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. 'INTRODUCTTON . .

~ A
,

Thi; thesis will showlthat the g9velopment.oF'Kar1
Barth's theology was a response to the theological method of
nincfcenth century German Pro e§tantism. The relﬁfion§hip to
liberalism is sometimes nega£iyc; sometimes‘positivc, and at
times ambiguous, but the response to liberal theolbgy is.ever ‘ “~
present in Barth's-theological Jevefgpmgnt. We supgest that
this on-going relationship provides the best and mosé campre -
hensive framework for the stﬁ?y of thé latter's tﬁéology both
in the dimension ol its corrective task to the errors of the
ninctecenth century and its unique coﬁtribution to }cligious
thouﬁht. To attempt any analysis of Barth's theology either

~ N 8
in a ‘general way or with regard tb specific themes and doc- :
.

FAN .
trines without rcfércnce to his'rcsponse to liberalism will
on]x\limit and impair the ;e5u1ts.

No thorough-going study of Barth's rclation to liber-
alism cxists. Some writers have indicated the relevance Of'
such an cvaluation. According to Sykes, there is a need to
understand "the contribution of this continuous wrestling
. with Schleiermacher [which] has not yet been given a fully

-

sophisticated assessment."1 Charles Morrison and Ronald (oetz

i i 1o, w. Sykes, "Rarth on the Centre of Theology," in
Karl Barth, Studies of His Theological Method, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1979, p.32. )
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: : . ; . . 2
claim that Barth's theelogy has much in common with liberalism.™

Goetz states:

I have often felt that onc of the keys to the
understanding of Barth's so-called neo-orthodox
theology lay in his early liberalism. Manhy of his
liheral beliefs - the human origin of Scripture,
his political socialism, his.coming within a hair-
breath of universal salvation - were convictions
that never left him.3

Robert Hood speaks of a 'latent' liberalism in Barth, a thorn
planted by Schleiermacher but especially by Feuerbach.q
I would submit that Feuerbach's anthro-
pology is a wmajor, if not the major, undercurrent
in Barth's theological position - an' influcnce
which has hitherto been overlocked by both ~
'Barthians' and 'critics' of Barth.?
This thesis will address specifically this continuous

wrestling with Schleiermacher and the liberals and its results

in Barth's theology. Tn the first chapter, "The Method.-of

2Charles Clayton Morrison, "The Liberalism of nco-
Orthodoxy," Christian Century, Part I, June 7/50, p.697f{rl,
Part II, June 14/50, p.731-33, Part 11T, June 21/50, p.760-.
763; Ronald Goetz, "Barthians on Parade,'" second colloquium
of the Karl Barth Society of North America, Christian Century,
#91, May 15, 1974, p.525f. See also F. E. Mayer, "Barth,
Brunner, Niebuhr - Orthodox or Liberal?" Concordia Theo-
logical Monthly, Vol. 21, -#8, 1950, p.618, a responsc 1n
agreement with Morrison. L . ‘

!

' 3Goetz, op. c¢it., p.525¢f.
4Robert E. llood, "The Thorn of Liberalism in Karl
Barth," Anglican Theological Review, Vol. 44, Oct'62, p.405.

’ 5

Ibid. . .




Al

Nineteenth Century German Protestanﬁi;m}- a Synopsis,'" we
will describe the presuppositions &nd the criterion for inter-

pretation of theological statements of the period, providing

‘an account gf the method to which Barth.responded in his theo-

logical development. ™ In Chapter 11, entitled "Barth's
Relationshiﬁ'to Liberalism to 1931,'" we will analyze his
early concerns with nineteenth century theoloﬁy through to his
attempt to purge his thought of its influences. We shall be |
concerned in Chapter III, "A Theology in Opposition, Bértﬁfs
Polemic, 1932-1942," to document his extensive polemic agéinst
liberalism in the 1930's and his resultant theological devel-
opmentuover against the nineteenth century. This will be

followed in Chapter IV, "A Thé%log in Conciliation; Barth's -
! p Y

Modified Polemic, 1942-1968," by the presentation of a

"'significantly reduced polemic as well as Barth's acknowledging

of the contributions of liberalism suggesting reasons for

the emergence of the modification. Tn Chapters V and VI,

“"Barth, Liberalism and Theology of Immanence" and "Barth, ..
LY

Liberalism and Pneumatology," it will be shown that just ?51-‘

the negative polemic of the thirties produced a theology in o

opposition, there is likewise an association between the-

'modified polemid’gnd the development of Barth's theglogy

from 1942-1968 which as formerly remains a reéponse to
liberalism. This will be demonstrated in Chapter V.by

elucidating principles of immanence which as they emerge in

™
A

-



his theology from 1942-1968 have a refergnce point in liber-
alism and finally in Chapter VI, his theology of the Holy
Spirit will be articulated in terms of its relation to
nineteenth century theology. This wilI-be folIdwed by -
"Summary and Coenclusions,"

On the basis of a thorough documentation of Barth's
continual response to liberalism and his rcsultanf “ theolog-
ical,development,‘the thesis will challenge a number of
prevalent views. Firstly, we consider 'the on-going résponse
to nincteenth century theology as the best means for under-
standing Barth overIagainst the major studies of the 1950's
~and 1960's which interpreted him from one central doctrInc,

%  These studies have

.an approach questibﬁed also hy Sykes.
QGtermined the -orientation of Barthian sgﬁdies even to-this"\:>
day. For thelmost part his theology has-been interpreted

in the.light of its christology; as is the casc for instance

in the works of lans Urs von Balthasar,7 Henri Boui]lﬁrd,g

6Sykes,'op. cit » p-40.

7von Balthasar, The Ihcology of Karl Bafth, tran. by .
John Drury from the. 1951 German title, New York, Rinchart and
Winston, 1971. R . -

8Bou1llard Karl Barth, I, Gendse et evolution de 1la
théologie dlalecthge I1 et III, Parole de Dieu ct exlstcncc.
humaine, Paris, Aubler 1957. ’




% pavid Mucller,ln_Colm O‘Grady,ll and morc’

12

Jérbme Hamer,
recently John Thompson. G. D. Berkouwer has interpreted
Bartﬁ in the. light of gracc;l3 and lans Kﬁﬁg through

justi’fic;&ti_on.14 Eberhard Jﬁngei understands him .from the

standpoint of the Trinity15 and mere reccently [F. W. Marquardt

has "analyzed Barth in the light of the latter's political

‘socialism.

The majority of thesc studies, products of the 1950's

and 1960's,. suffer the serious limitation of the unavailability

9Hamer, Karl Barth, tran. by D. M, Maruca, from the

1949 French title, Londons Sands, 1962.

'OMucller, Karl Barth, Waco, Texas, Word Books, 1972.

. 11O'Grady, The Church in Catholic Theology: Dialogue
with Karl Barth, London, Geol{recy Chapman, 1969.

12'l‘hompson, Christ in Perspective in the Theology of
Karl Barth, Edinburgh, Saint Andrew Press, 1078.

13Berk0uwer, The Triumph of Grace in the Theology of
Karl Barth, tran. by Tarry R. Boer [rom -the 1954 German title,
London, Paternoster Press, 1956.

14Kﬁng,_Justific tion, The Noctrine of Karl Barth and
a Catholic Reflection, tyan. by J. Collins from the 1957
German title, London, Bﬁins and -Oates, 1964.

SJGngeI, The Doctrine of the Trinity, God's Being is
in Becoming, tran. from the 1965 German title, Grand Rapids,
Wm. B. Eer%mans, 1976.

16Marquardt, THeolgg}e und Sozialismus. Das Beispicl
Karl-Barths, Minchen, Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1972.




6£'not_yet completed Dogmatics and other works.17 Herbert
Ha;twéll stated in 1964 that "Only a few books contain an
analysis as well as a critical evalugtioq of Barth's mature
theology . . . 18 a point reiterated by E. J. Lacelle in
1977 who points to the fact that most studies of Barth stop

before the publication of the completed fourth volume of the
7 .

Dogmatics.19

This limitation as well as fhe entrenched attitude
that Barth is to be interpreted from one central doctrine
has led to the virtual neglect of research 'in the area of
his relation to liberalism. The general; but incorrect. con-
sensus and the second view to be challenged, is that Barth's

T
~

17F0r the most part CD IV and in some cases CD III,

-and ET from the German Einfiihrung in die evangelische Theologie, -

Zirich, EVZ Verlag, 1962, and little account is given  to the,
following which point directly to Barth's re-assessment of liber-
alism: "The Humanity of God,"™ in The Humanity of God, London,
Collins Press, 1961, p. 37ff, from the German '"Die Menschlichkeit
Gottes," Evangelischer Verlag Zollikon, Theologische Studien,

48, 1956; "Evangelical Theology in the Nineteen Century," 1957,
in The Humanity of God, from Evangelische Theologie im 19 Jahr-
hundert, Zollikon - Zurich, Evangelischer Verlag AG, I9%7; ~
"Liberdl Theology: Some Alternatives," in The Hibbert Journal,
Vol. 59, Apr '61, p. 211-219, from the German "MOglichkeiten
liberaler Theologie heute,'" in Schweizerische Theologische
Umschau, Vol. 30, 1960, p. 95-10IT'"P%“ trom the German '"Nach-
wort'" in Schleiermacher - Auswahl, Siebenstern Taschenbuch
Verlag, Miinchen, 1968, ed. by Henri Bolli, p. 290-312~

18Hartwe11, The Theology of Karl Barth, An Introduction,
Philadelphia, The WestmiInster Press, 1964, p. 1/8.
1gflisabeth J. Lacellse, La recohciliation, Un-évenement
de Parole dans la pensée de Karl Barth entre 1955 et 1968, .

- unpublished Th.D. thesis, Strasbourg, 1977, p. 9,

N



rclationsﬁip torlihéralism is a ncgative one in which the
polarizatioﬁ is so clear that onc must choose cithcf Rarth
or 9ch1c1crmach01 20 According to Jack TForstman the two arc
at odds and ”Barth surcly rccowm17oq Schleiermacher as the
major sourcc of that against whlch he stands,' %1 In Hamer's
view Barth has given a negative injunction in his discrediting
of lihcfalism.z2 The Féw studiégiwhich‘hHVC assesscd Barth
and the liberals have delivered a penerally negative con-

Clusionzj although in the case of Gustav Enss' 1935 study

the finding that there was hardly a single point of agreement

20Rnlph (. Wilburn, "The Theology of Karl Rarth, Its

Genesis, Motif and Method," In Encounter, Vol. 20, Wint'59,
p.53ff; Robert F. Cushman, "Barth's Attack llpon Cartesianism
and the Futurce in Theology" JR, Vol.36, Oct'S56, #4, p.210;

idrdon Clarke, "Barth's C11t1nuc ofl Modctn15m"Ch115t1nn1ty ¢
Today, Vol.6, Jan.5, 1962, p. —317
21

Jack Forstman, "Barth, QCh]elormachcr and The
Christian Faith," Union Seminary Oualtcrly Journal, VoIl.21,
CMTTO66, 1. 305, '

-

ZHamcr, op. cit., n.290.

23 Navid Tak-Yan Chan, The Critique of Schleiermacher's
Theology by Fmil Rrunner and Karl Barth, unpublished PhJTV.
thesis, University of Edinburgh, April'™59, p.296fl: Donald R.
White, Karl Barth's Reaction to Liberalism, Barth's Response
to the Theolopgy of Schleiermacher, Ritschl and Herrmann as
RelTected in their Theological Method, unpublished Th. T
thesis, University ofl Chicago, 1964, p.4nff; HNans
Wilhelm Frei, The Doctrine of Revelation in the Thought of
Karl Barth, 1909 to 1922: The Nature of Barth's Break with
Liberalism, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Yale Tmiversity, 1962
Ch.TTT. '

' ’ i B N



_between the two’? was not incorrect at the time but is now

outdated in the light of Barth's later works. Even more
damaging than the assessment that Barth's on-going relationship

to liberalism is negative, is the closed-door attitude which

- N - -

~speaks of Barth's 'break' with liberalism usually dating

25

the rejection around World War I"or the early 1920's. With

the former view, albeit a negative one, there remains the

possibility of continued evaluation of Barth's liberalism
whereas the assessmentlthat there was a 'brgak' precludes
further study of the‘¥elationship. |

Thirdly, we question the thesis of a specific turning-
point, a Kehre, in Barth's_ theology, questioned leo by Martin
Rumscheidt who éﬁggests we should dispense with talk of the

'young' and 'mature’ Barth.zQ'Similarly Joseph MclLelland

24Heinrich Gustav Eﬁss, Barthian Theology in Its Relation
to Schleiermacher's System, unpublished Th.D. thesis, South-
western Baptist Theological Seminary, 1935, p. 149.

: ZSWilfred Harle, "Der Aufruf der 93 Intellektuellen
und Karl Rarths Bruch mit der liberalen Theologie," ZTK,
Vol. 72, #2, 1975, p. 205 and p. 205ff; Gerald A. Butler,
"Karl Bdrth and Political Theology," SJT, Vol. 27, Nov. 1974,
p. 442; Frei, op. cit., Ch. I; Bouillard, "A Dialogue with
Barth: The Problem of Natural Theology," Cross Currents,
Spr. 1968, tran. by Gerald Farley, p. 206.

26Martin Rumscheidt, "Review'" Karl Barth und die
Pietisten: Die Pietismuskritik des jungen Karl Barth und ihre
Erwiderung, by Eberhard Busch, Mlinchen, Chr. Kaiser Verlag,
1978, in étudies in Religion, Vol. 9, #3, 1980, p. 372.




questions whether the early Barth is determinative for the
later, “despité the anparcnély dramatic shifts from the
first Romans to the second, and the first Dogmatics to thc oy
§ccond ."27 In this thesis we will attempt to show that
these innucndoés may be substantiated by studying the devel-
opment of Barth's théology through his response to liberalism.
Within this framework his thoupht finds continuity with

"sufficient leverage for the various shiflts and nuances spread
over his fifty years of writing. The turning-point thesis
is artificial and clduds or cven negates the continuity
within Barth's_theological development. In this regard the
most widely-held premise fs that Rarth's work on St. Ansclm
in 1930-31 constituted a major change. Barth's own assessment
of‘!\nselm28 as thc book "written with the grcateStE
satisfaction” ? has unrortunatelf given credihility to « -

the claim of Torrance and others that this work censtiti

Joseph C. MclLelland, "Philosophy and Theology - A
Family Affair, (Karl and Deinrich Rarth),” Tootnotes to a
Theology, the Karl Rarth Colloquium of 1972, ed. by Martin
Rumscheidt, p.31 {my emphasis}).

28Anselm, from the Ger., Tides Qﬁaerens intellectum;
Anselms Bewels der Existenz Gottes, im Zusammenhang scincs
theclogischen Programms, Minchen, Cht. Kaiser Verlag, 1931.

29lTow T Changed My Mind, Virginia, John Knox Press,
1966, .43, '




it

10 :

30 In a similar vein Heinz Zahrnt

speaks of the former’s "comnlete theological voltc-Face“31

a dramatic turning peint.

as a result of his pastoral experience at Safenwil. Likewise
a-prevalent view that Barth's wqék developed  1in étages has
jeopardized and~distorted the princfplo of continuity in his
thought-and development. There i§ von Balthasar's positing
of three respective stages of (a)} the dialectic (b) toward
analogy and (c) analogy 1in which the christology culmhuﬁes;sz
of Rouilland's statement of the threc periods iﬁ Barth's
development of (o) crisis theology (b) Word of hod theology
and (c) coherent christology.r3 James Kenneth Wilkerson

posits four stapes, nameiy (a) the liberal to 1916‘(b] 1916

to first Romans {(c) the period to second Romans and its

»

JOTorrancc, Karl Barth, An Tntroduction to His Early
Theology, 1910-1031, l.ondon, SCM Press, 1962, p.83, 182;
Donald Dixon Wood, Ansclm's Contribution to Barth's Doctrine
of the Knowledge of God, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Fuller
Theological Seminary, 1974, n.39; Gordon Watson, "Karl Barth
and St. Anselm’'s Thecological Programme," SJT, Vol. 30, 1977,
p.31, 423 Coclin Cunton, "Karl Barth and the Development of
Christian Doctrine,”" SJT, Vol.25, #2, May'72, p.171.

1Zahrnt, The Question of Protestant Theology in the
Twentieth Century, tran. by R. A. Wilson, New York, tlarcourt,
Brace and Werld, 1969, p.19. '

32

von Balthasar, op.  cit.., p.d4ff.

33Bouillard, Karl Barth, Vol. T, Ch. 1, 3, 5.

\
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34

aftermath and {d) 1927 onwards.”” - Jung Young Lec speaks of

"two radical turning points in the history of Rarth's

-

35

thinking" from liberal to dialectical and dialectical to

analogical thinking.36 Finally Georges Casalis' talk of a

'consistent inner structure;37 after second Romans reflects
the general neglect of studies in dealing with the Barth of
pre-Romans as .a principle in his theological development.
éuch conclusions prevent an analysis of Barth's theology
within a comprchensive framework cnveloping his total opus
and development, a limitation this thesis hopes to correct.
As a result of the disrcgard for the importance of
Barth's responsc to liberalism, certain dcvc]qpqcnts in his
theology, particulariy in the 1950's and 1960's have bhecn
overlooked. The thesis will indicate and discués specific

themes which are indebted at least partially in theirdevelop-

ment to liberalism. These include firstly clear principles

3 , . .
4Jame5¢hcnneth Wilkerson, Transcendence and

Language: A Study of the Theolopy ol Karl Barth, unpub-
1ished Ph.D. thesis, Nashville, Vanderbilt University,
1967, p.13f, 15, 32, 39.

o 3SJunp; Young Lee, "Karl Barth's Use of Analogy in
His Church Dogmatics," SJT, Vol. 22, 1969, p.131T.

01pia, p.132.

'°7Georges Casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, tran. by
Rohert McAffee Brown, Garden City, houbleday, 1963, p.83,
See also Bouillard, Karl Barth, T, p.261f. )

™
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of immanence, the cornerstone of iibe;alism, which having
retreated intec the background re-emerge iﬁ Barth's theology
in the last two decades of his 1life. The presence of the
concept of immanence has received little attention due
perhaps to the paucity of research in the area of his
response to liberalism wherein such a theme emerges. in the
second place we will -show thgt'the development of Barth's
pneumatology, an area ﬁirtually ignored in Barthian studies,
has direct relaticn to liberalism and by Barth's own admiss-
ion fepresents the real possibility of liberal theology.38
The development cof the doctrine of the Holy Spirit itself
is not qnly a result of his sustained relationship tolliber-
alism but also an indispensable tool in completing his
corrective immanentisf>theology.

In addition it will be shown that through pneuma-
tology, Bérth's life-long struggle to speak. adequately of
the liberal strongholdlof religious experience and anthro-

pology is brought to fruition. Because research has for the

38cp 172, p. 208f, (KD, p. 228); "Liberal Theology,"

p.217, Ger., p. 98; "PS," p. T34, Ger., p. 310f.



most part ignored this continuious quest, pronouncements
made on his anthropdiogy haséd predominantly on the
Dogmatics T and TT have resulted in damaging ncgative con-
clusions. Wilkerson has branded Barth's ahthropology as
inadcquate, claiming that he portrays man as passive with

39

no significant role, According to Zahrnt "it lacks any

correlation between man's question and God's answer;”4n
similarly D. R. Whitec states that "Rarth cannot adequately
relate the acti&ity of ﬁod and the activity of man.”41 Hamer
concludes that this mcthodology is ”indcmdnstrnblc[nnd]
irrationﬁl“qz by virtue of a line moving only from (God to
man., the result of which can Qﬂly he ngnost‘icism.43 A few
appléud the emergence of Barth's "realistic anthropology'44
and Imil Brunner welcomed the Dogmatics I111/2 as‘thc'most

human of Barth's attempts to date in which the latter

F

( .
3}Nilkcrson, op. cit., p.100ff.

0Zﬂhr‘nt, op. cit., p.121.

Thite, op. cit., p.44.

42Hamer, op. cit., p.210. -

B1pi4d, p.211.

Francis Schissler Fiorenza, "The Responsesof Barth
and Ritschl to FeuerbacHh," in Studies in Religion, Vol.7, #2, 1978,
p-155. We will borrow Fiorenza's term 'rcalistic anthropology!
the emergence of which he dates about 1931 with Ansclm.
4SBrunner, "The Mew Barth, Observations on Karl Barth's
Doctrine of Man," SJT, vol.4, #2, 1951, p.135.
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"arrives at a new positive valuaticn of the concept of human
nuture.”46 We shall verify this development and show that"
Barth's realistic anthropology is coﬁtingent on pnéumatglogy
&hich in turn is a responsc to 1ibefnlismﬂ H

1t is our hope, thercfore, that this analysis of
Barth's relationship to liberalism will serve to'éqffécm
the shortcomings of most previous studies of his work: Tt
will in the first place provide a fundamental clue to his
basic théological development. ‘Secondly, it willlchailcngc
the conventional approach of interpreting Barth froﬁ one
central doctrine as well as the myth that.his relationship .
to liberalism was c¢ssentially negative. TFurther it will
- allow the continuity within Bdrth's thecological task to
come f{orward aﬁd thereby question thc‘tdo-preva]ont view of
a radical turning-point. Finally considering the devc]bp—
:ment of his theology with reference to lihoralism will allow
the full scope of his work with its many nuaﬂcesvand shifts
to become obvious. Then and enly then, in our opinion, can
Barth's theology be viewed both in its corrective perspectivg

to the nineteenth century and also in its unique and monu-

mental ‘contribution to theology.

46Ibid, p.128; scc also Cushman, op. cit., p.218.



CHAPTER 1

The Method of Nineteenth Century
German Protestantlsm - A Synopsis

.
€.

: The substance.of”this thesjs grew out of an interest

in Barth ‘S crlthue of nlneteenth century German Protestantism.

As that century was. rlch and prollflc in theological writing,

it is necessary ro.outline its general tenor in a precisc way
thafvis relevant to the scope of our study. We do not claim
to reconstfoct the age but rather establish a framework which

is concise and pertinent to Barth's critique. Our tools for
this synopsis.have keen, first of all, Barth's on-going comment-

ary throughout .his works of nlnctecnth century German Protest-;

antism such as his Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth’ Centuryg

This work in addition to describing the eighteenth century mlnd -1.
politics, history and writing with special emphas1s on thc problem

of theology durlng the Enllghtcnment, offers a blographlcal pTQfllCl

1pT, from the -Ger., Die Protestantische Theologie
im 19 Jgh_ﬁundert Ihre Voggeschlchte und 1hre Geschichte,
LUrich, Fvangellscher Verlag, A. G. Zollikon, 1947,
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of the major theological writers of the last century. In the
second place I have used the work of others such as Tillich
and Lﬁwith,z and finally thoughts ffom my own study of the
period.

Récognizing certain cverlapping in time periods, we
suggest for historical reference that the German Protest-
antism“which Barth addressed in the nineteenth century,

extended from Kant to Ritschl. Although in his Protestant

>

2Tillich, Perspectives on Nineteenth and Twentieth
Century Protestant Theology, ed. by Carl E. Braaten,
London, SCM Press, 1967; Karl L8with, From Hegel to
Nietzsche, The Revolution in Nineteenth-Céntury Thought,
tran. from German by David E. Green, Garden City, Doubleday,
1964, C 1941; H. R. Mackintosh, Types of Modern Theology,
Schleiermacher to Barth, London, Collins Press, 1969, C 1937;
Bernard Reardon, Religious Thought in the Nineteenth Century,
Illustrated from Writers of the Perlod, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1966; B. A. Gerrish, Tradition and the
Modern World, Reformed Theology in the Nineteenth Century, The
Zenos Lectures, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1977,
(this work investigates specifically the fidelity of five
nineteenth century theologians to the Reformation.) Studies
from the nineteenth century include J. A. Dorner, History of
Protestant Theology Particularly Germany, Viewed According to
l1ts Fundamental Movement, VoI. I and II, tran. by George
Robson and Sophia Taylor, Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1871;
Otto Pfleiderer, The Development of Theology in Germany Since
Kant, tran. by, J. Frederick Smith, London, Swan Sonnerscheim,
1890; F. Lichtenberger, History of German Theology in the
Nineteenth Century, tran. by W. Hastie, Edinburgh, T. § T.
Clark, 1889, and George Matheson, Aids to the Study of German
Theology, Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1877.
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Theologx} he places Kant in the “Background;ﬁs’the latter is
even_by Barkh'é admission a true son of the nineteentﬁ_
century as one who "'stands at the turning point of his own
age,"4 Furthermore, Kant's presence is apparent throughout
the nineteenth century and he occupies a prominent place in,
Barga's éritique over the years. He places‘Ritschl at the
end of the ége a5d appropriétely so as the one who tried to
consolidate the gains of the nineteenth centur; and bring
about the 'perfect enlightenment.'5 LN

Despite differe;ces among the theologians éhemselves;
the most obvious tendency that is common to German_ Protest-
antism in the nineteenth céntury was its acceptance of the
principle that the theological enterprise must adhere to
the scientific method. In so doing theology borrowed from
the newly-born historical sciences. In their . talk of ex-
plaining and intefpreting the- Christian faith, theolbgians

viewed ¢philosophy, critical exegesis and historical recon-

3Barth, "Kant,” Ch. 7, p. 266j312, in PT, Ger:,

421, p. 266, Gec., p. 237. See also Mackintosh, op.
cit., p. 31, and Gerald~R. Cragg, .The Church and the Age
ol Reason, (Great Britain, Hazeill, Watso d Viney, 1970,

‘ N\,

PT, p. 656, Ger., p. 600,
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struction of the documents as eésential tools in carrying

out their task. In addition to the application of ~these ‘
.extra~the610gica1 tools in the religiocus discourse, the
Protestant ihinkers were involved in establishing presup-
posifions appropriate to the cndéavoﬁr and the resultant

criterion for the interpretation of the faith. Our study

v
]

.indicafes that the scientific theology of nineteenth century
German Protestantism pr&duced three approéchos, each with a
different set of presuppositions and it‘is these which com-
prige'the essence of Barthfs critique. A brief analysis of
these approaches will help us understana the scientific
tﬁeology as it applies to this thesis as well as the nature of
Barth's reaction to the period. ' Following this we shall ad-
dress theb&&eéfion of the terminology to be used in this thesis.
This exercise is necessitated by the general lack of clarity in
designations referring to nineteenth century ¥h0ught.

(1)

&

1

Rpproaches to Theology
" A first approach was represented in Schleiermacher

and his followers for whom the validity of theological in-

vestigation resides in the religious self-consciousness. These

theologians applied the latter to interpret the contents of

\
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Christian doctrine from_the.given fact of religious ex- -
perience. Schleiermacher, it will be rccallcd,‘dcscribed
.religion as the "feeling of absolute dependcﬁcc”ﬁ which
constitutes the essence of all teligious emotioﬁsl7 Christ-
ian doctrines are determined by the human immediate self-
consciousness.8 Throughout Schleiermacher's works religien
is consisteﬁtly rooted in human experience originating in the

profoundest of human depths9 from the centrée of the human'®

resulting in the immediatc consciousness of the Eternal.ll In
6S ceches, p. 106, from the Ger., Uber die Religion
Reden an dic Gebildeten unter ihren Verichtern, Leipzig,
F. -Brockhaus, 1968, first published 1799, p. 96, [ . . . einer
absoluten Abhdngighé¢it.] Due to large amount of German: entries,
we ‘will dispense with underlining in footnootes.
7

Ibid, p. 105f, Ger., p. 96.

BCE, Vol. I, $29, p. 123, 'We shall exhaust the whole
compass of Christian doctrine if we consider the facts of the
religious self-consciousness, . . .' from the Ger., Der
christliche Glaube Nach den Grundsiétzen der evangelischen
Kirche im Zusammenhange dargestellt, Vol. T, ‘Berlin, Walter
De Gruyter, 1960, p. 161, [Selbstbewusstseinsl; sce S§32,

p. 131, '. . . immediate self-consciousness . . .-1is always .
presupposed . . . in . . . Christian religious self-conscious-
ness . . ., Ger., p. 171, [unmittelbaren Selbstbewusstsein];
for Schleiermacher's definition of immediate sclf-consciousness
see p. 6, Ger., p. 16. -

+
Y

9Speeches, p. 11, Ger., p. 12,
5pia, p.. 13, Gér., p. 13.

-

111bid, p. 43f, Ger., p. 40. [immediate - unmittelbarel
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his synopsis of the meaning of religion, Schleiermacher
emphasizes the centrality of feeling:

The sum total of religion is to feel that
in its highest unity, all that moves us 1in
feeling is one; . . . to feel . . . that
our being and 1ivin§ is a being and living
in and through God.l2 ~ -

In this scientific theology Jesus is the perfect .human arche-

type having humiﬁly acquired the perfect“Eod-consciousness,ls

N

. . : . - s 14
and revelation is a conscious unique moment of insight. Thus
in the experiential school, Jesus and revelation are submitted

to the presupposition of the religious consciousness by which

,ﬂﬂit_tho tenets of the Christian’ faith are interpreted.

A second approachr to theology 1in the last éentury
was designed by the biblical critical schools,;;epresented
for example in the work of Baur, Strauss'and Ritschl. Theirs
was an attempt to present a completely scientific investi-
gation of Christian.doctfihe by submitting scripture to the

tcols of. histerical criticism in an attempt to disclose the

earthly Jesus. In this task every part of the "whole history

Tbid, p. 49f, Ger., p. 46. [Geflihl, fiihlen]

-

13cE, Vol. 11, S94, p. 385, Ger., p. 43. [Gottesbewuset-
seins] ‘ :
14
Speeches, p. 89, Ger., p. 80. “~
. Y
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of Jesus . . . is to be subjected to a critical exami-
."15 This the biblical exegetes did in order
to devise new modes of analysing the life of Jesus over against

the "antiquated systems of supernaturalism and na:turalism-_”l6

In bringing the study of the Bible into line with the modern

‘sciences, the biblical scholars invoked a presupposition attaching

unqualified and prime importance to hiétbrical documents for
reconstruction of tHe 1ife of Jesus which in turn detcr;
mined the critefion for intefpnethtiqn of the Christian
faith. |
A third major approach in the theological task of
the previous century involved borrowing from the presup-
. . .
ositionS'dfphilosophy, particularly Kantian rationalism
d Heéelrs speculative philosophy. In both, as with the
other scﬁbols,'Jesus and scripture were accommodated to the
presuppositions of the respective philosophies. According

to- Kant in his religion of moral reason one "can be con-

vinced [of duty] through his ‘own reason. "1’ ~Jesus as the

-

- _*

15D. F. Strauss; The Life of Jesus Critically Exam-.
ined, ed. by Peter Hodgson, tran. Dby George Eliot, Pniladel-
phia, Fortress Press, 1972, p.£i.

16

Tbid.

17Religion, p. 143.
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) .
"archetype of the moral disposition"18 is knowable through

-

our reason

reason.zo In Hegel's system, Jesus, in -whom "the relation

||21

and scripture is interpfeted and judged by

of differents to one another, is resolved, satis-

fies llegel®s quest for the reconciliation of reason and

inclination not as a meoral teacher but as one concerned

with the spirit of love in all humans. In this system, God
and his revelation are inseparable gnd revealed religion
manifesls the spirit living and working toward "the con-

22

sciousness of itself as embracing all truth." Kant and

Hegel's respective philosophies of religion found not only

‘exponents in the latter field such as Wegscheider and Marheineke
- - L}

but also followers among members of the biblical school. Baur's
method relied on the Hegelian synthesis and Ritschl's was a
Kantian - moralistic apﬁroach. - Along with the. presuppositions

of religious consciousness of the cxperiential school and

181pid, p. s4.

197054, .

o~

20 e

Ibid, p. 103.

-Zlﬂcgcl "The Spirit of Christianity" in E Th W, p. 215.

22Hegel On Art, Rellg}on Philosophy, Int1odu¢tory
Lectures to the Realm of Absolute Spirit, ed. by J. Glenn Gray,
tran. by Bernard Bosanquet et @al, New York, Marper and Row, 1970,
p. 206. . : .
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historical reconstruction‘of the biblicists, this'phifd
approach in, which theoloéy borrowed: from philosophy:iﬂ egtab-
1ishing presuppositions'For the tagk was added.

It was not so much: the ihcoloéical contcnf of the
_preyious'century but more specifically its presuppositions
which comprised BRarth's critique. Both the nineteenth
century theologians'dnd Barth have aéknewleﬂged with eqﬁal
tenacfty the imﬁqztanFe of Jesus and ‘revelation in their
scholarly ﬁursuiés,.but”the forﬁer made fhem subservient
to the présuﬁpésigiﬁns of tools‘oﬁpsidp of thcology. The

odious resuit, in-Barth's estimation, 'was that the cz}kerion
- . t . “

for iﬁterpfetatjon of the.Christian faith was human-determined,

~anthropocentric. FEven: where they differed in the use of

presupposi;ions,_Schleiermacher{ Kant, Hegel and Ritschl
merged in théit method in invoking the anthropos to interpret
ChfiStianity. ‘Barth's scientific theology, specifically a
result of his undéistanding of tﬁe errancy in the staréing-
:poiht of the nineteenth century, posited the Word of- God

Bver against the method of his préd;cessors as the sole
‘presﬁpposition and criterion for-the interprétation of
‘theology.

We believe;theispirit of Gorma;\QingfEiEE theology\\\\

in the nineteentl century is preserved, in the presuppositions

.

o



and criterion for interp;etation of Christian doctrine as
outlined in this sy opsis: They provide a valid and cohpre-
hensive framework for the understanding of thc scientific
method of tﬁe century as well as Barth's critique.. Further-
more, this thesis will show that it was this framework to

~which Barth responded in the development of his‘theology:

(11)

Terminology

In conclusion we reﬂder a note on the confuéion !
which surrounds the use of terms to be used in the thesis,
nav@ liberalism, modernism and neo-i’rotestantis'm which
alldde to the movement-in nineteenth century théught.“For
the most part the term 'liberalism' will designaté the
general thrust of the period encompassing the scientific
theology of all three schools descriped in the synopsis.
The word enjoys wider usage than the othetrs+«and is chosen
in compliance with what appears to be its general accept-
ance in‘describing the movement in nineteenth century Ger-

man Pro>b§tént thought.23

Grady, op. cit., p. 1, 5 and passim; Goetz, op.
cit., p. 526, Wilhelm Pauck The lleritage of the Rcformaf?on,

New York, Union Theological, Free Press of Glencoe Inc., 1961,
p- 312—316;,and Karl Barth's "Lebenslauf Schwclzerkopfe " 1945
in Eberhard Busch's KB, p. 46, from the Ger., Karl Barths ~
Lebenslauf, Nach seinen Brlefen und autob1ograph15chcn Textcn
Mnchen, Chr Kaiser Verlag, 1976, p. 58.
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Some hévelindicatcd there is a lack of precise
explanation surrounding these oft-used terms. Referfing
to liberalism, Christopher Dawson says ". . . there is no
word - not even democracy - that has been used sc loosely

24

.t
to cover such a variety of divergent elements.," Bernard

Meland speaks of liberalism in theology as q,conkuséd term,
"well-nigh unmanagcabl&'ﬁs_ Added to this is tho often-
interchangeable use of liberalism, modernism and sometimes
neo-Protestantism,ZQ as well ras the neglect of commentators
to define :these designation&27 Fven PRarth despite his

long-time preoccupation with thesc terms docs not address

4Dawson, The Judgment of the Nations, New York,
Sheed and Ward, 1942, p. 58.

2 ; . . -
. isﬂernard Eugene Meland, "The.Persisting Liberal
Witness,'" Christian Century, Vol. 79, # 39, Sept. 26, 1962,
p. 1157.

26To_namc a few: Rev. John McConnachie, The Signif-
icance of Karl Barth, London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1931,
p. 15, and Barthian Theology and the Man of Today, London,
Hodder and Stoughton, 1933, p. 24, 25, 28, 286. Uses
'm&dernism'- in the second worl to apply to what he called
"liberalism' in the first. J. Gresham Machen, Christianity -
and Liberalism, Grand Rapids, Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1923, W. W.
Fenn, "Modern Liberalism,'" American Journal of Theology, Vol.
17, 1913, p. 509, Mackintosh, op. cit., p. 257, 258.

27Tillich, op. cit., see "Introduction," p. 1-8,
especially p. 3, offering a loose suggestion of liberalism
as the movement in nineteenth century thought classically
represented in von Harnack; L8with, op. c¢cit., p. 191,
alludes to liberalism but does not define same.

-

.

-
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their precise meaning and uses them 1nterehangeab1y. In

addition he 1nd15cr1m1nant1y applied the terms “liberal,
modernist and neo- Protcstant to representatlvcs from all
schools, Schleiermacher, Hegel, Ritschl, Straussz‘Feuerbach,
and A. E. Biedermann.29 Finally his descriptions of the
essence of neo—Protestantism; modernism and liberalism are
congruous.30 Even when his efforts are directed specifically
at the nineteenth century as is the case in his Protestant
Theology, Barth does not exhibit any tendency to diffetent-

iate terms and although he refers often to liberal theologians,

28The prevalent use of modernism (Modernismus) is
noticeable in CD I/1, KD I/1, and neo-Protestant (Neuprotest-
antismus) in Cﬁ_I/Z KD I/2, with no discernible difference;
modern Protestantlsm {modernistischer Protestantismus) neo-
Protestantism and liberalism (Liberalismus) have roots in the
sixteenth, seventeenth and elghteenth centuries, sce CD I/2,
p. 4ff, (KD p- S5ff), Cn 1/2, p. 284ff (KD, p. 309ff), CD III/1,
p. 82, (XD, p. 89), CD IV/Fra ment, 5, (KD p. 5), CD I/2,
p.288 (KD, p. 313); modernism, 115erallsm and neo-Protest-
antism are used 1nterchangeablv in the samg passage, €D /1,
p. Z52ff, (KD, p. 266%}, (theologischer Modernismus, Liberal-

ismus, neuprotestantl chen . . .)

CD 1/1, p. 36, (KD, p. 35), CD 1/2 p. 542, (KD, p.
602), CD 1/2 p. 560‘ (KD, p- 523), €D IV/1, p. 391, (KD, p.
433), €D 1/1, p. 528, (KD, p. 272f), CD 1/2, p. 12, (KD, p. 14).

3OCD 1/2, p. 6, (KD, p. 6f), CD 1/1, p. 35, (KD, p. 34),

cD I1/1, p. 251f, (KD p. 265y, CD 1171, p. 232 (KD p. 262),
€D 1/1, p. 253, (KD, p. 267). He speaks of pletlSth and rat-
1onallst1c modernlsm and rationalistic-pietistic neo-prptest-
antism, CD I/1, p. 35, (KD, p. 35}, (pietistisch-rationalis-
tlscherM-Hernlsmus), CD “T/Z . 332, (XKD, p. 365), (rational-

istisch -pietistischer Neuprotestantlsmus)
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remains reticent as regards a precise applicatipn of the

word.31

r

Based on 1its more prevalent usage the thesis will lean
more toward the designation of liberalism§¢o refer to theology
in fhe nineteenth century dispensing.with any attempt at
definitive classification in crder, where applicable, to

allow terms to be understood within the context used.

pr, p. 169ff, p. 172, p. 576, p. 439, (Social
Liberalism), corresponding German references, p. 148ff, p. 152,
p. 522, p. 392,



CHAPTER TIT

Rarth's Relationship to Liberalism to 1931
R ) ’ ’ .

According to Mclelland Barth's carly writings though
having "been examined almost ad nauseam,, . . .[rcmain]one of
the clues to Barth's posifl »1 As 4 result of his inves-
tigation of the relationship between philosophy and theology
in Barfh's thought, Mclelland concluded that the Kantian
problematique "remains a decisive orientation throughout

) - 2
his carcer.”

In this chapter we shall expand McLelland's
thesis and demonstrate that Barth's writings up, to 1931 are
a response not only to the prqsuppésitionsof éhc philosoph-
ical schools of the ninctccnth'century but these of the
experiential. and thq biblical critical schools also.

The initial cngagement with liberal thcology dis-
closes a pattern which pervades tﬁ? balance of his carcer
and theological development, namely positions which corres-

pend to his attitude toward the method "of nincteenth century
religious thought. The shift and nuances in hig tﬁcology up
to 1931 notwithstanding, the underlying continuity with
liberalism can be discerned in the following patterns:

{i) formative influences disposing him to liberal theology

lMcLelland, op. cit., p.31.

2 1hid.




(1i) ambiguity from 190311914 toeward nineteenth century
Protestantish (iii) corrective attempts from 1914-1931 to
e¢stablish theology on its own floundations over against the
anthropocentric method of the previous ccﬁtury. Fach of
these ws well as Harth;s contingent thecological positions

will be investigated in turn. S

(i)

Formative influcnces
N\A\\ B Bartli's initial introduction to theology was familial.

Born in Basle, Switzerland on May 10, 1886, he was the son
of Fritz Barth (1856-1912), a minister of the Swiss Relormed
Church and teacher of the Fvangelical School of Preachers in
Basle. Roth of Xarl's grandfathers, TFranz Albert BRarth
(1816-1879) and Karl Achilles Satorius (1824-1893) were also
ministers. Gl this background Thomas Torrance states that:

deep and lasting foundations were laid

at home, in church, and at school where

[Barth's] faith was nourished in

positive evangelical theology, and

there too sacred scholarship in the

service of the gospel entered, . . .,
into his very blood.3

3Torrance, op. cit., p.15.
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Barth himself states:

On the eve of the day of my

confirmation (23 March 1902)

I made the bold resolve to

become a theologian: not with

preachlnq and pastoral care .

but in the hope that through such a

course of study 1 might reach a proper

understanding of the creed in place

of the rather hazy ideas T had at

that time.4

Pr1or to beginning his formal education at liniver-
sity, two 1nf1ucnccs on the young Barth can be demonstrntcd
retrospectively to have had permanent marks on the direction
of his theology. One was his attention to-.the parish sermons
especially in Berne where the family had taken up residence

Lt

in 1889. The preaching task was the initial theme to which
Barth addressed himself when he began writing theology, re-
maining for the duration of his career a central concern.
The second lasting influence was that of the father who was
appointed to the Rernc Theological Faculty in 1889. Fritz
Barth, who%p alignment was with the positive, conservative

\ -~ - . . - - -
school, standinpg as it did in opposition to the liberal

school, believed in the Bible as the Word of God, yet not

Barth 'Systematische Thcoloplc' in Lehre und
Forschung an der Universitat Pasel, p.35f, in Busch, KB,
p.31. Torrance makes reference to this, sce p. 15. Also
Mueller, Xarl Barth, p.15.
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synonymous with God; and th§ peculiar‘ sonship of Jesus
and his resurrection.,’ Thesc ideas abandoncd by.the son in
favour of the teachings of liberal theology rc-agpeared in
his later dogmatic theology.

The single greatest influence on Barﬁhtgqngistcd of
a total immersion 1in the liberal school of thoégh;.from
1901 59 1908 when studies at Berne, Berlin and Marburgu
brought him into contact with fhe three presuppositions which
tharacterized nineteenth century German Protcstantism,othose
of the experiential school, pﬁilosophy and biblical criticism.

The first plunge came at Berne where he was introduced to the

"1liberal thought of Wilhelm Liidemann and began to veer away

from his father's positive theological attitude'and tcndcncy.6

Kant and Schleierfmacher engaged him intensely and he claimed

~

that "the first bhook which recally moved me as 'ua¢student Qas

Kant's Critique of Pure Reason.”7 From Kant he ‘moved on Do/
; A \ ,

Schleiermacher who "was for years the leading light in his

Peter llalman Monsma, Karl Barth's Idea of Revelation,
Somerville, NJ, Somerset Press, 1937, p.9.

6

PSS, p.117,: Ger., p.290.

" 7Barth, ”Fakulﬁgtsalbum_der cvangelisch - theologischen
Fakultat Minster,” 1927, in Busch, KB, p.34.

H
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8

thought ,"" The reading of Schleiermacher's Speeches dis-

closed what "T had evidently been looking for ‘Thd'hmmdkme.‘"g
Studies at Berlin which commenccd.in 1906 found
him totally devoted to Adolf von llarnack, the leading
exponént of the historical-critical school, and the young
Barth sacrificed all social and cultural life to study and
prepare work for his ﬁcbcher.
My admiration [lor llarnack] reached such
a pitch that because of the work which T had
to do for his seminar and with which T was
occupied virtually night and day for months,
T almost completely neglected to take proper
W notice of the Kaiser TFriedrich Museum and
the other Berlin sights.l
Additional work on Kant and Schleiermacher as well as

further cxposure to llhcral thooloqy continued when Barth

.yfenrolled at the University of Marburg in 1908 realizing a

dream to study with Wilhelm }Jlerrmann, a neo-Kantian-and

Ritschlian. Reading the Ethics of Herrmann, "the theolog-

11

ical teacher of my student years'"'. started-him off in

8Busch, KB, p.40.

&w.lls, Ger., p.291. [Das Unmitteclbare]
10

Letter from Barth to Agnes ven Zahn,~ Deccmber 23,
1935, in Busch, KB, p.39. ' . ~

11Barth 1heology and Church, Shorter Writings, 1920-
1928, tran. by Loulse Pettibone .5mith, London, SCM Press,
1962, p.239 from Die Theologie und dle Kirche, Munchen, Chr.
Kaiser Verlag, 1928, p.240.
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perpetual motion12 and this experience marked the bcginhing
wl3

of '"my own deep interest in thooloéy.
By the end of his formal education Barth had come
full circle with liberalism in the studyrof its founders of
the leading branches, namely Schleiermacher, Kant and
Ritschl as well as the unchallenged liberal exponents of
his own time for example, von Harnack and llerrmann. Tt is
little wonder that he was committed to the 'modern' thecology
of the £ime.14 Fssentially he had heen cxposed to no other
and like other young students, embraced the presuppositions
of the respective branches of the 1ihe;al schools wherc he

had heen educated.

((ii)

Ambiguity toﬁard liberalism -
When he left the cloistered academic world of the

young student, Barth found the significance and application

of liberal theology took on a different perspective. Upon

ordination to the Church of Berne he sensed that his ground-

ing in nineteenth century thought had ill-prepared him to

. 121bid,(Eng. and Ger.).

131bid,(Eng. and Ger.).

14Barth, "Selbstdarstéllung,” from Busch, KB, p.51;
see also p.46.
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assume pastoral duties..  Consequently he returned to Marburg

and worked with Martin Rade on the liberal periodical Die

Christliche Welt. TIn his writings of the time we detect
Barth's ambivalent attitude depicting general acceptance
coupled with-doubts as to the ability‘of liberal theéology
to prepare pastors for the preaching task. Inf1909 he ex-
pressed his concern for the novice minister who, relative to
his predecessor governed by the austere and authoritative law
of Moses and the church, enters the parish and pulpit on
shaky foundations. Modern theology with ;ts cmphasis on
religious individualism and Histoticwl'relativism, offers
fecble guidance to the new preacher. With no absolute remain-
ing in historical phenomenon and with the individual as the
focus of modern theology, Rarth wondcrqd how ohé is to preaéh
to each ihd{vidual and if there was any standard for theologpy
beyond pefsonal experience. Lacking an adequate alternative,
Barth cndorsed the premise of liberal theology that

relipion is experience conceived of in

strictly individual fashion, and we

deem it our duty . . . to come to grips

with general human cultural 15
awareness on its scientific side.

15”Moderne Theologié und Reichsgottesarbeit," in
ZTK, 19, 1909, p.321. [Religion ist uns streng individuell
geéTasste Erfahrung, und wir empfinden és als Pflicht, uns
mit dem allgemein menschlichen Kulturbewusstsein nach seiner
wissenschaftlichen Seite hin auseinanderzusetzen.]
Note: Full German text will be given for Barth's untranslated
works, or where terminology demands.
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When Rarth began pa§toral.work in' Geneva in 1909,
followed by Safenwil in ’1911, his worst fecars of bcingl
poorly prepared Fér the task were confirmed. In an address
at a pastors' conference in 1910 in Nclichatel, Barth
ré—itergted his concern for liberal thgologfnwith r§garq to
its inadequacy in aiding .the preacher, yet he continued to
accept the tcaching of modernism that faith and history are
relative and continuous, anpd in-kecping with his prqgcccssor
Friedrich Schleicermacher, comcluded that faith has its origin
‘in the individual. Accbrding to Barth, faith 1s ”cﬁperienpe

a

of God, immediate consciousness of the presence and efficacy

l'lﬁ

of the superhuman . . . power of ljfe. This experience of

Ciod i§ made possible through the historical Jesus who is
known ”aécording to the flesh.”17 '

Tﬁ 1914 Barth attémpted to articulate tﬁe meaning of
the personality of God, a task characteristic of the oxpor—-

iential school.].8 According to Barth this must be done by

: 16”Der Christliche Glaube und die Geschichte" in
Schweizerische Theologische Zeitschrift, 1912, p.5. [Glaube
ist Gotteserlebnis, unmittelbares Bewusstsein von der
Gegenwart und Wirksamkeit der Ubermenschlichen,
Lebensmacht.)

-

17Ibid, p-7. [nach dem_FIeisch]

18¢r, vo1.'1, S50 - S56, p.194-232, ascribing
attributes to God from the human viewpoint. ) '

Fanl
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-

the "scientific method of dogmatics, . .. .-wherein state-
) |
-ments are as prec1se1y ‘as possible an interpretation of

religlous reality 19. Though not defined’, this unfolds as
Schleiepmacherian1n that the investigation of the ‘human's

_relaxionship to God is a tesult of the "strength of immed-
it 20 s

- 3

iate religioué experiehce." Barth posits Jesus as relative

4
and continuous with human nature. Jesus is personality

recognizing its infinite worth.21, "And what is the life of

Jesus if not\the purest representation of personality?“22
Barth's writings disclose that despite reservations he is

| predominantly liberal in his‘theology emphasizing as he does
the.historicaleesus and religious experience. The criterion
for the interpretation of theology, like the phi}pgophical,

. . '
experiential and biblical schools of the nineteenth century,

is the anthropocentric viewpeint.

19Barth "Der Glaube an den personlichen Gott," in
ZTK, 1914, Part I, p. 23f. [Die Wissenschaftlichkeit der
Dogmatik . dass ihre SHtze moglichst genaue Interpre-
tation der religidsen Wirklichkeit sindl]

Ibid p. 22. [Die Kraft des unmittelbaren
religiosen Erfazhrens . . -] 5

Ibid Part II, p. 89.

Ibid P [Und was . . . ist-das Leben Jesu
selbst, . . . , als d1e reinste Darstellung der Pers®nlichkeit.]
For similatr statements see CF, Vol. II, §94, p. 385. Religion,
p. 120. Hegel, "The P051t1v1ty Essay," Part I, in E THW,

~ p. 71; the Life of Jesus accounts of the 19th century.

.



However, ‘Barth -adds a unique element uncharacteristic

s

. . . s “~ "
of ‘the.liberal school in speaking ot only.of the -immanence

of God as did his predecessors,but also of Hig transcendence.

"1 s transcéndqnce is.simply his superiority, his immanence

. .o . ’ . w23 . : ' .
is* simply his lordship.”"™ _This statement though arrived®

at iﬁ the‘ménner of tT ﬁpiﬁcfccnth century from human reflect-
ion mhrk§ Barth;é thco]ég‘ Uébdiffcrcnt. The concept of
transccnﬁc;cc would become mére and more an.intecgral and
central f[ocys in Barth's thoypght as the gnh widened hetween
himself aﬁd the 1iherais.

.Barth's ambiguity toward liberalisim was dispelled
when in 1914 he saw ninety-three intellectuals in Germany,
many of them his tpachcrs in the liberal tradition, endorse

the war policy of Kaiser Wilhelm TT.

‘Tt was like the-twilight of the gods

when T saw the recaction of

Harnack, Herrmann, Rade . . . and

company to the new situation.24

To me they scemed to have been hopelessly
compromised by what T regarded

as their failure in the face of .
the ideology of war.? ‘

ZJ”Dcr Glaube an den peranlicbcn_Gott;' p.74.[Seine
Transzendenz ist seine schlechthinige Uberlegenhcit, seinc
Immanenz ist seine schlechthinige Herrschaft.]

24Barth, Letter to W. Spoendlin, Jan.d, 1915, in

Busch, KB, p.81.

2 " \ .
" SRarth, "Fakultatsalbum der evangelisch- theologischen
Fakultat," in Busch, KB, loc. cit.
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He declared in September, 1914, that "the unconditional truths
of the gospel are simply suspended for the time being and in

.||26 His

meantime a German war-theology i§ put to work,
suspicions were ﬁonfirmed as to the inadequacy of libéralism

and although this is the point in Barth's career which critics re-
fer to ashis break or rejection of "liberalism, such talk must be
taken loosely. The complexion of his attitude to the theology

of the nineteenth century changed, he proceeded to correct its
errors and finﬁ an alternative.. In So doing he measured his
theology a}ainst liberalism never cbmpletely forsaking it, but
remaining always cognizant of the method of his predecessors in
developing his own theology. Just as the ambiguities in Barth's
mind were reflected in the ambivalent theologicél statements
combining an anthropocentrically-based theology of "immanence

with the contrary statement of transcendence, the change in
attitude notwithstanding, the similar pattern continues as

Barth now seeks to correct liberal theology:

1

6parth to Thurneysen, Revclutionary Theology in the
Making, Barth - Thurneysen Correspondence 1914-75, ed. by
James D. Smart, London, Epworth Press, 1964, p. 26. Xarl
Barth - Eduard Thurneysen Briefwéchsel, Vol. [, 1913-T077,
ed. by Thurneysen, Zurich, TVZ, 1973, p. 10.

~
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(iii)

Corrective attempts

For the next few years from 1914-1931 Barfh’s focus
was‘his attempt to penefrate and correct the errors of
liberal theology. Biblical study with his p;gtor friend,
Eduard Thurneysen, along with re-assessment of Plato, Kant,
Anselm, Kierkegaardp Dostoeﬁsky and Overbeék, congtituted
the myriad of directions taken in his examination of theology.
As a result of his involvement with a group of religious
sécialistﬁ, namely Leonhard Ragaz, Christoph énd Johann
Blumhardt, and Hermann Kutter whose movement had its roots
in liberaiism, he was drawn into the cause¢ of the workers in
his pastorate and officially joined the Social Democratic Party
in 1915. These efforts both intensified his convictions of fhe
errors of liberal theology and also armed him with the tools
to launch an offensive against the latter. 1In 1919 he
delivered a lecture at the Tambach conference warning
against experiential religion. He expiicitly spokgs against
the religion of Schleiermacher stating "The step from the
gxperience of the Lord to the experipnce of Baal is a short

one.”27 His line arcused the ire of the liberals, but the

27”The Christian's Place in Scciety" in The Word of

God, p. 286, from Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie, Muncﬁen,
Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1925,~p. 42, "Erlebnis zum Baal.'

R}
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surprise of it all was the emergence of many young gheologians
and pastors, such as Rudolf Bultmann, who Supportpd Rarth's .
position. In 1920 Barth re-itcrated that whéré rcligidn ls”-f
experiential, there "man has taken the divine intd his -pos-

. . . ' 28
session; he has hroupht it under his management, '*®

Such
religion has fallen from truth, from its othor—wérldlincss

\ and non-historicity; it is relatch, psychological rcligion-z
At the same.time he developed a sense of the crrors of relig-
ious socialism, which although embraced by him earlier, Barth
now perceived as in danger of secularizing Christ-30 However
he rctained the revelatory message of eschatology originally

“ transmitted by the Rlumhardts and their collcagues,cmerging

PRI

o later inythé doctrines of creation and reconciliation.

o With these criticisms of liberalism we associate
Barth's resultant theological position in which he attempted
to contravene the this—wé}ldlyanthropocentric method in his
insistence on the transcendent Lord initially posited while

a liberal, albeit a doubting onc. With focus on the lord as

Wholly Other in an address in 1916 he stated that God's "will

28”Bib1ica1 Questions, Insights and Vistas," in The
Word of God, p.68, Ger., p.81.

ngbid, p.68{, Ger., loc. cit.

30“The Christian's Place in Society," op. cit., p.277,
Ger., p.36. . ‘

' . hd



¥

42
‘w
is not a corrected continuation of our own. Tt approaches

Jland later of the world of God

ours as a Wholly Other,"
which is within the Bible as a world ”o;hér” than ours.32
Rut the crux of the counter-attack on liberal théo]ogy came
in the form of Barth's commcnta;ics on Romans in 1919 and
1921 ;espcctively, in which there is both a scttling of
accounts with the biblical critical schools and the positing
of dialectic theology, which unlike the relativity between
the divine and the human in the anthropbccntrism ol the
nineteenth century, presuppeses the utter disfinctipn between
(iod and man.

With reference to biblical criticism, Barth's 1919 and
1921 positions are consistent and are re-iterated in his 1923

correspondence with von Harnack and in the Church Dogmatics.

"The historical-critical method of biblical investigation has

its rightful place: it is concerned with the preparation of

. g . . 33 .
the intelligence which is newer superfluous.” It is bhoth

3l”The Righteousness of God," in The Word of God, p.
24, Ger., p.15, -"pganzlich anderer;" sece also "Riblical Quest-
jons, TInsights and Vistas," p.64, 74f, 91f, Ger., p.79, 85, 95
and "The Christian's Place in Society," p.323, Ger., p.67.

32urhe Strange New World Within the Bible," in The
Word of God, p.39, see also p.37; from '"Die neue Welt in der
Bibel," p.27, 26, .

»

3‘-”Rom I, p.V. [Die historisch - kritisch Methode der
Bibelforsgﬁung hat ihr Recht:{sie weist hin auf cine Vorbereitung
des Verstdndnisses, die nirgends Uberfliissing istui -
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34

necessary and justified" but reveals merely '"the first

draft of a paraphrase of the text and provides no more than
a point of departure for genuine exegesis.”35 Historical
. . * . . .

criticism is preliminary to theological work. Used alone it °
fails the student and preacher for it does not bring him .

Beyond that well-known 'Awe in the

presence of History' which means in

the end no more than all hope of

engaging in the dignity of under-

standing and 1ntergretat10n has ¢

been surrendered.
In his 1923 confrontation with von Harnack Barth reaffirms
the position that histerical criticism can be applied mean-
ingfully to theology in a preliminary way, disclosing that
"communication of the "content of the gospel' can be accom-

plished."3’

But it 1s not scientific for it can never reveal
that the true object of theology is also its subject.38

Biblical criticismcan open one to the insights of the Bible,

34Romans, p- 4, Rom II, p. 6.

351pid, p. 8, Rom II, p. xi f.

3%1bid, p. 9, Rom II, p. xiii.

37Barth s correspondence to von Harnack in Revélation
and Theology, An Analysis of the Barth-Harnack Correspondence

of 1923, by H. Martin Rumscheidt, Cambridge, The University
" Press, 1972 p. 31. '

38Ib1d p. 32. See also Barth, Epistle to the.Philippi-
ggg London SCM Press, 1962, p. 102, lectures to pastors 1926-
from the German Erklarung des Phlllpperbrlefes, Munchen,
Chr Kaiser Verlag, 1928.




Knudson, "The Theology of Crisis
May, 1928, p. 334f.
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but more than that it cannot do.39 Throughout his career
Barth's fidelity to the place of biblical criticism remains
intact and prepares the way for his understanding of the
Bible as indirect witness, a position in contradistinction
to the biblical school's treatment of scripture as the
direct revelation of God.

The fruit of his labours in both editions of Romans
shows Barth totally committed to the dialectic method in
theology. Based on the Kierkegaardian dynamic and Hegelian
tripolar dialectic, the Barthian method is described by
von Balthasar as a process of setting one statement against
another. And where the divirne-is part of this process,
dialectic assumes % highest possibilities.40 In 1922
Barth described the dialectic as the best method for

theology over the dogmatic and self-critical approaches.41

-

Dialectics is satisfied with indirec%iknowledge realizing -the
. . 42 .

"Center cannot be apprehended." This method wavers between

. Vs . . .
yes and no, question and answer, negative and affirmative.

: ' /
39¢D 1/2,p. 64, 464, 466£C, 4947, 526, (KD, p. 71, 513,
S516F, 547, S84f). ‘

40von Balthasar, op. cit., p. 59ff; see also Albert C.

I," in Methodist Review,

41Barth, ""The Task of the Ministry," in The Werd of

Ged, p. 206, Ger., p. 171.
%21bid, (Eng. and Ger.). ‘
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Never striving to utter the Word of God, it warns of the
mortal limit. It disposes the human to receive and hear the
Word ceasing where the latter is spoken. Given the time and
circumstances surrounding his choice of the dialectic, we
view it as a method specifically chosen by him to contravene
any attempt to penetratc the divine Word, the gecal offense
of libcrﬁr\ﬁheology.

The *irst Romerbrief contained the feceble bepinnings
of the dialectic in which the polarization of sin and grace,
0ld and new world, Christ and Adam is stressed.

Reality against rcality, nature against

naturc, cosmos against cosmos,

power against power, king against

king! . . .43 Christ against Adam.

Adam the antitype, . . . Christ the
Tdeal, . . .44

N

The revisecd commentary appearing two Yyears later was the

result of studies on Paul, Kierkegaard, Overbeck, Plato, Kant

and Karl's hrothe Hcinrich.45 This "completely rewritten“46

- L]

d“’Rom,I, p.136. [Realitat gecgen Realitht. Natur gegen
Natur, Kosmos gegen Kosmos, Kraflt gegen Kraft, Konig gcgen
Konig! . . . ] -

44Ibid,[Der Christus gecgen den Adam. Adam das Gegen-
bild, . . . Der Christus das Urbild.]

4SRomans,'Pref_ace, p-3f, Rom IT, p. vii,

ﬂGIbid, p.2, Rom II, p. vi.
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o N

7

work ethJits"the Kierkegaardian 'qualitative dicference'?’ as

the presupposition for the dialectic task in which the Lord
is understood over{3gainst man in this absolute distinction
. &
which leaves no foom for positive relation between the two.
This "other from which we have come and which is contrasted
. —
human existence can‘be in no manner wholly

7
is in every manner wholly distinct.“48

with a
rd

distinct unless
Barth can speak only in negative and nebulous terms of the
"nositive ?elation between God and man, . . ., disclosed to
men when they perceive fhe utter separation between here
[world] ‘and there [(—:ternity]"q'q a relation which can Bnly

be described as "staid .sober ﬁhd colorless." 0

ay

llardly a line of Romans is written without the "strain-

ing of sinews, by a relentless elastic application of the

‘dialecticél'mefhod,”51

~ “471bid, p.10, Rom IT, p.xiii, [qualitative Unters-
chied von Gott und Menschj; see also Romans, p.39, 57, 84,

coupled often with the use of paradox

365, Rom II, p.14, 32, 58, 349; and Epistle to the Philippiang,

p.64, Ger:, p.58.
s 48

/

8pomans, p.115, Rom 11, p.90.

191pid, p.91, Rom 11, p.65.
— —_ . r
SOhBiblical Questions, Insights and Vistas,” p.0%,

Ger., p.82. : ' .

51Romans, p-8, Rom TT, p:xi—xii.
_—...-—-———v-—.—.—

e
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borrewed frOm-Kierkegaaqg.Szl

Men are forgiven by God only when He

1 condemms them; 1life rises only from
death; the beginning stands at the e%%
"and the 'yes' proceeds from the 'no.’

Barth's use of the. Kierkegaardian 'Moment' reconfirms the
"impossible possibility' of the divine-human encounter. 1In
the eschatologi&gl '"Moment' occurs the "disclosure of nonsense

which is the revelation of sense. What is new is also the

deepest truth of what was old.”s4

Barth continued to use dialectic and paradox, advo-

-

cating it in lectures to preacherss_S and using it himself in

sermons.56 He banished Schleiermacher from the line of those

true to transmitting Christian message, namely Kierkegaard,

7

Luther, Calvin, Paul and jeremiah.5 This apparent severing

of the ties in 1922 and his lectures on Schleiermacher

o~ 31bid, p. 112, Rom II, p. 86. Many other examples of
‘paradox, Romans, p. 31, 75, 103, 126, 165, 216, corresponding

in\Rom 11, p. 7, 50, 78, 102, 142, 197; dialectic, Romans, p.38,

10 109, 112, 114 1Z5, 156, 169, 201, 229, 275, corresponding

in Rom II, p. 13, 82, 83, 86, 88, 101, 132, 147, 181, 212, 258.

‘ S4pomans, p. 77, Rom.1I, p. 51. Other references, p.l110f,
498ff, Rom 11, p. BS, 482Tf.

35

52Romans, p- 29, Rom II, p. 5.

"The Task of the Ministry," p. 200-207, Ger., p. 167ff.

56Barth and Thurneysen, Come Holy Spirit, Sermons, New
York, Round Table Press, 1933, p. 44, 609.

-57”Tpe Task of the Ministry,” p. 195, Ger., p. 164.
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during the winter semester 1923-24 eﬁééﬁéulate Barth's
general negativism for his prcdeccssor. 'Though great, both

as the representativé of his era”® and the moét influential
theologian since the Reformers,59 Schleiermacher did much
damage to Protestant thedlogy.§0 But the use of the-dialectic
in combatting the method of the ninetecenth century was only
partially successful. While.it challenged the relativity

and continuity between divine and human.it was in itself a

product of the liberals particularly in its usc of Kierke-

"gaardian dialectic and paradox, the use of ‘which "became

merely a modification of the older idealistic concepted

> 61 X 3 .
scheme . . ., not a new one." Having pushed the dialectic

to its extremity Barth was no longer convinced of its ade-
quacy in the theological and preiﬁﬁing tasks. According to
von Balthasar, he saw the inferiority of the dialectic to

. 62
dogmatics, and Torrance states that Barth now saw the nced

58Barth, Die Theologie Schleiermachers, Zﬁrich, Theo-
logischer Verlag, 1978, p.l1.

59

1bid, p.462.

601414, p.ae1rr.

61Wilkerson, op. cit., p.32.

62von Balthasar, op. cit., p.72.
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fer positive dogmatic theology.ﬁS‘

Net unlike the pattern of ‘the later Church Dogmatics,

Barth's first attempt which appeared in 1927 1is comparable
to the prolegomenonof 1932 in its polemical nature, a point
overlocked by Heino Kadai whose work compares the two
versions of Barth's prolegomenon.ﬁ4 At every turn in Die

christliche Dogmatik, he renders his position in contradis-

tinction to the nineteenth century. As prolcgomena it is
“the attempt to thoroughly comprehend the moaﬁing and the °
potential of the-dogmatic task.'ﬁs Et is the question of
what constitutes 'the proper content of Christian Speccﬁ.”66
Wherecas for Rarth preaching is the géal of dogmatics,67this
is apposcd to the dogmaticians of the nineteenth century.

Schleiermacher's point of reflerence for dogmatics, "the

6"’Torrance, op. cit., p.83.~

64l-leino Olavi Kadai, A Comparative Study of the Pro-
~Jegomena in Karl Barth's Christliche Dogmatik of 1927 and
the KirchIiche DNogmatik of 1932-1938, St. Louls, Concordia
Seminary, unpublished Th.D. Thesis, 1969, p.5, p.517.

65ChD,. p.10. [den Versuch einer grundsdtzlichen
Verstindigung Uber den Sinn und die Moglichkeit der
dogmatischen Aufgabe.] 5

N .
601y s 1 | ) » . :
Thid, p.18. [dem {pchten Tnhalt der christlichen

Rede.]

671h1d, p.29.
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68 | s . :
8 is repudiated as unscien-

Christian devout state of mind"

tific fdr "devout consciousness . . . is a fact to which

A

science cannot relate."” Unlike the nineteenth century

prolegomena which consists of statements outside of-dogmutics,70

prolegomena for Barth is the explication of a dogmatic state-
ment, the Word of God.

An introduction to dogmatics,

can only be realized . . . by a
jump into the subject itselfl.

Thus we shall have nothing

to do with things which 1ie heyond
the usual subject area of
dogmatics, but with a few

selected and anticipated loci

of dogmatics itself 71

Over against the consciousness theoldg{n?f Kant, Schleiermacher

and RitSchl,72 the projlegomenon'will consist exclusively of

an cxplicated lesson about the Word of'God.”73 As opposcd

68Ihid. [den christlich f{rommen Gemﬁtszpstﬁndenj

69Tbld p.32. [das fromme Bewusstsein . . . eln Faktum
ist, auf das s swch eine Wissenschaft beziehen kann|]

"OCE, Vol T, s33, p.133.

71 ChD, «16. [Finleitung in die Dogmatik, ..., kann
nur geschehen in Form eines vorlaufigen Sprungs in dic Sache -
selbst hinein. Wir werden es also hier durchays nicht mit
Dingen zu tun bekommen, die ausserhalb des gewohnllchen
Stoffgebictes der Dogmatik liegen, sondern mit einigen .
ausgewahlten und vorweggenommenen LLoci der Dogmatik solhst,,”:

Ibid p.97f. [ Bewusstseins - theologie ]

Ib1d p.17. [sondern exklusiv bestehen in einer
ausgefuhrten Lehre vom Worte Gottes.] -
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to the theology of ned-Protestantism which claimed to pene- -

‘trate its ohject, the Word of God theology recognizing that

its subject is also object does.not claim knowledge in the

usual fashion.?.4 One can prdceed to knowledge only fram

faith-in the spirit of Anselm and not vice versa. > As

Anselm taught ''there is a way from above to below, from God
to man . . ., and this way is in fact the recognition of

God's Word."'0

Despite his attempt to overcome the errors of the
nineteenth century Barth's work was entaﬁglcd-in philosoph-
ical presuppositions particularly the Kierkegaardian acknow-
ledged inltﬂc<i?éface.77 He 1s still tieéd to the Danish

philoscpher's 'difference‘78 as well as the usc of paradox79

\
in his quest to overcome the problems of relativity betwcen
divine and human as well as direct knowledge of God .prevalent

in liberal theolbgy.

76Ibid, p-102. [dass es einen Weg von oben nach
unten, von Gott zum Menschen gibt...,und dieser Weg ist
eben die Erkenntnis des Wortes Gottes.]
-77Tbid, Vorwort, p.VI.

78Tbid, p-72, 409. [die unendliche und unbedingte
Distanz.]

"1bid, p.388. z
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v

In the three years pricr to the Church Dogmatics,

from 1929-1932, Barth set out to "rid myself of the last .
remnants of a-philesophical, i.e., anthropological

: .. .. . 80
foundation and exposition of the Christian doctrine." In

81

his "Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie" Barth considered

the methodological and epistemological problems of a scientific
theclogy through consideration of the relation between theo-

logy and philosophy. It is not Barth's intention to purge

theology of phiiosophy for the. former borrows rightly from

g2

philosophy as idealism or realism. But unlike philosophy,

‘theology must not attempt to utter the final word. Barth

sfates that

theclogy cannot wish .to be in any
. sense or under any pretext, anthropology,
" or reflection on the reality and truth of
man, because it is a reflection on
the reality and truth of the Word of
Cod. which has been spoken to man.83

8Oﬁarth, How T Changed My Mind, op. cit., p. 42f.
81 ' '

Barth, "Schicksal und Idee" in 2Z, 1929, p. 308-348.
821pid, p..338-341.

831bid, p. 341. [. . . Theologie in keinem Sinn und
unter keinem Vorwand .Anthropologie, Besinnung auf die Wirklich-
keit und Wahrheit des Menschen sein wollen darf, weil sie
Besinnung A5t f die Wirklichkeit und Wahrheit des dem Menschen
gesagten;i?rtes Gottes.] -

S
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The one who attempts to find the 134%&12Td in theology knows

only illusion.84
There are then two choices or directicns one may take

in theology, the one we see clearly as that of the nineteenth

century anthropological attempts, the other Barth's opposing

choice:

between the God whom we ourselves like to
think of as the longed for satisfying s
conclusion of our self-searching and ‘
the God who gives himself to us to

think about through His Word . . .89

The path Barth advocates is that of theological dialectic ﬁhjch
guarantees the freedom of God's Word over against the dialeciicn
of philesophy which aims at synthesis.

Theological dialectic is real theological
dialectic to the extent that it is open

to this thought [God's Word is not limited]
to the extent that it finally wants to
serve precisely this . . . thought, and

the freedom of God's Word.®80

84Ibid, p. 341; also p. 343, thinking he has said the
last word, remains alone, estranged by sin from God.

85Ibid,-p. 342 [.. . . zwischen dem Gott, den wir selbst
uns zu denken wvermOgen als den ersehnten befriedigenden Abschluss
unserer Selbstbesinnung und dem Gott, der sich uns durch sein
Wort zu denken gibt .]

81bid, p. 346. [Theologische Dialektik ist insofern
echte theologische Dialektik, als sie fur diesen Gedanken offen
ist, [Gattes Wort ist nicht gebunden] ja als sie letztlich gerade

diesem . . . Gedanken, als sie der Freiheit des Wortes Gottes
dienen will]
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Ultimately theology would be theology of the Word

87 In

"where 1t was absolutely and completely Christology."
time Barth's Dogmatics would increasingly emphasize thb doc-
trinelof'chfist derived from attempts to clarify the presup-
positions of theology in rclation to philpsophy and to
correct the anthropologically-determined Christology of the
nincteenth centufy. According to David Mueller, "Barth's
Christocentric theology may be scen as the realization of
the abortive attempts at Christologicai thecology in the
nineteenth century-"88

But "The real document of this farewell [to anthro-
polopical foundations] is, . . . the book about the evidence

188

for God of Anselm of Canterbury, Wood describes

Anselm as a "hridge across a difficult stream which cross;h
rd

90 . .
[Barth's ] path ." From the medieval thinker whose "credo

ut intelligam is completely out of place on the title-page

, . |
of Schleiermacher's Glaubcnslehre”‘]' Barth learned that

" 87Ibid, p.348. [wo sie ganz und gar eben Christologie
ware ] :

88Mucller, "The Theology of Karl Barth and the Nine-

teenth Century,” in Religion in Life, #34, Wint' 1964-65, p.92.

89

llow I Changed My Mind, op. cit., p.43.

90Wood, op. cit., p.180.
- anselm, p.26, fn 1; Ger., p.18, Fn 1. 3

ey
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“

theology as intellectus fidei is knowledge desired by faith.
L

Contrary to the liberal starting-point he recognized that

the scipnce of God cannot lead to but rather proceeds from
faiEh. The latter is the result of the preached Word of God
received in grace. This divine side of things alone, and not
human initiati?e, must constitute the presupposition for
theology. The Word reaches man through the Bible and extra-
biblical sources faithful to scripture.92 Faith-does not
render its object true but is made true by its object Christ,

93

who 1s also its subject. "It is true that the Word appropri-

ated in faith is also in itself, . . . the whole saving truth

o4 In

full of meaning and with its own basis and content."
this way it must be grasped. Anselm was important to Barth,
not only becauée he taught the proper understanding of the
relatﬁon between faith and knowledée but also at the time.

provided him with the tools to posit a correct theological

method over against that of the nineteenth century.

921vid, p. 22f, Ger., p. 14f.

°31bid, p. 25, Ger., p. 17.

%41bid, p. 42, Ger., p. 39.
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) ~In his early educatidn, through his university Jays,
in pastorai work and in _writings and aétifit%es from Romans
to Anselm the shadow of liberal theology is présent to
Barth. -From committment to meiguity to a general necgativism
toward liberalism, these attitudinal variatioﬁs produce
changes in his theolog¥. lle moves from an immancntist posit-
ion stressing the historical Jesus and the relativitf of‘thé
divine-human encounter to the opposed side of the transcendent,
Wholly Other. When the dialectic method 1is pcrccivéd as in-
adequate to combat liberal theology Barth adopts the, dogmatic
approach. Thus despite changes in: attitude toward the
thqology of the nineteenth century, the latter remains a

reference point for his subsequent theological positions.

L4



CHAPTER TT1

A Theology in Opposition,
RBarth's Polemic, 1932 - 19042
According to Berkouwer, "It is vefy difficult,
adequately to circumscribe BRarth's polemic against wmodern
Protestantism because of the undeniable variations within

'" This becing the‘case, Berkouwer opted "to

this area.’'
. . , . . . "l
describe his [Barth's] more uniform polemic against Rome.
It is*the former confrontation, central to Karl Barth's
theological development, which we address in this chapter.
Following hislwork on Ansclm, BRarth was once again
involved in the ngmatic task, the result of which was the

publication of the first two volumes of the Church Nopmatics

between 1932 and 1942. 1In these works the polemic is
stronger than at any other time in Barth's career. The
liberal influence pervades these volumes within'thc framework
we have posited, namely, (i) 1its understanding of scientjfic
theology .(ii) its use of presuppositions from the phi]oéophf
ical, experiential and bibhlical schools, and (iii) its
anthropocentric criterion for the interpretation of .doctrine.
Responding to these”methodological errors Barth places over

against them his scientific theology invoking the Word of God

1Berk0uwer, op. cit., p.168.
2Ihid . '
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"as ‘the sole prcsuppos?tion and criterion for the tésk.

In order fo document the polemic and his resultant
position, this chapter will investigate eight major topics
of the Dogmatics T and T1. These include (a) scientific

method (b) Rible (c) epistemology (d) use of analouy

(e) christology and pneumatology (f) religion .(g) perfections
of God T(h) ethics. Although it is not within the scope of
'éhc thesis to determine whether Rarth's critique of the nine-
»feenth century is correct we will give appropriate refevence
to the liberal positions to which he takes exception.
Although his éxtcnsivc critique, including the polemic, has
nevetr becen examined for its correctnéss,wc suggest, based
On our own sfudy as wéll a; commentaries, that Barth is true
to the spirit of the last century and that his critique has
not distorted it. |

Subsequent to this detailed documentation of the
polemic we shall examine the content of Barth's extra-
dogmatic wrifinés of the time. These thcologi&al-political
works'in which' he associétés the-rise of'Nazism and German
Chrispiaﬁity'with liberalism-provide us with a key in order to
understand. the intensity of the polemic and his resultant

4
theological positiens in the Dogmatics.
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(1)
<
Polemiggof the Dogmatics
* (a)

r

As early as 1914, Barth had claimed, like his pre-
decessors in the nineteenth century, that in dogmatics the
scientific metho@ must be used, the task of which is tﬂ
interpret experientiall}-based religious reality.3 He will
never abandon his conviction that\dogmatics.is a "Wissenschaft"
but will gradually recognize that nineteenth century dogmatics-
conditioned by religious consciousness is unscientific.

By 1932 ﬁ;rth recognized the fundaméntal methodological
errors of the previous century. In the Dogmatics he criticizes
what we consider to be the three dominant aspects of this theology:
its claim to be scientific, its use of presuppositioﬁs and its
own criterion for inte;preting religious documénts( Over
against the dogmatics of thénineteenfhcentury,particularly

Schleiermacher's which was a partner to other sciences}4 Barth’

3Barth, "Der Glaube an den persdnlichen Gott," op. cit.,

) 4CD I/1, p. 10, (XD, p. 8f.}) -See Schleiermacher, Speeches,
"Defence,™ first speech which calls the bourgeois class to
elevate religion to the level of other intellectual pursuits,
p- 1-25, and CF, Introduction, p.3-93, which advocates that
theology borrow its presuppositions from ethics, philosophy of
religion, apologetics and piety, yet in Outline, S1, p. 19,
Schleiermacher insists that theology must have its own subject
matter and language and must be done within the Church for
ctherwise it dissolves into various other sciences.

-~

Ve
4
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posits 'scientific dogmatics)s which must reject all claims
of submitting to rules valid for other sciences .® Nor as
regards method can theology learn anything from these other

sciences. The nineteenth century ignored,the fact that

. - . . 7
dogmatics 1s a special science and s error was made from

‘the start. T

Since the days of Schleiermacher, many

encyclopedic attempts have been : s
made to include theology in the
sciences. But the common objection .
may be made against all of-them
that they ,0verlook the abnormality
of the special existence of theolopy '

and theréfore essay that which is *
radically impossihle. The actual =3
result 'of all such attempts has
always been the . . . destructive
surrender of theology:toga general

contept of science e
Some of thesc dcstructlvc attc@pts would include °“R. Pot\\ﬁx

i .

9
ropetltlve exp051t10n of church proclamation, Sdﬂc1enmmhcr s

prcsentatlon of thg faith based on self-deteTmined ¢ﬁ?esuppo-

s
f

_ =KD I/l 'W1ssl@uﬁhaft der Dogma ', p.ﬁff mxlpasshﬁ
- T e
- Ocp. 1, p-10, (kn, .58 | °.
.TTbld, see also p. 5, 'particular' science, (KD, p.3).

.« ./ %1bid, p.10, (KD, p.8f.) (f-:i
‘ (T\ 9R Rothe, Zur NDogmatik, Leipzyg, Verlag von (. Reuter,

.. 1898, see especially p.25:-70, which constitutes an cxp051t1on

of evangellgal Prdtestant dogmwatics, that is, its principa
sources, structures and.- ‘methods. Rothe outlines the use of
1nsp1rat10n and historical criticism as it has been 'applied

~ to evangellcal dogmatlcs

4
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sitions, and Alexander Schiveizer's phenomenological approach.
The unscientific nature of nineteenth-century dogmatics

Produced the two-fold error of incorrect presuppositions and
criterion for interpretation of Christian principles. On
the one hand it ¢reated various prolegomena as groups of

prior presuppositions outside dogmatics, a point carlier

criticized by Barth in Die christliche ﬂogmatik.lz While fer

Schleiermacher prolcgbmena,constitutcd by the fceling of

.

absolute dependence, lies outside of dogmatics,!® Rarth on the
other hand Sggrects this to say that

the place drom which the way of dogmatic
knowledge is to be seen and understood
can be neither a'prior”anthropological
possibility ner a subsequent
ecclesiastical reality but only

the present moment of the speaking 14
and hearing of Jesus Christ Himself .

~

o Oschieiermacher, CF, Vol I, SIS, p.75, 29, p.123,
S32, p.131, 833, p.133f, and see above Ch. I, fn. 8 § 9, p.20.
In summary, Schleiermacher states that the religious self-
consciousness can account- for all Christian doetrines.

. llA}exander Schweilzer, Die Glaubenslehre der
Evangelisch-Reformirten XKirche, furich, Orell Fussli und
Comp,, 1844, Vol T § IT, 1847, 1in which Schweizer 1lists the
main contributdTs to doctrine since the Reformation, outlining
the position of Calvin, Luther, Zwingli, Schleiermacher, et al.
See also his praise of Schleiermacher's successful attempt to follow
the tradition of the Reformers, Die Christliche Glaubenslehre
nach prbtestantischen Grundsftzen, Vol 1, Leipzig, G. Ilirzel,
1877, p.69.

12

See above, Ch. TI, p.50.

Yen, 171, p.3s, (kn, p.35). S

Y1pid, p.a1, kD, p.d1).
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Over against this the Word of God for Barth'is simultaneously
the prolegomena to dogmatics and a doctrine per se."The prefix
. Pro in prolegomena is to be understoocd 1005?1y to signify the
first part of the dogmatics rather than that which is prior

15

to it." In "the prolegomena to dogmatics, therefore, we

ask concerning the Word of God as the criterion of dogmafics;”l6
. The second error resulting from incorfect scientific
dogmatics wés the criterion for interpfetatipn used by nine-
_teenth. century German Protestantism. The nineteenth century
,admitted a dogmatic task which was inner-directed in the

piétist tradition, over against thch Barth called for a

scientific dogmatics outer-directed by faith alone, which

results when the divine acts on the human. The determining

force in Schleiermacher's dogmatics, '"the irresistible
inner necessity of his nature”17 must be overturned'by faith,

the result of God's working on man, "opencd from above

not from below.”18

19

"anthropologizing of theology was céﬁplete” using as they

151bid, p. 42, (KD, loc. cit.).

81p3id, p. 43, (XD, p. 43).

1792 I/1, p. 20, (KD, p. 19). See Speeches, p. 3., Ger.,

18¢p 171, p. 242, (KD, p. 255).

191bid, p. 20, (XD, p. 19).

.In Schleiermacher and his followers the (/"
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did any seculawcriterion to stand alongside the singular
ﬁosition and authority of the Church. "It [the nineteenth
ceﬁtury] forgot to look to this and this alone [the church]
in the question as to the Word of God by which Church procla-

mation must be measured. In this question it constantly -

- looked elsewhere.”20 The nineteenth century placed other

criteria alongside the Church such as philosophical and
ethical propositions:

It could see no further possibility

of viewing the Word of God as an
entity distinct from Church
proclamation, but it could clearly

see other entities distinct from

Church proclamation and at least

very normative. Their epitome was _
modern cultural awareness. It therefore
set up this cultural awareness as a
surrogate in place of the Word of God
which had now lost all concreteness for
it and had volatised into a mere idea.

And 1t now judged according to this surrogatc—:’_21

-

Barth's strict definitions of scientific dogmatics

.

and prolegomena form the basis of his dogmatic task. In his

insistence on its status as a special science and the use of

20Ibid, p. 251, (KD, p. 265). Schleiermacher however in-
sisted on TChurch' dogmatics. See Outline, p. 20, S5 § S6. '"When
this same knowledge is acquired and possessed without relation to
the 'government' of the Church, it ceases to be theological and
develops to those sciences to which it belonged according to its
carried content:" B. A. Gerrish says Schleiermacher's dogmatics
are ecclesiastical. See "Friedrich Schlelermacher on the Task of
Theology,” in Gerrish, op. cit., p. 47. '

2lep 1/1, p. 251F, (KD, loc.cit.).
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the Word of God as the presupposition and ;fiterioh, Barth's
position lies over against that of nineteenth century dog- r
matics. This method is applied throughout the Dogmatics T and

IT forming the hasis of Rarth's corrective to liberalism as

well as his own thecological statements.

(b)

Barth further develops his already posited opposition
to the ninetecnth céntury's treatment of the Bihle:zz Unlike
the latter which viewed the Bible as direct revelation, for
Barth lloly Scripture is a witnesé to revelationh which alone
is the original Word of God. The Rible 1s a sign which must
be treated seriously, a sign ignofcd by liberalism and Roman
Catholicism.z3 According to Rarth, "We thus do the Bible poor
and unwelcome honour if we equate it directly with this O%her,

28 16 Bible and the biblical wit-

with revelation itself."
nesses point beyond themselves to the revelation of God and
it is only when scripture becomes event for the Christian

witness, when it addresses one to act as the Christian

person, that it is revelation. -

2250¢ ahove, Ch. TT, p.420F.

23cp 1/2, p.457, (KD, p.504).

24cp 1/1, p.112, (KD, p.115). Sce also'CD 1/2, p.463,
(KD, p.512), Fr'we distinguish the Rible as such from revelation.

1

b ’ ‘ .
o | ~
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Although there are those who disagrée,25 Barth claims’
his(;gkition is in the tradition of the Reformers and a call

away from the errors of the past two hundred years: e

-

Our task to-day must be the different
one of re-adopting Luther's concepts

and taking proclamation seriously again !
as the word of the Church in and

through which God is to be served -and
not man, and God is to speak. On that
basis we must then try to understand
once again in what sense first the Bible
and even before that revelation, is
really the Word of God. It .was here

the forgetfulness set in before the
disaster of the 18th century.26

In spite of the.fact that the Bible is a witness, it
has authority above and beyond any other in the Christian
community - the Church, the Fathers, the confession of

faith. They must submit as lesser, though genuine authorities

8
.to the Bible. The Church owes obedience to the Holy Scripture
@

and not vice versa. Schleiermacher erroneously placed

the doctrine of Holy Scripture within the doctrine of the

o~

25Cornelius van Til, "Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox?"
Westminster Theoleogical Journal, May 1954, 137ff. Van Til denies
that Barth 1s orthodox on a number of issues including Scripture,
and A. D. R. Polman argues that Barth's concept of indirect
revelation suggests that God deceives; this was not Ged's in-
tention in revealing Himgelf nor is it the position of the
Christian Church's understanding of revelation, in Barth, tran.
by Calvin D. Freeman, Philadelphia, Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Co., 1968, p. 21ff. :

,
26cp 171, p. 124 (KD, p. 128). ‘
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27 Barth describes the result:

Church,
In the coursc of it, at least in its nco-
Protestant form, it developed into a
pseudo Church.28 Under the Word, which
means llely Scripture the Church must and can
live, whereas beyond or beside the Word
it can only die. It is this its salvation
from death which it attests when
it makes, not the *Catholic or Neo- 29

Protestant, but the FEvangelical decision.”"

Adding further to the injury in liberalism was the

Church's submission to the final authority of the individual
4

presupposition of the theologians. FEvery authority inéluding
the Word of God was placed under this anthropological
criterion.30 It is not that Barth wants the eradication of

indiviglual brcsunpositions per sc¢ from biblical studies.
This is not a problem provided the exegete docs not submit
the Word of God to a system but rather the Word must act on

» - 31
the mode of thought.

27CD /2, p.541{f, (KD, p.601f). Schleicermacher, CF
Vol 1T, S179, p.594. Schleiermacher accords the New Testi-
ment pre-eminence in a series of presentations of the Christian
faith and the norm for succeeding presentations. lHowever, it
is treated as a doctrine under that of the church generally.
In -addition, Schleiermacher ignored the Fathers, sec SI13-
$172, p.525-751.

28

ch 1/2, p.557, (KD, p. 620). “

291bid, p.585, (KD, p.652).

301hid, p.607-612, (KD, p.678-684).
31

ITbid, p.734f, (KD, p.823f), see ChD, p.405ff.
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It is only in a middle position between Scripture
and the Church, their authority properly understood, that
scientific theology can emerge. Lying between the two, it
is constantly checked by both authorities and can unfold as
doématic knowleage. Thus in contraaistinction to the
niﬁ%teentb century, "when the middle position occupied by
dagmatics and theology, between Scripture and proclamation
of the Church was hidden from the theologians themsélves,"32
Barth's theology understahds its position between the two
since it is only within this genuine framework that theology
paradoxically '"'receives poise and movement, freedom and
strictness in its work."33 . i
When the Bible is treated as witness, a relative and
mediate authority t; revelatiog, only thén is the mystery of
God not compromisegi.34 When recognized as ""God's revelation
in thé’human word,"35 Scripturé "is distinguisﬁed from
everything else that is said to us by men by the fact that

a majesty belongs to.the-one which obviously is radically

A e b .
32cp 1/2, p. 772, (KD, p. 863). <
31bid,  (CD & XD).
3%1bid, p. 469f, (KD, p. 519f).

351bid, p. 472, (KD, p. 522). ' o
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lacking in the other, The distinction- is safe-

guarded only where scripture is understoéd as a witness, and
not, as in liberal theology, as direct reveiation.

Barfﬁ-s concent of the biblical witness is in~direct
opposition to¥liheralism. The insistence of his theology on
mystery, majesty and distinction of God over against man,
challenges the immancnce theolopgy of the ninctcenth;ccntury
which saw only relative differences between God énd man. The
terminology of the 'Wholly Other' has disappeared but jts
spirit of the 'utte% difference’ betweén the divine and the

human, crucial to his critique of liberalism in the twenties,

remains in Barth's work in the following decade.

(c)

Fpistemology has long been a contentious issue in

Barthian studies. For Barth the only knowledge one can have

of God is through revelation. The human can claim no self-

certyinty in matters of theological epistemology. Whereas

Schlelermacher and the liberals attributed to man a special

facultynfor knowing God,37 Barth denies this possibility.38

31bid, (o & kD). ~

37 . S
Schleiermacher, Specches, '"Defence" and "Nature of

Religion," first & second speeches, p.1-118, Ger., p.3-111,

CF, Vol 1, S3, p.5 & S4, p.6, p.12,and passim, p.1-78, refer-

Ting to the human capacity to know God through pieEy and

self-consciousness. %,

38¢cp 171, p.204, (KD, p. 2120).
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Knowledge of the divine "is grounded in the God revealed in

9

His Word.”3 Furthermore, '"of ourselves we do not ccme to

know Him, . . . , on the contrary, this happens only as the
grace of the revelation of God comes to us .”40

. The attempts of Kant and others to know God through
an a priori concept which Barth %abelled as intolerable,41
or to disclose Him as an historical figure do not honour

revelation which indicates that God "remains a mystery to us

because He Himself has made Himself so clear and certain to
'y,

us. The source of epistemology of the divine is revelation

given at God's good pleasure which in turn can be heard only
¥

within the Church through grace, and in faith and obedience.

Knowledge of God is finally realized as paradox. '"He unveils

Himself as the One He is by veiling Himself.”43

39 :
CD 11/1, p. 44, (KD, p. 47).

401bid, p. 223, (XD, p. 252).

41Ibid, p. 310, (KD, p. 349). Kent, Critique of Pure
Reason, tran. by J. M. D. Meiklejohn, London, Dent § Sons,

- 1978, p. 25-50, and especially p. 28 which refers to the

a priori capacity to know God alongside freedom and immort-
ality.

*2cp 1171, s25, p. 3, (XD, p. 1).

ﬁslbid, p. 52, (KD, p. 56), see alsc the following for
Barth's use of mystery and paradox in discussion of the know-
ledge~of God, CD II/1, p. 38-41, and summary p. 43, (XD, p. 40-
&éy%g. 46). -

3.

-
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Barth's antithetical position on the issue of the
kﬁowledge of God is clear; his solutién ambiguous. There are.
those who speak favourably of Barth's method ana.view it as
scientifically sound. Thomas Terrance says that in the new
Dogmatics of 1932, Barth "swept aside all the language of
idealist philosophy, of Kierkegaard and the existentialist
misunderstanding of Kierkegaard.”4é' Robert E. Cushman cqp-
tends that Barth's epistemology successfuily lets God be
known only through God.45 Reverend Alfred Anthony élenn,

R. G. Crawfofd, and David Morgan Lochhead compare Barth's

system to Wittgenstein's language game.46,Glenn claims

that Barth's methodology is a sound basis for an epistemology

for theological prolegomena in that Barth's special science

and Wittgenstein's language game both rest on the meaning of
the langhagq used withid a specific context. Glenn points to-

four features operating in Barth's method which satisfy the

44Torrance, "Karl Barth,"” The Expository Times; Vol. 66,
Oct., 1954 - Sept., 1955, p. 207f. -

45Cushman, op. cit., p. 216.

46Rev. Alfred Anthony Glenn, The Relationship Betweén
Theology as & Special Science and Analytic Philosophy With
special Reference to the Theology of Karl Barth, unpub: Ph.D.
Thesis, Northwestern Univeérsity, Evanston, 12Z., 1967, R. G.
Crawford, "Karl Barth and Philosophy" in Modern Churchman,
Vol. 20, #1-2, 1977, p. 36-43, and David Morgan Lochhead,
The Autonomy of Theology, A Critical Study with Special Ref-
erence_to Karl Barth and Contemporary Analytical Philosophy,
unpub. Ph.D. thesis, McGili, 1966. :

-

T ooy
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criteria scientific method: objectivity, methodological

rigour, self-

thinking.47

dtical inquiry and a problemdfic form aof
‘According to Crawford therc is a parallol
between Rarth and Wittgenstein in that the formex's method
shows a logical use of grammar in its attempt to clucidate’
the conceptual structure of bihlical langunge_4§ ‘However, .
Crawflord points tokﬂarth's weighty usg of reason in dctcr-‘

49

mining the biblical statements, l.ochhead claims that

Barth's theolopgy is autonomous in that "the true value of

its propositions are not logically dctcrmincd'hz the truc

value of- the prcsuﬁpositions of any other disciplihc,"so

ﬁarth iden®ifies God sclely within a theological, and fhét
specifically a Christological framecwork.

) There can be no question, however, that Barth is not
free of Kierkegaard and ultimately must resort to the use of
paradox to preserve the mystery of God; Both Jérﬁme-namcr

and Alastair McKinnon point to Kierkegaard's permanent

influence on Barth51 despite the latter's own claims to have

47Glenn, op.-cit., p.15.
48Crawf0rd, op. cit.,'pJSG.

49Ibid, p.42, see also Crawford, '"The Theological
- Method of Karl Barth," SJT, Vol. 25, #3, Aug.72, p.332.

50Lochhead', op. cit., p.4.

-sluamer, op. cit., Ch. 12, Alastair McKinnon, "Barth's
Relation' to Kierkegaard: Some Further Light," CJT, Vol. 13,
1967, #1, p.31, and passim, p.31ff. .
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_gone past Kierkegaérdwsz There 1is also'the claim of joseph

Méhglland and others that Kantianism permanently influenced
Bafth. According to Mclelland '"the Platénic(Kantinﬁ base
pro&ides a constant,<21peﬁmment.elcment in Barth's thoughffs3
passed on probably through VBarth‘s philosopher-brothe;,
Heiﬁrich. McLelland c}aims that rather than procceding from
the Kantian. synthetic a priori theory,'Barth procceds from
the analyti; a Dostcriofi judgments . of the fe;caléd God.54

Reverend Dr. Robert Crawford and R. F. Aldwinckle view Barth
55

- and sclf-certainty.s6 According‘to D. N, Williams "Barth's

’
whole system i1s something different from what he says it is.
It is an appropriation by human experience of a revelation

which enters into direct contact-with the structure of our

creaturely existcnce.”s7

SZBarth, "Kierkegaard and the Theologians,' CJT, Vol. 13
Jan., 1967, p.64f. ' ’
_ 53McLelland, op. cit., p.32; see also Giovanni
Miegge, "A Roman Catholic Interpretation of Karl Rarth,"
SJT, Vol. 7, 1954, p.61. :

5

>

4McLelland, op. cit., p.34.

SCrawFord, "The Theological Method of Karl  Barth,"
op.-cit., p.332. . S :

SﬁR. F. Aldwinckle,.'"Karl Barth and Religious N
Language,' CJT, Vol. II, 1965, p.166.

57Daniel'D. Williams, "Rrunner and Barth on Phil-
osophy,"”™ JR, Vol. 27, 1947, p.254.



In his attempt to develop‘an epistemology which
avoids the anthropocentric criterion of the nineteenth century
and establish theological statements on the scientific basis
of the Word of God alonc as the source of knowledge, Barth
is only partiﬁlly successful. While on the one hand keeping
the divine and human separate in a counter-attack on libera-
Q%sm, Barth ironically rcl&es on. the Kieykegaardian paradox
to secure His claim.cf thehmystefy and otherness of God.
According to Hamer, "In his Eattle against liberalism, Barth
can make usc of only one of the weapons placed at his dis-
posal by Kierkegaard: .~ . . the paradox.”ss"Tn the area of
epistemology RBarth's theology is the result of a counter- -
‘statement to the nineteenth century while at the same time,

.

through Kierkegaard, invoking part of its method.

(d)
Closely linked with these precsuppositions and
criterion for theological interprethtion in the ninetcenth
century.is the conviction,,baged on Genesis_1:2659 that there

is an inherent ontological similarity between the divine and

~

58llamer, op. cit., p.252.

59The Jerusalem Bible, "Let us make man in our own
image, " p. 0.




the human. This conviction is at the root of the Thomistic

doctrine of analogia entis and it has constantly inspired, in

Barth's view, all eﬁterpri§é of natural theology. He rejects

any concept which posits an ontologleal similarity between

God and the human in a polemic whlch is quite extéﬁsive.éo

Over against the analogia entis Barth develops the

analogia fidei .whereby faith’as the basis of the divine-human

analogy is the result of God's acting on the human, and not

‘

the 'result of inherent human capacity.

If there is real analogy between God
and mady - an analogy which is a true ¢
anal of being on both sides -. .
- what other analogy can 1t be than

- the analogy which is posited and created
by the work and action of God Himself,
the analogy which has its actualit
from God and {rom God alone,

Based on the analogia fidei is the analogia attribution1562 '

which indicates the similarity of attributes between the

- divine and ‘the human is possible through the grace of

“ .
revelat%gn. As with the faith of the analgﬁgg’;}dei the
- A /-

. ; \ ¥

90cp 11/1, "The Readiness of God," p. 63ff, (KD, p. 68ff),
'and "The Readipess of Man," p. 128ff, (KD, p. 141ff); p. 225-254,
(KD, p. 254-287), CD 1/1, p. 243f, 437, 457, (KB, p. 257, 459f,
479f). For Barth natural theology is a1l- embrac1ng and includes
any and all claims of the human to know God, CD I1/1,.p. 164ff,

(BD p- 184f£y. | ,
¢ 461 U

N cD I11/1, p. 83, (KD, p. 91). |
62 . , e ’ ]
Ib%@ 237€£, (KD, P. ‘s267i-.'f).

—
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justifying grace of revelation is bestowed, as Anselm had
taught Barth, only from above to below, and is not gained as

the liberals had taught, through human merit.
Barth's oppositicn to the teaching of the nineteenth
century is clear, but his solution'ambiguous as is indicated
v

by the polarization of opinion from his critics. Some like

Bouillard have argued that the analogia entis is at the

63

heart of Barth's analogia fidei ° while Torrance and others

claim* that Barth's is not the Thomistid ontqlogical analogy.64
Unﬁgzﬁpnatély the ten;r of the debate has impeded the stﬁdy
oﬁ Barth's doctrine of analogy for the burpose, as Berkouwef
says, of its place in Barth's total theology.65

We submit that the primary purpose of analogy in the
Dogmatics I.and IT is to oppose liberalism. As a result it

creates in Barfh[s Dogmatics, along with his concepts of

"scientific th%ology, the Bible and epistemology, a growing

repértoire of statements which without reference to the

-

/
/

63Bouillard, Karl *Barth, Vol. ITI, p. 208ff; Brunner,

op. CJ;., p. 127; Jung Young Lee, op. cit., p. 150.

64Torrance, Theology in Reconstruction, London, SCM
Press, 1965, p. 113ff; Berkouwer, op. cit., p. 186.

.65

)
<9

Berkouwer, op. cit., p. 190.

/
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'"Wholly Other' nevertheless stress the-distinction between God
and human, further re-enforcing a theology of transcendence

in opposition tc the nineteenth century.

(e)
Barth dismiesed liberal christology and pneumatology
ignoring as they did the propey scriptural understanding, as

(

he perceives it, ‘of the objective and subjective reality and
possibility of revelation. Over aﬁainst the nineteenth
century, he investigates christology aﬁd-pneumatology as
mutually-related doctriﬁes, God's freedom for man.and man's
freedom for God respectively. The first part of the doctrine
of Chrisf, the Incarnation, coﬂsiders the objective 'side,
while the outpouring of thq Holy Spirit, as the first part of
pneumatolegy, investigates the subjective dimension. .
Christology Qas vital to the nineteenth century as
evident in its centrality in the dogmaiic tasks an%pthe Focus

of the.bibiical schoolspﬁ.

But its error was ‘that 1t did

not take JnT?14’ sgfiously enough67 and in ignoring the

starting point, = God's Word became a man - emphasized.
) ‘\\'—/_) ey 1S .
GGQE,'VOI. I, SIT, p.52; Life of Jesus accounts.

67CD 1/2, p.123, (XKD, p. 135). '"The Word was made flesh,"
Bible, p. TIT4. ’ — .

-
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only the secoend part of an indissolubly- conngzted Formula

By p3551ng the OhJCCtIVQ reality and procccdlng d1rect1y to
the possibility of revelation, liberal theologians spoke-
primarily not of the fact of revélation of the Incarnate One
but of Jesus as the pinnaélc of creation, "as the revelation
of the deepest and final recality oF,man.”GS This procedure,
consideriné the ohjective poésibility before and sometimes to

the exclusion of the objective reality, produécd a christology

"™—fhich was arbitrary. Such a theoclogy, not heC(lnp Holy |

Séripture, fashioned Jesus accordlna to thc needs and
cﬁpacities of the human, leaving God's revelation bounded by
anthropologk;ai structures. Man became suﬁeridr to God and
"the essence of such thought and language consists practi-
cally in man creating God for himself after his own image.™
Barth corrécts liberal theology .in once apain
considering Jn 1:14 in its totdlify; Qver.against the claims
"of the nineteenth century tp disclose the hlstorlcal desus -’

Barth approaches christo ogy fundamentally as mystcry 70 llis

v T
CD /2, p.12, (XD, p.14). CF,Vol II, S89, p.365,
. the appearance of Christ . . . would-have to bc rcgardcd
as the completion of human nature.’
69

: ch 172, p.6, (XKD, p.7). °

"OIbid, S15-1, p. 122£f, (XD, p. 134£f).
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.iation, But whereas pneumatology wigb later provide the means

78

is an attempt to understand the unic hypostatica of Chalcedon

in which neither the divine nor the human nature ig'cmmnnmised
in the miraculou§ union in the Incarnation, the latter being
the starting-point for the mystery. Schleiermacher on the
other hand expresscs Christmas as a festivity which celebrates
family, motherhood and ch%ldren through the models of Christ
and the Blessed Mother resulting in neglect of the deeper,

far more important aspect of the Incarnation as mystcry.71

Over,against this, Barth's fidelity to John 1:13\Tn§iits that'/
Word and flesh refer each to the other without the waQ“;u?{//5
rehdering its divinity or flesh being compromised. At no
peint can Jesus be“considered apart from the Word.72 In his
presefving of the two natures, Barth combats the error
perpetuated by the liberals that Jesqs as historical figur
was merely a continuum in the world process.

| Barth's early wn&tings on the loly Spirit cqntain

the seeds of fuller dé§glopment in the doctrine of reconcil-

\ 7lschleiermaghef, Christmas I've, Dialogue on the

Incarnation, tran. by~ZTerrence N. Tice, %1chmonaj John Knox
3 ;

Press, 1967, p.34ff,

"2cp 172, 515-2-2,j- P.149FC, (KD, p.163£f).
73Ibid, p.134f, (KB7 p.147f),Schleiermacher, CF, Vol.

IT, p.3”5f, and his christologx,g@nerally, p-374ff, stressing
histericity of Jesus. . , '
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to speak of positive relation between God and man as well as

a realistic anthropology, injtial attempts remain polemical

and corrective to liberalism. TInsisting on the lloly Spirit

as uniquely the Spirit of fod’ Barth cdnfrohts Schleiermacher
who spoke of the spirit comm&n to all mcn.75' In the Dogmatics’
the former engages in lengthy discussion of.the third Person

as the locus of truc religion over against the anthropocentric
attemps of the previous century.76 Whercas Rarth insists

thag "the Word is never apart from the Spirit”77 liberalism
ipnored this indissoluble link between christology and pred——

' G
matology.

S

~J

According to Bar£h, the other side of God's freedom
for man is man's frecdom for God, the subjec¥ive ‘reality of
revelation in the outpouring of‘thc loly Spfrit as the Spirit
of .Christ. 1In this context thq Christian is addressed by
revelatign in the casmos to respond to the Word éf God. 1In-
stead of inding the anéwcr of the subjective reality and

possibility of revelation in the lloly Spirit, liberalism

74Barth, "Der Heilige Geist und das christliche Lebeng"
1929, p.65f, in Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist, by Karl and
Neiririch Barth, MUnchen Chr. Kaiser Veriag, 1930, Ch 1/2, p.252,
(KD, p.275). . -

-]

7S¢F, 8121, p.535. o

7692 72, s17, p.280ff, (KD, p.304ff).
77lbi£, p.244, (KD, p. 266).

O
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thought it could find the answer in man himself and not the
divinity of .the Holy Spirit, thus once again by-passing
revelation for the anthropological choice.

There is an element of tragicomedy in the
development of neo-Protestantism. TIts
desire was to gpforce the problem of man
in his relation to God. But in its polemic,
it unwittingly rejected the only branch on
which it might have sat with honour . . . but
it was so interested in man's freedom that
it forgot the divinity of the Holy Spirit.
At the outset the 'freedom from man's side’
was still problematically confronted with
a freedom from God's side. But logically
the latter freedom was drawn in and sucked
up by*its opposite pole. Man came to be
undérstood 9gite apart from all mystery or
revelation.

-

Liberalism\in its disregard of this second aspect of revel-

“ation, set the knowledge and life of faith in Christ as

autonomous and separate from the knowledge and faith

deriving from the Holy Spirit. It missed the insight that

< the Holy Spirit was the spirit of Jesus Christ. "By

! -
abandoning 1t, it opened the.doors . . . to a recognition
of all possible idols,~. 79

. L .
In hi¥ disgussitn of the reality of man's freedom

in the doctrine of the Spirit, Barth strongly reinforced the fact

"8cp 1/2, p.208-209, (KD, p.228).

791bid, p. 252, (KD, p. 275).
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that movement is from above to helow. Remaining consistent
s

to the analogies of faith and gracec, he continues to hold

that man on his own c¢an do nothing, tenaciocusly interpreting

Luther and rejecting the liberad anthropological possibilities.
There is no question of something in the

divine act in revelatich which emanates .
"from man's side' but only of something

which is 'directed’ towards man! The
3 fact that man's existence is involved

does not mean that we can ascribe

to man, . . . the role of autonomous

partners or workmates with God co-,
operating in the work of revelation
We are concerned with the existence

of man . . . only as an existence posited
from God's side . . . The basis of it all
is the divine movement towards man 8
-y Atthough he is speaking of man Barth stresses the
<i£}hce of divine initiative in a reminder that "we are not )
free for God except in the Holy Spirit.”81 From the human
side he can speak only of depravity and helplessness. ‘"lle

[Spirit] tells us that we could not do it ourselves, that
of ourselves we are bhlindsand deaf. To receive the Holy
Spirit means an exposure of our spiritual hclplessness.”82
The result of the receiving of the Holy Spirit is our

openness to receiving the revelation of God and the start-
ing point for Barth's anthropology which is as yet little

developed.

891bid, p. 235, (KD, p. 256).
811b3d, p.243, (KD, p. 265f).

S21bid, p. 244, (KD, p. 266). .
r “ : '

-
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As the(}ihal part of the outpouring of the Holy
Spirit,believing apd pefceiving man, the one to whom God,
has beeﬁ revealed, is addressed. Barth's antﬁropology Te-
inferces all earlier doctrinal statements of movement from
above to below tﬁrough the gréce of revelation.83 Man is
determined by revelation in which he understands the dis- .
tinct rea}itiés of the divine énd the human. "He [God] is not
We, . . . Helis God and we are men. ‘He is in he;ven and we
are on earth . . .There is always this escgatological frontier

84

between Him and us." <

For the most part the confrontation with liberalism
pervades the doctrines of christology and pﬁeumatology in the
Dogmatics I .and II. Mindful of their errors, Barth's theology
corrects the starti;g-point and criterion for interpretation
used by his predecessors in the nineteenth century. ECven
where he posits the uniqﬁe mutiual relation of the doctrines OR
Christ and the Holy Spirit, Barth's insight is partially the
result of continual examination of the liberal standpoint which

neglectéd this indissoluble relationship between christology and

penumatoiogy.

(£) B,
Barth's direct polemic against religion originated in
the Romert®ief of.1919. 'AiAa human quest and possibility
. PR 1)

A3

851bid, p. 364f, (KD, p. 400).

841bid, p. 368, (KD, p. 405), .

.
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which ignores the grace of God, it is @ﬁé)last human frontier

placing man at tke centre and making him the possibility of

85

all things. As the supremc human limit, religion is a quest

for meaning. The nineteenth century did not recognize the
limitation that religion could lead only to man and not to God.

- Barth's critique is all-f@clusive of the major nineteenth
century thinkers: P

Schleiermacher tried te find in religion as
feeling the essence of theology, revelation
being a definite impression which produces

a definite feeling and then a definite
religion. Then according to Hegel and

D. F. Strauss both Christian and natural
religion are only a dispensable prototype

of the absolute awareness of philosophy- .

Then according to L.Feuerbach in particular,
there is room only for natural religion and
the illusory expression of the natural longing
and wishes of the human heart. Then A. Ritschl
taught that the Christian religion must be
regarded as the revealed and true, because in
it the supreme value of human life . . . its
liberation from the world regarded as sensible
nature, is most perfectly realized.86

_ 85Rom I, "Freiheit," Kapitel 7; p.181ff, Rom IT, p.
211ff, Romans, "Freedom,” Ch 7, p-229ff. . 8
86CD /2, p.-290, (KD, p:316). Schleiermacher, Speeches,
CF and Qutline, all of which have been 1 ed to witﬁgregﬂﬂ
to Schleiermacher's use of feeling a e essence of theology,

lﬁove, Ch I, p.19ff., Hegel, "On Philosophy" in On Art, Relig-
$on, and Philosophy, op. cit., p.266ff, "We must comprehend
religion as philosophy . . " and "The Positivity Essay,"
Part III, in E Th W, p.167-181, as there is one humgn nature
there is one nature religion; Strauss, op. cit., see '"Conclud-
My Dissertation," , p.757-784, esp. p.780??—”ﬁut mind having
once taken occasion by this external fact, to bring®under its

©
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The nineteenth century was wrong because it ignofcd
. .
the fact that it is the grace and faith of God which alone
enable man to enter into relationship with God. This is the

sin of unbelief for its centre of faith which is illusory, is
v N " .b -

man and not Jesus Christ. '"The only ultimate and really ser--
iOQEEdetefmination for the believer is that which Invcecd§
from Jesu Christ.”87 Liberal religion did not allow Jesus
to he Lord, but assumed a singular authoritive position for
itself: ‘

" The real catastrophe was that theology lost
its objcct and revelation in all its uniqueness.
And losing that, it lost the sced of faith
with which it .could remove mountains, ecven
the mountian of modern humanistic culfure.
That 1t really lost rcvelation 1s shown
by the very fact that it coyld excha%ﬁe
it . . . for the concept 'religion.',

41

Ed

1 o .
.86 (con t]E::EETZEEness th@E¥idea of hutanity as one

with God, sees in the history only the presentation of that
idea; .the object of faith is completely changed; instead of

a sensible, . . . fact, it has become a spiritual . . . idea,
which has its confirmation no longer in history but in phil-
osophy . . ."; Feuerbach Ess Chr, p.270, theology is anthro-

pology, and Lectures, for fuli development of his concept of
religion as nmaturc religion, Lectufe 3, p.90, "I find-within

‘myself the motive of nature religion," p.21, "My doctrine can

be summed up in two words: Nature and man, and thcol&gy 1is
anthropology and physiology;' Ritschl, Justification, S67,
p.646-660, esp. p.648, "For the perf on meant by Jesus is
that which distinguishes the Christign Life in general from

the imperfecticn to be found in othefr religions,”™ and S68,
‘p.0661-670, discussion of the principhles of perfection in
Christianity. . - -

87cp 1/2, p.313, (KD, p.342).

881114, 4, (KD, p.320).

' -
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Ove® against 'religion; Barth proposes. the thedlogy of
revelation.. It is only through the revelation of God in Jesus
Christ that the reconciliation of man with God is possible
through the justifying grace thch comes to man in the“e;ent
Pf the Godfmah. There is no path frém man to God, but only the
irreversibl% one from God tb'man.

'Religion' produced two fundamental errors which ‘in-

clude its treatment of Jesus and that of the Trinity respectively.

Jesus came to be viewed as a h%storical figure only, the one

in whom humanity realized its culmination.. The anthropdcen-

‘tricity of 'religion' destroyed the mystery of Jesus which can

be_knoﬁn only in the revelation of the Word of God. With regard

to the Trinity, Schleiermacher treated this doctrine last

T s . . ..
because it is not an immediate utterance of the religious

consciqusness.nghe theology Qf%revelation on the other hand;
guided as it is by the Bible, understands that God reveals
Himself initigily as.ﬁie Truine God and therefore proceeds
from thisApoiﬁt,

Barth's polarization of religion and revelation is the

result of his objection to-liberalism. In turn this theology

.=

shows a clear demarcation between the human side and the divine
p .

and only from the latter can theology move in a uni;aterall

direction.

898chliermacher;‘g£, Vol. I1, S170, p. 738. [

By
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» (g)
Scripture reveals God as the One who loves in freedom.

This guideline alone can serve as the basis for the discussion

s Of the perfec%ions of God.90 The perfections of the deity must

be related tb His loving in freedom and cannot be the result of

anthropological projectfons. Schleiermachér defined the per-

fections of God in relation to the feeling of dependence to

Him at various stages of the religious self—consciousness.91

This religio-genetic attempt to interpret and discover the 7
“l attributes of God from religious human self-consciousness re-

sulfs in error: N

. What is found is just what is sought, but‘pnly
~- what is sought, vis., the gigantic reflections

© or projections of the human religious consciousness.
_ . What is found is man himself and as such on his
1 o supposed way to God which in fsality i1s only

the way to his own inner self.%2
‘*—-;:..,,\

R God -is a projected image corresponding to our feelings
¥ and the vefy ekisteﬁce'of'God's perfections-is contingent on
one's experiencing'thé appropriate feelings of religious self-
'consciousness which,diéclo}b.specific'pe:fections. This method

" was épitomized in, Feuerbach for whom God is the measure of the

%0cp 11/1, p. 322, (XD, p. 362). *

' _?195, Vol. I, p. 194, S50, 'All attributes which we as-
Lo " cribe to.God are to be taken as denoting something special to
' God, but only something special in the manner in which the
feeling of absolute dependence is to be related to Him.'s

°2¢D 11/1, p. 339, (XD, p. 381).%
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93

species. Barth wants to reverse the treating of these per-

fections anthropologically, so that God may remain God in hisagq

attributes. "A fully restrained and fully alive doctrine of
Y . '
God's attributes will take as its fundamental point of departure
the truth that God is for us fully revealed and fully concealed
. . 9 . . e . '
in . the self-disclosure." 4 This paradoxical principle of
Y
self-disclosure and self-concealment is the cornerstone for
Barth's development of the doctrine of the perfections of God.
According to Rarth,
The -unity of self-disclosure and concealment,
of the knowability and unknowability of God,
constitutes the biblical idga of the revelation
of »+God, just as the unity of love and frecedom as
constitutes the biblical idea of the being of God.”
The perfections of the divine loving, grace, mercy,

and patience, and related to these, holiness, righteousness and

.wisdom, spcak of God's fellowship with'humanity, whereas those

" of the divine frecdom, un'ty,'constancy and glory constitute

liis transcendence. Yet even in this_hauristic distinction,

they are mutually related, for in His transcendeﬁcejﬁod‘demqn—

strates His fellowship to the worl@igﬁ'

93Feuerhach, Ess Chr, passim. In that Feuérbach can say .

that theology i anthropology, then what camhe said of the
species in the'ihéolute degree is what can be attributed to Godl

94¢ep 11/1, W341, KD, 1. 384).
P31pid, p.343, (KD, p.38¢).
P1bid, p.344, (KD, p.387)N

‘a _ . v.. ) | \ . e
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Based on the critique of the®nineteenth century's

- 51§bpfbath, three differences result in Barth's treatment of the

o

divine perfectioh%. Firstly, as opposgg to Schleiermaéher}s
interest in‘attrihutes-pgz'ig, and his concern to .define
omnipotence, omnicéusality and others,97 Barth treats the sub-
ject "and pred;catc together, i.c.,'éo& HS omnipotent,. God as
omnicausal, in an effort to relate them to the divine loving
and freedem.98
Second, Barth attacks Feuerbach's reversal of subjeét‘
and predicate. When oné proceeds from the prgdicates as does'
Feue;bach, the concepts become absolutizea rather than the One
tc whom they beiong. "The relation betgeen.éﬁbject and predi-
cate is an i)reversible one when it is alﬁatter'of God's
perfections.{gg By reversing the attributes aﬁd'thus hecoming

the "reflection of creaturcly unities,"!'lo0 the "mystery of God's

majesty”lol is violated.

975chieiermacher, CE Vol. I, S54, p.211, S55, p.219.
?8¢p 11/1, $30, p.351 and S31, p.440, (KD, p. 394, 995).

9D 11/1, p.448, (KD, p.504). See Feuerbach, Lss Chr,
p.25, "The necessity of ‘the subject lies—only in the necessity
of the predicate,” p.ld. "All attributes of the divine nature
are, ... . attributes of the human nature.” -

10%0cp 11/1, (XD), loc. cit.

1031%d, (cp & xp).
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Thirdly, the perfections of God‘é eternity and omni-‘

presence have been erroneously treated together by Schleiermacher -

and Kant as concepts of space ard time.102 According to

Barth, this choice to treat the two together is arbitrary and .~

anthropo:lOg-ical3 and the error has occurred because time and
space have been treated together in philbsophy.lo3 This )
approach not only subjects God to interpretation by philosophy,
but also makes Him contingent on human limitations-of space ‘
and time; this 1éads also to an overlapping of infinite agd
finife time and space. Cdntrary to this Barth directs us to
view God as one; constant and eternal im Himself and His work.
This is His freedom. In His unity He is omﬁipresgnt, in His
constancy, omnibotent and in His eternity,iglbribus1104i'Thﬁ§

i~

- Barth severs the traditional connections of space and time in

dealing with the perfections of God and posits over against

925chleiermacher, CF, Vol. I, S50, p. 194€€, "All
attributes are related to the feeling of absolute dependence,"
se¢ p. 203, S52, eternity of God is related to the timelessness

- and temporal, and p. 206, S53, ofinipresence is related to the

spaceless "and spatial. See .also the dogmatics of the Kantian

. " Wegscheider, treating space and time together as physical .
- attributes of God, Institutiones, S63, p. 271ff. See also D.

F. Strauss, Die christliche Glaubenslehre in ihrer geschight-

-lichen EntwickIung und im Kampfe mit der modernen Wissenschaft,

Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche BuchgeseIlschaft, 1973, (written

1840,) S36, p. 548-563.

Y03¢p 1171, p. 464-468, (KD, B. 522-527)..

10%1bid, p. 441, (XD, p. 496).

-

._1



"} ;Lthis the relation between unity qﬂd space, time and glory. hs-r J )/)
with other_themes, larth's approach to the attributes of God, '
despite the methodological iﬁvocation of the Kierkegaardian
paradox, dramatically opposes liberal theology, the result of

‘which is reflected in his dogmatic statements.

(h)
The doctrine of election and its completioﬁ in_ the
doctrine of COmmand.ﬁethics), as the final part ‘'of the doctrine
‘ of.God, depend on christology in order to be understood cor-
‘rectly. Related as it is to the attributes of God, election
must‘adhcre to the principle of the love Sf God as his gracé

and the freedom of God as his election. Barth does not direct

\\-\

a polemjc-against the liberal understanding of elecfion but in
his fundamental principle of relation to attributes we may
assume that his docérine is a re?ersal of the ninetcenth cen-
tury. Uhderstandahly Barth is .more concerned with Calvin'éﬁd
Q\\‘Romah Catholic doctrines of election respectively as both
\developed more fully in this area than did liﬁeralism:
‘ liowever, hig doctriﬁe is not entirely without reference
to liberalism. For Barth, it is indispensable to the correct
ﬁundef;?hnding of election that ﬁny part of it, individual or -
community, (Israel and Church) be explicated with refgrence to

the election of Jesus Christ and each other. The order of o

discussion is not important, but the nineteenth century was



dual must be discussed in -the closest possible relation to

“

the apothe051s of secular 1nd1v1dua115m n- the theology of

Schlelermacher, chrkegaard and Stlrner The connection with~

Jesus became remote. "The only correction which is Bésically

. . _ o
important is the recognition that the elébt%on of the indivi-
1 o« e

-

the clection of Jesus Christ and the election of the community
of God." 105 _ R ' .
A w .
Ethics 1s man's rcsponse to the elcctlng)gxacc of

106

Jesus Chrlst "The command dlrected to man," Fthlcs is

:part of The Doctrine of sGod bccqusc oniy within "the framcwork

of the doctriné can the\answer to the ethlcal question "the

supremely crltlcal questlon concernlng the good . . . in human

w107 .

actions . . . be given. As such ethics is related .

directly to man's ‘life and thereby is rclateﬂ;to dogmatics

~which also is directly.related to man's life; otherwise, it.is

108

mere intellectual frivolity. ,isEthits then, must be treated

as part of dogmatics, and not as in ‘'the nineteenth centumny,

105¢p 11/2, p.309, (KD, p. 340).
1001hid, p. 512, (KD, p.S67). |, .
10

"1bid, p. 515, (KD, p.571).

Y08¢p 1/2, p.787f, (KD, p.881). " o

\\

-
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treated as something"'_separate.109

Treating‘ethics outside of degmatics as did liberal
theology results in treating the ethical command as human arnd

not divine. In the case of Schlgiermacher where religious
110

Y A

“emotions display themselves in activity (ethics)
d’lll

and Kant,

whose categorical imperative is inner-determine these

anthropocentric decisions are as such mere human decisions of -

behavioﬁr, but they have nothing to do with the divine command.
) ' ' : i

"What begins with the human self cannot end with the knowledge
. of God‘and His command. Nor can it end with the knowledge of

the real man in his real 51tuat10n nll2 ’ :
) ) . o . B L

! - : ¥

. 10905 1172, p. 520- 542 (KD, p. 600-603); and ”The Command

, of God," CTh VILI, CD 11/2, p. 509-781, passim, (KD, .564-875),
Schlelermacher, CF——Vol 1 ”Chrlstlan Doctrine and that of
Christian Morals Rave long been separated; and so here . . . we
eliminate from the totality of the dogmatlc aterial such propos-
,itions as are elements of the Science of Chri\stian Morals. See
also Vol II, p. 384-385,+and Outline, S223, p). 79, Dogmatic . " -
theology is divided 1nto the theoretical 51d (dogmatlcs) and
the practical side (ethics), but Schleiermacher goes on to say
that the separation of the two is not essential, -and he concurs
with Barth that "rules of Christian life are also theoretical
prop051t10ns,” o 79f. Eoe . .

110

1)

CF, Vol I, p. 111 N .

lllKant, Groundwork, p 70. See also Lectures on Ethics,
tran. by Louis nflela New York, Harper and Row, 1963, p. 36f.

112

€D I1/2, p- 541, (KD, p. 601). .. .



‘unconditioned.

93

There is one categoricdl ‘imperative - Jesus Christ.

That imperative alone is $elf-grounded, transcendent and
113 a

-

The id¢a of the divine command is the idea
of sompthing which is incomprehensible to
‘man of himself - that he is not his own
mastér, and that it dbes not lie in his’
rgmpetence to think out and prescrlbe
the rule under whlch he lives.

W

Kant's attempt to equate the divine command with the anthro-

.pological rationally-determined idea of the good, while valid

within the 1imit of some parallel; is in error by it%}claim
that man can articulate or fathonm God!s command. Placing the
ethical -.command with Jesus disquali{}es all claims to a
universal rule, a formula. ye stand_under one judgment and‘
command;'namely the divine, attested by the biblical witness.
In the final part of the doctrine of God, Bafth con-

tinues to p01nt out the errors of hlS immediate predecessors

~ .

and correct their theology which in 1ts secular 1nd1v1duallsm

lost reference to Chrlst now the centre of hlS doctrlne of

f

election.

At its root, Barth's polemic as it pervades the

1

1131hid, p. 625, (KD, p. 726£f).

11%1bid, p. 666, (XD, p. 742).
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Dogmafics I and‘II, confronts the fundamental understanding
of the scientific theology of the nineteenth century. Conse-
quently, the theology of the Word corrects and opposescthe
. anthropocentric method. Not content to lay the polemic to
rest at this level, Barth continues to contravene the
specific errors in liberal theology as they résulted from
the erroneous starting-pbint. In turn not only Barth's
prolegomena but also hié other doghatic statements are a
product of his anti-theti%ai engagement with liBeralism.

In spite of the Wﬁﬁd of God starting-point, Barth
is not entirely sucéessﬁul iﬁ eradicatiﬁg the methodologiéal
tools used by the previous century. The Kierkegaardian\
garadéﬁ"is invoked and Hﬁs espistemology has been judged as
neo-Kantian. But the‘more predominant feature is the polemi-
cal style of Barth's work. In the development of every t@eme‘
in the two doctrines he opposes the liberal sfandpoint and .
subscribes to another view over‘agaiﬁst his prédecessors.

o , v

Whereas the nineteenth century took the immanqntist.anthro—‘
pocentric approach, Barth's is a theology of fran%cendénce
proceeding from the Word oquod.' As such His first tﬁo volumes
of ‘the Dogmatics may be described asﬁa\theéldgy in qpposition.

2

A
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(ii)

Extra-dogmatic works

In the extra-dogmatic writings of the thirties we find
a clue to the interpretation of the polemicai nature and
resultant theology of the Dogmatics I and II. In the former
Bafth blames liberalism for the growﬁh of the Nazi and German
Christian movements. In the same way that the endorsement of
‘the liberals ;n 1914"affecfed Bar;h&s-attitude toward‘his
teachers and had direct impact on his theology, so too'in'tbe'
1930's there is an assotiation between the abhorrent events
of the time. w1th their .Toots: “in liberal theology and Barth's
polemlcal dogmatlcs |

From\1933-34,.Barth's non-dogmatic works finger

.-Schleiermacher and ihéiliberals contending-that the '"doctrine
and attitude of the German-Christians is nothing:bot a partic-.
ularly vigorous result of thé entire neo-Protestant development
' 115 "
ool

since 1700 . The present problems of the church lie

wll6

v

"in the existence of the Protestant modernism. The: errors

. ) 115Barth "The Church's Opposition in 1933” in The
German Church, Confllct Richmond, John Knox Press,” 1967,

C 1965, p..- 16 from "Klrchllche Opp051tlon 1933" in TH-E H,
“Neue Folge 49, p. 7, [neu protestantische] a series in Karl
Barth zum Klrchenkampf Minchen, Chrtuxglser Verlag, 1956,

originally in TH E H, 4, 1933, .

‘116Barth, Forword "God's Will ahd¢QOur.Wishes," in The
‘German Church Conflict, p. 25 from "Gottes Wille und unseTe

Winsche,”™ 1In Karl Barth zum Kirchenkampf, TH E H, Neue Folge,
49, p. 15, orlglnaily TH E H, 7, 1934.
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existing in the German Christian Church in 1934 originated

with Schleiermacher and the nineteenth century and therc is

no tracing this back to Calvin or Luthcr.ll7 He spoke of the

German Christians as a re-penetration of liberal theology in

the Church118 and of the line running from heo-Protestantism

to the slough of the German Christian movement of 1933.119

Further "I cannot sce anyfhing in German Christianity but the

- 7
last, fullest and worst monstrosity of neo-Protestantism.”l“O

This whole terrible evolution, having its roots in-Schleier-
121 '

ALl

macher's modernist-Protestantism, culminated in Emil
' 22 .
Brunner's support for natural theology,l”“ threatening as it

did the foundations of the German Church in the 1830's.

71yid, p. 27, Ger., p. 17.

\

11SBarth, Theological Existence Today! A Plea for
Theological Freedom, tran. by R. Birche Hoyle, London,

Hodder and Stoughton, 1933, p. 66, from Theologische Existenz

Heute, Minchen, Chr. Kaiser:Verlag, 1933, p. 31. [. . . einer
liberalistischen Theologie.]
119

CD 1I/1, p. 633f, (KD, p. 714).

1205arth, "Abschied,” 2Z, Vol. 1I, 1933, p. 539. [Ich
kann in den Deutschen Christen nichts, aber auch gar nichts
anderes sehen als die letzte, vollendetste und schimmste
Ausgeburt des neuprotestantischen Wesens.]

121Barth, "No," in Natural Theology, London, Geoffrey
Bles, Canterbury Press, 1946, p. 101, from "Nein!" Antwort

-t

‘an Emil Brunner, Th [ H, 1934, #14, p. 37.

-

1221444, p. 67£, 72, Ger., p. 4f, 8.
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Coupled with his thrusting of the blame to liberal

~theology, there are in addition writings of a theological-

politicai nature which in their opposition to worldly leaders
who challenge divine leadership parallel the theme in Barth's
dogmatic‘ works and those of the twenties which place God over
against man. Specifically it is the lordshipkof Jesus which

is posited over against Hitler whose appearance in Germany -and

. that of his followers of the German Christian Church represent

in‘ﬁheir politics and theology an abandonment of the lordship

of Jesus Christ; Gerald Butler claims that '"Barth opposed
Nazism because the Nazis sought to make Hitlér, not Jesus Christ,
the Lord of the Church."123 At all points in Ba}th's references
to Hitler it is the latter's futile attempt as a temporal

leader to usurp the absolute rule of the sovereign Lerd which

is condemned. Hitler's claims to power, as well as his install-

ing of a'Reichs—BishOp as the one, spiritual, authoritative

‘leader modelled after the political leader was innocuous.124_

.Over agaiﬁst this the church must recognize that it has and can

have ‘one leader only; Jesus Christ.l2> The freedom®of the
) ;
1ZSButler, op. cit., p. 457,
124 §

Barth, Theological Existence Tdday, 1933, p. 31f,
Ger., p. 14f. [einem geistlichen autoritdren Fiihrer!]

125Ibid, p. 45f, Ger., p. 21, (Leader - Fllhrer). See
also "The Confessing Church in National Socialist Germany,' in
German Church Conflict, p. 42, from '"Bekennende Kirche im 'nat-
1onal-sozialistischen Deutschland,” in Th E H, Neue Folge, 49,
p. 31. .
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e

gospel can be assured onlyﬁif gesus is Lord.l26 The insisteﬁce
“on the singular and sovereign lordship of Jesus Q?rist which
we believe is inspired by Barth's opposition to'J;tler is
common and central to threce other works from 1933-1936. To
ﬁffirm the first commandment whiéh is }ﬁe'purpbse of his "Das
er;te Gebot als theoclogische Axioﬁ“ is to recdgnize that
Jesus the Lord_is'God which must in turn be held out to the
Church dé-(hc_solévbiblical dictum.lz7 And the Barmen Neclar-
atjon which chtdined the official position of the German |
Confcséing Chu;ch;_the final draft for which Barth was reéponS-
ible, contained ag itg-cgntral message, ''the one Lord oF'fhe

w128

Church, Jesus Christ. RBarth's Cre¢do of 1936 insists that

the second article of the creed, Jesus is Lord, means Jesus is

the only Lord,129

126upyr dic Freiheit des Evangeliums,” in Th G H, Heft
2, Minchen, Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1933, p. 4f; see also "Lottes
Wille und unsere Winsche," op. cit., :p. 28f, "Our will must
comply with the will of Jesus, the only Lord."

127 has erste Gebot als theologische Axdioén'," -(1933) in
Theologische Fragen und Antworten, Zollikon, 1957, p. 129f.

128

Barth to Agnes von Zahn, in Busch, KB, .p. 247.

1296redo, A Presentation of the Chief Problems of
Dogmatics with Reterence to the Apostles Creed, tran. by J.-
Strathern McNab, New York, Scribners, 1936, p. 51, and Ch VI, -+
"Dominum Nostrum," from Credo, Die Hauptprobleme der Dogmatik
dargestellt im Anschluss an das Apostolische Glaubensbekenntnis,
MOnchen, Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1936.
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Finally there are other nbn-dogmatic writings which
though not of a pblitical nature {urther reinforce the theology

of transcendence which opposes the anthropocentric theology of .

- .
liberalism.' In lectures to the Protestant Theological Faculty
in France in 1934, Barth re-itérates the Kisrkegaardian posit-
ion that knowledge of God and man as described by revelation is

knowledge "where the infinite differences between God'and man

130

becomes manifest.)' This statement is made, like those in

the Dogmatics, over against the condemnation of modernism which

treats man,as a 'free religious personality'131

nl32

and the.Churchy,

as a "religious society

event.133 And in the Gifford Lectures in 1937-38 he spoke of
. AN

God as a 'Person, that 1s the one.different from us by virtue

rather than a divinely elected

. <
of his lordship. "Precisely.as this Person le is Lord,’is

above us, the God™of majesty, the hidden God ." %

13(]God in Action, tran. by E. G. Homrighausen and Karl
J. Ernst, Edinburgh, T. § T. Clark, 1937, p. 12, from "Offen-
barung, Kirche, Theologie," in.Th E H, Heft O, Minchen, Chr.

Kaiser Verlag, p. 19. See also, p. 10, Ger., p. 18.
131

Ibid, p. 22, Ger., p. 25.
1321p14, p. 21, Ger., loc. cit.

133Ibid, Ger., p. 24.

‘ 134The Knowledge of God and The Service of God Accord-
ing to the Teaching of the Reformation, London, Hodder and
Stoughton, 1938, p. 31, from Gotteserkenntnis und Gottesdienst
nach reformatorischer Lehre, Zollikon, Verlag der Evangelischen
Buchhandlung, 1938, p. 65%. See also p. 31f, Ger., p. 65, on
the radical difference of God as Person and the human as person.
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- When Magistrate A. Jager was appointed State Commissar
of the Prussian Church by Hitler Rarth wrpfe that in spite of
everyfhing, theology and only theology must be done. We must
‘go 6n "as if nothing had happened.”]35 Contrary to this,-all
of Barth's writings indicate he was profoundly in?luenced by
all that happened. [His theélogical enterprise is coloured py
his response to liberalism - from the polemic of the Dogmafics,
the association.made between Schleiermacher and Nazisﬁ, and the
polarization oF.Hitler'srrule and the sovereign transcendent
lordship of Jesus. Barth did not proceed 'as if nothing had )
happened.' Tle jnterprcted the 1933 étrugglo 4s a re-emergence
of events in 1914 both of which were rooted in liberalism. The -
enemy was again at the door in thcoiégical and political form
and his dogmatic theology of 1932-42 coﬁid not be conciliatory
toward nor r;semble liberalism. Given the circumstances
surrounding the writing of the Dogmatics I and II, circumstances
about which‘Barth was intensely concerned as evidenced in his
extra-dogmatic writings, we contend that the polemical naturec
and resultant thoologx of the bogmatics is a response to -
lftéraiis%. It is a theology which in itsjihsistence on the
transcendence of God and the human incapacity and weakness of

man, is one in opposition to that of his precedsssors.

13STheologic'al Existence Today, op. cit., p. 9, Ger.,
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political ruler.

101

Barth's unyielding and untiring oppositioh to the
German Christians aloﬁg with hié refusal to take the oath of =-.
allegiance té Hitler earned him dismissal from the,Uniféfsity
of Bonn. He returned to Basle in 1935 where he uttéred the
cry - Resistance - a pelitical and theological evocation for
the two were inexorably bound in those days. lle took up home
guard duty and planned’ for further work on the Dogmatlc and

COntIHUEd to affirm the 1ordsh1p of Jesus over agalnst any -
136 '

e

we

1’:ﬂ()l’)zll“th, The Church and The War, tran. by Antonia Ii.
Froendt, New York, Macmillan, 1944, p. 5, 7, 29, and passim.

. B ¢
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CHAPTER IV

A Theology in Conciliat#on,
Barth's Modified Polemic, 1942-1968

We have argued that up to 1942 Barth's theology is a

response to liberalism, first in its immanentist anthropocentric

vlewlioint followed by an amniguous tone and finally as aitheo~
logy in opposition. Despite shifts in his attitude toward the ~
nineteenth century,1Barth's antings use the latter as’ a. refer-
ence point. In this chapter we will contlnue'to inyestlgate

Barth's relationship to liberalism which unfolds as a concil—

iatory one. There. 1s firstly a much reduced polemlc in the

' Dogmatics III and IV which w1ll bc addressed under the” following

headings of (a) creation (b) creature.(c) angelplogy (d) incid-

“‘ental references This will be followed by the documentatlon

of Barth s acknowledgemcnt of the contrlbutlons of liberal
theology to be d1scussed under (a) sin (b) chrlstology and

(c) 1nc1dental references As w1th the previou$ chapter the
substance of his extra-dogmatic writings will be examined dis-
closing an attitude éinilar to, the modified. tone of ‘the doqmatie
works from 1942-1968. Flnally we Shdll attempt to. penetrate the -
reason for -Barth's move from Opp051t10n to conc111at10n -fOnly

~

when this modification has been substantlated can we proceed in

4

the*sanEquent chapters to examine the impact on Barth's

theological dévelopment.



(1)

Modified polemic of the Dogmatics
| {a) . -

Upon completion of the first two volqmcs“ of the
Dogmaéics, Barth immediately bcgqn work on £hc'doctrine of
creation, a task approached with a waning of conficencc " lle
would 1like to have GEEIUStEd the- JOh to thosc more quallflcd

vif only-1 could have had ﬁsro confidence in their presuppo-
51t10ns. 1 The "Work of Creation' Volume TII/1 procecds

from theVscriptural;chri;tological presupposition and in that
stqrfing—point opposes the anthropolqgically—dctcrﬁined doc™
frinéS'of creation of -the nineteenth“century. But Barth!s
confrontation is less evident than hefore and his statcmcﬁfs
are not anti-thetical at all points. ‘ -

‘At the outset ﬁqrth posits the key toﬁcreatibn in thé
person of Fesus Chrlst as Redecmer Redoncilcr and‘Lord Whereas
Sch1c1crmacher and hlS followers dcrlved not10n5 of c103t1on
.from thcmselves, Barth holds that the doctrine of crecation 1is

.one of faith, knowlcdge of which 1is groundcd in Jesus Christ.

Faith proceeds from the Iord Jesus Christ who extends his

lgg_lrr/1 Preface, p. ik. '

- ’Ibid, p..8f, ° (KD, p. 7f). Schleiermacher, CF, Vol.
I, S§39, p. 148, and 940 p. 149f. "The relipious conscicusness
which is here our basis [for creation] contradicts every origin

of the world which excludes anything whatever from originatioen
by Cod "
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sovereignty ovEr the whole of creation and thus '"faith in
Jesus Christ is this understanding ([of thp benevolence of the
Creator] -and as such it is a powerful instrument for the know:
ledge of the mystery of God the Crea;of:"B ‘

God's sovercignty over his éreation, fﬁat is oF all
things distinct from Himse}f;4 must be understood as a series
ol events beginning withfﬁreation which in turn is a»prcparatibﬁ
for the covenant with its beginning and culmination in.Jesus
Christ. Over_aﬁaénst the biblical schools which admitted only-
empirica}_Fédt,iﬂarth posits the concept BF saga wherehy '
creapioﬁ accounts can be trcated as non-historical or pre-

histbricallS In this way the accounts are not limited to his-

torical documentation but also allow creation as pre-history to

v

be understood as the.widcr divine vision and as such as a pre-
paration for the covenant. -

The indis§olub1e bond between creation and covenant is
the basic vital premise of Barth's doctrine. The former comes
first so that God's work may be done, and the covenant of grace
which is really the basis and presupposition of crcakaOn can be

seen to follow. Creation, as God's sovereign domain fashioned

for his purpose, has as its goal the redemption of humanity and

5CD T11/1, p. 41, (KD, p. 44).
Y1bid, p. 95, (kD, p. 104).
“Tbid, p. 82, (KD, p. 89). - .
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constummation ~of the world. Loss of the understanding of the

5

creation-cdvenant bond leads to errors made by thinkers of the
. :

nineteenth century who by neglecting the covenant cxamined
crcation in relation to the human and did not grasp its goal.

For Kant the purpese of the world was "a union aof men under

merely moral laws . . ." and according to T. A. Dorner "the

end in view is a tich life of love and this constituted the

. . 6 A T ' , .
motive of creation.” . -
- s 13

Beyond this Barth's development of the creation-covenant ¢

relation is an ecxegesis of Genesis 1-and 2. Neither direct
references to liberalism nor a polemical tonec pervades -this

work as w¥h former Doamaticé, although insistence on the dis-

.

tinctness of God remains intact.

In his descriptédn«ﬁf creation as bencfit, acfualization

an '{;tification, it is only with the First of these that Barth

takes exception to the ninecteenth century theology. The benefit

aspect was .ignored because the- liberals did not understand the
bond between creation and covenant. When this relation is per-
Y ﬁ " . . B .

ceived then creation in its preparation for the covenant

between God and man must be understood aS'henefit.7 In his

 ®Ibid, p. 92-71, (KD, p. 44-75). Religion, p. 86,
Dorner, System, Vol 1T, p."5. It is true im looking at
Schlgiermacher and Dorner for example that the bond between
creation and covenant is not conisidered in inter-relation. They
presuppose the origin of the world by God from the religious
self-consciousness. : : .

"CD 111/1% p. 334Ff, (XD, p. 3820).

w
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éipiication of creation as ;étualizatién.Barzﬁkhdlds thattthis
implies creaturely reality is confirmed ‘and rooted in_the
-reality of God, not b#man'self—consciousness,although Barth
makes no direct ref§rence to the nineteenth ce,ntury.8 Similgrly
©in his rendering of the justifying aspect’ of creation, that is

its goodness, Barth in his insistence on the revelatory starting- .

.. point, makes no reference to the errors of the nineteenth
century.9 . g

] Iﬁhthese few references are:coﬁstituted theepolemic against
1iberaiism in .its entirety in the Doctrine of Creation III/1.

(b}

‘Qf all Barth's dogmatic workg one would anticipate the
Qtrongest and most'developed’pblemic to pervade "The Creature,"
Vplgme'III/;. The anthropotegtricity of liberalism resulted in:
its most abhorrent theological error, naﬁely the deification of
man at,6Ged's expense. Whereas the nineteenth cefitury spoke of
relative distinctions between divine and human, it was incumbent
upon Barth to restore the absolute difference.. Such a polarization

between liberal and Farthian anthropology is absent and only a few

items, which we shall examine, are of polemical nature.

81bid, p. 350£f, (KD, p. 401€f).

Tbid, p. 369, (KD, p. 422).
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Whereas liberal theology was itself anthropology and

spoke incorrectly of Christ and the human, Barth claimed that
. one can proceed to anthropology only from christology.10 Jesus
Christ is the ground of the creature and this the nineteenth
century forgot. Ignoring the starting-point the liberals
attemnted to understand the human from other disciplines such as
biology, physiology and psychology. Such a view is incomplete:

When it is simply a question of man as a

phenomenon - an exact science as such can

go no further - there can be no perception

of man as the creature and covenant-partner

cf God, and thercfore of his true reality

and essence, and.the task of the?logical

anthropology is thus: untouched.l
The attempts therefore of Feuerbach and others to know man from
the anthropologjcal and physiological viewpoints are‘rcjected.lz_
Theologiéal anthropoleogy alone is equipped®to understand that
the essence of human reality is atAqnce its cohbined‘sinfulness
and covenant-partnership with'God.13
Similarly there is the Kantian error which posits auto-

nomous rational ﬁature, over against whieh Barth claims that

biblical anthropology discloses that to be human implies a

cp 11172, p. 44, (XD, p. 50), CD I/I, p. 131, (KD,.p:
135):

ep 11172, .26, (KD, p. 28).

}zIbid, (CD & KD), Feuerbach, Lectures, p. 21, p. 90f.
: 13(‘.I')’III/Z, "Man as an Object of Theological Knowledge,"
p. 19-54, (XD, p. 20-63). .
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a number of things - rationélity, percipience and acfivity
none of which are autonomoﬁs but are derived from and grounded
in Jesus Christ. Thus Kant's claim that the categorical:
imperative has its source in the human must be overturned to
~state that the categorieél imperative is the result of God's
‘acting on man.l4 N\

In contradistinction to Hegei who claims thgt man has the
potentialﬁko be spirif, Barth claims that "man exists because
he}has spirit”.ls According to Barth, man has spirit because he
is sogl and bbdy, and is humanly determinea and constituted by
God whose spirit comes to him as an act of God. But man himself -
is not Spirit, for that would be to call him God. "To call man
spirit . e . és modern theology likes to do, especially in the
schooljof Heggl, always involves at least an iﬁdirect identifi-
cation of manlwitH God, or must sooner or later lead to such
identification."t" | | |

The nineteenth ceritury made the furthér mistake of tfying
to understand not only man but also the cosmos from the

anthropological viewpoint. Liberal theologians adopted philo-

sophical world-viéws, such as. the Kantian and Hegelian, to

141bid, p.- 402ff, 421, (KD, p. 481ff, 505f), Kant,
Groundwork, p. 70. '

15ep 11172, p. 344, (KD, P. 414). 2

101bid, p. 354, (KD, p. 425).



109

understand th ‘cosmos.- Mingling the world-view witb faith,
evident in_Schlé'ermacher, is incongruous for the two are not
,necessérily compatible. Knowledge of the cosmos as of the
creature, can come only from its SOufce, Jesus Christ, Lord
and Creator of the cosmos.y7
A further truncated view held in the nincteenth century

resulted becéuselphilosdphy or the human sciences c;nnot disclosc
'tﬁat humanity implies féllowship. This error was classically
represented in Nietzsche whose philosophy posited humanity in

the lone individual.18

According to Barth, "A humanity without
the fellowrﬁan will necessarily be abandoned as inhuman at the
very fifst step.”19 Jesus Christ, as thé basis of anthropology,
reveals that He is man, fully and real man, because He is mén

for cther men.20 ’ ' ¢

17Ibid, p- 10f, (KD, p. 9f). See Schleiermacher, CF,
Vol. I, S62, p. 259, the concepts of sin and grace are viewed
philosophically as antithetical, and Vol. I, S39, esp. p. 148,
his understanding of e relation between God and the world is
rooted in the religious™self-consciousness, and Vol. I, S40,

p. 149, Schleiermacher segs God as Creator but knowledge of
same derives from religiou% consciousness. Dorner, System,
Vol.. II, p. 22, knowledge oiNthe origin of the world Is related
to the religious consciousnes

18

‘Nietzsche, Ecce Homeo, tran. by Walter Kaufmann, New
York, Vintage Books, 1969; for some examples of this emphasis

on self, p. 217, 253.

¥ep 11172, p. 229, (XD, p. 273).

“O1bid, s45.1, p. 203€F, (KD, p. 242€f),

¥
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With the exception of thesc few general comments,
Barth's discussion of theological anthropology is free of neg-

ative overtones, either directly or implicitly.

(c)
With regard to the dogmatic works from 1950 onwards,
the only section Barth develops in diametrical opposition to

21 The quﬂrrcl herc 1is not

liberalism is that of'angefﬁlogy.
strictly a doctrinal one but instead he faults the nincteenth
century for its not taking angels seriously. PRarth concedes
thé‘ﬂoctrine‘has no content of its own, for unlike (od and'
humans,'autdnomous'zzcreaturcs,the aﬂgels are not autonomous. They are
io be scen in relation to something else, specifically as
messengers of God. Rut even as margiﬂnl figures, they perform

a ministry in the divine action of Jesus Christ. Thevy cannot

be documented historically in the historical-critical sense,

but angéls belong as part of the saga of crcation.23

The nineteenth century ignored or lightly treated

angels. D. F. Strauss dismissed them.z4 For Schleiermacher,

“len 11173, 551, p. 369-531, (KD, p. 426-6253).
22,

‘Ibid, p. 371, (KD,'p. 428).
2%1bid, p. 374, (KD, p. 432). B

24, . ’
~ *%bid, p. 413, (KD, p. 480. Sce D. F. Strauss, Dic
christliche Glaubenslehre, p. 661-675.
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: " (
the reality of angels is questionable. Their existence is
‘ assﬁmed in scripturc but nothing is taught concerning them.
Angels do not\gnter into the sphere of Christian doctrine
proper, and whether they exist or not has no influencc on one's
c_onduct.25 Dorner's attitude may be surmised in his treating
of angels as an appendix. Ille acknowle@geé that angels arc
attested by.scripturc, although angelology lqcks complete
dogmatic verification. floweyer DNorner presscs for the retention
of angelology because it involve§ no Contradiction.and because
it opens up to the Christian spirit, that is, combats a com- |
plete this-worldly, fully human world.26 ‘

In these attitudes of tolerance, in the case of

Schleiermachcr, and incorrect understanding of £hc role of
angels, in the case of Dorner, lie the rcasons for Barth's
critique of the liberal approach toward angelolopy. . The nine-
teenth century has not paid attention to the biblical message.
" Where the Bible was not altogether clcaf and explicit, thecre
was need for probing and the liberals allowed themselves to be
halted. Unlike Barth who makes extensive use of the biblical

references in his development of the doctrine of angels,27

50D 111/3, p. 413-414, (KD, p. 480f). CF, Vol. I, S42
and S43, p. 156-60, - '

2%norner, System, Vol. TT, S44, p. 96, p. 100.

27¢p, T11/3, p. 499FF, (KD, p. 586f).
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this neglect by the 1iber§1§ prevented them from’ either affirm_
ifig or denying angels completely:

ThlS, thcn, is the angelology of the
shrug of the shoulders, , which
is a*necéssary conséquence.when an-
attempt is made in this matter to
do something other than that

- which is alone possible in theolo'g,_v.28

A

For the most part Barth's is an exegetical development -
of the doctrine of angels and his castigation of the
liberals concerns their lack of seriousness in treating dngels.

o

(d)

The balance of the Dogmatics contains merely incidental

= d

references of a polemical nature to liberalism and }hese have
negligible impact on Barth's doctrinal poéitions. He'develbﬁs‘
the doctrine of.ﬁivine pyovidchbc in relation to crééfion as.
the unique. act of'&m lordship of God, rejecting a£fempts tojinter-
ﬁret providence from any pﬁil&sophy of history such as that
used by Hegel.zg"ﬁn his . treatment of: the divine accompanying
as ‘one aspect of providenéc,ﬁarth holds that one can speak of a
correspondcnce between God's activity 1n the un1Versc and that

of man's,but this cannot be done throuqh thc presuppositions of

ontological similarity between divine and human as the nine-

281bid, p. 418, (KD, p. 486). However Wegscheider con-
siders the bi [llcal and eccleqlastlcal treatment of angels
Institutiones, S101, p. 383ff.

29

FREN

Cb 111/2, p. 22, (KD,«p. 24).



113

teenth dcntury"tauﬁht'xo th hlS poqlt1nq of the analogia
Deratlonlq not onlv corrcct% thc 11h0111 p051t10n but also

contalns the means to sneak rcqllthcall\ of the Creator and

creaturc as w111 be seen in Chaptcr V. .

Barth prescnts: special cthlcq ?1 accompanied by bribhlical
refcrences, as a second hranh of thc dOLtllnC Having dealt
with.the:fifsf, the.gommand of fod, which included an extensive
polcmié against 1iﬁeralism?2Barfh describes special cthics as
a person's real-life"-response to the command of God. Tt is the
subjective rcsboﬁsc fo the objective divine command the latter
“of whlch thc nlneteenth century ignored because of 1t5 quh1cctlve

1nd1v1dual1st1c inner- detcrmlnlnq of the ethical v1cwp01nt Thls

led to the kind of errors Ritschl made when he could sco no necd

-

of the distinction between homage to God and homage to man,\ -

[Ritschl] could see no place nor necessity
for an activity specifically directed to God
. apart from tlie general respect paid to tlis
“ general position . . . And this prohibition
played no small part in giving Ritschlian
‘theology such a notable miserable character.

\

il

O1bid, p. 90-154, (KD, p. 102-175).

1cn I11/4.

32¢n 111/2.

33

the Chrlstlan Re11g10n,tran Dy Allce Mead Swing in The Theology
ol Albrecht Ritschl, by QWlnL, New York, Longmans, Grecn, 19071,
S6, p. 175, and fn 61 Love is a unlvcrsal law applied to Cod
and neighbour. =~ Love for .God-i's not se?arate from love for one's
neighbour. Also S78, p. 265 and fn 78!, purpose of worship is
fulfilment of an individual need and unlty of the community.

~im

cn I11/4, p. 48, (KD, 1. 52) Ritschl, Instruction in
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Over against this Barth insists that spécific duties be paid‘
to the Lord, such as observance of the Holy Day, confession
and prayers.34

The final volume of the Dogmatics constitutes the cul-
mination of thé development of Karl Barth's £heology. His
polemical engagement with liberalism is &Trtually absent from this
work. He makes a few negative references to the nineteenth
century - to its inadequate christology35 and anthropocentrié
théology.36-1n A Fragment, Volume IV/4, Barth upholds the view
that baptism changq§ one due to the Holy Spirit and not because
of any innaté capacity as held by §ch1eiermacher.37 Although
the latter's ecclesiology is generally correct, 1t fails to
account for the Church in its three dimensions. While acknow-
ledging its invisibility, that is the unseeable presence of the
Holy Spi%it on earth in its totality, and its visibility,
'Schle;é;macheﬁjrgferred to one dimension.of the latter, namely

~its-earthly-historical form of existence, whereas this must be

=t ~

.nﬂ: T T 34cn I11/4, S53, p. 47£f, (KD, p. S1ff).
L -~ 35¢p IV/1, p. 181-183; (KD, p. 197-199); CD IV/2, p. 82-
. . 85, (KD, p. 89- 013" €D 1V/3/1, p. 72f, (KD, p. 78=80).
“'“;'h:wﬁ”~_¢~ 6¢cp 1V/3/2, p. 488, (KD, p. 572).
"u';f"l'x:. 37CD IV/Fragment 26, (KD, p. 29); Schleiermacher,

gE;ZVol I¥* p. 631.

~1
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treated as.two-fold. It is visible firstly in its presence

.o

‘hlongside other churcﬁcs but also as the Christian Church -

with its own creed and worship, it displays a ”v01y quc1al

v1qiETTI;; 38 L.

+Compared to the first two volumes of the Ddﬁmatits;
Barth's polemic, both in tonc and direct refc}ences,agdinét

»

liberalism, is apprec1ab1y reduced. In addition ‘the objgzkiqgé"”

are less developed in the doctrines of creation éﬁdu}bcohcil—u
= . n *

iation and do not 51gn1f1cantly affdct'doctllnal stdtements It

-

is not 51mp1y that thcrc 1s a 11ck of dogmﬂtlc mator1a1 fxom

A

~ the nincteenth ccntuly thch cxpla1ns the dcmisc ol the con—'

R U . g
frontation. <1hcrc are many opnortun1t1cs to Lont1nuc the, .

- 1 Taa

///ﬂgﬁﬁos1t1on for e\ample in thc dctdllcd GXpOSlthﬂ of ‘man as

sou} and body 39 1;nored hy thc llelals, as well aq Sch1c101-

macher and Kant's respectlve cctleslologlcs thc 011g1n of

1
Ay

which is rooted in human Fellowshap 40 and an’ ethlcal common -

wealth 41 as against Barth'q ch115toloq1c11 pnoumdtologlcal‘

42

foundation .’ In addltloﬂmthCTC is the 14tter s dlSLUSSlOﬂ of

the Chrlstlam 11fe of falxh love and hope grounded inughe"
- l’ . -

' 3892 IV/1, p. 654, .s€c p. -650Ff, (XD, p. 726ff); CF, .
VO].. II, p. 676f . =_‘ . : ) B L Y o
3% 11172, S46, p. 32500, (KDY p. 39166). ~
40

CF, Vol.'II, S113, p. 525 and %115 p. 532.

4lReligioh, p. 85ff, esp. p. ﬁ%ff 90
Y2en 1v/3/2, p. 759, (KD, p. 868f).
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Spirit'43 unlike the 11bera1 conccpt whlch saw 1011g10us 11fe

ps.thiV1ty Orlglnﬁtlp& in p10ty.44 Compared - to thc Dogmatlg
-I‘ﬂhd 11, which_ccﬁfronteq 1ibcrélism at.cvery pu;n; the doc-

trines 6f creation and reconciliation_ exhibit a suhstdntia]ly

W0 .
reduced polemic. ThlS modlflcatlon comprlses one ﬂspoct of

Bar'th's attitude of cdnc111at10n toWard thc nlnctecnth century.

(i1)

Acknowlcdgomcnt of contrlhut1ons

.More striking, though 1css-apparcnt, than the demise of

Fhe ﬁaleﬁic ;s Barth's agknowledging from about 1950 onwards in -
.éhé Nogmatics the merits and contriﬁutions of liberal theblpgy.'
In themselves the ncknowledgcmcnts:do not directly affect Hartﬁ's
thcologicdl-statéments $igﬁifidantiy Their‘importamée lies in
the fact that mhey 1nd1catc an unprccedcnted changc of attltudo
which id turn a(fccted hlS thcologlcal development. In addition’
it is surprising that he points to the merits of liberalism in
-tﬂe areas of sin ahd christolegy, both of which were the major’
focus of hlS corrective task. For Bérth sin was” that which was
forgotten by his pr;deccssors when they erroneously viewed the

difference hetween Christ and man as relative rather than abso-

lutely and infinitely distinct.

s

13ch 1v/1, $63, p. 740fr, (KD, p. 52610, ch 1V/2, S68,
p. 727€f, TKD, p. 825{-‘{) ch IV/3/2 S73, p- XD, p. mssrr)

’ 44SEeechcs, p- 27€F.



" (a)

Sin constitutes the radical Qistinction, between God and
man®and Barth criticized Schleicrmacher's positing of sin-as

that which indicated a'relatiﬁe-diffcrencc between God and

]

a o T ' ' . .
man.‘6 Sin for Schleiermacher was merely .that which arrested

47 .Yet:jn his

lengthy discussion of nothingness an sin in 1950 and 195348

the freé,ﬂcvelopmcnt of the God-consciousness.

Barth in unprecedented fashion points to the contributions of
Julius Miiller and Schleiermacher on this doctrine.

In 1868 Julius Miiller published The Christian DBctrine

of Sin in two volumes, a work which Rarth applﬁuds for its
critique of the current doctrines of sin. Barth refers to
“Mﬁiler's work as "the most signi%ic;ntAliterary work whieh has
as yet been devoted to this difficult themb.”49 Throughout the
two volumes, Muller refers critically to various doctrines of

~sin in the nineteenth century with special attention given to

- Rom I; p. 128ff, Rom 1T, p. 145ff, Romans, p. 167Fff,
Cch 1/1, p. 410, (KD, p. 4317. -
1cp 171, p. 410, (KD, p. 4531).

TTCF, Vol. I, S66, p. 271, and $67, p. 273, the latter
refers to the presence of sin indicating the God-consciousness
has not fully emerged.

48CD ITI/3, S50, "God and Nothingness," p. 289-368, (KD,
p. 327-425), and CD 1V/1, S60-1, "The Man of ‘Sin in the Light
of the Obedience of the Son of God," p. 358-413, (KD, p. 395-458).
T Bep 11173, p. 312, (KD, p. 355). See also PT, p. 588,
Ger., p. 535T. . :
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Schleierﬁagher’and Hegel. Yet Mﬁlléy's own understanding of )

the problem does_not'lead him to any better solutiz&. Like

-

Hegel, Schleiermacher and others, Miiller views.sin4as a human,'-

this-wordly phenomenon, knowledge of which is possible through
human efforts.i For Muller, sin is a phendmendh among other
phenomena, and nbt'as.part of the phenomena of notﬁing_ness.51
It is notﬁfngnéss, fhe"réaliﬁy' cpposing God which is §ye}come
in the Incarnation and Redémpfign,ithe most imporfant part of.
fhis reality ﬁeing th¢'sin of man and this was ignored by the

52

liberals, Muller erronedusly grounds the knowledge of sin

in the moral\&fw and not Jesus Christ, the ground of all know-

1ngef53 However, as Barth says, 'We may‘'ignore these doubtful

features in Miiller's exposition in view of the fact that he so k

sharply perceived and propounded the prpblem;ifself and that“hé

was the first and only s¢holar of.his day to do so.'”s4

. the most outstanding and .enduring
significance of his work is that he confronts
this dark stain nothingness on the psychological,
sociological and historical picture of map with

>OMiiller, Sin, Vol. T and Vol. II, passim, see 'Vol, I,
Ch. 3, p. 341-359, "Schleiermacher,”" and Ch. 4-6, p. 390-407,
"Hegel." VY . -

>lep 11173, p. 313, (KD, p. 356). Miller, Sin, Vol. I,
p. 28. ' :

52D 111/3, p. 305, (KD, p. 346f). -~

531bid, p. 313, (KD, p. 356f), Muller, Sin, Vol. I,
p. 30. .

>4cp 111/3,p: 313, (KD, p. 356).

S
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greater thoughtfulness, perplexity, and alarm,
that he investigates and explores this sphere
with greater thoroughness and that he weighs
and ‘evaluates the dialectic and limitation of
the various ancient and modern theories with
greater exactitude not only than his
contemporaries but alsoc than most of the
representatives of the carlier tradition.®®

Folloﬁing dﬁﬁngﬂnf synopsis of Schleiermacher's doctrine

1
of sin,56 Barth states that his predecessor’s "tcaching is unten- .

able as a whole and "thus contains much that is obscure and arti-

W57 )

ficial. Schleiermacher's doctrine contains a number of

deficiengies - an inadequate christology which in turn affects

the dgglrir

than reclative

of sin by failing. to sce it as the radical rather’

distinction hetween God and wan; sin is viewed

subjectively 1 he consciousness. theology, whercin sin.and the

” h

consciousness of sin (and grace) are. equated; and the philoso -
phical framework of antithesis is at the basis of the doctrine,

rather than the bihlical—theological.' "Rut it is true that

merely to ‘indicate the failings of his teaching isriﬁshffjcientu”sg

In fact, Schleiermacher's teachings have "cdertaih definite and
59 ' '

positive merits." Despite the errors, sin“was real for

>3Thid, (KD, p. 357).

s

°1hid, p. 319-323. (KD, p. 365-370), and CD TV/1, p.
376-378, (KD, p. 415-418). — .

*Tep 11173, p. 323-324, (KD, p. 370).
>$1bid, p. 324, (KD, p. 370).

*%Ibid, (cD & D).



Schleiermacher and he was right in describing God as its author.60

Schleiermacher saw the reality of nothingness and correctly

61

related nothingness and redemption. According to Rarth,

"Schleiermacher has here made a.contribution to the apprehension

of sin and nothingness which we usually seck in vain even in
orthodox th0010gy.“62 \ ‘ . ‘ , . : .
As a resilt of ‘these merits, Barth claims that Schleier-

macher's concept of sin has possibilitids unrcalized by the

latter whete the understidnding of sin and prace, as part of his
nde; f : L p )

general theology of self-consciousness, tould he successfully

reworked as aspects of the subjective rcality and possibility in
o .63 -
the theolopgy of the Toly Splrlt.?
. . .
lfe believes Schleiermacher's doctrine corrgctly carrics

with it a concept of sin which involves corporate and individial
jact and guilt. This is not a passive inherited form of thec human con-

.. ’ . .o . C ' N . .04
dition but rather sin”carries actual consent as.voluntary action.

: ,ﬁnxbid, D. 327,'(KD,VP.‘374]i:E£;'VOl. 1, §79, p. 325,
S80, p.is2G. LT LT "
61925T11/3,"p.'326, (KD, p.-373) CF, Vol. T, p. 326-330 =

e . . ) : . 'LI/

620y TIT1/3, p. 327, (KD, p. 375).

':GQTbid,'p..324; (KD, P. 370f). Séé further account CDl
*IV/1, p. 376F, (KD IV/]1, p. 415-417). . t
64 ' ‘ '

Ch T11/3, p. 325, -(KD, p."'372), CF, Vol. 1j S69, p. 279,
p. 281.° ' ) o T .

v

r
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Furthermorc accordlng to both punlshment is real,

'
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‘ .

65 or

Schlelermachor 5 concepp:of sin, Barth can say:
K ’ -

 continues to reject the umbibkical doctrines of sin,

It is considerable testimdﬁy both to the formal
originality and material value of Schleiermacher's
conception that, thouqh its rejection is patently
necessary; this cannot bhe accomplished without
conceding its great merit and following up as it
were some of its insights .°. . If we look
closely . .4+ the objections present
themselves as a vast complex which curiously
enouqh confronts us at the éxact point wherc we
cannot but first:and forefnost acknowledge and
admire his positive ach1cvemcnts In other words,
he is-extremely weak whtere he is so vely strong;
he is catastrophitally wrong where he is 66
most ,convincingly and ifs&gructively right.

Despite Barth's praise of MUller and Schleiermacher,

as well as

Wegscheider's view of man's inherent rational ability to risec

;. . 67 . : N . :
above 'sin”° and Kant's failure to disclose the source of hi

knowledpe with regard to radical cvil.‘68 For Ritschlf sin

be understood as thc conﬁrary of

i

the highest m01a1 good"

S

!I‘Can

It is devoloped as.part of the doctrine of cthics in whlgh know-

.ﬁledge of sin reaches peculiar expression in Christianity for

ionesy
sively,

o ¥ # o »
65

660 I11/3, p. 326, (KD, p. 373).
67

68

69

cp 111/3,]”. 325, (XD,.p. 373}, CE, Vol. 1, p. 290(4).

he .

69

e TV/1,-p. 374, (KD, p. 414), Wegscheider, Tnstitut-
p 470-451: Although Wc&schq}der uses Scriptu exten-
sce S118, p. 447ff.

Ritschl, Justification, p. 329, fand Instruction in the
Christian Religion, p. 205. B

sty

Ch 111/5, p. 314, (KD, p. 357), Religion,, Book I, p. 40ff.
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here '"there obtain ideas of ﬁbd of the suprcme good, of the

< - -

moral destiny of man, . . . dlfﬂqrcnt from those . 7. “n

any other religion, n70 Barth condemns not only this non-biblical

:Tend011ng but also the trcatmcnt of 51n,and Chrlst1an1ty as

i 71 'Jl. *

mere historical phenomena,
Whereas we mlght have anticipated much ndmonltlon f10m

Barth in this area, we are struuk by his mcllowod attltudc of

acknowledging merits in the nineteenth century doctr;ncs oF sin. ™

b : L
(b) st ”i ; . a
Although he does not deal with the tOpingt leﬁgtﬁl‘ v
Barth points to t contributions of liberalism 1n the arca of
chr1stology, a d11cct1on which could hardly thc bccn 1nt1c1pated
in ecarlier works. In 1953 he remarks there is some truth in
' /o
Séhleiermachcr's christology in that from ‘the revclaplon_of
Jesus we may understand something ofthe relation betwécn the
Being of Christ and that of man, provided the,reveiﬁtory_ﬁfaft-
ing point is used 7? He applauds Schlclelmach01 s corrcct
understanding oF the rolcs of ]esus as kingly and priestly,
\ 73

showing fidelity to the\?arly Church. And on a broader scale

70Justification, p. 328.

"Tep 1v/1, p. 381-383, (KD, p. 421-423).

"t

721bid, P. 49, (KD, p. 51f).

73D 1V/3/1, p. 6, (KD, p. 4f); CF, Vol. IT, $102, p. 438. .



Barth acknowledges that the errors of liberalism belong to a

whole history.of doctrinal development and should be viewed in

that pcrspective.74

I3

(CJ L
) Despite Rarth's cﬁticism that liberal theology ignored’

the two-fold aspect of ethics as the command of God and the

.

response of the Christian, he points to certain insights which
are laudable. There'is firstly  Schleiermacher®s depth of

. ' . . 75 7.
"k dealings and knowledge with regard to ethics. llis understand-

ing 'of the role of the male and female, epitomized in marriage,
'E '-

concurs in many ways with Barth's views. Tor both, the male-

female relationship is necessary for humanity's growth, for full

fae

development. Marriage allows for the growth and completencss of -
" .
the man and weman. Tt is full-1ife partnership and implies
P social interaction not allowing the couple to retreat from the

76

“world. But whereas for Barth, personpal development is realized

in the unique and individual growth of each through the other,

. ” E : e
for Schleiermacher it implies identity of thought and Fceling.77
- Foy the former, neither must become a .law unto cach other but
! 74

CD 1V/2, p. 84f, (XD, p. 89Ff).

7SED T111/4, p. 122, (KD, p. 134).

"®Ibid, (€D § KD), See also p. 225, (KD, p. 252f).

7Tibid, p. 190, (KD, p. 213), Sée "Introduction," by Tice,
to Schleiermacher’'s Christmas Eve,p. 9.
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; : . W A
"Both have perhaps .to learn in a marriage how to have ongwfm

. v A8 . N
another in . . . {recdom.” :

., . \ -
o2, . )
Barth applauds Schleiermacher's regard for women apparent

in Christmas Fve, in which womanhood is celebrated and motherhood
1s described in terms ol Mary's relation to the child Jcsus?g

Although Schleiermacher's precoccupation with womanhood is unusual; ™
[t 1s not for us to criticize or judge.. There
have always been far too many male or masculine
theolopians. . And in Schleciermacher, for all our
reservations, we can learn so much with regard to
the understanding of women and the whole question
of sex-relationship . . . What is bevond doubt is
that it makes Schleciermacher more interesting and “éﬂ
lovcable than the majority of those who despisc him.

Supplementary to the statements regarding doctrine, Barth
indicates a change in his view of the place of Schleicrmacher in
the history of theology. In 1922 Barth refused to place Schleier- '

macher in the line running back through Kierkegaard to Luther and

Calvin and to Paul and Jercmiah:

And to leave nothing unsaid T might cxplicitly
point out that this ancestral line - which b
commend to you does not include Schleciermacher.
With all duc respect to the denius shown in

3 his work, T cannot consider Schlciermacher a ™™
good tcacher In the realm of thecolopy . . . 1
ask only that they do not appeal both to
Schleicrmacher and the Reformers, . 81

"8ep 11174, p.o101, (KD, b, 2157

795chlcicrmacher, Christmas Eve, p. 36, 48 and "Christmds~ |
Themes," p. 3Sff.

80

ch IT1/4, p. 155, (KD, p. 1710). =

81Barth, "The Task of the Ministry,” p.”iQSF,]ﬁer. p. 164.
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Yet in 1953, Barth refers to Schlelermacher and the Reformeré‘
correct treatment in the doctrine of reconciliation of regen-
eration - (conversion and justification) and sanctificdtion in
tﬂét'ordet.gz In faith man is first justified making him a
potential covenant-pertner foiiowed by and preparingffor the
sanctification Qf 1e§e in which the partnership is actualized.

Along, with the modification of his criticisms, these

concessions to the merits of liberalism further strengthen the

T
R T

pattern of Barth's conciliatory attltude toward his predecessors.
Though not extensive, his recognition of their contributions is

a key to a new spirit of accord with the liberals.

-

(iid)

Extra-dogmatic works

In the same wav that the extre—dogmatic writings from -
1932-42 displaved an opposition to liberalism in a feshion
resembling the polemical tone of the Dogmatics, conciliation
pervades these two branches of the Barthian opus from 1942
onwards. The tenor of the conciliatory tone in the extra-dogmatic
works is one which not only salutes the merits of the nineteenth
century as in the Dogmatlcs IIT and IV, but also probes 11beral

theology for points of contact with his own positions.

%2cD TV/1, p. 108, (XD, p. 117), CF, Vol. I, S106, p. 476
and S107, p. 478. __ '

B
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In-thiS's;ction we 5ha11»qxamine articles ,which appeared from
1956 to'1968,'namely, ”Thé-Hﬁmanity of God;““Evaégelical Theology
in the Nineteenth Century," '"Liberal Theology: Some Alterpatives,"
and "Postscript." . .
- Barth's 'change of direction' R? evangelical theology
is one "not in opposition to but none the less in distinction
from an earlier age."83 The description.of his evangelical
theology in 1962 as that which is faithful to Scripture and the
Reformatiop,84_echoes his earlier investigétion of nineteenth
century theology as evangelical, that is, theology-"informed by
the -gospel of Jesus Christ as heard in Holy Scripture.”8§
Furthermore this new”theological direction is one which focuses
on the positive relation between God and man, of '"God with us,f'86
a position which recalls the explication of nineteenth century
evangelical thought as the "science and doctfzﬁg of the commerce

87

Tﬁnd_communion between God and man." Barth pays tribute to the

theologians of the nineteenth century, scholars, conscientious,

=

. 33”Thq Humanity of God," p. 37, Ger., p. 3.

845, . 5, Ger., p. 11.

8S“Evangelical Theology in the Nineteenth Century,'" p. 11,
Ger., p. 3. \

88ET, p. 12, Ger., p. 1s.

T 87 vangelical Theology in the Nineteenth Century," loc.cit.
{(Eng. and Per.) ‘ I
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88 Their

pious men deserving our highest respect and our ear.
theology gave new insights into the Christian religion and
illuminated thé historical phenomena which set it apart from
other religions "This is the merit and achievement of this

theology.”89

In "Liberal Theology" Barth looks at the potential‘i;
three liberals, namely, Biedermann, Schleiermacher, and Ragaz,
and a fourth in the'succéssion of Feuerbach, namely Buber. What
may be retricved in Biedermann, despite his Hegelian route which

" could Be.tolerated as a necessary evil, is his always keeping
the limitations of the finite in mind couPledrwith his approach
to Christian doctrine in which the trhe-ﬁrinciple'of the sonship
of Jesus of Nazareth-could unfold. In Schleiermachgr;s work,
Barth holds the liberals have overlooked what may be the real
fruits of the modern father's contributions, namely a theology of
the third article of the Creed, a valid and justifiable pneuma-
tology. Whereas Barth's critique had attacked the ego-centricity
of liberalism, classically represented in Nietzsche, this stands
corrected in Buber's i-Thou alongside of Ragaz's social conscious-

ness which even within the errant anthropocentric theology,

.represents a move away from individualistic concerns.

%81bid, p. 16, Ger., p. 85 CD IV/2, p. 11, (KD, p. 10).

89”Evangelica1 Theology in the Nineteenth Century," p. 28,

Ger., p. 19.
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From one who formerly had opposed liberal theology at every
turn we now hear, "I would certainly not recommend to my

liberal friends the way of inertia, of renouncing all further

effort and simply drifting on, J,QO

His "PostScript"‘in 1968, an afterward to a selection
of -Schleiermacher's writings, is testimony to the commanding

presence of the latter who is "a not unimportant segment in the

u?_]-

course of my own life. The relationship between the two-

theologians is a complex one evoking from Barth both a theolog-
ical quarrel and human admiration. The latter recalls his

attitude from 1916 onwards when his going it "without Schleier-

nd2 the bitter comments

of these earlier times now being cause for 1ament.93

macher" implied a sharp hagainst him,
But even
when the distance between the two was widening, the love re-
mained,g4 allowing now for a different perspective. Barth
suggests that even at the apex of the confrontation, he never
considered himself finally done with'Schleiermacher,95 Granted

S

90,, . s
"Liberal Theology,'" p. 219, Ger., p. 101.
9ups e p. 117, Ger., p. 290.
921bid, p. 122, Ger., p. 296
931bid, p. 118, Ger., p. 201.
%1bid, p. 123, Ger., p. 297.
9S1pid, p. 122, Ger., p. 296.
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. . ,
the two are at odds hut with rescrvatlons " a genuinc
uncertainty.'96 Rut ”Thedoor”is in fact not latched. 1 am
actuglly to the present day mot finished with him. Not evén

. . . . a7 . . . s
with regard to his point of view. The position we arc ma1n~/////

taining in this thesis regarding the continuous responsc of

Barth to Schleiermacher and the liherals is artiéufﬁ%ed in the -

following statemefit: : -

Through myprobings into Schleiermacher;, I
alsc lear#ied to appreciate from aflar certain
matters where I stood (or again came?) much
closer to him theologically than I had cver
supposed could be the case after 1016.98
The spirit of renewal recognized, Barth examines arcas to re-
cover in Scchiermachcr what may constitute.common ground for
qQ RO
both. ™ F11st1y, 15,5£hlclcrmachcr attempting a thcoloqv con-
cerned with preaching and pas{élai\cdlc, a theology unfortunately
clothed in the garment of ph:losophy, or is Schleiermacher' s .
theology truly philosophy? If the former is the case, intcntio;s
1
are the same; if the latter, he can have nothfng to do with the
liberal theologian. Secondly, is the relation between God and

. L4 - - . . -
man as represcnted in Schleiermacher one in which there is a

superior Being or is he positing a unity of being, a relative

1hid, p. 131, Ger., p. 307..

?"1bid, (Eng. and Ger.).
% 1hid, p. 123, Ger., p. 297.

i M1Ibid, p. 131-133, Ger., p. 307-300.
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continuity between the two? Il the former, then Barth is in
accord; if the 1atter; the two cannot conversc. Thirdly, does
Schleiermacher hold ‘that human acting and feeling are contingent

on particular rcality, namely the divine from which they are

.derived and determincd, gencralizations about reality issuing

from that view, or does Schleiermacher reverse this? TIf the
former, the two are of:<onc mind; if the latter, there is diwis-
io#. Fourthly, is the spirit which moves people an absolute
and particular, that is the Holy Spirit, or some universally
effective spiritual power? T1f the former, Barth and Schicicr-
macher agree; if the.latter, they part company.

But the conciliation, both in the bogmatics and these

works is not total and Barth is not returning to his position

‘as a liberal completely reconciled to his predecessors. e has

T e

not veered: from his condemnation of the anthropocentric starting-
podint and criterion for interprctation usgd by libqrﬁlism. "1
am in no position to take thc responsibility of thinking on the

100 Tt is fundamentally

w101

basis of their common presuppositions.”
in this that "1 can no longer be a liberal theologian.

At 1ts worst it is a theology too this-worldly, drawing its life-

%ﬁﬂngi;om philesophy and the culture, one which ignored the ,

‘ loo”Liberal Theology," p. 219, Ger., p. 101.

0liyid, p. 211, Ger., p. 95.
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absolute and in its developing a religion around histofical
phenomena, paved the way.for the cafastrophic eveﬁt of 1933.102
In these extra-dogmatic writings we detect not only an
attitude which has mellowed as in tﬁe Dogmatics III and IV,
but also efforts to review and perhaps re-new the relationship
with his predecessors though not in Barth's becoming a liberal
again. ‘
(iv)

Reasons for modification

| By Barth's admission he continually probed Schleier-
macher only to discover a theoiogical closeness which he now
wants to articulate more specifically. Though he would never
be a liberal again in the conventional sénse} he leaves no
doubt as to the complexity and intensity of this long-standing
relation with the theologians of the last century.

That there is a change in Barth's attitude from oppo-
sition to conciliation foward the liberals gives rise to the
question of the reason. Without claiming to explain this solely
through an external event, I would like to suggest that the
political situation in which he lived was no less a factor in

his abandoning the polemic after the second world war than

it was in his understanding of its errors as a result of the

: 102”E¥angelical Theology in the Nineteenth Century,"
p. 19ff, Ger., p. 11ff.



theologians.

1.32

first war. TIn this we are in accord wi}h Marquardt's insistence
on the importance of Rarth's poiitical involvement in his thepi -
1ogy; but whercas for the former 'Barth's thoélogy is . .

rooted . . . in hjs po]ifical involvement (praxis)"m3 we con-
tend that liberalism is morc fundamental to the roots of
Rarthian thought, and politics serves as a catalyst f{or his
insights into liberal theology which in turn has impact on the
development of Barth'g thought.

Barth's scnse of the efrors of iihcralism crystallized
for him when he saw his liberal teachch endorsing the war.
policy of Kaiser Wilhelm 'T. It was not a theological-biblical
insight or any theological statement or work on the part of the
intellectuals which marked for Barth the end of the pcriod_of
nineteenth century theology but the political stance of the
104 Against this background, his conccrnslror
liberalism deepening, Rarth's writings spoke of the 'Wholly
Other' and the 'infinite distance' between God and man. [lis
criticism grew and "began to develop and extend to nineteenth

. 05
century theology as far back as Sch101ermachcr.”1 > Barth

1OJMarqu_ardt, "Socialism in the Theology of Karl Barth,"
in Karl Barth and- Radical Politics, ed. by George llunsinger,
Philadelphia, Westminster Press, 1976, p. 40, )

104”Evangelica1 Theolegy in the Nineteenth Century,”
p. 14, Ger., p. 6. ' '

105

Busch, KB, p. 82.



recalls helieving that "the entire theology which had unmasked
itselfl in that manifesto [of the ninety-three German intel-
lectuals], and everything which followed after it . . . was
grounded, deterrined and influenced decisively by him [Schlcicr-
w106 :
macher].
With the events of the [lirst war hehind him Barth's

writings from Romans to Anselm attempted to correct the errors

a

of liberal theology and to set thcology on its right foundations.
With the terrifying appéarancc of the Nazis in the thirties,
Barth joined the Secial Democratic Party in 1931 to vent his
frustration and engaged in a series of politicq]/theologicﬁl
writings in retaliation to Hitlcrhnnd the Cerman Christian
Church. Against this background, deeply convinced that the

line from Nazism could he traced back to liberalism and that
Hitler represented an earthly attempt to usurp the divine lord-
ship of Jesus Christ, he wrote the Dogmatics I and 11, which
could hardly escape the influence of the struggle with which

Barth was ecmbroiled.

In 1942 he bepan work on the Doctrine of Creation, the

discussion of which he held in dread. But it was time to press
on and speak of matters which must be understood against the

1 . .
backgroundiof the Dogmatics T anmd TT. 1In a sense it was during

1% ups v p. 120, Ger., p 203



- the next few years~thét he truly‘bcgan-to aﬁproach thgéldgy 'as

if nothing had haﬁpene&-' A modified polemic character¥zes the
\first part of Volume TTT although Rarth remains guarded in any
acknowlcdgement of liberalism. |

When Rarth began work on the Dogmatics I1T1/2 in Decemher

of 1944, the turning'point in the war had come. France had heen

liberated a few months previously and we note Barth's tempercd N
views toward the German people. According to Busch,
"When a German defeat scemed certain' RBarth
felt that . after his sharp warnings against an
aggressive National Socialistic Germany, by
contrast he should 'challenge the general
bitterness against Germany,' 107
. : 0 .
Barth insisted that Germany needed to he bcfrlendcd.l 8 Simul -
taneously his views toward the liberals were alsc tempered.
While continuing to maintain that there was a linc from "Schlcier-
; 109

macher and his followers to the heresy of the German Christians,"

and, an association between the immanentism and subjectivism of
o . 110 . BT .

liberalism and Hitler ~7 he was moving toward recconciliation with

the liberals. 1In a less condemming mood than before, Barth

1075usch, KB, p. 322, Ger., p. 337.

108”Die Peutschen und wir," (1945) in TFine Schweizer
Stimme, 1938-1945, Evangelischer Verlag AG, Zollikon-Zurich,
1945, p. 355. :

109

cD 111/2, p. 9, (KD, p. 8).

W0ep 111/3, p. 33, (XD, p- 37). © -



statesathat Schleicrmachgr, Ritschl, Dornof and othéTs WOFG
not respons1blc for the ethlcs of the C@:man peop]c whlch

“allowed F01 Lhe eventg of 1014-1933.

Neo- PTotestantism has much to answer for,+«but

it is not guilty in this regard. It had no

poqntqvc share in this new development. To be

sure; ‘it -did not provide the necessary safe- o
~Quardq against it. And in virtue of its pre-
suppositions it could not do so. Where the
recognition of the distinctive sovercipnty

of the Word of Cod spoken in Jesus Christ is

as weak as it was in Fvangelical theology

ffom the beginning of the eighteenth century,

we must be prepared for the intrusion of falsc
gods. And where this penctration takes place
in the evaluation of the state and culture,

the crection of a further false god is at

lecast negatively prepared . . . But we cannot
seriously arguc that Schleiermacher, his
disciples or the theology of the age of

llarnack . . . prepared the wa{

positively for what followed.l1l

There is a certain actualizing of this conciliatory
attitude which occurred while on a guest semester at Bonn in 1046
“when he discovered among the rubble "an undamaged bust of
Schleiermacher, which was Tescued and somewhere restored to

nllz Wherever the bust has been placed, Barth

honour again.
himself restored honour again to Schleiermacher in the Dogmatics
TTT and IV and other writings from 1945-1968, in recognition

and praise of his contributions and those of liberalism generally.

lllgg I11/4, p. 307, (KD, p. 347).

112Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, london, SCM Press, 1959,
p. 7; Dogmatik im Grundriss, Minchen, Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1947,
P. 3.
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The Nazis and the German Christians disappeared. No -
threat of this magnitude, either politically or theologically
had te ﬁe faced by Barth again-during his lifetime. 1In 1946,
although he wanted to. be directly involved in German reccon-

struction, He opted to work toward the completion of the

Dogmatics. Ile was involved in political questions sccondarily.

In this regard he paid careful attention to Rast-West ncgotiat-
ions and visited Tast Germany and Hungary in 1948. 1In addition
there were some theological problems and distractions. IHe
cngaged inhcorréépondcncc with Rudoll Rultmann whosc demythol-

ogizing thecology disturbed Rarth.1?

[lc was occupied with the
ecumenical movement through the World Council of Churches (rom
1945-1953.  In 1966 he visited Pope Paul VI at the Vatican and
was involved in discussion with Roman Catholic thoelogjans
such as VonlBalthasar for many years. But none of these activ-
ities presented the critical problems to Barth as did the world
wars and their odious direct coﬁﬁeqtion to liberal theology.
from 1945 onwards Barth's ﬁgan thrust was the completion

of his dogmatic task which no longer suffered from the restraints

or threats of a theological-political enemy in the form of Nazism
; et

and the German Christians, the bearers -of the liberal pérspective.

1138arth, "Rudolf Bultmann - An Attempt to Understand
Him," in Kerygma and Myth, A Theological Debate, Vol. T1, ed.
by Hans-Werner BRartsch, tran. by Reginald II. Tuller, London,
SpCK, 1662, p. 83-13Z. .
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7
Witﬁout compromising his fundamental quarrel with the.starting-
point and criterion for interpretation of thé nineteenth century,
hi$ conciliatory attitude is manifested in the reduced polemic
in the Dogmatics iII and TV as woll‘as the acknowledgements of
the contributions to liberalism in QOgmatic and extra-dogmatic
works. The discrepaﬁcy between Rarth's statements .regarding the
1as£ century, sometimes faulting ﬁis predecessors for the
apotheosis of Nazism and German Christianity and other.times
efonerating them of any blame, can be explained. with reference to
the world situaéion whicﬁ in turn he believed at its nadir to

be a result of liberalism. In turn the demise of Nazism. and the

German Christian Church as well as the worldly lordship of

Hitler must have further confirmed his conviction of the suprem-
acy of the biblical viewpoint and the lordship of Jesus Christ.
The worst of liberalism's results having been destroyed, the

triumph freed Barth to treat the nineteenth century in a concil-

iatory light articulating its achievements and merits.



CHAPTER V
Barth, Liberalism and Theology of iﬁmanéncp

It remains now to dermonstrate tha£ from igdg—1968 '
Barth’s theology was a response to liberalism. Wﬁcfeus,formcr-
ly his concern for its errors and ic catastrophic hist&richl
evemts from 1914-1945 help accountrfor the thco}dgjcal conFrQn—:
tation with his predecessors, Barth's attitude after the wars
is of a different complexion which in turn dramatically affects
his theology: 1In an atmosphere far less threatening, theolog-
.ically and pélitically, he is not only conciliatory in remarks
‘%oward the ninetcenth century but also in his Dogmatics and
..0ther works there are indications of his attempt to integrate

¥§;hdlhest fruits which may be rcaped [{rom liberal theology. llis
advice to young thecologians to become "a little liberal again”l
coupled with his-elucidation of alternatives within liberal
theology influcnced his own work. IHis conciliatory and invest-
igative éttitude in mind we suggest two ways 1in which Barth pays
more than 1lip service to the liberals. These include the
emergence of principles of immanence and the development of

pneumatology in the doctrines of creation and reconciliation

to be examined in this and the subsequent chapter respectively.

lﬂarth, "Christian Doctrine Agcording to the Heidelberg

Catechism," in The Heidelherg Catechism fof Today, tran. by
Shirley J. Guthrie, Jr., Richmond, John Knox Press, 1964, p. 85,
from Die christliche Lehre nach dem lleidelberger Katechismus,
Zollikon-Zurich, Fvangelischer Verlag AG, 1948, p. 78.




Wer believe the particular mode of development of these themes
reflects a response to liberal theology, a response which is
on-going in Barth's work, its complexion only having bheon

N ..

modified.

Without comprbmising at any point the aspects of his
theology of transcendence of the Dogmatics T and TT, Barth
widens the scope of his work with principles of immanence, the
cornerstone of liberalism. While his critique was concerned
that the latter was exclusively this-worldly and proceeded from
the anthropological sphere, he did not deny the validity of a

theology of immanence provided it be correctly posited. Circum-

stances being what they were, however, Barth avoided any remarks

or theological statements suggesting approval ofl liberalism and
the result was a dogmatic attempt over against his predecessors
emphasizing the transcendent Lord and virtually neglecting the
immanent,

Co-incidental with the disappearance of the Nazi threat
is the emergence of this-worldly language in the doctrines of
creation and reconciliation. We are in accord with James
Wilkerson who, while not accountiné for the reasons, holds that
Barth's 1anguhge moves from a position of immanence as a liberal
to one of transcendence +in Romans to a mid-position.z Testing

our suppesition that on® dimension of Barth's renewal with

2Wilkerson, op. cit., p. 54.
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liberalism is in the gphere of immanent theology, we submit -
that in the doctrines of creation and reconciliation he strives
to speak of 'God with us' and 'we with God,' the ovcr-against
notwithstanding but providing a backdrop to the "with.' %érth
develops these themes in his presentation of the this-worldly
Lord, not only as the One who entered the cosmos but alsc as ile
who is in active, 5mmediate and direct, positivc relation to
the creature. Thc.dynamic of a theology of immanence unfolds
through the biblical and non—hihlicay Ewtegories of lordship,
covenant-partner, analogy and dialectic and it is this aspect

’

of B}rth‘s work which we will presently address, ™

(1)

Lordship

.

In his 1914 attempt to speak correctly of the personal

God Barth offered the concept of 'transcendence in Hlis superi-

e

ority, immanence in 1ordship.'3 Nue to political and theological

circumstances he moved afield in the twenties and thirties of
‘ .

his reflection on the immanence of God, this development being

re-negotiated only when the threat of Nazism and the German.

Christians,rooted in 1ihera1i$m, was dispelled. In 1956 Barth

addressed retrospectively the-content of his theology in the

1920's and 1930's as a time when he was 'compeclled' to talk of

"A Ged absolutely uniqué in His relaticn to man and the world

Y

3Sce above, Ch. IT, p. 38.
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overpoweringly lofty and distant, strange, yes, even wholly -
’ o -
other_"4 Talk of humanism in theology, that is full discussion
ol the relation between God and man and subsequently, fellowmen,
talk of 'God with us' possible in 1949 was not admissible forty
or fifty years prcviously.s And in 1962 he stated the following:
The God of the Gospel is no lonely God,
self-sufficient and self-contained. lle
is no 'absolute' God. . . le& is not
imprisoncd hv His own majesty, as
though He were bound to be 6
no more than the . . . 'wholly other’'.
When Rarth aporoached the doctrines of ¢reation and
reconciliation, written betwecen 1942-1968, the demise of the
odious world situation and its associated thcologyv,which he had
felt forced to counter,was apparent. In the lordship which
pervades the Dogmatics 17T and IV therc emerpes the immanentist
language of the this-worldly lord, which includes the One in
and of this world, and the Lord with his creatures. According to

Clarence Abercrombie, Bdrth's concept of lordship is "not confined

the '"spirituwal’ side of life, for Christ is Lord of all, lord

4”The HMumanity of God," p. 37{, Ger., p. 3f.

S”The New Humanism and The HMHumanism of God," in
Theology Today, #8, May, 1951, p. 157, from "Humanismus" in
Theologische Studien, 28, ‘Zolliken-ZUurich, Tvangelischer Verlag,
AG, 1950, p. 3.

GEE, p.10, Ger., p. 66.
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of thetvorld."7 Its place in Barth's theology, not unlike the
other concepts we will investigate namely, covenant-partner,
analogy and dialecctic, arc rooted in chfisto]ogy, for "Christ
alone' must be held in full view "at each and cvery point”8 in
the development of Chrigtian doctrine. The manifestation of
the lordship of God in History 1s accomplished in "the Word
which became f(lesh and iswalled Jesus Christ."g )

We shall examine two-aspects of Barth's concept of
lordship which are pertinent to this thesis, namely (a) ag a
means to discuss the immanentist principle of this—worldly God
and (b) as a prominent place in his corrective and unique
christology.

(a)

Traditionally the doctrine of providence has insisted
over.against the tcachings of some, for example the deists, that
God having created the worid did not abandon ilis crecation to its
"own devices. Prbvidence is a doctrine of_thc lordship of God,

as the Lord of history, guiding and preserving creation and co-
kg

existing with the creature, all differences notwithstanding.

"

7C1arcnce L. Abercrombie III, "Barth and Bonhoeffer:
Resistance to the Unjust State,"in Religion in Life, Vol. 42,
Autumn, 1973, p. 347.

8

ch IT1/3, Preface p. xi, (KD, p. V).

Ihid, p. 26, (KD, p. 29).
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bt .
Bromiky and Torrance in an cditorial commentary describe Barth's

fidelity to the traditional vigwpoint:

of Him who has joined Himsg}l to it. Tt 1is

tiis continuing aflfirmati f 1t as the . .
Lord of its history. [In-this]. . . fiod

¢o-exists with the creature.l

Providence 1is the‘faithf:i;;ss to the creature

As it develops, providence is a strong and convincing-statcment
of the prescnce of the lLord in his creation and human history?
Presupposing the superior dealings of God in a rcality distinct
from liis own,11 RBarth dcgplops less the distinctions and more
the 'with' of the Lord and‘ilis. creature. 1Implied in providence
is the three-pronged (1) pssocihtioﬁ of Creator-Lord with the
creature in this-worldly history;'(é) co-existence of Creator

and crecature; and (3) direct and superior co-operation of the

lovdship of God.'”
In this history, therefore, wc nced not

.,  expect turns and events which have

nothing to do with His lordship . . . This
l.ord is never absent, passive, . . , but
always present, -active, . . . In this consists
liis co-existeénce with the creature . . . lle
co-exists with it actively, and in an
action which never ceaeés. . . 13

s
4

!
106. W. Bromiley and.T. F. Torrance, ecditors' preface,
CD IT1/3, p. ix.

.1lI})id, p. 3, 6, 10, (KQ,'p."l, 4, 9. [verschiedenen Wirklichkeit]

2 .
_ ‘J"Ibld, p. 124, (XD, p. 12f).
Fo

1

1hid, p. 13, (KD, p. 13). h
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The threefold depictioh of the providential God's pre-
serving,” accompanying and ruling and its resultant possibility
of-adtuélization in Christian living has its presupposition in
the One above, yet not so apove.as not to be wifh the creature,
remphasis on the 'with.' The Lérd of creation is-not solely £he
transccﬁdent One, but the ﬁﬁler, Reconciler and Redeemer who
reveals Himéélf and écté in this world. '"God fulfills His
fatherly iordship ove% His creatﬁre by presérving, accompanying
‘and ruling the whole course of its earthly existcnce."14 I
His ruling God does nat treat the world as something which i \\»
over against and foreign to Iiim, but as a sphere prepared for
His lordship.

The divine preserﬁing, that is the upholding and sus- .
taining ¢f individual existence, is '"the work of real, genuine,
authentic and true lordshipﬂ'ls In Hlis being the guarantor_gja\
creaturely existence as Lord 6f the covenant Jdle is both "with
and above the creature,”l6 not preserving from afar but with
"direct‘iniffgzixg and activityﬂ'17 In this direct act, He
deemed it approprf&te £6 take up the cause of the crecature's

preservaticn 'mot from the safe height of'a supreme world-

governor, but in the closest possible proximity, with the

)

Y1bid, sa9, p. 58, (xp, p. 67). )

15, .
Ibid, p. 59, (KD, p. 68).
16, .
Ibid, p. 60, (KD, p. 69)-

17 ...
r‘Ibld, pP. 65y (KD, p. 74).

R
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greatest possible directness, i.e., Himself to become . a,

creature."
The divine accompanying is the three-dimensional unfold-
ing of lordship as the side-by-side operatlon and co- operatlon

of the fatherly Lord W1th the free and autonomous activity of

‘His creature. 1In this accpmpanylng of the Lord, the activity

of the creature takes place (1) "in its co-existence with God"
20

19

(2) "Alongside His activity"“" and (3) in the Creator's going
21

"with it as Lord ." In this occurrence of the divine accom-

panylng, in His co-operation with all creaturely activity, God

is 1mmanent 22 ' r ¢

In the final aspect of the description of providgntial
lordship, divine ruling implies that God alone rules';23 in
absolute majesty24 and transcendence-25 But it is a divine rule

"over and with the temporal history of that reality which is
26

distinct from God.¥ This rule or order of God comprises thé

81pid, p. 79, (kD p. 89).

Ibid, p. 92, (KD, p. 104).

201pid, (CD & KD).

211p3d, p. 93, (XD, p. 105).

221bid, p. 110, (XD, p. 124).

231bid, p. 157, (KD, p. 177).

241044, p. 159, (XD, p. 180). |

51bid, p. 164, 165, (KD, p. 186, 187), [in der Hohe J
261bid, p. 164, (XD, p. 186).
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ggﬁtrol of creaturely activity, giving it freedom, directing it
to relation with other creatures and incorporating it into his-
tory and creati&n as a whole. His lordship in world occurrence,
'attésted in the 0ld and Mew Testaments, is rooted solidl& in
the normative biblical concept of King of Isracl. The lordship
and rule of Jesus Christ is the standérd for everything elsc.27
No other rules in this world; ”A11 ac}ual rule in this world
can be only the rule of this one Subject, .”28

The other side of the direct intervention of the lord

.

in history is the actualization of the life of the Christian
under‘this lordship. The one chosen by Ehe Lord to be preserved,
accompanied and ruled himself "participates in the divine lord-

ship.”29

Lerdship, which has presented this possibility of
participafion from without, in preserving, accompanying and
Tuling, now allows for participation froﬁ within, enabling the
Christian not only to perceive this-earthly lordship as knowledge
but also to affirm and live by it. The Lord and the rcal 1life

of the Christian meet when the creature resbonds to the universal
lordship in faifh, obedience and prayer. In this the '"providence
and universal lordship of God are not merely frue to him, but

n30

they are actual,. To participate in faith is to participate

271bid, p. 183, (KD, p. 207).

8Ibid p. 182, (XD, loc.cit.).

1bid, p. , (KD, p. 271).

Ibld ;ﬁ\

245, (KD, p. 277).




147

1 and obedience

in divine»pfovidence and universal lordship,3
implies the response of the Ch%istian.to the Word of God in
works, righteousness and a sanctified 1ife whereby he partic&-
pates in-divine providence and Lnivcrsal 1ordship.32 And
finélly prayer is the response of the human to his Lord,'to the
Word and work of '"this great . . . God [who] draws so near to
“the man who is ... . unworthy .”33 In prayer man moves to-
ward the One who has moved toward him, and.tho community partici-
pates in the life of Jesus as Lord, the result of which is the
direct relation of the Lord and community. TThus the asking
community stands tcgether with its lLord before God on behalfl ofv
all creation.”34

Providential lordship with its biblical starting-point
is the means to speak correctly of that which the liberals took
for granted in their anthropocentric theology of immanence,
namely the presence of God in this world and the resultant re-

sponse of the Christian to the Creator made possible through

divine lordship.

31,
' Ibid, p. 248, (KD, p. 282).
¢ .

Ibid, p. 255, (KD, p. 289).
33

Ibid, p. 268, (KD, p. 304).
34 . -

Ibid, p. 279, (KD, p. 316).
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by, -
Réconciliation is presented at the outset of Volume IV

w35 which con- ~

.of the Dogmaticslas the doctrine of "God with us
.Eversely impliesf”wéiwifh God.”sg 'TheELord of reconciliation
becomes more clearly aﬁd dynamically the One who bridges the gap
bétween\deménd‘man rather than He who stands 6ver against the
humﬁﬁ;‘:”What takes place in this work of inconceivable mercy,
is, therefore, the free ovef-ruling of God ~ . . a réal closing

of the breach, gulf and abyss, between God and us 37

38

Re -
conciliation is the Lord crossing over to man.
Among the many elemehts in Barth's éhristology as it
reaches ffuitiQn in the doctrine of reconciliation, the theme of
lordship enjoyg a vital and special place particularly in the
exposition of Jq 1:14 and Chalcedon in Chapters XIV and XV,

"Jesus Christ, The Lord as Servant”39

40

and "Jesus Christ, The
Servant as Lord ." In relation to liberalism, loerdship has a
referencé point in two ways. 1In the first instance Barth contin-

ues to wage.a major corrective of the nineteenth century's

35¢D 1V/1, $57.1, "God with us,” p. 3ff, (KD, "Gott mit
uns," p. 1TT).

& °°1hid, p. 14ff, (KD, p. 13£f).
Ibid, p. 12, (KD, p. 11).

3%1bid, p. 82, (XD, p. 86).
391hid, $59-S63, p. 157ff, (KD, p. 171ff). *
40

CD 1V/2, S64-S68,
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complete disregard for the divinity of Jesus. In his fidelity

to John and Chalcedon, he posits lordship to protect the doctrine
of the two natures. As Lord, Jesus is the divine Word, the Son
of God humbled as a servant who is simultaneously the servant,
the Son of Man, exalted as Lord. To safeguard against any imbal-
ance on the historical side, Barth reaffirms that in the lordship
of Jesus Christ is implied His utter distipctness from all other

humans: ". . . in the man Jesus of Nazareth . . . we have to do

“_with the One who is qualitatively different and uplifted in

T}elation to all other men and the whole cosmos..“41

The second dimension of the lordship-christology, the
humanlty of God, little developed in the Dogmatics T and II, is
now by Barth‘s admissions able to be discussed. According to
Goetz ﬂBarfh gives the gracious intention of liberalism a truer

foundation in its witness to the humanity of God, w42 The Lord

as servant is the one who took "His place W1th the transgressor”43

and in the development of this theme '"at every p01nt we shall be

deallng with the action.and work of the Lord God."* The mystery

1CD IV/1, p. 176, see 160, 161, (XD, p. 192,
o) IV/Z p. 28, 61, (KD, p. 29, 65).

2Goetz, op. c1tf p. 526.

43CD IV/1, S59, p. 157, (KD, p. 171).

1bid, p. 159, (KD, p. 173).
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stood with reference to the lordship of Jesus Chrigg&h’The impen-
etrable reality of 'The Word became flesh' is actualized not in

a feat overcoming Him but in His own "sovereign act of divine

w45

lordship. The apparent contradiction in the unalterable deity

entering into unity with flesh, causing no diminution or confusion,

is possible in the lordship of Jesus. '"He acts as Lord over this

contradiction even as He subjects Himself to g 40

In his earthly lordship, Jesus Christ neither abandons

nor acts over ‘against the world, but "takes it to Himself, enter-

ing into the sphere of it as the true God."*” At the same time

the exaltation of the servant as Lord is represented in the royal'
man, the one present among us who is like us yei unlike us in ‘his-"

lordship.as Among his fellow-men He was the Lord, the royal man??

50

remaining still "the living Lord, present today." This Lord-

servant and servant-Lord is '"our Lord, Dominus noster, even in
ndl

our own anthropological sphere.

In Barth's explication of lordship is developed through

4SI

bid, p. 179, (KD, p. 196).

“C1bid, p. 185, (KD, p. 202).

*71bid, p. 198, (KD, p. 216).

“8cp 1v/2, p. 28fF, (KD, p. 296).

: |
1bid, p. 154£F, (KD, p. 173£f).
*01bid, p. 164, (XD, p. 182).

Sl1bid, p. 265, see p. 268, (KD, p. 293, 297).°

LN
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christology we learn that to

believe that God can and must only be absolute
in contrast to all that is relatlve, ,

transcendent in contrast to all 1mmanence and
therefore divine in contrast to everythlng
human, in short that He can and must be 52
only the 'Wholly Other' . . . 1s untenable.

What we must embrace on the other hand is that

He is all this as the Lord, and in such a way
that He embraces the opposites of these
concepts even while He 1s superior to them.
He is all this as the Creator, who has
created the world as a reality distinct from
Himself, . . . , in relation to which He

can . . . act as God in an absolute way and
also a relative, . . . , 1in a transcendent
and also an immanent, in a divine and also a
human 53

Barth's lordship-christology counters the liberal error
of emphasis on the historical Jesus, while at the same time
balancing his own christology with due regard for. humanity of
Jesus which along with His divinity is grounded and_preserved in
the biblical lordship. -

Lordship in the doctrines of creation and reconciliation
represents neither a complete return to Barth's liberaljposition
nor is\it an expression counteracting the nineteenth century.
Occupring a middle point the Lord in this-earthly existence and
human histofy is understood with reference to His tifle as the

-t

absolute, transcendent One. Lordship is inextricably part of the larger

(. °%p 1V/1, p. 186, (KD, p. 203).

>3Ibid, p. 187, (KD, p. 204).
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~qualitative distihction statement of Barth's earlier years.
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doctrine of christology serving as a corrective in its reminder
of the divinity of Jesus while at the same time speaking, like
. ~

the liberals, in strong tones of the immanent Lord and the

~humanity of God. God has once more been brought to earth,

though not in the-anthropological manner of the nineteenth
century, Q?t correctly in Barth's view in the biblical pre-

supposition of lordship.

(ii)
Covenant-partner

R ]
According to Heino Kadai the appearance of the covenant-

partner in Barth's theology was very important in that "This

——

covenant-partner concept significantly balances the Kierkegaardian
' ' 54
"

But to balance is not to compromise or supersede,h the earlier, still
valid statement of the difference between God and man. This as
well as the sinfulness of man must be presupposed in order to

speak correctly of the covenant-partnership, Gad alone is the

transcendent ground of the covenant, He is the sole initiator, the

only means by which the creature can partake.55 As Lord, God is

the superior thougH no less or more of a partner in the covenant.56

That the starting-peint for God's dealings with man can come from

.

>%%adai, op. cit., p. 141.

>>Cp 111/1, p. 96, (KD, p. 105).

50cp 111/3, p. 108f, (XD, p. 122).
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the divine 51dc alone is reinforced in Barth's contlnued insis-
tencc that the human one has no innate capac1ty to enter lnto
or initiate any relation with the divine. "[lis creaturely

essence has no power to do this. He can do it only as God

57

makes him His partner." However, the emphasis in Barth's

theolecgy is shifting in that the oOVemint takes precedence over

man’'s sinEulnqgs. "The grace of God, the covenant of God with

. . 58
man is primary. The sin of man is secondary."

a second factor "enclosed and embraced by the latter [covenant]."

It may be sald that the use;bf the covenant-partner in

Sin is decidedly
59

Barth's theology provides a means to discuss (a) the this-wordly
positive relation between God and man; (b) God's partnership with

man; and (c) man's partnership with God.

3 (a)
i 1
. In the covenant Barth Was. found a solid scriptural view-

point from which to articulate the means by which Lord and crea-

ture.can enter into this-wordly, positive gelation. As the Lord

of the covenant, "He.cah not only bridge\ but -cross the distance
which separates Him from that which He is. .”60 The concept

. >Tcb 111/2, p. 224, (KD, p. 267), CD III/3, p. 45, (KD,
p. 52).

2, (KD, p. 36).

L=

8¢ 11172, ».

(93]

9Ibid, p. 36, see also p. 319 - as sinner he remains
partner in the covenant, (KD, p. 41, 385), CD IV/1, p. 480,
(KD, p. 534).

0cp Tv/2, p. 513, (KD, p. 581):
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of covenant must be understood in relation fo creation and
reconciliation, the former the technical preparation for the
covenant which in turn is the presupposition for reconciliation.
Creation of its own accord ‘has no meaning except as fhe external
basis of the covenant, preparing a sphere for the actualizing
cf the partnership between God.and man.

The covenant which is achieved is the bond, the pre-
supposition of reconciliation, that is 'God with us.'

The fellowship which originally existed between
God and man, which was then disturbed and
jeopardized, the purpose of which is now-
fulfilled in Jesus Christ and in the work

of Teconciliation, we describe as the

covenant. .

The covenant 1s the kéy, the means, the vitgl tool, the bridging
of the gap between Cod and man. It is the presupposition of recon-
ciliation as "the event which unites God and man."62 Reconciliation

"is the renewal of the covenant with the faithful one overriding

the gap and reinstating "'the unity ¢6f man with God‘.”63

The fact of the covenant is materially the
fact of the intercourse which God has
freely willed . . . between Himself and
man . . . The . . . reality of this inter-
course is declared and represented by this
fact - the-overcoming of the distance, but

also 'the distance itself between God and‘man.64

lcp 1v/1, p. 22, (KD, p. 22).
21bid, p. 18, (KD, p. 18).

3o 1v/2, p. 6, (KD, p. 4).

®4cp 1v/3/1, p. 222f, (KD, p. 253f).
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The covenant is the basic scriptural presupposition

" used by Barth to articulate the immanent relation of the Lord

and creature. It suggests a modification from the earlier works
which insisted on the .differences betweep God and man, now bal-

anced in the talk of the covenant relation as a partnership.

(b)

In this "covenant of the free Creator with a free

tl65

creature, there is genuine partnership from both sides. Des-

p%te all that may be said, the Lord can be a partner to man,

and man through grace, a genuine partner.66

The covenant of
grace as the direct act of God in History and with his people,
was first actualized in His kingship over Israel, preserved and
coptihued to the present in the Church of the people of God. %7

As the covenant-Lord,He preserves, accompanies, and rules the
creatureﬁgand this association betweén Lord and covenant is an
indissoluble bond:. "The faithfulness of God is that He co-ordin-
ates creaturely occurrence under lordship with the occurrence of

169

the covenant, The culmination of the actualization of

-

5cp 111/2, p. 194, (KD, p. 232).

%61vid, p. 320f, 32ff, (KD, p. 386, 36).
7¢p 111/3, p. 65, (KD, p. 74).

81vid, p. 62£f, (KD, p. 71£f).
6?Ibid, p.- 41, (KD, p. 47). Other references to covenant-
Lord, D IT1/1, p. 231, (KD, p. 261), CD I11/2, p. 324, (KD,

p. 3907, CD IV/3/1, p. 138, 225, (KD, p. 156, 258).

19
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the covenant in humanghistory is realized in Jesus Christ in a

-

‘position demonstrating the importance of the covenant concept in

christologyﬂ

The whole witness and revelation of the man

Jesus in time, the whole point of His 1life

and existence, is that within the cosmos

there should be declared as good news . .

the fact that God Himsel?ois for manéﬁnd

1s his covenant-partner.
The tone of Barth's christology as expressed here in the covenant-
partner, that the point of Jesus' existence is that He is for man,
is not unlike that of his liberal counterparts for whom Jesus was

]

for man, specifically as the archetype of humanity and a model for
human existence. This reference of the human to Jesus was a strong
and attractive element in nineteenth century theology, now incorpor-

ated into Barth's Dogmatics, the anthropocenfric starting-point

replaced by the biblical concept of covenant.

(c)

It is in Barth's doctrine of the creature that covenant-

-~

partner develops on the anthropological side. Whereas theological

anthfopology is grounded in Christ, covenant-partner 1s the means

]

to ﬁéss from christology to anthropology, that is, from Jesus as -

the "Man for Other Men," 71to the anthropology of "The Basic Form

72

of Humanity." Life with God and life as real man is possible in

"Ocp 111/2, p. 217, (KD, p. 259).

"l1pid, S45-1, p. 203£€, (KD, p. 242ff).

"21bid, S45-2, p. 222ff, (KD, p. 264ff).
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the covenant-partnership73 which in turn is the channel through
which correspondence and similarity of Jesus to all other men,

despite the ultimate.distinction,74 is realized. As the being

determined by God, his is a "1ife with God . . . existing in the
w75

history of the covenént which God has established with MHim.

From this basis of man's relation with ng in the Tovenant-

christology, is posited the relation of man with another, and

man with others.76 It .is the presupposition of the human's : 4

- i

response in faifté obedience and prayer to the Lord who directs
t

’#ﬁst.77 In the divine-human this<worldly °
partnership ordainédgin baptism, "wé find dialogue and dealings ;
Lo b~ =3

between two who Stand in clear encounter, God on one side and -

man on the other n78 In correct understandlng of the covenant

]

everything for “th

-

from the anthropologlcal Slde, man realizes p051t1ve relation, “vz.ﬁi;'ﬁ\\
- . 2. \\
N

true and genuine 'frlendshlp ' 79 to his Creaﬁpr, to his fellowmen
' - . . [

and actual human response. - - : ‘* :

.u d ”y

In the b1b11ca1 concept of the covenant- partner 1s the
-~ U \/ 8 ¢ +
So1pid, p. 203, (KD p. 242) ST
' Iblc{ b 47-52, 70, 222, (KD, p. s, 31, 265).

'Ibid p. 204, (KD, p. 243).

- _uf' Ib1d p. HEﬂS//(KD p. 291). ,; " //f ‘
e 77cn I11/3, p. 288, €D, p. 326). ) :
R 8cn TV, A Fragment, p. 163, (KD,"p. 180).

Ibld ‘p. 4, 13, 18, KD, p. 4, 14, 20).
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fundamental tocl explaining how the gap betwgen lord and creature
. .
is bridged. Though the partnership must be initiated from the
divine side, the.relation is no less genuine and the covenant is

primary over sin. Like lordship, covenant is rooted in Jesus who

" actualizes and brings to -culmination the partnership.

‘ :(iii)

Analogy
. . . . . .
Barth's use of analogy in the early Church Degmatics was

a combative statement against the nineteenth century's natural

e
A

theology and Roman Catholicism's anal'ogia entis. The analogiae

fidei and attributioﬁis, while methods to discuss the relation

between Godfand°h§g, were primgzily‘counter-statemepts; the first
insisted that this possibility of -relation is divinely initiated

and the second emphasized the likeness as extrinsic rather than
-,

likogpss itself. These are not ontological statements but the

tesult of God's justifying grace. They cannot add te a science of

4 - .
being fo}!harth rejects critology as a basis"Tﬂr theological state-

- ments for such "a comprehensively exp}icafed self-understanding of
3 '

80'may at én& point .become "the preunderstanding

nBl

human existence"
and criterion of theological knowledge.
In' the doctrine of creation his View of ontology is modi-

fied and.co-incidentally is his analogy which according to Lilburne

®9CD T/3+ 9236, (KD, p. 350).
811bial kD, p. 36).

;




-~

- 159

is thq primary image of Barth's ontology.82 Wheféas Lilburme's
coencern is’ to address the changerin ontolegy 1in relation to Barth's
method, the conclusion being that a combingdVtheological—ontolog-
ical compoﬁent makes up the distinctive fabric of Barth's thedlogy,
we éré pursuing this change, best expressed hy analogy'as part of
a wider spectrum of medifications in Barth‘s.work. We are in
accord with Lilburme, that Barth changed his mind rather than the
definition of ontologyg3 but wer regret this writer does not account
for the reason for the attitudinal variation. |

In his theclogical anthropology developed in the doctrine
of the creature Barth admits the possibility of on£ology, which

properly rooted in the Word of Cod gives an ontology of man,84

and we shall be concerned w1th this in the doctrlnc of the

creature, i.e., with the ontology of man living under heaven and

85

earth." Azébrding to George Kehm, Barth's talk of the creaturec

moves from anthropology based on existence (analogia fidei) to
' 86 :
one on essence through the covenant partner. . We concur with

this position generally but would add that the move is from one

BzCeoffrey Richard Lilburne, The Ontological Fabrlc of
Karl Barth's Mature Theelogy: An Elucidation of a Distinctive
Method, unpublished Ph. D. Thesis, Fmory University, 1979, Ch.IV.

831b14, p. s.
84

€p 1T1/2, p. 6, (KD, p. 5).
85 . |

Tbid, (CD § KD).

86George Harry Kehm, . The Christological Foundation of -
Anthropology in the Theology of Karl Barth, unpublished Th.D.
Thesls, Harvard, 1966, p. 100.
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kind of analogy, that of faith, to the analogiae relationis and

operationis which in turn belong to the biblical concept of the
covenant.

" Like lordship and covenant, the presupposition for
analogy 1s chriStology. What can be said of man is rooted in the
premise that "The ontological determination of humanity is grounded

in the fact that one man among all others is the man Jesus_”87

As
long as the human is measured by this ontology, that of Jesus,

then a falid anthropology of real man, and not simply a mere
phenomena of man, is possible.  To understand the- human with refer-
ence to the one like and'unlike us, 1s to perceive real man as one
"with God"8® and this is accomplished in the covenant-partnership

of the Lord Jesus Christ and man. It is the non-biblical con-

struction of the analogla relationis which Barth 1nvokes to des-

cribe how Jesus, the God-man can meet the 51nfu1 one in. thc

covenant, elucidating at the same time that aspect of anthropology

wherein man is simultaneously partner and the one distinct from
God with emphasis on the former.

Even in hils distinction from God,

man cannot be man without being dlrected
to . . . the fulfilment of his determination,
his being in the grace of God, by his
correspondence and similarity to this

determination for the covenant with God.89

%7¢p 111/2, p. 132, (KD, p. 158).

881bid, p. 136, 139, (KD, p. 162, 166).

89]-_b}—-(1, p' 207’ (_K_D) p- 247).

>
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As in other statements of this-worldly relation between
God and man, analogy carries with it the presupposition that
"There Lﬁ total sovereignty . . : on the part of God, but total

Ilgo . . -
dependence and need on that of man. The analogia relationis

begins with the being of God on one side and that of man on the
other. The analogy is drawn between the essential Trinitarian
relationship reflected in the relation God has with man. The
primary bbnd of the freedom and love of God the Father to the
Son and vice versa and th¢/Father's being loved by the Son and
vice versa corresponds the love addressed by God to man.
Barth firmly insists that this is not identity, for this relation
can be reserved alone for God the Father and God the Son, but,
despite the disparity there is room for a similarity, analogy
between the covenant-partners.’ "o, .'[It] is this‘reiationship /
in the inner divine being which is repeated and reflected in

R _
God's eternal covenant with man as revealed . . . in the humanity

of Jesus.”91
That the transcendent Lord can accompany a reality dis-

tinct from Himself in this-worldly existence, that is in world

occurrence, is explained in the analogia operationis. The tra-

ditional concursus doctrine which Barth examines concerns the

®01pid, p. 219, (KD, p. 262).

1bid, p. 218f, (kD, p. 261).
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¥,

o

"mutual 1'elationshi‘p-”92 expressed in the biblical View of "the

action of God as 'Lord of fhe creature as a iiving—relation to

the action in which the creature . . . is also involved.”g3 In
{fﬁ{f analogy of operation God alone canibc understood as causare,
‘the one who absolutely posits, but in Hf% operation on the ..
creature, grants limited éutonomy to the human who like the
Lord can condition and alter things. In this intervention of
the Lord, the creature-is a cause of the second order, causing
and being involved in results of causes in the earthly scheme of
things which are in turn part of the total divine operation.
Analogy allows one to speak of creaturely activity in the divine
operation in world occurrence, not as oﬁe estranged from the
Creator for the analogy of operation further clarifies the possi-
bility of divine accompanying of the Lord with his creature.
Through analogy one may perceive the reality of ddvine and crea-
turely activity in fulness and as®one indivisible operation.

Tied to Ehristoiogy and specifically to the covenant,

analogiae rctationis and operationis, describe how, despite sin,.

God and man can enter into partnership. In addition to a posi-
tive statement of the immanent relation between Lord and creature,

these analogies in the doctrine of creation shed more light on the

92cp 111/3,,p. 95, (KD, p. 108) —

931pid, (géa KD).

94Ibid, p. 131, (KD, p. 149).

Lo
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human, speaking of his limited similarity-with the divine and
his operation in the universe. With Kehm we agree that this

analogy has an ontological character.95

This .ontology, while

not claiming comparison between the essential being of God and

that of* man, produces a statement of the human in the clarificat-
o :

ion of its correspondence to Christ and the resultant relation

with humanity and one's place in the universe.

(iv)
Dialectic
One of the oldest forms of Barth's anti-thetical state-

ments against liberalism was the use of the dialectic. With a

~ . _
‘dramatic shift from the 'Yes-NoJ;Ebrm of the dialectic, the wav-

ering between an irreconcilable question and answer, keeping
apart the human and the divine, the doctrines of creation and
recénciliation*express the relationship between God and man by
means of a predominantly 'Yes' dialectic. Just as analogy is a
means to explain the potential for partnership between God and
man, the dialectic of the Dogmatics III End IV describes the re-
sults “of the covenant-relation in the divine 'Yes' and limited
human affirmative response.

In the 'Yes-No' of Romans and other writings of the \\j
twenties, there was talk of crisis and confusion. "With the yes’ ‘\

v

95Kehm, op. cit., p. 192.
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and no, the
thrown into

The furthest
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no and the yes in which we find ourselves, we are

. . .. . a
the perplexity, into the crisis of the bCTlpUH@S.”A6

‘extremity Barth will venture in 1921 in talk of the

encounter is presented in the.statement that "At

divine-human

best,

the truth oK God and the truth of sin are ever balanced
against one another a®) 'Yes' and uN03u97 .

’ The audible tension of the 'Yes-No' is replaced by a

resounding 'Yes' from 1942-1968. As with lordship, covenant-

partner, and analogy, the positive dig!ectic is grounded in christ-

ology. "HelChrist] is this Yes, The concrete particularity
of this Yes is identical with the concrete particularity of His
name :, of His person and work."g8 In this 'Yes' Barth des-’

cribes the content of the relation between God and man in the
covenant not as a confu51ng and. irreconcilable di%lectic bﬁt

g&her as a creation for man which he shares with God Creatlon

99

is "The Yes of God the Creator" as three-fold benefit, actual-

ization and justification. Creation has as its purpose the just-
ification and election of the creatute 4nd carries with it "the

- Yes of God to that which-He creates. Divine creation is divine

. | ,5

a
96”B1b11ca1 Questions," cit, 57, Ger. p. 94,
see p. 59, Ger p. 75; "Task of tE Mlnlstry " op. c1t p. 207,
Ger., p. 172.
97Romans, p. 212, Rom II, p. 194. 2
°3¢p 1v/3/2, p. 797, (XD, p. 912).
°9¢p 111/1, S42, p. 330£Ff, (KD, p. 377€F).



J\'\ ) . k |

Mf7 165
L b d
benefit.“100 To express this benefit is to have  the 'Yes';super-r

sede the 'No' in the 'unqualified Yes,' not a.'No' nor a 'Yes'

101

and No. Subsequently-it can be said that because the "Creator

has not said No, or Yes and No, but unequivocally Yes to what He

102A§ such the

has created, means . . . He has actualised it
'Yés‘ affirms creation and creatﬁre, not és illusion but as real-
it&.l It is toward this real creature that the Lord directs His
justification taking humanity out of the dark and evil, disclosiﬁ%

a reality that is good, one affirmed and elected by God. God's

~*Yes' in justification confirms His all-embracing 'Yes' to creation

and Qlfﬁgugh justification myst alsp carry His ‘No,f "the No is not
said fgr the sake of the No but for the sake of the Yes."103

In the‘human participation of the 'Yes} and 'No,' of justification
achieved in Jesus Christ, the covenant-partnership is realizedlfor
it 'is only as men stand before éhis judgment that they are affirmed

as real creatures.

Reconciliatfon as the ultimate act of unity between

Creator and creature ashieved in Christ, "is God's active and
o104

superior Yes to ma In spite of the 'No' included in the 'Yes,'

1001434, p. 330, (XD, p. 378).
Wlrpid, p. 332, (%0, p. 380). .
) 1021pi4, p. 344, (KD, p. 395).

Tbid, p. 384, (KD, p. 440).

Yo 1v/3/1, p. 3, D, pe 1.
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"it is predominantlf, decisively, originally and definitively a

105

Yes and not a No." The 1life of the Christian reconciled to

Christ is that of an unqualified 'Yes.' In the liberation of the
Christian, that is the private life of the creature, Jesus invites
the witness '"mot to say No, nor Yes and No, but in faith to say

a.n106

Yes to Go In turn the Christian witness announces to all

humankind, "the news of God's . . . Yes to His creat’ion-"lo7

The modification in the use of this tool is apparent in
extra-dogmatic ®™grks which celebrate Christ and man in positive
relation in the 'Yes' dia:iecfic.lo8 In 1962 he describes the
'Yes' concept as importaht in his move to "evangelical theology

which responds to this pgracious Yes, to God"s self-proclamation

made in His friendliness toward man.“109 As such, it is concerned
"with God as the God of man,"110 of Immanuel, God with us!111
105¢p 1v/3/2, p. 797, (KD, p. 913), also p. 822, (KD, p. 942).
108144d, p. 659, (KD, p. 755).
107

Ibid, p. 660, (KD, p.757).See alsc CD IV/1, p. 40,221,
309, 347, 356, 360, 482, 489, 506, 516, 537, 542, 591, (KD, p. 41,
243, 341, 394, 397, 537, 544, 564, 576, 599, 605, 659), TD I1V/2,
p. 180,.285, 527, (KD,.p. 200f, 316, 596), CD IV/3/1, p. 3, 251,

379, 416, (KD, p. 1, 288, 438, 480).

108 . .
Barth, Deliverance to the Captives, London, SCM Press,
1961, sermons, 1954-59, p. 123 from Den Gefangenen Befreiung,
Zurich, EVZ Verlag, 1959, p. 141; see also p. 56T, G2ff, and cor-
responding Ger. references, 54f, 61ff. ’ '

. 1097, 5. 11, Ger., p. 18.
110Ibid, R;_Iﬁf, Ger., loc. cit. -
1

M1bid, p. 12, Ger., loc. cit.
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In the Yes-dialectic the tensicn of the divine-humap

relationship has been removed, and God and mgh experience positive

"relation as éctual event. The 'Yes' of Jesus the Lord spoken to

the covenant-partner gives meanihg and reality to creation and
creature. His 'Yes' 1s an unequivocal affirmation that what has
been created is for the human to which he can respond as the
liberated Christian.

In each of these inter-related categories, namely 15:&-
ship, covenant-partner, analogy- and dialectic, we believe Barth
has found appropriate means_ko develop a tﬁeology of immanence.
Whereas the liberals assumed the presence of the Lord in the
world and the positive relation of the‘Lord and the creature from
the anthropocentrié vie@point, BQrth's discdssioﬁ corrects this
by grounding éhe immanentist  theology. in christology.-.ln addition
the'catégories of analogy and dialectic, fo}merly emp%oyed over
égainst liberalism hﬁve'been-moﬁified aAd applied in ‘a positive
way in Barth's_this-worldly theology. |

We associate the emergence of Bafth‘s.immanentist ‘theo-
logy, a corrective to liberalism, with the appearance of the
modified polemic, 1942-1968, in turn related to the waning of the
threat of nineteenth century theelogy. More disposed to acknow-
Tedge the contributions of his predecessors and less concerned
to confront and correct their errors, Hé balances the former
transcendent theology of God over agaiﬁst man with the language of

'God with us' in a correctly grounded theology of immanence.
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Whereas formerly he avoided such talk due to the threat of
liberalism, he was able to proceed in the direction of renewal
with his predecéssors from 1942-1968. The pattern prevails
throughout the opus, ffom acceptance and ambivalence toward
liberalism, to onosid{on and conciliation, each of which in

turn directly affect Karl Barth's theological development.

~3



'~ CHAPTER VI
Barth, Liberalism and Pneumatclogy

An area little researched in Barthian studiés; that of
pneumétology, ié perhaps the single most vital link between iib-
efél theology and Barth's. In his attempt particularly in later
years to interpret his_predecessors in a better light, he con- .
sistenfly pointedféo the doctrine of the Holy Spirit as the.great
possibility of their theology. Although Barth alluded to this
potential as early as 1938l he was at the time involved_in-a con-
frontation with the lfberéis and not un£i1 later did-he seriously
address their contribution of pneumatology.

Barth's recognition of the direction nineteenth century
theology might take and its resultant affect on his own theolog:
ical development become prominent in dogmatic and extra-dogmatic
works from 1942—1958. In his guest lectures in Bonn in 1946
where he restored the bust of Schleiermacher to.a 'place of
honour' again, he stated that to understand the third article of
the faith, to underétand "I believe in the Holy Spirit" 1s to
'recognize-Schleiermacher. If this be the case, if their fheoiogy
‘bé interpreted in that light

We may perhéps no longer need to think with

wrathful indignation of him [Schleiermacher]
and the theologians of the nineteenth century

lsee above, Ch. ITI, p. 80.
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with' their 'God in us' and everything

connected with if.” We may know the real
conquest of liberalism. 2

Similarly .in his 1950 analysis of Schleiermacher's doctrine of

\

sin, he concluded that despite its perils it

might well be adapted and developed in a
very different direction as a theology of
the subjective reality and possibility
of revelation which is not exclusive but
inclusi of its objective reality,

a tHe01§§§ which beginning with man, is
intended as a theology of the Holy Sp{rit.

b

Although Schleiermacher was unaware of the potemtial pneumatolog-

ical direction in his theology4 Barth considers this as a point

of- contact between the two.

As to a clarification of my relationship

to Schleiermacher, what I have occasionally
contemplated . . . would be the possibility
of a theology of the'third article, in other
words, a theology predominantly and
decisively of the Holy Spirit.s .

All theological statements could conceivably be made from that
vantage point, for example, God the Father, God the Son, anthropol-
ogy, sanctification, justification and christology, that is, all

can be illuminated by the Spirit.6

-

2”Christian Doctrine According to the Heidelberg .Catechism,"
op. cit., p. 84f, Ger., p. 78.

3CD I11/3, p. 324, (KD, p. 370f).

4"PS," p. 134, Ger., p. 311.

5Ibid, (Eng. and Ger.).
%1bid, (Eng. and Ger.). \

/
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Inlfhis final cﬁapter we shall investigate how Barth
became 'a little liberal again' through his doctrine of the
Spirit. In the.first instance we shall show-that thié illuminat-
inglaspeqf of the third Person unfolds in -the doctrinenof,recon-
ciliation principally in’'the sphere of his emerging theology of
immanence which'&loﬁg with pneumatology has a referénce to
liberalism. Secondly we shall show fhax his life?}ﬁng struggle
,to say correctly what the/liberals had said so forcibly about
han is resolved through a 'Christian énthroﬁocentrism' based

on the Holy Spirit.

~NCP

Before we ca;-proceed to elucidate our theme in a posi-

~#Spirit as Illuminator

tive way, we ‘must dispense with any notion of a comparison
between Schleiermacher and Barth's pneumatologies per se. Like

others of the,ﬁineteénth century such as D. F, Strauss, Alexander
Schweizer, Dornér,‘and Wegséﬁeider, Sgh&eiermacher did no?\ffzfiﬁp
a comprehensive doctrine%gf the Holf'Spirit.7 And where &38
latter d¢oes p051; pneumatology, Barth s is a counter-statement

whlch we have observed in the do@umentatlon of the polemlc § His,

‘consistency to the principle of the Spirit as - ‘the Spirit of God,
_ i , _ g

By ¥ o A

7Schleiermalcher CF Vol IT, S121, p. 560ff.

8 e .
See above, Ch. 11, ) rder, SR

~

&
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the One proceeding from the Father and Song over against
Schleiermacher's talk of the common spirit as an inward impulse

10 55 affirmed in 1953.

producing co—opefativé activity
It is rather Schleiermacher's theology in toto as a
theology of religious consciousness yet one no longer determined
by the anthropocentric but the pneumatological starting-point
which Barth advécates. As this insight becomes ﬁrominent in his
extra-dogmatic writings when he is specifically addressiné his
relationship te liberdlism in the 1950's and 1960's, it is not
surprising that his own Spirit theology in the doctrines of
creation and reconciliation reaches fruition and reflecés his
latest investigations into Schleiermacher. Although it appears
as the conclusion to the Dogmatics in the final sections of each
of the three parts of Volume IV and is a major component of A
Frégment, the pneumatology is ﬁore thran an end piece. On the con-
trary, it“has sig gficance fog'all that has been said before as

an illuminating principle and it is in this regard that- Barth com-

8, .
pletes the theology Schleiermacher started T

By his own adm ssion Barth was mov1ng more to d a
tﬁf;%sﬁXCt While on a lecture_ _todr of the

14

%cp 1v/1,\p. 646, (XD, ﬁ\\322)
10

Schleiermaéﬁétilgf, Vol. Il}éﬁ\yrtxpf_éé 4
. . \ -
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)

7United States, he presented evangelical theology as an advance

‘-

‘tq&grd a less formal, more material, more concrete kind of theo-

1ogyll in what may essentially be described as pnoumatology. Dis-

cussing "The Place ofrTheology,”12

-

Barth considered the Spirit as
the vital power, bringing forward and together the Werd, the

witness to the message and the Christian community. These are

suspended loosely under the power of the Spirit who brightens the
revelation of the Word, selects Ehe witnesses to hear Eh&-speak

and commissions and guides the Church.13 Theologicai work depends
‘on the Holy Spirit,14 and "It is clear that evangelical theology

itself can only be pneumatic spiritual theology.”lSTherein it is

the "happy science of the God of the Gqspel.”16

As a general pgﬁﬁciple, Barth's pneumatology is a develop-

17

ment of Matthew 18:20- Whereas' immanentist concepts emerge in

relation to christology in the doctrines of creation and recon-

> 11”A Theological Dialogue," Questions and Answers in

rinceton University Chapel, Warfield Lectures, 1962, in Theology /

Today, 19, July,. 1962, p. 177. X
12

ET, p. 15ff, Ger., p. 21ff.

131bid, "The Spirit,” Ch. V, p. 48-59, Ger., "Der Geist,"

p- 57-68.

. prs?
141bid, p. 169f, Ger., p. 186. e

151vid, p. 55, Ger., p. 64f.
16

. -

Ibid, Ger., p. 65.

) 1792 IV/1, p. 680, (XD, p. 759), "For where two or more meet
in my name, I shall be there with them," Bible , p. 28.
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ciliation, it is through pneumatology that immanentism is solidi-
fied and concretized. This is without jeopardizing_qr retracting
earlier statements _of the ¥ranscendent, 'Wholly Other' God, although
such talk is not in evidence. NoT does he revoke or undermine

the christolbgical starting-point; there can be no abandonment of

18

christology. In this regard it is important to clarify that’

while we suggest the on-going response to liberalism a} the best
: vehicle for the analysis of Barth's theological development, this
does not impair the centrality of the christological viewpoint
whiclh/ in turn was a response to liberalism learned as early as

1908'f£om teacher Wilhelm Herrmann19 and evident in writings of

the time.z.0

In the this-worldly sphere, pneumatoclogy illuminates

\

Barth's theology, most pointedly in his christology, brightenin%

3 .

and bringing it to fruitful culmination. The Holy Spirit is the
awakening power and continual renewal and reminder of the earthly-

historical form of ‘the existence of Jesus Christ. The Hoi& Spir{t

21

is God in this self-attestation, He yho. actualises the history of

”

~

b

8cp 1v/1, p. 644, (KD, p. 719), CD T11/2, p. 44, (KD, p. 50).

19Barth, Theology and Church, op. cit., p. 249ff, 263ff,
Ger., 254ff, 273ff -

20"The nghteousness of God" (1916), o cit., p- 26 'Ger.,
p. 17, "The Christian's Place in Society" (1919 S, op. cit.
P- 273f Ger., p. 33f.

Zlcn IV/1, p. 646£f, 652f, 714, (KB, p. 722£f, 728f, 797),
D 1V/2, §. 651, 653f, (XD, p. 737, 739£).

2

-
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Jesus.22 Although Jesus remains the cornerstone of the Christian
life, the disclosure of Jesus as the True Witness is realized in
the presence and work of the Spirit. "It is in the work of the
Holy Spirit that He [Jesus Christ] is present in our sphere of

3&3 The return

time and history as this speaking Witness

of Jesus as the mediator "is His coming in_ the promise of the
. w24 : . :

Spirit." In this presence of the Spirit we have the immanént

power of the resurrection until the second coming of Jesus. "The

revelation of Jesus Christ, His work . . . in_this interveniné\*ﬂ\\\
25

time, is the promise of the Holy Spirit."

~-

In the Spiri* the immanentist principles of covenant-
partner, analogy and dialectic aré brought to fruition. The

third Person of the Tfinity is the instrument for the relation

26

and fellowship between-God and the human. In His gPthering of

the Christian community, He provides a place for the fulfilment,

and completion‘of the covenant.27"

of God upon His creation; and equctﬁaly the movement of God

™

\
. ’/
22D 1V/1, p. 649, (KD, p. 725).

23cp 1v/3/1, p. 420, also p. 421, (KD, p. 485, 485f).
L
241bid, p. 350, (KD, p. 40597 (
e | |

Ibid, p. 373, (KD, p. 431).

269g 111/2, p. 356f, 394f, (KD, piﬂmﬁ;., 473€) .

2]cp 1V/1, p. 651, (KD, p. 727).

Spirit is, . . ., the operation

U
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‘towards man. Spirit is thus the principle of man's relation to

God, of man's fellowship with Him .28

The covenant relation
actualized, the two-way Yes of God to man and vice versa is
accomplished ihrthe Spirit, whereas formerly Rarth, aéamant

aboﬁt the irreversible route from christology.to anthropology;
avoided discussion of human response. Through the vehicle of

the Spirit Barth now offers the following, 'He is God intervening
and-acting for man, addressing Himself to him,‘in such a'way that
He says Yes'to Himself and this makes possible and necessary man's
human Yes to I-lim."29 -
: ' <%

»
G i .
Vi‘ v In addition to mediating the covenant relation and actual-

izi:f the Yes of the Lord, Spirit is the instrument for the anal-
30 '

al yelation between God and man. On the basis of the%

ogi
Spir}t's love which in turn is the basis of human‘love, we are
placed "in an internal and essential fellowshiﬁ in whicb' our
existence cannot continue\to be alieﬁ to His but may become .
analogous."31 This act o;\torrespondence between God and man is

the work of the Holy Spirit.

28¢p 111/2, p..356, (KD, p. 427).

&
29¢Dp 1V/1, p. 646, (KD, p. 722): . | (,/
30cp 1V/2, S68-2, "The Basis of Love,'" p. 751ff, (KD,

] ) k ]
3l1bid, p. 757, (KD, p. 858).
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And it is the power of the Spirit, in which
God gives Himself to man, to free him
for this imitation, response and

correspondence and therefore to make His
action the reflection of His own.32
In his attestation of Jesus Christ the Spirit does not

live abgve human history '‘addressing Himself to it‘only from

33

above a from afar and from without." Rather Ue “1ives in an

34

.

earthly-historical form of existence within it," that is, in

the Christian community as the iord in our midst.35
Although the Christian Church has its roois in'christology
épécifically“in the'histOTigﬂi presence of Jesus in the Incar-
nation, ecclesiology is gomﬁleted-in pngumatology. The continu-
ation and renewal of the~earthly-historical form of Jesus"
existence is sustained in the sanctifyiﬁg work of the Hdly Spirit.ro .
E As the One who orders the growth of the Christian community, the
Spirit as Sanctifier is the presence of the real activity of the
Lord q}th His peoplelin which Jesus Christ discloses His unity
to men. In the sanctifying activity of the'Hbly Spirit it is
affirmed that JesuS'Chrisi has a relationship to His community
specifically in this pneumatoIbgiqgl-écclesiological development

which is the culminatien of the christological-ecclesiological;

“~_

21bid, p. 779, (KD, p. 883).

5 33CD 1V/1, p. 661, (KD, p. 738)..

341vid, p. 661, 671, (KD, p. 738, 750).
35

1bid, p. 671, 674, 651, (KD, p. 750, 753, 727).

—
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Both statements denote one and the same
reality. But neither renders the other
superfluous. Neither can be reduced to T
the dther. Hence neither is dispensable .
\\\_// Again, neither can be separated from the other.36*~
It is in baptism as the final part of the . | .
Dogmatics |, that Spirit is clearly posited as the presUpbosition
for initiation into the Christian life. It is in this éacra—
ment that the real entry of the Spirit into the individual and
col}ective Christian life aécfueﬁ, initiating a life of faith-
fulness of the human to God, a possibility accomplished in _Ehg
history of Jesus, illuminated and awakened in baptism in the
Spirit. >’ |
The doctrine of the_Zpirit penetrates every aspect of
.’Barth‘s immanénc&\szology, the covenant-partner, analogy and
dialectic and actualizes the f?lk of the relation of God and man
in this world. - As Illuminator the Spirit ties each éf these
immanentist principles to christology at the same time clarify-
ing the ¢art£i?-historical existence of Jesus, completing the
doctrine of Chbist.
| (i1)
Realistic anthropology

Barth's anthropology has long,been a source of contro-

fﬁversy with most-judging his doctrine of man as inadequate and

/ h ]
< -

‘ . 3%cp 1v/3/2, p. 759, (KD, p. 869).

" 37¢p IV/A Fragment, p.-2, (XD, p. 1).

[ ]
~
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unrealistic.38 We be§iqxe that the resolution to the problem
has long been a target in his worK and, according to Hood,

H
»

' Barth is prlmarlly concerned with anthropology. He is

W1111ng to assert and preserve the essential dignity belonglng

to man.">” Although anthropology is rooted in chr15tology,40

its culmination occurs in pnoumatology and not as most contend

in Barth's christology only.‘ Although Stanley Lott perceives

the antﬁropology to have developed against the nineteenth, century
background,41 he, as well as T. D. Parker, analyse Barth'; doc-
trine of man.thtough christology alone. Accordiﬂg to Parker,
"ﬁ;rth's way of relating anthropology to christology does not
give the human element-its proper freedom, dignity or sphere or
42

co-operation in relation to God." This judgment is the unfor-

. L4
tunate result of not connecting anthropology to pneumatology in

«addition to christology. -In the latter Barth correctly grounds

e

/

the doctrine of man and in this alofe can the reality of the

Py

[’ Ta
S 3

See Introduction, p. 13.

39Hood, op. cit., P- 405. -

40cp 1/1, p. 130f, (KD, p. 135).

41Stanley George Lott, The Significance of Man in the
Theology of Karl Barth, unpubllshed Th. D. Thesis, New Orleans
Baptist Seminary, 1968‘ p. 178, -o\A" \

i 42 homas Dunkiin Parker, The Concept of the Human in
Karl Barth's Theology, In the Context of His Theological Mcthod,

" unpublished Th. D. The51s, Princeton Tﬁéologlcal Seminary, 1965,
p. 341 ‘

-

-
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human be addressed. However, it is in the doctri;e of the Holy
Spirit wherein the real 1ife of “the autonomous Chris#lan, that
is, anthropology, is completed. In two"ways his doctfine of the
human is a response to, liberalism, firstly, in his solving a
proBlem with its roots in niketeenth century which while offer-
ing a strong anthropology at the same time was incorrect in
Barth's estimation, and secondly; in>finding the vehicle for :
correct talk of the human throggh pneumatology which became the
closest link between Barth.and his predecessors.

Barth's quarrel had always been not with the validity of
religious'experience as part of the ﬂuman dynamic bdt its anthyo-
pocentric starting-point in consciousness theology. In twolways,

which we shall presently dlscuss, the human dimension of expcr-

ience exh1b1ts itself as a significant feature in Barth's theo-

fl

logical development, (a) in the decisive role which personal

.experience played in his thoﬁght, and (b) in his continuous

attempts in the Dogmatics to speak adequately and correctly of
the liberal stronghold of human religious experience which culmi-

T .
nates in his anthropoleogy through the doctrine of the Spirit.

'Y . ////_,__f
o _ (a) -
Personal experlclce
Throughout +his life,experience often served as a catalyst

for Barth's theological decisions and statements. 'His d15p051t10n

to théology waS'whettgd due to home circumstances and the“confir-
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mation experience pfecipitatéd his resolve to become a theolbgian.
The ambivalence he had toward liberalism was dispelled as 5 Te- .
sult of the experiencing of two events, namely his initiation into
and unpreparedness for pastoral work at Geneva and Safenwil in
1509 and 1911 respectively and the endorsing of the war policy Qfx
Kaiser Wilhelm II bi)his teachers of the liberal school. The
impact of these events up Barth was profound and ﬁrovided the
impetus for a life-long search and commitment to find an adequate
and correct theological method.

In his initial search while a young pastor, Barth became
involved with the leading religious socialists of his day. . This
experience resulted in political involvement coupled with corgern
for the workers. Marquardt attests to the significgpce of exper®
ience in-this pastoral-political situation:

Barth really began to formulate his, ideas
as he encountered the prz(?tﬁlinné L8
.situation directly. He %first expérienced

this situation as a vicar in Geneva and
a pastor in Safenwil. His theology
originated as he conceptualized

from this experience.43

Despite a close relationship Barth later tempered Mis views and
dissociated himself from religious socialism. However, the
eschatological note transmitted via the socialists and Albert

]
Schwejtzer who taught that eschatology was the missing link in

43Marquardt, "Socialism 1n the Theology of Karl Barth,"

op. cit., p. 59.

T
i
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the christology of the historical é}itical s'schoolsf.‘4 remained
an important eleﬁent in Barth's theology with special reference
in its corrective to the 1iberai doctrine of Christ. Barth in-
sisted that the Son of God, differ;nt from all others,who ven-
tures into the far country as the Messiah, the erios;'ig the

”

One in whom and by whom the éschatological méSsage ;is'transmitted.45

" The apostles and the whole Christian community are related to Jesus

on the basis of his messianic message. 1In the eschatological
event which supplies the reason why. the Lord became a servant his

followers retognized Jesus as different.46

 Barth's Romans, the first attempt to turn around liberal
theology, was the result not only of the biblical viewpoint where-
in the Word of God theology is found, but also of these®experiences
and extra-biblical study fpr example of Kant, Overbeck, Plato, and
Kieékgg;érd. In the thirties the rise of Nazism badiim-
pact on Barth's theological,deVeloﬁment, as did the disappearance
of the Nazis and the absence ofiany gré&% world or local catas-
trophe. In‘1958 Barth, writiné upon reduest to a pastoryin the

German Democratic Republic, advised the 1latter to rely on his

experiepce and personal knowledge with regard to the question of

- *
+

i

4'CD I1/1, p. 636, (KD, p. 717), Albert Schweitzer,fhe A
Quest of the Historical Jesud, A Critical Study of Its ProgTess
From Reimarus to Wrede. tran. from the German by W. Montgomery,

New York, Macmillan, 1973, Ch. 19, 20, p. 330ff.

*5cp 1v/1, p. 161, (XD, p. 176)..

46

i

Ibid, p. 161ff, p. 215, (KD, p. 176£f, 236):

-
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//,which comprises Barth's initial anthropological statements, with-
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1*:.

L Y

Christian existence in the German East Zone,47

The significance of personal experience has not tradit-

" ionally been considered in studies of Barth's theological devel-

- L]

opment yet his reflection on and interpretation of events. in his
lifetime often'precipitated his theological insights. The assoc-
‘lations between the world wars, pastoral experience, religious

socialism and Barth's theological development cannot be denied.

4

(b}

Theological expression of religious experience

To rely on, the validity.of experience in the theological

endeavour was one matter,. but to articulate religious experience,

in the framework of the dogmatic task was another. ‘I;s difficult&

was heightened for Barth given the backgfound against which he
.

wrote, namely the errors of liberalism and i?s abhorrent results

in two world wars.

;L

oy

Like Schleiermacher, Barth wanted to speak of religious

consciousness. While accepting the inten:\of'the nineteenth cen-

48

tury formula of 'religious consciousness' Barth abandoned this

‘ Tupetter to a Pastor in the German Democratic Republic"
in How to Serve God in a Marxist Land, New York, Association Press,
1959, p. 47, trom Brieft an einen Pfarrer in der Deutschen Demokrat-

ischen Republik, Evangelischer Verlag, AG, Zollikon, 1958, p. 7f.

“8¢p 171, p. 198fF, (KD, p. 207).[religiosen Bewusstsein]

s
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in favour of?the more comprehensive 'religious experience.'49
!

Whereas consciousness implied a human tapacity, experience on the
other hand could be understood as human ability for religious

consciousness as a result of the Word of God.- In this it is a
50

"being determined’

which is similar to Schleierma{per's 'being
51

affected,' Essentially,Barth wanted to speak of human response

within the scope of the Word of God theology and by his terminol-

ogy could speak correctly of what. liberalism similarly wanted to

address. -As a result of the corrective "the way is open for a
more precise explanation of our statement that man can have exper -
ience of God's Word. This stgtement must now mean that men in
thelr self-determination can be determined by God's Word.”52
The inner diménsiong of Barth's early,anthropology and
that of the liberal viewpoint disblay some similarities-and few
differences. Bofh'concur that religious experience cannot be trans-
mitted. According to Barth ". . . if we c¥haim even for a moment

that experiences are valid and can be passed on, we find that

they are marshy ground upon which'neither,the preacher nor the

hearer can stand or walk‘.“s3 Similariy his predecessof states
49, . ) ' _ . '
Ibid, (CD & KD), {Er}hﬁrung] ' Sy
50,/ B '

Ibid, p. 199, (KD, p. 5‘7L [Bestimmtsein ]
Tbid, (CD § KD), [Affiziertsein] o

°3¢D 1/2, p. 249, (XD, p. 272).
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“that "Instruction in'religion,smeaning that piety itself is

nbd

teachable, is absurd Furthermore learning from others

55

by \imitation, arousing of emotions is limited. Barth rejected

Sch{eiermacher's premise that tﬁere was a faculty of religious
consciousness and spoke instead of thelunspécified "anthropolog-
ical locus a£ which the experience of the. Word of God ispossible.”s6
Over against this one specified faculty of religiods consciousness

as claimed by liberal theology, Barth posits the will, consclence

" .

and feeling and all other anthropological areas as centres of
human‘determﬁnation by God. He argues not for the rejection of one
centre.in favour of any number, but against the presumption that
there is a human capacity for religioug experiencing. This possi--
bility must be treated essentially as God-given..

‘ The objections to Schleiermacher stated, heh;roceeds to des-
cribe religious experience, fhe discussion qf which in 1932 is one-
sided, explicating its'origin from the divine side. The "primary
point to be made”s7 is to define experience'so that it is ﬁot

understood in the liberal sense of human capacity. Consequently

54Speeches, p. 122.
>d1pid.

6cp 1/1, p. 202, (XD, p. 210).

>71pid, p. 199, (KD, p. 207).
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Barth did not deal effectively with experience from the human B

.side and when he addressed the result of divine determining upon ‘

concrete existence, he responded that it produces a human acknow-

158

ledgement which is '"determination by God's‘person and "submiss-

59

ion to the purposes of God." Acknowledgement as active human
purp g

movement 1is described és‘”letting oneself'be continually led.
Barth's anEEzgpology was successful ronly as a-corrective to the
erTrors oflliberal theglogy but it left the human deficient and
passive as his critics indicated.

As we have seen, the modifications of the polemic affected
dogmatic changes iﬁ Barth's theology not the least of which was
his committment to develop his doctrine of the creature. For the
most part his anthropology grounded in christology as the key to

o1 was a detailed exposition of the ontological determin-:

the whole
ation of man by Christ.62 But the human side of things as act,
autonomy and decision was left undeveloped and the completed
Christian anthropocentrism was finally posited in the doctrine of

the Holy Spirit which for Barth became the "Basic anthropological

*8Thid,. p. 205, (XD, p. 214).

>1bid, (KD, p. 214f).
01bia, p. 207, (XD, p. 216).°

®lcp 1v/1, p. 138, p. 644, (KD, p. 151, p. 719).

21pid, p. 45, (XD, p. 47), CD III/2, p. 132ff, (KD,

p. 158ff).” See also Barth, "The New Humanism and the Humanism of
"God," op. cit., p. 159, 161, and passijn.

/
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insight with which we have to start"63

and the "presupposition

|r64

for other anthropological statements. The real life-act of

the Christian when interpreted in the light of the Holy Spirit}'
makes possible a legitimate Christian an{hropocentrism:

There is no reason why the attempt of Christian
anthropocgntrism should not be made . . . There
is certainly a place for legitimate Christian .
thinking starting from below and moving up from !
man who is taken hold of by God to God who takes
hold of man. Let us interpret this attempt by the

o 19th century theolaogians in its best light!
Provided that it in no way claims to be exclusive
and absolute, one must well understand it as an
attempt to formulate a theology of the third
article of the Apgstles' Creed, the Holy Spirit.

P

In the Holy Spirit Barth found the correct means to speak of man
from' the human side as well as the divine. Whéreas formerly he

" excluded "Any‘poésibilities of moving from man to_God,”ﬁﬁhe offers
the feollowing in 1962: "In his movement from below to above and
from above to below; the one Holy Spirit achigves the opening of
God for man and the opening of man for God."67

We have discerned three general aspects of Barth's anthro-

pology in the'Holy Spirit which include (i) unity between Jesus

63¢cp 111/2, p. 344, (KD, p. 414).

647hid, p. 354, (KD, p. 425).
65”Evangelica1‘Theology in the Niﬁeteenth Century," p.. 24f,
Ger., p. 16.

66¢p 171, p. 131, (KD, p. 135).

67@1, p- 169; Ger., p. 186.

1
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.Christ and the ind;>i33?1 Christian and the commdnity: "In sum;

the Holy "Spirit is ﬁothing other than the relationship between

Christﬁénd us' 1 Wherever thls relatlonship is actuallzed and be -
comes 4 fact in men's 11ves, He 1is presen% and actmng, (11)

union of humans 1in the p0551b111ty ofhthrlstlan fellqwshlp "fhese )
men. . . who live and act in-the communlon’gfbthe one, Holy Spirit,

and therefore in communion with one another, are Chrlstlgns,:ﬁg
. L ) A ‘b- .3.'
(iii) emphasis on the human side of experience and actidn :in the.

70

making of the new man, man as a Christian by the power of the~

\

Spirit. .
The dynamic of the Christian life, anthropology in the
Holy Spirit is the life of faith, love and hope. Whereas formefly

discussion of faith revolved around the divine side of things,

faith in the Holy Sgi)it to which anthropology belongs71 is Ehat

which makes man free to the choice of faith, to utter a human Yes

72

to the choice. The Spirit who makes man free and awakens him

: 68Barth The Faith of the Church, A Commentary on the

. Apostles' Creed accordlng to Calvin's Catechlsm ed. by Jean-
Louls Leuba, tran. by Gabriel Vahanlan, Nequork Meridian Books,

1958, (1940), p. 124. : : '

69

CD 1V/2, p. 642, p. 643, (KD, p. 726, 727).

"Ocp 1v/1, p. 64SEf, (KD, p. 721ff) -,

"Mbid, p. 740f, (KD, p. 827). :

721bid, p. 748, (KD, p. 835).
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to faith makes tﬁe human ?es possible.73 In this occurs the
birth.of "a new and particular being of man."74

Givem\{his basis, ‘Barth éﬁn now talk of Christian faith
as "a frpe‘human act;”75 "the act of the éhristian 1ife,”76 as
"the mos£ central and decisive act of his heart.”77 This humaﬁ'
act make5 possible atknowledgement,'recognition and confession as

AR . 78
"a spontaneous, a fred, an active event."

Standing in faith

is doublylrewa?ding; firstly, man, as a result of thi's intimate
and direct relation to Jesus Christ, recognizgs that qcspite the
sin, his justification is achfeved in the likeness he shares with
Gods §pc0nd1y,.in_the‘analogous conformity of human existence t6
thét-of Jesus; oﬁé ié both justified and sees the emergence of‘
n?9

"true manhood. Thus in faith man stands in relation to Jesus

on the one side and sees himself as the being he is on the other.

731bid, p. 646, (KD, p. 722).
741pid, p. 749, (KD, p. 837).

"S1bid, p. 757, (KD, p. 846). -
761bid, (CD & KD).
T71pid, (XD, p. 847).

’ 78Ibid, p. 758, (XD, loc. cit.).

"9Barth, "God's Word and the Decision of Faith," in 'God

Here and Now, tran. by Paul M. Van Buren, New York, Harper and

Row, 1964, p. 21.

fiisthn 5
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. . A
Wher?as the analogia fidei of the Dogmatics I and II con-

sideved faith from the divine side, this is now balanced through

.

pneumatology in faith as a human dynamic. Without suggesting a

theclogy of relativity between God and man, through the doctrine

of the Holy Spirit Barth has found a scriptural reference point

for the completion of his doctrine of faith so pertinent to his
- o *» :

anthropology. , . ' ' 1

With Jesus recognized as the source and ohbject of love

the 1atpef may correctly be translated into human act by the Holy

Spirit whose work '"consists in the liberation of man for his own

‘act and therefore for the spontaneous human love whose bitterness

and frailty are his own-.responsibility and not that of the Holy

80 christian love '"will leave its mark upon the character

of his life-act as a whole.”g1 Correspending to the love of Jesus

Spirit."

it is a free act of man®? directed to the Lord and one's fellow-
man. As act,love is outward, the result of the power of the Holy
Spirit, making the covenant-partnership and reconciliation possi-

ble from the human side. Because of love, '"the covenant of grace,

. . . 83" ‘
becomes two-sided instead of one-sided .’ 3 God's Werd does not

fall on empty ears but the 'word and work of human gratitude en-

4
o, =

-

80cp 1v/2, p. 785, (KD, p. 891).

*11bid, p. 783, (XD, p. 888).
®21bid, p. 785, (KD, p. 890).

831bid, p. 790, (KD, p. 896).
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counter and- respond and correspond .to thé Word “and wdrk of God's
grace.“84 Through this ”free act of man in the liberating.powgr_
of the Holy Spirit, . . . the reconciliation of man with God |

;Ftains in its péovisional goal and end.”85 ‘

In' answering his critics as regards an inadequate anthro-

-polbﬁy,,Barth insists that the human is no mere puppet in all of

this. Love is 1ot the effluence of divine love, but real human

86

love resulting from the quickéning power of the SpirTIy. There

can be no talk of genuine covenant partnership unless there be a

87 and the mystery of reconciljation is as

88

corresponding human act
gréat from the human as from the divine side; There remains
little doubt in his.éxplication‘of love that Barth was concefned
to address the question of.autonomou§ human act overcoming the
aridity of an earlier anfhropology which disregarded tﬁe human
dynamic. - In human love through the-power'éflthe Holy Spirit, the
covenaﬁf~as partnership is completed frdm the'human side.and re-
conciliation as man's decision is actualized.

And in hope, in. the expectation of the parousia, man be-

comes real man in this address to' the personal and existentidl

\
841bia; (cp & kD). |

851bid, (CD & KD).

Ibid, p. 800, (KD, p. 907).

Ibid, (KD, p. 908).
Ihid, p. 800f, (XD, loc. cit.).

-
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8o In his looking in_ﬁope toward the

question of, the individual.
eschaton, the human becomes here and now a witness to Jesus Christ
in ministering his Word to all mén. _In this hope and wbrk the

Christian is awakened by the HbL%)SplTlt to prophetic existence.

In thlS act of the Spirit, sz//hrlstlan is not overpowered but

treated as a free subject; '"He sets him on his own feet as a part-
w90
ner ."" "

Parallel to the positing of Baptism as the sacramental
entry of the Spirit into the Christian life, is the uggfiftanding
of this hoiy initiation as the in&iﬁidual‘s being crdained in.a
life of faith, hope and love, of covenant partnersh1p, positive
relation and friendship with Cod In this work of the Holy
Spirit he is the free, independent, new man, the one open to the
work of God\Uﬁdn him and in turn the one who can utter 'Yes' to de,
not an arbitrary, concocted response but the "Yes of his humaﬁ'
work."gl' '

Barth’s lifelong dedication to posit sc1cnt1f1c theology
rooted in the Word of .God goes hand-in-hand with his commlttment

to speak correctly and adequately of the human. This he did amidst

criticisms of a deficient anthropology and with reference to

-,

89¢p 1v/3/2, p. 930, (KD, p. 1068).

rbid, p. 941, (KD, p. 1082).

= gng,IV/A Fragment, p. 42, (KD, p. 46).
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an incerrect liberal starting-poinf which while elevating man
did so at the expense of God. A valid Christian anthropocentrism
giving ¥ull credit to the human dynamic, némely autonomy, decision
and act, is'negotiatgd through pﬂeumatology. In this he can final-
ly allow talk of the movement. from man‘to Cod-éé did_the liberals
by displacihg theif antﬁropoiogicél for the pneumatologicaluétart—
ing-point:

The doctrine of the Holy Spirit which unfolds fylly in

Volume IY of the Dogmatics is an impoftant dimension of Barth's *
thought in itself and in relation to the whole of his tﬂeology.

vHis prneumatclogy has a reference point in liberalism in a numben
of wéys. Firstly, it emerges strongly at a time when Barth is re-
assessing his relationship to his preq?cessors with particular
attention to the possibility of pneumatology as a point oflcontact.
Segondly, as Flluminator the Spirit‘is an essential tool in the
completion of Barth's immanentist'theology, actualizing the this-.
worldly‘relation betweén God and man in the covenaﬁt-péftner,
analogy and dialectic with especial reference to christology. In-.
this time of conciliation Bérth balances his former transcendenf
theology in oppositidﬁ to liberalism with a corrett"starting-pqiﬁt
for,his'theology of immanence.in the third article of the creédh
Finally thg great triumph of his pneumatolbgy is in ﬁi? developing’
a viable\Chfistian anthropocentrism, the thorn and heart of 1liber-

alism. This continuous struggle and engagement to clarify the

:
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: erent light than the first two volumes of the Dogmatics. The
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theological expression of the human in its full dynamic in relat-

ion to God, self and fellow-man is resolved in replacing the anth-

ropological Etafting-point with the pneumatoiogibal.

Appropriately the end of Volume‘IV, essentially the doc-
ﬁ:ine of the Spirit, places Barth and the liberals in a far diff-
relationship, ever-present and always with resultant impact on
his-theology, has come full circle. Although the attitude and
complexion have been modified throughout his career as reflected

in dogmatic and eitra-dogmatit writings, liberal theology was con-

stantly a reference for the development of Karl Barth's thought.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

‘In thlS thesis we have addressed Kar¥ Barth's theo-
1og1cal development as a response to that of plncteenth ccntury
German Protestantism. Such a princ1p10 allows his thought to
be examined with due consideration for‘the continuity of his
task with the I%Berals as well as thewnuances and sh;fts in

his unique contribution to theology. We believe this compre-

hensive approach provides a" viable means for the examination of

Barth's thought in its general development or with reference to.

specific themes and doctrines.

We have indicated that throughout the Barthian opus
there is an association between his attitude towerd liberalism
and resultant theologicafﬂpositions and statements both in
dogmatic and extra-dogmatic works. Wavering between committment
and ambiguity, Barth's earliest writings reflect these attitudes.
This is followed by the emergence of a negative tone toward the
errors aﬁd results of liberalism precipitated by the occurrence
of the first world war and his initial pastoral experiences at
Geneva and Safenwil. His resultant wrltlngs couple a critique

N
of liberalism and a search for a correctlve theology Conv1nced

of the inadequacy of nineteenth century Protestant theology,‘

B#rth's Dogmatics T and IT produced an extensive negatlve polemlc

and a predominantly opposition theology. This negat1v1sm is



with liberal theology.
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apparent in his ‘extra-dogmatic writings of the thirties agalnst

Hltl%r and the German Christians which 'in turn Barth assoclated
Inspired by a more settled world situation in the forfiqs,

Barth re-investigated the potential of the 1ibepaf.£ask no 1onger'

perceived as a political/theologicél threat. His'cpanged attitude

produced a modified POIEmiclin‘the ﬁbémaqics TIT and fV and ‘a

theology in conciliation in which in the dogmatlc and extra-

dogmatic works, he acknowledges the contrlbutlons of liberal

theology. Whereas his opposition theology emphasized the trans- Al&

cendence of God over against the this-worldly theology of

l1iberalism, the direction tpward conciliation reveals elements

\
of Barth's ties with his predecessors particularly .in the

emergence of a -theology of immanence and in his pneumatology.’

Thg‘tbols of lordship, covenant-partner, analogy and diglectic
helﬁ"balance the cen%rality of transcendence of the eéflier works,
whiie dt the same tiﬁé‘correct the liberal anthropocentric theology
of immanénce. Barth's pneumatology, which is partially a result

of his re-assessment of the liberals and a possible point-of

contact with them, is an important tool in his immanentist theclogy

"and is the means for a correct Christian anthropocentrism.

Despite the tone of his,attitude, Barth's theological
development and statements are at all points a response to "liberalism.

Understood in the light of his relation to his predecessors,
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the full scope of Barth's thbught is apparent; The result is a

_balanéed_product: neither. elements of transcendence supersede

those of immanence nor vice versa but rather boph'musf be con-
sidered as constituting ihe full dimensions.of his thougﬁt; if
is é s;ientific theology with due regard for God and man, man
and his fellowmen. Finally, his pneumatology, a central link
to the liberals, brings Barth's theology to fruition and providcs;

a corrective to the nineteenth century anthropocentric starting-
point. : -

We recommend a re-appraisal of the traditional approach to
Barth's relation to liberalism considered by most to be negéﬁive.
Contrary to this‘we have shown that Barth was not at any point
finished With, nor did he reject, liberal theology. His continuéus
wrestling>with the errors and merits of thé nineteenth century
apgroach was‘Final}y resolved in Barth's conciliatory thecology
integrating the bes% fruits of liberalism. In addition, this
more'cbmprehensive method of interpfeting Barth is reccmmended
over.more 1imited‘models which for the most part'interpfet Rarth
from one central doctrine.” Finally, the thesis of a radical
turning;point in Barth's thought needs re-assessment as his
theology discloses continuous negotiations witheliberalism,_which
as an underlying thread pervading the opus, must be given due

regard.

- 1

To date, there has been little research in the area of

N

C )
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Barth's immanentist, theoiogy as it develops in the doc¢trines of
creation and reconciliation. The themes of lardsﬁip, covenant-
partner, analogy and dia;ectic need be anal?sed for their
specific contributions to Barth's theology. Furtﬁef, there is
a paucity of research in the sphere of his pneumatology. This
d;ctrine needsbe addressed in its full development as well as
its ﬁniqué relation to Christoldgy, ecclesiology, and anthro-
pology: We believe the full dimensions of Barth's ?ﬁeology can
be appreciatéq.only wifh reference to the doctrine of the Holy

Spirit which in turn reflects his continuous relationship with

liberalism. ' e
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" ABSTRACT OF

Karl Barth's Theological Development .
A ‘Response to LiberalismT 0

‘ 3

~The development of Karl Barth's theology was a response
to’ the theologlcal method of nlneteenth century, German Brotest- .
antism. Such a pr1nc1p1e allows hts thought to be examined
mith due consideration.for'theycontinurtyjof hie task with the
liberols ae well as the moanccs and shifts in his onique contri—-
bution to thoology Because of its comprehen51ve nature, thlS:
method of 1nvest1gat1ng his development is recommended over

more limited models which-for the most part 1nterpret Barth

froonne central doctrlne

The the51s which grew largely out of Barth's own critique
of the nlneteenth century presents a.synopsis in Chapter 1 of the i
method of 11bera1 theology to whlch Barth responded 1n hlS
development.f Chapters II III and IV demonstrate that in- dog-
mdtic and extra-dogmatic works Barth's theological statemeﬂts
were a result of his attitude to 11bera115m whether it be
1p651t1ve, negative or ambivalent. Whereas his initial committ-
ment to 1ibera1%sm followed by ambiguity were reflected in his

writings, a negative attitude produced a massive polemic

against liberalism and a theology in opposition in the Dogmatics

Latice M. Collins, doctoral thesis presented to the
Department of Religious Studles, University of Ottawa, Ontario,
August, 1982. ‘
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I and 1T. Slmllarly a:p051t1ve d15p051t1on resulted in a _
mod1f1cd polemic and a theology in conc1llat10n in tPe doctrines
of creation and reconq111at1on Whereas hlS oppos1t1on theology
was predominantly one of transcendence over against the this-
worldly theology of llberallsm the dlrection of conciliation
reveals elements of Barth's ties w1th his predecessors particu-
1arly in the emergence of a theology of immanence and in his-
pneumatology he tools of lordship, covenant-partner, analoty
and dialectic help balance the emphasis on transcendence of
earlier Worke, while'et the same time correctvthe liberal
anthropoccntrlc t<eology of immanence. Barth'e pneumatology,
‘whlch 1s partlally a. result of his re-assessment of the 11bcrals
‘f‘and a- p0551b1e p01nt of contact between them, is an 1mportant
‘_tool in his 1mmanent15t theology and is the means for a correct
hChr1st1an anthropocentrlsm.
Understood in the light of his relation to liberalism,
he'full scope of Barth's 'theological development emetges,
reveal1ng pr1nc1ples of transcendence and immanence. In this
_'balanced product, the result of a'contlnuous reference to .
liberalism, Barth's sciendific theology corrects the nineteenth

century anthrooocentric starting-point. .
We tecommend a re-appraisal of the traditional approach
to Barth's relation to liberalism considered by most to be

negative. The interpretation of his work from one central
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doctrine as well as the thésis of a radical turning point
need re-assessment. . Further we suggest research in these
eas of immanence theology and pneumatology would deepen

derstanding of the.fﬁli dimensions of Barth's th@ught.

" f::p/
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