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PREFACE

| came to the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in 2017. It was my hope
that a Th.M. education at the Southern Seminary would fulfill my desire to learn and love
God through a quest of better understanding his Word. Not only did | gain a greater
appreciation for the intellectual life, and a greater love for God, | came to cherish the
Southern Baptist heritage and the school’s principle to honor our Lord Jesus Christ
through a faithful theological education. It is with a profound affection for this seminary
that | am proud to be a part of this family, which God has shaped and continues to bless.

The conclusion of this thesis has given me a greater impetus and a conviction
to continue my education in theological studies. The classes and the process of
developing this thesis have inculcated a necessity for further learning and application of
the attained knowledge in my immediate context. Learning about Dietrich Bonhoeffer,
and delving deeper into the challenges of the U.S. immigration issues has not only given
me a realization of the complexities and critically of the problem that confronts our
society today, but it has awakened an urgency to help search for answers that are
undergirded with a Christian foundation whenever ethical implications are present.

The completion of the thesis could not have been possible without the
academic guidance of two significant people in my Th.M. degree. Thus, | would like to
thank my faculty advisor, Dr. Jonathan Pennington for his teachings, encouragement, and
support of this project. | would also like to thank Daniel Morrison for taking the time to
proofread and meet during his busy schedule. Lastly, I would like to thank my wife,
Yoon Jin, for her steadfast love and support for my studies. |1 am forever grateful to God

for giving me this platform to pursue theological education and providing all the strength,
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motivation, wisdom, and guidance through the Holy Spirit in realizing this endeavor.

May the glory be to God, forever and ever!

Peter D. Lee

Ellicott City, Maryland
May 2019
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Americans live in an age of polarity, in which substantial differences of
opinion, at times, appear to fracture any hope of nonpartisanship in political issues. Such
differences are clearly noted in the dissonance of sentiments concerning U.S. immigration
policies. Despite the recognition that the United States is a nation of immigrants, the gap
in attitude on this subject continues to widen.

The immigration debate in the United States has been one of the liveliest
discussions in recent times, primarily as it wrestles with the limitations and the calls for
reform. The complexity of policies revolving immigration is a result of opposing political
interests that at times are irresolvable. Moreover, the insufficient and varying
implementations of the current system due to the lack of resources add to the problems of
immigration. In any case, the policies on U.S. immigration have a consequential effect on
the lives of everyone, because it involves human rights, the economic system, and
national security. Therefore, immigration is not an issue that can be brushed aside and
hoped to evaporate on its own.

When addressing the subject of U.S. immigration, most of people will readily
concur that “illegal” immigration comes at the forefront of the debate. Where this
agreement usually ends, however, relates to the priority of the ethical assessments and the
approaches towards reform. Whereas some believe that compassion and inclusion must
take precedence, others maintain that compassion poses a fundamental challenge to
equality and stability of the country. The latter maintains that compassion and inclusion
sacrifice the rule of law and fails to exercise justice. In the end, those who are familiar

with the illegal immigration problem consent that a solution to this issue will not be
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easily achieved. However, any proposed answer must involve humanitarian ethics, the
charge of the government, and the application of the rule of law.

In thinking on the subject, Christian ethics can deliver a framework for moral
limits and guiding principles for strategies on immigration policies. Additionally,
Christian ethics offer believers a road for reflection in the commitment to obey the
biblical mandate of loving neighbors, submission to governmental authorities, and
observance to the legislated laws of the land. Nevertheless, as with any attitude to ethics,
secular or religious, Christian ethics also reveal derivatives within the Christian tradition.
The byproducts of Christian ethics are a result of the various viewpoints and biblical
interpretation by various theologians regarding the subject.

Anyone familiar with Dietrich Bonhoeffer recognizes him as a significant
Lutheran theologian of the twentieth century, particularly for his theological reflections.
The recognition of Bonhoeffer flows especially from his locus on discipleship, ethics, and
his valiant witness to the Christian faith. Bonhoeffer himself sought to bring visibility to
the church by contending that the space occupied by Christ in the world continues with
the church. Hence, the church’s appointment through the power of the Holy Spirit
participates in world affairs with faithfulness and reflects the actions of God in the
world.! Moreover, his Christocentric theology suggests that the reconciliation of God to
the world through Christ sanctions the people of God with the obligation to engage in
resistance whenever necessary. Bonhoefter’s theology—particularly his ethics—is an
excellent candidate for framing the discourse on the politics and role of the church on
illegal immigration. The reason being is that Bonhoeffer’s search, conviction, and work
to the visibility of the church—validated by his involvement against Nazi Germany—

gives credit to the pragmatism of his theology.

IStanley Hauerwas, "Dietrich Bonhoeffer's Political Theology," The Conrad Grebel Review
20, no. 3 (2002): 29.



The goal of this paper is to approach the U.S. illegal immigration problem and
propose an understanding and outlook to the church and individual engagement using the
lenses of Bonhoeffer. The answer will be structured using his theology, mainly through
the application of Luther’s two kingdoms thinking. Two kingdoms provide a basis for
identifying the role of the church and government in the temporal realm. Bonhoeffer’s
two kingdoms interpretation opens the extent of the work of the church, as well as the
role of the individual Christian towards illegal immigrants. Consequently, the mandate of
the state is to create legislation and enforcement for the good of its people. Additionally,
the government does not jeopardize its character or hinders with the mandate of the
church. Likewise, the church does not participate in the policy decisions dealing with
U.S. illegal immigration. Nonetheless, the church partakes in solutions for the care of the
victims of illegal immigration. Then again, the Christian cannot escape his/her
responsibility, and through the believer’s vocation, the neighbor captures the grace of
God reflected by the faithful.

This thesis is sectioned into four chapters: the first two chapters present an
understanding of illegal immigration and the theology of Dietrich Bonhoefter. In the third
chapter, the United States illegal immigration problem receives a prescription of
Bonhoeffer’s theology. The paper begins with the validity of statehood that leads to
border laws. Then it offers a history of U.S. immigration policy followed by the
challenges and complications concerning illegal immigration. Because illegal
immigration poses a problem in areas like welfare, economic inequality, law
enforcement, national security, assimilation, and others, it is beneficial to describe the
critical complications before ascertaining how the church and Christians can assist. Next,
the paper addresses Bonhoefter’s theology, principally, his view on the two kingdoms,
church, and state, individual responsibility, human rights, and the Jewish question.

Finally, the paper links Bonhoeffer’s theology with the U.S. illegal immigration issue, by



demonstrating the role of the church, the individual Christian, the mandate of vocation,
and principles in the formulation of public policy for illegal immigration.

By the end of the paper, the goal is to answer two vital questions. What is
Bonhoeftfer’s view of the role of the church, state, and the individual Christian? And
second, how does Bonhoeffer’s thinking provide a framework for tackling the United

States illegal immigration problem?”

Understanding Illegal Immigration

Attaining an overall picture of illegal immigration requires several steps. So,
before a response to the U.S. illegal immigration issue can begin, it is essential to
recognize the circumstances that have led to the current U.S. immigration policies. Also,
before surveying and familiarizing with the U.S. immigration laws, there is a requisite to
comprehend the theory of state sovereignty.

Today, there are two dominant competing views concerning the validity of the
division and autonomy of states. Depending on which view a person assumes, it will lead
to a position on the right of people’s freedom of movement from one state to another.
Subsequently, the position on the autonomy of states also guides to the relevance of laws
dealing with the benefits and security of the people within a nation’s borders. Thence,
once the basis for state sovereignty and laws are specified, the discussion can then
advance to recognizing the current processes and shortcomings of the U.S. immigration
system. Only then, the paper can deliver an approach to illegal immigration using
Bonhoefter’s theology.

The outline of this section begins with an address for the legitimacy of states
and borders, followed by a past-to-present study of U.S. immigration laws, ending with

an investigation of the significant issues and effects of U.S. illegal immigration.



Cosmopolitanism and Communitarianism

Opening with the subject on the legitimacy of states, the model for the non-
division or division of the world through different states will dictate the validity and need
for immigration laws. So, the first view in the picture for debate is known as
“communitarianism.” In this view, the argument supports the division of the world
through various self-governed nations, as it is grounded by the structure of territories
governed by political heads of state, in which each state is responsible for the affairs of
the members within its community. The legality of sovereign states over its territory and
domestic relations was developed on the basis of the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. In the
article, Religion and Geopolitics in the New World, Elizabeth Dillon maintains that the
treaty signed by warring crowned heads of Europe became the origin point of a
geopolitical order, such that states agreed to keep a balance of power through
independent territorial sovereignty. The results of the treaty became the guiding principle
underwriting the United Nations policies of noninterventionism and multilateralism.
Notably, the treaty removed the church as the sole authority of all states, leaving it up to
the individual autonomous states to determine its own matters.? The Treaty of Westphalia
birthed the foundation of a new global structure comprised of self-determining states, and
self-constituted governments that are politically independent and with equal international
footing. In his book, Westphalia the Last Christian Peace, Derek Croxton affirms that
even today, the Treaty of Westphalia persists as the foundation of the world’s political
system, in which global norms and territorial integrity are established.® In short, the treaty
guaranteed the right of self-determination, equality within the international community,

and non-interference from other states on domestic matters.

2Elizabeth Maddock Dillon, "Religion and Geopolitics in the New World," Early American
Literature 45, no. 1 (2010): 194.

3Derek Croxton, Westphalia: The Last Christian Peace (New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2013), 3.



As a result, the communitarian model assures that countries can decree and
regulate membership of its populace, along with the right to secure borders, while giving
precedence to its people and their welfare. Likewise, communitarianism asserts that the
world is a society of countries, in which each political nation is the foundation of a
peaceful and humane global order.*

In contrast, the other view is “cosmopolitanism,” which challenges the claims
of communitarianism. Thereby, prescribing to open borders, with the belief that the world
should never be restricted by boundaries. Borders are nothing more than illegitimate
human-made obstacles. After all, the world needs to be integrated as one larger
community rather than forcefully separated societies. As Mark Amstutz elaborates,
proponents of cosmopolitanism foresee borders as an impediment to global accord that
instigates national pride and obstructive bonds that devise partiality and division within
people.® In this way, cosmopolitanism advocates for global citizenship, in which all are
free to migrate as they please. Additionally, governments are not to impede the movement
of people, but to act as protectors of human rights and keepers of the welfare of all the
people in the globe. In short, proponents of cosmopolitanism see themselves as
champions of universal justice and membership of the human community.®

Simply put, cosmopolitanism proposes a world made of a single community
with shared values without a need to forsake the distinctiveness of the various cultures
and peoples that make them who they are. Irem Askar Karakir and Niliifer Karacasulu,
the authors of The Cosmopolitan-Communitarian Dichotomy, summarize

cosmopolitanism with four tenets. First, cosmopolitanism sees individuals as the ultimate

“Mark R. Amstutz, Evangelicals and American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2014), 177.

SAmstutz, Evangelicals and American Foreign Policy, 177.

®Richard Shapcott, Justice, Community and Dialogue in International Relations (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 30.



units of concern. Second, all people are equal and subject to the same moral status. Third,
there is a general concern for the dignity of all humans in a global scope. Lastly,
cosmopolitanism upholds the shared commitment to the preservation of race, language,
religion, gender, endowments, and lifestyle.’

As a solution to the debate between cosmopolitanism and communitarianism,
Karakir and Karacasulu propose a middle way between the two competing options. For
them, the discussion between both views rests on the mechanism of morality. Whereas
cosmopolitanism argues for a single global state with no differentiation of citizens,
communitarianism claims for moral obligation for individual societies. They believe that
the hindrance to the debate rests on the dichotomy between moral commitments. As a
consequence, the middle way includes the eradication of moral dichotomy and a
combination of both responsibilities. For this approach recognizes that it would be
misleading to deny the significance of community ethics as well as universal ethics. The
middle path explores moral equality in the solution for social problems, the practice of
critical intelligence in selecting the right actions, and intercultural discourses for the sake
of collaboration, particularly when humanity confronts diverse issues such as civil wars,
migratory flows of refugees, the exodus from infectious outbreaks, responsibility to
protect citizens, and poverty. 8

In any case, the question remains: what is the proper or plausible approach to
the organization of communities? Is it cosmopolitanism, communitarianism, or a middle
way? As a result, the direct answer states that cosmopolitanism and the middle path are
untenable prospects. In short, the approaches that cosmopolitanism and the middle path

undertake on international relations and political ethics rest upon dubious theories, which

"frem Askar Karakir and Niliifer Karacasulu, "Cosmopolitan-Communitarian Dichotomy:
Towards a Third Way?," Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Dergisi 16 (2015): 31.

8Karakir and Karacasulu, "Cosmopolitan-Communitarian Dichotomy," 43.



prescribe a world without or limited political community. Perhaps these views are well-
intentioned epitomes but clearly idealistic and impossible to ever materialize.

When assessing cosmopolitanism alone, proponents of this view expound it as
the only moral position. Nonetheless, common sense dictates that cosmopolitanism is a
myth, a utopian model that cannot be admissible given the current arrangement of
independent states in the construct of the world. As a result, it appears that
communitarianism is the only possible position. Also, three arguments can clearly
validate as to why communitarianism is the only viable option. The first argument rests
on universal support. The second argument involves human rights supported by biblical
principles, and the last arguments assume a Bonhofferian supposition.

The first argument highlights the affirmation of the United Nations Charter for
Peace and Order in the formation of states and rights for self-determination. According
to Todd Morth, Article 2(4) is a result of a complex system of treaties and organizations
between various states designed to support dispute resolution and avoidance of the use of
force.® Accordingly, Article 2(4) adopts the legitimacy of states when inscribing the
words “territorial integrity,” while also declaring that all U.N. members are to abstain
from the use of force against the territorial integrity and political independence of any
state.1°

The second reason looks at the role of states in promoting human rights. It
presupposes that states have governments to upkeep and protect citizens of collective
societies. As for human rights, there are several aspects of the biblical narrative that
embraces it. Jesus is the foremost example, as he demonstrates the dignity of man

through His incarnation and act of atonement. Likewise, Genesis 1:26-28 speaks of man

°Todd A. Morth, "Considering Our Position: Viewing Information Warfare as a Use of Force
Prohibited by Article 2," Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law 30, no. 2/3 (1998): 567.

10U.N. Charter art. 2, para. 4.



being created in the image of God. Then God appoints the man to rule and subdue
creation in His behalf. The divine commission for a man to rule over creation points to
the worth and dignity of the human being. Arthur Homes explains that being created in
God’s own image supposes that the human person mirrors God in some way, as in his
nature, individuality, relationships, and activities imaging God’s character. So, God
values people not only as his own creation but also as persons. To treat a person as a
person and to respect the person’s rights as a person is respect to God’s handiwork and
God himself.}!

Since humans have dignity, to violate a person of their basic rights is to
depreciate God’s image in a person. Holmes infers that violation of a person’s human
rights “is in effect an act of blasphemy, for the sanctity of persons reflects that sanctity of
God.”*? The depreciation of a human by others is interference of God’s mandate for a
person to live accordingly to his/her God-given purpose. Consequently, violation of
human rights requires some facet of justice. And punishment is a part of the preservation
of order and maintenance of justice. In the end, the punishment of a wrongdoer is an
appropriate act of responsibility.

Consequently, Scripture speaks on the preservation of order through the state,
following the believer’s obedience to governmental authorities. God mandates
authorities, for they are the sword that upholds order in a society. Paul reminds that
believers are to be submissive to rulers and authorities and to obey them (Titus 3:1).
Moreover, he declares that rulers are servants of God to punish the wrongdoers (Rom
13:4). According to F. F. Bruce, the state is a servant of God with the official duty to

exact his wrath.'® On top, Bruce asserts that Romans 13:4 plainly assumes two distinct

1 Arthur F. Holmes, Ethics: Approaching Moral Decisions (Westmont, IL: I\VP Academic,
2007), 87.

12Holmes, Ethics, 87.

13F, F. Bruce, Romans (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1985), 237.
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spheres of service to God (state and church). Thereby the charge of the state is different
from the charge of the church, in which the charge of the function of the state is explicitly
forbidden to the Christian.'*

Second, Peter states, “Be subject for the Lord’s sake to every human
institution, whether it be to the emperor as supreme, or governors as sent by him to
punish those who do evil and to praise those who do good” (1 Pet 2:13-14). In other
words, individuals obey the government out of reverence and submission for the Lord.

Consequently, governments are necessary to upkeep the law in light of a sinful
world. Governments are the sword of God to rectify, keep order, and maintain the rule of
law. Governments have a responsibility to punish evil and promote good. Governments
are to secure justice and correct injustices. Governments are divinely instituted to care for
the citizens of a nation. Sovereign nations governed by political authorities are the means
to extend and promote human rights through the rule of law to the people they are
assigned to. Thus, communitarianism, which argues for political communities, as Stephen
Macedo reinforces, “are essential in protecting and advancing the wellbeing of its
members, especially those who are disadvantaged socially and economically.”*®

The third supporting argument is centered on Bonhoefter’s concept of
deputyship. For Bonhoeffer, a state is an ordered community with a divinely ordained
government with the sole function to maintain order. Jean Bethke Elshtain in her
interpretation of Bonhoeffer’s principle of deputyship says that a government imposes
“authority to exercise worldly dominion by divine right.”*® Bonhoeffer identified

government as a servant of Jesus, and deputyship for God on earth. As long as

14Bruce, Romans, 237.

1 Mark R. Amstutz, Just Immigration: American Policy in Christian Perspective (Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2017), 105.

16Jean Bethke Elshtain, "Bonhoeffer and the Sovereign State," First Things 65 (1996): 29.
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governments do not violate their divine commission, all people are bound to submit to

them, as Bonhoeffer explains:

The being of government is connected with a divine task .... The task of
government consists in serving the dominion of Christ on earth by the worldly
exercise of the power of the sword and the law. Government serves Christ inasmuch
as it establishes and preserves and external righteousness by wielding the sword
given to it, and it alone .... Thus, the task of government, whether or not it knows its
true grounding, consists in establishing, by the power of the sword, and outward
justice in which life is preserved and, in this way, remains open for Christ.!’

In conclusion, after considering the different views and arguments presented,
the communitarian view evidently appears to be the only possible position to take. In
communitarianism, the community determines what is right or wrong for their people.
The states as autonomous entities are accountable to decide their values, ethical norms,
and laws in which to follow. Respectively, in the context of immigration, independent
countries have the absolute right to form and enforce immigration laws, as long as
governments administrate within divinely ordained limits. To that end, the ethics of

immigration must begin with the acceptance of the communitarian principle.

Background on U.S. Immigration Laws

With the establishment of the argument for the right of sovereign states to
institute immigration laws, the next step leads to the introduction for the basis of U.S.
immigration laws.

The United States of America is formed within the principle of
communitarianism; hence, like any other nation, it has the right to give precedence to its
citizens and to impose laws that guard its borders. However, before one can censure and
offer solutions to the present U.S. policy on immigration and border control, it is fitting
that one understands the history of enacted U.S. immigration laws and its corresponding

results.

"Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Conspiracy and Imprisonment, 1940-1945, ed. Lisa E Dahill and Mark
Brocker, Dietrich Bonhoeffer Works (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006), 515.
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Beginning in 1875, the Page Act confirmed the role of U.S. federal supervision
on immigration through the regulation of immigration and prohibition of undesirable
immigrants.’® Confirmed by article 1, section 8, clause 4 of the U.S. Constitution, it gives
the legislative branch the power to establish a uniform rule of naturalization.®
Thereupon, the U.S. Congress is tasked with legislation of bills concerning immigration,
while the U.S. executive branch of government regulates the admittance and supervision
of aliens into the country.

The inaugural point of interest for U.S. immigration policy begins in 1921.
Related to the Immigration Acts of 1921 and 1924, the U.S. begins to enforce annual
quotas of alien admission based on nationality. In 1924, the U.S. created the Border
Patrol to enforce migration, protection of state sovereignty, and safety of human welfare.
Explained by Daniel Carroll, although the Border Patrol begins to have a presence, in
practice, it was ineffectual, for it did little to stop the flow of illegal aliens coming
through the southern and northern borders with Mexico and Canada.?

Next, are the decades of 1941 through 1986. In 1942, the Bracero program was
enacted to supply the workforce in the agricultural sector. With the aftermath of World
War II and the Korean War, there was a significant need for laborers. As a response, the
Bracero program allowed for a qualified quota of temporary work visas to fill the U.S.
agriculture labor shortage. However, the limited number of visas did not fulfill the
required volume needed for American farming. Following from the lack of visas, it
created a migration of undocumented workers to satisfy the needs of the American

agricultural vacancies. The program was eventually shut down in 1965 due to the high

18page Act of 1875, Sect. 141, 18 Stat. 477, 43rd Cong., 2d sess. (March 3, 1875).

®US Constitution, art 1, sec. 8, cl. 8.

20M. Daniel Carroll R., Christians at the Border: Immigration, the Church, and the Bible
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 33.

12



inflow of illegal aliens. Pressure from civil rights groups and labor unions was also a
factor in eliminating the Bracero program.

In 1952, Congress enacted the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (INA).
The INA preserved the quota system. However, it included further measures for entrance
eligibility, particularly in labor procurement and family reunification. In 1965 the Hart-
Cellar Immigration bill set a concession of a maximum of 20,000 aliens per country/year.
Nonetheless, the new provisions had an unintended consequence, doubling immigration
between 1965 and 1970, as well as in 1970 through 1990.2! Although immigration
doubled, and constraints widened, the INA did not prevent the influx of illegal aliens in
search of work. The demand for work far exceeded the number of visas, causing
thousands of non-immigrants to overstay their visa terms, and others to unlawfully cross
over to the United States through its porous border.

As a reaction to the shortcomings of the INA, during the Reagan
administration, Congress passed a significant piece of legislation, the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA). The IRCA granted amnesty to undocumented
aliens who were in the United States before 1982. The amnesty was attached with the
proviso that employers hire legal workers in the future. It also added extra border control
and heftier penalties for employers that hired illegals. Having said that, the IRCA did not
meet its goals, and in many ways created adverse effects. Since the enforcement of illegal
employment was limited, many businesses disregarded the complexities of the paperwork
for employment and hired workers without state supervision. Regrettably, it created an
illicit marketplace for counterfeit documents, as well as under the table wage
compensation, and tax evasion. The amnesty of illegals along with the family based
preferred approach also created an inadvertent fallout, which was the influx of many

more immigrants than initially projected.

2Carroll R., Christians at the Border, 35-36.
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In light of the unfavorable outcomes of preceding legislation, after 1986,
Congress passed three strategical legislations as an attempt to remediate previous
legislation mistakes. The first legislation introduced was the Immigration Act of 1990.
The act increased further demands on immigration cases predicated on family
reunification. It intensified border patrol, employer sanctions, and added visa preference
for skilled workers from developed countries. In addition, the act increased the annual
immigration ceiling. The second legislation introduced was the Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA). The outcome was higher
restrictions for public services to immigrants, which included curbed social security
benefits for non-citizens, the raising of subsidy for border surveillance, and the easing of
illegal alien deportation. Last, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 was a supplement to the IIRIRA. Again, it added further
constraints, which included the denial of public assistance to legal immigrants for five
years until the procurement of U.S. citizenship, and extra provisions for the reporting of
known illegal immigrants.?2

In the present time, although immigration has been a hotly debated subject in
the public sphere, it has seen little movement within Congress. Nevertheless, the 114"
Congress proceeded on a few immigration-related measures that were set to expire, such
as the E-verify employment verification, restriction of foreign national with ties to
specific countries from traveling to the United States, visa security, and interior
enforcement. Further, Congress took considerable time in the oversight of a few
executive immigration actions taken by the Obama administration such as the deferred
action for childhood arrivals (DACA) and the deferred action for parents of Americans

(DAPA).% As for the 115" Congress and the new Trump administration, there are a few

22personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (1996).

ZBruno Andorra, Immigration (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 2016), 2.
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points of examination. The areas in consideration involve the abuse of the visa program,
undercutting of American workers, screen, and exclusion of refugees, construction of a
wall in the southern border with Mexico, and higher funding for removal and repatriation
of individuals without legal immigration status. These areas of consideration will require
congressional authorization for the appropriation of funds and implied consent by

Congress for future actions of the Executive.

The Major Complications
of U.S. lllegal Immigration

Now that a concise past to present development of U.S. immigration laws have
been introduced, the paper turns to a survey of the significant complications regarding
illegal immigration.

The current state of the U.S. immigration system flounders in several aspects
when encountering unlawful immigration of foreign nationals. The difficulty with illegal
immigration becomes even more complicated when peculiar questions are brought into
the overall fold of the illegal immigration debate. Examples of unique issues vary, such as
the demand for amnesty to longtime illegal aliens, immigration relief of illegals who
came as children, removal of the long-term holders of humanitarian relief, or the negative
impact of harboring illegal aliens in sanctuary cities. Simply put, illegal immigration
brings forth many unique scenarios that would be unfeasible to address them in this paper
fully. Thus, the paper attempts to highlight and elaborate on the significant difficulties

resulting from the present-day illegal immigration issue.

Immigration proceedings. Although U.S. immigration policies have vastly
evolved over the years, the limitations are unmistakable. Beginning with a critical
constraint of the current immigration policies is the lag of the immigration proceedings.
The application complexity and slowness of processing are the culprits for the massive

backlog of awaiting applications. In part, the sluggishness of proceedings has much to do
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with prioritization of limited governmental resources availability in implementing
established policies and measures.?*

Furthermore, many potential applicants do not have the means to partake in the
laborious and costly application process. Because the wait time for available visas can
easily take years and perhaps decades, many people resort to come to the United States
without a permanent visa, risking to settle in this country without proper status. In a 2016
report, according to a Congressional Report Services study on Immigration chart book of
key trends, in the year 2000, there were 8.6 million illegal aliens, climaxing to 12.2
million in 2007, and stabilizing in 2014 to 11.3 million unlawful residents.? Statistics
demonstrate that unless resource increase and application processing system
improvements are made, then the population of unlawful immigrants will continue to be

in the millions.

Labor demands. The next difficulty confronting immigration is the shortage
of labor. For the country to meet labor demands, the government issues annual work
permits. However, the issue stems from the insufficient number of available work visas.
According to Amstutz, the U.S. allows businesses to sponsor up to 140,000 skilled
workers a year with a cap of 66,000 visas for temporary workers. However, the quantity
of permits falls short of meeting the labor needs of employers.?® Since the skilled and
non-skilled service needs are much higher than accessible legal workers, employers turn
a blind eye to the government. They either overlook the employment verification process
or do not perform proper checks in verifying the legitimacy of the documents provided by

the employees.

2 Amstutz, Just Immigration, 64.

Swilliam A. Kandel, U.S. Immigration Policy: Chart Book of Key Trends (Washington, DC:
Congressional Research Service, 2016), 24.

2 Amstutz, Just Immigration, 59.
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Consequently, the laxity of the employers in performing the required
assessments generates an opportunity for a black market for false documentation; thus,
inflaming the illegitimate employment market. The issue of illegal employment is much
higher than one may perceive. Employment of illegals results in four significant
complications. First, it is the depression of wages of unskilled labor. Second, it
proliferates economic disparity. Third, it stimulates a space for exploitation of illegals due
to the absence of labor protection. Lastly, it supports further criminality, which weakens

the rule of law through the notion of normality of unlawful employment.

Immigration laws and government collaboration. To respond to illegal
immigration, it is vital that local, state, and the federal government collaborate in the
enforcement of the existing laws. When one assumes that the laws are comprehensive,
then facing illegal immigration is only a matter of proper communication and partnership
between the various parties. However, the restricted immigration laws and problems of
cooperation within government create unpredicted complications in dealing with the
subject. In order to understand this matter, it is essential to delve into the cause,
beginning with public opinion. Public opinion and interest groups disagreements are built
on the ethical facet of the subject, particularly in the dispute of human rights and the rule
of law. As such, elected officials are not keen on addressing illegal immigration in depth
for fears of angering constituency and making ethical gaftes.

Consequently, the congressional response regarding the subject is slow.
Although illegal immigration is a hot topic, the truth is that comprehensive legislation on
immigration is far from being conceived. As one can perceive, the lack of a wide-ranging
law afflicts all levels of government.

In order to curtail the problem, local governments create initiatives outside of
their jurisdiction, which many times are unconstitutional. Some examples are California’s

Proposition 187, which restricts social services (health and education) for the non-
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documented. Another example is Operation Blockage, organized by a local border patrol
chief in an attempt to intercept undocumented immigrants. 2 The Congressional inability
for a comprehensive solution worsens the capacity for federal and local governments to
work together, especially when the federal government needs regional support for
tackling the problem. The tension due to synchronization of execution, regulation
confusion, and jurisdiction disputes fuel antagonism and suspicion even within governing
bodies. Subsequently, it limits the enforcement of immigration laws. The struggle in the
division of responsibility between local and federal governments for border security,
identification, apprehension, and prosecution of illegal aliens create a significant impact

on not only the communities but the illegal immigrants alike.

Security. The subject of national security is of high sensitivity when linked to
illegal immigration. In order to ensure territorial integrity, the government must spend
significant resources and funds on securing its southern and northern borders. The lack of
inadequate tracking of nonimmigrants who overstay in the country, poorly implemented
border controls, and the inefficient judicial proceedings of apprehended unlawful aliens
hinder the quest for robust national security. Withal, Edward Alden and Bryan Roberts
ask an elementary but overlooked question, “What is the definition of a secure border?”
Since the borders are so vast, it would be unrealistic to define a secure border as one that
1s impervious to illegal crossings. On the other hand, a border would not be considered
secure if it is amply permeable to unverified crossings. National security must define
measures and goals for a secure border, and the lack of description is a significant

oversight from the government.?®

2iCarroll R., Christians at the Border, 37-38.

Edward Alden and Bryan Roberts, "Are U.S. Borders Secure?,” Foreign Affairs 90, no. 4
(2011): 26.
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Another issue involving security, according to Amstutz, is the excessive
prosecutorial discretion on immigration. As, the nature of illegal immigration is involved
and multifaceted, and with a lack of resources, officials establish priorities and resources
reactively, and often ineffectively.?® Most judicial proceedings become lengthy and
complicated as they must deal with issues of removal, deportation, asylum, fraud, a
misdemeanor, and relief.

Meanwhile, prisons are overcrowded with immigrants awaiting a hearing and
deportation. In turn, it instigates questions of human rights in the treatment of the illegals.
In short, the current situation and laws have failed to curb illegal immigration. While
authorities must abide by the rule of law and commitment to human rights, they are stuck

between a rock and a hard place in exercising the law in a sensible and just manner.

Dual society. An overlooked outcome of illegal immigration is the appearance
of a dual society: a society that is legal and another that is illegal. Consequently, a dual
society results in a discordancy between people, an absence of welcome, and
enculturation of people. It creates a divided social order and a severed country. Not only
do U.S. citizens develop frustration, but also in a dual society, illegals live in fear,
disturbed, and despondent. Furthermore, illegal immigrants are incapable of assimilating
to the larger society, while aggravating their isolation by the inability to reunite with
relatives. As a result, illegal immigration engenders broken families and a society that is

continuously looking over their shoulders in fear of deportation.

Rule of law. Finally, a pivotal point in the illegal immigration debate involves
the rule of law. In a communitarian setting, the government is the moral enforcer and
protecting agent for the greater good of society. Inconsistencies in implementing the law

can bring into question the legitimacy and authority of the government. While attempting

2 Amstutz, Just Immigration, 63.
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to balance the different economic and social forces, the obligation to human rights, and
commitment to democratic values, the government is often pressured to ignore instances
of immigration law infringement. However, a country the prides itself on the rule of law
cannot allow its government to act inconsistently in the enforcement of its immigration
laws. The effect of the indifference to the law is a weakening of the government and the

waning of an already weak immigration system.
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CHAPTER 2
THE THEOLOGY OF BONHOEFFER

After considering the intricacies of the U.S. illegal immigration crisis, and
armed with an evangelical perspective, the next step is to ask: how can the church be
involved in the illegal immigration debate? Further, what would Bonhoeffer’s stance be
on legal policies relating to illegal immigration, and how would he react towards the
plight of illegal immigrants? Before an exploration of these questions can begin, it is
instrumental in recognizing Bonhoeffer’s overall theological bases, which leads to his
position on the placement of the church and individual Christian on political matters.
Additionally, it would be advantageous to recognize what Bonhoeffer uses as a footing to
structure his thinking on the church’s involvement in any matters about the government.

As a Lutheran, Bonhoeffer was steeped in the Lutheran tradition and
influenced by Luther’s view of the two kingdoms. In fact, beginning in his early years as
a Ph.D. candidate until his death, the principle of the two kingdoms buttressed
Bonhoefter’s theology and was the underpinning principle behind his thoughts. For that
reason, the appropriate next step in this chapter of the paper is first, to survey the
principle of the two kingdoms. Second, to audit the general misinterpretation of two
kingdoms thinking. Third, to grasp the relationship between the church and state in the
two kingdoms framework. Fourth, to observe the charge of a Christian. Fifth, to certify
the requirements for human rights from the ultimate and penultimate thinking. And
finally, to examine the two kingdoms doctrine in activity observed in the Jewish question

following Bonhoeffer.
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Luther’s Principle of the Two Kingdoms

A clear majority of Americans recognize the idea of separation of church and
state. It affirms two institutions that structure the lives of people. As such, it derives from
a conception of two kingdoms, representing the two hands of God that structure the lives
of people. The first hand is temporal, and the other is spiritual. In these two hands or
realms, the church and state play crucial roles. As such, the role of the state is to deal with
the matters about the temporal realm, while the church also concerned with the temporal
realm, uses it as a means to a spiritual end. For biblical support, such an idea is taken
from Matthew 22:21, which says that one ought to render to Caesar the things that are
Caesar’s and to God, the things belong to God. As a result, there is a boundary, which
separates the church and the state. However, the notion of the two kingdoms, the church,
and the state, require further clarification. A clear view on this subject can be found
within the context and right view of Luther’s two kingdoms thinking.

During the time of the Reformation, Martin Luther makes a notable distinction
between the spiritual and the temporal realms (realms, hands, kingdoms are used
interchangeably). Much of his thoughts on this subject find precedence in Augustine’s
concept of the two cities, which in turn goes back to the Apostle Paul’s two ages. As
such, for Luther God relates to the world in a twofold manner, preservation, and
redemption, as well as the existence relating to God and people. Moreover, the reality of
the world 1s composed of two types of people, Christian, and non-Christians. Because of
this reality, and by God’s design, God mandates two realms, the spiritual, and the
temporal. The role of the temporal realm is to restrain the non-Christians from their
wickedness and to uphold order and peace. Christians and non-Christians alike need to
obey and honor the temporal realm. Moreover, those who rule the temporal realm are
accountable for its wellbeing. In contrast, people indwelt by the Holy Spirit and who are

righteous under Christ comprise the spiritual realm.
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The two realms are administered in distinct ways. The spiritual realm
composed of Christians, who are ruled by the Word of God, require no political
institutions since no conflict ought to be present among its members. As for the temporal
realm, comprised by non-Christians, who do not have faith to guide them to right action,
necessitate a different type of governance. For that reason, they are subjected to the
sword and political institutions to restrain them from causing harm. However, the two
realms, although unequal, are precisely connected on several fronts. First, God rules the
two kingdoms. Second, they are God’s project for humanity. The first project is of
salvation, which is satisfied through the gospel proclamation. The other project is the rule
of the sinful world by the sword. Third, the kingdoms are related by Christians who in
faith and love of God work in the temporal kingdom. Fourth, Michael DeJonge explains
that there is a relational complexity in the Christian life. Since Christians are saints as
well as sinners, they remain under the authority of the temporal realm. One must
recognize that Christians are equal citizens of both kingdoms.! Lastly, an overlap of
Christian love and non-Christian good works—in effect of the natural law—finds a
common denominator. The golden rule makes them serve each other by putting one in
place of the other. In short, the two kingdoms are different and yet connected, for God’s
preservation and redemption. Both kingdoms belong to God and directed by Him for His

pleasing work.

Misinterpretation of Luther’s Two Kingdoms

By the twentieth century, a misinterpretation of Luther’s view on two
kingdoms was pervasive. The danger of the misreading of Luther’s two kingdoms
thinking was revealed by distinguishing the temporal and spiritual realms apart in

isolation and against each other. Such a view was misguided, for it discriminated Luther’s

!Michael P. DeJonge, Bonhoeffer's Reception of Luther (New York: Oxford University Press,
2017), 86.
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relationship of both realms through God. Attributed to the impression of a hard separation
of both kingdoms, critics repulsed the institution of a dual ethic, which applied one
ethical standard to the temporal realm and another to the spiritual realm. As a result,
Christians would be stuck in the middle of two ways to live, ruled by different morals and
having to dwell between them, as citizens of both realms.

Several factors may have led to the notion of a hard separation of realms. The
first reason is ascribable to Luther in his attempt to limit the church’s overreach into
temporal affairs. The second reason is that temporal affairs would have distracted the
church’s real tasks, which is to preach the gospel and not discombobulate law and gospel.
Third, by the twentieth century, the doctrine of the two kingdoms became a political
doctrine, where everyday people were noted to be free from the laws of God and to live
by separate rules. The two kingdoms doctrine was distinguished by a moral autonomy
that separated the inner and outer life. As a result, the law was understood to govern the
temporal kingdom, while God’s grace governed the spiritual kingdom. As DeJonge notes,
Max Weber saw the two realms of modern life ethically autonomous with different values
independent of each other. Consequently, the two kingdoms were marked as public and
private.? Lastly, Lutheran theologians further bastardized Luther’s principle of the two
kingdoms and began to offer novel dualistic interpretations of it.

By the twentieth century, the unintended ideas concerning the two kingdoms
were surely corrupted. The likes of Richard Niebuhr criticized Luther’s two kingdoms as
dualistic, which he claimed as attending to the conservatism of the state, while apathetic
towards the ethical issues of the public.

Bonhoeffer appalled by the misuse of Luther’s initial thoughts, aimed to bring
back Luther’s thinking in the right order. DeJonge explains that during the Reformation,

Luther’s two kingdoms rational was not yet a doctrine. The reason was its polemical

2DeJonge, Bonhoeffer's Reception of Luther, 97.
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nature, as Luther did not deploy it systematically.® Therefore, for Bonhoeffer, the goal
was to reaffirm Luther’s proper two kingdoms thinking and systematize it into a coherent
doctrine. As noted, the hard separation of the two realms was a gross misunderstanding of
Luther’s view. Bonhoeffer reminds, “There are not two realities but only one reality, and

4 Likewise, Joel

that is God’s reality revealed in Christ in the reality of the world.
Biermann adds that Bonhoeffer was against the autonomous principle of the spheres
conflicting with each other. Christians were to fully invest in both realms, whether in

world affairs, or institutions to accomplish God’s purpose, bringing harmony to the world

according to the will of God and design.®

Bonhoeffer’s View of Church and State in Two
Kingdoms Thinking

Bonhoeffer never contradicted Luther’s understanding of the two kingdoms. In
fact, Bonhoeffer stressed the misuse of Luther’s two kingdoms view and brought the
correct interpretation back to light. In like manner, Bierman commemorates Bonhoeffer’s
bracing interpretation and application of the two realms thinking, as it adds to the overall
appreciation of the teachings of Luther,® notably, the interrelation between the realms, in
which both are held together in Christ. As a result, believers in Christ are called to never
retreat from involvement in the temporal realm.

With the understanding that two kingdoms thinking undergirded Bonhoeffer's
theology, DeJonge makes a crucial claim. He makes clear that Bonhoeffer’s two

kingdoms thinking always emanated from the center of this thought. Likewise, the use of

DeJonge, Bonhoeffer's Reception of Luther, 93.

“Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Ethics, ed. Clifford J. Green, trans. Reinhard Krauss, Douglas W. Stott,
and Charles C. West, Dietrich Bonhoeffer Works (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2008), 58.

5Joel Biermann, Wholly Citizens (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2017), 83.

Biermann, Wholly Citizens, 85.
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the two kingdoms language was often in the context of the church and state problems.” As
such, The Nature of the Church, one of Bonhoeffer’s early essays, gives readers a clear
view of how he saw the purpose and role of the church and state within the two kingdoms
charter. In this essay, Bonhoeffer saw the church to be limited, on the one hand, by the
state and, on the other hand, by the kingdom of God. The church and state are different in
function. Hence, the state judges and rules by force, while the church proclaims the
gospel. Regardless of autonomy in function, God is always in control and holds power
over the state and the church.

As for the obligation of the state and church, both are restricted in function. As
a result, if the state fails to fulfill its role, the character of the state is put into question.

Bonhoeffer involves certain stipulations while clarifying is this statement:

The duty of Christians to obey bind them up to the point where the government
forces them into direct violation of the divine commandment, thus until government
overtly acts contrary to its divine task and thereby forfeits its divine claim .... If
government oversteps its task at some point—e.g., by making itself lord over the
faith of the church-community—then at this point it is indeed to be disobeyed for
the sake of conscience and for the sake of the Lord.®

The function of the state is to rule and uphold the law but never to exceed or
overrule the position and responsibility of the church. As for the church, its role is to
assemble the people, preach the gospel, and administer the sacraments. The church calls
the entire world to submit to the reign of Christ. It also bears witness for government to
Christ as Bonhoeffer describes:

The church calls government officials to believe in Jesus Christ for the sake of
their own salvation. It knows that in obedience to Jesus Christ the task of government is
properly executed. Its goal is not that government enacts Christian politics, Christian

laws, etc., but rather that it be a genuine government in the sense of its particular task.

"DeJonge, Bonhoeffer's Reception of Luther, 89.

8Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Conspiracy and Imprisonment, 1940-1945, ed. Lisa E Dahill and Mark
Brocker, Dietrich Bonhoeffer Works (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006), 516.
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The church is what first leads the government to an understanding of itself. For the sake
of the common Lord, it lays claim to the hearing of government, the safeguarding of
public Christian proclamation against acts of violence and blasphemy, the safeguarding of
church order against arbitrary encroachment, and the safeguarding of Christian life in
obedience to Jesus Christ.’

The church clarifies the government the role accorded by God and witnesses
to government officials. For it is only then that government can function suitably and for
the sake of Christ. Furthermore, the message of the church is justification by faith and the
law.

Concerning the law, the function is to restrain sin and sponsor the good. The
law also understands the differences between the law and gospel. In the role of the state,
it enforces the law. However, it is the church that understands the ultimate purpose of the
law. The final task of the state is not dedicated to human flourishing, for that is the role of
the church. Nonetheless, it is a critical institution for the maintenance of order, which
allows the church to fulfill its mandate.

Regardless, God mandates the government. Elshtain explains that for
Bonhoefter, independent of how any government comes into being, it is always permitted
and instituted by God. Thus, just as the church belongs to God, the state equally belongs
to God. Besides, independent of any ethical failure on the part of the government, the
state cannot be removed from its divine dignity. In the end, the task of the government is
legitimized by God and all citizens under normal circumstances owe obedience to it.1°

By extension, regarding the role of the church, Bonhoefter argues that the
church is the locus of God’s witness to the world in its most exact identity. It stands with

the world, not against it. It does not eclipse it but enlightens it. It does not even have to

°Bonhoeffer, Conspiracy and Imprisonment, 1940-1945, 522.
19Jean Bethke Elshtain, "Bonhoeffer and the Sovereign State," First Things 65 (1996): 30.

27



fight for relevance or existence because God alone is the one who wills it. Additionally,
the church never lives in isolation because its sole purpose is to witness to the world of
the reconciliation of Christ. The church has visible components, as in its rituals, as well
as invisible components, as in its union with Christ, peace, and eternal life.*!

To the discussion and focus of this paper, the function and mode of the state
and church come at the forefront. Ultimately, two kingdoms thinking states that the two
bodies—state and church—are functional by nature and must never interfere with each
other’s task. Thereupon, the church should not advocate or partake in any policy or
political decisions since that is solely the role of the state. The moment the church begins
to circumscribe itself into policy-making and criticism, then it risks turning the gospel
into law. As a result, it undermines and forsakes the church’s principal role. The true
church lives and breathes the gospel solely. If one desires to advocate for policy decisions
that is up to individuals and humanitarian organizations but never the church. The
division of functions is for the sake and the purity of the gospel.?

Furthermore, only in rare cases, when the state stops to function as intended
initially, its character is questioned, or happenstances of state encroachment on church
affairs are rampant may the idea of resistance be contemplated. Be that as it may, rarely
should confrontations ever be taken into consideration. Elshtain reminds readers of
Bonhoefter’s absolute position, which called for the duty of obedience to the government,
even if it is an anti-Christian government. It is only when the government violates or
exceeds its commission by making master over the belief of the church that obedience

can be refused.®

Biermann, Wholly Citizens, 91.
2DeJonge, Bonhoeffer's Reception of Luther, 111.

B3Elshtain, "Bonhoeffer and the Sovereign State," 30.
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Bonhoeffer’s View on Individual Responsibility

Individual responsibility of the Christian finds amplification in the Christian
relationship to the divisions of life. Luther maintained that home, state, and the church
are where each Christian finds their activity for the good of the world. In Ethics,
particularly in the essay, Christ, Reality, and Good, Bonhoeffer expands on Luther’s three
estates by developing the four mandates concept. Fundamentally, the four mandates are
willed by God in the form of vocation (work), marriage, government, and church through
Christ. There ought to be no conflicts between the mandates, as all humans are under all
four of them. Furthermore, every human finds itself involved with a particular
responsibility in each of the mandates.

In vocation, the mandate finds its bases on the creation and the work first
assigned to Adam. The world is where God’s activities take place; thus, every individual
is called to labor for the preservation of the world. Ultimately, the work of humanity is
destined for the glory and service of God. The next mandate is marriage, and in it, there is
the creation of human beings to enter the will of God. It is in the context of marriage that
individual parents are to raise and educate children in the knowledge of and obedience to
God. Next is the mandate of the government; the government does not create nor produce
life but is mandated to construct laws and enforce justice. Accordingly, every individual
is required to obey the government, as it is the will of God. The last mandate is the
church. It is different from the other three mandates since it has a divine commission. The
church is to let Christ be known, and such is realized through the preaching and the
services of the members of the church. The church embraces every person, regardless of
religion and color. It also subverts and seals the other mandates with the presence of

Christ.*

14Biermann, Wholly Citizens, 101.
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In short, the mandates are divine commissions based on the revelation of Jesus
Christ. It is Christ who confers authority to global institutions for the sake of God’s
creatures and for their ability to survive in a fallen world. The mandates are the way God
maintains human life in the world so that the world does not lose itself. Suitably, it
reveals God’s love for the world, while expressing his authority over creation.™® Finally, it
is through the mandates that God’s plan is brought forth in the day of fulfillment. All
people are called obedience and fulfillment of their tasks within the four mandates.

In hindsight, when others falter in the mandates, a Christian’s responsibility to
contain himself or herself is kindled. An example would be the government utterly failing
to protect its citizens as part of its mandate. Biermann emphasizes that Bonhoeffer resists
the endorsement of rejection and revolution of the government. Instead, Bonhoeffer urges
for the return and restoration of the government rather than rebellion against it. Likewise,
should a leader fail in his responsibility to his task in the mandate of the government, he
must be called to repentance and guided back to restoration.'® Respectively, unless
something catastrophic threatens the mandates, Bonhoeffer shows himself as an
exemplary model of restraint within his circumstance of Nazi Germany.

Similarly, Bonhoeffer has much to say on what it means to live faithfully as a
Christian in this world. Since Christ is the foundation of all things and claimed space in
the world through the incarnation, Christians are to live faithfully in both realms.
Christians partake in Christ in compassion and action. Christians suffer not for
themselves, but for the people for whom Christ suffered. As Geftrey Kelly reports,
Bonhoeffer also taught his seminarians “those who follow Christ must be willing to

endure suffering in order to restore peace in a world of hatred, vengeance-seeking, and

5Joel Lawrence, Bonhoeffer: A Guide for the Perplexed (New York: T&T Clark International,
2010), 73.

1%Biermann, Wholly Citizens, 103.
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unbridled violence.”*’ Individual Christians and the church have the responsibility to care
for the poor, to live daily the Sermon on the Mount, to confront injustice, and takes risks
for peace. All is a demonstration of acts of responsibility and respect for God’s Word.8
For Bonhoeffer, there is an aspect of responsibility for a Christian’s involvement in a
hostile secular society. Christians should not distance themselves to protect against the
corruption of the world. Such was the practice of the early church, but a disciple begins
with the disposition to approach the world in the same fashion as Christ. As Patrick
Nullens observes, Christians engage the world in humility and obedience, without
condescendingly imposing Christian ethics through the means of organized religion and
institutional structures.®

Lastly, Bonhoeffer highlights the responsibilities of individuals in his book,
Discipleship. He devotes an entire chapter on the responsibility of a disciple through the
exposition of a passage on the Gospel of Luke. “Whoever comes to me and does not hate
father and mother, wife and children, brothers and sister, yes, and even life itself, cannot
be my disciple” (Luke 14:26). In the exposition of the passage, Bonhoeffer alludes to the
call for those who follow Jesus to become individuals. To become a person, one not only
removes himself or herself from the things of this world, but also partakes in even greater
risks such as relationship, and future for Christ who calls him or her. Primarily,
individuality necessitates Christ as the center of one’s existence. Therefore, the identity
of a person can only be found in Jesus Christ. Bonhoeffer goes on to declare that “for a
disciple of Jesus, ‘God-given realities’ exists only through Jesus Christ...The way to

one’s neighbor leads only through Christ. That is why intercession is the most promising

1"Geffrey B. Kelly and F. Burton Nelson, The Cost of Moral Leadership: The Spirituality of
Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2003), 1658.

18Kelly and Nelson, The Cost of Moral Leadership, 49.

patrick Nullens, "Dietrich Bonhoeffer: A Third Way of Christian Social Engagement,"
European Journal of Theology 10, no. 1 (2011): 67.
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way to another person.”?° In other words, a disciple will only be able to value or respect
another human being through Christ. For without Christ there is no access to a
meaningful relationship. In any case, individual responsibility for the sake of Christ and
community demands at times the breaking of relationships with one’s family and even a
nation. At times visibly bearing the shame of Christ and accepting the reproach and
hatred from others.?! In the end, there are times when one must bear persecution. Such is
the call for every individual that has Christ as the mediator between God and man, man
and man, and reality itself.?? Christ calls people to become single individuals for his sake,
but He does not leave disciples without a promise, which is the gift of the church
community. Given the severe aspect to individual responsibility, there is an even greater

celebration, which is to be a distinct part of the body of Christ.

The Necessity of Human Rights for the Sake
of the Ultimate

The issue of human rights gained greater prominence during the era of German
Nazi, in greater part due to the policies and actions of the state against the Jews in the
areas of welfare