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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

All beginnings are hard. Often a beginning is diffi­

cult because not enough people perceive its desirability or 

need. Starting is hard when all things appear new, for the 

way ahead is unseen. Usually, a vision is necessary. 

Generally, the foundation of the past is essential. But 

faith is the sine qua nQn for an evangelical beginning. 

Today, evangelicalism needs renewal and reformation 

if it is to accomplish its work as the Church of Christ. It 

needs the vigor of a new beginning. The dimensions of this 

beginning can be as little or as great as the evangelical 

community permits. The opportunity is here, the time is now, 

and a beginning toward change must arise if the evangelical 

witness is to prove faithful to the task of presenting the 

Gospel. 

the living God, and faith alone, 

that determines the parameters of change. Certainly, an 

evangelical beginning does not mean a new origin. That pos­

sibility is excluded. Rather, the evangelical community must 

make a fresh start ~n meeting some old needs. As a point of 

departure, evangelicals must affirm a vision of constructive, 

1 
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dynamic, and dogmatic theology. In doing so, the foundations 

laid in the apostolic age and repaired by the Reformers will 

once more become evident. Finally, by faith the evangelical 

community must venture to be~in to change. 

Faith is a positive venture. Its very nature should 

indicate the direction change must take. Faith is construc­

tive; it builds. Faith is dynami£.; it comes afresh each time 

it comes. Faith is even dogmatic; it conforms to its ovm 

logic with a divine consistency. Can any problem be in­

superable? 

THE JUSTIFICATION AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Any problem, any genuine need, is its own justifica­

tion for study. The problems within evangelicalism today 

point to the necessity of developing a positive theology. 

Therefore, a program thatbegins with the recognition of this 

need also begins with the possibility of meeting it. In the 

final analysis, this simply means beginning with a vision 

and translating it into victory. Of course, some process 

must arise. The program must be outlined and the require-

·------------!l!~J~.:t§ __ §:p~g_i_;[i~_d ·----~1J_t_ __ tl'HL_j1ts-=tif_i_cation __ f_o_r ___ dreaming_and _ac_t~---···---

ing is the existence of the problem. 

If a positive evangelical theology is to emerge in 

the days ahead several changes must first occur. Prior to 

all else, is the recognition of need. A prerequisite to ac­

tion, then, is demonstrating the need and desirability of re­

form and renewal in eva~gelical theology today, Those who 



recognize the desirability of movement ir1 these directions 

are agents of change. While initial stimulus to the task 
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of developing a better theology almost certainly comes from 

those change agents at the top of the ecclesiastical struc­

tures, there has to be strong, broad support within the com­

munity. For this to take place, two important facts must be 

communicated. First, change agents must indicate how re­

form and renewal can take place, and why it should. They 

must demonstrate how the inspiration &~d direction of theo­

logians can be utilized in this task. Thus, second, they 

must often establish that theologians need neither be feared 

nor ignored, no matter what the theologies involved. Natur­

ally, there are parameters already inherent in evangelical­

ism to exclude all non-Christian religions. But the param­

eters must be wide enough to include all theologies within 

the Church, even those that are not evangelical. The key is 

establishing a redemptive framework. 

This study is a tentative attempt at demonstrating 

one model for use in the development of a positive theology. 

A redemptive framework sh?wcasing one concrete example might 

·------------ind·icat-e---h-ow-to-c·ommuni-c-a:~e--tne-ra.c-ts-·cnitTine-cr ·a:oove·-~----fi:c::----------···· 

cordingly, the purpose of this study is specifically to in­

dicate how the person and work of Karl Barth can provide in­

spiration and direction for the healthy renewing and reform-

ing of evangelical theology today. As this purpose is real­

ized, the broader implications related to the above discus-

·sion emerge. 
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With the introduction of Karl Barth as a figure cen­

tral to this study several preliminary comments must be made. 

First, Barth was a theologian. In fact, he was the most ac­

claimed theologian of this century. Yet, in America, Barth 

was slow to gain a hearing and was never as well-received or 

understood as he was elsewhere. Second, Barth has either 

been feared or ignored by vast numbers of evangelicals. This 

is especially unfortunate in view of the tremendous poten­

tial available in Barth for recovery and utilization in the 

development of a positive evangelical theology. Even evan­

gelical theologians who should know better have too often 

failed to appropriate any good from Barth by dismissing him 

with a label and a critique. Finally, both the person and 

work of Barth can reveal strengths at the very points where 

evangelicals and their theology are weakest. 

In this regard, four arenas help define why Barth in 

particular is valuable. First, his place historically and 

theologically is one of great relevance to evangelicals. 

Barth claimed to stand squarely in the middle of the Refor­

mation tradition. His echoing of vital ideas and themes 

_____________ !~-?~-~~~---~~:!:>1_~-c!~<:>_ye --~-~!!_PGI:~lc ___ ~Q._tJl~--§.~_:rip_"t;1l,l:'.~§_. ____ §_~~.ond.__.---·---···--

Barth's method was biblical and dogmatic. His exegesis 

stimulated a major movement in biblical theology. His un­

derstanding and use of dogmatics was among the most creative, 

and comprehensive, of any theologian since Aquinas. Third, 

Barth's work was constructive and kerygmatic. He utilized 

the best thoughts of Church history to corr~unicate the Gospel 
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message. Fourth, Barth's challenge to others was always 

both Christo-centric and relevant. He saw himself as a wit­

ness to only one Lord, Jesus Christ. This witness he always 

sought to communicate by word and deed in a manner relevant 

to the situation at hand. These facts justify the place of 

Barth in this study. 

THE LIMITATIONS AND SOURCES FOR STUDY 

Unavoidably, limitations must be established. Both 

the development of a positive evangelical theology and a 

mastery of Barth as a step in contributing to that develop­

ment are awesome tasks. Neither considered alone can be 

done full justice in a limited study. However, a limited 

study is profitable as the beginning of a major contribu­

tion. The irr~ensity of a task cannot excuse its neglect. 

No matter h~1 great the task some beginning, however small 

or incomplete, can profit the total work. 

Accordingly, this study represents tentative steps, 

intended as indicative of the kind of work needed on both 

this scale and a greater one for the reform and renewal of 

evangelical theology. The study is not definitive. It is a 

study to inform and assist change agents. As a model it is 

concrete in form, but ready to be expanded, adapted, and com­

pleted where and when the need emerges. 

With these considerations in mind, certain limita­

tions have been imposed. The study is suggestive, not ana­

lytical, when concerned with the renewing and reforming of 
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evangelical theology. But the study is more analytical when 

examining evangelical theology and its needs. Analysis is 

also utilized for the examination of Barth's life and work. 

Throughout, the intent is to report first, then suggest ideas 

based logically on the findings. The direction of the study 

is from the concrete to the possible, from the past to the 

future, from the "what is" to the "what if?" 

This study is limited to material available in En­

glish. More synthetic than exhaustive, it presupposes a 

greater breadth of information than depth. In other words, 

much more could be said. Again, this is a beginning. 

The sources for study encompass literature from the 

modern period only. Particularly, literature on the evan­

gelical situation dates from the period imnlediately after 

World War II to the present, with some exceptions. The ma­

terial concerning Barth centers mainly on the period of the 

writing of his Church Doamatics. All German titles have been 

given in their English translation except where the work has 

remained untr~~slated from the original. 

THE METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

The study unfolds in three parts. The first of these 

presents a historical survey of modern evangelicalism. Par­

ticular attention is given to its development out from the 

Modernist-Fundamentalist controversy. Focus is placed on 

the current situation in regard to evangelicalism's place 

and role. This, of course, entails an examination of the 

opportunity confronting evangelicals, the resources of 



evangelical theology, and the needs that must be satisfied. 

The section ends by positing the thesis. 

7 

The second part supports the thesis along two lines. 

The first presents Karl Barth as an individual who, by virtue 

of his life, can serve as an inspiration for positive evan-

gelical work. Barth's ovm affirmation of evangelical theol­

ogy is examined in the light of his life as well as by the 

conclusions of his mature thought. Close attention is paid 

to his confession of faith and the obedience corresponding 

to it as worked out in the searchlight of history. Together 

with this thrust, the second line of support is a survey 

with a short exposition of Barth's theology as reflected in 

the Chu~ch Do,~natics. Preceding the survey, the development 

of Barth's thought is sketched as background. 

The third part moves from an understanding of Barth 

to attempts at the utilization of the best in Barth for the 

work of building a positive theology. In this section a few 

ideas are projected along the lines of Barth as an inspira­

tion and as a guide. The discussion here is to suggest a 

portrait of Barth built upon some concrete thoughts. From 

this portrait emerge constructive resources for today's evan-
------·---·-··--·-···-~---------------------------------·------~--------- -~-~--·--··---------···--·----··-----~------·----~----·-----·-···~---·~---------------···-·-·· ·----·--------~·-·---- -·-·-----~-------~---··-·····--·-····· 

gelical. The conclusion is a review that looks to the work 

ahead. 

THE DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERlf~ 

As a necessary prologue to the main substance of the 

study certain key te~ms must be defined. The first of these 

is "theology." By this term many things might be implied. 
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4 revelatory events." Theologians are more than, "persons 

who ask the question of our ultimate concern."5 

What is needed is a definition richer in concepts. 

The one best suited to this study, and the definition adopted 

herein as the content and context for theology is from Barth: 

"we shall have to understand by theologia ektypos mediate 

revelationis hominw~ viatorum -oost lausum on the one hand 

Church dogma, and on the other hand • • • the scientific 

work of dogmatics." 6 

Even with this definition some things are left un­

said. But this formula is of theology, "in its completion 

as the Church's concrete work of thought completed in time 

and always completed at a particular time, the work of the 

Church and in the Church, the inquiry after the relation 

laid upon us for the sake of Church proclamation."? In this 

relation, dogma is to be understood in the sense of a behest, 

or a decree. The movement is from God to man. But it really 

is movement, there is nothing static about theology. It is 

the purpose of dogmatics to conduct a continual review of 

theology in light of this movement. 

B. Edwards, Reason and.Religion (New York: Har­
court Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1972), p. 4. 

5Paul Tillich, The Shaking of the Foundations (New 
Yorka Charles Scribner's Sons, 19481: p. 119. 

6Karl Barth, Church Do~atics, I/1, trans. G. T. 
Thomson (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1936), p. 309. Note the 
illuminating discussion preceding. Church Dogmatics hereaf­
ter referred to by CD, with appropriate volw~e and part-vol­
ume number. 



In a very broad sense, "theology is the literature in which 

the faith of Christians finds intellectual expression ... 1 
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But this is an inadequate definition for it is too socio­

logical and phenomenological in orientation. Somewhat better 

is thiss 

By theology we mean the rich diversity of analytic 
and synthetic undertakings by which tvord of God and 
world of men are understood and brought into confluence. 
• • • In this sense, everyone who speaks a word of wit­
ness is a theologian. • • • But Christian theology • • • 
testifies that one strand of history is particularly 
meaningful.2 

This definition commends itself in several ways but 

fails to capture the divine element. "Theology cannot fail 

to talk of God, for the very word 'theology' means 'God 

talk'."3 Here is a right beginning! From this point several 

false starts can be avoided. Definitions that are preoccu-

pied by the faith response only give half of the picture. 

Theology is an operation of grace and proceeds from God to 

the more or less accurate and trustworthy perceptions of man. 

Accordingly, theology is not simply, "the systematic concep­

tual elaboration of the faith response to revelation or 

1William Nicholls, Sys~ematic and Philoso~hical 
----------Theo-1-ogy,---ed.----R-.-p-.---e.-·-Hansl:ln , ~rn e--yer i can -rr-u1 a e ---t 0. IVTO a. ern------ --- --- H - -

Theology, Vol. 1 (Baltimore; Penguin Books Inc., 1969), p. 17. 
2Martin E. Marty and Dean G. Peerman (eds.), New 

Theolo_gy No. 1 (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1967), p. 11. 

3John Macquarrie, God and Secularity, ed. William 
· Hordern, New Directions in Theology Today, Vol. 3 (Philadel­

phia: vJestminster Press, 1967), p. 13. It must be noted im­
mediately that when Macquarrie makes reference to "God talk" 
he means something vastly different from the evangelical 
theologian. Macquarrie admits to some difficulty in saying 
just how "God" should be talked about (or with). 
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The goal of theology in this relation is proclamation. 

Here the understanding of theology is profoundly missiolog­

ical. The movement from God to man is motivated by divine 

mission. Theology inquires after, "that attitude towards 

the Bible as the Word of God which is essential to Church 

preaching."8 There is no presumption that Church proclama­

tion is identical with the content and meaning of Scripture. 

Indeed, history has all too often demonstrated how far apart 

the two may become. Rather, within. theology is an inner 

necessity for correspondence between its understa~ding at 

any given time and its communication to the contemporary lis-

teners. The crucial part in this correspon~ence process is 

played by dogmatics. 

The usual understanding of this term seems to focus 

on dogmatics "as the organized and systematic presentation 

of the dogmas of the Christian Church. "9 lrJhile there is 

much merit in this, it lacks the vitality that theology, as 

defined above, so obviously needs. Again, Barth is useful: 

Dogmatics is the science in which the Church, in 
accordance with the state of its knowledge at different 
times, takes account of the content of its proclama-. 
tion critically, that is, by the standard of Scrip-
ture and under the e of its confessi 

-'~-= .. ::c::: .. : ... _. 

8 Ibid., p. 308. 

9Jaroslav Pelikan, "Dogmatics," Handbook of Christian 
Theology, ed. A. A. Cohen and M. Halverson (New Yorks World 
Publishing Co., 1958), p. 82. Note Pelikan's observation 
that Barth, "has v~ritten an explicitly ecclesiastical dogmat­
ics, ecclesiastical both in its source and in its object" 
(p. 85). . 

1°Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, trans. G. T. 
Thomson (New York: Harper & Row, 1959r;p-; 9. 
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Reduced to even simpler terms, "dogmatics is the 

scientific test to which the Christian Church puts herself 

regarding the language about God which is peculiar to her."11 

These two statements are adopted as this study's ~~derstand­

ing of dogmatics. Together they comprise the idea of a vital 

function necessary to theology. Moreover, this idea avoids 

any false separation of theology and Church. "Dogmatics is 

a theological discipline. But theology is a function of the 

Church."12 Thus, there are two spheres that constitute the 

proper context for theologys the Christian Canon and the 

Church. 

However, there are many theologies that boldly claim 

to operate within the contexts proper for Christian theology. 

It is not the purpose here to dispute claims. Instead, as 

an exercise in positive theology, this study is concerned 

with evangelical theology. Inasmuch as the development ~~d 

status of modern evangelicalism is the subject material of 

the first part of this study only some very general remarks 

are appropriate here. 

Evangelical theology is to be understood, "as the 

science and doctrine of the commerce and cow~union between 

God and man, informed by the gospel of Jesus Christ as heard 

in Holy Scripture."13 An evangelical is, "one who is devoted 

11 I Barth, CD, I 1, P• 1. 
13Karl Barth, The Hur:mni ty of God, trans. J. N .. 

Thomas and T. Wieser (Rlantaz John Knox Press, 1974), p9 
11. The first essay, "Evangelical Theology in the 19th Cen­
tury," (11-33), is well worth reading in this regard. 



to the Good News--or 'Evangel'--of God's redemptive grace 

in Jesus Christ."14 In this regard, " 'Evangelical' means 

12 

informed by the gospel of Jesus Christ, as heard afresh in 

the 16th-century Reformation by direct return to Holy Scrip­

ture."15 

However, the term evangelical has also come to 

represent an even more restricted and particular perspective. 

Today the term in the United States signifies a distinct 

group with clear doctrinal characteristics: 

Evangelical Christians are thus marked by their 
devotion to the sure Word of the Bible; they are com­
mitted to the inspired Scriptures as the divine rule of 
faith ru1d practice. They affirm the fundamental doc­
trines of the Gospel, including the incarnation and vir­
gin birth of Christ, His sinless life, substitutionary 
atonement, and bodily resurrection as the ground of 
God's forgiveness of sinners, justification by faith 
alone, and the spiritual regeneration of all who trust 
in the·redemptive work of Christ.16 

In this study, reference to evangelical theology must 

be understood in the context of the doctrinally conservative 

group described above. The purpose of this study is to con­

tribute to the development of a positive theology by this 

group. A positive theology is one shaped by constructive ac-

tion, not reaction. It is dynamic in that it is aggressive 

14J. D. Douglas (ed.), The New International Die­
of the Christian Church (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 

197 • The contributor of the article, "Evangelical," 
(358-9), is c. F. H. Henry. 

15Barth, The Humanity of God, p. 11. 

16Douglas, loc. cit. 
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rather than waiting to be confronted by the world. A posi­

tive theology is evangelical and dogmatic. That evangelical 

theology is inherently positive is quite evident already. 

The fundamental doctrines are indeed Good News. But although 

ths center is pure, it is clouded over by uncertainty, divi­

sion, and negativeness. Thus, the need for reform and re­

newal must be met if the whole of evangelical theology is to 

be positive. First, however, it is imperative to review the 

history of modern evangelicalism. 



Chapter 2 

THE EVANGELICAL NEED 

HISTORICAL SURVEY 

" 'Evangelicalism• is a battle-torn flag that has 

waved over many different Protestant encampments ever since 

the Reformation, sometimes over more than one at the same 

time." 1 Yet today the term has come to be most closely iden-

tified with one religious group. Today evangelicalism usu­

ally refers to Americans of a doctrinally conservative po­

sition and "born again"2 confession. As a distinctly Amer-

ican phenomenon evangelicalism belongs not only to the 

Christian West,3 but particularly to the United States. 

While its roots are solidly entrenched in many of the fun-

damental doctrines of Church orthodoxy, evangelicalism has 

acquired its uniqueness from another source. The Fundamen-

talist-Modernist controversy of the early decades of this 

century gave birth to the modern conservative movements 

collected under the singJ~d~_si_gng_iLQn, __ ~evangelical._~~---
~----·-~-------····------~------·-------------------··------~------------~----·---·--

1sydney E. Ahlstrom, "From Puritanism to Evangeli­
calism," The Evangelicals, ed. David P. lfJells and J. D. Wood­
bridge (New York:Abingdon Press, 1975), p. 269. 

2A term describing a turning point of commitment to 
Christ by an individual. The expression is found in John 3,3. 

Jsee, Bernard Ramm, The Evangelical Heritage (Waco: 
Word Books, 1973), pp. 11-21. 

14 
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However, evangelicalism in America is much older 

than a few decades. The term, "does in fact refer to a fair­

ly unified tradition."4 Of course, while ti.me has effected 

considerable changes evangelicalism has maintained its iden­

tity in the United States as a movement that originated, "in 

that revolution in Christendom which the English Puritan 

movement intended to accomplish4 .,5 ltJi th the migration of 

the Puritans to the shores of the New World American evan-

gelicalism began. 

The Puritans were part of the Protesta~t Reformation. 

Thoroughly committed to a recovery of biblical Christianity 

through the theology of Calvin and Bullinger, the Puritans 

came to the new land with hopes of instituting a revived 

New Testament Church. 

Puritan churches gained their most fundamental 
character from their confident belief that they were 
in covenant.with the Lord God of Israel who had called 
them out of the world as an "elect nationn and laid 
upon them the burden of establishing in these latter 
days a true church of visible saints and a civj.l order 
that would exemplify its ethical implications. 0 

With great vigor and stubborn faith the Puritans 

established their colonies and way of life. From the Pil-

grims' arrival in Cape Cod Bay in November 1620, the Puri-
- -------------------------------

tans led the flow of explorers and settlers into America. 

The New England colonies in particular became strongholds 

for the Puritansc But other people settled in the new land 

also. Puritan theology and lifestyle was challenged. The 

4 Ahlstrom, op. cit., p. 271. 
6Ibid. 



Puritans themselves changed. In due time, the Puritans 

ceased to exist as a strong, distinct body. Yet, "in its 
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protest against worldliness, its evangelistic concern, its 

inward piety, its Scriptural doctrines, its strictness of 

discipline, the Puritan way of life prepared for the coming 

of the Wesleys, Whitefield, and all of their train." 7 

The Great Awakening from 1740 to 1?L~2 exemplified 

the direction colonial evangelicalism began to take. Sparked 

by the preaching of Jonathan Edwards, a New England Puritan, 

the flames of revival were spread throughout the colonies by 

Edwards' friend George Whitefield, the famous England Meth­

odist. The Methodists shared much in common with the Puri-

tans in their distinctive emphases. But Methodist theology 

had a strongly Arminian flavor. While Arminian doctrine 

never supplanted the Puritans' Calvinism, Arminian tendencies 

within the framework of Reformation theology began to become 

characteristic of American evangelicalism. 

Characteristic also was revivalism. "In the nine-

teenth century, revivalism was not a type of Christianity in 

America; it was Christianity in America."8 As the frontiers 

of the new nation expanded the efforts of evangelists from 

every denomination became more pronounced. The revivalist 

was God's man of the hour. 

Behind the tents and tree stumps of the revivalist, 
however, an important though subtle shift in sermons was 

?Bruce Shelley, Evangelicalism in America (Grand 
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Co., 1967), p. JO, 

8Ibid., p. 46. 



underway. Formerly the Puritans had emphasized God's 
covenant--what He had done. This was found in Scrip­
ture and in doctrine, and a correct understanding of 
both was essential. This was taught and made real in 
the church. But revivalism tended to stress, not so 
much what God had done, but how man responded.9 
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The shift was accentuated by Charles Finney who 

looked upon revival as dependent upon the right use of right 

means, and not upon miracle. This attitude met with sharp 

alarm and dispute by many religious leaders. But Finney 

served as an influential revisionist of the Reformed tra-

di tion and highlighted the cha.""lges in American evangelical-

ism. 

These changes are characterized by energetic action. 

The theological reflection of Puritan theology increasingly 

gave way to greater and greater focus on inward spiritual 

experience and its outward manifestations. The inward life 

of the evangelical was characterized by ru1 experience of 

conversion. Rather than simply learning and affirming the 

correctness of various doctrines, believers were called upon 

to commit themselves to God. The revivals emphasized the 

urgency of a clear-cut decision between being "born again" 

or going to hell. 

------- ------------------Al-on-g---w-5.:-th--trris--stre-s-s- --on-·-inwa:r-d -eXJ5-e rl-ence-was ___ t1ie_______ -------

need to demonstrate it. Here the Methodist doctrine of holi-

ness was a ready answer. This post-conversion experience 

was variously explained. Whether regarded as a crisis ex-

perience or a process, the essence of holiness doctrine was 

9rbid., p. 47. 
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the attainment to a life of moral perfection. Under the 

banner of holiness the Methodists assumed a major and vital 

role in American Christianity. "No group prospered more in 

the West or seemed more providentially designed to capital­

ize on the conditions of the advancing American frontier 

than the Methodists."10 Nor was their success limited to 

the frontier. In the post-bellum South the Methodist church 

experienced a series of revivals and became the dominant 

church of the region. 

Not all evangelicam, however, were of Wesley­

Arminian persuasion. The Puritan heritage still burned 

brightly in institutions like Princeton and denominations 

like the Presbyterians. These Christians stressed other 

kinds of visible testimony to inward experience. Education, 

always a strong part of Reformed tradition, was one such 

outlet. From 1812-1836 the seminaries of Princeton (1812), 

Auburn (1818), Union in Virginia (1824), Western (1827), 

Columbia (1828), Lane (1829), McCormick (1830), a.11d Union 

in New York (1836) were founded. 

The energies of evangelicals, Reformed and Wesley­

Arminian alike, found outlets in the so­

cieties of the period prior to the Civil War. These so­

cieties existed for the evangelization of the nation, 

the remaking of society, and the expression of Christian 

10sydney E. Ahlstrom, A Religious Historv of the 
American People (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 
p. h36. 



benevolence through a multitude of good causes. 11 

Once adopted in America, these societies permitted 
a quick response to crying needs and mobility in mar­
shalling support. Various denominational groups could 
share in the efforts without raising the troublesome 
questions surrounding the nature and mission of the 
church.12 

The Civil War ended the day of these societies. 

19 

With the coming of war open conflict a11d division also arose 

within the denominations. After the war, evangelicals em­

barked on a course of new revivals to reestablish themselves. 

But America had changed and the new society was open to new 

ideas.· 

American evangelical Protestantism was extraor­
dinarily v;ell adapted to the popular ideals and patterns 
of American life. Patriotism, manifest destiny, Anglo­
Saxon self-confidence, the common man's social and 
economic aspirations, peaceful con11'Ttuni ty life, the 
Declaration of Independence, and the Constitution all 
were accommodated fu'1d supported in its capacious system 
of beliefs.1.3 

When these ideals were challenged and the established 

patterns of living disrupted, evangelicals found themselves 

faced with unexpected problems. Many of the new problems 

seemed to center in what was being hailed as the inevitable 

progress of science and education. Darwin's Origin of 

------~-----~Re c~e s ~EJ?_~ _ _§.re C!__ il} __ 1~5_2_ ___ §:11_9: __ il11!'_QQ1JceQ. __ :the ___ _the_ory __ of' ___ e_vo_=--------- -- _ 

lution. It was soon to enter, and remain, in the mainstrea~ 

of American thought. In 1878, Julius WelJ.hausen's History 

of Israel appeared and soon became prominent in the teaching 

11cf. Shelley, op. cit., p. 51f. 12Ibid., p • .50. 

l.3Ahlstrom, A Religious Historv of the American 
People, p. 80.5. Hereafter cited as HHAP., 
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and debate of the biblical critics. Wellhausen, a German 

theologian, was but one more scholar in a long line of 

critics who challenged the conservative understanding of the 

Bible. The Continent had been brewing a new theological 

flavor in the work of Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) 

and this theology flowered into a new conception of the 

Christian faith. The proponents of the new "Higher Criti­

cism"14 brought this theology to an already troubled America. 

A strange formlessness marks the half-century which 
follows the Civil 1'Jar. • • • One exulanation ••• is 
that evangelicalism was no longer calling the tune--or 
more accurately, that fewer people were heeding the 
ca11.15 

Both of these aspects contain some measure of the 

truth. For certain, great evangelists like Dwight L. Moody 

still proclaimed the Gospel with large numbers of people 

responding. Other revivalists also enjoyed varying degrees 

of success·. Only Billy Sunday, though, came close to 

Moody's wide-spread appeal and popular reception. Instead, 

a different mood seemed to pervade the land. 

Complicating the Reconstruction process after the 

Civil War was the increased flow of immigrants from Europe 

periencing growth, as well as certain main-line Protestant 

14uHigher criticism," or literary and historical 
a.'1.alysis, must be carefully distinguished from "lower criti­
cism," or textual analysis. The latter concerns itself with 
comparing ancient ma.nuscripts to ascertain which is probably 
closer to the original, but non-extant text. 

15 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 733· 
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denominations and various disturbing sects like the Church 

of Latter-Day Saints, or Mormons as they were more popularly 

known. With more and more people, urban areas grew ru1d in-

cipient problems changed into important concerns. In the 

midst of all this the evangelicals still represented a 

potentially powerful religious and social force. 

The situation in the United States developed along 
lines substantially different from that of Europe. For 
here, although widespread movements of departure had 
been in process long before 1890, the evangelical faith 
nonetheless still counted great numbers of adherents 
among the lay people, in the clergy, a11.d in the theo­
logical seminaries. Not infrequently whole denomina­
tions could be listed among its stanch supporters. 
Many who wanted to escape the inroads of modernism and 
biblical criticism in Europe came to the United States 
as a haven of refuge.16 

But evanglicalism in America was under attack. The 

new biblical.criticism was also finding a home in the United 

States. In the 1890s a series of sensational heresy trials 

brought to the fore the conflict between conservatives and 

liberals, or modernists, as the proponents of the new theol­

ogy were sometimes called. Henry P. Smith of Lane Seminary, 

A. c. McGiffert of Union Seminary (New York), and c. A. 

Briggs, also of Union, were the controversial figures at the 

center of these trials. The latter was most bold and vigor­

ous in his defense and the case gained much publicity for 

Briggs, Union, and higher criticism. 

Charles Augustus Briggs was an Old Testament scholar 

who before his appointment at Union in 1874 had studied in 

16Roger Nichole, "Theology," Contemporary Evangeli­
cal Thought, ed. c. F. H. Henry (Grand Rapids' Baker Book 
House, 1968), P• 85. 
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Germany. There he had been converted to the new theology 

and trained in its methodology. After his return to the 

United States, Briggs began to cautiously present the higher 

criticism in his teaching and writing. In 1889 he published 

a book entitled Whither? A Theological Question for the 

Times. This volume made clear just how much at odds was 

Briggs with evangelicalism. In it he attacked the work of 

evangelical revivalist D. L. Moody and set himself in con­

scious opposition against the doctrine of Scripture inerran­

cy. With the arguments of the higher criticism in hand, 

Briggs challenged openly the position of conservative schol­

ars like B. B. Warfield of Princeton. 

With the creation of the Department of Biblical 

Theology at Union, and Briggs• appointment as its chairman. 

the stage .was set for open battle. In his inaugural ad­

dress, January 20, 1891, Briggs openly challenged the evan­

gelical understanding of the Bible and extolled the higher 

criticism. The evangelicals responded. w. G. T. Shedd, 

Professor of Systematic Theology at Union, led the opposi­

tion to Briggs. lflhen the General Assembly of the Pres byte_, 

rian Church, which by earlier agreement with Union had the 
- ---·-·------···- ---·--·---

authority to cancel faculty appointments, refused to support 

Briggs' new appointment, the Seminary took its own action. 

The board of directors voted to defy the Assembly's ruling. 

The battle, however, was far from finished. In 

April, 1891, only a few months following Briggs' celebrated 

address, the New York Presbytery co!f1 .. missioned a conuni ttee to 

consider the theological content of his remarks~ The 



inaugural address was found doctrinally unsound at several 

points. In November of the same year Briggs was tried for 
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heresy. By a ninety-four to thirty-nine majority Briggs was 

exonerated. 

The case was appealed to the General Assembly in 

1892. This body sent it back to the New York Presbytery for 

retrial and Briggs was once more acquitted. Again the de­

cision was appealed. Finally, in 1893, the General Assembly 

excommunicated Briggs from the Presbyterian Church. But the 

damage had been done. Union had separated from the Presby­

terians in 1892, retaining Briggs on its faculty. Briggs 

later was ordained a priest in the Protestant Episcopal 

Church and he remained at Union until his death in 1913. 17 

By the turn of the century the new thought forms from 

Europe had solidly entrenched themselves in the United States. 

More and more intellectual centers were, like Union, em-

bracing higher criticism. Particularly in the East liber­

alism was flexing its theological muscle. Great change had 

come to America. 

Now, broadly speaking, the trru1sition was from a 
later form of Calvinism to German idealis~ic philosophy. 
As in the closing decades of the seventeenth century 

--------------------wh~n--new----s-tr-eams ___ crr--tn-o~gn.-t-----;--;--~---o''~ter\\rneinre-cr-'tne---e-afTie_r ____ -
British Christian tradition, so in the closing decades 
of the nineteenth century a flood of ideas that had 
gathered strength a.Yld prestige throughout several gener­
ations swept from Germany to inundate the convictions 
of ma'Yly American theologians. • • • By 1900 the tran­
sition had been virtually completed and the "liberal" 

17see, Harold Lindsell, The Battle for the Bible 
(Grand Rapidsa Zondervan, 1.9'?6), pp. 185-199. For an even 
more complete treatment, see Carl E. Hatch, The Charles A. 
Briggs Heresy Trial (New Yorka Exposition Press~ 1.969). 
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era in American theology had arrived. 18 

Liberalism, or modernism, 19 posed a serious challenge 

to the long established American evangelicalism. The liber­

als presented themselves as the bearers of progress for 

Christian theology. Conservatives decried them as the em­

bodiment of that greatest barrier to genuine Christianity, 

unbelief. Liberals promised the liberation of theology from 

the chains of creedal orthodoxy. Evangelicals responded by 

linking liberalism with the great heresies of the past. 

In this latter respect the evangelicals were essen-

tially correct. "In the language of historical theology, 

liberals were Arminian or Pelagian."20 Beginning with a 

strongly optimistic view of man, the Liberals rewrote theol­

ogy. They were unified by a common method and attitude that 

produced a fairly definite content of doctrine. 21 

18M. Eugene Osterhaven, "American Theology in the 
Twentieth Century," Chris"ti:;?.D Faj, th and Modern Theolou, ed. 
c. F. H. Henry (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1964), p. 48. 

l9These two terms are used interchangeably in this 
study although they have often been carefully distinguished 
from each other; e. g., "the distinction between 'modernism' 
and 'liberalism' depends on whether a system of thought or 
an attitude of open-mindedness and tolerance is foremost·~-------

-----------Sh-e 1-1-ey-,---;E·rdnge-i-:i-ca:l±snr--i::J-r---:A.ln-ertc-a-
9 
-:p-;---Du-~------ye-:c--tne --:tact 

remains that historically the two were so closely identi­
fied as to constitute a homogeneous body in opposition to 
evangelicalism. 

20 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 779. 
21 Ramm follows K. Cauthen in finding, "the essence 

of American liberalism in three concepts: continuit_y, auton­
Q..ITIY, and dvnamism. Each of these concepts represents a con­
tradiction to Christianity as understood in the traditions 
of Protestant orthodoxy and evangelicalism. Religious liberal­
ism came into existence as a strategy to preserve Christian­
ity after the devastating attacks against Protestant 



The methodological distinctives of liberalism pro­

vided much material for discussion. Here was a method for 
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theology designed to incorporate modern man's sophisticated 

understanding. Born as a result of the surging scientific 

spirit of investigation with its rigorous inductive approach, 

higher criticism sought to come to the Bible with an atti­

tude of honesty and an assortment of linguistic and histor­

ical tools. Concerned with questions of authorship, date 

of composition, literary style, and historical setting, the 

higher critic subjected the biblical text to examination by 

every known tool of examination. 

In the spirit of an ever increasingly popular trust 

in science, the liberals eschewed the approach of tradi­

tional Christianity to the Bible. 

The older theological method was largely dogmatic 
and deductive, drawing its conclusions from a given 
revelation. The new method, on the other hand, ex­
tolled inductive investigation as harmonious with 
science and as the only sure basis for an enlightened 
faith,22 

Whereas orthodoxy valued the historic creeds and catechisms 

like Nicaea, Chalcedon, Augsburg, and Westminster as re­

liable expositions in systematic form of the content of 

----------s-crt-p~ure-.---rio eraJ.l. sm ___ a.Ta.--:r1ot-wTsn-to--move ___ aeauct1vely-fr-om ____________ _ 

the text to a body of doctrine but inductively from the data 

at hand back to the historical situation that stood behind 

orthodoxy in the Enlightenment. These three concepts are 
then to be seen as products of the Enlightenment" (Ramm, The 
Evangelical Heri t~_, Po 80). Ramrn' s summary of Cauthen 
(pp. 80-85) expands these ideas. 

22 osterhaven, loc. cit. 
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the text. 

Liberalism presupposed the superiority of the indue-

tive method over the deductive logic of orthodoxy. Accord-

ingly, it was interested in data that was empirically veri­

fiable. This meant confinement within the bounds of human 

experience, natural reason, and the structure of the physical 

world. That this also meant denying or reinterpreting maDy 

of the claims of Scripture and evangelicalism was simply the 

inevitable cost of the pursuit of truth. 

The liberal methodology was in harmony with the basic 

attitude shared by modern men prior to World War I. The 

confidence in science was rooted in an even deeper assur-

ance that autonomous reason could eventually discern truth 

and provide solutions to any human problem. The modernists 

brought a humanistic optimism to all their endeavors. They 

were committed to freeing the Christian from superstition 

and ignorance. "Liberal theologians also wished to 'liber­

ate' religion from obscurantism and creedal bondage so as to 

give man's moral and rational powers larger scope." 23 

Armed with confidence and a scientific methodology 

the liberals soon produced a modern understanding of the 

tian faith. But the body of doctrine representing 

their conclusions was a far cry from the old evangelicalism. 

The most characteristic theme of liberal theology, 
one which has been asserted throughout Christian history 
in various forms, is the emphasis on the freedom of man, 
his capability of responding to God and shaping his life 
in accordance with the divine will. Christian liberals 

23 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 779. 
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share with their classic forerunner Pelagius the in­
sistence that even in his freedom man cannot be saved 
without the grace of God; but vli th Pelagius against St. 
Augustine, and against the later views of Calvin, liber­
als have rejected the doctrine of the total depravity of 
man, and have condemned theories of predestination as 
destroying man's freedom.24 

But this theme rested on a presupposition introduced 

by Schleiermacher in his presentation of the Christian faith. 

"Schleiermacher was a romantic, and he believed that there 

was a unity and a communion among God, man, and nature."25 

With this fundamental outlook Schleiermacher develop~d his 

doctrine of God. Its structure presented itself in three 

building-blocks: 

(1) The testimony to the being of God lies in man 
himself. 

(2) God is present for men in an awareness of the 
underlying unity of all individual experiences. 

{3) God is present for men in the awareness of hav­
ing been placed-here, here and now, in all our rela­
tionships, without our having willed it.26 

Thus, experience is the key. It is the ground of 

the communion that exists among God, man, and nature. This 

unity is mediated by a feeling of absolute dependence upon 

God. Faith is, essentially, equal to feeling, but feeling 

in this philosophical concept as absolute dependence upon 

God. In other words, faith is God-consciousness. Sin, _____ , ___ ~ _____________ ,,_, , __ , __ ' -

therefore, is the lack of this God-consciousness. Christ 

24Daniel D. \villia.ms, .. Liberalism," Handbook of 
Christian Theology, ed. A. A. Cohen and M. Halverson (New 
Yorks World Publishing Co., 1958), p. 208. 

25Ramm, op. cit., p. 76. 

26stephen Sykes, Friedrich Schleiermaoher (Richmond; 
John Knox Press, 1971), pp. 24-JO. 
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redeems man by the power of his consciousness of God. The 

Church, by proclaiming Christ, calls men to turn to God-

consciousness. 

Of course, not everyone who began with Schleiermacher 

was willing to end with him. But those who adopted his 

starting point and regarded Christianity in terms of reli­

gious experience also followed him in blurring the distinc­

tion between the natural a~d the supernatural. Character­

istic of the liberal attitude in this regard was Schleier-

macher's understanding of miracles. "Miracle is simply the 

religious name for event. Every event, even the most natural 

and usual, becomes a miracle, as soon as the religious view 

of it can be the dominant. To me all is miracle." 27 

With God and man enjoying the common ground of ex-

perience it was no surprise that Schleiermacher was rejected 

by orthodox Christians for his excessive i~~anentism. Some 

h d h . ·~h ~h . ~ 8 c arge 1m Wlv panv e1sm. This much is clear, the natur-

al and supernatural realms were brought together, subjected 

·to an extensive reexamination, and emerged reinterpreted for 

Christian theology. 

·-···------------------~e C?_?_'l!S ~g_:[_:th_~_o_l.o.gy~s..J.o.cus_..in . .exper.i.ence-man--re--··------- - · · · ····· 

ceived a new and exalted position. But this was not all. 

Liberalism followed the course it had set for itself by 

27Friedrich Schleiermacher, 
its Cultured Despisers. trans. John 
Brothers, 1958), p. 88. 

28s s k "+ ee, yes, op. c1,_., pp. 
but illuminating discussion of this 
Schleiermacher speak for himself. 

On Religion~ Sueeches to 
Oman (New York: Harper & 

18-20. Here, in a brief 
matter Sykes lets 
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affirming several crucial ideas. In addition to reformulat­

ing the doctrine of man, the liberals forwarded a relativ­

istic view of truth and an evolutionary concept of history. 

Moreover, for every idea affirmed by the liberals there was 

a corresponding denial of some orthodox doctrine. Thus, they 

denied the deity of Jesus, transcendence of God, depravity 

of man, inerrancy of Scripture, the basis of salvation in 

the redeeming work of Christ, and the Church as something 

ultimately distinct from the brotherhood of man. 

In a very real sense, liberal theology was so tied 

to a positive world outlook that only a positive world situ­

ation could give it the support it needed. Prior to World 

War I, the doctrine of modernism appeared to many as very 

good news indeed. The impact on the American scene was pre-

dictable. Although the fundamentalists resisted the day 

belonged to liberalism. 

So strong was the influence of the modernists that 
few defenses remained for the fundamentalist. As early 
as 1910 most of the denominational theological semin­
aries had been captured by the modernists. As a conse­
quence, new seminaries were formed by the Bible liter­
alists, but the development of these new institutions 
was to take time before their influence could be felt. 
In many instances the attack against the old faith was 
so powerful that whatever strongholds were left to the 

-------------------1-i~te-r-:ali-s-t-s--beeame--hid-eaways-·-from-the·······enemy ··-rather -than-~--­
bases from which to launch a counter blow. For the 
greater part the modernists were able to ride roughshod 
over the prostrate bodies of their helpless 'brethren.•29 

Early conservative reaction to the liberal movement 

consisted mainly in strongly worded confessions and, when 

29Harold Lindsell, An Evangelical Theolo_gy of Mis­
sions (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1970), p. 22. 



necessary, heresy trials like.that of Briggs. The Presby­

terians, from the first a focal point for viewing the con­

flict, on several occasions affirmed the orthodox formula-

JO 

tions of Scripture and Westminster. The General Assembly, 

in 1892, adopted the Hodge-Warfield doctrine of a Bible in-

errant in its original autographs. This position was reaf~ 

firmed in 189J, 1894, 1899, and 1910. The GeneralAssembly's 

action in 1910 was decisive and far-reaching. The doctrine 

of an inerrant Scripture was placed alongside the doctrines 

of the Virgin Birth, Satisfaction Theory of the Atonement, 

Bodily Resurrection, and miracles of Jesus as essential, and 

therefore necessary, doctrines of the church.JO 

"The desire to arrest the drift from old moorings 

led to one other major event in the history of pre-World War 

Fundamentalism--an event, some would say, that gave the move­

ment its name ... Jl This event was the product of the inter-

vention of two evangelical laymen into the struggle. L~~an 

and Milton Stewart created a $250,000 fund to provide for 

evangelical leaders a series of booklets by conservative 

scholars on the issues of the debate. The Fundamentals, as 

the booklets were entitled, began __ §:p]J_~_~!'!ng_j._n_l9l9 __ g_ng __ ~hr_e_e _____ _ 
-------·----·--·--·----------···-----------~-···----·-------·-------·--·--····-------··--·----- ·----

million copies had been distributed by the time the twelfth, 

and final, volume appeared some three years later. 

~vi th Amzi C. Dixon, Louis Meyer, and Reuben A. Torrey 

serving as editors, The Fundamentals were composed of articles 

JOAhlstrom, RRqPL P• 814. 

Jlibid., p. 815. 
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on a wide variety of subjects. Of the ninety articles, four 

were specifically concerned with the inspiration of the 

Bible, one with the Virgin Birth, one with the resurrection 

of Jesus, one with the deity of Christ, one with the atone­

ment, and none with the Second Coming.32 The distinguished 

scholars who contributed included James Orr, B. B. Warfield, 

H. C. G. Moule, A. T. Pierson, and G. Carnpbell Morgan. 

The importance of The Fundamentals can hardly be over-

estimated. They.appeared at a moment when the evangelical 

position desperately needed an organized and coherent expo­

sition of orthodox scholarship. The attitude· reflected by 

the authors was far from panic-stricken. In fact, "the 

spirit of the work was typical of the spirit of early fun­

damentalism--calm, determined, intending merely the reaffir­

mation of fundamental truths. ,,JJ 

The books had at least two important effects. First, 

they promoted a great interdenominational witness by conser­

vatives. This witness rested squarely on strong convictions 

that were expressed firmly and honorably. For the time, at 

least, a remarkable unity was formed to support an agreed-

upon position. Second, this uni 

32This is all the more interesting in light of the 
common tendency to confuse The Fundamentals with the five 
points of the Niagara Bible Conference of 1895· Moreover, 
while twenty-nine articles speak in some respect to the issue 
of the Bible's authority they do so in a multi-faceted man­
ner that assumes inerrancy without being dependent upon it. 

33Harvie M. Cor.n, Contemporary ~·Jorld Theo~;;c (Nut­
ley: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 197b), p. 115. 



incompatible conservative elements" a denominational, 

seminary-oriented group, and a Bible institute group with 

strong premillenial and dispensational interests ... 34 

United by a common cause and in a common confession, 

32 

the evangelicals were able to present a fairly unified case 

for their faith. Yet the old differences tended to persist. 

The evangelical theology that was being brought to bear 

against modernism was rich in diversity. "Doctrinally, a 

great many elements were part of this early fundamentalism. 

The sweep of its campaign brought together Calvinists and 

Arminians, Baptists and Presbyterians. Dispensationalists 

were also strong leaders in the program."35 

From the very beginning this divergency in doctrine 

showed itself to be an obstacle. The united front presented 

in the conflict was never far removed from profound and cru­

cial differences. Thus, the success of The Fundamentals in 

bringing about an unprecedented union of differing theologies 

into one evangelical theology actually served a negative 

function as well. The call to unity, "despite clashing in­

terpretations of countless scriptural passages, .. J6 effective~ 

masked a very real disunity of do~_tri!!_~_!_ ___ b!L_.l~rt_~t' __ ye_ar~Lr_e_~----·------
-------------·-·--·-~-------~-----------·--·-···---·---~-~----------------------·------------··---

newed calls to Christian union in the conservative cause 

would continue to denigrate attempts within evangelicalism 

for interdenominational respect and understanding. 

But, The Fundamentals, despite the doctrinal diversity 

34Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 816. 

36Ahlstrom, lac. cit. 

35conn, loc. cit. 
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represented, were instrumental in defining the points of 

conflict between orthodoxy and modernism. The authors re-

fleeted a common concern to affirm essential Christian doc-

trine while also denying the cardinal ideas of liberalism. 

Evangelicals refused to permit science to assume an author-

ity greater than Scripture. They rejected the validity of 

evolution as the modernists understood it. Finally, they 

repudiated the notion that truth is relative. 

When the evangelicals denied science a place of 

supremacy they did not completely forsaJce it. Rather, 

science as a separate discipline was both accepted and uti-

lized. On the other hand, it was noted that, "it is per-

haps more in its general outlook on the world • • • that 

science is alleged to be in conflict with the Bible and 

Christianity.")? Here the point of conflict quickly cen­

tered on the question of miracles. The scientific outlook 

employed by liberalism left no room for any divine interven­

tion that would create a deviation in the ordinary course of 

the natural order. By adopting such a position the modern­

ists asserted supremacy of the natural order. The ortho-

dox side was quick to point out that, "it is obvious • • • 

the question at issue in miracle is not natural law, but 

Theism."JB Accordingly, the conflict was not between science 

and the Bible, but between the orthodox and liberal conceptior1s 

37 James Orr • "Science and Christian Faith," The 
Fundamentals, ed. A. c. Dixon, L. Meyer, and R, A. Torrey 
(Chicago: Testimony Publishing Co., 1910-14), IV, 93. 

JBibid., p. 96. 

PORTLAND CE\lTEF{ 



of God .. 

In a similar fashion, the higher criticism was not 

decried as demonic by evangelicals but the ~ of it by the 

liberals was viewed as the source of trouble. Evangelicals 

observed how, "the men who have given name a.11.d force to the 

whole movement, have been men who have based their theories 

largely upon their own subjective conclusions ... J9 Again 

the strong anti-supernatural bias of the modernists was 

cited as distorting the original noble purpose of higher 

criticism. The liberals, it was charged, used the higher 

criticism with the aim of proving their ovm theories. They 

came to the Scriptures, "to discredit, ••• to discover dis-
• . l~O T crepanc1es, and throw doubt upon their author1ty." he 

genuine conflict, then, between orthodoxy and modernism was 

centered in the question of authority. The issue was whether 

the Bible would retain the authority vested in it by virtue 

of its inspired nature or whether the subjective decisions 

of the liberals would usurp that authority. 

Again, in the spectre of evolution, the same basic 

issues revealed themselves. Evangelicals did not deny the 

validity of the concept as such. But it seemed to them that 

concept, and even the very word, 'fhas come into much de-

served disrepute by the injection into it of erroneous and 

J9Dyson Hague, "The History of the Higher Criticism," 
The Fundamentals, I, 89. 

40Ibid., p. 92 
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harmful theological and philosophical implications."41 The 

problem was not evolution, but theism. With the supremacy 

of the natural order, God was excised. The matter was well 

summarized by the comment, "The worst foes of Christianity 

h . . t b h . . • 42 are not p ys1c1s s ut metap ys1c1ans. •· 

Finally, the absoluteness of truth was upheld by 

evangelicals. For them, authority and veracity were inex-

tricably bound together. This meant that in a very real 

sense every area of conflict between orthodoxy and liberal­

ism could be broken down to the issue of biblical inerrancy. 

It was for this reason that the doctrine became the focus of 

the battle. 

The determinative feature of the view of Scrinture 
conveyed in this tradition is found in a seldom articu­
lated "suppressed premise" grounded not so much in 
exegesis as in the rationalist and scholastic tenden­
cies of post-Reformation orthodoxy. The syllogism goes 
something like this: God is perfect; the Bible is the 
Word of God; therefore the Bible is perfect (inerrant). 
The "suppressed premise" here is actually the focusing 
of a whole metaphysic emphasizing the "perfection" and 
"immutability" of God and a highly deterministic view 
of God's working in the world more obviously at home in 
the "high Calvinism" of the old Princeton theology.4J 

Yet it was not just the Presbyterians who were com­

mitted to inerrancy. Nor was inerrancy unique to Reformed 

evangelicalism. When a conservative scholar wrote on 

41 G. F. ltlright, "The Passing of Evolution," The 
Fundamentals, VII, 5. See also, IV, 102-104. 

42Ibid., P• 20. 

4 3Donald vJ. Dayton, " 'The Battle for the Bible' : Re­
newing the Inerrancy Debate," The Christia.11 Centurv, XCIII 
(10 November, 1976), P• 977. 



. t' h d' . . 44 insp1ra 10n e was 1scuss1ng 1nerrancy. By it he meant a 

Bible wholly free from error in its original form. As an 

absolutely true document the Bible was the authority by 

which all things were judged. 

Although The Fundamentals focused the scholastic 

powers of the evangelicals it took a greater power to deliver 

the blow that would eventually fell liberalism. In 1914 the 

Great v'Jar in Europe introduced those elements of human exis-

tence so deadly to the kind of optimism upheld by modern-

ists. While American liberals to some extent escaped the 

consequences of the war, on the Continent the themes of 

liberalism were put to their severest test. The universal 

Fatherhood of God and the world-wide brotherhood of man 

were mocked by the cruel division and atrocities of war. 

Both sides in the conflict claimed they were in a holy war, 

but what war could be holy? The attitudes of the German 

liberals, in particular, posed a serious incongruity that 

forced many liberals outside Germany to an investigation of 

their faith. When these German intellectuals openly sup-

ported the Kaiser it was a triumph of nationalistic fervor 

fused to support the ethics of such a decision and were 

spurred on in their search for a better theology. 

The effects of the war on Americans was mitigated by 

44see, James M. Gray. "The Inspiration of the Bible 
--Definition. Extent and Proof," The Fundamentals, III, 7-41. 
This article is· a clear exposition of the subject ·that faces 
the problems squarely and provides an able rationale for 
the inerrancy position. 
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the lack of direct involvement in the full horror of war. 

The battlefields were in Europe. For quite some time the 

war was only known through the news media. When the United 

States, late in the war, did join the Allies and supply 

battle troops, many young liberals saw firsthand the in­

adequacy of their belief. One young liberal Christian wrote 

in his diary: 

I have seen over here the collapse of my humanistic 
religion. It cannot stand up against the tides of human 
pressure. A man must have some standing-ground in the 
Eternal amid the shifting sands of a semi-pagan world. 
• • • Above all modern civilization stands the type of 
life revealed in the New Testament, rebuking the world 
and offering the only power that can save it. The di­
vine Christ is the only power that will enable men to 
realize the humar1 Christ. 45 

However, when the war ended the death of liberalism 

was not nearly as evident in America as it was in Europe. 

Over on the Continent a new theology was raising its head 

and offering hope for a disenchanted people. But in America 

the liberals continued to parade their theology. Of course, 

modernists were a little less exuberant, more restrained in 

their optimism, but still confident of an eventual historical 

vindication of their doctrines. 

-------~----------------------Th.e ___ Eundamen talis_:t_,Modernist- .contr0-v-ers Y--w-as--renewed-------- -- -·-

in intensity. The ~vorld Christian Fundamentals Association 

was formed in 1919. In 1920, evangelical delegates to the 

Northern Baptist Convention vowed, "to re-state, re-affirm 

and re-emphasize the fundamentals of our New Testament 

lJ-5J. 1rJ. Nixon, "Liberal Religion After Two Wars," 
The Christian Century, LXI (9 February, 1944), 171. 
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faith." 46 Following this, an editorial in the Baptist 

Watchman-Examiner wrote about "Fundamentalists" who were pre-

pared to fight for the "fundamentals" of Christian orthodoxy. 

The designation was quickly adopted by members of evangeli-

calism and also by modernists who often used it in a pejor-

ative manner as they debated. 

The struggle was broadened somewhat in 1923 with the 

formation of the Baptist Bible Union. This group directed 

itself to combating the teaching of evolution as well as 

aiding other fundamentalists in the defense of orthodoxy. 

While evolution, as understood by the modernists, had been 

an issue for some time, the 1920s marked a special interest 

in keeping evolution out of public schools and universities. 

The existence of new organizations like the Baptist Bible 

Union showed the growing concern of many conservatives to 

protect the younger generation from a speculative theory 

deemed inconsistent with Scripture. 

In this regard, the conflict reached its climax in 

1925 with the infamous "Scopes trial." John T. Scopes, a 

young Tennessee high school science teacher was charged with 

violating the recently enacted Butler Act. This law_.L-~~"~--·--·------­

itiated by George Washington Butler of the state legislature, 

prohibited the teaching of the evolution theory in all public 

schools. When the trial began in July it was given national 

publicity. The presence of William Jennings Bryan and 

Clarence Darrow transformed the case into a sensational 

46J. I. Packer, "Fundamentalism" and the 11'Jord of God 
(Grand Rapids: 1vm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1958), p. 29 
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contest. Bryan was the champion of fundamentalism VJhile 

Darrow represented Scopes and modern scepticism. "The trial 

itself bore more resemblance to a camp meeting (or a priz.e 

fight) than to a legal process."47 In the end, Scopes was 

found guilty and assessed a fine. J~ater, however, the State 

Supreme Court dismissed the case on legal grounds. But the 

trial turned the evangelical cause into a travesty. Al­

though a few local cases were decided in favor of the fun­

damentalists the Scopes trial resulted in the discrediting 

of the whole movement in the minds of many people. 

Meanwhile, the Fundamentalist-Modernist controversy 

was keen on other fronts. Especially within certain denom-

inations the struggle for ecclesiastical control was fierce. 

A few groups, like the Lutherans and many southern churches, 

were relatively peaceful. In the Southern Baptist Conven-

tion liberals constituted no threat at all. But the North-

ern Presbyterian bodies and those of the Northern Baptists 

were in the middle of the conflict. To a lesser extent so 

were the Disciples of Christ. In the cases of Congregation­

alism and Northern Methodism the liberals were in strong 

contro1. 48 

One particularly significant struggle was centered 

at Princeton. This institution had long been the bastion of 

orthodox Reformed theology. In the nineteenth century 

Charles Hodge, perhaps the greatest American theologian of 

that period, taught at Princeton. His position of influence 

47 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 909. 48 Ibid., p. 910f. 



was inherited by his son, A. A. Hodge, and B. B. Warfield. 

These men represented the strongest expression of the doc-

trine of inerrancy. Warfield had engaged C. A. Briggs in 
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the landmark debate of the 1890s. ltlhen Warfield died in 1921, 

John Gresham Machen became the leader of Princeton orthodoxy. 

Machen was faced with a situation that was difficult 

at best. During the years from 1921 to 1929 Princeton was 

experiencing pressures that would, in 1929, lead to a re-

alignment within the school in pronounced favor of the 

liberals. But Machen was an able leader for the evangel-

icals. 

As a scholar Machen was among the greatest of his 

day. His work, The Origin of' Paul's Religion was, "one of 

the best summaries of Pauline studies of that period."49 

The Virgin Birth of Christ was prepared with meticulous pre­

cision that eventuated in a careful historical and exege-

getical treatment of the biblical material. New Testament 

Greek for Beginners became the primary grammar book for 

American divinity students. Therefore, it was not unexpected 

that when Machen turned his attention to modernism a signifi-

cant study would emerge. 
------------------------------~------- - -------·--··-···· 

Christianity and Liberalism appeared in 1923. Ma-

chen's purpose was, "merely to present the issue as sharply 

and clearly as possible, .. 5° so that each man might be aided 

49Ramm, The Evangelical Heritage, p. 99. 

50 J. Gresham Machen, Christianity and J.Ji bera lism 
(Grand Rapids; Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1923), p. 1. 



in making the decision for or against orthodoxy. From the 

opening pages Machen was uncompromising and crystal clear. 

Early on he declaredz 
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In the sphere of religion • • • the present time is 
a time of conflict; the great redemptive religion which 
has always been known as Christianity is battling 
against a totally diverse type of religious belief, which 
is only the more destructive of the Christian faith be­
cause it makes use of traditional Christian terminology. 
This modern non-redemptive religion is called "modern­
ism" or "liberalism." Both names are unsatisfactory; 
the latter, in particular, is question-begging. The 
movement designated as *'liberalism" is regarded as 
"liberal" only by its friends; to its opponents it seems 
to involve a narrow ignoring of many relevant facts. 
And indeed the movement is so various in its manifesta­
tions that one may almost despair of finding any cornmon 
naine which will apply to all its forms. But manifold as 
are the forms in which the movement appears, the root 
of the movement is one; the many varieties of modern 
liberal religion are rooted in naturalism--that is, in 
the denial of any entrance of the creative power of God 
••• in connection with the origin of Christianity.51 

Machen proceeded to identify two lines of possible 

criticism, The first, to which he gave primary concern, 

was that liberalism is un-Christian. The second line of 

criticism was that it is unscientific.52 By making the for-

mer approach dominant Machen hoped to keep the focus where 

it most belonged--in the realm of belief. Machen was mo­

tivated by the desire that, "by showing what Christianity is 

• h t b b 1 t ~J... h . Gh . -t· . t· ·- - ---- ... 53----------___________ no..v-We-- -op.e-.--- -O- e---a -:L-B -- ·co·-;;:rn.-ow---_w a't-- - rrs IanT y -J. s·; ···; ··;--;-

As the argument was developed in Christianitv and 

Liberalism Ivlachen moved through a discussion of six specific 

subject areas. He examined doctrine in its general sense 

and then considered the particular doctrinal areas of God 

5l Ibid. , p. 2. 52Ibid., p. 7. 53 Ibid • , p • 16. 
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and man, the Bible, Christ, salvation, and the Church. To 

Machen it was clear that in order to reveal fully how Chris-

tianity and modernism opposed one another it was first 

necessary to compare their teachings. 

In considering the matter of God and man, Machen 

discussed the radical differences between modernism and or-

thodoxy. First, the modernists resisted the necessity of 

having a conception of God; "theology, or the knowledge of 

God, it is said, is the death of religion; we should not 

seek to know God, but should merely feel His presence."54 

Yet, if there is any knowledge of God, it comes, according 

to the liberals, through Jesus. Machen quickly rebuffed 

this, noting, "that assertion has an appearance of loyalty 

to our Lord, but in reality it is highly derogatory to Him ... 55 

The liberals, Machen contended, neglected the fact that Je­

sus plainly recognized the knowledge of God through nature, 

moral law, and Scripture. 

Instead of these the liberals asserted that Jesus' 

knowledge of God was of a practicalform. Subjectively Jesus 

"knew" God as his father and the Father of all men. But 

this idea, Machen argued, is absolutely foreign to the teach­

ing of the New Testament. God is the Father, but only of 

those who have entered into the household of faith. The 

modernist proclamation of God as Father of all men, "really 

belongs at best only to that vague natural religion ...... 56 

54Ibid., p. 54. 55Ibid., p. 55. 56Ibid., p. 62. 
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The failure of the liberals to develop a Christian 

knowledge of God was because they had lost sight of the one 

attribute of God that renders sense out of all the rest. In 

failing to recognize God's awful transcendence the liberals 

had eliminated the gulf beuveen God and man. God is also 

truly immanent, but only because he is first transcendent. 

In modern liberalism, on the other hand, this sharp 
distinction between God and the world is broken down, 
and the name "God" is applied to the mighty world pro­
cess itself. • • • To this world-process, of which we 
ourselves form a part, we apply the dread name of "God." 
God, therefore, ••• is not a person distinct from our­
selves. • • • Thus the Gospel story of the Incarnation 
• • • is sometimes thought of as a symbol of the general 
truth that man at best is one with God.57 

Naturally, then, the liberal doctrine of man would 

also suffer from its unbiblical character. Machen observed 

the manner in which their doctrine of man flowed naturally 

from their deficient doctrine of God. tVi th the gulf between 

God and man eliminated two points of denial became necessary. 

First,the liberals had to deny the creaturely limitations of 

man. Thus, second, there really could be no such thing as 

sin. "At the very root of the modern liberal movement is 

the loss of the consciousness of sin."58 

In his next and the ones fol 

traced how, as modernism built its house, it could only do 

so at the expense of leaving the firM foundation of ortho­

doxy. By rejecting both the authority of Scripture and the 

Lordship of Christ, liberalism became, "founded upon the 

shifting emotions of sinful men."59 The Christ of the New 

57Ibid., p. 6). 59Ibid., p. 79. 
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Testament is reduced by liberalism from the object of faith 

to an example of faith. According to the liberals, Jesus 

was the founder of Christianity only in that he was the first 

and best Christian. Such stories as the Virgin Birth and 

miracles of Jesus defy the natural order and are therefore 

only symbolic. The atonement is a subtle theory that tends 

to mask the essential truth of Jesus• death as an example of 

supreme love. The Christian religion is not one of salva-

tion but right living; religion is, "a mere function of the 

sym-community or of the state." 60 Thus, the Church is the 

bol of the greater reality, the brotherhood of man. 61 

Against each point forwarded by liberalism Machen 

moved to the Bible as the source document of Christianity to 

demonstrate the unChristian nature of modernism. But des-

pite the skill of his writing and force of his arguments 

~~chen was confronted by a deteriorating situation at Prince-

ton. When the liberal realignment happened in 1929 Machen 

resigned. 1·Ji th several other eva1'1gelical members of Prince-

ton's faculty Machen founded Westminster Seminary in Phila­

delphia in 1929. He served as its president and as a pro­

fessor of New Testament until his death 

Machen was also instrumental in establishing an in-

dependent foreign missions board. In 1935, Machen was tried 

and found guilty by a presbytery convened at Trenton, New 

Jersey, on charges brought by the General Assembly of the 

Presbyterian Church. Accused for his activities with the 

60Ibid., p. 149. 61 Ibid., pp. 80-180. 
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mission board, Machen was forbidden to defend himself and 

was suspended from the ministry. In 1936, Machen and one 

hundred ministers banded together to form the Presbyterian 

Church in America. Two years later this new denomination 

f d 'th d' . . 62 was ace Wl lVlSlon. 

Shortly after this denomination was created it was 

renamed the Orthodox Presbyterian Church. Within the new 

church an intense debate arose over certain points of doc-

trine. A faction led by Carl Mcintire opposed a move by 

Machen's colleagues at Westminster that dispensationalism be 

avoided. Mcintire perceived this as, ultimately, an attack 

on premillenialism. t\lhen no agreement could be reached to 

end the debate Mcintire led the defection to yet another new 

denomination, the Bible Presbyterian Church. 

The division exemplified a growing split within fun­

damentalism itself. On the one hand were those like Machen 

who had never felt comfortable with the term "fU.\''ldamental-

ist .. and who believed that the extremes represented by groups 

like the dispensationalists should be avoided. On the other 

hand were the strongly premillenial, dispensational evan­

gelicals who had formulated a distinctive framework built 
~ ~C::~-~~---------~-

around a unique hermeneutic. More and more frequently the 

fundamentalists found themselves faced by difficulties from 

within as well as without. As the period between the two 

World Wars grew to a close an uneasy peace prevailed in 

62Frank s. Mead, Handbook of Denominations in the 
United States (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1975), p. 227. 
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evangelicalism. 

The fundamentalists were not alone in their problems. 

For the modernists the times were growing increasingly un-

certain also. The main liberal figure during this period was 

Harry Emerson Fosdick. From 1918 until 1925 Fosdick served 

as guest minister at First Presbyterian Church in New York. 

His 1922 sermon "Shall the Fundamentalists L'Jin?" brought 

about the forcing of his resignation in 1925. This led him 

to the Park Avenue Baptist Church. In 1931, Fosdick was 

installed in the new interdenominational Riverside Church 

where he remained until his retirement in 1946. From this 

position Fosdick served for fifteen years as liberalism's 

most influential and popular spokesman. 63 

In 1935, Fosdick reviewed liberalism in the signifi-

cant article "Beyond Modernism." This sermon began by ap­

plauding modernism and ended by calling for a liberalism 

beyond the modernism of the past generation. Modernism, he 

said, "came as a desperately needed way of thinking." 64 

That its particular emphases are no longer needed cannot, 

contended Fosdick, diminish the glory it once had and pos­

sessed rightly. Modernism said what the Church in its time 

needed to hear. 

The church thus had to go as far as modernism but 
now the church must go beyond it, For even this brief 
rehearsal of its history reveals modernism's essential 
nature; it is primarily an adaptation, an adjustment, 

63 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 911. 
64Harry Emerson Fosdick, "Beyond Modernism," The 

Christian Century, LII (4 December, 1935), 151..~9. 
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an accomodation of Christian faith to contemporary 
scientific thinking. It started by taking the intellec­
tual culture of a particular period as its criterion 
and then adjusted Christian teaching to that standard. 
Herein lies modernism's shallowness and transiency: it 
arose out of a temporary intellectual crisis; it took 
a special type of scientific thinking as standard; it 
became an adaptation to, a harmonization with, the in­
tellectual culture of, a particular generation.65 

The failure of modernism was only a relative failure. 

It failed only in the sense that it was not the final, per-

manent answer. Fosdick outlined four weaknesses in modern-

ism that, coupled with its transient nature, rendered 

modernism unsuitable for the present situation. First, 

modernism had been excessively preoccupied with intellec-

tualism. Second, it had been dangerously sentimental. Third, 

modernism had even watered down the central message and dis-

tinctive truth of the reality of God. Finally, modernism 

had too often lost its ethic and power of moral attack. 66 

Coming from such an eminent spokesman as Fosdick the 

indictment of modernism was startling and vaguely disturbing 

to nearly everyone. A new theological wind seemed to be 

blowing into America from the Continent. But few were fully 

ready to assess this new theology. The first publication of 

Karl Barth's work in the ~gJj,§J:L1e.ng:Y1:'l.~ge~did __ no_L occur -Un"'"---~----
·-------·---···-··----···-·-------------------------------···--------~---------------··--··--------

til 1928. Instead, American theologians were struggling to 

cope with the collapse of the economy, a depression life-

style, and a growing uneasiness with old answers. The 

churches were again mostly conservative but many wondered 

if the cause was more the liberal uncertainty than the 

65 Ibid., p. 1549f. 66Ibid., pp. 1550-52. 



evangelical message. The progressive, liber~l periodical, 

The Christian Century noted in early 19:37 the entrance of 
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the United States into a creative period of Christian thought. 

An editorial observed that, "the roots of contemporary 

thinking were nourished in the soils of both liberalism and 

orthodoxy, but the flower that is appearing, or destined to 

appear, can only be described as a new growth, unlike either 

of the systems from which it springs."67 

The year before, in 19:36, Adolf Hitler had been in­

stalled as the leader of Germany. By 1939, his Third Reich 

had initiated the Second 1rJorld War. Although the United 

States maintained its neutrality they supplied arms to the 

Allies and waited. During this period a new theological 

alternative presented itself to America. 

One of the harbingers of the newest theology was a 

strange Dane of the previous century, Soren Kierkegaard. 

His ideas, developed in the twentieth century and called 

existentialism, were introduced to Americans chiefly through 

the labors of David L. Swenson of the University of Minne-

sota, and Walter Lowrie, rector of Saint Paul's American 

wrote from a 

Lutheran Christian frame of reference. His philosophy was a 

response to the conditions of his age. Three, especially, 

were fundamental: (1) the situation in philosophy following 

Kant and Hegel and the advance of the sciences; (2) the 

67"The Anti-Liberal Animus," The Christian Century, 
LIV (23 June, 1937), 798. 
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situation of Christianity after the Enlightenment; and, (3) 

the situation of the person lost in the masses of a progres­

sive society, one among many, isolated and controlled. 68 

Kierkegaard's answer involved the development of a dialec-

tical method in marked contrast with that employed by Hegel. 

For Kierkegaard, knowledge·was not an evolutionary product 

but arose from a moment of enlightenment through an encounter 

by faith with God. It was the individual, and the indi­

vidual before and with and confronted by God who interested 

Kierkegaard. 69 

The concerns of Kierkegaard, and his solution, were 

looked upon with a sudden relevance by a few men in Europe 

in the aftermath of World War I. Among these men was Karl 

Barth. His early work was introduced to America in 1928 by 

Douglas Horton. In 1931, Wilhelm Pauck published a careful 

and enthusiastic study of Barth that received a wide read­

ing. Then, in 1934, Paul Tillich began a new career at 

Union Theological Seminary in New York after leaving Ger­

many. But, despite all the varied contributions that helped 

constitute the new theology, the fact remains that the 

lives and works of 

Richard Niebuhr were the best revelation of the dynamics, 

nature, and purposes of the thought that would provide an 

68H. J. Blackham, Essential Works of Existentialism 
(New York: Bantam Books, 1965), pp. 2-3. 

69see, John A Gates, 'JZhe LJ:fe a!lL~f Kierke­
gaard for Everyman (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1960) 
for a good introduction to Kierkegaard. For an introduction 
to the-primary sourcest see, Robeit Bretall (ed.), A Kierke­
Kaard Antho~~ (New York: Random House, 1946). 
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an answer of faith for many Americans.7° 

"Nee-orthodoxy" was the term coined to represent 

these thinkers. Though vastly different from one another in 

interest, ideas, and conclusions, they were united by their 

dissatisfaction ·with both liberalism and the older orthodoxy. 

By 1940, The Christian Century could announce the arrival of 

the new thought and declare: 

Today, ••• the man who wants to be classified as 
a modernist is rather a strange anachronism when the 
last word in modernism is a gas-mask, air bombardments 
of women and children and existence in dugouts. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • c • • • • • • • • • • 

When we examine the orthodoxy of the New Testament, 
the true source of all our faith, our preconceived views 
are sometimes shattered.71 

After posing the question about what were the abso-

lute essentials of Christianity, the answer was returned in 

the form of five fundamental assertions. First, this modern 

orthodoxy demanded an absolute belief in a real God. Second, 

the "supreme contribution" by Karl Barth of the call for 

faith in a genuine revelation was deemed essential. Modern 

man must recognize the \'lord of God for the world of men. 

Third, "in the new orthodoxy there can continue to be vari-

eties of views about the Bible but • • • there must be utter 

loyalty to the Bible ••• " Fourth, modern orthodoxy 

means belief in the deity of Jesus and the affirmation of 

70Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 939f. 

71Hillyer H. Straton, "Orthodoxy--A New Phase," The 
Christian Century, LVII (17 April, 19LrO), 509-510. 

72Ibid., p. 511. 



Jesus as the second person in the Trinity. Fifth, and fi-

nally, assurance of the living Lord was called absolutely 

necessary. Both the Cross and the Resurrection of Jesus 
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were essential. These fundamentals all must be complemer1ted 

by followers who exhibit Christlike lives.73 

But fond hopes of the Kingdom of God on earth had to 

be set aside during the war years. America was drawn into 

the conflict in December, 1941, a~d once more the battle-

fields were given a nev1 immediacy. As in the First \vorld 

War, young men were confronted with ultimate questions. A 

young chaplain with the Pacific fleet represented the feel-

ings of many when he vvrote home, "Out here I've seen and 

felt within myself how inadequate is purely human ability to 

meet the problems we are forced to meet ... 74 

When the war finally ended, the Atomic Age was a 

reality and the forces of communism had created v;hat came 

to be known as the "Cold r.var." In America nee-orthodoxy was 

firmly entrenched, liberalism, for the moment, was laid low, 

and evangelicalism wap in grave danger. The diversified 

elements in fundamentalism had been controlled by union 

against a common foe. With the fall of modernism, the evan­

gelicals came face-to-face with their internal problems. 

Perhaps the most pronounced change was the growing 

identification with dispensationalism. Reformed evangelicals 

73Ibid., pp. 510, 511. 

74Nixon, "Liberal Religion After Two Wars," p. 171. 
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with their Calvinistic heritage were understandably reluc-

tant to associate themselves with this shift. Many evan-

gelicals withdrew from the movement. Some were attracted 

to nee-orthodoxy. Others were left waiting for a new.devel-

opment to bring evangelicals together. 

The reason for fundamentalism's existence as it had 

appeared in the preceding decades had passed. Fundamental­

ism had possessed a unity forged in a common cause. For a 

long time that alone was sufficient. 

But in due time fundamentalism made one capital 
mistake. This is why it converted from a religious move­
ment to a religious mentality. Unlike the Continental 
Reformers and the Envlish dissenters, the fundamental­
ists failed to develop an affirmative world view. They 
made no effort to connect their convictions with the 
wider problems of general culture. They remained con­
tent with the single virtue of negating modernism. 
When modernism decayed, therefore, fundamentalism lost 
its status. Nee-orthodoxy proved too complex for it to 
assess. It became an army without a cause. It had no 
unifying principle.75 

Fundamentalism after ~~orld lr·Jar II could be defined 

from a number of directions. First, fundamentalism repre-

sented an attitude that led many to define the fundamen-

talist as, "a person with orthodox convictions who defends 

them with an anti-intellectual, anti-scholarly, anti-cultural 

----·-·- ---b-elligerency-;"-'2-6---·s€H:!cfffd·;--Tuna am ent-aTism \.1/as ___ es senfi ally _a _______ _ 
separatist position. In taking a strong stand against 

liberal or nee-orthodox leadership in the traditional 

75Edward John Carnell, "Fundamentalism," Handbook 
of Christian Theology, p. 142. 

76Bernard Ramm, A Handbook of Contern_Eorarv_ Theology 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1966), p. 53. 
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denominations the fundamentalists withdrew to form separate 

denominations or independent congregations. Third, funda-

mentalism repudiated higher criticism and "with obscurantism" 

held to the verbal inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible. 

Finally, fundamentalism vvas generally identified with the 

Scofield Reference Bible, dispensationalism, and premillen­

nialism.77 

Fundamentalism is a lonely position. It has cut it­
self off from the general stream of culture, philosophy, 
and ecclesiastical tradition. This accounts, in part, 
for its robust pride. Since it is no longer in union 
with the wisdom of the ages, it has no standard by which 
to judge its own religious pretence. It dismisses non­
fundamentalistic efforts as empty, futile, or apostate. 
• • • Status by negation must be maintained or the 
raison d'etre of fundamentalism is lost.78 

This judgment, harsh though it may sound, became a 

motivating factor for many evangelicals to create some form 

of instrument to indicate evangelical unity and to serve 

that unity in action. During the latter part of the 1930s 

it became apparent to many that simply remaining in a 

fundamentalist union could not solve the problems of doc­

trinal difference. Therefore, in 1941, evangelical leaders 

called together by Ralph T. Davis ~nd J. Edwin Wright, met 

at Moody Bible Institute in Chic After some discussion _________ ,.,: ____ -----------------

they agreed to meet again the following year to pursue a 

course of action that might provide a positive balance to 

evangelicalism. Many conservatives were dissatisfied with 

the newly formed American Council of Churches, a politically 

oriented, exclusivist organization founded under Carl 

??Ibid., p. 5Jf. 78carnell, op. cit., p. 143. 
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Mcintire. However, most evangelicals were in sympathy with 

Mcintire's desire to find some corporate expression by which 

to counter the Federal Council of Churches, an organization 

with decidedly liberal convictions. 

In 1942, a group numbering nearly 150 met at St. 

Louis and founded the National Association of Evangelicals. 

That same year they agreed upon a strongly evangelical 

creedal statement and began enlisting support. In 1943, 

they held their first convention. With an increasingly 

diversified program they attracted a growing number of 

churches. By 1956, the Association claimed over a million 

and a half members. 

Other expressions of this new evangelical awareness 

began to take place. Fuller Theological Seminary was founded 

in 1947. Charles E. Fuller, an evangelist, and Harold John 

Ockenga, then pastor of the Park Street Church in Boston, 

felt a need for a quality graduate institution with a strong 

evangelical commitment. The school opened with four faculty 

members: Everett F. Harrison, Carl F. H. Henry, Harold 

Lindsell, and Wilbur Moorehead Smith. Within a few years 

-----------~ll£Ql1m?_r:rt __ f:?_19~Qd __ a_t __ th_r_e_e __ hundr_e_d_, ___ the .facul.ty_was---expande.d-,------

and the institution was secure.79 

In 1948, during the opening exercises for Fuller, 

its first president, Dr. Harold Ockenga introduced a new 

word to the theological world: "nee-evangelicalism." This 

term was quickly adopted by some to express their ties to 

79Lindsell, Battle for the Bibl~, p. 106. 
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the past while, at the same time, making clear their 

separate identity from fundamentalism or, as some preferred, 

"nee-fundamentalism." Men like Carl Henry, Gordon H. Clark, 

Bernard Ramm, Harold Lindsell, and Edward J. Carnell became 

prominent and influential spolcesmen for the new movement. 

The man perhaps most responsible for presenting the 

new evangelical outlook to wide groups of people was 11/illiam 

Franklin Graham. A Los Angeles tent-meeting revival in 1949 

thrust him into national prominence and the name Billy Graham 

became synonymous with "evangelical" for many Americans and 

people around the world. By 1956 the Billy Graham Evangel­

istic Association had an annual budget of two million dol­

lars and was utilizing many forms of mass media presenta­

tion to forward the evangelical response to the Great Com­

mission. 

In 1951, the National Association of Evangelicals, 

closely identified with the new evangelicalism, helped or­

ganize the World Evangelical Fellowship. Then, in 1956, the 

periodical Christianitv Todav afforded added cohesiveness to 

the movement. The fortnightly magazine, first edited by c. 

F. H. Henry, offered news and opinion from the evangelical 
- --·--·-- -·-·-·-·--·-· 

community. 

The new evangelicals sought diligently to avoid the 

pitfalls that fundamentalism had stumbled into. Rather than 

separating themselves from the non-evangelical theological 

world, they welcomed open and honest dialogue. Social con­

cerns were given new attention. The relation of science to 

the Bible was explored with increasing interest. The new 



evangelicals were active in bringing their message to the 

world by every means and in every area open to them. 

Still another aspect of this "new evangelicalism" 
which gained public notice during the fifties was its 
effort to overcome the powerful anti-intellectual and 
antiscientific spirit that had discredited the older 
Fundamentalism. This did not involve much (if any) 
modification of the movement's commitment to scriptural 
infallibility or its emphasis on the conversion exper­
ience. Nor, for the most part, did it involve an effort 
to transcend the many serious doctrinal issues that di­
vided the "third force." But it did result in a con­
siderable body of critical and apologetic literature 
attacking modernism, exposing Nee-orthodoxy as but 
another form of modernism, and defending conservative 
theology as a rational option for modern man.BO 

As the 1950s drew to a close, conservative Chris-

tianity was a vital force in the religious life of America. 

Still composed of a vastly diversified constituency, various 

organizations like the National Association of Evangelicals 

and American Council of Churches represented a large number 

who chose to call themselves evangelical Christians. As the 

nation prepared to move into the 1960s few could have guessed 

the turbulance that would mark a new day for America and 

American church life. 

EVANGELICALISM'S CURRENT 

SITUATION 

"The decade of the sixties seems in many ways to 

have marked a new stage in the long development of American 

religious history."81 The terms "post-Puritan" and "post­

Protestant" came into popular usage after the election of 

80 Ahlstrom, RHAP, p. 958f. 81 Ibid., p. 1079. 
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the first Roman Catholic to the presidency, John Fitzgerald 

Kennedy, in 1960. It was the decade of Kennedy's "New Fron-

tier" and Lyndon Johnson's "Great Society." It was also the 

decade of the Viet Nam war, moral revolution in American so-

ciety, and political assassination. "The decade of the 

sixties was a time, in short, when the old foundations • 

were awash." 82 
. . 

Moral ambiquity and theological uncertainty were the 

characteristics of the new age. With a spirit of startling 

frankness, the news media and popular press devoted much 

time to a "new morality." In so doing they often exploited 

a new permissiveness. Fewer and fewer issues were considered 

illegitimate to discuss. Ethical thinkers, inspired by ex­

istential models for human relationships, tended toward less 

legalistic and more situational modes of guiding morality. 83 

In theology a suddenly baffling uncertainty ocurred 

as religious leaders tried to assess the current situation 

and adjust to it. Once more the old answers were found 

wanting by large numbers of people. Once more the theolo­

gians began producing new thoughts to meet the needs of the 

religiously empty. As early as 1962, more than one theolo­

gian could write; 

Part of the reason that Christians are having trouble 

82 Ibid., p. 1080. 
83Ibid., p. 1084. In this regard, the works of Sar­

tre, Camus, Buber, and Fletcher are noteworthy. Beginning 
from the noble "I-Thou" relationships of Buber morality in 
practice often deteriorated to "I-It" debauchery. 
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in understanding and handling the new theologies is that 
the theologies, like society, appear to have outrun his­
tory. It ~eems that theology has made a leap into an un­
known country, that it has cut itself loose from what 
went before and is here before us as something entirely 
new and unprecedented.84 

Evangelicalism, still divided by sharp exchanges between its 

fundamentalist and nee-evangelical wings, seemed as baffled 

as everyone else at the turns in American society. lrJhile 

the 1960s marked continued growth for evangelicals it was 

the time of the silent majority. For the most part, conser-

vatives were on the defensive as representatives of the old 

status quo. The publicity was primarily reserved for the 

more radical voices in society and theology. 

The one rather remarkable exception to this was the 

sudden explosion known as the Charismatic Renewal. Pente-

costalism had blossomed in the United States since the re-

vival at the Azusa Street Mission in Los Angeles in 1906. 

But with its inevitable growth into an institution in Amer­

ican religion it had appeared that the charismatic impulse 

was finally, and properly, channelled. Then, on Passion 

Sunday in April, 1960, an Episcopalian minister named Dennis 

J. Bennett set aside his preaching schedule for the day and 

what he called the "baptism in the Holy Spirit." At the end 

of the second service one of his assist~1ts had left the church. 

That "blew the lid offt" After the service concluded 
••• those who had set themselves to get rid of the move­
ment of the Holy Spirit began to harangue the arriving 

84\villiam C. Fletcher, rrhe Moderns (Grand Rapids' 
Zondervan, 1962), p. 15f. 
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and departing parishioners. One man stood on a chair 
shouting: 8 

"Throw out the damn tongue-speakers!" 5 

This explosion at St. Mark's Episcopal church in Van 

Nuys, California, was far reaching. The bishop of Los An­

geles issued a notice banning all speaking in tongues under 

church auspices. In June the story hit the headlines a~d 

was given national coverage. "What happened that Sunday 

morning • • • brought into the open a movement which had 

been gathering momentum ..• for at least four years." 86 

Suddenly more within the non-Pentecostal churches began to 

openly confess experiences similar to that voiced by Bennett. 

A movement of major proportions developed. 87 

However, despite their strict adherence to fundamen-

tal doctrine, the charismatics were looked upon by other eva'1-

gelicals with suspicion, concern, and occasionally even hate. 

Evangelicalism was on the defense. Anything new, anything 

different was suspect. As one observer noted, "Many Chris-

tians still hold to the faith of our fathers •• • • Not 

having shifted theologically, these people are still adrift 

because they have been unable to make the change which 

J. Bennett, Nine 0' Clock in the fVTorning­
(Plainfield: Logos International, 1970), p. 61. 

86Michael Harper, As At the Beginning (Plainfield: 
Logos International, 1971), p. 56. 

87The Charismatic Renewal reached into every major 
Protestant denomination and the Catholic Church as well. By 
early 1971 conservative estimates indicated over 10,000 
Catholic charismatics alone. 
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t . . 88 changing lmes requlre." 

On the other hand, the theologians who were gaining 

great publicity were those who celebrated the changes in so­

ciety. Relevancy was the key word to these theologies and 

irrelevancy was the worst crime with which to charge a theo-

logian. One noted theologian commented that, "Behind all of 

the latest trends in theology there lies a deep concern to 

come to grips with the realities of our age."89 

The new theological expressions focused on meta­

physical, epistemological, personal, corporate, and moral 

relevance. So-called "secular theology" caught the imagina-

tion of the public. "vVi th startling rapidity secular became 

a good word and theologians began to boast, 'I am more secu-

lar than thou.' .. 90 In a world-come-of-age the new word was 

"God is dead." 

The new metaphysic was simply the revival of the 

old liberal conception of immanence. It was revived because, 

as one theologian said, "If the reality of God is still to 

be affirmed, this must now be done in a situation in which, 

on an unprecedented scale, that reality is expressly denied ... 91 

theism must be a 

this-worldly theism. To affirm the reality of God was 

88Lindsell, An Evangelical Theologv of Missions, p.16. 
89vHlliam E. Hordern, A Layman's Guide to Protestant 

Theology (New York; The Macmillan Co., 1968), p. 231. 

90ibid., p. 2J4f. 

91schubert Ogden, The Reality of God (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1966), p. 13. 
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irrelevant apart from the concepts of a secular society. 

While there was much disagreement on exactly what 

the terms "secular," "secularity," and "secularism" meant, 

it was generally agreed that the outlook of the age was one 

that must in some way be called by such a name. It was also 

agreed upon by these theologians that the Church should come 

to grips with this fact. The faith, practice and proclama­

tion of the Church were called to some form of accounting 

in regard to secularity.92 

Paul van Buren's The Secular Meaning of the Gosnel 

and Harvey Cox's The Secular City were clear calls for af-

firming an immanent God active in history. If this stress 

was at the cost of an irrelevant doctrine of divine tran-

scendence it was not a price too high to pay. Like the 

earlier liberalism, the secular theologians wanted to con-

struct a thought system not only consistent with science 

but, if possible, bound to acceptable forms of empirical ob-

servation. The implications of this were quickly developed. 

As early as 1961, v'Jilliam Hamil ton • s The New Essence 

of Christianity indicated an extreme wing of secular theol­

ogy. But it was in 1966 that four significant publications 

heralded the arrival of the most radical school of the 1960s. 

Thomas J. Altizer's The Gospel of Christian Atheism, Kenneth 

Hamilton's God Ts Dead: The Anatomy of a Slogan, Thomas 

92John Macquarrie, God and Secularity, ed. William 
Hordern, New Directions in Theology Today, vol. J (Philadel­
phia: Westminster Press, 196?), p~. 18-20. 
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Ogletree's rrhe Death of God Controversy, and a work jointly 

authored by Altizer and William Hamilton entitled, Radical 

Theology and the Death of God, all celebrated the theme that 

God-is-dead, Paradoxical in terminology, the ideas expressed 

suffered from vagueness and an inherent extremism. God, 

"died as God in Jesus Christ in order to embody Himself re­

demptively in the world ... 93 

While the Death-of-God theology itself quickly died 

it served notice to the theological world the full extent of 

change effected in a theology totally dedicated to "rele-

vance." The more moderate secular theologians were also 

captivated by the importance of language but avoided the 

complete capitulation to a language positivism that had led 

the radical theologians to an atheistic metaphysic. Al­

though language had always been central to theology there 

was a marked importance attached to it from Schleiermacher 

onward. 

The traditional nominalism of Christian orthodoxy 

was subjected to intense examination by first linquists and 

philosophers and then theologians. Ludwig Wittgenstein, 

Rudolf Carnap, A. J. Ayer, and Martin Heidegger made impor­

tant and influential contributions to language studies. The 

manner in which new language considerations influenced the 

theological thought of the 1960s is evident in the following 

arguments 

93s. Paul Schilling, God in an Age of Atheism (New 
York= Abingdon Press, 1969), p. 106. 
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lt is useless to talk of God as the wholly other • • . 
the importance of the intention behind this assertion is 
clear, it is the attempt to give God his glory, to pre­
serve his otherness, to indicate his absolute otherness 
from his creation. But it is meaningless, because any 
assertion about the wholly other by it~ own definition 
excludes any relation or knowledge about what is wholly 
other.94 

Ayer's positivism, the more moderate language anal-

ysis school, and various truth-testing modes were all re-

sources for carving out the theology of relevancy. But the 

secular theologia~s were not alone in utilizing these tools. 

The thought of Rudolph Bultmann, and especially his program 

of demythologization, was made popular in America by theo-

logians like John Macquarrie who embraced an existential pos-

ture to the world but were unwilling to get caught up in 

secular theology. Bultmann himself was heavily indebted to 

Heidegger's existential philosophy and language theory. 

But the supreme contribution of Heidegger and Bult­

mann to the theological world of the 1960s was an existential 

sense of personal relevance. Heidegger had been strongly 

influenced by Ranier Maria Rilke, the German poet, and Soren 

Kierkegaard. His existentialism centered in a phenomenolog­

ical analysis of the Dasein, the human "being in the world" 

---- eharaeter:iz-ed--as---a--f-ie:t&---o-t---re-1-ati-ons -.;- - Ratl'rer-· tha:n:-xn:owTng-------····· 

truth, man dwells in it.95 Bultmann transferred these ideas 

to his study of the New Testament. There he discerned how 

94David Cairns, God Up There? (Philadelphia: West­
minster Press, 196?), p. 85. 

95Milton D. Hunnex, Philosouhies and Philosophers 
(San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co., 1971), p. 42. 



it was composed of n1o elements, myth and kery~na. The 

myth was the literary structure that through contemporary, 

(i, e., contemporary to the first century), language re­

flected reality. This reality, independent of historical 

reporting, was the kerygma, the message of men who had en­

countered personal meaning in the framework of human exis-

64 

tence. To demythologize, then, was to recover this meaning 

apart from its mythological structure. Bultmann contended 

that this process did not simply dispense with myth but 

recognized it for what it was. Demythologization v:as neces-

sary to free the meaning from and within the text in order 

to express it in personally relevant terms to twentieth cen-

tury man. 

In a more popular vein, Albert Camus expressed exis­

tentially ht~anistic themes in his powerful novels, essays, 

and epic work, The Rebel. In America Camus had an impor-

tant impact on leading individuals lilce Robert F. Kennedy. 

Kennedy discovered C~~us at the age of thirty-eight, in the 

months of solitude and grief after his brother's death. By 

the time of his presidential campaign in 1968 he had read, 

and read, all of Camus' ess 

nedy seemed particularly impressed by Resistance, Rebellion, 

and Death. His references to Camus in speeches, highlighted 

by quotes of Camus in televised debate with Eugene McCarthy, 

led to some of his supporters constructing signs proclaiming 

"Kennedy and Camus in '68 ... 96 American political liberals 

96Jack Newfield, Robert Kennedv: A Memoir (New 



of the middle and late_ sicties regarded Camus as a hero of 

the New Left. 

Personal relevancy, however, was balanced by appeals 

to corporate relevancy. In the theological community there 

was a call away from the local church ideal to more relevant 

forms of collective Christia'l1 action. Colin Williams criti-

cized the notion of churches based on areas of residence. 

In his Where in the World?, published by the National Coun­

cil of Churches in 1963, lrHlliams contended the local church 

was inadequate to meet the needs of the greater society in 

which it existed. Somehow, new structures must be erected.97 

In all these activities a sense of moral relevancy 

was essential. Joseph Fletcher's Situation Ethics became a 

popular book addressing itself to the question of how a 

Christian ethic could also be a relevant ethic. In a day 

when morality was ambiguous at best, Fletcher's agape stan-

dard was reduced by many from a situation ethic to an ex-

cuse for doing what seemed right "at the moment.'' More 

sophisticated and sensitive books like Martin Buber's I and 

Thou, first published in the 1930s, received greater atten-

___________ :t.i_Q.l1! __ j3_y_:LQ._lthQJJgh_many ___ i_d.eas __ w_er.e ___ o.ffered, ____ no .. unlfo.rm ________________ _ 

ethic emerged. 

As the decade drew to its close, two divergent 

York' E. P. Dutton, 1969), p. 58f. Special mention of 
this is made because of the "prophet" image Camus' life and 
work engendered. Camus was a religious phenomenon. 

97 See, Hordern, A La::l!Jlan' s Guide to Protestant Theology, 
pp. 237-238. 
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impulses seemed to reach their climax. On the one hand, 

non-conservative theology was characterized by an impulse 

to seek a lost age. All the old answers of liberalism and 

the pre-World lJJar I humanism were once again examined. On 

the other hand, the impulse to be relev~~t was dominant. Yet, 

curiously enough, in a world-come-of-age the new theology 

fell apart. 

The turbulence of the 1960s gave way to the dis­

illusionment of the 1970s. Disillusioned by disorder, many 

Americans began looking for a transcendent reality to make 

sense out of things. Strangely enough, though the western 

world of the 1960s was one of great "this-worldly" concerns, 

it was those currents in Christianity emphasizing the tran-

scendence of reality that experienced the most growth as the 

churches entered the 1970s. In an article early in 1973, 

Time magazine quoted California's Episcopal Bishop C. Kil-

mer Myers as saying, "Hunger for the mysterious is wide-

spread in all people. We cannot be human unless we have the 

experience of transcendence ... 98 

The evangelical churches benefited from this hm1ger. 

The Charismatic Renewal, in 
·-·----····--·-·--·····-·---· 

But, as Time reported, "The most impressive example of growth 

is the Soughern Baptist Convention, which has maintained a 

staunchly biblical faith ... 99 In contrast to the increases 

98"Searching Again for the Sacred," Time, 9 April, 
1973. p. 90. 

99Ibid. 
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in doctrinally conservative Christianity was the slump within 

liberal churches. "Touether with liberal forms of Catholi-c 

cism and Judaism, the progressive Protestant denominations 

are hoist with their own petard. Their very creedal flexi-
100 bility precludes the certitude that attracts converts." 

By the 1976, evangelicalism was once more prominent-­

and dominant. But the strength of evangelicalism was no 

longer quiet. As Newsweek observed, "V'Ji th the strength of 

growing numbers, evangelicals are also discovering what they 

can do for themselves." 101 Upon finding themselves under the 

sudden scrutiny of the mass media evangelicals reflected on 

the situation and commented& 

Evangelical recovery has taken fifty years. During 
the fundamentalist-modernist controversy, biblical or­
thodoxy retreated to the cultural periphery. But it has 
again come to the center as theological alternatives 
have fallen on very hard times.102 

The sudden publicity for evangelicalism was the re-

sult of the nation's search for a President. Both candi-

dates claimed a "born again" experience. Gerald Ford, the 

incumbent, was an Episcopalian. His challenger, democrat 

Jimmy Carter, was a devout Southern Baptist. It was Car-

ter's testimony to his faith that had first occasioned new 

interest by the news media in evangelicalism. George Gallup, 

the renowned pollster, accordingly conducted a national 

100Ibid. 
101 "Born Again!" Newsweek, 25 October, 1976, p. 69. 
102David Kucharsky, "The Year of the Evangelical," 

Christianit_:y: Todav, XXI (22 October, 1976), 81. 
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survey to uncover some of the facts and statistical dimen-

sions of evangelical Christianity in America. Among Gal-

lup•s findings were these: 

A far higher proportion of persons of the evangel­
ical group of churches than among the nonevangelical or 
mainline denominations have had a "born again" experi­
ence, hold a literal interpretation of the Bible, and 
witness to their faith. 

The greater missionary zeal of the evangelical 
group of churches may be an important reason why these 
churches are experiencing a spectacular growth in mem­
bership \Vhile certain mainline churches are experienc­
ing serious membership losses.103 

The election of Ji~~y Carter signalled the emergence 

of the evangelical community into the mainstream of the 

American consciousness. Signs of political muscle-flexing 

by evangelicals became evident. At least thirty candidates 

for Congress included in their platform the testimony that 

they could be trusted to bring morality to public office 

because of their evangelical commitment. At the same time, 

a nation-wide revival called "Here's Life, America" brought 

many people to a direct and personal encounter with the 

evangelical commtmity. In politics, sports, and elsewhere 

evangelicals suddenly stood up and were recognized. News-

week commented, 

---------------------For---the -fi-r-st---t-ime :in --th:is--eentury,---lar ge -- numbers--a£--- -­
evangelicals are stepping out of cultural isolation and 
assuming the burdens of political responsibility once 
exercised largely by mainline Protestants in consort 
with Jewish and Catholic leaders. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V'Ji th typical evangelical fervor, groups of "New 
Evangelicals" are asserting alternate forms of leadership. 

lOJThe Sunday Oregonian [Portland], 26 December, 
1976, p. A19. 
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Beginning in 1973 with its historic "Chicago Declara­
tion," an ecumenical group of scholars and activists 
called "Evangelicals for Social Action" has functioned 
as a goad to repentance, reform and radical social wit­
ness within the wider evangelical community,104 

The traditional strengths of evangelicalism stood 

the new publicity as well as ever. Fidelity to an authori-

tative Bible, fervor for evangelism, and orthodox doctrine 

were all submitted again and again to investigation by those 

outside evangelical circles. But all these matters were 

also being reconsidered within evangelicalism. Of course, 

this to some extent had been happening for many years but 

suddenly, in the flash of unexpected attention, these things 

were brought out into the open. Newsweek noted: 

Despite the evangelicals' newfound strength, anum­
ber of serious divisions have opened up within their 
ranks. Evangelicals are sharply divided over fundamen­
tal religious issues such as the infallibility of Scrip­
ture and what they think the Gospel requires of them as 
born-again Christians. Searching for more authentic 
Christian life-styles, younger evangelicals are reject­
ing the salvation-brings-success ethos of establishment 
evangelicals. And in their hour of political ascen­
dancy, the evangelicals are exhibiting new and often 
sharply divergent views on how the church should relate 
to public affairs.105 

The issue of Scriptural inerrancy, in particular, was 

a point of disagreement where it had once been the single 

__________ moat __ unif.ying--fa.c:tor-- --f'-O-F---evange-1-iea±s-.-·--Hareld ···Linds·elP-s---------­

The Battle for the Bible raised a storm of controversy. 

Some, like Billy Graham and Francis Schaeffer voiced their 

strong support of Lindsell's position upholding inerrancy. 

104"Born Again!" Newsweek, pp. 70, 78. 

105-b"d 70 1 l ., p. • 
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Others, like David Hubbard, president of Fuller Seminary, and 

Carl Henry, former editor of Christianity_ Today, wondered at 

the value of Lindsell's book in light of evangelicalism's 

current situation. The polemical nature of Lindsell's book 

brought praise and criticism but, above all, it brought at­

tention. 

Nor was the attention all good. With the furor over 

the doctrine of inerrancy there were those who wondered it 

there v:as much more to evangelicalism than a fight over non-

existent autographs, a "born again" experience, and Jimmy 

Carter. Some complained that with the preoccupation with 

personal salvation and biblical literalism, other vital 

ministries were neglected. They found a correspondence be­

tween, on the one hand, the flourishing of fundamentalism, 

Luthern Church-Missouri S:ynod controversy. Charismatic Re-

newal, and attacks on the National and ~'!orld Council of 

Churches, and, on the other, the growing neglect of social 

issues such as racial justice, world peace, and the aboli-

t . f h - 1 ..... . +. 106 10n o unger ana rna nu~rlvlon. 

The "Here's Life,· America" campaign also received 

some heavy criticism. The revival was 
·--····--· ····---···-············ 

one or more of at least seven points. First, it was accused 

of a faulty understanding of the gospel and of the meaning 

of salvation. Second, it was criticized for a faulty under-

standing of witness. Third, it was charged with depending 

106 Kenneth i:Jray Conners, "Legalism or l.ogos?" The 
Christian Centur_y, XCII (17 December, 1975), 1153. 
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upon gimmicJm for results. Fourth, it was said to have a 

rigid attitude toward both the ends and means of evangelism. 

Fifth, it was indicted for depending upon the emotional ex-

ploitation of persons technologically sophisticated but 

theologically naive. Sixth, it was reproved for its latent 

political significance. Finally, seventh, it was denounced 

as using the gospel as the means to an end. 107 

Of course, such criticisms were entirely over-looked 

or dismissed by most evangelicals. But the fact remains 

that as the evangelical community moved into a period of 

potential leadership in the religious life of America not 

all was well. Sensitive voices were crying out for reform. 

Some, like Carl Henry, offered suggestive guidelines for 
< 108 

evangelical advance. rv'Iore and more evangelicals were 

seeing the sensibility of reform. Everyone could see the 

benefit of renewal. But change came hard. Not all could 

agree on what was beneficial. Those evangelicals who moved 

away from a rigid view of inerrancy experienced the harsh 

criticisms of those who disagreed with them. 

Still, as the decade of the 1970s moves to its in-

evitable end, evangelicals are confronted with the respon-

sibility of both preserving a soundness of doctrine and pre­

senting a soundness of life. This study is one response to 

107J. Randolph Taylor, "Here's Bright, America!" 
The Christian Century, XCIII (24 November, 1976), 10J0-10J2. 

108 See, Carl F. H. Henry, "Agenda for Evangelical 
Advance," Christianity ·roday, XXI (5 November, 1976), 16Lr, 
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the burden laid upon evangelicalism to set its house in 

order, purifying the whole, and standing blameless before 

God and man. History has shown the need of change and the 

strengths and.weaknesses of evangelical Christianity. The 

thesis that the person and work of Karl Barth can provide 

inspiration and direction for the healthy renewing and re­

forming of evangelical theology today, is not arbitrary. 

Rather, it is but one small beginning to bring the benefits 

of one man's service to the service of a community; both 

serve the Lord, and He insures the victory. Yet, as the 

work is begun the final warning of the world still stands 

unanswered: 

Evangelical Christianity has been growing quietly for 
ten years--often at the expense of played-out mainline 
churches. During that period, evangelicals have zeal­
ously sought out the young, offering the certainties of 
a fired-up faith as an alternative to secular dis­
illusion. But as it happens, just as the nation is at 
last taking notice of their strength, evangelicals find 
their house divided. The Presidential election has 
only exacerbated latent differences in doctrine and 
social attitudes. As a result, 1976 may yet turn out 
to be the year that the evangelicals won the 1:Jhi te 
House but lost cohesiveness as a distinct force in 
American religion and culture.109 

109"Born Again!" Newsweek, P• 78. 



Chapter 3 

BARTH THE EVANGELICAL 

BARTH'S CONFESSION OF FAITH 

Preliminary Remarks 

Christian faith means believers in action. It makes 

little sense to discuss Calvinism without some reference to 

John Calvin. Theology cannot be viewed in the void; theol­

ogies need theologians. Of course, this is obvious. It 

is so obvious hardly anyone lingers over it. This study 

lingers right here. 

"Being" and "acting" are all too often divorced 

from one another. Christian biographies are created to 

inspire others to action. Christian theologies entice stu­

dents to reflection. But human beings are both act ~~d 

essence, and it is humanity that constitutes both the re­

source and audience for the proclamation of God's Gospel. 

Accordingly, in studying Karl Barth both his person 

are understood as valuable sources 

for the continuing task of constructing a positive evan­

gelicalism. In other words,.Barth lived and worked like any 

man. but also as a Christian. Moreover, Barth was cele­

brated within his own lifetime as the greatest theologian of 

his time and one of the greatest of all time. Of course, 

73 



74 

while these claims can, and have b€en disputed, the fact re­

mains that Barth's contribution to modern theological under­

standing was considerable. 

However, in light of the concern for evangelical 

theology, the question might still be raised, why Barth? 

The only answer that can justify his place in this study is 

that positive theology is redemptive theologizing. What 

this means, is taking the best from Barth and leaving the 

rest. Whether or not all evangelicals agree that Barth was 

an evangelical is, in this sense, incidental. 

At the same time, if Barth was an evangelical, then 

his value as a resource for evangelicalism is even greater. 

This is so because then Barth can easily, and profitably, be 

appealed to as an example and inspiration. Of course, 

Socrates is an inspiration too. But an evangelical inspira­

tion is the man who, like the Apostle Paul, looked not to 

himself but to God. This God-directed appeal by word and 

deed is what contributes to theology, and when that appeal 

is through Jesus Christ, Son of God and Son of man, that 

appeal is truly evangelical. 

_____________________ '.!'h'l!l:h_:thisL __ chapt_er __ argues .J"_or_what it, ... to. some-de------­

gree, presupposes. Karl Barth, the man acting in history, 

was an evangelical Christian. To be sure, Barth was hardly 

an American evangelical! Then, too, his fondness for the 

term fundamentalist was of about the same degree as that 

voiced by J. Gresham Machen. But the evidence of history 

reveals a man who was an evangelical. It is that evidence 
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this chapter examines. 

At this point, a remark about labels is in order. 

Barth has often been called "nee-orthodox." Now, in itself, 

this term carries no pejorative connotations. It simply 

means "new orthodox." Historically the term describes 

those theologians who, after ~'Jorld i!Jar I, turned away from 

liberalism and back toward orthodoxy. But, their orthodoxy 

was called "new" because it was not identical to the older 

orthodoxy. Rather, it represented an extension of orthodox 

thought. \'Jhile clinging to many orthodox affirmations it 

also refused to release some liberal ideas. 

Historically, Barth was recognized as one of the 

founders of nee-orthodoxy. However, in the course of his­

torical development two important things took place. First, 

Barth himself moved further and further toward the tradi-

tional orthodoxy and further away from all liberal forms of 

theology. However, the nee-orthodox movement lapsed back 

toward liberalism. It became a corrected liberalism. 

In conclusion, it should be remembered that even 

from his beginning as a "nee-orthodox" theologian, Barth, 

vision a 

The fear that a Christianity dominated by the 
thought-forms of a disintegrating culture could not 
survive, and, even more, that a "culture religiont• 
could have no message of hope to a society that des­
paired of its powers, was the driving force in this 
creative effort to reestablish Christian faith on the 
foundations of God's revelation in scripture rather than 
on the foundations of 1:Jestern scientific, political 
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or social thought.-
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Of course, there are those who persist in regarding 

Barth as nee-orthodox. Within certain given contexts of 

consideration this is not objectionable. But those who per­

sist in using the term as a means to dismiss Barth with 

little further attention succeed only in perpetuating their 

own ignorance and that of those who follow them. This is 

especially true in light of the more responsible evaluations 

offered by evangelical scholars like F. F. Bruce and E. J. 

Carnell. A printed dialogue with Bruce speaks clearly to 

this issue: 

Q. I am considerably perplexed by the variety of 
opinions I hear expressed about the orthodoxy of Karl 
Barth. According to some evangelical leaders, he was 
the pioneer in a return to truly biblical theology; 
according to others, he was a dangerous nee-modernist, 
all the more dangerous because of his use of orthodox 
terminology. Wh~re does the truth lie? 

A. It lies much more with the former representation 
than with the latter. Barth stood squarely within the 
Reformation tradition. • • • There is no point in con­
tinuing to criticize him on the basis of writings which 
he later considered himself to have outgrown as belong­
ing to his "egg-shell" stage.2 

The latter part of Bruce's comment is as important 

as that which precedes it. Each and every time Barth is 

_______ 2:rJ"t_i~t_g._~_cl_§Q_l§_l_y_Qn~the __ b_asis ... __ of ___ Jlis_ earli-er---writi-ngs-the---------··· 

critic reveals his irresponsible approach to historical data. 

In this regard, it is very important to linger yet awhile 

1Langdon B. Gilkey, "Nee-orthodoxy," Handbook of 
Christian Theology, ed. A. A. Cohen and M. Halverson (New 
York: World Publlshing Co., 1958), p. 256. 

2 F. F. Bruce, Answers to Questions (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, 1972), p. 155f. 
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longer on this subject and justify a bit more completely 

the judgment that Barth was an evangelical. Not only this, 

but it is also important to briefly review the most impor-

tant instance of irresponsible judgment, correct it, and 

offer some reasons for why evangelicals so often misunder-

stand Barth. 

E. J. Carnell is one in essential agreement with 

Bruce concerning Barth. In 1962, Carnell was present at the 

University of Chicago as a panel member questioning Barth. 

Finding the occasion an unforgetable experience, Carnell 

later summed up his impressions for the Christian Century in 

an article titled, "Barth as Inconsistent Evangelical." 

While not finding that his dialogue with Barth, "left noth-

ing wanting," Carnell concluded, "I am convinced that Barth 

is an inconsistent evangelical rather than an inconsistent 

liberal.") 

The inconsistency, in Carnell's opinion, was a lack 

by Barth of doctrinal consistency. Carnell questioned 

Barth's hermeneutic and wondered if his theology was really 

as safe from the threat of subjectivity as it might be. But 

-·--···-···--·---vrha-t-impress-ed--G-a-rne:ll-,---ev-en·-m-ore··· -than-·the greatnes s·anct---------· 

weakness of various doctrines, was the person of Barth him-

self. Carnell commented, "There was nothing affected about 

him; it seemed obvious that he lives by the grace that he 

JE. J. Carnell, "Barth as Inconsistent Evangelical," 
The Christian Century, XXIII (6 June, 1962), 714. -
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4 preaches." Finally, Carnell confessed: 

I am utterly ashamed of the manner in which extreme 
fundamentalists in America continue to attack Barth. I 
felt actual physical pain when I read in Time magazine 
that Cornelius Van Til, one of my former professors, had 
said that Barthianism is more hostile to the Reformers 
than is Roman Catholicism. I propose that Van Til ask 
God to forgive him for such an irresponsible judgment.5 

Carnell was not alone in feeling so strongly about 

Van Til's analysis and judgment of Barth. The works of Van 

Til on Barth constitute the most serious example of irre-

sponsibility in study and report. This is not to say that 

Van Til's books reflect the worst understanding of Barth. 6 

But Van Til's irresponsibility constitutes a serious problem 

because Van Til has such a wide and sysmpathetic hearing. 

Since this is an allegation of some importance to this study 

several further remarks are in order. 

First, it must be recognized that Van Til, a col-

league of J. G. Machen at first Princeton and later West-

minster, is a theologian of high standing in the Reformed 

tradition. If his work .at one point is defective that by no 

means necessitates a dismissal of his considerable contribu-

tion to theology. Nor must it be allowed that there is no 

value whatsoever in Van Til's s 

acknowledging the time and effort spent by Van Til in pro-

ducing Christianity and Barthianism, :.r'he Defense of the 

5Ibid. 

6That dubious honor has several candidates. In 
evangelical circles the worst understanding may be that pre­
sented by C. C. Ryrie, Nee-orthodoxy: an ?vane:elical Evalu­
ation of Barthianism (Chicago: Moody Press, 1956). 



Faith, and The New Modernism: A~raisal of the Theology 

of Barth and Brunner, as well as various articles on the 

subject, it must also be acknowledged that he missed the 

mark. 
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Colin Brown, Bernard Ramm, T. L. Haitjema, M. P. Van 

Dijk, Hans Urs von Balthasar, G. C. Berkouwer, and Barth 

himself are included among those who have cried out in pro-

test against Van Til. It is significant that many of those 

who have protested belong to the same Reformed understanding 

upheld by Van Til. One of them, Berkouwer, devoted a lengthy 

appendix in his classic work on Barth to a discussion of 

Van Til's interpretation. Berkouwer noted: 

My main objection to Van Til's interpretation is 
not that he criticizes Barth. I criticize Barth also, 
and in this very book, but Van Til's analysis does not 
correspond to the deepest intents of Barth's theology. 
Hence it does not surprise me that Barth says in amaze­
ment that he cannot recognize himself at all in The New 
M'OC:fernism. 7 - --

Colin Brown observed that Van Til's critique, "often 

appears to take much for granted, not least what Barth ac­

tually says and also the biblical exegesis which Van Til 

claims to underlie his own thought."8 Now, it must again be 

------------~!l!:Pb:§:_:::ll~--~9: ___ :t;_b:9:_"t_"Qg_!h ___ ~:rQ'.'ffi __ 9ng_J3~_:rJ):Q:tJ'!!~.:r__ar_e ___ eYang_elicals_. _____ .. _ 

The work by Berkouwer is generally regarded as one of the 

best and most important books on Barth. In fact, Barth 

?a. C. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the Theol­
ogy of Karl Ba.rth, trans. Harry R. Boer (Grand Rapids: VJm. 
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1956), p. J88. 

8colin Brown, Karl Barth and the Christian Message 
(Chicago: Inter-Varsity Press, 196?), p. 155f. 
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referred to it as, "the great book on myself ••• written 

with such care and goodwill. .. 9 The judgments of Brown . . . 
and Berkouwer of Van Til are responsible judgments. 

A major contributing factor of Van Til's failure to 

correctly evaluate Barth rests in a faulty historical per­

spective. The caution enjoined by F. F. Bruce, a sound 

canon for right interpretation, was violated by Van Til. 

Hans Urs von Balthasar found it ridiculuous that in the late 

1930s so many insisted on interpreting Barth's later thought 

by his earlier work. But he went on to remark: 

The situation is even more ridiculous ten years 
later (1947), when Cornelius van Til (The New Modernism) 
tries to explain the whole theology of Barth and Brunner 
on the basis of their earlier positions and in terms of 
the philosophical principles that are supposedly at the 
root of their system.lO 

The obvious corrective is a renewed struggle for the 

correct historical perspective. Conclusions about Barth 

based on his Epistle to the Romans, published in 1922, vio-

lated sound principles of scholarship. The greatly unfor­

tunate instance of this in Van Til's work too easily promotes 

the same error by lesser minds. 

However, this mistake is but one factor in why Barth 

----na:er-oeen--mTsu:na-e:rs:Foo_Ci ___ by_s_o_manY:-JGTieri·c;an.-·evangelicals. 

There are several other important reasons. But before list-

9Karl Barth,Church Dogmatics, IV/2, trans. G. vv. 
Bromiley, ed. G. W. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance (Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark, 1958), p. xii. 

10Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 
trans. John Drury (New York~ Holt, Rinehart and VJinston, 
1971), p. 45. Note that this work is also regarded as one 
of the best written about Barth. 
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ing these it is important to recognize at least four reasons 

why American conservatives believed they discerned in Barth 

a modernist in disguise. They felt Barth had cut himself 

loose from religious experience, natural theology, philo­

sophic rationalism, and the evangelical view of biblical 

revelation in propositional statements. 11 

It seems possible, though, that these reasons are of 

lesser importance than other, usually unrecognized factors. 

This is not to say that American evangelicals have been 

wholly incorrect in their assessment of Barth. But other, 

largely unseen reasons exist that have produced some misun-

derstanding of Barth. First, as noted above, there has been 

an insistence on speaking of the Barth of crisis theology. 

With this has been a corresponding ignorance of Barth's 

Church Do.r:rmatics. As one American theologian put it, "Just 

a few were willing to consider the possibility that Barth's 

theology might have undergone some change ••.• "12 Second, 

there is the geographical barrier. Barth lived and worked 

on the Continent. He was a Swiss trained in German theology. 

Failure to consider the cultural differences, seen in ap-

_________ p~~-~-~b:i!l:K __ ~§c:r_tJ:L_9:§__i_LJ:t~ __ was __ an__American_wri ting ... _directly--t-o------· 

the American Church, obviously results in misunderstanding. 

11Sydney E. Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the 
American People (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 
p. 944. 

12Robert T. Osborn, "Positivism and Promise in the 
Theology of Karl Barth," Interpretation, XXV (July, 1971), 
284. 
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Of course, recognition of this problem cannot in itself be 

enough. Indeed, Hsome charitably concluded that Barth was 

simply too European for the American mind.H13 Third, Barth 

was a Reformed theologian. To American evangelicals out of 

touch with this tradition the result was misunderstanding, 

or, in some instances, disagreement simply because Barth 

followed Calvin and not irJesley. Fourth, Barth spoke in a 

context of ecumenics and not denominationalism. The sec-

tarianism so a part of the life of Americans was not per­

ceived by Barth as at all desirable. Accordingly, those 

American conservatives who tried to understand Barth without 

first setting aside their ecclesiastical provincialism were 

liable to misjudgments and false pronouncements. Fifth, 

caricatures by Barth of "fundamentalists," and by Americans 

of "Barthianism," have not contributed greatly to under-

standing by either side. Sixth, a fundamental structural 

difference exists that has led to problems in interpretation. 

Barth was creative. He dialogued with tradition. But, when 

evangelicals have not completely forsaken tradition, they 

have often been content to merely recite it. Therefore, 

____ j;h_~y __ <::E1nng:t .. trJJly_JJnde_rs_:tand ___ Qr __ ap_p_r_eciat_e ___ Barth~s __ role __ in _______ _ 

the advancement of the tradition. A prominent evangelical 

theologian posed the problem this way: 

Barth deliberately seeks a new language in which to 
state the Gospel and to fashion its proclamation in the 
modern age. This may be sound in principle, but it 
raises its own problems. The language is often difficult. 



It makes old truths sound strange. Does it also make 
them different?14 
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Finally, failure to understand the historical back-

ground to Barth and his role in history has resulted in 

false judgments. Only ignorance can explain calling Barth 

a liberal. While this factor and the others listed may or 

may not fully explain American misconceptions of Barth it 

remains true that, "in any case he was not well understood 

and he could complain, with considerable justification, that 

in most American interpretations of his theology he 'could 

hardly recognize in them anything else than my own ghost! • ,,15 

With these considerations in view, an examination of 

Barth's life can correct some misunderstandings and promote 

the contention that Barth was an evangelical. ~1fhile a man 

may convincingly hide heresy in the garb or orthodoxy, he 

must still live his life in the searchlight of history. 

Even here, of course, mere morality may not mean godliness. 

Yet, the close correspondence between confessing Christian 

faith and living the Christian ethic certainly, at the very 

least, indicates a genuine Christianity. When the confes-

sion and ethic is evangelical, what is the logical conclusion? 

Barth's Con~ession 

When Karl Barth enters the heavenly gate he first 

14a. W. Bromiley, "Karl Barth," Creative Minds in 
Creative Theology, ed. P. E. Hughes (Grand Rapids: 1JJm. B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1966), p. 51. 

l5 Osborn, loc. cit. 
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expects to inquire after 1rJolfgang Amadeus Mozart, and 
then perhaps after Augustine and Thomas, Luther and 
Calvin, and Schleiermacher. The scope of interest 
evident in this personal confession hints at the diffi­
culty of finding-a place for Karl Barth in the theolog­
ical filing system. Many have tried to place him and 
have respectively called him a Nee-Supernaturalist, Neo­
Marcionite, Nee-Modernist, Christomonist, and even 
Christomaniac. In a more general, and less pungent, 
but perhaps more pertinent way, his theology has become 
kno~TI as dialectical, kerygmatic, or simply as theology 
of the Word of God. These labels, however, frequently 
tell more about their authors than about Barth. At 
times he expressed chagrin that many concerned themselves 
more with Barth than with the object for which he sought 
to win attention. They seemed to forget that all 
flesh is grass. even Barth's theology. Only the Word 
of God shall stand forever. All Barth ever wanted to 
say is just that.16 

This testimonial to Barth is very much in harmony 

with Barth's own testimony. Eberhard Busch, Barth's assis-

tant during the last years of his life, has provided an 

illuminating glimpse into Barth's thought during that period. 

Busch's Letzte Zeugnisse provides some of the last published 

thoughts of Barth. Herbert Hartwell's article, "Last 

Thoughts of Karl Barth," is a careful digest of Letzte 

Zeugnisse and other last writings of Barth. In his article, 

Har~1ell observes Barth's continued activities during his 

retirement, "in the service of the cause to which he had 

_____ q_e.y_gj;_e_d __ hia .. lif_e__, ___ :that __ is+--his ___ witness-toJesus .... Chr-ist-an-d---------

to all that is implied in that name." 17 Hartwell's brief 

review of the five articles included in Letzte Zeuenisse 

16Frederick L. Herzog, "Theologian of the ~'lord of 
God," Theology Today, XIII (October, 1956), 315. 

17Herbert Hartwell, "L?st Thoughts of Karl Barth," 
Scottish Journal of Theoloa-v, XXVI (May, 1973), 184. 
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. provides a good introduction to what he terms "Barth's last 

testimonies."18 

Hartwell notes, "It is indeed no accident that the 

first of these last testimonies is a witness to Jesus 

Christ."19 This testimony is indeed just that--a testimony. 

Written as a personal witness to Jesus Christ, the language 

is devotional rather than theological. In fact, the testi-

mony was formulated in response, "to a Parisian paper's 

request in November 1968 for a testimony to who and what 

Jesus Christ is for Barth •• .. 20 Rather than claiming a • • 

special mystical relationship with Christ the testimony is, 

"of what Jesus Christ means, or at least could mean, in our 

l 'f ,.21 own 1 e. • • • 

Barth referred to six aspects of the life and work 

of Christ. First, Jesus Christ is the motive and founda-

tion of the covenant between God and man. Second, Christ is 

the free gift offered to all men. He is the content and 

fulfillment of God's covenant with man. Third, Jesus is the 

One in whom God has reconciled the world to himself. Fourth, 

Christ has done his work in life and death for the sake of 

risen from the dead and who will finally reveal to all the 

world the victory accomplished by his life and death. 

Finally, sixth, Jesus Christ is the Word of God spoken to 

18Ibid. , 

20Ibid. 

pp • 18 2 - 2 0 3 • 
21 Tb'd - ]_ . 

10Ib' " J.d., P• 192. 
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. 22 every human beJ.ng. 

This last point, in particular, recalls the historic 

confession uttered in the Barmen Declaration of 19)4. There 

Barth wrote, "Jesus Christ, as he is testified to us in the 

Holy Scripture, is the one Word of God, whom we are to hear, 

whom we are to trust and obey in life and in death." 2 J 

These words voice no idle, speculative theology. They con-

stitute a personal confession within a community confession, 

delivered at a time and in a place that demanded great cour-

age and the utmost sincerity. ·rhese words reflect an evan-

gelical commitment by a minister and his church. Taken to-

gether with the words of Barth's Church :Jogmatics and other 

mature writings there seems to be little if any reason to 

suspect that Barth's confession vlas not essentially eva.ngel­

ical. 

OBEDIENCE IN THE SR~RCHLIGHT 

OF HISTORY 

Background 

Karl Barth's life covered eight decades of European 

___________ history-.------He--wa&-- bGrn--ha-1-f--a--een-tury--after -·the ···-d-eaths -or ---------·· 

Hegel and Schleiermacher. But only some three decades sep-

arated Barth from the lifetimes of Kiorkegaard and F. c. 

Baur. When Barth was born, theological liberalism was 

22 Ibid., pp. 192-194. 
2JJohn H. Leith, ed., Creeds of the Churches (Rich­

mond: John Knox Press, 197J), p. 520. 



enjoying great popularity on the Continent. The great 

scholars Adolf Ha.rmi.ck, Hermann Gunkel, and Adolf Jiilicher 
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were in the process of beginning long, distinguished careers. 

An impressive line of liberal do~natic theologians 

could be traced from Schleiermacher through Albrecht Ritschl 

to Wilhelm Herrmann. As the generation that included Barth, 

Brunner (b. 1889), Bultmann (b. 1884), ~~d Tillich (b. 1886) 

grew up, the theological faculties were dominated by libera~. 

Church historians like Harnack and Ernst 'I1roel tsch were in-

culcating new students with their interpretations of Church 

dogma and history. It was a time of optimism and supreme 

confidence in science and reason. 

German idealism was firmly entrenched in the thought 

of the late nineteenth century into which Barth was born. 

Hru1s Urs von Balthasar has identified this factor as crucial 

to properly understanding Barth. He writes, "We gain further 

insight if we look for the roots of Barth's thought in Ger-

man Idealism, which found its first transcendental form with 

Kant and its definitive form from Protestant theology with 

Schleiermacher ... 24 It was all the more amazing then that, 

---------~:~~==-~9_!?:_!~~! __ ~f ___ J?_~r~~-·-~--j;_}1_<?_1:t_ght_i_§ ___ cii:r~_<::_tly_Qppo;:oe_ct ___ to _that ________ _ 

of German idealism." 25 

These factors and others in the background to Barth's 

life point to the truly remarkable character of his evangel­

ical theology. His was a life and vvork forged in a cultural 

24 -Von Balthasar. The Theology of Karl Barth, p. 170. 
25Ibid., p. 174. 



context greatly influenced by German idealism, theological 

liberalism, and a nationalism fortified by the concepts of 

a culture Christianity. Yet from this Barth emerged as a 

man converted to the Gospel of Jesus Christ. Not only was 
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Barth changed, but he initiated changes that would alter the 

lives of many others. 

The Years of Youth (1886-1915) 

Karl Barth was born 10 May, 1886 in Basel, Switzer-

land. His grandfather and father were both Reformed minis-

ters. However, his father, Fritz Barth, vms also a professor 

of theology and a specialist in the New Testament. His book 

Einl ei tune· in das Neue Testament, published in 1908, re-

mained for many years a very useful introductory text. 

Fritz Barth was not a liberal and Karl was raised, "where 

his faith was nourished in positive evangelical theology • 

.. 26 
• • • 

In 1889, Fritz Barth was appointed Professor in New 

Testament and Early Church History at the University of Bern. 

Here Karl, his other brother Heinrich, ~~d his yoQnger 

brothers all grew up and received their early academic 

But in 1902, when was sixteen, his first in-

terest in systematic theology was kindled by his course of 

instruction for Confirmation. "On the evening of his 

26Thomas F. Torrance, Karl Barth; An Introduction to 
His Early Theology, 1...2_10-1.9]1:. TLondon, ;:;;eM Press, 1962T, 
p. 15. Hereafter cited by KBET. 



89 

Confirmation day he boldly resolved to become a theolo-

gian •• •. 27 
• • 

So, at the age of eighteen, in 1904, Karl entered 

the University of Bern where he studied under his father and 

the liberal dogmatician Herman Ludemann. ~·Jhile at Bern, he 

became particularly interested in the philosophy of Kant and 

the theology of Schleiermacher. But after two years at Bern, 

Barth wished to go to Marburg to study under the famed neo-

Kantian ~·Jilhelm Herrmann. However, Barth's father opposed 

this. The elder Barth, "wanted him to be exposed to a more 

conservative influence." 28 Accordingly, Karl entered study 

at the University of Berlin during the Fall semester of 1906. 

At Berlin, Barth heard lectures by Adolf Harnad<.:, 

Karl Hall, Hermann Gunkel, and J·ulius Kaftan. At this time 

he was more attracted to Harnack than the others although he 

still desired to study under Herrmann. l1fhen he had finished 

reading Herrmann's Ethik, he again desired to move his 

studies to Marburg. But instead, in deference to his father, 

he returned to Bern for the summer term. Following his 

father's desires he enrolled at the University of TUbingen 

______ in .. the .. fall.of-1-907-.-:?.?___ --

Two important events ocurred while he was there. 

27Ibid. 

28Karl Barth, How I Chan~ed ~y Mind, intra. and 
epilogue, John Godsey (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1966), 
p. 18. Hereafter cited by HCM. 

29Ibid., p. 78f. 
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First, Barth was not at all attracted to his father's choice, 

Adolf Schlatter. "Barth did not find Schlatter very appeal-

ing, ••• and wrote letters of complaint to his father, say­

ing: 'I told you so!' .. 30 Nevertheless, the move to Tubin-

gen still proved to be significant. After hearing Theodor 

Haring lecture on systematic theology, Barth again became 

quite interested in the subject. 

Finally, in 1908, Barth was able to go to Marburg. 

There he spent three semesters under Johannes Weiss, Adolf 

Julicher, and, most importantly, Herrmann. Of the latter 

man, Barth was later to say, "Hermann was the theological 

teacher of my student years ... 31 liJhile at Marburg, Barth was 

also further influenced by the neo-Kantian philosophy repre-

sented by Hermann Cohen and Paul Natorp. 

After completing his studies at Marburg, Barth again 

returned to Bern where he passed his theological examina-

tions and, at age twenty-three, was ordained a minister in 

the Swiss Reformed Church. Rather than taking a ministerial 

post, though, Barth went back to Marburg where he became an 

editorial assistant on the staff of Christliche Welt, edited 

by Martin Rade. Then, in late 1909, he returned to Switzer-

land. 

During 1910, Barth served as the assistant pastor in 

30ibid., p. 19. 

31Karl Barth, Theology and Church: Shorter Writin~s. 
1920-1928, trans. Louise Petti bone Smith, intra. 'I'. F. Tor­
rance {London: SCM Press, 1962), p. 238. 
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a Swiss Reformed church at Geneva. But in 1911, he moved to 

a pastorate at Safenwill, a village in Aargau, north-central 

Switzerland. A year later, his father died at Bern. In 

these days Barth was being confronted by all the concerns 

that face a pastor in any small town. He was aided in 191J 

by "b.vo important persons. On 26 March, 191J, Barth married 

Nelly Hoffmann. Also in that year his friend Eduard Thur-

neysen took a pastorate in the neighboring village of Leut­

wil. 

From Thurneysen came the needed counterpoint in 

dialogue that was so necessary to the development of each. 

Thurneysen introduced Barth to the works of Johann Blum­

hardt, and his son Christoph. The Blumhardts• theology 

found a ready audience in the two young pastors. Barth and 

Thurneysen shared in the development of one another in many 

ways. Torrance writes: 

Although they could not meet as often as they wished, 
they corresponded regularly with one another and thought 
out together their ministerial and theological .. problems; 
together they often journeyed to Bad Boll in Wurttem­
burg in their attraction to the preaching of Christoph 
Blumhardt and their desire to learn from his passionate 
concern to bring the message of the Kingdom and com­
passion of God to bear upon the daily life of man in all 

·--------~-- _. __ i:ts_rede_eming_:pov.rer;--and---±og.eth . .e!"-.--they.facBd--the-f-ie-rc-e--·---­
critical and indeed atheistic questions of modern man 
and sought for their ansv1ers in the l'Jord of God.J2 

Among Barth's other acquaintm1ces in these early 

years were Emil Brunner, also a young Swiss pastor, and Ru-

dolph Bultmann, whom Barth had come to know while still a 

32 To JrB~m 17 rrance, ~~ p. • 
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student at Marburg in 1908. But it was 'rhurneysen who be-

came and remained Barth's closest friend. In their involve-

ment with the people of their communities the two had be-

come religious socialists. Yet the religious liberalism 

they both had pledged allegiance to did not supply them with 

the answers needed for the questions of their ministries. 

They began looking elsewhere. 

In 1914, a momentous event took place. In early 

August, ninety-three German intellectuals, including many of 

Barth's former instructors, proclaimed their support of the 

war policy of Germany's Kaiser Wilhelm.II. Later, Barth re-

called: 

In despair over ·what this indicated about the signs 
of the time I suddenly realized that I could not any 
longer follow either their ethics and dogmatics or their 
understanding of the Bible and of history. For me at 
least, 19th-~entury theology no longer held any future.~ 

Crisis in the Heart (1916-1930) 

Although Barth became an official member of the So­

cial Democratic Party in 1915, he was already moving further 

and further away from the ideas undergirding socialism. A 

series of addresses later collected and printed under the 

title, Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie (1924), were de­

livered by Barth in 1916. These messages were indicative of 

Barth's changing thought as he moved away from liberalism.J4 

JJKarl Barth, The Humanity of God, trans. J. N. 
Thomas and T. Wieser (Atlanta~ John Knox Press, 1960), p. 14. 

34Jas Wort Gottes und die Theologie (Munchen, 1924) 
has been translated into English by Oouglas Horton as Th.§. 
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Barth was discovering, as he expressed it, that, "within the 

Bible there is a strange, new world, the world of God ... 35 

In 1917, Barth and Thurneysen published a volume of 

their sermons entitled Suchet Gott, so werdet ihr lebenl, a 

work again expressing an exciting new relationship with the 

Bible.J6 But a far greater work was being prepared. Through-

out the long days of 1918, Barth labored over some notes he 

was keeping as he studied the Apostle Paul's letter to the 

Church at Rome. At last he gathered them together. In 

1919, these notes were published as a commentary entitled, 

The Epistle to the Romans.37 In the first printing only 

1,000 copies were ventured. In Switzerland, the response 

was slow and unenthusiastic. But some 700 copies were sold 

in Germany, "where the book found a much more open and ready 

response among those whose lives had been shattered by the 

experiences of war and defeat ... 38 

The impact created by the book startled Barth. Later 

Word of God and the 1;;Jord of Man (New York: Harper & Brothers, 
1928). 

35Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Man, p. JJ. 
---------------- -------36---------------------------------------------------- -- ------- ---- ---- --------- ----------- -- -------- --- - -- ------------

Suchet Gott, so werdet ihr leben1 {Bern, 1917), had 
remained, as of 1960, untranslated. The title is translated 
as, "Seek God and you shall live." If the work has been 
translated into English, it is unknown to the author at the 
time of this writi~g. 

37From this point on, German titles will be put for­
ward in the text only when the work has remained untranslated 
into En~lish. All titles given in the text are those of the 
standard English translations. 

38Barth, [tCM, p. 2lJ.. 
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he reflected: 

As I look back upon my course, I seem to myself as 
one who, ascending the dark staircase of a church tower 
and trying to steady himself, reached for the bannister, 
but got hold of the bell rope instead. To his horror, 
he had then to listen to what the great bell had sounded 
over him and not over him alone.39 

The reactions were rarely equivocal. Those who 

responded were either keenly distressed or greatly enthusi-

astic. Among the many who responded negatively were some of 

Barth's former professors like Julicher and Haruack. On the 

other hand, Brunner, Friedrich Gogarten and Georg Nierz, 

three young theologians, were all very impressed. Merz, in 

particular, was instrumental in getting Barth to bring out 

an edition in Germany. 

Barth agreed to a new edition on the condition he 

be allowed to rewrite the book. This task he worked on 

throughout 1920. In that year, Barth was involved in a per­

sonal confrontation with his former teacher, Adolf Harnack. 

In April, the two were both present at the Aargau Student 

Conference where Barth had been invited as a lecturer. This 

meeting left the liberal historian more certain than ever 

that Barth had forsaken his earlier training. 

In 1921, after thorough rewriting, the second edi­

tion of The Epistle to the Romans was published. Barth's 

39Karl Barth, Jie Lehre Vom Worte Gottes: Prolego­
mena zur christlichen Jogmatlk Omnchen: Chr. Kalser Verlag, 
192'?), p. lX. 'l'ranslateo. by Yaul Lehman, "The Changing 
Course of a Corrective Theology," Theolo&::v Toda;r, XIII 
(October, 1956), 3J4. Also quoted ln HCt:l, p. 25. 
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sensitivity to his critics and his own continued growth com-

bined to produce, "a new edition in which the original has 

been so completely rewritten that it may be claimed that no 
40 stone remains in its old place." This edition also re-

ceived a stirring response. As a result of his commentary 

Barth was thrust upon a new career. 

During the months of September and October, 1921, 

Barth settled into his new position at the University of 

Gottingen as Honorary Professor of Reformed Theology. The 

days of his pastorate in Safewil had acquainted him with 

pastoral problems but now he was faced with lecturing on Re-

formed theology. The difficulty this imposed on Barth was 

revealed in his correspondence with Thurneysen and in vari-

ous comments he made during this time. Even in July of 

1922, when he was invited to explain his theology to a meet-

ing of ministers, Barth felt compelled to say, "With theology 

proper I have hardly made a start. Whether I shall ever get 

on with it or whether I shall even wish to get on with it, I 

do not know. "41 

But, the way ahead beckoned, and Barth responded. 

_ -------~~- _!~_?_?~---!~g-~_:l;h~I:_!'~i!h __ l'h:t:!!'!!_§Y§§_D_ ~Jlg_ E_l:'_it?ci:ri_gl} _____ Qggg:r:t_ E?n, ___________ _ 

the journal Zwischen den Zei ten v1as founded. The title, 

"Between the Times," was an appropria·ce one for the theology 

4°Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans (2nd edi­
tion), trans. Edwyn c. Hoskyns (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1933), p. 2. 

41 Barth, The vvord of God and the ~'lord of Man, p. 98. 
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it represented. A so-called "school" of young theologians 

had gathered around Barth. Variously called "dialectical," 

or "crisis" theology, the new thought looked to Barth for 

its leadership. In 1923, with Georg Merz as editor, the 

journal published its first issue. Not surprisingly, the 

first article was one by Barth entitled, "The Need and Prom­

ise of Christian Preaching." 

Although Barth had not earned a doctorate during his 

student days, he was given an honorary doctor of theology 

degree from the University of IVI1inster in 1922. However, 

Barth's expertise in theology was continually deepening. In 

1924, at the age of thirty-eight, Barth delivered his first 

lectures in dogmatics entitled, "Instruction in the Christian 

Religion." But Barth was uncomfortable at Gottingen, a 

school oriented strongly to Lutheranism. 

Therefore, when an invitation was made to him to 

come to the University of Munster as Professor of Jogmatics 

and New Testament Exegesis, Barth quicldy accepted. The 

move was accomplished and Barth began lecturing at M~nster 

in the fall of 1925. During this time Barth also maintained 

______ :Ht~ __ s_t~_ady_c_ours_e __ of __ wrLting_and_pub~ishing--that-he--had--be------­

gun back before the war years. A second volume of sermons 

with Thurneysen as co-author had been published in 1924 under 

the title Come, Holv Spirit! A commentary on the fifteenth 

chapter of I Corinthians, entitled The Resurrection of the 

Dead, appeared in 192lt. Another commentary, The Epistle to 

the Philippians, was published in 1927. 
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Before the commentary on Philippians was published. 

Barth had already begun work on his first major attempt at 

writing a systematic theology. "Die Christliche Dogmatik was 

published deliberately as an Entwurf, that is, as a project 
l.J-2 or first sketch." Released in 1927, this volume repre-

sented a dogmatic theology grounded in revelation. In this 

regard, "the new dogmatics was admittedly a complete break 

with what had preceded 

teacher, Herrmann." 43 

. .... 
lLo' e.g., the Dogmatik of Barth's ovm 

Then, in 1930, Barth again moved, this time to a 

post at the University of Bonn. The newly appointed Pro-

fessor of Systematic Theology vras joined by an assistant, 

Charlotte von Kirschbaum, who was received into the Barth 

household and who remained with the family for over thirty 

years as Barth's secretary. It was at Bonn that Barth made 

the discovery that would liberate his theological work. 

Crisis in the World (1931-1960) 

In 1931, Barth's Anselm; Fides Quaerens Intellectum 

was published. Few at the time, or afterwards, recognized 

its great importance for Barth. In his Preface, Barth 

wrote: 

It did seem appropriate that at some time, both for 
my own sake and for others, I ought to make a definite 
statement of some of the reasons why I find more of 

42T lrB"T orrance, ... -~ , p. 107. The title is translated as 
''Christian Dogmatics." 

43Ibid. 



value and significance in this theologian than in 
others. I hope I may be successful in making both 
sides give careful attention to him, for so far they 
have failed to do so.44 

Barth's careful, exegetical analysis of Anselm's 

Proslogion led him to an interpretation directly at odds 

with certain other scholars. But what Barth discovered in 

Anselm v1as of decisive importance for him. Thus, it was 
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with remorse that Barth found that this, his favorite book, 

was virtually ignored. Many years later, in the Preface to 

the second edition, issued in 1958, he remarked: 

Only a comparatively few commentators~ for example 
Hans Urs von Balthasar, have realized that my interest 
in Anselm was never a side-issue for me or--assuming I 
am more or less correct in my historical interpretation 
of St. Anselm--realized how much it has influenced me 
or been absorbed into my own line of thinking. Most of 
them have completely failed to see that in this book on 
Anselm I am working with a vital key, if not the key, 
to an understa.Dding of that whole process of thought 
that has impressed me more and more in my Church Dog­
matics as the only one proper to theology.45 

Renewed by his discoveries from Anselm, Barth once 

again began the task of constructing a systematic theology. 

From his earlier, aborted attempt, he retained revelation 

as the correct ground of theology. But, when his new 

work's first part appeared in 1932, several important 

changes were evident. Now titled Church Dogmatics, the new 

volume displayed Barth's rigorous effort to excise all the 

trappings of an existential philosophy. 

44Karl Barth, Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum, 
trans. Ian lrJ. Robertson (Richmond: John Y.nox Press, 1960), 
p. 7. 

45Ibid., p. 11. 
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Yet, just as Barth was entering the work with which 

he would be primarily concerned for most of the rest of his 

life, storm clouds were gathering once more over Europe. In 

Germany, the svrastika of Adolph Hitler•s Nazi party v.ras 

becoming an increasingly common sight. On 25 April, 19JJ, 

the "Evangelical Church of the German Nation" was created as 

the official state church, and the "German Christian" move-

ment, an affirmation of Nazism, gained strength daily. The 

newly organized "church" immediately issued an enthusiastic 

declaration: 

A mighty National r.1ovement has captured and exalted 
our German Nation. An all-embracing reorganization of 
the State is taJcing place \vi thin the avmkE?ned German 
people. We give our hearty assent to this turning-poin~ 6 of history. God has given us this: to Him be the glory.4 

In mid-May, Barth was called to Berlin on the grounds 

of his alleged social democratic leanings. But since leav-

ing Switzerland, Barth had not been actively engaged in 

politics. However, by the first week of July the situation 

was such that Barth confided to a visitor that at any moment 

he might be relieved of his post. The next day he was again 

called to Berlin. 4 7 Barth's visitor noted: 

At least we have in Barth a man who knows his nosi-
·-··--------~----·---·--·---~ --·-.·--·---------------·······------------ -----------~-----·--------~------- ·-------------~-----···--··-··--.. ---·- --· ··-······ -- ..... ----------~ ·····-·· .... ________ .. _ --~-------- --- .J,;-----~----- ~-------~------~-----

---l;lon and hls power, and one who is \villing to become a 

46Karl Barth, Theological Existence To-d8y! A Plea 
for Theological Freedom, trans. R. Birch Hoyle (London: Hod­
der and Stoughton, 19JJ), p. 2J, cited by Georges Casalis, 
Portrait of Karl Barth, trans. and intro. Robert W\cAfee 
Brown (New York: Joubleday & Co., Inc., 1964), p. 2J. 

47E. G. Homrie:hausen, "Barth Resists Hitler," Th_g_ 
Christian Century, L ~26 July, 19JJ), 954. 



100 

martyr for the cause of the gospel. Those who have 
been critical of him now know that the man is genuine. 
His is the one voice now that dares to speak against the 
tremendous tide of national feeling, even now when 
everyone else has lost his head. There is no better 
time to stand by Barth personally than now, for any 
appeal to Hitler, any other protest, will avail nothing. 
• • . Barth will not consent to a political rulership 
of the church~ he will have it ruled only by the living 
word of God .l}o 

Upon Barth's return from Berlin, he joined with 

Thurneysen in the creation of a new journal, Theologische 

Existenz heute. The title, "Theological Existence Today," 

reflected the conditions in Germany. For them, theological 

existence became a matter of day by day concern. At the 

same time, the summer issue of Zwischen den Zeiten was the 

last for that journal. Barth and 'I'hurneysen had grown fur-

ther apart from Brunner, Bultmann, Gogarten, Merz, and the 

others 'Nho had contributed to the journal and once asso-

ciated themselves with the dialectical theology. 

Throughout-- the long summer Barth firmly resisted 

the Nazi church movement. In America and elsewhere watchful 

observers, impressed at the solitary splendor of this theo­

logian, wrote tributes to Barth. One editorial commented: 

Barth will not bow the knee unto Baal, and his knees 
-------~----------··---ar.e---nov:he-re--moT-e-s-tif-f---thaB-wh-en~-he-d:ee-lares--·agains-t-an--­

Aryan church and asserts that "if the German Evangelical 
church excludes Jewish Christians, or treats them as in­
ferior, it is no longer a Christian church."49 

During this time of trial many looked to Barth for 

direction. Among them was a rather remarkable young man, 

48 Ibid., p. 955. 
49"A Bold Retreat from Current Problems," The Chris­

tian Century, 1 (JO August, 1933), 1075. 



101 

Dietrich Bonhoeffer. The two had first met in Bonn in the 

summer of 1931. In the years that followed they maintained 

a lively correspondence. In 1933, faced with the decision 

whether to go to London to pastor a German church or remain 

in Germany, Bonhoeffer sought Barth's advice. The reply 

from Barth very much impressed Bonhoeffer but, with the 

support of his family, Dietrich resolved to make the move 

an;pNay. "Barth was very annoyed with him for going to Lon­

don, and impressed upon him very deeply that he must return 

home to Germany again in order to support the Confessing 

Church.".50 

However, many left Germany for a variety of reasons. 

This forced those who remained behind to assume an even more 

active role of leadership. Together with the German pastor 

Martin Niemoller, Barth maintained an active support of the 

newly formed Confessing Church. Niemoller's presence as the 

political and oratorical leader of this group enabled Barth 

to devote his considerable energies to formulating the theo­

logical posture that the young church would adopt. There­

fore, when the formally organized German Confessional Church 

____ je§_'Y_~<:J,__j.j;_§ _ _Q_~_g_;Lar'atio_n ___ a_t_ Barme_n,~ __ in_j·Jupp e rtal , ..... Germany-on-------- -

31 May, 1934, Barth was its chief architect. The Barmen 

Confession set itself in unyielding opposition to the false 

doctrines engendered by Nazism. 

Immediately, new difficulties beset Barth and his 

.5°sabine Leibholz-Bonhoeffer, The Bonhoeffers: Por­
trait of a Family (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1971l, 
p. 48. 
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colleagues. By the spring of the follovring year the Nazis 

were at last successful in forcing Barth out of the country. 

On 25 June, 1935, Barth left Germany to return to the city of 

his birth. At Basel, he was quickly installed as an in­

structor in the university. Despite his new professorship 

Barth did not cease to work in every way possible to help 

the Confessing Church. As the situation in Germany deterior­

ated, Barth's Credo appeared. It was dedicated to NiemBller, 

Hans Asmussen, Hermann Hesse, Karl I~~er, Heinrich Vogel, 

and all the others engaged in the intensifying German church 

struggle. 

After reestablishing himself in Basel, Barth visited 

Italy and Hungary in 1936/37. Despite a full lecturing 

schedule, and the responsibilities of his family, Barth 

still found time to work on his ~hurch Jogmatics. The con-

eluding part of the first volume appeared in 1938. During 

this time, Barth was also honored by an invitation to de-

liver the 1937/38 Gifford Lectures at Aberdeen, Scotland. 

This he did, addressing himself to the teaching of the Refor­

mation and recalling the Scottish Confession of 1560.51 

__________________________ ln __ l9-J8_, __ Bar_th __ sent_a_~e±:-ter_tl1_the_Gzechs _through-------

Joseph Hromadka urging them to resist Nazism. This was 

followed by a letter to the French in December, 1939. Then, 

in October, 1940, Barth wrote another letter to the French 

51These lectures were collected and published under 
the title The Knowl eri2"e of God and the Service of God, tra.ns. 
J. L. M. Haire and Ia.~ Henderson (London: Hodder and Stough-
ton, 1938). --



103 

Protestants. 1i1i th the outbreak of war Barth was enlisted as 

a captain in the Swiss army and throughout the war he took 

part in guarding his country's borders. A steady stream of 

pamphlets and articles flowed from his pen as he warned of 

Nazism, encouraged Christians, and urged positive action= to 

defeat the Nazis. 

In 1941, Barth sent a letter to the English. As 

before, Barth wrote at the invitation of Christian leaders. 

He wasted little time in coming to the point: 

Let me begin with an assertion in which I think most 
of you vvill find yourselves substantially in agreement 
with me: we Christians in all lands find ourselves, as 
far as this war is concerned, in a situation strikingly 
different from anything that we experienced twenty-five 
years ago: that is to say, different in so far as we do 
not just accept this war as a necessary evil, but that 
we approve it as a righteous vvar, which God does not 
simply allm'l, but which He commands us to wage. 52 

This strong attitude was also communicated to Bon-

hoeffer when he was able to visit Barth during the last 

part of February, 1941. The Confessing Church, robbed of 

much of its vital leadership, needed help. Niemoller had 

preached his last sermon on 27 June, 1937. After his ar-

rest that summer, the Church had often ceased to speak of 

Barth. But he continued to do whatever was possible. 

In April, 1942, Barth sent a letter to the Norwegian 

Christians. He followed this with one to the Dutch in July 

52Karl Barth, This Christian Cause, intra. J. A. 
Mackay (New York: The Macmillan Co., 19LJ.f). No translator 
is given. 
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and, finally, one to the Americans in December. The letter 

to the American Christians revealed Barth's sense of urgency 

and his keen avrareness of the situation both in Europe and 

in America. He asked the American people: 

Aren't you the least bit disturbed by the trivial 
realization that obviously it is necessary now, now, 
now--and if it is impossible now, then at least very 
soon--to act, help, fight with might and main, because 
the future may depend on what is done now (or very 
soon)--or is left undone?5J 

Yet, ·with the war's end, Barth was the spokesma.'1 for 

the Church in behalf of the German people. He advocated 

political freedom as the cure for Germany. In the fall of 

1945, Barth returned to Germany. He met with the recently 

released Niemoller and other associates of the Confessing 

Church. In response to the American criticism of Niemoller, 

Barth said, "It was wrong. • • • Niemoller was a national-

ist but never a National Socialist. He is one of the most 

5/.j-
trustworthy elements in the new leadership." But, Barth 

warned, there were problems that must be met to insure that 

Germany would not again succumb to a radical nationalism. 

Yet, with leaders like Niem6ller, Barth, "declared that he 

had returned with new hope for the life of the Evangelical 

Church in Germany." 

53Karl Barth, The Church and the V'Jar, trans. A. H. 
Froendt, intra. s. M. Cavert (The f;Tacmillan Co., 19L~l~), 
p. 36. 

54Robert Root, "Barth Returns to Germany," The 
Christian Century, L\II (19 December, 19LJ._5), 1412. 

55Ibid., p. 1411. 
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Barth also visited with Rudolph Bultmann in Mar­

burg. Since at least April, 1922, the two had corresponded 

and, despite their profound theological differences, became 

personal friends. "It is moving to observe hov·r anxious 

Bultmann always was not to hurt Barth by his critical com­

ments and how humble Barth was in firmly stating his own 

theological position ... 56 But visits with his friends was 

only part of Barth's work. 

He attended the Treysa conference as the only non-

German delegate. He left this conference, convened to dis-

cuss the German Church situation after the war, with mixed 

feelings. "Barth urged that the Germans must adopt a more 

critical relationship to Martin luther if they are to eman­

cipate German Lutheranism from German nationalism."57 He 

felt there were perhaps too many compromises but was grate-

ful for 'Nhat the conference did accomplish. 

Barth's very presence at Treysa was a high compli­

ment to his involvement with the Confessing Church. As 

before the war, German church leaders looked to Barth for 

advice. Many remembered his prophetic warnings. In fact: 

--·-··--·-·-·----±t··-is-important·-to-LTote-·-that--Barthwas enga-ged in--­
a public debate with the church authorities concerning 
the imperilment of the church by their blindness to 
realities and their indifference to doctrinal issues a 
full two years before the controversy over the 

56Herbert Hartwell, rev. of Karl Barth-Rudolph 
Bultmann Briefvrechsel 1922-1966, ed. Bernd Jaspert Tzurich: 
Theologischer Jerlag, 1971), Scottish Journal of Theology, 
August, 1973, p. 361. 

57Root, op. cit., p. 1412. 
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nazification of the church broke out.58 

However, Barth resisted any temptations to glory in 

his perceptiveness~ Rather, he turned his attention to the 

task of reconstruction. With special permission, Barth 

returned to the University of Bon.n. in the summer of 1946 to 

teach one semester of dogmatics. Upon his return to Basel 

he confided: 

Most people in the Germany of to-day have in their 
own way and in their own place endured and survived 
much, almost beyond all measure. I noted the same in 
my Bonn lads. With their grave faces, which had still 
to learn how to smile again, they no less impressed me 
than I them, I who was an alien, the centre of all sorts 
of gossip from old times. For me the situation will 
remain unforgetable.59 

The experience was so pleasant that Barth repeated 

it in 1947. Then, in the spring of 1948, Barth visited 

Hungary to talk with leaders in the Reformed Church there. 

He had already, in 1946, visited Berlin and Dresden to meet 

with church leaders in East Germany. To both groups he 

counseled against armed resistance. 

Barth therefore asks Christians living under com­
munist rule to be quite clear about the nature of the 
State in which they are living, but also and above all 
not to cease believing that there also the living God 
is supreme, and that there also it is important to be 
humbly faithful in whatever situation the Lord of ·----------- ···cnurcn·na:s-_pTa.-cea··u:·s-~----Be-yona-·-tfiat-,---·na.:rt:l1--rerr1ains 

silent. Not only the word of the prophet, ~ut also his 
silence, can be disturbing and significant.bO 

5S James J. Smart, The Ji vided r.1ind of r.1odern Theol-
a Karl Barth and Rudolnh Bultmann 1908-19)1 (Philadelphia: 
Westminster Press, 19 7 , p. 209. 

59Karl Barth, Do~atics in Outline, trans. G. T. 
Thomson (New York: Harper & Row, 1959), p. 7· 

60casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, p. 42. 
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This stance brought much cri t.icism from the 1JJest 

where Barth had been expected to react to Communism as he 

had to Nazism. Instead, Barth replied to the West, "I re-

gard anti-Communism as a matter of principle an evil even 

greater than Communism itself." 61 But this did not mean 

Barth had any inclination at all toward Communism. He wrote, 

"I decidedly prefer not to live within its sphere and do not 

wish anyone else to be forced to do so." 62 His point was 

that the lilest, in its zeal to stop Communism, was guilty of 

presenting itself as the blameless angel of light. Yet, he 

contended, they did not even attempt to understand the 

situation they had helped create. 6J 

After the war, though, Barth was busy with far more 

than the task of Germany's reconstruction and the encourage-

ment of Christians under Communism. Volume two of the Church 

Dogmatics had appeared during the war and the first part­

volume of volume three was published in 1945. From then 

until the close of the 1950s this task dominated Barth's 

time. Seven more part-volumes v1ere published, bringing the 

total to twelve. Each one was several hundred pages long. 

61Karl Barth, "Hov; My Mind 
Has Chan~ed, ed. and intro. Harold 
Publishing Co., 1960), p. 27. 

Has Changed, " Hovi I':y !V:ind 
E. Fey (New York: World 

62 Ibid. 

63Ibid.' pp. 27-JJ. See, Karl Barth, 
God in a Marzist land, trans. Henry Clark and 
(New York; Association Press, 1959). 

Hov; to Serve 
James Sn1.:1rt 
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In 1950, Barth reviewed the theological climate in 

Germany and warned: 

As I see it, Evangelical Germany will sooner or 
later have to see another dividing and regrouping 
directed no less against Bul tmann than Comrnunism; and 
it may be--but INho can say?--that the Church Do.c:matics 
will have some part to play in this respect. At any 
rate, if it is read with understanding it will not con­
tribute either in Gerrp.~my or elsewhere to the formation 
of a "Neo-Orthodoxy."b4 

Keen in mind as ever, Barth was still the prophetic 

voice. But the years were steadily passing. In 1956, he 

turned seventy. In celebration of his birthday, friends 

around the world honored him. This great Festschrift pro­

duced the important book Antwort. 65 In addition to articles 

written in tribute to Barth there was included the most com-

plete listing of his publications ever compiled. It listed 

over four hundred titles. 

However, the really significant event, at least so 

far as Barth was concerned, occurred when he was invited to 

deliver the memorial address at the celebration of the 200th 

anniversary of Mozart's birthday. He had authored the 1956 

publication Wolfgan~ Amadeus Mozart 1756-1956, as well as 

many articles, and was an expert on the composer. He once 

expressed his feelings by commenting, "~·Jhether the angels 

64Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, III/3, trans. G. W. 
Bromiley and R. J. Ehrlich, ed. G. t~. Bromiley and T. F. 
Torrance (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1960), p. xii. 

65E. v·Jolf, Ch. von Kirschbaum, and E. Frey, (eds.), 
Antwort: Karl Bar-th zum siebzi2:stej_n Geburtstap; am 10. Nai 
1956 (Zollikon-Zurich: Evangelischer Verlag, 1956). Not 
available in English. 



play only Bach in praising God I am not quite sure. I am 

sure, however, that §.!} famille they play Mozart and that 
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then also God the Lord is especially delighted to listen to 

them. "66 

The Years of Rest (1960-1968). 

The last decade of Barth's life began as busy as the 

ones preceding it had been. In the summer of 1960, at 

Strasbourg, he met with students from around the world 

during the l/Jorld Student Christian Federation • s Teaching Con-

ference on the Life and Mission of the Church. But the 

year's most significant event occurred on 19 November. 

Barth and Emil Brunner at last rene·wed their long friend-

ship, strained since 19Jl} over the issue of natural theology. 

Then, in 1961, Barth completed his initial draft of part four 

of volume four of his Church Do.e:matics. It was as far as 

he would go. The task 'Nould remain uncompleted. 

Barth delivered his last lecture at the University 

of Basel on 1 March, 1962. For his final series of lectures 

he chose the topic, "Evangelical Theology." At the age of 

seventy-six, Barth was launching out afresh with a new 

tion to theology. Appropriately, his last lecture 

was on love. 

In April, 1962, Barth arrived in the United States 

for his first, and only visit. During his seven week stay 

66v~ 1 B~ th "~ I t-'- n v, 1 n -t-h " •'car a.r J , .:-1. 1e ver I rom r,ar J.)ar u •• , The Chris-
tian CEt;n.tury, T.u'ZXV (J1 December, 1958), 1510f. 
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he visited ten states, seeing the Grand Canyon a.nd, in vvhat 

was a special treat in his eyes, the battlefields of the 

Civil War. He gave lectures at the University of Chicago~ 

Princeton, San Francisco Theological Seminary, ~~d Union 

Theological Seminary in Virginia.. Though he had been reluc-

tant to attempt the trip, the prospect of being with his 

son, Markus Barth, a professor of theology at Chicago, was 

too much to resist. Later, he summarized his experience 

v1i th one word, "fantastic! .. 67 

After his return to Switzerland, Barth received an 

invitation to Copenhagen where, on 19 April, 1963, he was 

awarded the "Sonning Prize," bestovved in honor of his out-

standing contributions to European culture. He took the 

occasion to speak of his relationship to the famed 0ane, 

Soren Kier1cegaard, in the address he entitled "Gratitude and 

Reverence." During his address, "Barth pronounced a woe on 

any theologian who wants to avoid going through the school 

of Kierkegaard--only he must not remain there!" 68 

Although he had enjoyed relatively good health, suf­

fering only a broken arm from a fall in 1962, the last part 

of 1964 saw Barth confined to bed. From September to Novem-
·-··-··-·······-··-·····-··-····-·-

ber he was in the hospital. After his release, Barth suf-

fered a slight stroke in December and was rehospitalized. 

Following a gradual recovery in 1965, Barth asked for, and 

67Karl Barth, Evangelical Theology, trans. Grover 
Foley (New York; Doubleday & Co., Inc., 196J), p. vi. 

68v· 1 B~ th ·rcn" 77 I'-ar a.r ~ , ~' p. . • 
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received, permission to travel to the Vatican in 1966 to 

ask questions about the recent Vatican II Council. 

Barth had been involved from the winter of 1965 

until May, 1966 with writing his autobiography. He inter­

rupted this to travel to Rome and it was never completed. 

From the time of his return to Svvi tzerland a steadily de-

clining state of health restricted Barth's activities. His 

last years had been full. In addition to all his other work 

Barth had found time to continue meeting periodically with 

postgraduate students to discuss issues. Although he was no 

longer working on his Church Dopmatics, Barth was keenly 

interested in the younger theologians. Helmut Gollwitzer, 

Jurgen r',[ol tmann, and his former student, tvolfhart Pannenberg, 

especially interested Barth. But increasingly, Barth found 

himself most interested in the developments in Catholicism. 69 

The last crisis came in August, 1968. Once again 

illness seized him. On 10 December, 1968, he died. 

Even on the eve of the night in which he died in 
his sleep he vias still 'eifrig und fidel' (eagerly and 
happily) working on an address he had been asked to de­
liver during the ~eek of Prayer in January 1969 •••• 
It is this persistent, singleminded, and faithful devo­
tion to the service of God's revelation in Jesus Christ 

----------- -----r--igh-t-up--to--th-e--:1--ast---wak-i-ng---ho-urs-o-fhis----li-fe----which--is------­
one of the characteristic marks of Barth's entire life 
and work.70 

69Ibid., pp. 81-86. 

7°Hartv:ell, "Last Thoughts of Karl Barth," p. 184. 
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Note on the "American Revival" of Karl Barth 

Even before Karl Barth's death in 1968, theologians 

in the United States were confidently asserting that the day 

of his influence had passed. Particularly among evangeli-

cals it appeared that Barth was to be of no account. This 

no longer seems to.be true. In the Reformed Journal, late 

in 1974, a tv:o-part article by Donald 1IJ. Jayton examined 

seven indications that there is a, "steady growth in the 

impact of Barth's thought on American theology •• .. 71 . . 
First, there is a nevi depth in the understanding of 

Barth by Americans. Second, a new appreciation of Barth 

accompanied this understanding. Third, the founding of the 

"Karl Barth Society of North America,'' headquartered in 

Toronto, Canada, focused American investigation and discus-

sion of Barth. This group has been joined by other like 

concerns. Fourth, new concerns in American biblical studies 

have directed a second look at Barth. Important boo1cs like 

Brevard Childs' Biblical Theolo2"y in Crisis (1970) have 

contributed to this.72 Fifth, a new cultural situation in 

America is creating a new operr..ness and appreciation of 

Barth's words. Sixth, a controversial new interpretation of 

Barth, one seeking to use him in connection v.,ri th radical 

politics, has risen in Europe and travelled to America. 

71Donald W. Jayton, "An American Revival of Karl 
Barth? (I)" The Reformed Journal, XXIV (October, 1974), 17. 

72 Ibid., pp. 17-20. 



Finally, seventh, recent calls for an American "Barmen 

Declaration" have caused many to reexamine Barth's theol·­

ogy.73 
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~'.~here do the evangelicals fit? Perhaps surprisingly 

to many, evangelicals have been at the front in producing 

the best, and in many ·ways most apprecia.ti ve, books on Barth. 

More ru1d more they have come to regard Barth as one among 

them. Certainly his personal and social conduct in life 

appears above question. But nmv his theology must be 

searched. 

73Dayton, "An American Revival of Karl Barth? (II) 
(November, 197L~), pp. 24-26. 



Chapter 4 

BARTH'S EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY 

A PilGRH1 THEOLOGY 

Reformed Heritage (1886-1907) 

Karl Barth was the son of Fritz Barth, a conservative 

Reformed pastor and theologian. This simple fact, the exis-

tential given, has perhaps been too little considered. Yet 

the influences of his early training, and the context in 

which it occurred, may very well have played a much more 

instrumental role in Karl Barth's development than has 

usually been thought. It has too often been forgotten that 

Barth's theological training was, until 1906, principally 

conducted under conservative scholarship. In the light of 

new understanding provided by the social and behavioral 

sciences it is no longer permissible to ignore these early 

influences. 1 

Under the influence of Harnack, Gunkel, and, above 

1This present study can only call attention to the 
problem. The resources for further exnloration into this 
area have not been collected by anyone~to date and the early 
influences on Barth have been largelv left alone. Whether 
this problem will be attended to ~y ~nyone remains an open 
question. 
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all, Herrmann, Barth became an uneasy convert to liberalism. 

Ritschlian theology as modified and shaped by Herrmann 

seemed to Barth, at that time, to present the most acceptable 

way forward. Or, as he later recalled: 

To the prevailing tendency of about 1910 among the 
younger followers of Albrecht Ritschl I attached myself 
with passable conviction. Yet it was not without a cer­
tain alienation in view of the issue of this school in 
the philosophy of religion of Ernst Troeltsch, in which 
I found myself disappointed in regard to what interested 
me in theology, although for the time being I did not 
see a better way before me.2 

Stumbling Steus (1916-1220) 

Yet, after taking a pastorate at Safenwil, the young 

Barth found his liberal theology inadequate. In an impor-

tant address Barth delivered to a meeting of ministers in 

Schulpforta, in July, 1922, he explained: 

For twelve years I was a minister, as all of you 
are. I had my theology. It was not really mine, to be 
sure, but that of my unforgotten teacher Wilhelm Herr­
mann, grafted upon the principles which I had learned, 
less consciously than unconsciously, in my native 
home. • • • Once in the ministry, I found myself grow­
ing avlay from these theological habits of thought and 
being forced back at every point more and more upon the 
specific minister's problem, the sermon. I sought to 
find my 'Nay betv1een the problem of huma.11. life on the 
one hand and the content of the Bible on the other. As 
a minister I wanted to speal-:: to the people in the in-

·----·~----- ··--:f"tni-tEr---c-ontra-dtc·t:totr-o·r···t:nerr-Tife~-···but -to speak· --·---·-···-·····-·· 
no less infinite message of the Dible, which was as 
much of a riddle as life.J 

2Karl Barth, "On Systematic Theology," Scottish Jour­
nal of Theology, XIV (September, 1961), 225f. Th1s arLicle 
const1tutes the authorised translation by Terrence N. Tice 
from Lehre und Forschunrr an der Univeritat Basel zur Zeit der 
H'eJ· er i hrc::.,.... "-',,.,,,~hl'.I"rlc,,.,: .;;.::.~ri .O""'n ?c.c:; e""'n"' c1 ,aro·os; <=>11 + VO"' .L- _ -- -~~ ·-.-~-:; .1. p-~.1 .. __ ... t J..'-.t· ...... ··~ ~ ............ __ -.,t:.:J .. ...._.,..__..___,.., .·l.l·--•"..__._, J.. ....... 0 c"" ...,._... _ v .1..1. 

uozenten der Univers1ta~ Basel (Basel~ uirkhauser Verlag, 
1960), pp. 35-JB. 

JKarl Barth, The Word of God and the Word of ~an, 
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Aided by his close friend Eduard Thurneysen, and by 

the preaching of Christoph Blumhardt, Barth plunged into 

what he termed the stra11ge, new world of the Bible. BtA.t 

immediately he v1as confronted. "The stone wall v1e first ran 

up against was that the theme of the Bible is the deity of 

God, more exactly God's deity •• . . \"Jhen ninety-three 

German intellectuals, including many of Barth's former 

teachers, declared their support of the Kaiser's 'Nar policy, 

the final break with liberalism was made. 

An Unsettled Jialectic (1921-1930) 

Although the first edition of The T,etter to the So-

mm:l§.. (1919) represented Barth's groping in the dark, the 

second edition, "was deliberately intended to create an up­

heaval."5 Romans changed the course of Barth's life. As a 

professor and writer Barth soon found himself the voice of 

a new school of theology. This had never been Barth's in-

tention. He said, "It did not come into being as a result 

of any desire of ours to form a school or to devise a system; 

it arose simply out of what we felt to be the 'need and 

trans. Douglas Horton (New Yorkz Harper & Brothers, 1928), 
p. 100. Hereafter cited by i1JGI,~M. 

4Karl Barth, The Hurr:anitv of' God, trans. J. N. 
Thomas and T. j'fieser (Atlanta: John :'~nox Press, 1960), p. 
41. Hereafter cited by HG. 

5Thomas F. Torrance, Karl Barth: An Introduction to 
His Early Theology, 1910-1931 (London: SC~ Press, 1962), 
P 50 Hcrp~J.~+or Cl"torJ.' h~;· K~~T 

• ' ..:.-'-" ..... _,._,~ 'J'- '-'" v" -'"~~~ .... • 
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promise of Christian preaching.' "6 

The diversity of thought represented by those who 

were called "Crisis" theologians precluded any permanent 

union. Barth eventually split from Brunner over the issue 

of natural theology, and from Bultmann and Gogarten over 

the question of hermeneutics and the place of an existen-

tialist philosophy in theology. Barth himself was still 

searching. Although Barth was dissatisfied, he still real-

ized: 

If that vihich we then thought we had discovered and 
brought forth v:as no last 'Nord but one requiring a re­
vision, it was none the less a true word.7 

HOME IN CHRIST 

There were two critical turning points in Barth's 
life. The first, his conversion from theological liber­
alism to radical Christianity, took place during World 
War I and found expression in Romans. The second was 
his emancipation fro!:', the shackles of philosophy and his 
quest for a genuine theology that could sta..Yld on its 
own feet. This latter process lasted about ten years; 
it found expression in his little book on the Anselmian 
proofs for God's existence ~ •• published in 1931.8 

Barth's famous "false start," the Chris tliche Jo.£:-

matik im ?ntviurf, had been his first major attempt at sys-

dependent on existentialist philosophy. But the key to free-

dom was still lacking. Four years later, in Anselm; Fides 

6B th ·.·Jrn.·n~ 100 ar , , \.;".!l.t, n. • --.).; ?Barth, HG, p. 4-2. 

8Hans Urs Von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 
trans. John Jrury (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 0inston, 
1971), p. 79f. Hereafter cited by TKB. 
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Quaerens Intellectum, Barth found the key: faith. 

Immediately, he turned to the task of the Church 

Dogmatics. Convinced that theology must be grounded in the 

revelation of God in Jesus Christ, Barth now had the means 

of proper approach. Rejecting the concept of analogia entis, 

"as the invention of Antichrist," Barth turned to the only 

proper object of theology, the Word of God.9 In the place 

of analogia en-tis Barth proposed an analogy of faith. 

This work occupied Barth throughout ~ .J..""l l • mosto O.L nls rc-

maining years. But in 1960, an interesting little book en-

titled The Humanity of God appeared. Comprised of three 

essays, this book provided a clear glimpse into Barth's still 

maturing theolog-y. As v1el.l, it showed a bit of the great 

breadth of Barth's expertise for the first essay was his-

torical in nature, the second was both autobiographical and 

dogmatic, and the third was an exercise in ethics. ~H thin 

these essays Barth revealed his growing concern to speak in 

ever more biblical terms about ,.... , 
liOG. This, he declared, meant 

realizing more fully that: 

ltJho God is and what He is in His deity He proves 
_ ____ _______ ElcDQ ___ :r_~y~ __ <?-_l~ ____ i'lQt_j n __ g __ y_gQ_lJJJIIL_gs ___ a ___ 5li 'Li_ne __ ~ot::ing=_f_g r-::Himse_lL_ _ 

but precisely and authentically in the fact that He ex­
ists, speaks and acts as the partner of man, though of 
course as the absolu-tely ::;uperior partner. He v;ho does 
, h t • , h 1 • • " . ::'. ' tl- ~ d ' ' • ' rr ' J;,__JL_ lS L. .e ... l Vln2:; ,_,oCJ. ~.no "1e 1 ree .. om ln Yinlcn ne aoes 
that is !Us deity.10 

9Karl Barth, Church ~ogmatics, I/1, trans. G. T. 
Thomson (Edinburgh~ T. & T. Clark, 19J6), p. x. Hereafter 
cited by c~. 

1 O Barth, HG. , p. L~ 5 · 
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Not long afterwards, Darth was faced with the fact of 

retirement. Rather than introduce yet another part of his 

Church Jogmatics Barth chose to lecture on what, as he put 

it, "I have basically soughtt learned, and represented from 

among all the paths and detours in the field of evangelicaJ. 

theology •• .,11 However, Barth did not wish to do this • • 

in the form of a final summary of his theology. Nor did he 

desire to reiterate what had been said before. So he chose 

the form of an introductory presentation on evangelical 

theology, "that theology which treats of the Cod of the_ 
~ 2 

Gospel."J. 

. Typically, the publication of Evangelical Theoloe:v: _ 

An Introduction was not regarded by Barth as his final word. 

An interesting dialogue recorded during Barth's 1962 visit 

to the United States makes this cl~ar: 

Question: "!dhen you first began v1ri ting Jogmatics, 
you called it 'Christian Jo,sTmatics. • rrhen you changed 
it to 'Church Jogmatics.' Now you've given these lec­
tures under the title of 'Evangelical Theology.' Jo 
these changes indicate changes in your thinking about 
the task or place of theology?" 

Ansv1cr: "~·Jell, let me try to give a thoughtful a.D­
swer to this question. Here we have a good example of 
a theologian who is clearly a human being and who lives 
in time and moves with time. Why not? It would be a 

________________ dull_sor_t_of' __ tb.eolog~,Y-i-f-I --had-s-tayed- simply in-the--------~-­
' twenties, or in the 'thirties. No, I must grow old 
and so here in this question you have an illustration 

11Karl Barth, 2'::van2:elical Theolo2:''; An Introduction, 
trans. Grover Foley ( Nevr York: Joubleday & Co., Inc., 1963 , 
p. xii. Hereafter cited by ET. 

12Ibid., p. J. Note not only the immediate context, 
but also the relation to pp. xi-xii, where Barth speaks of a 
"theology of freedom." The greater context of the book is 
an explication of this relationship. 
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of the movement through which I have gone as a theolo­
gian. From 'Christian Jogmatics' to 'Clmr.ch :)ogmatics' 
and nov; ':Svangelical theology' --I ask you to see this 
movement as one towards a less formal, more material, 
less abstract, more concrete kind of thinking. I don't 
know whether I will ever find a fourth way! This cer­
tainly is not the last wordl but I think for the moment 
it is a satisfactory word.l) 

Right through the days until his death, Karl Barth 

continued to search and find better expressions for the 

truth of God in Jesus Christ. The evening of his last day 

found him still laboring over the theology of the Church. 

In fact, he was exploring the future. He challenged the 

Church to set out, to return and to confess. In his last 

words it is still true for Barth that, "in Jesus Christ we 

may take seriously, and rejoice in Vihat we truly are in him 

who was and is and will be, even Jesus Christ, our Lord and 

Sa vi or." 14 

THE VIETHOJ 

Barth's Intent 

Although Barth lived a good and long life, and al-

though he grew and matured as a theologian, certain features 

not impossible to sketch his diversity within this uni t~l· 

As in any man, being and becoming, essence and act, stood 

1'"' )Karl Barth, "A Theological :Halogue," 'I'heol2_IT 
Today, XIX (July, 1962), 177. This article is a transcript 
of a question and ansvter psriod held in the Princeton Uni­
versity Chapel. 

14'1i·ar·"owr+ 'Hartwp')l .. -Jac+ 8 "'oPc-rh" TC: "1~ I\arl nar-t·'rl " ....._. ~ ......,. ~.> ·- .., •, ~~ -· ·- f -· .0 v J...!"' '-"";:- -' ~..... V ... . ....... ~..- .... v.i , 

0 co"-tl"sh 70'l.,...,"~"" 1 o.co 'i''n-·o]"'0'-r '<"VVT (t:·.-v "J9....,..,) '/v"'_'1. 0 0 ...._ J. .. U '- ...... i.~:.... .. l.. .L -1 C :~J' .a .. i\ .. ' .L ,.t.·~d--./ 9 .. ( _) 1 ..._. ) 
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inseparably together in Barth. Thus, the pilgrim theologian 

was never lost when Earth found his home in Christ. The 

continuity has at times been overemphasized but its exis-

tence must be noted. 

Therefore, an analysis of Karl Barth's theology must 

consist of picturing the rich diversity while not losing 

sight of the complete unity. The developmental aspect of 

Barth's theology has already been briefly set forth in the 

context of his biography (chapter J), ~~din the short re-

view of these changes within the context of important and 

representative works ( abov;:;). But novr, further and closer 

attention must be given to Barth's methodological develop-

ment. This involves examining both his intent and methods 

at each place along the way. 

.,.., t' ' • • D t' t rrom ne very oeg1nn1ng ~ar n s intent v-1as both 

prophetic and pastoral in orientation. To be more exact, 

the prophetic nature of Barth's wor}\ stemmed from his pas-

toral concerns. "It is difficult to understand Barth v1i thout 

considering that he started as a preacher." 15 Barth, as a 

young pastor, was confronted by the peculiar pastoral problem 

turned to the Bible. What he found there he expressed in 

his preface to the first edition of 8 he Tetter to the Romans. 

Barth now believed, and so 'Nrote, that, "If we rightly under-

stand ourselves, our problems are the problems of Paul; and 

l5~· ' . 1 T H ,.~,1 - . .P 1-' vre~er1c~ ~. · erzog, ~~ao~O£lan o~ ~ne 

God," 'Iheo.logv '~'odav, XIII (October, 1956), 317. 
1:.Jord of 
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if we be enlightened by the brightness of h1s answers, those 

answers must be ours." 16 

In the preface to the second edition. as Barth 

sorted out the criticisms to the first edition &~d responded 

to them, he indicted liberal theology for its bankruptcy in 

preparing men for the pastoral ministry. He charged: 

I myself know what it means year in year out to 
mount the steps of the pulpit, conscious of the respon­
sibility to understand and to interpret and longing to 
fulfill it; and yet, utterly incapable, because at the 
Univers~ty ~ h<:-~ never been br_?1!g~t beyo:n~l ~hat Vlel~-­
knov:n • Hv:e 1n ·;:;ne presence of lhs-cory' wh1cn means 1n 
the end no more than that all hope of engaging in the 
dignity of understanding and interpretation has been 
surrendered.17 

Barth's activism, his sense of urgency in the per-

formance of his ministry, demanded more than historical and 

literary criticism could deliver. He was avvare that each 

Sunday morning, "there is in the air a.""'l expectancy that some­

thing great, crucial, ar1d even momentous is to happen. ft
18 

The v1hole situation was one charged with an expectancy of 

actiort. It was at this very point that Barth said: 

If then I have not only a vievrpoint, but something 
also of a standpoint, it is simply the familiar sta."'ld­
point of the man in the pulpit. Before him lies the 
Bible, full of mystery: ar.d before him are seated his 

--------- ------·-rnore--ar·less-numer'ol:Is--he-a:r-ers·~---a.T_s_o_IUIT--or·--rri-ys_t_e:ry=-:..----------

and v.;ha t indeed is more so? ';Jha t nov.r? asks the 
minister.19 ---- ---

16K 1 n _._h m• 17 ·~-'-1 t .J...h D (2 d d. ar nar L.~. , 1 r1e --.JPl.-::; l, e o c.~ e 1· .. orr:.2.ns, n e 1-

tion), trans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns (I_ondon: O:dord University 
Press, 19JJ), p. 1. Hereafter cited by ?omans. 

l7 Ibid. , p. 9. 18Barth, 

19Barth, ~-JG'iltJ:, p. 101~-. 

~, 11""t ':' .~ rr:.: 
~, p. 101.1 .• 
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To answer this question Barth examined the content of 

the pastoral taE;};: and its difficulty. He found a common 

situation in which all ministers were placed and to which 

they must respond. Barth characterized this by the follow-

ing formulations: 

At this point, it seemed to Barth that all he could 

say was, "The word of God is at once the necessary and the 

impossible task of the minister." 21 This paradox in which 

the minister found himself could not, however, remain for 

Barth the final word. ~hile he continued to speak with 

dialectical he sought to move beyond crisis to 

resolution. Fully aware of the immensity of saying anything 

at all, Barth was still convinced of the absolute necessity 

of having something said. But what he wanted to hear was 

God's l·Jord. 

It was in the midst of his search to find a way out 

of the dilemma that Barth read Anselm. Soon he could say 

My view is • • . we are confronted by a very pro­
nounced rejection of speculation that does not respect 
the incoroprehensibility of the reality of the object of 
faith, by a recognl~lon of the indirectness of all 
knov;ledge of God, and • • • by the reference to the 

20Ibicl., p. 186. Cf. p. 212. 21 rbid., p. 213. 
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the basis of everything. -
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Not only could he say this of Anselm, but of himself 

as well. Philosophic speculation could not speak of God and 

say anything meaningful for Christian faith. Christian 

theology, on the other hand, could give God the glory 

through its affirmations. Thus, deep into his work on his 

Church Do.c:ma tics, Darth could say; 

Several are seeking to track down the secret of the 
real or ostensible change of direction ':<'hich I am sup­
posed to have made sometime bet~een 19J2 and 19J8, or 
rather later according to some E-ocholars. From my ov.n 
standpoint, the comparatively sir·1ple truth is that, 
although I still enjoy debate, I have gradually ac­
quired more and more feeling for tr.e e.ffirmations by 
and vii th v.rhich we can live and die. 23 

Indeed, as Barth concentrated on these affirmations 

he discovered two things about himself and his theological 

vocation. The first was in rege.rd to his twelve years in 

the pastorate. He recalled, "It was extremely fruitful for 

me, •.• to be compelled to engage myself much more ear-

nestly than ever before ~ith the Bible as the root of all 

Ch . t• ... h. l" d. , . ,2LJ. rls J.an L, .ln .. ang an -ceacnlng. · This led Barth to his 

22Karl Ba::--t!-1, Anselm: Fides Qu.aerens Int81lectum1 ~---~---­
----t-rafi"s~--Ta:n·rr~--""Ro15erts-on--TRichmond: John Knox Pr.:~ss I 1960), 

57 '' -"'-'- ~ . _,_ 4 b ~ 1 p. • nereaiL.cr ClGeu y :>nse_m. 

2 JKarl Barth, CJ, III/4, trans. A. T. !i1ackay, T. H. 
L. Parlcer, H. Knight, ii. A. Ker.!..'l.edy, J. f-~arks, ed. G. U. 
Bromiloy anr'l IT' "'C "'o-r"Y'~n'"'a ( 7c'll"nb'lY"'~-h m r- '11 "lar1.r 1 Co'1) .- '-.... ..,-..J.. .l.. • .:... • _:_ ..._ ~ Cl..!. \.... •._.. .!._,- - •.._ .,l,. c,~ : j_ II t_i; .l.. II V- .... :.. J .J.. j . ' 

p. xiii. Inasmuch as 3romiley and Tor:~a.'l.ce are the general 
editors for the v10rk from CD I/2 on, subsequent citations, 
for the sake of brevity, shall not reiterate this datum. 

2L~B . h ar-c. , "On Systematic Theology," p. 226. 



12.5 

second discovery, the conviction that theological training 

must orient itself to Scripture if it would serve the Church 

and prepare the pastor. Thus, he stated: 

The aim of teaching systematic theology, as I see 
it, consists in the student's learning to orientate his 
thought as rigorously as possible within the message 
entrusted to the Church, a practice which is indispen­
sable for his future work as pastor of a church as well 
as for any academic occupation which may fall to him 
later on.2.5 

As student, pastor, and teacher, Barth was ever 

mindful of not only the centrality of the Gospel, but of its 

nature as vrell. "Its content is message, kervg·ma, proclama-

tion. Indeed it is message of a special kind, namely, the 

message which brings and is calculated to awaken joy."26 

Barth, a pastor, because he had to say something, and be-

cause this something could only be God's Word, was a prophet. 

For Barth, however, it was not the latter leading to the 

former. Rather, one was a prophet simply, and precisely 

because his pastoral task must alv;ays be, "to say that God 

becomes man, but to say it as God's word, as God himself 

says it."27 

There is a note of authority in pastoral proclamation. 

power and authority. Certainly Barth himself spoke with 

authority. Critics were sometimes moved to complain that 

2.5Ibid., p. 227. Note: this thought recorded by 
Barth in 1960. 

26Karl Barth, C1J, IV /4, trans. G. 1/J. Bromiley 
(Edinburgh~ T. & T. Clark, 1962), p. 802, 

27B ..l-h Ht ... l·i~' 1 Q9 arv ' ~' p • .J.._, a 
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Barth wrote, "as though he v-·ere sitting in the lap of God 

and laying bare the very heart of the Alrillgh ty, telling the 

seeking world just what God has to say about all sorts of 

things." 28 But such criticism really misses the point. 

Hans Urs von Balthasar is much nearer the truth: 

The whole pagea...~t of Barthian theology, from its 
earliest days on, \':as dorainated by the same single­
minded preoccupation. Barth v·as consumed with a passion 
for God. His outlook and terminolog~y may change, but he 
resolutely refused to move one inch ro:ay from ~he center 
where P.evelation, biblical man, and the upright believer 
reside. Not.for ?ne.mom~nt did he forget t~~t t~e pur­
pose of crea~lon lS ~o g1ve glory to God. rl1s alm was 
to spell out this glory, to show his love for it, and 
to reve2.1 its grancleur. Rarely in Christis.n circles 
has love for God echoed so forcefully through a man's 
lifetime v·ork. 29 

Barth's Fethod and T:ressag:e ·Prom Ro~nans throu,g-h AnseJm 

To extol God was Barth's aim, but to proclaim the 

Word of God was his means to this end. Simply put, the 

message of the Church is, for Barth, the Gospel, and the 

Good News is Jesus Christ~ the glory of God. The pastor 

must preach, and from the beginning Barth sought to answer 

the questions surrounding the sermon. 

The well-known situation of the pastor working at 
two desks in his study, the historical-critical and the 
practical, was deplored by many, but Barth made a 

28~Hlliam C. Fletcher, ThE::' I:~oderns (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, 1962), p. 150. Fletcher's chapter on Barth (pp. 
110-128) is a somewhat different kind of introduction to 
Barth, dealing as much ~ith literary concerns as with doc­
trine. One of the few intelligent studies of any length 
written by a scholar who is neither Reformed or Catholic, it 
is sympathetic and generally correct. 

29von Balthasar, TKB, p. 151f. 
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constructive effort to make one desk out of the two. 
Herein we may find the strongest impetus which led Karl 
Barth to put his hand to the plow in an unusually 
determine~ way.JO 

In The EpL:;tle to the Romans (first edition), Barth 

determined, "to see through and beyond history into the . 

spirit of the Bible, which is the Eternal Spirit ... 31 But, 

this did not, as far as Barth could see, mean having to 

choose between the historical-critical method of investiga-

tion and the doctrine of inspiration. Although he confessed 

that if driven to choose betv:een the t\vo he would "without 

hesitation" adopt the latter, he was able to also say, "I am 

not compelled to choose between the two ... 32 

Putting his two desks together, the result v:as 

startling. The distillation of the first edition provided 

by Hans Urs von Balthasar is enlightening: 

The theme is dynamic eschatology, the irreversible 
movement from a doomed temporal order to a new living 
order ruled bv God, the total restoration (anokatast~sis) 
of the origin;l, ideal creation in God. This movement 
of a doomed world, which still knows its true origin but 
cannot get bac}c to it on its own, is due solely to God, 
who shows his mercy in Christ. In Christ he implants 
life in the dead cosmos. In Christ he imPlants a seed 
which will sprout and spread overpoweringly until every­
thing is transfor:r:1ed back into its original splendor. 
All this will not take place in plain view but will work 
itself cut eschato .33 

·-······---·-· ··---

This enthusiastic vision was met by mixed reviews. 

Barth's own growth, aided by the critics, convinced him to 

JOHerzog, "Theologian of the Word of God," p. 376. 

31Barth, Roman~, p. 1. 

33von Balthasar, • ' Jo 8 op. c l -r. • , p. ..., . 
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rewrite the commentary. In this second edition Barth con-

fessed: 

I know that I have laid myself open to the charge of 
imposing a meaning upon the text rather than extracting 
its meaning from it, and that my method implies this. 
My reply is that, if I have a system, it is limited to a 
recognition of what Kierkegaard called the 'infinite 
qualitative distinction' between time and eternity, and 
to my regarding this as possessing negative as ~ell as 
positive significance: 'God is in heaven, and thou art 
on earth.' JLI-

By so voicing this conviction Barth understood him-

self to be a descendent of the theological line running back 

through Kierkegaard, Luther, Calvin, Paul, and Jeremiah. 

However, this line did not include Schleiermacher in Barth's 

estimation because Schleiermacher had an inadequate viev: of 

man's need, and because, "one can not speak of God simply 

by speaking of man in a loud voice ... 35 Barth believed that 

Paul had spoken to him and what had been said was entirely 

about an awesome, transcendent God. But, despite the dis-

tance of the call from God to man, the content of the mes-

sage was very good news indeed. 

In The Letter to the Romans, both editions, Barth 

was concerned with exegesis. Even as late as 1932, Barth 

----was--st-ill-pressed-by--criticism--toreass-ert,-"f.'!y sole aim-l•ras­

to interpret Scripture ... 36 But, intentional or not, a theol-

op;y emerged f'rom the commentary unlike any other theology of 

the time. The minister confronted by a sermon to the people 

34Barth, Romans, p. 10. 

J6Barth, Romans, p. ix. 

J5Barth, l:JGlJJ';[, p. 196. 
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suddenly found himself preaching to a great many people. 

Barth, the village pastor, was directed to the task of 

theologizing. 

It is because he is a preacher that the preacher has 
forced upon him the critical task of theology, but be­
cause he is a preacher he must also go on to take up 
the positive task of theology, in seeking to unfold and 
develop the content of the Church's message by the rig­
orous control of exegesis and under the guidance of the 
historic confessions of the Church.37 

The theological method which Barth took up in this 

period of 1921-1931 was dialectical. In the necessity and 

impossibility of speaking of God, Barth discerned three 

possible ways that mi~ht be taken in the direction of solv-

ing this problem. Dogmatism and self-criticism, the first 

two, have merit in many dimensions but cannot allow a man to 

truly speak of God. Neither can the third alternative, 

dialectics, and, "it is the way of Paul and the Reformers, 

and intrinsically it is by far the best ... 38 

Dialectics is, instead, the way of witness. "The 

word dialectic • • • refers to a process of setting one word 

against another • • • in order to point out a direction or 

find a way through this unavoidable vis-~-vis ... 39 By using 

denness of God while, at the same time, doing justice to his 

revelation. In this regard it is the function of dialectiqs 

t "d f d th d · · 1· t or"' R 1 .._ · " 40 o, e en e lVlne qua l y eve a~,lon. So the 

37T KBPm orrance, ___ :,J_, P• 

39von Balthasar, op. cit., 

JBB -1-h ar "" , 

p. 59. 

v·w~·ni, p. 2 o6 
40Ibid., p. 6?. 



pastor who may not speak of God is able to give God the 

glory by pointing to him. 
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As Hans Urs von Balthasar has so rightly pointed out, 

Barth adopted dialectics because, "theology needs dialectics 

to serve as a continuing warni11g si_gn and corrective. ~~ 41 

Torrance is also correct in seeing how much Barth's dialec-

tical thinking owed to Kierkegaard, and ho'N for both these 

men the communication through dialectics, "all hinges upon 

th t , . -I- • 1 1 . ' f G l . J c h . ' II 4 2 e concre e n1s~or1ca rea 1ty o oc 1n esus .rls~. 

Both Von Balthasar and Torrance have also pointed out that 

in his dialectical thinking Barth was en~aged in a struggle. 

Barth had to reckon with the problems of theological and 

philosophical language. 1fJhen he had fought through to a 

resolution of these, he could drop the dialectical form and 

move to an even more positive manner of theology. This shift 
~ L~1 was from dialectics to ana~ogy. ' 

During Barth's dialectical period several dominant 

concerns emerged. First, Barth questioned the pervasive im-

manentism, reductionism, and anthropocentrism of liberal 

Protestantism. Against this Barth brought at least two 

41 Ibid. p. 63. Note the full discussion, pp. 58-73, 
for what is probably the best treatment of the subject of 
Barth and dialects. 

42T . t 83 orrance, op. Cl ., p. • 
43see, Torrance, :pp. 88-89, and Von Balthasar, pp. 

73-100. The summary by Torrance is helpful in describing 
this shift: "it is no longer a movement of thought setting 
men apart from God, but a movement referring man back to his 
source in the grace of God the Creator and Redeemer" (p. 89). 
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principal charges. In the first place, this theology had 

forsaken its proper task. Its identification with culture 

by its subjection to culture ultimately rendered it an 

anachronism. In the second place, this theology had for-

saken the object and content of faith. Instead, it had fo-

cused on faith and displaced God v:i th religious self-aware-

ness. 

Second, in Barth's teaching a profound and realistic 

conception of sin became evident. Luther, Kierkegaard, J. 

Milller, Jostoevski, K~hler, and above all the Apostle Paul, 

heavily influenced Barth. Several things were stressed by 

Barth in this doctrine. First, sin is dominant in the world; 

all of man's existence is conditioned by it. Second, death 

clearly reveals the negative, broken relationship between 

God and man. Third, man's sin is bounded and limited by the 

judgment of God. In other words, sin must also be seen from 

God's side. Seen from man's side, sin in its loftiest form 

is religion for it expresses man's utmost possibility, and 

yet his limitation also. At the pointof confrontation be-

tween man and God, man steps forvlard in rebellion. Con-
··-~-·-··-···--··--··-· """ ·--~·. ----tra:sted--to--fh.ls ___ ls--grace: - This is God's claim on and over 

man. Grace is the divine possibility for man that estab-. ~ 

lishes the positive truth of religion, the Law, and ethics. 

Third, Barth made eschatology a dominant motif. In 

this he was principally influenced by Blumhardt, Overbeck, 

and Johannes ~·Jeiss. To a lesser extent Bengel and Schv:ei tzer 

were also influential. Barth gave up a ti~eless eschatology 



to rethinlc this doctrine Christologically. He began to view 

eschatoloFy as focused on not eschaton, but Eschatos, that 

is, Christ who is both the First and the last. 

Fourth, Barth's dialectical thinking became so 

notorious that it became the name for his theology during 

this time. This way of thinking 3tresses that God speaks, 

man hears, and only then does man speak in obedience what he 

has heard. Dialectics came about as a new attempt to do 

justice to the witness of the Bible to the revelation of God. 

Barth's dialectic was vastly different from that of Hegel 

in that no synthesis was sought. Rather, both the Yes and 

the No of God's Word to man were allo~ed to stand and to 

speak through each other. 

Finally, fifth, Barth became vitally interested in 

the Church. Early on, Barth found the theological relevance 

of the Church in its character as the negative counterpart 

to the Kingdom of God. Somewhat later he corrected this 

notion. He found the Church to be the place where the God/ 

man relationship in grace takes place. With its source and 

ground in God's grace, and arising from election and revela-

on, the 

grace into the time and history of man. However, the Church 

is not itself God's revelation nor is its history God's 

revelation. It is and rernains under the judgment of God's 

grace as it av:aits Christ's return. 44 

4l.J·Torrance, KBE'I', pp. LJ-8 -9 5, on "From Dialectical to 
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The climax of this dialectical period came when 

Barth's Christliche DoPJnatik was published in 1927. Unlike 

The Epistle to the Romans, this book did not contain the same 

total rejection of religion. While still viewed as the arch-

enemy of revelation it too is open to God's redemption. 

"Nevertheless, certain themes and motifs from Romans crop 

up in the Prolegomena~ their presence eventually forced 

Barth to reject his new formulation and to start from scratch 

once again." 45 

In the summer of 1930 Barth began to study Anselm. 

When the publication of his results appeared in 1931, it 

represented, "the decisive turning-point in his thinking, 

for it marks the final point in his advance from dialectical 

thinking to Church dogmatics. "46 .L\rnong Barth's findings at 

least six should be identified. First, faith's essential 

nature is fides quaerens intellectum, that is, faith seeking 

understanding. Second, God is seen as que mains cogitari 

neauit, that is, that which no greater can be conceived. 

This reaffirmed Barth's own thought of the exalted, ultimate 

objectivity of God. Third, true knowledge of the object in 

ality. Fourth, the rational nature of knowledge involves a 

Dogmatic Thin1cing." These five considerations should be com­
pared with those identified by Von Balthasar who, as a Roman 
Catholic, focuses partic~larly on Barth's concept of the 
Church. 

''5 ~ Von Balthasar, TKB, p. 77f. 

46 Torrance, op. cit., p. 182. 
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relation of likeness, or resemblance, between it and the 

object it approaches. This relation is not, as regards God, 

a natural point of contact in man. Instead, it arises from 

God's revelation, his self-communicating. Fifth, the rational 

nature of theological knowledge involves a correspondence 

between itself and the object. In other words, theological 

knowledge works with what is given to it by its object. 

When God is the object, faith is the specific mode of ration-

ality, for it is only this that the object allows for the 

establishment and verification of knowledge. To insist on 

any other approach is the height of irrationality. Finally, 

sixth, knowledge of the truth in relation to God moves from 

the ground given it by the object. That is, knowledge of 

God moves from the ground given it by the object. That is, 

knowledge of God moves from actuality outward; it is ~ 

nosteriori, after experience. Theology does not posit the 

possibility of God but proceeds from God's actuality. 47 

At last Barth was prepared to move on to the task of 

constructive theology. In 1932, he began publishing his 

Church Do,q-ma tics. All that had gone on before novr s toed him 

~in ... .g..c;od-~s tead~,.·---Divere-ing ~philosophy-and: D.·isc-ard ing--his··~········~····-

strong dialectical form Barth put to work his new insights. 

His steady focus on Christology became even more prominent. 

So, too, did his hermeneutics. 
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Barth's Hermeneutics 

"Karl Barth ushered in a new era in Biblical inter-

pretation when he published his RHmerbrief at the end of 

World War !."48 But the methods by which Barth interpreted 

Romans brought a storm of criticism. Those -.,vho supported 

Barth became members of a vocal school for a new theology. 

However, this early hermeneutic vias not exactly defined and, 

in time, each crisis theologian moved it in his own particu-

lar direction. For Barth this meant an increased Christo-

logical concentration. 

Barth's hermeneutical movement can be traced in two 

directions. First, "he deepened the historica.l-cri tical 

method and supplemented it with§:. concern for v:holeness en-
• LJ-9 compassin2: text and sub.J ec t-ma tte!"'." By so doing, Barth 

found God's VJord in the words of the Bible. But, second, 

Barth not only went beyond strict historical criticism, he 

also sought, "to correct Biblicism and the theorv of verbal_ 

• · t: · "50 H d t t 1 1-. 1nsp1raw1on. e was concerne o stress he who eness or 

the words and to take them with a greater seriousness than 

either liberalism or Biblicism had shown. 

formulated a new response to it. This problem, which might 

48 Bernard Ramm, Protestant Biblical Interpretation 
(Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1970), p. 69. 

4 9HerzoQ:, "Theologian of the Vford of God," p. 321. 

5°rbid. , p. J22. 
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be expressed in various ways, can be seen in the form of 

two questions. The first is rather general: is there any 

continuity of experience in a world where change appears the 

only constant? Second, and more particularly, is there any 

continuity between the biblical world viev; and ours? These 

constitute the problem, "to which Karl Barth addressed him-

self by pointing to die Sache ·which remains the same, not­

withstanding the variety of its linguistic expressions."5l 

In pointing to die Sache, the substance of the bib-

lical text, Barth found relevance for modern man. "The 

concentration on the subject matter (God, Jesus, grace, etc.) 

bridges the gap betvreen the centuries, and it does so since 

they cannot but be the same • .. 52 This is v:hy Barth found Paul 

speaking so forcefully. The issues which Paul addressed, 

and the ansv.rers he put forward, speak as eloquently to 

modern man as to the man of the first century. This is true 

because God stands above human history. 

Barth elevated Christology to an exalted position 

in his hermeneutic. In doing so he placed himself squarely 

in the middle of the Reformation tradition. As Brevard 

Calvin's interpretation of the Old Testament has 

51J. C. Be.ker, "Reflections on Biclical Theology," 
Interpretation, XXIV (July, 1970), p. J04. 

52Krister Stendhal, "Biblical Theology, Contemporary," 
T t t • , · + · .,. , ' n. b l d G ·· B .!- +.,.._. ' _n erpre er S -'lC,,lQD8.rY 0• "tne "jl, 8 1 e , ,. H. rUwv.~..lCK 1 
e + al 1- (N'e•·' v0..,... 1" ···b~Y'ladon Pre~s 19r..,...,) .,.., 1'?0 v. . •' 1' -,·, .J.. ~l\ ... l t'l ... !....1 ... ~.. .- U • vG , }I• .....,..'-' • 



137 

been frequently misunderstood by modern scholars. On 
the one hand, Calvin inveighed against the fourfold use 
of Scripture that had been-practiced by the fathers be­
cause it destroyed the certainty and clarity of Scrip­
ture. • • . He renounced allegory and demanded that the 
literal sense of Scripture (sensus literalis) be norma­
tive. Yet on the oth~r hand, his own inter~retation of 
the Old Testament frequently spoke of Jesus Christ and 
the life of the church. The usual explanation of this 
dual aspect as a sign of Calvin's inconsistency completeJy 
misses the point. For Calvin the literal sense of the 
Old Testament spoke of Jesus Christ. Once the term 
"literal sense'' became identified with the historical 
sense, which happened in the eighteenth century, Cal­
vin's position became unintelligible. To use another 
terninology, Calvin's literal sense refers to the 
plain sense of the text, but when interpreted within the 
canonical context of the church.53 

For twentieth century biblical scholarship this was 

both sensational and revolutionary. "Christological exegesis 

such as practiced by I,uther and Calvin, among the Reformers, 

or by Barth, Bonhoeffer, or Vischer, among contemporaries, 

was almost universally eschewed ... 54 But Barth brought a 

fresh vigor to theology with this starting point and sparked 

the biblical theology movement of the last few decades. 

However, Barth, characteristically, did not come to be closcly 

identified with the movement. As Childs comments: 

Again, one of the curious things about the whole 
Biblical Theology ~ovement was its misunderstanding of 
Karl Barth's exegesis. . • • Usually it was dismissed 

-------- -by-th-e--Bib-1-ieal--the-oloe:-izns--as--we-11 as· by---theolder ----------- -
Liberals as 'precritic~l,' and at best tolerated as an 
unfortunate reaction against his past. Yet amazingly 

53Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis 
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press,1970), p. 110. See, in 
this regard, Interpretation, XXXI (January, 1977). The en­
tire issue is devoted to the subject of Calvin and the 
Scriptures. 

54 Ibid. , p. 52. 
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enough, Barth remained invulnerable to the weaknesses 
that beset the Biblical Theology Movement.55 

As might be expected, Barth's understanding of her-

meneutics came out of his pastoral concerns. By the time he 

had come to constructing the Church 0o~matics Barth's thinlc-

had vastly matured. When he addressed himself to the pas-

toral, and indeed ecclesiastical task of proclamation Barth 

would not consider the use of any language vvi thin the Church 

that was separated from Scripture. That kind of language 

would be arbitrary religious language. Rather, the procla-

mation of the Church, "must be language controlled and guided 

in the form of a homily, that is, the exposition of Scrip­

ture ... 56 

Accordingly, principles of interpretation must be 

not only sound but relevant. Dogmatics and preaching are 

intimately related. Theology does not operate in a vacuum, 

but in the Church. Proclamation cannot be empty, but must 

be the very content of Scripture. Thus, as has been noted 

by an acute observer: 

In addition to the renaissance of exee:esis and 
biblical theology which Barth's theology ~elped precipi­
tate, one must recall that from first to last he intenced 

--------- ----his--the-elegv---t-e-undergirdt-he preaching or-····the····-church~--~ 

• • • This~interest ls also e~ident i~ the Church Jo?­
matics--a veritable treasure of biblical exepesis and-

~? -~ exposition. • • • .../ 

55rb· d 1~ o 56B~ th 0 " T/1 61'-r l • , p. J.. • ar , ~, .L - , p. ..,.. ~ • 

57 David 1. I:~ueller, Karl Barth (1,'Jaco ~ Uord Books, 
1972), p. 1L~6. 
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Three fundamental hermeneutical principles supply 

the fuundation for the exegesis found in the Church Dog-

matics. First, and detern1inative for Christian theology, 

is the Christological principle. It is obvious that, "in 

Barth's over-all strategy the Christological principle 

reigns supreme, namely, that Jesus Christ is the clarity of 

Scripture and the clarity of every doctrine of Scripture ... 58 

Every text of Scripture stands to bear witness to Jesus 

Christ. But, perhaps, to speak of this as a principle is 

to miss the point. Certainly Barth himself would not allow 

such an abstraction any conscious role in his theology. 

Barth was keenly aware that, "God's thoughts in His 

11\lord do not come to us in abstracto but in concreto in the 

form of the human word of prophets and apostles ...... 59 

Moreover, as Barth realized, ''it is the case, then, that the 

divine Word itself meets us right in the thick of that fog 

of our own intellectual life, as having taken the same form 

as our mvn ideas, thoughts and convictions. "60 It is no 

mere principle of interpretation that bids the exegete to 

relate a matter to and through Jesus Christ. It is the very 

presence of Christ himself, as he is concretely witnessed to 

----~--

58B d R A " " , f' " *" mh , ernar .amm, nanaoooK o~ \_,on,,emporarv L, eo.1.ogy 
(

1·Jm B '""erdn'~nc· Co 19/o/) p c7 'i·erpa~"+er c; ·1-"a' by '1
' 1"'·' u • • D 11Ci..1-U • • 0 , • :J • l ...:... ...L 1_.. ...L v t.! f'l..f ... v .l • 

59Karl Barth, CD, I/2, trans. G. T. Thomson and H. 
Knight (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956), p. 716. 

60Ibid. 



in the Scriptures, who beckons every man to .hear and receive 

the l:Jord of God. 

So, in a very real sense it is misleading to refer to 

a Christological principle. Rather, the presence of Christ 

necessitates the principle of literal sense as utilized by 

the Reformers. The sen~ literalis always stands in the 

presence of Jesus Christ. The exegete, then, must aim at the 

meaning of the text. Barth comments: 

We might glance at this point at the excellent 
definition I'Thi.ch Polanus has D:i ven of biblical interpre­
tat~on: Inter0retat~.o ~acrae'--sc~t_pturae. es~ e:.m_l~~atio 
verl §.EllS1J.~_; et usus lll;Lus, "~/8Tbls P'2r2-n~ cu1 s lnS--cl01Xta 
ad gloriam Jei et aedificationem eccles~_ae. • • • From 
this v:e see thati t is a quest:ion of ( 1) the vPrus sen­
sus and (2) the verus 11:sus of Scripture. Both remain 
obviously clear in and by themselves. Yet both need 
exnlicatio; hence there is a need of interpretation a.YJ.d 
application. The region of the '-."erba, lying betvieen the 
two, is problematical. Here there is a need, 2~Yld there 
arises a-responsibility. It is a question of the verba 
~rspi~ua in regard both to the ~us and also the usus 
of Scripture. That the necessary work of communication 
should be done: ad g;loriam Dei et ae,_d-ification_em. ec­
clesiae, is the task of inte:rpr_s;tation, ancl therefore 
a matter

6 
of the responsibility laid upon members of the 

Church. 1 

This, in a nutshell, was Barth's own perspective. He 

utilized observation, reflection, and appropriation. These 

three stages included the work of historical and literary 

criticism, the interpretation and absorption of meaning, and 

a self-identification with the witness of Scripture. 62 In 

other words, Barth did not engage in a naive manner of 

exegesis. Nor was his hermeneutic "pre-critical." Most 

61 Ibid., p. 714. 



especially was it not "spiritual" exegesis. 

The second fundamental principle of hermeneutics 

discernible in the Church Do~matics is the totality princi-

ple. "Barth has consistently worked from an avowed theolog-

ical context, namely, from the context of the Christian 

' 63 canon." · The Scripture is the witness to the Church of 

the Word of God. But it is not a witness in either abstrac-

tion or part. Just as it is a concrete witness, so it is a 

whole witness. Here, however, rises the question of canon. 

t"Jhat constitutes the canon? Is every part of the Bible also 

a part of the canon? Is the canori closed? "Barth's own 

method of interpreting Scripture by Scripture throughout the 

whole of the Church Dogmatics is the best indication of his 

approach to the question of canon. ,.64 
• • • 

v1Ji th the context of ca.Ylon, the context of any verse 

is the entire Scripture. Bernard Ramm has noted: 

Barth defends some of his odd interpretations, es­
pecially in the Old Testament, by claimlng that he has 
a right to bring the entire contents of Scripture to 
bear upon any particular passage. This is a principle 
difficult to m2~age, but it does say procedurally or 
programmatically that the "universe of discourse," the 
"local," the "habitat" of any passage of Scripture is 
the total Scripture. It sets the general mood, gives 
the general perspecti -.,.e, governs the fundamental assump­
tions, or sets the possible limits of meaning for the 
interpreter of Holy Scripture.65 -

Both the principles of sensus literalis and canonical 

6Jchilds, Biblical Theology in Crisis, p. 111. 

64Ib" d ""' 1
' 1 l ,, P• G"'i' o 

65Ramm, Protestant Bible Interpretation 1 p. 138f. 
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context ar~ implicit in the third. ?aith is the hermeneu-

tical principle sine gu2:_ non for the Church. Hermeneutics 

itself is a search for understanding. Or, as Barth learned 

from A.Ylselm, "Crec1o ut intelligam means: It is my very :faith 

itself that surr~ons me 66 to knowledge." Credo ut intelligam, 

that is, "I believe in order that I might unc.erstand," 

stands at the center of Christian hermeneutics and Church 

dogmatics. 

Taken together within the bounds of the Church Jo.!!-

matics these principles resulted in a body of invaluable 

exegesis. As one of Barth's critics commented: 

He gives a great deal of fresh insight into every 
area of theology, insight v:hich is valid and Scriptural. 
And he is an able expositor of the Scriptures, bringing 
out meanings rrhich other commentators miss time after 
time. He possesses a vast knov;ledge of the Bible a.nd 
he usually lets the Bible spealp: for itself, letting 
Scripture interpret Scripture.o7 

Barth's exegesis is an essential fo~Ddation of the 

Church Do&JTiatics. In fact, "a number of 'the volumes of the 

Doi21Tlatics are little more than huge corr..rnentaries accompanied 

by theological interpretation."68 Obviously, these provide 

a wealth of aids for the pastor. This is just as Barth in-

tended. However, they provide more than simply comment?-ry. 

p. 112f. 

68ceorges Casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, trans. 
and intro. Robert i'!:cAfee Brcr:m Cl'levf York~ Doubleday & Co., 
Inc., 196L~), p. 62. See, for example, CD II/2 (on Hom. 
9-11), and CD III/1 (on Gen. 1-2).- -
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"They are indispensable to a full understanding of the 

theological expositions preceding them, and anyone who wants 

to attack the latter will have to examine first whether the 

biblical exegesis on vihich they are based is at fault. "69 

The Construction of the Dogmat5cs 

As fundamental as exegesis was to Barth in con-

structing the massive Church Dogmatics there ·were many other 

contributing factors as well. John Godsey, in 1956, made 

four general observations about the :Uozrna tics. First, he 

noted how its theology is bm .. md to the sphere of the Church. 

Second, he identified the role of biblical exegesis. Third, 

he found the incorporation of ethics in an integral relation 

to its theology. Fourth, he recognized its completely 

Trinitarian structure.7° 

Godsey also identified twelve of what he considered 

the more obvious methodological principles employed by :Barth. 

These are: 

(1) Dogmatics is a function of the Church. 
(2) Dogmatic thinking is based on the \~ford of God alone. 
(3) The first and last question of dognatics is the ques-

tion about God. 
tLI-) Dogmatic thinking kno·::s only the God revealed in 

Jesus Christ. 

69Herbert Hartvrell, r.r~1e 'I'heolon:v of Karl Barth: An 
Introduction (Philadelphia: Uestminster Pr1:oss, 19blj:J, p. 15. 
Hartwell footnotes this statement to add, "It is at this 
point that many of Barth's critics fail" (n. 64, p. 39). 

7°John Godsey, "The Architecture of Karl Barth's 
Church Dogmatics," :-=Jcott.isl1_ Journal of 'l1heology, IX (!\~arch, 
1956), 236-250. 



(5) Dogmatic thinking about ~he God revealed in Christ 
is automatically Trinitarian thinldng. 

(6) Dogmatic thinking relates every part of dogmatics to 
its Christological centre. 

(?) Dogmatic thinking acknowledges its limits and pre­
serves the mystery of God. 

(8) Dogmatic thinking insists on the freedom of the Gos­
pel from an g_ priori relation to human existence. 

(9) Dogmatic thinking does not separate ethics from dog­
matics. 

( 10) Dog;rnatic thinldng refuses to admit any dualism and 
so refuses to take evil as seriously as it does 
grace. 

(11) Dogmatic thinking moves from action to being, from 
reality to possibility, from Gospel to Law, from 
God's "yes" to God's "No". 

(12) Dogmatic thinldng knows that a dogmatics may be 
both architecturallv beautiful and theologically 
correct.71 v -- ' 

These constitute a good starting point. In a cer-

tain sense, as the above list makes plain, each is united 

with all the others through the enterprise of dogmatic think-

ing. Barth was no irrationalist. "Karl Barth belongs to 

the very centre of the great European tradition which has 

sought to give reason its fullest place in exact and careful 

thinking ... 72 Those who have seen strains of irrationalism 

in Barth have simply failed to understand both his approach 

and thought. A careful reading of Barth's Anselm; Fides 

Quaeren;:-; Intellectum ca."1 provide the information needed to 

avoid such irresponsible judgments. 

A part of the problem in inter~reting Barth's work 

has stemmed from the common failure to miss or disregard 

Barth's own understanding of the history of Church thought. 

71r .d _Ol ., p. 

p. 112. 
72Torrance, KBET, p. .32. See, Fletcher, The I<oderns, 
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Barth found himself in the company of the Reformers in steer-

ing a middle course betv;een two equally rigid and anthropo-: 

centric forms of thought. The following chart illustrates 

this: 

BIBLE 

I . 
August1ne 

------ i Anselm I 

----- \ 
Aquinas 

I 

\ 
\ 

\ I 

\ Reformers 

\\ ~o,tes~~cholasticism 
Schleiermacher 

I I 
ANTHROPOCENTRIC CHRISTOCENTRIC ; ANTHROPOCENTRIC 

I 

I I 
Fundamentalism Liberalism 

i 

I 
Modern Catholicism 

\i 
Barth 

On the one side, Protestantism "fell prey to the 

absolutism with which the man of that period made himself 

the centre and measure and goal of all things."73 This 

happened long before the full devastation of modern liberal-

ism was felt. By the nineteenth century, theologians had 

come to focus their attention on "man's supposedly innate 

and essential capacity to 'sense and taste the infinite' as 

Schleiermacher said, or the 'religious a priori' as later 

73Barth, CD, I/2, p. 293. Cf. p. 4ff, where Barth 
claims that the roots of Neo-Protestantism (his term for 
liberalism) extend back to about 1700. See also, Barth, 
HG, p. 1Jf. 



7/j, 
affirmed by Troeltsch." · With its center man himself, this 

theology could not be one of revelation. It was not a 

theology of revelation "in so :far as it asks first V.'hat is 

possible in God's freedom, in order aften·1ards to inves ti­

gate God's real freedom."75 

Also on this side is'fundamentalism. This is not a 

true inheritor of the Reformation. Protestant Scholasticism 

insisted that every word of the Bible was supernaturally 

inspired, not only as to style but even as to punctuation. 

The freedom of the Reformers was exchanged for a rigidity 

that not only denied the Bible its vitality but its authority 

also. The Scripture's authority was removed from its proper 

source in God and his revelation and placed in the hands of 

man. The true sense of the Scripture's authority, said 

Barth, "is not the 'fundamentalist' one, which would have it 

that the sacred text as such is the proper and final basis 

of knowledge ... 7 6 No, the Bible's authority rests in its 

existence as the final revelation itself. Barth warned: 

But we should be fools--real fools in the biblical 
sense of the word--if either to ourselves or others we 
pretended to be the expert bearers of revelation, ap­
pealing for our authori8ation . • . to a knowledge of 
revelation which is either transmitted to us institu­
tionally or infused personally, like the Poman Catholic 
to the authority of his Church, the "Fundamentalist" to 
the biblical texts, and the sectarian to his inner 

7
,, 
*B th uc ?1 tar , ~· p. ~ . 

7 6I,'.~rl .,....,, .J-h c:"'' IF 12 -~ ...JarlHi, .. ;..}, !; -• 

burgh: T. & T. Clark, 195.P), p. 

75Barth, CJ, I/2, p. 4. 

trans. G. U. Bromiley (Edin-
119, c f. p. :v:.i i ~ 



147 

voice. 77 

On the other side, Catholicism has centered revela-

- 78 tion in the Pope. Tradition's authority, apostolic sue-

cession, and i'::ariology are all elements of a circle that 

denies God's freedom in revelation. The focus is the 

analor-ia entis, that is, the analogy of being. Here a 

point of contact in man is the ground of natural theology 2.nd 

a natural apprehension of God's revelation. Of this Barth 

said, "I regard the analo.sda entis as the invention of Anti-

christ, and thin1':: that because of it one can not become 

Catholic." 79 

Although Barth later retreated from such strong 

statements, he remained in staunch opposition to Roman 

Catholicism's theology of revelation. "The concept •truths 

of revelation,' in the sense of Latin propositions given and 

sealed once for all by divine authority in v•ording and 

meaning, is theologically impossible .• .. so Such a • • 

concept severs revelation from its freedom in Christ Jesus. 

It must be theologically impossible, "if it be the case that 

revelation has its truth in the free decision of God, made 

once for all in Jesus Christ." 81 

Barth's center in Christ necessitated a full respect 

for the function of man as witness to God's revelation but 

77 Ibid. , p. 124. 78Barth, c-u _, I/1, p. J8. 

79Ibid. , p. x. note nez:t line; 

SOTb.d 
~ l • ' p. 16. 81 Ibid. 



never its bearer. He returned to the ReformeTs and to An-

selm for an actualism that moved from the reality of God 

and his revelation downward to man. He respected the free-

dam of God's grace. In all this, Barth claimed to represent 

a truly evangelical theology. 

In contrast to God's freedom is that activity of the 

Church called dogmatics. Between 1927 and 1932, from the 

publication of Christliche Jos:Tilatik until the first part of 

the Church Jorma tics, Barth decided on a significant chan,f::e 

for the title of his systematic theology. If Barth's view 

of Church history has been left largely unexamined, his 

change from "Christian" to "Church" dof.::matics has been left 

equally unquestioned. PArt of the reason for this 7 of course, 

is that Barth immediately explained the change. He explained 

that, "dop:r12.tics is not a 'free' science, but one bound to 

the sphere of the Church, where and where alone it is pas-

"bl ' "bl ~~ 82 Sl e ana sensl _e. However, beyond this, Barth was now 

sure of his purposes, and freed from bondage to existential 

philosophy he could speak not only as an individual but for 

the Church as vrell. Thus Barth could claim, "The communion, 

in and for vrhich I have written this book, is the communion 

of the Church. • 
QJ .. v 

• • 

Dogmatics is not a free science because bound to the 

Church. But it is a real science and its subject is the 

Christian Church. Again the contribution of Anselm shines 

82 Ib"d l • f p. lX. 8JTb"d "- l .• , p. xii. 
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through in Barth's justification of dogmatics as a science: 

"The subject of a science can only be one in which the ob-

ject and sphere of activity in question are present and 

familiar. "84 Jogmatics works vvi th evidence, the proclama-

tion of the Church. Dogmatics is a critical science. It 

measures, evaluates, and corrects the proclamation of the 

Church by the standards of the Holy Scriptures and the con-

fessions of the believing community. 

The exercise of dogmatics in the Christian Church 

is one of faith. 'rhis is true because, "in faith self-test­

ing is necessary in view of responsibility before God." 85 

Apart from faith dogmatics could only be idle speculation. 

By faith it is human action related to the reconciling action 

of God. Because it is the work of faith, dogmatics stands 

in close relation to prayer. In fact, prayer is "the atti-

.... d t ~ h. , d t. 1 • • • bl .. B6 
~.u e a par .!.. rom vt .1c11 ogma 1c wori:: 1s 1mpos s1 e. 

However, dogmatics is dogmatic thin1dng. As a ra-

tional operation of and within the Church dogmatics must 

incorporate within itself an epistemology. Barth had seen 

that "the only intelliFere that concerns Anselm is that 

'desired' by ~al· ...... ,1 " ..L \..1 • 
87 Barth was in agreement with this. 

Like Anselm, he understood that: 

Fundanentally, the quaerere intellectum is really 

84Karl Barth, Jo~atics in Outline, trans. G. T. 
Thomson (New York: Harper & Row, 1959), p. 9. See pp. 9-14. 

85.,.., th .oar _ , C'J, I/1, p. 18 • 86Ib"d ?,... l • I P• c..). 

87Barth, Anselm, p. 16. 
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immanent in fides. Therefore it is not a question of 
faith 'requiring' the 'proof' or the 'joy•. There is 
absolutely no question at all of a requirement of faith. 
Anselm wants 'proof' and 'joy' because he wants inte11i­
gere and he v:ants intell igere because he beli ves. oo 

Faith seeks understanding because it is character-

istic of its very nature. But a problem is present. Or-e 

must move from the moment of faith to that expression of 

understanding called theology. A theologian must adopt a 

stance toward this problem. Barth admitted, "I believe I 

learned the fundamental atti tucle to the problem of knmvledge 

and existence of God • • • at the feet of Anselm of Canter-

bury •• ,.89 . . 
The epistemological process that Barth adapted from 

Anselm bridged the gap from faith to theology through God's 

revelation. For Barth, uchristian faith is the illumination 

of the reason in ~hich men become free to live in the truth 

of Jesus Christ and thereby to become sure of their own exis­

tence and of the ground and goal of all that happens."90 

:Joes this mean salvation by knov-rledge? Not at all, for as 

Barth also explains: 

Christian faith is the gift of the meeting in which 
men become free to hear the rord of grace which God has 
spoken in Jesus Christ in such a way-that, in spite of 
all that contradicts it, they may once for all, exclu- • 
sively and entirely, hold to His promise and guidance.91 

88 1- · · 1 "'~ blQ. , p. CI , 

89v 1 n ~th 0 "" rrj• -'-ran~ T u T P~r1 -Pr ;,J ... \ .. ar l.Jal , ~' ........... .L, lJ ~. • 11 • ...~.J. a. I\ .. --- , •• 

B J h t ·.r t~ • ' . d J L ,,. H . (....,' . , 1 fjl D • o ns on, L. r..nlgh-c, an •. 1'''• ,alre .:::.Qlnourgn~ ~· (.)j 

T. Clark, 1957), p. 4. 

9°Bar'th, Do£crnatics ln Outlir1e, p. 22. 

91Ibid., p. 15. The phrase, "in spite of all that 
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In other ~ords, faith is dependent on revelation for 

its existence but once present faith seeks an understanding 

of the revelation which is the ground of its existence. In-

asmuch as the revelation of God is not static, or present in 

mere propositions, but alive in the person and history of 

Jesus Christ, the knowledge sought by faith is also active. 

In Jesus Christ, God's ~ord to man, there is, "the mediation 

and establishment of a specific knov:ledge, namely, the knov:l-

edge whose subject and content is neither directly nor in-

directly the man who knows, but He Himself, who also mediates 
Q') 

and establh:hes it."/'- 1'he vtord of man must be separated 

and kept dis tinct from the ~'Jord of God. Ean lS to l iste11. to 

God •.s Vord, not speculate on •.;.. 
l v. Bar·th v; arne d_ : 

l;Je cannot impress upon ourselves too strongly that ~_r 
the langua2:e of the Bible ::Cnm·rled,rze ( vada, )( LY,v woK' n v ) 

.......... \......• -- - . . -~~_:_ 

does not :mean the acquisition of neutral in:Co:craation, 
Vihich can be expressed in ~;tc:. tements, principl:::s and 
systems, concerning a being v:hich confronts :nan, nor 
does it mean the en. try .irJ.to passive contcr:~pla tion of a 
being which exists beyond the phe~omenal ~orld. jhat 
it rcall~r FlC>ans is t11e pr·oceEs Ol'""' history .. ir1 r/t:ich man, 
certainly observing and thinking, using his senses, 
. -'- 1"' . r'l • • ' • ' l- - ' • • ll -'-. lnve ~lgence an~ lmaglna~lon, ou~ a~so nls Wl_ , 2.CGlOn 
and "heart," and there fore as v:ho le man, be"<; or:H?f3 av.'are 
of another history v:hich in the first instance en­
counters him as an alien history from ~ithout, and be­
come"' a'·rare o·"' ~t i,n C';1ch ~ corr-"elll'n'" ··;av ,r'l'~+ :l.e .~an,.,o+ .1- W '' ·- ......_- _._ .... .....;,......~ ..... --.... · ~-l]:-1 _ .... -~""). v v.~....,.o,.I.J .L • .._. --J.J. v 

be neutral towards it, but finds himself sumnoned to 

contradicts it," sho\lld not ha·v·e a.ny irra~tior1ali t:.r l~ead into 
l·t. Tlv::. humanitv T"'cciviY'cr God's r""vele~~.tim1 introduces all .- ........ ~ ·- --.; -"- '-'- ··c.~) - ---
and ar1~r elcrn.er1ts of contr2.d.iction. Tf1e re\lelatio11, •'t11e 
word of grace," may be contradicted, but it is not itself 
contradictory. 

Bromiley 



disclose and rrive himself to it in return, to direct . ""' ~-) . hlmse_Lf accord::._ng -to the lav.· which he encounters in it, 
to be tal:en up into i tr3 movement, in short, to demon­
strate the acquaintance which he has been given with 
this other history in a corresponding alteration of 
his own being, action and conduct. ~e can and should 
say even more emphatically that knowledge in the 
biblical sense is the process in vrhich the distant "ob­
ject" dissolves as it ;ere, overcoming both its distance 
and its objectivity and coming to man as acting Sub­
ject, entering into the man who knows and subjecting 
him to this transformation.9J 

This is knowledge~ It is a knm1ing effected by 

God's claim on man and received through faith. This total 

knowledge is instrumental in the transformation of the man 

reconciled to God. Accordingly, it is.to faith that epis-

temology in the Church is related. "But it is the VJord, it 

self as object to it, who makes faith into faith, into real 
oL~ experience.,..,. · 

A great deal of the confusion about Barth's theology 

is centered in the language he used to express his ideas. 

A simple illustration of this is provided by the interpre-

tations of Bernard Ramm and Gordon Clark. As Rar:l.In evaluated 

Barth's epistemology and message he discerned that, "Barth's 

way of writing theology closely parallels the contemporary 

analytic program in philosophy ... 95 Rc.mm identified five 

points that demonstrate this relation. First, a theological 

statement is meaningful if it can be referred to the 1JJord of ,_ 

9Jrb~ ~ 1°..,~' ..LC .. ,, p. U_)J_. 
9

,, 
~n +} c~ T/1 ?6J 1)ar v 1 , _J , ...!.. , p . "-' 1 • 

9 5Dernard ~a:nm, "Kc-:.rl Bartl1 and Analytic Phi los OI)hy," 
The Christian Cer~tur_:y, LXXIX (11 April, 1962), l~)J. 
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God. Second, a theological statement is meaningful if . _,__ 
lv 

refers to Jesus Christ. Third, a statement is meaningful 

if it spea1--::s to the God-and-man covenantal relationship. 

Fourth, a theological statement is verifiable ~ithin the 

structures determined by God. Fifth, theological statements 

are verified within the revealedness of the ~oly Spirit.96 

Ramm's suiP..mation is: 

Barth reco~nizes the peculiar logical character of 
theological st~ternents. They are behests (Defehle), 
not straight factual assertions, and caru1ot be verified 
by ordinary empirical methods. They have a content 
which presumes the faith of' the person and the revealed­
ness of the Holy Spirit. A behest grips us as the 
truth of God as we grasp it in faith and as the Spirit 
illur:1inates it in his v:itnessing pov:er. To speal: of 
verification apart from such a context is therefore 
meaninglessnes~.97 

Clark has an entirely different perspective. He 

accused Barth of having adopted, "a theory of images and a 

process of abstraction that is more Aristotelian than Bibli-

1 .. 98 ca • After citing portions from the first part of 

Clark concluded that, 

"the same section contains broader epistemological statements 

96Ibid., pp. 453-455· These five statements are the 
1 1 •• , ···n r • 1'" '"1 genera neadlngs oy \·.n::_cn "·;am:m _las oq:arnzec rns ar·-clc e. 

Unfortunately, the discussion under e2.ch is too limited to 
be of any real help. 

97Ibid., p. 455· This is an excellent point worthy 
of further attention and development. 

9 8 G o r d on H . C 1 ark , ::.:K:.=:a::=rc...-:l:::--,:;::.B;;;.cc-lc.::r:-t::.;;}t.;:.. __ • ~:::.:.:: --::-=:T:.=:l;:=-:· P=-:c o::....;:.l-;-o-"-rr-'":'i:..c;'-a'--'=1--::1 ;-·~ e:..--.:..:l, h:.:. . .::.o=cl 
(Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Eeformed .rubllshing Co., 
1963)' p. 140. 



to th "' nf'Pe·c+ +J-,<:1+ k""'OVJlp.:lrrc. ic b~r>C>Q' on ~n"::lO'e'"' .. 99 In fact, t ~ ..... _L V u.:.LCi.. v l-.l..i. 1, _._ ._,U..b"·' -"-' Cl......, '-' • _\... llG!..b ,.o..J • 

said Clark, the observer should, "note here the representa-

tional theory of truth: we do not directly perceive the ob-

. t ... 1 1 :1 • .... 1 . . .. 100 Jec a~ ~now erge; ~e perce1ve 1~ on y 1n an 1mage. In 

all of this, Clark was of the opinion that Barth had created 

an epistemological problem in regard to the knovrledge of God 

from which successful extrication was at best highly doubt-

ful. 

As is evident, tv: a variant understandings of :Barth's 

language, both clairning support from the Church Jo.f':m8ti.cs, 

have led to vastly different interpretations of Barth's 

message. In this particular instance, lt is difficult to 

say either Famm or Clark is wholly right or VTong. :J:ov·ever, 

Ramm•s analysis does attempt to keep in mind those episte-

mological guidelines set dov.n by Barth himself. On the othe::::-

hand, while citing evidence to support his case, Clark seems 

to force a scheme of thought on Barth that Barth never 

acknowledged. Tl1us, 'tlhile C1arl~ introduces a few good ob2er-

vations his conclusions lack force because of a failure to 

understand fully the inner d;ynamic of Barth's epistemology. 

Problems of interpretation are not confined to Barth's 

language. Ho·never, • + 1., ., . . ., , 
l v V.'OU Ct DC lffifOS S l D.1. C to discuss these 

problems at every point of exposition. Rather, a very sim-

ple e:{planatior1 as to ~Nt1~' so n1ar1:,. .. arise .is found. in tb.e sin-

gle fact of the ira.rnense length of the Church ::Jopmat'i cs, over 

99rbid. 1001. i d D_ - • 
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eight thousand pages. The followin~ introduction to the 

style is helpful: 

The style of the Church Doc::n.a tics is impre:::;si ve c.nd 
difficult. It expects its reader to have some knov.ledge 
of five languages, and presupposes a considerable back­
ground in theology and its history. The format of the 
1~1 0rl~ l'c:: no+ an '"'a<:!"' 0~1.0 ~+ -f'-irc:·i-, i+ -PoJl01'.'C! "' \{8Y'·y 'J • \. ~; ,. J. v ... 'I:".; "-'.} ..!. ....... Cl v -- ...._ .._. U J - v J. - ~ I • 1o.....- .;--.. ..1... 

loose logical sequence, and repeats its subject matter 
over and over again from different aspects. Every page 
or two there is a lengthy insert in fine print, giving a 
detailed study into a specific, allied problem. Thus 
it takes some getting used to. But the further one digs 
into the ~ork, the easier it becomes. Barth's strange 

t 1 · · · · ' r ;., · ·' · , · , +n s y e lS no .. c unsul<:ea ·..,o ,.ls <:nlnl::lng, anG vJ.<?. rr:ore one 
becomes accustomed to ~arth, the more he appreciates it, 
r.> • ' • .. # 1 • , , ~h .. -1- 1 1 .r: or l -c lS Cie::.~lgnec~. ·co ne..!.p " e reacter cov2r cne grounec 
as rapidly or· as carefully as he vd.shes to. 'I'he lan­
guage, for all its learning, is easy, dramatic, and 
powerful. It alternate::: bet';'een rigid, schol2.rly 
analysis and eloquent preachin~{ with the preaching 
element far the dominant one.1u_ 

It should be obvious that studying Barth is no easy 

t 1 B·ut: · t · · ., , · as-:. ~ l- ls lmmense..Ly rev,ra.rolng. Barth had the rare 

capacity to cause men to thinlc and give God the glory. n• nls 

work is rich in thought and praise to God. Any problems must 

be faced, but they must not be allowed to stand in the way 

of a thorough appreciation and appropriation of 

which Barth put forward. Yet, to gain an accurate and 

1 ..L.. l .., 1 • ' ,... re a~lve_y comp~e-ce plc-cure OI the Chv.rch JJogr:,.atics demands 

not only an av:areness of Earth's hermeneutics, his vie-w of 

Church history, his epistemology, language, and style, but 

also the dis~inctive methodological features that attend 

them. 

The first of these is what has often been referred 

101 -Fletcher, The ~oderns, p. 11J. 
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to as Earth's positivism. Crdinarily, this term refers to 

a way of thinking that limits acceptable verification of 

truth statements to verification established solely on the 

empirical evidence of the physical world. i:ihen applied to 

a theological system it refers to any system built imme-

diately upon some theological foundation and not having ar1y 

substantial or dependent connection vii th metaphysical or 

philosophical foundations. In this sense, Barth was a posi-

tivist when he built his theology on God's revelation given 

in Jesus Christ. Nor was Barth the first to be positivi2tic 

in his approach. "Reformation theology also was positivistic 

in the sense that it renounced the scholastic method of the 

Roman Catholic theologians and taught the self-credibility 

( t . .. . ) ,., . , c~-- . -~-.· c-. • . .. 102 au opls na OI "tne urls ~,lan uCrlp"tures. 

Unfortunately, through the influential interpretation 

of Jietrich Bonhoeffer this concept gained so much popu-

larity it beca~e a convenient label by which to put Barth 

in a theological corner. t'Ihat 'Nas worse, the m2 .. nner of Ban­
I 

hoeffer's interpretation, especially as adapted by the secu-

lar theologians of the sixties, caused many to dismiss Barth 

as irrelevant. Bonhoeffer wrote: 

Barth was the first theologian to begin the criti­
cism of religion,--and that rc~ains his really great 
merit--but he set in its ulace the positivist doctrine 
O J::> re·vnl~7inV'I 1''hicl- "'"'.'C' ~r p+'.!:'cc+ - .. f'Tla·i--c i+ QY' lc'-''1"" .l _ ,_..._C..v---.!..1. ,1 _.... ~1 ,._,o·JI....J _..,J. ........... ..Lc.: Vf -- ... ~.,.._, _v .L . '--'i.,...l.. v 

l•+"• i.TlrrJ"i"t'i "liJ,~+f1 fl1Y"i1'lifil' Q"l" an\r+h,i~l'~ C"ll~ .... ,~. C.""::[P'""".L,\r+hl~.cr v • , __ t:;-'-J.- .............. v ... , ................ ..~. ......... J..; _ -J \.IJ. ·-'"" ~cl ..._ .. _._..._......,, ............. .J v __ ... l
0 

which is an equally significant and necessary part of 

102namm, RHCT, p. 129. 
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the whole, which latter has to be swallowed as a whole 
or not at all.10J 

Bonhoeffer saw in this an unhealthy separation of 

the Church from the world. He believ~d Barth was leaving 
. 104 the v10rld to its ovm dev1ces. But Barth found this a 

strange accusation. This so-called positivism of revela-

tion, "which Barth, in a letter to Eberhard Bethge, Bon­

hoeffer's biographer, describes as incomprehensible," 105 

is not a matter of stone tablets fallen from heaven. 

"Revelation, he contends, is not a rigid codex but an appeal 

to all men and, above all, a story, the story that God has 

t d . +. d . 11 t " 1 06 ac e , 1s ac ..,1ng, an. Wl ac among men. 

Theological positivism is necessitated by the Word 

of God. Barth had noted that, "in dogmatic systems the pre-

supposed basic view acquires inevitably the position and 

function v;hi ch • • • can be ascribed only to the irJord of 

103Dietrich Bonhoeffer, I;etters and Paners from 
Prison, trans. R. H. Fuller, ed. Eberhard Bethge (New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 1962), p. 168. 

104Ib" d 1 /p n 1 ., p. _o~'I• 

Cf. this: "In sum, his objections to Barth appear 
to be: (1) He identifies revelation with doctrine, so that 
faith becomes law. (2) Joctrine is understood not as the 
central articles of faith but as the vthole dogmatic system. 
(3) The world is left alone, to its o'::n devices, because 
Barth offers no suggestions for a nonreli;9:ious interpreta-
t • . n r.h • + • •-"- . A 1. t. • • h • • . +' d If lOll. OI ~ rlS0lan1~y. 8 ~oge ner, ~'1lS lS OrwnO oxy .. , 
Robert T. Osborn, "Positivism and Promise in the Theology 
of Karl Barth," Internretati on, XXV (,July, 1971), 287. 

105Hartwell, "last Thoughts of Karl Barth," p. 197. 

106Ib" , 10.. 
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God."l07 Revelation, however, while indeed the truth, is 

not a truth fixed and limited in a view, idea, or principle. 

It can only be reported concretely. 108 As that given by 

God,.revelation alone, and in-and-of-itself, is the sole 

acceptable foundation of theology. 

A far less controversial feature of the Church Do~-

matics is its appearance as a scientific theology. 'l1he 

essence of science is the inductive method of proceeding 

from particulars of datum to general statements. In a 

strict sense this meant for Barth the movement from the con-

crete reality of God and his revelation outv<'ard. In a less 

strict sense Barth saw this as the approach utilized by 

Schleiermacher in his concept of theology regulated by one 

principle consistently followed. The Reformers also operated 

in this manner, only not thoroughly enough: 

It was, of course, said that Holy Scripture is the 
Word of God to the extent that it presents Christ. But 
the programme of Reformation theology did not al.lov.• for 
~ny radical consideration of the meaning, importance and 
function of Christology in relation to all Christian 
knowledge. For that reason this theology was in many 
spheres· • • . able to think ZL."'ld argue from Christolog-v 
only very indirectly and implicitly, or not at all.109 

A variety of terms illustrate Barth's own scientific 

thrust. It is characterized by objectivism. This foundation 

l07Barth, CD, I/1, p. 862. 108 Ibid. 

109Karl Barth, CD, IV/1, trans. G. ·,·-J. Bromiley (r'l'e'.v 
Yorl~• Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), p. 366. Cf. Ra!mn, 
Pl[rHfl 2'' • -'- n ' • • :1 .l' • 1 '- d • 0.£.:::0:.., p. 4; an lns ~.,ance OI nls repea -cec .1 al ure \,o .. o JUS-
tice to Barth's d,mamism by reducing concrete realitv to an 
abstract "principle"--som.c:thing Barth studiously avoids. 
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is the recognition of a reality independent from man and 

totally non-contingent. Barth's dogmatic theology is also 

characterized by in concreto theologizing. Rather than a 

process of abstraction, Barth's theology is shaped by the 

reality of the self-revealing Triune God. Given an objec-

tive reality outside man, theology can and must proceed on 

the basis of that reality, in its "given-ne:::s." Thus, there 

is a focus on actualitv as over against possibility~ This 

is descriptive of a movement in thought from reality, from 

what is given in revelation, and not from philosophical 

speculation. All of this leads to the in actu character of 

ontology. In other 'Nards, Barth's ontology is one of ac-

tualism, that is, acting and being cannot be separated. 

is for this reason that Barth could include ethics in the 

doctrine of God. 110 

Again, a somewhat controversial feature of Barth's 

Church Do~matics is the treatment of history. Evangelicals 

in the United States, in particular, have been confused a..Yld 

troubled at this point. The German terms Historie, 

Geschichte, and Heilsgeschichte, all referring to history, 

are sometimes not clear to A<·nerican evangelicals. Occasion-

ally, an 2nglish translation fails to bring out a clear dis-

tinction of v:hat in the German original is designated by 

110As is obvious, much overlap exists among these 
features. For a more comnlete analysis see Hartwell, The 
Theology of Karl Bartl'>: !\.;1 Introduction, pp. 20-J?. Hereaf­
ter cited by ?KBI. 
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more than one term. Historie has been distinguished from 

Geschicte as an objectified reportable history is from 

history as act, or as event. This is not to imply that 

Geschichte is unknown history. Rather, it is in a sense, 

~xistential history. Heils~eschichte, or "salvation his-

tory," is a term popularized by Oscar Cullmann, and is used 

with reference to the history of the Bible. It is "holy 

history" because it records the acts of God. 

Part of the problem in regard to Barth's view of 

history has been in the identification of his understanding 

of Heilsgeschichte with that held by Cullmann. In his 

classic Christ and m• llme, Cullman~ repeatedly expressed his 

separation from Barth at crucial points. To be sure, there 

is a fundamental unity in their approach as well. But 

Cullmann believed he found in Barth, "the last traces of a 

philosophical and non-Biblical statement of the relation 

between time and eternity." 111 In this regard, Hartwell's 

treatment of Barth on this subject is deficient although 

what he has said about Barth's view of Heilsgeschichte is 

d f •t 112 goo as ar as l goes. Unfortunately, Hartwell is not 

alone in passing over this distinction and the protests of 

111 oscar Cullmann, Christ and Time, trans. F. V. Fil­
son (Philadelphia: ~·Jestrninster .i:·ress, 19b'4), p. 60n. Cf. p. 
xiii. See, also, p. 12, where Cullrnann reserves final judg­
ment in anticipation of Barth's CD, V, never-written but 
planned as the treatment of eschatology. 

112see, Hartwell, TKBI, p. JO-J2. Hartwell's analy­
sis is good but some reference to Cullmann V!ould have been 
helpful. However, the reader familiar with both Barth and 
Cullrnann can discern differences on the basisof Hartwell's 
discussion. 
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Cullmann have, by and large, gone unheard. 

Brevard Childs is a notable exception. He has noted, 

"Barth's ovm concept of Eundeso-eschichte should not be iden-

t • n • d • • 1 t} 1 • '• • J h • ' ..!.. fl 113 llle Wl~D 18 C aSSlC Hel .S£8SC ~CDGe. 'I'hat is, 

Bundes~eschichte, the ''covenant history," is determinative 

for Heilsgeschichte. With this understanding Barth's view 

becomes much clearer: 

The history of salvation is the history, the true 
history viliich encloses all other history and to which in 
some way all other history belongs to the extent that it 
reflects and ilJustrates the history of salvation. • • • 
No other history can have any indepcmdent theme in 
relation to this history, let alone be a f:eneral and 
true history in the context of which the history of 
salvation can only be one among others. The covenant 
of grace is the them:r' pf history. The history of salva-
t . . . h h. . ' 1 •'· lOTI lS L. e . lSLOry.~~' 

Bundesgesch; chte differs from Cullman.n' s Heils-

P;:eschichte in its conception of time. For Cullmann, Heils-

geschichte is Offenbaru:nf':S.:Teschichte, that is, the "history 

of revelation." 'rime is linear and the biblical time line 

consists of a succession of individual saving-events. Eter-

nity is simply the line extended so that time is unending, 
1 1 "' or is an infinite series of ages.--~ 

• 

11 3c h · 1 d n • · 1 · 1 m h , · r · · 2 L 1 1 s, Llb.lca_ k.eo~OPV 1n 0rlsls, p. ~ n. 
This is in reference to Childs' observation that Barth 
"v:ould have nothing to do with Ee ils<":es chich te.. • . • " and 
thus avoided a weakness that beset the Biblical Theology 
Movement (p. 110). 

11L~ Karl Barth, CD, III/1, trans. J.~·J. Edwards, 0. 
Bussey, and H. Knight (:E::dinburgh: T. &: T. Clark, 1958), p. 60. 

115~) . .-1 }" • i 1 1 .. 0 (' 11 " c . . p • " .: av1u. 1. '.JaJ.. __ ace, !SCar vU mann, rea"'CJ.Ve l·~J.nns 

in Contenmorarv TheoJorr'.r, ed. P. E. Hughes (Grand ~:apids: 
~·Jm. B. E;;erdmans Co. , 1966) , p. 168. 
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On the other h<:md, for Barth Offenbarun.:-rsrreschichte 

is within Bundesaeschichte. The stress is not on the his-

tory of revelation but on revelation history. "Revelation 

is never a predicate of history; on the contrary, history is 

a predicate of revelation." 116 The event of revelation in 

time means God has time for man. However, time and eternity 

are qualitatively different. Eternity is related to time 

as pre-temporality, supra-temporality, a.YJ.d post-temporal-

ity.117 

God's covenant is seen in history. Specifically, 

it is displayed in time, and +. vlme is marked by creation as 

the first among God's v.rorks. "All the things dis tine t from 

G db . ,.,~+h._,_ ,.118 o · egln ,, .!.. " l ". The Bible witnesses to this act of 

God. To this most American eva.Dgeli-:-c..ls can readily agree. 

But Barth has taken one further step that appears suspicious. 

"In accordance ••• with the unique nature of 

theme, the biblical history of creation is pure saga • 

.. 119 At once questions are raised. Joes the te:::-m • • • 

"saga" denote something that is false? Is "saga" history? 

l1hat is really meant by "sa.a-a"? 
0 

How does it differ from 

myth? To each of these Barth had an ansvver. 

116otto r,Jeber, I:arl Ba:c'th'~' Church Jo;::::r::atics: An 
Introductorv ~enort on Volwnes l:l to lii:l~, trans. Arthur 
(" C 1.,..,~ ------r-::; "l S>rl 1 -,-,{ • •• ': .~-'-. ~c~r·-'-o ":; ·~~,~ 105'')) t;O vo OCl.,;.a.ne ,.:..l.l~c..v .. U • .l-'•11 . ..-1 • .tS.:;vlTl.Ld·:::>l..vT J:Yt:.=-~<o 1 , _; 1 p. _.;Uo 

See also, Barth, CJ, I/2, pp. L~S-70; IIartv,'ell, TY:BI, p. Jlf. 

11 7 Barth , C J , I/ 2 , p • L~ 5 ; C J , I I/ 1 , p • 61 9 • 

,..,.T/1 ..Ll.-L __ , p. 4-3. 119Tb • rl -'- lc.. J p • 82. 
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First, the concept of "saga" must be distinguished 

from "history." This does not mean "saga" describes an 

imaginary event. According to Barth, "A saga is a poetically 

designed picture of a concrete once-for-all pre-historical 

'Geschichtswirklichkeit' [historical reality], subject to 

temporal-spatial limitations." 12° Klaas Runia, conservative 

scholar and author of an important book on Barth, has 

examined this definition closely and put forViard some obser-

vations. These clarify the relation of "saga" to "history." 

Runia notes first that in a more general definition 

the "pre-" on the word "historical" v:oulcl be omitted. It 

appears here in connection with the creation event and story 

which is, at least in terms of man, pre-history. The 

definition embraces two elements. In the first place, "saga" 

deals vii th an event that did happen. Creation, for example, 

did happen. But, in the second place, this event is not 

such that it can be expressed by ordinary human language. 

Runia explains~ 

They are .. geschichtliche" (historical) reality and 
belong to the succession of time-filling events. But 
they are not "historische Geschichte" (historical his­
tory), i.e., they are outside the reach of all historical 
observation a.nd record. 'l'hey cannot be described in 
our ordinary words and concepts.121 

120Klass Runia, Karl Barth's Doctrine of Holy Sc~in­
ture (Grand Rapids: i;Jm. J. :._<;erdrnans Co., 19o2), p. 92, citin~-; 
l{ "l Ol'rl-~ rboc: c.T"'lcr c h~ iro 'c ~. ':.1" ,'1' 0 (~~1-,· ~-"'-'- f19c:r:) ,-,l'<o 1·. '-de .. ~, cc8l .:>c.8wC"''8CcnJ . .., ,.n .• E .. l lQ:"' ·-~c,~r-'-1 .. , •,..t. ..J.J 1 

p. 14Jf. City and publisher unavailable for Ridderbos. 
12 1t=:un~a }(ar] Ba.,....th'·:o 'octrJ'ne of l..fnl'r C":!c,.~J·nr·JrA .,., _ ..:. J... J .... -'- _ , ~ _ ~_.. _; _ • _ ~ , 1. ... ,_.. -·· ,_1 u _ . ~ v L._ .._.. 1 l-'" 

92f. De;:;pi te all this, ?unia still states, '"l'he vrhole idea 
of saga is to be utterly rejected •••• ," (p. 95)! This, 
however, is unreasonable. 
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Second, the concept of "saga" must be distinguished 

from "myth." Barth very carefully made this distinction on 

the basis of the respective definitions of "saga" and "myth." 

There is no artificial distinction because each term very 

definitely points to something and in each instance what is 

pointed at cannot be truly labelled by the other term. Barth 

clearly defined myth. 

The customary definition that myth is the story of 
the gods is only superficial. In myth both the gods and 
the story are not the real point at issue, but only 
point to it. The real object and content of myth are 
the essential principles of the general realities and 
relationships of the natural ancl spiritual cosmos which, 

0 d" J· ,-; M t' h' _,_- J _f'O r'l 1n .lSGlnc~1on rrom concre -e. 1s~ory, are noc con~1ne~ 
to definite tim.es ancl places. ·rhe clothing of their 
dialectic and cyclical-movement in stories~of the gods 
is the form of myth. ~he fairy tale, ~hich is more 
interested in details th2J1 in the 'Nhole (as are legend 
and anecdote in relation to saga), and which inclines 
not to concrete history but to all kinds of general 
phenomena, truths or even riddles of existence, is a 
degenerate form of myth as are legend and anecdote of 

~ ~20 saga • .!. ?:.-

Obviously, then, "saga" is a li tera•ry term used to 

describe various portions of the biblical material. 

does not denote something false. It does describe events 

that actually happened. It is not the sar:1e as "myth." 

Yet, despite this, questions still remain in the minds of 

many. Uhy is this? Tv:o reasons might supply the answer. 

First, the term "saga" has unsavory connotations to many 

people, scholarly and U.>'lschooled alike. Second, the general 

tenor of Barth's lai'1g:.:::ge is unusual enough to keep many 

122Barth, CD, III/1, p. 84. 



cau.tious minds unsettled and suf:;picious, especially when 

Barth talks about such crucial events as the Resurrection. 

Therefore, a fe~ concluding remarks are in order. 

Since Barth's understanding of the Resurrection is suspect to 

some, this must be examined. ';Jilliam Hordern has noted 

that, "Barth's v..rhole system was built upon the historical 

nature of the revelation, that it was an event that hap-

pened--that Jesus Christ was born of a virgin and raised from 

the dead. "12 3 But this testir:wny is, of course, not enough. 

However, Barth was himself quite clear on the matter. 

In an exegetical study of Matthew 28:16-20, Barth 

made tv:o significant observations about ':lhat he termed "the 

fact of Easter. " These vrere: 

1. t·Je must be quite clear that these accounts relate 
a real event in space and time, a1!d not just some 
thought or idea. -
• • I t • 0 e • I f I • • • • • e I e • • • I I I I I w 

2. These texts speak of an "historically" incon­
ceivable event, but do not mean that this event was 
subsequently interpreted or construedi ~uch less invented 
by the faith and piety of the Church. 2'+ 

Certainly this is unambiguous enough to perceive 

what Barth meant. Nevertheless, a fev1 further remarks are 

in order. First, Barth also remarked in the same place 

that, "to speak here of a 'myth' would be to confuse 

123"Faith, History and the Resurrection" (Appendix), 
Hi storv Be Chris ticmi tv, John Uarwick Uiontgomery ( Dovmers 
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1964-5), p. 86. 

124Karl Barth, "An Exegetical Study of r.:atthew 28: 
16-2 0 , " tr an::: • ~ h o mas '·: i e s e r in J:' he The o 1 o r.v._o.:...;_ :"-f' _t-::"--'.:...:h_e..,_..........:.C...::.h=r'-"i=s=-· ..~..;..:~ i=a::=c"='. 
'" • ' ,.., rr \ ' ( rr -. l . b . - .. , 19 ' 1 ) Ll:3S::!.on, ea. u. n. Ana.ersen .ew :t.or .. c: i:l. ln£0:!.1on l~ress, o , ----c:::r-,.. . 
pp • ...JO-:J7• 
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However, "these narratives are recounted not in the style 
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of history but, like the story of creation, in the style of 

historical saga." 126 

One cannot read the Church -J0£1natics (or anything 

else by Barth) without quickly coming to the realization 

that, as far as Barth is concerned, everything in theology 

begins, ends, 2.nd continues througholl.t solely on the ob-

jective actuality of God's self-disclosure in Jesus Christ, 

who as the Son of God and Son of man was born, lived, died, 

a.Yid, yes, resurrected in the framev:orlt of his tory. "C)aga" 

does not deny history. Yet a few still persist in reading 

a subjective twist in Barth because, as Carl Henry expressed 

it, "the objectifying elements Barth introduced into his 

system are not really objects of historical rec--:;earch. "127 

This criticism was met by Hordern who first asserted that 

history as the investigation of \Vhat has happened in the 

past was indispensable to Barth in his \:hole system. His-

tory in this sense is present in the witness of the Scrip-

ture. However, Hordern went on to add: 

But if by history you mea:'l what so many people 
mean today, that whic~, can be verified by r:1odern his­
torical method (and when that in truth means that bv 
definition cmy miracle cannot have been historical)·: 

125Ibid., p. 56. 

126 ..-J..-birl .,.., r:7 i-!:>r~p th~ '''ordc: "'"'+ylr, .. and "hl·~-_ _.._., !""• _) 4 .iJ. ....... _. ~o.C ~' ....__\.J ~v ~C· 0 

torical" must be empha~.ized to retain Barth's thrust. 'rhc= 
Resurrection really did happen. 

127"Faith, History and the ~esurrection," p. 85. 
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then it seems to me that Barth is forced to say that 
historical criticism cannot help the Christian faith, 
or that it cannot p:coduce anything other than a non-
1:::iblical Jesus. Tiv definition it cannot, if this is 
vthat one means by historical rnethod, and this is \·:hat 
is widely meant. That is why Barth, speaking of the 
resurrection, can say, Of course this is not historical 
if by history (I am not quoting him verbatim) you have 
the concept that miracles arc not historical by defjni­
ti on. But, he says (and I can imagine the tviinl\:le in 
hl.Q eye) +ha+ c1 oc~n'~ moan l·~ dl'~n'~ hap~en Tn othe~ ... u 1 v..... v t t_ .. )....J V l;_.,_. ... L u L .... .J:! , ... !. • - 1.1. .... 

words, Barth is arguing that more has happened objective­
ly . • . than what would be discovered by historical 
method.128 

There is nothing of radical discontinuity between 

Barth's viev1 of history and that espou.sed by some evan-

gelicals. His langua§'."e may have been different but the 

central conviction was thoroughly orthodox. But another 

:feature of Barth's Church :Jopnatics has seemed very un-

orthodox indeed. This is Barth's rejection of natural 

theology and, in particular, the concept of analogia entis. 

As was noted before, Barth rejected the analoeia 

entis, or "analogy of being," as from the Antichrist. 

considered it the single sufficient reason for separation 
• 

from Roman Ca tholicisrn. ~.:ore over, it '.vas the issue of 

natural theology that cav.sed the sharp break between Barth 

and Brunner in 19J4. Barth rejected natural theology on 

theological, logical, and biblical grounds. 

TheoJogically, natural theology is opposed to God's 

freedom in revelation. Barth had acquired from Anselm the 

understanding of theological knovrledge as that rational 

128 Tb~d 8.6-R? - .. ..:- e t pp • U I • 



168 

operation induced by faith, conducted through faith, but 

dependent on faith's source, that is, grace. In other 

words, theological knowledge is rational and scientific only 

insofar as it is limited to what its object of inquiry 

yields to it. Natural theology abrogates God's revelation 

in Christ because it denies that this revelation stands 

alone and not as one revelation, albeit the greatest, among 

many. Natural theology is not truly theology, that which 

proceeds from God, but anthropology, that which proceeds 

from man. 129 

Logically, natural theology leads first to the per­

version of the Gospel and then to its setting aside. This 

is so because natural theology means more than just a natural 

knowledge of God. When Barth used the term he included, 

among other things, "all doctrines concerning man and all 

moral doctrines which lay claim to defining a relationship 

to God independent of Christian Revelation ... lJO From the 

possibility of theological knowledge outside God's revela­

tion in Christ it is but a very small step to the restruc-

turing of Christianity. "Natural theology is the doctrine 

of a union of man with God existing outside God's revelation 

129 1 8 8 See, Barth, CD, II 1, pp. 12 -17 , esp. pp. 139, 
14Jf. Note also, p. 4, on Barth's indebtedness to Anselm. 
See, Hartwell, TKBI, p. 48, and Casalis, Portrait of Karl 
Barth, pp. xxi-xxvii. 

13°Henri Bouillard, "A Dialogue with Barth: the 
Problem of Natural 'l1heology," Cross Currents, XVIII (Spring, 
1968)' 208. 
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in Jesus Christ." 131 Just such a theology can have devas-

tating consequences. 
I 

By means of demonstration, one need only to look to 

history. Robert McAfee Brown, in the introduction to his 

translation of Casalis' Portrait of Karl Barth, has done 

precisely that. He comments" 

All of Barth's fears about what happens when men 
reason from themselves to God were confirmed by what 
happened in Germany in the thirties. The "German 
Christians" found it possible to start with natural 
theology and move easily and comfortably to an accep­
tance of Adolf Hitler and the Nazi party as expressing 
God's will in their own day, since they had no criterion 
drawn from revelation by which to judge the rightness 
or wrongness of their assessment of Hitler. It was 
clear to Barth that when one judged all of God's work 
in the light of his revelation in Jesus Christ, no 
peace could be made with Hitler.1J2 

Although this instance might be protested as unique, 

and certainly not a necessary corollary of natural theology, 

it nonetheless serves to support Barth's essential conten-

tion: such an outcome in history is impossible apart from 

natural theology; God's revelation in Jesus Christ pre-

eludes the existence of a "German Christian" church. How, 

then, is it possible that such a theology is not only 

present in the Church but also vital? For Barth, "the only 

answer he can find to this question is that man resists 

131 I 68 Barth, CD, II 1, p. 1 • 
132casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, pp. xxi-xxii. 

Surprisingly, not many have explored th1s particular point. 
It is, however, another example of Barth's way of seeing 
theology actualized in history (in this instance negatively). 
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living exclusively in terms of grace ... iJ3 

The insidious character of natural theology is masked 

by its pretense of Christian innocence. "By the very fact 

that it grants a place to and admits the preeminence of 

revelation, it absorbs revelation and domesticates it; in-

stead of a question which confronts man, revelation becomes 

an answer which man gives."134 This again is the vitality 

of natural theology; "the vitality • • • is the vitality of 

man as such."l35 But, of course, its vitality is also the 

ground of its illegitimacy. Natural theology is an illusion, 

but a deadly illusion, one that perverts revelation by its 

modest identity with revelation. 136 

Biblically, natural theology is untenable, From the 

start Barth had declared, "Our thesis, that the knowability 

of God is to be equated with His grace and mercy in the 

revelation of His Word and Spirit, is based on the witness 

of Holy Scripture."137 However, Barth immediately confessed' 

l33G. c. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the 
Theolo_g:;t of Karl Barth, trans. H. R. Boer (Grand Rapids: \"lm. 
B. Eerdmans Co., 1956), p. 155. Hereafter cited by Triumph 
of Grace. 

134Henri Bouillard, The Knowledge of God, trans. S. 
D. Femiano (New York~ Herder and Herder, 1968), p. 15. This 
is a nice summary statement of a primary critique offered by 
Barth, CD, II/1, pp. 128-178, esp. 137-140. 

l35Barth, CD, II/1, P• 165. 

136rbid., pp. 165, 137. ..Everything depends on wheth­
er we really refer to Jesus Christ" (p. 165); this is the 
issue that when answered either dispels or protects the illu­
sion. 

l37Ibid., p. 97f. Barth's exegetical portions 
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At this poi~t, too, it is best for us to begin with 
an open concesslon. There are not only individual pas­
sages, but a whole strand running throuF,h Scripture, in 
face of which we can certainly raise the question wheth­
er we are not invited and summoned to natural theology 
by Holy Scripture itself. Indeed, we must raise it in 
order that we may give it a correct answer.1J8 

Accordingly, Barth undertook the exegetical task and 

brought to bear the canonical witness on each text commonly 

put forward as supportive of natural theology. Not sur­

prisingly, he gave special attention to the celebrated text 

in the first chapter of Romans. It is, of course, infeasible 

to reproduce or evaluate all of Barth's particular textual 

studies. Nevertheless, these are too important to pass by 

without at least an analysis of one. Therefore, it is to 

Barth's exegesis of Romans 1:18-32 that attention must be 

drawn. 

The exposition of this text is given in two corn-

plementary passages. In the second part of volume one 

(pages J06-J07), Barth's treatment is in the context of his 

discussion of religion as unbelief. In the first part of 

volume two (pages 119-121), the exposition is included in 

discussion on the knowability of God. When carefully har­

monized and brought together the two passages produce one 

exposition. In vastly reduced form this can be outlined as 

follows: 

concerning natural theology are primarily located here in 
II/1, pp. 97-128, and CD, I/2, pp. 303-307. Texts examined 
include: Gen. 1-2, Psalms, Acts 17:22-31. Rom. 1:18-32; 
2J12f. 

lJBibid., P• 99. 
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Q. Does Paul actually sta."i.d in this first chapter within 
the develonment of the theme announced in 1:17? 

1. V'Je must bear in mind that the very words which are so 
often regarded as an opening or summons to every 
possible kind of natural theology are in reality a 
constituent part of the apostolic kerygma •••• 

2. The passage is the formulation of an accusation .••• 
). If Rom. 1:18-21 existed for us on its own ••• we 

should hardly have any other choice than to acknowl­
edge that it says that man in the cosmos in himself 
and as such is an independent witness of the truth of 
God. But as a matter of plain fact, it stands in a 
quite definite context in Paul's Epistle to the 
Romans. In this context it does not say this, and 
what is more, it cannot say it •••• 

4. It is a Christian statement presupposing • • • the 
event which took place between God and man in Christ 
that he says that the knowledge which the Gentiles 
have of God from the works of creation is the instru­
ment to make them inexcusable and therefore to bring 
them like the Jews under the judgment and therefore 
under the grace of God. • • • 

5. It is, therefore, not the case that Paul was in a 
position to appeal to the Gentile's possession of a 
knowledge of the invisible nature of God as manifested 
from creation. • • • In his proclamation of Jesus 
Christ he could not let it appear even momentarily 
that he was speaking of things which were already 
familiar by virtue of that "primal revelation." ••• 

6. He is not, then, speaking of man in the cosmos in 
himself and in general. The Jews and the heathen of 
whom he speaks are very definitely characterized as 
Jews and heathen objectively confronted with the 
divine c,TroKd.J\vl{'t..5 in the Gospel (1;15-16) •••• 
There can be no doubt that Paul meant by this the 
revelation of the grace of God in Jesus Christ. • • • 

7. Now that revelation has come and its light has fallen 
on heathendom, heathen religion is shown to be the 
very opposite of revelation1 a false religion of 
unbelief.139 

The crux of the issue in rightly determining the 

~eaning of this text is in correctly answering the question 

i39Barth, CD, I/2, pp. J06-J07; CD, II/1, PP• 119-121. 
The breakdown is as follows: Q, 2, J, 6 (CD, II/1); 1, 4, 5, 
' (I/2). This harmony is not invalid inasmuch as; 1. the 
~ext being exposited is the same; 2. Barth, in II/1, refers 
~o his earlier treatment for comparison; J. the contexts in 
the Dogmatics are related. 
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about Paul; .. Does he speak in this chapter too as the apostle 

of Jesus Christ, or does he, between 1s18 and 3:20, speak 

anthropologically, as a religious and historical philoso­

pher? .. 140 Of course, what this implies is the necessity of 

a decision about a basic hermeneutical issue: the delimiting 

of context. Especially, too, the question, and indeed Barth~ 

whole exposition, again moves toward reconsidering exegesis 

as a work undertaken in the context of the Christian cru1on. 

If it is true, and Barth said it is, that the whole canon is 

the proper context, and if it is true, and Barth said it is, 

that the canon's theme is the revelation of God in Jesus 

Christ, then it must be true that each text be seen in light 

of the theme of the entire canon. 

Thus far, then, Barth had set forth theological, 

logical, and biblical reasons for rejecting natural theology. 

Yet, he said, all this evidence must not be used to attack 

natural theology. The lines of argument are not eristic or 

apologetic at all. Rather, the grounds for rejecting natural 

theology rest in, and only in, the perspective provided by 

grace. Here, natural theology is seen to be an illusion, but 

the knowledge of its illusory character cannot be turned 

against it. To attempt such is to fall victim to it; "to 

strive against this ••• as such is meaningless. In this 

sphere it is inevitable."141 

140Barth, CD, II/1, P• 119. 
141 Ibid., p. 169; 165-172. 
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Finally, then, natural theology must remain outside 

the Church but not outside the Church's interest. So long as 

pagan man exists the Church must be ready to persuade and 

convince hi.m that the matter is otherwise than he thinks. 

However, to do this, the Church must be free of the snare. 

It must stand free in God's gracious revelation. When this 

happens the profound contrast between the Church and the 

world is once more apparent. Outside the Church, "natural 

theology is the only comfort of the natural man in life and 

death. ,.142 But within the Church, "we have COm:Qlete • • • 

comfort for the whole man," 143 Jesus Christ is that comfort. 

Barth, however, was not content to let the matter 

rest at this point. In an exercise of constructive theology 

he proceeded to present an understanding that frees the 

Church from natural theology and renders the analogia entis 

an unnecessary explanation for man's knowledge of God and 

relation to him. But, as Barth developed his counter-pro­

posal he was subjected to intense criticism and strange 

interpretations. Hans Urs von Balthasar perceived in this, 

amazingly enough, a move, not away, but actually toward an 

acceptance of the analogy of being1 144 Be~kouwer criticized 

142Ibid. 
143Karl Barth, The Heidelberg Catechism for Todav, 

trans. Shirley c. Guthrie, Jr. (Richmond; John Knox Press, 
1964), p. JO. Note pp. 28-JJ in this same connection. 

144 Von Balthasar, TKB, pp. 93-94, 147, et. al. 
"Used badly, it may well be the invitation of the 

Antichrist, as Barth said, but it is offered to man as a 
good tool. Barth might have been able to accept this idea 
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was inconceivable within the framework of the Church Dog-
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matics. Rather, Berkouwer saw both Barth's rejection of the 

analogia entis and his alternative as steps in the consis­

tent defense of God's triumph of grace. 145 Hans KUng, like 

von Balthasar an astute Catholic observer of Barth's theology, 

believed "Barth's fundamental objection to Catholic teaching 

can be rejected as unjust and ~~tenable. , • • 

What occasioned all of the debate was Barth's intro-

duction of the analogi~ fidei, the analogy of faith, Barth 

had by no means denied the concept of analogy. Rather, 

taking his cue from Romans 12:6, he described the analogy 

of faith as: "the correspondence of the thing known with the 

knowing, of the object with the thought, of the Word of God 
,.147 with the word of man in thought and in speech •• • • 

The analogia fidei explains Paul's turning human knowledge 

of God into man's being known by God. The analogia entis 

withoug feeling that he betrayed his basic outlook •• 
(p. 147). 

.. 

145Berkouwer, Triumph of Grace, ch. 7, "The Triumph 
of Grace in its Antithesis to Rcme," esp. pp. 185-190. 

"We are of the opinion that von Balthasar's inter­
pretation ••• is in error at a decisive point and that 
therein the fundamental fallacy of his masterful and in 
certain respects irenic book is to be found" (p. 186). 

146Hans Kung, Justification: The Doctrine of Karl 
Barth and a Catholic Reflection, trans. T. Collins, E. E. 
Tolk, and D. Granskou, with a letter by K. Barth (New York: 
Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1964), p. 193; see pp. 190-193. 
Hereafter cited by Justification. 

147Barth, DC, I/1, p. 279. The term appears as 
early as p. 11. 



shifts the emphasis on the knowledge of God to an innate 

capacity within man; the analogia fidei restores the em­

. phasis to man's being known by God. 148 

176 

In all of this Barth was intent on preserving an 

appreciation for the freedom of God. In fact, the concept 

of freedom is one of the most distinctive feat~res of the 

Church Dogmatics. Until recently, this feature was often 

set aside and left unexamined. 

In his essay Der Theologe Karl Barth, carrying the 
striking subtitle Zeu£Tnis vom freien Gott und freien 
Mensch en [~'Ji tness to the free Man>J, Jurgen Fangmeier, 
pointing out that Barth never understood how his theol­
ogy could be reduced (by his critics) to the formula 
'God is everything and man is nothing', rightly states 
that God's freedom for man and man•s freedom for God 
is one of the main concepts of Barth's theology.149 

The concept of freedom is probably the dominant 

expression of Barth's actualism to be found in the Church 

Dogmatics. In fact, Barth, in another work, said: "The 

words 'free grace' by their very juxtaposition indicate 

first and last nothing other than the nature of Him whom 

Holy Scripture calls 'God.'"l50 The revelation of God is 

an expression of this free grace. It is God's freedom in 

148Ibid., See, von Balthasar, TKB, pp. 148-150; 
Berkouwer, Triumuh of Grace, pp. 181-185; Bouillard, The 
Knowledge of God, pp. 97-104. Note the identification of 
other terms of analogy, e.g., analogia relationis, analo~ia 
gratiae. Al~ of these speak to the same essential concern. 

149Hartwell, "Last Thoughts of Karl Barth," p. 187. 

15°Karl Barth, God Here and Now, trans. and intra. 
Paul M. van Buren, intra. R. N. Anshen (London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 28. 
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Jesus Christ that is at work in election. God is free for 

man in Christ. But, man is called to be free toward God in 

Jesus Christ too. In fact, man is only free as he is free 

toward God. 151 

Part of God's freedom is that enjoyed in the Trinity. 

Or, perhaps it should be said that the Trinity of God means 

also his freedom within that Trinity. If the Church Dog-

matics suggest anything about God's freedom, or theology in 

general, it is that it is within a Trinitarian framework. 

One of the amazing and very distinctive features of the work 

as a whole is its Trinitarian grou..YJ.d. ..Barth's doctrine of 

the Trinity represents the most imposing attempt in modern 

times to restate the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. 

Above all, it is grounded upon God's revelation of Himself 

in Christ." 152 

"In Christ»: the words reverberate like the trium-

phant theme in the gospel of God's grace. Is this Barth's 

theme? "For all Barth's works want only to point to Him, 

the Alpha and Omega." 153 It is true, and of course all who 

have read Barth at all carefully realize this, that God's 

revelation in Jesus Christ was Karl Barth's all-consuming 

l5lBarth, CD, I/1, py. 132, 352; II/1, PP• 297-321; 
III/1, pp. 265ff.; vol. III/4, et. al. 

152colin Brown, !5arl Barth and the Christian Mes­
sage (Chicago: Inter-Varsity Press, 1967), p. 76; see pp. 
67-76; see Hartwell, TKB~, pp. 73-77; see esp. von Bal­
thasar, TKB, p. 74. 

l53Robert w. Jenson, Alnha and OmeEaa A Study in 
the. Theology of Karl Barth. ( Nev1 York: Thomas Nels on & Sons, 
196J), p. 171. 
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passion. Christ is the Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 

the end, in Barth's theology. Yet, the statement of this 

in a single theme has eluded even the best scholars. Ber­

kouwer's understanding of the theme as one of "the triumph 

of grace" has merit but is much more abstract than Barth 

allowed. So, too, with any that might be put forward for 

consideration. It must suffice to affirm that the person 

and work of Jesus Christ stand at the center of every part 

and of the whole of Barth's theology. The "primary theologia 

crucis ••• is wholly and exclusively that of the cross of 

Jesus. • • • 

THE MESSAGE 

The several thousand pages of the Church Dogmatics 

develop in a powerfully consistent manner all the distinc­

tive features of its varied parts and massive ·whole into 

one resounding message centered and united in the person of 

Jesus Christ. The size not withstanding, 155 the Church 

Dogmatics has its own kind of simplicity. One observer 

reduced Barth's efforts to the single declaration that "the 

task of theology is to expound the Bible correctly."156 

154Barth, CD, IV/2, p. 264 

l55see, Karl Barth, CD, II/2, trans. G. W. Bromiley, 
J. c. Campbell, I. VJilson, J. S. McNab, H. Knight, and R, A. 
Stewart (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1957), p. ix; esp. "May 
it not be that I have been too short and not too long at some 
important points?" 

156naniel D. ~iilliams, \.Vhat Present Day Theologi f 
Are Thinking (New Yorlt: Harper & Row, 1967), p. 56. No· 
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While this is certainly true, it is also true that in the 

service of this task Barth brought into his work a keen 

interaction with others both within and outside the Church; 

as a historian of the Church, Barth was superb.l57 He was 

exegete, historian, dogmatician, and, above all, preacher. 

The Churgh Dogrnatics must be understood as a part 

of Barth himself. He was, as H. Richard Niebuhr said it so 

well, "the theologian who does not disappear in his theol­

ogy."l5B Barth was the pastor claimed by the Word for the 

lifetime work of proclamation. This proclamation unfolds 

in four major volumes. Originally, Barth had intended five 

volumes. In addition to his Prolegomena and treatment of 

the doctrine of the \\lord of God, Barth planned that, "the 

second volume should contain the doctrine of God, the third 

the doctrine of Creation, the fourth the doctrine of Recon 

ciliation, the fifth the doctrine of Redemption ... l59 

William's elaboration (p. 57)a 
"Three things can be asked of any Christia.YJ. theology. 

It must preserve and express the message of the Gospel. It 
should interpret the faith in a way which brings Christian 
belief into some kind of intelligible order with human 
knowledge and experience. Finally it should give an ac­
count of how faith may be presented to the unbeliever so 
that the way is opened for him to understand how it is 
related to his own experience. On all three counts Barth's 
theology stands impressively •••• " 

l57"When Karl Barth decided to become a systematic 
theologian, Protestant historical scholarship lost a ma.Yl 
who was potentially the greatest historian since Adolf von 
Harnack" (from the intro. by Jaroslav Pelikan), Karl Barth, 
Protestant ThOiJ.ght: From Rousseau to Ritschl, trans. Brian 
Cozens (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1959), p. 7. 

158Ludwig Feuerbach, The Essence of ChristianU_y, 
trans. George Eliot, intro. K. Barth, foreward by H. Richard 
Niebuhr (New Yorks Harper & Row, 1957), p. vii. 
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Unfortunately, the years passed too quickly and the last 

volume was never attempted. 

Despite, or perhaps because of Barth's personality 

the Church Dogmatics has the ring of authority that results 

from a close correspondence to the Gospel. Barth is always 

there, too, but as a prophet and preacher. It is his voice, 

but no, it is God's voice that is heard. The reader sees 

Barth, yet, he sees the Gospel too. Barth is never so power­

ful a figure that he obscures the person of Christ, but 

because of Christ Barth is never so powerful as when he 

preaches loudly. Nevertheless, and this is a ve~J great 

nevertheless, Barth was also simul iustus et neccator, "at 

the same time justified and still a sinner." Barth never 

forgot that; neither did his critics--nor must anyone who 

studies him. The Church Dogmatics is a flawed work. But, 

and this must be the final word, as the steadfast witness to 

the glory of God this work, as the man himself, must be 

viewed not only in the world but in God's grace as well. 

With these thoughts in mind, the following exposi­

tion of the four volumes of the Church Dogmatics can include 

only incidental comments about the praise and criticism that 

stand attendant to nearly everything Barth wrote. The pur-

pose here, as before, is not to criticize but to learn 

through exposition. Of course, what follows cannot be 

159 ; Barth, CD, I 1, p. xiv. 
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substituted for a reading of the original sources. This is 

.1 b . f 160 necessar1 y r1e • 

The first volume, published in two parts under the 

title "The Doctrine of the Word of God," is comprised of 

four chapters. It is "an exposition that occupies all of 

fifteen hundred pages and is definitive for everything that 

follows." 161 Beginning with a prolegomena that_ discusses 

the nature of theology, the bulk of this volume is a devel­

opment of the basis of true theology, the Word of God in 

its three forms. These are: the Word of God as preached, 

the written ~vord of God, and the revealed Word of God, 

The Word as preached is likened to the sacrament of 

the Last Supper. It is God's vehicle through which he speaks 

to man today. As with the sacrament, proclamation does not 

make human words divine but allows the divine Word to be 

heard. There are four decisive connections between the Word 

of God and proclamation. First, proclamation rests upon 

what God has given, namely the Word of God. In this sense, 

the Word is a commission, in fact, the commission. Second, 

the Word is the object of proclamation. Only so long as the 

Word is the object is proclamation real proclamation. Third, 

proclamation is judged by the Word of God. Proclamation is 

only real proclamation when it stands submitted to this 

l6°see Appendixes D and E. 
161 Gustaf Wingren, Theology in Conflict: Nysren, 

Barth, Bultma:nn, trans. Eric H. lt.fahlstrom (London: Oliver 
and Boyd, 1958), p. 108. Hereafter cited by 'I'heolog;y in 
Conflict. 
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judgment and reveals itself as true language which rightly 

demands obedience. Fourth, and finally, "the ~'lord of God--

and here at last we utter the decisive word--is the event 

itself, in which proclamation becomes real proclamation ... 162 

The written Word of God is Holy Scripture. It is 

an entity like proclamation but also different and superior 

to it. The Church's proclamation is subject to the canon. 

As Barth explaineda 

By recognising the existence of a canon, the Church 
declares that particularly in her proclamation she is 
aware of not being left alone, that the commission on 
the basis of which she proclaims, the object which she 
proclaims, the judgment to which her proclamation is 
liable, the nature of real proclamation as an event must 
come from another source, from without, and concretely 
from without. in the complete externality of her con­
crete canon--as an imperative, categorical yet utterly 
historical, becoming articulate in time. And by ac­
knowledging that this canon is actually identical with 
the Bible of the Old and New Testaments, with the ~Jord 
of the prophets and apostles, she declares that this 
connection of her proclamation with something concrete 
and external is not a general principle or a mere de­
termination of form, the content of which might be this 
or even a totally different one, but that this conne'ction 
is completely determined in content, that it is an order 
received, an obligation imposed, that this bit of past 
happening composed of definite texts is her directions 
for work, her marching orders, with which not only her 
preaching but she herself stands or falls ••• • 1b) 

The content of the Bible can be summed up in the 

declaration: 11 the prophetic apostolic Word is the word, the 

witness, the proclamation and the preaching of Jesus 

Ch . t ,.164 r1.s • Like proclamation, the Bible has an event char-

acter. "In this event the Bible is the Word of God, i.e. 

162Barth, CD, I/1, p. 104; 98-111. 
16Jib1.· d., 1134" 164Ib.d 121 P• .l.o l. •• P• • 
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in this word the human word of prophets and apostles repre­

sents the Word of God Himself •••• "16.5 But what does this 

mean? Does this mean the Bible becomes the Word of God? 

"For me the \'Jord of God is a tJ.appening, not a thing. 

Therefore the Bible must become the Word of God, and it does 

this through the work of the Spirit."166 This candid ad-

mission by Barth has caused a great deal of unnecessary 

worry and unevangelical-reaction on the part of conserva-

tives. They have tried to understand Barth on the basis of 

incomplete evidence. Some have accused him of saying there 

is a divine Word which must be separated from the human 

words, and then by human judgment. Others have accused 

Barth of saying that the Bible is only the Word of God to 

the degree that a man so accepts it, and then only in those 

parts where he decides for himself that he hears God. 167 

But these are irresponsible judgments bearing no resemblance 

to what Barth actually said. 

"This very fact of the language of God Himself be-

coming an event in the human word of the Bible is, however, 

God's business and not ours."168 Here man is put in his 

16.5Ibid., p. 122f. 
166Karl Barth, Karl Barth's Table Talk, ed. John D. 

Godsey (Richmond a John Knox Press, 1962), p. 41. 

167rn the interest of charity, no names will be 
named; no stones will be cast. Fortunately, this is a study 
in constructive theology. 

l6BBarth, CD, I/1, P• 123. 
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place! «The Bible is God's Word- so far as God speaks 

through it."169 Here there is no decision required of man 

but that of obedience or rebellion. As William Hordern 

emphasized about Barth, "He very definitely believed--quite 

apart from man's knowledge of it--that God was in Christ, 

that the Bible is • • • ~he Word of God, and that this is 

true whether or not man recognizes it.u 17° Of course, "the 

statement, 'The Bible is God's Word,' is a confession of 

faith ••• [but] it does not become God's Word because we 

accord it faith •• .. 171 Rather, the Bible becomes God's • • 

Word by the act of revelation. Only now does Barth's cele-

brated statement become clear: 

The Bible therefore becomes God's Word in this event 1 

and it is to its being in this becoming that the tiny 
word "is" relates, in the statement that the Bible is 
God's Word.172 

However, other important objections have arisen in 

relation to Barth's treatment of Holy Scripture. Some ob­

ject to the description of Scripture as a witness to reve­

lation. But most of the objections in this regard again 

stem from misunderstanding. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, American 

evangelical theologian, an instructor at Fuller Seminary, 

and co-editor of the English translation of the Church Dog-

matics, has explained; 

169~b'd J. 1 • 

17°Montgomery, History and Christianity, p. 86. 
171Barth, CD, I/1, pp. 123-124. Cf. CD, I/2, p. 506. 

172..-b'd J. 1 • t p. 124. 
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The word "witness" is a dangerous one if used in 
its ordinary sense, but if we think of the Bible as a 
witness in the way in which the Bible itself describes 
the prophets and apostles as witnesses--"he that re­
ceiveth you, receiveth me"--it is perhaps not quite so 
objectionable as some critics of Barth suppose. This 
is at least how Barth himself is thinking of it, and in 
this sense it has the merit of being a word which the 
Bible uses even about itself (cf. John 5:39).173 

Finally, some have accused Barth of a faulty view 

of Scripture because he said, "The men whom we hear as wit­

nesses speak as fallible, erring men like ourselves."174 If 

this is indeed a denial of inerrancy, then where is Scrip­

ture's authority? Why, in the first place, did Barth posit 

such an idea? To this latter question attention must be 

redirected to Barth's central convictions. It must be 

recalled that the Church Dogmatics are rooted in the ground 

of God's free revelation in his Word, Jesus Christ. The 

Bible is not, in and of itself, the Word of God. If it were 

then it would exist as an independent source of knowledge 

about God, an independent witness to God's revelation in 

Jesus Christ. Instead, it is the dependent witness that 

arises from revelation and, in its identity, by virtue of 

its true witness-proclamation, is one with the Word of God. 

In short, it becomes the Word. But this is a miracle, ~~d 

miracles are a stumbling block; "• •• that sinful and 

erring men as such speak the Word of God: that is the 

l73G. W. Bromiley, "Karl Barth's Doctrine of Inspir­
ation" (paper presented at the 929th Ordinary General fvleet­
ing of the Victoria Institute, 18 April, 1955), p. 69, cited 
by Colin Brown, Karl Barth and the Christian Message, p. 32. 
See Barth, CD, I~pp. 457-537. 

174Barth, CD, I/2, p. 507 
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miracle of which we speak when we say that the Bible is the 

Word of God."l75 But the offense of Scripture is grounded 

in the mercy of God' 

For that reason every time we turn the Word of God 
into an infallible biblical word of man or the biblical 
word of man into an infallible Word of God we resist 
that which we ought never to resist, i.e., the truth of 
the miracle that there fallible men speak the Word of 
God in fallible human 'Nards--and we therefore resist 
the sovereignty of grace, in which God Himself became 
man in Christ, to glorify Himself in His humanity.176 

This is, as Barth acknowledged, a hard thought to 

accept. But it is the line of thinking that shows clearly 

that Scripture has not its own authority but the authority 

vested in it by God's action. Moreover, it is not man's 

place to sit in judgment upon the Bible--indeed, he is judged 

by it. "The Word of God is so powerful that it is not bound 

by what we think we can discover and value as the divine 

element, the content, the spirit of the Bible ... l77 

Holy Scripture is inspired by God and "the inspir-

ation of the Bible cannot be reduced to our faith in it . 

.. 178 . .. . Its trustworthiness is always before man waiting 

and able to prove itself. Ontologically, it is not in­

fallible--if, that is, ontology is all that is being con­

sidered. Again, though, Barth's actualism resolves the 

matter: the Scripture is not an in-itself, for-itself entity 

l?5Ibid., p. 529. 

176rbid. Note carefully the portion that follows 
this in CD, I/2, PP• 529f. 

l77Ibid., p. 531. 178Ibid., p. 534. 
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but exists in the act of God's revelation for God and for 

man as the Word of God to man in the words of man himself. 

It proves itself functionally infallible only in the act of 

God's gracious opening of man's eyes to see Christ--and 

once opened man's eyes behold the glory of God in the 

earthen vessel of man's own words. Such a man understands 

the inspiration of Scripture. Thus, Barth's conclusion 

states: 

Scripture is recognized as the Word of God by the 
fact that it is the Word of God. This is what we are 
told by the doctrine of the witness of the Holy Spirit. 
• • • lJIJhen we say "by the Holy Spirit" we say that in 
the doctrine of Holy Scripture we are content to give 
the glory to God and not to ourselves.179 

But another objection has been raised. Klaas Runia, 

while sympathetic to Barth's viewpoint in many regards, 

nevertheless separates from him on the issue of the Bible's 

fallibility. However, Runia is no alarmist. He, as well 

as Barth, speaks from a Reformed position. He is apprecia-

tive of Barth's attention to the human element in the compo­

sition of Scripture. Still, he finds himself forced to 

declare: 

Here we strongly disagree with Barth. In our opin­
ion Barth is guilty of a leap of thought which has no 
adequate grounding. Humanity and fallibility may indeed 
coincide on the purely human level, as we all experience 
daily, but this gives us no right to draw the same con­
clusion with regard to the Bible. For--and this is the 
decisive point--we are not on a 12..vrely human level here. 
We have to do with the inspired Word of God, i.e., with 
the Word that came into being not by human activity 
only, but in and through this human activity by the 
operation of the Holy §pirit. There is therefore no 

179Ibid., p. 537. 
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humanity and fallibility.180 

188 

Runia's logic is not very compelling in view of his 

own leap of thought. He assumes that in order for the Holy 

Spirit to be operative with human activity this demands a 

superintending that raises man above his fallibility. In 

what other manner does his concluding sentence make sense 

than this? But is Runia in more agreement than Barth with 

what the Bible claims not only about itself but about God 

too? Can and does God truly work with and through man at 

the purely human level? Must God superintend in such a 

manner as to present ma."'1 with an infallible document?181 

Is not his own infallible person enough? Does God fall 

if the doctrine of infallibility falls? If God must raise 

man above his own created nature as fallible, dependent 

image-of-God in order to communicate sufficient truth to 

direct man back to his source, then the Fall itself means 

very little, for man in his original state was also so 

separated he could not have discourse with God. No, the 

criticism fails because God allows humanity to stand as 

180Runia, Karl Barth's Doctrine of Holy Scripture, 
p. 74. Note his preceding comments, pp. 65-73, for his 
.. cordial a2'reemept with Barth's great stress upon the 
humanity of the Bible" (p. 65). 

181 ane must also ask why, if God did so produce such 
a document, he then allo'.ved its inerrant autographs to 
perish. Surely, if he allowed this to happen to avoid bib­
liolatry, then why did he bother with inerrant originals 
of these books in the first nlace? The ouestion must be 
raised afresh: is the evang~lical more concerned about in­
errancy than God himself? ~ 
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Finally, the revealed Word of God is Jesus Christ. 

"Revelation in fact does not differ from the Person of Jesus 

Christ, and again does not differ from the reconciliation 

that took place in Him. To say revelation is to say, 'The 

Word became flesh. ,.,183 In this regard, "for Barth the cru-

cial text in the New Testament is John 1:14. .,184 Jesus • . • 

Christ, the revealed Word, is the ground of Scripture and 

proclamation. The former attests the past revelation and, 

"to attest means to point in a definite direction beyond 

oneself to something else." 185 The Bible, in turn, stands 

between the revelation in Christ and the proclamation of 

the Church; ", •• the promise in proclamation rests upon 

the attestation in the Bible, the hope of future revelation 

upon faith in that which happened once for all."186 The 

authority of both Scripture and the Church's proclamation 

182see Barth, CD, I/2, pp. 506f., 512-514; in fact, 
ch. ), "Holy Scripture" is pertinent to this whole area. 
The point is this, if inerrancy is to be held at all it must 
cease to concentrate on the Bible as an in-itself, for-it­
self entity. Instead, a review of the doctrine that does 
not separate ontology from function is needed. This failure 
to account for an actualism in the doctrine of Scripture is 
apparent in Runia's analysis and critique of Barth. 

183 I Barth, CD, I 1, p. 134. 
184s. Paul Schilling, Contemnorary Continental 

Theologians (New York: Abingdon Press, 1966), p. 23. This 
comment actually anticipates CD, I/2, where twelve refer­
ences to John 1a14 occur. 

185Barth, CD, I/1, p. 125 
186Ibid. 
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is located in the revealed Word of God. 187 

This emphasis is disturbing to Gustaf Wingren. He 

finds an "unexpressed presupposition" in Barth's doctrine of 

the Word of God. This presupposition is Barth's anthro­

pology which, Wingren claims. " ••• is in reality defini­

tive for Barth's theology. We could express this in another 

way by saying that his anthropology determines his hermeneu-

t . ..188 
l.CS. li'Jingren admits the strangeness of his accusa-: 

tion. 189 However, he stands by it and maintains that it is 

at root the cause for the distortion of the Gospel that he 

finds in Barth. Wingren complains: 

Barth has a tendency to shift the emphasis in the 
gospel of Christ from the death and resurrection to the 
incarnation, the birth, the miracle of Christmas. When 
the death and resurrection stand in the center--as they 
do in all the four gospels and in the rest of the New 190 Testament--the gospel has the character of a struggle. 

For Wingren, this shift undermines the Gospel mes­

sage. It forces a reinterpretation that minimizes the sense 

of conflict in the New Testament, that sets the death and 

187Ibid., p. 126f. 
188wingren, Theology in Conflict, p. 108. This 

strange accusation makes sense in 1iJingren' s framework be­
cause he has already found that, "it is clear that Barth re­
mains within the framework of Schleiermacher's theolo-
gy ••• " (p. 25f.). Not only that, but Wingren also be­
lieves that ''the positions of Barth and Luther are incom­
patible and cannot at all be reconciled" (fn. 6, p. 26)! 
Cf. von Balthasar, TKB, pp. 23, 65, 74, 134, 172-174, et. 
al.; Torrance, KBET, pp. 96, 216, et. al. 

189rbid., p. 34; "It is strange that we must make 
this statement, but it is necessary: in Barth's theology 
man is the obvious center." 

l90ibid., p. 109. 
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resurrection of Jesus to one side, and that makes the problem 

of the knowledge of God preeminent. Above all, Barth's view 

of sin seems to Wingren to represent an unbiblical position 

that both contributes to Barth's lack of any sense of con­

flict as it appears in Scripture and also is the product of 

Barth's unhealthy emphasis on the incarnation. 191 

Wingren's criticism highlights a very real possi­

bility of danger inherent in Barth's position. It is possi-

ble to lose sight of sin's power, to exalt the triumph of 

God's grace at the expense of forgetting how much it did 

indeed cost God. It is possible, and undesirable, to start 

with the incarnation and never do justice to the crucifixion 

and resurrection. However--and this is the issue--did Barth 

fall to such temptations? Was he forced by his presupposi-

tions to an unbiblical position? 

Wingren's conclusions presuppose an anthropological 

foundation in Barth that is at odds with Barth's own best 

intentions. Of course, Barth could have been blind to his 

own real assumptions. But were all his critics likewise 

blind? lfJingren• s analysis stands alone in this respect. 

Yet, this does not invalidate his claims. For that, atten­

tion must be directed to the Church Dogmatics. 192 

19iibid., pp. 110-128. 

192A full rebuttal to Runia (above) was not possible 
here and neither is one to lJIJingren. The critic isms of both 
men deserve full exploration. In regard to Barth•s doctrine 
see CD, III/J, pp. 289-368. Cf. Kung, Just~fi~ation, p. 279, 
who identifies various inherent "weaknesses" in Barth's 
theology, including his doctrine of sin, but who says, 
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Barth neatly summarized the interrelationships 

between proclamation, Scripture, and the· revealed Word as 

follows: 

The revealed Word of God we know only from the 
Scripture adopted by Church proclamation, or from Church 
proclamation based on Scripture. 

The written Word of God we know only through the 
revelation which makes proclamation possible, or through 
the proclamation made possible by revelation. 

The proclaimed Word of God we know only by knowing 
the revelation attested through Scripture, or by know­
ing the Scripture which attests revelation.193 

From the exposition of the three forms of the Word 

of God, Barth moved to his exposition of the doctrine of the 

Trinity. Even in his earlier discussion the doctrine of the 

Trinity was present though unexpressed. 194 But in the sec-

ond chapter of volume one, part one, Barth moved to a full 

discussion of this doctrine. In placing this doctrine so 

early in his Dogmatics Barth stood common procedure on its 

head. "Handbooks on Christian doctrine usually begin with 

an account of their principles of authority and method."l95 

"these trends, while present in Barth's fundamental posi­
tion, do not become errors nor irresponsible exaggerations." 
Cf. also Berkouwer, Triumnh of Grace, pp. 215-261, who 
starts from a much different point from Wing~en. Finally, 
cf. Hartwell, TKBI, pp. 116-123; Brown, Karl Barth and the 
Christian fllessae:e, pp. 119-123. 

193 I 6 Barth, CD, I 1, p. 13 • 

194Ibid. Barth states, "the doctrine of the viford 
of God in its threefold form is itself the sole analogy to 
the doctrine which will fundamentally occupy us in unfold­
ing the concept of revelation; the doctrine of the three­
in-oneness of God." 

195Brown, Karl Barth and the Chri_stian Message, p. 6?. 
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But Barth had his reasons for this approach. As G. W. 

Bromiley noted: 

The Word is God Himself in His self-revelation. 
But the God thus self-revealed is the triune God. Hence 
the primary theme of Christian dogmatics is the doctrine 
of the Trinity, to which there correspond the three 
aspects of revelation as revealer, thing revealed, 
and act of revelation.196 

Barth knew that Christian theology is necessarily 

Trinitarian theology. In fact, in light of the prominence 

given by Barth to this doctrine, charges of Christomonism 

appear rather empty. 1'Jhile fully accepting the ancient 

formulations of this doctrine Barth also realized they were 

not the final word on the subject. Accordingly, he offered 

as his own understanding one that was shaped in the given­

ness of God's revelations 

We mean by the doctrine of the Trinity ••• the 
proposition that He whom the Christian Church calls God 
and proclaims as God, therefore the God who has revealed 
Himself according to the witness of Scripture, is the 
same in unimpaired unity, yet also the same in unimpaired 
variety thrice in a different way. Or, in the phrase­
ology of the dogma of the Trinity in the Church, the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit in the Bible's 
witness to revelation are the one God in the unity of 
their essence, and the one God in the Bible's witness 
to revelation is in the variety of His Persons the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.197 

In part two of volume one the three forms of the 

Word of God are each examined again, only in greater depth 

than before. The revelation of God is seen in the 

196G. w. Bromiley, "Karl Barth," Creative Minds in 
Contemporary Theolo~v, p. 33. For an excellent presentation 
on Barth in a few pages this is without a doubt the very 
best. 

197Barth, CD, I/1, P• 353. 



incarnation of the lrJord. "The ~vord or Son of God became a 

Man and was called Jesus of Nazareth; therefore this Man 

Jesus of Nazareth was God's Word or God's Son."198 Jesus 

194 

Christ is both the objective reality and possibility of 

revelation; the Holy Spirit is both the subjective reality 

and possibility of revelation. This latter means& 

Subjective revelation can consist only in the fact 
that objective revelation, the one truth which cannot be 
added to or bypassed, comes to man and is recognized 
and acknowledged by man. And that is the work of the 
Holy Spirit •••• Subjective revelation can be only 
the repetition, the impress, the sealing of objective 
revelation upon us; or, from our point of view, our 
own discovery, acknowledgment and affirmation of it.199 

After concluding volume one with its discussion of 

the Word of God, Barth gave volume two to "The Doctrine of 

God," also published in two part-volumes. In this volume 

the knowledge and reality of God are explored. Here the 

fides guaerens intellecturn proves decisive to the former 

problem and the actualism of the living God to the latter. 200 

In the second part of this volume Barth's important treat­

ment of election is developed. The volume concludes with 

the ethical dimensions of everything previously discussed 

under the doctrine of God. 

Barth's doctrine of election is revolutionary. 

"Karl Barth has attempted to give the doctrine of election 

l9BBarth, CD, I/2, P• 13. 

199Ibid., p. 239; cf. pp. 203-279 
200Barth, CD, II/1, pp. 3-2)6; 257-678. 
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t . 1 f 1 '. "201 an en lre y new ormu a~lon. • , , In contrast to the 

past, Barth concentrates on viewing election in full rela­

tion to Christ. His high view of election is summed up in 

the declaration: "The election of grace is the sum of the 

Gospel--we must put it as pointedly as that. But more, the 

election of grace is the whole of the Gospel, the Gospel 

in ~· "202 This is not an arbitrary statement at all. 

Barth had already explained: 

The doctrine of election is the sum of the Gospel 
because of all words that can be said or heard it is 
the best: that God elects man; that God is for man 
too the One who loves in freedom. It is grounded in 
the knowledge of Jesus Christ because He is both the 
electing God and elected man in One. It is part of the 
doctrine of God because originally God's election of 
man is a predestination not merely of man but of Him­
self. Its function is to bear basic testimony to 
eternal, free and unchanging grace as the beginning of 
all the ways and works of God,20J 

In his review of the classic formulations of this 

doctrine Barth discovered many elements of value that needed 

to be retained. However, both the positions of supralap-

sarians and infralapsarians need reconstruction. Polman 

has identified four suppositions in these positions that 

201 Ramm, RHCT, p. 40. 
"He attempts to find a way that is neither orthodox 

Calvinism with its absolute decree nor vratery Arminianism. 
His chief objection to the former view is that it makes the 
pre-temporal and therefore secret decree of God more deter­
minative than the open and historical counsel of the death 
and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Thus the pre-temporal 
secret decree is in reality the deeper and prior word of God 
than that word spoken in the death and resurrection of 
Christ. The complaint against Arminianism is that it fails 
to do justice to the freedom and grace of God," 

202 Barth, CD, II/2, p. 13. 203Ib"d "::! l • , p • ..)1 
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Barth discovered and rejected. First, for both positions 

man, not Christ, is the object of predestination. Second, 

both positions posit a system of election to which God is 

bound since he created it. Third, there is a balance created 

where God's mercy is perfectly matched with his judgment 

but in a double predestination where some are elected to 

grace while others are consigned to damnation. Fourth, 

the notion of a divine absolute decree is set independent of 

Jesus Christ; "in the background God stands alone and not 

. J c ~ . 204 1n esus hr1st." 

Nevertheless, those who have in the past taken this 

doctrine seriously have been united in certain points of 

agreement. "All serious advocates of this doctrine see God's 

freedom, God's mystery, and God's righteousness authenti­

cated in election by grace ... 205 However, Christ must be 

central. God's election is not apart from Christ: 

It is the name of Jesus Christ which, according to 
the divine self-revelation, forms the focus at which 
the two decisive beams of the truth forced upon us con­
verge and unite: on the one hand the electing God and 
on the other elected man.206 

204A. D. R. Polman, Barth, trans. Calvin D. Freeman 
(Philadelphia& Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 
1960), p. J4; pp. JJ-J4. Cf. Barth, CD, II/2, pp. J-76, 
127-145. 

205weber, Karl Barth's Church Do~atics, p. 94. 
Cf. Barth, CD, II/2. pp. 18-22; (free, divine grace of God, 
p. 19; hidden and inscrutable divine resolve and decree, p. 
20; God does that which is worthy of himself, p. 22). 

206Barth, CD II/2 59 _, • p. • 
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Bromiley notes, "Since God's election of Jesus 

Christ is His eternal will, a reconstructed supralapsarian­

ism naturally follows." 207 What takes place in election 

takes place in Christ and is so established from before the 

Fall. With his starting point in Christ, Barth could speak 

in concrete terms. As vleber enthusiastically observed, "We 

are not speaking about an abstract God but about God in 

Christ! And we are not speaking about an abstract man-in­

himself, but about the man Jesus Christl" 208 

God's election in Christ focuses on Jesus Christ as 

the electing God, the elected man, and the rejected man. 

Again Barth is quite firm in this matter. Election cannot 

be separated from the person and work of Jesus Christ. It 

is useless to look for God's election an~1here else. Barth 

reaffirms: 

\ve must not ask concerning any other but Him •••• 
There is no such thing as a decretum absolutum. There 
is no such thing as a will of God apart from the will 
of Jesus Christ. Thus Jesus Christ is not only the 
manifestatio and speculum nostrae 12._raedestinationis. 
And He is this not simply in the sense that our election 
can be known to us and contemplated by us only through 
His election, as an election which, like His and with 
His, is made (or not made) by a secret and hidden will 
of God. On the contrary, Jesus Christ reveals to us 
our election as an election which is made by Him, by 
His will which is also the will of God. He tells us 
that He Himself is the One who elects us.209 

207Bromiley, in Creative Minds in Contemporary 
Theology, p. 40. 

2os 1 Weber, loc. cit. Cf. Barth, CD, II 2, pp. 59, 
63f., 94-145. 

209Barth, gn, II/2, p. 115. 
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Barth's key texts here are Ephesians 1:4 (referred 

to over twelve times), and John 1&1,2 (referred to eight 

times). In regard to the former text Barth observed that 

it was a keen reminder "that knowledge of the election is 

only a distinctive form of the knowledge of Jesus Christ." 210 

No one, he maintained, should be surprised at his treatment 

of this doctrine. As he COI!h11ented, "It is not as though 

we are really making an innovation when we describe the name 

of Jesus Christ as the basis of the doctrine of elec-

t . ,.211 1.on. 

But Jesus Christ is not the electing God alone. "He 

is the Rejected, as and because He is the Elect." 212 This 

is Good News for elected man. The judge has taken the place 

of the judged; the elect are fully acquitted. Those whom 

God elects in his Son are indeed set free. They are made 

free to be what God has intended for man from the beginning; 

In the One in whom they are elected, that is to say, 
in the death which the Son of God has died for them, 
they themselves have died as sinners. And that means 
their radical sanctification, separation and purifica­
tion for participation in a true creaturely indepen­
dence, and more than that, for the divine sonship of 
the creature which is the grace for which from ail 
eternity they are elected in the election of the man 
Jesus.21J 

There is, however, a shadow side to election. There 

210Ibid., p. 60. Here is Barth's exegesis of the 
text as well as citations of other passages. Cf. pp. 112f., 
where Barth also discusses John 1:1,2. 

211 Ibid. 212 Ibid., p. 353. Cf. pp. 340-409. 
21 3Ibid., p. 125. 
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is a nraedestinatio gemina, a double predestination. Some 

still resist the grace of God. Some still try to take upon 

themselves what Jesus Christ has already borne. These are 

the men who live in the shadow of God's election. Their 

rejection is the futile self-imposition of a wrath already 

poured out upon Christ. 214 

Berkouwer is critical of Barth at this point. He 

complains that "the rejection of man has a place in Barth's 

doctrine of predestination only in the sense that it is 

carried, put away and destroyed, by Christ." 21 5 Among 

other accusations, Berkouwer charges Barth with teaching a 

d t . ~ . 1 1 t. 216 oc r1ne or un1versa e ec 1on. Colin Brown, who also 

finds fault with Barth on this doctrine feels "it is impor-

tant to notice how flimsy is the exegetical support for 

this momentous doctrine." 21 7 However, he is not in complete 

agreement with Berkouwer as to where this doctrine must 

lead Barth. Brown notes, "If this line of thought brings 

Barth to the brink of universalism, he hesitates to take the 

final step." 218 

214Ibid., pp. 352, 449-506. 
21 5Berkouwer, Triumnh of Grace, p. 107. 

216rbid., p. 292; cf. pp. 262-296. 
21 7Brown, Karl Barth and the Christian Mess~.ae, p. 

107. About this charge one must ask what criteria determines 
sufficient textual support. Barth is not interested in 
counting texts but ex~~siting them. Besides, the texts he 
does adduce are several. It must also be remembered that 
Barth is always interested in the whole canon and its mes-
sage. 

218 Ibid., p. 1J2. It must be noted that even 
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Barth himself was quite clear in his opposition to 

~~iversalism. The doctrine of the ~okatastasis panton, the 

restoration of all things, denies the freedom of God's 

grace. "Apokatastasis Panto11? No, for a grace which auto­

matically would ultimately have to embrace each and every 

one would certainly not be free grace. It surely would not 

be God's grace."219 Yet, at the same time, Barth was com-

pelled to remark, 

But would it be God's free grace if we could abso­
lutely deny that it could do that? Has Christ been 
sacrificed only for our sins? Has He not, according 
to 1 John 2:2, been sacrificed for the whole world? 
Strange Christianity, whose most pressing anxiety seems 
to be that God's grace might prove to be all too free 
on this side, that hell, instead of being populated with 
so many people, might someday prove to be empty!220 

At first glance such a statement certainly seems 

to open wide the door to universalism. But, in truth, it 

only cracks open the door just wide enough to allow God in 

His freedom to upset even the best theologies of man. Barth 

would not have any man, including himself, put God in a box. 

Weber captures the essence of Barth's thought when he ob-

serves that in Barth's doctrine, "God's electing and re-

jecting bears in itself nothing fixed and static at all, 

nothing of a universal law settled in advance. On the con­

trary, it possesses the 'character of actuality.•" 221 

219B 4 C B arth, _God Here and Now, p. J • f. arth, CD, 
II/2, p. 29 5, 417, 422, 476. He declares that "it is not 
legitimate to make the limitless many of the elect in Jesus 
Christ the totality of all men" (II/2, p. 422). 

22°rbid. See Barth, HG, p. 61f. 
221 \'Jeber, Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics, p. 98. 



201 

Thus in the final analysis all abstract ideas about what God 

could or should have done must be set aside in preference to 

what God has done. Arnold B. Come has rightly summarized 

Barth's theme in this doctrine by the striking warnings 

"Any attempt to separate election from Jesus Christ allows 

it to slip into the irrational darkness of an unknovm 

r. d .. 222 U"0 • 

Barth's concluding portion of volume two examines 

ethics as God's commandment. Barth contended that ethics 

is a task of the doctrine of God. "As the doctrine of God's 

command, ethics interprets the Law as the form of the Gos-

pel, i.e., as the sanctification which comes to man through 

the electing God." 22 3 The command is also God's claim on 

man. Barth said: 

As God is gracious to us in Jesus Christ, His com­
mand is the claim which, when it is made, has power 
over us, demanding that in all we do we admit that what 
God does is right, and requiring that we give our free 
obedience to this demand,224 

Barth examined God's commandment in three sections. 

The first, the commandment as God's claim stresses his 

righteous power in demanding man's obedience. The second, 

the command as the decision of God, emphasizes that "His 

command is the sovereign, definite and good decision 

222 Arnold B. Come, An Introduction to Barth's "Dog­
matics" for Preachers (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1963), 
p. 98f. 

22 3Barth, CD, II/2, p. 509; cf. PP• 509-551. 
224 rbid., p. 552; cf. pp. 552-630. 
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concerning the character of our acticns •• .,225 The • • 

third, the command as the judgment of God, means "He judges 

us in order that He may make us free for everlasting life 

under His lordship." 226 In all three aspects, and indeed 

in every aspect of the relation of ethics to the divine 

command, the covenant between God and man is presupposed. 227 

Volume three of the Church Dogmatics examines closely 

this covenant in the context of the Doctrine of Creation. 

"The doctrine of Creation turns our attention for the first 

time directly to a reality different from the reality of 

God, the reality of the world." 228 Divided into four part-

volumes the discussion is a comprehensive treatment that 

takes up more than two thousand pages. 229 The part-volumes 

explore, in succession, creation and covenant (III/1), doc-

trine of man (III/2), the nihil (III/3), and ethics (III/4). 

Creation stands first in the order of God's works. 

"The world is then a reality in itself, a proof of the mercy 

225rbid., p. 631; cf. pp. 631-732. 
226rbid., p. 733; cf. pp. 733-781. 
227Ibid., p. 509. For further discussion on Barth's 

ethics see Robert E. ~Villis, The Ethics of Karl Barth (Lei den: 
E. J. Brill, 1971); Hartwell, TKBI, pp. 154-165. 

228Karl Barth, Credo, trans. J. s. McNab, foreward 
by R. M. Brown (New Yorkl Charles Scribner's Sons, 1962), 
p. 28. Cf. Barth, CD, III/1, p. 3. 

229A statistic all the more amazing in light of 
Barth's comment, "In taking up the doctrine of creation I 
have entered a sphere in which I feel much less confident 
and sure" (CD, III/1, p. ix). 
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of God who agrees to the existence of something outside of 

himself." 23° It both marks the beginning of all that is dis­

tinct from God and the beginning of time too. About this 

latter character of creation it must be said: Since it 

contains in itself the beginning of time, its historical 

reality eludes all Historical observation and account, and 

can be expressed in the biblical creation narratives only 

in the form of pure saga. 231 

Accordingly, a clear distinction must be made be-

tween Historie and Geschichte as well as between saga and 

myth. If the biblical account is to be taken seriously, and 

that means honestly, then it is absolutely essential that 

these distinctions be made. Thomas Ogletree notes about 

Geschichte and Historie: 

In Barth's usage, the former refers to the reality 
of history christologically understood, history as 
determined by the sequence of encounters between God 
and man which has come to a decisive climax in the per­
son of Jesus Christ. The latter designates the notion 
of history which is characteristic of modern historical 
thinking--history in the "historicist" sense.232 

23°Karl Barth, The Faith of the Church: A Commen­
tary on the Apostle's Creed According to Calvin's Catechism, 
brans. Gabriel Vahanian, ed. Jean-Louis Leuba (I~ndon: 
Fontana Books, 1960), p. 40. 

231Barth, CD, III/1, p. 42; cf. pp. 81-94 where 
Barth gives c:,n extended treatment of saga and carefully 
differentiates it from other literary forms. 

232Thomas w. Ogletree, Christian Faith and History: 
A Critical Comuari son of Ernst 'l'roel tsch and Karl Barth (New 
York: Abingdon Press, 1965), p. 192. 

Ogletree understands Barth as viewing Historie with 
a double usage: "On the one hand, it refers to a particu­
lar conception of the nature of the actual course of the 
events of-history. On the other hand, it refers to a 
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After distinguishing between creation, history, and 

creation history, Barth proceeded to his main subject. 233 

This is "the demonstration of the relationship between 

creation and covenant."234 Simply expressed the relation­

ship is as follows: creation is the external basis of the 

covenant; covenant is the internal basis of creation. 235 

There is only one covenant, a.Yld it is of redemption in Jesus 

Christ. 

"Creation is not itself the covenant." 236 The two 

must not be either equated or in any way blurred; a sharp 

focus must be kept. It must always be made clear that "the 

covenant is the goal of creation and creation the way to the 

covenant." 237 As the external, but only the external, basis 

of the covenant, creation occupies an indispensable posi­

tion. Kung's excellent summary notes: 

Creation makes the covenant technically possible; 
it sets aside the spaces and furnishes the subjects for 
it. It requires the existence of man and the world, 
and love presupposes the existence and reality of the 
beloved. Barth makes all this clear in a long exegesis 
of the first creation account (III/1, 97-251).238 

The internal basis of creation "consists in the fact 

that the wisdom and omnipotence of God the Creator was not 

corresponding kind of portrayal of those events in history 
writing" (p. 192). 

233Barth, CD, III/1, pp. 42-92. 
234Ibid., p. 94. 
236Ibid., p. 97. 

235Ibid., pp. 94-228; 228-329. 
237Ibid. 

2 38K·· J t• f'' t· 19 ung, _us l~lca lOTI, p. ; cf. p. 11f. 
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just any wisdom and omnipotence but that of His free 

love." 239 God the Father willed a covenant with man through 

Jesus the Son. This purpose of God is the raison d'etre of 

creation. But man rebelled. Yet God, the Creator, had said 

Yes to what he had created. As Barth expressed: "The work 

of God the Creator consists particularly in the benefit that 

in the limits of its creatureliness what He has created may 

be as it is actualized by Him, and be good as it is justi­

fied by Him." 240 

The second part-volume of the doctrine of creation 

focuses on man. "Barth's doctrine of man is the most con­

sistent one of its kind and is revolutionary in content." 241 

Not surprisingly, this is because Barth once more started 

with Jesus Christ. "The nature of the man Jesus alone is 

the key to the problem of human nature. This man is 

man." 242 This is again a movement from the particular to 

the general. It renders anthropology a theological and 

particularly Christological character. 243 

239 I Barth, CD, III 1, p. 231. 
240Ibid., p. 336. Creation is viewed as benefit 

(pp. 330-344), actualizati~n, (pp. 344-365), and justifica­
tion (pp. 366-414). See Kung, Justification, pp. 18-27; 
Hartwell, TKBI. pp. 112-115; von Balthasar, TKB, pp. 108-112. 

241 Hartwell, TKBI, p. 123; cf. pp. 123-131. 
242Karl Barth, CD, III/2, trans. H. Knight, G. W. 

Bromiley, J. K. s. Reid-,-and R. H. Fuller (Edinburgh: T. & 
T. Clark, 1960), p. 43. 

243rbid., p. 46; Barth states: 
"Hence in our exposition of the doctrine of man we 

must always look in the first instance at the nature of man 
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The third part-volume on this doctrine contains 

three great themes: "the fatherly providence of God, His 

kingdom on the left hand, and the ministry of angels • 

. . . Whereas in the previous part-volume Barth ex-.. 244 

plored the relationship between Creator and creature in the 

light of Jesus Christ, in this part he has turned to the 

continuation of this relationship under the providence of 

God. Thus, this part-volume begins with an examination of 

the ground and structure of the doctrine of providence. 

The simple meaning of the doctrine of providence 
may • , • be summed up in the statement that in the act 
of creation God the Creator as such has associated 
Himself with His creature as such as the Lord of its 
history, and is faithful to it as such.245 

Once the doctrine has been established and described 

it is immediately discussed in more detail under the rubric 

of God the Father as Lord of his creature. 246 However, 

"there is opposition and resistance to God's world-domin­

ion."247 This problem is the problem of das Nichtige, the 

Nothingness. 248 Yet even here das Nichtige cannot be known 

as it confronts us in the person of Jesus, and only secon­
darily--asking and answering from this place of light--at 
the nature of man as that of every man and all other men." 

244Karl Barth, CD, III/3, trans. G. W. Bromiley and 
R. J. Ehrlich (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1960), p. xi. 

245rbid., p. 12; cf. pp. 3-57. 
246Ibid., pp. 58-288. 
247rbid., p. 289; cf. pp. 289-368. 
248This term warrants a special footnote; in fact, 

it did in III/3 as well! It reads as follows: 
"Ma11y terms have been considered for das Nichtige, 
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or explained apart from Christ. To comprehend it one "must 

revert to the source of all Christian knowledge, namely, to 

th k 1 d f J Ch . t .. 249 e now e ge o esus r1s • • • • 

Several facts readily become apparent about das 

Nichtige. In the first place, "it is not a creaturely ele­

ment confronted by others as elements of good." 25° But, das 

Nichtige is real. Barth urged that, "we cannot argue that 

because it has nothing in common with God and His creature 

nothingness is nothing, i.e., it does not exist." 251 On the 

contrary, das Nichtige exists and manifests, in its opposi­

tion to the Creator and creature, a definite character. 

"The character of nothingness derives from its ontic peculi-

. t It 1" s ev1·1. "252 Y · · ar1 y. et, about das N1chtige 1t must 

finally be said: 

What is nothingness? In the knowledge and confes­
sion of the Christian faith, i.e., looking retrospec­
tively to the resurrection of Jesus Christ and prospec­
tively to His coming again, there is only one possible 
answer. Nothingness is the past, the ancient menace, 
danger and destruction, the ancient non-being which 
obscured and defaced the divine creation of God but 
which is consigned to the past in Jesus Christ, in whose 
death it has received its deserts, being destroyed with 
this consummation of the positive will of God which is 
as such the end of his non-willing. Because Jesus is 

including the Latin nihil which has sometimes been favoured. 
Preferring a native term, and finding constructions like 
'the null' too artificial and 'the negative' or 'non­
existent' not quite exact, we have finally had to make do 
with 'nothingness.' It must be clearly grasped, however, 
that it is not used in its more common and abstract way, but 
in the secondary sense, to be filled out from Barth's own 
definitions and delimitations, of 'that which is not'" 
(p. 289). 

249Barth, 

251 Ibid. I 

CD, III/3, p. J02, 

p. 349. 252Ibid., p. 353· 
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Victor, nothingness is routed and extirpated. 253 

This part-volume is concluded by a discussion en­

titled, "The Kingdom of Heaven, the Ambassadors of God and 

Their Opponents." 254 The volume as a whole concludes with 

Barth's massive part-volume on ethics. In this part an 

ethic of freedom is developed as first, freedom before God; 

second, freedom in fellowship; third, freedom for life; and 

fourth, freedom in limitation. 255 

Volume four, also published in four part-volumes, 

is the Doctrine of Reconciliation. The entire volume can 

be summarized in three statements. "The first is that in 

Jesus Christ we have to d; with very God." 256 This state-

ment is elucidated in the remainder of this part-volume 

under the thought, "Jesus Christ, the Lord as Servant." 

However, this is only a part of the picture. "The second 

christological aspect is that in Jesus Christ we have to do 

with true man." 257 This is the theme of the second part-

volume as it is developed under the title "Jesus Christ, the 

Servant as Lord." But there is yet one more statement that 

253rbid., p. 363. 254Ibid., pp. 369-531. 
255Barth, CD, III/4, pp. 3-685. The sections are as 

_follows: first (pp. 47-115), second (pp. 116-323), third 
(pp. 324-564), fourth (pp. 565-685). On the doctrine of 
creation see Barth, "A Theological Dialogue," p. 172f.; 
Berkouwer, Triumph of Grace, pp. 52-88; von Balthasar, TKB, 
pp. 108-126. 

256Karl Barth, CD, IV/1, trans. G. w. Bromiley (Edin­
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956), p. 128; cf. pp. 157-780. 

257Ibid., p. 130;cf. Barth, CD, IV/2, pp. 3-840. 
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must be made. 

The third christological aspect to which we must now 
turn is at once the simplest and the highest. It is 
the source of the two first, and it comprehends them 
both. As the God who humbles Himself and therefore 
reconciles man with Himself, and as the man exalted by 
God and therefore reconciled with Him, as the One who 
is very God and very man in this concrete sense, Jesus 
Christ Himself is one. He is the "God-man," that is, 
the Son of God who as such is this man, this man who as 
such is the Son of God.258 

In the doctrine of God's active reconciliation of 

man several important things about man come to light. How­

ever, these matters are still known only through Jesus Christ, 

Since that is the case, God's purpose stands firmly prior 

to man's Fall. The work of reconciliation, therefore, "is 

the fulfilment of the covenant between God and man." 259 

Reconciliation is the manner of covenant fulfillment that 

God has chosen to meet the problem of human sin. In view 

of this Bromiley has noted: 

In a preparatory survey of the doctrine Barth then 
points out: (1) that this divine work is still grace; 
(2) that it is not part of a higher dialect; (3) that 
it cannot be deduced; (4) that it is sovereign; and 
(5} that it is a fact in Jesus Christ,260 

Jesus Christ is the Mediator between God and man. 261 

Through him man is truly known. "The first man was immedi­

ately the first sinner."262 The Fall was man's word to God 

258I·b· d ]. • ' p. 
IV/3b, pp. 481-942. 

135; cf. Barth, CD, IV/3a, pp. J-478; 

259Ib.d 
]. o I p o 22. 

260Bromiley, in Creative Minds in Contemporary 
Theology, p. 46. 

261 Barth, CD, IV/1, pp. 122-128. 262Ibid., p. 508. 
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but a word unknown to man himself. In fact, apart from God 

th . k 1 d f . 263 ere 1s no now e ge o s1n. But, "from the particular 

christological standpoint which is our present norm. • • • 

the sin of man is the pride of man." 264 

The answer to the problem of sin is reconciliation. 

To the doctrine of reconciliation also belongs the doctrine 

of justification. "Pardon--by God and therefore uncondition-

ally pronounced and unconditionally valid--that is man's 

justification."265 On the human side it must be said that 

man is justified sola fide, by faith alone. Faith is "the 

human action which makes a faithful and authentic and ade­

quate response to the faithfulness of God •••• "266 In its 

simple, concrete form, "faith is the humility of obedi­

ence."267 

Justification by faith has a divine promise attached 

to it. "And the pardon of man, declared in the promise con­

cerning him, the reality of his future already in the pres­

ent, is no less than this: totus iustus." 268 The promise 

holds within itself three aspects: the forgiveness of sins, 

the givi~g of the rights of a child of God, and the place­

ment of man in a position of hope. 269 "The justification 

263Ibid.' p. 359f. 
264Ibid. , p. 41J. 

265Ibid., p. 568; cf. pp. 568-608. 
266Ibid., p. 618; cf. pp. 608-642. 

267 Ibid., p. 620. 

268Ibid., p. 596. 269Ibid., pp. 596f.' 599f. ' 60lf. 



of man begins in his past and it is completed in his 

future." 27° 

211 

Sanctification, the complement to justification, is 

presented in the second part-volume of the doctrine of 

reconciliation. Barth explained that: 

What is meant by sanctification (sanctificatio) 
might just as well be described by the less common 
biblical term regeneration (regeneratio) or renewal 
(renovatio), or by that of conversion (conversio), or by 
that of penitence (poeni tentia) 'Nhich plays so important 
a role in both the Old and New Testaments, or compre­
hensively by that of discipleship which is so out­
standing especially in the syn.optic Gospels. 271 

The third part-volume, published in two half-parts, 

is under the title "Jesus Christ, the 1'rue \IJi tness." Here 

a major section is given over to a discussion on the voca-

tion of man. Barth knew about the elect that, "In believing 

in Him they are acknowledging that when He died and rose 

again, they too, died and rose again in Him, and that, from 

now on, their life, in its essentials, can only be a copy 

27°Ibid., p. 594. On the doctrine of justification 
see Kling, Justification, about which Barth, in a letter to 
its author (published in the book), stated, "you have fully 
~~d accurately reproduced my views as I myself understand 
them •• ," {p. xix). 

271Barth, CD, IV/2, p. 500; cf. pp. 499-613. Barth, 
in regard to this doctrine, has the highest regard for 
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of DiscipleshiP, trans. R. H. 
Fuller (New York: The Macmillan Co., 196J). See IV/2, p. 
53Jf. Also on this doctrine see Arthur C. Cochrane, '"rhe 
Doctrine of Sanctification: Review of Barth's Kirchlicke 
Dof.natik, IV/2," Theology Today, XIII (October, 19.56~-
37 -388. 
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d . ~ H. ..272 an 1mage or 1s. What this means in its fullness and 

completeness is but one thing. "The purpose of a man's vo­

cation is that he should become a Christian, a homo 

christianus."273 

The final part-volume of this doctrine, and the final 

segment of the Church Dogmatics, is but a fragment of what 

Barth had projected. Barth had planned that "the volume was 

to deal with Christian (human) work as this corresponds to, 

and thus has its own place in respect of, the divine work 

of reconciliation. , • • But this was not to be. The 

hoped for portions on the various practical aspects of 

Christian life under the guidance of the Lord's Prayer, and 

the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, were left incomplete. 

Only the fragment on Baptism, as baptism with the Holy 

Spirit and then baptism with water, was included. 275 

A FINAL NOTE 

In conclusion, this chapter must in some sense stand 

with the testimony of Thomas F. Torrance: 

If it be true that 'the man is the sphere which his 
activity doth fill', then it is in his works that we 
must look for the greatness of Karl Barth, and in the 
fertility and enlightenment which his thought has cast 
upon a vast range of questions that we must assess the 

272Karl Barth, Christ and Adam: Man and Humanity in 
Romans 5, trans. T. A. Smail, intro. V.Jilhelm Pauck (New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 1956), p. 34f. 

273Karl Barth, CD, IV/Jb, trans. G. W. Bromiley 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1962), p. 521. 

274Barth, CD, IV/4, P• ix. 



theological stature of this man. Yet his childlike 
simplicity, his irrepressible humour, and sheer human 
grandeur are qualities that no one who has had the 
privilege of being his student can ever forget.276 

213 



Chapter 5 

EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY ON THE MOVE 

BARTH AS AN INSPIRATION 

Karl Barth can stand as an inspiration to American 

evangelicalism. His life was conducted in such a manner 

that evangelicals should see in him a witness pointing to 

Christ. Earlier, a brief biographical sketch was presented. 

Now this must be completed by the data pertaining more 

particularly to Barth's life as a Christian man, Christian 

scholar, Christian minister, and Christ's disciple. Of 

course, any delineations such as these are necessarily 

artificial. In fact, they violate Barth's own intentions; 

he would not have himself the focus of a portrait. He once 

wrote, "To make an oration over a man means to speak over 

his body, and that is to bury him finally, deeper and without 

hope, in his grave." 1 

Nevertheless, a portrait can also teach. It can 

also point beyond itself to the man and his message. 

1Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans (2nd Edition), 
trans. Edwyn c. Hoskyns (London: Oxford University Press, 
1933), p. 18. Hereafter cited by Romans. See Boniface 
Willems, Karl Barth z An Ecumenical Auoroach to His 'l'heolo.g- , 
trans. M. J. vanVelzen (Glen Rock: Paulist Press, 1965 , p. 
11, where Willems quotes these words and says they "may be 
understood as a verdict on all those • • • who would sketch 
a biography of Karl Barth himself." 

214 
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Accordingly, Karl Barth as himself the Christian man this 

portrait has as its object. However, in deference to the 

service of the Lord Jesus Christ, this portrait can only be 

understood in the light of the knowledge of Christ. If it 

points to Barth, it also points beyond him to Jesus Christ. 

Karl Barth, the man, was a Christian by confession. 

Unlike so many, his was an open, outspoken confession. Yet, 

if a man is to be knov.n it must be by his relationships and 

his work in the world. In this regard Barth can stand as an 

example in several ways. Of course, it is obvious that no 

man is perfect. But the purpose here is to promote the 

integration of ethics and doctrine in constructive evan-

gelical theology by demonstrating how the ethic of Barth's 

life complemented his doctrine and thus stands as an example 

even as his doctrine stands as a guide. 

The insistence on the integration of ethics and 

doctrine was also one of Barth's great concerns. Godsey 

notes that "Barth had in manuscript form in 1928 a two-

volume work on Christian ethics, which he refused to pub-

lish, mainly on the grounds that he did not wish to perpet­

uate the questionable practice of separating ethics from 

theology1" 2 A preliminary caution is in order though. 

Barth's warning "that man condemns himself to death by his 

question about the good, because the only certain answer is 

2Karl Barth, Hov-: I Chan.q:ed My Mind, intro. and 
epilogue, John Godsey (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1966), p. 
31. Hereafter cited by HCIVI. 
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that he, man, is not good ••• ,"3 is the judgment on all 

ethics of man as viewed from the divine side. Barth knew 

as well as any man that justification is by faith alone. 

However, as the large part-volumes in the Church Dogmatics 

show, ethics is a vitally important part of life for the 

Christian who is placed by God's claim under the divine 

command and who both can and must respond in obedience. 

This is love. 

The Christian nan 

Karl Barth learned obedience as the eldest son of a 

minister of the Swiss Reformed Church, Fritz Barth. 

From him (Fritz Barth), the capable theologian, the 
son inherited the love of science and the talent for 
scientific work. From him, the Kleinbasler, he also 
received the sober objectivity and, besides this, per­
haps also the joyous carefree spirit. From his mother, 
a Sartorius, a tvvofold inheritance has come to him; 
from the grandmother, who stenuned from an old Basler 
home, the critical basler mind; and from the grand­
father, a native German, the nimble and aggressive Ger­
man mind. Finally, from the paternal grandmother, who 
was born a Lotz, he got a powerful shot of hot blood, 
the quick temper of the Lotzes. A not unfavorable 
mixture •••• 4 

Barth received his first instruction in the Christian 

3Karl Barth, The t'Jord of God and the ~\lord of f-:1an, 
trans. Douglas Horton (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1928), 
p. 167. See also, on Barth's ethics in his doctrine, Hans 
Urs von Balthasar, The TheolOf!V of Karl Barth, trans. John 
Drury (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 0inston, 1971), pp. 
86-90; Robert E. Willis, The Ethics of Karl Barth (Leiden: 
E. J. Brill, 1971). 

4Dienet dem Herrn mit Freuden (Gedenkschrift zum 
Rucktritt von J. Lukas Christ, Pfarrer von Pratteln-Augst 
1911-1948), hrsg. vom Synodalrat der reformierten Kirche 
Baselland, p. 18, cited by J. Godsey in Barth, HCM, p. 17. 
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faith under the Swiss Reformed Church. "For all his later 

movements, this has left an abiding impress on his 

dogmatic work. The majestic phrases of the Heidelber~ 

Cathechism resound through the Dogmatics."5 In the years 

of his youth in Bern, "deep and lasting foundations were 

laid at home, in church, and at school, where his faith was 

nourished in positive evangelical theology. .. 6 Despite • • • 

his theological pilgrimage Barth never left the Swiss Re­

formed Church and in 1909 was ordained a minister within it. 

As an obedient son, Karl Barth respected his father's 

wishes in regard to his university education. Although 

reluctant in obedience, he was not rebellious.? Later, in 

the preface to the first edition of his momentous The Enistle 

to the Romans, Barth paid this tribute to his father: 

The understanding of history is an uninterrupted 
conversation betvreen the wisdom of yesterday and the 
wisdom of to-morrow. And it is a conversation always 
conducted honestly and with discernment. In this con­
nexion I cannot fail to think with gratitude and respect 
of my father, Professor Fritz Barth. For such discern­
ment he signally displayed throughout his whole active 
life.8 

During his student years Barth established 

5Geoffrey W. Bromiley, "Karl Barth," Creative Minds 
in Contemporary Theolo~v, ed. P. E. Hughes (Grand Rapids: 
I;Jm. B. Eerdrnans 1-'ublishing Co., 1966), p. 27. 

6Thomas F. Torrance, Karl Barth: An Introduction to 
His Early Theolosrv, 1910-19'31 (London: SCM Press, 1962), p. 
15. Hereafter cited by KBET. 

?cr. pp. 89-90 of this study. 

8Barth, Romans, p. 1. 
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acquaintances that would be renewed over the years. Despite 

their profound theological differences, Barth and Bultmann 

remained friendly and kept up a lively correspondence. 

Barth and Brunner met as young pastors and also established 

a friendship which though interrupted for many years by 

theological differences was renewed in 1960. In these 

friendships and others Barth displayed those personal 

characteristics which led Bonhoeffer to declare, "I was even 

more impressed by his conversation than by his writings and 

lectures. In his conversation the whole of him is present. 

I have not met anything like it before."9 

The relationship of Bonhoeffer to Barth has already 

been noted. However, it is interesting to observe the 

reaction of Bonhoeffer after his first extended visit with 

Barth on 23 July, 1931. "The younger man put questions, 

argued, and put more questions, and he found to his surprise 

that 'Barth was even better than his books.'"10 Afterwards, 

Bonhoeffer wrotet 

He has a fran.'l{ne.ss, a willingness to listen to 
criticism, and at the same time such an intensity of 
concentration on the subject, which can be discussed 
proudly or modestly, dogmatically or tentatively, and 
is certainly not primarily directed to the service of 
his own theology.11 

Despite the twenty years difference in their ages, 

9Gesammelte Schriften, I (2nd ed.;) (Munich: Kaiser 
Verlag, 1965-9), p. 20. cited by Eberhard Bethge, Dietrich 
Bonhoeffer, trans. E. Mosbacher, P. and B. Ross, F. Clarke, 
and W, Glen-Doepel, ed. E. Robertson (New York: Harper and 
Row, 1970), p. 132. 

10Ibid. 11Ibid. 
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Barth treated Bonhoeffer as a complete equal. Over the next 

few years, until the imprisonment of Bonhoeffer by the Nazis, 

they maintained a sporadic correspondence. "In the younger 

man's letters there was always a trace of respectful dis­

tance, but the older man respected no barriers."12 

Bonhoeffer was not the only young man befriended by 

Barth during his years as a world-renowned author and speaker. 

Barth always enjoyed a good relationship with his students, 

meeting privately with individuals and continuing small 

group discussions with them until he was well into his late 

seventies. 13 There is no indication that Barth ever at-

tempted to produce among his students a school of "Barthians." 

Robert McAfee Brown, in recognition of this, has indicated 

that, "it can be taken for granted that it would be theo­

logically improper as well as personally dishonoring to try 

to produce 'Barthians' •••• "14 In fact, as Tillich once 

observed, "Barth's greatness is that he corrects himself 

again and again • • • and that he strenuously tries not to 

12Ibid. 

13see Karl Barth, Church Do~atics, IV/4, trans. G. 
W. Bromiley, ed. G. W. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance (Edin­
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969), pp. vii-viii. Hereafter cited 
by CD, with deletion of reference to the ,general editors who 
served in this capacity for I/2-IV/4. -

14Geor,ges Casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, trans. 
and intro. Robert McAfee Brown (New York: Doubleday & Co., 
Inc., 1964), p. xv. 

Brown also observes: "Barth, it is reliably reported, 
having seen the woodenness and theological rigor mortis that 
can infect the disciple of a human master, has been heard to 
mutter, 'Thank God I am not a Barthian! '" (p. xiii). 
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become his own follower.H 15 

In his early years as a pastor and teacher Barth 

began two rather different and significant friendships. One 

of these was with Friedrich Gogarten. Barth had read Go-

garten's essay entitled "Zwischen den Zeiten" ("Between the 

Times") in 1920. Afterv1ards he wrote his companion Thur-

neysen about the article and remarked concerning its author= 

"I sent him a greeting at once and called upon him to cry 

aloud." 16 Later, Gogarten visited with Barth in Safenwil. 

When, in 1922, Barth and Thurneysen founded the journal 

Zwischen den Zeiten they were joined by Gogarten, by now a 

close associate of Barth. 17 Yet, this was a remarkable 

friendship in that it was sustained as a close working rela-

tionship despite profound differences in personality. Parker 

has written of Gogarten: 

The most ruthless of theologians, anything savouring 
of subjectivity was the special object of his hatred, 
and he rode out to destroy Schleiermacher, pietism, and 
"Christian" culture. Gogarten was in truth what Barth 
was commonly and unjustly supposed to be, a fierce and 

15Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, I (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1951), p. 5. 

16Karl Barth, and E. Thurneysen, Revolutionarv The­
olo~y in the f;Taking: Barth--Thurnevsen Corresnondence, 1914-
1925, trans. James D. Smart (Richmond: John Knox Press, 
1964), p. 52. 

17cf. p. 95f. of this study. See also, R. Birch 
Hoyle, The Teaching of Karl Barth: An Exposition (London: 
SCM Press, 19JO), pp. 19-39, esp. p. 22f.; Karl Barth, "'l'he 
Paradoxical Nature of the 'Positive Paradox': Answers and 
Questions to Paul Tillich," The Be.sdnning-s of Dialectical 
_Theology, I, trans. K. R. Crim, ed. James M. Robinson 
{Richmond: John Knox Press, 1968), p. 142. 
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. 1 t• 18 stern foe, capable of utterlng on y the nega lve. 

Gogarten broke away from Barth in 1933. However, 

Barth's friendship with Eduard Thurneysen was never broken, 

The two had first met in lVIarburg in 1908. 1iJi th the coming 

of Thurneysen into a pastorate at Leutwil in 1913, the 

friendship was renewed and strengthened. Parker writes: 

But now there developed a relationship perhaps 
unique in the history of theology. Masters and pupils, 
or collaborators in a specific task, can be found in 
abundance. But for two-men to be in such accord with­
out either surrendering his individuality and inde­
pendence is surely most rare. • . • In this friendship 
there was no junior partner. • • • They were frequently 
in each other's house, sitting day-long in talk; they 
preached in each other's church; they carried on a 
regular and full correspondence.19 

This friendship continued on throughout the long 

years. Meanwhile, Barth was accumulating a wide circle of 

friends. One observed, "To those who know him, Karl Barth 

is ••• one of the outstanding persons of our time." 20 In 

part, this is because, as Jenkins also commented, "He is 

a brisk and vigorous man of bursting eloquence and lively 

humor, with a face of the greatest authority and distinc-

t . ..21 lon. But, of course, there were other qualities that 

attracted people to Barth. Mueller recalls, "He was marked 

by an unusual intellect, a great capacity for work, 

18 T. H. L. Parker, Karl Barth (Grand Rapids: VIm. B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1970), p. 38. 

19Ibid., p. 18. Cf. pp. 91-92 of this study. 
20Daniel Jenkins, "Karl Barth," A Handbook of Chris­

tian Theologians, ed. ~'!art in E. Marty and :J. G. Peerman (New 
York: World Publishing Co., 1965), p. 396. 

21Ibid. 
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seriousness of purpose, a democratic spirit, an appreciation 

for the arts--especially music--and finally, by a wry ar1d 
. 22 

engaging sense of humor." Finally, the testimony of Tor-

ranee is most revealing: 

(1) Barth has the most searching, questioning mind 
I have ever known. Never have I heard or read of anyone 
who asks questions so relentlessly or who engages in 
such ruthless criticism, not with any negative inten­
tion, but in order to let the truth bespeak itself 
clearly and positivelv. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(2) Barth has an uncanny ability to listen which is 
accompanied by an astonishing humility and childlikeness 
in which he is always ready to learn. That is what. 
overwhelms the student as he enters into the great 
man's study for the first time. He f:Oes in fear and 
propounds his questions with trembling, but soon finds 
that the Professor has turned the tables on him, and is 
asking him questions, drav:ing him out and listening to 
him as if he were the disciple and the student were the 
teacher. Few men are really able to listen like that, 
and fewer still are able to maintain a genuine listening 
attitude while posing such searching questions, but 
with Karl Barth ruthless criticism is made the servant 
of his v1ill to listen. - -- --. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(3) Another typical characteristic of Barth to which 
we must give attention is his sheer creative power, his 
ability to produce something new. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(4) There is one other aspect of Barth, both as a 
man and as a theologian, which we must select for men­
tion: his joy and his humour. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

There can be little doubt about the fact, that, if 
Barth's writing even when it is most serious ripples 
with laughter • • • it is because he has been swept off 
his feet by the music of the angels announcing the 
Incarnation, ~loria in excelsis deo, and has himself as 
a faithful servant entered into the joy of his Lord, for 
what describes him as man or theologian is above all the 

22navid L. Mueller, Karl Barth (Waco: Word Books, 
1972), p. 14. 
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Augustinian expression frui Deo, the enjoyment of Goct.23 

Of course, Barth had his shortcomings too. Yet, 

the significant matter is that he recognized these, accepted 

them, and worked to mature by correcting them. Two examples 

in this regard must suffice. First, as has already been 

noted, Barth had a natural inclination toward anger. 

Simply put, he was short tempered. Hov:ever, an incident 

that occurred at the International Sur~er Conference for 

Students at la Chataigneraie, Switzerland, in 1934, is illus­

trative of Barth's manner in handling this problem. After 

an address he had delivered to the Conference, Barth was 

involved in a period of questioning and discussion. After 

a series of questions posed in opposition to Barth's address 

he replied: 

In looking at the situation in which I am facing 
you, I feel like a man who is making a vain attempt to 
swim against a torrent. It is quite evident that this 
conference is against me. Were I to use a biblical 
picture, I would compare my mood with that of the prophet 
Jonah in Nineveh. • • • I shall not follow the prophet's 
example, however. • • • I shall try to reply without 
anger, even if you persist in contradicting me. It must 
be so.24 

Nor was Barth of such a dour nature that he could 

not see the funny side of an issue even in the midst of his 

anger. In this connection, Torrance writes concerning 

23Torrance, KBET, pp. 19-25. See also Barth, HCiii; 
Karl Barth, CD, II/1, trans. 1'. H. 1. ParJ<:er, ltJ. B. Johnston, 
H. Knight, and J. 1. M. Haire (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 
1957), pp. 65Jff. 

24Karl Barth, God in Actiont trans. E. G. Hamrighau­
sen and K. J. Ernst, intra. J. triedli (New York1 Round 
Table Press, Inc., 1936), p. 132. 
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Barth of "the rich spice of humour even in his angry Ne~n to 

Emil Brunner, which Anglo-Saxons seem almost invariably to 

read with a Teutonic lack of humour." 25 Thus, Barth was 

able to respond to this shortcoming in a redemptive fashion. 

That is, he mastered his anger, turned its energy into con­

structive outlets, and even modified its sting by the use of 

humor. 

Second, Barth was also tempted by pride. Obviously, 

with all the attention and praise accorded him this must 

have been a daily temptation. Of course, "impressive as 

Barth's work has been, it is far from being beyond the reach 

f •t• . ,26 o cr1 1c1sm. ' Barth did not allow himself to forget this. 

During the years of Barth's greatest productivity, H. R. 

Mackintosh observed: "He criticizes his own statements, 

often, by modifying them. • • • He warns us vehemently 

against canonizing his results. ,27 Once again, the . . . 
power of Barth's humor, his ability to laugh at himself, 

helped guard against pride. "As Barth is wont to say, his 

Church Jogmatics is written not in heaven but in Basel, not 

by an angel but by a man1" 28 Or, as Mackintosh commented: 

Fitly, therefore, he exhibits a most rare and ex­
cellent combination of humility and humour. 'It is a 
real question,' he has suggested, 'whether there is as 
much joy in heaven as there is on earth over the growth 

25'1' . t 24 orrance, op. c1 ., p. • 

26.Huf'h Ross Mackintosh, Types of Modern TheoloErv 
(London: Collins Press, 1964), p. 253. 

27 Ibid. 
28Godsey, in Barth, HCM, p. 9; cf. p. 14. 
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of the Barthian school.' 29 

Barth was also glad to praise others. This is evi­

dent in his Church Dogmatics. In the third part of volume 

four, in the preface penned in 1959, Barth reflected on the 

deaths of so many of his close contemporaries. Typical of 

the manner by which he paid tribute was his praise of. K. L. 

Schmidt, who Barth claimed was "far superior to me in both 

learning and pugnacity, but alvvays so stimulating • .,JO Of 

all these men Barth could claim that they were "steadfast," 

"trustworthy," filled with "loyalty," and "fidelity." But 

Barth's final word was: "There now shines on them the eter-

nal light in which we adhuc neree:-rinantes, shall some day 

need no more dogmatics."Jl 

Special mention must be made at this point of Char­

lotte von Kirschbaum. From 1930 until the end of 1965, she 

was Barth's assistant and a member of his household. In 

1950, in the preface to the third part of volume three, 

Barth wrote: 

I should not like to conclude this Preface without 
expressly drawing the attention of readers of these 
seven volumes to what they and I owe to the twenty years 
of work quietly accomplished at my side by Charlotte von 
Kirschbaum. She has devoted no less of her life and 
powers to the growth of this work than I have myself. 
Without her co-operation it could not have advanced from 
day to day, and I should hardly dare contemplate the 
future which may yet remain to me. I know what it 

29Mackintosh, loc. cit. 

JOKarl Barth, CD, IV /Ja, trans. G. 1JJ. Bromiley 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1961), p. xii. 

Jlibid. 
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really means to have a helper.32 

The presence of Fraulein von Kirschbaum as a close 

associate of Karl Barth and a member of his household was 

only possible because of the strong marital relationship 

enjoyed by Karl and Nelly Barth. Charlotte von Kirschbaum's 

presence and relationship to the family is perhaps best 

explained by Barth's understanding of Christian marriage. 

It is monogamous, permanent, a vocation, and a work or art. 

But it is even more. Barth wrote: 

When marriage is seen in the light of the divine 
command, it is clear that it is an exclusive life­
partnership. It is actualized, of course, in an en­
vironment with which it is co!l.nected in many varied 
respects, as it is also related to other men and women 
in more distant or close or even very intimate v1ays. 
With or vvi thout a family, it builds and shapes a home 
where many may go in and out, including women who will 
be more inclined to the husband or men to the wife. 
Marriage conceived as a full life-partnership not only 
tolerates this but makes it possible, for in this way 
it is fruitful outwards and also richer and more active 
within. But it is always presupposed that it is an 
exclusive life-partnership. It does not know any third 
party, male or female, in the mystery of that element 
of life and joy which forms the centre of the 
whole ••.• JJ 

32Karl Barth, C0, III/J, trans. G. 11/. Bromiley and 
R. J. Ehrlich (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1960), pp. xii-xiii. 
Cf. Barth, CD, IV/4, p. viii, where he related: 

"It so happened that my faithful assistant Charlotte 
von Kirschbaum, who had been indispensable from 1930 onwards, 
suffered an even more serious illness than mine (definitively 
from the end of 1965 and beginninf! of 1966), so that she was 
out of action in relation to the Church Do~matics, in whose 
rise and progress she had played so great a part." See also, 
Barth, HCM, p. 10. 

33Karl Barth, CD, III/L~, trans. A. T. :Mackay, T. H. 
L. Parker, H. Knight, H. A. Kennedy, and J. I'.larks (Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark. 19~1), p. 195; cf. pp. 183-223. which is also 
in the booklet entitled 0~ Marriage (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1968). -- -
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Barth married Nelly Hoffmann on 26 March, 191J. She 

was "a pretty young woman whose charm was enhanced by her 

talent as a violinist ... J4 Nelly Barth was also known as 

"the small, soft-spoken lady ... J5 To the Earths were born 

five children, a daughter and four sons.J6 Barth's final 

part of his Church Dogmatics was dedicated to Nelly, "with 

great gratitude"; it is the only dedication to appear in the 

series. The couple enjoyed a long and happy married life. 

Hartwell has observed the effect of this relationship on 

Barth when he addressed the subject of Roman Catholic 

preaching. Hartwell records: 

As regards the second requirement of a good sermon, 
nearness to life, Barth holds that at this point R. c. 
preaching is weak because, he contends, the R. C. preach­
ers lack the personal inward experience of actual life, 
where life in its humaneness is most human and has its 
nerve-centre, that is, life lived in love, in matrimony, 
and within the bosom of a family. Barth describes--and 
one can sense that he speal\:s here frOI11 his personal 
experience of a happy married life--vihat it means to 
have a wife at one's side.J7 

As a father, Karl Barth enjoyed a good relationship 

with his children. His eldest son, Markus, once remarked 

about his father, "He has·always been my best friend, a 

close comrade who reflects and encourages true attachment 

and true freedom ... 38 Two of his sons, Markus and Christoph, 

J4Godsey, in Barth, HCM, p. 20. 

36Ibid. 

35Ibid., p. 11. 

37Herbert Hart':~ell, "Last Thoughts of Karl Barth, 
Scottish Journal of Theology, XXVI (May, 197J), 199. 

JSG 1 . B th Her· 1~ .+. 'I1 th '" ocsey, ln ar., _1i, p. 1, cl ... lng · oe:e er t•lae:a-
zine (August, 1963), p. 21. 
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followed the example of their father and also entered into 

the pastoral ministry. Markus became an instructor in 

theology in the United States and Christoph served eighteen 

years on the foreign mission field in Kalimantu and Java.39 

Karl Barth also learned from his sons. In addition 

to citing their works at various points in his own Church 

Dogmatics, the final fragment, on baptism, owed much to the 

influence of Markus on his father. Barth called his son, 

"by far my superior in specialised New Testament studies."40 

Further, he admitted that, "In face of the exegetical con-

elusions in my son's book, I have had to abandon the 

'sacramental' understanding of baptism. ,41 Thus, he . . . 
gladly said, "I must acknowledge a debt of gratitude to my 

.,42 learned son. • • • Finally, Barth observed: 

This is perhaps,an instructive instance of the fact 
that the relation between the generations, even in our 
own time, may sometimes be (cf. the prophecy of !vial. 
4:6) very different from that portrayed in contemporary 
journalism.43 

The Christian Scholar 

The vocation of Karl Barth was that of a Christian 

scholar. As a young lad growing up in Bern the various 

influences of horne, church, and school contributed to the 

fact that "sacred scholarship in the service of the Gospel 

39Godsey, ibid., p. 11. 

40B -'-h ar~.. , 
42 Ibid. 

CD, IV/4, p. X. 
4·3Ibid. 
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entered, as it were, into his very blood.".- After his 

education, du:ring the years of his pastorate in Safenwil, 

Barth still found time to devote to scholastic work. "When 

he was still a young professor at Gottingen, Germany, he 

gegan the habit of writing out his lectures in full." 45 

Casalis once noted: 

To Barth, study, research and intellectual creativ­
ity are not impositions to be endured grudginslY and 
unhappily. On the contrary he has a passion for just 
such things, so that his work is saturated with a love 
of learning, a curiosity, and a willingness to push 
ideas to their logical conclusion, that are little 
short of amazing.46 

In addition to his innate abilities and acquired 

skills Barth had accumulated to himself a great store of 

knowledge before he ever began v1ork on the Church 0oltmatics. 

Meticulous in his work, the story has been told of how he 

once ended a lecture abruptly with the an.Douncement, "Gen-

tlemen, due to the difficulty of today's subject matter, 

this is as far as I have gotten. We shall have to leave it 

at that. Class dismissed~"47 

There are also evidences within the Church Do2111atics_ 

to this same sense of precision. For instance, in the 

preface to the first part of volume four, Barth corrected 

several minor, but "annoying," errors that he had committed 

in previous volumes. He concluded by admonishing, "Those 

44Torrance, KBET, p. 15. 

45casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, p. 9. 

46Ibl. d. 47 Ibid. , p. 10. 
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48 nonsense." 
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It is little wonder that Pauck, in 1930, could write 

of Barth and his The Epistle to the Romans~ 

Equipped with an astonishing knowledge of the 
world's literature, endowed with the critical wisdom of 
a theologian conversant v1i th the profound! ties of reli­
gions and reli~ious thinkers, gifted with a remarkable 
power of analysis of the contemporary movements of 
civilization, fully aware of the baffling problems of 
t'Jestern culture' the author of this commentarv lets I ,/ 

Paul preach to our own time.49 

Barth's commentary revealed a scholar with a proph-

etic vision and voice. But if his message spelled out 

judgment and wrath on man's religions, it also wrote a 

triumphant record of the grace of God in Jesus Christ. 

Barth was no gloomy prophet. Instead, he was a scholar with 

a sense of humor and a joyful task. As far as Barth was 

concerned, "Of all the sciences which stir the head and 

heart, theology is the fairest ... 5° At the same time, he 

was very much aware that theology is not the easiest task. 

Even, or perhaps it should be said especially, exegesis is 

difficult if rewarding work. Barth could say honestly, 

"True exegesis involves, of course, much sweat and many 

48Karl Barth, CD, IV/1, trans. G. vv. Bromiley (New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), p. x. 

49Wilhelm Pauck, Karl Barth: Prouhet of a New Chris­
tian! ty? (New Yor1\:: Harper & Brothers, 1931), p. 54.-----

50Barth, God in Action, p. 39; 
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groans • "51 

The Christian Minister 

Karl Barth was a scholar for a cause. Casalis once 

marvelled that "Barth has never forgotten that theology is 

at the service of the church as the dynamic, nourishment 

and corrective of its preaching, and he has continually made 

this clear by his own vigorous preaching ... 52 Barth served 

eleven years in the pastorate while at Safem:il. Then he 

moved to a career as an instructor and author. Yet he never 

forgot those years and that work. In 1951, he wrote: "For 

three decades I have no longer been taking any direct share 

in this work. But what I have done has been intended for 

its benefit ... 53 Moreover, Barth was able to speak from his 

own experience when he said: 

I can visualise what it means to spend forty years 
in giving instruction to first communicants, in seeking 
the right spiritual word at a graveside or for young 
married couples, in being pastor to every conceivable 
kind of folk, and above all in expounding the Gospel 
Sunday by Sunday and proclaiming the VJord· of salvation 
for the community and world of to-day, in face of all 
kinds of afflictions, irritations and hostilities, of 
the suspicion of the times and (not least, but above 
all) of all one's own unbelief.5'+ -

Barth had been confronted by the same problems that 

in one form or another arise before all ministers. As he 

recognized, the greatest of these is doubt. No Christian 

always at every moment stands fully free of disbelief. It 

51 ~ Barth, Roman~, p. 17. 

52casalis, Portrait of K2rl Barth, p. 62. 

5.3Barth, CD, III/lJ., p. xi. 54Ibid. 
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is the shadow that cannot face the light of God's grace but 

which nevertheless still clings somehow to a man's form. 

Yet, for Barth, dangerous unbelief could be--and was--swal-

lowed up in the confession of faith. God's grace in Jesus 

Christ still reigned. As Barth once proclaimed in a sermon: 

Some of you have perhaps heard it said that in the 
last forty years I have written a great many books and 
that some of them are very fat ones. Let me, however, 
frankly ru1d openly and even gladly confess that the four 
words: 'My grace is enough' say much more and say it 
better than the whole pile of paper with which I have 
surrounded myself. They are enough--something that I 
am very far from being able to say about my books. 
Whatever might be good about my books could at best 
only consist in pointing out from the distance what 
these four vrords say. .And when my books have long since 
been superseded and for2:otten, and the books of the 
whole world with them, then these words will still shine 
on in all their eternal richness: My grace is enough.55 

Christ's Disciple 

"'Come unto me!' What does Jesus want of us? He 

wants nothing of us but that we come. He does not want ours 

but us ... 56 These words, from one of Barth's early sermons, 

are characteristic of Barth's evangelical conviction and 

zeal. In the pulpit, through lectures, and by sermons, Karl 

Barth persistently pointed to Jesus Christ. "His consistent 

attempt to build a theology around the act of God in Christ 

and his joyous expression of Christian faith will win 

55Karl Barth, Call for God, trans. A. T. Mackay 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1967), p. ?8. 

~6 
) Karl Barth and E. Thurneysen, Come Holy Spirit, 

trans. G. 1~. Richards, E. G. Hamrighausen, and K. J. Ernst 
(New York: Round Table Press, Inc., 1934), p. ?8. 
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followers for many years."57 

Barth's very presence could move men to wonder. In 

his 1962 visit to the United States, Barth met with Billy 

Graham, Martin Luther King, Jr. and Carl Henry among other 

American religious 1eaders.58 But it was in his series of 

lectures and discussion sessions at various universities that 

Barth's presence was most keenly felt. At the University of 

Chicago, evangelical representative E. J. Carnell observed: 

"Commented one of the journalists attending the lectures: 

'Merely to watch Karl Barth walk into the auditorium is a 

religious experience.' I agree ... 59 At the end of his time 

with Barth, after he had said farewell to the Swiss man of 

God, Carnell remarked: "I also than1~ed him for the Chris-

tian quality of his life as shown to us during the week. My 

d bt t h . . ' d t "60 e o lm lS oeyon repaymen • 

Undoubtedly the highest tribute that can be paid to 

any man is to point to him as one who is a faithful witness 

to Jesus Christ. Many men have so pointed to Karl Barth. 

But perhaps John A. fVlackay expressed the feelings of many in 

the best way when he wrote: 

57VJilliam E. Hordern, A Lavman' s Guide to Protestant 
Theologv (Ne·n York: The Macmillan Co., 1968), p. 148f. 

58see Karl Barth, Evangelical Theology: A.n Introduc­
tion, trans. Grover Foley (New York: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 
1963), p. viii. 

59E. J. Carnell, "Barth as Inconsistent Evangelical," 
The Christian Century, XXIII (6 June, 1962), 714. 

60 Ibid. 
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For me, personally, y;:arl Barth is the theologian 
who has done greatest justice to the first and most 
basic Christian creed, "Jesus Christ is Lord." It is 
his christological emphasis and his passion for Jesus 
Christ, the Christ of the New Testament and of Grune­
wald's fa~ous painting of the Crucifixion, where John 
the Baptist points his long finger at the "L81Tlb of God," 
that leads me today to thank God for his servant Barth. 
No one in our time, or in ai1Y time since the New rresta­
ment was written, has done more to set forth the Lord­
shin of Christ in the whole £amut of creation and 
red~mption as found in the Bible, in the Church, in the 
world, and in the Christian sou1.61 

But one final word must be given. No tribute to 

Karl Barth can stand apart from an invitation to those who 

hear to also enter into that same joy. Karl Barth, Christ's 

disciple, always and only wanted to say just this: "You 

may meet Him, the Eternal, the Holy One, the Merciful One; 

this is the message of the Bible; for this Jesus Christ 

came into the world." 62 

Reflections 

Karl Barth lived as a Christian. His life demon-

strated the fruits produced by God's grace in the life of 

any man who has gladly given himself over to obedience to 

Jesus Christ. Precisely because he was an imperfect man, 

and precisely because he was a man reconciled to God, Karl 

Barth must always stand among those witnesses to Jesus 

Christ who surround us and bid us behold the glory of God. 

61 John A. Packay, "Bonn 1930--and After; A Lyrical 
Tribute to Karl Barth," Theo1o£v Today, XIII (October, 1956), 

'291. Hereafter cited by "Karl Barth." 

62Karl Barth and E. Thurneysen, God's Search for Man, 
trans. G. VJ. Richards, E. G. Hamrighausen, and ICJ. f::rnst 
(New York: Round Table Press, Inc., 1935), p. 233. 



235 

The above portrait has somewhat fleshed out the skeleton 

sketch of chapter three. What now remains is to suggest a 

few concrete ways in which Karl Barth may stand as an in-

spiration to evangelical theology. 

First, as a Christian man, Karl Barth exhibited the 

character of one who confesses Jesus Christ as his Lord. As 

an obedient son, faithful and joyous friend, loving husband, 

and strong father, Barth's life fully complied with the 

Scripture's requirements for a leader in God's church: 

[He] must be above reproach, the husband of one wife, 
temperate, sensible, dignifiedt hospitable, an apt 
teacher, no drunkard, not violent but gentle, not 
quarrelsome, and no lover of money. He must manage his 
own household well, keeping his children submissive and 
respectful in every way; for it a man does not know how 
to manage his own household, how can he care for God's 
church? He rrrust not be a recent convert, or he may be 
puffed up with conceit and fall into the condemnation of 
the devil; moreover he must be well thought of by out­
siders, or he may fall into reproach and the snare of 
the devil. 63 

Second, as a Christian scholar, Barth displayed both 

a remarkable breadth of knowledge and depth of understand-

ing. He applied himself to his work with discipline and 

care. But above and beyond his talents and skills Karl 

Barth dedicated himself to constructive theology. Of course, 

he did not ignore polemics when and where they seemed appro-

priate. Indeed, he was very sharp in disputation. Yet, he 

was primarily interested in positive statements. This is 

evident, for example, in the final fragment of his Church 

63r Timothy 3:2-7 (Revised Standard Version); cf. J; 
10,13; 6;11-16. 
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Dogmatics where he first told of his debt to his son's work 

but went on to say, "Nevertheless, I have had to accept in 

the main his predominantly negative thesis and incorporate 

it into my own predominantly positive thesis." 64 

Third, as a Christian minister, Barth evidenced both 

a breadth of character and a depth of commitment. Even in 

the days of his life when Barth was most influenced by liber-

al theology, he was still anxious to relate to his people 

the very words of God. He became a member of the Social 

Democrats as an expression of his desire to stand with the 

65 people to whom he preached each Sunday. In later years he 

also chose to minister to those around him through preaching, 

writing, visiting, and even public confrontations. 66 But 

above all, as a minister Barth was concerned to witness to 

Christ by word and deed. 

Finally, as Christ's disciple, Karl Barth exhibited 

in life what he wrote in his many books. "The evangelical 

heart of Barth's theology is the doctrine of Christ as the 

divine Reconciler." 67 Barth exemplified a life and ministry 

of reconciliation. In this regard one example must suffice. 

From 1934 until 1960, Barth and Emi~ Brunner had little 

64 Bay·th CD, IV /4, p. x. 

65see p. 92 of this study. Note that this political 
affiliation was never a significant part of Barth's life af­
ter Romans; cf. p. 99 of this study. 

66see chapter three. 
67Thomas F. Torrance, "Karl Barth," Scottish Journal 

of Theolo~v, XXII (March, 1969), 4. 
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personal contact with one another although only a short 

distance separated them between Basel and ZUrich. A mutual 

friend of the two men, John Hesselink, an American theology 

student, arranged the meeting which took place on 19 Novem­

ber, 1960. The two men and their wives spent the time in 

renewing their friendship. 

Although both couples approached the encounter with 
considerable apprehension, the occasion turned out to be 
a most enjoyable one which succeeded, not in reconciling 
theological differences, but in clearing the air and · 
cementing personal relationships.68 

Afterwards, Barth commented, "He remains my friend. 

. . . In human relations v:e are amicable and on good terms. 

But as to theology nothing is changed," 69 At the same time, 

Barth vias quick to admit wrongs he had committed and to 

correct them. Thus, in the preface to the second part of 

volume four, Barth wrote: 

As I hurry to the end of this Preface, I must not 
forget to make some necessary amends. . • . I am think­
ing • . • of the fierce attack which I made on Dutch 
Neo-Calvinists in globo in the Preface to III,Li·. The 
wrath of man seldom does that which is right in the 
sight of God, and never when it is i_n ,globo. . . . I 
should lil-<:e to withdraw entirely the ,generalized and 
therefore ill-founded words which aft~r many years of 
provocation I then suddenly unleashed.70 

Barth was also a tireless and courageous witness. 

During the years in Germany before the Second World War, 

68Godsey, in Barth, HC~l, p. 78. 

69News, "The Elephant and the \vhale," Christianity 
Today, VI (25 May, 1962), 850. 

7°Karl Barth, CD_, IV/2, trans. G. VJ. Bromiley (Edin­
burgh: T. & T. Clark, 1958), p. xii. 
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he was steadfast. nrrhe chief prophetic voice in those years 

was that of Barth ... 71 In his later years, from 1954 on-

ward, Barth began to exercise the ministry of prison visita-

tion. He often preached to them of God's grace to set men 

free.7 2 

Finally, in a day when a confusion of voices pro-

claimed to have the truth, Barth continued to preach Christ 

and avoid disputes over empty philosophies. However, he 

could always utter a strong word on occasion. As Codsey 

recorded: 

Barth waxed eloquent when I inquired about his 
reaction to what is happening in theology today; for 
example, in Bishop John A. T. Robinson's "Honest to God" 
movement or in the "new hermeneutics" of the Bultmann 
school: ":·Jhen I am irenic, I say this is 'flat-tire 
theology.' The pneuma ..• has gone out of it, and 
when the pneuma goes out of a tire, the automobile is 
likely to have an accident. Or at least it doesn't go 
an;ywhere. But when I am angry, I think of the entire 
Bultmann school as the Company of Korah."73 

What does all this mean to evangelicalism? The 

ans1Ner must depend on those who recognize that Karl Barth's 

life may be presented as a model to teach the redemptive 

power of Jesus Christ. All that this study has already 

portrayed about Barth is but a beginning. Only a few sug-

gestions have been offered as to how Barth stands as an in-

spiration. In the final analysis, each reader must draw 

from the resources those items that will encourage him on 

71Mackay, "Karl Barth," p. 292. 

72s ~ 1 ee, .1.0r examp e, the sermons in Barth, Call for God. 

73Godsey, in Barth, HCM, p. 8 3. 
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his own path of obedience. This much must be said however: 

over every word of man that can be said concerning Karl 

Barth stands the one Word of God. If Karl Barth is to be 

an inspiration to the renewal and reformation of evangelical 

theology it must be as one who has glorified God, now en­

joys him eternally, but always and ever looks not to himself 

but to God in Jesus Christ. 

BAR'rH AS A GUIDE 

One of the r.:os t famo1..1.s German existentialist phi los­
ophers, Karl Jaspers, also teaches at the University of 
Basel. Near the conclusion of his recent course on 
"Philosophic Faith in Relation to Christian Revelation," 
Jaspers paid a remarkable tribute to Karl Barth. Jas­
pers indicated that while he and many of his associates 
are making only scattered contributions to scientific 
thought, the really great significance of Karl Barth 
lies in the fact that he has thought through the whole 
field of theology and reworked it for himself.74 

These words, penned in 1960, only serve to emphasize 

more strongly the tremendous si~1ificance of Barth's theolo~J. 

In order to see ways in which this theology can serve as a 

guide to the reformation and renewal of evangelical theol-

ogy a .few guidelines are in order. First, Barth must be 

examined as a constructive theologian. Second, he must be 

considered as a dynamic theologian. Third, he must be re-

viewed as a dogmatic theologian. Accordingly, the emphasis 

is on how Barth can serve as a guide, with ideas dravm from 

his theology as desirable. 

74Fred H. Klooster, The Si~nificance of Barth's 
Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1961), p. 2?f. 
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Karl Barth, the constructive, d;ynamic, and dogmatic 

theologian had something to say about nearly everything. 

Not even church building architecture escaped his atten­

tion.75 But above everything else Barth's theology glori-

fied Christ. If reformation and renewal is to come to evan-

gelical theology it must come frcm Christ. He must increase, 

he must be at the center. 

The Constructive Theolo~ian 

Barth was an individual of the Church. ~uring his 

life he v:as a prophet, a pilgrim, a preacher, and a pastor. 

As a prophet his Romans sent forth a strong word about man's 

sinfulness, the av1esome sovereignty of God, and the great 

~ulf separatin~ man from God. As a pilgrim, Barth adopted 

the langua~e of dialectics to speak about God while he sought 

restlessly for a more adequate way. As a preacher, Barth 

wrote his Church Jo£matics for the proclamation of the 

Church. As a pastor, Barth not only preached but passed 

the tasks of his Christian vocation on to those who were of 

the new generation. Yet at every step along the way Barth 

was a member of the Church dedicated to the service of the 

Church as service to the Lord. 

As a positive theologian, Barth shaped his theology 

by constructive action, not reaction. This meant a good con-

fession, a Gospel, and a Bible undisturbed by the higher 

r:c; 
(--'" Ima~es and symbols do not have an;{ place in a 

Protestant church buildin~." Karl Barth, "Protestantism and 
Architecture," Theology Today, XIX (July, 1962) . . 
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criticism. At the same time, however, Barth was not one 

to retreat and hide, or claim that 'ignorance is bliss.' He 

refused to allow apologetics any place in his theology for 

the obviously simple reason that the Gospel had no need of 

them. He would not leave room for Brunner's "eristics" 

either. Brunner acknowledged~ 

Karl Barth's hostility to Apologetics is, however, 
to this extent justified, because it is true that dis­
cussion with non-Christian thous£:ht cannot be the basis 
and the starting-point for dogmatics itself. His oppo­
sition to "eristics" was necessary, so long as this VIas 
proclaimed as the "foundation" of dogmatics.76 

It was because of the power of the Gospel, and his 

confidence in it, that Barth could risk--in fact, feel 

compelled--to speak of ''legend" to describe certain portions 

of the Bible. He was seeking an exactness of language for 

the Church's proclamation. Narratives like the creation 

account seemed to be other than historie, but clearly not 

"myth." i!Jhen Barth used the term "legend" he meant by it 

something very unambiguous. This was quickly recognized by 

other theologians like Brunner who replied: "The word 

'myth' is to be preferred (in spite of its ambiguity) to 

~legend' (which Barth suggests), because 'legend' refers to 

historical fact ... 77 

At every turn, Barth set forth the Gospel of Jesus 

76Emil Brunner, Dof'Jl:atics: The Christian Doctrine of 
God, I, trans. Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 
1950), p. 101. 

??Emil Brl.l.nner, Dornatics: The Christian Doctrine of 
Creation and Pedemntion, II. trans. Olive VJyon \Philadelpllia: 
Westminster Press, 1952), p. 74, n. 1. 
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Christ. H. R. Mackintosh once wrote of him that, "Barth's 

mind is dominated by the thought of God which emerges from 

the Bible. In the service of that thought he finds perfect 

freedom ... 78 This was unabused freedom. It was the freedom 

of the Christian mission. 

Constructive theology is necessarily mission theol-

ogy. This is true because the most positive message that 

can be proclaimed is that of God in Jesus Christ. Mission 

theology for Barth was also necessarily 'rrini tarian and 

Christo-centric theology. According to Barth, when Jesus 

was delivered up to Pilate and the Gentiles by the leading 

representatives of Israel itself it was "the event which 

necessarily transformed the mission to Israel (Mt. 10:1f) ... 79 

Missions, in essence, is "a reflection of the way which God 

Himself went from those who have all things to those who have 

nothing. "80 Here, as every-where else, the center is Jesus 

and the message is the Gospel. 

The D~1amic Theolozian 

The constructive efforts of Barth were supported by 

his dynamic outlook. Simply put, this means he, as one mem-

ber within the Body of Christ, was still but .Q.!}_g_ member who 

needed to be in dialogue with others. Barth was adept at 

dialoging from Scripture, dialoging with past theologians, 

dialoging with present thinkers, and then challenging future 

of Mod ern 'I' he o lo.gv .• p. 285. 

79Barth, CD, IV/2, p. 171. 80 Ibid. 
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theologians to think, rethinl\:, and think through every 

issue. 

Gabriel Vahanian once said of Barth that he was 

"truly faithful to the intentions and structure of the re­

discovery of the gospel that took place in the period of the 

Reformation. ,.Si This \vas because Barth did not canonize 

their conclusions. Like the reformers, he was in the pro­

cess of creating the Christian tradition, not cementing it. 

Dialog was at the heart of Barth's work. But this Meant more 

than just spealdng. Much more it meant listening and learn-

ing from others. 

The results of Barth's dialog were expressed in the 

science of dogmatics. VJi thin the con text of the Church 

and by the standards of the Christian canon Barth conducted 

the work of reviewing the language of the Church, reflecting 

on the mission of the Church and its contemporary expression, 

and renewing the language of the Church so·as to best ex-

press and fulfill that mission. Was he successful? 

Colin Brovm has voiced the opinion that "the real 

significance of l':arl Barth is that he has brought fundamen­

tal questions back into the centre of attention." 82 But, 

81 G. Vahanian in Karl Barth, The Fa_i th of the Church, 
trans. and intro. G. Vahanian, ed. Jean-Louis Leuba (London: 
Collins Fress, 1958), p. 7. 

82Colin Brown, Karl Barth and the Christian r.:essa2;e 
(Chicago; Inter-Varsity Press, 19671:. p. 152. 
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Barth had ah>o focused the issues and, as Brovm noted, "He 

has also raised again key themes of the Bible which are 

regularly pushed into the background in the church today • 

.. s J Barth was very successful in his task. Torrance • • • 

wrote: 

Both in its grandeur and in its profundity Barth's 
massive explication of our knowledge of God has estab­
lished such contact with reality tfiat it will be a con­
stant source of surprise and discovery for students V.Jho 
may have something of the same awe and humility, the 
mingled joy and wonder and rf:sponsibility, that charac­
terised Karl Barth himself.s~ 

Barth's dogmatic theology cannot be ignored. It 

represents a constructive theology actively engaged in pro-

ductive dialog. It demonstrates one way to review, renew, 

and reform the theology, the proclamation, and the life of 

the Church. Perhaps Bromiley said it best vrhen he wrote: 

Here is a do§!Tnatics which seeks its starting-point 
in faith, which depends for its strength on prayer, which 
consciously orientates itself to the Lord, and which 
finds its true climaxes in Praise. Reverence is, of 
course, no substitute for truth; yet the truth is not 
honored without reverence. Hence these are qualities 
in Barth's theology which we cannot fail to respect, 
which we may seek to emulate even in our criticisms and 
which we should covet earnestly for all theological 
endeavor.85 

Reflections 

Norman F. langford once remariced that, "Barth is 

above all a theologian for practical preachers and 

BJibid., p. 153. 

84 Torrance, "Karl Barth," p. 1. 

85Geoffrey U. Bromiley, "Karl Barth," Creative f.:linds 
in ContemPorary Theolosr:·-r, ed. and intra. P. E. Huphes (Grand 
Rapids; i;Jm. B. ierdma.n3 Publishing Co., 1966), p. 59. 
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86 teachers." Even for those who find the complete reading 

of the Church Dogmatics impossible they still can serve as 

excellent resources for classroom and pulpit. But the real 

value of Karl Barth as a guide is ultimately much deeper. 

He has shovm the way for evangelical theology to move with 

the times without capitulating to the current situation of 

any given moment. Theology is always theologia viatorum, 

theology along the way. It is the proclamation of an eter-

nal message in a moment-by-moment relevancy of expression. 

God's revelation is neither irrelevant nor ethereal. 

On the contrary, the event of revelation as des­
cribed for us in Scripture has everywhere a natural, 
bodily, outward and visible component--from the creation 
(not only of heaven but also of earth), by way of the 
concrete existence of the people of Israel in Palestine, 
the birth of Jesus Christ, His physical miracles, His 
suffering and death under Pontius Filate, His physical 
resurrection, right down to His coming again and the 
resurrection of the body,87 

There are a multitude of ways in which Barth may 

serve as a guide for the v1orl\: of constructive evangelical 

theology. Moreover, today is truly a day when every resource 

must be utilized. The pressures always upon the cominuni ty 

of faith have been increased by the new attention being 

directed toward American evangelicalism. 'rhe vrords of Nels 
/ Ferre, himself not an evangelical, though given more than 

t"INenty years ago nevertheless speak as well for the 

86 Norman F. L_qngford, "How Barth Has Influenced f/Ie," 
Theology To~, XIII (October, 1956), 361. 

87Karl Barth, CD, II/1, trans. T. H. L. Parl\:er, VJ. 
B. J h t H 'Kn. 1 ' 1 J T 'l Tr . ("'d. . h m " o ns on, .. . lg: Y'G, a.nc • _.;, t:.. r a1re ~ .1nourg ~ ..t.. a 
T. Clark, 1957), p. 265. 
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evangelical today: 

v1fe have great need to return to main Christian assump­
tions. In method Barth puts faith first: the faith of 
revelation, of the Bible~ and of the Church. In doctrine 
he is a thorough-going supernaturalist of a decisive 
evangelical faith. His stress on the Bible and Christ 
magnifies God and refuses to be bound by all narrow 
limits of history and experience. How mightily he 
combines the sovereignty of God and his limitless love! 
In eschatology, although he rightly eschev1s all human 
predictions and basis for hope, he annotmces the final 
victory of God in clear and unmistakably Christian terms. 
How can any Christian teacher be thankful enough to Karl 
Barthi88 · 

Perhaps the most profitable way to see how Barth 

may guide evangelical efforts today is to examine his final 

message to the Church. "It is no accident that Barth in his 

very last work intended to challenge • • • Christians . . . 
89 to set out, to return, and to confess." Each of these 

must be examined. Together they comprise a way forward into 

the future. 

Three features in particular form the peculiar marks 

of a genuine and right setting out of the Church. First, it 

is "an affirmation of the Church's future and only then, and 
oo because of it, the abandoning of the past."/ In this re-

gard, it is not enough to criticise, protest, or hold con-

tempt of the past. Second,, "the setting out of the Church 

is genuine and right if the Church envisages as the New, and 

therefore as its future, the unambiguous and definite Promise 

88 Nels F. S. Ferr~, "How Barth Has Influenced Me," 
TheolOEV Todav, XIII (October, 1956), )61. 

89Hartwell, "Last Thoughts of Karl Barth," p. 200. 

90ibid. , p. 201. 
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given to the Church by Jesus Christ ... 91 This means a pur-

poseful change, not a random movement into chaos. Thus, 

third, "the genuine and right setting out of the Church must 

b f d . d 1 f' h. "9 2 e per orme ln or er y _as. lOn •••• 

The setting out of the Church is but one part of the 

movement into the future. "The movement of the Church is, 

secondly, a vigorous returning to what has taken place at 

the beginning. ,93 'l1his means that the setting out is guided 

by the past. It is, in fact, a return to the past. But 

the return is not to any other point in the past than the 

very_ beginning. ''The crucified and risen Jesus Christ is 

both the Old and the Ne1.v to whom the Church must turn in 

that l. t re+urns. "94 n·r th ~ld d t' "1 7 -'-v .ence, .e u an ne ·1evv are a(, one. 

The third aspect of the one movement of the Church 

is its confessing. This aspect was not developed in written 

form by Barth. The evening of these final thoughts was his 

last evening in this life. But it should be noted that in 

his outline: 

The last key-v:ord 'Frohlich ernstnehmen' (let us 
take seriously and rejoice) is a comforting legacy to 
future generations. It could be the epitaph to the life 
and wori~ of Barth hinself, v;ho once described himself 
as 'God's joyful partisan.•95 

Here then is the challenge to the evangelical churches 

not only in the United States but abroad as well. Yet as 

evangelicalism is on the move it must be careful in its 

92~b"d -'- l • 93Ibid. 94 Ibid., p. 202. 

95rbid. 
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witness, life, and theology. Its witness must be to Jesus 

Christ, the Lord, from Scripture, in proclamation, and VIith 

experience and a developing tradition in its trail. Its 

life must be in Christ. Its theology must be biblical and 

communicable. In this last respect, evangelical theology 

must sharpen and refine its language through meaningful 

dialogue. Dogmatics has its place aDd cannot be ignored. 

The resources provided by the life and work of Karl 

Barth remain ready for profitable use by evangelicals. He 

who dialogs with Barth has already taken the first impor­

tant step in creating an ever more positive presentation of 

evangelical theology. It is not necessary to accept every-­

or even any--thought of Barth without revision or qualifica­

tion. But it is necessary to hear him, learn from him, and 

with him point to Jesus Christ. 

CONCLUSION 

A final note of caution must be sounded. The worl';: 

of Karl Barth must be used rightly. His life must not be­

come an idol. His work must never be canonized. It seems 

safe enough to say such possibilities are very slim in the 

foreseeable future of evangelicalism. Indeed, the over­

whelmingly positive character of this study is due primarily 

to the great resistance of evangelicals to Barth. The 

absence of criticism of Barth in this study is in the 

interest of constructive theology as it must present itself 

in the face of overv,rhelmingly negative and ignorant, even 
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irresponsible, reactions by the members of a community who 

stand to profit greatly from Karl Barth. 

Nonetheless, the caution must still be sounded. 

Karl Barth should serve as an example: as an inspiration and 

a guide. But there can be no room for Barthians! Finally, 

he must be critically evaluated aftert during, and in the 

midst of a continuing appeal to the standards of Scripture. 

Barth did not fear such a testing process; indeed, he invited 

it. Put him to the test! He will stand for his Master is 

able to make him stand. 

Evangelical theology is on the move. Perhaps in some 

quarters there is resistance, even rebellion, but the move 

continues. Despite divisions, uncertainties, fighting and 

fear, the evangelical churches are moving into the future. 

As long as they look steadfastly to their Lord and glorify 

him the future will be enjoyable. But the needs of the 

present still beckon. The Church is still being transformed, 

still being conformed to the image of Christ. ?,enevral and 

reformation are still necessary and they will come. Karl 

Barth is no longer with us and yet he remains. His life 

still presents an inspiring example. His work still provides 

valuable resources. t·Jill the evangelical community accept 

his help? Or is it still true that a prophet is without 

honor in his own country? 

On the day of Karl Barth's death Gerald F. Moede 

penned what must rest as this study's final word: 

~·Jhen he is taken seriously the church ar:d l -r:;s 
healing message will be continually reformed and renewed; 
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when his thought is neglected, theology will be detoured 
by exciting but nevertheless enervating and extra­
curricular pursuits. Vlhy is this so? Simply because . 
he recalled the church to the New Testament elements 

96 which have underlain each reformation of its history. 

i 

969brald F. Moede, "The Humanity of Karl Barth," 
The Crrr··n~rtian Century, LXXXV ( 25 December, 1968), 1617. 

\. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table of Abbreviations 

Church Dogmatics, Karl Barth 

Evangelical Theology1 An Introduction, Karl Barth 

How I Changed My Mind, Karl Barth (w/J. Godsey) 

Humanity of God, Karl Barth 

Karl Barth: An Introduction to His Early Theology, 

1910-1931, Thomas Torrance 

A Religious History of the American People, Sydney E. 

Ahlstrom 

A Handbook of Contemporary Theology, Bernard Ramm 

The Theology of Karl Barth, Hans Urs von Balthasar 

The Theology of Karl Barth: An Introduction, Herbert 

Hartwell 

The Word of God and the Word of Man, Karl Barth 
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Barth's Precursors 

Theology 

Jeremiah 
Plato I 

Paul 

\ 
-Augustine 

~ 
Aristotle ------

\ 
Anselm 

Reformers ~ 
Luther Calvin , 

Kant 
.\ 

F~chte 

chell~ng S \ . I 
I \ 

Hegel Schleiermacher \ Heinrich Heppe\ 
( ideal:tsm) Kierkegaard (religious \ 1 \ 

"(existentialism) /-/~ubjecti vism) \ 1 '\ 

/~ts~ Blu~ardt I \\ 
~~~~r:~-~~--~ 

------.......__ ""Bar~ ---------
.....____ ---

---J --------­Barth 
(after 1931) 
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APPENDIX C 

Karl Barth; A Biographical Time-Line 

1886 Born 10 May in Basel, Switzerland; son of Professor 

Fritz Barth. 

1889 Family moves to Bern. Here Barth and his brothers 

grow up. 

1902 Age 16, his first interest in systematic theology 

kindled by Confirmation instruction course. 

1904 Study at Bern under his father; systematic theology 

under Hermann Ludemann, a liberal. Vital interest in 

Kant and Schleiermacher. 

1906 Study at University of Berlin during Fall Semester. 

Heard K. Holl, H. Gunkel, and J. Kaftan, most attracted 

to Adolf von Harnack. Study at Bern, summer term. 

Keen desire to study under W. Herrmann. 

1907 Study at University of Tubingen. Instructors included 

T. Haring and Adolf Schlatter. 

1908 Study at University of Marburg for three semesters. 

Instructors included Johannes Weiss, Adolf Julicher 

and most importatly, Wilhelm Herrmann. 

1909 Passed theological examinations at Bern. Ordained at 

age 23~ becomes editorial assistant on staff of 

Christliche Welt, in Marburg. Returns to Switzerland 

late in the year. 

1910 Assistant pastor in Swiss Reformed Church at Geneva. 
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1911 

1912 

1913 

Begins pastorate at Safem'lil, a village in Aargau, 

north central Switzerland. 

Fritz Barth dies. 
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Marries Nelly Hoffmann. Friendship begun in student 

days with Eduard Thurneysen is continued; Thurneysen 

pastors a church in neighboring village of Leutwil. 

Discovers work of Soren Kierkegaard. 

1914 In August, ninety-three German intellectuals, including 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

many of his former instructors, proclaim support of 

Kaiser Wilhelm II's war policy. 

Joins Social Democratic Party. 

Delivers addresses indicating his changing thought as 

he moves away from liberalism. 

With Thurneysen publishes a volume of their sermons. 

Composition of Der Romerbrief. 

1,000 copies of Der Romerbrief are printed; it is a 

revolutionary work. 

Personal confrontation with A. Harnack in April as 

both deliver lectures at the Aargau Student Conference. 

Leaves Safenwil in October to be installed at Gottin­

gen as Honorary Professor of Reformed Theology. 

1922 Receives Honorary Th.D. from University of Munster. 

With Thurneysen and Friedrich Gogarten, the journal 

Zwischen den Zeiten is founded. 

1923 Georg Merz becomes editor of Zwischen den Zeiten and 

publication begins. 
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1924 First lectures in dogmatics entitled ••rnstruction in 

the Christian Religion" given. 

1925 Begins in Autumn to teach at University of Munster in 

Westphalia as Professor of Dogmatics and New Testament 

Exegesis. 

1928 First English translation of one of his works. 

1930 Moves to the University of Bonn where he becomes Pro­

fessor of Systematic Theology. Charlotte von Kirsch­

baum becomes his secretary. 

1932 Begins work on the Church Dogmatics. 

1933 On 25 April the "Evangelical Church of the German 

Nation" is created as the state church and the "Ger­

man Christian" movement affirms Nazism. In July, 

along with Thurneysen, he founds a new journal, 

Theologische Existenz heute; the final issue of 

Zwischen den Zeiten is published. 

1934 The Confessing Church is formally organized; the Barmen 

Confession issued at Barmen in ~vuppertal, Germany on 

31 May, of which he is the chief architect. 

1935 Forced from Germany by the Nazis. Returns to Basel as 

Professor at the University. 

1936 Visits Italy and Hungary (1936-1937). 

1937 Delivers 1937/1938 Gifford Lectures on natural theol­

at Aberdeen. Scotland. 

1938 Writes letter t? Czechs urging resistance to Nazism. 

1939 Writes letter to French Protestants of warning and 

encouragement. 



1940 Second letter to French Protestants. 

1941 Visited by Dietrich Bonhoeffer in late February, 

Sends letter to English Protestants. 
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1942 Letters to the Norwegians (April), the Dutch (July), 

and the Americans (October). 

1943 Serves throughout the war as a Swiss border guard. 

1945 Visits Germany at the war's end. Turns to speaking 

in behalf of charity toward a defeated Germany. 

1946 Teaches one semester of dogmatics at Bonn. Visits 

Berlin and Dresden, meets with Church leaders in East 

Germany. 

1947 Returns to Bonn to teach another semester. 

1948 Visits Hungary to talk with leaders of Reformed Church 

there. Participates in the meeting held in Amsterdam 

to form the World Council of Churches. 

1949-1955 Continues teaching at Basel and publishing works. 

1956 Celebrates seventieth birthday; delivers memorial 

address at celebration of 200th anniversary of Mozart's 

birthday. 

1957-1959 Continues at Basel. 

1960 Meet~ in summer at Strasbourg with students from 

around the world during the World Student Christian 

Federation's Teaching Conference on the Life and 

Mission of the Church. Meets with Emil Brunner on 

19 November. 

1962 Formally retires, with last lecture 1 March. Spends 

seven weeks in u.s.A. (April-May). Visits ten states, 



lectures at University of Chicago, Princeton, San 

Francisco Theological Seminary and Union Theological 

Seminary in Virginia. 

1963 19 April, awarded in Copenhagen the "Sonning Prize," 

bestowed in honour of his outstanding contributions to 

European culture. 

1964 Spends September to November in the hospital; suffers 

slight stroke in December. 

1965 Leaves the hospital in January, gradually recovers. 

1966 Travels· to Rome to discuss ~~d evaluate Vatican II in 

September. 

1967 Last part-volume of the still unfinished Church 

Dogmatics published. 

1968 Dies 10 December. 



APPENDIX D 

Karl Barth's Churc~ 

Word of God 

Introduction 

1. The Task of Dogmatics 

2. The Task of Prolegomena to Dogmatics 

Ch. 1 The Word of God as the Criterion of Dogmatics 

). Church Proclamation as the Material of 

4. The Word of God in Its Threefold Form 

5· The Nature of the Word of God 

6~ The Knowability of the \'lord of God 

7. The Word of God, Dogma, and Dogmatics 

Ch. 2 The Revelation of God 

Part 1. The Triune God 

8. God in His Revelation 

9. God's Three-in-Oneness 

10. God the Father 

11. God the Son 

12. God the Holy Spirit 

Part 2. The Incarnation of the Word 

1). God's Freedom for Man 

14. The Time of Revelation 

15. The Secret of Revelation 

Part J. The O~tpouring of the Holy Spirit 

16. The Freedom of Man for God 
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17. God's Revelation as the Annulment of Religion 

18. The Life of the Children of God 

Ch. 3 The Holy Scripture 

19. God's Word for the Church 

20. Authority in the Church 

21. Freedom in the Church 

Ch. 4 The Proclamation of the Church 

22. The Commission of the Church 

23. Dogmatics as a Function of the Listening Church 

24. Dogmatics as a Function of the Teaching Church 

Ch. 5 The Knowledge of God 

25. The Knowledge of God in Its Consummation 

26. The Knowability of God 

27. The Limits of the Knowledge of God 

Ch. 6 The Reality of God 

28. God's Being as the One Who Freely Loves 

29. God's Perfections 

30. The Perfections of the Divine Loving 

31. The Perfections of the Divine Freedom 

Ch. 7 God's Gracious Election 

32. The Task of a Correct Doctrine of God's Gracious 

Election 

33. The Election of Jesus Christ 
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34. The Election of the Community 

35· The Election of the Individual 

Ch. 3 God's Commandment 

36. Ethics as a Task of the Doctrine of God 

37· The Commandment as God's Claim 

38. The Commandment as God's Decision 

39. The Commandment as God's Judgment 

Creation 

Ch. 9 The Work of Creation 

40. Faith in God the Creator 

41. Creation and Covenant 

42. The Yes of God the Creator 

Ch. 10 The Creature 

43. Man as a Problem of Dogmatics 

44. Man as God's Creature 

45. Man in His Appointment to Be God's Covenant Partner 

46. Man as Soul and Body 

47. Man in His Time 

Ch. 11 The Creator and His Creature 

48. The Doctrine of Providence, Its Ground and Structure 

49. God the Father as Lord of His Creature 

50. God and Nothingness 

51. The Kingdom of Heaven, God's Messengers and their 

Adversaries 



Ch. 12 The Commandment of God the Creator 

52. Ethics as a Task of the Doctrine of Creation 

53· Freedom Before God 

54. Freedom in Community 

55· Freedom to Live 

56. Freedom Within Limitations 

Reconciliation 

Ch. 13 The Subject and the Problems of the Doctrine of 

Reconciliation 

57. The Work of God the Reconciler 

58. The Doctrine of Reconciliation 

Ch. 14 Jesus Christ, the Lord as Servant 

59. The Obedience of the Son of God 

60. Man's Pride and Fall 

61. Man's Justification 

62. The Holy Spirit and the Assembly of the Christian 

Community 

63. The Holy Spirit and Christian Faith 

Ch. 15 Jesus Christ, the Servant as Lord 

64. The Exaltation of the Son of Man 

65. Man's Indolence and Wretchedness 

66. Man's Sanctification 
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67. The Holy Spirit and the Upbuilding of the Christian 

Community 



68. The Holy Spirit and Christian Love 

Ch, 16 Jesus Christ, the True Witness 

69. The Glory of the Mediator 

70. Man's Falsehood and Da~ation 

71. Man's Calling 

72. The Holy Spirit and the Sending of the Christian 

Community 

73· The Holy Spirit and Christian Hope 

Ch. 17 The Commandment of God the Reconciler 

Redemption 
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APPENDIX E 

Brown, Robert McAfee, "\'Jhat' s V'lhere in Barth," The Christian 
Century, 

Karl Barth's imminent arrival in this country means 
that people must be able to converse knowledgeably about 
him in the months ahead. Since 11 of the 12 extant 
volumes of Church Do~atics are now available in English, 
it is no longer possible to plead ignorance of things 
Barthian. Indeed, so zealous is the hardy Scottish team 
of translators that there is some fear it may end up 
giving us more volumes in English than Barth has written 
in German. 

li'Jhen a Church DoE!!!latics is 12 volumes strong and 
still far from completion, it becomes a bit difficult 
to remember what's where. And when the main volumes are 
broken down into "part-volumes 11 it gets even harder. 
Nevertheless, now that Barth himself is to visit us we 
are all required to be able to converse about his mam­
moth production. For those who do not have time before 
April 23 to read the 6 million words, the following 
guide may prove helpful in remembering What's Where in 
Barth: 

I/1--In English, "one-one" means a tie; no conclu­
sion reached. I/1 therefore is introductory and method­
ological, pointing toward future volumes. 

I/2--"0ne, two, buckle my shoe." A shoe is what 
you stand on. I/2 deals with that whereon the Protes­
tant stands; i.e., the authority of Scripture. 

II/1--Here we turn from nursery rhyme to mathematics. 
Two plus one equals three. Three is the number of per­
sons in the godhead. Therefore II/ (plus) 1 deals with 
the doctrine of God. (Note: Since in Barth's system the 
unity-in-trinity is also a trini ty-in-uni t:Y . .t we find 
more on the doctrine of the trinity in I/1 Lor 11--one 
primed, to emphasize Barth's rigorous monotheism].) 

II/2--Here we resort to the French and render the 
volume number as Tout? Tout1"--which, roughly translated, 
goes: "Is everyone saved? Yes, everyone!" This, then, 
is the volume on the doctrine of election. (Note: This 
isn't quite fair to Barth, who is not a universalist. 
If Barth is ever hanged for heresy, however, it won't be 
for espousing a doctrine of limited atonement.) 

III/1--Easy; "Three, one, cre-a-tion." Not only 
does it rhyme, but "creation" has three syllables' thus 
no need to get confused and say "Tv.JQ., one, creation" or 
even "Four, one, creation." III/1--creation. 

III/2:..-Here III stands for God (Father, Son and Holy 
Spirit) and 2 stands for man. (Note: In Barth's anthro­
pology "man" is understood in terms of male and female.) 
Thus III/2 deals with the doctrine of man. 
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III/3--Since this volume deals with providence, 
angels, the nihil and all sorts of other subjects, we 
say "Three, three, pot-2ourri." If you can't remember 
where somethings goes [si~chances are it belongs in 
III/3. (Note: Theological purists who dislike this may 
resort to the following mnemonic equation: II/J equals 
3 times 3 equals Nien equals no equals nothing equals 
the nihil or das Niphtige. III/3 therefore treats of 
the nihil. 

III74--Time for another jingle: "Three, four, shut 
the door." This is very specific, down-to-earth advice. 
And what do we find in III/4? Very specific, down-to­
earth advice about such ethical issues as war, suicide 
and marriage. III/4, then, deals with ethics. 

IV/1--This volume deals particularly with justifica­
tion. Barth puts great stress on the cosmic victory, 
already achieved, by which we are justified in the sight 
of God. So: "Four, one, the battle's won." 

IV/2--Barth now turns to sanctification; he stresses 
that this is a real possibility for all men. Sos "Four, 
two, there's hope for you." 

IV/3(1)--Here is where Barth oversteps all bounds of 
numerical decency by dividing the third part of the fourth 
volume into halves. Our best clue is to reflect quietly 
about what should be the fate of any author who numbers 
a tome "Volume IV, Part Three, First Half, .. and be led 
from this to recall that IV/3{1) gives considerable atten­
tion to "the damnation of man." 

IV/3(2)--This is large enough to be a new phone 
number. \nlhen we hear someone say "Barth 432" we natur­
ally reply, "Who's calling?" The rest is easy, for 
IV/3(2) treats the doctrine of the calling. 

There's going to be a fifth volume. How many 
"part-volumes" it will contain is known only to Barth 
and the angels, and Barth is not exactly sure himself. 
Since I'm not on very good terms with the angels (ex­
cept the fallen ones}, I think we'd better leave things 
as they are for now. 

In the meantime, on to Aquinas and his 24-volume 
Summa. 



APPENDIX F 

Barth's German Publications Time-Line 

Tables of Abbreviations 

Periodicals 

CW Christliche Welt 

ET 

GV 

NW 

STZ 

TE 

TE,NF 

TS 

ZTK 

ZdZ 

Evangelische Theologie 

Gesammelte Vortrage 

Neue Wege 

Schweizerischen Theologischen Zeitschrift 

Theologische Existenz heute 

Theologische Existenz heute, Neue Folge 

Theologische Studien 

Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche 

Zwischen den Zeiten 

Publishers 

CK Christian Kaiser Verlag 

EA Einsichten und Ausblicke 

EB Evangelische Buchhandlung 

EV Evangelischer Verlag (A.G.) 

Books 

KD Die Kirchliche Dogmatik 
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1909 "Moderne Theolcgie und Reichgottesarbeit," ZTK, 
XIX, 317-21. 
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"Antwort an d. Achelis und D. Drews," ZTK, XIX, 479-86. 

1912 "Der christliche Glaube und die Geschichte," STZ Heft 
1 and 2. 

1914 "Der Glaube an den personlichen Gott," ZTK, XXIV, 21-32. 

1916 "Die Gerechtigkeit Gottes," I'fu'l, X no. 47. 

1917 Suche Gott, Sowe~det ihr leben (with E. Thurneysen), 
Berns G. A. Baschlin. 

1919 Der Romerbrief, Berns 

1920 Der Christ in der Gesellshaft, Patmosverlag. 

Biblische Fragen, Munchen: EA 

Zur im1eren La~e des Christentums, M~~chen. 

"Uner ledigte An fragen an die heutige Theologie" 

1921 Der Romerbrief, Second Edition, Mlinchen. 

1922 "Das 1;Jort Gottes als Aufgabe der Theologie, •• C\'J, XXXVI, 
858-73. 

"Not und Verheissung der christlichen Verkundigung," 
ZdZ Heft 1, 1-25. 

1923 "16 Antworten an Herrn Professor von Harnack," CIIJ, 
XXXVII, 89-91. 

"Das problem der Ethik in der Gegenwart," ZdZ Heft 1, 
30-57. 

"Antwort auf Herrn Professor von Harnacks offenen 
Brief," C\·J, XXXVII, 244-52. 

"Ansatz und Absicht in Luthers Abendmahlslehre," 
ZDZ Heft 4, 17-51. 

"Reformirte Lehre ihr 1tJesen und ihre Aufgabe, tt ZdZ 
Heft 5, 8-39· 

1924 Komm, Schopfer Geist (with E. Thurneysen), Mtinchen. 

Das Wort Gottes und di~ Mi..inchen; CK 

Die Auferstebung ft3r Toten, Munchen: CK 



"Brunners Schleiermacherbuch,'* ZdZ Heft 8, 49-64. 

1925 "Schleiermachers Weihnachtsfeier, .. ZdZ III, 38-61. 

"Menschenwort und Gotteswort in der christlichen 
Predigt," ZdZ III, 119-40. 
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"Das Schriftprinzip der reformierten Kirche," ZdZ III, 
215-45 

"Die dogmatischen Principienlehre bei Wilhelm Herr­
mann," ZdZ III, 246-80. 

"Moglichkei t und \'Junschbarkei t eines allgemeinen 
reformierten Glaubensbekentnisses," ZdZ III, 311-)3. 

1926 "Die Theologie und die Kirche," GV II. 

"Kirche und Theologie," ZdZ IV, 18-40. 

"Die kirche und die Kultur," ZdZ IV, 363-84. 

Von christlichen Leben, Mlinchen: CK 

"Das Wort in der Theologie von Schleiermacher bis 
Ri tschl," GV I I, Mtinchen: CK 

1927 "Ludwig Feuerbach," ZdZ V, 10-40. 

"Das Halten der Gebote," ZdZ V, 206-27. 

"Rechtfertigung und Heiligung," ZdZ V, 281-309. 

"Der Begriff der Kirche," ZdZ V, 365-78. 

"Schleiermacher," ZdZ V, 422-64. 

~klarung des Philip~er briefs, MUnchen: 

Christliche Dogmatik im Entwurf. I. Die Lehre vom 
Wort Gottes, Nllinchen 

Die Lehre vom V'Jort Gottes; Prolegomena zur christlichen 
Dogmatik, Mlinchen; CK 

"Polemisches Nachvrort," ZdZ V. 

1928 "Der romische Katholicizmus als Frage an die protes­
tantische Kirche," ZdZ VI, 274-302. 

Die Theologie und die Kirche, Munchen; CK 

1929 "Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie," ZdZ VII, 309-48. 
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"Die Lehre von den Sakramenten," ZdZ VII 

1930 "Zur Lehre vom Heiligen Geist" (with Henrich Barth), 
ZdZ Heft 1, 

"Die Theologie und der heutige Mensch," ZdZ VIII, 3?4 
96. 

"Quousque tandem?" ZdZ VIII. 

1931 Fides Quaerens intellectu.rn,Anselms Beweis der Exiq­
tenz Gottes, Mi.inchen: CK. 

"Die Not der Evangelischen Kirchen," ZdZ IX, 89-122. 

Fragen an das Christentum, Geneva 

1932 "Vorwort zur englischen Ausgabe des Romerbriefs," ZdZ 
X, 285-94. 

KD I/1 Die Lehre vom 1tJorte Gottes, Munchen: CK 

"Protestantismus der Gegenwart: Jugend und Krisis der 
Kultur," Internationale Zeitschrift fur Kultur 
und Kanst •. 

"Theologie und die Mission in der Gegenwart," ZdZ X, 
189-215. 

1933 "Fuer die Freiheit des Evangeliums," ~Heft 2. 

"Die Kirche Jesu Christi," TE Heft 5· 

"Lutherfeir 1933," TE Heft 4. 

"Reformation als Entscheidung," TE, Heft J. 

"Theologische Existenz heute," TE Heft 1. 

1934 Weihnacht, Mlinchen; CK 

"Offenbarung, Kirche, Theologie, .. TE Heft 9. 

"Der Christ als Zeuge," TE Heft 12. 

"Der Gute Hirte," TE Heft 10. 

"Gottes ~ville und unsere Wunsche," TE Heft 7. 

"Neinl Antwort an Emil Brunner," TE Heft 14. 

1935 Credo Munchen: CK 

Die Gro;:zse Barmh~rzi.g~eit (with E. Thurneysen} Mi.inchen 
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"Das Bekenntnis der Reformation und unser Bekennen," 
TE Heft 29. 

·"Das Evangelium in der Gegenwart," TE Heft 2.5. 

"Evangelium und Gesetz," TE Heft 32. 

"Die Kirche und die Kirchen" TE Heft 27. 

1936 "Calvin" TE Heft 37. 

"Calvin feier 1936" TE Heft 43. 

"Gottes Gnadenwahl" TE Heft 47. 

1938 "Rechtfertigung und Recht*' TS Heft 1. 

Not und Veheissung im deutschen Kirchen k~mpf, Bern: 
BEG Verlag 

KD I/2 Die Lehre Vom Wort Gottes, Zurich: EB. 

Gotteserkenntnis und Gottesdienst nach reformatorische 
--- 1ehre, Zollikon-Zurich. 

"Evangelium und Bildung," TS Heft 1. 

19.:'J9 .. David Friedrich Strauss als Theologie," TS Heft 6. 

"Die Souveranitat des Wort Gottes und die Entschei­
dung des Glaubens," TS Heft 5. 

1940 KD II/1 Die Lehre von Gott, Zollikon-Zurichs EV A.G • . 
"Die Neuorie'n tierung der Prot. Theologie in den 

letzten dreiszig Jahren," in Kirchenblatt fur die 
Ref, Schweiz, Volume 7. 

1942 KD II/2 Die Lehre von Gott, Zollikon-Zurich: EV A.G. 

Karfreitag und Ostern (with E. Thurneysen) Basel: EB. 

1943 Der Kirchliche Lehre von der Taufe, Zollikon-Zurich. 

"Der Klrchliche Lehre von der Taufe," 1§. Heft 14. 

"Der Dienst am Wort Gottes" TE Heft 13. 

Eine Schweizer Stirnme 19'38-1945, Zollikon-Zurich: EV 
A. G. 

194.5 KD III/1 Die Lehre von der Schopfung, Zollikon-Zurich' 
EV A.G. 



Wie Kon_nen diEL Deutschen gesund werden, Zollikon­
Zurich: EV A. G. 
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Die Deutschen und ~'Jir, Zollikon-ZUrich: EV A.G. 

1946 "Christengemeinde und Buergergemeinde," TS XX 

Die christliche Verkuendigung im heutigen Europa, 
Muchen: CK 

"Zwei Vortdige,•• TE,NE Heft J. 

1947 "Die lebndige Gemeinda und die freie Gnade," TE,NF 
Heft 9. 

"Die Botschaff von der freien Gnade Gottes," TS Heft 23. 

Christus und l'Jir Christen, Zollikon-Ziirich: EV A.G. 

Dogmatik in Grundriss, Zollikon-Zurich; EV A.G. 

"Die Schrift und die Kirche," TS Heft 22. 

Die protest2ntische Theologie im ~ Jahrhundert; Ihre 
Vorgeschichte, Zollikon-Zurich: EV A.G. 

1948 KD III/2 Die Lehre von der Schoufung, Zollikon-ZUrich: 

1949 

EV A. G. 

Die christliche Gemeinda im ~'lechselder Staatsordnungen 
(D okumente einer Ungarnreise J, Zollikon-Zurich, 
EV A.G. 

Die christliche Lehre nach dem Heidelberger Katechismus, 
Zollikon-Zlirichs EV A.G. 

"Das christliche verstandnis der Offenbarung," TE,NF 
Heft 12. 

Die Unordnu.~.'hg der Welt und Gottes HeilsJ?lan, Zollikon­
Zurich; EV 

Die okumenische A1Jfgabe in den reform'irten Kirchen der 
Schivg_iz (with E. Brunner and E. Studer), Zollikon­
Ziirich: EV A.G. 

Gesprache nach A~st~rdam (with J. Danielou and R. 
Niebuhr), Zollikon-Zurich: EV A.G. "Amsterdamer 
Gragen und Antv;orten," TE,NF, Heft 15. 

Die Kirche Zwischen Ost und V'Jest, Zollikon-Zlirich, 
EV A.G. 

"Die Frage nach der Taufe," ET 1949-50 Heft 4. 
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1950 KQ III/3 Die Lehre von der Schopfung, Zollikon-Zurich: 
EV A.G. 

"Humanismus," TS Heft 28. 

"Die vlirklichkeit des neuen Menschen," TS Heft 27. 

1951 KD III/4 Die l€hre von der Schopfung, Zollikon­
Zi.irich: EV A.G. 
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Ad Limina Apost.Q:),.Q~. Zollikon-Zurich: EV A.G. 
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Sons, 1962. 
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Evangelical Theology; An Introduction, trans. by Grover 
Goley. New York: Holt, Rinehart and \'ilinston, 1963. 
Garden City: Doubleday and Company (Anchor Books), 
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The Faith of the Church, trans. by Gabriel Vahanian. New 
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Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1959. 
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Birch Hogle. London; Frederick Muller Ltd., 1938. 

The Humanity of God, trans. by J. N. Thomas and T. 
Wieser. Richmond: John Knox Press, 1960. 

The Knowledge .Q.f_God and the Service of God, trans. by J. 
L. M. Haire and Ian Henderson. New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1939. 

Natural Theology (with E. Brunner), trans. by P. Fraenkel. 
London; Geoffrey Bles, 1946. 

"The New Humanism and the Humanism of God," trans. by 
Frederick L. Herzog, Theology T2Q£Y, VII (July 1951), 
157-166. 273 
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.. Protestantism and Architecture," ~Today, XIX 
(July 1962), 272. 

"The Real Church, u trans. by J. \'J. Edwards, Scottish 
Journal of Theology, III (December 19.50), 337-351. 

.. Revelation," in John Baillie and Hugh Martin, eds., 
Revelation, trans. by F. o. Cobham a."ld R. F. C. 
Gutteridge. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1937. 

The Teaching of th~ Church Regarding Baptism, trans. by 
Ernest A. Payne. London: SCM Press Ltd. , 1948. 
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Harper Torchbooks, 1957. 
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Church UQgmatics, ed. by G. W, Bromiley and T. F. Tor­
rance. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1936-1969. 

I/1 The Doctrine of the ~'lord of God, Prolegomena, Part 
1, trans. by G. T. Thomson, 1936. 

I/2 The Doctrine of the lilord of God, Prolegomena, Part 
2, trans. by G. T. Thomson and H. Knight, 1956. 

II/1 The Doctrine of GoQ, Part 1, trans. by T. H. L. 
Parker, w. B. Johnston, H. Knight, and J. L. M. 
Haire, 1957. 

II/2 The Doctrine of God, Part 2, trans. by G. W. Brom­
iley, J. c. Campbell, Ian Wilson, J. Strathearn 
McNab, H. Knight, and R. A. Stewart, 1957. 

III/1 The Doctrine of Creation, Part 1, trans. by J. W. 
Edwards, 0. Bussey, and H. Knight, 19.58. 
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Knight, G. ~v. Bromiley, J.K.s. Reid, and R. H. Fuller, 
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III/3 The Doctrine of Creation,· Part 3, trans. by G. W. 
Bromi.ley and R. Ehrlich, 1960. 

III/4 The Doctrine o~ Creation, Part 4, trans. by A. T. 
Mackay, T. H. L. Parker, H. Knight, H. A. Kennedy, 
and J. Marks, 1961. 

IV/1 The Doctrine of Reconciliation, Part 1, trans. by 
G. w. Bromiley, 195o. 
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IV/2 The Doctrine of Reconciliation, Part 2, trans. by 
G. w. Brorniley, 1956. 
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A, Commentaries 

Christ and Adam; M9-n and Humanj_t;:t in Romans 5, trans. by 
T. A. Smail. New York; Harper and Brothers, 1957; 
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The Epistles to the Philinpians, trans. by James W. 
Leitch. Richmond; John Knox Press, 1962. 
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London; Oxford University Press, 1933· 

"An Exegetical Study of Matthew 28s16-20," in G. H. 
Anderson, ed., The Theolo.Q"y of the ChJ;:.istian Mission, 
trans. by Thomas Wieser. New York, McGraw Hill, 
1961, pp. 55-71. 

The Great Promise, trans. by Hans Freund. New York: 
Philosophical Library, 1963. 

The Resurrection of the Dead, trans. by H. J. Stenning. 
New York& Fleming H. Revell Company, 1933. 

A Shorter Commentarv on Romans, trans. by D. H. van Daa­
len. Richmond& John Knox Press, 1959). 

B. Sermons 

Call for God, trans. by A. T. Mackay. New York: Harper 
and Row, Publishers, 1967. 

Come, Holy Spirit (with E. Thurneysen), trans. by G. W. 
Richards, E. G. Homrighausen and K. J. Ernst. New 
York: Round Table Press, 1934. 

Deliverance to the Captives, trans. by Marguerite ~Vieser. 
---New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961. 
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God's Search for Man (with E. Thurneysen), trans. by G. 
w. Richards, E. G. Homrighausen and K. J. Ernst. 
New Yorks Round Table Press, 1935. 

III. Historical and Political 1<'Jorks. 

A. Historical 

~~tion in Waiting, trans. by 

Anselm! Fides Quaerens Intellectum, trans. by Ian V/. 
Robertson. Richmond: John Knox Press, 1960. 

"Feuerbach--An Introductory Essay," in Ludwig Feuerbach, 
The Essence of Christiani~y; trans. by J. L. Adams. 
New York' Harper Torch books, 19 57 • pp. x-xxxiii. 

"Liberal Theologys Some Alternatives," trans. by L.A. 
Garrard, The Hibbert Journal, LIX (April 1961), 
213-19. 

Protestant Thoup-ht: From Rousseau to Ritschl, trans. by 
B. Cozens and H. H. Hartwell. New York, Harper and 
Brothers, 1959. 
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Corre~e, 191L~-1925, trans. by James D. Smart, 
Richmond: John Knox Press, 1964. 

"Rudolf Bultmann: An Attempt to Understand Him," in Hans 
Bartsch, ed., Kery~a and Myth, Vol. II; trans. by 
R. H. Fuller. London: S.P.C.K., 1962, pp. 83-132. 

B. Political 

Agains:t_t.he Stre::m1 (Shorter Post-War V'Jri tings), ed. by 
Ronald G. Smith; trans. by E. M. Delacour and Stan­
ley Go~~an. Londons SCM Press Ltd., 1954. 

The Christian Churches and Living Reality, trans. by 
Elkan Allan. London, Hutchinson & Company, 1946. 

The Church and the Political Problem of Our Day. New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1939. 

Church and State, trans. by G. R. Howe. London: SCM 
Press Ltd., 1939. 

The Church and the \~Iar, tra.11s. by Antonia H. Froendt. 
New York' 'I'he 1\la.cmillan Company, 1944, 
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"The Church Between East and \!'Jest," Cross Currents, II 
(Winter 1951), 64-77• Alsoin 1JJorld Review (June and 
July, 1949). 

Comm!Jnity 1 State and Church, trans. by A. M. Hall, G. R. 
Howe, and Stanley Godman. Garden City: Dougleday 
and Company (Anchor Books), 1960. 

The Q~n Church Conflict, trans. by P. T~ A. Parker. 
Richmond: John Knox Press, 1965. 

The Germans and Ourselves, trans. by R. G. Smith. Lon­
don: Nisbet & Company, 1945. 

How to Serve God in a Marxist Land {with Johannes Hamel), 
trans. by Henry Clark a~d J. D. Smart. New York: 
Association Press, 1959. 

"A Letter to American Christians," Christendom: AJ1 
Ecumenical Review, VIII (Autumn 1943), 441-58. 

Letter to Great Britain from Switzerland. London& The 
Sheldon Press, 1941. 

The Only Way, trans. by Marta K. Neufeld and Ronald 
Gregor Smith. New York: Philosophical Library, 1947. 

Theological Existence To-day! A Pl~ for Theological 
Freedom, trans. by R. Birch Hoyle. London: Hodder 
and Stoughton, 1933. 

This Christian Cause. New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1941. 

Trouble and Promise in the Struggle of the Church in 
Geqnany, trans • by P. V. M. Bene eke. Oxford a C laren­
don Press, 1938. 

IV. Miscellaneous 

Ad Limina Apostolorum, trans. by Keith R. Crim. Rich­
mond: John Knox Press, 1968. 

The Christian Life, trans. by J. Strathearn McNab. Lon­
don: SCM Press Ltd., 1930; Hodder and Stoughton, 193.5. 

Christmas, trans. by B. Citron. Edinburgh: Oliver and 
Boyd, 19.59. 

The Church and the Churches. Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerd­
- mans, 1936. 
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"The Conceut of the Church," in D. J. Callahan, H .. A. 
Oberman, and D. J. 0' Hanlon, eds., Chri_~_tiani ty 
Divided: Protestant and Roman Catholic Theologicfl-1 
Issues, trans. by U. Allers. New York: Sheed and 
Ward, Inc., 1961, pp. 153-69. 

The Holy Ghost and the Christi8~ Life, trans. by R. 
Birch Hoyle. London: Frederick Muller Ltd., 1938. 

How I Changed My Mind (intro and epilogue by John D. 
Godsey). Richmond: John Knox Press, 1966). 

Karl Barth's Table Talk (recorded and edited by John D. 
Godsey). Richmond: John Knox Press, 1963. 

"A Letter from Karl Barth," in H. E. Fey and M. Frakes, 
eds., The Christi?-n Century Reader. New York: Asso­
ciation Press, 1962, pp. 102-105. (First printed in 
~he Cnristian Century, December 31, 1958. 

"On Systematic Theology," trans. by T. N. Tice. Scottish 
Journal of Theology, XIV (September 1961), 225-28. 

Prayer, tr~~s. by Sara F. Terrien. Philadelphia: The 
Westminster Press, 1952. 

The Preaching of the Gosnel, trans. by B. E. Hooke. 
Philadelphia& The Westminster Press, 1963. 

Questions to Christendom, trans. by R. Birch Hoyle. 
London: The Lutteruorth Press, 1932. 

"Remembrances of America," The Christian Centun (Jan­
uary 2, 1963), pp. 7-9. 

Selected Prayers, trans. by Keith R. Crim. Richmond; 
John Knox Press, 1965. 

The Teaching of the Church Regarding Baptism, trans. by 
Ernst A. Payne. Londons SCM Press, Ltd., 1948. 

"A Theological Dialogue," Theology Today, XIX (July 
1962), 171-77· 
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Action in Waiting; On Christoph Blumhardt (1969): 

n.a., n.t., Theolo~igest, XVIII (Autumn 1920), 
279. 

Ad Limina Apostolurum: An Appraisal of Vatican II (1968): 

Rudolph J. Ehrlich, n.t., Scottish Journal of Theol­
QgY, XXI (March 1968), 110-111. 

n.a., "Three Views of Vatican II," Christianity 
T.oday, XII ( 7 June 1968), 891. 
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Kenneth J. Foreman, "Multum in Parvo," Interpreta­
tion, IX (January 1955), 112-114. 

Roger L. Shinn, n.t., Theology Today, XI (October 
1954), 415-416. 

Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum (1960); 

Gordon H. Clark, "Karl Barth: Teacher and Preacher," 
Christianity Today, V (5 J~~e 1961), 784. 

James W. Leitch, n.t., Scottish Journal of Theology, 
XIV (September 1961), 297-299. 

Herndon Wagers, "Faith Seeking Understanding," In­
terpretation XVI (April 1962), 21)-16. 

Call For God (1965): 

Andre Bustanoby, "Preaching to Prisoners," Christi­
anity Today, XII (March 1968), 555-56. 

n.a., n.t., Theology Digest, XV (Winter 1967), 
296-97. 

Christ and Adam (1956): 

Cornelius Van Til, "Barth's View of Man," Christian­
ity Toda~, II ()February 1958), )4. 
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The Church and the War (1944)a 

John c. Bennett, n.t., Theology Today, I (January 
194.5), 5.52-5.53· 

9hurch Dogmatics I/2 (1956) 
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Arthur c. Cochrane, "Ecumenical Theology," Interpre­
tation, XI (January 1957), 98-100. 

Church Dogmatics II/2 (19.57)s 

GeorgeS. Hendrey, n.t., Theology Today, XV (Octo­
ber 1958), 396-404. 

Church Dogmatics III/1 (19.58): 
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76-85. 

Arthur c. Cochrane, n.t., Th~~ogy Todav, XIII 
(October 1956), 378-388. 
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XV (June 1962), 193-203. 
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Theology, XXIII (February 1970), 96-99. 

Deliverance to the Captives (1961): 

Gordon H. Clark, .,Karl Barth: Teacher and Preacher, .. 
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McMurray s. Richey, "Preaching For All Prisoners," 
Interpretation XVI (July 1962), 319-321. 
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J, Haroutunion, .. A Debate With the Modern Mind," 
Interpretation, IV (April 1950), 221-223. 
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Today, VI (11 May 1~62), 806.-
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G. W. Bromiley, "A 'l'heology That lrJalks the Earth," 
Christianity Todav, VII (J+ January 1963), 
344-345. 

DanielL. Deegan, n.t., Theology Today, XX (January 
1964), 568-570. 

James D. Leitch, n.t., Scottish Journal of Theology, 
XVI (September 1963), 304. 

German Church Conflict (1965)a 

n.a., n.t., Theology Dig~s~, XIV (Summer 1966), 161. 
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n.a., n.t., Theolo~y Digest, XII (Autumn 1964), 210. 
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n.a., n.t., Christianity Today, VII {22 May 1964), 
803. 

n.a., n.t., Theology Digest, XII (Winter 1964), 242. 

How I Changed My Mind (1966): 

n.a., n.t., Theology Digest, XIV (Winter 1966), 304. 

How to Serve God In a Marxist Land (1959): 

Charles C. West, n.t., Theology Tod~, XVII (Octo­
ber 1960), 402-404. 
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n.a., n.t., rheology Digest, XII (Autumn 1964), 210. 

Natural Theology (with Brunner, 1934): 

Gwilym o. Griffith, "Natural Theology and the Minis­
try of the Word," Scottish Journal of Theologx, 
I (December 1948), 258-271. 

Prayer (1952): 

Olive Wyan, n.t., Theology Today, XI (January 1955), 
561-562. 
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John McConnachie, n.t., Scottish Journal of TheolQgY, 
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n.a., n.t., Theology Digest, XXI (Summer 1973), 156. 

Protestant Thoughta Rousseau to Ritschel (1959)s 
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anity Today, IV (15 February 1960), 429). 
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G. W. Bromiley, "Crusade Against Demythologization," 
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Gallup, George, .. Gallup Poll: .50 Million Say They Are •Born 
Again' Christians," The Oregonian (26 September 1976), 
A19. 

The dramatic rise to political prominence of Jimmy 
Carter, a "born again" Christian, has focused attention 
on the evangelical movement in America. 

The latest nationwide Gallup Poll survey shows one 
person in three (34 per cent) saying he or she has been 
"born again"--that is, has had a turning point in his or 
her life when they committed themselves to Jesus Christ. 
This figure projects to nearly .50 million ~~ericans, 18 
and over. 

Among Protestants alone, nearly half (48 per cent) 
say they are "born again" Christians, which projects to 
43 million adults. "Born again 11 Christians, accounting 
for one-third of the electorate, represent the core of 
Carter's su.pport. Although this group tends to be more 
conservative in political ideology than the electorate as 
a whole, they currently support Carter over President 
Ford by a wide 58-JJ per cent margin. 

Although numerous churches define themselves as 
"evangelical,n a "born again" fundamentalist has an out­
look or state of mind which pervades the membership of 
many churches, including the Roman Catholic church. 
About one in five (18 per cent) Catholics says he or she 
has had a 11 born again" experience. 

A high proportion of "born again" Christians also 
have a literal interpretatbn of the Bible and a belief 
that one has an urgent duty to spread the faith--to wit­
ness. An evangelical or "born again" Christian also 
places great emphasis on the personal relationship be­
tween the individual and God. In addition, they be­
lieve in a strict moral code. 

The survey shows four in 10 persons nationwide (38 
per cent), nearly one-half of Protestants (46 per cent), 
and about one-third of Catholics (Jl per cent) believing 
the Bible to be the actual word of God and to be taken 
literally. These results indicate that fundamentalism 
is still a very powerful force in religion in America. 

To measure conversion efforts, or witnessing, the 
Gallup Poll asked a sample of the nation's adults if 
they have ever tried to encourage someone to believe in 
Jesus Christ or to accept him as their savior. 

A remarkably high proportion answered in the affir­
mative--47 per cent. The figure is even higher among 
Protestants alone--58 per cent. 

A far higher proportion of persons of the evangeli­
cal group of churches than among the nonevangelical or 
mainline denominations have had a "born again" experi­
ence, hold a literal interpretation of the Bible, and 
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witness to their faith. 
The greater missionary zeal of the evangelical 

group of churches may be an important reason why these 
churches are experiencing a spectacular growth in mem­
bership while certain mainline churches are experiencing 
serious membership losses. 

This question was asked first: 
"Would you say that you have been 'born again' or 

have had a 'born again' experience--that is, a turning 
point in your life when you committed yourself to 
Christ?" 

Here are the results nationwide and by key groupss 

Have Had "Born Again" Experience 

Nationwide...... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 34% 
Protestants... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 48 

Catholics••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18 
Men. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 28 

Women........... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
College ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 27 
High School..... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 36 
Grade School.... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 42 
18-29 years ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 29 
30-49 years ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 33 
50 and over. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 39 
East . .•.••..••••.•. , • . . . • • . • . • • • • • • • . . . . 2 3 
Midwest••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 34 
South. • . . . . . . • • . • . • . . • . • • . • • • • • • . • . . • . . . 55 
West•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 20 

The following question then was asked to determine 
the respondent's interpretation of the Bible: 

••t'Jhich one of these statements comes closest to de­
scribing your feelings about the Bible?" (Respondents 
were handed a card with the following statements: A. 
The Bilbe is the actual word of God and is to be taken 
literally, word for word; B. The Bible is the inspired 
word of God but not everything in it should be taken 
literally, word for word; C. The Bible is an ancient 
book of fables, legends, history and moral precepts 
recorded by men.) 

Here are the results: 
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Interpretation of Bible 

Actual Inspired Men None Can't 
word word wrote of say 
of God of God it these 

Nationwide ••••. 38% 45% 13% 1% 3% 
CatholiC•o••••• 31 55 10 1 3 
Protestants •••• 46 42 8 X 4 
Men •••••••••••• 33 45 16 2 4 
High School •••• 42 45 9 1 3 
Grade School ••• 60 23 7 3 7 
18-29 Years •••• 32 u.~ 17 2 4 • ,.J 

20-49 Years •••• 34 50 13 X 3 
50 and over •••• 45 41 9 1 4 
East ••••••••••• 27 52 15 1 5 
Midwest •••••••• 42 43 9 1 5 
South •••••••••• 49 39 9 X 3 
West ••••••••••• 30 48 20 1 1 

X--Less than one per cent. 



APPENDIX J 

Special Note 

Bu.sch, Eberhard. Karl Barths His Life from Letters and 
Autobioe::rauhical Texts, trans. John Bowden. Phila­
delphia; Fortress Press, 1976. 569 pages. $19.95. 

Busch's book ·was not received until after the com-

pletion of this study. However, the article by Herbert 

Hartwell, "Last Thoughts of Karl Barth," Scottish Journali of 

Theology, XXVI (May, 1973), was available and utilized. 

This article is a review of the German original, Letzte 

Zeugnisse. The appearance of this work can only mean that 

no future study of Barth will be sufficient apart from the 

material collected and organized by Busch. 
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