dispense with it, for every kind of lasngusge of
which theology mey make use is imbued with a certain outlook on life and the

world, Secretly or openly it profiesses a Weltanschauung. Barth does not

make the mistake, as Tillich wishes us to believe he does, or supposing that

a return to the lsngusge of the Bible guarantees freedom from s Weltanschauugggh)

The aim of theology is not to resuscitate the langusge of the Bible as though
it were a celestial langusge, but to understsnd it, since in it is contained
the primsry witness to God's revelation. Thus, at s later date, Barth is

able to says

(1) Not that Hegel did, but Hegel's concept of revelstion was very different
from Barth'ss Barth complsins that Hegel makes it impossible for revelation
to be a free act of God or for God to reveal any new Word.
cf From Rousseau to Ritschl, p.303F

(2) CD,ITI:3:141
(3) It is important to note that the method is existentisl,not existentialist.

(4) In fairness to Tillich it myst be sdmitted that he recognises thet Barth is
aware of the inevitability of using philosophicsl langusge snd methods in
some degree.(Era, p.8L)
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"A free theologisn does not deny, nor is sshamed of, his indebtedness to
8 perticular philosophy or ontology, to ways of thought and speech,
These mey be traditionsl or a bit original, old or new, coherent or
incoherent. Ngone speaks exclusively in Biblical terms. At least
the combinatiogbf these terms, if not the mesning they assume in his
mind and in his mouth, are, willingly or not, of his own msking,

The Biblical suthors ... far from speaking s celestial language,

spoke in many earthly languages.™ 1

?e
But because /theologian 1s free,

"... he stends ready to submit the coherence of his concepts snd

formulations to the coherence of the divine revelation and not conversely,"

"... he 1s s philosopher ‘ss though he were not', snd he has his

ontology 'ss though he had it not'., A free theologisn will not be
hindered by traditional conceptions from thinking and gpeaking in the
direction from God to men ... His ontology will be subject to criticism
and control by his theology and not conversely. He will not necessarily
feel obligated to the philosophical ksiros, the latest prevailing
philosophy.™  (2)

The freedom of theology means in the first place thet it is able to meke use
of any language, any humsn caspacity for perception, and any humen judgement
"without being bound to any presupposed epistemoldgy.! It cen never be the
slave to any particular philosophy, but cen use current ideas, concepts,
images and expressions.(j) But in the second place theology enjoys - or
suffers - a certain isolation: it cennot be integrated with the other
sciences or"with culture as represented by philosophy" (the programme which
Barth believes Tillich to have undertaken), for

"This end similer attempts to do away with the solitude of theology
cammot possibly ... be carried to completion, for they are based on
impossible presuppositions. Every such attempt supposes that it cen
understand end compart itself as either paradisisc, or perfected, or
divine theology. It considers itself to be paradisiac in a bold resum-
ption of the state before the fall; perfected in s bold presumption thst
trenscends the time still remaining between the first and second coming
of Jesus Christ; or divine and archetypsl in a bold sssumption (4)
rejecting the distinction between Ckeator and cresture. A theology
that was still sinless or alreedy perrected, not to speak of God's very
own theology, could self evidently only be the philosophy and the

(1) "The Gift of Freedom™ (1953), Humanity p.92, cf slso CD,III$3:99 "Every
terminology is s possible source of error, From this truth not even
terminologies bssed on the vocabulary of the Bible are absolutely exempte"

(2) Humenity, pe92f

(3) BEv.Theol.,p.91f, Barth's employment of the term “epistemology! leaves some-
thing to be desired, for what he evidently means is not s theory of knowledge,
an attempt to explain how we know what we know, but a doctrinaire insistence
that every science must use the same method.

(4) The Words used by Berth for “presumptidn® and"assumption® sre "RiHckgriff"
end "Worgriff " both of which appear to be his own invention.
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science. It could not be a special science distinct from rhilosophy
or the rest of the sciences, and still less could it be relegated to
8 dusty corner by these. It would be the philosophy either becsuse
the 1light of God 1lluminstes it or becsuse it is identical witb the
light, However, all that men may here and now know snd undertake

is humsn theology., As such, it can be neither paradisiac ... nor
perfected ... nor by sny means divine." (1)

In view of all this, theology cannot undertske s translation of its
material into another language: 1t cannot, for example, be translated into
the terms of existentialist philosophy, or of idealist philosophy, because,
in the first place, no philosophy cen be sufficiemtly comprehensive to
embrace the whole scope of theology, and in the second place, its concepts and
terms must be allowed to expend if they are used for theologicsl purposes,
so that the philosophy may be transformed beyond recognition. If philosophy
is used by theology - and it must be - its language must be controlled by the
object to which it is applied. ILikewise, if philosophical methods are
adopted by theology they too must be adapted $o that they are appropriate
for the purposes of theology. Furlthermore, not only must skex it be recognised
that it may be necessary to adspt them, but that no one method on its own can

be sdequate,

This last point was worked out by Berth in the essay "Schickssl
und Idee"(z) in which he saw the two methods basic to philosophy 2s realism
and ideslism, Theology can commit itself to neither position, but at the
seme time must draw on the resources and scknowledge the truth of both,
However, while reslism recognises the importsnce of experience, both of the
external world and the inner experience, theology cennot submit to the realism
which produces rationalism from the experience of the externsl world, or
Pietism from the inner experience, It is not that they fsil to reckon with
revelation, but that they trest revelation as given instead of being that
which God gives and of which he is slways in control. Offenbarung must not

be reduced to Oﬁfenbartheit.(B) Theology concerns itself not so much with

(1) Ev.Theol, p.113. The Germsn is difficult and the translstion not altogether
satisfactory.

22g Fud, DPe 54~92
3) Ibid, p.70
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reality, which makes God our fate, but with sctuality - the actuslity of
Bod's dealings with man., It is therefore - and remained for Barth throughout

the rest of his cerper - a fundamentasl axiom of theology that God's Being

1s known im his act.(1>

Idealism on the other hand, hes as its merit the recognition that
the "naive confidence" of realism is unjustified, and the raising of the
question of something not given over against the given object and subject.

It recognises the hiddenness snd otherness of God, but none the less may fall
into the same trap as realism, that of supposing that it has a way to God
which is open to all men at all time, Once again, it must recognise that
the criterion of truth is the self-revelation of God, that the revelation of

God is always in God's own control and thaét 1t cannot be separated from his act.

"Ganuine 1deslism describes sn hyperbola: although it moves from reality
into the sphere of the truth which does not necesssrily coincide with
it, yet it also lesds back from there into reality which is now
understood as the sphere of truth," (2)

Philosophy is necessary to theology inasmuch as it furnishes corcepts and

to some extent methods, but theology is always on its own inasmuch as the
concepts it uses are referred to God; mnot to God in himgelf (an sich) but

to God as he is for us, scting in reconcilistion towards us who sre therefore

(3)

W"hegraced malefactors™,

Theology is not the practice of the art of synthesis, the resolution
of the tension of opposites, if by that is meant thet it presupposes the
logical possibility of the resolution of the tension. That kind of dislectic
is not open to theology, because the resolution of the polarity between God
ard men is not achieved by thinking away the tension in a2 synthesis, but of
resolving opposing wills, of restoring communion. Thus $

"Whether 1t is good theology depends on the sense, in which it

accomplishes the [ dislectical ] reconciliation [ of the respective
opposites,’] not in the fact itself. " (4)

(1) Ibid, p.66 cf CD,II:1:81fF

(2) Pud, p.76

(3) Ibid, p.55, 71, cf 'Offenbarung, Kirche, Theologie® Ful, pp.164EE
(l;-), Fud, p.83
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(¢) GChurch Dogmatics

We ere brought, then, back to the problem of dislectics in theology,

and therefore to his understanding of dialectics in the Church Dogmatics.

We discover, however, that he absndons the use of the term and are hard
Pressed to find examples of the word or its cognates.(1) The regson is
not hard to gnesss it is, in the words of Torrence, due to his seeking to
expunge every trace of a Kierkegaardisn vocsbulary that might suggest, as
it had done to some, that he intended to build his theology on a philosophy,
Nevertheless, a suppression of certain words or phrases does not imply that
the reality to which they refer are sbsent. Indeed we may still speak of

a dislectic in the Church Dogmatics, although the term will again require

careful definition.

T the first place there 1s the kind of dislectic suggested by the
passage just quoted from the essay "Schicksal und Idee%, "the dislecticsal

reconciliation of opposites". In the Church Dogmetics as in his earlier

works, Berth emphasises the opposition of God and men, Even though he does
not use the phrase “the infinite qualitative distinction between time and
eternity® it is quite clear thet God and men sre in opposition. The point

however, is not that Barth wishes to maintsin the sxiom finitum non capax

infiniti but thet he wishes to dwell on the fact that sinful man does not
enjoy communion with, and therefore true knowledge of, Gode That is at

steke is not whether the finite is or is not capable of receiving the infinite,
nor the overcoming of the subject-object structure of reslity snd of man's
relationship to God, but the restorstion of communion between God and man.
Congequently Hegel's solution of the dislectic cannot be enterkineds the
suggestion that the material world is the self-objectificetion of the Spirit,
necessary for God (Spirit) to know himself, which will therefore resolve
itself into a synthesis is not viable for theology, for what is to be
established with God is not union but communion. Man is created not as an

act of self-objectificatiopby God, but as a free act of his love: he is

(1) "Dialectician” is used in CD,I:2:817, but evidently with disapproval,
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therefore different from God, and commnion is only possible where there 1s
8 difference. Msn has his existence only from God, but in that existence
he possesses autonomy, en sutonomy which e s issued in a bresk in communion
occasioned by his sin, Restoration of communion is brought about not by

a dislectical dissolution of the opposition between God and men, but by

the reconciling act of God in Christ, in whom he sdopted humsnity., If

therefore we find in the Church Dogmatics a new synthetic dialectic,(1>

it mst at once be recognised as s dialectic which is the sovereign act of
God, the pattern of which it is the task of theology to trasce out. It may

still be sa8id that theology is dialecticsl in this sense.(z)

Secondly there is the dislectic of the situation in which the work
of theology is done, which means that theology is provisionsal in its results.
This kind of dialectic, again, is carried over from his earlier work. On
the one hand there is the quite undislecticsl certainty "of the realisation
of the true knowledge of God," which rests on God's good-pleasure to be
among men snd to be known by them, On the other hand there is the "dislectic
of certainty and uncertainty'™ on the humsn side - the dislectic involved in

the see-saw of certsinty and uncertsinty as to whether we reslly know God.

"When we sre really unsettled by the dislectic of certainty end
uncertainty which is our part in this event, we are reslly summoned
and compelled to look out to its other side. And then we always
stand before the gocd plessure which is its divine side. In this
good pleasure the decision as to God's knowsbility has already been
taken before snd beyond the decision of our faith and cognition..

It has not been taken only in a being and nsture of God which could
perhaps be closed to us. In virtue of that encroschment it has been

(1) J. Teubes "Theodicy end Theology™ p.239ff. We cen agree with Taubes'
description of a movement from synthetic (LR, ‘o entithetic (2R) to synthetic
(CD) dislectic only in terms of Barth's eerly emphasis on reconciliation,
followed by an emphasis on crisis snd in Chr.D & CD a renewed emphasis on
reconcilistion. These msy to some extent be linked with the external circum-
stances of the times in which they were written, but it is difficult to trace
sny deep or lasting influence on his work, except perhaps for a few
gignificent events,

(2) Tilich objected that Barth's method was not dislectical because he maint-
ained dialectics means that "yes" and "no" are held “inseparsbly together",
wheress Barth he believes, holds them "irreconcilably separated®. The only
true dialectic therefore in Tillich's view is a synthetic dialectic in
which every concept requires its opposite for its completion. He appears
howewer to object more strongly to what he regerds as the “supernatural".
cheracter of Barth's theology then its falge dialectic ("What is Wrong with
the Dislectic Theology?" JR, vol. 15 (1935), p.127£f)
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taken smong us and for use. The result 1s that the truth of the being
and nature of God stends actually and perceptibly before us in all

its divine certainty and it can genuinely be apprehended by us, The
dialectic still remains on our psrt: yet not in such a way that we

are still in the grip of the dialectic, rather in such a way that the
dialectic is directed and controlled from the side of the event which
is God's part. For us the event of our knowledge of God shows itsglf
to be a contimual winning snd losing winning again and losing agein,
But through it all the will}of God is there as the preponderant force,
so that we are not lost in that sscending and descending movement,

but held as by the mercy of God, but for that reason really held.™ (1)

Finally, we find s continustion of the concept of dialectic as
dialogic, even though Bsrth ceases to use the word in this way snd makes some
modifications to the position he adopted in 1927, The "formal task" of
dogmetics is to recall the Church to be a hearing Church. Hence dogmatics
itself seeks to listed to the Word of God as it questions itself sbout the
language used in Church proclamation, It does so in the confidence that

the Church is not forsaken by the Holy Spirit but is genuinely

"the society which already belongs to Jesus Christ end which will
listen to Him when it is addressed in His nesme.* (2)

Dogmetics 1s therefore carried out in obedience and in prayer, end to that
extent dialogically. It does so not in order to proscribe heresy, but

that it should not itself fall into heresy, which is itself s lapse from
obedience. Its task is slways an exsminstion of the kengusge of the Church
whivh is sccomplished by an enslysis and closer understanding of the

phenomena of revelation as centred in Christ.

The method of theology involves a kind of l}inguistic enelysis,
or to be more exact, an snalysis of the langusge of the Church and en attempt
to improve upgn it. It is one of Barth's most insistent assertions that
dogmatics is necessary becsuse the langusge of proclametion is humesn language,
snd that as humen langusge, it is inadequate, It is therefore, necessary
that dogmatics should constantly re-investigete the meaning of the language

iﬁﬁses. But this progremme raises two questions; first, what is the

(1) CD,ILi1:7h £
(2) cD,I :2:810
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réationship between the language and the object to vhich it refers; secondby

how are we to go sbout an exsmination of the language?

1, Barth answers the first question by means of the doctrine of
analogy,(1> but he does not wish to resurrect the scholagtic debste on its
nature, He certainly does not wish to inwvoke Aquinas, Suarez or Csjeten;
indeed to discuss his notion of ehalogy, with reference to theirs, is not an
altogether helpful exercise, for Barth uses the concept in 2 minimal way.
What he wishes to point to is that human langusge is neither univocal nox
yet equivocal when used with reference to the divine truth, but snalogous in
the sense that it is in part able to represent it, but incapsble of conteining
or controlling it,. It is slways, in the first place, dependent upon the
adoption by God of human language as a vehicle for his revelstion of himself,
It is therefore possible for the content of the revelation to be sbsent from
the words themselves. They must be constantly reinvested with God's own
power, Secondly, the words cannot express the full scope of the divine
truth since it is 1tself beyond human comprehension. Thirdly, the words
themselves are human words with their originsl reference to the world of

external experience,

Granted even that there may be a partial correspondence between
human language and divine truth, still Barth finds it necessary to part
company with Quenstedt, as well es with Aquinas and the Catholic Scholastics.
He does sp on account of what he perceives to be a false understanding of
the nature of the knowledge of God, namely the belief that it can be founded
on the basis of s common order of being to which both divine snd human
reality belong, This theory, he believes, suggests that the common order
of being involves the possibility of a reversal of the relationship of
divine and human truth end so a readingteck into the reslm of divine truth
from the realm of human truth. In consequence he rejects the idea of the

intrinsic enalogy, which finds that the attritutes of God are to be found

(1) CE,ITs1:2376F
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properly not only in God but elso in men, in fsvour of the idea of extrinsic
anslogy, where the attiibube 1s found properly only in God snd only by

analogy in man through God's grace. He fears that the assertion of an

analogia attributionis intrinsecae involves not only the assertion of an

analogis entis but with this & dispensing with revelstion.

"Fe added at once that God's truth is not our truth, snd we had to do
so, because from the very outset we understood God's trugh as the

truth of his grace. But in this context at ana rate, Quenstedt
understands by God's truth God's being, and by “od's being the abeolute
being to which ours can be related only as relative being. On the
basis of this materisk definition the statement in Quenstedt is clearly
to be understood ss reversible, Qur truth, i.e. our being, which as
ours can certainly be only relative, is God's truth in so far as God

is absolutely what we are relatively., But relatively we are the

some as God 1s sbsolutely. Thus God's truth is also our truth,

If being snd not grace is the criterion of truth, this reverssl

is ineviteble, In Quenstedt revelstion is not necessary to make us
perticipants in the truth of Gode We are so already, to the extent
that we are, if only relatively, what God is absolutely.™ (1)

The assertion of en anslogia attributionis intrinsecse, then, appears to make

revelation irrelevsnt by removing the need for it. But it is precisely
because God has mdde known his truth to us in Christ that all other claims
to a route to knowledge of God sre mede redundant. Barth bars the way to

the drawing of theological conclusions on the basis of ontological assumptions.

2, Nevertheless, words are applied to God and their mesning requires
therefore to be understood. How then are we to go sbout an investigation

of the language of proclemetion?

It is importent to grasp the fact that when s word is used in
proclamstion its meaning is to be determined by the object 1tself to which
it refers 1n the psrticuler instance, not on the basis of a general discussion
of the mesning of the word in its normal use. In the first place the normal
use, i.e. the way in which it is used to describe the phenomens of humsn

experience, may be so varied as to make such an exercise impossible snd,

(1) CD,IIs1:240F
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in the second place, it reduces the meaning of a word to the common factor
in the wverious usages, instead of explicating the peculiar features of the

perticular objects to which it is spplied.

We may recognise here s fundamental cenon of linguistic analysis,
nsmely that words sre understood not by their meaning but by their context,
that is by the way that they sre used. In his later works, Wittgenstein
conceived of language as a cbllection of word-gsmes instesd of s picture of
facts and postulates that knowing the names in s language is less than learning
how to spesk it, Jjust as learning the nemes of chess pkeces is not learning
how to play chess. In the same way, & nasme without s criterion for its
proper use (i.e. for which there are no rules) has no mesning unless it has
a context, The meaning of & sentence depends on the way in which it is used,
rather than on what it refers to, It is misleading to talk of words "standing
for things" or “having meanings', since everything depends, not on the words

themselves, but on the way in which we use them,

Now it is clear that Barth subscribes to the view that words cannot
be treated as counters, as it were, each with a definite content. Nor would
he sympathise with a view of language that seeks, by e phenomenological
analysis, to discover the essence of an idea or concept. He recognises the
flexibility of langusge and the consequent importence of acknowledging the
need to work on the basis of a recognitiopbf the type of language with which
we are faced. It isy for Berth, especially important thet we recognise the
uniqueness of the referent of theological langusge. However, it is doubtful
whether he woyld be prepsred to go so far as to suggest that theologicsal
language could be described ss s langusge geme in which everything depends
not on what the words refer to but on the way in which they are used. Nor
is Barth’ concerned to make the point which Wittgenstein does, namely, that,
in contrast to the assertions of logicsl positivism, a word can have a meaning
even if there is some dispute about the existence of the object. But both

represent sn advance on logical positivism inasmuch as they both -recognis e the
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possibility of the mesningfulness of non-empirically verifisble sssertions,
and inasmuch a2g they recognise that the logic of an assertion must be
understood from the way in which it is used, and not from the presupposition

that there is only one kind of logic to which sll meaningful statements msy

be reduced,

The language of proclametion is exesmined and understood not on the
basis of treating the words ss counters and thereby attempting to construct
some kind of meaning, but by a2 closer examination of the reality and the
events to which they refer, Thus it is thst we do not understsnd an
asssertion such as "God is father" on the basis of an snalysis of the concept
of a father, for thet could lead to s8ll kinds of misapprehensions, not least
in respect of the possible commotations of progenitorship. Rather we mst
seek to analyse more closely the nsture and activity of God, and understand

®rather" as applied to God, from God himself,

fihat Barth is concerned to deny here is the possibility of

conceiving of God a2s a collection of humen idesls or as conceivable as

(1)

characterised by a series of human concepts raised to en infinite degree.

So he says:

"We possess no snalogy on the basis of which the nature and being of
God as the Lord can be accessible to us, We certainly think we
are scquainted with other lords snd lordships. But it is not the
case that we only have to extend our idea of lord and lordship into
the infinite and sbsolute and we will finslly arrive at God the
Lord and his Lordship.™ (2)

No snalysis of the concept of lordship will yield s doctrine of God apsrt
from God's own revelstion of himself,

"No ides thet we can have of 'lord‘' or 'lordship' will ever lead us

to this ides, even though we extend it infinitely. Qutside the idess
that we can have, there is 2 lordship over our soul, a lordship even
over our being in death, a genuinely effective lordship. Only as we

(1) We find repeated echoes in Bsrth's work of his early struggles with
Feuerbach's assertions, thet theology is merely anthropology col!.lecting
the ideals of humsnity end projecting them upon an imaginery deity.

(2) cD,I1:1:75
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klthW God's lordship will our own idess of lordship have content, snd
Wl'.t',hin their limits, existence., But if an analogy of God fails st
this decisive point, if God himself has to be added to give comtent
and substance to what is supposed to be snslogous to Him, it is
obviously useless as an snalogy of God. Can the idea of lords and

lordships even help us to know God? Of themsel h
hinder." . (1) ves they cen only

Barth goes on to argue that, in a similar way, we can have no anslogy on

the basis of which the being of God as creator, as reconciler or as redeemer
can be known to us. However we must recognise that two s eparate points

are at issue here. The mein point that Barth eppears to be meking at

this juncture, is that speculstive thought working on the basis of humsn
concepts,does not yleld a doctrine of God. It is another form of the
natural theology/revelation argument; what we genuinely know about God,

we know on account of his revelsation of himself +to usi

* .. the relstionship must not be reversed, In themselves and as
such the expectations of redemytion that we can cherish will always
obscure and cover up the expectetion of Jesus Christ, or resurrection
and eternal life, just as definitely as in themselves and as such the
supposed enalogies of God the Grestor end the Reconciler will always
obscure and cover up the truth of these comcepts. Again, therefore,
if this does not happen, if we know about God the Redeemer, neither
wholly nor pertially is it from what we know elsewhere about
redemption., Tt is only through the revelation of His future.™ (2)

The secondary point, however, which is made implicitly, is that the content
of words such as Crestor, when used with reference to God, cen only be
grasped by an investigstion of the reslity to which they refer, and not on
the basis of an etymological snalysis of the word itself or of an enal ysis

of 1ts genersl use.

Barth's position does, however, raise certain problems, just as
Wittgenstein's does. If the lenguage of theology has its own rule s, which
sre dictated by the context of the langusge, are not its rules therefore
opaque to the outsider? Does not theology therefore run the risk of being

charged with a Wittgensteinisn fideism?(z’ ) Certal nly Barth belimves that

(1) Ibid, p.75¢
(2) Tbid, p.78f

(3) of. T, Penelhum, Problems of Religious Knowledge t'London Macndlla}zg‘% 1971),
” P P
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the trutn of theological langusge is, strictly spesking, accessible only

to the believer, but he is not necesserily committed thereby to a denial
that it hes any meaning 2t a2ll to the unbeliever, Clearly there must be
some connection with other "language-games" since they have s common factor
in langusge itself, Rather, what appears to be in Berth's mind is that
theological language is language sbout God only becsuse God has chosen it
and permitted it to carry his truth, But this fact does not permit the
removal of the lenguage from its context, Believer and unbeliever alile
are obliged, if they wish to understsnd it, to return to en examination of

the context in which it is used,

There is, then, some analogy or point of comparison between the
notion of lordship ss applied to God, ss there is also between the use of
"ocause™ with reference to men and to God.(1) There 1s in this case what

he calls an énalogis operationis between the two; but humsn causality does

not provide sn understsnding of divine causality.

"If the causal concept is to be applied legitimstely, its content and
interpretstioh must be determined by the fact that what it describes
is the operstion of the Fether of Jesus Christ in relstion to thst
of the creature.® (2)

Qur understanding of the divine causality cen only be achieved on the basis

of the divine asctivity itself and therefore "only by revelation and in faith."(s)
But Barth goes further to argue that s true understanding of such concepts

as causality, Fatherhood 2nd so on cen only be grapped by sn understsnding of
the words as applied to God, for in God they have their original truth.

The creaturely csusa owes its charscter not to itself but to God and is
therefore cause only in & secondary sense. In reveletion God claims our

words for his own, so that:

"the use to which they sre put is not ... an improper and merely
pictorisl one, but their proper use." (&)

(1) CD,III:3:98fF
(2) Ipid, 105

(3) Tvid, p.107
(&) CD,IT31:229
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Thus, when spplied to God, our words are not slienated from their originsl

object, and so from their truth, but on the contrary, restored to it.

"For exsmple, the words "father" and "son™ do not first and properly
have their truth at the point of reference to the underlying views
and concepts in our thought asnd langusge, i.e. in their spplicetion
to the two nesrest male members in the succession of physical
generation of men or of animal creation generally. They have it
first and properly at a point to which, as our words, they canmnot
refer at all, but to which, on the basis of the grace of the
revelstion of God, they may refer, ond on the bagis of the lawful
claim of God the Creator they even must refer, and therefare, on
the bazis of this permission snd compulsion, they can actuslly
refer....™ (1)

Barth has taken & quite startling step, because he denies quite
categorically the possibility of moving forward to s provisional meening arnd
understanding of the use of words with reference to God on the basis of the
classificetion of their meaning in humen tsage. A proper understanding
of their human usage is only to be geined, he asserts, on the basis of their
divine usage. But we are,of ourselves, quite unable to restore them to
their "proper® use: thst can only be achieved by God himself in his

revelation.(z)

The implicetion for the proclametion of the church would seem to be,
then, that in its presching it cannot be permitted to adopt a technique
thet relies on s "repgtition of the story" until "the penny drops" when a
disclosure tekes place snd the "characteristically different situstion"
unfold s itself, for true proclemstion focusses on the contrast between
humsn snd divine reslity and must therefore present the distinctive qualities
of the divine nsture in contrast to all human snalogies. At first sight
this seems to meke all telk of analogy meaningless, It is as though Barth
wishes to have it both ways. lNevertheless, the point may well be that the
"analogy" may conjure up the "characteristically different situation" but
it must not then be allowed to be the 1nterpretative tool.

Thus, for exsmple, we have to see the prologue to the fourth gospel not as

sn attempt to interpret Christ to Hellenistic readers by meens of the Logos,

(1) Ibid (2) Ibid, p.230
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but to interpret the lLogos by means of the Christ. The point 1s not that
Christ is the Logos but thet the Logos is Christ snd therefore it is not

possible to understend Christ by sn analysis of the concept of the Logos,

We detect, however, s certain ambiguity in Berth's understsnding of
the language of theology, for, although 1t is quite clear that he regards
the method of theology as an anslysis of the language of theology in relation
to 1ts object, yet, in his use of Panslogy® to designate the relstionship
between the object of the lsnguege and the langusge itself, it is not
entirely clesr how he understands the word analogy. He does, indeed, express
dissastisfaction with it, but nevertheless continues to use 1t., At times,
however, he seems to ascribe the inadequacy, and so the analogical nature,
of human lengusge to the fact that it is humsn langusge, but at other times
to the fact that it is pertial becsuse God's self-revelation is a veiling

as well as an unveiling.

"That God also veils Himself in His revelation certsinly excludes

the concept of parity ss a designsation of the relstionship between

our word and God's being. And that God also unveils Himself in

His revelation excludes the concept of disperity. We are therefore
forced to avwveil ourselves of the concept of sn2logy by the fact that
in God's revelation both His veiling snd His unveiling are true.” (1)

We may suppose that, since Barth's msjor emphesis in his discussion
of the knowability of God lies on our dependence wpon God's decision to
meke himself known, the task of theology is not so much to improve on the
lengusge of the Church, but to reech out towerdsits content, The words
themselves do not express the divine truth - theology must, in f sith and
prayer, allow the Holy Spirit to reveal God through the words as they are
brought again into contsct, as 1t were, with the events to which they are
witness, Here agsin we find ourselves brought back to the dialectic
element in theological method: the dialectic of the event of knowing God,

which is our dependence upon God's decision,

(1) cD,IIs1:235¢
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What we have called Barth's a priori method, snd his view of theol-
ogical language, sre very closely related ipfthe structure of his dogmatic
writing. He does not work towards a doctrine of revelation, but commences
with it, andspecifically with the revelstion of God in Jesus Christ. The
task of theology with respect to the language used with reference to this
revelation, is to unfold the logic and mesning of the revelation of God
in Christ, to cell the Church to listen to God's own Word in the event
of the Incarnstion, so that it should then become again the teaching Church,
The theologisn cannot himself restore to the word ®revelation® its proper
meaning, but he can draw it back into contact with the witness of the
events of revelation., Similarly, he cennot restore the word ®covénant®
to its proper meaning, but he can sttempt to explicate and investigate
the logic of the divine covenant made with men in Christ, He can also
examine the meaning of evil in the light of the revelation of Gods it
becomes the possibility which God bypassed, ond so "Nothingness",

A genuinely theological understsnding of sll these things cannot proceed
unless preceded by a knowledge of God in has self-revelation, All
theology is therefore Christology since it places st the centre the divine

revelation in Christ, as its presupposition, norm ard source of illumination.
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Le The Structure of Dogm tics

Barth displays what may secem to some sn almost pathological fear
of systems, Whet, infact, he does fear, is the subjection of the
material of dogmetics to a system imported from outside. It would be
possible for exsmple, for an attempt to be mede to structure dogmatics
in accord with an Hegelisn dislectic; but even 1f it were possible to
avoid subjecting 1t to the presuppositions of the dislectic itself, so
obscuring the character of the divine revelation as a free act of grace,(ﬂ
there would remsin the danger of the structure becoming fixed snd so
dominating the content, instead of allowing the content to be the

controlling factor,.

Nevertheless, it has been charged that Barth, having rejected all
systems, does ultim tely produce a systematic theology. The charge,
however, may ignore the mesning which Barth atteches to system. YSystem”

is not 2 synonym for ¥structure® but meens

", .. 8 structuPe of principles and their consequences, founded on

the presupposition of a basic view of things, constructed with
the help of wvarious sources of knowledge snd axioms, and self-
contained and complete in itself.™ (2

It 18 an architectonic, relasting the whole structure together by means of
basic principles, But more than this, system for Barth means something
which does not spring directly from theology itself and consequently is a

violation of the sui generis character of theology, resulting in a

’_.e-ru%ae'\s erg Ao Xxevos

"The subject of this dogmetic exercise wilyhave to attend to this
analysis and so in that way build up the system, thus being

relievgd of the duty of obedience in other respects. Will this

be the obedience which corresponds to the Word of God? The instrusion
of the type of lsw by which alone a dogmetic system of this kind is
possible will clearly contradict the objectivity (Bachlichkeit)
required of dogmetics by the mere fact that in consequence the
‘putonary of dogmetic work will be eliminated and therefore the
completeness of the obedience owed will be imperilled.™ (3)

(1) of From Rousseau to Ritschl, p.30L
(2) cD,T:2:861 (3) Ipid
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Barth's fear is that the Ward of God as the norm of theology will be

replaced by the system - and indeed, he even suggests that the system

will become the object of dogmstics, whether the system be an idealist
philosophy or a conception of the M“essence of Christisnity”., A system affords
an g _priori principle or basic view which becomes s secure platform for
thinking or spesking, and which therefore usurps the plsce that can be
occupied solely by the Word of God, on which man 1s dependent and to which

he cen only listen, never having it in his control,

It may be thought thet Barth's contentions about the lack of room
for system undercut his own s_priori method, thst his "presupposition" of
the revelation of God in Christ assumes the role of s systematic principle,
To that, however, he might give the sesme answer ass Socrates gava to Hegel
in Kierkegsard's Journsl entry.(1> In other words, it is impossible to
sttempt an investigetion of the content of revelastion without first
assuming the existence of rewvelation, Indeed Barth goes on to 2dd thst
the Word of God cennot itself be a system, in the sense of a presupposed
view point, since it is to be submitted to by the theologian: it cannot

be wielded by him, Thus he concludess

" .. the unfolding and presentation of the content of the Word of God
mist take place fundamentally in such a way that the Word of God is
understood as the centre and foundstion of dogmatics and of Church
proclametion, like a circle whose periphery forms the starting
point for s limited nunber of limes which in dogmstics are drawn
to a certain distasnce in all directions, The fundamental lack of
principle in the dogmatic method is clear from the fadt that it
does not proceed from the centre but from the periphery of the
circle or, metaphor spart, it will refrsin from presenting the
whole as a whole.,™ (2)

There csn, then, be no attenpt to present dogmstics as an

architectonic and Barth would cleim that his presentation is not srchitectonic,

(1) "Socrates: With what assumptions do you begin
Hegel: From none at all
Socratess That is quite possibley perheps you do not begin at all™

(Quoted by J. Heywood Thomss, Subjectivity snd Paradox, p.91n)

(2) cD,I:2:869
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for all the alleged beauty of its structure. His reply, for exsmple, to wvon
Balthssar's cherge of "Christologicsl constriction"(1) reveals that for him

& Christological stance does not represent s constriction at all, but rather
the very opposite, for to be genuinely theological is precisely to be
Christological, (2)

Dogmetics is Christologicsl, snd must run the risk of being accused
of meking C hristology a systemstic principle, becasuse it is in Christ thst
God mskes himself known. That revelation is the norm for 21l other
theologicel thinking snd for the understanding of the rest of the Bible.
Christological thinking is not s metter of deduction from a given principle;

like an Hegelian decret of the universe

"It is ... quite out of the question of start with certsin prior
decisions (e.ge conceming God, men, sin, grace, etc.) and then
to support these christologically.

"The only decisions which can have any place are those which follow
after, which are consistent with thinking which follows Him, which
arises in the course of christological thinking and the relasted
investigations, definitions and conclusions. The obligationto
give to christological thinking this unconditional precedence, this
function of a basis in the strict sense, seems to me to be imposéd
quite simply by the charascter of the living person Jesus Christ as
the almighty Mediator whom it mist follow.™ (3)

Caristologicel thinking ss a principle for dogmstic investigation, snd
therefore for the structure of dogmatic writing, means Christology in a
broad sense rather than s narrow one.(b) Even though Barth presents
revelstion as identicel in some sense with the act of reconciliation, it
is not exhsusted by the concept of reconcilistion or atonement and Barth

consequently rejects the Reformstion tendency to subordinate all other

(1) Kerl Barths: Derstelling und Deutung seiner Theologie, pp.20iff,
Von Balthasar does concede that while it is a Denkform, 1t is not a
philosophicel Denkform.

(2) cf CD,IVi11768
(3) CD,IVi3:175
(4) Althodgh von Beltheser prefers to use the word "Christocentric" to

“Christological®™, de Senerclens points out that it "seems to indicste that th

theologian, established on the ground of a given Christien thought, be it
catholic, protestant or whatever, strives to centre his thought on Christ,"

This however i1s not the meaning of "Christological™ which is rather that the

theologisn opens himself to the reveletion of the Word of God incarnate in
(continued at the foot of the next page)
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insights to the account of reconciliation as submission to s system.,. We
might sey that it is »a constantly recurring theme of dogmatics, but 1t 1s not
its organising principle; for theology kas no other orgsnising principle
than the Word of God itself, God's freedom to spesk through the events of

revelation in the person &f Jesus Christ,

It is this affirmation which lesds critics to contimue 4o speak of
Barth as engaging in pneumstic exegesis. The theologian can rely solely
on the Holy Spirit as he seeks to Ylisten™ agsin to the VWord of God, but
this seems to open the gates to pure subjectivism with no interpretative
standard. Ehis, however, is to misreed Barth, to fail to recognise, in
the first plsce, the position occupied by the Church,(1) and , secondly, to
read "subjectivism® for the Holy Spirit. Even though sppeal to the doctrine
of the Holy Spirit may have frequently been camouflage for subjectivisnm,

that fact 2lone does not authorise the exclusiogf rom dogmatics of the Holy Spirit.

None of the traditional doci of dogmatics can be permitted to become
en organising principle, whether it be the doctrine of reconcilistion, or
of creation, or redemption, or of God. For Berth a1l must be subordineted
to the one indispensable factor - the revelation of God as the Word of God.
Hence there is no specisl order required for the structure of dogme tics.
Indeed, any order is liable to give the impression that it is the product

of the adoption of a "key position" rather thsn of purely didactic intentions.

(continued from previous page) (3) Jesus Christ. De Senerclens therefore
prefers the word christological, because it establishes a link with the
nerrower sense of the Word ("Ls Concentration Christologique" Antwort, p.4191)

{ 1) Berth appears to believe that the daf'ference between himself and Kierkegsard
1s to be found in their respective views of the Church with respect to theology.
He speaks of Kierkegsard's ®pronounced holy individuelism® (Fragments Grave and
Gey, p.99) but vhile 1t is true thet Bsrth diminished his own stress on sub-
Jectivity (cf J. Heywood Thomas 9The Christology of Sgren Kierkegasrd and Karl
Barth® Hibbert Journsl, vol.53 (1954-55), p.281) it is not necesssrily the case
that for Kierkegeard 2 stress on subjectivity means a corresponding absence of
room for the Church, Indeed, Kierkegaard had a lively doctrine of the Church
and this may be another case of Barth freeing himself from the influence not

of the reel, but of the "phentom" Kierkegserd. (cf P. Sponheim Kierkegsard on
Christ end Christisn Coherence (London, S,C.M. Press, 1968), p.208ff;

A. McKinnon, art.cit.
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So he concludes;

", .. to begin with the doctrine of God cen essily arouse the suspicion
that the characterisation of the subject of the divine work and
activity involves the construction of & kind of key-position, wheress,
if this doctrine forms the sim and end of the whole, gathering up the
results of the three other parts, it will have s position which is
unpretentious but at the ssme time significant. DBut the denger of
systematising one of the other three, which will have to be given the
precedence, is grester than the danger of systematising the doctrine of
God, becsuse the reslly pressing temptations to mske dogmatics the
development of s basic view find far stronger weapons of attack in the
verious aspects of the concrete work end activity of God."™ (1)

The least pretentious way to stert dogmetics, then, is to commence with

the doctrine of God, for that will srouse lesst suspicion. Moreover,

w .. it is easier to spesk sbout crestion, atonement and redemption
if there is an existing understanding concerning the One about whom
it has all to be said...." (2)

The actusl srrangement of dogmatics, once the prolegomena have been stated,

is a metter of practical convenience, but the loci themselves sre intended

to reflect the loci of revelation, that is to say, the points on which
revelstion focueses. The one principle which is supreme is that the
whole dogmatic enterprise tekes its cue from the bélief that God hes

revealed himself: this principle controls the whole of the work of

dogmatics.

(1) OD,I:2:880

(2) Ibid



PART




~270=

CHAPTER SIX

EVALUATTON

1. Introduction

In the course of e discussion with Daniel Day Williams and others,

Tillich is reported to heve mede the following cbservetion i

"After [ Korl Barth'sJ dsughter-in-lsw heard my lecture in Chicago
she saids 'Now I understand what the difference is between Barth
and yous You start from below, namely, from the humsn situation
and go up; end he starts from sbove, he starts with the Trinity
immediately in the first volume [ of Church Dogmstics™| snd then
goes down as much as possible” I was very much impréssed by this
description becsuse I felt there was s basic truth in it. Then I
told this to Kerl Barth he wes equally struck, He wss absolutely
excited sbout it and said, 'Yes, I stert from sbove, I have a vision
as if s light cesme from sbove and there I stert! ... I think its
unsound theology but certainly its religiously possible.™ (1)

It is a pity that Tillich did not go on to relste vhether Barth thought

his daughter-in-lew's assessment of Tillich was as accurate ss thet of his
own approach, There cen be little doubt, however, thet Barth's resction
to Tillich's approach would have been much the seme as Tillich's to Barth's,
nemely thet it is "unsound theology™. It might be added that it would be
unlikely that he would have added any comment about it being "religiously

possible" !

Dbubtless there is truth in this sssessment, snd we shall tske up
the point sgain later, but it is too facile to be accepted as any more than
an outline statement and certainly cannot be thought of as an exhaustive
account of the difference in methodology between Barth andTillich, It is
by no means the case that a simple comparison mey be made between them,

Not only must we take into consideration s degree of development in both

(a far grester degree in Barth than in Tillich) but also the peculisr

(1) H.R.Landon (ed), Reinhold Niebuhr : s Prophetic Voice in Ogr Time, p.L9
cf also P, Tillich Perspectives on Nineteenth and Twentieth Century
Protestant Theology, p.242
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obscurities of each, Both are apt to make undefended assertions, but
whereas Barth displays a passsion for precision which leads, st times, to
such extensive definition that 1t is difficult to determine exactly what
he has seid, Tillich tends to be deliberately smbiguous and to exploit this
ambiguit%jl Nevertheless, it is our belief thst the preceding chapters
have e’ osed the outlines and the principle motifs of their respective
views on theological method. In this final chapter we shall attempt

some evaluation, in the course of which we shsll seek to relate them to

their Kantisn heritage,

At the outset,however, it may be helpful to clarify the ways in
which the concept of methodology msy be used, in order to draw certsin
importent distinctions. It may be used, first, much in the wey that it
would be used, for example, in the discipline of physics, that is to say,
it may be used to describe the series of operations in which the subject
engagew with his material, These operations may, indeed, be reduced to
the pattern of what may be described as a transcendentsl method, a series of
operations which are common to all dlsciplines.(z) In each discipline
they take on forms appropriste to the materisl st hand. Thus, in the case
of theology, the operations will refer to the material availk ble in the form

of biblicel literature and of the documents of church history snd theology.

(1) of Howerd W. Hintz who remsrks that Tillich's weskness centres in the
"$agueness and circularity of the definition of the original terms®, an

assertion he illustrates by demonstrating the circulerity of Tillich's
srgument in "The Religious Symbol". He msintains that Tillich's comcept
of God and of concern are empty of mesning since no precise definition
can be given to either. ("On Defining the Term God", Religious Experience
and Truth, ed. S. Hook p.260) cf also the account by Nels Ferré of a
conversation between himself, Frederick Ferré and Tillich
(83T, vol. 21 (1968) p.159f)

(2) of Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology: Lonergan finds that there
are four activities which together meke up the trans?endental method.
They ere attending, understanding, judging end deciding.
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However, st just this point, theology meets s formidsble problem,
for an attempt to describe the series of operations it performs with respect
to the materials aveilable to it necessarily requires that certein assumptions
should be made about the nature of the object of theology. Whereas the
Reformers displayed no uncerteinty at all on this question, it became a
matter of increasing concern to theology in later generations, and it is
clear that there is no general concensus of opinion. Indeed, it has been ™!
s fundamental aim offour study to illustrate the way in which the different
conclusions of Bsrth snd Tillich on this question lead them to very
different conclusions on other aspects of theologicel method, Differing
conclusions concerning the nature of the object of theology sre reflected
in differing conclusions sbout the way in which the material should be

treated and indeed, about the range of material relevant to theology.

Qur chief concern, therefore, is not to produce s purely descriptive
account of the technical processes by which theologisns engasge with the
material of the Bible or of systematic theology, even though the point is
relevant to our study. It is, rather, to give an ascoount of the pitinciple
features of theologicsl method in s second sense, at the point at which
theologians seek to scwmomplish s constructive task on the besis of the
date furnished by the technical processes. Here he mst decide what is the
precise object of theology and seek to show what methods are relevant to
approach it. Is the object of theology s divine referent, or the religious
activity of men, or something yet unnsmed? It is insufficient to assert
that the object of theology is the truth of the documents, because the asser-
tion does nothing to tell us what documents sre relevsnt to the search for
the truth, nor does it tell us what methods sre appropriate for the search,
The second sense, therefore, in which we must spesk of method 1s the sense
in which theology seeks its ultimate object; we may, perhaps describe this

as the vertical direction of theological method.

In addition theological method has 2 third aspect which derives from
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its role as a function of the church, directed towards proclametion. We
may describe this third sense as the horizontsl direction of theological
method, by which we mean the intention of theology to serve the concrete

needs of the church as .1t engages upon its task of proclamation.

It may well be that theology must exist in s state of permsnent
tension between the horizontal and the verticel directions, between the
ultimate goal and the proper object. We must, therefore, consider the
relstionship between the two factors and in perticular, consider the
extent to which the procedures involved in achieving the goal must influence

those involved in epproaching the object.

2. The Concept of God

When Kant sought to show that the arguments for the existence of
God were untensble, it wes not his intention to create a case for the sceptic
or for the atheiste. On the contrary, he believed that his criticism of
the srguments strengthened the case of the theist by removing unnecessary
and confusing encunbrances, He argued that the mode characteristic of

metaphysics is not knowkdsebut faith end so concluded

"T have therefore found it necessary to deny knowledge, in order
to male room for faith."™ (1)

To deny knowledge, however, was not to deny the existence of God nor et to
cast doubt on it. Indeed, he argued thast the concept of Go@& is necessary

to pure reason, not ss a constitutive but as a regulstive principle, required
in order thst reason should extend, as far es it is able, a systematic unity
to all experience. On the other hand, practical reason requires the

concept as a necessary postulate of ethical thinking.

(1) Critigue of Pure Reason, Bxxx
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So much Kant will allow: for pure reason God is & regulative
principle, for practicsl reason 2 necessary postuls te, An investigation
of the concept must therefore restrict itself to the limits prescribed
by these two, The outcome wes the reduction of theology by Liberalism
to ethics. But liberalism was not the only response to Kant,
Schleiermacher, for example, rejected Kant's rationslism end substituted
for it s romenticism which sought to reverse the trend towards e sharp

dichotomy between science snd arlture which Kant's views encouraged.

Both Barth and Tillich are in conscious opposition to the libersl
tradition and seek to find snother way for theology, which involves a
fundamental decision sbout the concept of God which they espouses But

the conclusions to which they come are very different,

On the one hand, Tillich appesrs to accept the challenge of Kent's
rejection of the classical arguments, of the Cartesian type of rationalism,
and of the Reformation tredition, and sttempts to find a visble slternative
to Kent's concept of God. In so doing he draws heavily on Schelling and
Schliiermacher and, indeed on the whole of what he describes as the classical
tradition of ontology. "God" is therefore conceived in ontologicel terms,
but Tillich seeks to awid Ffalling into naturslism or pantheism by means
of what he calls a "self-transcending natum@lism", The nstural order
points beyond itseif, not to a supernatursl being but to the ground or

depth or power of its own being.

Barth on the other hand, rejects not only the Kantian concept of
God, but also the ontological interpretation which Tillich adopts.
Défying all accusetions of repristination, he insists thet the only possible
concept of Cod is the personal conception demended by the revelation of
God himself in Christ. If theology is involved in 8 "supernsturalistic"
concept of God, it must accept it as a consequence of its dependence upon
revelation, however uncongenisl it may be to contemporsry attitudes, for

"God™ is the nsme of the divine person who has revealed himself in Christ.
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When we turn to the question of faith and knowledge, we find that
Tillich rejects the sharp distinction made by Kant, as restricting too
greatly the scope of the concept of knowledge and cresting unnecessary
barriers between disciplines. He argues that the basic element of
knowledge is uniong Khowledge,thereforej?ippropriate not only to science
but also to theology, because the knowledge of God 1s a kind of mystical
union, involving both intuition of, and apprehension by, the Unconditional,
It is union with the ground of being. But the concept of union which
Tillich expounds is 1tself smbiguous. Without sdequate definition and
exp lanation it blurs the distinctions that have to be made between

different disciplines,

Like Tillich, Barth rejects the sharp distinction between faith and
knowledge, but he understands the knowledge of God in s different way from
Tillich. It is, rather, the kind of knowledge that is commensurate with a

personal relationship: it is communion rather than union.

Thile Tillich's view dan only with difficulty be construed ss
orthodox, the more obviously orthodox view of Barth scarcely seems to
display an understanding of theology as a discipline which is constantly
pushing forward. If we find thet the categories of Scholasticism are
inadequate or insppropriate, may we not also find thst elements which had
been thought to be fundesmental to the corcept of God msy also be insappropriate
or inadequate? Is there any reason why an ontologicsl concept of God
should not be the most adequate yet constructed? Or are there certain fixed
points for theology? Cleerly, Bsrth believes that there are such fixed
points, one of which 1s the fundamentally personsl charscter of the divine
self-revelation in Christ. For Barth, to sbendon this point would be to

abandon theology to existence upon a quicksand,

Equally clearly, Tillich is uncertain. While on the one hand he
wishes to sffirm his sllegiance to traditional Christian theology, he also

wishes to maintain that theology should consider the religious experience
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not simply of Christisns but of mankind in genersl. But this is not to
say that he believes there are no fixed points. He would regard the

divine revelation in Christ as personal (albeit in a very different sense
from Barth) but he is inconsistent about its precise place, Similarly, the

kerygma is @ fixed point, in respect of its content, but its form will

chenge according to the situation.

Thiis the concept of God which each produces is controlled by the
kind of framework within which they think - in Barth's csse this framework
is a tradidtionsl biblical one, while Tillich's is en equally traditionel,

but ontologicsl framework.

3. The QObject of Theology

As we have seen, Kant denied the possibility of knowledge of God
because, as he argued, God has no phenomenon, The object of theology,
therefore, is not the revelstion of God or the Word of God, but the concept

required by pure reason or the pdstulate of practicsl resson., Thus in his

Opus Postumum he defined God in terms of the moral laws

"God is not 2 being outside me, but merely a thoudght in me.
God is the morally prectical resson legislating for itself,
Therefore there is anly one God in me, 2 bout me, sbove me"™, (1)

Now whether theology takes as its object the concept of God required by
pure or practical reason or whether it tekes the Christian religious soul-
states, ss Schleiermacher supposed, it seems to fall under the accusation

of Feuerbach that it is in fect not concerned with God at all, but with

(1) Kent's Opus Postumm ed Erich Adickes (Berlin, Reuther and Reichard, 1920)
D.819, cited by Lewis fhite Beck in his introduction to Kent's Critique
of Practical Reason (University of Chicesgo Press, 1949), p.4B
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men and is therefore nothing but a thinly disguised anthropology.

There can be no doubt thet Barth felt the force of Feuerbach's
critique and its application to the msinstream of nineteenth century theology
and felt keenly the need for theology to take God as its object or perish,
For this resson he felt himself compelled to press back behind Kant to re-

discover the true nature of divine objectivity.

In his conclusions there is one point at lesst wt which he is in
agreement with Tillich, slbeit a negative point. They agree that if
objectivity is to be predicsted of God, it cannot be of the kind that treats
God as one object smong others, as a member of the natursl order: GCod must

be distinguished from all other objeets of humsen perception,

For Baerth, this means, in the first place, that there is no question
of objectificstion with respect to God, It 1s for this reason, we have
srgued, that he uses the word Gegenstend of God, rather than Qbjekt. God
cannot be sibjected to the kind of scrutiny to which objects in the natursl
world may be subjected, Some other approach must be adopted because although
God gives himself in revelation to be known by men, he does not put himself
at man's dispossl or under man's control, Knowledge of God is the product
of the active communion of man with God. The hallmsrk, therefore, of

theologicasl method is faith and obedience.

It mesns, secondly, then, that knowledge of God is ultimately
dependent upon God himself end has will to be known by men., It is God
himself who initistes knowledge of himself, and always remains active in
the process by which men comes to know him:¢ he is, in Bsrth's own words,

"indissolubly subject."

It megns, finally, that the kind of knowledge which is involved in
theology is markedly different from that, for exasmple, of physics, since the
kind of interchenge which tskes place between the theologian and his object

is quite different from the interchange between the physicist end the object
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of his investigation, We hove attempted to point to the difference by
drawing attention to the difference between savoir end conneitre.

Theological knowledge involves a personal relationships indeed, thet is its

primery characteristic,

Tillich sgrees with Barth to the extent that he, too, rejects the

possibility of predicating of God the kind of objectivity that is predicated
of the objects of the nstursl or the physicel sciences. He 1s, however,
undecided as to whether it is in fact possible to predicate objectivity of
God at all, He argues that God is beyond the cleawage of the subject-object
view of the world proposed by Kant. Consequently, if God i1s brought into
the subject-object structure of being, he ceeses to be the Ground of being
and becomes one being among others.(1) However, this view sppears to sssume
that only one kind of objectivity cen be predicsted of anything, He does
admit that the theologisn cannot avoid making God an object "in the logicsl
sense of the word®, but adds that the danger of logical objectification is

that it is never merelylogicsl., To think of God or to spedk of him, it seems

automaticelly involves the mistake of treasting him as one object among others,

There is s distinct difference of emphasis between Barth and Tillich:
whereas Tillich places grester emphasis upon the activity of the subject in
meking God an object of his cognition, Barth stresses the primecy of the
activity of God in becoming an object for men., Moreover, there is a difference
in the kind of knowledge which they conceive as sppropriate to theology.

Whereas Barth stresses its personsl nsture, Tillich thinks in temms of a
mystical snd romsntic view of knowledge as union, adding the very Hegelisn-
sounding assertion that by knowledge of God we should understand that God

(2)

knows himself through man.

(1) ST,I,p.191
(2) Ibviad
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Part of the difficulty felt by Tillich is due, no doubt, to his
edoption of a position similar to that of Nicholaus Cusanus and Giordeno
Bruno with respect to the problem of the split between subject and object
in the relstionship of knowledge. Their fear of a dualistic conception of
reality drove them to hold that there is no finel antithesis between subject
and object, finite snd infinite, God and men, but a basic identity which is
due to the common ground of all things.(1) Tillich, similerly, fears a
duslistic view of reality but the monistic view which he adopts sppesrs to
prevent him from acknowledging sny real diversity within reality and any
real distinction, therefore, between subject sndbbject, Moreover, his fear
lest God should be viewed 2s less than the wholgbof reslity mesns that 1t is

difficult for him to avoid some kind of pentheism,

In addition, we must challenge Tillich's assertion thet masking an
object of God "in the logical sense of the word" is néver merely logical,
T o think or spesk about God by no means implies that he is one object among
others, for 1t is surely possible in the thinking process to hold firmly
the understanding thst this object is unique. Tillich appears to allow s
very narrow range of mesning to the word "object". At best he will sllow
himself to spesk of God being mede a logicel object; his primarily
ontologicsl conception of God prevents him fram speaking as Barth does, of

(2)

God becoming an object for men.

¥hen Barth spesks in this way, of God becoming an object for men,
he makes a careful distinctién between what he calls "primary" and "secondery"
objectivity, a distinction which msy be very useful for theologye. By
primery objectivity he means God's objectivity for himself, the kind of

objectivity which is involved in God's knowledge dof himself within the

(1) of A.J.McKelway, cit, p.62

(2) Hertshorne comments; "To be aware of a subject is to have it as en ‘ob?ect'
but this has in principle nothing to do with changing it into an inferior
mode of mere 'thing!, or with rendering it relative to oneselfe '
'Being-known' (by a particulsr subject) is only verbelly s relation, It
is knowing that relates, end subjects that are relative." (TET, p.185)
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triune life of the Godhead, In contrast, the objectiwity which God hss

for us in his revelation is secondsry objectivitys

"Thet is to say, [God j is not objective directly but indirectly,
not in the nsked sense but clothed under the sign and veil of other
objects different from Himself,® (1)

God mskes himself known in his works and, supremely, in the person of Jesus
Carist, but even in Christ we are still presented only with secondary object-
ivity, since in Christ God sppears not as he i1s in himself, but ss man,

"the Word mede flech," (2)

There 1s, however, a certain difficulty inherent in speaking of God
as made known in his works and Berth has to gusrd against possible mis-inter-
pretation, He makes it sbundantly clear that he does not think that the
assertion makes possible any kind of natursl theology. If God 1s made
known in his works, it 1s to the eye of faith, Moreover, wvhile it may be
argued that the eye of feith may recognise God's self-revelstion in any of
his works (used in the widest possible sense) it is clearly not Barth's
intention that he should be understood in this way. There are specific
objects (which may include events, visions, etc.) which are chosen by CGod for
the purpose of his self-revelation and when Barth describes them as chosen
by God, it is clesr that he does not think thaet it is simply another way
of saying that men tends to recognise some objects, but not others, as
revelatory mediag his sense of the divine initiative is too powerful to admit
sny equation between the two,

Kant begen with the contention that God hes no phenomenon snd csnnot

therefore be an object. Barth rejects the assertion roundly, for God has

indeed a phenomenons he is Deus pro nobis in his secondary objectivity.

Theology has therefore an object, namely God's phenomenon. It 1s therefore,
phenomenological in its method to the extent that it concerns itself with

the phenomena of the divine self-revelstion, But it must never lose sight

(1) CD,IT:1:16
(2) Ibid, pp.16ff
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of the secondary nature of the objectivity of God's revelation and ascribe
to God's works a primary character. At the same time it Imows that it
cannot know God as he is in himself, It is therefore an attempt to under-
stend the faith to which 1t 1s committed on the basis of the phenomena of

secondary objectivity.

While Barth insists, in opposition to Kant, thst God does have a
phenomenon, it must be admitted thst his usage is new. Tt wes the notion
that God 1s known through revelstion thsat led Kent to reject the idesa that
he has a phenomenon, In other words, God is not a pert of the phenomenal
world, Barth wuld not challenge this assertion, but he wishes to under-
line the fact that God uses the phenomenal world in order to meke himself

known,

Tillich is rather less certain then Barth, slthough he 1s far more
orthodox than he appears at first sight, His denial that God is en object
is somewhat triviel, and says little about the task and method of theology,
which is to- explicste the synbols used by religious tradition. Thus the
objct of theology is not so much an engagement with God, as with the symbols
produced by the Christien faith. These symbols are the sponteneous product
of a response to the impact of the Unconditionsl, snd are therefore to be
treated phenomenologically in order thet their essence msy be perceived.
Thus Christ, considered phenomenologicaslly, is the uniting effect of the
impact of the New Being, and the Spirit is its transforming power. But
the purpose of the exercise is to unlock the symbols so that the power of

the ground of being may pour forth.
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Lo Bubject and Object

The chief question to which Kant addressed himself in the Critique

of Fure Reason was the question "how is a priori knowledge possible 2"

There is no doubt, it seemed, that all knowledge begins with experience,
Knowledge of supersensible objects camot be said to spring out of empirical
experience; therefore if metephysics cen lay claim to kno#ledge of super-
sensible objects it must be ex lained how such knowledge is possible,

To Kant the clue seemed to lie in the procedure adopted by Copernicus in

his attempt to solve the préblems presented by astronomicel observation:

Just as Copernicus adopted a different way of looking st the universe, %o
Kent thought it necessary to sdopt a different wey of looking at the process
of knowing., He proposed that in metaphysics we should suppose that objects
conform to our knowledge rather than that knowledge conforms to objects.

He argued that if our empirical knowledge conforms to objects as things in
themselves, it is impossible to think the Unconditioned without contradiction.
The contradiction venishes, however, when we suppose not that our represent-
ation of things conforms to things as they ere in themselves, but that the
objects as sppesrences conform to our mode of representation. On this basis,

he believed, a priori knowledge is possible.(1)

, It is difficult to say how Ksnt envisaged the extent of the applic-
ation of his thesis,(z) but he does bring to our sttention the question of
the relationship between subject andbbject in the act of knowing. It draws
attention to the active participstion of the knowing subject in every act of
perception. Thus wheress it was once possible to attribute to naturel or

physical science or even to historicel studies, an objectivity absent from

such subjects as philosophy or theology, Kent's discovery of the interpretative

(1) Cfitique of Pure Reason, B xvi ff

(2) i.e. Whether 1t is spplicsble simply to the categories of time and
space, or whether 1t has a wider application.
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activity of the subject mekes it necessary to acknowledge thetthis activity

1s elso present in the empirical sciences.(1)

The great value of this thesis 1s that it bresks down some of the
rigid distinctions between various disciplines and reveals common ground
between theuu(z) At the same time, however, it raises the question as
to how far the subjective factor may distort the results of investigation,
and may perhsps lead to despair at the spparent impossibility of reaching

beyond subjective impressi ons to the true nature of the object.

With respect to theology, both Barth and Tillich are awsre of the
role of the subject. Both recognise that it is impossible to practice
theology without presuppositions,(3) or to engage upon it from outside the
theological circle. But that 1s not to say thet they are in agreement:
as we have already sought to show, their appreciation of the theological
circle is by no means the same, They differ, moreover, in their eveluation

of the extent of the influence of the subjective factor.

In his esrly work, Tillich laid grest emphasis upon the "individuel

standpoint" and, even in Systematic Theology draws sttention to what he

calls subjective reason, by which he means the structure of the mind which
enables it to "grasp and shepe" reality, penetrating to its depth end
transforming the given msterial into » Gestalt.(h) In the case of theology,
however, knowledge is less sn interaction between subject and object and more
s mysticsl union, in which conceptusl knowledge plays a minimal role,

Symbols sre the product of the religious group unconscious, but they are
nevertheless thrown up as the responsive action of the "group subject" as

we may call ite It is this stress on the subject, an aspect of his ideslist

(1) of. T. F. Torrance, Theological Science, pp. 92ff

(2) of.the discussion by Torrance of the need for a re-integration of the
concepts of Verstehen and BErkliren, rigid distinction between which has
contributed towerds s "split culture" (God snd Retionslity, pp.10LEE)

(3) cD,I:2:728  ST,I,pp.83fF
(4) ST,I, p.84 T
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epistemology, which compels him to adopt the position he does on the concrete
religious traditions. Theology is concerned with the symbols of religion
and so may be seen ss relsted more to the subject in his response than to
the object to which he responds. IBven though Tillich is not content with
an account of the concrete religious traditions, nor yet with a philosophy

of religion (in the sense used in the System of Sciences or Religions-

Egilosoghie) yet the normative concept builds on the philosophy of religion

end is still marked as an individusl standpoint,

Barth, on the other hand, shifts the focus of emphasis from the
subject to the object. That is not to say thet he is unsware of Kent's
insight into the interpretative activity of the mind nor thst he is unsware
of the possibility thst human subjectivity may distort the sppreciation of
the object to which 1t 1s directed. It 1s, rather, to affirm the sovereignty
of Godcggrthe way in which he is perceived by men and the reslity of the
divine revelation, It is,moreover, to affirm the normative chsracter of
the divine revelation in Christ. In this peculiar sense them, God is an
object of man's knowledge and has, therefore, e phenomenon, a form of secondary
objectivity by which he chooses to mske himself known to man. It is,
therefore, thk task of theology to conform itself ever more closely to this
object, to the revelation of God in Christ. Knowledge of God is the product
of the intersction of the obddient subject, men, with the object, God, and
theology seeks constantly to question whether it has understood its object
correctly, or whether it has distorted it. Accordingly, he can accept
neitherpure realism nor pure ideslism as the method o theology: both

mist play their psrt as aspects of the total obedience of theological method.

~7
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5. Christology

A God who 1s pre-eminently person may be thought of more readily
as becoming incarnate in the person of Jesus Christ, but a God who is
conceived primerily in ontologicel terms does not permit the ides wathout
great difficulty, for 1t appears to require that the infinite should become
finite, which is tsken to be s contradiction in terms, Consequently, when
theology opts for sn ontological foundation, it can do little mdre then,
as in the case of Tillich, treet Christ as simply one man among man, It
is true thet he trests Christ as the paradox, but he means by that not the
paradoxical, appsrently contradictory, sppesrsnce of God in the form of
men, but the paradoxicsl (contrary to opinion) sppesrsnce of New Being under
the conditions of existence, (hrist possesses to s remsrksble degree an
openness to the Ground of Being and, on account of the perspicuity of the
fact, makes possible the vision of the Ground of Being to others, effecting
in them the reunion of the person with the Ground of Being. This re-united

status is, as the overcoming of the conditions of existence, the New Being.

For Barth the centrsl point of Christology is the belief in the
ganuine incarnatiopbf God in Jesus Christ, although there 1s good reason to
believe that his understanding of the paradox differs in his later writings
from that of Romans. In Romans he seems to view 1t as that which is actuelly
contradictory, whereas later he came closer to Kierkegasrd's view, namely,
that it appeers contredictory to the non-believer, but logical to the
believer. Barth, however, goes further than the statement of en
orthodox belief in Chtist as the incarnste Son of God, to give Christology
a certain methodological significance, which has lead to descriptions of
his work as "Christomonist", "Christocentric" snd "Christofugal"®. Barth ¥
himself recognises the danger that Christology may be elevated to the position
of a systematic or orgenising principle, and urges strongly that this
should not be permitted to happen, but rather that the only organising

principle should be the Word of God, by which he meens the freedogof God
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to speak through the eventgbf revelation in the person of Jesus Christ.
However, if the revelation of God in the person of Christ 1s given s normative
status, there will always be the danger that Gristology will become an
Hegelian secret of the universe, Certainly Berth's insistence on seeing

the doctrine of men in the light & Christology, with his strong emphasis

on & Hebrew notion of corporate solidarity, sppears to bear marks of a

process of this sort.

The problem, however, for orthodox Christisn belief, is that
having declared @ conviction that in Christ God is incsrnate end menifest
to man, it is faced with the question as to how it is possible to recognise
this fact. TWhet kind of evidence is there to warrsnt such s conclusion?
Theology may have a difficult time in explsining its answer, It may never
provide evidence of the kind required by the empiricist. But this is
not to sey thet it is inwvolved in an irrationsl commitmeni, even though it
may find difficulty in seeking to trace out the path, post eventu, by which
the conclusion was reached and the commitment made, Evasion of the question
by abendoning what has been called the "scandal of particularity" and
shifting ground to a belief in the universsl, although psradoxicsl,
immsnence of the transcendent 1s scarcely a solution to the problem, since
it still retains the problem of recognising the transcendent, as well ss
reaquiring widespreed redefinition of the sort we have slready indicated

if any claim to be conducting Christiesn theology is to be sustained.
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6. Objectivity and History

As soon as theodogy claims for i1tself the kind of objectivity thst
involves concrete objects; historicel events and records, it 1s exposed to
attack not only from riwvwel theologies but also from historicel research,
Although it 1s necessary to remenber thet history is not it self immne from
the distortions caused by the presuppositions which affect interpredstive
activity, it still remeins true that there is a possibility thst resesrch
might undermine the supposed historical foundation of theology. In view
of this possibility it may seem necessary for theology to take refuge in
some position that will gusrantee its wvelidity in the face of every attack,.
But there seems little likelihood of such a secure position being found and
the very spectscle of the discipline constently chenging ground in search
of invulnerability ought to be sufficient to discredit it. The alternative,
however, is not necessarily s refussl to change ground et all, since it may
become clear that one position is false and snother st least an improvement.
Nevertheless, the task of theology is not to seek invulnersbility, but to
tbike the risks its tenets require, Clearly, it is with respect to its

historicsl foundstion that theology is most likely to be vulnersble.

In Romans, Bsrth adopted an emwbiguous position which is susceptible

of interpretstion in such a way that the events of Urgeschichte are made to

sppear entirely separate from historical reality snd invulnersble from
attack, We have contended, however, that the position he wished to meintain
was not in fact this, but snother. He wished to claim, first, that the
events of the incsrnation, life, death and resurrection of Jesus are not
products of ordinery historical causality but special acts of God.

Moreover, he was chsellenging the cenons of positivistic historiography,

with its preconceived notion of the possible. It is clesr from his lster
work, with its gradusl sbandonment of the distinction between Geschichte and

Urgeschichte, that he is committed to teking the risk involved in opting

for a real incarnation by God among men as a means of revelation, rejecting
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not only the view thaet concrete events cen have only s contingent and

relative significance, but also the romsnticism that wishes to view sll

things as revelstory,

Barth's position is not without its difficulties, for it introduces
a distinction between events which mayv be spoken of as chosen by God on the
one hand end the rest of historicsl actuslity on the other. It poses the
question how such events are to be recognised, It introduces the
apparently questionable procedure of ascribing specisl significance to
some events without accounting for the significence of others. At the
same time, however, it places a question merk ageinst the view that historical
events can have only contingent status and so challenges historical science

to a re-sppraissl of its understanding of causality=(1>

&s might be expected, Tillich stands in stark contrsst to Berth.,
We have noticed that from an early point in his career he came to the
conclusion that it was necessary to ask how Christisnity might be understood
if the non-existence of the historical Jesus were to become historicslly
probable. This gave added impetus to the drive to find an ontological
interpretation of Christisn doctrine, which in turn seems to preclude the
possibility of a reconsideration of the historical problem, except to the
extent that it msy allow 2 highly symbolical sense to the 1dea of incarnation,
and regards all events and all objects as potentislly transpsrent to the
Ground of Being. For Tillich the truth of Christisnity exists apart from
historical events, slthough he is alse firmly convinced that the truth could
not have been perceived except through events of the sort reflected by the

New Testsment,

If Christiesn theology is to be true to its historical character,

(1) While Barth 1s committed to the importasnce of history, he stops short
of describing historical events or persons es revelstion, since
that would remove them from God's control,



then it sppears that it must be willing to take the risk involved in
committing itself to certsin historicel events, Certainly it may be

true that the authors of the New Testament Place false interpretations

on the events they record, but it is irresponsible to @ismiss them without
very cereful scrutiny, Moreover, to introduce not only a new interpretation
but also to set aside the historicel foundstion of Christisn theology

would appear to necessitate a re-definition of the Church, or at least a

new understanding of its continuity.

7. Authority and the Bible.

A further key area of discussion for theological method is to be
located in the question of authority in theology. At the one extreme there
has been the rationslist insistence on the essentislly rational nature of
the Christien faith, it has borne fruit in the Deists' emphasis on natural
religion as well as in the Kantien interpretation of ethics as the self-
lagislating activity of the sutonomous reason., At the other extreme, we
find the fundamentelist insistence upon the verbal inerrasncy of Scripture,
and its absolute suthority. Between the two extremes, however, lies a

vast area of veriation of emphasis.

Nevertheless, it 1s clear thet for Christian theology, the Bible
must figure largely in the question of authority, since it has traditionally
furnished the dats of theology. But while neither Barth nor Tillich wish
to discard the Bible they hold widely differing views on its plece in

theological authority,
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Tillich displays considersble sympathy with Kasnt, which is connected

with his view of the relationship between God snd the world. Thus he observes

"Rationalism end Enlightenment emphasise humsn sutonomy. tAutonomy’

is not used in the sense of arbitrariness, of men meking himself or
deciding about himself in terms of his individuel desires and arbitrary
wilfulness. Autonomy is derived from sutos and nomos (self-lsw) in
Greek, It does not say 'I sm s law unto myself' but thst the universal
law of resson which is the structure of reslity, is within me,

This concept of sutonomy is often falsified by theologians who say

this is the misery of man, that he wants to be autonomous rather

than dependent on God, This is poor theology snd poor philosophy.
Autonomy is the natursel law given by God, present in the humsn mind

and in the structure of the world. Naturel law usually means in
classical philosophy and theology the law of reason, and this is

the divine law, Autonomy 1s following this lsw as we find it in
ourselves. It 1s always connected with a strong obedience to the

laws of resson, stronger than any religious ides that seems to be
srbitrary., The adherents of autonomy in the Enlightenment were
oppozed to anything so arbitrsry as divine grace. They wanted to
emphasise man's obedience to the law of his own nature and the

nature of the world,

"The opposite of sutonomy is the concept of heteronomy. Heteronomy
is precisely arbitrariness. Arbitrariness shows up as soon as fesr
or desire determines our actions, whether this fear be produced by
God or society or our own weskness. For Kant the suthoritarisn
ettitude of the churches, or even of God if he is seen in a2 heter-
onomous light, is arbitrariness. Arbitrariness i1s subjection to
authority if this suthority is not confirmed by reason itself, for
otherwise one is subjecting oneself on the basis of feasr, anxiety
or desire." (1)

Thus the authority of the Bible or whatever other suthority theology
may profess to scknowledge, must be confirmed by reasson. But "reason™
itself, is a highly ambiguous term, for the reason of the empiricist or
the radical sceptic conflicts violently with the resson of the mystic, for
exsmple, It 1s this conflict which has driven Tillich to seek to unite
the very proper autonomous reason of men with its ground end so to re-est-
ablish a theonomy. Reason is reunited with its ground or depth, from which
it hes become estrsnged, by revelation; or, rather, when reason becomes
eostatic reason, grasped by sn ultimate concern, revelation has taken place.

Thus Tillich proposes his solution to the "reason or revelation" debate
in theology.

(1) A Haistory of Christisn Thought, p.289
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Theonomy is not established by proclaiming the authority of a divinely

inspired revelation, for revelstion is not a divine depositum but the

"convulsion and re-orientstion" of all things including reason.(1)

What, then, is the suthority of theology and what part is played by
the Bible? Tillich is no sample retionalist, The mistake of the ration-
alists he argues, was their faidure to recognise the estranged state of
reason., Hence theology cemnot be purely rationslistic. The suthority of
theology is "econvulsed" reasmn, reason under the impsct of the Unconditional,
This means, in effect, that there can be no suthoritative message from which
theology tekes its standards., Everything is subjectto the "Erotestant
principle", which mesns that nothing i1s sllowed a final or absolute authority,
because final asuthority brangs heteronomy in its train, The Protestant
principle rebels agesinst any form of imposed suthority, submitting only to
that suthority which is the spontsneous product of "convulsed" reason.,

Thus any concrete religion may have insights to offer, but none, Christianity
included, can claim exclusive authority. Simlarly, the Bible 1s to be
viewed as one example among others of a response to the encounter with the

Unconditional. It has no definitive suthority.

Nevertheless, at the ssme time, Tillich does speak of the appearance
of the New Being in Jesus Christ as the fiml revelation, and, in spite of
his principles, does select Christiamity as, in some sense, 8 critical norm.
He is, in short, very much more orthodox then at first sight would sppear
to be the case. It is evident that he hss a very deep attachment to
Christisnity end to the Bible.

There is, however, snother problem for theology concerning suthority.

There 1s not only the authority under which it operates in selecting and

treating its moterial but also the suthority it exercises in what we have

(1) Twentieth Century Theology in the Making, vol. 2, pp. L46-56
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described as the horizontal direction, If theology works with an author-
itative message proclaimed by an suthoritative book - that 1s to say, if
it recogmises the authority of the message and the book - then 1t cannot
ignore that authority in proclsiming its message to the Church and to those
who are outside the Church, Yet 1f theology is to come to terms with the
"situation" of seculsr society, 1t finds an increasing rejection of
suthority, Thus, to theology, as to other disciplines, appesl to some
indisputable authority for finsel decisions is barred, because every
authority may be suspect. Indeed, suthority is permitted to reside in any
one place, be 1t legal, judicisl, morsl or theologicel authority, only by
common @ ngent., When common consent i1s withdrawn, the authority collapses.(1)
This is not to say that there may not be sny finsl asnd objective authority
at 2ll, but only to sav that without the corBesponding element of common
consent, it cennot exercise effective control. It 1s the "heteronomy",

as 1t is seen, of the appeal to an external authority which Tillich's
"theonomous" thinking is designed to overcome, but it Ignores certain

aspects of the question of authority.

In the fairst plece, it must be admitted that past ages also disputed
authority; nor wes Judeism in the New Testament era free from such disputes.
Besides the rift between the rabbinic schools of Hillel and Shammai, and
between the Pharisees and Sadducees, there were also verious other factions
and sects. Jesus was recognised by some as speaking with authority, but
others questioned or rejected it. It could equally be argued that the
contemporary mood is as much a. matter of the dispute of authority ez of its

rejection, The sbsence of general consent does not invalidate suthority.

But secondly, even grenting that the "yresent age" rejects authority,

there is no reason for theology to hasten after the current fashion, since

(1) cf A, MacIntyre, Seculsrisstion end Moral Change (London, 0.U.P.,
1967), for en account of the process in momla.
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this amounts to the recognition of the very bad authority of fashion,
Vox populi is not necesssrily vox Dei., Theology can scarcely sbandon its
authority or sltermdically the focus of its authority, without msking other

equally radical changes, even to the point of leaving Christisnity ss an

historical feith behind.

A further appect, however, of the problem of authority in dogmetic
theology arises from the very complexi ty of the theologicel discipline,
which leads to a breskdown in communication among those who sre engaged
upon the criticel and exegetical tesks of biblicel researcijipon the
historical and the systemstic tesks of dogmetics. Incressing specialisation
produces divisions not solely between the biblicel and dogmetic disciplines,
but even within the separate disciplines themselves, cutting off the
historicel researcher from the systemstic theologisn within the field of
dogma tics, Furthermore, it undermines the overall authority of the
Church. It 15 understandable, but far from flattering, to find it said
of Tillich thet he evasded issues of historical theology for fear of being
judged by the strict cenons of scientific historiography(1) or that he
displsyed a disregerd for, or ignorence of, modern research on the

(2)

Chalcedonian formula,

Berth holds very different views from Tillich on the question of
authority. Their origin can be traced to the influence upon him of
Herrmann and of the revolution in his thinking during the First World Ver,
when he determined to come to grips with the Bible, It seemed to him
impossible to do theology without besing it firmly on God's revelation of
himself. But theology is not o repetition, parrot-fashion, of the words
and phrases of the Bible. Even though he goes back behind Kant and the

Enlightenment to reinstate the Bible in a position similar to that given to

(1) of C, E. Brasten's Introduction to Ferspectives on Nineteenth and
Twentieth Century Protestsnt Theology, p. xvi

(2) of K. Osborne, New Being, pp. 147 £f



v29L~

it by the Reformation, Bsrth nevertheless mskes some concessions to the
Enlightenment, It should be remenbered that st the time of writing the
first edition of Romans he asserted thaet if he were forced to choose between
the historical-critical method and the doctrine of inspiration, he would
unhesitatingly choose the latter, but that he did not believe that any

such choice was necesssry, It is his insistent clsim that while the

Bible cen end must be subjected to critical exomination, it nevertheless
remains the wraitten Word of God, authoritetive for theology. This edmisgion
of the propriety of critical research, however, smounts to en important
concession, for it recognises not only the inescapsble demands of textual
criticism, but also of other forms of criticism which may impugn the
relisbility of certain passages of radically slter their interpretation,
Thus there should be a constant interchenge between the critical, exegetical
and dogmatic functions of theology. It is true that some of the discoveries
concerning biblical relisbility have been made by sceptics rather than by
believers, but there is nothing, in principle, to prevent the believer from
adopting an honestly critical attitude together with an urgent desire to
understand the Word of God for his own age. The process, however, is complex
and Barth's asppreciation of this seems to deepen with time; for wheress,

in Romans, he appeers to seek to short-circuit the process, passing directly
from exegesis to preaching, in his later work he introduces the intermediste
and, for him, most important, stage of dogmetic enqziry.(1) Nevertheless
even Barth is unequal to the task of msintaining a grasp on the vhole field

of theological research,.

The suthority of theology resides snd remsins with the Woard of God,

Consequently, the theologian connot adopt s disinterested attitude towards

(1) A commendable feature of Lonergan's Method in Theology is his attempt
to trace the pattern of functions or operstions in theology. Even
if his list of eight functions sppears rsther too highly schematised,
it nevertheless 1llustretes the complexity of the process involved
in the attempt by theology to bring together the datg of theology

and the Church's taslfof preaching.




=295~

the material he handles. He is, and remains,s committed member of the

Church end his work, therefore, is characterised by faith amd cbedience.

Nevertheless, there remains a degree of ambiguity in Barth's
understending of the place of the Bible iphtheology. It 1s not clear to
what extent he regerds it as datum for theology and to what extent ss itself
theology. DNor is it clear how this question reflects on the suthority
of theology. Perhaps no final asnswer is possible, in the nsture of the
case, but as we suggested esrlier, Barth would have done well to have
exsmined the question more thoroughly. He is very far from suggesting
that we ought to believe 'becsuse the Bible says so"  The Bible is not
itself the Word of God, e;cept in 5 derivative sense. It is & humen response
tp the divine Word aslreedy heard and,therefore, subject to the distortions

involved in the preocess of human understanding, The Ward of God is heard

within the Bible by the understanding enlightened theologically by the

Holy Spirit.

It is true that Berth adopts Ksntian terminology,(1) speaking of
theonomy in theology, but the resemblance with Tillich, or indeed with Kant,
is superficial. In the first place he argues, the theonomy of theology
quite properly takes heteronomous forms, which are represented by the
biblical, confessional and ecclesiastical character of dogmetics. These
forms are not bad, since they are, like God's secondery objectivity, forms
appropriate to the situation. But, secondly, theonomy has as its pre-
supposition s prior commitment to God specifically in and through Jesus
Christ. It is not a generalised commitment to "truth".  Consequently
theology cannot Enterpret itself as s

"rinely detached enquiry into the ontic and noetic suggestions
opened up by the Bible and dogma.™ (2)

(1) CD,I:2:815 f£f
(2) Tbid, p.8ut
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Dogmtics is not concerned with the question of the ultimste relstions of
God, man and the world, however legitimste the issue may be. It is,
rathey concerned with the divine reconcilistion wrought in Christ and

must, therefore, seek its suthority through the record of the event of

regonciliation.

Similarly, when theology directs itself to the commnication of
its conclusions to the Church snd to those outside, through the proclamation
of the Word, it cennot sbandon the suthority on which it is dependent
for its existence. A genersl failure among listeners to acknowledge the
suthority lying behind the messsge does not undermine the truth of the

message,

8. Theology as & Science

How, then, shall we understand the method of theology? It has
been remsrked that Barth shows little real interest in the question of
whether theology should be classified among the sciences or with philosophy(1)
end ;his Judgement is true to the extent that he is not preoccupied with
the question., At the same time, however, he does insist, et the beginning

of Church Dogmatics thet theoldgy has certain points in common with natursl

science, in that it is, first, & humsn endeavour sfter a definite object of

knowledge; secondly, in that it follows a "@efinite, self-consistent path

(1) C.Brown, A Critical Examinetion of Karl Berth's Theological Method
with Specisl Reference to His Doctrine of the Word of “od, p.11
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knowledge"; finslly, in thet it is accountsble for this path to everyone
who is capable of following it.(1) But when all this hes been ssaid,
theology cannot be integrated with the other sciences by submission to the
canons which are velid for thems it must always remain in s certain

isolation, being sllowed to pursue its own path.(2>

Barth's grestest concern is to deny that thedlogy is skin to
philosophy. He hss nothing but scorn for attempts to make theology
acedemically respectsble by including it within the framework of 2 unified
view of knowdedge. Such attempts normelly inwolve the classification of
theology, methodologically, with philosophy.(j) While there is no reason
to suppose that Barth would later have retracted his assertion thet theology
maekes use of the methods of both reslism and idealism, this is not to say
that there is s fundamental similarity of method between philosophy and
theology which enables them to be classified together, Theology makes use
of these methods in developing the method which is peculiar and appropriate
toits own object. The two disciplines differ radically because philosophy
attempts to develop a world view independent of divine revelation, snd seeks
to reach the unknown and the sabsolute solely by retional means. Theology
by contrast, works towards that which is known, working thpough the given
data of revelation., The task of theology is therefore to understand the
data, not to develop a world view, Its method, therefore, is more skin to
that of natursl science. The sheer fact of the given-ness of revelation,
then, means for Barth that his theology cen begin at no other point than at
revelstion, in order to achieve s deeper unmderstanding of it, The method

of his theology is, therefore, essentislly a prioristic in the sense which

(1) CB:I:1:7
(2) Ivid, p.9; also Ev,Theol p.112

(3) Lonergsn however sppesrs to envisage a pattern of operations common
to a2ll disciplines which he summarises under the four axioms
"Be attentive, be intelligent, be reasonsble, be responsible'.
This he calls the transcendental method (Method in Theology
PP. 6£f, passim,)
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we have suggested esrlier, It does not work towsrds a concept of God,

revelation or the Trinity, but from the givenness of these data,.

This kind of procedure Tillich opposes vigorously, describing it
8s 1n the quotation at the beginning of this chapter,ss "religiously
possible" but as "unsound theology". He says of Barth's doctrine of the

Trinity, for examples

"It was a mistake of Barth to stert his Prolegomena with what,
so to speak, are the Postlegomena, the doctrine of the Trinity.
It could be sa2id that in his system this doctrine falls from

heaven, the heaven of an unmediated biblical and ecclesisstical
authority." (1)

In complete contrast to Barth's view thet the Trinity snd, indeed, all
Christien doctrine, is fundamentaslly analytic in character, Tillich defends
the view thet the doctrine of the Trinity, st least, is synthetic, We may
suppose thaet it is his opinion thst Christian theology hes a generally
synthetic character, We have slready defended the view that his method

may be described ss s posteriori on the basis of the way in which he moves

towards a normetive sccount of religion, It is entirely in keeping with
such an approsch that the doctrine of the Trinity should be regarded as

synthetic,

It is our belief, however, that theologicel method 1s rather more
complex in chesracter then either Barth or Tillich is prepared to admit.
Thgfloctrine of the Irinity, for exemple, is both snalytic and synthetic;
it is indeed 2 fundamentsl aspect of divine revelation, for, sas Barth
himself asserts, God in his revelation is trinitarien. At the same time,
however, as the theologian approaches his dats he is compelled to conclude
that a doctrine of the Trinity is required to draw together those aspects
of Christisn theology which are expounded under the titles of the Fether,

the Son and the Holy Spirit. Similerly, Bsrth trasts the assertion

(1) ST,III , p.303f
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"God 1s Lord" as a purely snalytic judgement, becsuse the revelation of

God is a revelation of his lordship. But the very word "Lord" is used in
other contexts; when it 1s applied to God, therefore, itﬁis to some extent

at lesst, pert of a synthetic judgement. Not only does the theologisan
recognise that a2 concept of God which excludes his lordship is no concept

of God ot all, but also thet the assertion that Gdd is Lord is 2 confession

of faith, & recognition of the lordship of God, elements of the understanding
of which, ih meking the judgement, are drawn from elsewhere in humsn experience,
Ultimately, to understand the concept of divine lordship we muist examine

the concept in its context, but in the originsl judgement at least, there

is a synthetic element involved.

We may ssk agein, then, whether theologicel method has more in
common with naturel science, or with philosophy. Clearly, some of the
distinctions once made between theology and natural science can no longer
be maede, We have already referred to the discovery that the method of
natural science is not immune to subjective factors. That, however, does
not break down entirely the distinction between the two. Neither is the
distinction removed by insisting on the givenness of the date in both, for
the kind of givenness is very dlfferent.(1) Moreover, the empirical
method of natural sd ence, employing what Torrsnce describes as "coercive"
questioning, is not relevant to theology. It remains true that both operate
with data and seek to understend their data and that both are, or should be,
characterised by a passsionate pursuit of the truth, but these sre slender

grounds on which to compare the two methods., It mey equally be said that

philosophy also engages upon a passsionate search for the truth,

The point at issue between Barth and Tillich is the mode of spproach

to the truth. Tt is this guestion thet mekes Tillich conclude that

(1) As Torrsnce admits, in his discussion of the question

(Theologicel Science, p. 37 )
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theology is more zkin to philosophy than to natursl science, for the data
philosophy treats are no differengfpm1MOse of theology in their non-
empirical character., The truth is intuited by a process which is different
from the evidential, inductive reassoning of the natural sciences. It is
charascterised by conviction and by what we have called the mystical approach,
Whereas philosophy seeks to bring to light the structure of reality,

theology secks to reach and realise the power of being in the dimension

that gives meaning and purpose to humsn sctivity by effecting in him an
awareness of his essential relatedness to the whole of reality. In other
words, theologicel method dif fers from philosophicsl method chiefly in its
existential reference and in its attachment to s concrete religious tradition.
This leaves it free to be likephilosophy in its synthetic dislectic, as it
seeks to reconcile or to hold in tension the antitheses of human existence,
It is just this synthetic dislectic, however, which seems to involve the
assumption that God is not known and that we must therefore, work towards

a concept of ®d which will setisfy the questions raised.

Medisevsl theology was assimilated to philosophy by the method it
adopted to achieve its aspologetic purposes. It placed first in the
theological trestise the question of the existence of the object of theology.
It sought to establish the existence of God and thet it is God thst is known.
Now, while Tillich does not think thst it is possible to discuss the existence
of God, since God is not a supreme being end since existence, in his view,
cemmot be predicated of God, yet he does think that 1t is possible to
demonstrate the reality of the Ground of Being on the basis of man's
swareness of an Ultimste Concern. Barth, on the other hend, sweeps this
sway altogether, not so much becsuse it is in his view, en impossible
procedure, but rather beceuse 1t 1s entirely unnecessary. Moreover, it
is itself s token of human pride becmuse it scorns the plain fact of God's
actual self-revelation, Thus he srgues that theology should not concern

jtself with questions such as "Is God known?" or "Ts God knowsble?" but



with such questions as "How for is God known?" snd "How far is God

Jnowablest (1)

9« __Theology and the Proclamstion of the Church

There still remeins, however, the insistent question of how far
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the concern of the Church to mske known its message, must affect its method,

which brings us back to our starting point, namely, the relation of
proclamation to theology, and to the question of the method of theology
with respect to its goal (i.e. its "horizontal® direction). The question
still remsins as to whether Barth and Tillich's respective positions are

mutually exclusive of each other,

Tillich expresses the view in several places that kerygmetic
theology and aspologetic theology should be regarded ss complementary.
In kerygmatic theology, one may suppose, the theologian turns, as it were,
to face God, and in apologetic theology he turns towsrds the enguirer or
the sceptic in the attempt to address to him the content of his kerygmatic
exercise. However, he uses the term kerygmatic theology to describe
Barth's theology, snd makes it clear that he regsrds Barth's approach as

unsound beceuse it is supernaturalistic. Thas view sppeers to be in

(1) CD,IT:1:4f Torrsnce draws attention to Celvin's precedent for Barth's

approach, in his refersal of the questions of mediaeval science, guid‘sit?
an sit?, quale sit?, making primsry in theologicel activity the gquestion

qualis est? (Theological Science, p. xiii) It should be added thot
Barth's mode of operation is not entirely different from that of
philosophy, for we have already drawn attention to the similarity
between his work end that of linguistic anslysis.
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complete contradiction to the view that kerygmetic theology hes a complementary
and even a necessary role to fulfil, Elsewhere he describes kerygmetic
theology as reproducing, interpreting and organising "the message" in
predominantly biblical terms(1) and as seeking to preserve the sinchangeable
truth of the message,(z) but if this suggests that he thinks thet 1t is
possible to do kerygmatic theology in some way other than Barth's, he gives
little indication of where that way may be sought. We are lef't to suppose
that it may be a visble undertsking provided it can dispose of its super-
natmralistic element, to express the message in biblical terms instead of

in thosed’ modern man, Nevertheless, it seems that Tillich has considerably
legs symoathy for kerygmetic theology then appesred to be the case at first
sight. Not only does it sppesr to be forbidden because of the intolersble
arrogance it is thought to display, but also because of its inability to
connect with "the situstion".  Furthermore, the ontological outloock which
Tillich sdopts in order to further the proclemstion of the Church sppears

to preclude the kind of encounter presupposed by Barth end, indeed, to cut

off the Church from the very roots from which it received its message.

At the seme time, however, it must be s21d thet Tillich does not wish to

do that.

On the other side, it is quite clear that Berth regerds Tillich's
method as 1llegitimate, for the same besic reason as he regards
Schleiermscher's as illegitimate, Despite their common concern for the
message of the Church, their method ignores God's revelation of himself
in Christ snd turns instead to anthropologicsl considerations. This is
not to sey that Berth is not concerned about proclamation; on the contrary,
he tekes very seriously the responsibility of the Church to mske known its
message. Dogmetic theology exists preciselyin order to inform the thinking

of the preacher, whether his preaching is done in the form of the Sunday

(1) "Me Problem of Theological Method", JR, vol. 27 WL7), Pe 2

(2) ST, 5D 4T
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sermon or in some other way. Indeed dogmatic theology exists to inform
the thinking of the whole Church, to deepen its faith and understanding,

so that 1t should understand what a1t proclaims, But he 1s urwillaing to
believe that the problems of proclamation are as severe as they sre painted.
It 1s unjust to dismiss Barth as thinking that the message mist simply be
tossed like & stone to the outsider,(1) for the preacher, in all humility
knows himself to be s sinner too, and that he, too, may have once stood
outside the Church and, therefore, sympathises with the outsider, while

yet being unsble to agree with ham,

It is easy, however, to gesin the impression that Barth believes the
message should be tossed like a stone to the unbeliever, snd that he holds
thet there 1s no place in proclsmation for "apologetics"™.  But he does, in
fact, engage upon his own type of spologetic, which seeks, not to disguise
his Christisn sssumptions, but to demonstrate thelr own internal rationality.
He recognises that there is no rstionality without sssumptions, and that it
is the task of the preacher both to expose his assumptions, and also to defend
their rationality, not by subjecting them to the cenons of rationslism but by
exposing their own self-justifying nature. Thus he spesks to the atheist
Max Bense, not ss an opponent tgbe refuted, but 2s one whose impression of

(2)

the Christian faith is mistaken.

There is no doubt that both Barth end Tillich are concerned to
further the proclamation of the Church, but it is also clear that they
differ widely in their understanding of the nsture end scope of the task,

On the one hand, Barth believes that 1t cen be achieved only by a radical
reassertion of the truth of the Gospel, very mich in its traditional terms,
placed within the exclusive fromework of the Christian revelation. From
this will spring, through the deeper understanding of the gospel and through
the work of the Holy Spirit, the transformstion of society end of scientific

thinking. Tillich, on the other hend, seeks to reconnect culture with its

(1) cf ST,I,p.7; A.GeN Flew, God end Philosophy (London, Hutchinson, 1955),131

(2) Fragments Grave and Gey, DPe L0=47
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spiritual roots and sees it as the task of proclemation to spesk directly

to the situstion, to connect with men's self-understanding as it is expressed
in cultural forms. Thus 2 part of its task is to contribute to the
construction of a unified view of science. In other respects 1t is an
adjunct to psychotherapy. Indeed it can be argued thet the role of theology
closely resembles thet of psychotherapy: as psychotherapy seeks to effect
the reintegrétion of personality, so theology seeks the reintegration of

culture as well as of the indiwvidual,

However, even when we recognise the profound differences of
approach between Barth and Tillich, there remain other factors which mske
it difficult to come to a final decision on the extent to which they may
be compatible with one another, One factor is related to the diffi culty
involved in deciding upon the precise purpose of apologetics, for in spite
of his unceasing championship of the cause of apologetics, it 1s not easy
to decide exsctly what Tillich mesns by the term, When we ask what is the
goal of apologetics, ve find it difficult to know whether he sees it as s
tool of proselytising or not. We have already drswn sttention to his
preference for dialogue rather than proselytisation, but his conviction
that theology is related to matters of ultimate concern indicates that he
desires that the apologetic exercise should issue in some form of commitment.
Because of his own commitment, culturally, to the Chrastian symbolism of
ultimate concern, he expounds that form, but there seems to be no reason
to suppose that the Christisn symbolism alone is acceptaeble. He mey wish
to assert that 1t 1s superior, because it 1s more adequate, but he cennot

and does not claim exclusiveness for it.

Again, in the preface to the first volume of Systemstic Theology,

he describes as the purpose of the system that 1t should be "a help in

asnswering questions",(1) but we have discovered that he uses the word

(1) ST,I, pex
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"question" in s very ambiguous way, It sppears from this preface that he
is content thet apologetic theology should fulfil the office he described
in 1947 as answering the questions asked ofy and the criticisms directed
against, a concrete religion.(1) A wider view of his work,however, mskes
it clear that he has a far more ambitious purpose. We have already
commented on his tendency to trsnsform question 2n? snswer into guest and
fulfilment. In his view, every question or criticism directed to
religious faith 1s prompted by a quest within the eritif himself, It is,
then, reasonsble to suppose that what the critic needs is not simply an
enswer to his question, but an answer whid will st the seme time be the

fulfilment of his quest.

Even now, however, we have by no means exhausted the scope of
Tillich's intention, for while he does wish to 2ddress himself to the wocal
critics of relagion, yet he also wishes to address himself to the non-vocal
critics, or rather to those critics who do not dddress themselves directly
to religion, but who express their questions and so their quest in every
kind of cultursl form, Inssmuch ss these cultural forms are the product
of contemporary society, they are the expression of the quest of the whole
of society. Thus his "apology" is directed to the general cultural situation,
but it 1s by no means obvious that this is so. It is at times very difficult

to judge what its purpose or its target is.

The ambiguity of his use of the terms question and answer is
paralleled by the smbiguity of his use of the terms philosophy and theology.
Both words have 2 considerable range of mesning and reflect the difficulty
that we have in deciding whether spologetic theology should be regarded as
an sttempt to reply to the criticisms made by philosophers, whether
ideslists or logicel positivists or linguistic anelysts, who do not claim

allegiance to a concrete faith, or whether it should be regarded as an

(1) "The Problem of Theological Method", JR, vol. 27 (1947), p.2k
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attempt to provide the solution to the passionste search ("the philosophical
question") of humsn existence articulated in part by cultural forms and

implicit in the very fact of human "existence".(1)

One of the problems of apologetics is that 1t has to identify its
audience., Having done so, however, it is likely to produce forms of an
extremely transitory nature. Thus an apologetic system is in dsnger of
being out of date almost before it is completed, Tillich counters this by
producing his own assessment of the humsn situationy, which drews upon the
material provided by the broad spectrum of culture,(2> increasingly influenced

from about 1930 by what he regards as the good fortune of theology,
namely, existentialist philosophy. He does so, however, st the risk of
failing to meet his audience st 2ll, Moreover, while it may be the good
fortune of theology in one age to discover in cultural forms a measure of
agreement in the assessment of man, in other ages there may be violent
disagreement, In itself, this is no objection to apologetic theology,

but it does mesan thst it is beset with difficulties.

While Tillich gives the impression of s broader understending of,
end sympathy with, contemporsry cultural forms, yet it would be wrong to
suggest that Barth is without understending. Indeed, there is much evidence,
not least from his published sermons, of a deep understanding of his audience.
But, struck as he is by the otherness of the gospel and of the revelation
of God, he refuses to yeld to the demsnds of apologetic theology, preferring
that the approach to an audience should be determined by the occasion itself.
"If modern man is earnestly interested in the Bible, he certainly does
not wish for its translation into transitory Jjargon. Instead, he

himself would like to participate in the effort to draw nearer to
what stands there." (3)

(1) of Tillich's assertion that apologetic theology "answers the questlons
implied in the 'situation' in the power of the eternal message."

(_: ,Poé)

(2) cf The Religious Situstion
(3) Bv. Theol. p.35
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The question however, that Barth begs is whether modern men is interested
in the Bible as such, It is Jjust this belief, thst the Bible as such does
not interest modern man, that hes seemed to meny to make the need for

effective spologetic so urgent.

Nevertheless, whether or not there 1s o need for apolggetic, there
is certainly no reason for the requirements of spologetic to dictate to
theology 1ts method of approach to its own proper object, since to be honest
science, theology must allow its method to be dictated by its object, as in
any other field of enquiry, It is not entirely true to say thaet Tillich
allews his spologetic interests to dictate his message, since he has deeply
held ontological convictions which are closely releted to his conception
of theology., At the same time, however, it does appear that those
convictions sre themselves, in part, influenced by his belief's about the
kind of theology that is demanded by the contemporary situstion. It is,
to him, no longer possible to do theology in th& way adopted by the Reformstion,
since nineteenth and twentieth century man thinks in ontologicsl rather than
theological terms., It is necessary, therefore, that theology should work
towards an ontological study of religious symbols. Whether this is, in
fact, a visble undertaking, is guestionable, as we have suggested, and appears
to involve importing into theology assumptions and methods which are foreign to
the object of theology, without drastic changes in the conception of God.
In this cese, it is difficult to 2 void the conclusion that theology mast

forfeit the name Christian and also its associetion with the Christiasn Church.

It 1s always the danger of apologetic theology that it appears to
produce answers as though from a magicien's hat, and for that reason, it must
be constently on gusrd., Moreover, theology mist be on constant guard agesinst
the tendency of apologetic interests to dictate the method of approach to
its proper object. Interesting as a questidn such as "Is theism a viable

option?" may be, 1t is not s question for theology which springs from an
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encounter with God, for Christian theology rests upon the conviction, not
that theism is possible, but that in Jesus Christ, God hes made himself
known, While the Church seeks to understand its sudience better, it

cannot divorce i1tself from this its fundsmental conviction.
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