
ASPECTS OF THE SOTERIOLOGY OF KARL BARTH 
Fred H. Klooster 

. The appearance of the last two part·volumes of Karl Ba th' . . 
~at~~ ha~ spar~ed some interesting theological discussions on so~er's IKlrc~t;{he Dog. h' \IS dISCussIOn concerns the question of a basic chang . B ~ og~. ne phase 
t m that Barth's present view of the justificatio d e I.n a.rt s t ought. Some 
a. significant change from his earlier em hasis un an sa~,~tIfic~tIOn of. m~n involves 
tIOn between God and man" Ab t Pd d pon the mfimte qualItatIve distinc 

. ou a eca e ago J h A M k . 
concern that Barth, out of fear of subjectiv' d 0 .n. . ac ay expressed his 
clusive a "theology of lio-ht" while io- . ISU:, ahn ImystICIsm, was producing too ex 

? A d b bnormg a t eo oo-y of life" d Ch' . . ence.· n although Mackay is not t f I . b an nstIan experi_ 
vein of "Barth's loyalty to Christ's l~;ds~~ Ir:~ s~tIsfi~d, he .now w~ites in a lyrical 
of that lordship in its implications in the s~b' ecf pecIallly hIs gr?":mg appreciation 
Because of the section on ~anctificat' . J lIve Irea m of Chnstlan experience"3 
th "h' 1 'IOn m vo ume Vj2 Arth Ch' at t IS atest volume of Barth's D t' h Id .' ur oc rane suggests 
his practical.minded yes activist reoagd

ma l~S sAoU . ex~~te the keenest interest amono-
. " ers In men ca. 4 b 

In. thIs ?onnection it is interestin 0- to note tha B h .. 
of satIsfactIOn with his recent writ" b h t art has antIcIpated a measure 
and 'Evangelical groups.' " But he IJd ~h t eh part .of tho.se whom he calls "Pietists 
isfied, for at the decisive points tt~ey sca at ~ ?tIlI ~bvIOusly nO.t be "entirely sat. 
thunder of the 1921 Romans even in th nno aI to ear. somethmg of the rollino-
~xpress the things which particularly aff:c~ili::na~~o;~da~ng t~nes in which I no~ 

art? has actually undergone a significant h . . u. w at a ?ut those who think 
the Justification and sanctification of m ? c T ang~ m ~IeW of hIS recent writing on 
"But I seem to hear from one and ano~~~r 0 t em e follo~ing words of Barth: 
question whether in the aspect of the m tt . h~ ~~ former fnends and fellows the 
gone too far in what I ascribe to man a t~r ~.~c IS now to the forefront I have not 
to e.at straw .... Perspicuous readers :Vi~r sue: 11 e ~~ o~ li0J: wh~ has finally learned 
baSIC view which I have adopted . e y. no Ice at ere IS no break with the 
consistent turn in its developme~~~?6e Wb partmg from Liberalism, but only a more 
Barth's s~ter~ology, I think he will 'agree :~h o~:r ~~refully exa~ir;tes the nature of 
been no sIgmficant change on this m tt W t s own con~IctIOn that there has 
at the moment, although it is certainl; o:~ wh~ ~eed'l?ot b~ detamed by this question 
of attention in the future. 7 IC WI contmue to receive a good deal 

I. The Place 0/ "Soteriology" in Earth's Dogmatics 
The question may be asked wh th " . . 

of Karl Barth." There is no section ~f ;{ It ~s correct ~o speak of "the soteriology 
"Soteriology." And in the few pI h arthhs Dogmallcs which bears the heading 

. . aces Were t e word does . 11 
a rejectIOn of the traditional signific f h occur, It usua y involves 
of "the older Protestant doo-mat" "anhc~ hO t e term.

8 
Ani ordo salutis in the sense 

'. b ICS W IC concerns for the t " 
sequence, m whICh the Holy Spirit doe H' k h mos part a temporal 
r' t d Wh I s IS wor ere and now . "9' 1 eJec e. en speak of the soteriolo f K 1 B m men IS a so 
use a common term to include those fac ~ 0 f B ar ,arth, t?erefore, I do so simply to 
as justification, sanctification ca11ing

e 
sOd ;r~~ s dloctnne of reconciliation known 

arrangement. "an alt, ove, hope, to follow Barth's 

Soteriology is part of the comprehensive and cl' 
handled in volume IV of the Ch h D . T omp ex doctrme of reconciliation 
b · h urc ogmatlcs he doctr' f '1' mes w at is usually discussed u db' . f Ch' me 0 reconCI Iation corn· 
I dIn er ru ncs 0 nstoloo-y h r I o ogy an ecc esiology. Soteriology the . d' 'd d . ?' amar 10 ogy, soteri· 

fication, sanctification callin 0-) 'd n
b
,. IS .IVI e I~tO objective soteriology (j usti. 

, b an su Jectlve sotenology (faith love ho ) th , , pe, e 
Read at the Nyack, N. Y. meeting, Dec. 31, 1958. 
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two separated from each other by the section on the Church. Furthermore, it is in 
IV/1 that Barth discusses justification and faith; in IV/2 sanctification and love; and 
in the still to appear IV /3 that he will discuss calling and hope. 

That Barth's integration of soteriology and Christology with hamartiology and 
that one's view of sin also influences one's ordo salutis. Barth's position, however, 
involves much more than this simple but significant observation. One might say that 
the whole of Barth's theology comes to a head in the doctrine of reconciliation. As 
Barth says himself, the theologian is here "at this centre of all Christian knowledge. 
To fail here is to fail everywhere. To be on the right track here makes it impossible 
to be completely mistaken in the whole."Io It is imperative, then, to take into account 
Barth's view of revelation, God, predestination, creation, man, sin, etc., in order to 
understand the doctrine of reconciliation. At the same time it is important to see 
the place and significance of the "soteriological" elements within the entire frame· 
work of the doctrine of reconciliation. To fail to do this will involve misinterpreta
tion of Barth's unique position and confuson for the evangelical theologian. 

That Barth's integration of soteriology and Christology with hamartoliogy and 
ecclesiology involves more than dogmatic procedure is evident if one compares the 
Church Dogmatics with the Systematic Theology of Charles Hodge. Hodge is a Re· 
formed theologian who interestingly brings together in one major locus entitled 
"Soteriology" all of these significantly related matters: the plan of salvation (predes· 
tination), the covenant of grace, the person and work of Christ, the ordo salutis (vo· 
cation, regeneration, faith, j llstification, sanctification), a section on ethics (exposition 
of the Law), and concludes with the means of grace (the Word, sacraments, and 
prayer). The amazing difference in real content should be obvious to anyone who 
studies Hodge and Barth carefully.ll 

It seems to me that, in the relation of soteriology and Christology, one has a 
remarkably clear indication of what the "Christocentric" approach of Karl Barth in· 
volves. In spite of the appeal of the term, Barth's "Christocentric" approach involves 
a unique position, remarkably different from historic Reformed theology. The Christ· 
ology which takes up the first major section of each of the parts of volume four, is 
the crucial section each time. Barth says: "For it is there--and this is true of every 
aspect-that the decisions are made. There is no legitimate way to an understanding 
of the Christian life than that which we enter there. As I see it, it is by the extent to 
which I have correctly described this that the book is to be judged."I2 

The main lines of Barth's Christology will indicate its relation to his soteriology. 
Barth speaks first of Jesus Christ as "very God." This means the "state" of humilia
tion, i.e., the humiliation of God, and the priestly office. To this Christological aspect 
is linked the justification of man. Next he speaks of Jesus Christ as "very man." This 
means the "state" of exaltation, i.e., the exaltation of man, and the kingly office. To 
this Christological aspect corresponds the sanctification of man. Finally Barth speaks 
of Jesus Christ as "God-man." There is no state correspondin~ to this aspect, while 
the prophetic office is involved. And to this Christological aspect corresponds the 
final objective element in soteriology, calling.l3 I cannot develop here the critique 
of this Christology, but I consider it basic to an evaluation of Barth's soteriology.14 

H. The Relation of Justification and Sanctification 

We have noted above that Barth's comprehensive doctrine of reconciliation in· 
cludes two sections which may be called objective soteriology and, subjective soteri· 
ology. At this point we shall turn to the elements referred to as objective soteriology, 
i.e., justification, sanctification, and calling. To anyone acquainted with the usual 
Reformed ordo salutis the listing of calling at the end of this trilogy is at once arrest· 
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ing. In view of the fact that calling will be . . 
-volume IV /3 of the Church Do matics lI~en extensI~e treatment in the next part 
speak primarily of justification a;d sanc~ific:t;~~.make lIttle reference to it here, but 

One must remember that justification and sanctification 
the first hvo Christological premises The d d d are the corrolaries of 
Chris~ involve in this one divine a~tion th o~nwt~fir a? upwdard movement of Jesus 
i e th d' . d' e JUS I catIOn an sanctificati f 
:., e Ivme ver ICt and the divine direction "The f f G d . . on 0 man, 

tIOn of the world with Himself in Jesus Ch '. t' ac. IOn 0 0 I~ HIS reconcilia_ 
'moments' with a different bearing It acc rIS

I
, hIS umtary. It COnSISts of different 

'fi . . omp IS es both the ' ffi . 
s~nctr catIOn of man, for it is itself both the condes . JUS I catIon and the 
tIOn of man in Jesus Christ. But it accompl" h th cenSIOn of God and the exalta_ 
wholly and immediately with the other "IS J ISt'fies . e twodtogeth.er. The one is done 

'th d'ff . us I catIOn an sanctrficaf "h WI two I erent aspects of the one event of If" 16 IOn ave to do 
to the humiliation of God and the exaltatio

s
: ~~ I~:~ two moments .corresponding 

gether. Though they are thus related there' d: Thhey belong mseparaby to-
d P " , IS no or 0 m t eir relatio h' P , 

an osteTlUS m the one event of grace and I f "w ns lp, no Tl/M 
no such order in the temporal sense Th ' s~ v~ I~n. e presuppose that there is 
Jesus Christ cannot be split up into' a t:;:lmu lot e one rede~pti~e act of God in 
gised,"I7 Barth contends. pora sequence, and m thIS way psycholo_ 

Justification and sanctification are sim 1 . 
of one redemptive event. In its simplest f P YBtwohmsepa~abI~ related "moments" 
Y G d" h . , orm art puts It thIS way' "'I '11 b our 0 IS t e J ustrfication of man 'Ye sh II b ' . '; WI e 
As we examine these two "moments" : a d e ?II y people IS his sanctification."I8 
, . m greater etaI we see a . th . 
IatIOn relates to God and exaltation relat t '. gam at Just as humil-

t' 'fi ' es 0 man so m a parallel . h' even JUStI catIOn refers primarily to God d "fi' :vay m t IS one 
an sanct! CatIOn refers prImarily to ma 

Barth exp~ains the need for justification in the following way: n. 
, By SIn man puts himself in the wrong in relation to G d H 

sIble as the creature and covenant-partner of G d H dO, e makes himself impos_ 
has been given and forfeits the grace which ,0 , dd e e~ecrathe~ the good nature which 
existence. For he has no right as sinner H ' IS a

l 
:esse

h 
to Im, He compromises his 

Th ' , . e IS on y m t e wrong, 
e presupposItIon, the possibility and the truth f ' , 

~od an~ man and the peace of man with G d ' 0 a pOSItIve rel~tionship between 
IS supenor, absolutely superior to the wron~ o~or::hlth (1) m, ther~ bemg a right which 
now finds himself, (2) in this riO"ht not m I b' c man IS gUIlty and in which he 
man and (3) in the wrong of ~an beinO"ere i e!dg tra:scendent but :worked out in 
e~tablished and set up in the working out ~f Sthis ah~ h an, a ne~ h~man right being 
r!ght of ?od: and ,its outworking, the setting aside olt;:; ~ght, TfIS higher right is the 
tlOn of his nght, IS the judgement of God Th ' ffi . rong

f 
0 man and the restora

eventuation of this judgment.l9 ' e JUS I catIOn 0 man takes place in the 

This right of God, of which Barth speaks, does have relaf h' '. 
mvolves a divine verdict and I't seems to b f " IOnhs Ip to man. JustIficatIOn 

, e orenSlC m c aract "Th" 'f' 
sentence of God is His decision in which ma ' b' h eb~' IS J ustr ymg 

d'dh' ns emgastesuJectofthat t' repu late, IS responsibility for that act his 'It· d d ac IS 
is ascribed to him instead a being as th ~,Ul, IS

f 
par one , cancelled and there 

this liberation ... "20 e su Ject 0 pure acts of thankfulness for 

. . But it is clear that the justification of which Bar hI, . , . 
comcldes with the humiliation of God. It takes lace t spe~ (" IS somethmg ~vhlch 
~an's faith is spoken of later, but it is obvious that th~:~~a~i:n ~Ot f:~~ Its re~atr?n to 
tIOn as set forth in Scripture and as understood b L th d C 11

• and JustIfica
to its right in Barth's presentation. Accordin t BY u ~r ~n . a ':lll cannot come 
men, and there is no backtracking from the ~.o arlt? thIS Justrdfi:atro~ Concerns all 
"Th k f nlversa Ism asserte In thIS Conn t" 

e wor 0 atonement, the conversion of man to God d f 11 ec IOn. 
d · t d d' , , was one or a G d' ver IC an uectIOn and promise have b d . '" 0 s 

een pronounce over all. To that extent , 
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objectively, all are justified, sanctified and called. But ... not ... all, ... hear, 
perceive and accept and receive all that God is for all .... To those who have noi 
been touched in this way by the hand of God, the axiom that Jesus Christ is th( 
Victor is as such unknown. It is a Christian and not a general axiom; valid generally 
but not generally observed and acknowledged."21 

We turn now to the other "moment" in the one divine act, sanctification. "Th{ 
divine act of atonement accomplished and revealed in Jesus Christ, does not consisl 
only in the humiliation of God but in .and with this in the exaltation of man. Thm 
it does not consist only in the fact that God offers Himself up for men; that He, thE 
Judge, allows Himself to be judged in their place, in this way establishing and pro 
claiming among sinners, and in defiance of their sin, His divine right which is a~ 
such the basis of a new right of man before Him. It does not consist, therefore onl) 
in the justification of man," says Barth. "It consists also in the sanctification whid 
is indissolubly bound up with his justification, i.e., in the fact that as He turns te 
man in defiance of his sin He also, in defiance of his sin, turns man to Himself. The 
reconciliation of man with God takes place also in the form that He introduces as c 
new man the one in relation to whom He has set Himself in the right and whom Hc 
has set in the right in relation to Himself. He has introduced him in the new form 0: 
existence of a faithful covenant-partner who is well-pleasing to Him and blessed b) 
Him,"22 Sanctification thus concerns reconciliation from the standpoint of man'! 
conversion to God objectively performed by God. 

One is struck by Barth's failure to give specific treatment to other usual element:! 
of the ordo salutis such as regeneration and penitence, e.g. But all these are to bl 
comprehended within the single term "sanctification." "What is meant by sanctifica 
tion (sanctificatio)," says Barth, "might just as well be described by the less commor 
biblical term regeneration (regeneratio) or renewal (renovation) or by that of con 
version (conversio), or by that of penitence (poenitentia), which plays so importan 
a role in both the Old and New Testaments, or' comprehensively by that of disciple 
ship which is so outstanding especially in the synoptic Gospels. The content of al 
these terms will have to be brought out under the title of sanctification. But then 
is good reason to keep the term sanctification in the foreground, It . . . shows us a 
once that we are dealing with the being and action of God ... that God is the activl 
Subject not only in reconciliation generally but also in the conversion of man to Him 
self. Like His turning to man, and man's justification, this is His work, His lacere 
But it is now seen and understood, not as his justificare, but as his sanctificare." 23 

We have now seen that while justification involves this one thing "that God ai 
the Judge establishes that He is in the right against this man, thus creating a ne\l 
right for this man before Him," sanctification involves "quite another that by Hi: 
mighty direction He claims this man and makes him willing and ready for His ser 
vice."24 This sanctification, which Barth considers to be objectivtj and accomplishe( 
in and with the exaltation of the man Jesus, is also universal in its scope a;:. alread; 
noted. Not only God's verdict, but also His direction or sanctification has been pro 
nounced over all, and to that extent all are sanctified as well as justified. 

Ill. The Relation 01 Faith & Love to Justification & Sanctification. 

We have seen that Barth distinguishes objective soteriology from subjectivj 
soteriology. We recall also that these two are separated in each part-volume by l 

section dealing with the Church. Thus in Barth's treatment of reconciliation the sub 
jects faith, love, and hope are the last to be discussed. Although this fits consistentl; 
into the significantly constructed plan of the Church Dogmatics, it is here that Ollj 
clearly notes Barth's anti-Schleiermacher polemic.25 Whereas the religious conscious 
ness is first and most significant for Schleiermacher, its place is not only last bu 



le~st significant. for Barth. This important factor is at least in part overlooked b th 
w 0 seem to thmk there has been a radical change in Barth's theology of late. y Ose 

Attention is here given chiefly to faith and love because the t t 
wi~l take up the discussion of hope in relation to calling. One is sir:~t:p~:ar IV!3 
pomt by the reversal of the usual order faith hope love 26 At th' . g at thIs 
th t f . h d I ' ,. IS pomt we must II 

a . alt an ove concern subjective soteriology, i.e., to what Barth s eak reca. 
m~nly as the knowledge of justification and sanctification At f BP h s ff pn· 
thIs as nretic or epistemological in distinction from obJ'ec' t' Imtes. lart re :rs to 
ant' 27 Th . l' h' . Ive so eno oay whICh . 
. IC. e umversa Ism w Ich IS asserted without hesitation of th b' I? IS 
IS nowhere assert:d of t?e subjective, and at times ex licitl deni:d

o t~ctIVe el~ments 
to what Barth thmks WIll happen eventually at the e!d of:n histo~ (~f ~estlO.n as 
be such an end), concerns the perplexing and much debated issue of thY I kaere IS !o 

A e apo tastas~s 
statement which takes us from the b' r t th b' . 

following: ~'In the whole event of atoneme~tJj~~~~ca~ione :u J~~iv~.eleme~ts is 0e 
as ground In the divine verdict, direction a~d promise 'ha

anc 
I c.~ IOn an callIng 

function. '" When we say justification, sanctification a~d c:~li~S I were a cen~ral 
~e are already expounding the relevance of what was done in J g, °C~h: obe SIde, 
t e other ~e are explaining only the objective relevance f' esus . nst, .ut, .on 
apprehensIOn and acceptance in the world and by °w It a.nd

h 
not ItS subjectIve 

. .' h h .. us men. e mlg t say we ar d I 
In.g WIt t e ascnptIOn but not the appro riation of h ,~ ea-
wIth what has taken place in Him for th p Id t e grace of Jesus Chnst, or 
in particular. In the Christian there is an :p;or .a~. sucht bhut not. for the Christian 
or with what has taken place in Him for th rop{Ja IOn 0 t e grace of Jesus Christ, 
in particular. In the Christian there is an e wor . as. suc~ b:t not for the Christian 
men in Jesus Christ, a subjective apprehen:i~~r~~r~~~t h 

0 ~ e grace ascribed tor all 
world in the happening of the atonement "28 B t t ~~ een done. for the whole 
and receive all that God is for all "29 Th' Ch .ur no d all lear, perceIve and accept 
relates to justification and in love ~o sanc;ifica~;~~~n oes. nd that he does in faith 

w h' h ~onsistent. with his original position Barth does not regard faith as someth' 
IC IS once gIven to man by God and constantl d b mg 

ta~ning power of the Holy Spirit. That biblical I XO;t~sse y ~an unde: the sus
re]ec~s as staticis~ which seeks by "possession" to c~ntro~ Gn~.e!l~ew ~fBfalth Barth 
of faIth as the gIft of God and the work f th H .0. . oug arth speaks 
constantly recurring event. 0 e oly Splnt, he regards faith as a 

Faith is described by Barth as "an ack I d 
~ion (Erkennen) , and a confession (Bekenne~)~ 1s g::;t::les~A;erken.ndn:), a ~ec:og. 

owl~dge .c-~ennen). And as the obj ect and basis is the same e:ms In Icate, It IS. a 
every case It IS an active knowledge "30 A full d " . . m every case, so In 
tion to the last section on "The H I' S " er

d 
Cehsc~Ip~IOn IS. gIven in the introduc-

o y pInt an nstIan FaIth": 
The Holy Spirit is the awakening pow . hi h J . 

man to His community and therefore as a Chri:~i w c ~sus ~hris~ summons a sinful 
and know and confess Him as the Lord wh f h~n 10 belIeve In HIm: to acknowledge 
on .his own behalf and on that of the world °in o~ac Im f ~ham~ a servant; ~o b~ sorry both 
which has taken place in Him' and a a" " e 0 e VIctOry over his pnde and fall 
the world to be confident in th; face olth~ o~ ~~ hown befahl~ and t~erefore on that of 
has taken place in Him.3! es a IS ment 0 IS new nght and life which 

basis) F~~7c~s ~~~~e!~~n~:i~~ ~e ~~n's rart (of dwhich .Jesus Christ is the object and 
f h gracIOus con ecenSIOn of God as the b' d 

power 0 t e justification of sinful man" Th I aSlS an 
in the light of all this that God does "i~ th e. on i an~wer as :0 what man must do 
must accept and receive the One wh~ come: :~m~~ :~d ili:;~~?c~l. ans~er 0at he 
by Him; that he must be content in unconditional and childlike I~onfid~::n t~n hao~~ 
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to the fact that God is for him; that he must acknowledge and recognise and con· 
fess this; that he must place himself on this ground and walk on it without hesitation 
or vacillation; that he must be satisfied and rej oice and constantly return to the 
fact that he may un deservedly but quite indisputably be the child of God. This living, 
active reception is faith; the faith of the Christian community, and in and with it the 
faith of the individual Christian. Christianity consists wholly in this reception and 
therefore in the act of faith."2 Barth's uniH~rsalistic strain is absent in his discussion 
of faith. It is in "the man Jesus in whom the reconciliation of the world with God 
has taken place. There is no man who does not belong to this man, who is not His 
brother. But this is true of the Christian in a very special way because his human 
existence has been altered and re-determined by the fact that what is true of all men 
is no longer concealed from him but revealed to him; because he, a man like all others, 
may live in the knowledge that he belongs to Jesus, and live in a very different way 
from those who do not have this knowledge. That God has reconciled the world with 
Himself in Jesus Christ is not merely true for each individual Christian personally, 
as it is for all men, but is acquires shape and form in his existence. It is given to 
him actually to live in communion with Jesus Chrst, in and with Him. In this way 
and to this extent he receives and has his own specific part in the reconciliation which 
has taken place in Him."33 

When above we quoted Barth as saying that Christianity "consists wholly in 
this reception and therefore in the act of faith," the word "wholly" must be allowed 
to stand but it must not be taken to mean "exclusively." For there is also the element 
"love," as well as the third element "hope." Love corresponds to sanctification and to 
the Christological axiom of the exaltation of man in Jesus Christ. Note again the 
comprehensive statement introducing this final section on "The Holy Spirit and 
Christian Love." 

The Holy Spirit is the quickening power in which J usus Christ places a sinful man 
in His community and thus gives him the freedom, in active self·giving to God and his 
fellows as God's witness, to correspond to the love in which God has drawn him to Him· 
self and raised him up, overcoming his sloth and misery.34 

While faith involved reception, love involves self-giving. This love corresponds 
to the kingly office of Jesus Christ "in the exercise of which He the servant, as a 
man like ourselves and among us, is exalted to be the Lord, who as such draws to 
and after Himself and raises up in the power of God sinful man, the man who is sloth
ful and miserable in His sin."35 It corresponds to "his sanctification, of his no less 
gracious claiming and endowment and institution for obedience, work and servce." 
And so this love involves "no less wholly and purely ... the decision for a definite 
direction in the life-movement of man, and therefore of his breaking out in this di· 
rection. In Jesus Christ a new man, the true man, has dynamically entered the human 
sphere, not merely demanding conversion and discipleship, but in the quickening 
power of His Holy Spirit calling and transposing into conversion and discipleship. 
Christians, then, are the men in whom Jesus Christ, and in Him their own completed 
sanctification, is revealed and present as their first·born Brother and subordinated to 
Him as their King instituted from all eternity .... It is the act of a pure and total 
giving, offering and surrender corresponding to this receiving ... Christian love."36 

IV. Evaluation 
This survey of some aspects of Barth's soteriology has already implied some

thing of the kind of comprehensive critique which the evangelical theologian is 
obligated to make. It is impossible to approach Barth's Dogmatics as one would ap
proach Hodge or Bavinck or BerkhoE in order to make certain minor criticisms. It 
should be obvious that Barth's soteriology involves an amazingly compact and intri· 
cate structure which differs radically from historic Reformed theology. The evangel-



ical theologian would be doing injustice to Barth as well as himself, if he were t 
present only.minor strictures here and there. A cri~ique of Barth's soteriology Wi~ 
have to take mto account the total structure of Barth s theology. Such a critique m 
show how Barth's soteriology is related to his peculiar Christology as well as to ~~t 
~o?trines .of reve!ation, God, predes~ination, creation, sin, and reconciliation. And 
It IS al~o ImperatIve th.at the evangelIcal theologian give careful attention to Barth's 
conceptIOn of th~ relatIOn of God to the world and the significance of history. It is 
here .that o~e :VIII n?te the. roots. of Earth's rejection of the usual Reformed ordo 
salllUs. But It IS obvIOusly ImpossIble now to enter upon the kind of comprehe . 

. . h· h h b· d nSlVe cntIque w IC t e su Ject emands. 

.. Let me. i~terject a comment here, lest the largely negative character of my 
cntlque be mIsmterpreted. Even though I believe that an evaluation of Barth's sot . 
ology in the .lig~t of Scripture and historic Reformed theology wiII end with a ;~~: 
ma~Ily negatIve Ju~gment, I do not mean to say that Barth's theology can therefore 
be .Ig~ored. !here IS a treme~dous challenge and stimulation in the study of Barth. 
ThIs IS due III part to Barth s importance on the contemporary scene. But it arises 
even ~ore from the fact that Barth, wishing to break radically with the liberalism of 
Schlelermacher: claims to be .reviving ~uther, Calvin and Reformed theology in gen. 
eral. But even I.f one must dIsagree .wlth Barth's claim, as I most seriously do, the 
s~udy of"Barth IS extremely challengmg and rewarding. In the words of a recent re· 
VIewer: Whenev~r we. 0I?en the book, we come across some aphorism, some epigram, 
some paradox whIch, If It refuses to make clear and plain the thought of its author 
challenges or teases the reader into re.examining the thought of his own mind."37 ' 

Although I cannot now set forth the comprehensive critique which is really 
demanded, let me make a few observations. It is certainly! true that soteriology and 
C.hristology are intimately related, as Barth repeatedly asserts. However, I am con· 
~mced th.at Bar~'s ~hristol?gy doe~ no~ p.r0vide a genuinely biblical basis for the 
mterrelatron whIch IS reqUIred. ThIs sIgmficant reservation which I cannot now 
develop, must be borne in mind as the context for the followin~ points of critique. 

First, it should. be noted that although soteriology and Christology are signifi· 
cantly relate~, t~lere IS also good warrant for distinguishing them. The atoning work 
o~ Je~us Chnst IS a complete, once·for·all satisfaction offered to God by C,hrist's sub· 
stItutronary death .on .the cro.ss .of Calvary. Although this atoning work of Christ is 
c?mplete, the app!IcatIon .of It IS n~t a! once completed. That is, Christ's work pro· 
VI?eS the. all:suffi.clent baSIS for the Justrfication and sanctification of God's elect, but 
thIS ?pplIcatIOn IS not. at once performed. Christ's work provides the solid basis for 
~?tenolog~; but so~enology is not completed with the atonement. For Barth the 

moments of sotenology are really one event and there is no real distinction between 
atonement and soteriology. 

Secondly, the Scripture certainly indicates that the application of Christ's corn· 
pleted work does follow a certain order as indicated structurally in Romans 8'28-30 
(caping, justification, glorification). It seems clear to me that the Reformer~ were 
en.tIrely correct in int:rpreti~g the recurrent. Sc:iptu:al references to justification by 
~aIt~ to mean. that faIth logIcally precedes JustIficatIOn in the ordo sallltis. We are 
JustI~ed .by faI~h o.r t~roug? faith. This demands, I believe, that faith either precedes 
or c.oIllcIdes WIth .Justrficat:on: ~nd a?ain it is a Scriptural demand to regard regen
eratIOn as precedI~g or comcldmg WIth the first exercise of faith, (John 3:6 e.g.). 
Furthermore, t~e sI~ner who has been regenerated by the Spirit of God, justified by 
~od through faIth, IS also called upon to be increasingly sanctified. This ordo sallltis 
IS d~man.ded b~ ~criptur.e. While the objective basis for our justification and sancti· 
ficatIOn IS Chnst s atomng sacrifice and resurrection, yet man IS not subjectively 
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justified, and sanctified by this a~tion. (It must be remerbered .that for B~rth the 
humiliation of God and the exaltatIOn of man are the facets of Chnstology whrch have 
really replaced a substitutionary atoning death of Christ on the Cross.) 

Thirdly, it has been noted that according to Barth justification is universal and 
objectively true of all men. Here a further critique of Barth's view of predestination 
ouo-ht to be set forth, for it is of course intimately related to the universal aspect of 
ju~ific~tion. By ~is ow~ a~miss~on, Earth. reiects ~alvin's view of I?re~estir:ation. 
The intImate relatron of JustIficatIOn and faIth m Scnpture cannot receIve Its nghtful 
place in this view of Earth. Faith always follows justification according to ~arth and 
in no sense is it the instrumental cause or agent. Here one sees how baSIcally ~n
chano-ed Barth's present position is from the views expressed earlier in the Romerbnef· 
Alth~ugh Earth does speak of justification by faith, this only means a coming to 
know afterwards that one is and was already justified. And even when Barth speaks 
of forensic justification, again the term has been given a completely new me~n~ng. 
Here one sees that Barth's conception of sin does not really reproduce the bIblIcal 
seriousness of man's sin as guilt involving the transgression of God's law. And hence 
the justification of which Barth speaks. re~lly means o?ly that ~o~ is r.ight. God is 
right in the humiliation of God, and thIS nght of God IS called JustIficatron. 

Fourthly, a similar critique of Barth's view of sanctfication must b~ made. 
There is a measure of truth in asserting that sanctification includes regeneratIOn and 
conversion. The regeneration wrought by the Spirit of God is indeed a major element 
in man's sanctification. The ordo salutis in its usual Reformed conception does not 
mean to say that each element is always chronologically posterior. Eut since regener
ation is a sincrle act of God upon the elect sinner, and is basic to man's conversion 
in faith and ;epentance, there is good reason for placing sanctification after justifi. 
cation. Justification as a forensic act of God is a single verdict. But sanctification 
must continue as the justified sinner seeks by using the means of grace to attain 
greater conformity to the will of God. The righteousness of .Christ is imputed to hi~ 
so that he is clothed with the righteousness of God. But the hfe-long process of sanctI
fication is obviously incompatible with such a view. 

In the fifth place, objection must be raised to the subjective elements of Barth's 
soteriology. Faith, love and hope were seen to be primarily ncetic. This is true mo~t 
specifically of faith, but even love and hope are ~poken of as.th~ acceptanc~ of. God.s 
direction and of His calling. In the case of faIth, as was mdlcated earher ID thIS 
paper, o~e simply comes to know and acknowledge what he already is.- i.e., jus~ifi~d. 
It is here, perhaps most pointedly, that one sees how inconsequentral the Ch.rlstran 
life appears in Barth's theology. This, it seems to me, demands carefUL scrutmy on 
the part of those who think Barth's theology has significantly changed. Although 
Barth's theology has been characterized by the motif of the "triumph of gra.ce", it .is 
clearly grace other than that which Scripture presents as the grace of G?d m Chn~t 
Jesus. Man's sin is simply his failure to acknowledge what he really IS. And thIS 
seems to be Barth's reason for speaking of it as the impossible possibility. 

Finally, it is now evident why Barth's view of soteriology ta~es away the bi~lical 
urgency for preaching and evangelism, eve~ tho~gh he has .gIven proclamat~on ~ 
significance quite different from that of the lIberalIsm of Schlelermacher .an~ RItschI. 
The urgency of calling men to repent and believe in the Lord Jesus Chnst IS absent, 
however. It has been rightly observed that neo-orthodoxy has not produced e~an· 
gelists: Barth's theology has no motivation fo~ ~van~eli~m. ~ltho~gh there IS a 
difference between the Christian and the non-Chnstlan, It hes chIefly ID the fact that 
one knows he is justified and sanctified, while the other, equally justi~ed and sancti
fied, does not know it. And it is probably correct to say that he SImply does not 



know it - yet. Even though Barth wishes to avoid the apokatasis, he seems incapable 
of doing so within the context of his own theology. 

1. Volume IV /2 in 1955 (E.T. 1958). A Roman Catholic has stated that there is no fundamental difference between 
Earth and Rome on justification. Hans Kung. Die Lehre Kart Banhs Und Eine Katholische Besinnung, (Einsiedeln: 
(Einsiedeln: lohannes Verlag, 1957). A Missouri Synod Lutheran in a brief appendix to his study deals with Barth 
and says that Barth is in the main in agreement with the Lutheran interpretation. Henry P. Ramann. Justification. 
By Faith in Modern Theology. (St. Louis: Concardia, 1957). Cf. also the doctoral dissertation written by a South 
African under direction of Prof. Berkouwer of the Free University which is basically critical of Barth's view of 
sanctification. lacobus C. Lombard. Die Leer Van Die Heiligmaking By Karl Barth. (Kampen: J.H. Kok, 1957). 

2. The Christian Century, July 27, 1949. p. 889. 

3. Theology Today. XIII, 3 (October, 1956), p. 291. 

4. Ibid., p. 376. 
6. Ibid. Note also p. xi. "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 so far been no important breaks or contradictions in the presenta,tion' 
no rctractions have been necessary (except in detail) j and above all . . . I have always found myself conten~ 
with the broad lines of Christian tradition . . . a 'new Earth,' or, what is worse, a heresy . . . Naturally, I 
do not regard myself as infallible. But there is perhaps more inward and outward continuity in the matter than 
some hasty observers and rash interjectors can at first sight credit." 

7. CL Gustaf Wingren, Theology In Conyict (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1958). "The changes which have taken 
place within his theology in the course of time are changes within this original framework." p. 23. "It is clear 
that Earth remains within the framework of Schleiermacher's theology . . . .. p. 25 f. This was already the 
thesis of C. Van Til, The New Modernism, 1946. Cf. J. C. Lombard, op. cit., pp. 10·53 for a survey of Earth's 
theological development prior to 1932. 

8. IV/I, pp. 108, 124, 144 e.g. 

9. IV /2, p. 502. cf. 507ff. 
10. IV/I, p. ix. 
lI. The interpretive problem is complicated, however, by Earth's avowed claim to be presenting the Biblical position 

as viewed by the Reformers and even "the broad lines of Christian tradition," cL note 5 above. Of Berkouwer's 
recent volume Faith and Sanctification, Barth states, "I am particularly happy to record my general agreement." 
IV /2, p. 501 What Wingren says of Luther is likewise true of the reformer Calvin: "The positions of Barth and 
Luther are incompatible and cannot at all be reconciled. All friends of historical truth would welcome a 
more general recognition of this fact both by Barth and by the Barthians." op. cit., p. 26 note 6. 

12. IV /2, p. x. 
13. For a survey of the entire doctrine of reconciliation consult IV /1 pp. 79-154. This section is indispensable for 

the whole doctrine, at least until volumne IV /3 appears. 

14. Cf. Westminster Theological Journal, XX, 2 ((May 1958), "Karl Barth's Doctrine of Reconciliation: A Review 
Article", F. H. Klooster. pp. 170·184. 

15. IV /2, p. 501 f. 
16. Ibid., 503. 
17. Ibid., 507 
18. Ibid., 499. 

19. IV/I, 528·529. 
20. Ibid., 145. 
21. Ibid., 148. 

22. IV /2, 499. Cl. IV/I, p. 146. 

23. IV /2, 5OQ. 

24. Ibid., 503. 
25. IV/I, 154. Cf. R. E. Cushman, "Barth's Attack Upon Cartesian ism and the Future in Theology." The Journal 0/ 

Religion, XXXVI, 4 (October, 1956), pp. 207·223. Cf. Wingren, op. oit. p. BC. 

26. Cf. Emil Brunner, Faith, Hope and Love. Philadelphia: Westminster, 1956. 

27. IV /1 pp. 79·154 passim. 

28. IV/I, p. 147. 
29. Ibid. 148. Cl. IV /2, 727. 

30. IV/I, 758. Cf. IV/2, 727. 
31. IV /1 p. 740. 
32. IV /2 p. 729·9. 
33. Ibid., 727·8. 
34. Ibid., 727. 
35. Ibid., 729. 

36. Ibid, 729·730. 
37. W. F. Lofthouse, "Karl B'arth's Ductrine of God," London Quarterly and Halbarn Review, July, 19~8, p. 197. 

14 


