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SUMMARY.

In this thesis we are concerned to present &n analysis of the

development, meaning and implications of the doctrine of the Trinity in

the thought of Karl Barth, as it relates to the question of the relation¬

ship between God and the creature.

To this end we begin our presentation with an analysis of the

development in which, it is contended, the doctrine of the Trinity

assumed a constitutive place in Barth's theological programme. As a

result of a critical re-appraisal of his first systematic work, which

attempted a confrontation with theological realism and idealism in

contemporary Protestant and Catholic thou^it, Barth is understood to

have seen the doctrine of the Trinity as of continuing critical importance

in his developing thought. Not least in the factors influencing Barth's

thinking in this direction was his understanding of St.Anselm's

theological scheme. The doctrine of the Trinity within the concept of

his Prolegomena to Dogmatics served to emphasise the lesson that he

learned from St.Anselm. For if the possibility and necessity of Theology

are rooted and grounded in the nature of God's being who He is, then the

doctrine of the Trinity within the doctrine of Revelation serves to emphasise

that the possibility and necessity of Revelationufe rooted in God's

self revelation. Dogmatics can only give an account of itself by

describing the reality which posits the possibility and validates the

truth of past, present and future revelation in and by its own actuality.

We raise the question at the conclusion of this presentation

whether Barth's way of understanding and expounding both the point of

departure and the substance of the doctrine of the Trinity does not

preclude appreciation of factors which have been felt to be important in

understanding the Trinity. One of these is understood to be the relation-
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ship between the craaturely form of God's revelation and^ife of the

creature as such or its experience of God's salvation within the sphere

of the church; where the soteriological purpose of the trinitarian

economy is actively pressing towards a consummation in history*

Subsequently we present an analysis of the relationship between

Barth's exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity and Ghristology. The

significance of this exercise is that it elucidates the relationship,

presupposed by the event of God's Self revelation as subsisting

between God and the creature, in terms of the unitive act in which God

constitutes Himself as the creature's Lord in His Self revelation*

Thus the creaturely form of revelation can only be understood in terms

of the possibility which posits the actuality of God's Self revealed

Lordship, The christological question is a viewirg from a different

perspective of the same question by which the doctrine of the Trinity

was raised to understanding: "Who" is the Self revealing God? It is a

viewing of this question from the specific point of view of what this

God who reveals Himself as Lord does for us and in us. The importance

of the conclusions reached in this chapter relates to an understanding

of how Barth, on the basis of his view of the worldly forms of revelation

established in this context, considers the relationship between God

and the creature which is presupposed by this event*

When we therefore come to consider the doctrine of Creation

and its orientation within Barth's systematic perspective we note that

we can only posit the reality and possibility of creaturely existence

as the technical possibility of the realisation of the divine compact

and decision in which God determines Himself to be "Who" He is. Thus

the doctrine of Creation is rooted and grounded in the doctrine of

Election considered as part of the doctrine of God, Therefore the



creature is raised to understanding in terms of the being and action of

God who, in revealing Himself, presupposes the Self positing of His

eternal election of Himself and the creature in the majesty of His

freedom; which is the grace of Jesus Christ, Consequently, all the

relationships between God and the creature, and creature and creature,

are expounded in terms of this reality. Both the origin and goal, the

goal because it is the origin, of all God's ways and works ad extra

are seen to be rooted and grounded in the unity and diversity of God's

self constitutive act in which He posits Himself as man's Lord,

An analysis is then presented of the God-creature and creature-

creature relationship, in terms of what Berth's theological method

presupposes and implies for understanding the question of knowledge of

God and knowledge of the creature. This analysis serves to confirm

the conclusions reached so far and to pose the question which is then

taken up in our final chapter: the relative importance of the structures

of creaturely existence in understanding the question of God's relation¬

ship to the vorld.

In the final chapter we thus explore the issue of God's

relationship to the creature by posing what we believe to be pertinent

questions in understanding God's transcendence and immanence. In this

we make use of material from both the Catholic and Reformed traditions.

It is held that for both traditions the God-creature relationship entails

a proper emphasis on the relative structure and being of creaturely

existence in appreciating the full implications of God's creation.

The view is expressed and developed that elements within the

Eastern and Reformed traditions prove helpful in overcoming what is seen

to be a lack, a methodological hiatus, in Barth's exposition of the

God-creature relationship within a trinitarian context. As distinct from

Barth's presentation we put forward the view that in understanding the



Trinity in relation to creation it is necessary to see the unique and

undivided act of God's self revelation in terms which provide,

methodologically, for the meaningfulness of the worldliness of

revelations form. That is, both the unity of God and the unity of God

and the creature d"6. such as to be declared to us, not only amidst or

with, but through and by the worldliness of its form. It is felt that

the analysis of the event structure of revelation and its subsequent

development in the doctrines of the Trinity, God and Creation, preclude

Barth's appreciation of what we would see as an important aspect of the

problem. Unless the worldliness of Christ is allowed to stand,

determining how God speaks, we have nothing left in understanding

God's relation to the creature but the intra trinitarian speaking and

acting of God which presupposes the event of revelation ad extra.

Instead we should understand God the Son and the unity of God's self

revelation by means of the Sonship actually achieved towards man in the

incarnate Christ. This Sonship, celebrated in the Spirit by the church's

liturgy, is, as such, the means by which the church is pressed and

called forward toward the consummation of the creature's vocation in

history.



1. CHAPTER I

The Place of the Trinity in Barth's Theological Development.

In this chapter we shall attempt to assess the place, and

consequently the methodological significance, of the doctrine of the

Trinity in Earth's thought prior to its maturation in the Kirkliche

Dogmatik. (1) To further this purpose we intend to evaluate the

developments and modifications of Barth's thought from this point of

view. Our point of departure will be Barth's first attempt at systematic

presentation of his views on dogmatics, Die Lehre vom Worte Gottes:

Prolegomena zur christlichen Doamatik, (2) As our task is not seen to

consist in presenting a history of Barth's thought our attention will be

directed to those subsequent works which are considered important to our

defined area of interest.

Writing to his friend Eduard Thurneysen in March 1924, Earth

said of his own thought as he began the task of formulating his dogmatic

position prior to publication of his first attempt at a Prolegomena:

"In regard to the incarnation it is best at any

rate to proceed cautiously that one may not run his

head into the exclusive 'Jesus Christ' - pit of

the Lutherans, Everything depends upon this

denominator, but this denominator 'somehow' under

everything, A Trinity of being, not just an

economic Trinityl At all costs the doctrine of

the Trinityl If I could get the right key in my

hand there, then everything would come out right;

1, Barth K, 'Die Kirkliche Dogmatik 1932, ff. Vols, 1-lV. Authorised
English translation edited by Torrance,T, & Brorailey.G. 1936, ff.
This latter will be followed unless otherwise indicated,

2, Barth,K, Die christliche Dogmatik im Entwurf.
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but one is always coming to premature conclusions

which then take their revenge somewhere." (1)

It is worth noting two things evinced by this statement which

have relevance both for our understanding of Barth's view of the Trinity

and what will later be taken up in critical evaluation of this view. We

refer to Barth's emphasis on the systematic importance of the Trinity

of "being1 as opposed to what is taken to be a merely economic Trinity.

A lready we discover here what will later become Barth's classical

stance in relation to the problem of natural theology in Roman Catholicism

and Neo - Protestantism. He insists on the fact that God's being

cannot be quantified in terms of man's understanding of himself and the

process of history. A merely economic Trinity suggests to Barth the

possibility of just such a quantification in terms of man's self understanding.

As opposed to this Barth is consciously seeking a way to express, by

means of a Trinity of being, both the problems and the solutions to the

problems inherent in the position he is setting out to oppose.

In our opinion it would take Barth another six years to arrive

at the point where the issues raised for the church's understanding

by the historical revelation of God's being could be satisfactorily under¬

stood in terms of,

"a Trinity of being, not just an economic Trinity." (2)

The nature of this development in Barth's thought, from 1924 until

the publication of the Anselra book in 1931, has the importance that in

so far as one asserts that after 1931 the Trinity assumed a strategic

importance which it did not possess previously, then this is to be

understood as a judgment of considerable hermeneutical weight for it

1. Barth.K. & Thurneysen.E. Revolutionary Theology In The Making:
Correspondence 1914-1925. p. 176.

2. Barth.K. & Thurneysen.E. Op.Cit.
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will determine to a large extent the evaluation of Berth's work

as a whole. (1)

This chapter, therefore, examines the evidence presented in

Barth's own writings from this period in order to support the thesis

that whatever change took place during this period was related to

Barth's concern to relativise the theological problems created by

man's attempt to understand the being of God and its relations to

historical revelation by means of a deeper understanding of the doctrine

of the Trinity. It is, therefore, in the area of theology's formulating

of the question which it has to answer, in which regard Barth was later

to be decisively helped by his study of Anselm, that we begin our

exposition of Barth's initial systematic attempt. Our effort will be

directed toward establishing the way in which Barth understood the

question of theological method as posed by the subject matter of theology

and the place of the Trinity in this context.

Die christliche Dogmatik.

As B^rth later looked back on this work he could only conclude it

was,

Ma re-adoption of the line Schleierraacher-Ritschl-Herrraann,

and because in any thinkable continuation of this line I

can only see the plain destruction of Protestant

theology .... I can therefore only say No here." (2)

1. Barth.K. Anselm:fides quaerens intellectum: Anselm's Proof of the
Existence of God in the Context of His Theological Scheme.
The exact nature of this development is a subject of dispute. Gf.
Torrance.T. Karl Barth: An Introduction To His Early Theology. 1910-1931.
Here a distinction is drawn between dialectical and dogmatic thinking
in Barth and a transition from one to the other, pp. 48 ff. & 133 ff.
A similar comparison is drawn by Balthasar.von.H. Karl Barth:
ParstellunR Und Deutung Seiner Theologie. pp. 7lff & 93ff. However, others,
e.g. Smart.J.D. The Divided Mind of Modern Theology maintain there is a

more fluid relationship between Barth's earlier and later thought of
this period, p. 224.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol. l.l.p.x.
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Barth therefore saw the work compromised in the very direction from

which, at the time of writing, it was conceived as a conscious

departure. (1)

The method which Barth load adopted since the second edition of

his Epistle to the Romans. (2) in an effort to counter the systematising

of theology by anthropological presuppositions, was a radical dialectical

method taken over largely from S.Kierkegaard. It should be noted that

Earth's use of the dialectical method was conditioned by other factors.

If we compare, for example, the second edition of the Epistle to the

Romans with Die christliche Dogmatik we are conscious of the fact that

in the later work the Incarnation is no longer seen simply as a

mathematical point in time; an attempt is made to consider the meaning

of its historical actuality. According to the Romans commentary Jesus

Christ is not to be understood as a historical figure at all, he is

simply the point where non-historical eternity intersects but does not

extend into time and history. (3) The life of Jesus constitutes the

historical and temporal co-ordinates, the neighbourhood, of the point

where the wholly other world impinges upon the world of space and time.

This intersecting point cannot be identified in historical terms with

the life of Jesus.(4) Therefore faith, as the human response to the

work and word of Jesus, can only be described as a void. (5) So too, the

1. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik pp. 306-7, 308, 313, 316-317.

2. English translation E.C.Hoskyns. Preface.p.10.Cf. Barth.K. Church
Dogmatics Vol.3/4/ p.lX, Barth.K. Dank and Reverenz. Evangelische
Theologie.No.7. 1963. p339j

"Ernstlich und in grosserer Breite ist er erst urn 1919,
in der kritischen Wende zwischen der ersten und der zweiten
Auflage raeines 'Romerbriefs', in mein Denken eingetreten,
um dann auch in meinen literarischen Ausserungen in wichtiger
Rolle sichtbar zu werden."

3. Op.cit. pp29, 40ff, 91-92, 113-114, Cf. Barth.K. The Word of God and
the .'ord of Man, pp 196-197.

4. Ibid. p279.Cf. Barth.K. The .lord of God and the Word of Han. pp.285-286.

5. Ibid. pp. 42, 40, 57, 82, 88, 110.



5,

the resurrection of Jesus cannot be considered a part of history

but its frontier. (1) The empty tomb, as a historical fact, is a matter

of indifference in relation to its significance for the Christian faith.(2)

When Barth set about writing Die christliche Dograatik. at the

urging of his friend Thurneysen and the pressing need to systematise

his thought with respect to his responsibilities as a University teacher,

we find that he takes as his point of departure a theme which had

occupied him earlier; (3) the question of the necessity and possibility

of Christian speech about God. Barth states the question by means of a

dilemma. Of necessity the church must speak of God to be the church,

yet because the church brings to its task its own human language it

cannot speak of God. The resolution of this dilemma is to be found in the

action of God alone. It is to be found in His freedom to speak the

truth concerning Himself. Theology, then, begins at the point of the

church's most acute embarrassment, its attempted speech about God.

Consequently, as opposed to all forms of direct communication, Christian

speech about God can only be described as a venture. (4) This

description emphasises the weakness of the preacher over against the

current attempt of the church to arrive at self-certainity. To this

Barth opposes a theological simplicity which believes and ventures. (5) If

the Word of God 'happens' through the witness of the human words of the

1. Op.cit. pp 203, 115, 195. Cf. The Word of God and the Word of Man,
pp. 90 ff.

2. Ibid. p.204. Cf. Barth.K. The Resurrection of the Dead, pp. 142-146,

3. Barth.K. The Word of God and the Word of Man, pp. 186 ff.

4. Barth.K. Die christliche Dograatik. p55.

5. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogaatik. p.56.



Bible and Christian speech about God it is because the commission

of God pressing upon man to utter His Word coincides with His

permission, His personal presence as actus purus. (1) So too, in terms

of the other side of the relationship presupposed by the situation

of Christian speech about God; man as hearer of the Word of God

cannot be understood by encompassing the relationship between God and

man in general with a neutral anthropology. This side of the

relationship constituted by the event of God' s Word can only be

understood in terms of God's act. A nthropology must therefore be seen

as defined by the situation in which both the preacher and the hearer

are confronted by God's Word. It is only before God that man can both

speak of and hear the Word of God and understand Himself as man. (2)

Because the Word of God is both the question to and the answer of

man's existence, or from the side of man's knowledge of this event,

the given answer which poses the question of meaning for his existence,

man's understanding of himself can never be static or neutral; it

remains an event, not in spite of the given answer in the Word of God

but precisely because of it. Human understanding of God and man is a

gift, not a state of being given (3). Barth finds support for this

analysis of the situation of man before God as the focal point from

which all knowledge of God both begins and returns in St Anseira's

understanding of the certainty of knowledge of God only i n God. (4)

1. Op.Cit. pp. 63-64.

2. Ibid. pp. 66-67, 70-71, 75.

3. Ibid. p.96,

4. Ibid. p.98.



He declares that this concept of A nselm's has not been grasped out

of the air but follows necessarily from an analysis of the situation

of the preacher and the hearer of the Word of God. God is known

through God and in God; rather we do not know Him, but in Him we are

known, (1)

As a result of the above analysis Barth insists that dogma

cannot be understood either as a reflection of the self consciousness

of the individual Christian or the Church, Consequently he also

rejects the notion that it can be considered as an objective verbal

statement. Dogma can only be conceived of as an eschatological concept

for which the church hopes and prays, (2) These conclusions follow

from the event structure of the Word of God and faith.

With respect to the dogma of the Trinity, Berth's analysis of

the point of departure for theological understanding means that it will

take a definite form and have a specific "root" (3) which will in turn

shape its form. For if its true that the "root" of the doctrine of the

Trinity is to be found in the fact that in the situation of the preacher

and the hearer God reveals Himself as the Lord in the manner described

above, then the revelation of God is not subject to definition by

factors other than those which are presupposed in the event of

revelation itself, God is wholly present in His revelation or He is not

present at all, (4) The event structure of man's knowledge of God in

the situation of the preacher and hearer of the Word of God precludes

the possibility that God's revelation of Himself as the Lord can be

understood by means which are presupposed by man's natural understanding

1» Qp,Cit» pp. 102, 108,

2, Ibid, pp. 123-12 5,

3. Ibid. pp. 131-132.
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of himself and the world. God's revelation is not capable of being

quantified by this means. He is not a partly known and partly unknown

God. There can never be, therefore, any alliance between a revealed

and natural knowledge of God precisely because of the way in which God

reveals Himself as the Lord. Thus the event structure of the knowledge

of the Word of God, considered as the "root" of the doctrine of the

Trinity, determines that in that dogma there cannot be any metaphysical

hinter ground which is apart from the freedom of God to reveal Himself

as the Lord. (1)

Here we find the same concern which Barth evinced in his earlier

statement to his friend Thurneysen (2), that his concern was for a

Trinity of being not merely an economic Trinity. An economic Trinity,

one which assumed a distinction between the revelation of God and the

ineffable being of God in Himself, (3) presupposes a distinction in

the event of revelation which is not presupposed by revelation itself

considered as God's personal presence; as actus purus. (4) That this

view of the doctrine of the economy of salvation history as it relates

to the dogma of the Trinity is both true and adequate is a question we

shall take up at a later point. It is sufficient at this stage of our

exposition to point out that by means of the dogma of the Trinity,

understood in terms of the event structure of the knowledge of God by

man in the situation of the preacher and the hearer of the Word of God,

Barth has been able to speak of the event of revelation and thus reach

understanding by moving within the circle of knowledge which follows

1. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik. pp. 136-137. Cf, pp. 287 ff.

2. See above, p.l.

3. Cf. Welch.C. The Trinity in Contemporary Theology, p.293. Fulton .W.
The Trinity Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics. Vol.XII.p.294,

4. Barth.K. Op.Sit. pp.63-64.
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the contours of the structure of being of the self revealing God,

The hidden God is the revealed God, but precisely for that reason

whoever knows the revealed God knows that he does not know him because

he has co-ordinated certain data and formed a conception of God.

Whoever knows the revealed God knows the hidden God who reveals Himself

by His own free act. God is both the object and the subject of the

statement, "God speaks". There is then a qualitative difference

between man's reason and religious experiences on the one side and

revelation and faith on the other. (1),

Because Barth thus defines a very specific path to knowledge

of God by means of his understanding of the nature of God's act of

self revelation certain important consequences ensue which have an

important bearing on our understanding of his theology as a whole and

the doctrine of the Trinity in particular. The role which one assigns

to historical revelation in formulating the doctrine of the Trinity is

largely determined by ones understanding of history. Barth has a particular

understanding of history. This follows from his view of the event of

God's self revelation.

According to Barth we must distinguish between Ubergeschichte

and Uraeschichte in understanding the historical nature of God's

revelation • (2) The former term refers to,

"jenes ewige Geschehen zwischen Gott Vater, Sohn,

und heiligen Geist." (3)

1. Op.Cit. pp.139, 206-207. This distinction which Barth draws between
revelation and religion on the basis of the structure of God's
revelation of Himself will be taken up by Barth in the Church Dogmatics
and developed within the context of the doctrine of Revelation in
a Trinitarian framework. Church Dogmatics Vol.l.2.pp.280ff,

2. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik. pp.231-232.

3. Ibid.
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This distinguishes it from the event in which God gives Himself to

be known. Revelation, while it consists of all that is involved in the

event of Vibergeschichte. for it consists of the personal presence of

God as actus purus. is never the less not itself tk>ergeschichte.

Revelation is something "more" than the "history" which is God's

eternity.(1) The Word assumes this "more than eternity", and in so far

as this happens revelation is historical. This statement cannot be

reversed thereby implying that history becomes revelation. Ho

examination of history can lead us to the revealed God. (2) History

understood as God's revelation is thus a special history i Urgeschichte.

This view of history is formulated from the point of view of dogmatics

and not from the study of history in general. The historical event of

revelation considered apart from the point of view of dogmatics,

considered in itself as part of world history, is and remains ambiguous

even mythological. (3) Positively, but again from the point of view

of the dogmatic concept of history, world history both before and a fter

the ureeschichtliche event can be said to reflect or echo the voice of

revelation. Hence if it is true that revelation is history under the

sign of man's contradiction of God, in this sense it is the Urbild

of all history. General history is the periphery of this middle point. (4)

In like manner the church, as distinct from the world, can be said to

be an echo or reflection of the greater distinction between Urgeschichte

and history.

Of particular interest in this context, as shedding light on

Berth's estimate of historical relationships on the intra*personal

level, is his view of the historical relationship between Jesus and the

1. Ibid, p.232.
2. Ibid, p.233.
3. Ibid. pp.236-237.
4. Ibid. pp.237-238.
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Apostolic band. They become witnesses not through the historical

relationship which they formed with Him considered as a figure of

history. Their authority and their witness derive from direct

urgeschichtliche confrontation with revelation without historical

co-ordinates. Thus the disciples find themselves as participants

in this event one with the fathers of the Old Testament. The difference

between them lies not in their relationship to the event of 1-30 A.D.,

but in their relationship to the uraeschichtliche content of that

time; therefore not to Jesus* character as a historical figure but

to His character as a witness. (1)

Barth has achieved in this account of the event structure of

revelation, associated with his understanding of the doctrine of the

Trinity, an understanding of the relationship, between the reality

of God's presence in history and the rational, verbal, nature of human

language as the vehicle of God's Word on the other. By means of the

doctrine of the Trinity, the situation of man before God considered

from the point of view of the preacher and the hearer, Barth has given

an account of the revelation of God which, while safeguarding the

freedom and non-objectivity of God is yet able to understand man as

the object of this activity. It may indeed be true to say that there

are many questions left unanswered by Barth's account which gives

rise to doubts as to its validity. Barth himself is not unaware of

these questions. (2) However 1 think it can be said that at this

stage of his theological development Barth has succeeded in confronting

what he saw as the danger of neo-Protestant co-positing of can with

1. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik. pp.245-259.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics Vol. 1.1. pp. 14 ff. 159.



12.

God with a radically alternative way of understanding the relationshi p

between God and the world.

It is true that Barth's emphasis on the Word of God as sheer

act carries with it a sharply dialectical way of thinking and that as

long as this is the case,

"an existentialism of some kind was bound to arise

if only to anchor the event down to earth or to

clothe it with flesh". (1)

That this is bound to lead to,

"the projection of the human decision into the

essential nature of Revelation, and could only lead

to some form of self redemption. That in turn could only

be held in check by a severe and critical form of

dialectical thinking backed up by forensic justification".

But Barth has made a beginning in the direction which was to

become decisive for the formulation of his later dogmatic thought;

grounding the church's understanding of God's self revelation in the

triune being of God so that the structure of man's knowledge of God,

as the basis for his relationship to Him, is grounded in the being of

God who freely elects Himself in Jesus Christ to be for roan and Man for

Himself in the unity of the Holy Spirit. (3) Barth has also been able

to counter the neo-Protestant attempt to co-posit man and God in a

neutral concept of being apart from the freedom of God to be with and

for man in His self revelation. Barth's exposition of revelation, while

emphasising the freedom and non-objectivity of God to man, gives an

1. Torrance.T.F. Op.cit. pp. 144 ff.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K, Die christliche Doaaatik pp. 137-138, 150, 152-155, 178,
191-194, 1970198.
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account of man before God in the situation where human language is

made the vehicle of His self communication.

Barth's Relationship with Heo-Protestantism: Barth and Schleierroacher.

We have spoken of neo-Protestantism and its co-positing of man

and God in a neutral concept of being as forming the object of Barth*s

polemical posture. In order to appreciate the meaning of Barth's

stance in the context in which it appeared, we now turn to an

examination of the structure of the thought of that theologian with whom

Barth, though highly respecting, fundamentally disagreed. His name is

F. Schleiermacher, (1)

Barth spent a good deal of time toward the end of 1923 and the

beginning of 1924 studying Schlerermacher. (2) From this emerged two

rather lengthy essays. (3) He saw Schleiermacher as a theologian

concerned with the inexpressibility of the divine.

"Even the most religiously adequate expression and

presentation of reality in words is an emptying,

a kenosis, if not a profanation of reality". (4)

For Schleiermacher, therefore, all dogmatic propositions terminated as

descriptions of human self consciousness and were not to be considered

1. Barth.K. Theology and Church, p.192. Cf. Barth.K. From Rousseau to
Ritschl p. 308 •

"Anyone who has never loved here, and is not in a
position to love again may not hate either,"

Barth.K. Liberal Theology:Some Alternatives Hibbert Journal
Vol.lix. 1960-1961. pp.216-217.

"There is no doubt that Schleiermacher, whether we
look backwards or forwards in the history of theology
was the prince of all anthropocentric, and so all
liberal, theologians."

Gf. pp. 158-160.

2. Smart.J.D. Qp.Cit. p.145. Cf. Barth.K. & Thurneysen.E. Op.cit, ppl58-l60.

3. Barth.K. Theology and Church. Chps. IV & V. pp,136ff. & 159ff.

4. Ibid. p.l6l.
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as descriptions of something particular in the nature of God. (1) Thus

all Schleiermacher*s effort, whether in the field of systematic theology,

preaching, apologetics or dialectics, was directed towards an "X" which

combines an equilibrium of two opposing forces, a common element in

a diversity. (2)

"What is called in the sermons the Kingdom of God is

obviously the absolute Subject-Object, the highest

knowledge in its identity with the highest being.

It is the innermost basis and source of our finite

knowing and being .... it stands over against our

existence in the duality of reason and nature, and

is never identical with but is always related to our

knowing in the duality of the ideal a nd the real,

ethics and physics." (3)

This centre is actually reached by no finite knowing: to make the

antithesis relative would mean subsuming the totality of finite being

ami knowing with its contradictions under knowing and being without

contradiction, which is impossible. (4) Schleiermacher was not willing

to make the step toward a philosophy of identity as Hegel did. However

he did postulate, as a correlate of the absolute given foundation of

finite being and knowing, an anthropological determination beyond the

psychological realm of thinking and willing understood as a unity of

feeling. This determination was not disconnected with the psychological

realm of thinking and willing but related in the sense of being the

1. Op.cit. pp. 163-164.

2. Ibid, p.167.

3. Ibid. p.168.

4. Ibid. pp.169-170.
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given basis of their certainty. In this Schleiermacher found the

"original foundation" established even in us. (1) As soon as this

original foundation enters the sphere of discursive thought what holds

good for the sphere of knowledge in general applies also to it; only

a refracted image of the original foundation which makes this knowledge

actual. (2)

While Barth is conscious of the strong tendency in Schleiermacher

towards undifferentiated unity, "placid silence", he realises that the

actuality of the individual also held a place of no mean importance In

his scheme of thought. Against Schelling, Schleieroacher speaks of the,

"lofty arbitrariness of Christianity". (3) The cause of this seemingly

inimical emphasis is, according to Barth, to be found in Schleiermacher's

insistence that the original ground of being does not teach but acts.

"What makes Revelation is not that it is true, but

that it is effective." (4)

This effectiveness is understood in terms of modification of the

individuals religious self consciousness and is therefore directly

related to life. God is to be understood as the non-objective cause whose

effects are everywhere objective in terms of pure feeling, as opposed

to being merely cognizable.

The historical figure of Jesus is understood by Schleiermacher

in terms of His power to impart to others the strength of his God

consciousness in the form of absolute dependence upon the original ground

of being. (5) Since through Jesus we come to an experience of absolute

1. Op.cit. pl70.

2. Barth.K. Theology and Church, pp.174, 178.

3. Ibid, pp.178.

4. Ibid, pp.179, 181, 189, 196-197.
«; „ i9i
* r c o
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dependence we must conclude that His God consciousness is not only

the proto-type but the archetype# If humanity had the power to produce

of itself this archetype then its actual condition of sin# its incomplete

feeling of dependence, would be inexplicable# It follows that the

possession of such consciousness can only be explained in terms of

a divine creative act# Jesus Christ does not help men because He is the

Redeemer, He is the Redeemer because He helps them# Barth sees this

Christology compromised in the fact that the establishment of communion

between God and man is justified by a concept of human nature which

serves as the higher order in which a move from the sensuous to the

spiritual is possible. Its logic can be summarily put thus,

"substantiate an existent divine life; conclude from

this divine an activity witnessing to it; and from

this activity deduce a correspondingly endowed active

being". (1)

Barth can see nothing but an ultimate dichotomy between Schleiermacher's

concern for the individual and a Christology which derives its

significance from the,

"higher order of human nature," (2)

He concludes that Schleiermacher allowed himself to be pushed by his

concern for apologetics into a mystico-naturalistic corner where the

historical element in Christianity could play only a questionable role# (3)

He qualifies this conclusion as a tentative one and allows that his

debate with Schleierraacher is a continuous one. (4)

1# Op.cit# p#190#

2. Ibid. p.189.

3# Ibid# p#198#

4. Ibid# p#199# Cf, Barth#K# Rousseau to Ritschl# p#307#
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Berth1s conclusions concerning Schleiermacher's theology seem

to stem from his concern for the unity of man's knowledge of God to be

grounded in the unity of God's being and act in His self revelation.

The unity of God's Word and Act in the event of revelation is not to

be located in the relative differences which exist on the intra mundane

level of existence, but solely in God Himself who stands in a

qualitatively different relationship to the world than that in which

individuals stand to one another. Thus Barth cannot allow a meaningful

theological relationship to exist between Schleiermacher's realism

which breaks through in his insistence on the importance of the

individual and experience on the one hand and his formal philisophico-

theological principle of the "centre". Since, for Barth, Schleierraacher

was not to be understood as a theologian or philosopher of absolute

difference he must, despite his protestations, (1) be an advocate of

identity.

It is a paradoxical fact that Berth's criticism of Schleiermacher

is exactly what Schleieraacher strove so energetically to avoid; the

identification of God with a state of being in contingent existence.

We must agree with the judgment that,

"there can be no doubt that on the one hand his

(i.e., Schleiermacher's) critical idealism was the

obverse side of a very serious realism for his doctrine

of dependence was intended to be a decisive expression

of the ultimate objectivity of God which must not be

confounded with our own objectivity." (2)

The problem of the reduction of Schleiermacher's theology to an anthropology

1. Gf. Schleiermacher.F. Thp .Christian Fa-jfrh. Sec.4. pp.17-18.

2. Torrance.T.F. Hermeneutics According to F.D.E.Shhleiermacher. Scottish
Journal of Theology. Vol.21. 1968. p264.
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is grounded in his emphasis that God is exempted from any direct

relation to the sphere in which we have only relative knowledge. By

exempting God as the Absolute from such a relationship. Schlelermacher

is forced to make Him the wholly Other. He is One with whom we must

have strictly non-cognitive relations. (1) In such a situation it is

inevitable that theology should devolve into anthropology if only for

the reason that theology is a human undertaking.

However it may at this point be pertinent to ask if Barth

himself is free from the same difficulty in the alternative which he

proposes. We have already noted, (2) that the sharpness of the

dialectic involved in Barth's understanding of the event of God's

self revelation inevitably gives rise to some form of existentialism

and therefore of an anthropological determination of the being of God

in His Act of self revelation. Balthasar has drawn attention to this

aspect of the relationship between Barth and Schleiermacher at this

stage of Barth's theological development in a number of parallels which

exist between the two theologians understanding of the basis of theology.

We draw attention to two of these.
"

"Der hochste Punkt ist Zweiheit und Uberwindung der Zweiheit

zugleich: bei Schleiermacher die Zweiheit von 'Anschauung

und Gefuhl', im Sinne von Rezeptivitat und Spontaneitat, die

aber in einer letzten Identitat des Gottbewusstseins (primar

und vorbildlich in Christus, durch ihn aber auch im frommen

Gemut) uberwunden ist, bei Barth durch die weit scharfere

Zweiheit von Offenbarung Gottes und Glauben des Manschen,

1. Torrance,J.B. Interpretation and Understanding in Schleiermacher's
Theology; Some Critical Questions. Scottish Journal of Theology
Op.cit. pp. 279ff.

2. See above, p.12.
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die aber in der den Menschen ergreifenden Tat des Heiligen

Geistes zur Einheit in actu uberwunden wird."

And further,

"Der Punkt, von dera her das Sein und das Gegenstandliche

zu erkl&ren ist: er ist als Punkt der Einheit somit auch der

der Allheit ira unfassendsten Sinn: fur Schleierniacher ist

vom Punkt der Subjekt-Objekteinheit, der Gott ist, die ganze

Welt abzuleiten, aber vor allem von diesera Punkt, sofern er der

Quell aller Frommigkeit und Mystik ist, alle Kultur zu entfalten,

fur Bath ist jener Punkt, als Einheit Gottes und des Menschen

in Jesus Christus der Punkt, aus dera die Schopfung

enstanden, von dera her aber auch alle Erlosung gewirkt wird

und alle Kulturarbeit zu wirken ist •••••••" (1)

It will be of continuing critical importance for us to note how Barth

is able to overcome the anthropological implications of his sharply

dialectical way of understanding the being of God in His Act of self

revelation, while still at the same time acknowledging the importance of

the intramundane relationships presupposed by the history of salvation

as bearing on the meaning of dogma. For the moment we turn to the

w ay in which Barth deals with the problem presented to him by

Schleierniacher in Die christliche Dogmatil.

Schleiermacher and Barth in Die christliche Dogmatik.

It is with reference to the doctrine of the Trinity that Barth

formulates his defence against Schleiermacher; a Trinity that is

understood from the point of view of the question 0.6 to the possibility

of human speech and hearing of the Word of God. He therefore emphasises

1. von.Balthasar.H.U. Karl Barth: Darstellune Und Deutung Seiner
Theologle. pp. 213-214.
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In his point of departure two fundamental characteristics of God's

activity which Schleiermacher found difficult to express. These are,

the objectivity of the self revealing God as the Subject of the event

of revelation and the relationship of this personal presence of God

to the human activity of speech. (1)

In Die christliche Dogmatik Earth re-emphasises his view that

Schleiermacher's methodology can only lead to a situation in which the

reality of religion and the subjective possibility of revelation are

one and the same thing. (2)

The actualising of this ability by man is only a question of

comprehension and sympathy. (3) This implies that an essential and

general element in human nature is one with the divine. (4) Hence man

is understood by Schleiermacher as standing, from the out-set, before

and with God. Consequently man does not need God in order to be before

Him. There is no question of an irreparable guilt which cannot be made

good by man, but simply a blank, direct, and only quantitatively

distinguishable relation between God and man, (5) It is inevitable

that such a God will be objectless, since His relation with the creature

is the unending nature of life as a whole, of One in all and through all.

If man calls this "whole" God, and thinks of this God as personal it

will depend upon his own personal inclination and imagination. Schleiermacher

never concealed the fact that his fancy did not run in this direction

and that ultimately the concept of God is not necessary at all.

1. See Appendix.A.

2. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik p. 306. Cf.Barth.K. From Rousseau
to Ritschl p.355.

3. Barth.K. Die christliche Dosmatik. p,307.

4. Ibid, p.307.

5. Ibid. p.308.
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"Cine Religion ohne Gott kann besser sein als eine

andere mit Gott," since, "Gott ist nicht alles in der

Religion, sondern Eines, und das Universtua ist mehr." (1)

Thus the feeling of absolute dependence does not have God as its object

at all* God must be seen in terms of the mode of the relationship

presupposed by the feeling of absolute dependence. He is the whence

of the feeling of absolute dependence in its originality. (2) It is only

meant symbolically if this whence is conveyed as an object. With

respect, therefore, to the God-man relationship it remains on the far

side of man understood in terms of his self conscious thinking and

willing. (3)

A gainst such an interpretation of God in His relationship to man

Earth emphasises the sheer actuality of God's personal presence in His

revelation and the crisis this precipitates for man in the radical

decision of faith and obedience* The pathos of Schleiermacher's theology

is its "objectlessness", against which must be asserted, on the basis

of God's self revelation, the necessity of speaking of man in his sheer

humanity without any open or concealed possession which mitigates his

need before God, Only thus, form the point of view of the preacher and

the hearer of the Word of God, can it be made clear that faith in God

is a hazardous venture, (4) The relationship between God and man must

be understood dynamically as drama and struggle, the continuity of which

is to be sought and found wholly in God's gracious approach to man.

When Schleiermacher maintains:

"Zur vollkomaenen Wahrheit wurde gehoren, dass Gott

sich kund machte, wie er an und fur sich ist} eine

1. In Barth.K. Op.Cit.p.309.

2. Ibid. p.310,

3. Ibid, p.312.

4. Ibid. p.313-.
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» "
solche (Kundmachung) aber konnte wcder ausserlich

aus irgendeiner Tatsache hervorgeben ja auch eine

solche auf unbegreifllche Weise an eine menschliche

Seele gelangte, konnte sie nicht von darselben

ausgefasst und als Gedanke festgehalten wcrden, und^

wenn auf keine Weise wahrgenoranen und festgehalten,

konnte sie auch nicht wirksam sein." (1)

For Barth the contrary is the case, this is precisely what has to

happen and does happen in the existential struggle of faith in relation

to the Holy Spirit. (2) In this either/or struggle created by the

actuality of the presence of God to man there stands the subjective

possibility of revelation and nowhere else. The strategic place of the

Trinity in Berth's theology at this stage of his development may be

said to derive from his concern to oppose Schleiermacher's objectless

theology with its anthropological implications.

The "root" of the doctrine of the Trinity is seen by Barth to

consist in,

"Gott in sich selbst begrundetes Reden"; it is,

"Dei loquentis persona". (3)

Since in all forms of revelation, even the ungrounded event of the

person of Jesus Christ, it is God alone who speaks, the secondary forms

of revelation, the humanity of Jesus, the Scriptures considered as a

human document, and the preacher* s word, must be understood as

relative to actual revelation as God's own personal speech, (4) It is

1. i^uote in Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik pp.314-315.

2. Ibid. p.315.

3. Ibid. p.131.

4. Ibid. p.135.
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the case that}

"Gott seine Ehre keinem Andern lasst. Nie und

nirgends 1st oder wird diese Form etwa zum Subjekt

der Offenbarung." (1)

This entails that in His revelation God is either wholly revealed or

not at all; there can be no quantifying of God's personal presence

in revelation. For this reason natural theology, which attempts to

divide the knowledge of God between revealed and natural knowledge of

God, is shown to be an impossible enterprise by the fact of the manner

of God's self revelation. (2) Therefore the unknowability of God is

not co-determinate with the limit of the structures of human cognition.

The incomprehensibility of God is rooted in the freedom of God to

reveal or not to reveal Himself.

"Die Herrschaft Gottes ist eine einfache Wahrheit, die

entweder ganz oder gar nicht erkannt wird. Diese

einfache Wahrheit ist freilich, indem sie sich offenbart,

hochstes Geheimnis, so class es kein cognoscere Deum

gibt ohne Anerkennung seiner incomprehensibilitas,

woruber ebenfalls zu Beginn der eigentlichen Dogmatik

weiter zu reden ist." (3)

Luther's polemic concerning the hidden and revealed God is interpreted

by Barth as safeguarding just this point. The non-necessity, the sheer

actuality of the presence of God in His revelation means not only God

is unknowable apart from the event of revelation, but that in the

light of this revelation God's incomprehensibility is not an unknown

1. Op.cit. p.134.

2. Ibid. pp.135-136, 137. Cf. Barth's rejection of Schleiermacher's
modalism for this reason. Ibid. pp.157-158.

3. Ibid. p.137.
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quantity in God but the freedom which presupposes His personal presence

with and for men. Therefore only he who knows the revealed God knows

the hidden God.

"Wer den offenbaren Gott erkennt, der und nur der

erkennt auch den verborgenen Gott." (1)

As Barth expounds this fundamental feature of revelation in a

trinitarian context it comes to mean that the Subject and Object of the

statement, "God speaks", is God Himself. To impugn this conclusion is

to question the reality of God's lordship in the event of His self

revelation. If God reveals Himself to man this means He is the One

who Speaks, the Word spoken and the One who Hears in the event

revelation. (2) Han as a creature cannot presuppose any continuity

with this event. If this were not the case then according to Barth

man's thought and feeling would have to be understood as an efflux or

continuation of the person of God. Against such tendencies it must be

rigidly affirmed that God is both the Subject and Object of the act

of revelation. (3)

Whatever has to be said about the stringent dialectic which

Barth develops in his exposition of revelation in relation to the

creature, and we shall take up this point further in a moment, it must

be admitted that the trinitarian form of Barth's exposition of the

event of revelation secured for him a bulwark against what he conceived

to be the dangers of contemporary theological thought. It enabled

him to preclude on the one hand a quantitative, direct, historical

relationship between God and the creature qua creature, on the other

1. Barth.K. Die christliche Doematik. p.137.

2 . Ibid. p.139.

3. Ibid.
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hand he is able to speak realistically of the sheer actuality of God's

presence in history as the Subject-Object in the event of revelation.

The doctrine of the Trinity is the "Nagel", (1) which while supporting

and co-ordinating Barth's conclusions also justified their truth.

However the very structure of Barth's thought prevented the

Trinity from having the stategic importance he obviously intended it

to have. This basic weakness became evident to Barth as he read the

reviews of his book. (2) On the one hand he was criticised for not

developing a consistent anthropology which would correspond to his

doctrine of God and serve as a basis for his exposition, on the other

hand he was accused of attempting an existentialist proof of the doctrine

of the Trinity because of the structural relation between his analysis

of the situation of the preacher and hearer of the Word of God and

his exposition of the doctrine. Barth was consequently faced with a

contradiction. Both those who criticised his theology for being

non-anthropologically orientated and those who objected to his

anthropologising of theology could find a basis for their, albeit

contradictory, points of view in his work.

The rigid dialectic which Barth had built into his thought,

as an attempt to give expression to the sheer actuality of the event

of the Word of God to man, meant that the determination of man by the

Word of God could only be understood under the cover of an extreme form

of forensic justification. This precluded any appreciation of the

ontological continuity of the creature as addressee apart from the

purely noetic aspect of acknowledgement. (3) This had two results.

1. Op.cit. p.131.

2. For the following see, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. pp.l4lff.,
152, 159, I94ff.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. pp.321, 319-320, 287-288, 292,
293, 294.
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It meant that Barth was driven to find some phenomenology in order to

ground or earth the event of revelation in history. This aspect was

taken up by those who wanted Barth to develop this side of his thought

more systematically and accused him of only being partially successful

in the presentation of his theological position. (1) But this aspect

of Barth's thought was siezed upon by other critics who pointed out that

since Barth located the doctrine of the Trinity immediately after his

analysis of the situation of the preacher and the hearer of the Word

of God, and furthermore in this analysis had used the technical terms

associated with existentialist philosophy, that he was attempting some

sort of proof of the dogma in terms of the fore going analysis}

attempting to establish the possibility of revelation on a basis other

than its actuality. (2)

Barth's intention in his presentation of the doctrine of the

Trinity in relation to the situation of the preacher and the hearer

was clearly to understand how man participated in the actuality of

God's self revelation. But when God's revelation is understood purely

in terms of the actuality of his presence, without consideration for a

corresponding historical ontology of the creature established in this

act, then there is the inevitable problem of establishing a meaningful

relationship between God and man in history. This problem arose as

Barth attempted to emphasise one side of his understanding of

revelation over against Schleiermacher's Absolute who was Incapable of

movement towards man.

On the other hand by countering Schleiermacher's wordless

1, Op.cit, pp.194 ff.

2. Ibid. pp. l4lff., 196,
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revelation by emphasising the locus of revelation in the situation of

the preacher and the hearer, and thus the possibility of its verbal

form in history, Barth gave credence to the suggestion that he was

attempting an existential proof of the Trinity. This factor is complicated

by the structure of Die christliche Doaaatik in which Barth considers

the doctrine of the Trinity in relation to the situation of the

preacher and the hearer, but it derives its significance from the

material content of the work as well. For example we read in the first

chapter under the section concerned with man's acknowledgement of the

W ord of God:

HDas Wort Gottes ist nicht nur Rede, sondern Un«Rede.

Wir konnen weder hierhin noch dorthin eilen, weder in

den Himmel noch in den Abgrund, um es zu vernehmenoder

zu lesen, sondern es ist 'in deinem Mund und in

deinem Herzen', weil es zu uns gekomraen ist. Das

heisst aber: der horende Mensch ist im Begriff des

Wortes Gottes ebenso eingeschlossen wie redende Gott.

Br ist in ihm 'mitgesetzt' wie der Schleiermachershe

Gott im schlechthinigen Abhangigkeitsgefuhl. Man

redet nicht vom Worte Gottes, wenn man nicht eben damit

von seinera Vernommenwerden durch den Menschen redet •••••••

Eben darura ist das Wort Gottes ein Begriff, der nur

einem existenziellen Deken uberhaupt zuganglich ist." (1)

That the conclusions drawn from such a statement implying

Berth's dependence on a general ontology were not part of Berth's intention

1. Barth.K. Die christliche Dogmatik. p.111. The final form of the
material presented in this work does not deviate significantly from the
programmatic sketch he had given of his projected Dogmatik on 1924.
Barth.K. & Thurneysen.E. Op.cit. ppl82-183. He stated then that in
dealing with the analysis of the Word of God it must always be
understood as an,

"answer which is already presupposed in the question of man -
and soj the relation with God primarily based in the
human question." (Ibid.Underlining indicates the word is in
italics in the original.)
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should be clear from his attempt to relate the doctrine of the Trinity

to his understanding of revelation in which God reveals Himself as the

Lord. However the statements are there and Barth's critics had

evidence which he could not very well deny. (1) It was therefore

patently obvious to Barth that he had to solve the question of a genuine

relation between God and man on the basis of God's act of revelation

which, while avoiding the pitfalls of correlating revelation with an

independent anthropology, was nevertheless able to establish a direct

relation with the historicity of the creature. If this was to be

accomplished while still remaining true to the basic structure of his

dogmatic thought as expressed in Die christlich Dogmatik. it meant a

more diligent search into the reality of the being of God in His act of

revelation • This would mean a re-examination of the doctrine of God

which could only be understood by Barth in terras of the doctrine of the

Trinity as the basis for understanding His self disclosure. We now

investigate the way Barth took as he set out to solve the problems raised

by the reception of his first major systematic work. The material we

choose for this purpose, which of necessity is limited, will hopefully

represent Barth's developing theological style and be of importance in

understanding the final form of Barth's mature thought. We thus turn

to Barth's exposition of the relation between theology and philosophy

as expressed in a series of lectures delivered in Dortmund 1929 (2)

and his study of St.Anselm's proof for the existence of God published in

1. Cf. Barth's discussion of the authority of Scripture in the church
and the relation of the individual to that authority.

"Das Korrelat der Wahrheit der Offenbarung, des Wortes
Gottes, ist der Mensch." More precisely it is the,
"Einzelnenl Er ist des Korrelat der Wahrheit." Barth.K.
Ibid, p.399. Cf. p.400.

2. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theoloaie. Gesammelte Vortrag.
Band.3. pp.54-92.
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in the following year, (1)

The Relation Between Theology and Philosophy: "Schicksal Und Idee In

Per Theologle"

In this work Barth attempts to clarify the two poles of human

thought which had emerged in the critical appraisal of Die christliche

Dogroat ik. On the one hand those who criticised Berth*s attempt to

justify the doctrine of the Trinity in terms of the structures of human

existence involved in his analysis of the situation the preacher and the

hearer raised the question of whether God was tied to the giveness of

human existence as a kind of fate. On the other hand those who

criticised Barth's work in terms of it being a kind of timeless id&qlogy

unrelated to the historicity of human existence raised the question of

the competence of the human mind to judge the question of truth in dogmatics,

Barth perceived that these two problems were not peculiar to

theology. They were questions with which philosophers had also concerned

themselves. Basically they both devolved into the question of how the

knowing subject is related to the object of knowledge. In theology

this means how the ordering of human thought is to be defined if God is

the object of man's knowledge,

"Sie (i.e., theology) ist sachlich geordnete

Erforschung der Wahrheit in Beziehung auf Gott als

den Gegenstand der kirklichen Verkundigung," (2)

Barth's definition of the problem of theological knowledge indicates that

it is one which is tied to its Object so that its terms of reference are

determined by its nature. It is consequently a churchly activity,

T heology does not ask after,

"der Wahrheit Gottes an sich"; (3)

1, Barth,K. Op.Cit.

fs Barth,K, Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie, £,55. Cf, Barfch.K,
Dograatik im Grundriss p,12,

3, Ibid, p,55.
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it is concerned with the,

"besonderes Lebensbereichs der Kirche." (1)

For evangelical theology this implies the concsete life of the church

not, "leeren Raum oberhalb der Kirchen und Konfessionen." (2)

This definiteness of the Object and sphere of activity of theology

derives from the fact that the God with whom it has to do is not One

who has to be sought by man but,

••der sich uns zu finden geben hat." (3)

Consequently, since the Object and sphere of activity for theology

is defined by the gracious approach of God to man, the objectivity of

theology's Object is never at man's disposal.

"Theologie hat also Gott nicht nur zum Objekt,

sondern zum Objekt nur sofern sie ihn ••••• Subjekt hat." (4)

This is of decisive importance when it is remembered that theology is

not carried out in heaven but on earth, in the midst of other more

general or specific intellectual disciplines with the same human instrument

as that used in these other spheres. If within the varied disciplines

which make up the spectrum of human knowledge theology also has a

place then it must be seen that this fact is not dependent upon the

characteristics of human knowledge as such. Theology as a human

undertaking depends upon and must serve,

"das Wunder Gottes." (5)

Therefore those characteristics which shape human thought in its wide

1. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie. p.55.

2. Ibid. p.56.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid.

5. Ibid. p.56.
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variety of activity and opinion must, in theology, play a different

role than that which they do normally. (1)

Barth illustrates this point by means of the history of theology.

There are, he points out, those theologies which emphasise that aspect

of human thought which in its understanding of reality draws attention

to the fact that things outside of us as well as ourselves "are".

The theologies which emphasise this aspect of the phenomenon of human

knowledge Barth describes as "realist". As the term implies reality

is primarily understood from the point of view of the fact of existence.

Since both God and things "are" in some sense, a link exists between

God and the creature simply in terms of this fact. God then becomes

man's fate; a relationship of mutual reciprocity is posited by the

fact of existence. This realism found its classical expression in

Thomas Aquinas' doctrine of analogia entis. Barth understands this to

mean, "dass alles Seiende als solches Anteil an Gott hat,

in Hochster Unahnlichkeit als blosses Geschopf dem

Schopfer doch darin hochst ahnlich, dass auch es

Sein hat: analogia entis." (2)

On this interpretation it is understandable how Barth sees these

theologies as making God ontologically, and therefore noetically, man's

fate. However what these realist theologies emphasise is, according

to Barth, a proper theological concern. For if one describes God as

the Object of theology then one is involved in making a typically

realistic statement. Moreover, since christian theology is related to a

1. Op.cit. p.61.

2. Ibid. p.62.
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God who has revealed Himself in the historical event of Jesus of

Nazareth, it means that the God with whom it has to do enters into the

mode of being which is characteristic of nature and history generally. (1)

In Christian theology which takes the legitimate concern of

realism seriously certain definite qualifications have to be made

regarding the subjective and objective nature of the giveness of being.

The subjective and objective giveness of being which is presupposed in

realist theology have to be understood strictly in terms of the

subjective and objective possibilities included in the event of revelation

and not simply in terms of a neutral ontology. God's self objectification

for us rests entirely upon the possibilities opened up for us by our

relationship to Jesus Christ in the Holy Spirit. By this means the

possibility of God's objectivity being confused or compared with the

objectivity of being in general is averted by reference to the free

approach of God to man in His gracious condescension to man.

It should not be overlooked on the other hand that this act

which makes possible man's conceiving the objectivity and existence of

God also finds its parallel in the human sphere, in the I-Thou relationship.(2)

But although Barth acknowledges this similitudo Dei (3), the truth which

this parallel reflects in the creaturely sphere is rooted and grounded

in the reality and actuality of the freely chosen relationship which

God establishes in His self revelation by Jesus Christ in the Holy

Spirit. (4) Therefore theology does not ask if it is to speak

1. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theologje ... p.65.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid. p.67.
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realistically but,

"inwiefern sie selbst realistisch denken und reden

darf." (1)

It may speak realistically only under the condition that His revelation

be understood as His act and therefore, as far as His objectivity and

being are concerned, as,

"Offenbarung und nicht eine Offenbartheit." (2)

Here we observe a development in Barth's position as it found

expression in Die christliche Doamatik. In that work, partly through

an undisciplined use of existentialist catagories, he was led to

postulate a correlation between God's act of revelation and human

existence considered from the point of view of the preacher and the

hearer, this correlation was only prevented from developing into a full

blown ontology by a sharp dialectic reinforced by a doctrine of

forensic justification. Now Barth seems to be feeling his way toward

a view of the Trinity which has a Christological content that enables

him to relate the creatures experience of earthly reality to the divine

act of revelation while at the same time maintaining, on the basis of

God's freedom in relation to the world, a distinction between the given

actuality of worldly reality and the newness of God's act of self

revelation.

However the problem still remains for Barth to spell this out

in more explicit details in his theological work. This task still lay

ahead of him. We must remember the nature of the work under discussion.

It was a series of lectures on the relationship between theology and

1. Op.cit. p.63.

2. Ilk id. p. 70.
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philosophy, and we cannot expect a detailed exposition of every aspect

of Barth's theological position. But the question still remains, if

Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit are simply two poles of an objectivity

which resides solely in the eternal trinitarian life of God how the

relativity of the human life and experience of the historical Jesus

can be included in this definition of the objectivity of revelation.

Barth certainly speaks of,

"das Wort und also Gott, mit dera wir es zu tun haben,

ging ein in die Seinsweise der Natur und Geschichte,

in unsere elgene Seinsweise." (1)

But this will need to be expounded if the illegitimate interpretations

of theological realists are to be averted. The theological realist

finds his perennial attraction in the attempt to understand the reality

of God in terms of the creature. But the freedom of God which Barth

is determined to emphasise in his opposition to theological realism

will not be truly protected simply by emphasising the reality and

objectivity of God in His own eternal triune life. This reality and

objectivity must in some way be related in a theologically relevant way

to the historical reality and objectivity of Jesus, as both the

humiliated andexalted Lord.

The other pole of human thought with which theology is concerned

is that which takes its point of departure from the question which is

posited in relation to the basis of realist thought. It is the question

of a possible correlation between the outward and inward giveness of

reality from which realistic thought takes its rise. It asks the question,

1. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theologje. p.65.
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"Was ist Wahrheit". ( 1)

Tliis concern is seen by Barth as a legitimate concern of theology too#

It finds classical expression in the via negativa of Thomas Aquinas#

Here an attempt is made to abstract from the individual reality of

things to the idea of being itself# Wherever the idea of God is

entertained seriously there will be a legitimate attempt to distinguish

between the giveness of God and that of all other being# In relation

to God all other being must be described in terms of non being# (2)

Barth asks himself whether it is not necessary that the idealist

element be present in a theology which attempts to distinguish between

God's revelation and all other giveness. Further, is not all theological

thought idealist in so far as it is thought which is understanding

and interpretation of the given, (3) Genuine idealism will be similar

to a hyperbole movement of thought:

"die allerdings von der Wirklichkeit weg in den Raum

der mit jener nicht selbstverst&ndlich zusammenfallenden

Wahrheit, aber auch von da zur&ck in die nun als Raum

der Wahrheiten verstandens fuhrt," (4)

Abstraction from the given in these terms means, not the negation of

its giveness, but its refraction precisely in order to strengthen the

status of the given. (5) Idealism in a theological context means

emphasising the fact that though the Word became flesh the flesh did

1# Op#cit# p#72#

2. Ibid. pp. 73-74.

3. Ibid. p.75.

4. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theologje. p.76.

5. Ibid.
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not become the Word. Theological idealism makes sure of the aspect

of veiling in the act of God's self revelation. It does not deny

the giveness of historical reality,

"er mochte sie aber als transparent verstanden wissen,

darnit die Wahrheit sie durchleuchte, ohne welche sie

nicht die Wirklichkeit Gottes ware." (1)

Barth criticises theological Idealism because it so often side steps

the starting point of the hyperbole in the particularity of God's

revelation and posits, on its own authority, a general openness of man

to the truth of God. (2)

"Er musste also Offenbarung nicht fur eine allgeaeine
"

Hoglichkeit des Henschen, sondern fur eine besondere
if

Moglichkeit Gottes, und zwar als christlicher Theologie

fur die in Ghristu bzw. in dera biblisch-kirklichen

Zeugnis von Christus gegebene Moglichkeit Gottes halten."(3)

This means that the establishment of truth in genuine theological

idealism is achieved in recognising the fact that it is established

by God alone.

"nicht als Gottes und des Menschen, sondern als Gottes

alleinige Tat." (4)

Thus knowledge of the truth in this connection must mean acknowledgement.

It means faith, in which human reason is wholly passive and determined

by that which is above it.

1. Op.Cit. pp.76-77.

2. Ibid. p.73.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid. p.80. Words underlined are in italics in the original.
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"Dieses Oberhalb, dera wir gehorsam sind, selber

wieder in die Antithetik von Spontaneitat und Rezeptivitat

hineinzuziehen, ware aber sinnlos." (1)

This antithesis which has its place in the sphere where we have

knowledge of things cannot find a place in the object of faith, hence

reason cannot of itself seek and find the truth between the given and

the not given in the event of revelation. Here on the contrary is the,

"Reich der ewigen Spannungen." (2)

It is just as disastrous for theology to atter.pt to identify

human reason with God as it is for theological realism to identify

God with nature. (3) Barth therefore rejects both a one sided realism

and a one sided idealism while recognising the legitimate interest of

both. By so doing Barth acknowledges that theology does its work

within the same "room" as philosophy. Theology, as distinct from both

realist and idealist philosophy, opposes all attempts to achieve a

synthesis in the human process of knowing by either the realist or idealist

emphasis. Such attempts reveal for Barth the essential hubris of all

human endeavour and can only lead to the exposure of the contradiction

in which man lives before God.
h

"Es ist der Begriff der Sunde. des gefallenen Menschen,

den wir schon dem Realismus und Idealismus gegenuber

geltend rnachen mussten." (4)

But since theology uses the same human instruments as philosophy, and

is after all a human enterprise, precisely the same problem besets it as

philosophy. The only guarantee, as also the criterion of its truth,

which theology has that it does not do its work in vain is the freely

elected presence of the Word of God to man.

1. Op.cit. p.81.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K. achicksal und Idee in der Theologie. p.81.

4. Ibid.p.86 Cf.p.87. Word underlined is in italics in the original.
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"Der theoretische Hintergrund dieses praktischen
I f

Kriteriums ist der Gedanke der freien gottlichen

Erwahlung." (1)

The epistemological relevance of election in this context is that

theology must acknowledge both the speaking and hearing of the truth

is a matter which is entirely dependent on God's free decision. (2)

Theology is therefore justified in relation to the truth in so far as

it acknowledges by the openness of its thought towards its Object that

it serves this very specific freedom of God's choice. There is

therefore no justification for theology outside the context where faith

confesses this free unmerited approach of God to man. (3) The practical

implications of this situation is that theology will be orientated

towards christology as an expression of its dependence upon the gracious

condescension of God to the creature. (4)

In this discussion we see Barth viewing his appreciation of the

idealist's critique of naive realism, which would tend to identify

being with actuality, from a point of view conditioned by his

understanding of the nature of the divine decision to be present with

and for men in Jesus Christ. Barth has sought to achieve the synthesis

of thought and being, which idealists attempt in terms of the nature of

human reason, by asking after the free ground of the particular event

of revelation in the being of the triune God. Here again we see

something of an advance on the view of the Trinity than that which was

evident in Die christliche Doamatik. In that work the Trinity served

1. Op.clt. P.96.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid. p.92.

4. Ibid.
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to emphasise the sheer actuality of the event of revelation in its

stark giveness. Here the relationship of the preacher and hearer to

the Word of God could only be conceived in terms of a radical dialectic

backed up by an extreme version of forensic justification, as a seeing

that was blind, an echo, an existence which could only be thought as

non-existence. Barth now stresses neither pure negationoor affirmation

of man before God, but reconciliation in terms of the free election

of God.

"Das Gesprochensein des Wortes und unser Vernehmen

des Wortes immer Sache der freien Gnade Gottes ist." Cl)

By locating the doctrine of election within the eternal relationships

of the triune being of God Barth has been able to make an advance in

his understanding of the rationality which corresponds to the actuality

of revelation in Jesus. Barth is able to correlate the rationality of

man with the rationality of God while still maintaining the lordship of

God in the event of revelation by grounding this event in the free

election of God; which as the choosing of man in Jesus Christ is

identical with the ground of God's being as well. However by

identifing "das Gesprochensein des Wortes", (2) with the election of God,

implying thereby an identity between its actuality and the self

affirmation of God of Himself, Barth has taken the first steps along the

way in which it will be difficult to take into account the contingency

and relativity of the human life of Jesus in his developing understanding

of the Trinity. The life of Jesus is in danger of becoming merely

1. Barth.K. Schlcksal und Idee in der Theolocie. p.90.

2. Ibid.
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illustrative of a pre-mundane divine decision. We must at this stage

signfy our reservations with respect to this aspect of Barth* s thought

concerning the relationship between God and the creature which is

presupposed by his view of the relevance of the Trinity to our

understanding of revelation. We shall develop this point further in the

last chapter.

We must therefore place a question mark over Barth's assertion,

"Dieses Oberhalb, dem wir gehorsam sind, selber

wieder in die Antithetik von Spontaneitat und Rezeptivitat

hineinzuziehen, ware aber offenbar sinnlos. Diese

Antithetik hat ihren Ort da, wo mir es rait der

Erkenntnis von Dingen zu tun haben. Hier ist das

Reich der ewigen Spannungen." (1)

We would feel that it is precisely because it is the place here

described with all its contradictions that we cannot ask after an above

in which these contradictions find no place in determining the meaning

of revelation as an event in human history. (2)

Barth and St.Anselm.

Before we discuss Barth1 s interpretation of St.Anselm and the important

influence St.Anselm had on Barth's developing theological method, it is

necessary to arrive at some Independent assessment of some key ideas which

occur in St.Anselm1s writings. The concepts which we have in mind are

1. Op.cit. p,81. Words underlined are in italics in the original.

2. Cf. Balthasar.H.U. Op.cit.pp.212-214. Balthasar speaks of a,
"Punkt der hochsten Intensitat", in Barth which is a common phenomena
in idealist and absolute idealist theologies and philosophies. See
also Hendry.G.S. The Dogmatic Form of Barth's Theology. Theology
Today. Vol.XXII. 1956-1957 pp300ff, 314. Hendry's suggested
solution to the problem we have raised is that Barth should somehow
combine the anthropological implications of the dialectic which
he developed in his earlier works with the later intra-trinitarian
dialectic in a "higher synthesis" •
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"verltas" (truth) and "rectitude?" (rightness). (1)

It is our intention to discuss these concepts with specific

reference to St.Anselm's understanding of the part played by the

humanity of the historical Jesus in God's act of reconciliation. We do

this because it is in this area that Barth finds his greatest difficulty

with St.Anselm's thought. (2) Also this discussion will derive its

importance from the fact that it will introduce a problem, which we shall

later develop, with respect to Earth's understanding of the dogma of

the Trinity. This problem is the relative importance ir< determining the

meaning of dogma that the historical humanity of Jesus should or should

not have.

For St.Anselm God is the Supreme Truth,

"therefore, there is truth in the essence of all that

exists, because all things are what they are in the

Supreme Truth." (3)

This Supreme Truth is the cause of all else that is said to be true,

both propositions and states of affairs.

"Although all the different kinds of rightness .... are

what they are because the things they are in either are

as they ought to be or else do what they ought to do,

nevertheless the Supreme Truth is not rightness because

it is under obligation. All things are obliged to it,

and it is obliged to nothing else." (4)

1. In attempting to show that every form of truth is a form of rightness,
Anselm investigates the properties of right thoughts, upright
willing, righteous action, correct perception. The relationship
between the two concepts depends on the presence in Latin of a single
term which can be applied in all these cases mentioned above: rectitudo.
English has no such expression. Cf. Chaps. XI, & XII. of Concerning the
Truth. English translation, Hopkins.J. & RichardsonlH.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1.pp485ff•

3. St.Anselm. Op.cit. Chp. VII.p.102.

4. Ibid. Chp.X.p.l08.Cf.Chps. 1 & XllU St.Anselm. Broslogion. Chp.XIV.
English translation. Deane.S .N. pp21-22.
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Truth is integrally related by St.Anselra to Tightness. The two words

signify the same reality. (1) Everything that is has a certain truth

and Tightness which makes it an integrated part of a complex of

relationships. (2) Every creaturely thing, even though it has no will,

appears under an obligation that is determined by its Tightness. This

obligation is specifically related to the Supreme Truth of all things. (3)

This Truth, although it is itself not identical with any particular,

is that which allows it to be said of this or that thing, state of

affairs etc., "the truth of that thing" (4) etc. While St.Anselm was

aware of the distinct characteristics of different categories of

entities he wishes to emphasise that each thing stands under its

respective obligation to the Truth. One can therefore only come to an

understanding of the truth and Tightness of things when it is understood

in what relationship they stand to the Supreme Truth. In Chp.ll. of

Concerning the Truth. Anselm speaks through the disciple of things

participating (participando) (5) in the Truth. But it should be noted

that the idea of participation in its Platonic form is not to be

inferred from this, since St.Anselm makes a distinction between a things

truth and that which is the cause of its truth. Just as the cause of a

true proposition is not in the proposition itself^so a true proposition
1. Op.cit. Chp.XIII.p.117. & Chp.XII. ppllO-111.

2. Ibid. Chp. XI,pp 109-110.

3. Ibid. Chp.X. p.108. Cf. St.Anselm. Monoleion. Trans. Op.cit. pp38-39.

4. Ibid. Chp. XII.p.120.

5. Anselm. Dialogue De Veritate. Migne.P.L. Tomus CLVIII. Caput. II.
Col. 469. "nihil est verum, nisi participando veritatera".
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does not participate in its cause. This must be kept in mind with

respect to chp. XII., of Concerning the Truth, for in concluding that

Truth is one in all things St.Anselm does not wish to suggest that all

particular truth shares in a simple divine nature. (1)

St.Anselm states emphatically that the Supreme Truth is radically

different from any creaturely truth. (2) Truth and Tightness with

respect to God has a very specific meaning. The formula with which

St.Anselm conducts his celebrated proof of the existence of God. that

God is being.

"than which nothing greater can be conceived" (3).

is sufficient reason for the decisive importance St.Anselm attaches

to the ineffable nature of the Creator and Lord of all things visible

and invisible. He is not to be measured by or conceived to be

dependent upon anything apart from Himself. (4) The eternal Son is the

Truth of all created things. (3) not because He corresponds to the

world but because He is its Truth. (6)

The necessary reasons which serve as premisses by which St.Anselm

demonstrates his arguments signify aspects of the exalted Truth and

M ystery which remains exalted and mysterious, beyond the graqs of the

1. Anselm. Concerning The Truth. Chp.X. p.109. Cf. tbnologion Chp. LXV.

2. Ibid. Chp. X.p.108.

3. Anselm. Prosloalon. Chp. II. pp.7ff.

4. Anselm. Monolgion. Chp.V.pp45ff. Proslogion. Chp. XII.

5. Ibid. Chps. XXXIII. pp95ff• XLVII. pplllff. Proslogion. Chp.XXIII.
pp. 28-29.

6. Ibid. Chp. XXXI. p.93.
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human intellect. (1) Therefore St.AnseIra's demonstrations of the

various articles of faith make more than simple logical connections

between premisse and conclusion. In each case cohesion is achieved,

in terms of understanding, by presupposing factors which while

cohering in reality cannot be contained in the logical connections

of the demonstration. Propositions and concepts are not the cause

of truth. (2) Propositions and concepts become true as they express

the truth or Tightness of things or states of affairs in their

proper order established by their obligation to the Supreme Truth.

Anselra therefore left indeterminate the exact character of the

relationship between created truth and the Supreme Truth. Although

one may come to recognise that a thing or state of affairs exists in

truth, one may nevertheless not describe or picture exactly the

nature of the right relationship involved. But we can partially

perceive the truth of the ineffable Creator and sustainer of truth

through created truth, it is God's truth that we perceive if only

partially. (3) The "fool" who denies the existence of God perceives

truth entirely in terms of the definitions of words and concepts

1. We therefore find it hard to agree with the interpretation of
St.Anselm put forward by Prenter.R. Glauben und Erkennen bei
Karl Barth. Kerygma Und Dogma. Vol.11. 1956.pp.l76ff. He suggests
that St.Anselm's distinction between faith and understanding
leads to a neglect of the creaturely objectivity of the event of
revelation; that Anselm is too dependent upon Augustine's
neo-Platonism. (pp.180-181.) This interpretation also finds
expression in the article Die Einheit von Schbpfung und Erlosung.
Theologische Zeitschrift.2. 1946.pp.l6lff. It seems too
presumptive to read into St.Anselm criticisms which one wishes
to direct against Barth's method of understanding the relationship
between faith and understanding without further argument.

2. Anselm. Concerning The Truth. Chp.X.pp.108-109.

3. Anselm. Proslosion. Chp.XIV.pp.22-23.
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irrespective of their relationship to the reality to which they

refer. (1) For St.Anselm on the other hand, the truth is directly

related to the nature of objective reality to which the words etc.,

refer. The indeterminancy of St.Anselm's method of understanding

this relationship between things and states of affairs that are said

to be true and the Supreme Truth implies an openness to objective

reality as a vehicle of truth that is necessitated by his understanding

of the ineffable nature of the divine Truth. (2)

In the light of these judgments we now take up the question

of Barth's difficulty with respect to St.Anselra's understanding of

the relationship between the Incarnation and the Atonement as this Is

expressed in Cur Deus Homo. (3) Barth discusses St.Anselm's position

in the light of his understanding of the event of revelation from

the point of view that it is an event in which Jesus Christ, the

Lord, is a Servant. (4) Barth says with reference to the divine

forgiveness entailed in this event that it reveals man's sin as,

"the fact that man is God's debtor. He is a

debtor who cannot pay. God has to excuse hira ....

Indeed when we see what the debt is we see that

no other reaction to it is adequate but the divine

forgiveness." (5)

Since man's debt to God is of such a nature that he is in no position

1. Anselm. Prosloaion Chp.VI. pp.9-10.

2. Cf. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science, p.273,

3. Anselm. Cur Deus Homo. English translation Deane.S.N.pp.l77ff.

4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1. pp.485ff.

5. Ibid, p.484.
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to pay it we must conclude that God forgives man,

"primarily and decisively because His forgiveness

alone is the restitution of the right which has

been broken by the sin of man*" (1)

Barth therefore agrees with St.Anselra's definition of sin as man's

debt to God* (2) He finds St.Anselm's presentation of the matter,

"very accurate and complete*" (3)

But he Insists that the question needs closer examination* (4) By

this Barth means we must emphasise the fact that man's guilt and

debt toward God is both revealed and removed by God's act of

pardon*

"His (i.e.God's) forgiveness makes good our

repudiation and failure and thus overcomes the

hurt we do to God ••••• His forgiveness repels chaos,"(5)

In this context Barth rejects decisively St.Anselnis exposition of the

matter since,

"he makes the remarkable assertion that it is not

worthy of God to forgive man his sin sola misericordia.

and therefore purely and absolutely and unconditionally*

The divine forgiveness has to be thought of as

conditioned by a prior satisfaction ••••• the

1* Op.cit*

2. Ibid.p.485.

3. Ibid.

4* Ibid, p.486.

5* Ibid.
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restitution of that which man has stolen from

God." (1)

In this Barth can see a threat to the view which he is seeking to

defend; that God's intervention on behalf of sinners of His pure

mercy is at one and the same time the revelation of sin and its

removal. There can be no quantitative division made between the

revelation of sin in Jesus Christ and its removal. Barth fears that

this is the case with regard to St.Anselm's view of a prior condition.

"Is there any event more serious or incisive or

effective than that in which God forgives man all

his sins? And does not the recognition of the

divine decision in this event depend upon the

fact that it is understood as pure and free

forgiveness?" (2)

The argument will be developed to show that the prior

condition to which Barth takes exception in St.Anselm's view derives

from St.Anselm's emphasis on the importance of the per sonal choice

of the man Jesus in fulfilling God's will in the act of reconciliation.

This will be developed to show that Barth's rejection of St.Anselra's

exposition at this point also raises doubts concerning the validity

of Berth's interpretation of St.Anselm's understanding of the

meaning of his "proof" for the existence of God in the Prosloeion. If

it is shown that this aspect of Berth's understanding of St.Anselm's

methodology is also significant for his exposition of the dogma of

the Trinity in his mature thought then we will have established a

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1. p.486. Words underlined are
in italics.

2. Ibid, p.487.
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position which is of no mean hermeneutical importance in expounding

Earth's theological position.

To appreciate St.Anselm's point concerning a prior condition

we must see that prior to the chapter (1) in which Barth finds his

evidence for the view that St.Anselm construes the divine act of

forgiveness as,

"having to be conditioned before it can be accepted

as a serious divine action," (2)

St.Anselm had set about proving that Christ's death was not the

result of a direct divine command but a free, voluntary self offering

of the Son to the Father.

"The Father did not compel him to suffer death,

or even allow him to be slain, against his will,

but of his own accord he endured death for the

salvation of men." (3)

Death could not be demanded of one who was so purely good as our

Lord if He was unwilling to die, (4) since death is God's judgment

upon man in so far as he turns away from the truth and rightness of

his created being. With respect to Christ no such judgment could be

said to be his. If in fact He does die it must be seen that this

act derives from the voluntary obedience of Christ to the Father's

will: that as man becomes subject to judgment and death by an

act of voluntary disobedience, so man could only be reconciled to God

through an act of voluntary obedience. The only way in which it can

1. Anselra. Cur Deus Homo. Chp.Xll. pp230ff.

2. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.487.

3. Anselm. Op.cit. Bk.X. Chp.VXXX. p.191.

4. Anselm. Cur Deus Homo. Chp.IX. pp.l93ff.
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be said that the Father willed the death of Christ Is that He willed

that man should not be restored except through the voluntarily

offered obedience of the creature. Thus the Son may say the Father

desires His death in so far as the Son wills to suffer rather than

that the whole human race should perish. (1)

It will be seen that contrary to Barth's opinion St.Anselm

is just as concerned as he is to view sin and its removal in terms of

an act relating to God's decision regarding man's sin. The difference

would appear to arise between them as to the exact nature of the

decision concerned. St.Anselm is concerned to emphasise the reality

of the human struggle and voluntary obedience of the Son of God, Barth

on the other hand seems to see such an emphasis as compromising the

freedom and unity of God's act of revelation. In considering

St.Anselm's position he would appear to be interested in understanding

the divine decision concerning human sin and its forgiveness

a posteriori, after consideration of the actual way taken by the Son

of God from Bethlehem to Golgotha. On the other hand Barth seems to

overshadow the significance of the human struggle and obedience of

Jesus for our understanding, by an a priori view of the possible way

in which a divine decision can be understood. A ny understanding of

an event in human history that is not presupposed by a divine

decision, which concludes every aspect of the event under the rubric

of God's freedom in relation to man, can only consider such emphasis

as St.Anselm gives to the human obedience of Jesus as compromising

this divine freedom or grace.

It is therefore the voluntary nature of the Son's self

1. Op.Cit. p.196.
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offering that is of interest to St.Anselm as distinct from simply a

divine decision which included both the aspect of divine command and

human obedience. As if to emphasise the point that he makes,

St.Anselm reiterates the contention he has developed in the chapter

under discussion concerning the Son's obedience in relation to the

Father by taking it up in the following chapter once more. (1) Here

he expounds an alternative series of texts which would seem to

implicate the Father in the death of the Son in such a manner as to

preclude the Son's voluntary human obedience.

"For whatsoever things are said of Him, similar

to these which have been mentioned, they are all

to be explained in accordance with the belief that

he died, not by compulsion, but by free choice." (2)

This is the background against which we must understand the view which

St.Anselm expresses of the "fittingness" (3) of the Son's death,

which in chapter Xll gives rise to the view that God could not forgive

sin by compassion alone, to which Barth takes such exception.

Between Chapters X and XII, A nselm deals with the problem of human

sin in terms of a debt which needs satisfaction. This exposition,

as we noted, Barth finds,

"very accurate and complete." (4)

It will be recalled that S.Anselm's understanding of the truth

and rightness of things a nd states of affairs meant that they

fulfilled an obligation or debt to that which they were in relation

to the Supreme Truth. It would appear to us that there is a case for

1. Op.Cit. Chp.X.ppl97ff•
2. Anselm. Cur Deus Homo. Chp.X.p.199.
3. Ibid. Chp.XII.pp205 & 206. Gf. in this connection, Anstey.C.R.P.

St.Anselm Demvthologised. Theology Vol.LXIV. 1961 pp.l7ff»
4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1. p.485.
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suggesting a link between St.Anselm's understanding of truth and

Tightness in relation to created entities and his emphasis on the

Son's voluntary obedience in the matter of reconciliation. For

St.Anselm the only being in which it was possible to conceive sint as

a failure to fulfil an obligation to the truth, was the creature.

God, we recall, as the Supreme Truth is under obligation to no one.

I £ man's sin was to be dealt with the Son must assume the being of

the creature and as creature fulfil for the creature what it had so

lamentably failed to do.(l) Thus St.Anselm's idea of sin as a debt,

with which Barth agrees, is integrally related to his emphasis on the

obedience of the Son as a creature which Barth interprets as a

condition which can only impugn the freedom and lordship of God in the

divine act of reconciliation.

There would seem to be a case for the suggestion that Barth

has not fully appreciated the importance of the human obedience of

the man Jesus to St.Anselm's way of understanding the relationship

1, This is the probable reason why Torrance.T.F. Space, Time and
Incarnation.. finds it difficult to understand why there is not
a closer link in Barth*s theological work between creaturely
thought forms and the conceptuality of theological formulations.

"Created rationalities thus embody an element of necessity,
i.e., the impossibility of being other than they are, in
relation to the Supreme Truth of God. It is in virtue of
this ontic necessity that theological knowledge cannot be
arbitrary, but must be controlled through objective relation
to the Truth of the divine Being.
Now if we accept Anselm's account of this relationship there
ought to be a closer connection between the created
'conceptualities of theology and those of natural science than
we find in the thought of Karl Barth, even when we take
into account the necessary shift in meaning that theological
concepts involve in accordance with the nature of their
divine Object." (p.65).

Cf. also the important article by the same author, The Ethical
Implications of Anselm's De Veritate. Theologische Zeitschrift. 24.
1968. pp.309-319.
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established by God with man in the act of reconciliation. This is

further suggested in the manner in which Earth deals with the

objection which Boso had brought to St.Anselra's argument. Boso had

asked St.Anselm;

"For since God is free as to be subject to no lav,

and to the judgment of no one, and is so merciful

as that nothing more merciful can be conceived} and

nothing is right or fit save as he wills; it seems

a strange thing to say that he is wholly unwilling

or unable to put away an injury done to himself,

when we are wont to apply to him for indulgence

with regard to those offences which we commit

against others." Cl)

Barth believes that,

St.Anselm, "thinks he can overcome this by saying

that the freedom of God is inwardly conditioned by

that quod expedit aut decet. nec benignitas dicenda

est, quae aliauid Deo indecens operatur. A God who

willed to lie would not be God. Nor would a God who

willed to forgive without the prior fulfilment of

this condition." (2)

But it must be realised that the fittingness of which St.Ansiem

speaks is concerned to express the actual way which God has taken in

the obedience rendered in the humanity of the man Jesus. That is why

there is no liberty, auod expedit aut quod decet. Since this is how

1. Anselm. Cur Deus Homo. Chp. XXI, pp.204-205.

2. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1. p.486.
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it in fact stands in the act of reconciliation it is impossible to say

that God can lie, i.e., allow sin to be subject to no law as is the

case with Himself. (1) The basis of this impossibility is no abstract

theory about what God can and cannot do, but what He has actually

done in Jesus. To say that God cannot lie is the same as saying, in

the context of St.Anselra's argument, that Jesus was truly man. This

we take to be the substance of St.Anselm,s reply to Boso which Barth

interprets as a piece of abstract theorising. (2)

In our examination of the material from Barth's Die

christliche Dogmatik and Schicksal und Idee in der Theoloeie. we have

repeatedly corae upon the problem of the relationship established by

Barth's view of the nature of the revelatory event between God and

the creature considered in terms of its historical existence. We have

seen in consideration of the Die christliche Dograatik that Barth was

ambivalent in his understanding of the role of the creature in revelation;

this ambivalence was somewhat modified in Schicksal und Idee in der

Theologie by consideration of the relationship established by

revelation with the creature in terms of the intra-trinitarian relations

of God's being. But we also raised the question there whether Barth's

understanding of these relations precluded full appreciation of the

relativity and contingency of creaturely being. Now in considering

Barth's relationship to St.Anselm in the vital area of their respective

understanding of reconciliation we light upon a similar problem. The

question arises once more as to the importance Barth is able to give

to the historical and creaturely content of the event of revelation

1. Anselra. Op.cit. Chp. XII. pp.205-206.

2. Barth.K. Op.cit. pp.486-487.
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of the human obedience of the man Jesus in understanding God's act

of reconciliation. It remains now to be considered if our study of

Barth's relationship to St.Anselm so far throws any light upon the

interpretation which Barth offers of St.Anselm's proof for the

existence of God,

Barth and St.Anselm's Proof for the Existence of God,

In examining Barth's interpretation of the relationship

between philosophy and theology presented in Sehicksal und Idee in der

Theolocie. we saw how he attempted to understand the polarity of

human thought reflected in theological realism and idealism in terms

of the free, self affirming and electing act of God in His being

for man in Jesus Christ. He there offered as a solution to the problem

posed by both theological realism and idealism, a theological realism

tempered by his understanding of the central epistemological

significance of the doctrine of election.

When Berth' s work on St.Anselm appeared the apparent

novelty of its exposition caused both theologians and philosophers

to take sides on the question of Barth's exegesis. (1) A notable

thing about the controversy is that it centred not so much on the

proof as a proof for the existence of God, as to the intention of

St.Anselm's theological method. The discussion centred upon this

issue because the relationship between theology and philosophy i s

decided by what attitude one adopts towards Barth's interpretation

of St.Anselm's theological scheme in which his proof finds its place.

1, Eg. Gilson.E. Sens et nature de 1'argument de Saint Anselms. Archives
d'historie doctrinale et litteraire du Mbyen Age. IX. 1934.
Gilson maintains against Barth that St.Anselm's name for God
expresses an "essence" - a content of thought. (p.7„ Note.l.)
An analysis of this content is sufficient to prove God's existence, (p.8.)
Barth, on the contrary, holds that the revealed name has only a
noetic content, i.e. one which cannot be abstracted from the
event of revelation without destroying its meaning. Cf. Barth.K.
Anselra. Op.cit. p.75.
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Catholic critics of Barth were particularly concerned to establish

that St.Anselm's proof was applicable to human reason as such,

apart from faith. (1) For his part Barth devoted a good deal of time

in his presentation establishing that the proof must be understood

within the context of a specific theological scheme. (2) If

Barth's conclusions concerning the proof are to be appreciated then

it is critical that they be seen within the context of his exposition

of St.Anselm's theological programme. 1 don't think it would be

going too far to say that Barth's conclusions concerning the

meaning of Proslogion chps. II and III, illustrate St.Anselm's

methodology which Barth establishes independently. Corresponding to

this state of affairs we will devote the larger part of our

exposition to an examination of Barth's interpretation of St.Anselm's

theological programme.

Barth contends that St.Anselm does not attempt to

demonstrate by means of an "independent" proof any article of the

Credo which he affirmed to be true in faith, but simply demonstrated

by means of a proof how such affirmations are true. (3) Such

understanding that is achieved by this means must be interpreted
'

/

within the context of faith as its attempt to understand what it

already affirms to be true. (4) Thus the proofs which St.Anselm uses to

1. Gilson.E. Qp.cit. p.46.

2. Barth.K. Op.cit. pp.13*59.

3. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. pp.61-62.

4. Cf. Bouillard.H. Parole De Dieu Et Existence Humaine Pt.II.
"Ce nora de Dieu est la donnee a, empruntee au Credo, grace
a laquelle 1* existence de Dieu posee corame x, doit se
transformer de grandeur inconnue (quoique crue) en une
grandeur connue." p.146.
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demonstrate the truth which is affirmed in faith cannot be seen to

arise out of any philosophic doubt or from any merely human idea of

the divine. (1)

Before we look at Berth's reasons why St.Ansela needs to be

interpreted in this way we will look at his exposition of St.Anselm's

view of faith and its necessity in relation to knowledge of the

truth. Here it is seen that St.Anselra's idea of "ratio" is of

decisive importance. (2) By means of this concept St.Anselm

establishes the relationship between the human capacity for knowledge

and the reality of things that are known, above all between the

human capacity for knowledge and the reality of the Object of

theological knowledge. This relationship within the theological

context is termed the "ratio fidei". (3) In correlation with his

doctrine of truth St.Anselm is seen to understand the relationships

between all the different uses of ratio as conditioned by the fact that

the Word of God is the ratio veritatis. (4) The result of this

correlation is understood, as with St.Anselm's doctrine of truth,

to be the dependence of the noetic and ontic rationes on the ratio

veritatis. As distinct from the noetic and ontic rationes the ratio

veritatis has truth, not because it is ratio, but is ratio because it

is the Truth.

"The following holds good of all those other

rationes with which the ratio Dei is not identical

but which as the ratio of his creation participate

1. Barth.K. Op.cit. pp.96-97.

2. Ibid. p.44.

3. Ibid. p.45.

4. Ibid.
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in the ratio Dei: Truth is not bound to it

but it is bound to Truth." (1)

The truth of the noetic ratio in this context is dependent upon its

correspondence to the ontic ratio for the establishment of the

veracity of i^s concepts and propositions} under no circumstances

can it be conceived to be creative.

"Thus from time to time in the event of knowing,

it happens that the noetic ratio of the Veritas

conforms to the ontic and to that extent is or is

not vera ratio - or (and this is normally the

case in praxi) is to some extent aliauatenus.

Fundamentally, the ratio either as ontic or noetic is

never higher than the truth but truth itself is

the master of all rationes beyond the contrast

between ontic and noetic, deciding for itself,

now here, now there, what is vera ratio." (2)

Because Truth disposes of all rationes the revelation of Truth must

be in the form of authority. The human capacity for reason itself

becomes a vera ratio when it conforms to this something that is dictated.(3)

1. Op.cit. p.46. The emphasis placed by Barth on the idea of
participation here seems heavier than justified according to our
understanding of St.Ariselm's doctrine of Truth. The original
text of Barth's exposition reads,

"aber als die seines Geschopfs an ihr teilnehmender
ratio".

Barth.K. Anselra's Beweis der Existenz Gottes im dusammenhang
geines theolo^£he^ro8rasma?. p.44.

2. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. p.47. Words underlined are in italics
in the original.

3. Ibid. p.48.
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This is not to be understood as a sacrifice of intellectual integrity,

but the only possible and ultimately rational attitude one can

assume before the authority of the believed but hidden ratio of the

Object of faith.

"The antithesis between auctoritas and ratio does

not coincide with the difference between God and

man but represents the distinction between two

stages of one divine road along which man first

attains faith and then on the basis of faith

(but now sola ratione) attains knowledge." (1)

We now see why the fides quaerens inteltectum as a description of

St.Anselm's theological programme is so important for Barth. (2) It

is seen by Barth that the necessity of faith's search for understanding,

the point of departure for theological knowledge, resides in the

nature of the ratio of the Object of faith not in the inquiring

human intellect as such. Faith and understanding could never be

opposed to one another in St.Anselm's thought, or conceived in terms

of a higher and a lower form of knowledge. (3) This brings out what

is fundamental in Barth's understanding of St.Anselm's theological

scheme: faith and understanding are to be understood not as a

striving of the human will and reason toward God, but,

"a striving of the human will into God." (4)

Therefore the process of both faith and understanding presuppose

the gracious approach of God to man.

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid. pp.16-17.

3. Opposed to Prenter.R. Op.cit.

4. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.17.
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Whether Intellieere is achieved by the believer or not there

is no question of the result of the quest raising doubts about the

existence of fides, since it is only in fides that man can begin to

understand the outward authority of the Object of faith. The

phenomenon of the fool who denies the existence of God poses the

question for St.Anselm of how such a thing is possible in the light

of the Object of faith. (1) In this light we understand that faith

as a description of the necessary relation of man to the Truth

indicates no general human possibility. Thus this relation between

God and man in which alone understanding of the Truth is achieved is

entirely dependent upon the actuality of the Truth making itself

known. (2) For Barth this means that the possibility of faith is

wholly dependent upon hearing the Word of Goda and hearing comes only

by preaching. (3) Consequently St.Anselm's method of understanding

God roots theology within the concrete and particular sphere

associated with the call and commission of God: this is the specific

area of the Christian church. This conclusion explains in some

measure why theology is closely associated with prayer in St.Anselm's

thought. For,

"everything depends not only on the fact that

God grants him (i.e. the believer) grace to

think correctly about Him, but also the fact

that God himself comes within his system as

the object of his thinking." (4)

1. ffip.cit. p.l&O.Cf. Bouillard.H. Op.Cit. pp.l6lff.

2. Ibid. pp.l8ff.

3. Ibid. p.22.

4.Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cic. p.39.
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This must happen if the intelliaere of faith is not to be a delusion. (1)

It is therefore essential from Barth's point of view to see St.Anselm

as concerned in his proof for the existence of God to address himself

to believers on the basis of their faith and not to man in general on

the basis of an assumed common noetic ratio which for the moment is

not determined by the Truth. (2) The unbeliever's question must be

understood within the context of faith.

"A nselm's proof works on the assumption that

there is a solidarity between the theologian and

the worldling which has not come about because

the theologian has become one of the crowd, or

one voice in a universal debating chamber, but

because he is determined to address the worldling

as one with whom he has at least this in

common - theology." (3)

The audacity of St.Anselm's theological scheme consists in

the way which he assumes the fool's ignorance to be a failure to

understand a reality which applies to both believer and unbeliever

alike. St.Anselm sees the unbeliever not only,

"within the precincts of theology, but more

important within the precincts of the Church."(4)

The possibility of the fools misunderstanding and misreading of the

reality of the situation which applies to both believer and fool in

1. Op.cit. pp.39-40.

2. Ibid. pp.63ff., 66-67. Cf. Balthasar.H.U. Op.Cit. p.171.

3. Ibid. p.68

4. Ibid. p.70.
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part explains his existence, but by no means justified him. In view

of the,

"power of the objective ratio of the object of

faith that enlightens and is enlightened from

above by the suntiaa veritasi"

the fools position must be regarded in the final analysis as absurd

and cannot be taken seriously but,

"with a certain sense of humour." (1)

There is no other way to address the unbeliever than as a sinner who

is reckoned not to have sinned."<C2)

Berth's Exposition of Gt.Anselm's Proof For the Existence of God.

Barth interprets St.Ansclm's presentation of the revealed

name of God with which he conducts his proof for the existence of God

in close relation to the self grounded nature of the summa Veritas

which we have encountered in his understanding of the relation of

fides to ratio and intellieere. The formula,

"that than which nothing greater can be conceived", (3)

must not be interpreted from the point of view of any possible

conception derived from human experience of the world.

"It (the revealed name of God) is deliberately

chosen in such a way that the object which it

describes emerges as something completely

independent of whether men in actual fact conceive

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid. p.123.
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Its emergence as the divine name is meant to draw attention to an

essentially unexpressed condition. (2) Therefore the formula must be

understood as a strictly noetic rule, by this is meant,

"it contains nothing in the way of statements

about the existence or about the nature of the

object described." (3)

This latter point is rather crucial to Berth's interpretation

of St.Anselm's proof. In particular the relationship he sees between

chapters II and III of the Prosloaion. For the moment it is

sufficient to note that by emphasising the fact that the revealed name

has a strict noetic content Barth does two things which will be of

importance to his understanding of the doctrine of God and the

doctrine of the Trinity in the Church Dogmatics. Firstly, it will be

deduced that since the revealed name of God is a strict noetic rule

the existence of God is not derivable from an idea of His nature. He

is known wholly in the event of revelation or not at all, since He is

who He is in the event of His self revelation. Secondly, Barth

will stress the fact that the historical distinctions which are

involved in the revelation of God in human history, as such, do not

enter into the meaning of the relationship between these distinctions

and revelation. Rather the ontic distinctions involved in the

historical event of revelation derive their meaning from their

relationship with the summa Veritas, so they must be understood from

1. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. p.74,

2. Ibid. pp.74-75.

3. Ibid. p.75.
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the point of view of the summa Veritas and not vice-versa. As we shall

note in expounding Berth's doctrine of the Trinity this aspect of his

interpretation of St.Anselra's proof has far reaching consequences.

Therefore the revealed name of God can only establish a.

"strong and discernible11, (1)

connection with the revelation and existence of God, it cannot be

used as the basis for an analysis of the nature of God. For strictly

speaking God is not a content of thought at all. (2) From this it

must be concluded that the,

"presupposition of this Name has without doubt

a strictly theological character." (3)

The objection which may be brought against St.Anselm' s name, that it

is simply an expression of the human desire to express the

inexpressible, and consequently has no more meaning than this

particular desire, (4) falls to realise that the incomprehensibility

of the name is defined by the revelation of God. It is precisely

because He is the revealed God that He is the veiled and incomprehensible

God; the whole point of the proof is to raise this incomprehensibility

of God from being an article of faith to the level of understanding

its necessity in terms of the Object of theological knowledge. (5) Thus

1. Op.cit. p.76.
\

2. Cf. Bouillard.H. Op.cit. p.150. quoting Paliard.J.Priere et
dialectiaue. Meditation sur le Proslogion de saint Anseltae.

"Dleu ne ressemble a rlen, n'appartient a aucun
classement conceptuel. C^est tout autrement qu'il
faut entendre 1*ideey.de: Dleu: non l'essence s'offrant
au regard de l'homme, oais la designation de
l'essence: aliquid quo majus cogitari potest ••••••"

3. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.76.

4. Anselm. Apologetic in Reply To Gaunilon's Answer in Behalf of
the Fool. Translation Deane.S.N. Op.cit. Chps. IV and V.
pp. 159ff., I6lff.

5. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. pp.79ff.
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the revealed name of God Indicates,

"nothing about the nature of God, but rather lays

down a rule of thought which, if we follow it,

enables us to endorse the statements about the

nature of God accepted in faith as our own

necessary thoughts." Cl)

Consequently the incomprehensibility of God presupposed by the

revealed name is distinguished from say the arbitrary limit which

the free roving human intellect may draw for itself as the limit

of comprehensibility.

The same argument is applied when it is suggested that the

divine Name is merely a "vox". Here Earth points out that St.Anselm

had declared in Prosloreion.!. :

"Non tento. Domine, penetrate altitudinem tqqca ••••»

sed desidero aliauatenus intelligere veritatem

tuam." (2)

That this aliquatenus cannot signify*

"a quantitative limitation of the range of human

insight into the nature of God simply because

this Name of God is lacking in ontic content." (3)

The lack of ontic content means that God can be known within the

sphere of faith alone, in which the ratio of the Object of faith

can be conceived in a manner appropriate to it. Hence the words used

in this specific context and determined by this known but inconceivable

Object become, in the guise of mere words, the divine revelation,

1. Op.cit. p.30.

2. Ibid. p.83.

3. Ibid.
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It is with respect to this characteristic that the proof offered in

Proslogion II and III is to be understood as superior to the proof

offered in the Monoloaion. (1)

In the Monologion St.Anselm had arrived at the formula,

variously expressed, meaning in substance that God is that which is

greater than all. (2) Such a formula, precisely because of its

implied relationship to the continent, factual, non-necessary

existence of things, was incapable of rigorous demonstration. The

formula in the Monologion meant that it was in fact quite possible

to conceive the factual non-existence of God. The formula offered in

the Proslogion. precisely because of its strict noetic character

excludes its dependence upon the existence of things in general and

indicates that the sphere of meaning in which it is found is wholly

dependent upon the determination of the ratio of the Object of faith.

The exclasion of the ontic content from the formula found in the

Proslogion corresponds to the fact that St.Anselm demonstrates the

existence of the free, self sufficient God who in His grace stoops

to reveal Himself to the creature. This change in the structure of the

Proslogion proof means that there is no longer a separation between

essentia and esse, potentiality and actuality, in understanding the

existence of God. The exclusion of the ontic reference in the proof

has this consequence for St.Anselm's doctrine of God.

"God is all that he is, not through participation

in certain potentialities not identical with his

actual Power} all his potentialities do not first

require to be actualised in the reality of his

1. Op.cit. pp.84, 86—88.

2. Ibid. p.84.n.4.
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Power, but he is himself what he ever is and

what he ever is, he is himself." (1)

The same kind of considerations are brought to bear by Barth

on the distinction he draws between the nature of the proofs in

Brosloaion 11 and 111. In chapter II St.Anselra is seen to be

concerned to establish that since the fool conceives something when

he hears the divine Name, and what he conceives exists in the

knowledge of what he conceives; but the God of the revealed Name

cannot be conceived as existing in the mind alone but also in reality,

so there is implied his extra mental existence. (2) For St.Anselm, to

exist extra mentally is greater than to exist in the intellect alone.(3)

This axiom derives, according to Barth, from St.Anselra's doctrine of

Truth and Knowledge. (4) But this proof which asserts that a being's

extra mental existence is greater than an existence solo intellectu.

does not identify the being who is thus conceived as greater because

extra mental. It simply recognises the possibility of such an existent

1. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. p.94. This aspect of Barth's understand¬
ing of St.Anselm was to have a decisive influence on his own
doctrine of God and was to prove determinative for his attitude
toward natural theology. The latter Barth understood to be the
attempt, on the basis of a general concept of being, to divide
God's potentiality from His actuality. Cf. Barth.K. Church
Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.pp.63ff and 85ff. This aspect of Barth's
thought has not been widely appreciated. See Natural Theology
comprising, Brunner.E. Nature and Grace, and Barth.K. Mol:
Lehmann.P. Barth and Brunner: The Dilemma of the Protestant Mind.
Journal of Religion. Vol.XX. 1940. pp,124ff. : Baillie.J.
Our Knowledge of God, pp.17-34.

2. Barth.K. Ibid. p.123.

3. Ibid. p.125.

4. Ibid.
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being in intellectu and in re. Nothing has been proved except the

conclusion that it is impossible, if God exists, for Him to exist

solo intellectu: he must exist also in re.

"The positive statement about the genuine and

extraraental existence of God (in the general

sense of the concept 'existence') does not

stem from the proof and is in no sense derived

from it but is proved by the proof only in so

far as the opposite statement about God's

merely intramental existence is shown to be

absurd". (1)

It is because St.Anselm's argument in Proslogion II has a general

idea of existence in mind, and consequently an ontic content that is

not presupposed by the Object of faith, that Barth calls it a

"general" proof for the existence of God. (2) It may be true that

what we know as actually existing in the mind and in reality we

cannot at one and the same time conceive as existing and not existing.

But it is possible to conceive a state of affairs in which that

which is thus known does not, or is no longer existing ------ the

hypothetical denial of its existence is not absurd. The reason why

this is so is the general concept of existence with which the proof

operates. The proof can have therefore only a negative value in

that it does not, like the proof of Proslogion III, exclude even

the hypothetical non-oxistence of the Object of proof. It is to that

extent inferior to the proof of the "special" existence of God that

is developed in Proslogion III. (3)

1. Op.cit. p.128.

2. Ibid. p.lOQ

3. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. p.132.
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In Prosloaion III the revealed name of God is concerned to

indicate that though our acquaintance with things gives us the

assurance that they do not exist only in the mind, but also in reality,

it does not have the power to forbid us thinking of their hypothetical

non»existence. But the proof of Prosloeion III has this specific

power which the proof of Prosloglon II., lacked. (1) There is then

in Prosloaion III., no analogous statement about God's existence in

terms of the existence of things in general, including man's own

conception of himself as existing. St.Anselm is not Descartes. (2)

"Out of the vere esse there now arises

significantly before us a vere esse whose

reality has its basis neither merely subjectively

nor merely subjectively and objectively but

is based beyond this contrast a se. in itself(3)

The nerve of the proof in Proslogion III., is seen to consist in

what it denies rather than in what it asserts. By what His revealed

name forbids God is distinguished from all things whose existence

can possibly be conceived as non existent. Therefore the proof must

be seen in a very specific context if it is to be understood. The

proof can only be understood,

"if an article of faith, fixed in itself as

such, has been proved in such a way that the

opposite statement would be reduced ad absurdum by

means of the statement of the Name of God which

1. Op.cit. p.133.

2. Ibid. p.139.

3. Ibid. p.l4l. Gf. Barth.K. Schicksal und Idee in der Theologje
p. P« 39-4G above.
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is likewise assumed to be revealed and

believed .... Intelligere means to see into

the noetic rationality and therefore into

the noetic necessity of the statements that

are revealed, on the basis that they possess

ontic rationality and necessity as revealed

statements, prior to all intelligere. to all

proof and therefore not based on proof'1Cl)

That God's existence is subject to proof in this very unique

way is shown further, according to Barth, by the way in which

St.Anselm constructs his proof by means of an address to God in

prayer. God therefore stands over against the man who seeks

understanding by means of the proof,

"not as an 'it', not even as 'he*, but as

•thou', as the unmediated 'thou* of the Lord." (2)

This factor conditions not only our understanding of the noetic

necessity of faith in relation to its Object, but also the believer*s

thinking and speaking about all created reality. For,

"along with his existence, he also has his

thinking about existence, its values and its

degrees, all entirely from the Creator." (3)

The fool who fails to achieve understanding by means of the

revealed Name is to be considered neither as a rational nor moral

defective, but simply as a fool, (4) He accomplishes that which, in

the light of God's unique existence, is "forbidden to attempt". (5)

1. Op.cit. pp.143-144.

2. Ibid. p.151.

3. Ibid, p.152.

4. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. pp.159-160, 165.

5i Ibid. p. 159.
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This attempt by the fool to deny the existence of God has its

theological parallel in the sinner's attempt to justify himself

over against the unconditional gracious approach of God to man in

Jesus Christ* (1) Qarth sees a connection between St.Anselra's proof

Broslogion 111, and the unconditional grace of God which calls

the sinner righteous* The fool is one who cannot appreciate, at

the decisive point, the inexpressible freedom of God in His movement

toward the creature; by this fact he is revealed to be simply a

fool* But it needs to be emphasised at once that if St.Anselm, as

a believer, reaches understanding of God's unique existence by means

of the revealed Name then he too must see himself, as this one who

now understands, in exactly the same position as the fool* The

epistemological implications of the freedom of God's election of man

has this effect for both the fool and the believer*

"It is only by the grace of God that Anselm's

solidarity with him (i.e. the fool) has been

ended. The insipiens thinks and speaks as one

who is not saved by the grace of God* That

1* Qp.cit. p.160. There is an obvious connection between Berth's
estimate here of the theological significance of the existence
of the fool and his view of ejil as "(tas Nicht^e". Cf.
Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Voi*3*3* pp*327ff* This aspect
of Barth's thought is developed further in Vols, 4,1., 2, 3*
Here sin is described under a number of heads all of which
derive their meaning from the fact that in Jesus Christ God has
revealed His unique freedom in approaching sinful man*. Criticism
of the universalistic implications of Barth's view of sin has
generally not taken into account that it is from his doctrine of
God that Barth derives his doctrine of sin. Cf. Hartwell, H*
The Theology of Karl Barth: An Introduction, pp.186-187.
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is the reason for his perversity, and why he

can say, Deus non est. The reproach does not

imply any uncharitableness. It is with just

this reproach upon his lips that Anselni takes

his place as near as it is possible to be and

therefore with as much promise as there could

possibly be, alongside this fellow mortal whose

action is so unintelligible." (1)

The proof in Proslotion III expressed as a noetic rule, takes

cognizance of the Implications, in the sphere of epistemology, of

Berth's view that the doctrine of election is an integral part of the

doctrine of God. (2) The lack of reference to ontic factors not

presupposed by the event in which God reveals Himself corresponds

to the freedom and majesty of God who in choosing Himself, chooses

Himself for man and man for Himself in His Son Jesus Christ. The

substance of the fool's contention consists in his insistence on

transferring to the being of God the idea of existence derived from

the ontic distinctions which occur on the creaturely ieyel generally.

This, of course, opens up the possibility of conceiving the

non-existence of God. Such a possibility was opened up in Berth's

reading of the proof offered by St.Anselm in Proslotion 7.1. (3) The

fact that Prosloeion III expresses a proof in terras of a noetic rule,

without reference to ontic factors, corresponds to the state of affairs

indicated by Berth's view of the status and meaning of the doctrine of

1. Op.cit. p.160.

2. Berth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. pp.158-161. Cf. Berth,K. Church Dogmatics.
Vol.2.2. pp. 76.ff.

3. Ibid. p.165.
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election. The proof of the noetic rule in Prosloaion III presupposes

the event of divine revelation in which man's thinking and willing is

unconditionally determined by the unconditional freedom and grace of

God in His movement towards the creature. God is both Object and

Subject in the event of revelation in which He is who He is, the Lord.

The only rational response the believer can make in this situation*

in understanding himself and the world* is one which

"assents to the Name of God as an article of

faith and presupposes it for all that follows

•••••• it is able to illumine the noetic necessity

of faith by the roundabout route of ontic

necessity which is inseparable from ontic

rationality. Thus theology can know what is

believed* that is, prove it." (1)

Assessment of Berth's Interpretation of St.Anselm's Proofs For The

Existence of God.

We now take up the question of Berth's interpretation of

St.Anselm's theological programme which it will appear had a decisive

effect on his understanding of the revised structure of his Doamatik.

We take up this question with particular reference to the relationship

Berth establishes between Proslogion Chps. II and III. We recall that

Barth had distinguished between the two chapters by means of the

terms "general" and "special". The latter is found to be superior

to the former in so far as it lacks reference to a relationship between

God and the existence of the creature which is not presupposed by the

1. Op.cit. pp.83-84.
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event of revelation.

"By the mere fact that God exists in just the

same way as any other object, the problem of his

existence is still not answered as far as

Anselm is concerned (unlike Gaunilo), God is

•outside1, God stands over against the thinking

in the unique manner in which the Creator stands

over against the thinking of creation ••••• That

is what is to be proved in Pros.3." (1)

The proof in Proslogion II, is seen to be a preliminary stage on the

way to the proof proper in Proslogion III. Here in Proslogion III the

proof is seen to consist in a "noetic rule"; in being such it

corresponds to the unique nature of the act of God in His unconditioned

free condescension to the creature. By excluding reference to any

ontic factor the proof in Proslogion III assumes that the question

raised by the revelation of God concerning His existence is one which

can only be asked meaningfully in the context in which the same

revelation determines the structure of the event in which God makes

himself known. It is not a question of "if" God»s existence is proved

but in what way it is proved.

But Barth is also concerned to show that Proslogion II, is really

on the way to the proof of Proslogion III, understood in this way.

The conclusion of Proslogion II, that God cannot exist in the understand¬

ing alone but in the understanding and in reality, Barth asserts rests

on the fact that:

"The positive statement about the genuine and

extra mental existence of God (in the general

1. Barth.K. Anselra. Op.cit. p.130.
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sense o£ the concept existence) does not stem

from the proof and is in no sense dervied

from it but is proved by the proof only in so

far as the opposite statement about God's

merely intramental existence is shown to be

absurd If that is a 'proof' then it is a

proof of an article of faith which still holds

good apart from all proof." (1)

Barth's view is that the proof of Prosloeion II concludes in a

negative statement to the effect that if God exists He could not do

so in thought alone; but the positive statement which refers

to God's unique existence^does not have its origin in this general
proof.

H.Bouillard in an analysis of St.Anselra's proofs, (2) concedes

Barth's general point that St.Anselra proceeds negatively and

indirectly, by way of reduction to the absurd, in Proslogion II's

argument. However, Bouillard insists that although the proof of

Prosloeion II is limited to showing the internal contradictions

involved in the denial of the existence of a Being such as that no

greater could be conceived, in doing so St.Anselra wishes to establish

the necessity of affirming its real extra mental existence. St.Anselm

wishes to derive a positive conclusion, albeit in a negative form,

and to object that such conclusions come from faith establishes nothing

more than that for St.Anselm every proposition of faith in intelligible

and therefore deductible.

1. Op.cit. pp.128-129. Cf. pp.132-133.

2. Bouillard.H. Op.cit. pp,158ff. Gf. Bouillard.H. The Knowledge of
God. pp.83ff.
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Bouillard lays emphasis on the fact that the fool understands

the formula expressing the divine name In Proslogion II, and this

possibility is open to anyone who reflects upon the temporal and

supra-temporal nature of things. There would seem to be a good deal

of evidence that St.Anselm understood the formula in Proslogion II in

this way; as meaningful for the fool apart from faith. In his reply

to Gaunil© 's answer on behalf of the fool St.Anselm stresses the

fact that the meaningfullness of the formula in Proslogion II is related

to reflection upon things which are more or less good. (1) What is

implied by St.Anselra's procedure understood in this way is that it is

encumbent upon the unbeliever to show that the propositions of faith

which St.Anselm is attempting to understand are meaningless. St.Anselra

argues that the unbeliever has to show not merely that within our

experience we do not compare things absolutely, as greater or more

perfect, but that necessarily it is the case that things are not

greater or more perfect in this sense. He would be thus forced by

St.Anselm's argument to say that the things within our exprrience are

necessarily the only things and that the notion of God is meaningless

by definition. (2)

Bouillard's interpretation of St.Anselm's intention certainly

has evidence to support the claims that he makes in opposition to

Barth. He maintains that,

"even if one thought that the proof of the

existence of God set forth in the Proslogion

were not of a philosophical order because it

worked on a notion furnished through faith,

1. Anselm. Apologetic. Translated Deane.S.N. Op.cit. Chp. VIII. Pp.l66ff.

2. Cf. Findlay.J.N. Can God's Existence Be Disproved? in Hew Essays
in Philosophical Theology. Ed. Flew.A. & MacIntyre.A. p. 55.
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one would be obliged to admit that from its

author's point of view it could become such.

And it would become such without changing

a single word, since the initial concept would

remain formally the same." (1)

Bouillard's position is that though Barth has emphasised a long

overlooked aspect of St.Anselm's proofs, their close connection with

the structure of fides auaerens Inteltectum, he has neglected to

emphasise the equally important fact that the proof so constituted

reflects a rationality which has meaning and coherence apart from

faith. (2)

In this discussion it is important to note that Boulllard in

his own way is drawing attention to an aspect of Barth's understanding

of St.Anselm which we have had occasion to notice. We refer to our

exposition of Barth's view of St.Anselm's understanding of the

voluntary nature of the obedience of Jesus in determining the meaning

of the sin of man. Here too it would appear that Barth under plays the

1. Bouillard.H. The Knowledge of God, p.85.

2. Bouillard.H. The Knowledge of God, p.94. maintains,
"the believer surely recognizes that God manifests
himself in revelation and that man submits himself
to this manifestation when he recognizes it. His
thought is indeed, as Barth says, an obedient
thought. But it is not any the less a thought. The
Christian is not reduced to repeating the Word of
God by spelling it out. Barth surely intends to do
something else since he is seeking an understanding
of faith. According to him the proof for the
existence of God must be limited to establishing an
intelligible link between two propositions both of
which are believed without establishing a foundation
for our belief in God. This is insufficient. God
certainly has no need of our proofs; but we have
need of them .... It (the proof) formulates the inner
assurance that our belief in God is not arbitrary
and that our obedient thought is a true thought."
Cf. also p.90.
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importance of the "rational intra structure" of human language and

logic in arriving at the meaning of the proofs. (1) It would

appear that Barth lias methodological reservations which preclude

an adequate appreciation of this side of St.Anselm's theological

programme. These reservations will become more apparent when we

consider, within the context of Berth's doctrine of revelation in

the Church Dogmatics, the relationship between the Trinity and

Christology. But we recognise that these reservations are already

present in Barth's exposition of St.Anselm.

In his analysis of the argument directed against St.Anselm

that the existence of God indicated by the revealed name is

nothing but something utterly unknown, Barth asserts that this

argument leaves out of account,

"the fact that along with God's name and

existence which is being proved here, God's

nature is also revealed. If this is taken into

account, as is reasonable, then the objection

becomes absolutely impossible." C2)

The impossibility to which Barth refers is posited in the fact

that revelation,

"is the revelation of God in his world, in

the world which is so constituted that God's

nature can be manifest therein." (3)

This does not mean God's self revelation is a state of being of

1. Op.cit. p.62. Cf. the positive appreciation of Bouillard's
analysis by Torrance. T.F. The Problem of Natural Theology
in the Thought of Karl Barth. Religious Studies. Vol.6. No. 2.
1970. pp.!2lff.

2. Barth.K. Anselm. Op.cit. p.115.

3. Ibid. p.117.
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created reality to the nature of God, In revelation we do not have

to do with a state of being revealed but an act which cannot be

separated from the personal presence of God, God's nature and

existence cannot be separated from consideration of this event.

Therefore,
"the man outside the church, the man who

is without revelation and faith, knows

nothing in actual practice of him who bears

the Name, (1)

But given the event of revelation which includes the reality and

possibility of man's knowledge of God, the church actualises a

possibility though open to all men is hidden from them by the

fall and the concrete mystery of God's election, (2) Thus at any

given point Barth can distinguish between knowledge of God that is

validly an inference from the structure of worldly reality in the

event of revelation, as the believer seeks to understand what he

believes, and that which is invalid on the basis of the actuality

of the event of revelation,

"Here within the church, there takes place a

conicere, an inference from experience of the

world as to the nature of God just as truly

as this does not take place outside the church," (3)

The position adopted by Barth in his exposition of St.Anselm's

proof implies a structural hiddeness of revelation which has

1, Barth,K, Anselm, Op,cit, ppll6»117•

2, Ibid. p.117.

3, Ibid,



79.

methodological implications for theology. It means that the

rationality of human thought forms and language is dependent

upon their correspondence to the structure of the event in which

God reveals Himself. It is this fact, we believe, which precludes

Barth's appreciation of the point made by Bouillard with respect to

the possible meaning of St.Anselm's proofs. He had stated that

they conceded a common rational structure to both believer and

unbeliever and that therefore the proofs have a general validity.

For Barth all the distinctions and relations presupposed by the

event of revelation considered as an historical event and to which

the rationality of the creature can be related, must be understood

within the context of the event of revelation and the nature of God

who there reveals Himself. (1)

1. This interpretation echoes that given by Jungel.E. Gottes Gein
1st Im Werden . This paraphrase of Berth's thought has been
defended by Barth himself. Barth.K. How My Mind Has Changed.
Ed. Godsey.J. p.82.

Jungel's book begins with a significant discussion
of the interpretation of Barth offered by Gollwitzer. H.
The Existence of God as Confessed by Faith.
The discussion involves the question which we have
raised in concert with Bouillard's interpretation of
S t.Anselm's proofs; whether the relativity and
contingency of creaturely being and rationality as such
enters into the meaning of valid theological statements.
Gollwitzer asserted the legitimacy of speech about
God in terms of our understanding of the existence of
things in the world. (C^>.clt. pp.240ff.t 200ff•) He
refuses therefore to presuppose knowledge of revelation
by an understanding of revelation which makes the
structural hiddenness of revelation in the world
necessary in the interests of safeguarding the lordship
of God in His revelation. Gollwitzer argues for a
distinction to be made between the event of revelation
and the nature of God considered as such. We must, he
says, be able to speak of God as He is in and for
Himself, so that between Him and the event of revelation
there is no,

"structural but a functional
similarity." (Op.cit. p.185)

Jungel on the other hand rejects any attempt to infer
from Berth's position a theological validity for speech

(continued on p.80. )
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It is of interest to note with respect to our exposition of Barth's

interpretation of St.Anselm's proofs and what will be seen to be the

I. continued: about God which distinguishes between the being of
God in revelation and His being in and for Himself by
means of the historical nature of the event of
revelation. Therefore to speak of the being of God in
terms of the non being of the man Jesus in death
considered as a limit of human existence is to run the
risk of docetism! The implication being that the
death of the man Jesus can only be understood as it
presupposes the being of God as Gpd to which the .
statement of the ancient church, evt* -frfs,
"Tf&Tfov v U (Op.cit.pp.4-5. )
bears testimony.
Similarly Jungel rejects the suggestion of Gollwitzer
that we must distinguish between the event of
revelation as a revelation of God's "will", (Op.cit.p.186)
and the being of God as God, as He is in and for
Himself. Jungel counters this suggestion by reference
to Barth's explicit defence of the proposition
that we cannot distinguish between God's essence and
His will.

"Gott selber nicht anders existiert und
darum nicht anders verstanden werden will
darf als eben in dieser konkreten
Lebendigkeit (sc.seiner Entscheidung), in
dieser Bestimmheit seines Willens, die als
solche auch eine Bestimmheit seines Wesens
ist." Barth.K. Kirkliche Dogmatik 2.2.S.85.
(Zusatz und Hervorhebung von Jungel.)
(Op.cit. p.6.)

According to Jungel the question which Gollwitzer
raised in connection with his attempt to understand
the relativity of the event structure of revelation
in relation to the being of God can only be
answered if we keep in mind the fact, that,

"Bie geschichtliche Kraft der Offenbarung
Gottes muss bis in die Bereitschaft zur
Ohnmacht des Todes hinein ...... schon in
der geschichllchen Potenz des Seins Gottes
als Vater, Sohn und Geist begrundet sein".
(Op.cit. p.7.)
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strategic placement of his analysis of the nature of the Word of God

in the doctrine of Revelation, just how consistent and necessary in

their own way are the conclusions which derive from the method of

theological understanding he adopts. We shall conclude with a brief
/

resume of what Barth sees as the heart of his Church Qoaraatics. (1)

What we notice firstly about Barth's doctrine of Reconciliation

is that its structure is dependent upon the way in which God has

acted in Jesus Christ. (2) There is no question of presupposing

the church's understanding of dogma by a possibility related to an

abstract view of the nature of God or man. The reality and possibility

of the doctrine resides in the being an Act of God who is revealed in

Jesus Christ. Therefore the divinity of the Mediator is understood by
asking after the reality and the possibility posited by the revelation

of Jesus Christ as God for man, how this One,

"takes part in the event which constitutes

the divine being." (3)

From the way in which God is related to man in Jesus Christ we must

conclude, "in this way, in this condescension, He is

the eternal Son of the eternal Father" ....

"This is how God is God." (4)

The outward form of the event of revelation reveals the,

"inward divine event." (5)

The humanity of Jesus is therefore that which corresponds to this

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1.p.3.

2. Ibid, p.128.

3. Ibid. p.129.

4. Ibid.

5. Ibid.



inward divine event. As a man Jesus can only be understood in the

light of the fact that,

"as the true God, i.e., the God who humbles

Himself, Jesus Christ is this true man, i.e., the

man who in all His creatureliness is exalted

above His creatureliness." (1)

Bartheunderstanding of the doctrine of the two natures of Christ,
i

divine and human, shapes his view of doctrine of the two states of

Christ, humiliated and exalted. (2) The historical distinctions

implied by the earthly life, death, resurrection, ascension and

reign of Christ are to be understood in terms of the structure of

the event of revelation in which God is God.

"We have not spoken of the two states (status)

of Jesus Christ which succeed one another, but

of two sides or directions or forms of that

which took place in Jesus Christ for the

reconciliation of man to God •.... His one

work, which cannot be divided into different

stages or periods of His existence, but which fills

out and constitutes His existence in this twofold

form." (3)

If the divinity and the humanity of Christ are to be

understood in terras of aspects of the nature of the Word of God to

man, so too the aspect of man's involvement in this event, its

1. Op.cit. p.131.

2. Ibid. pp.l32ff.

3. Ibid. p.133*
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relationship to the creature, is to be understood from a third

dimension of the same Word of God. If the being of Jesus Christ

is to be understood in terms of God's determination of Himself for

man and man for Himself, then the relationship of the creature to

this event is to be understood from the point of view of the unity

of this twofold determination of God. (1)

"There can be no question of trying to see a

third thing .... Everything that can be said

materially concerning Jesus Christ and the

atonement made in Him has been said exhaustively

in the twofold fact .... that He is very God and

very man, i.e., the Lord who became a serva nt

ami the servant who became Lord ••••• The

third aspect can only be the viewing of this

history in its unity and completeness." (2)

In this third aspect of the Word of God which forms the basis of

the doctrine of reconciliation we find a precise correlation with

Earth's definition of the nature of the Word of God in the mystery

of its Spirituality, as the previous two aspects corresponded to

the nature of Word of God as language and act, Speaker and Spoken.

This third aspect of the doctrine of reconciliation as that which

expresses the inconceivable unity of God's being as Word and Act,

is the 6mama Veritas of all ontic and noetic rationes involved in

God's self revelation to man. (3) Therefore the resurrection of

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1, pp,135ff.

2. Ibid. p.136.

3. Ibid. pp.147-148, 151-152, 202-204. Cf. following section on
The nature of The Word of God.



Jesus Christ, considered as an event historically distinct from His

life and death, must be understood as that which corresponds to the

fact that;

"God willed to give to His eternity (i.e., the

Son in relation to the Father) with Him and

therefore to Himself an earthly form. He

willed to give to the inner secret radiance

of His glory an outward radiance in the sphere

of creation and its history. He willed to give

to His eternal life space and time. And that is

what He did when He called Jesus Christ to

life from the dead." Cl)

The fact that according to the New Testament Jesus was raised from

the dead by the Holy Spirit confirms for Barth that the historical

life and obedience of Jesus do not enter, as such, into the

definition of the nature of the event. Since,

"the fact that Jesus Christ was raised from the

dead by the Holy Spirit and therefore justified

confirms that it pleased God to reveal and

express Himself to the crucified and dead and

buried Jesus Christ in unity of the Father with

the Son and therefore in the glory of the free

love which is His essence." (2)

The structure, of Barth' s doctrine under the general heads of

1. Qp.cit. p.308.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1. p.309.
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Jesus Christ, the Lord as Servant, the Servant as Lord and the True

Witness, corresponds both to his analysis of the nature of the Word of

God and, since this analysis serves as the basis for the dogma, the

doctrine of the Trinity. It is for this reason that Barth could not

find a place for St.Anselm's understanding of the voluntary nature of

Christ1s obedience in his understanding of sin within the context of

the atoning deed. Also we might add it is the reason why Barth would

have difficulty in accepting the kind of explanation of St.Anselm's

proofs offered by Bouillard. For if it were to be admitted that the

humanity of our Lord was to be considered in relation to a view of

sin which entailed consideration of the voluntary nature of human

sin as an act of the creatures will, then it would be impossible to

conceive the rationality and necessity of the doctrine of reconciliation

purely in terms of the nature of the being and act in which God is the

God that He is in the revelation of Himself to man. This is why

Barth finds St.Anselm's conditioning of the forgiveness of sins by the

voluntary nature of Christ's obedience as man so unacceptable. The

same would hold good for any attempt to consider the rationality of

the revealed name apart from the specific context in which the Word of

God was directed to man. Barth, therefore, must conclude any

consideration of the obligation of the creature to God in terms of the

nature of the eternal triune life of the Creator.

"The character of man's obligation (to God)

and committment to Him corresponds to this

(the Trinity's) being and essence". (1)

1. Op.cit. p.488. This aspect of Berth's thought relates directly to
his reversal of the traditional understanding of the Law and the
Gospel and has quite dramatic effects in the sphere of political
ethics. Cf. Barth.K. Gospel and Law.
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Any postulate which presupposes a freedom of the creature either to

know or obey God that does not correspond to the reality and

possibility presupposed by the actual freedom of God for man in Jesus

Christ finds no place in Berth's thought, it is methodologically

excluded.

Berth's Study of St.Anselm and the Place of the Trinity in the Church

Dogmatics.

We pass now to the question of the influence of St.Anselo's

theological method, as understood by Barth, on his own theological

development. Barth acknowledges the devisive importance of his study

of St.Anselm.

il
"Ich hatte mich in diesen Jahren von den letzen

Resten einer philosophischen bezw. anthropologischen

...... Begrundung und Erklarung der christlichen

Lehre zu losen, Das eigentliche Dokument dieses

Abschieds is nicht etwa die vielgelessen kleine

Schrift (NeinI) gegen Brunner von 1934, sondern

das 1931 erschienene Buch uber den Gottesbeweis

des Anselm von Canterbury, das ich von alien

meinen Buchern mit der grossten Liebe beschrieben

zu haben raeine und das in Ainerika wohl gar nicht

und auch in Europa von alien meincn Buchern am

wenigsten gelesen worden ist. Das positiv Neue

war dieses: ich hatte in diesen Jahren zu lernen,

dass die christliche Lehre ausschliesslich und in

folgerichtig und in alien ihren Aussagen direkt
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Lehre von Jesus Christus als von dem tins

gesagten lebendigen Wort Gottes sein muss, um

ihren Naraen zu verdienen und um die christliche

Kirche in der welt zu erbauen, wie sie als

christliche Kirche erbaut sein will." (1)

The more explicit significance of what Barth learned at the feet of

St.Anselm is seen when we compare the way in which Barth understands

the starting point of theology in the Church Dogmatics to that in

Pie christliche Dogmatik. In his study of St.Anselm's theological

scheme Barth had come to see that to believe,

"does not mean simply a striving of the human

will towards God but a striving of the human will

into God and so a participation (albeit in a

manner limited by creatureliness ) in God's

mode of being and so a similar participation

in God's aseity, in the matchless glory of his

very Self, and therefore also in God's utter

absence of necessity." (2)

Consequently,

"on no account can the givenness or non-glvenness

of the results of intelligere involve for faith

the question of its existence. Therefore the aim

of theology cannot be to lead men to faith, nor

to confirm them in the faith, nor even to deliver

1. Barth.K. Parergon Evangelische Theologie. 8.1948. p.172,

2. Barth.K. Anselm« Op.cit. p.17.
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their faith from doubt." (1)

The freedom of theological knowledge which corresponds to the truth

of its Object means that its possibility and necessity is now

understood to be rooted and grounded in the nature of the Word of

God. (2) In the Church Dogmatics any suggestion that the possibility

and necessity of revelation being found in an analysis of the

situation of the preacher and the hearer is dropped.

In direct relation to the way in which Barth conceives the

freedom and uniqueness of God's existence is the fact of the

particularity of the sphere in which theological knowledge is

validated by its Object. This sphere is the church, where it is

undertaken to speak in human words, on the basis of past revelation

and in expectation of future revelation, of the Word of God. (3) The

possibility of putting the question of truth regarding this human

undertaking is not to be divorced from the ontic and noetic context

in which the question is raised by God's own self witness. Dogmatics,

therefore, as the church's testing of the language that it uses to

express the truth of revelation is situated, as a discipline, between

the past witness to revelation in the Scriptures and the present

attempt by the church to speak the Word of God. Thus dogmatics

inquires into the summa Veritas, the ratio which grounds both the

ontic and noetic necessity and rationality of both Scripture and

Proclamation. Dogmatics can only give an account of its task, as a

churchly undertaking, by describing the reality which posits the

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.pp.l4lff.

2. Ibid. pp.IX, 46-47, 57, 91-92.
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possibility arid validates the truth of both past and present

revelation in and by itself.

It is this understanding of dogmatics which leads directly

from the view of God's unique being established in the course of

Barth's exposition of St.Anselm's proof to the doctrine of the Trinity

as the "proof" of God's unique Lordship revealed in the event of

revelation. (1) The doctrine of the Trinity is the expression at

one and the same time of God's aseity, His incomprehensible mercy

by which He is present with and for man, and the fact that the God

who speaks His Word in the event of revelation is not a mere cipher

but One who is personally present in the event of revelation. (2)

The structure of the first part volume of the Church Dogmatics

indicates how seriously Barth took the lesson he had learned from

St.Anselm concerning the possibility of knowledge of the unique being

of God. As distinct from the procedure adopted in Die christliche

Dogmatik. the Church Dogmatics relates the determination of the ontic

forms of the Word of God, the event of revelation, Scripture and

Proclamation, and the noetic determination of the creature as the one

who receives revelation, to the nature of the Word of God, (3 )

Barth divides his understanding of the nature of the Word of God into

three major aspects, (4) With regard to the first, the main

1. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.pp.339ff., 384.

2. Ibid, pp.16, 163, 369, 158.

3. Ibid. pp,150ff. The Word of God as God's Language. I62ff.
God's Language as God's Act. 184ff. God's Language as God's
Mystery. This analysis of the nature of the Word of God is the
link between the sections 4 and 5 in which the ontic and neotic
forms of the Word of God are expounded.

4. Ibid.
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contention is directed toward establishing that God's Word is not a

symbol for any kind of theoretical system which man may erect, but

God's Word means "God speaks". (1) His self communication is His

self communication. As opposed to all irrationalism and mysticism

which seeks an other worldly reality behind and above the verbal

character of language, the Word of God is to be understood as

supremely rational. But, corresponding to the unique existence of God

is His unique address. God's speech does not derive its character as

address from the structure of human language as such, but from God's

own self address. (2)

"What God utters is never in any way known and

true in abstraction from God Himself." (3)

The effective barrier which prevents God's Word being reduced to a

system of syntax because of its verbal nature, or defined as something

irrational because of its personal nature, is the equation,

"God's Word is God's Son". (4)

The wortliche nature of God's Word determines both its personal and

rational nature since He is,

"the Lord of the verbal character of His Word.

He is not bound to it, but it is bound to

Him." (5)

From the way in which the Word of God is addressed to man

Barth demonstrates that it is the Word of God the Creator, Reconciler

1. Op.cit. p.130.

2. Ibid. p.153.

3. Ibid. p.155.

4. Ibid, p.156.

5. Ibid. p.157.
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and Redeemer, (1) Barth thus avoids in this way the possible

repetition of the error he found he had committed in understanding

the possibility of revelation in Die christliche Dogmatik. There it

had been left open, by the consideration of the Word of God in relation

to the structure of the situation of the preacher and the hearer,

what the reality of revelation might be if it is to be revelation for

man. The danger resided in the suggestion of a possibility of

revelation which was not identical with its reality. (2) Here Barth

is concerned to establish the possibility of revelation from the

point of view of its reality.

From the way in which the Word of God is addressed to man,

as a Word which grasps his existence and conditions it, it is to be

understood as the Word of God the Creator. From the fact that the

Word of God is the Word of One who is unknown, yet makes Himself

known, there is indicated a,

"criticism of the reality of the relationship

existing between us and Him, but on the other

hand a declaration of His purpose to maintain

it in standing and to establish it anew from

His side in spite of and along with the

criticism which He makes." (3)

From the reality of God's address in this manner we know Him as the

Reconciler. And precisely because this Reconciler promises Himself

to man as man's future we are to understand His Word as the Word of

God the Redeemer too. (4)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.I,p.l62.

2. Cf, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics Vol,1.2.pp.9-10.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.l6l.

4. Ibid, p.162.
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When Berth further clarifies the nature of the Word of God as

God's language which is also His Act and His Mystery he emphasises

that he is not adding anything to what has been said concerning

God's Word as God's language, but is simply a viewing of the same

reality from another angle. (1) The analysis does not introduce any

new possibility which is not present in the reality of God's Word as

His personal presence.

To speak of the Word of God as God's Act is to refer to that

specific Act in which God speaks His Word. It emphasises the fact

that the "wortliche" nature of God is active,

"as a mere word it is the divine Person, the

Person of the Lord of history, whose self

utterance as such is ar/alteration and an

absolute alteration of the world, whose

passio in history is as such an actio". (2)

This means that to understand God's act as historical we must not

assume its possible historicity from the understanding of historical

events which we may already have. The distinctions which may be

involved in the threefold form of the Word of God, Revelation,

Scripture and Proclamation, considered merely phenomenologically, are

not the ground for understanding its nature as the Word of God. For,

"the varying positions in God's order

distinguishes these three times in a way not

otherwise characteristic of man's times,

a way in which they differ only here, in

which only the times of the Word of God

differ." (3)

1. Op.cit. pp.150-151.

2. Ibid, p.164. Words underlined are in italics.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.I.p.l65.



93.

Since, "however seriously they may be taken as

such, the differences inherent in history

are not sufficient to justify a serious

use of the concept 'Word of God'." (1)

Therefore the Word of God as God's Act is only understood when it is

realised that it has,

"nothing to do with the general problem

of historical understanding .... Rather this

knowledge is referred in O.T. and N.T. to

election, revelation, calling, setting

apart, new birth .... apart from all historical

connections, though these undeniably exist;

in these connections but not through

them." (2)

Corresponding to the freedom of God's Word as God's Act which makes

history and expresses itself epistemologically in election, we see

that its effect on the creature is decisive. Man is not confronted

with a choice by the Word of God as His Act; a possibility which he

may accept or reject. It is, by its nature as God's Act,

"a transposition of man into the wholly new

position of one who has apprehended this promise,

appropriated it to himself, who lives no longer

without, but, whatever his attitude to it, with

this promise." (3)

1. Op.cit. p.167.

2. Ibid, pp.167-168.

3. Ibid, p.173.
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The determination of the creature by the nature of the Word of God

considered as His act is not limited to the individual, it holds

good,

"mutatis mutandis of the relation of the Word

of God to the human cosmos in general •••• the

world of man which confronts the Wori of

God must also be considered as a whole, as a

world subjected to a decisive change". (1)

We cannot therefore take the world seriously in its godlessness. (2)

From the way in which Berth has described the Word of God as

God's language which is His Act it is obvious that this Act, which

cannot be understood in terms of the intra-mundane historical reality,

is rooted and grounded in the decision in which God is Himself Act.

In this decision God determines not only Himself as God but also the

nature of the Word of God. If the aseity of God is not to be

misunderstood as some meta-physical hinterground, then in terms of

the Word of God as God's act it must be clearly seen that ifj

"God is a se. That holds without reserve

of His Word also." (3)

It is only when this is seen that the Word of God can be understood

as Act and Event; for its historical nature derives from the

freedom in which God chooses Himself as man's Lord. The possibility

of His Lordship in His Word therefore is identical with His nature

and is not in any way grounded in the event characteristics of the

historical forms of revelation.

"The Word of God is not to be regarded primarily

1. Op.cit. p.17 6.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.179.
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as history, and then, and as such, as decision

also, but first and fundamentally as a decision

and then, and as such, as history also." (1)

It is to bring out the unique nature of the Word of God as God's

Language and Act in terras of the relationship between the decision of

God and the Word of God as Act and event, that Earth treats the

Language of God as His ttystery. (2) The distinction which Barth

had made under the two previous heads, the Word of God as God's

Language understood in its personal and rational nature as God's self

presence and the decision of God which grounds the Word of God as

event and act in the freedom of God's to be who He is, refers to the

relationship between the worldly form and the divine content of the

Word of God. It would still be possible in Earth's view to conceive

the verbal character of revelation and God's address as well as the

event of revelation and God's decision within a dialectical relation

as if the one implied the other. Barth considers it necessary to

"prove" the nature of the Word of God in such a way that the

distinction between worldly form and divine content is in no way

connected with the being of the creature which is implied by the

form of the Word of God as worldly event. This is a similar situation

as that encountered in our interpretation of Barth's exposition of

St.Anselra's proofs In Proslogion II and III. There we noted that

though the existence of God was proved within the context of faith

1. Op.cit. p.178.

2. Ibid. pp.184-187.
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in the argument of Proslogion II it was never the less possible to

conceive the factual non existence of God because the proof assumed

a relationship between the existence of God and empirical reality*

Barth saw the existence of God as proved in Proslogion III to be

superior precisely because it did not assume such a relationship*

Here too, Barth is concerned to understand the truth of the nature

of the Word of God as His Language and His Act entirely within its

own presuppositions* (1)

Barth achieves understanding of the nature of the Word of God

from the point of view of it being the Word of God as God's mystery,

by consideration of the relationship between the Word of God as God's

language and God's act in terms of the inconceivable consu^Dution of

the relationship in the mystery of God's own self determination as

God. This mystery is therefore, at one and the same time, the

1* Cf. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.200.
"A removal of the distinction, nay opposition,
between form and content we cannot achieve. The
coincidence of both is God, but it is not discernible
by us. W hat is discernible by us is always form
without content or content without form. We may, of
course, think realistically or idealisticaliy, but we
cannot think in a Christian sense *.** In faith and in
the thought of faith it is not the case of thinking
this synthesis. Faith means rather recognising that
this synthesis cannot be achieved, committing it to
God and seeking and finding it in God*"

Barth goes on to indicate that though the thought of faith remains
either idealistic or realistic, with all the attendent problems
which he had outlined in Schicksal und Idee in der Theologie. it is
justified as the thought of faith in its godlessness by the Object
of faith as genuine knowledge. Cf. Barth.K. A Theological Dialogue
Theology Today. Vol*l9* 1962-1963* pp.l71ff* Here Barth speaks of
the relative distinctions involved in understanding the forms of
the Word of God in relation to other historical distinctions*

"The history in question is a history which not
only happened but happens and will happen in all times
as the same history." (p.175) Underlining my own.
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impenetrable mystery of God's own eternal being and the unique basis

of all our knowledge of Him in His relationship to the creature in

His Word. This twofold form of the mystery of God, the mystery of

His being as God and the mystery whereby God's speech and act
*4 ■ . ; t

correspond in our knowledge of His Word, can only be understood by

means of the being of the Holy Spirit.

"To say the Holy Spirit in preaching or theology

is always to say a final word. For we are

speaking ... of the event in which the Word of

God is not only revealed to man but also

believed in by him; .... where it is real and

where it is believed in by man, it is finally

and ultimately Itself the ground of this event." (1)

In this exposition of the nature of the Word of God under a

threefold aspect Barth has indicated the basis upon which he will

later understand and prove the doctrine of the Trinity. The central

significance and strategic importance of this analysis of the Word of

God should not be overlooked. It is of importance to note that the

analysis of the nature of the Word of God is placed between the

material of dogmatics in the proclamation of the Word and the basis of

this proclamation in the threefold form of the Word of God, Sees., 3

and 4, and the noetic or epistemological relevance of the Word of

God for man's understanding of God in His revelation, Sees. 6 and 7 •

Thus Barth "proves" the relationship between the Word of God and its

threefold form and the knowing subject not by asking after a possibility

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. p.207.
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possibility inherent in the situation of the preacher or hearer, but

asking after the possibility only in terms of its reality, i.e., in

what way is the Word of God the Word of God in its threefold form and

episteraological relevance. Here Berth's understanding of St.Anselm's

theological programme is seen to be of paramount importance in

determining the way in which Barth places the analysis of the nature

of the Word of God between the twin poles of the ontic form and

noetic basis of the Word of God considered as the material content

of dogmatics. It follows that if the doctrine of the Trinity assumes

critical hermeneutucal status in Earth's theological method then the

lessons ne learnt at the feet of St.Anselm will have a decisive bearing

on the whole structure of his later dogmatic thought. Since it is

from Earth's analysis of the nature of the Word of God; the way

in which God is Lord in the act of revelation, that the reality and

possibility of the dogma of the Trinity arises. (1)

Earth's Starting Point And The Development Of The PpRna Of The Trinity.

The structure of Barth's strategy in understanding the ontic

and noetic aspects of revelation and proclamation by means of his

analysis of the nature of the Word of God is one which we have

contended derives from his view of St.Anselm's theological programme.

It derives from what Barth understands to be St.Anselm's idea of the

unique existence of God and what this implies for our modes of

theological rationality in articulating the meaning of His revelation.

Barth's analysis of the nature of the Word of God which we

have previously indicated, makes it plain that the only possible

1. Cf. Op.cit. pp.349-383.
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way of understanding revelation .••••• its content and form ••••••

is by way of a posteriori questioning of the reality and possibility

which it presupposes. In the rest of the Vol.1. Barth will set

forth the exegetical basis of the doctrine of the Trinity which His

analysis of the Word of God, and the node of God's Lordship thereby

presupposed, makes plain.

In this approach Earth lias averted the possibility of

repeating the error he found in his exposition in Die christliche

Dosnatik. There, we recall, he had so emphasised the act of God in

the event of revelation that it was necessary to make use of some

anthropological categories, inherent in the situation of the preacher

and the hearer, to as it were "earth" (1) the event in time and

space. Now, by directly relating the ontic and noetic aspects of

revelation to an analysis of the lordship of God in the event of His

unveiling in His 'Word, Barth conditions understanding of the event

of revelation by bringing it into relation with God's being in His

act of unveiling. Now the form and content of the event of revelation

will be understood as it presupposes the act of God in His Being who

He is and His being who He is in this act. For this reason, as we

indicate in the following chapter, Barth's definition of the

narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity is in terms of the being

of Jesus Christ who, as God and Man, is ultimate in its identity

with the act and being of God as Father, Son and Holy Spirit. It i3

in this very specific sense that we must understand why Barth's

analysis of the nature of the Word of God implies that,

1. Torranee.T.F. Karl Barth: An Introduction to His Barlv Thought.
1910-1931. pp,139ff•
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"revelation absolutely insists on being

regarded from the side of its subject, God." (1)

Therefore any inquiry concerning the scriptural witness to

revelation must include not only acknowledgement of its reality but

also its possibility in the Subject who there reveals Himself. While

Earth indicates the doctrine of the Trinity is in no more insecure

or embarrassing position than any other dogma, or even proclamation,

in relation to the truth of the reality of the Word of God, (2) he

maintains that:

"The inquiry about the self revealing God,

»••••• cannot ••••• be separated at all

from the second question, how it happens,

how it is real, that this God reveals Himself.

Or from the third, What is the result?

What is the effect of this event upon man

whom it befalls." <3)

In this sense,

"the proposition or propositions about the

Trinity of God, of course, claim to be,

not directly but indirectly, identical

with the proposition about revelation." (4)

By this Barth means that it, i.e., the doctrine of the Trinity, is

a necessary and relevant analysis of revelation. (5)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.339.

2. Ibid, p.354.

3. Ibid. pp»339-340.

4. Ibid, p.335.

5. Ibid, p.356.
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This intimate connection between revelation and its analysis

in trinitarian form, points to an important characteristic of

Barth's understanding of the dogma of the Trinity. This will become

clearer in the following chapter where we elucidate its main

features. Here we simply note that for Barth the doctrine of the

Trinity is not arrived at by a combination of data concerning the

history of revelation or other more or less independent insights

about the nature of God and the world. The doctrine does not rest

upon what explicit indicators of trinitarianisa there may be in the

Bible, or in piecing together affirmations about the deity of Christ

and the Spirit and their unity with what is taken to be the idea of

divine unity contained in traditional monotheism. Such a view of

the doctrine would rest on the false, from Barth's point of view,

separation of form and content of the event of revelation. Barth's

distinctive emphasis derives directly from his vies-; of the nature of

the self revealing God, (1) The point of departure for understanding

both the unity and threefoldness of God being for Barth one and

the same, viz., God in His self revelation an analysis of which in

content is indirectly identical with revelation.

Consequently Barth's point of departure necessitates his

differing from the expositions we find in traditional Protestant

theological texts. Here the emphasis is on understanding how

disparate elements in the Biblical and theological tradition can be

seen in a trinitarian context, In the structure of Calvin's

Institutes the doctrine of the Trinity arises only after

1. Op.cit. p.340,
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"discussing how we can come to know God." (1)

The question is then asked.

"about the content of such knowledge." (2)

This kind of view of the basis of the trinitarian dogma is. in

comparison to Barth's, in a measure synthetic; it is secondary in

relation to other primary affirmations of faith. Barth describes

his view as "analytic" in the sense that.

"there is no distinction between form and

content." (3)

Similarly when we look at the lines taken in the classical

patristic period in formulating the trinitarian dogma we find that

though it may be true that Barth is "very close" (4) to what has been

taken to be classical church doctrine, his unique way of understanding

the existence of God in His revelation adds to his interpretation a

1. Niesal.W. The Theology of Calvin.p.54. Cf. Calvin.J. Institutes
Bk. 1. chp.13. Sees. l.ff. Barth.K. takes exception to this
aspect of Calvin's theology and its wide ranging effect on his
interpretation of doctrine. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.
pp.4l. 63.ff. Vol.4.1.p.367.

For similar approach to the question of the Trinity,
as distinct from the substance of the doctrine, see Whale.J.S.
Christian Doctrine, pp.107-108: Hodgson.L. The Doctrine of the
Trinity. pp.98.ff.

On the rise of the question concerning the trinitarian
God see Prestige.G.L. God in Patristic Thought, pp.76.ff.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.351.

4. Barth.K. Table Talk, p.50.
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a new dynamic dimension. The main differences that appear will relate

to the form of argument by which the dogma is established. It would

appear that the Fathers, by their use of ontological categories

taken from the metaphysical tradition of Greek philosophy and their

use of arguments which appealed to church practice and experience, (1)

allowed greater value to the given structures of creaturely thought

and experience than Berth's approach would permit.

It is beyond the scope of our investigation to give a full

resume of the development of the classical church doctrine of the

Trinity. We intend merely to indicate what is taken to be the manner

in which the church resolved the main theological problem related to

God's unity as this came to expression in defence of the deity of

the Son. If we take as a guide the formulation of the Athanasian

creed we find that, at least in the West where it has its origin, (2)

the substitutes for orthodox trinitarianism are excluded by

emphasising the unity of God as consisting of a threefold lordship.

His lordship is not throe but one.

"We worship One God in Trinity and Trinity in

Unity, neither confounding the persons or dividing

the substance. For there is one Person of the

Father, another of the Son, another of the Holy

Ghost. But the Godhead of the Father, of the

Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is One, the glory equal

1. Cf. Chp.2. p. 139. Barth's questioning of this element in
St.Anthanasius' argument concerning the deity of the Spirit.

2. Burn.A.E. An Introduction to the Creeds. pp.l90.ff. The Oxford
Dictionary of the Christian Church, ed. Cross.F.L. pp.98-99.
Cf. Augustine's Approach to the Trinity. Kelly.JN.D. Op.cit.
pp.272.ff.
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the majesty co-eternal." (1)

The substitutes which were excluded by this formulation may

take either of two forms.

"A doctrine of emanation which lent itself with

peculiar appropriateness .... to a principle

of subordinationism .... this system cannot

meet the criticism that, at each stage of the

descent from absolute deity, the divine principle

is made to project an emanation inferior both to

itself and the previous emanation." (2)

This kind of thought characterised Arianism in its denial of the

full deity of the Son and the Spirit. As an alternative, if such

subordinationism is rejected,

"it was open to speculative thinkers to suggest,

as the Sabellians did, that the three forms of

divine presentation were mere forms and nothing

more, that behind each mask there stood

individually the same actor." (3>

To understand the manner in which the early church excluded

both these possibilities as an interpretation of the problem posed

to it by the simple evangelical assertions regarding Christ's unity

with and distinction from the Father, we take the declaration of the

Nicene creed that the Son is homoousion with the Father. (4) In

approving the use of this term the church at least saw the problem

1. Op.cit. p.193.

2. Prestige.G.L. God in Patristic Thought, p.113.

3. Prestige.G.L* Op.cit. p.113. Gf. Hodgson.1*. Op.cit. p.99.ff.

4. Bf. Prestige.G.L. Ibid.pp.l90.ff, 197.ff: Kelly.J.N.D. Early
Christian Doctrine. pp.23l.ff, 252.ff.
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with which it had to do in some sort of relation with the kind of

issue which had been associated with the idea of ousla (substance)

in classical Greek thought. Whatever may be the modifications which

have to be made to the idea in view of the peculiar problems which

faced the church in its relation to the person of Christ, the church

indicated that the problem of God's unity was one which involved

understanding how the structures of human rationality and speech

generally could be related to its unique task. As we shall indicate,

although the category of substance remains ambivalent in its classical

form in Aristotle, the church recognised that human language is so

constructed that it cannot avoid employing categories such as

substance and attribute. For qualities are qualities of "things" ••••

not qualities of other qualities. In this sense the concept of

ousia in Aristotle is concerned to

"give as comprehensive an account as possible of

such notions as thing, quality, existence,

causality, truth, which enter into discourse

concerning any subject-matter whatsoever ..." (1)

Consequently the church presupposed that the kind of questioning

involved in the use of such ontological categories as substance was

necessary; for it was concerned to clarify the relationships between

different kinds of assertion about a particular historical event.

It was at least concerned, by the employment of such a term, not

simply to assert a conceptual construction aimed at making a set of

propositions mutually consistent, but sought to make clear the

1, MacKinnon.D «M.'Substance' in Ghristoloav ..A Gross Bench View
in Christ. Faith and History. Cambridge Studies in Christology.
Ed. SJtkes.S.W. & Clayton.«J.F. p.281.
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relationships which existed between its primitive assertions

concerning the person of Christ. The question would remain apart from

this process*

"if we eschew the kind of interrogation that

the use of ontological categories imposes on

us* do we not leave on one side the question

whether we believe that a life has been lived

of which we say that what we say of the deeds

done in it, the words spoken, the sufferings endured,

we say of that which belongs to one substantially

identical with the Father except that he is

Father and the liver of the life Son?" Cl)

The peculiar ambivalence in Aristotle's treatment of the

problem of ousla is comparable to the kind of problem confronting the

church in indicating the relationship between propositions asserting

Christ's dependence upon the Father and His equality with Him. For in

the Categoriae (2) Aristotle proposes to identify the nrote ousia

with the concrete thing as distinct from deutera ousia which may be

characterised as the circumstances, characteristics, qualities and

experiences which are associated with concrete things.

"Substance in the most literal and primary

and common sense of the tern is that which is

neither predicated of a subject, nor exists

in a subject, as for example, the individual

man or horse. Those things are called secondary

1. MacKinnon.D.M. Op.cit. p.296. Cf. p.289.

2. Translation follows that given by Mclntyre.J. The Shape of
Christology pp.86,ff.
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substances to which, as species, belong the

things called substances in the primary sense

and also the genera of the species. For

example, the individual man belongs to the

species man, ami the genus of the species is

animal. These then are called secondary

substances as for example both man and animal," (1)

Consequently,

"Everything except primary substances is either

predicable of primary substances or present in

them as subjects •••• Animal is predicated of

man, and therefore of individual man; for if

there were no individual man of whom it could

be predicated, it could not be predicated of

man at all »••• Everything is either predicated

of primary substances or present in them; and

if these last did not exist, it would be

impossible for anything else to exist," (2)

In the Metaphysics Aristotle is by no means as clear in his

understanding of the relationships between the concrete individual

thing and that which makes it what it is:

"for what is that concrete thing apart from

the form which makes it what is is?" (3)

Since the kind of thing that can be a subject is the individual,

this man etc., and every individual is a compound of matter and form,

1. Aristotle. Categoriae. 2a. 11-19. Mclntyre.J. Op.cit, p.86,

2. Ibid. 2a. 34,ff,

3. MacKinnon.D.M. Op.cit, p.300.
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we may ask which of these may be regarded as substance? There are

Aristotle holds good grounds for treating the matter of a thing as

the substantial element within it, yet if we mean by substance

something definite, the notions of matter and substance are opposed.

"By matter I mean that which in itself is

neither a particular thing nor of a certain

quality nor assigned to any other of the

categories by which being is determined. For

there is something of which each of these is

predicated, so that its being is different from

that of each of the predicates; for predicates

other than substance are predicated of substance,

while substance is predicated of matter •••••

If we adopt this point of view, then it follows

that matter is substance. But this is impossible;

for both separability and individuality are

thought to belong chiefly to substance." (1)

Aristotle's vacillation in respect of the locus of primary

substantiality, (2) derives from the fact that he nowhere explains

the paradox involved in the relationship between form,matter and

substance; but seems to hold that it is only when invested with

some degree of form that matter can begin to appear substantial. (3)

The assertion by the Council of Nicea of the Son's being

homoousion with the Father left unresolved the kind of tensions which

1. Aristotle. Metaphysics Bk.Z.1029a, 20-28. Cf. 1038b. 9-13,
1039a. 5-10; 15-20.

2. MacKinnon.D.M. Op.cit. p.291.

3. Cf, A llan.D.I. The Philosophy of Aristotle, p.110: Stead.G.
Divine Substance in Tertullian. Journal of Theological Studies.
Vol.xiv. 1963. p.53.
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we have encountered In Aristotle's analysis of the relationship

between the nature of the individual thing and that which makes it

what it is. Subsequent developments show that the church's

understending of Christ's relationship with the Father had within it

elements which emphasised the concrete particularity of Christ's

being as holding the key to the question of divine unity, that Christ

is numerically identical with the Father and that this identity as

expressed by homo instead of monoousion was the proper way to approach

the question of God's Trinity; on the other hand there were those

who argued for a more generic understanding of ousia to safeguard

against Sabellianism which they saw as incipient in the other

approach. (1)

While it may be true that overtly the Council of Nicea left

the problem of divine unity unresolved*

"the party which can later be designated

Athanasian regarded the term homoousios as

containing within itself the true and proper

solution of that problem also." (2)

The Council affirmed the meaning of homoousios as excluding Arianism

in the sense that the

"Son of God bears no resemblance to the genetos

creatures, but that He is in every way assimilated

to the Father alone who begat Him." (3)

But such a bland assertion of the Son's unity with the Father leaves

out of account the kind of tension that must be involved in any

1. Kelly.J.N.D. Op.cit.p.234.

2. Prestige.G.L. Op.cit. p.213,

3. Ibid, p.211: Cf. Kelly.J.N.D. Op.cit. pp.235ff.
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statement of the relation of an individual creature to God. Therefore

the conservative critics of the Council, who favoured the use of

homoeousios instead of homoousios. were afraid that unless

safeguarded by a proper stress on the distinctiveness of Christ from

the Father the term homoousios lent itself to Sabellianism. (1) But

to emphasise the generic sense of ousia. which sense the homoeousions

favoured, was to leave open the possibility of comparing the divine

being to physical objects. In these terns the Father and the Son

could be thought of as sharing a third common substance. Such a view,

taken to extreme, could obviously lead to the problems of Arianisra

or Tritheism as did actually occur. (2)

The development of an orthodox trinitarian doctrine depended

upon these two aspects of the problem of God's unity being kept in

balance. Athanasius was instrumental in initiating a movement which

was to culminate in the Cappadocian settlement. (3) A practical

factor of no little significance was his chairmanship of the Council

of Alexandria (362) which clarified and reconciled divergent

theological opinions. He had previously acted in a conciliatory way

towards the homoeousion party calling them brothers who were in

essentials at one with himself. For if they recognised that the Son

was out of the Father's ousia and not from another, they were in fact

admitting the horaoousicn. (4) The Council of Alexandria formally

recognised,

"the formula three hypostases, hitherto

1. Kelly. J.N.D. Op.cit. pp.253.ff.

2. Prestige.G.Li. Cp.clt. p.273.

3. For this development see Kelly.J.N.D. Op.cit. pp.253.ffs
Prestige.G.L. Op.cit. pp.230-232, 233-234, 242.

4. Kelly. J.N.D, Op.cit. p.251.
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suspect to the Nicenes because it sounded In

their ears painfully like three ousai. i.e.,

three divine beings legitimate provided
i

it did not carry the Arian connotation of

utterly distinct, alien hypostases ... The

opposite formula, one hypostasis, so disturbing

to anti-Nicenes of every school, was equally

approved, its adherents having explained that

they had no Sabellian intent but equating

hupostasis with ousia. were merely trying to

bring out the unity of nature between Father

and Son." (1)

The union between the two parties was virtually sealed and the

formula which was approved there indicated the direction in which

orthodoxy would find its expression of the faiths

"one ousia. three hupostaseis". (2)

As the Council of Alexandria had shown, and also subsequent

development, the two key words in the Greek trinitarian theology

hypostasis and ousia could both indicate concrete objects of

presentation. For the sake of completeness a formula hud to be found

to ensure that whatever term one started with, in the East this

came to be more and more the three hvoostast 3. the unity of God was

always safeguarded. The term perichoresis (cireumincess'io) was

adopted, (3) to emphasise both the unity of ousia and, by implication,

1. Op.cit. pp.253-254.

2 . Ibid, p.254.

3. Prestige.G.L. Op.cit. p.297.
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the real distinction of hypostases. The Greek view of the Trinity

has been admirably summarised by G.L. Prestige who sees it as

viewing God as,

"one object in Himself and three objects

to Himself*" (1)

The Latin view of the Trinity (una substantia, tres persoaae)

which took its own path in attempting to understand the divine unity

and triplicity, (2) found the Greek use of hypostasis to express

God's objective self presentation unsatisfactory. Instead the word

personae was substituted. For the Latins hypostasis was understood

"in the same sense as the Latin substantia,

of which hypostasis is the exact philological

equivalent." (3)

Such an equation could lead to tritheism. (4) Gregory of Hazianzus

speaking of the difficulty remarks that though the Italians meant

the same as the East,

"owing to the scantiness of the Latin vocabulary

and its penury of terras, they were unable to

distinguish between ousia and hypostasis, and

were therefore compelled to fall back on the

term prosopa (i.e. personae) in order to avoid

1. Op.cit. p.301.

2. Kelly.J.N.D. Op.cit, pp.271.ff: GreenF.W. The Later Development of
the Doctrine of the Trinity, in Essays on The Trinity and The
Incarnation ed. Rawlinson.A.pp.294.ff.

3. Prestige.G.L. p.187.

4. Ibid. p.188.
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the assertion of three ousai." (1)

The manner of the development of orthodox trinitarianism in

the church indicates that the Fathers, in their attempt to speak

meaningfully about the relationship presupposed by the church's faith

to exist between the concrete figure of Christ and the mystery of

God's being, took into account the fundamental kind of analysis of

language and experience which was available to them in secular

learning. This is not to say that such analyses were not stretched

and given new aspects of meaning in the service to which they were now

put. But at least they recognised in their use of ontological

categories that the doctrine of the Trinity was rooted in the concre te

historicity of the man Jesus whose very historicity involved the same

sorts of questions which men put in relation to their experience and

understanding of reality in general.

The peculiar significance of Berth's development of the meaning

of the doctrine of the Trinity, as we shall see in the next chapter,

is that the basis of its meaning is wholly presupposed by the form

and content of the event of revelation. What God reveals about

Himself is that He can reveal Himself, which entails that in

understanding revelation we must always crave from the question of its

actuality to its possibility. That God can reveal Himself is God's

lordship. Therefore no independent attention can be given to the

fact of Jesus as an empirical figure of history in determining the

meaning and structure of the doctrine of the Trinity. The nature of

1. Op.cit. p,187.Cf. Augustine. On the Trinity in The Works of St.
Augustine Vol.7. Bk.v., Chp.viii & ix., Sec. 9-10.p.lf>5i
Schltnk.2* The Coming Christ and the Coming Church. p.8lt
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the event of revelation prohibits any search tor a basis of

understanding God*s trinitarian nature which does not presuppose

the inconceivable freedom in which God actualises His being who He

is among us and for us as Lord. The haunting emptiness which lies

at the heart of Barth's trinitarian identification of God results

directly from his refusal to attempt to relate the event of

revelation with the historical nexus which presupposes it. In

giving the dogma a dynamic dimension by identifying it with the act

of God in His being who He is in the event of revelation* Barth

also raises the question whether in so doing he lias sacrificed an

essential element of trinitarian doctrine as this relates to the

experience and life of the creature within the context of the church.



CHAPTER II.

The Doctrine of the Trinity and its Relationship to Christoloav.

In Berth1 s theological development consequent upon the

publication of his first systematic exposition of dogmatic prolegomena we

have noted a consistent development in terms of an attempt to eliminate

methodological dependence upon presuppositions which did not correspond

to the nature of the event of revelation. It has been indicated how,

in this development, Berth's understanding of St.Anselra's theological

scheme was of prime importance. The ontic and noetic forms of

revelation are now seen by Barth in terms of their reality and possibility

in revelation itself. Consequently the analysis of the nature of the

Word of God as Word, Act and Mystery is understood as the point of

departure for understanding the meaning of the material content of

dogmatics.

For Barth, then, it would not be a genuine interpretation of the

ontic and noetic aspects of the event of revelation if it did not throw

light on the reality and possibility which they presupposed in the Word

of God, If theology was concerned simply with the objective and

subjective aspects of the event of revelation, without being necessitated

by the nature of revelation itself to seek an understanding of them in

the freedom of God's approach to man in His Word, then it would not be

God's revelation with which it had to do. If the ontic and noetic forms

of revelation are to be understood in terms of their being answers to

the question of their reality and possibility in the Word of God, then we

must allow that the question to which revelation is the answer is our

question too. Therefore credere by its very nature must become Intelli«ere.
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If this does not happen, as Barth discovered despite his intentions in

Die christliche Doematik. then the possibility of understanding the Word

of God is sought either idealistically or realistically in a determination

of the creature. (1) In this case the revelation of God becomes a

state of revealedness and the freedom of God in His relation to the

creature. His freedom to be the God that He is in His Word, which is the

structural basis and necessity of the relationship between credere and

intelligere. is predicable of the creature qua creature. God is sought

in the creature and thus idolatry is rampant. It is this which leads

Barth to place under the ban of the holiness of God any attempt to

understand revelation simply in terms of the historical form of Jesus of

Nazareth. (2)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2. pp.9-10. Barth indicates here
that in the first attempt at dogmatic prolegomena in 1927 he attempted
to ground the necessity of God's hiddeness in revelation in the nature
of the historical form of revelation. Cf. also in the same connection
the way in which Bultmann.R. posits the possibility of the doctrine of
creation in the structure of human existence. The Meaning of the
Christian Faith in Creation, in Ogden.S. ed. Existence and Faith. pp.
218-219, 221. On the same issue, Bonhoeffer.D. Act and Being. pp.74ff,
Ott.H. Obiectification and Existentialism, in Bartsch.H.W. Kervgma and
Mvth. Vol.11. pp312ff. For the logical outcome of Bultmann's theological
position with respect to the basis of the Christian faith being found
in the structure of existence compura Ogden.S. Christ Without Myth.
pp.l26ff, 137.

2. Compare Barth's attitude to Herrmann's attempt to emphasise the
significance of the humanity of Jesus as the essential condition of
real encounter with God. Barth labels such an attempt as monophysite,
since it attempts to objectivise the being of God in the human sphere.
Barth.K. Theology and Church. pp.238ff, 264. Also see, Church Dogmatics
Vol.1.1. pp369-372. Here Barth insists that,

"the huoanit.s Christi comes under the reservation of
God's holiness i.e., that the power and continuity in
which the man Jesus of Nazareth ..... was in fact the
revealed word, consisted here also in the power and
continuity of the divine action in this form and not
in the continuity of this form as such." Ibid. p.371.
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It is therefore entirely consistent for Berth to seek the basis

for the doctrine of the Trinity in his analysis of the nature of the

Word of God which he had arrived at in his attempt to understand the ontic

and noetic forms of the event of revelation. That God is Lord, the

extent to which He is Lord, in the forms of revelation is the question

which posits the possibility of the doctrine of the Trinity. Thus the

starting point of the exposition of the trinitarian doctrine is not

determined by the forms of revelation considered in themselves as such, but

in terms of the maxim that 'faith seeks understanding1, an asking after the
divine freedom which posits the ontic and noetic rationality of the forms

of revelation. This entails that Barth will insist that no distinction

can be made between God's freedom entailed in the question of understanding

the forms of revelation and the freedom of God to be the God that He is

in Himself. (1) God's revelation is in no way to be understood as a

provisional form of the being and life of God, an illustration perhaps of

the divine essence, behind which we must assume a metaphysical hinterground

in which the true God dwells. Revelation is God's self interpretation.

There is no basis therefore in the forms of revelation by which a

distinction could be made between God's being in and for Himself and His

being for us, pro nobt The only distinctions which are possible on

Berth's analysis between God in and for Himself and God for us are those

which are entailed in the inconceivable Word, Act and Mystery in which

God is the God He determines Himself to be. Precisely because God is in

and for Himself what He is in His revelation to us, and so His revelation

becomes His self interpretation, the ontic and noetic forms of revelation

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. pp.349-359.Cf. Jungel.E. Op.cit.
pp.6nl8«, 27ff.
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must derive their rationality and necessity from the same inconceivably

free act in which God elects Himself as God.

Barth divides his exposition of the doctrine of Revelation into

three parts. In the first major section it is a question of understand¬

ing the doctrine of the Trinity as the answer to the question posed by

an analysis of the nature of the Word of God by which means

understanding is reached of the forms of revelation which constitute the

material content of dogmatics. The dogma is understood in terms of a

question which asks after the reality and possibility of God's lordship

in the event of revelation. How far God in His inconceivable freedom

constitutes Himself Subject and Object in the event of revelation. (1) It

is only after Barth has established the reality and possibility of God's

self revelation in the freedom whereby God constitutes Himself as man's

Lord, that is in the light of the fact and the way God is Lord in His

threefold mode of existence, that in the second major portion of the

doctrine of revelation consideration is given to the Christological

question. This question derives its meaning in terms of the question

directed to the reality of God's self revelation: how far is this God free

for man? (2) Thus the historical form presupposed by the Christological

question, the figure of Jesus of Nazareth, is considered in direct

relation to the question of the mode in which the God, who is understood

in terms of Barth's analysis of the event of revelation and the doctrine

of the Trinity, constitutes Himself the Lord of the creature. In direct

relation to Barth*s exposition of the nature of the Word of God, the

1. Op.cit. The Revelation of God. Pt.l. The Triune God. pp.339ff.

2. Ibid. Vol.1.2. The Revelation of God. Pt.2. The Incarnation of the
Word, pp.l.ff.



119.

third part of the doctrine of revelation is considered as a question

which revolves around the reality and possibility in the freedom of God

who reveals Himself as man's Lord for man to participate in the unity of

the Objectivity and Subjectivity of the self revealing God. (1) Thus the

question of man's knowledge of God is understood within a context

determined by Barth's view of theology as faith seeking understanding.

This entails that the order of knowing follows the order of being of the

self interpretation of God. The presuppositions and conclusions of the

question concerning man's knowledge of the revealed God must confirm and

lead back to the conclusions reached in the consideration of the doctrines

of the Trinity and Christology in which God's Lordship was discussed in

terms of Him who is the Subject and Object of the event of revelation. The

third and fourth sections of the second volume of the dogmatics in which

Barth had expounded the doctrine of revelation returns to the material

content of dogmatics in the Scripture witness to the Word of God and the

Proclamation of the Word in the church. These are then understood in a

comprehensive sense made possible by Barth's tripartite doctrine of

revelation, (2)

It is seen that Barth achieves understanding of the revelation

of God and the whole of the massive Prolegomena is knit together in a

structure of architectonic symmetry from the point of view of the understand¬

ing of theological method which Barth had derived from St.Anselm. (3) The

noetic necessity of faith is established by the roundabout route of arguing

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2. The Revelation of God. Pt.3, The
Outpouring of the Holy Spirit. pp.203.ff,

2. Ibid. Ghps. 3.pp457f£,, & 4,pp741ff. Cf. Vol.1.1. PP334-335.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. pp.334-335.
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for the rationality and necessity of the Object of faith in terms of the

reality and possibility of the inconceivable freedom in which God

constitutes Himself man's lord.

The Doctrine of the Trinity.

If Barth's analysis of the nature of the Word of God served as

the basis for understanding the forms which revelation assumes in the

world, then the doctrine of the Trinity arises as an enswer to the question

concerning the inner structure and relationships presupposed by and

in this analysis* It is a question of Who this God is who realises His

revelation, speaks His Word, to man in this way. (1) The other question,

which forms the basis of the Christological enquiry, attempts to

elucidate, by means of the answer given by the dogma of the Trinity,

what this God who so reveals Himself effects. But this question can only

be asked as it attempts to seek an answer to the question what in terms

of another mode of the question Who which forms the basis of the

trinitarian enquiry. The same procedure is adopted in relation to the

Pneumatological question. (2)

Although the forms of the Word of God were the material which

prompted the question after the possibility of revelation by seeking to

understand them in terms of the nature of the Word of God, when it comes

to seeking an explication of the meaning of the Lordship thus understood

in this analysis the procedure is reversed. For if Barth's analysis of

the Word of God had indicated that God's revelation was God's personal

presence with man as his Lord, God's self revelation, then this implied

that no distinction could be made on the basis of the forms of revelation

l» Qp.cit. pp.334-335, 348. Cf. Bonhoeffer's posing of the Christological
question in a similar manner. Bonhoeffer.D. Christoloev. pp.30ff.

2. Ibid. pp.347-348.
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as such, between what God is in Himself and what He is in His self

revelation. Consequently, when it is a matter of understanding the forms

of revelation the procedure which must be adopted is that which moves

from revelation to the material content of revelation. (1) For Barth,

"this is the at first merely indicative fact

from which we get the hint to begin the

doctrine of revelation with the doctrine of

the Triune God." (2)

The unity in variety and variety in unity of the forms of revelation

must be understood in terms of an answer to the question Who this God

is who reveals Himself as the Lord in this way. To suggest any other

possible way of reaching understanding of the forms of revelation, say

with reference to the worldly form of revelation and its relation to

similar creaturely entities, would be to imply a possibility of

revelation which by passes the reality of revelation, the manner in

which God is Lord in His revelation. (3) This alternative way of

understanding revelation would call into question the maxim that God is

who He is in His self revelation.

Since revelation is "Dei loauentis persona" (4), it has its truth,

"wholly and in every respect, i.e.,

ontically and noetically, within itself." (5)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.335.

2. Ibid, p.340.

3. Ibid. pp.343-348.

4. Ibid, p.349.

5. Ibid, p.350.
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This entails, as we have observed in Barth's exposition of St.Anselm,

that if God reveals Himself He is to be regarded as the ground of the

ontic and noetic relations presupposed by revelation. Therefore,

"the distinction between form and content

cannot be applied to the Biblical concept of

revelation. Hence, where according to the

Bible revelation is an event, there is no second

inquiry as to what its content may be." (1)

The statement, "God reveals Himself", is to be regarded as an "analytical

judgment". (2) This means that the forms of revelation as such have no

independent meaning, they cannot be regarded as the root of the doctrine

of the Trinity in the various distinct forms which they assume as

worldly phenomena. Thus, since revelation is,

1. Op.cit. p.351.

2. Ibid.Cf. Hodgson.L. The Doctrine of the Trinity; Some Further
Thoughts Journal of Theological Studies. 5.1954, pp.49ff. and by the
same author The Doctrine of the Trinity, p.229, Hodgson makes the
criticism of Barth's idea of the root of the Trinity in the revealed
lordship of God that it is too inteBectualistic. Hodgson's main
concern seems to be his belief that Barth pays too little attention
to the actual empirical form of revelation in arriving at the root
of the doctrine of the threefold nature of God's revelation. Such
assumptions as those which Barth implies in the statement, "God reveals
Himself as the Lord", is an analytical judgment which precludes
independent significance for the worldly forms of revelation betray
the inherent rationalism of Barth's procedure. However Hodgson does
not seem to have taken into account sufficiently the very specific
basis upon which Barth makes this judgment. Barth's idea of
analytic judgment presupposes his whole exposition of the forms of
revelation in relation to his analysis of the nature of the Word of
God. To label Barth rationalist, one who holds to the power of reason
to posit the logical connections by which truth may be deduced, is
to apparently neglect the whole forq going analysis given b£ Barth
which presupposes his exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity.
Cf. Mclntyre.J. The Shape of Christology. pp,157ff.
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"indistinguishable from God's own direct speaking

and therefore indistinguishable from God Himself," (1)

the reality and possibility of distinctions in the forms of revelation

must be presupposed in the manner in which God interprets Himself in

the event of revelation. It is therefore quite consistent for Barth to

find the "root" of the threefold nature of God's revelation in the

statement,

"God reveals Himself as the Lord." (2)

The distinctions which Barth of course makes between Scripture

and Proclamation on the one hand and revelation on the other, on the

basis that the latter does not "become" revelation as the former, the

distinctions between the historical relationships between Jesus of

Nazareth and the Apostles and Jesus as resurrected and ascended, the Lord

of the church, all must be understood in the light of what they presuppose

in the nature of the freedom whereby God determines Himself as man's

Lord in the event of revelation, (3) It is in this sense that the

statement, "God reveals Himself as the Lord", is to be understood as the

analytical root of the doctrine of the Trinity. Therefore "analytic" has

a quite distinct theological connotation in Barth's usage. By it he

indicates that,

"Godhead in the Bible means ontlc and noetic

independence......It is precisely that self*

sufficiency or immediacy, so characteristic of

1. Op,ext. p.330.

2. Ibid, p.331.

3. The question of the status of the time form of these relationships
will be considered in the context of Barth's exposition of the
Christological dogma. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2. The Time of
Revelation. pp.45.ff.
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Bible revelation, which characterises this

revelation on the one hand as the revelation

of God, on the other hand as the revelation

of lordship," (1)

The analytic nature of the statement, "God reveals Himself as the Lord",

as the root of the doctrine of the Trinity is brought out more clearly

as Barth proceeds to define more closely the "narrower" root of the

doctrine, (2) This narrower root is sought in asking after the reality

and possibility which presupposes the revelation of the lordship of God

in Jesus Christ, The question of the divinity of Jesus Christ is that

which forms the,

"real theme of the Biblical witness," (3)

The Root of the Doctrine of the Trinity and the Divinity of Jesus Christ,

The meaning of the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity

brings before us the understanding of lordship with which Barth had

attempted to interpret the root of the doctrine of the Trinity in the

broadest sense. Here we see what it is, in Barth's understanding of the

event of revelation, which necessarily presupposes the doctrine of the

Trinity, Here we see what Barth means by the concept of lordship being

understood in an analytic sense as the root of the doctrine of the

Trinity, For while it is of course true that historically the figure of

Jesus of Nazareth confronts us with the question of the revelation of God

and when the Bible speaks of revelation it narrates a story the content

of which is the self unveiling of God} nevertheless the self-unveiling

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol,l,l,p,352,

2, Ibid. pp,36l.ff,

3, Ibid,
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related in these accounts cannot be described as the "logically

material'V (1) centre of these stories. For the self-unveiling involved

in these accounts is related to the fact that the God who is unveiled

cannot be unveiled in terms of the content of these stories considered

as part of the historical process. The fact that God exists for the men

of the Bible,

"as Esau existed for Jacob, as Mount Horeb or

the ark of the covenant for the people of Israel, as

John for Peter or Paul for his church," (2)

is an event which cannot be explained or derived from,

"the will and act of man nor the rest of the

worId»s course•" (3)

Consequently the self-unveiling of God in the event of revelation

is not something to be considered in terms of the factuality or the

individuality of the event as such, for what is at stake in the event of

revelation is the ability of God,

"to distinguish Himself from Himself, i.e., in

Himself and hiddenly to be God and yet at the

same time in quite another way, namely manifestly,

i.e., in the form of something He Himself is not,

to be God a second time." (4)

Thus the secret of the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity, the

question of the self-unveiling of God in the event of revelation, is the

1. Op.cit. p.362.

2. Ibid, p.363.

3. Ibid.

4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.l.p.363. Cf. pp.367-368.
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fact that His objectivity in the event of revelation, His being Himself

and yet another at the same time, rests on the reality and possibility

of God being objective to Himself, (1) The veiling of the self-unveiling

of God in the event of revelation, the Lordship of God in the event of

revelation, is an expression of the truth that since God .is who He is in

revelation of His Name, the objectivity associated with the account of

revelation in the Bible is the inconceivable objectivity of God who is

both One and Another in the manner in which He is God, This fact has

the effect of making the objectivity of the event of revelation as

inconceivable as only God in the inconceivable self positing of His existence

is inconceivable, Barth is not therefore engaging in some sort of

clever dialectic when he says concerning the unveiling of God in relation

to the form of revelation:

"It is the Deus revelatus who is the

Deus Absconditus," (2)

From this consideration of God's lordship in the event of revelation

Barth deduces that the reality and possibility of revelation as coinciding

with God's ability to distinguish Himself from Himself, means that God

as unveiled is the Son and as veiled the Father, (3)

Before we proceed to indicate how Barth links his concept of

the lordship of God in the event of revelation with the fact that it

implies God's being Lord in yet a third way, we take a step forward and

examine the way in which Barth establishes the divinity of the Son in

terms of his idea of the veiling and unveiling of God in the event of

1, Cf.Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. VoI,2,i,pp,l6ff, & Torrance.T.F,
Theological Science. pp.43ff,

2, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.368,

3, Ibid, pp.372-373.
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revelation. For it is by means of proving the divinity of the Son that

Barth attempts to establish the narrower root of the doctrine of the

Trinity. (1)

"The statement of the divinity of Christ is to

be understood in the sense that Christ reveals his

Father. But this Father of his is God. Therefore

to reveal Him is to reveal God. But who can

reveal God but God Himself? ..... If he

reveals God, he must himself be God, whatever be

the relation with his creatureliness." (2)

Therefore the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity is

seen to be a closer definition of the lordship of God in the event of

revelation. For we find that Barth's understanding of the form of the

event of revelation, in this case, the figure of Jesus, corresponds to

what, in his definition of the root of the doctrine of the Trinity in

the lordship of God in the event of revelation, was understood in a

formal manner to be the limits of the event. The narrower root of the

doctrine of the Trinity located in the deity of Jesus entails that the

limits of his creaturely existence correspond to the veiling of God in

His revelation. The revelation, the self-unveiling of God takes place

beyond these limits. Jesus is the revelation of God who is,

"known absolutely in the death of man, at the

end of his existence." (3)

The lordship of God in the event of revelation understood in the

narrower sense as the root of the doctrine of the Trinity means that the

1. Op.cit. p.36lff.

2. Ibid, p.465.

3. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.465.
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life and death of Jesus, considered as such, can only be understood as

the revelation of God from the point of view which presupposes the

event of the resurrection from the dead. Since this latter event

presupposes the inconceivable freedom in which God distinguishes Himself

from Himself it cannot be thought that the revelation of God has a

dialectical relation with the limit of the existence of the creature in

death* The revelation of God,

"enters the life of man, not identically with

death, nor yet merely in the manner of death,

but really along with death, executing death

upon man, impressing the signs of death upon

man ••••• The life that His will creates

(in this context that means the self-unveiling

of God) will be a life that has passed through

death, risen from death, eternal life, a

really new birth," (1)

Therefore the continuity between the life of Jesus and His resurrection

is a continuity which is posited in God alone, for Jesus is the

revelation of God as His being corresponds to and is that inconceivable

act in which God distinguishes Himself from Himself. Hence the

distinction between life and death, the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revalatus is that which presupposes the distinction in which God is God

1, Op.cit. p.445, (Brackets ray own*)
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both in and for Himself and for us. ( 1)

Barth gives further clarification of his understanding of the

narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity in terms of the deity of the

Son revealed in the resurrection by an exposition of the relevant section

of the "Symb. Nicaeno-Constantinopolotanum". (2)

i. "We believe in One Lord Jesus Christ" (3)

Since Barth maintains that the divinity of the Son

CDeus revelatus) is established as He is the revelation of the Father

(Deus absconditus). and that this revelation is established beyond the

creaturely limit of death in the resurrection from the dead as an act

which corresponds to the inconceivable freedom in which God distinguishes

Himself from Himself; it is entirely consistent that he should interpret

1. Op.cit. pp.446-447, 448-450. This relationship between the life and
death of Jesus and the resurrection which Barth establishes here in
the context of his exposition of the narrower root of the doctrine of
the Trinity in the deity of Christ also has decisive importance for
his understanding of the episteraology suitable for the doctrine of
creation. Since the Son's divinity is established as He reveals the
Father beyond the negative limit of His life in the resurrection
from the dead, a distinction which corresponds to the distinction
in which God determines Himself as Man's Lord, knowledge of the
creature as revealed in Jesus Christ who presupposes it will be
necessarily bound to the same distinction. Knowledge of the creature
will necessarily presuppose the same faith as the event of revelation
necessitates it with respect to the knowledge of the hidden and
revealed God. Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.l.pp.13-15, 18-19,
24ff., 28, 31-32. Vol.3.2. pp.47-52, 55ff., 132ff., 152ff.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. p.484.

3. Ibid. pp.485.ff.
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the "One" of the credal statement before us in direct relationship with

the intra divine act with which he had understood the narrower root

of the doctrine of the Trinity.

"The phrase •the one' Lord unites Jesus Christ

immediately to the Father, of whom the confession

in the first article had said emphatically, He is

one God. If there can be no rivalry between the

two concepts God and Lord, if they refer to the

one Being in the way in which statements about

creation and reconciliation refer to one operation

of this one Being then by means of this stipulation

the decisive statement is already made, that

Jesus Christ is Himself this being, not His legate

or plenipotententiary, but identical with Him." (1)

ii. "Begotten of the Father Before All Time." (2)

As in Barth's consideration of the meaning of the "One"

of the credal statement so here, when it is a question of reaching

understanding of the time mentioned in this part of the confession the

issue is referred to the structure of the event in which Jesus is

revealed as One with the Father beyond the creaturely limit of death in

the resurrection. Understanding of the "before all time" is established

as an aspect of the inconceivable act in which God distinguishes

Himself from Himself, Therefore the meaning of the words in question

is such that we must understand that they do,

"not exclude time, either 1111c et tunc of

revelation as it is attested in Scripture,

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid. pp.488ff.
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or the hie et nuc in which it is to become

revelation for us. It does not exclude, it

includes time, (concretely, this time, the

time of revelation); and so with history.

But this very fact that time (time of our

time, the sinful creature's time and history

••••• which is also the time and history of

revelation) is included in a divine 'before

all time* .... this does not go without

saying, this is a grace, a mystery, a

foundation to be recognised in the fear of God." (1)

To understand the meaning of the 'before all time' we must therefore

presuppose the nature of the time involved in the inconceivable act in

which God distinguishes Himself from Himself. It must not be presupposed

that the temporal nature of the event of revelation can be understood

apart from the nature of Him who there reveals Himself as both One and

Another. While it is true then that the event of revelation is marked by

its relation to the process of human history and its relative time

scale,

"this marked nature which they have does not

itself originate and proceed from time." (2)

If any other presupposition is interposed as a basis for understanding

the temporal nature of the event of revelation than that which seeks to

understand it in terms of the act in which God determines Himself as

both One and Another, then the inevitable result would be that the event

in question,

1. Op.cit. pp.487»488.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.488.
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"would only be relatively marked •••••• of

which there are many others of the kind." (1)

This method of understanding the relative, temporal, nature of

the event of revelation entails that Barth will also characterise his

understanding of the distinctions involved between the trinitarian

hypostases with a similar kindaargument. In Berth's exposition of the

doctrine of the Trinity his use of the doctrine of the Appropriations

will correspond to what is here seen as the meaning of the 'marked1

nature of the event of revelation. (2)

iii. Begotten Hot Created. (3)

This aspect of the credal statement concerning the deity

of the Son presents somewhat of a problem for Barth, for it seeks to

understand the relationship between the Father and the Son by means of,

"a figure from the creaturely realm." (4)

As such, and as a description of the relation between the modes of God's

existence presupposed by the event of revelation it is,

"a fragile, disputable figure." (5)

Since the 'begotten' implies a 'becoming' in the sense in which everything

created comes to be, it can only be appropriately applied to the human

nature of Jesus. It is not true,

"of Him who here assumes human nature, i.e.,

who here exists as man." (6)

1. Op.cit.

2. The problem with this method of understanding the distinctions involved
in the dogma of the Trinity is that it is difficult to see how, in
terms of the relative difference between the forms of revelation, one
is to determine which of the hypostases is incarnate. Cf.Rahner.K.
The Trinity, pp.24-30.

3. Barth.K. Op.cit. pp.492ff.

4. Ibid, p.493.

5. Ibid.

6. Ibid. p.492.
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The begotten of the credal statement must be regarded as a,

'•knowing non-knowledge". (1)

Since in Earth's estimation what the begotten refers to cannot be

understood in terms of the creaturely realm, it must be related to what

is entailed in the ineffable act whereby God posits Himself as God.

"The mystery of generation is originally and

properly not a creaturely but a divine mystery,

perhaps we ought to say outright, the divine

mystery." (2)

This means that the distinctions implied by the word begotten refer to

the,

"Freedom in which God posits His own reality", (3 )

and must be clearly distinguished from the,

"freedom in which (God) posits a reality

distinct from Him." (4)

It is to the former, the way in which God posits Himself, that we must

refer the

"full meaning of begotten, not created." (5)

iVjL. Of One Substance With the Father. (6)

The word homoousion presents problems of its own from the

point of view which Barth has chosen to understand the narrower root of

1. Op.cit. p.495.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. p.496.

4. Ibid.

5. Ibid. Cf. Jungel.E. Op.cit. p.116.

6. Ibid. pp.50lff.
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the doctrine of the Trinity in the deity of Christ. Barth has reservations

about the interpretation proposed by the Eastern church in which homoousion

means equality of essence. Since such an interpretation assumes some

distinction between the hypostases which is not presupposed by

consideration of the ineffable act in which God is who He is in the self

interpretation of His being in revelation; the danger of this procedure

is one of polytheism. (1)

Barth considers the Western interpretation of the homoousion more

in line with what he takes to be the intention of the Fathers. Here the

emphasis is on the oneness of the essence of God as opposed to that of

equality of the hypostases characteristic of the East. The emphasis of

oneness of essence is understood by Barth to refer to the way in which God

posits Himself as the One He is in the revelation of His Name.

Consequently when we take this word, homoousion. upon our lips, we

"do not know what we are saying." (2)

v. Through Whom All Things Were Made. (3)

In correspondence to the way in which Barth established

the nature of the Word of God as the Word of the Creator, Reconciler and

Redeemer, Barth expresses the meaning of this, the last section of the

Symbol dealing with the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity in

the deity of Christ, as an,

"indirect but all the more expressive

confirmation of the homoousios and thereby all

preceding stipulations." (4)

We take this to imply that the revelation of Jesus as the Son of God,

1* Op.cit. p.303.

2. Ibid. p.503.

3. Ibid. pp.306.ff.

4. Ibid. p.506.
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Peas revelatus. thereby uniting Him with the One wlio He reveals, Deus

absconditus. entails that the act in which this event is established

includes within itself the presupposition of the creature's existence.

"The Word which we hear in revelation, the

Word by which we are called to the undeserved

and, from our standpoint, impossible

communion of God with sinners ... this Word

is none other than that by which we who

should hear it, together with the whole

reality that is distinct from God, are called

into existence ( 1)

Consequently the creatures knowledge of his creatureliness and his

Creator are tied to one and the same event. (2) For the creature's

being and activity as an entity distinct from God is presupposed by the

unity and distinctions involved in the event of revelation understood

as the self interpretation of God, By its "Through whom", the creed

distinguishes the Son completely from the Father. By its "all things",

it wholly combines the Son with the Father. (3) But both these

distinctions, as we have previously noted, belong to the inconceivable

act in which God posits Himself as God. Thus to predicate creatorship

of the Word, is to predicate,

"divinity in its originality, above and beyond

all creatureliness." (4)

We arrive at the same point in this section as we had in the previous

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.508.

2. Ibid. p.5J0.

3. Ibid. p.512.

4. Ibid.
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analyses of Berth's understanding of the narrower root of the doctrine of

the Trinity in the deity of Christ as this is set forth in his exposition

of the Creedj the ineffable act in which God reveals Himself as both One

and Another in the event of revelation is the point from which and to

which Barth begins and returns in his discussion.

Before we take up the question of how Barth relates his

understanding of the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity in the

deity of Christ to the dogma of God's three in oneness and one in

threeness, we take up the question of the meaning of the Holy Spirit in

terms of Berth's exposition of the deity of Christ. This will confirm

and strengthen our interpretation of Berth's method of understanding

both the deity of Christ and the unity and distinctions in the Godhead

which this exposition has so far elucidated.

The Holy Spirit and the Root of the Doctrine of the Trinity.

The question involved in the relationship between the narrower

root of the doctrine of the Trinity and the Holy Spirit is that the

Biblical view of revelation presupposes that it is historical, it reaches

man. (1) But we must understand that historical here has a very

specific theological meaning.

"We should at once have to discard all that was

previously said about the mystery in revelation,

did we wish now to describe just a single one of

the events of revelation in the Bible as

•historical', i.e., as apprehensible by a

neutral observer ••••• What the neutral observer

!• Op.cit. p.373.
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of these events might apprehend or may have

apprehended of these events was the form of

revelation," (1)

Hie important thing about the historicity of the events of revelation

is not the more or less correct content of the statements which refer to

them but,

"the fact of them," (2)

The factuality of the events of revelation, as distinct from the more

or less correct content of historical statements, corresponds to and

presupposes the fact that the God who is revealed cannot be revealed by

man. As the life of Jesus is concluded under the Deus abscondltus and the

resurrected Jesus the Deus revelatus, so in consideration of the event

of revelation it is seen that there is

"no court of reference above it by which it

could be inspected as a fact and as this fact,"

"It is a fact as it takes place, vertically

from heaven," (3)

Therefore the historicity of the event of revelation, its factuality,

corresponds to a dialectic between the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revelatus which is

"really not a cognisable dialectic, i,e,,

one achievable by ourselves, but merely one that

can be ascertained and acknowledged as actually

taking place," (4)

Thus the mystery of the historicity of the event of revelation

1, Op.cit,

2, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.374»

3. Ibid, pp.378 & 379,

4. Ibid. p.379,
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by which the creature is present at the point where God who cannot be

unveiled is nevertheless revealed, is understood by Barth in terms of

the concrete relationship between the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revelatus.

"As by unveiling we ultimately mean nothing but

Easter and then, with an inevitable glance back

at the source of revelation, by veiling nothing

but Good Friday, so now with a glance forward,

with a glance at man in whom and for whom

revelation becomes an event ••••• we mean nothing

but Pentecost, the outpouring of the Holy Spirit." (1)

By the same logic with which Barth established and understood the deity

of Christ as the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity, he here

contends that the self disclosing unity of the Deus absconditus and the

Dues revelatus. He who unites the inconceivable act in which God posits

Himself as both One and Another, must be the Lord.

"Hie fact of His doing this, this third thing

also •••• which does not follow obviously from

the first and the second, as surely as there is

nothing, absolutely nothing, obvious in their

existence and co-existence either ... that there

is such a manifestation of the Father and the Son,

is what we mean when we say that He reveals

Himself as the Lord." (2)

The Holy Spirit then is Lord in so far as we understand the

1. Op.cit. p.380.

2. Ibid. pp.381-382. See Appendix.B.



unity of the self disclosing act in which God is for man in the event

of revelation. But we must see that this entails,in so far as the act

is understood to include the presence of man at the event of

revelation, that God is Lord not only as it were from His side of the

act but also subjectively, from man's side as well. The Holy Spirit is

the reality of God,

"by being subjectively present to men not

only from without, from above, but also from

within, from beneath. It is reality,

therefore, by God not only coming to man,

but meeting Himself from man's end." (1)

Therefore,

"The Spirit is obviously less the reality in

which God makes us sure of Him, as on the contrary

the reality in which He makes Himself sure of us,

in which by His immediate presence He makes

good and executes His claim as Lord upon us." (2)

It is for this reason that Barth lias doubts about the basis

upon which St.Athanasius posits the "conceivability" of the Spirit in

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.516.

2. Ibid. p.520.
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his defence of the Spirit's deity. (1) Any attempt to posit the

person of the Holy Spirit in terms of the form of the event of

revelation apart from the act in which God posits Himself as Lord in a

threefold manner must be interpreted by Barth as attempt to presuppose

the existence of God by some aspect of creaturely existence and this

can only mean in Barth's terms an attempt to make faith sight or the

Holy Spirit a creature. (2) It is for this reason that any attempt to

describe the actual relationship established by the Spirit between God

and man in terns of the creaturely experience, must be described in,

"only eschatological pronouncements." (3)

By this Barth means that we can only conceive of God in ourselves by

conceiving ourselves in God. (4) Since the creatures presence at

revelation is understood by Barth in relation to the way in which God

posits His own unique existence eschatological here means; to be

understood in terms of the inconceivable act of God's self interpretation.

1. Op.cit. p.529, 526-529. St.Athanasius develops his own argument
concerning the deity of the Spirit by taking into full account the
forms of revelation, so that the humanity of Jesus as such and its
significance for the sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist, i.e.,
the church's experience of salvation, play a major role. This kind
of argument is called into question by Berth's insistence that the
conceivability of the creature's presence at the event of revelation
coincides with the conceivability of the unique existence of God.
On St.Athanasius's arguments see: Select Library of Nicene and Post
Nicene Fathers. Vol.4. St.Athanasius. Four Discourses Against The
Arians pp.303ff. Discourse. l.Chp.9.Sec.39.p.329, Sees,43-45,
pp.33lff. Discourse.2.Ghp,14. Secs.9ff., pp.353ff. Chp.l5.pp.354ff.,
Chp.2l,Secs.62ff.pp382ff. Discourse.3,Chp.26. Secs.29f£. pp.409ff.

St.Athanasius. On the Incarnation of the Word.
Sees.4-9, pp.38-41, Sees. 42-45. pp.59-61.
St.Athanasius. Letters Concerning the Holy Spirit.
Epistle 1. Sec.25.pp.128-129. Sec.29.pp.l36-139.
Sec.9.pp.80-84. (See note.13.p.82.) Sec.22-23. pp.
120—124. Epistle.3. Secs.l—7.pp.169—178.

2. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.532.

3. Ibid. p.531.

4. Ibid. p.532
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To posit any conceivability of the creature's participation apart from

this act is to posit a freedom of the creature which does not presuppose

the freedom of God for the creature which is a contradiction in terms#

Man's presence at revelation,

'•cannot be the presence of a partner or

opposite, that from his presence no claims or

privileges can arise for him against God, that

it can only be a factual, inconceivable,

miraculous presence, factual because God is

there; ••••• not only objectively but also

subjectively ••••••" (1)

We find that Barth consistently follows through the argument with

which he had understood the deity of the Son with reference to the Holy

Spirit. The Spirit, as He through whom and in whom we come to understand

the event nature of revelation, is God in so far as He actualises the

relationship presupposed by Berth's understanding of the event of the

revelation of the Son in terms of the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revelatus. We turn now to clarify this conclusion concerning Barth's

methodological consistency by analysing his view of the traditional

dogma regarding the deity of the Spirit.

We Believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord. <2)

Barth begins his exposition of the traditional material by

making clear that the deity of the Spirit must be established,

"with a back reference to the

of the second article." (3)

1. Op.cit. p.333.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l,l.pp.536.ff.

3. Ibid. p.336.
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Since Berth establishes the deity of the Son, His oneness with the

Father, in terms of the relationship presupposed between the Deus revelatus

and the Deus absconditus. the divinity of the Spirit must be understood

in and with the same relationship. The Spirit is,

"with the Father and the Son, the one sovereign,

divine, Subject, the Subject who is not liable to

any disposal or inspection by another subject." (1)

The fact that rfV&Ojtit*. is of the neuter gender draws our attention

to, hints at this fact. His Lordship is one of reciprocity in the

relationship posited by Berth's analysis of revelation between the

Father and the Son.

"The special feature of the Holy Spirit's divine

mode of existence consists, paradoxically enough,

in Hira being the common factor between the mode of

existence of God the Father and that of God the

Son. Not what is common to them, so far as

they are the one God, but what is common to them

so far as they are the Father and the Son." (2)

The act and being of God in so far as He confirms Himself as God could

not be considered anything less than God. Faith reaches understanding

of the divinity of the Spirit, not by reading off His person from the

experience of the church or deducting His distinctness from the temporal

sequence of revelation, but in terms of the reality and possibility

posited by the event of revelation in which event God is understood as

the Lord.

1. Qp.cit.

2. Ibid. p.537.
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We Believe In the Holy Spirit, the Life Creating. (1)

When Berth dealt with the Symbol's description of the Son as the

One "through whom all things were made", he was concerned to understand

this reference as speaking of the oneness of the Son with the Father in

a relationship which presupposed the deity of the Son. It is an

extension of this when Barth interprets the unity of the Spirit with

Christ as presupposing His role as Creator and Lord.

"Just as in reconciliation and as its presupposition

God the Father becomes manifest through the Son,

i.e., God the Creator, and as the work of creation

becomes manifest as having taken place through

the same Word that became flesh in Jesus Christ •••••

so too the Holy Spirit now becomes manifest, as

He who also co-operates in creation in His own

way." (2)

It is therefore the deity of the Son, understood in terms of the

dialectic of the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus. which is the

basis upon which Barth understands the deity of the Spirit and his work

as Creator. For this reason knowledge of the Spirit's work in creation

and providence, as knowledge of the work of the Son, cannot be divorced

from the act of revelation in which God reveals Himself as the Lord. So,

"as little as the per auem omnia facta sunt of the

second article as little as the dogma of creation

in general, can it (i.e., the work of the Spirit

in creation) be the object of a universal,

independent knowledge, preceding the knowledge of

1. Op.cit. pp.539ff.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.539.
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revelation." (1)

This means that creaturely history in general considered from the point

of view of the Spirits activity, is as inconceivable as the event nature

of the act of revelation itself, (2)

We Believe in the Holy Spirit. Who Procedeth from the Father and the Son.(3)

1. Op.cit. p.540. Cf, the criticism offered by Torrance.T.F. in respect
of Berth's understanding of the person of the Spirit in terms which
presuppose the unique act in which God posits His existence. Karl
Berth. Expository Times. Vol.XLVl. No.7. 1955. pp.205.ff.

"1 would say that we need to have from him (Berth)
much more than he has yet given us, a thoroughly
worked out doctrine of the Holy Spirit, and along
with that a clarification and deepening of the
doctrine of a living union with Jesus Christ.11
(Ibid. p.209)

From Torrance's own clarifiation and deepening of the doctrine of
the Holy Spirit we understand his concern to be centred on a deeper
appreciation of the work of the Holy Spirit in relation to the
historical humanity of Jesus. For Barth such a procedure would imply
some kind of independent interest in the form of revelation which
did not presuppose what he takes to be the unique act in which God as
the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus posits the event of
revelation in relation to the unique structure of His being. Torrance
on the other hand is concerned to understand the person of the
Spirit in terms of the two nature Christological model and thus
concentrate attention on the way in which the believer is united with
Christ in an ontological union which presupposes the divine and
human natures of the Incarnate.

"The Holy Spirit in his new coming is mediated
to us through Christ in his divine and human natures.
It behoved Christ to be God that he might give
his Spirit to men, for only God can give God, It
behoved Christ also to be Man that he might receive
the Spirit of God in our human nature and mediate
it to his brethren through himself."

Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction, p.245. Cf. Chps.12,13,&l4.

2. Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.442.ff. Here Barth discusses
the history that is posited by the resurrection considered as an event.
See also, Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.3.pp.l7.ff., 45-48, 51-56, 94-107,
123-129, 139-144. Also Carafield.F.W.ed. Reformation Old and New.
pp.40ff., 59.ff., 6l—67, 71.ff., 80—86, 92.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.pp.54l.ff.
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In his defence of the Western addition of the flliogue Barth

sees,

"No less than the entire statement of our view

•••• of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit and the

Trinity in general." Since, •'we are completely

tied to the rule ... and regard this as fundamental

••••• that pronouncements upon the reality of the

divine modes of existence antecedently in

themselves could not in content be any different

from those made about their reality in revelation." (1)

That which the filioaue draws our attention to in understanding the

event nature of revelation is that,

"there exists not only for us, but exists in

God Himself no possibility of an opening and

readiness and capacity in man for God." (2)

The filioaue therefore confirms the way in which Barth had understood

the person of the Spirit and His work in creation and redemption.

Understood in this way the filioaue is a kind of a 'proof' of Barth'3

method of understanding the event of revelation in which the presence of

the creature at this event was posited on the presupposition of the

inconceivable relationship between the Deus absconditus and tha Deus

revelatus. Any attempt to seek understanding of revelation which by passes

the freedom of God for man posited by the person of the Spirit in the

event of revelation must presuppose a freedom of the creature for God

1. Op.cit. p.548.

2. Ibid, p.549.
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which is not presupposed by the event of revelation; therefore to seek

understanding on this basis would be tantamount to intellectual suicide*

For it would be assumed that the noetic ratio of the creature was free

in relation to the object of faith, that is free in and of itself, apart

from the exercise of Lordship in the event of revelation. Hence any

attempt to understand the person of the Spirit apart from the structure

of the event of revelation, for example in terms of the distinctions

between the forms of the revelation of the Son and the Spirit, can only

lead to a denial of the Spirit's lordship.

"Every thinkable and assignable distinction

inevitably leadsto the denial once more, either

of the divinity or of the independence of the

divine mode of existence of the Holy Spirit." (1)

Procession from the Father Through the Son?

Barth rejects any attempt to interpret the 'and* of the filioaua

doctrine as 'through* the Son* (2) This modified interpretation disputes

the relatio oriainis between the Son and the Spirit so that the Spirit

can be called the Spirit of the Son only improperly. The basis upon

which Barth makes this rejection is again related to his view of the

unity of the self revealing God.

The doctrine of 'through' the Son presupposes a distinction

between the revelation of God and God in and for Himself apart from the

nature of the self revealing God. Therefore the relatio orjginis of the

Spirit is integrally related to Barttiihermeneutical method which

presupposes that what God is He is in the event of His self revelation*

1. Op.clt. p.343*

2. Ibid. p.551.ff*
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To question this is to question the relationship which Barth has already

established, by his analysis of the nature of the Word of God and his

understanding of the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity, between

faith and its object. To relegate the relatio oriainis between the Son

and the Spirit to some other realm apart from the event of God's self

revelation is to presuppose a distinction between God and His revelation

which is not included in the event of revelation. It is consequently in

the interests of the Tri-unity of God that Barth adheres to the filioaue

and rejects the,

"curious juxtaposition of the Father and the

Son with respect to the Spirit", (1)

implicit in the Eastern church's doctrine.

But Barth is not simply content to defend the filioaue in terms

of what it excludes. The positive significance of the Western addition

is that it places particular emphasis on the manner and extent to which

God is free for the creature. It is seen to bring to understanding the

ontic and noetic rationality of faith in the deity of the Son and the

Spirit. It shows that,

"pronouncements upon the reality of the divine

modes of existence, 'Antecedently in themselves',

could not in content be any different from those

that have to be made about their reality in

revelation." (2)

W hat the filioaue proves is the basis upon which the creature is

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.l.p.552.Cf. Lossky.V. The Mystical
Theology of the Eastern Church, pp.54-57, 62, 157-158,

2. Ibid. p.548.
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present at revelation. It brings to understanding that what God is in

His relationship to us He is in and for Himself from all eternity*

"By being the Father who brings forth the Son,

He brings forth the Son of love; for, by bringing

forth the Son, God already negates in Himself,

from all eternity, in His utter simplicity,

existence in loneliness .... God is directed toward

the Other, refuses to be without the Other, will

only possess Himself, by possessing Himself along

with the Other, in fact in the Other." (1)

With respect to the creature who is other than the Other who by bringing

forth God negates loneliness in His own being and life, its being and

life presuppose this distinction and relationship posited in and by God.

"In the Son of His love, i.e., in the Son in and

with whom he brings forth as love, He then brings

forth also in the opus ad extra, in creation the

creaturely reality distinct from Himself, and in

revelation reconciliation and peace for the

creature that has fallen away from Him. The Love

which meets us in reconciliation and, looking

backwards from that, in creation, is therefore and

thereby Love, the highest law and ultimate reality,

because God is Love antecedently in Himself ••••••

But He is love antecedently in Himself, by

1. Op.cit. p.533.



14S.

positing Himself as the Father of the Son.

That is the interpretation and proof of the

qui procedit Patre." (1)

Since it is by bringing forth the Son that God negates existence in

loneliness, and since He who is brought forth could not be less the

origin of the love in which God negates loneliness as He affirms

Himself as the Father, in view of God's work in creation and

reconciliation it mu3t be further asked:

"If revelation would not be revelation without

the outpouring and irapartation of the Spirit,

by which man becomes God's child, should not

the Spirit be directly the Spirit of the Son

as well? But if so •••••• how can He be so,

if He is not in reality, in the reality of

God antecedently in Himself? So He is also the

spirator Spiritus In this way we interpret

and prove the qui procedit ex Patre Filioaue." (2)

It is seen that Barth's defence of the filioaue is nothing less

than a defence of his whole understanding of the nature of revelation

and the proper method of theological understanding appropriate to that

nature. Barth could not allow that revelation, as the self

interpretation of God, could be interpreted by either the forms of the

revelatory event or the creatures experience of revelation considered in

themselves. Such attests must inevitably lead either to modalism

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.548.

2. Ibid, p.554.
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or polytheism.

"We do not assert that the doctrine of the

Trinity is merely an interpretation of revelation

and not also an interpretation of God who

reveals Himself in revelation. That would be

meaningless because after all revelation is

the self interpretation of this God. If we

have to do with his revelation we have to do with

Himself and not, as modal1sts of all periods have

thought, with an entity distinct from Himself." (1)

The Question of a Splrituaua. (2)

Barth is not unaware of the difficulties that may seem to arise

from his understanding of the filioaue with respect to the fact that if

1. Op.cit. p.358. Cf. pp.438-439, 550, The implications of Barth's
method of understanding revelation in this regard are called into
question by the following writers who in varying degrees attempt
to place some emphasis on the creaturely experience of salvation
as a basis for understanding it. Rodding.G. Das Seinsproblem in der
Schopfungslehre Karl Barths. Kerygma und Dogma. 10.1964. pp.l.ff.,
11.ff., 17-22, 29.ff., 33-37. Prenter.R. Op.cit. and Glauben und
Erkennen bei Karl Barth. Kerygma und Dogma. 2. 1956. pp,l76.ff.
Gloege.G. Zur Pridestinationslehre Karl Barths. Kerygma und Dogma,
2.1956. pp.193.ff., 233.ff., 243.ff., 249.ff. Welch.C. Op.cit.,
and The Holy Spirit and the Trinity. Theology Today. Vol,8.1951-1952.
pp.29.ff., 38-40. Berkouwer.G.C. The Person of Christ. pp.226.ff.,
336.ff., 351.ff., 355.

2. I owe this description of the problem to Hendry.G.S. From the Father
and the Son; The Filioaue After Nine Hundred Years. Theology Today.
Vol.11. 1954-1955. pp,449,ff., 454. Also by the same author:
The Holy Spirit and Christian Theology. Rev.ed. pp.4l-52, 109-117
See also Mclntyre.J. The Holy Spirit in Greek Patristic Thought.
Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol.7.1954. pp.353.ff., 371-375.



151.

it is true that the structure of the event of revelation is that which

determines our understanding of its form then the possibility arises of

a realtio orieinis between the Spirit and the Son. If the forms of

revelation are taken into account in determining its nature this problem

is somewhat less obvious, since the historical distinctions related to

those forms would seem to indicate an order and structure in the divine

being. Therefore Barth asks the question,

"whether, to correspond with the procession of

the Spirit from the Father and the Son, there

ought not also be asserted a procession of the

Son from the Father and the Spirit." (1)

There are, Barth admits, certain exegetical reasons why this question should

at least be raised. But there is also a systematic argument which may

be used to defend a spirituque.

"If we apply our rule here also, that dogmatic

pronouncements upon the immanent Trinity can

and must be read off according to content from

the determinations about God's modes of

existence in revelation, are we not in that

case forced to assume also between the Spirit and

the Son an original relationship, which in that

case would be neither generation nor breathing

but a third thing? •••••• that only then is

the circle of mutual relations, in which God is

One in three modes of existence, a complete and

self enclosed one, and that already for that

reason such an origin of the Son from the Father

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1. p.554.



152.

and the Spirit Is to be postulated*" (1)

This systematic argument may "at once be dismissed." (2) If the argument

is to be complete an origin of the Father would have to be postulated

from the Son and the Spirit. But the mutual relations of the intra-

trinitarian being of God is not such as to involve origins as such, but

modes of existence of the one God. (3) The postulate of the systematic

argument may be allowed in the sense that it is

"a further description of the homoousia of

the Father, Son §nd Spirit, but with begetting

and breathing in themselves it has nothing to

do, and so moreover does not require any

completions in this direction*" (4)

The question immediately arises with respect to the systematic

argument, if the unity of God of which Barth allows that the argument is

a "further description", is conceived in terms of the unique act in which

God posits Himself as Lord, and the forms of revelation are understood

as presupposing this unique act, why should not the argument apply to

the 'origins' as well as the 'modes' of God's existence? In principle

it would appear difficult for Barth to distinguish between modes of

existence and the way in which God posits Himself as God. Barth uses a

distinction here which would appear necessary to rebut the systematic

argument for a Spirituaue. but for which there appears little foundation

in his own exposition of the nature of the event of revelation (5)

1* Op.cit* p.555*

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid.

5. Hendry.G.S. Op.cit. p.454.
"The argument with which Barth follows the tradition of
Western theology in resisting this inference is
singularly unconvincing."
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This weakness in Barth's defence of his position against the

suggestion of a Spirituque is somewhat compounded when he comes to

consider the exegetical material which raises the same question. Thus

Barth declares that in consideration of the textual material,

"we must observe throughout, that the work of

the Holy Spirit regarding the Son in

revelation, which is the subject of discourse

•«..«• is not the sort of thing that might be

described as commensurable with the eternal

generation of the Son through the Father or the

eternal breathing of the Spirit through the

Father and the Son, so that from it a further

eternal relation of origin might possibly

or necessarily be read off." (1)

But again we must assume a distinction between the form of revelation

to which the texts bear witness, for example the relationship of the

Holy Spirit to Mary's child, and the question of hypostatic origins.

But such a distinction would seem to be highly questionable In terms of

Barth's own exposition of the nature of the event of revelation. The

event to which the text refers is concluded by Earth's schema under the

Deus absconditus. to assume now a distinction in this aspect of the

revelatory event apart from the relationship it has to the Deus revelatus

and the unique act in which God posits His existence, and therefore the

relationships between God's modes of existence, would appear to be

excluded. Barth refers the work of the Spirit in the Incarnation to

His prototypical work as the One in whom the sons of men become the

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.555.
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children of God, as distinct from His ectypical work in the relation

between the Father and the Son.

"What is ascribed to the Holy Spirit in the birth

of Christ, is the assumption of humaneness in

the Virgin Mary into unity with God in the

Logos mode of existence ..... This work of the

Spirit is proto-typical of the work of the

Spirit in the becoming of the children of

God .... But the work of the Spirit is not

ectypical of a work of the Spirit upon the

Son of God Himself .... So what is to be

Inferred from these passages for the understand¬

ing of the eternal Trinity, has nothing to

do with an origin in God." (1)

Barth's Doctrine of the Three-In-Oneness of God. (2)

Our method of procedure in examining the way in which Barth

relates the threeness to the unity and the unity to the threeness of God

1. Op.cit. p,556.Cf. Schilder.K. Zur Beariffsgeschichte des 'Paradoxon'
mit besonderer Berucksichtieung Calvins und des nach-Klerkegaardschen
'Paradoxon'. p.338. Sch ilder indicates that the reason why Barth
is left with the problem we have indicated with respect to the
relationship between his view of revelation and the textual material
is that he detaches the paradox involved in understanding the event
of revelation from the relationship between the communication and
the receiver in order to make it an attribute of the communication.
Cf. also Downing.F.G. Has Christianity a Revelation? pp.171, 227-228.
Kuitert;H.M. Gott in Menschengestalt. pp.101-107. Certain Catholic
writers have used Barth's distinction between the proto-typical
and ectypical work of the Spirit to accuse Barth of ecclesiological
Nestorianism in so far as Barth refuses to allow the same relationship
to apply to the church as to the humanity of Jesus in his exposition
of the relationship between the work of the Spirit in the Incarnation
and His mode of being understood in terms of Barth's view of
revelation. See 0'Grady.C. The Church in the Theology of Karl Barth.
Vol.2. pp.264.ff.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.pp.423.ff.
/
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will consist in an examination of the manner in which he brings his

thoughts on these two issues together. We shall then draw attention

to what we consider to be the important aspects of our exposition from

the sections in the dogmatic where Barth deals with the threefoldness

and the unity of God as separate issues.

We have seen that Earth's understanding of the narrower root

of the doctrine of the Trinity in the deity of the Son entailed that

the form of revelation was understood in terms of the reality and

possibility presupposed by Barth's analysis of the nature of the Word of

God and His lordship. This means that in considerations related to the

threeness and unity of God the forms of revelation will have precisely

the same relationship to the understanding of dogma as Barth has already

made clear in the fore going analysis.

"God's essence and His operation are not

twain but one. God's operation or effect is

His essence in its relation to the reality

distinct from Him." (1)

Since God's essence and His operation are not to be distinguished in

terms of the differing forms of revelation, those activities of God

attributable to differing modes of God's existence can only be

understood in direct relation to the reality and possibility of the unique

act in which God in revealing Himself also interprets Himself. But,

"although the operation of God is the essence

of God, it is necessary and important to

distinguish His essence from His operation." (2)

1. Op.cit. p.426.

2. Ibid.
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The importance of this distinction derives from the fact that we must

always remember that God's operation is in no way necessary to His

essence. (1) On the inconceivable freedom of God to distinguish

Himself from Himself and to be in His revelation the One He is in and

for Himself, rests the reality and possibility of the distinction

between God's essence and His operations. Since it is through His

operation that we come to know God's threeness it must be seen that the

distinctions involved in the forms of revelation cannot be considered

in themselves as consisting in the distinctions posited by the freedom

of God in which He both distinguishes His essence from His operation

and Himself from Himself in being the One He is in His operation. The

inconceivability of the Scripture witness to the distinctions in the

forms of revelation, as too, the distinctions posited by the church

doctrine of the Trinity are,

"absolutely separate", (2)

from the distinctions posited by God in His inconceivable freedom.

That we know God in His three in oneness as a result of the

distinctions involved in the forms themselves depends upon the freedom

in which God distinguishes Himself from Himself becoming the

conceivability of these other, "absolutely separate", distinctions. Just

as the distinction between God's essence and His operation depended

upon the inconceivable freedom in which God, while distinguishing Himself

from Himself, nevertheless remains who He is in His self interpretation,

so also the distinction between the conceivability posited by the forms

of revelation in their relation to the threeness of God's modes of

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid.
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existence and the conceivability posited by the actuality of these

distinctions in God depends upon the free movement of God toward man.

The freedom of this movement necessitates that in our conceiving of the

distinctions involved in the forms of revelation

"we do not conceive the distinctions in the

divine modes of existence." (1)

But since God is free in His movement toward man, in His inconceivable

freedom He distinguishes Himself from Himself and is who He is in His

self interpretation, He "goes bail", (2) for the truth of the distinctions

involved in the forms of revelation and their ability to,

"make us aware of the distinctions in the divine

modes of existence." (3)

If this proviso were not made, and we did not ask after the reality and

possibility of the distinctions in the divine modes of existence by

seeking understanding of the distinctions involved in the forms of

revelation in the freedom in which God in distinguishing His essence from

His operation distinguishes Himself from Himself in His self interpretation,

"we would be assuming three gods or a tripartite

essence of God Thus we must believe that

those distinctions in the operation of God really

take place within the sphere and limits of our

conceivability, but that even here they neither

properly nor primarily signify the last word in the

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.427.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.
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hidden essence of God. that in these

distinctions cannot rest the distinctions

in God Himself." (1)

We arrive at a similar point in our discussion of Earth's view

of the threeness of God's modes of existence as that in which we

discussed Barth's view of the narrower root of the Trinity in the deity

of the Son of God and the relationship between this "root" and the

person of the Holy Spirit; the forms of revelation are interpretated

as serving the question as to their reality and possibility in the unique

act in which God determines Himself for man and man for Himself. It is

therefore quite consistent for Barth to elaborate his understanding of

the conceivability posited by the forms of revelation considered in

themselves, the hint which they give in their,

"utter preliminariness", (2)

of the inconceivable act which they presuppose, by means of the doctrine

of "Appropriations". (3)

In relating Barth's understanding of the conceivability posited

by the forms of revelation with the conceivability posited by the

distinctions in which God posits His own existence, we find ourselves in

agreement with E.Jungel. Jungel sees the relationship between the two

in terms of Barth's idea of the essence of God consisting in the reality

and possibility of His self positing in His inconceivable freedom. Since

in His self positing God distinguishes His essence from His operation,

in so far as this distinction presupposes the utter freedom in which God

makes Himself the Lord of the creature, the relationship between the two

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid, p.428.

3. Ibid. St pp.ff.
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conceivabiliti.es mentioned above is understood by Barfch in terms of

the relationship between the doctrine of Appropriations and the doctrine

of Perichoresis. The former gives expression to the nature of the

concreteness presupposed by God's act of Lordship in the event of His

self interpretation, the latter calls our attention back to the

ineffability of the act which presupposes this concrete lordship of God

in His self revelation.

"Haben die Appropriationen ihre ratio essendi

in der ihre Unterschiedenheit artikulierenden

Gemeinschaft der gottlichen Seinsweisen selbst.

Die Zueignung ist derjenige Vorgang, in dem Gott

in der konkreten Eintracht seiner Seinsweisen

sich sein Sein als Vater. als Sohn, und als Geist

zuspricht. Die Appropriation ist Zueignung

sofern Gott sich, sein als dreieiniger Gott selbst

zuspricht ••••.. Gott ist konkret, indem er selbst

in der Eintracht seiner Seinsweisen als der zur

Sprache bringt, als der er sein will. Kurzeri

Gott ist konkret, indem er sich sein Sein als

Vater, als. Sohn und als Geist zuspricht und so

sich entspricht. In dieser Konkretheit des Seins

Gottes ist es begrundet dass Gott sich offenbaren

kann und dass es in der Offenbarung zu einer

genauen Entsprechung des Ineinander und Miteinander

der drei Seinsweisen im Wirken Gottes zu, dera

Ineinander und Miteinander der drei Seinsweisen im
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Wesen Gottes kommt." (1)

We thus return to the proposition that the "hint" by which the

doctrine of the Appropriations is suggested as a means of describing the

distinctions involved in the forms of revelation in relation to the

inconceivable act in which God posits Himself, a hint which

"recognises the unattalnability of the thing itself^" (2)
is a hint and an unattainabillty which have nothing to do with a puzzle

which is in principle soluble, but is only understood as a hint in
t

terras of the inconceivably free act which it presupposes. It is to this

fact that the doctrine of Perichoresis would call our attention. It

stands in dialectical tension with the doctrine of Appropriations in so

far as they both together express the dynamic involved in the

conreteness of God's self interpretation as this is seen to involve the

inconceivable freedom in which God posits His existence as aian's Lord*

In this sense the doctrine of Perichoresis with the doctrine of

Appropriations is,

"the dialectical completion of the concept of

three-in-oneness." (3)

God's One-In-Threeness.

The unity of the being of God, that which came to expression in the

last section under the considerations which attempted to expound how

Barth understood the concrete threeness of God in terms of the

inconceivably free act in which God affirms His lordship, that which the

1. Jungel.E. Op.cit. pp.49-50. Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.
pp.427-431 and Vol.3.2. pp.65.ff.

2 . Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.428.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.l.p.43l. This understanding of the
relationship between the two doctrines provides the dogmatic basis
for the rule,

"opera trinitatis ad extra sunt indivisa" (lbid.p.430. )
Continued on p.l6l.
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doctrine of Perichoresis emphasised over against the doctrine of

Appropriations. is here seen by Barth in terms of the concept of

Lordship, This means,

"the divine©t essentia, natura

or substantia." (I)

3, (Continued from p.L60)
Cf, Hendry.G.S. Op.cit. p.458. This writer comments that Barth'a
method of arriving at this rule by means of a dialectic which brings
to expression the inconceivably free act in which God posits Himself
as Lord involves,

"the external operations of the Trinity are
not only undivided, they have become
indistinguishable."

Hendry argues for a greater degree of meaning for the forms of
revelation as such to be considered as bearing on the meaning of the
distinctions in the Godhead. Cf, Jungel's defence of Barth*s position,
Op.cit. p.43.

K.Rahner. Op.cit. pp.14-15, 23.ff., criticises the doctrine of
Appropriations from the point of view that if the concrete distinctions
involved in the forms of revelation do not speak of the specific
characteristics of the particular person of the Trinity whose work is
under discussion, then it would appear immaterial which of the
divine persons is involved.

1. Ibid, p.401. It is of interest to note that despite the fact that
Barth takes his bearings for understanding the meaning of Perichoresis
from John of Damascus (Ibid, p.425) who related the doctrine to
trinitarian theology in as much as it proclaims that one of the
divine modes of existence is as Invariably in the other two modes of
existence as the two are in the one; the original meaning of the terms
was orientated toward Christology. See Prestige.G.L. God in Patristic
Thought pp.291.ff. This writer indicates that the word originally
referred to the relationship established by God between Himself and the
creature in the person of the Son. Since this relationship was one
which involved all the Persons of the Trinity to that which was not
God, the relationship was not conceived as perichoresis "in" (en)
or "through" (dia) one another, but always "to" (eis) or (pros) one
another, (Ibid. p.294.) Since Barth emphasises the doctrine of
Perichoresis in the context of the unity of God understood in terms
of His inconceivably free act of Lordship, it is not surprising that
he should be glad to be reminded by the Western interpretation of the
doctrine of Perichoresis of the inappropriataness of the Eastern
interpretation which still clings to the idea of temporal
successiveness implied by the original consideration of the doctrine in
relation to the human nature of our Lord.

"We are glad to be reminded of the inappropriateness of ^
this figure (the result of the literal meaning of J
by the fact that instead of a temporal sequence the Latin
church adopted a spatial togetherness of the three persons and
so preferred to speak of a circuminsessio (dwelling in one
another, immanentia. inexistentia.) rather than of a
circumincessio". (Barth.K. Op.cit. p.425.)
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If the ousia of God is understood as His Lordship then this entails that

we understand His threefoldness as the way in which He is ineffably

One. (1) If we ask alter the basis upon which Earth establishes this

view of the unity of God, then it is to the,

"concept of the Lordship of God, with which we

found the whole Biblical concept of revelation

to be related," (2)

that we are referred.

As it was made plain there the distinctions involved in the

forms of revelation were understood in terms of the nature of the Word of

God so here Earth is careful to point out that,

"the concept of the revealed unity of the

revealed God .... does not exclude but

includes a distinction (distinctio or discretio),

an arrangement (disoositio or oeconomia). in the

essence of God." (3)

Therefore,

"the more the distinction of Persons is regarded

as taking place and being grounded in the divine

1. Op.cit. p.402.Cf. the criticism of Hodgson.L. The Doctrine of the Trinity
p,229, who claims that Earth's idea of the unity of God is essentially
rationalistic. This is seen by Hodgson to derive from Barth's failure
to allow the empirical evidence of biblical revelation to enter in to
the idea of unity that Berth expresses. It would appear impossible f«r
Earth to accede to Hodgson's suggestion since the whole of Barth's
theological method depends upon the fact that in any discussion of the
being of God we cannot raise any questions as to its reality from some
point outside of it. This would seem to be the implications of Hodgson's
suggestion .... that Barth should do just that.

2. Ibid. p.401.

3. Ibid. p.407.
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essence itself, the more conceivable in fact

becomes the inconceivability of this distinction:

this distinction participates in the

inconceivability of the divine essence, which

would not be the essence of the revealed God,

if it were conceivable." (1)

Person or Mode of Being?

One of the questions which arises in connection with the way in

which Barth understands the threefoldness and the unity of God is related

to how the distinctions in the Godhead are to be understood. In

emphasising the connection between these distinctions and the manner in

which God exercises His unique freedom as Lord of the creature, Barth is

not at all satisfied with the concept of "person" as adequate for the

purpose. The concept of person brings with it traditional and contemporary

philosophical and psychological associations which make it difficult for

anyone to use the word in the service of understanding the distinctions

posited by God's own act of existence.

In a sympathetic analysis of St.Thomas Aquinas* modification of

the Boethian-Aristotelian definition of person as,

"naturae rationabilis individua substantia:" (2)

Barth draws attention to the fact that the only elements of this

definition which prove tenable in Aquinas' modification are those which

indicate the "subsistere" and the "incommunicabilitas" of the hypostases. (3)

Since Thomas does not give his explanation of these terms by means of

the concept "persona", but by means of the concept of relation, Barth feels

1. Op.cit. pp.408-409.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.409.

3. Ibid. p.4l4.
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free to abandon any reserve towards the term hallowed by traditional

usage. (1)

Barth himself prefers to say of the distinction presupposed by

hit view of the nature of the event of revelation that we have to do in

God with three modes of His being. By mode of being Barth wishes to

express those elements which should have been expressed by the concept

person but which proved impossible in the light of its secular usage and

meaning. It expresses those elements;

"not absolutely but relatively better, more

simply and more clearly .... It is thus a case of

not introducing a new concept, but of bringing

to the centre a subsidiary concept used in the

analysis of the concept of person .... i.e., The

one Lord, the one personal God is what He is not

in one mode only, but .... we appeal in support

simply to the result of our analysis of the

Biblical concept of revelation •••• in the mode of

Father, in the mode of Son, in the mode of the

Holy Spirit." (2)

Therefore Barth*s eiqphasis of the element of subsistere in his

analysis of the concept of person,

"what makes it a single essence, when the

fact that it is a single essence 1b set aside," (3)

means that the concept of person, as modified by the concept of mode of

1. Op.clt. p.410.

2. Ibid, p.412-413. Cf. p.537.

3. Ibid, p.410.
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being, is brought into relation with the act in which God posits Himself

as God. It is the freedom of this act, the freedom which enabled Barth

to distinguish previously between God's essence and His operations and

yet still maintain that God's was Himself essentially in His operations,

this freedom is that by which the subsistere entailed by the concept mode

of being is understood. We may recall at this juncture a similar

argument used by Barth to understand the unity and threefoldness of God;

this was the dialectical relation between the doctrines of Perichoresis

and Appropriations. The former was that which implied the unity of God in

terms of the inconceivable act of His self existence.

The other element which Barth sees as tenable in Thomas*

interpretation of the concept *person* is that of incosuaunicoiitas. (1)

We may take this as parallel to Berths understanding of the doctrine of

Appropriations since this refers to the fact that the three modes of divine

existence are not to be regarded as divine attributes.

That God is God, "three times in another way",

means, "only in this three times otherness that

He is God, •••• that this otherness is irremovable." (2)

As the idea of subsistere was understood by means of the unique act in

which God posits His existence and so effectively excluded any

rationalistic idea of unity from God, so too the incommuniCflLlitas does not

refer to any distinctions read off from the forms of revelation considered

in themselves which may imply a freedom of the creature for God which was

not presupposed by His freedom for the creature, but is understood in

1. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.4l4.

2. Ibid.
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terms of the Lordship God exercises in His operation.

"Thus distinct from the First there is, as the

Second, Revelation itself, as the event of the

manifestation of what was previously hidden.

And the common result of these two elements,

constituting the Third, a Revealedness." On

the basis of these, "regularly recurring

mutual relations ••••• is founded God's threeness

In oneness." (1)

Thus the concept of mode of being brings to understanding how the oneness

and threeness of God's being is related to the way in which in inconceivable

freedom He posits Himself as man's Lord; who is able to be for us what

He is in and for Himself.

The Relationship Between the Doctrine of the Trinity and Christology.

The comprehensive answer to the question put by Barth to the

Biblical witness to revelation, "Who is the self revealing God?", is

"that we are impelled to consider the Three-in-

oneness of God". (2)

In this way Barth lias sought to develop the doctrine of the Trinity in

terms of asking after the way in which this self revealing God is Lord.

The trinitarian dogma as Barth understands it is a self enclosed circle;

it is concerned to state in what way the Lord is the Lord by posing

questions which presuppose that the forms of revelation are structured

1. Op.clt. p.418. Cf. the criticisms offered by Rahner.K. Op.cit.
pp.14-15, 24.ff., 73.ff., 110.ff., of Barth's concept of
individuality related to his understanding of God's modes of being.
See Jungel's defence of Barth's position against Rahner's attack.
Jungel.E. Op.cit. pp.50-51.

2. Ibid, p.348.
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according to the fact that His Lordship is such that He reveals Himself

through Himself by Himself*

••The doctrine of the Trinity states that our

God •••• namely, He who makes Himself ours in

His revelation •••• is really God, And to the

question, But who is God? it would be equally

simple to reply, Just this God of ours," (1)

The question which raises to understanding the correct view of

the relationship between the doctrine of the Trinity and Christology can

only be one which seeks to view the question which raised to understanding

the doctrine of the Trinity, "Who is this self revealing God?,"must see

this question from a different perspective. (2) The former question in

which Barth developed his understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity,

obviously presupposed that,

"we had before us the further questions about

what God does for us and what God does in us," (3)

Since these further questions are presupposed by the nature of the

answer necessitated by the kind of question posed in relation to the event

of revelation. The self enclosed and self validating circle of knowledge

of the God who reveals Himself which was entailed in the doctrine of the

Trinity, validates the question which forms the basis for Barth's initial

Christological exposition in the Prolegomena,

"How far God in His revelation is free for us,

i.e., free to reveal Himself to us, free to be

our God without at the same time ceasing to be the

Lord." (4)

1. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.l,l,p,437,

2, Ibid. p,348.

3, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2. p.2.

4. Ibid.
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In the doctrine of the Trinity Barth has shown us the answer

to the question 'Who" this self revealing God is in terms of the

factuality of the event of revelation; now Barth seeks to understand

this factuality of the event of revelation in terms of the answer he has

given, which answer presupposed the fact of revelation to be the event in

which God revealed Himself as Lord.

Thus the existence of the man JesuB as a historical figure among

other intra-mundane realities, cannot be understood in terms of the

possibilities presupposed by these realities. The objectivity of the man

Jesus cannot be understood without,

''Visualising the possibility presupposed and made

available to knowledge in the reality of the

revelation of God." (1)

Since this possibility has already received the answer in the doctrine of

the Trinity that the God who reveals Himself is the Lord, the existence

of the man Jesus cannot be interpreted apart from the freedom in which

God determines Himself as the Lord. Hence,

"It would not be a genuine interpretation of

the reality that is there, if it did not at

the same time throw light upon its possibility

as well. We have not genuinely let ourselves

be told, if we cannot also as a result tell

ourselves what has been told us •••• It would not

be serious awareness of this reality, were it

not immediately to turn to understanding also.

That would not be credere, which did not force

1» Op.cit. p.26.
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its way through to an intelligere." (1)

If the question as to the existence of the man Jesus did not issue in an

interpretation which was conditioned by the question as to the freedom of

God to be man,s Lord, then the question of fact would have been put

wrongly. (2) Any attempt to interpret the fact in terms of a

theoretically proposed possibility, or any attempt to interpret the

possibility prior to the fact, is not thought which seeks understanding of

the ontic and noetic rationality of faith in terms of the reality and

possibility posited by the Object of faith. (3)

The Christological Form of Revelation: Jesus Christ, the Objective

Reality and Possibility of Revelation.

The question as to the objective reality and possibility of

revelation arises in the context of the consideration of the Christological

question in terms of how far this God who reveals Himself as Lord is free

for us, by an exposition of the form of the event of revelation as an

event which presupposes time. It is a question after the reality and

possibility of the time of revelation, the time which God ha3 for us as He

is free in Jesus Christ to be our Lord. (4)

"If by the statement, 'God reveals Himself', is

meant the revelation attested in Holy Scripture,

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.2.p.26.

2 • Barth points out that in the first edition of his Prol -egomena he
was guilty of just such an error. There he attempted to prove,

"that if the triune God wishes to reveal Himself
to man He would have to become man, because only
as a man could He be at once hidden and manifest."
(Barth.K. Ibid. pp.9-10.)

Barth indicates that here he was seeking after a possibility which
did not reside in the reality of revelation.

3. Cf. on this aspect of Barth's thought, Torrance.T.F. Space. Time and
Incarnation, pp.54-55.

4. On the basis that they do not take this into consideration in
formulating the meaning of the event of revelation Barth is able to
exclude both Docetism and Ebionism. Barth.K. Ibid.pp.l4.ff., 17,20,28-31.
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It Is a statement about the occurence of

an event. That means it also includes an

assertion about a time proper to revelation." (1)

In precisely the same manner in which Earth established the meaning of

the form of revelation in relation to the narrower root of the doctrine of

the Trinity in the deity of Christ, here we find that Barth seeks the

meaning of the Christological form of the event of revelation as an

event which presupposes time, by seeing that,

"we have no other time than the time God has for

us, and that God has no other time for us than

the time of His revelation." (2)

Therefore the time which we possess, that is the time which we think we

have as we reflect upon our experience, cannot be considered as that

which presupposes the event characteristic of the Christological form of

revelation. The relationship of the time which we possess and the time

God has for us, is precisely that which was presupposed by Berth's analysis

of the forms of revelation in terras of the nature of the Word of God.

There we noted that the forms of revelation were brought to understanding

by considering them in relation to the nature of the Word of God as

God's language, act and mystery. In so far as the nature of the Word of

God as language, act and mystery issued in understanding the forms of

revelation as presupposing God's lordship and that this in turn meant

that the event nature of God's lordship presupposed an inconceivable

relationship between the Deus absconditus and the Deus reyelatus, it is

entirely consistent that Barth should assert that the time of revelation

1. Barth.K. Op.clt. p.45.

2. Ibid.
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in its relation to our time is hidden time* Not hidden in the sense that

it may some day be found, that is relatively hidden, but hidden as

something can only be hidden which presupposes the inconceivable freedom

in which God posits Himself as Lord of the creature, (1)

Consequently the time form of the form of revelation in its

Christological aspect, as posing the question of the extent to which God

is actually free for us, involves consideration of the fact that,

"the Word spoken from eternity raises the

time into which it is uttered (without dissolving

it as time), up into His own eternity as now His

own time, and gives it part in the existence

of God which is alone real*" (2)

Time considered in this sense may therefore be said to be,

"Gottes Sein in der Tat konkret artikulierendes

Tat-Wort Gottes," (3)

Without our having knowledge of it, given the presupposition upon which it

is a reality, the time which God has for us in Jesus Christ is a time

which coincides with,

"God's inconceivable freeness and so His

existence for us," (4)

As God's time for us it is never "not yet" or "no longer", (5) as the

time of the event of revelation it is "mastered time", "fulfilled time", (6)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol,l,2,p,47,

2. Ibid. p.52.

3. Jungel.E. Op.cit. p.51.

4. Barth.K, Op.cit. p.55. Cf. p.64.

5. Ibid. p.52.

6. Ibid.
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and as such does not pass away. The possibility of distinguishing this

time from the time of the creature as such is not one which is inherent

in the creature's self understanding of its temporality. This is a

distinction which only God can make since it involves the exercise of

His lordship, and thus presupposes His freedom to be the Lord of the

creature. (1)

The Relationship Between the Time of Revelation And the Time Of The

Witnesses To Revelation In The Old And New Testaments.

Barth proceeds to apply the dogmatic concept of time which he

has derived from his understanding of Jesus Christ as the objective

reality and possibility of revelation in terms of the freedom in which

the God "who11 is understood by the doctrine of the Trinity as Lord is

actually free for the creature. In this section we take up the particular

1. Consequently Barth's understanding of the problem of the relationship
between revelation and history is that the problem as traditionally
understood presupposes a false question. It presupposes the
situation of the creature as being in a position to distinguish between
revelation and history. It thus assumes that the creature is able
to discover an inner dialectic which relates the time of revelation
with the time of the creature. (Cf. Barth.K. Op.cit. pp.56.ff.) For
this reason Barth rejects Bultmann's interpretation of the event
nature of the resurrection of Jesus Christ. The event nature of the
resurrection is seen by Bultmann within a context determined by the
structure of the creature's self understanding of its temporality.
(Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. vol.3.2. pp,442.ff. & Barth.K.
Rudolf Bultmann .... An Attempt To Understand Him in Rartsch. H.W.
ed. Karygraa and Myth. Vol.2.pp.83.ff., 94.ff., 109.ff., 116-117,
119.ff.) The same kind of argument is used against the validity of
Lessing's problem concerning the relationship between contingent
historical facts and necessary truth. (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics.
Vol.4,1.pp.290, 287.ff., Cf. Ott.H. Per Gedanke Souveranltat Gottes
in der Theologie Karl Barth. Theologische Zeitschrift, 1956. pp.409.ff.)

There are those who have interpreted Barth*s solution to the
problem of the relationship between history and revelation as a
flight from history, in so far as all historical distinctions are
referred to the structure of the event of revelation and thus have no

independent meaning. (Cf. Pannenben^W. Redemptive Event and History
in Westermann.C. Essays On Old Testament Interpretation.pp.3l4.ff.
Niebuhr.R. Resurrection and Historical Reason, pp.42-51, 84-89, 178-179.
Fairweather.A.M. The Word As Truth pp.124. 75-86.)
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way in which Barth understands the particularity of the time of the

Prophets and Apostles in its relation to the event of revelation.

The particularity of the time of the Prophets and Apostles

does not as such enter in to the meaning of the event of revelation.

"What is in question here is not the

independent significance belonging to the

history as such which is attested in the Old

Testament. The historical uniqueness of

Israel, particularly the originality of

its religious history, is another matter." (1)

Therefore the relationship of "previousness" with respect to the witness

of the Prophets, and "pastness" with respect to the witness of the

Apostles, to the event of revelation is one which does not presuppose the

distinctions which eminate from their historical separateness.

"Where expectation is genuine, 'previously1

does not mean 'not yet'; just as, where

recollection is genuine, 'subsequently* does

not mean 'no longer*. Genuine expectation

and recollection are different, but one in

their content, in their object, in the thing

attested, and also one in that for them this

thing attested is neither merely future nor

merely past; as 'future' and as 'past' it

is present." (2)

Hence genuine expectation and recollection considered as a phenomenon of

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.pp.70-71.

2. Ibid.
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history Is hidden In a similar way as revelation itself is hidden.

"Like revelation itself, genuine expectation

of it is also surrounded by hiddenness." (1)

As the form of revelation itself was seen as presupposing the Deus

absconditus from the point of view of the Deus revelatus of the

resurrected Jesus Christ, so also genuine expectation and recollection

can only be understood as it presupposes this non-cognisable dialectic

which Involves the act in which God reveals Himself as the Lord.

"His death on the cross proves the truth of

the statement (concerning the O.T. as genuine

expectation^, and it proves it by the power

of His resurrection." (2)

It is this relationship between the "hiddenness" of revelation and the

"hiddenness" of the expectation and recollection of the witnesses to

revelation, that makes it possible to posit the Subject of the

expectation and the revelation to be the same, and therefore genuine

expectation. In this sense,

"Christ was indeed suffering Israel, the suffering

prophet, the suffering righteous man. Not an

idea of Christ, but the real historical Christ

qui passus est sub Pilato." (3)

If the time of expectation of revelation is considered apart from the

relationship it has with the hiddenness of revelation then it becomes a,

"Jewish abstraction." (4)

Similar considerations are brought to bear on the nature of the

1. Op.cit. p.71.

2. Ibid. p.72. Cf. Barth.K. The Word of God And The Word Of Man.pp.28.ff.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.p.89.

4. Ibid. Cf. pp.90-93.
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New Testament witness considered as one which looks back from its

perspective to the event of revelation. The time which is subsequent to

the event of revelation

"as little coincides with the time post Ghristum

nature as preceding time does with the time

ante Christum natum." (1)

It is just as hard and just as easy to understand the relationship between

the time of the Apostolic witness to revelation and the time of

revelation as it is with respect to the Prophetic witness and revelation,

"The connexion •••• can as little rest upon

an illuminating historical relation, say,

between the New Testament religion and its

founder, as previously upon the relation

between the Old Testament religion and the

original religious personality of Jesus

rooted in it," (2)

The difference between the Old and New Testament is not to be sought

therefore in the differences of the times of their respective witnesses

considered as historically prior or subsequent to the historical figure

of Jesus, The difference and connexion between the two Testaments is

considered by Barth from the point of view of their relative relation to

the hiddeness of God which is common to both.

"The No of the New Testament, its witness to

the hiddenness of God, is no less than the

demonstration of the manifest glory of the Son

of God, If the same is said also of the No

la Op.Cit, p.101,

2, Ibid, p,102.
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of the Old Testament ... as It must and can

be said .... it is because we are taught

to say it by the New Testament." (1)

Barth achieves understanding of the fact that statements

concerning revelation attested in Scripture, are statements

" about the occurrence of an event," which

"includes an assertion about a time proper

to revelation." (2)

He has achieved this in precisely the same way as he achieved

understanding of the reality and possibility posted by the forms of

revelation in connection with the narrower root of the doctrine of the

Trinity in the deity of Jesus Christ. There the form of revelation was

seen, as historical phenomena, in terms of the hiddenness of God which

presupposed His revelation beyond the limit of creaturely existence in

the resurrection from the dead. So here too, when it is a question of

understanding the meaning of the Christological question in terms of

the time form presupposed by revelation and its witnesses it is a matter

of understanding the question in the light of the answer given in the

structure of the revelatory event seen as the manner in which God is

inconceivably free for the creature.

The Christological Problem and the Confession: Jesus Christ. Very God

and Very Man.

In harmony with Barth's fore going conclusions, the Christological

problem is one which can only be considered as an enquiry into,

"the presuppositions of this work and event,

hidden in the life and passion of Christ

and revealed in His resurrection." (3)

1. Op.cit. p.112.

2. Ibid. p.45.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.p.l22.
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This entails that the event of Jesus Christ, His life and work, is a

problem which can only be understood in terms of the nature of the Subject

who is active. The dogmatic formula of the church are thus considered

as fixing,

"the fact regarding the subject active

in revelation." (1)

Thus the person and work of Jesus Christ will be considered within the

context of Berth's understanding of the dynamic dialectic which

presupposes the revelation of the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus

in the mystery of Pentecost. The specific problem with which Christology

is concerned is understanding the manner in which the "and" in the

confession, Jesus Christ, Very God and Very Man, finds its rationality

and necessity in the inconceivable freedom in which God is Lord of the

creature.

It is not accidental that Barth should choose as the basis for his

urxierstanding of the Christological problem the words of St.John. 1:14,

Each section corresponds with the "Word", (2) "Flesh", (3) and "Becoming".

Each section corresponds to the division in Berth's analysis of the nature

of the Word of God and the narrower root of the doctrine of the Trinity

in the deity of the Son. The "Flesh" is understood in terms of the "Word",

that is the Deus absconditus by the Deus revelatus and both the Deus

absconditus and the Deus revelatus in their inter relationship as the

Revealedness of God} the "Becoming" of the Word in the Flesh. The

1. Op.cit. p.126.

2. Ibid, pp.132.ff.

3. Ibid. pp.l47.ff.

4. Ibid, pp.159.ff.
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understanding of the Christological problem is directly related to Barth's

hermeneutical base for expounding the dogma of the Trinity. It is

therefore a consequence of Berth*s method of treating the Christological

problem that the person of Jesus Christ cannot be considered apart from

His work; as if on the basis of some freedom of the creature for God

which was not presupposed by God's freedom for the creature a distinction

could be drawn between what Jesus Christ is in and for Himself and what

He is for us*

Perhaps the best example of the structure of Barth's

Christology is the structure of his doctrine of Reconciliation. Here

Barth achieves an all encompassing connection with classical Christology

in so far as the meaning of the doctrine of the person of Christ as true

God, true Man* true God-man* is understood in terms of the event in which

God constitutes Himself the Lord* (1) The "being" involved is a history,

Jesus Christ is God and Man only in the event in which God reconciles and

man is reconciled. His being as God-man consists in this deed, in His

history(2 )Now the content of the movements which make up Christ's history*

and so His person* is humiliation and exaltation. God humbles Himself to

man and exalts man to Himself. Since these two movements are the two

natures of Christ it follows, as we indicated in chapter 1** that the

doctrine of the "states" of Christ, of His humiliation and exaltation* must

be identical with the doctrine of His person. (3) The structure of Christ's

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1*pp.l38,126,l33.ff., I22.ff*

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.I*pp*l38-l40, 126-128*

3* Ibid* pp.l43*ff.* 132.ff* Hence the structure of Barth's doctrine follows
the movement of God's condescension which presupposes man's exaltation
and the unity between these two movements corresponds to the
inconceivable freedom in which God determines Himself as our Lord.
Therefore Vol.4.1. emphasises the condescension of Jesus Christ as Gods
"Jesus Christ* the Lord as Servant". pp,l59*ff. Vol.4.2. takes up the
exaltation of man which is presupposed by God's condescension: pp*3*ff*
Vol.4.3, expresses the unity of this movement of condescension and
exaltation in the inconceivable unity of both in the movements self
revelation as the Truth, "Jesus Christ, the True Witness".pp*3*ff* The
unmistakeable structural relationship between Barth*s doctrine of
reconciliation and his doctrine of revelation is obvious*



being is identical with the history between God and man. Christ's

Godhead is identical with God's work of reconciliation, which is the

history in which God works, His humanity is identical with man's response

as the one who is reconciled. His existence as the God-man is precisely

the unity in which these two histories occur. (1)

Jesus Christ: Very God and Very Man.

In understanding the way in which Barth considers the deity

and humanity of Christ in the doctrine of Revelation we must note the way

in which he relates the ••Word" and the "Flesh" in his basic text. In

considering the unity of Him who is very God and very Man we shall have to

draw attention to the manner in which Barth understands the "Becoming"

involved in the text.

Barth repeats the view that the divinity of the Word, as the

One "through whom all things were made", is to be understood in terras of

the inconceivable freedom in which God posits Himself as both One and

Another. (2) Therefore all that befalls the Word in the 'becoming flesh*

must be understood from the point of view that the Word is the Subject. (3 )

By this is meant that the whole event of the Incarnation can only be

understood as it is seen within the context of the inconceivable freedom

by which God posits Himself as Lord of the creature.

"The word speaks, the Word acts, the Word

prevails, the Word reveals, the Word

reconciles .... Even as incarnate He derives

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.3. St.1.pp.19-11.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2. pp.132.ff.

3. Ibid, p.134.
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His being to all eternity from the Father

and from Himself, and not from the flesh." (1)

The significance of the form of revelation in this section dealing

with Christ as very God can be seen in the way in which Barth understands

the Virgin Mary as Theotokos. (2) Here Barth will make clear that the

only proper method of understanding the form of the Incarnation is to

presuppose the nature of the acting Subject of the event. In this way

it will be made clear that,

"there is no condition of the world or man

which can form the basis of a claim or

capacity whereby this becoming (of the

Word) can be predicted. This becoming

cannot be brought into connexion with

creation" .•••••• "in His Word becoming

flesh, God acts with inward freedom and not

in fulfilment of a law to which He is

supposedly subject." (3)

In relation to explaining the meaning of Very God, the term Theotokos is,

"sensible, permissible and necessary as

an auxiliary christological proposition." (4)

It explains the 'becoming' of the Word by asserting that it means simply

1. Op.cit. p.136.

2. Ibid, pp.138.ff.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.I.2.pp.134 & 135. The problem with
the Catholic doctrines associated with Mariology as Barth sees it is
that they seek a freedom of the creature which is not presupposed
by the freedom of God. It is only the non-classical nature of
neo-Protestantism that has prevented it from developing its own
Mariology. (Ibid.pp.139-146.)

4. Ibid. p.138.
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"born". (1) But above all the word means that,

"He who Is born in time is the very same who

in eternity is born of the Father". (2)

The word does not simply relate to the actuality of the virgin

birth as such, considering the motherhood of Mary as an independent

phenomenon. The birth of Mary can only be understood in the context

which presupposes the event of revelation as a whole. This is that,

"Jesus Christ, the Word of God, exists and

reigns and rules in as sovereign a way within

the created world as He does from eternity

with the Father." (3)

Thus the term Theotokos gives expression to the fact of the inconceivably

free movement of God to man and man to God in Jesus Christ. It does

this by portraying that God insists,

"that He alone is Lord by espousing the

cause of man." (4)

No event of natural generation could be the sign of the mystery involved

in God's movement to man at this point. (5) Thus it is as a sign which

indicates the freedom of God's grace, the lack of presuppositions on the

creatures part that the virgin birth, Mary as the Theotokos, becomes a

sensible and permissible Christological proposition. It brings to

understanding that the Subject active in revelation is,

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid. p.l46.

4. Ibid, p.192.

5. Ibid.
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"God Himself, God in the fullest arid strictest

sense of the term .... namely, the Lord of all

lords* He who is Lord because of Himself and

not because of another, the Lord to whom man

belongs before ever, and to an infinitely

greater extent than, he belongs to himself,

to whom he owes himself entirely, and to

whom he remains in utter obligation, the

Lord upon whose grace he is utterly thrown,

and in whose promise alone hi6 future consists." (1)

As Barth describes the Word of the basal Christologicai text with

reference to the divinity of the Subject active in revelation, so too the

reality and possibility of revelation being rooted and grounded in the

same subject involves the flesh which the Word became to be brought to

understanding by the same means. Therefore the particularity of the event

of revelation considered from the point of view of the Christological

question of the manner in which God is free for man can only be understood

in the very specific sense which God's revelation presupposes. For the

particularity of revelation as "flesh" is concerned with,

"the narrower concept of the man who is liable

to the judgment and verdict of God, who having

become incapable of knowing and loving God, must

incur the wrath of God, whose existence has become

exposed to death because he has sinndd against

God." (2)

This decisive qualification has to be put over against any idea that the

1. Op.cit. p.197.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.p.151.
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flesh which the Word became could be grasped by some independent neutral

concept. This qualification, plus the presupposition of the

particularity of the event of revelation in the inconceivably free movement

of God to man implies that the flesh of Christ considered as the

revelation of God is doubly inconceivable, doubly hidden.

"He would not be revelation if He were not man.

And He would not be man if He were not "flesh"

in this definite sense. That the Word became

"flesh" in this definite sense, this consumation

of God's condescension, this inconceivability

which is greater than the inconceivability of

the divine majesty and the inconceivability of

human darkness put together: this is the

revelation of the Word of God." (1)

Hence the particularity of the form of revelation considered as

such does not define the particularity of the Word as flesh. This is

meant not only in the sense which precludes the Adoptionist error that

the flesh of Christ is

"itself the work of the Word, and not its

presupposition;" (2)

but in the more precise sense that the particularity of the event of

revelation corresponds to the movement in and by which God interprets

Himself. Consequently Jesus cannot be understood as flesh, as man, from

the point of view of an independent observer. For example, the sinlessness

of Jesus in this context cannot be understood from the point of view of

His obedience to the Law as a man. Jesus' sinlessness is as hidden as the

particular nature of His being flesh. His sinlessness consists in the

1. Op.cit. p.152.

2. Ibid. p.149.
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fact that,

"He willed to be and was this one thing with

all its consequences, God in the flesh, the

divine bearer of the burden which man as a

sinner must bear," (1)

Jesus is sinless in so far as the One who knows what flesh is He

acknowledges the impossibility of His existence before God. (2) Jesus*

sinlessness has precisely the same relationship to the unique freedom

of God's existence as the particularity of the event of revelation. Barth

of course admits that the New Testament has treated the vere homo so

seriously that it lias protrayed Jesus* sinlessness, His obedience, as a

"struggle", as a "seeking and finding". (3)

But this kind of evidence cannot be brought into systematic

connection with the fact of Jesus' sinlessness*

"From the facts of the case no deductions

can be made without obscuring the point at

issue in the assertion of sinlessness*" (4)

Barth means that if any connection is made between the sinlessness

of Jesus and the particular form of the event of revelation apart from

that which presupposes the inconceivable movement of God to man, then the

sinlessness of Jesus would be postulated as a possibility of the created

process as such* It was this aspect of the work of Christ which Barth

found so questionable in St.Anselm of Canterbury that we examined in the

1* Op.cit* p.156.

2. Ibid.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.p.158.

4. Ibid. Cf. O'Grady.C. Op.cit. Vol.2.pp.63-65. Kung.H. Justification;
The Doctrine of Karl Barth And A Reflection. pp.247.ff., 251.ff* On
Kiing's estimation of the relationship between objective and subjective
justification in Berth's view as presupposing this aspect of his
^ris|^o|^ gee Ehrlich.R.J. Rome: Opponent op, Partner, pp.lgi.ff., 131*
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last chapter. (1)

Egeneto: The Inconceivable Act In Which The Word Is Flesh.

The third aspect of Barth's Christological text points to the unity

of the other two aspects of his exposition in the inconceivable act in

which God, the hidden and revealed God, Jesus Christ Very God and Very

Man, are one.

"It points to the centre, to the mystery of

revelation, the happening of the inconceivable

fact that God is among us and with us." (2)

But the unity of the God man, since it presupposes the same act, must

be understood as the unity of God Himself. According to Barth's

exposition the unity of God's Three-In-Oneness could only be understood

in terms of a dialectical relation between the doctrines of Appropriations

and Perichoresis. this gave attention to both the hidden and revealed

aspects of God's self interpretation while still maintaining by means of

the dialectic the mysterious nature of their unity in God's unique act of

self positing. Here in the realm of Christology the same considerations

apply, except that now the unity under consideration is specifically the

manner, the way, in which God's inconceivable unity is revealed. It is

to safeguard this inconceivable unity of God that Barth interprets the

1. Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1.pp.485.ff.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.2.p.159.
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egeneto of the text in the sense that,

"the Word assumed flesh," (1)

By clarifying the "becoming" in this way Barth believes any misunderstand¬

ing as to the nature of the Subject of this event is obviated,

"His becoming is not an event which in any sense

befalls Him, in which in any sense He is determined

from without by something else," (2)

1, Op.cit. p,l60. On the question of the obedience of Christ in
relation to the becoming in the flesh of the Word of God: See
Torrance,T.F, Theology in Reconstruction, pp.150.ff,, 153-161, The
Arnoldshdin Theses On Holy Communion Scottish Journal of Theglogy
Vol,15,1962, pp.4,ff., 8-18, The Atonement And The Oneness Of The
Church. Scottish Journal of Theology, Vol,17,1954, pp,254,f£.

On the question of Berth's dogmatic hermeneutic and the
interpretation of Scripture, Aldwinckle,R,F, Karl Barth And Religious
Language. Canadian Journal Of Theology. Vol.11,1965, pp,l64.ff.,
169-170. Otwell.J.H. Neo-Orthodoxv and Biblical Research. Harvard
Theological Review, Vol.43,1950, pp,l45,ff,, 154-157. Luthi.K,
Gott und das Bose: Eine biblischtheologische Und svstematische
These zur Lehre voa Bosen, entworfen in Auseinandersetzung ait
Schelling und Karl Barth. p.26l. O'Grady.C. Op.cit. pp.188-190,
215-217.

2, Ibid, Cf. the comment by Godet,F, Commentary on the Gospel of St.John.
"It is a curious fact that Protestant orthodoxy,
whether Lutheran or Reformed, has also refused
till now to accept the meaning of this word
'become' in all its strictness. It is evaded in
the former case by means of the theory of
communicatio idiomatum, in virtue of which the
divine subject, the Word, chose somehow at will,
and at every moment, between the two modes of
divine and human existence, transferring alternatively
to the one the attribute of the other; in the
latter case, by asserting more strictly the
distinctions between the two modes of being .,,,
Neither the one nor the other of these views •••

corresponds to the real meaning of the word to
'become'. The proposition: 'The Word became
flesh', can only, as it seems to me, signify one
thing, viz,, that the divine subject entered into
the human mode of being at the cost of renouncing
His divine mode of being." (p,362, )
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His assumption of flesh makes it clear that, in no way

"in the incarnation the Word ceases to be entirely

Himself and equal to Himself, i.e., in the full

sense of Word of God." (1)

Enlarging on his intention to interpret the becoming of the Word

in terms of His assumption of flesh, Barth considers the meaning of

the doctrines of 'eyi' and 'en' hypostasis in this context. The mystery

of the unity of the act which presupposed the Word and the flesh of the

basal Christological text as presupposing the my3tery of the unity of the

being of God can be expressed by the traditional doctrines of 'an1 and

'en1 hypostasis in the sense that,
M>

, the event of the incarnation

of the Word, of the unio hypostatics has to be

understood as a completed event, but also as a

completed event." (2)

The former, the anhvpostatic reference, emphasises that aspect of the

eneneto which finds characteristic expression in traditional Lutheran

Christology. This maintained that,

"without becoming unlike Himself (the Word)

assumed this likeness to us, and that now He

is to be sought and found of us here, namely

in His human being. There is no other form or

manifestation in heaven or on earth save the

one child in the stable, the one Man on the cross." (3)

1. Op.cit. Cf.ff.pp.

2 . Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.2.p.l65.Cf.pp.l6l-l62, 167-170. On the
doctrines of »^n» and 'en' hypostasis see, Bruce.A.B. The Humiliatibn
Of Christ, pp.82.ff. Hoogland.M. Calvin's Perspective On The
Exaltation Of Christ, pp.2-3. Berkouwer.G.C. Op.cit. pp.305.ff.

3. Ibid. Cf. p.166 .
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For Barth this kind of emphasis in Christology underlines the "static

ontic" aspect of the event of revelation. It has its dangers, as is

evident from some forms of Lutheran Christology, in so far as a

Berichoresis was maintained

"between the Word of God and the human being

of Christ, i.e., a reversal of the statement

about the enhypostasis of Christ's human

nature, to the effect that as humanity only

has reality through the Word, so too the

Word only has reality through and in the

humanity." (1)

In this event what occurs is not revelation but,

"a state instead of an event." (2)

Consequently there is inferred a process of mutual conditioning between

the Creator and the creature which destroys the original emphasis of the

anhypostasis. It was meant to explain that the event of the Incarnation

considered from the point of view of the sole initiative of Ged, was a

completed event, it is this which gives the Incarnation its,

"ontological reference." (3)

But since the objectivity of the completed event is the objectivity

of an act of God, and since the Lutheran emphasis needs to be counter

balanced, this ontic aspect of the egeneto must be seen in relation to the

emphasis of the enhvpostasis. This draws attention to the fact that the

objectivity of the event of revelation is the objectivity of an act of

1. Op.cit. p.166.

2. Ibid. p.164.

3. Ibid, p.165.
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God. In seeing this and bringing it to understanding theology must

travel,

'•the inconceivable path that is trodden again

from the closed to the open mystery, from

the cross to the resurrection." (1)

By seeing this aspect of the event of revelation we visualise,

"the dynamic element in the <£ys

and as such it, "preserves the noetic interest

of the Christology." (2)

However this aspect can be over emphasised to the detriment of

Christology too. By distinguishing between the Word who assumed the

flesh and the flesh assumed there are the seeds of an incipient

Nestorianism which obscures the end for which the egeneto stands, i.e.,

the union of both. To speak with clarity Barth suggests that all

reflection on the way to this end should be dropped. (3)

The Miracle of Christmas: The Form of Revelation and the Question of

the Unity of the Word which Became Flesh.

In this section we will be concerned to consider further the way

in which Barth understands the unity of the person of Christ from another

aspect of the event of revelation. It will be seen how Barth raises to

understanding the question of the relationship between the Word*B

conception by the Holy Spirit and birth of the Virgin Mary,

1. Op.cit. p.168.

2. Ibid, p.170. See Appendix.C.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.2.p.l70.
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As with respect to the question of the meaning of the doctrines

of an and en hypostasis Barth was concerned to see the unity of the Word

made flesh from the point of view of the non cognisable dialectic in which

God determines Himself as both One and Another in His mysterious act of

unity, so here the relationship between the forms of revelation are

considered in terms of the same unifying act. This should not be considered

as novel in any way given Barth's vigorous defence of the homoousion of

the Spirit by means of filioque. (1)

1. The separation by Barth of consideration of the person of the Spirit
from the actual form of revelation, that is, in terras of the
relationship between the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus rather
than in terms of the Scripture witness which posits the Son as
receiving, being given or being born by the Spirit, gives rise to a
particular view of the role of the Spirit in Baptism. Here Barth
separates baptism by water from baptism by the Spirit. This would not
seem to have been Barth's original intention with respect to this
matter. He had intended to consider the doctrine of Baptism in the
context of the doctrine of Reconciliation, as part of the gathering
of the church by the awakening power of the Holy Spirit. (Cf.Barth.K.
Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.1.pp.I51.ff•) According to Barth's final
determination the doctrine of Baptism forms part of the ethical section
related to the doctrine of Reconciliation. (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics
Vol.4,4.pp.viii-ix)

In this volume Barth sees Baptism with the Holy Spirit as the
'objective' aspect, and water Baptism as the 'subjective' aspect of
initiation in the Christian life. (Ibid.p,45.) The 'objective' aspect,
Baptism with the Spirit, corresponds to the fact that in the history
of Jesus Christ, "on the way from Bethlehem to Golgotha", (Ibid.p.17.)
an objective turning of all men from "unfaithfulness to faithfulness
took place." (Ibid.p.13.) But since this 'objective' basis for the
Baptism with the Spirit corresponds to the form of the event of
revelation which Barth relates to the Deus absconditus. which only becomes
the Deus revelatus as it presupposes the disunction between the cross
and resurrection, a disjunction which presupposes the inconceivable
unity of the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus in the relationship
between the Father and the Son in the Spirit, then its objectivity
can only be understood by precisely the same method as Barth understood
the form of revelation as such.

Water Baptism, as the act of men, can only follow and have meaning
subsequent to the awakening of man by the Holy Spirit to the objective
truth which applies to him in the event of revelation. Water Baptism
corresponds to the human decision in which a man becomes a Christian.
(lbid.p.32.) Any attempt to bring the human decision into relation
with its 'objective' basis can only presuppose a freedom of the creature
which is not presupposed by the freedom of God. In fact such a procedure

(Continued on p.77. )
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While the historical question may raise the problem of understand¬

ing the meaning of the conception by the Holy Spirit and birth of the

Virgin Mary, the historical question cannot determine how far in this

event God is free for man. The actual rationality and necessity of the

dogmas in question lies elsewhere. It,

"lies, as it were, on a different level of

testimony from the dogma or New Testament

knowledge of the true divinity and true

humanity of Jesus Christ. It denotes

not so much the christological reality of

revelation as the mystery of that reality, the

inconceivability of it, its character as a fact

in which God has acted solely through God

and in which God can be known solely through

God ••••• The dogma of the Virgin Birth is

thus the confession of the boundless

hiddenness of the vere Deus vere Homo ..." (1)

Since the hiddenness of the Deus abscondltus is only established by the

Deus revelatus in the act in which God posits Himself as both One and

Another in the mysterious unity of His Spiritual Being, the dogma of the

1, (Continued from p.76.)
makes water Baptism "doceticf? in the sense that it attempts to deny its
truly human character. Baptism relates to the one divine work, but it
itself is not a divine work.

"It is not a mystery or a sacrament." (Ibid.p.l02.Cf.
pp.101-102. )

(Cf. the criticisms of this aspect of Barth's doctrine of the Spirit
in relation to Baptism Vogel.H. The First Sacrament: Baptism Scottish
Journal of Theology Vol.17.1954.pp.4l.ff., 44-45. On the question of
the relationship of the Spirit to Baptism considered within a
Christological context which attempts to take seriously the relation¬
ship of the Spirit to the humanity of Jesus see, Torrance.T.F.
Theology in Reconstruction. pp.l92.ff., 240.ff. and God And Rationality
pp.156.ff. )

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.2.p.l77.
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conception and birth of the Word of God cannot be understood in terms of

the historical form presupposed by the New Testament witness. The only

question which can be legitimately raised against those who deny the

historical basis of the dogma is whether such can still acknowledge,

"that in His revelation to us •••• to our

measureless astonishment and in measureless

hiddenness the initiative is wholly with God."

••••• "May it not be the case that the only

one who hears the witness of the thing is

the one who keeps to the sign by which the

witness has actually signified it?" (1)

Paradoxically the sign is a sign in terms of its empirical content

solely in virtue of the fact that it confronts man with the measureless

hiddenness of God, but to know it as a sign one must presuppose the

thing signified as the inconceivable freedom and mystery of the act in

which God determines Himself as man's Lord. For this reason Earth rejects

E.Brunner's interpretation of the Virgin Birth in terms of it being a

bilogical miracle. For Brunner the interpretation of the Virgin Birth as

a biological miracle proves its non necessity as part of the Christian faith.

Barth opposes Brunner's rejection of the Virgin Birth, not because he

wishes to assert that the biological nature of the basis of the dogma is

meaningful in itself for the dogma in question, but because Brunner's

rejection presupposes an illegitimate question. (2)

Natus Ex Maria Virgine.

The measureless hiddenness of the sign associated with Jesus'

1. Op.cit. pp.179-180.

2. Ibid. pp.185-186.
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conception by the Holy Spirit, in exact parallel to Barth's understanding

of Jesus humanity under the sign of the cross, is derived from the fact

that what is at issue in the sign is not simply the hiddenness of God

from the creature qua creature, but the hiddenness of God from the sinful

creature.

"The decisive point of view, from which the

natus ex virgine was always regarded in early

dogmatics, was rightly, the recollection of

inherited sin, or original sin as it is

better expressed in the Latin oeccatum

orifiinale." (l)

The sign is thus comparable to what "flesh" signified in Barth's basal

Christological text. In precisely the same way as there, where Barth

considered the relationship between Jesus being "flesh" and sinless, he

will here consider the relationship between the divine origin of Jesus as

conceived by the Holy Spirit and His birth of the Virgin Mary. Barth

understood Jesus' being "flesh" in terms of the inconceivable freedom of

God posited by the relationship between the death and resurrection: His

sinlessness as the One who became flesh was revealed in the resurrection

as the Deus absconditus. God in the "flesh". There was seen to be no

positive connection between the fact that there a man was involved in a

serious struggle of obedience and Jesus' sinlessness. Jesus was sinless

because He was God in the "flesh", the Lord who became a servant, His

sinlessness was therefore one of measureless hiddenness.

In the same way the particularity of the sign of the virgin birth

as such is not directly related to the meaning of the dogma. Barth seeks

1. Barth,K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.2.p.l89.
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to raise to understanding the figure of Wary in terms of her being

representational rather than particular. Just as the particular struggle

of the man Jesus was not related to His sinlessness so the virginity of

this particular female has no systematic link with the meaning of dogma.

She is understood as a sign which presupposes the same inconceivable

freedom as that which presupposed the revelation of the Deus absconditus

as the sinless Son of God. In this sinse Mary is seen to involve the

consideration,

"that in birth without previous sexual union of

man and woman • •••, man is indeed involved only

in the form of the virgo Maria, i.e., only in

the form of non-willing, non-achieving, non-

creative, non-sovereign man, only in the form

of man who can merely receive, merely be ready,

merely let something be done to and with

herself" ••••• (and) •••••"It is not as if the

virginity as a human possibility constitutes

the point of connexion for the divine grace." (1)

In this sense the rationality and necessity of the dogma of the virgin

birth is seen to consist in it,

"not being a repetition or description of the

yere Deus vere Homo, although in it3 own way it

also expresses, explains and throws light upon

it." (2)

The dogma thus can be understood as an aspect of the consideration

of the unity of the person of Christ in the sense that it brings to

1. Op.cit. pp.191-192, Cf.pp.193.ff.

2. Ibid. p.177.
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understanding the figure of Mary as a representational figure of the

creature before God as presupposing the same inconceivable freedom which

posits the unity of the event of revelation considered from the point of

view of the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus. It therefore finds

its place within the Ghristological context as indicating ah aspect of

the way and the manner in which God is free for the creature,

Gonceptus da Spiritus Sancto.

This aspect of the dogma related to the virgin birth brings to

understanding the relationship which in the last section was posited

between the sign and the thing signified in terms of the inconceivable

unity of God's act of self revelation into,

"full view" (1)

It thus raises to understanding the usefulness of the dogma as an

interpretation and explanation of the unity of the person of Christ, Since

the unity of the person of Christ is understood by Barth in terras of the

unity of God: The Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus being related

in the inconceivable act of God's positing Himself as man's Lord, In the

doctrine of reconciliation this means the unity of 'the Lord who became

a Servant' and 'the Servant who became Lord' in the inconceivable freedom

which presupposes 'Jesus Christ, the true witness.' Here it means that

the relationship of the Holy Spirit to Mary considered as a representational

figure presupposes that,

"the Holy Spirit is God Himself in His freedom

exercised in revelation to be present to His

creature, even to dwell in him personally, and

thereby to achieve his meeting with Himself in

His Word and by this achievement to make it

possible," (2)

1, Barth,K, Church Dogmatics. Vol,1,2,p,197,

2, Ibid, p,198.
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Since the Spirit is that mode of God's being in which He is present to

Himself as Father and Son, and since God in the inconceivable freedom of

the unique act in which He posits Himself as God is the God who in Jesus

Christ wills to be God for man and Man for God, and since God is who He

is in the revelation of His name, that is antecedently in Himself He is

who He is in His self revelation, then,

"only through the Holy Spirit can man be there

for God, be free for God's work on him, believe,

be a recipient of His revelation, the object of

the divine reconciliation," (1)

In this way the presence of the Holy Spirit at the virgin birth,

"points back to the connexion which exists

between our reconciliation and the existence

of the Reconcilor, to the primary realisation

of the work of the Holy Spirit. For it is

on this ground that the same work ,,,, can

happen to us also." (2)

Conclusion.

In this chapter we have been concerned to understand the

relationship between Berth's exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity

within the context of the doctrine of Revelation and his understanding

of the Christology which is appropriate to this Prolegomena to Dogmatics.

The obvious basis for this concern is that if we are to understand the

relationship posited by Barth's doctrine of Creation between the

trinitarian God of the doctrine of Revelation and the creature posited by

the doctrine of Creation, then the significance of Barth's understanding

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid.p.200.
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cannot be under-estimated.

We have seen that the way in which Barth considers the

Christological question, moving from the reality to the possibility of the

event of revelation in order to understand the manner in which the God who

reveals Himself effects His purpose, presupposes that in the life and

work of Jesus Christ we have to do not with a static being, but with an

event, with a happening. God has not revealed Himself through formulas

or images, but through a life history. It follows that the God whom Barth

understood in terms of the doctrine of the Trinity as a deed, an event

and not a static piece of being, presupposes the manner in which He

reveals Himself with the fact that His doing, His deed, is ultimate. God

is event, act, life. (1) Therefore the relationship that is established

between the Trinity and Christology in the Prolegomena is one which gives

rise to a dynamic interpretation of the ontological categories in which the

traditional formula*:of Christological doctrine have been expressed.

The importance of this relationship for our understanding of the

creature in Berth's theology will be seen not only in the structure of

Barth's doctrine of creation, but more specifically for our purposes the

creature can only be understood in terms of the unity of the act in which

the God who is who He reveals Himself to be determines Himself to be God

for man and Man for God. It will thus follow that the creature can only

be understood in terras of the act, deed, decision in which God exists as

the Creator and Lord. Therefore the essential nature of creaturely

existence presupposed by the nature of God will be one which is act;

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.l.pp.294-296, 262-264.
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involvement in the history in which God is who He is in the

determination of Himself in Jesus Christ to be the creature's Lord* (1)

Hence any understanding of the creature which attempts to assume

a freedom of the creature which does not presuppose the freedom

in which God is its Lord presupposes a static state of being which

by definition, in the relationship posited by Barth between God and

the creature, would be non-being* (2)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2*pp.196-198, 164-166, 200.

2. Ibid. pp.188-193, 203, 157-162, 170.
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CHAPTER 3.

The Relationship Between The Doctrine Of The Trinity And The Doctrine

Of Creation. 1.

The Orientation Of The Doctrine Of Creation Within The Structure Of

Barth's Thought.

It is of paramount importance for understanding the doctrine of

Creation within the trinitarian perspective developed by Barth in the

doctrine of Revelation, that we indicate how Barth's central concern in

expounding the doctrine of the Trinity in the doctrine of Revelation

conditions the structure of Barth's doctrine of Creation. This

investigation will show not only the inner consistency of Barth's thought,

how he 'proves' the existence of the creature in relation to the

presupposed unique existence of the Creator as the material content of

the doctrine of Creation, but also his understanding of the God who so

reveals Himself in the doctrine of Revelation determines the structure

of the doctrine.

The first item which one should consider in determining the

place of the doctrine of Creation within Barth's dogmatic programme as a

whole is the fact that he interposes between the doctrine of Revelation

and the doctrine of Creation the doctrine of God. This fact is of

critical importance in determining the meaning of Barth's doctrine of

Creation. In this sense we agree with von Balthasar's assertion;,

"das Kernproblem der Theologie Karl Barths

in ihrer letzten Gestalt ira Begriff der

Voraussetzune zusamraendrangt sehen (1)

The presuppositions which we believe are important in understanding the

place of the doctrine of Creation in Barth's thought are precisely those

1. Balthasar.H.U.von. Op.cit. p.129. Cf.Jenson.R.W. Alpha And Omegai
A Study In The Theology Of Karl Barth. pp.65.ff.
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which he lias developed in his presentation of the doctrine of the Trinity

and its relationship to Christology in the doctrine of Revelation#

We have already drawn attention to the fact that in Barth's

exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity within the cont xt of his

exposition of the event of revelation, he insists that the fundamental

starting point of the doctrine of revelation is that the church begins

with the beginning presupposed by the fact that God reveals Himself#

Hie doctrine of the Trinity arises as an attempt to answer "Who" this God

is who reveals Himself. The method adopted in understanding the doctrine

of the Trinity and its relationship to Christology in the context of a

consideration of the meaning of the event of revelation in terms of God's

lordship, means that in consideration of the relationship between the

Trinity and Creation we are thrown back upon the same theme# That is,

the form of the event of revelation will be considered by means of

that which it presupposes in the unique existence of God as that which

establishes the relationship between God and the creature. If an attempt

were to be made to understand the relationship between God and the

creature in terms of the craturely form of the event of revelation

considered as such, then it could not be shown how the freedom of God

which presupposes the event nature of revelation is a freedom which in

no way is conditioned by the relationship between God and the world

presupposed by the event of revelation. If the self revealing God is

Lord in the unique way in which Barth has developed this concept in his

exposition of the doctrines of the Trinity and Christology, then it

follows that He is Lord of the transcendent relationship in which He

stands as Lord of the creature in the event of His self revelation#

Of course it remains true that we can only ask questions about
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God and His relationship to the world as we presuppose the reality of

this relationship in the fact that God,

"is who He is in His works," (1)

But since He is who He is in His works, we must see that we can neither

know who God is in His works or what His works are unless we allow that

God is God apart from His being, act and life amongst and for the creature

in the event of revelation. In terms of the event of revelation, and as

a basis for understanding the doctrine of the Trinity, we may say that

the God who reveals Himself is event, act and life. But it must be seen

that,

"God is also the One who is event, act and

life in His own way, as distinct from

everything that He is not Himself, even

though He is its source, reconciliation

and goal. God is not merely differentiated

from all other actuality generally and as

such, or as its essence and principle, so that,

while He is differentiated from all other

actuality, He is still connected to it ••••

He is, of course, differentiated from it in

this way too •••• But the particularity of

His working and therefore His being as God is

not exhausted by this dialectical transcendence

which, however strictly it may be understood,

must always be understood with equal strictness

as immanence. On the contrary, without

prejudice to and yet without dependence upon

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol,2.1.p.260,
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this relationship to what is event, act

and life outside Him, God is in Himself free

event, free act and free life." (l)

It is this aspect of God's primary positing of His being in freedom and

love that is presupposed by the doctrine of revelation that Barth

considers, after the doctrine of Revelation and before the doctrine of
a

Creation, in the doctrine of God. Since the doctrine of Revelation

presupposed God's lordship to consist in His act of self revelation, that

God is who He is in this event; precisely because His revelation is self

revelation He is who He is apart from the event in which He makes

Himself known. This primary positing of God's being is what Barth is

concerned to emphasise over against any realist or idealist attempt to

correlate the event of God's self revelation with aspects of the subject-

object relationship inherent in the mode of revelation. Thus the

necessity of a consideration of the being of God consequent on the doctrine

of revelation and before consideration of the relationship between God

and the creature, resides in the nature of the God who reveals Himself

as the Lord in the event of His self revelation. (2)

1. Op.cit. p.264.

2. Two commentators who have noted the importance of this distinction
for the structure of Earth's dogmatics are Jungel.E. Op.cit.
pp.78-86, 93-94, 115-116. and Camfield.F.W. Reformation Old and New
pp.52-53, 60.ff. It is of some interest to note that the distinction
which Barth draws on the basis of God's self revelation between the
event or act in which God posits Himself as God in inconceivable
freedom and the event or act in which He is the God who reveals Himself
is related to his understanding of person in the doctrine of the
Trinity. The distinction thus posited by Barth entails that the
possibility and necessity of the event character of revelation is
rooted in the self constituting act in which God posits Himself, If
we are to understand the personal relationship which God establishes
between Himself and the world, so that God is God not in and for
Himself but God for us in His being for Himself, we must see it as,

"simply interpreting the triune being of God
as Father and Son in the unity of the Holy Spirit
proceeding from both." (Barth.K. Op.cit.p.268.)

(Continued on p.203.)
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The Un^ty Of The BejLng Of The Self Revealing God And The Unity Of God

And The Creature.

If God is who He reveals Himself to be then the relationship

established between God and the creature must be seen within the context

of the two fundamental characteristics of the being of God presupposed by

the event of His self revelation* These are that God posits Himself*

As He reveals Himself to be the One that He is* the event character of

revelation presupposes that God is the specific God that He reveals

Himself to be. But God is also One who posits Himself, the event nature

of revelation presupposing the transcendent character of the relationship

between God and the creature entails that God is free in relation to this

relationship. But since in His self revelation God is known because He

is God who posits Himself as this particular God then this aspect of His

being as God must be the primary consideration in understanding the

freedom in which God posits Himself. We cannot proceed from an abstract

view of freedom in order to understand God's positing of Himself

presupposed by the specific event of His self revelation.

Consequently Barth considers the being of God in the act of His

self positing as the being of God as*

"the One who Loves." (1)

2. (Continued from p.202.)
This understanding is in accord with what Barth determined as the
possible meaning of person in the doctrine of the Trinity. It was
seen to be understood in terms of the dialectical relationship between
the doctrines of Perichoresis and Appropriations as that which
presupposes the inconceivable freedom and love in which God posits
Himself as God. Person is that which refers primarily to that which
constitutes the divine unity. The "I" of the divine being expressing
its inconceivable unity rather than the distinctness presupposed by
the forms of revelation distinguishes Berth's exposition of person.
(Cf. Barth.K. Ibid.pp.265-272. and Jungel.Op.cit. pp.78-79. )

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.pp.273.ff.
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This conclusion has already been presupposed by Barth's consideration of

the doctrine of the Trinity in the context of his doctrine of Revelation.

The revelation of God as Lord in the event of His self revelation

understood in terms of His being One and Another in the inconceivable

unity of a Third, negates the possibility of und- standing God's being

from any standpoint which does not presuppose the reality of this act. (1)

In the doctrine of God this means,

"the act that becomes visible to us in God's

revelation, in which He is who He is, and from

which we must conclude what and how He is,

can only make manifest in fact that He is who

He is." (2)

That this statement is not a tautology is excluded by the fact which

the doctrine of revelation has made clear •••••• He who makes Himself

known is Father, Son and Holy Spirit. The fact that He reveals Himself

as the One He is in no way jeopardises the fact, it lightens it up, that

He would be God in all His fullness apart from the other to whom as God

He reveals Himself. If from the actuality of the event of His self

revelation God is known as He who posits Himself as the One who loves,

then this must be seen as,

"an overflow which is not demanded or

presupposed by any necessity or obligation." (3)

Barth turns to the other aspect which has to be taken into

account in considering the nature of God's being as the One who reveals

1. Barth learned this lesson at the feet of St.Anselm and it guides
all his considerations concerning the relationship between the
doctrines of Revelation and God. Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics.
Vol.2.l.pp.4.ff.

2. Barth.K. Ibid. p.273. Cf. pp.284.ff.

3. Ibid. Cf.pp.280-281.
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Himself in the event of revelation. If the event of revelation

presupposed the fact that God posits Himself, it also presupposed that

God posits Himself.

This aspect of Barth's analysis confronts us with the,

"mystery of His (God's) freedom." (1)

Since the question of God's freedom as the One who posits Himself is

understood subsequent to the fact that the event nature of revelation

presupposes that God posits Himself as love, the freedom of His self

positing must be seen as the freedom of His love.

"We could not complete our consideration of

the life and love of God as such without

realising at every stage the peculiar and

distinctive characteristics of this divine

living and loving ••••• We understood this

loving to be for its own sake, an unconditioned,

utterly sovereign love, positing its own

basis and purpose. Without this •••• we are

not speaking of God's living and loving." (2)

Thus the freedom in which God posits Himself must be seen as the,

"specific action of His love." (3)

The fact that God posits Himself in this way means that there is

a depth to the divinity of God which has important consequences for

understanding the relationship He establishes with the creature. It is

because God's being has this depth in the love in which He posits Himself

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.284.Cf.pp.260-261.

2. Ibid. p.300.

3. Ibid. p. .299.
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that the creature to whom He relates Himself is not swallowed up in His

absoluteness. Since God is free in relation to His own being in the

manner presupposed by Barth's understanding of God positing Himself, the

transcendent relationship which He establishes with the creature can

include His being with and for the creature as God without the creature

being called into question as a creature. It may be said of God, He

does not

"need His own being in order to be who He

is, 'since,1 He affirms it in being who He

is. It is not, of course, that His being

needs this affirmation. But He does actually

affirm it in this way." Cl)

Consequently God's transcendence in relation to the creature

cannot be understood in terms of a transcendence posited simply by the

form of the event of revelation considered as a contingent historical

event.

"The freedom of God is primarily and

fundamentally defined as God's freedom in

Himself, and only from that point of view

understood as His independence of the

world, and therefore His absoluteness in

the usual sense of the term." (2)

Therefore the transcendence and immanence presupposed by the event of

revelation in which God is who He is as the One who posits Himself

is one which is wholly determined by the freedom and particularity in

1. Op.clt. p.306.

2. Ibid, p.309.
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which God affirms or posits Himself as the One who loves* In this sense*

"there cannot be a being and existence of

the other which imperils the divine

absoluteness or limits the divine

freedom ••••• There cannot, then, be

any divinisation of the world or

demonisation of this other*" (1)

It is the freedom and transcedence of God in relation to Himself

and the relationship he posits within Himself with the creature that

presupposes the transcendence and immanence of the relationship between

God and the creature. The ontic and noetic necessity of the creature is

therefore to be considered in precisely the same terms as the ontic and

noetic necessity of the event nature of revelation. The ontic and noetic

necessity of the creature presupposed by the event of revelation in which

God reveals Himself as the One He is, can only be understood in terms of

the freedom and love in which God is both One and Another in the

inconceivable unity of a Third. (2)

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.309.

2. This factor in Berth*s consideration of the doctrine of God is of
decisive importance in understanding the way in which Barth connects
up the doctrine of Creation with the doctrine of God by means of the
idea of the Covenant which Is based in the doctrine of election as part:
of the doctrine of God. The distinction here alluded to is not only
the means by which Barth will distinguish between the Covenant which
God establishes with the creature in positing Himself in Jesus Christ
as God for man and Man for God, and the being of God who in the
freedom of His love affirms Himself as this God: but it will also be
the means whereby a distinction is drawn between the existence of
the creature as the external basis of the covenant and the covenant
which is the internal basis of the existence of the creature. Not only
the relationship between God the Creator and the creature will be
understood from this point of view but also the relationship between
creature and creature will be determined from this standpoint.
Consequently both knowledge of the relationship between God and the
creature and knowledge of the relationship between creature and creature
will presuppose the inconceivable freedom in which God is God.

We would compare the point we would make here with respect to Berth's

(Continued on p.208.)
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The essence of the unity of God in which He posits

Himself is for Barth only that unity and variety which is subsumed under

the meaning of the person of Jesus Christ, It is in Him and through Him

that God is the God He is in the height, in the freedom presupposed by the

fact that He is God who posits Himself, and in the depth, in His self

humiliation, His becoming who He is in His own eternal being ad extra.

Therefore the unity of God in terras of which Barth understands God*s being

as presupposed by the event of revelation to be one which consists in

2, (Continued from p,207. )
understanding of the being of God as the One who loves in freedom
with Jungel's exposition in which he defends Barth*s view of God
from that which would see God simply as pure relationship and so
jeopardise the freedom of God's love which must be understood not
only in terms of the fact that God posits Himself, but also that He
posits Himself, ,,

"Gottes Selbstbezogenheit grundet im ,, Ja"
Gott zu sich selbst. In diesem ,,Ja" Gott
zu sich selbst setzt Gott sich selbst in
Beziehung, um so der zu sein, der er 1st,
In diesem Sinne 1st Gott Sein im Werden. ,,
Reine" Beziehung kann also nur das Pradikat,
nieraals aber das Subject eines auf Gott
bezogenen Satzes sein, Aber dieses Pradikat
kann eines analytischen und eines synthetischen
Satzes Pradikat sein, Im Bllck auf die
trinitarische Selbstbezogenheit Gottes wird
dieses Pradikat als das eines analytischen
Satzes zu verstehen sein, Im Blick auf Gottes
Offenbarung wlrd dieses Pradikat als eines
synthetischer Satzes zu verstehen sein. Diese
Entsprechung besagt: Gottes Sein als
Selbstbezogenheit ist ein Sein ira Werden, dera
es eigenturalich ist, dass es sich wiederholen
•••• Kann so verst^nden kann Gott in seiner
Offenbarung T1Jc»s efepov sein. ohne von
diesem abhangig zu sein,"
(Jungel.E. Op.cit,pp.114-115, 116.)

Jungel also notes that the distinction thus understood is the basis
upon which the creature is understood in terms of an analoeia
relationis in relation to the freedom in which God posits Himself as
both One and Another. There is a proportionality grounded in the
inconceivable freedom and love in which God posits Himself, between
the being of God thus posited and His being the creature, man, ad extra.
As the unity of the God and man was considered in Christology from
the point of view of the unity of God, and as the creature is under¬
stood in terms of the being of God as He is ad extra in the event of
revelation, then the ontic and noetic rationality and necessity of the
creature must presuppose the inconceivable freedom and love in which
God posits Himself, (See Jungel.E. Op.cit. p,ll6.n.l55.)
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free love Is identical with Jesus Christ. (1)

"In Him God has loved Himself from all

eternity. In Him He has loved the

world." (2)

Jesus Christ is tbtis the centre from which we must understand the

primary and secondary ways in which God is present to Himself as God in

the inconceivable freedom of His love and present as God to the creature.

If it is true that the event of revelation presupposes that the

relationship between God a^d the creature can only be understood in terms

of the unity of the being of God who loves in freedom, then it follows

that the ontic and noetic rationality and necessity of the creature must

be sought in Jesus Christ. He is,

" not merely the focus and crown of all

relationship and fellowship between God

and the world, but also their basis

principle, their possibility and

presupposition in the life of the Godhead." (3 )

Thus if the unity of God and the creature in the doctrine of creation

presupposes the unity of God who is who He is in the event of His self

revelation which is expounded by Barth in the doctrine of God in terms

of God's freedom and love, and if God's freedom and love both in and for

Himself and for us is identical with Jesus Christ, then it is proper

from Barth's point of view that the relationship between God and the

creature should already be considered as part of the doctrine of God.

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.3l7.

2. Ibid, p.321.

3. Ibid, pp.317-318.
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The Doctrine of Election As Part Of Hie Doctrine Of God.

As Barth has already made clear, the fact that the God who

reveals Himself is One who begins with Himself not only in relation to the

creature but also, as the One who posits Himself in freedom and love,

begins with Himself in relation to Himself; the fact that God is a self

revealing God entails that He is a self electing God. It would be an

abstraction if the doctrine of God was developed apart from the

relationship that is presupposed by the event of revelation in which God

is who He is, between the freedom and love in which God posits Himself

as concretely related to the other who is not God.

"It is not as though God is forced into this

relationship. It is not as though He is in any

way constrained or compelled by this other ....

God is love. But He is also perfect freedom.

Even if there were no such relationship, even

if there were no other outside Him, He would

still be love. But positively, in the free

decision of His love, God is God in the very

fact, and in such a way, that He does stand in

this relationship, in a definite relationship

with the other. We cannot go back on this

decision, if we would know God and speak

accurately of God .... This relationship belongs

to the subject God ... not in His being in and

for Himself, but His being within this

relationship." (1)

The reality of God's determination of Himself for the creature is part of

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.p.6.
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the doctrine of God in so far as this relationship is the way in which

God posits Himself a3 God. The distinction which Barth mentions between

the existence of God in this relationship with the other and His

existence in and for Himself is not posited on the basis of some

dialectic between two kinds of God, one who reveals Himself and one who

does not, God is who He is in His self revelation. But as Barth has

indicated God not only posits Himself, He posits Himself. He is Lord of

His being in so far as He posits Himself in relation to the other as God.

But that He is this God who posits Himself in this relationship entails

that this relationship with the other is posited with the same majesty

and freedom as that in which God is this God. As such,

"Gottes Selbstbezogenheit dpos
N C/

ware dann die Kraft seines fhPoS eTe^bv
Gottes ewige Liebe, in der Vater, Sohn und

Heiliger Geist sich ewig einig werden, ware

dann der Grund seiner (im Blick auf alles,

was nicht Gott ist) grundlosen Barmherzigkeit.
A eJ

Gottes Sein 'fybs GXefoJ ist also kein
Abschied von slch selbst. Gottes

Fur-uns-Sein ist ebensowenig von sich selbst

wie es ein Zu-sich-selbst-Kommen Gottes ist." (1)

In understanding Berth's insistance on the doctrine of Election

being part of the doctrine God he brings to fruition the twin concepts

which have guided his consideration of the being of God in view of the

event of God's self revelation. God is the God who posits Himself in

the inconceivable freedom of His love as Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

1. Jungel.E. Op.cit. p.114-115.
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He brings them to fruition in terms of the primal decision of God to be

for and with the other as the self constituting affirmation by which

God posits Himself. It is not to be understood in terms of a synthetic

dialectic based on an idea of a relationship between God and the world.

It is,

"the primal and basic decision in which He wills

to be and actually is God, in the mystery of

what takes place from and to all eternity

within Himself, within His true being, God is

none other than the One who in His Son or Word

elects Himself, and in and with Himself elects

His people." (1)

This entails that we understand Jesus Christ, the Son of God, not only

as one with the Father and the Spirit as the electing God, the God who

in inconceivable freedom posits Himself as God for the other, the

creature, but also the One who is determined by this election as the

creature. (2) The unity of God, as was the ease in our consideration

of the unity of Jesus Christ in the section on Christology, thus

entails Berth's understanding of the unity of God and the creature.

As one with the Father and the Spirit, and therefore very God

Himself, Jesus Christ may at once be said to be,

"at the beginning of all things, at the

beginning of God's dealings with the

reality that is distinct from Himself." (3)

But as such He may not be said to be,
" at the beginning of God, for God has indeed

no beginning." (4)

1. Berth.K. Op.cit. p.7b.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.pp.94.ff.

3. Ibid. p.102.

4. Ibid.
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By this Barth means that as Jesus Christ is truly God, what is said of

God must be said of Him. The distinction posited by the inconceivable

freedom and love in which God posits Himself, by Himself, means that God

can be God in relation to that which is not God without ceasing to be

the God that He ever was. Jesus Christ as one with the Father and the

Spirit can be said to La at the beginning of all God's ways and works

toward the creature, but precisely because He is this His self

determination in this manner cannot be identified with the beginning of

God, God is inconceivably free love, the relationship He establishes

with the creature in determining His own being to be for and not against

the creature cannot be correlated with any aspect of the being of God

or the creature which presupposes this relationship. (1)

The same consideration holds good for the truth established by

Barth's understanding of the unity of God in terras of God being the One

who posits Himself, by Himself, in so far as the emphasis falls on the

fact that God posits Himself as specific. Jesus Christ is not only

electing God in unity with the Father and the Spirit, He is also the

Object of that election. He is elected Man. But in being the Object of

God's election, as corresponding to the fact that God posits Himself,

determines Himself to be this specific God, He must never be abstracted

from the inconceivable freedom in which God posits Himself. Jesus Christ's

being the Object of God's electing will, of which He too with the Father

and the Spirit is the Subject, presupposes the inconceivable freedom and

love in which God is God.

1. This factor in Barth's exposition will appear to us to negate the
attempt by some commentators to establish an analoeia entis in Barth's
understanding of the God-creature relationship. It will be seen
that we do not think such a thesis can be established.
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"It is true, of course, that even as God He

(the Son) is elected; the elected of His

Father. But because as the Son of the

Father He has no need of any special election.

we must add at once that He is the Son of

God elected in His oneness with man, and in

fulfilment of God's covenant with man.

Primarily, then, electing is the divine

determination of the existence of Jesus Christ,

and election, (being elected) the human," (1)

As such it may be said that Jesus Christ is,

"not merely one of the elect but the elect

of God. From the very beginning (from

eternity itself), as elected man He does

not stand alongside the rest of the elect,

but before and abov?- them as the One who is

originally and properly the Elect," (2)

Neither as electing God nor as elected Man can Jesus Christ presuppose

anything but the inconceivable freedom and love in which God affirms

Himself as God. The doctrine of election considered as a development of

and explanation of Barth's exposition of the reality of God's being as

the One who loves in freedom, orientates the doctrine of Creation towards

the truth that its understanding of the God-creature relationship must

presuppose the freedom and love in which God posits Himself as the One

God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit,

1, Barth.K. Op.cit. p,103.Cf, p.105,

2, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.p.116. (Word underlined is in
italics.) (Brackets are Barths),
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In this analysis we note the correspondence with our fore —

going exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity and Christology within

the context of the doctrine of Revelation, There we noted that the

hypostasis of the Son as Incarnate was understood in terms of the unity

of God's essential being as God. We see now that the unity of God and

the hypostatic unity of the God-man both presuppose the inconceivable

freedom and love in which God posits Himself as God. This entails that

one cannot presuppose any relationship between God and the creature which

does not presuppose this unity and this freedom and love. Any attempt

to do so could only mean that an attempt is being made to divinise the

creature or divide the Godhead. (1)

1. In this connection we would refer to Barth's vigorous defence of the
"filioque" in his exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity. He saw
his defence there as a defence of

"no less than the entire statement of our
view •••• of the Holy Spirit and of the
Trinity in general."

(Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.548. )
For if, as is made plain in Barth's exposition of the doctrine of
Reconciliation, (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.l,pp,i0.ff.#
22.ff., 128.ff., 135-137, Vol.4.3. Pt.l.pp.3.ff., 7-8.) the Holy
Spirit were to be understood in terms of the form of revelation
considered as an historical event and apart from the divine act which
constitutes God's essential unity, then a possibility of a freedom
of the creature for God would be postulated apart from the freedom
of God for man in Jesus Christ, understood as electing God and
elected Man. This, for Barth, would both deny the divinity of God
by postulating another God apart from Him who electing Himself in
Jesus Christ also elects the creature; and the creatureliness of
the creature by postulating a relationship with God which presupposes
a freedom of the creature for God apart from God's freedom for it:
such a relationship attempts to posit a natural affinity between the
nature of the creature and the nature of God. We recall that it was
Barth's concern to expound the filioque as an expression of the fact
that God's presence with the creature was not related to an idea of
a general presence of God with man but the particular presence of Him
whose divine mode of existence corresponds to the Act in which God
posits Himself in freedom and love as both One and Another. The Holy
Spirit can therefore only be considered in terms of the Act in which
the Deus revelatus reveals the Deus absconditus beyond the negative
limit of creaturely existence. It is therefore a

"viewing of this history (i.e., the history of
the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus) in its

unity and completeness, the viewing of Jesus Christ
Himself." (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.l.p.136,
Cf., Vol.4.3.Ft.1.pp.7—8.)
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Predestlnatio Gemina And History.

We link the concept of predestinatio gemina with the existence

of the creature because Earth's exposition of the content of the divine

election, Jesus Christ, involves a double answer to the question:

•Who is it that God elects in the election of Jesus Christ?* This is

necessitated by the fact that the self revelation of God presupposed that

God is God in so far as in electing and determining Himself for the

creature He elects and determines the creature for Himself. To the

election of God there belongs both electing God and elected Man. (1)

Since this is so we may say,

"the eternal will of God is a divine activity

in the form of history, encounter and decision

between God and man •••• God does not therefore

become the living God when He works or decides

to work ad extra .... in His being ad extra He is,

of course, the living God in a different way ....

but his being and activity ad extra is merely an

overflowing of His inward activity and being,

of the inward vitality which He has in Himself.

It is a proclamation of the decision in which

in Himself He is who He is." <2)

This *overflow» of the 'history1 in which God is God in the

inconceivable freedom of His love is that which presupposes creaturely

existence. The autonomy of the creature, its creatureliness, is its

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.pp.l62.ff.

2. Ibid. p.175.
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determination by this 'overflow'- since this overflow is the decision

posited in the freedom and love in which God is God. That God posits

Himself, entails that the absoluteness of God in no way jeopardises the

creatureliness of the creature since He is who He is in the Inconceivable

freedom of His love. That God nosits Himself, entails that the

creatureliness of the creature's existence is guaranteed by the majesty

of the decision in which God posits Himself in the inconceivable freedom

of His love. Since the creature's free existence is presupposed by God's

freedom and love,

"Christology .... must always constitute the

basis and criterion for the apprehension

and interpretation of the freedom of God

in His immanence. The legitimacy of every

theory concerning the relationship of God

and man or God and the world can be tested

by considering whether it can be understood

also as an interpretation of the

relationship created and sustained in Jesus

Christ «.«««" (l)

There is, therefore, confrontation and decision between God and

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.320. Cf. Vol.2.2.pp.177-178.
Here Barth explains nature's,

"simple but comprehensive autonomy ....
constituted originally by the act of
eternal divine election",

as consisting in the fact that in the,
"smallest things as in the greatest God
wholly and utterly wills and fulfils and
reveals Himself."

This corresponds to the,
"purpose and meaning of the eternal divine
election of grace (which)c4nsists in the fact
that the one who is elected from all eternity
Ban and does elect God in return."

Cf. Jungel.E. Op.cit. pp.108-109, 67.
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man in the eternal being o£ God himself. In Jesus Christ God and man

meet in an event which is the origin and type of all other history. (1)

It is in this sense that Barth speaks of Jesus Christ, of the event

in which God posits Himself as electing God and elected man, as the

inner divine possibility of all relationship, of all fellowship, between

God and His creatures.

"God Himself is the Son who is the basic

truth of that which is other than God.

As the Son of God this Other is God

Himself. But God Himself becomes

Another in the person of His Son. The

existence of the world is not needed in

order that there should be otherness for

Him. Before all worlds, in His Son, He

has otherness in Himself from eternity

to eternity. But because this is so,

the creation and preservation of the world,

and relationship and fellowship with it,

realised as they are in perfect freedom,

without compulsion or necessity, do not

signify an alien or contradictory

expression of God's being, but a natural,

the natural expression of it ad extra.

..•••• in this singular and supreme

relationship and fellowship between

God and the world realised in the incarnation

we have the quintessence of all possible

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.pp.197, 180, 194, 177, 202, 184.
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relationship and fellowship generally and

as such, and that in the transcendent

freedom of God thus expressed we see the

archetype and the norm of all possible ways

in which He expresses His freedom in this

relationship and fellowship." (1)

That God exists in His own unique manner includes the fact

that creaturely existence is presupposed by His freedom and love. In

this Barth is continuing the line He has developed in underst anding

the form of the event of revelation in terms of the question •who* this

God is who reveals Himself by means of the doctrine of the Trinity. The

Christological question was then understood as the 'manner* in which

this God who reveals Himself effects His purpose. But in the doctrine

of God Barth has made plain 'who* and 'how* the God revealed in Jesus

Christ _is in the inconceivable freedom of His love. That Barth sees the

doctrine of predestinatio eemina within the doctrine of God follows from

the fact that since God is who He is in the revelation of His name, this

•overflow' of God's being in which He is who He is for the creature, while

determining the manner of creaturely existence, is in no way entailed

or necessitated by the being of God. It also proves the point which

for Barth is essential in understanding the question 'who' God is in the

revelation of His name, viz.,

"since God Himself is one He may only be known

either altogether or not at all. When He is

known He is known all at once and altogether." (2)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.3l7.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.p.l56.
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There can be no dividing up of our knowledge of God as He who reveals

Himself in the event of revelation. It is just this that Barth objects

to in the traditional formulations of the doctrine of election. It

presupposed some kind of division between a hidden and revealed God which

could only be made if it were presupposed that the event of revelation

is not identical with the being and will of the electing God. For Barth,

on the other hand,

"the eternal will of God which is before all

time is the same as the eternal will of God

which is above all time, and which reveals

itself as such and operates as such in time.

In fact we perceive the one in the other.

For God's eternity is one. God Himself is

one." (1)

The Doctrine Of Creation And The Covenant.

The event of which we have spoken in the doctrine of predestinatio

gemina as part of the doctrine of God in which Barth saw the origin of

all God's ways and works ad extra in the decision of God to be who He is

in the event of His self revelation in Jesus Christ, is also described

by Barth as the original covenant. (2) As this resolve of God in which

He exists is essentially historical, as the fundamental compact between

God and man in Jesus Christ, it stands in a fundamental relationship to all

other history. Barth uses the term Urgeschichte. "primal history", (3)

to describe this history. As a history in God, who is the origin of all

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.p.156.

2. Ibid. p.157.

3. Ibid, pp.7, 8.ff.
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things, it Is the law of all other history. (1)

It is therefore quite understandable that Barth should declare;

"The decisive anchorage of the recognition

that creation and covenant belong to each

other is the recognition that God the

Creator is the Triune God, Father, Son and

Holy Spirit." (2)

In this way Barth indicates his intention to 'prove', to bring to

understanding the existence of the creature in relation to the existence

of God which He has already elucidated in the doctrine of Revelation

and the doctrine of God. The doctrine of the Trinity, within the doctrine

of Revelation, found its rationality and necessity in the fact that the

God who reveals Himself reveals Himself as Lord. In the doctrine of God

the fact of God's self revelation, His Lordship, indicated that as the

self revealing God He is the self electing God in the inconceivable

freedom of His love. Both the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine

of God draw our attention to the essentially dynamic nature of the being

of God as He who posits Himself in the free dom of His love as not only

God in and for Himself, but as this God who is in and for Himself He Is

God for us. In Jesus Christ He is both electing God and elected Man.

The connection between the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of

Creation is therefore to be understood by means of this essentially

historical nature of the being of God which Barth has derived from his

exposition of the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of God. Since

God is in Himself for Another in the unity of the Act in which He is who

1* Op.clt. pp.202.ff., 184.ff., 201, 183.

2. Barth.K, Church dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.48.
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He is, it is appropriate but not necessary that He is the God who is

for the creature. That He is who He is in Jesus Christ as both electing

God and elected Man, presupposes the inconceivable love in which God is

free. But God is free love. Who He is in Jesus Christ cannot be deduced

or understood in terns of anything but the inconceivable freedom of God

to be who He is. Nevertheless in that He is who He reveals Himself to be,

"we can see how far it was not only

appropriate and worthy but necessary

that God should be the Creator." (1)

As God posits Himself, the Lord, the Father determines Himself

for man and man for Himself, and thus presupposes creation in its

existence and goodness, in Him in whom He posits Himself as such, Jesus

Christ theelecting God and the elected Man. The Act in which this

positing of God is consumated, and therefore made in a sense historical

in its eternity, is the Spirit understood as the relationship between the

Father as the Father and the Son as the Son.

"He (the Spirit) is the communion and self

impartation realised and consisting between

both from all eternity; the principle of

their mutual love proceeding from both and

equal in essence; the eternal reality of

their separateness, mutuality and convolution,

of their distinctness and interconnexion.

To this extent it may well be said that it is

in the Holy Spirit that the mystery of God*s

trinitarian essence attains its full profundity

and clarity .... It is in the Holy Spirit

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.l.p.51.
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that the commission of the Father and the

obedience of the Son •••• coincide in the

decree which is the intra divine beginning

of all things." (1)

When the compact between God and man is understood in this sense then the

Trinity will be seen to be the effective ceans by which Barth achieves

understanding of the creature in its relationship with God.

"The recognition of the unity of the divine

being and its particularity as Father, Son

and Holy Spirit will prove effective ..•••

for the recognition not only of the inter*

connexions but also the variations in the

relation between creation and covenant." (2)

As in the doctrine of Revelation in the context of which the

Trinity was expounded by Barth in terms of the lordly nature of the

self revealing God, he placed heavy emphasis on the filtoque as a way in

which God's lordship could be understood, so here in the context of his

understanding of the relationship between the Trinity and creation

subsequent to the analysis of the being of God who loves in freedom we

find the same concern. In the doctrine of Revelation the subjective

reality and possibility of revelation was rooted in the act of unity

between the Deus absconditus and the Deua revelatus beyond the negative

limit of creaturely existence in the resurrection of Jesus Christ. In

terms of the relationship between the Trinity and creation subsequent to

Barth's exposition of the doctrine of God the Spirit as,

1. Op.cit. p.36.

2 . Ibid. pp.48-49.
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"the unity and agreement between the

Father and the Son," (1)
is He who,

"makes the existence of the creature

as such possible, permitting it to

exist, maintaining it in existence,

and forming the point of reference of

its existence." (2)

In a word, precisely because He is the mutuality of the bond in

which the decision of God in Jesus Christ to be with and for the

creature is actual He may be said to be the One in whom,

"the creature as such pre-exists." (3)

Hence in considering the relationship between the Trinity and creation

in terms of the covenant which is identical with the being of Jesus

Christ as the electing God and elected Man, every aspect of created

reality, its ontic and noetic rationality and necessity, will be grounded

in the being of God as He posits Himself in inconceivable freedom as

Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

We shall in due course examine the implications of this

conclusion with respect to Berth's understanding of the relationship

between knowledge of God in the doctrine of God as this is understood in

terms of the self revelation of God, and knowledge of the creature as

this finds expression in the doctrine of Creation. It will be seen that

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.57. Cf. p.59.

2. Ibid. p.56.

3. Ibid.
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precisely the sarae reasons prevail in defending the view that the unity

of the self revealed God excludes natural knowledge of God in the

doctrine of God as those which exclude real natural knowledge of the

creature in the doctrine of Creation.

For the moment however, we concentrate our attention on the way

in which Barth develops his understanding of the relationship between the

doctrine of the Trinity and creation by means of his exposition of the

relationship between the covenant and creation. In this material it

will be seen how the manner in which the revealed unity of God's triune

being posits and determines the reality and possibility of creaturely

existence, also determines the structure of the doctrine of Creation.

Creation As The External Basis Of The Covenant.

Just as Barth understood the being of God as presupposed by

the event nature of revelation under the twin aspects of the being of

God who posits Himself and the being of God who posits Himself as the

being of God who loves in freedom, which also found expression in Barth's

understanding of the Jesus Christ as electing God and elected Man, so

too the relationship between God and the creature considered within

the context of this primal compact must express the truth of the reality

of the being of God who is who He is in His self revelation. Precisely

because God's self revelation posited that God is God as He posits

Himself, the relationship between Himself and the creature is one of

which He Himself is transcendent. The absoluteness of God's freedom as

He who posits Himself ensures both that the reality of the creature will

not be swallowed up by God's absoluteness and that God is in no w«y

conditioned or determined by the existence of the creature. Since the
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existence of the creature presupposes the freedom in which God posits

Himself, and since in this freedom God does not •need' His being in

order to be the God that He is, there is no reason in God or the creature

that the covenant should be the beginning in God of all His ways and

works ad extra. Therefore, this freedom of God in which He posits

Himself is that which distinguishes the existence of the creature from

the existence of the covenant. That He posits Himself as the Lord of

the creature can only be understood in the light of the fact that He

does this, that in fact He is this God and not another. Thus the creature's,

"creation and continuance and preservation

point beyond themselves to an exercise

and fulfilment of (God's) love which do

not take place merely with the fact that

the creature is posited •••• " (1)

It will become evident when we come to examine some Catholic

commentators view that in so explaining the existence of the creature

as presupposing and pointing to God's grace Barth has assumed an analogia

entis within the positing of the creature's existence. In our opinion

B^rth consistently carries through his intention to understand the ontic

and noetic rationality of creaturely existence in terms of the freedom

and love in which God posits Himself. The fact of the covenant, that

the Creator

"wills really to exist for the creature", (2)

presupposes the inconceivable freedom of the love in which God posits

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.l.p.95.

2. Ibid.
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Himself. Thus the creature's existence does not presuppose any neutral

ontology which can be understood apart from the decision and act of God

in which He determines Himself for man and man for Himself in Jesus Christ.

The existence of the creature can only be understood in terms of the

fact that,

"the love of God could not be satisfied

with the eternal covenant as such; as it

willed to execute it and give it form

outside the divine sphere, it made

itself this external ground of the covenant,

i.e., it made necessary the being of the

creature and therefore of creation." (1)

The relationship between the covenant and creation cannot be

understood in terms of the creature's existence which is wholly determined

by the freedom in which God distinguishes Himself from Himself as He

posits Himself. Understanding of the creature can only be reached in

faith which presupposes, since it corresponds to, the act of inconceivable

freedom in which God determines Himself as the creature's Lord.

"As everything which exists outside the

Creator owes its existence to Him and Him

alone, so any knowledge of existence which

arises outside Him can only come to be

because He does not conceal but reveals

His infallible knowledge of His own

existence (which is the ground of all

other existence). This self-disclosure of

the Creator, i.e., this revelation of

1. Op.cit. p.97.
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of His own infallible knowledge of His

existence (the ground of all else that

exists) is the living confrontation which

meets creatucely consciousness and in

virtue of which knowledge of existence,

reality and being is possible and real

even outside God ••••• This knowledge

begins with knowledge of the existence

of God, and then, descending from this

its primary and proper object, it becomes

knowledge of the existence of the knower

and his environment." (1)

Tils noetic determination of the creature corresponds to its ontic

determination as the external basis of the covenant, the covenants

technical possibility. (2) As God distinguishes Himself from Himself

the creature is established as that which presupposes,

"the divine intention of love." (3)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.pp.348-349.Cf. the whole section
with respect to the way in which Barth considers the reality and
possibility of the creature in terms "<f it being the external basis
of the covenant. We would draw particular attention to Barth*s
understanding of the creature's "actualisation", (Ibid.pp.344-365)
On the same topic see pp.110.ff., 120-121. with respect to the
creation of light and, pp.l26.ff., on the creation of time in relation
to light.

2. Ibid. p.97.

3. Ibid. p.96. (Word underlined is in italics in the text.) Cf. Jungel.E.
Die Moalichkeit theologischer Anthropologic auf dem Grunde der
Analogic: Eine Untersuchung zum Analogie verstA'ndis Karl Barths.
Evangelische Theologie.22.1962.pp.535.ff. Jtihgel. relates the
relationship between the covenant as the inner ground of creation and
creation as the outer ground of the covenant to Berth's understanding
of analpgia relationls. (Ibid.pp.534-544). In his exposition Jungel
denies that Barth presupposes an analogic entjs in his analogic
relationis as a basis for understanding creaturely being.

(Continued on p.229. )
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Since it is the divine intention which presupposes the creature's

existence, it can only be understood in terras of the inconceivable

freedom in which this intention is actualised in God's election of

Himself and the creature in Jesus Christ, and therefore in faith,

Barth finds support for his contention that the creation is to

be understood as external basis of the covenant concluded with man in

the decision of God in Jesus Christ by the way in which Scripture

presents the first account of the creation. He sees the writer

envisaging the creature,

"clearly enough to make the teleology of

creation apparent; but with sufficient

reticence not to allow us to forget that

creation is one thing .... the covenant

of grace quite another." (1)

The teleology of creaturely existence as that which presupposes the

freedora in which God posits Himself and as such is distinguished from the

existence of the covenant which is identical with the love in which God

posits Himself, is seen to be

"one long preparation, and therefore the

3. (continued from p.228. )
"Barths analogia relationls 1st eine Entsprechung
von Beziehungen, die durch ein Ja konstituiert
sind, das so das Sein des Seienden, gu dem Ja
gesagt wird, allererst ermdglicht. Es 1st das
Ja der freien Liebe Gottes, das der drienige
Gott zu sich selber spricht, das er dann auch
zu seinem Geschopf spricht, und das slch so
seine Entsprechung schafft" (Ibid. p.547.)

1. Ibid. p.98.
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being and the existence of the creature one

long readiness* for what God will intend and

do with it in the history of the covenant.

Its nature is simply equipment for grace.

Its creatureliness is pure promise*

expectation and prophecy •••• In this way

creation is the road to the covenant* its

external power and external basis* •••••" (1)

In illustrating how Barth understands the creature under this

aspect of its being we take one example from Barth's long exposition

of the Biblical material* viz., that God creates man in His image and

likeness. For Barth the image of God considered from this point of

view is directly related to the fact that the writer of Genesis indicates

the bisexual nature of man* God creates man as man and woman. (2) As

distinct from all other creatures who share this determination and

distinction* man alone has this as the characteristic which defines his

creaturelinass. The image of God then is not some peculiar ontological

addition which man has over and above his creatureliness understood in

this way* it is simply his creatureliness.

"There is no point in asking in which of man's

peculiar attributes and attitudes it (i.e.* the

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.231.Cf.p.219.

2. Ibid. p.184. Cf. the useful discussion of this aspect of Barth's
theology in relation to the question of analogy in Come.A.
An Introduction To Barth's Dogmatics For Preachers. pp.l46.ff.
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Image of God.) consists. It does not consist

In anything that man is or does. It consists

as man himself consists as the creature of

God •••••• He is the image of God in the fact

that he is man." (1)

That which provides the theological basis for this understanding of the

determination of the creature as the image of God is the inconceivable

freedom in which the self revealing, and therefore self electing God,

determines Himself as both One and Another in Jesus Christ.

"The tertium comparationis. the analogy between

God and man is simply the existence of the I-Thou

in confrontation. This is first constitutive

for God, and then for man created by God. To

reverse it is tantamount to removing the divine

from God as well as the human from man. On

neither side can it be thought away." (2)

If it were supposed that the image of God consisted in a

quality or determination of the creature which could be given or on the

other hand lost, as something which was over and above creatureliness

as such, then there would be presupposed a being of the creature in its

relation to God which was not determined by the unique freedom in which

God determines Himself as the creature's Lord. Among other things the

view that Barth advances has the effect that all aspects of the

relationship between God and man are presupposed by the relationship

1. Op.cit. p.184.

2. Ibid, p.185.
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posited in the Creator-creature relationship. (1)

The creature's being the image of God is therefore not dependent

upon its attitude to God. It remains the image of God in so far and

precisely because God remains God. That creation is the external basis

of the covenant in which God wills to be God not only for Himself but

also for man in Jesus Christ decides the fact that,

"the divine likeness cannot actually exist for

him (i.e., the creature) in the continuance or

even progressive development of a deposited

quality, but can only be the object of his

hope in God his Creator; that as man he can

only look for the man who is not only created

in this image and after this lineness, but in

accordance with it will actually be God's

image." ••••• Thus, "the creation of man as

male and female, and therefore in the image

and likeness of God, is not overthrown by the

episode of the fall, but remains even in

face of the total contradiction between it and

the being of man." (2)

1. Cf. on this issue. Come.A. Op.cit. pp.151.ff., O'Grady.C. Op.cit.
Vol.l.pp.90.ff. O'Grady points out that Barth's interpretation of
the image of God in this context differs from that given in Church
Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.pp.273.ff., here Barth puts forward the view that
the image of God consisted in man's original state of righteousness
which was lost in the fall. In Vol.3.1. this view is rejected.
See pp.200.ff. Cf. Berkouwer.G.C. Mans The Image Of God. pp.92.ff.,
95-96, 100-101.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.190. Cf. pp.l95;200. The ontological
impugnity of the image of God in man to the assault of evil derives
from the fact which we have already noted that the existence of the
creature in this condition presupposes the determination of God as Lord

(Continued on p.233. )
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The distinction between man as the external basis of the covenant

and the covenant which is identical with Jesus Christ is the same as that

2. (Continued from p.232. )
of the creature. Hence that which is inimical to the creature must
be understood in terms of that which God rejected in positing Himself
as its Lord. (Cf. Earth.K. Ibid, pp.102.ff. where Earth deals with
the phenomenon of the 'chaos' mentioned in Gen.l{2.) In view of the
actualising by God of His existence to be the Lord of the creature
in Jesus Christ, that which is inimical to God's creation can only be
understood as that which God rejected in determining Himself as the
creature's Lord. It is that which God passed over, rejected as a
possibility, and can therefore only refer to "the past of the real
cosmos." (Barth.K. Ibid.p.108.) Man may attempt to conjure up "the
shadow" of Gen.l:2 (Barth.K. Ibid.p.109.), but since God in His own
self determination passes over this chaos and actualises his creation
which presupposes His self positing as both One and Another, He will
not allow "the myth (shadow) to become a reality". (Barth.K. Ibid.)

The teleology of the creature as the image of God involves the
creature qua creature being ontologically bound by the determination
posited for it by God's self determination. Any other possibility
of the creature's existence is excluded on the grounds that God does
not cease to be God. This has wide implications for Berth's theology,
not least in the sphere of social ethics. Since no human judgment
or action can relativlse the goodness of creation in virtue of its
determination for the covenant, relative moral judgments cease to
have significance for man's relation to God. In this respect we would
draw attention to the criticisms offered by West.C. Communism And
The Theologians: Study Of An Encounter. West, who cannot be
considered an unsympathetic interpreter of Barth, finds the chief
difficulty with Barth's approach to the relativity of the empirical
analysis of specific historical situations to be rooted in Berth's
notion of "all embracing grace". (West.C. Op.cit.p.313.) West does
not attempt to give any analysis of Barth*s dogmatic presuppositions
which condition the problem he has isolated in the sphere of social
and political ethics. However, West is conscious of the fact that
the difficulties he finds in Berth's inability to deal with the
relative historical differences as being of significant theological
importance derive from his refusal to allow that these decisions
have meaning in the creature's relation with God.

We may conclude, on the basis of Earth's analysis so far, that if
he were to allow for West's criticism by emphasising the relativity
of creaturely existence as meaningful in itself, as contributing more
or less to the reality of the creature's relationship with God, then
in Barth'g terras one would have to presuppose a freedom of the
creature which was not presupposed by the freedom in which God is free
for the creature in Jesus Christ. This Barth could not do on

methodological grounds. The freedom of God for the creature is idenical
with Jesus Christ who is both one with the Father as electing God and
one with the creature as elected Man. Since Jesus Christ is the
beginning before which there is no other beginning except the
inconceivable freedom and love in which God is God, and since the

(Continued on p.234. )
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presupposed by the fact that God posits Himself in freedom*it is

therefore the same as that between God and the creature as such. Jesus

Christ as electing God and elected Man, as one with the Father He

determines and posits Himself with the same freedom and love as the Father

and the Spirit! it is just this freedom which allows him, as not

•needing1 any specific determination of His being, to determine and be

determined as Man for God. (1) That the creature, man, is determined

for Jesus Christ does not mean that this determination is an immanent

aspect of his being as a creature, since both aspects of the covenant

in Jesus Christ, God's being for Man and His being Man for God,

presupposes the same freedom and love in which God determines Himself as

God. If the creature is nevertheless determined in this way then it can

2. (Continued from p.233. )
creature's existence presupposes this beginning and is determined
by and for it, there can be no demonic states or political structures.
(West.C. Op.cit.p.268. ) Even the most unjust state serves God's
purpose, witnesses to grece, as it persecutes Christians. (Ibid,
pp.271-273.) Cf. the following for the same kind of difficulty
raised in connection with Barth's view of the relationship presupposed
by the creation as the external basis of the covenant. Herberg.W.
The Social Philosophy Of Karl Barth. pp.29.ff., 38, 54.ff., 64-67.
Bennett.J.C. Comment On 'Letter To American Christians By Karl Barth1.
Christendom. Vol.VIII.l943.No.4.pp,460.ff• Pauck.W. Comment.
Ibid.pp.463.ff• Baillie.J. Christianity And The Ideals Of The West.
Christianity And Crisis. Vol.1. No.24.1942.pp.3.££. Ramsey.P.
Elements Of A Biblical Political Theory Journal Of Religion.
Vol.XXlX.No.4.l949.pp.258.£f. 272.ff., 279.ff. Keller.A. Karl Barth
And Christian Unity pp.107.ff., 292.ff., 303.ff., Schrey.H.H.,
Walz.H.H., Whitehouse.U.A. The Biblical Doctrine Of Justice And. Law
pp.30.ff., 170-183, 190-193.

1. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.2.pp.103, 105, 116.
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only be understood as a miracle of free grace to be received with faith.

Hence the empirical form of the creature considered as such can never

ipso facto be identified with the image of God, the determination of man

for the covenant. The empirical form of the creature's existence can

only be understood in faith as this corresponds to the presupposition of

the creature's existence in the reality of the covenant concluded in the

freedom of God's grace in Jesus Christ.

"According to 1.Cor,11:7 there is a man who

actually is the w°«-i QeoO
and from this standpoint the same can be said

of every man. And side by side with this man

there is a woman who is His as He

(the Head of the woman but not without her)

is the & A. of God, and from the

standpoint of this woman, or rather of her

Husband, the same can be said of every woman.

This man together with this woman is the man

who is the image of God, who it and does

not merely Indicate it or establish its

physical possibility, like Adam and Seth and

all the subsequent members of the genealogical

tree." (1)

But who jis this image of God of which Adam and Seth and the rest of

human kind are merely the physical possibility? It is,

"the body of which Jesus Christ is Head, the

community of which He is Lord •,,. It is with

them that Jesus Christ is God's image." (2)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics, Vol,3,l,p,203, Words underlined are italicised,

2. Ibid, p.205«
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Hence the promise, the teleology of human existence, as the

external basis of the covenant, precisely because it corresponds to and

presupposes the inconceivable freedom and love in which God is Lord of

the creature cannot be identified with any given actuality of creaturely

existence as such. The equation which makes this characterisation of

human existence the image of God, is one which assumes the grace which

presupposes the reality of the participation of the creature in the

relationship between Jesus Christ and His church. (1) Jungel is therefore

quite correct, in our opinion, whan he posits the possibility of a

theological anthropology on the basis of Berth's understanding of the

analogic relationis in relation to the double predestination of God in

Jesus Christ.

"Indem einsichtig geworden ist, dass die

analogia relationis in der Erwahlung Jesu Christi

grundet, wird nun jedoch einmal klar, inwiefern

andererseits die Anthropologic auf dera Grunde

der Analogic raoglich wird. Denn die in der

Erwahlung Jesu Christi beschlossene Praexistenz der

Menscheit Jesu schliesst grade dies eln, dass

Gott auch zu dera Menschen als solchem Ja sagt.

In der praexistenten Menscheit Jesu bejaht

Gott den Menschen als solchen. Indem Gott in der

praexistenten Menscheit Jesu den Menschen als

solchen bejaht, konstituiert sein erwahleindes Ja

eine Beziehung zu dem Menschen als solchem. Durch

diese durch das erwahlende Ja Gottes konstituierte

Beziehung wird der Mensch das, wozu er ontologisch

1. Op.cit. p.203.
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bestimmt." (I)

We further agree that by so doing Barth has remained consistent in his

understanding of creaturely existence to the maxim which he derived from

his study of St.Anselm, which Barth justified in terms of the unique

existence of God, that the church must necessarily reach understanding,

prove its faith in terms of fides ouaerens inteltectum, (2) To posit

any other method of understanding the creature would be to look into the

abyss of non-being, the nothingness which is excluded by the fact of

God's choice to be the creature's Lord in Jesus Christ. (3) Creation then,

considered as the external basis of the covenant, can only be understood

when it is seen that its creaturely reality and necessity presupposes,

"the divine meaning and necessity which ....

is God's free love, i.e., the love of God

in which He wills and posits another by

Himself and is Himself for it .... the free

love in which He accomplishes this willing

and this positing in His own power and by

His own independent resolve. It is in the

same free love that He Himself is God, i.e.,

the Father in the Son and the Son in the

Father by the Holy Spirit. Again, it is in

the 3ame free love that He has resolved in

Himself from all eternity on fellowship

with man in the person of His own Son.

1. J&ngel.E. Op.cit,p.549.

2. Ibid. p.553.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.l.pp.333-334, 340-344, 347-349,
363-365, 372-373, 375, 387-388.
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As this free love is revealed, i.e., made

visible outside His own being, His hidden

glory is revealed. And this is creation

to the extent that it makes the creature

the exponent, sign and witness of the

divine meaning and necessity." (1)

In this manner Barth has 'proved' from the point of view of the

creature's being understood as the external basis of the covenant what

he declared to be the decisive

"anchorage of the recognition that creation

and covenant belong together." (2)

This was

"the recognition of the unity of the divine

being and its particularity as Father, Son

and Holy Spirit .... for the recognition

not only of the Interconnexions but also of

the variations in the relation between

creation and covenant." (3)

The Covenant As The Internal Basis Of Creation.

In this section we consider from a different perspective the

existence of the creature as it is understood by Barth to be an exponent

and sign of the divine meaning and necessity posited by God's election.

If the consideration of creation as the external basis of the covenant

corresponded to the freedom in which God posits Himself, the understand¬

ing of the covenant as the internal basis of creation corresponds to the

1. Op.clt. p.230.

2. Ibid. p.48.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol«3.l.pp.48-49.
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love In which the self revealing, self electing God posits Himself. This

does not add or subtract anything to what has already been said

concerning creatioh as the external basis of the covenant.

"The main interest now is not how creation

promises, proclaims and prophesies the

covenant, but how it prefigures and to

that extent anticipates it without being

identical with it •••• not Jesus Christ as

the goal, but Jesus Christ as the beginning

(the beginning just because He is the

goal) of creation." (1)

Barth is still moving within the bounds of his understanding of

the unity of the triune God as he proceeds to discuss the ontological

structure of the creature, not simply as the creature whose existence is

determined for the covenant of grace which might suggest a freedom of the

creature not only for God but also from God; since the creature may be

seen to be an existent which has a future destiny but whose actual

existence is free in relation to this future. Barth now understands the

ontology of the creature by raising its existence to understanding in

terms of the fact that God posits Himself. His freedom is the definite

and specific freedom of His love. So too the creature, whose existence

presupposes this specific choice of God, is from the beginning one whose

goal in the covenant of grace

"is not something added later to the reality

of the creature, as though the history of

creation might equally have been succeeded

1. Op.cit. p.232.
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by any other history. It (i.e., the covenant)

already characterises creation itself and as

such, and therefore the being and existence

of the creature." (1)

Barth finds justification for this view of the relationship

between the covenant and creation not simply in the relationship between

his doctrine of revelation in which he considered the doctrines of the

Trinity and Christology and the doctrine of God, but in the way in which

the writer of the second creation narrative (Gen.2:4b-25) views the

matter. Without this scriptural justification Barth maintains his

theological scheme could not be sustained.

"It must be conceded at once •••• we could

hardly have the temerity to do this." (2)

We take up again, in our examination of this aspect of Barth's

exposition of the doctrine of creation, his understanding of the man as

the image of God. We recall that previously it was seen that precisely

because the image of God was identified by Barth as consisting in the

I-Thou relationship of man and woman and this was understood as referring

to the fulfilment of the covenant in the relationship between Jesus

Christ and His Church, that empirical man could not be Identified with

the image of God as such. The validity of the equation that man and woman

in their relationship to each other is the image of God presupposed the

inconceivable freedom in which God posited Himself. Therefore the being

of the creature as the image of God, considered under this aspect as the

external basis of the covanant, could only be known in faith. The

continuities and connections in which the historical existence of the

1. Op.cit. p.231.

2. Ibid. p.232.
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creature JLs the image of God as the external basis of the covenant are

essentially unknowable. This followed from the fact that these

continuities and connections presuppose the distinction between the

covenant and creation and this entails the distinctions and continuities

in which God posits Himself as One.

We come to essentially the same conclusion when we examine

Barth's exposition of the existence of the creature in the context of the

second creation narrative. The second creation narrative may be seen

as an extended exposition of Barth's anthropology. He sees the

peculiarity of the second narrative as concerned to express the nature

of the covenant as the internal basis of the creation. The second

narrative is,

"a story of the emergence of man, of the

sphere of his activity, of his environment.

There is only casual reference to the

coming into being of earth and heaven." For

this reason the ancient author was right

who suggested that, "Gen.l., tells the

story of the natural, pagan man, and Gen.2.

that of the Jew, i.e,, the man of the

history of salvation," (1)

Since Barth wishes to explain this narrative from the point of view of

the covenant being the internal basis of creation, we should expect

that since God in Jesus Christ did not will to become a fish or a stone,

but man, that Barth would understand the narrative more from the

1. Barth,K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.I.p.240.
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anthropological rather than the cosmological aspects of the narrative. (1)

The first major aspect of the narrative to which Barth draws

attention is that man is understood as created out of the dust of the

earth. In this man

"owes his existence wholly and utterly to the

fact that from a particular handful of earth

God willed to make him •••• The only difference

between him and the beast is that he is dust

formed into a human body •••• Primarily, then,

the distinctive election of man is merely

that he is formed from this dust as opposed

to all other dust and given this form which is

distinct from that of the beasts." (2)

Man is thus set, with all the beasts, under the law of mortality.

"If man is not renewed, the fact that he was

once quickened will not prevent him from

sharing the fate of the beasts and

becoming again what he was: arid, barren,

dead, dust, earth of earth." (3)

But man has a distinct characteristic which he does not share with any

heast. In this,

"we have a material parallel to what the

first account called his divine likeness." (4)

As opposed to the beasts man becomes here a living soul as God breathes

into him the breath of life,

1. In this connection reference should be made to the importance of this
aspect of Barth's thought in the development of his doctrine of the
creature. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.ll.ff., 15-19,
Cf» Vol.3.1.pp.18—19.

2. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.236.

3. Ibid.

4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.236.
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"in a most direct and personal and most

special act." (1)

It is to be emphasised that this act as such,

"rests on the wholly free and special election

and compassion of God, and that it stands or

falls with it." (2)

The parallel which Barth sees between this act and the account in the

first narrative of man as the image of God is that this man like the

first has his existence as man as he

"proceeds from death to life. But the

realisation of this hope waits for man as

the being which, earthly by nature, will

triumph over the aridity, barrenness and

deadness of the earth because God is his

refuge and hope, because God has constituted

Himself as such." (3)

And it is

"Jesus Christ, (who) is the man whose existence

was necessary for the perfecting of the earth}

for the redemption of its aridity, barrenness

and death •••• He is the man who, taken from all

creation, all humanity and all Israel, and yet

belonging to them and a victim of their

curse, was in that direct, personal and special

immediacy of God to Him a creature, man, the

seed of Abraham and the Son of David ...."

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid, p.237.
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"The man of whom the saga spoke, objectively

If not subjectively, Is ••••• in respect of

the solution of the riddle of Israel and

the fulfilment of its hope ... this man Jesus." (1)

As in Barth's understanding of the image of God in relation to

man, so here we are confronted by the fact that man's being as such

cannot be identified with the man whose existence is determined by the

covenant as its internal basis. Man can only be said to have his internal

basis in the covenant as his existence is seen to be determined for the

covenant, but determined for the covenant because he is determined by

it in the sense that Jesus Christ does not participate in man's

humanity but man participates in His. (2) In Jesus Christ God

"already confronts man in a readiness to

perfect that which is utterly unattainable

and to give life to that which is intrinsically

dead." (3)

Precisely because man proceeds from this Creator his being as man is as

immeasureably hidden as God himself. The covenant as the internal basis

of the creature's existence presupposes the same inconceivable free love

as that in which God posits Himself. The same considerations apply here

as those with which we became familiar in the doctrine of revelation

where the form of the event of revelation was understood in terras of the

inconceivable act which presupposed the unity of Deus absoonditus and

the Deus revelatus beyond the limits of creaturely existence in the

1. Op.cit. p.239.

2. Cf. Berkouwer.G.C. Op.cit. pp.92.ff., 95-96.

3. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.244.
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resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. There the unity was

conceived by Barth in terms of the doctrine of the Trinity in which God's

positing of Himself as both One and Another in the unity of a Third

was the act of His Lordship in His self revelation, We have also

considered how Barth related this view of the Trinity to the question

raised by Christology. Now it is seen from a different perspective how

the creature presupposing the same essential act, as that which constitutes

its existence proceeding from the aridity and barrenness of the earth to

life, is essentially and necessarily hidden from itself.

Barth broadens and deepends his understanding of the creation

of man from the point of view of the second creation narrative by

concentrating attention on the way in which woman is formed by God out

of man. In this it is a matter of seeing

"a successive constitution of the being of

man now reaching its climax. In reference to

man's formation from the dust of the earth, to

his animation ... the concern has always been

with the distinct elements in the whole man.

But who and what the whole man is must now

be stated." (1)

The creation of woman is not an abrogation of the determination of man

as presupposing the covenant as the internal basis of creation. It is

a broadening and deepening of the understanding of the creature in the

light of the divine "soliloquay" (2), which constitutes itself the

internal basis of creation. In this sense then, as God Himself is both

1. Barth.K. Church_Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.289. Cf. p.291.

2. Ibid, p.290.
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One and Another in the inconceivable unity of a Third, to be God's

partner in such a covenant as that which is constituted by the act in

which God posits Himself,

"man himself needed a partner .... In virtue

of his nature man must be formally prepared

for grace. This takes place as he is not

left alone but is given a creaturely

helpmeet." (1)

It is important to emphasise in this connection what Barth here

means by,

"in virtue of his nature man must be formally

prepared for grace."

This preparation cannot be separated from the covenant which it

presupposes. Therefore, as will become obvious in Berth's linking of

the deep sleep which fell upon Adam with the death of Christ, and Adam»s

recognition of the woman as the Thou which corresponds to his I with

Christ's recognition of man in His resurrection, the preparation of man

for grace, his being I and Thou in confrontation and community,

presupposes the inconceivable act in which God is God and can therefore

never become the subject of an independent anthropology. True man as

prepared for, because he comes from, grace is as deeply hidden from man

as the hiddenness which presupposes the freedom in which Christ as the

elected God and Man is the Deus revelatus. Thus,

"the completion of all creation described

here, i.e., the completion of man by the

creation of woman, is not only one secret

but the secret, the heart of all secrets

of God the Creator .... The preparation

1. Op.cit.
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of his nature for God's grace, and the

basis, concealed in his creaturely existence,

of God's merciful good pleasure in him, is

the secret of God. It is sufficient that man

can say Yes to the result of this preparation

and foundation and therefore to his own

humanity and nature .... But in the divine

act which creates the presupposition for

his knowledge and confession he does not

participate either actively or consciously." (1)

To elucidate the basis of this assertion in Barth's exposition

we need to take a jump over his detailed analysis of woman's creation:

that God caused a deep sleep to fallupon man during which God takes from

him a rib from which He fashions woman whom He then brings to man who

joyfully recognises her as the helpmeet granted to him by God. In all

this Barth sees the intrinsic determination of the creature by the

covenant as the internal basis of creation. The covenant in which Jesus

Christ in His unity with the Father and the Spirit is God who posits

Himself for man and in His distinction from the Father in the unity of

the Spirit is God who determines Himself as Man for God.

"Why could not man be alone7 •••• Why could his creation, his

emergence as man, be completed only with the erection of

woman? .... because the man Jesus, the Son of God, whose earthly

existence was envisaged at creation •••• was not to be alone ...

in the church which believes in Him He was to have His

counterpart, His environment, His helpmeet and servants •••••"

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.l.p.295. Cf.Jungel.E. Gottes Sein
1st Im Werden. pp.62.ff., 118-119: Barth.K. Church Dogmatics.
Vol.4.l.pp.75l.ff.
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"Why did the first raan have to fall into that deep sleep when

the work of God was done in which woman had her origin? because

the church of Jeaus Christ was to have its origin in His mortal

sleep and to stand complete before Him in His resurrection."

"Why can man jubilantly exclaim: 'This is now a...?' Because

the Church of Jesus did not first recognise Him but was first

recognised by Him, being created for Him by divine omnipotence

in the power of His resurrection .... In and with its election,

His own election is complete in $nd with its revelation, His own

revelation is finally accomplished." (1)

Here the common theme which presupposes and necessitates the intrinsic

determination of man, his preparation for grace, is the fact that the

covenant which forms the inner basis of creation is identical with the

covenant revealed and consummated in Jesus Christ's death and resurrection.

The unity of the Deus absconditus and the Deus reyelatus as that which

constituted the exposition of the trinitarian dogma in the doctrine of

revelation and which presupposed the being of the self electing God in

the doctrine of God, is seen to be that which defines and necessitates the

creaturely being of man. But this entails that, as in the doctrine of

revelation with respect to the event nature of the form of revelation

and the humanity of Christ in Christology, empirical man has precisely

the same relationship with the real Han whose existence coincides with

the covenant as that which is presupposed in the doctrine of revelation

between the form of revelation and revelation itself.

Consequently knowledge of the creature as that which presupposes

the covenant as the internal basis of its existence must presuppose the

unity of the electing God and the elected Man in Jesus Christ, that is,

1, Op.cit, pp.321-322.
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in the Holy Spirit as the Spirit of the Father and the Son, Therefore the

"noetic basis of the whole matter", (1)

concerning the relationship between man and woman as creatures of this

Creator is brought out in the narrative when it is realised that the

woman, and the mystery which she represents for man, i.e., the unity of

Christ and His church,

"is not exhausted by the mere existence of the

woman. It also belongs to this reality that

she is brought to man. The account does not

merely introduce woman God Himself brings

her to him," (2)

"God Himself gives her to him. Without this

link, everything which precedes and follows

is unthinkable ,,,, He creates not only the 1

and Thou, man and woman, but also their

mutual relationship." (3)

Why must this be so? Because the creaturely ontology corresponds to the

specific unity of the covenanting God who makes Himself the presupposition,

the internal basis of the creature's existence. As God who reveals

Himself is triune, the Father and the Son in the unity of the Holy Spirit,

and the covenant which is the inner basis of the creature's existence

is constituted in this divine unity both from the point of view of God

and Man, so the creature who is prepared for the grace of this covenant

has its being in correspondence to this inconceivably free unitive act

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.298,

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.
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of divine grace. To postulate a freedom of the creature which did not

presuppose this unity of the electing God would be to deny both the

truth of the self revealing God and the truth of the creature whose

existence presupposes the fact that He is who He is in the revelation

of His name. Hence the ontic and noetic truth of creaturely existence

is not to be sought in any independent ontology of the creature but in

the

"divine action, thus indicating that it

escapes all observation and concepts." (1)

If it were otherwise then man

"world no more be man than God would be

God if He could lie." (2)

Consequently, despite the obviously contradictory picture

presented to the writers of Gen.2. and the Song of Songs concerning the

activity of empirical man, they could exalt the erotic relationship

between the sexes* For ultimately they do not speak of man and woman

as they appear in history, but man and woman as they presuppose the unity

of their gracious electing God. What interested them

"was the fact that in the relationship between

man and woman .... even prior to its character as

the basis of the father-mother-child relationship

••••• we have to do primarily with the question

of an incomparable covenant, an irresistably

purposed and effected union." (3)

They speak of the man-woman relationship as they do, despite the fact

of their observations concerning historical man,

1. Op.cit. p.297.

2. Ibid. p.299.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.p.313.
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"because they know the broken covenant Is

still for God the unbroken covenant,

intact and fulfilled on both sides; that

as such it was already the inner basis of

creation, and that as such it will again

be revealed at the end." (1)

So from the opposite point of view, from the point of view which

presupposes God's being as that in which He posits Himself, Barth has

raised to understanding the being of the cr ature in terms of the

covenant considered as the internal basis of creation* Of course the

aspects of the creature's being which Barth has considered, its existence

as determined for the covenant as that which presupposes the self

revealing God as the electing God to be One who posits Himself* and its

existence as determined for the covenant because it comes from the

covenant as that which presupposes the self revealing God to be One who

posits Himself, these twin aspects of creaturely existence belong

inseparably together. Not in the sense of a dialectical unity which is

ultimately open to scrutiny and manipulation by the creature, but in a

unity where the distinctions presupposed by the different aspects of the

creature's existence which Barth has considered correspond to the unity

and distinctions in which God posits Himself as the creature's Lord. In

this sense we may say Barth has remained profoundly consistent with his

dogmatic method. The existence of the creature is raised to understand¬

ing in terms of the unique existence of the self revealing God by means

of questions which presuppose that the answers correspond to the principle

of fides quaerens intellectum* As the doctrine of the reality of God's

1. Op.cit. pp.314-315. Cf. pp.317-319, 322.
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being proved that the self revealing trinitarian God is God in so far as

He posits Himself in the freedom of His love, so too the doctrine of God's

election which presupposes this inconceivable self positing of God, is

that by which the creation is proved to be the external basis of the

covenant which is posited in God as its internal basis. We may

therefore agree that for Barth creation is

"intrinsically trinitarian in its

ontology." (1)

The Relationship Between Knowledge Of God And Knowledge Of The Creature.

In our concern to understand the relationship between God and the

creature in the trinitarian methodology adopted by Barth as a means of

understanding creation, we intend now to take up the theme of the

relationship in terms of the way in which Barth relates creaturely

knowledge of God and creaturely knowledge of the creature. We do this as

a means of elucidating the relationship between God and the creature which

has emerged in our exposition of Barth*s dogmatic method,
I

It is not our intention to give a comprehensive expose of Berth's

theological epistemology, but to establish a connection between his

exposition of the knowledge of God in the doctrine of God which

presupposes the doctrine of the revelation of the triune God and the

knowledge of the creature in the doctrine of creation which presupposes

the self election of God in the doctrine of God. In this way, from the

point of view of the episteaology involved, we will be able to understand

from a specific perspective the relationship presupposed by Barth

between the triune God and the creature. This course will enable us to

appreciate how Barth understands the knowing subject, man, in relation to

the God who presupposes his existence as his Creator and Lord.

1. Hartwell.H. The Theology of Karl Barth: An lntroduction.p.114.
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In the doctrine of revelation Barth had shown that as God reveals

Himself as Lord He is known by and through Himself. We cannot ask in

terms of the event nature of revelation considered as a phenomena of

creaturely history whether and how God is knowable. Where the actuality

of God's revelation is there is also the corresponding possibility.

Apart from the actuality of revelation which presupposes the event nature

of its form in the world there is no possible knowledge of God.

"The question (as to knowledge of God) cannot

be posed in abstracto but only in concreto:

not a priori but only a posteriori, the in

abstracto and a priori question after the

possibility of the knowledge of God

obviously presupposes the existence of a

place outside the knowledge of God itself

from which this knowledge can be judged ....

(but) Just as the reality of the Word of

God in Jesus Christ bears its possibility

within itself, as does also the reality of

the Holy Spirit, by whom the Word of God

comes to man, so too the possibility of

the knowledge of God and therefore the

knowability of God cannot be questioned

in vacuo, or by means of a general criterion

of knowledge determining the knowledge of

God from without, but only from within this

real knowledge itself." (1)

So in considering the question of the objectivity Involved in the fact

1. Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.5. The underlining indicates^
the original is in italics. The brackets are mine.
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that as an event in creaturely history knowledge of the revealed God

is mediated knowledge, Barth distinguishes between the objectivity in

which God knows Himself from the objectivity in which in knowing Himself

He gives the creature knowledge of His own self knowledge in revelation

of Himself.

"If we ascribe objectivity to God (as we

inevitably do when we speak of the

knowledge of God) a distinction becomes

unavoidable. As He certainly knows

Himself first of all, God is first and

foremost objective to Himself .... In

His triune life as such, objectivity, and

with it knowledge, is divine reality before

creaturely objectivity and knowledge exist.

We call this the primary objectivity of

God and distinguish from it the secondary,

i.e., the objectivity which He has for

us too in his revelation, in which He gives

Himself to be known by us as He knows

Himself." (1)

Consequently when Barth considers the limits of creaturely knowledge of

God, the actual knowledge by the creature of God based in revelation,

it is in terms of the distinctions posited in God's distinguishing of

Himself from Himself as He posits Himself in the inconceivable freedom

of His love.

'What happens tfhen God is known becomes clear

and understandable to us, and visible to us

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.16.Cf. Torrance.T.F. Thsoioslca
Science pp.l36.ff.
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as a form, when we know the terminus a quo and

the terminus ad auem of this event, the point

with which it begins and the point with which

it ends." (1)

Since the self revealing God posits Himself the terminus a quo of

the knowledge of God it must be sought in the hiddenness in which God in

inconceivable freedom posits Himself. This has nothing in common with an

arbitrary limit which may be established by creaturely knowledge as it

prescribes a limit to itself.

"The terminus a quo of the knowledge of God is

not, therefore, identical with the terminus ad

quem which we can reach when we discern the

inability .... i.e., the limitation, of our

perception and discursive thinking." (2)

If we know the genuine terminus a quo of the knowledge of God we can

only confess that we do not know it of ourselves. But even this

judgment presupposes that we stand in the realm of the actual knowledge

of God.

"The capacity to know God is taken away from

us by revelation and can be ascribed to us

again only by revelation." (3)

Thus the origin and goal of creaturely knowledge of God is by and

through God's giving of Himself to be known. Both the terminus a quo and

1. Op.cit. p.179.

2. Ibid. p.184. This entails that the revelation of God alone can
invalidate the attempt of man to know God in terms of his •natural1
knowledge. Cf. Barth.K. Ibid, p.182.

3. Ibid. Cf.pp.188, 190-191.
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the tenainus ad quern of this creaturely knowledge is defined in terms of

the fact which has been proved in the doctrine of revelation and the

doctrine of God. God is God as He posits Himself and as He posits Himself

in the freedom of His love. As God knows Himself in Jesus Christ as

electing God and elected Man the creature is given to participate in

God's own self knowledge. Hence all our knowledge of God is necessarily

Christological knowledge. Its terminus a quo is in the unity of Jesus

Christ with God in that freedom in which God posits Himself: its tenainus

ad auern is in the unity of Jesus Christ with God who posits Himself in the

freedom of His love as God for man. Both the origin and goal of

creaturely knowledge of God presupposes the unity of God's self

constituting act in which He posits Himself as man's Lord in Jesus Christ.(1)

But precisely because this is true in Jesus Christ we too can be in the

place where God is known within the genuine limits in which this knowledge

is valid for the creature.

"For it is because He is this place, but

only because He is, that we too become and

are this place. If we are this place it is

only by faith in Him. But this means by

letting Him be this place .... In Him who is

true God and true man it is true that in

His true revelation God gives to man a

part in the truth of His knowing, and there®

fore gives to man's knowing similarity

with His own and therefore truth," (2)

The justification for the use in theology of analogical speech

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.pp,210, 214-215.

2. Ibid, p.253.
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about God. as this speech presupposes neither a complete disparity

or parity between human speech about God and the truth of God itself,

must be sought in the correspondence posited by God between His knowing

of Himself as God and His knowing of Himself in Jesus Christ as man.

When revelation authorises human speech about God. He

"takes to Himself something that belongs

originally and properly to Him." (1)

Since this "taking to Himself" presupposes the inconceivable freedom in

which God in positing Himself posits Himself in Jesus Christ as Man for

God, there can be no question of any control of God's self knowledge by

the fact that we know Him by means of human language. For.

"our thought and language in their appropriateness

to this object are also His creation. Therefore

the truth in which we know this appropriate

object in the way appropriate to us is His

creation. His truth." (2)

So in the terminus ad auem of creaturely knowledge of God we are

confronted with the same lordship as in its terminus a quo.

"Because God is always God. He is also in His

revelation (again in His entirety and therefore

without deduction of a part of His being, of

which something else might be said) the

hidden God, who is definitely not the object

of the views, concepts and words which we may

apply to Him .... He is hidden in so far as

His grace is grace." (3)

1. Gp.cit. p.228.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid. p.235.



258.

The correspondence posited by the legitimate use of analogical sppech

about God is that which is validated by God Himself as He veils Himself

in His self unveiling. It is true in the unity posited by God between

the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus; Because

"unveiling and veiling thus designate the way

which God goes with us, not a contradiction

which He ^pronounces against us, into which

He impels us, and which we have to suffer

and bear as such. From first to last on

this way it is a question of the one saving

fulfilment of fellowship between Him and us." (1)

Creaturelv Knowledge Of God And Greaturelv Knowledge Of The Creature.

As we have seen in our analysis of the way in which Barth

considers the actuality and determination of the creature in terms of its

being the external basis of the covenant which is its internal ground,

the creation is necessarily considered from the perspective of the

inconceivable freedom and love in which the self revealing and self

electing God posits Himself as the creature's Lord. We have indicated

that this involves consideration of the question of creaturely knowledge

of God in terms of the limits posited by, because made actual by, the

election of the creature in Jesus Christ who as one with the Father is

the electing God and as He posits and is posited as the elected Man one

with the creature.

The question now arises of understanding not only the possibility

of creaturely knowledge of God in terms of its actuality in Jesus Christ,

but also how this Christological basis allows us to understand the

possibility of creaturely knowledge of the creature who is posited as the

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.,2.1»p.236.
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covenant partner of God in Jesus Christ.

The first thing we should note in taking up this question is that

Barth develops his understanding of this issue within the context of an

exposition of the creature which is deliberately anthropocentric. That

is to say he does not consider the question of the creature in general,

that is, the relationship between God and the cosmos as such. The

reason for this is that

"God's eternal Son and Logos did not will to

be an angel or an animal but a man, and that

this and this alone was the content of the

eternal divine election ••••• He (in His

humanity) is the centre of all creation, of

the reality of which the creed says that God

created it." (1)

This means that the limits of creaturely knowledge of the creature, its

terminus a quo and its terminus ad cuem is posited in and with the same

inconceivable act in which the limits of creaturely knowledge of God is

posited. It is now a matter of understanding the relationships bet teen

creatures in terras of the relation which is posited between the creature

who is determined for because it comes from the covenant and the

creature whose existence jLs the covenant. In Jesus Christ we see

"the One in whose identity with Himself we

must recognise at once the identity of God

with Himself." So God does not, "infringe

His own sovereignty. He does not lose

Himself by being present and revealed in His

existence .... This man is there in and by

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.pp.l8-l9. Cf.Vol.3.2.pp.lO-ll, 15,
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the sovereign being of God .... Not two

juxtaposed realities .... a divine and then

a human, or even less a human and then a

divine .... constitute the essence of man,

this man, but one, divine reality, in which

as such the human is posited contained

and included •••• This is the distinction

which is His and His alone." (1)

Since this is the Man, the Man who is for God in such a way that He is

identical with God's being for man, who is envisaged by the creation

saga's account of the creature, the creature as such could not be

identified with the image of God. The image of God could not be

destroyed by man's fall since its truth depended on this other Man. But

precisely because He is this Man who exists as Man as He exists for God

and is God, the same distinctions posited by God in distinguishing

Himself from the Creature in the inconceivable freedom and love

distinguishes this Man from other men. What is involved in the existence

of Jesus Christ in human history therefore is something which

"corresponds externally to the inner life of

the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost." (2)

Consequently knowledge of the creature cannot simply be a deduction from

Christology.

"We remember that between the man Jesus and

ourselves as men there stands not only the

mystery of our sin, but primarily and decisively

the mystery of His identity with God. It is

impossible to understand Him even as man

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.69p70.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vola3,l*pp.l5-l6. Cf. pp.25-26, 28-29.
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except in this identity. But it is impossible

to understand ourselves in this identity.

We are here confronted by the irremovable

difference between Him and us. There can be

no question, therefore, of a direct knowledge

of the nature of man in general from that

of the man Jesus." (1)

A "direct" knowledge of the creature would obviate the necessity of

faith which is presupposed by the existence of this Man on the basis of

the inconceivable freedom and love in which God is God. We must proceed

to knowledge of man in precisely the same way as the question of the

knowability of God was answered. From the actuality of the existence

of this Man we ask the question how far real man is knowable in terms of

the freedom and love which presuppose this Man's existence among other

men.

The first thing to note in relation to the actuality of the

existence of this man as Man among other men is

"that a decision has been made concernibg the

being and nature of every man by the mere fact

that with him and among all other men He too

has been a man .... every man in his place

and time is changed, i.e.. he is something

other than what he would have been if this one

had not been man too." (2)

Nothing in earth or heaven can alter the determination of the creature

by the fact of the existence of this ton among other raenj

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.p.71.

2. Ibid. pp.134-135.
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" for the man who is with Jesus •... and this

is man's ontological determination .... is with

God. If he denies God he denies himself. He

is then something which he cannot be in the

Counterpart in which he is. He chooses his

own impossibility." (1)

Hence the first and primary characteristic of roan derived from the

actuality of the Man Jesus among other men is that in the same

inconceivable freedom and love, with the same majesty, as He is Man for

God, they are determined to be with God. The terminus a quo of creaturely

knowledge of the creature in the light of Jesus Christ is established

when it is seen that Jesus Christ is Man for God in the same inconceivable

freedom and love in which He, in unity with the Father and the Spirit,

is God for man.

The terminus ad quern of the knowledge of the creature established

by the existence of the Man Jesus Christ corresponds to the fact that He

is not only in Himself Man for God but as He exists on earth and under

heaven He is a cosmic being. In so doing

"He belongs to God, but he is still a creature

and not God. The one thing does not contradict

the other but explains it." (2)

If on the basis of the fact of the existence of the Man Jesus as Man for

God, man is ontologically determined to be with God, we must also see

that as the Man Jesus is not only Man for God He is also as a cosmic

being Man for other men. But in both of these aspects of the being of

the Man Jesus we have to do with the same freedom and love in which the

1. Op.cit. p.136.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.203-204.
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self revealing God is the self electing covenanting God, the Lord of the

creature. Consequently in both the terminus a quo and the terminus ad

quem of creaturely knowledge of the creature we have to do with the same

necessity for faith as the only path to understanding. The cosmic

determination of the being of Jesus has an "ontological" (1), connection

with the determination of Jesus as Man for God. His being Man for man

corresponds to and derives from His being Man for God.

"That His divinity has its correlative in this

form of His humanity, that it is 'human' in this

specific sense, i.e., in address to other men,

is not arbitrary or accidental. Jesus would

not be Jesus at all if we could say anything

else concerning Him .... His orientation to

others and reciprocal relationship with them are

not accidental, external or subsequent, but

primary, internal and necessary. It is on

the basis of this eternal order that He shows

Himself to be Neighbour." (2)

As we ask after the terminus ad auera of the reality and possibility of

creaturely knowledge of the creature in terms of the cosmic determination

of the Man Jesus we are confronted with the same inconceivable freedom

and love as that which presupposes His being Man for God. It could

hardly be other since,

"God repeats in this relationship ad extra a

relationship proper to Himself in His inner

divine essence. Entering into this relation¬

ship He makes a copy of Himself." .... "The

1. Op.cit. p.210.

2. Ibid. Cf. pp.216-217.
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humanity of Jesus, His fellow humanity, His

being for man as the direct correlative of

His being for God, indicates, attests and

reveals this correspondence and similarity

•••• It follows the essence, the inner being

of God. It is tliis inner being which takes

this form ad extra in the humanity of Jesus,

and in this form, for all the disparity of

sphere and object, remains true to itself

and therefore reflects itself." (1)

If man in his relationship with woman, in the I-Thou

relationship, presupposes the truth of the Han Jesus In His being Han

for other men in the cosmic determination of His being, then in so far

as He presupposes this reality he is hidden from himself.

Man is not "intrinsically recognisable as

this sign. Even in respect of this natural

correspondence and similarity of human

nature there is no natural knowledge of God.

Even in this matter we are concealed from

ourselves, and need the Word of God to know

ourselves. But .... there is something

in ourselves to know. In virtue of this

correspondence and similarity, our humanity

too has a real part in the mystery of faith." (2)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.218, 220. Gf. Vol.4.2.
pp.46-47, 62.ff., 84.ff., 94, 101, 113-114.

2. Ibid, p.207.
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The reality and possibility of creaturely knowledge of the creature as

being with God and being for the other presupposes the same inconceivable

freedom as that which posits God's being Himself the One He is for us.

For the existence of Jesus Christ as the One Barth has described

necessitates the reality of God's in and for Himself being, being His

being for us. (1)

1. Taking up the implications of this aspect of Barth's thought Jungel.E.,
is adamant in his rejection of the suggestion put forward by
Gollwitzer.H. in the course of a development in his views on the
existence of God as confessed by faith that in the interests of the
freedom of God's voluntary condescension to man we must distinguish
between God's in-and-for-Himself-being and His being-for-us, on the
basis of the event nature of revelation. Gollwitzer had indicated
that his views,were to be associated with the theological method of
Karl Barth. Jongel asserts that for Barth the whole point turns on the
fact that the distinction between God's being in and for Himself and
His being for us is one which presupposes His self positing. That God
in being for another in His being for us, repeats ad extra His being
for Himself. Precisely because His being for Himself is a being
in relation He can be in relation ad extra without there by ceasing
to be who He is in and for Himself by being dependent upon the other,
the creature, for His being in relation. To postulate, as Gollwitzer
does, a distinction between God's being in and for Himself and His
being for us on the basis of the creaturely nature of the event of
revelation is to presuppose a freedom of God for the creature which
does not correspond to God's being in and for Himself, consequently
God is in some sense different from who He is in His self revelation.
On the other hand it suggests a freedom of the creature which does
not presuppose the freedom of God and thus entails some form of
natural theology.

Jungel asserts on the contrary:
"Eine bewusst oder unbewusst naturliche Theologie
wird nicht schon dadurch evangelisch, dass sie die
Relation zur Grundkatagorie ihrer Aussagen macht.'^ t
Why? Because, "Gottes selbstbezogenheit (€iv«t .itpos 6*crTcW )
ware dann die Kraft seines Being tfpos itfe/oov .

Gottes ewige Liebe, in der Vater, Sohn und Heiliger Geist
sich ewig einig werden, ware dann der Grund seiner
(im Blick auf alles, was nicht Gott 1st) grundlosen
Barmherzigkeit. Gottes Sein 1st also
kein Abschied von sich selbst. Gottes Fur-uns»Sein
ist ebensowenig Abschied von sich selbst wie es ein
Zu-sich-selbst-Kommen Gottes ist." (Jungel.E. Gottes Seln
Ist Im Werden. p.113. )

The distinction between the relationship in which God affirms His
existence as God and the relationship in which He exists as this God
with and for the creature is one which presupposes the same inconceivable
freedom and love as that in which God distinguishes Himself from

(Continued on p.266. )
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The only meaningful question that one can ask concerning the

nature of man as the creature who presupposes the existence among other

men of Jesus Christ as Man for God and Man for other men is:

"How far as men they are beings which can be

represented by the man Jesus in His suffering

and conquering. We have to ask what it is that

makes than possible for the covenant which is

revealed and operative for them," (1)

1, (Continued from p.265,)
Himself as God, However, we may use the word 'analytic' to describe
the relationship in which God exists in relation in and for Himself
and the word 'synthetic' to describe the relationship in which this
same God exists as God for us in His self revelation. It must be
remembered that in both cases the same God is the Subject:

"dieses Pradikat kann eines analytischen und eines
synthetischen Satzes Pradikat sein. Ira Blick auf die
trinitarische Selbstbezogenheit Gottes wird dieses
Pridikat als das eines analytischen Satzes zu verstehen
sein. Ira Blick auf Gottes Offenbarung wird dieses
Pradikat als das dieses synthetischen Satzes zu verstehen
sein. Der synthetische Satz entsoricht allerdings dera
analytischen satz, Diese Entsprechung besagtt Gottes Sein
als Selbstbezogenheit ist ein Sein ira Werden, dera es
eigentumlich ist, dass es sich wiederholen kann" ••••••
"Der Wiederholung ist als Relation Gottes zu uns die
Entsprechung zu Gottes Selbstbezogenheit: analoaia
relationis. So vertsanden ist Offenbarung wirklich
Selbstinterpretation Gottes. Und po verstanden kann
Gott in seiper Offenbarung %Tepo>! seinh ohne
von diesera Efepv* abhangig zu sein." (Jungel.E. Op.cit.
pp.114-115, 116.) Words underlined are in italics in
the original.

1. Barth.K. Church Doamities. Vol.3.2.pp.223-224. Cf.p.225.
The method by which Barth determines the basis for his anthropology

in the relationship between the being of God in and for Himself and
His being for us in Jesus Christ has led some critics to contend that
by so relating the creature to the structure of the divine being the
creaturely nature of man's existence is compromised by it becoming
merely representational of the divine being and life. Cf. the following:
Prenter.R. Dietrich Bonhoeffer and Karl Barth's Positivism of Revelation
in Smith.R.G. ed. World Come of Age. pp.93.ff. Prenter.R. Einheit
Schopfung und Erlosung Theologische Zeitschrift. 2.1946.pp.l6l.ff.t
167-168, 170-171, 174. : Rodding.G. Das Seinsproblem in der Schopfungslehre
Karl Berths. Kerygma und Dogma. 10. 1964.pp.l.ff., 28-29, 33-34.

(Continued on p.267. )

I
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That Barth finds the I-Thou relationship to be constitutive of

man as the creature determined for because it comes from the covenant

concluded by God with man in Jesus Christ, does not entail that in this

relationship we have a likeness to God in the crea ture which can become

the basis for an independent ontology of the creature and thus the

basis for a natural knowledge of God. The creature's correspondence with

and preparation for the grace of the covenant, the fact of its being

represented by Jesus Christ as the Man for other men, rests upon the

decision made in the freedom and love in which God posits Himself.

Therefore the distinction between Jesus Christ and other men in their

1. ^Continued from p.266.)
Gloege. G. Zur Praedestinationslehre Karl Barths. Kerygma und Dogma.
2.1956. pp.193.ff., 233.ff., 249-150, 254. Zahrnt.H. The Question
Of God: Protestant Theology In The Twentieth Century, pp.106,
112-113, 115.: Smart.J.D. The Divided Mind Of Modern Theology .

p.149-151,

It would seem to be true that there is a structural relationship
between the being of God and that of the creature in Earth's method
of understanding the existence of the creature in terms of the
covenant. However it does not seem to have been realised that the
kiftd of representational ism of wh ich Barth is accused, whereby ,

creaturely existence is but a pale reflection of the divine being
and life, leaves out of account what would appear to be basicfor
Barth's position. The beginning of all things different from God
is a choice made by God, What He chooses is that the creature's
existence should demonstrate that choice. The relationship between
the choice and its demonstration are of course inseparable in that
the choice of man in Jesus Christ involves its fulfilment in the
existence of the creature as the external basis of the covenant so

concluded. But this choice and this demonstration do not annul the
historicity and freedom of the creature as a creature in its
relationship with God. In fact this choice, as presupposing the
inconceivable freedom and love in which God is God, establish the
creaturely nature of the creature with the sovereignty of a decision
of God. That God's choice of man in Jesus Christ presupposes his
existence as a creature does not seem to entail, as such, the kind of
monism which the critics assume. The nature of the relationship
between this choice, in which God determines Himself for man and raa n
for Himself in Jesus Christ, and God's being in and for Himself,
preclude the understanding of created reality simply as or merely as
a mirror of an eternal reality. Cf. Jungel. E.Op.cit. pp.114.ff.
Jenson.R. Alpha And Omega. pp,84.ff.



268.

respective being for others is the same as that which is involved between

the Creator and the creature.

"The tertium comparationis. the feature common

to both likeness and reality, to both copy and

original, consists in both cases, between man

and his fellow man on the one hand and God and

man on the other, in an indestructable connexion

and fellowship between two subjects which are

indestructably distinct. The only point of

comparison is that on both sides there is a

firm and genuine covenant ••••• apart from this

common feature everything is different. On

the one side we have a union of creature with

creature in virtue of the creaturely nature

••••• on the other we have a union of the

Creator and His creature, in which the Creator

is the free Lord of the covenant .... It fhus

follows that natural theology cannot find

here a point of contact for the proclamation

of the grace and revelation of God." (1)

Karl Barth' s Doctrine of Analogy

Any discussion of the relationship between God and creature in

terms of Berth1s view of the relationship between knowledge of God and

knowledge of the creature would be incomplete without specific reference

to the way in which Barth develops his method of understanding God and the

creature by means of his view of analogy.

1 . Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.pp.320-321.Cf.p.324.
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We have already established a direct relationship between the

way in which Barth understands the reality and possibility of creaturely

knowledge of God on the basis of his views expressed in the doctrine of

Revelation and the doctrine of God and his understanding of the creature

in the doctrine of creation in terms of the unity of the creation and

covenant by means of the doctrine of election understood as part of the

doctrine of God. As a development of our thesis with respect to this

relationship we now take up the question of analogy. It is our view that

in this respect we shall see how remarkably consistent Barth*s

exposition is in terms of its presupposition so far elucidated. For this

reason we find ourselves in opposition to the views of some commentators

who see a change in Barth's position, particularly with respect to the

doctrine of analoeia entis.

In 1932 Barth wrote, in the context of his attempt to purge

his theology of any appearance that it sought to justify the Word of God

in terms of a correlation with the structure of the human situation, that

such an attempt could only lead to a compromise with the doctrine of

analoaia entis.

"I can see no third possibility between play

with the analoeln entls. legitimate only on

Roman Catholic ground, between the greatness

and misery of a so called natural knowledge

of God in the sense of the Vatlcanum. and a

Protestant theology self nourished at its

own source." "I regard the analoaia

entis as the invention of Antichrist, and

think that because of it one cannot become a

Catholic. Where upon I at the same time allow
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myself to regard all other possible reasons

for not becoming Catholic, as short sighted

and lacking seriousness(1)

In 1940, after an examination and interpretation of the doctrine of

analoaia entis by the Catholic scholar G.Sohngen, Earth wrote:

"If this is the Roman Catholic doctrine of

analoaia entis. then naturally 1 must withdraw

my earlier statement that I regard the

analonia entis as the * invention of anti-Christ.1" (2)

Then in 1955 Barth said of the development of his Church Dogmatics,

"In the twenty three years since I started this

work I have found myself so held and directed

that, as far as I can see, there have been no
♦

important breaks and contradictions in the

presentation; no retractions have been

necessary (except in detail) •••• That is how I

myself see it, and it is my view that my

contemporaries (and even perhaps successors)

ought to speak at least more circumspectly when

at this point or that they think they have

discovered a 'new Barth' .... there is perhaps

more inward and outward continuity in the

matter than some hasty observers and rash

interjectors can at first sight credit." (3)

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.l.l.p.x.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.82. English trans, h^s no date.
See Barth.K. Die Kirkliche Donmatik. 11. Erste HetbWnd. Zurich,1940.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.4.2.p.xi.
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It Is our view that we should take Barth quite seriously in this

contention of his regarding the consistency of his theology. This is

particularly the case in a matter which he has continually regarded as

one, if not the chief, of the problems he has faced, i.e., the doctrine

of analonia entis. We propose to show that the correlation we have

established between Berth's doctrines of the knowledge of God and

knowledge of the creature in terms of the unity of the self revealing

triune God, also prevails in his understanding of the doctrine of analogy.

Both with respect to analogy in relation to the knowledge of God, the

analoaia fidei. and analogy in relation to knowledge of the creature, the

analOKia relationis. Barth excludes the doctrine of analordLa entis.

In understanding Barth's opposition to the doctrine of analoeia

entis we agree with the judgment of G.C. Berkouwer:

"however important this question of interpretation

may be (i.e., the interprdation of the meaning of

analogia entis) particularly as the analysis bears

on Thomism, our first concern is to understand

what Barth intends to achieve In his opposition

to the analogia entis." (1)

The problem of the analoaia entis. in the context of creaturely knowledge

of God, is for Barth that it presupposes

"a posse which is not included in and with

the ••••• divine encroachment." (2)

In this the Catholic doctrine, while it may not wish to speak of another

God "its procedure in the noetic question is

different from that in the ontological. To

1. Berkouwer.G.C. The Triumph Of Grace In The Theology Of Karl Barth.p.l90.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.79.
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that extent it certainly intends to make a

provisional division or partition in regard

to the knowability of God, and this will

inevitably lead to a partitioning of the

one God as well ..•• The primary reference

of our contradiction is to this partition •••

We have taken the unity of God seriously,

not only in theory but in practice. We have

answered the question of the knowability

of God in the light of this unity." (1)

Berth's primary opposition to the doctrine of analoaia entis is that it

presupposes a freedom of the creature which is not presupposed by the

freedom of God. It denies the revealed unity of the revealed God in so

far as it places a question mark over the fact which is essential for

Barth's position that God is who He is in the revelation of His name.

The doctrine of analoftia entis attempts to look

"away and above what God is among us and for us.

It thinks it necessary for assurance about the

truth of God to look away and above in this way.

It first establishes the fact of the existence

of God ••••• in the light of this affirmation it

then decides that God is knowable ••••• knowable

even without His revelation .... But over against

this being of God a certain being is also

ascribed to man, although on another plane and

in another manner. In the first instance God and

man are seen together on a ground common to both

1. Op.cit. p.79.
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and therefore neutral. It is on this ground

that the question of truth is decided in

Roman Catholic theology." ••••• "The intolerable

and unpardonable thing in Roman Catholic

theology is •••• that there is this splitting

up of the concept of God, and hand in hand

with it the abstraction from the real work and

activity of God in favour of a general being

of God which he has in common with us and

all being." (1)

The differences that emerge between Barth's answer to the

question of creaturely knowledge of God and that of the doctrine of

analoftia entis stem from the fundamental different questions which both

pose as to the knowability of God* There is, therefore, little point

in discussing the differing answers to what are fundamentally different

questions. X2) The possibility of a knowability of God only arises for

Barth when we see it as a question of asking after a possibility which

presupposes the actuality of God's self movement toward man. (3) This

means asking after a possibility which is grounded in the revealed

unity of the revealed God* We have investigated this and found that

this possibility resides in the election of God in Jesus Christ to be

Man for God and Man for other men. On the other hand Barth sees the

Catholic error to consist in a presupposing of the actuality of God's

self movement toward man in Jesus Christ with the abstract question of

1» Op.cit. pp.81 & 84.

2. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.84.

3. Ibid. pp.4.ff.
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the possibility of a knowledge of God in virtue of the fact that both

God and creatures exist. (1) What obviates the necessity of the

question which Barth sees as grounding the doctrine of analogia entis

is the unity of the revealed God. In Earth's presentation of his views

on analogy it is important that we keep this in mind; for Barth's

attack on the analogia entis takes place as he develops his own

methodology. It is not an independent theme. If Barth denies the

possibility of the analogia entis it is only in the course of 'proving'

his own way to knowledge of God and the creature in view of God's self

revelation. Hence,

"we cannot therefore attack it in detail.

For how can we attack it? We can only say

Yes and Amen to it as far as it applies to

the god, the false god, to whom it refers.

It is itself incorrigible. But we cannot

allow that it says anything about God at

all." (2)

We have already indicated in our exposition of Barth's doctrine

of the knowledge of God and knowledge of the creature in terms of the

unity of the self revealing God that knowledge of God and the creature

presuppose the terminus a quo and the terminus ad auem of this knowledge

in the inconceivable freedom and love in which God is God. In

discussing the question of analogy as appropriate in this connection

it could never be the case that the use of analogical speech about God

and the creature is justified simply in terms of the inadequacies of

human language and speech concerning God. The necessity of analogical

speech is seen in the necessity of the doctrine of God consequent on the

1. Op.cit. Cf. pp.81, 84.

2. Ibid. p.34.
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doctrine of revelation. The God who starts with Himself in revelation,

reveals Himself as Lord, starts with Himself in all His relations

ad intra and ad extra. As the self revealing God He is the self electing

God. The actuality and possibility of God's in-and-for-Himself-being,

being His being-for-us-being, grounds the possibility of analogical speech.

"Between our views, concepts and words, and God

as their object, there exists, on the basis of

the revelation of God, the relationship of

analogy, of similarity, of partial correspondence

and agreement. On the basis of this similarity

there is true human knowledge of God and

therefore the human knowledge of God reaches its

goal. But how does this partial correspondence

and agreement arise? ••••• we must affirm that,

as and before it occurs, as and before our word

comes to participate in it, it obviously subsists

in God Himself as the subject and Lord who in

His revelation controls His own work. Therefore

the relationship between what He is in Himself

and what He is in our work is only a relation¬

ship of similarity. Yet while this is true,

it is also true that both in Himself and in our

work He is not another. And because in our

work He is this One on the basis of His

revelation, because His revelation in its

relationship to us is grace, we shall have

to say that He is this One first of all in

Himself, and on this basis H e is it secondly

(not as Another, but in another way) for us,
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in our work grounded in His revelation." (1)

The word analogy as such, since it is to be understood in this specific

context is simply of no interest to Earth.

"We are not concerned with the words as such.

In a sense we simply turn our backs on them.

We look at the true revelation of God. And

by it we are pushed away from the words

parity and disparity .... pressed again by

the true revelation of God, we are pushed

on to the word 'analogy'. In itself and as

such it is no better than the words parity

and disparity." (2)

That God authorises the use of human language to convey the truth

of His self revelation presupposes that lie is not doing anything that is

originally foreign to Him. In it,

"He takes to Himself something that already

belongs originally and properly to Him ....

It is obviously His truth originally,

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.l.p.227.Cf.pp .214-215.

2. Ibid. Cf. pp.211-213. See also in this connection Clark.G.H.
Karl Berth's Theological Method, pp.142-147. Clark seems to miss the
point of Barth's discussion of the suitability of the work analogy in
speech about God. He contends that Barth is involved in a logical
contradiction in his argument for the word analogy as distinct from
the words parity and disparity. Berth's argument does not depend
upon the word analogy being the "revealed word". The theological
necessity of the word analogy resides in the distinction, posited by
God's self revelation, between His being in and for Himself and His
being for us.
If we are to criticise Barth's doctrine of analogy it seems to us

inappropriate to attempt this in terras of the logical law of non¬
contradiction concerning the use of certain words: the fact that
Barth speaks of a

"similarity that is not similar to ordinary
similarity". (Ibld.p.l46. )

Clark appears to fail in his appreciation of the relationship between
Barth's view of analogy and his theological method as a whole. In a
study devoted to Barth' s theological method this would seem to be a
major inadequacy.
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primarily, independently and properly,

because creatively. It is our truth

only subsequently, secondarily, dependently

and improperly, because creaturely." (1)

The partiality then entailed in the knowledge of God that is implied

by the word analogy, as distinct from parity or disparity, does not

derive from the fact that knowledge of God can be split up or

quantified, as if some words or concepts were in themselves more

appropriate than others. The partiality of analogical predication

presupposes the distinction between God's knowing and affirming Himself

and His knowing and affirming Himself as the creature's Lord. And as the

Lord who determines Himself for Man and Man for Himself in Jesus Christ

He is in Him not only originally and properly the Object of human thought

and speech about Himself, He is also the Subject. He is not only the

electing God He is the elect Man.

"In Him who is true God and true man it is true

that in His self revelation God gives to man a

part in the truth of His knowing, and therefore

gives to man's knowing similarity with His own

and therefore truth." .... "It is not our

knowledge of God, but the knowledge which is

and will be present in this man Jesus, that we

havedescribed in our description of its reality,

its possibility, and now finally its limit." (2)

In Barth's understanding of analogical predication and its appropriateness

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.228.Cf. Vol.l.l.pp.39.ff«

2. Ibid, p.252.



278.

in the context of creaturely knowledge of God he has given expression

again to the principle which follows from his dogmatic presuppositions,

namely that one can only move from the actuality of the revealed unity of

God to the possibility of creaturely knowledge of God, and as we shall

see of the creature as well. Any other possible way of understanding

God and the world is negated by the actuality of the creature's presence

with God in the circle of God's own self knowledge in Jesus Christ. The

truth of human knowledge concerning God and man is

"the power of our faith .... that God has accepted

His Son in the flesh, that He has conforted this

man Jesus in eternity. And in Him He has already

comforted us all in advance .... moving in our

circulus veritatis Dei we are in the sphere of

Jesus Christ, where that which in an earlier

context we called the veiling and unveiling of

God, the way from the one to the other, forms

the household rule from which we cannot except

ourselves," (1)

The way from the veiling to the unveiling of God of which Barth speaks is

that from the Deus absconditus to the Deus revelatus which from the

doctrine of revelation we have learned is the way in which God is Himself

for us in His being amongst us as the One He is in Himself, Father, Son

and Holy Spirit. The actuality of creaturely knowledge of God coincides

with the unity of the Deus absconditus and the Deus revelatus. i.e., in the

Holy Spirit. That God in this His self revealed unity is who He is both

in and for Himself and for us presupposes the actuality and possibility of

1. Op.cit. pp.253-254. See Appendix,D.
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analogical speech's veracity in relation to the truth of God.

It is for this reason that Barth's discussion of the doctrine of

analogy advanced by the orthodox Lutheran theologian A.Quenstedt, takes

such a critical turn. (1) According to Quenstedt the question of the

knowledge of God in terms of analogy derives from the fact that both

univocal and equivocal predication show themselves to be inadequate in the

matter. Concerning univocal predication it is seen

"that what the creatures have in common with

God they have in dependence on Him, so that it

exists first in Him, then only through Him in

them* Hence it cannot be expressed univoce of

Him and the creatures.11 (2)

Equivocal predication, on the other hand, is when

"the same term, applied to two different objects,

designates a different thing in one and the other."

For example, "as God is essentia et substantia

sinaularissma. so too, the creatures are

proprie entia essentia et substantiae ••••••" (3)

But Quenstedt, agreeing with Aquinas, believed that equivocal predication

understood in this sense must be rejected too; by itself equivocal

predication states that both sides of the analogical relationship are

what they are. Without further elucidation, equivocal predication means

that, "God cannot be known from the creature." (4)

1. For the following Of., Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.pp.237.ff.

2. Ibid, p.237. Underlining indicates the original is in italics.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid.
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^uenstedt therefore rejects both arialogia inequalitatis and analogia

proportionalitatis. In proper analogy we do not have the kind of

similarity

"which exists, e.g., between different species

of one genus:" or that which exists "when some

determinations of two objects agree but at the

same time disagree." (1)

•quenstedt answers to the effect that proper analogy between God and the

creature must be understood in terms of an analoeia attributionis. By

this he means that the,

"analogia is analogans in the first and analogata

in the second". (2)

What we have then is a relationship in which what is predicated exists

first and properly in one, and then because the second is dependent on

the first, in the second as well. The predication is not attributed to

the secondary side of the relation in a merely external manner but in

terms of

"an analogia attributionis intrinsicae." (3)

If this were not the case then one would be back in the position of

equivocal predication and there would be no possibility of knowledge of God

from the creature. Therefore,

"the analogy proorie belongs both to the

analoaans and the analogatum. It is inward

both to God and to the creature, although

to the last only <ScOl'e/©cO et per dependentiam." (4)

1. Op.cit. pp.237-238.

2. Ibid. p.238.

3. Ibid.

4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.238.
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Barth does not object to Quenstedt's use of analogical language

in speech about God, but that the necessity for this is different from

that which he posits.

"Though we agree with his attack on the thesis

of parity and disparity between human words

and divine being, in his case it has another

sense than with us. With us the rejection

of parity is a defence against the denial of

the veiling of God in His revelation. But

with him it is a defence against the denial

of the distinction between absolute and

relative being as such. With us the rejection

of the thesis of disparity is a defence against

the denial of unveiling in God's revelation.

With him it is a defence against the denial

of the unity of relative and absolute being

in truth." (1)

If Quenstedt had seen the proper necessity for analogical predication in

speech about God in terms of the nature of God's self revealed unity, the

Father as Deus absconditus. the Son as Deus revelatus and the Holy Spirit

as the inconceivable unity of both the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revelatus. he could not^insistejthat the relationship between God and the

creature is one of intrinsic attribution. Since

"what makes the creature into an analogue of

God does not lie in itself and its nature,

not even in the sense that God will acknowledge

and accept as an analogue (in itself) something

1. Op.cit. p.240.
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of Chat which lies in the nature of the creature.

What converts the creature into an analogue of

God lies only in the veracity of the object

known analogously in the knowledge of God, and

therefore in the veracity of God Himself." (1)

Barth, therefore, supports the view, which is opposed to Quenstedt's idea

of intrinsic attribution, that the relationship posited between God and

the creature by the unity of the self revelation of God is one which,

depending upon the inconceivable freedom and love in which God determines

Himself for Man and Man for Himself in Jesus Christ, can only be

understood by faith which depends upon the actuality and possibility of

creaturely knowledge of God being one with the Holy Spirit. As the Holy

Spirit's mode of divine existence is that which unites the Father as the

Father and the Son as the Son, He incorporates and thus establishes

creaturely knowledge of God in the "circulus veritatis Dei." (2) Hence

Barth speaks of extrinsic as opposed to intrinsic attribution to emphasise

the majesty of the grace that is involved in the actuality and possibility

of creaturely knowledge of God in this way.

The creature is analogous to the Creator,

"extrinseca in the form of apprehensio ami

not at all intrinseca." (3)

Barth's insistence on the extrinsic nature of the relationship posited in

the creature's analogical relation to God corresponds to the fact that

creaturely existence presupposes the freedom and love in which God

Himself posits His being as the creature's Lord in Jesus Christ. It is

1. Op.cit. p.239.

2. Ibid, p.254.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.239.
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important to realise that Barth's rejection of Quenstedt's exposition

of analogy is based on dogmatic presuppositions and not simply on an

analysis of what has been traditionally understood as the creature's

analogical relation to God. Barth grounds the reality and possibility of

an analogical relation between God and the creature in his analysis of

the dogmatic distinctions posited in God Himself between His being in

and for Himself and His being for us in Jesus Christ. The fact of the

unity of the self revealing triune God posits the analogical relation as

an aspect of the way in which the creature may participate in God's own

knowledge of Himself. (1) In the doctrine of revelation this self revealed

unity of God was understood in terms of the dialectic between the doctrines

of perichoresis and appropriationsi in the doctrine of God the self

revelation of God presupposed His self election, the fact that God not

only posits Himself but also posits Himself as the God who loves in

freedom. Subsequently we have indicated the relationship between this

aspect of the doctrine of God and Barth's analysis of the covenant as the

internal basis of the creation which was conceived as its external or

technical possibility. We now see that Barth's conception of the

relationship between God and the creature, considered from the point of

view of knowledge of God and knowledge of the creature, raises the

creature to understanding as a creature in terms of the unity of the self

revealed God. This implies that all creaturely reality, its continuities

and distinctions, presuppose the continuities and distinctions of the being

of its Creator and Lord.

It now remains for us to justify this conclusion by reference to

Barth's analysis of the relationship between knowledge of God and

knowledge of the creature, by examining the way he relates knowledge of

1. See Appendlx.E.
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God analoeia fidei to knowledge of the creature analoaia relationis.

Knowledge Of The Creature In Relation To Knowledge Of God; Analoata

Fidei And Anqlqftift Relfttlon^f,

We have already indicated that the determination of Jesus in his

cosmic or worldly relation with and for the creature presupposed His being

Man for God, real Man, in which determination He is identical with the

determination of God for man. Precisely because Jesus in His cosmic

relation presupposed the truth of God's own self determination, the

creature which corresponds to this determination in its being for the

other in the I»Thou relationship, is essentially hidden from itself. Hence

the continuity between the existence of Jesus as Man for other men and

the truth of creaturely existence in its being for the other presupposes

the same inconceivable freedom as that which is posited between the death

and resurrection of Jesus, between the Deus absconditus and the Deus

revelatus. Consequently the continuity i6 one which corresponds to, as

it subsits in, the continuity in which the Father is the Father and the

Son the Son in the Unity of the Holy Spirit,

"The divinity of the man Jesus is to be

described comprehensively in the statement

that He is man for God, His humanity can

and must be described no less succinctly

in the proposition that He is man for man,

for other men, His fellows." (1)

But in the humanity of Jesus, as the One who presupposes the truth of

creaturely existence we stand,

"before the true and original correspondence

,,,,, the fact that the man Jesus in His

being for man repeats and reflects the

1, Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol,3,2.p.208,
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Inner being or essence of God and this confirms

His being for God •••• The humanity of Jesus

is not merely the repitition and reflection

of His divinity, or of God's controlling will}

it is the repitition and reflection of God

Himself, no more and no less. It is the image

of God, the imago Dei." (1)

As the creature in its relationship with the other may be known as the

image of God the relationship between this reality and the reality of

Jesus' being man for other men is precisely the same as that which

presupposes the distinction between God and the creature. For the truth

of creaturely existence in this relationship is presupposed by the truth

of Jesus being man for other men, in the sense that He is in His humanity

the reality and possibility of God being not only in and for Himself but

also for us. Analogia relationis as that which speaks of the relationship

posited between Jesus being man for other men and the truth of creaturely

existence in its relationship with another is correctly summarised by

Jungel when he says,

"Gott in der Offenbarung an seiner konkreten

relationalen Existenz als Gott Vater, Sohn

und Geist teileibt in der Weise der

Wiederholung. Die Wiederholung ist als

Relation Gottes zu uns die Entsprechung

zu Gottes Selbstbezogenheit; analogia

relationis.'• (2)

The analogia relationis is then primarily a Christological

reference. It expresses the way in which Jesus is, the image of God as the

1. Op.clt.
4 i (I

2. Jungel.E. Gottes Sein 1st Im Werden.p.ll6.Cf.Jungel.E. Die Hoelichkeit
Theologischer Anthropologic Auf Dem Grunde Der Analogie.pp.539-541.
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One who presupposes the creature*s existence in the unity of the triune

God. What is at issue in Berth*s understanding of this analogical

relationship is,

"the relationship within the being of God

on the one side and the being of God and

that of man on the other." (1)

Since He who reveals Himself in the secondary analogate, the man Jesus

in His being for other men, is none other than He who posits Himself as

the One He is as the primary analogate, there can be no question of

deducing directly from the humanity of Jesus a Christian anthropology. (2)

Man can only be understood in terms of the analoeia relationis by asking

after the reality and possibility of the creature which is presupposed

by Jesus being in His cosmic relation man for other men.

The anthropological question which raises to understanding the

being of the creature is one which presupposes

"the inconceivable grace of God, that He

concludes this covenant with man." (3)

If we ask after the reality and possibility of the creature on this basis

we must ask after

"a basic form of the humanity ••••• of man

in general, in which there is given and

revealed the fact that the man Jesus can

be for them .... How far as men they are

beings which can be represented by the man Jesus." (4)

1. Barth.K. Op.cit. p.220.

2. Ibid.p.222.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.p.224.

4. Ibid, pp.223-224.
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Now if Jesus1 being for other men presupposes and corresponds to the

inconceivable freedom and love in which God determines Himself to be God

for Man and Man for God. then the correspondence which is established

between man's being for others and Jesus* being for others, that is the

relationship between God and the creature established by the unity of the

self revealed God, will be one which despite all the disparity that is

involved is one in which

"there is presupposed a common factor, a

parity, not merely between Jesus and other

men, but because between Jesus and other

men, between God and man generally." (1)

As the analoala fidei presupposed an analogical as opposed to a relation¬

ship of parity or disparity between God and the creature, so too the

analoaia relationis presupposes the same thing for precisely the same

reason. In both cases we see that the necessity and rationality of the

relationship in question reposes on the freedom of God to be who He is in

His self revelation.

The structure of Earth's doctrine of analoeia relationis which

defines his understanding of the relationship between God and the creature

has been admirably summarised by E.Jungel:

"(a) Den Beeiehungen ira innergottlichen Sein

entspricht die Beziehung zwischen Gott

und dem Menschen Jesus.

(b) Der Beziehung zwischen dem Menschen Jesus

und Gott entspricht die Beziehung zwischen

dem Menschen Jesus und den Menschen uberhaupt.

1. Op.cit. p.22S.
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(c) Der Beziehung dera Menschen Jesus und dera

Menschen uberhaupt entspricht die Beziehung

zwischen den Menschen uberhaupt*

(d ) Die Beziehung zwischen den Menschen uberhaupt

entspricht den Beziehungen in innergottlichen

Sein und Wesen,

(e) Den Beziehung in innergottlichen Sein und

Wessen entspricht die Beziehung zwischen

Gott und dera Menschen uberhaupt." (1)

Thus the image of God in man generally as representing the relationship

between God and the creature may be described as extrinsece in precisely

the same sense and for precisely the same reason as knowledge of God in

terras of the creature was described by Barth in terms of an analoaia

attributionis extrinsece. Both forms of the analogy, in respect to

knowledge of God and knowledge of the creature, confirm and prove Barth*s

fundamental theological method in which one moves from the reality and

possibility posited by the God's self revelation to the reality and

possibility of the creature. (2)

We see therefore that Berth's analysis of the possibility of

1. Jungel.E. Die Moglichkeit Theologischer Anthropologic Auf Dera Grunde
Der Analoeie. Op.cit, pp.541-542. On the difference between
D.Bonhoeffer's use of the term analo^la relationis and Barth: Moltnann.J.
The Lordship of Christ in Human Society in Two Studies in the Theology
of Bonhoeffer. pp.53-55. It would appear that Bonhoeffer was the
first to use the term. (Ibid. p.53.)

2. For this reason we find Brunner's reasoning difficult to follow when
he states concerning the Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2., in which Barth
deals with the anthropological question, that

"Barth himself will surely not contest the fact
that what stands in the sixth volume is in
contradiction to much that was said in earlier
volumes." (Brunner.E. The New Barth Scottish Journal
of Theology. Vol.4.l95l.p.l24.)

(Continued on p.289. )
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knowledge of the creature confirms our previous conclusions concerning

the way in which the unity of God and the creature and their distinctness

in the God-creature relationship is determined by his understanding of the

unity of the self revealed and self electing God. All other questions as

2. (Continued from p.288. )
On the contrary we find that Barth is highly consistent with his
dogmatic presuppositions, worked out in the doctrines of revelation
and God, when he comes to examine the reality of the creature. What
Brunner has to say about Barth's doctrine of the creature would
seem to confirm what Barth said about his relationship with Brunner
in an interview with a B.B.C. reporter:

"In his gpod creation, God saw fit to create such
diverse creatures as an elephant and a whale.
Each has his own function and purpose. But they
are so different that they cannot communicate with
each other or even fight with each other. As a
result, they also cannot conclude a peace pa.:t
with each other. Why God chose to place such
diverse creatures in the same universe no one knows.
For the answer to this question we must wait
until the eschaton. Only then will it become clear
as to why God created the elephant and the whale."
(Mehta.V. The New Theologian, pp.143-144. )

Firstly Brunner appears to understand Barth's "Real Man", Jesus
Christ, the One who directly corresponds to God's determination of
Himself for man, as empirical man, man as he actually exists, (lbid.p.125)
Having assumed this Brunner finds it hard to understand why Barth
should criticise his presentation of a theological anthropology which
had taken as it6 point of departure man as he actually exists in
contradiction with God. (Ibid.) It is little wonder that having
assumed that Barth means by "Real Man", man as he actually exists,
that the way in which Barth develops his view of "Real Man" is
irreconcilible with the Christian doctrine of sin. (Ibid.p.126.) By
this is meant that Barth's "Real Man" is ontologically immune ta
sin. (Ibid.p.129.) Brunner overlooks the fact that "Real Man" for
Barth presupposes the inconceivable freedom and love in which God in
determining Himself for man determines man for Himself in Jesus
Christ; hence it is somewhat beside the point for Brunner to suggest
that Barth should substitute for this understanding of "Real Man" one
which sees him as empirical man in contradiction to God. Jesus Christ
then would appear as "True Man" who contradicts "Real Man's" contradiction
of God. (Ibid.p.126. )

Secondly Brunner seems to fail to understand the import of Barth's
view of analogia relationis. Brunner sees it as,

"the I-Thou relationship between God and man
and between man and man are related to one
another. Between these 1-Thou relationships
their exists, says Barth, an analogy, that
is analogia relationis." (lbid.p.127. )

(Continued on p.290. )
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to the possibility of conceiving the relationship between God and the

creature are pre-empted by the fact that God is who He is in the event

of His self revelation. To posit any relationship between God and the

creature apart from that which is presupposed by the love and freedom which

2, (Continued frora p.289, )

Brunner finds difficulty in accepting that this relationship is a
determination of man's being,

"that it is an ontological determination," (Ibid,p.127, )
In agreement with R.Prenter, Brunner believes that this entails that
the,

"analogia relationis becomes an analogia entis," (Ibid,p,127)
As Brunner failed to grasp the meaning of Berth's definition of
"Real Man", so it seems he also misses the point of Berth's
understanding of analogia relationis. The analogia relationis
precludes an analogia entis as it posits the relationship between
God and the creature in its distinctions and continuities in terms
of the freedom and love which presupposes God's being for us in
Jesus Christ, If man corresponds to this truth in the sense of an
analogia relationis this can only be understood in the faith which
is necessitated by the freedom and love in which God is God, Thus
the comparison involved in the analoaia relationis is not a comparison
between the being of God on the one hand and the being of man on
the other. As we have indicated, and as Barth indicates on the
page reference given by Brunner in this connection^

"Hie being of God cannot be compared with that
of man. But it is not a question of this twofold
being. It is a question of the relationship
within the being of God on the one side and between
the being of God and that of man on the other.
Between the two relationships as such •••• there is
correspondence and similarity. There is an analogia
relationis," (Barth.K, Church Dogmatics. Vol,3,2.
p.220. Cf. p.262. )

The analogia relationis does not presuppose the existence of the
creature with anything but the inconceivable freedom and love of
God to be for us who He is in and for Himself, If the creature
in its relationship with the other corresponds to the truth of
the humanity of Jesus as Man for other men as He is determined by
His being Man for God, then the creature's being ••••• its actuality
and possibility ,,,, can only be postulated as it presupposes the
fact that God is who He is in Jesus Christ, It is precisely because
Barth views the reality of the creature from this perspective that
he sees Brunner's doctrine of man which takes its point of departure
from empirical man, man in contradiction, as a doctrine which

(Continued on p.291, )
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posits this event is to make the irrational attempt to seek understanding

of the creature apart from its reality and possibility posited in Jesus

Christ*

2* (Continued from p.290*)

speaks of man as a

"mere possibility, potentiality." (Barth.K* Op.cit*
p.i30.Cf. pp.130-132. See also in this connection
the discussion by Jungel.E. Op.cit. pp.556-557,
n*59., in which he examines H.Vogel»s criticism
of Barth along the same lines as Brunner and
Prenter.)

On the general point of the relationship between Berth's doctrine
of analoaia relationis and analoaia entis see Deegan.D. The
Christ oloeical Determinant In Berth's Doctrine Of Creation.
Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol.l4*l96l* ppJ19*ff*: Gibb.J.G.
A Secondary Point Of Reference In Berth's Anthropology. Scottish
Journal of Theology. Vol*l6. 1963* pp.l32*ff*
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CHAPTER 4.

The Relationship Between The Doctrine Of The Trinity And The Doctrine

Of Creation II.

Problems Attendant On The PosltinR Of The God-Creature Relationship.

It is our intention in this chapter to critically assess the

manner in which Barth achieves understanding of the relationship between

God and the creature in terms of a methodology orientated by his doctrine

of the Trinity. We will continue to take as our point of departure the

net work of relationships posted by Barth between his doctrines of

Revelation, God and Creation which we have sought to elucidate in our

analysis of the relationship between knowledge of God and knowledge of

the creature.

In this analysis we have become conscious of the fact that Berth's

theological effort forms a unity in terms of his determination to

understand God and man, not by means of a general category of understanding,

but by and in the concrete revelation of God who reveals Himself in

Christ. Not a God and a man with being and attributes, but an act, an

event, which when we see the actor so acting, we presume to presuppose

certain things about the reality of His being in His relation to Himself

and that which He distinguishes from Himself by His activity. He jLs the

living God, beyond or behind which there is no transcendent depth of

Being, no static eternity in which this action and event is contained.

Consequently we have seen that for Barth both the Ordo Essendi and the

Ordo Cognoscendi. the order of being and the order of knowledge, start with

the concrete event of God's action in Jesus Christ. In the doctrine of

Creation this meant that no general truths about God and man could be

drawn from the being of the creature as such. The truth of the creature,

which follows its being, derives from the light shed by God's activity
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towards it. This truth was seen to presuppose a special moment in which

God, on the basis o£ His own inner will and decision, turned outward. The

creature is as it is from and for the concrete reality which is the unity

of the relationships of God's triune life presupposed by the event of

His self revealed Lordship. In summary form: the being of the creature

in its relationship with God derives from,

"the attitude of God •••• to the man Jesus.

His election of this man; His becoming and

remaining one with Him; His self revelation,

action and glorification in Him and through

Him; His love addressed to Him and through

Him •••• His freedom and sovereignty which in

this man find their creaturely dwelling and

form, their Bearer and Representative." (1)

Because God exists as this One who reveals Himself in Jesus Christ,

because God knows Himself in Jesus Christ, and all creation and all men

in and through Jesua Christ; because of God's free decision to be for us,

we human beings can be and know of our own existence as coming from Him. (2)

Now the question which we wish to take up in this context is the

viability of Berth's method of understanding creation in terms of what

is taken to be the central issue of any statement of the christian

doctrine of creation. In short a christian view of creation is committed

to the proposition that the

"created forms of rationality (are) to be

1. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.2.p.4l.

2. Cf. Bettis.J.D. Theology In The Public Debate: Earth's Rejection of
Natural Theology And The Hermeneutical Problem. Scottish Journal of
Theology. Vol.22.No.4.l969.pp.385.ff,
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distinguished from the eternal rationality of

God. In creating and knowing them God remains

free from any necessity in the relationship,

although they remain grounded in the Supreme

Truth of His Being". (1)

This view of the relationship between God and the creature has been seen

to be of importance in emphasising the created integrity of the creature

and as such, in part, facilitated the development of modern experimental

science. (2) For in giving the creature a rationality and integrity of

its own, which was dependent upon His action directed toward it, God

"endowed the universe with an immanent

rationality making it determinate and

knowable. Over against the creation God

remains quite free in His eternal Self-

existence and therefore cannot be known

in the determinate way in which created

things are known, but the creation also

remains free in its utterly contingent

character and is therefore to be known

in its natural processes only out of itself." (3)

The fact that in these circumstances the immanent rationality of the

1. Torrance T.F. Space. Time and Incarnation, p.65.

2. On this see, Foster.M.B. The Christian Doctrine of Creation and the
Rise of Modem Natural Science. Mind. Vols, xliii, xliv, xlv.
1934-1936. pp.446.ff., 439.ff., l.ff., Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.
pp.59.ff., and Theology In Reconstruction. pp.62.ff., Mascall.E.L.
Christian Theology And Natural Science, pp.93.ff., and Existence and
Analogy. pp.4.ff., 10.ff., Barbour.l.G. Issues In Science And Religion.
pp.46.£f., Vahanian.G. The Death of God.pp.172-174. Flew.A. & McKinnon.D.
Creation, in New Essays in Philosophical Theology. pp.l70.f£., 176.
Dawson.C. The Scientific Development of Medieval Culture in Medieval
Essays. pp.l35.ff.

3. Torrance.T.F. Op.cit. p.59.
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creature cannot give a final account of itself in terms of its own inner

structure can be taken as the obverse side of the truth that the

connection between creaturely being and its ground in the creative will

of God is

"grounded in God alone, and does not rest

partly in God and partly in creation." (1)

This view of the relationship between God and the creature is one which

is to be distinguished from other views concerned to address themselves

to the same general problem. According to M,Fosterf (2) the christian

doctrine that nature is created signifies

"the main differences between the methods of

ancient and the methods of modern natural

science." (3)

That the difference is directly attributable to,

"the Christian and Greek conception of God

and of God's relation to the world." (4)

The principle practical result of this difference was that

experience rather than logical definition played the major role in man's

understanding of nature.

"Modern science describes natural substances

instead of defining them, it discovers their

properties by observation and experiment

instead of by 'intuitive induction' and

1. Op.cit. p.60. Cf. Theology in Reconstruction, pp.71-72.

2. Op.cit.

3. Ibid. Vol.xliii., p.453.

4. Ibid.
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demonstration, it classifies their species

instead of dividing their genera, it

establishes between them the relation

of cause and effect instead of the relation

of ground and consequent," (1)

The Greek method involved the assumption that the form of a thing,

that which makes it intelligible to reason, was the prime attribute of

material things. The form makes a thing to be what it is, whereas matter

does not contribute any positive element to a things being,

"Hatter is the correlative, in the object, of

sense in the subject, as form is the correlative

to reason; and thus the Greek assumption about

science, that there can be no empirical evidence

for scientific conclusions, depends upon the

Greek assumption about nature which may be

loosely designated the assumption of the

•unreality of matter'," (2)

This view entails that in relation to God neither element in nature can

be seen Co be dependent upon a creative power outside itself for its

being what it is, neither element can be understood as created,

"If matter were created it would possess positive

being", and "if form were created it would not

be intelligible." (3)

Nature may be conceived to be dependent upon a Superior Power for the

action whereby the two elements in nature are brought together, but not

1, Foster.ii,B, Op.cit. Vol.xliii.p.454.

2, Ibid, p.455.

3, Ibid, p,456.
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for the being of either element. Plato's Demiurge functions as both

informative and purposive. It is

"confined to the information of given matter

••••• and directed by the antecedent

conception of an end," (1)

The same assumption, with certain qualifications, also holds good for

the Aristotelian view of creation. (2)

The distinctive characteristics of a doctrine of creation which

presuppose a Creator, rather than an Artificer, will be that instead of

seeking a correlation between the divine and human 'logoi1 in under¬

standing and defining matter, it will be seen that the

"voluntary activity of the Creator (i.e., that

in his activity which exceeds determination by

reason) terminates on the contingent being of

the creature (i.e., on that element of its

being which eludes determination by form,

namely its matter and the characteristics

it possesses qua material.) If such voluntary

activity is essential to God, it follows that

the element of contingency is essential to

what he creates." ••••• "This 'something more',

the element in nature which depends upon the

voluntary activity of God, is incapable of

becoming an object to reason, and science

must therefore depend, in regard to this

1. Op.cit. p.459.Cf. Vol.xliv.pp.443.ff., 454.ff., for the development of
Plato's cosmology. Cf. Gay.J.H. Four Medieval Views of Creation. Harvard
Theological Review.Vol.lvi.No.4.1963.pp.243.ff.Hendry.G. God the
Creator, pp.49.ff.

2. Ibid. Vol.xliii.pp.460-461. Cf. Vol.lxiv.pp.450.ff., 460.ff.
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element, upon the evidence of sensation.

The reliance upon the senses for evidence,

not merely for illustration, is what

constitutes the empirical character peculiar

to modern natural science; and the

conclusion follows that only a created

nature is proper object of an empirical science." (1)

Foster develops this thesis of the relation between the christian

doctrine of creation and the rise of modern natural science, (2) by

criticising the view presented by St.Augustine of the relationship between

the Logos or Word of God and the creature in his work on "The Trinity" (3).

Augustine is seen to overcome one of the problems inherent in the Greek

view of God's relation to the world in so far as he identifies the Word

with God's own self utterance. By linking this Word with the

rationality of the creature St.Augustine avoids Plato's dilempuof the form

and matter of the world being co-eternal with God. God is freed from

any necessary connection with the world by being the author of His own

thought. But the problem remains in St.Augustine of distinguishing

between the natural generation of the Son of God and His incarnation in

time. The world is thus presented as an inferior representation of the

divine reason of God. (A)

Thus a distinction is seen to be necessary which emphasises the

fact that while in creating the world God establishes a relationship

between Himself and the creature this is not something which proceeds from

His nature considered as His own, but in terms of His will which

1. Foster.M.* Gp.cit. Vol.xliii.pp.464-465.

2. Ibid. Voi.xlv.pp.l.ff.

3. Ibid.

4. Cf.Lossky.V. The Mystical Theology of The Eastern Church. pp.95.ff..
T®»ance-.r.F. TWW T„

rp 7s.fj.



299.

constitutes the rationality of the creature as distinct, with its own

integrity, from that which is God's by nature. (1) H.Gollwitzer,

speaking to the same problem in the context of a discussion of the

appropriateness of human speech about God, maintains that

"the fact that revelation's mode of being

is definable only with reference to persons

has its ground not in the nature of God,

but in the will of God, i.e., it is not

possible to argue back from it to the nature

of God in the sense of how God is

constituted, but only to the nature of his

will, i,e., from his will as made known in

history to his eternal will as the will of

his free love." (2)

There is therefore to be understood a functional and not a structural

similarity between the being of God and that of the creature. (3)

Barth too is not unaware of the problem involved. Although it is true,

and Barth's whole theology depends upon the equation, that

"God's essence and His operations are not

twain but one" (4);,

he nevertheless maintains, while

"the operation of God is the essence of God,

it is necessary and important to distinguish

His essence as such from His operation." (5)

1. See Torrance's analysis of Duns Scotus" solution to this problem,
0p.cit.pp.78, 86, 273. The difficulty inherent in any distinction
between God's will and His essence is that it opens up the way to the
idea that in Himself God remains finally inscrutable. Cf.Torrance.T.F.
Space. Time and Incarnation.p.65.

2. Gollwitzer.K. The Existence of God as Confessed by Faith.p.186.

3. Ibid, p.185.
4. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.1.p.426.
5. Ibid.
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The necessity is grounded in the self revealed Lordship of God in that

His revelation corresponds to

"a free divine decision •••• He remains free,

in operating, in giving Himself." (1)

Foster's thesis raises the question of understanding theologically

the distinction considered necessary between the rationality of God's

being which remains implacably indeterminate in His transcendence vis»a-vis

the creature and the determinate nature of the relationship into which

He enters voluntarily in the Creation and the Incarnation. By

emphasising either one of these aspects of the problem errors can arise* (2)

Over emphasis on the transcendence of the Creator can make the

relationship which God establishes between Himself and the world appear to

have no basis in God Himself whose being remains inscrutable. We recall

Berth's vigorous defence of the Filioque in the context of the doctrine of

the Trinity where his whole position depended upon the equation that what

God is in His revelation He is antecedently in Himself.

"The reality of God in His revelation is not

to be bracketed with an 'only', as though

somewhere behind this revelation there

stood another reality of God .... the reality

of God which meets us in revelation is His

reality in all the depths of eternity." (3)

Over emphasis on the contingent nature of created reality can induce

1. Op.cit.

2. Torrance.T.F. Space. Time and Incarnation. pp.6l.£f.

3. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.1.l.pp.548.ff.
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forgetfulness of its dependence upon the continued presence of God with

and for the creature. Once the primacy of God's gracious approach to

the creature is called into question then the contingency of the

creature can be converted into a necessity which finds no room for God's

active participation in creaturely history. Deism on this basis asserts

that there is room for God only at the ultimate beginning, whilst

agnosticism asserts the reality of the contingent necessity of nature

alone. Thus,

"the risk of Deism or agnosticism is the

price," (1)

one has to pay for asserting the contingent nature of created reality

as it is understood in its being as the term of an act of God's will

which is distinct from that in which God wills Himself.

Therefore in any account of the God-creature relationship considered

from the point of view of the relationship between knowledge of God and

knowledge of the creature, both sides of the problem illustrated by

Foster's thesis must be taken into account. This will entail for the

purposes of our discussion the emphasis of both the side of the Object

over against the human knower and the side of the human subject in its

distinct integrity over against the Object known.

Catholic And Reformed Understanding Of The God-Creature Relationship.

In order to widen our perspective and to gain a vantage point from

which Earth's treatment of the problem may be assessed, we now take up

the questions raised by Foster in the context of proffered answers from

both Catholic and Reformed traditions. We look at the views expressed

by E.L. Mascall, whom we take to be a representative of neo-Thomism in

1. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science. p.67.n,l.
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an Anglican for..; (1) and T.F. Torrance whom we take to be representative

of the Reformed viewpoint. (2)

Mascall maintains that the unique christian contribution to

understanding creation in the manner presupposed by Foster*s analysis

is best seen in the metaphysics of St.Thomas Aquinas. (3) St.Thomas#

over against Aristotle, placed emphasis on the act of existence of things

rather than the existence of things being defined in terras of their

essence. An essence, expressed by means of concepts, and serving as the

basis of major premisses of syllogistic argumentation, cannot be the

object of experimentation or argumentation. (4) On the other hand when

essence is understood as act of existence its definition will receive

formulation in propositions based on personal judgments that are open to

experimental verification. Precisely because Thomas refused to hold that

a things existence is an addition to its essence, (5) there can be no

question of the world having to conform to a predetermined scheme of

universals and particulars. (6) Instead of a theory of universals and

1. Mascall.E.L. Christian Theology and Natural Science : Existence and
Analogy.

2. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction: Theological Science: Space.
Time and Incarnation.

3. Mascall.E.L. Existence and Analogy. pp.4.ff., 10, 44.ff.

4. Ibid. pp.19-20.

5. Ibid. p.50.

6. Ibid. p.62.
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particulars, of form and matter, the relationship between the rationality

of created being and its transcendental cause will be analogical. Analogical

thought in this context derives its meaning from St.Thomas' denial of the

Aristotelian essentlalist metaphysic and his substituting his own

existentialist variety. This latter seeks to understand the creature in

relation to God in terms of the actual contingency of creaturely

existence and does not attempt a logical correlation of the structures of

reason and being. (1)

Therefore the basis upon which Mascall relates the contingent

being of the creature to the Creator is by means of an analysis of

creaturely existence as such. The distinction between God and the

creature will be posited by the difference presupposed between the

relationship of existence to essence in creaturely beings and in God.

The non-necessary nature of the relationship between existence and essence

in creaturely being postulates its contingency in relation to God in

whom existence and essence coincide naturely. Analogical thought and

speech of God in His relation to the creature is legitimised by the

contingent relationship in which the creature stands vis-a-vis God. The

form of this analogical relationship will be governed by the discrepency

between the relationship of existence to essence in the creature and God.

Hence though existence may be predicated of God and the creature, the

mode of predication differs with respoct to God and the creature. (2)

Consequently one cannot add together the relationship of existence

to essence in God and the creature and make a significant statement about

them. This entails that though the creature is related to God, and is

1. Op.cit. pp.122-124, 126, 127-128.

2. Ibid. pp.117-120.
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thereby guaranteed its existence qua creature, there is no direct

proportion between God's willing of Himself and His willing of the creature.

Thus while the contingent nature of the creature is not threatened by the

fact it is simply a pale reflection of the divinity, its definition by

natural laws cannot contain its description since its existence presupposes

an act of will on the part of the Creator. (1)

The relationship posited between God and the creature in terms of

Mascall's analysis of the relationship between knowledge of God and

knowledge of the creature in St.Thomas's existentialist metaphysic is one

which entails the meaningfulness of human speech and language as such

within a theological context. That is it presupposes its understanding

of God in His relationship with the world by the structures of creaturely

being which are knowable apart from any direct reference to a particular

revelation of God. This may be seen by Mascall's understanding of St.Thomas*

use of analogy.

Mascall holds that for St.Thomas being was not a genus, since

there is nothing outside it from which it may be differentiated. (2)

Something has to be and therefore is a being. From God to dust everything

is. What is true of beings in their relation to one another is true also

of the relation between God and things. But since being is not a genus the

relationship between God and creatures is one that can only be spoken of

analogously, as opposed to univocal or equivocal predication. According to

Mascall, St.Thomas distinguishes between two fundamental types of analogy^

1. Op.cit. pp.129*132.

2. Mascall.E.L. Existence and Analogy. pp.99.ff.
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that classified as 'two to a third' and 'one to another'. This latter

type, for obvious reasons, is the only one appropriate for consideration

of the God creature relationship. God could not be compared with something

else in which He with the creature participated in different ways. The

analogy of 'one to another' is divided into two sub-types: analogy of

attribution and proportionality. (1) In the former the predicate belongs

formally and properly to one analogate and only relatively and derivatively

to the second. The analogy of proportionality rescues the analogy of

attribution from being simply an assertion that if creatures are God is.

It states,

"that the analogue under discussion is found

formally in each of the analogates but in a

mode that is determined by the nature of the

analogate itself." (2)

It Is also obvious that St.Thomas' use of analogous speech about God and

the creature depends upon the assumption that there is likeness between

cause and effect. (3) This is not an assumption imported into the God

creature relationship but is an explanation of the creaturely existence as

non-necessary in the light of the relationship which subsists in

creaturely being between existence and essence. (4)

In developing his interpretation of St.Thomas Mascall is

consciously opposing the thesis of Cardinal Cajetan who asserted that the

only proper analogy recognised by St.Thomas was that of proportionality.

1. Op.cit. pp.101, 102-103.

2. Ibid, p.104.

3. Mondin.B. The Principle of Analogy in Protestant and Catholic Theology.
p.67.

4. Ibid. p.88.
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Mascali holds that the purpose of analogy in St.Thomas is not to allow us

to form concepts of the divine essence but to affirm its existence. If

proportionality were the only valid analogy then it would collapse either

from its essentialist and univocal predication or in avoiding this would

lapse into agnosticism since there would be no way of judging what

relationship the analogates stood with respect to each other. (1)

"Without the analogy of proportionality

it is very doubtful whether the attributes

we predicate of God can be ascribed to Him

in more than a merely virtual sense;

without the analogy of attribution it

hardly seems possible to avoid agnosticism." (2)

The analogical relationship between God and the creature must, therefore,

be seen to entail a

"combining in a tightly interlocked union

both the analogy of attribution and

analogy of proportionality." (3)

Since the perfections of the creature are predicated of God eminently

according to the analogy of proportionality, the whole question of

theological analogy is that of distinguishing, on the basis of the analogy

of attribution, the mode of signification of the perfection in the creature

and the mode of signification in God. (4) The difference between the

mode of signification and the thing signified, in terms of existential

1. Mascali.E.L. Op.cit. pp.114-121. Cf. Mondin.B. Op.cit. pp.41-42,
46, 49-30.: Flew.A. and MacKinnon.D.M. Op.cit. p.182.

2. Mascall.E.L. Existence and Analogy.p.113.

3. Ibid. Cf. Mclntyre.J. Analogy Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol.12.
I959.pp.13-14, 16-17.

4. Cf. Mondin.B. Op.cit. p^50.
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judgments formed about created nature, grounds the theological use of

analogical predication in speech about God and the creature. By thus

co-joining the analogies of proportionality and attribution the transcendence

as well as the immanence of God in His relation to the creature can be

held together.

Where Mascall seeks to understand the Creator-creature relation¬

ship in terms of an analysis of creaturely existence facilitated by

Thomist metaphysics, T.F.Torrance seeks to speak to the same question in

a more specifically theological manner by means of the Reformed view of

the person of Christ. Consequently his understanding of the phenomena

noted by M.Foster will differ from Mascall. (1) Torrance emphasises the

change in the doctrine of God which took place in the Reformation, renewing

earlier Patristic insights, as decisive for the kind of doctrine of

creation which was conducive to the scientific development to which Foster

refers.

According to Torrance the Reformers destroyed the systematic

connection between thought and being, Creator and creature, which prevailed

in post-Augustinian Western theology and entailed that nature was

impregnated with final causes posited by the eternal knowing and willing

of the creature by God. (2) They did this in two main ways. In the first

place they challenged the reversibility of the relationship between God

and man by the doctrine of election. (3) This questioned the assumption

that there is an inherent relationship between the form structure of

1. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.pp.59.ff: Theology in Reconstruction.
pp.62.ff,

2. Cf. Torrance's comment on Aquinas in this connection. Theological
Science.p.60. n.l & 2.

3. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science, p.66.
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reason and that of being. The relationship is one which is freely posited

by God and therefore irreversible. Thus the transcendence of God,

signified by the doctrine of election, is understood to safeguard both the

freedom of God and the contingent nature of creaturely existence

vis-a-vis the existence of God. Secondly, emphasising the integrity of

creaturely existence as posited freely by God, the Reformers, in particular

Calvin, spoke of God's condescension to man in such a manner that he

adapts and 'accommodates' Himself in Jesus Christ to our creaturely ways

of speaking and knowing. (1) This means that our statements about God and

the creature arise out of and take form which expresses at once both

the nature of the Object and our mode of cognition of it.

Therefore the Reformed account of the God-creature relationship

which presupposes its view of the reality and possibility of creaturely

knowledge of God is one which issues from its understanding of God's

accommodation of Himself to human ways of thinking and speaking in Jesus

Christ, which act is grounded in His free divine election of or covenant

with the creature. (2) This implies that the reality of human knowledge

of God in His relation with the creature is tied to the factuality of the

event in which God adapts Himself as and for the creature. Hence the

actual humanity of Jesus will be methodologically important in this

context, both as guarantor that creaturely statements about God repose upon

the reality of God's movement toward the creature and that creaturely

existence in its created contingency is in itself important not simply as

a means through which men might look to the eternal realm but as having

its own integrity. While the logic of creaturely statements about God will

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.p.70.

2. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.P.70: Theological Science.
pp.86.ff»
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involve a necessary "ana-logic" (1) as presupposing God's movement toward

the creature, it also entails that human knowledge of the creature as

such will play an integral part in creaturely knowledge of the Creator and

the creature. Thus the Incarnation guarantees that creaturely statements

about God repose upon reality, for

"apart from the homoousion there is no real

and objective connection between our human

knowing and speaking of God, and God Himself5" (2)

yet since its is God's movement to man no correlation can be made between

the structure of creaturely being as such and the being of God. For this

reason Torrance rejects any attempt to construct a natural knowledge of

God as a prior conceptual system of its own abstracted from the actuality

of the movement of God whereby He accommodates Himself to the structures

of our being and knowing.

"Rather must it be undertaken in an integrated

unity with positive theology in which it plays

an indispensible part in our inquiry and

understanding of God." (3)

Before we pass to a consideration of Torrance's understanding of

the analogical relationship between God and the creature which is assumed

by his approach, we look at what we take to be em important but often

overlooked emphasis which the Reformed viewpoint adopts. I refer to the

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.pp.34.ff.

2. Ibid. p.39.

3. Torrance.T.F. Space. Time and Incarnation.p.70.Cf. Torrance's discussion
of Bouillard's thesis on this question of the relationship between
natural and revealed theology. The Problem of Natural Theology in the
Thought of Karl Barth. Religious Studies. Vol.6.No.2.1970. pp.l21,ff.
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methodological importance given to the human nature of Jesus in understand¬

ing the God creature relationship.

i. The Methodological Importance of the Humanity of Jesus in Reformed

Theology.

We have already drawn attention in another context (1), to a way

in which the Reformed emphasis on the humanity of Jesus became one of its

distinugishing characteristics. In the present context we wish to show

how Torrance takes up certain aspects of Calvin's theology to explain in

more detail his view of the God creature relationship.

To the question of how God is known Calvin gives a clear answer.

It is only by an act of God's grace beyond the natural capacity of the

human mind. (2) In order to know God it is necessary to go beyond our own

judgments, since God's truth is too transcendent for us to estimate. (3)

Therefore,

"we must go outside of ourselves and not

measure God by the capacity of our minds." (4)

Hence faith is called knowledge in the sense that,

"we intend not so much a comprehension as men

commonly have of those things which fall under

the notice of their senses. For it is so

superior, that the human mind must exceed and

rise above itself, in order to attain to it.

Nor does the mind which attains it comprehend

what it perceives, but being persuaded of

1. See Appendix.C. pp. 407. ff.

2. Calvin.J. Institutes of the Christian Religion.Bk.l.Chp.7.Sec.5.

3. Calvin.J. Commentary on Ephesians. Chp.3.19.

4. Calvin.J. Commentary on Acts. Chp.17.23.
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that which it cannot comprehend, it understands

more by the certainty of this persuasion, than

it would any human object by the exercise of

its natural capacity." (1)

That we cannot know God without such a stretching of our capacity to know

does not entail that we take leave of our senses. (2) On the contrary the

stretching necessitated by the knowledge of faith presupposes God's

letting Himself down to the measure of our understanding.

"As we are corporeal, always creeping upon the

ground, cleaving to terrestial and carnal

objects, and incapable of understanding

or conceiving of anything of a spiritual

nature, our merciful Lord, in His infinite

indulgence, accommodates Himself to our

capacity, condescending to lead us to

Himself •... and in the flesh itself to

present to us a mirror of spiritual blessings." (3)

Two recurring themes help to explain Calvin's understanding

of the essential path to true knowledge of God, which involves God's

accommodation of Himself to our creaturely limitations that He may raise us

up to knowledge of Himself. On the one hand it takes seriously the

reality of God's condescension to the creature whilst on the other His

exalted power and glory is not called into question by this act. The first

of these is the fact that God's accommodation and odeptation for our

sakes takes place in all its aspects as a voluntary act. Secondly and

1. Calvin.J. Institutes of the Christian Religion. 3.2.14.

2. Calvin.J. Commentary on Hebrews.Chp.il.7.

3. Calvin.J. Institutes of the Christian Reliaion.4.14.3.Cf.2.6.4.
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closely related to this Is the fact that Calvin emphasises that this

voluntary act takes place not for the sake of God, but for our sakes. In

discussing Christ's humiliation Calvin reminds his readers of these two

considerations. (1)

Because Christ's humiliation in all its aspects was voluntary,

Calvin insists that it in no sense detracts from His glory and power.

"If it takes nothing from His glory, that he

was altogether 'emptied', neither does it

degrade Him, that He chose not only to

grow in body, but to make progress in mind." (2)

With regard to the baptism of Christ Calvin says,

"And so Christ bids him (John) consider what

was suitable to the character of a servant,

which he had undertaken; for a voluntary

subjection takes nothing from his glory". (3)

The consideration that God's humiliation in Christ was voluntary makes it

1. Calvin.J. Commentary on Philippians.2.6.
On the incarnation as such Commentary on John.10.17.
On the childhood development of Chtist Commentary on Luke.2.40.
On His subjection to parents. Commentary on Luke.2.51.
On His baptism Commentary on Matthew.3.13.
On the infirmities of Christ. Commentary on Hebrews. 4.13.
On the voluntary and vicarious nature of Christ's humiliation.
Commentary on John.19.121 11.53: 14.30: 18.1, 4,8,12. On the
question of Christ's obedience in Calvin's thought see
van Buren.P. Christ in Our Place: The Substitutionary Character of
Calvin's Doctrine of Reconciliation. pp.27.ff. This dissertation
prepared under Barth's guidance shows, at critical points, the
reserve towards Calvin's emphasis on the empirical humanity of
Christ as meaningful in determining the structure of the doctrine
of God which Barth himself feels necessary, pp.11-13, 16-18, 38-29.

2. Calvin.J. Commentary on Luke. 2.40.

3. Calvin.J. Commentary on Matthew.3.14.
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possible for Calvin to perceive the grace and glory of Christ through

His accommodation. This is reinforced by Calvin's insistence that Christ's

voluntary condescension was for our sakes.

It was our shame, our sin, our guilt, our curse, our humiliation,

that Christ voluntarily bore. In this 'not His but ours' lies the

reason why Calvin sees a double aspect to all Christ's sufferings. He is

at the same time accursed and beloved by the Father, Christ is accursed

for our sake, but beloved because He is obedient to the Father's will.(l)

Since God's condescension was for our sakes the glory and power of God is

in no way diminished or altered by His accommodation. It is therefore in

no way surprising that Calvin should concentrate on the practical significance

of God's humiliation in Christ. From the fact that Christ learned

obediently by the things that he suffered it follows

"that they in no way detract from His dignity,

but indeed are to His glory." (2)

On another occasion Calvin expressly sees the idea of Christ's high rank

especially visible on the cross because He died for us. (3) Because

Calvin relates the glory of the cross to the fact that Christ's humiliation

was for our salvation he frequently speaks of the triumph of Christ on the

cross over Satan and all His enemies. (4) In this we see it is evident

1. Calvin.J. Commentary on Luke. 23:28: Commentary on John.17.24,

2. Calvin.J. Commentary on Hebrews. 5.9,

3. Calvin.J. Commentary on John.13.32.

4. Ibid. 17.1. Cf. Commentary on Colossians. 2.15.
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that for Calvin the power of Christ was neither suspended nor contradicted

by the depth of His humiliation but was rather manifested precisely there

where he obediently suffered for our sakes.

Now the purpose of this short excurses into Calvin's thought is

to link up the emphasis we have located there with an aspect of Torrance's

understanding of the God-creature relationship. For Torrance is at pains

to give due weight to both the transcendence of God in relation to the

creature, as we have indicated by his use of the doctrine of election, and

the intimate relationship in which God stands with the creature as this

is rooted in the condescension of God to man in Jesus Christ. As Calvin

asserted the transcendence and immanence of God by means of the complimentary

concepts of Christ's voluntary condescension for our sakes in considering

the relationship between His majesty and humiliation, Torrance achieves

a similar purpose with respect to knowledge of God and knowledge of the

creature by his use of the doctrines of tin and enhvpostasis with respect

to the hypostatic union. (1) This means that

"by anhypostasia classical Christology asserted

that in the assumptio carnis the human nature

of Christ had no independent per se subsistence

apart from the event of the incarnation, apart

from the hypostatic union. By enhypostasia.

however, it asserted that in the assumptio

carnis the human nature of Christ was given

a real concrete subsistence within the

hypostatic union ... it was enhvoostatic in

the Word. Anhvpostasia and enhvoostasia are

1. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science, pp.217, 269.
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inseparable. In the incarnation the eternal

Son assumed human nature into oneness with

Himself, but in that assumption Jesus Christ

is not only real man but a man. (1)

Whilst Torrance is careful to point out that these technical terms

cannot be developed into a

" masterful idea of a system of thought," (2)

divorced from the reality to which it points in the form of the mystery

of the person of the Incarnate, he nevertheless sees its usefulness in

directing us to both the

"unconditional priority of God's grace, that

everything in theological knowledge derives

from God's grace",

and a,

"full unimpaired place for human decision,

human response, a^d human thinking in

relation to the Truth of God's Grace." (3)

Thus while the Incarnation does not mean that God is limited by His

creaturely form, the use of the terms ^n and enhypostasia entail recognition

of the reality of the creaturely structure of thought and being in all

our relations with God. Therefore, the Incarnation in its relation to

creation establishes

"the infinite freedom and the unique kind of

necessity that hold between God and the world,

which not only preserve its contingence but

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction. p.l3l.n.l.

2. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science, p.217.

3. Ibid. Cf. Torrance.T.F. God and Rationality, pp.137.ff.
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which so ground it in the rationality of

God as to provide for us in our creaturely

existence an intelligible medium and an

objective basis for all our relations

with God." (1)

For this reason Torrance does not see any methodological

necessity to exclude natural knowledge of created reality from playing

a meaningful part in theological speech about God. In fact he holds, on

the basis of the above analysis, that

"it is no longer possible to operate scientifically

with a separation between natural theology and

revealed theology." (2)

He therefore has reservations about Berth's procedure in this area. (3)

As if reminiscent of Earth's language in his discussion of Quenstedt's

formulation of the doctrine of analoaia entis. Torrance claims contrary to

Barth that natural knowledge within the context of his exposition of the

doctrines of an and enhypostasia is no longer to be considered

"extrinsic but intrinsic to actual knowledge of

God." (4)

The theological relevance of Torrance's interpretation may be seen in

the way he relates his view of the enhypostatic humanity of Jesus to

the Greek fathers understanding of Christ's economic condescension. The

child Jesus,

1. Torrance.T.F. Space. Time and Incarnation, pp.67-68.

2. Ibid. p.69.

3. Ibid. p.65. and Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl Barth.Op.cit.

4. Ibid. p.7G#
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"cut his way forward (proekopte) as he grew

in wisdom and in favour with God and man.

(Luke.2.52.) In other words Jesus* growth

in wisdom was regarded as opening up a way

for man to rise to true knowledge of the

Father. Jesus Christ is not only the Truth

who has accommodated himself to us in order

to reveal himself, not only the Word become

flesh, but he is also Man hearing and obeying

that Word, apprehending that Truth

throughout his life on earth, so that he

provides for us in his own obedient sonship

within our human nature the Way whereby we

are carried up to knowledge of God the Father." (1)

The essentially practical implications of Torrance*s position

is seen in his re-interpretation of the unity of Christ*s person, the

unity of the ^n and enhypostasia in the person of the Son. (2) For the

unity of the person of Christ is developed by Torrance in a Trinitarian

context which relates it to the church and the Eucharist. (3) Torrance

maintains that the notion of person relates to the specifically Christian

dogma of the Trinity and the Incarnation. But through Augustine's

concentration on the interior life of the believer the idea of person in

his hands became fatally twisted in an individualistic manner. It was

thus easily identifiable with the logical subject of Aristotelian logic

which through the influence of Boethius became dominant in Western

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction«n.38.Cf. Theological Science
pp.218, 279.

2. Cf. for the following. Theological Science.pp.305.ff. Theology in
Reconstruction pp.85.ff.. 189.ff.

3. Ttorrance.T.F. Atonement and Oneness in the Church. Scottish Journal
of Theology No./.lyy.pp^^y.ti. Uf. Theology in Reconstruction.pp.l3l.
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theological thought. (1) Over against this individualistic and logical

definition of Boethius1, that

"persona est rationalis naturae individua

substantia". (2)

Torrance seeks an alternative idea of person deriving from Patristic

sources and developed by Richard of St.Victor. This idea of person was

derived "ontologically"(3) from the doctrine of the Trinity. It entailed

the notion that,

"person here is at once a relational and an

ontological notion, for the relationship

is not just a determination of our under*

standing but an inherent and ontic

determination of personal existence." (4) So,

"God is personal in his own mode of Being

involving all his existence and acts." (5)

This was the teaching which according to Torrance (6) was taken

over by J.Calvin who reconstructed it in relation to the inter-relation

of the knowledge of God and ourselves which is grounded in the person of

Jesus Christ. This entails that theological knowledge is not only

personal, but personal in the sense of being a direct

1. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.306. Theology in Reconstruction.p.85.

2. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.30ft.

3. Ibid. Cf. Theology in Reconstruction, p.85.

4. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction, p.85.

5. Ibid.

6. Ibid, pp.86.ff. Theological Science. pp.306.ff.
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"dialoglcal encounter with God in Christ for

it is only through our sharing in the knowledge

of the Son by the Father and the knowledge of

the Father by the Son, that we can know God as

He has given Himself to us in Jesus Christ.

Thus the organic unity of theology goes

back in Christ to the unity of the Godhead." (1)

Theological statements therefore

"participate sacramentally in the mystery

of Christ as the Truth whom they refer to and

upon which they rely for their reality." (2)

ii. The Doctrines of An and Enhypostasis as Christological Formulae.

Before we assess the contribution of both Mascall and Torrance

to our understanding of the God-creature relationship in terms of the

question of the knowledge of God and the creature, we look at criticisms

which have been raised against the doctrines of ^n and enhypostasis.

According to J.McIntyre, (3) the doctrine of enhypostasla arose

out of the indecision of the Council of Chalcedon concerning the reality

of the human individuality of the man Jesus within the hypostatic union,

"the vacuum which was created by the

indecision of Chalcedon on the matter of

an hypostasis for the human nature was

one to be abhorred." (4)

1. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.138.

2. Ibid. p.150.Cf.pp.158-159.

3. Mclntyre.J. The Shape of Christology.pp.86.ff.Cf.Sellers.R.V. The
Council of Chalcedon.pp.308.ff.. 316-318, 336-337. Grillmeier.A.
Christ in Christian Tradition.pp.452.ff. Prestige.G.L. God in Patristic
Thought.pp.271-274. Bruce.A.B.The Humiliation of Christ.pp.382-385.
Baillie.D. God Mas In Christ.pp.90.ff.

4. Ibid. p.88.
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The vacuum can only be understood If we see with heintyre that the

christological controversies of the fifth and sixth centuries were firmly

rooted in the Aristotelian principle of

"no ohvsis anhypostatos." (1)

This principle derived from Aristotles understanding of the distinction

between

"primary substance (prote ousia) and secondary

substance (deutera ousia)." (2)

The primary substance is seen as the subject to which different

predicates are referable. The actual subject is not predicable of any¬

thing, it exists in its own right. It is

"neither predicated of a subject nor exists

in a subject." (3)

Secondary substance on the other hand, is predicated of something else and

must always exist in something else.

"These things are called secondary substances

to which, as species, belong the things

called substances in the primary sense and

also the genera of these species. For example,

the individual man belongs to the species man,

and the genus of the species is animal. These,

then, are called secondary substances as for

example both man and animal." (4)

1. Op.cit.

2. Ibid. p.86.

3. Ibid. p.87.

4. Ibid. pp.86-87.
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In the christological controversies to which Mclntyre refers it is

contended that the participants substituted for the distinction

"between prote ousia and deutera ousia ••••

that between hypostasis and physis." (1)

Since it was determinative for Aristotle that

"without primary substance it would be

impossible for anything else to exist," (2)

in the christological context this implied the

"determinative influence of this single

principle of no phvsis without an hypostasis." (3)

In the Chalcedonion decree there is no question of there being

a second hypostasis beside that of the Word who is the subject of the

incarnational situation.

"In other words there cannot be a human

hypostasis." (4)

It is assumed in the definition that this lack does not reduce the true

humanity of Christ. However Hclntyre sees the doctrine of enhypostasis

developed by Leontius of Byzantium as an attempt to fill the vacuum

created, within the context of the Aristotelian definitions, by this

"impersonal view of the human nature of

Christ (anhypostasia)" (5)

While Leontius holds that the human nature of Jesus has no hypostasis

1. Op.cit. p.88.

2. ibid.

3. Ibid. p.89.

4. Mclntyre.J. The Shape of Christology.p.94.

5. Ibid.
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of its own, it is in fact an enhypostatic nature.

"It finds its hypostasis in (en) the hypostasis

of the Logos." (1)

tic Intyre points out that Leontius* theory has major defects which

mitigate against it adequately filling the abhorrent vacuum created by

the Chalcedonian decree.

"In the Aristotelian paradigm ... the prote

ousia is the individual in which the duetera

ousia is particularised". If the particularity

and individuality of the man Jesus is subsumed

in the hypostasis of the Logos, "it would be

impossible to differentiate the man Jesus from

the man Peter or the man John unless, in some

way, the human hypostasis were retained."

And if, "the hypostasis is an essential part

of what we associate with humanity .... then

in respect of his humanity, Christ is not

completely one with us." Soteriologically this

would mean on the principle, '*what Christ did

not take, he did not redeem", that if the

"hypostasis forms part of what it means to

be human", then man is not fully redeemed. (2)

If Mclntyre's strictures concerning the doctrine of enhypostasis

are valid then it would appear that Torrance's development of the

Reformed emphasis on the humanity of Christ in terms of this doctrine are

1. Op.cit. p.93.

2. Ibid. pp.96-97.
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jeopardised. However I think that the modifications introduced by

Torrance enable his interpretation of enhypostasis to overcome

the difficulties enummerated by Mclntyre. We suggest three

ways in which this may be understood.

(a) The concept of person entailed in the doctrine

of enhypostasis

According to Mclntyre the decisive influence of Aristotelian

logic in the matter of understanding the person of Christ was due to the

distinction between prote ousia and deutera ousia being substituted for

the distinction between hypostasis and phvsis in the christological

debates. (1) From this, as we have indicated, it is deduced that if the

human phvsis has no hypostasis.

"No phvsis anhvpostatos". (2)

then in some way Jesus1 humanity is "impersonal". (3)

Now it is specifically the Aristotelian view of person which

Mclntyre sees underlying the christological debate and produced the

doctrine of enhyposis that Torrance rejects. According to Torrance it is

the "logical" (4) nature of the personal subject entailed by the

Aristotelian definition that is excluded by the christian revelation.

Mclntyre's criticism which assumes an "impersonal" human nature in Christ

on the basis of the thesis "no phvsis anhvpostatos". depends for its

validity on the Aristotelian definition of personal in terms of the

individualistic notion entailed by the logical relation between first

and second substances. (5) This view gave rise to the Boethian definition

1. Op.cit. p.88.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid. p.94.

4. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.306.

5. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.pp.305-306.Cf. Theology in
Reconstruction.:^.85.



which we have already noted. Against such a view of person, Torrance

opposes one which is derived from Richard of St,Victor, (1) This depends

upon the specifically christian dogma of the Trinity and is at once a

"relational and an ontological notion", (2)

By this is meant that the relationship, as identical with

"the divine Essence and Existence in the

Person (or Persons) of God", ,..."is not

just a determination of our understanding

but an inherent and ontic determination

of personal existence," (3)

This entails that as God makes Himself known in Jesus Christ we must

acknowledge the fact that

"He alone is personalizing Person, and it

is ultimately from His Word that all that

is truly personal among us derives. We

cannot understand His unique Person by

explaining it from our persons, but only

through the fact that His person explains

ours", (4)

In this essentially trinitarian understanding of person our statements about

ourselves in relation to God

"derive their basic form from the life and

obedience of Jesus as the incarnate Son

toward the Father in heaven," (5)

1, Op.cit.

2, Torrance,T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.p,85,

3, Ibid,

4, Torrance,T.F, Theological Science.p.147.

5, Ibid. p.160.
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"It is in Christ, therefore, that there has

been minted out of our human life the

material mode of speech and thought that

is truly adapted to God." Cl)

In this sense I see no reason for Torrance to disagree with H.M.Relton*s

understanding of the doctrine of enhypostasis. He sees the humanity of

Jesus not as impersonal but as "inpersonal". For,

"without God, human personality is incomplete,

and that He alone can supply it with that which

alone can help it to its full realization." (2)

Thus the humanity of Jesus is not less personal but more fully personal

than any other man because of its complete union with God.

(b) The Influence of Aristotelian Metaphysics On

Christoloay*

Mclntyre rejects the view that the enhypostatic view of the humanity

of Christ employs Aristotelian terminology only

"as an aid to commend an idea, which in itself

is quite distinct and independent of the

philosophical setting." (3)

Although he allows that with respect to the way in which this view has

been applied to modern christologies it may very well be true. (4) There¬

fore while holding to the Aristotelianism of Leontius1 development of the

1. Op.cit. p.279.

2. Relton.H.M. A Study in Christolo£y.p.226.Cf.pp.91.ff. Cf.Mclntyre.J.
Op.cit.p.85.

"What we must not allow ourselves to forget is that it is the
soteriological interest that is predominant in the discussion
of the human nature of Christ .... not the logical or even the
metaphysical."

3. Mc.lntyre.J. The Shape of Christology.p.l04»

4. Ibid.
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enhvpostatic view of the human nature of Christ, Mclntyre allows other

influences to modify and develop the implications of Aristotle's metaphysics.

But it would also appear to be the case that the all pervading influence

of Aristotelian logic which Mclntyre sees in pre and post-Chalcedonian

times, (1) needs to be seen in a wider context than that indicated by his

analysis. This is not to imply that Aristotelian logic did not influence

the course of the christological controversies of the fifth and sixth

centuries. Mclntyre certainly shows that this was the case. But he seems

to leave out of account an influential section of the church in his survey

of the pre and post-Chalcedonian church.

We would take the view that the position evinced by Cyril of

Alexandria and later the monophysites in their opposition to Chalcedon, entails

an alternative to the views which Mclntyre understands to be so heavily

influenced by Aristotle. Mclntyre understands the enhvpostatic theory

developed by Leontius to be concerned to emphasise the fact that the

humanity of Christ is not absorbed into the hypostasis of the Logos.

"Its integrity is preserved through its sharing

in the hypostasis of the Logos .... In this way

he has secured a form of Chalcedonianisn against

the principle that it is impermissible, even

impossible, to affirm a phvsis without an

hypostasis." (2)

By way of introducing the kind of alternative offered by the

thinking of Cyril of Alexandria we would draw attention to the analysis of

the concept physis in classical Greek philosophy carried out by M.Heidegger.(3)

1. Op.cit. pp.88-89.

2. Ibid. p.96.

3. Heidegger.M. An Introduction to Metaphysics.Cf.Fuchs.E. What is a
Language Event in Studies of the Historical Jesus.pp.207-212t Torrance
T.F. Theological Science.pp.I4l-l6l.
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Heidegger has shown that originally the word referred to an emerging, an

appearing. (1) This was connected by the Greeks with their view of being

as such.

"The essence of being is phvsis. Appearing

is the power that emerges. Appearing makes

manifest •••• causes to emerge from

concealment." (2)

Since physis as such jLs

"it places itself in and stands in unconcealment.

aletheia." (3)

On the basis of the unique relationship between that which emerges and is

therefore unconcealed, between being and truth, Heidegger understands that

the Greeks would hold that,

"The essent is true insofar as it is. The

true as such is essent. This means: The power

that manifests itself stands in unconcealment.

In showing itself, the unconcealed as such

comes to stand. Truth as un-concealment is

not an appendage to being." (4)

This intimate relationship between phvsis and aletheia. being and

truth, in terms of the coming to be, the unconcealment of that which is,

brings out attention to the characteristic way in which Cyril of Alexandria

understood the incarnation of the Logos in opposition to the Nestorian

1. Op.cit. pp.pp.39, 83.

2. Ibid. p.86.

3. Ibid.

4. Heidegger.M. An Introduction to Metaphysics.p.87.
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heresy. We do not contend that Cyril drew his inspiration from the

classical Greek philosophers as Heidegger, but we simply note a parallel

between what Heidegger understands the Greeks to say about the relationship

between phvsis and aletheia and Cyril's most characteristic way of under®

standing the Incarnation. (1) As opposed to the Antiochene view of phvsis

as an assemblage of attributes, (2) which made it amenable to the kind of

thought typified by the "no phvsis anhvpostatos" principle which Mclntyre

finds so ubiquitous, Cyril uses the word in the sense which it had borne

in Alexandria since the early fourth century, (3) that of a

"concrete individual, or independent existent." (4)

As such it could become virtually synonymous with hypostasis. (5)

Consequently when Cyril wanted to express the unity of the Incarnate as God

and man his point of departure was always from the reality of the actual

historical humanity of Christ. Because of the reality of the union between

the two it is a union

"kata phusin or kat hypostasin". (6)

These latter always taking as their point of departure, as to their

meaning, the concrete reality of the coming to be of the man Jesus.

1. quotations from Cyril are taken from the English translation in 'A
Library of Fathers of the Holy Catholic Church, of Cyril.St., Five Tome
Contradiction of the Blasphemies of Nestorius.pp.l.ff. It should be
noted that without exception the translator renders hypostasis in Cryil's
writings as person.pp.8.n.7., I9.n,k.

2. Kelly.J.N.D. Early Christian Doctrines.p.318.

3. Op.cit. p.224.Cf.Clement of Alexandria.Ms.1335.d. Early Liturgies and
Other Documents, in Ante Nlcene Christian Library.Vol.xxiv.p.177.

4. Ibid.p.318.

5. Ibid.Cf.Griilmeier.A. 0p.cit.p.4l2.

6. Ibid.p.320.
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We may illustrate our thesis concerning Cyril by taking as an

example his defence of the term Theotokos used as a title for Mary. This

terra had been questioned by Nestorius, (1) who wished to replace it with

Christokos to indicate that Mary bore the human nature alone, which nature

was conjoined with the divine nature. (2) We note that Cyril uses the

same distinction based on tho historical humanity of Christ which we

have met already in our discussion of J.Calvin. The actual particularity

of Jesus as man and the way that he went as man distinguishes the event of

the Incarnation, as taking place voluntarily for the sake of the creature,

from the nature of God as such considered from the point of view of His

transcendent being in and for Himself, Cyril calls this event and the

complex of historical relationships which comprise the events of Incarnation,

life, death and resurrection of Jesus, the economy of the Word. It is

important to note, as T.F.Torrance points out, that the use of the word

econoray with respect to the Incarnation does not detract from the fact

that here

"God really imparts to us knowledge of Himself

as He is, for he is antecedently and eternally

in his own Being what he reveals of Himself

in His Incarnation and humiliation in Christ." (3)

This use of the term is to be distinguished from what it came to mean

later on;

1. Cyril.Op.cit. Tome.1.p.28.

2. Kelly.J.N.D.Op.cit.p.320.

3. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.p.38.
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"as when an act of God was spoken of as

'only economical' ••• oikonomia then has the

sense of reserve, on the part of God, for he

is not to be taken as being in Himself quite

what he appears to be in the economic act

in question (man) is not to understand

it strictly in the way it appears." (1)

The use of the word economy allows Cyril to both emphasise the

unchangeable nature of God, the Word remains ever what He was, and the

voluntary nature of God's condescension to the creature. If within this

context the particularity of the human being of Jesus is called into

question as delineating God's movement to the creature, then the whole

process of redemption is jeopardised. For there is then no basis for

distinguishing the particular condescension of God to man; the Incarnation

merely illustrates a general truth of God's relationship with the creature:

further, if God is thus related to the creature in this general way the

creature becomes serai-divine and the deity circumscribed by space and time.

It is for these reasons that Cyril takes such exception to Nestorius*

position with respect to the relationship between the nature of God and the

nature of roan in the Incarnate.

"He who is out of God by nature, the Only

Begotten. He which is in the bosom of the

Father. He through whom are all things,

albeit having before every age and time

His own Existence, and ever co-existing

1. Op.cit. Cf.Barth.K. Church Dogmatics.Vol.4.l.p.198.



with Him Who begat Him, descended

into voluntary emptiness in the

last times of the world, and took

the servants form, i.e., became in

our condition and Man economically and

was made in all things like unto

His brethren by partaking similarly

of blood and flesh, and that He thus

underwent birth with us and like us,

and took into Himself the passing into

being of His own flesh, not as needing

a second beginning unto being (for

the Word was in the beginning and

was God) but, that He might gather

together the human race, a second

firstfruits of all things after the first

one, ••••• Necessary therefore, alike to

the faith of the Mystery and to the

exact demonstration thereof, is the fact

of the true Union, I mean of Person

(hypostasis), that the mode of generation

according to the flesh of the Only-Begotten

may be without blame, Who was (as 1 said)

called to no second existence (for Himself

is the Maker of the worlds), but lowered

Himself economically to manhood for our

sakes, and despised not the laws of human



332.

nature but chose rather to have as His

own together with the flesh the fleshly

generation too. Therefore do we say that

He was born after the flesh Who is ever

Go-existent with the Father." (1)

On the other hand Nestorius could only conceive Cyril's position

to entail the Theotokos to be a goddess, for he was committed to the

view, which ignores the economy of the Word, that the nature of God as

such is born of Mary.

"I (i.e. Nestorius) often asked them

(i.e., Cyril), do you say that Godhead

has been begotten of the holy Virgin.

They straightway recoil at the saying

.... then when I reply to this, What

then is incongrous do we say in advising

to flee the word (Theotokos) and come

to the common phrase significant of the

two natures? .... Either clearly acknowledge

that the Godhead has been born of the

blessed Mary, or if you flee this

expression as blasphemy, why saying the same

as I, dost thou feign thou sayest it not?" (2)

The fundamental problem with Nestorius• position according to Cyril was

that he refused to understand the economy of God's movement toward the

creature in terms of the particularity of Jesus humanity. Instead he

sought to relate God and the creature in terras of an analysis of the

1. Cyril.St.Op.cit. Tome.i.pp.5—6.

2. Ibid. p.7.
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relationship between the nature of God and the nature of man jin Jesus

Christ. (1) By so doing Nestorius precludes the only basis upon which

God and man may be distinguished, vis., the particularity of the man

Jesus in His relationship with God. In Cyril'b view, this circumventing

of the economy destroys both the deity of God and the creatureliness of

the creature.

If the Word of God in the economy of salvation is understood

simply in terms of the nature of God as such, in its relationship with

that of man in the person of the Son, it implies that the Godhead as

such is the recipient of movement from place to place.

"If the Godhead be unerabodied, at large

and everywhere, and not in place and

circumscript, how will it pass through

a single body?" (2)

Further, if the humanity of Jesus is distinguished from the actual economic

condescension of the Son then the act of incarnation may be predicated

of any of the trinitarian hypostases, since the birth from the Virgin

1. It is no accident therefore that the differing Latin and Greek versions
of the Chalcedonian decree derive from their rendering of the
statement concerning the unity of the person of Christ; whether It
Is "ek", out of two natures or "en", in two natures. The former
corresponding to Cyril's determination to understand the difference
between the natures of God and man in terms of the particularity
of the humanity of Jesus as the economic condescension of the Son
for the sake of the creature as distinct from His eternal being with
the Father and the Spirit in and for Himself, the latter corresponding
to the Nestorian concern to understand the relationship in terms of
the internal structure of the being of the man Jesus. See: Schaff.P.
The Creeds of Christndom.p.64.n.4.: Dorner.I.A. The Person of Christ
Vol.l.Pt.2.p.4ll.; Sellers.R.V.Op.cit.pp.217, 258.; Bindley.T.H.
The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith.p.197.: Loofs.F. Nestorius and
His Place in the History of Christian Doctrine.pp.110-111.

2. Cyril«St.Op.cit.Tome.i.p.15.
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does not coincide with the coming to be of the Word of God.

•'For if he (i.e. Nestorius) says that the

matter is true of Emmanuel singly and

alone, let him teach the reason why

....Hence not once for all but many

times over shall we find that God has been

made man, and not only the Word out of God

the Father, but I will add both the Father

Himself and besides, the Holy Spirit." (1)

But not only does Nestorius divide the Godhead by making it circumscribed

by assuming that the nature of deity passed through Mary, but also,

despite his deepest intentions, he denies the humanity our Jesus. Since

Nestorius allots the human frailties of Jesus to the human nature and

likewise the being raised from the dead and his exaltation, he must

assume that the worship of the church is directed toward a creature. The

co-worshipped natures indicates that the humanity far from being safe¬

guarded from the Appolinarian error, is deified.

"But tell me who ask, what is it that severs

the natures one from the other and what will

be the mode of their difference? You will

(I suppose) surely answer that the one thing

is manhood, another God or Godhead; and the

one exalted incomparably above the other,

and it is as much inferior as is man less

than God. How then (tell me) dost thou deem

right to honour with one worship things of so

unlike nature and parted, as regards their

1. 0p.cit.p.34.Cf.pp.l6, 18, 19, 35.
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mode of being, by incomparable differences."

Hestorius, who, "feareth the charge of man-

worship, is caught in the act of being a man

wor shipper, and is holden in the meshes of

his own mis-counsel." (1)

"That which is co-worshipped with another is

altogether other than that with which it is

co-worshipped. But WE are accustomed to

worship Emmanuel with one worship, not severing

from the Word the Body That was Personally

(hypostatically) united to Him." (2)

While we may not agree with the judgment of l.Dorner that,

"an unprejudiced consideration of the course

which this dogma (i.e. Christology) pursued,

must convince us that prior to the Council of

1. Op.cit.Tome.ii.pp.76-77.

2. Ibid.p.70.Cf.pp.71-72. The text reads," o* Sae^X^s. Too ASyoo
"Cyrilli Archiepiscopi

Alexandrini: Librl Ouinque Contra Nestorium. Ed.Pusey.P.E.p.122.
Cf. on the same point Gyril*s defence of the Nicean "made man",
against what he understands to be the Nestorian implication that
the words are a tautological euphemism. Nestorius cannot, by
distinguishing the natures in the union and referring the birth
to the human nature, say that the words of the creed refer to
anything more significant than the being made man of a man. Cyril asks,

"Do they (i.e. the Fathers of Nicea) therefore (tell me)
in saying that He was both Incarnate and made Man mean
ought else than that He was begotten after the flesh?
for this would be ( and alone) the mode of incarnation
to one who has his existence both external to the flesh
and in his proper naturej for no one would say (I suppose)
that the flesh has been made flesh nor will anyone be made
what he was already. But one should conceive a certain
economic change to have been made regarding him unto
somewhat else which he was not, the expression will then
have great fitness." Cyril.St.Op.cit. Tome.i.p,32.
Cf.Tome.ii.pp.47-48, 49—50.
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Chalcedon. the doctrine of the duality of

natures within the unio. was not really a

doctrine of the church;" (1)

it is not without significance that the monophysite party who claimed

Cyril1s authority opposed Chalcedon because it introduced new dogmas

which went beyond those of Nicea which they claimed had settled, not only

that Christwas God, but also the way in which He was to be understood as

man. (2) R.V.Sellers and A.Grillraeier are probably closer to the truth

when they see a complimentarity between the fundamental intentions of the

Cyrillian party and those in Antioch who opposed him. (3) The one

concerned to emphasise the soteriological importance of the unity of

Christ and the other the necessary theological task of enquiry and

distinction between contending views of the person of Christ. But on

either view, from the evidence presented, it would not appear to be the

case that the Aristotelian principle, "no phvsis anhypostatos". was as

ubiquitous as Mclntyre contends. The Cyrillian party at least provide

an alternative way of safeguarding the particularity of the human nature

1. Dorner.I.A.Op.cit. p.108. Underlining indicates original is in italics.
Cf. Loofs.F. Op.cit. pp.97-98: Pannenberg.W. Jesus-God and Han.pp.287.ff.

2. See. Verghese.P. The Christologv of the Non-Chalcedonian Churches.
Sobornost. Series 4. Ho.5.1961.pp.255-256.; Verghese.P. Orthodox
Churches .. Chalcedonian and Non-Chalcedonian. Eastern Churches
Review.Vol.l.No.ll. I966.pp.l36.ff.; Kamaris.J. The Problem of the
Unification of Non-Chalcedonian Churches of the East with the
Orthodox on the Basis of Cyril's Formula: Mia Phvsis Tou Theou Lqgqu
Sesarkociene. The Greek Orthodox Theological Review.Vol. 10.No.2.
1964-1965.pp.6l.ff.; Romanides.J.S. Cyril's One Phvsis or Hypostasis
of God the Logos Incarnate and Chalcedon. The Greek Orthodox
Theological Review.Vol.10.No.2.1964-1965.pp.82.ff.

3. Sellers.R.V. Op.cit. Intro.pp.xiv.ff.; Grillmeier.A. Op.cit. pp.364-369,
375-376.



337.

of Christ which does not necessarily involve dependence upon the

Aristotelian analysis.

C.The Aristotelian doctrine of Substance.

Mclntyre's analysis of the influence of Aristotelian metaphysics

on pre and post Chalcedonian christology of the principle "no phvsls

anhypostatos". depends in large measure upon the view of substance given

by Aristotle in the Cateaoriae. (l) As Mclntyre points out Aristotle

deals with substance in terms of the concepts of prote ousia and deutera

ousia in this work. (2) For example,

"Substance in the most literal and primary and

common sense of the term is that which is

neither predicated of a subject nor exists in a

subject, as for example, the individual man or

horse. These things are called secondary

substances to which, as species, belong the

things called substances in the primary sense

and also the genera of these species. For

example the individual man belongs to the

species man, and the genus of the species is

animal. These, then, are called secondary

substances as for example both man and animal." (3)

This is interpreted by Mclntyre to mean that the individual person or

thing is the subject to which is referred different predicates,

1. Mclntyre.J. Op.cit. p.86.

2. Ibid.

3. Aristotle. Categoriae. Cf.5. quoted, Mclntyre.J. Op.cit. p.86.
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"not just in the grammatical sense, in which a

subject is so-called in relation to the predicate

of the sentence, but the actual subject who has these

qualitites, adopts certain attitudes or reaches

certain decisions, (1)

is the primary substance. In this sense the primary substance is neither

predicated of a subject nor exists ina subject. Secondary substance on

the other hand is that which is predicated of something else. It can

be either the inclusive genus or the more specific species. Therefore,

"everything except primary substances is

either predicable of primary substances

or present in them as subject ,,, Animal

is predicated of man, and therefore of

individual man; for if there were no

individual man of whom it could be predicated,

it could not be predicated of man at all

Everything is either predicated of

primary substances or present in thera;

and if these last did not exist, it would

be impossible for anything else to exist," (2)

Aristotle is here understood to be affirming, contrary to Plato who

argued that universals exist ante res, that universale exist in rebus,

that is, only as realised in particular subjects. Since without primary

substance it would be impossible for anything else to exist, the relation¬

ship which became crucial for the christological problem between primary

1, Mclntyre.J, Op,cit,p,87,

2, Arittotle, Op.cit, p.88,
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and secondary substances assumed the form of no phvsis anhypostatos.

For Aristotle's primary and secondary substances we need to substitute

the terms hypostasis and physis. (1) Following Aristotle

"phvsis is to be defined in terms of genus,

species and essential qualities and properties

•••• hypostasis on the other hand carries the

reference to the principle of self existence." (2)

Thus the problem arose in terms of the two nature model of Christ's

person of how to accommodate the two hypostasis required by Aristotelian

logic in the one person without deifying the humanity or humanising God.

As we have indicated Mclntyre understands the Chalcedonian solution to

leave this basic question unanswered and thus place a question mark over

the particular humanity of Jesus by speaking of only one person and

hypostasis of the Word incarnate. (3)

Now the particular problem to which we wish to address oi rselves

in this sub-section is whether liclntyre has oversimplified the position

with respect to the relationship between the Aristotelian position, as he

sets it forth, and the christological problem. It would appear to be the

case that the relationship between primary and secondary substances which

Mclntyre delineates from Aristotle's Cateaoriae. and finds so determinative

for the christological question, is not as clear cut as would appear from

Jiclntyre's presentation of the evidence.

1. HeIntyre.J. 0p.cit.p.88.Cf.Allan,D.J. The Fhilosophy of Aristotle.p.105.
"The history of the word (ousia) became complicated
by the usage of the theologians. Substantia was
also used as the equivalent of hypostasis, a term
unknown to Aristotle."

2. Ibid. p.95.

3. Ibid. p.93.
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As Mclntyre has shown with reference to the Catesoriae. Aristotle

thought of the individual existent in terms of primary substance, whereas

the genus and species (animal and man) which may be predicated of the

individual are termed secondary substances. However, as we have indicated

above, (1) Aristotle is unwilling

"in very many places to follow the clear

doctrine of the Categories in identifying

prote ousia with the concrete thing; for

what is that concrete thing apart from the

form which makes it what it is?" (2)

This ambivalence in Aristotle's thought makes it difficult to sustain the

kind of argument which Mclntyre attempts# It would seem that the onus is

on Mclntyre to show that the specific doctrine of substance found in the

Categoriae is the only possible view one can take of Aristotle's doctrine.

For his argument depends upon this view being Aristotle's view, with the

all pervading influence which such a unitary theory is assumed to have.

We do not think Mclntyre has submitted the evidence to suggest that this

was in fact the case. His view concerning the relationship between

Aristotle's first and second substances and the principle "no physic

anhvpostatos". while not to be dismissed as having no influence on the

christological debate, cannot be seen to have the determinative role which

he suggests. We would contend not only for a modified interpretation of

Aristotle, but also a greater appreciation of the specific theological

factors influencing the course and shape of the discussion. We would there¬

fore have a more positive appreciation of the doctrine of enhypostasis

than that which would follow from Mclntyre*s analysis.

1. See above Chap.I.pp.104.ff.

2. Mackinnon.D.M. "Substance" in Christoloev ... A Cross Bench View.
Op.cit. p.300.
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The importance of the particularity of the humanity of Christ

within the hypostatic union, to which the doctrine of enhypostasis is

understood by Torrance to draw attention, also provides the basis for his

understanding of the relationship between God and the creature conceived

in terms of the doctrine of analogy. As opposed tc Mascall who relates the

analogies of proportionality and attribution in our knowledge of God and

the creature in terms of St.Thomas' metaphysic by concentrating attention

on human existence in general, Torrance seeks to explicate the same

relationship in terms of the specific movement of God to man in Jesus

Christ. Torrance sees the fundamental mistake of any doctrine of analogy

which seeks understanding in terms of a neutral ontology to consist in a

side stepping of the dynamic movement of God to man in Christ. Cl)

Therefore, if there

"is a true analogy of proportionality, as the

Thomists aver, it must be grounded, not in

any abstractly conceived ontological continuity

between man and God, but on the unto hypostatics

in which we have the union of God and man as

God himself has set it forth in Christ." (2)

But as we have seen in discussing Mascall's analysis of the

doctrine of analogy the analogy of proportionality needs the analogy of

attribution to save it from collapsing into univocal predication. Whereas

Mascall used the distinction between the naode of predication in the

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Re construction.p.114.

2. Ibid. Cf.Torrance.T.F. God and Rationality.pp.137.ff.
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creature and that in God to form the basis of the analogy of attribution,

Torrance seeks to use the historical distinctness of the humanity of

Christ to achieve the same purpose. As opposed to the view that the unio

hypostatica can be used to "illustrate" the relationship between God and

man in general, Torrance contends that the proper form of the analogy should

run,

"as divine and human natures are related in

Christ, so in the Church Christ and human

nature are related .... The analogy then

takes the proper form; as A is to B, so

C is to D, where C is: A to B .... But when

the false form of the analogy is drawn •...

then the human nature of Christ is ommitted

from it and that means that C is replaced

by A in the form: as A is to B, so A is to

D. Thus this doctrine of the church turns

out to be monophysite." (1)

Thus whilst not denying the place of creaturely knowledge, in

fact by enqphasising its integrity as affirmed by the voluntary

condescension of God to the creature and His accommodation to our mode of

thinking and speaking, Torrance insists that it can only be understood

within the context of God•s movement toward the creature.

"The analogia entis is entirely grounded upon

the analoaia gratiae. and only in an analoeia

1. Dp.cjit. p.185. Cf.Torrance's agreement with the Catholic scholar
G.S<>hngen who attempts the same movement as Torrance with respect to
analogy, as conformity to the movement of God to man in Christ.
p.ll6.n.2. See also Bouillard.H. The Knowledge of God.p.123.: Torrance.
T.F. The Problem of Natural Theology in the Thought of Karl Barth.
passim.
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fldei corresponding to the analoeia gratiae does

the analoaia entis have any truth or reality.

Outside that, the truth of God is inevitably

turned into a lie." (1)

Both Torrance and Mascall in their own way seek to understand the problem

of the relationship between God and the creature, as posed by Foster's

thesis, by emphasising the particularity and integrity of creaturely

knowledge of the creature. Though they achieve their purposes in different

ways we find Torrance's account more convincing; not least because he is

able to relate the particularity of the Christian revelation to the

immanent and determinate rationality of the creature. He is able to show

how over against creation God remains quite free in His eternal self

existence and therefore cannot be known in the determinate way in which

created things are known, that creation also remains free in its utterly

contingent character and is therefore to be known in its natural processes

only out of itself. But consequent upon the interaction of God with the

world in the Creation and the Incarnation He binds us to the created

structures of creaturely rationality in all our relations with Him. It is

therefore,

"no longer possible to operate scientifically

with a separation between natural and

revealed theology." (2)

Torrance is therefore able to set forth both

"the infinite freedom and the unique kind of

necessity that hold between God and the world,

1. Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.p.116. Cf. Theological Science.
pp.273, 276, 278-279.

2. Torrance.T.F. Space. Time and Incarnation.p.69.
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which not only preserve its contingence but

which so ground it in the being and

rationality of God as to provide us in our

creaturely existence an intelligible medium

and an objective basis for all our relations

with God." (1)

Now if we agree with Torrance's, and in a more general sense the

Reformed, understanding of the part played by the natural structures of

understanding in conceiving the relationship between God and the creature

in the light of God's movement toward the creature in Jesus Christ, then

we will necessarily raise some questions with regard to Berth's analysis

of the problem as outlined in the preceding chapters. These questions

will obviously relate to the viability of the structure of Berth's

trinitarian method as a means of understanding the God-creature relation¬

ship. In terms of the specific perspective we have chosen from which to

view this relationship in Berth's theology, the question of the relationship

between knowledge of God and knowledge of the creature, it will be

concerned to emphasise how we may understand the fact that Mclntyre has

drawn attention to in his defence of Quenstedt's doctrine of analogy of

attribution which is intrinsic not extrinsic as in Barth,

"Quenstedt discerns the inadequacy of analogy of

attribution in respect of extrinsic denomination,

namely, that this analogy does not affirm anything

of the internal nature of the secondary

analogates; and further, that he wishes to

emphasise that when God creates, He creates beings

whose creation constitutes their being. He is

1. Qp.cit. pp.67-68.
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endeavouring to find out how you may speak

of creatures who prior to salvation are*

and in fact must be in order to be saved*" (1)

We have indicated in our analysis of T.F. Torrance's position

vis-a-vis E.L. Mascall, that the concentration of attention on the

integrity of creaturely being as such does not necessarily pre-empt

appreciation of both the transcendence and immanence of God when seen

within the context of the particularity of the Christian revelation in

Jesus Christ. Here the particularity of the humanity of Jesus expresses

both the freedom of God in His condescension to the creature and grounds

the natural structure of human thought and language as the intelligible

medium through which God and the creature are known, (2)

The possibility of appreciating the natural integrity of creaturely

being and speech within the context of the God-creature relationship

presupposed by Berth's trinitarian methodology seems to be precluded* The

question arises of whether Berth's trinitarian method of understanding

the relationship between God and the creature jeopardises the integrity

of creaturely being's contingent yet dependent status* Consequently we

must ask if the structure of Earth's doctrine of the Trinity needs

modification* For if it appears to be the case that the particularity and

integrity of creaturely being and language as such are precluded from

entering into the definition of the God-creature relationship, then it

would follow that the determinate and creaturely nature of the creature Is

called into question. In the context of the discussion of the God-creature

relationship, by means of the relationship between knowledge of God and

1. Mclntyre.J. Analogy.p.17.Cf. the same question raised by Bouillard.H.
The Knowledge of God.p.117.

2, Cf.Fairweather.A.M. The Word as Truth.pp.75*ff: Torrance.T.F. God and
Rationality pp.l44.ff.



346.

knowledge of the creature set forth in Berth's theology, it entails

questioning whether Barth has discovered any new way of understanding God's

freedom in and for Himself over against His being for us in the concrete

form of His revelation in time which does not take account of the

creaturely being in time which pre-supposes this event. Barth's doctrine

of analogy which presupposes his understanding of the relationship between

God and the creature consequent on the development of his doctrine of the

Trinity and doctrine of God involves the two sides of the God-creature

relationship necessary to any christian doctrine of creation. He maintains

that God is what happens in respect of the ensemble of relationships

presupposed by the structure of the event of revelation in Jesus Christ.

But he also wants to proclaim the freedom and transcendence of God over

against what He is for and with us. He thinks that to do this he must

postulate a reality of God in Himself distinct from God-for-us. But lest,

through consideration of this distinction in terms of the creaturely

nature of revelation as such, the being of God is divided so that the

being of God in Himself becomes different from God-for-us, and a God behind

God is postulated on the basis of creaturely existence, (in which case a

fatal religious a priori would be presupposed in creaturely existence and

the being of God would be divided) all the distinctions and continuities

in the relationships between God and the creature and the creatures are

presupposed in God's distinguishing of Himself from Himself. In this case

God in Himself is the proto type of God in His revelation. All we are to

say of God in Himself is that His revelation is His image. Time is the

image of eternity, which means that eternity is simply whatever it must be

if time is to be its image. But, as we have indicated in our analysis

of the doctrine of analogy in both Catholic and Reformed thought, the

analogy of proportionality needs the analogy of attribution based on the
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analysis of creaturciy existence as such in Catholic thought, or on the

particularity of the humanity of Christ in Reformed thought, to save it

from collapsing into univocal predication or agnosticism. What, therefore,

can possibly be the content of saying that God in Himself is whatever is

the proto-type of His life in time? Either this sentence is perfectly

empty; or the statement makes some sort of comparison between God's own

characteristics and His temporal characteristics. In this sense we feel

some sympathy with H.Bouillard when he complains of Barth's treatment of

the problem of analogy that:

"To affirm that the correspondence between

human speech and divine reality is assured

only through the grace of revelation is to

leave untouched the classical question of

analogy ... Whether or not they are supported

by revelation, the concepts and terms which

we use about God are our own; they are

human. It is a question of knowing under what

title a human discourse, even one based on

the Bible, can direct us to God. To say

that it does so in virtue of revelation is to

answer the question by the question." (1)

The Viability of Barth's Trinitarian Method Of Understanding The God-

Creature Relation.

Before we attempt to assess the meaning of Barth's understanding

of the God-creature relationship in terms of the doctrine of the Trinity

it is necessary that we summarise the position reached in our analysis of

1. Bouillard.H, The Knowledge of God.p.117.Cf.p.118.
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Garth's thought in the preceding chapters. For as we have indicated,

Berth's position with respect to the doctrine of analogy derives from the

foundations of his dogmatic method and not from any incidental view of the

doctrine of analogy.

The mere position of the doctrine of the Trinity in the Church

Dogmatics is itself arresting and important. It appears as we have seen

at the beginning as part of the doctrine of Revelation, as part of the

discussion of how and why the church must speak of God. This makes it

clear that Barth is not talking about an entity called "God':, but about

the particular being revealed in Jesus Christ. The only possible

legitimate question that can be asked of the revelation of God is, "Who"

this God is who reveals Himself. The reality and possibility of the

question is presupposed by the nature of the event of revelation. For God

so reveals Himself as to make it impossible to attempt to get behind the

agency and activity of revelation to ask any prior question which might

assume an independent standpoint apart from the personal presence of God

to man.

Consequently the nature of Barth's discussion of the triune being

of God as the Subject of the revelatory events which relate God and the

creature, entails that the discussion of the nature of God must succeed

the discussion of His triune being. For a not yet trinitarian doctrine

of the nature of God could be discussed first only if it is thought

possible to identify God without reference to the exercise of His Lordship

which presupposes the event of revelation. The doctrine of the Trinity is

an analysis and interpretation of this event. The answer which the doctrine

of the Trinity gives to the proposition,"God reveals Himself", is that God
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God reveals Himself. He reveals Himself through Himself, He reveals Himself#

The agent is God, what happens is God, and what is accomplished is God with

us and for us. In the analysis the second and third statements repeat

the first, and necessarily so since otherwise the revealed unity of the

revealed God would be presupposed by a freedom of the creature for God

which did not presuppose the freedom of God for the creature who is who He

is in the event of His self revelation. God so reveals Himself as to make

impossible any attempt to get behind the agency and activity of Him who

reveals Himself.

But the revealed Lordship of God in the event of revelation

presupposes that God is a God who is able, who is free, to be our God in

the event of revelation. What God reveals Himself as, is exactly as the

One who is able to reveal Himself. There can therefore be no separation

of form and content in the event of revelation. For the identification of

form and content is precisely the way in which Barth expresses God's

lordship in the event of revelation. And it is an analysis of the

lordship of God so expressed which is the root of the doctrine of the

Trinity#

Since God's Lordship in the event of revelation is the lordship

of One who is able, who is free to be Lord, we cannot reduce the three

factors involved in the statement, "God reveals Himself as Lord", to one

common denominator. For if God as Revealer, Revelation and Revealedness

are really all the same then the true God is some divine hinterground

apart from what will be regarded as mere forms of God's self revelation#

On this basis the unity of the revealed God, the identity of form and

content in the event of revelation, will be called into question. But

Berth's analysis of the Lordship of God in the event of revelation entails
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that God possesses His deity in one and the same act in which He

distinguishes Himself from Himself. It is to this fact that the

dialectical relationship of the doctrines of Appropriations and Perichoresis

calls our attention. In that God repeats Himself, is free to be Himself

as three and not an undifferentiated monad, consists His unique lordship,

His unity.

In considering the manner in which God reveals Himself we

indicated that the relationship between the doctrines of the Trinity and

Christology in the doctrine of Revelation further developed the question

"Who" God is who reveals Himself in the event of revelation. That God

takes form amongst us, God's distinguishing Himself from Himself in a mode

of being other than His own hidden mode of being, is brought to under*

standing in terms of the question that He who so reveals Himself can

reveal Himself in this way. The objective reality of Jesus Christ entails

the possibility of God's being free in this specific manner. In that

God takes this form, no middle being between God and man results. It is

characteristic of God Himself that in being God once a gain and wholly

otherwise, He can remain wholly Himself. Precisely God's inconceivable

freedom from ,... and consequently His freedom for •••• His own revelation

is the lordship which is the content of the manner in which God reveals

Himself. To know that God can be with us is to know both that He can

become other than Himself and that He can nevertheless remain Himself in

this alienation.

If the trinitarian doctrine is rooted in the lordship presupposed

by the structure of the event of God's self revelation, then the answer

to the question of God's reality must be sought as an answer to the

question of what sort of being God must have to be triune. The doctrine
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of God is built on this presupposition. The doctrine of Revelation

understood God from the point of view of the event of revelation as the

concrete reality who in His self relatedness is absolutely free. The

formulation with which Barth seeks to comprehend the unique lordship

of God in the doctrine of God is that He is One who loves in freedom.

That God i3 who lie is in His self revealed unity as Father* Son and Holy

Spirit presupposes that He is able to be such. The particularity of His

revelation is not to be taken as defining the freedom of God in relation

to the creature. However strictly it may be understood such freedom also

entails with equal strictness God's relatedness. Without dependence upon

this relationship to what is event God is in Himself event, act and life.

God is free event, independent even of His own nature yet nonetheless

having a specific nature because He decides to be who He is. The content

of this decision is His relatedness to Himself and us in Jesus Christ.

He is thus God who loves freely. And therewith we return to the doctrine

of the Trinity, to the One who is related to us and free in that
l

relationship.

The relationship between God and the creature that emerges from

our exposition of the doctrine of Revelation and the doctrine of God, finds

its concrete basis in the fact that the doctrine of election is considered

as part of the doctrine of God. The content of God's free decision to

be who He is in His self relatedness, His love, does not exclude but

includes the creature. God's determining of Himself to be both Subject and

Object of His choice, to be not only Himself in relation but Himself in

relation to the "other", entails that He is the basis of the reality and

possibility of creaturely existence in relation not only to Himself, but

also the creatures relation to the creature. All the distinctions and
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continuities of creaturely existence are presupposed by the reality of

God's choice of man in His Son Jesus Christ* The confrontation and

communion which is the trinitarian life of God is the confrontation and

communion between the Father and His Son who is Jesus of Nazareth: the

choice, which is itself God's choice of purpose for Himself, coincides with

the life of this man. The covenant between this man and the Father is

the reality in God of His free choice, His decision to be not only God in

and for Himself, but to be God for and with the creature. On the one

hand there is God's eternal communion with Himself, on the other his

communion in time with us; as the unity in God's freedom of these two

there is His eternal Son who is Jesus. The Father and the Son in the

unity of the Spirit will that the Son shall live for His Father as the

man Jesus. This is the reason why the doctrine of election is an integral

part of the doctrine of God and forms the basis for understanding the

relationship between God and the creature. The double decree of

predestination which presupposes the existence of the creature is in

fact identical with the decision in which God chooses purpose for His own life.

Consequently Berth's view of the basis of the event of revelation

in Jesus Christ makes it plain that the creature can in no way presuppose

the decision and choice of God revealed in Jesus Christ who, as Man for

God and Man for other men, repeats and confirms the free Lordship of God

which consists in His choice of Himself for man and raan for Himself, That

Barth's doctrine of creation is anthropologically orientated corresponds

precisely to the fact that the Son of God in the inconceivable freedom

and love which He shares with the Father and the Spirit chose to be a man,

not a fish or a stone. In this decision there is decided what created

reality is and can be. To be a creature is to be such as to presuppose
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the existence of this Man. Jesus Christ, among us and for us. Humanity

is not that which defines the Son's assumption of it. but is that which

is defined by the Son's choice to be man. The creature is defined by that

meeting between the Jesus of Nazareth and the Father. The true story of

the creature is its being the technical possibility of the actualisatlon

of this reality. Whether we so experience our lives as such or not does

not alter what we are as creatures whose being presupposes this compact,

this decision.

The relationship established between God and the creature and

considered from the point of view of Barth's understanding of the basis

of knowledge of the creature, the analogia relationis. was one whose

structure was determined both on the side of God and the side of the

creature by the nature of the decision in which God exists for the

creature in Jesus Christ. This decision pre-empts any attempt to elucidate

the nature of creaturely reality from any point of view which does not

presuppose this decision. In our discussion of fiarth's doctrine of

analogy we have drawn attention to the fact that his methodological

exclusion of this possibility casts doubts on the viability of his view

of the God-creature relationship. We have indicated that to establish

the freedom of God in relation to the creature, and the integrity of

creaturely existence as creaturely existence in relation to God, that it

is necessary in one way or another to accommodate in the definition of

the relationship between God and creature the integrity of the created

structures of creaturely being and rationality. Whether in terras of the

Thomist concentration on the nature of creaturely existence as such or the

Reformed emphasis on the significance of the particularity of the humanity

of Jesus life story, both are able to find a way of expressing what is
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essential to any understanding of the relationship between God and the

creature. In terms of the reality of created existence they both are able

to express how God is and is not related to the creature; in Christological

terms, how God is and is not in Jesus Christ, both that we already are

what we are in Jesus' story and are not yet. This dialectic which is

unavoidable in any understanding of the God creature relation, both in

the interests of God's freedom and the created integrity of creaturely

existence, presupposes a temporal element which could not be consistently

sustained within the frame of reference of Barth's methodology. As we

have seen the created distinctions and continuities are, in Barth's terms,

presupposed by the nature of the compact in which God in Jesus Christ

determines Himself for man and man for Himself. Barth avoids consideration

of the God creature relation in terms of a freedom of the creature for

God which does not presuppose the freedom of God for the creature by

emphasising the importance of the unity of God's self revelation with the

freedom and love in which God chooses Himself. In that the ,•Yes,, which

God speaks to the creature in Jesus Christ is spoken in the inconceivable

freedom in which God speaks the "Yes" to Himself in His choice to be who

He is, Barth secures the transcendence of God over the creature. This

transcendence is such that God can be who He is in relation to the

creature without compromising His being the free God. But in considering

the immanent relation of the creature to this God, the continuity of

creaturely existence is postulated on the basis of God's freedom to repeat

and confirm what He is in and for Himself ad extra, for us. It does not

appear that Barth has discovered any new way of conceptualising God's

freedom over against His being for us in Jesus Christ, since his method

specifically excludes consideration of what we take to be essential to

such an undertaking. This is the consideration of the relationship between
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God and the creature in such a way as to presuppose the event of revelation,

the event of God's free movement toward the creature, with the fact that

the creature exists; indeed must exist in order to be the object of

God's gracious condescension.

We therefore share von Balthasar's concern with respect to this

aspect of Barth's theology.

"Die Gnadenordnung der Menschwerdung setz sich

die Schopfungsordnung voraus, die, von ihr

verschieden, doch iraraer wieder zu sehr auf

sie reduziert wird." (1)

"Die Verengung wurde an der Stelle klar, wo wir

festellen mussten, dass Barth zwischen

Schopfung und Bund nicht den ganzen notigen

Raum, die geforderte Spannweite, die freies

Atmen erlaubt, offen lasst, dass Voraus der

Setzung in seiner relativen, aber wirklichen

Eigenstandigkeit nicht ganz zur Geltung

kommt. Mag es noch so wahr sein, dass der

letztsinn von Christus staramt, dass nichts

Abschliessendes uber den (vorlaufigen)

geschopflichen Sinn gesagt werden darf*

bevor die Rucksicht auf diesen letztsinn

genomraen 1st, mag es auch wahr sein, dass

der letztsinn der ontologische Grund fur das

Vorhandensein jedes andern, vorlaufigen

Sinnes ist: es bleibt nicht minder wafer, dass

1. Balthasar.H.U.von. 0p.cit.p.l48.
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gerade diese Beziehung eine sorgfaltige

Wahrung des relativen Eigensinnes geforderte

hatte, das also jeder Schein einer Deduktion

des relativen Eigensinnes aus dera letztsinn

peinlich hatte geiaieden werden mussen." (1)

This problem, in Berth's consideration of the God-creature relationship,

of the importance of the relative structures of creaturely being having

a place as such in understanding God's movement toward the creature;

raises the question of the viability of the dogma of the Trinity as a

means of understanding the God-creature relationship. For it would

appear that Barth's development of the doctrine of the Trinity from an

analysis of the event structure of revelation entails methodological

exclusion of what we have taken to be an important element in the

theological meaning of the God-creature relationship. This is the place

given within this relationship to the relative structures of creatureiy

being in determining how we may speak at once both of God's being related

to and not related to the world, of being in and not in Jesus Christ, a

1. Balthasar.H.U.von. Op.cit.pp.253-254. Cf. Torrance.T.F, The Problem
of Natural Theology In The Thought Of Karl Barth. Op.cit. pp.133-134.
Torrance indicates that there is in Barth's thought a

"conceptual gap between theological dogmatics and our
understanding of created existence, rational as well
as physical." This is seen to be due to Barth's anxiety,

"lest the old corruptions through naturalistic fallacies,
which worked such havoc in the history of protestant
theology, should be given a chance to come back and
(therefore) tends to restrict the relation between them
to the event of grace, without developing, at any rate
in any adequate way, the ontology of the creaturely
structures which it assumes."

See also by the same author, Space.Time find Incarnation.p.65:
Prenter.R. Einheit Sch6pfun& und Erlosung Theologische Zeitschrift,
1946,No.2.pp.l6l.ff. and Glauben und Erkennen bei Karl Barth Kervema
und Dogma, Vol.2X, I956,pp.l76.ff.; Rodding.G. Das Seinsproblem in der

(Continued on p.357. )
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notion of His transcendence which has more than an apparently

epistemological function in that it is causal with respect to the relative

structures of creaturely being* (1)

1* (Continued from p.356.1

Schopfungslehre Karl Barths. Kerygma und Dogma Vol,, 10, 1964,
pp.l.ff,, 22.ff., 28-30, 44-47; Mclntyre.J. Analogy Op.cit,
p,l7; Berkouwer.G.C. The Triumph Of Grace In The Theology Of
Karl Barth. p.56; Kreck.W. Analoftia fidei order analofiia entis?
Antwort, pp.273-286, Glbbs.J.G, A Secondary Point Of Reference
in Berth's Anthropology Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol.l6,
I963.pp.132-135,

1. Cf, Bonhoeffer's search for a "this worldly transcendence",
Phillips.J. The Form of Christ in the World; A Study of
Bonhoeffer's Christology.pp.185.ff. Torrance.T.F. Cheap and
Costly Grace in God and Rationality. pp.56.ff., 77-78,
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CONCLUSION*

We believe that the issues raised in our analysis of Barth's

understanding of the God-creature relation confront us with a wider

problem than an assessment of the doctrine of the Trinity as developed

specifically by Barth, In conclusion we wish to indicate how the issue

we have raised with respect to Berth's presentation of the God-creature

relationship involves a wider ecumenical problem of the function and

structure of the dogma of the Trinity in the life of the church* We

have seen and analysised Barth's development of the doctrine of the

Trinity as a "critical principle", (1) by which he made a one hundred

and eighty degree turn in the direction of Protestant theology; in this

sense the doctrine of the Trinity became a basic hermeneutical key for

understanding the whole scope of Christian doctrine from God and Creation

to Reconciliation and Redemption. Y et in one whole area of the church's

life, in the East, the Trinity has been understood less as doctrine and

more as that which expresses the life that is lived by the church

consequent on the interaction of God with the creature in Creation*

Incarnation and future Redemption. Here the relativity of creaturely

existence is taken to be an integral part of the structure of dogma*

without there being any question that such a procedure jeopardises either

the divine unity or the creatureliness of the creature as such a

presupposition would entail on Barth's reading of the problem,

(i) The Dogma of the Trinity in the East and West. ( _

E.Schlink (2) has drawn attention to the significance of the different

1, Barth.K. Table Talk, pp.48-49*

2. Schlink.E. The Coming Christ and the Coming Church.pp.16.ff.« 87,ff,
Cf.Pennenberg.W. Jesus. God and Man.pp.183.ff. and Analogy and Doxology
in Basic Questions in Theology. Vol.l.pp.21l.ff.; Torrance.T.F.
Theological Science.pp.158-161; God and Rationality.pp.156.fft
Ebeling.G. Theology and Proclamation.pp.82.ff.
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kinds of statements which are involved in the churches speech about God.

The contradictory nature of complementary statements about Jesus'

historicity and His unity with the eternal God call attention to the

fact that here we do not have to do with finite objects that can be

neatly defined over against one another and over against the one who is

speaking about them. The contradictory character of the expressions calls

attention to God's infinity, which remains a mystery to finite under¬

standing, even though the speaker experiences God's infinity in His

movement towards the creature in the aspects of the events of salvation

which lead to the formulation of the language which speaks of Christ's

unity with God and His unity with us. The structure of such statements

Schjink designates as doxological. (1) They are statements about God on

the basis of events that have been experienced as having occurred from

Him. Since designations and relations drawn from the finite realm are

transferred to the eternal and infinite God, contradictory conceptions

inescapably result. Human conceptualisation sacrifices itself in

adoration. Reference of theological words to the divine reality itself

is* "withdrawn from our purview by the very

act of adoration." (2)

In using this expression, doxological, to refer to the reference

of human verbal expressions to the infinite being of God on the basis of

the experience of God's soteriological purpose directed through

historical events, Schlink distinguishes between kerygraatic and doxological

forms of expression. Kerygmatic statements speak of definite earthly events

1. Schlink.b. pp.21—22.

2. Pannenberg.W. Basic Questions In Theology. Vol.l.p.2J9»
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that are understood as events that come from God, they are

"chiefly concerned with transmission of fixed

pieces of church tradition. This includes

the tradition of our Lord's sayings, reports

of Jesus' deeds, and His passion as well as

the appearances of the risen Lord." Cl)

Doxological statements on the other hand, intend to speak of God's

eternal being as such. They are praise of the eternal God on the basis

of His deeds.

"Doxology is not only concerned with God's

activity in history but with God Himself

in His own eternal reality ... Consequently

in the development of doxology we can

observe the appearance of statements about

God's existence, essence and properties^

whose purpose is to exalt His eternal

unchangableness which comprehends all

history." (2)

Thus in the act of praising adoration of God's eternity, the finite

conceptions in which praise takes place on the basis of definite finite

occurrences are broken.

For this reason, doxological statements cannot be used as

premises from which conclusions can be drawn without further ado.

Statements about God in a doxological form are transferred to God in the

sense that they are consigned to God's infinity in an act of adoration.

1. Schlink.L. Op.cit. p.23.

2. Ibid. pp.21-22.
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In such statements the conceptual clarity disappears. Therefore God's

historical activity cannot be deduced from the doctrine of the Trinity

or from the statement of the divinity of Jesus. (1) While in kerygmatic

statements the "I" of the witness expressly appears and vouches for the

truth that is witnessed to, in doxological statements the "I" who

speaks disappears. (2) For such a statement only the divine content comes

into view, yet

"the absence of the "1" from the text of

many doxologies does not imply an

uncommitted lack of concern, but

indicates utmost devotion. For although

the "I" of the worshipper does not occurr

in the text, it is contained in the actual

performance of worship. The "I" is

sacrificed in doxology. Thus doxology

is always a sacrifice of praise." (3)

If the kerygmatic and doxological statements used in Christian

speech about God are not to be simply expressions of man's own

subjective self consciousness, it is important to realise that the

liturgical structure of such statements needs to be controlled and shaped

by the reality it serves. In this the church is inevitably thrown back

upon the strategic importance of the humanity of Jesus in which God

1. Op.cit. p.42. Cf.pp.87.ff., 93, 95. Schlink points to the
progressive deformation of the liturgical structure of the church's
creedal statements and consequent confusion of their meaning, as
due to the influence of specifically Western theological thought.
Op.cit. pp.34-35, 66.ff., 74-77.

2. Ibid. p.22.

3. Ibid. Cf. Pannenberg.W. Op.cit. pp.217, 219, 238.
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assimilates to Himself the creaturely structures of created existence

and opens them up to the truth of His eternal being.

"He is the one place in our humanity where

the divine Light shines through to us

undimmed and unobstructed by damaged

relations or distorting forms of thought

and speech; but in Jesus Christ we are

given more than the creative mould for

our human responses, we are provided

with the very essence and core of man's

worship to God •••• for He constitutes

in His vicarious humanity the eloquent

reality of our wor ship." (1)

Therefore the relationship between the different kinds of statements to

which Schlink has drawn attention should be sought in the way which God

has taken in his condescension to us, His accommodation to our

creaturely forms and structures in the man Jesus. Here the distinction

between God and the creature is given reality by the Creator Himself in

relation to Himself. Here the notion of transcendence implicit in God's

being the Lord and Creator entails affirmation of the creaturely

structures of rationality as these are opened up to the truth of God's

relationship to the creature. There is then no methodological exclusion

of creaturely being and rationality as such in our speech about God in

1. Torrance.T.F. God and Rationality, pp.157-158. See also report
(unpublished) to the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland*
Worship In The Reformed Church, prepared by Torrance.J.B. Cf. Torrance
T.F. Theology in Reconstruction. pp.38.ff.
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relation to the world, As the particularity of the liturgical Sitz £m

laben of kerygmatic and doxological statements draws our attention to

the fact that the believers participation in the soteriological activity
of God depends upon His free grace, so the particularity of the humanity

of Jesus, His obedience which constitutes the basis of the liturgy, both

maintains the distinction between God and the creature and yet teaches

that God is active within our creaturely existence in space and time. (1)

We now turn to examine how these considerations are related to

the development of the doctrine of the Trinity in the East and the

West.

(ii) St.Basil "De Sniritu Sancto". (2)

Our prime concern is not to consider the historical

circumstances under which this treatise was written or the effect it had

in terms of the history of subsequent dogmatic developments. We are

simply concerned to point out the manner in which St.Qasic defends, to

use the Western terms, the consubstantiality, of the Holy Spirit with

the Father and the Son. We shall particularly note the importance of the

experience of salvation within the liturgical structure of St.Basil18

argument as illustrative of Schiink's thesis concerning the relationship

between kerygmatic and doxological statements in terms of the events of

the history of salvation which constitute the basis of the church's

celebration.

It is certainly not without significance that the dispute with

which St.Basil is concerned in this work arose in the context of his

celebration of the liturgy.

1« Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.pp.35-36.

2. All quotations are taken from the translation in The Library of Hicene
and Tost Nicene Fathers, ed. Schaff.P. and Wace.E. Vol.8.pp.l.ffa
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"When praying with the people and using the

doxology to God the Father in both forms,

at one time 'with the Son together with

the Holy Ghost*. and at another time

•through the Son in the Holy Ghost', I was

attacked by some of those present on the

ground that I was introducing novel and

at the same time mutually contradictory

terms." (1)

The deniers of the Spirit's deity maintained that since the preposition

"in" predicated creaturely circumscription to that which is essentially

uncircumscribed then by definition the Spirit cannot be equal with the

Father which the copula "with" implies in the doxological ascription. (2)

St.Basil replies that such an assertion springs from the failure to

distinguish between the essential undivided unity of God which is the

object of all our doxological statements and the temporal missions of the

several hypostases which forms the historical basis of this doxology. (3)

The former, as that which is common to all hypostases, cannot be thought

of as divided in any sense. Therefore to predicate creaturely circum¬

scription to the Son or the Spirit in so far as they are one with the

Father makes the Father a creature as well. (4)

"For whatsoever audacity a man be guilty of

against the Son he cannot but transfer to the

1. St.Basil. Op.cit. chp.l.p.3.

2. Ibid, chp.4.Sec.6«p.3.

3. Ibid. chp.3. Sec.7.p.3.

4. Ibid. Secs.8-12.; Chp.6.Sees.13-14.pp.6-8.
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Father. If he assigns to the Father the upper

place of precedence, and asserts that the only

begotten Son sits below, he will find that to

the creature of his imagination attach all

consequent conditions of body." (1)

If any of the hypostases is impugned with respect ot its being one with

each other in the ineffable divine unity, then all are called into

question. St.Basil thus agrees with his opponents that the unity of the

being of the triune God cannot be described in earthly terms. (2)

But on that account he does not deny that predicates such as "of"

"through" and "in" are properly ascribed to God. The church, says St.Basil,

recognises both aspects. The ineffable and undivided unity and the

distinct hypostases, of which is predicable on the basis of the history of

salvation those words which were taken by St.Basil's opponents to divide

the deity.

"I say the church recognises both uses and

deprecates neither as subversive of the

other. For whenever we are contemplating

the majesty of the nature of the Only

Begotten, and the excellence of His dignity,

we bear witness that the glory is with the

Father; while on the other hand, whenever

we bethink us of His bestowal on us of

good gifts, and of our access to and admission

into, the household of God, we confess that

this grace is effected for us through Him

1. Op.cit. Sec.l5.pp.9-10.

2. Ibid. p.9.
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and b£ Him. It follows that the one phrase

"with whom'! is the proper one to be used in

the ascription of glory* while the other*

"through whom" is specially appropriate in

giving thanks". (1)

We notice here that the hypostatic distinctions are understood in terms

of the time conditioned elements in the history of salvation and the

unity of these hypostases is understood to be ineffable in terms of the
*

transcendence implied by these elements. The unity of God is not

therefore logically related to the hypostatic distinctions. Rather it

is that which is ascribed to God in doxological ascription on the basis

of the history of salvation. Only Arians, who refuse to acknowledge the

liturgical basis of St.Basil's understanding of the unity of deity could

introduce an above and below* an a priori and an a posteriori, into the

discussion. (2)

Further, St.Basil points out, (3) the freedom of God in relation

to the creature, the voluntary nature of the "economy" of the Salvation,

is understood in precisely the same way as the unity of God in relation

to the distinctions involved in the history of salvation. For the

economy takes place, not for the purpose of the enrichment of the eternal

being of God, but precisely for the enrichment of the being of the

creature with the newness of life that the church celebrates and is rooted

in the creaturely elements of the history of salvation. As God is

worshipped as one on the basis of the histoy of His deeds so He is

1. St.Basil. Op.cit. Chp.7.Sec.16.p.10.

2. Ibid. Chp.B.Sec.13.p.12.

3. Ibid.
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acknowledged as free for precisely the same reason,

(a) The Relation Between Kerygma and Dogma in St.Basil,

The distinction which St,Basil draws between the ineffable unity

of the being of God and the distinctiveness of the hypostases on the

basis of the history of God's activity is related to a distinction which

he draws between dogma and kerygma. Dogma refers to that ineffable unity

of God's being and is

"observed in silence",

while kerygma refers to the story of God's redemptive acts in history and

is "proclaimed to the world," (1)

In order to prevent the kind of logical projection which the Arians

practised, in which the time conditioned predicated related to the

economy were applied to the being of deity as such, St,Basil maintains

that dogma is made difficult

"to understand for the very advantage of the

reader," (2)

The difficulty to which St,Basil alludes concerns the legitimate use of

both the predicates "with" and "in" in reference to the basically

liturgical structure of his presentation. The difficulty refers to the

suspension of logical form in the relationship between the two kinds of

statements made in the liturgical celebration of the creature's renewal

by God's redeeming activity. This celebration presupposes the voluntary

condescension of God to man and His accommodation to the creaturely

structures of being, opening them up as it were from above to the truth

1, Op.cit. Chp.27,Sec,66»pp.40-43,

2. Ibid. p.42.
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of His life. This difficulty in relating the two sets of statements,

that which gives rise to the offence felt by the Arians, is precisely

the basis of the church's thanksgiving. St.Basil therefore asks his

opponents,

"Shall this His care for us degrade to

meanness our thoughts of Him?" (1)

(b) The Deity of the Spirit.

In understanding the deity of the Spirit St.Basil applies the

same argument as that with which he defends the deity of theSon. Those

predicates which the Arians use to degrade the Spirit as a creature, the

ascription of "in" as distinct from "with", are not to be understood as if

the deity is divided but to indicate the free condescension of God to the

creature in the economy of salvation. (2) The Spirit does not participate

in Godhead as if He needed to be given anything. His being "given" takes

place not for His sake but for ours. Thus He is

"impassioly divided, shared without loss of

ceasing to be entire .... to everyone who

receives it, as though given to him alone,

and yet it sends forth grace sufficient and

full for all mankind." (3)

As with the Son, so with the Spirit, to question His being "with" the

Father is to divide the deity} to question His being "in" is to deny

His voluntary condescension to the creature. With respect to the latter,

1. St.Basil. Op.cit. Chp.27.Sec.66«p.42.

2. Ibid. Chp,9.Sec.22.p.l5.Cf. Chps. 10,11,12,14,15.

3. Ibid.
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to deny the economy of the Spirit is to deny the economy of the Son.

For, "the things done in the dispensation of the

coming of our Lord in the flesh, all is

through the Spirit .... And He did not

leave Him when He had risen from the dead;

for when renewing man, and by breathing

on the face of the disciples, restoring

the grace, that came of the inbreathing

of God, which man had lost, what did the

Lord say? •Receive ye the Holy Ghost1•" (1)

We thus see that theological activity for St.Basil, as opposed

to the arians, was not simply a matter of language as such, but a

penetration behind the statements which occur in the liturgy to the

actions of God, and in the light of what they are, we articulate our

understanding and formulate our statements about the truth. It is

therefore an activity which can only take place in the power and communion

of the Spirit in whom we come to know God through the conformity of our

thinking to the economic condescension of the Word.

The significance of St.Basil's argument is that his thought

related to the unity and triplicity of God originates from and returns

to the particular action of God in history accomplishing the salvation

and regeneration of man, of history, of the creaturely world. (2)

Therefore it is not surprising that the notion of God's unity which

1. Op.cit, Ghp.16.Sec.39.p.25. Gf.Chps.19.Sec.49.pp.30-31, 24.56.p.36.

2. Cf.Philippou.A.J. The Mystery of Pentecost in The Orthodox Ethos.
Vol3.1«pp.70.ff.
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developed in the Eastern church was not one which was concerned to

emphasise the idea of intra trinitarian relations, but to see it in terms

of the unique characteristics of the hypostases revealed in the economy.

It was therefore conceived as a "hypostatic unity", (1) We may see the

importance of this understanding of the unity of God if we glance at

developments subsequent to the council of Nicea,

(e) Nicea and the Unity of God,

At the council of Nicea Jesus Christ was declared to be

homoousion with God the Father, The anathema of the creed against those

who asserted that the Son came into existence from the non-existent, or

or from another hypostasis or ousia distinct from the Father, entailed

that for the Fathers these two terms which later became associated with

the unity and triplicity of God, were

"substantially identical". (2)

We may assume from this that the objective revelation of the Son

in the economy of salvation, the manner of God's presentation of

Himself in the flesh, was the point of departure for understanding the

divine unity. This was despite the fact that,

"the history of the term homoousios itself, in

both its secular and theological usages prior

to Nicea always conveyed primarily at any

rate, the generic sense" of unity, (3)

As St.Basil later points out what Nicea specifically excluded was a

conception of the divine unity which implied, as when two copper coins

1, Nissiotis.N, The Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity for Church
Life and Theology, in The Orthodox Ethos. Vol,l.p,43,

2, Prestige,G.L, God In Patristic Thought. p,l68#

3, Kelly.J.N.D. Earlv Christian Doctrine, pp,234-235,
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alike are made of the same substance, that the Father and the Son are

derived fro*a third. (1) The hoooousion of Nicea expresses the view

based on the particularity of the Son's revelation that whatever the

Father is, the Son is in identical measure* As the particularity of the

Son's revelation was the point of departure for understanding the

divine unity this conception of the unity as identity of substance did

not entail Sabellianism, a unitary object cannot be homoousios with

itself* The term implied plurality of objective hypostases whilst

maintaining the identity of substance. Therefore we agree with Prestige

in his claim that

"so far as the Council of Nicea is concerned

the problem of divine unity did not arise,"

since, "the party which can later be

designated Athanasian regarded the tern

homoousios as containing within itself the

true and proper solution of that problem

also." (2 )

It must be admitted that subsequent to the council those who

did not share the Athanasian approach to God's unity and diversity on the

basis of the horaoousion. grew suspicious of the assumed identity by the

council of the terras ousia and hypostasis* At the council of Alexandria (361)

(3), under the leadership of Athanasius, it was formally recognised that

the formula "three hypostases" hitherto suspect by some because it sounded

like three separate deities was pronounced legitimate provided it did not

1. St.Basil. Op.cit. Epistle.52.Sec.1*

2. Prestige.G.L.Op.cit.p.213.Cf.p.233; Cyril of Alexandria. Op.cit.Tome.
1.pp.28,32,35; Tome.2.pp.47-50,43-54,56-57; Tome.4.p.152; Come.5.
pp.168-174, 177-178,181; Scholia on the Incarnation of the Only Begotten.
pp.186-J.87,190-192,198-199,202,230-231.

3. Cf. for the following, Kelly.J.N.D. Op.cit.pp.253-254.
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carry the Arian connotation. Also the opposite formula, "one hypostasis??,

was equally ..pproved provided there was no Sabellian intent. After the

work of the Cappadocians when the doctrine of the trinity finally came

to be formulated in the East as one ousia and three hypostases

"it implied that God, regarded from the point

of view of internal analysis, is one object,

but that regarded from the point of view of

external presentation, He is three objects;

His unity being safe guarded by the doctrine

that these three objects of presentation are

not merely precisely similar .... but in a

sense identically one." (1)

This view of the unity of God in the East, from the point of view

of "internal analysis", needs to be constantly balanced against the fact

that the Cappadocians

"theory is that the unity of the ousia. or

Godhead, follows from the unity of the divine

action (energeia) which is disclosed in revelation." (2)

Gregory of Nyssa puts it this way,

"If we observe a single activity of the Father

Son and Holy Spirit, in no respect different

in the case of any, we are obliged to infer

unity of nature from identity of activity;

for Father, Son and Holy Spirit co-operate

in sanctifying, quickening, consoling and so on." (3)

1. Prestige.G.L. Op.cit.p.l69.

2. Kelly.J.N.D.0p.cit.p.266.

3. Quoted Kelly.J.N.D.p.266.Cf.Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.
pp.31-45#



This statement of Gregory's brings us back again to the concern in the

East with the practical significance of the trinitarian dogma. It is

rooted and grounded in the life of the church, in man's experience of

the redemptive activity of God. It was precisely this practical concern

that led to the development in the Eastern church of the distinctive

doctrine of union according to the divine energeia. (1) To safeguard the

reality of the unity of the creature with God celebrated in the liturgy

and to distinguish it from that unity between God and the creature

established by God in the economy of the Son a doctrine of union

according to the divine energies was developed. If no such distinction

were developed either the reality of God's unity with the creature as

such would be called into question in the interests of His freedom and

transcendence or there would be no basis for a distinction between the

divine economy of salvation and the creation of the world. (2)

The doctrine of the energies designates the kind of relationship

which God establishes between Himself and the creature on the basis of

the trinitarian economy of salvation. The relationship which God

establishes cannot be interiorised within the divine being as if it were

a natural determination. So, for instance, the hypostasis of the Holy

Spirit can never be reduced to being a relationship between the Father and

the Son; such concern for a common nature in understanding the divine

unity should never preempt the distinctiveness of the Spirit's work in

the dynamic economy of salvation. (3) The conciliar decisions in the

1. Lossky.V. The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church.pp.80-81:
Florovskv.G.St.Gregory Palamas and the Tradition of the Fathers.
Sobomost.Series.4.Ho.4.i96i.pp.l65.ff., 173-176.

2. Ibid,pp.73,85-86,89,93-97^ Walls.R.G.St.Gregory Palamas.pp.445-446.

3. Ibid.pp.54-57.62-81.Cf.Ullman.W.Das Flliooue als Problem oekuiaenischer
Theologie Kerygraa und Dograa,N.1.1970.pp.58.ff.



fourteenth century, consequent on the dispute between St.Gregory Palamas

and the Calabrian monk Barlaam, established an

"ineffable distinction, other than that between

His (God's) essence and His persons according

to which He is, under different aspects,

both totally inaccessible and at the same

time totally accessible. This distinction is

that between the essence of God, or His nature,

properly so called, which is inaccessible,

unknowable and incommunicable; and the

energies or divine operations, .... in which He

goes forth from Himself, manifests, communicates

and gives Himself." (1)

Palamas, "accepts that the Son and the Spirit should also

be called energies of the Father, but hypostatic

energies (£*; otfo6r««5£q )distinct from the

non-hypostatic ones (osX ) which

constitute the existence of God ad extra and

which belong to the three hypostases." (2)

He therefore proposes an

"essential union, hypostatic union and union

through the energies." (3)

1. (Dp.cit, p.70.Cf.pp.69.ff., 76.ff; Meyendorff,J. A Study of Gregory
Palamas.pp.191, 215-216; Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.2.1.p.332.
Sar£H>s Interest in the unity of the revealed God leads him to
reject Palamas' position and side with Barlaam. He sees the doctrine
of the divine energeia as

"a half way stage of the divine, on which it
becomes capable of a link with the creature
and communicate to it a higher nature."

The same sort of concern is shared by Leeraing.B. Orthodox Catholic
Relations in Rediscovering Bastera Christendom.pp.15.ff. 39-40. But
cf., Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.p.243.

2. Meyendorff.J. Op.cit.p.2l9.

3 . Ibid. p.183.
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This development of the Eastern understanding of the dogma of the

Trinity indicates how closely its dogmatic thought is bound up with the

union between God and the creature which is celebrated in the liturgy, the

point emphasised by E.Schlink.

"It is quite certain that, throughout the

centuries of the church's history, the

Trinitarian God has always been the

beginning and the end of theological

reasoning, not primarily as a formulated

dogma, but as the basic reality from which

the life of the church springs." (I)

Consequently the epjclesis (2), as supplication for the coming of the Holy

Spirit, in whom God goes forth from Himself, manifests Himself,

communicates and gives Himself, is answered by the parades is (3), in

which is re-enacted the whole divine economy of salvation. This is why it

is so integrally related to the Eucharist. For while it is true that

"in the East the eucharistic celebration makes

operative the whole economy of salvation, in

which the whole Trinity is involved", (4)

it nevertheless depends upon the Holy Spirit's personal presence in

response to the invocation and not merely the recital of words. (5) We

1. Nissiotis.N.0p.cit.p.32. Cf.Zernov.N. The Worship of the Orthodox
Church and its Message. Orthodox Ethos. Vol.1.pp.Il5.ff.

2. Dalmais.I.H. The Eastern Liturgies. pp.76.ff.

3. Nissiotis.N. Op.cit.p.39.Cf.Torrance.T.F.Theology in Reconstruction.p.250»

4. Dalmais.I.H. Op.cit.p.77.

5. Niesel.W. Reformed Symbolics.p.151.Cf.Molland.E.Christendom.pp.30.ff.
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may grasp something of the meaning of K.Rahner's observation with

respect to the development of the trinitarian dogma in the East and its

relation to the life and experience of the church celebrated in the

liturgy if we follow the commentary on the liturgy of Chrysostom

by Simeon of Thesealonica (d.l429.) (1) Rahner observes that the

development of the trinitarian dogma in the East*

"implies and presupposes ultimately a real-

ontological communication to man of the

revealed reality as such." (2)

We note in Simeon's commentary that the trinitarian emphasis of

the celebration is both dramatic and cosmic. (3) The community, together

with the celebrant, dramatically re-enact the economy of salvation from

the creation to the consumation and beyond as it participates the mystery

of Christ's presence in the Holy Spirit. The Bishop, who is about to

celebrate, descends from the throne in which he has been stationed,

typifying the condescension of God the Son. Putting on the holy stole he

proclaims the Lord's holy incarnation and going towards the West, as far

as the church doors, His manifestation on earth even till his death and

descent into hell. When the liturgy is begun the prayers and antiphons

unite the old and new covenant* with emphasis on the part played by the

Theotokos. On entering the sanctuary the celebrant censes the holy table

as a sign of the advent of the Holy Spirit.

"For the Spirit came to us from heaven, when

Christ went up into heaven." (4)

1. Translated by Neale.J.M. & Littledaie.R.F. in Hie Liturgies of Ss.
Hark. James Clement. Chrysostom and Basil.pp.xxl.ff.

2. Rahner.K. The Trinity p.l4.n.lO.Cf.Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.
pp.l48.f.

3. Zernov.N.0p.cit.p.ll5»

4. Siraeon.Op.cit.p.xxiv.
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Trisagion. which is said forthwith, manifests the mystery of the

Trinity which the incarnation of one person of the Trinity made manifest

to men. Then advancing to the throne in the sanctuary, and facing the

West, the celebrant proclaims Christ's ascension to the right hand of the

Father and as such, in blessing the people with a three headed taper

crosswise, assures them of sanctification through the Trinity.

"That Christ, having ascended into heaven sent

down upon us the splendour of the Trinity,

typified by the light (of the taper) and

the blessing." (1)

Then the procession of the divine gifts takes place with,

"great poop of Readers, Deacons, and Priests,

with the lamps and holy vessels preceding and

following: because this symbolises the

last advent of Christ, when he shall cotae

with glory." (2)

Having praised the mystery of the economy the celebrant,

"goes on to the commencement of the mysteries," (3)

After uttering the holy words, the same which our Lord used when

sacrificing Himself, the celebrant invokes upon himself, and upon the

Mysteries laid on the table, the gift of the Holy Spirit.

"We offer unto Thee this reasonable and unbloody

sacrifice: and beseech Thee and pray and

1. Neale.J.M. Op.cit. p.xxvi.

2. Ibid, p.xxix.

3. Ibid, p.xxxiii.
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supplicate; send down Thy Holy Ghost upon

us, and on these proposed gifts." (1)

Symeon comments that,

"he forthwith beholds the living Jesus

lying before him, and Him in His very

essence, being truly the Bread and the

Gup," (2)

1 t is the sign of,

"our being united to God through the Only

Begotten by the Holy Ghost*" (3)

This dramatic and cosmic-eschatologicai dimension of the

liturgical celebration of the creature's renewal, in Jesus Christ gives to

the Eastern church's theology a peculiar relationship with the liturgy*

This is not to assert a reduction of theology to liturgy,

"its transformation into liturgical

theology," (4)

but as having as its ultimate term of reference,

"the faith of the church, as manifested and

communicated in the liturgy, that catholic

vision and experience." (5)

1* The Liturgy of St.Chrvsostom. in Neale.J.M. 0p.cit,p,ll4,Cf, The Liturgy
of St.James. where the evocation of the Spirit's work in the history
of salvation from the creation, leads straight to an account of the
eucharistic institution and celebration of the redemptive passion*
Neale*J.M.pp.48-29*

2* Neale.J.M. Op.cit.p.xxxiii,

3. Ibid* p.xxxiv*

4. Schmemann.A. Liturgy and Theology.The Greek Orthodox Theological Review.
Vol.XVll.No.l.l972.p*95.

5* Ibid*



379.

The peculiar relationship springs from the fact that the church is

understood to be the mystery of the new creation in Christ. Attention

is not focused on the church as an institution as such, nor upon the

experience of the community as such; but upon the church and the

experience of the community because the very nature and purpose of the

institution is not to exist for itself but to be the epiphany of the

new creation.

"In this sense, their (i.e. the Eastern Fathers)

whole theology is ecclesiological for it has

the church, the experience of the new life,

the communion of the Holy Spirit as its source

and context." (1)

A similar view of the relationship between liturgy and theology

has been expounded, in a Western context, by Prof.T.F.Torrance. (2)

In expounding the significance of the homoousion of the Spirit for

Worship he emphasises the fact that the Holy Spirit

"is not only the Spirit sent by Christ but the

Spirit of response to Christ .... Not only is

He God the Holy Spirit descending to us, the

Spirit by whom God bears witness to himself,

but God the Holy Spirit lifting up all creation

in praise and rejoicing in God (3)

The basis upon which this view of Spirits work is given is the relation*

1. Schmem&nn.A. Op.cit.p.92.

2. Torrance.T.F. Come Creator Spirit, for the Renewal of worship and
W itness. in Theology in Reconstruction. pp.240.ff.

3. Ibid. p.242.
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ship between the incarnate obedience of Christ and the new coining of the

Holy Spirit consequent upon this work and the resurrection and the

aseension. (1) The distinction between the relationship of the Spirit

to creation as such and the church is seen to depend upon the Mediator

taking

"his place on the throne of God in his

consecrated and glorified humanity." (2)

"In his new coming, therefore, the Spirit

came rest simply as the one Spirit who

proceeds eternally from the Father but as

the Spirit mediated through the human

nature and experience of the Incarnate Son." (3)

Since,

"It was only at infinite cost that Jesus

Christ gained for us the gift of the Holy

Spirit, receiving him in all his consuming

holiness into the human nature which he

took from our fallen and alienated condition

.... Until he had sanctified himself and

perfected in our human nature his one

offering for all men .... the divine Spirit

could not be poured out upon human flesh

or be received by sinful mortal men." (4)

1. Op.cit. pp.245.ff.

2. Ibid. p.247.

3. Ibid, p.246.

4. Ibid. p.247.
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As the Holy Spirit's person is understood in inextricable

connection with the actual historical life struggle and victory of

Jesus in His incarnation, life, death and resurrection, so too is His

work in relation to the church. The church comes into being in history

as a result of a movement of

"recreation through atoning sanctification,

for through the Holy Spirit the full creative

impact of the divine Word broke in upon the

apostolic church constituting it a new

creation in Christ, and so bringing it into

a new state of being in which it was renewed

after the image of God." (1)

Human speaking and thinking about the truth of God can only take place in

the context which speaks of a similar creative reshaping of our

rationality. This means within the context of worship from which the

task of witnessing is inseparable. (2)

Consequently the whole Trinity is seen in relation to the

worshipping life and witness of the church. The Father through the Son

and in the Holy Spirit creates, directs and perfects all things. (3)

The relationship between dogma and liturgy presupposes this connection

and the eniclesis in the Eastern liturgy emphasises the point that the

wholeness of the Trinity participates in the renewal of the creature for

the anthropological dimension is included in the person of the priest and

1. Torrance.T.F. Op.cit.p.254. Word underlined is in italics in the original.

2. lbid.p.257. Cf.Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.161: Schlink.E.
Op.cit. pp.45.ff.

3. Ibid. p.258. Cf.Bebis.G. Liturgy and Theology: A Response. Greek
Orthodox Theological Review. Op.cit.p.113.
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the people. This understanding of theology stems from the very nature

of its source, that is the "fa^th of the church". For the faith which

founds the church is that,

"living relationship to certain events: the

Life, Death, Resurrection and Glorification

of Jesus Christ, His ascension to heaven,

the descent of the Holy Spirit .... a relation¬

ship which makes her a constant 'witness* and

•participant* of these events; of their

saving, redeeming, life giving and life-

trans&guring reality .... Her faith thus is

not only not detachable from her experience

of these events, but is indeed that

experience itself •••• Her lex credendi is

revealed in her life." (1)

Cd) Tertullian and the Trinity in the Best.

The distinction between the Eastern and Western approaches to

the dogma of the Trinity has been commented on in theological text books;

we need only note at this stage the problem to which they draw attention.

But it is necessary to indicate the question before we proceed to present

the approach to the Trinity evinced by Western theologians. G.L.Prestige

maintains thai: the

"Groundwork of the Cappadocian Father's

thought lay in the triplicity of equal

hypostaseis, and the identity of the divine

ousia came second in order of prominence

1. Schmemann.A. Op.cit. p.SO.
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to their mind." (1)

K.Rahner contends that the Greeks,

"considered only the (for them subsequent)

problem of the unity of the three persons,

whom they encountered as distinct both in

their theology and in salvation history," (2)

In contrast to this approach, for which the history of salvation and the

experience of salvation celebrated in the liturgy is essential, the

Western view,

"begins with the one God, the one divine essence

as a whole and only afterwards does it see God

as three persons," (3)

Or the Latin view is seen to emphasise the fact that

"God is one Object and three Subjects (una

substantia, tres personae," (4)

Consequently, as Rahner emphasises, the West's dogmatics were characterised

by a separation between God's threefoldness and His unity, (5) the latter

taking precedence over the former. The result is that the doctrine of

God becomes,

"quite philosophical and abstract and refers

hardly at all to salvation history. It speaks

1, Prestige,G.L. Op,cit, pp,242**243,

2, Rahner.K. Op.cit. p,18.n.l3,Word underlined is in italics,

3, Ibid, p.17,

4, Prestige,G,L, Op,cit,p,233} Cf.Kelly,«J,N,D, Op,cit, pp.272.ff,

5, Rahner,K, Op.cit. pp,15.f£«
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of the necessary metaphysical properties of God,

and not very explicitly of God as experienced

in salvation history in his free relations to

his creatures. For should one make use of

salvation history, it would soon become apparent

that one speaks always of him whom Scripture

and Jesus himself calls the Father, Jesus'

Father, who sends the Son and gives himself

to us in the Spirit, in his Spirit," tl)

When we look at the way Tertullian understands the threefoldness

of God in his treatise "Ad Praxean". the thing that strikes one is that

the concept of "economy" serves to explain the eternal intra-divine

relationships on the principle that division of authority does not

entail division of nature. (2) Attention is focused away from the history

of salvation on to the problem of how God's threeness and unity can be

understood as real and yet not self contradictory#

"Single individual rule, "which, does not,

because it is government of one, preclude him

whose government it is, either from having a

son, or from having made himself actually a

son to himself, or from ministering his own

monarchy by whatever agents he will#" (3)

Tertullian then uses the comparison, which later on in the hands

of St.Augustine was to assume some importance, between human thought

1# Op.cit# pp.18-19.

2 .For what follows we refer to the translation of Ad Praxean in Ante
Nicean Christian Library. Vol.15.Ho.ll.Cf. also. Prestige.G.L# Op.cit#
pp#97#ff; Harnack,A. History of Dogma. Vol.2.pp.257#ff#

3# Tertullian. Op.cit. Chp.3.p.338#
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and consciousness to Indicate that the trinitarian mode of being was not

a threat to God's unity. (1) It is this comparison which governs

Tertullian's notion of the distinction between the persons rather than

reference to the distinctions involved in the history of salvation. (2)

The substantiality of the Son is understood in terms of His being the

Reason or Wisdom of God; and that which is the Reason or Wisdom of all

created rationality cannot itself be without substance.

"What ever, therefore, was the substance of the

Word that I designate a Person, I claim for it

the name Son, while I recognise the Son, I

assert his distinction as second to the

Father." (3)
V

Harnack maintains that a distinction drawn on this basis is nothing but a

"juristic distinction", and a "legal fiction." (4) It must, I think, be

admitted that Tertullian's approach to the divine economy is one in which

"the conception of function is becoming very

prominent .... this should not be allowed to

confuse the reader into thinking that the

economy is .... that of the Incarnation,

even though the economy came in Greek to be

the normal term for expressing the Incarnation.

The economy of which Tertullian is speaking

1. Op.cit. Chp,4.pp.34l.ff.Cf.Harnack.A. Op.cit.pp.257-258.

2. Ibid. Ghp.7.pp.345-346.

3. Ibid.

4. Op.cit. pp.282-283.
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is not that of the Son, whether in redemption

or any other connection. It is expressly 'His

economy', that is the economy of the being of

God •••• it is not an economy of redemption

nor an economy of revelation, but an economy

of divine being." (1)

The Holy Spirit is seen in terms of the economy of the divine

being as a relationship between the Father and the Son.

"Just as the fruit of the tree is third from

the root, or as the stream out of the river

is third from the fountain, or as the apex

of the ray is third from the sun." (2)

The idea of unity thus expressed has been aptly called "organic";, (3)

in that it is established by a unifying and organising source which

administers its authority in a threefold manner. (4)

Since the content of the history of salvation is not the basis

upon which the unity ami threefoldness of God is understood, the relation-

ship between God and the creature which this conception of the economy

presupposes will be structural rather than functional. (5) That is, it

will presuppose a similarity between the creaturely content of the

history and the essential nature of deity. Instead of allowing the

particularity of the history concerned to enter into the definition of a

notion of the freedom and transcendence of God who condescends to relate

1. Prestige.G.L. Op.cit.pp.105-106.

2. Tertullian. Op.cit.Ghp.8.p.348.

3. Prestige.G.L.Op.cit.p.97.

4. Cf.Ibid.pp.101-102; Cf.Burleigh.J.H.S.The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit
in the Latin Fathers.Scottish Journal of Theology.Vol.7.1954.pp.Il3.ff»,
123-125; Meyendorff.J. The Orthodox Church.pp.196-197.

5. Gollwitzer.H. The Existence of God as Confessed by Faith.p.185.
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Hiraself to the creature, the intra-raundane relationships will now be seen

as a reflection of eternity itself. We would therefore tend to agree with

the judgments of both Harnack and A.Grillmeier concerning this trend in

Tertullian's theology. On the one hand Harnack points out, (1) that there

is a direct link between Tertullian's Montanism and his view of the

economy in relation to history. He sees a structural relationship between

the dispensations of the Father and the Son in the history that is passed

and the dispensation of the Spirit and the history that is to come.

World history is thus structured according to the economy of the divine

being in a manner which would be impossible on the basis of the Greek view

of the economy of salvation. On the other hand Grillmeier maintains that

in such a view of the economy as evinced by Tertullian,

"creation and history threaten to become factors

in the inner processions of God. The neat

distinctions between the processiones and the

missiones outside him (i.e. God) must be

developed in a careful process without the

two being separated. Only in this way can

the danger of pantheism, and also of

subordinationism, be avoided. The tremendous

attempt to make the doctrine of the Trinity

and the Incarnation into a Weltanschauung had

come to grief on this idea of oikonomla." (2)

It is of interest to compare the approaches to the doctrine of

the Trinity in the East and the West by viewing the differences in approach

1. Harnack.A. 0p.cit.p.3ll.

2. Grillmeier.A. Christ in Christian Tradition.p.133.Gf.pp.142-143.
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to the economy seen in Tertullian and Irenaeus. Harnack draws attention

to the significant point, even though he cannot be regarded as

sympathetic to what he understands as the physical view of salvation

advocated by the East, that,

"whereas Tertullian developed the Logos doctrine

without reference to the historical Jesus, the

truth rather being that he simply added the

incarnation to the already existing theory of

the subject, there is no doubt that Irenaeus,

as a rule, made Jesus Christ, whom he knew

as God and man, the starting point of his

speculations•" (1)

The central significance of the history of salvation for Irenaeus1

view of the economy of the Son may be grasped from the key concept which

he uses to expound the work of Christ, i.e., Recapitulation. (2) The

foundation of this conception is the idea that in the humanity of Jesus

God went over the ground which man since Adam had traversed, but in the

reverse direction.

"He has therefore, in His work of recapitulation,

summed up all things, both waging war against our

enemy, and crushing him who at the beginning had

led us away captive in Adam .... in order that,

as our species went down to death throu^i a

1. Harnack.A. Op.cit. p.262. Cf. on the same issue the differences in
the statements of the church confessions found in the writings of
both Tertullian and Irenaeus in Schaff.P. The Creeds of Christendom.
pp.13*20.

2. The translation of Irenaeus' Adversus Haereses (2.Vols.) used in the
following is that found in the Ante-Nicene Christian Library. Book,
Chp,Para, and page references follow this text. On Recapitulation see;
Bk.l.Chp.lO.Para.l.p.42; Bk.3.Chp.l6.Para.6.p.330. Cf.Aulen.G. Christus
Victor.pp.32.£f. Pannenberg.W.0p.cit.p.381; Torrance,T.F. Conflict:and
Agreement in the Church.Vol.1.pp.258.ff; Nygren.A. Agape and Eros.
pp.400rffr
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vanquished man, so we may ascend to life again

through a victorious one." (1)

In fulfilling His work, the strategic importance of the humanity of Jesus

is evident in that at every point He placed Himself in the same

circumstances as Mam, and was confronted with the same choices. Thus was

wrought out in time the decisive victory the benefits of which can pass

to mankind because Christ was acting as the champion of humanity. (2) In

spite of all the temptations of the Devil, and under these conditions,

Christ kept the commandments of the Law perfectly.

"As a consequence there was done away that

infringement of God's commandment which

had occurred in Adam." (3)

Irenaeus constantly emphasises that it was a real and grim, yet completely

victorious, mortal struggle of the Incarnate that robbed Satan of his

power and saved man. The climax of all this was Christ's passion and death.

"It is clear that the Lord suffered death,

in obedience to His Father." (4)

"The trespass which came by the tree was

undone by the tree of obedience, when,

harkening unto God, the Son of Man was

nailed to the tree." (5)

1. Irenaeus. Op.cit. Bk.5.Chp.21.Para.1.Vol.2.pp.110-111.

2. Ibid. Bk.3.Chp.l9.Para.3.Vol.l.p.346; Bk.5.Chp.2l.Para.2.Vol.2.
pp.111-113.

3. Ibid. Bk.5»Chp.21.Para.2.Vol.2.p.113.

4. Ibid. Bk.5.Chp.23.Para.2.Vol.2.p.ll8»

5. Ibid. Bk.3.Uip*18.Para.6.Col.l.p.342; Cf. Bk«5.Chp«l6.Para.3.
Vol,2.pp.99-100.
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"The Lord, our Christ, underwent a valid

passion .... and established fallen man by

His own strength," (1)

Irenaeus• view of the scope of the recapitulating activity of

Christ's work may be seen in the fact, alluded to above, that the whole

of the incarnate life is significant. The Son of God persevered from

childhood to manhood in a life of perfect obedience. The importance of

this aspect of Irenaeus* theology may be compared with the reason given by

St.Athanasius for the Incarnation in his work on that subject, (2) Like

Irenaeus, Athanasius wrote to vindicate the Incarnation of God the Son as

the necessary foundation for and central fact in the Gospel, However, the

reason he gives for the continuance of the Incarnate upon the earth for

the course of a complete human life was that if this had not occurred the

human race would not have known that the Incarnation had happened, (3 )

The central importance of the Incarnation and its soteriological

significance in relation to the whole of Jesus' earthly activity up to

and including the resurrection has its corollary in the kind of relation¬

ship which the risen Christ has with the church in the Spirit, The

dominating conception here is that man is made god, theosis. (4) or a son

of God,

"He who was the Son of God became the Son of

Man, that man .,, might become the son of God," (5)

1, Qp.cit, 3k.2.Chp.20.Para.3.Vol.1.p.92,

2, St.Athanasius, De Incarnations Verbi Dei. Trans.and edited by a
Religious of C.S.M.V.

3, Ibid. Chp.l6.p,44,

4, Cf, Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction p.243,

5, Irenaeus•Op « cit.Bk«3»Chp.19.Para#1.Vol•1,p.345 J Cf.Bk.3.Chp.10.Para,2,
Vol.I,p.282,
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As the Mediator of the Spirit in which man participates in the new

relation established by His obedience Christ confers upon us the gift of

communion with and subjection to our Creator. (1) In this sense,

"man is rendered spiritual and perfect because

of the outpouring of the Spirit." (2)

Regeneration and Adoption are also terras used by Irenaeus to describe this

spiritual union of God and man. (3) In this account of the soteriological

effect of the union between God and man mediated by Jesus Christ in the

Spirit we link up with another aspect of Irenaeus' thought which joins

the history of salvation with the creation of the world.

In opposing the Gnostic view of an absolute disjunction between

God and the world as both logically contradictory and theologically mean¬

ingless, (4) Irenaeus develops his own distinctive view of the way in which

God is immediately present and active with and for the creature. It is b y

the Son and in the Spirit, understood as the "hands" of God, that

Irenaeus puts forward his view of the relationship between God and the

creature which is restored in Christ.

"It was not angels, therefore, who made us or

formed us .... For God did not stand in need

of these, in order to the accomplishing of

what He had Himself determined with Himself

beforehand should be done, as if He did not

1. 0p.cit.5k.4.Chp.20.Para.4.Vol.l.p.4ll; Bk.5.Chp.27.Para.2.Vol.2.p.129;
B,k#5.chp.l7.Para.l.Vol.2.p.l00.

2. Ibid.Bk.5.Chp.6.Para.1.Vol.2.p.68.Cf.Bk.2.Chp.19.Para.6.Vol.1.p.188.
Bk.4.Chp,20.Para.4.Vol.l.p.442.

3. Ibid.Bk.4.Chp.33.Para.4.Vol.2.pp.8-9.

4. Ibid.Bk.2.Chp.l.Para.4.Vol.l.p.ll9.Cf.Bk.4.Chp.l9.Para.l.Vol.l.p.437.
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possess His own hands. For with Him were always

present the Word and Wisdom, the Son and the

Spirit, by whom and in whom, freely and

spontaneously He made all things." (1)

In the metaphor of the hand of God Irenaeus found Himself in company with

a figure which in the Old and New Testaments was used to express the

active intervention of God in the historical process in creation, in

protecting His people, in revelation or in prophetic utterance and

inspiration. (2) Irenaeus uses the formula in such a way that from his

understanding of God's activity in the economy of creation and redemption

both the Son and the Spirit are conceived as of equal status with the

Father. For as the, "hands of God", is an expression of the immediacy of

God's presence in the creative and redemptive process, the activity of the

Son and the Spirit implies their unity with the Father,

as, "the Father planning everything well and

giving His commands, the Son carrying these

into execution and performing the work of

creating, and the Spirit nourishing and

increasing"; so "we should know that He who

made, and formed .... and nourishes us by

means of the creation, establishing all

things by His Word, and binding them together

by His Wisdom .... this is He who is the

only true God." (3)

We would conclude our discussion by drawing attention to the

1. Irenaeus.Op.cit.3k.4.whp.20.Para.1.Vol.1.p.439.

2. Cf.ls.48: 13, Ezekiel.3:l4,l6; Ex.31:18; St.Luke.il:20; St.Matthew.12:28.

3. Irenaeus.Op.cit.Bk.4.Chp.38,Para.3.Vol.2.p.44. and Bk.3.Chp.24.
Para.2.Vol.1.pp.370*371.
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the differences in approach evinced by Tertullian and Irenaeus to the

nature of the divine economy. These differences are fundamentally rooted

in the different roles assigned in their respective theological systems

to the significance of the history of salvation as entering in to their

understanding of the relationship between God and the creature established

in the economy. The difference as far as Western Christianity is

concerned may be illustrated by the manner in which St.Augustine takes up

and develops the idea of unity which we found in Tertullian to predominate

over the distinctiveness of the activity of God in the history of salvation.

Here the conception of God as absolute being, simple and indivisible,

forms the ever present background to thought. (1) When this idea of unity

is associated with the idea that.

"in the mind itself, even before it is a

partaker of God, His image is found", so

that, "there is set forth an inherent

kinship between divine and human being or

a pre-established harmony between

ultimate truth and human truth," (2)

the significance of historical activity in relationship with God*s

communication with the creature will obviously be of less significance.

For such a view,

"fails to wrestle seriously with the basic fact

upon which the Christian Gospel rests and with

which it stands or falls, the condescension of

God to enter our lowly and creaturely existence

in Jesus Christ, to break through the discrepency

1. Kelly.J.N.D,0p.cit.p.272.

2. Torrance.T.F. Theological Science.p.189.
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between us and God .... and restore man to

union with God." (1)

It is not therefore surprising that conception of the distinctions in

relation to the unity of God posed somewhat of a problem for Augustine.

These distinctions which for the Greeks were concerned to express the

reality of God's activity in His self communication to the creature in

creation and redemption, are now primarily understood from the point of

view of God's internal relationship with Himself. But if the Father and

the Son are Begetter and Begotten what is the relationship of the Spirit

wherein He differs from the Son? (2) Augustine concludes that the Spirit

is the mutual relation, the mutual love of the Father and the Son. (3) It

is consequently Inevitable that attention should be thus focused away

from the cosmological reference of the economy of salvation and on the

"key position of anthropolo^r." (4)

K.Rahner had indicated the methodological difficulty in attempting to

understand the dogma of the Trinity from this point of view. Not only is

it true that such a view of the unity and threefoldness of God,

"must produce the impression that it can make only

formal statements about the three divine persons,

with the help of concepts about the two

processions and about the relations." But, "even

these statements, however, refer only to a

Trinity which is absolutely locked within itself

1. Torrance.T.F. 0p.cit.p.l90.

2. Augustine. On the Trinity in The Works of St.Augustine Trans.Dods.M.
Bk.9.Chp.l7: Bk.15.Ghp.45. Cf.Lossky.V.Op.cit.pp.33,45,56-57,158-169.

3. Ibid. Bk.l.chp.7.

4. Dantine.W. Greation and Redemption; Attempt at a Theological
Interpretation In the Light of Contemporary Understanding of the World.
Scottish Journal of Theology. Vol.l8.l965.p.l33.



395.

...» one, which is not, in its reality,

open to anything distinct from it." (1)

Anthropology as such cannot supply the key to understanding the Trinity,

since we cannot derive from human experience

"the fact that we know about the Trinity because

the Father's Word has entered our history and

given us his Spirit •••• this starting point

should not only be tacitly presupposedi the

treatise should really start by positing it

as such," (2)

The anthropological concern must be balanced by, not excluded by, a view

of the history of salvation which,

"implies and presupposes ultimately a real-ontological

communication to man of the revealed reality as

such. Hence it cannot be interpreted •••• as a

merely verbal communication, since this interpretation

does not modify the real elation between him who

communicates (as three personal) and the hearer." (3)

But if we do justice to both the aspect of human experience and

the objectivity of God's approach to the creature, we find ourselves back

in the situation where from earliest times in the Eastern church theology

found its place. That is, in relation to the Sitz im Leben of the

liturgical celebration of God's creative and redemptive purposes. Here

statements about God's activity, whilst involving creaturely experience

1. 0p.cit.p.l8.Cf.Prenter.R. Creation and Redemptlon.pp.37.ff.. 50.n.8.

2. Ibid. p.48.Cf.p.19.

3. Rahner.K. Op.cit.p.14.n.10.Cf.Torrance.T.F.Theological Science.pp.I48.ff.
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and rationality, are shaped and controlled by the reality which they

serve. This is made possible by the fact that in the particular

historical humanity of Jesus, creaturely being and rationality is opened

up to the transcendent depths of the truth of God's eternal life and love.

So relation to Jesus Christ in the Spirit entails that we participate

"in the sacramental area where human knowledge

of God may actually and truthfully correspond

to God's revelation of Himself." (1)

Here the concrete experience of human life as lived by Jesus and ourselves

is taken up and given rational coherence and meaning in terms of a

transcendent relationship in which, while we are intimately involved, we

can not specify or reduce to clear cut delimited notions or conceptions. (2)

We are thus confronted with the fact that the only meaningful way in which

both the transcendent freedom of God and the creaturely nature of the

creature can be given their proper integrity, without denying the intimate

relationship which exists between both consequent on God's creative and

redemptive activity, is in a situation which corresponds to the setting

in life of the liturgy.

In this sense we agree with the judgement of V.Lossky that,

"trinitarian theology is ... a theology of union,

a mystical theology which appeals to experience,

and which presupposes a continuous and progressive

series of changes in created nature, a more intimate

communion of the human person with the Holy

Trinity." (3)

1. Torrance,T.F. 0p.cit.p.l50.

2. Cf.Torrance.T.F. Theology in Reconstruction.pp.3Q.ff.t Theological
Science, pp.l9.ff; Contra.Smart.N.The Concept of Worship.p.27.

3. Op.cit.p.67.
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Consequently the kind of relationship which such a view of the

trinitarian dogma presupposes as subsisting between God and the creature

is one which is rooted and grounded in the economy which is celebrated

in the liturgy. As the Word and Spirit are agents of creation, as the

Son becomes flesh and the Spirit makes His duelling place a human body

and soul, as this union is celebrated in the same Spirit within the life

of the church in space and time, the created and contingent universe

has then established within it its vocation; to become the kingdom of

Christ that it may be transformed into the eternal kingdom of God. In

this way the relative integrity of the creature is acknowledged and given

its place within the structure of the God-creature relationship. Christ*s

dominion now has an actual history in space and time. Whilst His Lord*

ship is at once absolute, it nevertheless pushes outward to embrace all

creation. (1)

We would therefore propose that the dogma of the Trinity provides

a viable way of understanding the God-creature relationship, indeed in

the most eminent sense viable, as it is understood within the context of

the life of the church as

"the unshakeable foundation of all religious

thought, of all piety, of all spiritual

life, of all experience." (2)

Here the trinity is understood in a dialectical relationship with the

experience of the church both past and present. It is not the case that

1. Cf.Wingren.G, Man and the Incarnation.p.133: Balthasar.H.U.von.
A Theology of History.pp.11-12.63.69-70. 84-35,93,112; Kiesel.W,
The Theology of Calvin.pp.125.129.133.ff.. 218-221; Lossky.V.Op.cit.
pp.112.ff.

2. Lossky.V. Op.cit.p.65.
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either the experience of the church creates the dogiaa or that the dogma

creates the experience. It is the pressure of reality itself .... the

situation in which men find themselves; the actual events that take place

within that situation that creates both experience and interpretation (1).

In this sense, and primarily for this reason, we believe that Barth*s

understanding of the unity and threefoldness of God needs to be

developed and expounded. The uniqueness of the being and activity of God

in this relation to the creature, and the uniqueness of the creature1s

being in relation to God, can only be understood if the unity of God in

His Word is declared to us, not simply amidst or with, but in and through

and by the worldiness of its form. Unless the worldliness of Christ

is allowed to stand, determining how God speaks, we have nothing left in

our hands to prevent the error of understanding God and the creature in

terms of our view of God's intra trinitarian speech; instead of under¬

standing God by means of the sonship actually achieved by God toward

roan and which is celebrated in the liturgy.

1. Gf. Hebblethwaite.B.L. The Appeal to Experience in Christology.
Cambridge Essays in Christology. 0p.cit.pp.263.ff.
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APPENDIX A.

The problem with Schleiermacher1s theology as Barth understood

it may also be illustrated in his more philosophical writings*

In his Dialektik (1) Schleiermacher gives the following

exposition of the relationship between God and the world* The idea of

the world is expressed as,

"die grenz unseres Denkens"* (2)

Since the transcendental ground of thought lies outside thought itself,

the expression of the concept of the world as a finite limit gives only,

"den Weg zum transcendenten Grunde". (3)

In this relation between the incompleteness of finite thought and the

transendent ground of its possibility as a limiting concept, we have a

compliment to 3chleiermacher1s idea which plays a significant theological

role; this is the unmediated self-consciousness*

But while the idea of the world and God are correlated they

can never coincide* This is because,

"denn im Gedanken 1st die Gottheit immer als

Einheit gesetzt ohne Vielheit, die Welt aber

als Vielheit ohne Einheitt die Welt 1st Raum

und Zeit erfullend, die Gottheit raum und

zeitlos; die Welt ist die Totalitat der

Gegensatze, die Gottheit die reale Negation

aller Gegensatze* Zu denken ist aber eins

nicht ohne das andere." (4)

1* Schleierraacher.F. Dialtektik. Ed. Halpern.I*

2. Ibid. p.224.

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid, p.227.
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Here the relationship is dialectically balanced on the basis of the

given plurality and antitheses of temporal knowing and being and their

negation in the divine transcendent ground of being. But the correlation

is positively grounded in the fact that.

"wir nur von dem durch die I.'elt in uns

Hervorgebrachten auf Gott koramen." (1)

The dialectical relation cannot be reduced any further if it is to

remain meaninfgul.

Schleiermacher finds support for his position in the fact that

it is seen to overcome the problems involved in the old difficulty

of conceiving God as existing either "outside" or "inside" the world.

On the one hand to think of God as existing outside the world is to,

"setzt einen Gegensatz, der notwendig

ruckwirkend in Gott einen Gegesatz zwischen

Selbsttatigkeit und Empfanglichkeit hervorbringt,

wie davon die naturlichen Theologien, welche

auf der Schopfungstheorie ruhen, voll sind." (2)

On the other hand the problem is,

"das innerhalb geht wesentlich zuruck darauf,

Gott zu natura naturans und Weltordnung zu

machen." (3)

But the question arises, despite Schleiermacheis insistence upon the

integrity of the dialectic, that if the conception of God is meaningful

as the dialectic presupposes then such meaning that it has can only

1* Op.cit.

2. Ibid. p.228.

3. Ibid.
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be derived from the kind of relationship which is specifically

excluded by Schleiermacher, viz,, causal dependence. This relationship

is excluded on the basis of precluding from the concept of God,

"einen Gegensatz zwischen Selbsttatigkeit und

Empfanglichkeit." (1)

The validity of Schleiermacher's enterprise depends upon the possibility

of comparing absolute and relative in an absolute but non-conceptual

manner. (2) As the hermeneutucal basis for christian dogma it entails

that it can only be understood as descriptions of the determinations

of human self-consciousness in its relation to the comprehensive

feeling of absolute dependence. The feeling of absolute dependence

in which the relationship between God and the world is established can

only be known in the time conditioned descriptions of its various states.

1. Schleierraacher.F. Dialektik. p.228.

2. This appears to have been overlooked in the analysis given by
Niebuhr. H.R. Schleiermacher On Christ And Religion, pp.184-185.
Here it is simply stated that,

"Schleiermacher does not permit any cognitive
dissolution of the finite-infinite distinction,
for it is the relation and not the identity of
terms that he stresses in his description and
analysis."

To justify this statement in terms of the phenomenological giveness
of human existence only begs the question why this dissolution is
not possible. There would need to be introduced extra logical factors,
necessitated by, say, the historical relationship between the
Incarnation of the Word and other men, to establish Schleiermacher's
argument. But it is just such a relationship which Schleiermacher
excludes in the interests of what Barth terms the higher concept of
human nature.



This means it can only be known indirectly. (1) Schleieriaacher

posits a direct non-cognitive relation between God and the world

which we find given but not known in the feeling of absolute

dependence, just as the actuality of knowledge amidst change is the

given non-deducible basis for the dialektik. (2)

1. Schleiermacher.F. The Christian Faith. Sec.30.pp.l25ff. Cf.
Schleierraacher.F. On the Discrepancy Between the Sabellian and
Athanasian Method of Representing the Doctrine of the Trinity.
The Biblical Expository & Quarterly Observer. Vol,VI. No. 9.
1835. ppl.ff, 69ff. Here Schleiermacher supports Sabellius1
view of the Trinity precisely because Sabellius rejects the view
that the historical differences and relationships presupposed
by the history of salvation involve differences in the
trinitarian hypostases. Consequently the Trinity is structurally
insignificant in Schleiermacher's exposition of the Christian
faith. (Sec. I70.pp.738ff). Since the doctrine of the Trinity
assumes distinctions in the Supreme Being it can never be an
immediate utterance of the christian self consciousness but only
a combination of several such utterances, (pp.738-739. )

2. Cf.Schleiermacher.F. Dialektik. p.l43.
"Gegensatz des Allgemeinen und Besondern: Letzteres
das ira Denken nicht rein Darstellbare, ersteres
das im Sein nicht rein Gegebene. Die Auflosungt
Beide konstituieren die beiden Asymptoten des
Wissens."

This ground is the possibility of all knowledge; without faith
in the continuity within discontinuity there could be no
affirmation of knowledge. Therefore,

"Das absolut h&chste Sein und Denken in seiner
Identitat ist nicht ein blosses Postulat, sondera
es ist in Jeden einzelnen Akt des Wissens das
allein Reale und Gewisse." p.136.



403.

APPENDIX B.

In a sympathetic and acute presentation of Earth's doctrine

of the Trinity, Welch.C. The Trinity in Contemporary Theology pp.l6l.ff.,

finds difficulty in accepting the implications of Earth's method of

understanding the person of the Holy Spirit. Welch complains that,

"there seems to be no immediate transition

from the notion of comraoness in the origin

of the Spirit to the concept of the

community." (p.201.)

Welch puts forward an alternative approach to Barth. lie wishes to

begin from the experience of the Spirit in revelation and work back

to its eternal ground.

"Instead of arguing from the coramoness in the

origin of the Spirit to the notion of communion

and thence to the notion of this divine

communion as the ground between God and man,

we should be moving directly from the

understanding of the Spirit in revelation

as communion and love to the eternal basis

of that love in the communion of the Father

and the Son." (Ibid.)

But it is difficult to see how such a suggestion is really

an alternative that is compatible with Barth's theological method.

To suggest that a move can be made to the eternal basis of the

communion which is experienced by man in the event of revelation to

the eternal basis in the intra-trinitarian relation which constitutes

the Spirit's hypostasis, is to suggest that understanding of the

event of revelation presupposes the existence of the creature. Such
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a move would be from our point of view directly contrary to Barth's

intention in considering the Spirit in terms of the inconceivable

act in which God in distinguishing Himself from Himself is related

to the creature in the event of revelation.

The weakness in Welch's alternative position becomes obvious

when he attempts to relate his understanding of the Spirit to the

trinitarian teaching of D.Baillie, (pp,208,ff, ) Baillie reaches

understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity by relating it to the

Christian's experience of salvation, the experience of the "paradox

of grace," (p.209,) Welch would link the subjective understanding

with objective analysis given by Barth. But Barth himself is well

aware of the contradiction between his method and that of D.Baillie,

He states concerning Baillie's attempt to understand dogma in terms

of the experience of the paradox of grace,

"This is entirely wrong. I would begin with

grace, but I would ask, 'The grace of whom?',

•What grace?', I do not like Baillie here,"

Barth.K. Table Talk.p.51. Cf. Church Dogmatics.

Vol.4.2.pp.55-56 and Robinson.H.H. G.

Trinfl.tftrianism ^nd Post-B^rthi^n Tlysolofty.

Journal of Theological Studies.Vol,20.l969,

pp,186.ff.

The same sort of apparent contradiction in an estimation of

Barth's theological method is apparent in an earlier but no less

acute assessment presented by Carafield.F.W. Revelation and the Holy

Spirit: An Sssav in Barthlan Theology. In agreement with Barth's



view of the knowledge of revelation in terms of the person of the

Holy Spirit Camfield says,

"the New Testament witness is that not in

Hira (i.e. Christ) treated from an historical

point of view does revelation lie. Hot

Christ after the flesh, the Christ who is

tractable to historical enquiry, but the

Christ after the Spirit is the subject of

revelation; and between these two there is

a dualism, certainly not ultimate or

revelation would be impossible, but rationally

ultimate, the dualism marked by the words

death and resurrection ##... The Christ

according to the flesh, and the Christ

according to the Spirit belong to two circles.

These circles are rationally disparate,

completely non«coincident. Revelation consists

in the manifestation of their divine,

transcendent coincidence, expressed by the

New Testament term, the Holy Spirit." (pp.64-65,

Cf. 79, 2l7.ff., 222, 86, 281.ff.)

Having correctly seen the relationship posited by Birth's

theological method between the historical event of revelation and

man's understanding of it, Camfield then proceeds to consider the

negativity of human history as expressing a correlation with the

event of revelation so described,

"The need which postulates revelation is an



a priori sense of negativity. It is not

simply that there is an a priori in the soul

of man, in the sense of a positive apprehension

of the religious object as continuous with his

life, it is there as an a priori of a negative

kind." (p.21. Cf. the estimation given by

this interpreter of Barth of the negativity

of human existence and that given by

Bultmann.R, Prophecy and Fulfillment in Essays

on Old Testament Interpretation ed. Westerraann.C.

pp.50.ff. and Bultmann.R. The Significance of

the Old Testament for the Christian Faith, in

Anderson.B. ed. The Old Testament and the

Christian Faith. pp.8.ff. )
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APPENDIX C.

As Barth points out, his discussion of the significance of th e

doctrine of enhypostasis is related to what in Calvin's writing

became known as the extra Calvinisticum. (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics

Vol.l.2.pp.l68.ff. Cf.Vol.4,1.pp. 180.ff., 52-53.) Barth

understands the concern of Calvin at this point to mean that the

it AoyoS is to be regarded

equally seriously as the terminus £ quo.
. f > >

as the Sv^/Ofeos was regarded
as the terminus ad quern of the incarnation."

(Ibid. p.169. )

However it would appear that Barth's attempt to interpret the

doctrines of an and en hypostasis in terms of his view of the

relationship between the form of revelation and the inconceivable

act in which God determines Himself as God for Man and Man for God

in Jesus Christ to some degree changes the meaning of the enhypostatic

doctrine and its relation to what Calvin's extra Calvinisticum

signified. Barth views both the doctrine of enhypostasis and the

extra Calvinisticum as visualising the dynamic noetic aspect of

Christology. This we take to mean that aspect of Barth's interpretation

of the event of revelation in which the form of the event is considered

as presupposing the mystery of the unity of the Deus absconditus

and the Deus revelatus. In the doctrine of the Trinity this mystery

was associated with the person of the Holy Spirit whose mode of

being corresponded to the reciprocity of the act in which the Father

determined Himself for the Son and the Son the Father, In Berth's

interpretation of the extra Calvinisticum in the sense indicated

above we see the intimate connection between his view of the Trinity
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interpretation is what either the doctrine of enhvoostasis or the

extra Calvinisticuia meant. To take the latter first*

It would appear that the extra Calvinisticum grew out of Calvin*s

concern to concentrate attention on the fact of what God willed

Christ to be for us as Mediator of Creation and Redemption, as

distinct from God's invisible and incomprehensible essence. This

distinction which can only be understood by Barth in terms of the

inconceivable freedom of the act which presupposes God's positing of

his unique existence, is nevertheless understood by Calvin in terms

of the distinction between the historical form of revelation, the

actuality of Christ as incarnate, and the incomprehensible nature of

God. This distinction presupposed that the nature of Christ's

condescension was one which could not be understood in terms of the

being of God, it did not presuppose, as it would appear to be the

case with Barth, a correspondence between the nature of God and the

form of the event of revelation. (Cf. on a similar point Barth's

stringent criticism of Calvin's doctrine of election and his openness

on the question of natural theology because he refused to consider

both questions from the point of view of the presupposition of the

event of revelation in the being of God. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics

Vol.2*2.pp.106-112, 166.ff, and Vol.4.1.pp.366-367: Vol.2.l.pp.127*ff. )

It was Calvin's insistence on this point which brought him into

conflict with the Lutheran theologian Osiander, who attempted to

draw a structural relationship between the being of God and the event

of the Incarnation. (Calvin,J. Ins titutes of the Christian Religion.

Bk.2.Chp.l2.Secs,4-7. Cf. Willis.D. Calvin's Catholic Christology:
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The Role of the So-Called Extra Calvinisticum. pp.70-71, 79.ff•) It is

Calvin's distinction between the role of Christ as the Mediator of

Creation and Redemption on the basis of the specific, particular,

nature of the form of revelation considered as an historical event,

that principally accounts for his insistence that the act of

Redemption is in no way entailed by Creation. This aspect of Calvin's

thought resulted in a realistic appreciation of the historical nature

of the believer's communion with the living Lord within the community

of the church which pressed towards the realisation of its

eschatological mission in the process of history* (On this point, see

Willis.D. Op.cit. pp*85*ff*, 91*ff* Hoogland.M. Op.cit* pp.50*ff*,

168-188, 192.ff* Torrance.T.F. Eschatology One of four papers read

to the Society for the Study of Theology. Scottish Journal of Theology

Occasional Papers.No.2, 1952, pp.55-60. )

Historically the doctrine of enhypostasis has been associated

with Leontius of Byzantium, (c.485-543.) (On Leontius see. Mclntyre.J.

The Shane of Christoloev. pp.95.ff. Sellers.R.V, The Council of

Chalcedon. pp.3l6.ff.) The doctrine was brought into being to

emphasise the reality of the particular humanity of Jesus against

interpretations of the Chalcedonian decree which tended to absorb

the human nature into the divine. As far as I can see the over riding

interest of its author concerned the fact that the,

"human nature is personalised in the Divine

Logos which assumes it, and is thus not
9 ^"

impersonal (*\/umo£TV'fcS ) but
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•inpersonal* Clorf-rieios )# Baillie.D,

God Was In Christ, p.90#

It does not appear to be concerned to express the "noetic interest",

of Christology considered in relation to the inconceivable freedom

in which God in determining Himself as both One and Another posits

Himself as the Lord of the creature# It simply asserts that,

"in the assumotio carnis the human nature of

Christ was given a real concrete subsistence

within the hypostatic union#" (Torrance#T,F,

Atonement and the Oneness of the Church# 0p,cit#

p.249.

On the question of the part played by natural theology in Calvin*s

theology, which was mentioned above as a co-lateral consideration

with respect to Barth's view of Calvin's distinction between Christ

as the Mediator of Creation and Redemption, see by the same author

Calvin's Doctrine of Man. pp.l3.ff., 30-31, 39-40, 59-61, 63-64,)



411.

APPENDIX. D.

Some commentators have criticised Qarth because he does not

allow validity in man's knowledge o£ God to man's ability to know and

compare different sorts of created entities. Meynell.H. Grace Versus

Nature: Studies In Karl Berth's Church Dogmatics, pp.4l.ff., contends that

since Barth does not allow this kind of knowledge to enter into his

understanding of the knowledge of God then to say that

"God is infinitely powerful, would entail

that we just as well ascribe impotence as

power to God." For such a statement as

used such distinctions would do so on the

basis of man's experience, " that some men

are more powerful than others, or an

elephant powerful as compared with a

mouse." (Ibid. p.4l.)

The main point of Berth's procedure which seems to have been overlooked

by Meynell is that Barth does not wish to deny creaturely knowledge of

the world in human speech about God, the fact that God exists for instance

as Aaron existed for Moses, but to affirm it with all the power of God's

own election of man in Jesus Christ. Because Barth affirms creaturely

knowledge of God on this basis he denies Meynell's thesis that creaturely

knowledge as such presupposes creaturely knowledge of God. Meynell, as

an exponent of the "Thomist theory" (Ibid.p.38.) of knowledge, divides

the possibility of creaturely knowledge of God from its actuality in God

self revelation. He, therefore, from Barth's point of view, divides the

deity and deifies the creature.

For similar reasons we could not accept the criticisms advanced

by Pohlman.H.G. A nalogia Entis order Analoaia Fidei? Die Frage der



Analogic bel Karl Barth. p.111., who considers that Barth's position on

the relation of natural knowledge of God to the veracity of knowledge of

God to be akin to that of Marcion. Marcion denied the creation as being

good because of his view of the creature. But it is precisely this

presupposition that Barth' s method excludes. From Barth's point of view

Pohlman's attempt to argue for a natural theology on the basis of creaturely

existence evinces precisely the same presuppositions as those upon which

Marcion's theology was founded. (Cf. Barth.K. Church Dogmatics. Vol.3.1.

pp.334.ff., 337.ff.)

Also we find difficulty in accepting the contention of Mondin.B.

The Principle Of Analogy In Protestant And Catholic Thought, pp.169-170.

n.l. where he attempts to link Barth's views with those of the Thomist

doctrine. In the distinction Thomas draws between the thing signified

and the mode of signification Mondin sees Thomas just as concerned as

Barth to ensure the priority of God over man in the field of knowledge of

Himself. Barth in our view is not specifically concerned to ensure the

priority of God over man as such. Barth's views on the analoeia entls

spring from the fact that the specific priority of God over man consists

in His election of man in Jesus Christ. It is not the principle of

priority of God over man which Barth is concerned to defend in our view,

but His election of man in Jesus Christ obviates the kind of question which

presupposes the analoeia entis as a viable approach to the question of the

knowledge of God. The same kind of criticism from the Lutheran point of

view is found in Prenter.R. Einheit Schopfung und Erlosung Theologische

Zeitschrift.1946.2. pp.l6l.ff. and Glauben und Erkennen bei Karl Barth

Kerygma und Dogpa.ll.l956.pp.l76,ff. Rodding.G. Op.cit.pp.l.ff., 22.ff.,
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28-30, 44-47. Contrary to the views expressed by these writers we agree

with the exposition of Barth's view of analogical predication in its

relation to his dogmatic presuppositions given by Jungel.E. Die Moslichkeit

Theologischer Anthropologic Auf Dem Grunde Per Analoeie: Eine

Untersuchung Zum Analosie Verstandnis Karl Barths. Op.cit. pp.535.ff.,

546, 553. Also by the same author, Per Schritt zuruck: Eine

Auseinandersietzung rait der Heidegger .... Peutuna Heinrich 0tt&

Zeitschrift Fur Theologie und Kirche. 58. 196l.pp.104.ff., 120-121.



4l4.

APPENDIX. E.

Mclntyre.J. Analogy Scottish Journal of Theology.Vol.12.

1959. pp.l.ff. seeks to explain Barth's rejection of Quenstedt's view

of analogical predication in terms of Quenstedt's improper presentation

of the doctrine of analogy. It is contended that Barth's strictures

against the use of analogy in theology cease to have their force if the

proper doctrine of analogy is presented. Barth's criticism of Quenstedt's

idea of analoaia attributionis intrinsece because it corresponds to the

Catholic doctrine of analogia entis is seen by Mclntyre to be somwhat

misguided. Mclntyre argues,

"Quenstedt discerns the inadequacy of analogy

of attribution in respect of extrinsic

denomination, namely, that this analogy

does not affirm anything of the internal nature

of the secondary analogates; and further,

that he wishes to emphasise that when God

cre&ces, He creates beings whose creation

constitutes their being. He is endeavouring

to find out how you may speak of creatures

who prior to salvation are, and in fact

must be in order to be saved," (Mclntyre.J.Op.cit.p.17.)

But it appears that Mclntyre overlooks the fact that according

to Barth's dogmatic presuppositions it is quite improper to consider the

the existence of the creature as such prior to the event of God's self

revelation. The existence of the creature and its knowledge of God, and

itself, presuppose for Barth the unity of God's being for us in Jesus

Christ with God as He is in Himself. To separate the existence of the
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creature as an independent question to be answered prior to and beside the

event of God's self revelation would be to presuppose a freedom of the

creature for God which was not presupposed by the freedom of God for man

in Jesus Christ. It would be to divide the Godhead and deify the creature

by attempting to distinguish between the God who creates and the God who

redeems on the basis of the existence of the creature. The existence of

the creature, for Barth, presupposes that the self revealing God is the

self electing God, the God of the covenant, it is to emphasise the

connection between this covenant concluded in Jesus Christ from all

eternity and creation that Barth necessarily insists on the extrinsic

determination of the creature's relationship with God.

It would appear that the same sort of misunderstanding concerning

Barth's understanding of the doctrine of analogy is to be found in

Bouillard.H. The Knowledge Of God. pp,97.ff. Bouillard asserts that

according to Barth,

"the truth which our words have in God does

not become truth for us except when the grace

of revelation lends them analogy with God ....

This gift can never be transformed by us into

a given. What comes to us through revelation

is not something we would know outside of it

•••• It is a work of grace, a mode of divine

revelation."

Thus the partial correspondence implied by analogical predication means,

"that even within revelation God remains

hidden .... we are sent back to the

reciprocal immanence of veiling and

unveiling .... When we speak of partial



416.

correspondence betwee n our words and the

Being of God, the word 'partial* recalls

that God is hidden and thus designates the

limit of our knowledge; but the link to

revelation which the word correspondence

evokes is also the promise which accompanies

our enterprise of knowing God if it is

undertaken in obedience." (Bouillard.H.

Op.cit. pp.100-101.)

Bouillard has seen the link between Barth's doctrine of revelation in

which God is both hidden and revealed and his doctrine of analogy. But

has he seen it correctly? We think not.

Bouillard notes that for Barth 'partial* in analogical

predication is posited by the relationship which God establishes between

Himself and the creature in His self revelation. But this partiality

does not consist in a limit considered in respect to creaturely knowledge.

The partiality of which Barth speaks corresponds to the way in which God

in positing Himself for man in Jesus Christ repeats in Him, in His self

revelation ad extra, what He is in and for Himself. He reveals Himself.

The self revelation of God which implies His self election presupposes

the inconceivable freedom and love in which God is God. Partial

therefore does not draw our attention to a limit of creaturely knowledge

of God but to the fact that the reality of creaturely knowledge of God

presupposes God's freedom to be for us in Jesus Christ as the One He is

in Himself. It is this dogmatic presupposition of Barth's understanding

of the relationship which exists between the doctrine of revelation and

the doctrine of God, in which the doctrine of election finds its place,
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that defines what Barth means by partial in the doctrine of analogy. This

is what Barth would draw attention to in his insistence on the

relationship between God and the creature being extrinsece not intrinsice.

This is what we take Barth to mean when he maintains that when our human

language and concepts speak truly of God He

"establishes the one truth9 His own as the

truth of our views, concepts and words ••••

When he claims them, He does not confirm

Himself but us. But in them He does in fact

confirm Himself." (Barth.K. Church Dogmatics.

Vol.2.l.p.229.)

Bouillard seems to recognise this fundamental fact of Barth's

presentation of the doctrine of analogy for he sees little use in

discussing this question with Barth in terms of the classical definitions

since to do this

"would miss Berth's main contention ••••

In his eyes, all of them commit the same

mistake, that of looking to analogy for a

road towards a natural theology."

(Bouillard.H. Op.cit.pp.113-114. )

Since he notes that Barth*

"instead of re-examining through formal

analysis the relationship between

representation and signification, ••••••

clarifies the meaning of the word 'partial*

in a completely new way."

(Bouillard.H. Op.cit, p.115. )



Despite this Bouillard goes on to criticise Barth for failing to

realise that his analysis of the problem of analogy leaves untouched its

central concern; since Barth,

"abandons the field of structure, or meaning.

for that of event." (Bouillard.H.Op.cit.p.115.)

Bouillard means by this, that

"to aff inn that the correspondence between

human speech and divine reality is assumed only

through the grace of revelation is to leave

untouched the classical question of analogy#

Our discourse still attempts to respond to

revelation or to express a natural knowledge

in which the concepts we use are thought to

have been chosen by God or by us. Whether or

not they are supported by revelation, the

concepts and terms which we use about God

aire our own; they are human .... The problem

is the situation of human language in regard

to divine mystery" ••••# The problem as

Bouillard sees it is that Barth, "conceives

of analogy as representation whose truth is

guaranteed by revelation, he keeps theology

on the level of representation while it

should, in some way or another, be raised to

that of reflection." (Bouillard.H. Op.cit#

pp.117-118.)

What it appears Bouillard really wants Barth to do is to leave
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the context in which he defines the partiality of analogical predication

in terms of his understanding of the unity of the self revealed God and

characterise the partiality in a context defined by the Thomist method of

"negation of the mode of signification."

(Bouillard.H, Op.cit. p.115. )

But Bouillard's contention with respect to Barth's presentation only

holds good if two fundamental features of his argument are true of Barth's

presentation. The first is that by representation Berth1s argument is

taken to mean that the event nature of revelation conveys a univocal

relationship with creaturely language and concepts indiscriminately. The

second, which follows from this, is given this view of the event nature

of revelation how are we to distinguish between the natural use and

meaning of words and the meaning they have when used within the context

of God's self revelation.

We contend that both of these presuppositions are excluded as being

relevant to Barth's understanding of analogical predication. Barth does

not analyse the concept of analogy in terms of representation which is

safeguarded from objectifying thought about God by the event nature of

revelation. Analogy is not defined in terms of the event nature of

revelation in relation to human concepts etc. Since Barth bases his

understanding of analogy on the reality and possibility of God being for

us what He is in Himself, and since this reality and possibility presupposes

creaturely existence, there is no neutral sphere of creaturely existence

which can form the basis for reflection on the usefulness or otherwise of

this or that concept, word etc. Analogy for Barth presupposes God's

knowing of Himself as the Lord of the creature in Jesus Christ, a self
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knowledge which in its continuities and distinctions includes the

reality and possibility of creaturely knowledge of God and creaturely

knowledge of the creature.

We therefore find ourselves at varience with Bouillard v/hen he

asserts, in concert with G.Sohngen, that Barth's concept of analogia fidei

"expresses a conception and even an ensemble of

conceptions essential to Catholicism. One

must take it, and not the analogia entis. as the

starting point to define the relationship

between nature and grace .... We can say then

that the analogia fidei. far from excluding the

analogia entis. assumes it, repairs its

deficiencies, and elevates it," (Bouillard.H,

Op.cit.p.123, Underlining indicates the original

is in italics.)

But Bouillard's interpretation of the relationship between the analogia

fidei and the analogia entis in terms of Christology would appear to be

quite different from Berths1• He states that the relationship is

understood and justified Christologically when it is seen that

"Jesus Christ, God and man .... is our analogia

fidei assuming the analogia entis." (Bouillard,

H. Op.cit.p.123. Underlining indicates the

original is in italics.)

What Bouillard here presupposes to be an assuming of the human nature of

Jesus by the Word would seem to indicate that such an assumption, because

it presupposes the existence of the creature, justifies an analogia entis

within the structure of the Christological event. But as we understand
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Barth this is what is excluded by his understanding of Christology

within the context of his doctrine of revelation in terras of the unity

of the self revealing God. To presuppose the event of revelation by the

existence of the creature is to suggest a freedom of the creature which

is not presupposed by the freedom of God. Barth will not consider the

existence of the creature as presupposing anything than what he makes

clear in his doctrine of revelation} the self revealing God is the

self electing God and the self electing God is the Lord of the covenant

which is the internal basis of the creature's existence. Therefore

creaturely existence can only be understood in terms of the Inconceivable

freedom and love which presupposes that God's being in and for Himself is

His being for us in Jesus Christ, who as Man for God and Man for other

men presupposes in Himself all the distinctions and continuities of the

creatures knowledge of God and man.

It is true of course that Barth supports $>hngen's revision of the

Catholic doctrine of analoaia entis which Bouillard takes up in his

discussion with Barth, viz., that,

"operari seauitur esse .... action follows being.

This is valid in the order of being. And

therefore the metaphysician strives to trace

activities back to their entitive foundations.

But this very procedure shows that our

knowledge moves in the reverse direction.

Esse sequitur operari .... the knowledge of being

follows the knowledge of activity." (Barth.K.

Church Dogmatics. Vol,2.1.p.82. )

But Barth maintains that he assents

"only to the main features"
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of Sohngen's presentation. If the activity in question is that of the

self revealing and self electing God, as we have contended, then we must

say that it is precisely this activity which Bouillard has not taken into

account in his presentation of Earth's doctrine of analogy. Berth's
u

formal approval of Sohngen's revised version of the analoaia entis within

the context of the analoaia fidei presupposed by the Ghristological event,

does not entail that he would approve of Bouillard*s suggested ammendments

to his position. What is at stake is the meaning of the "operari"; from

our analysis it would appear that Barth and Bouillard have differing

conceptions of this fundamental aspect of the meaning of the question of

analogy in theological discourse. Cf. the following with respect to the

issue of analogy in Barth and its relationship with the questions raised

by the doctrine of analoala entis: Torrance.T.F. Theology In Re construction

p.ll6.n.2.} Mondin.B. 0p.cit,pp.l64.ff.: O'Grady.C. Op.cit. Vol.1.

pp.95.ff.} Pannenberg.W. Zur Bedeutung des Analogiegedankens bei Karl

Barth. Theologische Literaturzeitung.N.1.1953.pp.I7.ff.; Hamer.J.

Karl Barth.pp.39*52. 66-67, 69.ff.j Balthasar.H. Urs.von. Op.cit. pp.120.ff.
• <<

Jungel.E. Die iMoglichkeit Theologische Anthropologie. Op.cit. pp.536,

543.ff.} Kreck.W. A nalogia Fidei oder Analogia Sntls in Antwort. pp.272.ff.

Haraer.K. Analogia Relationis Gegen Analogia Bntis TfAP-FH£lA .pp.288.ff.j

Berkouwer.G.C. The Triumph Of Grace In The Theology Of Karl Barth. pp.186-195

Mueller.D. The Theology Of Karl Barth And The Nineteenth Century. Religion

and Life. Vol.l964-l965.pp.81.ff., 90-92.} Pannenberg.W. Analogy and

Doxology in Basic questions in Theology. Vol.I.pp.2ll.ff., 2l4.n.3.
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