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. It is alwavs QAiEStiratinn to Texn é wh ‘r@f@ssar Zarl Barth
has written., ?h iz is the csszg with the “re“ent paper on the Church
The author divides his theue into three parts, viz. The Egsence of
the Churcehi The Threst te, the Church; =and the Renewal of the Church.
The sain point fo =y =ind is burth’s definition =¥ the ecclesis nol '
&8 2n ﬂrgzdlSatiwﬁ or & statiec uody, bult a5 an "svent of = gathering-
together?s This definiticn zust ﬁnz be lﬁaﬁ among the many other
words that are likely to be s:oken aboul the Church. in Sweden and
Dencark we have been used ic sgeaﬁlﬁg shout the Church as an "orgsnie
unity between Christ and those who belong te Him®y but Barih's Se-
finition hss the acvantage in that it stresses the divine activity -
§%% gatherinb-t gether - without which there would be mo Church st
The use a? the word gyent is to oy mind alsc z happy cholice.
in event 1s something that héppens pow, at this very. mgaeﬂt.' it hes
- B8s ﬁgs? tense and ne future. an event in perfectuzm has become his-.
in fuburum it is ancther event or the same event repsated by
atﬁer people. Sg it is with the Church, with una sancta ecclesia,
though being composed partly v but zlse only parily! - of earthly
perscas, it is 14g1ﬁg its rezl 1life in anocther sphere of existence,
in an eternmal XNOW beyocnd the lﬁne af %iﬁe - Hevertheless we csnnot
dispense with that etber definition of the Church as an organie unity
for reasons that I do not need to state here, But might we not ig-
prove upen rrafessar Barth's ¢efinition by =ndding an other one to it,
e.g. "The Church is an event af a g&tnering~tsgether 1ntc an organic
ﬁ@it}' 'EEXE etc -?“ . ) i ’ .

After these i“zvaﬁﬁcterg remﬁgws, i wqat te,paés.ﬁs anéd comment
on certain detzils. ‘

In I, 8 Professor Sarth gives as ?is op inians thet it is the Holy
acripture that convinees us, adding this is effected by the power of
the 3pirit, but nevertheless claiming that the Holy Seripture: founds -
the Church. It is impossible to follow Karl Barth here. It is not
cnly an overststement with regsrd to the imporitance and the place of
the Bible, but it =must be ealled s misstatesent or even a vwrong sizte-
- wment,  Grundtvig - the Danish Elsﬁ&p‘~ repeated over and cver sgain,
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that “Holy Seripture presupposss the Chuwreh® with its Baplisz

and the Lord!'s Tsbkle (susper) and its Faith, thal the Seri-tures
sre written for the Church and its members, and that consequently
the mesbers of this Churech or comzunity "could not and should not
lezrn from the Bible what to believe and hone for® {vide H.F.S.
Grundtvig "Elrkelige O inger”, Copenhagen 1870 2né ed., p.30).
Since Gruanitvig lived we nave in thals country disucsses these probe
lems over snd over ggalin. Thoueh we disagree szong oursselves Lo
s certain degree, 1 think that I 2m szfe ia saying, that at least
most of us do find that Grundivig wes right on this wvery solint.
The Bible sust be put behind the Holy S8Spirii, mot vice verss. it
is =mé must be the Holy Spirit that founds the Church, never the
Kibie., The Serizture is in this conmection only the means thal
are used. And there sre other mesns besides the Bible. It can
be replsced by sometuing else. But nobody can replace the doly
Spirit. It is the Holy 3pirit that convinces men By e.g. the
Seri-ture, not - zs RKsrl Barth says - the Seripiure thet conviaces
oy the Spirit. ’ - .

In II, 18 it is stoted thst the Church ceases to os the ,
Cnureh when that event comes to & halt. Thst is true. But =
sre we ever in s positicn to julge whether or not that evenl really
has come to = halt? If we cannot found the (hureh, i we cannot
bring it inte 1ife, if thet iz only done by the sower of God hip-
geif - 3bl et suendo & 7uit -~ ean we then thin: ithst there is
sy DOSSIDLility ©of us passing judgsent ujon the Church ss 2 dying
or s dead Chureh?¥  If znot, g tepribvie guestion of & deadé Church
ezn only be for ws & »ogsibility. a warning to the Churceh, to the
mzhers of the community. This weraing sign must slways be visible,
it must never be txXen “owWn. It mskes me 25 2n individusl constant-
iy ask myself: ¥Do I belong to the living Church ¥¥  Then the
snswer sust be : “God snly knows - becpuse He alone founds the
giareg,nané.ﬁe slone nassed judgment upon the Church ss a dead
hurch.t o . "

™

In 111, 24 £f., Bsrth rightly refutes the idez of 2r soglesis
invisibilis. and very strongly defends the visible sozmunity. 3But
in doing this it seens %o me that, Tor fear of any kind of eguatica
of gan t8 eeclesia with its visible manifest tions here on this
earth, he goes so Iar ss almost to do awsy completely with every
xind of Church orgenissilin. This teadency is landing him in
something thet resexties the Gongregationazl Church ideai bul whether
or nct thet 1s any betisr then the Stzte Church - or as ve have it
here in Demaark, the Folke~EKirke -~ I very much doubt.

I should like to c=2ll sttention to the iLutheran phrase concern-
ing the individual Chrisitan: gsisul justus et neceatep. I that
is true gboul ar individusl member of the Chureh, 1t must be true
sbout the wnole Church. If cae member of the communlty, or rather
if esch zember of that coumunity individuslly is simul jusius st
pecceator, this mus: also be true of the entire communlity. ang in
thet czse one cannot see why we should tike these varlous himsn
Church organisations so very sericusliy. They zre Just so msny
mmen atteasts at visualising the Una BSanets, or rather, st visual-
ising its sanifestations in this age. ind when it cowes to our
humen efforts, even if they are inspired by the Holy Spirit, they
sre nevertheless alwsys temporsl, which zmesms that they change with
the changing times asnd the chenging cultures. ¥We are not golng to
copy the Hew Testament Church orgsnisstion here in this couniry.
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If.we_believe,_as ﬁrwndtvig says {op.-eit. p.5.), that the

mezxxktis ipostolic Chureh is not only behind us, but follows
with us, then the varicus forms of Church organisaiions are

-really irrelevant. The Danish Folx-Churech ig not *better®

nor “worse” than e.g. the Presbyterian Church of Scotiand,
and ncthing would be gained if we did away with out previéus

Church forzs and turned congegat onal. I this connection
cne feels tempted to remind Professor Barth inst he long ago

has written sosewhere that it is rather suspicious when z zan -

~changes his Church as he bbanges his coat, measning thereby not

s change of the Una Sancta for something else, but only = change

- of . its human and visible form. Those who do such 2 thing,

running in and out of the variocus churches, uk certsinly far

- teo much importance wpon the “visibie" Church., That indesd

/This »
tersinclogy
- aé hoe

was what Sarth meant then.  How it seems to e that he himself
iz doing the very same thing. If I feel at home in Yuy® Church,
it &= only means that the “Church® rightly has adspted itself
in its forms of organisation to those who livex here znd now.

But when Kzrl Barth then speaks sbout the congregstionsl
fora of Church orgsnisztion ss coming nearest to the idesl, one
aust certsinly ask why it should be that nelther dogastic nor
historleal ressons can prove it. The only thing that cen be ,
proven is that Congrsgstionalists naturally srefer this form for
Church orgsnisation. ind we, who are not (ongregsticonslists
cught heartily to agree with them! . : ’

Then in III, 27, Professor Barth speaks zbout a Chureh
{5 community) gd hoec/used in connectisn witk the Chureh must be
consldered very dangercus. if the idea is that the synodal
form of Church organisation is an orgsnisation &d hec, the ex-
pressicn is superflucus, since sll our Church organisations and
forms are adhoc. But if it means an ecclesiz ad hoe, 1%t is-
positively wrong, becsuse the Church must be above time, though
it is living its 1ife partly here in time snd on ezrth. I wisgh

 he would clarify this expression. 4¢ it stends it mskes one

. -

suspect some sort of egnation between the BDrna Sancta and cur.

- visible forms of Church crganissticn.

at last Professor Barth in III, 29, would like to see
virious independent practiesl comzunities organised as "Churches®

_ and even celebrating divine servides - not in contradfeitizn to

the unity of the Chureh, but in confirmation of it. Is it nst
a little too romantic to believe th:t such communities, if they
orgenised themselves as so many “Churches” and seted as such,
sould confire the unity of the One Chureh? Iin feet we have

bere and there seenquite the opposite. There is z tendency =-

at least in this country . ameng sumk of these various Church
orgsnisations (the Boys® Brigade, The Scout Hovement, Desconess-
es Houses ete.) graduslly to withdraw from the ordinary -Sunday
service in the parish church snd confine themselves to thelr own
activities. - Their leaders are for the greater part aware of
this tendency and &krx try to counterset it. But if we were to
establish as an idesl, as Xsrl Barth seemss to do, that 211 sorts
of Church asecclations, where the merbers guite naturslly de

‘have & strong sense of fellowship, should consititute independent

Chureh comzunities of thelr own, the result would most likely be
& growing divisicn of the Church, worse than anythinz we have
yet seen. To my =zind the Rolsan Catiolies In certazin parts of
Germany have tried & far better poliey. They have Boy Seounts



and Y.¥.lohats and Y;ﬂyﬁ;ﬁ.é’s,ané sther associations ¢ &
Christian character, theugh nsturally with other nsmes, but
g1l of these youth crgenisstions sre in clese connection with
the Church, rroved e.g. by the hablt they have of goeing 1o '
thelr own Parish Church on Sundays early in the moraing for a
speical service, before stsrting for thelir special dctivitles.
These organisations are Christian youth asseciations, but no-

" body would drean of using the nasme ecclesia sbout them.  Professor

Barth is, I =z sorry to say, deing the Church a noor service,
‘when he suggests thst such groups should tkemselves conduct
&ivine serviess. I cannot but belisve that IV is agalnst the
Pundsmentsl ides of the Sunday Service, which is =zeant to gsther
together all the mexbers of the Churen cozmunity, old andyourg,
rich and por, in s weekly demonstration of the Un& Holy Cathelic
apostolie Church - of shall I confine myself in saying sn sttemp

. t0 demsnstrete it. But whai zomes of this very necessary attempt,
if we spiit ourselves ur into grours, bssed on :ge or ¢lasz or
uman interests or occupation or something slise? I for one ecszn-
not appreciate the idez of e.g. 8 Church of haberdashers, though

1 certziniy would ilke to ses all haberdashers in the Church.
¥ell, perébps I tske some of Professor Barth's remarks a2 little
it too serisusly, or perhgps I B¥xX have even misunderstosd it
reed too much ints his words. Then I shounld ilike 1o close with
gy warmest thanks for his burning love of the Chureh, that no :
- reader of this paper of his can but fall to notice and be touched.



