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Nearly a century after its first publication, BasttRomerbrief(1922) has just been re-
published in theKarl Barth GesamtausgaheAn opportunity is thus given to consider afrebk t
global achievement of Barth’s long career thatlyelaégan with this book. We have been asked to
“picture a creative development, starting from Bdput also going beyond Barth, within our own
context, whilst paying attention to the three arefschurch, society, and the academy”. These
specifications make current challenges a priofityis shifts the emphasis from historical to present
theology. This way of going about Barth’s theolagiyes priority to theobjectBarth was aiming at,
and this objectRaché is thus approached in its historicity, that issty in the evolving form this
object has taken right up to the present. We havwedtch, above all, the present situation and ask:
“How to address for today the fundamental issue Berth’'s theology never ceased to take into
account?” In this purpose, the question is: “howlddarth’s theology inspire innovative solutions t
current issues?” Then the following question i®dtsbe asked: “What solutions have to be invented
beyond the limits posed by Barth’s theology, wHes firesent situation makes it necessary?”

This paper proceeds from a particular perspecthet, of the French speaking area, namely
Belgium where | teach, but also France, Switzerland finally Québec, with which the Louvain
Faculty of theology shares a very close researthiank. Of course students from all around the world
(Latin and Central America, Africa, Asia and Middtast) study there, but the cultural and academic
milieu has a very characteristic profile with sgédieatures that determine the theological task.
Secularization has taken a very rigid form. An @ahligious mentality has become widespread. The
peculiarity of French “laicité” is due to a unigbestorical background. In a slightly different way
Belgium, Swtzerland and Québec all experienceceatapular withdrawal from religious membership
in society and a loss of legitimacy for theologistiidies in the academy. The secular age takes
various forms. During the last decades, the movéwiesecularization has been hastened by ecclesial
conservatism that caused a rift between the Cati@iurch and our societies, especially among the
generation who is changing faster (people betw@san2l 50). As Zygmunt Bauman puts it, ultimate
concerns, the language and themes of which arsnmiged by religious traditions, seem hardly
relevant in the shifts of modernity. There is rodileft to think about eternity when the presersas
absorbing. Between post-modern societies and tihel@areligious model, there is an increasing lack
of mutual comprehension. The Church experiencesment of withdrawal from its belief, resulting
from a recent and poor vision of Tradition; sudit@de is due to the fear of a world which the Gitur
fails to understand; our societies, for their paate experiencing a social evolution, whose
unprecedented acceleration even the ecclesiaatitabrities have even perceifed
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Let us consider the three areas, namely the Acadé@myChurch (2) and society (3). The
purpose is to bring up to date Barth’s theologa@aitribution in relationship with what is at stake
the academy where theology receivescintificduty (1), in the Church, where theology has tetak
responsibility for acritical status (2) and finally, in society, where theol@psumes aublic status

3).
1. Scientific Status of Theology in the Academy

How theology has, nowadays, to understand sitgentific statusin the context of the
Academy?

Following in Barth’s footsteps means promoting fbgal rationality as aspecific one
amongst the other scientific rationalities. Facéith the credibility gap, the temptation for theojag
to become something else like history of religisaciology or philosophy of religion. There would
result in a gain in prestige: the intellectual taskuld be justified by an agreed academic
methodology, whether historical or psychologicallitberal theology coming back in the guise of high
academic standards? It seems so when we peruse Biesel's proposals for a decade. Gisel is a
Protestant author that enjoys a great influend@enFrench-speaking world, even among Cathdlics
According to him, theology has to focus on the tieaf religion in the context of modernity in order
to escape the narrow-mindedness of a particulafession or religion. It looks very much like a
Troeltsch revival. Admittedly this proposal coulcelvbe seen as an opportunity in our particular
context.

Speaking of God in the Academy seems almost implessis such outside the Faculty of
Theology. On the contrary, religions as phenomemale seriously taken into account in a scientific
discourse. I'd like to take two examples from ttoad@emic context of the Université catholique de
Louvain. First example: the creation of a mastedsgree in religious sciences. It is an
interdisciplinary initiative involving the Facul8eof psychology, history, oriental studies, theglog
philosophy and anthropology in order to introdutglents to an academic approach to the knowledge
of world religions. This development is a sign afare general movement in progress that can also
be observed in France, Switzerland, Québec andiuBelgrhe mixture among public opinion of a
very deep ignorance of religion and at a same @inpeervasive fear of religious fanaticism provoke
various reactions and initiatives such as the meatf many Institutes of religious studies. In Ikaa,
speaking about religion in the public space anthéxmedia has been such a taboo for so long that it
has become impossible for teachers to explain wedisstory: how can you understand anything
about medieval history if you completely ignore Stanity? How can you visit a Gothic cathedral if
you are unable to identify the woman listeninghe &ngel? The problem became more acute when
teachers themselves couldn’t say anything abouhill State authorities decided that the ignorance
had come too far. Secularist ideology was producinfiateral damage that should be tackled.
Following the Debray report on «the teaching ofigreus phenomena in state schools »
(L'enseignement du fait religieux dans I'écoledaic002), the French education minister founded, i
the same year, the Institut européen des scienegegdligions (IESR), where experts may, as a
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priority, teach school teachers about religiousities in a secular and scientific wayn the academy,
authorities are now promoting such initiatives, buth demands also derive from public opinion.
Here is another example: all theology professoes @so teaching a course called «religious
sciences » in all other Faculties. Every studenhefuniversité catholique de Louvain has to téke t
course in his program. Ethical issues, biblicatuegs or reflections on the meaning of life carstbe

put before them. For the professors it is a grieallenge, but it is also a very productive expereto
meet students of all kinds and to work with themreligious or theological language. Students as a
whole have expressed their appreciation for beimgngsuch an opportunity to think about existential
topics at the academic level.

Theology has no choice: it has to enter in cladationship with religions studies. But the
conclusion that theology should become entirelyadten of religious studies shouldn’t be drawn. The
complex evolution of academic theology in Switzedaand Québec, with the growing weight granted
to religious studies has to be the subject of chreflection. Is this an unavoidable evolution the
future? At this point the contribution of Barthlseblogy can be legitimately appealed to.

For Barth, dogmatics is an insider discourse tlmahes from faith and evolves from the
testimony of revelation. The distance from religiofact, usual in the religious sciences, is
incompatible with such an inner point of view. Tlogry cannot be confused with theoretical models
of factual or empirical data relating to religionghe theologian doesn't stay at the door-step: the
confession of faith makes him to think things thglbbuThe logic pervading biblical and theological
literature is to be discovered, analyzed and espiksrationally. For Barth, however, the
epistemological challenge is better met in tacklomg specific theological topic after another rathe
than in elaborating a comprehensive and systentfagiory of theological rationality. According to
him, such problems as status and method in theatagyot be solved while dealing with theology
from the outside. That is also the reason why diistions have to be read in thousands of pagdsein t
Church Dogmatics

“An academic approach means being objective. Q@bkjgc in theology involves
unconditional respect for the peculiarity of itwdate theme: man in his ultimate distress and hope
man in front of God”> The academic character of theology involves resfmecthe way its object is
coming to it'. When receiving the word of God as tiistory of his deeds transmitted by the sacred
witnesses, what kind of truth theology has to te@kThis kind of truth emerges through a series of
given facts that theology cannot create from nathbut that theology has to accept as they come in
the scriptural account. Theology always has torjmeg afresh this original account according td tha
guide in reading called Christian tradition. Thepbal rationality begins thus with biblical
hermeneutit. Thanks to Barth’s achievement, the relationsiépveen exegesis and dogmatics has
been renewed in a critical process that considarsfully the nature of Scripture and tries to
understand the very meaning it carries for todde Beginning of Barth’s theological revolution lies
in the preference given to the doctrine of inspararather than to historical criticiSmiThe word of
God, testified by the Scripture, has somethingetbus beyond the first hearers. The way in which
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Scripture expresses its meaning has to be takernaitttount. Understanding this narrative supposes
going to the trouble of unpacking it as a whole egmlacing it in a comprehensive account that Inas a
inner coherence, stemming from the center: JesustCBrucified and Risen.

At this point, conclusions can be drawn about thgickl rationality based on the procedures
that have just been described. In this theologizabesis, the quest for meaning takes into accbent
narrative dimension of Scripture. Unfolding the s=of God’'s Word is possible whilst unfolding the
story of revelation as a given and significant acto Such biblical hermeneutics gives credit to the
“facticity” of a particular story. It all begins Wi what that can be recognized as a f&etk(um®,
which is the divine covenant, from which God’s walhd grace may be grasped. At the beginning,
there is neither any philosophical category nor alngtract principle; there is neither anthropolagic
presupposition nor epistemological axiom. Therenly God’s historical coming to human beings in
its otherness and objective reality. That histoayrhe interpreted through signs, words and deeds th
are determined and which cannot receive any bastsde themselves. Theology is dealing with the
account of an eventér Bericht tiber ein Gescheh&n‘What actually happened in Jesus Chtfsig
the point of departure. The necessity of that st®rot of a theoretical king(inzipiell notwendiy™,
the logic at work in the factaktun) taken into consideration has to be deduced frdratwvactually
(faktisch happened because this particular story procemas €God’s sovereign freedom. We can
define this way of doing theology as a hermeneuwdfd®cticity —a process relying on the facticitly o
faith and revelatioR.

At the same time, this conception of doing theology be described as a hermeneutic of
historicity. The object of theology is “God himséifthe history of his deeds’ that is to say the story
in which God becomes man in order that man coularmeto him. To know Jesus Christ’s identity is
possible by way of returning to the story of hissomal existencé Theology must then follow the
movement of a living stofy. This hermeneutic of historicity endows theologjthwa narrative
character, because it relies on the understandiaguctured pldt.

At the end of the hermeneutical process, theolag/th ask afresh the question of truth. The
aim of application Anwendunyand appropriationXneignuny makes possible to say, with the words
of Hans-Georg Gadamer, that Barth contributes é“thcovery of the fundamental hermeneutical
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problem™’. According to Barth’s theological practice, undansling is going in the right direction if it

takes the very same path its object once followatie hermeneutical task becomes of itself a
questioning of things and is always in part sordafi This places hermeneutical work on a firm
basis*®. Even if Barth was reluctant to make explicit hermutical reflection, it is difficult not to
describe his practice with the very notions Gadanses in his philosophical hermeneutics. One can
rightly be impressed by the hermeneutical accucdcyuch a way of approaching the understanding
process. It is not completely a surprise. Inddedmerbriefbegins with a reflection about what it
means to understand and to expldin.

According to Webster, Barth’s theology may be diéset as a theology of retriedalWe can
indeed identify a set of formal judgments in commwith the works of E. Jingel, R. Jenson, R.
Williams or T. Torrance. For them all, the souréehmology, namely God’s revelation through Jesus
Christ, is its norm. External criteria do not hdke final say in judgements on Christian doctrind a
the current way of thinking is often kept at a mable distance. We have to observe the rich
fecundity of such an approach. The particular dioatresults of Karl Barth’s work are spectacular,
taking into account the renewal of the doctrineToinity, Christology or creation to give some
examples.

Is it enough? Is systematic theology confined ® lloundaries between reason and revelation so
that it becomes exclusively a reflection on revel##" In the academic context, this position cannot be
held. How can theology justify its rationality ifenconsider that its very task is exclusively tolaikp
God’s Word? It is necessary to go beyond Barth'sitim in the academic context. Theology has to
give an exact account upon its rationality: howotbgical knowledge can be validated? What kind of
truth is theology about? How can this theologicabkledge be related to other kinds of scientific
knowledge? In the case of the doctrine of creatioeology cannot escape the current debates. “Can a
Darwinian Be a Christian?® as Michael Ruse rightly put it. Reflection oniz#nship cannot be
avoided. Theology has to encounter other languagesrationalities to assume its own task whilst
giving other disciplines the reason why it can apper respect and collaboration. Theology pretetods
be the reason of faith, thus it cannot be a tinseteason but a contemporary rationale. An accurate
definition of its rationality and serious dialogugth other forms of rationality are then part oeth
theological task. Is not the truth of “revisionisnds described by lan S. Markham Tihe Oxford
Handbook of Systematic Theology legitimate and necessary ofiePillich and Tracy did take into
account the request of contemporary rationality ealfure to open theological reason up to other
rationalities. This way of approaching theologidaty seems to be the best antidote to fundamemtalis

" H.-G. GadamerTruth and MethodSecond Revised Edition, translation revised kgt Yeinsheimer
and Donald G. Marshall, London, Continuum, 2004335 sq. See also the dialogue between Barth’s theology
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Conversely Barth’s way of doing theology is perhéps only way to prevent theology from totally
disappearing.

Two names could rightly epitomize the tasks that twzabe assumed here, namely Hans-Georg
Gadamer (1900-2002) and Jean Ladriére (1921-2b0me first argues that human sciences have a
specific model of truth that cannot be reducedhs dnly model of truth and to the methodology of
natural sciences. Since Descartes, science hasetigts own conditions for recognizing somethiag a
true in a way that identifies truth with a specifitethodology. « Pour bien conduire sa raison et
chercher la vérité dans les sciences » is thetiubfiDiscourse on the Methad 637). But what must
we think if this cold scientific and technical reasleads humanity to industrial warfare and mass
destruction? The twentieth century called for atamged conception of reason and truth. Husserl,
Horkheimer, Adorno and many other thinkers spokdawor of a renewed vision of science or
rationality that could be closely related to hunexistence and to human welfare. Theoretical reason
has to engage again with the goals of practicalaeaVith Gadamer, hermeneutical philosophy offers
to human sciences a comprehensive reflection owiapteatures of truth relevant to historical
understanding. Theology among human sciences can then pretend toodest but authentic
rationality. The second, a Belgian philosopheraérsce, brought out in his thought the relationship
between faith and reason, philosophy and theolagg,did so in the context of the modern project of
western rationality. Theology has to understanelfifsom its own comprehension — he agrees with
Barth up to this point. But Ladriere also thinksaathat theology has to reflect on the autonomy of
science, of politics and on religious freedom. Asplilosopher of science, he could offer an
epistemological model of interrelation between et spheres of human activity in Western
societies. This model enables theology to relatideagpolitical order, to the present state of difien
knowledge and to the pluralistic world of religiofi$ie impact on the way of doing theology cannot
be underestimated.

2. Critical Statusof Theology in Church

Here there is no need to go beyond Barth. It iseasly to be as critical as Barth towards the
Church. Of course times have changed; neverthdesth’'s theology may well inspire Catholic
dogmaticians to address the current issues. Thirdem can be briefly tackled here: freedom, idgnti
and ecumenism.

24 B. Bourgine, ‘La rationalité théologique selon @eadriére (1921-2007) in: G. Zelis (edles
intellectuels catholiques en Belgique francophonex &S et 20 siécle§ Louvain-la-Neuve : Presses
universitaires de Louvain (UCL), 2009, 339-354. Sdso J. LadriéreBibliographie de Jean Ladriére
(Bibliothéque philosophique de Louvain 66), LouwrNeuve/Louvain-Paris-Dudley (MA): Editions de
I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie/Peeters, 2068 also B. Feltz, M. Ghins (ed)es défis de la rationalité.
Actes du colloque organisé par linstitut supériede philosophie (UCL) a l'occasion des 80 ans danJe
Ladriére (Bibliothéque philosophique de Louvain 63), Lom4a-Neuve/Louvain-Paris-Dudley (MA) : Editions
de I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie/Peeters,5200

% Voir B. Bourgine,L’herméneutique théologique de Karl Ba(tlef. 17), p. 421-443. Gadamer praised
Barth’s pervasive hermeneutical reflection.



Freedom As Catholics, we have a problem related to a tddkeedom — freedom of thinking,
freedom of research, freedom of spéécin Roman Catholicism, we have not yet finishedhwi
modernism. Church authorities still show a greadl dd mistrust towards theological research and
theologians in general. Recent official Roman doenits on the theological task make such suspicions
explicit. These documents attempt to confine $yritteological research to agreed-upon themes and
language. How can theologians perform their ciitigaction in the Church if the authorities telketh
what they may and may not say and where they mdyray not research? Even worse is the way in
which the Church authorities try to discredit thogphns. “Give a dog a bad name and hang him”.
Most catholic theologians are far from being retiolary. Nor are the 143 German-speaking
theologians, who published a memorandum called f€&h@011: a necessary departure” in February
the 3th 2011 in th&uddeutsche Zeitunén the francophone area, we do not have the atadsaff
that German-speaking countries still enjoy. Theioigteachers in France are much more dependent
on ecclesiastical authorities and needs. Is it thighpossible to be faithful both to the Christia
confession of faith and, at the same time, condistéth intellectual requirements? May Theology be
at the same time genuinely Christian and authdhtie@ademic under such circumstanéé38es
theology has to confine itself to an assertion aifessional features? Does its hermeneutics have to
become regional and communautarian? That is the.poi

Barth’s vision of theology may be inspiring. Formhitheology is a science tied to God’'s Word
and the theologian fulfils his office right in thentext of the Church community as its natural erit
The theologian is dependent on the Word of Goavim different ways. From a positive and material
point of view, he has to account for the conterd anherence of the Gospel; from a critical and
formal point of view, he has to remind the Churéthe very norm of Christian discourse, namely a
right understanding of the Gospel. Here, the thgialo should emphasize the distance between God's
word and ecclesial teaching. Barth rightly stregbed distinction while arguing for the eschatotagi
character of dognfd He also rightly stressed the relational charactef dogma
(Beziehungbegriff),*which aims at the truth but cannot be identifiedhwiruth. The dogmatic task
consists in evaluating the extent of the agreenemiveen dogma and truth. Will the Christian
Churches understand what is at stake and will #o¢gonsistently?

Identity. This is the second issue. Difficulty in assertome’s identity raises much broader
issues than the current pathologies relating tdégioels identity, namely fundamentalism and
fanaticisni®. It has cultural, social, political and philosopdli aspects. It concerns individuals and
groups as well as institutions. In a working hymastls, we can assume that the tough and possibly
painful search for identity has much to do with ent@inty about meaning. It is worth remembering
that Nietzsche was the first thinker, in 1875,%Xpress as such the problem of the “sense of |Barir{

% See B. Bourgine, ‘Pour un exercice libre et publicla raison théologique’ inRTL 40 (2009) 531-
555.

2" C. Theobald, ‘Le caractére confessant de la tiggoli dte-t-il toute pertinence scientifique ™,:
F. Bousquet et al. (edl)a responsabilité des théologieS Joseph Doré, Paris : Cerf, 2002, 663-683.

%8 K. Barth, KD I/1, 284. See in K. BartRie Christliche Dogmatik im Entwyrf. 1, Die Lehre vom
Worte Gottes. Prolegomena zur christlichen Dogma8R7 (GA 1), éd. G. Sauter, Zirich, 1982 (= CD), 162;
see G. Sautef)ogma — ein eschatologischer Begriff Parrhesia : Karl Barth zum achtzigsten Geburtstag a
10. Mai 1966 Zirich, 1966, 173-191.

29 K. Barth, KD 1/1, 283. See in CD, 164. and M. Beintker, Die Dialektik in der “dialektischen
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des Lebend’. Who am I? This question is increasingly hardddrass in the ‘liquid modernity’ (Z.
Bauman), where the meaning of life is far from a@os. In this context, the question about Christian
identity may become problematic as well: “what ddewean to be a Christian?” The need to know
about my identity may lead to a reliance on oldifased solutions. Present francophone theology
could well take as a model Barth's assertion ofisTian intelligence of faith which is based on a
critical and creative reception of the Christiaadition. Solutions have to rely on newly establgshe
foundations and not on a repetition of old habitsliscourses. This way of doing theology goes back
anewto the original narrative and visigdreshthe great moments of theological tradition. Irstivay,

it is possible to share with St Paul his view ofi€tian identity — Christ transforming one’s lifietd a
new creation. The depth of this conception makes free towards his religious, ethnical, social and
sexual belongings. Barth gave such an exampleadwthg open the doors of the biblical and ecclesial
domains in order to hear what the Spirit, whichwdavhere it wills, is saying to the community. The
Christian community does not only have the posgiolf receiving such words as truths coming from
outside; it must receive théfm

EcumenismFollowing in Barth’s footsteps also means promptheological reflection which
is set free from all denominational prejudice. Gtigin theology has to be carried out as an ecumenic
project. As Amy Marga recalled recently in her n&tady of the Karl Barth’s relationship to Roman
Catholicism in the 1928% Barth put himself ‘on the line’ while considerimgtholic theology as a
vital trend in Christianity and as an intellectgihllenge to Protestantism. E. Hirsch, R. Seelierg,
Althaus publicly reproved him for this attitude.rf®arth, the risk in taking such attitude was nalyo
intellectual but personal and professional. In #ench speaking countries where scholars are
relatively few, overcoming denominational boundsiie a vital need. But ecumenism is first of all a
matter of scientific integrity. In some academi@agas an exclusive denominational theology is
developing from very valuable inheritances, suchthes thought of Thomas Aquinas, to take an
example from the catholic sphere. Such particlieolbgical traditions may be unfolded in unpacking
their real potential, but they cannot ask for adl@sively privileged position. If they do so, itas the
expense of creativity and balance in the Christigathing. Unfortunately, modern theologies do not
lack such examples. In Catholic theology, Thomistithodoxy leads to anachronistic positions. Here
Barth and CNN do agree: “Go beyond borders”. Ndy dor the sake of giving space to a variety of
opinions or even for the sake of getting a broadew of theological field, but to challenge
fundamental presuppositions. In contemporary cathibbught, Barth found a theological objectivity
at a time when protestant thought lacked the cerechéof Dogmatics.

3. Public Status of Theology in Society

Following in Barth’'s footsteps means promoting tbgical rationality as a specific rationality
among the other modern ones. Here the relationsitipthe political order has to be tackled. As we
already argued, this articulation is to be appredchot only from a theological perspective but also

%1 J. GrondinDu sens de la vie : essai philosophigM®ntréal : Bellarmin, 2003, 19.

%2 K. Barth, KD IV/3, 128-153. For an examinationtbé “secular words outside the ChurcEh{rch
Dogmatics869.2), see G. A. Chesn@hallenging the Stereotype. The Theology of KartiBas a Resource for
Inter-religious Encounter in a European ContéReligion and Discourse, vol. 48), Oxford: Petang, 90-111.

%A, Marga,Karl Barth’s Dialogue with Catholicism in Géttingamd Munster. Its Significance for His
Doctrine of God(Beitrage zur historischen Theologi®49). Tubingen : Mohr Siebeck, 2010. See theesgvn
Revue Théologique de Louvdih (2010) 563-573.



taking also into account the specificity of politiorder which cannot be approached in the same way
that religious or ethical realms are approached.aCmactical level, it is difficult to do betterath
Barth; on a theoretical level, it seems necessagotbeyond Barth in order to think afresh Christia
membership and democratic citizenship in a way ¢éstdblishes a dialogue between the two different
rationalitie®. Politics and religion are the two main ‘existafgi of social life. It is not possible to
give a theological account purely on the basisgtlation alone. Political realities and logic hawe

be analyzed in themselves. This is a presuppoditioa balanced theological position. To understand
what is going on on a theological-political levielseems necessary to distinguish between these two
fundamental dimensions but not in a way that sépsithem. This way of proceeding is analogous to
the relationship between faith and science. By whillustration, a theologian cannot make up his
mind on the Theory of Intelligent Design withoutstitaking into consideration the scientific poaft
view.

Following in Barth’s footsteps means speakimg a theologianon matters that concern
society. An expert in religious matters does notagpfrom the same standpoint. What is the
difference? The latter is speaking from a so-catibpective point of view, claiming an axiological
neutrality to describe facts and to prescribe rlgtttaviour; the former is telling a story as andes
as member of a community of faith. The theologiasuanes a religious identity, from which he is
thinking and speaking whilst the religious expearés not do so. The theologian, who is also a dfild
his time, can therefore give expression and raliigneo what is frequently misunderstood from
outside of the religious community. Theology hasligpel the social anxiety generated by “laicig”,
mixture of secularity and secularism. This is a guedjical task to make clear that religious
membership, far from harming active and fair citizleip may promote community involvement.

Following in Barth’'s footsteps meardefending the rightto speak as a theologian on
community matters. Religion is marginalized in @uder society that suspects religious people of
having a hidden agenda. The fear is that Christirdduslims will always prefer their religious fait
to their civic citizenship. In the decision-makipgocess, Christians cannot accept exclusion on the
assumption that only arguments, based on reasonalilic relevance may be proposed. The
evolution of Jirgen Habermas’ thought on this ghhy significant. Religion may have a positive and
even decisive function in strengthening the serissooial solidarity as well as the sense of human
dignity. “My interest in matters of faith and knadge is due to the desire to mobilize modern reason
against defeatisn®. Charles Taylor already argued that the ethicglirements of modern societies
were endangered by the difficulty our fellow citise have in rooting these ideals in spiritual
experience or religious traditidh

Barth’s theological life provided numerous exammésuch a commitment. A recent volume
of the Gesamtausgabgives a new illustration, which fits our host coynthe Netherlands. In letter
56, written by Barth to Visser't Hooft on the 7.t0lger 1939, the tone is clear, even harsh. Bakb as
his friend at the head of World Council of Churclhesnake a public statement in order to condemn
the Nazi regime unambiguously in the name of thepg@b Visser't Hooft later on regretted having

%B. Bourgine, T. Eggensperger, P.-Y. Materiiéeologische Vernunft-Politische Vernunft. Raison
théologique et raison politiguéMinster : Lit Verlag, 2010. See for Barth : ‘T@&ristian Community and the
Civil Community’, in Community, State and Churciarden City, NY: Anchor Books, Double Day &
Company, 1960, 149-189

% J. HabermasEntre naturalisme et religion. Les défis de la dératie, trad. C. Bouchindhomme, A.
Dupeyrix, Paris: Gallimard, 2008, 145 (SEwischen Naturalismus und Religion. Philosophis¢hdsatze
Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp, 2005).

% C. Taylor,Sources of the selflarvard: Harvard University Press, 1989.



remained silent, especially after the Nazis conaditiatrocities during their invasion of the
Netherlands. Barth was asking with prophetic stiieng/hy have a mouth and keep quiet? When the
very existence of Europe is at stake, ChristiangeHa listen to the Spirit and not to political or
diplomatic agenda¥.

When theology is at the same time faithful to thes@l and consistent with its public
responsibility, it can again influence History.

$'Brief 56 Barth to Vissert Hooft in K. Barth-W.A. Visser'tHooft, Briefwechsel 1930-1968
einschliesslich des Briefwechsels von H. VisserioH mit K. Barth und C. von Kirschbaum. Herausdege
von T. Herwig. Karl Barth Gesamtausgabe. V. Brigférich: Theologischer Verlag, 2006, 100-111.
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