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evelatıon and econciliation Sa ale of Two oncepts
Offenbarung und Versöhnung

E3 Revelation et Reconcıiliation
Stephen illiams, Oxford

RESUME
caracterıse le 718e sıecle etaıt  ADans cet article, "auteur erıtıque la anıere

dont certaıns theologiens envısagent la porte: fondamentalement conflıt entre la
des themes epistemologıiques ans la peNSEE pretention humaıne suffıre SsO1L-Mmeme el
relıgieuse ans ’histoire ıntellectuelle de la comprehension chretienne de Ia grace Puırs
"Europe. Lorsque OUS placons ”’oeuvre de la posıtıon de Nıetzsche est brievement etudıee
Descartes Aans son contexte, OUS DOUUVOTLS DOUr meltre umıere les questions
noter l’ımportance du defi, non seulement d’anthropologie fondamentale quı SOUS -

epistemologique, MAaLS AuUSSsL moral, quı eial endent l’epistemologıe. V—ecı permelt de
souleve VLIS-A-ULS du echrıiıstianısme conclure qQUe le scandale historique du
epoque Une ecture attentıve de l’ouvrage de chrıstianısme Europe occıdentale Tal
Barth, La Theologie Protestante 19e siecle, la doctrine de la reconcılıatıon plus qu ä Ce.
suggere qQUE Barth consıdere qQUe le conflıt de la revelatıon.
entre la raıson la revelatıon quı

USAMMENFASSUNG
Der Autor sıch kritisch damılt achtzehnte Jahrhundert pragte, ım Grunde
auseinander, wWwWLıe bestımmte T’heologen ın der 8als eınen Konflikt zwıschen der
ıntellektuellen Geschichte Europas die menschlichen Anmaßung der
Bedeutung epistemologischer T’hemen ım Selbstgenügsamkeıt und dem chrıstlıchen
Bereich des relıgiösen Denkens umsetzten Konzept der (inade ansah. uch Nietzsche
Wenn das Werk Descartes ın seınem wırd hurz behandelt, dıe fundamentalen
eigentliıchen Kontext erkannt wırd, offenbart Fragen der Anthropologie herauszuarbeıten,
sıch dıe Wichtigkeit nıcht nur der dıe dem T’hemenkomplex Epıistemologıe
epistemologischen, sondern uch der unterliegen. Dıiıes führt der
moralıschen Herausforderungen, dıe damals Schlußfolgerung, da das Chrıstentum mM

das Chrıistentum vorgebracht wurden. westlichen Europa nıcht vordringlich
Eın sorgfältıges Studıum UoON arl Barths Die des Dogmas der Offenbarung z2U Argernıis
protestantische eologıe 1m neunzehnten wurde, sondern vielmenhr 421 seıner
Jahrhundert zeıgt, daß den Konflikt Versöhnungslehre.
zwıschen ersian un Offenbargng, der das

hy did hrıstl]an belief 1ın divine Rene Descartes W as the prıme culprit. 'T0 be
revelation become discredited ın the SUure, thıs claım such 1s5 not al l Ne But

West? ccording to ONe account which gaılns ıt 1S rece1ıving Tes attention an fresh
wıde audience oday, it. 1S to be explained treatment ıIn the work of Lesslie Newbigin

princıpally because of mıstaken 1ın and of Colin Gunton, to mentı]ıon ıts LWO mMoOst
the andlıng of epistemological matters promınent current theological advocates 1ın
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the United Kıngdom Lesslie Newbigin NO 1sS not the tiıme and place LO rehearse the
recently published Truth 'ell which Pre- essential Cartesian posıtions. We recall only
ceded maJor an theological conference that Descartes determined LO doubt CVeTYy-
held al Swanwick, England, 1ın July, 19992 thing matter of philosophical principle
organized under the subtitle of that work: 1ın order to reconstruct an Yy knowledge he
T’he Gospel Publıc Truth.} According LO could valıdly gaın the foundation of SOIMME

Newbigın, Descartes effected small-scale indubitable principle. Descartes turned LO
repetition of the Fall Hıs philosophical himself, LO his OW. intellectual operations,
method Dave intellectual prıimacy to doubt LO SEE if knowledge could be discovered. He
and sought for A certainty which W as the fortunately discovered that he could not
1ssue of one’s OW. intellectual endeavours. ou his OW existence an proceeded to
ILike Adam, then, ave doubt instead of proved the existence of (30d an the external
belief, attempt to attaın human certaiınty world However, such discoveries dıd not
instead of rusting ın (0d In arguıng this, INecan that the erısıs of religious knowledge

W as Ver On the contrary, the game hadNewbigin Was continumg Serl1es of assaults
the estern epistemological tradition 1n only Just tarted What if Descartes W as

philosophy and relig10n hıich he began wıth rıght Lry to spın out method of knowledge
The Other ıde of1984 an followed wit. but In hat he concluded? In the end
Foolıshness the Greeks an The Gospel ın al Came LO depend fraiıl mortal intellect

anı 1n the en! mortal intellect deciıded therePluralıst Society.* Colin Gunton has Iso
followed the epistemological traıl, 1kewise W as revelation and then (G0d So the
chargıng Descartes ıth inıtıiatıng the STOrYy MaYy be told
modern versiıon of the problem and insısting There MaYy be good deal of Tru 1ın the
ıth Newbigin that must gelt back to StOry But something 1s5 missıng, particularly
grounding knowledge 1n faıth instead of SUS- when think of Descartes 1n his historical
taınıng the intellectually discredited PrOoO- ontext Repeatedly 1n the preface to his
cedure of startıng ıth Ou an putting celebrated Mediıtations Descartes tells
demonstrative 1TEAaSON epıstemiıc that he 15 bent refuting hat he deseribes
pedestal.® ‘atheism’.© Atheists aAare those wh deny

oth authors offer V1gOrous, comprehensive the ex1istence of (G0d anı the ımmortalıty of
an statesmanlike constructive proposals the soul. So there were ‘atheists’ before
for a theology that 111 undergird cultural Descartes. Where did they COMe from? As

the Protestant Reformation contributed torenewal. It 1S5 not eır proposals that detaın
ere Rather, shall look al the diagnosı1s the dısruption of European cıviliızation,

they persistently offer, namely that ıt. 1S the the search Wa for sound basis
false epistemological alıgnment of doubt and for thought an for soclety. Texts from
dogma, reason an faıth, that led Enlıghten- the ancıent sceptics, ın the tradıtion of
ment an subsequent modern ınkıng into Renaissance interest 1ın antıquıty, became
intellectual fatalıties that ave involved avalılable The sceptics, who Came 1ın varıed
rejection of Christianıity anı the production hue, systematıcally doubted the validity of
of ecaden culture.* What Are to make claıms to knowledge. hat put od’s OW
of 185 exıstence In the melting pot Atheism did

not hıt Kurope culturally sıgnıficant
The Sıgnificance of Descartes scale until the French materlalists of the

eighteenth century Came along, but even 1ın
Yor number of reasoNs, there ATe plenty Descartes’ day there WerTrTe those who COIM-
who ave found 1n Descartes the oun memorated the Dagans of old, SLOU deniers
an orıgın of modern intellectual eviıls. of delıty those ancıents COuUu. occasıonally
Newbigin’s suggestion of Cartesian Fall 1s be Thomas Hobbes anı Baruch de Spinoza,

INOTE dramatic than Wıllı1ıam Temple’s inhabitants, lıke Descartes, of the N-
announcement that Descartes’ vaunted teenth century, WerTITe both called atheists. It
phılosophica discovery Wa the wOorst W as of opprobrium, perhaps, but it.
moment 1n European history.° Here an Was index of the polemical possibilıties of
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of very different stream of modernıtythe day Descartes did not create atheism
atheısts ere Wa something afoot ın from that of Descartes. So Charles Taylor
Europe before Descartes CcCame the has contrasted ontaıgne’s preoccupation

hat something W as INOTre than philosopical ıth himself— a first personal preoccupatıon
turbulence centred epistemology. The Cn Descartes’ preoccupatıon ıth

wh: sought out Descartes for 1N- umanıty— a ImMmoTre disengaged scientific
struction aAare themselves instructive ere preoccupation.‘ ontaıgne 1sS certainly
T'wo 1ın particular must be mentioned. T'he concerned wıth epistemology but, INOTe funda-
1rs 1S Prıncess Elizabeth of Bohemı1a mentally, ıth anthropology. And ıt 15 ere

begın to See the poss1ibility of alterna-Elizabeth succeeded 1n persuading Descartes
to wrıte hıs treatıse The Passıons of the tıve reading of the er'ıs1ıs of Christianıty to
Soul, less well-known 1n general than the that of Newbigin and Gunton
Meditatıons and the Discourse Method We best See ıt by recalling the work of
but wıtness to the prevaillıng eed to sort Blaıise Pascal. As Descartes reacted LO
out the nature of moralıty. This, Elizabeth ontaıgne, who lived 1n the prev1ous CenturYy,
thought, needed doing much did an Yy Pascal reacted LO ontaıgne and to
work 1n general epistemology. The second 18 Descartes, hıs older contemporary. Pascal
Queen Christina of Sweden. She brought amented the indıfference LO Christianıty by
Descartes OVer to her domaın to teach her LO the INe  - of hıs day, those influenced 1n the
live ell an discover herself. The exerclse direction of urbane, refined, easy-going SCCD-
killed POOT Descartes who had long-standing ticısm Dy Montaigne. But Pascal’s hterature
objections to tutorıng anybody at 1ve 1n the presents completely opposıte reaction LO

the sıtuatiıon to that of Descartes. eremorniıng, especlally 1ın the Scandinavlan
wiıinter. It Was apparently moral philosophy Descartes probed the SC1IeNCEs introduced
{I!OI'€ than general epistemology that finıished rationalistic epistemology ıth all the

r1gour he could muster, Pascal thought that
OSeEe who pursued the SCIENCESsS WeTe mı1ssıngÄmongst the intellectuals of Descartes’

day there W as culturally restless search for man altogether an he proceeded to reflect
the self, epitomized 1n the attempt to hammer faıth an human nature ıth al the
out SOIMME sort of practical and moral psychological analysıs he could muster. One
philosophy. Descartes partook of the rest- Ca  - take text. for the famous Pensees:
lessness. He spen several wandering For the Christian al consısts almost wholly1ın search of philosophical truth an method. ın establishing these LWO hings The corruptionNor W as he exceptional 1ın that style of ıfe of nature an the redemption of Christ.®
'To use the favoured parlance, hat ave
1n thıs eTa 18 the emergeNCce of the self- Pascal’s OW formulatıon of relıg10us epls-
defining subject. Traditionally, Christianıty temology, frequently quıte wrongly called
permıiıts self-definition only 1ın radically Tıdeistic’, constantly bears In mınd the CeN-

ımiıted ashıon. For OUTr eing creatures, tralıty of the devlant will rather than the
sınners and, if redeemed, redeemed, 15 mistaken head, the indıfferent heart rather

than the honest In ugustınıansomething g1ıven. We do not define ourselves
ere hat egan to be consiıdered irksome fashıon, Pascal 18 impressed by the centralıty
and ere WerTEe stirrıngs of rebellion 1ın the of desıre, of passıon an of will, without at
talıan Renalssance, albeıt offielally wıthın all discounting reason, and impressed by the

Gospel remedy iın redemption and the healingthe ambiıt of the Christian al One figure
of the heart foundatıon the restorationwho set a pattern In self-definıition made

particular impression the France of and illumınatıon of the intellect Where o0€es
Descartes’ day, figure who forced Descartes all thiıs take us?
LO TeaC LO his work an whose inf{luence

The Pre-eminence of Reconeciliationlater thought 1S markedly significant.
hıs Was Michel de ontaıgne. What 1S
interesting oOu ontaıgne for OUTr Purpose>s The defence of Christianıty, far Pascal
1s that he Ca  - be held to STAN! al the SOUTCeEe 1S concerned, 15 the defence of ıts anthropo-
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logical, soteriologıcal and therefore christo- relig10us sufficıiency of natural relıgiıon. In
thıs, they May only ave een takıng Lockelogical theme Does thıs, then, indicate

1SsSsue@e deeper than the epistemological one? to hıs logical conclusion; that 185 matter for
The question 1S rather hard LO answer debate. But they had to step OVer the gulf
because the thematic trands ATe closely separatıng revealed and natural WaYy
interwoven. There 1S5 Teason LO doubt the of salvatıon ell gulf separatıng
ıimportance of the epistemologıcal 1SSUe, the roughly speaking) revelation and Teason In
significance of the demotion of revelatıon the ‘Bible of dei1sm)’, Tindal’s Christianity
epistemological grounds, modernity got Old Creation, Tindal turns asıde 1ın final
under WaYyY Yet placıng Descartes 1ın the chapter LO face ONe particular foe at relatiıve
ontext of Montaigne an of Pascal forces length, the philosopher-theologian Samuel
OMn LO the centralıty accorded LO Clarke.19 'Tindal lauds the admirable theo-
the epistemological 1ssue. Can get an Yy logical method of his protagonist deducing
further? all the ımportan relig10us conclusions from

The bıg break iıth revelatıon the consıderation of the eing an attrıbutes
EKuropean occurred In the eighteenth of Tindal himself o0€es Just that LO
century. Of COUFrSe, must SaVyY hat the impossibility of revelation of anythıng
Inecan 'The ‘revelation'’ al issue Was not such not knowable by Teason Why o0€es Clarke,
revelatıon (30d might gıve 1ın prıvate otherwise of sound reasonıng, nevertheless
iıllumıination. It W as the revelatıon of COINe LO the conclusion that revela-
1n hıstory, recorded 1n the Chriıstian tıon 1s needed for religion? 'The answer 185
Scriptures. And the 1issue Was not whether because Clarke believes 1ın Fall an
anythıng al al had appene: 1n the 1Irs reconciling aCL 1n history. If you eed N-
century which might Just meriıt the descr1p- ciıllation 1ın history, you eed revelation ın
tıon of ‘revelation). It W as whether could history. 'Tindal proceeds LO attack this 1N-

dıd reveal anythıng ne anythıng 1M- tellectually retrograde INOVE by attacking
portant, anything religi0usly significant, the notions of and reconciliation through
anythıng of savıng 1mMpo 1n particular tiıme historical act
an! Actually, S WaYy of statıng ıt. strong Ssupport for the proposıtion that
shows ave CYVYC the deists. None the reason-revelation 1ssue 15 the funection
INoOTre than they effected the break ıth of deeper clas between self-defining
revelatıon and their influence WAas grea kınd of moralism reconcıliation through

The deists had varıety of difficultie atonement In history 15 found 1ın the classıc
ıth revelatıon anı they WelIC not or of an influential analysıs offered by arl
LEASONS they could offer. But they WerTe WäÄälfe Barth.1! In his Protestant T’heology ın the
that hat W as al stake Was the nature of Nıneteenth Century he essayed detailed
vVvera relig10. The defence of revelation WAas investigatıon of why the theological legacy
the defence of reconcıllatıon through history of the Reformation W as perverted Yor the
Kor thıs, eminently, 1S hat allegedly StOrYy of the eighteenth century before
revealed. Hence ‚John Locke, whose massıve Schleiermacher Was the STOTY of the decline
influence engulfs the eighteent century, and collapse of revelation Teason edge
could insıst the protection of revelatıon al revelatıon out of the pıcture Barth des-
ONe eruclal poın the revelatıon of the WaYy erıbes things that he INaVYy SeEeM LO be readıng
of salvation.? Reductionıs he mig be, the StOTrYy of the demise of revelation the
according to hıs pponents, but he thought SLOrYy of epıstemological tragedy and ıt
yOou COu. boil oOWnNn Christianıty further has een read. cannot ere debate the
than LO the essential proposıtıon that ‚Jesus matter of the relatıve emphases revelatıon
1sS the Messıah. That proposıtion 1s essential, and reconcillation ın Barth’s overall theology
essential LO Christianity an essential for But examınatiıon 1n Protestant T’heology
anyonNne to believe LO whom 1t. 1s propose for find that arth claıming that if I1casonmn
belıef, 1f that Derson truly wıshes LO be Ca  - judge then Teason Ca  - dispose of revela-
saved. When the deists got rıd of revelatıon tıon and this 1s the erucla|l logıcal possibılity
they sımultaneously had LO defend the that Was actualized 1ın the eighteenth century.
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Barth alights the SUPTFeME indıetment ofThe claım 1S undergirded Dy referente to
hat he thinks underlies epistemology. It 18 Rousseau: he 185 Pelagıan denier of original
because he faıls LO rıng out the significance SINn And that 1s hat the eighteenth century
of this aspect of his analysıs that Gunton, for 15 about ıt 0€es not ıke Rousseau, ıt. oes

not ike itself.example, Ca appeal LO the pride of place T'hıs analysıs 1S entirely 1ın lıne ıthBarth g1ves to theological epistemology.!*
When Barth chastises the rational ortho- Barth’s consıstent insıistence that bad

doxXy of the early eighteenth century for epistemology OWS from mistaken notion
of justification an of 9 whiıle soundallowing the natural knowledge of God LO
epistemology 1S Just the expression of

govern hat God MaYy tell ın revelation,
he o0es ıth the lament that eighteenth correct notion of justification and of
CEeNTUrY theology Just succumbed In the realm One Ca certainly sSee why epistemology

appears be fundamental ere 'T’he difficultyof theology LO wider cultural malaılse. That
1s that 1n thıs sphere ar presents themalaıse 1s the self-exaltation of INa  - Barth’s

term) expressed everywhere 1ın eighteenth StOTY of the decline of revelatıon the StOrYy
century lıfe T'he apt characterizatıion 1S of the imperlalısm of 1TeaAaSON But ıt would
‘absolutism)’. Absolutism, the inalienable ave een not only consıstent but INOTEe

satisfactory LO approach ıt differently. Bartharrogation of W  5 1s expressed ıIn the will
could ave allied his claim that human se]lf—for form. If the uman master Ma y dominate

his subject-matter, then even revelatıon 18 exaltatıon Was the ro0o0t of the problem LO his
permissible, along ıt. slots 1ın to the place discussıon of the demise of revelatıon by CON-

accord LO it ourselves. Barth 15 at paıns sidering not the formal relatıons of TEeASON
and revelatiıon but the WaY ın which hat hesLO insıst that must regard seientific,
behind reasomnmn (a kınd of self-will) 18 offendedepistemological an cosmological speculation

and argument servants LO this 111 for by hat revelation protects (reconciliation In
form and at paıns to distinguısh between the story -  at 1S, hat 00 lıke rTreason VersSus

revelatıon 1S, OWI deeper reason1ıng,secondary Causes of hat eventually becomes
matter of self-definition VersSus the eed forthe assault revelatıon and the prımary

Causes of ıt The secondary Causes include STAaCE. And of COUTSE STAaCE eminently 1n
scientifiec reason1ıng, the prımary OoONe the comıing and the reconciling minıstry of

Jesus Christ The chapter Rousseau bearsCOoMPAaSSECS fundamental anthropology.*®
Out the fact that epistemology 1S not the heartIt 1s 1n the discussıon of Rousseau, the

longest treatment of an y indivıidual 1n the of the matter but expression of the heart In
whole book, that thıs most clearly ese matters

It has een worth spending time thısLO light Barth 1S concerned LO show that
work of Barth’s not only because it. supportseighteenth century rationalism 1s the cradle
the contention of this artıcle but because hisof Schleiermacher’s mistakes. How Cal he do

S for Schleiermacher participated 1ın the analysıs has een regarded well-nigh water-
Romantıc reaction to rationalism? The key tight.” ere 18 however, coda to the STOTYy

Barth ın Protestant eology. In his dis-chapter ere 1s the ONe Rousseau. Barth
cussıon of theological anthropology ın Churchdocuments the fact an the significance of

Rousseau’’s break ıth rationalısm, including Dogmatıcs Barth examınes Friedrich
ıts formalısm an absolutism Yet Barth Nietzsche.}> Nietzsche 0es not get discussed
sSCcres ıIn Rousseau the emergence of hat 1s ın Protestant T’heology but Barth indicates ıIn

Church Dogmatıics that the spırıt of EuropeanmoOost. profoundly true oOu eighteenth CeMN-

LUrYy umanıty Rousseau discovers himself humanıty SINCE the sixteenth centurYy, which
— that 1s hat 1S new-—the bare, existing 1n Protestant Theology 1S the ro0o0t of the
self, the quintessential reality. In doing eighteenth century disease, 1s actually ind1-
he abandons the claıms of TEASON construed cated most clearly, manıifestly an boldly Dy
In verYvy NarTOoW But TEASON Nietzsche. line ar draws In Protestant
1s Just ONe expression of the optıon for the T’heology from the Renaissance through e1DN1ZzZ
self. What Rousseau o0es 18 LO expand reason to the collapse of revelatıon by the time of
to include al that 18 magnificently human. Schleiermacher, 1S NO  S drawn cursor1ly right
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the collapse of all objectivıty, for hat ren-LO Nietzsche. Barth isolates hat he CONMN-

siders LO be the CIUu of Nietzsche’s attack ant objective reality Ba there be? Humans
Christianıty. It 1s Christian anthropology, par- Are one the less 1n thrall LO relig10us belief
ticularly expressed ın Christian moraliıty. and relig10us belief has ıts gr1ppıing claıms
Christian morality 1s repress1ve, subservient, upon doctrine of OUTr creatiıon by
sickeningly lıfe-denyıng manıfestatıion of and of OUTr forgivenness (redemption) by
repressed, obnoxiously obedient, pathetically We NOW, Nne  S people, the UÜbermenschen
creaturely an sinful umanıty. Barth o0es the ‘“Overmen)’ 1ın the of ‘Overcoming-
not put ıt like that. but Nietzsche o0€es and ıt men 15 much better than ‘“Dupermen)’) must
1s to Nietzsche must NO  S turn. be creators, hıch supremely creators

of value. But creators must be free. And
Nietzsche long condiıtion 15 g1ven ONe, either

by nature Dy DTaCc®e, cannot be free.
oth Newbigin and Gunton ATre concerned must therefore throw off all that 1S5 allegedly
not jJust wiıith the collapse of revelatiıon but gıven. But that 15 extraordinary. What about
the advent of atheism. Nietzsche, though not past? Above all, hat OUu: regretted
he alone, 1S named. Gunton 1ın particular past, which holds me In bondage 1ın remorse?
draws Eberhard Jüngel’s work, G(G0d Now, SaYyYS Nietzsche, that IMay be dealt wit,

the Mystery of the World, LO sShow how by transforming ‘“1it, was into “ willed
Descartes led LO Nietzsche.16 The plot 1S, it thus’ KFor lıfe NOW affırmation,
briefly, thıs Descartes puts God In the mıdst past must be affırmation L00 hıs
of traın of logical demonstration. The place 1s admittedly VeLly pale and drastically
of (50d 1S5 thus carved out for hım by the truncated domestication of Nietzsche and
philosopher. God becomes In that Wa the dramatic doctrine of ‘“eternal recurrence’,
dependent the philosopher. So why not 240 which hes behind 1ıt, 185 extremely varıously

to Sa y that G0d 15 the product of the interpreted. But the prımary foe for
construction of OUTr thought an Just Nıetzsche 1S Christianity an he SEeES wıth
Jüngel elaborates the tale ıth account grea clarıty that to Tea the gr1p of
of how the Cartesi1an project of conceptually Christianity you must break the ST1pP of yYOUr
locatıng (50d whi 1S greater than Ca  - be OW past
conceived generated for Nietzsche an for Aus Spake Zarathustra 1s extitra-
others rıtical question: G  - be COMN- ordiınary work of scriptural force, the SCrY1pP-
ceived? As far Nietzsche 185 concerned, ıf ture of ONe wh atier identified hiıimself wıth
(30d 1S greater than Ou Concelvings, then he the Antichrist But it presents In form of
1sS not. creature of OUTr will hat which 18 haunting an tragıc brilliance
not the creature of OUTLT ll has objectıve fınd everywhere else, al least SInCe the thiırd
status To understand why that 15 maJor work, Human, AIl T'00 Human.*®
must recall the of Nietzsche’s In thıs partıcular work ere 1S plenty
charge agaınst Christianıty. Certamnly, the of reference LO the scientific and phiılo-
deep problem ıth Christianıty 1S not princı1- sophıca of the stuplıdity of
pally epistemological. Christianity. But ıt 1S not the intellectual

Nıetzsche’s greatest work W as hus Spake eITOTr much the pathological spiırıtualıty
Zarathustra. He himself thought 1t. the best of Christianity that elicits Niıetzsche’s most
book the world had ever SCCI, but this forcible opposıtıon 'T0 take particularly

suspend jJudgement for NO As he striıkıng paragrap
1ın his hlıterary autobiography, Ecce Homo, The Greeks dıd not sSee the Homeric godsZarathustra, the CDONYIMMNOUS er° of the work, set above them AS masters, themselves set

ONCE defines hıs task vVe precisely.*‘ It 1s
that he must create, and 1ın order to create, beneath the gods servants, the ‚Jews did

They Sa it WerTe only the reflection of theredeem. Nietzsche bel1ieved by the tıme most successful exemplars of their OW. caste,he wrote thıs book that God Wa dead that 18 to Sa y ıdeal, not antıthesıs of
Christianıty an an y belıef 1n deity Was their OW. nature ere the ymplan
intellectually discredited, but that meant gods faıled dominate, Tee hlıfe WAas gloomier
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an! ImMore filled with anxiety.—Christianıty, Western intellectual hıstory Although
the other hand, erushed an shattered INa ıth Barth at least generally In

completely and buried him though ın mud locatıng Nietzsche wiıthın cardinal tradıtion
ınto feeling of total depravıty it then suddenly of Western turnıng agaınst Christianıty,
shone beam of divıine ‚Y , that, surprised
and stupefied by this act of gTrTaCcCEe INa paVvVe

there 1s5 opportuniıty to the poın
here.?® Rather, mindful of the ad homınes

vent to CYIVY of rapture an for moment nature of the argument of thıs article,believed he ore all heaven within hım It 15
recall Nietzsche’s OW intense interest ın

upon thıs pathological EXCEeSsSs of feeling, upon
the profound corruption of head an heart that locatıng hiıs OW work within Succession
Was required for 16 that all the psychological that stretched back to pre-Socratic days. and
sensatı]ıons of Christianıty operate ıt desired ın the Christian era went back LO the tahan
to destroy, shatter, stupefy, intoxicate Renaıl1ssance an! the French free-thinkers of

f want tOo SEE Nietzsche etting out hiıs the seventeenth century.“ Indeed, his par-
ticular remarks Descartes, Montaıgneideas In anythıng lıke prosalc philosophical an Pascal ATre telling. Descartes he admiresform, it. 15 to the ater Genealogy of Morals
for his strength of goul.?2> Montaigne hethat hıs students AT often urged LO

90.°° And ere hiıs repugNanc owards admires even INOTEe No ON Was IMoOoTre honest
than Montaigne.*“® But Montaigne ulfilsChristianıty 1S nowhere expressed INOTEe another funection. He poınts the WaYy LOkeenly than the fourteenth section of the

1Irs Nietzsche speaks of Christians refuge from the blight of Christianıty his

‘transmuting weakness into meriıt 1s5 where Pascal 1n Nietzsche often
alludes LO Pascal.?”“ He admired Pascal

Impotence into kindness; pusillanımıty mind an moralist. Indeed, SaYyYS Nietzsche
ınto humility; submiıssıon before those ONe

hates ınto obedience LO One of whom they Sa y
effusively 1ın Eecce Homo, ‘I love Pascal’.?&
But ıt 1S the love of ONM who sSEES fellow-

that he has commanded submission—they call gen1us go to the slaughter. KFor Pascal Was
hım to be unable to aVvVeNSC neself 15 the victım of Christianıty, psychologicallycalled tOo be unwilling to avenge oneself—even
forgıveness I’m SUTE they AfIe quıte mı1lser- an horribly sacrıficlally murdered Dy the
able, al these whisperers and smalltime faiıth which he himself tried to hand
countertfeiters But they tell that thiıs others. How could ONe avold such esperate

en SAaVe Dy the wantonness of Montaigne?very m1sery 1S the s1gn of their election Dy
God, that ONe beats the dogs ONe loves best Say>s Nietzsche. Montaıigne Pascal: that 1S
L’ve had all Ca  —- stand The sSsme 1S t00 much the question put LO Dy Christianıty 1n the
for me.' Thıs shop where they manufacture end It 15 question of fundamental anthro-
ideals LO LO stink of lies’.21 DOLOSY, of whether not eed another 1n

At the en of his Sane lıfe (Nietzsche W as OUTr stead It 1sS not fundamentally question
clinically insane for the ast eleven years) of epistemology.
Nietzsche offered the world Antichrist

Conclusionın which ONe long contra-Christian scereech
rses to ıts erescendo 1n the accusatıion that
Christianıty tramples everythıng uman Nietzsche has een tremendously influential.
It 15 assault lıfe ın the aminle of Modernity and NO post-moderniıty 1s
obscene Lord (G0od Nietzsche has LO be read enormously indebted LO hım T'his 1S Dar'-
LO be believed. But the Nnu. of hıs opposıtıon ticularly, LO al appearanCdc®es, because of
18 the hrıst]an doctrine of humanıty, Nietzsche’s STasSp of the fact that objectivıty

Was dead forever; that al 1Ss perspectival;created, sinful, purchased Dy 0O So closes
his account of hıs OW authorship: that language 1sS creatıve, not correspondent

to independent realıty But iıt 1s interesting
Have een understood?—Di10nysos agaınst to ote Nietzsche’s influence the relig10us
the Crucified.??® hinker mMOSt overtly influenced by hım

One MaYy ell ask whether Nietzsche 1s 1n Britain today, I)Don Cupıtt. Cupitt 15 1N-
unıque and, ıf S! whether he Ca  ; provide fluenced 1n all the mentioned above.*
an y backıng al all for wider claims about But f ONe are aift hiıs lıterature for the verYy
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bitterest of attacks Christianıity tradıi- In Nature, Man an God (London, Macmillan,
tionally understoo'| ONe finds ıt. In the attac 57

Christijan ethics 1ın The New Chrıstian T’he Philosophical Wrıtings of Descartes, eds
Ethics.® etched an ugly theory of S1iNn Cottingham, Stoothoff and Murdoch Cambridge,

GCUP vol 11l.an masochiıstic doctrine of redemption 1S Sources of the Self, T’he Makıng of the odernthe problem behind traditional Christjian Identity (Cambridge, CUP,ethics And, Cupitt SaVS, nothing matters
INOTe LO than ethics. T'his 1sS recycled Pensees (London, Penguin, DPara, 427,

158
Nietzsche.®1 Cupitt’s philosophy of language, See The Reasonableness of Christianity Chicago,usually regarded the Nnu: of his enterprIise, Gateway,
ma appcar idiosyncratıc LO the Anglo- ndon, 1732 (3d edition).
Saxon eye.>* But hıs phılosophy of lıfe and 11 Protestant eology ın Nıneteenth Century

London, SCMlıfe-force 1S neither idiosyncratic NOr Ne
ari the estern Intellectual Tradıtion.Yet ıt 1s central.°®

ere 1s doubt that epıstemologica. 1Ssues Towards T’heology after Christendom In John
ave een and Are important In the decline 0Ompson, ed., eology Beyond Christendom

Allıson Park, Pickwick,and fall of revelation and of Christianity. They 13 Chapter 15 particularly important erehave, of COUFSEC, developed largely In eague Torrance, The of Natural T’heologyıth thinking about sclence. But when ın the T’hought of Karl Barth Relıgious Studies
ugustine told his tale of LWwoOo cıties, these WeTITe June 121—135; sSee 125
the cıty of man)’, ounded the love of self and 15 Edinburgh, T&T ar. 1960, 231{7?.
the cCıty of God, ounded the love of Jüngel’s work Transıla! In 1983 inburgh,
Augustine believed that human loves, mMoOSstT T&T Clark)

17 Kece Homo London, enguin,fundamental of all| human desires, regulated 18 Cambridge, GCUP, 1986lıfe and thought. The has certaın prımacy Ibıd, Book 1 section 114, 66OVer the intellect, It 1s whatever collides ıth
the 8l that energ1zes reflection 1rectie Nietzsche, T’he Lr of I’ragedy an T’he

Genealogy of orals New York, Doubleday,agaınst (G0d ere Are certaın CONSCQUECNCES
that must be areful not. LO TAaW from this, A Ibid, SsSEeeEe 180—-182
ıf bellieve iıt. For iıt 1s not LO Sa Yy that overt D Ecce Homo, CIE., 134
atheism 1s always the product sSımply even 23 less SUre about arth’s inclusion of Leibniz

1ın his genealogy, C:, 236maiınly of palpably rebellious all vert ad-
herence Christianity, be ıt also remembered, 24 Niıetzsche Uudes to this at several Junctures
1s certamly not sSımply, maınly even usually startıng ıth Human, AIl Too Human
the product of bedient What Augustine (Cambridge, GUP )—see, SEC 231

3111 SECC AF Mo0es do, and here, of COUTSC, Pascal followed, 1s 25 See Nietzsche, Antıichrist (London, enguin,LO alert tOo the dangers of construlng the section and Eece Homo 122StOry of faıth unbelief In terms of the public
epıstemological According LO OUTr diag-

26 Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations (Cambridge,
GUP 135

NnOsSIS of ıll 111 OUr remedy be What that AA TOomM Human, A T'00 Human onwards agaın,remedy posıtıvely 1S, 15 STOTY for another day but SCcCEC the scathing references In Daybreak
(Cambridge, CUP sections 63, 64

28 Kece Homo 57
29 The influence 1S marked from The or LO

London, SPUR., 1991 ome (London, SCM, onwards.
Kespectively Geneva, OT Council of Churches, 30 London, SCM, 1988
1983; ndon, SPCK, 1986; ndon, SPCR, 1989 31 See especlally to the end of Chapter (c) of
Starting with hıs Enlıightenment and Alıenatıon this work.
(Basingstoke, arsha Morgan and Scott, 30 This, ıt 111 be appreclated, need not d  A much
This 18 not LO suggest that ewbigin an weıght as far the Celtic author of this artıcle
Gunton apree In all respects. Gunton’s recent 1S concerned!
Bampton Lectures, T’he One, T’he ree an T’he 33 See particularly Life Lines London, SCM,
Many (Cambridge, CUP. indicates that and ıts SUCCESSOT T’he Long-Legged Fly London
clearly. SCM,
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