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The Holy Spirit and Knowledge of God:
R SEEEI in the Tﬁeo!og; of ﬁErI Harth

Introduction

As the title indicates, the objective of this essay 1s to
study the doctrines of the Holy Spirit and the Knowledge of God
in juxtaposition to one enother, It 1s elso a study in the theo=-
logy of Karl Barth, That is, it 1s hoped that through an inten-
sive study of his handling of these two doctrines one might catch
a glimpse of his theology as a whole, The doctrine of the Holy
Spirit lends 1tself admirably to this objective in that it re-
lates so essentially to almost every other Christian doctrine.

It is through the Holy Spirit that Jesus Christ relates to men,
Therefore, 1t 1s impossible to speak of the Holy Spirit with any
thoroughness without becoming involved in the doctrine of the Ine
carnation and the doctrine of man, and several of their corolla-
ries: Holy Scripture, proclamation, analogy, the Church, as well
as election, creation, sin, reconciliation, eschatology, and so
on, Similarly, the question of the knowledge of God touches on
all of these major areas of theological inquiry. These two doc=-
trines, therefore, lend themselves especially well to a view of
the systematic, coherent wholeness of Barth's thought,

Two main themes run throughout this essay. One is the inse-
parablility of revelation and reconciliation, or of epistemology
and soterlology. This is a result of Barth's Christocentrism,
and his insistence that Christology must be applied to theological

eplstemology as well as to every other doctrine, i.,e,, his rejec-
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tion of natural theology. Barth's doctrine of the work of the
Holy Spirit as Reconciler as well as Revealer is therefore a cen-
tral and all pervading theme., The bthnr is the inseparability of
the Word and Spirit. One might say that this essay 1s essentially
about nothing else than the Spirit as the power of the Word, where-
by man's knowledge of God is achleved,

My concern has been to see deeply into Barth's mature thought,
having previously come to the conviction that it is impossible to
do theology seriously in the second half of the twentieth century
without a fairly firm grasp of what this great theologian has said.
His early works, such as The Epistle to the Homans, and many of his

smaller works have been referred to occasionally, sometimes only in

footnotes, but mainly I have used the Church Dogmatics, where, of

course, his work is both more thorough and more mature. Certain of

his shorter books, however, have been important, e.g., Anselm:

Fides Quaerens Intellectum, The Holy Ghost and the Christian Life,

Dogmatics in Outline, and A Shorter Commentary on Romans, The
greatest difficulty in writing this essay has been to keep 1t wi-

thin the proper length of an M.,Th. thesis, and to restrain it from
straying from the subject and becoming instead an essay on Incarna-
tion, or certain other philosophers or theologians, or the doctrine
of man, Scripture, or Church,

It is impossible to appreclate the significance of Karl Barth
without taking account of his polemic against various other theolo-
glcal points of view. I have therefore made some effort to under-

stand hls opponents, especially in the field of epistemology. Si-
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milarly, it is important to know something of the positive
influence of other men upon him, Both his friends and his
"enemies", if they may be so called, are often dealt with as
well in the footnotes.

For the benefit of any students who may wish to read part,
but not all of this essay, the following is a summary of the
contents of each chapter.,

Chapter One deals with the Word made flesh as the basis

[5) ) owledge of God:

(a) Barth's epistemology as a posteriori, form and method
being determined by contenté EanIogy as science.

(b) The theological "object" of knowledge as the Incarnation,
i.0., the life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ; the
divinity of Christ as His revelation of the Father.

(¢c) Other starting-points are discussed and Barth's comments
upon them are noted: Augustine and some of his contemporary
followers; the roots of modernist theology in modern philo-
sophy, beginning with Descartes and Kant and traced through
Schleiermacher and Feuerbach to Bultmann; Thomas Aquinas and
the Thomist tradition,

(d) Barth's concept of "religion" as it relates to the know-
ledge of God.

Chapter Two deals wlith the relation of Jesus Christ and the
oly Spirit, noting Barth's exsgetical comments on the rele-
vant Biblical passages:

(a) The relation of the Spirit to eschatology in the 0ld Tes=-
tament seen as the basis of the Synoptic conception of the re-

lation of Christ and Spirit.

(b) The relation of the Spirit to Christ as seen in the Gospel
stories of the virgin birth, baptism of Christ, temptation,

miracles, death and resurrection of Christ; the Spirit as wit-

ness to Christ In John and Paul; the Holy Spirit as parousia
of Christ,

(¢) The Holy Spirit in the Trinity: Ex Patre Filioque.

Chapter Three deals with the relation of the Holy Spirit to
man as the knower of God:

(a) Anthropology based on Christology; the image of God in man
as 1t relates to the knowledge of God; the Creator Spirit and
man's spirit; election, creation and redemption in Christ,

(b) Man's sin as pride and sloth; his refusal to know God:; sin
and the image of God; sin as falsehood; the sin against the



Holy Spirit.

(c) The Spirit the Rsconciler as Revealer of Christ; Barth's
attack on Augustine's synergism; simul peccator et gustus;
justification and sanctification: unlon with s the
Spirit; the relation of revelation and reconciliation and

the prophetic work of Christ through the Spirit; the ques-
tion of universalism,

Chapter Four deals with the character of theological know-
edge as faith considered in relation to

(a) Theological language and the doctrine of analogy; Barth
compared with Thomas Aquinas, A. Quenstedt; analogia fidei
and the opposition to gnalogia entis: Barth's concept o

analogia relationis.
(D) FéocIamnEIon and Holy Scripture; Scripture as Word of

God, as witness to revelation, as inspired by the Holy Spi-

rit; the authority of Seripture for proclamation; the prob-

lem of the canon,

(¢) Faith and Life in the Church as initiated by the call

of Christ; the Spirit of the Word as the power of illumina-

tion and awakening; faith and experience; faith as acknow-

ledgment, recognition, trust, confession; the 1ife of faith

as life in the Spirit; faith, love and hope; the Church as

gathered, upbuilt, and sent by the Spirit; the Church as the

community of the knowledge of Geod.

(d) The Hope of Perfect Knowledge; perfect union with Christ

éguthg Spirit, and the participation in God's knowledge of
self.

My gratitude 1s due to the kindness of my supervisor, the
Reverend Canon Roland Walls, for his indispensable aid and ad-
vice, and especially for the many hours he spent reading and re=-
reading the manuscripts. I must also thank the Reverend Profes-
sor T. F, Torrance for his valuable suggestions and criticisms
of the original outline, and especially for the insights gained
for thls essay from his lectures, books and articles. I must
thank also the Reverend James Torrance, who was most helpful
both in seminar and in many private conversations, I extend my
thanks also to the librarians of New College Library for their
friendly help and co-operation, and to various friends among my
fellow students whose work was sometimes complementary to mine.

October, 1967, H. G. W,
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CHAPTER ONE
The Word made Flesh as the Basis of the Knowledge of God

The most fundamental thing to understand about Karl Barth's
theology is its Christocentrism. A mere glance at the Contents
of each part volume of the Church Dogmatics mekes 1t quite evi-
dent that Christology, or the theology of the VWord, is the centre
by which every other Christian doctrine is governed. Perhaps
Barth is best known for hils total rejection of natural theology,
that is, his insistence that the Christological principle has to
be applied also in epistemology. Jesus Christ Himself, as the
centre of Christian falth, determines the way in which He, and
in Him, God, is to be known. Jesus Christ determines theological
method, end therefore is the key to the understanding of every ase
pect of Christian faith. In this sense, Christology, as the doc=-
trine of Christ, rules over the rest of theology. In Volume II,
part 2, Barth declares,
Against all imaginations and errors in which we ssem to be
so hopelessly entangled when we try to speak of God, God
will indeed maintain Himself if we will only allow the name
of Jesus Christ to be maintained in our thinking as the be-
ginning and end of all our thoughts,.l
This 1s so because Jesus Christ is God's Word to us. Jesus Christ
is what God commmunicates of Himself. We have to attend to God's
Word to us if we are to know Him, The supreme grace of God is
that His Word was made flesh and dwelt among us, not only to re-
veal Himself, but in doing so, to save us, to reconcile the world
TRarl Barth, The Doctrine of God, pt. 2, in Church Dogmatics, Vol.
TRV o iy g, S B e e

T. Clark, 1957, pp. 4=5.
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to Himself. Our main interest in this essay is, of course,
the work of the Holy Spirit as it relates to our knowledge of
Gode The fact that Christ, and not the Spirit, is the centre
of theology does not imply a subordination of the Persen or
Work of the Spirlt,zfor, as we shall see, the Spirit is the
power of the Word in which it comes to us and is heard and be-
lieved by us. We begin this essay with the VWord in keeping
with the centrality of the Word in Barth's thought, but also
because the Word is the source and content of the knowledge
of God that we wish to investigate. Our main sources for this
chapter are Barth's Church Dogmatics, Volumes I and II.

(a) Epistemology a posteriori

As we have already seen, Karl Barth bases his epistemology,
as well as every other aspect of his theology, on Jesus Christ.
He begins by assuming that there 1s such a reality as the "Word
of God" and that this Word was "made flesh", That is, he sets
out to do theology as a Christian believer; he does not call in
question the existence of his object of inquiry. In his under-
standing, Christian theological epistemology does not only lay
down gulde posts for a richer and deeper knowledge of God--it
does do that--but it also attempts to give an account of the
knowledge of God which it already possesses when it begins its
work,.

Theology is not essentially different from other sciences

§Km-l Barth, The Doctrine of tzhe Word of God, pt. 2, in Church
ties, VoI. I, pt. 2, ed. C. V. Bromiley, T. F. Torrance,
EEfE%EFEE‘ T. and T. Clark 1956, Pe 208,
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in this respect. A consideration of the basis of our knowledge

of human history, for example, could not proceed without first
knowing something about History, and thereby knowing whence and
how our knowledge was obtained, i.e., by the study of historical
records and the relating together of facts in order to interpret
the meaning of past events. Similarly, we could not think about
the basis of our knowledge of the physical world if we did not
already know something about water, air, earth, etc., enabling

us to reflect upon the proper way of knowing such objeects, and
therefore of learning more about them. The nature of the ob-

ject of knowledge determines the way in which it is known. T,

F. Torrance explains, "We know something in accordance with its 5

nature when we respect it and consclously behave in terms of it."

Expounding Barth in the Introduction to Theology and Church, Tor-

rance writes:

the methodological closeness of theology to empirical sci-
ence 1s seen at a deeper level in the essentially scientifilc
way in which it develops its method, for it does not bring
to its task a method that it has already thought out and ac-
quired, but elaborates a method only in its actualization of
knowledge.

We must elways, therefore, have some knowledge of an object be-
fore we ask how we know it and how we learn more about it, Epis-

temology has to be done not a priori but a posteriori. It is to

be expected that our knowledge of God will be obtained in quite

Sr, F. Torrance, "Theological Education Today," in Theology in
Reconstruection, London, S.C.M. Press Ltd., 1965, p. .

4
T. F, Torrance, introd., Karl Barth, Theology and Church, trans.
L. P. Smith, London, S.C.M, Press Ltds, g




-4 -

a different way than our knowledge of history or the physical
world. But in theology, as in other sciences, our doctrine of
knowledge has to be "after the fact". In the Church we believe
we know God. Our first question about this knowledge has to be
in the past tense: How have we come to know Him?. Karl Barth's
answer is, The Word made Flesh, Jesus Christ, or, expressed more
generally, God's Revelation of Himself. God has revealed Himself
in His Word made flesh, Jesus Christ, as He is attested in Holy
Sceripture and proclaimed by the Church. If our path to knowledge
is to be consistent with our object, the "subject" of theology
can only be the Christian Church. As Barth points out, "the sub-
ject of a science can only be one in which the object and sphere
of activity in question are present and familiar."s

Barth is willing to describe theology as "science", as he
explains it in I, 1, Theology can be called "science" in that
(1) 1ike all other sciences, it is a human effort after a defin-
ite object of knowledge; (2) it follows a definite, self-consis-
tent path to knowledge; (3) it is accountable for its path to it-
self and to everyone who is capable of following 1t.6 This does
not mean that it submits to conditions laid down outside itself,
Indeed, the second point indicates that if it did so, it would

cease to be scientifilc:

BKarl Barth, Doéﬁgtica in Outline, trans. G. T. Thomson, London,
SOCOH. PI'BSS .y F ] p. L ]

6
Karl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, pt. 1, in Church

Do%ticf. Vol. I, pt. 1, trans. C. T. Thomson, Edinburgh, T.

and T, Clark, 19364 p. 7.
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There is no possible way for theology to prove 1lts
"seientific nature" than by showing in its work at
its task of knowledge--work actually done and deter-
mined by its object--what it exactly means by "scien-
tific nature."”

Thus theology does not seek permission from philosophy, or any
other sphere. When Barth discusses "prolegomena", he makes it

very clear why theological epistemology, to be scientific, must

operate g posteriori:

Prolegomena to dogmatiecs are possible only as a por-
tion of dogmaties itself, The syllable pro- in the
word prolegomena is to be understood figuratively;
what is in question is not the things to be saild_ pre-
viously, but the things that must be said First.®

Barth expands his understanding of scientific objectivity
in theology in his book on Anselm of Canterbury. In theological
knowledge, as in all other knowledge, the object must be "given".

Everything depends not only on the fact that God grants
grace to think correctly about Him, but also on the fact
that God comes within his system as the object of his think-
ing, that he 'shows' Himself to the thinker.... God must
stand in encounter with him if his intelligere is not to be
delusionesse

Knowledge of God, or "faith", does not come about without scge-
1
thing new encountering us and happening to us from outside. In

the case of the ratio fidei, Anselm (and Barth) recognizes a ra-

tio veritatis, the divine VWord, Truth Itself. This is the ratio
11

Dei to which the mind of man must be prayerfully obedient, As

Barth explains it in II, 1, the ratio Deil is knowable by us and

7c.n., Y Xi 9a 305 8Ibid., p. 45.
9xnr1 Barth, Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum, trans. I. V,

Robertson, London, S.C.M. Press Ltd., 1960, De % .

10114, , p. 19. 117bid., pp. 44-51.
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can be trusted by us because of the Wisdom of God, which we are
given to know in revelation. Anselm attempted to demonstrate in

Cur Deus Homo?, says Barth, the "necessity", the wisdom of God's

actions in judgment and mercy; such necessity is due to the fact
that God Himself is not in the least dark and irrational, but
always illuminating, intelligible and purposeful, He is not ca-
pricious, but a God of order, We have trust and confidence in
Him only for this reason, that in His revelation our ratlo is
able to see His ratio.lzThsological knowing, then, is a very

real knowing of a Reality outside oneself. This is so, of course,
only when we look (or listen) at the right place, i.e., at His
revelation in Jesus Christ, and the witness to it, Holy Secripture,

That is why there can be no question of beginning a quaerens ine

tellectum without fides, simply with the rulag of autonomous rea-
- 3

son and the data of general human experience, The science of

faith ceases to be science if it calls in question its object,

(in Anselm's understanding, the Credo of the Church). Intelligere,

the goal of all theological inquiry, comes about by attention to
and reflection upon the Credo. The alternative, in Anselm's view,
would be "no better than bats and owls squebbling with eagles a-
bout the reality of the midday aun."14In all this Barth wants to
: stress that fides 1s no magical kind of knowing detached from an

object. "Pistis rightly understood is gnosis; rightly understood

I2Kar1 Barth, The Doctrine of God, pt. 2, in Church Dogmatics
vel, 1I, pt. 1, ed. G. W, Bromiley, T. F. Torrance, %. ana 1.
Clark, Edinburgh, 1957, pp. 422-427,

15Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum, p. 54. 14Ib1d.. Pe 27,
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the act of faith is also an act of knowledge." It is definite-
1y not "a dim sensation, an a-logical feeling", because it "takes
place where there is actual experience that God apeaka.'lsThe ne-
cessity of the presence of the object, then, is common to theology
and all other sciences.

Theology does differ from all other sclences, however, be-
cause of the incomparable nature of its object, the Almighty God
Himself., It may fairly be said that knowledge of Cod is asnalagous
to knowledge of other persons, in that it must be knowledge in re-
lationship. The object is a Thou who also sees and knows us. "In
Christian faith we are concerned quite decisively with a meeting,"
Barth tells ua.lsﬁut when we meet this particular Thou, Jesus
Christ, God Himself iIn His revelation, our knowledge is quite dif-
ferent from our knowledge of other human beings, for here we are in
a relationship with One who makes Himself our Lord. When we say
that falth is the mode of knowledge proper to the object God, we
mean that God can be known only in a relationship of trust and o-
bedience. This means that God 1s never known abstractly. He is
known concretely as our Lord, As an object of knowledge He does
not come under our control. He remains the Lord of our knowledge
of Him, The theologian is entirely dependent upon His grace. For
this reason, Barth contends, the {heologian mist do his work in

;
obedience, repsntance and prayer, He subordinates himself entire-

ISpogmatics in Outline, pp. 23-25. 161p14., p. 15.

179, P. Torrance writes (introd. to Theology and Church), "Because
the object of theological knowledge confronts us always as Sub-
Ject,..., as the Lord God.... prayer is the scilentifically cor-
;gct mode of inquiry," (p. 43). N.B. Barth, C.D., I, 1, ppe 19~
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ly to the object. If the object is truly God, then the theo-
logian cannot presume to stand above Him and judge Him, The
theologian especially must do his work a posteriori. Speaking

again of prolegomena to dogmatics, Barth argues:

Her epistemological question cannot run: How is human

knowledge of revelation possible? (as if it were a question

of whether revelation is known ! as if it were to be expec-

ted from an investigation of human knowledge that we could

see into the possibility of knowing revelation !)18
The possibility of dogmatic prolegomena, he goes on, cannot be
understood as part of a larger scientific problem-context, from
the genersl structure of which we are to read off theology's
special epistemological conditlions., It cannot be a matter of
analyzing the religious self=-consciousness of man, as in Schlei-
ermacher, or, prior to faith, as in Bultmann, looking for an on-
tologically existential possibility of the existential occurrence
of faith. Such a procedure is unscientific for theology, for it
adopts alien philosophical criteria as a basis on which to make
its theological judgments., Barth asks:

Is there an existential potentiality different from the

actuality of revelation on the basis of which the latter

can be regarded as an event? Is there possible something

universally human of which this special thing can be claime-
ed subsequently as the realization?l?

Such an approach interprets revelation as a human possibility be-
fore finding its possibllity first in Goed. "Such a determination

of human reality only proceeds, as it is to be perceived as pro-

% .p., 1, 1, p. 30. 191p14,, p. 40.
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oeoding, from something outside all humen possibilities, 1l.e.,
from God aoting.“eoCertainly man's possibility of receiving re-
velation must be affirmed, (and we shall see that Earth develops
this in relation to the doctrine of the Spirit), but 1t is not
establishable prior to faith. It can be known only after revela-
tion is already encountered., This 1s the point he makes so co-

21
gently in Church Dogmaties, I, 2, where he argues that we must

understand Jesus Christ as the objective reality of revelation
before we think about its possibility. It 1s frultless, he con=-
tends, to consider what conditions must be fulfilled in God and
in ourselves to enable His revelation to encounter us, in order
then to see whether it has actually occurred in accordance with
these conditions, This to claim to know what God can and must
do 1f revelation is to occur, and to know our own needs and pos-
sibilities in relation to God prior to faith

In such circumstances it 1s inevitable that the most

conscientious theology will prescribe for God what re-

velation nmust be and how it is to be handlgg if He is

to count on our recognition of it as such.
But, says Barth, man has to be deprived of his vaunted mid-way po-
sition between himself and God, wherefrom he tries to pass judgment
on God's revelation., Rather, the masn of faith

neither imagines that he can use what he himself holds to

be appropriate to God and beneficiel to man as a standard

with which to messure God, nor does he affirm the God-given

fact on the ground that it corresponds to the cggviction he
has galned with the help of that same standard.

2
QOC.D.. I’ 1. po 41. 1COD|. I’ 2’ PPe 3“40

22
Ibid.. pl 3. eaIbido. p. 4'
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Our order of knowing, Barth writes, must correspond to the order
of being. Our conception of what is possible with God has to be
guided solely by what He has actually willed and done and not
viea-versa.24
It is on the baslis of these insights that Barth placed
quite lengthy discussions of the doctrine of the Trinity, (I, 1),
and Christology, the doctrines of the Spirit, Scripture and pro-
clamation, (I, 2), within the so-called "prolegomena" of his
Dogmatics. This is because the eriterion of dogmatics is revela-
tion, God's Word, and God's Word cannot be dealt with properly
except in the context of a discussion of these themes,
The question of formal dogma cannot be raised without at
this very central point entering upon material dogma, since
the suppoggdly formal dogma 1s itself in reality, extremely
material,
Moreover, he returns to discuss the knowledge of God once again

in The Doctrine of God, (II, 1), indicating that the place of

theological epistemology is firmly within Christian faith,
(b) The Theological Object

We have seen, then, that for Barth, theology starts with
the fact that the Word of God is actually known.1 And because
He is the Lord, He is known only as He gives Himself to be
known: in a relationship of trust and obedience to His Word.
This means that in His Word God makes Himself accessible to

E*C.D.. I, 2’ Pe 7e ﬁsc.D.. I’ 1, De 47.
10.D.. I, 1, Pe %o
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men, thgt He makes Himself an object that we men are able to
beholdes Without such gracious, self-giving action, there could
be no apprehension of the free, sovereign Lord, The fact that He
makes Himself an object for us does not destroy the uniqueness of
His particular objectivity. He has genuine objectivity like all
other objects, but His objectivity is different from theirs, for
He is not one in a series of like objects, Therefore, says Barth,
the mode of knowledge proper to Him, i.e., faith, is "an utterly
unique occurrence in the range of all knowledge.“5

Indeed, it is not only unique, it is utterly miraculous

that the Most High finds a way to show Himself to us without at
the same time destroying us., "God's Word means God speaks.“4
He speaks, however, not so majestically as to deafen us, or
blind us, but gently, mediately. In His Incarnation we do not
lock directly at God Himself as such., He 1s veiled in the flesh
of Christ. And "flesh and blood" do not as such reveal God to
us, but the "Father who is in heaven," (Mt. 16:17). "No man can
say Jesus 1s Lord except by the Holy Spirit," (I Cor. 12:3). But
1t 1s nevertheless solely by means of the objectivity of His flesh
that this miracle occurs, that we do encounter God acting for us
in His Incarnate life, death and resurrection. He speaks in His

acts, But, as Barth points out, His acts are worldly acts, that

is, they are never so very differesnt from other events that they

Ec.n., 1. 3. 00500 S1bid., p. 14.

CaDea I, 1, Pe 158,
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could not be subsumable under other categeries by one who had
not the eye of faith. The Chureh, preaching, sacraments, the
Bible, Jesus Himself, can all be seen as not very extraordinary
religious phenomena. "The veil is thick. We do not possess
the Word of God otherwise than in the mystery of its worldliness."s
His revelatory action in the history of Israsel, preparatory to
Christ, is veiled as well, and must be interpreted under the
Spirit of God by the prophets: "And God spake." Comments Barth:
the whole of 0ld Testament prophecy seems to be nothing but the
proclamation of God in the form of a continual explanation of
the divine work., But not until Jesus of Nazareth does the Yord
"appear in His eternal objectivity as the Son who dwells in the
bosom of the Father."6 The Word was made flesh and we saw His
glory. In an indirect, worldly encounter with the divine Media-
tor, we are confronted by the reality of God as He has made Hime
self an object for us.

7
This object is entirely familiar and knowable to us, He 1s

S.p., I, 1, p. 188, Sa.p.. 1L 1, 0 19,

vkthanasiua, in De Incarnatione Verbum Dei, (trans. T. H. Bindley,
London, The RelIgious Tract Society, 1 wrote that God was
¥nowable to man through the order and design of creation, but
men refused to know God because they were evil, (p. 63). There-
fore, "seeing the weakness of man's nature that it was not suf-
flcient of itself to know its Maker," God sent prophets to tell
of Him, but men did not listen, (p. 64). "For when men, having
rejected the contemplation of God, and keeping their eyes sunk
downward in the desp were searching for God in nature and things
of sense and were fashioning gods for themselves out of mortal
men and daemons: then the common Saviour of all, the Word of
God in His loving-kindness takes to Himself a body..., and draws
towards Himself the senses of all men; in order that those who
concelve God to exist in corporeal things may, from those things
which the Lord does through the works of His body, perceive the
?ruth and Ehrough Him draw inferences concerning the Father...."
pPp. 69=70),
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very man; He is flesh of our flesh and bone of our bone., He 1is
one of us., He is not half-God and halfeman, nor is He is a mix-
ture of the two so that His manhood (or His Codhead) 1s compro-
mised., He has a human mind and a human body and soul. He 1s a
creature born of woman under the law, He 1is not unfallen man,
but flesh. As Barth explains it, flesh 1s "the concrete form
of human nature marked by Adam's fall."a Like us, He even lives
under the sentence of death.

This is the supreme instance of the divine Love as we are
told of it in the Bible: that He made Himself of no reputation
and took upon Himself the form of a servant and was made in the
likeness of men, (Phil., 2:7). In eloquent illustration of this
svent, Soren Kiarkegaardgtells the story of a king who loves a
lowly maiden, but fears she will not love him in return because
of the distance between them. He might simply elevate her, but
this could not easily be done and still maintalin her happiness.
He might display his kingly majesty to impress her and so woo
her, but that would not glorify her, but only him, and it is she
whom he wishes in his love to glorify. He decides therefore
that he must descend to her lowliness if he 1s really to show
love for her. Kierkegaard goes on to tell of a God who wishes
to make Himself known to man:

In order that the union may be brought about the Geod
mist therefore bescome the equal of such a one and so
he will appear in the likeness of the humblest., But

the humblest is one who must serve others, and the God
will therefore appear in the form of a servant, But

EE.D.. I, 2’ p- 151.

9
Soren Kierkegaard, Philosophical Fragments, trans. H. V, Hong
Princeton Unlversity Press, 1962, pp. Sif. 5
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this servant form is no mere outer garment, like the
king's beggar cloak, which therefore flutters loosely

about him and betrays the king.... It 1is his true
form and figure,l0

The Incarnation of the Son of God is just such an actual de-
scent, a real ontic participation of God in man's ecreaturely
being. The high and mighty God is able to do this, for His
majestic freedom is such that He is not a prisoner of His
transcendence, He is freec to be God even as a creature. He
is free to be the obedient servant as well as the commanding
Lord. The genius of the doctrine of the Trinity is just this
insight, that it is not alien to the nature of God to be lowly
and obedient. Karl Barth has spoken of this with excellent
clarity in his discussion of "The Way of the Son of God into

the Far Country" in Church Dogmatics, IV, 1. The Incarnation

of the Son of God reflects and reveals the inner divine Being

of God Himaelf,llin which God 1s both Father and Son, the one

who rules and the one who obeys. God's revealing and reconci-
ling work toward His creation cannot be conceived of as apart

from what God 1s in Himself. If in His revelation He is lowly
as well as Lordly, so also in His eternal Being.leln His Word

made flesh we are given to see deeply into the inner nature of
the eternal God, for in the lowly man Jesus we see the obedi-

ence of the Son to the Father which is the eternsl Love of the
triune God.

But 1t has to be defined yet more clearly what it means for

IbPhiloaOPhical Fragments, p. 39.

e

11Kar1 Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, pt. 1, in Church
Do;gatics. Vol. IV, pt. I, ed. G. W, EFomIfey, T. F. Torrance,
nburgh, T. and T. Clark, 1956, p.129.
12Ib1d,, pp. 202-209,
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Jesus Christ to be "the theological object", the revelation in
whom we meet and know God, Ye have already seen that the reve- ’
letion is a mediated one, God reveals Himself in the form of
something He 1s not, that is, a man of flesh and blood. Yhat
is it about this man that makes Him recognizable as Cod?

Barth feels strongly that the old "historieal Jesus" sechool
of the nineteenth century was a "blind slley". The New Testament,
he points out, does not give us the materials for a biography of
Jesus., Jesus is not there presented as & "great man", or as an
impressive personality, a hero.l4 If He was any of these things it
was net as such that He was recognized as CGod with us. Barth spesks
of two approaches to this problem which he regards as false.
The flrst, he says, is an Ebionite Christology, originating in
the second century end very much used by modernist theology, where-
in Jesus is regarded to have been such & great man who made such a
great Impression those around Him "that there inevitably arose the
enthusiastic Impression and idea, 'He is a God.'" He goes on that
the other 1s a kind of Docetic Christology which interprets Jesus
as "the personiflecation of an idea otherwise very familiar to all,
of a general truth."ls Jesus 1s interpreted as the personifiecation
of the idea, perhaps, of the community of godhead and humanity,
or the truth of redemption by way of death and rebirth, or of
the assoclation of holiness and loving-klndness, forglveness

and clalm, That these 1deas are in fact found embodied in this parti-

13¢,p., I, 1, p. 460, 141v14., p. 463.

5
®rota.. p. 461,
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cular man is regarded as accidental or indifferent, for in

this way Jesus 1s regarded as a myth, a general truth taking
16

form. These two approaches, Barth points out, are essentially
the same, The first regards Jesus as "a peak of history soar-
ing into superhistory", the highest phenomesnon of human life,

while the other sees Him as "superhistory penetrating down in-
17
to history", the most perfect symbol of the divine presence.

But they have in common the view that when the New Testament

says Jesus is divine it is spesking loosely, and is to be loose-
18

ly interpreted. There is a parallel to these two approaches,
Barth grants, in the Synoptic and Johannine traditions respec-
tively. In the Synoptics we have a Christological thought which
in Jesus finds CGod, and in John, one which finds CGod in Jesus.

But the starting-point of Synoptic thought which finds

God in Jesus is the fact, disclosed to certain men, of

the divine emlssary as such, the unambiguous fact of the
man, who was in their midst, teaching and healing, dying
and rising agein, as a reality which, as divine, did not
first require to be opened up and interpreted and assert-
ed, but called to their lips the confession, Thou art the
Christ, the Son of the living God ! (Matt. 16:16) immediate-
1y, not as a synthetic but as an analytic statement. And
the starting-point of Johannine thought which finds God in
Jesus, was the fact, disclosed to certain men, of the di-
vine mission, message and revelation, which they found in
Jesus, "grace and truth,"” "resurrection and life," becom-
ing events, the actual occurrence of their being fed with
the "bread of life"” (John 6:35) their actual being given
to drink of the living water (John 4:10)., "We saw--his
glory,."19

To the apostles Jesus 1s Kupies , Yahweh, the Lord; He is Emmanuel,
Cod with us. Their experience of this man is not that He is a

A%E.Dui K 1, 16 W51
177e¢111hard de Chardin is perhaps a representative of the first
kind of Christology, Tillich and Bultmann of the second,

18¢.p., I, 1, p. 462. 19101d., p. 463.
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a very great man, so great that He deserves to be called CGod,

or that He personifies a previously held religious idea. He
20

relates to them as Lord, in His miracles, in His words, in

His power and authority amongst them, in His death and resurrec-
tion. They recognize that He is "God in kind", identical in His
Person, with God's very Word. As such He reveals God,

In distinction from the assertion of the deification of

a man or the humanisation of a divine 1ldea, the statement
of the divinity of Christ is to be understood in the sense
that Christ reveals His Father., But this Father 1s His
God. Therefore to reveal Him is to reveal God. But who
can reveal God but God Himself? Certainly no exalted man
and certainly no exalted idea, can do that. Both are crea-
tures. Certainly the Christ who reveals the Father is also
a creature and his work a creaturely work. But if he were
only a creature, then neither could he reveal God, just as
surely as the creature cannot take the place of God, or act
in His place. If he reveals God, he must himself be God...%!

The theological object of knowledge, then, is Jesus Christ,
as God, revealing God. This revelation is not merely & revela-
tion however, not merely noetic, not merely a matter of informa-
tion. In Christ God turns toward us and establishes intercourse
with us.22He is God's Word of grace to us. As such He is the
presence of God as light in human darkness, "The word reconci-
liation is another word for the same thing," Barth tells us.a5
One might say, the content of the revelation is reconciliation,
There is no knowing of this God except in a relationship of
peace, for Christ, as God with us is not only the Revealer but
also the Reconciler, But further discussion of this theme will

have to await Chapters Two and Three,

20¢.D., I, 1, p. 459, 2l1bid., p. 465.
22Tbid., p. 466. 23Ibid., p. 468.
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(¢) Other Starting-points

We will see Barth's starting-point much more clearly if
we look at it over against other starting-points that he oppo-
ses, In this section we shall look at other major approaches
found within the Christian tradition: the Augustinians, begin-
ning with Augustine of Hippo himself; the modernists, as thelir
thought grew out of modern philosophy; and Thomas Aquinas and
the Thomists. All of these adopt an approach very different
from the strict objectivity of the Word made flesh as we find
it in Barth, None of them can be examined with the thoroughness
they deserve, and many very important figures are not to be dis-
cussed at all, Our main interest here 1s to see them in relation
to Karl Barth, and note his attitude to them.

(1) Augustinians
As he relates in his Confessions, Augustine of Hippo moved

from a position of scepticism to neo-Platonism, and it was in
large measure a Platonic epistemology that brought him to Chris-
tianity. As a sceptic, he had asked "Can we attain certainty?".
He found his answer not by reference to the overwhelming intru-
siveness of any object of knowledge, but introspectively. In
De Vera Religione, he wrote: "Everyone who knows that he has
doubts knows with certainty that something is true, namely that

1
he doubts.” And in De Trinitate: "Seeing that even if he doubts

he lives; if he doubts he remembers why he doubts; if he doubts

Taugustine, De Vera Religlone, xxxix, 73, in Augustine: Earlier
¥ritings, ed., trans.,, J. H. S, Burleigh, PhiIaﬁeIpﬁIa, Westmin-
ster Press, 1953.
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he understands that he doubta...."2 Augustine does not develop
into a Cartesian, but rather a Platonist. His next question was,
"How is it that we can attain certainty?“? He realized that
truths transcend the mind. They do not differ from one man to
another; our minds are subject to them; they are eternal.4 Ha=
ving been a sceptic, Augustine understood that our knowledge of
external things was very uncertain. Plato taught him that cor-
poreal objects were not indeed the proper object of knowledge
because of their mutability. The rational soul of man, thought
Augustine in good Platonic fashion, exsrclses true knowledge and
attains true certainty when it contemplates eternal truths in and
through itsalf.s We find in his thought, therefore, a definite de-
preciation of sense objects in comparison to eternal objects. In
the Soliloquies, he wrote: "We mst entirely flee from things
of sense. So long as we bear this body we must beware lest our
wings are hindered by their birdlime., We need sound and perfect
wings if we are to fly from this darkness to yonder 11ght."6 With
such an attitude to the flesh it is obvious that Augustine could
not understand the Vord made fieah as the basls of the knowledge
of Gode That is why his attempt to unite Platonism and Christian
faith was ultimately a fallure, the flesh of Christ being the

very centre of the Biblical faith.

§:&ugustina, De Trinitate, x, 10, 14, in Nicens and Post-Nicene
Fathers, ed. P. Sc , Buffalo, the Christien Literature Co.,

7.

SFrederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 2, pt. 1, New
York, Doubleday and Cos, 1962, p. 67. g §

4Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio, II, xii, 34, in Augustine: Earlier
Writings, SCopleston, pp. 71-72.

sAugustina, Soliloquies, I, xiv, 24, in Augustine: Earllier Writings.
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Augustine was thoroughly convinced, via Plato, of the
reality of objective Truth beyond our minds., But in fact he
found that Truth within his own mind, by introspection., For
example, his proof of the existence of God in De Libero Arbi-

trio, begins with his own apprehension of unchangeaeble and e-
ternal Truth. If there is something higher than the human mind,

he argues, it must be God. Since Perfect Truth is above the hu-
7

man mind, God, who is Truth, exists, Thls is not a compelling
argument, logically speaking. Augustine thinks with a kind of
flashing insight, an intuition, which is characteristic also of
Plato, as opposed to the syllogistic kind of reasoning that we
find in Aristotle and Aquinas, For Augustine there 1s a charac-
ter of unmedlated dlrectness about the knowledge of God which
sometimes amounts to mystical vision. In the Confessions, he
tells us of an experience shared with his mother:

+esW8, lifting ourselves with a more ardent affection to-
wards "the Self-same," did gradually pass through all cor-
poreal things, and even the heaven itself, whence sun and
moon and stars shine upon the earth; yea, we soared higher
yet by inward musing, and discoursing and admiring Thy works,
and we came to our minds and went beyond them, that we might
advance as high as that region of unfailing plenty, where
thou feedest Israel for ever with the food of truth....

that we may hear His word, not by fleshly tongue, nor ange-
lic voices, nor sound of thunder, nor the obscurity of a
similitude, but might hear Him--Him whom in these we love--
wlthout these, like as we two now strained ourselves, and
with rapid thought now_touched on that Eternal Wisdom which
remaineth over alleecee

There is certainly a very distinect awareness of the transcendence

The Libero Arbitrio, II, vii, 1Sf.

®Augustine, Confessions, IX, 10, in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers.
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of God in Augustine and we must beware of too easily accusing
him of subjectivism, Barth recognizes this, but nevertheless
comments on this passage:

However it may be with the reality and contents of this
experience, it is certain that the reality of the know-
ledge of God is not reached by the way of the image of
such a timeless and non-objective seeing and hearing....
Vhat Augustine deseribes in Conf., IX, 10, is, according
to his own account, the consequence of an ascéndere and
transcendere of all the limitations and restrictions of
man's existence and situation. Whether that is a possi-
ble beginning we will not pursue further, But it is cer-
tain that the ascendere and transcendere means abandoning
or at any rate, wanting to abandon, the place where God
encounters man in His revelation and where He glves Him-
self to be heard and seen by men.... If we really soar
up into these heights,... we wilfully hurry past God, who
descends in His revelation into thls world of ours., In-
stead of finding Him where He Himself has sought us--name-
ly, in Hls objectivity--we seek Him where He is nst to be
found, since He on His side seseks us in His Word,

Barth obviously suspects that the mystical experience is a pure-
ly subjective one. He goes on to make one of his clearest state-
ments concerning theological objectivity:

It is not the case that in the non-objective we are deal-

ing with the real and true knowledge of God but in the ob-
jective with a deceptive appearance. Just the reverse, If

we regard ourselves as bound by God's Word we shall certaine
ly find a deceptive appearance in that ascendere and trans-
cendere so far as what happens here--whatever eise 1t may bo--
claims to be knowledge of God, For how can it make this claim
except where the fulfilment of the real knowledge of God in
God's Word hes either not begun or has ceased again?.... Vhere
it is being fulfilled, knowledge is bound to the objectivity

of God just as it 1s bound to this definite object who is the
God who gives Himself to be known in His Word. And it is bound
to the fact that His very revelstion consists in His making
Himself object to us, and so is his making a flight into non-
objectivity not only superfluous but impossible, Thus the

g_c.D.. II’ 1’ p. 11.
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straight and proper way in this maetter can never be from

objectivity into non-objectivity, but only from non-objec-
tivity back into objectivity.l0

Inwardness amounted to a clearly thought out eplistemological
principle for Augustine, and this 1s evident in his all important
doctrine of the image of God. Following Plotinus, he believed
that every part of creatlion bore s likeness to God, and man es-
pecially, who alone is the image of God.llTha image resides in
man's 1ntelleet,121n the mens, the inner man.lsﬁecnuso of this
inward resemblance of man to God, God Himself may be known when
man looks inward into himself, Augustine desires to know the
human soul because it 1is the medium through which he acquires a
knowledge of God.14nuguat1no knows, of course, that God 1s not
a simple unity, but three-in-one, and he believes men resemble
God in this too., He finds in man many three-fold characteristics
in which traces, or vestiges of the Triunity of God can be seen:
for axa¥g1a, the self as lover, the self as loved, ;gd the love
itself; mind, knowledge of self, and love of self; memory, in-
telligence and will.lvﬂaoauso of these vestiges of the Trinity
in man, thls most inward truth of God is found by man when he
loocks into himsolf.lBIt is true, of course, that the image of
God in man is defaced by sin, but it rust necessarily remain in
man,lgfar, (here he follows Plotinus) an image only has its be=-

ing in relation to its exemplar, Mens, to be mind at all, must

1%,.p., 11, 1, p. 12. IIDe Trinitate, XI, 5, 8. 12Ibia., XIV, 4, 6.

13
| Dodde, XV, I, 1. Moonressions, X, xvii, 26,

De Trinitate, IX, 2, 2. 161pia,, IX, 12, 18, 17Ibid., X, 12, 19.
18
Ibid,, XV, 23, 44. 19Ibi4., X1V, 8, 11,
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contemplate its exemplar, To the mind of Augustine, man must
always have some knowledge of God because of his essential ontie
relatedness to Him.21 That relatedness allows even, as we saw
above, & knowledge of the Holy Trinity,--if not the clear appre-
hension of the Christian, then at least the dim but true aware-
ness of a Plotinus,
It is not surprising that Barth intensely dislikes the
idea of the images of the Trinity, which he discusses under the

22
heading Vestigium Trinitatis in Church Dogmatics, I, 1. In the

previous section of that same volume he wes at pains to estab-
lish that the doctrine of the Trinity is rooted in the Biblical
doctrine of revelation., "By saying that from this root proceeds
the doctrine of the Trinity, we are saying in a spirit of polemi-
cal criticism that it can proceed from nowhere olac."gsﬁo thinks
the suggestion that the Trinity is reflected in creatures assumes
the possibility of a second root of the doctrine, If such trini-
tles did actually exist, argues Barth, the question would have to
be raised whether the doctrine might not have originated at least
partly in human insight into these traces of the Trinity present
in the created world and perhaps even qulte apart from revelation,
Other questions would follow: Which of the two roots is primary?
Is the revelation of the Trinity merely a confirmation of what is
known without 1t?

2EJ’. Be Sullivan, The Image of God, Dubueque, Priory Press, 1963,

pPs 50,
2l1bid., Pe 50 220,D., I, 1, pp. 383-399.

231bid,, p. 384.
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And then the last question could hardly be omitted, whe-
ther the vestigia in question, upon which in that case the
doctrine of the Trinity would really be grounded, were real-
ly to be regarded at all as the vestigia of a Creator-God
transcending the world and not rather as determinatézns of
the cosmos now to be regarded as strictly immanent.

Barth quite rightly sees in the doctrine of the vestigium trini-

Latis an implied denlial of the infinite qualitative difference
between man and God, a suggestion of continuity between Creator
and ecreature, Indeed, the whole 1dea of finding God by medita-
tive inwardness must surely, for Barth, smack of the "God-con-
sciousness" of a Schleiermacher, the destruction of whose theology
has been the passion of his life's work.

Augustine’s mystical intuition as a ground for the knowledge
of God has many contemporary exponents. Though Barth rarely com-
ments upon these thinkers, it will be useful to consider what his
attitude would be to their approach.

Il1tyd Trethowan, in his book The Basis of Belief, argues

philosophically that according to the notlion of contuitio, we

"in some sense contemplate God in the human soul." God is so
contemplated whenever we employ the standard of Truth, especially
moral truth, Trethowan reviews many Christian philosophers who
adopt this position, inecluding Daniélou, Baillie, Marcel, Blondel,
Lavelle, de Lubac, etc. He quotes Lavelle: "To see the absolute

inside oneself and not outside oneself is the most intimate, per-

26
sonal and profound experience.” Maurice Blondel makes a similar
zgc.n., I, 1, p. 385.

Iltyd Trethowan, The Basis of Belief, New York, Hawthorne Books
Ine., 1961, p. 62.

26Quoted, Ibid., p. 87.
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statement: "In us there 1s something more than ourselves, but
without which we are inexplicable to oursalvea.“ngarth would
see this approach as an unwarrantable confusion of the self with
the transcendent God, and, as he sald of Augustine, a passing by
of the objective revelation God has given of Himself,

An English speaking writer who adopts a similar position is

John Baillie, especially in his book The Sense of the Presence of

Gode Baillile refers to theological knowledge as "failth", and
characterizes it as "apprehension and response®™. Faith in the
"divine", i1.e., Jesus Christ and the kerygma, is obedient com-
mittment. But Baillie in fact uses the word "faith" much more
widely. He approvingly quotes Karl Heim: "Only by faith can

we reach certitude of anything beyond immediate and sense experi-
ence.'zsﬁe alleges that Russell, Hardy and Santayana "betray some
residual presence in the bottom of their hearts of that primary
mode of apprehension which is faith," on the basis of their ap-
prehension of objective moral values, DBaillie wants to make
Christian faith continuous with man's knowledge of all non-physi-
cal reality, such as moral or aesthetic value, and thus to offer
a philosophical preamble that will prepare the mind for faith in
Christ. Barth's critique would be, no doubt, that creaturely
beauty and proper moral order are not the objectivity of God in
His revelation, and the knowledge of them bears no resemblance
whatever to the knowledge of God in Jesus Christ,

§"le‘luat.:l, in The Basis of Belief, p. 89.

28Jonn Baillie, The Sense of the Presence of God, London, Oxford
University Press, 1062, D. 58.
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One must allow that the kind of argument Baillie offers
has considerable philosophical strength to establish the exis-
tence of a "God". Certainly it is not theology's business to
argue with it philosophically., But in the last analysis is this
not a Kantian "God", a postulate of moral reason?, (which we will
consider in the next section). These philosophers are Christian
men; for them knowledge of God is completed in Christ. But their
procedure in epistemology is not theological but philosophical,
and therefore unscientific for theology, attending from the out-
set not with God Himself in His revslation, but with the human
self, risking the distortion of a "God" made in man's image, a
mere hypothesis. And there i1s no philosophical way, after all,
from this philosophical "God" to the one thing needful, faith in
Jesus Christ.
(11) Modern Philosophy: (1) Descartes and Kant

Much of what Barth refers to as "modernist" theology has its
roots in modern philosophy, which is characterized by subjective
epistemology, not altogether unlike that of the Augustinians. The
tradition grows out of an early modern sceptical distrust of obe
jects, and takes its beginning, I think, from the French philo-
sopher, Rene Descartes.

In his Discourse on Method, Descartes explains how he had

travelled extensively and learned from the great book of the
world that many different people believed many different things,
and that he feared he could no longer be certain of the truth of
anything., He insists that he honoured Theology and aspired as

mich as anyone to heaven, and therefore resolves to assume the
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truth of the Catholic religion, but otherwise,
to accept nothing as true which I did not clearly recognize
to be so: that is to say, carefully to avoid precipitation
and prejudice in judgments and to accept in them nothing

more than that which was presented to my mind so cleag%y and
distinctly that I could have no occasion to doubt it,

Descartes proceeded then to apply mathematies to philosophy, "be-
cause of the certainty of its demonstrations and the evidence of
its meaning...," he was "astonished that, seeing how firm and so-
1id was its basis, no loftier edifice had been reared therempt:m.."30
Having first doubted everything, he became absolutely certain that

he existed. Cogito ergo sum, In his Meditations, he argued from

his clear and distinet idea of a perfect God to the existence of
that God, and from the perfect God to the non-deceptiveness of

his clear ;;d distinct ideas, and therefore to the existence of

the world. By a series of deductions he arrived at an intricate
32

metaphysical system of thought and extension,

EgRene Descartes, Discourse on Method, in The Philosophical WVorks
8% Descartes, Vol. I, Dover, Dover Publications Inc., 1055, De

30Ibid., p. 85.

5lpene Descartes, Meditations, (II), in The Philosophical Works
of Descartes, Vol. I, pp. 149-157.

32
Arguments may be brought against Descartes on his own grounds.

For example, his arguments for God and the external world by
"clear and distinct ideas" is circular. And E. Gilson, in God
and Philoaogg;zE (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1941, p. 80)
points out that he falsely assumed the innateness of his idea of
Cod, which he actually learned from the Church, and originally
from revelation to the Hebrews. The essence of the Cartesian
God, says Cilson, is, however, very different from the essence
of the Christian God, being merely his philosophical function:
to ereate and preserve the mechanical world as Descartes con-
coeived it,.
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William Temple offers a critique of the whole approach in

Nature, lMan and Cod, where he argues that the most disastrous
"Cartesian faux-pas" was the individualism and subjectivity which
he introduced into western thought, Descartes made a fundamental
error at the very beginning, for everything cannot be doubted.
Descartes' doubt, says Temple, was purely a variety of nursery
make-belleve,--"Let us pretend we do not know whether there is
a sun, or that Napoleon exlsted, or that selflishness is bad and
see if we can prove any of these things.“ssThn cogito ergo sum
is no velid syllogism; it is an intuition, an immediate intuition
no more certain then his intuition of his friends. Temple insists
that he feels as certain that other things exist as he does that
he himself exlsts., However, the starting-point of Descaftes came
to be accepted by both rationalism in Europe and empiricism in
Briteln, and their would-be reconciler Kant, who assumed the Car-
tesian hypothesis that the mind deals directly not with objects
known throughout as objects, but with its own 1deas which have to
be related to the real world by a special mental act, The inhere
ent error in modern thought, declares Temple, is this Carteslan
starting-point:

that in knowledge the mind begins with itself and proceeds

to the apprehenaionszf the external world by way of construc-

tion and inference,
This is the beginning of the end of the domination of philosophical
realism in western thought., We shsll save Barth's comments upon

Descartes and consider them together with those on Kant, for the

SSy1111am Temple, Nature, Man and God, London, Macmillan Co, Ltd.,
1960’ P 66. 34
Ibld,, pe 73.
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direction of modern thinking and its significance for later
theology came out clearly and forcefully in him,

Kant too begins with doubt, but produces a very different
philosophy from that of Descartes. For Kant, knowledge is of
phenomena only, of sensations and impressions organised by the
Understanding, which imposes upon the bare impressions the a
priorl concepts of space, time and causality.

We are so constituted that our intuition must always be

sensuous and consist of the mode in which we are affected

by objects, What enables us to think the objects of our

sensuous intuition is the understandingee... Without sen-

sibility objects would not be glven to us, without under-

standing they would not be thought by us. Thoughts with-

out contents are empty, intuitions without concepts are

blind .35

Pure reason stretches its wings in vain if it tries to

soar beyond the world of sense by the mere power of spe-

culation,96
On the basis of these conclusions Kant thought there could be
no valid cosmological argument for the existence of God. The
notion of causality is central to such an argument, but causa-
1lity belongs to the a priori structures of the mind imposed upon
reality. It is meaningless, therefore, to speak of a First Cause
beyond the empirical world. Causality is not something that can
be posited of the real world, the noumenal realm of the "thing-
in-itself". Causality was not something observed in objects, as
a realist would have 1%, but something contributed to the pheno-
menal world by the mind. Kant thus decided he had to make room,
not only for science, but also for "faith", as he understood it.
33Immanuel Kent, Critique of Pure Reason, in Kant Selections

ed. T. M, Greens, New York, Charles Scribner's Sons, s De 57.
%61bid., p. 243.
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He could find no phenomenal objects corresponding to the re-
ligiously necessary notions of God, freedom and immortality.
They cannot be substantiated empirically. But there is room
for them in the noumenal realm, In the Critique of Practical

Reason, Kant worked out God, freedom and immortality on the
basis of his inner apprehension of moral obligation. On this
basis he could have "faith" in these things, though they do not
have phenomenal reality. His subjectivism (or idealism) is two-
fold. The physical reality we perceive 1s shaped by our minds
and not perceived as it is; and non-physical reality, if it can
be so called, is known by introspection and deduction. God can
be known through our moral consciousness as a postulate of prac-
tical reason. God is posited by the humen mind as the morsal
lawgiver and the guarantor of reward and punishment. In Kant
the departure from theological realism is well on its way.

It 1s this Kantian "God" that is of most interest to us
here. His ontic status is very ambiguous, for Kant wrote at cne
point, "God is not an external substance but only a moral condi-
tion within ua."57 Kant expressly declared that, while it has a
dubious sound, it was "by no means reprehensible to say that
every man makes a God for himself, and indeed according to mo-
ral concepts... must make a God for himself." It is "the God
within ourselves” who must be the authentic interpreter of 2all

revelation, says Kant, "because we do not understand anyone but

svkant, quoted by Martin Buber, in The Eclipse of God, New York,
Harper and Brothers, 1957, p. 17.
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the one who speaks with us through our own reason.," Is God
an actuality in the noumenal realm? It sometimes seems that
Kant bellieves so, but that can have little significance epis-
temologlcally, It 1s true that the noumenal realm is real for
Kant, and essential to his theory of knowledge, but what is real-
ly known and vhat 1s reeslly important, for it has to be dealt
with, (this is the possibility of natural science) is the pheno-
menal. The reality of Kant's noumenal realm is quite irrelevant.
Temple judges that Kant's theory of knowledge is reduceable to
the idealism of a Berkeley.agDiotrioh Bonhosffer seems to agree
with this judgment about Kant, for he contends that the Idealists
took Kant's findings to the logical extreme., "To be is to be
comprehended by the I.... Without I there is no being; I is
creative, the sole efficient; I goes out from itself and to it~
self returns....” The implications come out clesrly in Hegel,
the next great philosopher after Kant, For him, "existence is
the in-turning, returning and homecoming of the eternsl I to it-
uelf."4oﬂagel'a objection to Spinoza was that he falled to define
substance (reality for Spinoza) as subjectivity.élﬂbi if all this
wore accepted, 1f reality is subjectivity, if the world has re-
ference to me, if the world is in being through me, then, Bonhoef-

fer argues, God can no longer become the object of my knowledge
sgxhnt, quoted by Karl Barth, in From Rousseau to Ritschl, trans,
B, Cozens, London, S.C.M. Press Ltd., 1959, P. 166

SPNature, Man and God, p. 7l
40p1 et rich Bonhoeffer, Act and Bolng, trans. B. Noble, London,

William Colling and S *s 1, p. 26,
Urv1d,, p. 27.
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unless "God" is integrated with the "I" itself. In other words,
subjectivity takes over entirely in this stream of modern philo-
sophy. Thought becomes detachable from the intrusiveness of ob-
jects, In this situation the Word made flesh, God's objectivity
for us, will not be taken seriously. Subjectivity will reign in
theology too, if it does not allow the potestas of 1ts peculiar
object to declare itself.

If Christisn theology must be "realistic" rather than "idea-
listic", on what basis does it establish its realism? Does it
perhaps take up the philosophical argument against Descartes and
Kant, as Temple does, and show its untenability on the basls of
a better philosophical understanding? Barth thinks it cannot be
appropriate for theology to take up a philoSOphicdi position and
rest its falith upon 1t. His critique of Descartes in Church Dog-

43
maties, III, 1, succeeds, I think, in showing that the proper

ground of Christian theological realism is the Word of God made
flesh and its power (the power of the Spirit) to confront us

and grasp us in such a way that we cannot doubt the reality ei-
ther of God or the external world, (flesh), "The validity of any
proof of God's existence depends on its basis in the power of God's
self-demonstration,"44Barth argues. As shown by Anselm, (very dif-
ferently than by Descartes), the man who knows God by God Himself,
on the basis of His revelation, and by faith in it, 1s aware of

the necessary exlstence of God., There can be absolutely no ques-

Act ma mins. Pe S0,
43gar1 Barth, The Doctrine of Crestion, pt. 1, in Church Dogmatics,

Vol. III, pt. 1, ed. G. W. Bromiley, T. F. Torrance, rgh,
T. and T. Clark, 1958, pp. 350-363.

441p34,, p. 360.
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tion of the non-exlistence of the true God. The Cartesian and
Kantian "Gods" do not have this Lordly, divine character; they
are entirely tied up in the mind of man; they are products of
man's thought, the end of a series of arguments, mere hypotheses.
But the God of the Bible is known in Himself through His Word
made flesh, (a sensuous, phenomenal object, to use Kant's langu-
age). Yhen we are confronted by this self-authenticating Word,
we know not only that God 1s a reality, but that His creation,
hthe extornal world," 1s a reslity as w911.45When God's Word
becomes flesh He does not become an illusion, but enters into
genuine creaturely reality. On this theological basis, then,
Barth opposes a theological reslism to the philosophical ideal-
ism of modern thought,
(2) Schleiermacher

The I-centered approach to eplstemology found its way into
theology pre-eminently in the thought of Friedrich Schleiermach-
ere In his view, God is to be found by man in his own self-con-
sclousness; not primarily in the intellect as such, as for Hegel,
nor in his moral reason, as for Kant, but in deep and noble pas-
sion, which is the highest reality in the universa.46Raligion is
basiecally the self-consclousness of absolute dependence upon God.

One "knows" God not by way of the objectivity of the Yord made

zsC.D. III, 1, pp. 341f.
46J. L. M, Haire, "On Behalf of Chalcedon," in Essays in Christo-

logy for Karl Barth, ed. T, H. L, Parker, London, Lutterwortn
ross, s DPDe -99,




- 34 -

flesh, but by this inner consciousness of dependence., Jesus
is not the one in whom we encounter God, so much as the great
example of God-consciousness. Cod-consclousness is vholly vi-
sible in Jesus.47 But for Schlelermacher there 1is no mystery of
the two natures of Christ, for He has but one perfectly obedient
and trusting human nature, which, as such, is div1n3.48 The In-
carnation can be understood in this way if God is not the trans-
cendent wholly Other of the Bible, but an immanent principle work-
ing itself out in the world, In other words, we encounter God
in Jesus only in a very loosely interpreted sense, as the high-
est development of our own creaturely being, In this view, Je-
sus is not and does not spesk a direct Vord of God to men. He
is simply the most perfect form of God-consciousness, and His
redemptive work is to assume bellievers into a God-consclousness
like His om:.49 God is known by learning Jesus' CGod-consciousness,
that 1s, the feeling of utter dependence, This is an essentlally
introspective way to the knowledge of God, wherein the Word is
not conceived to be an objective reality that confronts us, but
something found within our inner and most profound experience,
in Schleiermacher's view, then, plous self-awareness is the way
to the knowledge of Godfﬂ)christian doctrine, according to Schlei-
ermacher, could be classified either as descriptions of human
states, or as conceptions of divine attributes and modes of acting,
variedrich Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith in Outline,ntrans,

D. M. Baillie, Edinburgn, W. ¥, Henderson, 1022, bp. 14f.
48v0n Benalf of Chalcedon," p. 99.

49Tha Christian Faith in Outline, p. 39.

50From Rousseau to Ritschl, p. 335.
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or as utterances regarding the constitution of the world. The
first type of statement is basic, for all must be verified or
guaranteed as deducible from statements of human faeling.51A11
attributes ascribed to God, therefore, are to be taken not as
denoting something special in God Himself, but only something
special in the menner in which the feeling of absoclute depen-
dence is to be related to God.szThe Word 1s free, changeable,
relative and unauthoritative. Christians should not feel tied
to any doctrines but only to the impressions which the Word
makes on their hearts, for Christian doctrines are nothing but
accounts of the religious affections set forth in spaech.ss

The influence of Kant is obvious in Schleiermacher. God
cannot be known as a metaphysical object, but only introspective-

54
ly, as a postulate, not of practical reason, but of human feeling.

L3 Christian Faith in Outline, pp. 12-13.
52Ibid., p. 23.

5sschleiermachar, quoted by Karl Barth, in "Senleiermacher," in
Theology and Church, pp. 161-162.

54It is surprising to find a Roman Catholiec theologian who argues
that Barth's theology is, at least formally, very closely alligned
with that of Schleiermacher. Hans Urs von Bslthasar's book Karl
Barth: Darstellung und Deutung seiner Theologie, (Koln, Jakob
Hegner, Verlag, 1951) is discussed by G. Miegge, in "A Roman Ca-
tholic Interpretation of Karl Barth," (in Scottish Journal of Theo-
logy, Vol., VII, (1954), pp. 59-72.) The book is said to be very
sympathetic and appreciative of Barth's work as a whole. Most in-
teresting to us here is his argument that Barth's polemics against
Neo-Protestantism are about content, not form; and that his polemics
against Roman Catholicism are most often about form and not content,
(SeJ.T., Pe 61). This is given as evidence that Barth's theology is
to placed, from a formal point of view, on a plane with modern
Protestant thought, that his philosophical style, or Denkform is
that of post-Kantian philosophy, of German Idealism, (Ibid.) "What
is the formal point at which Barth and Schleiermacher meet?" asks
Miegge. First, Balthasar argues that for both of them, everything
depends on a point of greatest intensity. If for Schleiermacher

it is the feeling of absolute dependence, for Barth it is the
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Certain subjective tendencies found in Augustine, which appear

again clearly in Descartes and become more refined and sophisti-

fact of man being addressed by the Vord of God., In Schleierme-
cher there is a duality of intuition and sentiment; in Barth, of
revelation and falth, Balthasar argues also that the point of
greatest intensity 1s essentially above reason, In Kant it is
the transcendental non-intuitable apperception, in Fichte the
original position of the Self, in Schleiermacher, religious fee=-
ling, in Barth, faith as the primary act of God's grace in man,
(ppe 65-658)., Other similarities are posited that are not of
direct interest to us here.

It secms a very doubtful thesis that Barth criticilzes modern=-
ism on content and Roman Cetholicism on form, For Barth, "form"
is entirely controlled by content, (N.Bs CoDs, I, 1, p. 47), and
eritique of form and content naariy always go together. His cri-
tique of Schleiermacher and his departure from him very definite-
ly involves a fundamental break with his I-centered approach, a
rejection of the adaptation of Christian faith to a priori philo-
sophical interpretations of human existence., Is this not essen-
tially a "formal" disagreement, with immense implications for cone
tent? And he certainly attacks Romsn Catholiec theology in terms
of content, e.g., the doctrine of grace, of the Church,

Alsoﬁ it 1s misleading to speak of Barth's starting-point as
one of "greatest intensity", or as "above reason". His account
of conversion does not involve a domination of emotlion over intel-
lect as the word "intensity" implies, (see this essay, 4(c)), and
as in Schleiermacher's starting-point., In comparing Barth's cone
ception of the act of faith to Kant's transcendental non-intultable
spperception, Balthasar leads one to suspect that he has not under-
stood Barth's objectivity as centered on the Incarnation, The In-
carnation is not in the least "non-intuitable", Barth's resem-
blance to Kant resides rather in his recognition of the necessity
of a sensible object for true knowledge. In Kantlan terms, Barth
has taken theologlcal knowledﬁe out of the sphere of the "postu-
late of practical reason" or "faith"™ and put it back into what
Kant would call the phenomenal realm, Barth thinks of God as ha-
ving entered into the phenomenal realm, and therefore into the
realm of sclilentific objectivity. This 1s not to sugrest that
Barth operates with KXKant's distinction between phenomenal and nou-
menal. But in Kant's terms, this is what he has done by hls use
of the Incarnation as the theological object of knowledge. Barth
is really much closer to Aquinas, whose starting-point is man's
sense perception, than to Schlelermacher, and must be regarded es
a realist, not at all in the tradition of German Idealism, If
Balthasar refers to the fact that the flesh of Christ can only be
recognized as God Incarnate as a spiritual event, in the power of
the Holy Spirit, then, the answer must be that Barth is not here
following Kant or Schle iermacher, but the Bible,
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cated in Kant, reach their logical and disastrous coneclusion
in Schleiermacher, God is seriously confused with the self,
or at least with the created order of which the human conscious-
ness is the highest development, The subject-object relation-
ship, necessary to all true knowledge, is lost. "The tragle
guilt or apostasy of his theology," writes Barth, consisted in
the fact that he foreced Christienity, solely for the sake of
peace with culture, into a wholesale surrender of ggr me 8sage .
His theology was framed basically for apologetics, Neverthe-
less, Barth often speaks of Schlelermacher with great respect
as a "great, bold and religious thoologian."ss His essay on him
in From Rousseau to Ritschl, while 1t is of course very critical
is also very friendly and appreciative, as are all the essays
on his modern opponents in that book. He writses of Schleierma-
cher that the nineteenth was very much his century and that his
influence continues to be very great in the twentleth, for, accor-
ding to Barth, he was honoured, studied and made fruitful more

57
in 1910 than in 1830,

55“8¢h1eiarmachar,“ in Theology and Church, p. 198,

sslb’.du. Pe 199,

57Fron Rousseau to Ritschl, pe 307,
N.B. also that in Ka f Barth's Table Talk (eds John D, Godsey,
L.dinburghI Oliver and Doy 3 I§E§i Earth is reported to have said:
n

"I now think that a good doctrino or the Holy Spirit would have
been the best eriticism of Schleiermacher and of all Modernism,
better than my own attack on Schleiermacher, A good critique of
Bultmenn and existential theology would lie along the same line,
Schleiermacher must be understood as one who made a great attempt
to centre theology on the Holy Spirit, but in the wrong way. Thua
%t wgg)a great failure; but we should appreciate the attempt,"

Pe
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(3) Peuerbach
The obvious lmplications of Schlelermacher's thought are
brought out lucidly, even humorously, by the philosopher ILudwlg
Feuerbach, He was not jesting, of course, for, as Barth explains,
he sought to take Hegel and Schlelermacher completely seriously
58

with regard to the non-objective quality of God. One can ima-
gine Karl Barth reading him with great glee, for Feuerbach draws
out Schleiermecher's thought to its final atheistic conclusion
with extreordinary clarity. Or if Barth did not for the first
time read him with glee, he must have read him with trepidation
in his early days as a liberal student. One suspects that Feuer-
bach had a profound influence upon him, Barth sees Feuerbach's
work as

a general attack on the methodology of Schleliermacher and

of post-Schleiermacher theology. It 1s the question of

whether and how far religion, revelation, the relation be-

tween God and man can be made understandable as a predicate

of man, Theology had let itself be driven by the upsurge

of a self-glorifying and self-satisfled humanism from Piet-

1sm over the Enlightenment to Romanticism., It had been for-

ced into an apologstic corner where 1t had ever lessening
power of defence,

PFeuerbach is a realist; i.e., he is thoroughly committed to
the subject-object pattern of knowledge. In The Essence of Chris-

tianity, he wrote:

for my thought I require the senses, especlally sight; I
found my ideas on materiasls whiech can be sppropriated only
through the activity of the senses. I do not generate the
object from the thought but the thought from the object;

and I hold that elone tg be an object which has an existence
beyond one's own brain,°C

EEFrom Rousseau to Ritschl, p. 355,
59Karl Barth, "Feuerbach," in Theology and Church, p. 227,

sonudiig Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. M. Evans,
London, John Chapman, 1551, Pe Vie
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He is not interested in a metaphysical Being of God, (he has
learned this from Kant), but he thinks religion embodies the
profoundest of man's thoughts and experiences, (Schleiermacher),
He is not concerned to debunk religion: "I, on the contrary,
while reducing theology to anthropology, exalt anthropology in-
61
to theology." He goes on, "Hence I do nothing more to reli-
gion... than to open its eyes, or rgghor to turn its gaze from
the internal towards the external.,” For Feuerbach, man himself
is Gods When man contomglatea himself, he contemplates the in-
3
finite and the absolute, Could this remarkable passage not
have been written by Karl Barth himself in criticism of Schlei-
ermacher?:
If, for exemple, feeling is the essentlal organ of religion,
the nature of God is nothing else than an expression of the
nature of feeling., The true but latest sense of the phrase
"Feeling 1s the organ of the divine," 1is, feeling is the no-
blest, most excellent, i.e., the divine man. How couldst
thou perceive the divine by feeling, if feeling were not it-
self divine in its nature? The divine assuredly is knowg on-
ly by means of the divine-«God is known only by himself, 4
It is no wonder Barth holds Feuerbach in such high esteem, His
work exposes the impossibillity of the man-centered theology of
modernist theology. But of course Barth recognizes that Feuer-
bach was a child of his age., He shared the optimism of his day
65
that did not take sin and death seriously, and therefore did
not take the Gospel seriously either, Nevertheless, Barth judges
that Feuerbach was absolutely right on the whole line of his re-

ligious interpretation so far as it related to an experience of

ngha Essence of Christianity, p. xi, ggibﬂd.

33% Pe Se 64Ibid., pe 9
65From Rousseau to Ritschl, p. 361,
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men, If we can admit that to Feusrbach, says Barth, we pass
the test, whether, in attempting to lay hold on God's Truth,
we stand on God's grace alone.66
(4) Bultmenn

A contemporary follower In the tradition of Kant, Schleler-
macher and Feuerbach is Rudelf Bultmann, Hls scholarly Biblical
work must be taken seriously, and I do not pretend to deal with
his whole work in this essay. But it 1s helpful toc see his roo-
ting in the tradition of modern philosophy. At times Bultmann
sounds very much like a reslistic, objectivistic theclogian of
the Word. For example, in Jesus Christ and Mythology, he writes,

"I cannot speask of God as my God by looking into myself. Iy
personal relation with God can be made reel by God only, by the
acting God who meets me in His Word."sv

But we can best get to the bottom of Bultmann's understand-
ing of the VWord and of faith and the knowledge of God by examine-
ing his program of "demythologizing," This is certainly clear in
his erticle, "New Testament and Hythology“.saThero he tells us
that the cosmology of the New Testament is essentially mythiecal,
that the world is there conceived as a three-storied structurs,

with heaven above, the earth in the centre and hell beneath. The

66vpouerbach,” in Theology and Church, pp. 236-237.

87Rudolf Bultmsnn, Jesus Christ and lMythology, London, S.C.M.
Press Ltd., 1958, p. .

68Rudolf Bultmenn, "New Testament and Mythology," in Keryzma
and Myth, (Vol., I), ed. H.-W, Bartsch, trans, R, H, Fﬁiﬁer,
endon, S.P.C.K,, 1962, pp. 1f.
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earth is the scene of much supernatural activity from God and
His angels on the one hand and the devil eand his daemons on the
other.eg Christian preaching can no longer expsct modern man to
accept this world view or find it relevant. Christians must,
therefore, both for the sake of their proclamationand for the
sake of their own life of faith, damythologing that is, re-
state the Gospel minus its mythical features, In Bultmann's
view, the purpose of a myth is to express man's understending
of himself in the world in which he lives. It is not to be in-
terpreted as an objective picture of the world, but anthropolo-
gically, existentially. A myth expresses men's sense of depen-
dence upon that which is beyond him, The continuing importance,
therefore, of the New ?estament mythology is not its imagery but
the understanding of human existence which it 1mpliaa.7lﬁodern
faith finds this understanding of existence true and meaningful,
but not its mythological package, which is a combination of Jew-
ish apocalyptiec and Gnostic redemption mwths.va

What does Bultmann believe to be the truth of the demy-
thologized core of the New Testament? This he explains under
the headings "Human Existence apart from faith," and "The Life
of Fhith.“vsThis world is the sphere of corruption and death.
Men live in "the flesh" as sinners. They are weighed down by

guilt, for they are condemned by God's lawe Ilien falsely seek

89 New Testament and Mythology," p. 1.  CIbid., p. 3f.
71Ibid., pp. 10-11. 721b3a,, p. 16.

"31b14., pp. 17-22.
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security in the flesh, but find only that they become slaves of
anxiety, The life of faith on the other hand is "authentic"
life, life after the Spirit, for it is 1life in the grace of God
and the forgiveness of sins, The man of falth is free from the
law, free from sin and guilt, because of God's gracious forgive-
ness, "Faith as openness to the future is freedom from the
past,” says Bultmann, because it is faith in the forgiveness
of gsins, freedom from ourselves as the old selves and for our=-
selves as the new aealvreen.'?4

Such, very briefly, is Bultmann's existentialist unmytho-
logical interpretation of the Christian understanding of Boing.75
As he himself points out, this seems to make Christ superfluous,
for even non=-Christian existentialist philosophers, such as liar-
tin Heidegger, can speak of a kind of fallenness, or alilenation
of man from his true nature, and of self-committment and free-
dom as the key to man's fulfilment., But, answers Bultmann, the
question is whether the true nature of man 1s realizable, wheth-
er man can ever extricate himself out of inauthentic into authen-
tic existence. The New Testament sees that man's fall 1s total,
and that man is unable to achieve suthentic existence. MNMoreover,
it speaks "of faith and knows of an act of God through which man
becomes capsble of self-committment, capable of falth and love,
of his authentic 11fo."76 Bultmenn wants to speek, then, of an
act of God in Christ, but in an "unmythological" way. The Cross

74Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 78.

7S%New Testement and Mythology," p. 33. 76Ibld., p. 33.




and Resurrection, of course, are the focal point of this act
of God, The demythologizing means there can be no theology of
77
sacrifice or atonement or cf the defeat of evil powers, And
the resurrection cannot be regarded as an historical event,
Bultmann explains, "faith in the resurrection is really the
78
same thing as falth in the saving efficacy of the Cross."
This faith arises as a result of the word of preaching,
The real Easter falth is faith in the word of presching
which brings illumination. If the event of Easter Day
is In any sense an historical event additional to the
event of the Cross, it is nothing else than the rise of
falith in the risen Lord, sinece it was this faith which
led to the apostolic preaching. All that historical

eriticism can establish is the fact that the first dis-
ciples came to believe in the resurrection.

Demythologizing, then, ultimately means referring the
questions of the Person and Work of Christ back into Jesus!'
self-understanding and that of the disciples. The New Testa-
ment and all Church theology until the modern age sought to
"objectify" Christ and His work by speaking of His Person as
that of the Incarnate Son of God, by understanding His death
as an atoning sacrifice, by thinking of the resurrection as
a real event marking the decisive victory of God over the pow-
ers of darkness. Bultmann wants to move all this out of the
realm of objectivity and into the realm of "self-understanding,"
This 1s clear even in his early book Jesus and the Word, There

"% Now Testament and Mythology," pe 36. ’°Ibide, p. 4l.

791bid., p. 42.

. rl Barth's discussion of Bultmann's demythologization
of the resurrection, (C.D., III, 2, ppe 442-447): ",,.what if
the modern world-view 1Is not so final as all that? Vhat if mo-
dem thought is not so uniform as our Marburg Kantians would
have us believe?,... Is it our job as Christians to accept or
reject world-views?" (p. 447).



he tells us that he is not interested in Jesus'! personality
or Messianic self-consciousness as the "historical Jesus"
school was; little can be known of it at any rate, What he
does want to know about Jesus is
his interpretation of his own existence in the midst of
change, uncertainty and declision; as the expression of a
possibility of comprehending his life; as the effort to
gain clear insight 1n§8 the contingencles and necessities
of his own existence,
Here we can see clearly his essentlal accord with Schlelerma-
cher. What he finds in Jesus is not an encounter with God Him-
self, but an understanding of human exlstence. It 1s a kind of

inwardness. It does operate with the verbum externum, but only

for the purpose of evoking a proper self-understanding, The
Gospel message itself is nothing 1f 1t does not come to me in
my life situation.alThn really important thing about the keryg-
ma is not the Christ event in the past, but the preaching of it.

"The eschatologicel event which is Jesus Christ happens here and

80Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus and the Vord, trens. L. P. Smith, E.
Huntress, London, lvor Nicholson sEﬁ Yatson, 1935, pe. 1i.

8lye should note that even in his early work, The Epistle to
Romans, (trans. of the sixth edition, E. C. Han?ﬁs, London,
35?353‘Un1versity Press, 1933) Karl Barth is oculte clear a-
bout the external objectivity of the Truth: "Truth cennot
therefore depend upon my observation; that is to say it can-
not be subjectivized...." (p. 287)., "Truth.,.does not stand
and fall with us, does not live and die with us; is not right
when we are right and wrong when we are deceived, does not
triumph in our victory and fail when we are defeated," (p.
288), T. F. Torrance, writing in the Introduction to Theolo
and Church, comments: "There is, insists Barth, a basic homo-
gene of method from Schleiermacher to Bultmann in which theo-
logical thinking takes its rise from a basic determination in
the being of man, so that the only truth it is concerned with
ese is truth for man, truth which can be validated only by re-
ference to his self-explication controlled by historical ana-
lysis of human existence,” (p. 19).
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now as the Word is being preached," he declares. Is this a
doctrine of the contemporary work of the Spirit cut apart from
the once-for-all Word event? Perhaps so, for he says also,
"the saving efficacy of the Cross is not derived from the fact
that it is the Cross of Christ: 1t is the Cross of Christ be=-
cause it has this saving officacy.'ss

The most significant criticism of Bultmann made by Barth
in his article: "Rudolf Bultmann: An Attempt to Understand
Him," is that Bultmann has Christology swallowed up in soterio-
logy. The once-for-all event of Christ is dissolved into the
kerygma, Bultmann does not often speak of the Spirit, but Barth
might have added that Bultmann in this way separates the Spirit
from the Word, the power from the content of the Gospel. In
the New Testament, Barth goes on, soterioclogy is secondary to,
but not separable from, Christology. And Jesus Christ 1s not
significant only as He is believed in and obeyed. There is a
"kerygma of the Christ event," certainly, says Barth, but Bult-
mann spesks rather of a "Christ event in and through the keryg-

84

ma." We cannot speak of a pro me without a pro se. The illic

et tunc cannot be merged into a hic et nunec. In Bultmann's

vidw, the objectivity of the Person and Work of Christ is re-
duced in its significance to a renewing of our self-understand-
ing. We can see, then, why Barth thinks that Bultmann has gone

85
back to "the flesh pots of Egypt," i.e., back to Schlelermacher,

82Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. Sl.

834w Testament and Mythology," p. 4l.

®4Rar1l Barth, "Rudolf Bultmann: An Attempt to Understand Him,"
in Kerygma and Myth, (Vol. II), p. 96. S51pi4., pp. 127-128,
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Bultmann's roots in modern philosophy and theology come
out all the more clearly when we ask how he understands the

knowledge of God. In Jesus Christ and Mythology, he writes:

Man's life is moved by the search for God because it

is always moved, consciously or unconsciously, by the
question of its own personal existence. The quaggion
of God and the question of myself are identical,

He assures us later on that, "From the statement that to speak
of God is to speak of myself it by no means follows that God
is not outside the believer.," He explicitly denies that he is
87
a follower of Feuerbach, But while he certainly wants to say
that God exists, it is questionable whether he thinks man can
have any real knowledge of God in Himself. In the sermon
entitled "Concerning the Hidden and Revealed God," Bultmann
says this:
If we understand speaking 'of God' as talking about Cod,
then this 1s meaningless, for in the instant in which it
takes place its object, God, is gone.... For every spea-
king about something presupposes a point outside of the
object about which we are talking. But there is no such
point (and there can be none). We cannot speak of God in
general sentences, general truths which are true regardless

of their referegga to the concrete existential situation
of the speaker.,

Heinrich Ott comments that Bultmann is trying to banish the
89
subject-object pattern from theology. If we cannot think in

terms of objective revelatory acts in history, such as an ato-

B'E.Ieavms Christ and Mythology, p. 53. ngbid., Ps 70,

88Rudolf Bultmann, "Concerning the Hidden and Revealed God,"
quoted by T. A, O'Meara, in "Rudolf Bultmann's Theology of

God," in The Irish Theological Quarterly, Jan. 1967, Vol.
ggXXXIV, No, PP 3

L] s pc L]
Heinrich Ott, "Objectification and Existentialism," in Kerya-
ma and Myth, (Vol. II), pp. 329-333.




- 47 -
ning erucifixion and a real resurrection of Christ from the
dead, then we cammot speak of knowing God as an objsctiﬁa rea-
lity by means of the Word made flesh. In terms of Christian
theology, this amounts to saying in fact that God is unknowable.
Knowledge of God becomes self-knowledge. This is quite inade-
quate, of course, to the Biblical faith, or to the life of faith,
in the modern age or in any age. We can have no trust in a pro
me which we do not see clearly grounded in a pro se, We cannot
trust a God whom we do not know in His very Being. Nor can our
life pass from inauthenticity to authentiecity, from rebellion
to obedience, from gullt and anxiety to peace, if we do not in
fact meet the gracious God Himself in Christ, working a very
specific act of redemption for us. The demythologizing process,
then, and the whole subjectivizing process of modern philosophy
and modernist theology, really eradicates the very centre of the
Gospel, for it cuts off objective knowledge of God. Good news
about our existence and our future depends on really knowing the
God from whom it 1s a2 gift through His Incarnate Word.
(111) Thomists

We have yet to consider Thomas Aquinas and the Thomists.
We will deal with this tradition only very briefly here, since
its epistemology will be more thoroughly discussed in the sec-
tion on snalogy."C Aquinas is not tempted to an introspective

approach, but he does begin elsewhere than with the Word made

90ce, this essay, 4(a).
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flesh. He begins with the world of sense. In Swmma Theologica,

he writes:

our natural knowledge begins with sense, Hence our na-
tural knowledge can go as far as 1t can be led by sensi-
ble things. Our mind cannot be led by sense as far as

to see the Essence of God.... Because they are effects

and depend on their Cause, we can be led by them so far

as to know that CGod exists, and to know of Him what must
necessarily belong to Him, as the First Cause of all things,
exceeding all things caused by Him,%1

He has explained elsewhere:
The exlstence of God and other like truths about God which
can be known by natural reason, are not articles of faith,

but are preambles to the articles; for faith presupposes
natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes nature,

He proceeds from there to offer his five arguments for the exis-
tence of God: Motion, Causation, Contingency, Gradation, Design.
Contemporary Thomists, such as E. L. Mascall and Austin Farrer,
peint out that the value of Aquinas' arguments does not consist
in their logical force, but in their apprehension of the finitude,
the non-self-explanatory nature of finite reality. The syllogis-
tic statement in natural theology is primarily a device for per-
suading our minds to apprehend finite beings in their radical
finitude, and thus to apprehend the God who is their Creat:or.g;5
Now whether we accept Kant's critique of the propriety of argu-

ing from nature to the beyond is irrelevant to us here. This

student, for one, finds the Thomists' arguments convincing. But

;iThomas Aquinas, The "Summa Theologica" of St. Thomas Aguinas
FIrs% ﬂumsar,

trans. Fathers of the English Dominicen Rrovince,
London, Thos. Baker Ltd., 1911, I, 12, 12,
9§Ibid“ p A

Farrer and Mascall, quoted by I. Trethowan, in The Basis of
Bellef, respectively, pp. 73=74, 76-79,
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our problem here is not a philosophicsl, but a theological one.
The question is, Do we actually come to the true God in this
way? Is it in this wey that theology knows in faith the Father
of our Lord? Aquinas himself, of course, says that we know na-
turally only that God exists; we do not know His "Essence" ex-
cept by grace. Barth attacks this approach as an offence against
the unity of God, The God of Thomist natural theology is the re-
rum omnium prinecipium et finls or greator, and this one aspect

of God is seid to be known without revelation., But the true God
is not only the first principle or crestor. He 1s also Reconci=-
ler and Redeemer, Vhen we speak of God the Crestor we must not
forget that He is concretely also "the God who wakens the dead”.
There can be no special theology of the first articls of the
creed, contends Barth, as though it could be grounded in itself
with its own special noetlc presuppositions,

How can we carry through the division--even if it is only

meant to be provisionale-which enables us in the first in-

stance to investigate the knowabllity of Cod the Creator %g
abstracto? Are we really speaking of the one true God... 4

To deal with the doctrine of Creatlion separately, apart from

Christ, is "to look away and above what God is among us and for
295
us." Action follows being in the order of being, but the know-
96
ledge of being follows the knowledge of action, The Thomist

arguments cannot be used in a scientific manner by theology, for
they begin by opening the question of the existence of the ob-

§zc.n., II, 1, pe 80, 95Ibi4,, p. B1. 961b1d., p. 82.
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ject of knowledge, rather than, from the outset, dealing with
the object as it intrudes itself upon the mind, Even if the
existence of such a "God" were hypothesized in this manner,
how could one move from there to the real object of theologi-
cal inquiry, God's Word made flesh? Knowledge of God through
Christ still has to come by grace and faith in the power of
the Holy Spirit.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer makes a point which is a good expres-
sion also of Barth's mind on this matter: Christian faith
knows that man is not capable of bestowing Truth upon himself,
-=not even part of the Truth.gvian cannot place himself into
saving Truth; he cannot even set himself along the right way.
Just as our justification is by grace alone, so also, the
Truth of God is by grace alone., This has to be so if Jesus
Christ is the one Truth.

(d) True Religion

Barth has argued strongly, then, against all attempts to
build theology upon anything other than a Christological basis.
One of the most common attacks upon his epistemology, particu-
larly from the side of Thomist naturasl theology, is that he
has ignored or twisted the meaning of Romens 1:18f:

The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungod-
liness and unrighteousness of men who hold the truth in un-
righteousness; because that which may be known of God is manie
fest in them; for God hath shewn it @into them. For the invi-
sible things of him from the creation of the world are clear-
ly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even
his eternal powsr and godhead; so that they are without ex-

97hct and Being, p. 71.
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cuse; because that, when they knew God, they glorified

him not as God, neither were thankful..., and changed

the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made

like to corruptible man and to birds and fourfooted

beasts and creeping things.
How does Barth exegete this passage? He tells us that, in
view of the conclusion at which the whole passage aims, and
in view of Paul's teaching elsewhere of the hidden wisdom of
God which eye has not seen and ear has not heard, which the
natural man does not accept but which only the Spirit can
know, (I Cor, 2:6-16), the passage cannot be used to support

1

natural theology. Paul's purpose, he points out, is to demon-
strate the guilt of the Gentiles, to prove their inexcusability,
not to pay them a compliment. But Barth doss say this:

Objectively the Gentiles have always had the opportunity

of knowing God, his invisible being and his eternal god-

head. Andgagain, objectively speaking, they have always
known himo

This is very confusing if objective knowledge of God is given
only by faith in Jesus Christ. But Barth goes on, "In spite of
their objective knowledge of God they have not rendered him the

honour and gratitude they owe him.,... Rebelliously they hold
3
that truth down--(1:18). They exchange it for a lie, (1:25)."

Again, in Church Dogmatics, I, 2, Barth says of the Gentiles:

Vhen the grace of God 1s proclaimed to them in Christ they
have to concede that God has not left himself without a
witness (Acts 14:17). For in and with the proclamation of
the grace of God in Christ there is disclosed to them the
witness of God, from which they have fallen away.... The
comeé to know afresh that this was what they already knew,

1Karl Barth, A Shorter Commenta;g on Romsns, trans. D. H. van
Daalen, London, S.C.M. ess, s Pe - 7 >
iIbld.. p. 28. 3Ibid., p. 29. 7
C.D., I, 2, p. 305,
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Thus, prior to the Gospel, they worship "ignorantly" the un-
known God, (Acts 17:23), the God whom they no longer know, or
idols of men, birds, beasts, or creeping things.

Calvin can help us understand Barth's position on this,
for his view is, I think, essentially the same. In the Insti-
tutes, Calvin affirms that a "seed of religion" remains in all
men which it is impossible to eradicate, an idea of God engrav-
ed in the hearts of all men,sfor, as Paul says, God has made
Himself evident in the world's created order. Yet Calvin seems
to contradict himself when he writes further on: "the human
mind is unable through its imbecility to attaln any knowledge
of God without the assistance of His sacred Word.“6 The appar-
ent contradictlion is explained, however, in his commentary on
Romans, where he speaks of a knowledge of God by way of crea-
tion: "This knowledge of God therefore, which is only able to
deprive man of the power of excusing himself, 1s very different
from the saving knowledge mentioned by Christ, (Jn. %7:5) and
in which Jeremiah teaches us to glory, (Jer. 9:24)."

Barth and Calvin are both saying that the Gentiles do
have a knowledge of God, but that it should perhaps be written
in inverted commas., It 1s a lost knowledge, (Calvin says it

is "extinguished," "corrupted,") and yet it is thers. It 1is
there, but it 1s held down. The point is this: it 1s not know-

5John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, (Vol. I),
trans. J. Allen, Philadelphia, Presoyterian Board of Christian
Education’ 1956, PDe 58=862,

S1mbid., p. 84.
7John Celvin, Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, trans.
F, Sisbon, London, L. E. Seeley and Sons, 1834, p. i1,
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ledge in the relationship of reconciliation, not saving know-
ledge. It i1s not knowledge in the Spirit. It exists darkly
in the state of man's fallenness only to render him inexcusa-
ble. Barth approvingly quotes Calvin's commentary on John 3:6:
"The knowledge of God which now remains to man is nothing other
than the terrible source of all idolatry and superstition.“8 It
is not, however, "objective" knowledge in the sense we have been
using the word in this essay, which is the sense in which Barth
usually uses it in his epistemological writings, i.e., it is
not knowledge by way of Jesus Christ, which is really the only
"knowledge" of God, strictly speaking.

Can this "knowledge" of the Gentiles be used as a basis
for Christian theology, or as an apologetic prelude to Christian
proclamation? Barth's answer is, of course, No, it cannot. Be-
cause it is held down, or extinguished, it 1s not something that
the Cospel can build upon. It is itself only brought out in the
open by the Gospel. Pagan gods are not dim perceptions of the
true God; they are idols, lies. It is impossible to build up
Christian faith on top of a lie. Barth comments:

If there is any position from which no bridge can be built

to the Gospel, to the knowledge of the living God, then this

is it! Human religion, as radically distingulshed from God's
revelation, always originates and consists in this confusion:
in the mistaken confidence in which man wants to decide for

himself who and what Gog is, which can only produce this con-
fusion, i.e,, idolatry.

®Karl Barth, No! Answer to Emil Brunner, in Natural Theologﬁ
ed., trans., P, Fraenkel, London, Geo??ray es, 1946, p. 7o
% Shorter Commentary on Romans, p. 29.
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Barth refuses to regard the religions of the world with

a patronising smile, KReligion is unbelief, It is the one
great concern of godless man.lqﬁbove all, this is so of the
adherents of the Christian religion. It is an attempt at
self=justification by the making of one's own god.llnavela-
tion, (Jesus Christ) is the divine judgment on all human reli-
gion., "From the standpoint of revelation, religion is clearly
seen to be a human attempt to anticipate what God in His revela-

tion wills to do and does do. It 1s the attempted replacement

10Barth's position on "religion" is as old as his early Epistle
to the Romans. Commenting on Rom, 7:8-11, Barth discusses re-
Tigion in relation to the Pauline theology of the law, and the
"kmowledge of good and evil.," Several quotes from that early
work meke his understanding of religion plain. He writes, "len
have the opportunity of making themselves God. The knowledge
of this opportunity and the consequent capacity to make use of
it, is sin," (p. 246). Because of this, God's law was given,
"It had to come, when men became as God, bearing the burden of
the divine secret, knowing good and evil, election and damna-
tion," (p. 250). But the law worketh wrath. True, it is the
gift of God; it is "holy, just and good." Says Barth, "it
points from humanity to divinity; it bears witness to the imme-
diacy which has been lost." Therefore, "There is no human ad-
vance beyond the possibility of religion, for religion is the
last step in human progress," (p. 254). It is man's highest
attempt to set right his fallen relation to God. But "the law
worketh wrath." "The law is the point at which sin becomes an
observable fact of experience,” (p. 242). Through the law, man
becomes more entangled in sin than ever., We should note that
Barth is here aligning "religion" and "law" very closely. The
limits of religion are the limits of the law., Their ultimate ef-
fect 1s to entangle man ever more deeply in the sin of self-jus-
tification, in his attempt to do without God, indeed to be God.
The positive meaning of the law, Barth tells us, is that "it
sharpens our intelligence that we may perceive fvii. 6) the
sheer impossibility of our attaining that freedom from the law,
that service in newness of the spirit, at which we have gazed--
outside the frontiers of religion," (p. 257). It is Jesus
%hrlst 7ho, as the end of the law, is the "frontier of religion,"
p. 238).

11¢.p., I, 2, pp. 299-300,
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12
of the divine work by a human manufacture.” This is always
the Bilble's judgment on pagan religion, -=-s.g., Jer, 10;-16,
Isa, 44:9-20, 45:16, Rom. 1:25, Gal, 4:8, Over against reli-
gion, revelation is the act by which God reconciles man to Him-
self by grace, God in His revelation will not allow man to try
to come to terms with 1life, to justify and senctify himself,
Justification and sanctification by works are the chisf sin of
rnan.15 That is why it 1s impossible to bulld Christian faith
upon pagan religion., Jesus Christ is not to be thought of as
fllling out and improving all of man's attempts to think of
God.l4 He completely replaces these attempts, because in Him a=-
lone is the world reconciled to God. And only in reconciliation
is it possible to know God in & relation of trust and obedience,
Barth recognizes, however, that "Christianity" is a religion

alongside other religions, that alongslde the Blble are the Veda,
the Avesta, the Tripitaka, the Koran, which, like the Eible, are
concerned with the world's beglinning and end, the origin and na-
ture of man, moral and religious law, sin and redemption.15 None
of these systema of humen thought, no human religion as such, can
claim to be true over against Cod's revelation,16 but,

In His revelation Cod has actually entered a sphere in

which His own reslity and possibility are encompassed by

a sea of more or less adequate, but at any rate fundamen-

tally unmistakable, parallels and analogies in human re-
alitles and possibilities. The revelation of God

iic.n., I, 2, pe 302, 131p14., p. 312.
Ibid., p. 308. 151p14, p. 282.
16 2

Ibids, pPe 326,
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is actually the presence of God in a human universal

and therefore the hiddenness of God in the world of

humen religion. By God's revealing of Himself the

divine particular is hidden in f human universal, the

divine content in a human form.l”
In Jesus Christ, God creates true religion, justifies and sanc-
tifies it,

There 1s a true religion, just as there are justified

sinners. If we abide strictly by that analogy..., we

need have no hesitation in sayigg that the Christian

religion is the true religion.
It 1s true religion only as it is adopted by God's grace, on=-
ly insofar as it is not the wilful creation of man for the sake
of his own self-justification and self-sanctification, only in-
sofar as God Himself is directly present to it by His Holy Spi=-
rit continually giving it new life, His own divine life.

The Word made flesh, then, Jesus Christ, revealing God to

men of flesh, and reconeciling sinful flesh to God: He is the
source of true religion and true knowledge of God. He is so

by grace alone,

I'70.1).., I, 2, pe. 282, 181bid., p. 326.




CHAPTER TWO
Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit

The theological "object" of knowledge is the VWord made
flesh, Jesus Christ 1s the One in whom we know Cod in a 1i-
ving relstionship with Him as Thou, as personal. And He is
powerful amongst us to persusde our minds to recognize, zc-
knowledge and love Him, But how can this be so, since He is
depasrted from us? How does the theological "object continue
to be with us, who are not contemporary with His flesh, in
such a way that we may know Him? The answer lles, of course,
in the power of God's Spirit,

Another dimension of our subject opens up when we come
to speask of the Spirit, which hitherto we have only hinted
at, that 1s, the inseparabllity of revelation and reconcilia-
tion, (the special theme of Chapter Three). A clear apprecila-
tion of thelr connection is perhaps one of the greatest contri-
butions of Karl Barth te the history of theology.l In his early

book The Knowlsdge of God and the Service of God, he tells us that

"the knowledge of God is brought about when the object reaches out
and grasps the subject, and through this, the latter, the men
2

who knows, becomes a new man," When a men is "grasped" by this

lThis theme would perhaps have become even more explicit in
Berth's projected Volume V, The Doctrine of Redemption, (refer-
red to in C.D., I, 2, p. 882], which would, presumably, have
been especially oriented to the Spirit, as the Doctrine of
Creation is to the Father, and the Doctrine of HKeconciliation

1s to the Son. N.B. his association of the Persons of the Tri-
nity in these doctrines respectively, C.D., I, 1, pp. 4417,

®Karl Barth, The Knowledge of Cod and the Service of CGod, trans,
J. L. M, Haire, I, W, Henderson, London, Hodder and Stoughton,
1938, p. 104,
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object, not only his mind, but his whole 1life is laid hold
of . True knowledge of God always and only existes together
with obedience to God. Indeed, such knowledge 1s obedience,
the obedience of faith., Such a pessibllity for new knowledge
of God for new men exists only in a new situation. It is the
eschatological situation. It can occur only in the "fullness
of time", when the prophecy of the 0ld Testament is fulfilled.
Ve shall see this clearly if we look briefly at 0ld Testament
prophecy and the proclamation of its fulfillment in the New
Testament. Karl Barth can be found commenting on these passa-

goes many times, usually in small print, throughout Church Dog-

matics, _
(a) Fulfillment of Old Testament Prophecy

It is important to the development of 0ld Testament es-

chatological faith that Israel's God had been at work in her
history from its very beginning, and was at work by the power
of His Spirit. Israel understood U 77 /X T 1 as the blowing,
or wind of Cod, a figure of spoeeh}aignlfying the powerful,
dynamic force of God in the world as contrasted with the weak-
ness of mere creaturely flesh, (Is, 31:3). This blowing of
God, together with God's Word, 1s at work in the creation of
the world, (Gen. 1:2),2 and is breathed into the dust to cre-
ate Adam a living soul, (Gen, 2:7).5 The Spirit 1s always the

personal activity of Yahweh; He is never an immanent force in

iE.D.. I’ 1’ p. 515. EC.D.. III’ 1. pp. 56, 106.
SIbid., pp. 235f., 245-247.
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the world in any polytheistic or pantheistic sense, but is al-
4
ways the transcendent power and majesty of Yashweh who is above.
As such, He relates freely and powerfully to certain elect men,
who are "bearers" of the Spirit, and thereby instruments of God
for the achievement of His objects amongst men., In this way
Isrsel understood her unexpected successes in battle as the
work of the Spirlit, who was believed to be the real force be-
hind those acts of redemption that miraculously preserved the
5
life of this weak, enslaved people. But the Spirit is utterly
free and transcendent. As Barth points out, the Spirit could
be withdrawn from a Samson or a Saul; it never belonged to him,
It could slso be given as a judgment, and therefore as a "burn-
ing blast", a power of destruction and extermination, or even
as an "unclean spirit", (Is. 4:4, 40:7, Job 4:9). It was un-
derstood as the divine operation of God, characterized by God's
6
righteous judgment, This operation is utterly free, subject
only to Cod's election. Barth comnments:
To be a receiver and bearer of the Spirit, a man in the
0ld Testament must be not only a member of the people
of Israsel, but be called Moses (Nu. 11:17, 25, 29), or
Jogshua, (Nu, 27:18, Deut. 34:9), or Othniel, Gideon,
Jephthah, Samson, (Jud. 3:10, %c) or Saul (I Sam, 10:86),
or David (II Sam. 23:2), or Elijah (II K, 2:9, 15), or
Micah (Mi, 3:8), or Hzeklel (Ezek. 11:5)., And the bea-
roer of the fullness of the Spirit, the man on whom the
Spirit will rest, is the Messiah, (Is. 11:2, 42:1),7

It is the Messlaniec, eschatological prophecies that most

4%' Schweizer, Spirit of God, London, Adem and Charles Black,
960, pe 5.

5w, Eichrodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament, (Vol. I), London
BSQG.H. PI’OB;, ] p. - 5 '

CeD., IIT, 2, pp. 357-358, 7Ibid., p. 357.
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interest us here, and their relation to the concept of the
Spirit. As Eichrodt tells us, for the prophets, eschatology
is for history what fulfilment is to prophecr.8 They knew
that Yahweh's purpose for His people was far from completed
in the monarchy, that God would not be satisfied until His King-
ship was fully realized amongst His people. Therefore they be=-
lieved He had a2 mysterious and wonderful plan to bring His cre-
ation to the goal He had ordained., The prophets knew the radi-
cal rebellion of Israel and had no hope for any gradual progress
of the people toward obedience., The covenant made with God, re-
quiring that Israel should be faithful end obedient to Him, and
to be a light to the gentiles, would never be fulfilled without
a radical change brought about by God Himself, There would have
to be a new covenant (e.g. Jer., 31:31, 32:40), and men would
have to be made anew, with a new heart and a new spirit (e.g.
Bzek, 11:19, 32:39 etc.).g On the basis of their falth in the
redeeming God who had brought Israel out of Egypt, and their
understanding of the depth of Israel's unfaithfulness to this
God, the prophets knew that a new covenant, indeed a new crea=-
tion would be necessary. God would have to take declisive action.
As Barth puts it, He would have to "turn them to Himaelf."loAI-
though the prophets loudly demanded social justice and obedience
to the true God in the present time, they knew that finally the

g&haologz of the 0ld Testament, p. 387,

9
CeDo, IV, 1, ppe 30-33. 101b1d,, p. 33.
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only hope lay in the judgment and merey of God in the last
days, in the fullness of time, It would have to be the mighty
blowing of God's redeeming Spirit that would turn the people
around to righteousness before the Lord who brought them out
of Egypb.llTho prophets believed that the great judgment and
redemption would occur through the work of a great servant of
God, one to whom the Spirit would be especially given, as 1t
was given to the charismatic leeders, and particularly to Da-
vides He 1s called by several names by various 0ld Testament
writers: the Messiah, (the anointed Son of David), the Ser-
vant, the Shepherd, the Son of Man., The NHew Testament writers
over and over agaln ldentify Jesus of Nazareth as the fulfil-
ment of these prophecies. Thelr prcclamation of Christ, says
Barth, is simply an exposition of the former SQripturaa,lgan
identification of Christ as the one foretold.

The Messlah was to be a great King, a Prince of Peace,
who would be born especially for the purpose of carrying out
God's redemptive work, (e.g. Is. 7:14, 11:2f, etc.). Of great
Interest to us here is that His work would be made possible by
"a Spirit wise and discerning, a Spirit prudent and strong, a
Spirit of knowledge and fear of the Lord," (Is. 11:2). The

IIEichrodt writes, "The only way in which human activity can es-
cape the futility and share in the genesis of the new reality
is a decision taken in view of the divine advent. It is sig-
nificant that from the time of Isalah onwards, sonduct that is
truly in accordance with Cod's will is 1nc1uded in the cate-
gory of TIi7) , that is, it is a manifest effect of the miracu-
lous divine life, Ihila all that is merely human belonga to
the sphere of‘\w'n, the trensient and creaturely," (p. 388).

12¢.p., 1, 2, p. 489.
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Gospel of Matthew especially identifies Jesus as this Messianie
King, He first proclaims Jesus' descent from David, (Mt. 1:1),
for the anointed ocne was expected to be the seed of David that
would rule forever, Jesus is said to be born in Bethlehem,
(Mt, 2:6) in accordance with the prophecy of Mieah 5:2., He is
born especially for the purpose of God's work, and therefore in
a unique way, (Mt, 1:23, Is. 7:14). He is identified with the
1ight that shines in darkness, (Mt., 4:16, Is. 9:1f). He 1s the
healer, because of whom "the blind see, the lame walk, the le-
pers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are ralsed to life,
and the poor have the gospel preached to them," (Mt. 11:5, Is,.
35:5). The great eschatological figure of the second prophet
Isalah is the Servant, who suffers for the people, In Is. 52:
13-53:12, the role of the Servant is described as that of one
who suffers vicariously aend is afterwards triumphant. The Ser-
vant can do this work because the Spirit rests upon Him, (Is.
42:1)., The gospels clearly identify Jesus as thls Servant. He
bears our infirmities, (Mt, 8:17, Is, 53:4). He does not pro-
test when accused and afflicted, (Mt. 12:19, Is, 42:2), and is
counted with eriminals, (Mt, 27:38, Is., 53:12). John, Luke and
Paul see Him especially as this Servant, whose work is one of
lowliness and obedience, or as the lowly Shepherd King of Zecha-
rinh.laagain, in the prophet Ezekiel, we find yet another escha-
tological figure, the Shepherd. The Spirit is not said to rest

137, 314, Is. 40333 Jn, 12:37-38, Is. 53:1; Jn. 12:14-15, Zech.
9:9; Jn, 19:37, Zech, 12:10; Acts B8:32-33, Is, 53:7; Rom, 10:
15-16, Is. 52:7; Phil. 2:7.
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upon the Shepherd yet 1s closely associated with His work in
Bzekiel's eschatological hope. The Spirit will penetrate the
people, (36:27, 37:14), so that they will have new life and
peace, because they will have a new Spirit and a new heart, (11l:
19, 18:31, 36:26), and God will make a new covenant with them,
(16:60, 34:25, 37:26). The New Testament writers identify Je-
sus also as the One who brings the New Covenant, (lit. 26:28, Heb.
8:8, 10:16, Jer, 31:31-34, Ezek. 34:25), and as the Shepherd of
the floek, (Jn. 10:2, 10311, 10:14, Heb, 13:20, I Pet, 2:25).
The other eschatological figure of the 0ld Testament is the Son
of Man, (Dan, 9:7), who, though he is not associated with the
Spirit, 1s also found fulfilled in Christ, (Mt., 24:15, Mk. 13:
14).

In short, Jesus is the fulfilment of 0ld Testament hope;
He is Emmenuel, (Is. 7:14, 8:8, 10, Mt. 1:23).14He is God with
us in the power of the Spirit to redeem mankind. Therefore His
time is the TT%ﬁfL%ﬂ&’ the fullness of time. The time of Jesus,
Barth writes, is

the time of the contre which dominates all other times,
The fact that in iHis life all time comes to fruition

means that all time before it movgg towards it and all
time after it moved away from it,

Thus he speaks of the "Time of Expectation" and the "Time of
16

Recollection". As "Lord of Time", as Messiah, Servant, Shep-

herd and Son of Man, Jesus 1s the Christ, the decisive eschato-
17
logical event, He 1s the arrival of the Kingdom of God in

140 Dll Iv’ 1’ p. 5. CODC. III. 2’ pc 461. D. I 2’ p. vor.

33-3_"1‘! 1, pp. 5, 32, 160; IV, 2, p. 7804
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the sphere of men, (e.g., Mt. 3:2, 9:35, 12:28, Mk, 1:15,
4:11, Lk. 8:11, 10:9, 17:21, etce.). This does not mean that
the eschaton is exhausted in the appearance of Jesus. The
prophets looked for a total transformation of erestion, a cos-
mic upheaval that would be evident and effectual for all, (e.g.
Is. 11:4f,., Ezek, 34:17, etc,). Accordingly, the New Testament
speaks of a consummation yet to come, "a new heaven and a new
earth", (Mt. 24:20f., Mk. 9:1, Rev, 21:1). But this, as we
shall see later, is affirmed on the basis of the eschatologlical
event that has already occured in the life, death and resurrec-
tion of Christ.la

Jesus Christ is, then, the fulfilment of 0ld Testament pro-
phecy, and He 1s thls because of the breathing of God's Spirit
in Him and "upon" Him, Now we must turn our attention to this
absolutely unique relation of the Spirit to Christ,

(b) Jesus Christ the Bearer of the Spirit

We have seen that it is the work of the Spirit of God in
end through the Christ that brings about the "fullness of time",
the eschatological situation. It 1s in the power of the Spirit
that the Christ is able to carry out His redemptive work. Now
we shall have to consider the relstion of the Spirit to Christ
during His Incarnate life on earth, and then after the time of
Pentecost, that is, in our time, the tine of the Church. Once
again we shall find Karl EBarth's very considerable contributions

on the matter scattered throughout Church Dogmaties.

T8Karl Berth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, pt. 3, in Church
Dogmatics, Vol. s Pte. ed. omiley, T. F. Torrance,
Edinbureis T. and . Clark, 10611962, p. 306,
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We should begin with Jesus' conception and birth, It

was by the power of the Holy Spirit that the virgin mother
of Jesus conceived Him, (Mt. 1:20, Lk, 1:35)., In his discus-

sion of this theme EBEarth applies the sola gratia prineiple,

that salvation comes from God alone., "Human nature," he
writes, "possesses no capacity for becoming the human nature

of Jesus Chriat."1 When God's reality becomes one with humen
reality, when the miracle occurs that God's eternal Vord be-
comes flesh, it does not occur because of any natural capacity
of men and women to make it happen; it is solely an act of di-
vine sovereignty. lan 1s involved, but only as passive, not as
God's fellow-workor.z The sexual role of the male, "the achie-
ving, creative, sovereign man“sia excluded, for "what takes
place in the mystery of Christmas 1s not world history, and
not the work of human geniua."4 Vhen the New Testament says
that Jesus Christ was conceived by the Holy Ghost, it proclaims
a "pure enigma'.s The very existence of Jesus in our midst is
a mystery. It 1s not a human possibility, but a divine possibi-
lity: "Cod Himself creates a possibility, a power, a capacity,
and assigns it to man, where otherwlse there would be sheer im-
possibility."6 Barth makes clear that there is no question here
of the Spirit taking the place of the male as the Father of Je-
sus, as in many pegan "virgin births". The Spirit does not do

what the male does, Rather, as Creator Spirit, He performs

Ic.v., 1, 2, p. 160, ®Ibid., p. 192.
:Ibid.. p. 193, 41bid., p. 194.

Ibid., p. 185. 6Ibid., p. 199.
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"the inconceivable act of creative omnipotence in which He
imperts to humen nature a capacity, & power for Himself, which
it does not possess of itself and which it could not devise for
itaolf.”v He does not say, however, that the virgin birth was
& necoessity without which Jesus Christ could not be Son of Cod.
The ¢x virgine, like all PEiblical miracles, is a algn,snnd Jo-
sus would be Son of God even without the sign., Jesus is not
Son of God because of His conception by the Spirit; rather He
ig conceived by the Spirit because He is the Son of God.9 "The
mystery does not rest upon the miracle," Barth explains. "The
miracle rests upon the mgatory,.;. and the mystery is sttested
by the miracle."lo

Nevertheless, the mystery of the divine being of this man
does depend on Hise special relation to the Spirit. Since God
is one, and Father and Son are one, so also the Spirit and Son
are one. The virgin birth of Jesus bears witness to this ontie
relation. In III, 2, within his doctrine of man, Barth makes
a clear distinction between the relation of the Creator Spirit
to all men end His speciasl relation to this men Jesus, The re-
lationship between the Holy Spirit and Jesus 1s so close and
special that Jesus would never have been born in the natural
process of history without this very speclal asction of Godes Ac-
cording to Cen, 2:7, every man to whom God has given the breath
of 1ife owes his spiritual and intellectual nature, his being as

8

"7'c_,n., I, 2, p. 201, Ibide, ps 187. 2Ibid., p. 202.
101p14,
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11
man, as soul of his body, to a special act of the Spirit.
Man in general lives as man bscause the Spirit 1s given to
him. But possession of the Spirit is "not a general human
state”, Barth insists. To men in general the Spirit is given
"by measure", (Jn. 3:34). Jesus has human spirit in this sense
too; as very man He is able to die. But as the special One
that He is,
Jesus has the Holy Spirit lastingly and totallye.... He
not only has the Spirit, but primarily and basically He
is Spirit as He is soul of His body. For this reason

and in this way He lives. TTéB is His absolutely unique
relation to the Holy Spirit,

And this is the eschatological power of Jesus. DBarth writes
of this:
In Jesus the Evangelists and apostles discovered the new
man. They discovered the man upon whom the Spirit not
only descends intermittently and partially, but on whom
He rests, who does not merely live from the Spirit but
in the Spirit.l3
Thus it 1s the powerful "wind" or "breathing" of God which is
not only the power of Christ's redemptive work, but first of
all, the power of His very being itself. We have to understand
14
His whole being as TTVEudd «
For this reason the baptism of Jesus cannot be regarded
as His adoption to bscome the Son of God. He slready 1s the

beloved Son in whom God is well pleased, (Mt, 3:17). The bap-

Tikhrl Barth, The Doctrine of Creation, pt. 2, in Church Dogma-
ties, Vol, ITI, pt, 2, ed. G. W. Bromiley, T. F, Torrance,
Zdinburgh, T. and T. Clark, 1960, pp. 333-334.

121p1d,, p. 334. 131b14. 26,0, IV, T, ps 309
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tism is a revelation of who Jesus already is and has been, as
the Bearer of the Spirit from the time of His birth.lsha this
man, the obedient One and the objeect of the divine good-pleas-
ure, Jesus subjects Himself to the baptism of repentance in so-
lidarity with sinners., At Jordan, Jesus chose the nature of
His Messianic Kingship; as Barth puts it, "He entered upon the
way of a great sinner repenting."lsln the power of the Spirit
He can repent and be obedient for all men, as part of His re-
demptive work.

We hear of the Spirit again in the story of the temptation
of Christ, In the wilderness Jesus is tempted to abandon the
role of the One who fasts and repents for ainhers. He is temp-
ted to be something other than the obsdlient Son of Hls Father,
tempted to refuse "to give Himself unreservedly to be the one
great sinner who allows that God is in the right.”lvrn his doc-
trine of election, (II, 2), Barth interprets Christ as the one
elect man of God, who, as such, has the power to overcome Satan,
the power that no other man ever had.

Face to face with temptation man in himself cannot maine
tain the goodness of his creation in the divine image and

foreordination of the divine likeness., ghia is done by
the elected man Jesus, (Mt, 4:1<11)..0et

But sinful man, who cannot withstand temptation, 1s loved of
Cod from all eternity and foreordained to fellowship with Him,

Therefore,
I5¢.p., 111, 2, p. 479, 16¢,p,, IV, 1, p. 261,

17§.B. Barth's understending of the sinlessness of Christ, C.D.
I, 2, pp. 151159, NI

18¢,p,, II, 2, p. 122,
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In this one man Jesus, God puts at the head and in the
place of all other men the One who has the same power
as Himself to reject Satan, and to maintain and not
aurrenggr the goodness of man's divine creation and de-
stiny.
This power of Jesus, the same power as that of God Himself, is
the power by which He is one with the Father; it is the power of
His divine being, the power of the Holy Spirit. In Christ's di-
vinity lies the power of His obedient humanity. He is a man,
and can really be tempted. But because of who He is, He, unlike
all other men, must not only meet, but actually seek out temp-
tation. He must take the offensive against evil.eoThat is why
Mt, 4:1 says that the Spirit led Him into the wilderness to be
tempted. It was part of His Messianic work so to be tempted
and yet to remain the man without sin., He was able to do this,
as Luke suggests, because He was "full of the Spirit", (Lk, 4:1).
The synoptic gospels make 1little mention of tg; Spirit in

relation to Jesus after the temptation narratives. The miracle

12_5190.1:., I, 2, p. 123. 20¢.p., 1V, 1, pp. 260-261.
c.

K. Barrett, in The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradition
(New York and London, facmiifan Co., 1947) suggests that the Syn-
optists! scant mention of the Spirit in relation to Jesus may be
a result of Jesus Himself making little use of the term. Note
that Lk. 11:20 uses the word "finger", where Matthew uses "Spi-
rit". Barrett thinks that "finger" is more likely to be authen-
tic to Jesus' own words, for Luke is very interested in the Spi-
rit and would not likely have omitted a reference to Him that
was present in the source, (Barrett, p. 131). Barrett is of the
opinion that Jesus may have used the word Spirit seldom or not
at all. In this, he thinks, Jesus stood in the tradition of cer-
tain of the prophets who avoid the term because of the abuses of
the nabi prophets. In Jesus' time also there were any number of
"pneumatic" men in circulation, and He perhaps chose not to be
thought of in this way. Or He may have avolded direct reference
to the Spirit becsuse of His "Messianic Secret". To have claim-
ed a pre-eminent measure of the Spirit would have been to make
an open confession of His Messiahship, His spiritual, or power-
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stories do not usually mention the Spirit, It is quite clear
in one passage, however, that the Spirit is Christ's power to
perform His mighty acts: "If I cast out devils by the Spirit
of God, then the Kingdom of God has come upon you," (Mt, 12:28).
Jesus was able to do the mighty works as part of His redemptive,
eschatological work, as signs of the arrival of the Kingdom of
God in the world, Barth thinks of them as "preliminary announce=-
ments" of the great victory of His death and resurrection. He
does them as the Messiah, on whom the Spirit rests, and because
of whom the blind see, the lame walk, the deaf h.oaré the dead
are raised, and the Gospel is preached to the poor, : As the
Messlah, Jesus has the power to invade the realm of death and
disease, and this He does in His miracles. He does so by the
power of the Spirit: the same 8Spirit, Barth points out, that
overshadowed the virgin at the time of His conception, (Lk. 1:
55).251t is the Spirit, or power of His being, the power of His
oneness with God.

It is in this power also, the power of the Spirit, that Je-

ful acts are often done quietly, accompanied by a request for se-
erecy. This is an interesting and useful speculation of a kind
that Barth never makes, insisting that we are not to search for
Jesus' Messianic self-consclousness, or in any way to seek the
"historical Jesus" back behind, but strictly within, the Bibli-
cal)proclamation of Him, (e.g., C.D., I, 1, p. 460; I, 2, p.
351).

However, Barrett does not make a great deal of this point, and
argues on exegetical grounds that the Synoptists really did re-
gard Jesus' miracles as a work of the Spirit. This, he thinks
is evident especially in the use of the word Suvi..s, power, (p.
71f). The word is sometimes used of the consummation, (Mk, 9:1,
13:26) and also quite often of Jesus' mighty works, (e.g. Mk. 6:
2, 5, 9:39, Mt., 13:54, Lk, 13:10). But it is also used of the
Spirit, (Lk. 4:14, 24:29, 1:17, 1:35). Luke especially thinks
of fuvyis as the energy of the Spirit at work in Jesus.

226.p., III, 2, p. 600, 23¢.p., II, 1, p. 607.
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sus goes to His death. "Through the eternal Spirit He offer-
ed Himself without spot to God," (Heb. 9:14). The Spirit is
the power by which the One who had conquered over the tempter
now remained obedient to the Father even unto death.zsﬂe died
under the wrath of God on our behalf, and He did so as the
righteous One, in whom all are made righteous, (II Cor. 5:21).
In His death man and God were reconclied, and the power of sin
was broken, because of the power of His obedience. That 1s
why Paul calls the Cross "the power of God and the wisdom of
God," (I Cor. 1:24). It is the means by which God conguers
over all evil power. Christ's obedience unto death is itself
the power of God, the omnipotence of God over evil. Therefore,
writes Barth, "Jesus Christ the Crucified 1s Himself the power
of God." He identifiles this power of the Crucified as the same
power which overshadowed HMary In Lk, 1:35, that is, the power
of the Holy Spirit.26

And finally, the Spirit is God's power to railse Jesus from
the dead. I Pet, 3:18 tells us that He was "quickened by the
Spirit." Again, in Rom. 1:4, we are told that He was raised
"according te the Spirit of holiness." And Rom, 8:11 identifies
the indwelling Spirit as the One who raised Jesus. This is not
to suggest that the Spirit, apart from the Father, performed

the miracle of the resurrection. In Gal. 1:1 and Rom., 6:4, the

©4Kayl Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, pt. 2, in Church
Dogmatics, Vole IV, pt. 2, 8d. 0. 7. Bromiley, T. F. Torrance,
Edin%ﬁig

h’ T. and T. 01ark’ 1958, Pe 323
25Ibid., pe. 324. 26C.D., II, 1, p. 607,
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Father is sald to have raised Jesus. There can be no ques=-
tion of the Spirit working independently of the Father, or of
the Son. But the Spirit is the unity of Father and Son, for
Father and Son have the Spirit in cammon.271n view of this, we
find Barth in several places discussing the resurrection as the
work of the Father, of the Son, and of the Spirit., In IV, 1,
for example, under the heading "The Verdiect of the Father",
Barth argues that ths event of Easter has to be understood pri-
marily as the raising whiech happens to Jesus Christ as a pure
gift of grace. It is God's freely chosen exaltation of man; it
is the justification of man.zshnd in this free action of the
Father we see also the lowliness, the subordination of the co=-
eternal Son. "Not simply as man, but even as Son of God," says
Barth, "Jesus Christ is here simply the One who takes and receives,
just as in His death on the Cross, it is not only as man, but as
the Son of God that He is wholly and only the obedient Servant.“29
On the other hand, there is a sense in which the Son is raised
in His own power. He says "I am the resurrection and the life,"
(Jn. 11:25). He had the power to give His life and to take it
again, (Jn. 10:18), Thus Barth can say, in III, 2, "Jesus' re-
surrection from the dead is grounded in the fact that over against
His determination KT« cvpkd as the Son of David, (the determina-
tion under which He could be and was slain) stands His determina-

tion Kkaty TveuuA , under which His resurrection from the dead

27c,D., I, 1, p. 557. 28¢,D., IV, 1, pp. 303-304,

29
Ib’.d.. p. 304.
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was a divine necessity." Jesus' own power to be raised from
the dead is none other than the power by which He is one with
the Father, the power of the Spirit. The Spirit is the Giver
of life, (CGen. 2:7). In Jesus there is "life" in a pre-eminent
measure, He is the source of the fullness of life, as the "per-
fect Recipient and Bearer of the Spirit.“31Thus John says of Je-
sus that "In him was life," (1:4); "For as the Father hath life
in himself, so hath he given to the Son to have 1life in himself,"
(5:26). Jesus says "I am the life," (11:25, 14:6). God sent
His only-begotten Son into the world that we might live through
Him, (I Jn. 4:9). To have the Son is to have life, (I Jn. 5:
12)., He 1s the "bread of 1ife," (Jn. 6:35). "I live and ye
shall live also," (Jn. 14:19). "I am come that they might have
life, and have it more abundantly, (Jn. 10:10). Barth quotes
these passages and many others,szto show that Christ Himself,
in His own being, 1s the source of new life, or resurrected,
eschatological life., This fact arises precisely from His one-
ness with the Father. He is the "life-giving Spirit," (I Cor. 15:
45). John 3:6 tells us, "That which is born of the Spirit is
Spirit." The life of Christ, His crucified and resurrected life,
as God Himself Incarnate by the power of the Spirit in the vir-

33
gin Mary is itself » DBecause Christ is Spirit, and there-

:Oc.p. III, 2, p. 333, OSlIbid., p. 335.  S2Ibid,

N. Q. Hamilton, in The Holy Spirit and Eschatolo in Paul
(Edinburgh, Oliver and Boyd EEE 1057) expresses %Ee matter
well: "The Lord is 'equipped' with the Spirit in the same way
as a man is 'equipped' with life., The grace or the gospel in
this fact is that Christ's life of resurrection and exaltation
is a coomunicable one. It is not confined to Christ. It is a
%1felg?at can make others slive. It 1s a life-giving Spirit."

Pe .
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fore the very power and life of God, Barth has to say also that
"He 1s the One for whom it was impossible that the resurrection
from the dead should not take plaoo."s4 It has to be sald, then,
that the resurrection of Christ, which is the justification of
man and the doelsive eschatological event, is the work of the
Father, by the power of the Spirit; but it occurs also in the
power of the Son Himself, who, in His unity with the Fether, by
the Spirit, is Himself the power of God.55 Or, more simply, one
can say, as Barth does, "the resurrection of Jesus Christ took
place by the Holy Spirit-“s6

After the death, resurrection, and ascension of Christ we
have a new spiritual situation. In John 20:22 we are told that
Jesus breathed on His disciples with the words, "Receive the
Holy Spirit." And in Acts 2:1f we hear of the fulfilment of
the prophecy of Joel 2:28, that God has poured out His Spirit
upon all flesh. There 1s & new power in the world based on the
life, death and resurrection of Christ, Luke is especlally in-
terested in the new work of the Spirit as the power of proaching??
In Acts 1:8, Jesus says, "You shall receive power after that the
Holy Spirit is come upon you: and you shall be witnesses unto
me,." Throughout the Book of Acts there are not only m!raculous
conversions through powerful preaching, and pneumatic speaking
in tongues, but also miraculous mighty acts performed by the

340.1).. II. 1’ p. 606. sslbid.. p. 606-60’7.

:Gc.n., IV, 1, p. 308.

"Spirit of God, p. 39.
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apostles. The power of the Spirit that belonged to Jesus had
been released to His followers., The Church, the community of
His followers, is the community of the Last Days, the eschato-
logical community. The epistles too, particularly those of
Paul, are rich with a new sense of the powerful presence of the
Lord through the Spirit., What then is the relation of the Spi-
rit and Christ in the time of the Church? We find a great deal
of direct teaching about this In John and Paul, who write of it
very similarly.sa

We have already seen that during the time of Christ's life
on earth, as it is before us mainly in the Synoptic gospels, He
is dependent upon the Spirit, for His birth, His obedience, His
miracles, His death and resurrection. But after the resurrect-
ion and ascension the Spirit follows Christ, and this is the
note that runs through John and Paul. According to John 16:7,
Jesus had explained that the Spirit would come only after He
departed. The Spirit would guide the Church into all Truth,
but "He will not utter a messaege of His own; He will utter the
megsage that has been given to Him and will make plain to you
what 1s still to come., And He will bring honour to me, be-
cause 1t is from me that He will derive what He makes plain to
you," (Jn, 16:13-15). The Spirit, according to John, is from
the Father, but also from the Son. In John 15:26, the Spirit
"proceeds" from the Father, but is sent by the Son and bears

33&. S. Hendry, The Holy Spirit in Christian Theology, Philadel=-

phla, Westminster Press, s DPDe. 23=24,
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witness to the Son, In 14:168 the Son asks the Father to send
the Spirit; again in 14:20, the Father will send the Splirit
"on my account". Jesus is the One who baptizes with the Holy
Spirit, (Jn, 1:33). Commenting on these passages, Barth writes,
"the outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2 1s depicted as a
work supervening upon the completed Kerygma of the life, death
and resurrection of Jesua.“nghia does not mean that there were
no men who had received the Spirit before Cood Friday and Eas-
ter. There were anticipations in the confession of Peter, (Mt,
16:16), and on the occasion of the Transfiguration, (Mk, 9:2).
The diversity in the accounts of the giving of the Spirit, (Jn.
20:22, Acts 2:1f) testify that it was an event which, chronolo-
gically, was not limited to the day of antacost.4oﬂbverthnleas,
it is abundantly clear that the work of the Spirit 1s to testify
to Christ end His redemptive work., If Christ is the Truth, (Jn.
14:6), then the Spirit is the "Spirit of Truth", (Jn. 14:17).
Of this, Barth writes: "the power which does not work arbitra-
rily or independently, but simply declares Jesus, accomplishing
again and again the disclosure and revelation of His reality."41
The Spirit is the Paraclete, or Comforter, (Jn., 14:16, 26, 15126,
16:7). Comments Barth: "This term describes Him as the Mediator,
Advocate and Spokesman of Jesus Christ to His oun.“42Thia means

that Christians are not left to their own deviecas. Christ 1s

3‘3&.1:., I, 1, p. 517, 40Ibid,, p. 518.
CoDoy IV, 2, p. 326. *1p14., p. 326.
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43
with them, even unte the end of the world, (Mt. 28:20)., The
Spirit, in short, is the continuing presence of Christ after
44

His departure. The Spirit of God that was His during His life

:Zc.n., IV, 2, p. 327.

Certain comments on Barth's conception of the relation of
Christ and the Spirit in Hendrikus Berkhof's becok The Doctrine
of the Holy Sfirit, (Richmond, John Knox Press, 198Z4) call for
attention., V reference to the Church Dogmatics up to and in-
cluding IV, 1, Berkhof says that Barth sees %Ee Spirit as "mere-
ly instrumental"™ and "entirely subordinate" to Christ, (pp. 22-
23)e It is true, of course, that in I, 2, and IV, 1 especially,
Barth gives great emphasis to the Spirit's work as witness to
Christ« but as far as I know he does not use the words "instru-
mental® or "subordinate". Certainly he is also very much aware,
especlally in III, 2 and IV, 2 of Christ's dependence on the
Spirit, as stressed particularly in the Synoptic Gospels, Barth
sometimes speaks of a servitude, even a subordination (but not
an ontic, essential subordination) of the Son to the Father, (e.g.
IV, 1, pp. 202=-209). But since the Spirit is the Spirit of the
Father as well as of the Son, 1t would always be improper to
speak of a subordination of the Spirit to the Son. Barth quite
explicitly denies any subordination of the Spirit in C.D., I, 2
pe 208, He denies not only the subordination of the Being, but
also of the Work of the Spirit.

Further on, Berkhof writes that "Suddenly we find a deepening
and widening of his view," in IV, 2 and IV, 3, where Barth speaks
of the "power of Christ's resurrection which works the miracles
of light, liberation, knowledge, peace and life (even healing),"
and defines the Spirit as "no other than the presence and action
of Jesus Christ Himself,.ss" (pe 29). I think there is actually
no sudden change or discontinuity here. Vol, IV, 2, because it
deals with sanctification, speaks more of man's life in the Spi-
rit than IV, 1. And IV, 3 stresses the oneness of Christ and
the Spirit because it desls with Christ's prophetic work, or
the revealing character of reconciliation, Moreover, there is
no question of Berth identifying Christ and Spirit to the exclu-
sion of their distinction. It is clear even in IV, 3 that,
while the Spirit is the form of Christ's rousia in the time
of the Church, there 1s no simple identity of Christ and Spirit.
Christ, as the Word, is especially related to the Scripture and
Church. And He is aiso the exalted Lord at the right hand of the
Father in heaven, (IV, 3, p. 504), where the Spirit is eternally
the Spirit of both Faghar and Son. N.B. also the clear distine-
tion Barth makes between the work of the Son and the work of the
Spirit in IV, 1: ",..we are reminded of the remarkable pause in-
dicated in the New Testament between ascension and Pentecost--a
new thing, another dimension of the one mystery, a further step
%n the yay and progress of the one CGod in His address to0 man...."

De 645) o
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on earth is now breathed into His followers as His continuing
presence,

This becomes even clearer in the writings of Paul. There
we find a relation both of identity and distinction between
Christ and the Spirit., To be "in Christ" and "in the Spirit"
seem to be the same thing, (Rom, 8:1, 9, Pnil, 2:1). The Spi-
rit is the Spirit "of the Lord", "of Christ", (Rom. 8:9, Gal,
4:6, Phil. 1:19). Paul even says simply at one point, "The Spi-
rit is the Lord," (II Cor. 3:17). The Spirit is also distinct
from Christ, for He brings about an inner experience of the out-
ward objective facts about Christ. One must hear a report about
Christ before faith, (Rom. 10:17), yet no man can say Jesus is
Lord except by the Holy Spirit, (I Cor. 12:3). Before the ad-
vent of the historical Christ, the Spirit is related to Him
prophetically and proleptically, (I Pet. 1:10-12). In keeping
with all this, Barth declares that the Holy Spirit is "the pow=-
er in which Jesus Christ is alive amongst men."45

Barth's understanding of the relation of the Spirit teo
Christ in the time of the Church is nowhere clearer than in his
discussion of the parousia in IV, 3, He contends there that the
resurrection, pentecost, and consummation are to be understood
as a three-fold unity, all falling properly under the heading
parousia, which means "effective presenca“.4sfheir unity is
not explicit in the New Testament, but is implied by the escha-

*06.D., 1V, 2, p. 323, 46c.p,, IV, 3, p. 292f.
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tological nature of the resurrection and the descent of the
Spirit. Barth rejects the idea that Jesus was deluded about
His immanent return, and argues that sayings which dscribe that
view to Him can only be understood in terms of the z-oaum'eetionf7
Jesus believed He would be vindicated soon after His passion,
and so He was when He was raised from the dead on the third daye.
And He expected a time lapse after the consummation, during
which the disciples were to take the gospel to all nations,
Pentecost and the consummation, says Barth, occur on the pre-
supposition of Easter: they are the victories that follow on
the primal victory. The resurrection is the "planting of the
seed", and pentecost and the consummation follow as its growth
and rruition.4BThe resurrection too, of course, has as its pre-
supposition the obedient 1ife and death, the judgment end recon-
ciliation wrought out on the Cross. Easter 1s the revelation of
the meaning of His 1ife and death. It 1s His authentication,
the begimning of the end of His concealment. The Messianic Se-
eret 1s over and done with., The hidden Lord is unveiled, and
His unveiling continues by the outpouring of the Spirit upon
the Church at pentecost and throughout the centuries of the
Church's witness, and will culminate In His final appearing to
every eye. Barth wants to say, therefore, that resurrection,

pentecost and consummation are "one event" in three forms. They
49

are all forms of the new coming of the One who came before.

z’&.n., IV, 3, Pe 295. 481pid., p. 306.

491b1d., pp. 293f,
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They are distinet from one another, and yet, as a unity, they
are in sharp distinection to His hiddenness, His lowliness, His
weakness, prior to the resurrection, for they are characterized
by exaltation, glory and power,

It is the "middle form" of His coming agein that interests
us here: His parocusia as the Holy Spirit, initiated at Pentecost.
This is the important point: If Christ's coming agein in power
is one event, 1f eschatological time is one, and not divided,
then, says Barth, there can be no vacuum in the midst of its
oocurrenoe.SOOur relationship to Christ is not reduced to a
mere looking back or looking forward. We are not left to our-
selves, DNor can Christ be absorbed into the Christisn kerygma,
faith or community. It is His own prophetic office, His own
self-declaration in the resurrection, in the ocutpouring of the
Spirit, and finelly in His appearing to every eye, that He makes
Himgelf known to men as the one "True Witness" to Himself.sl“no
Himself is fully present end active," Barth declares. "He does
not really need any representatives, eny anointed or unanointed,
sacramentally or existentially endowed vicars."sgaeaua Christ is
not replaced by Christianity. He 1s present in the time between
the times by the Holy Spirit, This i1s perhaps one of the most
important things Barth has to say, both to Roman Cathol icism and
the existentielism of Bultmann.

The Holy Spirit, then, is the Spirit of Jesus Christ, the

;":c,n., IV, 3, pe 349, Slibid,, p. 366f.

Ibid,, pe 350,
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Spirit of the Weord, of the Son,%3 "the power with which we
have to do when we are concerned with the transition from
Jesus Christ to other men, with a fellowship and unity between
Him and thsm."s4 This is Barth's meaning when he spesks in I, 2,
of the Spirit as the "Subjective Reality" and "Possibility" of
revelation., The Spirit is the power by which God's Vord, Je=-
sus Christ, is alive amongst us as our contemporary, the power
by Vhom Jesus Christ gets Himself heard and believed in, crea-
ting the knowledge of God. Further discussion of this theme
must now await Chapters Three and Four.
(¢) The Spirit in the Trinity
Before we proceed, in the next chapter, to investigate
our participation in Christ by the Spirit, we must first deal
with one further aspect of the relation of Jesus Christ and
the Spirit, that 1s, the eternal relation of the Son and the
Spirit, together with the Father, in the Triune Being of Gode.
The relation of Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, combined with
the relation of Jesus Christ to the Father, as seen in Christ
Himself, afford us a profound, even Intlmate knowledge of God
as He is in Himself. ZXKarl Barth has dealt with This theme
especlally in Church Dogmatics, I, 1. His doctrine of the Tri-

nity offers no startling new aspects that are not present in
the Fathers or Reformers, and he constantly refers to his in-
debtedness to them, But unlike most theologians, Barth has

5‘c.n., IV, 2, p. 330,
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placed the doctrine of the Trinity at the head of his dogma=-
ties, within the chapter entitled "The Revelation of God".1

Barth insists that the doctrine of the Trinity must have
no other source than the Bibliecel revelation., Ile tells us that,
although we have to approach traditional dogma with a certaln
pre judice in favour of its truth, with respect for its relative
but not absolute authority, it must nevertheless be "proved"
by Scripture.2 He points to various Scripture passsges that
hint at the Trinity, e.g. Is. 61:1f., Mt. 28:19, Rom, 1l:1-4,
II Thess. 2813, I Jdn. 5:7, I Pet, 1:2, II Cor, 13:14, Jude 20-21,
I Cor. 12:4, Eph. 4:4. These passages, of course, are far from
stating the doctrire of the Trinity. He grants that the doctrine
cannot 1tself be read anywhere in the Bible, but this is so of
any degmatic formulation. That is merely a reminder of the
risk of all theology, and indeed of all Scripture exposition.
Nevertheless, every dogma must be substantiated as a just inter-
pretation of the Bibla.3

Barth tells us that the statement "God reveals Himself as
the Lord" is the root of the doctrine of the Tzc-a:nit:,v.4 The
Biblical concept of revelation implies the doctrine of the Trinity,
for God in His revelation is God Himself. That is why revelation
is a ground which has no higher or deeper ground above or be-
hind 1%, an authority than which there is no higher authority

possible, Its reality ard truth do not depend upon a superior

;c.n., I, 1, pp. 339%. 2Ibid., p. 356.
Ibid,, pp. 354-356, 350-360. 41bid. De 353.
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reality and truth and it stands in need of no legitimation
from any such higher or deeper point of reference, God's re=-
velation has 1ts reality and truth ontically and noetically in
1tself.5 All this is so simply because God in His revelatlon is
God Himself,

"God reveals Himself through Himself," says Barth, for "Ged
Himgelf 1s not only Himself but also His aelf-rovalat:lon.“6 Ac-
cording to the Bible's understanding of revelation, He is the
"pevealing Cod, and the event of revelation and its effect upon
man."7 It 1s for this reason that Barth puts the Trinity first.
We cannot speak of revelation, or the knowledge of God, cannot
do prolegomena, that 1s, account for theology's path to know-
ledge, without getting involved in the doctrine of the Trinity.
This 1s becesuse knowledge of God comes by way of God. "God's
Vord 1s ldentiecal with God Himself," Propositions about the
Trinity are indirectly ldentical with propositions about revela-
tion.e Berth quotes Harnack with approval: "Confession of Fa-
ther, Son and Spirit 1s the unfolding of the belief that Jesus
is the Chriat."9 In His revelation, God distinguishes Himself
from Himself; He i1s Cod "a second time" in the form of something
He 1s not.lo He ean do this because He is free, free to be God
in more than one way. In Christ He 1is free tc exist in ths

form of men among men, But it is not the form as such that re-

5¢.D., I, 1, p. 350, mvid., p. 343. "Ibia,
®Ibid., p. 355. 9Ibid., p. 361e 1%m14,, p. 363.
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veals, but God in the form, This is the point: "God assuming
a form is not a medium or third thing between God and man,"l1
(Arianism) but God Himself, That is the significance of In-
carnation for the doctrine of revelation, The Father, the Re-
vealer is God. But the Revelation, Jesus Christ the Son, 1s
also God. God does not touch us with a long stick. His very
EBeing 1s amongst us and within, really within our very human
nature. He is God in these two ways, as Revealer and as Reve-
lation,

And He 1s God also in a third way which Barth calls "Re-
vealedness™, He is the power by which man 1s able to receive
the revelation, Man is not predisposed to know God., In his
sin he is predisposed to resist such knowledge, BDPut at Pente-
cost, revelation "drops down vertically from haaven."lzsod ech-
ieves His goal, the enlightenment of man, by way of this third

mode of His Belng. It is the Spirit, ex Patre Filioque, He

comes from the Father at Pentecost because of the reconcilia-
13
tion accomplished in the Son. On the basis of the work of the

Son, the Spirit is God's freedom to grant man the knowledge of
Gode And He 1s therefore man's freedom for such knowledge.
Man's presence at God's revelation is not men's work but God's
work.l‘

Now because the Spirit is ex Patre Filioque in God's opera-

tions ad extra, Barth argues that He 1is this &lso in the eternal

i1 12
OaPia Ii 1o 9 380, Ibide, Pe 380,

Ibid.. Pe 517, Ibid:. Pe 533.
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Being of God.s This is the fundamental principle on the ba-
sis of which true knowledge of God is possible at all: "Vhat
He 1s in revelation He is antecedently in Himself, And what
He is antecedently in Himself He 1s in revelation, Right with-
in the deepest depths of deity, as the final thing to be sald
of Him, ng is God the Spirlit as He 1s God the Father and God

5

the Son.," WNot only in His revelation, but in Himself, God 1s
One-in-Three and Three-in-One,

Barth claims that such & thoroughgoing doctrine of the in-
ner Triune Being of God 1s not in the least an offence against
God's unity. On the contrary, it is absolutely the only way to
preserve at the same time the unity of God along with the rea-

16

lity of revelation, Revelation in Christ and monotheism are
not to be understood as two different theoretical interests
opposed to cne another and then brought into an artificial a-
greement In the doctrine of the Trinity. Rather, anti-Trini-
tarienism always finds 1tself in the dllemme of denying either
the unity or the revelation of God.

According as 1t really asserts the unity of God, it must

call revelation in question as the act of the real pre-

sence of the real God: the unity of God in which there

are no distinet persons will make 1t impossible for it

to take revelation seriously as the genuine presence of

God in 1ts manifest otherness, as compared with the invi-

sible God who is Spirit, According as contrariwise... it

is ready to assert revelation but without recognising the

Son's and the Spirit's equality of nature with the Father
in heaven, 1t will call the unity of CGod in question. It

15¢.p., I, 1, pp. 533-534, 161bid., p. 403f.
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will not, in fact, in its concept of revelation, be able
to avold folsting iIn a third thing which 1s not God, an

hypostaslis not divine..., but half-divigq, between man and
God and making 1t the object of faith.

One may deny the divinity of revelation, and think of Son and
Spirit as exalted creatures used by God, but not God Himself,
as Arius did. But this is to deny a real Incarnation, and fur-
thermore, to raise the suspicion that the Spirit is perhaps a
seni-divine authority alongside of God, a proposition incompati-
ble with the unity of God.IBOr one may be a modalist, (a Sabel-
lian), and hold that the Son and Spirit are merely "phenomenal
forms under which God's real single essence was concealed as
something different and higher,"” If this wers so, asks Barth,
could revelation be belleved in, with the thought in the back-
ground thet in it we have to dc not with God as He 1is, but only
with a god as He appears to us. In this case, as in the case
of Arianism, faith In revelation would be idolatry.lglf God 1is
really God Himself in His revelation, then He is God in three
ways, in three modes of Being, Father, Son and Spirit, and yet
He is one: One-in-Three and Throe-inpOne.go

Our special interest here is the Being of the eternal Spi=-
rit within the Holy Trinity. Barth tells us that the Holy Spi-
rit does not first become Holy Spirit in the event of revelation,
but the event of revelation is pocssible only because God 1s

21
Spirit in Himself, The Spirit, by whom we know God's Word, is,

17
lgc.n.l I, 1, p. 404, ;iIbid.. p. 405,
Ibid, Ibids, pp. 400f.

2l1bid., p. 533.
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like the Word, God Himself, He is the Lord, The Spirit, like
the Son, is consubstantial with the Father (and the Son), but
unlike the Son, the Spirit is not consubstantlial with men. He
is not at all part of the created order, not to be confused with
the splirit of men. As true God, the Spirit is the Creator, to-
gether with the Pather, (and the Son), and the Reconciler, as

Spirit of the Father and the Son, Opera trinitatis ad exira
22

sunt indivisa, Ko absolute boundaries can be drawn between the
works of the three modes of the Divine Being, for God 1s One,
and indivisible. They are with one ancther and in one another
in their community of Being &s well as in their works, (pericho-
;gg;g).as The Spirit is not inferior to or subordinate to the
Father and Son, but wholly and utterly He 1s the eternal God.

He is non factus neec creatus; nor 1s He, like the Son, genitus,
but procedens, As the Nicene Creed states 1t, He proceeds from
the Father and the Son. We are tied to the rule, argues Barth,
and the rule is fundamental, that pronocuncements upon the reality
of the divine modes of existence, "antecedently in themselves"”
cannot in content be any different from those that have to be
made about their reality in revelation. But what we see and
hear in revelation can really be said about GCod antecedently in
Himself., The reality of God in His revelation is not to be bra-
ckoeted with an "only"™, Barth tells us, as though somewhere be-
hird Hig revelation there stood another reality of God, but the

2% p., 1, 1, p. 540, 231b1d,, pp. 453-456.
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reality of God which meets us in revelation is His realily
in all the depths of eternity.24 That means that if the work
of the Spirlt follows and depends on the work of the Son, so
also the Being of the Spirit follows and depends upon the Be-
ing of the Son, as well as of the Father, Therefore Barth a-
grees with the statement in the Western creed, that the Spi-
rit proceeds from Father and Son., To say that the Son is be-
gotten by the Father and that the Spirit proceeds from Father
and Son, 1s only to indicate a distinctlion, a difference be-
tween the two. The pecullarity of the procession of the Spi-
rit as compared with the begetting of the Son may be indica-
ted by the concept "breathing”, spiratio, but, strictly spea-
king, merely indicated, says Barth. "For how is breathing to
be distinguished from generation, if by both is to be indica-
ted with squal unconditionality the eternal genesls of an e-
ternal mode of God's existance?esBoth spiratio Spiritus, and
generatioc Filil are but figures, attempts to express what man

eannot express. "For that reason we are now ambarrassed to
know at what point, in order to realise what spiratio is, we
can compare spiratio with ggneratio.“gs We cannot define Fa-
ther, Son and Holy Spirit or delimit them from one another.,

We can only say that in revelation we are faced with Three,

yet Three-in-One, who are reality antecedently in God's eternal

Being.

Nevertheless, in Barth's view, if we can say ex Patre Fil-

S0, 1,1, p. 548. oIbla,, p. 645. "CIbia., p. 544.
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lioque at all, as we can on the basls of revelation, we can
say that the Spirit is what the Father and the Son have in
common, The Spirit belongs both to Father and Son., The Fi-
lioque is the expression of the knowledge of the communion be-
tween Father and Son, that is, that the Spirit is Love, which
1s the essence of their communion.28 On the basis of this under-
standing we speak of the Father and Son "in the unity of the Ho-
ly Spirit", in the unity of the Love which God is, which ties
the Father and Son together etarnally.agThe Spirit is the com-
mon factor, the communicn, the "communityness" of Father and
Son. The Spirit is the Love with which God loves Himself, as
the Father loves the Son and as the Son loves the Father., The
Spirit 1s the result of thelr common "breathing", spiratio.
Barth thinks God's Love and God's Spirit are the same thing.
The two equations, "God 1s Love", (I Jn, 4:8, 16) and "God 1is
Spirit", (Jn. 4:24), says Barth, erxplain one another, for "to
say 'love'... is to say 'Spirit'-e-the Spirit in whom Cod 1s whol=-
ly the Father of the Son and wholly the Son of the Father....
And to say 'Spirit'... 1s to say 'love'=<the love which as and
even before He loves us is the love in which the Father loves
the Son and the Son the Father."50

But the Spirit is not only the unity in which God loves

Himself; He is slso the unity in which God knows Himself. In

28¢.p., 1, 1, p. 549.

29Barth recognizes his indebtedness especially to Augustine's
De Trinitate, C.D., I, 1, pp. 537, 538, 551, 560,

30
COD.' Iv’ 2’ p. 757.
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II, 1, Barth tells us that without God's eternal objectivity
to Himself there could be no knowledge of God. Our knowledge
is derived and secondary. God in Himself, without us, 1s know-
able and known to Himself, for "the Father knows the Son and
the Son the Father in the unity of the Holy Spirit. This occur-
rencé in God Himself 1s the essence and strength of our know-
ledge of God." This means that the Being of God as Spirit,
as the Love of the Father and Son, and as the unity, the com=
mon factor in God's knowledge of Himself, is the eternal ground
of our knowledge of God. Because the God who is Spirit is the
God who is Love, we, who are creatures, are glven a share in
God's self-knowledge--not as a necessity to God, but as pure
grace. Therefore, says Barth,

The Love which meets us in reconciliation and, locking

backwards from that, in creation, is therefore and there-

by Love, the highest law and ultimate reality, because

God 1s Love antecedently in Himself,.,... Because CGod 1is

Love antecedently in Himself, therefore love exlsts and

et g oo gt i Sl Seatlouilipesi gl i

.

The Gospel of Love is eternally end powerfully founded upon the -
inner nature and Being of God as Spirit. The revelation in
Christ through the Spirit grants us even this profound glimpse
into the Infinite depths of the Love of God, This is the know-
ledge of God that grasps not only our minds, but takes hold of

our whole existence, to make us new men,

32

Sl¢.p., 11, 1, p. 49. C.D., I, 1, p. 553.



CHAPTER THREE
The Holy Spirit and Man

Knowledge of God comes to us through His Word made flesh,
which is made contemporary with us by the power of the Holy
Spirit, On the basis of the reconciling work of Christ, the
Spirit gives us new life, eschatological 1ife, which fits us
to know God in a relationship of obedience. In this chapter
we must look more closely at what Barth terms "the subjective
possibility of revelation", the derivative reconciling work of
the Epirit which prepares man to hear the VWord, and thus to
know God.

The doctrines of men end of the Spirit are especially as-
sociated with one another. As Barth points out, man enters the
Apostles' Creed only in the third article when 1t comes to speak
of the Spirit:l "The Holy Ghost, the Holy Catholic Church, the
communion of salnts, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of
the body and the life everlasting." Knowledge of God is a pos-
sibility for men only in the "forgiveness of sins" which is rea-
lized in men subjectively by the power of the Spirit, for sin is
the condition of man with which God has to deal if man is to know
Him, Man must be restored to his proper nature, his perversion
must be removed, in order for him to know God. Our first step
here, then, must be a study of the true nature of man, and then
of man's sin, in order then to understand the reconciling work

of the Spirit.

lKarl Barth, Credo, trens. J. S. McNab, London, Hodder and Stoughe

ton, 1936, p. 127
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(a) Real HMan

Vhat 1s to be sald about man, the creature who comes to
know God by way of the Word and Spirit? Just how does it lie
within him to know his Creator? In Church Dogmatics, III, 2,
Barth gives us a thorough treatment of "man as an object of
theological knowledge."1 The Christian must not attempt to un-
derstand man speculatively or Introspectively apart from the
Word of God. Nor can he be satisfied to describe merely the
"phenomena" of the human, features of man that do not define
his essence and which may be discovered quite legitimately by
the human sciences,--biology, medicine, psychology, sociology,
history, etc. Christian theological anthropology seeks to know
man in his "inner reality and wholeness," and therefore in his
relation to Godes This has to be known on the basils of the Word
of God, and therefore Biblically,

Now man viewed in the light of the VWord of God is a sinner
"who has covered his own creaturely being with shamﬂ.“z How then
1s it possible to see beneath man's sin to reach a doctrine of
his creaturely essence, of his proper human nature as such?
Man has no power of vision to see through his perverted state
to his true nature., The Word of God must tell him what he is,
and does so in the Person of Jesus Christ. Barth tells us,

"As the man Jesus 1s Himself the revealing Word of God, He is

the source of our knowledge of the nature of man as created by

1¢.p., 111, 2, pp. 19f. 2Ibid., p. 27.
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3
God." Anthropology has to be founded upon Christology, because
Jesus Christ is "real man", "Real man" is unperverted men, man
without sin, Because sin does not belong to the nature of man
as such, explains Barth, it is not part of the doctrine of crea-
tlon, but rather of the doctrine of reconciliation.4 If we want
to see beneath man's sin to his true nature we must look at the
real man Jesus.

What do we discover about man by looking at Jesus., We
find first of all, according to Berth, that "to be man is to
be with God."5 Man derives from God. His being rests upon God's
election and conslsts in hearing His Word. Man's being is there-

6
fore "summoned because chosen", it is "being claimed". It is,

more specifically, a "being in gratitude".7 It is a "being in
the act of response to God," and therefore has the character
of a knowledge of God. Because the whole meaning of his exis-
tence llies in hls responsibility before God, he must know God.
Real man as such knows God, just because his belng consists in
hearing God's Word,

Barth continues to speak of the true nature of man when he
deals with his relation to the fellowman. "Ve have to do with
real man," he says, "when his existence takes place in this en=-
counter, only in the form of man with his fellowman."8 It 1s

unfortunate, and a 1ittle confusing, that he does not discuss

the relation to the fellowman under "real man", since the re-

3

GDY TTTI 2, pe Mle 4Ibid., p. 34.
SIbid., p. 135. 61bid., pp. 150-151.,

TIbid., p. 166. 8Ibid., p. 249.
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lation to the fellowman is essential to man as such, And 1t
is within this section on man with the fellowman, "The Basic
Form of Humenity", that Barth comes to discuss the erueial con-

cept of the imago Dei, Cen, 1:27 reads "Cod created man in his

own image..., mele and female created he them," He belleves

that it is in the relation of man with the fellowman, especilal-

ly man with woman, that men images God. He thinks it not 1nsig-
nificant that v. 26 has God say "Let us create man." Not that

the writer of Geneslis knew about the Holy Trinity, but that he

had some 1dea thet the one Cod in His eternal Beling is not so-
litary and alone, but in community.g In that men too is not a-
lone, but "male and female", Adam and Eve, he is a "copy" of

God, "He [God)] is the original and source of every I and ThoU....
And 1t is this relationship in the inner divine being which is re-
peated and reflected in God's eternal covenant with man as reveal-
ed and operative in time in the humanity of Jesua."lo This meens
that the image too has to be understood Christologically. Jesus
ies "the man for other men,” The humenity of Jesus the real man
(the men for CGod) is the imape of God.llTho humanity of Jesus
with end for the fellowman images the relationship of Father

and fon in the unity of the Spirit. The similarity between God
and man which 1s elluded to by the "image" passages 1s thils si-

milarity of two relationships:

96D, ITI, 1, pe 186, 106,p,, 111, 2, pp. 218-219.
llIbid“ De 219.
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Man ) Tather
Pellowman . Son

But the image of God in man has to do not only with his rela-
tionship to the fellowman, but also with his relationship to
Cod:

It is a question of the relaticnship within the being of
God on the one side and between the being of Cod and that
of man on the other, Between these two relationships as
such-=1t is in thls sense that the sscond is the image of
the first--there is corresfgndonce and similarity. There
is an analogla relationis,

This in fact 1s an analegy of proportionality with three terms,
when the one above 1s included:

Man e God * Father
Fellowman ¢ Van . Son

The relation of man with the fellowman (I and Thou) 1s analogous
to ﬁhe relation of Father and Son in the Trinity (as seen in the
Incarnate fon Jesus), and this in turn is enslogous to the rela=-
tion of God and man, Man images God therefore in two ways. First,
as the creaturely "thou" he responds in loving gratitude to his
Creator, the eternal "Thou", even as the only-begotten Son ans-
wers his Father's Love with responsive obedient Love. Second-

ly, man as "thou" lives in loving relétionship with his fellowman,
his fellow "thou", (especially woman), who responds to him by re-
turning his love., Hence man's belng as the image of God 1s his
"being in the act of response to God," and being "in the form

of man with his fellowman." lan's essential being, then, is his
imaging of God. To be man is to image God.s That 1s why Earth

EE.D.' III’ 2’ pt 2200
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has to say, in III, 1 and III, 2, that the image of God remains
13
in man despite sin., "The sin of man," he tells us, "cannot be

13Barth admitted this as early as 1934 in his No! Answer to Emil

Brunner, (in Natural Theology, trans. P. Fraenkel, London, Geof-
frey Bles, 1946)., Brunner had argued, in Nature and Grace, (ops.
cit,), that a formel imago Del remained in man despite sIn, and
that this was the point of contact for the Word of God. Man re-
mains man, a personal subject, responsible before God. Though
materially the imago is completely lost, man is a sinner through
and through and there is nothing in him which is not defiled by
sin, (pp. 23-24), "No one who agrees," says Brunner, "that only
human subjects but not stocks and stones can receive the Word of
God and the Holy Spirit can deny that there 1s such a thing as a
point of contact for the divine grace of redemption,” (p. 31). As
we shall see, PEarth says very similar things in C.D., III, 1 and
III, 2. Brunner, in 1950, wrote an article entitled "The New
Barth", (in Theologische Zeitschrift, May 1950, trans., J. C. Camp-
bell, in ScottIsh Journal of Theology, Vol. IV, (1951), pp. 123-
135), rejoicing that his old opponent now agreed with his state-
ments of 1934 about the 1lmago Del., It is not as simple as that
however, (and Barth can perhaps be taken to task for not making
it simpler). Even in his No! Barth admitted the so-called "far-
mal" imago to Brunner, He wrote: "In this formal sense the ori-
ginal age of God in man 1s not destroyed. Indeed not, we may
well say. Even as a sinner man is man and not a tortoise," (p.
79). Also: "If we are prepared to call the fact that man is

man and not a cat the 'point of contact,! 'the objective possi-
bility of revelation,' then all objection to these concepts is
nonsensical. For this truth is incontrovertible," (p. 88). Barth
does not disagree with Brunner's formal imago, and in a sense he
does not even disagree with the "point of contact", but he does
object to what Brunner does with it to develop a natural theology
which recognizes a second source of the knowledge of God, a dou=-
ble revelation, (N.B. Brunner, pp. 26-27). He finds Brunner at-
tempting to build theology upon a natural knowledge, even upon
pagan religion, and asks polemically, "Is it his opinion that
ldolatry is but a somewhat imperfect preparatory stage of the
service of the true God?" (p. 82). Barth thinks Brunner's imago
is not in fact merely formal, but very material, (pp. 88-89).

is only regrettable that Barth's own position, insofar as it 1is
in agreement with Brunner's does not come out clearly in his Nol .
It remains very ambiguous until C.D., Vol. III, and there he

does not take pains to show how he still differs from Brunner's
Nature and Grace. Consequently the agreement of his positions 1in
1934 and 1950 1s discernable only by very arduous searching.
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a creative act, an act of primary significance." Man remains
man even as a sinner, and so also remains God's image,

But we must take care to see exactly in what sense Barth
means this, for it has great implications for the doctrine of
knowledge. He offers a remarkable discussion of the image in
a long footnote in III, 1.15 His first main point, which he ar-
gues in great lingulstic detail, 1s that the divine likeness is
not a possession of man which he himself can pass on to future
generations., The image is rather "the hope which accompanies
and precedes the history of Iarael."16 The image 1s not a static
fact about man, a state that belongs to him, but pertains to
him dynamically as a relation, Barth stresses this especially

in The Holy Ghost and the Christian Lifeg

Man's being in the image of God only becomes actual fact
when the Holy Ghost comes on the spot on man's behalf.
This likeness to God is, therefore, not and will not be,
a property of the human spirit created, but it is and re-
mains the free work of the Creator upon His creatur@....

(13 cont.) No doubt this is partly because of the historical
situation of the German Church in 1934, Barth claims, (pp. 72,
84, #0) that Brunner's Nature and Grace gave encouragement to
those in the Church who were willing to compromise with the
"German Christians" who found God revesal ing Himself not only

in Christ but also in the history of the German people, espe-
cially in the Nazi movement., The ambiguity of Barth's position
concerning the doctrine of man in those years is no doubt partly
due to his anxiety to add absolutely no fuel, even by way of mis-
understanding, to the "German Christian" fire.

i:c.n., ITE, R pe BBy 15¢,p., 111, 1, pp. 197-206.
17Ib1d., p. 201,

Karl Barth, The Holy Ghost and the Christian Life, trans. R. B,
Hoyle, Frederick HMuller Ltd,, London, 1938, p. 9.
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He continues, further on, "Crace is ever and in all relations
God's deed and act, taking place in this ;gﬂ that moment of time
in which God wills to be gracious to us."

Barth has similar things to say in III, 2 when he writes
about the spirit of man. Man's very existence, he tells us, is
never a potency conceded to him by Cod, nor a kind of fixed re-
lation of God to him.lgcod holds man in existence and life from
moment to moment by breathing His ereative Spirit into him., "Man
i1s as he has spirit," he tells us. But we cannot say that he is
spirit, for "in the Bible spirit denotes what God Himself is and
does for man, man himself being identified with the fact that he
is soul (of his body)."20 Spirit, then, is something that comes
to man, not something essentially his own, "something that ;gtal-
ly limits his constitution and thus totally determines it.," It
is God's free Spirit, the Holy Spirit the Creator, in dynamic re-
lation to man. The spirit of man (the presence of God to him)
constitutes the unity, the oneness of man's being as body and
soul and so determines him as a unified subject. This, says
Barth, 1s "one of the natural points of contact for the covenant
of grsce. Indeed it is the basic one."22 That man is this "in-
wardly united and self-enclosed aubject"zsis, (I assume Barth
would make this connection) part of what it means to be in God's
image. And this 1s something given to man dynamically "in this

and that moment of time." Adam 1s upheld as this unified, person-

IgTho Holy Chost and the Christien Life, p. 17.

%.p., III, 2, p. 348.  201bid,, p, 354.  ZlIbdd,

221b1d“ p. 371, 231b1d,
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al subject, as one Into whom God has breathed His Spirit of life,

and as imago Dei, even in his sin,

But Barth seems to be saying that this situation changes
with the coming of Christ into our human nature, Because Christ
Himgelf 1s the €ikwv Ted Geol , (II Cor, 4:4, Col, 1:15), the
question of the divine likeness "is not just a matter of the di-
vine control of man and therefore of the divine promise and pladgeé
but also passes into man's possession and becomes a human reality."
Christ 1s Himself the Image of God, and from this standpoint the
same can be sald of every man.25 This 1s because the etornal Im-
age (the Son), who 1s before all things, (Col, 1:15-17), assumes
mankind into His own CGod=-likeness by way of the hypostatic union.
On the basis of this union of God and men in Christ man is united
to God,zaand becomes the image of God,

The created belng of man in the image, (Cen, 1:26f) 1s not
to be seen by any means as unrelated, however, to the passages
that identify Christ as the image, (II Cor, 4:4, Col, 1:15), Nor
does he believe Christ is only the renewed image after the de-
struction of the old. As He 1s "the first born of every crea-
ture,"” Barth draws the conclusion that "Adam is already Jesus and
Jesus 1s already Adame... In this way Paul regarded the man Je-

sus as the real image of God and therefore as the real man cre-

24c,p., ITI, 1, p. 203, 25114,

26N.B. a discussion of this by T, F, Torrance, "The Word of God
and the Nature of Man," in Reformation 0ld and New, ed. F. W,
Camfield, London, Lutterwor ress, s PDPe -139.,
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ated by God."

This is an extraordinarily difficult thing to understand.
Does Barth mean that Jesus is the first Adam as well as the se-
cond? Is man only "real man" when he i1s God-man? Who 1s the
unfallen Adam of Genesls 1 and 2, the good creature of God who
becomes, but is not created, a sinner? 1Is he not real man as

God intended him to be? What Barth has said of man in Church
Dogmatics, II, 2, in the doctrine of election, offers a helpful

clue to his meaning.

Barth indicates hls preference for supra- over infralapsa-

rianism, (when it is purified of its predestinationism and Cal-

vinist notion of the decretum absolutum), He affirms the basic

insight that in the Elect, God negated in advance the rule of
evil.28 He rejects the infralapsarian view of an Independent
realm of creation and providence over and above that of redemp=-
tion.29 That is to see man as originally apart from Christ and
Christ as necessary only as an after-thought to repair the damage
of the Fall. The will of God for man is thereby seen as above or
apart from his eternal predestination, his eternal election in
the One Elect, Jesus, This, Farth thinks, opens the way to na-
tural theology, whereln man, quite apart from his relation to

the God-man, can be related to, and have knowledge of, God.

But Barth wants to say that even in his original creation man

270.D.. 11T, 1, De 203, 28¢,D., II, 2, p. 142,
29Ibid., pe 137.



- 101 =
is proleptically related to Christ, the image, Adem is a
Témes FbsugékkovToﬁ, a type of the One to come, a figure of
Christ, (Rome, 5:14). Man's essential and original nature is
to found not in Adam, Barth tells us in Christ and Adam, but
in Ghrist.so Adam's nature is a "provisional copy" of the true

31
nature of man in Christ, But how can this be so, we must ask,

unless man was created for sin and redemption? Can it be true
that man has his true created being in the Incarnation of the
Son of God? Does he not have only his redeemed nature in Him?
Barth is insisting that creation has to be understood from
Christ. God is not taeken by surprise by the Fall of man, He
prepares a good creation which He foreknows will require redempe
tion.52 The creation is for that reason created in and for Jesus
Christ, the eternal Word who is with God from ell eternity, (Jn,
1:1f), who is "befogg all things," and "in whom all things con-

sist," (Col. 1:17). 1In this sense man who will have to be re-

deemed is created as a "provisional copy" of the One to come.

30Karl Barth,

Christ and Adam, trans,
Oliver and Boya, IQBB, P. C»

Ibid. Pe 10,

%2y.B. some of Barth's statements about evil, and the relation of
Creation and Redemption: "Man is quite different from God. He
is at least challenged and not sovereign like God. And because
of this, man stands on the frontier of that which is impossible,"
(II, 2, p. 163); "Man was foreordained to danger and trouble....
The danger-point of man's susceptibility to temptation and the
zero-point of his fall, were thus included in the divine decree,"
(p. 169); "There was never a golden age. There is no point in
looking back to one. The first man was immedlately the first
sinner," (IV, 1, p. 508); "Created being as such needs salva-
tion," (IV, 1, p. 8).

3
%c.D., II, 2, pp. 94-99.

T A. Smail, Edinburgh,

31
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In this One, Jesus Christ, men have both their created and re-
deemed being. That 1s why Jesus has to be identified not only
as second Adam, but as first Adam t‘.oo.34
Because even sinful man has his being in Christ, the true

Adam, he remains in God's image by God's continued grace and
mercy toward him. But it is a "provisional" image. Only when
he is redeemed by Christ and lives in falth by the Holy Spirit
does he begin to live as "real man" in Christ, Barth tells us,
"It is not in an exclusive but an inclusive sense that Paul con-
coives the divine likeness of man, of the one man Jesus."SSAdam
is God's image only with the woman (Gen, 1:27); so also Christ
is the image only with the Body of which He is Head. Subjective-
ly, this happens only to those in the Church, i.,e., those who
are "in Christ" by faith, We are "changed into the same image
from glory to glory even as by the Spirit of the Lord," (II Cor.
3:18). Nevertheless, man generally has his being in Christ,
for all men are ontologically related to Him, both in creation
and in reconcilliation. Therefore man generally images God:

Man generally, the man with the fellowman, has indeed a

part in the divine likeness of the man Jesus, the man

for the fellowman., As man generally 1s modelled on the

man Jesus and his being for others, and as the man Jesus

is modelled on God, it has to be said of man generally
that he is created in the image of God.>°

As we saw above, however, the image has to do not only

with the relation of man to the fellowman, but also with the

3%, p,, 111, 1, D. 203, %51bia., p. 204,
%6¢.p., III, 2, pp. 323-324.
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relation to and knowledge of Gode. If man generally 1s the
image of God, then he is somehow in relation to God. As we
shall discuss in the next section, man has turned away from
this relation, has refused to live as a "being in the act of
response to God". HNevertheless, this continues to be his true
reality, though impossibly he repudiates it. In the history
of the covenant with Israel we see God calling man back to Him-
self, indeed finally turning man around again to confront Him
as Lord and Creator, In this action He refuses man's refusal,
He insists that men be His image. He Insists that man be what
he really is, Men iIs thus not permitted to make himself some=-
thing other than what God made him to be., Earth's statements
(whersein he sounds like Brunner) about man as "capable" of en=-
tering into covenant with God, as having "natural fellowship"
with God have thelr foundation in his understanding of Christ
as primel man, the original image. The true, elect belng of
man in Christ lies back behind the redeeming work of the Spi-
rit as man's possibility of knowing God, as a "point of con-
tact".59 Yes, man is capable of knowing God, and his continuing
to be man, and the image of Cod, is his "point of contact",
But this does not imply a departure from sola gratia or sola
fldes, nor a natural theology and a second source of revelation

40
beside Christ, Man knows God only by His Vord, end he 1s made

37¢e. this essay, p. 95. %8¢.p,, III, 1, p. 185,

%91b1d,, p. 371,

4OIt does imply this for Erunner. Cf. Nature and Grace, pp. 26-27.
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ready for 1t by the Holy Spirit. But men, and not sticks and
stones, are recipients of this grace, because men are created
(also by grace) "capable" of action and responsibility to God,
and "capable" of entering into the covenant relationship.

(b) The Sin of Man

We have already sald a good deal about man's sin in the pre-
vious section on real man, in order to see Iin what sense sinful
man remains man, Now we must consider what sin 1s and what it
does to men, especially, what it does to his kmowledge of CGod,
end how it relates to hls reception of revelation, We find
Barth discussing this mainly in The Doctrine of Reconclliation,

Church Dogmatics, Volume Four,

The first point 1s that the doctrine of sin toco is Chris-
tologically determined., Ve have to understand the sin of man in
the light of Christ, Barth tells us that in the knowledge of sin
we have to do with a specific variation of the knowledge of God.1
We do not merely deduce it from the genseral notion of a perfect
and pure God 1in any abstract sense, but specifically from the re-
velation of God in Christ.2 The sin of man 1s seen properly only
in the 1light of grace, Otherwise man can know that he 1s lmper-
fect and deficient; he can even be radically pessimistic about
himself;s but apart from Christ he cannot know his deficiency

as sin, that 1s, he cannot know that he is not only imperfect,

lc.p., 1v, 1, p. 359, ®Ibid., p. 363.

SWhen he discusses "The Knowledge of Nothingness," (The Doctrine
of Creation, pt. 3, in Church Dogmatics, Vol, III, pt. 3, ed,

J. W.Bromiley, T. F.Torrance, 331§5urgh, T, and T. Clark, 1960),
Barth points out the radically pessimistic view of man found in
Martin Heldegzer and Jean-Paul Sartre, (pp. 334f).
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but finally and totally guilty.4 Man 1s corrupt even in his
self-understending, even in his knowledge of his corruption.s
Fnowledge of &in camnot therefore be an sutonomous perception
prior to the knowledge of Christ, perhaps preparatory toc repen-
tance and faith in Him, for, Barth explains:

the Cod against whom the man of sin contends has jJudped

this man, snd therefore myself as this man, in the self-

offering :nd death of Jesus Christ His own Son, putting

him to death, and destroying him,©
The utter lostnéas of man without Cﬁrist es his Saviour is re-
vealed in the Cross, The utter condemnation, and therefore the
utter guilt of men, is seen there and nowhere else, At Calvary
ginful men 1s sentenced by CGod's wrathful No, and is extinguilshed,
destroyed. Cod can maske no compromise, no "pact of non-aggression"
with the man of sin.7 And this we are given to ses clezsrly in
the Oross, God "hes made him to be sin for us who knew no gin,"
(IT Cor. 5:21), &nd 1t 1s in the condemmation that fsalls upon
Him, for us, that we see and ¥mow our sin,

Barth describes sin as pride (IV, 1), sloth (IV, 2) and
falsehood (IV, 3). Pride 1s the desire of man not to be man, the
croature, but to be Cod, (Gen, 3:5), whereass reel men, Jesus
Christ, who i1s Cod Himself made flesh, wills to be man, subject

8
to Gode It is the grasping of man to be the Lord, when he 1s

:czn., v, 1, p. 360, _ 5c,D., IV, 2, ps 379,
CeDag IV, 1, Po 390, 76.Ds IV, 2, pe 400,

88D, TV, X pi A8,
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9
properly the servant. Pride 1s man's setting himself up as
his own judge, but real man lets himself be judged in our place%
And 1t is man's desire to be his own help, to have the knowledge
of good and evil, to enter on his own fight against nothingness,
whereas Jesus Christ gave Himself to the depth of the most utter
helpleasnaaa.ll But sin is not only this Promethian, herolc at-
tempt of man to be as CGod; it has also its "ordinary, trivial
and medlocre” side, in which, says Barth, man 1s merely "banal
and ugly and loathsome.," In this form too sin is essentially
pride, un.belief.l2 It is man who in his laziness willl not respond
to God, who wents to be free of Him, who is content to be without
God. Slothful man is the "stupid fool" who refuses to live as
the creature in loving response to his Maker, Moreover, he is
the man who does not want to live in loving relationship with
his fellowmaen, who refuses to be "man with and for the fellowman{%
Proud, slothful, sinful man is not real men. He 1s not his true
self. He 1s not what he ought to be. He lives in contradiction
to what he 1s: men in response to God and man with his fellowman.
That is why Barth speaks of sin as "not a possibility but an on-
tological impossibility for man".l4 Man is not created with a
cholce between good and evil; that choice is grasped at by man,
and that very act is his fall, Man is created with a determina-

tion for God and the neighbour, His freedom is not given him by

gEDol IV, 1' pp. 452fl 1OIbid.l pp. 445f.
1l1pi4., pp. 458f. 121b1d,, ppe. 404-405,
131bid,, pp. 432f. 14c.p,, 111, 2, p. 136,
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God as the possibility of choosing between two different ways
of being man; rather when he sins he contradicts his true rea=-
1lity and renounces hils freedom.ls_Thst is why sin belongs not
to the doctrine of man end creation but to the doctrine of re-
conciliation,

We have already seen that man does not cease to be man when
he sins, for sin is not a creative act that cen overrule God's
creation and continued preservation of man as man, He continues
to live with the fellowman, though not for him; he continues to
live under God, though not in obedience to Him, The being of
man as God's Image is therefore very seriously damaged. In a
senge man does not image Cod at all, for his back is turned in
the face of his Maker and his brother, In a sense the analogila

relationis ceases to apply, becesuse that analogy consists in a

relationship of self-giving love and response, which 1s not to
be found in sinful man., Thus we find Barth writing in Church
Dogmetics, I, 1 much as the reformers did about the total de-

186
struction of the image, The image of God as a point of cone-

18g,p., 111, 2, p. 107,

16Accord1ng to John Calvin, man as created by God reflects, as

in a mirror, the glory of 6od, and in this sense, images God,
Barth, as far as I know, does not spesk of it in this wey, though
it is not in disagreemsent with his concept of the similarity of
God and man by way of an analogy of relation. The image, for
Calvin, 1s not static, but dynamic. It reflects by way of active
obedlence, It is as man answers God's gracious Word to him by
faith and love that he bears the image of God, (ef. T. F. Tor-
rance, Calvin's Doctrine of Man, London, Lutterworth Press, 1949,
pre. 356f). Vhen man no longer images God, this means that he no
longer answers CGod's Vord by obedient faith and love., God can
no longer behold Himself in man, for man is no longer like Him,
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tact for man's knowledge of God 1s "not only, with the ex-
coption of some remnants ruined, but annihilatad."lv Yhat he
says in Volume III does not really contradict this, as we shall
see If we read him very carefully. Vhat he is saying in I, 1
(and also in his No! to Brumner), is that man's capacity for God
is totally, not just partly destroyed by sin, (which ie 2 total
and not partial perversion of his true nature), Man does not
still answer God's Word "in part", as it were, His back is en-

18
tirely turned away from Cod, even and especially in religion.

(16 cont.) "Everything in man, the understanding and will, the
soul and body, 1s polluted and engrossed by concupiscence; or,

to put 1t more briefly, man 1s of himself nothing else but con-
cupiscence," (Instit. Il, 1, viil). In his commentary on Gene-
sis 1:26 (Commentaries, W.B. Eerdmans Publ, Co,, Grand Rapids,

p. 95), Calvin ertea, "Although some obscure lineaments of that
image are found remaining 1In us; yet they are so vitiated end
maimed that they may truly be sald to be destroyed." Again,
commenting on Gen, 3:1, (p. 139): "Man, after he has bean dc-
ceived by Satan... became entirely changed and so degenerate that
the image of God in which he had been formed was obliterated."
But he seems to contradict thls iIn Instlt, III, 111, ix, where

he says that the image "was defeced and almost obliterated,”
Torrance points out, (p. 89f), that there 1s a distinetion in
Calvin between natural and spiritusl gifts. The spirlitusl gifts
are destroyed, but the natural gifts are merely corrupted. In
Instit. IT, 11, xvii, Celvin writes, "Ve perceive some remaining
marks of the image which distinguish the human race in general
from all other creatures.” Man remains rational, maintasins his
sense of right and wrong, ete., Thus he speaks of a "remmant"

or "relic" of the image, because of which it is forbidden to kill
a man, (Commentary on CGenesis 9:8, p. 295). Barth too insists
that sinful man meintains his humanlity and the use of all the fa-
culties that God has given him, (C.D.' IV, 1, pe. 492), But he
himself prefers not to use the terms "relic" or "remmant": "Ve
are confronted by a contradliction in which therse are no relics
on either side, beceuse it is e contradiction that does not cone-
sist merely in that of two quantities but of two qualitative de-
terminations of the one individual being of men," (IV, 1, p. 494).
Barth's doctrine of the relation of the image to sin seems to be
essentlally in agreement with Celvin's,

170.Ds I, 1, Do 273, 18¢c.D., I, 2, pp. 303f,
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His turning fully toward God so that God may again see Him-
self in man as in a mirror, (as Calvin puts 1t) is not accom-
plished partly by man and partly by God, but only in Christ.
It is not partly accomplished by something good remaining in
man., True enough, man remains man and only because he is man
is he able so to be turned around, converted, to God and by
Gods God does not so reconcile sticks and stones to Himself,
for they they were not originally created to image Him as man
was. This is what Barth calls "obvious" in his Nol! to Brunnar{g
and which he eloquently develops himself in Volume III. But
what Barth 1s insisting upon here in I, 1 1s that man has abso-
lutely nothing in him which co-operates with God in his salva=
tion. In this sense, the image 1s totally annihilated. It 1s
annihlilated so far as this function 1s concerned. Note that
Barth says in I, 1:

Vhat 1s preserved of the image of God even in sinful man
is recta natura, to which as such a rectitudo cannot be
ascribed, even Eotentialiter. Man's capacity for God,
however it may be w g humanity and personality, has
really been lost. We cannot therefore see that at this

point there comes into view 2 common basis for discussion
for philosophical and theological anthropology.<?

Man willl not because he cannot, and cannot because he will not,
know God except by the miracle of the work of Christ and the Spi-
rit. His incapacity for God, the result of sin, is total. Barth's

statements about man's capaclty for God in Volume III are not in

19y0 ¢t Answer to Emil Brunner, p. 80.
&06.n.. T, 1, p. 2I8.
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contradiction to the statement quoted above, Once again, how-
ever, one suspects that his position sould have been more ob-
vious and more easlly understoocd in both Volumes I and III., It
is elear enough in "The New Barth" that Brunner himself has been
permitted to miss the point.21

Sinful man, then, being turned away from God, does not know
Gode He refuses to know Him, In his “puerilityé his senility,
his medloerity"” he evades the knowledge of God.2 He evades hils
responsibility as one created as a "being in response to God,"
and a belng with the fellowmen., He lives in enmlity to God, who
can only be known in a relationship of peace. But this deliber-
ate not knowing of God 1s not utter ignorance., As we saw when
we looked at Farth's discussion of religion and Romans_l:laf,23
man, even in his ignorance, ought to know CGod, end in a sense
does know Him, even while rejecting such knowledge. Sinful man
"knows" God, in inverted commas, but this knowledge suffices
only to condemn him. Barth cuotes Calvin's Commentary on John
3:6: "The Knowledge of God which now remains to man is nothing
other than the terrible source of a2ll idolatry and auporstition.§4
The "seed of religion", man's memory, shall we say, of his true
nature in relastion to ths true God, expresses itself only in dis-
obediencs to the first commandment: he makes his own gods and be=-

comes a worshipper of idols, which 1s essentially a proud adoration

of himself. A return to the true knowledge of the true CGed re-

2lcr, this essay, p. 98. €8c.pn., 1V, 2, p., 410,
23Cf. this essay, pp. 50f.
24No! Answer to Emil Brunner, p. 107,
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quires a renewal of the mind, (Eph, 4:23, Rom, 12:2), which
is 2 miracle of God's doing. It can occur only on the basis
of the reconciling work of Christ and, therefore, by the re-
coneiling work of the Holy Spirit.

But Christians have no cause to be proud of their knowe .
ledge of God over against the ignorance of the Gentiles, Barth
makes this especially clear in his discussion of sin as false-
hood in IV, 3. Sinful man's refusal to know God as he should
becomes especially clear when he is confronted with Jesus Christ,
If pride incurs the fall of man, (IV, 1), and sloth the misery
of man, (IV, 2), falsehood brings upon him God's condemnation,
(IV, 3). The falsehood of man is the untruth of man in rela-
tion to the truth of Jesus Christ, the True Witness, encounter=
ing him, It is the movement of evaslon which occurs in the Chris-
tian age, the age of the Holy Spirit.25 It is the rejection of
God's grace in Jesus Christ, the refusal to know God, even by
roevelation, At 1ts cleverest, the falsehood of man does not op-
pose, persecute, or even ignore the Truth, but pretends to em-
brace it, It is the specifically Christian form of sin. Barth
describes 1t humorously, but penstratingly:

He sets up & theoretical and practical system of truth, He
forms parties in favour of truth, He celebrates days and
even whole w2eks of truth. He organises formal campaigns
for truth, He 1s so active in the cause of truth that com-
pared with him Jesus Christ the true Witness seems to be
only a waif and bungler who must surely be glad that He has

found a patron and advocate to support Him so skilfully and
powerfullyeese Surely it is a masterly way of escap®...,

%C.D.. IV, 5’ pp. 434-435.
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changing or transposing 1t into a translation of his

own, Into an improved edition, in which it looks most

deceptively like 1tself and yet by a hardly noticeable

alteration of key and accent and origin and goal it 1is

no longer itself, but has becoms the truth which is

mastered by him, being given a pretty but very effective

nmuzzle so thgg it can give a muffled bark but can no

longer bite.
The "true and succulent lie" always has about i1t a scent of
the truth, and thus appears to be earnest, respectable, de-

27
vout and Christian, The painful scandal that men try to e-
vade in their falsehood, Barth writes, 1s the ldentlty between
the man Jesus Christ and the Truth, for in Him the Truth attacks
28
the man of sin in his pride and sloth, What the sinful man does
at his most "mature and dangerous" 1s not to become an atheist,
but to set up a substitute God before whom he bows with reverence
29

and humility.

Such falsehood is sinful man's only recourse in the face of
the power of the Holy Spirit, by which God sovereignly grasps
man to Himself., But when man resorts to falsehood in face of
the power of the Truth, he comes under the threat of condemma-
tion, for in refusing the Word of Truth he refuses his pardon.
He denies free grace; he denles Jesus Christ as the Mediator
between God and man, and therefore stands under the danger of

30
damnation. The man of falsehood thus "exists in a subjective
reality alien to and contradicting his objective reality." To

be damned, says Barth, 1s to be committed to an eternity in

:gc.b., IV, 3, p. 436. 27Ibid,, pp. 437-438. “°Ibid., p. 441.
Ibid., pe. 450, 301bid., p. 465.
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which we are rejected by God and therefore lost. Such a re-
Jectlon of Jesus Christ 1is, of course, what the New Testament
refers to as blasphemy agalnst the Holy Spirit, (Mt. 12:31, Mk.
3:29, Lk. 12:10). To reject the work of the Holy Spirit in this
present time 1s to reject God, who acts and speaks in the Son
by the Holy Spirit, "Hence the famous hard saying in Mt, 12:31
about the sin of blasphemy against the Holy Ghost which cannot

be forgiven because 1t denles the presence of God as the source
31
of a 1life of forgiveness," But Barth wants to say that the

falsehood of man does not have the last word against the Holy
Spirit. Jesus Christ has accomplished the reconciliation of the

world to God, and, declares Barth, "nothing can undo or reverse
32
this free act of the free grace of the free God." Moreover, he

adds:

When talking of the falsehood of man which carries with

it his condemnstion, and first his existence under the
threat of condemnation, we have always been careful to
speak only of man's attempt to change the truth into un-
truth., That man wants to do this; that he trles to do 1it;
that this sin i1s the culmination of his sin in 1ts speci-
flcally Christian form..,.. But, when we really consider
the matter, it 1s even more obvious that, although his at-
tempt 1s resolved, planned and taken in hand, 1t can never
succeed or reach 1ts goals.... Yot he cannot accomplish the
one thing which he really has in view. He cannot change
the truth into untruth. He cannot dissolve the truth or
cause 1t to disappear into untruth.... Nor can 1t expel
oeven man himself from the world and therefore from the
sphere of truth,

Toward the end of our discussion of the Spirit as Reconciler we

shall have to consider Barth's spproach to universalism: whether

Slc,p., IV, 3, p. 358, 521b1d., p. 462.

33Ibid.. pe. 474,
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finally all men will be turned by God's grace to the saving
knowledge of God.

(¢) The Spirit the Reconeiler
The Holy Spirit 1s God with us, ensabling us to hear His
Word, and thus to lmow and obey Him. Thils means that for us
who are sinners, the Splrit is our Reconcller, placing us sub-
jectively within the reconcillation objectively accomplished in
Christ, and therefore within real man's knowledge of God.
Ve find Karl Barth discussing this especlally in Church Dog-

matices, I, 2 and IV, 2, In the former volume the Spirit is con-
sldered as "The Subjective Reality" and "The Subjective Possibi-
lity of Revelation". The reality is dealt with before the possi-
bllity because to discuss the latter first would be to lay down
conditions which we, & priori, considered necessary if God were
to speak to us.1 The reality of revelation cannot be called in
ouestion by theology, however, for to do so 1s, ipso facto, to
deny it. The a posterlorl prineiple holds in the discussion of
the subjective, as of the objactive=2 We do in fact know God in
Christ by the power of the Spirit. Nor cen this second, "sub-
jective"” moment in our coming to knowledge be subordinated to
the first, objective moment, for that, says Barth, would call in
question the homoousia of the Spirit compared with the Father
and the Son, We are totally dependent upon the Spirit as we are

;c.n.. I, 2, P. 208, 2cf, this essay, 1l(a).
Cebay I, 2, peo 208,
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upon the Word, But the Spirit is the Spirit of the ﬁord,4and
In this sense follows 1t. The Spirit does not act independent-
ly of the Vords; indeed His work 1s precisely to effeect the hear-
ing of that P-’ord.5 This is so both epistemologlically and soterio-
logically, these being inseparable., The Epirit 1s the cutting
edge of the Yord, the power of the Vord to penetrate our minds,
and 1s therefore, eplstemologically conslidered, the potestas of
the object to doclare 1tself to our minds.6 But this very pene-
tration of our minds 1s soteriologicel; it is a reconciling, re-
newing action6 which creates in us obedience which 1is the know-
ledge of Gode.

As we saw in Chapter One, God's revealing Vord comes to us
in a veiled, worldly form,8 a worldliness so thorough that we
are able to put Christ to death without recognizing Him, How
then 1s he ever recognlized by anyone? The fact is that soms do
recognize Him. The disciple Peter knows Him when he confesses,
"Thou art the Christ," Not flesh and blood, but the Father re-
vealed this to him, (Mk, 8:29«30). So also in the CGospel of
John: "The Father that sent me bears witness to me," (Jn. 8:18),
But the Spirit also is said to reveal Him: "Vhen He the Spirit
of Truth is come, He will gulde you into all truth: for he shall
not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear that shall he

speak, end he will show you things to come., He shall glorify me,

:C.D.. I, 2, p. 248, S¢r, this essay, 2(b).
BC.D., I, 2, Ps 2443 IV, 3, pp. 528-529., 7C.D., II, 1, Pe 26

CaDey I, 8, Pps 253f,
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for he shall receive of mine and shall show it unto you," (JIn,
16:13-15). And Paul says that no one can sey Jesus is Lord ex-
cept by the Holy Spirit, (I Cor. 12:3). There is no contra-
diction here, for the Father sends the Spirit to bear witness
to the Son, (Jn. 13:26). God, in the mode of the Spirit, re-
veals Christ to us. Thus Barth tells us: "Subjective revela-
tion can consist only in the fact that objective revelation,..
comes to man, and is recognized by man.... The work of the Holy
Spirit is that our blind eyes are opened."g

But why are our eyes blind? Is it because of our creature-
liness as such or 1s it only because of sin? Presumably, even
if we were without sin, if we were "real men", God would be the
Lord of our knowledge of Him, and therefore would be known only
as He gave Himself to be known by His Word and Spirit, (I Cor.
2:11f). The life of "real man" consists in hearing and respon-
ding to God's Word and in knowing God only in that way.loBut be-
cause we are sinners God's VWord is a reconclling Vord and His
Spirit a reconciling Spirit.

This reconciling work of the Spirit is a work of God alone.

The opening of our eyes to see and our ears to hear is gola gratla,

even as the work of God In Christ 1s sola gratia. In The Holy

Chost and the Christian Life, Barth tells us that our sin 1s not

seen 1n all its depth until it is seen as hostility to grace.

°c.D., I, 2, p. 239, 10cr, this essay, p. 93.
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VWe resist not only the grace of creatlon, but also the grace of
revelation and reconciliation. It i1s the power of the Spirit
that 1s strong enough even to concuer enmity towards 1tsolf.11
As we saw In his discussion of sin as falsehood in IV, 3: we
do not want to be restored to the llife of real men, and refuse
to know God. Ve hide from Him, Ve 4o not search for God; we
flee from Him, He, the Spirit, searches for us,

That 1s why there can be no subtle Pelagianism in our doc-
trine of the Holy Spirit, wherein man's free will i1s seen as the
pivot on which our relation to God tuz'na.12 Barth accuses the
great anti-Pelaglan himself, Augustine of Hippo, of doing pre=-
cisely this, thereby exalting synergism "in order to set 1t
right away in the front line and ultimately in power," so that
Auvgustinianism in the doctrine of grace is "directly polson and
corruption to the Church."13 Neo-Protestantism, Barth claims,
uses a variety of this Augustinian doctrine, wherein men's recon-
ciliation with God is ex utroocue fit id est et voluntate hominis

14
et misericordia Del, or, es Troeltsch expressed the same idaai

5
"It 1s divine gift and man's creative action combined in one,"

Pelagianism is thus simply transferred from the doctrine of the
work of Christ to the doctrine of the work of the Spirit, This
means that, although he taught jJustification by falth, and good

1lmne Holy Ghost and the Christian Life, pe 29.

iiIbid.. Pe 304 131bid., pp. 34-35.

Augustine, Enchir, 32, quoted, Ibid., p. 34.

15Troeltach, Glaubenslehre, quoted, Ibid,
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works as the gift of CGod, Augustine, according to PBarth, sought
justification in the actuality of the new obedience., Salvation
comes by our actuelly becoming obedient, with God's help,letthough
he recognized the need for continuing forgivenesa).17 The totus
peccator diminishes, end the Christisn progresses toward right-
eousness with the help of the Spirit. This, says Barth, is to
make justification pass into sanctification.ls

But we are faced with a very great problem indeed if simul

peccator et justus (from Luther) means that there 1s no growth

in obedience, no actualization of sanctification in the Christian's
life. If thls were so, then, on Barth's premisses, there could

be no knowledge of God, thls being inseparable from, indeed iden=
tical with, the actual obedience of faith, Falth without works

is dead, (Jas. 2:20), and so also 1s the knowledge of Cod. How
then does Barth understand the relation of justification and
sanctification?

In IV, 2, Barth defines Justification in terms of the hu-
miligtion of God, who turns toward sinful man, saying "I will be
your God"; and he defines sanctification in terms of the exalta-
tion of man as God turns man to Himself, saying "You shall be my

19
people." Note that justification is dealt with mainly in IV, 1

16pugustine wrote in De Spir. et 1it. 29, 50: "By Him who gives
inward growth each one can work r eousness,” and in Enchir
81, 106: "So that the will 1tself is prepared by the Lord, by
which all other rewards of God are received which lead us on to
the eternal reward,” etc., quoted, The Holy Ghost and the Chris-
tian Life, p. 31,

17Ibid., pe 32. 181bid., p. 31.
19¢.p., 1V, 2, p. 499.
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where Christ i1s spoken of as Son of God, and the Church as the
Body of Christ; and sanctification 1s dealt with mainly in IV, 2,
where Christ is spoken of as Son of Man, and the Church as the
spiritual community. In Barth's mind, then, justification and
the work of Christ are especially associated with the doctrine
of God, and God's action on behalf of man; and senctification
and the work of the Spirit are especially associated with the
doctrine of man, and man's turning toward God, in Christ., Christ
is God's freedom for man, and the Spirit is man's freedom for C—od?0
Of course justification occurs also through the obedient Son of
llan Jesus, and sanctification occurs through Jesus the powerful
Son of CGode But sanctification, more than justification, has to
do with man and his response to God; 1t has to dc with man's ho-

liness, as 1t follows upon the revelation of God's holliness. To

say that man 1s made holy does not, however, deny the gimul pec-

cator et justus: First, because Christ, the God-man, is the one

sanctified man, Sanetification, like justificstion, is accom-
plished already in Him for all men, de iure, as Barth puts 1t.21
Christ is our sanctification, (I Cor, 1:30)., This means that we,
who remaln totus peccator, are substituted for by Christ, who 1s
sanctified for us. In Him we are already converted, turned around
toward God In obedlent response. Ie 1s the King and representative

22
of all men, in whom all are sanctified. Thus the total sinful=-

#09.D,, I, B, Pp. 1f., SOSf, 2lc.p,, IV, 2, pp. 511f.

®21p14,, pp. 518¢.
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ness and total lostness of men apart from this vicarious sanc-
tification cannot be denied, There can be no thought of becom-
ing, even with God's help, our own sanctiflcation, and thereby

ultimately our own justification. Totus peccator just means

this continuing total dependence upon Christ as the holy man.

The totality of sin is not known at all except by way of Christ,
23
as we saw in our last section. And our continuing sin is known

as total sin through His continuing work for us, not only as
King, (Christ as King, says Barth, is the servant who became
Lord),24but also as our High-priest, (wherein He is the Lord
who became a aervant).25 Barth tells us, in II, 1:

His high-priestly office means... that Jesus Christ sees
to 1t that in Him and by Him we are not outside but in-
side, He Himself sees to it that His readiness 1s valid
for us who are not identical with Him, and who in our=-
selves are not ready for God, He sees to it that what 1s
true in Him in the height is and remalns true in our depth
esse As His work, the work of the Son of God, it is an
almighty and therefore wholly effectual representinge..e
We have not merely been once represggted by Him, Ve are
so at any time because in eternity.

The Christian man's righteousness before God is solely the re-
sult of this representation by Christ, then, and has nothing to
do with his subjective realization of sanctification, In this,

as he remains a sinner, he remains totus peccator,

But all this does not deny the growth in obedience which
plays such a large part in the New Testament. The Christian
does in fact, (de facto) participate in Christ's holiness sub=-

23¢f, this essay, p. 104, RO, D, . IV, 1, De 148,
251b1g, 20g.D. . 1T, ‘1, Pi. 388,
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jectively, for the Holy Spirit has reached him and awaskened
him to the power and life of obedience.27 This is what Paul
speaks of in Romans 8:15: "You have received the Spirit of ade
option, whereby we cry, Abba Father." The Spirit adopts us to
be brothers of Christ, and therefore "sons", obedient ones, with
Him, Only because we are, ln Him, obedlent sons, can we right-
ly call God our Father., But to call Him Father 1s to know Him
and to recognize Him as the One to be ocbeyed. As a gift of the
Spirit, this 1s part of what it means to participate in Christ
subjectively, as well as objectively, and part of what 1t means
to be a Christian man, Barth describes the Christlan man as
one "disturbed" from his slumbering sin,zaone who has lifted up
his head, (Lk, 21:28), that i1s, who looks unto Jesus, (Heb, 12:
2). At the end of IV, 2, he deals with Christian life under
the heading "The Holy Spirit and Christian Love," where he tells
us that "the life-act of the Christian finds its climax and vi-
sible expression in love."29 Barth certainly does believs, then,

that there 1s subjective, de facto, obedience., He tells us In

The Holy Chost and the Christian Life that our obedience 1s never
perfect, 1s always far from being in itself pleasing to God.
That is why it can never Jjustify us, and why we remain totally
lost without the continuing intercession of Christ our priest

and King. And our obedience, such as it is, is hidden from us;

®7¢.p., IV, 2, pp. 522f. 281bid,, pp. 524f.

:gIbid., De 732,

e Holy Ghost and the Christian Life, p. 65.
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we cannot judge 1t, or depend upon it, but must throw ourselves
wholly upon God's mercy.al Such actual obedience does exist, how-
ever, and it is the reconciling work of the Spirit in us,

The work of the Spirit, then, followlng the reconciling
work of the Son, creates in us an obedient hearing of the Word,
accompanied by a life of growing obedience, which is a partlal
restoration of sinful man here and now, to the life and know-
ledge of "real men", It i1s the life and knowledge of those who
are united with Christ by the Spirit,sgwho are "in Christ", and
are therefore sons with Him by adoption. It is a real sharing
in Christ's knowledge of Cod. And it i1s at this point that we
come to the hearte-centre of our thesis: through oneness with
Christ by faith in the power of the Holy Spirit, we share in
Christ's knowledge of God, which is God's knowledge of Himself,
Nothing less than that can be claimed as the character of the
Christian knowledge of God,

To ses thls clearly we must turn to Paul's passage concern=

ing the Spirit and knowledge of God in I Cor, 2:11-16:

51 The Holy Chost and the Christian Life, pp. 62, €9.

32Barth's doctrine of Union with Christ by the Spirit is at one
with that of John Calvin, who wrote: "The Holy Spirit is the
bond by which Christ efficaciously unites uvs to himself," (Instit.
ITI, 1, 1). Calvin says also: "As long as there 1s s separation
between Christ and us, all that he suffered and performed for the
salvation of mankind is useless and unavailing to us.... On this
account He 1s called our Head, (Eph, 4:15), and "the first born
among many brethren," (Rom, 8:29) and we, on the other hand are
said to be "grafted into him," (Rom, 11:17), and to "put him

On;" (Gal. 5327) ™
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What things knoweth the things of a man save the spirit

of a man whiech is in him? even so the things of Cod

knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. Now we have re-

ceived not the Spirit of the world but the Spirit which

is of God, that we might know the things that are free-

ly given to us by God.ss, but the natural man receliveth

not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are foo-

lishness unto him: neither cean he know them for they

are spirituelly dlscerned.., for who hath known the mind

of the Lord that he may instruct him? But we have the

mind of Christ,
Paul 1s saylrz that our knowledge of God 1s analogous to our
knowledge of persons. A person can be known only as he gives
himself to be known, and this 1s so also of God, who is personsal.
A person's knowledge of himself is the primary form of the know-
ledge of him, and this also i1s true of the knowledge of Cod.
This is the meaning of Barth's statement in II, 1, that "%he
primary objectivity of God to Himself is His eternal Being as

33
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit." This is the insight
expressed also by his dictum that "CGod is known by CGod and by
34

God alone." Now according to I Cor, 2:11f,, 1t is the Spirit
who gets us into that inner personal knowledge, by uniting us
to Christ by the gift of faith. And Christ 1s the Cod-man, the
eternal Son, who knows the Father: "Neither knoweth any man
the Father save the Son and he to whomsoever the Son will re-
veal Him," (Mt, 11:27). This is the startling truth of our
participation in the divine self-knowledge, as it is graclous-
ly given to us in God's self-revelation in Christ:

The only-begotten Son of God and therefore God Himself
who 1s knowable to Himself from eternity to eternity,

33c.D., II, 1, p. 49, 341014, p. 179,
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has coms in our flesh, has taken our flesh and does

not exist as God's Son from eternity to eternity ex-

copt in our flesh, Our flesh 1s therefore pressnt

when He knows God as the Son of the Father, when God

knows Himself. In our flesh God knows Himself, There-

fore iIn Him it is a fact that our flesh knows God Him-

self .35
This 1s fully realized in the ascended Jesus Christ, who 1s the
sanctified man for all men, who "sits at the right hand of the
Father." But those who are united to Him by the Spirit are gi-
ven an lmperfect share in His sanctifled, obedient 1ife, and
therefore also in His knowledge. This, then, is the relation
of the Holy Spirit to man and its significance for the knowledge
of God: He gives us a share in "the mind of Christ".

That sharing in the obedience of the mind of Christ recalls

one of our main themes: the inseparability of revelation and re-
conciliation, We find Barth discussing their relation explicitly

in the third part of the lioctrine of Reconciliation. He tells us

that there 1s no cuestion of any further development of our mate-
rial knowledge of the event of reconciliation. What God has done
as the Reconeciler in Jesus Christ, (as described in terms of jus=-
tification and sanctification in IV, 1 and IV, 2) is exhausted
and nothing material is to be added in IV, 3. In other words,
the first two aspects of Christ's reconciling work, His High-
priestly and Kingly work, are not added to by His prophetic work,
His prophetic work is to meke known His completed reconciliation.

Thus the third part of the doctrine of reconciliation "expresses,

S8g.D., II, 1,.ps 181,
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discloses, mediates and reveals itself," He adds:
Revelation takes place in and with reconciliation, In=
deed the latter 1s also revelation, As CGod acts in it,
He also speaks. Reconciliation is not a dark or dumb
event, but a perspicuous and vocal. It is not cloggd in
upon 1tself but moves out and communicates itself,

If reconclliation is itself also reveletion, the reverse cannot

be said:
Reconeciliation is indeed revelation, But revelation in ite
self and as such, 1f we can concelve of such a thing, could
not be reconciliation, It takes place as reconciliation
takes place; as it has in it its origin, content and sub-

jecgé as reconcilistion 1s revealed and reveals 1tself in
it.

Because the doctrine of the prophetic work of Christ has to do
with the nature of reconciliatlion as revelation, 1t is closely
assoclated with the doctrine of the Spirit, which looms very
large in this part volume, It is in the work of the Holy Spirit
that the event of reconciliatlion is concretely active and percep-
tible in 1ts character as revelation, Barth thinks the Spirit

mugt not be understood as a kind of Deus ex machina in His re-

vealing work., Such a doubtful theory of knowledge 1s avoided,

he thinks, if the work of the Spirit is not separated from "the
power of reconciliation itself, 1l.e., of its character as revela-
tion."58 Jesus Christ Himself, the Reconeiler, in His prophetic
of fice, as the "True VWitness" revesls Himself to men in the Spi-
rit's power, As the Spirit of Christ, the Spirit 1s the Recon-

ciler, for Christ and the Spirit are one in the unity of Cod.

oD, 19,8, Do Be 371bid,, ppe 8-9.
38Ib1d.. Pe 11,
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But if reconciliation is powerful, by God's Spirit, to
reveal itself, can sinful man finally resist it by the evasion
of his falsehood? This is the question we find Barth struggling
with under the heading "The Condermation or Man", As we have al=-
ready seen, man cannot undo the reconciliation God has accomplish-
ed in Christ. And the Spirit is powerful enough to break through
man's sin to overcome even man's enmity against God's reconciling
grace., Men of themselves are hostile to grace and reject it, but
the Spirit penetrates their allenation and frees men to accept
it. Does the Splrit stop at the sin of falsehood? Does the Spi=-
rit not free men even from this last and subtlest form of rebel-
lion? If we are dslivered from our sin, are we not delivired
even from the sin against the Holy Spirit by which we reject our
very deliverance? We find Barth approaching very closely to

apokatastasls here in IV, 3:

As the reconciliation of the world to God, the justification
and sanctification of man, 1s the reality and indeed the 1li-
ving and present reality in Jesus Christ the true Witness of
its truth, a 1imit 1s set both to the falsehocod of man and

also to hls decay and destruction, to the disintegration of

his existence under the dominion of the pseudo-reality of 24
that image. War 1s declared on them and they are checked.

But Barth insists that we cannot count upon it that "the sword
will not fall,"” that our falsehood will not win its proper reward,
God's utter condemmation and dammation, If we are not condemmed,
he writes, 1t can only be a matter of the unexpected work of

ET8Cce,

S9¢.D., IV, 3, p. 476.
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To the man who persistently tries to change the truth

into untruth, God does not owe eternal patience.... We
should be denying or disarming thet evil attempt and our
own participation in it if, in relation to ourselves or
others or all men, we were to permit ourselves to postu-
late a withdrawal of that threat and in this sense to ex-
pect or maintein en apokatastasis or universal reconcilie-
tion as the goal and end of all thingse...s Even though
theclegical consistency might seem to lead our thoughts
and utterances most clesrly in this direction, we must not
arrogate ti ourselves that which can be given only as &
free gift.%0

Though we camnnot count on it as though we had a clalim to it, we
are not forbidden, Barth thinks, openness to the possibility of

apokatastasis, Indeed, he writes, we are commanded to hope and

pray for it,

1.8, to hope and pray cautiously and yet distinetly that,
in spite of everything which may seem quite conclusively
to proclaim the opposite, Hlis compassion should not fail,
and that in accordance with his mercy which is "new every
gg?nigg,“ He "will not cast off for ever," (Lam, 3:22f.,

41

40c,p., 1V, 3, p. 477, Ibid., pe 478.



CHAPTER FOUR
The Knowledge of Faith
In this final chapter we shall have to investigate the
nature of theological knowledge, the source of which we have
already seen to be CGod's revealing “ord, in the powsr of His

1
Holy Spirite. Karl Barth calls it Claubenserkenntnis, perhaps

best translated "falth-knowledge" or "knowledge of faith.," Es-
sentially our inquiry continues to be concerned with the relation
of the Spirlt to the Word, as 1t reaches its goel, the enlighten-
ment of man, First we have to ask about the work of the Spirit
in relation to our human words about CGod, the words of Seripture
and proclametion, and the lunguage of both faith and theology,
i.e,, the doctrine of anslogy. Then we shall have to look brief-
1y at the work of the Spirit ess it relates to Holy Seripture,
proclsmation, faith and the Church, limiting our discussion in
each case to the bearing it has upon our knowledge of Cod as
faith,
(a) Theological Lenguage: Analogis Fidel

Every theoclogiesn who concerns himsgelf wiih eplstemology must
deal with the problems involved in humen language sbout God, and
Karl Barth 1s no exception, It is clear enough, of course, that
Barth will not allow the question to be raised for theology from
outside Christian faith, Not Fhilosophy, but Theology, asks the

question of theologlecal language and does so in a way appropriate

lkerl Barth, Dogmatik im Grundriss, EVZ-Verlag, Zurich, 1947, pp.
19, 25f. N.B, p. 26t "CGlauben heisst Erkennen,"
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1

to itself., Hls approach 1s therefore essentially dogmatic ra-
ther than apologetic. It can be apologetic with integrity only
when it has first been sclentifically dogmatic_.2 Barth sets him-
self the question, "Does there exist a simple parity of content
and meaning when we apply the same words to the creature on the
one hand and to God's revelation and God on the other?"5 It 1s
immediately clear that he is not inquiring about any general con=-

copt of "God", which he might be able to discuss apologetically

1Barth does not deal directly with the attack on the meaningful-
ness of metaphysical and theological language made by logical po-
sltivists and lingulstic analysts, whose work 1s so influential
in the English spesking world. This 1s, no doubt partly because
he writes not in Britain or America but in continental Europe.
His not having taken up the debate with them must be seen, how-
ever, as founded mainly on hils attitude to apclogetics generally,
the question of the meaningfulness of theological language having
been perhaps the central focus of Christlan apologetics for many
years now. For Barth, willingness to discuss the meaningfulness
of the lenguage of falth as an open question would be a denial of
revelation. To take such an approach would be to pretend to ne-
gotiate with the unbeliever on the basis of common presuppositions,
agreement upon which could presumably lead to, or prepare for,
faith, Barth inslsts, however, that unbelief is not to be taken
as seriously as faith. "What unbelief expects of faith is pure-
ly the one thing, that it should be an event., It 1s not in our
power to cause the event," (C.D., I, 1, pp. 32-33.)

2Barth is quoted in Kerl PBarth's Table Talk: "Dogmatics will al-
ways have an apologetic side. 1In a certain sense all dogmatics
is apologetics, namely, In the sense of setting limits. But God's
revelation defends itself," (p. 44). He writes also in C.D., I, 1:
"There is no dispute about the fact that dogmatlcs too, together
with the Christian Church generally, has to speak all along the
line es faith opposing unbelief, and to that extent all alon
the 1ine her language must be apologetic, polemical," (p. 31).
Again, "Apologetics and polemics can only be an event, they can-
not be a programme," (p. 33). He delights in quoting TLuther's
colourful language: "we must take care not so to deface the gos-
pel... that it is quite lost, to defend it so well that it col-
%apaet?. Let us not be anxious, the gospel needeth not our help,"
De 33).

80u0., .IT, 1, p« B4,
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with the non-Christian, but quite strictly of the Biblical God.
He asks the question therefore on the presupposition of actual
knowledge of God and actual language about Him, in keeping with
what he has argued elsewhere,--that theological epistemology
properly operates with a backward look at our actual knowledge
and does not begin by teking up a posltlon outslide of knowledge
to consider its poasibility.4

The starting-polnt for the doctrine of analogy is, there-
fore, a Biblical one: the hiddenness of the Holy God. It 1s
because the Christian knows the God of the Bible as the hidden,
holy One that he has to deny & parlty of meaning when human
words are predicated of Cod. The hiddenness of God is a state-
ment of faith for Barth. It has nothing to do with any philoso-
phical unknowability of God, whether Flatonic or Kantian.5 "We
mist not," he writes, "base the hiddenness of God on the inap=-
prehensiblillity of the infinlte, the absolute, that which exlsts
in and for 1itself, etc.“6 It is only when the God of the Bible
is known in the response of faith that His transcendent hidden-
ness is truly known. Similarly, however, Barth cannot speak of
disparity, for if our words mean something quite different when

applied to God, then, in fact, God remalns unknown to us, and

4Barth's "after the fact" approach to theologieal knowledge and
language as based on revelastion has a parasllel in the attitude of
some who do natural theology. E.g., E. L, Mascall, Existence and
Analogy, London, Darton, Longman snd Todd, 1966, pp. =995,

P0LT,, 11,0, . 158 6Ibid., p. 188,
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no fellowship can exist between Creator and creature. The man
of falth knows that his speaking must be appropriate to God's
"unveiling in veiling". Revelation pushes him to deny disparity
es well as parity. "Pressed by the true revelation of God we
are pushed on to the word 'analogy'." Analogy means "similarity,
partial correspondence and agreement," in distinction to both
likeness and unlikeness, The term, says Barth, 1s correct and
"unavoidablo“.v |

But Barth uses this "unavoldable" word reluctantly because
of 1its association with natural theology. Just what is it that
troubles him about its use in natural theology, and how does he
distinguish his use of the concept from that of natural theolog=-
ians? Tt will be best to glance first, very briefly, at the
doctrine of analogy in the classical natural theology of Thomas
Aquinag., Much has been written about the Thomist doctrine, and
meny Thomist scholars disagree in their interpretation of him?
so that my remaerks here can only be of the briefest and most ele-
mentary kind.

Aguinas too, of course, is well aware of the hiddenness of
God to the mind of man, and therefore also of the problems of
language about Cod. Put he does not understand God's hiddenness

on the basis of revelation. In the Summa Theologica, (I, 12),

he bases the unknowability of God on the idea of God's infinity.

T0. Dy, IT; 17 ps 288

83, Mondin, The Principle of Analo in Protestant end Catholic
Theology, tES”HEEGET‘§TIEE??, A3y PDe 7=01. :
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Beceause God is iInfinlte and everything is cognoscible accor=-
ding to 1ts actuality, God 1s infinitely cognoscible. But
the created, finlte intellect cannot know God 1nfinitely,9
"for if the mode of anything's existence exceeds the mode of
the knower, it must result that gge knowledge of the object 1s

above the nature of the knower.," God, therefore, cannot be

comprehended by man, This leads Aquinas to his via negativa,

whereby we know not what God is, but what He 1s not. None of

the definite forms signified by the words we predicate of CGod
actually exists in God, strictly speaking. For example, 1t can-
not be sald that goodness as such, intelligence as such, nor pow-
er as such, exist as definite forms in the divine Belng. Aquinas
does not rest in total disparity, however, for he passes from the
negative way to the affirmative way, that i1s, to the doctrine of
analogy, by way of the distinction between the perfectio signifi-

cetas and the modus significandi:

As regards what 1s signified by these names, they properly
belong to God, and more properly than they Belong to crea-
tures, and are applied primarily (per prius) to Him, But

as regards their mode of signification, ey do not proper-
ly end strictly apply_to God; for their mode of signification
applies to creatures,

Words that apply properly to creatures can be applied to God be-
cause God 1s the Crestor of creatures. Thus God has to bs known

by us through "sensible things",

T R A T A 101p14., 1, 12, 4.
11l;:t1enne Gilson, The Christlan Philosophy of St, Thomas Aquinsas,
trans. L. Shook, London, Victor Gollancz Ltd., 1957, P. 109.

12
BiPy I, 15, B
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Because they are His effects and depend on their Cause,
we can be led from them so far as to know that God exists
and to know of Him what must necessarily belong to Him as
the First ?guae of all things, exceeding all things caus-
ed by Him,

Sinece our intellect knows God from creatures,

it knows Him as far as creatures are capable of giving a

true and adequate representation of Him,... God presup-

poses in Himself the posaezsion of all the perfections be-

longing to sll creatures.t
If God is said to be good or wise, these words "signify the Di-
vine Substance, but in an imperfect msnner,” for "whatever good
we attribute to creatures pre-exists in God, and in a more excel-
lent and higher way.“ls Even by way of sensible things, then, our
words are transferrable to God only analogically. But they are
transferrabla.16 On this basic presupposition Aquinas proceeds
to work out a large part of his doctrine of God within his "pre-
amblea“IZf natural theology. Because of the created similarity
between the creature and Cod he can deduce God's attributes (e.g.
goodness, immutability, eternity, unity, love, justice, mercy)
analogically from the creature, (S.T. I).

The similarity which permits this procedure is what Karl

Barth refers to as analogia entis, analogy of being, In the fore-

ward to Church Dogmaties, I, 1, Barth declares, "I regard the
18
analogla entis as the invention of Antichrist." He refuses to

admit a similarity between God and man which would permit Ged's

498,17, . T, 12, 12, i4Thiav.< I, 13, '8
151b1d.

16mme christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, p. 104,
3.8, 1, 2.9, 186, D, T, 1, pau s

e il
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attributes to be dellneated apart from His self-revelation.
When Barth comes to speak of the Reality of God in II, 1, he
insists that he cannot write the doctrine of God independently
of God's revelation on the basis of a general, natural notion of
God.lg"wo cannot discern the being of God in any other way than
by looking where God Himself gives us Himself to see, and there=-
fore by looking at His works," This is most obvious when one
considers that the doctrine of the Trinity is absolutely inte-
gral to the Christian doctrine of Cods It 1s this Triune Geod
of whom he wishes to speak when he comes to desl, for sxamploé
with the Life of God,zothe Love of God,zltho Freedom of God.2
Aquines could not possibly speak of this specifically Triune God
in his natural theology (the Trinity is for him part of revealed
theology), and therefore, in Barth's view, he should not have at-
tempted, in a preamble, to speak of God in Himself, To speak of
God Himself without being governed throughout by revelation, 1s
inevitably to distort the true God and set up in His place an

idol of one's own making. Barth seems to see analogis entis as

the basle error behind this false method. He accuses Adquinas,

(and the Lutheran Quenstedt) of including God and the creature
23

under one goneral concept of beinge. Now Aquinas explicitly re-

Jects thlis very thing, most notably in Summa Theologlca, I, 3,

5. Not only 1s Cod not in any genus, but "being" cannot be a

AORSD L IE, 1, p. 2060, 201bid,, p. 263,

Prvia,, p. 275, 22

231bta,, p. 237,

Ibid., i Ps 317
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genus, for it cannot be distingulished by any differentla not
Included in it.24 Barth is not unaware that Aquinas has sald
this, for he quotes it at least three times in II, 1.25 Never-
theless, he would argue that Aquinas sees the common "existence"
or "being" of God and man as the basis of man's knowledge and fel-
lowship with God. Barth wants to insist over against this that
not any common being, but only Cod's utterly free grace is in
fact the basis of this knowledge and fellowship.26

At this point we touch agaln on the very heart centre of
Barth's thought, for the inner dynamic of his whole theology re-

volves around the Reformation principle of sola gratia. If the

grace of God builds upon something in man himself, or some natu-
ral relation between God and man prior to grace and faith, then

sola gratia is compromised, It is iIn accordance with this Insight

that Barth includes within his Doctrine of God, (Church Dogmatlcs,

Volume II) both his major epistemological work and hls doctrine of
election, OCod's gracious elsction of man in Jesus Christ, as it
is known in His reconciling 1life, death and resurrection, is the
starting-point for Christian theology. "The name of Jesus Christ
ess 13 the beginning and end of all our thoughts."zv "When theo-
logy allows 1tself on any pretext to be Jostled away from that
name, God is inevitably crowded out by an hypostatized 1lmage of
man, Theology must begin with Jesus Christ and not general

28
principles." A proper doctrine of God nrmust demonstrate its

24s.2,, I, 3, S, 25¢,D., II, 1, pp. 187, 310, 444,
261bid., pp. 237-243. 87D 15, 2, pi.By

281bid, . p. 4
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Christian character from the beginning by avolding all abstrac-
tions, i.e., notions of God the content of which are not totally
determined by Jesus Christ, According to this basic principle,
Barth works out his doctrine of God beginning with the Christo-
logically determined statement, "God 1s the One who loves in
freedom." Under the heading of Cod's Love hé develops the Belng
of God as Grace and Holiness, Mercy and Righteousness, Patience
and Wisdom, and under the heading of God's Freedom he dlscusses
His Unity and Omnipresence, Constancy and Omnipotence, Eternity
and Glory.egThis particular juxtaposition of concepts, he points
out, 1s offered by way of suggestion, and he does not claim for
it any necessity cr finality.soBut he does insist that trey must
be developed entirely in connection with revelation. This is not
by any measns to imply that theclogy can speak only of God in His
outward acts and not of God Himself in His own Belng. On the con-
trary, he has at every point been at great pains to show the roo-
ting of God's outward acts in the inner Triune Being of Cod.

The implications of this approach for anaslogy can be seen
very clearly, for example, in his discussion of God's Power, If
we say that God's Power is omnipotence, we do not merely extend
our creaturely notion of power to the infinite degree and ascribe
it to God. We do not know, prior to revelation, what God's "Pow-

er" means., Barth writes, "It is not a matter of already knowing

®9¢,D., II, 1, chapter VI. 301bid,., pp. 352-353, 441-442,
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by ourselves what omnipotence is aend then learning from God's
golf-revelation that He is this and acknowledging the One defined
in this way as our Fnther."51 Rather, we see Cod's Power in His
mighty acts for the People of Israel, end in the life, death and
resurrection of Jesus Christ., From this we know God as the Al-
mighty Crestor and Redeemer who can do what He wllls as Lord of
this world according to I'is free Love, Morsover, argues Barth,
our statements about God's Power are not merely about His Power
ed extra, for His omnlpotence 1s not mercly His omnicausality.32
God is powerful in Himself from all eternity, quite independently
of His crestion, for the God of the Eible is never in any way de-
pendent on creation for sny aspect of His Being., "God is the
onnipotent God as He is the Trinitariaean Cod; in His life as this
God, 1n His power to be the Father, Son and Holy Spirit; in the
power by which He 1s the One by and in the Other, all being e-
qual in origin, necessity and g:l.m:'y'.":?h.5 The analogy between God's
Power end creaturely power, then, can be made only in faith, on-
ly within a knowledge of Cecd's revelation. The possibility of
knowing this God in Himself analogously from the creetion is mani=-
festly impossible, A proper understanding of analogy must be ri-
gorously determined wlthin this Christclogicel doctrine of Cod.
The meening of our words for Cod must be filled with this very
specific Christologically determined content,

The application of the sola gratis and sola fides to analogy

Slc.D,, II, 1, pp. 524-525, 521bid., p. 527f.

531b1d., p. 529,
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1s worked out most explicitly by Berth in hie polemic against
the seventeenth century Luthersn theologian A, Ouenatedt,34(a1-
ways including Thomes Aquines &lso in his criticism). CQuenstedt,
like Aquinas, rejects as inappropriate for lengusge about God the
analogy of inequelity: the kind of similarity which exists be-
tween the different species of one genus; he rejoects elso the sna-
logy of proportionality, the similarity which exlsts in the agree-
ment when some determinations of two objects apgree, but at the
same time others diaagree.as Barth concurs in the rejection of
these, Ve« must rather, he says, use an analogy of attribution:
a similarity of two objects which consists in the fact that what
is conmon to them exists first and properly in the one, end then,
because a second is dependent upon it, in the aecond.seBut Quen=-

stedt wants to say this 1s an gnalogia sttributionis intrinsecae,

& simllarity proper both to the analogans and the analogatum,

The similarity which the creature bears to God is, though sec-

ondary and dependent, an inward quality or characteristic of the
creature's beilng, Now Barth believes this means that the crea-
ture 1s qualified for revelation, indeed that he has a relation-
ship with the Creator apart from Christ, thet the creature is a
perticipant in God's Truth without Him, He reassons that, if the
similerity between creature and Creator 1s given and constent, a
state of affairs belonging to the creature as such, then the ab-

solute necessity of revelation 1s denied, or at lesst, sola fides.

:;c.n., II, 1, pp. 237-243,

36

A discussion of snslogy of proportionality follows, pe 146,
Ibid., p. 238,
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But this is quite contrary to the Biblical teaching of the to-
tal lostness of man without Christ. Quenstedt, complains Barth,
holds to sola fides in his doctrine of justification, but fails

to see 1ts implications for epistemology, as though knowledge of
God could be something other than faith-knowledge, knowledge in
the relatlionship of peace., And Quenstedt makes this error, (as
Aquinas does) by misunderstanding the nature of God's hiddenness.
He rejects parity because it denies the distinction between abso-
lute and relative beiﬁg, both of which are true being. God 1s
absolutely what we are relatively according to this view, so that
being and not grace is the ground of the lknowledge of God and the
criterion of truth. The being in which both God and man partici-
pate is the similarity between them, and the basis of their know-
ledge and fellowship., This 1s what Barth objects to when he so

strenuously anathematizes analogia entis., This is what he means

when with apparent rashness he accuses Aquinas of including God
and man together In the same genus of being.SGOver against this,
Barth wants to insist that the readiness of man for God's revela=-
tion is itself a gift of God, a creation of God, a miracle that

comes in and with the objective revelation. Sola gretia, he be-

lieves, is endangered seriously if man's being 1s itself sald to
be capable of fellowship with God. Holy Seripture, he argues,
expressly describes our particlpation in the Person amd Vork of

37
Christ as a Work of the Holy Spirit. The Spirit, eand not any

86g,D,, 1I, 1, p. 237s 371bid., p. 157.
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innate capaclty of man, is to be given the praise for man's
hearing and reception of the Word of God. The Spirit creates
the point of contact. This holds also for our language., Earth-
ly concepts do not have in themselves the capacity to speak of God,
not even analogically. Our words cannot be transferred from man
to the Creator,

The plctures in which we view God, the thoughts in which

we think Him, are in themselves unfitted to this object

and thus inappropriate to express and affirm the know-

ledge of Him, For God--the living God who encounters us

in Jesus Christ 1s not such a one as can be appropriated

by us in our own capecity. He i1s the One who will appro-

priate us, and 1n so doing permit and command and therefore

adapt us to appropriate Him as well,
To argue otherwise is to posit a togetherness of God and man which
is forbidden by the transcendent holiness of God, the holiness which
is destructive of the unholy, as we know it in revelation., Our
words can have valid reference to God only in Jesus Christ, since
it is only in and through Him that we can know and be relatsed to
God at all, The analogy, or similarity, between God and men which

permits our language to refer truly to God 1s the analogia fidei,

analogy of faith, Faith in Jesus Christ, the creation of the
Holy Spirit in us, is our simllarity to God. The creature is
"converted“sginto an analogue of God, by falth, that 1s, by the
Spirit. The analogy of attribution is therefore not intrinsiec,
as Quenstedt would have 1t, but, according to Barth, extrinslc.

The similarity between God and man can only be one controlled and

%8g.p., II, 1, p. 186, %91b1d., p. 239.
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bestowed by God In His reveasling and saving work, and 1s not to
be understood as a constant co-existence of the Creator and crea-
ture in a like being. Ve are adopted into our similarity with
God, and so also.is our language adopted.40 "This happens only
as the grace of the revelation of God comes to us' and therefore
to the means of our thinking and language, adopting us and them,
pardoning, saving, protecting and making good."41 Our words for
God are properly, analogically predicated of Him

so far as they are formed and expressed in faith in Cod's

revelation, in obedience to the direction given to man in
1teeee The 1limit of our knowledge of God 1s this: that

40mhe belief that our human words in thomselves are quite un-
fitting to deseribe God at all is suggested very early by Hilary
of Poitlers in his De Trinitate, I, 19, (in Nicene and FPost-li-
cene Fathers, Vol, IX, Oxford, james Parker and CO., 16899, D.
45), where he writes, "There can be no comparison between God

and earthly things...." Hilary et first seems to say that it is
nevertheless a proper procedure to apply ordinary human words to
God, since "the weakness of our understanding forces us to seek
for illustrations from a lower sphere to explain our meaning a=-
bout loftier things., The course of daily life shews how our
experience in ordinary matters enables us to form conclusions

on unfamiliar subjects. We must therefore regard any comparison
eas helpful to man rather than as descriptive of God, since 1t
suggests, rather than exhausts the sense we seek." All of this,
of course, could have been written by Thomas Aquinas. Dut Hilary
goes on: "I proceed with my task intending to use the terms sup-
plied by God...." Here he makes plain in a very few words that
he understands the procedure to be permissible only as it is in-
formed by revelation, and not autonomously in what Aquinas called
a "preamble" to the theology of revelation or in what Barth calls
"natural theology". Commenting on Hilary, T. F. Torrance, in an
unpublished paper, makes this distinection clear: "We can only
know and talk about God in humen terms because e has used humen
terms to reveal Himself to us in His Word, and so interpreted
Himself to us. In recelving the Vord, our human language and
reason are stretched beyond their accustomed limits, All this
is in line with Earth's meaning when he says our words are "adop-
ted" and "made good" by Cod if they are to be used of God, This
means thelr content must be strictly filled with meaning given
them by revelation., Ve have to "use the terms supplied by God."

p.p., 11, 1, p. 228,
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when we know God we must not and will not leave the
grace of His revelation,

A doctrine of analogia entis, Barth thinks, is secretly an at-

tempt to dispense with falth, or at least sola fldes, to gilve
aild to the Holy Spirit to do what we do not quite trust Him to
do on His own, But with analogia fidel,

The Holy Spirit can be given the last word Instead of
the absolute, all enquiriles being answered by the pres-
ence and work of the Holy Spirit, that through Him our
faitgsis true faith and our knowledge true knowledge of
God,

Barth's doctrine of analogy of falth seems to this student
to be a very important contribution to the question of theologl-
cal predication., His attempt to carry it out in a rigorously
Reformed way 1s to be apprecisted., But 1t is faulty, I think,
in its connection with the doctrine of man, and thersfore faulty

in its total reajection of 211 analogia entis, One comes to this

conclusion on the bssis of Barth's own theological statements a-

bout men in Church Dogmetics, Volume III, His statements about

men there are, I think, inconsistent with those assumed and im-
plied in ITI, 1, where he mekes the most extravagently negative
statements about men., "Ve do not resemble God," he says.44"The
fact that we are created in the likeness of God means that God
hes determined us to bear witness to Hls existence in our exist-
ence, But 1t does not mean that we possess and dlscover an at-

tribute within ourselves on the bhasis of which we are on a level

426.D., II,'1, ps 235, 43Ibid., p. 249.
441p14., p. 188.
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with God." But here he has only disposed of a straw man, for

no exponent of analogia entis puts man on a level with God.

Agaln, he writes, "Of ourselves we do not resemble God. We are
45
not master of Him," But it is most misleading to suggest that

a resemblance between God and man implles our mestery of Him, e-
ven In terms of knowledge.45 Further on, in his polemic against
Quenstedt and Aquinas, he contends that no similarity exists be=-
tween Creator and creature except that given by revealing and
saving grace.47

But Barth is much sounder in Volume III. There, a&s we have
already seen,48ha finds the image of God in man generally, even
from creation, because of his relation to the one image, Jesus
Christe. Mlan's being in God's 1mage, and therefore his resemblance

to God, as analogia relationis, 1s his by virtue of his electlon

and creation in and for Christ. Lvery man created by Cod 1s
created in God's image,--"man generally, man with the fellowman.ﬁg
His teaching is clear that man 1s an analogue of God not only by
faith, but in virtue of his creation., Ie can say this because
creation too 1s graece and is to be understood Christocentrically.
From his creation, man 1s a "type of the one to come,” (Rom, 5:14).
In Volume III Barth appears to have recognized in the grace of

creation a presupposition of revealing and saving grace, which,

of course, is not as such a departure from sola gratia, However,

46c.p., II; 1, p. 190, $10:D,4 11, 1, bo 250,

46R, ¥, Aldwinkle, "Karl Harth and Religious Language," in Cana-
dilan Journsl of Theology, Vol. XI, (1965), pp. 164-173.

Cf. this essay, 3(a) 490.D.. III, 2, pp. 323=324,

48
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he seems to withdraw all this on those very peges of Volume III
in his continued rejection of snslogis entis, The "God-likeness"
of man6 says Barth, does not consist in anything that man is or
dooa.5 The analogy of relation is not, like the analogy of be-
ing, an existing quality or intrinsic capacity, possibility or
structure of man's being.sllt is an enalogy of two relationships,
but not of two belngs, he insists, He expressly denies, then,
that hils gnalogla relationls i1s reduceable to en gnslogla entiss
"Ye repeat there can be no question of an anslogy of being, but
of relationship., God 1s in relationship and so too is the men
created by Him, This is the divine likeneas."sa It is difficult,
however, to see any reality in the distinectlon. If both God and
man possess this personal being, so that both man and God can
rightly be addressed as Thou, and therefore live in relationship,
surely a similerity of being does exist, Of course, a similarity
of being is not a continuity of being. It goes without saying
that God posaéases His character as Thou prior to, and in a dif=
ferent way from the way in which man does, In this sense, we
must accept the dictum of Aquinas, agreed to be correct by Barth,
that Cod and the creature are not to be inecluded together under
one genus of belng, The juxtaposition of God and the creature
as two extremes, the absovlute and relative, in one continuous Be=
ing cannot be considered. DBut that is not necessarily implied by
analogia entis, Nor need it be a static thing, but a dynamie,

520.13., 113, 1 v 184, 511bid,, p. 195.
52¢.D,, III, 2, p. 324.
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relational reelity, as Calvin understood the imapgo Dedi.,

One suspects that an analogy of being is implied in Barth's
own position not only in the doctrine of men, but also in his
understanding of the prlority of Cod. This 1s evident, for ex-
ample, when he speaks of our use of the word "Father" for Cod.

He recognizes thet the word "father" in ordinary human language
primarily signifies the natursl human originator of our exist-
ence, "In calling God our Father, Scripture adopts an analogy,
only to break through it at onca."s3 Farth goes on, "We must not
estimate by natural humen fatherhood what i1s meant by God being
our Father, But from the Fatherhood of God natural human father-
hood acquires any mesning and value inherent in it."54 In other
words, our human word "father" is adopted and used in Cod's re=-
velation to refer to God the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,

and so filled with new content which 1s fitting to Him, And
through this revelation of God's Fatherhood we coms to know the
truth of all human fatherhood. But to say this is to recognize

& real similarity of being between divine Fatherhood and propser
human fatherhood. To speak of Fatherhood, or Love, or Fower, or
whatever, as having their being in God prior to their being in man,
is to imply, quite unmistakeably, a real similarity between the
being of the Creator and the being of the creature, 7To deny this
similarity in actual being, (known of course only in faith) is to
adopt the position of disparity which Barth rejected so clearly

§3c,D., I, 1, p. 447, S41b14,
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in II, 1, and to render theological language meaningless. One
can have sympathy, then, with Cuenstedt's analogy of "intrinsie"
attribution over against Barth's "extrinsic".
John MeIntyre throws a great deal of light on this whole
matter in his article entitled "Analogy", in Scottish Journal

of Theology, (Vol., XII, 1959). Barth, he thinks, has unnecese
sarily limited himself in the discussion of analogy by hils ac-
coptance of Quenstedt's terminology. Quenstedt, says McIntyre,
though ha recjects analogy of inequality, (the kind of similarity
that exists between different specles of one genus) has in fact
made use of 1t, and Barth has quite rightly "shot a sitting bird"?s
He is misteken, however, to concur in Quenstedt's reference to it
as an analogy of intrinsiec attribution, McIntyre thinks it most
unfortunate that both of them have ignored analogy of proportion-
ality. Proportionality does not, ss Barth supposes, involve a
calculable, mathematical proportion; it 1s not to be represented
A/B=C/D, but rether AtB : ¢ C:D.56 In fact, Berth uses proportion=-
glity of thils latter kind constantly when he speaks of analogy of
grace, which is an analogy of rolations.57

The kind of proportionality that Barth does 1in fact use,
however, is not adequate in 1itself, (as I have argued above),

The formula A:B : : C:D will rnot do, McIntyre points out, without
some indication of how A is related to C, and/or B to D. Because

55John MoIntyre, "Anslogy", in Scottish Journal of Theology, (Vol,
XII, 1959), pp. 1=20, (pp. 14=15),

561pb1a,, p. 13, 571bid,, p. 16.
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the analogy of proportionality is an analogy of relations, it
requires to be supplemented by some form of analogy which re-
lates the terms,sa--perhapa an analogy of intrinsic attribution.
The dynamic, relational feature which Barth wants to insist upon
in his understanding of the image of God could be adequately pro-
tected, I think, by & combination of intrinsic attribution with

proportionality, in a very carefully defined analogia entis. Al=-

though Barth's unqualified rejection of analogla entis is not well

founded, his strict adherence to the principle of sola fides and

his insistence that theological languasge is valid only in faith,
and therefore in the Spirit, is his great and lasting contribu-
tion to the doctrine of analogye.

(b) Proclamation and Holy Seripture

Our study of analogy has taught us that our human words can
speak truly of God only as they are informed by God's revelation,
and that this 1s the presupposition of all our theological know-
ledge and language. However, the knowledge of God does not
reach us primarily through dogmatic theology. DParth tells us
that the significance of dogmatics is quite secondary, that it
exlsts not as an end in itself, but strictly for the service of
proclamation.l God is not known as part of a philos phical theory
or system, as an intellectual abstraction., He is known as He 1is

proclaimed to men as the One who has acted in history for their

salvation. He 1s known by way of the announcement of His deeds,

58%snalogy"”, p. 14. AS DL T 1wy 94y
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snd therefore in the decision to believe and live in accor-
dance with them., Thils knowledge which responds to proclamation
and Seripture is "faith-knowledge". The announcement concerns
God's VWord made flesh: Jesus Christ 1s God's action in history.
As such, He 1s the basis of the knowledge of God, the "theological
object” of knowledge. As "flesh" however, He is very contingent,
belonging to a particular time and place, and can only be known
by way of rm:.ol.‘;ect.’f.on:5 and report. This section deals with
the nature of the report, both proclamstion and Scripture. We
have to look at them in this essay only as cruciael aspects of
Barth's epistemology and doctrine of the Spirit. He deals with

them, of course, as part of The Doctrine of the Vord of God, (Church

Dogmatices, I, 1 and I, 2). But if his dogmatics had been arrang-
4

ed differently, they might have been discussed as belonging to

the doctrine of the Holy Spirit, since they have to do with the

modée of Christ's presence after His resurrection and ascension,

8g.D.s T, 1, p. 5B,

SBarth criticizes Augustine's use of the concept "recollection"

as memoria, which is very close to the Platonic notion of anam-
nesis, e insists that 1t cannot mean "the actualisation of a
revealedness of God, originally immanent in the existence of e-
very man," (C.D., I, 1, pp. 111-112), Kecollection therefore be-
comes a subjective, rather than objective thing. Barth continues:
"God, according to Augustine, is what we all seek, a vita besatf....
Recollection on these lines clearly means... man's turning in-
ward, his heartsearching and his homecoming from the dissipatiocon
of the outer world to himself, to find God actually there," (Ibid.)

“The Table Talk records Barth saying: "A good theology can be
based on any of the three articles of the Creed. You could base
it on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit" (p. 27).
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In Church Dogmatics, I, 1, Barth spesks of the three forms

of the Word of God: the Word preached, the written Word, and
the revealed Word. The last of these is the "past" revelation
itself, Jesus Christ. The fuunction of the other two forms of
the VWord 1s to attest, to witness to, the revealed wOrd.s He

has not placed proclamaetion before Scripture for no reason,

Here he follows Luther in Insisting that the Gospel is primari-
ly proclamation. For Luther, the Gospel was not a book but a
megsage to be spoken by the viva vox, PFPreaching is more impor-
tant than writing in the Church: "The Church is a mouth-house,
no pan--houae."6 The Scripture itself, Barth tells us, is the
deposit of proclamation made in the past by the mouth of men;

it is proclamation in writing.7 Proclamation, then, which 1s
both preaching and Sacrament,ahas a certain conceptual priority
over Scripture. But Scripture is, in order, supsrior to procla-
mation, as the canon or rule which is authoritative for 1t, even

as Sceripture stands, 1n a sense, under the revelation to which

it witnesses, Nevertheless, there 1s no distinction of degree

86.D:i I, 1, Pe 185,

6Luther, quoted by W, J. Kooiman, Iuther and the Bible, trans. J.
Schmidt, Philadelphia, Muilenberg Fress, 1961, p. 202.
7CCD.. I, 1’ P- 114.

Unfortunately we do not have any thorough treatment of the sacra=-
ments by Barth. According to the outline of his intentions in C.D.
I, 2, p. 882, this was to appear in IV, 3, It does not occur there
however: he presumebly moved it to 2 later volume which was never
completed. It is clear enough, however, in The Teaching of the
Church Regarding Baptism, (trens. E. A, Payne), London, S.C.M.
Fress, E§é§, anﬁ In CoDe, I, 1, (e.g8s DPe 89) that he understands

the Lord's Supper an aptism as yverba visibilia, visible procla-
mation,
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or value between these three forms.
For so far as proclamation really rests upon recollection
of the revelation attested in the Bible and is therefore
the obedient repetition of the Bibllcal witness, it 1s no
less the VYord of God than the Blble. And so far as the

Bible really attests revela&ion, it 1s no less the Word of
Cod than revelation 1itself,

This is in itself an astounding statement., The words of procla=-
mation spoken by men, and the words of the Bible, written by men,
are actually the Word of God; they are God speaking. They are
10
human language in and through which God Himself speaks, Just
how can man's word become God 's Word? As Barth asks it, "How
is it to come about that proclamation proclaims not only truth
but truth as reality, that is, as God's work...?" The answer
lies, of course, in God Himself, In
the Holy Spirit, who will establish as His own work in the
preacher's mouth and the hearer's ear, the work of the falth
proclaimed in words of human thought and expression.... This
reference to the personal power of God's very Word amid and
in splte of the darkness of the human words that serve 1it,
is, of course, the Alpha and Omega, the ultima ratio, without
which..s. the concept ff the Church's proclamation could not
be completed at all,l
In the section entitled "The Word of God as Preached", however,
Barth strangely makes little mention of the Spirit, and speaks
rather of the "Word of God" as "the object which must be given
12
to proclamation in order that it may be real proclamstion,”
Again in "The Written Word of God", the doctrine of the Spirit
is not made use of, Barth later felt 1t necessary to meet the

criticism that he had no place in his theology for the Splrit by

R0, 5, . Po1, ps 1864 10101d., p. 57.
111bid., p. 66. 121bid., p. 101,
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writing his shorter book, The Holy Chost and the Christian Life,

In I, 2, however, the Spirit has a much larger place in relation
to proclamation and Scripture, Speeking of proclamation, Barth
tells us that human words can only become operative to speak of
God, and indeed, be the means by which God speaks, by the power
of the Holy Spirit.14The Spirit performs the miracle by which
man's word becomes Cod's Word, something quite impossible from
the human side, for (as we saw in our discussion of analogy)

men cannot even speak gbout God, let alone speak God's Vord Him-
self, without the Spirit., Speaking of Holy Seripture, he tells
us that the power of the Bible is the "power of the object" to
which it bears witness, 1.e.,, the power of Gods The Spirit sets
Christ before us, and powerfully so, for the power of the Vord
1s the Spirit of the Word. The Spirit, says Barth, is "the pow-
er and matter of Holy Scripture".15 Eplstemologically considered
then, proclamation and Scripture are the means used by the Spi-
rit to bring the theological object of knowledge before our
minds, and the Spirit is the power of these means by which the

object intrudes itself upon us, enabling us to know God.

137panslator's preface to The Holy Ghost and the Christian Life,
p. 5. Barth explains in The Table lalk, when asked why he mede
80 little use of the doctrine of the Sptrit in this part of I, 1:
"You must remember the theologiecal situation in 1932, At that
time I wanted to place a strong emphasis on the objective side

of revelation: Jesus Christ, If I had made much of ths Holy
Spirit, I am afraid it would have led to subjectivism, which is
what I wanted to overcome, Today I would speak more of the Holy
Spirit, Perhaps I was too cautious."”" (p. 27).

£80.D, . I, 8, a8l 151b1d., pp. 538, 579.



- 152 =

Theological objectivity remains a possibility after Christ's
departure, then, by way of the objective presence of God's'Word
in proclamation and Sceripture. Barth understands the relation
of God's Word to man's word in these two forms as analogous to
the relation of the divine and human in Christ. For example,
he writes in I, 1, "As Christ became true man and also remnins
true man to all eternity, so real proclamation becomes an event
on the level of all other human avsnts."16 When men's word be-
comes God's Word, 1t remains a fully human word, even as the e-
ternal Word i1s made flesh, very men. So also, in the Lord's Sup-
per, which, with Baptism, is also proclemation, "bread remains
bread, wine remains wina."lvThere is no transubstantiation, ei-
ther of humesn words or of sacramental elements., Nevertheless,
proclamation becomes, in its earthly character, "a fresh event,
the event of God speaking Himself in the sphere of human events...
Real proclamation as this new event, in which the event of human
language about God 1s not set aslde, but rather exalted, 1s the
Word of God."18 The miracle of God's Word in preaching and sacra-
ment, when understood in this way, is no less "realistic" than
the Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation-lg

In I, 2, we find Barth applylng the Christological insights
of Chalcedon to the doctrine of Scripture. Christology rules

here too. There can be no direct identity between the human word

160.D,, I, 1, p. 105, 171pid., p. 108,

8
Ibid., 191bid., pp. 106-107.
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of Seripture and the Word of God, no transmutation of the one
into the other, and no admixture of the two, even as in the
Person of Christ, the divine and human are not confused, but
not divided, two natures in one Person. The human element does

not cease to be human, and as such and in itself 1s not divine;
20

nor does God's Yord, the divine element, cease to be God's Word.

As the Word of God in the sign of thils prophetic-apos-
tolic word of man, Holy Scripture is like the unity of
God and man in Jesus Christ, It 1s nelther divine only
nor humen only., Nor 1s it a mixture of the two nor a
tertium quid between them. But 15 its own way and de-
gree it is very God and very man, 1

"In its own way and degree," says Barth. It i1s a "witness" to
revelation, but not revelation itself. The distinction is & li=-
mitation, he tells us., It is simply revelation "as it comes to
us, mediating and therefore accommodating itself to us who are
not ourselves prophets and apostles, and therefore not the im=
mediate and direct recipients of the one revelation.“ZBWhen he
speaks of "Scripture as the Word of God," he elso wents to say
that "what we hear is more than witness..., What we hear is re=-
velation, and therefore, the very Word of God." Thus there is
identity between Scripture and the Word of Godfsbut indirect iden-
tity.

We can see this clearly in Barth's understanding of the re-
lation of the Spirit to proclamation and Seripture, 1:e., theo-

pneustia, or inspiration. He emphasizes over and over again in

20c,p., I, 2, pp. 499-500. 2l1pida,, p. 501.
“27pid,, p. 463. 251b1d,, pp. 473, 499.
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I, 1 that the inspiration of Scripture ie not a statie thing
belonging to Seripture 1tself. The Word of God iIs not some-
thing men can possesgs simply by possessing a Bible., Cod 1s ma=-
jestically free, over snd sbove both proclamation and Scripture.
He must grant His "Word" if proclamation is to be true proclama-
tion.24éod's Vord does not pass into our control so thet we of
our own power can spesk it or causs it to be heard.25 And the
Bible 1s God's Word so far as God lets it be so, only so far
as God freely wllls to speak through 1t. It only is God's Word
as 1t becomes so by CGod's gracious adtion.zsIn I, 2, he points
out, with Paul, that "the letter killeth" but "the Spirit giveth
life," (II Core. 3:6). "This is said in favour of the Spirit but
not sagainst Scripture, or only against a Scripture received and
read without the Spirit.“27Without the work of the Spirit the
Scripture speaks no Yord of Gods That is why there can be no
such thing as "verbal 1nspiredness.”288uch a static view of
the Bilble subtly becomes a kind of natural knowledge of God,
that 1s, kmowledge which man can have without God's free grace,
in this case by way of a Bible that has passed into man's control,
However, as we saw in chapter one, God is always actively the Lord
of our knowledge of Him. Our knowledge of God, or our relation

to Him never becomes our once and for all possession outside of

the living Spirit-given relationship., It 1s always faith-know=-

€4e.D. . 1, 1, pi 101, ' 251bid,, pe 104,
ngbid.l p. 124, - B0y 1, 8, Pe Sh4s

Ibid,. 2 Pe 518,
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ledge, and therefore not something we grasp after and hold as
29
our own, but always an event. Not a detum, but a dandum, It
is never a quality or predicate of ours given once and for all,
but something "being given" again end again in the ever new work
of the Holy Spirit.

It should be pointed out that the relation of the Spirlt to
the Scriptural Word is quite different from (though analogous to)
the reletion of the Spirit to the VWord made flesh, Christ Himself,
The Spirit's relation to the Scriptural VWord is derivative from
His relation to Christ. Barth says little of this distinetion,
but hints at it when he writes:

According to His humanity Jesus wes conceived of the Holy

Spirit to be born of the virgin Mary for us. Again, accor=-

ding to His humenity, Jesus 1s redemptively present by the

Holy Spirit in the Lord's Supper [proclamation]. And by

the Holy Spirit the witnesses of His humanity became and

are also the witnesses of His eternal Godhead, His revela-

was apprehended by _them and through them [Scripture] 1t is

apprehended by us.®
This derivative relation of the Spirit to Scripture 1s, it seems
to this student, very crucial for a proper understanding of the
Bible as insplired witness to revelation, and as distinguishable
from it, As we have just seen, the relation of the Spirit to
the Bible is a "being given", a dandum, not a datum, whereas
the relastion of the Spirit to Christ 1s not "given" at all. The
Spirit 1s the Spirlt of Christ; He gives the Spirit to His dis-

ciples, (Jn, 20:22). The Spirit and Christ, though distinguish-

29me Holy Ghost and the Christian Life, p. 16,

0
SO 0. T, B, Dy 587
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able, are one in the unity of the Triune God. "The Lord 1is
the Spirit," says Paul, (II Cor. 3:17). As the One conceived by
the Holy Spirit, Christ 1is the Word of God, ontically, in Him-
self as such., In the Incarnation there is an ontic, essential,
hypostatic union between the divine and human natures of Christ.
Jesus Christ is homoousios with the Father as well as with huma-

nity. But thils cannot be sald of Seripture; the Bible is not,
in itself, one substance with the Father. Do we not have to
say, (I do not think Barth states this explicitly) that the Bi-
ble, in itself, is human only? It is written by sinful men,
and needs to recelve the atonement wrought out in Christ. It
has to be gilven tha powerful, reconciling Spirit in order that
it may become, like Chrlst, dlvine as well as human. The two-
natures analogy applies only in this dynamic sense. One only
wishes that Barth had spelled out this distinetion clearly in
his doctrine of inspiration, for 1t is cruecial, I think, to a
proper understanding of the humenity and fallibility of the Bil-
ble.

Barth speaks very radically of the humanity of the Bible,
He rules out the dictation theory of inspiration, insisting that
the insplration of the writers involved no abolition of their
freedom or selfedetermination, but rather consisted in a speclal
attitude of obedlence iInspired by the Spirit'?2 The writera are

986.Dys I, 2, Pa 508,
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conditioned by their own "psychological, biographical and his-
torical posaibilitisa."sz Barth also wants to say that the Bi-
ble is fallible:

The vulnerabllity of the Bible, 1,e,.,, its capacity for
error, also axtends to its religlous and theologlcal con-
tent.see There are obvious overlappings and contradic-
tiong=-6,g8., between the Law and the prophets, between
John and the Eynoptists, between Paul and James.... In
view of the actual constitution of the 01ld and New Testa-
ments this 1s something which we cannot possibly deny if
we are not to take awag thelr humanity, if we ars not to
be guilty of Docetism, 3

Barth argues for the fallibility of the Bible, then, on
the basis of 1ts humanity. Klaas Runia, in his bock Karl Barth's

Doctrine of Holy Scripture, argues that this does not follow, If
there 1s really a parallel between the divine and humen in Christ,
end the divine and human in Scripture, then the humanity of the
Bible does not imply its fallibilility any more than the humanity
of Christ Implies His sinfulneaa.54 Runia believes that if the
Bible is falllble, that 1s, 1f it 1s sometimes erroneous even in
"religion and theology", as Barth suggests, then one must hold

a dualistic conception of inspiration, that 1s, "one must dis-
tinguish between the divine and human aspects of the Bible and
try to find out which parts belong to the one aspect and which
to the other, Some parts give us divine revelation, others con=-
tain merely human opinions."ssﬂarth does not want to say this,

for his whole theologlcal method rebels ageinst the idea of man

S%c.p., 1, 2, p. 505, S3Ibid., ppe 509-510,

Klaas Runia, Karl Barth's Doctrine of Holy Scripture, Grand
Repids, W, B, Eerdmans Publ, CO., 1962, Pe 74.

55Ibid., p. 118,
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standing above Cod's Word and judging it. He denies such a
dualism: "We are completely absolved from differsntiating in
the Bible between the divine and human as such.... and then
cautiousgly choosing the former and scornfully rejecting the lat-
ter.“asﬂunia describes Barth's approach as a "vertical dualism",
in which God's Vord comes In end through a humasn word that serves
1t, rather than beside it and separate from it., But Barth does
not successfully escape the problem in that way. As Runia argues
later, if a statement, for example, of Paul, is fallible and
erroneous, 1t cannot be authoritative. There cannot be a dis-

37
tinction between Deus dixit and Paulus dixit, Runia ergues, He

accuses Barth of an inclination to "reinterprat" unpalatable
texts; this, he contends, is nothing but a "camouflaged form of
dualistic criticism."aa Now Runia finds the basis of Barth's er=-
ror in his fundamental concept of Seripture as witness, distin-
gulishing 1t from revelation itself.sg It is in keeping with this
distinction that he rejects "inspiredness” as an "inherent gqua-
lity" of the B1b13,4oand heavily qualifies the statement that
the Bible 1s the Word of God. It 1s in accordance with these
views that Barth finds himself saying that the Bible is fallible,
even theologically, Runia denies these distinctions. For him,
the Bible simply is revelation and is inspired, and infallibly

Word of God. He believes that the Bible cannot be suthoritatlive

$6c.Ds, I, 8, Ps 531, 00T, Y, peidoh,
S8ker1 Barth's Doctrine of Holy Seripture, pp. 180-181.
39Ibid., ppe 21f. 40Ibid., p. 124.
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if it 1s fallible; and he thinks that the parellel with the In-
carnation is entirely destroyed if fallibility is admitted.41

Our first question to Runla's critique is whether he has
adequately taken account of the dialectical nature of Barth's
conception of Seripture as witness and Word of God. We must re-
member Barth's statement that the distinction between witness
and revelation does not imply a distinction of degree or value.42
Note also that "witness is more than witness.... it is the
very Vord of God."43 But the main thing lacking in Runia's po-
sition is a clear distinction between the relation of the Spi-
rit to Christ and the relation of the Spirlt to Scripture.
Christ does not have to be given the Spirit to be VYord of God. He
is this in Himself, Nor does He require atonement; He 1s Himself
the atonement, The reconciling work of the Spirit is not direct-
ed to Christs it flows from Him, But the Seripture, which in
itself is only a human word, must be glven the Spirit again and
again if it 1s to have the power of the Word of God. And, as
the word of sinners, it must receive the reconciling work of the
Spirit if God is to speak in it and through it. Barth himself
only hints at this distinction, and, as far as I know, falls to

work it out in terms of reconciliation., He does say, "That the

4lgar) Barth's Doctrine of Holy Scripture, pp. 77, 180-181. In
trese latter pages hunia ofiers a very intelligent and clearly de-
fined doctrine of infallibillity, taking into account the humanity
of Seripture. But he has not taken seriously enough the distinc-
tion between Incarnation and Inscripturation, or related Scripture
to atonement.

“o.p.,. 1,1, p. 136, 43c.D., I, 2, p. 473,
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Word has become Secripture 1s not one and the same thing as its
becoming rlesh."44 One only wishes that he had spelled out this
difference between Incarnation and Inseripturation explicitly
and used it as the basis of his "fallibility" doetrine, We have
to say that the humanity of the Bible is fallible because it is
sinful humanity, requiring the gift of the reconclling Spirit,
but that the humanity of Christ 1s not sinful, because He is
the reconciling Spirit. Thils means that every word and verse
of the Bible has to come under the judgment and atonement of
Christ. OChrist, as the centre and Lord of Scripture, has to
be the "hermeneutical principle", so to speak, according to
which the Bible is read and interpreted. It should be pointed
out also that Barth not only fails to base his "fallibility"
doctrine soundly, he also falls to apply 1t. Runia tells us
that Barth nowhere rejects or criticizes any part of Secripture.
Barth's "eriticism", he writes, consists mainly in "re-inter-
pretation".45 Surely he should either have done something with
fallibility or openly espoused infallibility, which seems, in
practice, to be his actual attitude to Scripture. The nearest
thing this student can find to a real grappling with thls prob=-
lem in Barth is his discussion of the opemness of the canony, and
his reference to Luther's views, Barth writes:

The well known criterion of Luther was to test whether "it

sets forth Christ or not." "What teacheth not Christ 1s
not apostollec, even though Peter or Paul teacheth 1t. A~

44c.p., I, 2, p. 500.
45Kar1 Farth's Doctrine of Holy Scripture, p. 105,
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gain, what teacheth Christ is apostolic, though Judas,
Annas, Pilate and Herod doth it." And with varying
inslight into what can be called Christ, this is the
criterion which in all aggg the Church has in its own
way applied to the canon.
Barth might well have applied this criterion positively in or-
der to give real meaning to his "fallibility" doctrine.

We have yet to consider this question of the authority of
the canon, One might suspect that Barth's insistence on the dy=
namic destroys all contimuity of inspiration, and thereby the
authority of the canon as such. Is there nothing at all to be
sald for "inspiredness" or "revealedness", for a datum beside
the dandum? Certalnly Barth reallzes that 1t 1is these particular
books of the 0ld and New Testaments through which God speaks as
nowhere else, for these are the prophetic and apostolic witness,

written in temporal and spatial proximity to the revelation ite

self. The a posteriori principle is applicable here, Comment-

ing on II Tim, 3:14-17, Barth points out that the believer who
reads the Bible must remember "the fact that the Scriptures have
already played a definite, declsive role..., that they have al-
ready given the proof of what they claim to be, that they have
already shown their power, the specific powser of instruction in
the faith which saves him."47Barth's denial of static "inspired-
ness" 1s closely assoclated with his understanding of the Bible's
unigue authority. The authority and freedom of the Bible are in-

48
separable, even as the Word and Spirit are inseparable. That is

46c.p.. I, 2, p. 478, 471b1d,, p. 504,

“81p1d., p. 666.
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why he rejects the Catholic notion of a "deposit" of Seripture
entrusted to the institutional Church, as if "the Word of God
hed been conveyed and handed over" to the Church, which is then
"left alone with her deceased husband's 1egacy."49 The Bible is
not something over which the Church has gained control, As "the
‘wind bloweth where it listeth," (Jn. 3:8), so the Bible as the
instrument of the free Spirit, is the free Bible.50 As free, the
Bible 1s authoritative. It stands over against the Church as a
free authority confronting it. Nor can it be co-ordinated with
the Church's tradition, (or councils, or fathers, or philosophy,
reason or history) in such a way that %ogether they constitute
one whole body, or deposlit, of revelation.Sl Revelation simply
cannot be possessed in that way. We may not therefore speak of
"Seripture and tradition", any more than we may speak of "faith
and works" or "nature and grace" or "revelation and reason".52
To do so, says Barth, is to relativize the majesty of CGod in
His fellowship with man, It meaens that the Church looks else=-
where than to God and His Vord for its knowledge and salvation,
if the authority of tradition is placed beside that of Scripture.
Neo-Protestantism and Roman Catholicism are guilty of the same er-
ror, Barth thinks, in that both fail to place themselves under,
rather than over, Scripture, Here, of course, he is following

the sola Seriptura principle of the Reformation, But 1t is pro=-

foundly in keeping with his whole understanding of the Lordship

;ﬁl?c.n., I, 2, Ds 688, 5Orbid,, p. 687.
Ibid., pp. 546, 558. 521bi4., p. 557.
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of God over our knowledge of Him,

God's Lordship over our knowledge of Him is also the essence
of his approsch to the problem of the canon, It 1s, once again,
the Reformation approach. There can be ﬁo quhstion of the Church
giving divine authority to sacred writings. The Church only re-
cognizes and confirms their authority.53 The Church's "belief"
in the Bible, its "recognizing and knowing" it as Word of God,

54
is theopneustia, even as is the writing of the Bible., "Belief

that the Bible is the VWord of God presupposes, therefore, that
the overmastering has already taken place, that the Bible has
already proved itself to be the Word of God, so that we can and
must recognize it to be suoh."ss When the Church sets the canon,
therefore, it does ndt create a divine authority, thereby prov-
ing its equality with, dr superiority to, Scripture as an author-
ity. Rather, the Church, in setting the canon, sets itself under
an authority, the authority of the Word of God, regggnizing it

alone as suthoritative for its knowledge and life., In doing so,

KS—C.D.. I, 2’ pp- 474f0 54£bid.. po 5%. EIbid.

e

56Concerning the authority of the canon, John Calvin wrote: "There
has very generally prevalled a most pernicious error that the
Scriptures have only so much weight as is conceded to them by the
suffreges of the Church.... DBut the apostle testifies that the
Church is built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets.
If the doctrine of the prophets and apostles be the foundation of
the Church, 1t must have been certain, antecedently, to the exis-
tence of the Church.... V'herefore when the Church receives 1t

and seals it with her suffrage, she does not authenticate a thing
otherwise dublous or controvertible; but, knowing it to be a truth
of her God, performs a duty of pilety by treating it with venera-
tion." (Instit, I, vii, 1 and 11), Calvin's doctrine of the tes-
timonium Spiritus Sencti internum, or illumination, is ineluded

by Barth under the category of theopneustis. I shall discuss

this in the next sectione.
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however, the Church is not infallible. Vhen it sets the canon -
of Seripture 1t does so as the majores, and as the ?ﬂpﬁﬁﬁagﬂfbu
It makes a human judgment, and therefore

The Church cannot speak of its canon as though in its

decision 1t had made the decision of the Holy Ghost

Himgelf and therefore declded in its own power for all

ages and as against all individuals in the Church, The

Church can only regard and proclalm its decislion as a

direction--an indication seriously meant and therefore

seriously to be taeken.... In respect of the canon, it

will always be open to further instructlion. Towards

individuals within 1t 1t will show patience igarespect

of their practical relationship to the canon,
Thus he goes on to deplore Protestant orthodoxy's attempt to
absolutize the canon, making a divine law out of the Church's

59
decision of faith, Barth holds that it would be quite proper
for the Church, if it thought the messure necessary, elther to
extend or limit the canon, elther to recognize other ancient
books as VWord of God and witness to revelation, or no longer to
recognize certain of the present constituents of the canon, He
does not, however, make any concrete sugrestions along these
60

lines, Berth's feilure ever to criticize the Bible, either
individual texts or the constitution of the canon, is no doubt
determined by his strong desire to reverse the subjectivity of
liberslism., OQuite rightly he insists on the "basic principle
of the subordination of our ideas, thoughts and convictions to

81
the testimony of the Scripture itself." When the VWord of God

57¢.D., I, 2, p. 479,  581vsa,, p. 480,  S9nnag,

801 coording to the indices of Biblicsl references in the Church
Dogmatics, every canonical book 1s referred to except EaEESr,

S9.0, . T, %, p, TR
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roally comes into its own, the world of thought loses 1ts ab=-
soluteness, "surrendering itself and following the VWord as a
tamed beast of prey must follow its master."s2

As we have seen above, however, there 1s a note of sub=-
jectivity in Barth's doctrine of Seripture, particularly con-
cerning the canon. His great interest 1s the powsr and freedom
of God's Word actually to reach the mind of man and to create
the knowledge of faith, That the Word of God actually takes
hold of men, that it grasps them in their whole existence, even
in the realm of thought, 1s the work of the Holy Spirit. The
Bible is only the human instrumente-indispensable though it is==
to this end.

His close assoclation of Scripture and proclamation illus-
trates this., In Barth's view there can be no separation of any
of the three forms of the 'ord of God: the preached, the writ-
ten, the revealed., The "revealed" Word never meets us in ab=-
straction from proclamation and Scripture., And proclamation 1is
always dependent upon the Bible as the witness to that "reveal-
ed" Vord., He startles us, though, when he insists as well that
"Seripture, to become the Word of God for us, must needs be pro-
claimed in the Churdh."ssﬁe overstates this. It would be con=-
trary to his whole theological emphasis to suppose that he thinks
proclamation, rather than the Spirit, makes the Dible God's VWord.

He would not, I think, want to deny that the Bible can speak

62¢,D., I, 2, pe 721, $%g.p,, I, 1, p. 136,
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God's Word to the individual who reads it in private, Vhen he
says this, (if we may venture a sympathetiec interpretation), he
wants to emphasize that the Bible, as 1t lles on the shelf, as
it were, 1s not itself God's Word., The Goapel is proclamation
before it is Seripture, and 1s most properly announced by the
living voice, It must be spoken to real, particular, living
men and women, and this because it is not an abstract body of
ideas, or even of information, but a proclamation, a call to
decision and faith,
(c) Faith and Life in the Church

We saw at the end of Chapter Two that the Holy Spirit is
the form of Christ's parousia in the time of the Church, that 1s,
the eschatological time between the resurrection an§ the consum=-
mations And in Chapter Three we saw that the reconciling work
of the Spirit creates our union with Christ by giving us a share
in His obedient 1life and knowledge. Now we have to look more
closely at this faith and 1ife of Christians, paying special at-
5ention to its character as knowledge of God. All this has to
be discussed in connection with the Church, since, as we shall
gsee, Christlan life is always life in the Body of Christ. Karl
Barth offers an immense amount of material on these themes, es-
peclally in the three parts of Volume IV, and in I, 1 of the

Chureh Dogmatics,.

As we noted at the end of our last section, proclamation
and Scripture have the nature of a call to falth., It will be

ugeful to begin this section by reference to Barth's discussion
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of the call of Christ in IV, 3, under the heading "The Vo=~
cation of Man." There he tells us,

the vocation of man conslsts decisively in the fact that
the living Jesus Christ encounters definite men at defin-
ite times in their lives as their Contemporary, makes Him-
self ‘known to them as the One He 1s, 1.8., as the One He
is for the world, for all men, and therefore for them too,
and addresses and clalims them as pertners in His covenant
and sinners justified and sanctified in Him, He does this
in the witness of the prophets and apostles, but 1n this
witness it is He, Jesus Christ, who does ite.ss.

Because 1t comes to definite men at definite times, not all men
as such are called; on the contrary, all men as such are uncal-
led. But this event has its basis in the election of all men

2
in Jesus Christ before the foundation of the world. It is a

spiritual process and can only be perceived and understood spiri-
tually. As "spiritual” it is a work of the Holy Spirit. The so-
called "process of vocation" is described by Luther: "The Holy
Ghost has called me through the Gospel, enlightened me by His
3

gifts, and sanctified and preserved me in the true faith.," Thus
Barth writes:

As the Spirit of the Father and the Son He is the power

of the Gospel itself to call and enlighten and sanctify

and preserve man Iin the true falth., That is to say, He

is the power of the One who, as the Son sent by and glo-

rifying the Father, 1s not only the theme and content

but also the origin, end in His person, the Author, of

the Gospel.... His parousia, His presence and action

1s the meaning, goal and substance of this work of the
Spirit .4

Barth points out that the New Testament never speaks, as Luther
does, of the Holy Spirit calling men, This does not mean that

Ic.D., 1V, 3, p. 502, 2Ibid., p. 483.
Sibid., p. 501, - 41bi4,
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Luther's statement is not true and valid, for the presence and
action of the Holy Spirit are the presence of Jesus Christ in
the time between Easter and His final revelation, However, the
Spirit is not spoken of in such a way that Jesus Christ is ob-
scured or concealed as the Subject who acts in and through the
Spirit to call men to Himself, Jesus Christ is the One who
calls in 2ll the conecreteness of His humanity.s He Himself, the
living Jesus Christ, calls. Barth wants to say this in a quite
radical way. He refuses to admit a vocatio mediatas through the
word of prophets and apostles. Vocatlon in the New Testament,
he argues, is always "immediate voecation, i.e., the direct and
personal work of God, of Jesus Christ, of the Holy Spirit."e
The prophets and apostles have an indispensable task of media-
tion, but it is simply that of witness; it is not their power
nor their work thet men are called, "Even in Holy Scripture as
such there is no inherent force," says Barth, "It 1s wholly and
immediately His power and work if, attested by them, He now 1is-
sues His call to others as once He did to them.,.. They are cal-
led immediately by Him, by God, by Jesus Christ, by the Holy Spi-
rit.“v There can be no office-bearer in the Church who can rep-
resent the one Lord who is the living Vord of God and issue a
vicarious c¢all, He has to be understogd "immediately, directly

and exclusively"”" as the One who calls, He Himself can call even

now because He l1s not a figure of the remote past but the living

sc.n., IV, 8, pPe 503, 6Ibid., p. 515.
Ibid, ®Inig,
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Christ. And He does not live only at the right hand of the
Father., In His parousia in the form of gha Holy Spirit, He
is the Contemporary of man in every age. That is why Barth
speaks earller in this same volume of Christ as the Frophet
and True Wiltness, He 1s this in our time in the power of the
Holy Spirit, who 1s the "renewing power of the breath of His
mouth which as sue?ois the breath of the sovereign God and

victorious truth,"”

Barth describes the vocation of man first as illuminatione.

The light of Christ shines on all men, but in the event of vo-
cation it actually illuminetes a man., His blind eyes are heal=-
ed and made to see., Illumination 1s his advencement to know-
ledge, wherein he hears, receives, understands, grasps and ap-
propriates that which is said to him in revelstion.ll This il-
luminationlzia not the flaring up of a light which was secretly
burning low in him already, but a wholly new creation,lswhich

comes entlrely from without, from Christ spesking. Illumination

ig.n., IV, 3, p. 504, 101pig,, p. 421.
g.D., IV, 3, De 509,

1zBarth'a "illumination" runs parallel to Calvin's doctrine of
the testimonlum internum spirlitus sancti. Calvin understood it
as the work of God in us convincing us of the authority of Serip-
ture, (Instit, I, vii, iv). K, Runia points out (in Karl Barth's
Doctrine of Holy Scripture, p. 15), that Barth makes the inter-
nal work of the Spirit, or Illumination, part of theopneustia, or
inspiration. "The biblical concept of theopneustis points us
therefore to the present," says Barth, (C.D., I, 2, P. 506).
"Seripture is recognised as the Word of God ﬁj the fact that 1t
1ls the Word of God. This 1s what we are told by the doctrine of
the witness of the Holy Spirit," (C.D., I, 2, ps 537).

13¢,D., IV, 3, pp. 508-509,
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is not restricted to the noetic, which a man can experience neu-
trally. Rather, the event of 1lllumination is an event of reve-
lation and knowledge in which a man's whole being is "seized and
14

refashioned so that it becomes hls new being." Of this EBarth
writes:

In making Himself known, God acts on the whole man, Hence

the knowledge of Cod given to man through his 1llumination

1s no mere apprehension end understanding of Cod's being

and actlon, nor as such a kind of intuitlve contemplation,

It is the claiming not only of his thinking but glso of

his willing end work, of the whole man for Code*
That this experience cannot bo & neutral and exclusively intel-
lectual one 1s emphasized by Barth earlier in the same volume
when he asks, What 1s truth?, The truth is not an idea, prin-
ciple or system, nor a structure of correct insights, nor a doc-
trine. It may be reflected in doctrine, but

no doctrine has the power of summoning him out of his

falsehood to 2 knowledge and confession of the truth, to

obedience and service. The truth alone has the power to

do these thingse.e.ee Jesus Christ in the promise of the

Spirit as His revolatign in the sphere of our time and

history is the truth.

Beside the concept of 1llumination Barth places the con-
copt of awakening as descriptive of the event of vocation., Awa-
kening contrasts two states of man, the falsé® and the true, sleep
and wakening. Vhen one is celled by Jesus Christ one's existence

17
is no longer marked by closed, but by open eyes and ears, He
spesks of this at length also in IV, 2, under the heading "The

Awakening to Conversion", noting such Scripturél passages as

;;c.n., IV, 3, p. 519, 151p14., p. 510.
Ibide, Pe 376, 17b1d,, p. 513
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I Thess. 5:6: "Therefore let us not aléep, as do others; but
let us watch and be sober," and Eph, 5:14: "Awake thou that
sleepest and arise from the deed end Christ shall give thee
light." Christians cannot be defined simply ss those who are
awake while others sleep. They constantly stend in need of re-
awakening end depend on the fact that they are continually re-
awakened.lBAnd this awakening is & rising from the sleep of
death, the sleep from which thers is no awaskening except as a
mirecle of God. Barth quotes Eph. 2:1: "You hath he quicken-
ed who were deed in trespasses and sing," There can be no na-
tural, human impulses or emotional movements or desp-burrowing
reflections, Barth writes, that assist iIn this awakening to con=-
version., It cannot be initiated by ourselves or by any experi-
ence of our own, but can be compared only to the miracle of the
resurrection of Christ from the deed, Vhile this awkkening 1s
wholly divine, however, it is wholly human as well, As the
sanctification of a reasl man it takes place to and in a men
end involves his whole heart and soul and mind.lgBut it is the
sovereisn act of God, "a matter of His ommipotent mercy, of His
Holy Bpirit."zo As such it iaveolves ccmpulsion, but a compulsion
that creates liberty. "vhere the Spirit of the Lord 1s, there
is liberty," (II Cor. 3:17). Barth ﬁtreasea this also in his
discussion of voecation in IV, 3. VWhen Jesus Christ mekes Him-

gelf known es Lord fe exercises & power to which no other power

18¢.p., IV, 2, p. 555, 191bid,, pp. 556-557.

£01v1d,, p. 578.
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in heaven or earth is comparable, DBut 1t 1s potestas, not

ggtentia.

eselt is not a blind, brute power working causally and
mechanically. He does not force or suppress or disable

in His exerclse of 1t. He 1s not the rampaging numinous
which strikes man unconditionally, so that he can only be
petrified and silent before 1it, ylelding without really
wanting to do so. He does not humiliate or insult man.

He does not make him a mere speculator, let alone a pup-
Poteses The power in which Jesus Christ sets a mean in
attachment to himself is the liberating power of His Word
which 1s opposed to all compulsion and eliminates and dise
cards 1t, It is the power of the free grace of God reveal-
ed in Him, Vhen fe who 1s resurrected from the dead exer-
clses iHils power on man, 5&18 man may breathe and live and
rise and stand with him,

The awakening to conversion has to be a mortificatio and yivifi-

catic, a miracle of death and resurrection, for sinful man in
his falsehood 1s against God and will not hear God's Word or
know Cod, except as he is compelled by God's graoe.22 But the
quickening Spirit has 1ts forece in the fact that God is first
for man, that God precedes man and says Yes to him, and thus
"sllences the No of man snd lays a Yes in his heart and on his
lips., He loves man even though he 1s an enemy (Rom, 5:10) and
thus mekes him the friend who loves him in ret;urn."25

Those who are awskened by the cell of Christ partlicipate de
fecto in the sanctificetion of men., Jesus Christ elons is "The
Holy One", the sanctified men for all men, end all men are holy
in Him., But those who hear the call of Christ, the saints, are

those who actually, subjectively perticipate in His sanctifica=-

?l¢,p,, IV, 3, pp. 528-529, ®2¢,D., IV, 2, pp. 578-579,
®51b1d., p. 580,
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tion,z‘who are "disturbed sinners", who "lift gg their heads",
(Lk. 21:28), and "look to Jesus", (Heb, 12:2). They have the
call to discipleship, and, in the freedom and power of the Spi-
rit, they obey the call to follow Christ., Knowledge of God,
the knowledge of the saints, exists within this soteriological
context,

The more strictly epistemological sspect of falth 1s dis-
cussed by Barth with great polemical and intellectual strength
in I, 1, especially the four sections under the heading "The
Knowability of the Word of CGod". The oppronents whom he addres-
ses here are primarily liberal and existentialist protestants,
Barth makes very little mention of the Spirit here, though his
mejor theme is the ﬁovoreign powsr and self-guthenticating authe
ority of the VWord of God, which power and authority can, of
course, only be understood in terms of the Spirit,

Barth indlicates first that the inquiry into the knowablili-
ty of the Vord of CGod does not ceall into question whether or not
God's Yord 1s known. Those who krnow the Word aere "faced with its
trueness," "can no longer withdraw into themselves in order from
there to affirm, question, or deny it." "As knowers, they are got
at by the Vord of CGod. They can no longer exist without 1t but
with 1t.“26Nor is he asking here, How do men lmow the Word of God?,
the answer to which would be prcelamation, but rather, How can

men know the Vord of God?, an inquiry into the possibility of

2:(.:.1:)., IV, 2, ps 517, 25Ibid,, pp. 527f.
2 C-Dn. I, 1’ p- 214l
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such knowledge, Nor i1s he asking about‘man in general, but
rather about man in the Church, i.e., "how 1t 1s possible that
men can become called and chosen, and therefore real Christians,
hearers end proclaimers of the Ford of God through their knowe
16630."27 Thus Barth very carefully guards against what he calls
a premature introduction into the investigation of a philosophi-
cal and epistemological determination of the problam.28 In oth-
er words, the question 1s raised and asked by theology, in kee-
ping with 1ts pecullar object.

In the section entitled "The Word of God and Man", Barth
wishes to mske man comprehensible as knower of the Vord of God.
But that this is an anthropological problem he will admit only
with reservations, He repudiates the sense in which modern!-*
protestantism understood man's capacity for knowledge of God.
His main foe here 1s Schlelermacher, who saw the coming to failth,
or meeting with God as & religlous experience "historically and
psyechologically fixable," to be regarded as a realization of a
religious potentielity in man, understood merely anthropological=-
ly in terms of what was then the newly discovered category of
"peligion" in general.QQOver agalnst this, Barth believes that

what we are dealing with is a possibllity of knowledge,
the nature of whiech is to be made understandable, cer-
tainly as a possibility in man, but in this case, which
differs from all others, only by starting from the ob-
ject of knowledge, i1.0.,, the reality of knowledge, and

so absolutely not from the subject of knowledge and so
absolutecly not from man,

:;C.D.. I' 1. De 216. 281b1d=. Pe 217.
Ibid., pp. 219-220, %%1p14., p. 221.
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That man can know God 1s an Inconceivable novum, he argues, in
direct contrast to all his abllity and capaclty, and 1s to be
regarded as 2 "pure fact," like the VWord of God itself. Men
can have this knowledge only if the ability 1s glven to them by
the "ord of God itself, And here Barth mentions the Spirit, vwi=-
thout "hom the Vord cannot be hoard.31
He tells us that fundamentally he has no objection to de=-

seribing the hesring of the Vord as an "experience"”, or even as
a "religious experience"”, except that the term 1s burdened with
the view that man generelly has the capacity for thils experience,
and that this capacity has the significance of a norm.32 Indeed,
his next section is called "The Vord of God and Experience”,
Vhere there 1is knoﬁladge of the Word, there 1s experience ci 13,
Here he defines knowledge as

that confirmation of human ascquaintance with an cbject

whereby its trueness becomes & determining factor in

the existence of the man who knows. It 1s precisely

this factor determining the existence of the man who

knows that we call experience, Man exlists not abstract-

ly but concretely, i1.8,, in experiences, in determina-

tion of his existence g§ objects, by something external
distinet from himself.

The experience In question 1s one of humaen self-determination,
subordinate to determination by God. That 1s, 1t does not In-
volve anything that man can give himsself or say to himself, yet
it is a really human hearing and declision, human obedience or

34
disobedlence, Since 1t 1s human, the question arises as to

8l1¢.p,, I,1, p. 222. *®1v1d., p. 220,
33 34

Ibid., De 226, Ibid., pp. 227-229,
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the anthropological spot at which hearing of the Vord of God
becomes possible, Barth tells us that we need not single out
perhaps will, conscience, or feeling as the peculiar aspect of
man to which God's Word relates. Entire theological systems, he
points out, have unfortunately been reared upon a preference for
one or the other. Nor can there be any fundamental distrust or
suspicion of any anthropological centres, such as the intellect,
which has all too often been under attack as the peak of human
pride. Feeling, conscience and will are also open to such per-
version., Man is not more sinful in the act of thought than in
any other aspect of his sxistence. The attack upon the intellect
can only be an arbitrary prejudice, a retreat in the face of ag-
nosticism. If the Word of God is God speaking, that 1s language,
and a spiritual event, 1t must necessarily involve a claim upon
the intellect. Thers can be absolutely no sacrificium intellectus,
which Barth describes as "but a last desperate attempt to make
the knowledge of God a worx of man, to have a human possibility
correspond to what 1s the sole work of God.“ssNor should theology
take any speclal interest 1n any recondite anthropological cen-
tres, unconscious, subconscious or occult possibilitles in the
soul of man. Such possibilities need not be denied, nor should
any special value be ascribed to them. "Information on the ac-
cessibility of this human existence to the Word of God we shall

not dream of receiving or expecting," says Barth, "even from the

®80.D,. I, 1, p. 288,
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deepest psychology of the depths,"3® lMan's existence by the
Word of God 1s not to be regarded expecially as the determina-
tion of will, or feeling or intellect, but of the whole self-
determining man.av
In what, then, does experience of the VWord of God consist?
The most useful concept, Barth thinks, is acknowledgment, He

develops the concept in relation to his earlier discussion in
the same volume of the nature of the Yord of God. First, the
Word of God is spiritual, It is language, a rational event,
communication from mind to mind; 1t is the Yord of Truth direct-
ed to man's ratio. Experience of the Word of Cod, or acknow=
ledgment therefore, involves knowledgo.as And the Word of God
is personal. Acknowledyment involves a relationship between
man as a person, and CGod as Peraon.ngha Word of God 1s purpo=-
sive iIn its relatedness or pointedness as an address, as a Word
of the Lord. For this reason, acknowladgment implies man's ap-
proval of 1t, his acceptance of it as good?o God's Word is con-
tingent and contemporaneous. To acknowlaedge the Word, therefore,
1s to experience His prasence.4l The VWord of God has power to
rule., Here Barth makes one of his rare references, (in I, 1)
to the Spirit:

The Holy Spirit (at least according to the western notion

of the Trinity of God) is inseparable from the VWord and

His power, thersfore not a power separate from that of

the Vord, But the power that lives in the Word and through
the Vord,.%

36¢.p., I, 1, p. 233, %7 Ibia, *1p14., pp. 151, 234,
*91bid., pp. 155, 234, “Omp14,, pp. 158, 234,

4
Ibid., pp. 164, 235. 421p14., p. 171.
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Acknowledgment of the VWord therefore means to give way before
its superiority. As powerful, the ¥Word bends man.43Moreover,
the Word of God, as an act of the free, personal4iod, is a de-
cision. So also, acknowledgment means decision, The Word of
God 1s mysterious in its worldliness, that 1s, in its velledness,
its appearance of being an ordinary part of humen history. Ac-
knowledgment 1s, then, a "halt before an enigma," It means res-
pect for, and acknowledgment of 1ts mystery.

Faith therefore invariably means the recogriticrn of our 1li=-

mits and the recognition of the mystery of the Vord of God,

the recognition that our hearing is bound to God Himself...,

zggdgnebziyk::pghg.o:g?giio;:ngfxsgive Himself into our

’

The Vord is mysterious also in its onesidedness, In that we are
met by it now in 1ts velling, now in 1ts unveiling. It does not
admit of us arriving at a whole, a synthesis, a system. God's
ways remain higher than our ways, and His thoughts higher than
our thoughts, (Is, 55:8). Acknowledgment, then, means letting
oneself continually be led, continually taking the step, continu-
ally being in movement from the experience or thought grasped at
one time to the opposite experience or thought. Hearing the
Vord i1s always a simultaneous hearing of God's No and God's Yes,
"The Word in its veiling--its forme-is God's demand upon man,"
he explains, and "the Word of God in its unveiling--its content
1s God's turning to man."45 Faith always exists in the movement

which is never brought to a rest, and this because of the mys-

43c.p., I, 1, p. 235, “41pi4,, pp. 178, 236,
1p14., pp. 236, 201, 461b14., p. 204,
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tery of God's Word.47 Finally, the Word of God 1s spiritual,
end this time Barth means the word with explieit reference to
the Holy Spirit., The Holy Spirit, he sasys, is the final word
to be said of the matter, So far as it belongs to the Word to
be apprehended by man it is spiritual,

The Lord of the language is also the Lord of our listen-

ing to 1%, the Lord who gives the Vord 1s also the Lord

who gives faith, The Lord of our listening, the Lord

who gives falth, the Lord through whose act the openness

and readiness of man for the Yord is true and reasl--is

not another God Hgt the one God in this way--and that is

the Holy Spirit,
This meansg that we eqnnot produce conditions on the fulfilment
of which hearing the Vord 1s assured. There can be no methodo-
logy by which we can convert revelation into revelation appre-

49

hended. When God's Word is acknowledged, the believer "ylelds
to authority."” His appropriastion of the Vord is "The Vord's
own action,” and therefore a gift of the Holy Spirit. The at-
titude of acknowledgment, then, is a really human attitude and
ect of man's self-determination, But it is such 2 human self-
determination that it is to be ascribed not to the man himself

50
but to hiyg determination by the Word of CGod,

47¢,p., I, 1, pp. 198f,, 236-237, 481bid,, p. 208.

4gBarth rejects Paul Tillich's sttempt to produce "a new and bet-
ter method” of proclamation, Tillich had sald that we must renounce
direct exposition of religious contentsz as they are given in BEible
and tradition. Man must be led to a "thoroughgoing experience of

the limiting situation"; we have to take away his "secret reserva-
tions" which prevent his "unconditioned resolve at the limits of

his humen existence." This is "child's play”, says Barth, for we
cannot take away man's reservations in face of the %ord, The "con-
tonts of Bible and tradition" witness to our inability to achieve
any such thing for ourselves, (C.D., I, 1, pp. 203-210),

501b1d,, PpP. 237-238,
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Experience of the VWord of God, then, is a genuine, human=-

ly possible experience, but it is never & possibility "possessed™
by a man as another organ or capacity belong to him.SIHor is it
especially proper to "men of sansibility".seThe man of religious
inclinations, and especially he, does not possess any possibili-
ty for hearing God's Vord, The possibllity remains God's possi-
bility.53 Nor is it "given over" to men, Ve might say any such
thing of the religious man

if we were dealing not with the eriterion of dogmatics,

but with the prineciple of a philcsophy or view of the

world, not with the proclamation of the Church, but with

the message of a union of illuminati or peerers into the

deeps, not with the Church at all, but with a commun ity

of emotional sensationalists whose game was emotion.
Beecause man's possibility of hearing Cod's VWord does not lie in
his own depths, there can be no ouestion of his being an "oppo=-
site pole"” to God; he will not, as Barth puts it, "expect fresh
experience in the form of salf-axperienco.“ssﬂa will not try to
hold to it or build upon it, for it has not become & possibility
imparted to him and now inherent in him; he cannot "hoard it upgf
When we know the Word of God we are turned away from ourselves
towards Christ, "To stand in the faith means to be called to
new faith."sv It means "fresh elinging to the promise, fresh vi-
sion": it means expeotation.sa

We find Barth dealing with these same themes agein in his

section on faith in IV, 1. There he speaks egein of acknowledg-

1¢.p., I, 1, p. 239. 521b14,, p. 240,

5

;EEEQ;L Pe 244, 541b1d., pp. 246-247,
551bid., p. 251. 551b1¢,, pp. 255-256,

7
Ibide, Pe 257 5®1bid,, pp. 257-268,
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ment, which he calls "a cognitive event, the simple taking cog-
nisance of the preceding being end work of Jesus Christ."sgIt
does not have reference to any doctrine, theory, or theology,
nor to any creed, dogma, or dogmatics, or to the histories or
theologles of the Bible, DBarth feels 1t most important to say
this in face of what he calls "all false orthodoxy“. Christian
faith is hopelessly obscured when understood as the acceptance
of certain atataments.soﬂe goes on to speak of falth slso as

recognition. Recognition does not precede acknowledgment,

though it 1s already included in 1t. "All true knowledgse of

God 1s born of obedience," as Calvin said., But it is not blind
obedience without knowledge, nor a mere emotion or act of will.61
The Christlan cannot obey Christ until he has begun to see and
understand Him, Thersfore, says Barth, every Christian, in how=-
ever primitive and rudimentary a way, must be a theologlan. Once
again, it is not an abstract or merely theoretical knowing, but
at once a practical knowing.62 Thus he speaks here also of faith

as confession., FReal faith cannot be hidden. A Christlian who

does not confess his falth decelves himself, for, says Barth,
63

if he does not confess Christ, he is not a Christian, In Dog-

matics In Outline, we find Barth discussing faith not only es

64
Knowledge and Confession, but also as Trust, trust in God's

faithfulness and forgiveness.

59¢.p,, IV, 1, p. 788, 6°Ib1d., De 761
*libid, 521bia., p. 765.

63
64Ibid.. Ps 776 6%
Dogmatics in Outline, pp. 15f. C.D., IV, 1, p. 75E,
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It 1s already abundantly clesr that, for Barth, knowledge
of God is faith-knowledge, and that Christian faith is insepara-
ble from Christian 1ife. He thinks of Christian 1ife primarily
in terms of Paul's three key words in I Cor., 13:13, faith, hope
and love, Speaking of the "Aet of Falth" in IV, 1, he tells us
that faith is the act of Christian 1life, the basic Christian act
which embraces and controls all Individual acts and activities?s
Earlier in the same volume he wrote of "Justification by Faith
Alone." When he asks, Vhat is faith?, he answers, Faith 1is whol-
ly and utterly humility.ssFaith is the obedient work of man which
only recognizes that all of man's work 1s unavalling for justifi-
cation: an empty vessel, a vaouum.ev It 1s this humble trust in
God's grace, this falth whilch means also knowledge and confession,
which fundamentally constitutes the Christian life. Ve find him
speaking of faith agsin in IV, 2, in relation to Christian love,.
If faith 1s pure and total reception, then love is the pure and
total self=-giving of the Christian man which is insepareble from
falth. If faith 1s the baslec and fundamental feature of Chris=
tian 1life, love is its "climax and visible expreasion.“68 Again,
in IV, 3, he speaks of faith in relation to hope, the third essen=-
tial feature of Christian l1ife. Hope rests on faith. Because
the Christian has falith in God, he can hope ‘in Him; and hope nou-
rishes and sustains faith. The whole of Christian life: failth,

love and hope, is the work of the Holy Spirit, as Barth indicates

B?’c.n., IV, 1, p. 758, %61b1d4., pp. 617-618.
87
Ibid., p. 631, %8¢.p., 1v, 2, p. 732.
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by the titles of the final section of each of the three parts
of the Doctrine of Reconciliation: "The Holy Spirit and Chris-

tian Faith," (IV, 1), "The Holy Spirit and Christiaen Love,"”
(IVv, 2), "The Holy Spirit and Christian Hope," (IV, 3).
Life in the Spirit is eschatological 1ife, for we have al-
ready en installment, (xppsfyv , IT Cor, 1322, 5:5, Eph. 1:14)
of what is to be our future possession, or the first-frults, or
a gift from the income (&WHPYJ] , Rom, 8:23), on the capital of
69
our future inheritance, Even Christlans who have the firste
fruits of the Spirit can only groan with the rest of creation
for the redemption of our body, and the Spirit makes Iinteries-
sions for us with groanings that cannot be uttered, (Rom, 8:26).
Nevertheless, the middle form of eschatological time (as we
spoke of it in Chapter Two) 1is a time of new life for Christians:
As the Holy Spirit, 1.e., Jesus Christ in the pdwer of His
resurrection, addresses and gives to them His promlse of
the eternal kingdom and their eternal life, here and now
in the world which i1s not yet redesmed and perfected, they
awake from their sleep and dreams to the knowledge, confes~
sion and freedom in which they may be Christians and exist
as such,
Being a Christian, in faith, love and hope, means "becoming like
children, " (Mt., 18:3), being "born again," (Jn, 3:3). Coming to
know Bod in Christ means "Repent and believe the Gospel," (Mk. 1
15), putting off the old man and putting on theo new man, (Col. 3:
71
9)e

But we cannot go on speaking of Christian falith and 1life

2?9;2;; IV, 1, p. 330, 7%.p,, IV, 3, p. 352.
C.D., I, 2, ps 261,
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without reference to the Church. Barth makes 1t absolutely
clear that Christian 1ife 1s always 1ife in the fellowship of
believeras, He does not deal with the Church at any length un-
t1l Volume IV, but from the very first page of I, 1, he is
clear that theology and the knowledge of God essentially belong
to the Church, It is in the Church that the Holy Scripture is
heard and believed; it iz in the Church and by the Church that
Jesus Christ is proclaimed to the world., And the Church is the
eroation of the Holy Spirit, In the three parts of The Doctrine
of Reconciliatlion, we find Barth speaking of "The Holy Spirit and
the Gathering of the Christian Community," (IV, 1), "The Holy Spi-
rit and the Upbuilding of the Christian Commnity," (IV, 2), end
"The Holy Spirit and the Sending of the Christian Community, (IV,
3)s The doctrine of the Church, as part of dogmatic theology,
can only be done 1n faith, i,e,, the Church can only be known
and understood in faith., It is oulite proper that the creed says
Credo ecclesiam, It can only be belleved in. Thile 1t 1s a visi-
ble soclological entity, "it cannot agree to be seen and under-
stood for what it 1s in this external pilcture as such.”72 The
Church 1is essentially visible, even as the Incarnate Christ was
visible, but what it is, is Invisible except to falith. Aand
what is the Church? As a work of the Spirit it i1s the sphere of
the "subjective realisation of the atonemant".vslt is the gather-
ing together of those men who stand in a faith relationship to

72G.D,, IV, 1, p. 655, 731bid,, p. 643,
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Jesus Christ snd who are justified and sanctified by faith,
The Christian man, as a member of the Church, is the new crea-
tion of the Spirit, the work of the Spirlit which follows on the
work of Christ:

The fact that there is the Christian community and Chris-
tlan faith and therefors thils man is, of course--we are
reminded of the remarksble pause indicated in the New
Testament betweesn the ascension and Pentecost--a new
thing, another dimensicn of the one mystery, a further
step iIn the way ggd progress of the one God in His ad-
dress to manseee

The Spirlit, as doctor veritetis, from the time of His coming at
75
Pentecost, 1s the awakening power of God creating the new man,

Barth also wants to say that the community 1s the "sarthly
historicel form of the existenee of Jesus Christ," and as such
the Body eof Christ, He lives above at the right hand of the Fa=-
ther, but not only above human history in this way. He lives in
a2 "specilal elemant of this history created and controlled by Him,"
1.2., the Christian community.76 Ho is the Head of the Body. That
the Church 1s His Body is not merely a metaphorical truth. Christ's
physiesl body was the seat of His earthly historiesl 1ife, the
medium of His experience and suffering, His instrument of activi-
ty.77 In His existence in the world after the ascension by the
power of the Spirit, His presence is not merely "spiritual" but
but bodily. Those who are "in Christ," that is justified by
faith and new men in the power of His Spirit, are necessarily

in the Body. The Church 1s thé& "Body in Christ," (Rom. 12:5).

74 -
CeDey IV, 1, pe 645, 7®1bid, 781bid,, p. 661,

7" Ibid., p. 663.
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Becpuse He 1s their Representative and Substitute eand Advocate,
end therefore their Head, because He is the vine of which they
are the branches, He includes them in Himself as members of lis
Body.78 Union with Christ by the Spirit meens, then, life with-
in the Body of Christ. The fellowship (xowuwvi) of the Body,
the partaking of the one bread, (I Cor. 10:17), their communion
with one another, their common action in remembrace of Him,
their common proclamation of the death of the Lord, "publishes
and documents" their union with Christ.vg The being of men in
Jesus Christ is never a solitary being, but always in the unity
of the community with its diversity of the gifts of the Spirit?o
Although Barth spesks of the Church as the "earthly-historiecal
form of Christ's existence," he thinks 1t unwise to speak of

the Church or unio cum Christo as en extension of the Incarnation.

He explains in IV, 3: "We are concerned with the fact thet He,
ae the one Word of God takes up His abode in the called, that
His 1ife becomes their life as He gives Himself to them., This
is the mystery end miracle of His union with thﬂm.“alTha limi-
tation of the identification of Christ and Churech is made plain
in IV, 2, Yhile we have to say, Jesus Christ i1s the Community,
we cennot reverse the statement and say, The Community is Jesus
Christ. The Church is not the eternal Son of God, the Incarnate
Word and Reconcller of God, He does not live because the Church

lives, but the Church livee because He lives, The Church 1s a

78C,D., IV, 1, p. 684. 79Ibid., p. 665.

0
801p14., p. 667. 8lc.p,, v, 3, p. 543.
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predicate of Christ, but He 1s not a predicate of the Church,
He cannot be thought of as enclosed in the Church or exheusted
by it. Moreover, the Church does not send or pour out the Spi-
rit.Beﬂbither Christian men, nor the Bible, nor the Church as
such "possesses" the Spirit or is related essentially to the
Spirit as Christ Himself 1s., DBut the Epirit founds, or gathers
the Church, upbullds it, and sends 1t on 1ts mission to the
world.

Obviously this cannot become an essay on the doctrine of
the Church, Our interest here 1s that the Church, as the crea=-
tion of the Spirit and as the bodlly form of Christ's continuing
presence, is the community of those who, together, have union
with Christ, and thereby share in Christ's knowledge of God. It
can falrly be said that the Church 1s the community of the know-
ledge of God. Barth writes in I, 1:

Knowledge of the Word of Gode.es is the presupposition of

the Church. Ve may and must also reverse the statement

and say that the Chggch 1s the presupposition of knowledge

of the Word of God.
The Church 1s made up of those who know God; there would be no
Church if there were no knowledge of God. But similarly, there
would be no knowledge of God without the Church, The encounter
with Christ which creates faith-knowledge of God will always be
in the form of an encounter with the Christian community, with

84
its ministry or proclamation, And Barth often speaks of know=-

82
840.3., IV, 2, p. 655. B%0.0., I, 1, . 214,

C.D., IV, 1, p. 759
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ledge as the distinction between Christlans and other menj God
has already reconciled the whole world to Himself, but Christlans
are distinguished from other men in that they know about this re-
85
conciliationes That i1s why the Christian must exercise his felith
by confession and witness,--not only to the world, but slso to his
brothers in the Church.
seshumanity means fellowship., This 1s equally true, indeed
it is genulnely true, only of the humanity of the Christian.
Since faith 1s his "free human act, he cannot perform 1%
without his nelghbours, without communication with them, He
cannot try to keep 1t con galad from themes... To exlst pri-
vetely is to be a robber,
The believer who knows God in the Spirit can only be a "econfessing
87
Christien in the confessing cormmunity."

(d) The Hope of Perfect Knowledge

Ve have already referred briefly to Christlian hope as a
work of the Holy Spirit. Now we must think of 1t particularly
in relation to our knowledge of God, and the nature of knowledge
as falth. In the time of the community, during the middle-form
of Christ's parousia, that is, in the power of the Spirit, we
live in hope of Christ's final coming again, when He shall ap-
pear to every eye. The baslis of thls hope 1s, of course, the
resurrection of Jesus Christ; the reconciliation of the world
i1s already accomplished in Him, Sinece hope rests on failth in
the resurrection, and faith is a gift of the Spirit, so also is
hope a work of the Spirit, (Rom. 15:3, Gal, 5:5)., Barth tells

86¢.p,, 1V, 2, p. 511, 080,05 IV,"N; pe 118,

87
Ibld,, p. 779.
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us that hope i1s not the result of an intellectual, theological,
moral or religious effort or a mere elevation of one's emotional
life.1 ¥e are "born agein unto a living hope,"” (I Pet. 1:3).
Our being born again involves a de facto participstion in the
sanctification and exaltation of all men accomplished de iure
in Christ.2 Our union with Christ by fhn Spirit 1s the ground
of our hope., Life in hope 1s not life in a spiritual vacuum,
not & mere walting, It is a time of 1life, a time of real parti-
cipation, through the Spirit, in Christ's new life, The reslity
of new life is not diminished by the fact that we awalt His epl-
phany; 1t is velled, but it does not lack significance, power,
truth and forco.s Nevertheless, it 1s an imperfect participation,
end we do not know precisely in what our future, perfected life
willl consist, We ars chilldren of God now, but we do not yet
know what we shall be, (I Jn, 3:2), Our 1life is hid with Christ
in God, (Col, 3:3), What we have, then, 1s a partial participa-
tion in Christ's new l1ife., A tension exlists between what we
already are deé lure in Him and what we are de facto, and this
tonsion cannot be relaxed until the and.4 In Barth's words, the
Christian 1s limited by the fact

that Jesus Christ has not yet taken the last step in His

prophetic work, that His consummating, i.e., universal,

exclusive and ultimate revelation has not yet taken place

sees For this adequate knowledge and therefore for the

true and full form of hls witness, the Christian waits.
And it is his hope that he may do so, and not do so in

Yc.p., IV, 3, p. 930, ®c.D., IV, 2, pp. 620-821,

SCODt. II, 2, p. 608. 4C.Dol IV, 5. p. 319.
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vain or in the void, but with a measure of participe-
tion already in the One in whom he hopes and in what
He expects from Himssee In hope, that which the Chris-
tlan cannot reach 1s already near for all 1ts farness.
In hope, thai which is unknowable is not alien but al-
ready known,

Knowledge of Cod, as an aspect of Christian 1ife in the Spi-
rit, is also limited by the Ihcompleteness of Christ's parousla,
Until then, Christian knowledge of God is real and true knowledge,
but it 1s knowledge "in part", "through a glass darkly", (I Core.
13:12). It is falth, not sight, (II Cor, 5:7). We have an in-
stallment, (II Cor, 1:22), or the firstefruits, (Rom. 2:23),
but our participation in Christ 1s "provisional”, That 1s why

6

faith and hope are essentially bound up together, "Falth is
the assurance of things hoped for, a conviction of things not
seen," (Heb, 11:1). Barth writes of this with refersnce to Cal-
vin:

Where there is a living faith in the Vord of Godess, it

cannot be otherwise than thet that falth should have hope

8s 1ts inseparable companion, or rather, that it should

beget and create &t. If we have no hope, we can be sure

we have no falith,”
The fact that falith never exists without hope 1s the distinction
between faith and sight. Vhen Christ appears we shall see Him as
He 18, (I Jn, 3:2), and we will no longer need to know Him only
by feith and hope, "through a glass darkly", but "face to face".

But what i1s the nature of the limitetion of our present,
provisional knowledge of falth? We have already seen, in our

discussion of analogy, that our words for God cen claim only

6

SC.D.. IV, 3. p. 923. c.D.. IV, 1' p. 5500

TIbid., pe 332.
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partial similarity and agreement with His reality, He 1s the
hidden, holy God, who 1s known only in His velling in unveiling
and unveiling in veiling, Thus in our present time we see as
in a mirror. Barth explains,

We see in an element and medium foreign to the object 1t-
self: in the form of humen perceptions and concepts; in
an earthly history visible in earthly terms; in a consid=-
eration of the external aspect of the works of CGod, the
life of the people Israsel and even the 1life of the man
Jesus, It also has the particular meaning that we see in
a way which corresponds to the nature of a mirror: the
interchanging of right and left; God in His disclosure in
which He conceals Himself and His concealment in which He
discloses Himself, Thus even at best our life 1s an indl-
rect seelng, a aeeing in contrario, and to thils extent,
an improper seeing.f

Barth spesks similarly also in II, 1, under the heading "God be-
fore Man", God gives Himself to be known by man in an objectivi-
ty differert from His own, in a creaturely objectivity. Thus
the knowledge we have of God now 1s compsrable to the being,
thinking and spesking of a child, There 1s no question of de-
nying the truth of our present knowledge, but it 1s indirect,
distinguisheble from the knowledge of sight, "face to face',
We do not yaﬁ know God as He knows us. We know Him through His
signs.g

But in the finel appearing of Christ, not only shall pro-
phecles fall and tongues cease, but knowledge shall vanish a=-
way, (I Cor. 13:8), "When that which 1s perfect is coms, then

that which is in part shall be done away," (I Cor. 13:10), Com-

80,D., IV, 2, p. 839, 9c.D., II, 1, pp. 52-53.
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menting on this, Barth refers to the "distinctions and divisions
and contradictions and entitheses” which burden every Christian
prophecy or theology. Thelr partisl character cannot exist, in
its poverty, when the perfect is come., Therefore,
Theological research and instruction will then be out-
modsd. Demythologisation will no longer be required,

There will be no further scope for investigation of a
correct hermeneutics and debates concerning Law and

Gospel, etce No more volumes of Church Dogmatics will
be wri%ten; there will be no further need §or the furor
theologicus .+

When the perfect comes we shall know God not indirectly, but di-
11
rectly, "face to face"., We shall know Him even as He knows us.

In I, 1, in a discussion of analogy, Barth goes as far as to say,
"without dissimilarity”, and again in IV, 2, "directly, unpara-
b

doxically, undialee¢tically". This recalls a remarkable passage
that we have already quoted from Barth, but which bears quotation

again:

«eethe only begotten Son of God and therefore God Himself,
who is knowable to Himself from eternity to eternity, has
come in our flesh, has taken our flesh, has become the besa-
rer of our flesh, and does not exist as God's Son from e-
ternity to eternity except in our flesh. Our flesh is
therefore present when He knows God as the Son of the Fa=-
ther, when God knows Himself, In our flesh God knows Him-
self. Thersigre in Him it is a fact that ocur flesh knows
God Himself,

Because the men Jesus 1s the eternal Son of God, knowledge of
God is present in Him originally and properly. But through Him

we are promised our own divine sonship and therefore our fellow-

1%.p., 1v, 2, p. 837. M1v1a,, pp. 839-840,
186.D. . I, 1, De 279, 13.p., 1v, 2, p. 839,
14

B0, 1T, Y, po iBY.



- 193 =

ship of His kmowledge of Godl®

This knowledge comes to perfection at the final appearing
of Jesus Christ, And "when He shall appear we shall be like
Him," (I Jn, 3:2). Perfect rovelation means perfect reconecilla-
tion, and vice-versa., Our perfect knowledge means our perfect
sanctification, a part in Christ's Sonship, which is ours by
adoption.16 All this is the work of the Holy Spirit in us, cre-
ating our oneness with Jesus Christ, glving us a share in His
mind and Spirlt, and therefore in God's eternal knowledge of
Himgelf,.

15¢,0., 11, 1, p. 252, Weih, v, o, %, 368,
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