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elcome to issue # 4 of the Forum. Let me open by reminding everyone that The

Ellul Studies Forum subscribers and other interested scholars wiil be meeting at
the AAR Conference in California on November 18th. See the anouncement on page
nine for details.

Although putting the Forum together is always a labor of love for me, I confess
that this particular issue has been something of a distraction since I am currently on
sabbatical, writing a book. The working title of the manuscript is Apocalypse or Utopia?
Ethics After Auschwitz and Hiroshima. 1 have been able to put this issue together
without breaking my train of thought, so to speak, by focusing the Forum on the same
theme. In effect, I am using the Forum as a sounding board for this topic, which is not
inappropriate to its intended purpose.

Therefore, in this issue you will find two Forum essays focusing on the need for
Christian theology to rethink the relation between Christianity and Judaism in a
technological civilization. The first is my essay, After Auschwitz and Hiroshima:
Judaism and Christianity in a Technological Civilization, which explores the impact of
Auschwitz and Hiroshima on Jewish and Christian theology and ethics. In the second
essay, Katharine Temple attempits to undo some of the stereotypes about Judaism and
the law in Christian theology. This essay is reprinted from The Catholic Worker where
it appeared in a less polemical form as part of a larger essay written for the feast of
Epiphany.

We also have reviews of three of Ellul’s books, two of which have not yet appeared
in English translation. These are Un Chrétien pour Israél reviewed by myself and Le
bluff technologique reviewed by Gabriel Vahanian. The third book is What I Believe.
reviewed by Daniel Lewis.

In the Forum Response section we have an essay by Vernard Eller responding to
Katharine Temple’s critical review of his work. Also in this section you will find a
response from Michael Bauman to Jacques Ellul’s response to Bauman’s critique of
Ellul’s book Jesus and Marx. Among other things, Bauman takes exception to Ellul’s
definition of "ideology.” Bauman clears this issue up more by example than by counter-
definition, for Mr. Bauman telis us that he is a "politically conservative, free-market
Christian" who holds that "Christian values are capitalist values.” That, I venture to say,
isamistake Ellul does not make with regard to either Capitalism or Marxism. Whatever
definition of ideology one chooses, it should be axiomatic that Christian faith ought to
be in the world but not of it. Mr. Bauman appears to be quite comfortable citing
George Gilder to answer the question - "What does it profit a man to gain the world
and lose his soul?" The answer, I gather, is quite a bit, and most of it is probably in tax
shelters. No doubt Mr. Bauman’s preoccupation with showing that justice does not
entail equality , follows from this - for if it does Capitalism is definitely in trouble when
it comes to the distribution of wealth.

From the Editor, contintued on page 9.
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Book

Un Chrétien pour Israél, by Jacques Ellul. Monaco:
Editions du Rocher, 1986, 243 pp.
Reviewed by Darrell J. Fasching

his book reveals a side of Jacques Ellul that may come as a

surprise to some. Most of us are familiar with Ellul the
sociologist of technical civilization, Ellul the exegete of scripture,
Ellul the theologian and ethicist of freedom. But in Un Chrétien
pour Israél we now discover Ellul the champion of Judaism and
defender of the state of Israel against all anti-Judaism, anti-Semi-
tism and anti-Zionism.

Although Ellul typically argues that only Christians can intro-
duce freedom into a technical civilization, he clearly makes one
exception to this rule. The one other community of hope and
freedom is Judaism. Thus one might have guessed that Judaism
has a special place in his theological thinking. For those who have
read his earlier books Hope in Time of Abandonment and Prayer
and Modern Man this will not come as a compiete surprise (see the
forum essay for this month). And careful attention to his Biblical
commentary, Apocalypse: The Book of Revelation might also have
prepared one for this book. But even so I was still quite surprised
and most delighted with the depth of his commitment.

The book begins with a personal preface and then proceeds
to a discussion of the place of the Jewish people in Christian faith,
scriptures. and theology -- dealing forthrightly with the history of
Christian anti-Judaism. This prepares the way for addressing anti-
Jewish trends in our time and the link between anti-Judaism and
anti-Semitism. An analysis of anti-Semitic and anti-Zionist
propaganda in contemporary news media coverage follows. The
book then conciudes with a historical and political analysis of the
Middle East situation with special attention to the PLO - Israeli
conflict, the emergence of an anti-Semitic bias in UN declarations,
and finally a vigorous defense of Israeli political policies in relation
to the Palestinians.

In the Preface, Ellul reveals some of the biographical details
of how he has come to the position he holds in this book. He goes
to lengths to show that his position is based not in any personal
factors, such as personal friendships or family influences. Rather,
his commitment to Judaism grows out his scriptural and theologi-
cal understanding that being a Christian requires a relation to the
Jewish people. Thus we find that he was largely indifferent toward
Isracl until 1948 when he read an essay by M. Visscher exegeting
chapters 9-11 of Paul’s letter to the Romans. "In my own spiritual
life," he says "chapters 8 and 12 had played an important role, but
1 had never seen the importance of the teachings of Paul on the
Jewish people (13)." This essay was decisive in his development of
a commitment to the Jewish people. Thus he insists that he does
not defend Israel out of a bad conscience for Christian persecu-
tions of Jews, nor because of the Holocaust (even though he insists
Christians must, of course, come to grips with these) nor out of any
admiration for Israel’s prowess in rebuilding the land of Israel. His
defense of Israel comes rather as "a direct expression of the faith
which I have in Jesus Christ and as a result of a series of political
reflections (16)."

Ellul acknowledges that the New Testament has been the
cause of anti-Judaism in Christian history, especially in placing
blame for the death of Jesus on the Jews and for promoting a
teaching of supersession -- that gentile Christians replace the Jews
as God’s chosen people. But he argues that such a use of the New
Testament scriptures is contrary to the theological meaning of the
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Gospel, which insists that the cause of Christ’s death was "our sins."
Moreover the negative teachings of contempt in Christianity are
based on pulling passages out of context and applying them to the
whole of Judaism, and as a result creating a false theology of the
rejection of the Jews. But there is only one place in the whole of
the New Testament in which the relationship of Jews to Christians
is explicitly addressed as a theological issue, and that is in Paul’s
letter to the Romans. Everything else in the New Testament thus
must be brought into reconciliation with it. Paul provides the norm
and standard of theological truth in this area. And Paul’s teaching
is emphatic: the Jews are not rejected by God. Christians do not
replace the Jews as God’s elect, but rather are a wild olive branch
grafted on to the holy root of Israel. In Ellul’s view, Jews and
Christians are the two covenant peoples who stand in a dialectical
historical relationship to each other as God’s faithful witnesses in
history. The "Mystery" revealed in Paul is that "through Israel the
election and salvation of the whole of humanity will finally be
attained" (29) and thus "Israel must always be at the center of
Christian theology"(33). Israel testifies to the faithfulness of God
and the Church to the universality of the love of God. The prob-
lem, as Ellul sees it, was that this theology of Paul’s was buried
under a tradition of anti-Judaism in the Church fathers, beginning
with Origen, so that Paul was selectively read and re-interpreted
to conform to the myth of supersession.

As Ellul moves on to the contemporary implications of anti-
Judaism, he develops the theme that contemporary anti-Zionism
is fundamentally disguised anti-Judaism. Nor does he accept the
specious argument that the Arabs can’t be anti-Semitic since they
are themselves semites, arguing that Hitler’s anti-Semitism (a
racial prejudice) was in reality only disguised anti-Judaism (a
religious prejudice), noting. that Hitler had cordial relations with
Palestinian Arabs, which seemed to cause him no problems at all.

One of Ellul’s most provocative arguments is that the Pales- -
tinian people, as a political and "ethnic" reality, is the creation of
propaganda. They had no special "Palestinian” ethnic identity prior
to the formation of the state of Israel (157). They were simply
Arabs living in the territory. "The Palestinians have never con-
stituted a nation nor an organized people. They have never been
astate" (108). It is only in the last twenty years that "the Palestinian
people” have been created through political conflict and propagan-
da.

In the contemporary situation the media tend to portray the
Palestinians as a persecuted minority who have a right to use
violence while Israel is portrayed as the oppressive majority whose
every act which uses force is condemned, ignoring the fact that the
Palestinians are part of an Arab majority which both surrounds
Israel from without and threatens her from within at the same
time. Israel is accused of exploiting the bad conscience of the West,
but nothing is said about the pro-Palestinian exploitation of the
bad conscience of the West for its "colonialist crimes."

The most vicious propaganda tactic is to turn the Holocaust
back upon the Jews by accusing them being the new Nazis and the
Palestinians the new "Jews" or "persecuted people.” The analogy is
so inexact as to be blasphemous. There are no smoke stacks in
Israel, there is no mass genocide. The identity cards and intern-
ment camps are no more than many other nations enact to protect
their own security. The treatment of Palestinians is no different
than the treatment Jews are accorded in many other countries
(e.g-, USSR, Kuwait, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt.etc.) and yet the
media find only the Palestinian situation an outrage. Moreover,
few countries are as vulnerable to sudden attack as Israel and fewer



still could be annihilated by such an attack.(Ellul calcutates that the
country could be divided by a decisive military attack in Iess than
half an hour.) If other nations lose a war they have the luxury of
regrouping their resources and going on. If Israel succumbs to
attack there will be no second chance.

The outcome of this propaganda and the political situation it
creates, Ellul argues, is to create a new pre-pogrom climate which
will be used to "justify" a new attempt at a "final solation.”

Eilul goes on to discuss the Palestinian charter, which like
Hitler’s Mein Kampf promises the annihilation of the Jewish people
and of the growing influence of anti-Judaism in UN declarations
and policy. On the Palestinian charter, he observes that it has never
been revoked. He totally distrusts contemporary Palestinian claims
to have revoked this commitment to the destruction of Israel,
noting that until they change the charter by the same formal
process in which it was first created such claims are nothing but lies
and propaganda.

Eliul finally concludes the book with a discussion of Israel as
a nation which is not "an exemplary" State, acknowledging that real
abuses of power occur. But he nevertheless insists that Israel is a
"unique state"” showing greater conscience, morality and respect for
its promises than have the nations which stand as its accusers. Ellul
finishes on a discouraging note, saying that he can see no solution
to the situation in the Middle East even as he warns that world
peace for the future hangs in the balance there. Yet what is
impossible for human beings may yet be possible for God. The task
of Christians is to hope and pray and act as Christians "for Israel."

This book is rich in detail far beyond anything I can communi-
cate in this review. Theologically I can find no fauit with it at all.
Historically, I do not have sufficient command of the depth and
breadth of the facts of 20th century Middle Eastern history and
poiitics so as to be able to disagree with it. At the very least it ought
to be on the mandatory reading list of every Christian as a healthy
antidote to the anti-Judaic and anti-Zionist propaganda we are
deluged with and taken in by, all too often. (For this reason, I was
very disappointed to learn that Eerdmans has decided not to
publish an English translation. However, they have passed it on to
Helmers and Howard, where Donald Simpson confirms that they
are considering it for publication, so there is still hope.) Theologi-
cally, Ellut is surely right to insist that it is the special responsibility
of Christians to be making the case “for Israel.”

What I Believe, by Jacques Ellul. Translated by G.
Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989; London:
Marshal Morgan and Scott, 1989), 223 pp., $19.95,
cloth.

Reviewed by Daniel J. Lewis, William Tyndale College

Most books with the title "What I Believe" might be dis-
counted out of hand. In this case, however, the fact that the
book was written by Jacques Ellul makes the title intriguing rather
than banal. The highest interest, of course, will be those who have
already been exposed to Ellul’s writings.

There is a careful distinction which the reader must observe
between faith and belief, a distinction which Eliul makes in the
"introduction" and which must not be passed over. Belief, at least
in the way EHul uses it, is the affirmation of what he thinks about
things, not so much on a doctrinal level but in terms of a world
view. The book is not creedal, and it is not a theology, though as
is usual in Ellul’s works, theology influences his treatment of the
subject matter. Neither is it a philosophical prolegomena, though
despite Ellul’s aversion to it, philosophy also impinges on the

subject matter. Rather, the work is more on the order of an
assessment and a conclusion about the way in which human life
and society exists, how people make decisions, how the human race
explores its potential - and most important -- what are the far
reaching implications of all this.

Ellul addresses his world view in three major sections. The
first is a collage of various beliefs about reality, including the
meaning of life, the relationship between chance, necessity, and
accident, the nature of communicabie truth, the importance of
dialectic, the human desire for harmony as a lost ideal in need of
restoration, the problem of evil, and the human need for life-long
love which arises out of freedom. As is characteristic of his other
works, there is a strong ethical bent throughout. He himseif says,
"I have devoted my whole life to making people more aware, more
free, more capable of judging themselves, of getting out of the
crowd, of choosing, and at the same time of avoiding wickedness
and imbecility. My books have never had any other goal” (p. 64).

Special comment is in order with regard to his discussion of
the dialectical method. In fact, for anyone not familiar with Ellul’s
works (and possibly even for those who are), it would be ap-
propriate to read the chapter on dialectic immediately following
the introduction. Ellul frequently resorts to explaining his beliefs
by the negation of what he does not believe. His method is not
uniike that of the sage in the Upanishads who, when pressed for a
definition of God, says, "neti, neti," i.., "not this, not that."

The second major section explores a philosophy of history.
Since Ellul's speciality is sociology and history, this portion is
particularly insightful. Ellul explains human history under the
rubric of three stages or environments, the environment of nature,
which he calls the original or prehistoric environment, the environ-
ment of the social group, labeled the historical period, and the
environment of technology, the post-historic era into which human
society is now plunging. Each new environment appears, not by
eliminating the previous one, but by superimposition, thus modify-
ing and reducing it to a substratum.

The final major section addresses theism and what Ellul
perceives to be metaphysical reality. While it is not so easy to
pigeonhole Ellul into a definite theological category, it can at least
be said that he certainly is neither a deist, gnostic, process
theologian, apologist, nor fatalist. He is more similar, at least in
dialectical method, to Karl Barth, Emil Brunner and the Niebuhr
brothers. In this final section, he addresses the spiritual potential
inherent in a freedom of history, and he does so through the
theological lens of God's rest on the seventh day. This rest, which
has already been inaugurated, still awaits its consummation in
which all the tensions of history and human life will be resolved by
a full reconciliation with God. Reconciliation with God is unilateral,
and the divine rest, which will be consummated in a total way at the
conclusion of history, becomes the foundation of Ellul’s univer-
salism. In his closing comments, he suggests that human freedom
to cooperate with God will result in the divine recognition and
acceptance of human work, and as he says in his closing line, "... to
the utmost of my power it has been the meaning and motivation
of all that I do."

It is difficult to be critical of a world view, except to express
agreement or disagreement. A world view is not some matter of
fact or research, but a perspective and a value judgment on life and
reality. At the same time, it may be said from the viewpoint of this
reviewer that the most stimulating and perceptive area of the book
is ElluP's forceful and convincing analysis of the technological
environment, not as an entity to which a minor adjustment can be
made, but as a total framework which assimilates all else in human
society.

BookReviews, continueonp. 11.
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Forum

After Auschwitz and Hiroshima:

Judaism and Christianity in a Technological Civilization
by Darrell J. Fasching

udaism, Christianity and technological civilization - what pos-
J sible link ties these three together, other than sheer contem-
poraneity? The answer, at least my answer, begins by tracing the
path to Auschwitz and beyond.

From Anti-Judaism to Anti-Semitism and Auschwitz

That the Holocaust or Shoah (i.c., time of desolation) could
occur in our "modern” world is a judgment on all the institutions
and resources of Western civilization, but it is an especially devas-
tating judgment on the one ethical community, above all, which
shouid have come to the defense of the Jews, namely, the Christian
church. The cause of that failure has deep roots in Christian
history and theology.

In the year 380 C.E., under Theodosius, the first Christian
emperor of the Roman empire (Constantine was not baptized until
his death bed), Christianity was declared the only legal religion of
the empire. From this time forward no aliens or strangers were
allowed within Christendom. Human dignity was granted to those
who were the same and denied to those who were different. At this
time all pagan traditions were suppressed and forbidden and
Judaism came under severe legal restrictions. Within that same
decade an ominous event occurred which was to set the pattern for
the next two miilennia of Jewish-Christian relations. In 388 C.E.
the Bishop of Callinicum in Mesopotamia led a mob in the burning
of a Jewish synagogue. Theodosius, in an attempt to administer
justice, ordered the bishop to rebuild the synagogue. Ambrose, the
bishop of Milan, the great church father and teacher of Augustine,
forbid Theodosius to enforce his decree and withheid the sacra-
ments until he acquiesced to his demands. This event set the
pattern for the treatment of Jews in Western civilization from the
4th century onward. The state became an instrument of the
Church for the suppression of Judaism in particular and "heretics”
in general. Behind this event already lay more than three hundred
years of theological anti-Judaism in the writings of the church
fathers, in which the Jews were accused of "killing Jesus," the
Messiah and Son of God, and thus committing a "crime" against
the human race. For this "crime,” it was said, they were condemned
by God to wander the earth, homeless, until the end of timeasa
*negative witness" to the truth of Christianity.

It is hardly coincidental that as these teachings took hold, the
legal status of Judaism crumbled and the vulnerability of Jews to
prejudice and violence increased. Synagogue burnings, Jewish
children forcibly taken away from their parents and baptized,
expulsions of Jews from country after country, and especially from
the time of the Crusades, repeated mob violence or pogroms with
extensive loss of life. When Hitler told two German bishops that
he was only finishing what the church had started, he knew whereof
he spoke. No wonder Hitler could say in Mein Kampf, "I believe
that 1 am acting in accordance with the will of the Almighty
Creator: by defending myself against the Jew, I am fighting for the
work of the Lord.”

Historically, Christians have engaged in a process of spiritual
genocide. We have said to the Jew: "You have no right to exist as
God’s chosen because God has rejected you and chosen us instead.
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We are the true Israel.” The step from such spiritual genocide to
physical genocide - from "you have no right to exist as Jews" to
"you have no right to exist" — is a step prepared by Christian
religious anti-Judaism and carried out under Nazi "secular” anti-
Semitism. Both the sacred and the secular in Western civilization,
both Christendom and the Enlightenment, prepared the path to
Auschwitz. As long as being a Jew was perceived by the Gentile as
a religious claim, the "final solution" to the "Jewish problem" (i.e.,
the simple fact of their existence) could officially be envisioned as
conversion, although the popular response was ail too often
pogrom and expulsion. But once the secularization process un-
leashed by the Enlightenment redefined being a Jew in terms of
race, conversion was no longer a possible solution. Religious anti-
Judaism became secular anti-Semitism. Now "the final solution" to
the presence of an alien and undesired race came to mean
genocide: a solution the Nazis attempted to enact.

Two Models of Faith and Ethics

Different models of faith have different moral consequences.
That is the hypothesis I wish to explore in the aftermath of the
Shoah. How is it possible that, in spite of more than 2000 years of
oppression and persecution, Jews remained faithful to their tradi-
tion? And why is it that Christians, who in the beginning were also
persecuted, became a persecuting religion and abandoned the
central Gospel injunction of loving one’s neighbor, even one’s
enemy, as oneself? Starkly put, I think the answer is to be found in
a fundamentally different understanding of faith and ethics in each
tradition. Judaism is grounded in an understanding of faith as a
dialectic of trust and questioning, even to the point of calling God
into question, whereas in Christianity the element of questioning
was largely lost and the dialectic of faith collapsed into an ethic
of trust as total and unquestioning obedience.

Both traditions allow that trust and obedience play a central
role in the life of faith and both appeal to Abraham as a model of
this trusting faith. But in Judaism Abraham is remembered not
only as the one who exemplifies the obedience of the Akeda (the
binding of Isaac to be sacrificed, Genesis 22) but also as the one
who, in the argument over Sodom and Gommorah, questions and
challenges God, asking: "Shall not the judge of all, himself, be just?"
(18:25)." For Biblical, Taimudic and Hasidic Judaism, faith is wres-
tling with God -- an ongoing dialogue and debate with God which
serves as a training ground for morat autonomy, rooted in a strong
sense of human dignity as a reflection of being created in the image
of a God who is without image. The reduction of faith, in the
Christian case, to unquestioning trust and obedience, by contrast,
has taught quite another moral lesson: namely, the subjugation of
moral autonomy to finite moral authorities, religious and/or
secular-political, who pretend to speak for (or as) God, even when
the obedience demanded runs counter to the Gospel message of
love of neighbor and one’s enemy. The result has been the persist-

" ent and repeated tendency of Christians, Protestamt and Catholic

alike, to accommeodate their faith and moral vision to dehumaniz-
ing ideologies of the status quo, and so become a negative witness
to the very transcendence they proclaim.



There is in Judaism an understanding of covenant as a per-
sonal and communal relationship which is essentially a two way
street. It is a dialogue between God and his people grounded in a
set of mutual expectations. The formula "I will be your God and
you wiil be my people” is understood as a moral contract of love

and commitment obligating both parties. Jews are obligated to live

by the commandments but God also has obligations: to be with his
people, to guide them and protect them. Although the term
chutzpa has rather lighthearted connotations in American Jewish
culture, the Israeli scholar, Mordechai Rotenberg, argues that it
has a weightier meaning in the Taimudic tradition and is the most
appropriate term for this contractual relationship "according to
which God as a dynamic ‘personality’ allows man to influence
him....[Indeed, chutzpa is] a symbol for man’s capacity to affect
God and change his decrees and consequently man'’s future by his
actions and justified complaints (Rotenberg,14)."

If the faith of Jews was a faith grounded in answers, the
Holocaust or Shoah (i.e., the time of desolation) might well have
meant the end of Judaism. But the faith of Jews, it seems, is not
grounded in answers to metaphysical questions but in a personal
covenant relationship of chuszpa- of ongoing dialogue and debate
which is a continuous wrestling with God. More than any other
factor, it seems to me, it is this which is providing the foundation
for post-Shoah Jewish theology. Let me briefly suggest evidence
for this from three leading Jewish authors who are struggling to
find a path for Jews after Auschwitz: Emil Fackenheim, Elie Wiesel
and Irving Greenberg.

Emil Fackenheim has raised the fundamental question:
Where was God at Auschwitz? Like virtvally all other Jewish
authors on this subject, he rejects the pious traditions of the past
which accounted for misfortune by suggesting that it is punishment
for sins, for the Jews who died in the death camps were overwhelm-
ingly Jews from the most pious and observant communities in
Europe. God cannot be let off that easily. But then where was
God? And how can one continue to be Jewish in the face of God’s
seeming abandonment of his people in the death camps? In
response to these questions, Fackenheim says:

There is a kind of faith which will accept all things and
renounce every protest. There is also a kind of protest which
has despaired of faith. In Judaism there has always been
protest which stays within the sphere of faith. Abraham
remonstrates with God. So do Jeremiah and Job. So does, in
modern times, the Hasidic Rabbi Levi Yitzhak of Berdiczev.
He once interrupted the sacred Yom Kippur service in order
to protest that, whereas kings of flesh and blood protected
their peoples, Israet was unprotected by her King in heaven.
Yet having made his protest he recited the Kaddish, which
begins with these words: "Extolled and hallowed be the name
of God throughout the world...." Can Jewish protest today
remain within the sphere of faith (Fackenheim, 76)?

Elie Wiesel, a most eloquent survivor of Auschwitz, knows the
meaning of this conflict. More than any other author, Wiesel
deserves to be seen as the bearer of the tradition of chutzpa in our
post-Shoah worid. Wiesel tells us: "I remember my Master ... telling
me, ‘Only the Jew knows that he may oppose God as long as he
does so in defense of His creation." To be a Jew "means to serve
God by espousing man’s cause, to plead for man while recognizing
his need of God." Or again, "Judaism teaches man to overcome
despair. What is Jewish history if not an endless quarrel with God?
(Wiesel, 6)." Standing like Job in the dialectical and dialogical
tradition of chutzpa, Wiesel chooses to put God on trial and call
him to account. This is a persistent theme throughout his writings
culminating in his play, The Trial of God. The play, ostensibly about
an incident in the 17th century, is actually based on an experience
he had in the death camps, where he witnessed three rabbis who

"decided one winter evening to indict God for allowing his children
to be massacred.” And when the trial was over and God was found
guilty, the rabbis realized it was time for prayers and so they bowed
their heads to pray (Brown, 154). The dialectical and dialogical
faith of trust and chutzpa is not the fictive invention of post-Shoah
theologians. It is a lived faith, a tradition of faith reaffirmed in the
very bowels of the death camps.

Irving Greenberg, our third theologian, explores the ethical as
well as theological impiications of this tradition. Greenberg takes
issue with Richard Rubenstein’s belief that God died at Auschwitz.
He quotes Rubenstein’s declaration that "Jewish history has writ-
ten the final chapter in the terrible story of the God of History....
the worid will forever remain a place of pain ... and ultimate defeat
(Greenberg, 26)." Greenberg’s response to this is direct: "After the
Shoah, there shouid be no final solutions, not even theological
ones (13)." What Greenberg finds unsatisfactory in Rubenstein’s
response to Shoah is his "definitiveness.” Rubenstein has broken
with the paradoxical dialectic of Jewish existence -- the dialectic of
trust and chuizpa. Rubenstein has abandoned the Talmudic-
Hasidic path of questioning and settled for a definitive answer. He
does not wrestle with the unnamed God of Jacob. For Greenberg
it is not belief in God which has to be abandoned but rather
unquestioning trust and obedience. The ethical implication of the
Holocaust is that one should be skeptical of all movements,
refigious or secular, whether of the left or the right. "Nothing dare
evoke our absolute, unquestioning loyalty, not even our God, for
this leads to possibilities of SS loyalties (38)."

After Auschwitz, Greenberg argues, authentic faith defies the
traditional categories of sacred and secular. It is action not words
which tells us who has experienced the reality of God. Thus Green-
berg argues that during the 1967 war against Israel, it was Sartre
who spoke out against a potential genocide and Pope Paul VIwho
was silent. Thus we must say that it is Sartre, not the Pope, who has
shown himself to be a man of faith, one who has experienced the
reality of God and God’s image in every human being. Or again,
he argues that in Israel today, it is the secular Israelis who represent
authentic faith and not the Orthodox Jews. For it is the secular
Israelis who insist on the admission of all Jews to Israel and not
orthodax Jews, who even after the Shoah, would turn their backs
on some Jews who do not meet their "religious" standards. Here
the final paradax of the tradition of chutzpa reveals itseif. The
tradition that calls God into question is the tradition that calls
human beings into question as weil - in the name of the image of
God in alt creatures. It is the paradox of appealing to God against
God on behalf of God’s creation.

The Sacred, the Secular and the Demonic:

Genocide as Deicide

What went wrong with Christianity during the Shoah? Why
did the majority of Christians, and especially clergy, either actively
or passively support Hitler and his "final solution to the Jewish
problem™? Indeed, not even the famous Barmen declaration of the
Confessing Church raised the issue of the treatment of the Jews.
The leading figure in its formulation, Karl Barth, later wrote: "I
have long felt guilty that I did not make this problem central....
There is no excuse that I did not fight properly for this cause...(Lit-
tell, 46)."

"'Izhe most ironic statistic of the Third Reich ... was that more
Catholic priests and Protestant ministers died in the German army
than were put into concentration camps: from an actuarial point
of view it was safer to oppose Hitler than to support him (Allen,
122)." The greatest shame of the Church was "the tendency for all
church-going Catholics and Protestants to be more anti-Semitic
than were those who no longer attended services regularly (Gor-
don, 260)."



‘What went wrong? Undoubtediy a fuil answer to that ques-
tion would be very complex, but I would suggest that a fundamen-
tal flaw in the dominant model of faith and ethics found within
Christianity plays an essential role. It might be thought that the
Church failed because it substituted the State for Christ as her
Lord. But it is more complicated than that. Virtually from its
beginning, Christian faith came to be defined as requiring (in
varying degrees) obedience to the state as an aspect of obedience
to Christ. Therein, I believe, lies the heart of the problem.

Now faith as a fierce and unquestioning loyalty to the will of
God revealed in Christ could be an ethically powerful force for
good in the world, were the "will of God" understood solely in terms
of "love of neighbor,"” and even "one’s enemies, as oneself. " But
when the message of the Gospel is taken to inciude the theme of
supersession, the myth that gentile Christians replace Jews as
God's chosen, and when it is thought to include the requirement
of obedience to the state, the implications become ominous.

The key scripture which seems to have promoted this ethic of
obedience occurs in Paul’s letter to the Romans, chapter 13: "Let
everyone obey the authorities that are over him, for there is no
authority except from God..." It is this statement that Luther
appeals to in formulating his extreme position in vrging the Ger-
man princes to suppress the peasant revolts of his time. Only God
can establish rulers and only God can remove rulers. It is not
permissible for human beings to revolt, even against a vicious and
unjust ruler. It is this pattern of faith as unquestioning obedience
which prepared Christians for obedience even to Hitler.

Throughout history Jews refused to assimilate and be con-
formed to the world around them. The refusal of the Jew to
assimilate led pagan and Christian alike to a violent rage against
the Jew, because the "otherness" of the Jew was a witness to that
which transcends all religions and cultures, remaining Wholly
Other. God cannot be made the exclusive possession of any cuiture
or religion - not even in the name of Christ. The existence of the
Jew has reminded others that God’s ways are not the same as their
ways. In the world of the Shoah, the existence of the Jew was a
burdening reminder of "faithfulness” which the-Christian con-
science, of those who preached the value of "not being conformed
to the world" while practicing conformity to the world of Nazi
values, was only too happy to have out of sight and out of mind.

In the Nazi period this rage against the Jewish witness to
transcendence escalated to a point of no return. The religious rage
masked itself in the myth of race which made assimilation as a "final
solution" an impossible option. Hence the Nazis turned to
genocide. But make no mistake about it, the rage against the Jew
(whether pagan, Christian or Nazi) is a scarcely disguised rage
against the transcendence of God, the God who cannot be used to
legitimate pagan, Christian or Nazi hegemony, the God who can-
not be owned or used for political and ideological purposes, the
God who is the limit of all conformity to this world. The attempted
genocide of the Jews is a thinly disguised attempt at the deicide
of God, in which the perpetrators have all too typically projected
their own motives onto the victims as a justification for their own
genocidal actions.

Ellul’s Contribution to Post-Shoah Christian Ethics

Jacques Ellul’s theology speaks with unusual relevance to our
situation after Auschwitz. Ellul’s theology stands in sharp contrast
to traditional Christian theology with its myth of supersession and
ethic of obedience -- a theology which shaped the path leading to
Auschwitz. Rather than seeing the -church as-replacing the
synagogue, he sees both as standing in a dialectical relation of
mutually enabling witness through which they share the vocation
to be communities of freedom in a world of determinisms. Ellul is

often accused of focusing on the individual to the exclusion of the
church. But in a rare discussion of ecclesiology in Hope in Time of
Abandonment he holds up the synagogue as the model of apocatyp-
tic hope and urges the church to take the synagogue as the model
for a diaspora presence, a "hidden presence” (the incognito), in a
technological civilization. "Israel,” he says, "is a people centered
entirely on hope, living by that alone.... As the one hoping people
of the world, it is Israel which provides us with the model for this
age... an example of the incognito. In this age of abandonment ... I
think that Christians should take that as a model (Ellul, 290-291)."
Indeed, "if history is looked at closely and without the usual Chris-
tian prejudice, it turns out to have been forged at least as much by
the Jewish incognito as by Christian activism...(Ellul, 297)."
"There is only one political endeavor on which world history now
depends; that is the union of the Church and Israel... These two
communities ... must join forces so that, in effect, this Word of God
might finally be written ... in counterpoint to the technological
history of these times...(Ellul, 305)." Ellul is speaking, he says, not
of an institutional merger but of a conversion of the Church to
hope so as to support Israel "in its long march through the same
night and toward the same kingdom (Ellul, 304)."

And in Prayer and Modern Man, written about the same time,
Ellul furthers spelis out the meaning of Jewish hope as amodel for
Christians. In an age of God's silence and abandonment, he argues,
apocalyptic hope gives one the audacity (i.e., chutzpa) to assault
God, and wrestle with him. Prayer is just this combat with God
"which is a demand that God not keep silence...., a striving with
God, of whom one makes demands, whom one importunes, whom
one attacks constantly, whose silence and absence one would
penetrate at all costs. It is a combat to oblige God to respond, to
reveal himself anew (156)." Such prayer is a "commitment on
behalf of man" which "is decisively bound to the commitment with
God (164)." Such prayer is "the ultimate act of hope" from which
"all further radicalism, of behavior, of styte of life and of action”
comes (167,176).

Elul’s importance for post-Shoah Christian theology is linked
to the fact that he is one of those rare Christian theologians who
has allowed the Jewish experience of faith to speak to him and
teach him. Ellul’s theology echoes the wisdom of Judaism sum-
marized so eloquently by Elie Wiesel: "Only the Jew knows that he
may oppose God as long as he does so in defense of His creation.”
To be a Jew "means to serve God by espousing man’s cause, to
plead for man while recognizing his need of God (Wiesel, 6)."

Ellul’s God is not a "Christian" God but the God of Israel,
which is to say, the God of the whole human race. His God is the
anarchist God of which Irving Greenberg speaks as the God who
invites the contestation of all authority, sacred and secular, includ-
ing his own, in defense of his creation. The difference between God
(The Holy) and the idol (whether sacred or secular), is that idols
will tolerate no dissent. There is a link between Ellul’s ethic of
audacity (apocalyptic hope) and anarchism, and his universal com-
passion manifest in his belief in universal salvation. His God is the
God of the whole human race, of all those who are different and
not just of those who are the same, the God who reveals his
transcendence through the otherness of the stranger and the alien.

From Auschwitz to Hiroshima:

The Demonic Autonomy of Technique
The path to Auschwitz and its consequences represent a
severe challenge to the religious traditions of the West. To Chris-
tians, because of the complicity of Christianity in that anti-Judaic
path renders its theological and ethical categories morally suspect.
To Jews, because their victim status presses faith in the God of
history and faith in human beings to the breaking point. But the



path to Auschwitz, and from Auschwitz to Hiroshima, represents
a challenge, equally severe, to the scientific and technical secular
culture of the Enlightenment. We do not seem to have fared any
better under a secular ethic than we did under a religious one.
Indeed we have fared worse; genocide it seems is 8 unique product
of the modern "secular” world and its "technically competent
barbarians.” As Franklin Littell has put it:
The same kind of "educated" technicians built Auschwitz and
the antipersonnel weapons used in Vietnam.... The techni-
cally competent barbarian is availabie to the highest bidder,
be he communist or fascist or feudal despot or republican.
The common mistake is to suppose this is solely a result of
his avarice or unbridied ambition; it is aided and abetted by
a system of education that has trained him to think in ways
that eliminate questions of uitimate responsibility. Having
eliminated God as an hypothesis, he exercises godlike powers
with pride rather than with fear and trembling. Unaware of
himself as a person, finite and imperfect, he becomes, year
by year, less a mechanic and more a machine — a machine
which is still able to perform some complex services that are
yet beyond the capacity of even the most advanced com-
puters.... The world of techne largely ignores the past in its
devotion to present tasks.... And the problems themseives
are defined by an intellectual discourse that rules out the
mysterious and transcendent.... The definitions often lack
aesthetic and spiritual quality and ... the solutions are often
morally outrageous --all of this was programmed in from the
start.... as a child of the Enlightenment (Littell, 13-15).

Auschwitz is the symbol of a demonic period in modern
Western civilization in which the religious, politicat and technologi-
cal developments converged to create a society whose primary
purpose was the most efficient organization of an entire society for
the purpose of exterminating all persons who were regarded as
aliens and strangers to that society - especially the Jews.

Although they stand side by side as apocalyptic events unique
to the modern period, Auschwitz and Hiroshima cannot be
equated as historical events. Hiroshima parallels Auschwitz only
in its consequences, not in its human intentionality. Auschwitz
expresses the linkage of the technological mythos to the intention-
ally demonic ethnocentric tribalism of the Nazis. Hiroshima repre-
sents the haiting of a similar linkage of technology and demonic
tribalism among the Japanese by a country, the United States,
which for all its weaknesses was built on a tradition of welcoming
all the tribes of the earth. Hiroshima stands as a warning, remind-
ing us that if the Nazis or Japanese had had the bomb, demonic
tribalism and genocide would have won the day and that victory
would have meant the total destruction of the earth and all its
tribes. :

There is more to the link between Auschwitz and Hiroshima
than sheer contemporaneity. This has become clear tome as I have
studied the Post-Holocaust Jewish theologians. Again and again,
in the same breath with "Auschwitz" the name "Hiroshima" keeps
coming up. The link between Auschwitz and Hiroshima turns out
to be an inner link demanded by the analysis of those who were,
directly or indirectly, the victims of the Shoah. It is as if those who
know something of the "desolation" of Auschwitz recognize that in
some sense they have a kinship with those who know the "desola-
tion" of Hiroshima. But also, more than once I have encountered
an awareness of a logical as well as psychological link between the
two --a link identified as the progressive unfolding of a technologi-
cal civilization which no longer holds anything sacred, not even
human life — nothing that is except the technical imperative: If it

_can be done it must be done. The death camps were technically
feasible and they came to pass. The atom bomb was technically

feasible and it came to pass. A final, total apocalyptic puciear -
annihilation of the earth is technically feasible .... ‘
By comparison with the bomb, technical power at Auschwitz

- was still relatively inefficient and limited in scope and so capable of

being demonically directed at targeted populations, such as Jews
and Gypsies. But with the coming of the bomb, technical power
burst the bounds of all limitations and has become complietely
autonomous, it has outstripped human intentionality. Ifthereisa
next time after Hiroshima and Nagasaki, it will not matter who the
good guys and who the bad guys are. The threat of apocalypse
which erupted at Auschwitz is no longer limited to the West.
Hiroshima symbolizes the globalization of the demonic.

The movement from Auschwitz to Hiroshima is psychologi-
cal, logical and finally mythological. For Auschwitz and Hiroshima
have assumed the mythologicaistatus of sacred eventswhich orient
human consciousness. They have become trans-historical and
trans-cultural events which are shaping a public consciousness of
our common humanity. The horrifying irony of this is that they are
not manifestations of the divine but of the demonic and the com-
mon awareness they are creating is one structured by dread.

On July 16th 1945 at 5:30 a.m. the first atomic bomb exploded
at a New Mexican desert site named Trinity. It lit up the sky
“infinitely brighter than the sun" and one reporter thought of the
Biblical phrase -"Let there be light.” It was a *religious” responsc
to the awesomeness of a new kind of power. But this experience of
the "sacred" was no life giving experience. It was J. Robert Oppen-
heimer, the scientist who orchestrated the "Manhattan Project,"
who captured its meaning most accurately. He remembered the
fine from the Bhagavad Gita, spoken by Krishna/Vishnu: "Now 1
Am Become Death, the Destroyer of Worlds." The technological
utopianism of the secular city, aptly symbolized by "The Manhattan
Project” revealed itself at Trinity to be headed toward an apocalyp-
tic and suicidal destiny. The sacred power of the technological
reality was unieashed in a "cloud of smoke and a pillar of fire" and
the division of history into a new before and after, which began at
Auschwitz, found its completion in the movement from Trinity to
Hiroshima. On August 6th 1945 at 8:16 a.m., the bomb exploded
over Hiroshima and the millennium of utopia, the millennium
which gave rise to science, technology and the "myth of progress,"
came to a premature apocalyptic end.

It is as if in a moment of inverse enlightenment or revelation,
the religious symbois of East and West clashed and exploded within
the psyche of J. Robert Oppenheimer and he grasped the demonic
inversion of the sacred. The symbolism of the Buddha’s Enlighten-
ment, the Biblical Exodus and the Resurrection have undergone a
demonic inversion. "Trinity" no longer names the God of life but
the place where planetary death was born. Now when a command-
ing voice is heard from a burning fire it speaks not the language of
being - I Am Who Am - but the language of not-being - 1 Am
Become Death. Likewise, when the hibakusha (literally "explosion
affected person”) or survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki speak of
themselves as mugamuchu, meaning "without self, without center,"
they speak not of the humanizing experience of liberation (no-self)
which comes with Buddhist enlightenment but the experience of
total "desolation” which comes with total immersion in the
kingdom of death of which the survivors of Auschwitz, during the
Shoah (i.€., time of desolation), were the first to speak.

The task of theology in our time, as Arthur Cohen suggested
in his book The Tremendum, is to excavate the abyss of the demonic
and build a bridge of transcendence over it. That bridge, I am
convinced, must be built on an ethic of audacity on behalf of the
alien and the stranger. We need a common ethic to unite us as a
global human community, one which can carry us beyond our
common dread. Perhaps excavating the abyss will motivate us to
build a bridge, one built by passing over-the abyss and into other

7



religions and cultures in order to come back with new insight into
ourselves and our own culture.

Beyond Auschwitz and Hiroshima:
Welcoming the Stranger

Insuch a context the dialogue between Christians and Jews in
response to Auschwitz ieads to the inclusion of Buddhists, as
inevitably as Auschwitz leads to Hiroshima. For Buddhism is not
only native to Hiroshima but also the other great tradition bound
by an ethic of welcoming the stranger — i.. the "outcaste.”" I am
convinced that the movement from Auschwitz to Hiroshima
provides a prophetic warning of what the future holds if we fail to
create a cross-cultural public order which can find unity-in-diver-
sity. The apocalyptic threat of our time is that we shall be swallowed
up in the abyss of the demonic. Our utopian hope lies in passing
over and coming back — in creating that new world where strangers
are welcome and where bonds of cross-cultural understanding
could alter our relation to the technical order and at the same time
make total destruction of "the other" unthinkable. I believe such a
world is possible, based on a new social ethic which can be struc-
tured cooperatively by Jews, Christians, Buddhists and other
("secular”) a-theists - one which can have a transformative impact
on the rest of the world.

After Auschwitz and Hiroshima, I am convinced, we need a
new style of theology and ethics. We need a "decentered" or
"alienated theology." Alienated theology, is theology done "as if"
one were a stranger to one’s own tradition. It is my conviction that
alienated theology is the appropriate mode for theology in an
emerging world civilization -- a civilization tottering in the balance
between apocalypse and utopia. There are two ways to enter world
history, according to the contemporary author, John Dunne, - you
can be dragged in by way of world war or you can walk in by way
of mutual understanding. By the first path global civilization emer-
ges as a totalitarian project of dominance which risks a total atomic
apocalypse. By the second path we prevent the first, creating global
civilization through an expansion of our understanding of what it
means to be human which occurs, as Dunne suggests, when we pass
over to another’s religion and culture and come back with new
insight into our own {Dunne, ix-xiii).

Gandhi is an example - passing over to the Sermon on the
Mount and coming back to the Hindu Gifa to gain new insight into
it as a scripture of non-violence. Gandhi never considered becom-
ing a Christian but his Hinduism was radically altered by his
encounter with Christianity. One could say the same (inverting the
directions) for Martin Luther King Jr., who was deeply influenced
by Gandhi's understanding of non-violent resistance in the Gita.
When we pass over (whether through travel, friendship or dis-
ciplined imagination) we become "strangers in a strange land" as
well as strangers to ourselves —- seeing ourselves through the eyes
of another. Assuming the perspective of a stranger is an occasion
for insight and the sharing of insight. Such cross-cuitural interac-
tions build bridges of understanding and action between persons
and cultures which make cooperation possible and conquest un-
necessary. "Passing over” short circuits apocalyptic confrontation
and inaugurates utopian new beginnings — new beginnings for the
"post-modern” world of the coming 3rd millennium. Gandhi and
King are symbols of a possible style for a post-modern alienated
theology.

To be an alien is to be a stranger. To be alienated is to be a
stranger to oneself. We live in a world of ideological conflict in
which far too many individuals (whether theists or a-theists) prac-
tice a "centered theology" in which they are too sure who they are
and what they must do. Such a world has far too many answers and
not nearly enough questions and self-questioning. A world divided
by its answers is headed for an inevitable apocalyptic destiny. But
when we are willing to become strangers to ourselves (or when we
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unwillingly become s0), new possibilities open up where before
everything was closed and hopeless. My own conviction is that the
kairos of our time is one which calls forth the badly neglected ethic
of "welcoming the stranger” which underlies the biblical tradition
and analogously "welcoming the outcaste” which' underlies the
Buddhist tradition. It is this care for the stranger and the outcaste
which provides the critical norm or test of authentic transcendence
as self-transcendence.

Centered theologies, whether sacred or secular, theist or
a-theist, are ethnocentric theologies which can only tolerate the
alien or other, if at all, as a potential candidate for conversion to
sameness. Centered theologies are exercises in narcissism which
inevitably lead down apocalyptic paths like those that led to
Auschwitz and Hiroshima. Why? Because such theologies,
whether civil or religious, sacred or secular, cannot permit there to
be others in the world whose way of being might, by sheer contrast,
cause self-doubt and self-questioning.

Alienated theology, however, understands doubt and self-
questioning as the essence of transcendence and therefore under-
stands that only a faith which requires one to welcome the alien or
stranger is truly a utopian faith open to transcendence. According
to the Genesis story of the Tower of Babel (Genesis 11:1-9), human
beings sought to grasp transcendence through the ideology of a
single language and a common technological project - building a
tower to heaven. But God upset their efforts by confusing their
tongues, so that they could not understand each other. They
became strangers to one another and so could not compiete their
task. The popular interpretation of this story is that the confusion
of tongues was a curse and a punishment for the human sin of
pride. But I am convinced that is a serious misunderstanding of its
meaning. I would suggest, rather, that human beings
misunderstood where transcendence jay and God simply
redirected them to the true experience of transcendence which can
only occur when there are strangers to be welcomed into our lives.

To put it in terms closest to home for myself, as a Christian
who seeks to comes to grips with Auschwitz in the light the history
of Christian anti-Judaism, I cannot be a Christian except as I am
prepared to welcome Jews into my life, understanding that the very
attempt to convert them would be to destroy the authenticity of
my own faith by robbing me of the chance to welcome the stranger
(the one who is different from me and a permanent witness to the
Wholly Other in my life) who is given to me as an invitation to
transcendence. For the literal meaning of "transcendence” is "to go
beyond" - to go beyond my ego-centered, ethno-centered, religio-
centered world to embrace that utopian world glimpsed at Pen-
tecost, where each spoke in his or her own language and yet each
is understood by all (Acts 2:1-13). The tragedy of human existence
revealed by Auschwitz and Hiroshima, is that we continue to
misread our situation. Given the opportunity for transcendence,
the opportunity to be carried beyond ourselves into a new global
human community, we continue o insist on a "technological solu-
tion,"a MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) solution which at best
leads to a global stalemate between cultures and at worst to an
attempt at global conquest. In either case we place oursetves under
the dark and threatening cloud of an atomic apocalypse which such
a path must inevitably bring.

To speak personally as one living in an age of alienation, 1 used
to think that the experience of alienation was a problem inneed of
resolution. I have come to sce it rather as a promising opportunity,
for when we have become strangers to ourselves we experience a
new vuinerability and a new openness to the other - other persons,
other ideas, other cultures and ways of life. To the degree that the
secularization which accompanies technological civilization
alienates us from our "sacred" traditions, it presents us with utopian
possibilities. It also presents us with apocalyptic dangers. The



greatest danger created by alienation seems to be that we shall get
lost in asea of relativism, of assuming one way is as good as another.
That is just as destructive as those centered theologies which
assume there is only one way. It is my conviction, however, that

there is a path in between these extremes of reiativism-and ab- -

solutism and that is the way of passing over and coming back. This
path reveals that some ways are better than others. Those ways are
marked by an openness to doubt and self-questioning and a
genuine compassion for the other which leads to an ethic of audacity
(chutzpa) on behalf of the alien and the stranger, These are authen-
tic signs of encounter with the Holy.
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From the Editor (continued)

Moving on, thanks to Carl Mitcham and Jim Grote we again
have a bibliography of new materials relevant to our interest in

- theology in a technotogicat civilization.

Finally, I visited Jacques Ellul in Bordeaux in July. I had
thought that I might publish my interview with him in this issue but
it didn’t turn out that way for two reasons. First, we only had an
hour for the format interview and I found myself using much of it
to explore issues that were of more personal rather than public
interest. Second, even though some of the interview would be of
general interest, I have been working against the clock to finish my
book and simply have not had the time to transcribe and edit the
interview. :

There was however, for me, one especially surprising develop-
ment in my encounter with Ellul. Practically the first thing Ellul said
to me when we were first introduced was that he thought Gabriel
Vahanian was the most important theologian writing in France
today. Since I did my dissertation on Ellul under Vahanian, I was
naturally most pleased to hear this. Nevertheless, I thought per-
haps he was just being polite. But then at the conclusion of the
major address which Ellul gave to the Society for the Philosophy
of Technology conference on Democracy and Technology, after a
somewhat pessimistic (as usual) assessment of prospects for the
future he concluded by saying that the only hope for the future lay
in the direction of "Utopianism" in the scnse that "my good friend
Gabriel Vahanian uses that term." Given that Ellul has consistently
spoken disparagingly of "utopianism,” this came as a considerable
surprise. Since my own book on Ellul was an attempt to reconcile
Ellul's apocalypticism with Vahanian’s utopianism as reflected in
his book God and Utopia: The Church in a Technological Civiliza-
tion, 1 found this especially gratifying. When I asked him about this
"change" after the speech, he said that for a long time he resisted
‘Vahanian’s utopian approach, but gradually he became convinced
by it.

All of this is by way of introducing the focus for the next issue.
A new book by Vahanian has just been published in France, Dieu
anonyme, ou la peur des mots [God Anonymous, or words not meant
to be feared) (Desclée de Brouwer, Paris, 1989). Vahanian has
agreed to furnish an essay based on this book for the June issue of
the Forum. He has sent me the following paragraph summarizing
the book’s theme:

In the biblical tradition, faith consists in changing the world
rather than changing worlds. From the Garden of Eden to
the New Jerusalem its outlook is thoroughly utopian and
therefore in order for the world to become the theater of
God's glory it must be hallowed. But "hallowing " ... must not
be confused with any tendency to "sacralize” past achieve-
ments through which God is located here or there. Being
neither this or that, God is word. God is language, even that
language of which the human is an instrument. True, this
verbal character of the human reality is best underlined by
technology, but only because the human is the instrument
of technology and not the other way around. The human is
accordingly the condition of God, so human that God needs
no other name than any name through which the human in
Christ, the human itself, comes into its own. Not that the
human is now the measure of all things. In the biblical
tradition, not even God is the measure of all things. For there
is no other measure of all things but the Christ in whom God,
being a God who speaks ... being a God who is all in all, is
God anonymous.



On Christians, Jews and the Law

By Katharine Temple

This article has been extracted from a longer essay written for the feast
of Epiphany in the January-February 1988 issue of The Catholic Worker .

ore and more, I am distressed to encounter Christian

teachers who, wittingly or unwittingly, seek to distance us
from Judaism. For example I read articles in journals meant for
people attracted to "peace and justice” concerns, claiming that
Jesus did away with Mosaic Law in favor of something superior,
namely, love; that He founded a new religion on a moral rather
than an institutional basis; that, in cleansing the Temple, He
wanted to abolish completely the purity laws; that He rescued us
from patriarchal (and other) oppression in Jewish law; or that civil
disobedience is rooted in Jesus’ contempt for the same divine
revelation, the Law of Moses. Apart from conjuring up the long,
dark shadows of Christian anti-Semitism, this quick dismissal of the
Law acts to deny the truth of Christianity as being grafted ontothe
rich root of the olive tree of Israel (Romans 11). As a people so
grafted, Hebrew Scriptures are truly for Christians a thorough-
going revelation of grace. (Saying so is not new, for the Church has
always promuigated this as doctrine, although not always with
clarity and conviction.) And at the heart of the Hebrew Bible -- for
Moses and all the other prophets and sages, and for the whole
Jewish tradition, including Jesus of Nazareth - lies the Law.

Part of the difficulty, leaving aside anti-Semitism, seems to lie
in the very word "law" as the translation for the Hebrew word
Torah. For Christians, "law" brings with it images of dry legalism,
devoid of mercy and compassion or freedom. In the matter of
Biblical Law, however, these are misguided prejudices. Jews know
the Torah given to Moses at Sinai to be God’s gift to draw the
people’s lives into the fuliness of His. Pinchas Lapide, an orthodox
Jewish theologian who devotes much time to teaching Christians
about the Bible, has written: "For Jews, the Torah is a gift of grace
which flows from the love of God. Accordingly, to believe or not to
believe is the free choice of every individual. Certainly faithfulness
to the Torah rests solely and completely on emunah — absolute,
unquestioning trust in God which summons us to work as co-
workers with God in the task of improving the world" (from Paul,
Rabbi and Apostle). A single citation may well not convince Chris-
tians who are used to thinking of the Law as harsh and picayune
and not needed for us. Nevertheless, the more one learns about
Torah (or halacha, the way to walk, another Hebrew word for the
Law) from those who embrace it, the less desire there is to scorn
it.

Christian scholars could gain so much from the whole history
of Jewish learning about Torah, but unfortunately, in many circles,
its importance continues to be diminished. We are taught to read
the Exodus story without following it through to Sinai, or to revere
the prophets without heeding their call to return to the Law, or to
study the New Testament in isolation from the Old Testament. It
is little wonder that we find it hard to associate Jesus with His
People, either historically or theologically.

When we do come to the New Testament, many people
suggest that Jesus kept the Law when convenient, but broke it to
"do his own thing" whenever it did not suit His higher purposes. I
remember a paper given at a Jewish-Christian colloquium. discuss-
ing examples of the times Jesus supposedly broke the Law, and
why. The intriguing part, for me , came when those examples were
challenged -- by the Jewish participants — not because of differen-
ces between Judaism and Christianity, but because of the lack of
comprehension shown about the content of the Law. They claimed
that none of the episodes under scrutiny undermined a view of
Jesus as an observant Jew. Why should Christians find this con-
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clusion surprising or unsettling? After all, St. Luke tells us that as
a young man Jesus sat listening to the teachers and asking them
questions, and amazed everyone with His understanding and
answers (2:46-47). That is, He knew and lived by Torah. From his
detailed studies, Clemens Thoma, a noted Christian scholar, con-

- cludes: "Jesus, the so-called sovereign transgressor of the Law,

does not exist! ... He certainly did not practice a narrow-minded
interpretation of it, but He also opposed all excesses. He wanted
the Law to be understood in its most profound meaning and in its
original context” (from A Christian Theology of Judaism). Or, if we
prefer to speak of the Christ of faith, why would the Word of God
at Creation and at Sinai break His own commandments?

St. Paul, the Apostle to the Gentiles, is the one who tells us
how we are to be joined with the root of Israel, and yet he is
notoriously perplexing ... and has been presented as the great
rejecter of the Law. In fact, many Christians, who otherwise have
littie use for him, rejoice in the thought that St. Paul announced
the abolition of the Law. How could it be, though , that this
Pharisee and student of the famous Gamaliel slighted the Law the
way we do? Do we know what Jewish sources understood about
the Messianic Times and what would happen to Mosaic Law then?
Or how he read his Hebrew Bibie and the rabbinic commentators?
Once more, Pinchas Lapide can heip shed some light.

"When Paul says that neither Jew nor Gentile can achieve
salvation by fulfilling the commandments or performing the deeds
of Torah, he is kicking doors that are already open to all Biblicaily
knowledgeabie Jews. It was self-evident to all masters of the Tal-
mud [the authoritative Jewish interpretation] that salvation or
participation in the coming world, as it is called in Hebrew, could
be attained only through God’s gracious love."

*If, in addition, we note that this same Paul includes
nomothesia, ‘the giving of the Law,’ among the gracious gifts of
God that belong to Israel even after Easter; that the word telos can
mean ‘goal.’ ‘conclusion,’ ‘completion,’ ‘fulfiliment,’ or even the
“final part’ of a thing, not just ‘end’; that the apostle twice indicates
that Jesus lived in accordance with the Law throughout his earthly
life (Rom. 15:8 and Gal. 4:4); that Paul prescribes a new halacha
for his young congregations, containing dozens of statutes, regula-
tions, prohibitions and requirements, some of which seem to be
even stricter than the unascetic ordinances of orthodox rabbis --
then it is no longer possible to continue talking about the so-cailed
Pauline termination of the Law or its validity."

If such areading of St Paul is possible for aJew who has every
reason to suspect the Church, and for whom Christianity is a heresy
unnecessary for the vitality of Judaism, can we not explore with him
the possibilities for ending the ignorance and distrust that keeps us
from our roots?

As may be gathered from these quotes from Pinchas Lapide
and Clemens Thoma, there exist good historical studies to help us
begin again and which can serve tocounter our stereotypes. Asthey
also show us, however, the question of our roots, our source in the
Bible, our salvation coming from the Jews, is not merely an histori- -
cal study. Beyond looking to the past, we also must recognize why
certain books have been preserved as Scripture to reveal to us now
the living Word of God.

All these questions arise when we read passages about Jesus
and the Pharisees. First of all, it is impossibie for us to understand
these texts without knowing something about the historical group

Continued on page 11
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Jacques Ellul, Le bluff technologique [The Technologi-
cal Bluff]. Paris: Hachette, 1988
Reviewed by Gabriel Vahanian, Universtiy of Strasbourg
Transiated by Charles L. Creegan
This review is reprinted with permission from laz Revue
d’histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses 68 (1988) 4, p. 510-511.
othing irritates Jacques Ellul so much as being taken for
someone "opposed" to technique, by detractors and admirers
alike. He repeatedly shows that one cannot be opposed to techni-
que any more than to avalanches, but nobody - or almost nobody
-- pays any attention. Though many arguments could be given in
his defense, I will mention two, which are the most important for
an understanding of this last work and the numerous other writings
he has given over to this subject.

The first argument begins from the simple fact that Eilul, who
certainly does not esteem technique too highly, is careful not to
underestimate it. On the contrary, I wouild say that he overes-
timates it and moreover that he is well aware of this. Clearly he
sees in technique a sort of bogey man, though he is wont to
complain that it only succeeds as a scarecrow. But we are rather
more fallen than the birds, particularly as we ptay sorcerer’s appren-
tice. In our hands technique inevitably slips its chains—or is it that
we simply conspire to charge our own slips to its account? And
when we foot a bill far too large for our human purses, we are not
only the victims of an enormous bluff, but worse, its willing victims.
Of course, we cover ourseives by a technicality: we abdicate. It is
this abdication which Eflul exposes in Le bluff technologique, a
volume which will no doubt be seen to form a trilogy with The
Technological Society (La technigue, 1954) and The Technological
System (Le systeme technicien, 1975). These titles illustrate a
semantic glissade, which did not happen by chance. We are bluffed,
not by technique, but by the system which we erect upon it—using
technique to enthrall ourseives rather than to help us toward
self-evaluation. But Ellul tells us that all technical progress has its
cost, and furthermore that technique does not bluff. So it is we who
must bear this cost, at the price of being—-along with technique?--
the objects of one of the most enormous bluffs, the technological
bluff: "that is, the gigantic bluff of a discourse on techniques [my
emphasis—-G. V] in which we are caught up, which continually
causes us to take hawks for handsaws and, what is worse, to modify
our stance toward our own techniques.” For after all what isa man,
if not that by which we escape from technique? Evena technologi-
cal society has in it a bit of social vision which escapes the embrace
of its techniques--unless it is taken in, and resigns itself, under the
fallacious pretext that because one is not opposed to technique, one
must believe the slogan "it can do anything," and thus one must
blindly let it do whatever it can.

‘We again owe thanks to Jacques Ellul for crossing the "t’s" and
dotting the" i’s.” It is not against technique that we must work, but
against the discourse into which we force it beyond measure and
beyond reason. Eliul takes up this task with a will. One after
another, he masterfully dismantles all those technological challen-
ges with which we have been ceasclessly plied and with which we
are still being tempted, though in fact even the technological fairy
has lost her way-if she is not making us jose our heads! He
addresses four issues, which all participate in the growing uncer-
tainty about the effects of aninvasive, unassimilated technique: the
ambivalence of technical progress; the unpredictable nature of
development; the vicious circle constituted by technique and its
insidious influence on politics and science or the economy; and

finally the contradictions inherent in the system itself. The upshot,
aside from spiritual impoverishment, is a marginalization ap-
proaching abrogation of culture. Without flinching, Ellul writes:
"a technological culture is impossible.” He believes that "culture is
necessarily humanistic or it does not exist,” and deciares categori-
cally that "no bridge between the two is possible."

Then are we irremediably condemned--irrecoverable? One
would never guess Ellul's reply. It is a firm no! He is categorical,
though his hope rests only on the fact that in the last analysis, "the
gigantic bluff is self-contradictory” and "has nothing to do with the
fact that technique yields very satisfying and useful fruits, as I have
never denied." And I call attention to the fact that the emphasis is
Ellul’s: he brings me to the second of the reasons which I invoked
above against those who unfairly accuse him of being opposed to
technique. He will pardon me for expressing it in the well-known
formuta:

A man more Utopian than Ellul has never been born!*

* The last line is an idiomatic translation. A literal translation
of the French would read: "More Utopian than Ellul, you die.”

** The Technological Bluff is scheduled to be published in
English by Eerdmans s before the end of 1990.

On Christians, Jews and the Law (cont.)

of people known as "the Pharisees.” One of the best essays is "The
Pharisees” by Leo Baeck (the chief rabbi in Germany during Worid
War II). According to him, they were the reformers, the "progres-
sives" who brought the Law to the people, who made possible their
survival after the destruction of the Temple, and who founded
Judaism as it is practiced today. From this perspective, many
historians think the rabbi Jesus was Himself a Pharisee and the
confrontations were inter-Pharisee debates. This portrayal is a far
cry from the "pharisaical” self-righteous hypocrite that has been
handed down to us. The Jewish tradition of the Pharisees seems
quite unknown to the many preachers who erroneously contrast
“their” religion of hang-ups, petty parochialism, bigotry and
legalism, with "ours" of trust, universalism, love and authentic faith.
Unbiased historical studies can help influence the way we reckon
with what Jesus was saying.

It would still be too easy, though, to keep the Pharisees as
historical figures, unrelated to us, to make the Pharisees into our
scapegoat, just as we have treated the whole Jewish people who
have followed in the Pharisees’ footsteps. This is not to dull the fact
that these are judgment passages, but to suggest that revelation,
uniike history, is spoken to us and not about other people in
faraway places. In other words, "the hard sayings of Jesus" fall on
us. The verses themselves ask for this kind of reading for most of
the Pharisee conversations begin with "You."” Our tendency to shift
away from ourselves to "them" is really the attempt to reject Jesus
as our Lord by removing ourselves from His presence, and putting
the blame elsewhere....
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Forum Response

Vernard Eller’'s Response to Katharine Temple

I was not particularly disconcerted by Katharine Temple’s disap-
pointment over my book -- especially since Ellul himself and
many other top reviewers have given it much more favorable
notice. However, Temple’s review may provide me opportunity to
clarify some matters.

I propose that Temple has misread the significance of the fact
that Ellul’s book bears the name Ellul, while mine bears the name
Eller. The similarity of name is not meant to suggest a similar
quality of mind and work. Quite the contrary, my name is different
from his to keep it clear that my work represents an order of
intellect and scholarship entirely other than his.

I never ever, for one moment, have scen myself as an intel-
lectual peer, colleague, or competitor with Jacques Ellul. I don’t
even see myseif as an Ellul scholar, someone equipped to meet him
on his own level in the way of analysis, critique, and the citing of
other authorities pro and con. No, my way is simply to read Ellu’s
books (usually only once), let whatever ideas adhere adhere, and
then also let them resurface and be put to use as they will. I have
not researched and claim no "command” of his literature that
enables me to cite chapter and verse on one point or another. I
have no technical expertise in any of Ellul’s fields — have made no
effort to keep up with, let alone make scholarly contributions to,
Ellulian studies at large.

My one advantage, a gift most precious to me, is perhaps that,
from the word Go (which was apparently Ellul’s Christian Century
article of June 1968) I have heard Ellul speaking on the same
wavelength to which I was aiready attuned by virtue of my biblical
commitment and "sect-type" church background. So, whenever I
have difficulty understanding Eliul’s "words," I simply read his mind
-- and usually come off understanding him better than his scholarly
proficients do. I am of the firm conviction that Ellul’s "simple faith"
is much more of the essence than is his "scholarly éxpertise.” And
I intend to stay plugged into Ellul on the end at which I started and
where I have found so much satisfaction for more than twentyyears
1IOW.
I reaily believe that the burden of Tempie’s complaint against
me is that I wrote my type of book (biblical theology for the lay
reader) rather than hers (technical stratospherics for the
academician). Mine nowhere purports to be that of an Ellul scholar
addressing other Ellul scholars like herself. No, the greatest satis-
faction I feel about my book is that it introduces the thought of
such thinkers as Ellul, Barth, Bonhoeffer, the Blumbardts,
Kierkegaard (plus Hengle, Bornkamm, Kee, and others) to a lay
audience that would never consider itself competent to tackle such
scholars through their own scholarly writings. If I have a contribu-
tion to make to the cause of Jacques Ellul, it will not be through
the medium of technical papers; it will be in opening his thought
to Christian laypeople, those in best position for profiting from it.
[As a convenience, I shall hereafter identify the above named
thinkers as "my people.”]

‘What I most wish Temple (and other reviewers like her) wouid
have been willing to recognize is that basically my book, from start
to finish, is biblical exposition. I don’t think there is a spot in the
book where the reader can be more than a few pages away from
biblical exposition. The essential use to which I put each and every
one of "my people” is as biblical exegetes, nothing more -- not
ethical theorists, not political scientists, not speculative
theologians, none of that. Most pointedly put, the thesis of my book
is that the concept of Christian Anarchy can be derived (and must
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be derived) solely from the biblical faith. And this has the effect of
making it accessible to any Bible-believing Christian, quite apart
from inteliectual attainment or technical expertise.

Consequently, the history and analysis of anarchical theory
(which Temple demands of me) is quite beside the point. The
survey of current ethical theory (implied in the demand to include
Yoder and Hauerwas) would actually confuse and lose me my-
audience. The suggestion that I must show myseif a scholarly
expert in these professional fields before being allowed to speak
about Christian Anarchy -- strikes me as the worst sort of intellec-
tual elitism.

Consequently, too, a study of the "Christianity," of Christen-
dom -- which is far from the same thing as biblical Christianity [sce
Ellul’'s The Subversion of Christianity] -- that "Christianity" is quite
beside the point and would, again, completely sidetrack my book.

It was this finding of Christian Anarchy in practice all over the
place that I understand Temple to have been after by fauiting me
for not naming William Stringfeflow (Episcopalian) or Dorothy
Day (Roman Catholic) among the blessed -- and for dismissing
"whole traditions" out of hand. In the first place, I never did set out
to list "the blessed"; I set out to find noted Christian thinkers who
have left us major deposits of authoritative biblical exposition that
point toward a concept of Christian Anarchy. I respect all four of
Temple’s people (Stringfellow, Day, Yoder and Hauerwas) and
know a couple of them personaily. I doubt that there is one of them
who would agree that their work in biblical theology puts them in
the league of Eilul, Bonhoeffer, Barth, and Kierkegaard. And as
todismissing whole traditions, why does Temple pick on me for that
one? Ellul (let along Barth and Kierkegaard) has done that much
more thoroughly than I ever could.

There is much more to which I perhaps ought to give answer;
but I wiil be content to address the one charge of my making tax
resisters my main target - while she knows a number of taxresisters
who are truly nice people.

Again, that is completely beside the point. Temple refuses to
recognize that every single time I talk about tax resistance I am
doing biblical exegesis (either doing an exegesis of my own or
sharing one from the expert exegetes of "my peopie"). And the
reason the tax question comes up time and again is because (as
best I can discover) the tax passages are the sole representation of
the New Testament speaking specifically to the basic issues of
revotutionary protest and civil disobedience.

Yet I never express anything less than good opinions of the

‘moral character of tax resisters I have known. My one charge is that

the biblical counsel is against their position rather than supportive
of it. If T am wrong, my error could be rebutted without any anger
or ill wilt form either side. All that is wanted or needed isareputable
biblical exposition that supports tax resistance. Yet the fact is that
I have caught plenty of flak like Temple’s — while, no more than
she does, has anyone else shown a willingness to dispute the matter
biblically.

As [ say, I can take Temple’s review without too much con-
sternation, knowing that Jacques Ellul, some Ellul scholars, and
other expert reviewers read mine as a book quite different from
the one she apparently read. I do think it important for readers of
Ellul Studies to know that Temple’s is very far from being the
unanimous opinion of my book.



Michael Bauman’s Response to Jacques Ellul

egarding Professor Ellul’s objections to my review (My num-

rs correspond to his.):

1. Ellul is wrong. I did not accuse him of saying that Christians
ought to feel guilty abut what Marxist critics allege concerning
Christianity or Christians. As a politically conservative, free-market
Christian, I denied that we Christians ought to feel Socialist-in-
spired guilt because the Socialist criticisms directed at us are
radically flawed. I said so as a preface both to my compiaints about
what Ellul does say and to some of the criticism Socialists have
made with which he agrees.

2. While rehearsing the Communist critique, of Christian
practice, Elful occasionally (and, I think, rightly) registers his dis-
sent, as, for example, he does when he notes the manipulative way
Communists side with the poor. He does not do so, however, when
addressing the issue of justice. The communist critique writes
Ellul, "was obviously based on justice. In every respect our society
is unjust for both individuals and groups. It produces inequality on
all levels: inequality of opportunity, income, power, cuiture” (p. 6).
Quite clearly, these words indicate that inequality is an injustice
and (conversely) that justice entails equality, things Ellul says he
never wrote.

3.1 did not “accuse” Ellul of saying that Communists are on
the side of the poor: I quoted him. Further, contrary to Ellul's
assertion that he does not say that Communists help the poor, he
himself writes that "they accomplish what Christianity preaches
but fails to practice” (emphasis added, p. 6).

4, Ellul objects that the accusation that our "unjust society is
the result of twenty centuries of Christianity" is one concerning
which he "wrote clearly that this is the accusation hurled at Chris-
tianity by Communists and that if many ceased to be Christians it
is because this argument was accepted." He most certainly did not.
In the passage in question (pp. 5-6), Ellul is speaking about why
many have become Marxist Christians. He nowhere mentions
either the possibility or the actuality of their ceasing to be Chris-
tians, for this reason or for any other. (Nor does he pause here to
distance himself from this Marxist challenge.)

5. Despite Ellul’s opposite assertion, I am well aware of "the
clever tactics and grand strategy of Lenin." Unlike Ellul, however,
I do not believe that Lenin’s means are compatible with Lenin’s
goals or couid ever lead to them. I hold the same view of all
Communist regimes. Five-year plans, Gulags, iron curtains,
military expansionism, cuitural revolutions, perestroika, glasnost,
and state-sponsored terrorism cannot and will not yield a worker’s
paradise, a proletariat without chains, or a world without the state.
I contended and do contend, that a radical incompatibility exists
between Communist ends and means. Barbarism will not yield
humanitarian or therapeutic resuits.

Further, contrary to Ellul, discourse and its uses most certain-
ly are a part of Communist tactics. That is Lenin.

6. Not all, perhaps not even most, of the choices humans make
are respectable or are worthy of a Christian’s respect. Some choices
are ignorant and inadequately informed; some are counter produc-
tive; some are wicked. Despite his intention, Belo’s choice to be a
Communist is all these things. I do not respect it anymore than I
respect someones choice to be a slave trader which I consider to
be very much the same thing. I challenge such choices and I
excoriate them. Contrary to Ellul, while I respect and value choos-
ing, I do not value ail human choices, especially this one. I cannot
side with someone who writes that Belo’s choice to be a Com-
munist "clearly merits our respect,” that it is "a political choice,” one
"which we do not question!” (p. 86).

7. If the distinction between "make" and "create" is so fun-
damental to Ellul’s view of the nature and origin of money (2
distinction that in economics I contend is truly insignificant), and if
1 am mistaken to use the word "create" concerning Caesar’s role in
this activity, then perhaps Ellul shouid enlighten his translator t0
that fact, for Ellul’s text does say -- despite his insistence that he
*never wrote what Mr. Bauman thinks to have read!” — that " Jesus
means that Caesar, as creator of this money, is its master” (em-
phasis his, p. 167).

8. You may still number me among those who consider Chris-
tianity a religion and who deny that "biblical revelation necessarily
entails iconoclasm, that is, the destruction of all religions [and]
beliefs" (emphasis added, p. 2). From my position on this issue,
however, one should not deduce, as does Ellul, that I "know
nothing of Kierkegaard or Barth"! One could more accurately
deduce that I reject them and that I have reasons for doing so.

In addition, I contend that not all the working definitions that
scholars advance (much less all definitions) are acceptable. Some,
for example, are unjustifiable question-begging and need to be
discarded. Some debates are won (and lost) by definition. As a
trained literary critic, one who opposes the unnecessary prolifera-
tion of definitions and the degeneration of language that resuits, I
did, and do, reject Ellul’s idiosyncratic use of the term "ideology."
To do so is not, as Ellul charges, "simplistic."

As a trained historian, I equally as firmly reject his reconstruc-
tion of the rise or capitalism and its subsequent development,
beseigement, and defense. Some of my reasons for doing so are
outlined in EA. Hayek’s Capitalism and the Historians (1954).

9. By mentioning the economists I did, I was intentionally

* endorsing their relevance to what Ellul calls "the current debate®

between Marxism and Christianity, especially Gilder, Smith, and
Bastiat. That Smith and Bastiat are not our contemporariesis quite
insignificant. Current debates can often be resolved (or at least set
in their proper light) by invoking the wisdom of the past. Insight
was not born with our generation. I only regret now that I did not
mention Whittaker Chambers in this context, a man who is not an
economist, but whose views are wonderfully pertinent.

10. a: That liberal capitalism did not further impoverish the
poor, I refer you to such books as Michael Novak’s The Spirit of
Democratic Capitalism (1982), pp. 16-22.

b: That the wealthy do not prosper at the expense of the
poor, I refer you to such books as George Gilder’s Wealth and
Poverty (1981) and his The Spirit of Enterprise (1984), especially
the former. Both books also demonstrate that Christian values are
capitalist values.

c: Nineteenth-century Christianity was not a monolithic
entity about which we can make generalizations like Eliul’s, which
alleges that it served merely to justify the failures of capitalist
societies and systems. The evangelical united front in America, for
example, served to ameliorate — not defend - such shortcomings.

d: We agree!

Finally, Ellul need not worry about my students or my biblical
exegesis. The failings of his own anarchist reading of Scripture,
however, I will expose elsewhere. I shall do the same regarding
what I consider his unjustifiably incomplete break from Marxist
taxonomy and methodology, and from the ideology that necessarily
attaches to them.
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