Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Bachelor of Divinity Concordia Seminary Scholarship

6-1-1960

An Examination and Evaluation of the Theology of Karl Barth and
Oscar Gullman on the Doctrine of Baptism, with Particular
Emphasis on the Question of Infant Baptism

Richard Taron
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ir_taronr@csl.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv

b Part of the Religious Thought, Theology and Philosophy of Religion Commons

Recommended Citation

Taron, Richard, "An Examination and Evaluation of the Theology of Karl Barth and Oscar Gullman on the
Doctrine of Baptism, with Particular Emphasis on the Question of Infant Baptism" (1960). Bachelor of
Divinity. 616.

https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/616

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bachelor of Divinity by an authorized
administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


https://scholar.csl.edu/
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv
https://scholar.csl.edu/css
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F616&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/544?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F616&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/616?utm_source=scholar.csl.edu%2Fbdiv%2F616&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:seitzw@csl.edu

Short Title

BARTH ANRD CULLMAN ON BAPTISM




AN EXAMINATION AND EVALUATION OF THE THEOLOGY OF
KARL BARTH AND OSCAR QULLMAN ON THE DOCTRINE
OF BAPTISM, WITH PARTICULAR EMPHASIS ON
THE QUESTION OF INFANT BAPTISM

A Thesis Preasented to the Faculty
of Concordia Seminary, 8t. Louls,
Department of New Testament Theology
in partizl fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Bachelor of Divinity

by :
Richard Taron
June 1960

-
Approved by: -d%z
Advisor

e
A '

Reader




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I. INTRODUCTION . ' '« & o B i o e e )
II. THE NATURE OF BAPTISM .« « ¢ ¢ o » s & & ¢ 3
Barth®s Posi¥ion "s "¢ & @ ¢ & » 8 o & o '8 3
Cullman's Position s s eus 6us s .8.5. 4 & 7
III. THR EFFICA.CY OF BAPTISM e & & ® e & & » s 15
Baptism and the Death of Thrist . « « » 13
Baptism and the Forgiveness of Bing IS 22
Baptism and Salvation . « « . 28

Parth's Theology Explains His Position
on detism " @ & @ ® 5 & o 8 ® & & 8 & » 30
IVa B;’LPTISM A,HD HUMAN RESPONEzzo e & ° ¢ e e o 40
V. THE QUESTION OF INFANT BAPTISM o ¢ s ¢ o o 46
Barth's Cognition Principle . « . o« « o 46
B&ptism and gmmcision = e & ° & e o = 60
VI. CCNCLUSION . e o e o 3 . @ L I . ] - . . L ] 70

BIBLIOGRAPHY ° - . ] ] [ ] . . . o @2 L L ] . . . . L] 72




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

On May 7, 1943 in a lecture delivered to a gathering
of Swiss theological students a world renowned Protestant
theologian, Karl Barth, expressed some very controversial
views concerning the subject of infant baptism. Thia lec-
ture, subsequently printed under the title Die Kirchliche
Lehre von der Taufe as number fourteen of the series of
Iheologische Studien edited by Karl Barth, exposed Dr.
Barth to attack by eminent Lutheran theologlan Oscar
Cullman, who disagreed with Barth's position on baptism.
Oscar Cullman expressed his objections to Barth's work in
the form of his own study on baptism entitled Die Tauflehre
des Neuen Tegtaments.

It 1s the purpose of this paper to present the
respective views of these two leading theologlians on the
subject of baptism, in particular infant baptism, as ex-
pressed in theilr two publications on the subject, and to
submit them to analysis and criticism. During the course
of the paper 1t will be necessary to refer to the various
Btatements of the New Testament regarding baptism and to
compare those passages with certain conclusions reached by
Barth or Cullman. Also, in the case of Barth, 1t will be
necessary to deal with other facets of his theology which,
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1t is believed by the writer, have much bearing on his
treatment of baptism. The weight of the paper will con-
cern iteself with the position of Karl Barth. However,
Oscar Cullman's main objeotions to Barth's position will
be examined and eriticized. The ultimate goal of this
study will be to attempt to determine to what degree Barth
and Cullman have arrived at a correct understanding of the

doctrine of baptism.




CHAPTER II
THE NATURE OF BAPTISM
Barth'e Position

Karl Barth begins his brief treatise on baptism with
& very significant statement which reveals in part his
understanding of the doctrine. He says, "Christian bap-
tism is 1in essence the representation (Abbild) of man's
renewal. . . ."1 1Tg Barth, then, baptism 1a a sign of
8piritual rebirth. He says he uses the word "sign" after
the terminology of Auguatine.2 In 1tself baptism effects
nothing. It portrays a "supremely oritical happening"
according to the "basic paseage in Romans 6:1r7."3 Thie

1Karl Barth, The Teaching of the Church nggarg;ng,gfg,
tism, translated by E. A. Payne (London: SCM Press, 1948),
P. 9. Hereafter this work will be referred to as Baptism.

2Ibid., p. 13. It 1e of interest %o note that

Augustine did not mean the same thing by this term as does
Barth, That baptism to Augustine was not only a "sign,"
but a means of grace is 1llustrated by a letter which he
wrote to Boniface in which he spoke of people bringing
thelr children to baptism "with the purpoee that they may
by spiritual grace be regenerated unto eternal life."
(E. W. A. Koehler, "Infant Baptism," Concordia Theological
Monthly, X (July, 1939), 481-84.) Furthermore, Augustine
gpeaks of "those who have been baptized when they could no
longer escape death, and have departed this life with all
their sins blotted out. . . .*" Saint Augustine, The City

God, translated by Marcus Dods (New York: The Modern
ibrary, c¢.1950), p. 417.)

31bsa., p. 11.

B o e o
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"eritical happening" of which baptism 1s a sign, a repre-
sentation, a portrayal, will be dealt with later in this
paper, Buffice it to eay hers that Barth does not see
baptism as a means of grace in the Church's traditional
understanding of the sacrament, bu% as a2 aymbol of grace.

However he 18 quiok to add that "baptism is no dead
representation, but a living and expressive one.“h Hefer-
ring to baptiam aas a ploturae of the "Hellageschichte which
comas to paas between God and man,” he says of it that 1%
“is the most living and expressive picture of that hiatory.'5
Although he does not want to assign any undue imporiance
to baptism, he etill wants it %o be held in some high
degree of aatesm as he adds to the noun "sign" the ad-
Jective "living." He demonstrates what he means by the ex-
pression "living sign” when he comparea baptism to the
apoken Word of God. While the Word is a "signum audibile®
of the salvation history which came to pass in Christ,
baptism 1s a "signum visibile" of that history.®

Barth expresses his fear that baptism should become
anything more than a representation of the Heilage-
schichte.’ He wants 1t wall understood that baptism is

uIblg., - P

51via., p. 15.
61pia., ». 14.
7ivia., ». 15.
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“merely e human act."8 Gustaf Wingren explains why he is

80 inglistent on maintaining this point when he says that
Karl Barth speaks of the "word of God in three forms--
proclaimed in preaching, written in the Bible, and re-
vealed in Christ.” He then states that it is important
to note that only the last "word of God, the revelation
in Christ, 1s really the divine Word. The spoken and
written word are aigns.”9 He further states that aoccord-
ing to Barth "everything external points away from it-
8elf." God 1s in heaven, and withdraws from every out-
ward form. Nothing material oan be an organ, a tool, or
& means which God holds in His hand and uses for His
creative work in the present.l® Barth sees revelation as
something which takes place in Christ and only in Christ.
Any external means such a8 baptism cannot convey anything
to man from God. It ean only point to Christ as a sign
or symbol of Christ. In his commentary on Romans Barth
himself asserts this when he says,

The true reality of all impreseions of revelation
coneiste in their being signs, witnesses, types,

81bia., p. 16.

9Guutaf Wingren, in Conflict, translated by
N Wa.hlatromn?rhnudolphia. Muhlenberg Preas, n.d.),

p. 124,
101pi1a., p. 129.

. |
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recollections, and sign-poste to the Revelation it-
self, which lies beyond all reality.ll

In the same context he displays his fear of making baptism
more than a sign of the Revelation in Christ when he says
further,

by identifying truth with some conorete thing we

deprive & sign of its truth. Mistaking plety for the

content of truth, we take refuge in some intellectual

eocleslsstical transaction . . . by attributing te

the sign itself mystical and magical interpretation.l2

Finelly, then, Barth evaluates baptism by saying,
"It 1es holy, but it isn't God, nor Jesus Christ, nor the
covenant, nor grace . . . it bears witness to all these.'l3
He then goes on to c¢laim that “there 1s no teaching about
Christian baptism which would direotly contest the view
that water baptism itself is . . . to be understood as a
symbol. "% It geems that Barth is here ignoring certain
clear and irrefutable Scripture passages in an attempt to
Justify his own position. We will dlscuss these passages

in later chapters.

1lgerl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans, translated by
E. C. Hoekyns (London: Oxford University Press, ¢.1957),
p. 129.

121v34., p. 192.

lgBarth, Baptism, p. 14,

W1pia., p. 13.
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Cullman's Position

Osoar Cullman, in his recent study on baptism, writ-
ten primarily to combat Barth's position, reacts strongly
to Barth's "gign" interpretation of baptiesm, but he is not
averse to referring to baptism as a G?de {3 . Baptism
1s more than Just a sign. "It 1s the seal [G_%ﬂﬂ‘/C/j ]
which Ged impresses on the covenant with s community freely
chosen by him, #15 Although Cullman would make of baptism
more then a sign, he seems unwilling te make it mors than
& seal of a covensant relaticnship God has alresdy concluded
w1th the person being baptized. He says that the Church
requires some kind of sign from God that this covensant
relationship has besen brought into effeot. In the case of
infents, being born of Christian parents is God's sign
that 2 certain child is His. In the case of adults, having
faith prior to baptise is that sign.l® If an infant is
not expected to belong te the earthly bedy of Chriat, the
eign from God 1s not present,l? and the act of baptism
eannot follow. Here baptism cannot act as a seal, for

there ie no existing covenant relatlonship.la

150sear Cullman Baptism in the New Tes trans-
lated by J. K. Reid (London: SCM Press, 19:5"#"90 : p.!lss.

161§;d., p. 51.

17Buch would bs the case with a child born of heathen
parente or 2 dying chilld,

18¢ul1man, op. git., p. 50.
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That children born of Christian parents have already
beeh taken into a covenant relationship with God and that
baptiem for them serves merely as a seal of that relation-
ship Cullman conoludes'mainly on the basis of First
Corinthians 7:14,19 a passage which anters heavily inte
his discussion. From this passage Cullman draﬁs the con-
¢lusion that fha decisive thing in baptiem is what he
‘eells "the zolidarity of the family.ﬁzo With regard to
children born of Christian parents, this means that they
are made holy ( i;;aqj ) through the faith of their
parentz. At this point it becomes necessery to examine
Firet Corinthians 7:1%4 %o determine how correct Cullmen's
conclusions are.

This 18 a paaaagé which has been variously inter-
preted. The French commentator, Godet, seems to concur
vith Cullman on this passage. He says that it 1s a uni-
versally recognized fact?l that the children of Christian

e

1%upor the unbelieving husband 18 consecrated Lrgécor—

T ) through his wife [év 77 govucx< ), and the unbelfeving
wifs 1s consecrated through hér husband, otherwise your

ohildren would be unclean, but now they are holy [7« J.»

20Cullman, op. git., p. 45.

2lge pointe out the shift in pronouns from “hie® and
“her" to "your” and says this means Paul is addressing the
second helf of verse fourteen to all Christians in general,
whose children, notwithstanding their original pollution
and inability es yet to believe, nevertheless are regarded
as holy in the eyes of God.

I
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parents are not unclean,?? but holy already, and that this
indisputable fact i1s used as proof to substantiate Paul's
claim in the first half of verse fourteen. Hence, if it
18 not true that unbelieving spouses are sanctified by
their believing mates, then it is also not true that the
chlldren of believers, by virtue of their close associla-
tion with their parents, are made holy in the eyes of God.
The latter statement is presented as if it cannot be ac-
cepted as true and thus as an argument "ad adsurdum, 23
Therefore, children of Christian parents are holy already.

However, there are many who disagree with this inter-
pretation. Hodge, in examining the rg/cgar‘r.cc of verse
fourteen sees that it i1s a word which has different mean-
ings. It can mean (1) to be cleansed, (2) to be rendered
morally pure, or (3) to be consecrated, regarded as sacred.
Any person or thing set aside or consecrated in the service
of God was regarded as sanctified, though ite holiness was
not always of a moral nature. Looking further at the
in the second half of verse fourteen he notes that it is a
word similar in meaning. A lamb was consecorated and thus

regarded as holy, but was not morally clean. A priest was

2 &
2“Unolean' to Godet refers to original sin, It can-
not, he says, be external or ritual defilement, since 1t

refers to infants.

T, Clark, 1889), pp. 3b41-k2,

23y, Godet, Commentary on St. ggg.'f First Epistle
the gg;;ggg%aﬁf translated §§‘I§ Cusin (Edinburgh: T. ‘jg
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holy, but outwardly he was no better than his fellow
Israelites. That the children of believing parents are
regarded as holy means no more than that the circumetances
of their birth had secured for them a place within the
theoocracy or commonwealth of Isrsel in the case of the 0ld
Teetament, or in the Chrigtian Churoh in the ocase of the
New Testament. This meant that they were regarded as
future members of the Church, having been consecrated or
set aslde by virtue of their birth, juet ae gold was con-
secrated or set aside by virtue of ite connection with the
temple in which i1t was placed. Hence "holiness" meant
that the child was put into a situation which called for
1ta baptism.?* Other commentators, namely Goudge,25
Orcehelde,2® Lange,27 and Meyer?® concur with this view,

24
Charles Hodge, An Exposition of the First E2l3§%3
%o the Corinthlans (New York: A. C. Armetrong & Son, 1891),

p. 113.

25H. L. Goudge, "The Firet Epistle to the Corin-

thians, * Eggﬁg;ggjg; Commentary (London: Methuen & Company,
1903), p. 56.

26?. W. Groshelde, Commentary on the First Epistle to
Yhe Corinthians, in New International Commentary on the
New Tes'tL" nt (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company,

1953), VII, 165.

“7oonn Peter Lange, First Corinthians, in Ogmmentary
on the Holy Seriptures {arana Rapids! Zondervan Publishing
ouse, n.d.), %i, 1ﬁg,

28y, W. A. Meyer, Critiecal Exegetical Handbook
%MQ’Z&@MQMM

2o the
on the “N'Efw zgqy%g—(! New York: Funk & Wagnalls, Publish-
ers, 1884), VI, 159.

iﬂlﬂ




11
although Meyer does not think the paseage proveg infant
baptism,

Looking rurther in the New Testament we eee that
aé;coj does not always mean moral or internal purity
before God, but can also mean "consecrated" or "get aside"
for God.?9 Certain passagea in the New Testament would
geen to imply that "holy’ reed net refer teo spiritusl
rebirth resulting from physical birth of Christian parents.
Theee passcges are Jehn 3:5-6: "unlees one ia born of
water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of
Cod. That which 18 born cf flesh is flesh . . .* and
Psalm 51:5: "Behcld I was brought forth in iniquity and
in 8in did my mother conceive me. "

However 1t would appeer that none of the evidence
concerning the passage 1s conclusive. Firet Corinthians
7:14 remains somewhat obscure in meaning, as the various
interpretsticne which have been deduced from it imply.
Conocerning Cullman's view, 1t seeme he is misuesing the
paseege when he uses it to deprive baptism of 1ts powers

of regeneration, making baptism but a seal of a covenant

291n Hatthew 4;5 we read, "Then the devil %ook Him
up into the holy [ozw; 3 eity. . . ." In Luke 2:23 we
find theee words: veryone that opano the womb shall be
called holy [ /co S t.o the Lord." Firet Peter 1:18 has
the expreesion “holy orpeoy ] mountain.” The 0ld Teata-
ment cognate P 8 Similarly used. In Exodus 28:4
the garments ror aron are referred to as "holy garments."
In Exodus 29:6 the crown which vas to be put on the priest's
head wae called the "holy erown."
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relationship which has already been effected. First
Corinthlans 7:14 i1s not a passage whose writer intended to
deprive baptism of its meaning and efficacy.

We have noted the fundamental difference between the
posltion of Karl Barth and that of Oscar Cullman on the
basic nature of baptism. Later in this paper we shall
attempt to refute Barth's assertion that baptism is no
more than a sign. Cullman's T¢/0d/c/j interpretation,
baged largely on First Corinthiane 7:14, has been lightly

touched upon, although here, too, more remains to be sald.



CHAPTER IIIX
THE EFFICACY OF BAPTISM
Baptism and the Death of Christ

As previously etated, Barth calle Romans 6:1ff. the
"basic passage" with regard to the doctrine of baptism.
This passege connects baptism with the death of Christ.
Berth admite to thie connection but 1s forced to change
its meaning to it into his own conception of the nature
of baptism. The questioh ie vhether a man at hie baptism
18 buried with Christ into death, or whether what happens
at his baptism is merely a symbol of the death of Christ,
Barth adheres tenaciously to the latter view in keeping
Wwith his symbolical interpretation of baptiem treated in
chapter one. He etates, "Baptism bears witnees to us of
the death of Christ. . . ."1 Elsewhere Barth states,

the baptized man differs from the unbaptized in all

circumstances as one who has been placed under the

sign of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ,

under the sign of Hie hope, His destiny, Hie advent,
because 05 the divine decree accepted and expressed

over him.

1karl Barth, The Epistle %o the Romans, translated by
E. C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford University Press, ¢.1957),
p. 59. Herearter this work will be referred to as Romans.

2
Kerl Barth, The Teaching of the Ghmg Rggggt_ugg
Bgﬁg*sm, tranalaiod by Ernest A. Payne (London: SCM Press,
1 , P« 6. Hereafter this work will be referred to as
Baptism.
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Turning tc Romans 6:5 itself Barth states that, ac-
cording tc this paesage, baptism is the likeness ( &« wuad
of Chriet's death. "Therefore and in this sense we call
baptism a representation. "’ Here, however, it seeme that
Barth possibly misses the meaning of a word, 224{0624444
need not mean "llkeness" in the sense of "representation,”
but can mean "likeness" in the sense of "semeness." Thus
the phrase mesns "in the same death that he dled.*¥ 1In
two of the other three New Testament references to the
vord, it has this same maanlng.s Yet, according to
Remans 6:5, Barth claims that baptism 1e the "acted
parable of Hisg doath.“6 To show that Romans 6 presents
baptisam as more than a parable, we now turn our attention
to the passage to determine i1ts possible meaning. The
key expression is found in verse four: "we are buried with

S >
Him in Baptiem into death" (Fu/e.rec/pruu-/ OUv axuny Jeat

31bid., p. 13.

“¥m. R. Arndt and F. V. Gingrich, A __:Q_Q_M

Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early C
Literature (Chiocago: Univorllty of Chicago Press, 1959)

p. 5%0.

SRomana 8:3, which speaks of Christ's being in the
likeness ( S«olw<soc ) of flesh, and Philipplans 2:7,
which saye that Christ was made in the likeness ( cicociccw )
of man, certainly do not meen that Christ looked like or
symbolized human rlesh. He actually became flesh. Romans
1:23, where aulocchlx is also ulod‘ however, 1- the ex-
ception, for here e.«oiziw: means or "copy."

®Barth, Baptism, p. 1E.
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— /s ST TR EL/ .

Too "7(7‘&#705 E() 7oV Vdrbﬂ. T'O .xpr'.‘ion. in
b

rerticular reauire comment, &:L yoo /&wrc.d;ddro)
and E.c)) 7‘5‘/ 9-(/.:.170./ . That the former 18 & oconstruc-
tion used to express mesns is shown by the second half of
verse four, where the same Juwi with the genitive 1is
clearly used to express means, Christ's resurrection being
effected by the J;/S.L of the Father. There are numerous
parallels in the New Testament where J;.L/ with the
genitive expresses means.’ Concerning the construection
Lenski states,

Those must revise their estimate of baptism who make

1t a mere zymbol of something elss, samgthin,g that

will happen at a future time. With J«Z Paul makes
1t 2 meang, not only for applying Christ's death and
its benefits to ug, but equally for our thus getting

*id of sdn. . . &

The second expression, 54-3 rc\w 81{/-170'/ , is
likewlise gignificant. Lenskl says that, in view of recent
Papyri finds, the El’) can be translated as the static

>

5‘5 » Playlng the same role 28 Ev , 80 thst the phrase
could be traneleted "in connection with his death."’ How-
sver this passage must be viewed in the light cf its ceon-

text and parsllel pssesges found elsewhere in the New

"Piret Corinthians 14:9; Romans 5:10; Colossians
1:27; Romane 7:4; Ephesians 2:16; et al.

BR. C. H. Lenski, Inte of St. Paul's
Epistle to the Romang (Columbus: Vartburg Press, 1545),
P. 393.

9——-—_Ib1d'l b. 393-
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Teatament. Sanday and Headlam see the basic thought of
the entire passage in verse three, where Paul says, " ;)\
9‘2\’0&\?’1 0'/;1 55‘01 e;dmrc/f@n,aa\/ 513 /"Otfft\!/ _;/_--:0“05‘\/,
e T2 Oliarov winsd E%rrc’v@nmn " In effect Paul is
saying, "Don't you know what your baptism involved? It
meant the actual incorporation into Christ. Thie means
you have also been incorporated intc his death.” In this
verse Paul 1s alluding to what he has just said in verse
two, namely that they have died to sin. Verse three ex-
plaine that such dying 1s effected by incorporation into
the death of Christ, that is, we actually died with him.
Thus Sanday and Headlam conclude that "it 1s baptiem which
makee a man a Christian."l® That E?) implies actual in-
corporation into Christ and His death 1s also conoluded by
such commentators as H. A, W. Meyer,'l John Peter Lange,l12

10 ‘ .
Willlam Sanday and Arthur Headlam, A ggit;ggl and
vre , in

Exegetical Commentary on the EP.X!I%! lo

international Criticel Commen Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark Company, reprint 1958), XXXII, 156.

4. A. W. Meyer, Critical and Exegetical Handbook
the Eplstle to the Romang, in Meyer's Commentary on the
%g! Iestament, translated by J. C. Moore and E. Johnseon

New York: Funk & Wagnalls Company, 1884), V, 231.

12
John Peter Lange, Homang msssgmm m&g&x
Soriptures (Grand Rap ds: Zondervan Pub ishing ﬁgh--, . ),
p. 201.
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G. Btoeckhardt,l3 and James Denney.l¥ Denney, however,
8tates that the incorporation idea is proved by the argu-
mentative requirement rather than the grammatical con-
struction of the passage.l5 In verse four the thought is
reltersted that we, by baptism, are ingorporsted intc the
actual death of Christ. Sanday and Headlam point to the

72ﬁ} s Which 1s emphatic and refers to “that death,” the
death of Ch?iet.ls

So the pacsage seems definitely to tesch an actual

épplication of the benefits of the death of Christ to the
individual by virtue of his incorporation into Christ's
death in baptism. Other New Testament passages express
the same idea. Colossians 2:12 states that we have been
buried with Christ ( (Tuv’r.x(pr_/wrej ) by means of baptism
(ev »& /Aﬁi”rfékude ). Likewise Galatians 3:27

13george Stoeckhardt, Epistle to the Romans, trans-
lated by ©. W, Koehlinger (St. Louis: Conecordia Mimeo

Company, 1943), p. 79.

1“Jamas Denne !
y, St. &s}_amnml}sm in
Expositor's Greek Tégtamgng Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Terdman's
Publishing House, 1951), 11, 632.

158, saye that grammatically it can mean "to be bap-
tized Christwerd," i.e., with Christ in view as the object

of faith. To prove this he refers to First Uorinthians
1012 ( awt mivres €2y 78V MwiGiy éPxnriruvrs ) and to the

expresgion ,SunrBAvac €y To Svous roo 4vplod FnroU , But
he eontinues that the passage demands the idea of an actual
union to or inceorporation in Christ. Denney, nevertheless,
accepts the symbolical interpretation in baptism,

165andasy ena Headlam, op. eit., p. 156.
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8peaks of our being baptized into Christ ( 633 )qbcfr6<} ).
Langel? and Ridderbosl8 see expressed here the idea of in-
corporation into Christ by means of bnptiam.19

Hence 1t would seem thsat Barth has missed the true
gense of Romans 6:4. Cullman states his interpretation
of the passage when he says, " this passage prssupposes
Baptism se a salvation fact . . . it 1indicates subse-
quently to those already baptized what happened to them in
Baptism."20 He 1s referring to the fsot that the benefits

of Christ's death actually pasas over to us in our baptism,

17John Peter Lange, Galatlians, in Commentary on the
Eg%x)sgrigtures (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House,
n.d. » Do 87-

184eyman N, Ridderbos, Eplgtle of Paul to the Churches
of Galatia, in New International Commentary on the New
tament (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman's Publishing Com-
pany, 1953), IX, 147-48.

19y, D. Davies treats the 1dea of incorporation into
Christ rather extensively. He criticizes the view that
Paul by his use of this phrase was showing the influence
pagan mystery ritee had on him, These rites involved a
mystical incorporation of a human into communion with a
deity. Daviea alsoc eriticizes Schweitzer's view which,
he says, makes of the incorporation into Christ a mere
mechanical, corporeasl act. Rather Davies sees that the
incorporation idea involves becoming part of a community
of which Christ is the head. It involves "the solidarity
of Christians with their Lord." It is a process which
calls for decision on the part of the individual who has
in Christ discovered the true community which 18 the New
Israsl. Toc say that a man 1s in Christ is to say that he
has been incorporated into the church and has willingly
accepted this position, W. D, Davies, Pa and Rabbinie
Judaism (London: 8. P. C. K., 1955), pp. B -146.

20 ;
Oscar Cullman, Baptism in the New Testament, trans-
lated by J. K. Reid (Longon: SOM Bress, 1950). p. h9.
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because we are baptized into His death. He explains this
when he says, "Thue the baptismal death of Christ com-
pleted once for all on the cross passes over into church
baptism. "2l To prove his point he looks to First
Corinthians 1:13, where, he says, cruoifixion and baptiam
are equated.2?2 He sees the same conception in Hebrews 6:4
where, he says, "the impoesibility of a second baptism
[he takes the word (pwna‘ge{rn(j to mean 'baptizod'] is
based on the fact that baptism means participation in the
cross of Chriet."23 He points to the Johannine writings
in support of his arguments where, he says, the conneotion
of the water of baptism with the blood of Christ can be
detected. The basic passage is John 19:34, which speaks
of the water and blood which came from Christ'e side. Here
he sees a definite connection between baptism and the death
of Ohriet.2% 1In this case it seems Cullman is reading too
much into a passage. However he continues by pointing to
First John 5:6, which, he says, also alludes tc the rela-
tion between baptism and the death of Christ. Regarding

211pig., p. 22.

221b1d., p. 15. The passage reads, "Was Paul crucified
for you? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?"

231bsd.
2h1p14,
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thie passage both Brook25 and Huther26 point out that
First John 5:6 can have three meaninge. It can refer
slmply back to the water and the blood which flowed from
Christ's side, so that Christ, by this incident, "came by
water and blooda" ( d<’ 5/‘{:(”’_3 kol af&//uroj ). Or it can
méan that Christ ceme and still ocomes through baptism and
the Lord's Supper. Or it can mean that Christ came
through His own baptism, when He was commissioned as the
suffering servent, foretold in Isaiesh 42:1,27 and through
the shedding of Hie blood on the eroes, where He carried
out His commission. Both Brooke and Huther diemiss the

Tfirst two vossibilities in faver of the third. Wescott28

th253- E. Brooke, A Oritiesl snd Exegeticsl Commentary
en the Johannine Epistles, in Int ional rlsicg; Com~
§;gtarx (New York: Charles Scribmer's Sons, 1912}, XLII,

26E. Huther, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the

General Eplstles of James, Peter, John, and Jude, trans-
lated by P. J. Gloag, P. 3. Croom, and C. H. Irwin (New

om
York: Funk & Wagnalls Company, 1887), p. 603.

27Cullman refers to the baptism of Christ as being
His commission to carry out the great baptism on the cross
for the sins of the world. Here appears the link between
baptism and the death of Christ. On the oross Christ con-
tinued what He had begun in the Jordan on behalf of man-
kind, so that our baptism becomes a participation in His
fgnggal baptism effected for us. Cullmen, op. ¢if., pp.

28 . . h
Brook Foss Weseott, The stles of St. John (London:
Maomillan and Company, 1886), p!.mfa'f.!
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and Smith2? agres on this point.

Thus it seems quite feasible to find in this passage
& close connection between the baptism and death of Christ.
However, to tie it up with John 19:34 and to say that thie
Passage, too, contains the same reference to Christ's
baptism and death seems to go beyond the meening of John
19:34. The passage in question merely describes in stark
detail what happened. John, a probable eyewltness, "with-
out physiologicel knowledge" recorded what he saw.- 0

Cullmen further points to Johm 13:1ff. in support of
his theory thai the water of baptism is connected witlh the
bleod of Christ. However the most one can conoclusively
deduce from this passage 1s that Christ'e death on the
Croes can be thought of in terms of & washing or beptiem,

Thus frow the Johannine writings we do find expreased
theee ideas: (1) Christ's baptism is closely connected
with Hle deeth; (2) Christ's death ie spoken of as a wash-
ing. On the basis of the passages dealt with above, then,
1t 1e easy to conclude that the idea of the cleanaing of
baptisw was olosely associated in the early Church with the

idea of the cleansing blood of Christ on the crosa.

?3David Smith, The Eplstles of in Expositor's
Greek Testame (G;and Rapids: Ym., B. aidman's Publishing
Company, n.d. i, v, 195.

3°Maroua Dods ; ¢
The Gospel of 8%. Jo in m%a&.gu
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. ﬁ%&m'a Publishing

Greek Testamen
Company, 1951), I, 859.

e J
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In addition, such passages as Luke 12:2031 ana
Mark 10:38,32 referrsd to by Cullman in connection with
the above thesls, offer very significant evidence which
cannot be lgnored. According to them baptism is quite
intimately connected with Christ's crucifixion and death.

We see, then, the positions of Barth and Cullman on
the important passage in Romans 6. Barth, contrary to
Seriptural evidence, sees baptism as only a representation
of Christ's death, while Cullman, basing his stand on
Seripture, sees baptism as an sctual participation in

Christ's death.
Baptism and the Forgiveness of Sine

When analyzing Barth's conception of the efficacy of
baptism one notices further that he completely denies that
baptism has the power to wash away sins. According to him
“baptism ie not a causative means by which are imparted to
man the forgiveness of sins. . . ."J3 Over against this
Cullman asserts, "by being buried with him, we have the
forgiveness of sins. "3* Both men appeal to Scripture to

3141 have a baptism to be baptized with. . . .*

32upre you able . . . to be baptized with the baptism
I am baptized with?*

33Barth, Baptism, p. 27.
3“0u11man, op. git., p. 1b,
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Bupport thelr respective views., Therefore we will briefly
eéxamine the Seristural evidenos they present.
Barth asys, "eccording to I Peter 3:21 baptiem 1s

not 'the putting away of the filth of the flesh. 1u35
Thus he takes one of the most significant proof texts for
the efficacy of baptlism and uses 1% to show the 1nefficsaecy
of baptism, internreting “filth of the flash® ( tmpxsg

[fU/’ToO ) ag moral uncleannese. Regarding thls phrace
Selwyn says, "the washing of baptism is not physiecal, but
sacramental , " and he would translste the entire phrase 0v
0'«ka S oirrg@ea) ,o'u/rroo as "not a fleshly putting away of
dirt." Thus he sees the contrast here between what he
calls the "outer’ and "inner" sides of baptism. The ef-
fleecy of baptisem consiets not in the outward physical
weshing but in the inward faith which mccompenies it.
Hence he thinks the latter part of the passage (XA (uv—
Eccfn/o‘ewj af/.@/?j e’ru/ou{rnﬂd ¢‘¢3 an/v}) teaches that fz2ith 1isa
what must accompany baptism to make it effective, but he
also sees that the G‘c(,o.ro\_; Jno’@eﬂs {d‘u/rroc) refers
only to e physicel washing away of airt. 76 Beare agreeg
with this view, stating that immersion is here implied and

that (/'&lonrof is used in the literel physical sense, He

35Barth, Baptism, p. 29.

36gavard Gordon Selwyn, The First %p;ljég £ 8%.
(London: Maemillan and Company, Limited, %{2‘;, op.

Toh25s.
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8ees a contrast implied between Christian baptism, which
was spiritually effective and Jewish ritual ablutions and
washings that preceded initiation into the pagan mysteries,
both of which were merely bodily washings.3?7 Moffatt38
and Lenski3? also agree that the washing is a physical
washing awey of dirt, while Wand sees the "possibility of
phyesical washing" in verse 21p. 40

Regarding the word OUrmes 1itself, it is found only
once in the New Testament. The related noun ,Ocdmlpt/-t
ococurs in James 1:21, where it refers to moral unclean-
ness. ,O(u/rroj meane primarily "dirt,"‘*l but has a
secondary meaning of “moral filthinees.* Thus in the
First Peter 3:21 passage 1t is difficult to be certain
about the exact meaning, although the contrast between
“outer” and "inner" aspects of baptism discussed by Selwyn

37F. W. Beare, The First %_&Lm (Oxforad:
B. H. Blackwell, Limited 1958), p.

387ames Morfatt, General Epistles of J
and Jude, in Moffatt's ‘% mﬁgs Q.M R

Harper and Brothers, n

R. . H. Lemski, Ihe Interpretetion of the Eolstles
ﬂ Pee,g_‘g m d St. Jude (Colum uwarthurg
ress, 1956), 171.
40

J. W. C, Wand, The General En%gg;q of St. Peter and
8%. Jude, in Vestm nate Commentary (London: Methuen and
Company, Limited, 1934), p. 101.

“1p. w. Arndt end F. ¥. Gingrich, , 4 Greek-English
exicon of the New Icatgsnt and O arly Christian
iter 1: (Chicago: University o Ghienso Press, 1957),
P. 7

"'l&
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certainly makes 1t difficult to see any other meaning than
that of a physical washing. Thus Barth ocannot with any
degree of certainty use thie passage %o support his view
that baptism does not wash awvay sins. Ae will be seen
later the ragsage actually inveighs againet his position.

Cullman speaks of the baptism of John to support his
Poslition. He gives no references but says that "its ef-
fect was forgiveness of sins." Then he continues by saying
that Christisans still need the forgiveness of eins, and
that this forgiveness still was imparted in Christian bap-
tism, as 12 eteted in Peter's sermon in Acts 2:38.“2

Regarding his firet etatement Seripture does indeed
858y that John'e baptism was 5()5 }/ewv éaﬁfrré?a/-""z’ Fur-
thermore, the idea of washing away sin and lmpurity was not
foreign tc the mind of the Jew in John's day. When John
appeared on the scene with his minlatry of baptism, the
Jews needed no information whatever concerning the implica-
tlons of such washing. They were familiar with the
practice of proselyte baptism, which practice will be treated
at more length in chapter four. In this ritual a type of
moral washing took place. Also, being students of the Law,
the ceremonies, and the Levitical ordinances of Moses, the

Jews were thoroughly familiar with the idea of moral

QZCullman, op. eit., p. 11.
¥3yark 1:4; Luke 3i3.
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washing. In Exodus 29:4 the idea is found: "Aaron and
his sons thou shalt bring into the door of the Tabernacle
of the congregation end shalt wash them with water." And
Exodus 30:17-21 expresses the same idea: "And the Lord
8pake unto Moses, saylng, Thou shalt also make a laver of
brass. . . . For Aaron and his sons shall wash . . .
thereat when thsy go intc the Tabernacle. . . ."
Leviticus 14 gives detalled instructions concerning the
purifying of healed lepsers by washing. Another reference
to such washing 1s given in Numbers 19, where the laws
regarding one who has touched a dead body are given.
Numbers 8:6-7 states that when a Levite was ordained into
the priesthood he wae to be "oleansed" by washing. Since
the Jews did understand a baptism which had moral implica-
tions, 1t seems reasonable to assume that John meant his
baptism also to be accepted as a moral washing for the
forgiveness of sins.

However, still more important, Ezekiel 36:25, a
prophecy which concerns the restoration of God's people,
contains God's assurance that He will "sprinkle clean
vater upon you, and you shall be clean; from all your
filthiness, and from all your idels will I cleanse you."
This washing was in the future and was to be spiritually
and merally effective. It is not too difficult to see
the baptism of John as the beginning of the fulfillment of
this prophecy. Another prophecy, found in Zecheriah 13:1,
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éays that "in that day there shall be a fountain opened
to the house of David and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem
Tor sin and for uncleanness." Here we have reference to
a "fountain" "opened" "for sin and uncleanness,” a definite
reference to a future washing away of sins., These proph-
ecles become significant in the light of Christ's question
to the Pharisees in Matthew 21:25, "The Baptism of John,
whence was 1t? &’S ondwoJ 2 25‘ o?@,o«.frrwv 7" The
context implies that it is ¢>§ ou?)ufo:; , #ince Jesus
compares it with the authority by which He Himself acted.
From this we conoclude that the baptism of John, being from
heaven, was the fulfillment of the prophecies in Ezekiel
36:25 and Zecheriah 13:1 and was, as Mark and Luke tell
us, 553 -/ ETCV ogdat/o?‘c;]u/ ‘

That Christian baptism imparted the same forgiveness
is deduced from such a passage as Titus 3:5, "According
%o His mercy He saved us, by the washing of regeneration
and the renewing of the Holy Ghost." This passage echoes
Christ's worde in John 3:5, "Except a man be born again of
vater and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the Kingdom of
Goed.," The idea of regenerationor rebirth in the New Testa-
ment necessitates the accompanying forgiveness of sins,
for, as Paul says in Ephesians 2:1, those "whom God has
quickened were dead in treepasses and sins.® 8Sin ig that
vhich makes us spiritually dead, and only removal or for-

giveness of that sin can impart new life. Hence those

LR
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Passages which speak of rebirth through baptism definitely
imply accompanying forgiveness. In addition we have the
Acte passages, which make forgiveness the purpose and re-
8ult of baptism, Aote 2:38, ocited by Cullman, is Peter's
exhortation to "repent and be baptized E‘,5 o;,ﬂru/ rwr
6;44707757/'.“ Acts 22:16 states the purpose of baptism
éven more clearly in the words of Paul, "arise and be bap-
tized and wash away thy eins." Ephesians 5:26 speaks of
the cleansing power of the water of baptiem in these
words: “Christ loved the Church and gave Himself for it,
that He might sanctify and cleanse 1t with the washing of

water by the word."
On the basis of the above evidence Barth seems to be

ignoring Scriptural evidence when he says that baptism
does not wash away gins, while Cullman has arrived at the

correct Soriptural position in this respect.

Baptism and Salvation

Concerning the efficacy of baptism we return once
again to the passage in First Peter 3:21. The first part
of this passage has been traditionally accepted as the
clearest proof text in Soripture supporting the efficacy
of baptism. If it is true that "baptism saves us, " then
1t must be admitted as true that baptism makes us die with
Christ and washes away our #ins. GConflicting opinions have

been expressed regarding the meaning of the words & o<
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LS«;CS u:vnfruno./ Jo a';:fj/u /(fqrrw‘,a& .

The problem begins already in the interpretation of
verse 20. The queetion in this verse is whether 5/J:cro_s
le genitive of place or means, whether Noah and his family
weére saved "through the water into the ark (Etj 57 ) ," or
whether the water 1s given as the agent for their
miraculous rescue, Selwyn says that, by virtue of the
fact that this incident 1e here given as the type
(o(bfh.{run ov" ) of Christian baptism, in beptism we are
saved through water, passing through it to safety on the
Cther side, and we are also saved by water. Thus he reads
both idess into this passage. He takes the "water" in
verse 20 as the antecedent of the 5 of verse 21, and
renders the verse “and water now saves you, too, who are
the antitype of Noah and his company, namely the water of
baptism. “% Huther holds to the same interpretation, al-
though he sees that the o vrirv7ov refers back to the
wvater also, not to Noah and his company.%5 Bigg, however,
claims that the type consists in our being saved from the
danger of water. Thus the emphasis is not on water as a

neans of salvation but on water as a symbol of death.‘*G

M"Selvyn, op. git., p. 203.
bsﬁuthar, op. eit., p. 301.

46 : :
Charles Bi Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Epistles oggtgs*';".‘l Peter and St. Jude, in Internation

M.j_%m Commentary (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1905), XIT, iiﬂtfff
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¥and asserts that most commentators find difficulty in the
difference between the hostile nature of the waters in the
flood and the saving nature of baptisem. But, he continues,
Wé must think of the idea of "drowning in death in bap-
tiem." Then the difference does not seem so harsh.’7
Looking again at the passage in question it is difficult
%o avold the fact that it definitely says that baptism
8aves (‘ﬁézanuﬂkxd 6@€gic ). Regardless of what ante-
cedents one finds in verse 20, regardless of how one
interprets the typology, these words still stand and speak
with unmistakable clarity. Baptiem doee save. Taken by
itself the passage could perhaps be contested. However,
in the 1ight of all the other New Testament evidence we

have discussed, thie passage cannot be ignored.

Barth's Theology Explains Hies Position
on Baptism

We wonder why Barth ignores such irrefutable Scripture
evidence. Two reasons could be cited here. In the first
Place Barth 1s afrald of making baptiem a magic rite which
will detract from the person of Christ, the incarnate
revelation of God. Barth's theology is bullt around this
revelation, and everything else submits to 1t. Of course,

Christ must remain central in all theology, but accepting

b7Wand, op. git., p. 101,
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the Scriptural doctrine of baptism does not eliminate
Christ. Baptism is in keeping with what the New Testament
teaches concerning the grace of God. Baptism cannot be a
magic rite. It i1s rather the individual appliecation of
the objective graece of God to the sinner, as Iraenaeus
pPointed out when he said that the reality of baptism 1s
to be found in the objective reality of that which already
has been accomplished and promised for us in Christ.%8
This is the whole thrust of the first part of Romans 6.
Chapter 5 of Romans is a chapter rich in 1ts presentation
of objective Jjustification effected by Christ, completely
destroying any idea of human merit achieving what already
1s avallable. Chapter 6 tells how that Justification is
épplied to the individual through baptism. To say that
baptism 1s soteriologiocally effective, then, does not de-
tract from Christ. Such a statement rather glorifies
Christ and His work.

Secondly, Barth cannet but be 1nr1uoncod'by his doc-
trine of the unreality of sin and evil, as he approaches
Christian baptism. Barth tends to make evil a powerless
foroe, eo that a man's sins can no longer condemn him for

all eternity. Regarding evil and its consequences Barth

48 g | (New York:
y Hutchison, Why Ef?!&f! ew lIor
Greenwich Book Puhlilh;r., ¢.1957), p. .
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gays,

This whole realm that we term evil--death, sin, the

devil, and hell--is not God's oreation, but rather

what was excluded by God's oreation, that to whiesh

God sald, "No." And if there 1s & rsality of evil,

it can only be ths reality of this exoluded and

repudlated thing, the reality behind God's pack,

which He passed over, when He made it good.

This statement in 1tself seems harmless, but 1t must be
taken within the entire fabric of Barth's theologicsal
structure. Looking elsewhere we can see the theme of the
nNon-existence of evil further developed.

One of the most common expressione Barth uses when
talking about evil i1s the term "non-being" ( *das Nichtige").
This '"non-being" 16 "that which has been destroyed through
God's act of creation.”50 Barth interprets Genesis 1:2 as
8psaking of a world which Ged 4id not crsate. It was the
oreaturely cheos which He ignored in the act of creation.5l
Weber, in summing up Barth's commentary on Genesis 1:2,
6ays that there is indiceted in Genesis 1:2 the possibility
of a Jjudgement upon that which did not originete in His

creative Word. However thie judgement is executed only  "at

“9karl Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, translated by
G. T. Thompson (London: SCM Press, 19595. p. 57.

500tto Weber, Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics, trans-
lated by A. C. Goahrano (Philadelphisa: Hostuinst;r Press,

n.d.), p. 187.

516. D. Berkhower, %gg Y of Grace %g,jg!
Theology of Karl B (Grand Rapids: Wm. B, Eerdumsn's

Publishing House, 1956), p. 59.
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& single place in the cosmos he has created, only in a
8ingle creature, namely the person of Jesus Christ."52
Here we begin to see what Barth means by "non-being.* All
Creaturely existence was rejected in God's creation.
Hence, as Bishop Wingren peints out, man also became part
of the rejected creation. However, even before creation,
God began His covenant. He chose Christ to take our re-
Jection, to take the Judgment that was ours. Creation
does not precede the covenant, but the covenant precedes
creation. Creation cannot be seen in abstracto, but only
in the 1ight of the covenant which 18 the inner ground of
creation.53 God created the world, because He, in creation,
thought of redemption. God's will at the beginning desired
that man be in communion with Him, man, who was part of
the rejected creatureliness.’* Thus evil 4id indeed become
"non-being." As soon as God looked at evil, He looked at
Christ, and evil no longer existed. Man deserved rejection
in his creaturely condition. Berkhower says in summary of
Barth's poeition on this point, "Man, who has become an
enemy, must be totally wiped out of existence and brought

to nothing."55 However Weber presents Barth's method of

52Waber, op. git., p. 123.
53Berkhpwer,rgg. eit., p. 55.
5%;2;5., p. 56.

551b14a., p. 136.
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dealing with this would-be rejection wvhen he says,

in Jesus Chriet, it happens that "God--in that He
Himeelf becomes thie man--makes Himself responsible
and answerable for the man who has become His enemy,
and that He makes the whole consequence of Hie
aotion—-hig re jeotion and hig death--to be his own
concern. "5

Flsewhere Veber says,
God's eternal will is twofold; it ocontains a "Yes
and No." But "In the eleation of Jesus Christ,
which ig the eternal will of God, God hae intended
the first--namely, eleotion, blessedness, and life
Tor man; but the second--rejection, damnutions and
death for Himself." God chose our rejectien.>7
Therefore whatever power evil may have had disappeared
when Christ ceme into the world, for He received all God's
rejection directed against man, who was Hies enemy Dby
virtue of his oreatureliness. Evil and sin, then, indeed
were "das Nichtige." Regarding these elements Barth can
say, "They exist; but they are nothing but lies. . . .
God's truth [ His revelation in Christ] puts an end to
them . . . they are exposed as pseudo povora.'53 Or he
can alaso say,
Evll, looked at in Christ, will be able to have only
the possibility of exlsting as the impossible, only

the reality of exiasting as the unreal, only the in-
dependent power of impotence.S59

56yeber, op. oit., p. 96.
5712&9-. p. 97.
SBEQ;Q., p. 204,
591b1d., p. 95.
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Because of this impotence of evil in Barth's theology

Wingren seems Justified in concluding, "The law has been
éliminated and the queation of gullt has dilappeared;“so

Berkhower also seems Justified in speaking of the
almost inevitable conclusion that there 1s to be found in
Barth's theology a universal apokataltasls.él Barth
never actually says this. In fact he even denlea that he
teaches such a thing.62 Yet, in the light of his theo-
logical structure, it is difficult to escape this con-
clusion, namely that he does teach what amounts t¢ a uni-
versal election. The denial of Barth coupled with the
conelusicne which must be drawn from his theology create a
vVery obvious tension, a tension which Berkhower sees very
clearly.®3 Even Weber is aware of the tension involved.S%

In view of the powerlessness of sin and evil Berkhower
8aye, "Sinful man is no longer dangerous in the light of
this fact.” He then goees on to quote Barth:

In the death of Jesus God entered into danger; He

6OGustaf Wingren, Theology in Conflict, translated by
Eric H. ¥szhlstrom (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, n.d.),

pP. 120.
6lBorkhower, op. eit., p. 1ll12.

62
Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, trans-
lated by Olive Wyon, 1n'2§5ggﬁigl (Philadelphia: The West-
minster Press, 19505, I, 34

63Berkhower, op. ©it., p. 121,
6“Webor, op. git., p. 101.
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exposed Himself freely to it in order to cleanse and

free sinful man of his sin and to disqualify him as

an enemy. There can be no resistance by man gg the

face of the disarming which God has effected.
In nhis commentary on Romang Barth furthermore says of God
that "his nature is to remain falthful, in epite of human
depravity., . . . God saves ues in spite of what we are. n66
Barth again asserts, "Regarding the two dominions. [ that of
8in and that of righteouanus] . « +» the firet 1s dilssoclved
by the second; the reverse process is impossible. n67 All
0f this substantilates the fact that in Christ evil and un-
belief become powerless and that no man can stand con-
demned by his sins any longer, regardless of who he 1is,
believer or unbeliever. No longer can sin separate man
from God, for Barth says,

Through Jesus Christ men are Jjudged by God. This 1s

thelr krisis--but it is both negation and affirmation,

both death and 1ife. . . . In Christ high and low, é

Just and unjust, have the same access to the Father.68
Man's Judgment has passed to Christ, so that nothing he
does can negate this for him, Regardless of what he does
he cannot again fall under the wrath and Jjudgment of God.

Even the godless are free from the bondage of sin and the

6530rkhpwor, op. ¢it., p. 121.

66Barth, Romang, p. 169.

671b1a., p. 188. |
68y1lhelm Pauck, Christ and Adam, on Man and

in Romans Fiv Karl Barth, Introduction, translated by
T. A. Small INe\lr’lxork: Harpo:" and Brothorl: ©.1957), p. 13.
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Judgment of God. “There are those 'who are isclated from
God, godless men,' who are not only elect in Christ, but

Who 'live as God's eleot,' in virtus of the promise which

18 also valid for them.“69? Thus Barth olaims that the

Christian Church "in her character as religion” nor in the
Proud and yet so deceptive idea of the "corpus Christianum, "

does not have sole claim to "true religion." "The doe-

trines of the Christian Church are but symptoms of the
truth, #70

That Barth's system implies a universal election and

therefore the powerleseness of sin, evil, and unbelief
Emil Brunner also concludes in a significant quotation

from the first volume of his dogmatics, when he says,

One cannot escape the impression that Barth is playing

with fanciful ideas in theology when he says [of

Jesus Chrigt] “from the very outset, and in Himself,
He is the double predestination." But it sounds not
merely strange, but horrible, when he says that, on
the basis of the divine decree, "the only person who
* But what
doee this statement, that "Jesus is the only really
re Jected man" mean for the situation of man? Evi-

le really rejected is His own Son. . . .

dently this, that there is no possibility of con-
demnaticn, and thus that there is no final Divine
Judgment. . . . Rather, Barth goes much further

(than Orlgen and his followers, who bordered on an
apokatastasis]. For none of them ever dared to main-
tain that through Jesus Christ, all, bellievers and

unbelievers, are saved from the wrath of Ged and
participate in redemption through Jesus Christ.

that 1s what Karl Barth teaches; for Jesus Christ 1is,
a8 the only elect, so also the only Reprobate man.

693arth, Romans, p. 69.
70Weber, ep. eis., p. 100,
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Thus, since Jesus Christ appeared, and through Him,
there are no longer any who are rejected. Not only
Tor those who are "in Him" through faith, but for all
men, Hell has been blotted out, condemnation and
Judgment eliminated. This is not a deduction which

I have drawn from Barth's statement, but 1s his own.
Since Jesus Christ has taken the condemnation of sin

upon Himeelf “rejection cannot again become the
portion of man. . . ." The godless man s also one

of the Elect; only he does not know it, and does not
live in accordance with the truth.

e see hints of this tendenoy on the part of Barth to
extend the borders of salvation outside the limits of the
Christian Churoh in his treatise on beptism, when he says
that John 3:5 does not try to 1imit Goed's grece,’2 and
when he speaks of Christ's regnum as being wider than
Christ's ecolesia.”3 Viewed by themeelves these statements
would seem to be in plsce, but when viewed in the light of
other things Barth has s2ld, they begin to change theilr
ccmplexion into the color of a universal election.

These conclusions, the universal election of all men
and the powerlessness of sin, found in Barth's theology,
Provide us with the gecond reason why he must turn his
back on eny teaching which gives a real efficacy to bap-
tlsm. Baptism cannot free a man from the bondage of sin,
beceuse no man 1s under that bondage any more. Because of

Christ our unbelief and our sin have been rendered

7lBrunner, op. eit., pp. 348-49.
?zBarth, Baptism, p. 24.
"bid., p. 23.
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harmless. Nothing we do can change God's verdict about us

Which hes been passed over the person of Christ. When sin
18 not a power capable of damning a man, baptism cannot be
the means of washing away ein and saving a man.

Briefly recapitulating, we see that Barth refuses to
glve any efficacy to baptism, while Cullman is willing to
8ay that we recelve the forgivenese of sins in baptism,
Barth seems to have arrived at his position on the besis
of the structure of the rest of his theology, while

Cullmen has proven his position from Soripture.




CHAPTER IV
BAPTISM AND HUMAN RESPONSE

Closely connected with the efficacy of baptism 1is
the question of the place of human response in baptiem.
Barth and Cullman represent two entirely different views
in thisg respect. Both affirm the haceaaity of human
résponse in baptism, but there arises a difference of
opinion regarding the time element. Barth thinks human
response or faith must precede baptism, while Cullman holds
that this response, though a necessary correlative of bap-
tism, can come either before or after, depending on when
the person being baptized is mentally able to respond.

Looking briefly at Barth's position we see that he
finde two main experiences to which a man ie subjected in
baptism. He 18 "made sure with divine certainty,” and "he
18 placed under obligation by divine authority.'l The
Tirst of these consists in what Christ

the divine human Baptizer Himself has to say and

does say to the candidate in this part of the Church's
proclamation and_ through the instrumentality of human

words and works,?2

1 .
Karl Barth, The leaching of Churoh _.axms.nan Bap-
%%tg tranalatod'by Ernest A. Payne (London: SCM Press,
L]

P. - 33.
2Ibia., p. 32.
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In connection with these "two experiences” Barth posits
two “foundation principles” for proper baptismal order.
One 1s that baptism be "administered by the Church as the
0arrying out of the command given by her Lord . ., . with
the rite accompanied by the faithful preaching of the
word. "3 The other consists in this, that the person be-
ing beptized be "the second of the chief actors in what
takes place, " having within himself "the reaponsible
¥illingness and readiness . . . to receive the promise of
grace directed toward him," and that he "pledge allegilance
tonecerning the grateful service demanded of him. ol Barth
views baptism chilefly as a meseage of the Church which de-
mands faith as a human respense, with the accompanying
decision to 1ive in obedience to that message. Therefore
faith must be present at the time of the baptism for that
baptism to be at all effective. If a person cannot respond
4t the time of his baptism, he can not be properly baptized.
Barth accordingly speeks againet the prectice of infant
baptism, which subjeet will be treated more thoroughly in
Chapter V of this paper.

To support hie principle Barth appesls to several New

Testament pointe. In the first place he observes that in

the New Teatament "one is not brought to baptism, one comes

I1bia., p. 37.
%1v1a., p. bo.
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%o baptism. 5 Secondly he notes that the New Testament
coneept cou Yrnredecy 16 "“certainly no action that can be
Oompleted without the responsible decision of the one con-
cerned."® Thus he oan say that "baptism without the
willingness and readiness of the baptized . . . 18 not
correct, 7

Cullman's position on the subjeot of human response
le that the entire saving act of God 18 not at all depend-
€nt° on the faith or merit of man, but that it acts wholly
independent of man.® Thie principle is applied to baptism,
80 that

It belonge to the essence of this general Baptism

effected by Jesus, that it is offered in entire in-

dependence of the decision of faith and understanding

of those who benefit from it. Baptismal grace has

its foundation here, and it is in the strictest sense
"prevenient grace. "9

However Cullman speaks of what he calls "the indica-
tive and imperative of Baptlln."m Although baptism is in
itself a sacrament of grace whose efficacy is not at all

dependent on human response, nevertheless "in so far as it

5132_1&., p. 42,
6Ibid., p. 43.
7Ibia., p. boO.

8
Oscar Cullman, Baptism in the New Test , trans-
lated by J. K. Reid'(Londonx SCM Press, 20). . 3.

9M°n p. 20.
101p1a., p. 47.
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18 essentially a sacrament of reception, [—blptlll_] points
%o the future and demande from the future a human re-
sponse. "11 According to Cullman response is a vital con-
88quence of baptism. He declares that we are, at our
Pirth, already chosen in Christ. However, "within the
Dortal life of the person being baptized, that 1is, of one
Who has been received into the Church of Jesus Chriet, "
baptism becomes "the starting point of something that
happens. " But 1t 1e a starting point to which a eontinua-
tlon belongs, without which continuation it loses all its
®fficacy.12 This continuation consists in the human re-
8ponse which follows baptism., Cullman appeals to First
Corinthians 10:1rr.13 ana Hebrews 6:61% to show that the
later 1ife of the person baptized, a life of response to
baptism, is “oritical for the act of Baptism.*l5 He also
Pointe to Romans 6 where he sees both the indicative and
imperative of baptism presented. Here Paul says, "You

have been made the objeect of salvation; prove 1t now true,

11pia., p. so.

121p14a., p. 48.

13The passage says that "aell" the Israelites were
"under the cloud,” and "all® were "baptized untc Moses,”
but that "most of them" vitiated all this by their rebel-

lion.

4rhe passage speaks of those who "have been en-
lightened" but who have since committed “apostasy.”

15Cullman, op. oit., p. A47.




by
you that know it--and for Paul, this means primarily:
believe, , , w16

Concerning the views of these two men it appears that
Cullman's position is Seriptural, while Barth'e 1s neot.
Throughout the New Testament are to be found what Cullman
refers to as the indicative and imperative of baptism,
Paul's letters abound in this type of language, especially
chapter six of Romans, which enters prominently in this
discussion on baptism. Paul says that "We are buried with
Christ . . . that we should walk in newness of life."
Here, in the same verse, appear the two facets of baptiem,
namely the objective grace which becomes ours at our bap-
Yiem and the subsequent “newness of 1ife" which must, of
Necessity, follow such baptism.

In his doctrinal essay delivered at the sixty-rifth
convention of the Central District, in a section dealing
With the efficacy of the means of grace, H. J. A. Bouman
8aid, "Man's faith can add nothing to them, nor can man's
unbelief make the faith of God without effect."l? How-
ever, on the other hand, he also says, "My refusal to ac-

cept a gift which ieg offered to me doee not invalidate the

161p14., p. 49.
sig 174, J. A. Bouman, "Holy Baptinm,; Progg:g;ggg'g__ggg
Sixty-Fifth Convention of the Central Distrioc £ the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Milssouri, Ohjo, end .TLI:Ot
%igﬁgg 8t. Louls: Concordia Publishing House, 1943), p.




k5
worth of the gift, but it certainly keeps me from getting
any good out of it."18 Here is stated very clearly the
relation of baptism and response according to New Testa-
ment teaching. Cullman's view is in accordance with
this while Barth's ie not.

181p14., p. b3.
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CHAPTER V
THE QUESTICN OF INFANT BAPTISM
Barth's Cognitien Frinciple

We come now to the issue which is perhaps most con-
troversial in s modern discussion on baptism, the question
Of infant baptism. Looking first at Barth we see that he
argues vehemently ageinst the practice of infant baptism.
Hils approsch is entirely consistent with what he has to say
about the efficacy of beaptism, Baptism, to be efficacious,
Féquires simultaneous human response. Regarding such re-
8ponse Barth says,

Nelther by exegesis nor from the nature of the case

can 1t be established that the baptized person can

be a merely passive instrument. Rather it may be

shown, by exegesis and from the nature of the case,

that in this action the baptized person is an active
partner (Handelnder).l

The form this human response or cooperation takes can be
best desoribed by the word "recognition." "In baptism the
word and work of Jesus Christ . « . 18 recognized. . . .2

Therefore Barth further asserts, "In baptism we do not have

1
Karl Barth, The Teaching of the h Regarding
EM%&. translated by Ernest A, Payne iEcndon: SCM Preass,

1948), p. 6. Hereafter this work will be referred to as

Bag;lgm.
Ibid., p. 28.
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the causa, but the cognitio salutis.*’ In a section treat-
ing of proper and improper order in baptism Barth says

that the only bad result of baptism not properly ad-
ministered is that 1its teaching effects are weakened. "An
inadequate order ana practice of baptiem can obscure . . .
its méaning . ., . and render difficult the underetanding
of 1t, vl

Kncwledge, then, becomes the one objective of baptism.
Baptism 1s, in effeot, a teaching arm of the Church. Since
infants cannot yet intelligently grasp this knowledge, they
cénnet be baptized. The word "knowledge" constitutes a
fundamental concept in Barth's theology. According to
Barth's system, knowledge seems to be the only possible
human response to the grace of God, being almost another
word for faith. This knowledge, however, is not knowing
in the traditional Christian sense of the word, implying
& knowing with the eyes of faith, but it is knowing in the
8énse of intellectually grasping something which exists as
& truth and then reacting accordingly. We refer back to a
8ection in Chapter III on the powerlessnesas of evil and
unbelief to be detected in Barth's theology and the sub-
gequent implication of universal election. Ir this 1is

true, then knowledge or cognition, as he calls 1t in his

B.I.M- P AN L

“Ibia., p. 35.




L8
dlscussion on baptism, becomes mere cognizance of a saving
grace, grace which we already have as members of the human
race. This 1s the cognition that an infant cannot have
until he reaches an age when his mind is capable of grasp-
ing 1t.

Wingren says concerning the place of knowledge in
Barth's theology that, since evil is not a power opposed
to God, and since everything necessary for our salvation
already has been given to us, therefore "all we lack 1is
insight. "5 He then continues that "man's knowledge and
ineight, rather than God's activity, are the center of
Barth's theology."® If all man lacks is insight, the
Questlon arises how he acquired such insight. In his
Dogmatice in Outline Barth points out that man cannot
attain such knowledge of his own accord, but that 1t ocan
only come by revelation from God. This revelation, to
Barth, 1s not the written or spoken word of God, but it
ls Christ, the incarnate Word. When a man becomes aware
of Christ, he then acquires the knowledge he lacks.’

This 18 not to say that the knowledge he acquires 1is saving

SGustaf Win translated b
gren, Theology in Conflic ranslate y
Eric H. Wahlstrom (Philadelphia: n"uhgg‘lon'%e"iré Press, n.d.),

P. 35.
6
Ibid.
7Karl Barth ' 141 t lated
Dogmatics in Qutline, translated by
G. T. Thompson (London: BCM Press, 1959), pp. 24-25. Here-
after this work will be referred to as Dogmatics.
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knowledge. It cennot be that, for our salvation is already
&8sured for ue. Rather
Christian faith 1s the 1llumination of the reason in
which men become free to live in the truth of Jesus
Chiriet, and thereby becoms sure alsc of the meaning

of their own gxistonoo and the ground and goal of all
that happens.

Barth presents another explanation regarding the
8cquiring of this knowledge, or faith, when he says, "It
1s o reaching out after a divine poseession decreed in
this name [bhrist's]. It 1s therefore an inquiry about

our slection."? He says also, "Faith means seeing what

God sess, knowing what God knows. ."10  0p he states his

caees simply by saying, "The Christian faith rests upen
knowledge, "1l wpajth means knowledge."12

Barth's stress on knowledge is sensed strongly by'
Berkhower, when he says regarding Barth's view of God's
re Jection passed upon Christ,

The already taken and no longer nullifiable decision

is indeed the fundamental thesis of Barth's view of
election. The "not yet knowing" plays a decisive

81p1a., p. 22.

%0tto Weber, Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics, translated
by A. C. Cochrane (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, n.d.),

p. 5‘;.
10
Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Ro , translated
by E. C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford University Press, ¢.1957),
P. 206. Hereafter this work will be referred to as Romans.

llBarth, Dogmatics, ». 22.
12

M’l p' 230
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rg%el%n Barth's thinking. The covenant embraces
all,

Then he quotes Barth (Kirchliche Dogmatik, IV, 164):

It embraces very really the world and the Church, the
non-Christian and the Christian, It's acknowledgment,
however, and therefore its proclamation, is the con-
cern of the Christian Church,ld

Berkhower concludes, "Only there is yet a difference among

ten with respect to knowing."15
For those who say that Barth still speaks of sin,
grace, faith, and means of grace, and therefore his knowl-

edge ae falth must etill be in the traditional Chrietian

eéense, Berkhower further asserts:

If Barth 1s permitted to construct his whole system
in peace, remove the objective existence of evil,
the natural knowledge of God, the rule of law in the
world, place the revelation of God through the incar-
nation in the center, define the Gospel as a word
about God's disclosure about himself; if he can do
all this, then within this framework he can use the
whole vocabulary of the New Testament. He can speak
of our sin and guilt, our hostility to God, our
demonic character. Everything is here, but wit?in
the frawme of reference of our ignorance. . . .1

With this basic conception in mind, namely that to
Barth faith can be adequately described as cognition, we

can see how cognition then becomes the essential purpose

13s. D. Berkhower, The Triumph of Grace in the Theology
of Kerl Barth (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing House,

—

1956), p. 265,
141pid,

151pia,

161pia. , p. 125.
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of beptism. Regarding what he calls "the creation of the
Néw man” in baptism, he says that here "the truth of the
redemption which Christ effected is made known.*l7 Barth
2lso speaks of "baptism, that concrete event in time which
¥as the beginning of our knowledge of God. . . ,vl8 Wthpr
has this to say concerning Barth's view of baptism:

In the revelation of Christ, the Word, we learn of

our exlistence--that we have come from God. How do

we know 1t? Post Christum!--"From my baptism, *

There I am thrown back, as it were, upon my orlgin.19
In this quotation we notice two facts. By the revelation
°f Christ we do not receive the grace of God, we rather
“learn of our existence." This we learn from our baptism.
Then the knowledge we acquire informs us of our origin and
®xistence, thus solving the riddle of life for us. It
tells us that we have come from God and should live for
God,

We have tried to show that faith, in the mind of Ba