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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A, STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The question which forms the core of this paper is the
relationship of faith and reason, Is faith reasonable?
Does every aspect of that in which man believes need to fit
the requirement of reason? Does reason support faith or
faith reason? Is reason possible without faith?

To establish this relationship also means the estabe
lishment of the limitation of each., What is the area of
faith? How is knowledge obtained? Why is faith necessary
at all? Or why is reason necessary? To answer these ques-
tions one must also ascertain the correct view of the world,
of man, of God, of revelation, and something of their mutual
relationships.

Since this theological controversy has been raised by
a number of recent theologians, it is to their writings one
must turn. The three chosen by the author of this paper

are Karl Barth, Emil Brunner, and E.J. Carnell.
B. JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROBLEM

Generally, Modernistic Liberalism believes that it alone
of all Christian theologies has subjected.every aspect of faith
to reason, In fact, reason has so subjected the entire field

of religion which it surveys that even God has been brought
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low. In many instances, He has been considered as no more
than a figment of the human mind. God was good, and man
was good., Every day and in every way the world was get-
ting better and better., An optimistic view of history was
this indeed in the light of selfishness and greed which
dominated the motives of'the nations of the world, Though
it could survive the scandal of the early nineteenth cen-
tury, liberalism could not survive the holecaust of war,
From the smoking ruins of Central Europe there arose a new
theology, a theology which no longer asserted the divine
immanence nor the goodness of man, Certainly the Second
World War has done nothing to dispel this new theology's
threatened sway over the theological world.

Since the basic error of the liberals was
immanence, it 1s logical to expect that the basic
thesis of the new theology is transcendence and
discontinuity. Discontinuity of man with God re-
placed old continuity. "Where liberal theology
saw the goodness of God as continuous with the
highest human goodness and the fulfilment of life
as gradual sanctification and as the conservation
of value, neo-orthodoxy is more concerned with
the discontinuity between God's goodness and hu=-
man sin, and visualizes the relationship of the
eternal to history as a dialectlc one in which
God as the End fulfils man's desires and expecta-
tions only by disappointing them in their corrup-
ted form." . . .Barth charges the liberals with
having made God in their own image. He himself
defines God as absolutely transecendent, the whol-
ly other, the deusg absconditus. Anything less

than whoily other is but an oversized man. . .

1. Edward J. Carnell, The Theology of Reinhold Nieb
(Grand Rapids, Wm. B. 'Berdmans Publishing Company, 19%03

D. 315
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How does one know God? By faith or by reason? Or by

both? If there is a line of demarcation between the two,
where does one begin and the other end? More important
still, how does one know where this line of demarcation is?
Modern man demands the answers to problems. It is not
sufficient for him to be told what is wrong, but that which
is right also. How can faith be justified before him un-

less an appeal for faith is compelling?
C. OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this research are as follows:
1. A short biographical sketch of each individual
who has been discussed.
2. The philosophical assumptions of each man were
examined,
3. The theological viewpoint of the men was pre-

sented in the light of their respective philosophical as-

sumptionse.

D. LIMITATIONS OF THE PROBLEM

Because of their outstanding success in their respec-
tive theological circles, this study has been limited  to
the views of Karl Barth, Emil Brunner, and E.J. Carnell
upon this problem, These were chosen because of their pur=-
ported claim to be heirs of the reformers, particularly of

John Calvin,



E., DEFINITION OF TERMS

There can, at the present time, be no exact definition
of terms given, The emphasis will be placed upon an induc-
tive study of faith and reason in all of the authors, per-
mitting their usage to deftermine exact meanings. However,
as a working hypothesis, the following definitions are sub-
mitted since they are related so closely to the central
problem, Some aspects of these definitions, no doubt, will
apply to all of the men to be studied.

1. Reason

The special mental faculty which in think-
ing ideas of absolute completeness and uncondi-
tionedness Eranscends the condition of possible

experience,
2, Falth

Faith is the giving of oneself to be con- 3
trolled by what commands trust and devotion. . .

E. METHOD OF PROCEDURE

The method of procedure has been limited to an induc-
tive study of the writings of these men. Only for purposes
of biography have other authors been consulted. A short
biography of each individual has been included in order to

demonstrate under what circumstances and what particular

2. Dagobert D. Runes, Dictionary of Philosophy (New
York, Philosophical Library, n.d.), p. 264%.

3, H(enry) N(elson) W(ieman), "Faith," An Encyclope-
dia of Religion, compiled by 6ergilius Ferm (New York,
The Philosophical Library, 1945), p. 270.



background each has written,

Due to the limitation of the author of this thesis,
most of these studies have been made in authorized trans-
lations., Both Barth and Brunner have written principally
in the German language, making this a necessity.

As much as is humanly possible, this researcher has made
an attempt to be objective., All criticisms and suggestions
concerning the various authors have been made from the cri-
teria which they themselves have declared valid, It must
be noted however, that in all too many instances, this pa-
per has fallen short of complete objectivity, This inves-
tigator wishes to apologize to all who feel that their own
viewpoint has not been fairly represented. The author can
only beg forgiveness on the basis of our common humanity.

A1l references quoted by this author from the Bible
have been taken from the American Standard Version of 1901,
For those quotations contained within quotations of other

authors, due reference must be made to that author's work.,



CHAPTER 1II
THE RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION OF KARL BARTH
A. BIOGRAPHY

KarlyBarth has been recognized as one of the outstand-
ing contemporary theologians. Around his works and thought
have raged controversies which few men have experienced,
Barth was born in 1886, in Basel, Switzerlandl son of Pro-
fessor Fritz Barth, author of a book on the chief problems
of the life of Jesus.2 It has been stated that the typical
life of a Neo=Orthodox theologian could be traced from a
Conservative background to Liberalism to Neo-Orthodoxy. It
is doubtful if Barth was a true Coﬁservative; but the early
influence of Modern Liberalism is everywhere evident in his
writings., Without accepting this viewpoint thoroughly, Barth
could never have become the associate editor of the Rits-
chilian journal, Die Christliche ﬂgl§.3

Barth's university days were spent in Berne, Berlin,

Tubingen and Marburg.)+ After a ministry of two years at

1, J.L. Neve, A History of Christian Thought (Phila-
delphia, The Muhlenberg Press, 1946), II, 172.

2., Hugh Ross Mackintosh, Types of Modern Theology
(London, Nisbet and Co. Ltd., 19%9), p. 271

3. Neve, op. cit. II, 172,

4, H(erbert) H(irshwald), “Karl Barth," Chamber's
Encyclopedia (New York, Oxford University Press, 1950),
B, 1hT.



Geneva (1909-1911) he accepted a pastorate at Safenwil
(Aargau). It was during this pastorate in Switzerland that
the great First World War broke out, and, significantly, it
was here that radical changes were introduced into his the-
ology.

It in no way discredits a man to examine the immediate
environment in which his thought was born, Though a theo-
logical truth may be an eternal verity, yet its elevation
to the forefront of human thought usually took place in a
particular environment which was conducive of that thought.
An examination of that environment, moreover, often is able
to lead the examiner to a more critical and literal inter-
pretation of what has been thought before him,

Until this time of radical change, Barth had been com-
mitted to an optimistic theology. This is evidenced by his
committal to the Swiss Religio=Social movement of Hermann
Kutter and Leonhard Ragaz.6 Reacting against this human
attempt to usher in the Kingdom of God, Barth wrote a paper
entitled, Der Glagbe an den Persoenlichen Gott, in which he
stated that the kingdom of God is not measured by human a-

chievement and progress, but rather in the terms of God's

Lordship.7

There is much which is similar in the historical and

6. Neve, op. cit. II, 172.
7o 1bid,



political situations of Kierkegaard's day and that of
Barth's.8 Kierkegaard was stricken by the worldliness
which had smitten the Danish church of his day., His dis-
position, whatever the cause, was anything but cheerful,

It was the extreme seriousness of 1life which impressed him,
This worldliness was caused, Kierkegaard believed, by the
extremely optimistic theology prevalent in the church at
that time. This, he felt, was not at all warranted by the
acthal facts, There were no omens which seemed to him to
declare that the church was ushering in the Kingdom of God.
Everywhere immorality prevailed, both inside and outside the
church, Denmark had just engaged in a war with Germany and
had lost part of her riches and most productive territory,
Schleswig-Holstein, which added additional grief to his
troubled soul. A century later, in Barth's day, Germany
had lost a war, In addition, she lost all of her territor-
ial possessions in Africa and the islands of the sea. The
rich Saar basin, with its wealth of natural resources, was
taken from her, This was in striking contradiction to the
philosophy of Hegel that it was to the Germans the world
could look for the ideal of absolute freedom.9 As in Den-

mark one hundred years before, a severe financial depression

8. Ewart Aubrey, Present Theological Tendencies (New
York, Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1936), p. 74.

9, G.W.F., Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of His-
tory, trans. by 5. Sibree (London, George Bell and

Sons, 1902), p. 35k,
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struck Germany. This, coupled with the other disasters,
brought the realization of the futility of human effort

upon Barth, Social idealism, he concluded, was only a dis-

illusionment.10

During his pastorate at Safenwill, Barth wrote his fa-
mous Commentary on St, Paul's Epistle to the Romans. (1917).
In this commentary he sought to reinterpret Paul's teach-
ings about God, man, and human destiny in the light of his

i &

twentieth century surroundings. This book gave him the=-

ological fame throughout the religious world.

In 1921 Barth became a university professor, first at
Gottingen, then Munster in 1925 and Bonn in 1930. After
the rise of National Socialism in Germany, Barth was forced
to return to his native Switzerland, His work for the con-
fessional church in Germany before he left proved to be the
backbone of its resistance in its struggle against Hitler,
It has been said that the famous Declaration of Barmen (1934)
was essentially his writing.12 In Switzerland Barth was
appointed professor of theology at Basel, but at the close’

of World War II, he again returned to Germany.13

10. Aubrey, op. cit. p. 7k.
11, Ibld,

12, H(erbert) H(irschwald), "Karl Barth," Chamber'
Encyclopedia (New York, 0xford Univer51ty Press, 19%0),

IT, 141,

13. "Karl Barth," The Encyclopedia Americana (New
York, Americana Corporation, 1952), III, p. 288,
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B. REACTION AGAINST LIBERALISM

It has already been nbted that Barth represents a re-
action against Liberalism. From Hegel's "Whatever is, is
right," Barth might be characterized by "Whatever is, is
wrong." Both of these statements must, of course, be
rightly understood in the light of the philosophies which
they represent. An allied statement characterizing Barth's
thought is that everything in the natural sphere of time
and space is relative, This would include man, his ethical
systems, and his attempts at systematization of thought.

Whenever a philosophy claims to be a relative philoso-
phy the question must always followj, to what is this rela-
tive? As far as considering this world relative, Barth is
in superficial agreement with Modern Liberalism, but when
the question is pushed further, we then see that there is
no real agreement, at least at this point. Modern liber-
als, following in the legacy of Hegel, have made all human
endeavor relative to the yardstick of progress. As the
struggling spirit of man ascends the ale of progress, his
values also ascend, On the other hand, Barth vehemently
denied that there could be any scale of human achievement,
That although all is relative, it i1s relative not to man,
but to God. Hegel sees the world composed of metaphysical
opposites which man gradually solves through the aid of in-
finite Spirit, As he solves these, he ascends the ladder
of progress. Barth denounces this deifying of man, stating

that these great contradictions cannot be solved by man,
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but that man must rest content to let these reside within
the mysteries of God. Hence, for man there is no complete
system of thought, If he were to attempt this impossibil-
ity, man must either not account for all the facts, lapse
into idealism in order to make all the facts fit; or he
must be forced to give up. Even the attempt at such a sys-
tem, Barth has argued, is sinful. It is the building of
the tower of Babel, man's attempt to make himself master of
the situation, hence gods, This attempt has been made be-
cause man basically has not trusfed his Creator, willing
more to place trust in his own powers, The difference then,
which is most striking between Hegel and Barth is that the
former has placed no limitations upon the ability of the

reason, while Barth has advocated that it is restricted amd

limited,

C. NATURAL THEOLOGY

It would do well for us at this time to examine the
position of Barth as to the reliability of natural theol-
ogy. In this area of thought, he is noted for the pamphlet,
Nein, which he wrote in rejecting Brunner's qualified ac-
ceptance of naturaly theology. Upon this point, Barth and
Brunner were separated and have never since been reunited,

Concerning natural theology, Barth wrote:

I certainly see -- with astonishment -- that
such a science as Tord Gifford had in mind does
exist, but I do not see how it is possible for it
to exist. I am convinced that so far as it has
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existed and still ef&sts, it owes its existence
to a radical error.

If man can learn nothing from his natural surroundings as

to the nature or even the possibility of God, then human

reason must be limited to that of the natural sphere.15

At this point, it might be noted that Barth is in full a-

greement with the epistemologies of both Hume and Kant,

But Barth has laid forth the claim that it 1s only to the

Word of God we can turn if one wishes to possess certainty

about God. In so turning away from and rejecting the human

reason, Barth believed he was turning from the natural the-

ology and dogma of the Catholic Church to a proper emphasis

as presented by the Reformers,

But the Reformation and the teaching of the

Reformation Churches stand in an antithesis to
"Natural Theology" which is at once clear and in-
structive for both. . .that, however, in no way
alters the principle that the revival of the gos-
pel by Luther and Calvin consisted in their desire
to see both the church and human salvation founded
on the Word of God alone, on God's revelation in

Jdesus Christ, as it is atfgsted in the Seripture,
and on faith in the Word,

This abandonment of human reason, the abandonment of all
natural theology, is done purposely and deliberately by
Barth because they are unlike God., God is absolute, while

1%, Karl Barth, The Knowledge of God and the Service

of God According to the Teaching of the Reformatio
(Great Britain, Charles Scribner's Sons, 1939), P. 5.

15. Henry Nelson Wieman and Bernard Eugene Meland,

American Philosophies of Religion (New York, Harper
and Brothers, Publishers, 193%), P. 79

16. Barth, op. cit. p. 8.
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his conception of all that can be called cosmos is limited
and relative,

I repeat, it does not mean the negation, the
denial or the depreciation of that which is not
God. But it does mean that this }&tter factor is
criticized, limited and relative.

How can man know that there is a God? This is the
heart of the Barthian theology. One knows through the Word
of God, In summary concerning this vital point we quote
Barth again,

Knowledge of the one and only God becomes
possible and real, because this does happen, be-
cause God does agrise and makes Himself visible in
the world and distinguishes Himself from the world
as its creator, thereby making the wor}g visible
and distinguishing it as His creation.

This message, this distinguishing Himself from the world,
can, in the final analysis, be called the Word of God.

Where does one find the Word of God? Where does God
make Himself known? The first place one would look would
logically and naturally be the Bible which has been known
as the Word of God throughout the centuries., Moreover, as
has already been noted,19 it is to the Biblical teachings

that Barth has claimed to turn. Let us examine in a pre=

liminary sketch what Barth has found of value in the Bible.

17: Ibid., P. 16,
18. Ibid.’ p. 15.
19, Cf. Ante, p. 12,




14
D. THE BIBLE

Barth's view of the Bible can be found in a series of
negative presentations in which he has presented what is
not to be found in the Bible. The first of these negative
presentations is history. Whether the history which is
presented in the Bible is true history or not is really be-
side the point. The real issue is this, that the Bible is
not primarily a history of events, events which can be re-
solved into a system. Referring to those who have read the
Bible for the historical record contained therein, Barth
wrote: "But the pleasure is short-lived. The picture, on
closer inspection, proves quite incomprehensible and flat
if it is meant only for history,"20

Biblical history in the 0ld and New Testa=
ments is not really history at all, but seen from
above is a series of free divine acts and seen
from below a series of fruitless attempts to un-
dertake something in itself Iimpossible, From the
viewpoint of ordered development in particular
and in general it is quite incomprehensible--as
every religious teacgir who is worth his salt
knows only too well.

Thus, even more foreibly, Barth has denled all meaning to
Biblical history.,

Fundamental Protestantism, or the gfoup of Protestant

20, Thomas S, Kepler, ed.3 Contemporary Religiou
Thought (New York, Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 19El§,
p. 134,

21. Karl Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Man,
trans. by Douglas Horton (no location, The Pilgrim

Press, 1928), p. 72.
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believers generally known as Orthodox, together with the
Catholic Church, have generally believed that from the
Bible one must draw his doctrine and dogma about God., This
is just exactly what the Bible hasg not purported to do,

It is not the right human thoughts about
God which form the content of the Bible, but
the right divine thoughts about men., The Bi-
ble tells us not how we should talk with God
but what he says to us; not how we find the
way to Him, but how He has sought and found
the way to us; not the right relation in which
we must place ourselves to Him, but the cove-
nant which He has made once anﬁ for all in
Jesus Christ, It is this which is within thg
Bible. The Word of God is within the Bible,=2

Certainly one would look for moral teaching within the

Bible. One would point to the great moral laws of God as

delivered to Moses upon the mountain of God as a primary
example.23 The teachings of Jesus upon the mountain would
certainly be a great code of morality.2h Buf Barth seemed
to give only the barest attention to these great principles
of law and instead has given the most weight and emphasis
upon those points which have always been difficult for Mod-
ern Liberalism. This, no doubt, was a vestige of his Lib-
eralistic training, He pointed to the places where God has
blessed men who committed terrible deeds, or even where men

were commanded by God to commit them,

22, Kepler, op. e¢it., p. 138.
23, Exodus 20:1-17.
24, Matthew 5 - 7,
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And in how many phases of morality the
Bible is grievously wanting! How little
fundamental information it offers in regard
to the difficult questions of business life,
marriage, civilization, and statecraft, with
which we have to struggle! To mention only
a single problem, but to us a mortal one:
how unceremoniously and constantly war is
waged in the Bible! . . .Time and again the
Bible gives us the impression that it con-
tains no instructions, counsels, or examples
whatsoever, either for individuals or for
nations an&zgovernments; and the impression
is correct,

Of course, also basic to his criticism of the morality of

the Bible, is the concept which he has which is becoming

more evident with each quotation, that the Bible is limi-

ted and relative because it too is a part of the cosmos.

It is obvious that the great commandments were limited to

a particular situation and are not applicable to the mod-

ern world.,

But this is not only true of Biblical ethics

but of all modern systems.

The world is full of morality, but where
have we really got with it? It is always an
exceptional condition--I had almost said, an
artificial dislocation of our will, It is no
new will, Steadily or intermittently, we ap-
ply ourselves to our morality--to our thrift,
let us say, to thought for our family, to ef-
ficienecy in our vocation, to our patriotism--
and through it we 1ift ourselwves above our
own real level and that of our fellow men. . .
Is the unrighteous, self-seeking, capricious,
world-will really struck at, much less over-
come, by our withdrawing wi%h our morality--
seemingly a little to one side? 1Is it not our
very morality which prevents our discerning
that at a hundred other points we are the more
firmly fettered to that will? Does it not

25,

Kepler, op. cit., p. 136,
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make us blind and impenitent toward the deep
real needs of existence? Is it not remark-
able that the greatest atrocities of life--

I think of the capitalistic order and of war--
can justify themselves on purely moral prin-
ciples? The devil may also make use of moral-
ity. He laughs Sg the tower of Babel which
we erect to him,

Of what value is the Bible? It does not primarily
teach history, nor can it be used correctly for dogma, nor
can it be deduced to a system of ethics, The truth of the
Bible, Barth has stated, lies in the fact that it points us
beyond history, beyond morality, beyond human dogma, %0 a
world which man cannot hope to find, the world of God.27
What he meant by this statement must be left temporarily un-

til we are able to probe into Barth's meaning of the Word of

God.,

E., PHILOSOPHICAL ASSUMPTIONS

To summarize the argument of Barth thus far presented,
it could be said that Barth believed that everything which
is not God is limited, relative, and fallible, This applied
to all that might be termed part of the world which included
the'Elg;g and human reasoning., There is nothing about the
world which can possibly give us knowledge of God. Certain-
ty as a part of human attainment is therefore a useless at-
tempt. In the light of what has been gained thus far, one

would quickly wonder at Barth's own presentation. Is it not

26, Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Man, p. 18.
27+, Kepler, op. c¢it., p. 133,
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also a part of this same world as is nature and the Bible?
Is it not also a product of the human reason and thus fal=-
lible? Startlingly enough, Barth would agree to exactly
that. Everywhere while reading Barth, one is impressed by
the scrutiny he has given his own works, Reflecting upon
them again and again, he has often been caused to revise
and even to depart from much of his work in the past.
Impressive as Barth's work has been2 it
is far from being beyond the reach of criti-
cism, Some camp=followers of the movement
have inclined to forget this, but the master
himself leaves us in no doub%. He criticizes
his own statements, often, by modifying them,
"To live is to chanoe ané to be perfect is
to have changed often " it has been saidj; and
one fact which makes comprehension of his
thought so difficult is that in detail it
changes constantly. He warns us vehemently
against canonizing his results up to date,
He offers clear principles, definite gsump-
tions, but never a closed system. .
Many have eriticized Barth because he has claimed that his
is not a system of thought. On the other hand, Dr. J.L.
Neve criticized Barth because he has not system enough. At
the time of the publication of the Credo in 1936, Neve in-
sisted that Barth went through a fundamental change of
thought and could scareely be recognized as the same indi-
vidvual who had published the previous works of Barth,
Whereas in 1921 Barth virtually heaped rid-

icule on those who look for a Second Coming at
some distant future, he now speaks of Christ as

28, Hugh Ross Mackintosh es of Modern Theologx
(London, Nisbet and Co, L%d., 1949), p. 26%
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our "future," our "hope". . .Only at one fun-
damental point Barth remained the same: he
R T e

Ridicule has often been applied to Barth because of the
many inconsistencies contained in his writings. But to
thoroughly understand Barth's relativism, is to understand
with him that it is perfectly consistent to be inconsistent,
Barth cannot be understood at all unless it be understood
that everything he has stated has been stated in a frame-
work of relativism.

Cornelius Van Til in his criticism of the Barthian
movement has assumed that Barth does have a system of thought,

30

in fact he has so stated in spite of Barth's denials, How-

ever, Barth's definition of a system of thought would be
different from Van Til's,

Barth's main charge against other religious thought,
has been that they have attempted to construct the world
and God into a closed system of thought. This would in-
clude the Catholics, the Liberal Protestants and the Con-
servative Protestants, He charged that they have attempted
to marshal all the facts of history and of nature into their
thought. Thus they have a philosophy of history and of na-
ture, But to deny these assertions, as Barth did, that

history and nature can be resolved into systematic thought

29, Neve, A History of Christian Thought, II, 177.

30, Cornelius Van Til, The New Modernism (Philadel-
phia, The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.,

1947), p. viii,
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so that men can know the general pattern of all that has
happened and all that will happen is not in itself con-
structing another system. The human reason, Barth has
charged, simply is not adequate to account for all the
facts,.

But if one has denied reason, how is it possible for
there to be any presentation at all? How can one even ex-
press ideas which can be grasped and understood by those
reading? Some criticism of Barth has been just this ab-
surd, What Barth has denied is not the powers of compre-
hension and expression, but man's ability to account for
all the data which is at his disposal. If one were to ask,
how could it be true if it did not account for all the facts,
Barth would reply, it is true because it does not account
for them for they are of such a nature as not to be ac-
counted by man. This can be done alone by God, and one
must trust implicitly iﬁ Him for all the final solutions.
This, Barth has stated, is the supreme value of the Bible.

And it is certain that the Bible, if we
read it carefully, makes straight for the
point where one must decide to accept or re=
ject the sovereignty of God,. This is the
new world within the Bible.31
Before the examination of the ecritical point of study

of Barthian theology, the Word of God, his doctrine of the

church and of theology should be first understood. In such

31, Kepler, Contemporary Religious Thought, p. 137.
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a frame of reference as Barth's it is very difficult to see
how either can really exist. Unless we understand thorough-
ly their function in the world, the meaning and the purpose

of the Word of God cannot be understood.
F, THE CHURCH

The Church is a part of the world. As much as one might
wish otherwise, she cannot be extricated from her entangling
alliances with which she is bound.

And now the last point, that where the
Church is, there it has an aim, the kingdom
of God, This goal of the Church is bound to
constitute a continuous restlessness for the
men in the Church, whose action stands in no
relation to the greatness of this goal. We
must not allow Christian existence, that is
the existence of the Church, and theological
existence, to be spoiled by this. It may
well happen that we might want to drop the
hand that is put to the plough, when we com-
pare the Church with its goal, . .If we real-
ly hope for the kingdom of God, then we shall
not be ashamed to discover in the concrete
congregation the one holy universal Church,
and then every individual wil%znot be ashamed
of his particular confession.

As a part of the world, the church is hindered in the
fulfillment of her future goal because she is in a lost amd

damned state,

We know the Church only in its unlike-
ness to the Kingdom of God. The Church is,
as we saw, directly constituted by the fact
that the Kingdom of God has come near in the

32, Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, trans, by G.T.
Thomson (New York, Philosophical Library, 1949), p. 148,
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Epiphany of Jesus Christ, but only near, and
that we still 1live in time, which is not e-
ternity. The phenomenon of the hiddenness
of the body of Christ and the phenomenon of
the disunity of the one Church bring tggt
fact very clearly before our eyes. . .

Her weakness is that of utter inability to be effectively
God-like, But of course this is not what has made the church,

the church, What has made the church is its relationship to

Christ,

o o oThe homecoming of her own being, on the
ground of which alone she actually ventures
to proclaim, of course means for her the re-
version to her proper being, which transcends
herself, to Jesus Christ her heavenly Head,
whom she confronts as His earthly body, bound
to Him as such, and yet as such distinet from
Him who possesses the Church in Himself, but
not the Church Him in herself, between Him
and Her there is no reversible, interchange-
able, relationship as certainly as the re-
1atio§&hip of master and servant is no revers-
ible.

If the Church then is so sinful, so enmeshed with the inhi-
bitions which the world has her bound, why is she in exist-
ence at all? The central duty of the church, her only ex-
cuse for existence, is that of proclamation,

« o oBOth according to the express declara-
tion (Matt. xxviii, 18 f,), and according to
what we can learn from the New Testament a-
bout the actual practice of the Apostles,

this commission consists in witnessing by

means of the preaching of the Gospel and the
Administration of the Sacraments. No third

33. Karl Barth, Credoi trans. by J. Strathearn MeNab
b

(New York, Charles Scribner's Sons, 1936), p. 148,

34, Karl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, trans.,

iy | SO ————D | WD) | SOt | eaCiaes e | esememmsy

by G.T. Thomson (New York, Charles Scribner's Sons,
1936), p. 112.
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action has a place beside these two, which
are in essence one, the ministerium verbi
divinf. . It is out of confldence in the
worth and relevance of this command it 1s
out of the firm assurance that by pure pro=-
clamation and by the proper administration
of the sacraments more is achieved and bet-
ter results are obtained in the solution of
just these pressing problems of life than
by the best-intentioned measures for aid,
action and enlightenment, that involve our
stepping outside of thg bounds of this small
but mighty domain. . 5

Barth has brought to us forecibly that the Church's only rea-
son for existence is the service which it can render to the
Word of God., She has not been placed here in the world for
a moral example, not to teach any form of systematized doc-
trine, but to proclaim, In this act she performs the vital
function which Christ has commanded her,

e« o oBut this human activity of her is of

course primarily proclamation, and anything

else than the proper fulfllment of tggt can=

not be the purpose of dogmatics. .

The church, even in her proclamation still remains a
creature of the world. Through her own power, she has nev=-
er been able to proclaim, It is not her own word she is to
proclaim, it is the Word of God. And yet as she attempts to
utter the Word whieh has been revealed to her by the sover-
eign act of God, it somehow becomes her own word,

Thus if human language claims to procla-

mation, that can only mean that it claims to
serve the Word of God, to point to its hav-

35, Barth, Credo, p. 1li4%,
36. Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, p. .
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ing previously been spoken through God Him-

self, That is God's Word, that sanctifies

the human pointer to bear witness to Him-

self, this it cannot take to itself, The

will on man's side here brought in question

can only be that of accepting a commission.

It goes decisively with what all true proph-

ecy has discerned, that no man as such can

possibly utter the Word of God. If man's

language about God claims to be proclmation,

it claims to be not grace, but th§ service

of grace, the means of grace. . . 7

Barth has made it clear that not just any words stated

in a church are the Words of God, One definite character-
istic of proclamation must be that its language is centered
38

in and phrased around the Holy Scripture. The proclaimer,

in the form of homily or exposition, has the task of pre-
senting the promises of the Bible., But his purpose is to
make the promises of the Bible vital, to have bearing upon
today, and to make them be interpreted in the light of our
own problem, The scripture then is the proclaimer's pre-~
supposition, while the "person called must be ready to make
the promise given to the Church comprehensible in his own
words to the men of his time."39 One can readily recognize
the relativistic framework of this contention, In fact it
is this view of reality which has made proclamation needful

if one were to accept Barth's point of view,

37+ Ibid., ps 57+
38, Ibid., p. 6%,
39, Ibid,.
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G. DOGMATICS

Even as the principle task of the Church is proclama-
tion, her principle theology is dogmatics. Proclamation in
Barth's theology is prior to dogmaties, and as it has been
shown that proclamation and exegesis have vital bearing on
one another, so one might say that exegesis is prior to dog-
matics. But because exegesis involves the human element,
there is always the danger that exegesis will no longer be
exegesis, but the proclamation of the proclaimer, Because
of the danger of this imposition of human ideas upon the
Word of God, proclamation must be carefully scrutinized to
ascertain its usefulness to the service of the Word of God.

As the science of dogmatics is examined briefly, Barth's
definition of dogmatics should be carefully compared to those
of other theologians, either favorably or unfavorably. It is
evident that Barth would disagree radically with the defini-
tion of dogmatics which Strong has given us.

e o o'the systematizing of the doctrines as
expressed in the symbols of the Church, to-
gether with the grounding of these in the
Scriptures, and the exhibition, so fgﬁoas
may be, of their rational necessity.
Barth's main disagreement as one could easily see, would be
in the effort to prove the rational necessity of certain doc-

trines., Though doctrine might explain the certain phenomenon,

40, James Strong, Systematic Theology, quoted in H,
Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City, Beacon
Hill Press, 1949) I, 28,
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it most certainly cannot be demonstrated as a rational ne-
cessity, for even the theology of dogmatics cannot explain
its necessity, for it is of another world., Lange's defini-
tion of dogmatics would meet with scarcely more approval by

Barth,

' o« oIt is the science which presents to our

notice the material obtained by exegesis and

history in an organized and systematic form,

representing the sum of the truth of the

Christian faith in organic connection ﬁith the

facts of religious consciousness, . !
There is in this definition an attempt to g ather meaning
from history which Barth would state as having no meaning,
Barth's definition of dogmatics is as follows:

As a theological discipline, dogmaties

is the scientific test to which the Chris-

tian Church puts herself regarding the la&-

guage about God which is peculiar to her, E
It is evident that in one respect at least, Barth has re-
turned to a more healthy emphasis. This is the stress which
he must place upon the importance of doctrine as he also has
stressed exegesis, As a science, Barth stated that dogmat-
ics must lay an accountable path to its conclusions, but on
the other hand it must not submit to the tests which are
valid for the other sciences., It is the other world science
and cannot undergo empirical proofs of laboratory tests as

do the other sciences.

41, H, Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (Kansas City,
Beacon Hill Press, i9ﬁ95 Ls 29

42, Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, p. l.
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Though Barth expressly stated that dogmaties has for
its presupposition the ascertainability of truth by the hu-
man mind, this in no way guarantees the fact that truth has
actually been found, The Church knows the truth only as an
act of faith, in the revelation of God which He has and does
commit to her, but the very nature of this revelation is
such that it cannot be held nor can it be transmitted with-

out the layinge:on of unholy hands,

As an inquiry dogmatics presupposes that
the proper content of Christian language about
God must be known humanly., Christian language
must be investigated as to its conformity to
Christ., In this conformity it is by no means
presented to us obviously or free from diffi-
culties, The finally and adequately given di=-
vine answer is the counterpart of the human
gquestion which retains its faithfulness
throughout unwearied, honest advance, of the
cry that is sincere even amid the loftiest
attainments, 'mot as though I had already
attained!' True, dogmatics receives the
measure with which it measures in an act of
human appropriation, Therefore it must be an
inquiry. It knows the light that is perfect
in itself, that discovers all in a flash.

But it knows it only in the prism of this act,
which, however, radically or existentially it
may be regarde&, is a human act, offering in
itself no sort of surety for the correctness
of the appropriation in question, being rath-
er fallible and therefore itself in need of
criticism and revision, of repeated and ever
closer re-testing, The creaturely form which
God's revealing action comes to take in dog-
matics is therefore not that of knowledge
attained in a flash, which it would have to
be to correspond to the divine gift, but a
laborious advance from one partial human in-
sight to anotherz intendinﬁ but by no means
guaranteeing an 'advance!'T3

)"'30 .:Lb_j:..d_.'9 Pe l)"‘o
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Barth has continually emphasized that the theologian as well
as the proclaimer must have experienced the truth which is
known only by faith., But in this world which cannot, at
present at least, know the truth in its entirety, and can-
not even be certain of any of its truths about God, theology
is on very uncertain grounds, Having known this truth obtained
in the flash, it is by no means certain that this same truth
is still present when human effort attempts to use it in
ascertaining the truth of Christian proclamation.

The necessity of dogmatics is found in the nature of
the church, because she is a sinful creature of this world.
It is found in the very nature of proclamation itself, be=-
cause it is the human publishing of the Divine Word. The
need for dogmatics is found in the very nature of dogmatics
itself, as a human effort to establish truth, a truth which
is established not in stability, but in an environment in

which all is relative,

o o oIt cannot--at this early stage we may say
so-=have in view a system of Christian truth,.
All else apart, that would mean that it had
the power to criticise all the Church procla=-
mation ever made, and to put the whole of a
corrected Church proclamation finally befoaﬁ
the publiec. That it simply cannot do, .

H. THE WORD OF GOD

The heart of Barth's message is the Word of God, In

W4,  Ibid., p. 88.
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the discussion of the church, of proclamation, and of dog-
matics or theology this has been evident., It is the Word
of God which calls the church into exstence, for without
the revelatory efforts of God toc man, there would and could
be no Church. It is the Word of God which forms the basis
of proclamation, for without this basis, proclamation be-
comes simply human utterance, It is the Word of God which
arouses the theologian to a closer scrutiny of the Church's
proclamation in its effort to arrive at the true meaning of
its message.,

The question which continually haunts everyone who has
ever studied Barth is just what is the Word of God? Accord-
ing to Barth, it is God's Divine operation upon man, It is
God's speaking to man, Because it is God speaking, noﬁ man
speaking to himself nor any other part of the cosmos, it is
different from all other events, It is the penetration of
the'Divine Will into this finite world., It happens not be=
cause of man's upsurge of feeling, nor because man feels
the necessity for aunew set of dogmas, values, or directions,
but because God Wills it to happen,

Due to the foreign nature of the Word of God, the im-
position of the Absolute upon the Relative, the Word of God
can only hold for the moment, This has not been caused by
God's limitation, but because we ourselves are the limited
ones, unable to grasp that which is Eternal., So when the

Absolute speaks, finite men hear, they know His voice, but
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it is only for the moment,
.« « oGod and His Word are not presented to us
in the way in which natural and historical en-
tities are presented to us. We can never by
retrospect, and so by anticipation, fix what
God is or what His Word is. He must always
repeat that to us and always repeat it afresh,
But there is no human awareness corresponding
to this divine utterance, I<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>