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DIETRICH BONHOEFFER: AN INQUIRY INTO FREEDOM
Marie McLean

This thesis takes its structure from the prison poem ''Stations on
the Road to Freedom," written by Bonhceffer in 1%44. 1t ig of a highly
autobiographical nature ;nd, as such, reflects his own peréeptién of
his life and thought up to that point in time. Within the poem are four
stanzas, each representing a phase of his life and work. .Thus, there
are four chaptérs contained herein, each dealing with that period of
time pertinent to the corresponding stanza.

The umbrella theme of freedom is one wh?ch is traced throughout
all Bonhoeffer's major wérks, and is shown to be the driving force be-
hind his theolog§ and its application to life. Basically stated, free-
dom for Bonhoeffer is proger relationship in the social context. This
context is of the broadest possible nature; it is not restricted to the
sphere of one-to-one. Rather, it encompasses all relational aspects of
man's life. Since Bonhoefferlbelieves man is always and everywhere
social man, the ramifications are far-reaching. Freedom, then, is not
a "thing" but a relationship.

This thesis attributes as much import to Bonhoeffer's active )
struggle for freedom in Germany and the world as it does to his theol-
ogy. An historical-contextual method has made possible a chronological
study of Bonhoeffer's life and work, where the consideration of each is
accorded its due. The author believes that to neglect either aspect is
to miss the fulness and ricHness of Bonhoeffer's contribution. A more
detailed discussion of these and other factors is found in the introduc-

tion.
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: INTRODUCTION

A. Choosing the topic .
s - .
The concern of this thesis is Dietrich Bonho¢ffer.” Why? He was

) a man whose life, to a lot of minds, embodied twd seeming‘polaripies:
theologian/pastor/university lecturer and counterespionage agéﬁt&
active member of the resistance movement in Nazi Germany. This vefy
brief, catchall statement may seem like sensatiomalism, but its truth.

and thus it speaks to us.

of thirty, he wa® -barred from his academic post; when
rty-four, the pulpit was closed to him; at thirty-five,
lication was forbidden; and, with his imprisonment at
even conversation with his friends was denied him.
Yet, each timg this narrowing circle came closer, his acting and
thinking gained power and stretched into new dimensions. Whan he
was silenced for good at thirty-nine, he began to speak more loud-
ly than ever before.l R ‘

What is it about this man's life which speaks to us and draws us

to look more closely? The essence of the answer 1£§§/inxthose “polar-

our conception of the world and our conception of religion. Onr

is undeniable

At the ag
he was th
written p
thirty-seveX,

ities'':
the one hand, we have a daily experience of our secular world; on the
other, we carry in our heads certain ideas of God and things religiousl

" We suffer under the concept deus ex machina. This is the God-of-the-

gaps of which Bonhoeffer speaks in Letters and Papérs from Prison.
(Without jumping too far ahead of ourselves by looking at Bonhoeffer's

last theological statements, we must clarify the reasons we feel

there are mutually opposing elements at work here.) God for us has be-

come a\god-of-the-gaps because we have pushed God out te the bounda-

ries of our lives. We anSwer life's daily questions very well all on
G .our own. Psychology, sociology, politics, medicine, industrialization,
mass media, astrdnomy, space travel, the 'natural sciencesd#-all these

lEberhard Bethgé, '""The Challenge of Dietrich Bonhoeffer's Life
and Theology'" in World Come of Age, ed. by Ronald Gregor Smith, p. 22.

—
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provinces of the universe and human activigz‘fill our lives more and
more with the answers we need. It is only in boundary situations--in
crises——that we call upon God. God fills the gaps we cannot ourselves
fill: the reasons for dying of cancer, losing a child, natural disas-
ters (cite insdfance companies and their "act of God" clauses), etc..
A final, desperate attempt to save God comes with inwardneéss and pie-
tism. Concomit;;t with this is the sphere of religion as the place. of
God. So religion becomes another sphere of life alongside government
and politics, family life and work, medicine and science: a place for
everything and everything in its place.

Against this backdrop, I would like to highlight the phenomenon
of men and women who resisted Nazi terror and sought to undo the re-
gime. We think their courage truly remarkable and wonder if in the
same position we today could tespond as bravely. Could we '"do the
right thing'"? Furthermore, when we scrutinize the roster of resist-
ance members we see ''diplomats, generals, professors, journalists,
lawyers, top civil servants, high men of labour, a few industrialists,
a sprinkling of clergymen. . . ."l Many of us stop at this point
and wonder about what kind of resistance activity a clergyman would
take up. When one of these clergymen is also a university lecturer,
establishéd theologiap-on-the-rise, and a ranking member of the early
epumenical movement , we begin to admire.

' We discover he ent@red the Nazi counterintelligence agency os-
tensibly to put his international ecumenical ties at the service of the
German military secret service, but in reality to put Bhem at the dis-
posal of the Resistance. Wheh coupled with the fact tkat he and his
family were intimately involved in putsch and assassination conspir-
acies, we begin to be puzzled. We wonder about his crossing the border
between religion and politics and assume he must have traded a reli-
gious role for a political one. How else could it be?

aThe'burpose of this thesis is to prove that this is not so. It
is to prove that what we perceive as pblarities in his life were not

polarities in his thought. Yes, there were new twists and tangents.

2

1Latry Rasmussen, Dietrich Bonhoeffer: Reality and Resistance,
p. 177.
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There .were deletions and additions. But the fabric of Bonhoeffer's

life and thought is remarkably of one piece. Theologian. and political
activist are seen as one in the following anecdotal report. While in

the prison yard, a companion on daily walks asked Bonhoeffer how a

pasgor could be involved in politics. Bonhoeffer answered that if a

drunk driver were to kill people in the streets, it would be his duty

not only to bury the dead.;nd console the families of the victims but

also to get the druynk out from behind the wheel.l N

)

B. Methodological problems

1

Now that 1 know Bquh6effer/s§€éks to me in a unique way, my prob-
lem becomes clear: how do/}MsdEak of him? I do not hope to do this in

a way which is unique--the amount of research on this subject makes

uniqueness a matter of more and more difficulty. But I do intend to

!
.

speak of him in a way which concerns me. &

This brings us to the method employed here. I began my research
by reading Bethgé's biography.2 This exceptional piece of work point-
ed up the basic unity of Bonhoeffer's thought and life. When I turned
to secondary sources to get an idea of the kinds of questions and argu-
ments prevalent, I grew more and more dissatisfied. Their methods?
and questions were not mine. They appeared to me as fragmentary or
reified or dry. Although most acknowledged the importance of
Bonhoeffer's life in understanding his thought, they sought to treat

various aspects of it in isolation.

i

lotto Dudzus, "Arresting the Wheel" in I Knew Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, ed. by Wolf-Dieter 'Zimmermann, p. 82. (hereinafter referred
to as IKDB)

2Eberhard Bethgé, Qjetrich Bonhoeffer: Man of Vision, Man of
Courage. (hereinafter referred to as Biography)

3The scope of this essay cannot hope to include a critique of

other works. Notwithstanding their quality and the need for these
works, the reader is referred to an excellent critique of methods used

by some scholars in treating Bonhoeffer. See Clifford Green,
Dietrich Bonhoeffer: The Sociality of Christ and Humanity, pp. 7-42."
I express my debt to this work for helping me to come to an under-
stquing in this matter.

&
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Although this kind of work is essential to be able to come to a
fuller understanding of Bonhoeffer's work, what appealed to me was the
wholei After grappling with these varied abproaches and themes of
several scholars, I hit upon the clue which Bonhoeffer himself pro-
vided: ''Understanding cannot be separated from the existence in which
it has been won."! From.this 1 took my cue.

4 Bethgé's definitive biography has beyond all doubt established
the closest affinity betwaen Bonhaeffer's life and thought. The rele-
vance of the biographical can no longer be disputed. But the study of
Bonhoeffer cannot be reduced to one or the other without clearly doing
damage to the whole. Cite the foliow&ng quotes on Bonhoeffer:

His enduring significance is better explored in 3 biography

than in an analysis of his theology.2

. . +» the story of a man's life does not create his thought.3

It will be the attempt of this essay to find the mean path be-
tween the attitudes expressed above. Toi{b more succinct, inter-
spersed where it is needed for illumination, the reader will find per-
tinent ?iographical data. By keeping to a biographical dimension’, we
shall find that psychologism and reductionism are avoided without

losing sight of the importance of the context. We shall see how life

and theology informed each other in Bonhoeffer as the warp and wefrc
of a fabric; therefore, I feel the best approach to be an historical-

contextual method.4 The next section will make clear the procedure.

C. The scope and structure

<

The treatment of the 'whole" will neceésarily demand an economy

within such a limited space. The "historical" aspect of the method

A

lpietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship, p. 55. (herein-
after referred to as CD)

2John McQuarrie, New York Times Book Review, June 21, 1970,
p. 5, cited by Green, p. 43, note 7.

(&

3André Dumas, Dietrich Bonhoeffer: Theologian of Reality, p.37,
tited by Green, p. 32.

4Green, pp. 10-12.
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will lead us on a chronological path which begins with Bonhoeffer's

period of academia and leads us on to his thoughts before death. The

' ‘vcontextual' points to the personal and social. matrix in which this

thinking was done."l The framework I have chosen for development is

the Tegel? poemy Stations on the Road to Freedom.3 This was written the
) g

‘day after the failed assassination attempt on Hitler on July 20, 1944,
more than a year after Boﬁhoeffer's arrest and imprisonment.

This poem is divided into four stanzas named/Discipline, Action,'
Suffering, and Death.”* Each chapter in this work will deal with that
phas; of Bonhoeffer's life which led to the attainment or realization
of each of these states, and with the quhﬁ chronologically pertinent
to each phase: This poem is highly autobiographical in that it
reflects both the movements of his thought and life from his own per-
spective. That perspective was won during the period of "Su%feringﬁ'
when "Death" was clearly a foreseeable possibility. .

The clue to undeﬁstanding.this poem, indeed the whole of
Bonhoeffer, is in its title. It is my contention that "Freedom' is
the basic cateéory of his work, and it is his understanding of it
which informs his Christology/anthropology and soteriology.

freedom in Bonhoeffer never became a closed system. The reason
for this is that "freedom by its very nature does not lend itself to
system. It is the untranslatable, enigmatic quality that enables per-
'sons to 'be in relatiom,*"d

Freedom is not a quality of man, nor is it an ability, a
° capacity, a kind Of being that somehow flares up in him.
Anyone investigating man to discover freedom finds nothing

'lGreen, p. 1l1.

2Tegel Military Prison in Berlin where Bonhoeffer was held from
his April 1943 arrest to his October 1944 removal to a Gestapo Prison.

3pietrich Bonhoeffer, ""Stations on the Road to Freedom' in
Letters and Papers from Prison, pp.370-71." (hereinafter referred to
as LPP)

4Full reprint at end of this introduction.

5Donald Bachtell, "Freedom in Bonhoeffer'" in A Bonhoeffer
Legacy, ed. by A. J. Klassen, p. 33l.
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of it. Why? Because freedom is not a quality which can
be revealed — it is not a possession, an object, nor is it
a form of existence - but a relationship and nothing else.l

As we shall see later, being-in-relation is for Bonhoeffer of prim;
importance. 'Freedom as relational" is the catchphrase the reader
should bear in mind. It has ramifications for all of'Bonhoeffer:s work
as well as life. ' ‘ )

Bonhoeffer's concept of freedom, although as we saw,ic was never
systematized, nevertheless was, from the outset very carefully Qresented
in his works. He paints for us a picture of divine freedom whereby God
created out of the void. 1t is out of freedom that God binds himself
to man,-not out of freedom keeping himself separate. God is®™n rela-
tion to man. With the fall man lost freedom, i.e. proper relation.
With Adam, we have man who is unfree By.setting himself up as an ny
over against a fThou.” As centre of his ownJuniverse, man is unfree.
With Christ however, man is again restored to freedom. The Creator-

creature relationship’ is once ggain in perspective. For Bonhoeffer,

. God and Christ and the Word are personal. The Word speaks to man ever

anew. And Chrigt is the personal being who stands central to the fotm

of all reality. For man reality is concrete, and freedom must there-

«

fore be a concretion, i.e. relational, within reality.

His concept of freedom is framed in theology, rooted iff2ontol-
ogy, interpreted and realized in Christology, and shaped by
each ‘existential situation. To disregard any one of these
dimensions of freedom would miss the full'ssope which
Bonhoeffer wishes to place within our view.

In Bonhoeffer's works we shall see that this concept of freedom

has ever wider consequences, and these he vigourously dpplied in his

own life. 1In other words, the life situation in which he found himself

was clearly one of disharmony. Bonhoeffer's response was a movement
from pacifism t9 active resistance. As this was thé basic movement of
his fife and found reflection in his thought, it will be taken up as a

sort of sub-theme throughout this,paper. Freedom as being~in-proper-

L]
1

~

o ) !
Ipjetrich Bonhoeffer, Creation and Fall/Temptation, p. 37.
(hereinafter referred to as CFT)

"2Bachtell, p. 340. o
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-relation héd ultimatelx/been disglaced by power, and po;Zr for
Bonhoeffer is our main soteriological problem. Finally, here we. have
arrived at the crux. We have a triangle of Cﬂriscology, anthropology,
and éoégriology and the key to unlock it is -freedom. .

A final word on freedom as relational: being in relationship is
ant cénfined‘to the human sphere of one-to-one. It is alsg relation-
ship between God and man, man and man, and very importantly it is also.
between man and institution, between institution ahd institution, be=
twggn\institution and community, and between community and community.
Freedom has a unfversal scope ana it is an event in wh;ch people share

and participate. Freedom.is groundéd existentially in sociality. It

is sociality with which we find Bénhoeffer concerned in the next chap-

ter.
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STATIONS ON THE ROAD TO FREEDOM .

Discipline

-

If you set out to seek freedom, then learn above all things

to govern your soul and your senses, for fear that your passions
and longing may lead you away from the path you should follow.
Chaste be your mind and your body, and both in subjection,
obediently, steadfastly seeking the aim-set before them;

only through discipline may a man learn to be free.

+ . Action .
(-4

Daring to do what is right, not what fancy may tell you,
valiantly grasping occasions, not cravenly doubting- r—
freedom comes only through deeds, not through thoughts taking
wing,
Faint not nor fear, but go out to the storm and the action,
trusting in God whose compandment you faithfully follow;
freedom, exultant, will welcome your spirit with joy.

Suffering ’

A change has come indeed. Your hands, so strong and actlve,

are bound; in heMlessness now you see your action

is ended; you sigh in relief, your cause committing

to stronger hands; so now.-you may rest contented.

Only for one bligsful moment could you draw near to ‘touch
freedom; » ~

then, that it might be perfected in glory, you gave it to God.

Death -

Come now, thou greatest of figasts on the jourmey to freedom
eternal;

death, cast aside all the burdensome chains, and demolish

the walls of our tempora} body, the walls of our souls that are
blinded,

so that at last we may see that which here remains hidden.

Freedom, how long we have gqought thee in discipline, action, and
suffering; \\ ) - \

dying, we now may behold th revealdd in the Lord.
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CHAPTER I

TOWARDS DISCIPLINE

A. Biographical’

Dietrich Bonhoeffer's decision to become a theologian and min-

ister was made as a young boy. In this decision he never wavered,

although his family™Pagd no connections with the church as such and
His father and brother Karl-Friedrich were
The decision was

were not churchgoers.
agnosticg, so there is no determinant there either.
not considered all that eccentric since there were forebears who had

entered this field. The family, through the mother, had its own

direct relationship with the Bjble and to the history.and ctraditions

of the chuyxch, and the g@il:fgﬁ were raised in the German Lutheran

tradition. There is no eviflence of a case of hero worship of one

theologian or another; with the exception of Karl Barth, Bonhoeffer
never allowed himself to be swayed by any theologian to a large
This, in effect, is what Bethgé stes as the clue to under-

a drive for independence, and it is

degree.
standing Bonhoeffer's choice:
pointed up very well in the following anecdote.

of their brother's wish to study theology and become a minister, his

After being informed

siblings (esbecially the three elder brothers) tried to persuade him ,
that he was thking the pafﬁ of least resistance and pointed out that

the church he would be joining was boring, provincial, petty, and

bourgeois. To this, the fourteen-year-old Dietrich confidently and .

rather defiantly replied: "In that case 1 shall.refor‘bic{”2 Indeed,

IThe sources for this section are pp. 20-23 and pp. 36-41 in
Bethgé's Biography.

zBioEraEhx, p. 22 '
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in such a diversified and well-accomplished family it is no wonder
that there should be thg need ip a young boy to establish himself in
some independence. And so it stood. -

In 1923, at the age of seventeen, Bonhoeffer entered Tubingen
University and studied the course in theology. 1In 1924{ he entered
the University of Berlin and that summer he and his brother went tn
Rome. It was here that Bonhoeffer got his first taste of the Catholic
Church, and he was.very much impressed with the international flavour
of the clergy to be seen there. It made him realize the very narrow
and provincial nature of his own church in Germany. This internation-
alism may be seen as the impetus to his future ecumenical work. What
is important for us here is the Rome trip laying open to Bonhoeffer
the very sociological nature of the church.

In 1927 Bonhoeffer completed his studies in Berlin and qualified

for his licentiate with the doctoral dissertation Sanctorum Communio.

Bonhoeffer spent the year 1928 as an assistant pastor in Barcelona,
Spain, and returned to Berlin in 1929 to become assistant to a pro-

fessor at the University of Berlin. Bonhoeffer qualified for univer-

sity teaching in July 1930 with his book Act and Being. September of
that year saw him cross the Atlantic to attend Union Theological .
Seminary in New York as a Post-Doctorate Fellow. Upon his return to
Berlin in 1931 he developed an intense commitment to the ecumenical
movement, and at the same time took up a post as lecturer at the Uni-
versity ©f Berlin.

The years 1927 through 1931 were basically spent establishing
himself acaaemically in theology. The areas of concern in this chap-
ter will be the two major works cited above where Bonhoeffer estab-
lishes the main categories of his theology. As we saw in the intro-
duction, the major concern of this thesis is the interpretation of
Bonhoeffer's writings and life in terms of what he understood as free-
dom. Freedom is relational and relationship presupposes sociality.

Sanctorum Communio and Act and Being establish the base of sociality,

which in turn would become the grounding of all his further ?ﬁought,

as such, it is imperative we understand his theological departure

point.

-
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There is other, much briefer, material which will also demand our
attention. Although unrelated in that they are not major academic
works, they are essential for us to understand Bonhoeffer's later
movements from passive to active resistance. His theology of sociality
heavily informed his later political thought, as did his involvement
in the ecumenical movement. We shall therefore concentrate in this
section on his thoughts on war and peace.

Finally, the end of the chapter will make clear the turning
point in his life (becoming a true Christian), and why he h{pself came

é
to see his situation in 1932 as being in '"Discipline."

B. Sanctorum Communio

As was mentioned above, Bonhoeffer spent some time in Rome with
his brother during 1924. "Unlike other Protestant pilgrims he was not
angered or revolted by the Eternal City; on the contrary, he fell per-
maqently in love with it."l He was struck by the air of universality
about the Catholic Church; significantly, he never referred gghgis own
background as '‘church' but as "Protestantism' in his letters Hom;.

The phenomenon of Church found a place to roost in Bonhoeffer at this
time, and his concern for it never left him. It was the sociological
constitution of the church which imprinted itself on his mind.

Three years later, when the time came to write his dissertation,

it was the social category of Christian concepts which concerned him:

The more theologians have considered the significance of the
sociological category for theology, the more clearly the
social intention of all the basic Christian concepts has
emerged. Ideas such as 'person', 'primal state', 'sin', and
‘'revelation' are fully understandable only in relation to
sociality.2

The category of sociality may be seen as programmatic for the whole
of this work, for Bonhoeffer sees all of human life as social. He bor-
rowed phtlgsophical and sociological categories and used them to de-

velop theological concepts in a theelogy of sociality. It is this-

1Biograghz, p. 37.

2pietrich .Bonhoeffer, Sanctorum Communio, trans. by Ronald Gregor
Smith, p. 13. (hereinafter referred to as SC) .

g
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theology which informs all Bonhoeffer's subsequent thought.

Sanctorum Communio is Bonhoeffer's most complex and demanding

book. There are some who interpret it as an aberration, and as such,
they feel it an obstacle to finding a continuity between it and the
later ''secular' writings from prison. Among those writers in this
group are Hanfried Mueller and John Phillips.1 On the other hand, we
have writers such as Eberhard Bethgé and John Godsey who find no
problem in seeing a basic continuity throughout Bonhoeffer's work and
yet still see this book in a rather narrow light, seemingly unwilling @Q
to grant the category of sociality the status of foundation for the
work.2 The reason for the confusion, among those who agree with each
other as well as thqse who disagree with each other, is that it has
been taken for granted that Bonhoeffer's major concern in this work
is ecclesiology. Granted that the bulk of the book does deal with
the church, it is not a narrow ecclesiology but one of the most cath-
olic. It is my inzention to prove that we cannot subsume sociali?y
under the rubric of ecclesiology when dealing with this book; rather,
it is the reverse. Bonhoeffer treats many théological topicsz:,. doc~-
trines of creation, sin, God, revelation. He also discusses many
anthropological subjects: the Christian understanding of person,
community, ethics, history, and society.3

What Bonhoeffer is here trying to do is to move theology into
a world of persons, community, history, and relevance. In faét, the
whole argument of the book centers around the idea of 'person,' and
it is dealt with as "imdividual™ and as 'corporate.” Once these
definitions are set, they are transferred to the realm of theology
where Bonhoeffer develops them in terms of "primal state,'" "sin," ;nd
) Fy

.finally, in great detail, '"revelation'" and the church.

\

»
1. - Person as relational -

When Bonhoefflr discusses "person' he means a socio-ethical his-

torical person. He is not appealing to any ideal notibn of person but

lGreen, p. 53. 2Green, p. 53. 3Green, p. 56.
A3
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the one who finds expression in everyday concretion. As a socio-ethi-
cal being, a person is necessarily always in relation with other so-
cio~ethical beings. .

*» « . . the indiyvidual exists only through the 'other'. The
individual is ot solitary. For the individual to exist,
'others' must also exist.

We must now discover who this "other'" is. Bonhoeffer was cer-
tainly not‘subsuming the indiwvidual into or under the social. The a
individual is not subordinated to the social process; he remains in-
dependent and an individual. However, he is inescapably social--and
this means inescapably in relation.

By placing ''persons' in a socio-ethical light, Bonhoeffer is
;tressing the will of the person and the need for decisions on the
part of that person. When the "I" encounters the "Thou'" of the other,
he is coming up against another like himself: a person who wills and
decides.

But the two I-forms must be strictly distinguished. The Thou,

as a for@jwhich has reality, is .independent in principle, over

against the I in this sphere. Its essential difference from

the idealist object-form is that it is not immanent in the mind

of the subject. It is a barrier to the subject, it activates a

will with which the other will comes into conflict, as an 1 for

a Théu.? o
Negatively stated, the Thou is a barrier up against which the will of
the T runs. The eggtism and dominating pretensions of people are
checked and limited as they run up against the wills of others. Pow-
er limits are set and maintained. Proper relation is possible.

The I-Thou relation is the social basic-relation for Bonhoeffer.>

The theological basis for this anthropology is the Christian concept
that man is always man-before-God where God is always God-as-Divine-
Other. The I-Thou relationship does not allow for the I to view the
Thou as an object, whether the Thou be human or divine. '"Every other

concept of person cuts through the abundance of life of the actual

lsc, p. 3277 25¢, p. 33.

3Green, P. 93, note 35. Green maintains a truer translation of
the German is not 'basic social relation'" but ''social basic-relation."
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[other] person."l

It is a Christian recognition that the person, as a conscious
person, is created in the moment when a man is moved, when he
is faced with responsibility, when he is passionately involved
in a moral struggle, and confronted by a claim which overwhelms
him. Concrete personal being arises from the concrete 51tua—
tion. . . . For Christian Philosophy the human person comes
into being only in relation to the divine person which trans-
cerds [him], opposing and subjugating [him]. . . . The Chris-
tian person arises solely from the absolute distinction be-
tween God and man; only from the experience of the barrier does
the self- —-knowledge of the moral person arise. The more clear-
ly the barrier is recognised, the more deeply the person enters
into responsibility.2 :

With this paragraph, ethical decision-making lends weight to the con-
cept of history. It is in history, in concrete situations, that the
person finds transcendence and it is in the form of the Thou: God is
present to, not immanent~ip, man in social relation.

God, or the Holy Spirit, comes to the concrete Thou; only by :
his action does the other become a Thou for me, £ which my

I arises. In other words, every human Thou is an Y¥mage of the
divine Thou. The character of a Thou is in fact the form in
which the divine is experienced; every human Thou ‘has its char-

acter from the divine Thou. . . . the divine Thou creates the
human Thou, and because God wills and makes it, this human Thou
is real, absoluge, and holy, like the divine Thou. . . . But

since one man's becoming Thou for another does not in principle
alter, anything about the Thou as a person, it is not his person
as an I that is holy, but the Thou of God, the absolute will,
here visible in the concrete Thou of social life. The other man
is Thou only insofar as God makes him this. It is only in God
that the claim of the -other resides; but for this very reason it
is the claim of the other.3

w
,

2. Person as corporate

Now that we have established the principles behind the concept
of person as individual-in-relation, we must push on to discover how
these individuals collectively, i.e. in groups, relate. A society or

community is not simply a group of individuals; the whole 'is more than

: , k)
just the sum of its parts. As persons in groups, we form various or-

ganizations and institutions within the community and these are formed

e

4
A
-

sc, p. 31.  2sc, p. 31. -3sc, p. 36. .
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for various reasoﬁs.‘ These communities and institutions are formed by
deliberate hill%ng, as in the individual. Bonhoeffer pées the common
distinction between two sociological éypes of organizations: Gemein-
schaft and Gesellschaft., The former type of community is that which

is willed and established as an end in itself: the Eamily, friend-

ships, cultural and recreatiéhal organizasxrons, peoples and nations,
and mankind as ( whole. Th& church, 8f course, is in a special sense
a Gemeinschaft; later, when we discuss revelation, this theme will be
further developed. The latter type, Gesellschaft, is willed into

being as a means to a common end{ political organizations, various

institutions in the business copfmunity, etc.. Gemeinschafc-willing

constitutes a structure of meaking whereas Gesellschaft-willing estab-

%
lishes a structure of purpose.1

God does not desite a history of individual men, but a history
of the community [Gemeinschaft] of men. Nor does God desire a
community which absorbs the individual into itself, but a com-
munity of men. In his sight the community and the individual
are present at the same moment, and rest in one another.®

As ethical individuals, we hear the call to the ethical. As in-
dividuals in community, there is a call to ethical corporate life.
The concept of personhood is transposed to corporate life with all its
socio~ethical, historical responsibility. The personal model of £he
I;&hou relationship characterizeé’@emeinschaft, and gives rise to a
collective ethical spirit. At this point, Bonhoeffer begins’to dis-

cuss the idea of Kollektivperson.

Kollektivperson is the objective spirit of a Gemeinschaft--

whether it be one of friendship, family, church, or even humanity.
The notion of reciprocity which we found in the interpersonal I-Thou
is inherent in the Gemeinschaft because individuals are not subor-
Qinated to the social process--they retain their individuality. Kol-

lektivperson, as the objective spirit of any and all Gemeinschaften,

is not the elevatjion of the social spirit to a status of superperson:

1§§, p. 56. There is a tendency in English to, at times’ apply
community and society interchangeably. For this reason the German
usage will be retained to remind the reader of the differentiation.

2S_C, p. 52. ,2
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it .does not supersede the individual wills of which it is comprised.
There is reciprocity between the individual(s) and the Gemeinschaften
to whjch they belong. There can be no divorcing the ethical essence
from the individual simply because he is in a group. The ethical is

intrinsic to the notion of Kollektivperson:

« + » the very reason he applies to communities his own model

of the human person is to guarantee that they are understood

to have the same ethical-historical character of the individual
person. The ethical sphere is not confined to the private moral
questions of individuals.l

In the most universal sense hdmanity can be called a Kollektiv-
person because of its constitution as a Gemeinschaft. As the most
collective, universgl I it stands before God--the divine Thou. As
person, humanity stands before the other person of God. Bonhoeffer
names created and fallen humanity Adam; the new hum;nity is the Kollek-
tivperson of Christ. Bonhoeffer now turns to a treatment of humanity

in the three realms of creation, sin, and revelation.

3. Applications to theology

It is only once Bonhoeffer has thoroughly defined the concepts
he will be using that he transfers them to the realm of theology. We
shall briefly see how he uses them to discuss the primal state (crea-

tion), sin (the fall), and revelation (in Christ).

a) The primal state

”Analogous to eschatology, the primal state is 'hope projected
backwards', as Bonhoeffer puté.it.”z' Any discussion of the state of
creation before the fall can only be approached from the hindsight of
what man now knows through revelation in Christ. Bonhoeffer is not
concerned with the primal state as some kind of ideal religious prelude
for ecclesiology, but is addressing himself to the problem of human

nature as such--creation was a social reality.3 Bonhoeffer looks to

lGreen, p. 170,
2Green, p. 73, quoting the German edition of SC, p: 35.

3Green, p. 71.

)
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Fy
distinguish man as created from man as sinner and to put these in
perspective with the new humanity'represente&"ip Christ.l He puts
these perspectives in hig own language of soci%lity. Sociality in the

created state belonged to all--to humanity as~{ whole-~since we are

all created social beings.
Bonhoeffer describes the primal community (Gemeinschaft) as one

of mutual love and service:

Undoubtedly man in the primal state must be thought of as being
in immediate community of service with God, as we find in Genesis
1 and 2. It is the concept of the church which first makes it
clear that this immediate community means more than the ontic I-
Thou relation. This community is a real connection of love be-
tween an I and an I. In the Christian conception of God, known
to us from the revelation in Christ, the community of God and
social community belong together. . . . So we-maintain that the
immediate community of God demands also the immedigte community
of man, that the latter is a necessary correlate of the former,
and that it is no accident that we read in Genesis 2:18: 'It is
not good that the man should be alone.' The immediate sommunity
of God is documented in the immediate community of man.

And furthermore:

But what does immediate community mean? . . . In religious lan~
guage, certainly, this community is built upon immediate and
mutual love; but because love rules when it serves we have the
problem here of a pure association of authority (Herrschaftsver-
band): by limitless serving God rules limitlessly over men.

The importance of this concept of serving love is of great import for

Bonhoeffer's later formulation of 'being-there-for-others," which is

so prominent in the prison writings.

b) Sin and the broken community

We have seen that Bonhoeffer distinguishes between Gemeinschaft
and Gesellschaft, and that he accords a special structure of meaning
to the former which the latter, py its 'very nature, cannot claim. This

does not mean that there is no authentic place for Gesellschaft in the

created state nor the fallen state. Gesellschaft is that type of as-

sociation which is willed towards self-preservation, and that in it-

self is not an evil.

Isc, p. 40.  2sc, pp. 40-41. 3sc, p. 41.
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Therefore sin in the community is not the newly-added individual
will to self-preservation--which in fact makes community pos-
sible--but the sin is the will to affirm in principle oneself
and not the“gther as value, and to acknowledge the other only

in relation to the self. But it will be objected that this is
precisely the nature of. a society. Not so. A society is not
built upon self-seeking, but on the instinct to self-preserva-
tion; and thus it is no more built upon the evil will than a
community is.l

It is here that the soteriological problem of power is defined
for the first time. Willing is not the problem when it is kept in
balance. But when willing becomes a quest for power over the other.and
the other becomes an obj&ct and not a Thou, we are cleaﬁ}y in the state
of the Fall. '"Whereas the primal relationship of man éo man is a giv-
ing one, the state of sin is purely demanding.”2

The Fall is exeﬁplified in social and communal love by reversal of
the direction of wills. In the primal state, whether in Gemeinschaft or
Gesellschaft, the willin% which constitutes is uni-directional.: In sin,

people will against each other and this leads to conflicts of power.

Every man [now] exists in a state of complete voluntary isolation:
each man lives his own life instead of all living the same God-life.
Each'man now has his own conscience. Conscience did not exist in
the primal state . . . Conscience can just as well be the ulti-
mate prop for self-justification as the point at which Christ
strikes home at man through the law.

Sin, therefore, is rebellion against God and men. It is the height of
isolation whereby man sets himself up as his own centre. 'What is im-
pottant is that the narrator sees some kind of separation arising
through the Fall, that is, through the moral act of rebellion against

God, by which the original community of God and man is lost to man.'"4,

¢) Revelation and the new humanity

Only after all of the above definitions and clarifications are set
forth does Bonhoeffer tackle the problem of the church and its meaning
for us. With Christ, as opposed to Adam, we have a representative of
the new humanity and the model of the new (original) social basic-rela-
tion between God and man and between man and man. By placing Christ in

the context of humanity we can see that Bonhoeffer is not being narrow

Isc, p. 82. - 2s¢, p. 71. 3sc, pp. 71-72.  %sc, p. 42.
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igMis ecclesiology but is speaking of the universal Gemeinschaft of

.
¥

humanity.

The reality of the new humanity in Christ 1is actualized by the
Holy Spirit, where Christ is the initiator and reality of the new hu-
manity. Christ is God's revelation and this revelation has the social

form of the church.

Revelation is not an idea, a past historical happening, a doc-
trine, or an entfty. It is a person, and since person and
community are inseparable, the revelation of Christ 1is present
in personal-communal form.!

The cyurch does not possess Christ as if Christ were the essence
of the church at man's disposal; Christ is not a possessed attribute
which is frozen into static being. The person and action of Christ is
vicarious:

« « « for in him (Christ) as the foundation and body of the
building of his church, the work of God is accomplished and
consummated. And in this work Christ has a function which

sheds clear light on the difference in principle between Adam
and Christ; his function is vicarious . . . Adam's action is not
deliberately vicarious but is on the contrary extremely ego-
centric. . . . With the old mankind it is as if mankind falls
anew each time one man incurs guilt, whereas in Christ mankind
is placed--and this is the very essence of real vicarious ac-
tion--once and for all in communion with God.2

*in the church,

Since Christ is present in personal-communal form
this constitutes the church as Gemeinschaft. As such, it is an in-
strument of God's will. Relation to Christ presupposes man's rela-»
tion to the ch}:rch.3 Furthermore, God is only comprehensible when
joined to the church. ®

The church is the world of Adam being encountered by the new
humanity in Christ. This is where, once again, the Thou is loved for
his own sake and valued in himself.

In the church, Christ is present as Word and sacrament.

The structure of the objective spirit, in the forms in which it -

lgreem, p. 73. 2§g, p. 107. 3§g, p. 39.

N 4§g, p. 97. Note the polemic against '"liberal theology." Bon-
hoeffer held with Barth and the dialectical school that liberal the-
ology had made God too *haveable' and graspable.'
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is embodied, is clearly that of community, a way of acting,

that is to-say, which is filled with symbolic "meaning. Its es-

sential expression is in the cultus + » + The congregation- gath-

ered round the Word and the sacraments is certainly the repre-

sentation of the church, both before itself and before God. . . .

It is not enough to interpret ﬁle church as a community; it i3

indeed a community, but a comm®nity concretely defined as a com-
‘munity of 'spirit. .

The Sanctofum CommunLo has now bean defined, but Bonhoeffer by no
< .

means claims that this spells the end of fallen men. ”Indeod, the -
Peccatorum Communio lives on-'in the Sanctorum Communic. The church is

the historical kingdom of Christ, not the eschatological kingdom of God.

It is not uncommon in Bonhoeffer's works to find him struggling to dia-
lectically reconcile seemingly opposing factors. In fact, if oné re-

calls our original discussion of the seeming polarity between his po-

litical action and his vocation, one will see that his dialectics went

beypnd his works and found expression in his life. 1In higﬁnext ma jor .
work we shall once again follow him in his attempt to integrate two

"variant factors.

In summary, what we have seen in Sanctorum Communio is a Chris- :

tology which is inescapably linked to an anthropology by means of a

very particular soteriology. Christ restores man topg;s proper rela-
tion both to God and man, as well as to himself. The power of Christ N
overcomes the power of the isolated seif.

-

C. Act and Being

The main concern of this work is theological anthropologx,;\jhe

issue of man's act and man's being is-inherent in Sanctorum Communio,

bur within the concept of man as a willing, deciding, ethical.being the
emphasis was’ laid more on act than on a continuity of being. In the

early decagfs of this century " . . . 'actualistic' and ontological
(RN N
positions in phllosophy and theology were vying with each other ’ \

. « ."3;2 but there is more than concern over the outcome of this argu- ¢ !

ment. Bonhoeffer brings to the fore in this work the soteriological

problem of power; it was more than a passing interest, however, because
L~ b

1§g, p. 180. 2Green, p. LO7.
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it was a problem which he struggled with himself--thus there is a per-

sonal dimension. ,The€re will be more on this at the end of the chap-
e

ter once we_ h@ve discussed the book.

The structure of Act and Being deserves outlipge. It is divided

£
into three parts. 'The first deals with philosophies of understanding

ﬁan; the second sets up aeion in Christ as the only proper way to
understand man; finally, the third part goes on to define more fully

man_'in Adam' and 'in Christ.’'

7 ) )
l. Philosophies of man
While in agreement with Barth that liberal theology had wrongly

brought ‘God so close to man that man had felt he 'knew" God, Bon-
hoeffer disagreed with Barth in that he felt Barth had removed God

totally from man. God is accessible to man——finitum capax infiniti--

not through man's own means of self-reflection but through Christ. It
is this self-reflection and self-centerlng as found in all philosophies
which Bonhoeffer objects to in a radical way. This is the problem of

the isolated, powerful self which we found gn his first work and it
comes to the fore here. ﬂ

What offends Christian thought in any.autonomous self-understanding
is that it considers Jman capable of bestowing truth on himself,

of transpérting himseélf into the truth by his own resources, since
it is reasonable to suppose that the 'basis' of existence must
somehow be within truth {likeness to God) . . . 'Never being able
to give oneself truth' represents the unattainability of a sys-
tematic metaphysics; for such knowledge as that would imply would
signify a self-placing into the truth . . . for the world of the 1
untouched by grace is confined to the I . . . Only thought which,
bound to the obedience of Christ, 'is' from the truth—-—can place
into thy truth.!

And so we once again meet autonomous man--fallen man. He is ex-

isting alone in isolation, and it is of his own making.

It simply 'is not true that concrete man (including even the phi-
losopher) is in full possession of the mind. Whoever countenances
the idea that he need only arrive at himself to be in God is doomed
to hideous disillusion in experiencing the utter introversion, the
treadmill confinement to the self, of the very loneliest solitude,

-

Ipjetrich Bonhoeffer, Act and Being, translated by Bernard Noble,
pp. 71-72. (hereinafter referred to as AB)

¥
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with its tormenting desolation and sterility.l : ’

And when this happens, the I-in-isolation seeks to make itself
God:

If the world owes its being to the I, there is an exchange of roles
between the I and the creator-god; God can no longer become the ,
object of knowledge, but, since he cannot imaginably be the crea-
ture of the I, is somehow integrated with the I itself. There-
upon God 'is' only insofar as I think, i.e., enter myself in
thought.2 !

It believes itself free and is captive, is overlord of all--yet
is itself only vassal: that is what Protestant dogmatists mean
by the corruption of reason. It is ontic narcissism, the cor
curvum in se . . .3

Bonhoeffer's concern in these passages is Best understood when we
remember his concept of person as individual and as corporate~-soci-
ality--and how this is the way in which man should relate to fellow men
;s well as to God. The self-reflection of the individual is diametri-
cally opposed tg the faith of the Christian community which looks not
to Itself but to revelation in order to understand itself. It is
clearly self-reflection versus faith. It is trying to seize God in an
intellectual system,.

What reason can learn from itself (thus Hegel) is revelation, and
"so God is incarcerated in consciousness. Through living reflexion
on itself, the 1 understands itself from itself. Tt directly
relates itself to itself, hence to God, in reflexion . . . One
is like the very God one conceives. Thus intensified, such prop-
ositions are exposed as theologically intolerable. 1t is not
because man is by nature God that God comes to him--on the con-’
trary, he would not then need to come--but because he is utterly
unlike God and never shapes his concept of God according to his
own image. That is why God gives himself to man, that man may
conceive him, and then--qn then—-man can indeed conceive him.
This is an idea which has to.find a place in CHristian episte-
mology.a ‘

- coa

Over against the self-in-isolation in philosophy, Bonhoeffer goes

o

an to discuss the Christian understanding of the self.

2. The church as
unity of act and being L

Bonhoeffer goes to some lengths to prove that act is always am,
act of intentionality, and that being is always being directed towards

1aB, p. 28. 2aB, p. 30. JAB, p. 32.  4aAB, pp. 41-42.
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the transcendent--something which is other1 something man is in-rela-
o
tion-to:

Only when existence [being], supposed in permanent orientation

to transcendence, is said not to be able 'to understand itself

{or only to understand that it does not understand itself) is

the true sense of the act expressed: act as an ever-shifting

'with reference to', as utter intentionality, . . . act as ‘direct’
consciousness——actus directus.

Act.without reflection on the self is the act of faith. Man is always
in relation to the transcendent, he never controls it. We are moving
away from episﬁemology and into the realm of sociality where the I is
in relation to something other than itself.

Christ as revelation allows men to escape the isolation of self-
reflection and to act directly through faith. The community of ;he
church is not a community where the individual can own and cultivate
Christ as a possession. The church is a community created by Christ
and founded upon him, "one in which Christ reveals himself as the new
man——or rather, the new humanity itself."? We again meet Christ as the

Kollektivperson of the new humanity; the Person who liberates man from

himself and places him in proper relation. Revelation is present in
encounter with the other, the transcendent; revelation is present in
Ehe congregation. In the sociality of the congregation act and being
are dialectically integrated.

In the congregation the being of revelation has continuity; it
also has priority over the inéiyidual act of faith within that con-
gregation. Being is prior to act (response’to being). This being (in
the congregation) necessitates act(s) (of faith). '

For man, act is act-presupposing-being (or act-in-relation-to-
being), and being is being-including-act. . . . Man is act in
being, self in community, individual in humanity.

The dialectic of act and being is upheld in the church through

sociality. "Both the transcendental essay at act-subjectivism and the

ontological attempt to establish the continuity of the I envisaged con-

sistently the individual man, and he was the rock upon which they

foundered. "4 1In searching for reality, philosophers have overlooked

the fact that man is never simply an I, not even simply the I claimed

lég, p. 28. 252, p. 121. 3Green, p. 127. aég, p. 122.
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. .
by a Thou; man '"invariably finds himself in some community, whether in
'Adam' or in 'Christ.'"l We remember that the old humanity, Adam,.the
Peccatorum Communio, lives on in the new humanity in Christ, the Sanc-
torum Communio. We shall now briefly look at how act and being are

retained in tension both in '"Adam' and in "Christ," each as Kollektiv-
person.

3. Man in Adam and in Christ

Adam, by ”being in sin'", also activates sin. In isolation, man
refuses to be God's creature. Being in sin is being in isolation. The
problems involved are manifold: a) the power of the knowing and inter-
preting I, b) the posture is one of dominance, c) the I is in isola- -
tion, and d) the I accuses itself in conscience.? 1In conscience the
isolated 1 recognizes it has violated the sociality for which it was
meant and calls upon its better-self. But the I is trying to restore
itself by means of itself and its solitude remains intact. It is only
Christ who can break through the solitude by placing the I in proper
relation to God and to others.

Revelation is the foundation for seeing man in Adam as man in sin.
In the church man sees himself through revelation and not through the I.
In the congregation the being of revelation, Christ, is guaranteed con-
tinuity.3 The individual in congregatidﬁ may still feel the call of
congcience, but he knows he is borne by the congregation, for it is
here he encounters forgiveness.A But it is a reformed'conscience, a
Christian one. '"Whoever seeks himself in Christ sees himself always in
sin, but now the sin is no longer able to distract the attention from
Christ-~indeed, it is rather the basis from which I can contemplate
Christ with such singleness of mind. 1 see my sin in the context of
my having been forgiven by Christ.'3

The transition from 'being in Adam' to 'being in Christ' is a
movement which involves several themes: from autonomeus self-
understanding to understanding oneself from revelation; from
trying to be a lord and creator to finding oneself as God's
creature under the lordship of Christ; from isolated self-

1aB, p. 122.  2Green, p. 125. 3AB, p. 124. %AB, p. 131,
3AB, p. 178.
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imprisonment to community; from the domiggtion of the other and of
nature to the love of others; from self-seleking to freedom for
others; and from donscience as self-reflection and self-accusa-~
tion to faith and forgiveness in Christ.

These movements occur only because of Christ's presence as person
in sociality. 1In this matrix, Christ is the reality of the new human-
ity in both personal-individual arfd personal-communal encounters and
relationships., He brings the freedom to be for others. People are
restored to their original and authentic relations with one another and

God.

D. Addresses on War and Peace

We shall now detour briefly in order to establish Bonhoeffer ''po-

_litically'" during this period. While in Barcelona as an assistant pas-

tor to a German community, Bonhoeffer had occasion to give an address

entitled Grundfragen einer christlichen Ethik.? This address is an

obvious aberration in Bonhoeffér's thought because never again does he
use this typé of language nor speak in such a manner when dealing with
these questions.3 At the tender age of twenty-two Bonhoeffer, although
well read in theology, shows a marked lack of astuteness in affairs

political. He quickly came to see the dangers of what he had said.

‘e

In the Barcelona address, Bonhoeffer clearly views war as sin,
crime, and murder. But there is a rejection of pacifism because it is
a lifeless interpretation of the commandment "Thou shalc not kill."
fhe problem arises when another Volk attacks my Volk: am I to sacri-
fice my closest neighbour in order not to kill ''the enemy"”? Or am I to
kill the enemy in order to save my neighbour? Bonhoeffer's choice to
protect the neighbour has its foundation in the narrow interpretation
of Volk as nationalistic and organic. Beside the exegetical and the

national reasons, there is a third: pacifism '"rejects God-willed his-

ol lgreen, pp. 130-31.

2Rasmussen, pp. 96-98. The portion quoted there was received by
Rasmussen as a typewritten copy of the original from the Rev. Christ-
fried Berger, East Berlin, who had obtained it from Eberhard Bethgé.

3Biograghz, p. 144,
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tory of the strong over the weak."l As Bethgé says, Bonhoeffer is '"not
yet talk™ng his own langqage."2 In this address, although war is
clearly depicted as criminal, it ''can be the commandment of God for my
Volk,“3 and as such can be justified, whether it is one of defense or
of aggression. The Christian commandment of brotherly love does, how-
ever, make it an offense to hate your enemy while you are killing him.
This makes for rather confusing reading.

As little as a year after Barcelona, changes in thought are
clearly perceptible. An address givén while in New York, Ansprache in
New York,% indicates a shift in meaning when Bonhoeffer spgaks of Volk:
it takes on a supranational, ecclesiélogical breadth. "1t must never
more happen that a Christian people fights against a Christian people,
brother against brother, sxnce both have one Father.'"? There is a
sympathy for peace movements which here finds expression. In fact,
the whole of the address concerns his passion for peace, which as we
shall see, comes more and more to thq fore. The regard for sociality’
never E;lls to the wayside, and the commitment to éeace is one based on
his theolé§y of sociality.

Bonhoéffef‘returned to Berlin from New York in June 1931. He was
very'much influenced by the social gospel movement, which at that time
%55 receiving much attention at Union Theological. Although he had not
come to terms with all the influences he felt during his stay, he did
come out of his orthodox European shell: |

He felt that political questions in which our studengs were so

interested were on the whole irrelevant to the life ®f a Christian.

Shortly after his return to Germany he became very muéh interested

in ethical and political issues and for some time considered going
. to India to study Gandhi's movement . . . Once very unpolitical,

he became a very astute political analyst.6

1Rasmussen, p. 99. 2Biograghz, p. 86. 3Rasmussen, p. 99.

4Rasmussen, p. 100, quoting Gesammelte Schriften, ed. by
Eberhard Bethgé, 2nd. ed. (Munich: Char. Kaiser Verlag, 1965), vol. I,
‘p. 72-73. thereinafter referred to as GS.)

5"Ansprache in New York", GS I, p. 72, cited by Rasmﬁssén; p. 100.

6Reinhold Niebhur, Union Seminary Quarterly Reyiew, Vol. I,
no. 3, 1946, p. 3, quoted in Biography, p. 122.
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A personal letter written in October 1931 makes clear Bonhoeffer's

own impressions about what America did for him in terms of his thoughts
and feelings about tﬁe peace movement and its expression in the ecu-
menical movement of the early thirties:

My stay in America . . . made one thing plain to me: the absolute
necessity of cooperation and at the same time the inexplicable gap
that seems to make such cooperation impossible. Looked at from
across the Atlantic, our standpoint and our theology look so local,
and it seems inconceivable that in the whole of the world just
Germany, and in Germany just a few men, have understood what the
Gospel is. And yet I see a message nowhere else.l

In August 1931, he and Franz Hildebrandt (a friend and practicing
churchman) collaborated on writing a Lutheran catechism entitled "If
you believe, you have.'"2 On the question of war:

. + . the Church knows nothing of any sanctity of war. War is a
struggle for life using dehumanizing means. The Church that prays
to Our Father appeals to God only for Peace.3

Bonhoeffer held that the peace commandment was based on the anti-
nationalist principle of the unity of the human family, which was an
argument he had heard in New York. .

The ecumenical argument, and also .the idea of the Church's share
in the responsibility for the course taken by the political strug-
gle for life between the nations, were here adopted by Bonhoeffer
in the autumn of 1931, and he never again departed from them.% i

Bonhoeffer was drawn to the ecumenical movement by its commit-
ment to peace. Although the World Alliance of Churches had a slender
reputation for theology,” it was this\branch of the movement to which
he gave his loyalty. It was not only’kecause of the peace movement .ei-
ther; it was also because one of the aims of the Alliance was to pro-
mote friendship between the churches and all other religions. Once
again, we have evidence of Bonhoeffer's deep belief in the unity of

mankind. In September 1931, Bonhoeffer was elected a member of the

German Youth Delegation and, as such, he attended the Alliance confer-

I

1Letter to H. Rossler, 18.10.31, GS 1, pp. 60f., quoted in
Biography, p. 122. -
29§ 111, pp. 248-57, quoted in Biography, p. 142,

3ibid., p. 144. “Biography, p. l144.  OBiography, p. 147.
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ence in Cambridge, Englandy in that month.
His interest in the ecumenical movement was at first merely in-

‘ cidental, but it took such a hold on him that it became an inte-
gral part of his being. Soon he was engaged in a lively-battle
concerning its interior alignment and was“enthusiastically repre-
senting it in its relations with the outside world. The world
of the early stages of the evangelical ecumenical movement came
to play a vital part in his theology, his part in the church
struggle, and finally in his political commitment. -

From 1931 through 1933 Bonhoeffer took up a position at Berlin
University as a lecturer. At the same time as his interest in the ecu-
menic&l movement was growing and his allegiance to it becoming concrete,

so too there was a reflection of this in his lectures at the University.

£

We shall see this in the next chapter. But before we enter this period
in Bonhoeffer's life, we must briefly document a crucial turning point:
“his becoming a Christian and entering into what he termed "discipline."
The Bonhoeffer we meet in the next chapter is one who has re-
solved the personal problem of the centered, knowing I. Although in

Act and Being Bonhoeffer had intellectually offered the solution of

Christ to this problem, it was not until the summer of 1932 that he was
able to resolve it personally. When we recall the circﬁmstances sur-
rounding his decision to become a theologian, as they were laid out at
the start of this chapter, the following letter to a girlfriend in 1936
takes on an jmportance which lends existential weight to the concerns of

"~

Sanctorum Communio and Act and Being.

unchristian way . . . 1 know at that

time I turned the doctrine o esus Christ into something of per-

sonal advantage for myself . . or all my loneliness, T was quite

pleased with myself. Then the Bible, and in particular the Sermon .
on the Mount, freed me from that .{. .2

I plunged into work in a ver

In 1944, Bonhoeffer phrased it this way:

"Discipline”

If you set out to seek freedom, then learn above all things

to govern your soul and your senses, for fear that your passions

and longing may lead you away from the path you should follow.

Chaste be your mind and your body, and both in subjection,

obediently, steadfastly seeking the aim set before them; °
only through discipline may.- a man learn to be free.

1Biography, p. 146. 2Quoted in Biography, pp. 154-55.
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CHAPTER II
TOWARDS ACTION

Although Bonhoeffer didn't see it this way at the time, in 1931 he
entered a new phase which was more than a turning towards Christianity;
his work took on new characteristics, the ramifications of which would
be felt well outside academic circles and would eventually alter his
life. The years 1931 through 1933 were marked, as we have seen, by an
increasing commitment to the ecumenical church and the peace movement ,
and although Bonhoeffer remained at the University of Berlin and con-
‘tinued his academic work, there is a discernible change in his ap-
proach to theology. As we saw in the letter quoted at the end of chap-
ter one, the Bible had come to play a major role in his life; this new
importance accorded the Bible found expression in his academic work as
well., The elements of sociality which were discussed in the previous
chapter were by no means abandoned. Rather, he sought to give them an
exegetical basis.

We shall first examine the lecture course Creation and Fall which

Bonhoeffer gave in the fall of 1932, shortly after his turning. Next,
we shall discuss his Christology lectures which were given in the sum-
mer of 1933 and which mark not only the end of his academic career but
also the culmination of all the work that had gone before. Finally, we

shall follow Bonhoeffer into the ‘church struggle and investigate The

Cost of Discipleship, which reached completion in 1937. The end of She
chapter will place us in perspective with a brief review of what we
have seen so far apnd a preview of where Bonhoceffer will lead us in chap-

ter three.

A. Creation and Fall

‘As we saw, Bonhoeffer's approach to theology in this phase became

an exegetical one and this work represents the first such attempt. The




touchstone, however, remains Christological for "It is hopeless to
want to know for ourselves what man was originally, . . . not to un-
derstand that we can know ;bout the man of the beginning only if we
start from Christ."l We have no direct access to God except through
Jesus Christ:

By using a proper name for God we can conceive of God correctly. w
Indeed, the proper name is God himself. We do not have God in
any way except in his name. This is true today as well: 'Jesus
Christ' is the name of God. ’

We shall examine the substance of this lecture course under three
subtitles: creation, fall, and preservétion. We shall meet again many
of the concepts previodusly vieweq, but there are new elements added
which will show that Bonhoeffer is not simply restating the old ever

anew.

l. Creation .

Always against any natural theology, Bonhoeffer is adamant in
pointing out that there is no causal link for creation.

'"In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth'. That
means that the Creator, in freedom, creates the creature. Their -
connexion is not conditioned by anything except freedom [italics
mine], which means that it is unconditioned. Hence every use of

a causal category for understanding the act of creation is ruled
out. Creator and creature cannot be said to have a relation of
cause and effect . . . Between Creator and creature there is simply
nothing: the void. For freedom happens in and through the void. 3

Humanie? cannot claim for itself any right to exist except through the
freedom of God. God's freedom is obviously not a 'freedom from'; God
was free from man before creation. God created man in order to be
'free to,' i.e. to be in relation to. God's freedom is expressed to
man in his choosing to be in relation to man--in his having created
man. '

Classically, the tradition has been to make man's reason the im-

age of God. Bonhoeffer disputes this for two reasons, and these should

lpietrich Bonhoeffer, Creation and Fall/Temptation, trans. by
John C. Fletcher, ed. by Eberhard Bethgé, p. 37. (hereinafter re-
ferred to as CFT) .

’ 2cFT, p. 45. 3CFT, p. 18.
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come as no surprise to us now. The first is that it tends to do in-

justice to the whole of a person. It‘jitijlroom for the possible in-

terpretation of everything else human ess than good. But more im-

.portantly, reason, in isolation elevated to the status of God's image,

leads to ‘the problem of the centered, powerful, knowing I.. Secondly,
Bonhoeffer objects to this interpretation because it allows for an
individualistic and isolated view of people. We know how important the
category of sociality is to Bonhoeffer, so it should cause no wonder

that he names the imago dei an analogia relationis. ''The likeness, the

analogy of man to God, is not an analogia entis but an analogia rela-

tionis."l Man per se is not of the same substance or of the same na-

ture as God.

This means that even the relation between man and God is not a

part of man; it is not a capacity, a possibility, or a structure

of his being . . . in this given relation freedom is given . . .
Analogia relationis therefore is the relation given by God himself
and is analogy only in this relation given by @6d. The relation

of creature with creature is a God-given rel#ftion because it exists ,
in freedom and freedom originates from God.

Therefore, we can see that in his interpretation of Genesis, Bonhoeffer
uses sociality--not rationality-- as the key to understanding God's
\
relationship to man and, as a result, man's proper relationship to fel-
low man. The sociality of God and man is developed under the rubric of
freedom. The particular relationship God demands is the freedom of
love: ’ ' .
In man God creates his image on earth. This means that man is
like the Creator in that he is free. Actually, he is free only
by God's creation, by means of the Word of God; he is free for
the worship of the Creator. In the language of the Bible, free-
dom is not something man has for himself but something he has for\
others. No man*'is free 'as such', that is, in a vacuum, in the
way that he may be musical, intelligent, or blind as such. Free-
dom is not a quality of man, nor is it an ability, a capacity,
a being that somehow flares up in him. Anyone investigating
man to discover freedom finds nothing of it. Why? because free-
dom is not a quality which can be revealed - it is not a posses-
sion, a presence, an object, nor is it a form for existence -
but a relationship and nothing else. In truth, freedom is a
relationship between two persons. Being free means 'being free

LcFT, p. 38.  2CFT, p. 39.
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for the other," [italics mine] because the other hag bound me to
him. Only in relationship with the other am 1 free.

To be there for others is the analogia relationis, as God' is there for
man. This being there for others is freedom. In order to be there for
others, all the concepts of sociality first introduced in Sanctorum
Cogmunio and subse;:luently developed in later works must come into play.
Being there for others continues to play a central role right through
the prison letters.

In the primal state, we find God as the centre of our existence.
And as the centre, he is also our limit. The tree of knowledge and the

tree of life are in the centre of the garden, and '"Man's limit is in

the middle of his existence, not on the edge."2

The 1imit which we look for on the edge is the limit of his con-
dition, of his technology, of his possibilities. The limit in

the middle is the limit of his reality, of his true existence.

In the knowledge of the limit ‘on the edge there is constantly

given the possibility of an inner boundlessness. 1In the knowl- -
edge oOf the limit in the middle all existence, man's being from

every possible standpoint, is limited. By the limit - the tree

of knowledge - there is also the tree of life, that is, the life-
giving ,Lord himself. He is at once the limit and the middle of
our existence . ., .3

Man finds his limit in the middle. He finds it in Christ and in
the other man--in the Thou. To make himself the centre and limitless
is to forfeit his true humanity, i.e. the freedom of co-humanity.

Man enjoys two forms of freedom—-serving and ruling. Vis-a-vis
man, man is free for--free to serve-—-as we have seen. Vis-a-vis ma-
ture, man is free from and over.a The right of dominion, of course,
comes from God and is not a power over nature which man can abuse as he

chooses. Nature is his bond, and what it binds him to is his creature-

liness. Nature is not to be feared nor worshipped for it is neither

demonic nor divine. Human nature is both body and spirit; man does not

'have' a body nor ‘'have' a soul, but is both body and soul.>
To live as man means to live as body in Spirit. Escape from the

body ig escape from being man and escape from the spirit as wsll.
LY "
N

IcFT, p. 37.  2cCFT, p. 52. 3CFT, pp. 52-53.  “CFT, p. 39. \
5CFT, p. 46. AN
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Body is the existencewform of spirit, as spirit is the existence-
form of body . . . God glorified hiniself in the body: 1in this
is man as

specific form of the human body . . . Man thus created
the image of God. He is the image of God not in 'spite of but

just because of his bodiliness. For in his bodiliness he is re-
lated to the earth and to other bodies, he is there for others,
he is dependent upon others. In his bodiliness he finds his -
brother and the earth. As such a creature man of earth and spiff-
it is in the likeness of his Creator, God.

It is clear that Bonhoeffer affirms the whole man--to be human is to

be body and spirit in relation to others. Bonhoeffer's interpretation

"of the Genesis text is in accord with the sentiment "and He saw fhat

it was good." ,
' In Sanctorum Communio Bonhoeffer made it clear that we must dis=-

tinguish between the created, primal state and the state of fallen man.

Here, too, we must bear this in mind as we go on to examine his exe-

getical account of the fall. ;

2. .The Fall
The story of the fall is one that Bonhoeffer sees as a power

The weapon is knowledge and the settingesis creaturehood and

struggle.
The serpent is represented

divinity surrounding the tree of knowledge.

as subtle and cunning intelligence. When he questions Adam-~-"Did God

say, 'You shall not eat of any tree in the gérden'?“-—he enables man
"to catch sight of a hitherto unknown profundity in which he would be

in a position tb establish or dispute whether a word is the Word of

God or not.'?2

The decisive point is that this question suggests to man that he
should go.behind the Word of God and establish what it is by him-
self, out of his understanding of the being of God. Should it
contradict this understanding then man has clearly made a mis-
take. Surely it can only serve God's cause if such false words
of God, such misunderstood commands are swept aside before it is
s too late. The misleading thing about this question is therefore
that it obviously wants to be thought to come from God. For the
sake of the true God it seems to want to swegp aside the given
Word of God. Beyond this given Word of God the serpent pretends
somehow pretends to know something of the profundity of the true

God , 03 '

1cFT, pp. 47-48.  2CFT, p. 66. 3CFT, p. 66.
’ ' %
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In this way, Bonhoeffer 'sees the serpent as offeripg man a possibility

of doing without the limit of God. Man, by u;e o;rhis\inteliigence,

can get behind God and question His Word. No matter for‘what cause,

this for B&nhoefferiﬁ the 11m1t1ess, centered, knowing I supplantlng its
own intelligence for obedience. It allows the: I to th1nk it has an idea
of God; the I, in its '"'knowledge' of God, sets itself up as a judge over
God's Word and hence removes God from the centre of it¢ life. The re-

sult is an I without limits.

Now man stands in the middle, now he is without® limit. ‘That he
stands in the middle means that he now lives out of his own re-
sources and no longer from the middle. That he is without a limit
means that he is alone. To be in the middle and:to be alone means
to be like God. Man is sicut deus. . . . With this his creature-
liness is finished and destroyed for shim. Adam is no longer crea-
ture . . . He is like God . . .- Together with :.the limit Adam has
lost his creatureliness. Adam can no longer be addressed in his
creatureliness.l

The dominating I we have met tn Sanctorum Communio and Act and Deing

is here given an exegetical basts. ' The concerns we found in the. latter
-
work-—consciousness and conscience--again find expression:

Eve, the other person, has been to Adam the bodilyform of the
given limit whom he acknowledged in love, i.e. in the undivided -
unity of his devotion and whom he loved in her very nature as
limit, i.e. because she was human and yet 'another "person.’ Now
that he has transgressed the limit, he knows for the first time .
o that he was limited. At the same time he no longer accepts the
limit as the grace of God but hates it, loocking upon it as the
envy of God the Creator. In the same act he has transgressed
the limit that the other person had embodied for him. Now he no
longer sees the limit of the other person as grace but as the
wrath, the hatred, the envy of God. This means that he no longer
sees the other person in love. He sees him over against himself,
at variance with himself. Now the limit is no longer grace hold-
ing mgn in the unity of his ¢reaturely and free love; it is dis-
cord.

Man is alone, living out of himself and his own resources. But man

knows he was not meant to live alone, so he feigns the presence of an-
other by way of the conscience.3 1n the echoless solitude of his dead,
silenced ego-world, éan seeks to speak to himself: he torments, éccuses,
and glorifies himself.% '

!

&

lerT, p. 72.- 2FT, pp. 77-78.  3CFT, p. 90.  4CFT, p. 90.
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The consequences of the fall are known to us. The essence of sin

is the desecration of the sociality of love: breached social relation-

ships in asocial power alliances of self—centergd, egotistical, domi-

-nating men. From prison in 1944, Bonhoeffer,expressed it this way:

It is often said that our idols are money, sensuality, reputa-
tion, other men, and we ourselves. It would be still more appro-
priate if we would desi%nate as ,our idols our display of strength,
our _power, our success.- (italics mine)

The fall, therefore, is’ the violation of man's social relation-
ships with others; it is a violation of relationship with himself in
that conscience comes into play; it is wiolation of his relationship
with God by his loss of peace and simplicity in relation to the divine
Word; and it is an estrangement from nature, which finds its expression

in the fact of man's work.?

3. Preservation

In the fall, Adam lives between curse and promise. The\curse is
labour and death, and conscience in his own sicut deus ﬂorld: he must
live. The promise is that he may live in it, and not without the Word
of God--although it is the wrathful Word.? The fdllen world "is the
world of the preservatf§g¢qf life, blessed in God*% curse, pacified in
enmity, pain, and work.gﬁggeservatioﬁ for what? To what end?"% Adam
lives in death, for he has cut himself off from the tree of life. But
the promise of God holds within itself merciful preservation, the prom-
ise of the God of grace. The curse of death means the promise of the
death of death, i.e. théldeath of man as sicut deus. The death of death
means life--Christ. And this is the purpose of the preservation: that
througﬁ Christ man may again reestablish himself in freedom. He would
once again be in proper relation to God, himself, others, and nature.

Remembering that the Kollektivperson of Adam lives on in the Kollektiv-.

person of Christ, we must not intespret Bonhoeffer as saying that with

the coming of Christ man shall return to the pristine state of creation.

'1Diecrich Bonhoeffer, '""The First Table of the Ten Commandments"
in John Godsey, A Preface to Bonhoeffer: The Man and Two of his Shorter

*Works, p. 57. .

. 2cFT, p. 85. 3CFT, p. 83. 4CFT, p. 85.
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But the revelation of God through Christ, which is God's ultimate reve-
lation of his freedom, will offer man the salvation he needs. . Being be—
tween the two poles of history--the creation and the eschaton--man

lives in the middle, and he lives only !'c¢cause the Creator is the Pre-

L God preserves by entering into the new laws of the earth,

2

server.
directing the fallen world into its limits by means of ordinances.
But these ordinances no longer have an eternal character because they
are there to preserve life, ”Alllﬁhq orders of our fallen world are
God's orders of preservation on the Qay to Christ. They are not orders
of creation but of preservation. They have no value in themselves.‘”3
It is here that Bonhoeffer makes a break with the Lutheran tra-
dition: he moves away from the concept of the orders of creation to
one of preservation. To understand the importance of this concept, we
must further explore in another work-—for Bonhoeffer is there not as

brief. The lecture series Creation and Fall was given in the fall of

1932; in November of that same year he spoke to a large audience in

Berlin. The address was entitled Thy Kingdom Come and in it the con- .

cept of theegrders of preservation are given full vent. He names four
of them: state, marriage, family, and nation. These ''orders'" precede,
and will later inform, the ''mandates' we will find in Ethics. The im-
portant thing here is to give this idea of preservarion its due. It

is the order of state to which we shall now turn because it is this

order which is so closely linked with the church in Bonhoeffer's scheme.
Bonhoeffer places the church in the centre of the state as one
ring may be placed concentrically within another: as centre, the church

calls the state to its right funcction.

Miracle and order--these are the two forms in which the kingdom
of God appears on earth. The kingdom is always divided in this
way: miracle as breaking through all order, and order as pres-
ervation in preparation for the miracle . . . The form in which
the kingdom of God attests itself as miracle we call the church;
the form in which it attests itself as order we call the state.
The kingdom of God exists in our world exclusively in the duality
of church and state. Each is necessarily related to the other;

x*

lcFT, p. 88.  2CFT, p. 88. ICFT, p. 88.
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neither exists for itself.!l
The church and the state are not there as an order of creation; they
are not sanctioned by God because of their very nature or being. They

are an order of preservation, there to preserve. Preservation is a @

function, not a state of being. They are there for seach other; as

collective persons they relate to each other as persons--limiting one
another and calling one another to their respective purposes. The au-
thority of the state is limited and qualified, however. 1Its purpose

is to protect and preserve life, to keep social order, to prevent any
civil breakdown due .to unchecked power in any forum, and to attempt to
allow the various Gemeinschaften the space to grow and develop in free-
dom.

While there can be little doubt that the policical climate in
Germany at the end of this year gave Bonhoeffer reason to raise his
voice concerning the proper sphere of activity for the state, he is
also addressing himself to the church. For it iy within Bonhoeffer's
method to relate every question to the revelation of Christ. Not only
was Bonhoeffer castigating the state for overstepping its boundaries,
he was also directing himself to the church. Note the following quote
from this address:

The kingdom of God assumes form in the state insofar as here
man's desire is held in check with authority and responsibility
and is kept within the order: that is, insofar as each man is
saved and protected Erom the desire of another. Yet the desire
is not obliterated but merely restrained, so that it may prove
its value and bear fruit in the service of the community of the
fallen world. Love is also present here—-but always marked by
the possibility of hate; joy, too, is to be found here--but’
never without the bitter consciousness of its transiency; and
even blessedness--but always on the edgé:of dq§pair.2

3

The purposé of the state is clearly set forth here. But when Bonhoeffer
sees the state overstepping itself, he calls - the church up on the car-
pet, so to speak: .

We are otherwordly-—ever since we hit on the ‘devious trick of
being religious, yes, even Christian, at the expense. of the&eafch.3
-~

lpjetrich Bonhoeffer, '"Thy Kingdom Come,'" in John Godsey, A
Preface to Bonhoeffer, p. 40. ‘

2ibid., p. 42. 3ibid., p. 28.




-~

A

38

We remember that in Creation and Fall, God viewed creation as good and

that the Creator was meant to be the centre of man as well as his lim-
it. 1In the same way, the church is meant to be the centre of the
state, -and its limit as well. The purpose of the church is to pre-

serve the good creation of God, not to hold itself aloof from it and

preserve only itself. For:

.« « . just as in Christ the reality of God entered the reality
of the world, so the sacred is to be found only in the secular,
the revelational only in the rational, the supernatural only in
the natural, the Christian only in the worldly.l

— Christ brings unity to a fallen world and the Word must be heard
through the organ of the church. God preserves the world towards
Christ, and in Christ the old Adam dies; Christ, the second Adam, in
resurrection becomes the Mediator and Preserver of the new humanity.
The next section deals with the Christology lectures, where Bon-

hoeffer's theology of the freedom of sociality finds its culmination.

B. Christology

e Published under both the names of Christology and Christ the Cen-

tre, Bonhoeffer himself said that this was his most demanding work . 2
The reason for this was that he had to pull together and test out ev-
erything that he had written and thought before.

Bonhoeffer uses the Chalcedonian definition as his point of
departure, because it is here he feels that the problem of language
causes us to pose "How' questions rather than ''Who! quescions.3 God in
Christ is not an idea but is totally present as Person.% God is iden-
tical with himself:?

. « « everything hangs upon the fact that God in his totality and
sovereign majesty is this incarnate one who meets us in Jesus.
One of the first theological statements m%?t remain, that where
'God is, he is totally there.5

lgodsey, p. 13.  2Biography, p. 164.

3pietrich Bonhoeffer, Christ the Centre, trans. by Edwin H.
Robertson, p. 98. (hereinafter referred to as cc.)

4cc, p. 43, cc, p. 99.  bcc, p.97.
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The language of the Chalcedonian definition--nature and sub-
stance—-tends to lend itself to thoughts concerning ideas of God rather
than the Person of God in Jesus. Consequently, we concentrate on the
quesﬁion "How' rather than "Who," i.e. how two natures can be in one,
ect.. When we recall Bonhoeffer's emphasis on the person of Christ and
his polemics against the realm of ideas, it is not surprising that he
sees himself as moving from a negative to a positive Christology when
he asks the "Who' question. Christ as person needs such a question, and
this can only be asked of a person who 1is present/to us, i.e. in rela-

1

tion. Furthermdre:

Christ.can never be thought of as being for himself, but only in
relation to me. That in turn means that Christ can only be thought
of existentially, or to put it another way, in the Church. Christ
is not first a Christ fdr himself and then a Christ in the Church.
He who alone is the Christ is the one who is present in the Church
pro me. As Luther said, 'There is therefore a distinction between
when God is there and when God is there for you' (Luther, Weimarer
Ausgabe 23, 152). 1t is not on1¥ useless to contemplate a Christ
for himself, it is even godless.

The person of Christ is understood as ontologically related to
man, therefore Christology must have anthropological correlates. The
Christ who is present has a distinct mode of Being: the humiliated and
exalted one. The humiliation is not linked to the incarnation because,
we will recall, "God glorifies himself in man."

In what way does this special mode of existence of the humilia-
tion express itself? .In this way, that Christ takes sinful flesh.
The humiliation is necessitated by the world under the curse. The
incarnation is related to the first creation; the humiliation is
r?qated to the fallen creation. In the humiliation, Christ, of
his own free will, [italics mine ] enters the world of sin and
death.  He enters it in such a way as to hide himself in it in
weakness and not to be recognized as God-Man.3

Therefore, we can see that this theology of Christ as Mediator is a

theologia crucis. 1In weakness, Christ overcomes man's power--the

power of the self-centered, egotistical, knowing I. The reality of the

Kollektivperson Christ is actualized in the Christian community, i.e.

in social concretion. We shdll analyze closely Part One of the Chris-

tology lectures because jt is here that Bonkoeffer develops this Pres-

cc, p. 43.  2cc, p. 47. 3cc, p. 107, .
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1.

"The Form of Christ"

Bonhoeffer offers us the same three Gestalt Christi we found in

. Sanctorum Communio: Christ is present to man as Word, Sacrament, and

congregation. As such, Christ is present to man in the relational,

social context of the church.

a.

”ChriSt“as Word"

The Word reaches man as spirit; as spoken Word, it reinforces

Christ as person and not idea. As Word, Christ comes from an other

(extra me), but in being directed fo me it is also pro me. Tran-

scendence is not the otherness of God, but the Christ which is present

in the other man. 1In the other, transcendence is not graspable by the’

dominating I; but, as word embodied in the other as person, who actd

as a limit, it is possible in the free, relational context.

The Word as address stands in contrast to all this [Christ as
timeless truth-—an idea]. While it is possible for the Word as
idea to remain by itself, as address it is only possible between
two. Address requires response and responsibility. It is not
timeless but happens in history. It does not rest and is not
accessible to anyone at any time. It happens only when the ad-
dress is made. The word lies wholly and freely at the disposal
of the one who speaks. Thus it is unique and every time new.
Its character as address requires the community . . . Christ as
Word in the sense of address is thus not timeless truth. It is
truth spoken into the concrete moment; it is address which places
a man in the truth before God.l

When we ask the "Who" question of Christ, we are also asking it

ofvthe other, for Christ is in him. Therefore, this question is the

transcendence question.

b.

"Christ as Sacrament'
As sacrament, Christ reaches man's nature.

The Word in the sacrament is embodied Word. It is not repre-
sentation of the Word. Only that which is not present can be
represented. But the Word is present. The elements of water,
bread, and wine, given to us by name from God, become sacra-
ments . . . The Word preached is the form in which the Logos

lee, p. 50.
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reaches the human logos. The sacrament is the form in which the
Logoa’reaches man in his nature.l

The Christ of the sacrament is the same Christ as the one in
preaéhing. In the Word he makes use of man's logos but in the sac-
rament he reaches him in his body. Christ is tangible in the sphere
of the natural and is alongside man as creature. He is brother with
brother. But he represents the new creation, restored and breaking

through the old and the fallen.
c. Christ as Congregation

The congregation is not a third Gestalt Christi per se. It is
a Gestalt Christi in’the sense that community of congregation is essen-
tial for the Word to be present. Its inclusion is to stress the soci-
ality of the presence of the Word--whether it be in sermon or sacra—
ment. The Word is addressed to man through the other, therefore it is
not heard alone.

Just as Christ is present as Word and in the Word,” as sacrament
and in the sacrament, so he is also present as Church and in the
Church. His presence in Word and sacrament is related to his
presence in the Church as reality is related to form. Christ is
the Church by virtue of his pro me being.2

We have now briefly reviewed the forms in which we find Christ, i.e.
the Christology. In the next section we shall review the Place of
Christ, i.e. we shall have a look at the anthropological correlates to
the Christology, for Bonhoeffer never treats either in isolation.
Christ as Mediator of the new humanity has three forms which address

man in three spheres of life.

4

2. "The Place of Christ"

The structures of the person of Christ--Word, sacrament, and
Gemeinde-—are interrelated as are the various structures of the whole
being of man--sociality, nature, and historicity. Christ in the role
of Mediator brings into the picture not only anthropology but also
‘soteriology. That iS&QO say that man is addressed by Christ in his

various forms in different, concrete modes of human reality. Christ

*

lee, p. 53.  2cc, p. S8.
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addresses man in the truth of the moment.

a. "Christ as Centre
of Human Existence"

Christ as Word in the sermon reaches man in his spirit. He re-

stores him to the freedom of sociality.

That Christ is the centre of our existence does not mean that he

is central in our personality, our thinking, and our feeling. . . .
The statement made about his centrality is not psychological, but
has the character of an ontological and theological statement. It
does not refer to our personality, but to our being a gerson before
God. The centre of the person cannot be demonstrated.

Christ as thelceﬁtre of human existence means that he now stands for
man where man has failed. 1In the form of personal Word, he restores
man to h}s personHood, i.e. to sociality. He is the judgment and the
justification of man. 2

Christ as Word is the Counter-Logos which comes up against the
classifying I. The 'Who" questioq is posed against those of the "Vhat"
and the ''How'': thé Counter-Logos battles the human logos.

Human reason has reached its Iimits with the question 'Who?',
What happens when the Counter-Logos raises his claim? Man seeks
to deny the one with whom he is confronted. Pilate asks, 'Who
are you?' and Jesus is silent. . . . But what happens if the
Counter-Word, yhich was killed, rises alive and victorious as
the final Word’ of Gpd? . . . If the crucified one shows himself
as the risendfne? Then the question 'Who are you?' is sharpened
to an extremd point . . . Man may struggle against the incarnate
one; against the risen one, he is powerless. Now he is the one
who is condemned and put to death.

The one Yho is condemned to death is, of course, the fallen Adam--the
centered, knowing, egotistical, asocial I. Man must .ask the '"Who"
question of Christ as well as the human other. For Bonhoeffer, it is
the freedom of social relationship which marks the Centre of Human Ex-
istence. v

b. "Christ as the
Centre- of History"

*History lives between promige and fulfillment, between the crea-

lce, pp. 60-61.  2¢c, p. 61. 3cc, pp. 33-34.
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tion and fall and the eschaton. History is the time of promise seek-

nl

ing fulfillment, '"to become full of God. History lives in and from

the expectation of the Messiah; this is where history claims its sig-
nificance. History is tormented by the impossibility of fulfilling
its.corrupt messianic p_romises.2 ’
Since the incarnation and resurrection, Christ is the centre of
history; so too now is the Church, since Christ is presédnt in the
Church. The Church functions at the centre of the state, and as such

also acts as its limit and boundary.

[the Church] is the centre of a history which is being made by
the state. Again this is a hidden and not an evident centre of
the realm of the state. The Church does not show itself to be
the centre by visibly standing at the centre of the state or by
letting itself be put at the centre, as when it is made a state
Church . . . The meaning and the promise of the state is hidden
in it, it judges and justifies the state in its nature . . .
the nature of the state is to bring a people nearer to its ful-
fillment by law and the order it creates. With the thought of
an order-creating state, that messianic claim dwells hidden
within.3

Christ is present to man in the dual form of state and Church, and as
such he is the mediator of man's political history. Bonhoeffer quotes
Luther, saying "The state is 'Godts rule with his left hand.'"4 Christ
as Church mediates between God and state; he is the centre of history.

As the centre of history, the Church is called to response and
responsibility, as is required of one who hears the call of the Word.
Political responsibility is unqﬁestionably within the realm of the
Church:

The hour in which the Church today prays for the kingdom constrains
it, for better or worse, completely to identify itself with the
children of the earth and the world. It binds it in loyalty to

the earth, to misery, to hunger, and death. Tt makes the Church
stand in complete solidarity with evil and with the guilt of the
brother.?

Bonhoeffer was here directing his thoughts to a very specific church--
his own German Lutheran, and to an exact situation--the rise of Hitler

in Germany. Having very highly placed friends and well connected fam-

-

lec, p. 61, Zcg, p. 62.  3cc, p. 63.  “cc, p. 64.
Spietrich Bonhoeffer, "Thy Kingdom Come", in Godsey, p. 33.
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ily members, Bonhoeffer was always well informed politically; this in
turn always fed his theology, for as we have seen, he is extremely con-
cerned about concretion, reality, and the context of the mbment. It is
not the case that he la; heavy emphasis on these three concepts ounly
with the rise of Nazism; indeed, we need only review his work to this
point to see that they were always of importance to him. It will be-
come clear in the following chapters that Bonhoeffer's worst imagin-
ings of asocial power being cut loose on the world were embcdied and
actualized in Nazism. All this is to point out that the political re-
sponsibility that Bonhoeffer laid at the feet of the Church during the
German Church Struggle was not a result of the political scene but was

there from his first theological stirrings.

c. '"Christ as the Centre
Between God and Nature"

Christ in the form of sacrament reaches man in his nature. In
the sacrament Christ stands before God as the new Creature, therefore
showing- all others to be old. The redemption of nature cannot be
proved, but only proclaimed; what is worth noting here is that there
is a distinction maintained between redemption and reconciliation, the
latter applying to the existence of man and history but not of nature.

Nature stands under the curse which God laid upon Adam's ground.
It was the originally created Word of God, proclaiming it freely.
As the fallen creation, it is now dumb, enslaved under the guilt
of man. Like history, it suffers from the loss of its meaning

and freedom. It waits expectantly for a new freedom. Nature,
unlike man and history, will not be reconciled, but it will be set
free for a new freedom.!l

The anthropological connection between the sacraments and the
bodily life of man are not developed here, but there is promise. Bonx
hoeffer by no means denounces bodily life; rather, he affirms it as
much as he affirms political and social life. 1t is not until Ethics

and Letters and Papers from Prison that we meet a more cultivated and

mature treatment of this topic.

In summary, we may quote a section from the lectures which makes

N

clear Bonhoeffer's Christology, and firmly establishes it as a theo-

192, p. b4.
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logia crucis.
If Jesus Christ is to be described as God, we may not speak of
this divine being, nor of his omnipotence, nor of his omni-
science; but we must speak of this weak man among sinners, of
his manger and his cross. If we are to deal with the deity of
Jesus, we must speak of his weakness. In Christology, one
looks at the whole historical man Jesus and says of him, that
he is God. One does not first look at a human nature arid then
beyond it to a divine nature, but one has to do with the one
man Jesus Christ, who is wholly God.l ’

It is the weakness of Jesus which is the possibility of man's recon-
ciliation. It is the weakness of Jesus which fights the power of

unfree, fallen man.

C. Addresses on Peace and Pacifism

The Christology iectures mark the de facto end of Bonhoeffer's
career as an academician in the University‘of Berlin's theology depart-
ment. Bonhoeffer's concerns diq not change after this point, but rath-
er intensified to the degree where his energy and work were directed
towards realizing the freedom of sociality in Germany. When discuss-
ing Bonhoeffer's turning we quoted a letter from Bonhoeffer to a girl-
friend.2 It is one of the few candid remarks we have to show us what
Bonhoeffer meant by this turning.

It was a great liberation. It became clear to me that the life
of a servant of Jesus Christ must belong to the Church, and step
by step it became clearer to me how far that must go. Then came
. the crisis of 1933. This strengthened me in it. Also I now found
~ others who shared that aim with me. The revival of the Church
and of the ministry became my supreme concern.3

v

It was the ecumenical church as_a Church to which Bonhoeffer was
directing his efforts. He tired easily of passing motions which would
require that a topic be discussed even further. He saw the need for
action and demanded it of the ecumenical movement. Because of its
international nature, Bonhoeffer felt it was within its potential to
aid in restoring peace, peace being not only the absence of war but
the freedom of proper relationship. The call to peace is the call to

socio-ethical responsibility which results in freedom in Christ, which

129, p. l04. 2Sugra, p. 30. 3Biogra2hz, p. 155.




46

results in faith, which results in discipleship--our next topic.

We have seen earlier that Boﬁhoeffer believes that the Word
speaks to the moment; this applies as well to the call for pacifism.
The call to peace is always a commandment, but the call to pacifism is
one Bonhoeffer saw as the concrete command of Christ today. Bonhoeffer
espoused a contextual ethic which is a direct result of his linking
actualism to the being of Christ, this having been discussed in Act
and Being. ‘

In 1932, Bonhoeffer delivered an address to the Institute of

Technology in Berlin which goes by the name of The Right of Self-Asser-

tion. In it, he distinguishes between the two forms of self-assertion
he and his time had witnessed: passive resistance as it was taking
place in Gandhi's India, and war and technology as it had developed in
the West. Exhibiting a great compassion for Gandhi and his ways, Bon-
hoeffer still allows one possibility for war which, despite the ter-
rible destruction it brings, may be just;fied. The exception, of
course, is preparation for community.l

There are three more addresses to consider in order to get a
clearer understanding of Bonhoeffer's stand on peace and pacifism. The
first two are 1932 ecumenical addresses which both show the continued
shift from the Barcelona address of 1928. The primary task of the ecu-
menical church is to excommunicate war because it is so utterly de-
structive of both body and spirit.2 Bonhoeffer claims that we should
not shy from using the word '"pacifism," but because the ''Church must
not préach timeless principles however valid, but only commands which
are valid today,"3 it must Be concluded that Bonhoeffer's pacifism is e

a conditional one and not an absolute principle. God is always God

lpietrich Bonhoeffer, ''Das Recht auf Selbstbehauptung' (The s
Right of Self-Assertion) GS II1, pp. 261-69, quoted in Rasmussen,
Reality and Resistance, p. 10l.

2pjetrich Bonhoeffer, '"Ansprache in Glaﬁd", GS I, p. 168ff. and ¥
""A Theological Basis for the World Alliance?', No Rusty Swords,
p. 157 ff., quoted in Rasmussen, p. 10l.

3"A Theological Basis for the World Alliance?", quoted in Ras-
mussen, p. 10l.
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today and his commandments are also addressed to today. ‘

The last address which we will survey is the 1934 ecumenical ad-
dress in Fangd, Denmark, made to the Uni&ersal Christian Council''for
Life and Work. This is Bonhoeffer's most unqualifiedly pacifist state-
ment. He draws the distinction betweén the "secular'" pacifism which
became popular between the World Wars, and an ecclesiological pacifism
of the cross.l The goal is not pacifism, but peace--which must be
dared in accordance with the Sermon on the Mount. But peace, which is
the freedom of living in true community, can also demand militancy and
struggle. '"'The command of Christ can 'demand the most radical destruc-.
tion of orders of preservation for the sake of Him Who build; up.'”2
The Church can say '"Fight this war" or "Do not fight this war.'" Bon-
hoeffer is trying to strike a balance between on the one hand, the secu-
lar pacifists who denounce war for any reason and, on the other, those
who will comply with the state in any war regardless of its justifia—""
bility.

Bonhoeffer claims that the '"cross will not have'' any more war,
although the distinction must be clear that nothing happens in thg
_fallen world without struggle. But at all costs, no war.3 The com-
mand of peace, therefore, must be attempted at all costs through péace—
ful means. But struggle of a non-pacifist kind—is not ruled out. That
the cross will not have any more war must be tggen,to mean that Bon-
hoeffer establishes his insistence on Egace;onréhe commandment of the

Sermon on the Mount and his theolggia/crﬁEls.

During the years 1932-1937, Bonhoeffer also worked on The Cost of
Discipleship, a book whose questions and answers were already present
in 1932. The end of Bonhoeffer's academic career marks the beginning
of his absolute and total dedication to establishing community; i.e.
freedom. From this point 9nwards, it will rarely be necessary to treat
his political and theological thoughts separately; for as he became
more politically active, so his theology became more politically

shaded.

~

Ipietrich Bonhoeffer, "The Church and Ehe World of Nations",
GS I, pp. 444-46, quoted in Rasmussen, p. 103.

ZRasmussen, p. 102.  3Rasmussen, p. 102.
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D. The Cost of Piscipleship

8

From the beginning, it was clear to Bonhoeffer that Hitler meant
war. Thus we have Bonhoeffer directing his energies to preventing war
through the Church. The years of the Church struggle in begmany saw
Bonhoeffer as one of the first to rally to the support of e;tablfshing
a Confessing Church in lieu of the crushing successes of the German
Christians, that faction of the established state church which was
formed ;nd officially backed by Hitler's state'and whe, in return, sup-
ported Hictler in the hopes of sélf—preservation. The actual establish-
ment of the Confessing Church did not, in the end, satisfy Bonhoeffer,
for they too were beset by differences in belief which worked to under-
mine their unity. Rather than set- aside what he saw as minor differ-
ences in comparison to the crisis facing the Confessing Church and all
of Germany, it became obvious that the Confessing Church was seemingly
putting ;ut more energy to survive rather than do its bidding, i.e.
assume its proper role as centre-and limit to the state, calling it out
to its proper function. For Bonhoeffer saw most clearly thgt the state
was no longer an order of preservation but, in all respects, the oppo-
site. Bonhoeffer's disappointment led him to leave Germany for London
for a period of eighteen months, where he ministered to a German con-
gregation ;nd continued to inform those around him about what was truly
taking place at home. Bonhoeffer returned to Germany at the bidding of
the Confessing Church in 1935; they required him to head a semidary for
the training of ordinands for the Confessing éhurch. Into(}hfs work
Boghoeffer plunged himself, for he saw the desperate need for new or-
dinagds who would minister to the people under the auspices of the Con-
fessing Church, not the German Christians. 1In 1937, the seminary--the
House of Brethren, at Finkenwalde--was officially closed by the Gestapo
but Bonhoeffer continued, clandestinely) to train ordinands until 1940
in what were called Collective Pastoratps. The shifts and changes
Bonhoeffer went through once the house Jat Finkenwalde was closed prop-

erly belong to the next chapter.

following discussion of The Cost

of Discipleship will lead us urally to where we can discuss them.

A note on the present Arrangement of the book may be in order
~ .

before we move oOn to our analysis. As it stands now, the book is
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presented in four parts, the first three dealing with the gospels and
the fourth dealing with the Pauline corpus. This arrangement obscures
Bonhoeffer's original intention of having the book divided into two \
parts, where the first part wouid deal mainly with the Sermon on the
Mount and the second wofld treat the Pauline corpus. The end result ~
was intended to show no conflict between the two.l Although this end
is met, due to the book's altered organization it is not as clearly dis-

cernible as the primary intention-of the work. ' -

1. Defining discipleship

We have seen the problem of power consistently throughout our dis-
cussion of Bonhoeffer. By power we mean the power of the ego-function:
thinking, rational, deciding, projecting, organizing, analyzing, calcu-
lating, regulating, etc., when used for the self against the other. We
have seen the problem of power as a state of unfreedom linked to both
the individual éjz the community as well as to Hitler, the state, peace,

and international relations, i.e., to church and state. Although many

feel The Cost of Discipleship to be a témporary aberration in Bonhoef-
fer's work and thought, it is not. “Everythiné he thought before holds
good now; in fact, discipleship is quite simply the existential element
of obedience which has been added on to all previous thought. Disci-
pleship is what actualizes faith, hence '"only he who believes is obe-

dient, and only he who is obedient believes."?2 Discipleship is what
/

v

frees men.

Bonhoeffer's fallen Adam is a powerful, godlike figure, not a
medieval penitent at his wit's end. Dominance, not guilt; power,
not self-doubt; self-congratulation and vanity, not despair; God's
self-appointed champion, not the hater of the heavenly Father with
inordinate demands--these are the attributes of Bonhoeffer's Adam.
To follow Mr. Rupp's lead, we are dealing not with '"Mr. Fearing,"
but with "Mr. Success,'" ''"Mr. Self-Made Man.'3

.

lsee John Godsy, "Reading Bonhoeffer in English Translation: ”~
Some Difficulties'" in World Come of Age, ed. by Ronald Gregor Smith.

3

2pfetrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship, translaﬂedﬂif

R. H. Fuller, p. 69. (hereinafter referred to as CD)
) 3Green, pp. 659—60. s
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Under discipleship, Bonhoeffer sought to unite justification,
sanctification, and faith. We .are familiar with the third nota of com-
munity which Bonhoeffer always added to those of Word and Sacrament.

By grounding sola fide and sola gratia in concrete realfcy under the

rubric of discipleship, he hoped to reassert their validity.l

Justification enables the believer to break away from his sinful
past, sanctification enables him to abide in Christ, to persevere
in faith and to grow in love. We may perhaps think of justifica-
tion and sanctification as bearing the same relation to each other
as creation and preservation. Justification is the new creation
of the new man, and sanctification his preservation until the day
of Jesus Christ.

Bonhoeffer holds fast to the idea that discipleship--justifica-
tion, sanctification, and faith grounded in concrete reality--cannot
take place except in community. For Bonhoeffer, that community is the
Church.

No one can become a new man except by entering the Church, and
becoming a member of the Body of Christ. It is impossible to
become a new man as a solitary individual. The new man means
more than the individual believer after he has been justified and
sanctified., It means_the Church, the Body of Christ, in fact it
means Christ himself. .

Although the call of Jesus is heard in the individual, it cannot
be turned into a programme of faith or an idea; this would lead imme-
diately to the failure of discipleship.

It was not the justification of sin, but the justification of the
sinner that drove Luther from the cloister back into the world.

The grace he had received was costly grace. It was grace, for it
was like water on parched ground, comfort in tribulation, freedom -
from a self-chosen way, and forgiveness of all his sins. And it

was costly, for . . . it meant that he must take the call to dis-
cipleship more seriously than ever before.® (italics mine)

Discipleship is the response to the call of Jesus, it is obedience; and
as such, it'is costly. Cheap grace is the self-chosen way, the pro-
gramme that the self-centered I works out all alone in order to '"come
to Christ.'" The consciencé of that I short=circuits the process of the

2
call from the other and the response of obedience, and man once again

comes upon himself, He is the cor curvum in se, he is sicut deus.

Biography, p. 372.  2cD, p. 312. 3¢cp, pp. 270-71.  %cD, p.52.
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Justification must take place in the social context, for social organ-
ization is the result of self-abandonment.l

Discipleship is not something one may pursue, nor is it something
one may flaunt. Bonhoeffer discusses the hidden righteousness of the
disciple: ' ,

There are of course proper grounds ggr insisting on the visible
nature of Christian discipleship, but the visibility is never an
end in itself; and if it becomes so we have lost sight of our
primary aim, which is to follow Jesus. . . . We-are therefore con-
fronted with a paradox. Our activity must be visible, vut never
be done for the sake of making it visible. "Let your light so
shige before men" (Matt. 5:16) and yet: Take care that you hide
ic!

For Bonhoeffer, discipleship and churchmanship are synonymous.
During these years, church meant the Confessing Church in Germany and
the Ecumenical Church on the international scene. But Bonhoeffer here
is espousing a very demanding and serious exclusivity of the Church.
He maintains the separation of the community of saints from the world.
This line of demarcation between the Church and the world proves that

"the Church is in the state of sanctifggation.”3

-

2. The matrices of this work

The importance.accorded the Sermon on tﬂe Mount in this work only
reflects the prominence which it held in his life. 1In view of this
fact it is no wonder that his thoughts concerning discipleship would be
based on an exegesis of the Sermon. But this exegesis did not occur in
a vacuum. At this point in time, Bonhoeffer saw the world as a danger- .4
ous place to be traversed.% {In his own personal matrix, the world of
the self—cgntered, knowing I, which he saw as being the most dangeroué
threat to himself, was laid to rest by means of discipleship. The Sé%—
mon spoke to Bonhoeffer personally about abandoning ambitions. In the
broader social matrix of Germaﬁy at that time, Bonhoeffer must have
viewed the Confessing Church as the last holdout from Nazism in a world
which had seemingly gone crazy. Hence, the emphasis on the exclusivity

of the Church. His view of the world had undergone change since 1933,

IBiography, p. 373.  2CD, p. 175. 3cD, p. 314,
ABiograghz, p. 378.
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acquiring very negative connotations. That the emphasis previously
laid upon a theology of creation has been abandoned in favour of one
of eschatology reflects his feeling that, at that time, to dwell on
orders of preservation is to miss the seriousness of what was happening
in the present. For the moment, it was more important to forget where
man had come from and to start thinking of the Qireccion he was heading
in. The idea of orders of preservation is now dropped altogether,
just at the time when others were beginning to incorporate them into
their own doctrine of the two realms.! Fog the first time, Bonhoeffer
is making an allusion to the later formulation of the Ethics where he
distinguishes between the ultimate and the penultimate. During these
years, Bonhoeffer had his face turned resolutely towards the ultimate;
and yet, his concern for the grounding of faith in the concretion of
reality kept him close to the penultimate.2

In The Cost of Discipleship the soteriological problem remains

the same, though it is intensi*fied to an extreme due, of course, to
Bonhoeffer's personal and social matrices. In direct proportion to the
increase of soteriological problems, and hence also to the condition of
the anthropology, we have a shift im Christbology. As man moves farther
into the realm of power unleashed and totally unchecked, so too the
demand of Christ for obedience becomes stronger. )

"In the anthropology, the theology of sociality-—ftRedom—--is main-
tained. All previous concepts are again repeated, although they tend
to be consistently overlooked by scholars. The concept of person, as
applied individually and corporately, is repeated. It still holds the

notion of socio-historical responsibility. Kollektivperson finds ex-

pf%ssion,3 discipleship is '"adherence to the person of Christ,"% the
other is at 'every moment a living claim To our love and service,"5
the life of the other is 'a boundary which he dare not pass,”6 and
Christ is still thg‘Mediator,7 etc.. Therefore we see the basic prem-
ises of the anthropology have remain?d the same, but the condition of
it has deteriorated, i.e. the soteriological problem of power has.

.

S

1

Biography, p. 377.  2cD, pp. 71-73.  3cD, pp. 337-38.
4cD, p. 96.  5cD, p. 204. OcD, pv 143. 7cD, p. 64.
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visibly worsened in Bonﬁoeffer's eyes, thus eliciting a different Chris-
tological tone.

His is consistently a Christology of the theologia crucis yet it
is also markedly expanded beyond the Lutheran heritage of the
theologia crucis because Bonhoeffer's vision is that of the
Christus Pantocrator. Bonhoeffer thus develops a theolo§y of the
cross with a Christocratic understanding of all reality.

Expanding the theologia crucis to include Christ as Christus Panto-

crator allows for the following quotes to be understood in context and

not as a total aberration of#i%e theologia crucis previously presented.

The Church is still understood to be the concrete social form of Christ
on earth;2 Christ as Mediator still ''stands 1in the céﬁtre between my
neighboun and myself. He divides but also unites";3 this Church is the
Body of Christ,” etc.. But there is a violence of language which we
have not met before and never meet again. We now meet a strong Christ
whose power defeats the strong self-will of man. There is a power
struggle between man and Christ, between disciples and the world;5 on-
ly in the doing [of 'the Word] does the word of Jesus retain its honour,
might, and power among us";6 the visible church "invades the world

and robs it of its children";7 Christ is the power which so angrily
comes between a man and the natural life”;8 "either we are the salt of
the earth or else we are annihilated”;9 "I1f we love God, we hate the
world; if we love the world, we hate God”;10 Christ overcomes us by

his grace,ll etc.. A careful’reading of the preceding quotes reveals

a harsh, combative language, one which Bonhoeffer obviously felt com-—
pelled to call upon in order to reflect his own strong feelings. The
response of obedience to the command of Christ brings out the power of
Christ, allowing him to overcome man's power, i.e. allows man to become
weak. To be a true disciple, one must make a clean and complete break
with Eis former life. This involves, of course, a complete surrender
of his own will to that of Christ.

There is something else that the disciple must do to conform to

1Rasmussen, pp. 21-22, 292, p. 112. 392, p. L12.
“p, p. 263. D, p. 107. Obcp, p. 219. Tcp, p. 286.
8¢p, p. 106. %D, p. 131. 10cp, p. 196. llcp, p. 60.
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Christ: uphold non-violence and even non-resistance.

Jesus, however, tells us that it is just because we live in the
world, and just because the world is evil, that the precept of
non-resistance must be put into practice . . . If we took the
precept of non-resistance as an ethical blueprint for general
application, we should indeed be indulging in idealistic dreams:
we should be dreaming of a utopia with laws which the world would
never obey. To make non-resistance a principle for secular life
is to deny God, by undermining his gracious ordinance for the
preservation of the world. But Jesus is no draughtsman of
political blueprints, he is the one who vanquished evil through
suffering.l ’

There is a distinct two realms theory at‘work here which has
never been exﬁlicitly expressed before. The world as a whole is now
called evil and the Christian disciple must hold himself separate from
it. His call is to be non-violent and non-resistant, however he is not
to try to convert the world to this attitude for it denies God, and
"in the outside world such an ideal appears to wear the bliﬁkérs of
perfectionism.”2

Bonhoeffer seems to be holding to a dualism here, where a double
standard allows for a kind of parasitism whereby cthe disciple is not
allowed to indulge in any kind of political defence and yet clearly
profits by the efforts made by those who are not disciples.  There are
also conflicts in his Christology, to the point that some have claimed
that two separate Christologies exist in this work.3 As well, there is
something not quite whole in the anthropology, and this was evident even

prior to The Cost of Discipleship. The answer to this dilemma of the

Christology and the anthropology lies in Bonhoeffer's definition of the
soteriological problem. '
The problem, as Bonhoeffer sees it, is the power of the ego. Thus
defined, and when confronted with his own personal situation before his
turning and his consequent respornse of discipleship, and compounded by
the situation in Germany at that time, it was bound to have repercus-
sions on his Christology and anthropology. By condemning the ego out .
of hand as a source of unchecked, domineering power, he also condemned
the other functions of the ego. At this point in time, Bonhoeffer seems

1

1cp, pp. 160-61.  2CD, p. 160.
3eg. John Phillips, as cited by Green, pp. 20-23.



" G TR

-

55

unable to affirm healthy ego strengths while at the same time censuring
selfish power. It is for this reason that Christ rises up as a power
figure in this work. He is one who demands self-denial of the disciple.
Bonhoeffer throws out the baby with the bath water, and attempts to sup-
press ego strengths which are healthy and mature, both psychologically
and theologically. 1t got to the point where a two realms theory took
hold and consequently coloured everything. Although these themes are
definitely aberrations in Bonhoeffer's thought, the basic premise of

the theology of sociality is present:in this book. The reason for the
deviation is that he felt it the prophr response for his utmost con-
cern: preparation for community and fneedomf In the next two chapters

we shall see these tensions worked out and resolved.

Conclusion

-

We have now traced Bonhoeffer from his turning point through to
his actively responding to his call, .from his leaving theé university to
action in both the Confessing Church and the Ecumenical Church.

During the academic period, we have followed Bonhoeffer as he
started out on his career and wdrked from an ambitious desire to succeed
academically. He described his turning as one from ”phraséology to re-—
ality,"l though for a time he remained at the university as a lecturer.

But the lectures Creation and Fall and Christology do reflect his new-

found reliance on the Bible since they attempt to ground his "purely
academic' work in biblical exegesis. Turﬁing to the real for Bonhoeffer
meant leaving academia and entering into the service of the Church, i.e.
action. )

We have seengBénhoeffer so thoroughly tighten his theology that
every Christologicél formulation has its anthropological correlate; we
have also seen the problem of soteriology affect changes in them both,
since in Bonhoeffer Christology and anthropology are never unaffected by
each other but remain inextricably connected. We have seen his quest

for the freédom of community bring changes in his thought and his life.

lLetter of 22-4-44, LPP, p. 275.
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The changes are responses to what he perceived as reality and as such
are interesting. But it is not so much the changes in themselves which
attract us, but how these changes are all in line with the overriding
concern for freedom. ) . .

Mention was made in passing that Bonhoeffer came to find that the
Confessing Church~{s Germany could not, or would not, go far enough for
him in order to fulfill his understanding of its calling. It is for
this reason that Bonhoeffer soon directed his energies into that kind of
action--political involvement and eventually, conspiratorial activity--
which would lead him to sgffering. But it was a suffering love, and
one which he freely engaged in as the kind of response he saw as befit-
ting the moment. The character of the suffering is the topic of the

next chapter.

' T"Action" .

Daring to'do what {s right, not what fancy may tell you, 3
valiantly grasping occasions, not cravenly doubting-
freedom comes only through deeds, not through thoughts taking-
wing,
Faint not nor fear, but go out to the storm and the action,
" trusting in God whose commandment you faithfully follow;
freedom, exultant, will welcome your spirit with joy.

f
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CHAPTER III
TOWARDS SUFFERING

Ethics was written over a period stretching-from 1939 through
1943.‘ The book we now have is comprised of four separate attempts
written over four different time periods within these years. Each re-
flects the old concerns we have chronicled in this paper, but there are
distinguishing differences among them as éﬁey reflect a growing polit—
icization of both the man and his thought. The Ethics, then, is com-

posed of fragmentary attempts on Bonhoeffer's part to ground his theol-"

. ogy of freedom ethically in the concretion of reality. We traced Bon-

hoeffer in chapter one as he dogmatically theorized his theology, and
throughodc chapter two we saw him seeg exegetically to legitimize it.
But the turning "from the phraseological to the real" demanded more
than a biblical basis for theology. The constant and thorough correla-
tion between Christology and anthropology needed expression in the
realm of the :eql, of the socio-historical, ethical life of this world.

Ethics begins very close to the language of The Cost of Disciple-

ship and ends theologically on the threshold of Letters and Papers from

Prison. As such, Ethics may be seen as a bridge between the two. Re-
gardless of how fragmentary the Ethics we have today is, there is
clearly discernible within the entire text a radically serious concern

for the maxim finitum capax infiniti. This maxim is now as much a ques-

tion of ethics as it is of dogmatics, and deputyship is now a theolog-
ical and moral force. The concern for reality comes to the fore at
this time and never recedes.

In order to understand the implications of this concern, we should
first be clear what Bonhoeffer means by reality. Christ, the Mediator
and Preserver of the world, represents the reconciliation of God and
man. Hence, for Bonhoeffer, Christ is the only true and complete real-

ity. Therefore Bonhoeffer's concern of conforming to reality becomes
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the question of conforming to Chrise. And the ethical question becomes
"How do I conform to reality?" or, more precisely, "How do I conform to
Jesus Christ?"

The answers to this question underwent change as did Bonhoeffer
and the political and social contexts within which he found himself,
thus the several attempts at an ethics. A short summary of the main
movement in Bonhoeffer's life during these four years will serve to
highlight the politicization of this Lutheran pastor and theologian.

The year 1937 saw the publication of The Cost of Discipleship as

well as the official closing of the ordinands' training centres, in-
cluding Finkenwalde, by the Gestapo. But these training centres for or-
dinands continued to operACe illegally and were known as Collective Pas-
torates. Except for a brief trip to America in 1939, Bonhoeffer ré-
mained in charge of his pastorate until they were all closed down for
good.

It was during this time that Bonhoeffer feared his age group would
be called up for military service. For this and other reasons, Bonhoef-
fer made hasty plans to return to America in 1939 and did so in June of
that year. The personal turmoil this created within him during his brief
stay at Union Theological Seminary caused him to turn down an American
lecture tour and return home within six weeks. Bonhoeffer felt that if
he did not join his country in her hour of need, he would have no right
to aid in her reconstruction after the war. That war would come was
something of which he was convinced, and a few brief weeks proved him
right. o
And so Bonhoeffer returned to his Collective Pastorate and remained
there until 1940, when all the Pastorates were closed for the final time.
It was between the time of his return to Germany and that of the termi-
nation of the pastorates that Bonhoeffer became aware of the conspiracy
against Hitler through his brother-in-law, Hans von Dohnanyi, who as a
well-placed government employee had had ample opportunity from 1934 on-
wards to observe much of what went on and had compiled a "Chronicle of
"Shame" which recorded the evil of the regime in detail. Dohnanyi was
recruited into the military conspiracy eventually, and

Bonhoeffer never tried to set Dohnanyl right by dissuading him
from his course of action. The position hdad been plain to him
from the spring of 1938: someone had to take on the shady busi- ’
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ness. And if he, Pastor Bonhoeffer, was not called upon to be
one of those directly involved, it could at least be his busi-
ness to set their conscience straight.1

Conscientious objection in Nazi Germany was not a legal status
for military exemption but was considered a personal frame of mind--oune
that was decidedly treasonous. When caught in the triangle of unem-
ployment, conscription, and conscientious objection, a rather timely
intimation came through Dohnanyi from his superior, Colonel Hans Oster,
that the Military Intelligence were interested in Bonhoeffer's journeys
near the border and the eastern front, journeys undertaken for the Con-
fessing Church. He was thus placed on the staff of the Abwehr as a ci-
vilian employee and his way into the circle of active resistance had
begun by September 1940. 1In this way he was assured an income as well
as protection from the draft, the Abwehr having declared him and his
local and international ties indispensible to the military. Thus the
double life of Pastor Bonhoeffer began, where he was ostensibly working
for Military Intelligence, but in reality serving as a sort of double
agent for the military conspiracy under the cover of civilian employee
of the Abwehr. )

Between 1941 and 1943 Bonhoeffer undertook several international
journeys. Officially, these were to use his international ecumenical
ties to further the purposes of the German war effort but in reality
they were for the cause of the resistance: to feel out responses to
the peace proposals from the resistance, to keep the Allies informed of
resistance activity, and at times simply to convince the Allies that a
resistance movement existed at all.

The ecumenical community in Germany had had hopes for establisnh-
ing a peace "first by hook or by crook, and only then to see whether,
and how, Hitler could be got rid of. Bonhoeffer mistrusted this; for
him Chg only right course of action was to eliminate Hitler and then
negotiafﬁ a peace."2 Being privy to inside information, as time went
on Bonhoeﬁfer realized, along with his civilian colleagues, that the
eliminatioh of Hitler meant only one thing--his death. To this cause,

uld. He and Dohnanyi even-

Bonhoeffer}?ffered whatever services h

lBiograph , pe 933. 2Biogr
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tually came under suspicion in 1943 and were a{rested in April of that
year.

Bonhoeffer's ideas of ethics and his active politics fed into
each other. To be aware of this fact will throw a new light on his
Ethics, enabling the reader to weigh and judge and understand more
clearly what is being discussed. As we shall see, Bonhoeffer more than
ever was emphatic about ethics being a contextual affair. We, as read-
ers, must also be aware of the context within which Bonhoeffer, the
writer and activist, worked.

This chapter will treat separately the four attempts Bonhoeffer
made to write. Though the book Ethics we have today is by no means
something Bonhoeffer would have considered for publication, it remains
very instructive in that his progression is more discernible here than
it would have been in a polished, finished product. As we have it, it
is rather repetitious in parts since there are beliefs and ideas which
are carried over from one attempt to the other. It is the purpose of
this chapter to select an appropriate mixture of old elements as well .
as new ones in order to show continuity'igg progression in Bonhoeffer's
thought: Epere are new responses here called into the battle for the

freedom of community.

A. First Attempt: 1939 - 1940

The language in this first attempt is that of The Cost of Dis-

cipleship, and we find here the repetition of themes previously seen.
The knowledge of good and evil is.separation from God.l Man's like-
ness to God is now a stolen one.? Man's 1ifé is now disunion with
everyone: with God, with other men, with things, and with himself.3
Along with the old themes of conscience, Bonhoeffer now treats
the idea of shame. Adam perceived his disunion with God because
"Their eyes were opened" (Gen. 3:7), and thus found himself naked.- The
new covering which replaced the old one of community with God and fel-

low men is shame.

~
-

Ipfetrich Bonhoeffer, Ethics, ed. by Eberhard Bethge, p. 18.
(hereinafter referred to as E)

2g, p. 18. 3E, p. 20, k
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Hence there arises shame. Shame is man's ineffaceable recol-
lection of his estrangement from the origin; it is grief for
this estrangement, and the powerless longing to return to unity
with the origin.l :

The overcoming of shame is "only in the shaming through the for-
giveness of sin, that is to say, through the restoration of fellowship

with God and man.'2

In forgiveness, man will be clothed with the grace
of God, with the new man he puts on, and with the fellowship of
Christ's Church.3

Conscience, however, is the sign of'man's disunion with himself
and is farther from the origin than shame.4 GConscience is concerned
with man's relation to himself and not others. It is the sign of the
man who is sicut deus. The knowledge of good and evil leads man to un-
derstand himself from himself and, from this, all knowledge has become
self-knowledge.5

Bonhoeffer uses the example of the Pharisee to further elaborate
these themes. With his legaligtic understanding of religious life, the
Pharisee "is the man to whom only the knowledge of good and evil has
comé to be of importance in his entire life; in other words, he is sim-
ply the man of disunion."® ""Judge not, that ye may not be judged"
(Matt. 7:1) is aimed at the heart of those who know good and evil, as’
is Matt. 6:3 where man is warned not to boast of almsgiving. Even

those who render thanks to God for their own good deeds are operating

‘from the principle of self-knowledge./ But:

The new knowledge of the reconciliation which is accomplished
in Jesus, the knowledge of the voiding of the disunion, itself
entirely voids man's own knowledge of his own goodness. The
knowledge of Jesus is entirely transformed into action, without
any reflection upon a man's self.®

In the section captioned "Proving,' Bonhoeffer quotes three bib-
lical texts (Rom. 2:18; Phil. 1:9 and 10; Eph. 5:8ff.) where man is

called to prove the will of God, prove the different situations, and

prove what is acceptable unto the Lord.? He calls upon these texts to

1

I, p. 20. 2, p. 23. 3, p. 23 %E, p. 24.
e, p. 25. OE, p. 27. 7E, p. 34. 8E, pp. 34-35.
9%, p. 37.
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make the point that being reconciled in Christ does not automatically
render the reconciled man "in the know'" with regards tgq. the will of God.
To be reconciled is not to have an intuition of the \Qll of God without

any sort of reflection. The will of God is not a ”syétem of rules es-

P

tablished from the outset,' but rather

. . . it is something new and different in each different situa-
tion in life, and for this reason a man mukt ever anew examine
what the will of God may be . . . The voic% of the heart is not
to be confused with the will of God, nor is any kind of inspira-
+ -tion or any general principle, for the will of God discloses it~
se}f ever anew only to him who proves it ever anew . . . The
crucial precondition £¥r this is that this proving takes place
solely on the basis of a 'metamorphosis' . . . This metamorphosis
of man can only be the overcoming of the form of the fallen man,
Adam, and conformation with the form of the new man, Christ.

We again meet the Kollektivpersonskof Adam and Christ, where the latter

overcomes the former. But what is new here is that healthy, normal ego
strengths are called into play for discerning and proving the will of
God. Bonhoeffer here is truly grounding his theology in concretion for
the first time in explicit terms:

But when all this has been said it is still necessary really to
examine what is the will of God, what is rightful in a given situ-
ation, what course is truly pleasing to God; for, after all, there
has to be concrete life and action. Intelligence, discernment,

© attentive observation of the given facts, all these now come into
lively.operation, all will be embraced and pervaded by prayer.2 :

The concrete command of God is always freedom: proper relationship of
man to God, other men, things, and himself. But each new situation in
life presents a new opportunity to establish this freedom and it is up
to man to discern the will of God f;r the means to' establish it. We-
came upon this before when Bonhoeffer was discussing peace and paci-
fism.3 Pacifism was what Boﬁhoeffer saw as the concréle will of God in
1934; it was the correct respons; of the déy to the eternal command for
peace. As time,went on, however, a different responsé was deemed nec-
essary to meet the command for peace and freedom of community.
Bonhoeffer's love affair with the Sermon on the Mount is here

strengthened. The Sermon is there onlxsfor the purpose of being done,

12, p. 38. ZE, p. 40. 3SuEra, p. 49.
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for "Only in doing can there be submission to the will of God."l Action
is the Mirreconcilable opposite" of judgement.

There does not therefore remain, in addition to action or through
action, some ultimate possibility of judgement; action is and must
continue to be the only possible attitude towards the law of God;

+ any residue of judgement would disrupt this action entirely and
tramsmute it into false action, into hypocrisy.

"The doer is the man who simply knows no other possible attitude to the
word of God when he has heard it than to do ic."3

‘But the doing is nothing unless it is through love. Any 'good"
may arise without love, ,such as the will to fellowship, feeling, ser-
vice or action. Love is the distinction between the man of disunion

and the man of the origin.

Love . . . is the revelation of God. And the revelation of God
is Jesus Christ . . . God's revelation in Jesus Christ, God's
revelation of His love, precedes all our love towards Him. Love
has its origin not in us but in God. Love is not an attitude of
men but an attitude of God.% *

Here we have a restatement of the analogia relationis. We are to love

4

others as God loves.us, and the proof and example par excellence of;

God's love is Jesus Christ.

Love is not what He gggg and what He suffers, but it is what Eg
does and what He suffers. Love is always He Himself. Love is
always God Himself. Love is always the revelation of God in
Jesus Christ . . . Love is the reconciliation of man with God

ip Jesus Christ . . . Love, therefore, is the name for what God
does to man in overcoming the disunion in which man lives. This
deed of God is Jesus Christ, is reconciliation.? o

We have here a radically contextual ethic whereby we are not led

to a naive and simplistic imitatio Christi whereby man could relive the®

1ife of Jesus 2000 years later. We instead are directed towards the
person Jesﬁ§ and not his deéds, for these deeds must bf interpreted in
Jesus's ggﬂ.context. Man must look to the person of‘ﬁeéus in order to
discern the will of God today.
Bonhogffer éoes on to examine the tot#l and exclusive claim of
|

Christ by discussing Mark 9:40 ("He that is 'not against us is for us")

and Matt. 12§30 ('He that is not with me is égainst me''). He holds

g, p. 43¢ %&, p. 45. 3, p. 46. 4E, pp. 50-51.
5§, pb. 51-52.
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that abstract analysis of these two sayings will show them to be ir-
reconcilable contradictions but that they must be held in tension as
the claims to the exclusiveness and the kotality of Christ. Bonhoef-
fer himself was holding these two c&ncepts in tension at this point.

Matt. 12:30 is more the language and feel of The Cost of Discipleship,

" where the exclusivity of 0je church is absolute and thinking in two
realms tends to hold sway, whereas Mark 9:40 is to become the core of

the later writings of Ethics and of Letters and Papers from Prison,

. where we find a radical affirmation of the ''secular" and of the "whole"
man's duty to live .}life fully. These two factors are the hinge upon
which the turning point from pacifism to active resistance hapg. As
the Confessing Church turned out to be sterile in its attempts at re-
establishing community and peace, Borhoeffer found‘hiQseLf in a circler
of lay and non-Christian friends and co-conspjrators who had stead-
fastly resolved themselves to do the "Christian' thing at all costs,
evep of their lives.™

When discussing ''Christ and Good People,' Bonhoeffer examines
Matt. 5:10--"Blessed are they who are bersecuted for righteousness'
sake: fér theirs is the kingdom of heaven.'" The wedge is put in place:
the interpretation of this in a secular sense is the chink in the wall
that will eventually become the door through which Bonhoeffer will pass.
One must risk action for éﬂl just cause, gnd in doing so one also risks
persecution.

This beatitude puts those Christians entirely in the wrong who,

in their mistaken anxiety to act rightly, %eek to avoid any suf-
fering for the sake of a just, good and true cause, because, as
they maintain, they could with a clear conscience suffer only an
explicit profession of faith in Christ . . . Jesus gives his
support to thbose who suffer for the sake of a just cause, even

if this is not precisely the confession of His name; He takes them
under his protection, He accepts responsibility for them, and He ¢
lays claim to them.l

With this interpretation of Matt. 5:10, we can see that Bonhoeffer is
leaning more towards Mark 9:40: "He that is not against us is for us.,"

Bonhoeffer, in the last few pages of this first attemﬁt, expresses

-7
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concern for the claim of Christ on the good man. Good in this sense
has an gxtremely wide range of gradations, but nonetheless it serves
to point to the distinction between the call of the gospel to the
"good" and the call to the 'drunkards, adﬁlterers, and vicious men of
every’kind.”1 What exactly has been said about the conversion of the
good man?) L

Bonhoeffer didn't answer this quqstion in this first attempt, but
the problem it posed continued to plaéue him as, more and more, the
"Christians" acquiesced under Hitler's regime and it was the ”go&h”
non-Christian, i.e. the conspirAtors in the military resistance, who
turned up to do tﬁe "Christian' thing. Bonhoeffer further wrestles with
this question in his later attempts, the second of which we shall now

s \ 4
turn our attention to. - »

B. Second Attempt: Sept./Oct. 1940

o

Bonhoeffer's second attempt at his Ethics began following his

' August meeting with Oster and Dohnanyi to discuss his status in the

Abwehr. On September the fourth he was forbidden to speak in public
and required to report regularly to the police. These two factors can-

¢ i > . ] &
not but have had an effect on his frame of mind as he entered into an

intense period of writing. \\u

{Ee opening paragraphs of this section blast the concept of a /////r—*\\
3
theoretical ethics, as ''the academic question of a system of ethics _ . .

seems to be of all questions the most superf’fuous.”2 This is because

Today there are ence more villains and saints, and they are not
hidden from public view. Instead of the uniform greyness of the
rainy day we now have the black storm-cloud and the brilliant
lightning~flash. * The outlines stand out with.exaggerated sharp-
ness. Reality lays itself bare. Shakespeare's characters walk
in our midst. But the villain and the saint have little or noth-
ing to do with systematic ethical studies.? i

There is from the outset of this section a stark picture drawn for the

reader whereby the point is made that this time is an exceptional one 7

“and that the responsé to the times must also be exceptional. ''What is

worse than doing evil is being evil. It is worse for a liar to tell
' \

lg, p. 62.. 2, p. 64. 3E, p. 64, y




66

the truth than for a lover of truth to lie . . . One %in, then, is not
like another."! 1In times such as these, reason, moral fanaticism,
conscience, duty, and silent virtue have become rusty swords and need to
be replaced with sharp ones--simplicity and wisdom. .The simple man
turns his eyes solely upon the simple truth of God aAd is set free from
the conflicts of ethical decisions. By looking solely to God he is able
to look at the reality of the world free from prejudice, and in this way
simplicity becomes wisdom. The wise man sees the reality of the world

2

as it is; he can see into the depths of things.

No man can look with undivided vision at God and at the world of
reality so long as Ged and the world are torn asunder. Try as he
may, he can only let his eyes wander distractedly from one to the
other. But there is a place at which God and the cosmic reality
are reconciled, a place at which God and man have become one . . .
It lies in Jesus-Christ, the Reconciler of the world.3

The perfect love of God reconciles the world. The figure of the Rec~
onciler comes between the %orld and God and fills the centre of histo-
ry.4 This is not a new theme, but there is a new emphasis on God's
wiping out the guilt of the world by declaring himself guilty towards
the world. He takes up the path of humiliation and atonement and there-
-by absolves the w?iEL;L—ﬁﬁis theme of guilt is one we shall meet later
on. ’

And here is the proof that God loves man and the world as it.is;
God doesn't love any concept of the ideal world, but loves the real
thing.

God became man, real man. While we are trying to grow out beyond
our manhood, to leave the man behind us, God becomes man and we
have recognize that God wishes us men, too, to be real men.
While are distinguishing the Dious from the ungodly, the good
from the wicked, the noble from the mean, God makes no distinctjon
at all in his love for the real man. He does not permit us to
classify men and the world according to our own standards and to
set ourselves up as judges over them.®

R
We are not to be despisers of men, either of the tyrannical type who

4 .
exploits the baseness of the human heart, or the good who sees through
all this wickedness and withdraws in disgust to leave men to their own

.
! :
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devices and minds his own business. It is clear that Bonhoeffer here

is referring to his own situation at the time. The obvious evil in his
presence is Hitler and his regime; the subtle evil is the aloofness of
the good man from any responsibility or response. Though a more re-
spectable position, it is gtill one of contempt for the world; and as
such it is contemptuous of what God has loved.

It is only through God's being made man that it is possible to
know the real man and not despise him. The real man can live
before God, and we can allow the real man to live before God
side by side with ourselves without either despising or deify-
ing him . . . the reason why we can live as real men and can
love the real man at our side is to be found solely in the in-
carnation of God

But what is it "to be real'? Bonhoeffer's answer to this ques-
tion comes as no surprise: Christ. Conformation to Christ is confor-
mation to reality:

+This is not achieved by dint of efforts 'to become like Jesus',
which is the way we usually interpret it . . . To be conformed
with the Incarnate--that is to be a real man . . . To be con-
formed with the'Incarnate is to have the right to be the man one
really is. Now there is no more pretense, no more hypocrisy or
self-violence, no more compulsion to be something other, better
and more ideal than what one is. God loves the real man. God
became a real man.

It is possible that it i&.at this point that Bonhoeffer begins to see
that the sheltered life tdogether at Finkenwalde may have been this

striving to be something other than real: 'the tone of The Cost of Dis-

cipleship lent itself to this interpretation, with its empLasis on the
differentiation between the disciple and the "otherness" of the non-
disciple. We found in that book strong language concerning subsuming
oneself into the role sf disciple at the cost of relinquishing some
normal and valuable human gtrengchs, whereas here Bonhoeffer is affirm-
ing the '"real" man in his wholeness.

Concomitant with this, we also find the Church taking on a broad-
er form and meaning. "The Church is nothing but a section of humanity
in which Christ has really taken form."* The Church has essentially
nothing whatsoever to do with so-called religious functions, but she

concerns herself with the world of man and with all the implications of

lg, p. 713. 2, p. 74. 3E, pp. 80-31. 4E, p. 83.
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what it means to be thoroughly and totally human. What worried Christ
was not theories of .moral action, but whether "my action at this mo-
ment is helping my neighbour to become a man before God.'l

The form of Christ is one and the same at all times and in all
places . . . And yet Christ is not a principle in accordance with
which the whole world must be shaped. Christ is not the proclaimer
of a system of what would be good today, here and at all times.
Christ teaches no abstract ethics such as must at all costs be put
into practice. Christ was not essentially a teacher and a leg-
islator, but a man, a real man like ourselves.2

Throughout these quotes we are once again made aware of the social
nature of the human condition. The real man is himself as well as the
neighbour. The ‘real man is not to be despised but loved for his real-
ness. This world is not to be shunned for the next world, but lived in
and loved for what it is. Man is to be responsible for himself, his
neiéhpour, and the world in concrete, social, and historical terms.

Ethics as formation entails the confession and the recognition of
guilt. 1Indeed, this is the starting point for reconciliation: (

.

There can be recognition of guilt only because of Qﬁrist's grace

In this recognition of guilt there beé;;;\EHEtprocess by
which man is conformed to Christ. This recognition of guilt dif-
fers from any other such recognition which is self-effected and
sterile, The glace where this recognition of guilt becomes real
is the Church. '

Bonhoeffer then proceeds go impute guilt on the Church for having broken

all ten commandments.4

In his eyes, she has failed in her appointed

duty. Bonhoeffer condemns the Church for her silence, the silence by

which she sought to protect her last remaining assets of public worship

and parish life at the expense of the world--more succinctly, at t:F ex—

pensé of freedom of community. ‘ -
Once the guilt has been assumed, there is the possibility of heal-

ing and justification through the partaking in the form of Chris,‘f.5 To

be a partaker in the form of Christ means that the Church does not de-

spise the earth by holding herself aloof from it. It means that she

earnestly assumes her role as the centre of history, calling the polit-

ical-historical life of the earth to its proper function.QNCuilt, vio-

lence and lawlessness will then become healing, justice andﬂarder. When
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war becomes peace there will be forgiveneés.1

C. Third Attempt: Nov.'40 - Summetr '4l

The concern of the second attempt was conformation. Bonhoef-—

fer leaves us with a short discussion of guilt and justificatibn at the
end, and it is justification once again that sefves as the starting
4

point in the third attempt. With the breaking in of Jesus, 'the laby-

rinth of life he has so far led falls in ruin. Man is free for God and.

his brothers. He becomes aware that there is a God who loves him; that
a brother is standing at his side, . 2 Justification, therefore,
is the essence and origin of all Christian life since it sets man free
for community. To be justified means to be in faith. '"Faith means
founding my life upon a foundation which is outside myself, upon an

eternal and holy foundation, upon Christ."3 Bonhoeffer's relational =«

brand of the imitatio Christi brooks no method which will lead one to

be Christian; only'faith can do that.%

As we just saw, there is no room in the Christian community for de-
spisers of men and the world; both must be affirmed for what they real-
ly are. Likewise, we now find Bonhoeffer dddressing himself to those
who affirm the world as it is too readily. Bonhoeffer is once again
attempting to resolve the quandary of thinking in two realms without
doing damage to either one. The this-wordly he labels the penultimate,
the things before the last, and the last things, the ultimate. These
must be affirmed and held in tension simultaneously.

The dangers of holding only to the ultimate lead to radicalism,
whereby there is a breaking off of the penultimate.

The radical solution sees only the ultimate . 2 ., Christ is the
destroyer and enemy of everything penultimate, and everything
penultimate is enmity towards Christ. Christ is the sign that
the world is ripe for burning. There are no distinctions.
Everything must go to the judgement.5

On the other hand, we have the compromise solution--which Bon-

hoeffer sees as just as ''radical' a response. By it, things are justi-

l1g, p. 119. 2, p. 120. 3E, p. 121. 4E, p. 124,
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fied .exactly as they are.

Here the last word is on principle set apart from all preceding
words. The penultimate retains its right on its own account, and
is not threatened or imperilled by the ultimate . . . The ultimate
remains totally on the far side of the everyday; it is thus, in
fact, an eternal justification for things as they are . . .

Bonhoeffer very succinctly sums it up:

Radicalism hates time, and compromise hates eternity. Radicalism
hates patience, and compromise hates decision. Radicalism hates
wisdom, and compromise hates simplicity. Radicalism hates moder-
ation and measure, and compromise hates the immeasurable. Radi-
calism hates the real, and compromise hates the word. 2

There are, therefore, paifs of unacceptable behaviour which are ruled
out as normative: servility and revolt, sanction and destruction, and
compromise and radicalism. They are not, however, ruled out altogether
since Bonhoeffer abhors anything but a contextual ethic. Hence, they
are not ruled out as exceptions.

The third, and alternative, response to radicalism and compromise
is reference to Jesus Christ.3 This is because we find in Christ that

we have faith in the incarnate, crucified, and risen God:

In the incarnation we learn of the love of God for his creation;

in the crucifixion we learn of the judgement of God upon all flesh;
and in the resurrection we learn of God's will for a new world.
There could be no greater error than to tear these three elements
apart; for each of them comprises the whole . . . A Christian ethic
constructed solely on the basis of the incarnation would lead di-
rectly to the compromise solution. An ethic which was based solely
on the cross or the resurrection of Jesus would fall victim to
radicalism and enthusiasm. Only in the unity is the conflict re-
solved.4

'When all three elements are held in tension, there is an interplay of
them in responsible life. The response of the incarnation is affirma-
tion and co-operation; that of the crufixion is judgement and rejeé-
tion; finally, that of the reéurrection is newness and creativity. A
contextual ethic will place the onus on the responsible man to elicit
the proper response according to what is pleasing to God. Once again,
anthropology finds its delineation in Christology. H

The penultimate, therefore, must be taken seriously and for the

sake of the ultimate, it must be preserved. At the same time, it must

g, p. 127. 2, p. 130. 3, p. 130. 4, p. 131.
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be ;emembered that the penultimate does not justify itself: 'a thing
becomes penultimate only through the ultimate, that is to say, at the
moment ‘when it hag.already lost its own validity."l The preparation of
the way for Christ, the ultimate, is not merely the establishment of so-
cial order nor of certain desirable conditions in the realm of the pe-
nultimate. Alchough these are essential, they are the acts of ''good"
without the qualification of love. "Only a spiritual preparation of the
way will be followed by the merciful coming of the Lord."2 Preparation
of the way means repentance (Matt. 3:1ff.) and repentance means 'a con-
crete turning back; repentance demands action."3

Unlike all methods, the preparation of the way sets out from the
clear awareness that Christ Himself must go this way: it is not
our way to Him but His way to us that has to be prepared and it
can be prepared through my knowledge that He Himself must prepare
it. Method is a way from the penultimate to the ultimate. Prepa-
ration of the way is a way from the ultimate to the penultimate.%

“"Christian life is the dawning of the ultimate in me; it is the life of
Jesus Christ in me. But it is always also life in the penultimate which
waits for the ultimate.” The strict di;ision of life into two spheres
creates the possibility that one may live life exclusively in one or
the other. Bonhoeffer's reality takes into account only the one sphere
of Christ where both penultimate and the ultimate are held in Censiah.
The problem of a Christian ethic does not pose the question of ''How"
can I be good?'" or '"How can I do good?", but rather asks "What is the
will of God?"®

The point of departure for Christian ethics is not the reality of
one's own self, or the reality of the world; nor is it the reality
of standards and values. It is the reality of God as He reveals
Himself in Jesus Christ.’

A useful method of interpreting Bonhoeffer's ethics is to look at it
with the help of the distinction first put forward by Max Weber, and

LY

used since by others.8 On the one hand, we can have 'a Gesinnungsethik

whereby we are to put emphasis on the disposition of the moral agent.

On the other hand, we can have an Objektivethik which denotes an ethic

lg, p. 133. 2, p. 138. 3, p. 138. SE, p. l4l.
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6f norms and principles evaluating deeds independently of the moral

agent. The former may be labeled '"right disposition to action' and the

latter, "disposition to right action."! It is clear that Bonhoeffer's

concern for conformation to Christ rules out interpreting his ethics

pietistically as an Objektivethik. There are no ready-made internal

dispositional yardsticks. . ;

The question arises as to how we are to maintain the separation of
the ultimate and the penultimate without lapsing into spatial terms and
thinking in two spheres. Bonhoeffer offers us a conception of distinc—
tion without two spheres in the form of the mandates. Preyiously, we
met this same“notion in the form of the orders of preservation.

This relativeness of the world to Christ assumes concrete form
in certain mandates of God in the world. The Scripture names four
such mandates: labour, marriage, government and the Church.?

They are termed mandates rather than orders because ''the word mandate
refers more clearly to a divinely imposed task rather than a determina-
tion of being."3

The mandate of labour is found in Gen. 2:15 where Adam is told to
dress and keep the garden of Eden. After the fall, of course, man must
wrestle his living from the earth, and labour includes everything from
agriculture and economy to science and art. 'The labour which is in-
stituted in Paradise is a participation by man in the action of crea-
tion."4

Marriage, as well, confronts us in the realm of creation. "God
bestows on this union the blessing of fruitfulness, the creaiion of
new life. Man enters into the will of the Creator in sharing in the
process of creation.'?

The mandate of government presupposes the previous two, for gov-—
ernment on its own cannot produce life or values. 'Whegéas the first
two are creative in nature, government's task is to preserve thag.which
has been created. Government is to maintain order; that is its as-

N

signed task.6

LY
The mandate of the Church is different from the above three in

lRasmussen, p. 158. 2§, p. 207. 3§, p: 207.
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that its task is to enable ''the reality of Jesus Christ to become real
in the preaching and organizat¥on of the Church and Christian life."!

Man is at the same time a labourer, a partner in marriage, and the
subject of a govermnment, so that there is an overlapping of the
three mandates in man and all three must be fulfilled simultane-
ously; and the mandate of the Church impinges on all these man-

"dates, for now it is the Christian who is at once labourer, part-
ner in marriage, and subject of a government. No division into
separate spheres or spaces is permissible here.?

The preservation of the penultimate is ensured by the divine mandates,
and at the same time there is preparation for the ultimate within the
penultimate. Fulfilling the demands of the mandates allows people to
be '"'real' people in the eyes of God. There is no artificial distinc-
tion drawn between what does and does not belong in this world, nor be-
tween what is and is not pleasing to God. We can discern what is
pleasing to God through faith in Jesus Christ, a real man who lived a
reél,ktruly human life: a man who did not live his life by rules and
regulations but formulated responses to life's situations ever anew.
Christ only commanded love and a life of community. For Bonhoeffer,
the fulfillment of this command to be free in his own time came to dg;,.\\
mand extraordinary and exceptional responses, not normative ones. We
kno:‘that in his case the exceptional response is tyrannicide, and the
followleg quote is buried deep and anonymous within this third attempt:

The deseruction of the life of another may only be undertaken on
the basis of an unconditional necessity; when this necessity is
present, then the killing must be performed, no matter how numerous
or how good the reasons which weigh against it. But the taking of
the life of another must never be merely one possibility among
other possibilities . ‘.

1c must be the only possible response. The last attempt at an Ethics
is also the most political. 1In it we shall find more discussion o{
necessita, that unconditional necessity which knows no other possibil-~
itfég, couched in terms of deputyship and the venture of the responsi-
ble deed.

’

D. Fourth Attempt: Nov. '4l - March '43
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This final approach of Bonhoéffer's was undertaken sporadically
during the height of his involvement in the conspiracy. As Bonhoeffer
became more and more embroiled in politics, the military conspiracy to
assassinate Hitler, and international intrigue, so his ethics became '
more and more concretely grounded.

The question of good is posed and is decided in the midst of each
definite, yet unconcluded, unique and transient situation of our

lives, in the midst of our living relationships with men, things,
institutions and powers, in other words in the midst of our his-

torical existence. The question of good cannot now be separated

from the question of life, the question of history.l

This quote is from the opening paragraph and sets the tone for the en-
tire section. The repetition of the prime importance of the contextual
could not be stated more strongly. The social cast of the question of
good is clear since:

It is, to say the least, very questionéble whether one can at all
regard as ethically relevant the notion of an isolated individual
in detachment from his historical situation and from historical in-
fluences . . . [instead] the whole man, complete with his knowledge
and his will, [must seek and figd] the good in the equivocal com-
plexi%y of a historical situati®n solely through the venture of the
deed. /

The decision of what is good, then, is to Be found in life; bd@ life can \;7
only be lived, not defined, for Jesus did not say "I have life' but
rather "I am the life'; therefore, life can never be sgparaCed from the
I, the person, of Jesus.d It is only our relation to Jesus which pro-
vides the basis for our relation to men and to God."4 1In the life of
Jesus we have the elements ofs the incarnation, the crucifixion, and the
resurrection which point respectively to the creation of man and the
world, to the judgement placed on them, and to the affirmation of a new
life which is reconciled. The condemnation of death leads not to death
but to renewed life, hence our life is a tension between the ''yes'" and
the "no." 5 But it is a tension held in unity in Christ; 'the contra-
dictiPn of 'yes' and 'no' is indeed still present, but it is continu-

ally overcome in the concrete action of the man who believes in

Christ."® (italics mine) The name given for the life lived in the ten-
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sion of the '"yes'" and the '"no" is responsibility.1[,222<g;nsibility ) ’

means, thqrefore, that the totality of life is pledged and that our ac-
tion becomes a matter of life and death."?

The fact that responsibility is fundamentally a matter of deputy-
. ship is demonstrated most clearly in those circumstances in which
a man is directly obliged to act in the place of other men . . . ™
Not the individual in isolation but the responsible man is the
subject, the agent, with whom ethical reflexion must concern it~
self . . . Deputyship, and therefore also responsibility, lies
only in the complete rrender of one's own life to the other man.
Only the selfless man lives responsibly, and this means that only
the selfless man lives Wherever the divine 'yes' and 'no' become
one in man, there is responsible Iiving.3
It "is in the responSLble life that the '"yes' and the “no“ are held in ;
tension. The response to reality in hlstory may require ‘the affirming

yes or the condemning/creative no, but in order to be a true Christian
response it must be undertaken in deputyship and responsibility. *,

Jesus, life, our life, lived in deputyship for us . . . All His ‘
living, His action and His dying was -deputyship. In Him there

is fulfilled what the living, the action, and the suffering of

men ought to be. In the real deputyship which constitutes His ¢
human existence He js the responsible person par excellence. -~

Because He is life all life is dexzrmined by Him to be deputy-

ship.% ’ ~

- »

Here we find the analogia relationis concretely grounded not only in

community, but in all-of history in all its facéts. 'Respomsibilicy, - “1
as life and action in deputyship, is essentially a relation ¢f man to
man. ' J

The responsible man, therefore, is the real man who corresponds
to reality; "our conclusion from this must be that action which is in
accordance with Christ is action which is in accordance with réality."6

Deciding between the "yes' or the 'mo'" often entails breaking laws--

- b |
sometimes civil laws and sometimes divine ones: '"obedience is rendered T e
to the one law at the price of guilt in respect of the other law."’ To iﬁ .
contrast a Christian and a secular principle is to’ fall from Chrlstian v

reality back into the reality of antiquity; and yet, to regard these

two as forming a unity in principle is equally as wrong. This unity is

]
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solely to be found in Jesus Christ, the-responsible man, the real man,
the deputy.l The responsibility of man is not limitless: yOne's task
is not to turn the world upside-down, but to do what is necessary at the
given place and with a due consideration’of reality."?2

‘Ultimate ignorance of one's own good and evil, and with it a com-
plete reliance upon grace, is an_essential property of responsible
historical action. The man who acts ideologically sees himself
justified in his idea; the responsible man commits his action into
the hands of God and lives by God's grace and favour.3

Irri;peﬂplble action disregards the diviné Other as well as the

human.one. * In effect, this makes responsibl tion necessarily limit-
ed, for to be respon51b1e it must respect the other as limit while at
the same time recognLZLng that the other as centre is the origin of -re~
sponsibility. ''Responsible action derives:-its unlpy, and ultimately
glso its certainty, from the fact that ,it is limited in this way by God
and by our neighbour.”4

It is .not only Qqh‘herasis of our relation to God and to other
men that responsibility restg, Sut also on the basis of ou£ relation to
chingé, and this Bonhoeffer calls pertinence.? In the life of the hig-
torical world there often comey a point where

responsible and pertinent agtion leaves behlnd it. the . . . domain
of the normal and regular, a 15 confronted by the exﬁ?aordlnary
situatilon of ultimate necessitied, a situation which no law can
control. It was for this situation that Machiavelli in hls polit-
ical theory coined the term necessita.6

These situations appeal directly to the agent 6f free responsi-
bility and 'mo longer leave a multiplicity of courses open to human rea-
son but they confront it with the question of the ultima ratio."7 It

is for necessita and the ultima ratio that radicalism and compromise

" are not ruled out as exceptions for exceptional times. There is no law

under which the agent of free responsibility can take cover in these
situations, for the freedom of the responsible man leads him to in-
fringe and violate laws: 'necessity-obeys no commandments.'8 There is,
Cgsn, an implicit acceptance of guilt along with the acceptance of free-

L4
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dom4 This is due to the fact, that since' Jesus Christ acted responsibly
Y
and accepted the guilt of humanity as if it were his own, s0 the re-

sponsible, free agent must do the same.2
+ There is a new conscxence in the deputy and it is not the call of

the self as .in the man who is sicut deus. Since Christ s the unity of
all tealfcy, the conscience of the real, responsible, free man is now
Christ Himself; unity with the self is now foung only in the total sur-
render of the ego to God and other men.3 -

: ”Responsibility is the freedom of men which is given only in the

obligation to God and to our neighbour."4

. The free deed knows itself in the end as the deed of God; the deci-
sion knows itself as gu1dance, the free venture knows itself as
divine necessity. It is’'in the free abandonment of knowlege of his
own good that a man performs the good of God. It is only from this

+ last point of view that one can speak of good in historical actign.5

;

# - -
" The relation of responsibility to.obedience is not one where the former

takes up where the latter leaves‘off; rather, 'obedience is rendered in

‘ responsibility.”6 Obedience can be rendered even where laws are broken.

Thus we jhave the structure of the responsible life defined in
terms of deputyship, correspondence with reality, acceptance of guilt,
and freedom. The question of, obedience to divine law takes second place
tq free responsibility, for even though government is a diviime nandate,
obedience to it ts not a principle. For the sake of God and the neigh-

bour, i.e.‘for the sake of Christ, there is the possibility of disobe-

dience of all and any laws. ‘ N

But since this is a deed which arises from freedom, man is not torn
asunder in deadly conflict, but in tertainty and in unity with him-
self he can dare to hallow the law truly even by breaking it.”
(italics mine)

"The commandment of God 1s the permission to live as man before God . + s
It differs from all human laws in that it commands freedom."8 Dogmatics
and ethics now flow in and out of each other, feeding one another. The

Bonhogffer of 1930 was ttuly and consistently Lutheran in his;abhorence

of the anarchy which disobedience might bring. The more matured Bon-

hoeffer assigns disobedience a rightful plaie in the quest for freedom.

. ¥
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Life for him is no hdlding action which takes second place‘ﬁo the sec-
ond coming. Deputyship is the master mark of responsibility, but ac-
ceptance of guilt as a full *transfer is the heart of it.

« « o the final referent is not divine law but Jesus Christ. In
- The Cost of Discipleship it is because Jesus Chlrrist is the Author,
Giver, and Fulfiller of divine law that it is an impassable bound-
ary. In Ethics Bonhoeffer found.Jesus Christ as the Responsible
Man par excellence, the Bestower of Freedom, and the Redeemer of
man Yho incurs gu11c in venturing the deeds of free responsibil-
. iey.

It is only through a Christological change that the anthropolog}—
cal condition may change. The sqteriology remains the same, as it al-
ways does and always will: unfreedom, the disruption of community, the
power of the unrestricted ego unleashed irresponsibly. However, the
venturesome ego is no longer condemned out of hand, as men are called
to be fully human and real before God. The realqggn is the whole man,

one who through Christ can correspend with real1ty in deputyship and re-

sponsibility.

E. Biographica

Ye

Bonhoeffer and his brother-in-law Dohnanyi were arrested April 5,

1943, not as a result ot the failed attempt on Hitler's life but be-
cause of political infighting between the Abwehr and Himmler and his
Reich Security Office. The latter*wanted to curtail the independence
of the former, and as such played one person off against the other with-
the result that during interrogations the names of Bonhoeffer and Doh-
nanyi came up. Both men were warned that they were under surveillance‘
s . ‘and that their phones were tapped, and so they were not unprepared for
any eventuality. Rather than try to protect themselves, they put all
their energies into protecting the conspiracy so that i{n the future
there might be one mote,qsuccessful attempt on Hitler.
These two mén spent a full sixteen months in jail before this
« next--and unsuccessful——attempt took place. This nerve- racking.time was
~spent being interrogated aﬁﬂ‘breparing for a trial that never came.

Being kept fully informed.by friends on the outside about the coming

-

coup, they did their best not to inadvertently jeopardize its success,

1Rasmussen, p. 51.
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! not the lives of those involved, durigg these interrogations. Spouting .
- )

loyalties to Hitler and his Germany and the Hitler salute became mere

bagatelles, part and parcel of the charade. Deputyskip and the free re-

sponse could no longer entail action for Bonheffer{ bq} if speaking un-

truths could serve the cguse of freedom and community, he felt it was

his responsibility to do so. \

"Suffering"
A change has come indeed. Your hands, so strong and active,
are bound; in helplessness now you see your action ’
is ended; you sigh in relief, your cause committing
to stronger hands; so now, you may rest contented.
Only for one blissful moment could you draw near to touch
freedom; '
then, that it might

-

Ge perfecfed in glory, you gave it to God. ,
. B
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CHAPTER 1V

TOWARDS DEATH
”

For se;en months after his arrest, Bonhoeffer had little contact
with his Eﬁmily a;d none with his friends. He divéded his time between
preparing for the trial that never came and tyxying to recapture his
past, with all the friends and family and love that went with it. 1In
the limited correspondence alloweg him, he tried his best to remain in
touch with family events—-the marriage of Eberhdrd Bethgé to Bonhoef-
fer's niece Renate Schleicher and the subsequent birth of their son
Dietrich being the main focus of his attention. For Bonhoeffer, his own
engagement shortly befgre the arrest, and Bethgé's marriage, were un-
equivocal affirmations of life in the midst of destruction. The period
immediately after his arrest réh;ined rather unproductive theologically
for .him as he believed that his trial and release were, and must be,
imminent. The state had not discoveégd any evidence of treason against
him and his continued imprisonment was a result of suspicions. But in
November 1943, a sympathetic guard agreed to smuggle corregspondence for
Bonhoeffer. And thus, we have the famous letters from prison, the bulk
of which aré letters which were ékchanged between Bonhoeffer and Bethgé
and bear a distinctly theological stamp. .

I feel it is important to establish Bonhoeffer's frame of mind at
this time becausesit is so reflective of his-life outlook and theologi—’

v

.cal bent. . .
I

Now I want to assure you that I haven't for .a moment regretted
coming back in 1939--nor any of the consequences either. 1 knew
quite well what I was doing, and I acted with a clear conscience.
I've no wish to cross out of my life anything that has happened
since, either to me personally (would I have-got engaged other-
wise? would you have married? . . .), or as regards events in
general. And I regard my being kept here . . . as being involved
in Germany's fate, as 1 was resolved to be . . . All we can do is
live in assurance and faith--you out there with the soldiers, and
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I in my cell.l
Bonhoeffer phrases it another way later on when he refers to the
fully grown, whole man as one who is characterized by his ability to
find his centre of gravity wherever he may be and is able to live fully
in the present, facing each situation squarely.2 God does not lay oé
us more than we can bear.3

In earlier times, even one of the problems that we are now having
to deal with would have been enough to take up all our time. Now
we have to reduce to a common denominator war, marriage, church,
profession, housing [the bombing of Berlin], the possible death

of those nearest and dearest to us and, added to that, my present .
situation. No doubt most people would regard these simply as
separate problems, but for the Christian and the 'cultured' man
that is impossible; he cannot split up his life or dismember it,
and the common denominator must be sought in both thought and in

a personal and integrated attitude to life. The man who allows
himself to be torn into fragments by events and by questions has
not passed the test for the present and the future . . . We can
never achieve this 'wholeness' simply by ourselves, but only to-
gether with others . . .ﬁ

The wholeness Bonhoeffer pursued was comprised of tremendously éivergent
and devastating factors; every facet of his life and the lives of those
he loved had, at best, a tenuity. For him, this tenuity was more than
offset by the common denominator of Christ and the social category.

The year before his arrest,’/Bonhoeffer undertook a journey to Swe-
den to meet with George Bell, Bishop of Chichester and member of the
British parliament, to confirm the existence of the resistance by pro-
viding a list of names of those involved as well as to discuss the pos-
sibility of the cessation of hostilities should the removal of Hitler

become a fait accompli. These two good friends spent a great deal of

-

time discussing the structure of a defeated and rebuilt Germany, and in
particular the restructure of the Church. But with the failure of the
July 20, 1944 attempted assassination, Bonhoeffer realized that the

last chance to save Germany from a total destruction had passed. Until

lietter of 22-12-43, LPP, p. 174.
2Letter of 19-3-44, LPP, p. 233.
3Letter of 14-8-44, LPP, p. 387.

4Letter of 29-1-44, LPP, p. 200. .
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that point, he had regarded Ethics as his life work, and had longed to .
complete it.! Now, he entered into a new avenue of work, one which he
saw as a necessary preliminary to the completion of Ethics.? All we
have left of this work is '"An Outline for a Book'3 and, to some, a few
scintillating and shocking theological tidbits dispersed throughout the
lettersf‘ It is clear that Bonhoeffer had in mind 'the preparing of the
way" after the ground zero of Germany's total defeat.

This book is one that Bonhoeffer worked on from the time of the
July 1944 failure until his death. "It was so important to him thgt al-
though he cleared all other papers out of his cell for safekeeping, he
chose to keep this work with him and hence it disappeared along with his
body. It was to be a work of no more than 100 pages and was to have
three chapters entitled: 1), A Stocktaking of Christianity, 2) The Real
Meaning of Christian Faith, and 3) Conclusions. Bonhoeffer himself said
that the first part yagﬂvery critical and that he was anxious to move
on to the more constructive part, and that what he had to say sometimes
even shocked himself.% But all that ¢s guesswork to us now. That parts

of the Letters and Papers from Prison have indeed shocked the theologi-

cal world and have caused some to claim some kind of radical change in
Bonhoeffer is dqé in part to an unfamiliarity with the development of
Bonh8effer as a whole. To understand Bonhoeffer is to take up his path
and follow his intentions and the tendency of his work. All too often,
people have tried to stifle his work by attempting systematizationms,
picking and choosing to highlight one.period or work over the rest in
order to suit their own personal bent. The prison period did not rep-
resent an.unforesgeable entry into a thoroughly untried and untrodden
theodogical ground. Radical as it may be, it does not by any means rep-
resent any kind of a 180° turnabout but rather an enthusiastic plunge

ahead into the future where a new answer had to be found to the same

old questions: "What is bothering me incessantly is the question what

lLetter of 15-12-43, LPP, p. 163.
"' 2Letter of 3-8-44, LPP, p. 39.
{ 3"OucL1ne for a Book", LPP, pp. 380-83.
 YLetter of 23-8-44, LBP, p. 393. _
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Christianity really is, or indeed who Christ really is, for us today."1

For fhose of us who have followed Bonhoeffer, this question is all too

familiar. The answer, as well, does not come as too much of a surprise. /
In this chapter, it is the questions as much as the answers that com-
mand our attention; because we are missing the actual manuscript, the

’ fragments of the letters wild have to suffice as pointers to both.

A. Religion

We recall Bonhoeffer in his discussion of the preparation of the
way stating that it was "a way from the ultimate to the penultimate,”
whereas any sort of methodism was the reverse.? Bonhoeffer levels the
charge of methodism against religion because he sees it as man's attempt N
to reach God by trying to make something of himself that he is not:

To be a Christian does not mean to be refigiOus in a particular ;
way, to make something of oneself (a sinner, a penitent, a saint)

on the basis of some method or other--not a type of man, but the B o
man that Christ creates in us.J3 , .

Bonhoeffer was not the first to draw a distinction between religion and
faith, but no one else has done it with his particular Christology nor
his anthropology. Since Bonhoeffer had resolved his own dilemma of

thinking in two spheres, he had mercilessly attacked any kind of shun- ‘M . ]
ning of the world. "1 fear that Christians who stand with only one leg
upon the earth also stand with only one leg in he "% He felt that

‘

religiosity had been taken on as a garment, and ghat this religious

a priori "does not exist at all, but was a histolically conditioned and p .3

5

i transient form ofshuman expression."”” The questioy this raises is:

way? \
ial, and often A

What happens to Christianity when the garment falls
This leads us directly to Bonhoeffer's controve

misunderstood, concept of the "world come of age." His perception of

the world as having come of age is the reason for which he claims that

the time of religion is over, that the garment has of its Swn accord 2

dropped away. By "eome of age'" he does not mean that man has neces-—

lietter of 30-4-44, LPP, p. 279. 2§, ps l4l.
dLetter of 18-7-44, LPP, p. 361.

. 4Letter of 12-8-43, LPP, p. 415,
SLetter ok 30-4~44, LPP, p. 280.
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sarily reached morél maturity, but rather that he is in a state of mor-
al responsibility.

We begin with a concept which is not new to us--that of Christ's
having affirmed the world: '"In Jesus God has said Yes and Amen to. it
all, and that Yes and Amen is the firm gfouhd on which we stand."l
"Jesus claims for himself and the Kingdom of God the whole of human |
life in all its manifestations.'? The Yes and Amen is the perﬁission
man has, and is indeed commanded, to live as whole men before God.3
Living as whole man does not entail stagnation, but requires develop-
ment in all areas of endeavour throughout history. Bonhoeffer calls
this a movement of man towards autonomy, and sees it as having begun
during the thirteenth century and having "in our time reached an un-
doubted completion."4 Man has discovered the laws which govern the life
of the world in areas such as science, sociology, politics, art, ethics,
and religion. Man has learned to deal with himself and the world with-
out recourse to anything outside himself, including Codls Again, what '
does this mean in terms of, and for the fate of, Christianity? ‘

The attack by Christian apologetic on the adulthood of the world
I consider to be in the first place pointless, in the second place
ignoble, and in the third place unchristian. Pointless, because
it seems to me like an attempt to put a grown-up man back into
adolescence, i.e. to make him dependent on things on which he is;
in fact, no longer dependent, and thrusting him into problems
that are, in fact, no longer problems to him. Ignoble, because
it amounts to an attempt to exploit man's weakness for purposes
that are alien to him and to which he has not freely assented.
Unchristian, because it confuses Christ with one particular stage
in man's religiousness, i.e. with a human law.6

In other words, when religion is stripped away from Christianity we are
left with Christ and the world come of age. The question of who Christ
is for man today is not new, but the context of "today" is. Bonhoeffer

works through the history of religion--pietists, methodists, fundamen-

t

lietter of 21-8-44, LFP, p. 391
2Letter of 30-6-44, LPP, p. 342. 3E, p. 28l.
“Letter of 8-6-44, LPP, pe 325.
+ JLetter of 8-6-44, LPP, p. ;;3;
6Letter of 8-6-44, LPB, p..327.
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talists, Lutyer and the Reformation, Tillicp, Barth, and right up to
the Confessing Church. Against them all he levels the charge that nome
of them have understood the problem; in a world which has come of age,
it is reactionary to try for some kind of 'religious' revival.

When the world come of age is thrown up against '"religion,'" it is

thrown up against the deus ex machina, the God-of-the-gaps. As time

goes on and man answers more and more questions on his own, the province
of God becomes smaller and smaller and ever more remote/GEEY{ what is
religious in- the lives of men is one tiny province among others. God is
used when human knowledge has run tp against its limits, or when human
weaknq§s needs a boost of divine stfength. God is called upon to answer
those "ultimate' questions, but as time goes on the realm of the ulti-
mate questions grows more distant. In effect, in this world God is
continually in retreat.l Daniel Berrigan puts it in.contemporary terms:
Jesus teaches us to live '"as though God were God, not scorekeeper, Band-
Aid, bonbon, celestial oracle, Good Humour Man.'?Z God does not provide
us with answers; He wants man to know Him in what man knows, not in what
he doesn't know.S Bonhoeffer's tight and exclusive Christology has al-
ready established for us that we cannot know God except through Christ,
ané so once again we are left with the elements of Christ and the world
come of age. ¢ ‘ , ‘

Since God does not supply us with answers, will Jesus? In a_theo«
logian who i{s radically. contextual in his ethics, we could not possibly
hope to find any pat answers. Indeed, we don't; we have seen enough of
Bonhoeffer's Christolbgy to know that Jesus is the limit and the centre
of men's I;vés, of history, and of nature. He is total reality as he
represents a reconciled man to God, and as such is unity. Conforming to
Christ is conforming to reality; and as real, whole people we must con-

forms Conform to Whom? "Who is Christ for us today?" Man is to con-

lLetter of 29-5-44, LPP, p. 311,

+ 2paniel Berrigan, '"The Passion of Dietrich Bonhoeffer", Saturday
Review (May 30, 1970), p. 20, cited by Thomas I. Day, "Conviviality and
Commdbn Sense: The heaning of Christian Community for Dietrich Bonhoef-
fer", in A Bonhoeffer Legacy, ed. by A. J. Klassen, p. 221.

3Letter of 29-5-44, LPP, p. 3ll.
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form to Jesus, ''the man for others."! He is the one who lives out of
the transcendent, where the transcendent is ''the neighbour who is within

v2  Christ today is Jesus, the man for

reach in any given situation.
others. Participation in thé being of Jesus—-incarnation, cross, and
resurrection——is faith. '"Our relation to God is a new life in 'exist-
ence for others', through participatioq in the being of Jesus."3 Christ
is the Vicarious One, who acts vicariously for the other in responsibil-
ity. But "he certainly didn't 'come' to answer our unsolved problems.'4
As to the idea of 'solving' problems, "it may be that the Christian an-—
swers are just as unconvincing;—or convincing--as any others.'"2 Jesus
himself died asking why. So where does that leave man? It leaves him

with the question "how.'" How are we to conform to Jesus, the man for

others, in a world come of age?

B. The Meaning of Christianity

Being non-religious does not mean scuttling all the so—cailed "re—
ligious concepts that Christianity has espoused during its nineteen
hundred year history. Nor does it mean that man is no longer in need
of any biblical precepts. Rapher, what is called for i5 a "non-reli-

gious interpretatioﬁ" of these precepts. '"I'm only gradually working

my way to the non-religious interpretation on biblical concepts; the
job is too big for me to finish just'yet."6

Here is the decisive difference between Christianity and all reli-
gions. Man's religiosity makes him look in distress to the power
of God in the world: God is the deus ex machina. The Bible di-
rects man to God's powerlessness and suffering; only the suffer-
ing God can help. To that extent we may say that the development
towards the world's coming of age outlined above, which has done
away with a false conception of God, opens up a way of seeing the
God of the Bible, who wins space and power in the world by his
weakness. This will probably be the starting point for our 'sec-

lngutline for a Book", LPP, p. 382.
2ug4utline for a Book', LPP, p. 38l.
3"Outllne for a Book'", LPP, p. 381,
SLetter of 29-5-44, LPP, p. 312.
SLetter of 29-5-44, LPP, pp. 311-12.
OLetter of 16-7-44, ﬁ_b_g, p. 359.
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ular incarpretation'.1

Unfortunately for us, we do not have very much more than this
about the non-religious interpretation, for if Bonhoeffer did work it
out more fully, the papers haven't survived. But we do have a few al-
lusions to the concept to work on. .

As always, Bonhoeffer.was looking for concretion and it was his
main concern that biblical precepts have meaning for man in his daily
life. He wanted to interpret "in a 'wordly' sense--in the sense of the
0ld Testament and of John 1:14 [The word became flesh]--the concepts of
repentance, faith, justification, rebirth, and sanctification.'?

Now that we know specifically what Bonhoeffer meant by biblical
precepts, we are allowed a little more insight into what he planned to
do. It is certain to my mind that they were to bg cast into the'mold
of freedom as we have defined it. To be concrete in man's daily life,
these precepts must be reinterpreted in terms of what man's daily life
holds for him: relation to himself, other men, and nature. It is cer-
tain that once again Bonhoeffer would be thorough in anchoring his an-
thropology firmly in Christology; since Jesus Christ was the man for
others, the call to freedom for man must be'the same.

To disregard everything 'religious' in the precepts is not to
"'secularize' them, for Bonhoeffer is clear that the myth is the mes-
sage. The fault of liberal theology is that:

. . the 'mythological' elements of Christianity are dropped, and
Christianity is reduced to its 'essence'. -My view is that the full
content, including the 'mythological' concepts, must be kept - the
New Testament is not a mythological clothing of a universal truth;
this mythology (resurrection, etc.) is the thing itself - but the
concepts must be interpreted in such a way as not to make reli-
gion a precondition of faith . . 3 .

There can be no updating of the precepts; there must, however, be made
clear their relevancy. What is their relevancy for man and the world
come of age? Bonhoeffer answers this question with another:

The most important question for the future is how we can find a
basis for human life together, what spiritual laws and realities

letter of 16-7-44, LPP, p. 361.
2Lecter of 5-5-44, LPP, pp. 286-87.

lLetter of 8-6-44, LPP, p. 329,
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we accept as the foundations of a meaningful human life.l
Surely Bonhoeffer would have found biblical precepts to be at least part
gf those '"realities." ’
How is man to live in a world come of age? Man's coming of age
leads him to recognize his true situation before God. '". . . we cannot
be honest unless we recognize that we have to live in the world etsi

deus non daretur. And this is what we have to recognize - before

God!"; God compels man to recognize that ''Before God and with God we

*

live without God."2 The Yes and Amen of God in Jesus is the firm
ground upon which man stands.

What I mean is that God wants us to love him eternally with our
whole hearts - not in such a way as to injure or weaken our earthly
love, but to provide a kind of cantus firmus to which the other
melodies of life provide the counterpoint . . . that is the only
way to a full and perfect sound, when the counterpoint has a firm
support and can!t come adrift or get out of tune, while remaining

a distinct whole in its own right. Only a polyphony of this kind
can give life a wholeness and at the same time assure us that noth-
ing calamitous can happen as long as the cantus firmus is kept
going.3

While standing upon this firm ground it is.possible for man to .
live a fully.'"secular" life in a world come of age, wichou% fear of di-
vine reprisals in the next world. Secularity has been affirmed as a
necessary counterpoint,in God's symphony. This is of such a multi-
dimensional bent that it goes well beyond the mandates of Ethics.

What remains true to Ethigs, however, is that human life remains
truly this-wordly and redemption is interpreted in terms of historical

v liberation.

. the redemption myths referred to here [in the Old Testament ]
are historical, i.e. on this side of death, whereag everywhere else
the myths about redemption are concerned to overcome the barrier of
death. 1Israel is delivered out of Egypt so that it may live before
God as God's people on earth %+ . . The decisive factor is said to
be that in Christianity the hope of resurrection is proclaimed,
and that means the emergence of a genuine religion of redemp-
tion, the main emphasis now being on the far side of the boundary
drawn by death. But it seems to me that this is just where the

*
[N

lietter of 2-6-44, LPP, p. 4l4.

2l etter of, 16-7-44, LPP, p. 360.
¥

Netter of 20-5-44, LPP, p. 303.

el



o AN Pyrn e

“"torical. What did it all mean for his Church? All of the foregoing

mistake and danger lie . . . is this really the essential character

of the proclamatiod of Christ in the gospels and Paul? I should “O

say it is not. The difference between the Christian hope of res-

urrection and the mythological hope is that the former sends a man -
back to his life on earth in a wholly new way . . . The Chris-

tian-. . . has no last line of escape.available from earthly tasks

and difficulties into the eternal, but, like Christ himself (*My-

God, why hast thou forsaken me?'), he must drink the earthly cup

to the dregs . . .l r

Finally, the last concern we shall investigate was also the first:
what of the Church? Bonhoeffer's concern for the Church neyer receded,
though his approach to it did undergo change. We have traced over his
"beginnings when the approach was sociologi®l, went on to the ecumeni-
cal, then through the years of the Confessing Church and its eventual
re jection as sterile. Through political conspiracy, Bonhoeffer ful-
filled the command of freedom and devoted his energy to the preparation
of the way. Finally, in prison, he)marshalled all his forces and re- .o
flected on where he had started and where he had ;nded and on the mean-

+ing that the events of his lifetime had--events both personal and his-

(death of religion, world come of age, non-religious interpretation of

+ the Bible, Christ as the man for others, men living as men before God

yet without God) had to have a concrete resolution in the reality.of the -
world. )

We have spent too much time in thinking, supposing that if we weigh
in advance the possibilities of any action, it will happen automati-
cally. We have learnt, rather too late, that action comes, not from
thought, but from a readiness for responsibility . . . That is our
own fault. Our church, which has been fighting in these years only
for ;cé self-preservation, as though that were an end in itself,

is incapable of taking the word of reconciliation and redemption

to mankind and the world. Our earlier words are therefore bound to
lose their force and cease, and our being Christian today will be
limited to two things: prayer and righteous action among"men.2

. The importance of action to Bonhoeffer is well enough attested to
by both his works and his life, for only through action is freedam:a

possibility. For those who have chosen to highlight the more radical

P =
M ,

lLetter of 27-6-44, LPP, pp. 336-37.

2“Thoughts on the Day of the Baptism of Dietrich Wilhelm Rudiger
Bethgé", May 1944, LPP, p. 298 and p. 300.
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‘content of faith. 'Arkandisziplin and non-religious interpretation be-
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and secular elements in the mature«Bonhoeffer of the prison period, they
have,done so at the expense of the whole Bonhoeffer. When he dkscussés
the non—rellgxéts interpretation he is quite clear that it does not mean
simple secularization, but that "a secret discipline must be restored

whereby thé mysteries of the Christian faith are protected against prof-

anation."l .
tion ) 9

The secret discipline is the arcanum, which seeks to preserve the

long close together. The one without the other is pure ,Jghetto', and

‘the other without the one is pure 'boulevard.'"2 Bonhoeffer by no means

intends to discard tﬁé worshipping church nor abolish -the sacraments and
preaching. We may well ask what the dec1ded1y dlfferent factor w111 be
in this churchvfor the world come of age.

The adult church is oge which recognlzes che adulthood of the
world. It does not seek to keep it in tutelage.

The displacement of God from the world, and from the public part ofq
human life, led to the attempt to keep his place secure at least in
the sphere of the 'personal', the 'inner', and the 'private'. And.
as every man still has a private sphere somewherey that is where he
was thought to be the most vulnerable. The secrets known to a man's
valet ~-.that'is to put it qrudely, the range of his intimate life,
ffom prayer to his sexual life - have bécome the hunting ground .of
modern pastoral workers. In that way they resemble (though with
quite different 1ntentions) the dirtiest gutter journalists - . . .
forgive me, but I can't put it more mildly . . . [It is] what one
might call the 'clerical!' snxfflng-around—after people's- 51n§ in
order to catch them out.

Although man is certainly a*sinner, this attitude assumes tﬁat man can
only be addressg& as a sinner, after his weakness and meanness have
been spied out. As well, it confirms the -error chat a person's true
life is indeed his inner 11fe “and because this is so, it is the secret

! “

place where God must have his domaln,“ i‘,

The church, having shown herself to have failed so migerably in
o . ¢ . .

v

lLetter of 5-5-44, LPP, p. 286. ’ |

2Eberhard Bethgé, ''The Challenge of Dietyich Bonhoeffer‘s Life and
Theology', in World Come of Agg, ed. by Ronald Gregor‘Smith, p. 82.%

3Letter@8 7-44, LPP, pp. 344-45. - .
“Letter of 8-7-¢f4, LPP, p. 345. ' -
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her calling in Germany, must not hawk her wares cheapl?.l She mu;t pro-
claim the evils of power worship and envy as the roots of all evil,

She must speak of ”moderacion, pun}ty, trust, loyalty, constancy, pa-
tlence, discipline, humlllty, conténtment, and modesty'--but it all must
be spoken softly andhqu1et1y, throug@ action and human example.l The
church‘must help and serve, not dominate; for '"the church is the church

only when it exists for others.:"2 Gone is the air of privilege. For
\

the simple Christian, the oad to action does not lead through scruple
but through prayer. The abuse of power is now on equalsfooting with
the rfailure to-act. 'It is a great sin to remain neuéral. It is within
the realm of the Church to ;all men away from neutrality and direct

them towards life . . . this life, and the freedom to live it.

4
-

P ""Death"

Come now, thou greatest of feasts on the journey to freedom
eternaly

death, cast aside all the burdensome—thains and demolish

the walls of our temporal body, the walls of our_souls that are
blinded,

so that at last we may see that which here reamains hidden.

Freedom, how long we have sought thee in discipline, action, and
suf fering;

dying, we now may behold thee revealed in the Lord.

¢’

. ) r
C. Epilogue

The question remains to be asked: after discipline, action, and
: , ‘

suffering, where does Bonhoeffer's death leave us? L
. « « not only action, but also suffering is a way to freedom. In
suffering, the deliverance consists in our being allowed to put
the matter out of our own hands into God's hands. 1In this sense
death is the crowning of human freedom. Whether the human deed
is a matter of faith or not depends on whether we understand our
suffering a5 an extension of our action and a completion of free-
dom. I think that is very important and very comforting . . .
Death i{s the supreme Festival on the road to freedom. .

We have evidence that this sure knowledge Bonhoeffer had of his

[

N )

luoucline for a Boek", LPP, pp. 382-83. .+
Zngutline for a Book", LPP, pp. 382-83' , . .
3Letter of 28-7-44, LPP, pp. 375-76. '
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life did truly gomfort him till the last; an eyewitness said he had nev-
er seen a man die so totally submissive to the will of God,1 and being’
thﬁ camp doctor at the place whé}\ Bonhoeffer was hanged it is certain
he had seen a lot of death. And ;o we have come to the end of Bonhoef-
fer the man. But the mature Bonhoeffer died leaving us a premature'the—
ology. If it was to survive, it needed careful nursing. Unfortunately
this was not to come from his own church, nor was it to come for some
time.

In a solemn declaration by the newly established church govern-
ment-on the occasion of the first anniversary of the attempted
assassination of Hitler on July 20, 1944 Dietrich Bonhoeffer's
name was not mentioned . . . This declaration made a revealing
distinction when it informed the congregation of the church "that
this church could never approve of the plot of July 20, 1944,
whatever its purpose may have been, and that amongst those who :
have suffered if consequence were countless persons who never
wished this attempted assassination to take place.2

In their haste to regain‘some order in Ehe devascazed country, the
Allies quickly reestablished the German churches to their prewar sta-
tus. What of the Bope Bonhoeffer clung to so dearly that the new church
beyond ground zero would be adult?

.« in 1948, in the German town of Bielefeld, certain streets
were to be renamed in memory of members of the German resistance
movement. Local pastors, however, sought to prevent the names of
their fellow clergy from appearing together with those of social-
ists and atheists who were part of the resistance. They wrote to
Dietrich's father [then nearly eighty years old and still suffer-
ing from the loss of four family members at the hands of the Gesta-
po for their parts in the conspigacy]: 'We, the pastors of this
town, have grave misgivings about the choice of both these names
[Dietrich Bonhoeffer and Paul Schneider], as we should not like the
names of our fellow pastors who died for their faith to appear side
by side with political martyrs.'

What was to become of the world come of age? Just where would
the church make its entry?

Some years ago, a bishop of standing refused to attend the dedica-
tion of a memorial tablet in Flossenburg.where Bonhoeffer's death

1Biograghx, pp. 830-31.

2Eberhard Bethgé, "Turning Points in Bonhoeffer's Life and
Thought'", in Bonhoeffer in a World Come of Age, ed. by Peter Vor-
kink 11, pp. 74-75. .

3ibid., p. 75.
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camp was located on the grounds that it carried the name of a--so
the bishop wrote--'political, not a Christian martyr.'1

In later years, the German rejection of Bonhoeffer was counter-—

Balanced by an almost cult following of him, his life, and his ideas,

But in a lot of cases, it was just as radical and erroneous. Many

sought, in their lapjdarian attempts, to proclaim Bonhoeffer either as a

. forerunner or as a back-~up source for their own peculiar brand of reli-

"gious thought. This has made of Bonhoeffer's theology a veritable Ouija

board, whereby it has been used as a sprymrd to all kinds of theo-
ries in myriad directions.2 Bonhoeffer s provided food for thought
in all sorts of areas, and much of this has been fruitful. But there
has also been much abuse. He has been laid claim to by sociologists,
secularists, epfstemologists, ecclesiastics, religionists, and even the
"God is Dead" movement of th¥ 1960's. There are also those who point _
to Bonhoeffer and claim the religious revival we have been experienc-

ing is proof positive that he was dead-wrong about the world come of

.age and the death of religion. These people are quite obviously wrong.

Where is it written that an adult will always act responsibly and never

'fall back into childishness and irresponsibility? Bonhoeffer was not

claiming that the world had become more morally mature, but instead he
argued that it had reached its majority. It is foolish to assume that
adulthood necessarily entail® being an improved human being. But it
does 1mp1y respon51b111ty, and nobody can make adults children again.
There are those who resent Bonhoeffer and gloat over his "fail=~
ure in his prednctlons,” and there are those who idolizé him because
of hls life but neglect:the careful thought that directed it. It has
been my intention here to point up the unity of both his life and
thought under the umbrella of freedom. We have traced -Bonhceffer
through four stages, and in each his thought was reflected in his ac-
tion. The academic period saw a youthful Bénhoeffer remaining true to
his own tHought by purposely and successfully pulling together diver-

gent, and at times opposing, schools of thought and maintaining them
’

¢

libid., pp. 75-76.

2Thomas 1. Day, ''Conviviality and Common Sense', in A Bonhoeffer
. oenest el
Legacy, ed. by A. J. klassen, p. 213.
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in a tense yet cohesive whole. The second period is that in whicp Bon-
hoeffer followed his own academic voice into the fray. The church, in
its German-Confessing and its universal-ecumenical forms, became the
battleground upon which Bonhoeffer fought the world around him in the
name of freedom. When he found the church to be as sterile and as
hopeless as the world he thought it would lead, he '"reentered the
world" §ﬂrrounded by secular nqn—Christians who were bent on the same
goal aé he: the removal of Hitler by whatever means necessary. It was
here tﬂé secular fiqally received its due. In the end, Bonhoeffer suf-
fered imprisonment for his part in the conspiracy. But'he did so all
. the while with an eye for the future, planning bold new ventures for

the world and the church for the cause of Christ and freedom. With

his death and the end of the war, he also suffered scorn and abandon-

ment by many of his fellow countrymen and churchmen.

Bonhoeffer lived the way he did precisely because of what he be-
lieved and thought. He also died because of it, not an innocent martyr
but a guilty one. He took on life in its wholeness in one of the worst
periods the world has yet seen, and remained an integral human being.

; It remains an open question as to whether man thirsts enough for this

{ freedom to survive the future. Pérhaps in death, Bonhoeffer has still

/ more to 'say.
. -
j One man asks: '"What is to come?"
: ' The other: "What is right?"
i And that is the difference - ‘
é Between the free man and the slave.l {
§, —— ,
?

C /. lgerhard Jacobi, "Drawn Towards Suffering', in IKDB, p. 71.
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