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lere one goes beyond the preliminaries of a confirmative
science. The great heritage of this science was its systemati-
sation of the nearly unlimited amount of knowledge gathered through
its historical, philological and religio-historical studies. But
this new theology goes on, using all these insights and the cor-
responding scientific apparatus, to the claim that the 3ible
speaks of God's Word as addressed to us.

The old discussion of Orthodoxy vs. Liberalisu was left behind
here. An attack was made on cultural Protestantisw snd the theo-
logical positivism of it so that man, no matter in what situation
he was, could be confronted and claimed by that Word. "Dialectical
theology did not try to separate wen from science, as perhaps
older apologetics had attempted, (stuffing the joints and cracks
developing in this effort with edificatory phrases). It rather
insisted with annoying persistence that their science was an ex-
pression of the total situation of humenity, that it was able to
raise questions which Jod's Word, spoken to men, had already
asked and answered. ... This theology did not defend a partial
bastion of faith, it opened the attack on man who was buried
under the rubble of this world."l4

The beginnings of the 'liew Reformation' are here, in the
Harnack-3arth correspondence of 1923. Every reformation begins
with correctives,with the 'pinch of spice'; but it cannot remain
in that stage and be a reformation. It wust be,in a reconstruction.
Two of Barth's addresses of 1322: lot und Verheissung der christ-

lichen Verkﬁndigung, delivered at Schulpforta in July, and Das
Wort Gottes als Aufgsbe der Theologie, delivered on the Elgers-

burg in Cctober, along with these letters to Harnack, form the
initial attempts to rebuild.

What is revelation? and ifow do we speak of God?, in other
words, what ontology and what hermeneutics does an appropriate
theology demand? were the questions 3Barth asked. The answers he
gave may not have been entirely satisfactory. Certainly they were
not final in the sense that what was said could not be said more
effectively within the framework of that preliminury character
which all our statements of God have because of their object.

14:M.Storch, Exegesen und Meditatlonen zu Karl Jarths Kirchlicher
Dogmetik, p. 187.




Nevertheless the way had been opened up, the direction determined,
the reforuwation begun.

But one may ask:is it a reformation ad hoc or one really in
the semper reformanda tradition? {

One may speak of ad hoc reformation perhaps (but only perhaps)
in the case of Barth's work in the 3Barmen Declaration and its lar-
ger context, the Church struggle in the Third Reich (and its re-
lated appearances in Czechoslovekia ané Hungary). liere was dis-
tinctly a call to the Church to remember her foundation vis-h-
vis a specific threat.

The same may perhaps (but only perhaps) be true in relation
to the now vigorous ecumenical dialogue with Rome. But then the
now famous awareness and genuine understanding and appreciation
of Barth's work by Roman Catholic thinkers - von Balthasar, King,
Sghngen,Peterson, Bouillard, Willems, Przywara,Rahner to name a
few - is not an appearance of recent years. In 1923 (!) the Rhein-

‘Mainzer Volkszeitung called Barth and his friends 'serious part-

ners for discussion', (Thurneysen in a letter to Barth, dated 2.
Jan. '24). In Feb. '25 Barth makes reference to an article by a
Romen Catholic scholar who said that "the protestant theologian,
Karl 3arth, (was raising certain) objections which catholic theo-
logy too would overlook at its peril!'.16 “his ecumenical discus-
sion between Barth and Roman scholars has now been going on since
forty years, especially since 3arth's well-known attack on the
analogia entis, an attack which iiome considired a real challenge
to its very theological foundation. qbommon frontier between the
two has developed, and a centuries-old monological and narrow

confegsional polemic has given way to a comwon theolcgical encoun-
ter, so that where there were once political, tactical or cultural
considerations there is now genuine theological enquiry.

Again it may perhaps ( and only perhaps) be ad hoc when to-day

the discussion between theology and the sciences has entered a new

and fruitful stege. Both have become aware of the éategorical dif-
ference of their statewents.about nature. The norm for theology
is the Bible, for the sciences the controlled experiment. A theo-

15: 'We cannot pursue 1n detail the course of that direction which
was determined there. But its highpoints should be indicated. In
1927 Barth defined the significance and authority of the Scripture,
a 'principle' from which he never departed. In 1931 he outlined
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logy which, unconcerned with relational points of contact, with
possible remainders of the image of God of Genesis 1, pursues its
course and does not attempt discussions with non-theologians of
their objects of enquiry on the stand-point of non-theology,be-
comes on account of this singlemindedness a discipline which these
non-theologians can respect. They are confronted here with a theo-
logy which wants to be nothing but that znd né also a nature-phi-
losophy or theology. The captivity of theology in that apparent
need to have a natural theology vis-a-vis science prevented the
kind of dialogue among scientists and theologisns which are now
going on regularly in thtingen since 1949 and in Utrecht since
the early fifties. The impetus for them is said to be the work of
Barth who again spoke of the normative position of the Scriptures
for theology, who refused to pact with relationalisms, who issued
the call to theology to come out of its captivity.

AnG finally, it might perhaps (and only perhaps) be ad hec
that now theologians meet officially with official representatives
of dialectical materialism in discussions of religion and ideology.
This is the case in Czechoslovakia where Hromadka is on 'the thresh-
0old of dialogue' (as he calls his latest book). Or one thinks of
the recent visit of the Marxist philosopher Milan Machovec of the
University of Prague to Barth. Where there was opposition there
is now opposition and dialogue. But this dislogue became possible
only after theology repudiated its positivisam and subsequent
ideologising interpretation of God and thus began to constitute
a questioning of the materialism's own view of theology and reli-
glon. Marxism is now in discussion with dialectical theology and
its contemporary successors.

Whether such encounters, resulting from Barth's redirection
of theology, are to be called ad hoc reformations or whether they
are in the tradition of semper refurmanda cannot really be ans-

wered with conclusiveness since we are still too close in time to
the originating event. They do, however, definitely point us to '
a new and fruitful beginning in a situation which too long was
either stagnant or impossible.

the analogia fidel in which the nature of theological activiy was
depicted. Here through conformity to the economic condescension
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The answer to that question is also made difficult by the
fact that the present time in the history of theology is - in
my opinion - erroneously called post-Barthizn. It is generally
believed that we have now passed the era of dialectical theology.
It is a time in which the problematic of that era seems to be
what must be emphasised. B3arth is accused of having made the break
with the theology before him so radically that the legitimate
concern with the orientation of the gospel in the hwuan was pushed
aside by him. e has no answer to the question of the positive
significance of the gospel for culture. Furthermore, it is said
that his historical scepticism prevents him from considering the
problem of the inseparability of Christianity from history. Then
it is said frequently that his protest against neo-protestantism
with its affirmation of culture was conditioned by the general
cultural pessimism of the post-War years, that his biblicism re-
sulted from the current hunger for authoritative guidance.

To such criticisms, which in essence do not go beyond what
larnack, Troeltsch, Julicher, Holl and others at that time hed to
say, is added the realisation that those who promulgated that
theology themselves separated because they could not see eye to
eye on the kind of theology which was to grow out of the correc-
tive they had uttered together. They were at one in the understan-
ding that the knowledge of the impossibility of possessing &od
was to be proclaimed again. They also knew that this raised ques-
tions which eventuaelly had to be answered. At one in their Giffe-
rence from the subjectivism of neo-protestantism they parted com-

pany when it came to answer the positwe questions arising out of =

their negative answers. Jogarten thus spoke of the autonomy of
the worldly and of a new secularism. Bultmann said that because
the Word is not at our disposal we must not speak of God as such
but rather of the man who is confronted by the ever new event of
revelation. 3arth maintained that although man cannot speak of
God, God speaks himself to us through himself in his Word which
he gives to us by assimilating it to men and that therefore that
Word is the concern of theology.

of his Word and through following the incarnate Word in its advance
to God we know God. The divine truth is apprehended in accordance
with its own mode of activity and articulated with its own interior
logic. This analogy is the Christological corner-stone of 3arth's
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But the question now is this: if the meaning of theology is

in fact the business of theo - logos, have we, in this so-called
'post-Barthian' period really proceeded beyond the preliminary
engiries necessary for thuology in that sense? Is our whole con-
cern with hermeneutics and the existential clarification of what

it means to be addressed by revelation and what humsn structures
that event elicits and the search for that situation in history
through which again we may discover a key to the uystery of the
incarnation (the attempt is now being made by the Panuenberg-
school) not an indication that we might perhaps be in a situation
which has really not gone on from dialectical theology but has
fallen behind it? Is it really certain that our criticism of dialec-
tical theology is not an anaesthetisation of the critical questions
which the early Barth posed? Is the suggestion that the finger of
John the Baptist be given a rest not also an invitation to look

in perhaps the wrong direction, to the God-consciousness perhaps

of man? Is it out of the question that the progress from the
dialectics to the new hermeneutics is an indication that we perhaps
face the protgst against the authoritativeness of the method with
an even greater lack of understanding than Larnack? Perhaps the
'Post-Barthian' generation is really post Barthian because it has
learned from him how one may really be immune against the quest

of dialectical theology how theology can really be about the Word
of God. It is not impossible that the discovery of those 'neo-
Kentian egg-shells', of that too rigorous actualism, of the very
seriousness of God's becoming man and the consequent religion-

lessness of the gospel has in fact turned our eyes once again away
from the question of God to a renewed spesking of man in a higher
key. Cur 'post-Barthianism' with its critiecal going-beyond-Batth
may perhaps be the expression of the possibility that our theology
will lead us to a point where dialectical theology thought it had
to begin, to another loss of theology at the hands of theologiansg,
as it was called recently.l7 The contemporary criticism of the
early 3arth, coinciding as it does with the criticisms made in

the 'twenties', would support this question - and it is no more

thought. Then in 1956 Barth defined the notion of the huwenity of
God, a concept which grew out of the implications of the analogia
fidei. Between these two works is che Church Dogmatics, that re-
construction of the affirmations made on behalf of the truth the
3ible witnesses to, that reconstruction which must follow every
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than a question - of what is done in the name of 'post-Baraéan'
theology.

For this reason it is quite possible to ask whether the dia-
lectical theology is in the semper reformanda tradition if our
present theological endeavour is really a continuation of the
spirit of neo-protestantism. For if the early Barth and his re-
newed question for God does not really call us back to the Church's
one foundation then we cannot claim that he is a reforuer. But
there is another alternative. If he does not seem to move us by
his call,is it not possible that we have not perceived the dan-
ger of neo-proﬁ?tantism? The ever recurring demsnd for a 'Barthian
apologetics is an indication that the danger of such a venture
is not at all clear. If we do not understand the 'need and promise
of theology' of which Barth spoke, could that not be because we
ourselves, in our attempt to overcome the problematic of the early
Barth, have not even begun there where he began, namely with the
daring question - which indeed dialectical theology can well teach
us - of what must be meant when we say God?

Perhaps one can say neither a clear yes nor a clear no to
either the reformation ad hoc or the semper reformanda tradition
in regard to the dialectical theology of the early Barth, to the
new orientation which is apparent in and behind the correspon-
dence with ilarnack. XKerl Barth's stimulation on the other hand on
theology cannot be denied. No theologian since has been able to
leave him aside. If, however, we speak seriously of a new refor-
mation in the Church in this century, there can be no doubt that
Barth and his dialectical theology of the early years of his work
originated it. If this is 80, the systematic question and answer.
exchange with Harnack about the appropriate way of speaking about
God is a document, one of the very first documents of that refor-
mation,

corrective. It is that work in which the continuing participation
of Barth's own theology in the Church throughout the ages becomes
apparent, for without that participation no theology is a theology
of the Church of Christ.

16:Cited in Busch& Op.Cit.,p. 182.

17: Moltmenn, Anffnge der dialektischen Theologie, vol.l,p.XI,
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