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C h r i s t i n a Ann Baxter : The Movement from Exegesis t o 
Dogmatics i n the Theology of K a r l B a r t h , w i t h s p e c i a l 
reference t o Romans, P h i l i p p i a n s and Church Dogmatics, 

ABSTRACT 
This t h e s i s argues t h a t t h e r e are two d i s t i n c t 

procedures found i n the Church Dogmatics. The f i r s t i s 
a simple movement from exegesis of continuous passages 
t o dogmatic theology, i n which the t h e o l o g i a n moves from 
what the t e x t s a i d and the author or r e d a c t o r meant, t o 
work out what i s i m p l i e d f o r dogmatic theology and t o 
assess i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e . The second i s a more complex 
movement from s e l e c t e d fragments of S c r i p t u r e , exegeted 
s e p a r a t e l y , hut grouped t o g e t h e r as the basis upon which 
t h e r e can be movement i n t o dogmatic theology. I t i s 
shown t h a t the way i n which these fragments are employed 
corresponds t o the form i n which they are found. The 
a n a l y s i s o f these two d i s t i n c t procedures i s found i n 
chapters two and t h r e e r e s p e c t i v e l y , where i t i s made 
c l e a r t h a t these arrangements form complementary 
components i n Barth's dogmatic method. These chapters 
are the c e n t r e of the t h e s i s , which are prefaced by an 
examination of the r o l e o f the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l 
method as the beginning o f Barth's exegesis. Here i t i s 
demonstrated t h a t Barth employs h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m 
wherever i t i s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s t h e o l o g i c a l purpose. 
The f i n a l chapter i n v e s t i g a t e s the c o n t r o l s a t work i n 
Barth's method, which are shown t o be a concern f o r the 
immediate context of a passage; a b e l i e f i n the u n i t y 
of S c r i p t u r e , and a d e t e r m i n a t i o n t o see the c e n t r a l 
r e f e r e n t i a l p o i n t of S c r i p t u r e as Jesus C h r i s t h i m s e l f . 
Both the methods of research and the arrangement of t h i s 
p r e s e n t a t i o n have been devised t o make p l a i n the movement 
from exegesis t o dogmatics i n the theology of K a r l Barth. 
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INTRODUCTION 
There are two d i s t i n c t procedures i n Barth's 

1 
movement from exegesis t o dogmatic theology. I n order 
t o make t h i s c l e a r , i t i s f i r s t necessary t o concentrate 
on Barth's exegesis. A c c o r d i n g l y , Chapter 1 discusses 
the way i n which the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method i s 
employed i n exegesis. Chapter 2 deals w i t h the f i r s t 
of Barth's procedures: a simple movement from extended 
exegesis t o dogmatic theology. Chapter 3 i s concerned 
w i t h the second procedure: the complex movement from 
exegesis t o dogmatics wherein B a r t h groups b i b l i c a l 
m a t e r i a l according t o i t s form, so t h a t t h i s grouping 
becomes the b a s i s of h i s dogmatic theology. Exegesis of 
the S c r i p t u r a l fragments may s t i l l occur, but t h e r e 
cannot be a simple deductive move from a s i n g l e passage 
t o theology. The f i n a l chapter i s concerned w i t h the 
way i n which B a r t h holds these procedures t o g e t h e r . 

The t h e s i s i s based on an a n a l y s i s and c l a s s i f i c a t -
2 

i o n of every use of S c r i p t u r e made i n the Church Dogmatics. 
Because of the extent of the m a t e r i a l , i t has only been 
p o s s i b l e t o examine t y p i c a l cases, and t o o f f e r some 
p a r a l l e l s i n the f o o t n o t e s , m a k i n g this sdtfchor> X hfti/c keerv a.C 

pains not t o overlook important evidence o r t o d i s t o r t the 
m a t e r i a l , and i s supported i n places by a p p r o p r i a t e s t a t i s ­
t i c a l evidence. The purpose i s t o disc o v e r Barth's method 
from the way i n which he works, so t h a t h i s discussions 
about h i s method r e c e i v e o n l y secondary c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
where i t seems r e l e v a n t . The t h e s i s represents a genuine 
departure from previous s t u d i e s f o r these two reasons. 
Some have discussed samples of Barth's method, but have 

7. 

not considered them a l l , J whereas others have dxscussed 
Barth's account of h i s method, w i t h o u t examining how he 

4 
a c t u a l l y proceeds. 

The scope of the work has precluded any attempt 
t o describe Barth's place i n the t h e o l o g i c a l debates of 
h i s time; ^ t o assess the m e r i t s o r demerits of h i s 
methods, or t o t r a c e a c h r o n o l o g i c a l development i n h i s 
thought. A l l o f these emerge o c c a s i o n a l l y as a p p r o p r i a t e , 
but the substance of the study i s o f f e r e d as an exercise 
i n d e s c r i p t i v e a n a l y s i s which i t i s hoped sheds l i g h t on 
the way i n which B a r t h worked. - 6 -



CHAPTER ONE 

The H i s t o r i c a l - C r i t i c a l Method i n Barth's Exegesis 

Barth described the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method 
7 

as the " p r e p a r a t i o n of the i n t e l l i g e n c e " ' f o r exegesis, 
which "can never be superfluous". B a r t h does not 
abandon or ignore these methods, as some have suggested, 
b u t r a t h e r he employs them wherever they are c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h h i s t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n . They are always an 
e x e g e t i c a l a i d r a t h e r than an a n a l y t i c t o o l i n Barth's 
hands. I t would be i n e p t here t o describe the debates 
which continue about each o f these approaches t o 
S c r i p t u r e ; each s e c t i o n merely i n c l u d e s a few i n t r o d ­
u c t o r y remarks about these issues which are r e l e v a n t 

9 
t o t h i s s t u d y 0 A consensus of scholars i s assumed 
as t o the nature of each p a r t i c u l a r approach, although 
no consensus i s p o s s i b l e about t h e i r v a l i d i t y . 

The chapter does not f o l l o w the order i n which 
the methods were developed; r a t h e r , i t i n v e s t i g a t e s 
f i r s t t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m as the e s s e n t i a l p r e - r e q u i s i t e 
f o r any f u r t h e r study. I t passes t o form and t r a d i t i o n 
c r i t i c i s m which deals w i t h t he e a r l i e s t records r e p r e s ­
ented i n the t e x t ; t o source or l i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m , 
which deals w i t h the w r i t t e n sources behind the t e x t , 
and thence t o r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m which i s concerned 

* 

w i t h t he moulding of the m a t e r i a l i n t o i t s present form. 
For the most p a r t the evidence i s drawn from the 

New Testament. This i s both because Ba r t h i s more 
'at home' w i t h t he Greek of t h e New Testament, than the 

10 
Hebrew of the Old, and because commentaries by B a r t h 
are a v a i l a b l e o n l y on New Testament books f o r comparat-

11 
i v e study. However, where examples are a v a i l a b l e , 
Old Testament m a t e r i a l i s i n c l u d e d , t o prevent mis­
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of Barth's methods. 

The chapter i s concluded by a s e c t i o n i n which 
Barth's p r i n c i p l e s of o p e r a t i o n are deduced from h i s 
p r a c t i c e . These are shown t o be c o n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s 
t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n because they have a r i s e n from ct. 



T e x t u a l C r i t i c i s m 
Although t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m focuses on what the 

autograph' t e x t s a i d , i t cannot be d i v o r c e d from what 
12 

the t e x t meant. Textual c r i t i c i s m must be recognised 
as of prime importance i n e s t a b l i s h i n g the exact wording 
of the source documents of theology. The d i s c i p l i n e i s 
c l o s e l y associated w i t h canonical questions, because i t s 
conclusions d e l i m i t the t e x t u a l boundaries o f a canon 
whose substance i s decided i n other ways. This study i s bkus 
a s i g n i f i c a n t p r e l i m i n a r y f o r any movement from exegesis 

13 
to dogmatics. ^ Barth recognises t h i s and employs i t t h r o ­
ugh out the Church Dogmatics. Textual c r i t i c i s m i s 
necessary because "none of the o r i g i n a l documents i s extant 

14 
and the e x i s t i n g copies d i f f e r from one another ". 
However, o n l y a small p r o p o r t i o n of the b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l 

15 
i s i n r e a l doubt, ' d e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t i t i s never 
p o s s i b l e t o be c e r t a i n t h a t one has e s t a b l i s h e d the o r i g i n a l 
t e x t . Consequently, i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t Barth's 
use o f t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s i n f r e q u e n t . 

No l e s s a c r i t i c than A.E. Housman i n s i s t e d t h a t 
1£-> 

t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s not "an exact science" but r a t h e r 
an a r t , and as such "not s u s c e p t i b l e of hard and f a s t 

17 
r u l e s " . ' However, 8.M. Metzger suggests t h a t there are 
some e x t e r n a l and i n t e r n a l c r i t e r i a which may be considered 

18 
i n e v a l u a t i n g a reading. The f i r s t e x t e r n a l c r i t e r i o n 
i s a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the date o f the manuscript t r a d i t i o n 
which i s represented by the document. Secondly, t h e 
c r i t i c w i l l be helped by knowing i t s geographical connect­
i o n s , and t h i r d l y , which f a m i l y i t represents. I n t e r n a l 
c r i t e r i a f a l l i n t o two types: f i r s t l y those which are 
based on known p a t t e r n s of t r a n s c r i p t i o n , so t h a t , f o r 
example, one always chooses the hardest r e a d i n g , or the 
s h o r t e s t , r e j e c t i n g any which harmonise or improve t h e 
grammar. Secondly, i n t e r n a l c r i t e r i a may be based on 
what i t seems l i k e l y t h a t the author wrote i n view of 
h i s known s t y l e , vocabulary and background. Metzger 
argues t h a t even where a l l v a r i a n t s present d i f f i c u l t i e s , 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m should r a r e l y r e s o r t t o c o n j e c t u r a l 

19 emendation, a f t e r every o t h e r avenue has been explored, 
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and Housman emphasizes t h a t i t should o n l y occur where 
20 

the sense r e q u i r e s i t . The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of such 
c r i t e r i a f o r assessing v a r i a n t readings need not pre-

21 
empt "the a p p l i c a t i o n of thought t o t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m ", 
f o r which Houseman pleads,, Barth's i n c l u s i o n or omission 
of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i n Romans, P h i l i p p i a n s , and Church 
Dogmatics i s discussed "below i n the l i g h t of Metzger's 
c r i t e r i a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n because i t makes c l e a r how and 
why Barth proceeds as he does. 

Bar t h r e f e r s t o p o i n t s of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m 
twenty two times i n h i s commentary on Romans, o n l y where 

22 
he departs from the Nestle t e x t . A l l the discussions 
occur i n the f o o t n o t e s , which f a l l a t the bottom of the 
page on which the t r a n s l a t i o n from the Greek appears,, 
which assumes Barth's conclusions. His l a t e r t e x t u a l 
comment has no need t o r a i s e f u r t h e r q u e r i e s . The f o o t ­
notes always discuss the Greek words, b u t never give 
d e t a i l s about which manuscripts i n c l u d e or exclude t h e 
p a r t i c u l a r words under d i s c u s s i o n . I t would be wrong 

23 
t o assume t h a t B a r t h was not aware of these, but i t 
must be noted t h a t i n s e l e c t i n g a v a r i a n t , he r e l i e d on 
c r i t e r i a o t h e r than the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of e x t e r n a l manuscript 
evidence. 

There are o n l y t h r e e places where Barth comes 
close t o c o n s i d e r i n g the e x t e r n a l evidence. F i r s t l y , 
a t Ro 11.26, he remarks about Paul's change of the LXX 
EVEKEV luov t o £K 2IUV , t h a t " i n s p i t e of i t s 
a u t h e n t i c a t i o n i n the MSS., and i n s p i t e of the ease w i t h 
which commentators,have passed over the d i f f i c u l t y , I am 

24 
unhappy about the reading." Although Barth does not 
say so o v e r t l y , i t i s f a i r l y c l e a r t h a t t he reason he i s 
'unhappy' i s a t h e o l o g i c a l one: indeed, i t can h a r d l y be 
any o t h e r j t h e r e i s no manuscript evidence t o support the 
exact q u o t a t i o n from the Septuagint. Secondly a t Ro 4.1, 
Barth d e l e t e s eupni<£vai from the t e x t , " i n s p i t e of strong 

25 
manuscript support ". ^ T h i r d l y , a t Ro 5»1» Barth 
r e j e c t s Sxwuev , w r i t i n g , "The l a t t e r reading i s w e l l 
a t t e s t e d , but not s a t i s f a c t o r y . " Thus, he keeps t o the overwhelming manuscript evidence r e l u c t a n t l y i n the f i r s t example, b u t r e j e c t s i t i n the oth e r two cases. 

- 9 -



The r e j e c t i o n i s on grounds o t h e r than c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
the e x t e r n a l manuscript evidence*. Thus, a t 4.1 i t i s 
because Barth considers " i t would seem to have .been 
i n t e r p o l a t e d i n t o the t e x t i n order t o smooth out the 

27 
grammatical s t r u c t u r e of the sentence"; t h a t i s , on 
the b a s i s of i n t e r n a l evidence, the p a t t e r n s of manuscript 
t r a n s c r i p t i o n . At 5.1, the reason i s t h a t SXWMSV " i s 

28 
p a r t i c u l a r l y u n s u i t a b l e here", so t h a t the grounds are 
the author's s t y l e and perhaps a t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of the argument. 

The o n l y place where Barth shows r e a l awareness o f 
e x t e r n a l manuscript evidence i s i n h i s d i s c u s s i o n of the 
doxology a t Ro 16. 25-27. 2<^ I n the f i r s t e d i t i o n of h i s 
commentary, Barth i n c l u d e d the doxology a f t e r 14-.23» where 
h i s d i s c u s s i o n about i t remains. However, w r i t i n g i n the 
second and subsequent e d i t i o n s , he says, " I f i n d myself 
unable t o m a i n t a i n my former o p i n i o n . " y This i s by f a r 
the l o n g e s t d i s c u s s i o n of a t e x t u a l problem i n Romans, 
probably because i t concerns a passage f o r which, i t i s 

•51 
g e n e r a l l y agreed, the evidence i s "extremely complicated". 
B a r t h suggests: " i t seems very probable t h a t a t the t u r n 
of the 2nd - 3rd c e n t u r i e s , perhaps even e a r l i e r , the Church 
i n the West was i n possession of a c e r t a i n number of MSS. 
of the Pauline E p i s t l e s which d i d not c o n t a i n Chs xv and 
x v i o f the E p i s t l e t o the Romans", and f u r t h e r , "the 
p r o b a b i l i t y t h a t these chapters were o m i t t e d , not o n l y i n 
the t e x t of Marcion but a l s o , a p p a r e n t l y independently, 
i n c e r t a i n MSS. possessed by the Church i s so great t h a t 
we have t o reckon w i t h the omission as a f a c t , i n s p i t e o f 

32 
the d i f f i c u l t y of e x p l a i n i n g how i t ever came about." ^ 
Barth's comments here are n o t a b l e because he shows knowledge 
of the f a c t t h a t some Western manuscripts o m i t t e d chapters 
15 and 16, and also of the i n f l u e n c e of Marcion on the New 
Testament t e x t . U l t i m a t e l y he attempts a t h e o r y which 
accounts f o r a l l our present readings. Perhaps most 
s i g n i f i c a n t i s the reason t h a t Barth changed h i s mind 
between the f i r s t and second e d i t i o n s of Romans: "As a 
r e s u l t , however, of the more recent t e x t u a l c r i t i c a l 
s t u d i e s of Corssen, Lietzmann, and Harnack, and also of 

- 10 -



f u r t h e r e x e g e t i c a l r e f l e x i o n , - which, as Zahn r i g h t l y 
p o i n t s o u t , must here be, i n the end d e c i s i v e - ..." J J 

Thus t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n p r e v a i l s , as f u r t h e r 
comments show: "Since the theme of Ch x i v i s continued, 
and developed w i t h o u t any break i n Ch xv, i t i s extremely 
d i f f i c u l t t o suggest any adequate grounds, e x t e r n a l or 

34 
i n t e r n a l , f o r t h i s omission." ' B a r t h f u r t h e r admits 
t h a t " I should now f i n d i t impossible t o regard the 
hymn as an 'important l i n k * i n the development of Paul's 

35 
argument." 

B a r t h r a r e l y takes account of ' e x t e r n a l evidence' 
i n matters of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m , probably because he d i d not 
consider h i m s e l f competent i n these areas. Such appears t o 
be the i m p l i c a t i o n of h i s comment a t Ho 8.11 : 

"From the evidence of the MSS. Zahn judges t h i s t o 
have been the o r i g i n a l reading. Lietzmann, however 
draws an opposite c o n c l u s i o n . Without d a r i n g an 
o p i n i o n on the complicated h i s t o r y of the transmiss­
i o n of the t e x t , and j u d g i n g r a t h e r from the r u n of 
the argument..." 36 

B a r t h p r e f e r s t h e a l t e r n a t i v e reading. 
However, i t would be wrong t o suggest t h a t the run 

of the argument, the t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n , was the o n l y 
t h i n g which weighed w i t h B a r t h . There are q u i t e a few 
occasions when he makes d e c i s i o n s on the ground of i n t e r n a l 
manuscript evidence; f o r example, on the basis of t r a n s ­
c r i p t i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t y . Thus he chooses the most d i f f i c u l t 
r e ading a t Eo 4 . 1 , suggesting t h a t supnK^vai has ̂'been 
i n t e r p o l a t e d i n t o the t e x t i n order t o smooth out the 

37 
grammatical s t r u c t u r e of the sentence." > r At Ho 12.11c, 
Kaupy i s p r e f e r r e d because Barth cannot b e l i e v e t h a t i t 
would ever have been s u b s t i t u t e d f o r Kupty , although the 

38 
reverse c o u l d happen. ^ S i m i l a r l y , a t Ro 15.23, B a r t h argues 
t h a t LKdvuv might have been s u b s t i t u t e d f o r noAAfiv because 

39 
the c o p y i s t thought the l a t t e r an exaggeration. ^ T r a n ­
s c r i p t i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t y u s u a l l y favours the s h o r t e r reading 
except i n cases of p a r a b l e p s i s , where the motive f o r 
d e l i b e r a t e omission i s obvious. B a r t h never adopts the 
s h o r t e r reading on t h i s ground alone. Hence, a t So. 4 . 1 , 
the longer reading i s thought t o be a grammatical improvement, 

40 
and thus r e j e c t e d . Improvements o f othe r kinds are 
e q u a l l y r e j e c t e d . For example, Barth suggests £xupev was 

/' 
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s u b s t i t u t e d f o r exouev a t Ro 5.1, "as a means of con-
41 

c e n t r a t i n g the reader's a t t e n t i o n upon the passage" 
and he a t t r i b u t e d the " s e n s i t i v e " reading Sid xou 
nvetiuaTOQ a t Ro 8.11, which "suggests a psycho-physical 
o p e r a t i o n of the S p i r i t " , t o "the n o t i o n s of some l a t e r 

42 
t h e o l o g i a n " . I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t t h i s improvement 
i s considered t o s p r i n g from a t h e o l o g i c a l r a t h e r than 
a grammatical motive ^ even when d e a l i n g w i t h t r a n s c r i p t ­
i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t i e s , B a r t h i s m i n d f u l of the t h e o l o g i c a l 
n ature of the s c r i p t w i t h which he and the c o p y i s t had t o 
d e a l . 

I t i s n o t i c e a b l e t h a t Barth appeals t o i n t r i n s i c 
p r o b a b i l i t y as a ground f o r t e x t u a l change more o f t e n than 
e i t h e r e x t e r n a l evidence or i n t e r n a l t r a n s c r i p t i o n a l prob-
a b i l i t y . I n the realm of i n t r i n s i c p r o b a b i l i t y , the 

44 
appeal t o the context i s most f r e q u e n t . This i s h a r d l y 
s u r p r i s i n g ; indeed i t would be impossible t o do t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m a t a l l were not some regard p a i d t o the sentence 

45 
or paragraph i n which the di s p u t e d word o r words are found. ' 
Us u a l l y Barth does not make e x p l i c i t reference t o the con­
t e x t , but h i s remarks show t h a t i t has been uppermost i n 
h i s mind, as he has weighed the evidence. This i s as t r u e 
f o r t h e longest d i s c u s s i o n about the doxology, as i t i s f o r 
the short d i s c u s s i o n o f Ro 16.6, where Bar t h reads nn3C and 
not uyaq , commenting " t o p r a i s e the woman because of her 
labours among the readers of the E p i s t l e would be a l t o g e t h e r 
f o r e i g n t o the c o n t e x t , and would moreover, also be i n 

46 
i t s e l f q u i t e e x c e p t i o n a l . " I n t h i s f o o t n o t e , he con­
s i d e r s b o t h the p o s s i b l e c o n t e x t s , a d m i t t i n g t h a t d e s p i t e 
h i s e a r l i e r attempt " t o undertake i t s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n the 

47 
context p r o v i d e d by the concluding verses of Ch.xiv" ' 
he now f e e l s t h i s was mistaken, because he recognises t h a t 
i t i s "...a superfluous, and, indeed d i s t u r b i n g , excrescence, 
i n t e l l i g i b l e o n l y i f i t be a l i t u r g i c a l c o n c l u s i o n , u n r e l a t e d 

48 
t o t he c o n t e x t . " But he does not t h i n k t h a t i t f i t s 
the a l t e r n a t i v e content a t the end of Ro 16 e i t h e r : " I f i n d 
i t impossible t o conceive t h a t a f t e r t h i s Paul again set t o 
work t o produce a solemn l i t u r g i c a l c onclusion." 49 Although Barth's use of context i n t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m conforms t o what might be expected, i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t 
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l i e never appeals t o t h a t alone as h i s basis f o r t e x t u a l 
emendation: i t i s always considered w i t h o t h e r a p p r o p r i a t e 
evidence. 

B a r t h o f t e n employs another i n t e r n a l c r i t e r i o n 
i n assessing v a r i a n t readings, namely Paul's s t y l e and 
vocabulary i n the E p i s t l e . This i n c l u d e s b o t h the shape 
of Paul's sentences as w e l l as t h e s t y l e of h i s t h e o l o g ­
i c a l t h i n k i n g . For example, a t Ro 8.11, B a r t h argues 
t h a t the case should be accusative not g e n i t i v e , because 
" i t seems t o me improbable t h a t Paul...would suddenly have 
i n t r o d u c e d a s e n s i t i v e - 5i6 tou nveuuaxoq." ̂ ° 
Perhaps more outstanding i s t h a t the arguments f o r a 
c o n j e c t u r a l emendation a t Ro 9*5 are based on Paul's 
s t y l e of t h e o l o g i c a l t h i n k i n g . I t i s a weakness o f 
Metzger's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n t h a t t h i s k i n d of argument does 
not f i t n e a t l y i n t o any of h i s c a t e g o r i e s , which i s the 

51 
r e s u l t of a ' s c i e n t i f i c ' approach t o t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . 
However, Barth's d i s c u s s i o n must be i n c l u d e d i n t h i s 
s e c t i o n , because he examines Paul's concept of God, arguing, 
f o r example t h a t the " t h e s i s t h a t God i s the God of the Jews 
and of the G e n t i l e s i s i n i i i . 2 5 , and always f o r Paul, the 

52 
consequence of a d i a l e c t i c a l a t t a c k . " y Although the word 
'God' i s a t h e o l o g i c a l concept, such a d i s c u s s i o n about the 
way the author employs i t must be i n c l u d e d here, even i f 
the d i s c u s s i o n i s not on a par w i t h the k i n d of debate which 
might rage over Paul's use of a p a r t i c l e or p a r t i c i p l e . 
A s i m i l a r procedure i s found a t Ro 7-14, where £vw 5e i s 
defended as p e r m i s s i b l e w i t h the o!5a u£v f o r which Barth 
argues, " i f i t be borne i n mind t h a t the eyd) of the'person 
dedicated t o God i s c o n t r a s t e d throughout w i t h h i s knowledge 
and d e s i r e and a c t i o n and achievement as the w h o l l y 53 — ambiguous f a c t o r . " J 

Other examples deal w i t h more customary s t y l i s t i c 
m a t t e r s : thus a t Ro 12.2 B a r t h p r e f e r s i n f i n i t i v e s t o 
i m p e r a t i v e s , since " I consider i t u n l i k e l y t h a t Paul would 
have i n t r o d u c e d an i m p e r a t i v e a t t h i s p o i n t , p a r t l y because, 
i n view of the. a c t u a l meaning of the verbs, the p e c u l i a r l y 
Pauline nuance of the word e x h o r t a t i o n would be d i s t u r b e d , 

54 
were I exhort you t o be f o l l o w e d by an i m p e r a t i v e . " ' 
Both Paul's use of the verb, and h i s grammatical s t y l e are 

- 13 -



considered here. However, B a r t h i s e q u a l l y capable of 
n o t i n g a simple s t y l i s t i c p o i n t , as a t Ro 16.1, where 
f o l l o w i n g another commentator, he argues f o r the i n c l u s i o n 

55 
of an emphatic KOL , both here and a t 8.24.-^ S i m i l a r l y , t h e r e 
i s a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d d i s c u s s i o n about uveta a t Ro 12 .13 , 
which B a r t h contends "has n o t h i n g t o do w i t h the c u l t o f 
the s a i n t s . I t denotes - as i n i . 9 - 'a rendering of 

56 
assistance t o someone';..." 

Although Metzger does not c l a s s i f y i t as a means 
of assessing t e x t u a l problems, the known s t y l e of the author 
i n o ther w r i t i n g s may also be taken i n t o account. As B a r t h 
does t h i s q u i t e f r e q u e n t l y , i t seems a p p r o p r i a t e t o i n c l u d e 
i t here. One reason wK\j Bar t h dismisses .the doxology from 
Ro 16.25-7i as non-Pauline i s t h a t "when I came t o examine 
the passage i n d e t a i l , e s p e c i a l l y when I compared i t w i t h 
the p a r a l l e l passage i n E p h . i i i . 2 0 , 2 1 , I found i t s s t y l e 
u n p l e a s a n t l y t u r g i d , i t s grammatical c o n s t r u c t i o n awkward, 

57 
and i t s succession of ideas undeniably strange." This 
might be taken as a good example of t h e category under 
d i s c u s s i o n were i t not f o r the f a c t t h a t elsewhere B a r t h 
r e v e a l s h i s u n c e r t a i n t y about the Pauline authorship of 
Ephesians. About Eph 2.10, Ba r t h w r i t e s , "Paul, or 
someone influenced, by him..." ^ so i t must be concluded 
t h a t B a r t h r e j e c t s the doxology because i t i s more t u r g i d 
than Paul or a P a u l i n i s t . 

The d i s c u s s i o n about the p u n c t u a t i o n of 6 uV £nl 
TT6VTUV etc a t Ro 9*5 should not be regarded as t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m a t a l l s t r i c t l y speaking, were i t not f o r Barth's 

59 
c o n j e c t u r a l emendation. ^ 7 Here he makes several r e f e r -

60 
ences t o o t h e r Pauline m a t e r i a l , seeing "analogous gram-

61 
m a t i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n s i n Ro 1 .25, and 2 Cor 11.31" i f 
the words are taken as a r e l a t i v e clause w i t h C h r i s t as the 
antecedent. Despite t h i s , he r e j e c t s t h i s suggestion, on. 
oth e r s t y l i s t i c grounds, because "such an a t t r i b u t i o n would, 
i n my judgement, b e t r a y a l a c k of d e l i c a c y of which a t h i n k e r 
and w r i t e r who d i f f e r e n t i a t e s so c l e a r l y as Paul does would 
h a r d l y have been g u i l t y . " ^ Consequently, Barth does n o t 
regard d i r e c t p a r a l l e l s as conclusive evidence, p r e f e r r i n g 
t o r e l y on t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s t o make a f i n a l d e c i s ­i o n . This i s the case a t Ro 12.11c, where Barth suggests 
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t h a t the words i n Col 3.24 "Serve the Lord" are "wholly 
63 

r e l e v a n t whereas here they are not ". J I t i s i n t e r e s t ­
i n g t h a t a t n e i t h e r of these places has Barth suggested 
t h a t a s c r i b e d e l i b e r a t e l y made a d i f f i c u l t reading 
harmonise w i t h a phrase of Paul elsewhere, although i n 
both cases i t would have supported h i s p o s i t i o n . Rather, 
he notes evidence from o t h e r places i n Paul, b u t disregards 
i t because the immediate t h e o l o g i c a l context i s of more 
s i g n i f i c a n c e when B a r t h accepts o r r e j e c t s a v a r i a n t . 

I t i s seldom t h a t B a r t h makes any reference t o the 
i n f l u e n c e of the e a r l y C h r i s t i a n community on a t e x t . 
Apart from the d i s c u s s i o n o f the p o s s i b l e M a r c i o n i t e o r i g i n 
of t he s h o r t e r v e r s i o n of the e p i s t l e t o the Romans, the r e 
i s support f o r Barth's r e j e c t i o n of the r e l a t i v e clause 
a n a l y s i s of Ro 9.5* i n the f a c t t h a t "the passage does n o t , 
as i s c l e a r from the c i t a t i o n s of Wetstein, B. Weiss, and 
Zahn, p l a y a l a r g e p a r t i n the e a r l y C h r i s t o l o g i c a l controv­
e r s i e s as i t must have done, had i t been taken i n t h i s 

64 
way." I t i s c l e a r t h a t Barth r e l i e s on the work of 
ot h e r scholars f o r h i s i n f o r m a t i o n about the e a r l y church, 
so i t i s no s u r p r i s e t o dis c o v e r t h a t an e a r l y church f a t h e r 
i s o n l y once quoted i n the f o o t n o t e s of Romans, ^5 w h e r e a s 

more recent commentators are c i t e d seventeen times i n 
F>6 

connexion w i t h t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . On one occasion, 
B a r t h o f f e r s no reason f o r agreeing w i t h other commentators 
again s t N e s t l e , ^7 perhaps because he f e l t t h a t t he 
reader could look i t up f o r h i m s e l f , or because he regarded 
i t as s e l f - e v i d e n t . This i s o n l y the place where Barth 
departs from the Nestle t e x t i n h i s commentary w i t h o u t s t a t ­
i n g h i s reason. 

Barth o n l y made one c o n j e c t u r a l emendation t o the 
t e x t of Romans, a t 9-5, where h i s f o o t n o t e i s longer than 
u s u a l , probably because he recognised t h a t t h i s measure 
should o n l y be attempted a f t e r a l l else has f a i l e d . 

The a n a l y s i s of Barth's use of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i n 
Romans, using Metzger's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , h a s made i t p o s s i b l e 
t o draw some general conclusions about our author's method. 
F i r s t l y , he makes comparatively few changes from the Nestle 
t e x t , ^ and h i s reasons are g e n e r a l l y s t a t e d b r i e f l y . ^ 
The f u l l range of debate i s t o be found, from d i s c u s s i o n - 15 -



71 72 over the i n c l u s i o n of one word, ' through names, and 
73 74 phrases, .to the f u l l "blown argument about the doxology. 

I t i s evident t h a t B a r t h n e i t h e r regarded t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m 
as a d i s c i p l i n e i n which he was s p e c i a l l y q u a l i f i e d , nor of 
p a r t i c u l a r importance f o r t h i s k i n d of commentary. This 
i s confirmed by h i s own comments i n the Preface t o h i s 
second e d i t i o n where he w r i t e s : 

" J u l i c h e r has endeavoured to exclude me from the 
s c h o l a r l y w o r l d and t o set me f i r m l y i n the harmless 
world of p r a c t i c a l theology by p o i n t i n g out my 
a b e r r a t i o n s i n the f i e l d of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . I t i s 
t r u e t h a t I have sometimes ventured t o disagree w i t h 
Nestle's t e x t , which i s the t e x t used by most t h e o l o g i c ­
a l students. I had, however, no i n t e n t i o n of c l a i m i n g 
any a u t h o r i t y i n a f i e l d i n which I am o b v i o u s l y i n ­
competent. And y e t , i n s p i t e of my incompetence, I 
c o u l d not a v o i d a t t e m p t i n g t o j u s t i f y my adoption of 
c e r t a i n v a r i a n t readings i n i m p o r t a n t passages. I o n l y 
d i d t h i s - pending f u r t h e r i n s t r u c t i o n . " 75 

Although t h i s may be a 'face saving remark', i t must be 
noted t h a t Barth's i n t e n t i o n was merely t o i n f o r m h i s 
readers why he f e l t o b l i g e d t o accept some v a r i a n t readings. 

I t remains f o r us t o consider how many of these 
t e x t u a l p o i n t s are a c t u a l l y o f t h e o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . 
This a n a l y s i s must n e c e s s a r i l y be s u b j e c t i v e , b u t on my 

76 
reckoning o n l y t e n or eleven could be so c l a s s i f i e d . 
I t c o u ld, f o r example, be agreed t h a t whether a woman's name 
i s MOPL6M or MapCav , t h e r e can be no d i f f e r e n c e i n our under­
standing of Paul's l e t t e r t o the Romans. Indeed, whether 
Paul wrote " I know" i n s t e a d of "we know" a t Ro 7.14, the 
r e s u l t must be the same, as h i s purpose was t h a t h i s readers 
should e i t h e r have t h e i r knowledge extended, i n the f i r s t 

78 
case, or confirmed i n the second. However, other v a r i a n t s 
have much more s i g n i f i c a n c e . For example, a t Ro 5-1 > SXOMEV 

"we have peace w i t h God" means something v e r y d i f f e r e n t from 
HQ 

£xwM£v, " l e t us have peace w i t h God". f y The t h e o l o g i c a l 
i m p l i c a t i o n s o f these two readings could not be considered 
t o be i d e n t i c a l e Despite the d i f f i c u l t i e s i n t h i s k i n d 
of assessment, i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o see t h a t Barth has 
not c o n f i n e d h i m s e l f t o changes i n the t e x t which are 
of major t h e o l o g i c a l importance. This s t r i k e s a balancing 
note t o the d i s c o v e r y t h a t t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s are 
o f t e n found as p a r t of the d e c i s i o n making process i n h i s 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . Thus, w h i l e Barth's own assessment of 
h i s s i t u a t i o n v i s a v i s t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s r i g h t , t h a t he 
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i s a t h e o l o g i a n who never pretended to "be anything e l s e , h e 
i s not so much a t h e o l o g i a n t h a t he n e g l e c t s or p a s s e s over 
minor t e x t u a l p o i n t s where he f e e l s changes ought to be 

, 80 made. 
Turning to the commentary on E h i l i p p i a n s , i t i s 

immediately obvious t h a t i t o f f e r s a v e r y d i f f e r e n t approach 
from t h a t found i n Romans. B a r t h h i m s e l f r e c o g n i s e s t h i s 

82 
81 

i n h i s P r e f a c e , w r i t t e n n i n e y e a r s a f t e r the f i r s t e d i t ­
i o n , but only s i x y e a r s a f t e r the second e d i t i o n of Romans. 
References to t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m a r e minimal; t h r e e i n a l l . 
Perhaps t h i s i s because he f e l t he had 'burnt h i s f i n g e r s ' 
over the emendations he had suggested i n Romans; perhaps 
because he had found fewer p l a c e s where he wanted to depart 

83 
from N e s t l e ' s t e x t , which he s t i l l used, or perhaps because 

84 
t h e r e a r e fewer v a r i a n t s f o r P h i l i p p i a n s i n any c a s e . 
I t i s probable t h a t a l l t h r e e are c o n t r i b u t o r y f a c t o r s ; indeed, 
i t i s not p o s s i b l e to show t h a t any one i s more important than 
the o t h e r s . B a r t h does not c o n f i n e h i s remarks about t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m to footnotes i n t h i s commentary, nor a r e a l l h i s 
footnotes concerned w i t h the same. 

Barth ' s f i r s t r e f e r e n c e to an a l t e r n a t i v e r e a d i n g of 
Chrysostom, a t P h i l 1.1, h a r d l y counts as t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m 
a t a l l , s i n c e ouveniaKinoiQ may be read as two words otiv 
entoKdnoiQ without any change i n l e t t e r s , and i s e x a c t l y 
the k i n d of aLtarnahvc to be expected when manuscripts were not 
copied but d i c t a t e d . ^ Bart h ' s d i s c u s s i o n concerns the 
t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s r a t h e r than t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m h e re. 
H i s second d i s c u s s i o n occurs i n the t e x t of the commentary 
a t P h i l 1.3. Here the Western t e x t , which adds £yw 
uev i s adopted because " t h i s i n s e r t i o n has such an o r i g i n a l 
f l a v o u r t h a t i t seems h a r d l y f e a s i b l e to take i t as a 

on 

c o p y i s t ' s i n v e n t i o n . " ' The t h i r d case r e c o r d s the t r a n s ­
p o s i t i o n s of Chapter 1 v e r s e s 16 and 17 i n L u t h e r ' s t e x t , 

QQ 
although B a r t h assumes the modern order without comment. 
Very few c o n c l u s i o n s can be drawn from t h i s f l i m s y evidence., 
The only genuine example of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s the second, 
and here B a r t h d e c i d e s on s t y l i s t i c grounds although he shows 
knowledge of the g e o g r a p h i c a l l i n k s of the t e x t he f o l l o w s . 

However, two p o i n t s must be made about Barth's use of 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i n both these commentaries. F i r s t l y , he 
does not f e e l i t n e c e s s a r y to d i s c u s s every v a r i a n t , or even 
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the m a j o r i t y of the v a r i a n t s g iven i n N e s t l e ' s apparatus, 
89 

although some commentaries do t h i s . y Secondly, he only 
d i s c u s s e s p o i n t s where he departs from the t e x t , never 
g i v i n g reasons f o r a c c e p t i n g N e s t l e ' s t e x t as opposed to the 
v a r i a n t s . ^ 

The same p a t t e r n s emerge from an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of 
the Church Dogmatics. Wherever B a r t h quotes the Greek New 
Testament, which he does not always do, he uses N e s t l e ' s 

91 
t e x t . On the r a r e r o c c a s i o n s when he c i t e s the Hebrew 
Old Testament, he r e f e r s to the Masoretic text," to which 
he o c c a s i o n a l l y compares the Septuagint or other t r a n s l a t -

92 
i o n s . y B a r t h i n c l u d e s v e r y l i t t l e t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m of 
the Old Testament, suggesting emendations c h i e f l y f o r 
s t y l i s t i c or t h e o l o g i c a l reasons, r a t h e r than because the 

93 
evidence suggests i t . ' Consequently t h i s s e c t i o n d e a l s 
almost e x c l u s i v e l y w i t h New Testament m a t e r i a l , u n l i k e l a t e r 
s e c t i o n s which a r e a b l e to draw evidence from both testaments. 

I t has a l r e a d y been shown t h a t B a r t h mentions t e c h n i c a l 
p o i n t s only where he in t e n d s to depart from the t e x t , implying 
t h a t he c o n s i d e r s t h a t the p r o c e s s of e s t a b l i s h i n g the 
a u t h e n t i c t e x t of S c r i p t u r e , i s not n e c e s s a r i l y the commen­
t a t o r ' s job* I t i s not i l l e g i t i m a t e t h e r e f o r e , to regard 
the p a u c i t y of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i n the Church Dogmatics as 
an i n d i c a t i o n t h a t B a r t h t h i n k s t h a t i t g e n e r a l l y f a l l s out­
s i d e the realm of dogmatic theology a l s o . However, i t would 
be wrong to assume from h i s r e l a t i v e s i l e n c e on t h i s p o i n t , 
t h a t he ignored t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m once he had embarked on 
the Dogmatics. I n f r e q u e n t r e f e r e n c e may be because B a r t h 
t r u s t e d those whose e x p e r t i s e was g r e a t e r than h i s own, or 
because, having covered the ground, he found h i m s e l f i n 
agreement w i t h the consensus about t e x t u a l matters, which 
he omitted to d i s c u s s l e s t the Church Dogmatics be longer 
and even more t e c h n i c a l . I n e i t h e r c a s e , the s p a r s i t y of 
r e f e r e n c e s to t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s h a r d l y s u r p r i s i n g a f t e r 
B a r t h ' s i n f r e q u e n t d i s c u s s i o n of t e x t u a l matters i n Romans 
and h i s s i n g l e example i n P h i l i p p i a n s . F u r t h e r , d e s p i t e 
the b i b l i c a l emphasis of h i s dogmatics, B a r t h i s concerned . 
p r i m a r i l y with theology r a t h e r than with t e x t u a l matters, 
so t h a t he could not be expected to d e a l w i t h d e t a i l e d 
t e x t u a l debates except i n so f a r a s they impinged upon the - 18 -



theology t h a t he advocates. 
S i n c e omissions of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m might be as 

s i g n i f i c a n t as i t s i n c l u s i o n , a method, was d e v i s e d to 
d i s c o v e r whether B a r t h does ignore t e x t u a l debates about 

94 
passages which are e s s e n t i a l to h i s theology. An 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n of twenty s i x d i s p u t e d passages showed t h a t 

95 
only i n f o u r c a s e s d i d B a r t h mention the t e x t u a l d i s p u t e . 
I n some c a s e s , B a r t h d i d not use the d i s p u t e d p a r t of the 
verse., so could not be expected to d i s c u s s the v a r i a n t s . 
Thus he uses Lk 2 without s p e c i f i c r e f e r e n c e to v e r s e 
f i v e , so d i s c u s s i o n of t e x t u a l v a r i a n t s would simply 

96 
d i s t r a c t the r e a d e r from the flow of dogmatic argument. 
S i m i l a r l y , he c i t e s Jn 3*25 "to show t h a t baptism i s c a l l e d 
Ka0apLOu6c, whereas the d i s p u t e d word i s ' Iou5atou or 

97 
*Iou5aCwv. 7 ' Because dogmatics i s s e l e c t i v e i n i t s use 
of b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l , B a r t h ' s omission of t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m 
i n such c a s e s i s to be expected and i s i n accordance with 
h i s t h e o l o g i c a l purpose. 

On o c c a s i o n , B a r t h c o u l d have used e i t h e r reading 
to demonstrate h i s t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n . Such i s the c a s e 
when he assumes t h a t the c o n t r o v e r s y a t Mk 10.2 i s w i t h the 

98 
P h a r i s e e s , although some manuscripts omit them. 7 S i n c e 
B a r t h was d i s c u s s i n g marriage, h i s p o i n t remains whether 
J e s u s debated w i t h P h a r i s e e s or people. Here B a r t h i s 
not b u i l d i n g on the word i n d i s p u t e , but a t Mk 10.12, a l l 
readings support h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c a s e . B a r t h assumes 
Kdt £av auxn dnoAiioaoa T O V av5pa auxfjc, yayf\or} 5A A P V , 

r a t h e r than, £av yuvfi anoAiiar] T6V Qv5pa aGxnc. Kal 
YaunSQ fiAAv , or Yuvfi 6av 2££A6q 6n6 ( X O U ) 6v5pbq 

99 
Kai vaunat] QAAov, y y but a l l condemn a d u l t e r y , which i s 
h i s purpose i n c i t i n g t h i s v e r s e i n a s e c t i o n on the 
permanency of marriage. 

However, t h e r e a r e c a s e s where the rea d i n g B a r t h 
assumes deserves mention, because, d e s p i t e h i s s i l e n c e on 
the v a r i a n t s , h i s c o n c l u s i o n s could not have been b u i l t on 
the a l t e r n a t i v e ( s ) . F o r example, he reads cmAaYXVioeelc. 
a t Mk 1.41, with N e s t l e , where dpYioQetc i s the a l t e r ­
n a t i v e . H i s p o i n t would not have been l o s t i f he 
had accepted the v a r i a n t because t h e r e are two other 
examples of t h i s k i n d of compassion being a t t r i b u t e d to 101 J e s u s . No s i g n i f i c a n c e i s a t t a c h e d by B a r t h to the 



number of examples, so t h i s could not cause him any 
embarrassment. But B a r t h i s b u i l d i n g on the word which 
i s i n d i s p u t e , so i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note t h a t he f e e l s 
under no o b l i g a t i o n to mention t h a t i t does not occur i n 
a l l m anuscripts. A comparable example may be found i n 

102 
B a r t h ' s d i s c u s s i o n of Mt 16.2f. He makes no r e f e r ­
ence to i t s omission by some manuscripts, although once 
again, t h e r e i s an a l t e r n a t i v e New Testament t e x t which 
could have formed the b a s i s of h i s d i s c u s s i o n (Lk 12.54—56) 

103 
and which has no comparable t e x t u a l problem.. ' 

The quotation of Mk 14-.62, p r e s e n t s a d i f f e r e n t 
c a s e . The v a r i a n t t e x t suggests J e s u s s a i d : ou elnaq 
5T L 'EY& etlH > whereas the N e s t l e t e x t has merely 

104 
sCpi i which B a r t h assumes without question, t w i c e . 
On the f i r s t o c c a s i o n , quoting the Greek without mentioning 
the v a r i a n t , he c o n t r a s t s Mark wi t h Matthew and Luke, 

105 
although they a r e c l o s e to the Markan v a r i a n t . ^ I f 
B a r t h had adopted the v a r i a n t , the excursus would have had 
to be s l i g h t l y r e w r i t t e n , although h i s main theolog­
i c a l p o i n t " t h a t J e s u s makes a p u b l i c d e c l a r a t i o n of h i s 
Messiahship j u s t before the end of h i s l i f e on e a r t h " would 
not have been l o s t . I n t h i s case however, B a r t h could 
not c l a i m an exact e q u i v a l e n t to the short r e a d i n g e l s e ­
where i n the New Testament. 

The evidence i s making i t i n c r e a s i n g l y p l a i n t h a t 
B a r t h gave even l e s s a t t e n t i o n to t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i n the 
Church Dogmatics than he had i n h i s commentaries. I t i s 
i m m a t e r i a l whether B a r t h adopts a read i n g g e n e r a l l y con-

107 
s i d e r e d to be not the b e s t , ' or a reading which i s 

108 
u s u a l l y accepted. What i s s i g n i f i c a n t , i s t h a t he 
assumes the t e x t almost always without comment or debate, 
b u i l d i n g on a t e x t which i s sometimes p a r a l l e l e d elsewhere, 
but may not be. But B a r t h i s c a r e f u l not to b u i l d where 
the r e a d i n g i s u n c e r t a i n and t h e r e i s not much p a r a l l e l 
evidence to support h i s c a s e . 

There are f o u r outstanding examples of v a r i a n t s 
which a r e omissions of f a i r l y s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t s of the New 
Testament, whose i n c l u s i o n B a r t h assumes. For example, 
Lk 22.19b-20 i s c i t e d throughout the Church Dogmatics as 

11 though t h e r e were no manuscripts which omitted these words. 
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S i n c e t h e r e i s a wide d i v e r s i t y of opinion among t e x t u a l 
111 

c r i t i c s " i t i s remarkable t h a t B a r t h never debates 
112 

the matter. On one o c c a s i o n B a r t h ' s c i t a t i o n i s 
simply to i l l u s t r a t e the way t h a t the New Testament r e f e r s 
both to the body and soul of J e s u s , so t h a t h i s s i l e n c e 
here over the omission i n some manuscripts i s of l i t t l e 

113 
importance. Of more s i g n i f i c a n c e i s the quotation 
sic, xnv euftv aviuvnaiv which B a r t h notes as o c c u r r i n g 
both i n 1 Cor 11.24f. and Lk 22 . 19 , i n order to make the " 114 poi n t t h a t J e s u s i s to be remembered. Neither h e r e , 

115 
nor i n a v e r y s i m i l a r passage elsewhere, ^ would Bart h ' s 
p o i n t be l o s t , because the same i d e a s occur i n P a u l , but 
i t must be noted t h a t our author has p a s s e d over weighty 
t e x t u a l evidence i n s i l e n c e . H i s pre-occupation w i t h 
what the t e x t means l e a v e s l i t t l e or no time f o r c o n s i d e r a t ­
i o n of what the t e x t i s . 

The second example, Lk 22.43f., i s omitted from 
e a r l y and r e l i a b l e manuscripts, but B a r t h uses these v e r s e s 
without acknowledging the problem. Thus, he couples these 
v e r s e s with Hk 1.12f., c o n s i d e r i n g them to be merely 
"marginal r e f e r e n c e s " to ang e l s , which a r e not to be read 

116 
i n a t e c h n i c a l sense. Although they a r e passed over 
here, v e r s e 44 i s elsewhere s p e c i f i c a l l y quoted and d i s -

117 
cussed. There i s no comparable passage i n the New 
Testament f o r B a r t h to employ, so had he accepted the 
v a r i a n t ( the o m i s s i o n ) , he would not only have had to r e ­
w r i t e h i s excursus, but to omit some of h i s remarks. I n 
view of t h i s , i t i s n o t i c e a b l e t h a t he has not f e l t i t 
n e c e s s a r y to s u b s t a n t i a t e the reading he has chosen, but 
has simply assumed i t . T h i s i s e q u a l l y the case when B a r t h 
c i t e s o c c a s i o n s i n the l i f e of J e s u s when d i v i n e comfort and 

118 
strengthening were s u p p l i e d . One of these i s Lk 22.43, 
which i s i n c l u d e d without debate. 

Bart h s i m i l a r l y assumes J e s u s ' p rayer, n6tep, 
Scpeq ailiOLQ ou Y & P otSaaiv xL noiouoiv, a t Lk 23.34, which 
i s omitted by some manuscripts. Where he c i t e s i t simply 
as a p a r a l l e l to Stephen's p r a y e r i n Ac 7«50, i t i s h a r d l y 

119 
important, J but where he b u i l d s on i t i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r 

120 
the C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e of prayer, or ends a s e c t i o n 
on J e s u s ' i n j u n c t i o n s to h i s d i s c i p l e s n o t to r e s i s t e v i l , by quoting the example of J e s u s h i m s e l f , "who, when H i s 
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as God makes i t His Word, r a t h e r than i n so f a r as i t i s 
1 3 0 

a t t e s t e d by r e l i a b l e manuscripts. y 

These four examples show t h a t B a r t h adopts d i s ­
puted passages without comment, even where h i s point would 
be l o s t or need to be changed without them. The same i s 
t r u e of a v a r i a n t a d d i t i o n which B a r t h assumes without 
d i s c u s s i o n , a t Jn 3.13: the words: 6 uv E V T Q otipavQ 
a r e not i n c l u d e d i n a l l manuscripts, and so appear i n the 
apparatus. B a r t h quotes t h i s phrase t w i c e : f i r s t l y 
w r i t i n g , "and 'no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he 
t h a t came down from heaven, even the Son of Man which i s 
i n heaven.' ( J n 3-13) • " ^ Secondly, he argues 

"The New Testament g i v e s f u l n e s s and p r e c i s i o n to 
t h i s view by d e s c r i b i n g J e s u s C h r i s t not merely a s 
the one who has come from heaven, has ascended to 
heaven, and i s to be expected from heaven, a s the 
d e f i n i t i v e r e v e l a t i o n of God, but a l s o as the one who 
i s i n heaven. These p o i n t s a r e a l l gathered up i n 
the remarkable s a y i n g i n Jn 3.13: 'No man has ascended 
up to heaven but he t h a t came down from heaven, even 
the Son of Man which i s i n heaven.'" 132 

While B a r t h notes h i s d e v i a t i o n s from N e s t l e ' s t e x t i n the 
commentaries, t h i s i s not so i n e i t h e r of these examples. 
However, he does not quote the Greek, which may i n d i c a t e 
t h a t he r e f e r s to the t r a n s l a t i o n from memory, unaware of 

133 
the problem he had ignored. ^ I f t h i s were so, i t would 
e x p l a i n h i s unusual departure from the N e s t l e t e x t , without 
comment. 

On some o c c a s i o n s , B a r t h a c t u a l l y uses more than 
one r e a d i n g of the same v e r s e a t d i f f e r e n t p l a c e s i n the 
Church Dogmatics. For example, Mk 6.3 can be read-
oux O0T6Q £ O T L V 6 T S K T W V , 6 U L O Q Tfjq MapCaq or: 6 
toti T ^ K T O V O C . U L O Q . Concerning t h i s B a r t h w r i t e s , "Inwardly 
and e s s e n t i a l l y , they /the s y n o p t i c s j 7 s t a r t from the f a c t 
t h a t the man Jesus of Nazareth, 'the c a r p e n t e r ' s son' 
(Mk 6 . 3 ) i shows Himself i n His r e s u r r e c t i o n from the dead 

134 
to be the Messiah and the Son of God." Once a g a i n 
Bart h g i v e s no h i n t t h a t he i s u s i n g the v a r i a n t reading, 
although i t i s a g a i n i n t r a n s l a t i o n so t h a t i t may be from 
memory. Admittedly, B a r t h i s not s u b s t a n t i a t i n g a case by 
r e f e r e n c e to t h i s phrase, but merely quoting i t as a u s e f u l 
summary of the s y n o p t i c s ' p o s i t i o n i n c o n t r a s t to the 
Johannine. But h i s s i l e n c e a t t h i s p o i n t i s remarkable 
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even so. And t h i s must "be c o n t r a s t e d with h i s adoption 
of the r e a d i n g found i n N e s t l e ' s t e x t , when he writes. 
about J e s u s ' a t t i t u d e to work; "even i f He Himself was 
o r i g i n a l l y a T E ' K T U V (Mk 6 .3 ) , t h e r e i s no evidence to 
support the view t h a t He continued t h i s work a f t e r t a k i n g 
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up h i s M e s s i a n i c o f f i c e . " Mk 6.3 i s mentioned 
i n c i d e n t a l l y on "both o c c a s i o n s , and the use of T E K T U V i n 
the second i n s t a n c e may mean t h a t B a r t h looked a t h i s 
Greek t e x t , but i s o b v i o u s l y not c o n c l u s i v e . Perhaps h i s 
"even i f " h i n t s a t the u n c e r t a i n t y of the reading, but i t 
does not make i t p l a i n . I t i s not c l e a r i f B a r t h knew 
t h a t hehad adopted another r e a d i n g , nor whether t h i s was 
based on a c o n s c i o u s d e c i s i o n about the t e x t u a l p r o b a b i l i t ­
i e s . I f , as seemed l i k e l y , B a r t h simply used the r e a d i n g 
most s u i t e d to h i s purpose, t h e r e would be no need to 
account f o r h i s changed opinion, nor to amend by c r o s s 
r e f e r e n c e , h i s e a r l i e r p o s i t i o n . Indeed, i t may be taken 
to imply t h a t B a r t h regards c o n s i s t e n c y i n matters of 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m as unimportant f o r dogmatics, perhaps con­
s i d e r i n g i t l e g i t i m a t e to use v a r i o u s r e a d i n g s , as Augustine 
o b v i o u s l y d i d . 

That t h i s appears to be so, may be seen from h i s 
ha n d l i n g of Jn 1.18. I n the f i r s t volume of the Church 
Dogmatics, he reads with the N e s t l e t e x t , novoYevfic. 9ebc. 6 fiv 
sic. x6v K6ATTOV T O U naipoc, r a t h e r than 6 uovoyevnc YCdq 
rega r d i n g .the former as an express r e p e t i t i o n of Jn 1,1 

137 
0£oc Fjv 6 A6Y O Q . B a r t h makes i t c l e a r t h a t he knows 

138 
the v a r i a n t , ^ without making c l e a r h i s reasons f o r 
r e j e c t i n g i t , although the i m p l i c a t i o n of h i s r e f e r e n c e to 
Jn 1.1 i s t h a t i t s u i t s the passage b e t t e r t h e o l o g i c a l l y . 

139 
T h i s r e a d i n g i s employed aga i n l a t e r , ' but on another 
o c c a s i o n B a r t h c o n f l a t e s both r e a d i n g s : "the t r u t h i s 
d e s c r i b e d as the f u l n e s s of the only-begotten son of God 
( J n 1.18)..." I n the f i n a l volume, B a r t h comes near 
to suggesting t h a t uovoYevhc Vide. i s the r e a d i n g to be 141 \ p r e f e r r e d , mentioning uldc, yovoYevffc soon a f t e r 
he has quoted Jn 1.18, without c i t i n g the r e f e r e n c e a s 

142 
a p p l i c a b l e to these p a r t i c u l a r words. However, t h e r e 
i s a f i n a l i n s t a n c e where B a r t h e x p l i c i t l y adopts the v a r i a n t 
reading, "'No man hath seen God a t any time; the only-begotten - 24 -



Son, which i s i n the bosom of the F a t h e r , he hath d e c l a r e d 
him.' (1.18, c f . 6 . 4 6 ) " 1 4 5 Thus, Bar t h has used both 
v e r s i o n s without debate or comment, b e s i d e s a c o n f l a t i o n 

144 
of the two r e a d i n g s . However, i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g that 
a t J n 13»10 B a r t h t a k e s time to comment on the a l t e r n a t i v e , 
e s p e c i a l l y s i n c e he concludes t h a t e i t h e r r e a d i n g would 
y i e l d the same t h e o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e , and s i n c e he 

145 
f i n a l l y adopts the longer t e x t found i n N e s t l e . ' That 
B a r t h ' s p r a c t i c e i s not e n t i r e l y c o n s i s t e n t may a l s o be 
seen from the f a c t t h a t he sometimes makes i t q u i t e c l e a r 
t h a t he has changed h i s mind about a p a r t i c u l a r r eading. 
F o r example, he twice a l t e r e d h i s judgement about the 
second vuv a t Ro 11.31 -> predominantly f o r t h e o l o g i c a l 

146 
r e a s o n s . 

B a r t h ' s a t t i t u d e to v a r i a n t readings i s w e l l i l l u s -
147 

t r a t e d by h i s comment on the n o t o r i o u s "Johannine komma". 
He c o n s i d e r s t h a t i t i s "„oo i n the o r i g i n a l form of S p i r i t 
water and blood an i n t e r e s t i n g testimony to the u n i t y and 
d i s t i n c t i o n between C h r i s t and the S p i r i t , but i n the l a t e r 
form of F a t h e r , Son and S p i r i t , i n which i t enjoyed some 
p u b l i c i t y and renown, i t cannot be used to a s c e r t a i n New 
Testament t e a c h i n g as such." I t i s c l e a r t h a t B a r t h 
assumes t h a t where a v a r i a n t i s c e r t a i n l y not o r i g i n a l , i t 
cannot be counted as c a n o n i c a l and t h e r e f o r e cannot be g iven 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n equal to t h a t a f f o r d e d to undisputed passages. 
But i t may l e g i t i m a t e l y be regarded as a l a t e r i n t e r p r e t a t ­
i o n . I t i s thus t h a t he d e a l s w i t h a v a r i a n t omission a t 
Mt 6.10, and the v a r i a n t a d d i t i o n of Mk 1.1. 1 ^ 

I t i s extremely r a r e f o r B a r t h to make i n c i d e n t a l 
r e f e r e n c e to t e x t u a l v a r i a n t s i n the Church Dogmatics where 
t h e r e i s nothing t h e o l o g i c a l l y a t s t a k e f o r him, although 

150 
such examples may be foundo • I t i s e q u a l l y r a r e f o r 
him to d i s c u s s manuscripts and t h e i r comparative v a l u e , 

151 
although he does o c c a s i o n a l l y name them, y and i s quick 
to p o i n t out t h a t Bultmann's omission of i \ OSaioq 

152 
a t Jn 3°5 has no manuscript support. ^ Such omissions 
from the Church Dogmatics a r e s i g n i f i c a n t on more than one 
o c c a s i o n , as f o r example, i n B a r t h ' s d i s c u s s i o n of baptism, 
where he notes the d i f f i c u l t i e s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h Mt 28<.19, 

153 
without d i s c u s s i n g them. T h i s omission i n the f i n a l 
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fragment of the work of an o l d man might not i t s e l f he 
s i g n i f i c a n t , were i t not to epitomise the a t t i t u d e to 
the t e x t , the canon, and the r e v e l a t i o n conveyed thereby, 
which has a l r e a d y been d e l i n e a t e d . On the b a s i s of a 
t h e o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n , B a r t h i s a b l e to conclude: "though 
not i n t r i n s i c a l l y i m p o s s i b l e , the h y p o t h e s i s t h a t i t i s 
an a n c i e n t i n t e r p o l a t i o n l o s e s i t s r e l a t i v e n e c e s s i t y , and 
i t c e r t a i n l y cannot c l a i m to be the only p o s s i b l e exeg-

154 
e t i c a l s o l u t i o n . " ^ There i s no attempt to a s s e s s the 
r e l a t i v e manuscript evidence. 

A f i n a l examination of some p l a c e s where B a r t h 
does d i s c u s s t e x t u a l matters w i l l make c l e a r h i s a t t i t u d e 
as a dogmatic t h e o l o g i a n to t h i s d i s c i p l i n e . W r i t i n g 
about the V i r g i n B i r t h , B a r t h admits t h a t "both i n extent 
and form the grounds f o r the dogma i n the statements of 
Holy S c r i p t u r e a r e not a t f i r s t s i g h t so strong or so c l e a r 
as one might wish f o r such a dogma i n the s t r i c t sense of 

155 
the term." ^ Consequently, B a r t h r e f e r s to the v a r i a n t s 
of Mt 1.16, e x p l a i n i n g 

" t h a t S y r . S i n . , confirmed by some other t r a d i t i o n s , 
o f f e r the f o l l o w i n g t e x t f o r Mt 1.16: 'Jacob begat 
Joseph; Joseph, to whom the V i r g i n Mary was betrothed, 
begat J e s u s , who i s c a l l e d C h r i s t ' ; f o r Mt 1.21:'She 
w i l l bear thee a son'; and f o r Mt 1.25:'She bore him 
a son'." 156 

The v a r i a n t s a r e not r u l e d out by Ba r t h ' s d i s c u s s i o n , nor 
a r e h i s c o n c l u s i o n s about the b e s t t e x t made known. 
Rather, h i s comment i s t h a t b e s i d e s these v a r i a n t s which 
suggest t h a t J e s u s was the son of Joseph, t h e r e a l s o "stand 
the passages 1.18, 20, 23 i n which i t too, i n d i c a t e s the 

157 
V i r g i n B i r t h . " ^' Bart h ' s c o n c l u s i o n i n the main t e x t 
i s most r e v e a l i n g : " D e c i s i o n as to the n e c e s s i t y of the 
dogma cannot u l t i m a t e l y be made on the ground where such 
q u e s t i o n s a r e to be r a i s e d and answered" because "the 
questions to be r a i s e d and answered a r e l i t e r a r y q u estions; 
they are concerned w i t h the t r a d i t i o n , the age and source-

158 
v a l u e of t h i s testimony." ^ Although B a r t h admits the 
ap p r o p r i a t e n e s s of a s s e s s i n g the l i t e r a r y evidence, he 
b e l i e v e s "no-one can di s p u t e the e x i s t e n c e of a b i b l i c a l 

159 
testimony to a V i r g i n B i r t h ", ^ and t h a t the f i n a l 
q u estion i s whether such testimony should be regarded a s 
bin d i n g or "only to be heard as a sub-statement of the New - 26 -



Testament message which i s not b i n d i n g ". 
I t i s now p o s s i b l e to see the reason why B a r t h 

'sat l i g h t l y ' to t e x t u a l q u e s t i o n s , f o r he makes i t very 
c l e a r i n t h i s passage. He argues t h a t "the d e c i s i o n 
can be supported by answering the l i t e r a r y q u e s t i o n s i n 
one sense or the other. But i t does not stand or f a l l 
w i t h the answer to these q u e s t i o n s . " The reason f o r 
t h i s l i e s deep w i t h i n Barth's t h e o l o g i c a l framework. 
"Behind l i t e r a r y , as behind dogmatic i n v e s t i g a t i o n t here 
a r i s e s the quaestio f a c t i , which cannot be answered e i t h e r 
by l i t e r a r y or dogmatic i n v e s t i g a t i o n . I t i s f i t t i n g 
however, t h a t i n the realm of theology, l i t e r a r y and 
dogmatic i n v e s t i g a t i o n should both be undertaken i n the 
f i r s t i n s t a n c e ( i . e . u n t i l the u t t e r i m p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s 
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procedure i s demonstrated) sub c o n d i t i o n e f a c t i . " 
T h i s i s c l o s e l y l i n k e d to B a r t h ' s r e j e c t i o n of any s e a r c h 
f o r the h i s t o r i c a l J e s u s as the b a s i s f o r h i s theology, 
and to h i s t h e o l o g i c a l programme s p e l t out i n h i s work on 

163 
Anselm. J For B a r t h , l i t e r a r y questions cannot s e t t l e 
anything t h e o l o g i c a l , f o r even i f one knew t h a t the f i r s t 
gospel wrote a c e r t a i n s e t of words, one would not thereby 
know e i t h e r whether those words represented what happened, 
nor what the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the event was. Consequently, 
t e x t u a l questions a r e not of u l t i m a t e importance, even 
though they cannot be ignored. For Barth, i t i s not the 
events which are important, nor the a c c u r a c y of the t e x t s 
which r e c o r d them, but the faith-awakening testimony to 
God's r e v e l a t i o n , which can be the means of f r e s h r e v e l a t ­
i o n to the r e a d e r . 

B a r t h concludes, a f t e r d i s c u s s i n g t h e s e t e x t u a l 
problems: 

" I t c e r t a i n l y cannot be denied t h a t the outward, 
e x p l i c i t evidence f o r the dogma i n the statements of 
Holy S c r i p t u r e i s hedged about by q u e s t i o n s . But 
s t i l l l e s s can i t be a s s e r t e d t h a t the q u e s t i o n s 
r a i s e d a r e so hard to answer t h a t one i s f o r c e d by 
e x e g e s i s to c o n t e s t the dogma." 164-

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t i n s t e a d of debating the v a r i a n t s , 
B a r t h p r e f e r r e d to r e l y on what i s undisputed i n the other 
v e r s e s of the chapter, so t h a t one cannot b e g i n to a n a l y s e 
the grounds f o r h i s t e x t u a l c o n c l u s i o n s , t h e r e being none 
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which are comparable to those found i n the commentaries. 
T h i s i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth ' s theology: the Div i n e 
Sonship of Jesu s does not depend on the V i r g i n B i r t h and 
the t e x t s which a t t e s t i t ; r a t h e r the r e v e r s e : the 
t e x t s depend on the V i r g i n B i r t h which depends on Jesus 
being the Son of God. Hence he can conclude Chapter 15 
by w r i t i n g t h a t the mystery of the I n c a r n a t i o n does not 
depend on the m i r a c l e of the V i r g i n B i r t h , "The m i r a c l e 
r e s t s on the mystery." 

The end of Mark's gospel (16 . 9-20) r a i s e s not only 
t e x t u a l but c a n o n i c a l q u e s t i o n s . B a r t h ' s one r e f e r e n c e 
to the passage d e a l s not w i t h manuscript evidence, but wit h 
the t h e o l o g i c a l content which p r e c l u d e s i t s Markan authen­
t i c i t y : 

"The f a c t t h a t mention i s ag a i n made of the h e a l i n g 
work of the a p o s t l e s i n the p r e s e n t a t i o n of the 
mi s s i o n a r y command given i n Mk 16 .17f . i s a s i g n i f i c a n t 
i n t e r n a l s i g n t h a t the whole passage, Mk 16 .9-20 does 
not belong to the o r i g i n a l content of the Gospel, but 
to a p e r i o d when t h i s d i f f e r e n c e /between pre-and post-
R e s u r r e c t i o n tim§7 was no longer understood." 166 

Bart h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n v i c t i o n t h a t m i r a c l e s belong to the 
p e r i o d of J e s u s ' m i n i s t r y shapes h i s t e x t u a l c o n c l u s i o n s 
here. I t has a l r e a d y been e s t a b l i s h e d from Romans t h a t 
such i n t e r n a l and t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a r e c h a r a c t ­
e r i s t i c of h i s judgements °£ t e x t u a l v a r i a n t s . 

The c o n c l u s i o n s of t h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n a r e qu i t e 
c l e a r . I n commentaries B a r t h u s e s t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m where 
he departs from N e s t l e ' s t e x t , and employs the normal c r i t e r ­
i a to defend h i s p o s i t i o n , although i n t e r n a l evidence and 
t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a r e of most i n t e r e s t to him. 
The author of the Church Dogmatics however, c o n s i d e r s t h a t 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m can s a f e l y be by-passed i n the m a j o r i t y 
of c a s e s . H i s reason i s t h a t i n the l a s t a n a l y s i s , quest­
i o n s of l i t e r a r y content and the f a c t s behind i t , a r e not 
of supreme importance. There i s a pragmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
a l s o ; t h e r e a r e few v e r s e s i n the New Testament where 
t e x t u a l d i s p u t e t h r e a t e n s a d o c t r i n e , not l e a s t because 
many i d e a s a r e p a r a l l e l e d i n other passages. Consequently, 
the r e l a t i v e importance of t e x t u a l v a r i a n t s must be weighed 
a g a i n s t the r e s t of the S c r i p t u r a l w i t n e s s , which B a r t h 
assumes. Although t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to 
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c a n o n i c i t y q u e s t i o n s , B a r t h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n 
p r e c l u d e s him from l e t t i n g t h a t be decided on manuscript 
evidence alone. Consequently, Barth's use of t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m can be seen to be c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to h i s over­
a l l t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n , and to be c o n s i s t e n t with t h a t 
framework. He employs i t only when and i n a manner which 
i s s u b s e r v i e n t to h i s • t h e o l o g i c a l purposes. 

Form C r i t i c i s m and T r a d i t i o n H i s t o r y 

According to K. Stendahl, these d i s c i p l i n e s 
a n a l y s e "the n a t u r e , growth and f u n c t i o n Of forms" ^ 7 
taken by v e r b a l communications. They assume s e v e r a l 

168 
t h e o r i e s from which they draw t h e i r method of procedure. 
A p r e l i m i n a r y d i s c u s s i o n of these b a s i c t h e o r i e s i s neces­
s a r y here, before an a n a l y s i s of B a r t h can be o f f e r e d . 

I t i s assumed t h a t a l l v e r b a l communications, 
169 

whether o r a l or w r i t t e n , have form, y which must be 
170 

r e c o g n i s e d , i f they are to be understood. ' I n one's 
own c u l t u r e , such r e c o g n i t i o n i s u s u a l l y i n t u i t i v e , but 
i n a l i e n c u l t u r e s i t may r e q u i r e study to e s t a b l i s h and 

171 
e l u c i d a t e such forms. However, i t i s argued t h a t 
study of the forms found i n one c u l t u r e i s r e l e v a n t to 

172 
ot h e r c u l t u r e s , ' because o r a l t r a d i t i o n s i n a l l c u l t u r e s 

173 
operate with s i m i l a r , s m a l l u n i t s of t r a d i t i o n . f > 

I n p a r t i c u l a r , these d i s c i p l i n e s c o n s i d e r t h a t 
some, and perhaps most, of the m a t e r i a l i n S c r i p t u r e was 
once t r a n s m i t t e d i n o r a l form, and t h a t during t h i s p e r i o d 

174 
of o r a l t r a n s m i s s i o n the form of the m a t e r i a l changed, ' 

17S 
e s p e c i a l l y when i t was w r i t t e n down. T r a d i t i o n h i s ­
t o r y t r a c e s back the course of such changes, i n order to 
r e a c h e a r l i e r , or perhaps the e a r l i e s t form of the 
m a t e r i a l , thereby narrowing the gap, f o r example, between 

176 
the event and the account of the event. F i n a l l y i t 
i s assumed t h a t o r a l m a t e r i a l i s i n f l u e n c e d by the s e t t -

177 
i n g i n which i t i s p r e s e r v e d , '' so t h a t u n i t s of t r a d i t -

178 
i o n a r e moulded i n t o forms a p p r o p r i a t e to t h e i r use. ' 

These assumptions, with which form c r i t i c s 
s 
180 

179 
a n a l y s e b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l a r e much c r i t i c i s e d , so 
t h a t t h e i r c o n c l u s i o n s cannot be taken f o r granted. 
One of the problems i s caused by the c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p 
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181 182 between form and content, which makes i t i m p o s s i b l e , 
183 

i f not i l l e g i t i m a t e , ^ to c l a s s i f y m a t e r i a l by form 
alone. C o n c l u s i o n s are sometimes assumed to apply both 
to form and content, although they may only be a p p l i c a b l e 

184-
to the form of the m a t e r i a l . I n the same way, i t i s 
easy to assume t h a t the d i s c o v e r y of a t h e o l o g i c a l or 
a p o l o g e t i c reason f o r the i n c l u s i o n of a p a r t i c u l a r t r a d i t ­
i o n i n S c r i p t u r e n e c e s s a r i l y r e f l e c t s a d v e r s e l y on i t s 

185 
h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y . y L i k e w i s e , the p o s s i b i l i t y 
t h a t the w r i t e r ' s b e l i e f s may sometimes have i n f l u e n c e d h i s 
p r e s e n t a t i o n of the m a t e r i a l , l e a d s some to t h i n k t h a t one 

186 
can only know the w r i t e r ' s b e l i e f s from h i s w r i t i n g s . 
Form c r i t i c s cannot a f f o r d to ignore the f a c t t h a t an 
i n d i v i d u a l who c o n t i n u a l l y recounts a s t o r y f i n d s h i m s e l f 
doing i t i n a p a t t e r n ; but t h a t the s t o r y ' s "form" may 

187 
q u i t e w e l l r e p r e s e n t r e a l i t y . E q u a l l y , one cannot 
n e g l e c t the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t some forms of m a t e r i a l may 

188 
have passed through s e v e r a l " S i t z im Leben" which may, 

189 
or may not have changed the form. 

Fo r the purposes of t h i s t h e s i s the debates over 
the form c r i t i c a l t h e o r i e s and methods w i l l be taken to be 
i n c o n c l u s i v e , so t h a t one cannot e i t h e r assume the v a l i d i t y 
of the form c r i t i c a l approach or i t s complete bankruptcy. 

B e a r i n g i n mind what has been s a i d i n the i n t r o d u c t ­
i o n , i t i s p o s s i b l e to c o n s i d e r B a r t h ' s use of form 
c r i t i c i s m , beginning with h i s commentaries. Form c r i t i c i s m 
i s used o n l y once i n Romans and t r a d i t i o n c r i t i c i s m i s not 
employed. He remarks, concerning Ro 11 .36 

"Marcus A u r e l i u s s a i d much the same i n h i s 
'Meditations'. The formula i s ' f o u n d i n a hymn to 
Selene and i s i n s c r i b e d as a charm upon a gem. I t 
was not unknown to P h i l o and to o t h e r s . I f Paul 
simply borrowed the formula, why i s i t t h a t the 
theory of borrowing provides no more than an u t t e r l y 
s u p e r f i c i a l e x p l a n a t i o n of what he had a c t u a l l y done? 
Why i s P a u l ' s use of the formula so much more o r i g i n a l 
than i n the source from which he borrowed i t ? " 190 

T h i s i s an e a r l y example of B a r t h ' s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a t t i t u d e : 
t h e o r i e s of o r i g i n or borrowing are not enough f o r him, 
because they o n l y begin to p o i n t to what Paul wanted to 
convey i n 'adopting' such m a t e r i a l . B a r t h a n a l y s e s P a u l ' s 
purpose here as r e n d e r i n g "audible the t h r e a t and the hope 
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., 191 i m p l i e d i n what those o u t s i d e - a l r e a d y know. J The 
reason f o r B a r t h ' s p o s i t i o n i s made p l a i n i n a comment 
on the same v e r s e i n the Church Dogmatics. "Yet we must 
not i n t e r p r e t the phrase according to the sense which i t 
o r i g i n a l l y bore i n the n o n - C h r i s t i a n source from which 
Paul perhaps adapted i t , but according to the sense i n 
which P a u l h i m s e l f - b a p t i s i n g as i t were an o r i g i n a l l y 
n o n - C h r i s t i a n e x p r e s s i o n - takes and uses i t i n t h i s 

192 
p a r t i c u l a r c ontext." Both the author's i n t e n t i o n 
and the context a r e d e t e r m i n a t i v e f a c t o r s i n B a r t h ' s 
e x e g e s i s , and a r e f i n a l l y more important than form c r i t i c a l 
c o n c l u s i o n s . 

I n the commentary on P h i l i p p i a n s , t h e r e a r e only 
two i n c i d e n t a l r e f e r e n c e s to form c r i t i c i s m . The f i r s t 
of these concerns P h i l 1.2: x&pic uuiv Kat E i p f i v n 
6n6 0E O U ncrcpbc npuv K O L KupCou *Ipoou Xpiorou, about which 
B a r t h w r i t e s , " I t r e q u i r e s l i t t l e enough r e f l e c t i o n to 
f i n d t h i s phrase, which Paul has c o n s t r u c t e d by t a k i n g 
over and s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e c a s t i n g o l d e r pagan and Jewish 
formulas of g r e e t i n g , a compact e x p r e s s i o n of h i s whole 

194 
message." 7 The second concerns P h i l 2 .12: "Qoxe, ftYonircoC 
you, about which B a r t h comments, Paul "...uses a 
s i m i l a r formula, e.g. i n 1 Cor 15.58 to make the t r a n s i t i o n 
from d o c t r i n e back to l i f e , which c e r t a i n l y does not a t a l l 
mean a metabasis e i s a l i o genos (a d i g r e s s i o n to something 
d i f f e r e n t i n k i n d ) . " ^ I n the f i r s t i n s t a n c e , B a r t h 
a c t u a l l y u s es f o r m - c r i t i c i s m to make h i s p o i n t . He 
r e c o g n i s e s and notes t h a t P a u l ' s phrase i s c l o s e to con­
temporary usage, but t h a t i t i s not i d e n t i c a l . Rather i t 
has been ' r e c a s t ' to express C h r i s t i a n theology; i t i s not 
j u s t a s a l u t a t i o n , i t has been 'pressed i n t o ' C h r i s t i a n 
s e r v i c e . The second example i s s i m i l a r l y s l i g h t and 
s i m i l a r l y t h e o l o g i c a l . B a r t h r e f e r s to i t to make c l e a r 
to h i s r e a d e r s t h a t f o r P a u l the passage from d o c t r i n a l 
theology ( i n t h i s c a s e C h r i s t o l o g y ) to p r a c t i c a l theology 
( E t h i c s ) i s i n e v i t a b l e , i n v o l v i n g no change of s u b j e c t , i n 
P h i l i p p i a n s or C o r i n t h i a n s . 

Both of these examples may b e . c l a s s i f i e d only 
l o o s e l y as form c r i t i c i s m because the f i r s t could be regarded 
as evidence f o r contemporary s t y l i s t i c usage i n f l u e n c i n g - 31 -



P a u l , w h i l e the second might "be c o n s i d e r e d as P a u l ' s 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t y l e . I n n e i t h e r case do we have any 
example of the k i n d of s o p h i s t i c a t e d c r i t i c i s m a s s o c i a t e d 
g e n e r a l l y with t h e s e d i s c i p l i n e s . Pour reasons might 
be suggested f o r t h i s . F i r s t l y , the m a t e r i a l i n the 
e p i s t l e may not l e n d i t s e l f to t h i s . Secondly, i t may 
be t h a t B a r t h was unable to undertake such s p e c i a l i s e d 
c r i t i c a l work and perhaps was unaware of i t i n o t h e r s . 
T h i r d l y , i t may have been a d e l i b e r a t e d e c i s i o n to omit 
such t e c h n i c a l a n a l y s i s from a commentary of t h i s s o r t 
g i v i n g no i n d i c a t i o n i n the t e x t t h a t he had used i t i n 
h i s own p r e p a r a t i o n . F o u r t h l y , he may have decided on 
p r i n c i p l e t h a t such a n a l y s i s c o n t r i b u t e d nothing to 
e x e g e s i s so one had no r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to show knowledge 
of i t . These f o u r reasons a r e not n e c e s s a r i l y mutually 
e x c l u s i v e , and the a c t u a l p o s i t i o n w i l l be made c l e a r as 
f u r t h e r evidence i s c o n s i d e r e d . 

With r e f e r e n c e to the f i r s t p o i n t , i t cannot be 
argued t h a t the e p i s t l e to the P h i l i p p i a n s does not lend 
i t s e l f to form c r i t i c a l a n a l y s i s . I n 1928, Lohmeyer 
showed t h a t i n P h i l 2.5-11, P a u l had i n c l u d e d a l i t u r g i c a l 

196 197 hymn. 7 Jeremias followed him, y ( and t h i s p o s i t i o n 
198 

i s now g e n e r a l l y accepted. Given t h i s evidence, only 
t h r e e options remain. 

We t u r n , t h e r e f o r e , to the Church Dogmatics which 
sheds l i g h t on t h i s matter. The e a r l y volumes a l l r e f e r 
to P h i l 2.5-11 as i f they were P a u l ' s composition. For 
example, B a r t h w r i t e s , 

"We read i n P h i l s 2 .5 f . , t h a t J e s u s C h r i s t emptied 
Himself... A l l the e x p r e s s i o n s s e l e c t e d by P a u l i n 
t h i s statement make i t q u i t e c l e a r t h a t i n a l l t h i s 
J e s u s C h r i s t surrendered, l o s t , or even c u r t a i l e d 
H i s d e i t y . " 199 

Only once before 1953 does B a r t h h i n t a t form c r i t i c i s m 
being a p p r o p r i a t e here. W r i t i n g i n 1942, he argues, 

"There can be no doubt t h a t here, as i n 1 Cor 8.6, 
P h i l 2.11 and elsewhere, t h i s i s f o r P a u l the un­
q u a l i f i e d meaning of the formula Kupioc 'Inoouq. 
'Jesus i s the Lord.' means 'Jesus i s God'." 200 

But,to regard Kupioq 'Inoouc. a s a formula i s not to 
u t i l i z e the more s o p h i s t i c a t e d procedures of form c r i t i c i s m 
which suggest t h a t the whole passage i s p r e - P a u l i n e . 
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However, i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t i n the l a t e r 
volumes of Church Dogmatics, Bar t h assumes the form 
c r i t i c a l c o n c l u s i o n s of o t h e r s . For example, having 
quoted P l i n y ' s l e t t e r to T r a j a n which r e f e r s to C h r i s t i a n 
songs, B a r t h g i v e s an i n s t a n c e of this., " I t may be t h a t 
t h e s e songs were l i k e those which have come down to us i n 
P h i l 2 . 5 f . , Rev 5 « 9 f . , or 1Tim 3-16." ^ S h o r t l y a f t e r ­
w a r d s , ^ another c o n t e x t , B a r t h w r i t e s : 

" I n t h i s r e s p e c t the d e c i s i v e e x p r e s s i o n s a r e i n what 
i s now accepted as a hymn quoted by Paul i n P h i l 2 
from some e a r l i e r source. They a r e a s f o l l o w s : 'He 
emptied ( £K£VU)OEV ) . . . I n the words of P a u l h i m s e l f : 
'He who was r i c h became poor.' ( 2 Cor 8 . 9 ) . " 2 0 2 

The t h i r d and l a s t time t h a t B a r t h mentions t h i s , he r e f e r s 
to i t as a " C h r i s t o l o g i c a l hymn". 

T h i s evidence makes i t c l e a r t h a t the f o u r t h theory 
p o s i t e d above cannot be s u b s t a n t i a t e d . I f B a r t h f e l t t h a t 
i t was a p p r o p r i a t e to assume such form c r i t i c a l c o n c l u s i o n s 
i n the excursus of the Church Dogmatics, and indeed to 
b u i l d on them, he could h a r d l y argue t h a t the d i s c o v e r y of 
an e a r l y C h r i s t o l o g i c a l hymn could c o n t r i b u t e nothing to 
our understanding of the passage, and hence to e x e g e s i s . 
Even i f one wanted to m a i n t a i n P a u l ' s complete c o n t r o l over 
h i s m a t e r i a l , t h a t i s , h i s f r e e c h o i c e to i n c l u d e an 
e a r l i e r hymn, and h i s a b i l i t y to exclude or add such phrases 
n e c e s s a r y to m a i n t a i n h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i s t e n c y , the form 
c r i t i c s ' d i s c o v e r y must remain s i g n i f i c a n t . 

The evidence appears to suggest t h a t u n t i l 1953» 
B a r t h was unaware of the r e s u l t s of form c r i t i c a l s t u d i e s 
on P h i l 2.5-1"1» but t h a t when he l e a r n t of them he was 
w i l l i n g to assume t h e i r c o n c l u s i o n s and to make r e f e r e n c e s 
to them ( a l b e i t i n c i d e n t a l l y ) i n h i s Church Dogmatics. 
However, h i s e a r l i e r work assuming t h a t P a u l h i m s e l f 
composed these v e r s e s , remained, and such ambivalence might 
have been embarrassing had B a r t h thought out the l o g i c of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p between form c r i t i c i s m and dogmatics i n 

204 
the u s u a l ways. That t h i s was not the case w i l l be 
made p l a i n when other evidence from the Church Dogmatics 
has been examined. S u f f i c e i t to say here t h a t B a r t h , w r i t i n g 
Philip-pians i n 1 9 2 7 makes r e f e r e n c e to o l d e r work and could 
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not have known Lohmeyer's work p u b l i s h e d i n 1928. But 
t h i s s i t u a t i o n continued probably u n t i l about 1 9 5 3 when, 
d i s c o v e r i n g i t , he employed i t i n h i s own e x e g e s i s , while 
i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t B a r t h d e l i b e r a t e l y excluded form 
c r i t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s from the t e x t of the commentaries 
and y e t was prepared to i n c l u d e them both i n the t e x t and 
excursus of the Church Dogmatics, the evidence suggests 
t h a t the second theory p o s t u l a t e d above most a c c u r a t e l y 
r e p r e s e n t s the s i t u a t i o n . H i s i n t e r e s t and a b i l i t i e s 
were such t h a t he was unable to undertake such s p e c i a l i s e d 
c r i t i c a l work on h i s own account, and was not always aware 
of the r e s e a r c h of o t h e r s . 

There i s no comparable passage i n Romans wi t h which 
one may examine developments of B a r t h ' s thought i n order to 
confirm t h i s theory. I n a s e c t i o n on "Paul and h i s pre­
d e c e s s o r s " R.P. Martin suggests s i x passages i n Romans which 

205 
may p o s s i b l y r e l y on e a r l i e r m a t e r i a l . ' Of the s e , 
perhaps the most g e n e r a l l y agreed are Romans 1 . 3 f - and 1 0 . 9 . 
Throughout the Church Dogmatics, B a r t h r e f e r s to Romans 1.3f« 
i n terms which suggest t h a t he con s i d e r e d P a u l composed 

206 
the words. Romans 1 0 . 9 i s once r e f e r r e d to as a ?07 ?0fi 'formula' and once as a 'c o n f e s s i o n ' . However, 
g e n e r a l l y B a r t h has l i t t l e time f o r anything t h a t i s not 
genuinely t h e o l o g i c a l ; f o r he i s so concerned with the 
t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of the b i b l i c a l words t h a t he pays 
l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n to t h e i r form. "The words Kupioq 
'l̂ ooOq XPLOT6Q ( P h i l 2 . 1 1 ; 1 Cor 1 2 . 3 ; Ro 1 0 . 9 ) a l s o a r e 
to be i n t e r p r e t e d not s y n t h e t i c a l l y but a n a l y t i c a l l y -' the 

209 
name Jes u s C h r i s t i s as such the name of the Lord" i s 
a good example of t h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y B a r t h i a n proced­
ure a t work. 

We t u r n t h e r e f o r e to o b s e r v a t i o n s about Bar t h ' s 
t y p i c a l use of form and t r a d i t i o n c r i t i c i s m as i t i s found 
i n the Church Dogmatics. B a r t h assumes with the c r i t i c s 
t h a t behind much of the Old and New Testaments, t h e r e were 
o r a l t r a d i t i o n s . Consequently he can w r i t e about David 
and S a u l i n 1 Samuel, "Even i f the t r a d i t i o n s about both 
c h a r a c t e r s may a t one time have e x i s t e d s e p a r a t e l y , the 
meaning of both was p r o p e r l y understood when they were 2 1 0 interwoven and worked i n the whole of our p r e s e n t t e x t s . " 
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And i n an a s i d e , he s a y s , 'And not only the Gospels, "but 
211 the e a r l i e r t r a d i t i o n which u n d e r l i e s them, a l l agree.." 

Both examples i l l u s t r a t e a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of B a r t h , t h a t 
even when e a r l i e r t r a d i t i o n s a r e i d e n t i f i e d , t h e i r p oint 
of u n i t y i s u n d e r l i n e d . 

B a r t h does not d i s p u t e t h a t i t i s p o s s i b l e to 
t r a c e the h i s t o r y of these o r a l t r a d i t i o n s which may have 

2 1 2 
grouped n a r r a t i v e s together. Indeed he assumes i t 
i n a paragraph which t r a c e s a.development from o r a l 
t r a d i t i o n to apocryphal gospels v i a the c a n o n i c a l 

213 
g o s p e l s . ' I t may he seen i n the gospels themselves, 
f o r example i n 

"...the p a r a b l e of the sower (Mt 1 3 - 3 - 8 ) and i t s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ( w . 1 8 - 2 3 ) . The i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p of 
the two passages i s d o u b t f u l . I t may be t h a t the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , l i k e t h a t of the Wheat and the Tares 
i n w . 37 - 4-3, belongs to a l a t e r stratum of the t r a d i t ­
i o n . I n favour of t h i s view, i t may be argued t h a t 
i t o n e - s i d e d l y r i v e t s our a t t e n t i o n on o n l y one of the 
many elements i n the r i c h content of the p a r a b l e . . . 
And what the p a r a b l e o f f e r s i n t h i s r e s p e c t must s u r e l y 
be regarded as a v e r y o l d , indeed as the f i r s t comment­
ar y on the p a r a b l e . " 2 1 4 

B a r t h i s q u i t e prepared to b u i l d on the c o n c l u s i o n s of 
t r a d i t i o n - h i s t o r y . He notes t h a t Jesus " . . . i s thus 
c a l l e d the ( fr/ioc. ) naic of God l i k e David and the s e r v a n t 
of the Lord i n I s a i a h 5 3 by what seems to be an a n c i e n t 
l a y e r of the t r a d i t i o n , but one t h a t was h i g h l y regarded i n 
the l i t e r a t u r e of the second century, c f . Mt 1 2 . 1 8 ; Ac 3« 
1 6 , 2 6 ; 4 . 2 7 , 3 0 . " 2 1 5 And i n the Old Testament, B a r t h 
uses the n e g a t i v e form and content of the command "Thou 

216 

s h a l l not k i l l " to make a t h e o l o g i c a l p o i n t . However, 
f o r h i s purposes, the r e l a t i v e age of the t r a d i t i o n i s 
i m m a t e r i a l . Thus he w r i t e s on Mt 2 8 . 1 9 : "Here, no matter 

— 2 " T 7 
to what stratum of the t r a d i t i o n i t may belong;... "t i t 
i s u s u a l l y regarded as l a t e r , and consequently by some, as 
n -. • *o 218 l e s s r e l i a b l e . 

B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s t h a t d i f f e r e n t t r a d i t i o n s may 
r e p r e s e n t d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s . W r i t i n g about John the 
B a p t i s t t h e r e f o r e , he suggests, "The q u e s t i o n how the New 
Testament, or the d i f f e r e n t s t r a t a and trends of the New 
Testament t r a d i t i o n , r e a l l y understood h i s kerygma i s a 

219 
v e r y d i f f i c u l t one to answer." 7 T h i s i s f o l l o w e d by 
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an o u t l i n e of those t r e n d s a n d . t r a d i t i o n s which i s a t 
220 

p a i n s to emphasize u n i t y even m d i v e r s i t y . 
B a r t h i s f a m i l i a r w ith the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of 

m a t e r i a l i n t o d i f f e r e n t forms sometimes u s i n g the t e c h n i c a l 
terms f o r them. For example, concerning the frequent 
absence of a c h r i s t o l o g i c a l c o n f e s s i o n from the New Testam­
ent, he w r i t e s : 

"But i n the passages i n A c t s as w e l l , which reproduce 
the A p o s t o l i c kerygma, the c o n f e s s i o n occurs o n l y once 
i n so many words i n Ac 1 0 . 3 6 f . though t h e r e i t i s s e t 
most i m p r e s s i v e l y a t the v e r y beginning. I t i s l a c k ­
i n g i n Ac 2 . 2 2 f . , 3 - 1 3 f . , 1 3 . 2 3 f . " 221 

He r e f e r s elsewhere to the p a r a b l e of the Good Samaritan 
2 2 2 

as a "pericope", and to "the p a r a b l e s , the b e a t i t u d e , 
the m a l e d i c t i o n , the admonition, the proverb and the 

223 
polemic" as forms of address used by J e s u s . Elsewhere 

224 
he c a l l s the book of Job an "incomplete f o l k - s a g a " . 

P o e t i c form i s noted and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s based on t h i 
F o r example, B a r t h w r i t e s : 

"When we a r e t o l d i n I s a 40.22 t h a t God ' s t r e t c h e t h 
out the heavens as a c u r t a i n , and spreadeth them out as 
a t e n t to d w e l l i n ' , and when I s a 42.5 and passim 
speak s i m i l a r l y of a ' s t r e t c h e d out heaven', t h i s i s 
'poetic hyperbole 1 ( E i c h r o d t o p . c i t . p45), a comparison 
which d e s i r e s to d e p i c t the s u p e r i o r l i g h t n e s s of 
t h i s d i v i n e c r e a t u r e , but i s c e r t a i n l y not intended 
to throw doubt on the s o l i d i t y of the s t r u c t u r e . " 226 
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Songs i n the Old Testament a r e s i m i l a r l y r e c o g n i s e d . 

C h r i s t i a n hymns i n the New Testament are pointed 
out; f o r example Heb 13-8, of which B a r t h w r i t e s : 

"This s a y i n g looks l i k e a slogan and can h a r d l y have 
been coined here f o r the f i r s t time. Probably i t 
i s a fragment of one of the e a r l y C h r i s t i a n hymns 
of which t r a c e s a r e to be found elsewhere i n the 
E p i s t l e s . " 228 

Ba r t h ' s comments on the 'Magnificat' and 'Benedictus' 
a r e worth c o n s i d e r i n g i n d e t a i l . He regards them as 
hymns, "which Luke has i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o h i s i n f a n c y 
n a r r a t i v e s " * He comments i 

"The o r i g i n of these p i e c e s i s obscure. I t seems 
l i k e l y t h a t they come from a v e r y e a r l y p e r i o d of 
the Church, p o s s i b l y from i t s e a r l y worship, or as 
p r i v a t e compositions of one or more of i t s members. 
Fo r can we r e a l l y e x p l a i n v.48 and v.76 except 
a g a i n s t a C h r i s t i a n background? On the other hand, 
i t may w e l l be t h a t C h r i s t i a n s have worked over 
hymns which o r i g i n a l l y came from the p a r a l l e l 
movement of awakening and reform which we have 
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l e a r n e d to know much b e t t e r through r e c e n t d i s c o v e r ­
i e s by the Dead Sea." 229 

The r e s t of the paragraph makes i t c l e a r t h a t B a r t h does 
not pause to c o n s i d e r t h a t they may have been the composit­
ions of Mary and Zechariah; he a c c e p t s the r e d a c t i o n 
c r i t i c s ' c o n c l u s i o n t h a t Luke a t t r i b u t e d the hymns to 
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them. S e v e r a l of B a r t h ' s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s a r e to be 
found here. F i r s t l y , he e n t e r t a i n s s e v e r a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
about the o r i g i n of the p i e c e s without making any f i n a l 
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judgement. Secondly, he emphasizes here as elsewhere 
t h a t t h e s e a r e now p a r t of the C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n , and 
should be i n t e r p r e t e d as such. I n so doing he r u l e s out 
the i d e a t h a t one should r e v e r t to the meaning of the 
o r i g i n a l form. T h i s would be of h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r e s t alone 
f o r B a r t h , whereas h i s i n t e r e s t i s t h e o l o g i c a l and dogmatic. 
Hence the p o s s i b i l i t y of n o n - C h r i s t i a n sources being 
employed i n the New Testament i s not r u l e d out, although 
B a r t h sounds a warning a g a i n s t t a k i n g them i n t h e i r o r i g i n ­
a l sense. 

B a r t h i s a l s o prepared to s p e c u l a t e about the ' S i t z 
im Leben' of the o r i g i n a l forms, r e f e r r i n g to " l e s s e r known 
p r e - e x i l i c p r o p h e t i c c i r c l e s to which they £\&2 Samuel7 
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owe t h e i r o r i g i n . . . " y I n the New Testament, Rev 4.9 
i s regarded as being l i t u r g i c a l , although a g a i n B a r t h 
warns a g a i n s t b r i n g i n g i t " i n t o d i r e c t r e l a t i o n w i t h the 
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l i t u r g y of the Church . He f u r t h e r suggests t h a t 
t h e r e i s a whole group of New Testament images which are 
c u l t i c i n t h e i r background or o r i g i n , so t h a t a knowledge 
of Jewish c u l t r i t u a l s i s n e c e s s a r y f o r t h e i r e x p l i c a t -
i o n . 

On o c c a s i o n s B a r t h expresses disagreement with the 
work of form c r i t i c i s m . F i r s t l y he r e j e c t s i t s c o n c l u s ­
i o n s where they operate a g a i n s t the t h e o l o g i c a l u n i t y of 
S c r i p t u r e . 

"We c e r t a i n l y cannot say t h a t the i d e a s of h o l i n e s s 
as c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the thought of r e v e l a t i o n s i g n i f i e s 
the i n a c c e s s i b i l i t y of God over a g a i n s t His people 
and as such p o i n t s to an o l d e r stratum i n the Old 
Testament theology which was l a t e r ' r e j e c t e d ' i n the 
New Testament community i n favour of the i d e a of the 
l o v e and mercy of God ( t h u s A. R i t s c h l , Rechtf. und 
VersOhnung, Vol 2, 1900,p. 8 9 - 1 0 2 ) " 

because, B a r t h argues t h a t "The r e v e l a t i o n and hiddeness - 37 -



of God a r e indeed to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d i n the Old Testam-
235 

ent, but not separated..." ^ 
Secondly he r e j e c t s any suggestion t h a t a p o r t i o n 

of S c r i p t u r e may be regarded as merely an example of i t s 
form, without g i v i n g due weight to the t h e o l o g i c a l i d e a s 
expressed by i t s content. F o r example he w r i t e s , " I n 
view of t h i s we c e r t a i n l y cannot regard i t as merely the 
language of l i t u r g i c a l r h e t o r i c when, acc o r d i n g to Mt 
1 1 . 2 5 , Jesus addresses God as 'Father, Lord of heaven and 
e a r t h ' and p r a i s e s Him as such... " ^ 3 6 Elsewhere, with­
out d i s c u s s i o n , B a r t h r e j e c t s the hy p o t h e s i s , based on 
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form c r i t i c a l work, t h a t 1 P e t e r i s a ba p t i s m a l l i t u r g y , 

238 
r e f e r r i n g to i t as "a l e t t e r " . 

While the l a s t example may be due to ignorance of 
form c r i t i c a l t h e o r i e s concerning the o r i g i n of 1 P e t e r , 
the f i r s t two examples r e j e c t the c r i t i c a l c o n c l u s i o n s f o r 
t h e o l o g i c a l r e a s o n s . Here, as with t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m , we 
begin to see how f a r B a r t h i s prepared to go with any 
c r i t i c a l approach to S c r i p t u r e . What i t amounts to i s 
t h i s : B a r t h i s q u i t e prepared to l e t form c r i t i c i s m shed 
l i g h t on the form and p r e v i o u s h i s t o r y of a passage, 
provided t h a t t h a t l i g h t i s used only to make the passage 
more comprehensible i n e x e g e s i s . Where the d i s c i p l i n e 
t r i e s to r e c o n s t r u c t e a r l i e r t h e o l o g i e s , or events a s they 
a c t u a l l y happened, he w i l l have no p a r t i n i t . S i m i l a r l y , 
he w i l l not take s e r i o u s l y the conten t i o n of form c r i t i c s 
t h a t passages i n S c r i p t u r e ,may have c o n t r a d i c t o r y i n t e n t ­
i o n s . The reason f o r t h i s ^ t h e o l o g i c a l . B a r t h w i l l 
only use form c r i t i c i s m w i t h i n h i s t h e o l o g i c a l framework. 
Thus, because B a r t h c o n s i d e r s , on t h e o l o g i c a l grounds t h a t 
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the s e a r c h f o r h i s t o r y i s m i s l e d , ^ he w i l l not use 
form c r i t i c i s m f o r t h a t purpose. L i k e w i s e , because f o r 
B a r t h the u n i t y of God guarantees the u n i t y of His r e v e l a t -

240 
i o n , form c r i t i c i s m i s co n s i d e r e d to over-reach i t s e l f 
when i t a c t s d i v i s i v e l y on S c r i p t u r e . 

T h i s i s a l l made q u i t e c l e a r i n a d i s c u s s i o n con­
c e r n i n g the humanity of the word. 

" I t i s immediately apparent how f r e e the / C h r i s t i a n / 
community f e l t i n r e l a t i o n to these human words 
/of J e s u § 7 . I t had no thought of a s k i n g f o r H i s 
i p s i s s i m a verba. I t d i d not s c r u p l e to r e c e i v e the 
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s a y i n g s a t t r i b u t e d to Him i n two or t h r e e d i f f e r e n t 
versions...How c u r i o u s i t seems to our i d e a s of 
h i s t o r i c a l s e r i o u s n e s s t h a t no-one seems to have thought 
i t worthwhile to make sure as to the Aramaic o r i g i n a l s , 
which were s u r e l y s t i l l a c c e s s i b l e , so t h a t a l l we have 
a r e a few s p a r s e l y s c a t t e r e d remains i n t e r p o s e d i n t o 
the Greek t e x t s . . . I t i s a l s o s t r i k i n g t h a t no incon­
g r u i t y was seen i n the f a c t t h a t i n the Greek t e x t s 
J e s u s used not onl y the terminology of l a t e r Judaism 
but a l s o on o c c a s i o n t h a t of e x t r a - J u d a i c - H e l l e n i s m . " 241 

One can draw s e v e r a l c o n c l u s i o n s concerning h i s p o s i t i o n from 
t h i s : f i r s t l y , t h a t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l framework i s a b l e to f a c e , 
and to take account of the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t we have v a r i a n t s 
of the sa y i n g s of J e s u s ( o r o t h e r s ) , indeed, t h a t perhaps, 
f o r the most p a r t we do not have the a c t u a l words which were 
spoken. F u r t h e r , not onl y can he d e a l with these c o n c l u s i o n s 
drawn from form c r i t i c a l s t u d i e s , but he i s prepared to begin 
h i s theology t h e r e , and make t h e o l o g i c a l ' c a p i t a l ' from t h a t 
v e r y f a c t . 

"...The community i n which the New Testament a r o s e , 
f a r from being concerned a t the problems which we today 
f i n d so p r e s s i n g , h a r d l y seemed to have n o t i c e d them 
a t a l l . Ought we not, perhaps, to make t h i s our 
s t a r t i n g - p o i n t and m a i n t a i n t h a t the human word of J e s u s 
was so c o n s t i t u t e d t h a t o b j e c t i v e l y i t was q u i t e 
a cceptable...even i n the d i f f e r e n t v e r s i o n s g i v e n by 
the E v a n g e l i s t s . . . " 242 

T h i s i s because i t i s not j u s t the human word of the 
h i s t o r i c a l J e s u s , but "the r o y a l word of the r o y a l man concern-
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i n g the r o y a l dominion of God". J Consequently, B a r t h argues 
"through a l l these prisms H i s word s t i l l reached and touched 
and e n l i g h t e n e d and i n s t r u c t e d and convinced the community." 
Hence, he concludes, " t h a t i s why the o r i g i n a l i t y c o u l d not be 
augmented by any approximation to the more p r i m i t i v e form of 
t e x t s t h a t might have been d i s c o v e r e d . " 

I n b r i e f , f o r B a r t h , i t i s not h i s t o r y but witness 
which the S c r i p t u r e s a r e t r y i n g to convey, and form c r i t i c i s m 
i s welcomed as a d i s c i p l i n e wherever i t can a s s i s t us to 
understand t h a t w i t n e s s , but r e j e c t e d whenever i t t r i e s to 
tempt us to i n a p p r o p r i a t e pre-occupation with the h i s t o r i c a l 

246 
events which a r e only incidental ly p a r t of the w i t n e s s 0 

Because he r e c o g n i s e s t h a t "behind the e x e g e s i s of 
the F o r m - c r i t i c i s m s c h o o l of to-day t h e r e stand unmistak­
a b l y the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of the phenomenology of H u s s e r l and 

247 
S c h e l e r " , ' Bart h i s bound to measure both i t s p h i l o ­
s o p h i c a l b a s i s and i t s methodological outworking a g a i n s t 
h i s own p r e p o s s e s s i o n s . - 39 -



I t i s perhaps n e c e s s a r y to d i s t i n g u i s h t h r e e 
phases i n form and t r a d i t i o n c r i t i c i s m i f we a r e to grasp 
the s i g n i f i c a n c e of Ba r t h ' s p o s i t i o n . The f i r s t phase 
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i s the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t o r a l communication has form 
and t h a t some of thes e speech forms may be found i n 
l i t e r a t u r e , f o r example, i n the B i b l e . B a r t h could agree, 
only i n the sense of t h i s f i r s t phase, t h a t "A knowledge 
of the p r i n c i p l e s of form c r i t i c i s m i s t h e r e f o r e e s s e n t i a l 

249 
i n any a c c u r a t e e x e g e s i s . But he would not be 
content merely to r e c o g n i s e the forms; t h i s f o r him would b 
only the p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the harder t a s k of e x p l a i n i n g t h e i r 
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content. y The second phase i s a more h i g h l y developed 
l e v e l where t h e o r i e s a r e more s o p h i s t i c a t e d and not so 
e a s i l y demonstrable, p a r t l y because they a r e based on 
tendentious evidence. Here one pa s s e s from r e c o g n i t i o n of 
form which a s s i s t s comprehension to t h e o r i e s concerning the 
development of forms, t h e i r r e l a t i v e age and r e l i a b i l i t y . 
T h i s phase i s of marginal i n t e r e s t to B a r t h because i t 
tends to m i l i t a t e a g a i n s t t a k i n g the w r i t t e n t e x t as i t 
now sta n d s . The t h i r d phase goes f u r t h e r i n t o a recon­
s t r u c t i o n of the e a r l i e s t accounts, where d i v e r s i t y and 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n a r e n e c e s s a r i l y magnified because they a r e 
of t e n the t o o l s of a n a l y s i s . I n t h i s phase, B a r t h r e j e c t s 
form and t r a d i t i o n c r i t i c i s m completely, because i t seems 
to l o c a t e r e v e l a t i o n i n the o r i g i n a l events, and because i t 
f a i l s to take the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e s e r i o u s l y . Hence the 
f i n a l phase of these c r i t i c a l procedures i s t h e o l o g i c a l l y 
1 taboo'. 
Source C r i t i c i s m 

T h i s d i s c i p l i n e seeks to d i s c o v e r the sources which 
l i e immediately behind the w r i t i n g of the Old and the New 
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Testament. y I n i t i a l l y such i n v e s t i g a t i o n assumed t h a t 
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these sources were w r i t t e n , y although the l a t e r r e s e a r c h e 
of form c r i t i c i s m suggested t h a t some sources may have been 
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o r a l , u n t i l they were i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o the pre s e n t 
w r i t t e n S c r i p t u r e s . Developed by Old T e s t a r ^ n t s c h o l a r s , 
who a t f i r s t c o n c e ntrated t h e i r a t t e n t i o n on the Pentateuch 
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and the 'former prophets' ^ i t was a p p l i e d i n the New 
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Testament c h i e f l y i n gospel r e s e a r c h . y ' I t assumes t h a t - 40 -



the p r e s e n t form of the c a n o n i c a l documents is not the 
f r e e composition of an author, but r a t h e r the r e s u l t 
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of c a r e f u l e d i t i n g by a r e d a c t o r . I t a r r i v e s a t 
t h i s c o n c l u s i o n by the use of a n a l y t i c methods which a r e 
d i v i s i v e i n t h e i r i n t e n t i o n . ^ T h i s i s because the 
only way i n which d i f f e r e n t sources may be i d e n t i f i e d i s 
through apparent d u p l i c a t i o n s whose p e c u l i a r i t i e s i n 
s t y l e , vocabulary, i n t e r e s t or t h e o l o g i c a l emphasis enables 
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other p a r t s of the same source to be l o c a t e d . y 

The i n c r e a s i n g emphasis on form c r i t i c i s m i n t h i s 
c e n t u r y has c a s t doubt over the r e s u l t s of source c r i t i c a l 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s which e a r l i e r g e n e r a t i o n s had taken f o r 
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granted. Indeed, t h e o r i e s which emphasize the r e l i a b - * 
i l i t y of the o r a l t r a d i t i o n c h a l l e n g e not only the form 
c r i t i c a l methods, but a l s o the n e c e s s i t y to evolve t h e o r i e s 
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which p o s t u l a t e manifold e a r l i e r w r i t t e n s o u r c e s . 
However, i t cannot be doubted t h a t t h i s d i s c i p l i n e was 
f a i r l y w i d e l y accepted when B a r t h was a student and i n the 
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p e r i o d when he began h i s w r i t i n g c a r e e r . For t h i s 
r e ason i t repays i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n the Church Dogmatics, 
d e s p i t e the ambivalent p o s i t i o n i t now f i l l s i n academic 
r e s e a r c h . 

There a r e v e r y few r e f e r e n c e s to source c r i t i c i s m 
264 

i n the f i r s t t h r e e p a r t s of the Church Dogmatics. 
The reason f o r t h i s i s probably t h a t i t i s not u n t i l B a r t h 
t u r n s to s u s t a i n e d e x e g e t i c a l use of S c r i p t u r e t h a t he i s 
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l i k e l y to r e f e r to t h i s k i n d of c r i t i c a l q u estion. 
A f t e r a few p r e l i m i n a r y r e m a r k s , i t seems a p p r o p r i a t e to 
c o n c e n t r a t e a n a l y s i s on the two p a r t s of S c r i p t u r e where 
source c r i t i c i s m i s most u s u a l l y employed, the Pentateuch 
and the s y n o p t i c g o s p e l s . These not only account f o r the 
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m a j o r i t y of Barth's uses of the d i s c i p l i n e , but they 
a l s o make p l a i n e x a c t l y what was h i s a t t i t u d e to i t . 

I t i s sometimes the case t h a t B a r t h simply assumes 
the r e s u l t s of source c r i t i c i s m . For example, he o f t e n 
r e f e r s to D e u t e r o - I s a i a h or T r i t o - I s a i a h without any d i s ­
c u s s i o n of the k i n d of i s s u e s which have l e a d the c r i t i c s 

267 to see two or t h r e e sources of t h i s p r o p h e t i c book. Elsewhere he suggests t h a t 1 Samuel i n c l u d e s r e c o r d s of 268 David's e a r l y deeds. However, i n c l a s s i f y i n g 2 Sam 11.1 - 12.25 as coming from a d i f f e r e n t source, B a r t h - 41 -



uses some of the u s u a l c r i t e r i a . " I t forms an i n t r u s i v e 
element " to the n a r r a t i o n of David's k i n g l y e x p l o i t s ! 

" I f we note how the s t o r y of the Ammonite war which 
was begun i n 2 Sam 10 i s taken up again a t once i n 
12.26f., we may indeed suspect t h a t the i n c i d e n t ivas 
s u p p l i e d by another source i n the r e d a c t i o n of the Book of 
Samuel, e s p e c i a l l y as i t i s not to be found i n the 
corresponding passage i n 1 Chron 19.1-20.3." 270 

Thus the arguments a r e : f i r s t t h a t i t does not f i t the 
o v e r a l l c ontext; second t h a t i t separates.two v e r s e s 
which would f i t w e l l together; - . t h i r d t h a t i t i s not found 
i n a p a r a l l e l account. I t must be noted t h a t B a r t h seems 
to take time over source c r i t i c i s m here simply because i t 
adds weight to h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t the n a r r a t i v e i s "a 
strange s t o r y " „ B a r t h elsewhere makes use of another 
common a n a l y t i c t o o l ; he notes t h a t d i f f e r e n t sources use 
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d i f f e r e n t names f o r God„ 

However, the k i n d of d e t a i l w i t h which source 
c r i t i c s more u s u a l l y begin t h e i r work i s merely an a s i d e 
i n B a r t h , who u s u a l l y p r e s s e s on to the t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t ­
i o n s of the passage. So, f o r example, he w r i t e s , " I n I s a 
2.2-4 - which i s a s c r i b e d to I s a i a h the Son of Amoz, although 
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i t i s found word f o r word i n Mic 4.1-4 - we a r e t o l d ..." 
S i m i l a r l y B a r t h notes t h a t the s t o r y of A b i g a i l has two 
endings. T h i s would c e r t a i n l y be the s i g n a l f o r source 
c r i t i c i s m to one who took the d i s c i p l i n e s e r i o u s l y or who 
had not got another aim i n view. However Bart h merely 
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notes i t and draws t h e o l o g i c a l l e s s o n s from both endings. 

I t i s not always c l e a r whether B a r t h grasped the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between form c r i t i c i s m and source c r i t i c i s m . 
They a r e q u i t e d i s t i n c t inasmuch as the former c o n s i d e r s 
t h a t behind the p r e s e n t w r i t t e n t e x t , o r a l t r a d i t i o n pre­
dominated, whereas source c r i t i c i s m assumes t h a t w r i t t e n 
documents were used i n the composition of c a n o n i c a l books. 
Throughout one excursus about S a u l , B a r t h seems to have 
o r a l t r a d i t i o n s i n view= He t a l k s r e p e a t e d l y about the 

274 
" v a r i o u s t r a d i t i o n s " behind 1 Sam 8-31» However, 
twice he r e f e r s to these t r a d i t i o n s as " t e x t s " , which seems 
to imply a w r i t t e n r a t h e r an o r a l source. F o r example, 
he comments t h a t " I t i s remarkable t h a t the common element 
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i n both t e x t s i s S a u l ' s f e a r of the people..." y 
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B a r t h o f t e n notes d e t a i l s of t e x t u a l comparison 
i n an a s i d e , not a n a l y s i n g i t i n a c r i t i c a l way, because h i 
main i n t e r e s t l i e s elsewhere. Thus, he remarks t h a t God 
remains constant "...according to the d e p i c t i o n of the 
Book of Judges ( w i t h a notable p a r a l l e l i n Ps 1 0 6 ) . . e " 2 ^ 6 

thereby suggesting t h a t the same t h e o l o g i c a l t r a d i t i o n has 
come to e x p r e s s i o n i n two d i f f e r e n t l i t e r a r y forms, Judges 
and a Psalm. But B a r t h does not pause to draw such con­
c l u s i o n s u n l e s s they would a s s i s t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t -

277 
i o n . 

Before B a r t h ' s lengthy c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the book of 
poo 

Job, he makes some i n t e r e s t i n g remarks about h i s p o s i t ­
i o n . 

"We may take f o r granted an acquaintance with the many 
l i t e r a r y problems of the Book and the f a i r l y g e n e r a l l y 
r e c o g n i s e d h y p o t h e s i s i n s o l u t i o n of i t . Chapters 
1-2 and 4-2 seem to be a f o l k s t o r y . ..They c o n s t i t u t e 
the framework f o r Chapters 3=31...These c o n s t i t u t e the 
main p o r t i o n of the Book...Later t h e r e seem to have 
been added to these the p o e t i c a l s p e e c h e s . . . i n 32-37, 
the poem...in 40-41, p a r t s of 38-39..., and f i n a l l y 
the poem...in 28. At sometime and by some person a l l 
t h i s came to be seen and understood as the u n i t y which 
i t now c o n s t i t u t e s i n the Canon. We remember these 
problems and hypotheses as we now t u r n to c o n s i d e r the 
whole." 279 

B a r t h t h e r e f o r e r e c o g n i s e s d i f f e r e n t sources and holds t h e s 
i n mind as he begins h i s e x p o s i t i o n ; but even a t t h i s p o i n t 
h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r o l i s made p l a i n . The sources behind 
Job have become a u n i t y and a r e to be regarded as p a r t of 
the g r e a t e r c a n o n i c a l u n i t y . ^ ® 

References to sources are frequent i n t h i s s e c t i o n 
of the Church Dogmatics. B a r t h makes r e f e r e n c e "to the 
author of the saga, and the author or authors of the 

:± 
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speeches, and the r e d a c t o r of the whole..."; w r i t e s of 
the "incomplete f o l k - s a g a reproduced i n the Book", 
and concludes about Job 28.1-17, " I t c e r t a i n l y does not 
belong to the o r i g i n a l body of the c e n t r a l p o e t i c s e c t i o n 

283 
of the Book, but has been i n s e r t e d from another source." 
L a t e r he q u e r i e s "whether t h e r e d i d not once e x i s t a whole 
corpus of Job l i t e r a t u r e of which a s e l e c t i o n has now been 

284 
assembled i n the p r e s e n t Book." 

Although B a r t h seems to assume source c r i t i c i s m and 
to use i t i n h i s e x p o s i t i o n , the comments above need to be - 43 -



balanced a g a i n s t the whole tenor of the e x p o s i t i o n which 
i s made p l a i n i n passages such as t h i s ; 

" I f t h e r e i s no doubt t h a t the poem i s r e l a t e d to 
the saga, t h a t i t i s i n s p i r e d by i t and l i n k s up w i t h 
i t , t h e r e i s a l s o no doubt t h a t the p i c t u r e which i s 
g i v e n of Job cannot be harmonised with t h a t of the 
saga nor the words put i n Job's mouth l i t e r a l l y 
i n t e r p r e t e d i n the l i g h t of i t i n the sense of prag­
matic h i s t o r y . At i t s h e a r t the poem b u r s t s through 
the framework of the saga, only r e t u r n i n g to i t a t 
the e n d . . . i t g i v e s to Job's complaint a breadth and 
depth of almost m y t h i c a l p r o p o r t i o n s . . . a t the end the 
poem w i l l r e t u r n to the Job of the saga. But i n 
between, i n h i s speeches, he seems as i t were to be­
come more than l i f e s i z e . " 285 

At f i r s t s i g h t t h i s seems to suggest t h a t the sources 
r e p r e s e n t d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s , but a c t u a l l y B a r t h never 
pursues these to t h e i r ' l o g i c a l l y ' d i v e r s e ends. T h i s 
i s because h i s t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n , which emphasizes 
the u n i t y of the canon and i n d i v i d u a l t e x t s , f o r c e s him 
to seek out p o i n t s of u n i t y and to hold together d i v e r s i t y . 
Hence, although Bar t h t a l k s of Job the man, having a pure 
form a t the beginning and end of the book, but as t a k i n g 
on "a d i f f e r e n t form" i n "the main c e n t r a l s e c t i o n " ; he 
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comments, " I t i s not t h a t he does not remain the same." 
I t i s j u s t t h a t the pure form i s " f o r the moment concealed 
and i s thus i n some way maintained and demonstrated even 
duri n g the concealment." Because of t h i s k i n d of 
t h e o l o g i c a l approach, B a r t h can s e a r c h f o r , and t a l k of 

288 
"The c l e a r l y d e c l a r e d meaning of the Book of Job." 

His e x p o s i t i o n of Job a l s o makes p l a i n t h a t he 
u t i l i z e s another c r i t i c a l d i s c i p l i n e , r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m , 
to l i m i t the scope of source c r i t i c i s m . We s h a l l argue 
l a t e r t h a t redaction c r i t i c i s m s u i t s Barth's t h e o l o g i c a l 
purposes v e r y w e l l , but even so, he i s unable to f o l l o w 
i t s methods throughout. Here, however, i t enables him 
to r e c o g n i s e t h a t "we have here two d i f f e r e n t compositions 
from o b v i o u s l y d i f f e r e n t sources " and a t the same 

290 
time seek out the u n i f y i n g f e a t u r e s of the book which 
are due to the s e l e c t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

291 
r e d a c t o r . 

We t u r n now to c o n s i d e r the Pentateuch. I n 
B a r t h ' s e x t e n s i v e d i s c u s s i o n of Genesis, the same p a t t e r n s 
may be t r a c e d . He assumes t h a t t h e r e a r e "two forms of - 44 -



292 the c r e a t i o n s t o r y i n Gen 1 and 2..." 7 w i t h v e r y l i t t l e 
d i s c u s s i o n of the c r i t i c a l d e t a i l s which l e a d him to t h i s 
c o n c l u s i o n . He remarks about the sources 

" . . . i t i s to be noted t h a t they not o n l y d e s c r i b e the 
events with g r e a t l y v a r y i n g i n t e r e s t s but a l s o i n 
v e r y d i f f e r e n t ways. Seen from the p o i n t of view 
of the other, each of these accounts r e v e a l s p a i n f u l 
omissions and i r r e c o n c i l a b l e c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . The 
s u s p i c i o n becomes strong t h a t they d e r i v e from 
d i f f e r e n t s o u r c e s , o r i g i n a t i n g a t d i f f e r e n t times, 
a g a i n s t d i f f e r e n t backgrounds and from a d i f f e r e n t 
i n t e l l e c t u a l approach." 2 9 3 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t he r e f u s e s to break up the l i t e r a r y 
294 

u n i t y of t h e s e two s o u r c e s s t i l l f u r t h e r . J 

The two sources a r e i d e n t i f i e d a s the " P r i e s t l y 
Code" 2 < 7 5 and the " Y a h w i s t i c account". 2 < ? 6 The l a t t e r i s 

297 
considered to be the o l d e r t r a d i t i o n by B a r t h , i t s 

298 
view "might u s e f u l l y be d e s c r i b e d as sacramental", and 
i t probably o r i g i n a t e s from 

"a l a n d which i n l a t e summer l a n g u i s h e s under drought 
u n t i l the d e i t y sends the much-desired r a i n , and thus 
c r e a t e s the world anew. The l a t t e r i s the c l i m a t e 
of the Syro-Arabian d e s e r t , of Northern Mesopotamia, 
S y r i a and P a l e s t i n e . " 2 9 9 

I t " i s the account of an a g r i c u l t u r a l i s t " or farmer, 
who has an " a r i d background". By c o n t r a s t the 
p r i e s t l y account probably o r i g i n a t e d i n Southern Mesopot­
amia, ^ 2 i n "an a l l u v i a l p l a i n s u b j e c t to i n u n d a t i o n " . 
I t g i v e s a "prophetic view of c r e a t i o n " which i s 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d by " a r c h i t e c t o n i c s and l u c i d i t y " . 

B a r t h a l s o r e c o g n i s e s t h a t t h e r e a r e two accounts 
to be found behind other p a r t s of G e n e s i s . Such 
sour c e s may be seen to have d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s or 

307 
emphases, and they may be t r e a t e d as independent 

ZQQ 
authors. Yet B a r t h i s a t p a i n s to show t h a t they p l a y 

309 
a complementary r o l e t h e o l o g i c a l l y . ^ 7 F o r example, he 
notes "That 'seed time and h a r v e s t , f r o s t and heat, summer 
and w i n t e r , day and n i g h t " w i l l not cease i s s t a t e d again 
( i n c o n f i r m a t i o n of t h i s f i r s t c o n s t i t u t i o n of time) i n 
the p a r a l l e l d i v i n e s a y i n g a f t e r the f l o o d . (Gen 9 . 2 2 ) " 
Here, and elsewhere ^ B a r t h s e l e c t s the common f e a t u r e s 
which confirm one another and b u i l d s on t h e s e . I n t h i s 
method of b u i l d i n g on repeated S c r i p t u a l f e a t u r e s B a r t h 
comes c l o s e to the method of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t h a t the - 4-5 -



312 
s t r u c t u r a l i s t s suggest. ^ 

I n any c a s e , B a r t h suggests t h a t "there i s an 
i n d i s p u t a b l e connexion between /Gen/ 1.1 and 2.4a" 
so t h a t i t comes as no s u r p r i s e to f i n d him arguing t h a t 
although, " I n the s t r i c t e x e g e t i c a l sense we ought not 
perhaps to combine the Y a h w i s t i c t e x t of Gen 3 with the 
passage Gen 2.2-3 which belongs to the P r i e s t l y t e x t " yet 

" I t i s , however, not merely l e g i t i m a t e but n e c e s s a r y 
to combine Gen 3 with Gen 2.5-25, and t h e r e f o r e to 
say t h a t man had h a r d l y been formed of the dust of 
the e a r t h and become a l i v i n g s o u l by the b r e a t h of 
God...before he followed up and d i r e c t l y opposed a l l 
the good t h i n g s t h a t God had done f o r him by becoming 
d i s o b e d i e n t to God." 314 

I t i s always the case t h a t although B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s 
d i v e r s i t y , h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n v i c t i o n t h a t he should f i n d 
u n i t y , p r e v a i l s . 

B a r t h does not seem to use source c r i t i c i s m v e r y 
3 1 5 

e x t e n s i v e l y o u t s i d e Gen 1-12. The r e s t of the Pentateuch 
does not r e c e i v e t h i s k i n d of c o n s i d e r a t i o n even when Bart h 
exegetes i t . He does suggest t h a t t h e r e i s a "Book of 316 317 the Covenant" behind Exodus, sources behind Numbers, 

318 
and he r e c o g n i s e s the Deuteronomic s e c t i o n s . ^ I t i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t he seems to equate E and P, the E l o h i s t 
and P r i e s t l y s o u r c e s , but f o r the purposes of t h i s t h e s i s 
a c l o s e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o the reason f o r B a r t h * s p a r t -

319 
i c u l a r views i s not a p p r o p r i a t e . y J At times B a r t h 
seems to imply t h a t the p r i e s t l y n a r r a t i v e i s i n f a c t a 
p r i e s t l y r e d a c t i o n of an even o l d e r n a r r a t i v e and t h i s 
lends support to the theory above t h a t he does not always 

320 
d i s t i n g u i s h between source and form c r i t i c a l assumptions. 

At t h i s p o i n t i t i s c l e a r how B a r t h uses source 
c r i t i c i s m on the Old Testament i n the Church Dogmatics. 
There i s one outstanding q u e s t i o n . I s B a r t h ' s use of 
the source c r i t i c i s m c e n t r a l to h i s e x e g e t i c a l and dogmatic 
method, or i s i t so p e r i p h e r a l t h a t i f the source c r i t i c a l 
remarks were removed the d o c t r i n e s would remain unshaken? 
I f the former were to be the c a s e , and i t could be demon­
s t r a t e d t h a t source c r i t i c i s m i s t o t a l l y wrong, whole s e c t ­
i o n s of B a r t h ' s system would be undermined. However, i t 
i s my t h e s i s t h a t the l a t t e r i s the c a s e . 

I t i s v e r y c l e a r t h a t a t no p o i n t does B a r t h f o l l o w 
- 46 -



the source c r i t i c s i m p l i c i t l y , any more than he has been 
shown to agree e n t i r e l y w ith the purposes of the form 
c r i t i c s . E f f e c t i v e l y , he i s . prepared to r e c o g n i s e sources 
"behind our p r e s e n t t e x t s , but s i g n i f i c a n t l y he has been 
shown to oppose g r e a t e r fragmentation than i s a b s o l u t e l y 
n e c e s s a r y . While he i s prepared to r e c o g n i s e sources 
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and to use t h e o r i e s about t h e i r o r i g i n and date y to 
a i d e x e g e s i s , he does not use source c r i t i c i s m to w r i t e 
a h i s t o r y of I s r a e l based on t h e o r e t i c a l l y e a r l i e r t e x t s , 
presumably f o r the same reason t h a t he does not use form 
c r i t i c i s m f o r t h a t purpose: because any attempt to get 
back to the 'event as i t happened' i s wasted energy i n 
B a r t h ' s opinion. Nor does B a r t h use source c r i t i c i s m 
to e x p l a i n d i s c r e p a n c i e s , as do i t s proponents. He made 
i t q u i t e c l e a r , e a r l y i n h i s c a r e e r , t h a t a t t r i b u t i n g 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n s to d i f f e r e n t sources was not enough; one 
must labour to understand what they say together and to 

322 
see t h e i r u n i f y i n g f a c t o r s . Nor w i l l B a r t h use source 
c r i t i c i s m to s e p a r a t e sources as a prelude to demonstrating 
t h a t they a r e h i s t o r i c l l y r e l i a b l e ; such a p o l o g e t i c a c t -

323 
i v i t i e s a r e anathema to B a r t h . 

Although i t may be seen t h a t B a r t h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l 
p o s i t i o n a g a i n l i m i t s h i s use of a c r i t i c a l method, i t i s 
not my c o n t e n t i o n t h a t he i s ' p r e - c r i t i c a l ' , as some would 

32/i 
argue. Rather i t i s the case t h a t Barth's dogmatic 
and t h e o l o g i c a l t h r u s t i s d i a m e t r i c a l l y opposed to some of 
the assumptions and c o n c l u s i o n s of c r i t i c a l methods 
g e n e r a l l y , and source c r i t i c i s m i n p a r t i c u l a r . But B a r t h 
i s not simply p o s t - c r i t i c a l , i f by t h a t i s meant b u i l d i n g 
theology on the p r e s e n t c o n c l u s i o n s of the c r i t i c s ; t h a t 
would indeed be b u i l d i n g on sand, not l e a s t because 

325 
'assured r e s u l t s ' s h i f t as f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h i s undertaken. 
Rather, he t h i n k s through, as he works, how f a r a Church 
dogmatics can accept and b u i l d on c r i t i c a l methods. By so 
doing, he c h a l l e n g e s the c r i t i c s to t h i n k a g a i n about the 

326 
nature of the m a t e r i a l which they a n a l y s e . 

We t u r n to the gospels, where the c h i e f query must 
be why B a r t h d i d not use source c r i t i c i s m more e x t e n s i v e l y . 
One c r i t i c a l question B a r t h c o n s i d e r e d c l o s e d : t h a t the 

327 present end of Mark's gospel i s a "spurious c o n c l u s i o n 
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F u r t h e r , the genuine Markan ending i s "obviously incom-
p l e t e " , f i n i s h i n g a b r u p t l y as i t does with the f e a r 

329 
of the women a t the tomb. ^ Once, Bart h h i n t s t h a t 
Jn 21 may come from another source, f o r he s a y s , "And i n 
the f i r s t ending of the Fourth Gospel i n 2 0 . 3 1 , we..."^° 
There a r e a few other h i n t s about h i s views on gospel 
source c r i t i c i s m . He notes t h a t lit 10.23 " i s p e c u l i a r 

331 
to Matthew" J J and l a t e r suggests t h a t i t comes from a 

3 32 
source a v a i l a b l e only to Matthew. ^ I t i s not so c l e a r 

333 
when B a r t h mentions a "Lukan a d d i t i o n " whether he. 
regards t h i s as p e c u l i a r to Luke's sources or as an explan­
a t o r y a d d i t i o n made by Luke. I t i s c l e a r t h a t B a r t h 
recognized the p o s s i b i l i t y of a common source a v a i l a b l e to 
Matthew and Luke, f o r he w r i t e s , " . . . i n what i s o b v i o u s l y a 
s a y i n g p e c u l i a r to the h y p o t h e t i c a l source Q ..." 
But B a r t h u s u a l l y i g n o r e s such questions as i r r e l e v a n t : he 
suggests of Mt 1 1 . 2 7 and Lk 10.22 f o r example, t h a t "Within 
the s t r u c t u r e of the thought and language of the s y n o p t i c s 
t h i s element of the pre-Johannine t r a d i t i o n i s r a t h e r l i k e 

335 
a f o r e i g n body. But-whatever may be i t s o r i g i n and age..." 
The o r i g i n might have been Q,and i t might have been an e a r l y 
evidence f o r the s a y i n g , but f o r the reasons a l r e a d y out­
l i n e d , B a r t h f i n d s t h i s of l i t t l e i n t e r e s t . He seems to 
imply t h a t the s y n o p t i c s a r e e a r l i e r than John, but we have 
no c l u e as to whether they may s i n g l y or together have 

336 
formed one of John's sources i n h i s opinion. 

An examination of one of B a r t h ' s d e t a i l e d d i s c u s s ­
i o n s of some s y n o p t i c m a t e r i a l w i l l begin to r e v e a l why 
B a r t h took l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n gospel source c r i t i c i s m . 
Having o u t l i n e d the P a s s i o n p r e d i c t i o n s , Barth w r i t e s : 

" . . . i n the s y n o p t i c s the t h r e e e a r l i e r p r e d i c t i o n s are 
a l l i n t r o d u c e d i n connexion w i t h climaxes i n the pre­
ceding e x i s t e n c e and a c t i v i t y and s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n of 
J e s u s . A l l the accounts agree t h a t the f i r s t f o l l o w s 
immediately a f t e r the M e s s i a n i c c o n f e s s i o n of P e t e r . . . 
the second immediately a f t e r t h e . . . t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n and 
the h e a l i n g of the e p i l e p t i c boy...; and the t h i r d 
immediately a f t e r the s a y i n g s of J e s u s about the 
heavenly reward promised to His d i s c i p l e s . . . t h i s 
agreement as to the order can h a r d l y be a c c i d e n t a l . 
And when i n the case of the t h i r d p r e d i c t i o n , i n s t e a d 
of the u s u a l emphasis on the astonishment of the 
d i s c i p l e s , Mark... and Mafcbhew... have the s t o r y . . . of 
the sons of Zebedee... t h i s only s e r v e s to b r i n g out 
how completely the s i t u a t i o n was misunderstood. Even 
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here then, the order i s not i n any sense 
accidental." 337 

We see patterns here which are reminiscent of the way i n 
which Barth uses J and P i n Genesis. He draws out 
common features, he builds on these agreements, and he i s 
working with a theological end i n view. For t h i s reason 
i t would "be merely a d i s t r a c t i o n f o r Barth to "break o f f 
his discussion to elucidate h i s views on the two or four 
document source theory of the synoptics, the p r i o r i t y of 
Mark (or Matthew) or to discuss sources available t o Luke. 
I n the Old Testament he does t h i s more often because of 
the presence of 'doublets'. However, f o r the most part 
i n the gospels, the p a r a l l e l s are between gospels, and 
therefore no source c r i t i c i s m i s necessary. For Barth, 
what l i e s behind them seems of academic i n t e r e s t only.^® 

Exactly the same lessons might be drawn from 
Barth's examination of the anointing of Jesus, which he 

339 I notes comes i n a l l four gospels, but Barth hazards no 
guess as to the o r i g i n a l source or sources. He recognizes 
the uncertainty over d e t a i l s , but emphasizes those points 
where they do agree : " I t i s to be noted that what f i n a l l y 
made the incident s i g n i f i c a n t f o r a l l four Evangelists i s 
that i t gave d r a s t i c and unexpected concretion to the 
anointing of the One who i n the New Testament i s ca l l e d 
'the Anointed'." 5 4 0 

An examination of Barth's references to p a r a l l e l 
passages i n the synoptic gospels show that he i s not c h i e f l y 
concerned with the e a r l i e s t account, or with the w r i t t e n 
sources. Although Barth often c i t e s a passage i n Mark, 

34-1 
adding "and p a r a l l e l s " ^ which i s the usual procedure 
amongst those who accept the p r i o r i t y of Mark's gospel, he 

342 
does not always do so. A sample i n v e s t i g a t i o n of 
which gospel Barth c i t e s when there are two or three 
accounts open to him reveals some very i n t e r e s t i n g features. 
For t h i s purpose, three passages which occur i n a l l the 

343 
synoptic gospels were examined, two which might be 

344 
a t t r i b u t e d to 'Q',"^ and one passage each of those which 

345 
occur i n Mark and one other synoptic gospel. ^ y 

Barth twice r e f e r s to the Markan and Lukan accounts 
346 of the s t i l l i n g of the tempest. y I n the f i r s t case 
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i t i s obvious why Barth omits reference to Matthew; 
he i s arguing that the d i s c i p l e s "are even vexed that He 
sleeps amongst them"; such an argument may be based on 
Mark and Luke, but Matthew's account gives a very d i f f e r e n t 
p i c t u r e : "Save, Lord; we are perishing" i s not the cry 

547 
of vexation! ^ I n the second case there i s no p a r t i c u l a r 
reason f o r the discussion to be based on Mark beyond the 
convention noted above. Luke i s c i t e d because he emphas­
izes i n d i f f e r e n t words, a point i n Mark, but there i s no 
p a r t i c u l a r reason to exclude Matthew's account. On four 
other occasions the Markan story i s r e f e r r e d t o , but only 
once does Barth c i t e words found only i n Mark. ^ Twice 
Barth uses the Markan form of the d i s c i p l e s ' question i n 

549 
preference to Matthew or Luke. At one other place, 
Barth refers to Mark where Matthew would be s i m i l a r but 

550 
Luke d i f f e r e n t . ^ Barth makes only three references 
to the Matthaean account of the s t i l l i n g of the tempest, 
but only one of these refers to words which are peculiar 

551 
to Matthew: "Lord, save us: we perish." I n both other 
cases he could have used Mark, and i a one of these he might 

552 
have used Luke as w e l l . ' At no point does Barth r e f e r 
solely to Luke's account. 

The c a l l of Levi i s c i t e d as "Mk 2.15-17 and 
555 

p_ar". ^ The f a c t that the man c a l l e d i s named as Matthew 
i n the f i r s t gospel i s noted by Barth, but then passed 
over i n silence. Luke i s c i t e d at one point because he 
includes the phrase "leaving everything" which i s peculiar 
to him. Once, Barth c i t e s Lk 5 . 31 although the words 

554 
occur m a l l three synoptics. Of the four Matthaean 
c i t a t i o n s , only once does Barth choose Matthew because he 

555 
c i t e s words peculiar to him; " the other three c i t a t i o n s 

556 
could equally well have come from Mark. However, 
Church Dogmatics has f i v e c i t a t i o n s taken from Mark's 
account, and the f a c t that Barth regards the words 
"Follow me" as addressed to Levi suggests t h a t he may have 

558 
preferred the Markan version of the story. " At any r a t e , such use of t h i s story makes i t quite p l a i n that Barth used the f i r s t two gospels more than the t h i r d when there was a choice. A glance at the s t a t i s t i c s shows t h a t t h i s 559 i s not an unrepresentative sample. " 
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The same p i c t u r e emerges from a study of Bartii's -
references to the question about f a s t i n g . Once Matthew 
i s c i t e d where Mark has exactly the same words, but at 
greater length. This may be why Matthew-has been preferred 

Lrk 1! 
361 

i n t h i s case. There are f i v e references to Mark's 
account, none of which give any h i n t of p a r a l l e l s . 
Luke's account i s never used. Thus, Matthew and Mark 
are again preferred over Luke, although again Barth uses 
Matthew where he has no p a r t i c u l a r reason so to do. 
Such emphasis i s made very p l a i n i n the examination of 'Q' 

362 
mat e r i a l . Barth c i t e s the Lord's prayer i n Luke twice, 

363 
but Matthew's version i s refer r e d to twenty seven times. ^ 
The same inbalance may be seen i n Barth's use of the story 
of the Centurion's servant. Luke's account i s not c i t e d , 

364 
Matthew's i s mentioned nine times. J 

I t i s therefore not surprising that when a passage 
occurs i n Mark and Luke, Mark's account i s the one which 

365 
Barth uses. y When the account i s found i n Matthew and 
Mark, the l a t t e r predominates, although Matthew i s not 
always used, where he diverges from Mark's account. 

Consequently, i t may be seen t h a t where p a r a l l e l 
gospel material i s available to Barth, Matthew and Mark 
are preferred to Luke, but Matthew i s not only c i t e d where 
he d i f f e r s from Mark. We may therefore conclude that i t 
i s impossible to demonstrate eit h e r from his use of the 
gospels, or from h i s casual remarks i n discussing passages, 
that Barth held e i t h e r the p r i o r i t y of Mark or Matthew. 
This suggests that at least as f a r as the f i r s t two gospels 
are concerned, Barth d id not consider t h e i r r e l a t i v e 
h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y as a source c r i t i c might have done. 
Rather he operated i n p r a c t i c e , i n accordance with h i s 
theological conviction t h a t a l l witnesses must be regarded 
equally. This leaves Luke's comparative neglect a 
mystery. Two p o s s i b i l i t i e s suggest themselves. F i r s t , 
the custom of c i t i n g Mark and p a r a l l e l s would place Luke 
at a disadvantage; second the order of the gospels may 
simply have meant that Luke was always the l a s t one to be 
consulted where there was p a r a l l e l material. Such 
theories may not be demonstrable, but they would explain 
the s i t u a t i o n which we have discovered. 
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Thus i t may be seen that Barth's use of source 
c r i t i c i s m i s l i m i t e d by theological considerations such 
as his emphasis on u n i t y and his d i s i n c l i n a t i o n to i n v e s t i g ­
ate h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y . I t i s f u r t h e r l i m i t e d by 
p r a c t i c a l considerations. The reason that Barth i s 
forced to use source c r i t i c i s m i n the Old Testament i s 
that there are doublets i n a single t e x t which he regarded 
as manifestly from d i f f e r e n t sources. I t f a c i l i t a t e d 
comparison to have names by which to r e f e r to them. This 
was not the case i n the gospels. The only reason that 
Barth might be expected to i d e n t i f y sources here would be 
to analyse how any one author used h i s sources. But such 
an exercise can be of no i n t e r e s t to Barth because his 
emphasis i s not on d i f f e r e n t theologies discovered from 
omissions or e d i t o r i a l comments alone; rather he looks 
f o r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which may be seen to be complementary. 
More p a r t i c u l a r l y Barth i s opposed to the reconstruction 
of sources which would be a necessary preliminary to b u i l d -

367 
ing on the d i s c i p l i n e . 

I n h is own words, Barth holds himself "aloof from 
the evaluation and disparagement (Gunkel) often associated 
with the f a m i l i a r hypothesis of d i f f e r e n t sources, because 
these have r e a l l y nothing to do with exposition".^ This 
i s because source c r i t i c i s m does not always help one to 
understand the t e x t . Barth comments of several passages 
which r e f e r to angels, " A l l these passages contain more or 
less obtrusively the great d i f f i c u l t y , which i s brought 
out rather than removed by source c r i t i c i s m , that the angel 
of Yahweh can hardly be distinguished from Yahweh Him­
s e l f . . . " ^ 9 When there are two or more accounts, Barth 
i n s i s t s t h a t i t i s necessary to l i s t e n to each account 
independently:"Our best course i s to accept that each has 
i t s own harmony, and then to be content w i t h the higher 
harmony which i s achieved when we allow the one to speak 

370 
a f t e r the other." J < That t h i s i s the aim behind a l l 

Barth's dealings with sources or duplicate accounts may 
be seen from the analysis above. I t may be concluded 
therefore, that as w i t h form c r i t i c i s m , Barth's theological 
purpose means he moves i n the d i r e c t i o n of synthesis 
rather than analysis, and consequently he cannot f o l l o w 
source c r i t i c i s m to i t s more usual ends. - 52 -



Redaction C r i t i c i s m 

This d i s c i p l i n e i s defined by Soulen as "a method 
of B i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m which seeks to lay bare the 
theological perspectives of a B i b l i c a l w r i t e r by analyzing 
the e d i t o r i a l (redactional) and compositional techniques 
and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s employed by him i n shaping and framing 
the w r i t t e n and/or o r a l t r a d i t i o n s at hand." This 
d i s c i p l i n e depends on the, r e s u l t s of i t s predecessors, 
source and form c r i t i c i s m which establish the material 

372 
that the various.redactors had to hand. ^' While source 
c r i t i c s assumed some kind of e d i t o r i a l a c t i v i t y , almost 
of a "scissors and paste" v a r i e t y form c r i t i c s had 
seen the redactor's job almost i n terms of threading the 

374 
beads of or a l t r a d i t i o n onto an e d i t o r i a l s t r i n g . '̂ 
Redaction c r i t i c s however, suggest that the redactor's 
work was often a good deal more complicated, and even 
at times, a t h e o l o g i c a l l y sophisticated process. 

Their a t t e n t i o n i s given c h i e f l y to three areas. 
Examination i s f i r s t made of material which l i n k s o r a l or 
w r i t t e n sources and which therefore may be considered to be 

377 
e d i t o r i a l . Second, a t t e n t i o n i s given to a l t e r a t i o n s 
which are made to sources: a study only possible when the 

378 
e a r l i e r sources are known to us. Third, conclusions 
may be drawn about the redactors on the basis of these 

379 
observations. 

Research has suggested that redactors had 
theological i n t e r e s t s which they allowed to shape t h e i r 
material. Although redaction c r i t i c i s m i s generally 
supposed to be uninterested i n questions of h i s t o r i c a l 

381 
r e l i a b i l i t y , i t s overwhelming emphasis on the theological 
i n t e r e s t s of the redactor can r e s u l t i n unquestioning 
dismissal of the p o s s i b i l i t y that the w r i t e r had any 

382 
h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r e s t . 

Furthermore, although i t seems as though redaction 
c r i t i c i s m contrasts methodologically with the d i v i s i v e 
emphasis of source and form c r i t i c i s m , closer examination 
reveals t h a t t h i s i s not the case. This i s because i t i s 
necessary f o r i t to use the a n a l y t i c a l procedures of the other d i s c i p l i n e s i n order to discover how the redactor 
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383 constructed a u n i t y . This i s reinforced by the 
observation that the redaction c r i t i c i s not interested 
i n the whole theology of any redactor, but only i n his ~~ 384 c h a r a c t e r i s t i c theology. 

Like the other d i s c i p l i n e s , redaction c r i t i c i s m 
has i t s opponents. M. Hooker suggests that i t s 
dependence on other d i s c i p l i n e s which are as yet unproven, 

385 
i s i t s e l f a weakness. y I t i s c e r t a i n l y open to the 

. danger of reading i n t o the t e x t theological emphases which 
are asserted to be i n t e n t i o n a l , when the evidence could 
equally w e l l be i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of the unconscious 
s t y l e of the author. Indeed, K. Koch can t a l k of 
a redactor as a person who "did not create anything of 
l i t e r a r y o r i g i n a l i t y , but he c o l l e c t e d and assembled i n t o 
some kind of order t r a d i t i o n s which had already existed 

387 
and which he found i n general c i r c u l a t i o n . " ^ ' 

More generally however, redaction c r i t i c i s m 
suggests th a t the authors were not only sophisticated 
theologians, but also c a r e f u l workers who by a t u r n of 
phrase d e l i b e r a t e l y hinted at a deeply held theological 
conviction. This raises quite sharply the issue of how 
f a r the author's i n t e n t i o n may be known i n l i t e r a t u r e , 
and c e r t a i n l y how f a r i t should prescribe the meaning 
of a passage. I n favour of redaction c r i t i c i s m , 
i t must, be said t h a t t h i s d i s c i p l i n e enabled c r i t i c s to 

389 
take whole books more seriously than heretofore. y 

Although the term 'redaction c r i t i c i s m ' was only 
390 

suggested i n 1954 , i t i s closely r e l a t e d to a less 
sophisticated but widely accepted older practice of l o c a t -

391 
ing p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t s m p a r t i c u l a r books. Hence 
i t may be seen that although the name 'redaction c r i t i c i s m ' 
may be new, e a r l i e r theologians undertook such an enter­
p r i s e . Consequently i t i s not unreasonable to examine 

392 
Barth's use of t h i s method i n the Church Dogmatics. ^ 

There i s very l i t t l e reference to redaction 
c r i t i c a l questions i n the f i r s t three part volumes of 

393 
Church Dogmatics, ' probably as w i t h source c r i t i c i s m , 
because Barth has few extended exegetical passages i n his 

394 e a r l i e r volumes. However, there are many extended and i n c i d e n t a l references elsewhere, which show tha t Barth 
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gave a t t e n t i o n to the three areas of i n v e s t i g a t i o n out­
l i n e d above. 

Barth assumes that sources were available to 
395 

redactors, y and recognxses the p o s s i b i l i t y of more than 
396 

one redaction. Occasionally he i d e n t i f i e s e d i t o r i a l 
l i n k s between sources. For example, he writes "the story 
of the washing of the d i s c i p l e s ' feet begins i n Jn 1 3 . 1 

397 
with some words of the Evangelist." ^ Sometimes Barth 
seems to suggest that the redactor gave the context to his 
source, as when he remarks "Mark and Matthew ascribed t h i s 
version of the saying to f a l s e witnesses." ^98 j j e s e e m s 

always to assume that the redactor worked with a deliberate 
399 

purpose i n view; ^ thus, he suggests that the Deuter-
onomist presented Joshua e n t i r e l y i n terms of the continuat­
ion and completion of Moses' task. I n a more complicated 
passage, Barth discusses the theological meaning of Mt 22.14, 
which i s regarded variously as an "independent saying" and 
as an expression of the theology of "Jesus and the Evangelist" 

401 
but which f i n a l l y expresses "the meaning of the redactor". 
Such apparent confusion should not be taken as an i n d i c a t i o n 
t h a t Barth i s unable to d i s t i n g u i s h between these p o s s i b i l i t ­
i e s . Rather he wishes to r e t a i n his freedom to regard 
such passages perhaps as l o g i a f l o a t i n g i n the t r a d i t i o n , or 
as the words of Jesus, or as redactional glosses. Indeed, 
one can argue that i t makes l i t t l e difference to Barth how 
he regards them. There are two reasons f o r t h i s . F i r s t , 
Barth i s not w r i t i n g a h i s t o r y of the development of 
p r i m i t i v e doctrine, h i s theological purpose i s f a r more 
general, so that f i n e d i s t i n c t i o n s are not so important. 
Second, Barth's theological p o s i t i o n means that he gives 
equal weight to these sections whatever or whoever stands 
behind them, hence t h e i r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s not s t r i c t l y 
necessary. 

Elsewhere, Barth suggests that there are 
redactional glosses i n the t e x t . So, f o r instance, "...we 
are t o l d ( i n an obvious comment of the Evangelist) that He 
was moved with compassion when He saw them because they 
•fainted and were scattered abroad as though having no 
shepherd'"; or i n Jn 6 . 7 1 Barth sees that "the Evangelist adds the note:'He spake of Judas I s c a r i o t . . . 
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- 404 Once, the evangelist's choice of words i s remarked upon, 
whereby Barth implies, as do redaction c r i t i c s , that the 

405 
evangelists d i d not b l i n d l y f o l l o w sources. y 

We have already noted that Barth r e j e c t s 
fragmentation of the sources; he prefers to a t t r i b u t e 
supposed t e x t u a l imprecision to the work of redactors. Hence 
he argues f o r the l i t e r a r y u n i t y of Gen 2 . 8 - 1 7 with i t s two 
trees, asking "whether we are not demanding too great precis­
ion from a passage of t h i s kind i f we allow ourselves to be 
so concerned about such obscurities that we are i n c i t e d to 
break up the sources." However, " i f we accept the view that 
the f i r s t tree ... was added i n a l a t e r redaction, the 
completed whole owes i t s present wealth and depth d e c i s i v e l y 

4 0 7 

to t h i s a d d i t i o n . " ' Thus, Barth applauds the redactional 
4 0 8 

a d d i t i o n regardless of who added i t . We already begin 
to see why Barth uses redaction c r i t i c i s m so much: i t i s 
because of hi s emphasis on the l i t e r a r y u n i t y of the i n d i v i d ­
ual books, which often must be a t t r i b u t e d , i n h i s view, to 
the work of a redactor. Thus, of the sources i n Job, Barth 
comments:"At some time and by some person a l l t h i s came to 
be seen and understood as the u n i t y which i t now constitutes 

4 0 9 

i n the Canon." J Indeed, Barth argues that "there are as 
good grounds f o r a f f i r m i n g that ( o r i g i n a l l y or l a t e r ) the 
t e x t must have had a good coherent meaning i n i t s present 
and not merely i n c e r t a i n underlying forms, so that i t i s 

4 1 0 

l e g i t i m a t e and even obligatory to ask concerning i t . " 
He makes a s i m i l a r point about the Passion predictions, 
r e j e c t i n g c r i t i c a l analysis because " i t involves a destruction 
of the way i n which the Gospels a c t u a l l y saw and wished to see 

4 1 1 

the Passion." I t i s quite p l a i n that Barth regarded the 
f i n a l form of the gospels as the most important. 

Further, he never considers e d i t o r i a l l i n k s or 
redactional comments as i n s i g n i f i c a n t : thus Gen 2 o 1 0 - 1 4 "are 
f u l l of prophetic content, and i f they are l a t e r additions 

4 1 2 

we cannot be too g r a t e f u l that they were made." This 
i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth 1s emphasis on the f i n a l form of 
the t e x t . I t i s close to the practice of modern redaction 
c r i t i c i s m which looks f o r the theology of the f i n a l e d i t o r , 
although the motives are very d i f f e r e n t . While Barth uses 
such material to b u i l d C hristian theology, the redaction 
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c r i t i c explores i t f o r i t s own sake, or f o r the h i s t o r i c a l 
purpose of discovering d o c t r i n a l developments. 

Barth's exegesis sometimes notes how editors or 
redactors have used t h e i r sources; f o r example, he writes 
"Luke also groups i n t h i s period (12.21) the sayings about... 
thereby suggesting that Luke exercised e d i t o r i a l s k i l l i n 

413 
the arrangement of his material. Indeed at times 
editors are seen to have changed the emphasis of a 

414 
passage, or of a l l passages. "At t h i s p o i n t , as at so 
many others the account of Jesus i n t h i s Gospel /7oha/ • * 

415 
was i n t e n t i o n a l l y cast i n a hi g h l y o r i g i n a l form..." . 
Barth seems to t h i n k that the d i s t i n c t i o n between John and 
the synoptics was the r e s u l t of deliberate e d i t o r i a l a c t i v i t y 
i n the f o u r t h gospel. 

On occasion Barth suggests that words were put i n t o 
the mouth of a person; although he does not make i t clear 
whether they were f r e e l y composed by the editor or derived 
from material ' f l o a t i n g ' i n the t r a d i t i o n , he does seem to 
imply that they were not o r i g i n a l l y uttered by the speaker. 
He ref e r s to "the prophecy which the Gospel of John 
d e l i b e r a t e l y put .into the mouth of Pontius P i l a t e . . . " f o r 
instance. 

I t i s customary f o r redaction c r i t i c s to 
examine gospel use of the Old Testament to reveal the view-

417 
point of the evangelist; Barth also employs t h i s method. ' 
While at times Barth draws on redaction c r i t i c a l methods to 

418 
elucidate p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t s behind the various books, 
elsewhere he takes such i n t e r e s t s f o r granted without making 

419 
clear how he discovered them. Often John's Gospel i s 
singled out as presenting material i n a hi g h l y character­
i s t i c way. For example, the events of Easter, Ascension, 
Pentecost and Parousia "are here seen as a single event, 
with much the same foreshortening of perspective as when we 
view the whole range of the Alps from the Jura." He comment 
"As i s well known, the f o u r t h Gospel takes i t s own p a r t i c u l a r 

420 
l i n e i n t h i s matter." 

The chief reason why Barth uses redaction 
c r i t i c i s m i s to establish the theological i n t e r e s t of the 
author: presentation of the material i s often seen as 
de l i b e r a t e l y t h e o l o g i c a l . For example, Luke "wanted h i s accounts of the words and deeds of Jesus to begin - i n t h i s 



421 stream of l i g h t " so the b i r t h narratives include a 
422 

glorious announcement to the shepherds. Barth remarks 
about Jeremiah; "...chronological exactness does not seem 
to have been the main aim of the man or men who compiled 

423 
t h i s h i s t o r i c a l part of the book." y The reason suggested 
f o r t h i s i s that although the oracle concerned i s known to 

424 
belong to an e a r l i e r period yet i t becomes the f i n a l 
word because t h e o l o g i c a l l y i t i s more appropriate than an 
account of the f a t e of Jeremiah and the Jews i n Egypt. 
There were, i n Barth's opinion, d e f i n i t i v e theological 
perspectives of the covenant which guided the choice of 

425 
material and i t s presentation. ' Thus Deuteronomy 

426 
o f f e r s a p a r t i c u l a r view of the covenant. The idea of 

427 
a 'presentation' of material i s a frequent one i n Barth. 
Such presentations may be noticeably d i f f e r e n t as i s a 

428 
beatitude i n Matthew, Luke and James, or the saying i n 
Mk 3 .27 and Lk 11.21f- of which Barth says, "Luke gives i t 

429 
a more m a r t i a l t u r n . " 

Barth considers that the New Testament documents 
can only be understood i f they are read i n the l i g h t of the 
deliberate e d i t o r i a l purposes of t h e i r redactors. 
For example, 

"There can be no doubt... that.../John/ and the 
Synoptics'and Epistles, are not w r i t t e n f o r p r i v a t e 
i n s t r u c t i o n but f o r mutual e d i f i c a t i o n , and therefore 
with a view t o , and p a r t l y perhaps d i r e c t l y f o r 
public worship...They are therefore misunderstood both 
as a whole and i n d e t a i l i f . . . they are not understood 
as w r i t i n g s s p e c i f i c a l l y designed to edi f y , i . e . , to 
b u i l d up and integrate the community." 430 

Barth's exegesis does not often note redactors' 
omissions, but he does admit the p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s . For 
instance, "the p r i e s t l y redaction w i t h i n which /the divine 
plural7... i s presented i n Genesis 1 d i d not see f i t to 

431 
expunge t h i s element." ^ S i m i l a r l y , Luke could have 
suppressed "the t r a d i t i o n (12 . 5 1 ) which has i t that Jesus 
said: 'Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth? 

432 
I t e l l you, Nay; but rather d i v i s i o n ' . " y Once'Barth 
notes, concerning the Sypo-Phoenician woman, that " i t i s 

433 surprising that Luke did not take up the story too." No theory as to the cause of t h i s omission i s offered, nor conclusions drawn regarding Luke's theological p o s i t i o n . The only p a r a l l e l w i th t h i s i s Barth's assumption that 
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Jn 20.22 represents an abbreviated account" of the 
434 

Pentecost n a r r a t i v e . y 

Our general survey has shown that Barth uses 
redaction c r i t i c i s m i n most sections of Scripture, i n the 
Hexateuch, the 'former prophets', the 'major' prophets, 
Psalms, Job, the Gospels, Acts and even Paul. ^ Thus 
the spread of the d i s c i p l i n e i s f a r more even than i t i s 
with source or form c r i t i c i s m . Redaction c r i t i c i s m lends 
i t s e l f f a r more r e a d i l y to Barth's purposes than the other 
c r i t i c a l methods. I n the f i r s t place, to assume the work 
of a redactor enables one to look f o r some c o n t i n u i t y and 
shape to the work which blends well with Barth's b e l i e f 
i n the u n i t y of Scripture. Second, Barth deals exclusiv­
ely with the f i n a l form of the t e x t , refusing to reconstruct 
e a r l i e r sources, which means that he i s keen to L o o k 

h7)f) 

i n the S i b l e ^ a t t h e can on lea L b e s t . Third, redact­
i o n c r i t i c s believe that the redactor used his material to 
convey theological convictions: Barth reads the canonical 
books to f i n d and understand such theolog i c a l lessons. 

However, despite the f a c t that Barth appears to 
use redaction c r i t i c i s m more extensively than form 
c r i t i c i s m , one can see the same reluctance to "go the 
distance" with the d i s c i p l i n e . He accepts and uses i t s 
methods where he can thereby show the author's i n t e n t i o n 
v i s a v i s the theological meaning. However he does not 
go on to analyse i t so th a t he may discover the redactor's 
'Sitz im Leben', f o r example. Indeed, he makes i t quite 
clear that some uses of redaction c r i t i c i s m are simply not 
acceptable to him. Of v. Pad's suggestion that a redactor 
int e r p o l a t e d angels i n t o the Old Testament t e x t to guard 
the transcendence of God, Barth f r a n k l y comments, 

"We can hardly say that i t achieves i t s purpose f o r 
subtle readers..o And i n any case i f that i s r e a l l y 
what took place i n the present passage, i t has 
increased rather than a l l e v i a t e d the d i f f i c u l t y of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " 437 

He r e j e c t s v.Rad's theory, f o r that reason and because the 
edit o r has not always amended where he might well have so 
done. Barth i s thus forced to re-examine the possible 
motives f o r these p a r t i c u l a r problems facing t e x t u a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . There are two reasons why Barth does not 
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get involved i n the i n t r i c a c i e s of redactional analysis. 
F i r s t , on the p r a c t i c a l l e v e l , Church Dogmatics i s not 
an exercise i n redaction c r i t i c i s m . The second and 
perhaps more profound reason i s that to go any f u r t h e r 
with the d i s c i p l i n e , would be regarded by Barth as an 
exercise comparable to the attempts of form c r i t i c s to 
establish how events happened. That i s to say that while 
Barth might use the f r u i t s of such analysis, i f they were 
generally accepted, to aid his exegesis, he would not 
undertake such t h e o l o g i c a l l y superfluous analysis himself. 

One question remains. Why was i t that Barth 
used t h i s d i s c i p l i n e so extensively before i t became a 
fashionable instrument i n research? The answer may well 
l i e i n the influence of A. Schlatter. J We have already 
seen that his work made use of some of the methods l a t e r 

459 
employed by redaction c r i t i c s . y Busch makes i t quite 
clear that besides being a f r i e n d of F r i t z Barth, Schlatter 
had lectured to Barth at Tubingen, where he resented 
Schlatter's " t a l e n t f o r moving d i f f i c u l t i e s elegantly out 

440 
of the way without r e a l l y t a c k l i n g them". However, 

441 
a f t e r Barth had "Changed his mind" he commended Schlatter's 
exegesis f o r attempting genuine understanding and i n t e r -

442 
p r e t a t i o n a f t e r the manner of Luther and Calvin. He 
r e f e r s to Schlatter's works quite often i n the Church 

445 
Dogmatics, not always i n agreement, J but he regards him 

444 
as a "serious theologian", and on occasion commends his 

445 
views. He f i r s t c i t e s Schlatter's commentary on 

446 
Matthew i n 1939 and commends a most i n t e r e s t i n g passage 
from Christian Dop̂ na by the same author: 

"'With a l l the uncertainties of his h i s t o r i c a l 
retrospect and prophetical prospect, the b i b l i c a l 
narrator i s the servant of God who quickens on 
remembrance of Him and makes known His w i l l . I f 
he does not do i t as one who knows, he does i t as 
one who dreams. I f his eye f a i l s , h i s imagination 
steps i n and f i l l s the gaps. I n so doing he con­
ducts f u r t h e r the divine g i f t which had entered i n 
the course of h i s t o r y , making i t f r u i t f u l f o r those 
who f o l l o w . That he must serve God not only as one 
who knows and thinks but also as one who writes and 
dreams, l i e s i n the f a c t that he i s a man and that 
we human beings cannot arrest the t r a n s i t i o n of 
thought i n t o poetry. This demand f i g h t s against the 
measure of l i f e given to us.'" 447 The thought behind t h i s i s very s i m i l a r to Barth's own 
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comments on Jesus' teaching: 
"The material o r i g i n a l i t y of His teaching - what 
we might c a l l His theology - stands or f a l l s 
u l t i m a t e l y with the p a r t i c u l a r emphases, contrasts 
and connexions which well-known thoughts and chains 
of thought acquired by the very f a c t that i t was 
He who spoke them. I t i s immediately apparent how 
free the community f e l t i n r e l a t i o n to these human 
words. I t had no thought.of asking f o r His ipsissima 
verba. I t did not scruple to receive the sayings 
a t t r i b u t e d to Him i n two or three d i f f e r e n t versions, 
or His theology ( i f there was such a thing) i n the 
form of a doctrine which was obviously shaped by 
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John and t h e i r own p e r s o n a l i t ­
ies and h i s t o r i c a l and geographical backgrounds." 448 

No more does Barth scruple to receive the theology 
of Jesus i n the forms redacted by the evangelists. Indeed 
he has S c r i p t u r a l warrant to regard redactional additions 
not only as inspired but as the Word of God Himself, as he 
points out: Gen 1.24 

" i s obviously a r e f l e c t i o n of the editor concerning 
the preceding confession of man 'Therefore s h a l l a 
man leave h i s father and h i s mother, and s h a l l cleave 
unto h i s wife : and they s h a l l become one f l e s h . ' 
The importance assigned to t h i s r e f l e c t i o n by l a t e r 
New Testament readers of the.passage i s shown by the 
f a c t that t h i s saying i s described i n Mt 19.4 as a 
Word of the Creator Himself. And there can be no 
doubt that i t had f o r the e d i t o r himself the 
significance and character of a revealed Word of 
God." 449 

Such a statement makes i t quite clear that Barth has the 
very highest regard f o r the work of the redactor. This 
must influence h i s use of redaction c r i t i c i s m , and makes 
p l a i n the theological p o s i t i o n which l i e s behind Barth's 
methods as we have discovered them. 
Conclusions concerning Barth's use of the 
h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method. 

This section begins by summarising Barth's 
a t t i t u d e to the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method as we have 
discovered i t i n his practice. An analysis of the reasons 
f o r h i s a t t i t u d e i s then offered. This w i l l be followed by 
a b r i e f examination of Barth's e x p l i c i t statements concern­
ing his use of c r i t i c i s m . A consideration of Barth's 
c o n t r i b u t i o n i n t h i s area w i l l be followed by an evaluation 
of the views of other scholars on t h i s subject. 

The evidence from the commentaries and the Church 
Dogmatics has shown that Barth was aware of the c r i t i c a l 
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methods of his time, and understood how they operated. 
Hence i t must be concluded that Barth was i n p r i n c i p l e , 
able to use such methods himself. However, t h i s study 
has also shown that Barth does not often undertake c r i t i c a l 

450 
work; he more usually followed the work of others, ^ 
and i n places he c a t e g o r i c a l l y refused to accept t h e i r 
conclusions, often arguing that the method i t s e l f i s 
wrong. y 

I t i s necessary to t r y to reconcile t h i s practice 
with Barth's words c i t e d above; "Die h i s t o r i s c h e - k r i t i s c h e 
Methode der Bibelforschung hat i h r Recht : sie weist h i n 
auf eine Vorbereitung des Verst&ndnisses, die nirgends 

452 
uberflussig i s t . " y Four p o s s i b i l i t i e s present themselves. 
F i r s t , that Barth took the words seriously, but pressure 
of time and space prevented him from acting on them i n the 

453 
Church Dogmatics. Second, that Barth's practice did not 
conform to h i s theory. Or t h i r d that t h i s was an early 
idea which h i s developed theological p o s i t i o n eventually 
forced him to abandon. Fourth, that Barth always took 
the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method seriously, as a necessary 
preliminary, but that he submitted both i t s methods and 
conclusions to the same searching scrutiny of b i b l i c a l 
theology as he argued elsewhere that i t was necessary to 

454 
do with philosophy. ^ The f i r s t three p o s s i b i l i t i e s w i l l 
be eliminated; t h i s thesis argues that the f o u r t h i s the 
case. 

The f i r s t case does not f i t the f a c t s , which are 
that- where i t i s appropriate, as- f o r example where Barth 
has passages of extended exegesis i n the Church Dogmatics 
he does include d e t a i l e d discussion of c r i t i c a l methods 
Elsewhere, i n the course of his consideration of b i b l i c a l 
passages, asides show that he has considered c r i t i c a l 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n such as form and redaction c r i t i c i s m . Lack 
of time or space cannot be considered to be the primary 
reasons f o r Barth's a t t i t u d e , although they may account f o r 
the comparative infrequency of his reference to c r i t i c a l 
matters. I t i s u n l i k e l y that pragmatic considerations 
alone would have influenced Barth's method; i t i s f a r more 
l i k e l y that theological argument rather than human f r a i l bj 
l i e s behind Barth's p o s i t i o n . 

455 
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The second suggestion does not require more 
deta i l e d r e f u t a t i o n than the weight of evidence examined 
i n the sections above. Although t h i s i s only a small 
proportion of the Church Dogmatics, i t i s also the case 
that i t i s found throughout Barth's use of b i b l i c a l 
m a t e r i a l , i n both testaments, and i n many d i f f e r e n t 

456 
methods of using Scripture. ^ 

The t h i r d suggestion may be refuted by considering 
the spread of the evidence i n the Church Dogmatics. As has 
been seen above, some d i s c i p l i n e s are used more towards 
the end of the volumes than at the beginning, p a r t l y because 
l a t t e r l y Barth includes more passages of extended exegesis, 
and more b i b l i c a l material. However, no volume of the 
Church Dogmatics i s devoid of reference to t h i s method. 

I t may therefore be seen that the f o u r t h i s the 
only viable theory. Barth took the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l 
method seriously throughout Scripture, throughout h i s 
commentaries, and throughout the Church Dogmatics, but h i s 
use of i t was c o n t r o l l e d by the view he held of Scripture 

457 
which he believed he had drawn from Scripture i t s e l f . " 
Thus h i s theological p o s i t i o n precluded accepting some of 
the preconceptions and methods of c r i t i c i s m because they 
were d i r e c t l y contrary to the understanding of God and 

458 
Scripture which Barth found i n his Bible. Some general 
remarks about t h i s are necessary before i t i s i l l u s t r a t e d 
by one example from Barth's thought. 

Barth's theological thought i s c i r c u l a r , or 
perhaps more l i k e a s p i r a l , inasmuch as he may begin from 

459 
the t e x t of Scripture and move i n t o dogmatics but he 
moves round to check t h i s by S c r i p t u r a l standards which may 
move him f u r t h e r i n h i s dogmatic p o s i t i o n . This movement 
i n Barth's thought i s regulated by three corrective points 
drawn from h i s theological p o s i t i o n . F i r s t , Scripture i s 
a u n i t y , which i s to be i n t e r p r e t e d by i t s e l f , and never 

460 
contrary to any part of i t s e l f . Second, the f i n a l 
t e x t of Scripture i s that which i s canonical, and which 

461 
must be inter p r e t e d at i t s present face value. Third, 
the t e x t of Scripture must be recognised as the means whereby God reveals Himself so that on the one hand God's re v e l a t -ion must not be sought behind the t e x t i n h i s t o r y or 
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4 6 2 archeology etc, nor on the other hand must the t e x t 
he treated merely as human records, although Barth does 

4 6 - 5 

consider them to be t r u l y human witness. J 

I t has been made p l a i n i n the sections above that 
the movement of Barth's thought, regulated by these 
theological f o c i , does not always coincide with the work 
of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c s . Where t h e i r methods and re s u l t s 
are consistent with Barth's p o s i t i o n , he accepts them both; 
where they diverge s l i g h t l y , Barth reforms them i n order that 
he may use them. Where they diverge seriously he r e j e c t s 
them o u t r i g h t . 

I t i s almost as i f Barth takes a sieve to the 
work of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m , saving a l l that helps h i s 
exegesis, and a l l that assists him to a theological under­
standing of Scripture, but r e j e c t i n g anything which f a i l s 
to f a l l i n t o these two categories. I n p a r t i c u l a r he 
re j e c t s any method which attempts to reconstruct h i s t o r i c a l 
events behind the accounts because he regards Scripture as 

464 
witness to God not as a h i s t o r i c a l account, and believes 
that God reveals Himself through the witness not through the 

465 
naked event. ^ I n terms of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method 
t h i s means f o r example that Barth w i l l not use form c r i t i c i s m 

466 
to discover the e a r l i e s t accounts of the event, nor 
source c r i t i c i s m as a preliminary to a reconstruction of the 
event, but he does use both as aids to theological exegesis 

467 
of the f i n a l t e x t . ' 

Further, Barth r e j e c t s anything which divides 
Scripture. Obviously .this does not mean that he w i l l not 
break down the t e x t i n t o words and phrases i n order to under­
stand i t , but i t does mean that any d i v i s i v e or an a l y t i c 
work must always tend towards greater understanding, and 
eventually contribute to i n t e r p r e t i n g the whole. Hence, 
any c r i t i c i s m which drives a wedge between the theology of 
one part of Scripture and another i s regarded as only the 
preliminary to a synthesis which gives equal weight to them 

468 
both. Any analysis which r e j e c t s parts of Scripture 
as less r e l i a b l e or as influenced by extraneous considerat-

469 
ions i s rejected o u t r i g h t by Barth. Scriptures have 
i n the past been "torn assunder i n t o a thousand shreds 
(each more unimportant than the other) by unimaginative h i s t o r i c o - c r i t i c a l omniscience." But they are "a chorus 
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of very d i f f e r e n t and independent but harmonious voices. 
An organism which i n i t s many and varied texts i s f u l l of 

470 
v i t a l i t y within the community." ' 

F i n a l l y Barth r e j e c t s any c r i t i c i s m which deals 
471 

with Scripture at the human l e v e l alone. For example, 
where the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method argues that an event 
cannot have happened thus because general observation 
precludes such events, (for example, miracles) Barth r e j e c t s 

472 
i t . ' This i s a good example of Barth submitting the 
contemporary s c i e n t i f i c or philosophical world views which 
are assumed by the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method to the B i b l i c a l 
view. He only accepts such features of these as are consistent 

473 
with Scripture. r > P o s i t i v e l y Barth used the h i s t o r i c a l -
c r i t i c a l methods to e s t a b l i s h the autograph text as nearly as 
possible, to understand i t s l i t e r a r y genre, and to grasp the theo­
l o g i c a l import of the f i n a l redactor as he welded h i s sources 474 together. ' 

We turn to a b r i e f examination of an aspect of 
Barth's thought which i l l u s t r a t e s the contentions above. 
Although Barth's understanding of the r e l a t i o n between h i s t o r y 
and r e v e l a t i o n i s more complex than t h i s short explanation can 
show, i t i s c l e a r l y linked to h i s understanding of h i s t o r i c a l 
c r i t i c i s m . He writes: 

"Part of the concept of the b i b l i c a l l y attested r e v e l a t ­
ion i s that i t i s a h i s t o r i c a l event. H i s t o r i c a l does 
not mean h i s t o r i c a l l y demonstrable or h i s t o r i c a l l y 
demonstrated. Hence i t does not mean what i s usually 
c a l l e d ' h i s t o r i c a l ' ( h i s t o r i s c h ) . " 475 

As i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h i s , Barth points out that 
"Thousands may have seen and heard the Rabbi of Nazareth. 
But t h i s ' h i s t o r i c a l ' element was not revelation...This 
' h i s t o r i c a l ' element, l i k e a l l else that i s ' h i s t o r i c a l ' 
on t h i s l e v e l , i s admittedly open to very t r i v i a l i n t e r ­
pretations too." 476 

Indeed, Barth points out that "As regards the question of the 
' h i s t o r i c a l ' c e r t a i n t y of re v e l a t i o n attested i n the Bible we 
can only say that i t i s ignored i n the Bible i t s e l f i n a way 
that one can understand only on the premise that t h i s question 
i s completely a l i e n to i t , i . e . , obviously and u t t e r l y 

477 
inappropriate to the object of i t s witness." Hence the 
be l i e v e r "...has to r e a l i s e that what can be established 
here ' h i s t o r i c a l l y ' ( h i s t o r i s h ) i s very l i t t l e or nothing 
at a l l or something quite d i f f e r e n t which i s of no importance 
for the event of revelation." ^ ® - 65 -



For Barth, the h i s t o r i c i t y of the Bible l i e s i n 
the p a r t i c u l a r i t y of God's revelation to men. 

" I t i s rather the record of an event which has taken 
place once and for a l l , i . e . , i n a more or l e s s exact 
and s p e c i f i c time and place. I f the time and place 
are l a r g e l y obscure for us ' h i s t o r i c a l l y * , i f the 
ind i v i d u a l data the Bible offers concerning them are 
subject to ' h i s t o r i c a l ' c r i t i c i s m , t h i s i s not 
s u r p r i s i n g i n the documents of a time and culture 
that had no knowledge at a l l of a ' h i s t o r i c a l ' question 
i n our sense... Thus, even i f . . . i t does...commit 
'errors' ... the important thing i s not the more or 
l e s s 'correct' content, but the very f a c t of these 
statements. This f a c t that the Bible...does continu­
a l l y . .. make chronological and topographical Statements sign­
i f i e s . . . that when the Bible gives an account of 
r e v e l a t i o n i t means to narrate h i s t o r y . . . " 4-79 

Barth recognises that parts of Scripture are such that "... 
according to the standards by which ' h i s t o r i c a l ' truth i s 
u s u a l l y measured elsewhere or generally, t h i s story i s one 
that to some degree eludes any sure declaration that i t 

480 
happened as the narrative says." The Scriptures can 
witness to r e v e l a t i o n even i n " . . . t h i s fundamental uncertain-

481 
ty i n general h i s t o r i c i t y " . Because t h i s i s Barth's 
theological position, i t becomes obvious that any use of 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l methods to e s t a b l i s h h i s t o r i c a l events 
i n which God revealed Himself, i s wasted energy. 

This i s made very c l e a r i n an excursus on the 
f u t i l i t y of the search for the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus: 

"The so-called h i s t o r i c o - c r i t i c a l method of handling 
Holy Scripture ceases to be t h e o l o g i c a l l y possible or 
worth considering, the moment i t conceives i t as i t s 
task to work out from the testimonies of Holy 
Scripture... a r e a l i t y which lacks t h i s character 
/of miracle/... This must be said p a r t i c u l a r l y of the 
gigantic attempt... of the ' l i f e of Jesus research', 
i . e . , the attempt ... to uncover...the figure...of the 
mere man Jesus, the so-called ' h i s t o r i c a l Jesus', as 
he might have l i v e d i n the years 1-30..." 

Commending Ka*hler's attack on t h i s "wrong way" which i s 
based on the b e l i e f that "...the Gospels are testimonies 
and not sources...", Barth argues:"There i s no reason why 
h i s t o r i c o - c r i t i c a l Bible research should not contribute to 
the investigation and exposition of t h i s h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t 
of the New Testament, instead of - a proceeding every whit 
as a r b i t r a r y , whether the science i s h i s t o r y or theology -
chasing the ghost of an h i s t o r i c a l Jesus i n the vacuum 
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behind the New Testament." 4 8 2 

This whole negative section must be balanced 
against the p o s i t i v e value which Barth gives to the 
h i s t o r i c a l nature of Scripture which enables him to take 
some h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m seriously. 

"The demand that the Bible should be read and 
understood and expounded h i s t o r i c a l l y i s , therefore, 
obviously j u s t i f i e d and can never be taken too 
se r i o u s l y . The Bible i t s e l f p o sits t h i s demand:... 
i n i t s actual composition i t i s everywhere a human 
word...The demand for a ' h i s t o r i c a l 1 understanding 
of the Bibl e . . . means ... that we have to take i t for 
what i t undoubtedly i s . . . human speech uttered by 
s p e c i f i c men at s p e c i f i c times... with a s p e c i f i c 
intention... We have, therefore, not only no cause 
to r e t r a c t from t h i s demand, but every cause to 
accept i t s t r i c t l y on theological grounds." 483 

But t h i s h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m w i l l only be acceptable to 
Barth i f i t has worked i n consciousness of the nature of 
Scripture. Barth goes so f a r as to say that unless t h i s 

484 
i s the case, Scripture i s read " u n h i s t o r i c a l l y " . 

"Under the caption of a t r u l y ' h i s t o r i c a l ' under­
standing of the Bible we cannot allow ourselves to 
commend... an understanding of the b i b l i c a l words 
from t h e i r immanent l i n g u i s t i c and f a c t u a l content 
instead of from what they say and what we hear them 
say i n t h i s context... To t h i s we must say that i t i s 
not an honest and unreserved understanding of the 
b i b l i c a l word as a human word, and i t i s not there­
fore an h i s t o r i c a l understanding of the Bible . I n an 
understanding of t h i s kind the Bible cannot be witness. 

485""~ 
He continues: 

"Even the best and f i n e s t r e s u l t s , . . . achieved by the 
methods based on t h i s understanding w i l l not prevent 
us from making t h i s rejection...The.„.results of t h i s 
method u s u a l l y consist i n a c e r t a i n c l e a r knowledge 
of the b i b l i c a l men i n t h e i r concrete stat e , of t h e i r 
personality...and role i n the h i s t o r i c a l circumstances 
i n which they l i v e d , ...We c e r t a i n l y cannot despise 
such knowledge as worthless...But we s t i l l have to 
r e j e c t i t as an in t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Bible." 486 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that while Barth's 
location of revelation i n the witness of Scripture rather 
than i n the h i s t o r i c a l events behind i t seems to minimise 
the importance of the h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y of Scripture, 
i t does enable him.at the same time to elevate the elements 
of Scripture which are not h i s t o r i c a l i n form or intention 
to a place of equally genuine witness of God's revelation. 
Hence he w r i t e s : " I t i s to be noted at that point that the 
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idea that the Bible declares the Word of God only where 
i t speaks h i s t o r i c a l l y i s one which must be abandoned, 

487 
e s p e c i a l l y i n the C h r i s t i a n Church." ' By refusing 
to i d e n t i f y the r e v e l a t i o n of God with h i s t o r y , Barth 
i s able to r e i n s t a t e the non-historical elements of 
Scripture as equally valuable parts of the canon. 
"'History' i s not the b i b l i c a l form of presentation, but 

489 
i s only one amongst others." y 

We move therefore to a consideration of Barth's 
e x p l i c i t comments about the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method. 
I n response to the reaction of scholars to the f i r s t edition 
of Romans, Barth gave four pages to a consideration of the 
role of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method i n h i s preface to 

490 
the second edition. I n t h i s passage Barth makes 
several points c l e a r . F i r s t , he i s not a " b i t t e r enemy of 

49 "1 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m " 7 because he does not blame the 

492 
method for everything. J Rather h i s disagreement i s with 
those who consider that exegesis need go no further than 
c r i t i c a l method. Secondly, however, he agrees with other 
commentators that i t i s necessary to apply " h i s t o r i c a l 
c r i t i c i s m as a prolegomenon to the understanding of the 
E p i s t l e " . ^ Indeed, 

"so long as the c r i t i c i s occupied i n t h i s 
preliminary work I follow him c a r e f u l l y and grate­
f u l l y . So long as i t i s simply a question of 
establishing what stands i n the text, I have never 
dreamed of doing anything else than s i t a t t e n t i v e l y 
at the feet of such learned men as J i i l i c h e r , 
Lietzmann..." 494 

Thirdly, Barth argues that c r i t i c i s m 
"...applied to h i s t o r i c a l documents means for me 
the measuring of words and phrases by the standard 
of that about which the documents are speaking -
unless indeed the whole be nonsense. When docu­
ments contain answers to questions, the answers 
must be brought into r e l a t i o n with the questions 
which are presupposed, and not with some other 
questions." 495 

Hence, i n the p a r t i c u l a r case of Scripture, exegesis which 
began with h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l considerations continues 
beyond i t because "The Word ought to be exposed i n the 

496 
words." y Fourthly, while Barth i s prepared to see 
h i s t o r i c a l fragments behind the text, he w i l l not "...allow 
the mark of competent scholarship to be that the c r i t i c - 68 -



d i s c l o s e s fragments of past h i s t o r y and then leaves them -
497 

unexplained,," J' Consequently, c r i t i c i s m by i t s e l f i s 
not enough; "The interpretation of what i s written requires 
more than a d i s j o i n t e d s e r i e s of notes on words and 
v, t. 498 phrases. 

However, Barth i s equally c l e a r i n h i s t h i r d 
preface that he cannot agree with Bultmann that c r i t i c i s m 
includes the p o s s i b i l i t y of r e j e c t i n g parts of the b i b l i c a l 

499 
text s . Against t h i s , Barth a s s e r t s , "...even were we 
concerned with an author's l i t e r a r y s t y l e , such a method 
of procedure would be i l l e g i t i m a t e " , but h i s r e a l 
reason for opposing i t , i s h i s b e l i e f that "The s p i r i t of 
C h r i s t i s not a vantage-point from which a ceaseless correct­
ion of Paul-or of anyone else - may be exercised school-
master-wise. y 

The Church Dogmatics affords us one outstanding 
statement of Barth's position which s i g n i f i c a n t l y follows 
a discussion of r e v e l a t i o n as "... the theme of the 

502 
b i b l i c a l witness". ' Arguing against the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of revelation with the h i s t o r i c a l events behind the 
documents, Barth analyses the reasons why "...once the way 
was entered we need not be surprised i f the eventual r e s u l t s 
were so r a d i c a l that they caused pain i n the Church." 
The reason was not that the r e s u l t s were harmful but that 

"...at bottom i t means succumbing to the temptation 
to read the Canon d i f f e r e n t l y from what i t i s 
intended to be and can be read - which i s the same 
thing. The u n i v e r s a l r u l i n g of interpretation i s 
that a text can be read and understood and expounded 
only with reference to and i n the l i g h t of i t s 
theme." 504 

The scandal of t h i s use of the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method 
was not 

"...that D.F. Strauss and Wellhausen came to a l l 
sorts of extreme r e s u l t s , but that theology allowed 
i t s e l f to be decoyed into t h i s trap...Theology at 
least.o.ought to have...the t a c t and taste...to 
r e s i s t t h i s temptation, to leave the curious quest­
ion of what i s perhaps behind the texts, and to 
turn with a l l the more attentiveness, accuracy and 
love to the texts as such." 505 

This solution, for Barth, did not l i e i n abandon­
ing the method of c r i t i c i s m ; 
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" . . . t h i s does not mean an annulling of the r e s u l t s 
of b i b l i c a l scholarship i n the l a s t centuries, nor 
does i t mean a breaking off and neglect of e f f o r t s 
i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n . What i t does mean i s a r a d i c a l 
re-orientation concerning the goal to be pursued, 
on the basis of the recognition that the b i b l i c a l 
texts must be investigated for t h e i r own sake to 
the extent that the revelation which they a t t e s t 
does not stand or occur, and i s not to be sought, 
behind or above them, but i n them." 506 

Simply, Barth proposes that the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method 
should be ^employed to prepare for and a s s i s t exegesis of 
the t e x t s , which aims at expounding God's revelation, and 
for that purpose alone. Consequently, he not only opposes 
the approach to the canon "as a c o l l e c t i o n of sources", 
and any doubt about "whether things did take place exactly 
as we read", and "the d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n of t h i s or that 
constituent part..." but above a l l he opposes the " p a r t i a l 
or t o t a l reconstruction of r e a l i t y as i t i s thought to be 
better seen over the heads and shoulders of the b i b l i c a l 

CQQ 
authors". He suggests that "by obstinately putting 
t h i s question of truth...the true nature and character of 

509 
the writings has been missed for over a hundred years." 

510 
The " r a d i c a l re-orientation" ' for which Barth 

argues t h e o r e t i c a l l y , i s found i n p r a c t i c e i n h i s own use 
of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m , analysed above. The re-orientat­
ion i s equally to be found i n exegetical as i n other 
passages, and i t i s h i s consistent theory and p r a c t i c e 
which stands as a challenge to modern scholars. There 
i s no room i n the C h r i s t i a n church to view the c r i t i c a l 
methods as ends i n themselves, nor as means to any ends 
other than the c l e a r exposition of the t e x t . But even 
t h i s i s only " r a d i c a l l y re-orientated" when the c r i t i c a l 
methods bear i n mind the subject matter of the texts, 
which i n the case of Scripture, i s the r e v e l a t i o n of God 
Himself. 

Barth's view i s of importance because i t i s not 
the extreme r e j e c t i o n of any c r i t i c a l methods which 

511 
characterize some reactionary work, y nor i s i t the 
extreme acceptance of a l l that i s 'discovered' i n the name 

512 
of s c i e n t i f i c inquiry. y His strength i s that instead 
of contending on c r i t i c a l grounds for conservative conclus­
ions to safeguard the t r a d i t i o n a l C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , he 
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challenges the methods which have l e d to such l i b e r a l 
conclusions as often misdirected and p a r t l y misconceived. 
Barth recognises that the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method has 
philosophical and theological implications which he 
subjects to the scrutiny of b i b l i c a l teaching as he under­
stands i t . 

Perhaps most important of a l l , i s Barth's 
recognition that Scripture must be f r e e , the supreme norm 
through which God speaks to the Church, so that he regards 
the elevation of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method to the 
position played by the t r a d i t i o n i n the Roman Church as 
completely anathema. The danger of e i s e g e s i s . r a t h e r than 
exegesis w i l l be acute i f 

"correct exposition /J.s7 dependent on the judgement 
of a d e f i n i t i v e and decisive teaching o f f i c e i n the 
Church or on the judgement of a h i s t o r i c o - c r i t i c a l 
scholarship which comports i t s e l f with equal 
i n f a l l i b i l i t y . I f we assume that one or other 
of these a u t h o r i t i e s i s worthy of the Church's 
highest confidence, then either way the Church goes 
astray i n respect of the Bible, by thinking that i n 
one or the other i t can or should control correct 
exposition, and thereby set up a norm over the norm, 
and thereby capture the true norm for i t s e l f . The 
exegesis of the Bible should rather be l e f t open on 
a l l sides, not f o r the sake of free thought, as 
Liberalism would demand, but f o r the sake of a free 
Bible." 514 

I n the l i g h t of t h i s discussion i t i s easy to 
understand why Barth could w r i t e : 

"The h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method of B i b l i c a l i n v e s t i g a t ­
ion has i t s r i g h t f u l place: i t i s concerned with the 
preparation of the i n t e l l i g e n c e - and t h i s can never 
be superfluous. But, were I driven to choose between 
i t and the venerable doctrine of I n s p i r a t i o n , I should 
without h e s i t a t i o n adopt the l a t t e r , which has a 
broader, deeper and more important j u s t i f i c a t i o n . 
The doctrine of I n s p i r a t i o n i s concerned with the 
labour of apprehending, without which no technical 
equipment, however complete, i s of any use what­
ever." 515 

Although, the h i s t o r i c a l method, when r i g h t l y employed, can 
help exegesis, i t i s not e s s e n t i a l i n the same way as i s 
the free act of God by which the Scriptures speak to b e l i e v ­
ing men as Word of God. And t h i s l a t t e r action by no 
means depends upon the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method, as Barth 
makes c l e a r : " F a i t h does come about p r a c t i c a l l y through 
preaching, but preaching comes about through 'the Word of 
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C h r i s t 1 (no matter in what state the preacher's h i s t o r i c a l 
knowledge or c r i t i c a l r e f l e c t i o n a r e ) . " 516 

For Barth, h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m i s never 
superfluous, but equally never e s s e n t i a l ; never an end 
i n i t s e l f , although i t may be an invaluable tool i n the 

517 
struggle to see "the Word i n the words". This 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Barth to which the investigation has led, 
suggests that many commentators have misunderstood h i s 
p r a c t i c e . Although several scholars have touched on t h i s 
subject, few have discussed i t at length. It- i s a common 
feature of much of the a n a l y s i s i n t h i s area, that i t i s 
based on a discussion of Barth's comments about h i s method, 
rather than detailed consideration of h i s exegetical 
methods at work, such as i s found above. This t h e s i s 
suggests that t h i s i s the reason for some of the misunder­
standing i n the debate. We turn therefore to a b r i e f 
consideration of t h i s . 

There are two main views of the matter: the 
f i r s t a s s e r t s that despite appearances, Barth does 
e f f e c t i v e l y r e j e c t the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method, and 
that h i s i n c l u s i o n of c r i t i c a l material i s merely superfic­
i a l , belying h i s claims; the second recognises that Barth 
uses the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method, but h i s acceptance i s 
represented i n d i f f e r e n t ways. Some argue that Barth 
employs both the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method and a theo­
l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n a d u a l i s t fashion, others think 
that he uses c r i t i c i s m as a preface which he passes beyond 
when he i n t e r p r e t s t h e o l o g i c a l l y . A few recognise that 
Barth's use of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method i s conditioned 
by the l i m i t s of h i s theological position. 

We begin with a discussion of those who think 
that i m p l i c i t l y or e x p l i c i t l y , Barth rejected h i s t o r i c a l 

. . . 518 
c r i t i c i s m . ' A.von Harnack must be numbered amongst 
these; the correspondence between the two men, published 
i n C h r i s t l i c h e Welt reveals that t h i s was one of the main 

519 
issues dividing them. y y Harnack considered that r e l i a b l e 
objective knowledge of Jesus C h r i s t was a v a i l a b l e only 

520 
through the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method, ' which, i n h i s 

521 
view, Barth had r e j e c t e d . • Barth's response was to 
acknowledge that the chief "...service which ' h i s t o r i c a l 
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knowledge' can render the actual task of theology" ^22 
might well prove to be the demonstration that "...we no 

52-5 
longer know C h r i s t according to the f l e s h . " ^ ^ This 
exchange makes p l a i n that Harnack thought the l o g i c a l 
conclusion of Barth's position was e f f e c t i v e l y a r e j e c t i o n 
of the methods and r e s u l t s of h i s t o r i c a l investigation, 
but i t must be remembered that the complex outworking of 
the l a t t e r ' s position i n the Church Dogmatics was not 

524 
yet a v a i l a b l e . 

Hamer, i n a comparative discussion of Harnack 
525 

and Barth, y y agreed with the former that Romans "was 
governed very l i t t l e , i f at a l l , by p r i n c i p l e s of c r i t i c a l 
exegesis..." J I n the Church Dogmatics Hamer concedes 
that Barth's purpose was to show that " . . . c o n f l i c t i s not 

527 
n e c e s s a r i l y i n e v i t a b l e " ^ but he argues "... c r i t i c a l 
and theological exegesis are obliged to follow d i f f e r e n t 
paths..." J so that " . . . c o n f l i c t i s p r a c t i c a l l y i n e v i t -

529 
able". J The conclusions of Livingstone's unpublished 
doctoral t h e s i s i s the same:"...Barth's hermeneutic 
represents a b r i l l i a n t but unsatisfactory bypassing of the 
methods and r e s u l t s of h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l theology..." 

J . Barr suggests that Barth was "embarrassed" 
by h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m ; h i s t h e s i s i s that although Barth 
pays l i p service to such methods, h i s theological position, 

531 
e s p e c i a l l y h i s concept of revelation, " precludes him 
from taking i t s e r i o u s l y , so that e f f e c t i v e l y he ignores 

^32 
i t . Barth, and others l i k e him, "...were i n t h e i r 
attitude to the Bible more conservative than appeared at 
f i r s t sight, and more remote from h i s t o r i c a l and c r i t i c a l 
exegesis..." ' ^ 

What others argue i n a general way, Ford a s s e r t s 
as an axiom of h i s unpublished doctoral t h e s i s : that "Barth 
a r r i v e d at an exegesis which was both independent of 

5-54 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m and yet not s u b j e c t i v i s t . " Yet 
a l l of these scholars are agreed that ultimately Barth 
r e j e c t s h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m , even though they do not a l l 
a t t r i b u t e i t to the same cause. However, t h i s theory does 
not deal adequately with the weight of evidence examined 
above. Indeed, most of those who suggest i t have not 
based t h e i r work on a detailed a n a l y s i s of Barth's use of 
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the c r i t i c a l methods i n the Church Dogmatics, which must 
be a contributory factor i n t h e i r misunderstanding. 
Certainly, there i s a negative side to Barth's attitude 
to the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method, but he i s not e n t i r e l y 
opposed to i t ; where i t conforms to h i s theology, he not 
only employs i t , but builds dogmatic conclusions upon i t s 
methods and r e s u l t s . 

We turn therefore to those who recognise that 
Barth does admit the u t i l i t y of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m , 
s t a r t i n g with those who represent t h i s as a"dualism i n 
h i s method. McConnachie's assessment of The Significance 
of Karl Barth argues that the l a t t e r worked towards a 

555 
combination of c r i t i c a l and theological exegesis, and 
Hartwell's introduction to theology of Barth, concludes 
that he "... i n no wise objects to the c r i t i c a l i n v e s t i g a t ­
ion of the b i b l i c a l t e x t s . . . " One reason suggested 
for t h i s i s the reverse of Barr's theory about Barth's use 
of re v e l a t i o n : "the d i s t i n c t i o n of revelation from h i s t o r y 

557 
makes h i s t o r i c a l research into the Bible possible." 
Cullmann epitomises the d u a l i s t view of Barth's approach: 

"L'exe'gese de K. Barth et son ecole pretend €tre 
autre chose qu'un appendice £difiant de l'exegese 
s c i e n t i f i q u e . Barth proteste cemtre l e s c r i t i q u e s 
qui, a l a fac,on de J t l l i c h e r , voudraient releguer 
son commentaire sur l e s Romains«dans l e s calmes 
pliturages de l a th^ologie pratique^", 5$8 

although he comments: "Barth n'a pas assez i n s i s t e sur l a 
559 

n6cessit6 du point de vue historique." 
Thus, there are a few who recognise the genuine 

d u a l i t y of Barth's approach to Scripture, for while he 
sought to discover the theological significance of the 
text, he examined i t i n the l i g h t of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l 
method, which was not merely the "springboard" but. the 
"sparring partner" of Bar-th's exegetical thought. However, 
i t must be noted that none of these scholars "acknowledge 
that Barth's use of the c r i t i c a l methods i s tempered by h i s 
theological position. 

Another view, which admits Barth accepted h i s t o r i c a l 
c r i t i c i s m , argues that he used i t as a preface or spring­
board, which he l e f t behind when he began theological 
exegesis. Hendry considers that "the significance of 
Barth's work i s that i t brought theology from the c r i t i c a l - 7^ -



to the p o s t - c r i t i c a l phase of Bible study, or, as we may 
540 

say, from adolescence to maturity", ' because "he saw 
that, even when c r i t i c i s m had done i t s work, the r e a l task 
of interpreting the Bible remained to be done: c r i t i c i s m 
could help to prepare the way and to erect the scaffolding 
for t h i s task, but i t could not i t s e l f discharge i t . " 
B. Childs also sees Barth's work as an attempt to work on 
from the knowledge established by c r i t i c a l i n v estigation. 
I n h i s book on b i b l i c a l theology he suggests that "...the 
work of the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c s remained for him /Barth7 
only prolegomena to the r e a l theological task of exegesis 

542 
within the d i s c i p l i n e of Church Dogmatics." ' Bultmann 
c r i t i c i s e d Barth for p r e c i s e l y t h i s reason. Rumscheidt's 
description of Barth's attitude to h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m may 
be summed up thus:"Barth respects the c r i t i c a l - h i s t o r i c a l 
a n alysts, yet he f e e l s compelled to ask them whether they are 
aware of the cardinal question which the exegete must ask and 

544 
and answer: the question about the Word i n the words." 

I t has already been shown that t h i s was not the 
case. Barth did not accept the methods or r e s u l t s of 
c r i t i c i s m as i n d i s c r i m i n a t e l y as Rumscheidt and others 
suggest, although he was quite open to consider any evidence 
a v a i l a b l e to him from such research, e s p e c i a l l y when i t 
aided h i s own exegesis. Rumscheidt (and others) f a i l to 
recognise t h i s f o r two reasons. F i r s t , they do not examine 
the d e t a i l s of Barth's work, to examine exactly what he 
meant by h i s general comments, and second because they 
f a i l to d i s t i n g u i s h adequately the components of the 
c r i t i c a l method. The second exercise i n p a r t i c u l a r makes 
i t quite c l e a r that Barth's attitude i s sophisticated and 
discriminating. 

Runia's presentation of Barth's doctrine of Holy 
Scripture, i s t y p i c a l of t h i s misunderstanding. 
F a i l u r e to examine Barth's p r a c t i c e enables Runia to 
conclude that " a l l t h i s s t i l l allows the right and necessity 

546 
of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . " R. Smend's theory has 
several features i n common with t h i s position, although 
i t i s presented i n an unusual way. He suggests that Barth 
knows the c r i t i c a l methods which are never' superfluous - 75 -



but that h i s exegesis i s "naively p o s t - c r i t i c a l " 7 

because he deals with the text at face value, as a l i t e r a r y 
unity whose f i n a l form alone must be considered i n 
theological exegesis. Hence, "Ihre Naivitat ist<<geprufte, 

ii 549 
k r i t i s c h e Naivitat>> ." ' Smend's contention i s that 
while Barth can hold i n mind a l l the doubts about h i s t o r i c a l 
r e l i a b i l i t y and recognises disagreements between sources, 
he passes over t h i s , to a theological exegesis of the text 
which does not allow c r i t i c a l considerations to detract 
from theological appreciation of the texts as they now are. 
Whilst there i s some truth i n t h i s position, i t does not 
recognise the p o s i t i v e r o l e of the c r i t i c a l method i n 
Barth's exegesis, nor i s there any evidence that Smend 
recognizes Barth's c r i t i c a l attitude to both the methods 
and r e s u l t s of c r i t i c i s m . 

Smend's argument i s taken up by Wharton who 
affirms that 

" . . . i n so f a r as Barth discerns a useful i n s i g h t from 
h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l scholarship...he appropriates i t 
with obvious appreciation. I n other cases, an 
excursus may proceed as i f (but always only apparently 
as i f ) Barth had never consulted a c r i t i c a l commentary 
on the text or as i f he were wholly unfamiliar with 
problems ra i s e d from the c r i t i c a l side." 550 

Wharton's studies lead him to suspect that "...the wide 
range of challenges to h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l i n v e s tigation... 
present i n Barth's exegesis, have not yet begun to be 

551 
explored." The i n v e s t i g a t i o n detailed above confirms 
the wide range of Barth's challenges to h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . 

Two scholars come close to describing Barth's 
act u a l p r a c t i c e , although neither o f f e r r a detailed a n a l y s i s 
of the same. F.W. Marquardt's a r t i c l e i n the index volume 
of Die K i r c h l i c h e Dogmatik recognises that Barth's use of 
the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method i s limited to a c e r t a i n extent 
by h i s theological position, but that he does not r e j e c t i t . 
For instance, he argues: 

"Das Anerkennen des Vorrangs der Wirklichkeit des 
Textes vor den k r i t i s c h e n Moglichkeiten des Exegeten 
i s t bei Barth night Verwerfung, sondern Hadikalisierung 
des h i s t o r i s c h - k r i t i s c h e n Verfahrens, die p o s i t i v e 
Entscheidung das Ergebnis r a d i k a l e r k r i t i s c h e r Reflexion 
nicht nachkritische Naivitat...sondern exegetische 
D i s z i p l i n . " 553 

Puffenberger a t t r i b u t e s Barth's c r i t i c a l attitude to 
" . . . h i s christological-dogmatic considerations /which/ 
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unduly r e s t r i c t the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l i nvestigation 
554 

of Scripture." J He suggests that Barth throws doubt 
"...on the c r i t i c a l - h i s t o r i c a l method as a necessary 
means for the understanding of God's revelation. 
A l l philosphical ideas and exegetical presuppositions 
are merely preliminary 'tools' of understanding; 
they must always remain subservient to the B i b l i c a l 
subject matter i t s e l f . " 555 

I t must be concluded that even those who come 
close to describing Barth's position, have not grasped the 
subtlety of h i s p r a c t i c e . For Barth does not r e j e c t 
c r i t i c i s m out of hand, nor does he accept i t e n t i r e l y . 
He treads a middle, discriminating path. While he i s 
happy for the method to continue independently, he always 
questions whether i t i s methodologically appropriate. 
Only where, i n h i s judgement, i t passes that t e s t , can i t 
be an aid to exegesis. However, Barth considers that 
there i s need for a further assessment as to the ways i n 
which dogmatic theology should r e l a t e to the c r i t i c a l 
method. C l e a r l y an a n a l y s i s of how texts were constructed 
and how they were rela t e d to r e a l i t y does not n e c e s s a r i l y 
have any implications for the way that dogmatic theology 
should employ them. Only dogmatic theology can decide 
whether to confine i t s e l f to texts which give an accurate 
'objective' account of events 'as they r e a l l y happened', 
for instance. Barth's c a r e f u l consideration of the way 
that the c r i t i c a l methods r e l a t e to exegesis and to 

t 

theology may only be discerned by an equally careful 
556 

consideration of h i s p r a c t i c e . y y 
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CHAPTER TWO 
The Simple Movement from Exegesis t o Dogmatics 

This simple movement i n Earth's method i s from 
exegesis of a s i n g l e continuous b i b l i c a l passage, t o 
dogmatic theology. I t stands i n contrast t o h i s more 
complex method where he groups material before drawing 
dogmatic conclusions. This chapter begins w i t h a 
d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis so i t i s c l e a r which processes 
may be c l a s s i f i e d under t h i s head. I t then makes p l a i n 
that Barth's exegesis employs a l l these processes from 
time to time, but shows that h i s exegesis always has a 
theological emphasis. Further, i t argues that i n the 
Church Dogmatics, Barth never stops at 'pure exegesis', 
but always t i p s over into that kind of discussion which 
must be c l a s s i f i e d as dogmatic theology. The ways i n 
which t h i s i s done are analysed and explained so as to 
make c l e a r that j u s t as Barth i s not prepared to allow 
the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l methods to d i c t a t e the way i n 
which he should move (namely, a n a l y t i c a l l y ) neither i s 
he prepared to allow i t s methods to d i c t a t e how f a r he 
should go. The h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method, where i t i s 
used not for a n a l y s i s , but for interpretation, confines 
i t s e l f to the l i t e r a l sense; that i s , to the sense 
intended by the author. I t s exponents have, i n Barth's 
view, f a l l e n into the trap of supposing that what i t cannot 
do, should not be done. Barth refuses the legalism of 
t h i s position; he r e - a s s e r t s the freedom of the reader to 
go beyond the l i t e r a l sense, and the freedom of the text 
to apply i t s e l f to an i n f i n i t e number of d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t -1 ions. Hence h i s concept of exegesis i s f a r broader 
than usual, and i s found shading into what more u s u a l l y 
would be described as dogmatic theology. But the a n a l y s i s 
w i l l show that there are some ca r e f u l controls of Barth's 
'open-ended' method. Exegesis, i n t h i s broadest sense, 
i s i n f a c t the greatest of the 'building blocks' i n the 
Church Dogmatics, and as such must be c l a s s i f i e d as one 

2 
of Barth's dogmatic uses of Scripture. 

I t i s d i f f i c u l t to formulate a s a t i s f a c t o r y 
d e f i n i t i o n of the word 'exegesis'. I t i s derived from 
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e^nveoLicu , which L i d d e l l and Scott" t r a n s l a t e as "to go 
f i r s t , to lead the way; hence to show the way, to guide 
or teach; hence to expound or i n t e r p r e t , to t e l l at 
length, narrate or describe". An h i s t o r i c a l study 
shows that there have been many processes included i n 
exegesis so that the precise meaning of the term has 

5 
varied correspondingly. y A simple d e f i n i t i o n w i l l 
provide a helpful s t a r t i n g place: exegesis i s "the process 
by which one comes to understand the text". ^ Exegesis 
can only take place where the reader can assume that the 
author intended to convey something through the text, 
otherwise i t i s p o i n t l e s s . Hence, i t i s e s s e n t i a l for 
exegetes to acknowledge the close r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
medium and message, text and thought; which cannot f i n a l l y 
be severed. 

Consequently exegesis must deal with the o r i g i n a l 
language- because the questions which exegesis might hope 
to throw l i g h t on, or to s e t t l e , are n e c e s s a r i l y prejudiced 

7 
i f the exegete works wxth a t r a n s l a t i o n . ' S i m i l a r l y 
the exegete must use the text of the autograph copy, or 
as near as may be established, because anything l e s s may 
hinder him from understanding the author's intention; 
eith e r by mistaken copying or by deliberate i n t e r p r e t a t i v e 
change. Further, the exegete must deal with the whole 

Q 

text as i t i s . I n order to do t h i s , i t w i l l be necessary 
to break down the whole work into sections which may be 
determined either by the form of the material or by the 
content of the text. These sections must be sub-divided 
into sentences, clauses, or phrases; on some occasions 
explaining single words. Contemporary use i n other 
documents or the same document may be compared to any 
indi v i d u a l word. I t cannot be assumed, however, that any 
p a r a l l e l can determine exactly what the author meant, 
because i n the l a s t a n a l y s i s the immediate context must be 

q 
the deciding factor. y This process of d i s s e c t i o n down to 
single words must always be accompanied by the opposite 
movement towards understanding the whole document. 
Exegesis aims to understand the microscopic d e t a i l s within 
the context of the work as a whole; undue emphasis on 

10 
either negates the value of exegesis. 
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Lonergan suggests that "not every text stands 
11 

i n need of exegesis", i t should only occur when a 
reader asks what the writer meant by a p a r t i c u l a r phrase 
or paragraph. Since t h i s may, i n principle^occur with 
any text, we cannot accept h i s t h e s i s . The apparent 
p r e c i s i o n of meaning expressed through some texts does 
not preclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of exegesis. Questions 
concerning meaning may be prompted by a problem i n one 
of the following areas. F i r s t l y , the text may contradict 
i t s e l f , so that exegesis must consider whether i t i s 
indeed one text, which may be expected to be s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t 
and i f so how the divergences may be accounted for. The 
reason for t h i s has already been made p l a i n ; exegesis i s 
concerned to make the whole text c l e a r through-its 
separate parts. Secondly, the text may be incomplete, so 
that exegesis must of f e r conjectural emendations based on 
a study of the background, and open to v e r i f i c a t i o n through 
for. example, fresh archeological evidence. Thirdly, the 
text may be hard to construe, so that grammar and s t y l e must 
be considered. Fourthly, the h i s t o r i c a l distance between 
author and reader may make understanding d i f f i c u l t because 
l i n g u i s t i c , s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l , economic, ethnic or c u l t u r a l 

12 
differences intervene. Exegesis i s dependent upon 
h i s t o r i c a l research and open to r e v i s i o n whenever new 
evidence i s discovered. Exegetes must therefore take 
account of the o r i g i n a l s i t u a t i o n . . F i f t h l y , the o r i g i n a l 
purpose of the document may be unknown or uncertain. ^ 
While t h i s remains the case, i t may be possible to under­
stand what the text says, but not what i t means. For 
example, i t may be possible to know what the text says 
about Jonah, without knowing the author's intention; but 
to know what i t means, the exegete must decide whether i t 
i s parable or h i s t o r y . Because the exegete s t a r t s and 
concludes with t h i s question of purpose, he must t r y to 
answer i t from the text, but he has also to understand 
the text i n the l i g h t of the answer which the text has 
suggested to him. Thus the purpose which the .exegete 
assumes to l i e behind h i s text i s of considerable 

14-
importance since i t colours a l l h i s exegesis. - 80 -



There i s a r e c i p r o c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
author's purpose and the exegete's purpose which only 
breaks down where the author's intention was to deceive or 
l i e . At that point, knowledge of the author's intention 
would preclude h i s purpose, namely to deceive. However, 
i n a l l other cases, the exegete's purpose must be to read 
the text i n the way that the author intended. This does 
not ignore the legitimate p o s s i b i l i t y of reading i t i n 
other ways? i t i s simply my contention that that i s no 
part of exegesis. 

Thus, exegesis i s always concerned with the 
l i t e r a l sense of the text alone; that i s , with the meaning 
that the author intended'to convey through h i s l i t e r a r y 
a r t s of metaphor, parable, or p l a i n speaking; which should 
be understood metaphorically, p a r a b o l i c a l l y or p l a i n l y : 
that i s , appropriately! Thus, room i s l e f t for the exegete 
to consider the purpose of the author at any point; to 
a s c e r t a i n whether he i s writing p l a i n l y or f i g u r a t i v e l y . 

Thus, i t has been argued that exegesis i s the 
process whereby one comes to understand, i n the way that 
the o r i g i n a l readers understood i t , the meaning of the 

15 
wr i t e r as expressed through the whole text. This 
d e f i n i t i o n enables several related problems to be c l a r i f i e d . 
F i r s t l y , as Lonegan suggests, the exegete reads the text 

16 
i n a d i f f e r e n t way from the student who reads i t to gain 
information. The student may need to assess the r e l i a b i l ­
i t y of, or to reconstruct the text, or the h i s t o r y that 
gave r i s e to such a text. The exegete may be helped i n 
h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i v e task by any of these theories, but he 
only operates as an exegete when he employs them to 
elucidate the text. 

Secondly, the student may d i s s e c t the text to 
discover e a r l i e r sources, or to suggest a composite author­
ship. Such work may s i m i l a r l y aid the exegete, but 
because h i s task i s always to understand the whole text, 
such work of a n a l y s i s i s not s t r i c t l y part of h i s task. 
The reference therefore, to author or writer, throughout 
the foregoing section, may be taken to include redactor, 
compiler or w r i t e r s . 

The d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis which has been offered - 81 _ 



i s a narrow one, and one which does not coincide with 
Barth's own understanding. Despite i t s d i f f i c u l t i e s , 
t h i s i s a deliberate attempt to describe what i s e s s e n t i a l 
to exegesis, i n order that Barth's movement to dogmatics 
may be the more p l a i n l y seen. 

Chief among the d i f f i c u l t i e s i s that many 
scholars would argue that exegesis has not been completed 
u n t i l the movement back to the o r i g i n a l reader has been 
balanced by a movement into the present, distancing must 

17 
be balanced by merging the horizons. ' I n order to 
complete the process of understanding, i t i s argued that 
i t i s necessary to r e l a t e the author's message to one's 

18 
own time and s i t u a t i o n . However, t h i s seems to be 
a secondary process, which should not be included i n the 

19 
term 'exegesis', although i t n e c e s s a r i l y depends upon i t . 

20 
I n h i s a r t i c l e on "Early Old Testament Exegesis", 
G. Vermes draws a helpful d i s t i n c t i o n between 'pure' and 
'applied' exegesis. 'Pure' exegesis covers those 
tech n i c a l processes which deal with textual d i f f i c u l t i e s ; 

21 
i t i s concerned with the l i t e r a l sense of Scripture. 
Applied exegesis, by contrast, concentrates on the derived 
sense of Scripture; the meanings which were lodged i n the 
or a l t r a d i t i o n s , and which were considered not only to be 
derived from Scripture but also j u s t i f i e d by i t . The 
advantage of drawing such a d i s t i n c t i o n i s that i t enables 
the disputes about the meaning of a text to be c l a s s i f i e d 
into d i s t i n c t areas. The f i r s t are disputes about what 
the text meant to i t s o r i g i n a l readers, and t h i s includes 
debates about the innuendos, overtones and even how myth 
or legend was understood: t h i s i s pure exegesis. The 
second are disputes about how such o r i g i n a l meaning may be 
conveyed today, and that includes debates about the 
appropriateness of using e x i s t e n t i a l or other philosophical 
systems to convey the o r i g i n a l meaning, besides questions 
about whether new myths should be constructed, old ones 
maintained, or a l l demythologised. Such a process may be 

22 
c a l l e d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

This occurs as the i n d i v i d u a l or community allows 
the text adequately exegeted, r i g h t l y interpreted to speak to them. E. Fuchs suggests that " I f we remain sovereign 
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over them, the texts remain merely sources f o r things 
l i k e the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 
But i f they become sovereign over us, they have again 
become texts of proclamation,," ^ rp h e t h i r d phase i n 
dealing with the text i s the old 'applied exegesis' 
whereby the theological or e t h i c a l implications of the 
texts are drawn out. Then the reader deduces conclusions 
which the author may have only intended sub-consciously, 
or not at a l l . Always provided that such deduction i s 
not contrary to the author's intention, t h i s i s a 
legitimate process, but one which must be recognised as 

24 
u s u a l l y the f i r s t step i n the dogmatic method. Barth's 
broad d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis includes a l l the processes 

25 
above, as well as assessment of the text's s i g n i f i c a n c e . 
The precise d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis w i l l i n c o n t r a d i s t i n c t ­
ion to interpretation, application and s i g n i f i c a n c e , 
f a c i l i t a t e the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n necessary to make Barth's 
methods c l e a r . Such a d e f i n i t i o n for a n a l y t i c and 
pragmatic purposes does not pre-empt the discussion as to 
whether Barth's broad d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis i s s a t i s f a c t o r y . 
I t i s s u f f i c i e n t here to note that h i s motive i n adopting 
such a broad d e f i n i t i o n was to leave open the p o s s i b i l i t y 
of going beyond a discussion of what the text said to 
i t s o r i g i n a l readers. 

However, that o r i g i n a l sense i s the place where 
Barth begins h i s exegesis, searching for the author's 
intention, using grammatical tools, and making reference 
to background d e t a i l s which elucidate the t e x t . We turn 
therefore to a consideration of the part that these s k i l l s 
play i n Barth's exegesis. 

There can be no doubt at a l l that the author's 
intention plays an important part i n Barth's thinking; 
indeed, h i s exegesis begins at that pointo The examinat­
ion above of Barth's use of redaction c r i t i c i s m only 
serves to emphasize that even where there was composite 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , i t was the f i n a l compiler's intention with 

26 
which Barth concerned himself. He examines redaction 
theories not because they were i n t e r e s t i n g i n themselves, 
but because he wants to hear the message or the theological 
lesson of the redactor. S i m i l a r l y , i t w i l l be argued, he 
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notes the authorship of a book, not because i t i s of 
i t s e l f i n t e r e s t i n g , but because he wanted to a s c e r t a i n 
what the author had to say. 

In our documents, Barth does not give time 
to consideration of such i n t e r n a l and external evidence 
which could lead him to a s c e r t a i n the b i b l i c a l authors' 
i d e n t i t i e s . Such discussions may be assumed, or referred 
to i n passing but they do not occur, even i n Barth's 
commentaries. However, Barth does not completely ignore 
the question. Despite the absence of a consensus among 
scholars concerning the authorship of many b i b l i c a l books, 
Barth recognises that the exegetical enterprise may be 
greatly helped i f r e l i a b l e evidence i s a v a i l a b l e about 
the author, h i s background, l i f e and education. For 
example, part of the external evidence of any p a r t i c u l a r 
l e t t e r of Paul i s the c o l l e c t i o n of h i s other l e t t e r s , and 
the evidence i n Acts, which may well shed l i g h t on the 
chosen e p i s t l e . Barth u s u a l l y depends on the kind of 
external evidence which i s contained i n Scripture, more 
heavi l y than any other, i n h i s attempt to understand the 
author's intention. 

Even a cursory reading of Barth's commentary on 
Philippians shows that h i s chief aim i s to a s c e r t a i n Paul's 
intended meaning. Barth points out that one of the known 
purposes of the l e t t e r i s to thank the Philippians for 

27 
t h e i r c o l l e c t i o n . Indeed, these purposes shed l i g h t 

28 
on the whole exposition, as does the s i t u a t i o n of the 

29 
P h i l i p p i a n s . I n elucidating a perplexing text, Barth 
can write: "But l e t us now ask ourselves i n what sense i t 
could have occurred to Paul i n the present context to summon 

30 
to such action...", ̂  and l a t e r : "Paul wishes to say how 

31 
i t i s to be done..." ^ or "He wishes to t e l l them what i t 

32 
takes..." Such a concentration on Paul's intention i n 
the commentary i s hardly surprising, because the intention 
of the author i s perhaps more s i g n i f i c a n t i n understanding 
l e t t e r s than i n any other kind of l i t e r a t u r e . The writer 
seeks to convey h i s thoughts so that he may be understood; 
he uses propositional sentences which may have a very 
precise meaning. The case against the so-called 'intention-

33 a l f a l l a c y ' i s weakest at t h i s point because of the genre. ^ 
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By contrast, there i s much l e s s evidence that 
Barth struggled to discover Paul's intention i n writing 
Romans. Rather, Barth moves immediately into interpretation, 
working out the implications of what i s written for the 
contemporary s i t u a t i o n . There i s no apparent struggle 
to understand the Greek text, or to set the l e t t e r against 
i t s o r i g i n a l background. That i s not to suggest that 
Barth ignores them completely; i t i s rather to argue that 
the 'tone' of the commentary i s of a work which has generally 
reached conclusions about these matters, before the work of 
exposition which the commentary contains, i n f a c t began. 
Consequently, what 'Paul means' s i g n i f i e s to Barth, how 
Paul may be understood today. "A wide reading of con­
temporary secular l i t e r a t u r e - e s p e c i a l l y of newspapers! -
i s therefore reqommended to anyone desirous of understanding 
the E p i s t l e to the Romans." ^ I n an important passage 
he suggests that such understanding depends upon whether we 
grasp the theological categories employed. > y The occasional 

36 37 reference to what Paul had i n mind, or to h i s s i t u a t i o n , 
i n elucidating the text, come as infrequent reminders that 
the text was o r i g i n a l l y written i n a strange c u l t u r a l 
environment which Barth makes l i t t l e or no attempt to 
explain. ^ 

The s i t u a t i o n i n the Church Dogmatics i s not 
exactly the same. Here, Barth not only f a i l s to discuss 
authorship, but he does not always make i t c l e a r whether 
he r e f e r s to an author's name for convenience or out of 
conviction that he was genuinely the author. ^ J Thus, 
the evidence which may be gathered concerning Barth's view 
of the authorship of each b i b l i c a l book w i l l f i r s t be 
examined i n approximately the order of the canon. I t w i l l 
then be possible to assess how f a r the author's intention 
i s a s i g n i f i c a n t feature i n Barth's exegesis. 

Very few references to Old Testament authors 
are made by Barth, but t h i s i s not surprising i n view 
of the f a c t that authorship i n the Old Testament i s a 

40 
very vexed question. 
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There are no remarks concerning the authors of the books 
of Genesis to Job, c h i e f l y because, as we have seen above, 

41 
Barth regarded many of these as the work of redactors. 
The l i n k between David and the Psalms i s recognised as 
"no accidental coincidence" although a single author of 

45 
the P s a l t e r i s not assumed. Barth i s prepared to t a l k 

44 
of authors of the Wisdom l i t e r a t u r e generally, although 
t h i s does not exclude the composite o r i g i n of such 
l i t e r a t u r e . The text of Proverbs makes i t c l e a r that 
c e r t a i n parts have s p e c i f i c o r i g i n s , and Barth follows 45 46 these. y I s a i a h ' s composite authorship i s noted. 
Jeremiah the prophet i s assumed to have written at l e a s t 

47 
part of the book which we now have attri b u t e d to him, ' 
although i t s f i n a l form i s considered to be the work of 

48 
a redactor or redactors. Amos i s recognized as "the 
oldest of the so-called writing prophets of the Old Testam-

49 
ent..." I n t h i s f i n a l case, Barth's whole exegesis 
struggles to understand the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c emphases of 
the author, but even where the author's i d e n t i t y i s un­
known, the intention of the author i s s t i l l important. 

Barth makes so many remarks concerning the 
authorship of some New Testament books that i t i s impossible 
to include a l l the evidence. However, i t w i l l be possible 
to show what Barth thought about the authorship of almost 

50 
a l l the New Testament books from the Church Dogmatics ^ 
and therefore to assess what part such knowledge played i n 
Barth's exegesis. He a s s e r t s boldly, "The New Testament 

51 
authors were a l l Jews..." ' despite the f a c t that e l s e ­
where the Lukan authorship of Luke-Acts i s held very 
firmly, and the p o s s i b i l i t y that Luke was a Gentile i s 

52 
recognised. y This statement probably represents c a r e l e s s 
t a l k rather than uncertainty about Luke's n a t i o n a l i t y , or 

55 
the i d e n t i t y of the author. ^ There i s a good deal of 
evidence to show that Barth regarded Luke-Acts as a two 

54 
volume work by the same author. I t i s therefore con­
venient to discuss them together. 

"Luke i n p a r t i c u l a r could introduce himself rather 
aptly i n h i s Gospel, not as a modern ' h i s t o r i c i s t ' , 
but as an a l e r t and knowledgeable h i s t o r i a n . . . The aim of h i s work was to impart to Theophilus... the ^ ic fdLA&i^ , the sure foundation, of the i n s t r u c t i o n which he had received (Lk 1.1-4). What was t h i s 

- 86 -



foundation? In h i s introduction to Acts, again 
addressing t h i s Theophilus (Ac 1.1f.), Luke gives 
the sum of h i s Gospel..." 55 

This passage makes i t quite c l e a r that Barth assumed Luke 
wrote both books for Theophilus. Barth considers him to 
have been a companion of Paul, ? a physician, and an 
a r t i s t , ^ who wrote with Gentile c h r i s t i a n s i n mind. ^ 
Other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of Luke are noted, such as h i s 

GO 
un i v e r s a l outlook, and h i s p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i n 

61 
Pentecost. Thus the i d e n t i t y of the author may a s s i s t 
Barth's exposition of the author's intended meaning. 

Although Luke i s the evangelist most often referred 
to by name, Barth does describe him as "...the New Testam-

62 
ent writer..." which suggests that one must take care 
i n assessing h i s choice of words when discussing the other 
evangelists. I n any case, Barth i s not so c l e a r about 
the authorship of the other gospels. Although on occasion 65 64 he writes, Matthew places..." or "Matthew comments..." 
he also r e f e r s to the author as "the Evangelist". A 
conclusion about Barth's views may only be tentative. I n 
the vast majority of c i t a t i o n s i n the Church Dogmatics 

66 
Barth gives the reference alone or he uses a comparable 

67 
formula, ' so that questions of authorship are avoided 
completely. However, as we s h a l l see below, Barth has no 
h e s i t a t i o n i n putting "Paul says" when he i s c i t i n g a l e t t e r 

68 
by Paul; he does the same for Luke-Acts, although i t i s 

69 
much l e s s frequent, whereas he r a r e l y constructs senten­
ces about Matthew i n the same way. The absence of such 
notes of character as are a v a i l a b l e about Matthew suggest 
that for a l l extents and purposes, Barth worked as i f the 

70 
f i r s t evangelist were unknown. Consequently, the 
author's intention may be known from the text alone. 

Infrequently Barth seems to imply that Mark wrote 
the second gospel. For example, he writes "Mark introdu-71 72 ces..." or he r e f e r s to "Mark's b r i e f e r account", 
and rather than c a l l the author "Mark", he r e f e r s to the 

75 
"gospel na r r a t i v e " . v Although there are places where 
Barth could be taken to imply that the evangelist was 
Mark, they may equally be taken to r e f e r to the gospel 
t i t l e , as to i t s author. Once more, Barth's s i l e n c e 
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as to the author's i d e n t i t y , which might have aided 
exegesis, must be taken as highly s i g n i f i c a n t . ^ 

Church Dogmatics offers more evidence with respect 
to the author of the fourth gospel, who i s at times "the 
fourth evangelist", although elsewhere i t seems that 
Barth i d e n t i f i e s him as "John". For example, he writes 

77 
"John found an idea..." Alongside such i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , 

no 
there are scattered phrases such as " i n John" or "the 
a 7Q fiO "^ohannine t r a d i t i o n " " or "the Johannine doctrine", 
but these cannot be taken as indica t i n g anything more 
than which gospel contains a p a r t i c u l a r message. One 
might conclude because Barth never makes c l e a r that John 
i s the author i n the way that he does for Luke and Paul 
that he was himself uncertain about t h i s question. 
However t h i s i s not the case. 

In a discussion of the Adyoq i n the Johannine 
81 

prologue, Barth makes reference four times to the 
"Evangelist" 8 2 once to the "author of the fourth g o s p e l " 8 5 

ah 

and once to the "Johannine logos". However, Barth 
eventually makes a s i g n i f i c a n t aside: "Auch er, der 
Evangelist (auch er ein<fJohannes»), zeigt: OGTOC. Pjv ." 8 ^ 
Generally Barth avoids naming the evangelist, and seems to 
imply that he i s not c e r t a i n which John he might have been. 
However, he does recognise three important points. 
F i r s t l y , the contemporary use of the word A6yoc must be 
normative for exegesis i f that i s known. Secondly, 

t t h e a u t h o r ' s m o d i f i c a t i o n of s u c h meaning must be a S C e r t a i n -
on 

ed to give accurate exegesis. Thirdly, neither of 
these are n e c e s s a r i l y a v a i l a b l e to the exegete who should 
recognise h i s ignorance. I f Barth had been able to assume 
the i d e n t i t y of 'John' the Evangelist, (for example John 
Zebedee,or John the Elder) and h i s place of origin , upbring­
ing, or education; h i s discussion of the background to 
the A6YOQ concept would have been more precise. The 
id e n t i t y of the author helps to a s c e r t a i n the intention 
of the author, and i t i s c l e a r that the author's intended 
meaning i s an important factor i n Barth 1s exegesis. "Das 
i s t s i c h e r , dass er nicht etwa Jesus die Ehre antun wollte, 

QQ 
ihn mit dem T i t e l des L o g o s z u bekleiden..." 

Later Barth writes "...we may confidently take t h i s 
to be the meaning of the Fourth Evangelist...", 8 ^ which 
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confirms the conclusions drawn above: Barth was not 
ce r t a i n about the i d e n t i t y of the "Fourth Evangelist" ^° 
but h i s exegesis sought to find the author's intended 
meaning. However, Barth thought that t h i s gospel stood 
i n a p a r t i c u l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p with one of the twelve, for 
he writes: 

"...the' d i s c i p l e s of Jesus, because^they have been 
with Him from the beginning ( dn'dpxnc ) , should and 
w i l l bear witness to Him (15.27), and p a r t i c u l a r l y 
when one among them i s singled out i n v i r t u e of h i s 
v e r a c i t y as an eye-witness of His death (19-35) and 
f i n a l l y as a true witness of the whole content of the 
Gospel (21.24)."91 

But t h i s d i s c i p l e i s not considered to be the author, for 
Barth considers that "The eye-witness of the death of 
Jesus to whom the Evangelist appeals (19-35) t e s t i f i e s that 

92 
t h i s i s true 'that ye might believe'." 

I t must be concluded that Barth takes a cautious 
position concerning the authors of the gospels, and t h i s i s 
quite i n accordance with h i s theological position, for he 
does not put heavy emphasis on the eye-witness, who might 
be supposed to guarantee h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y . The f a c t 
i s that for Barth a l l S c r i p t u r a l witness i s r e l i a b l e i n so 
f a r as God speaks through i t , and unreliable i n so f a r as 

93 
i t i s human and therefore errant words. ^ The author's 
intended meaning i s important only because i t i s the wit­
ness which God chooses to use. 

Among the e p i s t l e s , Barth recognises that not a l l 
94 

those attributed to Paul are accepted as genuine. 
95 

Philippians i s c e r t a i n l y by the apostle, ^ the Pastorals 
96 

amongst the doubtful, although a l l are recognised as 
97 

Pauline. However i t must be noted that Barth i s not 
quite so consistent i n t h i s regard as one might expect. 
In discussing Paul's conversion, which he says i s mentioned 

98 
"by Paul himself i n h i s Epistles!', ' Barth c i t e s passages 
not only from the undisputed e p i s t l e s such as Romans, 
Galatians, Corinthians and Philippians, but also from 

99 
1 Timothy, of which he writ e s : This i s what Paul had i n 
mind when i n 1 Tim 1.13 he c a l l s himself a 'blasphemer' and 
a 'malefactor'." I n a si m i l a r passage concerned with 
biographical d e t a i l s of Paul, Barth r e f e r s not only to Corinthians and Thessalonians, but also to Ephesians as 
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101 the words of Paul. 
However, we begin with those e p i s t l e s which are 

generally considered to be Paul's genuine compositions. 
Barth makes i t c l e a r by the way that he r e f e r s to them, 

102 
that he considered Romans, , both e p i s t l e s to the 
Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, 106 10V Colossians, both l e t t e r s to Thessalonica, ' and 

108 
Philemon, to be genuine apostolic compositions. 

When we turn to those e p i s t l e s attributed to Paul, 
but whose authorship i s disputed, we find that Barth 
u s u a l l y regards them as authentic but admits the possib­
i l i t y of other i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . Ephesians, for example, 

109 
i s r e g u l a r l y c i t e d with genuine l e t t e r s , J or by formulae 

110 
implying that Paul write i t , although concerning 
Ephesians 4.1f, Barth writes: " I f t h i s i s the word of a 
Deutero-Paul he has understood the apostle i n a remarkable „, 111 way.'. 

Barth follows p r e c i s e l y the same kind of pattern 
with the Pastorals. On the one hand, he c i t e s them with 

112 
undisputed e p i s t l e s , as though they were c e r t a i n l y 

115 
Paul's own compositions, ^ but on the other hand, he writes 
of 1 Timothy 2 . 5 : "Whether the statement i s Pauline or 

114 
Deutero-Pauline i t i s matched by 2 Cor 1 . 1 9 . . . " Most 
of the occasions when Barth expresses doubt about t h e i r 

115 
Pauline authorship comes l a t e i n the Church Dogmatics. ' 
I t i s u n l i k e l y that Barth was unaware of the c r i t i c a l con-

116 
elusions reached by scholars concerning Ephesians, 
although he may have r e a l i s e d that the Pastorals commanded 

117 
l e s s agreement. However, i t seems probable that these 
questions were of l i t t l e s i g n i f i c a n c e to Barth as a pastor, 
or a C h r i s t i a n struggling against Fascism, so that i t i s 
c h i e f l y i n h i s period of maturity as a University teacher 
that these points are noted. I t must be recognised that 
the authority of a passage does not depend on i t s apostolic 
authorship for Barth: the i d e n t i t y of the author i s of 
i n t e r e s t purely because i t may help him understand the 
author's intention. Consequently, Barth i s able to accept 
both Ephesians and the Pastoral e p i s t l e s as thoroughly 
Pauline i f not genuinely by Paul, and t h e i r authority as f i n a l canonical texts i s not threatened by lack of an 
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apostolic author. He has already embraced that position 
for other e p i s t l e s . Nor i s there any reason to suppose 
that Barth i s ambivalent. In only one case does Barth 
a t t r i b u t e Ephesians to Paul a f t e r recognising that the 
authorship i s not undisputed, and that a t t r i b u t i o n i s not 

. . 118 blatant. 
Although Hebrews was ascribed to Paul i n the early 

church, scholars i n modern times have generally agreed of 
the author that "there i s nothing which requires us to 

119 
i d e n t i f y him with Paul." y Barth i s always c a r e f u l to 

120 
r e f e r to him as "the writer of Hebrews". I t i s 
d i f f i c u l t to know who Barth thought was the author of the 
e p i s t l e of James. He seems to imply that he was not c e r t -

121 
ain, by writing of him as "the author". 

Both the e p i s t l e s of Peter are regarded by implicat-
122 

ion at l e a s t , not to be written by the apostle. 
S i m i l a r l y , the f i r s t e p i s t l e of John i s treated as anony­
mous. Barth r e f e r s to the writer as "the author of 

125 
1 John". ^ The same i s true for Revelation, which i s 

124 
the work of "the author of the New Testament Apocalypse". 

I t may be seen that Barth i s u s u a l l y p a r t i c u l a r 
about h i s phraseology, and that he does not a t t r i b u t e books 
to authors unless he had reason to suppose that they wrote 
them although he r a r e l y gives any consideration to eithe r 
the i n t e r n a l or external evidences for authorship. Such 
questions are explored by Barth not out of academic i n t e r e s t , 
but because he wants to a s c e r t a i n what the author intended 
to say. 

I n the Church Dogmatics Barth's references to the 
author's intentions are l e s s frequent than i n Philippians. 
However, there often seems a more conscious attempt to 
understand the text i n i t s o r i g i n a l setting than i n Romans. 
For example, discussing Job 38f.. Barth writes: "To understand 
t h i s passage we must obviously s t a r t from the f a c t that 
according to the author's intention t h i s i s to be the 
solution of Job's problem and therefore (according to the 

• author's intention) the s u f f i c i e n t and s a t i s f a c t o r y answer 
125 

to Job's question..." ^ S i m i l a r l y , John's account of 

Jesus "... was i n t e n t i o n a l l y cast i n a highly o r i g i n a l 
's inte 
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form..." The author's intention not only helps 



127 elucidate what he has written, but may be appealed to 
as explanation of what has been omitted. Thus, the 
synoptic gospels do not r e f e r to angels between the temptat­
ion and Gethsemane, which "...cannot be a c c i d e n t a l . The 
narrators do not intend to give us any s t o r i e s about angels 

128 
i n t h i s section." Barth draws theological conclusions 
from t h i s . 

The author's intention may be to achieve c e r t a i n 
e f f e c t s ; thus; " I t " was obviously the intention of the 
author of Acts, when he described the confessions of Peter 
and l a t e r of Paul, to bring about t h i s freedom of confess-

129 
ion..." There are places where Barth's understanding 
of the author's intention i s based on flimsy evidence: 
Judas' su i c i d e , for example " . . . i s undeniably reminiscent 

150 
of 2 Sam 17.23..." J so that "...as Matthew sees i t the 
suicide of Judas...has also to be understood...as an 
anticipatory testimony to the coming resurrection of the 

131 
Son of David." ^ No evidence i s offered for t h i s i n t e r -

132 
pretation. ^ 

Generally however, Barth makes a r e a l i s t i c assessment 
of what author and readers might associate with the words 
of the t e x t . For example, "...when there i s reference to 
washing with water neither author nor readers could avoid 

155 
thinking of baptism too." J J Occasionally he goes behind 

154 
the author's intention to that of the o r i g i n a l speaker. 

Thus, i t has been seen that Barth begins exegesis 
at the point of intention, the old ' l i t e r a l meaning' whether 

155 
or not he i s c e r t a i n of the i d e n t i t y of the author. ^ 
He never abandons t h i s b a s i s , although he goes beyond i t ; 
because he recognises that to do so would be to t r e a t 
Scripture as the 'waxen nose' to which G e i l e r referred. 
But i t w i l l be shown that Barth goes beyond the intended 
meaning by drawing out from a passage i t s implication for 
the doctrine under discussion. The o r i g i n a l intention. 

i f such a thing ever existed, once recovered, must always 
157 

remain the same. But the application of t h i s basic, 
exegesis takes place i n a l l kinds of d o c t r i n a l discussions. 
Because any passage may contain implications about the 
nature of God, s i n , man, or j u s t i f i c a t i o n , d i f f e r e n t 
theological lessons w i l l be gathered from the exegesis on 
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each occasion, although the author's intended meaning 
remains the same. This i s the s t a r t i n g point i n each 
case, for as Barth explains: "My aim i s to convey the 
subject matter or reference of what the author says i n 

158 
t h i s p a r t i c u l a r text." ^ 

In order so to do, Barth employs the grammatical 
159 

tools normally associated with exegesis. . The commen­
t a r i e s do not y i e l d much evidence of t h i s , whereas there 
are a good many occasions when Barth considers the grammar 
and syntax of a passage i n the course of h i s exegesis 

140 
i n the Church Dogmatics. For example, i n discussing 
the meaning of verbs, Barth notices the voice, and 
int e r p r e t s them accordingly. Thus, there i s theological 
s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the middle voice ftdnxioai at Ac 22.16 which 
precludes him from taking baptism as causatively linked 

141 
to cleansing from s i n ; s i m i l a r l y , he notes that yiqqawu-

142 
i n Gen 1.9 i s passive. The mood of the verb may 
equally be s i g n i f i c a n t . MeiavoeiTS i n Mt 5.2 i s imperative, 
and cpaCveaee i s i n d i c a t i v e at P h i l 2.15 and must remain 

144 
so. The exact shade of a verb used t r a n s i t i v e l y or 

145 
i n t r a n s i t i v e l y may be discussed; y a missing verb may be 146 147 supplied, perhaps on theological grounds, or i t s 

148 
omission may be deemed deliberate. 

149 
Although the tense may be noted, ' theological 

considerations may over-ride the simple explanation, as f o r 
example, the a o r i s t s i n Jn 15*9; 17-23 &• 26, which do "... 
not carry a h i s t o r i c a l reference to what was but to what i s 

150 
as i t was..." ^ S i m i l a r l y , i n d i c a t i v e s may have 

151 
imperative force. ^ Elsewhere, the tense i s s u f f i c i e n t 
ground to refute t r a d i t i o n a l Roman Catholic exegesis of 
Mt 16.18f. T n e p e r s o n 0 f the verb 1 5 5 or i t s number 1^ 4 

may on occasion allow Barth to elucidate the exact meaning 
of the text. Barth does not always draw attention to thLs 
kind of detailed points. I t i s c h i e f l y found where the 
verb i s open to a l t e r n a t i v e exegesis, where he wishes to 

155 
diverge from the simple prima f a c i e understanding, y ' 
or where the matter i s of theological s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

A comparable pattern i s found i n Barth's treatment 
156 

of nouns. ^ The exact meaning of a word i s ascertained 
157 

by reference to K i t t e l or other d i c t i o n a r i e s , or by 
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158 reference to other commentators, or contemporary 
use. Where the meaning i s uncertain, other uses 

161 
may be noted. Sometimes the spectrum of a word's 

162 
meaning i s discussed, or groups of related words 

163 
noted. ^ The immediate context may be the deciding 

164 
factor. Occasionally a singular or p l u r a l i s taken 
to be s i g n i f i c a n t , thus "The express reference here to 
'our hearts' indicates much more than the apostolic p l u r a l 
and therefore a general application of what i s said to a l l 
C h r i s t i a n s . " Occasionally a gender o r c a s e 

may be s i g n i f i c a n t . 
Barth considers that the b i b l i c a l use of conjunct­

ions and p a r t i c l e s may embrace more than orve mode of j o i n ­
ing. Thus, Cva i n 2 Cor 5.19 i s both f i n a l and con-

168 
secutive. Elsewhere, the use of Y^P rather than 5£ 

169 
i n Ro 9.17 i s taken to be s i g n i f i c a n t . 7 On several 

170 
occasions the use of K a i i s discussed. Such conjunct­
ions are taken as a serious i n d i c a t i o n of the author's 

171 
intended meaning. 

Barth i s equally meticulous i n h i s discussion of 
the use of adverbs. An i n t e r e s t i n g example of exegesis 
may be found of Jn 3.16, when Barth goes beyond h i s previous 
elucidation, to understand OGTUC. to mean both " i n such a 

172 
way" and "so much". Prepositions receive the same 
detai l e d attention. For example "...UTT£P c.Gen ( l e s s 
frequently nept and 5ia , and only once, i n Wk 10.45 
and par <5vcl ) " i s examined at length as part of the 
exegesis of Ro 8.3L Three shades of meaning are i d e n t i f ­
ied, so that Barth i s able to conclude that "In the 
innumerable passages i n the New Testament i n which i t i s 
said of Jesus C h r i s t that He acted un£p , the genitive 

174 
points d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y to persons." This 
excursus represents a very careful and detailed study of 
the evidence i n order to a s c e r t a i n the exact implications 
of the verse. A p a r a l l e l discussion of Hebrew prepositions 

175 
i s found i n exegesis of Gen 1.26f. ^ The theological implications are sometimes quite important, as Barth's exegesis of £K nvetipaxoq 'Aytou at Mt 1.18,20 makes c l e a r . Barth's exegesis takes account not only of individual words but also of t h e i r r e l a t i o n to one another. Sometimes 

- 94 -



a sentence i s hard to construe, and the matter may not be 
decided i f Barth's theological point can be maintained i n 
any case. Thus Eph 1.17 i s l e f t open because "...what i s 
beyond question i s that the Kupioc. 'InooQc Xpioxiq i s 

177 
separate from and subordinate to 9eoc, natfip ..." '' 
Likewise Barth often f a i l s to s e l e c t the subjective or 
objective genitive, i f both meanings f i t the context. ^ 8 

However, the construction may be made p l a i n so that the 
179 

meaning i s c l e a r . , J A detailed exposition of P h i l 3«9f. 
i s c l e a r l y grounded i n a firm grasp of the r e l a t i o n of the 

180 
various clauses to one another, and theological lessons 
are drawn out of the way that the r e l a t i v e clause of 

181 
1 Cor 1.30 depends on Jesus C h r i s t . The ri g h t way to 
understand a verse may be suggested by small s t y l i s t i c 
pointers, so that Luke's f a i l u r e to repeat the verb frvanri-
aeic. means that there i s a single command to love God 

182 
and neighbour. The emphasis may be known from the word 

183 
order i n the sentence, as i n Jn 1.1f., J or from the 

184 
natural s t r u c t u r a l connections. Barth notes several 
features of Johannine s t y l e , including h i s frequent use of 

18S 
gyu • The word 'joy' i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of P h i l i p p i -

186 
ans, as too i s the use of the stadium as an i l l u s t r a t i o n 
i n Paul generally. Barth's s e n s i t i v i t y to such 
d e t a i l s demonstrates that h i s exegesis i s no mechanical 
operation; nor indeed i s he so pre-occupied with theology 
or doctrine that he has no time to notice such things. 

Where p a r a l l e l uses i n Scripture may be found, they 
188 

are discussed to elucidate meaning, and sometimes 
189 

p a r a l l e l pagan or Jewish use i s c i t e d . ~ For example, 
Barth c i t e s K.L. Schmidt's study of ey^vvnoev to show 
that i t can be used " . . . i n a non-biological sense". ' l^ 0 

This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y s i g n i f i c a n t because i t allows Barth to 
conclude about the Vir g i n B i r t h , that i t cannot "...be 
asserted that the questions r a i s e d are so hard to answer 

191 
that one i s forced by exegesis to contest the dogma." 

Sometimes grammatical a n a l y s i s i s merely the 
convenient tool for exegeting a passage. Thus Barth r e f e r s 192 to the p a r t i c i p l e clauses i n 2 Cor 5-19 i n such a way that he obviously expects the readers of h i s excursus to 

193 have a thorough grasp of the grammatical-historical method. 
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Barth does not always offer grammatical reasons for h i s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . For example, he states baldly: "We should 
t r a n s l a t e Ex 3.14 ' I w i l l be that I w i l l be'." 1 9 4 

Barth r e f e r s to t r a n s l a t i o n s of d i f f i c u l t words or 
phrases i n h i s exegesis, thus "...some of the Fathers... 

e 195 wanted to t r a n s l a t e b reshith, Gen 1.1 by £v AOYW ." 
and Shabbath i s " . . . r i g h t l y translated i n the Vulgate as 

1 9 6 
cessare ab omni opere suo." Barth's use of the 

: T9"7 
Septuagint i s frequent " and sometimes s i g n i f i c a n t , as 
he shows i n discussing the t r a n s l a t i o n of Gen 1.2, where 
the "...Greek word, r i g h t l y used at t h i s point, does not 
primarily denote confusion but a gulf, the 33uoooc - a 
term which the LXX was right to introduce at l e a s t on 

198 
material i f not on exegetical grounds..." Although 

199 
Barth does not always follow the Septuagint, J J i t was 
i n f l u e n t i a l i n h i s thinking, as may be seen from the f a c t 
that he occasionally quotes the Old Testament i n Greek 
without any reason being offered. The o r i g i n a l 
languages are u s u a l l y c i t e d i n the excursus, but they may 

201 
sometimes be found i n the main text. Barth does not 
always include a t r a n s l a t i o n of the Hebrew, Greek 

A • 2 0 4 or Aramaic. 
I t w i l l be noted that most of the detailed exeget­

i c a l points i n t h i s section have been taken from the New 
Testament. This i s because Barth does not u s u a l l y discuss 
the Old Testament with the same attention to d e t a i l . The 
exception to t h i s i s h i s treatment of Genesis i n Church 
Dogmatics Volume I I I part 1. Even there, Hebrew c i t a t i o n s 
are u s u a l l y words, and only occasionally phrases. 
Generally Barth's discussion of the Old Testament does not 
deal with the i n t r i c a t e textual d e t a i l s so much as the 

2 0 7 
s t o r i e s or major ideas found therein. ' However, t h i s 
section has made i t abundantly c l e a r that Barth does make 
detailed grammatical notes, both i n the excursus of the 
Church Dogmatics and i n h i s commentaries. This f i r s t 
step i n the exegetical exercise i s not abandoned by Barth. 
Although he only includes notes of i t occasionally, one 
i s forced to the conclusion that he i s well able to deal 
with these te c h n i c a l points and undoubtedly grappled with 
them as part of h i s preparation for commentary or dogmatics. - 96 -



That he d i d not i n c l u d e copious notes on these matters 
through h i s work shows not t h a t he had no i n t e r e s t i n 
these matters, but r a t h e r t h a t they were always s u b s e r v i e n t 
to h i s o v e r - r i d i n g t h e o l o g i c a l purpose. Thus, where they 
d i d not f u r t h e r t h a t , or c h a l l e n g e h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , he 
proceeds on the assumption t h a t they may s a f e l y be assumed. 

We t u r n to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the way i n which 
B a r t h uses background inform a t i o n i n h i s e x e g e s i s . T h i s 
w i l l i n c l u d e r e f e r e n c e s to the dates of b i b l i c a l documents, 
t h e i r o r i g i n , d e s t i n a t i o n , and other r e l a t e d matters. I n 
examining B a r t h ' s use of such background d e t a i l s , the aim 
i s not to d i s c u s s the a c c u r a c y of h i s s c h o l a r s h i p , but to 
d i s c o v e r the r o l e which such s t u d i e s p l a y i n h i s e x e g e s i s . 
Although determining the date of a document i s a complicated 

208 
p r o c e s s , i t i s an i n d i s p u t a b l e a i d to the exegete who 
s e r i o u s l y i n t e n d s to understand the t e x t i n i t s o r i g i n a l 
s e t t i n g . The p l a c e of o r i g i n may be e q u a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t , 
as too are the intended r e a d e r s or d e s t i n a t i o n . The 
importance of t h e s e d e t a i l s , e s p e c i a l l y i n the case of 
l e t t e r s , may be i l l u s t r a t e d by a comment from R Grant. 
" I f the Colossians' views could be r e c o v e r e d , the p r e c i s e 

209 
meaning of what Pa u l says would be c l e a r e r . . . " I f the 
exegete i s to take i n t o account the h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e 
of the author and o r i g i n a l r e a d e r s , any background informat­
i o n which sheds l i g h t on t h e i r c u l t u r a l , p o l i t i c a l , s o c i a l , 
and geographical s e t t i n g must be i n v a l u a b l e . Bultmann 
argues r i g h t l y t h a t " a l l l i t e r a r y documents a r e h i s t o r i c a l l y 

210 
c o n d i t i o n e d by the circumstances of time and p l a c e . . . " : 
consequently, "...the o l d hermeneutic r u l e s of grammatical 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , formal a n a l y s i s and e x p l a n a t i o n on the 
b a s i s of the c o n d i t i o n s of the h i s t o r i c a l p e r i o d a r e 

211 
i n d i s p u t a b l y v a l i d . " 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t the k i n d of procedure which 
takes note of date and o r i g i n i s d e s c r i b e d by B. G h i l d s 

212 
as the h e a r t b'f h i s commentary, because such i n v e s t i g a t ­
i o n s r e c o g n i s e t h a t " . . . S c r i p t u r e comes to us i n h i s t o r i c a l 
d r e s s and r e q u i r e s t h a t we r e s p e c t i t s c o n t e x t u a l s e t t i n g 

21 -5 
i n the day i n which i t was f i r s t g i v en." ^ The 
a l t e r n a t i v e i s " m y s t i c a l contemplation of the s a c r e d t e x t s " which " s e t s a t naught the p r i n c i p l e of the i n c a r n a t i o n i n 
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as much as i t puts these t e x t s o u t s i d e the context of time 
and makes them t i m e l e s s . I t thus dehumanises the New 

214 
Testament and makes i t inhuman." Thereby " f a i t h and 

215 
h i s t o r y a r e divorced". y The d i s c u s s i o n of Barth ' s 
use of h i s t o r i c a l background i n h i s exe g e s i s should t h e r e ­
f o r e shed l i g h t on h i s a t t i t u d e to the r e l a t i o n between 
f a i t h and h i s t o r y . 

There a r e comparatively few p l a c e s where B a r t h 
makes e x p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e to the date of composition or the 
p l a c e of o r i g i n and o r i g i n a l d e s t i n a t i o n of the b i b l i c a l 
books, although he does a t times make a genuine attempt 
to understand a passage as i t s f i r s t r e a d e r s would have 

216 ' 
done. However, t h e r e i s some comparative d a t i n g . 
The Song of Deborah i s o l d e r than Deuteronomy, f o r ex-

217 
ample. Amos i s "...the o l d e s t of the s o - c a l l e d w r i t i n g 

21B 
prophets of the Old Testament..." who " . . . l i k e h i s 

219 
younger contemporary I s a i a h . . . " l i v e d about a century 
a f t e r E l i j a h , c ^ " i n the middle of the eighth century". 

222 
Hosea i s "the younger prophet of Northern I s r a e l " . 
Jeremiah i s regarded as conveying r e l i a b l e h i s t o r i c a l 
i n f o r m a t i o n about the events "immediately before and a f t e r 
the f i n a l f a l l of the c i t y i n 587", 2 2 ^ and th e r e i s an 
attempt to date a passage from J e r 20.7-18 ( w i t h B. Duhm) 

22 
'226 

224- 225 i n t h i s p e r i o d . Jeremiah i s l a t e r than I s a i a h , y 

w h i l e E z e k i e l expresses a l a t e r Old Testament view. 
Among the l a t e r Old Testament books, B a r t h c i t e s 

227 
Jeremiah, Psalms, and D a n i e l . F o r example he w r i t e s , 
"As we see from the v i s i o n of Dan 7-13f-, even the l a t e s t 
p a r t s of the Old Testament know something more than the 

228 
man over whom heaven opens." Other l a t e r books are 

229 
Job, E c c l e s i a s t e s , Jonah, and the l a t t e r p a r t of I s a i a h . 
The most r e c e n t Old Testament books a r e a t t r i b u t e d to the 
pe r i o d of the second r e s t o r a t i o n i n the second century 
B.C. The r e l a t i o n between the Psalms and h i s t o r y i s out­
l i n e d i n an i n t e r e s t i n g passage where B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s t h a t 
some Psalms 

" c o n s i s t e n t i r e l y , or almost e n t i r e l y , i n more or l e s s 
extended r e c a p i t u l a t i o n s of the e a r l i e r h i s t o r y of 
I s r a e l , . . . T h e r e a r e other Psalms, i n which the r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p to the h i s t o r y i s d i s c l o s e d only i n c i d e n t a l l y . . . 
I f we a r e to understand the Psalms i n the sense i n 
which they were composed, read and sung i n I s r a e l - 98 -



b e f o r e , during and a f t e r the E x i l e , we must remember 
t h a t , whether they a r e Psalms of the i n d i v i d u a l or 
whole congregation, they a l l stand i n t h i s r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p . " 230 

Ba r t h i m p l i e s not only t h a t the Psalms c o n t a i n h i s t o r i c a l 
r e f e r e n c e s which we need to understand, but a l s o , as the 
product of a p a r t i c u l a r h i s t o r i c a l p e r i o d , they must be 
understood as t h e i r composers and e a r l y s i n g e r s d i d . 

The "New Testament e p i s t l e s , which f o r the most 
p a r t precede the Gospels..." are d i v i d e d i n t o groups. 

2-52 
Second T h e s s a l o n i a n s i s regarded as e a r l y , J and " i n the 
T h e s s a l o n i a n E p i s t l e , o f t e n thought to be h i s e a r l i e s t , 
P a ul was o b v i o u s l y assuming t h a t he h i m s e l f and others 
( nueLQ OL CWVXEC, 1 Thess 4.15,17) might s t i l l be amongst 

233 
those who a r e a l i v e " a t the p a r o u s i a . I C o r i n t h i a n s 
i s regarded as amongst "the o l d e r P a u l i n e w r i t i n g s " , 
but both Philemon and Ephesians were w r i t t e n i n a Roman 

235 
p r i s o n a c c o r d i n g to B a r t h . 

I t would appear t h a t B a r t h , perhaps f o l l o w i n g 
2 % 

contemporary s c h o l a r s h i p , y dates Matthew and A c t s i n the 
second century, f o r he notes t h a t J e s u s i s c a l l e d "the holy 
nalc. 0eou " i n "one stratum of the t r a d i t i o n , s t i l l 

238 
maintained i n the second century", ^ and c i t e s evidence 
from Matthew and A c t s . Indeed, B a r t h may have thought a l l 
the s y n o p t i c gospels were w r i t t e n a f t e r A.D.70, f o r he 

239 
i m p l i e s t h a t they a l l know of the f a l l of Jerusalem. ' J 

C e r t a i n l y John's gospel i s regarded as l a t e r than the 
240 

s y n o p t i c s . The P a s t o r a l s are counted a s " l a t e r New 
241 

Testament" documents, and 2 P e t e r f a l l s i n t o the same 
242 

category. 
Notes concerning the intended r e a d e r s of S c r i p t u r e 

ar e r a r e i n the Church Dogmatics. There i s a d i s c u s s i o n 
concerning the f o o l of the wisdom l i t e r a t u r e whose authors 
"are t h i n k i n g of c e r t a i n s i g n s of decadence i n the s o c i e t y 

243 
of l a t e r Judaism". J I s a 9 i s addressed to Northern 

244 
I s r a e l , and the prophets g e n e r a l l y address I s r a e l "as 

245 
a f o o l i s h people i n i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to God".' ' 

Most of the d e t a i l s about those addressed i n the New Testament are a c t u a l l y drawn from the New Testament t e x t i t s e l f , or based on h i n t s contained i n i t . F o r example, B a r t h notes t h a t Luke-Acts was addressed to 
- 99 -



Theophilus, 2 ^ 6 and the P a s t o r a l s to Timothy <Lacl T l b ^ ? " 4 7 Th& 

d e t a i l s about the C o r i n t h i a n C h r i s t i a n s are a l l deduced 
248 

from P a u l ' s l e t t e r s , d e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t B a r t h 
c l a i m s l a r g e l y "we have been d e s c r i b i n g the background 

249 
and context of 1 Cor 13." The same dependence on 
the New Testament documents may be seen i n a b r i e f 
excursus where B a r t h notes: 

" I n the most d i v e r s e P a u l i n e communities (1 Cor 
16.19,-Ho 16.15, Cor 4.15, Phlm 2) we read of the 
emergence of house churches ( KOT' O£KOV SKKAHOCI? ) . 
Obviously grouped around married couples, these seem 
to have played i n the l i f e of the communities con­
cerned a d e f i n i t e and important i f not v e r y d e f i n a b l e 
p a r t . " 250 

One of the C o l o s s i a n e r r o r s i s r e f e r r e d to from evidence 
251 

i n P a u l ' s l e t t e r ; ^ so too i s P a u l ' s b a t t l e f o r the 
252 

j-iaodicaean churches. y G a l a t i a n churches have f a c e d 
seducers but B a r t h g i v e s no time to c o n s i d e r who these 

hav( 
254 

255 
might have been or indeed e x a c t l y who the G a l a t i a n s 
were. 

B a r t h assumes t h a t Paul addressed h i s s h o r t e s t 
255 

l e t t e r to Philemon, y ' and although i t i s i n f e r r e d from 
the New Testament, 1 P e t e r i s addressed to the "persecuted 
r e a d e r s " 2 ^ 6 of "the churches of A s i a Minor". 2 ^ The 
h e r e t i c a l t e a c h e r s which 2 P e t e r r e f u t e s a r e a l s o mention-
ed. ^ No d e t a i l s of the Roman C h r i s t i a n s a r e given i n 

259 
the Church Dogmatics, B a r t h merely names them ^ 7 and the 
P h i l i p p i a n community 2 ^ i n p a s s i n g . 

Although B a r t h does not make i t p l a i n e x a c t l y when 
i n d i v i d u a l books were w r i t t e n , y e t he does use h i s t o r i c a l 
m a t e r i a l to e l u c i d a t e the t e x t f a i r l y f r e q u e n t l y . F o r 
example, he g i v e s some inform a t i o n about Ahab " ( t h e son of 
Omri, King-of Northern I s r a e l from 876 to 8 5 5 ) " . 2 6 1 Although 
most i n f o r m a t i o n comes from elsewhere i n S c r i p t u r e , some 
e x t e r n a l m a t e r i a l i s i n c l u d e d , u s u a l l y i n dependence on 
another commentator. So B a r t h w r i t e s , f o r example: 

"From what we l e a r n concerning Ahab elsewhere, t h i s 
has to be understood cum grano s a l i s , a t any r a t e to 
the extent t h a t he d i d not i n t r o d u c e a new o f f i c i a l 
r e l i g i o n of s t a t e or go over i n person to an a l i e n 
f a i t h ( c f . M. Noth p210), but 'only' made a concess­
i o n to a f o r e i g n p r i n c e s s (presumably on p o l i t i c a l 
grounds), g i v i n g h o s p i t a l i t y to her n a t i v e god 
Melkart..." 262 - 100 -



263 There i s an h i s t o r i c a l excursus ^ o u t l i n i n g l a t e r 
Jewish h i s t o r y , i n c l u d i n g t h a t a f t e r the S c r i p t u r a l p e r i o d , 
f o r the r a t h e r e x t r a o r d i n a r y purpose of c o n s i d e r i n g the 
t h e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of the same. "And they see i n 
t h i s s p e c i a l h i s t o r y a t r a c e of the d i v i n e world-govern­
ance, and they see t h a t the world-governor i s the One 
whom the B i b l e c a l l s God, the Lord who i s c a l l e d Yahweh 

264 
i n the Old Testament and Jesus of Nazareth i n the New." 
However, i t remains t r u e t h a t f o r the most p a r t , B a r t h 
draws h i s t o r i c a l background from the t e x t s themselves. 

There a r e a few d e t a i l s which a r e not e x p l i c i t l y 
a f f i r m e d i n the New Testament. F o r example, Luke wrote 

26S 
f o r G e n t i l e s and Matthew f o r the P a l e s t i n i a n commun-

266 
i t y . J u d a i s e r s a r e assumed to be the o b j e c t of P a u l ' s 

267 
'outburst' i n G a l a t i a n s , ' and E p i c u r e a n s p r e c i p i t a t e d 

26R 
the c r e a t i o n theology i n the New Testament. 

However, i t would be wrong to imply t h a t Barth 
never d i s c u s s e d e x t r a - b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l . For example, 
he makes r e f e r e n c e to the S t o i c s and P h i l o i n d i s c u s s i n g 
b i b l i c a l Wisdom passages. The l a t t e r "show more or l e s s 
c l e a r l y the h i s t o r i c a l c o n t a c t between I s r a e l and Greek" 
but t h i s "does not imply an acceptance of f o r e i g n i n t e r e s t s 
and i d e a s , but t h a t t h e r e has been a c o n f r o n t a t i o n of the 
I s r a e l i t e conception of God with these a l i e n concerns and 

269 
i d e a s . " So too the Greek i d e a of eros i s d i s c u s s e d 
a t l e n g t h by Barth, who f i n a l l y concludes "the C h r i s t i a n 
l o v e proclaimed by Paul d i d not come from the school of 

270 
the Greeks" although "he undoubtedly makes use of 
Greek / c o l o u r s and contours7 b e t r a y i n g the f a c t t h a t he 

271 
both saw and took note of the Greeks and t h e i r e r o s . " ' 
F u r t h e r , B a r t h knows t h a t 

"the opinion has been ventured t h a t i n 1 Thess 2.3f» 
we have a defence of P a u l a g a i n s t the confusion of 
h i s a c t i v i t y w ith t h a t of a S t o i c preacher. The 
'God' of the S t o i c was, of course, q u i t e unmistake-
a b l y the sum of an a n t h r o p o l o g i c e t h i c a l p r i n c i p l e . " 

Taking c a r e f u l note of the c o i n c i d e n c e of New Testament 
terminology with Hermes-mysticism, Barth a p t l y i n q u i r e s , 

27-5 
"But to what century does i t belong?" ' s o t h a t he con­
c l u d e s "The most t h a t we can l e a r n from the ' p a r a l l e l ' 
does not amount to more i h a n the (not i n s i g n i f i c a n t ) 

272 



c o n c l u s i o n t h a t i n the world of New Testament Knpuoo£iv 
t h e r e may w e l l have been t h i s f u r t h e r and v e r y d i f f e r e n t 

t 274 Knpuoaeiv i n a d d i t i o n to t h a t of the S t o i c s . " ' 
I n the same way, but i n more d e t a i l , Barth com­

pares the Genesis c r e a t i o n sagas with "the genuinely 
m y t h i c a l t e x t s of the Babylonian e p i c Enuma e l i s h ( c . 2 0 0 0 
B.C.) ... and a l s o with the cosmogony of Berosus ( 3 r d 
century B.C.) ..." A f t e r a long d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
other n a r r a t i v e s , B a r t h comments, 

" I f t h e r e i s a connexion with the Babylonian myth or 
i t s o l d e r sources, i t i s a c r i t i c a l connexion. 
E v e r y t h i n g i s so d i f f e r e n t t h a t the only c h o i c e i s 
e i t h e r to see i n the Jewish r e n d e r i n g a complete 
c a r i c a t u r e of the Babylonian, or i n the Babylonian 
a complete c a r i c a t u r e of the Jewish, according to 
the standpoint adopted." 276 

B a r t h ' s c o n c l u s i o n is:"Although the c r e a t i o n saga of 
Genesis seems to make an unconcerned use of the Babylonian 
c r e a t i o n myth, i t a c t u a l l y c r i t i c i s e s the l a t t e r a t every 

277 
s t a g e . " I n the same way, the Psalms are p a r t l y " i n 
dependence on the models of Babylonian and Egyptian myth 
p i e t y " but 

"there i s no reason why the P s a l m i s t s . . . s h o u l d not 
have made p r o f i t a b l e use of what they heard the 
c u l t u r e d neighbours of I s r a e l s i n g and say about a l l 
s o r t s of l i g h t gods and serpent beings. I t i s 
indeed q u i t e obvious t h a t they have a c t u a l l y done 
so." 278 

B a r t h a l s o p o i n t s out t h a t the i d e a of the heaven d e c l a r i n g 
the g l o r y of God i s not "read e i t h e r out of Babylonian 

279 
or E g y p t i a n precedents... 

B a r t h does not only c o n s u l t l i t e r a t u r e which has 
280 

e x t e n s i v e p a r a l l e l s i n S c r i p t u r e , he a l s o i n v e s t i g a t e s 
the background to i d e a s , l i k e the 'Son of Man'• 

"...do we have here, as passages i n Enoch suggest, the 
. i n f l u e n c e of a P e r s i a n i d e a of the a r c h e t y p a l man who 

i s to come agai n as world king? We need not decide 
t h i s question...Whether the f i g u r e s p r i n g s from P e r s ­
i a n myths or from w i t h i n the Old Testament i t s e l f , the 
Son of Man i n D a n i e l i s a personage equipped with a l l 
the marks of the almighty a c t i o n of God..." 281 

I t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of B a r t h t h a t even when he does d i s ­
p l a y d e t a i l e d knowledge of the background; the context i s 

pop 
always the d e c i d i n g f a c t o r . T h i s i s e x p r e s s l y s t a t e d 
a f t e r Barth's d i s c u s s i o n of the Jewish Messianic expectat­
ion, and the p o s s i b l e p a r a l l e l s to the gospel V i r g i n B i r t h 
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n a r r a t i v e s i n "Buddhist, E g y p t i a n , Greek and other 
myths, we may hold t h a t a l i k e i n t h e i r New Testament 
context and i n the decided i n t e n t i o n of each, these 
passages p o i n t i n q u i t e a d i f f e r e n t d i r e c t i o n from the 

283 
myths i n q u e s t i o n * " v Indeed, B a r t h r u l e s out any 
attempt to i d e n t i f y passages which have e x t r a - b i b l i c a l 
p a r a l l e l s simply to i n t e r p r e t them a g a i n s t t h e i r pagan 
background. Of 2 Sam 7.14, B a r t h w r i t e s : "...here the 
connexion with g e n e r a l e a s t e r n mythology and phraseology 
can h a r d l y be questioned" but, " I f i n s p i t e of the e x t r a -
b i b l i c a l a n a l o g i e s these v e r s e s a r e not to be t o r n complet­
e l y out of the s e t t i n g of Old Testament thought, we must • 
accept the f a c t t h a t i n them the k i n g i s envisaged as the 
membrum praecipuum of the people e l e c t e d to d i v i n e son-

284 
s h i p . . . " Thus i t i s not only the immediate context, 
but the g e n e r a l c a n o n i c a l context which i s important. 2 ^ 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e of B a r t h ' s p o s i t i o n may be seen i n 
the f o l l o w i n g way. A sentence spoken today by a man to 
h i s w i f e , must be understood i n a s e r i e s of contexts which 
might be r e p r e s e n t e d by c o n c e n t r i c c i r c l e s . The immediate 
context i s t h a t of shared experience over many y e a r s , which 
g i v e s s p e c i f i c i t y to a statement which might be viewed as 
v e r y g e n e r a l by a t h i r d p a r t y . A wider context might be 
t h a t of the a r e a i n which they l i v e , which g i v e s s p e c i a l 
meaning to c h a r a c t e r i s t i c t u r n s of phrase. A l a r g e r 
context might be found i n the contemporary use of the 
language throughout the n a t i o n . The broadest context 
would be t h a t language used i n any p e r i o d , or any p l a c e . 
An i n t e r p r e t e r may need to measure the statement a g a i n s t 
any or a l l of these c o n t e x t s , but may give i t as h i s opin-
i o n t h a t any of them i s d e f i n i t i v e . I n the same way, 
B a r t h makes p r e c i s e l y t h i s judgement about b i b l i c a l s t a t e ­
ments. I n h i s opinion any of the p o s s i b l e contexts may 
be h e l p f u l , but the c a n o n i c a l context i s d e f i n i t i v e . . 
Because of t h i s B a r t h may mention e x t r a - b i b l i c a l p a r a l l e l s 

poo 
merely as an a s i d e . 

I t i s not only the d e t a i l e d h i s t o r i c a l background 
to which Bar t h r e f e r s ; a t times he makes use of the 
'climate of thought' 1. F o r example, h i s d i s c u s s i o n of the 
r o l e of J e s u s ' m i r a c l e s notes "...they were a well-known - 103 -



phenomenon i n connection with what was then the modern 
c u l t of the God A e s c u l a p i u s , a strange mixture of highly-
developed medical technique and p r a c t i c e o r i g i n a l l y 

288 
d e r i v e d from Egypt and Greece..." A f t e r many other 
s i m i l a r d e t a i l s B a r t h summarises the p o s i t i o n : " I n t h i s 
sphere a t any r a t e no unusual happening was a s t o n i s h i n g 
i n the world of the Greek New Testament as we know i t , 
except perhaps f o r the m u l t i p l i c i t y with which phenomena 
of t h i s k i n d seem to have occurred." Elsewhere B a r t h 
shows knowledge of common understanding when he w r i t e s : 
"...whenever S c r i p t u r e speaks of sonship, i n accordance 
with O r i e n t a l i d e a s and terminology i t has i n view not 
merely the r e l a t i o n s h i p of descent but a l s o the f a t h e r l y 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , determination, commission, and p r a c t i c a l 
mode of l i f e as continued i n the sons or c h i l d r e n con­
cerned." 2 9 0 

B a r t h a l s o uses a r c h e o l o g i c a l evidence where i t i s 
a v a i l a b l e . F o r i n s t a n c e he makes r e f e r e n c e to "...the 
o s t r a k a found a t L a c h i s K i n 1935"> which a r e 

" r e p o r t s w r i t t e n on potsherds by outposts of the 
besieged f o r t r e s s to the commander s h o r t l y before 
i t f e l l . . . t h e y say t h a t t h e r e a r e i n Jerusalem those 
'who weaken the hands of the l a n d and c i t y ' ( c f . M. 
Noth, p.246). T h i s i s almost word f o r word what 
the l e a d e r s i n Jerusalem s a i d of Jeremiah i n 38.4.. 
." 291 

292 
S i m i l a r l y , d i s c u s s i n g the o r i g i n s of Luke's hymns, he 
suggests t h a t " i t may be t h a t C h r i s t i a n s have worked over 
hymns which o r i g i n a l l y came from the p a r a l l e l movement 
of awakening and reform which we have l e a r n e d to know 
much b e t t e r through r e c e n t d i s c o v e r i e s by the Dead Sea. 

29^ 
We cannot say with any f i n a l i t y . " J J 

Although t h e r e appears to be a good d e a l of 
evidence here, when i t i s seen as p a r t of the Church 
Dogmatics as a whole, i t would be f a i r to say t h a t B a r t h 

294 
only t a k e s note of t h i s k i n d of evidence o c c a s i o n a l l y . 
I t w i l l t h e r e f o r e be important to compare h i s p r a c t i c e here 
with h i s commentaries, where e x e g e s i s , not dogmatics, was 
h i s prime purpose. 

F i r s t , i t should be noted t h a t i n n e i t h e r commentary 
(Romans or P h i l i p p i a n s ) does B a r t h p r e f a c e h i s t e x t u a l 
e x p o s i t i o n w i t h background notes as prolegomena. 
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Secondly, t h e r e i s comparatively l i t t l e i n the t e x t u a l 
pqs 

comments which may be c l a s s i f i e d under t h i s head. y 

T h i r d l y , t h e r e i s very l i t t l e indeed which might be 
regarded as genuinely background, drawn from study of 
m a t e r i a l o u t s i d e the book i t s e l f , or even o u t s i d e the 

296 
New Testament. 

We move to a b r i e f d i s c u s s i o n of examples from the 
commentaries. Both commentaries a r e c l e a r about the 

297 
intended r e a d e r s . P a u l i s w r i t i n g from C o r i n t h to 

298 
"the Roman C h r i s t i a n s " whom God has p r e s s e d " i n t o the 

299 
s e r v i c e of His imminent and coming kingdom". The 
l e t t e r was d i c t a t e d to T e r t i u s and B a r t h suggests on 
the b a s i s of Ro 16.1, was c a r r i e d to Rome i n Phoebe's 

301 
luggage. "There a r e C h r i s t i a n s - even i n Rome. And 
t h i s has come about a p a r t from any p e r s o n a l a c t i o n of 

302 
P a u l . " v Thus f a r , B a r t h has merely drawn from the 
t e x t , but he does use some background knowledge when he 
r e f e r s to Paul performing " h i s m i n i s t r y w i t h as l i t t l e 
t r e p i d a t i o n i n the c u l t u r e d and r e l i g i o u s cosmopolitan 
s o c i e t y of Rome as when he had been f a c e d by the c r a s s 

303 
s t u p i d i t y of Iconium and L y s t r a . " ' 

I t would be wrong to suggest t h a t B a r t h f o r g e t s 
those to whom the e p i s t l e was addressed. On the c o n t r a r y , 
he r e f e r s to them as "Roman C h r i s t i a n s " throughout the 

304 
t e x t . The same may be seen i n P h i l i p p i a n s f o r they 

305 
have given Paul o c c a s i o n f o r t h a n k s g i v i n g J y and a r e 
e q u a l l y r e f e r r e d to throughout the commentary. 
However, background d e t a i l s are mentioned i n c i d e n t a l l y , 
i n p a r e n t h e s i s i n the commentaries a l s o : "At the time he 
w r i t e s t h i s l e t t e r , P aul i s s u f f e r i n g i n p r i s o n (we hold 
to the u s u a l view t h a t t h i s was h i s l a s t , Roman imprison-
ment)." 7 A b r i e f d i s c u s s i o n f o l l o w s of the exact 
terms of t h i s , w i t h r e f e r e n c e to A c t s . The same s u b j e c t 
i s debated i n a lengthy footnote the c o n c l u s i o n to which 
B a r t h g i v e s i n the main t e x t a s : " I n view of the s c a n t i ­
ness of our knowledge of a l l the concrete d e t a i l s , which 
can h a r d l y be remedied by Ac 28, i t w i l l be w e l l to abide 
by t h i s simple t r a n s l a t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

308 
passage." A whole paragraph i s given to the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of P a u l ' s contemporaries who proclaimed the gospel "with 
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309 the i d e a of a f f l i c t i n g me..." ^ y c h i e f l y because Barth 
wanted to r e f u t e the suggestion t h a t they might be 

510 
J u d a i z e r s , or the v e g e t a r i a n s of Romans. y No explanat­
io n of e i t h e r term i s given, so a high l e v e l of g e n e r a l 
knowledge i s r e q u i r e d by the reader. L a t e r the a d v e r s a r i e s 
of P h i l 1.28 a r e d e l i b e r a t e l y l e f t u n i d e n t i f i e d because 

511 
" i n t h i s context they have no i n t e r e s t i n themselves." ^ 
There i s a s i m i l a r r e l u c t a n c e to determine (or s p e c u l a t e 
about) the k i n d of d i v i s i o n which caused Paul to admonish 

312 • • 
the P h i l i p p i a n s i n 2.2. ' I t i s c l e a r from another 
passage (2.17 - 3«1) t h a t B a r t h w i l l not s p e c u l a t e i n order 
to make the t e x t c l e a r e r , and he condemns other commentators 
who a r e not so s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e d . " P i c t u r i n g the concrete 
c i r c u m s t a n c e s i n which we f i n d the a p o s t l e speaking here 
i s f o r us, i f we r e f u s e o u r s e l v e s the l i b e r t y of expand­
ing the w r i t t e n t e x t i n the manner of the s t o r y - t e l l e r 
( a l i b e r t y which few commentators r e a l l y do not take to 

3T3 
t h e m s e l v e s J ) , u n f o r t u n a t e l y of l i t t l e h e l p . " ^ T h i s 
may genuinely be one of the reasons why t h e r e i s so 
comparatively l i t t l e r e f e r e n c e to the background of the 
e p i s t l e s . 

The commentary on Romans i n c l u d e s a l i t t l e more 
t e c h n i c a l d i s c u s s i o n . The Old Testament i d e a of 

314 
p r o p i t i a t i o n i s examined; ^ the c o l l e c t i o n f o r the poor 
i n Jerusalem known to us from 2 Cor 8 & 9 i s regarded as 

315 
P a u l ' s intended meaning a t Ro 12.13. 

I t must be concluded from t h i s evidence t h a t i t i s 
g e n e r a l l y the case t h a t B a r t h i s so concerned to get to the 
s u b j e c t matter of the t e x t , t h a t i s , the t h e o l o g i c a l 
t e a c h i n g of the passages, t h a t the k i n d s of study of which 
he i s more than capable, and does from time to time 
employ, are u s u a l l y p e r i p h e r a l to h i s e x e g e s i s . I t seems 
l i k e l y t h a t B a r t h read other commentaries which d e a l t a t 
l e n g t h with such matters, understood the i s s u e s , but 
only took up the d i s c u s s i o n to d i s a g r e e w i t h the g e n e r a l 
view, as f o r example over the p o s t u l a t e d dependence of 
Genesis 1 and 2 on other c r e a t i o n myths. Elsewhere B a r t h 
assumes the consensus, but only mentions i t where h i s 
e x e g e s i s r e q u i r e s i t . 
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Despite the f a c t t h a t i t has been p o s s i b l e to show 
t h a t B a r t h g i v e s some a t t e n t i o n to the author and h i s 
grammatical s t y l e , and to extraneous background m a t e r i a l , 
i t i s m a n i f e s t l y the case t h a t t h e r e a r e t h e o l o g i c a l 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a t work i n B a r t h ' s e x e g e s i s , other than 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s which a r i s e d i r e c t l y out of the passage to 
hand. Even i f Dr T h i s e l t o n i s r i g h t t h a t "...exegesis i s 

317 
i n s e p a r a b l e from s y s t e m a t i c theology", y B a r t h must be 
seen as doing more than simply a l l o w i n g h i s own b e l i e f s or 
'hermeneutical h o r i z o n 1 to c o i n c i d e with and i n f l u e n c e h i s 
understanding of the t e x t . He c o n s c i o u s l y and d e l i b e r a t ­
e l y i n t e r p r e t s passages i n the l i g h t of dogmatic c o n c l u s ­
i o n s . T h i s t h e s i s aims to show these i n f l u e n c e s a t work 

318 
i n B a r t h ' s e x e g e t i c a l procedures. ^ 

I t has been argued t h a t B a r t h begins with the 
author's i n t e n t i o n , employing both grammatical t o o l s and 
background infor m a t i o n i n order to e s t a b l i s h t h i s . How­
ever, i n the Church Dogmatics, e x e g e t i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n of 
a v e r s e i s always done f o r dogmatic purposes, and soon 
p a s s e s i n t o the realm of dogmatic theology. A simple 
example w i l l i l l u s t r a t e t h i s . B a r t h notes t h a t P a u l draws 
a t t e n t i o n to "a twofold i n d i r e c t n e s s of v i s i o n " i n 1 Cor 

319 
13-12. T h i s i s taken as a 'springboard' to d i s c u s s 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between the form and content of God's 
word, which i s the dogmatic p o s i t i o n with which Bar t h i s 
concerned. There i s no sense i n which t h i s can be c a l l e d 
e x e g e s i s of P a u l ' s meaning i n w r i t i n g to the C o r i n t h i a n s . 

There i s , t h e r e f o r e , a sense i n which t h e r e i s no 
'pure' e x e g e s i s i n the Church Dogmatics because Bar t h i s 
never j u s t concerned to know what the o r i g i n a l r e a d e r s 
were intended to understand. C e r t a i n l y t h e r e i s no 
d i s i n t e r e s t e d e x e g e s i s , because i t i s always done i n the 
context of a d o c t r i n a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n , so t h a t B a r t h i s 
c o n t i n u a l l y drawing out the i m p l i c a t i o n s of h i s exegesis 
f o r d o c t r i n e . Such a p r o c e s s need not cause d i s t o r t e d 
e x e g e s i s , but i t o b v i o u s l y runs h i g h r i s k s of so doing, ^20 
e s p e c i a l l y where the author's i n t e n t i o n was not d o c t r i n a l . 

T h i s t h e s i s may be s u b s t a n t i a t e d by an examination 
of B a r t h ' s method of d e a l i n g with passages where exegetes 
cannot agree whether a l i t e r a l or symbolic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n - 107 -



i s a p p r o p r i a t e to the genre. B a r t h o f t e n r e f e r s to 
the l i t e r a l meaning, sometimes only of a phrase o f t e n 
arguing t h a t a passage should he taken l i t e r a l l y . 
H i s reasons a r e v e r y o f t e n t h e o l o g i c a l . For example, 
Ex 24.16, God's g l o r y a t S i n a i , i s understood to be t r u e 
l i t e r a l l y not f i g u r a t i v e l y , because i t i s q u i t e p o s s i b l e 
to r e c o n c i l e t h i s w i t h God's omnipresence, as B a r t h has 

324 
spent some time demonstrating. ' The f a c t t h a t a v e r s e 

325 
may be c a s t i n p o e t i c form, y ^ or as " l i t u r g i c a l 
r h e t o r i c " ^ does not n e c e s s a r i l y imply t h a t i t should 
not be taken l i t e r a l i s t i c a l l y . ' Indeed, both the l i t e r a l 
and symbolic meaning of " c h i l d of God" a r e a s s e r t e d . 

I n other p l a c e s , B a r t h assumes or a s s e r t s t h a t 
328 

passages must be taken s y m b o l i c a l l y y and some symbols 
ar e to be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h C h r i s t Himself. F o r example, 
B a r t h t a k e s Ezek 1.26, a t C a l v i n ' s suggestion, to be God 

329 
I n c a r n a t e , t h a t i s C h r i s t . I n exegesis of t h i s 
symbol, Bar t h t a k e s l i t t l e account of the author's i n t e n t ­
i o n , because he c o n s i d e r s t h a t a more s i g n i f i c a n t i n t e n t i o n 
may be behind i t , namely the purposes of God Himself, 
which were f u l l y r e v e a l e d l a t e r i n C h r i s t . T h i s i s 
made e s p e c i a l l y c l e a r where B a r t h abandons the o r i g i n a l 
d e s c r i p t i v e meaning of Old Testament passages because 
t h e i r r e a l s u b j e c t i s C h r i s t Himself. Consequently, B a r t h 
i n t e r p r e t s passages from L e v i t i c u s and Samuel p r o p h e t i c a l l y , 
on grounds s u p p l i e d by the e a r l y church example, who recog­
n i s e d t h a t i n the R e s u r r e c t i o n , the Old Testament had been 
f u l f i l l e d . To i n t e r p r e t them as p o i n t i n g to C h r i s t , t h e r e ­
f o r e w i l l not merely be p o s s i b l e , but n e c e s s a r y as the 
l a s t word i n the e x e g e s i s of these passages. The l a s t 

331 
word!" ' J T h i s p r o c e s s i s not only o p e r a t i v e i n pro­
p h e t i c passages of the Old Testament; i t i s a l s o found 
i n e t h i c a l matters, so t h a t the advent of C h r i s t g i v e s to 
"...Gen 2.18-25 a meaning which i t could never have had to 

332 
i t s Old Testament r e a d e r . " J Thus, i n both c a s e s , 
B a r t h ' s d e c i s i o n to take a passage l i t e r a l l y or s y m b o l i c a l l y , 
i s grounded i n t h e o l o g i c a l not e x e g e t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . 
I t may be seen t h a t B a r t h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l d e c i s i o n s about, 
f i r s t l y , the extent of the canon; secondly the n e c e s s i t y 
to read p a r t s i n terms of the whole, and t h i r d l y about the 
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means o f a s s e s s i n g t h e c o m p a r a t i v e s i g n i f i c a n c e o f 
passages, ( i . e . by r e f e r e n c e t o C h r i s t ) have combined 
t o move him f r o m 'pure' e x e g e s i s , which c o n s i d e r s what 
the o r i g i n a l w r i t e r wanted the o r i g i n a l r e a d e r s t o -under­
s t a n d , t o 'dogmatic' exe g e s i s w h i c h can work o u t t h e 
i m p l i c a t i o n s o f any s i n g l e passage f o r dogmatic t h e o l o g y . 

T h i s p o i n t i s important. B a r t h i s undoubtedly 
r i g h t when he a s s e r t s t h a t the q u e s t i o n of a s u b j e c t of a 
passage i s "the u l t i m a t e e x e g e t i c a l question", because 
i t pays a c r u c i a l r o l e i n understanding the t e x t . B a r t h ' s 
c h o i c e of J e s u s as the s u b j e c t of Old Testament t e x t s , 
f o l l o w i n g the a p o s t l e s , i s one of the reasons t h a t h i s 
e x e g e s i s i n Church Dogmatics must be regarded as dogmatic 
e x p o s i t i o n r a t h e r than as e x e g e s i s proper, as narrowly 
d e f i n e d above. The c h o i c e of J e s u s as the s u b j e c t of 
the New Testament t e x t s i s not so c o n t e n t i o u s , but i t i s 
e q u a l l y a f f i r m e d . H i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s based on 
"a d e c i s i o n of f a i t h " , which amounts to a dogmatic d e c i s -

336 
i o n . v T h i s d e c i s i o n i s to r e a d the Old Testament with 
the New Testament, and more e s p e c i a l l y , to read both 
Testaments as standing i n d i r e c t r e l a t i o n to J e s u s C h r i s t . " 

Such a d e c i s i o n does not n e c e s s a r i l y pre-empt 
an open d i s c u s s i o n of the purpose of the t e x t ; indeed i t 
may be the c o n c l u s i o n of such d i s c u s s i o n . But except 
i n those c a s e s where the t e x t i s e x p l i c i t l y d e a l i n g w i t h 
J e s u s C h r i s t , e x e g e s i s cannot assume t h a t He i s t h e i r 
t r u e s u b j e c t . I n t e r p r e t a t i o n or dogmatics may need to 
make t h a t assumption even where i t i s not i m p l i c i t i n 
the t e x t . T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between exegesis and dogmatic 
e x p o s i t i o n has been drawn to i d e n t i f y phases i n B a r t h ' s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e method, which a r e o f t e n so mingled t h a t 
t h e i r d i f f e r i n g p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s a r e not r e c o g n i s e d . T h i s 
t h e s i s a s s e r t s t h a t one of the p l a c e s where B a r t h p a s s e s 
from e x e g e s i s to dogmatic e x p o s i t i o n i s where he moves 
beyond the author's i n t e n t i o n to understand the t e x t i n 
the l i g h t of Jesus C h r i s t , i t s t r u e s u b j e c t , where t h a t 
s u b j e c t i s n e i t h e r e x p l i c i t nor i m p l i c i t . I t i s no p a r t 
of the purpose of t h i s t h e s i s to argue t h a t t h i s i s e i t h e r 

338 
l e g i t i m a t e or i l l e g i t i m a t e . ^ What B a r t h i s e f f e c t i v e l y 
doing, i s o f f e r i n g a hermeneutical 'key' which w i l l enable 
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him to make use of any c a n o n i c a l t e x t , even h i s t o r i c a l l y 
p r e s c r i p t i v e t e x t s concerning the c u l t , f o r C h r i s t i a n 

339 
d o c t r i n e . By so doing, B a r t h r a i s e s as d i f f i c u l t a 
problem as he s o l v e s , namely how to c o n t r o l the p o s s i b l e 
shades of meaning once the s p e c i f i c a l l y h i s t o r i c a l - l i t e r a l 
has been superseded. Such a procedure may pay a h i g h 
p r i c e i f i t p r e c l u d e s dogmatic i m p l i c a t i o n s being drawn 
from the o r i g i n a l meaning. 

I n d e a l i n g w i t h New Testament passages, B a r t h a l s o 
looks f o r the deepest s i g n i f i c a n c e , which may go f u r t h e r 
than the author's i n t e n t i o n . For example, having d i s ­
c ussed "...what P a u l meant..." a t Gal 4.1f., Barth goes 
on to suggest t h a t "...the term nAfipuua TOU xpovou has 

340 
a f u r t h e r meaning." On o c c a s i o n , Barth w r i t e s about 

341 
the " p l a i n sense" of a passage, and he o f t e n a p p l i e s 
a phrase or v e r s e to c i r c u m s t a n c e s which the t e x t d i d not 
i n t e n d . Thus, "he must i n c r e a s e , but I must decr e a s e " 
a p p l i e s both to John the B a p t i s t and to the angels i n 

342 
r e l a t i o n to J e s u s . There a r e p l a c e s where he i m p l i e s 
an i n c l u s i v e i d e a of meaning: thus 

"...the Sabbath was made f o r man - i s c e r t a i n l y not 
exhausted by t h i s r e f e r e n c e to a humanitarian base. 
But t h e r e can be no question t h a t i t a l s o i n c l u d e s i t . 

I n each of t h e s e c a s e s B a r t h may be seen p a s s i n g from 'pure' 
e x e g e s i s i n t o dogmatic e x p o s i t i o n . 

T h i s i s not a simple, one way p r o c e s s however. 
There are many o c c a s i o n s i n the Church Dogmatics where 
Ba r t h ' s dogmatic p o s i t i o n i s used to enable him to e x p l a i n 
a passage. Thus, the contingent nature of God's word 
e x p l a i n s 1 Sam 3»1> Am 8.11 and Mic 3»6 where i t i s i m p l i e d 

344 
t h a t God's word i s not r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e to people. 
B a r t h ' s e x p o s i t i o n of God's s p a c i a l i t y i s confirmed because 

345 
without i t , i t would be i m p o s s i b l e to i n t e r p r e t Ac 17*28= ^ 
There i s a dogmatic reason why " o o = i t would be sheer f o l l y 
to i n t e r p r e t the i m p e r a t i v e s of the Sermon on the Mount 
as i f we should b e s t i r o u r s e l v e s to a c t u a l i s e these 
p i c t u r e s . . . t h e y demand of us t h a t we be p l e a s e d to accept 
the supremely w o n d e r f u l . . . i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . . . o f our l i v e s by 

346 
the grace of God..." ^ The reason i s "the triumph of 
grace i n the theology of K a r l B a r t h " . y Elsewhere, 
dogmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s d i r e c t the way i n which Barth understand 
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Ps 19.'1f. so t h a t i t i s not taken to be about n a t u r a l 
theology. 

We may see the same pr o c e s s a t work i n Romans. 
I n t e r p r e t i n g Ro 11.4, B a r t h w r i t e s ; 

"These 7,000 are not - p a r a d o x i c a l though i t may seem 
and c o n t r a r y to the p l a i n meaning of the t e x t - a 
numerical q u a n t i t y . . . t h e answer of God to E l i j a h 
does not mean t h a t there a r e a number of men who know 
God, but t h a t t h e r e i s no l i m i t to the number of 
those who a r e known by Him...it means H i s mercy i s 
i n f i n i t e . " 349 

U n l i k e the Church Dogmatics where B a r t h o f t e n makes i t 
c l e a r why he departs from the p l a i n meaning of the t e x t ; i t 
i s n e c e s s a r y to draw out the i m p l i c a t i o n s from t h i s 
passage. I t i s undoubtedly i n t e r p r e t e d thus to safeguard 
God's i n f i n i t e mercy. 

Dogmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s may exclude some e x e g e t i c a l 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s . T h i s i s made very p l a i n i n a c a r e f u l and 
d e t a i l e d excursus concerning the r e l a t i o n s w i t h i n the 
T r i n i t y i n the l i g h t of c e r t a i n New Testament v e r s e s . H i s 
c o n c l u s i o n t h a t "...what we may i n f e r from these passages 
as regards understanding of the e t e r n a l T r i n i t y has nothing 

350 
whatever to do w i t h an o r i g i n i n God" ^ i s r e a l l y reached 
on dogmatic not e x e g e t i c a l grounds. Barth i s convinced 
t h a t on o c c a s i o n , e x e g e t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s not only may 
but must be s e t a s i d e . S i m i l a r l y , the 'obvious' meaning 
of Ro 12.4 i s r u l e d out because the p a r a b l e would not r e f e r 
to the Kingdom of God, and hence "...would f a l l o u t s i d e 

351 
P a u l ' s h o r i z o n s " . y 

I t has been shown t h a t dogmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s 
i n f l u e n c e the way i n which a t e x t i s i n t e r p r e t e d , the 
c h o i c e of the o b j e c t of the t e x t , and the e x c l u s i o n of 
e x e g e t i c a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s . Perhaps most f a r r e a c h i n g i n 
i n f l u e n c e i s the dogmatic d e c i s i o n on B a r t h r s p a r t to 
exegete any passage of S c r i p t u r e i n the l i g h t of the r e s t 
of the canon. F o r example, the "running e x e g e s i s " of 
Ro 9-11 i n Church Dogmatics Volume 2, p a r t 2, "has i n view 
not only these c h a p t e r s but a l l Holy S c r i p t u r e as w e l l " . ^ 2 

S i m i l a r l y , B a r t h r e f e r s to "...the d i f f i c u l t e x e g e t i c a l 
q u e s t i o n . . . " of how to r e l a t e the tongues of Ac 2 to 1 
Cor 12 and 14. ^53 Although B a r t h does not o f f e r an 
answer to t h i s q uestion he p l a i n l y t h i n k s t h a t i t comes - 111 -



w i t h i n t h e scope o f e x e g e s i s . He c r i t i c i s e s h i s own 
commentary on Romans because i t f a i l e d t o g i v e s u f f i c i e n t 

354 
a t t e n t i o n t o Jn 1.14 y and he excluded Roman C a t h o l i c 
e x e g e s i s o f lit 16.18 p a r t l y because " . . . t h e r e i s no 
passage i n t h e New Testament w h i c h even h i n t s a t such 

355 
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " Elsewhere he makes c l e a r t h a t 
some e x e g e s i s o f f e r e d f o r 1 Pet ^>.8 and Mt 6.26f. i s '-,r-r 

unacceptable because i t cannot be r e c o n c i l e d with Eph 1.11. 
E a r t h ' s p r a c t i c e of e l u c i d a t i n g one passage w i t h the h elp 
of another b i b l i c a l passage i s comparable. • E x e g e s i s of 
Gen 2 i s broken o f f , to c o n s i d e r the" meaning of "the r i v e r " 
( v . 1 0 ) so t h a t t h e o l o g i c a l l e s s o n s may be drawn from 
s i m i l a r t e x t s viewed together: "Being c o s m o l o g i c a l l y 
p a r t i c u l a r , i t can be e s c h a t a l o g i c a l l y u n i v e r s a l " , Barth 
argues, s i n c e the v e r s e s are " . . f u l l of p r o p h e t i c con­
t e n t . . . " 3 5 7 

Whenever Ba r t h e l u c i d a t e s a passage i n the l i g h t of 
another b i b l i c a l book, and e s p e c i a l l y when t h a t book has 
a d i f f e r e n t author, he begins to pass from ex e g e s i s to 
dogmatics. ^ When t h a t e l u c i d a t i o n i s i n "some sense 
c o n t r o l l e d or a t l e a s t bounded by other passages, he i s 
c e r t a i n l y beyond the realm of e x e g e s i s . The reason f o r 
t h i s i s twofold. F i r s t , exegesis i s concerned w i t h the 
author's intended meaning, so t h a t u n l e s s i t can be 
demonstrated t h a t the author a l l u d e d to the other passages, 
i t cannot be e x e g e s i s . Second, the d e c i s i o n to r e a d a 
book i n the l i g h t of a canon i s a t h e o l o g i c a l or dogmatic 
d e c i s i o n , so t h a t a g a i n dogmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a r e 

359 
i n f l u e n c i n g i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

The p r o c e s s i s c i r c u l a r however. Such i n t e r p r e t a t ­
i o n , which Barth regards as e x e g e s i s , may a l s o be the 
ground f o r c o n t e s t i n g a dogma, 3 ^ and i s c e r t a i n l y the 
ground f o r m a i n t a i n i n g i t . B a r t h w r i t e s of the d o c t r i n e 
of Holy S c r i p t u r e t h a t " . . . i t s c o n f i r m a t i o n must always 
be sought and found i n e x e g e s i s and t h e r e f o r e i n Holy 

361 
S c r i p t u r e i t s e l f . " Against the Roman C a t h o l i c view 
t h a t marriage i s a sacrament, B a r t h argues on the b a s i s of. 
Eph 5«32 t h a t " . . . n e i t h e r t h i s t e x t nor i t s context 
suggests t h a t marriage i s a s i g n mediating the grace of 

362 God and i n t h i s sense a sacrament." Thus the d o c t r i n a l 
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positions which influence Barth's exegesis and move him 
in t o i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , are themselves based on and open to 
rev i s i o n by f u r t h e r exegesis and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

A good deal may be learned about Earth's exegesis 
from h i s condemnations of the exegesis of others. His 
grounds may be that they do not take the New Testament 

565 
seriously enough, or they may assume what cannot be 

564 
demonstrated, Elsewhere exegetes are reprimanded 
because they do* «not keep closely enough to the t e x t , 
because they misunderstand i t s implications, or o f f e r 

567 
w i l d exegesisJ False exegesis may r e s u l t from a combinat 
ion of factors such as neglect of other relevant passages 
and over emphasis on all u s i o n s . Bultmann i s r e p r i ­
manded f o r precisely the same tendency as Barth himself 
has been shown to display, namely, handling "...the texts 
i n such a way that t h e i r exegesis i s always con t r o l l e d by 
a set of dogmatic presuppositions and i s thus wholly depend-

569 
ent upon t h e i r v a l i d i t y . " Barth's contention i s that 
Bultmann's pre-guppositions are r i g i d l y anthropological, 
whereas he would argue that his own presuppositions are 
subject to and conformed to Scripture. 

These few asides confirm that Barth's methods, as 
they have been discussed above, lead him to ref u t e the 
exegesis of others on theological grounds, rather than 
purely exegetical. I t may thus be seen that the tendency 
i s c o n t i n u a l l y to move wi t h dogmatic theology. This i s 
confirmed by the observation that few excursus contain 
exegesis of one passage alones Barth i s never so much 
interested i n the single paragraph as i n i t s r e l a t i o n to 
others, and t h e i r j o i n t implications. Since exegesis i s 

570 
almost always offered i n the excursus, and the main 
t e x t generally includes l i t t l e more than c i t a t i o n or 
quotation to show that the argument i s running i n the main 
strean of b i b l i c a l thought, t h i s i s i n i t s e l f a s i g n i f i c a n t 
observation. 

Thus i t may be concluded that theological considerat 
ions influence Barth's exegesis and often move him on in t o 
the realm of dogmatic theology. There remains therefore, 
the necessity to o u t l i n e the phases i n Barth's simple movement from exegesis to dogmatics. F i r s t , however, i t 
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should be noted that t h i s method hardly occurs i n the 
-571 

f i r s t three part volumes of Church Dogmatics. > r However, 
there are seventeen places where Barth undertakes prolonged 
exegesis i n Church Dogmatics Volume 2 part 2, the longest 

572 
of which spans t h i r t y eight pages, ' and Barth draws 
a t t e n t i o n at the beginning of hi s f i r s t exegesis to t h i s 
method. 5 7 5 

The analysis which follows i s divided in t o two 
parts. The f i r s t deals with the exegetical excursus i n 
the Church Dogmatics excluding those which deal with 
Romans. I n t h i s part Barth's d e t a i l e d exegetical method 
i s made clear; the dogmatic con t r o l features which are 
discussed at length i n the f i n a l chapter are pointed out, 
and an attempt i s made to discover how these exegetical 
excursus are structured i n t o Barth's theology. This 
enables an assessment to be made as to the r e l a t i v e 
importance of t h i s method i n Barth's theology. J l 

The second part shows by a comparative study of 
the commentaries and the Church Dogmatics, the way i n which 
Barth's method developed. Because there are no exegetical 
excursus on Philippians i n the Church Dogmatics, comparison 
i s made of those portions of Romans which Barth expounds 
more than once i n the Dogmatics. Although the method at 
t h i s point has been forced upon us, the r e s u l t s are not 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t . 

We begin therefore with an examination of 
exegetical excursus i n the Church Dogmatics. This shows 
that there are four d i s t i n c t phases i n the d i r e c t movement 
from exegesis of a single passage to dogmatic theology 
f o r Barth. Although i t would be wrong to think that one 
could separate them out i n any p a r t i c u l a r case, they may be 
seen together as covering any such movement that takes 
place. Indeed, there i s a complex i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p so 
that each phase depends on the other phases. 

The exegete must f i r s t establish what the t e x t 
says. This involves t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m and grammatical 
expertise so that i t i s construed c o r r e c t l y . The next 
phase i s to discover what the t e x t meant. This w i l l 
involve discovering the author's i n t e n t i o n and s e t t i n g the 
te x t against i t s o r i g i n a l background. The t h i r d phase i s - 114 -



to discover what i s the significance of the t e x t . This 
i s the moment at which one necessarily moves beyond 
exegesis. The significance of a t e x t w i l l only be 
discovered by talcing objective reference uoints outside 

375 
i t , y and by making a comparative assessment of i t s kind 

376 
and weight i n the l i g h t of other documents. I n the 
case of Scripture t h i s requires an assessment both of 
l i t e r a r y genre and of theological status, so that i t may 
be decided whether a t e x t has f o r example, h i s t o r i c a l or 
poe t i c a l form, and whether i t has, f o r example universal 
or p a r t i c u l a r significance. I n the l i g h t of such decisions, 
i t i s possible to make a judgement as to i t s temporary or 
permanent significance. F i n a l l y , the implications of the 
te x t may be worked out by a process of l o g i c a l deduction, 

377 
induction or inference. 

There are occasions where one can only assess what 
the t e x t says, i f one already knows what i t meant, or- at any 

378 
r a t e , the range of things i t might have meant. '' S i m i l a r l y , 
part of assessing the significance of a t e x t , i s to assess 
what i t s i m p l i c a t i o n would be i f x or y were taken to be 
i t s significance. For Barth, there i s a close i n t e r ­
r e l a t i o n s h i p between, what the t e x t says, what i t meant f o r 
i t s o r i g i n a l readers, what i t s comparative significance i s , 
and what i t implies. But because external points of 
reference are necessary to assess significance, theological 
or dogmatic considerations are necessarily involved i n 
t h i s process. For example, Barth's emphasis on the u n i t y 
of Scripture enables him to es t a b l i s h the comparative 
significance of any p a r t , but i t precludes any passage 
implying things which are u l t i m a t e l y contradictory to the 
implications of any other passage. The consequence i s 
that there i s a 'feed back' e f f e c t i n t o Barth's exegesis 
proper, which comes about as a r e s u l t of h i s assessment of 
the significance and implications of each passage. 

These four phases of Barth's movement from exegesis 
to dogmatics are l i k e the v i o l i n s t r i n g s across which 
Barth's bow i s drawn; they form the basic structure upon 
which he plays his dogmatic melody. Barth so employs the 
b i b l i c a l material that i t echoes through the whole dogmatic 
composition. Thus, when passages of extended exegesis - 115 -



379 are examined i n the Church Dogmatics, J they provide 
examples of Barth producing his theology on the four 
s t r i n g s which are h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i v e process. A simple 
example w i l l be taken f i r s t . Considering Mk 10 .21 
6 5£ 'Inoouq £u0A£i|jac auty nvGnnoEv cwxdv, Barth can assume 
what the t e x t says, and equally that i t meant that 
Jesus f e l t that emotion towards the young man commonly 
ca l l e d love. But there i s a dispute about whether t h i s 
has universal implications or not. Both Calvin and Barth 
take i t to be u n i v e r s a l , whereas C. Starke takes i t to be 
p a r t i c u l a r . The debate turns on the reasons f o r Jesus' 
love; which give the clue to the significance of the 
passage, i t s e l f an essential pre-requisite to working out 
i t s i mplications. Thus, although Calvin and Barth draw 
out universal implications, those implications are quite 
d i f f e r e n t because they see the significance of the passage 
i n d i f f e r e n t ways. 

A lengthy consideration of 1 Samuel 8 works back 
and f o r t h across the meaning, the significance and the 
implications of the passage. The significance i s f i r s t 
established with reference to e a r l i e r passages, so th a t 
Barth i s able to conclude 

"Since the exodus from Egypt there has been no event 
so climactic as t h i s , that Samuel must anoint the 
f i r s t king, and s h o r t l y afterwards the second. This 
i s epoch-making. The way i n which t h i s c r i s i s and 
t h i s event becomes possible and necessary i s described 
i n 1 Sam 8." 382 

•583 
This significance i s also assessed from l a t e r events. ' 
But the meaning i s c o n t i n u a l l y sought, so that Barth f r e q ­
uently refers to the i n t e n t i o n of the t r a d i t i o n , which i n 

384 
t h i s case i s the equivalent of the author's i n t e n t i o n . ^ 
But the whole process i s undertaken so that the implications 
of the passage may be drawn out: i n t h i s case, f o r example, 
that " t h i s i s manifestly the p o s i t i v e w i l l of God f o r 

385 
Saul" ^ y that he should become Kingo But when Barth 
continues, to say "This i s God's plan f o r him and i t cannot 
f a i l " he has moved beyond simple deduction from the 

387 
t e x t , which might be termed i t s consequent sense, ^ to a 
dogmatic deduction f o r which he has brought i n several 
hidden assumptions about the nature of God. Although 
i n t h i s example there i s no discussion of what the t e x t 
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389 says, t h i s i s not always the case. Dealing with 
T i t 2.11f., Barth makes reference to what the t e x t 

390 
says, besides working out the implications of the 

391 
passage, and thereby a r r i v i n g at an assessment of the 
r e l a t i v e theological significance of i t s component parts. 
The same excursus assumes that the author meant to describe 

393 
the Incarnation. 

Barth considers i t important to press beyond what 
the t e x t says or means, so that he may make clear i t s 
significance and implications. This i s quite clear i n his 

394 
discussion of Gen 1.6. "' Having established what one 

395 
t e x t says, y j y Barth discusses what i t means, with reference 

396 
to the author's i n t e n t i o n . J J The exact meaning of the 
words are ascertained by reference to other p a r a l l e l 

397 
uses. But i n h i s consideration of Reformation comments 
on t h i s verse, Barth makes p l a i n his impatience to establish 
not only the significance of the statement, but also to 

398 
work out i t s i mplications. ^ The Reformation strength 
was that " i t was bold to assert that t h i s was what i s 

399 
w r i t t e n and that i t must be maintained at a l l costs , ' J 

but i t f a i l e d to understand " . . . t h e o l o g i c a l l y i n d i v i d u a l 
data which i t had c o r r e c t l y established and maintained 
exegetically". Barth condemns any attempt to stop 401 402 at the author's view, or source. The author 
meant to say "...that i t i s by the firmament that t h e i r 
/the upper watersy threat i s removed..." So i t 
s i g n i f i e s that "...the l i f e of man and the existence and 
s u r v i v a l of h i s whole known and accessible world... i s 

r a d i c a l l y threatened by a power...whose triumph would 
404 

i n e v i t a b l y mean the end of a l l things... But the 
implications of t h i s statement i s that " t h i s metaphysical 

405 
danger" has been repulsed "...-by God's creative Word". ^ 
Consequently, man "...should f i n d comfort and absolute 

406 
security i n the f a c t that there i s no i n f i n i t e t hreat.." 
That the implications of a passage w i l l not only be 
d o c t r i n a l , but may be addressed to the contemporary s i t u a t ­
ion, i s always a p o s s i b i l i t y f o r Barth. Thus, another 
excursus concludes th a t the Church "...community i s already 
f i t t e d - to look and to move forward to Him /Ghrist/ i n 

407 
His f u t u r e form..." or an exegetical excursus may 
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enable us to "...see ourselves again i n our present 
form, w i t h i n the present world, and therefore as a 
c o l l e c t i o n of men who at the very least are i n great 
danger..." Often Barth assumes the pure exegesis 
of a passage and plunges s t r a i g h t i n t o drawing out the 
d o c t r i n a l implications. Thus, although he devotes part 
of an excursus to Hebrew 6, there i s nothing th a t could 

409 
be c l a s s i f i e d as pure exegesis. Rather he r e - i t e r a t e s 

410 
i t s meaning and argues .on the basis which i t o f f e r s . 
That t h i s i s the case i s confirmed by a p a r a l l e l excursus 

411 
on Hebrew 6 l a t e r i n the Church Dogmatics. I n the 
f i r s t case, Barth i s discussing "The Love of God", i n the 
second, "The Awakening to Conversion". The two exposit­
ions d i f f e r widely i n t h e i r emphasis, because Barth seeks 
i n the f i r s t to establish that Christians cannot l i v e as 
i f they might lose t h e i r love f o r God; "they w i l l love as 

412 
they are loved". I n the second, he i s concerned to 

417> 
show tha t "...there can be no r e p e t i t i o n of conversion..." y 

Were these excursus simply exegetical, they would be f a r 
closer; where they are close, they are concerned with 
exposition, but where they diverge i t i s because they 

414 
come i n d i f f e r i n g theological contexts, as the basis 
f o r d i f f e r e n t theological conclusions. 

This analysis has substantiated the thesis th a t 
there are no purely exegetical excursus i n the Church 
Dogmatics. Even where passages seem to be pure exegesis, 
closer examination shows that t h i s i s not the case. y 

For example, Barth's remarks on Jn 1.14 come i n the con­
t e x t of a dogmatic section which seeks to draw out a l l 

416 
the implications of t h i s verse. The excursus con­
centrates upon the moment of becoming and hence on the way 
i n which ev^vexo must be understood. Barth's a t t e n t i o n 
i s not given to semantic, grammatical or other mechanical 
aids to exegesis. Rather h i s concern i s with the theo­
l o g i c a l meaning of the passage, the matter i t s e l f , and with 
what t h i s s i g n i f i e s , and consequently what may be i n f e r r e d 

417 
from i t s implications. Thus h i s discussion of the other uses of the verb iytvzxo are a l l directed towards a recognition that "the very thing happens which i s the 41R l a s t t h i n g we should expect a f t e r what has gone before.^." 
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Barth concludes th a t " . . . i t s t r u t h i s that of ...an act 
4-19 

of mercy on the part of God", having taken account 4-20 4-21 of the context, and of the author's i n t e n t i o n . 
Despite the f a c t that he claims that h i s conclusion has 
come about exegetically, i t must be seen not as pure 
exegesis, but as theological exposition, because Barth 
has not confined himself to what the t e x t says and meant, 

4-22 
but has drawn out i t s implications and assessed i t s 

4-23 
significance. ' 

Barth's discussion can now proceed on the basis 
of what the S c r i p t u r a l statement asserts, but i t must be 
i n the l i g h t of what he could establish elsewhere on a 

4-24-
s i m i l a r basis, namely, that "God cannot cease to be God" 
and t h a t "Jesus Christ as the Mediator between God and Man 
i s not a t h i r d , midway between the two." 

I t must be noted that the whole section §15:2 
Very God and Very Man i s dominated by the implications of 

4-26 
Barth's theological exposition of t h i s verse. Further, 
i t i s quite clear t h a t i t i s not accidental t h a t t h i s i s 
the c e n t r a l section of §15- Barth analyses "The problem 
of Christology" as the mystery of very God and very Man, 
which Jn 1.14- epitomises; and upon which "The Miracle of 

4-27 i»>hick it 
Christmas depends, and^signifies. §15 therefore 
o f f e r s us an i n t e r e s t i n g i l l u s t r a t i o n of several of Barth's 
methods at work. S c r i p t u r a l s t o r i e s (the V i r g i n B i r t h 
n arratives) are understood i n the l i g h t of overt theo­
l o g i c a l statement (Jn 1.14-) whose significance and i m p l i c a t ­
ions Barth deduces on the basis of theological exposition. 

Barth o f f e r s theological exposition of Psalms 8 
4-29 

and 104- i n a s i m i l a r way. Once again there i s no 
consideration given to what the t e x t says; Barth's whole 
concentration i s upon what i t means, as the springboard 
f o r what i t s i g n i f i e s and implies. I n t h i s case Barth 
t r i e s out an a l t e r n a t i v e theological exposition, that of 
natur a l theology, i n order to demonstrate i t s bankruptcy. 

4-30 
He argues that i t i s unable to deal with the whole t e x t , ^ 

4-51 
or with the form of the t e x t , J whereas his own theo­l o g i c a l exposition which views the t e x t from the vantage point of r e v e l a t i o n , i s supported by the way tha t the New 4-52 Testament uses each of these Psalms. ^ Indeed, he argues 
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that the theological exposition which he undoubtedly 
o f f e r s , i s a "...genuine, l i n g u i s t i c h i s t o r i c a l explanat-
i o n . . . " because i t views the matter from the point 
of view which the Psalms themselves take. 

This p a r t i c u l a r example i s doubly i n t e r e s t i n g 
because i t stands i n the section "The Readiness of God" 

4^4 
C§26:1) ^ i n which Barth supports h i s p o s i t i o n by a 
series of excursus, containing c a r e f u l exegetical con­
side r a t i o n of those b i b l i c a l passages which are commonly 
taken as the basis f o r h i s opponents' case. The basis 
f o r h i s argument i s therefore not so much the undisputed 

435 
assertions of other parts of Scripture, ^ as his con­
t e n t i o n that there i s only one way i n which these passages 

436 
can c o r r e c t l y be exegeted. ^ I n order to maintain t h i s , 
he has to appeal to a l l h i s p r i n c i p l e s of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 
Thus, passages must not be t o r n out of t h e i r immediate 

438 
or larger context ^ but must be read i n the canonical 

439 
context as a whole. ^ They must be read e n t i r e , and 

440 
not a r b i t r a r i l y axed. They must be read i n the l i g h t 

441 
of t h e i r central point of r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y and with 
the help of l a t e r parts of Scripture which make express 

442 
reference to them. The subsection depends f o r i t s 
b i b l i c a l basis, therefore, on the method of theological 
exposition alone. As such, i t demonstrates t h i s process 
of Barth at work very c l e a r l y . 

I t i s c o n t i n u a l l y the case th a t as Barth passes 
d i r e c t l y from exegesis to dogmatics, he employs some of 
the controls which i t w i l l be argued l a t e r , are characteris 

443 
t i c of his method. ^ For example, exegesis of one 
passage may be supported by other p a r a l l e l or related 
passages. I n d i v i d u a l passages are seen i n the l i g h t 
of the whole of Scripture and the whole salvation-history 

445 
schema, ^ Indeed, exposition i s not only done f o r 
special d o c t r i n a l purposes, which influence the i n t e r p r e t a t 
ion, but i t i s also done from d o c t r i n a l standpoints, which 
are s i m i l a r l y i n f l u e n t i a l . Thus, the wisdom pa r a l l e l e d by Solomon and Jesus gives Barth the necessary standpoint from which to "...read the whole argument of 1 Cor 446 1.18-2.20". Indeed, t h i s excursus contains no pure exegesis; i t i s again theological exposition, which leads 
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447 Barth to draw out i t s implications ' discovered because 
i t i s seen alongside the other S c r i p t u r a l passages about 
Wisdom. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between expository excursus and 
the dogmatic conclusions found i n the main tex t of the 
Church Dogmatics may well be i l l u s t r a t e d by §64:4 "The 
Manner of Love". This section i s b u i l t upon 1 Corinthians 
13. Barth begins by summarising what has already been 
established i n the three preceding sections of §68 "The 

448 
Holy S p i r i t and C h r i s t i a n Love". He then sets out 
three queries about t h i s love, and proposes three charact-

449 
e r i s t i c s as the r e s o l u t i o n to h i s questions. y But t h i s 
dogmatic programme i s not arbitrary:"We have not spun 

450 
these statements out of the void." ^ Rather, Barth's 
programme has been set out i n conscious dependence on the 
passage upon which he proceeds to elaborated Corinthians 

451 
13. Here, as usual, neither the Scripture, nor the 
dogmatic exposition are taken out of context. Because the 
hymn to love comes i n the context of a discussion about 
the Holy S p i r i t , Barth makes i t clear that i t i s the Holy 
S p i r i t who i s at work i n the C h r i s t i a n community which i s 

452 
being urged to love. y I n the excursus, Barth gives 

453 
car e f u l a t t e n t i o n to Paul's i n t e n t i o n , ^ J and i t i s upon 
t h i s i n t e n t i o n to show the primacy of love, made clear i n 
1Cor 13»1-3» even over very genuine second rank endow-

454 
ments, ^ that Barth i s able to b u i l d his contention 
th a t "love alone counts", i n h i s f i r s t point. 
S i m i l a r l y , because Barth understands 1 Cor 13-^=7 to speak 
of the triumph of love over selfishness, over s i n i s t e r 
forces i n others and over doubt of God, he i s able to 
describe love as "...the transformation of the old creation 457 -or creature i n t o the new". Throughout the excursus, 
he draws out not merely the significance of the passage, 
but also i t s implications. Consequently, he asserts, 
that when Christians love, "...they withstand the whole 
world of h o s t i l e forces and defeat i t . " ̂ 8 And i n a l i k e 
manner, he concludes that 1 Cor 13.8b implies that 

"Theological research and i n s t r u c t i o n w i l l then be 
outmoded. Demythologisation w i l l no longer be required. 
No more volumes of the Church Dogmatics w i l l be 
w r i t t e n . . . " 459 
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There i s thus a close r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
structure of Barth's dogmatics and the structure of Paul's 
thought i n 1 Corinthians. Further, the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the t e x t and dogmatic theology here i s very s i m i l a r 
to the r e l a t i o n s h i p which Barth establishes between single 
theolog i c a l statements of Scripture and dogmatic theology, 
doubtless because Paul's l e t t e r i s cast i n the form of a 
series of such statements at t h i s point. 

As with other dogmatic b u i l d i n g blocks, Barth 
does not always work from exposition of the b i b l i c a l t e x t 
to dogmatic theology; sometimes he uses exposition as the 
a f f i r m i n g i l l u s t r a t i o n of contentions which have already 
been worked out on the basis of other data. Thus, a long 
excursus on Ex 32.1-6 stands at the end of a section i n §to jpart 
"The Pride of Man", ^° and h i s exegesis of Galatians 
comes at the end of a section " J u s t i f i c a t i o n by f a i t h 

462 
alone . The l a t t e r obviously operates as "a c r i t e r -

463 
ion" ^ or measuring rod f o r the dogmatic theology which 

464 
Barth has b u i l t on other sources. Such instances may 
make i t appear tha t Barth seeks out b i b l i c a l confirmation 
f o r conclusions he has reached on other grounds. However, 
an example of t h i s which occurs a f t e r a discussion about 
how to understand the A6YOQ concept of Jn 1.1 shows that 
the case i s not so simple as t h a t . 

Barth concludes "the exegesis of the f o u r t h century 
must have been on the r i g h t track with i t s doctrine of 
the homoousion, or u n i t y of substance of the three d i s t i n c t -

465 
ive divine persons, pfosopa or hypostases." ^ Barth's 
exegesis has enabled him to draw out implications which 
have led to dogmatic theology; i n t h i s case i t has led 
him to confirm c l a s s i c a l theology. That c l a s s i c a l theology 
i s then used to shed l i g h t upon h i s exposition and to con­
f i r m h i s exegesiso Although t h i s process might be 
caricabvared as "the movement from dogmatics to exegesis", 
and there i s no doubt that there i s such movement, i t would 
be u n f a i r to see t h i s as d e f i n i t i v e f o r Barth. Exegesis 
i s undoubtedly h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t , but the other movement 
i s found because exegesis i s also h i s f i n i s h i n g p o i n t , or 
check. Hence, i n t h i s case, he continues: - 122 -



"The step taken i n the t h i r d sentence i s t h i s - that 
the Word can be with God, and i t can be 'i n the beginn­
ing', because as person (t h a t of the Son) i t p a r t i c i p a ­
tes i n i t s own way with the person of 'God' (the 
Father) i n the same d i g n i t y and perfection of the one 
divine being. I t must be conceded that read i n t h i s 
way, a f t e r the manner of so-called 'orthodoxy', the 
verse i s at any rate meaningful w i t h i n i t s e l f , each 
word being i n t e l l i g i b l e i n i t s own place." 466 

Barth i n t e r p r e t s the verse i n a way that i s consistent 
with orthodox theology, and fi n d s i t s a t i s f a c t o r y . 

We t u r n therefore, to a comparison of Barth's 
exposition of Romans i n the commentaries and i n the Church 

467 " Dogmatics. •' Although t h i s shows tha t there i s a 
difference between h i s dogmatic and commentary method, i n 
neither case could he be thought to be undertaking pure 

468 
exegesis. Dealing with Ro 1.18ff. i n Romans, he shows 
very l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n what the passage says or meant; 
while the significance f o r Barth and his contemporaries 
i s emphasized. Thus, although he w r i t e s ; 

"The atoms w h i r l , the struggle f o r existence rages... 
The world i s f u l l of personal caprice and social 
unrighteousness - t h i s i s not merely a pict u r e of 
Rome under the CaesarsI" 469 

he might more accurately have concluded: "This was as true 
i n Rome as i t i s todayJ" 

There are three occasions on which Barth makes 
4-70 

reference to t h i s passage i n the Church Dogmatics. 
The outstanding difference i s that the excursus give more 

4-71 
a t t e n t i o n to the context of the e p i s t l e , more a t t e n t i o n 4-72 4-73 to the Greek t e x t , more a t t e n t i o n to Paul's i n t e n t i o n , ^ 

4-74-
and more space to the contemporary s i t u a t i o n . ' They are 
thus f a r more concerned with the o r i g i n a l horizon of the 
l e t t e r . But equally noticeable i s that f o r a l l the 
apparent a t t e n t i o n to exegetical d e t a i l , Barth's s t y l e and 
i n t e n t i o n are polemical. His excursus come i n sub-sections 
e n t i t l e d "Religion as Unbelief", ..^5 «^he Readiness of 
God", 4 7 6 and "The Man of Sin i n the l i g h t of the Obedience 

4-77 
of the Son of God", '' which a l l intend to show the 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y of understanding these verses i n any way that 
admits of natural theology. I n these excursus, Barth 
heaps up reasons f o r h i s p o s i t i o n , but there i s no cool 
scholarly look at the d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i v e a l t e r n a t i v e s 

4-78 such as one finds i n contemporary commentaries, nor any 
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reasoned defence offered f o r his p o s i t i o n . Rather, 
r h e t o r i c a l questions about Paul's status are flu n g down,^^ 
and the whole argument i s backed by appeal to passages 
outside of Paul, especially Ac 17, which i s s i m i l a r l y 
expounded without careful reasoned arguments. 

Consequently, one must conclude that there i s no 
i m p a r t i a l exegesis i n any of these places. Barth came to 
doubt the v a l i d i t y of a l l that was associated w i t h natural 
theology early i n h i s career,. he read Romans, and 
believed he had found there the a l t e r n a t i v e base which he 

481 
required; he wrote his dogmatics from that conclusion, 
and consequently sought to i n t e r p r e t i n another way any­
thin g that might o f f e r a b i b l i c a l foundation to the contrary 

482 
view. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to see that although Barth 
i s eager to draw out the d o c t r i n a l implications of t h i s 
passage i n the Church Dogmatics, there i s no attempt to 
deal w i t h the s p i r i t u a l , devotional or social and e t h i c a l 

483 
implications such as i s found i n Romans. ^ I n t h i s 
respect, the shorter commentary on Romans i s nearer to 
the Church Dogmatics than the longer commentary. 

The same features appear when a comparative 
analysis i s made of Barth's work on Romans 7 to which 
extensive reference i s made i n two separate sections of 

484 
the Church Dogmatics. The most careful exegesis i s 
found i n § 61:3 "The Pardon of Man" where there are 
many indi c a t i o n s that Barth i s grappling with what the 486 487 t e x t both says, and meant. ' I t s significance i s 

488 
assessed here i n the l i g h t of the r e s t of Romans, of 

489 
Galatians and 1 Corinthians, J and the whole exposition 

490 
follows and p a r a l l e l s an exposition of some Psalms, J so 
that the implications about the nature of J u s t i f i c a t i o n as 
a process, may be drawn out. Barth sees Romans 7 as 
containing important implications about the beginning of 
that process: "The Pardon of Man". 

I n § 37:3 "The Form of the Divine Claim" 4 9 1 there 
492 

i s much less reference to what the t e x t says and meant, J 

and i t s significance i s assessed by comparison w i t h 
Matthew 22, James, Galatians and John. ^ 3 I n t h i s dog­matic context, the implications of the passage are that the command of God graciously frees us to act i n ways well 494 pleasing to Him, because His may i s our must. 7 
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Romans appears to operate almost i n the same way 
as the Church Dogmatics; r a r e l y g i v i n g a t t e n t i o n to what 

495 496 
the t e x t says, y or meant, ' because Barth was pre­
dominantly concerned with what the t e x t s i g n i f i e d f o r h is 

497 
contemporaries and himself; and i n t h i s section, with 

498 
i t s implications about grace and r e l i g i o n . 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that i n both these 
comparative studies, Barth lays greatest emphasis on the 
o r i g i n a l horizon of the w r i t e r i n the f i r s t part of the 
f o u r t h volume. He most usually does t h i s i n e a r l i e r 
parts of the Church Dogmatics only where he i s arguing 
defensively, as f o r example, over Ro 9.19-21: there he 
argues i n a painstaking way about "the Pauline i n t e r p r e t a t -

499 
ion of the parable of the p o t t e r . " 

I t must therefore be concluded that Barth 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y moves beyond 'pure exegesis' i n t o d i s ­
cussion of the contemporary significance i n Romans or of 
the dogmatic implications i n Church Dogmatics: that he 
refers both to the commentaries and to the excursus as 
exegesis shows that he has a very broad d e f i n i t i o n of the 
l a t t e r . This would make i t d i f f i c u l t on his terms, to 
trace the exact phases of the d i r e c t movement from exegesis 
to dogmatics. Consequently, there i s j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r 
the procedure followed above, of adopting a narrower 
d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis, which has enabled us to trace 
Barth's movement quite c l e a r l y . 
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CHAPTER THREE 
The Complex Movement from Exegesis to Dogmatics 
In t r o d u c t i o n 

This chapter i s concerned w i t h the complex 
movements from exegesis to dogmatics found i n the Church 
Dogmatics. I t shows how Barth operates when he makes 
that selective use of Scripture which dominates the _ i 
excursus. Since there can he exegesis of single verses, 
Barth i s t e c h n i c a l l y undertaking exegesis whenever he 

2 
in t e r p r e t s a verse. However, an examination of Barth's 
exegesis has already been offered, so a t t e n t i o n here w i l l 
be focused on Barth's selection processes, and the way i n 
which he uses the d i f f e r e n t kinds of b i b l i c a l material. 
Careful c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of Scripture use i n the Church 
Dogmatics reveals the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c methods which are 
discussed below. 

Barth groups selected fragments of Scripture which 
together form the basis upon which there can be movement i n t o 
dogmatic theology. The way i n which they are used corresponds 
to the form i n which they are found. Thus f o r Barth, the 
form of the material not only influences how i t i s i n t e r p r e t e d , 
but the way i n which i t may be used i n dogmatics. Dogmatics 
deals not with whole t e x t s , but w i t h whole doctrines. I n order 
to do t h i s i t has to arrange material thematically or 
systematically and some material w i l l be used frequently i n 
d i f f e r e n t contexts. ^ The dogmatic theologian has to deal 
i n d i f f e r e n t ways with diffextent forms of material available 
to him, i f he i s to draw out the dogmatic implications and 
use them i n a systematic way. Equally, his dogmatic topic 
may lend i t s e l f to some methods more r e a d i l y than others. ^ 
The reason, therefore, t h a t the s u b - t i t l e s of t h i s chapter 
look as i f they analyse d i f f e r e n t forms of b i b l i c a l material 
i s simply that Barth's use i s closely r e l a t e d to them. 
Some methods such as typology have been developed and used 
over a long period i n the C h r i s t i a n church; others are generally 
found i n b i b l i c a l theology, some are peculiar to Barth: a l l 
are employed i n ways which may be considered to be ch a r a c t e r i s t i c 
of him. 
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Concepts 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n of Barth's use of Scripture shows 

that"he often gives time to understand b i b l i c a l words 7 
or concepts, and that t h i s understanding forms one of 
hi s basic dogmatic b u i l d i n g blocks. The close examinat-

o ion of b i b l i c a l words i s by no means peculiar to Barth, 9 
but i t s wide use does not indicate universal acceptance. 
While the dispute over t h i s method i s c h i e f l y concerned 
with inappropriate use of semantic t o o l s i n exegesis, 
a b r i e f discussion of the issues i s included here f o r 
two reasons. F i r s t , t h i s c r i t i c i s m may be equally 
applicable to a s i m i l a r examination of words i n dogmatics, 
although t h i s cannot be decided u n t i l an analysis has 
been made of Barth's actual practice. Second, i f such 
a judgement i s to be made, i t i s desirable to examine 
Barth's use i n the l i g h t of such c r i t i c i s m and to consider 
whether h i s dogmatic purpose i n any way shields him from 
i t , or j u s t i f i e s h i s use. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y appropriate 
because (Barth r e l i e s heavilyj i n t h i s method of moving from 
exegesis to dogmatics/on a theological d i c t i o n a r y which has 

10 
been especially attacked. 

Barr's attack on the K i t t e l d i c t i o n a r y , and the 
methods associated w i t h i t rests on complex grounds. 
These include the argument that i t i d e n t i f i e s 'concepts' 

11 
and 'words', which do not always coincide. Further, i t 
tends to the practice of reading the t o t a l of a l l the 
possible shades of meaning of a word, each time i t occurs 

12 
i n a sentence. I t r e l i e s too heavily on etymology, 
Barr argues, when i t i s clear that words can change t h e i r 15 meaning beyond a l l recognition, y so that one should not 
ask 'what i s the meaning of a word*, but 'what does the 
word mean i n t h i s sentence?' Often i t assumes that mental 
patterns are revealed by l i n g u i s t i c structure so that 
d i s t i n c t i o n s may be made f o r example between Greek and 

14 
Hebrew thought. I t also assumes too r e a d i l y that 
d i f f e r e n t words must necessarily have d i f f e r e n t meanings? 

15 
that there are no synonyms. ^ These tendencies leave 
room f o r theological understanding to d i s t o r t the actual 

16 
l i n g u i s t i c evidence. This i s lin k e d to a neglect of the 'social l i n g u i s t i c consciousness', which passes 
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d i r e c t l y from words to that which they denote, without 
giv i n g s u f f i c i e n t a t t e n t i o n to the sentence and other 

17 
factors which influence meaning. ' Indeed, "... a l l 
l e x i c a l treatments which neglect the determinative 
importance of the sy n t a c t i c a l context r i s k misrepresentat­
ion of the f a c t s . " 1 8 

Behind a l l these detai l e d arguments i s Barr's 
fundamental thesis that the i n d i v i d u a l words themselves 
are not of ultimate significance. "The r e a l bearer of 
the theological statement i s the larger complex l i k e 
the sentence, i n which are used words having a c e r t a i n 
semantic f u n c t i o n and various morphological and syntactic 
mechanisms (such as case, construct s t a t e , verb tense, 

19 
word order)." These contentions are supported by 
E. Nida who deals with "The Implications of Contemporary 

20 
L i n g u i s t i c s f o r B i b l i c a l Scholarship" and f o r t r a n s l a t ­
ion. Going beyond Barr, he argues that the r e a l need 
i n d i c t i o n a r i e s i s not to study the d i f f e r e n t but re l a t e d 
meanings of a word; rather one should study groups of 
d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d , but d i f f e r e n t words, so that t h e i r 
p a r t i c u l a r shades of meaning, differences and overlaps may 
be discovered. Concerning a group of a l l i e d words, he 
write s : " . . . i t i s only a f t e r c a r e f u l l y d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
between the re l a t e d meaning of these terms w i t h i n the 
d i f f e r e n t semantic domains i n which they occur that one 
can set up r e a l l y relevant sub-divisions of meaning f o r 

21 
d i f f e r e n t terms." This i s because the meaning of a 
word depends upon i t s r e l a t i o n to other words i n i t s 

22 
immediate context of a sentence. I t i s a mistake to 
assume that "...meaning always turns on t h e - r e l a t i o n 
between a word and that to which i t r e f e r s . . . " ^ 
Thiselton points out that the purs u i t of the precise mean­
ing of a word may be contrary to e f f e c t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of the author's meaning. "When the New Testament i n t e r ­
preter comes across a superordinate term l i k e K^KU , 
badness, i t i s a mistake to i n s i s t on a greater degree 

24 
of precision than that suggested by the t e x t . " 

Elsewhere, Baur argues that " . . . i t i s dubious 
whether b i b l i c a l terminology ever 'teaches us' a n y t h i n g . " c 

He suggests that "the present prominence of l e x i c a l studies 
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i s probably i n part due to the ease with which they can be 
integrated with the teaching of dogmatics." However, 
Barr does admit that there are genuine b i b l i c a l themes 
which may be examined, although not c h i e f l y by l e x i c a l 
means, and that i f the l e x i c a l method i s the only one 
ava i l a b l e then probably "...the subject i s hot a genuine 
b i b l i c a l theme, and that on the p r i n c i p l e of adherence to 

27 
a s t r i c t b i b l i c a l b a s i s nothing can be said about i t . " ' 

Despite Barr's vigorous attacks against t h i s method 
and i t s conclusions, several scholars conclude that a 
moderate and ca r e f u l use of word study can be hel p f u l . 
Thiselton, for example, writes: "...words do indeed possess 
a stable core of meaning without which lexicography would 
be impossible, and there i s also a legitimate place for 

28 
word study." However, t h i s i s balanced by the a s s e r t ­
ion that "...a 'mechanical' emphasis on verbal and pro-
po s i t i o n a l forms i s not only p r e - c r i t i c a l i n terms of 
B i b l i c a l studies, i t i s also obsolete i n terms of semantics 
v i o l a t i n g v i r t u a l l y every modern insight into the nature 

29 
of meanings." 

H i l l c r i t i c i s e s Barr for excluding "...almost 
e n t i r e l y the psychological and so c i o l o g i c a l viewpoints 
i n the science of language. The r e s u l t i s that a mechanist 
approach dominates which i s concerned with the laws of 

-50 
language and usage, not with the.processes of the mind." ^ 
I n p a r t i c u l a r he suggests that the context i n which a word 
must be interpreted i s much wider than the sentence or 
l i t e r a r y unit which Barr suggests; i t i s rather a 
" c u l t u r a l context". J H i l l points out that Barr's 
"...affirmation implies that words are not the bearers of 
meaning and are therefore not a proper object of semantic 

32 
a n a l y s i s . " v But H i l l argues that there must be some 
autonomy for the in d i v i d u a l words, and that t h i s i s most 
c l e a r l y seen i n technical terms. Consequently, he concludes 
that i n 

"...Barr's c r i t i c i s m s of the K i t t e l Worterbuch, much 
of what he has to say on t h i s work i s f a i r and r i g h t . . . 
But the whole undertaking cannot be considered i n v a l i d 
on the grounds Barr seems to indicate i t i s , namely 
that a dictionary cannot pass from det a i l e d l i n g u i s t i c 
material to the inner world of thought, for by so doing 
i t assumes that the word indicates the concept. But t h i s i s not a wrong assumption^„..we must s t r e s s our - 1?Q -



conviction that every word i s a semantic marker for 
a f i e l d of meaning...Whether t h i s would he termed 
'idea' or 'concept 1, the in t e r p r e t e r must be 
acquainted with i t , i f he i s to assess the t o t a l 
meaning of the word. Therefore a dictionary must 
begin at a l i n g u i s t i c point with an adequate word-
history, but i t cannot claim to have completed i t s 
task u n t i l i t attempts to enter the f i e l d of mean­
ing for which the word i s a semantic marker...The 
Wbrterbuch attempts to set before the scholar the 
range of possible meanings belonging to a term... 
the onus of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y l i e s on the i n t e r p r e t e r . . . 
to choose the correct...meaning i n the context with 
which he i s dealing." 33 

I t i s important to remember i n the face of a l l 
t h i s l i n g u i s t i c theory, the t h e s i s of Owen B a r f i e l d that 
words have clouds of- meaning t r a i l i n g behind them, so that 
although the sentence determines which p a r t i c u l a r shade of 
meaning i s appropriate there, the overtones i n the con­
sciousness of the reader, ( e s p e c i a l l y i n h i s mother-
tongue) add a depth of meaning which w i l l vary from person 

34 
to person. ^ "We think by means of words, and we have to 
use the same ones f o r so many di f f e r e n t thoughts that, as 
soon as new meanings have entered into one set, they creep 
into a l l our theories and begin to mould our' cosmos... 
And i n the same vein, Bishop Stephen N e i l l writes:"...words 
have h i s t o r i e s : they are f l e x i b l e l i v i n g things; only 
r a r e l y , i f ever, i s i t possible to t i e a word down to one 
unchangeable meaning that i t w i l l r e t a i n through a l l the 
changes and chances of language." ^ 

I n the l i g h t of these comments therefore, we turn 
to an examination of Barth's pr a c t i c e i n the Church 
Dogmaticse There are over s i x t y separate occasions when 

37 
Barth gives d e t a i l e d consideration to one b i b l i c a l word; " 
so there are often too many examples of Barth's character­
i s t i c s to note them a l l . As before, s i g n i f i c a n t examples 
are discussed, and some p a r a l l e l s are offered i n the foot­
notes. I t i s d i f f i c u l t to be precise i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n because Barth's use i s complex, ranging 
from genuine lexicographical study through to the attempt 
to understand a theme of Scripture which may be expressed 38 39 m a word, ' or a phrase. I n general Barth s e l e c t s 
the word; perhaps examines e x t r a - b i b l i c a l use; finds a l l 

40 
the b i b l i c a l references incorporating i t , c l a s s i f i e s 
the references according to the shades of meaning;explains - 130 -



tlie major body of occurrences; draws out the theological 
implications and accounts for any exceptions. This i s 

41 
almost always done m an excursus. 

Barth only r e f e r s to the derivation of a b i b l i c a l 
word once, perhaps because he frequently r e f e r s to 43 44 K i t t e l ^ where such information i s r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e . 
Barth's comment on 'covenant' i s : " t h e etymology of the 
word...seems to be uncertain." ^ This absence of 
etymological discussion i n the Church Dogmatics makes i t 
quite c l e a r that Barth's i n t e r e s t s were elsewhere. Further 
observation w i l l show that t h i s was the case. 

Evidence of e x t r a - b i b l i c a l use of a word i s only 
r a r e l y given. Thus, although Barth w r i t e s : 

"A parousia might be a m i l i t a r y invasion, or the 
v i s i t a t i o n of a c i t y or d i s t r i c t by a high dignitary... 
The term was also applied sometimes to the helpful 
intervention of such divine figures as Dionysus or 
Aesculapius Soter"; 46 

47 
he r e f e r s the reader to the K i t t e l a r t i c l e , ' and elsewhere 
implies that he expects the reader to f i n d p a r t i c u l a r 

48 
examples of non-biblical use there. Frequently he 

49 
summarises such uses without offering any evidence. J One 
of the reasons that Barth does not spend time d e t a i l i n g 
e x t r a - b i b l i c a l word use i s that he i s always of the opinion 
that the word may have d i f f e r e n t emphases i n b i b l i c a l 
l i t e r a t u r e . For example, he argues that 'wisdom' i n the 
Old Testament means something rather d i f f e r e n t from "...the 
world-idea of the S t o i c s and Philo and others..." because 
i t i s so c l o s e l y associated with God. ^° Aware that mean-

51 
ing could be subtly changed, ^ Barth gave l i t t l e space 

52 
to the e x t r a - b i b l i c a l evidence. 

Not only do shades of meaning vary between pagan 
and b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e , but Barth recognised that b i b l i c a l 
authors have c h a r a c t e r i s t i c emphases, pointing out f o r 
example that Paul's use of the word napaSouvai i s almost 

53 
unparalleled i n the New Testament. But the v a r i a t i o n s 
of meaning i n a word are not automatically related to 
d i f f e r e n t authors. Barth's determination"to t r y to survey 
together the d i f f e r e n t meanings within which the word 

54 
o s c i l l a t e s " i s shown i n the detailed discussion which 

55 contains material from various New Testament books. ^ 
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I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that Barth recognises that 
one word covers a f i e l d of meanings,^ and he ascertains 
which i s the appropriate meaning of a word by consider-

57 
ing the author's intention or the immediate context. 
For example, of YI-YVCOOKEIV and Yvuaic. , Barth writes: 
"The contexts show, and u s u a l l y state, that i t i s a matter 
of the knowledge of the Son of God..." ^ This p a r t i c u l a r 
point i s very s i g n i f i c a n t : Barth recognised and i n s i s t e d 
that use determined meaning. I n the midst of a prolonged 
discussion of the meaning of nvEupa , Barth remarks concern­
ing 2 Cor 3 ^ 7 : "We are forbidden not merely by usage 
elsewhere but also by the meaning.and context of the 
passage i t s e l f to i d e n t i f y the S p i r i t with Jesus C h r i s t 

59 
even here." ^ 

Consideration of the b i b l i c a l use may include 
remarks about the form of sentence i n which the word occurs. 
For instance, 

"...we can take as our point of departure the f a c t 
that i n Holy Scripture the a t t e s t a t i o n of God's mercy 
frequently takes the form of an admonition. 'Great 
are thy tender mercies, 0 Lord ... '... On the other 
hand, there are even i n the Old Testament at l e a s t as 
many passages i n which, conversely, the thought of 
God's righteousness and judgement takes the form of 
expressions of t r u s t , gratitude and joy." 60 

A l t e r n a t i v e l y , examinations of b i b l i c a l use may reveal 
that the word i s used predominantly for a p a r t i c u l a r 

61 
purpose, f o r example, i n l i t u r g y . Or, i t may show that 
a word i s always used i n one theological connection. "The 
term euxapiaTEiv . . . i s one of the terms which i s only 

62 
used s o t e r i o l o g i c a l l y i n the New Testament." Or i t 
may be that the word i t s e l f always occurs i n c e r t a i n 
grammatical forms: 

" I t i s worth noting...that the New Testament never 
uses the substantive 'discipleship' ( dKoAofiOnoic. ) 
but only the verb dKoAouOeTv ... This i s a warning that 
...we must always remember that we are dealing with 
what i s obviously on the New Testament view an event 
which cannot be enclosed i n a general concept." 63 

These kinds of detailed notes are important because 
one of the best ways to a s c e r t a i n the meaning of a word i s 

64 
to examine i t s uses, i t s antitheses, and i t s c o r r e l a t i v e s . 
Barth i s keenly aware of t h i s . ^ For example, he argues: 
" I f KAfjaiq and SKAOYII are not i d e n t i c a l , they are never 
independent, but always go together." I t i s not only " 132 -



a word and i t s cognates that Barth examines, but also the 
words which are synonymous, 6 7 or c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to the 
one under discussion. Concerning 'create' i n the Old 
Testament, Barth writes: 

" . . . i n addition to the unique bara' other verbs are 
used to describe the creative a c t i v i t y of God - verbs 
which i n themselves and apart from t h e i r context may 
not have the force of t h i s bara' but which stand i n 
the l i g h t of i t and may be interpreted by i t : qanah 
(or KTC&IV ) , to acquire or procure or prepare for 
oneself; yatsar (or nAdaoeiv ) , to fashion or form 
or shape i n some way; ksah (or TTOLELV ) , to manufacture 
or to make; and yasad (or BEUEALOUV ) to e s t a b l i s h . " 68 

Again, i n the Old Testament, 'truth' "...appears as d i r e c t l y 
synonymous with the f a i t h f u l n e s s with which God issues 
His promises and stands by them." ^9 

There i s a good deal of evidence to suggest that 
Barth began work on t h i s kind of section by examining a l l 
the occurrences of one word i n Scripture. For example, 
i n discussing 'heart', he writes: 

"The passages are too numerous for us to discuss them 
i n d e t a i l . Leb orKapSCa i s r e a l l y much more than i s 
usually indicated i n the lexicons and text books." 70 

S i m i l a r l y , he notes that "...the predicate 'almighty' i s 
nowhere so frequent i n the Old Testament as i n the Book 
of Job, and that i n the New Testament i t occurs only i n a 
s e r i e s of passages i n Revelation (with the exception of 
2 Cor. 6.18)." 7 1 'Following' or 6i<oAoueetv "...occurs only 
i n the Four Gospels (with the exception of Rev 14.4)..." ^ 
Perhaps most conclusive are remarks which imply a l l the 
evidence has been examined: "...as f a r as I can see, there are 
no passages (not even i n 2 Tim 1.10) where either term 
ZTnapouata or £nicp6vei,a_7 r e f e r s a b s t r a c t l y to the f i r s t 
coming of Jesus C h r i s t as such..." ^ 

Occasionally Barth s e l e c t s one use of a word 
and suggests that i t i s a model for a l l other uses. Thus, 
he writes:"One may regard Gen 2 . 7 as the model for a l l the 
b i b l i c a l use of references to the divine nveuua." ^ 
Elsewhere h i s explanation has to take account of an except­
ion. For instance, a l l the sayings beginning yaK&pioc 
"...are pronounced (with only a single exception) by Jesus 

75 76 Himself." ' J Barth begins by considering the exception. ' 
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Although i t has been possible to demonstrate 
from the Church Dogmatics that Barth was capable of 
dealing t e c h n i c a l l y with semantics, and that he occasion­
a l l y included discussion of i t ; i t must be noted that 
much of the material deals with theological rather than 
semantic considerations. On occasion, he launches 
s t r a i g h t into theological discussion, as for example i n 
an excursus about unouovfi where the theological teaching 

- 77 about perseverance i s immediately made p l a i n . A longer 
» » 

excursus about 56KIMOC (and cognates) considers i t s meaning 
by examining what theological statements are made about i t . ^ 
There are many examples where a word discussion i s pre-

79 
dommantly theological rather than l i n g u i s t i c . 

There are two reasons f o r t h i s . F i r s t , Barth i s 
writing dogmatic theology, with a strong b i b l i c a l b a s i s 
which makes l i n g u i s t i c study an e s s e n t i a l prelude to under­
standing the b i b l i c a l text from which he moves to dogmatics. 
However the second reason i s the more important one: 
Barth's purpose i n doing any kind of word study i s primarily 
dogmatic; i t i s one of the ways i n which he moves from 
exegesis of a single text to dogmatic theology based on a l l 
the b i b l i c a l t e x t s . He takes a word which may be charact­
e r i s t i c a l l y Old or New Testament, but which frequently has 
exact equivalents, and elucidates what may be known about 
i t from statements i n which i t occurs. I t i s part of h i s 
theological position that where the word occurs i n both 

80 
Testaments, i t w i l l not embrace contradictory meanings. 
Barth's concern for the unity of Scripture precludes him 
from drawing d i s t i n c t i o n s between Greek and Hebrew patterns 
of thought. Thus, " P h i l o l o g i c a l l y the basis /of 56£a J 
i s to be found i n the f a c t that the New Testament con-

81 
t i n u a l l y r e s t s on the Old." Barth often notes not 
only the Hebrew o r i g i n a l , but also- the Septuagint t r a n s l a t ­
ion. For example, " I t i s a p e c u l i a r i t y of the LXX that 
the normal t r a n s l a t i o n for the Old Testament chesed (where 
we would expect x6piC ) i s SAeoc , of which the Old 

82 Testament equivalents are properly chanan and racham." 
From t h i s he argues the theological point that grace 
includes mercy. ^ 
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The words which Barth s e l e c t s f o r t h i s kind of 
study are usu a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t theologically; they are not 
words which occur r a r e l y , or are peripheral to t r a d i t i o n a l 
dogmatics. They include such words as f a i t h , Lord, s p i r i t , 
truth, grace, holy, mercy, righteousness, wisdom, f a i t h f u l -

84 
ness, almighty and power. Often they are abstract 
nouns. No doubt the reason why Barth s e l e c t s them i s 
th,a.b he considers them s i g n i f i c a n t , but t h i s i s not the 
only reason. Barth's aim i s "...to think the thoughts 

85 
of the B i b l i c a l w r iters a f t e r them and t h i s involves 
him i n a constant attempt to understand the meaning of 

DC 

the more important words i n Scripture, as t h e i r authors 
intended them, and the context now conveys that intention. 
Barth's intention to think the b i b l i c a l writers thoughts 
(or words) a f t e r them springs not from an antiquarian 
i n t e r e s t , but from the b e l i e f that Revelation engendered 

o n 
Scripture and hence the words i n which Scripture was 
cast ; so that to think b i b l i c a l l y i s to think r e v e l a t i o n -

QQ 
a l l y , which must mean for Barth to think C h r i s t o l o g i c a l l y , 

89 
and ultimately to think as God thinks. y This i s revealed 
i n many asides, such as "Die Bi b l i s c h e Denk-und Redeweise 
erweist s i c h auch h i e r a l s die s i c h e r s t e Fiihrer zum sach-

90 
l i c h e n Verstandnis." 7 He speaks of a " b i b l i c a l under­
standing" 9 1 or of the Bible "thinking". 9 2 

I t i s c l e a r that i f Barth i s to use b i b l i c a l 
concepts as the ba s i s for dogmatics, he must assume that 
Scripture i s a unity with a d e f i n i t e standpoint. ^ But 
a l l i e d to t h i s assumption there has to be a po s i t i v e evaluat 
ion of the language of Scripture as d e f i n i t i v e for dogmatics 
Barth makes t h i s feature of h i s position c l e a r , not only 
by h i s method, but also i n an excursus which refutes the 

94 
philosophical theories of r e l i g i o u s language. Far 
from language being a human commodity stretched to i t s 
utmost to describe God, Barth a s s e r t s that i t i s a Divine 
commodity, appropriately applied f i r s t to God, and only 

95 
d e r i v a t i v e l y and secondarily to human a f f a i r s . So, 
"the words 'father' and 'son' do not f i r s t and properly 
have ttfe i r t r u t h . . . i n our thought and language,...They have i t f i r s t and properly...in t h e i r application to God, i n the doctrine of the T r i n i t y . " ^ I f i t i s only possible 97 to understand what words mean as they apply to God, i t 
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i s not surprising that Barth gives time to b i b l i c a l word 
study, where such words are applied to God; as a necessary 

98 
preliminary to h i s own dogmatic thinking. J 

Equally, he i s bound to take very s e r i o u s l y such 
concepts as he understands to be important i n Scripture. 
Consequently, he not only builds h i s own theology on 
them, but condemns those who are not thorough-going i n 

99 -n 
t h i s regard. For himself, he writes, " I am prejudiced 
i n supposing the Bible to be a good book, and that I hold 
i t to be p r o f i t a b l e f o r men to take i t s conceptions at 
l e a s t as s e r i o u s l y as they take t h e i r own." 

Barth's method i s analogous to a simple teaching 
method. A c l a s s of young children who are beginning to 
think a b s t r a c t l y may be taught the meaning of a new con­
cept, such as mercy, i n the following way: they w i l l 
hear a few s t o r i e s i l l u s t r a t i n g the idea; they may be 
given a l i s t of sentences incorporating the word; they may 
see pictures i l l u s t r a t i n g , or associated with, the concept. 
F i n a l l y they may be encouraged to remember an occasion 
when they have experienced i t ; or to imagine what i t might 
be l i k e , then to write about i t for themselves. Barth 
follows t h i s method of concept building i n s t i n c t i v e l y , f o r 
himself. He learns from the b i b l i c a l authors what they 
mean by a word, a concept, or a the o l o g i c a l l y abstract 
idea. He seeks out places where the b i b l i c a l writers use 
the word, and he gathers up the repeated elements which 
must be the ideas most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y associated with 
the word, and which therefore d i s t i n g u i s h i t from others. 

"101 
He s e l e c t s s t o r i e s which i l l u s t r a t e the idea. Then 
he writes about i t , having 'educated h i m s e l f , i n h i s 
excursus into the way that the Bible understands or uses a 
word. Barth makes c l e a r at the beginning of h i s work 
that these excursus represent passages echoing i n h i s mind. 

" . . . I have reproduced...passages adduced from the 
B i b l e . . . i n order that a l l readers may have the 
opportunity, more d i r e c t l y than would be possible by 
mere references, to hear the voices which were i n my 
own ears as I prepared my own text, which guided, 
taught, or stimulated me, and by which I wish to be 
measured by my readers." 102 

I t w i l l be helpful at t h i s point to examine what 
part such word study plays i n the dogmatic theology of - 136 -



Barth. We begin with a discussion of TTLOTIQ which 
stands at the beginning of the section;"The Word of God 

103 
and F a i t h . " ^ The section opens with a summary of 
the dogmatic position which Barth has already reached,' 1 0^ 
which r a i s e s the question of how we can r e l a t e to God's 
revel a t i o n . Barth's answer i s - by f a i t h . Question 
and answer are already given when Barth breaks off h i s 
discussion to examine the New Testament use of ' f a i t h ' . 
However i t i s c l e a r that the form of the r e s t of the 
section corresponds to the pattern he found i n the New 
Testament. This may be seen by comparing h i s three 
summarised points with the excursus. F i r s t , ". . . TTIOTIQ 
also means the doctrine of f a i t h , the Gospel revealed 
to man and therefore the way on which knowledge of God 
i s made possible from God by His making Himself known."'10'' 
I n the main text t h i s i s explained as "...man r e a l l y 
believes that the object of f a i t h i s present to him.." 
Second, "...nLOTiq denotes the state created by God's 
revelation i n C h r i s t , the being of C h r i s t i a n s , t h e i r 
being ev XpiaTy by which they are put i n a position to 
achieve for t h e i r part the knowledge of God or of C h r i s t 

107 
as the Kyrios ..." ' which implies dogmatically "... 

108 
that he i s assimilated to the object..." of h i s f a i t h . 
Third, "... ntoTic, i s f a i r l y frequently and c l e a r l y 
described as t r u s t , as the attitude i n men i n which they 
honour and revere the worth' of God...by t h e i r acknowledge­
ment...by t h e i r submission thereto; the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
knowing His word which i s offered by God i n C h r i s t i s now 

109 
a c t u a l i s e d i n them". 7 This leads to "...the t h i r d 
point that man e x i s t s as a b e l i e v e r wholly and u t t e r l y 

110 
by t h i s object." Although Barth considers non-
b i b l i c a l material i n other excursus, i t may be seen that 
t h i s section i s conformed to the pattern of b i b l i c a l 
thought about f a i t h as Barth outlined i t . There are other 
examples of word study standing at the head of a section 

111 
and acting m a .similar way. 

Another example illuminates features of Barth's 
method. His discussion of oupa i s included so that he 
may understand the theological concept of owua Xpioxou 

112 I t stands i n the section "The Being of the Community " 
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immediately a f t e r a f a i r l y long introduction concerning 
113 

the church. The paragraph about awua i s b r i e f ; the 
word means a dead body, a l i v i n g human body, "the seat 
of the earthly h i s t o r i c a l l i f e " or "the medium of man's 

114 
experience...and a c t i v i t y " . These shades of meaning 
are echoed i n the concept ouva Xpicrcou : " I t was the body 
of everyman which became a corpse i n Him and was buried as 

115 
a corpse with Him." ^ I t i s the "body which i s a l i v e 

116 
by the S p i r i t " which includes many members. Barth 
i d e n t i f i e s the earthly h i s t o r i c a l body of Jesus with the 

117 
church; which has a h i s t o r y of i t s own as i t experien-

118 
ces the divine action and gives thanks. This summary 
has aimed to make c l e a r how the theology of Barth i s l i k e 
a pebble dropped into a pond. The word ouua produces a 
small c i r c l e of rel a t e d meanings: these are writ larger 
i n the phrase ouiia Xpiaxou ; and f i n a l l y they are developed 
i n a much bigger way through Barth's examination of the 

119 
e c c l e s i a as una, sancta, c a t h o l i c a , and apostolica. 

Hence t h i s word study, which does not stand at 
the head of a section, s t i l l has a reverberating ef f e c t as 
i t i s taken up into a phrase which does become the 
S c r i p t u r a l key to the section. Although other S c r i p t u r a l 

120 
references may be found i n the section, none of them, 
singly, or i n a group has the main formative influence: they 

121 
are contributory, but subsidiary. 

Obviously some sections of the Church Dogmatics 
lend themselves more r e a d i l y to t h i s method than others. 
There are several examples close together i n the f i r s t 
part of Volume I I which deal with the Perfections of God« 
However, not a l l of the perfections are treated i n t h i s 
way, 'patience' i s b u i l t on s t o r i e s , rather than a word 

123 
study. y Several of these sections i l l u s t r a t e another 
way i n which Barth proceeds. He intersperses h i s study 
of the word through h i s text. For example, there are 

... ^o/j. three excursus on the grace of God, and several which 
125 

deal with righteousness. ' 
A f i n a l example w i l l make c l e a r how Barth works when the word study i s only to be a part of a sub-section. 126 I n the section "The Royal Man", there are four sub-127 sections, i n the t h i r d and most detailed of which 
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"...we understood His l i f e - a c t as the self-representation 
of the new and redemptive a c t u a l i t y of the Kingdom of 

ii 128 
God..." Although Barth c a l l s i t a "decisive d i s -

129 
cussion", the word study does not hold such a 
prominent position as elsewhere. I n the part devoted 
to a consideration of the human word of Jesus, Barth 
includes a lengthy study of "...the active words used by 
t r a d i t i o n to denote and characterise the speech of 

130 
Jesus..." ? Here the word studies follow the dogmatic 
section, or are i l l u s t r a t i v e of i t . Barth moves 

132 
immediately from them onto a new topic. ^ They are 
merely a convenient means of c l a s s i f y i n g the gospel 
material concerning the things that Jesus s a i d . Pre­
sumably Barth might have marshalled h i s material under 
other heads; i t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of him to employ t h i s 
method. There are other occasions when word studies 

1ZI 
elucidate Barth s theological point. y j 

The conclusion must of f e r some assessment of 
Barth's methods i n the l i g h t of the common c r i t i c i s m s of 
word-study. I t has been shown above that there are some 
areas which Barth avoids. He does not include etymolo­
g i c a l discussions, nor does he assume that a word has one 
in v a r i a b l e meaning. He does not t r y to read into any 
one context a 'sum t o t a l ' of a l l possible meanings. For 
the most part he does not dis t i n g u i s h between Greek and 
Hebrew thought, although he does on one occasion assume 
that thought structures are revealed by l e x i c a l stock and 

134 
syntax. Barth does not assume that words have 
mutually exclusive-meanings, indeed, he recognises groups 
of r e l a t e d words, whose meanings may sometimes be so close 
as to be i d e n t i c a l . F i n a l l y , Barth does recognise the 
importance of the i n d i v i d u a l context. 

The reason that Barth avoids these p i t f a l l s i s 
that h i s purpose governs h i s procedure; and h i s purpose, 
as has been demonstrated above, i s to ground h i s doctrine 
on the revelation about God which i s found i n Scripture. 
That purpose d i c t a t e s that Barth not only investigates 
the words of Scripture, but also i t s statements, so that 
he would p a r t i a l l y agree with Barn"Theologically, i t i s 
the communications made i n the Bible, and not the l e x i c a l 
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stock used i n them, that teach us' the truth about God 
135 

or about s i n or about redemption." ^ 
However, Barth does use t h i s method as one of 

h i s dogmatic building blocks, and as we have seen, i t i s 
both highly i n f l u e n t i a l i n some sections, and, i n places, 
i t does contravene some of the r u l e s l a i d down by the 
semantic s p e c i a l i s t s . For example, he gives no attention 
to the s o c i a l l i n g u i s t i c consciousness of the o r i g i n a l 

136 
writers and readers, y perhaps because space was limited, 
but probably more importantly, because l i n g u i s t i c study 
i s a modern phenomenon with which Barth could not have 
been f a m i l i a r . Perhaps most s i g n i f i c a n t l y , Barth's 
method does i d e n t i f y the word and i t s referent; the word 
and the concept are not separable f o r him. However, 
attention has already been drawn to the more moderate 
argument of H i l l who highlights some weaknesses i n Barr's 

137 
attack on t h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ^' We have already noted 
that u s u a l l y i t i s technical terms which are subjected to 
t h i s kind of study by Barth, and these are p r e c i s e l y the 
kinds of words which H i l l suggests are most suitable for 
i t . 

I t seems possible to argue, therefore, that although 
Barth's method includes facets which are open to question, 
yet the whole procedure i s not thereby invalidated. There 
are four reasons for t h i s . F i r s t l y , i t i s not the only 
means whereby Barth moves from exegesis to dogmatics, 
hence i t s conclusions are supported and p a r a l l e l e d by 
other methods. Secondly, i t has been shown that h i s word 
study i s predominantly theological rather than semantic, 
so that he moves quickly from l i n g u i s t i c s to the theo­
l o g i c a l contexts i n which the word occurs. Thirdly, 
t h i s theological consideration includes an examination 
of the statements i n which the word occurs - so that i t 
i s not the word alone which Barth examines. L a s t l y , i t 
must be argued that Barth's assumption that he can learn 
from the b i b l i c a l terminology i s r i g h t . A simple example 
w i l l s u f f i c e . Given that we communicate an i n f i n i t e 
number of possible statements with a f i n i t e number of 
words, by s e l e c t i n g those which are most appropriate, we 
must recognise that t h i s s e l e c t i o n implies re.i ection. - 140 -



Hence, when Jesus chose to c a l l the twelve, ' d i s c i p l e s ' , 
not slaves, colleagues, preachers, communicators or any­
thing e l s e , he made a choice, which i n the ordinary course 
of l i f e must have some si g n i f i c a n c e . While i t may 
remain true that we can learn more about what Jesus 
intended the twelve to be by the commands and prohibit­
ions he l a i d upon them, the word i t s e l f was chosen, and 
i t i s not inappropriate to consider why. This would 
appear to be a v a l i d minimum s t a r t i n g point for word 
study. I n a s i m i l a r way Barth considers the words used 
by those who wrote Scripture i n an attempt to understand 
the exact s i g n i f i c a n c e of what they intended to convey. 

Themes 
The thematic treatment of Scripture i s one of 

138 
the common methods of constructing a b i b l i c a l theology, ^ 
or dogmatics. B. Smalley has traced i n d e t a i l how i n the 
Middle Ages a "process of s p e c i a l i z a t i o n has separated 
doctrine from exegesis", J J i n the work of such theo-

140 
logians as Peter Lombard. There remained a close 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between systematic and exegetical work u n t i l 

141 
the r i s e of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . The emphasis of 
the l a t t e r on taking the individual text against i t s 
h i s t o r i c a l s e t t i n g was i n e v i t a b l y contrary to the syn-

142 
thesi z i n g tendency of b i b l i c a l theology, which 
organized i t s e l f , according to Polley i n two ways:"... 
throughout the history, of the d i s c i p l i n e there have been 
two basic ways of organizing the material: systematically 
(theology providing the categories of organization) and 
chronologically (the h i s t o r y of I s r a e l being the basis 
of organization)." I t i s with the f i r s t of these 
methods that we are concerned here. 

Before discussing Barth's methods some helpful 
d i s t i n c t i o n s should be noted. Many theologies of sections 

144 
of Scripture or of a single testament have been 

145 
attempted. ^ These d i f f e r from the thematic work of 
Barth i n four particulars,, F i r s t l y , h i s theology i s 

146 
concerned with the whole of Scripture, although he i s 

147 
aware of d i f f e r e n t emphases within i t . Secondly, h i s theology i s dogmatic rather than simply b i b l i c a l . 
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Gabler's d i s t i n c t i o n between the two makes t h i s c l e a r . 
" B i b l i c a l theology, he maintained, i s simply the 
r e l i g i o n of the Bible as held by i t s authors and as 
presented i n t h e i r writings, while dogmatic theology 
proceeds to formulate the r e l i g i o n of the Bible i n 
terms of Western philosophical concepts and ideas. 
Dogmatic theology always r e f l e c t s the character and 
time of the theologian while b i b l i c a l theology r e f l e c t s 
the ideas and age of the b i b l i c a l personages them­
selves." 148 

B i b l i c a l theology i n the non-dogmatic sense aims to be 
purely d e s c r i p t i v e however i t organises i t s material; 
dogmatic theology, assuming that Scripture i s authoritative 

150 
f e e l s free to draw out contemporary implications, ^ and 
regards i t s e l f as normative. Thirdly, dogmatic theology 
goes beyond the description of what the Bible says about 

151 
a theme, to consider what the thing i s i n i t s e l f . y 

Hence, fourthly, whereas an h i s t o r i c a l approach seeks "a 
152 

c r i t i c a l l y assured minimum", dogmatic theology "tends 
153 

to be a theological maximum". y > Lonergan makes i t 
c l e a r that these differences between ( i n t h i s instance) 
Barth and others who use a thematic approach to Scripture 
i n b i b l i c a l theology, i s functional. That i s , i t i s the 

1 
d i f f e r e n t purposes which c a l l f o r t h d i f f e r e n t procedures. 

Discussion of a thematic approach to Scripture 
generally agrees that t h i s i s only p r o f i t a b l e i f the themes 

155 
are genuinely present i n the Scriptures. ^ The use of 
t h i s method assumes that thematic unity may be found i n 

156 
Scripture, an assumption which a l l do not share. ^ We 
have already noted that a thematic approach i s c l o s e l y 
r e l a t e d to the examination of single words. Harrington 
suggests that "...semantic research continues beyond the 
vocabulary to themes and often takes into account a whole 

157 
co n s t e l l a t i o n of words." y < 

— 158 
Barth spends many of h i s excursus ^ on thematic 

159 
examination of b i b l i c a l material. These may be merely 

160 
a b r i e f l i s t of c i t a t i o n s , giving the references only, 
or i t may be an extended discussion of a good number of 

161 
verses which Barth considers should be taken together. I n such a breadth of material Barth's thematic methods vary, but these are outlined f i r s t , before an assessment of t h e i r place i n the Church Dogmatics i s offered. 
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There are quite a number of occasions where 
Barth gathers together a c l u s t e r of verses with one word 

162 
or idea i n common. There may not be any discussion 

163 
of the meaning of the word, ^ and indeed, on one occas­
ion Barth's question "...what does i t mean to praise 

164 
God?" i s answered without any detailed reference back 
to the twelve verses he has already c i t e d ; nor i s there 
a semantic study, i t i s purely a theological one drawn 
from doctrines he has already developed. Elsewhere 
references given follow a f t e r b r i e f summaries of the con­
tents of the verses c i t e d , or that part of the verse 

166 
which includes the word i s quoted. Sometimes there 
i s a simple s e r i e s of references to places where the word 

167 
occurs, or to where the statement Barth i s discussing 

168 
occurs. This statement i s on occasion, a s i g n i f i c a n t 
theological one. ^ 9 

Elsewhere the phrase discussed may be no more 
than a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c , of one of the b i b l i c a l authors, W 

170 
Y^VOLTO i n Paul, for example, 1 or Matthew's preference 

171 
for 'Kingdom of heaven'. ' Barth i s aware of the 
dangers of building dogmatic theology on a phrase such as 
t h i s , but i t does not prevent him from doing so : 

"...the l i n g u i s t i c usage of St. Matthew's Gospel 
might not seem to afford a s u f f i c i e n t s c r i p t u r a l b a s i s 
for t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . I t i s confirmed...by the 
proposition that the royal measures of God...are 
frequently described i n the Old and New Testament as 
events which proceed from heaven and move earthward 
with the p a r t i c i p a t i o n of heaven." 172 

There are other occasions when Barth picks out a theme 
from one b i b l i c a l book; he notes a " d i s t i n c t l i n e " of 
thought i n John's gospel f o r example, and i d e n t i f i e s 
Jesus' s e l f - a t t e s t a t i o n as " . . . i n f a c t the absolutely 

174 
dominating theme of John's gospel". He i s not de­
f l e c t e d from the doctrine that "...a man becomes and i s a 
C h r i s t i a n as he unites himself with C h r i s t and C h r i s t with 

175 
him" by the observation that 

" . . . i t i s only Pauline and Johannine passages which 
give us d i r e c t sanction for pursuing the l i n e to t h i s 
point. E x p l i c i t l y we encounter neither the idea nor 
the concept of unio•cum Christo either i n the Synoptic Gospels, the E p i s t l e to the Hebrews, the E p i s t l e of James, or the Book of Revelation." 176 
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There are examples of Barth building on themes 
which run through both testaments, such as "the wages of 

177 
s i n i s death"; whereas others are e x c l u s i v e l y New 

178 
Testament, such as an excursus about following Jesus. 
By contrast, Barth may note that the theme he i s develop­
ing i s r a r e l y expressed i n Scripture. For instance, "The 
concept which comes i n here i s that of the patience, or 
long-suffering of God, though i t occurs comparatively 

179 
r a r e l y i n Holy Scripture i n so many words." 7 Barth 
can only give eleven examples, and a story. S i m i l a r l y , 
he writes: 

"...Paul nowhere says e x p l i c i t l y that there can be 
f a i t h only on the basis of a divine work and g i f t . 
But i f t h i s i s so, i t i s merely because i t was for him 
the most s e l f evident presupposition." 180 

Indeed, "there seems to be no doubt that the restrained 
181 

use of the term /Eoly peopl§7 i s deliberate", from 
182 

which Barth draws theological lessons. The infrequ-
ency of a theme does not preclude i t from taking theo-

183 
l o g i c a l precedence over one which i s more often mentioned. 
Hence, weight of evidence does not n e c e s s a r i l y influence 
Barth's theology. The absence of a theme may i t s e l f be 
regarded as t h e o l o g i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . Thus, Barth 
observes that there i s no connection between s i n and s i c k ­
ness i n the miracle s t o r i e s . 

" I t i s t a c i t l y supposed that those who were healed were 
sinners and ought not to continue i n s i n . But t h i s 
has no thematic s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the text." 184 

I n t h i s method, as i n h i s use of words, Barth aims 
/IOC 

to be comprehensive, ^ noting wherever a theme occurs. 
Asserting God's s p a c i a l i t y , Barth remarks: " I am not aware 
of any b i b l i c a l passages which can be said to teach other-

187 
wise." ' This i n e v i t a b l y requires him to deal with 

188 
contradictions within h i s thematic material, whether 

189 
or not they m a t e r i a l l y e f f e c t h i s main contention. 
I t i s rare for Barth to suggest that themes develop through 

190 
Scripture, 7 although he may argue that the advent of 

191 
C h r i s t changes them. 7 Thus, continuing to discuss 
God's s p a c i a l i t y , Barth writes: 

"Now that the concealment of the Messiah has passed... 
the time has also passed of God's dwelling at those s p e c i a l places whose s p e c i a l nature was bound up with the conditions that have now lapsed. I t has passed 
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l i k e the time of the s a c r i f i c e s and the whole Law of 
I s r a e l as such. S p e c i a l p l a c e s can no longer e x i s t 
i n t h i s sense...The reason i s t h a t a l l prophecy i s 
now f u l f i l l e d i n J e s u s . . . " 192 

The ways i n which B a r t h o r g a n i s e s h i s m a t e r i a l 
w i t h i n the excursus d e a l i n g w i t h a theme a r e o f t e n 
s i g n i f i c a n t . Sometimes B a r t h d i s c u s s e s a whole s e r i e s 
of v e r s e s , and the r e s u l t s of h i s c o n s i d e r a t i o n s a r e then 
employed to e l u c i d a t e another v e r s e on the same theme. 
So, having d i s c u s s e d P a u l ' s i d e a of the " f u l l n e s s of 
time", he suggests "These two P a u l i n e t e x t s w i l l h e l p us 
to understand Mk 1.14f., which i s so important i n t h i s 

193 
connection." J J A p a r a l l e l to t h i s i s found i n h i s 
d i s c u s s i o n of the angel of the Lord, which he acknowledges 
to he "one of the most d i f f i c u l t concepts i n b i b l i c a l 

194 
angelology. He t h e r e f o r e begins by t a k i n g the 
e a s i e r passages, from which he concludes t h a t i f " . . . t h e r e 
were no r e f e r e n c e s to h i s appearance, but obvious mention 
were made only of God and not of His angel...the p r o s a i c 
r e a d e r and t h e o l o g i a n would be spared a g r e a t d e a l of 
t r o u b l e , but the mystery of God would a l s o be l o s t . " ^ 5 
Hence, he concludes, "Not the angel of the Lord i s super­
f l u o u s , but the man and e s p e c i a l l y the t h e o l o g i a n who 
c r o s s l y s t r i k e s out these passages, and misses the f a c t 
t h a t i n them t h e r e sounds the g r e a t b e l l which we ought to 
hear i n other a p p a r e n t l y - but only a p p a r e n t l y - l e s s 
s t r i k i n g p l a c e s . " 196 From t h e s e he t u r n s to the more 
complicated passages, where the angel of the Lord appears 
to be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h God h i m s e l f . " I f we have understood 
the matter a r i g h t i n the s i m p l e r passages, i t s u r e l y ought 
not to be a l l t h a t obscure i n the p r e s e n t i n s t a n c e s . " 
Therefore, B a r t h suggests t h a t they too must imply "God 

198 
i n H is mystery", 7 and t h a t "the apparent o b s c u r i t y of 
these p r e s e n t a t i o n s i s the r e a l c l a r i t y w i t h which the 

199 
matter has to be presented"» J ' Bart h ' s method i s 
p a r t i c u l a r l y c l e a r h e re. He never i g n o r e s a theme, 

201 
he never i g n o r e s r e l a t e d m a t e r i a l , however d i f f i c u l t ; 
he reads and c o n s i d e r s i t i n the l i g h t of other passages 
u n t i l even the most d i f f i c u l t p hrases y i e l d a t h e o l o g i c a l 
l e s s o n . 
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T h i s i s o f t e n achieved by another c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
method. B a r t h suggests t h a t the theme focus e s on, or 

POP 
should be i n t e r p r e t e d m the l i g h t of a p a r t i c u l a r t e x t . 
T h i s may be i l l u s t r a t e d by Barth's use of a s e r i e s of 
v e r s e s t e a c h i n g t h a t God knows e v e r y t h i n g . 

" A l l t hese passages read l i k e commentaries on the dark 
and menacing t e x t , Gen.3.8f... N e v e r t h e l e s s , we should 
not overlook the comfort w i t h which t h i s v e r y t e x t 
speaks of the f a c t t h a t God does not a l l o w even 
f a l l e n men to f a l l out of H i s knowledge and H i s 
thoughts. Therefore we must l i s t e n to the other 
b i b l i c a l - c o m m e n t a r i e s on t h i s t e x t . " 203 

B a r t h o f t e n summarises a theme by choosing a v e r s e or 
204 

phrase which expresses the b i b l i c a l 'thread', so 
Ps 36.7 " i s a t h r e a d which runs through the whole of the 
B i b l e . . . " The same movement i s found i n an excursus 
e x p l a i n i n g the r e l a t i o n between J e s u s and the Holy S p i r i t : 
s e v e r a l passages a r e d i s c u s s e d before B a r t h suggests, "The 
most fundamental New Testament statement concerning t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p i s t h a t concerning the conception of Jesus 
by the Holy S p i r i t . . . a s the miraculous s i g n of the mystery 

2Qf. 

of His Messiahship and d i v i n e Sonship." These " f o c i " 
may be regarded as normative, or standard i n the theme 
as a whole. For example:"In view of t h i s , the s a y i n g i n 
Col 3«1 may w e l l be regarded as the normative b i b l i c a l 

207 
d e f i n i t i o n of heaven..." ' although B a r t h does not always 

208 
f o l l o w t h i s procedure. 

B a r t h ' s use of themes i s not an a r b i t r a r y , nor 
even a common sense method. I t i s founded upon d o c t r i n e s 
which he develops q u i t e d e l i b e r a t e l y , i n p a r t i c u l a r , upon 
h i s understanding of the canon and the u n i t y of S c r i p t -

209 
u r e . ' Together, t h e s e enable him to assume t h a t the 
thematic e x p l o r a t i o n of S c r i p t u r e i s a l e g i t i m a t e one 
because i t s components w i t n e s s i n v a r i o u s ways to one 
o b j e c t , C h r i s t . Hence i t i s not only p e r m i s s i b l e to 
i n t e r p r e t v e r s e s together, but i t i s a l s o i m p e r a t i v e . 
Although B a r t h admits t h a t t h e r e may be d i f f e r e n t l i n g ­
u i s t i c use, he does not admit the p o s s i b i l i t y of theo­
l o g i c a l l y c o n t r a d i c t o r y i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . T h e r e f o r e , he 
assembles v e r s e s or phrases t h e m a t i c a l l y , and t h e i r 
meaning i s found together not s e p a r a t e l y . T h i s i s 
i l l u s t r a t e d by an excursus about the nature of f a i t h i n 
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210 those healed by J e s u s . Having examined a good number 
of s a y i n g s about f a i t h , B a r t h concludes that:".. . . i t i s 
a f a i t h which f o r a l l i t s i n s i g n i f i c a n c e has a s p e c i f i c 
n ature or q u a l i t y i n r e l a t i o n to which there i s the 
prospect of a m i r a c l e , a n d . . . i t can...be explained as 

211 
t h a t which b r i n g s about the m i r a c l e . " A s u p e r f i c i a l 
glance a t Mt 9.28 suggests t h a t t h i s i s f a i t h which 
b e l i e v e s m i r a c l e s a r e p o s s i b l e , and t h a t Jesus can per­
form them. However, B a r t h a r g u e s : " I t i s s u r e l y evident 
t h a t i f t h i s e x p l a n a t i o n . . . i s c o r r e c t , the way i n which 
the word ' f a i t h ' i s here (and i n other passages) used 
by J e s u s a c c o r d i n g to the t r a d i t i o n i s v e r y d i f f e r e n t 
from the use of nCaxiq and nioteiJELV i n the r e s t of the 

212 
New Testament..." I n B a r t h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l framework 
t h i s i s s u f f i c i e n t to cause a r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n , which 
suggests t h a t the b l i n d men i n q u e s t i o n u t t e r e d "...a c r y 
i n which they r e c o g n i s e and c o n f e s s the Son of David 
and t h e r e f o r e the God of I s r a e l and H i s f u l f i l l e d 

21 "5 
promise..." Other passages a r e then examined "...to 
see i f the f a i t h demanded...by J e s u s d i d not always have 
t h i s n a ture and form i n which i t corresponds, although 
with a p e c u l i a r i n t e n s i t y , to the meaning of the term 

214 
and i t s use i n the r e s t of the New Testament." An 
i n c i d e n t from John's gospel i s taken "as a commentary" 

215 
on Mt 9.28. ^ F u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n b r i n g s B a r t h to the 
c o n c l u s i o n t h a t 

"both i n the s y n o p t i c s and i n John, t h e r e f o r e , f a i t h 
. . . i s not a t a l l f a i t h i n the m i r a c l e , or i n the 
i n c o n c e i v a b i l i t y of t h e i r happening...On the con­
t r a r y , i t i s a r e c o g n i t i o n . . . o f the One who has 
a c t e d i n t h i s i n c o n c e i v a b l e way...giving Himself to 
be known by them as the Son of D a v i d . . . I t i s to 
Him and not to the m i r a c l e t h a t the b e l i e v e r g i v e s 
h i s a t t e n t i o n and i n t e r e s t . " 216 

The whole methodological procedure may be summed up i n 
B a r t h 1 s own words s 

"...what i s r e a l l y meant by the formula: 'Thy f a i t h 
hath saved t h e e 1 ? And our e x p l a n a t i o n w i l l be 
d e c i s i v e f o r an understanding of the f u n c t i o n a s s i g n ­
ed to f a i t h i n other passages where s u f f e r e r s a r e 
asked to b e l i e v e i n r e l a t i o n to a c t s of power...It 
makes matters e a s i e r . . . t h a t . . . t h e o r i g i n a l vlomiv 
oe ('hath saved thee') does not r e f e r merely to a 
p a r t of the p r o c e s s . I t r e f e r s to the whole. 
I maintain t h a t t h i s eases the e x e g e t i c a l s i t u a t i o n 
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because i t does a t l e a s t exclude the i d e a of a 
co-operation i n the working of a m i r a c l e . " 217 

Even the sharp j u x t a p o s i t i o n of two a p p a r e n t l y d i v e r g e n t 
passages cannot embarrass B a r t h now; they serve only 

?1fi 
to i l l u s t r a t e h i s c o n t e n t i o n . B a r t h i s then i n a 
p o s i t i o n to e x p l a i n why Heb 11. "1 and Ro 3-21f. a r e f o r -

219 
mulated as they a r e . 

T h e o l o g i c a l l y one a p p r e c i a t e s how the P r o t e s t a n t 
E v a n g e l i c a l B a r t h s h i e s away from any i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
which makes f a i t h a s a v i n g work; met h o d o l o g i c a l l y the 
e x e r c i s e r e v e a l s many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c f e a t u r e s of t h i s 
dogmatic ' b u i l d i n g b l o c k 1 . Above a l l , i t makes c l e a r 
how thematic arrangement p r e c l u d e s i n t e r p r e t i n g i n d i v i d u a l 
v e r s e s i n ways which may be q u i t e c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h e i r 
immediate context but which cannot be harmonised w i t h 
other p a r t s of the canon. 

I t should not be thought, however, t h a t B a r t h 
regards the thematic o r g a n i s a t i o n of m a t e r i a l s a s a b s o l u t e . 
Indeed, he r e c o g n i s e s t h a t many passages r e l a t e to more 
than one theme. He c i t e s s e v e r a l P a u l i n e r e f e r e n c e s to 
dying with C h r i s t , and comments, " I t i s t r u e t h a t . t h e s e 
passages do not only belong to t h i s group. But i t i s 

220 
a l s o t r u e t h a t they do belong to i t . " T h i s admission 
t h a t a passage may be seen from another p o i n t of view; 
employed i n another thematic treatment; examined f o r i t s 
t e a c h i n g about another dogmatic t o p i c ; opens the poss­
i b i l i t y t h a t i t would y i e l d d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s i n d i f f e r i n g 
c o n t e x t s . I n t h i s r e s p e c t a thematic approach to S c r i p t u r e 
does not n a t u r a l l y c o i n c i d e with the c r i t i c a l methods 
more normally used i n e x e g e s i s . We have seen above t h a t 
t h i s i s because the c r i t i c a l methods tend towards a n a l y s i s , 

221 
whereas a thematic approach tends towards s y n t h e s i s . 

2 ? ? 
B a r t h h i m s e l f r e c o g n i s e s t h i s . Of t h r e e P a u l i n e 
passages he writes? "(We cannot undertake, of course, to 
unfold a l l the l i t e r a r y , h i s t o r i c a l and m a t e r i a l problems 
a s s o c i a t e d w i t h these passages, but only to c o n s i d e r them 
from the stand-point which p a r t i c u l a r l y concerns u s . ) " 

Not only may one passage be a p p r o p r i a t e l y used i n 
more than one theme, themes themselves i n t e r - r e l a t e . 
Thus B a r t h notes t h a t a theme i s always used i n connection 
w i t h another. F o r example, "the death of Jesus C h r i s t 
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224 i s e x p l i c x t l y s e t m some r e l a t i o n s h i p to s i n . " 
Elsewhere B a r t h examines a group of c l o s e l y a l l i e d concepts, 
making c l e a r where they d i f f e r , or c o i n c i d e . 

"Thus the concept of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n c o i n c i d e s with 
t h a t of r e v e l a t i o n though not -with t h a t of redemption... 
I n the New Testament redemption i s from the standpoint 
of r e v e l a t i o n or r e c o n c i l i a t i o n the f u t u r e consummating 
a c t of God which has s t i l l to come..." 225 

T h i s argument i s supported by f o u r examples of omoAijTpamq , 

and s i x examples of ouinpta used e s c h a t o l o g i c a l l y . I n 
the same way B a r t h w r i t e s of the Johannine 'abide' and 
P a u l i n e 'stand' : "The e s s e n t i a l u n i t y of the two concept-

227 
i o n s i s c l e a r " , ' and he goes on to make i t so. The con­
c e p t s may a l r e a d y be l i n k e d i n S c r i p t u r e as 'day and n i g h t 1 , 
1 l i g h t and d a r k n e s s 1 , to which B a r t h g i v e s t h e o l o g i c a l con-

228 
s i d e r a t i o n . 

The use of r e l a t e d themes i n S c r i p t u r e and dog­
m a t i c s i s a matter of i n t e r e s t to B a r t h . F o r i n s t a n c e , he 
r e a l i s e d t h a t he had s e l e c t e d a f o r e n s i c theme i n w r i t i n g 
about "The Judge Judged i n our P l a c e " , 2 2 < ^ Although 
this has a good b i b l i c a l b a s i s , there a r e obker p o s s i b i l i t i e s : 
" . . . t h e r e a r e other s t a n d p o i n t s and t e r m i n o l o g i e s which 
might e q u a l l y be considered as guiding p r i n c i p l e s f o r dog-

230 
m a t i c s . " ' T h i s example i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n s t r u c t i v e becaus 
B a r t h r e f l e c t s upon the method he employs. There i s no 
p o s s i b i l i t y of a d i v i n e language, only the v e r y human speech 
which the New Testament u s e s , so t h a t 

" I n a l l i t s c o n t e x t s , theology can speak only 
approximately. I t i s a matter of f i n d i n g and keep­
i n g to those l i n e s of approximation which a r e 
r e l a t i v e l y the b e s t , which correspond b e s t to what 
we want to express. That i s what we have t r i e d to 
do i n t h i s matter of the pro nobis with the s e l e c t ­
i o n and e x p o s i t i o n of f o u r concepts taken from the 
sphere of law. But we have to r e c o g n i s e t h a t i n 
the New Testament t h e r e a r e other s i m i l a r spheres, 
and"therefore t h a t other l i n e s of approximation a r e 
p o s s i b l e i n p r i n c i p l e . " 231 

I n t h i s c a s e , B a r t h has to r e c o g n i s e t h a t t h e r e are other 
themes which New Testament w r i t e r s s e l e c t e d to express t h i s 

232 
p a r t i c u l a r d o c t r i n e . These themes may be c l o s e l y r e l a t ­
ed to another; ".,. .not i n f r e q u e n t l y . . . i t c r o s s e s one of 

233 
which we have been p a r t i c u l a r l y t h i n k i n g . " Some 

234 themes may be regarded as more s u b s t a n t i a l than o t h e r s , 
but none can be d i s r e g a r d e d . "What i s c l e a r i s t h a t a 
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p l a c e should be found f o r t h i s / f i n a n c i a l / group of 
images and the p a r t i c u l a r t r u t h which i t p r e s e n t s " , 
but some may lend themselves more r e a d i l y to s y s t e m a t i c 
p r e s e n t a t i o n . "And i t would be d i f f i c u l t and not v e r y 
p r o f i t a b l e to t r y to t h i n k out the whole event w i t h i n 
the framework of t h i s / f i n a n c i a l 7 imagery." ^ 6 Taking 
a l l t h a t i n t o account, i t i s perhaps of g r e a t e r i n t e r e s t 
t h a t the s e l e c t i o n of one theme r a t h e r than another i n 
dogmatics i s f i n a l l y a matter of p e r s o n a l p r e f e r e n c e . 
"The E a s t e r n Church e s p e c i a l l y , but a l s o Luther, loved to 
r e g a r d and d e s c r i b e t h i s work as a v i c t o r i o u s overcoming 
of the d e v i l and death which took p l a c e on our b e h a l f . " 
B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s t h i s f a c t , and has no o b j e c t i o n to such 
v a r i a t i o n s , p r o v i d i n g the dogmatic theme has a b i b l i c a l 
b a s i s . 

But B a r t h contends t h a t some themes may not be 
i n c l u d e d i n dogmatic theology; h i s angelology, f o r i n s t a n c e , 
p r e c l u d e s a d o c t r i n e of " f a l l e n a n g e l s " . 2 ^ "And l i t e r a l l y 
a l l the i n s i g h t s which we have gained concerning the being 
and m i n i s t r y of a n g e l s , and developed a t l e a s t concerning 
the c h a r a c t e r and a c t i v i t y of demons, are n e c e s s a r i l y f a l s e 
i f t h i s d o c t r i n e Zpf the f a l l e n angels7 i s c o r r e c t . " 
Hence, although t h e r e appears to be s u f f i c i e n t b i b l i c a l 
m a t e r i a l to t r e a t t h i s as a genuine theme, B a r t h ' s previous 
thematic i n v e s t i g a t i o n s and d o c t r i n a l c o n c l u s i o n s make t h i s 
i m p o s s i b l e . One may l e g i t i m a t e l y q u e s t i o n what would have 
happened i f he had s t a r t e d w i t h the l a t t e r and moved to the 
former. 

As i n the c a s e of B a r t h ' s use of words, themes 
a r e o c c a s i o n a l l y simply the e a s i e s t way to o r g a n i s e 
m a t e r i a l ; hence B a r t h i n c l u d e s a paragraph about Je s u s and 
the Temple, Je s u s and the f a m i l y , or J e s u s and the c u l t i c 

a s i c 
242 

241 
order. On another o c c a s i o n the b i b l i c a l r e f e r e n c e s 
to a person a r e c o l l e c t e d . 

We t u r n to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the way thematic 
m a t e r i a l i s used i n B a r t h ' s theology« On o c c a s i o n a whole 
s e r i e s of v e r s e s a r e drawn together to e s t a b l i s h a p o i n t 
which has a l r e a d y been argued. For example, t h a t " i t i s 
not the c a s e t h a t i n J e s u s C h r i s t t h e r e has, as i t were, 
been an unforseen episode i n our favour." T h i s case 
i s supported by a s t r i n g of t h i r t y f i v e Old Testament 
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v e r s e s , summarised or c i t e d to make the p o i n t . A whole 
group of v e r s e s about a p a r t i c u l a r theme may be gathered 
together to support the dogmatic a s s e r t i o n which has 
a l r e a d y occurred i n the main t e x t . So, man " i s the c h i l d 
of God", 2 4 4 as "he r e c e i v e d the Holy S p i r i t " , 2 ^ and the 
f o l l o w i n g excursus supports t h i s w ith a s e r i e s of New 
Testament passages which r e l a t e to t h i s theme. T h i s 
dogmatic p o s i t i o n may be one which the Church has t r a d ­
i t i o n a l l y h e l d , anpL which B a r t h pronounces to have been a 

247 
r i g h t understanding. Or B a r t h ' s own t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t -

24ft 
i o n may be confirmed by the way i n which a word i s used. 

B a r t h may a l s o begin a s e c t i o n w i t h a thematic 
249 

excursus, although t h i s i s l e s s f r e quent. A s e r i e s of 
P a u l ' s p r a y e r s a r e shown to imply t h a t wisdom and knowledge 
a r e God's g i f t s which come through a p o s t o l i c testimony to 

250 
C h r i s t . y T h i s excursus stands a t the head of a sub-

251 
s e c t i o n . y L i k e w i s e , B a r t h ' s d i s c u s s i o n of the nature 
of man i s founded, not i n anthropology, but i n C h r i s t o l o g y , 
so t h a t an excursus i s devoted to the i d e a of the "Son of 
Man" as a prelude to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of how f a r human n a t -

252 
u r e can be compared to the human nature of J e s u s . ' 

Themes are not always d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to the 
s u b j e c t under d i s c u s s i o n . I n the midst of the s e c t i o n 
about God's constancy, B a r t h i l l u s t r a t e s h i s p o i n t by exam­
i n i n g s e v e r a l passages about p r a y e r which demonstrate t h a t 
God's.command to pray i s "...a form of His s o v e r e i g n t y and 
t h e r e f o r e of His immutable v i t a l i t y . . . " 2 ^ 

Sometimes Bart h breaks o f f an e x e g e t i c a l passage 
to explore, i n an i n f o r m a l way, a theme which oc c u r s , 
thereby a l l o w i n g a thematic stream of r e c o l l e c t i o n to i n ­
form h i s e x e g e s i s . He comments t h a t "...these a r e not 
j u s t p i c t o r i a l u t t e r a n c e s or a n a l o g i e s but h i g h l y exact 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s of the meaning a l r e a d y given to the c r e a t ­
i o n , e x i s t e n c e and f u n c t i o n of l i g h t i n Gen 1.3" 

Obviously many of the s e c t i o n s of the Church 
Dogmatics a r e thematic, as t h e i r t i t l e s show. Although 
a l l do not depend on a thematic examination of S c r i p t u r e , 

257 
many do. > f P r o p o r t i o n a l l y t h i s i s h i g h e s t i n the f i n a l 
p a r t of Volume I I I , where only f o u r s u b s e c t i o n s do not 
i n c l u d e any thematic m a t e r i a l . 2 ^ - 151 -



An examination of the r o l e of the thematic 
treatment of S c r i p t u r e found i n the s u b s e c t i o n "The E l e c t 
and the R e j e c t e d " w i l l show how i n f l u e n t i a l t h i s can 

259 
be. There a r e t h r e e p o r t i o n s of main t e x t f a r out­
weighed i n l e n g t h by t h r e e excursus. The f i r s t of t h e s e 
i s c l e a r l y thematic, the second not e x c l u s i v e l y so, and 
the t h i r d i s based on s t o r i e s , although these are o b v i o u s l y 

260 
chosen with the theme i n view. The main t e x t has 
o b v i o u s l y been developed with these thematic excursus i n 
mind. B a r t h makes some ve r y i n t e r e s t i n g remarks here. 
He does not f e e l h i m s e l f c o n f i n e d i n a thematic treatment 
to those passages where the word f o r the theme i s s p e c i f i c -

261 
a l l y mentioned. He makes c l e a r t h a t some themes a r e 
so "fundamentally important" i n S c r i p t u r e t h a t 

" I t belongs to the v e r y a i r , so to speak, which i s 
breathed i n the Old and New Testaments. J u s t because 
the e l e c t a r e e l e c t . . . i t i s n a t u r a l to be s i l e n t 
r a t h e r than e x p l i c i t about t h e i r e l e c t i o n , and i t i s 
r e a d i l y e x p l i c a b l e t h a t t h e s e terms are the v e r y 
ones which do not appear so f r e q u e n t l y i n the B i b l e 
as one might n a t u r a l l y expect...the matter i t s e l f , . . . 
i n i m p l i c i t f a s h i o n which i s almost always the r u l e 
i n t h i s c a s e , i s apparent on almost every page of 
the B i b l e . F o r the B i b l e i s i n f a c t everywhere 
concerned w i t h the e l e c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l men." 262 

Having examined some examples, B a r t h confirms h i s theory 
by a s s e r t i n g : " I n t h e s e passages the terminology simply 
denotes t h a t which i s s e l f - e v i d e n t f o r the B i b l e even when 
i t does not appear on the s u r f a c e . " 

There a r e other examples of thematic m a t e r i a l 
dominating B a r t h ' s thought: the s u b - s e c t i o n "Confession" 

_ 264 
i s f i r m l y grounded on a s e r i e s of thematic excursus. 
Although they have a common theme, B a r t h has chosen to spread 
the d i s c u s s i o n through the main t e x t . Beginning w i t h an 
excursus about the p r a i s e of God, ^ 5 B a r t h argues t h a t 
b a s i c a l l y and u l t i m a t e l y a l l c o n f e s s i o n must be t h a t . We 
note a g a i n t h a t such s t o r i e s as a r e i n c l u d e d a r e chosen w i t h 

266 
the theme i n mind. The f o l l o w i n g s u b - s e c t i o n on "prayer" 
forms an i n t e r e s t i n g p a r a l l e l . ^ 7 Again the b i b l i c a l excursus 

268 
a r e thematic, and normative. For example, an excursus on 
the assurance of God h e a r i n g p r a y e r l e a d s B a r t h to w r i t e : 
"According to t h e s e b i b l i c a l passages and the e x p o s i t i o n 
of the Reformers, t h i s assurance i s u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y 
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demanded." 7 T h i s shows, i n c i d e n t l y , how t h i s s u b - s e c t i o n ~ 152 -



d i f f e r s from "Confession". B a r t h g i v e s c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
to other t h e o l o g i a n s and c o n f e s s i o n s , 2 7 0 although a s 
always, they must conform to S c r i p t u r e , and indeed 
may h e l p and e l u c i d a t e i t . "The answers of the H e i d e l ­
berg Catechism a r e p a r t i c u l a r l y i n s t r u c t i v e because they 
p l a c e the o r i g i n of p r a y e r so e x p r e s s l y i n g r a t i t u d e . " 2 7 2 

I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g to f i n d t h a t thematic arrangement of 
S c r i p t u r e i s so important i n s u b - s e c t i o n s which so obvious­
l y deal- w i t h themes. Another example of the same method 
a t work, i n an e q u a l l y i n f l u e n t i a l way may be found i n 
"The Royal Wan", a p a r t of which i s devoted to the a c t i o n s 
of J e s u s . ' ̂  T h i s i s c h i e f l y concerned with m i r a c l e s , 
a s p e c t s of which a r e grouped together i n e x t e n s i v e excur­
sus, w i t h which B a r t h s u b s t a n t i a t e s h i s c o n t e n t i o n s . 

I t would be wrong to imply t h a t t h i s method i s 
always so i n f l u e n t i a l . I n order to make t h i s c l e a r , an 
examination i s o f f e r e d of the p a r t played by a thematic • 
treatment i n a s u b - s e c t i o n , and i t s p l a c e i n the s e c t i o n 
as a whole. T h i s example has been chosen because the 275 
graphs d i s c l o s e t h a t t h e r e i s onl y one b i b l i c a l excursus 
i n § 47:2 "Given Time" and i t i s thematic. 2 7 6 A few 
ge n e r a l o b s e r v a t i o n s a r e n e c e s s a r y . 

The p r o p o r t i o n of a s e c t i o n which i s d i r e c t l y 
b i b l i c a l , t h a t i s to say, which i s working c l o s e l y along­
s i d e S c r i p t u r e , and r e f e r r i n g c o n s t a n t l y to i t , v a r i e s 
enormously i n the Church Dogmatics. The s t a t i s t i c s and 
graphs make t h i s p l a i n . I n § 47 "Nan and h i s T i m e " , 
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t h r e e s u b s e c t i o n s a r e h i g h l y b i b l i c a l , ' whereas two are 

279 
v e r y much l e s s so. ' Sometimes a s u b s e c t i o n which 
g i v e s l i t t l e d i r e c t a t t e n t i o n to S c r i p t u r e , c o n t a i n s excur-
_ ?80 sus which d i s c u s s the work of other t h e o l o g i a n s . How-

281 
ever, t h i s i s not the ca s e i n e i t h e r s u b s e c t i o n here. 
The reason i s c l e a r l y connected to Ba r t h ' s t o p i c . 

A c o n s i d e r a t i o n of "Nan i n H i s Time" must begin 
f o r B a r t h w i t h "Jesus Lord of Time"because "our anthropology 
can and must be based on C h r i s t o l o g y , but i t cannot be 

282 
deduced from i t d i r e c t l y . " " T h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l and 
b a s i c s u b s e c t i o n of our i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n d i c a t e s the con-

283 
e l u s i o n s to which i t w i l l l e a d u s . " y B a r t h g i v e s a 
hig h p r o p o r t i o n of t h i s s u b s e c t i o n to an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of _ 153 -



the b i b l i c a l , e v i d e n c e . T h i s i s balanced by the f o l l o w ­
in g s e c t i o n , "Given Time" which e f f e c t i v e l y works out 
the dogmatic i m p l i c a t i o n s of Jesus* Lordship of time; 
f i r s t l y as t h a t i s c o n t r a s t e d to the p r e s e n t s i n f u l 

284 
human c o n d i t i o n , but secondly as i t r e v e a l s t h a t 
"the form of human e x i s t e n c e i s i n any case w i l l e d and 
c r e a t e d by God, i s g i v e n by God to man and i s t h e r e f o r e 
r e a l . " 2 ^ I t i s i n t h i s second context t h a t B a r t h 
i n c l u d e s the thematic excursus to show t h a t "God's a t t i ­
tudes to H i s c r e a t u r e s as a t t e s t e d i n the B i b l e i s a 
n e c e s s a r y a c t i o n i n i t s c o n c r e t e p a r t i c u l a r i t y . " 2 ^ 
B a r t h makes i t q u i t e c l e a r t h a t "God accompanies" each 
i n d i v i d u a l i n t h e i r h i s t o r y . The thematic excursus may 
t h e r e f o r e be seen to support dogmatic c o n c l u s i o n s which 
have r e a l l y been based on the p r e v i o u s h i g h l y b i b l i c a l 
s u b s e c t i o n . But i t i s a l s o the 'jumping o f f p l a c e f o r 
a f u r t h e r dogmatic c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the i m p l i c a t i o n s of 
the d i s c o v e r y t h a t " I n each man's time, God i s u n r e s e r v -
e d l y with man, f o r him and a g a i n s t him." I t c o n t r i b u ­
t e s to the whole because the s u b s e c t i o n " A l l o t t e d Time" 
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t a k e s i t f o r granted, J as i t explores f u r t h e r the 
nature of man's time, always remembering t h a t i t i s J e s u s ' 
L o r d s h i p of time which i s b a s i c . 

Thus i t may be seen t h a t although the o n l y 
b i b l i c a l excursus i n t h i s s u b s e c t i o n i s thematic, i t does 
not p l a y n e a r l y so important a p a r t as the whole h i g h l y -
b i b l i c a l s u b s e c t i o n which preceeds i t . Although t h e r e 

290 
a r e thematic passages i n t h i s long s u b s e c t i o n , y they a r e 
by no means predominant, and could not be s a i d to e x e r c i s e 
a normative f u n c t i o n on the s u b s e c t i o n as a whole. 

The use of a thematic arrangement of m a t e r i a l i s 
t h e r e f o r e based f i r m l y i n B a r t h ' s t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n . 
Although i t i s not always alone i n e x e r c i s i n g a normative 
f u n c t i o n , c o n c l u s i o n s drawn from t h i s method are h i g h l y 
i n f l u e n t i a l i n B a r t h ' s t h i n k i n g . I t i s , t h e r e f o r e , one 
of the major d e v i c e s whereby B a r t h moves from exegesis to 
dogmatics. 
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T h e o l o g i c a l Statements 

There i s v e r y l i t t l e d i s c u s s i o n about the way 
t h a t b i b l i c a l statements a r e used i n theology. S e v e r a l 
reasons suggest themselves. F i r s t l y , i t i s g e n e r a l l y 
assumed t h a t t h i s i s the s i m p l e s t form of b i b l i c a l mater­
i a l , which may be used i n accordance w i t h g e n e r a l r u l e s 
of common sense. Consequently, they have engendered no 
a n a l y s i s or comment. Secondly, t h i s seems to p a r a l l e l 
most e x a c t l y the quotation of statements from other* 
l i t e r a t u r e , which p r e s e n t s no problems i n s e c u l a r argument. 
T h i r d l y , the c o n c e n t r a t i o n on the problems a s s o c i a t e d 
with symbols, s t o r i e s and other more complex l i t e r a r y genre 
has turned a t t e n t i o n from t h i s b a s i c method. 

Some i n t r o d u c t o r y remarks of c l a r i f i c a t i o n , w i l l 
n o n e t h e l e s s be o f f e r e d . I t i s apparent t h a t b i b l i c a l 
statements a r e not a l l of the same k i n d . Indeed they a r e 
as v a r i e d as those found i n g e n e r a l r e l i g i o u s language 
which have been c l a s s i f i e d by p h i l o s o p h i c a l theology. 

292 
F o r example, t h e r e a r e performative statements, d e s c r i -293 294 295 p t i v e statements, ' g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s , y i l l u s t r a t i o n s , ^ 
b e s i d e s those which may be d e s c r i b e d as "overt t h e o l o g i c a l 

296 
statements ". Statements which a r e found i n s t o r i e s , 
of which a r e metaphors, r h e t o r i c a l questions or other 
p a r t i c u l a r forms of speech a r e more a p p r o p r i a t e l y d e a l t with 
o u t s i d e of t h i s s e c t i o n . Here d i s c u s s i o n w i l l c o n c e n t r a t e 
on statements which a r e " u n u s u a l l y d o c t r i n a l l y a r t i c u l -

297 
a t e " y i i n the b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l , and the way i n which 
B a r t h u s e s them. 

The use of such statements r a i s e s a l l the prob­
lems of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n touched upon i n the d i s c u s s i o n of 
B a r t h ' s e x e g e s i s above. I n p a r t i c u l a r , t h e r e a r e the 
problems a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a s c e r t a i n i n g the l i t e r a l mean-

298 
i n g , y and with t a k i n g a statement out of i t s n a t u r a l 

299 
context i n a l i n e of argument, y m order to i n s e r t i t 
i n the wider context not o n l y of S c r i p t u r e as a whole 
but a l s o i n t o the context of a t h e o l o g i c a l d o c t r i n e , 

301 
and o f t e n i n t o s e v e r a l d o c t r i n e s . 

T h i s i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to the use of "proof-
) 2 Not a l l 

Graham Stanton w r i t e s 

302 
t e x t s " . ^ Not a l l regard t h e i r use as a c c e p t a b l e . 
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" I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the B i b l e has o f t e n i n v o l v e d 
l i t t l e more than production of proof t e x t s to 
support an a l r e a d y e x i s t i n g d o c t r i n a l framework. 
L a t e r t h e o l o g i c a l r e f l e c t i o n s have o f t e n been read 
back, o f t e n u n c o n s c i o u s l y , i n t o the New Testament 
documents." 303 

B. W a r f i e l d r e j e c t s i t i n favour of b a s i n g dogmatics on 
"the t h e o l o g i e s of the S c r i p t u r e " , as S c h l e i e r m a c h e r had 

A 304 argued. 
The two p o i n t s a t i s s u e a r e f i n e ones. There 

i s a sense i n which a l l b i b l i c a l and dogmatic theology 
uses S c r i p t u r e as i t s 'proof t e x t ' i n a s much as a l l 
regard i t a s p a r t , a t l e a s t , of t h e i r b a s i c data. How­
ever, the f i r s t d i s p u t e i s over what p a r t t h i s should p l a y 
i n the argument. While i t i s q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e to use 
S c r i p t u r e a s data from which c o n c l u s i o n s may be drawn, i t 
i s not a c c e p t a b l e to draw up one's c o n c l u s i o n s and then 
to look f o r m a t e r i a l which, a t f a c e v a l u e , supports i t . 
I n prose one must not overlook the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t the 
v e r s e or passage may be used as datum even though i t 

305 
occurs l a t e m the argument. ^ x The second i s s u e con­
cerns the importance of the o r i g i n a l context, and t h e r e ­
f o r e c e n t r e s on the m e r i t s of c i t i n g s i n g l e v e r s e s a s 
opposed to l a r g e r passages, or whole arguments. B e r k e l e y 
M i c k e l s e n puts t h i s c l e a r l y : 

"The'proof t e x t ' method i n theology f e l l i n t o d i s ­
repute because i t n o t o r i o u s l y n e g l e c t e d c o n t e x t . . . 
However, t h e r e i s nothing wrong w i t h proof t e x t s so 
long a s context, language, h i s t o r y and c u l t u r e a r e 
found to support what i s being 'proved'. I f an 
i n t e r p r e t e r u s e s a l i s t of v e r s e s to support some 
p a r t i c u l a r p o i n t of d o c t r i n e , he must f i r s t make a 
c a r e f u l study to see e x a c t l y what point these 
v e r s e s i l l u s t r a t e and c o r r o b o r a t e . " 306 

B a r r c o n s i d e r s t h a t the i n c r e a s i n g emphasis on c o n t e x t u a l -
i s a t i o n 

" . . . i s a main reason why the use of s i n g l e sentences 
or i n d i v i d u a l proof t e x t s has d i e d out; so long as a 
sentence was supposed, to r e f l e c t an e x t e r n a l e n t i t y 
i n a d i r e c t r e f e r e n t i a l sense, such a use was under­
standable; now, s i n c e any sentence has to be 
c o r r e l a t e d w i t h o t h e r s i n order to see what the 
author may have had i n mind, the b r i e f s c r i p t u r a l 
quotation has ceased to be a demonstration of any­
t h i n g . " 307 

M. Ba r t h p o i n t s out t h a t dogmatic s t u d i e s encourages "... 
s e l e c t i v e use of B i b l i c a l quotations to s u b s t a n t i a t e con­
v i c t i o n s or statements" ^ ® which he suggests i s onl y 
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s a t i s f a c t o r y f o r proverbs because e v e r y t h i n g e l s e r e q u i r e s 
c o n t e x t u a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

D e s p i t e the problems of the 'proof t e x t ' method, 
i t appears to be accepted t h a t t h e o l o g i c a l b i b l i c a l s t a t e ­
ments c o n t e x t u a l l y i n t e r p r e t e d may l e g i t i m a t e l y form one 
base of dogmatic theology. B a r r goes so f a r a s to a s s e r t 
t h a t "A v a l i d b i b l i c a l theology can be b u i l t only upon 
the statements of the B i b l e , and not on the words of the 
B i b l e . " 509 

We t u r n to an examination of B a r t h ' s methods 
a t work. Although s i n g l e v e r s e s a r e o f t e n quoted w i t h 
l i t t l e e x e g e s i s or few comments o f f e r e d to make i t c l e a r 
how they support B a r t h ' s p o s i t i o n , t h i s i s not always the 
c a s e . A whole excursus i s devoted to the way i n which 
Heb 11.3 should be understood, f o r example. 

There a r e o c c a s i o n s when B a r t h c i t e s a v e r s e i n 
the same way as one might quote any other l i t e r a t u r e , 
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because i t expresses i d e a s s u c c i n c t l y . ^ Often i t i s 

-512 
no more than a phrase which i s used i n t h i s way, per­
haps i g n o r i n g the o r i g i n a l context completely, or i t 

314 
may be a whole sentence. Hence, speaking of the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of i g n o r i n g the u n c e r t a i n t y of the f u t u r e , 
B a r t h w r i t e s : 

"We then s p e c u l a t e as i n J a s 4.13 '• 'Today or t o ­
morrow we w i l l go i n t o such a c i t y and continue 
t h e r e a y e a r , and buy and s e l l and get g a i n . ' We 
then l i v e by p lanning, a r r a n g i n g and managing 
e v e r y t h i n g . " 3^5 

Ba r t h goes on to develop t h i s p o i n t i n h i s own words, and 
s i n c e he denies the wisdom of t h i s a t t i t u d e , as much as 
James d i d , t h e r e i s no sense i n which he can be s a i d to 
have 'proved' h i s d o c t r i n e from S c r i p t u r e i n t h i s example. 

I t i s a l s o the case t h a t B a r t h sometimes quotes 
S c r i p t u r e when he could have w r i t t e n more d i r e c t l y . 
T h i s suggests t h a t although i t seems to p a r a l l e l l i t e r a t u r e 
q uotations, the q u o t a t i o n of S c r i p t u r e adds a u t h o r i t y to 
what he i s w r i t i n g f o r B a r t h . For example, the only 
S c r i p t u r a l quotation i n the s u b s e c t i o n "The E x e c u t i o n of 

317 
the D i v i n e Judgement" f a l l s i n t o t h i s category. B a r t h 
does not attempt to b u i l d the whole s e c t i o n on the one 
v e r s e Ro 4.25 i n any crude way; indeed he begins by look-

318 
in g back to the l a s t two s e c t i o n s ^ to the death of Jesus 
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319 320 C h r i s t ^ ' and to His R e s u r r e c t i o n , i n such a way 
t h a t he could have drawn h i s c o n c l u s i o n without quoting 
P a u l , but he sums i t a l l up i n the statement:"He has 
' d e l i v e r e d him over f o r our t r a n s g r e s s i o n , and r a i s e d 
him f o r our j u s t i f i c a t i o n ' (Ro 4.25)." ^ He goes on 
to c o n s i d e r the nature of the God who a c t s i n t h i s way,^ 2 2 

and the man who r e c e i v e s the b e n e f i t s of these a c t i o n s , 
r e f e r r i n g a g a i n to other d o c t r i n e s such as the Holy 

324 
S p i r i t . ^ Thus, even i n a s e c t i o n so l a c k i n g i n o v e r t 
S c r i p t u r a l c i t a t i o n , one can see t h a t i t i s not only the 
i n d i v i d u a l d o c t r i n e s themselves, but the p a t t e r n of t h e i r 
i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p which f o r B a r t h i s based on S c r i p t u r e . 
Consequently, i t i s not only i n the passages of "...exeg-
e t i c a l background to the dogmatic e x p o s i t i o n " t h a t 
one sees B a r t h ' s dependence on S c r i p t u r e , but a l s o i n 
the shape of dogmatic c o n s t r u c t i o n s , as he h i m s e l f recog­
nised: "As I l e t the B i b l e speak to me on t h e s e matters, 
as I meditated upon what I seemed to hear, I was d r i v e n 
i r r e s i s t i b l y to r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . " The framework of 
t h i s r e c o n s t r u c t i o n depends as much as i t s content, on 
the b i b l i c a l framework. 

O c c a s i o n a l l y B a r t h seems to c i t e a s i n g l e v e r s e 
to 'prove' h i s p o i n t , as may be seen i n an excursus which 
argues "The prophets prophesy of C h r i s t . . . b e c a u s e i t 
p l e a s e d God dnoKaAfl^ai t6v YLOV aOxou £v £uot, 
( G a l 1.15)." ^ Often B a r t h uses i n t h i s connection, 
the e x p r e s s i o n "...nach - ...": f o r i n s t a n c e , "Es kann nach 
Rflm 8, 31-39 niemand wider uns s e i n . . s u g g e s t i n g 
t h a t the t e x t i s h i s s u b s t a n t i a t i o n . Or, he may base 
the answer to a dogmatic question on one v e r s e . So, to 
the q u e s t i o n 'why d i d J e s u s come among u s ? ' B a r t h r e p l i e s , 
" . . . I t i s r i g h t and r e l e v a n t to g i v e f i r s t of a l l the 
g r e a t p o s i t i v e answer a s we have i t i n a v e r s e l i k e 1 Jn 
n y\h i t 329 

He uses a whole s e r i e s of p a r a l l e l statements 
i n much the same way as he would a s i n g l e statement. I n 
the d i s c u s s i o n of God's H o l i n e s s , the f a c t t h a t I s a i a h 
s t a t e s "The Holy One of I s r a e l i s the Redeemer" seven 
times, does not weigh more h e a v i l y f o r B a r t h than i f i t 
had been s a i d once, because once i s enough. 
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A s e r i e s of s i n g l e t e x t s , which a r e not g i v e n a 
thematic treatment may s i m i l a r l y he t r e a t e d as though they 

331 
were ' p r o o f - t e x t s ' . ^ B a r t h quotes s e v e r a l t e x t s and 
suggests t h a t " I t i s i n the l i g h t of t h e s e t e x t s t h a t 
the o l d e r theology spoke with emphasis..." ^ 2 There i s 
no suggestion here t h a t t h e i r method was a t f a u l t . These 
s i n g l e t e x t s a r e o f t e n t r e a t e d by B a r t h as though they, 
were data or i n f o r m a t i o n , so t h a t B a r t h argues; 

"There w i l l be no more C h r i s t s . No second or 
t h i r d person w i l l be able to come wi t h the promise 
and c l a i m : ' I am hel' According to Mk 13.5 and 
Mt 24.5, only d e c e i v e r s w i l l be a b l e to say t h i s 
of themselves." 333 

I t i s d i f f i c u l t to t e l l i f Barth uses b i b l i c a l statements 
334 

as proof a t the end of an argument, or as data upon 
which the document i s founded, as one might use a guide 
book. T h i s i s p a r t l y because of the c i r c u l a r nature of 
h i s t h e o l o g i c a l method. The n e c e s s i t y f o r S c r i p t u r e to 
be both foundation and a s s e s s o r makes the p r e c i s e r o l e of 
many of t h e s e statements hard to determine. The reason 
t h a t t h e r e i s t h i s c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p i n B a r t h ' s use 
between b i b l i c a l statements used a s ' p r o o f t e x t s , and 
those used f o r i n f o r m a t i o n , i s a simple one. 

A b r i e f c o n s i d e r a t i o n of geometric proof w i l l 
make t h i s c l e a r . I n order to prove a theorem, there a r e 
f i v e e s s e n t i a l s t a g e s : datum, aim of proof, c o n s t r u c t i o n 
to a i d proof, proof, and c o n c l u s i o n . The given datum 
i s open, catalogued, and o f t e n e m p i r i c a l l y v e r i f i a b l e 
i n f o r m a t i o n . The c o n s t r u c t i o n to a i d proof i s based on 

336 
concealed and assumed data, y j which may be independently 

337 
proved i n v a r i o u s ways. ^ Often t h i s concealed datum 
i s v e r i f i a b l e on l o g i c a l or e m p i r i c a l grounds. 

I n t h e o l o g i c a l argument the p a t t e r n i s s i m i l a r 
although the datum i t s e l f i s o f t e n questioned because i t 

338 
i s not e m p i r i c a l l y v e r i f i a b l e , ^ or l o g i c a l l y demonstr­
a b l e . F o r example, a normal t h e o l o g i c a l argument might 
run:-

Given 
t h a t C h r i s t J e s u s came i n t o the world 

to save s i n n e r s . (1 Tim 1.16) 
To Prove 

t h a t J e s u s f o r g i v e s me - 159-



Concealed data 
( i ) t h a t a s i n n e r i s one who breaks the law. 

( i i ) t h a t murder i s a g a i n s t the law. 
( i i i ) t h a t f o r g i v e n e s s i s a n e c e s s a r y pre­

l i m i n a r y to s a l v a t i o n , 
( i v ) I have committed murder. 

Proof 
a) I f ( i i i ) then given J e s u s saves s i n n e r s , 

J e s u s must a l s o f o r g i v e s i n n e r s . 
b) S i n c e ( i ) and ( i i ) , a murderer i s a si n n e r . 
c ) S i n c e ( i v ) and (b) I am s i n n e r who s i n c e 

( a ) i s f o r g i v e n . 

C o n c l u s i o n 
J e s u s f o r g i v e s me. 

T h i s example may l a c k refinement, but i t demon­
s t r a t e s a simple and important p o i n t . There i s no such 
t h i n g as a ' p r o o f t e x t , t h e r e a r e o n l y 'data' t e x t s . 
'Proof t e x t ' i s a misnomer, no doubt coined because t e x t s 
standing a t the end of an argument seem to be o f f e r i n g 
proof. However, proof i s the l o g i c a l outworking of the 
data and concealed or imported data. Thus, although i t 
appears t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s used as proof, i t does not 
f u n c t i o n as proof. I t i s a c t u a l l y the data or grounds 
of the argument. 

Although S c r i p t u r e might a l s o f u n c t i o n a s con­
c e a l e d d a t a , t h i s i s i n h e r e n t l y u n l i k e l y . Statements 
found i n concealed data a r e of th r e e k i n d s , a l l found i n 
the example above. They may be a n a l y t i c , or d e f i n i t ­

i o 
339 

•ions, ' which a r e u n l i k e l y to be found i n S c r i p t u r e . 
They may be s y n t h e t i c , o r capable of e m p i r i c a l proof, 
but such statements a r e r a r e i n S c r i p t u r e . They may be 

34"1 
ge n e r a l r u l e s , or t h e o l o g i c a l ' t h e o r i e s ' capable of 
s i m i l a r independent proof, but these a r e not o f t e n found 
i n S c r i p t u r e . I n the example above, a t h e o l o g i c a l s t a t e ­
ment " t h a t f o r g i v e n e s s i s a n e c e s s a r y p r e l i m i n a r y to 
s a l v a t i o n " operates a t the same l e v e l as a geometric r u l e 
such as " a l t e r n a t e a n g l e s on a l i n e later.-,ectuuj p a r a l l e l 

342 
l i n e s a r e equ a l . " While such g e n e r a l t h e o l o g i c a l - 160 -



statements may be b i b l i c a l , they are more often dogmatic 
conclusions drawn from Scripture. 

Kelsey works i n a s i m i l a r way, using a d i f f e r e n t 
model for the theological argument, ^ namely that of 
data, warrants, backing, q u a l i f i e r s , rebuttal and conclus­
ion. Qualified conclusions are drawn by applying backed 

544 
warrants to the data. Writing on the same theme 
elsewhere, Kelsey notes that " I n the arguments we examined, 
Scripture was i n f a c t almost always used as data, r a r e l y 
as backing, and never as warrant." " He suggests that 
data should sometimes be drawn from modern circumstances, 
and that conclusions should be reached by applying 
b i b l i c a l "warrants" or "backing". This appears to 
be misguided. Theology which uses contemporary events 
as data, and S c r i p t u r a l warrants (or backing to warrants) 
f o r drawing conclusions, must n e c e s s a r i l y be ethics or 
p r a c t i c a l theology. I t w i l l be advisory or p r e s c r i p t i v e . 
Dogmatic theology must always use Scripture as data, even 
when i t admits the p o s s i b i l i t y of admitting other data. 
I t i s i n f a c t performing the function of data even when i t 
appears to be backing warrants, because as the geometric 
model of a theological argument has made c l e a r , backing 
i s simply the 'given data' of a separable theorem. 

To sum up, Scripture can never be used as proof, 
i t almost always functions as data, although i t may occas­
i o n a l l y be c i t e d as 'concealed data' when i t occurs i n 
the form of synthetic statements or general theological 
p r i n c i p l e s . 

A few more examples from Barth w i l l i l l u s t r a t e 
t h i s contention. Although Barth c i t e s 1 Sam 2.6 a f t e r 
h i s conclusion that "God always reserves to Himself the 
freedom to put forth His own superior power i n unforseen 

547 
and astonishing developments", ^ the verse functions 
as the data from which Barth draws h i s conclusions. This 
i s a good example of a text which might have been c l a s s i f i e d 
as a proof text simply because i t occurs at the end, when 

548 
i t a c t u a l l y functions as data. ^ The sentence construct­
ion points t h i s out because Barth i n s e r t s i n h i s conclusion 

549 
"According to the testimony of Scripture '. 7 
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On another occasion he argues: " I f i t i s true 
that i n Jesus C h r i s t there dwells the fulness of the 
Godhead bodily (Col 2.9), then...the subject God s t i l l 
cannot...be envisaged, established and described only 
i n and for i t s e l f . " " The form of t h i s argument i s 
p l a i n l y a l o g i c a l outworking of the implications of the 
given b i b l i c a l data, contained i n a single verse. 
Indeed Barth can r e f e r to single texts and sum up by 
r e f e r r i n g to. " t h i s f a c t u a l material", 3 ^ which demon­
s t r a t e s that he regarded single texts as 'data', using 
them i n the same way as he used other blocks of material, 
such as themes. 

However, having the ri g h t s t a r t i n g point i s 
not enough. Thus, Bullinger i s c r i t i c i z e d , not because 
he did not have "...a proper regard f or the f a c t of the 

555 
b i b l i c a l witness..." but because he did not work out 
the l o g i c a l implications of Eph 1.4-, which formed h i s 
'data'. 3 5 4 

I t i s i n t h i s sense that Barth can speak of 
applying a verse to a doctrine or a doctrine to a verse. 
Rejecting the idea that dogmatics should exercise authority 
i n the church, he wri t e s : "Here we may apply 2 Cor 

555 
1.24". The verse gives the ground for h i s r e j e c t i o n . 
Often he develops a doctrine i n such a way that he allows 
that understanding to influence h i s understanding of 
another verse. He suggests: " I t i s - i n the l i g h t of t h i s 
climax - e l e c t i o n for suffering - that the relevant 
passage i n Heb 2.11f. must c e r t a i n l y be understood..." 
In these cases h i s concealed or imported data, namely h i s 
developed doctrine, i s applied to a single verse, so that 
he may draw out further implications. 

One of the i n t e r e s t i n g features of t h i s method 
i s that one verse or statement can be used i n many d i f f e r -
ent theological discussions. Perhaps the verse which 
Barth uses most often i n t h i s way i s Jn 1.14. 3 ^ There 
are f o r t y instances where he r e f e r s to the statement 
6 A 6 Y O Q O&QZ E Y ^ V S T O , which i s only part of the verse. 
These occur i n many dif f e r e n t contexts. A few examples 
w i l l i l l u s t r a t e t h i s . He r e f e r s to i t twice i n h i s 
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358 discussion of baptism, once i n h i s discussion of 
359 

angels, once i n discussing the omnipresence of 
God, ^ ® and twice i n h i s doctrine of creation. 

Perhaps most i n t e r e s t i n g i s the number of 
conclusions he i s able to draw from the datum of t h i s 
one statement. For instance, from the data that "the 
Word became f l e s h " , Barth argues that Jesus C h r i s t i s 

362 
"God who i s man". J Hence "our f l e s h i s therefore 
present when He knows God as the Son /know§7 the Father, 
when God knows Himself...therefore i n Him i t i s a f a c t 
that our f l e s h knows God Himself." ^ 3 Here, by import­
ing 'concealed' data such as the changelessness of God, 
and the omniscience of God, Barth i s able to b u i l d 
t h e o l o g i c a l l y on t h i s verse to argue for the "readiness 

364-
of man" for God. ^ Another emphasis may be seen, 
i n the nature of the Word who became f l e s h , f o r " I t i s 
the l i f e i n which the divine 3aoiAeta i t s e l f i s present 
i n c reaturely form", so he suggests "The saying of 
Jn 1.14-.. .must be assessed from t h i s side". By con­
t r a s t , attention may be turned to the humanity of Jesus, 
" I t i s made unambiguously and emphatically c l e a r that we 
have to do with a r e a l man...But i t s r e a l i t y could not be 
more powerfully attested than with the .6 A6yoc obpZ 
iyivexo (Jn 1.14)". ^ I n close connexion, Barth c i t e s 
the same verse i n a discussion of the humiliation of the 
Son of God expressed i n the 'Incarnation. Twice Barth 
goes to great length to demonstrate that the statement 369 370 i s i r r e v e s i b l e , ' and once he uses i t analogously. ^ ( 

Amongst these examples i t i s c l e a r that although 
Barth uses t h i s b r i e f statement i n many theological areas, 
i t i s always to draw attention to a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l point 
relevant to h i s discussion. He does include quite a 
lengthy exegetical consideration ea r l y i n the Church 

371 
Dogmatics ' so that although exegesis does not occur 
often elsewhere, nor i s there u s u a l l y a reference to the 
Johannine context, yet the verse i s not unduly dis t o r t e d 
by the way that Barth employs i t . 

A simple contrast may sharpen t h i s observation. 
372 

Ro 6.9 i s used alone by Barth three times. F i r s t l y , i t i s the b a s i s for asserting i n the midst of a discussion 
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of nap65ooiq that "He has nothing more to f e a r from 
His new delivery into the hands of s i n f u l men." 
Secondly, i t " . . . c a r r i e s with i t the f a c t that His then 
l i v i n g and speaking and acting...became and i s as such 
His eternal being and therefore His everyday being and 
therefore His present day being everyday of our time." 
Thirdly, because of Ro 6.9 there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y for 
the C h r i s t i a n to p e r s i s t i n s i n : "There i s no more f r e e -

375 
dom to commit i t . " I t i s to be noted that only 
the t h i r d example makes the point which Paul intended to 
make i n writing t h i s verse, and therefore pays due regard 
to the context. However, that i s not to say that the 
verse i s n e c e s s a r i l y d i s t o r t e d by the other uses; many 
statements include implications not drawn out by the con­
text. 

I t i s noteworthy that t h i s p a r t i c u l a r method 
of moving from exegesis to dogmatics occurs as f r e e l y i n 
the main text as i n the excursus, which i s not the case 
with the other methods Barth employs. One reason i s 
that i t i s by f a r the b r i e f e s t method, so that the text 
does not appear clumsy by i t s i n c l u s i o n . Indeed, where 
the b i b l i c a l reference i s given i n the main text to 
support phrasing, or the quotation of b r i e f statements, 
we may notice two things. F i r s t l y , as has been shown, 
Barth endeavours to understand b i b l i c a l words or themes, 
so that he may think and write b i b l i c a l l y . This i s 
p a r t l y achieved by a conscious adoption of b i b l i c a l 

377 
phrases. ' He does not always choose these phrases 
with any r e a l consideration of the o r i g i n a l context, ^ ® 
so that there i s a r e a l sense i n which the purpose i s 
self-defeating. This i s not true i n those cases where 
the b i b l i c a l context guides Barth's uae, which i s 
h i s usual p r a c t i c e . 

Verses i n the main text are often simply c i t e d , 
or perhaps quoted i n b r i e f so that h i s reader may know 
why Barth a s s e r t s t h i s p a r t i c u l a r notion with such con-

7.QQ 

fidence. ? Usually i f a longer exegesis i s needed, 
an excursus i s interposed. ^ However, he does on 
occasion s p e l l out the implications of a statement i n the 
main tex t . For example,Ps 8.5 leads him to conclude : _ 164 _ 



"The eternal God was not under an obligation to man 
to be i n Himself the God whose nature and property i t 
i s to bear t h i s name ZZTesus7"; 3 8 ^ and, applying 1 Pet 
1 . 2 5 to the Church, Barth gives several l i n e s of the 
main text to the p r a c t i c a l outworkings of t h i s s t a t e ­
ment. 3 8 5 

The use of theological statements as one 
might use a guide book, or as data seems consistent 
with Barth's avowed theological position. For Barth, 
knowledge of God i s possible for man, not because of 
h i s own c a p a b i l i t y , but because God's past promises and 
future s t a b i l i t y are assured. ^ So the exegete must 
assume that the text i s t h e o l o g i c a l l y true and that i t s 
content has r e a l i t y . For Barth, verses a t t e s t t h e i r 
point, and as 'bezeugen' means also 'witness', t h i s idea 
f i t s well with Barth's theology. 3 8 ^ Ce r t a i n l y a verse 
may give no occasion to draw conclusions, but by implic­
ation Barth suggests that verses and statements sometimes 
do give r i s e to interpretations and hence doctrines. 3 8 ^ 

Having investigated the ways i n which Barth 
uses theological statements, i t i s now necessary to exam­
ine how s i g n i f i c a n t t h i s method i s i n building Barth's 
dogmatics. There i s a good deal 6f evidence to suggest 
that t h i s i s the formative and d e f i n i t i v e method i n the 
Church DoFsmatics. For example, Barth often places great 
weight on a single statement. Guarding against Docetism 
or Ebionitism, he writes: "We have to take s e r i o u s l y say­
ings l i k e I k 1 . 3 2 c f . 3 5 O L F T O Q . . . u l f c q U I H O T O U KAr|6fi-

5 8 / 

aexat S i m i l a r l y he suggests of 2 Cor 5 - 2 0 "In 
t h i s saying we could e a s i l y f i n d the whole b i b l i c a l basis 
of the Scripture p r i n c i p l e . " 3 8 8 Although Ford has 
argued at length that the decisive method i n Barthstheo­
logy i s h i s use of story, i n p a r t i c u l a r h i s use of the 

589 
story of Jesus, y t h i s conclusion must be denied. Ford 
can only make t h i s a s s e r t i o n because of two mistakes. 
F i r s t l y , he has f a i l e d to examine i n d e t a i l a l l of 
Barth's uses of Scripture throughout the Church Dopyiatics 
and i s consequently not i n a position to make an over­
a l l judgement. Secondly, he has m i s c l a s s i f i e d S c r i p ­
ture. Although i t i s tempting to divide i t by books, i t 
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i s more appropriate to group i t according to form, as 
i s attempted i n t h i s t h e s i s . The reason i s that Barth's 
methods vary according to the form of the material more 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y than according to the book i n which i t 
occurs. Only a thorough examination of a l l the d i f f e r ­
ent uses of d i f f e r i n g b i b l i c a l material i s r e a l l y i n a 
position to make t h i s kind of judgement. 

I t must be recognised that many of the b i b l i c a l 
s t o r i e s , even the stories of Jesus are th e o l o g i c a l l y mute. 
Doctrine i s only possible because those who witnessed the 
events understood them to be s i g n i f i c a n t and conveyed 
that s i g n i f i c a n c e by i n t e r p r e t a t i v e remarks, found i n the 

590 
s t o r i e s , " or m other documents which r e f l e c t on the 

591 
events. Hence i t must be recognised that the overt 
theological statements of Scripture are the 'keys' to 
unlock the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the s t o r i e s . Barth c e r t a i n l y 
regards them as such. 

A simple example w i l l make t h i s c l e a r . . The 
f a c t that Jesus wept before r a i s i n g Lazarus appears to be 
d o c t r i n a l l y ' s t e r i l e ' . However, a Pauline injunction, 

592 
"weep with them that weep" J Z f enables Barth to recognise 
i n t h i s scene that Jesus "stands i n s o l i d a r i t y " with 

595 
sorrowing men. -"^ I t i s not always the case that the 
e p i s t l e s explain the gospels; the reverse may be the 

594 
case, ^ i f a theological statement i s found i n the gos-
pels. » 5 

The excursus about death found i n "Ending Time" 
moves over the Old Testament and gospel ground b r i e f l y , 
passing to the overt theological statements found predom-

598 
i n a n t l y i n the e p i s t l e s , ^ y i n order to deal s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 
with the doctrine. And although Barth draws on theological 
statements from the gospels i n t h i s section, 3 ^ and upon 

400 
concrete examples, i t i s c l e a r that although the l a t t e r 
can add to the former as i l l u s t r a t i o n s , i t i s the s t a t e ­
ments which d i r e c t which i l l u s t r a t i o n s are appropriate, 
and how these should be understood. 

The same pattern i s found i n Barth's understand­
ing of the Old Testament s t o r i e s . He writes "Luther's 
exposition of Ttavia 5C atiioO ev£veTo(Jn 1 . 3 ) has to be con­
sidered i f we are f u l l y to understand the inner scope of 
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401 Gen 1.3f..." And although the creation and 
covenant c h i e f l y occur i n story rather than statement 
form i n Scripture, .Barth begins h i s exposition of t h e i r 

40? 
r e l a t i o n s h i p by examining Ro 11.36 and Eph 1.10. 

F a i l u r e of past d o c t r i n a l formulations may 
be attributed to t h e i r lack of attention to s p e c i f i c 
theological statements. Barth points out "...what 
important consequences i t would have had i f the dogmat-
i c i a n s had taken s e r i o u s l y what i s written under Qu.50 
/of the Heidelberg Catechism/ (with references to Eph 
1.20f., Col 1.18 and Mt 28.18), namely that C h r i s t has 
gone up to heaven to show Himself there as the Head of 
the C h r i s t i a n church 'by whom the Father r u l e s a l l 

403 
things'i " ' Indeed, "the collapse of church 
dogmatics in modern times" was made possible because 
"the necessary connection of a l l theological statements 
with that of Jn 1.14 did not receive the obvious attent­
ion required at t h i s point, i f the construction of sub-

404 
centres a l i e n to i t s content was to be avoided." 
Barth makes i t very c l e a r that i t i s neglect of a theo­
l o g i c a l statement which i s c r u c i a l , and i t i s noticeable 
that the statement i s c l e a r l y C h r i s t o l o g i c a l . 

There are occasions where Barth allows that 
one theological statement to influence whole sub-sections 
of h i s work : Jn 1.14 quite c l e a r l y dominates § 15 "The 

405 
Mystery of Revelation" J and there i s extensive con­
side r a t i o n of i t i n the f i r s t two sub-sections. 
This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y s i g n i f i c a n t because the section 
deals with Christology, and as J« Thompson has argued, 

407 
Christology i s "the c e n t r a l theme of h i s theology." ' 
Thus i t may be said that t h i s b i b l i c a l theological s t a t e ­
ment i s of c r u c i a l importance at the very heart of 
Barth's theology. 

"'The word became f l e s h ' , eY^vexo , we read i n 
Jn 1.14. To t h i s d e cisive f a c t o r i n the whole 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l question we must now turn. 'The 
Word became' - that points to the centre, to the 
mystery of revelation, the happening of the i n ­
conceivable f a c t that God i s among us and with 
us." 408 

A few conclusions about Barth's use of s t a t e ­
ments may be drawn. Despite modern d i s l i k e of t h i s 
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use of Scripture, even Barr admits that "A 'text' 
might at l e a s t be a sentence with a proper s i g n i f i c a n c e 
content of i t s own." Barth c e r t a i n l y takes i t 
as such. Usually when Barth employs theological s t a t e ­
ments he takes them at face value, and not a l l e g o r i c a l l y , 
metaphorically or symbolically. He i s able to do t h i s 
because he assumes that the author's intention i s to 
write r e f e r e n t i a l l y , that i s to convey theological 

411 
truth. Thus, i t i s not unreasonable to draw con­
clusions on the b a s i s of the theological truth so con­
veyed. I t has been argued above that i f there were no 
i n t e r p r e t i v e statements i n Scripture, there could be 
l i t t l e c e r t a i n t y as to the s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
c o l l e c t i o n of writings. while Barth would always i n ­
s i s t that such statements must be f i r s t seen i n the 

412 
l i g h t of t h e i r immediate context, he would maintain 
that i t i s e s s e n t i a l to see them i n the l i g h t of Scripture 

413 
as a whole, i n order that they may be able to witness 
to the dogmatic theologian about such doctrines with 

414 
which they seem concerned. At t h i s point exegesis 
i s l e f t behind, because having established what Paul for 
example has to say, Barth then goes on to work out the 
implications of t h i s statement f o r dogmatic theology. 
As we have seen, such l o g i c a l outworking of a statement 
can perform an important r o l e i n Barth's theology as a 
whole. 
Story 

A large proportion of the b i b l i c a l material 
i s cast i n narrative form. Barth recognises t h i s and 
makes extensive use of i t , e s p e c i a l l y i n the Old Testa­
ment. There i s a good deal of debate about the correct 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of these s t o r i e s ; which scholars often 

415 
suggest include myth, legends, saga and h i s t o r y . ' 
These d i s t i n c t i o n s are not discussed here however, be­
cause Barth's method i s uniform. He does not deny the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s kind of a n a l y s i s , rather he regards 
i t as i n e s s e n t i a l f o r h i s dogmatics, which w i l l be shown 
to deal with a l l s t o r i e s i n a s i m i l a r way. 
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Auerbach's l i t e r a r y a n a l y s i s of two "biblical 
n a r r a t i v e s i s most enlightening for our purpose. The 
reason for t h i s i s that he discusses the use of s t o r i e s 
as l i t e r a t u r e rather than as quarries for information. 
Modern debate has tended to concentrate on the l a t t e r ^ 6 

rather than considering how b i b l i c a l n a r r a tives may be 
used i n dogmatics. Auerbach's comments w i l l be seen 
to be d i r e c t l y relevant to Barth's method. They are 
therefore outlined below. 

Auerbach notes the extreme s i m p l i c i t y of s t y l e 
417 

i n the Old Testament, ' with no superfluous d e t a i l s 
41ft 

included, only e s s e n t i a l characters mentioned, which 
creates "...the overwhelming suspense..." I n speech, 
"everything remains unexpressed", ^ ® which serves to 
heighten the tension. Auerbach draws attention to 

"...the ex t e r n a l i z a t i o n of only so much of the 
phenomena as i s necessary for the purpose of the 
n a r r a t i v e , a l l e l s e l e f t i n obscurity; the d e c i s i v e 
points of the n a r r a t i v e alone are emphasized* what 
l i e s between i s non-existent; time and place are 
undefined and c a l l f o r interpretation; thoughts and 
f e e l i n g s remain unexpressed, are only suggested by 
the s i l e n c e and fragmentary speeches; the whole, 
permeated with the most unrelieved suspense and 
directed toward a single goal (and to that extent 
f a r more of a u n i t y ) , remains mysterious and 
'fraught with background'." 421 

The b i b l i c a l n a r r a t i v e s , for a l l t h e i r s i m p l i c i t y , por-
422 

tray complexity of character, and interpersonal re-
425 

l a t i o n s h i p s . 
Perhaps most s i g n i f i c a n t of a l l i s Auerbach's 

comment that i n b i b l i c a l s t o r i e s : 
" . . . t h e i r r e l i g i o u s intent involves an absolute 
claim to h i s t o r i c a l truth...the B i b l i c a l narrator, 
the E l o h i s t had to believe i n the objective truth 
of the story of Abraham's s a c r i f i c e - the existence 
of the sacred ordinances of l i f e rested upon the 
truth of t h i s and s i m i l a r s t o r i e s . He had to 
believe i n i t passionately; or else (as many r a t i o n ­
a l i s t i c i n t e r p r e t e r s believed and perhaps s t i l l 
b e lieve) he had to be a conscious l i a r - no harm­
l e s s l i a r l i k e Homer, who l i e d to give pleasure, but 
a p o l i t i c a l l i a r with a d e f i n i t e end i n view, l y i n g 
i n the i n t e r e s t of a claim to absolute authority." 424 

He argues that truth was the narrator's aim, and realism 
was merely a by-product. Hence, 

"...without b e l i e v i n g i n Abraham's s a c r i f i c e , i t i s 
impossible to put the n a r r a t i v e of i t to the use 
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f o r which i t was written... Indeed...the Bible's 
claim to truth... i s tyrannical - i t excludes a l l 
other claims... i t i n s i s t s that i t i s the only-
r e a l world... a l l other scenes... w i l l be sub­
ordinated to i t . . . The Scripture s t o r i e s . . . seek 
to subject us, and i f we refuse to be subjected 
we are re b e l s . " 425 

He continues; "Doctrine, and promise are incarnate i n 
them and inseparable from them; for that very reason 
they are fraught with 'background* and mysterious, con-

426 
tainmg a second, concealed meaning." "...Therefore 
they require subtle investigation and inte r p r e t a t i o n , 

42? 
they demand them." ' The B i b l i c a l n a r r a t i v e "... 
seeks to overcome our r e a l i t y : we are to f i t our own 
l i f e into i t s world, f e e l ourselves to be elements i n 

428 
i t s structure of u n i v e r s a l h i s t o r y . " 

Contrasting b i b l i c a l n a r r a t i v e with the s t y l e 
of Homer, Auerbach writes: 

"In the Old Testament s t o r i e s the peace of d a i l y 
l i f e . . . i s undermined by jealousy over e l e c t i o n and 
the promise of a blessing... the perpetually smoul­
dering jealousy and the connection between the 
domestic and s p i r i t u a l , between the paternal b l e s s ­
ing and the divine blessing, lead to d a i l y l i f e 
being permeated with the stu f f of c o n f l i c t , often 
with poison. The sublime influence of God here 
reaches so deeply into the everyday that the two 
realms of the sublime and the everyday are not 
a c t u a l l y unseparated but b a s i c a l l y inseparable." 429 

Turning to the New Testament, he asks of the 
'sample' story, Peter's denial, 

"Why does i t arouse i n us the most serious and 
s i g n i f i c a n t sympathy? Because i t portrays something 
which neither the poets nor the h i s t o r i a n s of 
antiquity even set out to portray, the b i r t h of a 
s p i r i t u a l movement i n the depths of the common 
people..." 4 3 0 

Every New Testament story " i s concerned with...the 
same c o n f l i c t with which every human being i s b a s i c a l l y 
confronted and which therefore remains i n f i n i t e and 

431 
e t e r n a l l y pending". ^ These New Testament s t o r i e s 

432 
are uniquely r e a l i s t i c for t h e i r time, v and t h i s i s 
emphasized by "the use of d i r e c t discourse". I t i s 
achieved because i t " . . . i s written from within the 

434 
emergent growths and d i r e c t l y for everyman . Once 
again d e t a i l s are included only where they are e s s e n t i a l 
to the nar r a t i v e ; the author of Mark for example "<,.. 
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observes and r e l a t e s only what matters i n r e l a t i o n 
to C h r i s t ' s presence and mission-.." 

Such a lengthy reference requires j u s t i f i c ­
ation., Auerbach's a n a l y s i s from a l i t e r a r y viewpoint, 
of the way i n which b i b l i c a l s t o r i e s work, and should 
be read, i s highly s i g n i f i c a n t because Barth's method 
corresponds so c l o s e l y to i t . Although i t was pub­
l i s h e d f i r s t i n Switzerland i n 1946, there i s no 
evidence to suggest that Barth read i t . Bather we 
must see i n Barth's method an i n s t i n c t i v e under­
standing of the nature of story, undoubtedly influenced, 
as Ford has suggested, and Barth himself recognised, by 
h i s early childhood understanding. 

A. Koestler suggests that to understand a 
work of a r t one must interpolate, extrapolate and trans­
form what i s given. Thus one needs to "decipher the 
implied message" by looking for the author's emphasis 
on s i g n i f i c a n t points; one needs to share the author's 
v i s i o n , to f i l l i n the gaps imaginatively, and to com­
plete h i s h i n t s , and these must be transformed into an 
understanding of "the artist's implied message." 
Barth's method i s s i m i l a r l y and i n s t i n c t i v e l y appropriate 

We turn, therefore, to a de t a i l e d examination 
of Barth's method. This section concentrates on those 
occasions where Barth uses the narrative as a story 
and does not merely examine i t as a text, which happens 

459 
to be t e l l i n g a story D ^ Nor does i t give attention 
to places where s t o r i e s are c i t e d as examples i n the 

440 
midst of another method. , I n discussing Barth's 
use of story, i t i s necessary to remember that i t i s 

441 
c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to h i s use of figures and typology. 
For t h i s reason, although there i s some overlap i n the 
material, wherever Barth concentrates on the figure 
rather than the story, or whenever i t leads him into a 
typological in t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t has been considered i n 
the next section. 

Although a whole t h e s i s has been devoted to 
442 

t h i s subject, i t i s included here for two reasons. 
F i r s t l y , for the sake of completeness, because there i s 
no doubt that t h i s forms one of Barth's major dogmatic 
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building blocks. Secondly, because although Ford's 
t h e s i s sheds l i g h t on the way i n which Barth uses story, 
and deals with i t i n greater d e t a i l than i s practicable ' 
here, t h i s t h e s i s aims to put Barth's method i n per­
spective, and so r e c t i f y some misapprehensions on 
Ford's part. 

For the most part Barth discusses s t o r i e s i n 
excursus, although on occasion he r e f e r s to them i n the 
main text. ' 

I t i s i n s t r u c t i v e to begin with an examinat­
ion of the r e l a t i o n between s t o r i e s and b i b l i c a l s t a t e ­
ments i n Barth's thought. As has been suggested i n 
the section on "statements" Barth often uses s t o r i e s as 
i l l u s t r a t i o n s of theological points which he has argued 
on other grounds. For example, a word study of 
n t o t L C , ;,/|'' i s followed by a consideration of other 

445 
theologians who have written about f a i t h , y includ-

446 
ing some further consideration of b i b l i c a l material. 
This brings Barth to an understanding of f a i t h which 
suggests to him : Even i n i t s d e t a i l s the story of the 
'manna' i n Ex "16 i s an i l l u s t r a t i o n of what has to be 

447 
said about f a i t h i n t h i s connexion." ' 

A s i m i l a r procedure may be seen i n an 
excursus on Jesus' obedience. Here four New Testament 

448 
statements are shown to be the ground of Barth's 
dogmatic conclusion i n the main text that "Jesus C h r i s t ' s 
obedience consists i n the f a c t that He w i l l e d to be and 

449 
was... God i n the f l e s h . . . " y Two s t o r i e s i l l u s t r a t e 
f or Barth what t h i s means. F i r s t l y , 

"we learn from the story of Gethsemane what i t s 
opposite would be, the s i n which Jesus does not do. 
I t would have consisted i n His w i l l i n g against 
God's w i l l that 'this cup' should pass from Him 
(Mt 2 6 . 3 9 ) " . 4 5 0 

I t i s noticeable that a thematic treatment of Scripture 
would not have made t h i s connexion. Barth needed 
Paul's p l a i n statement "He humbled himself, by becom-

451 
ing obedient unto death, even the death of the Cross." 
for the connexion between obedience and death to be 
made. Secondly, another story makes p l a i n f o r Barth 
what disobedience to God would have consisted i n : 
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" . . . p o s i t i v e l y , from the temptation story, i t would 
have consisted i n His exercise (and consequent denial) 
of His Sonship to God i n the manner and s t y l e of a 
human hero for His own advantage and glory, i . e . , i n 
worshipping the d e v i l (Mt 4.1f.)." ̂ 2 This method 
may he found again when Barth asks "What was the s i n 

453 
of Judas?" Three s t o r i e s involving Judas are 
examined, hut Barth begins, "We note f i r s t the saying 
of Jesus i n Jn 17.12..." ^ S i m i l a r l y , a long discuss-
i.on*''*'? Q£ -(. n e g i c n Young Nan story suggests: "This 
saying i n v.27 i s obviously the hinge on which the 
whole narrati v e turns." ̂ "-̂  

This order i s found also i n Barth's use of 
the story of David and Goliath. The context i s a 
discussion of Holy Scripture. The whole story i s 
understood as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of Rev 11 . 1 5 * hut 
t h i s i s Barth's conclusion, to which he i s helped by 
1 Cor 1 . 2 5 and 1 Cor 3-18. This excursus adds to 
Barth's a s s e r t i o n that " . . . a l l other world powers are 
already unmasked and delimited i n Holy Scripture", ^ 8 

because t h i s story must be understood as an example 
of God's v i c t o r y . 

The same method, a l b e i t i n a d i f f e r e n t order 
i s found i n Barth's discussion of Noah. God's 

460 
patience i s "the divine being i n power". Barth 
takes Noah as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h i s because 1 Pet 
3.20"...places i t under the heading of the patience of 

461 
God." The immediate impact of the story, that 

462 
God repented having created man" i s not i t s "true 

and f i n a l word." ^ 3 Rather, "the point of the story 
i s that while God destroyed the human race...He i s at 
the same time concerned about the future progress and 

464 
growth of the human, race..." The fulfilment of 
t h i s covenant (and others) i s to be found i n Jesus 
C h r i s t . Barth writes:"...above a l l does not the 
fulfilment of a l l the promises of a l l these covenants 
i n Jesus C h r i s t , depend upon the f a c t that t h i s covenant 
with Noah was concluded and kept and w i l l always be 

465 
kept?" ' Thus Barth comes to an understanding of 
the Old Testament covenants which i s prophetic, almost 

- 1 7 3 -



typological, and c e r t a i n l y C h r i s t o l o g i c a l i n nature. 
The creation s t o r i e s are treated i n the same 

466 
way and thus also "become prophetic. Because 
Gen 2.24 i s quoted i n Eph 5.3*1, Barth argues: 

" I f Paul had read Gen 2.18 aright - and how could 
i t be properly read i n any other sense? - then 
at t h i s point too... the creation story points f a r ' 
and fundamently beyond and above him /man/... I n 
the Bible the creation story i s already...the 
promise of r e v e l a t i o n and r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , the 
designation and c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n of the world as 
a 'good' world, i . e . , a world determined and 
adapted as the theatre of revelation." 467 

After a long discussion of some New Testament passages, 
Barth concludes:"The man i n the cosmos who emerges i n 
Acts as a witness of the Gospel i s , as i n Ro 1, and 
as i n the Old Testament texts previously adduced, the 
man who i s seen at the outset i n the l i g h t of Jesus 
C h r i s t . . . " 4 6 8 

A whole s e r i e s of Old Testament s t o r i e s and 
figures are introduced by Barth.as "...the witness to 
C h r i s t i n i t s f i r s t and basic form as prophecy and 
announcement.... This i s given very c l e a r expre­
ssion i n a comment of Barth about the cycle of s t o r i e s 
concerning Joseph. This " . . . i s f a r more prophetic 
of I s r a e l ' s future, f a r more Messianic, than the story 

470 
of any of Leah's sons". S i m i l a r l y , an extended 

471 
study of 1 Kings 1 3 , builds up to the conclusion 
that " . . . . t h i s story, too., does point to the one r e a l 
subject i f Jesus C h r i s t i s also seen i n i t , i f at the 
exact point where t h i s story of the prophets breaks off 

472 
a continuation i s found i n the Easter Story". 
"What else i s Chapter 1 Kings 1 3 i f i t i s not prophecy?" 
Barth asks, and "Where else i s i t s fu l f i l m e n t to be 
found i f not i n Jesus C h r i s t ? " 4 7 ^ I t i s noticeable 
that even here Barth draws i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i v e 
ai d of an Old Testament theological statement:Isa 
40.8. 4 7 4 

Sometimes s t o r i e s mark off boundaries or give 
balance to theological understanding gained from bib­
l i c a l statements. Despite Gen 1-3-9? Barth suggests 
that "...the story of the flood (Gen 6-8) and the 
plagues of Egypt (Ex 7-11)...show that i t i s not at a l l - 1 7 4 _ 



self-evident that the creature should be preserved from 
475 

that which threatens i t . " 
The f a c t that Barth uses s t o r i e s as i l l u s t r a t i o n s 

of statements does not mean that e i t h e r are unimportant. 
Rather the reverse i s the case. Thus "the Word became 
f l e s h " but 

" i t i s not enough merely to state t h i s . I t t e l l s 
a story: the story of how t h i s state of a f f a i r s came 
to pass, how i t became true that God the Lord took 
man to Himself by becoming Man." 4 7 6 

There i s thus a sense i n which Scipture i s seen as con­
cerned with God's story, whose s i g n i f i c a n c e we understand 
through the statements i t contains. Perhaps the implicat­
ion of Barth's remarks i s that theological statements alone 
are not enough, because they need substantiation. This 
substantiation i s found i n story, r e a l i s t i c story, which 
enables the reader to recognise the v a l i d i t y of the s t a t e ­
ment. This recognition i s not the r e s u l t of any l o g i c a l 
process, i t i s the i n s t i n c t i v e reaction to a p a r t i c u l a r 
kind of story, as Auerbach has argued on l i t e r a r y grounds. 

Thus the contents of Scripture f o r Barth i s a story; 
" I t i s once and for a l l the case that the content of these 
writings i s the story of the d i v i n e . e l e c t i o n and c a l l i n g 
and r u l i n g of I s r a e l , /the story and the message of the 
Messiah of I s r a e l i the story of the founding of the Church 

477 
as the true I s r a e l . " These s t o r i e s must be taken 

478 
s e r i o u s l y . Indeed, "Schlechterdings A l l e s ha'ngt fur 
das ewige Heil a l l e r Menschen daran, dass man diese 
Geschichte erz&halen kahn: «Es war einmal...» Man bemerke: 

4 7 9 

einmalJ.o." ' Barth takes the h i s t o r i c i t y of Jesus' 
l i f e and death s e r i o u s l y i n t h i s way i n order to refute 
docetism. 

Barth recognises the necessity of the r e c a p i t u l a t ­
ion of these salvation s t o r i e s . For example, 

"The Exodus stands before a l l eyes as the work and sign 
of God...Nevertheless for i t to be seen and understood 
as such i t continually has to receive a new form and 
voice. The v e r i t a b l e God of the Exodus has to speak 
and speak again to the prophets and through the prophets, 
so that i n His work and sign He may be known, and known . 
again." 481 482 This r e c a p i t u l a t i o n , on occasion involves reinterpretation. 

These instances confirm the theory that Barth needs theo-
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l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to understand the s t o r i e s ; that i s , 
i t i s statements which make God's purpose p l a i n . 

The content of the story of Jesus i s outlined by 
Barth on more than one occasion, and these outlines are 
themselves quite s i g n i f i c a n t , and do not always coincide. 

Barth never r a i s e s the question i n dealing with 
these b i b l i c a l s t o r i e s whether they a c t u a l l y happened. 
They are read as i f they happened; because they are read 
i n order that he may advance theological understanding, 
not so that he may have greater knowledge of past events. 
This r e f l e c t s Auerbach's suggestion that "...without b e l i e v ­
i n g . . . i t i s impossible to put the narrative..to the use for 
which i t was written.. - j _ s a ] _ s o good hermeneutical 
procedure according to Gadamer, whose argument i s summarized 
thus by A Thiselton: 

"...to understand a work of a r t , the interpreter must 
be gripped by i t . . . L i k e a game, i t creates i t s own 
'world', i n which the i n t e r p r e t e r stands... This r e a l i t y 
i s experienced by the p a r t i c i p a n t , but i t 'escapes 
those who view i t only as a presentation f o r the benefit 
of the spectator.'" 486 

This i s a very i n t e r e s t i n g procedure. I t means that Barth 
487 

reads the wrestling of God with Jacob, ' i n the same way 
as the c r u c i f i x i o n . Consequently, not even the story of 
Jesus i s established by h i s t o r i c a l methods. Barth s t r e s s e s 
that His death did happen, even though the chronology may 
be vague. " I t was enough for the Evangelists to make 
c l e a r that the h i s t o r y /G~eschichte7 they record was enacted 
over a p a r t i c u l a r period of time, and, i n the case of the 

488 
passion, on p a r t i c u l a r days and a t p a r t i c u l a r hours." 

489 
I n t h i s Barth stands close to Kierkegaard. 7 V e r i f i c a t ­
ion depends not on v e r a c i t y , but on C h r i s t : he " v e r i f i e s 
Scripture simply by the f a c t that He i s i t s content..." 

The reason f o r Barth's r e f u s a l to e s t a b l i s h the 
h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y of the gospel narratives has been 

491 
discussed above. This determination i s strengthened 
by an unusual understanding of time:"What r e a l l y happens 
i s that the h i s t o r y ^2eschichte7 of Jesus i t s e l f becomes 
hi s t o r y /Seschichte7 again..." There i s no point i n 
establishing the past v a l i d i t y of what may be encountered 
today. 
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The r e s u l t of t h i s b e l i e f i s t h a t the s t o r i e s 
of the Old Testament and the s t o r i e s of Jesus are read 

493 
r e a l i s t i c a l l y , and i n e v i t a b l y t h i s conveys the im­
pr e s s i o n t h a t a l l are e q u a l l y r e l i a b l e h i s t o r i c a l l y . 
That may r e s u l t i n the e l e v a t i o n of a l l n a r r a t i v e s t o 
reasonably r e l i a b l e accounts, which approaches fundament­
a l i s m ; or i t may r e s u l t i n the r e d u c t i o n of a l l n a r r a t ­
i v e s t o the l e v e l of the lowest common denominator. The 
former, though not by t h a t name, i s what Barth aims 494 f o r ; t h e l a t t e r i s what he achieves. The reason 
f o r t h i s i s as Ford has shown, a l l s t o r i e s "render" 
C h r i s t , be they gospel n a r r a t i v e s o r Old Testament 495 
sagas. J^ I n f a i l i n g t o d i s t i n g u i s h between them, Ba r t h 
has e f f e c t i v e l y argued t h a t as long as one encounters 
C h r i s t i n t h e s t o r y i t does not r e a l l y matter whether the 
event happened j u s t l i k e t h a t . The important t h i n g i s 

• t o read them 'as i f ' they happened th u s . But h i s " w i l l ­
i n g suspension of d i s b e l i e f " e s s e n t i a l f o r reading 
any s t o r y o r n o v e l , amounts i n f a c t t o adoption of be­
l i e f ; B a r t h would agree t h a t these are e q u i v a l e n t . 
Hence Bar t h i s a c t u a l l y saying "Believe i t happened t h i s 
way." I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o d i s t i n g u i s h t h i s p o s i t i o n from 
extreme fundamentalism, but a d i s t i n c t i o n must be drawn 
because they are not i d e n t i c a l p o s i t i o n s . 

For the f u n d a m e n t a l i s t , the s t o r i e s are i n 
p r i n c i p l e v e r i f i a b l e as h i s t o r i c a l l y r e l i a b l e accounts, 
whereas Ba r t h would argue t h a t the s t o r i e s are i n p r a c t ­
i c e v e r i f i a b l e as t h e o l o g i c a l l y r e l i a b l e accounts. ^ 8 

These two p o s i t i o n s are e a s i l y confused because super­
f i c i a l l y B a r t h and the funda m e n t a l i s t s use S c r i p t u r e i n 
the same way, t h a t i s , they both read i t r e a l i s t i c a l l y . 
But they do so f o r t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t reasons. The 
fun d a m e n t a l i s t reads i t r e a l i s t i c a l l y because he regards 
S c r i p t u r e as an h i s t o r i c a l l y accurate account whose 
i n f o r m a t i o n God guarantees and uses t o r e v e a l Himself; 
B a r t h reads S c r i p t u r e r e a l i s t i c a l l y because he regards i t 
as a t h e o l o g i c a l l y accurate account whose witness God 
guarantees and uses t o r e v e a l Himself. For Ba r t h , theo­
l o g i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y does not depend on h i s t o r i c a l r e l i a b ­
i l i t y , hence he makes no e f f o r t t o e s t a b l i s h the l a t t e r . 
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The consequences of t h i s approach are t h a t the h i s ­
t o r i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y of a l l n a r r a t i v e s i s l e f t open 
t o q u e s t i o n , so t h a t a l l n a r r a t i v e s are reduced t o the 
lowest common denominator o f s t o r i e s whose r e l a t i o n t o 
the event-as-it-happened cannot be a s c e r t a i n e d . 

This presents a strange c o n t r a s t w i t h Barth's 
repeated a s s e r t i o n t h a t Jesus r e a l l y d i d l i v e and d i e , 
because the l o g i c a l c o n c l u s i o n of h i s p o s i t i o n t h a t 
t h e o l o g i c a l r e l i a b i l i t y predominates over h i s t o r i c a l , 
should be t h a t what r e a l l y matters i s t h a t God uses 
these witnesses t o witness t o Himself, not t h a t the 
event a c t u a l l y happened. But Barth recognises the 
dangers of such an argument, so s e l e c t s the d i a l e c t i c a l 
or c o n t r a d i c t o r y stance as r e p r e s e n t i n g most n e a r l y the 
t r u t h . 

B a r t h e x p lains h i s understanding of the gospel 
4-99 

s t o r y m a c r u c i a l excursus. I t i s d e a l t w i t h i n 
a s i m i l a r way t o other s t o r i e s ; the three phases of 
the s t o r y are noted; the f i g u r e o f Jesus over a g a i n s t 

501 
the crowds and d i s c i p l e s i s s t u d i e d ; y i n the f i r s t 
s e c t i o n h i s r o l e i s t h a t of a c t o r , speaker, and judge, 
but i n the second "Jesus no longer seems t o be the sub-

502 
j e c t but the o b j e c t of what happens." ^ "There i s , 
i n f a c t , a complete r e v e r s a l , an exchange of r o l e s . " 
Jesus, the judge, i s judged by those who should be judged. 
I t i s not u n t i l the t h i r d .sequence i s reached t h a t the 
reader may understand the s t o r y . "The Easter s t o r y i s 
the Gospel s t o r y i n i t s u n i t y and completeness as the 

504-
revealed s t o r y of redemption." ' I t must be remembered 
t h a t Barth's excursus comes i n the s e c t i o n on "the Judge 

505 
judged i n our p l a c e " ^ ^ so t h a t the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 
s l a n t e d i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n . Nevertheless, i t must be 
noted t h a t t h i s excursus begins w i t h some t h e o l o g i c a l 
statements concerning the death of C h r i s t found i n the 

506 
e p i s t l e s . J B a r t h acknowledges the reason f o r t h i s 
elsewhere. 

"The Gospel s t o r y says t h i s f a c t u a l l y . I t does not 
o f f e r any t h e o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n . I t h a r d l y says 
anythi n g about the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the event. 7' 507 

Hence, w h i l e s t o r i e s are very important f o r 
B a r t h , perhaps more s i g n i f i c a n t are the i n t e r p r e t a t i v e statements. Without such 'keys' the s t o r i e s themselves _, i r 7 a 



are mute, or cannot be h e l d t o teach any one t h i n g 
c l e a r l y . 

While many s t o r i e s are c i t e d by Barth w i t h o u t 
any d e t a i l e d d i s c u s s i o n , some r e c e i v e extended treatment 
The s t o r y of the burning bush i s a good example. I n 
order t o i l l u s t r a t e the nature of God's r e v e l a t i o n t o 
men, and i n p a r t i c u l a r t h a t "...God gives Himself a 

509 
name i n His r e v e l a t i o n . . . " ^ 7 Barth i n c l u d e s a med­
i t a t i v e excursus on Exod 5« The r e v e l a t i o n i s seen t o 

510 
be t h r e e f o l d , i n the bu r n i n g bush, ^ i n the speech of 51 "1 51? Xahweh, ^ and i n the name of Yahweh. And Bar t h 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y suggests t h a t "...the t h i r d form has 
t o be understood i n the same d i r e c t i o n and as an i n t e r p r 
t a t i o n of the o t h e r two." Barth's method i s s i g ­
n i f i c a n t because i t takes the s t o r y a t face value, and 
reads i t i n order t o understand i t t h e o l o g i c a l l y . This 
purpose i s achieved by searching f o r repeated elements, 
as being the s i g n i f i c a n t elements, i n t h i s case a t h r e e ­
f o l d r e v e l a t i o n . Because B a r t h sees r e v e l a t i o n as the 
repeated, and t h e r e f o r e s i g n i f i c a n t element i n t h i s 
s t o r y , he in c l u d e s i t i n t h i s s e c t i o n o f the Church 

514 
Dogmatics. • I n t h i s , B a r t h comes close t o the 
s t r u c t u r a l i s t s ' search f o r p a t t e r n i n a n a r r a t i v e . 

I t i s n o t o n l y repeated elements i n a s i n g l e 
s t o r y w i t h which B a r t h deals; o f t e n he groups s t o r i e s 
t o g e t h e r , and takes t h e o l o g i c a l note o f the repeated 
elements found i n them a l l . For example, the s t o r i e s 
concerning the covenants, w i t h Abraham, a t S i n a i , and i n 
Jesus C h r i s t , are a l l dependent upon "the f a c t t h a t t h i s 
covenant w i t h Noah was concluded and kept and w i l l alway 
be f a i t h f u l l y k e p t . . . t h e grace and mercy of God depend 
upon the f a c t t h a t t h e r e i s also a patience of God, t h a t 
He gr a n t s space t o the s i n f u l creature..»" When 
he works i n t h i s way, Bar t h again comes close t o the 
methods proposed by the s t r u c t u r a l i s t s . They suggest 
t h a t the pre-occupation w i t h t he h i s t o r i c a l development 

517 
of a t e x t , ' and the c o n f l i c t i n g d e t a i l s i t contains 
overlooks the s t r u c t u r e s which mould i t and keep i t 
i n t e l l i g i b l e t o new generations of readers. ^ ® These 
s t r u c t u r e s are not o n l y l i n g u i s t i c , ^ i c ^ n 0 r m a l 
exegesis concentrates upon, but also c u l t u r a l , touched - 179 -



upon l e s s f r e q u e n t l y by exegesis, and perhaps most 
i m p o r t a n t l y , they are the 'deep s t r u c t u r e s ' which 
f u n c t i o n across c u l t u r e s , i n a l l humanity. I t i s 
these s t r u c t u r e s which gives s t o r i e s a power t o cross 
c u l t u r a l boundaries which conceptual statements do not 

521 
possess. 

B a r t h s i m i l a r l y notes and employs repeated 
p a t t e r n s i n h i s reading of Judges. There i s "the 
remarkable r e c a p i t u l a t i o n of a c o n s t a n t l y r e c u r r i n g 

522 
s i t u a t i o n i n I s r a e l ' s h i s t o r y . . . " ; - ^ " t h e r e i s a 
repeated c y c l e of I s r a e l ' s apostasy, God's wrath and 
I s r a e l ' s d e l i v e r a n c e t o i t s enemies, f o l l o w e d by a new 
i n v i t a t i o n t o I s r a e l t o r e t u r n t o God, a new m a n i f e s t a t ­
i o n of God's help and d e l i v e r a n c e . . . " 

Elsewhere a whole s e r i e s of s t o r i e s are grouped 
t o g e t h e r , and t h e i r repeated elements noted. A good 
example of t h i s i s found i n Barth's d i s c u s s i o n of the 
constancy of God. A s e r i e s of s i x s t o r i e s are 
considered, a l l i l l u s t r a t i n g "...God's freedom t o chide 
and His freedom t o redeem..." and although the l a s t 
t h r e e are drawn from the p r o p h e t i c corpus, they s t i l l 
take the form of s t o r i e s . 

This k i n d of use o f s t o r i e s may be p a r a l l e l e d 
w i t h music. Often two c l e f s c a r r y two l i n e s of music 
i n harmony; soprano, a l t o , t e n o r , bass. These may be 
read as f o u r tunes, o r as one tune, each note being read 
w i t h t h a t immediately above or below i t , t o form chords 
and harmony. Although t h e r e w i l l always be the same 
t o t a l time value t o the tunes, the notes may not always 
synchronize. There may be ornaments, f o r example. 
However, the places where the notes c o i n c i d e t o form 
harmony are the s i g n i f i c a n t p o i n t s . Barth reads s t o r i e s 
as though they were l i n e s i n harmonic music. Where 
they c o i n c i d e , ( t h e repeated elements) he l e a r n s theo-

527 
l o g i c a l lessons; ' where they d i f f e r , he regards t h i s 
as embellishment or ornament; i n t e r e s t i n g but not 
v i t a l l y i m p o r t a n t . Such a reading i s t h a t suggested by 
s t r u c t u r a l i s m because the repeated elements are the 'deep 
s t r u c t u r e s ' of the s t o r i e s . ^ ^ S u b c o n s c i o u s l y , or un­
cons c i o u s l y , these were the lessons t h a t the s t o r y t e l l e r 
aimed t o t e l l . y J I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t B a r t h h i m s e l f -. 180 _ 



t h i n k s of s t o r i e s harmonising i n t h i s way, ^ or as 
531 

p i c t u r e s superimposed upon one another. ^ 
Barth does.not o n l y draw lessons from p a t t e r n s 

w i t h i n s i n g l e or groups of s t o r i e s , he also draws l e s s ­
ons from the r o l e s played "by groups or i n d i v i d u a l s w i t h i n 
a s t o r y . This may be seen i n the extended d i s c u s s i o n 532 533 of 1 Kings 13. The s t o r y has seven s e c t i o n s , 

534 
and i n c l u d e s t h r e e c r i s e s . However, i t i s the 
people mentioned and the interchange of r o l e s which 
claims Barth's a t t e n t i o n . The c o n t r a s t between the 
man of God and Jeroboam i s i n t r o d u c t i o n t o the r e a l 
c o n f l i c t between the o l d prophet of Bethel and the man 

536 
of God. ^ At f i r s t the man of God stands over against 
the Bethel prophet who w i t h the s h r i n e comes under God's 
condemnation, but a f t e r the man of God has been deceived, 
"the r o l e s are reversed". ^37 But, "...the l i a r who 
has now spoken the Word of God against the man of God... 
does not l e t the matter r e s t wit'h the r e v e r s a l of 

538 
r o l e s " . The proper b u r i a l of the man of God i s 
taken t o show t h a t "the r o l e s are exchanged once more". 

Twice B a r t h remarks t h a t the r e a l s u bject of the 
540 

s t o r y has not emerged, and suggests t h a t t h e con­
t r a s t between the two prophets and the two n a t i o n s are 
so interwoven " t h a t we o b v i o u s l y have t o consider b o t h 

541 
i n order t o understand i t " . I t i s t h e r e f o r e "... 
d i f f i c u l t t o decide which of the f i g u r e s , r e p r e s e n t i n g 
the two sides,stands, as i t were, i n the centre as the 

542 
v i c t o r i o u s hero of the s t o r y . . . " These ki n d s o f 
questions are o f t e n asked by s t r u c t u r a l i s m i n order t o 

543 
a s c e r t a i n the 'deep' meaning of the s t o r i e s . ' J B a r t h 

544 
i d e n t i f i e s two "double p i c t u r e s " . There i s both 
e l e c t i o n and r e j e c t i o n f o r the man of God and Josiah, 
as t h e r e i s f o r the prophet of Bethel and Jeroboam. 
The f a c t t h a t B a r t h suggests t h a t " a l l t h a t f o l l o w s i s 

545 
a l r e a d y announced and p r e f i g u r e d i n t h i s s t o r y 
shows how close the p r o p h e t i c and t y p o l o g i c a l r o l e 
of a s t o r y can be. I t i s discussed here however, 
because i t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth's use of s t o r y . T h e o l o g i c a l lessons are drawn, not from the i n c i d e n t s themselves, nor from the statements contained w i t h i n the s t o r y , but from the p a t t e r n s of events, the i n t e r -
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change of r o l e s , which enable Barth t o conclude t h a t 
the e l e c t e d man of God i s r e j e c t e d , but then f i n a l l y 

546 
shown t o be e l e c t e d , and t h a t the r e j e c t e d prophet 
of Bethel i s e l e c t e d but e v e n t u a l l y overshadowed by 
h i s c o u n t e r p a r t . This i s o b v i o u s l y very c e n t r a l t o 
Barth's understanding of Jesus as both e l e c t and r e -

547 
j e c t e d . y ' 

Another example of Barth's p r a c t i c e h i g h l i g h t s 
the n o v e l t y of h i s method. The c o n t r a s t i n g r o l e s of 
Mary and Judas i n the s t o r y of a n n o i n t i n g of Jesus 
gives Barth the i l l u s t r a t i o n which adds ' f l e s h ' t o 
the 'bones' of Jesus' own e x p l a n a t i o n of the nature of 

548 
Judas' s i n . ̂  I t i s the second i n a s e r i e s of t h r e e 
s t o r i e s , a l l c h a r a c t e r i z e d by t h e i r emphasis on the 
c o n t r a s t i n g r o l e s found w i t h i n them. Indeed, i n t h i s 
case, B a r t h draws h i s theology from t h a t alone which i s 
what makes i t seem v e r y c u r i o u s , because i t i s so un­
u s u a l , although i t i s p r e c i s e l y what s t r u c t u r a l i s t s 

549 
advocate. y I n the a n o i n t i n g s t o r y , the c o n t r a s t 
i s between Mary who b e l i e v e s t h a t n o t h i n g i s too good 
f o r Jesus, and Judas who t h i n k s some t h i n g s c e r t a i n l y 
are. "This view, t h i s a t t i t u d e of Judas i s what makes 

550 
him unclean." y y Concerning t h i s 'uncleanness' B a r t h 
l e a r n s from the f e e t washing episode t h a t although a l l 
are washed clean save one, t h e r e i s need f o r c o n t i n u a l 
washing, which suggests a "remaining uncleanness" i n 

551 
the eleven. " "The uncleanness of the w h o l l y clean, 
the unclean f e e t of the ap o s t l e s i s represented by Juda 

552 
I s c a r i o t . " ^ And " . . . i t i s Judas who i s i n a s p e c i a l 
sense the bearer and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h i s remaining 
uncleanness of t h e i r s . " This seems a strange con­
t r a s t t o the t a l k of Jesus Himself as bearer of men's 
sin s which i s u s u a l l y found i n orthodox C h r i s t i a n i t y . 
The t h i r d s t o r y , i s the t h i r t y pieces of s i l v e r . Here 
by c o n t r a s t i n g the r o l e s of the o r i g i n a l prophet i n 
Zechariah (whose prophecy the gospels suggest Judas f u l 
f i l l e d ) B a r t h i s able t o draw the con c l u s i o n t h a t 

"The s i n of Judas i s t h a t , w i t h a l l I s r a e l , he 
wants t h i s reward w i t h which the punishment a l r e a d y 
begins; t h a t f o r him Jesus can be b a r t e r e d f o r 
t h i s e v i l reward. This s i n makes i t clear, t h a t -182 -



as f a r as he was concerned Jesus was present w i t h 
the d i s c i p l e s i n v a i n . . . I n i t t h e r e i s exposed an 
uncleanness which was the uncleanness of a l l the 
apostles and needed a s p e c i a l cleansing." 554-

B a r t h argues t h a t d e s p i t e the formal correspond­
ence between Judas and Sechariah," and t h e r e f o r e of 

555 
Yahweh Himself", a c t u a l l y "Judas h i m s e l f - o b v i o u s l y 
r e p r e s e n t i n g the whole f l o c k - i s the sheep which w i t h ­
draws i t s e l f from the Good Shepherd and makes a l l His 
care nugatory."556 j n the.se examples, t h e r e f o r e , 
B a r t h draws t h e o l o g i c a l lessons from c o n t r a s t i n g and 
corresponding r o l e s played by characters i n the s t o r i e s . 

B a r t h considers t h a t o t h e r s t o r i e s may be s a i d 
t o have o n l y one meaning. I n the case of Jacob w r e s t l ­
i n g a t Jabbok, t h i s i s n o t , i n Barth's view, an obvious 

557 
p o i n t . Rather i t i s seen t o teach t h a t a C h r i s t i a n 
"man stands w h o l l y and u t t e r l y a g a i n s t God" 558 a Q ( i 

559 
grace; he " i s marked by God" but p r a y i n g f o r a b l e s s ­
i n g , r eceives i t . This s t o r y i s almost used t y p o l o g i c -
a l l y , t h a t i s , Jacob almost represents o r foreshadows a 
C h r i s t i a n . 

I n t he book of Jonah, the reader i s not t o l d whether 
Jonah 'learned h i s lesson'. But B a r t h suggests t h a t "... 
we must o b v i o u s l y l e a r n f r o m x s t o r y who and what God i s and 

560 
i s n o t " . This s t o r y ' s lesson i s i d e n t i f i e d by B a r t h 
as "the t r u t h of God's patience w i t h Nineveh and w i t h him­
s e l f /Jonah/ f o r h i s own s a l v a t i o n i s the u l t i m a t e message 
of t h i s S c r i p t u r e . " 5^^ i n t h e same way, David's danc­
i n g b e f o r e the a r k i n 2 Sam 6.1f. gives grounds f o r 
Barth's c o n t e n t i o n t h a t "...confession w i l l always cause 
headshaking among serious people..." 5^2 When s t o r i e s 
are used i n t h i s way, they p a r a l l e l Barth's use o f 
b i b l i c a l statements, t h a t i s , they f u n c t i o n as data from 
which B a r t h draws deductions. 

565 
S t o r i e s are o c c a s i o n a l l y used paraenetically. 

However, Bar t h does not u s u a l l y employ them i n t h i s way. 
Indeed he r e j o i c e s i n t h r e e b i b l i c a l s t o r i e s of s u i c i d e , 
Saul, A h i t o p h e l and Judas, who 

"...are r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the s i n of the e l e c t 
people of I s r a e l , and even of the twelve a p o s t l e s , 
namely, of the f l o u t i n g of the f a i t h f u l n e s s and 
mercy of God. This i s the s i n i n e x p i a t i o n of 
which Jesus d i e d on the cross..." 564-- 183 -
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The reason why Barth avoids such use must be grounded 
i n h i s understanding of the nature of S c r i p t u r e . I t 
i s a witness t o C h r i s t , not a handbook of examples t o 
f o l l o w . To regard i t as the l a t t e r would r un con­
t r a r y t o the P r o t e s t a n t p r i n c i p l e of s a l v a t i o n by 
f a i t h alone. 5 6 5 

Despite the f a c t t h a t some s t o r i e s have o n l y 
one meaning, o t h e r s , l i k e b i b l i c a l statements, have 
d i f f e r e n t meanings i n the context of d i f f e r e n t theo­
l o g i c a l d o c t r i n e s . For example: i n the context of 
the a s s e r t i o n t h a t "Brotherhood arose among men because 
Jesus created i t between Himself and i n d i v i d u a l men..."566 
the s t o r y of Cain and Abel i s adduced i n an excursus. 
"How l i t t l e n a t u r a l brotherhood i s t o be expected between 
us men...is shown by the s t o r y of Cain and Abel..." 
This s t o r y may be read b o t h as a warning and a promise, 
because the New Testament takes i t i n bot h ways. ^ ® 
Once again, statements g i v e the g u i d e l i n e s along which 
B a r t h works. I t leads him t o a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l under­
standing of the s t o r y because Abel's f a i t h i s commented 
upon by Hebrews. B a r t h concludes t h a t t h i s i s "because 
of the new brotherhood based on the f a c t t h a t h i s s a c r i ­
f i c e i s p r o p h e t i c of Jesus C h r i s t and His s a c r i f i c e . " 
Barth's C h r i s t o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n helps him t o regard 
the s t o r y as p r o p h e t i c , and b r i n g s him near t o a ty p o ­
l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

The s t o r y of Cain, as Bar t h i n t e r p r e t s i t a t 
l e n g t h w i t h o u t New Testament h e l p , i n the s e c t i o n "The 
Patience and Wisdom of God" provides an i n t e r e s t i n g con-

570 
t r a s t . " There, bo t h Cain and Abel seek the grace of 
God by t h e i r o f f e r i n g s , a lthough Cain sought i t " . . . w i t h 

571 
t h e o b j e c t of g a i n i n g God f o r h i m s e l f " . J ' Not r e c e i v ­
i n g i t , h i s h a t r e d r e s u l t e d i n murder f o r which he f e l t 
no r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , B a r t h argues. But because o f the 
way t h a t the s t o r y ends, Barth suggests t h a t "...the 
s t o r y has as i t s theme the patience of God which receives 
p o i n t e d expression i n the decree t h a t death must not 
be the punishment of the murderer". The s i g n which 
God set upon him i s t h a t of "the homicide", but,. 
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" t h i s v ery mark i s the p r o t e c t i v e s i g n which God 
has g i v e n him. I n f a c t i t i s a covenantal s i g n 
by which Yahweh admits Himself t o be the Avenger 
and Saviour of t h i s murderer; by which - f o r 
the f i r s t time i n the B i b l e - God binds Himself 
t o s i n f u l man i n a k i n d of t r e a t y . " 574 

This same s t o r y i s c i t e d by Barth as " t h i s i n 
575 

some sense c l a s s i c a l example" y of e l e c t i o n and 
576 

r e j e c t i o n m a s e c t i o n d e a l i n g w i t h the same. Here 
Barth's d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t leads him t o put a d i f f e r ­
ent s l a n t on the s u b j e c t : whereas i n the context of 
patience Cain's motives i n making h i s o f f e r i n g are 

577 
the cause of God's r e j e c t i o n , here Barth suggests: 
"The d i f f e r e n c e between the two i s not based on any 
previous mark of d i s t i n c t i o n between them, but c l e a r l y 
and from the o u t s e t i t r e s t s on a d e c i s i o n of God con­
c e r n i n g them." Thus Barth i s l e d almost t o con­
t r a d i c t h i m s e l f i n t h i s r e s pect, because of the d i f f e r ­
ent t h e o l o g i c a l contexts i n which he deals w i t h the 
one s t o r y . 

Thus, although t h e r e are obvious p o i n t s of 
contact between the t h r e e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , t h e r e 
are n e v e r t h e l e s s , great c o n t r a s t s . These are due i n 
p a r t t o the d i f f e r e n t methods of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t h a t 
B arth uses, but also t o the d i f f e r e n t t h e o l o g i c a l con­
t e x t s t o which B a r t h t h i n k s the s t o r y can speak. 

I n t h i s k i n d of case, one cannot say of any 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t h a t i t i s r i g h t o r wrong. A s t o r y has 
no one meaning. Here, above a l l , i t i s a p p r o p r i a t e 
t o apply t h a t k i n d of exegesis which leaves t h e . t e x t 
more meaningful f o r the reader than i t found i t ; b u t 
which recognises t h a t i t can never be reduced t o any 
t h e o l o g i c a l statements or p r o p o s i t i o n s , w i t h o u t remain­
der. However, the d i v e r s i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n which 
i s p o s s i b l e by one person, h i g h l i g h t s t h e importance 
of Barth's r e g u l a t i v e use of t h e o l o g i c a l statements, 
which show the ways which i n t e r p r e t a t i o n should, or 
should not take. Barth h i m s e l f recognises t h a t d i f f e r 
ent t h e o l o g i c a l contexts draw out d i f f e r e n t meanings. ^ 

There i s no doubt t h a t s t o r i e s p l a y an i m p o r t ­
ant r o l e i n Barth's movement from exegesis t o dogmatics 
However, t h e r e are few sections i n the Church Dog­
matics where s t o r i e s predominate i n the S c r i p t u r a l . - 185 _ 



m a t e r i a l c i t e d . One of the few exceptions t o t h i s 
i s § 30:3 "The Patience and Wisdom of God". The 
s t o r i e s o f Cain, Noah, Jonah and the Judges are a l l 
examined a t l e n g t h , but they are not the o n l y m a t e r i a l 
c i t e d . T h e o l o g i c a l statements c o n f i r m and guide t h e 
understanding which B a r t h b u i l t up from h i s examinat­
i o n of t h e s t o r i e s . The same p a t t e r n i s found 
i n the s e c t i o n e n t i t l e d "The E l e c t and the Rejected-". 

Whereas b i b l i c a l theology emphasized the events 
which l i e behind the s t o r i e s , and " . . . t h e r e a f t e r gave 
comparatively l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n t o the a c t u a l n a r r a t i v e 
form of Old Testament l i t e r a t u r e - n e c e s s a r i l y so, since 
the a c t u a l c haracter of the events, as understood, was 
f a r remote from the way i n which they are described i n 
d e t a i l i n the t e x t " , we have seen t h a t B a r t h 1 s 
method i s e x a c t l y opposite. He refuses t o r e c o n s t r u c t 
events from t h e t e x t , and a t a l l p o i n t s h i s t h i n k i n g 
i s guided by the complete and f i n a l t e x t form. His 
purpose i s t o encounter C h r i s t the Subject of the t e x t s , 
and t o deepen h i s understanding of God thereby. J.Barr 
suggests t h a t a s i m i l a r purpose l i e s behind the Old 
Testament t e x t s , and t h a t t h i s i s t h e r e f o r e the appro­
p r i a t e way t o read them. "This would imply t h a t the 
reading o f t h e s t o r y i s the way t o meet the God whom 
they £khe Jew§7 met, and t h i s might mean t h a t the 
e x p l i c a t i o n of the s t o r y f o r i t s e l f , as a s t o r y , i s the 
r i g h t form f o r a b i b l i c a l theology." 

J. Rogerson argues t h a t "We have gone on u s i n g 
the B i b l e as m a t e r i a l f o r r e c o n s t r u c t i n g e n t i t i e s t h a t 
l i e behind i t . . . we have given f a r more guidance i n how 
t o use the B i b l e as a means t o an end, and not s t i f f i c i . e n t 

587 
on how t o read i t as an end i n i t s e l f . " y ' Although 
Barth has not discussed a t l e n g t h the way i n which t o 
read the B i b l e , h i s method i s a b o l d and i m a g i n a t i v e 
venture i n the use of s t o r y which must c e r t a i n l y go f a r 
t o r e c t i f y the t r e n d p o i n t e d out by Professor Rogerson. 
H. P r e i , whose book t r a c e s "the e c l i p s e of the b i b l i c a l 
n a r r a t i v e s " suggests 

" t h a t Barth's b i b l i c a l exegesis i s a model of the 
k i n d of n a r r a t i v e reading t h a t can be done i n the 
wake of the changes I describe i n t h i s book. He 
d i s t i n g u i s h e s h i s t o r i c a l from r e a l i s t i c reading o f 
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the t h e o l o g i c a l l y most s i g n i f i c a n t b i b l i c a l 
n a r r a t i v e s w i t h o u t f a l l i n g i n t o the t r a p of 
i n s t a n t l y making h i s t o r y the t e s t of the meaning 
of the r e a l i s t i c forms of the s t o r i e s . " 588 

By so doing Barth escapes the problem of t a l k i n g about 
God e q u i v o c a l l y , which others i n the ' b i b l i c a l theology 
school stand accused o f , by L. Gil k e y . 

Barth h i m s e l f i s not unaware of h i s own method. 
He argues t h a t : 

" I n t he a c t of Christmas and Good F r i d a y and Easter 
i n t he whole of l i f e , death and conquest o f the 
Jesus C h r i s t a t t e s t e d i n the New Testament, which 
as i t took place then takes place today and w i l l 
again take place tomorrow, i n the course o f which 
He i s the l i v i n g Jesus C h r i s t , i n which we now, 
today and here are i n v i t e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e w i t h 
supreme realism...Why such realism? Because and as 
He overcomes the b a r r i e r of His own time and t h e r e ­
f o r e h i s t o r i c a l d i s t a n c e . . . " 590 

This s k i l l , of expecting Jesus C h r i s t t o be present as 
the S c r i p t u r a l s t o r i e s are read, B a r t h a t t r i b u t e s t o 
h i s childhood's s i n g i n g of A. Burckhardt's hymns. 

" A l l v ery naive, and not worth mentioning i n -
academic c i r c l e s ? Yes, i t was very n a i v e , but 
perhaps i n the very n a i v e t y t h e r e l a y the deepest 
wisdom and g r e a t e s t power, so t h a t once grasped i t 
was c a l c u l a t e d t o c a r r y one r e l a t i v e l y unscathed... 
through a l l the s e r r i e d ranks of h i s t o r i c i s m and 
a n t i - h i s t o r i c i s m , mysticism and r a t i o n a l i s m , 
orthodoxy, l i b e r a l i s m , and e x i s t e n t i a l i s m , and t o 
b r i n g one back some day t o the matter i t s e l f . " 591 

I n making t h i s p o i n t , Barth puts h i s f i n g e r on somethinj 
very i m p o r t a n t . A. K o e s t l e r argues t h a t "knowing i s 

592 
seeing", t h a t perceptions are t o a l a r g e extent 
governed by expectations. The n o v e l t y of Barth's 
p o s i t i o n l i e s i n h i s f r e s h p e r c e p t i o n of the b i b l i c a l 
s t o r i e s , which sprang from a p a t t e r n of ex p e c t a t i o n 
learned i n childhood. I n a l l o w i n g h i s i m a g i n a t i o n t o 
work, he was able t o break out of the thought p a t t e r n s 
l a i d down by h i s predecessors, who had devised r u l e s 
of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

Thus Barth has made a major c o n t r i b u t i o n t o 
our understanding o f how S c r i p t u r a l s t o r i e s may be read 
r e a l i s t i c a l l y , and by t a k i n g them i n the context of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e statements found i n other p a r t s o f 
S c r i p t u r e , he i s able t o employ them as data f o r dog­
matic theology. 
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The Church Dogmatics o f f e r s many examples of 
t h e o l o g i c a l p r o p o s i t i o n s which are based i n typology. 
Despite the f a c t t h a t Eichrodt addressed h i m s e l f t o 
the question " I s t y p o l o g i c a l exegesis an a p p r o p r i a t e 
method?", 7 ^ t h i s d i s c u s s i o n of Barth's use of typol o g y 
i s i n c l u d e d q u i t e d e l i b e r a t e l y under dogmatic usage 
r a t h e r than exegesis. Although Barth h i m s e l f described 

594-
i t as "exegesis",^ t y p o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n must 
be seen as p a r t of the movement from exegesis t o dog­
matics because i t goes beyond what the t e x t means t o 
consider how the f i g u r e s or events which the t e x t 
describes may be understood i n the wider context of 

595 
S c r i p t u r e as a whole. Herein they may be seen t o 
symbolise or p r e f i g u r e o t h e r characters or events. 
Such understanding may le a d on t o dogmatics, ^96 

597 
should not be i n c l u d e d under exegesis proper. 
E i c h r o d t h i m s e l f notes that? 

"Danie'lou, f o l l o w i n g St Thomas Aquinas, s t a t e s : 
'Typology i s i n f a c t not a meaning of the t e x t , 
b ut a meaning of the t h i n g s . I t i s a correspond­
ence of t h e r e a l i t i e s of t h e two testaments. Thus 
the t e x t has o n l y a s i n g l e meaning, the l i t e r a l , 
t h a t which was intended by the w r i t e r . The r e a l ­
i t i e s on t h e i r p a r t have a f i g u r a t i v e s i g n i f i c a n c e 
which i s t h e o b j e c t of ty p o l o g y . " 598 

Even though t y p o l o g i c a l w r i t i n g may be found 
599 

m the New Testament ^ ^ and although i t was p r e v a l e n t 
i n e a r l y C h r i s t i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , the method f e l l 
i n t o d i s r e p u t e . This was p a r t l y because of the i n s i s t ­
ence o f the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l method upon a s i n g l e 
l i t e r a l meaning of the t e x t , and p a r t l y because t h i s 
i n s i s t e n c e was coupled w i t h a tendency t o fragment the 
S c r i p t u r e s . Typology assumes some c o n t i n u i t y o f 
Revealer, r e v e l a t i o n , ^ 3 a n ^ thence S c r i p t u r e . 

Shades of o p i n i o n vary between those who regard 
any typology as b a s i c a l l y mistaken, and who would t h e r e ­
f o r e d i s r e g a r d i t s use i n the New Testament, ^ 5 & n (± 
those who regard i t as such an a p p r o p r i a t e method of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n t h a t i t may be used i n places where t h e 

606 
New Testament authors d i d not see typology. I t 
would appear t h a t many of the problems which scholars 
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face over t h i s method a r i s e because they consider i t 
to be an e x e g e t i c a l r a t h e r than an i n t e r p r e t a t i v e and 
dogmatic method. A b r i e f c o n s i d e r a t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e 
i n c l u d e d of c u r r e n t d i s c u s s i o n b e f o r e Barth's p o s i t i o n 
i s examined. 

Although Lampe's arguments f o r the l e g i t i m a c y 
of t y p o l o g y are persuasive, he overlooks the f a c t t h a t 
they are based on t h e o l o g i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . For 
example, he suggests t h a t t y p o l o g y " . . . i s simply a 
method of d i s c o v e r i n g and i n t e r p r e t i n g the i m p l i c a t -

609 
i o n s " ' of the b i b l i c a l witness t o 'Christ. Or again, 
"Jesus h i m s e l f envisaged h i s m i s s i o n i n terms o f Old 
Testament prophecy and t y p o l o g y . . . " Granted these 
t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n s , one must agree w i t h Lampe t h a t 
t h e r e i s "...no o b j e c t i o n t o a t y p o l o g y which seeks t o 
discover and make e x p l i c i t the r e a l correspondence i n 
h i s t o r i c a l events which have been brought about by t h e 
r e c u r r i n g rhythm of the d i v i n e a c t i v i t y " . ^ 9 

Lampe argues s t r o n g l y f o r h i s t o r i c a l t y p o l o g y i n 
which "there i s a genuine correspondence w i t h t h e p a t t e r n 

610 
o f h i s t o r y between the type and t h e a n t i - t y p e " . -
Woollcombe p o i n t s out t h a t g n o s t i c t y p o l o g y r e l a t e d 
b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l t o t h e w o r l d of ideas; a procedure 

61 1 
which the f a t h e r s ' r e j e c t e d . He i n s i s t s t h a t the 
i d e n t i t y between type and a n t i - t y p e must be r e a l and 
i n t e l l i g i b l e . However, Palmer suggests t h a t the 
whole programme i s nonsense, based on an ambivalent use 

61-5 
of the word ' h i s t o r y ' . J This argument may not be 
conceded. The arguments f o r t y p o l o g y are l i k e Anselm's 
o n t o l o g i c a l argument f o r God: b o t h work o n l y when a p p l i e d 
t o God, and are not shown to be f a l l a c i o u s simply because 
they do not work when a p p l i e d elsewhere. Theological 
t y p o l o g y i s based on the c o n v i c t i o n t h a t God's constancy 
manifests i t s e l f i n repeated p a t t e r n s of s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n . 
This enables man t o recognise new r e v e l a t i o n s , and, by 
comparison and r e f l e c t i o n t o understand them. Resembl­
ances between the B a t t l e of B r i t a i n and the Armada, r e a l , 
or dependent on n a r r a t i v e reminiscences are not theo­
l o g i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t because these are not events through 
which God has chosen t o r e v e a l Himself d e f i n i t i v e l y . 
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This i s what Barr i m p l i e s "by arguing against Lampe and 
Woolcombe t h a t i t i s not the method i t s e l f , but the 
purpose f o r which i t i s used, which determines whether 
or not i t i s acceptable. 

Typology does not o n l y see p a t t e r n s of c o r r e s ­
pondence, but also of a n t i t h e s i s w i t h i n the framework 
of redemption. "One may speak, then, of ' s y n t h e t i c ' 
and of ' a n t i t h e t i c ' t ypology t o d i s t i n g u i s h the way i n 
which a t y p e , t o one degree or another, e i t h e r c o r r e s ­
ponds t o or d i f f e r s from the r e a l i t y of the new a g e . " 6 ^ 
E l l i s argues aga i n s t Bultmann, t h a t "New Testament 
ty p o l o g y i s never mere r e p e t i t i o n but i s always com­
bined w i t h a change of key i n which some aspects of the 
type are not c a r r i e d over, and some are i n t e n s i f i e d . " 

Davidson r i g h t l y p o i n t s out two dangers of 
618 

t y p o l o g y . "There i s the danger of r e g a r d i n g an Old 
Testament event and character as important s o l e l y because 
of the way i n which i t i s usable as a type, p o i n t i n g 
forward t o the New Testament." This i s another reason 
f o r i n s i s t i n g t h a t t y p o l o g y be used i n dogmatics, not 
exegesis, where due c o n s i d e r a t i o n should be given t o 
the t e x t i n i t s own r i g h t . The second danger i s of 
c o n c e n t r a t i n g e n t i r e l y on t y p o l o g y and n e g l e c t i n g other 
p a r t s o f the Old Testament. This danger i s present what­
ever method one uses. 

We have alread y noted t h a t t h e r e are close conn- . 
e c t i o n s between t y p o l o g y and s t o r y ; t h e r e are s i m i l a r 
connections between typo l o g y and a l l e g o r y . A d i s c u s s i o n 
of a l l e g o r y however, w i l l be i n c l u d e d i n the next s e c t i o n . 
Barth's use of f i g u r e s i s i n c l u d e d i n t h i s s e c t i o n on 
t y p o l o g y because f o r the most p a r t t h i s use amounts t o 
typology. We t u r n , i n t h e l i g h t of these comments, to 
a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of Barth's p r a c t i c e , which i s c l o s e l y 
r e l a t e d t o h i s t h e o l o g i c a l and c h r i s t o l o g i c a l framework. 
Thus, the s t a b i l i t y of God's nature and purposes guaran­
tees p a r a l l e l s i n His dealings w i t h His people, which 
p r o v i d e n t i a l l y are recorded i n S c r i p t u r e . S i m i l a r l y , 
the pre-existence of C h r i s t makes p o s s i b l e the 'copies' 
or 'shadows' of Him i n the Old Testament, which i n t h e i r 
t u r n p o i n t forward t o the I n c a r n a t e C h r i s t . 

- 190 -



Barth. i s q u i t e prepared t o employ f i g u r e - t y p o l o g y , 
on the ba s i s of New Testament t h i n k i n g . F o l l o w i n g 
Hebrews, he recognises Melchisedek as a type of Jesus 

619 
C h r i s t . However, he extends t h i s t o a whole group 
of b i b l i c a l f i g u r e s who have i n common t h a t they are not 
p a r t of the Jewish f a i t h . B a r t h argues t h a t ; " I t i s 
t h e r e f o r e not merely l e g i t i m a t e but o b l i g a t o r y t o regard 
the f i g u r e of Melchisedek as the hermeneutic key t o t h i s 

620 
whole succession." Although B a r t h recognises t h a t 
Melchisedek " . . . i s the type of Jesus C h r i s t Himself and 

6?1 
of His supreme and d e f i n i t i v e p r i e s t h o o d " , he never­
t h e l e s s suggests t h a t t h e ot h e r Old Testament f i g u r e s 
should be regarded t y p o l o g i c a l l y . This cannot but be 
regarded as an e r r o r , since t h e very t h i n g which 
Melchisedek and C h r i s t have i n common, t h e i r p r i e s t ­
hood, i s l a c k i n g t o the others mentioned. No doubt t h i s 
i s the reason why Barth looks f o r another s i m i l a r i t y , 
which he f i n d s i n the q u a l i t y of compassionate neighbour­
l i n e s s . Thus he argues t h a t "What happens i s r a t h e r 
that, i n them Jesus C h r i s t proclaims Himself t o be the 
grea t Samaritan..." A.T. Hanson's comment on t h i s 
k i n d of approach i s p e r t i n e n t : 

"One t h i n g i s c e r t a i n : i f Jesus was present i n any 
event i n Old Testament h i s t o r y , t h e r e can be no 
question of t h a t event r e p r e s e n t i n g a type of Jesus. 
We cannot have both C h r i s t and a type of C h r i s t a t t h e 
same time and place." 623 

Barth's enthusiasm f o r t y p o l o g y tends t o over­
f l o w so t h a t he i d e n t i f i e s the type w i t h C h r i s t . Thus, 
he argues t h a t t he image o f God i s C h r i s t , because as 

c.on 

the " f i r s t born o f a l l c r e a t i o n " "the l a s t Adam i s 
already the f i r s t " , so t h a t man i s created as a "copy 
and i m i t a t i o n " of the " o r i g i n a l and p r o t o t y p e " . ^ 5 Adam 
was "the promise and guarantee and even the pre-supposit-
i o n of the 'man from heaven' who was t o come according 
t o the d i v i n e d i s p o s i n g and promise", and consequently 
"Adam i s alrea d y Jesus C h r i s t and Jesus C h r i s t i s already 

626 
Adam." Barth's reason i s s t a t e d p l a i n l y : " I n the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t i n which Paul 
conjoined the Old Testament w i t h Jesus C h r i s t , t h i s 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s v a l i d f o r a l l the s e l f evident 
d i f f e r e n c e s . " 6 2 7 
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Barth does not co n f i n e typology t o f i g u r e s or 
events which p r e f i g u r e C h r i s t . Moses i s a pr o t o t y p e 
of a l l those who i n bot h testaments experience the 
d i v i n e overcoming of t h e i r human r e l u c t a n c e to w i t -

628 
ness. This example has no S c r i p t u r a l b asis t o be 
t r e a t e d t y p o l o g i c a l l y , and one could make the case t h a t 
the excursus f o l l o w s t he thematic method; but because 
the theme i s an a c t i o n (speech) r a t h e r than an idea, 
(such as l o v e ) i t seems t h a t Moses has been t r e a t e d as 
a p r o t o t y p e . I n f a c t , he i s merely the f i r s t example 
i n the group. Indeed, the r e l a t i o n s h i p of Moses t o 
the o t h e r s , seems e x a c t l y the same as t h a t o f Job t o the 
poor i n s p i r i t . He i s spoken of as the " U r b i l d " , the 
i d e a l , r a t h e r than t h e p r o t o t y p e . 

B a r t h develops the p a r a l l e l s between Solomon 
and C h r i s t , a t the suggestion of the New Testament, ^3° 
but i n a t y p o l o g i c a l way, which again demonstrates the 
l e n g t h and breadth of Barth's i m a g i n a t i o n . An extend­
ed paragraph about Solomon considers the nature and 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of h i s wisdom i n such a way t h a t Barth i s 
able t o draw extensive p a r a l l e l s t o the wisdom of C h r i s t . 
This example i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t i n g because Barth 

632 
combines i t w i t h a double a l l e g o r y . ^ 

Elsewhere f i g u r e - t y p o l o g y depends not on the 
p a r t i c u l a r i n d i v i d u a l s , b u t on the f u n c t i o n which they 
perform:: the d a i l y s a c r i f i c i a l o f f e r i n g s by the p r i e s t s 
foreshadows C h r i s t ' s f u l l , s u f f i c i e n t , s a c r i f i c e . ^33 
The k i n g l y f u n c t i o n of Solomon i s ''...at l e a s t i n out­
l i n e , l i k e n e s s and p r o t o t y p e " t he f o r e r u n n e r o f the 
k i n g l y s p i r i t which r e s t e d on t h e Messiah Jesus. ^3^-

Not a l l the types who p o i n t t o C h r i s t are recog­
n i s e d by the New Testament i n Barth's view, although he 

635 
recognises t h a t t y p o l o g y i s used i n the New Testament. " 
Job i s an example o f an Old Testament f i g u r e t h a t B a r t h 
t h i n k s "...belongs t o the context of the witness of the 
h i s t o r y of I s r a e l which i s only moving towards the h i s t o r y 

636 
of Jesus C h r i s t . " There are s u f f i c i e n t s i m i l a r i t ­
i e s between Job and Jesus, t h a t d e s p i t e some d i s s i m i l a r ­
i t i e s "...we may w e l l speak of an analogy i n r e l a t i o n to 
Jesus C h r i s t , and w i t h s u i t a b l e q u a l i f i c a t i o n s Job may 
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thus be c a l l e d a type of Jesus C h r i s t , a witness to 
637 

the t r u e witness." 
Barth's t y p o l o g y i s not confined t o people, i t 

extends t o the r i t u a l use of animals; the "birds of 
Lev 14 and the goats of Lev 16. 6 ^ An extended examinat­
i o n of these two examples, which concentrates on f e a t u r e s 
such as the c o n t r a s t i n g r o l e s , as i f they were s t o r i e s , 
leads Barth t o conclude t h a t the s a c r i f i c i a l r i t u a l s are 
c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to "...the s t o r i e s of the e l e c t and the 

639 
r e j e c t e d . . . " ^ i n such a way t h a t " . . . i t i s c l e a r 
enough t h a t the s t o r i e s themselves are o n l y witnesses -
confirmed by the counter-witness of the ceremonies; repeat­
ed, as i t were ±n t h e ceremonies - and t h a t they, t o o , 
p o i n t beyond themselves." Indeed, B a r t h speaks of 
the s a c r i f i c i a l r i t u a l s as "commentary", on the 
s t o r i e s which he regards as teaching about e l e c t i o n . I n 
an important paragraph, he arguess 

"The e l e c t i n d i v i d u a l i n the Old Testament...is always 
a witness t o Jesus C h r i s t , and i s indeed a type of 
C h r i s t Himself. I t i s He, Jesus C h r i s t , who i s 
o r i g i n a l l y and p r o p e r l y the e l e c t i n d i v i d u a l . A l l 
others can be t h i s o n l y as types o f Him, o n l y as 
His p r o t o t y p e s o r copies, o n l y as those who belong 
t o Him,...only as i n d i f f e r e n t ways His witnesses. I n 
t h i s sense, Jesus C h r i s t i s each of the f o u r creatures 
i n Lev 14 and 16." 642 

Barth's t y p o l o g y o c c a s i o n a l l y extends t o events. 
For i n s t a n c e , the Exodus and the Last Supper b o t h p r e -

644 
f i g u r e the saving passion and death of Jesus. Or i n ­
deed the Sab b a t i c a l year and the Sabbath are both regarded 
as types of "...the times which God has adopted f o r His 

645 
purpose and t h e r e f o r e made His own". ^ The former i s 

646 
used i n t h i s way w i t h b i b l i c a l precedent. 

Things are r a r e l y i n t e r p r e t e d t y p o l o g i c a l l y . How­
ever the blood and water which flowed from the side of 
the C r u c i f i e d Jesus are taken as types of the l i f e of 

647 
Jesus and the l i f e g i v i n g power o f the S p i r i t . 

B a r t h does not regard a l l t y p o l o g y as l e g i t i m a t e . 
He described the a n t i t h e t i c a l t y p o l o g y between Eve and 
Mary found i n the. E a r l y Church as "not always too happy" 
I f the p a r a l l e l i s t o be admitted a t a l l , B a rth suggests 
t h a t Eve's r o l e i n the F a l l i s never considered t o be i n ­
dependent of Adam, l e a d i n g one t o conclude t h a t Mary's 
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r o l e i n the redemption must be construed analogously. 
However, more important f o r t h i s p a r t i c u l a r p a r a l l e l i s 
the whole p i c t u r e of the person of Mary which B a r t h 
b u i l d s up from the New Testament evidence, and which 
i s then taken as the y a r d s t i c k t o measure the u n s a t i s ­
f a c t o r y nature of Roman mariology. ^50 Elsewhere he 
addresses h i m s e l f t o the reasons why Gen 3 must be r e ­
garded as the p r o t o t y p e of a l l t h a t i s e v i l , and not of 
a l l t h a t i s p r o g r e s s i v e . 

The reason why Barth uses typology i s t h a t he 
b e l i e v e s t h a t t h e r e i s a D i v i n e p l a n behind the p a t t e r n s 
i n the b i b l i c a l h i s t o r y , which i s d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d 

653 
t o the D i v i n e p l a n f o r s a l v a t i o n . This i s made q u i t e 
c l e a r i n some remarks Ba r t h makes i n an excursus which 
seeks t o understand the d o c t r i n e of e l e c t i o n from a typo­
l o g i c a l base. "The extent t o which God i s the e l e c t i n g 
One...is revealed i n the remarkable way i n which t h e 
promise i s c o n s t a n t l y f u l f i l l e d o n l y t o be renewed, u n t i l 
a t l a s t the f u l f i l m e n t i s b e f o r e us i n a l l i t s s i n g u l a r ­
i t y , i t s e l f the t r u e promise u n e q u i v o c a l l y r e v e a l e d . " 
Hence, "there i s always a s i m i l a r i t y i n t h i s ZDld Testam­
en t / h i s t o r y , but t h e r e i s never simple recurrence." 
B a r t h undoubtedly t h i n k s t h a t the reason f o r t h i s r e c u r r ­
ent p a t t e r n i s t h a t the "...Word which created I s r a e l , 
and accompanied and d i r e c t e d i t , as p r o p h e t i c Judge and 
comforter - the Word i t s e l f became f l e s h . The Word Him­
s e l f became the Son of David." He t h e r e f o r e reads 
the Old Testament h i s t o r y as a "narrowing down" t o ­
wards "...the man who i s the f u l f i l m e n t of the promise 
and hope of His people, and the meaning and purpose of 
i t s existence and h i s t o r y . " ^ ® Those s e l e c t e d f o r 
s p e c i a l mention i n S c r i p t u r e , and the " s p e c i a l cases" 

660 
who had an " i n t i m a t e connexion" w i t h the r e s t of the 
Jewish people, were not chosen f o r any reason other than 

a b i ] 
662 

661 
t h e i r a b i l i t y t o witness t o C h r i s t or t o God Him­
s e l f . 

B a r t h w r i t e s : I s r a e l ' s 
" . . . l i f e was d i r e c t e d towards an i n d i v i d u a l f i g u r e . 
Whose i s t h a t f i g u r e ? I f we take the Old Testament... 
o n l y i n and f o r i t s e l f , then w i t h o u t doubt we must 6 6 

r e t u r n a t once the answer: the f i g u r e of King David." 
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But the excursus goes on t o make i t c l e a r t h a t David i s 
o n l y the foreshadowing of h i s even g r e a t e r Son, Jesus, 
so t h a t the New Testament must "be read w i t h the Old. 

"The promise t o I s r a e l had been c o n c l u s i v e l y f u l f i l l e d 
i n the f i g u r e of David, but i t now became c l e a r t h a t 
t h a t f u l f i l m e n t was o n l y the r e p e t i t i o n of the 
promise. Even the r e i g n of David as such was only 
a s i g n . Indeed, i t was upon the Son of David t h a t 
David h i m s e l f f i x e d a l l h i s hopes..." 665 

However, i n Barth's words, Solomon "...could not h i m s e l f 
be the Son promised and awaited, but could o n l y a c t as 
another of h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s . " Even Jeconiah, "... 
i n h i s f u n c t i o n as a powerless, dethroned and e x i l e d k i n g . . 
represen 
Solomon. 
represented the promised Son of David no l e s s than 

„ 667 
The Old Testament p e r i o d 

"...ended w i t h t h e b i r t h of the promised Son o f David 
Himself, the one who i n His own person was David and 
Solomon, Jeconiah and Zerubbabel, and more than they 
a l l . A f t e r a l l t h a t had gone b e f o r e , none bu t God 
Himself could take the throne as David's Son, f u l ­
f i l l i n g a l l the promises a t one blow." 668 

The Old Testament f i g u r e s are a l l seen as types of C h r i s t ; 
p o i n t i n g f o r w a r d i n d i f f e r e n t ways t o t h e i r Messianic 
f u l f i l m e n t . 6 6 9 

The t h e o l o g i c a l method i n t h i s excursus shows t h a t 
Barth's use of t y p o l o g y i s not based on a c y c l i c view of 

670 
h i s t o r y , ' nor does i t depend simply on the nature of 
God i n r e l a t i o n t o s a l v a t i o n h i s t o r y . Bather, i t i s 
b a s i c a l l y C h r i s t o l o g i c a l . Old Testament f i g u r e s p r e ­
f i g u r e C h r i s t , because as the Word of God, He accompanied 
them i n t h e i r d e a l i n g s w i t h God. Barth's use of t y p o l o g y 
i s t h e r e f o r e i n e x t r i c a b l y l i n k e d w i t h h i s understanding 
of prophecy. For him the r e l a t i o n s h i p between prophecy 

672 
and f u l f i l m e n t must be seen i n a very broad way. I t 
i s n ot confined t o the l i t e r a l f u l f i l m e n t of s p e c i f i c 
prophecies; i t i n c l u d e s the 'summing u p 1 , or r e c a p i t u l a t -

67-5 
i o n of those p r o p h e t i c witnesses t o C h r i s t , ' J i n C h r i s t 
Himself. 6 7 4 

B a r t h considers t h a t t h i s concept of prophecy 
accords w e l l w i t h the ideas of those who composed the 
canon. He argues t h a t i t was o n l y because the p o s t -
e x i l i c community regarded t h e ' h i s t o r y ' of t h e monarchy 
as p r o p h e t i c , t h a t they were able t o i n c l u d e i t i n the -195 -



canon, and f i n d i t e d i f y i n g . ^75 " I t would be d i f f i c u l t 
t o s u b s t a n t i a t e the idea t h a t i t was p u r e l y h i s t o r i c a l 
i n t e r e s t , or a e s t h e t i c or romantic d e l i g h t i n a g r e a t 
p a s t , which l e d them t o honour these passages, and t o 
r e c e i v e them i n t o the Canon and read them as the t e x t 

676 
of r e v e l a t i o n . " ' He t h e r e f o r e goes on t o argue t h a t 
" I t i s o n l y e s c h a t o l o g i c a l l y and t h e r e f o r e o n l y as 
prophecy t h a t they can read and understand these t e x t s , 
i f a t a l l , as the t e x t s of r e v e l a t i o n which f o r them 
they c e r t a i n l y were." And B a r t h notes t h a t "they 
are i n f a c t c l a s s i f i e d under the nebiim i n the Canon." ^ ® 
B a r t h concludes t h a t t o read the s t o r i e s p r o p h e t i c a l l y 
must mean more than p i c k i n g out the occasional p r o p h e t i c 
o r a c l e . Bather, i t means r e c o g n i s i n g the p r o p h e t i c 
nature of the f i g u r e s d e p i c t e d i n the s t o r i e s , as the 
f i r s t d i s c i p l e s d i d . The a p o s t l e s recognised t h a t the 
t r u e s u b j e c t of the Old Testament i s Jesus C h r i s t , "... 
because the Old Testament (Lk 24.27f.) was opened up t o 
them by i t s f u l f i l m e n t i n the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f Jesus 
C h r i s t , and because i n t h e l i g h t of t h i s f u l f i l m e n t Old 
Testament prophecy could no longer be read by them i n any 

680 
o t h e r way than as an account of t h i s s u b j e c t " . 

The b a s i s of Barth's use of t y p o l o g y does not 
stand or f a l l w i t h changing views of h i s t o r y t h e r e f o r e ; 
i t depends f o r i t s j u s t i f i c a t i o n on a t h e o l o g i c a l under-

6fi*1 
standing o f the witness of t h e Old Testament t o C h r i s t . 
U l t i m a t e l y , B a r t h recognises t h a t the choice of C h r i s t as 
the " s u b j e c t of the Old Testament witness", i s a question 
of f a i t h . 6 8 2 

Because t h i s i s t h e case, Ba r t h avoids the 
'nonsense' accusation of Palmer against t y p o l o g y , and 
avoids the narrow l i m i t a t i o n s s e t down by Lampe and 
Woollcombe. His use o f t y p o l o g y i s not c o n f i n e d t o 
examples given i n the New Testament, but because h i s pur~ 
pose i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l , h i s method must be j u s t i f i a b l e 
on the c r i t e r i a o f f e r e d by Barr. 6 8 ̂  

Because Barth's t y p o l o g y i s predominantly 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l , i t leads him t o regard Old Testament 
f i g u r e s as types, who would not normally be t r e a t e d thus. 
Although the New Testament does not e x p l i c i t l y r e f e r t o 
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these f i g u r e s as types, B a r t h t h i n k s t h a t h i s p o s i t i o n 
i s the o n l y way t o understand the Old Testament once New 
Testament exegesis has occurred. Granted the u n i t y o f 
the two testaments, which i s assumed by Bar t h ; i f the 
New Testament teaches t h a t Jesus i s both "...the E l e c t 
of God and the Rejected of God", then 

"...We must understand the e l e c t i o n s t o r i e s o f the 
Old Testament...as a prophecy of C h r i s t even i n 
t h e i r s t r i k i n g d u a l i t y . I n o t h e r words * we have 
t o recognise Jesus C h r i s t not o n l y i n the type of 
Abel b u t also i n the very d i f f e r e n t type of Cain; 
not o n l y i n the type o f Isaac and h i s s a c r i f i c e , b u t 
also i n the very d i f f e r e n t type of Ishmael and h i s 
expu l s i o n and miraculous p r o t e c t i o n ; n o t o n l y i n the 
type o f the chosen stock of Leah, but also i n the 
very d i f f e r e n t chosen stock of Rachel; not o n l y i n 
the type of the I s r a e l i t e n a t i o n but also i n the 
very d i f f e r e n t type of the excluded and y e t not 
u t t e r l y excluded heathen nations...we do not 
recognise Him i n any of these types i n e x a c t l y the 
same way as i n t h e others...He i s understood as the 
i n d i v i d u a l i n whom we recover b o t h the u n i t y of t h a t 
which they a l l commonly a t t e s t , and t h a t which i s 
the p e c u l i a r i n d i v i d u a l i t y o f each." 684 

Such a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l understanding i s undoubtedly a 
major f a c t o r i n Barth's e x p o s i t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of 
e l e c t i o n and r e j e c t i o n . 

B a r t h i s f o r c e d t o t h i s p o s i t i o n because he be­
l i e v e s t h a t "Jesus C h r i s t i s not accompanied by any Cain, 
Ishmael, Esau or Saul." The sep a r a t i o n of the Old 
Testament types; "the b l u r r e d d o u b l e - p i c t u r e of the love 
and wrath, the grace and judgement o f God i s brought i n t o 
f o c u s . . . " i n the one man, Jesus C h r i s t , e l e c t and r e ­
j e c t e d . This b r o a d l y based C h r i s t o l o g i c a l t y p o l o g y faces 
a much more serious problem than t h a t faced by h i s t o r i c ­
a l l y based t y p o l o g i e s . I t may be p a r a l l e l e d by t h e 
problems o f n a t u r a l theology. I n the same way t h a t the 
n a t u r a l t h e o l o g i a n i s hard p ut t o e s t a b l i s h c r i t e r i a f o r 
d e c i d i n g which f e a t u r e s of c r e a t i o n may j u s t i f i a b l y be 

687 
seen t o speak of the Creator, ' Barth's extensive use of 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l t y p o l o g y needs t o e s t a b l i s h which Old 
Testament f i g u r e s may j u s t i f i a b l y be considered t o pre­
f i g u r e C h r i s t . Because he f a i l s t o e s t a b l i s h such 
c r i t e r i a , he ends up w i t h the problem of concluding t h a t 
a l l may so do. 
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Hence B a r t h argues t h a t 
"the e l e c t k i n g of the Book of Samuel...is, i n a l l 
h i s p o t e n t i a l i t i e s and i n every aspect of h i s w i d e l y 
d i v e r g e n t appearances, a witness of Jesus C h r i s t . 
I n h i m s e l f , he i s never more than His p r o t o t y p e and 
copy, hut i n type always He Himself. The f a c t t h a t 
t h i s k i n g takes s e v e r a l forms...characterizes them 
as p r o p h e t i c f i g u r e s i n d i s t i n c t i o n from the f u l ­
f i l m e n t a c t u a l i s e d i n Jesus C h r i s t . " 688 

T h e i r l a c k of u n i t y about the I s r a e l i t e monarchy con­
f i r m s "...the f a c t t h a t they are prophecy. The k i n g ­
ship o f Jesus i s the a c t u a l i t y , the s u b j e c t which they 

689 
a t t e s t . " y There i s t h e r e f o r e a r e a l sense i n which 
B a r t h i s able t o regard t h e ' t r u e s i g n i f i c a n c e * of a 
passa 
ment. 

passage as o n l y d i s c o v e r a b l e i n i t s t y p o l o g i c a l f u l f i l -
690 

Great emphasis i s put on "das V o r b i l d Oder 
Nachbild", "prototype o r copy", because f o r B a r t h these 
Old Testament f i g u r e s are b o t h ; p r o t o t y p e s "who prophesy 

69*1 
and e x h i b i t the King", 7 o n l y because they are copies 
of "the King Jesus C h r i s t /yh.6J i s the t r u e s u b j e c t and 

692 
hero of these s t o r i e s o f the k i n g s . " 7 However, 
Barth's t y p o l o g y i s not c o n f i n e d t o p a r a l l e l s between the 
Testaments, i t extends t o p a r a l l e l s found w i t h i n the 
New Testament i t s e l f . 

On some occasions, Barth's use o f f i g u r e s i n t h i s 
way, combines w i t h t y p o l o g y f e a t u r e s we have examined 
above i n h i s use of s t o r y . Such a combination i n one 
instance may f a i r l y be s a i d t o lead t o d i s a s t e r . Barth's 
d i s c u s s i o n of Judas i n the "Determination of the Rejected" 
f a i l s t o conform t o h i s usual p r a c t i c e of t a k i n g S c r i p t u r e 
s e r i o u s l y , and t h i s leads t o severe t h e o l o g i c a l d i s t o r t ­
i o n , based on a c o n t r a s t i n g r o l e p l a y which an accurate 
a t t e n t i o n t o S c r i p t u r e would not a l l o w . Barth's discuss­
i o n of the "Determination of the Rejected" centres on 
Judas where "the problem of the r e j e c t e d i s concentrated 
and developed i n the New Testament." ^94-

The excursus depends h e a v i l y on Barth's content­
i o n t h a t "...we can h a r d l y deny t h a t i t i s r e a l l y Paul 
who took over Judas' place and the work abandoned by 
him". I t i s out of character f o r Barth t o w r i t e s 
"whether the Acts of the Apostles r e a l l y intended t o say 
t h i s i m p l i c i t l y i s another question." This d e l i b e r a t e - 198 -



preference f o r h i s own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of events, r a t h e r 
than S c r i p t u r e ' s p l a i n a s s e r t i o n t h a t Matthias replaced 

697 
Judas i s a very unusual occurrence i n the Church 
Dogmatics, and the beginning of Barth's problems i n t h i s 
s e c t i o n . I t enables him t o c o n t r a s t and compare the 
f i g u r e s o f Judas and Paul; "...the Paul whose place p r i o r 
t o Jesus' death had been occupied by Judas", ^ ® and t h e . 
Judas "whose . . . p i c t u r e can only n e g a t i v e l y reproduce 

699 
t h a t of Paul". " Barth argues t h a t " . . . i n view o f Judas 
and Paul, we have t o bear i n mind t h a t the .elect always 
occupies what was o r i g i n a l l y the place of a r e j e c t e d , 
and t h a t the work of the e l e c t can o n l y be the amazing 
r e v e r s a l of the work of the r e j e c t e d . " ^ 0 <^ 

This i s the c o n c l u s i o n o f an excursus which has 
been developed along t y p o l o g i c a l l i n e s . Judas, un­
questionably a d i s c i p l e and the b e t r a y e r , symbolises o r 
t y p i f i e s a l l the d i s c i p l e s f o r B a r t h . 

"This uncleanness of the w h o l l y clean, the unclean 
f e e t of the a p o s t l e s i s represented by Judas I s c a r i o t . 
I t i s t o be noted t h a t he represents i t ; . . . I t i s a l s o 
t o be noted t h a t t h i s remaining uncleanness of a l l 
the a p o s t l e s . . . i s a c t u a l l y washed away by iesus ... 
But i t i s Judas who i s i n a s p e c i a l sense the bearer 
and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h i s remaining uncleanness 
of t h e i r s . " 701 

However, Judas does not represent t h e d i s c i p l e s alone; he 
a l s o represents the apostasy and tendency t o i d o l - w o r s h i p 
which c h a r a c t e r i s e d the Jewish people. 

" W i t h i n the a p o s t o l i c group - and t h i s shows us 
what i s meant by t h e uncleanness of the f e e t o f 
a l l t he apostles - he o b v i o u s l y represents the Jews, 
the t r i b e from which b o t h David h i m s e l f and h i s 
promised Son sprang." 702 
"By h i s a c t the t r i b e o f Judah t e s t i f i e d t h a t i t 
r e j e c t e d the promised Messiah who has now been given. 
By h i s a c t even the a p o s t o l i c group made i t s e l f 
g u i l t y of t h i s r e j e c t i o n . " 703 

Barth's d i s c u s s i o n o f the two accounts of the end 
of Judas does not concern us here; b u t h i s conclusion 
does: "Both accounts of what happened t o the reward of 
Judas c o n f i r m the f a c t t h a t b o t h Judas and Judah - Judas 
as the embodiment o f Judah, and Judah as the embodied 
Judas - have, i n f a c t , no f u t u r e as such and i n and 

704 
f o r themselves." 
to i n c l u d e Jerusalem. 

704 
f o r themselves." This i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s extended 
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"Judas can only be t h a t which i s past i n the 
Church, and Judas means Judah - the Judah which 
d e l i v e r e d the Son of David t o the G e n t i l e s . Judas 
means Jerusalem - the Jerusalem t h a t 'would n o t ' . 
This Judah and Jerusalem can o n l y p e r i s h and d i s ­
appear, t o make way f o r another." 705 

Barth argues t h a t Matthew saw Judas' s u i c i d e as c o r r e s ­
ponding t o "The d o w n f a l l o f Jerusalem and the whole 
n a t i o n a l and r e l i g i o u s l i f e of the Jews". 

Despite Barth's e a r l i e r a s s e r t i o n t h a t Jesus i s 
t y p i f i e d by Ishmael, Esau, Pharaoh and Saul - as w e l l 
as the c o n t r a s t i n g p a r t n e r s , Isaac, Jacob, Moses and 

707 
David, y e t he argues t h a t " I n Judas - and not o n l y 
i n Judas, b u t i n a l l the a p o s t l e s as c h i l d r e n of. 
Abraham according t o the f l e s h - Ishmael l i v e s on i n 
s p i t e of Isaac, Esau i n s p i t e o f Jacob, Pharaoh i n s p i t e 
of Moses, Saul i n s p i t e of David." 7 0 8 Elsewhere he 
puts i t thus:"For the n a t u r e of Ishmael and Esau, 
Pharaoh and Saul, whose r e b e l l i o n breaks out i n the 
person and a c t of Judas, i s no l e s s the nature of Peter 

709 
than i t i s of Judas." 7 These c o n s i d e r a t i o n s l e a d 
B a r t h t o the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t : 

"For a l l the d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s , i s i t p o s s i b l e t o 
overlook the l i k e n e s s i n which Judas alone of a l l 
the apostles stands face t o face and side by side 
w i t h Jesus? or the more than c h r o n o l o g i c a l p r o x i m i t y 
o f h i s v e r y d i f f e r e n t death t o the death o f Jesus?.. 
There remains o n l y the s i m i l a r i t y t h a t he t o o , l i k e 
Jesus, s u f f e r e d h i s death i n the place o f o t h e r s ; . . . 
and represented i n the person of t h i s one t h e r e went 
a l l the dead of the Old Covenant which I s r a e l had 
c o n t i n u a l l y broken, those whose death could o n l y be 
a punishment, Ishmael and Esau and Pharaoh, Saul and 
A h i t o p h e l and a l l t h e i r k i n d . " 710 

This whole argument of B a r t h r e s t s on a 
f a l l a c i o u s reading of S c r i p t u r e , drawing the c o n c l u s i o n 
t h a t 

"...before His death Jesus had an a p o s t l e beside 
Him as a witness t o the d i v i n e r e j e c t i o n o f men 
which He bore and bore away, j u s t as a f t e r His 
Resu r r e c t i o n He had an a p o s t l e beside Him as a 
witness t o the d i v i n e e l e c t i o n of men which was 
bestowed upon Him and which He Himself had f u l f i l l e d . 
The f a c t t h a t Judas had the former f u n c t i o n , as 
Paul subsequently had the l a t t e r , i s something 
which remains t o J u d a s . . . i t i s Jesus C h r i s t who 
stands d d m i n a t i n g l y i n t h e midst, as the u n a t t a i n ­
able but mighty p r o t o t y p e of b o t h . . . " 711 
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A word study of napa5ouvai b r i n g s Barth t o a s i m i l a r 
c o n c l u s i o n , t h a t the n e g a tive ' d e l i v e r y ' of Judas i s 
r e l a t e d t o the p o s i t i v e a p o s t o l i c ' d e l i v e r y ' of t h e 
t r a d i t i o n . "The two ' d e l i v e r i e s ' are o b v i o u s l y 
m u t u a l l y d e t e r m i n a t i v e , so t h a t Paul i s set i n the 

71 
shadow of Judas, as Judas i s set i n the l i g h t of Paul." ' ' 
But Barth makes even t h i s p a r a l l e l a t y p o l o g i c a l one:"... 
are we not f o r c e d t o a s c r i b e a p o s i t i v e meaning t o the 
a c t of Judas, t o the e xtent t h a t i n a l l i t s f a i t h l e s s ­
ness, i t foreshadows the act of f a i t h f u l a p o s t o l i c 

713 
t r a d i t i o n ? " ( J C h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y f o r B a r t h t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p depends on a d i v i n e p r o t o t y p e : 

"...we observe t h a t according t o the New Testament, 
a p a r t from the ngpaSouvai of Judas and the 
a p o s t o l i c napaSouvai and as a p r o t o t y p e of "both-, 
t h e r e i s above a l l a d i v i n e napaoouvca , i n which 
we can h a r d l y f a i l t o see the i n t e r r e l a t i o n o f 
both,...even though we may be p r o f o u n d l y h o r r i f i e d 
by i t s i n n e r paradox, and i n which we are c l e a r l y 
shown t h a t t h e f o r m a l correspondence between them 
cannot depend upon a semantic accid e n t . I t i s 
a c t u a l l y the p r o t o t y p e of both. 714 
This excursus has been discussed i n great d e t a i l , 

because i t i s a good example o f a subsection which i s 
b u i l t almost e n t i r e l y upon a t y p o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of S c r i p t u r e . The s t o r y of Mary a n n o i n t i n g Jesus' 
f e e t , the word study of napaSouvai , and r e f e r e n c e t o 

715 
t h e o l o g i c a l statements i n S c r i p t u r e , do not c o n t r i b u t e 
a l t e r n a t i v e bases, r a t h e r they serve t o support th e 
t y p o l o g i c a l argument which runs throughout the excursus. 
However, t h i s t y p o l o g y depends upon a d e l i b e r a t e mis­
reading of S c r i p t u r e which y i e l d s a more s t r i k i n g 
p a r a l l e l than i s a c t u a l l y the case: Judas and Paul o f f e r 
more m a t e r i a l f o r comparison than Judas and M a t t h i a s . 
I t i n v o l v e s a k i n d of double t y p o l o g y , which i s not 
considered even-handedly; the Old Testament f i g u r e s of 
the r e j e c t e d p r e f i g u r e Judas and u l t i m a t e l y Jesus; but 
the Old Testament f i g u r e s of e l e c t i o n p r e f i g u r e Jesus 
d i r e c t l y : t h e r e i s no h i n t of them p o i n t i n g f i r s t t o 

716 
Paul. Perhaps i t i s t h i s double p r e f i g u r a t i o n , and 
the l a c k of balance i n i t s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
which magnifies Barth's misuse here. 
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We t u r n t o a b r i e f c o n s i d e r a t i o n of Barth's use of 
b i b l i c a l f i g u r e s . Sometimes they are used as i l l u s t r a t -

717 
ions f o r h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e n t i o n s , i n such a way 
t h a t they may be s a i d , on occasion t o epitomise h i s 
p o s i t i o n . John the B a p t i s t i s a good example of t h i s . 
B a r t h argues i n § 14 "The Time o f Re v e l a t i o n " '"1S t h a t 
b o t h "...as the Old Testament- time of e x p e c t a t i o n and as 
the New Testament time of r e c o l l e c t i o n " , God's time i s 
also the time o f witness t o the event of Jesus C h r i s t . 
He c o l l e c t s m a t e r i a l about John the B a p t i s t from the 
gospels; notes t h a t "...the account o f h i s preaching 
c o n s t i t u t e s the beginning of a l l f o u r gospels and thus 
t h e beginning of the whole New Testament" but recognises 
t h a t i n the synoptics " h i s f u n c t i o n i s almost w h o l l y Old 

720 
Testament." By emphasizing the B a p t i s t ' s dual r o l e 
o f prophecy and r e c o g n i t i o n , e x p e c t a t i o n and r e c o l l e c t i o n , 
B a r t h i s able t o c o n c l u d e : " . . . t h i s f i g u r e i n p a r t i c u l a r 
would have t o be e l i m i n a t e d from the New Testament 
witness i f t h e i n t e n t i o n was t o separate the o b j e c t of 
i t s r e c o l l e c t i o n from the o b j e c t of Old Testament expect­
a t i o n , i . e . , t o make a cleavage between r e c o l l e c t i o n 
and e x p e c t a t i o n , i n s t e a d o f e x p l a i n i n g the one by the 

721 
o t h e r from the standpoint o f t h e i r o b j e c t . " ' Such 
argument i s i m a g i n a t i v e , s u b t l e and persuasive. I t 
almost appears t o be a l l e g o r i c a l . However, B a r t h i s 
saved from t h i s because he does not suggest t h a t t h i s i s 
the t r u e s i g n i f i c a n c e o f John t h e B a p t i s t ; r a t h e r he 
argues t h a t because the B a p t i s t embodied bot h e x p e c t a t i o n 
and r e c o l l e c t i o n , t h e r e f o r e we must recognize t h a t they 
belong .together. 

Elsewhere, A b i g a i l and Nabal are types of the 
722 

expressly wise and f o o l i s h , and the r e are a whole 
s e r i e s o f v o c a t i o n s t o r i e s , which are taken as t y p i c a l 

723 
of C h r i s t i a n vocation., ^ Often f i g u r e s are simple 
examples. Moses, Solomon and David a l l ask God t o f o r ­
g i v e the sins of t h e i r n a t i o n , and i t i s only on the 
bas i s o f God's mercy t h a t they can so i n t e r c e d e , B a r t h 
argues. Here again, i t i s the r o l e played by the Old 
Testament f i g u r e which gives a basis t o Barth's 

724 
argument„ 
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S i m i l a r l y , the f i g u r e of Peter, whose r o l e i s 
explored a t l e n g t h , i s an i l l u s t r a t i o n of Jesus' words 

725 
"without me ye can do n o t h i n g " . ' ̂  The angel Michael 
i s discussed because he i s t y p i c a l of the Angels: 
what i s s a i d of Michael i n p a r t i c u l a r , i s t o be s a i d of 

'726 
angels g e n e r a l l y . " ' Figures are not always used as 
good examples. David's s i n i s an example of Barth's 

727 
suggestion t h a t even the e l e c t are not p e r f e c t . ' ' 

The preceding d i s c u s s i o n has made i t v e r y c l e a r 
t h a t Barth's use of t y p o l o g y i s predominantly C h r i s t o l o g i c a l , 
o c c u r r i n g c h i e f l y i n connection w i t h e l e c t i o n and r e j e c t ­
i o n i n the Church Dogmatics. Although Barth i n c l u d e s 
New Testament use of t y p o l o g y , he goes f u r t h e r than the 
New Testament q u i t e c o n f i d e n t l y . The reason f o r t h i s i s 
t h a t he i s convinced t h a t the Old Testament books witness 
t o C h r i s t , not o n l y i n the passages which are e x p l i c i t l y 
Messianic prophecy, b u t throughout. Many of the Old 
Testament passages can be understood t o speak of C h r i s t , 
o n l y i f they are taken t y p o l o g i c a l l y . This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y 
t r u e of the s t o r i e s and f i g u r e s which appear i n the Old 
Testament. Consequently B a r t h looks f o r examples of the 
d o c t r i n e s w i t h which he deals. 

There i s no doubt t h a t t h i s dogmatic b u i l d i n g b l o c k 
i s an important one, and one which can, on occasion, 

npo 
predominate i n a subsection. ' There i s no doubt t h a t 
the " E l e c t i o n of the I n d i v i d u a l " (§ 35)» r e l i e s h e a v i l y 
upon t h i s method. However, se v e r a l p o i n t s must be noted. 
Even here, i t i s not the o n l y ' b u i l d i n g b l o c k ' which B a r t h 
employs. The f i r s t subsection gives some a t t e n t i o n t o 729 ' 730 themes; y the second subsection deals w i t h words; J 

731 732 t h e o l o g i c a l statements, s t o r i e s as w e l l as 733 
ty p o l o g y . The t h i r d subsection begins w i t h theo-

734-
l o g i c a l statements, ^ and moves to a thematic treatment 

735 
of the a p o s t l e s . ' Thus the predominance of t y p o l o g y 
i n the f o u r t h subsection must be seen i n the l i g h t o f the 
whole s e c t i o n , where i t i s undoubtedly i n f l u e n t i a l but 
never normative. There i s reference t o the t h e o l o g i c a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the New Testament throughout. 

This dogmatic b u i l d i n g b l o c k presupposes the u n i t y of the two testaments, and the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
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d i s c o v e r i n g a f u l l e r meaning of an Old Testament passage 
a v a i l a b l e o n l y t o f a i t h i n the C h r i s t i a n era. This 
f u l l e r meaning of the Old Testament i s not c o n t r a r y t o 
the l i t e r a l meaning, however; indeed the Old Testament 
may be s a i d t o r e q u i r e i t , i n as much as i t looks forward 

736 
t o a f u l f i l m e n t i t does not c o n t a i n . " Barth's use 
of t y p o l o g y i s comparable t o h i s use of s t o r i e s f o r i t 
enables him t o deal w i t h long sections of S c r i p t u r e , not 
j u s t .fragments. I t may even be thematic o r c o l l e c t i v e , 
i n so f a r as B a r t h must c o l l e c t the m a t e r i a l about a 
p a r t i c u l a r c h a r a c t e r b e f o r e he can suggest a t y p o l o g i c a l 
meaning. 

Although i t seems a dangerous method open t o 
d i s t o r t i o n , B a r t h g e n e r a l l y cannot be a t t a c k e d on these 
grounds. The reason i s t w o f o l d . F i r s t l y , t h e r e are 
r e g u l a t i v e f e a t u r e s t o Barth's methods which guard a g a i n s t 
extremes, such as h i s acceptance of the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e , 
and h i s r e c o g n i t i o n of the n e c e s s i t y t o i n t e r p r e t S c r i p t -
ure by S c r i p t u r e . Secondly Barth combines t h i s 
approach w i t h o t h e r dogmatic methods so t h a t whole 
d o c t r i n e s do not depend on t h i s method alone. Hence, 
when he looks f o r t y p o l o g i c a l i l l u s t r a t i o n s i n the Old 
Testament, he al r e a d y holds the New Testament .'key', Jesus, 
i n h i s mind. 

A l l e g o r y and analogy 
I n moving from exegesis t o dogmatics, B a r t h i s 

prepared t o base h i s argument upon a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t ­
i o n of b i b l i c a l passages, or upon analogies drawn between 
d i v e r s e p a r t s o f S c r i p t u r e . N e i t h e r method i s u n i v e r s a l l y 
accepted, so t h a t although they are not of major s i g n i f i c ­
ance i n Barth's movement, a b r i e f d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
problems associated w i t h each procedure in t r o d u c e s the 
e x p o s i t i o n of h i s p r a c t i c e . 

"An a l l e g o r y i s a statement or a s t o r y which says 
738 

one t h i n g and means another." Hence, a l l e g o r i c a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of S c r i p t u r e makes the t e x t " . . . y i e l d a 
meaning which i s o t h e r than i t s l i t e r a l or surface o r 

739 
h i s t o r i c a l meaning." Such i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s not a t - 204 -



740 present f a s h i o n a b l e , d e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t b o t h 
741 

testaments use i t . The e a r l y church was not e n t i r e l y 
742 

opposed t o t h i s method: the Alexandrine school of 74-5 744 exegesis favoured i t , ^ adapting i t from the Greeks. 
However, " i t cannot be s a i d t h a t a n t i q u i t y discovered 
any means of r e g u l a t i n g t he a l l e g o r i c a l method and apply­
i n g i t w i t h any k i n d of o b j e c t i v i t y ; the r e s u l t was 
t h a t each i n t e r p r e t e r succeeded i n reading out of h i s 
t e x t t he ideas t h a t he had brought w i t h him and placed 

745 
w i t h i n i t . " ' I n b r i e f , t h i s i s the c h i e f problem 
of the method whoever uses i t . Despite attempts t o 
r e g u l a t e the way i n which a s p i r i t u a l meaning could be read 

746 
out of any passage i n S c r i p t u r e , ' M. Wiles concludes 
t h a t i t i s "...so f l e x i b l e t h a t by means o f i t v i r t u a l l y 
any c o n c l u s i o n c o u l d be drawn from any passage of the 

747 
B i b l e " . However, t r a d i t i o n a l l y t h e r e have been two 
s i g n i f i c a n t boundaries, which are c l o s e l y r e l a t e d ; the 
f i r s t i s the requirement t h a t no a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t ­
i o n should be c o n t r a r y t o any oth e r p a r t of S c r i p t u r e , t h e 
second i s t h a t the a l l e g o r y must increase the f a i t h of 
the readers. These bounds have been thought to make i t 

748 
l e g i t i m a t e . 

A l l e g o r y had i n any case been regarded as secondary 
749 

i n t he Middle Ages, J but i t was probably t h e Reformation 
and p a r t i c u l a r l y t he exegesis o f Luther which gave primacy 

750 
to the l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " Erasmus was e q u a l l y 

751 
i n s i s t e n t on the importance of the grammatical sense. 
" I n P r o t e s t a n t i s m g e n e r a l l y the a l l e g o r i c a l method was 
renounced and i n t h e seventeenth and e i g h t e e n t h c e n t u r i e s 

752 
t h e r e p r e v a i l e d everywhere a l i t e r a l i s t b i b l i c i s m . . . " '^ 
One o f the c h i e f reasons f o r t h i s was t h a t a l l e g o r y ignores 
the h i s t o r i c a l context o f the words, l o o k i n g o n l y f o r 
'another meaning' beyond t h a t which the p l a i n sense o f f e r s . 
Often i t i n t e r p r e t s the mi n u t i a e of t h e t e x t , and i s always 
c l o s e l y r e l a t e d t o the exact wording. N e g a t i v e l y i t 
f u n c t i o n e d as a means t o make passages of the Old Testament 
which were o f f e n s i v e t o C h r i s t i a n s , more p a l a t a b l e f o r them, 
and i n t h i s i t f u n c t i o n e d i n a way comparable t o contempor­
ary demythologizing. 
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Lampe argues t h a t 
" . . . i t r e s t s upon f a l s e p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s and no 
a l l e g o r i s t can c l a i m t o be i n t e r p r e t i n g S c r i p t u r e 
or t o be a B i b l i c a l t h e o l o g i a n . The use of 
a l l e g o r y , i n f a c t , v i t i a t e s the appeal t o S c r i p t u r e 
f o r the establishment or c o n f i r m a t i o n of d o c t r i n e 
and renders i n v a l i d any t e a c h i n g which depends upon 
i t f o r a u t h o r i t y . " 755 

Barr argues f o r the same conc l u s i o n i n a v e r y d i f f e r e n t 
way. He does not t h i n k i t i s p o s s i b l e t o d i s t i n g u i s h 
a l l e g o r y and t y p o l o g y as methods i n the way t h a t Lampe 
and Woolcombe do, and suggests t h a t i t i s more a p p r o p r i a t e 
t o examine what k i n d of a l l e g o r y i s being employed. Some­
times the 'inner' meaning i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from the 
i n t e r p r e t e d t e x t ; a t o t h e r times, i t i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d . 
Barr l a b e l s these "heterogeneous and homogeneous r e s u l t -

756 
ant systems." '' For t h e second t y p e , 

"...the c r i t i c i s m t h a t i t i s the i m p o s i t i o n o f a 
q u i t e f o r e i g n system may be beside the p o i n t . 
The p o s s i b l e c r i t i c i s m s are r a t h e r : f i r s t l y , t h a t 
some of these t h i n g s , w h i l e taught indeed i n the New 
Testament, are not taught i n i t here,... and 

- secondly, t h a t the procedure does not s u f f i c i e n t l y „cr, 
encourage the t e s t i n g o f the homogeneous system..." 

Barr suggests t h a t the p o t e n t argument a g a i n s t t h i s method 
i s t h a t i t makes a "form-mistake". ^ 8 That i s , i t mis­
takes the type of l i t e r a r y genre w i t h which i t deals. 

There can be no doubt t h a t a l l e g o r y has been used 
t o e s t a b l i s h a r e l a t i o n between the b i b l i c a l t e x t and 
c h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e . Indeed, Barr p o i n t s out t h a t " f o r 
scholars who a r e . . . r e s p e c t f u l of and g r a t e f u l f o r the 
achievements of t h e e a r l y c h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n a l development, 
the f a c t remains unavoidable t h a t many of these achieve­
ments are i m p l i c a t e d a t l e a s t i n p a r t i n an a l l e g o r i c a l 

759 
use o f S c r i p t u r e . " f > y However, the use o f a l l e g o r y as 
p a r t o f the dogmatic method r a t h e r than as an e x e g e t i c a l 
t o o l must be assessed i n a d i f f e r e n t way. I t i s o b v i o u s l y 
the case, t h a t granted the narrow d e f i n i t i o n of exegesis 

760 
above, a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n can o n l y be p a r t 
of exegesis where the t e x t o f f e r s or demands i t . The 
r e a l problem i s i d e n t i f y i n g where t h a t i s the case! 

That p a r t of the b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l most o f t e n 
g iven a l l e g o r i c a l exegesis i n modern times has been the 
parables. However, much debate seems to have brought 
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New Testament scholars t o the conclusion t h a t parables 
are not a l l e g o r i e s , they have one not many s i g n i f i c a n c e s . ' ^ ' ' 
B a r t h does not agree w i t h t h i s p o s i t i o n ; indeed h i s 
major use of a l l e g o r y occurs i n i n t e r p r e t i n g the parables 
of Jesus. We t u r n t o a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of t h i s . 

B a r t h does not question the a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t ­
a t i o n o f f e r e d f o r some parables:"We r e c a l l t he parable 
of the f o u r d i f f e r e n t s o i l s where the seed i s expressly 

762 
c a l l e d the Word of God..." ' He recognises t h a t i t i s 
a l l e g o r i c a l , but p a r a d o x i c a l l y says, " . . . t h a t i t one-
s i d e d l y r i v e t s our a t t e n t i o n on o n l y one of the many 
elements i n the r i c h content of the pa r a b l e . . . " , q u i t e 
i g n o r i n g the customary modern i n s i s t e n c e t h a t a parable 
i s t o l d t o i l l u s t r a t e one main p o i n t . He goes on t o 
i d e n t i f y t hree t h i n g s of which the parable speaks, 
i n t e r p r e t i n g them a l l e g o r i c a l y . 

Sometimes a general a p p l i c a t i o n i s made w i t h o u t 
any suggestion i n S c r i p t u r e t h a t the parable may be taken 
t h i s way. For example, the C h r i s t i a n i s i d e n t i f i e d 
w i t h t he p u b l i c a n i n the temple, the p r o d i g a l son, and the 

766 
wretched Lazarus, i n j u s t the same way as he i s com­
pared t o non-parabolic f i g u r e s . The main f i g u r e i n 
a whole s e r i e s of parables i s i d e n t i f i e d as "... the 
c r e a t o r w i t h which we have t o do when we encounter 

768 
Jesus", w h i l e "... the man i n the parable who when 
i n v i t e d t o a wedding d i d not take the c h i e f place but the 
lower (Lk 14.10)..." i s i d e n t i f i e d w i t h Jesus. 

A parable may be c i t e d t o make one p o i n t , as the 
parable of the Pharisee and p u b l i c a n i s taken t o i l l u s t r a t e 
"how a man t h i n k s and speaks tv nve&uaTi ". ^® Even 
when t h i s i s the case however, a l l e g o r i c a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of p a r t i c i p a n t s may occur, as B a r t h recognises the "Son 
of Kan" o r "King" i n t h e parable of the sheep and goats 771 772 as Jesus, and the u n j u s t judge as a " p i c t u r e of God"e ' 
The p r o d i g a l son i s taken as Jesus Himself, although 
elsewhere the f a t h e r of the p r o d i g a l i s a " c l o s e l y r e l a t e d 

774 
f i g u r e " t o Jesus. ' 

Barth's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the parable of the Good 
Samaritan i s undoubtedly based on a l l e g o r y . Beginning 
w i t h Jesus' question as t o who was the neighbour i n the _ 207 = 



parable, B a r t h suggests t h a t i t was the Samaritan. This 
Samaritan must be neighbour not o n l y t o the man who f e l l 
among t h i e v e s , b u t also t o the lawyer, i n Barth's view: 
"...the lawyer had f i r s t t o see t h a t he h i m s e l f i s the 
man f a l l e n among t h i e v e s and l y i n g h e l p l e s s by the 

775 
wayside..." ' y But, "...above a l l , he has t o see t h a t 
he must be found and t r e a t e d w i t h compassion by the 

nnc. 
Samaritan," ' who B a r t h h i n t s must be understood as 
Jesus: 

"The good Samaritan, the neighbour who i s a helper 
and w i l l make him a h e l p e r , i s not f a r from the 
lawyer. The p r i m i t i v e exegesis of the t e x t was 
fundamentally r i g h t . 777 He stands b e f o r e him 
i n c a r n a t e..." 778 

B a r t h f a l l s i n t o t h i s a l l e g o r y because he ignores one of 
the fundamental p r i n c i p l e s which he maintains s t r i c t l y 
elsewhere. That i s , he does not deal w i t h the f i n a l 
form o f the t e x t , i n a way which gives f u l l a t t e n t i o n t o 
the command of Jesus "Go and do thou l i k e w i s e . " 7 7 9 I f 
i t were the case t h a t B a r t h could argue t h a t t h e parable 
was o r i g i n a l l y t o l d w i t h o u t t h i s f i n a l command, h i s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n would f i t v ery n e a t l y indeed, a l l e g o r y or 
no. As i t i s , B a r t h f i n d s i t hard t o accommodate t h i s 
command. One cannot help suspecting t h a t B a r t h leans 
towards a l l e g o r y because i t enables him t o l i n k the 
parable w i t h h i s understanding o f man's need f o r grace. 

S i m i l a r a l l e g o r i c a l f e a t u r e s may be found i n a 
le n g t h y c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the parable o f the wise and 
f o o l i s h v i r g i n s . This centres on the s i g n i f i c a n c e of 
the o i l . Taking the v i r g i n s t o be the C h r i s t i a n 
community, t h e lamps t o be the "witness of the commun-

780 
i t y " , ' Ba r t h argues t h a t "...the o i l represents 
something which makes t h i s / C h r i s t i a n 7 witness v i t a l and 
str o n g n ot o n l y now but then..." 7 ^ which he goes on t o 
i d e n t i f y as "...the s e l f witness of Jesus by the Holy 

782 
S p i r i t . . . " ' This i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of component p a r t s 
of a parable as r e p r e s e n t i n g something e l s e , i s c l a s s i c a l 
a l l e g o r i z a t i o n . 

The extended e x p o s i t i o n of the P r o d i g a l Son i s 
also a l l e g o r i c a l . B arth suggests t h a t the sc r i b e s and 
Pharisees "...correspond t o the elder son..." and t h a t 
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there i s a " . . . r e l a t i o n s h i p between the. l o s t and re-found 
younger son, the s i n f u l but penitent 'am ha'aretz of 
publicans and sinners, and the e l e c t i o n , c a l l i n g and 
redemption of the Gentile world as i t turns to the 

784 
Gospel..." He acknowledges that t h i s i s not 
d i r e c t l y said by the t e x t , but suggests that the Gentile 
i n t e r e s t of t h i s t h i r d gospel makes i t a plausible 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . I n the same way, he argues, i t i s 
i n d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to Christology. 

" I n the parable, then, Jesus i s 'the running out of 
the f a t h e r to meet h i s son'. Jesus i s 'hidden i n 
the kiss which the f a t h e r gives his son'. Jesus 
i s the power of the son's r e c o l l e c t i o n of h i s father 
and home, and h i s father's f a t h e r l i n e s s and readiness 
to f o r g i v e . This i s the i n d i r e c t exegesis. And i t 
i s not a l l e g o r i c a l but l e g i t i m a t e i f there i s to be 
an exposition of the parable i n the context of the 
whole of the Third Gospel and the whole New Testament 
message." 785 

However, Barth does not confine himself to t h i s kind of 
approach, suggested by Gollwitzer; he goes on to a kind 
of t y p o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , which he obviously thinks 
i s l e g i t i m a t e , whereas allegory i s more questionable. 
The r e a l proto-type i s the incarnation and e x a l t a t i o n of 
Jesus which i s taken by Barth to be a fore-shadowing of 
the journey away from home and back home by the prodigal. 
The clue to t h i s f o r Barth i s the father's remark that 
" t h i s thy brother was dead and i s a l i v e again, was l o s t 
and i s found." Of course, the parable intends the 
f i r s t phrase to be taken metaphorically, the second 
l i t e r a l l y , but i n applying them to Jesus, t h i s order i s 
reversed. This cannot be regarded as proper typology, 
f o r that requires a r e a l correspondence between actual 
events, and not a correspondence between a story and an 
event. What Barth i n f a c t i s doing here, i s using h i s 
rather sophisticated methods of approaching a story, 
which he usually employs t y p o l o g i c a l l y , i n order to 
construct an elaborate and ingenious allegory. 

"What i s the f a t a l journey of the l o s t son as seen 
from this standpoint? Surely i t i s only a sorry 
caricature of the going out of the one Son of God 
i n t o the world as i t took place i n Jesus Christ... 
But i t i s obviously i t s c a r r i c a t u r e . . . I t i s s i m i l a r 
f o r a l l i t s d i s s i m i l a r i t y , l i k e the being of Adam 
i n r e l a t i o n to that of Jesus Christ: ttinoc, TOU 
U$AAOVTOQ (Eo 5.14)." 788 
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I n another context, Barth argues tha t a l l 
Jesus' parables are a prototype of the new order, 
because they are likenesses of the kingdom. ^ ® Jesus 
" t e l l s them, so that the n a r r a t i v e i s no mere metaphor, 
but a disclosing yet also concealing r e v e l a t i o n , s e l f -
representation and s e l f - o f f e r i n g of the kingdom..." 
I n such cases as these, i t must u l t i m a t e l y be a matter 
of personal judgement whether there are s u f f i c i e n t 
s i m i l a r i t i e s f o r a t y p o l o g i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p to be accept­
able. However, i t has been argued above tha t typology 
depends very closely on prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t . On 
t h i s ground, a story Jesus t o l d cannot prophesy typolog-
i c a l l y , h i s own Incarnation which has already taken place. 
I t i s s i g n i f i c a n t i n the f i r s t example that Barth himself 
l e t t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s l i p when he suggests l a t e r that 
"This i s the 'way back' of man, the way of man as he 
turns to God i n repentance and sorrow, sincerely and there-

792 
fore without claim..." 7 However, he suggests th a t 

"More than a copy, an analogy, a type of h i s entry, the 
way of the refound son i n the parable and therefore of 
the man reconciled with God, cannot possibly be. But 
on the other hand i t cannot possibly be less." 793 

The way of man back to God 
" . . . i s not the o r i g i n a l . I t i s only a copy. But i t 
i s the copy of t h i s o r i g i n a l , and therefore to be 
understood only i n i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to i t . " 794-

This discussion has shown that Barth uses the parables 
a l l e g o r i c a l l y and t y p o l o g i c a l l y whatever claims to the 
contrary may be presented. I t does not f o l l o w that 
a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s incorrect or inappropriate. 
That must be the subject of f u r t h e r discussion below. 

A l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n f l i e s i n the face of 
the i n t e r p r e t a t i v e context of the gospels. For example, 
Barth suggests that "Holy Scripture w i l l always be l i k e 
the leaven which i s r e a l l y hidden i n three measures of 
meal (Lk 13.21)", even though i n the gospel the 
parable i s introduced by Jesus with the words "Whereunto 
s h a l l I l i k e n the Kingdom of God?" ^ 6 This i s especially 
noteworthy because Barth l a t e r recognises that "Everything 
Jesus said revolved i m p l i c i t l y , and i n the parables 
e x p l i c i t l y , around the coming kingdom..." This allegory 
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i s therefore maintained at the expense of ignoring 
context, which i s not Barth's usual custom, ^ ® When 
Barth applies the parable of the ta l e n t s to a p r a c t i c a l 
s e t t i n g , he also uses allegory. The servant who buries 
his treasure i s the church which "ooodespite the p u r i t y 
of i t s doctrine, does not make proper use of i t and 
therefore cannot be said to teach pure doctrine." 
Elsewhere t h i s parable i s used to make a s i m i l a r p o i n t , 
but the t a l e n t s are. i d e n t i f i e d as "His Gospel and His 
S p i r i t " , , ^ 0 whereas on another occasion the parable i s 
used to make clear the i n d i v i d u a l ' s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to 
.pray. Thus a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n enables Barth 
to draw d i f f e r e n t dogmatic lessons from the same passage 
of Scripture. 

Barth does not always take parables a l l e g o r i c a l l y 
802 

however. For example, he suggests;"According to 
Lk 15 i t i s the l o s t sheep, the l o s t coin and the l o s t 
son t h a t are the object of the Messiah's work..." ® ^ And 
parables of judgement are taken as teaching about t h a t , 
i n conjunction with other verses about the same theme. ® ^ 
The wedding feast i s explained as a parable, w i t h f u l l 
a t t e n t i o n to the complete t e x t , and to the context, 
and i t i s not u n t i l t h i s has happened tha t the wedding 
guests are i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the d i s c i p l e s of Jesus 0 There 
are other s i m i l a r examples. ® ^ 

Although Barth's chief use of allegory i s i n 
i n t e r p r e t i n g the parables, he does at one point suggest 
tha t miracles must be interp r e t e d t h i s way too. "..oThere 
i s probably no account of any such action i n the Gospels 
which.o.does not also have what we may bo l d l y describe 

QQQ 

as a symbolical q u a l i t y . " Hence," 0. ethe miracles 
are not accidental but meaningful h i s t o r i c a l acts." ® ^ 
He goes on to argue t h a t 

"...while Jesus does a c t u a l l y make h i s t o r y i n the actions 
reported they are also parable. The fathers were very 
conscious of t h i s , and f o r th a t reason they were at 
t h i s point f a r b e t t e r exegetes than those who i n a 
panic-stricken fear of what i s condemned root and branch 
as ' a l l e g o r i s i n g ' , refuse to look i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n 
at a l l . " 810 

This excursus p i n points several facets of 
Barth's method. F i r s t l y i t 
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makes i t clear that there i s a c e r t a i n confusion 
between parables and a l l e g o r i e s i n h i s thought. This 
has already been noted above, as too h i s attempt to 
take them t y p o l o g i c a l l y . The d i s t i n c t i o n between these 
i s a f i n e one, and as he recognises the v a l i d i t y of a l l 
methods, i t i s not surprising that he does not always 
recognise the difference. Secondly, the lessons which 
he draws from the miracles of Jesus, i n the example 
above, are not s t r i c t l y speaking dependent on using e i t h e r 
the parabolic or a l l e g o r i c method. They are drawn by 
analogy. 

The analogical method i s frequently, employed by 
Barth. An analogy i s "a process of reasoning from 

811 
p a r a l l e l cases", more e x p l i c i t l y , i t i s "inference 
or procedure based on the presumption th a t things whose 
likeness i s known, w i l l be found or should be treated as 
a l i k e also i n respects about which knowledge i s l i m i t e d 

812 
to one of them". I n suggesting th a t Barth i n t e r p r e t s 
Scripture a n a l o g i c a l l y , several things must be noted. 
This discussion i s not d i r e c t l y concerned w i t h Barth's 
beb-bbhal of the analogia f i d e i and r e j e c t i o n of the 

813 
analogia e n t i s , J because although the former i s the only 
basis upon which Barth considers one can know God, i t does 
not necessarily give r i s e to an analogical i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of Scripture. Rather, t h i s springs from Barth's 
expectation that a l l passages are capable of y i e l d i n g 
doctrine, so that analogies may be perceived between S c r i p t ­
ure and doctrine. Further, i t i s recognised that parables 
may be understood as extended analogies, so th a t an i n s i s t ­
ence on the term 'analogically' rather than 'parabolically' 
i n t e r p r e t e d may seem pedantic. However, the term has 
been chosen d e l i b e r a t e l y to avoid confusion. 'Parable' 
i n e v i t a b l y carries the overtones of a technical term f o r 
the s t o r i e s which Jesus t o l d . 'Anology' does not have 
the same problem. 

Analogy may be understood i n a broad or narrow 
sense. Broadly, i t may be argued that a parable o f f e r s 
an extended analogy, and typology depends on p a r t i a l 
analogical correspondence, which i s set i n a framework 

814 
of prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t . Where Barth draws an 
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analogy between two or more passages of Scripture, h i s 
practice i s closely r e l a t e d to typology; where he sees 
analogies between Scripture and doctrine his practice i s 
closer to the parabolic method. Barth suggests that 
the early C h r i s t i a n community i t s e l f drew the former 
kind of analogy. A discussion of miracles includes 
t h i s comment: 

"When i t heard about the feedings i n the wilderness 
the very wording of the description of these acts 
of Jesus made i t i n e v i t a b l e that i t should think 
also, i f not exclusively, of the Lord's supper which 
was so c o n s t i t u t i v e to i t , and beyond that of the 
great feast to which i t could i t s e l f i n v i t e thousands 
and thousands of those who hungered i n the world,and 
whom i t could already feed." 815 

This narrower, non-specialist kind of analogy i s 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth's thought and method. The Church 
Dogmatics o f f e r s many examples which are the f r u i t of an 
extensive knowledge of Scripture and a l i v e l y , imaginat-

816 
ion. Thus, as God showed Eve to Adam, so Paul showed 
Christ to the Corinthians: i n each case b e t r o t h a l 
followed. 8 1 7 

These analogies are sometimes so s l i g h t and i n s i g ­
n i f i c a n t as to be c l a s s i f i e d as merely comparisons. Thus 
no s i g n i f i c a n t theological point depends on t h i s analogy: 
"When the canon, the s t a f f which commands and sets moving 
and points the way i s moved by a l i Y i n g stretched-out 
hand, j u s t as the water was moved i n the pool of Bethesda 
tha t i t might thereby became a means of healing, then i t 

818 
bears witness..." I n the- same way, Barth suggests: 
"The business of the reader or hearer of t h i s type of 
ethics i s t a c i t l y to supplement and correct i t s more 
doubtful...presuppositions(as Paul did i n Ac 17.28. ) " Q ^ 9 

Some analogies, by contrast, argue from one known 
case to a l l other possible cases. Thus Barth writes of 
r e v e l a t i o n : 

"One cannot produce i t oneself, as the p r i e s t s of 
Baal wanted to do on Carmel i n 1K18. Nor can one 
control r e v e l a t i o n , as was v a i n l y attempted when 
Jesus was asked f o r signs." 820 

This i s quite a common method. Barth himself c a l l s i t 
821 

analogical, when he compares h i s theological point 
to two instances; Paul speaking to the Corinthians, and 
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Paul speaking of Abraham: both are taken as examples of 
the Christian who i s confident before h i s contemporaries, 
but not before God. 8 2 2 

But analogy may be the means to draw highly 
s i g n i f i c a n t t heological conclusions. Thus, i n t e r p r e t i n g 
Jn 8.3-11, Barth says of Jesus' w r i t i n g that : 

"the most obvious explanation of t h i s s t r i k i n g action 
i s t h a t He thus indicates what God d i d on Sinai 
(Ex 34.1; Deut 4.13 e t c ) . He writes the Law..., 
thus proclaiming Himself to be the Author and there­
f o r e the competent Expositor of the command which 
arraigns and condemns to death t h i s adulteress." 823 

This analogy echoes through the excursus, as Barth 
repeatedly c a l l s Jesus the "Author and Expositor of the 

824 
Law". ° ^ I t i s coupled w i t h another analogy from 
Jer 17.1f. which adds weight to Barth's argument that 
Jesus' action of w r i t i n g was t h e o l o g i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . 

Barth sometimes sees analogies between two d i f f e r ­
ent parts of Scripture. Thus he suggests that "the 
pi c t u r e of the v i r g i n s escorting the bridegroom with t h e i r 
lamps i n Mt 25 i s reminiscent of a s i m i l a r eschatological 
saying i n Dan 12.3..." 8 2 ^ Hence, the promise of the 
parable i s that "when Jesus i s f i n a l l y revealed, the 
Church of the i n t e r i m w i l l stand at His side, w i t h i t s . 
testimony to the whole world." S i m i l a r l y , the Judges 
of the Old Testament, and the Judge, Jesus of the New, br i n g f i r s t redemption and only secondarily condemnat­ion 
i o n . f One story may be seen to have more than one 
analogy; David against Goliath i s thus l i k e Jesus facing 

OOQ death and corruption, and Christians facing persecut-
829 

ors. ' Barth implies that there i s a r e a l analogy i n 
the way that the world t r e a t s the Scriptures, the di s c i p l e s 
and JesuSo Because the l a t t e r two suffered opposition, 
" i t would be stupid to bear i l l - w i l l to the world, to 
reproach i t , so to speak, because confronted w i t h Holy 
Scripture i t appears to possess and exercise v i c t o r i o u s 
power". y Sometimes the analogy i s recognisably 
defective, as that which exists between l i g h t and dark­
ness, and Jacob and Esau f o r example. 8 ^ 

An assessment must be made of the a l l e g o r i c a l 
and analogical method used by Bartiu Two considerations 
w i l l enable a f a i r judgement to be made. F i r s t l y i t must _ 214 „ 



be noted th a t Barth does not usually r e l y on t h i s method 
alone f o r his theolo g i c a l conclusions. For example, the 

832 
a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the sower ^ follows a 
discussion of theologi c a l statements whose contentions 
the parable i s understood to i l l u s t r a t e or amplify. 
However, i t has to be recognised t h a t h i s understanding 
of the neighbour as "...the bearer and representative 
of the divine compassion" ® ^ does depend e n t i r e l y on 
the a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Good Saimaritah, 
although i t i s only one point i n a sub-s'ection. I t 
would seem from a dogmatic point of view that i f Barth 
should be c r i t i c i s e d here, i t could not be on the grounds 
th a t he i s using allegory, but rather because he uses 
i t to demonstrate what cannot be supported elsewhere i n 

835 
Scripture. J y However, he might r i g h t l y contend t h a t 
i t was not a wrong conclusion since i t was not d i r e c t l y 
contrary to other parts of Scripture. 

Secondly, any assessment must recognise that 
Barth's method i s dogmatic not exegetical. That i s t o 
say, Barth employs i t to draw out the theologi c a l 
significance of the text's meaning which has already been 
exegeted, using convential t o o l s . Granted that t h i s i s 
the case, one must be wary of marshalling a l l the argument 
which are directed quite r i g h t l y , against a l l e g o r i c a l 
exegesis. 

The reasons are complex, and have t o do wi t h the 
nature of the dogmatic enterprise. Dogmatics cannot 
deal simply w i t h the l i t e r a l meaning of the b i b l i c a l t e x t s 
although i t s t a r t s there. I t has to select, c l a s s i f y , 
and work out the i m p l i c a t i o n of the raw ma t e r i a l . Allegor 
ies may help to do t h i s because the st o r i e s i n t e r p r e t e d 
t h i s way may give a new i n s i g h t i n t o the r e l a t i o n s h i p of 
theological concepts gleaned from elsewhere, or confirm 
patterns already established. They cannot y i e l d new 
information, but they can give new perspectives. ® ^ 
Providing that the a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s homo­
geneous with the story, the theologian i s not making a 
form-mistake when he uses t h i s method i n dogmatics. 
To suggest that b i b l i c a l material may only ever be used 
i n one way i s being as narrow minded as th i n k i n g that 
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the inner tubes of car tyres should never be used as 
l i f e beltSo The dogmatic theologian who uses a l l e g o r i c a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s comparable to the Chr i s t i a n who reads 
Jn 4, not with the author's i n t e n t i o n uppermost i n his 
mind, but to discover techniques of evangelism, or to 
f i n d clues to the church s i t u a t i o n i n which i t was written,, 

S i m i l a r l y , the f r e s h j u x t a p o s i t i o n of doctrines 
and s t o r i e s ; or the comparison of one part of Scripture 
w i t h another, i s an imaginative work, whose r e s u l t s cannot 
be s e t t l e d by a c r i t i q u e of the methodology alone., I n 
doctrine, i t must include some personal assessment of the 
v i a b i l i t y of the a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n or the 
analogy. ^ Barth himself i s aware of t h i s when he 
admits that 'direct exegesis' cannot y i e l d h i s understand­
ing of the Prodigal Son; but he wants to "...do f u l l 
j u s t i c e to the passage", and not "...to miss what i s not 
expressly stated but implied i n what i s stated, and there­
fore necessary to what i s stated, as that which i s said 
i n d i r e c t l y . " 8 5 9 

This i s not to suggest that there are no bounds 
outside which theologians may not go. But i t i s to 
suggest that inside these boundaries there i s room f o r 
fresh developments, which may give r i s e to changing patterns 
i n dogmatic theology, because "Typical analogy has a... 
venturesome and exploratory character." 

This chapter has explained the chief ways i n 
which Barth groups b i b l i c a l m aterial, and the most s i g n i f i c ­
ant methods i n h i s complex movement from exegesis to dog­
matics. Such d i v e r s i t y of practice might be thought to 
lead to d i v e r s i t y of r e s u l t s . The reason why t h i s i s not 
the case w i l l be made p l a i n i n the f i n a l chapter. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
The Control Features i n Barth's Movement from Exegesis 
to Dogmatics 

The f i r s t three chapters presented a detai l e d 
examination of Barth's movement from exegesis to dogmatic 
theology. This chapter o f f e r s a contrasting analysis 
of the way i n which Barth 1s methods dov e t a i l to form a 
coherent whole. Although Barth took the context of 
i n d i v i d u a l b i b l i c a l passages seriously, yet h i s commit­
ment to the p r i n c i p l e of the u n i t y of Scripture never 
f a l t e r e d : indeed, i t always retained supremacy over the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e p r i n c i p l e s . Furthermore, i t influenced 
both Barth's selection and arrangement of material. The 
u n i t y of Scripture was seen by Barth to be lodged i n a 
single point of reference, Jesus Christ. 

I n order to substantiate these contentions, we 
begin w i t h an examination of the s i g n i f i c a n t r o l e of 
context i n Barth's i n t e r p r e t a t i v e method. The discussion 
w i l l be confined to the part played by the immediate 
l i t e r a r y context of any p o r t i o n of Scripture which Barth 
expounds. The other meanings of the word 'context', 
namely the h i s t o r i c a l background of the book, or the 
wider context of Scripture as a whole, are examined 
separately. I n t h i s section, context r e f e r s to the 
r e l a t i o n of the parts to the whole from which they come. 

Scholars are agreed i n p r i n c i p l e , i f not i n 
pra c t i c e , that the immediate l i t e r a r y * c o n t e x t of a word, 

p 
a phrase, or a sentence i s usually of primary importance 
i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the same. E.J. Kissane asserted 
that "the context i s the guide to i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and d i s ­
regard of the context leads to chaos", ^ and J. Barr 
suggests that "context i s basic because i t forces the i n t e r p r e t e r to examine the e n t i r e l i n e of thought of the 4 
w r i t e r " ; he concludes th a t "a t e x t without a context 
i s only a pretext". ̂  I t i s nevertheless the case tha t the 
context may be equally uncertain, so that although con-= 
si d e r a t i o n of the context i s imperative, i t may not be decisive. 

Where exegesis of a whole b i b l i c a l book i s offered 
i n a commentary, i t i s usually the case that the context 
of each part w i l l be uppermost i n the mind of the exegete; 
he has j u s t explained the preceding verses, he w i l l move 

- 217 -



on to the next verses. Consequently, context must play 
7 

a s i g n i f i c a n t part i n his understanding. Cross 
references to other parts of the work, although they may 
not make s p e c i f i c mention of 'context' are evidence of 
t h i s process. Barth's exegesis i n Romans and Philippians 
i s no exception to t h i s pattern. Cross references 

Q 
abound. There can be no doubt that Barth struggles to 
see the parts i n the closely connected whole. There are, 
moreover, s p e c i f i c affirmations about the significance of 
context i n Philippians. Thus, w r i t i n g of "joy" at P h i l 
1.4, Barth suggests "the context i n which i t appears should 

Q 
not be overlooked..." J and contextual considerations 

10 
guide his d e t a i l e d exposition. But the same i s not 
true of the commentary on Romans. Because Barth i s most 
concerned to make Paul's meaning clear to his contemporar-11 
l e s , he passes over the d e t a i l e d consideration more 

12 
normally found i n commentaries. Consequently, he 
does not generally give space to discussion of the context­
ual reasons which brought him to his conclusions about the 
meaning of i n d i v i d u a l passages. The absence of comment 
must not be i n t e r p r e t e d as an i n d i c a t i o n that context was 
not important i n Barth's t h i n k i n g . A l l the l a t e r evidence, 
including the shorter commentary on Romans, show that 
Barth had come to his conclusions, taking context i n t o 

13 
account. y 

I n dogmatic theology, the theologian who gives 
serious a t t e n t i o n to Scripture, must i n e v i t a b l y do so on a 

14 
selective basis. Consequently, the context of i n d i v i d ­
u al passages to which he refers are not necessarily upper-

15 
most m his mind. ' Thus i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t that Barth 
frequently shows knowledge of the context i n the Church 
Dogmatics, and often uses i t i n his exegesis, not only to 
understand the passage, but to guide his dogmatic use of 
the same. 

We proceed, therefore, to a d e t a i l e d examination 
of the r o l e of context i n the Church Dogmatics. 

16 
Quite frequently Barth begins with the context, and occasionally he t r i e s to see a verse both i n i t s 17 immediate and broader context. ' A passage may be under­stood i n the context of the work i n which i t comes, so that 
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Barth. discusses "Ye s h a l l be holy as I am holy" i n the 
18 

l i g h t of Leviticus as a whole. S i m i l a r l y Barth 
takes the passages dealing with predestination i n 
Ephesians along with t h e i r context so that he can support 
his contention that the purpose of el e c t i o n i s not i n d i v i d -
ual gain but God's glory. J The f i r s t two chapters of 
Genesis are understood i n the l i g h t of the whole section, 

20 
chapters 1-9. Most often, contextual considerations 

21 
are confined to the section i n which the sentence stands. 
I t i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth to describe the context of a 

22 
verse as i t s "decisive commentary". Smaller fragments 
are equally seen i n r e l a t i o n to t h e i r immediate context, 
so that i n ascertaining the precise meaning of a word 2 ^ 

24 
or the significance of a phrase Barth recognises that 
context i s an important f a c t o r . Thus, a Pauline phrase 
must be in t e r p r e t e d "...according to the sense i n which 
Paul himself...takes and uses i t i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r con-

25 
t e x t . . . " , ' or the context may suggest the reason behind 

26 
a saying of Jesus. 

I t i s usually the case that Barth lays great stress 
on the context when there would be some doubt as to the 
strength of his theolo g i c a l p o s i t i o n , were he not able t o 
i n t e r p r e t a l l passages as demonstrating his point of 

27 
view. Conversely, he does not appeal to context where 
his exegesis i s generally accepted by contemporary scholar-

28 
ship. Thus, he argues that "those handed over to Satan" 
are so used, i n order that they may u l t i m a t e l y see the 
salvation of the Lord. From t h i s basis, Barth maintains 
the same case at Ac 7 and Rq 1, by searching the context 
i n each case f o r s i m i l a r h i n t s . He finds t h i s at Ac 7.55 
where Stephen's v i s i o n i s of the universal Lordship of 
Jesus, and i n Ro 3-20, which makes clear the twofold 
r e v e l a t i o n of God: wrath and grace. Barth considers that 

29 
"we have only to study the contexts c a r e f u l l y " 7 to 
recognise that h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s correct. S i m i l a r l y , 
contextual considerations preclude 1 Cor 7.14- being taken 
as a h i n t that i n f a n t baptism was practised i n the early 

30 church. y Thus, Barth was aware that reference to the context was an interpretative p r i n c i p l e of the f i r s t import­ance. He regards i t "...as a basic r u l e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . . . 31 that a t e x t must be read i n the l i g h t of i t s context..." 
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Further, Barth often includes asides asserting the 
importance of context. For instance, of Mt 16.18 he 
writes;"We ought never to explain the 'Thou a r t Peter...' 
independently, separating i t from the context... or from 
i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to the second part of the gospel record 

32 
which culminates i n the passion story." S i m i l a r l y , 
i n discussing "The Determination of the Rejected" Barth 
argues;"Attention must be paid to the importance of the 
contexts i n which the subject i s t h i s divine handing 
over." 5 3 

I n the Church Dogmatics Barth does not regard the 
context as c o n t r o l l i n g simply the exegesis of b i b l i c a l 
passages; i t may also d i r e c t the ways i n which one may 

34-
apply the passages today, or draw dogmatic conclusions 

35 
from them. " Thus the ten commandments "...are f a i r l y 
exhaustively i n t e r p r e t e d by t h e i r immediate context" ^ 
so t h a t , f o r example, the precise nature of adultery i s 
abundantly clear. They were addressed to the people of 
I s r a e l standing i n covenant r e l a t i o n s h i p to God; thus they 
may not be applied i n a universal way to mankind at large; 
"...the command i s an event which forms a p a r t i c u l a r step 
i n the nexus of the h i s t o r y of divine grace, and which i n 
f a c t can be understood only i n t h i s context". ^ In a 
s i m i l a r way, "The context /of Rev 1.87 leaves us i n no 
doubt that the speaker i s not God i n abstracto but God 
i n concreto, God i n His i d e n t i t y w i t h the man Jesus." 
Thus Barth r e l i e s on contextual h i n t s f o r h i s dogmatic 

39 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . > y 

I t must not be supposed that Barth always keeps to 
the p r i n c i p l e of understanding a verse i n i t s context. 

4-0 
Sometimes he disregards the o r i g i n a l context completely, 
and quotes a passage merely because i t expresses an idea 
i n a convenient way. Thus Ac 26.19 i s quoted with ho 
mention of Paul's speech before Agrippa from which i t comes 
and with l i t t l e thought to the significance which Luke 

4-1 
intended the words to have. Likewise, Barth uses Paul' 
phrase " I forget those things which are behind" to apply to 
natural theology, where as the context of P h i l 3 makes i t 
clear that f o r Paul i t was Pharisaical Judaism that was l e f t behind. Barth admits that he takes 2 Cor 5.19 out 
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of context, although l a t e r he admits t h a t both context 
43 

and wording are important there. Occasionally, an 44 4B idea or verse i s surprising i n i t s context, y and 
46 

r a r e l y , the context i s indeterminative. 
Thus, i t has been demonstrated that the l i t e r a r y 

context of words, phrases and statements i s of great 
importance to Barth; a sure ground on which he may 
r e f u t e others, b u i l d d o c t r i n a l patterns, and be helped 

47 
to see not only the meaning, but the significance of 

48 
any passage. Indeed, there i s a r e a l sense i n which 
the context of a passage may be said to be one of the 
controls i n Barth's dogmatic uses of Scripture. I t guards 
him both from misunderstanding and from misapplication, 
and consequently i s an important feature of h i s practice. 

But however important l i t e r a r y context was i n 
Barth's t h i n k i n g , i t was never as i n f l u e n t i a l i n his 
theology as his b e l i e f i n the u n i t y of Scripture. This 
issued i n an i n t e r p r e t a t i v e p r i n c i p l e of only understand­
ing a passage i n such a way t h a t , along with the i n t e r p r e t ­
a t i o n of other prima f a c i e contradictory passages, i t could 
become the basis of a theological synthesis. We move, 
therefore, to a consideration of the r o l e of the u n i t y of 
Scripture i n Barth's method. 

In contemporary theology, there can be no more 
heated debate than t h a t which rages over the u n i t y of the 
Bible. The question has two parts: f i r s t l y whether there 
i s u n i t y at a l l i n the Bible, and secondly how t h i s u n i t y 
may be described. An answer to the f i r s t question depends 
on the successful answer to the second. The tendency i n 
modern c r i t i c a l b i b l i c a l study has been increasingly to 

49 
see the d i v e r s i t y w i t h i n one or other of the testaments, 
and hence i n Scripture as a whole. ^° I n the face of 
such d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n , those who would argue f o r the u n i t y 
of Scripture must deal with a doubly complex problem. 
F i r s t , they must demonstrate that there i s u n i t y to be 
found i n each testament; and then that the testaments are. 
i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d one to another. 

I t i s the contention of t h i s thesis that Barth 
presumes that such, double u n i t y may be demonstrated, and 
f u r t h e r , that t h i s presumption enables him so to do. But 
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Barth does not adopt a simple formula f o r u n i f i c a t i o n ; 
the strength of his p o s i t i o n l i e s i n the complexity of 
the model of s c r i p t u r a l u n i t y w i t h which he works. I n 
order to make his method clear, t h i s section begins with 
an o u t l i n e of the models of u n i t y with which other theo­
logians have worked i n constructing Old Testament, New, 
Testament or b i b l i c a l theologies. I n the l i g h t of these, 
Barth's method may be assessed. 

F i r s t we consider the suggested f o c i f o r u n i t y i n 
the separate testaments. Basel's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s 

51 
adopted here f o r both. y He i d e n t i f i e s several methods 
of constructing an Old Testament theology, a l l of which 
c l e a r l y assert that u n i t y may be found. These are the 

52 
descriptive method, ^ which concentrates s t r i c t l y upon 
what the Old Testament o r i g i n a l l y meant; the confessional 

53 
method, y y which approaches the diverse l i t e r a t u r e from 
the common standpoint of the f a i t h , both of reader and 

54 
w r i t e r ; the cross-section method, which selects con­
cepts which are found i n a l l the disparate parts; the 

55 
diachronic method, " which gives a t t e n t i o n to the 
chronological sequence of the t r a d i t i o n s i n the various 
books as they are in t e r p r e t e d t h e r e - i n ; the new ' b i b l i c a l 
theology' method, ^ which attempts to ascertain the 
theology of the Old Testament f o r today, through New Testam­
ent and church i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . F i n a l l y , there i s the 
old Religionsg^schichbe approach, which deals with the 

57 
h i s t o r y of the development of Old Testament theology. y t 

For the New Testament, s i m i l a r approaches have been 
espoused. These may be c l a s s i f i e d as the s t r a i g h t 
' h i s t o r i c a l development' l i n e , ^ the concept or thematic 
approach, ^ the salvation - h i s t o r y approach, ^ and the 
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t approach. Since each method has both 
i t s s u p p o r t e r s and. c r i t i c s , none may be said to have 
demonstrated that there i s either a New or Old Testament 
theology; hence those who would construct a b i b l i c a l 
theology face serious methodological questions. 

A c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the methods employed i n 
constructing a b i b l i c a l theology i s offered by D.L. Baker's 
fas c i n a t i n g and exhaustive study of the modern approaches to the problem of "Two Testaments, One Bible 1*. 
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He suggests that there are eight models of s c r i p t u r a l 
u n i t y , delineated below. Although he c l a s s i f i e s Barth 
as an example of one of these models, he admits that "there 
i s no d e t a i l e d study of his view of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the Testaments." ^3 Though t h i s section of the 
thesis does not only aim to examine the r e l a t i o n s h i p be­
tween the testaments i n Barth's method, i t i n e v i t a b l y 
has to deal with the subject thoroughly. This i n v e s t i g a t ­
ion w i l l show that Baker's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n does not 
recognise the complexity of Barth's approach. 

There are three groups of b i b l i c a l theologians, 
according to Baker's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n : "those who give 
p r i o r i t y to the Old Testament, those who give p r i o r i t y to 
the New, and those who seek to keep them balanced. The 
f i r s t group includes two modes of thought examplified by 
Van Ruler and Miskotte. Van Ruler regards "the Old Testam­
ent as the essential Bible, and the New Testament as i t s 

64 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e gloss", whereas Miskotte maintains that 
"the Old Testament i s an independent witness of 'the Name', 
the New Testament i t s Ch r i s t i a n sequel." ^ The second 
group includes R. Bultmann, who argues t h a t "the New 
Testament i s the essential Bible, the Old Testament i t s 

66 
non-Christian presupposition", and F. Baumg&rtel who 
thinks t h a t "the New Testament shows the Old Testament to 
be a witness to the promise of Christ." ^ F i n a l l y , those 
who give equal weight to the testaments are represented by 
W. Vischer who regards both testaments as "...equally 
Christian Scripture" because "everywhere the Scripture i s 

6fi 
about Christ alone", and by von Rad, who considers that 
"the Old and New Testaments form one salvation h i s t o r y . " ^ 
This f i n a l group also includes those who r e l a t e the 
testaments by typology, besides scholars who suggest that 
"the Old and New Testaments are continuous and di s c o n t i n -

70 
uouso" This f i n a l group, including Th.C. Vriezen, 
H.H. Rowley and C.H. Dodd, emphasize prophecy and f u l f i l ­
ment as a mode of u n i t y , recognizing an h i s t o r i c a l u n i t y 
or progression besides the d i s c o n t i n u i t y which follows 
f u l f i l m e n t , and springs from a new covenant. 

The v i a b i l i t y of these methods i s of l i t t l e 
s ignificance here: they are included as h e l p f u l tools f o r 
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the analysis of Barth's methods. But i t should be 
remembered that Barth does not aim to w r i t e Old or New 
Testament theology, nor even b i b l i c a l theology: his 
purpose i s to describe the Church Dogmatics. 

I t must be recognized that the u n i t y of Scripture 
i s of importance to dogmatic theology i n a way that i t 
cannot be f o r straightfoTwkrdL exegesis or even b i b l i c a l 
theology. The reason f o r t h i s i s t h a t the exegete who 
deals with a single book i s only concerned with other 
b i b l i c a l material as i t sheds l i g h t on h i s document. He 
often f e e l s free to ignore what i s unrelated or contrary. 
The b i b l i c a l theologian who deals w i t h one or other of the 
testaments, or more r a r e l y , both, may seem to have the 
same problem over the u n i t y of Scripture as the dogmatic 
theologian, but i n f a c t , does not. Whether he deals 
t o p i c a l l y or sequentially with the b i b l i c a l m a terial, he 
i s f r e e to see some parts as more s i g n i f i c a n t than others, 
or to recognize c o n f l i c t i n g views; but he may simply note 
that one cannot a r r i v e at a uniform conclusion. The 
reason f o r t h i s i s that whatever model of u n i t y he employs, 
his task i s b a s i c a l l y d e s c r i p t i v e . 

However, the dogmatic theologian i s not simply 
concerned with what Paul said, or the Old Testament teaches 
he i s concerned w i t h t r u t h ; with what may be said of God, 
Jesus or baptism, because i t a c t u a l l y i s the case. ^ This 
i s the reason t h a t he cannot confine his a t t e n t i o n to 
Scripture, he must consider natural theology, the arts and 
sciences, even i f , l i k e Barth, he f i n a l l y abandons them. 
But i f , l i k e Barth, the dogmatic theologian asserts that 
the t r u t h about God may only be known through God's revelat 
ion of Himself, i n Christ, i n Scripture and i n proclamation 
then the u n i t y of Scripture becomes c r u c i a l . Those who 
admit other evidences, may accept them, and excise parts 
of Scripture. Those f o r whom sola Scriptura i s an absolut 
base, must struggle to discover God's single t r u t h about 
Himself, His Son, or His r e l a t i o n to mankind; and i n so 
doing must devise a method of approach to Scripture which 
can maintain a r e a l i s t i c u n i t y despite the d i v e r s i t y . I f 
the d i v e r s i t y i s too great, and the u n i t y too elusive, the 
sola Scriptura base evaporates beneath them, and they are 
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forced to hold a canon w i t h i n the canon, or to make an 
72 

i n t e r p r e t a t i v e key t h e i r ultimate "base. ' 
However, whatever the advantage of having a f i r m 

doctrine of the u n i t y of Scripture, one must recognize 
the v e r a c i t y of G. Downing's warning i n t h i s connection 
that "the clearer i t s supposed a u t h o r i t y , the more press­
ing the demand to f i n d i n i t what i s convenient or 
orthodox and the less r e a l notice i s taken of i t i t -

73 
s e l f . . . " ^ With these remarks i n mind, we pass to a 
consideration of Barth's working method i n the Church 
Dogmatics. 

I t has already been made clear above that i n order 74- 75 to trace a theological concept ' or theme, ' Barth 
assumed the u n i t y of Scripture. This section examines 
the way i n which t h i s assumption was worked out. Whenever 
Barth i n t e r p r e t s one passage of Scripture i n the l i g h t of 
another, rather than of i t s own immediate context, he i s 
allowing the unalterable p r i n c i p l e of the u n i t y of Scripture 
to c o n t r o l h i s dogmatics. I t operates whenever a passage 
i s taken i n the l i g h t of Scripture as a whole, or even i n 
the l i g h t of the corpus w i t h i n Scripture to which i t 

76 
belongs. ' I t may be seen to be p a r t i c u l a r l y i n f l u e n t i a l 
when Barth deals with doublets, but i s perhaps most i n t e r e s t ­
ing when he resolves the problems of passages which are i n 
apparent c o n f l i c t . This section w i l l also consider the 
way i n which Barth relates the testaments, so that the f u l l 
extent of t h i s very important c o n t r o l f a c t o r i n Barth's 

77 
th i n k i n g may be made clear. '' The assessment of t h i s 
major con t r o l i n Barth's dogmatic use of Scripture w i l l 
make reference to h i s t h e o r e t i c a l method, as well as to h i s 
practice. 

Taking the u n i t y of Scripture seriously, means f o r 
Barth, taking a l l of i t , and not ignoring parts which are 
not, f o r any reason, congenial to the reader„ Thus, he 
writes c r i t i c a l l y of "...R. Bultmann's Jesus (1926) that he 
ignores t h i s i n s i s t e n t demand of the te x t s and construes 
Jesus one-sidedly i n terms of his sayings." ^® And he asks 
"What gives us the r i g h t to take passages l i k e Jn 15.26, 
which speak of the procession of the S p i r i t from the Father, 
and i s o l a t e them from the many others which equally p l a i n l y - 225 -



79 c a l l Him the S p i r i t of the Son?" < J There i s much 
evidence to suggest that Barth's method was to c o l l e c t 
a l l the b i b l i c a l passages pertaining to the subject he 

Q Q 

i s t r e a t i n g , and to examine them together. Thus he 
i s i n a p o s i t i o n to w r i t e of "the impression we receive 
from the whole Bible..." He implies that he never 
knowingly overlooks b i b l i c a l material relevant to the 

82 
topic with which he i s dealing. Since his concept 
of u n i t y makes him in c l u s i v e i n his a t t i t u d e , i t w i l l be 
i n s t r u c t i v e to comment here on the s t a t i s t i c a l analyses 
which show how very f a r from a l l - i n c l u s i v e Barth's use 
of Scripture was. 

I n the Church Dogmatics, Barth makes no reference 
to 46.9% of the whole of Scripture. This t o t a l represents 
54.3% of the Old Testament, and 25.2% of the New Testament. 8 5 

These average figures cover some b i b l i c a l books which are 
84 

c i t e d i n f u l l , and one book which receives no mention 
at a l l : Esther. Barth c i t e s less than h a l f the t e x t of 
more than h a l f of the Old Testament books, 8 ^ but more than 
h a l f the t e x t of more than three quarters of the New Testam-

86 
ent books. This discrepancy between the testaments i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t . 

However, i t i s important to discover what the 
figures represent. I n the gospels, f o r example, although 
i t seems as though Barth makes more extensive reference to 
John than to the Synoptics, 8 ^ i t has to be recognised t h a t 
i t i s often the case that uncited verses are single verses 

QQ 
g i v i n g 'stage d i r e c t i o n s ' or are verses c i t e d i n a 

Q Q 

p a r a l l e l account. 7 Hence, even Matthew's 24.5% uncited 
i s not disproportionately high. 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note those passages to which 
Barth makes no reference. For example, i n 2 Corinthians 
i t i s c h i e f l y the passages where Paul i s making detai l e d 

qn 
personal address to the Corinthians, y whereas the more 
ov e r t l y theological sections are employed. ^ I n the 
Old Testament, Barth does not make reference to tables of 92 93 descent, or to much of the case law 7^ or even to the 

94 
d e t a i l s about making the tabernacle. Many proverbs 95 96 are uncited, J y and much prophecy unheeded. But such observations are not i n themselves s i g n i f i c a n t ; unless i t 
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could "be shown that they represented features of b i b l i c a l 
theology with which Barth not only d i d not, but could not 
deal. Such a case cannot be made. 

Therefore, i t i s more important to re a l i s e that 
Barth does not make mention of a l l the b i b l i c a l references 
to themes or concepts which he discusses. For example, 
there are many references to angels i n Scripture which he 
does not c i t e i n h i s section on "The Ambassadors of God 

97 
and t h e i r opponents". 5' Barth admits as much himself: 

"There are many i n t e r e s t i n g and pregnant passages 
upon which we have only touched i n passing i f at a l l . 
But I know of none which would r e a l l y lead us any 
f u r t h e r i n the subject. Our present purpose i s not 
a complete angelology. We have simply taken the most 
important examples to i l l u s t r a t e the decisive matters 
which claim our a t t e n t i o n i n dogmatics." 98 

So there i s a kind of ambivalence i n Barth's method; h i s 
purpose i s i n c l u s i v e , h is method at times sel e c t i v e , and 
his claim that such selection has been made on dogmatic 
grounds, because dogmatic theology cannot be equated with 
b i b l i c a l theology. More s i g n i f i c a n t i s h i s deliberate 
r e f u s a l to give d e t a i l e d consideration to the angels of 
darkness, on the grounds that i t would be unhealthy. ^ 
Consequently, i t i s not surprising to discover that he 
omits references here too, such as Paul's assertion that 
"Satan disguises himself as an angel of l i g h t . " ' 1 0 0 Most of 
the b i b l i c a l material which Barth ignores f a l l s i n t o three 
sharply defined categories. Some are t h e o l o g i c a l l y 

101 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t , others are i r r e l e v a n t to the d o c t r i n a l 

102 
themes to which Barth gave h i s chief a t t e n t i o n , yet 
others duplicate, t h e o l o g i c a l l y i f not l i n g u i s t i c a l l y , 

103 
passages which are considered. ^ However, i n the sect­
ion on angels, i t must be suggested that the omissions are 
not consistent with Barth's avowed i n t e n t i o n . Rather,his 
theological schema has already driven him to devote a whole 
section to "Gott und das Nichtige", f o r which he of f e r s 
no b i b l i c a l substantiation. ' 1 0^ To discuss the b i b l i c a l 
view of demons, a f t e r he has already decided that t h e i r 

106 
" o r i g i n and nature l i e i n nothingness", can therefore 
only go against a d o c t r i n a l standpoint which he has already 
adopted. One i s forced to the conclusion that Barth here 
abandoned h i s usual p r i n c i p l e s of taking a l l of Scripture 
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seriously, and submitting a l l to Scripture, i n favour of 
an exposition of the nature and status of e v i l , which he 
found more acceptable p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y , than the prima 
f a c i e b i b l i c a l view. 

What may reasonably be concluded from t h i s discuss­
ion i s that Barth's i n c l u s i v e i n t e n t i o n was p r a c t i c a l l y 
impossible; and the extent of that i m p o s s i b i l i t y i s 
r e f l e c t e d i n the s t a t i s t i c s discussed above. Further, he 
has a theological explanation f o r his pr a c t i c e . I n p r i n c i p l 
he must be open to God speaking through any part of 
Scripture, but i n practice he can only deal with these parts 
through which God d i d speak.. Thus he writes: " I t i s r e a l l y 
not l a i d upon us to take everything i n the Bible as true 
i n globo, but i t i s l a i d upon us to l i s t e n to i t s testimony 

107 
when we a c t u a l l y hear i t . " 

Barth recognised that taking the u n i t y of Scripture 
seriously implied more than a determination to be i n c l u s i v e 
i n h i s use of Scripture i n the Church Dogmatics. No passage 
or series of passages i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n a vacuum, but always 

/ | Q Q 

i n the context of both testaments. Thus, Ecclesiastes 
3.1-11 i s read " i n the context of Ecclesiastes and the r e s t 
of the Old Testament and New Testament, and i n the context 
of the Old Testament w i t h the New Testament..." There 
can be l i t t l e doubt that Ecclesiastes has a special s i g n i f i c 
ance i n the context of the canon, which an exegete would not 
discover were he to concentrate on the meaning of the t e x t 
alone. Barth f o r example, considers i t as "...the sharpest 
expression of a consciousness of time and l i f e r e a l l y 

110 
shattered by the presence of God." Elsewhere he i s 
sharply c r i t i c a l of e a r l i e r exegetes who read Gen 1-3 with 
" . . . f a r too l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n to the rest of Genesis and the 

111 
re s t of the Old Testament". Barth consistently under­
stands i n d i v i d u a l verses i n the context of the testament 
from which they come. Thus Barth writes of Job and Psalms 
"...we must not read them outside the context of the Old 

112 
Testament". Even a most casual reading of the Church 
Dogmatics w i l l supply innumerable examples of Barth using 
part of the same testament to explain a verse, often by a 11^ -d i f f e r e n t author. ^ Indeed, very few excursus have 
exegesis of one passage alone. 
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Often he refers to other parts of Bcripture as 
a "decisive commentary" on the passage with which he i s 

114 
dealing. For instance "Ezek 37 i s thus the most 

115 
powerful commentary on Gen 2.7", or "The book of 
Proverbs...can be read as a large scale commentary on the 

116 
f i f t h commandment..." Frequently the Johannine 
presentation of a feature of the gospel story enables a 

117 
r i g h t understanding of the synoptics. ' Barth implies 
that we need the d i f f e r i n g perspectives offered to us by 
various authors, to see the whole p i c t u r e . Thus John's 
gospel supplements the others• "Wemust have t h i s g l o r i f i e d 
p i c t u r e before us to understand the account of the 

118 
synoptics." 

Barth frequently explains something i n one testament 
i n the l i g h t of the other. This i s not unexpected, when an 
idea found i n the New Testament consciously builds on the 

119 
Old, ' but i t i s more unusual when the Old Testament 
passage i s used to elucidate a New Testament passage where 

120 
there does not appear to be a d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p . Some­
times i t i s simply the case that two passages taken from 

1?1 
d i f f e r e n t testaments together form the basis f o r h i s case. 
Either way, Barth c l e a r l y holds that to read one testament 

122 
without the other i s a recipe f o r disaster. 

Where there i s u n i t y , Barth regards t h i s as 
123 

s i g n i f i c a n t not accidental. J Indeed, where the testaments 
agree t h i s i s often a r e s u l t of a conscious emphasis i n the 

124 
wxtness of the New Testament books, or indeed of Jesus 

125 
himself. ^ Thus Barth uses places i n the New Testament 
which s p e c i f i c a l l y r e f e r to Old Testament passages to 

126 
elucidate the l a t t e r . Thematic u n i t y may equally be 
deliberate. " I t may surprise us that the ideas of man's 
being i n death are not mitigated or even displaced i n the 
New Testament as compared with the Old...in f a c t they are 

127 
accentuated as never before." 

But such u n i t y i n witness does not b l i n d Barth to 
contrasts. He refers to "...the contrast between Law and prophets i n the Old Testament, and i n the New Testament the corresponding contrast between Gospels and Epistles". Elsewhere, he makes much of the "...complete s h i f t of theme and i n t e r e s t i n the h i s t o r i c a l presentation of the Old 
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129 Testament..." at the watershed marked by the establish­
ment of the monarchy,which leaves "...an obscurity both of 

130 
the matter i t s e l f and also of i t s u n i t y " . ^ A f t e r making 
clear the extent of the problem, Barth suggests that the 
basic question i s whether God's w i l l i s simple or twofold. 
"These are the d i f f i c u l t i e s of the t e x t with regard to the 

1-51 
u n i t y of that which i t a t t e s t s . " J But the sharpness 
of the problem forces Barth i n t h i s case to a re s o l u t i o n , 
namely to recognise that "The kingship of Jesus Christ i s 
the a c t u a l i t y , the subject which they a t t e s t - but which 

132 
they can only a t t e s t . " ^ Sharp formal difference 

133 
frequently overlies great material agreement. ^ y 

Occasionally Barth i s prepared to concede 
cont r a d i c t i o n . For example, the end of Judas recorded 
i n Matthew, "...provides information which i s , of course, 

n134-
p a r t i a l l y contradicted by that given i n Ac 1.18f. ^ 
S i m i l a r l y , the Old and New Testament views of divorce are 
d i r e c t l y opposite:"The g u l f between the Old and the New 

135 
Testament view of the matter i s unmistakeable." ^ And 
i n the Resurrection narratives "...we are confronted by 

136 
obscurities and i r r e c o n c i l a b l e contradictions..." ? 

When passages i n Scripture appear to contradict, 
Barth employs his b e l i e f i n the u n i t y of Scripture with 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s k i l l to cont r o l the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of both 
passages. This method i s made p l a i n early i n the Church 
Dogmatics, i n a discussion of Exod 19-20 and Jer 31; the 
old and new covenants. This discussion i s t y p i c a l of his 
treatment of Old Testament contradictions. Barth r e j e c t s 
the usual reactions to t h i s kind of problem. He w i l l 

137 
have nothing to do w i t h "harmonising exegesis" J t because 

138 
i t does violence to the t e x t s ; ^ nor w i l l he seek "to 

139 
balance the one by the other" so that they are l e v e l l e d 
out. Neither w i l l he allow any attempt "to measure the 

14-0 
one by the other" so tha t the message of one i s cancelled 

141 
out. Rather, "a h i s t o r i c a l analysis of the two t e x t s w i l l i n i t s own way show us at once that a systematic conspectus of both i s impossible. Hence we can l i s t e n e i t h e r to the one or the other at the one time." 142 This i s an excellent example of Barth's method, which he pursues i n other parts of the canon. For example, i t i s 
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imperative to hear both the threat and the promise i n the 
prophetic corpus, as i t i s important to hear separately, 
but equally, both the humanity and the d i v i n i t y of Jesus 
i n the gospels. I n Barth's view, i t i s not the job of 
the dogmatic theologian to construct a f a l s e u n i t y or 
system, ^ where Scripture o f f e r s d i a l e c t i c a l tension. 

"We can l i s t e n only to the one or the other, r e a l i s i n g 
what i s said by the one or the other, and then, i n 
spi t e of the concealment, we can. also i n f a i t h hear 
the other one. These are j u s t some of the great one-
sidednesses of the Bible w r i t t e n and received as God's 
Word." 145 

This procedure gives Barth the freedom to concen­
t r a t e f i r s t on one side of the b i b l i c a l witness about a 

146 
t o p i c , then on the other. One of the c r u c i a l questions 
therefore must be, how he knows when to emphasize which side. 
There i s no evidence to suggest that t h i s i s ever more than 

14-7 
a simple matter of judgement. ' 

I n the New Testament, c o n f l i c t i n g accounts are found 
148 

by Barth predominantly i n the gospels, and hi s method i s 
p a r a l l e l to that already examined i n connection with the 
Old Testament. An example of t h i s may be found i n h i s 
discussion of the apostolate. The differences between 

149 
p a r a l l e l accounts are noted without embarrassment. J 

For example, Barth records 
"the so-called great commission which i n Luke, the 
spurious conclusion of Mark and Acts precedes the story 
of the Ascension... I t i s worth noting t h a t Matthew 
(28.16) transfers the event to Galilee...But according 
to Lk 24.36f. the same event obviously takes place i n 
Jerusalem..." 150 

Other v a r i a t i o n s are noted. However, Barth refuses to 
reconstruct the events by harmonising the accounts: 

"The actual teaching given us by these variants i s 
obviously more important than the h i s t o r i c a l d i f f i c u l t y 
which we may l e g i t i m a t e l y feel...The two aspects are 
both true and have both to be considered..." 151 

So Barth employs a s i m i l a r method here to that which was 
152 

discovered i n his use of story; ^ he reads each account 153 154 f o r i t s e l f , establishes the common ground, ^ and 
155 

discovers the theological significance of t h a t . ^ I n t h i s 
case, Barth concludes' that the di s c i p l e s can do nothing w i t h ­
out Jesus. ^ Elsewhere, the same method leads Barth to 
assert that the contradictory accounts coincide "not perhaps 

157 m externals, but c e r t a i n l y i n material content". 
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E f f e c t i v e l y , Barth's method i s to examine the 
mater i a l , note the d i f f e r i n g emphases which are r e f l e c t e d 
by contradictory accounts, but seek to discover the 
theological u n i t y by l i s t e n i n g to the d i f f e r e n t accounts 

1 
i n t u r n ; y and f i n a l l y to ignore the differences because 
they can only be an embarrassment at the h i s t o r i c a l l e v e l * 
the l e v e l of what a c t u a l l y happened or was said, and to 
t h i s Barth pays l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n , as i t has already been 

159 
demonstrated. y j This method i s highl i g h t e d by an aside 
from a discussion of the d i f f e r e n t accounts of the anoint­
ing of Jesus. Barth comments:"But again, the h i s t o r i c a l 
complications i n which we may f i n d ourselves because of 
t h i s discrepancy are of l i t t l e consequence compared with 

160 
the i n s t r u c t i o n which i s yielded by the inconsistency." 
On the basis of t h i s inconsistency, Barth i s able to draw 
out the theological i m p l i c a t i o n that "...what Judas said 
on t h i s occasion could have been said by others of Jesus 1 

161 
company". This method i s quite consistent with Barth's 

162 
view of Scripture, as "divine and human product ", 

163 
dependable as a single r e v e l a t i o n , ^ but with a "capacity 

164 
f o r e r r ors" as a product of human authors. 

Despite Barth's i n t e n t i o n s , there can be no doubt 
tha t h i s determination to understand passages i n the l i g h t 
of one another sometimes controls his exegesis to the point 
of d i s t o r t i o n . Thus, he argues "love cannot be l o s t " 
on the basis of 1 Jn 4.18 and Mk 12.30. But, prima f a c i e , 
Mt 24.12 and Rev 2.4 o f f e r a d i f f e r e n t message, against 
which Ro 11.29 and 6.14 are adduced. 1 6 6 Barth i s forced 
to conclude that the love spoken of i n Matthew and Revelat­
ion i s not Ch r i s t i a n love, but something d i f f e r e n t i n each 
case. Two things are noteworthy here. F i r s t l y , t h a t 
Barth does not ' l i s t e n ' to both sides, which i s his usual 
p r a c t i c e , but does see one side i n the l i g h t of the other„ 
Secondly, he makes an attempt to reconcile h i s understanding 
with the immediate contexts i n both cases. I t must there­
fore be concluded that Barth does not l i s t e n to eit h e r side 
here because he i s genuinely convinced that there i s only 

169 
one side to hear i n t h i s case. ' Such a conviction i s 
c h i e f l y a matter of personal judgement, springing from the in d i v i d u a l ' s perception of the r e l a t i o n between the t e x t s . 
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When cont r a d i c t i o n appears between the testaments, 
as over the law and gospel, Barth makes no attempt to 
maintain a dichotomy, or to see the law as overthrown by 
the advent of Christ. Rather, the Pauline emphasis on 
obedience which echoes Jesus' t a l k about servants should 
put us "...on our guard against t h i n k i n g that the command­
ing, ordering or law g i v i n g of the Old Testament belong 

'ICQ 
s p e c i f i c a l l y to the Old Testament..." Only the Law 
"...as i t i s heard u n s p i r i t u a l l y and without Ch r i s t . . . " i s 

16Q 
impotent f o r the Chr i s t i a n . 7 The reason why Barth 
r e j e c t s part of Luther's thought here, i s that his 

"...scheme cannot honestly be maintained i n the face 
of the apparently more complicated but i n t r u t h f a r 
simpler testimony of Scripture. I n Scripture we do 
not f i n d the Law alongside the Gospel, but i n the 
Gospel..." 170 

I n another case Barth makes i t clear that there 
i s no p o s s i b i l i t y of g i v i n g equal weight to two l i n e s of 
thought i n the b i b l i c a l witness, because to admit the 
second would be to deny the f i r s t . He i s prepared to 
admit difference or contrast, but not theological contradict­
ion. " I t i s on the 'without contradiction' t h a t we have 

171 
to i n s i s t . " Thus h i s i n i t i a l concession of prima fac i e 

172 
cont r a d i c t i o n i s not allowed to pass over i n t o the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and a p p l i c a t i o n of these passages. Consequently, 
although i n the preceding excursus Barth r e f e r r e d to passages 
which might suggest that man has an independent r e l a t i o n s h i p 
to God apart from His grace, Barth views them as "a side 

173 
l i n e " which cannot be genuine because they weaken "the 

174-
main l i n e " . Therefore, Barth reviews t h i s material i n 
such a way that i t i s made to "underline" and "confirm" the 

175 
mam b i b l i c a l l i n e , ^ sometimes because the side l i n e 

17G 
may be seen as a temporary arrangement. For Barth, not 
only may theological ideas found i n Scripture prove to be 
a "side l i n e " , but parts of Scripture i t s e l f must be under-

177 
stood as "marginal t e x t s " although t h i s does not mean 
they may be ignored. 

The c r u c i a l question here i s how Barth establishes 
when there must be d i a l e c t i c a l tension, when one l i n e must 
be sublimated to another, or when a higher r e s o l u t i o n can 

178 be found. ' The answer appears to be that sublimation must occur where l o g i c a l c o ntradiction would otherwise f o l l o w . 
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But d i a l e c t i c a l tension may sometimes be t h e o l o g i c a l l y 
necessary, as i n the case of the God-man. Then i t i s 
not i n h e r e n t l y i l l o g i c a l ; indeed, theology aims to show 
that the apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n has a log i c of i t s own, 
by o f f e r i n g a higher r e s o l u t i o n of the problem. Once 
again, i t appears to be a matter of judgement, and perhaps 
w i l l or a b i l i t y . I f Barth had been able to perceive a 
l o g i c a l r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of the b i b l i c a l evidence f o r 
natural and revealed theology, h i s argument i n the Church 
Dogmatics would doubtless have been d i f f e r e n t . U ltimately 
his t h e o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n depended upon his judgement tha t 
such r e c o n c i l i a t i o n was impossible, except by way of 
sublimation; his lack of willingness to work at the 

179 
problem, ^ and perhaps his i n a b i l i t y to f i n d such a 

180 
sol u t i o n . Thus, Barth's insistence on u n i t y without 
u n i f o r m i t y , and h i s method of achieving the same, has been 
made clear by t h i s examination of his use of the Old and 
New Testaments. 

However, where the testaments- give advice which 
does not immediately concur, Barth gives p r i o r i t y t o the 
New Testament. Thus, i n the matter of the proper parental 
a t t i t u d e to c h i l d r e n , Barth notes the advice to beat 
children i n Proverbs. However, New Testament guidance i s 
sought, and Barth suggests "...the f a c t remains... that 
although Heb 12 c a l l s these well-known admonitions to mind 
i t does not confirm them as such, much less advance them 

i 

independently, and the same i s true of the r e s t of the 
181 

New Testament." Consequently, Barth concludes that 
the encouragement of parental d i s c i p l i n e i n Proverbs should 

182 
not be regarded as the f i r s t and f i n a l word. Theo­
l o g i c a l l y , Barth i s bound to take t h i s p o s i t i o n because the 
Old Testament i s only r i g h t l y understood i n the l i g h t of 
the New: the New Testament contains r e a l theological novelty. 
Hence, Barth concludes on t h i s issue:"In the aeon inaugurated 
by the f i r s t parousia of Jesus Ch r i s t , the task of parents 
i s not p r i m a r i l y and decisively to a t t e s t the Law to t h e i r 

• j Q 7 
children; but p r i m a r i l y a/ui decis i v e l y the Gospel." p 

Old Testament language can " f a l l short of the true New 
184 

Testament i n s i g h t " , or the New Testament may j u s t express 
an idea more c l e a r l y than the Old. 
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Why does Barth allow the u n i t y of Scripture to 
be so i n f l u e n t i a l i n his thinking? I t depends on the 
f a c t there i s one Revealer, one Revelation, 

" 1 8 8 

and one person revealed, Jesus Christ. I n the New 
Testament, t h i s u n i t y may be a t t r i b u t e d to i t s single 
content. "The content of t h i s New Testament witness i s 
the message of the Resurrection and ascension which runs 
through a l l the Gospels and Epistles and i s the main 

189 
stay of everything." 7 This main theme, of Jesus dying 
f o r us, i s regarded from d i f f e r e n t points of view even i n 
the New Testament: "...the witness to Christ i n the New 
Testament moves towards t h i s statement ( i n the Gospels) 
i n order to proceed from i t ( i n the Acts and E p i s t l e s ) . " ' 1 ^ 
But Barth recognises th a t "what the New Testament says about 
Jesus Christ i s a l l said i n the l i g h t of Easter and Ascens-

191 
io n . . . " 7 Although there are s l i g h t v a r i a t i o n s i n 

192 
Barth's view of the exact focus of the New Testament, 
these are not s i g n i f i c a n t because they are a l l closely 

193 
r e l a t e d to one another. ^ They are i n f a c t d i f f e r e n t 
ways of expressing h i s conclusion that the true content i s 
Jesus Christ himself. Even when the New Testament presents 
d i f f e r e n t theological accounts of "hope", Barth w r i t e s : 
"...the sure conclusion CLsJ that w i t h i n the t o t a l i t y of 
New Testament t h i n k i n g on hope and without bursting the 
l i m i t s of t h i s t o t a l i t y , there are so many v a r i a t i o n s which 
i n t h e i r very v a r i e t y indicate the pe r s i s t e n t u n i t y of the 

194 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l basis." 7 Unity i s equally to be found 
i n the Old Testament because i t witnesses to Christ " s o.as 

195 
prophecy and announcement •>. " ^ Barth considers that 
"o.othe l i v i n g Jesus Christ - and His righteousness as man's 
righteousness - i s the scarlet thread which runs through the 

196 
r e s t of Holy S c r i p t u r e 7 

Such an understanding of the u n i t y of Scripture and 
such a determination to i n t e r p r e t every part i n the l i g h t 
of the whole, i n e v i t a b l y leads Barth to adopt an i n t e r p r e t ­
a t i v e stance close to those who advocate the sensus plenior 
of Holy Scripture. Thus he writes : 

"As d i s t i n c t from the apostles, the prophets were not 
'witnesses of the Resurrection' (Ac 1.22). But the Resurrection was t h e i r f i n a l meaning," 198 
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Indeed, Barth would go so f a r as to assert th a t the 
sensus pl e n i o r i s t h e i r only meaning. He argues: " I f 
Christ has r i s e n from the dead, then the understanding 
of the Old Testament as a witness to Christ i s not a 
l a t e r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but an understanding of i t s o r i g i n a l 
and only l e g i t i m a t e sense." Further, he suggests 
that t h e i r meaning could not be grasped before Christ; 
"...the advent of the Son of Man.../gives7 to Gen 2.18-25 
a meaning which i t could never have had to i t s Old Testam­
ent reader..." 2 ^ Without the ' i n t e r p r e t a t i v e key' 
given us i n the New Testament, namely, Christ, the Old 

201 
Testament records are "enigmatic"; indeed, 

" i t can hardly be disputed that t h e i r w r i t i n g i s i n 
f a c t perplexing. That i t i s necessarily so i s best 
explained i f we concede that the f a c t of which they 
wrote was i t s e l f perplexing, and i f we are ready to 
learn from the New Testament what the r i d d l e i n these 
data was, and at the same time how profoundly they 2o2 were f i l l e d with hidden and revealed divine t r u t h . " 

These comments about the Old Testament monarchy s t o r i e s , 
make quite clear that Barth regards t h e i r true significance 
to be the sensus pl e n i o r , only discoverable when they are 
read i n the l i g h t of the New Testament events, without 

203 
which t h e i r s p i r i t u a l significance may go unrecognised. ^ 

204 
But some passages have a double a p p l i c a t i o n . 

There can be no doubt that f o r Barth the l e g i t i m a t ­
ion of t h i s sensus p l e n i o r depended t h e o l o g i c a l l y on the 
prophetic nature of the whole Old Testament i n r e l a t i o n 
to Christ. 2 0 5 Thus, 

"now that He, the Saviour, the Christ and Lord had 
come and was revealed, now that the crown and climax 
of Old Testament h i s t o r y had appeared, the crowd of 
witnesses to t h i s h i s t o r y sounded out again with new 
l i f e and vigour, and had to be heard again and 
genuinely understood.. .Each /.testament/ was i n t e l l i g -
i b l e only m the l i g h t of the other." 206 

For Barth, ( i n the words of an annonymous author) the Old 
Testament "does not merely contain prophecies, i t i s from 

207 
f i r s t to l a s t a prophecy." Consequently, Barth 
regards ceremonial passages i n the Old Testament, as well 
as "...the election s t o r i e s of Genesis Zas7 prophecies of 
Jesus Chr i s t . . . " They are "...pictures and stories which 

208 
f i n d t h e i r meaning and f u l f i l m e n t i n Him", as too 209 210 do the Old Testament p e r s o n a l i t i e s , 7 the Law, and 

211 
Proverbs. For Barth, such prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t , because of t h e i r remarkable correspondence, must always - 236 -



21? "be regarded as a u n i t i n g f a c t o r i n b i b l i c a l theology. 
However, the sensus plenior extends to the New 

Testament, f o r early sayings of Jesus were only f u l l y 
understood by the di s c i p l e s a f t e r the Resurrection, and 
t h e i r significance can only be grasped today i n the l i g h t 

213 
of that event. Thus, the Last Supper which o r i g i n a l l y 
looked forward to the Cross and Easter events, now points 

214 
forward to the Parousia. 

Barth's devotion to the p r i n c i p l e of the u n i t y 
of Scripture has forced his i n t e r p r e t a t i v e method close 
to the p o s i t i o n of those who accept the p o s s i b i l i t y of a 

215 
sensus pleni o r . y I t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t i n g because 
i t i s a p o s i t i o n c h i e f l y espoused by Roman Catholic theo-

216 
logians; indeed, he could agree with t h e i r assertion 
that 

"...a passage or even a book of the Bible receives 
/a f u l l e r meaning7 when placed i n the context of the 
whole Bible. The whole of s c r i p t u r a l r e v e l a t i o n 
gives more meaning to any one pa r t , j u s t as a whole 
view of a tapestry gives meaning to the i n d i v i d u a l 
threads." 217 

Yet here, as elsewhere, Barth cannot be i d e n t i f i e d simply 
with such a group, because his theological p o s i t i o n gives 
even t h i s method c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s not found elsewhere. I n 
order to make t h i s clear, i t w i l l be necessary to o u t l i n e 

218 
contemporary t h i n k i n g on the sensus pleni o r . 

The sensus pleni o r or f u l l e r sense i s usually 
219 

distinguished from the l i t e r a l sense of Scripture, y 

although some scholars argue that the author had to be 
conscious th a t some such f u l l e r meaning of h i s words was 

220 
possible. However, R. Brown convincingly maintains 
that t h i s i s not necessary because "...were we to as"k 
the human author now whether or not he meant what we see 
i n h is inspired w r i t i n g , he would have to be able to 
assure us, with his increased understanding, that he did 

221 
mean i t . " Hence, Brown defines the sensus plenior 
as "...that a d d i t i o n a l , deeper meaning, intended by God 
but not c l e a r l y intended by the human author, which i s 
seen to exist i n the words of a b i b l i c a l t e x t (or group 
of t e x t s , or even a whole book) when they are studied i n 
the l i g h t of f u r t h e r r e v e l a t i o n or development i n the 222 understanding of r e v e l a t i o n . " 
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Brown equally distinguishes t h i s sensus plenior 
from the "consequent sense" of Scripture, that i s , from 
anything which might be considered to be i m p l i c i t or 
v i r t u a l l y contained i n the t e x t , and thus available to the 

223 
reader by a l o g i c a l process of deduction. ^ Brown i n s i s t s 
that although the sensus pleni o r may c h i e f l y be seen i n the 
Old Testament a f t e r i t has been i l l u m i n a t e d by the New 
Testament, i t may be equally well found i n the New Testament 
as a r e s u l t of l a t e r deeper understanding of doctrine by 

224 
the Church. However, i t i s not completely open; 
Brown suggests two c r i t e r i a f o r assessing the v a l i d i t y 
of any proposed i n t e r p r e t a t i o n which might be considered to 
be part of the f u l l e r sense. F i r s t l y , i t must be homo­
geneous with the l i t e r a l sense, and secondly there must be 
evidence th a t God intended a f u l l e r sense i n the t e x t . 
These c r i t e r i a are an important part of Brown's defence 
against those who would c r i t i c i s e h i s p o s i t i o n on the ground 
that i t i s r e a l l y accommodation of the words of Scripture 

226 
to a sense which they were never intended to have. 

For Barth, as f o r Brown, the sensus pleni o r i s not 
read i n t o a t e x t , on the basis of New Testament r e v e l a t i o n ; 
rather the l a t t e r "...helps us .to see something already 

227 
existent but h i t h e r t o unknown." ' Barth o f f e r s a theo­
l o g i c a l r a t i o n a l e f o r such a view which i s more far-reaching 
than the doctrine of i n s p i r a t i o n upon which Brown appears 

228 
c h i e f l y to r e l y . For Barth, i t i s not simply that 
"God ins p i r e d the human author to choose unconsciously words 

229 
apt to carry a more profound meaning" but rather t h a t 
because l)obh testaments witness to Christ, t h e i r f u l l e r 

230 
meaning can only be ascertained with reference to Christ. ^ 
But here Barth goes f u r t h e r than Brown, because he holds 
that t h i s f u l l e r meaning i s the true meaning, and that 
those who would stop at the l i t e r a l meaning discovered by 
h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l methods of exegesis have not perceived 
the true nature of the object of t h e i r studies, and therefore 

231 
have not discovered what they mean, only what they say. y 

For Barth, therefore,the p o s s i b i l i t y of a sensus pleni o r i s 
both an a p r i o r i assumption that springs from h i s c h r i s t -
o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i v e base, and also an a p o s t e r i o r i conclus­ion from the f a c t t h a t without t h i s key, the Old Testament i s incomprehensible. Whereas Brown argues on a p o s t e r i o r i grounds and i s u n w i l l i n g to enter the debate on a_ p r i o r i - 238 -



232 assumptions, ^ Barth considers both to contribute to 
his p o s i t i o n . 

Because Barth employs t h i s method without 
nomenclature, and because i t arises i n the context of 
dogmatic theology as a r e s u l t of his emphasis on the 
u n i t y of Scripture, i t might be more s a t i s f a c t o r y to 
c l a s s i f y i t by Spicq's term as a "theological sense", 2 ^ 
although Barth does not regard i t as one among several 

234 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s , but as the f i n a l sense. ^ For the New 
Testament,any such " f u l l e r sense" i s c e r t a i n l y a theo­
l o g i c a l sense which may be known as a r e s u l t of the f u l l 
r e v e l a t i o n of the whole gospel i n the complete New Testam­
ent canon. But i n the Old Testament, as has been made 
clear, Barth regards the " f u l l e r sense" as the true sense, 
so that anything less i s not s a t i s f a c t o r y . Thus, the 
Old Testament cannot be read by the Church as the r e l i g i o u s 
l i t e r a t u r e of the Jews, i n Barth's opinion, because i t must 
be read r e f e r e n t i a l l y . That i s , i t must be read i n the 
l i g h t of that to which i t r e f e r s , and mere can be no doubt 
m Barth's mind that the Old Testament as much as the New 

235 
Testament refers to Christ. 

For Barth, t h i s sensus pl e n i o r or theological 
sense, i s undoubtedly the meaning of the te x t and not a 

236 
significance consequent upon the meaning. y He would 
argue tha t not only i s i t a le g i t i m a t e part of the dogmatic 
method to look f o r the sensus pl e n i o r because i t i s committed. 
i n p r i n c i p l e to dealing with a l l the b i b l i c a l books, but 
that exegesis must aim f o r t h i s too. But the admission 
of a sensus p l e n i o r i n dogmatic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n does not 
threaten the importance of the l i t e r a l sense i n exegesis. 
I t i s not a "retrogression toward the exaggerated s p i r i t u a l -

237 
i z i n g of the past", J l but a recognition that the d i f f e r ­
ent methods employed by exegesis and dogmatics give r i s e 
to d i f f e r e n t but complementary r e s u l t s . Thus, d i f f e r e n t 
i n t e r p r e t a t i v e techniques make the reader aware of d i f f e r ­
ent l e v e l s of meaning. Providing that such levels of 
meaning r e l a t e closely to one another, and are not i n p l a i n 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n , t h i s does not present i n t o l e r a b l e problems. 
Indeed, there are p a r a l l e l s i n secular w r i t i n g : F.Schegel 
suggests that "a classic i s a work that i s never f u l l y 238 understood " because i t has no single meaning capable 
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of simple summary. I n the same way Gadamer argues 
that understanding a work of a r t i s progressive because 
" . . . i t s t o t a l content usually transcends what we a c t u a l l y 
see i n i t at any given moment and perhaps even the 

239 
conscious inte n t i o n s of the a r t i s t s . " 

Barth i s concerned to elucidate as f u l l a meaning 
as possible, never content to confine himself to the prima 
f a c i e meaning. Thus, he admits the p o s s i b i l i t y of multiple 

24-0 
f u l f i l m e n t of prophecy; f o r example, Ps 109.8 may be 

241 
ref e r r e d both to Judas and the Jews. Prophecies may 
be f u l f i l l e d i n contemporary society as well as supremely 

242 
i n Jesus. Barth's concept of prophecy extends beyond 
the i n d i v i d u a l f u l f i l m e n t of prophecies, although that i s 

243 
part of i t . I t i s not that Jesus merely f u l f i l l e d a 
saying or a passage; f o r Barth, we have seen, the whole 
of the Old Testament covenant h i s t o r y i s prophecy, i t s 
f i g u r e s , i t s s t o r i e s , and i t s ceremonies. Even that which 
was immediately f u l f i l l e d , s t i l l points forward to Jesus. 

"Hence the references to the Old Testament which we 
f i n d i n the New t e l l us that the h i s t o r y and time 
of I s r a e l were prophetic, t h e i r meaning and perfect­
ion consisting i n the f a c t that the h i s t o r y and time 
of I s r a e l were prophetic, t h e i r meaning and perfection 
consisting i n the f a c t that they moved towards the 
h i s t o r y and time of the man Jesus." 244 

Yet i t must be remembered that the New Testament i s not a l l 
f u l f i l m e n t , because i t too looks p r o p h e t i c a l l y to the 

245 
f u t u r e . y Thus Barth does not see any d i f f i c u l t y i n 
admitting both a l i t e r a l meaning, intended by the author, 
and a f u l l e r meaning, seen only i n the larger context. For 
him, the d i f f i c u l t y i s rather that he considers any attempt 
to stop at the former i s unsatisfactory. 

Having examined Barth's methods of perceiving 
b i b l i c a l u n i t y , some comments concerning h i s theory are 
noted before an explanation and c r i t i q u e of t h i s important 
feature of h i s thought i s offered. Although the chief 
concern of t h i s thesis i s how Barth works, there are some 
comments i n his excursus which reveal his t h i n k i n g . He ofte 

? 4 f i 

refers to "the u n i t a r y testimony of Holy Scripture" or 
247 

to "the witness of the Old Testament" 1 or "the witness 
of the New Testament" 2 ^ or to "the b i b l i c a l witness". 2^"9 

He writes of the u n i t y of the testaments, 
-240 -



"Note t h a t the r e l a t i o n "between the two aeons i s 
the r e l a t i o n of a d e c i s i o n . The d e c i s i o n i s made... 
t h a t i s the proper content of the New Testament w i t ­
ness...And t h a t i s a l s o why the Old Testament does 
not d i s a p p e a r i n the New Testament...And t h a t i s why 
the Old Testament cannot stand alone." 250 

Indeed, to abandon the Old Testament, as Marcion d i d , i s 
tantamount to abandoning the whole New Testament. ' 
Because B a r t h regards the testaments as so i n t e r - r e l a t e d , 
he can a s s e r t t h a t an i d e a d e r i v e s "...from the New Testam­
ent and t h e r e f o r e , i m p l i c i t l y and e x p l i c i t l y , from the 

252 
Old". ^ Indeed, he assumes t h a t nothing could contrad­
i c t a c o n c l u s i o n , r i g h t l y drawn, from a s i n g l e Old Testam-

253 
ent passage. 

However, B a r t h does not w r i t e of t h i s u n i t y 
between the testaments as though i t were simply u n i f o r m i t y , 
r a t h e r t h e r e i s a " . . . t o t a l change, as compared with the 
Old Testament even i n the t o t a l u n i t y which e x i s t s . . . " 
T h i s i s because the Old Testament " . . . i s h i s t o r i c a l l y 
d i s t i n c t and l i m i t e d as compared with..."the New Testam-

255 
ent. " He argues t h a t 

"Only two d i s t i n c t i o n s r e a l l y remain : the f i r s t 
c o n s i s t s i n the f a c t t h a t i n the Old Testament C h r i s t 
i s not a t t e s t e d as the One who has a l r e a d y appeared, 
whereas i n the New Testament He i s not a t t e s t e d as 
the One who has not y e t appeared...There i s a second 
i r r e v e r s i b l e d i s t i n c t i o n . . . b e t w e e n the v a r i o u s . . . 
w r i t e r s . . . . i n the b i b l i c a l w i t n e s s . " 256 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p between the testaments i s a l s o 
d e s c r i b e d as prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t , C h r i s t f u l f i l l e d 
the Old Testament, so t h a t the church " . . . n a t u r a l l y had 
to c l a i m or read as i t s own the book of e x p e c t a t i o n and 

257 
prophecy." S i m i l a r l y , the New Testament provided 
" . . . r e p e t i t i o n and c o n f i r m a t i o n . . . " of p a r t s of the Old 
Testament. ^ ® Elsewhere the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s seen as 
one of s i m i l a r i t y . God commissions H i s prophets to speak 
His Word, as Jes u s commissions H i s d i s c i p l e s . "And a t 
t h i s p o i n t we have s t r i k i n g evidence of the u n i t y between 
the Old Testament and the New." 2 ^ But B a r t h does not 
accept a l l s i m i l a r i t i e s without que s t i o n . Thus, the 
i n i t i a t i o n r i t e s of c i r c u m c i s i o n and baptism a r e not to v 4- ^ 260 be equated. 

Such a u n i t y can t h e r e f o r e be d e s c r i b e d as a 
?fi1 

simple c o n t i n u i t y of the b a s i c i d e a s , or an a m p l i f i c a t i o n 
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262 of Old Testament thought i n the New; as an i n c l u s i o n 
265 

of the Old i n the New; y or of a new dimension s t i l l 
264 

hidden i n the Old. I t may a l s o be seen as qu e s t i o n 
265 

and answer. ^ 
However t h i s u n i t y i s expressed, i t i s to be 

found i n the s i n g l e o b j e c t to which they both point : the 
266 

I n c a r n a t i o n . Both Testaments "...have as t h e i r 
d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e to a t t e s t i n the one ca s e the Messiah 
who i s to come, and i n the other case the Messiah who has 
a l r e a d y come." T h e i r u n i t y of o b j e c t i s so strong 
t h a t d i s t i n c t i o n " . . . i s r e l a t i v i s e d by the u n i t y of what 
i s s a i d by a l l t h e s e i n d i v i d u a l s . " And B a r t h d e s c r i b e s 
t h i s u n i f y i n g o b j e c t a s "...the proclamation of the name 

269 
of God..." Thus B a r t h c o n s i d e r s t h a t the u n i t y i s 
a l s o lodged i n the one s t o r y which together they r e l a t e : 
"...the s t o r y of the d i v i n e e l e c t i o n and c a l l i n g and r u l i n g 
of I s r a e l , the s t o r y of the Messiah of I s r a e l , the s t o r y 

270 
of the founding of the Church as the t r u e I s r a e l " . ' 
I n a passage which d i s c u s s e s t h i s u n i t y i n a more s o p h i s ­
t i c a t e d way, B a r t h r e f e r s to the two forms of the covenant 

271 
found i n the two testaments, which are not separated 

272 
d e s p i t e t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r i t y . They a r e not c o n t r a -

27 ̂  
d i c t o r y , d i s t i n c t or c o m p e t i t i v e , " . . . s i n c e the New 
Testament i s l a t e n t i n the Old.„., and the Old i s patent 

274 
i n the New..." Both a r e concerned " i n t h e i r d i f f e r -

275 
ent ways..." with "...the one Prophet of the one 
covenant i n i t s twofold form, f i r s t concealed and then 
revealedo o <, Je s u s C h r i s t . " 

I t has been shown t h a t B a r t h employs s e v e r a l models 
of S c r i p t u r a l u n i t y , a l l of which a r e c o n s i s t e n t w i t h h i s 

277 
t h e o l o g i c a l position,, Thus, although B a r t h i s p r e -
pared to employ the d e s c r i p t i v e method o c c a s i o n a l l y , he 
w i l l not use i t to uncover d i f f e r e n t t h e o l o g i e s i n S c r i p t u r e 
because "...to the b e s t of my knowledge t h e r e i s not,.. 
any s i n g l e t r a c e of the no t i o n of a p l u r a l i t y of d i v i n e 

279 
r e v e l a t i o n s . . . " i n e i t h e r testament. H i s approach i s 
s i m i l a r t h e r e f o r e to the attempt of b i b l i c a l theology to 
draw out the i m p l i c a t i o n s of the Old Testament by examining the understanding of i t i n the New Testament and the 280 Church. I t i s q u i t e c l e a r i n Barth's t h i n k i n g t h a t i t i s the common standpoint of f a i t h alone which enables 
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him to p e r c e i v e S c r i p t u r a l u n i t y : he could c e r t a i n l y 
281 

a f f i r m Credo, ut i n t e l l i g a m . Although he employs 
the c r o s s - s e c t i o n method when he examines themes and 
concepts, B a r t h i s very l i t t l e i n t e r e s t e d i n the 
c h r o n o l o g i c a l sequence of t r a d i t i o n s l y i n g "behind the 

282 
testaments, or indeed the development of theology. 
Undoubtedly f o r B a r t h , t h e r e i s one s t o r y of God's grace 
u n f o l d i n g , so he comes c l o s e to the s a l v a t i o n h i s t o r y 

285 
approach, and h i s method i s not u n r e l a t e d to the 
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t i n s i g h t t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s u n i t e d i n i t s 

284 
address to me today. 

I n B a r t h ' s r e l a t i o n of the Old and the New 
Testament, i t has "been seen t h a t he undoubtedly attempts 
to h o l d both together, although u l t i m a t e l y the New Testam­
ent must always take p r i o r i t y . But the Old Testament 
i s regarded by B a r t h as an independent w i t n e s s to C h r i s t . 
T herefore, he i s prepared to r e l a t e them t y p o l o g i c a l l y , 
r e c o g n i s i n g t h e i r c o n t i n u i t y and d i s c o n t i n u i t y , p a r t l y 

286 
as a r e s u l t of t h e i r s t a t u s as prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t . 

Thus B a r t h borrows or employs n e a r l y a l l the 
suggested models of S c r i p t u r a l u n i t y o f f e r e d i n the a n a l y s i s 
found i n the i n t r o d u c t i o n to t h i s c h a p t e r . The one t h a t 
he i s unable to use i s t h a t a s s o c i a t e d with the i d e a of 
p r o g r e s s i v e r e v e l a t i o n . The kingdom announced by Jesus 
i s so incompatible with much t h a t preceded i t , t h a t t h i s 

p o o 
model of u n i t y i s inadequate. The most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
p i c t u r e s of S c r i p t u r a l u n i t y i n B a r t h ' s t h i n k i n g a r e of 

288 
threads i n t e r w e a v i n g , or of a main stream to which 

289 
much c o n t r i b u t e s . Before a c o n s i d e r a t i o n i s o f f e r e d 
of these models of u n i t y employed by B a r t h , i t i s important 
to r e a l i s e why he c o n s i d e r e d i t so s i g n i f i c a n t . 

Without doubt, the most r e v e a l i n g of a l l B a r t h ' s 
remarks on t h i s s u b j e c t i s h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t " i t i s only 
i n t h i s u n i t y t h a t the b i b l i c a l w i t n e s s i s the witness of 

290 
d i v i n e r e v e l a t i o n . " T h i s i s the reason why he takes 
the matter so s e r i o u s l y ; and i t i s not unexpected t h a t 
B a r t h ' s reason i s t h e o l o g i c a l . Both i n h i s e x e g e s i s 
and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t i s the reason t h a t B a r t h does not 

291 
employ any of the d i v i s i v e methods of h i s time. T h i s i s not because they a r e n e c e s s a r i l y i n a p p r o p r i a t e , as 
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2Q2 
G. Maier would have i t ; but because i f B a r t h i s 
to d e a l w i t h S c r i p t u r e d o g m a t i c a l l y , he must seek the 
d i v i n e r e v e l a t i o n contained t h e r e i n ; and he can only 
do t h i s as he l i s t e n s to i t a l l . 

But i t has a l s o been made c l e a r t h a t B a r t h ' s 
acceptance of the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e i s by no means an 
u n t h i n k i n g or r e s t r i c t i n g measure as J . B a r r suggests. 
U n i t y i s never u n i f o r m i t y , r a t h e r i t i s " d i f f e r e n t i a t e d 

294 
u n i t y , which i s prepared to see s u r f a c e v a r i a t i o n s 

295 
but to seek f o r u n i t e d foundations; " or which i s 
prepared to r e c o g n i s e t h a t the one d i v i n e w i l l may express 
i t s e l f d i f f e r e n t l y to separate people, or i n d i f f e r e n t 

296 
aeons, w h i l e i t never j e o p a r d i s e s i t s e s s e n t i a l u n i t y . y 

A s c i e n t i f i c p a r a l l e l may help to c l a r i f y t h i s . 
H o S c h i l l i n g i n h i s book The New Consciousness i n S c i e n c e 
and R e l i g i o n suggests t h a t the world must be understood 
as a h i e r a r c h y of s t r u c t u r e s , each l e v e l i n t e r r e l a t e d to 
the o t h e r s , but having i t s own i n t e r n a l l o g i c . F o r 
example, t h e r e i s the meta-world of s o l a r systems and 
s t a r s ; the macro-world of animals, mountains and t a b l e s , 

297 
and the micro-world of sub-atomic p a r t i c l e s . I t i s 
most easy to p e r c e i v e the u n i t y and u n i f o r m i t y i n one of 
these l e v e l s , such as the macro-world. However much a 
uniform system may correspond to t h a t l e v e l , i t i s not 
the whole t r u t h . T h i s i s comparable to the approach 
d e s c r i b e d by B. Lonergan as " u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d c o n s c i o u s n e s s " 

298 
u s u a l l y m a n i f e s t as a "common-sense approach". 7 But 
B a r t h ' s approach to S c r i p t u r e may be compared to the d i f f ­
e r e n t i a t e d c o n s c i o u s n e s s of the s c i e n t i s t , who r e c o g n i s e s 
t h a t the p l u r i f o r m i t y of t r u t h does not n e c e s s a r i l y negate 
i t s e s s e n t i a l u n i t y . What B a r t h sought to do with S c r i p t ­
u r e, was to p e r c e i v e the t r u t h as i t was manifest a t the 

299 
i n t e r s e c t i o n of the two frames of r e f e r e n c e . 

A. T h i s e l t o n p r o v i d e s an i l l u m i n a t i n g t h e o l o g i c a l 
i l l u s t r a t i o n of t h i s p o i n t . D i s c u s s i n g the C h r i s t i a n ' s 
c l a i m t h a t he i s both i u s t u s et p e c c a t o r , he suggests, "we 
a r e d e a l i n g w i t h two d i f f e r e n t e v a l u a t i o n s or v e r d i c t s 
each of which i s v a l i d w i t h i n i t s own frame of r e f e r e n c e . " 
He c o n t i n u e s , "These two frames belong, r e s p e c t i v e l y , to eschatology and to h i s t o r y . " Consequently, the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n has shown how both may be t r u e , and t h a t 
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without r e s o r t i n g to the id e a of paradox. 
Although B a r t h does not d e s c r i b e i t i n t h i s way, 

the d i s c u s s i o n above suggests t h a t h i s apprehension of 
the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e i s a d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y . Con­
sequently, t h a t i s p r e c i s e l y the k i n d of u n i t y which he 
d i s c o v e r s t h e r e i n . An e x c e l l e n t example of t h i s approach 
of d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y i s Barth ' s c o n t e n t i o n t h a t 

" . . . i t i s meaningless to emphasize t h a t i n Holy 
S c r i p t u r e t h e r e a r e , of course, many human s u b j e c t s . 
T h i s i s t r u e ; but i t i s more important to r e a l i s e 
t h a t i n v i r t u e of the u n i t y of t h e i r theme, the many 
human s u b j e c t s of S c r i p t u r e a r e v i s i b l e and o p e r a t i v e 
both to themselves and others as a s i n g l e s u b j e c t -
of H i s f u l n e s s have we a l l r e c e i v e d . ( J n 1.16)" 301 

More s u c c i n c t l y he argues:"The B i b l e says a l l s o r t s of 
t h i n g s , c e r t a i n l y ; but i n a l l t h i s m u l t i p l i c i t y and 
v a r i e t y , i t says i n t r u t h only one t h i n g - j u s t t h i s : 
the name of Jesus C h r i s t " . Even the Old Testament 
which c o n t a i n s so much d i v e r s e l i t e r a t u r e d i s p l a y s t h i s 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y . 

"When we look a t J e s u s C h r i s t we cannot f a i l to see 
how the a p p a r e n t l y v a r i e d threads i n the Old Testament 
wi t n e s s of God a l l i n t e r t w i n e , H i s e l e c t i o n , H i s wrath, 
H i s f o r g i v e n e s s of s i n s , H i s commandments, H i s g r a c i o u s -
ness and H i s h o l i n e s s ; and t h a t a ccording to the Old 
Testament w i t n e s s , the Lord who d e a l s w i t h I s r a e l i s 
the one God i n a l l t h i s d i v e r s i t y . " 303 

I n t h i s matter, as i n many o t h e r s , the c i r c u l a r i t y 
of B a r t h ' s method may be p e r c e i v e d . Thus, he tak e s i n t o 
h i s procedure the t h r e e separate s t a n c e s enunciated by 
J . B a r r as being m u t u a l l y e x c l u s i v e . These a r e : f i r s t l y , 
the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s a u t h o r i t a t i v e only when 
i t i s taken as a whole; secondly the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t 
"the i n d i v i d u a l i t y of p a r t i c u l a r passages was obscured i f 
one always sought a p a n - b i b l i c a l comprehensiveness", and 
t h i r d l y , the r e c o g n i t i o n of b i b l i c a l u n i t y as "a p r i n c i p l e 
of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . . . s o m e t h i n g to be sought; not a s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t but a goal of the proc e s s of study, i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

304 
and t h e o l o g i c a l t h i n k i n g " . ^ I f these a r e viewed as 
th r e e p o i n t s on B a r t h ' s c i r c l e , h i s method i s made p l a i n . 
B a r t h has been shown to re c o g n i s e t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s only 
a u t h o r i t a t i v e when taken as a whole, but t h i s does not 
imply f o r him, f l a t t e n i n g i t i n t o a two-dimensional j i g ­
saw p u z z l e . T h i s i s because B a r t h r e a l i s e s t h a t to take 
a l l of i t s e r i o u s l y means to l i s t e n to the p a r t s , which _ 245 -



i s B a r r ' s second, p o s i t i o n . B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s t h a t one 
cannot a t f i r s t a l l o w any one p a r t to c a s t a shadow over 
another; they must he heard s e p a r a t e l y . But f i n a l l y , 
B a r t h does employ the concept of u n i t y as a p r i n c i p l e of 

305 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . y ' Indeed, t h i s d i s c u s s i o n has made i t 
c l e a r t h a t i t i s the s i n g l e most s i g n i f i c a n t c o n t r o l i n 
h i s dogmatic method. But B a r r f a i l s to r e a l i s e t h a t a 
goal must be a s t a r t i n g p o i n t ; one has to have the aim 
i n view a t the beginning, and c l e a r l y B a r t h had t h a t aim. 
E q u a l l y c l e a r l y he b e l i e v e d t h a t he had achieved h i s 
aim. T h i s t h e s i s w i l l now a s s e s s whether t h a t may 
be s a i d to be the c a s e . 

I f B a r t h ' s concept of b i b l i c a l u n i t y does not 
s u f f e r "...from the tyranny of r e d u c t i o n to a s i n g l e 

•507 
p r i n c i p l e " then the complexity of h i s concept of 
b i b l i c a l u n i t y f o r c e s him to use a v a r i e t y of methods i n 
order to a r r i v e a t a b i b l i c a l dogmatic theology. But one 
may question whether h i s concept i s d e f e n s i b l e , or whether 
i n a v o i d i n g u n i f o r m i t y he has not simply espoused incon­
s i s t e n c y and c o n f u s i o n . T h i s question may be s e t t l e d i n 
two ways. The f i r s t i s to examine the i n t e r n a l l o g i c of 
h i s p o s i t i o n to d i s c o v e r whether the v a r i o u s methods are 
mutually compatible. T h i s w i l l be done below. The s e c ­
ond, and perhaps more important, i s to d i s c o v e r whether 
h i s methods are a p p r o p r i a t e f o r the m a t e r i a l he i s handling 
T h i s question i s the key s c i e n t i f i c q u e s t i o n as P r o f e s s o r 
T. Torrance has shown. 5 

B a r t h a r r i v e d a t a complex concept of b i b l i c a l 
u n i t y as a r e s u l t of h i s r e c o g n i t i o n of the complexity of 
the b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l . T h i s i n c l u d e d , f o r example, the 
r e c o g n i t i o n of the d i f f e r e n t k i n d s of l i t e r a t u r e , as w e l l 
as a r e c o g n i t i o n of the q u a l i t a t i v e d i f f e r e n c e between 
the Old and New Testaments. One of h i s g r e a t e s t s t r e n g t h s 
i s h i s d e termination to hear a l l i n i t s v a r i e t y , and never 
to f o r c e an i n a p p r o p r i a t e u n i f o r m i t y from t h i s . Consequent 
l y i t may be argued t h a t B a r t h has d e a l t s c i e n t i f i c a l l y 
w i th h i s m a t e r i a l . 

But i t c o u l d be argued t h a t the v a r i e t y i s so 
great t h a t B a r t h i s unable to m a i n t a i n a r e a l u n i t y . T h i s 
would be comparable to the a c c u s a t i o n t h a t " t a l k about - 246 -



God has d i e d the death of a thousand q u a l i f i c a t i o n s " ?309 
epitomized i n the case of "Jane i s a good cook, but she 
cannot bake cakes, make gravy, t o a s t bread or stew f r u i t " , 

310 ' 
e t c . I t may be t h a t B a r t h has argued f o r the u n i t y 
of S c r i p t u r e , but has so r e s p e c t e d the v a r i e t y t h a t there 
i s no u n i t y l e f t a t the end of the proceedings. T h i s i s 
the f i r s t q uestion. And i f t h i s were to prove the c a s e , 
one might be f o r c e d to conclude t h a t s i n c e he has handled 
h i s m a t e r i a l s c i e n t i f i c a l l y , h i s m a t e r i a l i s not a . , 3 1 1 u n i t y . 

However i t i s not the case t h a t B a r t h i s unable 
to m a i n t a i n u n i t y w i t h i n the d i v e r s i t y . Because he has 
not opted f o r s y s t e m a t i c u n i t y any more than he has opted 
f o r u n i f o r m i t y , B a r t h i s a b l e to m a i n t a i n a r e f e r e n t i a l 
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u n i t y ' so t h a t a l l of S c r i p t u r e r e f e r s to the one 

313 
Person, J e s u s C h r i s t . ^ y T h i s option a l l o w s him f l e x -
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i b i l i t y ^ w i t h which to operate; indeed i t i s i t s 
b a s i s . Not a l l p a r t s of S c r i p t u r e r e f e r i n the same 
way; some r e f e r p r o p h e t i c a l l y , o t h e r s p o e t i c a l l y , some 
h i s t o r i c a l l y , o t h e r s t y p o l o g i c a l l y , some c o n c e p t u a l l y , 
o t h e r s c o n c r e t e l y , but a l l r e f e r , whether d i r e c t l y or 

315 
i n d i r e c t l y to the one Person, Jesus C h r i s t . ' ^ I n p l a c e s 
B a r t h may be seen to c o n s i d e r t h i s q u e s t i o n . Dealing 
with the p r o d i g a l son p a r a b l e , he writes:"...we can ask 
whether t h i s i s not f i n a l l y a d i r e c t as w e l l as an i n ­
d i r e c t c h r i s t o l o g i c a l r e f e r e n c e , and t h e r e f o r e need of a 

316 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n . . . " J As J . Thompson has 

317 
r i g h t l y p ointed out, ' and indeed, as B a r t h h i m s e l f 

318 
makes c l e a r , t h i s i s not j u s t an i n t e r p r e t a t i v e r u l e , 
because the p o i n t of r e f e r e n c e i s a person. 

"Thus, i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t 'theology must begin w i t h 
J e s u s C h r i s t ' and t h a t 'theology must a l s o end with 
Him 1, B a r t h t h i n k s t h a t 'the v o i c e by which we were 
taught by God Himself, concerning God, was the v o i c e 
of J e s u s C h r i s t 1 , ^and/ ...we found t h a t t h a t name 
was the v e r y s u b j e c t , the v e r y matter w i t h which we 
had to d e a l . " 319 

Elsewhere he condemns attempts to understand s i n apart 
from what we know i n J e s u s C h r i s t . The reason f o r t h i s 
i s "Not because we can produce another and b e t t e r method, 
the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l , but because J e s u s C h r i s t Himself i s 

520 
p r e s e n t l i v i n g and speaking and c o n v i n c i n g . . . " 
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Although one may d e s c r i b e B a r t h ' s method as c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
he c l e a r l y d i d not see i t i n terms of a method a t a l l . 
Bather the t e x t s f o r c e d him to conclude t h a t t h e i r s u b j e c t 

321 
matter was t h i s same Jes u s C h r i s t . 

We t u r n t h e r e f o r e to a d e t a i l e d examination of 
the way t h a t B a r t h operates t h i s r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y . B a r t h 
begins with e x e g e s i s , by which he comes to know the mean­
ing intended by the author. On the b a s i s of t h i s , he i s 
i n a p o s i t i o n to make a d e c i s i o n about how each p a r t of 

322 
S c r i p t u r e r e f e r s to i t s c e n t r e . ^ Some p a r t s of S c r i p t ­
ure r e f e r c l o s e l y , o t h e r s more d i s t a n t l y to J e s u s ; so 
t h a t B a r t h ' s method could be r e p r e s e n t e d d i a g r a m m a t i c a l l y 
as a map i n which a l l roads were shown l e a d i n g to one 
c e n t r a l p l a c e , and from which t h e i r d i s t a n c e was measured: 

" . . . i t i s w e l l to note t h a t i n the New Testament the 
name Jes u s C h r i s t i s the beginning, middle and end, 
on which the v a r i o u s p o i n t e r s to the r e a l i t y of 
r e v e l a t i o n converge. By r e f e r e n c e to i t , every a t t i t u d e 
w i l l have to be o r i e n t a t e d and gauged." 323 

The d e c i s i o n as to whether a b i b l i c a l passage r e f e r s d i r e c t l y 
or i n d i r e c t l y to C h r i s t , i s not e n t i r e l y an o b j e c t i v e 
matter; i t depends i n p a r t on the work of the Holy S p i r i t 
i n making c l e a r the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l r e f e r e n c e of each of the 
p a r t s ; but a l s o on the i m a g i n a t i o n or p e r c e p t i o n of the 
t h e o l o g i a n , who i a seeking to r e l a t e a l l to the c e n t r e should 
thereby d i s c o v e r t h e i r i n t e r r e l a t i o n , one to the other. I t 
could be argued t h a t i n c r e a t i n g t h i s model and o p e r a t i n g 
i t w i th such consummate s k i l l , B a r t h has made a major 
c o n t r i b u t i o n to the debate about the v i a b i l i t y of a b i b l i c a l 
or dogmatic theology. 

An example w i l l make t h i s c l e a r . I n h i s d i s c u s s i o n 
of "the m i r a c l e of Christmas", B a r t h d e a l s w i t h the 
r e l e v a n t c h a p t e r s i n Matthew and Luke a t an e x e g e t i c a l l e v e l 
to d i s c o v e r what they say and mean. However, he i s f o r c e d 
to make a dogmatic d e c i s i o n as to t h e i r s i g n i f i c a n c e , 
whether they r e l a t e c l o s e l y and d i r e c t l y to Jesus C h r i s t , 
or whether they a r e r e l a t e d only i n d i r e c t l y , and a r e 
p e r i p h e r a l i n our understanding of Him. Thus he w r i t e s : 

"The f i n a l and proper d e c i s i o n i s whether i n accord­
ance with the demands of Church dogma, t h i s testimony 
i s to be heard, and heard as the emphatic statement 
of the New Testament message, or whether i n d e f i a n c e 

- 248 -



of Church dogma i t i s not to be heard, i . e . only 
to be heard as a sub-statement of the New Testament 
message which i s not b i n d i n g . . . I t c e r t a i n l y was not 
t h e i r age and source v a l u e t h a t brought the n a r r a t ­
i v e s of the V i r g i n B i r t h i n t o the t e x t of the gospels 
and out of t h i s t e x t i n t o the creed. But a c e r t a i n 
inward, e s s e n t i a l T i g h t n e s s and importance i n t h e i r 
connexion w i t h the person of J e s u s C h r i s t f i r s t 
admitted them to a share i n the Gospel w i t n e s s 
The q u e s t i o n to which we must address o u r s e l v e s here 
and g i v e a s e r i o u s answer i s , whether t h i s T i g h t n e s s 
and importance, which they must have had a t the r i s e 
of the c a n o n i c a l New Testament and then a g a i n a t the 
framing of the dogma, a r e so c o m p e l l i n g l y i l l u m i n a t - . 
in g f o r us, t h a t we, too, must acknowledge the 
e s s e n t i a l T i g h t n e s s and importance of the n a r r a t i v e s 
of the V i r g i n B i r t h . . . s u b c o n d i t i o n e f a c t i . " 325 

T h i s example shows c l e a r l y t h a t Barth's d e c i s i o n 
i s i n f l u e n c e d by c a n o n i c a l and t r a d i t i o n a l matters, but 
i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y a matter of i n s p i r a t i o n and i n t u i t i o n ; 
whether these t e x t s so speak to us t h a t they convince us 
of t h e i r d i r e c t r e l a t i o n or i n d i r e c t r e l a t i o n : whether 
t h i s T i g h t n e s s and importance i s compelling or not. 
Barth's d e c i s i o n t h a t they a r e c l o s e l y r e l a t e d , and 
s i g n i f i c a n t f o r our understanding of J e s u s , shows us 
c l e a r l y h i s method a t work. He goes on to r e l a t e t h i s 
t r a d i t i o n to another, " t h a t J e s u s C h r i s t i s the Son of 

•526 
God come i n the f l e s h " , so t h a t h i s d e c i s i o n as to 
the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the V i r g i n B i r t h may not be misunder­
stood. 

"The man J e s u s of Nazareth i s not the t r u e Son of God 
because He was conceived by the Holy S p i r i t and born 
of the V i r g i n Wary. On the c o n t r a r y , because He i s 
the t r u e Son of God...therefore He i s conceived by 
the Holy S p i r i t and born of the V i r g i n Mary." 327 

Even where B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s only i n d i r e c t r e f e r e n c e 
to J e s u s , and where the human au t h o r s h i p of S c r i p t u r e i s 
to the f o r e , t h e r e i s s t i l l evidence of God's r e l a t i o n s h i p 
w i t h men: 

"At the v e r y p o i n t where he </man7 seems to speak 
most s t r o n g l y , say i n Job, or E c c l e s i a s t e s or i n many 
Psalms, or, i n the New Testament, i n 2 C o r i n t h i a n s , 
where P a u l seems to have such a s u r p r i s i n g amount to 
say about h i m s e l f , he /man/ i s most s e c u r e l y bound 
to t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p . . . w h i c h precedes a l l the e x p r e s s ­
i o n s and e x p e r i e n c e s of h i s l i f e w i t h God*.." 328 

Such human emphasis does not p r e c l u d e i t s dogmatic u s e f u l ­
n e s s . Although B a r t h makes l i t t l e use of the p e r s o n a l 

329 
passages i n 2 C o r i n t h i a n s , which may t h e r e f o r e be 
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understood i n h i s terms as p e r i p h e r a l to the c e n t r a l 
w i t n e s s of S c r i p t u r e , Job i s c o n s i d e r e d e x t e n s i v e l y , 
because B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s i t s i n d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 
J e s u s C h r i s t . 

Even the p e r i p h e r a l passages of S c r i p t u r e must 
not be d i s r e g a r d e d because they .too bear w i t n e s s to Jesus 
C h r i s t , however i n d i r e c t l y . Thus B a r t h w r i t e s : 

"...the Old Testament po i n t e d most p o w e r f u l l y beyond 
i t s e l f to the k i n g given to I s r a e l . . . J e s u s C h r i s t . 
Because they had him o b j e c t i v e l y i n mind, passages 
such as Gen 2 and the Song of Songs could only form 
the f r i n g e and not the c e n t r e of i t s w i t n e s s , i t s 
c e n t r a l w i t n e s s being to the Son, the expected one. 
But i n view of t h i s i t may be seen t h a t t h a t c e n t r e 
could and had to have t h i s f r i n g e . . . " 331 

Ba r t h ' s d e c i s i o n concerning t h e . d i r e c t or i n d i r e c t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l to J e s u s C h r i s t , may be 
regarded as i n s p i r e d , i n t u i t i v e , or i m a g i n a t i v e : i n p l a c e s 
i t r e l i e s on the examples found i n S c r i p t u r e i t s e l f ; 

•535 
m other p l a c e s i t i s c l o s e to e a r l i e r t h e o l o g i c a l use, 

334 
but i t may c o n t a i n genuine n o v e l t y . ^ Where B a r t h 
concludes t h a t v e r s e s r e f e r d i r e c t l y to the c e n t r e , as i n 
p a r t s of the g o s p e l s , he employs e x e g e s i s as h i s dogmatic 
method. Where the r e f e r e n c e i s i n d i r e c t , e x egesis i s 
the n e c e s s a r y f i r s t s tep, which must be followed by t y p ­
ology, a l l e g o r y , thematic or other treatment. The whole 
method i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to a c r e a t i v e a c t , which 
A. K o e s t l e r d i s c o v e r s behind humour, s c i e n c e and a r t ; i t 
i s " ' b i s o c i a t i v e ' - p e r c e i v i n g a s i t u a t i o n or event i n 

335 
two h a b i t u a l l y incompatible a s s o c i a t i v e c o n t e x t s . " 

"The c r e a t i v e a c t , by connecting p r e v i o u s l y u n r e l a t e d 
dimensions of experience, enables him to a t t a i n to 
a h i g h e r l e v e l of mental e v o l u t i o n . I t i s an a c t 
of l i b e r a t i o n - the d e f e a t of h a b i t by o r i g i n a l i t y . " 336 

Undoubtedly, B a r t h ' s connection between c h r i s t o l o g y , and 
337 

e l e c t i o n i s such an o r i g i n a l " a c t of l i b e r a t i o n " . 
T h i s a n a l y s i s of B a r t h ' s method a t work shows 

how c o m p a r a t i v e l y i n s i g n i f i c a n t i s the c l a s s i c a l n o t i o n 
of canon f o r him. I t i s , i n any c a s e , t h e o r e t i c a l l y 

338 
open. y ^ But B a r t h regards the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e , the canon of S c r i p t u r e , and the content 
of S c r i p t u r e , i n a new way. 

Because he views Jesus C h r i s t as the t r u e content 
of a l l S c r i p t u r e , he f i n d s the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e i n i t s 
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c e n t r a l r e f e r e n t i a l p o i n t . J What might be termed 
c a n o n i c a l , i s thus, anything which w i t n e s s e s i n a 
harmonious way w i t h those books which a l r e a d y operate i n 
t h i s f a s h i o n . The t r a d i t i o n a l p o s i t i o n t h a t the canon 
i s i n s p i r e d , hence i t i s a u n i t y , which i s found to w i t -

340 
ness to C h r i s t , i s thus r e v e r s e d . Barth's p o s i t i o n 
i s summed up i n a c l a s s i c d i s c u s s i o n concerning the 
g o s p e l s , which must be quoted a t l e n g t h : -

"The community i n which the New Testament o r i g i n a t e d 
looked back to t h i s h i s t o r y . . . t o His completed work... 
and...to H i s person...The t o t a l i t y of His being i n 
i t s scope f o r them and the whole world was i d e n t i c a l 
w i th the t o t a l i t y of His a c t i v i t y . I t i s of t h i s , 
and i n t h i s sense of His h i s t o r y , t h a t the l i v i n g 
t r a d i t i o n w i t h i n the community attempted to speak. 
The t r a d i t i o n i t s e l f was an undertaking which even 
i n i t s o r i g i n a l form ( i n view of the incommensurab­
i l i t y of what had to be handed down) could never do 
adequate j u s t i c e to the t a s k , or make any c l a i m to do 
so. And the Gospels which then a r o s e were even 
more inadequate attempts to p r e s e r v e the t r a d i t i o n 
of the l i f e - a c t of J e s u s . The community never went 
beyond c e r t a i n of these attempts which we now have 
before us i n what became the ' c a n o n i c a l ' Gospels. 
And i t o b v i o u s l y thought t h a t i t ought not to do so. 
But i t was s u r e l y evident - no one could f a i l to see 
t h e i r l a c k of e x t e r n a l coherence - t h a t none of these 
Gospels was more than one attempt among o t h e r s . What 
f i n a l l y counted was t h e i r i n t e r n a l coherence, which 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d t h e s e Gospels from other unusable 
attempts of the same k i n d , proving t h a t they were 
t r u s t w o r t h y and could t h e r e f o r e be used as a r u l e or 
canon f o r the t r u e c o n s i d e r a t i o n - r e t r o s p e c t i v e , 
concurrent and p r o s p e c t i v e - of the man J e s u s . And 
t h i s i n t e r n a l coherence, which was achieved i n s p i t e 
of a l l the e x t e r n a l i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n p r e s e n t a t i o n , 
c o n s i s t e d i n the unmistakeable u n i t y of the p i c t u r e 
which they drew of the t o t a l i t y of the a c t i v i t y of 
J e s u s . The b a s i c f e a t u r e s of t h i s - p o r t r a i t proved to 
be the same i n a l l these r e c o g n i s e d Gospels - t h a t 
i s why t h e r e were r e c o g n i s e d . And i n the a t t e s t e d 
p i c t u r e of H i s a c t i v i t y , which agreed i n a l l i t s 
b a s i c f e a t u r e s , the s e l f - c o n s t i t u t i n g community saw 
Jesus Himself, and heard the w i t n e s s of H i s own 
S p i r i t , the one Holy S p i r i t . I t had to be content 
t h e r e f o r e , as i t c o u l d be, with these attempts to 
p r e s e r v e the t r a d i t i o n concerning Him. Although 
they a r e o b v i o u s l y not more than attempts (and could 
not b e ) , they have approved themselves i n the Church 
i n every age and p l a c e . " 341 

Thus the canon imposes i t s e l f upon the church 
542 

because of i t s content : J e s u s C h r i s t . ^ Von. Dobschutz, 
d i s c u s s i n g L u t h e r ' s view of the canon, which i s p a r a l l e l 
i n p a r t s to B a r t h ' s , suggests t h a t t h i s move i s e f f e c t i v e l y 
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"the abandonment of the c a n o n i c a l i d e a ". I n the 
Church Dogmatics, an examination of B a r t h ' s p r a c t i c e has 
f o r c e d the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t t h e r e i s a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n of 
the c a n o n i c a l i d e a . 

A s i m i l a r t r a n s f o r m a t i o n may be seen i n the 
dogmatic method. Because B a r t h s e l e c t e d J e s u s C h r i s t as 
the p o i n t of r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y i n S c r i p t u r a l i n t e r p r e t a t ­
i o n , he was bound to make J e s u s C h r i s t a l s o the c e n t r a l 

344 
p o i n t of h i s dogmatic schema. y The most outstanding 
example of t h i s p r o c e s s a t work i s h i s e x p l a n a t i o n of h i s 
departure from the Reformed d o c t r i n e of p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , 
to which r e f e r e n c e has a l r e a d y been made; here the 
C h r i s t o c e n t r i c i t y of h i s dogmatics i s made v e r y c l e a r . 
"Where the p a r t i n g of ways comes i s i n the question of 

346 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p between p r e d e s t i n a t i o n and C h r i s t o l o g y . 
B a r t h i n s i s t s t h a t t h e r e i s c o n t i n u i t y between C h r i s t o l o g y 
and p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , and the r e s u l t i n g upheaval i n t r a d i t ­
i o n a l d o c t r i n e i s w e l l known. B a r t h makes a double 
d e c i s i o n a t t h i s p o i n t : f i r s t l y to r e l a t e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n to 
C h r i s t o l o g y , and secondly, to r e l a t e i t d i r e c t l y and v e r y 
c l o s e l y . I t i s the second d e c i s i o n which g i v e s h i s 
d o c t r i n e a v e r y d i f f e r e n t emphasis from t h a t which went 
be f o r e . E x a c t l y the same procedure may be seen to be a t 

347 
work i n the development of h i s d o c t r i n e of s i n . ^ 

D o c t r i n e s , as much as S c r i p t u r a l passages, r e l a t e 
i n d i f f e r e n t ways to C h r i s t o l o g y . For example, "the 
h i s t o r y which we c o n s i d e r when we speak of the C h r i s t i a n 
community and C h r i s t i a n f a i t h i s enclosed and e x e m p l i f i e d 

348 
i n the h i s t o r y of J e s u s C h r i s t . ^ But a l l d o c t r i n a l 

349 
work must begin from the c e n t r e p o i n t , from C h r i s t o l o g y . 
Thus, f o r example, " a l l e c c l e s i o l o g y i s grounded, c r i t i c a l l y 

350 
l i m i t e d , but a l s o p o s i t i v e l y determined by C h r i s t o l o g y . ^ 
because "Dogmatics has no more e x a l t e d or profound word-
e s s e n t i a l l y , indeed, i t has no other word - than t h i s : t h a t 
God was i n C h r i s t r e c o n c i l i n g the world unto Himself. 
(2 Cor 5.19)." B a r t h c o n s c i o u s l y t a k e s the path of 
C h r i s t o c e n t r i c i t y ; he approves i t i n the theology of o t h e r s 
and renounces those who f a i l to espouse t h i s i n a thorough-

352 
going manner. ^ Nothing i s allowed to t h r e a t e n the 

353 c e n t r a l i t y of the events a s s o c i a t e d with J e s u s . y " Thus 
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B a r t h argues t h a t the c o l l a p s e of modern dogmatics was 
caused "...because the n e c e s s a r y connexion of a l l theo­
l o g i c a l statements with t h a t of Jn 1.14 d i d not r e c e i v e 

354 
the obvious a t t e n t i o n r e q u i r e d a t t h i s p o i n t . . . J ^ 
He continues:"One cannot subsequently speak C h r i s t o l o g -
i c a l l y i f C h r i s t o l o g y has not been presupposed a t the 
o u t s e t . " 5 5 5 

As B a r t h develops the Church Dogmatics.he does 
not only conceive of C h r i s t o l o g y as the c e n t r e of the c i r c l e 
which i s h i s d o c t r i n a l thought, but he a l s o conceives of 
each of the d o c t r i n e s as c i r c l e s , which, w h i l e r e l a t i n g 
to C h r i s t o l o g y , may a l s o have t h e i r own c e n t r e or f o c u s . 
Thus, lit 6.10 i s regarded as of " c e n t r a l importance" f o r 

356 
understanding the Kingdom of heaven, ^ and among the 
many passages about the l o v e of God, "...we r e c a l l the 

357 
c e n t r a l s a y i n g of Jn 3-16..." ^ Thus, when B a r t h examines 
passages r e l a t i n g to one d o c t r i n e , or a group of a s s o c i a t e d 
persons or s t o r i e s , he o f t e n regards one of them as the 
key to them a l l . ^ 8 So, Ro 9-11 i s "...the c h i e f New 

359 
Testament passage" concerning e l e c t i o n and Deut 6.20f. 
" . . . i s the b a s i s of b i b l i c a l e t h i c s . . . " S i m i l a r l y 
" i t was i n the e f f a c e a b l e but r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n g u l a r i t y 
of h i s e x i s t e n c e as t h i s man t h a t P e t e r u t t e r e d h i s c o n f e s s ­
ion of the Lord's N e s s i a h s h i p which i s the a l p h a and omega 
of a l l b i b l i c a l testimony." ^ B a r t h may r e c o g n i s e t h a t 362 363 t h e r e i s a dominant i d e a , ^ a dominating t r u t h , ^ y or 

364 
a most emphatic e x p r e s s i o n , ^ of a d o c t r i n e ; and a 
t h e o l o g i c a l concept can have c e n t r a l or p e r i p h e r a l over­
tones. On o c c a s i o n , i t i s not j u s t one but s e v e r a l 
passages, which together y i e l d "a b a s i c schema" i n a 

it B 
367 

d o c t r i n a l a r e a . But B a r t h r e c o g n i s e s t h a t t h i s method 
i s not always f e a s i b l e . 

Although a t times, i t appears as i f B a r t h has 
s e v e r a l 'key' or ' c e n t r a l ' i d e a s , t h i s i s not a c t u a l l y 
the case : Je s u s C h r i s t i s always c e n t r a l . ^ 8 ] ? o r w n e n 
B a r t h d e a l s w i t h an a r e a of d o c t r i n e , he sees t h a t i n 
terms of c i r c l e s too. Each l i t t l e c i r c l e i s r e l a t e d 

369 
c l e a r l y to the b i g c i r c l e w i t h J e s u s a t i t s c e n t r e . 
Each l i t t l e c i r c l e has a c e n t r a l p o i n t , which enables 
B a r t h to see how the whole i s r e l a t e d to J e s u s . Thus a 
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s e r i e s of statements may be seen from the vantage p o i n t 
of one statement which appears to embody or encapsulate 

370 
them a l l . " B a r t h a s s e s s e s the comparative s i g n i f i c ­
ance of passages i n order to r e l a t e them a l l to the 
c e n t r a l r e f e r e n t i a l p o i n t . Thus wh i l e some are import-371 372 ant, others are l e s s s i g n i f i c a n t . ^' A s e r i e s of 
i n c i d e n t s may be seen to be 'modelled' by one of the 
s e r i e s , which has a l l the c h i e f c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ; a concept 
may be found i n many p l a c e s , but t y p i c a l l y i n one p l a c e . 

B a r t h comments on h i s method t h u s : " I f C h r i s t o l o g y 
i n p a r t i c u l a r i n s i s t s upon t h i s t r u t h and i t s r e c o g n i t i o n , 
i t thereby d e s c r i b e s as i t were, an i n n e r c i r c l e surround­
ed by a h o s t of other c o n c e n t r i c c i r c l e s i n each of which 
i t i s repeated and i n which i t s t r u t h and r e c o g n i t i o n must 

374 
be maintained and expounded." Thus the statements, 
the s t o r i e s or the concept each p o i n t from t h e i r f o c a l 
p o i n t to J e s u s C h r i s t . "The King, the p r i e s t , the Law, 
s a c r i f i c e , the t a b e r n a c l e , the temple, the h o l y land; 
a l l of them have to be a s s e s s e d as a coherent group of 

375 
s i g n s p o i n t i n g to a common c e n t r e . " ^ And, c o n t r a r i ­
wise, " . . . a l l the concepts and i d e a s used i n t h i s r e p o r t 
(God, man, world, e t e r n i t y , time, even s a l v a t i o n , grace, 
t r a n s g r e s s i o n , atonement and any o t h e r s ) can d e r i v e t h e i r 
s i g n i f i c a n c e only from the b e a r e r of t h i s name and from 

376 
His h i s t o r y , and not the r e v e r s e . " Thus each doct­
r i n a l a r e a r e l a t e s to the c e n t r a l p o i n t , namely to J e s u s 
C h r i s t Himself. I n an i n t e r e s t i n g a s i d e B a r t h makes t h i s 
c l e a r , by comparing the d o c t r i n e of j u s t i f i c a t i o n t>y f a i t h 
to a b u i l d i n g : 

"...the terms ' j u s t i f i c a t i o n ' and ' f a i t h ' are l i k e 
the two s i d e s of the foundation of a Gothic b u i l d i n g , 
from which the two p i l l a r s or a r c h e s r i s e up, f i r s t 
p a r a l l e l and then converging u n t i l they f i n a l l y 
come to r e s t i n a v o r t e x and keystone, thus a c q u i r ­
i n g meaning as the b e a r e r s of the v a u l t which, i n a 
p e r f e c t s t r u c t u r e of t h i s k i n d , seems r a t h e r to f l o a t 
above them than to be borne up by them. The comparison 
i s q u i t e a good one f o r the d o c t r i n e of j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
by f a i t h , which, l i k e a l l d o c t r i n e s , n e c e s s a r i l y has 
something of the c h a r a c t e r of a b u i l d i n g . And i n i t 
we cannot overemphasize as t e r t i u m comparationis the 
f l o a t i n g of the v a u l t ( i . e . , the u l t i m a t e t r u t h of 
God) above the p i l l a r s and the keystone. As regards 
the t h i n g r e p r e s e n t e d i n t h i s c o n s t r u c t i o n , we must 
be c l e a r t h a t i n t h i s matter J e s u s C h r i s t i s not the 
l a s t word, but the f i r s t , not the c l i m a x but the - 254 _ 



foundation ( i n 1 Cor 3.11 the 6eu£Aiov ) of the 
whole." 377 

B a r t h ' s dogmatic method has been shown to move 
from e x e g e s i s , through i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , on to the e s t a b l i s h ­
ment of the sensus p l e n i o r , but i t goes beyond t h a t to 
what may be termed the sensus consequens, which i s "a con-

378 
sequence drawn from b i b l i c a l meanings". I n order to 
draw out the consequences of S c r i p t u r e , B a r t h arranges h i s 
m a t e r i a l i n d i f f e r e n t ways, b r i n g i n g together a v a r i e t y 
of s o u r c e s , and drawing c o n c l u s i o n s as to what may be 

379 
s a i d . " J Before some ge n e r a l remarks are o f f e r e d about 
the way t h a t S c r i p t u r e f u n c t i o n s i n B a r t h ' s t h i n k i n g , ^ 8 0 i t 
must be noted t h a t , although h i s c h i e f source i s S c r i p t u r e , 
B a r t h makes c o n t i n u a l r e f e r e n c e to o t h e r dogmatic theology, 

381 
which undoubtedly i n f l u e n c e s h i s t h i n k i n g . y Whereas 
S c r i p t u r e i s the f i n a l base from which Bart h works, other 
dogmatic t h e o l o g i a n s a r e never more than ' c o n s u l t a n t s ' ; 
they can o n l y be c o n s i d e r e d to provide a u t h o r i t a t i v e 
guidance i f they a r e themselves b i b l i c a l l y based and measure 
up to B a r t h ' s p a r t i c u l a r way of viewing both S c r i p t u r e and 

382 
d o c t r i n e . 

I t i s now p o s s i b l e to d e s c r i b e the process by which 
Barth c o n s t r u c t s dogmatic theology. He s e l e c t s h i s t o p i c , 
chooses the r e l e v a n t m a t e r i a l , arranges i t , and on the 
b a s i s of t h i s he draws out the d o c t r i n a l i m p l i c a t i o n s which 
a r e then m a r s h a l l e d i n t o a coherent e x p o s i t i o n of the 

383 
s u b j e c t . v y Although t h i s d e s c r i p t i o n i s simple, the 
p r o c e s s i s complex, as the d i s c u s s i o n below must make c l e a r -

There i s a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the purpose 
of a d o c t r i n a l d i s c o u r s e and the data a v a i l a b l e which may 
h e l p f u l l y be compared to the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the datum 
and o b j e c t of proof i n a geometric theorem. Thus the 
datum must be a r i g h t angled t r i a n g l e i f the o b j e c t i v e i s 
to prove t h a t the square of the hypotenuse i s equal to the 
sum of the squares of the two other s i d e s . I n a correspond­
i n g way, t h e r e a r e a l i m i t e d number of o b j e c t i v e s which 
can take a square as datum. Ba r t h i s aware of t h i s c l o s e 
r e l a t i o n s h i p , and c o n s c i o u s l y decides h i s t h e o l o g i c a l 
o b j e c t i v e s on the b a s i s of S c r i p t u r a l data; indeed he 
r e f u s e s to answer c e r t a i n questions because S c r i p t u r e o f f e r s 

384 him no b a s i s on which to proceed. Despite the f a c t 
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t h a t t h e r e i s a r e a l sense i n which the o b j e c t i v e s 
d i c t a t e the data, i t must always be remembered t h a t i n 
Barth's c a s e , the data have a l r e a d y d i c t a t e d the o b j e c t i v e s . 

I n the c a s e of the geometric examples, the second 
phase, s e l e c t i n g the data, o f f e r s l i t t l e room f o r manoeuvre. 
But i n d o c t r i n a l d i s c o u r s e the s e l e c t i o n of data i s one 
of the most s i g n i f i c a n t f e a t u r e s . ^ y Although t h e r e may 
be g e n e r a l agreement about most of what c o n s t i t u t e s data 
f o r a d o c t r i n e such as the Atonement, d i s p u t e may occur 
over m a t e r i a l i n c l u d e d as data which o t h e r s c o n s i d e r 
i r r e l e v a n t ; or over m a t e r i a l ignored which others c o n s i d e r 
s i g n i f i c a n t as da t a . At t h i s p o i n t two t h i n g s must be 
noted. There i s a tendency to be i n c l u s i v e i n theology 
g e n e r a l l y , which we have a l s o seen i n B a r t h . Thus, 
i n order to a v o i d d i s p u t e , i t i s important to examine a l l 
t h a t might be con s i d e r e d data, and to o f f e r reasons f o r 
i t s r e j e c t i o n where a p p r o p r i a t e . Secondly, new m a t e r i a l 
which i s introd u c e d as data, may r e q u i r e j u s t i f i c a t i o n . 
But whatever reasons may be o f f e r e d , the adoption or r e j e c t ­
i o n of m a t e r i a l has as much to do wi t h c r e a t i v e imagination 

589 
as i t has to do w i t h reason. ^ Thus connections may be 

390 
seen which have not been p e r c e i v e d b e f o r e , ^ and an " a c t 
of c r e a t i o n " takes p l a c e , s i m i l a r to t h a t which occurs 

591 
when a s c i e n t i f i c h y p o t h e s i s i s d i s c o v e r e d . ^ J Such 
s e l e c t i o n of m a t e r i a l , i n dep a r t i n g from the w e l l worn 
paths, i s t h e r e f o r e , i n i t i a l l y a p e r s o n a l and ima g i n a t i v e 
d e c i s i o n , f o r which r a t i o n a l arguments a r e l a t e r o f f e r e d , 

592 
as m the s c i e n t i f i c c a s e . ^ 

The p r o c e s s of s e l e c t i o n complete, the th e o l o g i a n 
must d e v i s e methods of arrangement which are appropriate 

593 
to the m a t e r i a l he has s e l e c t e d . ^ J But the s e methods 
must a l s o form an a p p r o p r i a t e b a s i s to argue h i s o b j e c t i v e . 
Thus t h e r e must be a double correspondence, i n e i t h e r p a r t 
of which he may be f a u l t e d . An example w i l l make t h i s 
c l e a r . Granted the o b j e c t i v e of demonstrating J e s u s ' c a r e 
f o r people, and granted the s e l e c t i o n of m i r a c l e s t o r i e s 
as data, the method w i l l be to read the m i r a c l e s as acted 
p a r a b l e s of mercy. T h i s thematic arrangement of m a t e r i a l 
o f f e r s the b a s i s from which to argue t h a t Jesus cared f o r 
people. However, e i t h e r of the n e c e s s a r y correspondences 
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might "be questioned i n t h i s example. Thus i t might he 
argued that there was inappropriate use of material because 
miracles were not intended to be taken t h i s way. " 
Or i t could be argued that the method i s inappropriate 
because i t provides i n s u f f i c i e n t basis f o r the conclusion: 
i f miracles are to be read as acted parables, i t must f i r s t 
be established that they occurred. This p l a i n l y cannot be 
done to everyone's s a t i s f a c t i o n . Consequently, they cannot 

395 
form the basis f o r the objective. ' 

Leaving aside the r i g h t s and wrongs of the example 
and i t s objections; i t raises two key issues. The f i r s t 
concerns the r o l e of the author's i n t e n t i o n . Although i t 
has been shown that Barth takes t h i s seriously, i n h i s 
endeavour to understand i n d i v i d u a l t e x t s , the author's 
i n t e n t i o n cannot regulate the selection of material, or 
the way that i t i s arranged. Further, i t cannot dominate 
the implications deduced from the t e x t . There i s a l o g i c a l 
reason f o r t h i s , of which Barth appears to have been 
i n s t i n c t i v e l y rather than consciously aware. Simply, i t i s 
t h i s : to establish what the t e x t says and means i s the 
essential p r e - r e q u i s i t e of selection, arrangement and 
deduction. But selection depends on seeing the i n d i v i d u a l 
books i n the context of Scripture as a whole, which we have 
already argued, involves Barth i n the sensus plenior: that 
i s , i n a sense beyond that of the author's i n t e n t i o n . 
Arrangement depends not only on the form chosen by the 
author f o r h i s passage, but on the forms chosen by a l l the 
other authors of relevant passages. Again, i n t e n t i o n cannot 
be regulatory. F i n a l l y , deductions may be made from 
documents, f o r which the author gave grounds quite uncon­
sciously. I n the l a s t analysis, deductions can only be 
validated on l o g i c a l grounds. ' 

The second key issue raised by the example concerns 
which material may be taken as data f o r a p a r t i c u l a r dogmatic 
objective. F i r s t l y , i t must be granted that i t may be 
necessary to employ several groups of material as separate 
data, which together form an adequate base. Secondly, i t 
must be recognised th a t a datum may be used as the basis 
of many proofs. Thus geometrically, several theorems 
may begin with a c i r c l e . S i m i l a r l y , several theological 

398 
doctrines may need to take account of one event. - 257 -



I t has already been demonstrated i n the discussion 
of the fu n c t i o n of theological statements i n Barth's 

599 
dogmatics, that Scripture i s employed as data f o r 
Barth's argumentation. Even where statements are 
employed as concealed or imported data, they could, i n 
p r i n c i p l e , he regarded as the e x p l i c i t data of a separable 

401 
theorem. I t i s the contention of t h i s thesis that 
Scripture always functions i n t h i s way f o r Barth, and 
indeed, can only function i n t h i s way i n d o c t r i n a l 

402 
discourse. The deta i l e d analysis of Barth above has 

405 
not produced any examples to challenge that contention. 
Thus whatever kind of b i b l i c a l material Barth used, and 
i n whatever contexts, i t operated as data f o r his theo­
l o g i c a l conclusions. 

I t i s f u r t h e r contended, that at t h i s point of 
arrangement and argumentation Barth r e l i e d upon imagination 
as well as the rules of logic. N.G. Smith suggests that i t 
i s "...the creative imagination which i s capable of 
making inferences from observed f a c t s , s e t t i n g them i n a 

404 
new pattern, and envisioning the possible r e s u l t s . " 

There are f i v e steps i n the movement from exegesis 
to dogmatics, and at each stage there i s considerable 
room f o r v a r i e t y of opinion. Barth aims to solve the 
problems of each stage by reference to b i b l i c a l data, where-
ever possible. The f i r s t step i s the decision as to 

405 
whether Scripture i s the only data a v a i l a b l e . ^ I n decid­
ing f o r Sola Scriptura, Barth takes Scripture as h i s 
data. ^ Indeed, he only employs concealed or imported 
data which could separately be demonstrated on a S c r i p t u r a l 

407 
basis. The second step i s exegesis, i n which i t has 
already been established that Barth takes seriously every 
i n d i c a t i o n of how a passage should be understood. ^ ® I n 
so doing he r e j e c t s attempts to allow philosophy to 

409 
influence exegesis. The t h i r d step i s to decide what 
are reasonable objectives i n theological discourse, which 
includes abandoning the attempt to answer questions f o r 

410 
which Scripture does not o f f e r a s u f f i c i e n t basis. 
I t i s at the f o u r t h and f i f t h steps that i t i s most d i f f i c u l t to proceed on the basis of Scripture alone. The f o u r t h step i s the choice of relevant parts of Scripture 

- 258 -



as data, and the f i f t h step i s the argumentation from 
data to thesis. I t has already been shown that the f i n a l 
stage may be f a u l t e d i n two ways, neither of them simply 
S c r i p t u r a l ; and i t must be recognised that Scripture 
o f f e r s no advice about how to select material. 

However, one of the most i n t e r e s t i n g features of 
the Church Dogmatics, and one of the reasons that i t i s 
so long, i s that Barth i s aware of the steps he needs 
ta.make to create doctrine. This awareness came through 
practice rather than t h e o r e t i c a l r e f l e c t i o n , so that 
h i s awareness i s manifest through the asides and comments 
that he makes as he works, c h i e f l y i n the excursus. 
Consequently he draws a t t e n t i o n to the S c r i p t u r a l data 
from which he has worked out his method. 

But t h i s account of Barth's procedure would be 
d e f i c i e n t i f i t were not to mention two other important 
features of his t h i n k i n g . The least s i g n i f i c a n t i s that 
he seeks to make his dogmatic theology a coherent and 

411 
consistent whole, as any other d i s c i p l i n e would be. 
Consequently, besides the data of Scripture, Barth 
c o n t i n u a l l y imports the 'data' of other doctrines which 
have equally been based on Scripture. As has been estab­
li s h e d above, i n Barth's case, t h i s i s not simply a matter 
of extensive cross reference; but of establishing a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between each area under discussion, and the 

412 
cent r a l area of Christology. This i s a methodological 
decision which Barth believes he has made on the basis of 
Scripture. Further, Barth's re l a t e d and p r i o r decision 
that Jesus Christ i s the point of r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y i n 
Scripture, i s equally established on the basis of S c r i p t u r a l 
data. Together, these two features of Barth's method 
exercise an enormous influence on h i s theology, because i t 
i s the r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y of Scripture which enables and 
assists Barth's selection of material, and i t s arrangement, 
whereas i t i s the d o c t r i n a l u n i t y which controls the 
arguments which he o f f e r s . 

Thus, i t i s not without j u s t i f i c a t i o n that i n the 
middle of the Church Dogmatics, Barth claims that he has 

41 -5 
worked "out his own proof from Scripture". ^ This thesis 
has shown that i t i s not only his doctrine, but h i s method; 
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not only his selection, but h i s argument; not only his 
exegesis but h i s coherent conclusions which he worked out 
on the basis of S c r i p t u r a l data. 

At several points i n t h i s chapter i t has been 
necessary to emphasize the part played by creative i n s i g h t 
or imagination. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g that Barth himself 
comments on t h i s . For him, imagination i s not j u s t a 
f a c u l t y of the theologian, but of the b i b l i c a l authors 
too. He regards i t h i g h l y : 

"Imagination, too, belongs no less l e g i t i m a t e l y i n 
i t s way to the human p o s s i b i l i t y of knowing. A man 
without imagination i s more of an i n v a l i d than one 
who lacks a leg. But f o r t u n a t e l y each of us i s 
g i f t e d somewhere and somehow with imagination, however 
starved t h i s g i f t may be i n some or misused by others. 
I n p r i n c i p l e each of us i s capable of d i v i n a t i o n and 
poetry, or at least capable of receiving t h e i r 
products." 414 

Consequently, he suggests that Scripture does not j u s t 
contain h i s t o r i c a l accounts, but imaginative work as w e l l , 
which i s no less true than the h i s t o r i c a l . "For a f t e r a l l , 
there seems no good reason why the Bible as the true w i t ­
ness of the Word of God should always have to speak 
' h i s t o r i c a l l y ' and not be allowed also to speak i n the 

415 
form of a saga." ^ Thus Barth quotes with approval 
A. Schlatter's comment about the b i b l i c a l a u t h o r : " i f h i s 
eye f a i l s , h is imagination steps i n and f i l l s the gaps... 
that he must serve God not only as one who knows and t h i n k s , 
but also as one who writes and dreams, l i e s i n the f a c t 
that he i s a man and that we human beings cannot arrest the 

416 
t r a n s i t i o n of thought i n t o poetry." This does not mean 
that the author has complete freedom, however, f o r 

"...there can be meaningful as w e l l as meaningless 
imagination, and d i s c i p l i n e d as well as undisciplined 
poetry...Both imagination and poetry can be ordered 
by o r i e n t a t i o n on the subject and i t s inner order." 417 

Hence, the truthfulness of the b i b l i c a l documents i s 
418 

guaranteed by t h e i r Subject, which i s i t s e l f true. 
Barth argues that i n p r i n c i p l e a l l human beings are 

capable of perceiving such poetic and prophetic work, and 
419 

of understanding i t appropriately. But he condemns 
the "r i d i c u l o u s and middle-class habit of the Western mind 
which i s supremely phantastic i n i t s chronic lack of 
imaginative phantasy, and hopes to r i d i t s e l f of i t s complexes 
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420 through suppression." Because Barth recognises 
Gen 1 and 2 f o r example, as "an i n t u i t i v e and poetic 

421 
p i c t u r e of a p r e h i s t o r i c a l r e a l i t y of h i s t o r y . . . " 
he commends Luther's exegesis of Gen 1.6f. because he 
"was more imaginative and stuck exemplarily to the text' 
As we have already seen, Barth considers i t essential to 
have an i n t u i t i v e recognition of the kind of l i t e r a t u r e with 

425 
which we deal i n Scripture, ^ and equally, an imaginative 

424 
grasp of the r e a l i t i e s to which i t " r e f e r s . 

Consequently, an important part-of Barth's theo­
l o g i c a l method i s the creative use of hi s imagination. I n 
his major study of "The Uses of Scripture i n Recent Theology 
David Kelsey suggests th a t t h i s i s the case f o r a l l theo-

425 
logians. The way i n which Scripture functions as an 
au t h o r i t y f o r the d i f f e r e n t theologians, depends, he argues, 
on t h e i r r e l i g i o u s experience, so that "...at the root of 
a theological p o s i t i o n there i s an imaginative act i n which 
a theologian t r i e s to catch up i n a single metaphysical 
judgement the f u l l complexity of God's presence, i n , through 
and over-against the a c t i v i t i e s comprising the church's 

426 
common l i f e . . . " Although Kelsey admits that his sample 
studies are not "...necessarily representative of the work 

427 
of the theologians from whom they are taken", yet he 
operates as i f they were; and i t i s on t h i s ground that 
some c r i t i c i s m must be offered. We confine our remarks to 
the discussion offered about Barth. Kelsey's suggestion 
that Barth construes Scripture " i n the mode of concrete 
a c t u a l i t y " by taking God "...to be present i n and through 

428 
an agent rendered present by Scripture" accords well 
with the contention argued above that Barth deals with the 
complexity of Scripture by seeing that i t has a r e f e r e n t i a l , 
i f d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y , i n Jesus Christ. But unless one 

429 
i s to suggest that Barth i s p l a i n l y inconsistent, one 
must take account of the f a c t that i n using concepts, themes 
or even theological statements as major b u i l d i n g blocks i n 
his dogmatic theology, Barth comes closer to what Kelsey 
terms "the i d e a t i o n a l mode" which "...happens when God 
i s taken to be present i n and through the teaching and learn 430 ing of the doctrine asserted by Scripture". But on Kelsey's thesis t h i s would require that Barth should have had a d i f f e r e n t r e l i g i o u s experience giv i n g r i s e to a 
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d i f f e r e n t way of construing Scripture. Since that i s the 
case, Kelsey's suggestion that i t i s the theologian's 
imaginative act or discrimen which "larg e l y shapes his 
decisions about how to construe and use p a r t i c u l a r passages 

451 
of Scripture" y must eith e r be abandoned, or i t must be 
recognised that h i s analysis of Barth has not been 
s u f f i c i e n t l y extensive to provide a f u l l account of Barth's 
method. That i s , either i t must be possible f o r a theo­
logian to have more than one discrimen, which would destroy 
Kelsey's thes i s , or i t must be recognised that as i n Barth's 
case, a discrimen may be a very complicated a t t i t u d e to 
Scripture, not reducible to a simple formula. The evidence 
of t h i s thesis suggests that there are several ways of 
handling Scripture available to Barth, a l l of which are 
consistent with h i s understanding of i t s u n i t y and character. 
I t i s important to see that Barth's concept of the 
r e f e r e n t i a l u n i t y of Scripture i s capable of accommodating 
both the "ideat i o n a l mode" and to a lesser extent, "the 

452 
mode of id e a l p o s s i b i l i t y , " ^ because, as we have seen 
above, part of Barth's genius i s his capacity to grasp the 
complexity of the way i n which Scripture operates. I t must 
therefore be concluded that Barth's r e l i g i o u s experience 
gave r i s e to a rather more complex apprehension of Scripture 
than t h a t f o r which Kelsey makes allowance. 

What Kelsey concluded at the end of a sophisticated 
twentieth century analysis, Anselm recognised i n the 

455 
eleventh century when he acknowledged "credo u t i n t e l l i g a m " ^ 
which i t s e l f depended on exegesis of Isa 7^9 "unless I believe, 
I s h a l l not understand." U n t i l the modern period, there 
was no a l t e r n a t i v e p o s i t i o n f o r Christian theologians but 
to operate t h e i r theological method w i t h i n the framework of 

455 
f a i t h . And there can be no doubt that f o r Barth, brought 
up i n the l i b e r a l Protestant t r a d i t i o n , i t was his grappling 
with Anselm's Proslogion which p r e c i p i t a t e d h i s deliberate 
and complex theological method. I n his preface to Anselm; 
Fides Quaerens In t e l l e c t u a l , w r i t t e n i n 193"' •> Barth wrote, 
i t "...produced w i t h i n me a compelling urge to deal with 

456 
Anselm quite d i f f e r e n t l y from h i t h e r t o " , J because he 
found "more of value and significance i n t h i s theologian 

457 than i n others". Although he considered t h i s 'proof 
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"a model piece of good penetrating and neat theology", 
he "would not and could not i d e n t i f y myself completely 

459 
with the views of i t s author". ^ Barth turned s t r a i g h t 
from t h i s book to work on the Church Dogmatics. Indeed, 
i t was undoubtedly his work on Anselm which caused him to 

440 
revise h i s C h r i s t l i c h e Dogmatik so extensively. 
Writing i n 1958, i n h i s preface to the second e d i t i o n of 
his Anselm book, he commented, "my i n t e r e s t i n Anselm was 
never a side issue f o r me", indeed i t "has influenced me" 
and "been absorbed i n t o my own l i n e of t h i n k i n g " . 
Consequently, he asserted th a t " i n t h i s book on Anselm 
I am working with a v i t a l key, i f not the key, to an under­
standing of that whole process of thought that has impressed 
me more and more i n my Church Dogmatics as the only one 

442" 
proper to theology." I t i s therefore of immense 
importance to examine Barth's understanding of Anselm's 

445 
a t t i t u d e to Scripture i n the Proslogion. ^ Barth took 
from his study of Anselm clues f o r h i s own theological 
method, although that theological method, when f u l l y 
developed, d i f f e r e d i n c e r t a i n respects from that of Anselm. 
The reason f o r the difference i s to be found i n the d i f f e r ­
ent content which the two theologians gave to t h e i r Credo. 

The point from which Anselm began was his f a i t h i n 
God, which came from hearing the word of Christ through 

i\>\>\ preaching. However, because he believes, he wr i t e s , 
" I do desire to understand Your ^God's7 t r u t h a l i t t l e , 

445 
that t r u t h my heart believes and loves." ^ This implies 
that f a i t h does not understand completely everything to 
which i t assents: one can believe i n God without under­
standing about Him completely. Consequently, Barth took 
as the t i t l e to his discussion of Anselm's Proslogion, 
"Fides Quaerens Intellectum", echoing Anselm's words, " I 
believe so that I may understand. For I believe t h i s also, 
that 'unless I believe I s h a l l not understand.' (Isa 
7.9)•" I t i s t h i s process of f a i t h seeking understand­
ing which Anselm would term theology. 

447 
There i s no c r i s i s f o r Anselm's theology. There 

i s no "uncertainty as to whether i n Holy Scripture God has 
done h i s work w e l l ; uncertainty because of the existence 
of unbelieving, [ovj serious consideration of the p o s s i b i l i t y 
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448 of r e j e c t i n g r e v e l a t i o n " . Theology can neither 
confirm nor deny f a i t h , i t can merely elaborate and make 

449 
p l a i n what i s already known by f a i t h . J Consequently, 
theology cannot say, ' I know be t t e r than f a i t h , ' i t cannot 
question to what extent r e a l i t y i s as Christians believe 
i t to be, because the t r u t h of a proposition i s an inner 
t r u t h guaranteed by the One who has revealed i t , and not 
by any human arguments concerning i t . I n these respects, 
Barth's understanding of the nature of theology coincided 
exactly with what he considered Anselm to be asserting. 

I t i s necessary to consider the part that Scripture 
played f o r Anselm, i n t h i s process of " f a i t h seeking 
understanding". Barth suggests that "the concept 'Holy 
Scripture' i s i t s e l f according to Anselm, to be understood 
i n a fundamentally broad sense, at a l l events those 
inferences that are consistent with i t s t e x t j o i n the t e x t 

450 
with equal weight and a u t h o r i t y . " ^ Discussion elsewhere 
suggests to Barth, that Anselm considered "the Church, 
eithe r as a v i r t u a l second source alongside Holy Scripture 

451 
or simply as a norm f o r the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Scripture". ^ 
This i s not to imply that e i t h e r Scripture or the church's 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n are of themselves t r u t h . Anselm i s quite 
clear that only God Himself i s t r u t h , so tha t tne t r u t h 
contained or hidden i n Scripture 

"must reveal i t s e l f i n order to make i t s e l f known to 
us. I t does t h i s however, only i f , and i n so f a r as 
the t r u t h , God himself, does i t . " 452 

According to Barth, Anselm considers that 
"as sons and heirs of Adam, we are not confronted 
by the t r u t h revealed i n Scripture i n such a way 
that when the hearing or reading of the outward te x t 
i s crowned by f a i t h ( c e r t a i n as i t i s that t h i s 
t e x t i s the f u l l revealed t r u t h ) we are then absolved 
from the task of understanding i t as t r u t h , which 
though d i v i n e l y given, has s t i l l to be sought by 
human means." 453 

Although i t i s clear to f a i t h that Scripture i s a sound 
454 

foundation " i t i s s t i l l a problem f o r our understanding". ^ 
That t h i s i s so can be seen from the questions asked, even 
by Christians, about the contradictions w i t h i n and the 
meaning of Scripture. Therefore i t i s not s u f f i c i e n t "to 
bring to remembrance a t e x t of Scripture which confirms 
the contents of an a r t i c l e of f a i t h . " ^ 5 "The r e c i t a l of 
'proof t e x t s ' as confirmation would do no more than state 
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the problem a l l over again and would contribute nothing 
456 

to i t s s o l u t i o n . " ^ I t was f o r these reasons that 
Anselm refused to appeal to Scripture as an a u t h o r i t y 
i n theology. 

Barth suggests that Anselm's understanding of the 
r e l a t i o n between Scripture and theology i s as f o l l o w s : " I f 
a proposition accords with the actual wording of the 
Bible, or with d i r e c t inferences from i t , then n a t u r a l l y 
i t i s v a l i d with absolute c e r t a i n t y , but j u s t because of 
t h i s agreement i t i s not s t r i c t l y a theological proposit-

457 
ion." ^ Indeed, since the creeds express b e l i e f s which 
"accord with the actual wording of Scripture" these are not 
to be considered as theology. Consequently, Anselm appears 
to consider that theology proper begins where Scripture 
ends, but that theology should continue i n the same d i r e c t ­
ion as Scripture. 

" I f . . . i t i s a s t r i c t l y t heological proposition, that 
i s to say a proposition formed independently of the 
actual wording of Scripture, then the f a c t that i t 
does not contradict the B i b l i c a l t e x t determines i t s 
v a l i d i t y . But i f i t d i d contradict the Bible, however 
a t t r a c t i v e i t might be on other grounds, i t would be 
rendered i n v a l i d . " 458 

Therefore, while Anselm considers that i t i s 
le g i t i m a t e to use the Bible as a "measuring rod", or a 
source of credal statements, he does not consider i t v a l i d 
to appeal to i t during the course of theological argument, 
as though to a f i n a l court of appeal. This i s an i n t e r e s t ­
ing s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n which Barth argues Anselm consciously 
accepts. I n Barth's words, 

" I t i s abundantly clear from t h i s /Cur Deus homg7 that 
not f o r a moment do Scripture and Credo cease to be 
the presupposition and object of his t h i n k i n g , only 
that whenever he comes up against a p a r t i c u l a r problem 
where he i s concerned w i t h i t s s c i e n t i f i c answer, he 
r e f r a i n s from drawing upon the statements of the Bible 
or the Credo f o r his answer, or basing h i s answer upon 
t h e i r a u t h o r i t y . " 459 

He adds, to make i t quite clear, "Anselm i s i n f a c t the 
exponent of a method of theological exposition that almost 

460 
completely dispenses with supporting quotations. 1 1 

I t i s already possible to see i n what ways Barth 
coincides with and d i f f e r s from Anselm. For Barth, too, 
theology must be f a i t h seeking understanding; i t must 
begin where Scripture ends; and i t must use Scripture f o r - 265 -



i t s data. But the presence of extensive b i b l i c a l 
excursus i n the Church Dogmatics shows that Barth d i f f e r s 
from Anselm i n seeking to show the grounds f o r his 

461 
argument at every po i n t . The reason f o r t h i s i s that 
Barth's credal a f f i r m a t i o n u n l ike Anselm's, includes a 

id 
463 

462 
good deal more about r e v e l a t i o n and Scripture, and a 

464 

good deal less about t r a d i t i o n and natural theology 
Indeed, although Barth i s prepared to consider t r a d i t i o n , 
only r e v e l a t i o n through Scripture i s taken as his basis, 
whereas Anselm i s prepared to admit other presuppositions 

When Anselm passes from prayer to theology 'proper', 
he bases his whole discourse upon h i s ' d e f i n i t i o n ' of God. 
The whole Proslogion i s an examination of the implications 
of t h i s "Name of God" as "that than which no greater can 

465 
be thought". ^ The cen t r a l question f o r t h i s analysis 
i s whence he derives t h i s Name. I n h i s Preface, Anselm 
says that when he was about to give up his search, "there 
came to me, i n the very c o n f l i c t of my thoughts, what I 
had despaired of f i n d i n g , so that I eagerly grasped the 
notion /of the Name of God7 which i n my d i s t r a c t i o n I had 

466 
been r e j e c t i n g . " I t i s c e r t a i n that t h i s Name of God 
i s not a d i r e c t quotation from Scripture. There are, how­
ever, i f Barth was r i g h t i n h i s analysis of Anselm's under­
standing of the theological method, two f u r t h e r categories 
i n t o which i t could f a l l . The f i r s t i s the credal category 

467 
which "accords w i t h the actual wording of Scripture", ' 
and the second i s theology proper, which i s "formed independ-

468 
en t l y of Scripture". Barth makes i t clear i n t o which 
category he thinks i t f a l l s . He says, f o r example, that 
" i t i s a genuine desc r i p t i o n , one Name of God, selected 
from among the various revealed Names of God" as though i t 
were credal. He suggests that Anselm regarded i t i n t h i s 
way because he introduced the Name, with the words "we 
believe you a r e . . . " , ^ and his account of the discovery 
of the name i n Barth's words, i s an "account of an experience 

470 
of prophetic i n s i g h t " . According to Barth, i t i s f o r 
t h i s reason that " i t does not admit of proof by appeal to 

471 
any t e x t that was a u t h o r i t a t i v e f o r him." ' 

Thus i t may be concluded t h a t Anselm a c t u a l l y used Scripture i n the way i n which he d e l i b e r a t e l y chose to do. 
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S t a r t i n g from a credal formula, (the Name of God) and 
from other propositions which are of a s i m i l a r category 
he develops his reasons f o r beli e v i n g the Chri s t i a n f a i t h 
without appeal to Scripture as an au t h o r i t y , indeed, only 

470 
c i t i n g i t i n c i d e n t l y . His use of Scripture i n the 
Proslogion shows that Barth has c o r r e c t l y understood 
Anselm's plan. 

Barth follows the framework of Anselm's method, 
but gives new content to i t s parts. Thus, f o r Barth, as 
f o r Anselm, theology i s f a i t h seeking understanding. He 
recognized "...that he had to free h is thought i n quite 
a d i f f e r e n t way 'from the l a s t remnants of a philosophical 
or a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l . . . j u s t i f i c a t i o n and explanation of 
Christi a n doctrine'", ' J so that the parody of Barth 
c i t e d by Professor Sykes contains a c e r t a i n i r o n i c a l t r u t h : 

474 
"The theology of Barth lacks nothing - except a basis..." 
But Barth d e l i b e r a t e l y offered no apologetic basis; he 
only i n v i t e d h i s readers to share the p o s i t i o n of f a i t h 
from which he began h i s theological i n v e s t i g a t i o n s . 

However, the credal a f f i r m a t i o n i s more extensive 
f o r Barth than i t seems to "have been f o r Anselm. I t i n c l u d -

4 ? 6 

475 
ed b e l i e f about the nature of r e v e l a t i o n , '' and the 
i n a b i l i t y of man to appreciate God without r e v e l a t i o n , 
which led him to the extreme f i d e i s t p o s i t i o n which i t i s 

477 
u n l i k e l y that Anselm ever held. '' Barth must therefore 
be seen as taking from Anselm what he considered to be the 
essence of his theological method; but equally he must be 
seen to have transformed i t by h i s very d i f f e r e n t s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t . ^ ® As J. Mclntyre so a p t l y remarks:"Barth i n his 
e f f o r t s to show tha t St.Anselm i s not a 'natural theologian' 
seems almost to forget what he himself so emphatically 
affirmed, namely, that St. Anselm does not argue from the 
a u t h o r i t a t i v e given-ness of S c r i p t u r a l or credal sentences 

479 
to c e r t a i n dogmatic conclusions. ' J I t i s f o r Barth, 
rather than f o r Anselm, that the credo u t i n t e l l i g a m "... 
does not imply t r a n s i t i o n from f a i t h to another genus 
but an aCxuaAuTlCEiv nav v6nua ECQ xhv unoKohv xou 
XPLOXOU ( 2 Cor 1 0 . 5 ) . " 4 8 0 

I f one were to seek the formative influences i n 
Barth's l i f e , which brought him to such a credal a f f i r m a t i o n , 
i n the manner suggested by D. Kelsey, one would have to - 267 -



suggest that they were as follows: f i r s t l y , the childhood 
experience of singing Abel Burckhardt's songs, which gave 
Barth a sense of the r e a l i t y of Jesus born, c r u c i f i e d and 
ri s e n , "...so that once grasped i t was calculated to carry 
one r e l a t i v e l y unscathed - although not, of course, 
untempted or unassailed - through a l l the serried ranks 
of historicism,...and to br i n g one back some day to the 

481 
matter i t s e l f " ; secondly, the experience i n Safenwil 
which began to show him the bankruptcy of the l i b e r a l 
Protestant t r a d i t i o n which he had l e a r n t , reinforced by 

482 
the 1914- manifesto; t h i r d l y , the reading of an o v e r t l y 

485 
theological part of the New Testament, Romans, i n which 
Barth discovered "the strange new world w i t h i n the Bible" 

485 
"the world of God". ' Because Barth had himself heard 
God speak through the reading of the Bible, he was able to 
regard i t as Word of God. But he recognized that t h i s 
" i s a confession of f a i t h , a statement of f a i t h which hears 
God himself speak through the B i b l i c a l word of man." 

Thus, i t must be concluded t h a t although Barth 
took from Anselm the theological method which moves from 
f a i t h to understanding, yet because Barth had a d i f f e r e n t 
content to hi s credo, perhaps as a r e s u l t of the formative 
influences o u t l i n e d above, h i s process of understanding, 
or dogmatic theology, was f a r more bound to the t e x t of 

487 
Scripture than was that of St Anselm. ' 

Thus i t must be concluded t h a t although reference 
to the immediate context i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Barth's 
pra c t i c e , by f a r the most s i g n i f i c a n t cohesive co n t r o l 
f a c t o r i s h i s perception of Jesus Christ as the centre not 
only of Scripture but also of h i s dogmatic theology. Although 
the framework of h i s method owes much to Anselm, t h i s frame­
work i s f i l l e d with a content which i s d i s t i n c t i v e , and 
which owes much to his own creative i n s i g h t . I t i s a p t l y 
described as a movement from exegesis to dogmatic theology, 
f o r as we have seen, c r i t i c a l methods form the prelude to 
exegesis proper, which i t s e l f i s the basis f o r a simple 
movement i n t o dogmatics. But equally there are complex 
movements from exegesis to dogmatics, whose chief arrange­
ments of Scripture have been delineated above. Always i t 
i s the r e f e r e n t i a l and d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y of Scripture 
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which governs Barth's selection and arrangement. 
Thus Barth i s j u s t i f i e d i n his claim that his "dangerous" 

l< Q Q 
movement away from exegesis " i s not made a r b i t r a r i l y " . 
H. C u n l i f f e - Jones suggests that 

"...the churchly use of the Bible means the use of 
the Bible as a whole and as i t stands. As we s h a l l 
see, the main e f f o r t of B i b l i c a l studies i n modern 
times has been an a l y t i c and t h i s needs to be balanced 
by a synthetic understanding." 489 

Karl Barth's method has been shown to be synthetic, but 
not ov e r - s i m p l i f i e d . He stands alone i n the modern period, 
as the scholar not a f r a i d to face the f l o o d ; an unacknowledged 
example of the way i n which a dogmatic theologian may both 
give a t t e n t i o n to the c r i t i c a l methods, and yet construct 
a cohesive dogmatic theology. 
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FOOTNOTES Chapter 1. 

1. Barth himself refers to dogmatics as "...a r e l a t i v e 
movement away from exegesis". 
K.Barth The Church Dogmatics (Eng. trans, of 
Die K i r c h l i c h e Dogmatikj Edinburgh 1936-74. 
1/2 p.883 S.989 /Throughout t h i s work, the page 
number of the English t r a n s l a t i o n i s followed by 
the page number of the o r i g i n a l passage i n German, 
without r e p e t i t i o n of the t i t l e , where reference 
i s made to works by Barth. The German page 
number i s designated S (=Seite)^7 

2. The t i t l e The Church Dogmatics w i l l be abbreviated 
to CD i n the footnotes. 

3. E.g. D.Ford B i b l i c a l Narrative and the Theological 
Method of Karl Barth i n Church Dogmatics. 
(Unpub. Cambridge Ph.D. thesis 1977) 

4. E.g. W.V.Puffenberger The Word of God and Hermeneutics 
i n the theology of Karl Barth and Gerhard Ebeling. 
(Unpub. Boston Ph.D. thesis 1968) 
c f . J.C.Livingstone A c r i t i c a l study of Karl Barth's 
b i b l i c a l hermeneutics" (Unpub. Columbia Ph.D. 
thesis 1965) 

5. This has been described by many a u t h o r i t a t i v e 
scholars. 
E.g. T.F. Torrance Karl Barth : An Introduction 
to h i s Early Theology 1910-31 London 1962 p.30ff. 
A f u l l bibliography of works about K.Barth may be 
found i n W.Harle Sein und Gnade B e r l i n & New York 
1975- PP. 352ff. 

6. Such an assessment could well form the topic of 
another research programme. 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
7. K.Barth. Romans (Eng.trans, of Per Romerbrief) 

London 1953 p.1 s.v. Abbreviated hereafter to Romans7. 
8. I b i d . 
9. E.g. I t would be i r r e l e v a n t to discuss the problems of 

'family groupings' of N.T. manuscripts, i n the section on 
t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m , since research has shown that Barth 
almost ignores t h i s . 

10. Evidence f o r t h i s may be found through the Church Dogmatics 
Thus, CD IV/1, i s almost average i n i t s Scripture c i t a t i o n s 
( c f . Appendix 1 p.445) CD IV/1 p.1-100 show 58 Greek 
c i t a t i o n s and only 11 Hebrew. This does not imply that 
Barth i s unable to use his Hebrew O.T.; indeed the 
d e t a i l e d exegesis of CD I I I / 1 deals predominantly with 
the Hebrew. However, Barth normally worked with the O.T. 
i n t r a n s l a t i o n , and the N.T. i n Greek. /Q?his was confirm­
ed i n conversation by H.Stoevesandt, keeper of the Barth 
archive i n Basle, who assisted Barth.,7 
Cf. CD IV/2 p . x i i i S. x, and CD IV/3 p . x i i i S. i x . 

11. E.g. Romans 
cf . K.Barth Philippians (Eng.trans, of P h i l i p p e r b r i e f ) 
London 1962. /abbreviated hereafter to Philippians/. 
cf. K.Barth The Resurrection of the Dead. (Eng.trans.of 
Die Auferstehung der Toten) London 1933* 

12. "No 'beetle-in-a-box* model of the r e l a t i o n of meaning and 
language f i t s the f a c t s . . . " G.Downing "Meanings" i n 
M.Hooker and C.Hickling (ed.) What about the N.T.? 
London 1975 p.128. Downing argues tha t words convey 
meaning: hence a change of wording, as i n t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m , changes the meaning. 

13. L f . .X W. So~r\ d. Ci> " T e x t u a l C r i b i O S n ^ o f the. G-aspeU'1 

in, C.E.B.Cranfield St Mark Cambridge 1963 p.22 
"Since exegesis must go hand i n hand with t e x t u a l 
c r i t i c i s m the student of the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the New 
Testament needs to have some acquaintance both w i t h 
the materials f o r establishment of the t e x t of the New 
Testament, and with the p r i n c i p l e s governing t h e i r use 
f o r that purpose." 

14. B.M.Metzger The Text of the New Testament. 
Oxford 1964. p.v. 

15. E.g. I n the New Testament, Westcott and Hort estimate 
that seven eighths i s beyond reasonable doubt. 
B.F.Westcott and F.J.A.Hort The New Testament i n the 
Origin a l Greek. London 1896 Vol I I p.2f. 

16. A.E.Housman Selected Prose (J.Carter ed.) 
Cambridge 1961, p.132 
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17. I b i d . 
18. &M.Metzger op. c i t . p.209 

19. g.M.Metzger op. c i t . p.182-184 
20. A.E. Housman op. c i t . p.142 
21. T i t l e of the paper by Housman, c i t e d above n. 15 

22. Cf. Romans p.14 S. x v i i f . Preface to Second Edition. 
23. I t i s inherently u n l i k e l y that Barth considered such 

external evidence, and made h i s decision on that b a s i s , 
but then confined himself to the discussion of other 
c r i t e r i a i n p r i n t . 

24. Romans p.412 S.397 

25. Op. c i t . p.117 S.92 

26. Op. c i t . p.149 S.125 

27. Op. c i t . p. 117 S.92 

28. Op. c i t . p. 149 S.125 

29. Op. c i t . p. 522 S.5O6 
30. I b i d . 
31. C.E.B. Cr a n f i e l d Romans Edinburgh 1979 p.809 

c f . C.K. Barrett Romans London 1962 p.lOff. 
32. Romans p. 522f. S. 507 

33- Op. c i t . p.522 S.5O6 
34. Op. c i t . p.522 S.506f. "The theme" i s theological, 

although i t might be c l a s s i f i e d as a l i t e r a r y 
consideration. 

35* Op. c i t . p. 523 S.507 
36. Op. c i t . p. 287 S. 270 

37° Op. c i t . p. 117 S. 92 
c f . op.cit. p.520 S.504 "A copyist, not noticing the 
sentence (v s22a) i s a question, may have inserted fiv 
before 2XELQ i n order to ease the construction. 1 1 

38. Op. c i t e p. 450 S.435 
Barth does not seem to know that KQLPQ and K u p t y 
might easily_be confused since they were abbreviated 
to KU and KPU . 
c f . W. Sanday and A.C. Headlam Romans Edinburgh 1902 
p.362, who decide f o r KUPLV on textual evidence alone. 

39o Romans p.533 S.517 
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40. Op. c i t . p . 1 1 ? S.92 

c f . o p . c i t . p . 5 3 7 S . 5 2 1 

41. Op. c i t . p. 149 S . 1 2 5 

42. Op. ci t o p. 2 8 7 S . 2 7 0 
4 3 . I n Romans, on 1117 calculations 2 1 times. I n t e r n a l 

t r a n s c r i p t i o n a l evidence'^cited 1 1 times, whereas 
external evidence i s only used once. 

44. 1 1 times. 
45. Cf. A.E. Housman op. c i t . 
46. Romans p . 5 3 5 S . 5 1 9 

4 7 - Op.cit. p . 5 2 2 S.506 
48. Op.cit. p. 5 2 3 S . 5 0 7 

4 9 . I b i d . 
5 0 . Op.cit. p a287 S . 2 7 0 

5 1 . Cf. A.E. Housman o p . c i t . p . l 3 2 f . 

5 2 . Romans p . 3 3 1 S . 3 1 5 
c f . when he /Paul/ i s dealing, as i n i x . 5 , with the 
r e l i g i o u s , e c c l e s i a s t i c a l point of view, God i s quite 
simply the God of I s r a e l . Paul does not, of course, 
stop here." Barth continues to discuss Paul's idea of 
God i n so f a r as i t i s relevant to his conjectural 
emendation. 

5 3 . Op.cit. p. 2 5 9 S.241 
5 4 . Op.cit. p. 424 S.410 
5 5 . Op.cit. p. 5 3 5 S.518 
5 6 . Op.cit. p. 4 5 0 S . 4 3 6 

5 7 . Op.cit. p . 5 2 3 S . 5 0 7 

58. Op. c i t p . 3 3 1 S . 3 1 5 

5 9 = Op. c i t . p . 3 3 0 S.314 
N.B. Barth l a t e r rejected t h i s conjectural emendation 
without making clear h i s reasons f o r doing so. 
cf . CD I I / 2 p. 206 S.226 

60. E.g. 2 Cor. 2 Thes. T i t . 
61. Romans p . 3 3 0 S.314 
62. I b i d . 
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63. Op. c i t . p.450 S.435 
64. Op. c i t . p. 3 3 0 S.314 
6 5 - Theodorst. Romans p.149 S . 1 2 5 
6 6 . E.g. Romans p.149 S . 1 2 5 Lietzmann. 

p. 2 5 9 S.241 Hofmann, Zahn etc. 
p. 287 S . 2 7 0 Zann, Lietzmann. 
P. 374 S . 3 5 8 Zahn, Kuhl. 
p. 4 5 0 S.435 Julicher, Lietzmann. 
P. 5 1 0 S.494 Zahn, Kuhl. 
P. 5 3 5 S.518" Idetzmann. 

67. Romans p. 374 S . 3 5 8 
68. Op. c i t . p. 3 3 0 f . S . 3 1 5 (Nearly h a l f a page of small 

p r i n t . ) 
69- A t o t a l of 22 occur i n Romans. 
7 0 . I n more than h a l f the cases, Barth uses less than 

5 l i n e s ; and only three require more than 10 l i n e s : 
Ro 9.5, 12.11c, 14.21. 

7 1 . E.g. Romans p . 5 1 0 S.494 y^P 

7 2 . E.g. op. c i t . p . 5 3 5 S . 5 1 9 MQPL6M 

7 3 - Op.cit. p.287 S . 2 7 0 R 0 8 . l l 

74. Op. c i t . p. 5 2 2 f . S.506ff. 
7 5 . Op. c i t . p. 14 S. x v i i f . A. Jtllicher's r e v i e w ( l 9 2 0 ) 

may be found i n : J. Moltmann (ed.) Anfange der 
dialektischen Theologie I . Mtinchen 1966 p.87-98. 

76. Op. c i t . p. 81 S. 5 5 Ro 3 . 6 
" " p.149 S. 1 2 5 Ro 5.1 

p . 1 5 2 S. 128 Ro 5.2 
" p.287 S. 2 7 0 Ro 8.11 

" " p . 3 3 0 f . S.314f. Ro 9.5 
p.412 S. 3 9 7 Ro 11.6 

11 " p.450 S.435 Eo 12.11c 
p . 5 2 2 f . S.506ff. Ro 14.21 
p.526 S . 5 1 0 Ro 1 5 . 7 (perhaps) 
p . 5 3 5 S.518 Ro 16.6 
p . 5 3 7 S . 5 2 1 Ro 16. 2 5 = 2 7 (This i s closely 

l i n k e d to 14.21.) 
7 7 . Op. c i t . p. 5 3 5 S . 5 1 9 Ro 16.6 
78. Op. c i t . p . 2 5 9 S.241 

7 9 . Op. c i t . p.149 S . 1 2 5 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
80. Gf. o p . c i t . p. 4- S. v i i i " I t i s quite i r r e l e v a n t when 

Ji i l i c h e r and Eberhard Vischer announce triumphantly 
that I am — a theologian^ I have never pretended 
to be anything else." N.B. K.Barth A Shorter 
Commentary on Romans London 1 9 5 9 , does not include 
d e t a i l e d t e x t u a l discussion because i t was o r i g i n a l l y 
lectures to those who knew no Greek, (cf.p.8.) 

81. Fhilippians p.7 (The German preface has no page 
number.") 

82. Romans 1st e d i t i o n August 1 9 1 8 
2nd e d i t i o n September 1 9 2 1 

Philippians September 1 9 2 7 
8 3 . Cf. Philippians p . 9 6 S.91 P h i l 3.4-
84. A rough c a l c u l a t i o n suggests that t h i s i s the case. 

E.g. Average number of l i n e s i n apparatus i n Romans = 8.4-
i i it n tt n it it 

Philippians = 7 - 9 
( B r i t i s h & Foreign Bible Society t e x t 1 9 5 8 , Nestle and 
K i l p a t r i c k ) 
The difference i s magnified somewhat by the equivalent 
increase i n the number of l i n e s of actual t e x t per page 
found i n Philippians. There being no means of measur­
ing the comparative significance of the variants i n 
each case, t h i s has not been attempted. 

8 5 . Philippians p.11 S.3 
8 6 . Op.cit. p . 1 3 S.5 
8 7 . Op.cit. p . 1 3 S.6 
88. Op.cit. p . 3 0 S.23 
8 9 . E.g. The I n t e r n a t i o n a l C r i t i c a l Commentaries published 

by T. & T. Clark. 
9 0 . This i s only eo, i f P h i l 1.16 & 1 7 ( p . 3 0 S . 2 3 ) 

i s not regarded as genuine t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m . 
9 1 . Cf. n.11 above. 

Wherever the Greek quotations have been checked i n the 
CD t h i s i s the case, but obviously a l l have not been 
checked. This assertion was confirmed i n conversation, 
by the keeper of the Barth-archive i n Basle, 
Dr. H.Stoevesandt, on the basis of his own research,, 

9 2 . E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 2 2 0 S.24-2 Exod 9 - 1 5 f « 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 5 S . 1 5 1 Gen 1.6-8 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 7 2 S . 1 9 2 Gen 1 o 2 0 f . 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 2 2 0 S.248 Gen 2 . 1 f . 

9 3 o E.g. CD I I I / 1 p . 1 7 9 S . 2 0 1 Gen 1 . 2 5 (blessing) 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1. contd.) 
94. A 'random sample1 of such passages were taken 

from V.Taylor The Text of the New Testament London 
1961. ' Taylor selected 34 passages where there i s 
generally agreed to be d i f f i c u l t y ; ( o p . c i t . p.76) 
26 of which are c i t e d i n CD. 

9 5 - The fo u r where t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m i s mentioned are: 
Mt 1.16 CD 1/2 p . l ? 5 f . S . 1 9 1 
Jn 5 . 3 b - 4 C D I I I / 3 p.408+501 S.474 + 586 
Mk 1.1 CD 1/2 p.14 S.15 
Mk 16 9-20 CDII/2 p.448 S.496f. 

The twenty two where t e x t u a l problems are ignored, 
are:- Mt 16.2f.; Mk 1.41; 6.3; 10.2; 10.12; 12.23; 
14.62; Lk 2.5; 22.19b-20; 22.43f.; 23.34a; 
Jn 1.13; 1.18; 3.13; 3 . 2 5 ; - 4.1; 7 . 5 3 - 8 . 1 1 ; 19.29; 
Ro 5 - 1 ; Epn 1.1; Heb 2.9; 4.2. 

96. CDIII/2 p. 479f. S.576 
cf . CD IV/2 p.256 S.284 Jn 1 9 . 2 9 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.469 S.563 Heb 4.2 
cf . CD I I I / 2 p.458 S. 5 5 0 Heb 4.2 
c f . CD IV/4 p . 1 2 1 S. 1 3 2 Jn 4.1 

9 7 . CD IV/4 p.112 S.122 
98. CD I I I / 4 p.204 S.229 

The f a c t t h a t V.Taylor, o p . c i t . p.86, concludes th a t 
the external evidence and the i n t r i n s i c p r o b a b i l i t y 
point t o t h e i r exclusion i s not relevant to t h i s 
analysis of Barth's method. No opinion i s offered 
concerning h i s methods or conclusions. 

9 9 . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 0 5 S . 2 2 9 

1 0 0 . CD I I I / 2 p. 2 1 1 S . 2 5 2 

1 0 1 . At Mt 2 0 . 3 4 , and Lk 7 - 1 3 

102. CD I I I / l p.163 S.182 
1 0 3 . Barth does not r e f e r to t h i s p a r a l l e l passage i n his 

excursus, although he does c i t e others w i t h a s i m i l a r 
theme. /Excursus (sin g u l a r ) i s distinguished through­
out from excursus ( p l u r a l } / 7 

104. CD H I / 2 p. 5 0 3 S.604f. 
CD IT/2 p.137 S . 1 5 3 

1 0 5 = CD H I / 2 p . 5 0 3 S.604f. 
Mt 26.64 20 elnaq nAfiv Aeyw uptv... 
Lk 2 2 . 7 0 'Yyeiq A£YET:E 5 T L EY& eim 

106. CD H I / 2 p . 5 0 3 S . 6 0 5 

1 0 7 . E.g. Mk 1.41 CD H I / 2 p . 2 1 1 S . 2 5 2 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
108. E.g. Jn 1 . 1 3 CD I I I / 4 p. 143 S.158 auvepY6q 
1 0 9 . E.g. CD IV/3 p.600 S.688 1Thes 3-2 
110. CD I I I / 2 p.328 S.395 

CD I I I / 2 p.469 S.564 
CD IV/2 p.163 S.182 

111. V.Taylor o p . c i t . p . 9 1 
112. Barth used the 1 5 t h e d i t i o n of Nestle, published 1932 

i n which the disputed words are bracketed. 
Dr.H.Stoevesandt, keeper of the Barth-archive, was 
kind enough to show me Barth's Greek New Testament. 

1 1 3 . CD I I I / 2 p.328 S . 3 9 5 There are other places t o which 
Barth could r e f e r f o r h i s i l l u s t r a t i o n . 

114. CD H I / 2 p.469 S.564 

1 1 5 . CD IV/2 p.163 S.182 
116. CD H I / 3 p . 5 0 1 S.566 
1 1 7 . CD IV/1 p.265-268 S.295-297 
118. CD IV/4 p.64 S.71 

1 1 9 . CD I I / 2 p.487 S.527 
120. CD H I / 4 p. 111 S.122 
121. CD 

cf. 
IV/2 p . 1 7 9 S . 1 9 9 
, CD IV/2 p.805 S . 9 1 3 

122. CD IV/3 P-413 S.477 
1 2 3 . CD IV/2 p.260 S.288 

cf. CD IV/4 p.97 S . 1 0 7 Lk 23.34 
124. V.Taylor o p . c i t . p.98. Taylor concludes "the 

objections to the genuineness of the section i n 
Jn are conclusive." 

1 2 5 . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 3 2 S.261 
126. CD H I / 4 p.233 S.261 
1 2 7 . K.Barth Die Kirchliche Dogmatik H I / 4 S.263 

(=p.234) /Hereafter abbreviated to KD/ 

128. Many commentators would, however, regard i t as an 
early and perhaps r e l i a b l e story about Jesus. 
Cf. C.K.Barrett John London 1967 p.490f. 
Cf. B.P.Westcott John London 1882 p . 1 2 5 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 Contd.) 
1 2 9 . V.Taylor o p . c i t . p.98 

I t might even be part of Luke's gospel, 
cf . C.K.Barrett John p.4-91 

1 3 0 . Cf. Chap.4 pp.250f£below. 
1 3 1 . CD I I I / 1 p.140 S . 1 5 1 

1 3 2 . CD I I I / 3 p.438 S . 5 1 1 (my emphasis) 
1 3 3 . Cf. CD I I I / 3 p . 4 3 6 S.5O8 where the verse i s i n 

t r a n s l a t i o n . 
c f . CD 1/1 p.401 S.421 where only the e a r l i e r part of 
the verse i s quoted i n the o r i g i n a l . 

1 3 4 . CD 1/2 p.22 S.24 
1 3 5 . CD I I I / 4 p.472 S.541 
136. Cf. G.Bonner "Ausustine as B i b l i c a l Scholar" i n 

P.R.Ackroyd and C.F.Evans (ed .) The Cambridge 
History of the Bible Vol I p . 5 5 6 "...Augustine i s 
f u l l y prepared to accept va r i a n t readings without any 
attempt to discriminate between them..." 

1 3 7 . CD 1/1 p.401 S.421 
138. "Jn 1.18 (according to the correct reading)..." I b i d . 

N.B. I t i s unusual f o r Barth to mention the variant 
where he i s not going to adopt i t . 

1 3 9 . CD 1/1 p.425 S.447 
NB. The English t r a n s l a t i o n i s not accurate here. 

140. CD I I / 1 p.208 S . 2 1 3 
141. CD IV/1 p.206 S . 2 2 5 "...He i s the Son of God, 

the only Son, the only begotten Son of God, 
F i l i u s Dei unicus, as was added from the very f i r s t 
( c f . Jn 1. 14-18;." 

142. CD IV/1 p . 7 1 S.76 
143. CD I V / 3 p . 2 3 3 S.267 
144. Cf. Jn 1 . 1 3 which i s used i n a s i m i l a r way a t : 

CD 1/1 p.148 S.166; CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 S . 1 7 4 ; 
CD I I I / 4 p.143 S.158; CD IV/2 p.562 S.636; 
CD IV/3 P . 2 3 5 S.269; CD IV/4 p . 9 S.9 
Contrast CD 1/2 p . 3 7 3 S.410 
cf. Jn 5 . 3 b - 4 used s i m i l a r l y at CD I I I / 3 p.408 S.474 
Contrast CD I I I / 3 p . 5 0 1 S . 5 8 6 

145. CD I I / 2 p.473 S.524 
146. Romans 1st e d i t i o n deleted 

2nd e d i t i o n reinstated 
CD I I / 2 p . 3 0 5 S . 3 3 5 deleted 
cf. n . 5 9 above. 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
147. 1 Jn 5 « 7 f - These verses are generally agreed to be an 

inte r p o l a t e d gloss. 
c f . B.F. Westcott The Epistles of John London 1902 
p.202ff. 

148„ CD 1/1 p.313 S „ 3 3 0 (my emphasis) 
149. Mt 6.10 CD I I I / 3 p.444f. S.518 

Mk 1.1 CD 1/2 p.14 S.15 
c f . CD IV/4 p.78 S.85 Lk 11.2 

1 5 0 . E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.518 S . 6 0 7 Mt 18.10 
1 5 1 . E.g. CD I V / 3 p . 7 9 1 S . 9 0 5 Codex D. 
152. CD IV/4 p.120 S.132 

cf . CD IV/4 p . 1 2 5 S . 1 2 7 Jn 19.34 
153. CD IV/4 p . 9 5 S.104 
154. CD IV/4 p.100 S.110 
1 5 5 . CD 1/2 p.174 S . 1 9 0 
156. CD 1/2 p . 1 7 5 S . 1 9 1 

N.B. Barth quotes i n t r a n s l a t i o n , not i n Greek. 
1 5 7 . I b i d . 
158. Op.cit. p.176 S.192 
1 5 9 . I b i d . 
160. Op.cit. p.176 S.192f. 
161. Op.cit. p.176 S.193 
162. Op.cit. p . 1 7 7 S.193 
163. ; This i s discussed at length i n Chap.4 pp.262ff. below. 
164. Op.cit. p. 1-76 So 192 
1 6 5 . CD 1/2 p.202 S.221 
166. CD I I / 2 p.448 S . 4 9 6 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.432 S . 4 7 9 
c f o CD IV/1 p . 2 9 0 S . 3 1 9 

167. K.Stendahl "The Implications of Form C r i t i c i s m and 
Tr a d i t i o n C r i t i c i s m f o r B i b l i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " 
JBL,LXXVII,(1958) p . 3 3 

168. Cf. G.Stanton. "Form C r i t i c i s m Revisited" i n M.Hooker 
and C.Hickling (ed.) What about the N.I.? London 1 9 7 5 
p.13. "The scholar's methods are also his presuppositions." 
Cf. H.Palmer The Logic of Gospal C r i t i c i s m . New York 
1968 p.183 "... the r e s u l t i s not determined by the 
arguments,.but rather by the assumptions we make when 
applying them." 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
1 6 9 . E.g. K.Koch The Growth of the B i b l i c a l T r a d i t i o n : 

the Form C r i t i c a l Method. London 1 9 6 9 p.14 
"L i t e r a r y types are u n i t s of expression-into which 
a l l human utterances i f they wish to be i n t e l l i g i b l e , 
n a t u r a l l y breakdown." 

1 7 0 . Cf. S.Travis "Form C r i t i c i s m " i n I.H.Marshall (ed.) 
N.T. I n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Essays i n Principles and Methods. 
Exeter 1 9 7 7 p.162 "...an appreciation of form i s 
necessary f o r understanding any l i t e r a t u r e . . . " 
c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p.6 

1 7 1 . E.g. Modern man may misread myths as i f they were 
h i s t o r y . 
c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p. 34 

1 7 2 . E.g. H.Gunkel ( 1 8 6 2 - 1 9 3 2 ) applied form c r i t i c i s m , 
developed f o r use on f o l k t r a d i t i o n by J. & W. Grimm, 
to Scripture, c f . K.Grobel "Form C r i t i c i s m " i n 
The I n t e r p r e t e r ' s Dictionary of the Bible I I p . 3 2 0 f . 
But Stanton ( o p . c i t . p.21) warns against assuming that 
f o l k - l o r e studies are relevant to gospel material. 

1 7 3 . Cf. K.Grobel o p . c i t . p . 3 2 0 f . "The fundamental i n s i g h t 
underlying t h i s method i s the recognition that f o l k -
memory - the vehicle of t r a d i t i o n - operates w i t h small 
u n i t s often no lar g e r than a single couplet of poetry." 

1 7 4 . E.g. H.Gunkel The Legends of Genesis : the B i b l i c a l 
saga and h i s t o r y New York 1 9 6 4 p.98f. (Cited E.V. 
Mcknight What i s form c r i t i c i s m ? Philadelphia 1 9 6 9 
p.11) "...the popular legend cannot permanently remain 
the same - slowly and h e s i t a t i n g l y , always at a c e r t a i n 
distance behind, the legends f o l l o w the general changes 
i n conditions, some more, others less." 

1 7 5 . The debate over t h i s point i s outli n e d by G.Stanton 
o p . c i t . p.18f. 

176. Cf. K.Koch o p . c i t . p . 5 5 "Transmission h i s t o r y i s the 
only means by which the gap between archeological 
discoveries and the Old Testament narratives can be 
bridged." 
c f . H.Palmer o p . c i t . p.184 

1 7 7 . Cf. K.Koch o p . c i t . p . 3 3 "...No b i b l i c a l t e x t can be 
adequately understood without a consideration of the 
s e t t i n g i n the l i f e of i t s l i t e r a r y type." 

1 7 8 o Cf. K.Grobel o p . c i t . p . 3 2 0 "Tradition i s never 
preserved f o r i t s own sake with conscious antiquarian 
i n t e n t , but only because some need or i n t e r e s t of the 
community presses i t i n t o service." 
c f . S.Travis o p . c i t . p . 1 5 4 "During the o r a l stage these 
'units of t r a d i t i o n ' assumed p a r t i c u l a r forms according 
to the func t i o n they performed i n the Chris t i a n commun­
i t y . .. whether i t be worship or apologetic or catechesis 
or some other function." 

1 7 9 . Notably by B.Gerhardsson Memory and Manuscript Lund 1 9 6 1 . 
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1 7 9 . His main thesis i s th a t form c r i t i c i s m ignores the 
contd. concept of t r a d i t i o n which was part of the m i l i e u 

i n which Jesus and the early church operated. E.g. p.10 
cf . H„ Riesenfeld The Gospel Traditions and i t s 
Beginnings. A study i n the l i m i t s of 'Formgeschichte'." 
London 1957 
c f . J. Rogerson "Recent L i t e r a r y S t r u c t u r a l i s t 
Approach to B i b l i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , The Churchman, 
9 0 , ( 1 9 7 6 ) p.166 S t r u c t u r a l i s t s "denounce form and 
t r a d i t i o - h i s t o r i c a l methods as too hypothetical, 
and, i n t u r n , they concentrate on i n t e r p r e t i n g the 
extant t e x t . ti 

t a o a 

180. Cf. B.S. Easton The Gospel before the Gospels. 
New York 1928 p.80f. (Cited E.V. McKnight o p . c i t . 
p.46) Form c r i t i c i s m " . . . can t e l l us that the manner 
of phrasing i s conventional, and i t can explain the 
conventions. I t can t e l l us why a c e r t a i n wording 
was used, why c e r t a i n d e t a i l s were added or omitted. 
And i t can t e l l us - w i t h i n l i m i t s - something of 
the use to which the material was put. But the 
study of forms as forms cannot carry us f u r t h e r . " 
I t 11 cannot give us even the r e l a t i v e ages of the 
special forms i t i d e n t i f i e s , and the absolute ages 
l i e t o t a l l y beyond i t s reach. Nor can i t aid our 
h i s t o r i c a l estimate of the contents of any story." 

181. Cf. W.G. Doty "The L i t e r a t u r e and D i s c i p l i n e of New 
Testament Form C r i t i c i s m ", Anglican Theological 
Review 51,(1969) p . 3 1 9 "Certainly our t r a d i t i o n a l , 
e s s e n t i a l l y A r i s t o t e l i a n , dichotomy between form and 
content has been overcome i n c r i t i c a l perception both 
w i t h i n and without of theology." Doty comments on the 
assumption of demythologizing that form and content 
may be separated thus:"... i t may be that demythologizing 
i s at times inappropriate, t h a t the myth i s the only 
way to score the poi n t . " ( i b i d ) 

182. Cf. G.Stanton op.cit.p.20 "The form and content of 
o r a l t r a d i t i o n s have again been considered separately. 
But form and content are interdependent, t h e i r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p needs to be examined much more c a r e f u l l y . " 

1 8 3 . Cf. J.Muilenburg "Form C r i t i c i s m and Beyond", JBL, 
LXXXV111, 1 9 6 9 p . 5 "Form and content are i n e x t r i c a b l y 
r e l a t e d . They form an i n t e g r a l whole. The two are 
one." Consequently he argues tha t i t i s necessary 
to go beyond the generalisation of form c r i t i c i s m , to 
take account of spontaneity i n any p a r t i c u l a r 
manifestation of a general form 0 

1.84. Cf. H.Palmer op.cit.p.176 "The form of a story may 
suggest t h a t i t was designed, say, f o r preaching use, 
and so connect i t with the group of misionaries of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y . . . This dating and placing applies to 
the form and not to the content. The story i t s e l f 
may go back e a r l i e r . " 
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185. E.g. E.B. Redlich Form C r i t i c i s m , i t s value and 

l i m i t a t i o n London 1 9 3 9 p . 1 3 "Form c r i t i c s claim 
that the forms assumed by the narratives and sayings 
...during the formative period are an index of t h e i r 
h i s t o r i c i t y . " But H.Palmer o p . c i t . p . 1 9 3 points out 
that i f such h i s t o r i c a l judgement were to be possible, 
" . . . c l a s s i f i c a t i o n would need to be dovetailed with 
independent knowledge of groups producing, preserving, 
or a l t e r i n g s t o r i e s cast i n one or another •form'. 
We have no such knowledge. 

186. E.g. F.C.Baur "perpetually impressed upon his 
students the f a c t that each b i b l i c a l w r i t i n g was 
determined by the 'tendency' or 'bias' (Tendenz) 
of i t s author, and was therefore to be viewed mainly 
as a source f o r the h i s t o r y of the time of i t s 
composition." K.Koch o p . c i t . p . 7 1 

1 8 7 . Hence the presence of a 'form' i n the pericopae of 
Mark's gospel does not r u l e out the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
a Petrine o r i g i n of these narratives. 
c f . H.Palmer o p . c i t . p . 1 8 3 "A story t o l d often 
enough does tend to take on a f i x e d and classic shape." 

188. "Sitz im Leben" = l i f e s i t u a t i o n . 
c f . S.Travis o p . c i t . p . 1 5 4 " I t i s important to 
understand that f o r form c r i t i c s S i t z im Leben i s 
p r i m a r i l y a sociological term, denoting a whole 'area' 
or f unction of the community's l i f e (e.g., worship 
or missionary preaching). Only i n a secondary sense 
i s i t applied (as often by Bultmann) to the p a r t i c u l a r 
h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n which gave a r i s e to a p a r t i c u l a r 
story or saying." 

1 8 9 . E.g. The "Sitz im Leben" of the Old Testament Psalms 
has variously been, the Jewish temple, the e x i l i c 
worship of the Jews, the post e x i l i c temple and 
synagogues, and the worship of the C h r i s t i a n community. 
Some of these changes of "Sitz im Leben" may have 
caused changes, others do not seem to have done so. 

1 9 0 . Romans p.423 S.409 
cf . CD I I I / 1 p.162f. S.182 Gen 1.16 
cf . CD H I / 1 p . 1 7 3 S . 1 9 3 Gen 1.21 
Barth suggests i n both cases that the Genesis 
redactor broke the Babylonian myth. 

1 9 1 . I b i d . 
1 9 2 o "The phrase" i s Ro. 11.36 8 T L i\ autou KCU U auxou 

Kat eic autbv xix n6vxa. 
CD H I / 3 p . 5 9 S.68 

1 9 3 . Cf. chap.2. pp. 83ff.& chap.4 p p . 2 1 7 f f . below 
194. Philippians p.11f. S.4 
1 9 5 . Philippians p.69 S.63 
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196. E.Lohmeyer, Kyrios Jesus; Eine Untersuchung zu 

P h i l 2, 5 - H Heidelberg 1928 
Cited by R.P. Martin Philippians London 1964 
p.106-109 

1 9 7 . J.Jeremias. Zur Gedankenfuhrung i n den paulischen 
Br i e f en: Per Christushymnus. flaarlem 1 9 5 3 . 
Cited by: R.P. Martin Carmen C h r i s t i . Philippians i i 
5-11 i n Recent I n t e r p r e t a t i o n and i n the s e t t i n g of 
early C h r i s t i a n worship. Cambridge 1967 This gives 
extensive references to other l i t e r a t u r e . 

198. R.P. Martin Philippians p.106 "Lohmeyer's conclusion 
... i s now generally accepted, that what we have here 
i s an early C h r i s t i a n confession which belongs to the 
l i t e r a t u r e of l i t u r g y rather than ep i s t o l a r y prose." 

1 9 9 . CD I I / l p.516 S.580 (my emphasis). 
N.B. Although Barth refers to "the older theology" 
here, i t must be understood i n the l i g h t of the 
c i t a t i o n of Polanus as an example of such "older 
theology". Thus, Barth d i d not envisage the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of a theology older than Paul's at P h i l 
2. 5 - 1 1 . 
c f . CD 1/1 p.400 S.420 "... Paul re f e r s i n P h i l 2.10..." 
cf . CD H I / 2 p.45 S.52 "... P h i l 2.7 where Paul says..." 

200. CD I I / 2 p.247f. S . 2 7 2 

201. CD IV/1 p.160 S . 1 7 5 
202. CD IV/1 p,164f. S.180 
2 0 3 . CD IV / 3 p.487 S.560 "What i s meant by the conclusion 

of the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l hymn i n P h i l 2.10f., that...?" 
204. There seems to be two chief approaches to the problem. 

(1) A conservative argument that the h i s t o r i c a l -
c r i t i c a l method i s inappropriate f o r Scripture; 
consequently dogmatics should ignore c r i t i c a l procedures 
such as fo r m - c r i t i c i s m . E.g. G.Maier The End of the 
H i s t o r i c a l - C r i t i c a l Method. St.Louis 1977.(2; An 
assumption th a t c r i t i c a l methods are primary f o r 
dogmatics because form and t r a d i t i o n c r i t i c i s m has shown 
there to be many theologies i n the Bible. E.g. 
E.Krentz The H i s t o r i c a l C r i t i c a l Method London 1975 
p . 3 0 . " I t i s d i f f i c u l t to overestimate^the significance 
the nineteenth century had f o r b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 
I t made h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m the approved method of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . . . The v a r i e t y i n the Bible was 
highli g h t e d ; i t s u n i t y had to be discovered and could 
no longer be presumed." 

2 0 5 . R.P. Martin New Testament Foundations I I Exeter 1978 
pp. 248-275 
The passages are Ro 1 . 3 f . ; 6-1-11-, 8 . 2 9 f . ; 8 . 3 1 - 3 9 ; 
10.9; 10. 1 3 - 1 5 . 
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206. E.g. CD 1/2 p . 1 7 5 S.191 "... Jesus' descent from 

David, so important to Paul (Ro 1.3, 2 Tim 3.8)..." 
c f . CD IV/2 P . 3 2 5 S.363 "... Ro 1 . 3 f . , where Paul 
describes His twofold h i s t o r i c a l descent..." 

2 0 7 . CD I I / 2 p.248 S . 2 7 2 "die Formel" 
208. CD IV/1 p . 2 9 9 S . 3 3 0 "The confession t h a t He i s the 

Lord i s based on the f a i t h t h a t God has raised Him 
from the dead (Ro 1 0 . 9 ) . " 

2 0 9 . CD 1/2 p.10 S . l l 
210. CD I I / 2 p . 3 7 2 S.411 

c f . CD I I / 2 p . 3 7 9 S.418f. 1 Kings 7 and 1 Chron 22 
cf . CD IV/2 p.774 S.878 "According t o the e x p l i c i t 
testimony of e a r l i e r and l a t e r t r a d i t i o n a l i k e , the 
h i s t o r y of I s r a e l consisted i n an almost unbroken 
series of breaches of covenant." 

2 1 1 . CD IV/2 p.194 S . 2 1 5 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 3 2 1 S.354 "... these l a t t e r formulations... 
are the necessary consequence... of the e a r l i e r 
formulations." 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 1 7 4 S.193f. "... the t r a d i t i o n l i k e s t o 
see Jesus speaking i n d i r e c t or i n d i r e c t quotations 
from the O.T..." 

212. CD I I I / 2 p . 4 7 9 S.575"The baptism of Jesus... belongs 
to the same cycle of the t r a d i t i o n as the t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n . " 

213. CD IV/2 p.210 S.233 "The Gospels, and obviously the 
preceding t r a d i t i o n , d i d not t h i n k i t worth while t o 
give an account of any other a c t i v i t y of Jesus... 
The w e l l meaning apocryphal record of His work... 
belongs t o a l a t e r period with d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s . " 

214. CD IV / 3 p.l88f. S . 2 1 5 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 2 2 5 S.247. " . . . v a t i c i n i a ex eventu..." 

215. CD I / I p. 3 8 5 S.415 (my emphasis) 
216. CD H I / 4 p.344 S . 3 9 0 "The e x p l i c i t b i b l i c a l form of 

the command i s the 'Thou shalt not k i l l * of the 
Decalogue. ... What i s demanded as respect f o r human 
l i f e i s very clemrly expressed i n t h i s formula... 
Both i n form and sense t h i s Old Testament command i s 
impressive by reason of the very f a c t that i t has a 
purely negative and therefore a purely defensive 
character." 

2 1 7 . CD 1/1 p.313 S . 3 3 0 (my emphasis) 
c f . CD I I / 2 p. 3 9 3 S.434 Concerning Amos, Barth w r i t e s , 
"... what we have here... i s a fragment of ancient 
t r a d i t i o n . . . and the content of the passage, from 
whatever period i t may have ori g i n a t e d , i s so 
meaningful and so i n s t r u c t i v e f o r our p a r t i c u l a r 
question that i t i s w e l l worth considering."(my emphasis) 
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218. E.g. A.H.McNeile. The Gospel according to Matthew 

London 1 9 6 5 p.435 "As to t h e i r genuineness, the 
divine claims made by Christ i n v. 18b, 20 b / o f chap. 
207 cause no d i f f i c u l t y , but they are closely r e l a t e d 
w i t h v . 1 9 which presents considerable d i f f i c u l t y ; 
and the section must probably be regarded as the 
expression by the evangelist of t r u t h s which the 
church l e a r n t as a r e s u l t of the Resurrection, and 
on which i t s t i l l rests i t s f a i t h . " 

2 1 9 . CD IV/2 p . 2 0 5 S.228 
cf. CD IV/1 p.308 S.34-0 "... one group i n N.T. 
t r a d i t i o n . " 

2 2 0 . CD IV/2 p . 2 0 7 S . 2 2 9 f . " I f we recognise the f i r s t 
gospels along the l i n e s suggested by the f o u r t h , we 
see... tha t i n the preaching of the Baptist the 
word of the O.T. transcends i t s e l f as such." 

221. CD 1/2 p.14- S.15 'Kerygma' became a technical term 
i n form c r i t i c a l c i r c l e s . I t i s not c e r t a i n i f 
Barth was aware of C.H. Dodd's classic work on the 
Kerygma i n Acts, The Apostolic Preaching and i t s 
developments London 1 9 5 6 . T e c h n i c a l l y i t may have 
been possible as CD 1/2 was published i n 1 9 3 9 . 

2 2 2 . CD 1/2 p.417 S.460 
cf . CD I I / 2 p . 6 2 7 S . 6 9 7 Mk 10.28=30 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 7 9 6 S . 9 0 3 
c f . CD I V / 3 P . 7 3 3 S.838 Mk 4.^5-41 . . 

ft>r<A -tkort 1- p a i i c W cly S c r ' . p v ^ r - t . c f C T . 0«Vt/»>i o p CJr Vo l . l i p. 'W-Sj 

2 2 3 . CD IV/2 p.194 S.216 
224. CD I V / 3 p. 3 9 8 S.460 
2 2 5 . CD 111/1 p.148 S.165" ... the f i r s t strophe of 

Ps 46. 2-4..." 
226. CD I I I / l p. 1361. S . 1 5 2 The book by Eichrodt c i t e d 

i n t h i s passage i s : W.Eichrodt Theol. d.A.T. Vol I I 
( 1 9 3 5 ) . 
c f . CD I I I / l p.87 S.95 
c f . CD IV/1 p. 5 7 8 S.645 Ps 5 1 " i s a simple prayer i n 
1- Thou form." 
cf . CD IV/1 p. 7 5 5 S.844 which refers to "I-Psalms i n 
the Bible. 

2 2 7 o E.g. CD H I / 3 p . 1 5 5 S.176 The "Song of the Red Sea" 
(Ex.15.18) and "the second song of Balaam" (Num 2 3 . 2 1 ) . 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 2 9 S . 2 9 f . Ebed-Yahweh Songs, 
cf . CD I V / 3 p.63 S.68 Exod 1 7 . 8 f . "closes with ( v . 1 5 ) 
the report t h a t Moses b u i l t an a l t a r and gave i t the 
name Jehovah-nisi, i n play upon which there i s 
introduced what sounds l i k e the verse of a very old 
hymn: *By the banner of Yahweh..." 
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228. CD H I / 2 p.466 S . 5 5 9 

c f . CD H I / 2 p . 4 5 1 S.542 ) a l l of which r e f e r to 
cf. CD H I / 3 p.470 S . 5 5 0 ) 1Tim 3-16 as a hymn 
cf . CD IV/2 p . 3 2 5 S.363 ) 
cf. CD IV/2 p . 1 9 7 S . 2 1 9 Nk 1 1 . 9 f . c a l l e d a " l i t t l e 
hymn". 
c f . CD H I / 3 p.467 S.546 Rev 5 - 9 c a l l e d "a hymn", 
cf. CD H I / 3 p.468 S.547 Rev 4.11 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 3 9 2 S.433 Eph 5.12f. 

2 2 9 . CD IV/2 p.183 S.204 
2 3 0 . Cf. p p « 5 3 f f . below. 
2 3 1 . E.g. CD H I / 3 P.59 S.68 Ac 17.28 i s recognised as 

f a l l i n g i n t o the same category, which "ei t h e r Paul or 
the author of Acts now uses i n order to indic a t e the 
perfect r u l e of God over a l l creatures as f u l f i l l e d 
i n the sending and r a i s i n g again of Jesus Christ..." 
c f . Ro 11.36 discussed above p. 30£, 

2 3 2 . CD I I / 2 p . 3 9 3 S.434 
2 3 3 . CD H I / 3 p.466 S.543 "To be sure t h i s i s a l i t u r g y , 

but i t i s the kind of l i t u r g y which can f i n d a true 
correspondence on earth only when earthly creatures 
j o i n the heavenly with the same self-evident t o t a l i t y 
as i s described i n 5 - 1 3 . Eor t h i s reason we should 
b r i n g i t i n t o i n d i r e c t and not d i r e c t r e l a t i o n . . . 
w i t h the l i t u r g y of the Church..." 
c f . CD I V / 3 p . 2 9 1 S.336 "The c i t a t i o n i n 1Tim 3-16 
from...a l i t u r g i c a l text...should be allowed t o speak 
f o r i t s e l f i n t h i s connection...The passage i s 
introduced i n t o the e p i s t l e as a comprehensive d e f i n i t ­
ion of what i s . . . t h e one great 'mystery of (Christian) 
godliness'..." 

234. CD IV/1 p.274f S . 3 0 2 "For example, the Jesus Christ 
who gives Himself f o r us i s ca l l e d the 'Lamb of God' 
...when t h i s happens, we are c l e a r l y using c u l t i c 
language." Barth c r i t i c i s e s older theological 
expositions of the work of Christ because "...they 
di d not b r i n g out the sp e c i f i c features i n the c u l t i c 
standpoint and terminology." 

2 3 5 . CD I I / 1 p.364 S.408 
cf . Chap.4 pp.221ff 0below. 

236. CD H I / 1 p.34 S.36 
2 3 7 . Cf. C.E.B.Cranfield "1 Peter" i n M.Black and H.Rowley 

(ed.) Peake's Commentary on the Bible London 1 9 6 2 
pp.1026f. Those supporting thxs view are l i s t e d as: 
H.Windisch - H.Preisker, HNT, 1 9 5 1 
F.L.Cross 1 Peter a Paschal L i t u r g y 1 9 5 4 
C.F.D.Moule "The Nature and Purpose of 1 Peter", 
NTS, 3 ( 1 9 5 6 ) pp.1 f f . Cranfield concludes that 
" 0 . 0 t h e most l i k e l y suggestion i s that i n a composition 
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237- of a l e t t e r to the churches indicated i n 1.1, the 
contd. author (or authors) decided to incorporate some 

material that was already i n existence (1 .3-4.11 
probably a sermon to the newly baptized) because i t 
seemed eminently suitable f o r the purpose, along with 
fresh material composed wi t h the present s i t u a t i o n 
of these p a r t i c u l a r churches i n mind." 

238. CD I I / 2 p.429 S.476 "Nor i s i t by chance that i n t h i s 
l e t t e r . . . " Although t h i s was w r i t t e n i n 1942, perhaps 
before Barth could be expected to take such theories 
i n t o account, he i s equally sceptical l a t e r . 
c f . CD IV/4 p.47 S . 5 2 (pub.1967) "...baptism i s never 
a major theme. The one great exception i s the account 
of the a c t i v i t y of John the B a p t i s t . . . i n a l l 4 gospels." 
Later he adds, "One might even t r y to claim and expound 
larger sections of the e p i s t l e s , or even the whole of 
1 Peter, as baptismal sermons, w i t h s i m i l a r hypothetical 
ampli f i c a t i o n s to f i l l out material which i s obviously 
inadequate." He notes that 1 Peter contains "only one 
unequivocal reference to baptism..." 

2 3 9 . E.g. CD 1/2 p.492-5 S.545-8 "The idea against which we 
have to safeguard ourselves at t h i s point i s one which 
has t a c i t l y developed i n connexion w i t h modern theo­
l o g i c a l h i s t o r i c i s m . I t i s to the e f f e c t that i n the 
reading and understanding and expounding of the Bible 
the main concern can and must be to penetrate past the 
B i b l i c a l t e xts to the fac t s which l i e behind the t e x t s . " 
This method of regarding the Bible as a source f o r 
r e v e l a t i o n which i s thought to be located i n the f a c t s 
themselves, has always been mistaken i n Barth's view, 
"...because at bottom i t means succumbing to the 
temptation to read the Canon d i f f e r e n t l y from what i t 
i s intended to be and can be read - which i s the same 
thi n g . " A t e x t can only be understood i n the l i g h t of 
i t s theme; so Barth continues, "The form cannot there­
fore be separated from the content, and there can be 
no question of a consideration of the content apart 
from the form." He therefore concludes that exegesis 
of b i b l i c a l books must be "according to t h e i r present 
status and compass" which i s " i n the l a s t resort the 
only possible goal of b i b l i c a l scholarship." He 
recognises that i t means "a r a d i c a l r e - o r i e n t a t i o n 
concerning the goal to be pursued, on the basis of 
the recognition that the b i b l i c a l t e xts must be 
investigated f o r t h e i r own sake to the extent that 
the r e v e l a t i o n which they a t t e s t does not stand... 
behind or above them but i n them." 

240. E.g. CD 1/1 p.120-4 S.124-8 Barth emphasizes "The 
Unity of the Word of God" which, although i t has 
a t h r e e f o l d form, i s not "three d i f f e r e n t words of 
God". 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.364f. S.409 "the N.T. witnesses... 
desired to speak and did i n f a c t speak i n conscious 
u n i t y with the O.T." 

- 287 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
241. CD. IV/2 p.l94f. S.216 That Barth«s analysis 

might he questioned (e.g. by B.Gerhardsson Memory 
and Manuscript Lund 1961) i s i r r e l e v a n t to t h i s 
t h e s i s , which seeks not to judge whether or not Barth 
was r i g h t , but to discover how he worked. 

242. CD IV/2 p.195 S.216 
243. Op.cit. p.195 S.21? 
244. I b i d . 
245. I b i d . 
246. Cf. CD IV/2 p.247f. S . 2 7 5 Barth d e l i b e r a t e l y outlines 

dogmatic p o l i c y here which he has followed i n the 
preceding section, where he saw Jesus as "He was seen 
by the community i n which the N.T. arose... For t h i s 
purpose we have d e l i b e r a t e l y pre-supposed as the 'N.T.' 
-not naively, but d e l i b e r a t e l y and consciously - a 
f i x e d form of the t r a d i t i o n denoted by t h i s term; not 
a form which i s hypothetical, but one which i s as a 
whole well-known to us h i s t o r i c a l l y . Ve have thus 
re f r a i n e d (again d e l i b e r a t e l y ) from any c r i t i c o -
h i s t o r i c a l construction or reconstruction of t h i s 
presupposition."(my emphasis) 

247. CD 1/2 p.728 S.817 
248. The work of l i n g u i s t i c s has added weight to t h i s 

assertion. E.g. N.Chomsky emphasizes both the dual 
structure of language i n sounds and words, which 
operate i n grammatical patterns, and the creative 
p o s s i b i l i t y of language which enables i n d i v i d u a l s 
to construct new communications, using old words 
and patterns, c f . J.Lyons Chomsky Glasgow 1 9 7 0 . 

249. K.Koch o p . c i t . p.67 
2 5 0 . Romans p.11 S.xiv " I t i s my so-called 'Biblicism' 

and 'Alexandrianism' which f o r b i d me to allow the 
mark of competent scholarship to be th a t the c r i t i c 
discloses fragments of past h i s t o r y and then leaves 
them - unexplained." 

251. Cf. A.Richardson A Dictionary of Christian Theology 
London 1969 p.81 "Source c r i t i c i s m r e f e r s t o the 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the sources (e.g.the J(Jahvist) 
source i n Genesis, or the Q source i n the synoptic 
gospels)." 
c f . R.N. Soulen Handbook of B i b l i c a l C r i t i c i s m 
London 1 9 7 7 p.99 I t "seeks to explicate the 
i n t e n t i o n and achievements of the author through a 
de t a i l e d analysis of the component elements and 
structure of the t e x t i t s e l f . " 
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252. Cf. O . E i s s f e l d t The Old Testament: An I n t r o d u c t i o n 
Oxford 1965 p.130 Although smal l e r u n i t s p r e v a i l e d 
i n o r a l t r a d i t i o n , " a l l the books presuppose the 
existence a l r e a d y of l i t e r a r y c o m p i l a t i o n s and 
arrangements of t h e smallest u n i t s . " 
c f . o p . c i t . p.153 " . . . f o r the m a j o r i t y of the Old 
Testament,...we must reckon w i t h t h e f a c t t h a t they 
presuppose books of smaller compass..." These sources 
are i n d i c a t e d e.g. a t IKings 11.41, Nu 21.14; 
Jos 10.13 
c f . R.Grant A H i s t o r i c a l I n t r o d u c t i o n t o the New 
Testament London 1974- p.117 "Enthusiasts f o r sources 
have ra"rely found a happier h u n t i n g ground than when 
they d e a l t w i t h the synoptic gospels." 
c f . o p . c i t . p.72 where he suggests t h a t 2Peter 
r e v i s e d Jude, and Ephesians r e v i s e d Colossians. 

253. E.g. H.H.Rowley "The L i t e r a t u r e of the Old Testament" 
i n M.Black and H.H.Rowley (ed.) o p . c i t . p.88 "so f a r 
as Joshua and Judges are concerned, the compilers 
probably used a n c i e n t t r a d i t i o n s which had probably 
been handed down o r a l l y f o r a long time before they 
were embodied i n the w r i t t e n sources drawn on." 
c f . R.P.Martin New Testament Foundations I Exeter 1975 
p.146 Having o u t l i n e d the arguments, "we may conclude 
t h a t many scholars today speak l e s s c o n f i d e n t l y of Q 
as a document, p r e f e r r i n g t o c a l l i t a 'layer of 
t r a d i t i o n ' . . . " 

254-. For a f u l l h i s t o r i c a l d i s c u s s i o n o f these developments 
see K.Grobel o p . c i t . pp.408ff. 
c f . R.E.Clements A Century of Old Testament Study 
London 1976 pp.7-3^ 

255. Cf. W.Neil "The C r i t i c i s m and T h e o l o g i c a l use of 
the B i b l e 1700-1950" i n S.L.Greenslade (ed.) 
The Cambridge H i s t o r y o f the B i b l e V o l . I l l 
Cambridge 1963 p.291 " S t r e e t e r ' s view t h a t f o u r 
'documents* l i e behind the e x i s t i n g s ynoptic Gospels -
two documents c o n t a i n i n g the m a t e r i a l p e c u l i a r t o 
Matthew and Luke as w e l l as the recognised basic 
document o f Mark and Q - has not been u n i v e r s a l l y 
subscribed t o , b u t t h a t f o u r d i s t i n c t sources must be 
recognised whether o r a l or w r i t t e n i s s t i l l a b a s i c 
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f Gospel study." 

256. E.g. Source c r i t i c s suggest t h a t behind the book o f I s a i a h were two or t h r e e prophets or perhaps a p r o p h e t i c school„ 
c f . H.H.Rowley o p . c i t . p.88 

257° E.g. I b i d . The compilers "...passed l i g h t l y over 
what was o f no use t o them = g i v i n g , f o r i n s t a n c e , 
o n l y a few verses t o the important r e i g n of Omri - and 
p r e s e r v i n g more f u l l y what they found e d i f y i n g . " 

258. Cf. R . K i t t e l The S c i e n t i f i c Study o f the Old Testament. 
London 1910 p.61 " C r i t i c i s m means s e p a r a t i n g , 
d i s t i n g u i s h i n g - the se p a r a t i o n of t h e t r u t h of 
t r a d i t i o n a l conceptions and t h e o r i e s from the f a l s e 
and then t o e s t a b l i s h t h e former as h i s t o r i c a l . " 
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258. c f . R.Davidson and A.R.C. Leaney The P e l i c a n Guide 

Contd. t o Modern Theology Vol I I I Harmondsworth 1970 p.74f. 
" L i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m had employed an a n a l y t i c a l 
method i n i t s search f o r such i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
as p r o v i d e clues t o the author, or authors, o r 
e d i t o r s of a p a r t i c u l a r piece of l i t e r a t u r e . " 

259. Cf. R.Soulen o p . c i t . p.99 "Radical s h i f t s i n co n t e n t , 
s t y l e , p o i n t of view, and vocabulary... w i t h i n a 
s i n g l e book... p o i n t e d , i t seemed, e i t h e r t o the use 
of m u l t i p l e sources i n composition or t o the hand of 
a l a t e r r e d a c t o r o r compiler." 
c f . R . K i t t e l o p . c i t . p.66ff. 
The Assumption behind t h i s i s c r i t i c i s e d s t r o n g l y by 
M.Hooker i n " I n h i s own Image?" i n M.Hooker and 
C.Hic k l i n g (ed.) op.cit.p.29 

260. E.g. H. Gunkel (1862-1932) challenged J.Wellhausen's 
conclusions concerning the Pentateuchal documentary 
sources. 
c f . R.E. Clements o p . c i t . p. 14 
c f . W.Neil o p . c i t . p.290 

261. E.g. The arguments advanced i n B.Gerhardsson o p . c i t . , 
and H.Riesenfeld o p . c i t . 

262. B a r t h was a U n i v e r s i t y student from 1904-1909. The 
f i r s t e d i t i o n of Romans was pu b l i s h e d i n 1919, Church 
Dogmatics was pu b l i s h e d from 1932 onwards. Gunkel's 
form c r i t i c a l work was c h i e f l y done between 1901-1933; 
E i s s f e l d t ' s I n t r o d u c t i o n - t o the Old Testament was 
pub l i s h e d i n 1934. I n the Mew Testament f i e l d , 
M.Dibelius and K.L.Schmidt p u b l i s h e d t h e i r f i n d i n g s 
i n 1919, and R.Bultmann from 1921 onwards. Consequently 
source c r i t i c i s m went v i r t u a l l y unchallenged w h i l e 
B a r t h was a t U n i v e r s i t y , b u t form c r i t i c a l , work had been 
produced b e f o r e he began t h e Church Dogmatics, 
c f . J.Rohd.es Rediscovering the t e a c h i n g of the Evangelists 
London 1968 pTT " L i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m and source 
c r i t i c i s m reached a climax towards the end of the 
n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r y and a t t h e beginning of the t w e n t i e t h . " 
c f . E.Busch K a r l B a r t h London 1976 p.33 
"Barth heard l e c t u r e s on the Old Testament from 
K a r l M a r t i , 'a s t r i c t p u p i l of Wellhausen', 'who was 
als o a g r e a t s c h o l a r ... bu t what he had t o say was 
a hop e l e s s l y d r y k i n d of wisdom1." Bar t h records "what 
I owe t o these Berne masters, d e s p i t e e v e r y t h i n g , i s 
t h a t they t a u g h t me t o f o r g e t any f e a r s I might have 
had. They gave me such a thorough f o u n d a t i o n i n the 
e a r l i e r form of the ' h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l school' t h a t 
t h e remarks of t h e i r l a t e r successors could no longer get 
under my s k i n o r even touch my h e a r t - they o n l y got on 
my nerves." 
C i t e d E.Busch o p . c i t . p.34 
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263. E.g. I o E n g n e l l C r i t i c a l Essays on t h e Old Testament 
London 1970 p.53f. "... the whole l i t e r a r y - c r i t i c a l 
system i s based upon a complete misunderstanding of 
the a c t u a l s i t u a t i o n . I t r e f l e c t s a modern, 
a n a c h r o n i s t i c book view, and attempts t o i n t e r p r e t 
a n c i e n t b i b l i c a l l i t e r a t u r e i n modern c a t e g o r i e s , 
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o europaeica moderna... No p a r a l l e l , 
continuous, w r i t t e n sources of the Pentateuch l i k e 
those which l i t e r a r y c r i t i c s pre-suppose have ever 
e x i s t e d . " 

264. CD I I / l - p . l l 7 f . S.129f. Gen 1 & 2 are the o n l y 
examples. 

265. There i s a marked change i n Barth's method i n 
CD I I / l ; t h e r e i s l i t t l e s u stained exegesis i n 
the f i r s t two p a r t volumes. Cf. Chap 2 p. 11 if below. 

266. There are about t w i c e as many references t o source 
c r i t i c i s m i n d i s c u s s i o n of the Pentateuch as i n 
discussions about other p a r t s of S c r i p t u r e . I t 
i s d i f f i c u l t t o be p r e c i s e because references are 
not always e x p l i c i t , or they may extend over s e v e r a l 
pages so t h a t i t would be d i s t o r t i o n of the evidence 
t o consider them as merely one use o f source 
c r i t i c i s m . 

267. CD 1/1 p.159 S.165 "which i n Deutero-Isaiah i s . . . " 
c f . CD 1/2 p.425 S.469 
c f . CD I I / l p.608 S.686 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.117 S.126 
c f . CD I I I / l p.114 S.126 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.675 S.777 
c f . CD IV/1 p.23 S.23 
c f . CD IV/3 p.488 S.561 "... We f i n d t h i s no l e s s i n 
Deutero and T r i t o - I s a i a h than i n . . • " 
I t appears t h a t i n 1955 B a r t h s t i l l thought of I s a i a h 
i n two p a r t s , f o r he wrote i n CD IV/2 p.500 S.566 "The 
refere n c e i s t o t h e Holy One o f I s r a e l , t o use the 
term which dominates b o t h p a r t s of t h e book of I s a i a h . " 
This suggests t h a t Barth d i d n o t know the arguments 
which had encouraged scholars t o suggest a " t h i r d 
I s a i a h " u n t i l a f t e r he had w r i t t e n CD IV/2. Such 
t h e o r i e s had long been promulgated.E.g. by O . E i s s f e l d t 
o p . c i t . p.342 "Just as Duhm's commentary of 1892 was 
epoch-making f o r the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g of the 'Ebed-Yahweh 
songs, so i t was too f o r t h e s e p a r a t i o n of l v i - l x v i as 
as an independent e n t i t y . Duhm a s c r i b e d these chapters 
t o a prophet whom he named ' T r i t o - I s a i a h ' who l i v e d i n 
Jerusalem i n the p e r i o d s h o r t l y b e f o r e Nehemiah, r o u g h l y 
contemporay w i t h Malachi." B a r t h r e f e r s t o t h e "Ebed 
Yahweh songs" CD IV/1 p.29 S.29 

268. CD IV/2 p.427 S.481 "The s t o r y belongs t o the records of 
Davids experiences and a c t i v i t i e s , when... he i s f o r c e d 
i n t o e x i l e by the a t t a c k s of Saul." 
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269- CD IV/2 p.464 S.524 (The E n g l i s h t e x t i s i n c o r r e c t . 
The German, has the reference c o r r e c t l y . ) 

270. I b i d . 
271. I n Barth's excursus on Job, he notes t h a t Yahweh " i s 

predominant i n the explanatory opening chapters... 
but t h a t i n the whole of the c e n t r a l s e c t i o n . . . i t 
i s r eplaced by the generic names Elohim and Shaddai, 
o n l y t o r e c u r q u i t e suddenly i n the i n t r o d u c t o r y 
verses t o the d i v i n e speeches i n 38.1, and 40.6, and 
to become predominant again i n c.42." 
CD IV/3 p.427f. S.493 
The paragraph i n which t h i s occurs draws t h e o l o g i c a l 
lessons from the v a r i a t i o n , and makes i t p l a i n t h a t 
God's u n i t y i s maintained. 

272. CD IV/1 p.28 S.29 The source c r i t i c would consider 
t h a t such v e r b a l agreement must imply t h a t the author 
of I s a i a h had a copy of Micah i n f r o n t of him or 
v i c e versa. Form c r i t i c s , however, would argue t h a t 
such o r a c l e s were f l o a t i n g i n the o r a l t r a d i t i o n so 
i t was not always c l e a r t o whom they should be 
a t t r i b u t e d . 

273. CD IV/2 p.431 S.485 
274. CD IV/1 p.437 S.485 

c f . o p . c i t . p.438 S.486 "According t o the t r a d i t i o n . . . ' 
c f . o p . c i t . p.440 S.488 " . . . t r a d i t i o n s i n the Book 
of Samuel..." 
c f . o p . c i t . p.444 S.492 "...According t o one 
t r a d i t i o n . . . " 
c f . o p . c i t . p.444 S.493 "According t o the o t h e r 
t r a d i t i o n . . . " 

275. CD IV/1 p.445 S.493 
c f . o p . c i t . p.443 S.491 "But the t e x t s seem t o have 
regarded the r e l a t i o n s h i p as q u i t e d i s t i n c t . " 

276. CD IV/2 p.774 S.878 
277. CD IV/2 p.660 S.746 where Ba r t h t w i c e c i t e s Colossians 

as p a r a l l e l t o Ephesians. The order i t s e l f i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t , since i t i s g e n e r a l l y supposed t h a t 
Ephesians i s secondary. However, i t i s not those 
questions which B a r t h wishes t o e x p l o r e , merely the 
t h e o l o g i c a l t e a c h i n g which may be drawn from both 
e p i s t l e s t o g e t h e r . 

278. CD IV/3 pp.384-478 S.443-551 ( i n t e r m i t t e n t l y ) 
279. CD IV/3 p.384 S.444 
280. Cf. Chap.4 pp.228ff. below. 
281. CD IV/3 p.386 S.447 

282. CD IV/3 p.398 S.460 
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283. CD IV/3 p.425 S.W> 
284. CD IV/3 p.428 S.494 

285- CD IV/3 p.401 S.463 
286. CD IV/3 p.398 S.459 
287. I b i d . 
288. CD IV/3 p.406 S.468 

c f . o p . c i t . p.422 S.487 Bar t h t a l k s of "the over­
r i d i n g purpose of the whole span of the Book." 
c f . o p . c i t . p.425 S.490 where he regards an " i n t e r ­
p o s i t i o n " (p.422 S.487) "as a p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the 
d e c i s i o n towards which the Book i s moving..." 

289. CD IV/3 p.428 S.494 
290. E.g. CD IV/3 p.387 S.447 Barth assumes t h a t the book 

of Job may he explained as a whole: "The emphasis 
l a i d by W.Vischer on t h i s ' f o r naught'...was...some­
t h i n g q u i t e new i n e x p l a n a t i o n of the Book, but i t 
i s something which we cannot now dismiss." 
c f . CD IV/3 p.388 S.448 Bar t h i s c o n t i n u a l l y attempt­
i n g t o e x p l a i n the book of Job from the d i f f e r e n t 
p e r s p e c t i v e s of h i s t h e o l o g i c a l d i s c o u r s e . Broadly 
speaking, these p e r s p e c t i v e s are the "True Witness", 
the "Falsehood of Man" and "the Condemnation o f Man". 
Hence he can w r i t e of Job, "He s t r i d e s through the 
h e l l of a f f l i c t i o n t o h i s l i b e r a t i o n by and f o r the 
f r e e God." 

291. E.g. CD IV/3 p.386 S.447 B a r t h sees u n i t y throughout 
the processes o f c o m p i l a t i o n of Job. "To the author 
of the saga, and the author o r authors o f the speeches, 
and the r e d a c t o r o f the whole, i t seems t o have been 
s e l f - e v i d e n t t h a t they should not r a i s e t h i s question." 

292. CD H I / 1 p.63 S.67 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.89 S.97 
c f . CD H I / 1 p. 100 S.109 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.117 S.129 

293. CD H I / 1 p.80 S.86f. 
294. CD H I / 1 p.276-8 S.315-7 "The l i t e r a r y u n i t y of 

Gen 2. 8-17, has been assailed...But i t may be asked 
whether we are not demanding too great p r e c i s i o n 
from a passage of t h i s k i n d i f we a l l o w ourselves t o 
be so concerned about such o b s c u r i t i e s t h a t we are 
i n c i t e d t o break up the sources." He makes a s i m i l a r 
p o i n t about Gen 2.15: "Here, t o o , a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s 
t o be seen o n l y i f we demand from the saga a prag­
matics which as a saga i t cannot and w i l l not o f f e r . " 

295* The P r i e s t l y code i s i d e n t i f i e d as Gen 1.1-2.4. 
CD H I / 1 p.100 S.110 
CD I I / 1 p.117 S.129 
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296. The Yahwistic account, (J) i s i d e n t i f i e d as 
Gen 2.5-25 or 2.5-3-24 
CD I I / 1 p.118 S.130 
CD H I / 1 p.63 S.68 
CD I I I / 2 p.291 S.351 
Barth r e j e c t s t h e suggestion t h a t t h i s i s not 
r e a l l y a second c r e a t i o n n a r r a t i v e v e r y f i r m l y , 
CD H I / 1 p.239 S.271 

297. CD IV/1 p.26 S.26 P " i s making use of an o l d e r 
t r a d i t i o n as i s proved from the immediately 
preceding J passage i n Gen 8.20-22." 

298. 

299. 
300. 
301. 
302. 

303-
304. 

305. 
306. E.g. CD IV/1 p.26 S.26 The two accounts of Noah: 

Gen 8.20-22 and Gen 9.1-17. 
c f . H I / 4 p.312 S.352 "We have i n Gen 10.1-11.9 
two d i s t i n c t accounts o f the se p a r a t i o n of the 
peoples..." 
c f . IV/1 p.24 S.24 " o o . t h e covenant between God 
and Abraham which i s n a r r a t e d i n two v e r s i o n s i n 
Gen 15 and 17..." 

CD H I / 1 P.233 
CD H I / 1 p. 242 
CD H I / 1 p. 241 
CD I I I / 1 p.105 
CD H I / 1 p.105 
CD H I / 1 p. 242 
CD H I / 1 p.233 
CD H I / 1 p.232 

307. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.118 S.130 "J i n h i s c r e a t i o n 
n a r r a t i v e . . . o b v i o u s l y t u r n s h i s a t t e n t i o n t o man." 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.112 S.124 " . . . t h i s emphasis on the 
c r e a t i v e Word of God i s a d i s t i n c t i v e f e a t u r e of 
the P account..." 
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307. c f . CD I I I / 4 p.353 S.401 " I t i s c l e a r t h a t 
contd. P intends t o exclude the idea...Even i n the 

J source t r a c e s . . . e m e r g e . " 
308. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.100 S.110 "Simply "but e f f e c t i v e l y 

the author a t once e s t a b l i s h e s the dogma t h a t 
God has created the w o r l d . " 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.103 S.114 " I f the author had r e a l l y 
had t h i s i n mind..." (my emphasis) 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.110 S.128 "Describing God's u t t e r a n c e 
as His c r e a t i o n , the b i b l i c a l author - whatever 
he may have thought of i t i n d e t a i l . . . " (my emphasis) 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.138 S.154 " I t i s not enough t o say 
t h a t the author of t h i s passage, and the r e s t of 
the O.T. accepted the view of a c e l e s t i a l ocean." 
Although B a r t h does not use the same word f o r author 
or w r i t e r i n a l l these passages, the phrases under­
l i n e d show t h a t B a r t h considered t h a t they were not 
merely ' t r a n s m i t t e r s ' , of m a t e r i a l , b u t t h a t they 
had consciously chosen the words they had w r i t t e n . 
(For a d i s c u s s i o n of * i n t e n t i o n a l i s m ' i n the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the t e x t see p. 30J+. n3%£below). 

309. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.229 S.259f. "... Gen 2 i s n e i t h e r 
a supplement t o Gen 1 nor a commentary on i t , b u t 
a new and d i f f e r e n t h i s t o r y of c r e a t i o n . I t i s 
t r u e t h a t i t does not c o n t r a d i c t the f i r s t . . . A n d . . . 
f o r a l l the d i f f e r e n c e s i n d e t a i l , t h e r e can be 
no doubt about the u n i t y of the theme and t h e r e f o r e 
the m a t e r i a l agreement of the two accounts...Our 
best course i s t o accept t h a t each has i t s own 
harmony, and then t o be content w i t h the h i g h e r 
harmony which i s achieved when we a l l o w the one t o 
speak a f t e r the o t h e r . Hence the second o f the 
accounts must be read as i f i t were the o n l y one." 

310. CD I I I / 1 p.132 S.147 
311. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.191 S.215 where B a r t h suggests 

the n o t i o n of D i v i n e p l u r a l i t y i s found i n P and J. 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.291 S.332 Gen 2.7 i s " i n harmony 
w i t h Gen 1.24." 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.312 S.352 Gen 10 and Gen 11.1-9 
are s a i d t o be "agreed i n substance","for a l l 
t h e i r l i t e r a r y d i f f e r e n c e s . " 
c f . CD IV/1 p.26 S.26 Of Gen 8. 20-22, and 
Gen 9.1-17, B a r t h w r i t e s : "Both passages speak of 
an o b l i g a t i o n which God imposes upon Himself. 
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311. I n "both passages we can see a corresponding 
contd. o b l i g a t i o n o f the p a r t of man." I t i s 

s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t B a r t h refuses t o read t h e o l o g i c a l 
lessons from any passage which i s c o n t r a r y t o 
those gleaned from the p a r a l l e l source. Hence, 
he argues t h a t because the two accounts of c r e a t ­
i o n do not agree about how c r e a t i o n occurred, 
one should not t r y t o c o n s t r u c t h i s t o r y from them. 
Cf. CD I I I / T p . 8 0 S.87 "...what might be considered 
' h i s t o r i c a l ' . . . d o e s not come under t h i s common 
denominator, so t h a t even i f i t were i n t r i n s i c a l l y 
p o s s i b l e t o c o n s t r u c t a ' h i s t o r i c a l ' p i c t u r e from 
the n a r r a t i v e s we cannot a c t u a l l y do so w i t h o u t 
doing v i o l e n c e t o one or the o t h e r or bot h . . . 
What i s w r i t t e n - and t h i s may be s a i d independently 
of a l l source-hypotheses - i s i l l - a d a p t e d i n i t s 
J u x t a p o s i t i o n of two d i f f e r e n t accounts t o mediate 
a ' h i s t o r i c a l ' substratum. We can on l y do v i o l e n c e 
to i t i f we read and i n t e r p r e t i t i n t h i s way." 

312. Cf. Chap.3 pp. 179ff.below. 
313. CD H I / 1 p.100 S.109 
314. CD IV/1 p. 508 S.567 N.B. B a r t h excludes basing a 

t h e o l o g i c a l p o i n t on a questionable e x e g e t i c a l 
procedure but manages t o base t h a t same lesson more 
soundly elsewherel 

315. CD IV/2 p.432 S.486 perhaps h i n t s t h a t t h e r e were 
common sources behind 2Sam 3*3 and IChron 3*1 

316. CD IV/1 p.424 S.471 
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317. CD IV/2 p.482 S.545 
318. CD IV/1 p.495 S.551 
319. CD IV/1 p.508 S.567 More u s u a l l y , the Yahwist or 

J Text i s l o c a t e d where God i s named Yahweh, and the 
E l o h i s t or E t e x t where God i s named Elohim. Barth 
c o n s i s t e n t l y names the E t e x t as P. While i t i s 
a p p r o p r i a t e i n an examination of the movement from 
exegesis t o dogmatics, t o consider how f a r the 
h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l method i n f l u e n c e s h i s exegesis, 
i t would not be a p p r o p r i a t e t o consider whether 
Barth's use of these methods is ' r i g h t ' , nor is- i t 
necessary t o discover whose a n a l y t i c a l t h e o r i e s 
i n f l u e n c e him most. 

320. CD H I / 1 p. 191 S.215 
c f . CD IV/1 p.26 S.26 

321. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.104 S.114 When Barth exegetes Gen 1.1f, 
he argues f o r an a n t i t h e s i s between the two verses 
th u s : " A l l e x p o s i t i o n s which overlook or weaken t h i s 
a n t i t h e s i s . . . f o r g e t t h a t the author undoubtedly knew 
t h i s m y t h i c a l conception but t h a t h i s o n l y p o s s i b l e 
o b j e c t - and the l a t e r we put P the more sure we can 
be of t h i s - i s t o contest i t , t o i n t e r p r e t and 
i l l u m i n e i t i n malem partem." 

322. Cf. Romans p.11f. S.xv " I t i s my s o - c a l l e d ' B i b l i c i s m ' 
and 'Alexandrianism' which f o r b i d me t o a l l o w the 
mark of competent s c h o l a r s h i p t o be t h a t the c r i t i c 
d i s c l o s e s fragments of past h i s t o r y and then leaves 
.them - unexplained." 

323. Cf. K.Barth N a t u r a l Theology London 1946. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.92ff. S.'IO'l 

324. E.g. J.Bowden K a r l B a r t h London 1971 p.114 "Prom the 
beginning B a f t h - h a s p a i d ~ a t l e a s t l i p s e r v i c e t o the 
work done by scholars over the past century i n 
d i s c o v e r i n g the circumstances i n which the B i b l e 
came i n t o being. I n the preface t o the second 
e d i t i o n of Romans he went so f a r as t o say t h a t 'the 
c r i t i c a l h i s t o r i a n needs t o be more c r i t i c a l . ' (p.8) 
I n h i s a c t u a l w r i t i n g s , however, i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o 
f i n d any i n d i c a t i o n t h a t he has taken h i s own advice; 
any i n d i c a t i o n t h a t he s e r i o u s l y concerned h i m s e l f 
w i t h h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m again a f t e r h i s student days." 
Bowden doubly misunderstands Barth. F i r s t , i n the 
preface he was asking the h i s t o r i a n t o be c r i t i c a l o f 
h i s ©wn methods; second, t h i s i s p r e c i s e l y what t h i s 
t h e s i s has shown t h a t B a r t h does. He r e j e c t s any 
suggestion t h a t c r i t i c a l methods should be abandoned, 
c f . CD 1/2 p.494 S.547 

325° M.Hooker o p . c i t . p.32 uses the metaphor of s h i f t i n g 
sand f o r the ' r e s u l t s ' of c r i t i c a l methods. 
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326. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.138 S .154 I n an a n a l y s i s of 

seventeenth century orthodoxy, Barth remarks: 
" I t s weakness, however, l a y i n the f a c t t h a t - l i k e 
a modern h i s t o r i c i s m such as t h a t of Gunkel - i t 
was s t r a n g e l y r i g i d and i n f l e x i b l e when i t ought t o 
have estimated and understood t h e o l o g i c a l l y i n d i v i d u a l 
data which i t had c o r r e c t l y e s t a b l i s h e d and maintained 
e x e g e t i c a l l y . " 

327. CD I I / 2 p.432 S.479 

328. CD I I I / 2 p.452 S.543 

329. CD IV/1 p.290 S.319 

c f . CD IV / 2 p.147 S.164 
330. CD IV / 2 p.238 S.264 
331 . CD H I / 2 p.499 S.601 
332. CD H I / 2 p.500 S.601 "This i s how the s p e c i a l Matthaen 

source means us t o take i t . " 
333. E . g . I I I / 2 p.619 S .754 

334. CD IV / 2 p.212 S.235 

335- CD IV / 2 p.759 S.861 (my emphasis) 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.190 S .211 M t 5 . 3 f - / L k 6 . 2 0 f . 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.550 S.623 M t 1 0 . 3 4 f . / L k 1 2 . 5 2 f . 

336. B a r t h groups the synoptic gospels (Mt,Mk & Lk) over 
ag a i n s t Jn i n the usual way. E.g. CD 1/1 p.385 S.405, 
c f . p.390 S.411, where he c o n t r a s t s "the s o - c a l l e d 
s y n o p t i c s " w i t h the "Johannine t r a d i t i o n " . Cf. CD 1/2 p.22 S.24 

337. CD IV / 2 p.253 S.281 
338. This may also be the reason t h a t Barth uses form 

c r i t i c i s m so very l i t t l e i n the gospels. Gospel 
m a t e r i a l i s h a r d l y considered i n t h e s e c t i o n on 
"Form C r i t i c i s m " because t h e r e i s none. 

339. CD IV / 2 p . 7 9 6 f . S.903 

340. I b i d . 
c f . CD IV / 2 p.556 S.629 Mk 1 0 . 2 3 f . & par. Rich Young Man. 

341o E.g. CD 1/1 p.452 S .474 Mk 9 . 2 f . &. par. 
CD 1/2 p.11 S .12 Mk 13 & par. 
CD IV / 2 p.137 S .154 Mk 1.28 & par; Mk 9 .2 &. par. 
There are many oth e r examples. 

342. E.g. CD 1/2 p.22 S.24 Mt 3.17 & par; Mt 17.5 &• par. 
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343. These t h r e e passages were: 

The s t i l l i n g of the storm: Mt 8.23-27; Mk 4.35-41; 
Lk 8 22-25. The c a l l of Levi/Matthew: Mt 9.9-13; 
Mk 2.13-17; Lk 5.27-32. The question about f a s t i n g : 
Mt 9.14-17; Mk 2.18-22; Lk 5-33-39. They were 
chosen as r e p r e s e n t i n g a m i r a c l e , a n a r r a t i v e about 
Jesus, a passage of Jesus' teach i n g . The l a s t week 
of Jesus' l i f e was d e l i b e r a t e l y o m i t t e d because B a r t h 
gives so much a t t e n t i o n t o t h a t , i t would be d i f f i c u l t 
t o assess c h a r a c t e r i s t i c methods a t work. 

344. The two passages were: 
The Lord's prayer. Mt 6.1-15; Lk 11.2-4 
The Centurion's Servant. Mt 8.5-13; Lk 7.1-10 
The choice represents teaching and a m i r a c l e . £>ot au &J-ou(i. 
aor«t fcVl&X- bK-s. Prr^jLr U s u i W r w c J v_r> '(Si? . C f , T , K . M o r i h c t l 

345. The two passages were: 
The c a l l of the f i r s t d i s c i p l e s . Mt 4.18-22; Mk 1.16-20. 
The strange e x o r c i s t . Mk 9-38-41; Lk 9.49-50. 
The choice of the passages r e f e r r e d t o i n notes 
343-34-5 and t h e i r examination was based on A.Huck 
Synopsis o f the F i r s t Three Gospels Oxford 1963. 

346. Case one: CD I I / 2 p. 447 S.496 
Case two: CD IV/3 p. 733*. S.838-40. 

347. Mt 8.25 
348. "Peace be s t i l l " CD IV/2 p. 232 S.257 
349. C D I I I / 1 p.35 S.38 

CD IV/2 p.136 S.153 
The Markan form of the question i s : "Who then i s t h i s , 
t h a t even the wind and sea obey him?" /N.B. The 
t r a n s l a t o r on bo t h occasions has giv e n the Matthaean 
form of the question: "What s o r t of man i s t h i s , t h a t 
even the wind and sea obey him?" and o m i t t e d the 
Markan r e f e r e n c e . Barth wrote the Markan question 
and i t s r e f e r e n c e ^ 

350. CD IV/2 p.234 S.259 
351. CD IV/2 p.221 S.245 
352. CD I I / 1 p.606 S.683 The words "a man whom wind and 

sea obey" are found i n Mt and Mk. 
CD H I / 2 p.330 S.397 The words "Jesus s l e p t i n the 
sh i p " occur i n Mt, Mk, and Lk. 

353- CD IV/3 P-586 S.671 
354. CD I I / 1 p.278 S.312 
355. CD 1/2 p.434 S.480 " I r e q u i r e mercy not s a c r i f i c e . " 
356. CD IV/2 p.169 S.189 

CD H I / 2 p.60 S.70 
CD IV/1 p.244 S.268 
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357. CD 1/2 p.487 S.539 

CD H/2 p.124 S.133 
CD IV/2 p.221 S.245 
CD IV/2 p.535 S.606 
CD IV/3 p.483 S.555 

358. E.g. CD IV/2 p.535 S.606 
c f . CD IV/3 p.483 S.555 

359. c f . Appendix 2 p.466ff. 
Although i n frequency t h e descending order of 
c i t a t i o n i s John, Matthew, Luke, Mark, when t h i s 
has been a d j u s t e d t o take account of the r e l a t i v e 
l e n g t h of the gospels, the order i s : John, Matthew, 
Mark, Luke. 

360. CD H I / 2 p.472 S.566 
361. CD I I / 2 p.588 S.653 

CD IV/2 p.175 S.195 
CD IV/2 p.177 S.196 
CD IV/2 p.259 S.287 
CD IV/4 p.82 S.90 

362. CD IV/2 p.501 S.567 
CD IV/4 p.76f.S.84 
I n b o t h cases Mt 6.9-15 i s c i t e d as w e l l as Lk 11.2-4. 

363. For a l l examples see Index Volume of Church Dogmatics 
p.78. 

364. CD H I / 1 p. 35 S.37 
CD I I I / 3 p.434 S.505 
CD IV/1 p.210 S.230 
CD IV/2 p.162 S.180 
CD IV/2 p.170 S.190 
CD IV/2 p.234 S.259 
CD IV/3 p.725f• S.830 
CD IV/3 p.810 S.928 
CD I I / 2 p.674 S.752 

365. E.g0 Mk 9.38-41 i s c i t e d i n : -
CD IV/2 p.159 S.177 
CD IV/3 p.208 S.237 
CD IV/4 p.182 S.200 This example adds "and par". 

366. E.g. CD I I / 2 p. 674 S.752 This i s a Matthean excursus * 
367. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.144 S.161 Barth argues against 

r e c o n s t r u c t i n g any source behind Gen 1 which gives 
e i g h t o r t e n acts of God i n s t e a d of s i x days. 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.276f. S.315f. Gen 2.8-17. 

368. CD I I I / 1 p.80 S.87 (my emphasis) 

369. CD H I / 3 p.489 S.573 

- 300 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
370. CD H I / 1 p.229 S.259f. 

c f . CD I I 1 / 4 p.318 S.359f. Barth urges concerning 
Gen 10 & 11 t h a t "we pay equal a t t e n t i o n to these 
two important s t a n d p o i n t s . . . " 

371. R.N.Soulen o p . c i t . p.142f. 
c f . N.Perrin What i s Redaction C r i t i c i s m ? 
London 1970 p"7l 

372. Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.19 "...most of the scholars 
who use the r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c a l method / I n gospel 
research/ s t a r t from the two source t h e o r y and t r y 
t o grasp the s p e c i f i c theology o f the i n d i v i d u a l 
e v a n g e l i s t by comparing the s y n o p t i s t s . " 
c f . p.10 "Common t o them a l l , i s the f a c t t h a t they, 
are based on form c r i t i c i s m and have continued t o 
b u i l d on i t s r e s u l t s . " 

373* Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.11 "...source c r i t i c i s m 
imagined the r e d a c t o r as one who assembled t h e 
sources w i l l y - n i l l y w i t h scissors-and-paste t o form 
a gospel." 

37^. Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.5 "The e v a n g e l i s t s c o l l e c t e d 
the small u n i t s and strun g them l o o s e l y t o form 
t h e i r gospels." 
c f . R.N.Soulen o p . c i t . p.143 "The l i t e r a r y s e t t i n g 
g iven t o the t r a d i t i o n s by the gospels, t h e i r 
f u n c t i o n s and t h e i r meanings, were a l l passed over 
as i r r e l e v a n t . . . " by the form c r i t i c s . 

375* Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.9 Redaction c r i t i c s "... 
recognised t h a t the e v a n g e l i s t s were not onl y 
c o l l e c t o r s and t r a n s m i t t e r s of t r a d i t i o n a l m a t e r i a l . 
I n t h e i r work as reda c t o r s they had also to some 
degree t o be regarded as authors i n t h e i r own r i g h t . " 

376. E.g. H.Conzelmann The Theology o f Luke 
New York 1960 This book uses r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m 
t o make Luke's s o p h i s t i c a t e d t h e o l o g i c a l scheme p l a i n . 

377. Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.19 "Redaction c r i t i c i s m . . . 
takes a wider view o f the framework and regards i t 
as the r e a l achievement o f the author..." 

378. Cf. R.N.Soulen o p . c i t . p.143 "Redaction c r i t i c i s m 
f u n c t i o n s , then, o n l y where i d e n t i f i a b l e sources are 
present w i t h i n a composition, such as the gospels, 
the book of Acts i n the N.T. or Deuteronomy and 
Judges i n the O.T.1' 

379. Cf. R.H.Stein "What i s Redaktionsgeschichte?" JBL, 
l x x x v i i i ( i 9 6 9 ) p . 3 4 "Redaktionsgeschichte seeks t o 
disco v e r the q u a l i t a t i v e and q u a n t i t a t i v e uniqueness 
t h a t d i s t i n g u i s h e s the e v a n g e l i s t s from t h e i r sources, 
and, having a s c e r t a i n e d these, i t then seeks t o 
a s c e r t a i n the S i t z im Leben out of which each 
e v a n g e l i s t wrote and the p a r t i c u l a r purpose f o r 
which he wrote h i s gospel." 
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380. Cf. I b i d , " . . . r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c s have e f f e c t i v e l y 

r e s t o r e d the synoptic w r i t e r s t o t h e i r r i g h t f u l 
place as t h e o l o g i a n s of the e a r l y Church." 

381. Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.258 " . . . r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m 
excludes the problem of h i s t o r i c i t y o f what i s 
r e p o r t e d . I t does t h i s q u i t e d e l i b e r a t e l y , i n order 
t o be able f i r s t of a l l t o grasp f u l l y the evangel­
i s t s ' purpose i n producing t h e i r account and what 
they intended i t t o i m p a r t . " 

382. A c l e a r example of t h i s i s found i n N.Perrin o p . c i t . 
p.52f. I t i s so b l a t a n t t h a t i t i s worth quoting 
a t l e n g t h . Concerning Mk 8.27-9.1, he w r i t e s : " t h i s 
n a r r a t i v e i s t h e watershed of the Gospel. Lives of 
Jesus w i t h o u t number have been b u i l t upon th e supposit­
i o n t h a t t h e r e was a 'Galilean s p r i n g t i m e ' i n the 
m i n i s t r y o f Jesus, t h a t was f o l l o w e d by a darkening 
'via dolorosa' which l e d t o Calvary, and t h a t the 
t r a n s i t i o n from the one t o the other came a t Caesarea 
P h i l i p p i . That t h i s s u p p o s i t i o n has so l o n g endured 
i s mute testimony t o the s k i l l of Mark as an author, 
f o r , . . . t h i s n a r r a t i v e i s c e r t a i n l y designed by him t o 
i n t r o d u c e h i s p a r t i c u l a r theology of the cross. That 
he chose t o do t h i s i n the form of n a r r a t i v e r a t h e r 
than t h e o l o g i c a l t r e a t i s e i s h i s business; t h a t h i s 
work has had such a tremendous impact upon subsequent 
generations i s testimony t o t h e e f f e c t i v e n e s s of h i s 
choice...the Marcan schematization of the m i n i s t r y of 
Jesus has become p a r t o f the l i f e b l o o d of C h r i s t i a n 
d e v o t i o n a l t h i n k i n g . I t i s perhaps not out of place 
t o add t h a t the v a l i d i t y of the Marcan p r e s e n t a t i o n 
i s not dependent upon whether Caesarea P h i l i p p i 
' a c t u a l l y happened' but upon th e meaningfulness of 
the cross as presented t o C h r i s t i a n d e v o t i o n i n t h i s 
way." L a t e r , he w r i t e s : "Mark has the r i g h t t o be 
read on h i s own terms, and a f t e r s e v eral generations 
of being read mistakenly, as a h i s t o r i a n , he has 
earned the r i g h t t o be read as a t h e o l o g i a n . " This 
narrow view of the i n t e n t i o n o f the author, even i f 
i t were r i g h t , d i s r e g a r d s the f a c t t h a t f o r t h i s 
'watershed' t o be an e f f e c t i v e t h e o l o g i c a l t r e a t i s e , 
i t must be b e l i e v e d . The p o i n t i s w e l l made i n 
another c o n t e x t . "For i f p o e t r y then had i n f l u e n c e , 
t h a t was i n p a r t because p o e t r y was more than p o e t r y 
or was a t l e a s t thought t o be more. I t was h i s t o r y 
and prophecy. And myth was more than myth. I t was 
b e l i e v e d . Today, when pro f e s s o r s o f p o e t r y know too 
w e l l what p o e t r y i s - a way o f o r d e r i n g our impulses, 
or of s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n , or of p r i v a t e r i t u a l - t h e r e 
must be small use i n appealing t o p o e t r y t o do the 
t h i n g s i t d i d best i n the pre-Homeric age - unless i n 
some c y n i c a l indulgences of b r a i n t r u s t e r scorn f o r 
the mass m e n t a l i t y . " W.K.Wimsatt & M.C.Beardsley 
The Yerban Icon Kentucky 195^ p.279 I t w i l l be 
my c o n t e n t i o n t h a t i t i s p a r t of Barth's greatness 
t h a t he d i d n o t use h i s c r i t i c a l knowledge t o de s t r o y 
the f e a s i b i l i t y of the h i s t o r i c a l happening; because 

- 302 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 

he b e l i e v e d i t , he took the s t o r y at i t s face value 
and d i d not over-analyse i t s composition. Thus he 
was able t o draw theology from the n a r r a t i v e i n a 
way t h a t P e r r i n and oth e r r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c s cannot do. 

The p o s s i b l i t y of a w r i t e r having an 
h i s t o r i c a l i n t e n t i o n i s excluded by P e r r i n i n another 
context because "...so very much o f the m a t e r i a l i n 
the Gospels must be ascribed t o the t h e o l o g i c a l 
m o t i v a t i o n of the e v a n g e l i s t or of an e d i t o r o f the 
t r a d i t i o n , or o f a prophet or preacher i n the e a r l y 
church..." ( N . P e r r i n o p . c i t . p.69) " . . . r e d a c t i o n 
c r i t i c i s m . . . r e v e a l s to' us how very much o f the m a t e r i a l 
ascribed t o the Jesus who spoke i n G a l i l e e or Judaea 
must i n f a c t be asc r i b e d t o the Jesus who spoke through 
a prophet or e v a n g e l i s t i n the e a r l y church." ( N . P e r r i n 
o p . c i t . p.73) " I t makes c l e a r t h e f a c t . . . t h a t t he 
e v a n g e l i s t s and the t r a d i t i o n they represent are 
i n d i f f e r e n t as t o whether t h i s expression i s u l t i m a t e l y 
r e l a t e d t o anything s a i d o r done i n G a l i l e e or Judaea 
before the c r u c i f i x i o n . " ( N . P e r r i n o p . c i t . p.74) 
Professor Hooker asks simply and p e r t i n e n t l y whether 
t h e o l o g i a n s are not concerned w i t h what happened! 
(M.Hooker o p . c i t . p.35) 

383. Cf. K.Koch o p . c i t . p.70 " L i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m i s the 
a n a l y s i s o f b i b l i c a l books from t h e standpoint of the 
d i f f e r e n t l i n g u i s t i c usage, w i t h t h e o b j e c t o f d i s c o v e r ­
i n g what t h e i n d i v i d u a l w r i t e r s and reda c t o r s 
c o n t r i b u t e d t o a t e x t , and also i t s time and place of 

i i i i * 1 

o r i g i n . 

384. Cf. R.H.Stein o p . c i t . p.53 "We are not p r i m a r i l y 
concerned w i t h a l l t h a t the e v a n g e l i s t s b e l i e v e d . 
Rather we are concerned w i t h a s c e r t a i n i n g the unique 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o and understanding o f the sources by 
the e v a n g e l i s t s . " 

385. Professor Hooker doubts i f we have the t o o l s t o w r i t e 
a h i s t o r y o f the t r a d i t i o n s which w i l l enable us t o 
co n s t r u c t a r e l i a b l e r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m : "...we are 
i n danger of b u i l d i n g our r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c a l house on 
foundations of s h i f t i n g sand." M.Hooker o p . c i t . p.32. 

386. Cf. J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.14 "...a warning i s needed f o r 
care i n those cases i n which the new method of i n v e s t i g a t 
i o n does not produce t h e hoped f o r answers i n case t h e 
t e x t i s d i s t o r t e d by o v e r - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n which reads 
ideas i n t o i t . " 

387. K.Koch o p . c i t . p.58 He goes on t o say t h a t one may 
regard i t as composition because "from t h e m a t e r i a l 
t h e y a p p r o p r i a t e d t h e y t o o k i n t h e i r o p i n i o n what was 
no l o n g e r t o p i c a l or what was misl e a d i n g , and worded 
the piece i n t h e language of t h e i r own« tim e s . They 
added explanatory d e t a i l s , perhaps c h r o n o l o g i c a l , or 

382 
contd. 
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387. geographical. They provi d e d the t e x t w i t h a 
contd. c e n t r a l theme, thus g i v i n g i t u n i t y . " 
388. J.Barr The B i b l e i n the Modern World London 1973 p.63 

suggests "The modern, s c h o l a r l y e x p o s i t o r o f the B i b l e 
works p r i m a r i l y . . . w i t h the i n t e n t i o n s of the w r i t e r 
i n h i s h i s t o r i c a l s e t t i n g . " 
J.Rogerson "Recent L i t e r a r y S t r u c t u r a l i s t Approaches 
t o B i b l i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , The Churchman,90 
(1976) p.166 p o i n t s out t h a t those " i n t e n t i o n s " are 
o f t e n " h y p o t h e t i c a l and i n v o l v e c i r c u l a r reasoning. 
I n some cases, t h e r e i s l i t t l e e l se w i t h which t o 
c o n s t r u c t the background t o a t e x t than the t e x t 
i t s e l f ; o r the procedure i s impossible t o v e r i f y . . . " 
Consequently, b o t h Barr and Rogerson suggest approaches 
which take s e r i o u s l y the suggestion made about 
l i t e r a t u r e g e n e r a l l y by Wimsatt and Beardsley. 
( o p . c i t . p.5) E.g. they argue "The poem i s not the 
c r i t i c ' s own and not the author's ( i t i s detached from 
the author a t b i r t h and goes about the w o r l d beyond 
h i s power t o i n t e n d about i t or t o c o n t r o l i t ) . The 
poem belongs t o the p u b l i c . " I n an a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d 
"The I n t e n t i o n a l F a l l a c y " they suggest t h a t l i t e r a t u r e 
can and should be judged and understood by standards 
of p u b l i c knowledge, t h a t i s "through our h a b i t u a l 
knowledge of the language..." a i d c u l t u r e . ( o p . c i t . p.10) 
Consequently, "the fundamental premise of r e d a c t i o n 
c r i t i c i s m " which i s " t h a t the pericopae can be analysed 
from the p e r s p e c t i v e /for example^7 o f a Marcan purpose" 
(N.Perrin o p . c i t . p.42) i s i n f a c t challenged by t h i s 
new approach. M.Hooker suggests we have t o conclude 
t h a t "the author's own purposes are i m m a t e r i a l , and 
t h a t t h e meaning of what i s w r i t t e n i s found i n the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n g i v e n t o i t by the reader." 
M.Hooker o p . c i t . p.31« 

389. R.P.Martin New Testament Foundations Vol.1 
Exeter 1975 p.138 suggests t h a t Marxsen's "... i n n o v a t ­
i o n was t o rescue Mark's gospel from a piecemeal form 
c r i t i c a l d i s s e c t i o n . By r e i n s t a t i n g i t as the work 
of a t h e o l o g i c a l author, he has enabled us t o stand 
back from t h e Gospel and see i t s a r c h i t e c t u r e and 
message as a whole r a t h e r than being concerned w i t h 
the m i n utiae of the s t r u c t u r e , s i z e and shape of each 
pre-Markan b r i c k and w i t h the c o n s t i t u e n c y o f the 
cement and mortar." 

390. Cf.R.N.Soulen o p . c i t . p.144 "The term Redatkion-
sgeschichte was coined by W i l l i Marxsen (1954)...1' 
Others have worked i n the same way, e.g. H.Conzelmann; 
G.Barth; G. Bornkamm; and H.J.Held. I t was preceded 
i n t h e f i e l d o f O.T. research by the work of G.von Rad, 
who d i d not however, use the term r e d a c t i o n c r i t i c i s m . 
CHe i s considered t o have used t h i s method i n "Das 
f o r m g e s c h i c h t l i c h e Problem des Hexateuch", BWNT IV,24, 
S t u t t g a r t 1938. C i t e d by R.E.Clements o p . c i t . p.30) 
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3 9 1 . E.g. W.Wrede Das Messiasgeheimnis i n den 

Evangelien:Zugleich ein Betrag zum Verstandnis 
des narkusevangeliums' udttingen 'iyu'1 u i t e d by 
R.N.Soulen o p . c i t . p.104 
cf. N.Perrin o p . c i t . p.8 "Wrede showed once and 
f o r a l l that i t was impossible to read Mark as a 
v i v i d , simple record unless one read as much i n t o 
Mark as he read from i t , and he showed that the 
narratives i n Mark are permeated through and through 
with a theologi c a l conception..." A s i m i l a r approach 
may he found i n rR.H.Lightfoot, History and 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n the Gospels New York 1934-. 
Cf. A.Schlatter Per Evangelist Matthaus S t u t t g a r t 1 9 2 9 
i n which he "endeavours to deduce from the gospel of 
Matthew not only the conditions of the church 
represented by Matthew, but also the other problems 
which i n Schlatter's opinion may have agitated t h i s 
community of the Palestinian church. Schlatter i s 
already using the r e d a c t i o n a l - c r i t i c a l method i n h i s 
work to the extent, but only to the extent, that he 
endeavours to determine a quite d e f i n i t e place i n the 
h i s t o r y of p r i m i t i v e C h r i s t i a n i t y , a t h i r d S i t z im Leben 
f o r the f i r s t gospel." (J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.43f.) 
Bohde argues t h a t t h i s i s a "con t r i b u t i o n towards the 
consideration of the synoptic gospels i n terms of 
redaction c r i t i c i s m . . . " J.Rohde o p . c i t . p.46 
cf. J.Weiss Die S c h r i f t e n des Neuen Testaments Vol I , 
1906 p.62 who wr i t e s : "The task of the expositor of 
the gospels i s a many sided one. His duty i s f i r s t 
to understand the author, to r e a l i s e what he wishes to 
t e l l h is readers..." (Cited by J.Rohde op . c i t . p.16f.) 

392. I t would be unreasonable to expect Barth to use 
redaction c r i t i c i s m on genuine l e t t e r s , such as 
Philippians and Romans i n view of the nature of the 
d i s c i p l i n e . His commentaries cannot therefore be 
included here. 

3 9 3 . These occur only at CD 1/1 p.458 S.481 "Remarkably, 
and c e r t a i n l y not by accident, t h i s i s the same cry 
as the Gospel n a r r a t i v e (Mk 1 4 . 3 6 ) puts on the l i p s 
of Jesus when he i s at prayer i n Gethsemane", and 
at CD I I / 1 p.108 S . 1 1 9 "...we c e r t a i n l y have t o reckon 
with the f a c t that at any rate i n the f i n a l redaction 
of the Psalter no regard was had f o r t h i s p u r i t y of 
the side l i n e , but i t was upset and destroyed by 
additions." 

394G Cf. Appendix 3 P- 472f f .below. 
I t cannot be argued that Barth only used t h i s 
d i s c i p l i n e a f t e r 1 9 5 4 - when the word was f i r s t coined. 
KD I I / 2 was published i n 1942. 

3 9 5 . E.g. CD IV/2 p.464 S.524 "...the incident was supplied 
by another source i n the book of Samuel..." 
cf . CD IV/1 p. 5 S . 3 "The three passages i n Isaiah seem 
to belong to three independently transmitted oracles. 
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3 9 5 • i n the redaction of the "book of Isaiah they were 
contd. a2.i r e l a t e d to that remarkable period when Assyria 

began to emerge as a world power..." 
3 9 6 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p.108 S . 1 1 9 (quoted above, n . 3 9 3 ) 

c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 9 S . 8 "the redactors of Genesis" 
c f . CD IV/1 p.423 S . 4 7 0 "the f i n a l redaction of 
the Pentateuch" 
c f . CD IV/1 p. 474 S . 5 2 7 

3 9 7 . CD IV/2 p.824 S . 9 3 5 

c f . CD IV/2 p . 1 7 0 S . 1 8 9 "Matthew adds at t h i s point 
the saying about the labourer..." 
cf . CD IV/2 p . 1 7 1 S . 1 9 0 "...according to the 
commentary of Matthew on the parable of the wicked 
husbandmen ( 2 1 . 4 - 3 ) . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 7 9 7 S.903f. "the Evangelist notes..." 

3 9 8 . CD IV/2 p . 1 7 7 S . 1 9 7 

3 9 9 . E.g. CD I I I / 4 p . 3 1 0 S . 3 5 1 Of Gen 1 - 9 , Barth writes: 
, " I t i s obviously designed to conceal the f a c t that 
there i s any such t h i n g " as world h i s t o r y , 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.164 S.183 Ps 1 9 

c f . CD I I I / 1 p.289 S . 3 3 O "The peculiar light...shed on... 
Gen 1 . 2 7 cannot be an accident but was surely intended 
by the redaction which combined the two sagas." 

400. CD I V / 3 p . 5 7 8 S.663 "The p a r t i c u l a r task of Joshua i n 
continuation and completion of tha t of Moses i s the 
motive which according to the Deuteronomic presentat­
ion controls h is p a r t i c u l a r existence." 

401. CD I V / 3 p.485 S . 5 5 7 

402o CD IV/2 p.186 S.206 
403. CD I I / 2 p.437 S.484 

cf. I I I / 1 p.328 S . 3 7 5 " . . . i t may...be concluded that 
the narrator i s the spokesman..." 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.234 S.263 "The narrator adds the 
comment..." 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.426 S . 4 9 1 where the addition has 
probably been made "by an apprehensive scribe". 

404. CD I I I / 2 p.602 S . 7 3 2 "And the Evangelist f r a n k l y 
c a l l s t h i s reaction an £ntTiMav 

405. Cf. CD I I I / 1 p.116 S.128 where Barth reads deep 
theological significance i n the b i b l i c a l author's 
choice of words. 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.304 S.347 Although Gen 2.24 i s 
"obviously a r e f l e x i o n of the e d i t o r " , i t i s taken 
" i n Mt 1 9 . 4 as a Word of the Creator Himself". 

406. Cf. n.294 above. 
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-4-07. CD I I I / 1 p.276f. S . 3 1 5 f . 

408. Cf. CD IV/3 p.426f. S.492 "This...has been regarded 
as the ad d i t i o n of a redactor... But even i f t h i s i s 
tr u e , i t s t i l l emphasizes that the answer of God does 
not mean that God suddenly reveals Himself to Job 
3.S • • • 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 5 7 2 S . 6 3 9 "Whether or not t h i s conclus­
ion i s the work of a l a t e r redactor of the book of 
Job does not make the s l i g h t e s t difference. Whoever 
may be the author i t i s as i t should be." 

409. CD IV/3 p.384 S.444 
410. CD I I I / 1 p.276f. S . 3 1 5 f . Gen 2 . 8 - 1 7 

c f . CD I I / 2 p . 3 7 2 S.411 "...the meaning of both was 
properly understood when they were interwoven and 
worked i n the whole of our present t e x t . " 

411. CD IV/2 p . 2 5 3 S.280 
cf . IV/2 p . 2 5 9 S.287 "...as the Gospels see i t . . . " 

412. CD I I I / 1 p.281 S . 3 2 1 

413. CD I I / 2 p . 4 3 6 S.483 
cf . CD I V / 1 p.5 S.3 "In...Isaiah...they were a l l 
r e l a t e d . . . " 
c f . CD IV/1 p. 178 S . 1 9 5 - Mt 11 and Lk 10. 
c f . CD IV/2 p.183 S.204 "Luke has incorporated two 
hymns i n h i s infancy n a r r a t i v e s . " 
c f . CD IV/3 p.652 S.747 Separate gospels "have brought 
i n t o connection" d i f f e r e n t sayings. 

414. E.g. CD IV/2 p.548 S.629 Mt 5.42 i s "severely 
sharpened i n Luke 6 . 3 5 « » « " 

c f . CD IV/2 p . 7 6 7 S.872 "the p a r a l l e l i n Mark 7 - 2 7 

being even more emphatic..." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.437 S.484 "And t h i s command i s even 
more sharply emphasized by the other Evangelists..." 

415. CD IV/2 p . 1 3 9 S.156 (my emphasis) 
cf . CD IV/3 p . 5 8 5 S.670f. 

416. CD IV/2 p . 1 5 5 S . 1 7 3 

c f . CD 1/1 p.458 S.481 (quoted above i n n . 3 9 3 ) 

c f . CD IV/1 p.164 S . 1 7 9 " t h i s Gospel causes Jesus 
to say... " 
cf . CD IV/3 p . 2 0 1 S . 2 3 0 "...the words put i n the 
mouth of Ananias..." 

417. CD I V / 1 p.6 S.4 "As the Evangelist sees i t , i t i s 
t h i s time the great change compared with which what 
took place before was only from his point of view 
a prelude." (Concerning Matthew's use of Isaiah.) 

418. CD IV/2 p . 1 9 9 S.221 Lk 4.16 and Ac 1 7 . 2 are emphasized 
"obviously f o r the be n e f i t of Gentile Christians". 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.463 S . 5 1 3 ""The Synoptists obviously 
t r y to understand the s i n of Judas i n the same way 
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418. as John..." 
contd. C f . CD IV/2 p.647 S . 7 3 2 Luke " i s the only one of 

the New Testament w r i t e r s who i s so obviously 
concerned about the numerical increase of the 
community". 

419. E.g. CD IV/2 p.22 S.22 "Was i t not d e f i n i t e l y i n 
the mind of the t h i r d Evangelist with his very 
pronounced u n i v e r s a l i s t i c i n t e r e s t ? " 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 1 6 9 S.188 " I t i s common knowledge t h a t . . . 
the Evangelist Luke...emphasizes..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.646 S . 7 3 1 " I t i s clear that f o r Luke 
with his u n i v e r s a l i s t i c outlook..." 

420. CD I I I / 2 p.497 S.587f. 
c f . CD IV/2 p.211 S.234 "...the presentation of the 
Fourth gospel..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.208 S . 2 3 1 "...the Johannine term..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.256 S.283f. "This i s the Johannine 
emphasis i n the f a r e w e l l discourses which replace 
the predictions of the passion, and not only i n 
these p a r t i c u l a r chapters, but throughout the Gospel." 

421. CD I I / 2 p.480 S . 5 7 6 f . 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.383 S.423 where although the accounts 
vary, according t o Barth, both redactors see David's 
s i n as an i n t e g r a l part of t h e i r presentation. Both 
2Samuel and the Chronicler f i n d t h i s "absolutely 
indispensable to t h i s presentation." 

422. Lk 2 . 9 f f . 

423. CD IV/1 p.474 S . 5 2 7 

424. I b i d . "The oracle reproduced i n the short chapter 45 
does not belong to t h i s f i n a l period but, as v . l 
p l a i n l y t e l l s us, i t dates back to the c o n f l i c t 
between Jeremiah and king Jehoiakim almost twenty 
years before." Barth follows Duhm here. 

425. CD IV/1 p.423 S.470 "...the t r a d i t i o n which was 
normative f o r the d e f i n i t i v e form of the Pentateuch 
viewed...the covenant of grace with I s r a e l as an 
action which could i n some inconceivable way be 
inte r r u p t e d . . . " 

426. CD IV/1 p . 2 5 S . 2 5 "Certainly between the two 
obligations /of I s r a e l and Yahweh to keep the 
covenant/ there i s a correspondence brought out 
p a r t i c u l a r l y by Deuteronomy." 

427. Barth's word i s often Darstellung and cognates. 
CD IV/1 p.224 S.246 "...the stimulating s i n g u l a r i t y 
of /the death of. Christ7 which we may so easil y 
overlook, especially i n the form i n which i t i s 
presented i n the synoptic Gospels." 
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427. c f . CD I V / 1 p . 4 9 5 S . 5 5 1 "The h i s t o r y of the chosen 
contd. people of I s r a e l , especially i n the Deuteronomic 

sections, i s presented as an unbroken series of 
divine acts of grace, i n the prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t ­
ion of which..." 
c f . CD I V / 2 p . 4 4 7 S.504 "The presentation given i n 
the book of Kings..." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.463 S . 5 1 3 "...the Johannine presentat­
ion. .." 

428. CD I V / 1 p. 1 9 0 S . 2 0 7 "...(Wt 5 - 3 f . ) the blessing of 
the poor i n s p i r i t — taken simply as praise of 
the poor i n Luke's Gospel and the Epistle of James... 
c f . CD I V / 2 p . 1 6 9 S - . 1 8 9 "...the Matthean version of 
the beatitudes..." 

429. CD I V / 2 p . 2 3 0 S . 2 5 5 

430. CD I V / 2 p.640f. S.724 
4 3 1 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 9 1 S . 2 1 5 

432. CD I V / 2 p . 1 5 8 S.176 
4 3 3 . CD I V / 2 p . 1 7 0 S . 1 9 0 

4 3 4 . CD I V / 2 p . 3 2 5 S.363 
4 3 5 . CD I I / 2 p . 2 2 3 f . S.246 Ro 9 . 2 0 f . "Already i n Paul's 

Old Testament sources..." 
436. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.425 S.490 Barth writes of Job 2 8 . 1 - 1 7 , 

"We have also to ask whether i t was r e a l l y the 
i n t e n t i o n i n the f i n a l redaction to include i t at 
t h i s p o i n t . . . " 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.277 S.316 "...the t e x t must have had 
a good coherent meaning i n i t s present and not merely 
i n c e r t a i n underlying forms, so that i t i s . . . 
o b l i g a t o r y to ask concerning i t . " 

437. CD H I / 3 p.490 S . 5 7 3 f . 

438. Cf. T.F.Torrance Karl Barth p.22 who suggests 
Schlatter influenced Barth's exegesis i n another way. 

4 3 9 . Cf. n , 3 9 1 above. 
440. E.Busch o p . c i t . p.42f. 
441o Cf. K.Barth How I changed my mind Edinburgh 1 9 6 9 * 

442. Romans p . 7 S.xi 
443. E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.477 S . 5 5 8 where he refers to 

Schlatter's "short and dubious doctrine of angels". 
444. CD I I I / 3 p.409 S.475 
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445. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.98 S . 1 0 5 where he follows Schlatter's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Jn 1 . 2 . 

446. CD 1 / 2 p.176 S . 1 9 2 

447. CD I I I / 1 p.83 S . 9 1 

448. CD I V / 2 p . 1 9 4 S.216 
449. CD I I I / 1 p.304 S.347 
4 5 0 . E.g. CD I V / 3 p.384 S.443f. Barth comments on the 

"generally recognised hypotheses" which he takes 
f o r granted i n dealing with the l i t e r a r y problems 
of the book of Job, 
cf. Homans p . 7 S.x. 

4 5 1 . E.g. CD 1 / 2 p.492 -5 S.545-8 

452. Romans pl.S.v. (my emphasis). 
cf. K.Barth Credo London 1936 p.188f. 

453* The same argument could not be applied to Barth's 
commentaries on Romans and Philippians where there 
i s the same lack of discussion of h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l 
considerations. I t i s simply a feature of h i s s t y l e 
that he concentrates his a t t e n t i o n on the theological 
import of the t e x t and ^usually only uses the h i s t o r i ­
cal c r i t i c a l method to assist t h a t . The reasons f o r 
t h i s appear i n the t e x t below. 

454. E.g. CD 1 / 2 p . 7 1 5 S.802 "The necessary and 
fundamental form of a l l s c r i p t u r a l exegesis that i s 
responsibly undertaken and practised i n t h i s sense 
must consist i n a l l circumstances i n the f r e e l y 
performed act of subordinating a l l human concepts, 
ideas and convictions to the witness of re v e l a t i o n 
supplied t o us i n Scripture." 
cf. o p . c i t . p. 7 1 5-740 S.802-830 
cf. CD 1 / 1 p.283-6 S.2 9 9-304 
c f . CD 1 / 2 p.466f. S.526f. 

455. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.87ff. S . 9 5 f . G-enl-3 

456. Cf. Chap.3 below. 
457. E.g. CD 1/2 p.457 S . 5 0 5 "The word of God i s God 

Himself i n Holy Scripture" and soon afterwards he 
asserts: "We have not sought or found t h i s answer 
at random. We have taken i t from the Bible." 
cf. CD 1/2 p.462 S . 5 1 1 "...the r i g h t doctrine of 
Holy Scripture cannot claim, abstract v a l i d i t y , but 
i t s confirmation must always be sought and found 
i n exegesis and therefore i n Holy Scripture i t s e l f . " 
c f . CD 1/2 p.465f. S . 5 1 5 Barth argues that h i s 
hermeneutic p r i n c i p l e s are drawn from Scripture: 
"We therefore a r r i v e at the suggested r u l e , not from 
a general anthropology, but from the Bible, and 
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4 - 5 7 - obviously as the r u l e which i s alone and generally 
contd. v a l i d , we must apply i t f i r s t to the Bible." 
458. E.g. One of Barth's e x p l i c i t hermeneutic rules 

was that a t e x t must be read and understood i n the 
l i g h t of i t s intended purpose. Consequently, one 
should not read a S c r i p t u r a l t e x t to discover 
d e t a i l s of Jewish p u r i f i c a t i o n r i t e s f o r instance. 
Where c r i t i c i s m supposes that one should, and shapes 
i t s methods accordingly, Barth takes issue with i t . 
c f . CD 1/2 p.492f.£. S.545ff. 

459. E.g. CD 1/1 p.16 S . 1 5 "...dogmatics as such does 
not ask what the apostles and prophets said but what 
we must say on the basis of the apostles and prophets." 
Many sections of the Church Dogmatics could be given 
to i l l u s t r a t e t h i s , and the point i s developed below, 
but see e.g. CD IV/1 p.22-66 S.22 - 7 0 "The Covenant 
as the Presupposition of Reconciliation" where Barth 
begins the section with a word study on 'Covenant' 
including much b i b l i c a l material (pp.22-34); builds 
on i t i n the main tex t (pp.34-44); checks i t by some 
New Testament passages (p.44); and demonstrates h i s 
disagreement with theologians on b i b l i c a l grounds 
(p.49f., p . 5 2 f . , and pp.54—66) while continuing to 
b u i l d i n the main t e x t . 

460. Cf. CD 1/1 p . 1 1 7 S.120 "The u n i t y of r e v e l a t i o n 
guarantees the u n i t y of the b i b l i c a l witness i n and 
i n s p i t e of a l l i t s m u l t i p l i c i t y and even contra-
d i c t o r i n e s s . " 
c f . Romans p . 3 S . v i i Barth acknowledges that i n 
continued study of Paul, although "my manner of working 
has enabled me to deal only with portions of the r e s t 
of the Pauline l i t e r a t u r e , . . . each fresh piece of work 
has brought w i t h i t new l i g h t upon the Ep i s t l e to the 
Romans." 

461. Cf. Barth's preface to the English e d i t i o n of Romans 
p.ix " I must assure them /my readers7 t h a t , i n w r i t i n g 
t h i s book, I f e l t myself bound to the actual words of 
the t e x t , and di d not in onij way propose to engage i n 
f ree theologising." (my emphasis; 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 2 5 3 S.280 where Barth r e j e c t s attempts 
to discover "the actual words used by the ' h i s t o r i c a l 
Jesus'" because "...however i l l u m i n a t i n g t h i s 
procedure may seem to be, i t involves a destruction 
of the way i n which the Gospels a c t u a l l y saw and 
wished to see the Passion." The l a t t e r , f o r Barth, 
i s sacrosanct. 

462. E.g. CD 1/2 p.79 S.86 "However b r i l l i a n t l y and 
happily conceived, the 'history of I s r a e l i t e r e l i g i o n ' 
i s not the ' b i b l i c a l theology of the Old Testament'." 

463. Cf. CD 1/2 p.528f. S.587f. 
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464. E.g. CD 1/1 p.111 s.114 "As i t i s God's word i t 

Z^he Bit>le7 bears witness to God's past r e v e l a t i o n , 
and i t i s God's past r e v e l a t i o n i n the form of 
a t t e s t a t i o n . " 
c f . CD 1/1 p.111f. S.114 " I f we understand them 
as witnesses, and only as such do we a u t h e n t i c a l l y 
understand them i . e . , as they understand themselves... 
cf . CD 1/1 p.145 S . 1 5 0 "As men, even r e l i g i o u s men, 
the b i b l i c a l witnesses were not singled out i n 
p r i n c i p l e from l a t e r Church teachers or from us or 
even from the teachers and leaders of other r e l i g i o n s . 
Yet i n t h e i r o f f i c e as witnesses they were and are 
i n an absolutely on c e - f o r - a l l and unique p o s i t i o n 
compared to a l l the r e s t of us." 
cf . Barth Credo p.187 

465. E.g. CD 1/1 p.165 S . 1 7 1 "The Bible i s also i n f a c t 
the h i s t o r i c a l record of a Near Eastern t r i b a l 
r e l i g i o n and i t s H e l l e n i s t i c offshoot. Jesus Christ 
i s also i n f a c t the Rabbi of Nazareth who i s hard to 
know h i s t o r i c a l l y and whose work, when He i s known, 
might seem to be a l i t t l e commonplace compared to 
more than one of the other founders of r e l i g i o n s and 
even compared to some of the l a t e r representatives of 
His own r e l i g i o n . " 

466. E.g. CD IV/2 p . 1 9 5 S . 2 1 7 Barth follows the early 
c h r i s t i a n s who were not very concerned with Jesus' 
actual words because His word " s t i l l reached and 
touched and enlightened and i n s t r u c t e d and convinced 
the community as the Royal Word... That i s why the 
o r i g i n a l i t y could not be augmented by any approximat­
ion to the more p r i m i t i v e forms or texts that might 
have been discovered." 

467. E.g. CD IV/2 p.478f. S.541 Where Barth recognises 
d i s t i n c t i o n s i n a single n a r r a t i v e of 'history' and 
'saga', but there i s also a "composite view" to which 
"we must pay p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n i n our reading of 
these s t o r i e s i f we are to understand them, f o r they 
usually give us an i n d i c a t i o n of the purpose which 
led to t h e i r adoption i n t o the t e x t s . " 

468. E.g. CD 1/1 p.180f. S.187f. Both Exod 1 9 - 2 0 , and 
Jer 3"1 covenants must be heard: both Jesus' humanity 
i n the synoptic gospels, and his d i v i n i t y i n John's 
gospel must be heard: "...we can only misunderstand 
both i f , as the h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l school once d i d , 
we t r y to measure the one by the other..." 

469. E.g. CD 1/2 p.208 S.227f. Neo-protestantism*s 
r e j e c t i o n of Paul i n favour of Jesus. 

470. CD IV/2 p.674 S.762 
cf. J.Barr Modern World p.63 
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4 7 1 . E.g. CDI / 1 p.168 S.174 "We are not to t r y to show 

that the Bible i s a credible and commendable book 
from various human standpoints, as was usually done 
i n the age of orthodoxy and the Enlightenment..." 

472. E.g. CD 1 / 2 p.64 S . 7 1 "The so-called h i s t o r i c a l -
c r i t i c a l method of handling Holy Scripture ceases 
to be t h e o l o g i c a l l y possible or worth considering, 
the moment i t conceives i t as i t s task to work out 
from the testimonies of Holy Scripture (which does 
ascribe to r e v e l a t i o n throughout the character of 
mi r a c l e ) , and to present as the r e a l i n t e n t i o n , a 
r e a l i t y which lacks t h i s character..." 

4 7 3 . I am indebted to H.Frei The Eclipse of the B i b l i c a l 
Narrative New Haven 1 9 7 4 f o r the framework of my 
thought. He argues that before h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m 
predominated, Western Christendom read the Bible both 
l i t e r a l l y and h i s t o r i c a l l y , accepting i t s framework 
of meaning. This was overturned when the c r i t i c a l 
methods submitted Scripture to various secular 
philosophies. I t has been reversed i n Barth 1s 
theological method. 

4 7 4 . Cf. CDI / 2 p . 7 8 S . 8 6 "... the eyes and methods with 
which we seek to read and understand the texts of 
the Old Testament today have been changed by the host 
of the t e x t u a l , l i t e r a r y , h i s t o r i c a l and p a r t i c u l a r 
r e l i g i o - h i s t o r i c a l problems...because our i n t e r p r e t a t ­
ions of these t e x t s have become more f l u i d , varied, 
and concrete and much more conservative than those of 
a l l the Early Church... I n i t s e l f , perhaps, t h i s 
betokens an enrichment and deepening of our b i b l i c a l 
knowledge... i t may be said today that the same 
modern method of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s f i t t e d at long l a s t 
to render the content and the force of the r e l a t i o n s 
i n which these New Testament texts stand, not obscurer, 
but clearer;..." Chap.2 w i l l make i t clear that Barth 
also used such methods to understand the h i s t o r i c a l 
s e t t i n g of the t e x t , and to elucidate l i n g u i s t i c 
problems. 

4 7 5 . CD 1 / 1 p . 3 2 5 S . 3 4 3 

4 7 6 . I b i d . 
4 7 7 - I b i d . 
4 7 8 . I b i d . 

c f . J.D.Smart Revolutionary Theology i n the Making 
London 1 9 6 4 p . 3 6 l "How f r i g h t f u l l y i n d i f f e r e n t I 
have become about the purely h i s t o r i c a l questions": 
Barth to Thurneysen. 

479. CD 1/1 p.326 S . 3 4 4 

480. CD 1/1 p.327 S.345 
481. I b i d . 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd.) 
482. CD 1/2 p.64f. S . 7 1 

4 8 3 - CD 1/2 p.464 S . 5 1 3 (my emphasis) 
484. CD 1/2 p.467 5 1 6 

485. CD 1/2 p.466 S . 5 I 6 

486. I b i d . 
487. CD H I / 1 p.82 S.89 
488. I b i d . "For, a f t e r a l l , there seems no good reason 

why the Bible as the tru e witness of the Word of God 
should always have to speak ' h i s t o r i c a l l y ' and not 
be allowed also to speak i n the form of saga. On the 
contrary we have to recognise that as holy and 
inspir e d Scripture, as the true witness of God's true 
Word, the Bible i s forced to speak also i n the form 
of saga precisely because i t s object and o r i g i n are 
what they are, i . e . , not j u s t ' h i s t o r i c a l ' but also 
f r a n k l y 'non-historical'." 

489. CD H I / 1 p.90 S.99 
490. Romans p.6-10 S . x - x i i i 
4 9 1 . Romans p.9 s . x i i i 

c f . o p . c i t . p.6 s.x. 
492. Romans p.6 S.x "Aber n i c h t die hist o r i s c h e K r i t i k 

mache i c h ihnen zum Vorwurf, deren Recht und 
Notwendigkeit i c h vielmehr noch einmal ausdrdcklich 
annerkenne..." English t r a n s l a t i o n " I have nothing 
whatever to say against h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . " I t i s 
be t t e r i n t e r p r e t e d : " I do not blame h i s t o r i c a l 
c r i t i c i s m f o r them." This t r a n s l a t i o n f i t s f a r more 
s a t i s f a c t o r i l y w i t h my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Barth and 
with the f a c t s , because he d i d , on occasion, c r i t i c i s e 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . But he could not however blame 
a method f o r commentaries whose exegesis hardly goes 
beyond the preliminary stages to wrestle w i t h and 
i n t e r p r e t the subject matter of the t e x t . 

493. Romans p.7 S.x. 
cf . CD 1/2 p.723 S.811 "For t h i s purpose I use the 
methods of source-criticism, lexicography..." etc. 
c f . CD 1/2 p.464 S . 5 1 3 ".oothe Bible should be read, 
and understood and expounded h i s t o r i c a l l y . . . " 

494. I b i d . 
495» Romans p.8 S . x i i 
496. I b i d . 
497. Op.cit. p.12 S.xv 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 1 contd) 
4-98. Op.cit. p.8 S . x i i 
4-99. Op.cit. p. 16-20 S . x i x - x x i i i "He asks me to think 

and w r i t e WITH Paul, to f o l l o w him i n t o the vast 
u n f a m i l i a r i t y of h i s Jewish, Popular-Christian, 
H e l l e n i s t i c conceptions; and then suddenly, when 
the whole becomes too hopelessly b i z a r r e , I am to 

• t u r n round and w r i t e ' c r i t i c a l l y ' ABOUT him, and 
against him - as though, when a l l i s strange, t h i s 
or that i s to be regarded as especially outrageous." 
p.18 S.xxi 

5 0 0 . Romans p.18 S.xxi 
5 0 1 . Op.cit. p . 1 9 S.xxii 
5 0 2 . CD 1 / 2 p . 4 - 9 2 S . 5 4 - 5 

5 0 3 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 3 S.546 
5 0 4 . I b i d . 
5 0 5 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 3 f . S . 5 4 7 

5 0 6 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 4 S.548 (my emphasis) "...sondern i n 
ihnen steht..." 

5 0 7 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 3 S.546 
5 0 8 . I b i d . 
5 0 9 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 3 S . 5 4 7 

5 1 0 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 4 S.548 "...eine radikale 
Neuorientierung..." 

5 1 1 . E.g. G.Maier o p . c i t . p . 2 5 "...because t h i s method 
i s not suited to the subject, i n f a c t even opposes 
i t s obvious tendency, we must r e j e c t i t . " 

5 1 2 . M.Franzmann "The Hermeneutical Dilemma: Dualism 
i n the I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Holy Scripture ", 
Concordia Theological M o n t h l y . 3 6 . ( 1 9 6 5 ) p . 5 0 8 
f o l l o w i n g K.Frflr BiblischeHermeneutik Munich 1 9 6 1 
suggests that the growtn m the h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l 
method has resulted i n a dualism i n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n : 
f i r s t the h i s t o r i c a l approach, then the theological 
or s p i r i t u a l . I n many cases the f i r s t i s emphasized 
exclusively or performed so s c e p t i c a l l y that the 
l a t t e r becomes impossible. 

5 1 3 . J.Bowden "The Future Shape of Popular Theology" i n 
R.H. Preston(ed.) Theology and Change London 1 9 7 5 
p.18 argues f o r a s i m i l a r conclusion on r a t i o n a l not 
theological grounds, because f i r s t l y , " f o r most of 
Chri s t i a n h i s t o r y the Bible has been used without 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m . . . " and secondly, "much of i t 
i s not i n f a c t h i s t o r i c a l " . 
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5 1 4 . CD 1/1 p.106 S . 1 0 9 

5 1 5 . Romans p . 1 S.v 
5 1 6 . H.M.Rumscheidt Revelation and Theology Cambridge 

1 9 7 2 p . 3 2 K.Barth to A.von Harnack. 
5 1 7 * Cf. Romans p.8 S . x i i 
518. Cf. C.E.Braaten "How new i s the New Hermeneutic?", 

Theology Today^xxi.(1964) p.232 "...the consensus 
of theologians, by and large, i s that i n f a c t Barth 
d i d choose against the c r i t i c a l - h i s t o r i c a l method 
and i n favour of i n s p i r a t i o n - his own i n s p i r a t i o n . " 

5 1 9 . C h r i s t l i c h e Welt January - May 1 9 2 3 . 
c f . H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . 

5 2 0 . Cf. A.von Harnack "Fifteen Questions to the 
Despisers of S c i e n t i f i c Theology", C h r i s t l i c h e Welt 3 7 , 
no. 1/2, January 1 9 2 3 . Cited H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . 
p . 3 1 "...how else can the basis f o r r e l i a b l e and 
communal knowledge of t h i s person /Jesus Christ/ be 
gained but through c r i t i c a l - h i s t o r i c a l study...?" 

5 2 1 . Cf. A.von Harnack "Open l e t t e r to Professor Karl Barth", 
C h r i s t l i c h e Welt 3 7 , no.9/10, March 1 9 2 3 - Cited 
H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . p . 3 9 "This point of view... 
dissolves the h i s t o r i c a l ingredient of our r e l i g i o n . . . " 

5 2 2 . K.Barth "Fifteen Answers to Professor Adolf von 
Harnack", C h r i s t l i c h e Welt 3 7 no.5/6 February 1923. 
Cited H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . p . 3 5 

5 2 3 . I b i d . 
524. Cf. H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . f o r a care f u l assessment of 

how much of Barth's work was known by Harnack. 
5 2 5 . J.Hamer Karl Barth Maryland 1962 p p . 1 0 7 f f . 
526. J.Hamer op . c i t . p.108 
5 2 7 . J.Hamer o p . c i t . p.116f. 
528. I b i d . 
5 2 9 . I b i d . 
5 3 0 o J.C.Livingstone A C r i t i c a l Study of Karl Barth's 

b i b l i c a l hermeneutics Columbia University Dissertat­
ion 1 9 6 5 p.v. Livingstone a t t r i b u t e s t h i s to 
Barth 1s d i a l e c t i c a l theory of Scripture as both Word 
of God and man. Because "Scripture possesses the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of serving as a vehicle of the Word of 
God, no c r i t i c a l examination of the t e x t s , no matter 
how r a d i c a l , can have any significance i n a l t e r i n g 
i t s revelatory character. Thus every t e x t of 
Scripture i s f i n a l l y impervious to c r i t i c i s m . " 
bp-.cit. p. 162 
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5 3 0 Cf. E.Dinkier "Principles of B i b l i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , 
contd. JRT, XIII(1956) p 7 2 ^ ''There i s no doubt that Barth... 

made no use of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c a l scholarship." 
c f . J.L.Mays Exegesis as a Theological D i s c i p l i n e 
Richmond 1960 p.4 "Barth seems to freeze the B i b l i c a l 
t e x t i n a dogmatic suspension that i s free of 
h i s t o r i c a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n . . . " 

5 3 ^ Cf. W.Nicholls Systematic and Philosphical Theology 
Harmondsworth 1 9 6 9 p.98f. "... i n devising a doctrine 
of r e v e l a t i o n even more uncompromising i n i t s assert­
ion of man's remoteness from God than anything i n 
orthodoxy, he /£Barth7 could not f o l l o w i t s example 
i n l o c a t i n g r e v e l a t i o n i n the i n s p i r e d propositions 
of b i b l i c a l documents" so he d i d not believe "...that 
r e v e l a t i o n was at the mercy of b i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m " . 

5 3 2 . J.Barr Old and New i n I n t e r p r e t a t i o n London 1966 
p . 9 2 f . 

c f . p.96 Barth's "argument means a v i r t u a l annulment 
of the quests and in t e r e s t s of b i b l i c a l c r i t i c i s m " , 
c f . J.Barr Modern World p.21 
cf. J.Barr Fundamentalism London 1 9 7 7 p.218f. 

5 3 3 . J.Barr Modern World p.22 
cf. B.S.Childs B i b l i c a l Theology i n C r i s i s 
Philadelphia 1 9 7 0 p.111 who vigorously refutes t h i s . 

534. D.F.Ford B i b l i c a l Narrative p . 1 3 
c f . D.F.Ford "Barth's I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Bible" 
i n S.W.Sykes (ed) Karl Barth - Studies of h i s 
theological method Oxford 1 9 7 9 p.57 Barth•s "... 
v i r t u a l lack of theological concern about h i s t o r i c a l 
c r i t i c i s m " Ford a t t r i b u t e s to Barth's b e l i e f that i t 
i s not appropriate f o r the Bible story. 

5 3 5 « J.McConnachie The Significance of Karl Barth 
London 1 9 3 1 p.2"53 

5 3 6 . H.Hartwell The Theology of Karl Barth: an Intr o d u c t i o n 
London 1964 p . 5 9 

5 3 7 . R.D.Newton The Method of B i b l i c a l Theology i n Cullmann 
Barth and Bultmann Columbia University Dissertation 
1960 p.246 c f . o p . c i t . p.248 "...there can be no 
understanding of the t e x t which f a i l s to carry out 
i t s work i n these areas to the f u l l e s t degree possible. 
There i s no short cut to re v e l a t i o n . There i s only 
the approach through the form chosen to be i t s sign." 

5 3 8 . 0.Cullmann "Les Problemes pos6s par l a mlthode 
exe*g6tique de i'Scole de K.Barth.", Revue d ' h i s t o i r e 
et de philosophie religieuses. VIII(1928) p . 7 1 

5 3 9 ° 0.Cullmann o p . c i t . p.76 
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540. G.Hendry "The Rediscovery of the Bible" i n 

F.W.Camfield (ed.) Reformation Old and New 
London 1 9 4 ? p.144 
cf . W.M.Horton Contemporary Continental Theologians 
London 1 9 3 8 p.100 

541. G.Hendry o p . c i t . p.144 
542. B.S.Childs o p . c i t . p.111 

cf. J.D.Smart The Divided Mind of Modern Theology. 
Karl Barth & Rudolf Bwdtmann 1908-33 
Philadelphia 1 9 6 7 p.81 Barth f,...was w i l l i n g to 
grant the i n d i s p e n s a b i l i t y of l i n g u i s t i c , l i t e r a r y 
and h i s t o r i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , but these seemed to 
him to be only preparatory, and to stop short of 
the r e a l task, which was to l e t the ultimate context 
of the t e x t as a r e v e l a t i o n of God to man be heard..." 
cf . P.Stuhlmacher H i s t o r i c a l C r i t i c i s m and Theological 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Scripture Philadelphia 1 9 7 7 pp.49ff. 

5 4 3 o Cf. 'The end of R.Bultmann's review of K.Barth's 
Resurrection of the Dead i n Theologische B l a t t e r V 
p p . I f f . ( C i t e d by J.D.Smart o p . c i t . p . 1 7 1 f . ) 

544. H.M.Rumscheidt o p . c i t . p.126 
5 4 5 . K.Runia Karl Barth's Doctrine of Holy Scripture 

Grand Rapids 1962 p.63 He has been led astray p a r t l y 
by Hoskyns* mistranslation " I have nothing whatever 
to say against h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m " (Romans p.6) 
cf. n.492 above. 

546. K.Runia o p . c i t . p.64 
547. R.Smend "Nachkritische Schriftauslegung" i n E.Busch 

J.Fangmeier, and M.Geiger (eds.) Parrhesia. Karl Barth 
zum 80 Geburtstag Zurich 1966 p.2"f7 ] 

548. R.Smend o p . c i t . p . 2 1 5 
c f . o p . c i t . p.218f0 

549. R.Smend o p . c i t . p . 2 3 3 

5 5 0 . J.A.Wharton "Karl Barth as an Exegete and h i s 
influence on b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , The Union 
Seminary Quarterly Review.28(1972) p . 7 

5 5 1 ° J.A.Wharton op.cito p.12 I n so f a r as Wharton echoes 
Smend's p o s i t i o n , he i s open to the same c r i t i c i s m s . 

5 5 2 . E.g. F-W.Marquardt "Exegese und Dogmatik i n .Karl 
Barths Theologie. Was meint: 'Kri t i s c h e r Mussten 
mir die Historisch-Kritischen seini'?" i n K.Barth 
Die K i r c h l i c h e Dogmatik, Registerband, Zurich 1 9 7 0 
p.661 "Karl Barth war keine sekunde seines Wirkens 
ein Verachter des h i s t o r i s c h - k r i t i s c h e n Verfahrens." 
cf . W.V.Puffenberger o p . c i t . p.181 "Barth 1s 
objective i s not to do away wi t h the c r i t i c a l - h i s t o r i c a l 
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5 5 2 . method of studying the Bible and h i s t o r y , but to 
contd. f i n d a relevant place f o r i t . " 
5 5 3 . F-W.Marquardt o p . c i t . p.664 

cf. o p . c i t . p.668 where he describes Barth's 
"Radikalisierung" of the form c r i t i c a l questions. 

534. W.V.Pufferberger o p . c i t . p.299 ' 
5 5 5 . W.V.Puffenberger o p . c i t . p.280 
5 5 6 . This must be a t t r i b u t e d i n part to his reluctance 

to discuss hermeneutics, p r e f e r r i n g always to 
i n t e r p r e t , rather than to t a l k about i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 
c f . E.Busch o p . c i t . p.389f. &P.466 
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FOOTNOTES Chapter 2 

1 . Cf. CD 1 / 1 p.106 s . 1 0 9 "The exegesis of the Bible 
should rather be l e f t open on a l l sides..." The need 
f o r t h i s has been perceived i n the modern hermeneutic 
debate, c f . A.C.Thiselton The Two Horizons 
Exeter 1 9 8 0 p . 2 1 f . 

2 . Cf. CD 1 / 2 p.821 s . 9 1 7 " B i b l i c a l exegesis i s the 
decisive presupposition and source of dogmatics." 

3 . The word was f i r s t used i n 1619, meaning explanation 
or exposition, c f . C.T.Onions(ed.) Shorter Oxford 
Dictionary Oxford 194-7 V o l . 1 p . 6 5 0 

4. H.G.Liddell and R.Scott Greek English Lexicon 
(abridged) Oxford 1 9 0 9 p7236 

5 - E.g. At times i t has included typology or allegory. 
6 . L.E.Keck and G.M.Tucker "Exegesis" i n K.Crim(ed.) 

In t e r p r e t e r ' s Dictionary of the Bible Supplementary 
Vol. Nashville 1 9 7 6 p . 3 0 2 

7 o E.g. Questions of syntax, c f . W.Schwarz Principles 
and Problems of B i b l i c a l Translation Cambridge 1 9 5 5 
who has established that any t r a n s l a t i o n depends on 
exegesis. 

8 . While exegesis of hypothetical "source documents" i s 
i n p r i n c i p l e possible, t h e i r reconstruction i s no 
part of the exegetical task. 

9 . Cf. A.Thiselton Two Horizons pp.124 - 1 3 3 f o r an 
extensive discussion of t h i s . 

10. I t i s recognised that perfect balance i s almost 
impossible to a t t a i n because of the nature of human 
l i m i t a t i o n s . 

1 1 . . B.Lonergan Method i n Theology London 1 9 7 5 p . ^ 5 3 . 

He c i t e s Euclid's geometry as an example, the correct 
understanding of which i s unique, so that there i s 
no room f o r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

1 2 . The recognition of t h i s g u l f has given r i s e to the 
modern hermeneutic debate. c f . A.Thiselton 
Two Horizons p p . 1 0 - 1 7 . 

c f . D.Nineham The Use and Abuse of the Bible 
London 1 9 7 6 who so emphasizes the gulf that he suggests 
tha t genuine understanding may be impossible. 

1 3 . N.B. The form or the content of most documents often 
give h i n t s of the author's purpose. 

14. E.g. R.Bultmann's conviction of the kerygmatic purpose 
of the N.T. which leads him to demythologize. 

1 5 . Cf. P.J.Achtmeier An Introduct i o n to the New 
Hermeneutic Philadelphia 1 9 6 9 p . 1 3 f . 
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16. Cf. B.Lonergan op.cit. p.156 "The student reads a 

text to learn about objects that as yet he does 
not know...the exegete...to know what happened to 
be the objects, r e a l or imaginary, intended by the 
author of the text." 

17. Cf. A.Thiselton "The Use of Philosophical Categories 
i n N.T. Hermeneutics" , The Churchman 87 , ( 1 9 7 3)p . 9 3 . 
Summarizing the work of Gadamer,Dilthey and others, 
Thiselton writes: "Hence the goal of hermeneutics i s 
to reach the place at which the two sets of horizons 
merge into each other." 

18. Cf. E.Dinkier op.cit. pp.20-30. Barth takes a s i m i l a r 
view i n h i s preface to Romans. 

19. Cf. D.Patte What i s S t r u c t u r a l Exegesis? Philadelphia 
1976 p . 3 f f . "Exegesis aims at understanding the text 
i n i t s e l f , while hermeneutic attempts to elucidate 
what the text means f o r the modern i n t e r p r e t e r and the 
people of h i s culture. Exegesis and hermeneutic must 
be distinguished from each other despite the f a c t 
that the very function of exegesis i s to lead to 
hermeneutic." 

2 0 . In P.R.Ackroyd and C.F.Evans (ed.) The Cambridge 
History of the Bible Vol I . Cambridge 1970, 
pp. 199-232 . 

21 . Cf. J.Packer "Hermeneutics and B i b l i c a l Authority", 
The Churchman 81 , ( 1 9 6 7 ) p.11 "Exegesis means bringing 
out of the text a l l that i t contains of the thoughts, 
a t t i t u d e s , assumptions and so forth - i n short, the 
whole expressed mind - of the human writer. This i s 
the l i t e r a l sense, ... we would c a l l i t the 'natural' 
sense, the writer's 'intended meaning'." 

2 2 . Cf. J.Robinson " C r i t i c a l Enquiry into the S c r i p t u r a l 
b a s i s of Confessional Hermeneutics", The Journal of 
Ecumenical Studies ,3^ (1966jp. 37 exegesis seems 
to suggest c r i t i c a l h i s t o r i c a l exegesis focused upon 
what the document meant i n i t s o r i g i n a l s e t t i n g while 
interpretation seems to suggest the t r a n s l a t i o n of 
that o r i g i n a l meaning into i t s meaning for today..." 

23 . E.Fuchs "The hermenentical problem" i n J.M.Robinson 
(ed.) The Future of our Religious Past p . 2 7 7 f ° 

24. N.B. Implications are not n e c e s s a r i l y theological. 
E.g. Mk 5.4-0 implies that there were f i v e witnesses 
to the r a i s i n g of J a i r u s ' daughter, although i t does 
not say so e x p l i c i t l y . Hence the drawing out of 
implications i s not per se the f i r s t step i n the 
dogmatic method. 

2 5 . The d i s t i n c t i o n between what the text said to the 
o r i g i n a l readers; means for today; implies for 
do c t r i n a l inquiry, and i t s r e l a t i v e s i g n i f i c a n c e , 
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2 5 . has been drawn, following the argument offered i n 
contd. E.D.Hirsch J r . V a l i d i t y i n Interpretation 

New Haven 1967 chapters 1-2. 

26. See above Chap.1 p. 5 3 f f . 

27 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.11 S . 3 f . 

28. E.g. Paul's love and longing for the Philippians 
helps to elucidate chap.1. op.cit. p.18ff,S.10f. 

29 . E.g. op.cit. p.92 S.87f. 

30. Op.cit. p.72 S.67 

31. I b i d . 

32. Op.cit. p.73 S.67 
33. W.K.Wimsatt & M.C.Beardsley op.cit. pp.2-18 argue 

that i t i s f a l l a c i o u s to look for the author's 
intention. 
However E.D.Hirsch op.cit. pp.10-23 offers c a r e f u l 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s to t h i s sweeping claim. 

34. Romans p.425 S.411 

35. Op.cit. p.421 S . 407 
The English t r a n s l a t i o n , by adding words for c l a r i t y , 
has missed the meaning of the o r i g i n a l . 
"Was Paulus (und nicht nur PaulusJ) meint,wenn er 
von Gott, Gerechtigkeit.. .redet, was fvir Kategorien 
anzuwenden sind, urn diese Urworte zu buchstabieren, 
das entscheidet s i c h am Verstandnis oder Unverstandnis 
dieser S t e l l e . " 

36. E.g. Romans (11.16) p.407 S . 3 9 2 f . 
c . f . op.cit. (11 . 1 7 ) p.408 S . 3 9 3 

37. E.g. Romans ( 9 - 3 ) p.335 S . 3 1 9 f . 
c f . op.cit. ( 7 . 2 5 ) Po270 S . 2 5 3 
c f . op.cit. ( 1 2 . 1 3 ) p.458 S.443 

38. E.g. He assumes that h i s readers understand who and 
what the Pharisees were; op.cit. p.335 S . 3 1 9 . 
However, he does comment on the "circuitous route" 
mentioned at Ro 15-22-9, op.cit p.534 S.518 

39. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.400 s.456 "...die Botschaft des 
E z e c h i e l . . . " I t i s not c l e a r whether E z e k i e l i s 
referred to as author, or as the t i t l e of the book, 
c f . CD IV/2 p.562 S.636 "Even i n the passionate Hosea 
we f i n d the pointed saying..." 

40. E.g. the books Genesis to Deuteronomy were ascribed 
to Moses. "Nevertheless, already at any early date 
doubts were voiced both by C h r i s t i a n s and by Jews 
concerning the absolute r e l i a b i l i t y of t h i s t r a d i t i o n . . . " 
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40. O.Eissfeldt op.cit. p.159. Scarcely any O.T. 
contd. authors are generally agreed. 

41. c f . Chap.1 p.53ff.above. 

42. CD. IV/3 p.578f.S.664 " I t i s surely no accidental 
co-incidence that the greatest record of the 
confession...of the i n d i v i d u a l and c o l l e c t i v e 
experience of salvation, the Book of Psalms, has 
"been brought into such close r e l a t i o n s h i p with the 
name of t h i s hero and ruler...David." 

43. CD IV/3 P.55 S.59 "Where did i t s authors...?" 

44. CD IV/2 p.425 S.478 " . . . i t s authors..." ("...ihren 
Urhebern...") 

45. CD IV/2 p.426 S.480 "We have to take note of the 
surp r i s i n g words of Agur the son of Jakel ( 3 0 .2f.)..." 

46. CD I I I / 4 p.675 S.777 
4 7 . CD IV/1 p.470 S . 523 "...Jeremiah wrote to the 

ex i l e s ( 2 9 .1f.) advising them..." 

48. . CD IV/1 p.474 S . 523 
c f . Chap.1 p. 5 3 f f . above. 

49. CD IV/2 p.445 S . 502 
c f . CD IV/1 p.458 S.508 

50. No hint of Barth's views about the authorship of 
2 and 3 John or Jude may be found. (CD 1/1 p.228 
S.240 r e f e r s to Jude as a book not as the author.) 

51 . CD IV/2 p.160 S.178 

52 . E.g. CD I I / 2 p.204 S . 225 "...the Acts of the Apostles 
written by (the Gentile C h r i s t i a n ? ) Luke..." 

53» In assuming that the author of Luke-Acts was Luke 
the physician and h i s t o r i a n , Barth followed Harnack's 
position, whose seminars on Acts he attended 1906-7 
(EoBusch Karl Barth London 1976 p.39) Barth cannot 
have been unaware that Harnack thought these books 
had been "...written by one who was a Greek by b i r t h , 
rather than a Jew." (W.Ward Gasque A History of 
the C r i t i c i s m of the Acts of the Apostles Grand Eapids 
^975 p.147) Since he did not argue against Harnack, 
i t i s l i k e l y that t h i s i s a mistake. 

54. E.g. CD 1/2 p.73 S.80 "...Luke's Acts..." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.121 S.134 "...Luke adds i n explanation.„." 
Ac 17.21 
cf. CD I I I / 3 P»509 S . 596 "Nor i s i t any accident that 
we owe t h i s account / A c . 1 . 1 0 f J to the author to whom 
we are also indebted for Lk 1 - 2." 
cf. CD IV/2 p.646f. S . 732 " 0 0 0 t h e same Luke..." writes 
the Gospel as Acts. 
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55- CD IV/2 p.163 S.181f. 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.472 S.567 Luke "...has the 
reputation of being an h i s t o r i a n . . . " 

56. CD H i / 2 p.329 S . 3 9 7 

57 . CD 1/2 p.417 S.460 
58. CD H I / 2 p. 339 S.408 

59. CD IV/2 p.199 S.221 "...Luke emphasizes t h i s point -
obviously for the benefit of Gentile C h r i s t i a n s . " 

60. CD IV/2 p.646 S .731 " I t i s c l e a r that for Luke, 
with h i s u n i v e r s a l i s t i c outlook, t h i s /the growth 
of the Church7 was an important matter." 

61. CD I I / 2 p.435 S.481f. "The conclusion of Luke's 
account (24.49) i s to the same eff e c t when with a 
d i s t i n c t i v e l y Lukan connection with Pentecost He 
says..." 

62. CD IV/1 p.212 S . 232 

63. CD I I / 2 p.446 S.494 

64. CD I I / 2 p.468 S . 519 
c f . I b i d . "Matthew takes..." and "Mathew sees i t . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.469 S . 520 "Matthew's account" 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.470 S .521 "Matthew sees" 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.465 S . 516 " I t i s Matthew who..." 
c f . CD IV/1 p.178 S . 1 9 4 "Matthew connects i t . . . " etc. 

65. CD IV/1 p.6 S.4 
66. A b r i e f examination of the Church Dogmatics w i l l show 

t h i s to be the case. E.g. CD IV/2 p.234 S . 259 
c f . CDIV/2 p.548 S.620 

67 . E.g. CD IV/2 p.136 S . 1 5 3 " i n Jbh.6,69 " 
cf . CD IV/2 p.138 S .154 "nach Luk 9 , 3 1 . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p.140 S . 157 "nach Joh.1 ,29" 
c f . I b i d "nach Joh . 1 9 , 3 0 " 
(German has been c i t e d because English t r a n s l a t i o n s 
do not always of f e r exact equivalants.) 

68. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.12 S.11 "darum kann Paulus sagt..." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.43 S.46 "So h a l t Paulus..." etc 

69= E.g. CD I I / 1 p.121 S.134 "Und Lukas filgt erklarend 
hinzu..." 

70 . E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.602 S . 732 At Mt 16.22 "...the 
Evangelist frankly c a l l s t h i s reaction an SnixtMav. " 
The evidence i s ambiguous i n places. E.g. CD I I I / 2 
p.479 S . 5 7 5 "The addition i s toctually uncertain i n 
Mk 1.10 while Matthew and Luke c l e a r l y know nothing 
of i t . " 

- 324 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 2 contd.) 

71 . CD I I / 2 p.447 S.495 
N.B. English t r a n s l a t i o n i s not always accurate. 
E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.478 renders KD I I I / 2 S . 574 "Mark's 
comment on t h i s i s : 'He wist not what to say' ( 9:6)" 
whereas Barth had written "Mr.9,6 i s t dazu bemerkt:..." 

72. CD I I / 2 p.447 S.496 

73- E.g. CD 1/1 p.458 S.480 "...the Gospel narrative 
(Mk 14.36) puts on the l i p s of Jesus..." 

74. E.g. CD IV/1 p.261 S.287 "Mark does not say..." 
cf . CD IV/1 p.268 S . 295 "...the angels who according 
to Mark and Matthew, came and ministered to him i n 
the wilderness..." 

75* His s i l e n c e i s remarkable i n view of the unanimous 
early t r a d i t i o n . Cf. C.E.B.Cranfield St.Mark p.5. 
Barth makes no reference to N.T. verses where Mark 
i s mentioned, and he describes the young man referred 
to at Mk 14 . 5 0 f . as "an anonymous youth" CD I V / 3 
p.627 S.718. Discussions concerning the beginning 
and ending of Mark's gospel are equally devoid of 
reference to the i d e n t i t y of the author. 
E.g. CD 1/2 p.14 S . 1 5 

76. E.g. CD 1/1 p.112 S . 115 
c f . CD 1/1 p.404 S.424 

77. CD 1/1 p.404 S.424 
cf . I I / 2 p.425 S.470 "...the prologue to the fourth 
gospel says of John the Baptist, and through him of 
John the Evangelist,..." 
N.B. Barth never puts "John writes" or words which 
imply i t . 

78. CD 1/1 p.370 S . 390 "bei Johannes..." 
cf . CD 1/1 p.385 S.406 

79. CD 1/1 p. 390 S.411 "Johanneische uTserleif erung" 

80. CD 1/1 p.454 S.476 "Johanneische Lehre" 

81. CD I I / 2 p.97f. S.103-5 
N.B. The English t r a n s l a t i o n i s not always exact 
here: e.g. "des Vierten Evangelisten" i s rendered 
"the writer of the fourth gospel" and "der Evangelist" 
as "the author". 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.497 S.597 where "Johannes evangelium" 
i s twice rendered "the fourth gospel". 

82. CD I I / 2 p.97f. S.103-5 

83- I b i d . 
84. I b i d . 
8 5 . Op.cit. S . 1 0 5 
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86. Op.cit. p.96f. 
87 . E.g. Barth argues that the author " r e j e c t s a l l other 

possible interpretations of the concept /~A6YOQ_7 i n 
t h i s context..." CD I I / 2 p.97 S.104 

88. I b i d . 

8 9 . CD IV / 3 p.613 S . 702 

90. In t h i s Barth i s close to Harnack's moderate position. 
Cf. W.F.Howard (revised C.K.Barrett) The Fourth 
Gospel i n Recent C r i t i c i s m and Interpretation London 
1955 P.55- Although the l i t e r a l meaning of Jn 19-35 
and 21 . 25 suggests that one of the twelve wrote the 
gospel, Barth seems unwilling to r e l y on t h i s i n t e r n a l 
evidence. Cf. C.K.Barrett The Gospel according to 
St.John London 1955 pp.83-119 who comes to a s i m i l a r 
conclusion on other grounds. 

9 1 . CD I V / 3 p.612 S .701 

9 2 . CD I V A p.126 S . 139 

9 3 . Eg. CD 1 /2 p.507 S.562 The w r i t e r s of Scripture are 
"...men whom we hear as witnesses speak as f a l l i b l e , 
erring men l i k e ourselves." 
cf . CD 1/2 p . 508 S . 5 6 4 "Instead of t a l k i n g about 
the 'errors' of the b i b l i c a l authors i n t h i s sphere, 
i f we want to go to the heart of things i t i s better 
to speak only about t h e i r 'capacity f o r e r r o r s ' . . . " 

94. This i s generally recognised by scholars. 
Cf. R.M.Grant op.cit. pp.171-191 who regards 
Thessalonians, Corinthians, Galatians, Romans, 
Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon as d e f i n i t e l y 
by Paul. Ephesians and the Pastoral e p i s t l e s are 
disputed. 

95- E.g. Philippians p.9 S . 1 
N.B. There are no introductory sections to t h i s , or 
the other commentaries about the author, date of 
composition etc. 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.413 S . 4 9 5 "...Paul i n P h i l 1 . 2 3 . . . " 
c f . CD IV / 1 p.189 S.206 " . . . I n Phil.4.12 Paul 
boasts..." etc. 

96. E.g. CD IV / 2 p.183 S . 203 "In the undisputed e p i s t l e s 
of Paul i t i s applied d i r e c t l y to Jesus only i n 
P h i l 3.20. Not u n t i l we come to the Pastorals and 
2 Peter..." 

9 7 . E.g. CD I V / 2 p.183 S . 203 " . . . i n the whole of the 
Pauline l i t e r a t u r e . . . " 

98. CD I V / 3 p.198 S.226 
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9 9 . Barth c i t e s 1Tim 2.12f. four times here, (op.cit. 
pp .198 , 199, 200 & 208) but he gives no hint that 
he knows of the 'fragments hypothesis'. 
Cf. J.N.D.Kelly The Pastoral E p i s t l e s London 1972 p.29 

100. Op.cit. p.199 S.228 
101. CD I I I / 4 p.472 S.541 Paul " . . . f o r c e f u l l y urges the • 

Ch r i s t i a n s i n h i s congretations..." to earn t h e i r 
own l i v i n g . "(IThess 4.11; 2Thess 3-10f.; Eph 4.28)" 
c f . CD 1/2 p.273 S.298 "We may r e c a l l the equivocal 
way i n which he described himself i n Philem 1^ 
Eph 3.1; 4.1; and 2Tim 1.8 as the 5£oyiOQ Mnoou 
Xpurcou ..." Only Philemon i s undisputedly by Paul 
i n t h i s group. 

102. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.210 S.240 Paul writes " . . . i n personal 
terms i n a passage l i k e Ro 7 . 7 - 2 5 . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.184 S . 207 "Paul c a l l s God i n v i s i b l e 
(Ro 1 . 2 0 . . . ) . . . " 
c f . CD IV/1 p.33 S.34 "Paul i n Ro 2.14 uses..." etc. 
cf . Romans p.27 S . 3 

103. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.472 S.541 Paul "...and Aquila worked 
i n Corinth as OKnvonoioC , and more than once 
(2Thess 3.8; 1Cor 4.12; 9.6; 2Cor 11 . 7 ) he himself 
r e f e r s to the f a c t that he was accustomed to earn 
h i s own l i v i n g . . . " 
c f . CD IV/1 p.189 S . 207 
c f . CD IV/1 p.289 S.318 "when Paul ( i n 1Cor 1 . 2 3 ) 

c f . CD"IV/1 p.361 S.399 "...we may r e c a l l what Paul 
wrote i n 2Cor 7.8-11..." 

104. E.g. CD IV/1 p.637-642 S.712-717 The "... strength of 
t h i s e p i s t l e . . . l i e s i n the s t r i c t n e s s with which Paul... 
spoke of j u s t i f i c a t i o n . . . " 
cf . CD I I I / 2 p.365 S e439 " . . . i n Gal 6.18 where Paul's 
desire for h i s readers i s that the grace of Jesus C h r i s t 
may be with t h e i r s p i r i t . . . " 

105. Cf.p.84 above. 

106. E.g. CD IV/2 p.269 S.298 " . . . i n Col 2.2f. Paul speaks 
of the b a t t l e he i s fighting for the Church at 
Laodicea..." 
cf . CD IV/2 p.601 S.680 Of Col 1.12, Barth writes: 
"here Paul twice describes h i s suffering as UTT£P 
for others..." 

107. CD IV / 3 p.294 S . 339 "...the Thessalonian e p i s t l e s 
of Paul..." 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.364 S.437 Of IThess 5-23 Barth writes: 
"...what Paul would then desire f o r h i s readers..." 
cf* CD IV/2 p.595 S . 6 7 3 "Paul presupposes i n 
2Thess 1.11 that i n the community..." 
cf . CD IV/2 p.817 S . 9 2 7 "...Paul i n IThess 4 . 9 can 
say to h i s readers..." 

- 3 2 7 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 2 contd.) 
108. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.244 S.274 "Paul...calls...the slave 

Onesimus (Philem 10) whom he has "begotten i n h i s 
bonds." 
cf . CD I V / 3 p.546 S.627 Paul "...can have 'in him' 
the joy with which he confidently makes h i s request 
of Philemon ( v . 8 ) . " 

109. CD H I / 4 p.472 S.541 

110. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.576 S.640 "This i s brought out very 
c l e a r l y by the context of the bold saying of Paul 
i n Eph 5.1..." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.118 S . 1 3 1 f . Gen 2.24 " . . . i s quoted i n 
Eph 5 . 3 1 . . . I f Paul has read Gen 2.18 aright - and 
how could i t properly be read i n any other sense? 
• • • ©to • 

111. CD IV/1 p . 673 f . S . 752 
c f . Romans p.331 S . 3 1 5 n.4. Eph 2.12 "...Paul or 
someone influenced by him..." 

112. E.g. CD 1/1 p.228 S.240 "But already i n Paul 
(Ho 12.6; Gal.1.23; 3.22f.; 1Tim 4.1,6)..." etc. 

113. CD IV/2 p.201 S . 2 2 3 " I t i s only i n t h i s setting 
that Paul can c a l l himself KfipuS xal <JTT6OTOAOQ 
Kal 5i56aKaAoc, i n 2Tim 1.11, and more p a r t i c u l a r l y , 
although i n the same sequence, 5i5daKaAoc eQvuv 
i n 1Tim 2 . 7 " 
c f . CD. 1/2 p . 5 1 5 f . S.572 "...we cannot assume that 
Paul did not take account of an i n s p i r a t i o n , even a 
r e a l and verbal i n s p i r a t i o n , of the Old Testament 
hagiographa. We have therefore no reason to think 
that the 8e6nveuaToc of 2Tim 3 .16 i s non-Pauline. " 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.244 S.274 "Paul...calls...Timothy 
h i s beloved and f a i t h f u l c h i l d i n the Lord...or h i s 
true c h i l d i n the f a i t h (1Tim 1.2 & 18), as also 
T i t u s ( T i t 1.4)..." 

114. CD I V / 3 p.4 S.2 
c f . CD 1/2 p.504 S . 559 "The f i r s t passage i s i n 
2Tim 3•14—17; where Paul orders Timothy - i t i s noted 
that we are almost on the edge of the Canon - to 
'continue' i n the things which he has learned..." 
I t i s d i f f i c u l t to be c e r t a i n why Barth regarded 
2Timothy as on the edge of the canon. I t could either 
be because apostolic authorship i s disputed, so i t i s 
not guaranteed a place i n the canon; or because some 
other theological consideration makes i t peripheral to 
the canon. Since apostolic authorship i s not a major 
canonical consideration for Barth and 2Timothy i s not 
c i t e d as one of the books more normally under threat 
of expulsion, (see CD 1/2 p.476f.) i t seems u n l i k e l y 
that Barth means to throw doubt on the Pauline author­
ship of 2Timothy here. 

115. E.g.Ephesians i n KD IV/1 June 1953 
Pastorals i n KD I V / 3 January 1959 

- Sut Romans S.315 re Ephesians September 1921 
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116. Cf.M.Barth Ephesians 1-5 New York 1974 p.37 
"By the beginning of the twentieth century the 
most vocal German scholars...had accepted the 
verdict that Ephesians i s not a u t h e n t i c a l l y Pauline 
but the product of an unknown student and admirer 
of the apostle." 

117. Cf.D.Guthrie The Pastoral E p i s t l e s London 1957 
p.15 "The unbroken t r a d i t i o n of the Church u n t i l 
the nineteenth century was to regard the Pastorals 
as the work of Paul and therefore authentic. The 
f i r s t determined attack against apostolic authorship 
was made when Schleiermacher (1807) disputed the 
Pauline authorship of 1 Timothy on s t y l i s t i c and 
l i n g u i s t i c grounds...The main advocates of non-
apostolic authorship of a l l the E p i s t l e s have been 
Eichorn(1812), F.C.Baur(1835), de Wette(1884), 
Holtzmann(1880)...Bultmann(1930) and D i b e l i u s ( 1 9 3 1 ) - . • ) . 
On the other hand, throughout t h i s century and a half 
of c r i t i c i s m of the Pauline authorship, many careful 
scholars have maintained the authenticity of these 
E p i s t l e s , among them...have been...B.Weiss(1902), 
Zahn(1906), Schlatter(1936)..." 

118. CB IV/3 p.908 S.1042 "Hence Paul i s not g u i l t y of 
polemical exaggerations but i s making a sober statement 
of f a c t when he says of the heathen that they have no 
EATTLQ (IThess 4 . 1 3 , Eph 2.12)" 

119. R.M.Grant op.cit. p.217 

120. Eg. CD I I I / 2 p.413 S.4-95 "wenn der Autor Hebr.6,11 
gg ghrt... " 

c f . CD l i i / 4 p.261 S.292 "wenn der Verfasser des 
Hebraerbriefes..." 

121. CD IV/1 p.189 S . 2 0 7 

122. E.g. CD IV/1 p.189 S . 207 "Why do the authors of the 
f i r s t e p i s t l e to Peter (5«5) and the e p i s t l e to 
James (4.6)...?" 
e.g. CD 1/2 p.504 S . 559 "...2Pet 1.19-21 The author 
had been speaking..." 

123. E.g. CD IV/2 p.328 S.366 
cf . CD IV/2 p.756 S.858 
cf . CD IV/2 p s817 So927 

124. CD 1/2 p.53 S . 5 9 

125. CD I I / 1 p.115 S.126 
cf. CD I I / 2 p.604 S.671f-Ps 40.8f. 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.321 S.364 Ac 2 

126. CD IV/2 p.139 S.156 
127. E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.465 S . 5 5 8 f . Rev1.8 

cf. CD IV/2 p.184 S . 205 " . . . i n the mind of Luke" 
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128. CD I I / 3 p.501 S . 586 
c f . op.cit. p.506 S.592f. 
cf. CD I I I / 1 p.103 S.114 " I f the author r e a l l y had . 
t h i s i n mind..." 

129. CD I I I / 4 p.86 S.94 
c f . CD IVA p.61 S.68 which r e f e r s to the polemic 
purpose of John's gospel. 
c f . CD IVA P.85 S . 9 3 "Luke was concerned to show..." 

130. CD I I / 2 p.469 S . 520 

131. Op.cit. p.469 S .521 

132. Cf.' CD I I / 1 p.37 S . 3 9 " I t c e r t a i n l y cannot he the 
intention of a l l these New Testament passages to 
replace or even to complete the concept of f a i t h 
"by that of obedience." 

133 . CD I V A P-113 S.124 
cf. op.cit. p.183 S.201 "The Evangelist c e r t a i n l y 
cannot have imagined...that i t should be understood 
as f a i t h . . . " 
c f . CD IV/1 p.710 S . 792 I t "...did not appear so 
to Luke or Theophilus." 

134. E.g. CDII/2 p.694 S . 775 Mt 7-12 "Jesus did not 
address t h i s saying to men i n general, but to His 
own..." 

135. Cf. CD 1/2 p.723 S.811 where Barth explains how he 
discovers what the author wished to say i n a text. 

136. S.L.Greenslade (ed.) op.cit. p.79 

137. What changes i s our a b i l i t y to appreciate i t ; 
c f . A.Thiselton Two Horizons p.12ff. discussing 
a parable. 
c f . E.D.Hirsch op.cit. p.9 who makes i t c l e a r that 
even though an author's response to h i s e a r l i e r work 
may change, "an author's o r i g i n a l meaning cannot 
change..." 

138. CD 1/2 p.723 S.811 
139. Cf. I b i d . " I attempt to bring into the most l i k e l y 

inner connexion the words and phrases of which a 
c e r t a i n b i b l i c a l text i s composed. For t h i s purpose 
I use the methods of source c r i t i c i s m , lexicography, 
grammar, syntax and appreciation of s t y l e . " 

140. The evidence from commentaries and Church Dogmatics 
i s therefore considered together. 

141. CD IV/4 p.112 S.123 
142. CD I I I / 1 p.145 S.162 

c f . Philippians p. 35 S.28 UEvaAuvefioeTai 
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143. CD IV/4 p.57 S.63 
cf. CD H I / 4 p.107 S . 117 
c f . CD IV/4-p.81 S.89 u e i a v o L e t v 

144. Philippians p.77 S .71 
c f . Romans p.206 S . 187 

145. E.g. CD H I / 4 p.243 S . 273 

146. E.g.Philippians p.59 S . 5 3 
c f . op.cit. p.70 S.64 
c f . op.cit. p.112 S . 109 Set 

147. E.g. Philippians p.95 S .91 " I t i s assuredly 'could' 
that must be supplied to the £yu uaAAov ..." 

148. E.g. Philippians p.56 S.49 

149. Romans p.64 S . 3 9 (Ro2.6) 

1 5 C CD H I / 2 p.221 S.263 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.437 S.484 

151 E.G. CD H I / 4 p.390 S . 4 4 5 

152. CD I I / 2 p.437 S.484 
153. E.g. Philippians p.9 S.1 
154. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p .192f . S .215f= Gen 1.26 

155. There are exceptions: e.g. CD 1/2 p.373 S.410 
where the a o r i s t of U n 4.10 i s noted without comment. 

156. Detailed discussion i s not offered here because 
Barth more often employs t h i s i n h i s use of concepts, 
where i t w i l l be discussed. 
See below Chap. 3 PP« 131-Pf. 

157. See Chap.3 n. 4 3 . 

158. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.104 S . 115 A.Jeremias. 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.205 S.231 B.Jacob. 

159. E.g. Philippians p.11 S . 3 £TTLOKOTTOI 
c f . op.cit. p.34 S . 2 7 cSnoKapaSoida 
c f . op.cit. p.45 S . 3 9 Koine synonyms 
c f . op.cite p.116 S.114 

160. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.124 S.137 ( r a k i a ) 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.423 S.488 (go'elJ 

161. E.g. Philippians p.88 S.82f. dm6cn:oAoc., AeiTOupYtd. 
c f . op.cit. p.85 S.80 LO6IJHJXOI ( LXX) 

162. E.g. CD IV/2 p. 196 S.218 suavYeAtSeoeai 
c f . CD IV/2 p.636 S . 719 auvapuoAoyetv 
c f . CD IV / 3 p.183£ S.210f. 
c f . Romans p.104f. S . 79 
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163. E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.415 S.498 
164. E.g. Philippians p.35 S.28 

cf . op.cit. p.55 S.49 £pi6eta 

165. CD I I I / 1 p.33 S . 3 5 2Cor 4.6 
c f . Philippians p.11 S . 3 "...as the p l u r a l at 
once shows..." 

166. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.51 S.54 U n 2 . 1 3 f . 

167. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.11 S.10 (1 Tim 2.6 - threefold 
accusative) 

168. CD. IV/1 p.75 S . 7 7 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.225 S.248 

169- CD I I / 2 p.220 S.242 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.223 S.246 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.245 S . 2 7 0 
c f . CD IV/1 p.393 S.434 
cf . Philippians p.37 S . 3 0 EL 5E 

170. E.g. CD IV / 3 p.630 S . 723 
c f . CD IV/4 p.81 S.89 
cf . CD IV/4 p.98f. S.IOSf. 
c f . CD IV/4 p.121 S . 1 3 3 
c f . P hilippians p.30 S.23 
c f . op.cit. p.40 S.34 (n.1) 
cf . op.cit. p . 5 7 f . S . 5 1 f . 

171 . E.g. Philippians p.75 S.69 wote 

172. CD IV/1 p.71 S.76 
cf . CD I V / 3 p.768 S . 879 xaeuq 

173 . CD I I I / 2 p.213 S.254 
cf. CD I I I / 3 p . 9 5 S . 107 5L6 
c f . CD IV/4 p . 9 0 f . S . 9 9 f . eiQ, enC, £v. 

174. CD I I I / 3 p.213 s . 2 5 4 

175. CD I I I / 1 p . 1 9 7 f . S.221 
176. CD 1/2 p.200 S . 219 

177. CD 1/1 p.385 S.406 
c f . CD IV/1 p.749 S.837 Gal 3-9 
c f . P hilippians p.52 S.46 ( n . l ) 

178. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.283 S . 318 Eph 6.4 
c f . CD IV/1 p.194 S.211 2Cor 10.5 
c f . CD IV/2 p.196ff. S.218ff. Ro 1.1, and Wk 1.14 
c f . CD IV/2 p.624 S.706 Eph 4 . 1 3 
But see Philippians p.47 S.41 where the opposite 
i s the case. T T l a x i c . TOU euavYeMou. 
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179- CD I I / 2 p.225 S.247 Ro 9 . 19-21 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.486 S.546 Col 2 . 9 
c f . CD IV / 2 p.207 S . 2 3 0 
c f . Philippians p.45 S . 3 8 ( n . l ) 
c f . op.cit. p.46 S . 39 
c f . op.cit. p.68 S.62 

180. Philippians p . 9 9 f f- S.95ff. 
181. CD 1/2 p.10 S . 1 2 

182. CD 1/2 p.381 S.419 
cf . CD I I / 1 p.353 S.397 "recurrent formula of Paul" 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.487 S . 5 7 0 tfYYeAoc "cou 9eou. 
c f . Philippians p.70 S.64f. "Paul's s t y l e " , 
"Paul's usage". 

183. CD I I / 2 p.95 S.102 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.271 S.298 euauTQi 
c f . Philippians p.27 S . 1 9 (Davepouc. ev XptoxQ 
cf. op.cit. p.71 S.65 

184. E.g. CD 1/1 p.323 S.341 2Cor 5-19 
c f . Philippians p.98 S . 9 4 ( n . l ) 

185. CD IV / 2 p.139 S . 1 5 5 f -

186. Philippians p . 1 5 S . 7 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.60 S.64 (Paul's consistent use of <aL. ) 

187. Op.cit. p.106 S . 1 0 3 

188. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.282f. S . 3 2 3 (Gen 3-22 : Ps 3 6 . 9 ) 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.33 S . 3 5 (2Cor 5-18 : Ro 1 1 . 3 6 ) 
c f . I b i d (Col 3 .10 : 2Cor 4 . 5 : Gal 6.15) 
c f . P hilippians p.14 S.6 ( n ^ l ) 

189. E.g. Philippians p-12 S . 4 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.455 S .512 

190. CD 1 /2 p.-175 S . 1 9 2 

c f . CD IV / 2 p.201 S . 223 1Tim 2 . 7 

191. CD 1/2 p.175 S.192 (my emphasis). 

192. CD IV / 1 p.77 S.82 
c f . CD I V / 4 p.118 S . 1 2 9 f . Col 2 .12 

193. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.225 S.247fo 
194. CD I I / 2 p.188 S . 207 

However he i s not so d e f i n i t e at 
CD I I / 1 p.60f. S.65f. 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.273 S .301 ( Ti' OZV) 
c f . CD IV / 2 p.517 S . 585 (faTO ™L ^ V ) 
c f . CD IV / 2 p. 198 S . 219 (Kdi) 

195. CD I I I / 1 p.14 S . 1 3 
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196. CD HI/1 p.221 S . 250 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.457 S.534f. 
cf . CD H I / 3 p.511 S.599 
c f . CD IV/2 p.782 S.887 which r e f e r s to English, 
French and Vulgate t r a n s l a t i o n s J 

197. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.233 S.256 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.370 S.415 
cf. CD I I / 2 p.636 S.708 
cf . CD H I / 1 p.278 S.318 
c f . CD H I / 2 p. 373 S.447 
c f . CD IV/2 p.736 S.836 

198. CD HI/1 p. 104 S.114 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.17 S.16 
c f . CD 1/2 p.178 S . 194 ( I s a 7-14) 

199. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.60 S.65f. 
I t i s noticeable that Barth does not c i t e the 
Hebrew o r i g i n a l here. 

200. E.g. CD in/1 p.57 S.61 (Gen 2.7; 7 . 1 5 ; PS139.7; 
104.29f.) 

201. E.g. CD 1/2 p.532 S .591 Ro 1 . 17 
c f . CD 1/2 p.98 S.108 
cf . CD I I / 1 p.432 S.487 

202. E.g. CD 1/1 p.471 S.495 (ruach and neshamah) 

203 . E.g. CD 1/2 p.806 S .901 Col 4 . 1 7 
c f . CD 1/1 p.408 S.429 
cf . CD I I / 2 p.605 S . 673 

204. E.g. CD 1/1 p.385 S.406 Mt 15-34 
205. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.16 S.16 

206. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.20 S.20 (Gen 2.7) 
cf . CD H I / 1 p.135 S .151 

207 . See Chap 3 pp. 168ff.for further d e t a i l s . 

208. I t involves f i x i n g a terminus a quo, e a r l i e r than 
which i t could not have been written, and a 
terminus ad quern l a t e r than which i t could not have 
been written. Further p r e c i s i o n i s sometimes 
possible within these boundaries, depending on the 
a v a i l a b i l i t y of i n t e r n a l and external evidence. 

209 . R.Grant op.cit. p.195 

210* R.Bultmana Essays Philosophical and Theological 
London 1955 p.236 

211. R.Bultmann op.cit. p.267 
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212. Cf. B.Childs Exodus London 1974 p.xiv. 

His regard for the O.T. context "attempts to deal 
se r i o u s l y with the text i n i t s f i n a l form, which 
i s i t s canonical shape, while at the same time 
recognising and p r o f i t i n g "by the v a r i e t y of h i s t o r i c a l 
forces which were at work i n producing i t . " 

213 . R.P.Martin "Approaches to New Testament Exegesis" 
i n I.H.Marshall (ed.) New Testament Interpretation. 
Essays i n P r i n c i p l e s and Methods Exeter 1977 p.221 

214. A.Ehrhardt The Framework of the New Testament Stor i e s 
Manchester 1964 p.9 

215. E.Dinkier op.cit. p.22 
216. E.g. CD IV / 1 p.250 S . 2 7 5 "There are many N.T. passages 

from which we may gather that i n the most primitive 
C h r i s t i a n communities there was no need to do more 
than mention the death of Jesus Christ...because those 
who read or heard already knew of whom or what they 
were reminded by i t . . . " Barth c i t e s some N.T. examples 
and comments: " A l l these...expressions...certainly 
could be and needed to be interpreted i n the ears of 
New Testament C h r i s t i a n s b u t ...certainly did not sound 
empty or obscure..." 

217o CD IV/2 p . 791f . S.898 
218. CD IV/2 p.445 S . 502 

219o CD IV/2 p.447 S.504 
220o I b i d . 
221o CD IV/2 p.448 S . 5 0 5 

Barth makes a genuine attempt to set Amos against h i s 
h i s t o r i c a l background i n t h i s excursus, although the 
material i s c h i e f l y drawn from b i b l i c a l sources. 

222o CD IV/2 p. 447 S„504 
cf'o CD I V / 3 p. 187 S.214 where Hosea i s described as 
Is a i a h ' s contemporary. 

223 . CD IV/1 p.468 S.520 
224. CD IV/1 p .471 So523 

225. CD H I / 3 Po155 S.176 

226o CD H I / 3 p.436 S . 507 

227. CD H I / 3 P.155 S . 1 7 5 

But see CD I I / 2 p.375 S.414 Psalms 
228o CD H I / 3 p.436 S .5O8 

229. CD H I / 3 Po437f» S . 510 
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230 . CD IV / 3 P.55 S . 5 9 

231. CD IV / 2 p.162 S.181 

232. CD IV / 3 p.292 S . 337 

233 . CD IV / 3 p.925 S.1062 
234. CD IV / 2 p.792 S . 899 

235 . CD IV / 3 p.591 S . 678 "In Phm 9 and Eph 3.1 he describes 
himself as the Ŝ OULOC Xpiaiou 'Inaou , and i n both 
passages he surely means not only that he i s a 
prisoner for C h r i s t ' s sake i n Rome but al s o . . . " 
cf . CD I I / 2 p.429 S.475 "...Timothy...should not be 
ashamed...of the testimony of the imprisoned Paul..." 
(2Tim 1 . 9 ) 
c f . CD IV/3 p.619 S.708 " . . . i n the case of Paul i n 
Rome ( P h i l 1 . 1 7 ) . . . " 
Philippians p.27 S.20 shows Barth knew other theories; 
that Paul wrote from Caesarea or Ephesus. 

236. E.g. Acts was dated i n the second century by the 
Tubingen school, and by A.Julicher; 
(Cf. W.Ward Gasque op.cit. pp.40 and 101 re s p e c t i v e l y ) 
although A.Harnack The Acts of the Apostles l _ o n c l o r \ 
1 9 0 9 pp.290-297 suggested an e a r l i e r date. 

237. CD IV/1 p.194 S.212 
cf. CD 1/1 p.385 S . 405 

238. I b i d . 
239 . CD IV/1 p.226 S.248 " . . . i t i s not i n the events of 

A.D.70 that the Gospels...find the decisive divine 
answer to I s r a e l ' s r e j e c t i o n of i t s C h r i s t . " 

240. CD IV/2 p.160 S . 179 John's gospel "...obviously looks 
back from a rather greater distance both i n time and 
space..." 
N.B. The English renders "Johannesevangelium" as 
"fourth gospel". 

241. CD IV/2 p.292 S . 3 3 7 

242. CD I I / 1 p.384 S . 4 3 1 f . "As i s s t i l l very p l a i n i n 
the l a t e r N.T. witness (2 Pet 1 01)..o" 

243o CD IV/2 p.425 S.478 
244. CD IV/2 p.425 S.479 

245. I b i d . 

246. CD IV/2 p.163 S.181 
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247. CD IV/2 p.579 S.654 "... 2Tim 2 . 2 5 f . , where Timothy 

i s exhorted to i n s t r u c t i n meekness..." 
c f . CD I V / 3 p . 6 1 3 S.702 
c f . o p . c i t . p.641 S.735 
c f . o p . c i t . p.872 S.1000 
c-f. CPUL/1+ p.lM+.S.<27U- Titus 

248. CD I I / 1 p.437 S.492 
c f . CD T I / 2 p.637 S . 7 0 9 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 5 7 1 S.637 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 5 9 0 S.667 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 6 9 5 S.787 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.188 S.214 
I n each case Barth makes s p e c i f i c reference t o the 
C o r i n t h i a n s but h i s knowledge o f t h e i r circumstances 
depends on Paul's l e t t e r s . 

249. CD IV/2 p.826 S.938 
2 5 0 . CD I I I / 4 p.228 S.256 

2 5 1 . CD IV/1 p.619 S.691 
2 5 2 . CD IV/2 p.269 S.298 
2 5 3 . CD IV/1 p.639 S.714 
254. CD IV/2 p . 3 2 1 S.359 Bar t h r e f e r s to them simply as 

"The G a l a t i a n C h r i s t i a n s " . 
Cf. R.Grant o p . c i t . p.184 " I n modern times the question 
of the addressees of the l e t t e r has o f t e n been discussed 
c h i e f l y because scholars have r e a l i z e d t h a t i f they 
could be l o c a t e d i n 'South-Galatia' the l e t t e r could 
be dated e a r l i e r than the o t h e r Pauline e p i s t l e s . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p.769 S.873 "Hence the G a l a t i a n communities 
can and may and must be addressed as 'the I s r a e l of 
God' i r r e s p e c t i v e of t h e i r composition (Gal 6.16)..." 
(my emphasis). 
But c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p . 3 ^ S . 2 3 where the opponents o f 
P h i l 1 . 1 5-18a are considered. "Some have thought i t 
necessary t o recognize i n the opponents i n question 
a n t i - P a u l i n i s t s i n the sense of Galatians and i n the 
sense of P h i l 3 . 2 f . - Judaizers, probably no othe r 
than the f a n a t i c a l vegetarians w i t h whom he had d e a l t 
i n Ro 14-15 . That i s out of the question. L « e o 

2 5 5 . CD IV/3 p.54-6 S.627 "He can have ' i n him 1 the j o y 
w i t h which he c o n f i d e n t l y makes h i s request of 
P h i l e m o n ( v . 8 ) o o . " 

256. CD IV/3 P.633 S.726 
2 5 7 . CD IV/2 p.769 S.873 

c f . CD IV/4 p . 2 1 1 S . 2 3 2 "The C h r i s t i a n s of Asia Minor... 
258. CD 1/2 p.692 S.776 
2 5 9 . E.g. CD IV/2 p.766 S.869 "...Paul admonishes the Roman 

C h r i s t i a n s t o s t r i v e t o g e t h e r w i t h him i n t h e i r prayers 
(Ro 1 5 . 3 0 ) . " 
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260. E.g. CD IV/2 p.799 S.906 "...Paul i n P h i l 1.9f. 

prays t h a t the love of the P h i l i p p i a n community 
may increase..." 

261. CD IV/1 p . 4 5 3 s . 5 0 4 

262. CD IV/1 p . 4 5 4 s . 5 0 4 

263. CD I I I / 3 p.210f. S.238f. 
264. CD I I I / 3 p.216 S.245 

265. CD IV/2 p . 1 9 9 S.221 
266. CD 1/2 p.178 S . 1 9 4 "How d i d the P a l e s t i n i a n 

community, t o which the Matthaean account i n p a r t i c u l a r 
p o i n t s , achieve t h i s i n n o v a t i o n ? " 

267. CD I I I / 1 p . 3 3 S . 3 5 

268. CD I I I / 3 p.10 S.10 fcartjh .vu.kes i t c W r L'Katr c r « J r i e « L^edc^ u ,«S 
o- r e a c t i o n acj«if\sb t h e E f m - j r e o n d e n i a l r>t- bt-i« cAcc.t/- inc of c r^^ . t - . ' o f i . 

269. CD I I / 1 p.427 S.481f. 
N.B. Bart h does not adduce any evidence nor discuss 
the e x t r a - b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l i n d e t a i l . 

270. CD I I I / 2 p.283 S.342 
c f . CD 1/1 p.400 S.420 where Barth a s s e r t s t h a t 
whatever the meaning of K I J P I O Q o u t s i d e the N.T.,in 
C h r i s t i a n w r i t i n g s " . . . i t cannot p o s s i b l y have happened 
unawares and u n i n t e n t i a l l y t h a t t h i s word was a t any 
r a t e used as w e l l t o t r a n s l a t e the O.T. name of God 
Yahweh-Adonai, and was then a p p l i e d t o Jesus." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.96f. S . 1 0 3 f . * 6 Y O Q 

271. CD I I I / 2 p.284 S.342 
2 7 2 . CD IV/2 p.202 S.224 
2 7 3 . I b i d . 
274. CD I V / 2 p . 2 0 3 S . 2 2 5 

c f . CD I V / 2 p . 1 9 5 f . S . 2 1 7 f . suaYYeAUeoecu 
2 7 5 . CD I I I / 1 p . 8 7 S . 9 5 

276. CD I I I / 1 p . 8 9 S . 9 7 

c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 0 3 S . 1 1 3 " . . . i n s o f a r as the author 
worked w i t h the Babylonian myth /of primeval chaos7 
the idea could not be strange t o him, but t h a t he 
d e f i n i t e l y could not and would not a p p r o p r i a t e or 
reproduce i t . I t would c l a s h too much w i t h the 
d e c i s i v e concepts of v.l,...and above a l l w i t h the 
concept of Elohim i n t h i s l a t e r source." 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.112 S.124 The Egyptian source "Apophis" 
found a t Thebes i s discussed. 
c f . B.Childs Myth and R e a l i t y i n the Old Testament 
London 1 9 6 0 p . 7 0 . He comes t o the same conclusion on 
more t e c h n i c a l grounds. "...the study has shown t h a t 
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2?6. the O.T. made use of the broken myth i n performing 
contd. a se r v i c e w i t h i n i t s own witness." 

2 7 7 . CD I I I / 2 p.10 S . 9 

278. CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 1 S . 1 2 3 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.188 S . 2 0 9 I t i s suggested t h a t the 
bea t i t u d e s are modelled on e a r l i e r w r i t i n g s , although 
they are not i d e n t i c a l i n substance. 

2 7 9 . CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 1 f . S . 1 2 3 

280. E.g. C D I I / 2 p . 3 7 7 S.415f. 2Sam 2 3 p a r a l l e l s 
Alexander the Great. 

281. CD I I I / 2 p.45 S . 5 2 
c f . CD I V / 3 p . 5 S . 3 f . Barth w r i t e s as background 
t o another idea: " I n the Testaments of the Twelve 
P a t r i a r c h s we also meet w i t h the n o t i o n t h a t t he 
Kyrios descends both from the t r i b e of Levi and also 
from t h a t o f Judah..." 

282. Cf. Chap. 4 p . A i l f f . below f o r a f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of 
contex t as a c o n t r o l l i n g f a c t o r i n Barth's thought. 

283. CD 1 / 2 p. 178 S . 1 9 4 - (my emphasis) 
284. CD IV/1 p.169 S.185 
285. Cf. Chap.4 p. 218ff.below f o r a f u l l d i s c u s s i o n o f 

the canon o p e r a t i n g i n t h i s way. 
286. Cf. G.Downing o p . c i t . p.129f. 
287. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.631 S . 7 1 1 Ro 1 1.36 "...(and t h e r e may 

perhaps be a v e r b a l connexion w i t h c e r t a i n ideas 
found i n the mystery r e l i g i o n s ) , . . . " 
c f . Romans p.423 S.409 
c f . CD I V / 3 p . 1 3 S.12 . Josephus may be background to 
the prophet, p r i e s t and k i n g idea. 

288. CD I V / 2 p.212f. S . 2 3 5 

c f . CD I V / 2 p.228f. S . 2 5 3 f . B a r t h i n c l u d e s a leng t h y 
d i s c u s s i o n of the views of demonism h e l d i n the 
ancien t world. "Whether and how f a r i t was s t i m u l a ­
t e d and c o n d i t i o n e d by O.T. reminiscences on the one 
hand and Persian or othe r f o r e i g n i n f l u e n c e s on the 
other i s an i n t e r e s t i n g h i s t o r i c a l question, but 
t h e o l o g i c a l l y i t i s o n l y of minor importance compared 
w i t h the f a c t t h a t a t t h i s p o i n t we f i n d ourselves 
i n a wh o l l y d i s t i n c t i v e sphere of a c t u a l i t y . . . " 
(my emphasis) 

289. CD I V / 2 p . 2 1 3 S.236 
2 9 0 . CD I V / 3 p.534 S.613 
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2 9 1 . CD IV/1 p.472 S . 5 2 5 

N.B. Barth i s dependent on ot h e r scholars f o r 
h i s i n f o r m a t i o n . 

2 9 2 . Lk 1.46 - 5 5 & 1.68 - 7 9 

293. CD IV/2 p.183 S.204 
c f . CD IV/2 p.18 S.18 where Bar t h mentions the 
Dead Sea sect i n a di s c u s s i o n on monasticism. 
c f . CD IV A P-84 S . 9 3 Qumran & John the B a p t i s t . 

294. This comment takes note o f the two f a c t s : -
1. That the Church Dogmatics i s a dogmatic work 
and not intended t o he a commentary. 
2. That the Church Dogmatics contains a good many 
passages of extensive exegesis which means t h a t such 
background notes would not be out of place. 

2 9 5 . There are fewer comments i n Romans f o r a l l i t s 
g r e a t e r l e n g t h than P h i l i p p i a n s . The l a t t e r i s 
more 'normal' inasmuch as i t s s t y l e i s c l o s e r t o 
oth e r commentaries. 

296. The most freq u e n t source of e x t e r n a l evidence comes 
from w i t h i n t he New Testament, from Paul's other 
l e t t e r s . 

2 9 7 . P h i l i p p i a n s p . 2 9 S.21 
c f . Romans p . 5 2 3 S . 5 0 7 where Barth includes t h i s 
i n f o r m a t i o n i n a f o o t n o t e . 

298. Romans p . 3 1 S.6 

2 9 9 . Romans p . 3 1 S . 7 

3 0 0 . Romans p . 5 0 0 S.483f-
3 0 1 . Romans p.499 S.483 
3 0 2 o Romans p . 3 2 S.8 

c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p.28 S.20 where Barth w r i t e s : - "The 
m a j o r i t y of the Roman congregation, which of course 
was not founded by Paul and thus had no d i r e c t 
connexion w i t h the i l l u s t r i o u s p r i s o n e r , have grasped 
the s i t u a t i o n . . . " 

3 0 3 „ Romans p.34 S . 1 0 (Ac 14) 
304. E.g. Romans p.218 S . 1 9 9 

c f . o p . c i t . p . 2 1 9 S . 2 0 1 
c f . o p . c i t . p.508 S.492 "Roman eaters of vegetables". 

3 0 5 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.14 S.6 
306. E.g. P h i l i p p i a n s p.16f. S.8ff. 7 times.' 
3 0 7 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.18 S.11 
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308. P h i l i p p i a n s p.26 S . 1 9 

309. P h i l i p p i a n s p.30f. S.22f£. 
3 1 0 . Romans p.508 (see n.96 above) 
3 1 1 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.47f. S.41 
3 1 2 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.52f. S.46f. 
3 1 3 . P h i l i p p i a n s p.81 S . 7 5 

314. Romans p.104f. S . 7 9 

3 1 5 . Romans p.458 S.443 
316. The preface t o the second e d i t i o n of Romans makes 

i t q u i t e c l e a r t h a t Barth knew the commentaries of 
Zahn, Kuhl and many others and was d e l i b e r a t e l y 
p r o t e s t i n g a g a i n s t them.(Romans p.6). 
The b i b l i o g r a p h y a t the end of P h i l i p p i a n s (p.128) 
r e f e r s t o some modern c r i t i c a l commentaries. 
There are many references t o such commentaries i n 
the Church Dogmatics. 
e.g. CD I V / 3 p.384ff.S.443ff. c i t e s W.Vischer, 
C.G.Jung, S . O e t t l i , H.Lamparter as scholars whose 
works on Job Bart h has consulted. 

3 1 7 . A.C.Thiselton P h i l o s o p h i c a l Categories p . 9 5 

318. M a t e r i a l f o r t h i s s e c t i o n has been drawn c h i e f l y 
from occasional e x e g e t i c a l passages. Extended 
e x e g e t i c a l excursus are d e a l t w i t h i n the f i n a l 
p a r t of the chapter. 

3 1 9 . CD 1/1 p.166 S . 1 7 2 

3 2 0 . Barth would j u s t i f y t h i s process by contending t h a t 
the purpose of a l l S c r i p t u r e i s t h e o l o g i c a l , i f not 
d o c t r i n a l . 

3 2 1 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 4 7 5 S . 5 3 4 f . ( " i n God"; " i n C h r i s t " ; 
i n the S p i r i t " ) 

3 2 2 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p.475 S . 5 3 5 (The session of C h r i s t 
a t God's r i g h t hand.) 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 3 3 S.261 (Mt 8.38) 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.244 S.274 (1Cor 4 . 1 5 e t c . ) 

3 2 3 . E.g.CD 1/1 p . 1 5 5 S.161 "Just because i t i s 
es c h a t o l o g i c a l t h i s iyivexo must be taken very 
l i t e r a l l y and s e r i o u s l y . " 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.496 S . 5 5 8 (Ps 1 8 . 2 5 f f . ) 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.498 S.560 (God's repentance) 
c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p.84 S . 7 9 ( ev KiipCy ) 

324. CD I I / 1 p.479 S . 5 3 9 There are many examples i n t h i s 
excursus. 
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325. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.480 S.540 " I t i s p o e t i c exuberance..." 
326. CD I I I / 1 p.34 S.36 
3 2 7 . CD IV/3 P . 5 3 4 S.614 

328. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.124f. S . 1 3 7 f . ( E z e k i e l ' s v i s i o n ) 
329. CD I I / 1 p.124 S . 1 3 7 

3 3 0 . Cf. CD I I / 2 p. 389 S.430 "What i s the w i l l of God 
f o r t h i s m a t t e r ? . . . i s not a question which can be 
unambiguously answered from the passages themselves." 

3 3 1 . CD I I / 2 p . 3 8 9 S.429f. 
3 3 2 . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 0 b S . 2 3 0 

333- CD I I / 2 p.388 S.429 
334. CD I I / 2 p.389 S.429 "...the Old Testament (Lk 24.27f.) 

was opened up t o /Jhe apostle§7 by i t s f u l f i l m e n t 
i n the Res u r r e c t i o n of Jesus C h r i s t , and because 
/ I t 7 . . . c o u l d no longer be read by them i n any other 
way than as an account of t h i s s u b j e c t . " 

335. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.687 S.766 "...the d e c i s i v e character 
of /Matthew's g o s p e l ' s contents i s t o be sought i n 
i t s s p e c i a l connexion w i t h the theme of God's kingdom 
as i t has come i n the person of Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 
c f . o p . c i t . p.688 S.768 "The Sermon on the Mount i s 
intended t o draw our a t t e n t i o n t o the person of Jesus-
to the question of t h i s person..." 

336. CD I I / 2 p . 3 8 9 S.429 
337. Cf. W.Lindemann K a r l B a r t h und d i e K r i t i s c h e 

S c h r i f t a u s l e g u n g Hamburg 1 9 7 3 P - 3 2 
"Die Auferstehung und das Kreuz Jesu C h r i s t i sprengen 
so den Rahmen der h i s t o r i s c h - k r i t i s c h e n Exegese, 
w e i l s i e auf d i e s e r Ebene n i c h t v e r s t a n d l i c h werden 
ko'nnen." 

338. Such a debate l i e s o u t s i d e the scope of t h i s study. 
339. E.g. Lev 14 & 16 CD I I / 2 p . . 3 5 7 f f . S . 3 9 3 f f • 

c f . o p . c i t . p.388 S.428 

340. CD I I I / 2 p.459 S . 5 5 1 

341. CD I I I / 3 p.467 S.546 (Rev 4.9f.) 
342. CD I I I / 3 p . 5 0 2 S.588 (Jn 3 . 3 0 ) 

343. CD I I I / 4 p.61 S.66 
c f . o p . c i t . p.410 S.467 (Ro 12.1; Col 3 . 5 ) 
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344. CD 1 / 1 p . 1 5 8 S.164 

c f . CD I I I / 4 p . 3 9 3 S.448 ( 1 Cor 6 . 1 3 e t c . ) 
3 4 5 . CD I I / 1 p . 4 7 5 S . 5 3 4 

c f . CD I I / 2 p . 6 8 9 S . 7 6 9 (Mt 5 . 1 3 * . ) 

346. CD I I / 2 p . 6 8 9 S . 7 7 0 The whole excursus i s w r i t t e n 
i n the l i g h t of t h i s dogmatic assumption. 

347. T i t l e of a hook by G.C.Berkouwer. 
The Triumph of Grace i n the Theology of K a r l Barth 
London 1 9 5 6 

348. CD H I / 3 P.5 0 S.58 

349. Romans p . 3 9 5 f . S . 3 7 9 f . 

3 5 0 . CD 1/1 p.486 S . 5 1 0 

3 5 1 = Romans p.441 S.426f. 
3 5 2 . CD I1/2 p.202 S.222 

c f . Chap. 4 pp. =23. I f f . below. 

3 5 3 - CD 1 / 1 p.455 S . 4 7 7 f . 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 5 3 S . 5 7 "Neither i n Paul nor i n the 
r e s t of S c r i p t u r e . . . " 

3 5 4 . CD 1/2 p. 5 0 ' S . 5 5 f . 

3 5 5 . CD I I / 2 p.440 S.488 
(N.B. E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n m i s t a k e n l y has Mt 1 6 . 1 5 ) 

3 5 6 . CD H I / 3 P.3 9 S.45 
3 5 7 . CD I I I / 1 p.281 S.321 
358. This does not i n c l u d e p a r a l l e l s f o r l i n g u i s t i c or 

grammatical e l u c i d a t i o n ; i t r e f e r s t o t h e o l o g i c a l 
or conceptual a i d s . 

3 5 9 . Cf. W.Lindemann o p . c i t . p . 9 0 "Es w i r d f u r i h n 
s e l b s t v e r s t a n d l i c h s e i n , jede B i b e l s t e l l e im Kontext 
des Kanons auszulegen..." 

360. This i s i m p l i e d a t CD 1/2 p.176 S . 1 9 2 where Ba r t h 
says t h e r e are no e x e g e t i c a l grounds f o r c o n t e s t i n g 
the V i r g i n B i r t h o 
c f o CD I I / 2 p o 1 5 0 f . S.162fo The challenge t o c l a s s i c a l 
P r e d e s t i n a t i o n d o c t r i n e . 

361 o CD 1/2 p.462 S . 5 H 

3 6 2 . CD H I / 4 p. 1 2 3 S . 1 3 5 

363. E . g o K.Holl CD 1/1 p . 4 6 0 f o S . 4 8 3 

364. E.g. CD 1/2 p o 4 1 7 S„460 Undemonstrable assumptions 
_ 5 4 3 _ 
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364. might be thought t o l i e behind Barth's use of 
contd. a l l e g o r y , ( c f . Chap.4 pp.2.0'+-Pf. below) 
365. CD p . . 1 9 3 f f . S.21?ff. Gen 1.26 
366. E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.448 S . 5 3 7 "doubting Thomas" 

Jn 20.24f. 

367. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p . 1 9 3 S.216 Schleiermacher on Eph 5 . 

368. CD IV A p.114f.S.126 

3 6 9 . CD I I I / 2 p . 4 4 5 S . 5 3 4 

3 7 0 . There are some exceptions e.g. CD 1/2 p.402f.S.443f. 
cf.. CD I I / 2 p . 5 1 2 S . 5 6 7 (Mt 5-48) 

3 7 1 . There i s no sustained exegesis i n CD 1/1; 
f o u r passages i n CD 1/2; none longer than two pages; 
and f o u r passages i n CD I I / 1 , none more than f o u r 
pages. 

3 7 2 . CD I I / 2 p . 2 6 7 - 3 0 5 S o 2 9 4 - 3 3 6 Ro 9-11 

3 7 3 . CD I I / 2 p . 9 5 S.102 "We s h a l l e l u c i d a t e these 
statements by a short exegesis of the passage Jn 1.1-

374. The same procedure could have been f o l l o w e d w i t h the 
Romans excursus, but i t would simply have m u l t i p l i e d 
the examples. 

3 7 5 . E.g. I f a t e x t claims t o describe the e r u p t i o n o f 
Vesuvius then the o b j e c t i v e reference p o i n t w i l l be 
the a r c h e o l o g i c a l evidence. 

3 7 6 . This i s u s u a l l y done by c r i t i c s of l i t e r a t u r e , who 
assess the value of a work, c o n s i d e r i n g whether i t 
i s o r i g i n a l or an i m i t a t i o n e t c . 

3 7 7 . Cf. W.Salmon Logic Englewood C l i f f s , N.J. 1963 

3 7 8 o N e i t h e r t e x t u a l c r i t i c i s m , not grammatical c o n s t r u c t ­
i o n can be div o r c e d from the meaning of the passage. 

3 7 9 . Cf. appendix 3.,p.472ff. 
380. I n o t h e r places t h i s needs comment, 

e.g. CD I I I / 1 p.172 S . 1 9 2 Gen 1 024 
c f . Chap.1 p. 8 f f . above. 

381. CD I I / 2 p.617f. S.687 

382. CD I I / 2 p.367 S.405 
c f . CD . 1 1 1 / 1 p.281ff. S . 3 2 1 f f . The s i g n i f i c a n c e of 
the t r e e s i s assessed by reference t o p a r a l l e l 
passages. 
c f . CD IV/1 p.423f. S.470f. Exod 1 9 - 3 1 f o r 
Exod 3 2.1-6. 
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383. CD I I / 2 p.368 S.406 " I f we look back from t h i s 

to 1 Sam 8 where i t a l l begins,...we c e r t a i n l y 
cannot deny that the grace of God...is the s i g n i f i c ­
ance and intention of t h i s concession..." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.369 S.408 "Thanks to the grace which 
i s already the s i g n i f i c a n c e of h i s kingship..." 
c f . CD I V / 1 p.425ff. S.472ff. Exod 3 2 . ? f . for 
Exod 3 2 . 1 - 1 0 . "Such i s the l a t e r context i n which 
we have to consider and estimate the 'incident' 
which i s our present concern." 

384. Barth obviously assumes the r e s u l t s of form c r i t i c a l 
work here. The t r a d i t i o n i s referred to: 
CD I I / 2 p . 3 6 7 S . 4 0 5 
c f . op.cit. p . 3 7 0 S . 4 0 9 
c f . CD H I / 1 p. 326 S . 3 7 3 
c f . CD I V / 1 p.423 S . 4 7 0 

385. CD I I / 2 p . 3 6 7 S.405f. 
cf . op.cit. p . 3 7 1 S.409 The text implies that "... 
that which i s intended and desired by t h i s national 
monarchy i s from the outset and i n t r i n s i c a l l y . . . 
contrary and h o s t i l e to the one and only monarchy 
of God." 

3 8 6 . CD I I / 2 p . 3 6 7 S.406 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.326 S . 3 7 3 Gen 2.21f. "The main point 
of the verses i s that the woman i s of man...and thus 
the wife of man and the climax of h i s creation." 

387. Cf. R.Brown Sensus F l e n i o r of Holy Scripture 
Baltimore 1 9 5 3 ^ 

388. The f a c t that they are "hidden" i s not rep re hens l i s l e . 
Arguments often proceed i n t h i s way. 
cf . W.Salmon op.cit. 
of. CD I V / 1 p.329 S.376 Gen 2.24 alone gives an 
i n s u f f i c i e n t b a s i s to deduce the necessity of 
monogamy. 
cf. CD I V / 2 p.234ff. S . 2 5 9 f f . Exegesis of J t t 9 & J n 9 
together with other passages lead Barth to explore 
the r e l a t i o n between miracle and f a i t h . (p.238f.) 

3 8 9 . There are three reasons for t h i s : ( 1 ) Barth never 
gives t h i s much attention i n O.T. exegesis. 
( 2 ) He i s dealing with a story, for which such 
d e t a i l s are l e s s important<, ( 3 ) There are no cruees 
interpretendi for Barth i n h i s passage. 

3 9 0 . CD I I / 2 p . 6 0 7 S . 6 7 5 " S t r i c t l y the passage speaks 
of only one such aim: tva.. .Jnawpev,..." 

3 9 1 . CD I I / 2 p.607 S.674 " . . . i t i s therefore a grace 
i t s e l f . . . a n d not a factor which precedes or only 
follows grace...that c a r r i e s out our i n s t r u c t i o n s . ' 

392. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.607 S.675 " I n r e l a t i o n to t h i s 
p o s i t i v e aim the preceding negative ( dpvnaauevoi ) 
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3 9 2 . can o n l y have a p r e l i m i n a r y and subordinate 
contd. p o s i t i o n . " 
3 9 3 - CD I I / 2 p.606 S . 6 7 4 " . . . t h i s t e x t was r i g h t l y 

used by the E a r l y Church as the e p i s t l e f o r 
Christmas Day..." 

3 9 4 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 5 f f . S . 1 5 1 f f « 

c f . CD I V / 2 p.623 S . 7 0 5 Eph 4 . 1 2 - 1 5 

3 9 5 - CD I I I / 1 - p . 1 3 5 S . 1 5 1 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.624 S.706 e.g. s u b j e c t i v e or 
o b j e c t i v e g e n i t i v e . 

3 9 6 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 6 S . 1 5 1 f . 

3 9 7 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 6 f . S . 1 5 2 f » 

c f . CD I V / 2 p.624 S . 7 0 6 Col 1 . 1 7 f . 

3 9 8 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 9 S . 1 5 5 "What a p i t y t h a t 1 7 t h century 
orthodoxy...does not seem t o have found the courage 
. . . f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n s such as these..." 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.624 S . 7 0 6 " 0 . 0 t h i s i s the i m p l i c a t ­
i o n of the O L ndvc£Q 11 

399. CD I I I / 1 p.138 S . 1 5 4 

400. CD I I I / 1 p.138 S . 1 5 4 

c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 7 3 S . 1 9 4 Gen 1.24 
401. CD I I I / 1 p.138 S . 1 5 4 " I t i s not enough merely t o 

say t h a t the author of t h i s passage...accepted the 
view of a c e l e s t i a l ocean." 

402. CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 8 S.154 " I t i s not enough merely t o 
say t h a t i n so doing...he drew on Babylonian myth..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.624 S.706 " I t may w e l l be t h a t the 
Gnostic d o c t r i n e of a heavenly anthropos or 
archanthropos was the f o r m a l s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i v e expression. But i t i s q u i t e 
e x p l i c a b l e p u r e l y w i t h i n the context of the e p i s t l e 
i t s e l f w i t h o u t seeking an e x t e r n a l d e r i v a t i o n of 
t h i s k i n d . " 

403. CD I I I / 1 p.138 S . 1 5 4 

404. CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 9 S . 1 5 5 
c f CD IV/2 p.625 S.707^where Barth draws out the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s of the nAnpuya T O U X P L O T O U . 

405. I b i d . 
406. I b i d . 
407. CD IV/2 p.625 S.708 
408. I b i d . 

c f . CD IV/2 p.626 S.708 "The world around does 
not know C h r i s t who i s r e a l l y i t s Head." 
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409. The only exception might be the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of Heb 6.14 as quoted from Gen 22.16f. 
CD 1/2 p . 3 9 9 S . 4 3 9 

410. CD 1/2 p . 3 9 9 S.439 "On the b a s i s of t h i s t w o f o l d 
c e r t a i n t y . . . " 
c f . i b i d . "On the basis of t h i s very presupposit­
i o n . .. " 

411. CD IV/2 p.-568f. S.642f. 
412. " CD 1/2 p . 3 9 9 S.440 
413. CD IV/2 p.568 S.642 
414. E.g. CD 1/2 p . 3 9 9 S.440 "...or as we might say 

i n our own co n t e x t . . ! " 
415. E.g. CD H I / 1 p . 1 1 9 - 1 3 3 An excursus which seems t o 

be exegesis of Gen 1 . 3 - 5 i s r e a l l y a d i s c u s s i o n of 
the r e l a t i o n s h i p between darkness and l i g h t . 

416. CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 f . S . 1 7 4 f . 

417. Cf. CD I I / 2 p . 9 5 S.102 where Barth's a t t e n t i o n i s 
d i r e c t e d t o not o n l y the meaning of " I n the beginning 
but i t s t h e o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e which he assesses 
by refe r e n c e t o othe r b i b l i c a l passages, 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.614 S.683 Mk 10.18 
c f . CD IV/1 p.434f. S.481ff. Gen 3 

418. CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 S . 1 7 4 

419. I b i d . 
420. I b i d . "That t h i s i s the case r e s u l t s e x e g e t i c a l l y 

from the context of Jn 1.14." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p . 9 7 S.104 Context of A 6 Y O Q i n j n 1 . 1 . 

421. CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 S . 1 7 4 "Although f o r the Evangelist 
i t i s , of course, the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n of a l l t h a t 
has gone be f o r e . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.96f. S.104 The e v a n g e l i s t ' s i n t e n t i o n 
i n the Johannine prologue i s discussed. 

422. .E.g. CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 S . 1 7 4 "...the e x t e r n a l subject 
now e x i s t s . . . j u s t as anything else or anyone else 
now e x i s t s . " 

423. E.g. I b i d . " . . . i t p o i n t s t o the c e n t r e , to the 
mystery of r e v e l a t i o n . . . " 

424. Op.cit. p.160 S . 1 7 5 This c o n t e n t i o n has been 
e s t a b l i s h e d i n s e c t i o n I of § 1 5 : 2 . 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.613 S.681 where exegesis of 
Mk 1 0 . 1 7 - 2 1 i s done i n the l i g h t of dogmatic assumpt­
i o n t h a t " I t i s q u i t e p o s s i b l e t o leave or be 
exp e l l e d from a s o c i e t y , b ut never from the kingdom 
of C h r i s t . . . " 
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425. CD 1/2 p.161 S.176 e s t a b l i s h e d i n s e c t i o n I I 

of § 1 5 : 2 . 

426. CD 1/2 p . 1 3 2 - 1 7 1 S.145-187 
I t i s d i v i d e d i n t o t hree p a r t s which deal w i t h : -
I 6 A6yoq 
I I I eySvexo 

427. CD 1/2 p.202 S.221 
428. Op.cit. p.181f, S . 1 9 8 f . 

429. CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 3 f . S . 1 2 5 f . 

430. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 3 S . 1 2 5 This exegesis cannot 
e x p l a i n v.2, or the connection between v . 4 f . and v . 9 
of Psalm 8. 

4 3 1 . CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 3 S . 1 2 5 "Ought we not t o be warned 
against t h i s e x p o s i t i o n by the form of the question.. 

432. CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 3 f . S . 1 2 5 f . 

433. CD I I / 1 p.114 S.126 
434. CD I I / 1 p.63-128 S.68-141 
4 3 5 . Some passages which o f f e r a d i r e c t b a s i s f o r Barth's 

view are o f f e r e d a t CD I I / 1 p . 1 0 3 f f . S.114ff. 
436. CD I I / 1 p . 9 9 S . 1 0 9 Barth recognised t h a t a stream 

of passages r a i s e d "...the question whether we are 
not i n v i t e d and summoned t o n a t u r a l theology by 
Holy S c r i p t u r e i t s e l f . " 

437. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.101 S.112 the whole of Psalm 1 9 . 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.102 S.112 the whole of Romans, 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 9 S . 1 3 1 " 

438. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.101 S.112 Psalm 1 9 i n the context of 
the P s a l t e r . 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.121 S . 1 3 4 Romans i s seen as p a r t of 
the Pauline corpus. 

439. E*g. CD I I / 1 p.104f. S . 1 1 5 f . 

440. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.101 S.112 Not "...dismissed on 
l i t e r a r y c r i t i c a l grounds." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 0 7 S.118 Not " . . . t o t a l or p a r t i a l 
d i s r e g a r d f o r the d e c i s i v e conclusion..." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 5 S.126 

441. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 1 0 9 S . 1 1 9 f . 

c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 6 B i b l i c a l man i s "...seen 
a t the outset i n the l i g h t of Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 
For a f u l l e r d i s c u s s i o n see chapter 4 below. 
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442. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 3 S . 1 1 5 Psalm 8/Heb 2 . 5 f . 

443. See chap. 4 p. 2 1 7 f f. below 
444. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.614 S.683 Mk 10.18/ttt 1 9.16 
445. E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 6 8 6 - 7 0 0 S.766-782 An exegesis of 

Mt 5 - 7 begins by s e t t i n g i t i n a l a r g e r c o n t e x t . 
(p.686ff. S.766ff.) 

446. CD I I / 1 p . 4 3 5 S . 4 9 0 
c f . CD I I / 2 p . 9 5 S.102. where Prov 8.22; Col 1 . 1 5 ; 
and 1 Jn 1.1 are the s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r exegesis 
of Jn 1.1f. 

447. 'CD I I / 1 p.438 S.494 "...three main aspects of the 
wisdom of God..." 

448. CD IV/2 p.824f. S . 9 3 6 

449. CD IV/2 p.825 S . 9 3 6 

4 5 0 . I b i d . 
4 5 1 . CD IV/2 p.825 S.936 1Cor 1 3 " . . . i s o b v i o u s l y b u i l t 

around the t h r e e statements t h a t love always counts, 
lo v e alone conquers, and love alone endures." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.202 S.222 " . . . t h i s s e c t i o n has a r i s e n 
as a p a r a l l e l t o these chapters..." Ro 9-11 

452. CD IV/2 p.825f. S . 9 3 7 f • 

453. E.g. CD IV/2 p.826 S.938 "what Paul had p a r t i c u l a r l y 
i n mind..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.831 S . 9 4 3 "Paul seems t o have had 
i n mind..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.838 S . 9 5 1 "Paul was not t h i n k i n g o f . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 8 3 9 S . 9 5 2 "Paul was perhaps t h i n k i n g . . . " 

454. CD IV/2 p.829 S.941 1Cor 1 3 . 1 e.g. prophecy, 
tongues e t c . 

455. CD IV/2 p.825 S . 9 3 6 

456. CD IV/2 p.828f. S . 9 3 9 f f . 

457. CD IV/2 p.832 S . 9 4 4 

458. CD IV/2 p.835 S.948 
4 5 9 . CD IV/2 p . 8 3 7 S . 9 5 0 

460. Cf. Chap. 3 pp. 165ff. below 
461. CD IV/1 p.423-432 S . 4 7 0 - 4 7 9 

c f . CD IV/2 p.427ff. S.481f f. 1Sam 2 5 

462. - CD IV/1 p . 6 3 7 f f . S . 7 1 1 f f . 

c f . CD IV/2 p.478ff. S.541ff. 
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463. CD IV/1 p.637 S . 7 1 2 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 6 5 7 S . 7 4 3 "we w i l l v e r i f y what we 
have s a i d . . . " by a concept, then by exegesis o f 
Eph. 4.11-16 (p.659 S . 7 4 5 ) 

464. E.g. on a conceptual b a s i s : CD IV/1 p.614f. S.686f. 

465- CD I I / 2 p.96 S . 1 0 3 Barth's broad concept of 
exegesis which draws t o g e t h e r the f o u r phases i s 
p l a i n here. 

466. CD I I / 2 p.96 S . 1 0 3 

467. A t t e n t i o n i s focused on Ro 1 and 7 because B a r t h 
uses these chapters on more than one occasion i n 
the Church Dogmatics. 

468. Romans p.42ff. S.18ff. 

469- Romans p . 5 3 S.29 (my emphasis) 
c f . o p . c i t . p . 5 2 S.28 m a t e r i a l i s m , i d e a l i s m e t c . 

470. CD 1/2 p.304ff. S . 3 3 2 f f . 

CD I I / 1 p.104 S . 1 1 5 ; p . 1 0 7 S.118; p. 1 1 9 f f • S. 1 3 1 f f . 
CD IV/1 p . 3 9 2 f f . S . 4 3 4 f f . 
cf. S horter Romans p . 2 4 f f . 

4 7 1 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p.104 S . 1 1 5 
c f . o p . c i t . p . 1 0 7 S.118 
c f . o p . c i t . p . 1 1 9 S . 1 3 1 

472. E.g. CD IV/1 p . 3 9 3 S.434 "The t h r e e f o l d Y<ip ..." 
473. E.g. CD IV/1 p.392ff. S.434ff. where Paul i s mentioned 

a t l e a s t 1 3 times. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.102 S.112 "he c e r t a i n l y d i d not i n t e n d . . 

1 

474. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 1 2 0 S . 1 3 2 "...how improbable i t i s 
i n the l i g h t of 1Cor 1 & 2 t h a t Paul should address 
the church i n Rome..." 

4 7 5 . CD 1/2 p.297 - 3 2 5 S.324 - 3 5 6 

476. CD I I / 1 p.63-128 S.68-141 

477. CD IV/1 p.358-413 S.395-458 
478. E.g. V.Taylor The Gospel according t o St.Mark 

London 1 9 5 2 p.3^10 "This i s a formidable case; but 
much of i t f a l l s away when i t i s submitted t o a cool 
a p p r a i s a l . " 
c f . C.K.Barrett John p.127f. who o f f e r s f i v e areas 
which may be seen as the background t o & Aoyoc.. 
c f . C.E.B.Cranfield Romans Vol I I p . 5 2 1 f f . Ro 1 0 . 5 
has two i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , which are o u t l i n e d before 
one i s chosen. 

479. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.104 S . 1 1 5 " I s there a place...?" 
" I s t h e r e a remote p o s s i b i l i t y . . . ? " 
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480. Cf. E.Busch o p . c i t . p . 8 1 f f . N.B. p.97 " I t was 
Thurneysen who whispered the key phrase t o me, h a l f 
aloud, w h i l e we were alone t o g e t h e r : 'what we need 
f o r preaching, i n s t r u c t i o n and p a s t o r a l care i s a 
"wholly o t h e r " t h e o l o g i c a l f o u n d a t i o n ' . " 
Quoted from 'Nachwort' i n Schleiermacher-Auswahl p. 294 

481. C f . E.Busch o p . c i t . p.101 
482. This does not mean t o imply t h a t B a r t h was u n j u s t l y 

biased. He had changed h i s mind.before, and i f 
he had found reason enough, one might have expected 
him t o do so again. 
c f . K.Barth How I changed my mind Edinburgh 1 9 6 9 

483. E.g. Romans p . 5 2 S.28 " I n t h e i r general view of the 
wor l d , s c i e n t i s t s and h i s t o r i a n s are i n f a r c l o s e r 
agreement w i t h philosophers and theologians than i s 
normally recognized. I t i s not merely t h a t the world 
e x i s t s side by side w i t h God: i t has taken His place, 
and has i t s e l f become God..." 

484. CD I I / 2 p . 5 9 1 f f . S . 6 5 6 f f . 

CD IV/1 p . 5 8 1 f f . S . 6 4 9 f f . 

485. CD IV/1 p.568-608 S.63^-678 
486. E.g. CD IV/1 p . 5 8 3 S.650 present tense noted 

c f . o p . c i t . p . 5 9 0 S . 6 5 8 Greek t r a n s l a t i o n considered 
c f . o p . c i t . p . 5 8 2 S . 6 4 9 ) which o u t l i n e the shape 

& p . 5 8 7 S . 6 5 4 f . ) of the s e c t i o n c l e a r l y 
487. E.g. CD IV/1 p.582 S.649 Paul's i n t e n t i o n noted 

c f . o p . c i t . p.586 S.653 
c f . o p . c i t . p.588 S.656 

488. CD IV/1 p.581f.S.648f. 
4 8 9 . CD IV/1 p . 5 8 3 S . 6 5 0 

490. CD IV/1 p . 5 7 7 - 5 8 1 S.643-648 
4 9 1 . CD I I / 2 p . 5 8 3 630 S . 6 4 8 - 7 0 1 

492. There are a few such references; e.g. CD I I / 2 p . 5 9 1 
S.656 

4 9 3 ° CD I I / 2 p . 5 8 8 f . S o 6 5 3 f « 

494. CD I I / 2 p . 5 9 3 S . 6 5 8 

4 9 5 . E.g. Romans p . 2 5 9 S.241 (n.1) 
496. E.g. Romans p.270 S . 2 5 3 

497. E.g. Romans p . 2 5 1 - 2 5 3 S . 2 3 6 - 2 3 9 

4 9 8 o Romans p . 2 2 9 f . S . 2 1 1 f „ 
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4 9 9 o CD I I / 2 p . 2 2 5 S.247f-
5 0 0 . This d e f i n i t i o n does not imply c r i t i c i s m of 

Barth's broader d e f i n i t i o n . 
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1. Appendix 3 gives a l i s t of places where Ba r t h 
i n c l u d e s extended e x e g e t i c a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
S c r i p t u r a l passages. I t represents 25% of a l l 
t h e S c r i p t u r e references i n the Church Dogmatics 
at most. Hence, a t l e a s t 75% of h i s S c r i p t u r e 
references occur i n places where he makes use of 
S c r i p t u r e s e l e c t i v e l y . 

2. N.B. Barth does not always i n t e r p r e t a verse. 
He may quote i t (e.g. CD 1/1 p.12 S.10f.Ro 12.6) 
or c i t e i t (e.g. CD 1/2 p.303 S.331 Jer 10.1-16 
& I s a 44.9-20). 

3. E.g. Jn' 1.1 A- which dominates much of Barth's 
theology. 
N.B. I t occurs once o n l y i n CD H I / 4 (p.577 S.662) 

4. Cf. M.Barth Conversation w i t h the B i b l e 
New York 1964 p.279 "Each t e x t c a l l s f o r a form 
of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a p p r o p r i a t e t o i t s e l f . " 

5. E.g. The p e r f e c t i o n s of God are c h i e f l y t r e a t e d 
" c o n c e p t u a l l y " , c f . , "below pp. 138. 

6. I . e . t h e o l o g i e s of the B i b l e not theology which 
i s b i b l i c a l . 

7. N.B. James Barr The Semantics o f B i b l i c a l Language 
Oxford 1961 p.210 c r i t i c i s e s B arth f o r r e f e r r i n g t o 
a b i b l i c a l word as a "concept" ( B e g r i f f ) . The 
reason according t o K.A.Tangberg " L i n g u i s t i c s and 
Theology: an attempt t o analyse and evaluate 
James Barr's argumentation", The B i b l e T r a n s l a t o r , 
24,(1973) P.305 i s t h a t "...the m a j o r i t y of words 
have vague meaning or more than one meaning so t h a t 
they can o n l y express thoughts o r concepts i n 
s y n t a c t i c a l c o n t e x t s t h a t r e s o l v e ambiguity." B a r t h 
uses the word " B e g r i f f " r e s p o n s i b l y (e^g. KD I I / 1 S.396 
"Wir beginnen unsere Betrachtung der g o t t l i c h e n Liebe . 
m i t der des B e g r i f f s der Gnade..." 
N.B. The E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n i s not accurate p.353) 
While "word" denotes any "sound or combination of 
sounds recognised as a p a r t of speech" 
(C.T.Onions o p . c i t . p.2569) a "concept" i s an "idea 
of a class of o b j e c t s , general n n t i o n " . 
(C.T.Onions o p . c i t . p.388). Thus "concept" i s more 
u s u a l l y a p p l i e d t o t h a t class of nouns which are 
a b s t r a c t , such as l o v e , t r u t h , beauty e t c . I t may 
t h e r e f o r e be used of a p a r t i c u l a r class of nouns 
l e g i t i m a t e l y . 

8. Cf. B.Childs B i b l i c a l Theology p.47 "The word study 
method became the most immediate avenue t o t h e center 
of the B i b l i c a l m e n t a l i t y . . . I t was not by chance t h a t 
the enormous task of t r a n s l a t i n g K i t t e l ' s Worterbuch 
was begun a t the h e i g h t of the B i b l i c a l Theology 
movement." 
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9. Professor James Barr opened the o p p o s i t i o n i n h i s 
book The Semantics of B i b l i c a l Language. Other books 
elaborated h i s t h e s i s . E.g. B i b l i c a l Words f o r Time 
London 1969- Research i n semantics by non-theolog­
ians has l e n t some weight t o the a t t a c k . E.A.Nida's 
" I m p l i c a t i o n s of Contemporary L i n g u i s t i c s f o r 
B i b l i c a l S c h o l a r s h i p V J B L / 9 1 pp73ff. makes 
t h i s c l e a r . The arguments are summarised i n 
D . H i l l Greek Words w i t h Hebrew Meanings 
Cambridge 1967. 

10. I . e . G . K i t t e l and G . F r i e d r i c h (ed.) 
Theologisches Wflrterbuch zum Neuen Testament 
S t u t t g a r t 1933-73 
(Eng.trans. G.W.Bromiley T h e o l o g i c a l D i c t i o n a r y 
of the New Testament Grand Rapids 1964 f f . ) 
Church Dogmatics i n d i c e s have only h a l f Barth's 
references. A f u l l l i s t i s i n c l u d e d i n n.43 below. 

11. E.g. J.Barr Semantics pp.208ff. 
c f . A.C.Thiselton "Semantics and New Testament 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " i n I.H.Marshall (ed.) o p . c i t . p.88 

12. E.g. J.Barr Semantics p.218 "The mistake of 
supposing / t h a t d i f f e r e n t designations have the 
same semantic valu§7 we may f o r convenience c a l l 
i l l e g i t i m a t e i d e n t i t y t r a n s f e r . " 
c f . E.Nida o p . c i t . p.86f. 
c f . F.de Saussure Course i n General L i n g u i s t i c s 
London 1960 p.114 "Language i s a system of i n t e r ­
dependent terms i n which the value of each term 
r e s u l t s s o l e l y from t h e simultaneous presence of 
o t h e r s . " ( C i t e d A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.82) 

13. J.Barr Semantics p.113f. " I f we agreed t h a t a l l the 
words we used should be i n t e r p r e t e d from t h e i r 
e t y m o l o g i c a l background and remote h i s t o r i c a l connect­
ions we should reduce language t o an u n i n t e l l i g i b l e 
chaos. 1 1 

c f . J.Barr Semantics p.165 where he warns against 
o v e r p l a y i n g the "etymological and a l l e g e d l y 
fundamental meaning against a l l semantic evidence 
of a c t u a l usage", 
c f . E.Nida o p . c i t . p.84 

14. E.g. J.Barr Semantics p.25 &• p.42 " I n general the 
ideas t h a t d i f f e r e n c e s of thought s t r u c t u r e w i l l 
correspond t o d i f f e r e n c e s of language s t r u c t u r e seems 
to be c o n t r a d i c t e d by f a c t s . " 
c f . E.Nida o p . c i t . p.79 & p.84 "Attempts t o l i n k 
grammatical f e a t u r e s and n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or 
world view are doomed t o f a i l u r e , l a r g e l y because 
grammatical f e a t u r e s are a l l a r b i t r a r y ' f o s s i l i z e d ' 
s t r u c t u r e s . " However, D . H i l l o p . c i t . p.10 argues 
"...most l i n g u i s t s agree t h a t vocabulary provides 
some k i n d of index t o c u l t u r a l emphases and r e f l e c t s 
environmental and mental set as w e l l . . . " 
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15- E.g. K.A.Tandberg p.303 "Only a v e r y l i m i t e d p a r t 
of the vocabulary of any language i s s t r u c t u r e d 
i n such a way t h a t i t c o n s t i t u t e s t erminology whose 
d i s t i n c t i o n s of meaning are based on p h i l o s o p h i c a l , 
t h e o l o g i c a l or o t h e r kinds of systematic reasoning." 

16. Cf. e.g.J.Barr Semantics p.174f. concerning nCcrcic. 
and nioTeiliu. 

17. Cf. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.77 "The meaning of words 
depends on t h e i r s e t t i n g or n o n - l i n g u i s t i c s i t u a t i o n , 
even more than upon grammar." 
He gives a p l a i n example: "the present k i n g of France 

18. J.Barr Time p.1f?4-

19. J.Barr Semantics p.265 
20. E.Nida o p . c i t o pp.73-89 
21. E.Nida o p . c i t . p.86 
22. E.g. E.Nida o p . c i t . p.86f. "...the c o r r e c t meaning 

of any term i s t h a t which c o n t r i b u t e s l e a s t t o the 
t o t a l c o n t e x t , or i n o t h e r terms, t h a t which f i t s 
the context most p e r f e c t l y . " 

23. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.75 

24. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p. 94 

25. J.Barr Time p.155 
26. J.Barr Time p.156 N.B. However he exonerates Barth's 

d i s c u s s i o n of time i n t h i s respect. 

27. J.Barr Time p.157 
28. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.79 

29. I b i d . 
30. D . H i l l o p . c i t . p.10 

31. D . H i l l o p . c i t . p.7 

32. I b i d . 

33. D . H i l l o p . c i t . p e12f. 
34o Cf. P.R.Ackroyd "Meaning and Exegesis" i n 

P.R.Ackroyd & B.Lindars Words & Meanings 
Cambridge 1968 p.3 "...there must also be a r e c o g n i t ­
i o n of overtones i n b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l . Such over­
tones are present i n every language which has a 
l i t e r a t u r e whether w r i t t e n or o r a l . . . a p a r t i c u l a r 
word or phrase may evoke a well-known s t o r y . " 
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35- O . B a r f i e l d H i s t o r y i n English. Words 

London 1956 p.184 

36. S . N e i l l New Testament I n t e r p r e t a t i o n 1861-1961 
London 1964 p.81 

37» This does not i n c l u d e b r i e f d i s c u s s i o n s . They are 

1/1 p.228f. 
1/1 p.40U 
1/1 p.449f-; 451; 453f. 
I I / 1 p.207f. 
I I / 1 p.353t; 356 
I I / 1 p.360f. 
I I / 1 p. 370; 372f.; 381 
I I / 1 p.384f. 
I I / 1 p.427f.; 439 
I I / 1 p.459f. 
I I / 1 p.525 
I I / 1 p.600f.; 603ff.; 605 
I I / 1 p.641; 670 
I I / 2 p.102 
I I / 2 p.429 
I I / 2 p.481-4 
I I / 2 p.576f. 
I I / 2 p.588f. 
I I / 2 p.636-41 
I I / 2 p.642f.; 670 
I I I / 1 p.16f. 
I I I / 1 p.57 
I I I / 1 p.100 
I I I / 1 p.279f. 
I I I / 2 p.45 
I I I / 2 p.166 
I I I / 2 p.211 
I I I / 2 p.378f. 
I I I / 2 p.412f. 
H I / 2 p.435 
I I I / 2 p . 4 5 0 
H I / 2 p.580-82 
H I / 3 p.3f« 
I I I / 3 p.155f» 
H I / 3 p.420f. 
I I I / 4 p.172 
H I / 4 p.262 
H I / 4 p.375f. 
I I I / 4 p.433 
H I / 4 p.600-607 
IV/1 p.22-34 
IV/1 p.406 
IV/1 p.662-668 
IV/2 p.162 
IV/2 p.183 
IV/2 p.195-209• 
IV/2 p.320 
IV/2 p.411f.; 4 2 4 f f B 

IV/2 p.489 
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37. IV/2 p.500 
contd. IV/2 p.535 

IV/2 p.538f. 
IV/2 p.564-8 
IV/2 p.644 
IV/3 p.11f. 
IV/3 p.47 
IV/3 p.185-5 
IV/3 p.292f.; 294f. 
IV/3 p.483-6; 503; 525; 535 
IV/3 p.570 
IV/3 p.611-14 
IV/3 p.647 
IV/3 p.908 
There are a few occasions where Barth re-examines 
a word. They are: 
H I / 2 p.211; I I / 1 p. 370; & IV/2 p. 184 
IV/2 p.411 & 424ff. 
H I / 4 p.604-7 & IV/3 p.483 

38. E.g. Death: CD I I I / 2 p.588ff. S.715ff. 
N.B. Bar t h deals w i t h a l l the m a t e r i a l r e l a t e d t o 
death here - and not j u s t w i t h the word 'death'. 

39- E.g. Son of Man. CD I I I / 2 p.45f. S.5^-5^ 
40. There are some notable exceptions t o t h i s where 

Barth discusses b i b l i c a l use w i t h o u t any examples, 
e.g. CD I I / 1 p.426f. S.480f. <Joq>U /chokmah 

CD I I I / 4 p.375f-S.427f. j o y 
4 1 . There i s one exception t o t h i s , b ut i t i s ve r y 

b r i e f . aMaptCa i s found i n the main t e x t i n 
CD IV/1 p.406 S.449 

42. CD IV/1 p.22 S.22 
'Once' here means once i n the context of word study. 
The o n l y o t h e r occasion discusses the d e r i v a t i o n of 
'providence' but i t i s not a b i b l i c a l word. 
CD I I I / 3 p.3 S.1 

43. B a r t h r e f e r s t o the K i t t e l d i c t i o n a r y i n the 
f o l l o w i n g places:-

1/1 p.317 
1/2 p.23 
1/2 p.384f. 
I I / 2 p.117 
I I / 2 p.428 
I I / 2 p.639 
I I I / 1 p.17 
H I / 1 p. 191 
I I I / 1 p.199 
I I I / 1 p.201f. 
H I / 2 p. 279 
I I I / 2 p.295 
H I / 2 p.580 
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43. H I / 3 p. 156 
contd. I I I / 3 p.487 

I I I / 4 p.600 
I I 1 / 4 p.605 
I I I / 4 p.685 
IV/1 p.22 
IV/1 p.73 
IV/2 p.195 
IV/2 p.202 & 204 
IV/2 p.500 
IV/2 p.534 
IV/2 p.567 
IV/2 p.627 
IV/3 p.12 
IV/3 p.292 
IV/3 p.485 
IV/3 p.611 
IV/3 p.908 

44. Three examples chosen a t random s u f f i c e . 

5ia6fiKn .. .. CD IV/1 p.22 ) En g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n 
BIMOKU .. .. CD IV/2 p.195ff. ) of K i t t e l 
eGayYe/uSo/^i . CD IV/2 p.195ff. ) Volume 2 
Bar t h r e f e r s t o K i t t e l i n each of these cases, and 
i t provides d e t a i l e d notes about c l a s s i c a l Greek use. 

45. CD IV/1 p.22 S.22 
T y p i c a l l y Barth w r i t e s : " E i t h e r way i t denotes an 
element i n a l e g a l r i t u a l i n which two p a r t n e r s 
t o g e t h e r accept a mutual o b l i g a t i o n . " 

46. CD IV/3 p.292 S.337/W ft T h t i tirtc). tram. . r t cor rccfcL) ha<i "b.onys t u 5 ^ 7 

47. I b i d . " . . . c f . f o r what f o l l o w s the a r t i c l e by 
A.Oepke i n K i t t e l . " 

48. E.g. CD IV/3 p.908 S.1042 " . . . c f . on t h i s d i s t i n c t ­
i o n the examples given by R.Bultmann i n K i t t e l I I , 
p.515f." 

49. E.g. CD IV/2 p. 196 S.218 euavYeAiSeoeai 
"The Greek word as such i s o r i g i n a l l y a t e c h n i c a l 
term f o r 'news of v i c t o r y ' . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p.162 S.181 "There can be no doubt, 
of course, t h a t a t t h a t time (as i n our modern 
usage) the t i t l e could be a p p l i e d t o eminent 
personages as a mark of courtesy and r e s p e c t . . . i t 
was also used...as a t r a n s l a t i o n of the O.T. name 
of God and...as a d e s i g n a t i o n of the d i v i n e emperor." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.641f. S.723f.5<5£a 

50. CD I I / 1 p.427 S.481f. 
Barth's argument here i s reminiscent of B.Child's 
Myth and R e a l i t y Cf. chap.2 n.276 above 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.439 S.495 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.600 S.677 
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51. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.641 S.723 5<5£a 
"Like many o t h e r words, when the Greek tongue was 
impressed i n t o the s e r v i c e of the proclamation of 
the gospel of Jesus C h r i s t , i t underwent a d e c i s i v e 
and p a r t i c u l a r l y s t r i k i n g change of meaning." 

52. Barth does not use word study p r i m a r i l y f o r exegesis, 
but f o r dogmatic purposes. Hence he i s not so much 
concerned w i t h what i t means i n one c o n t e x t , as w i t h 
b u i l d i n g up a p i c t u r e of the concept denoted by t h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r word. 
E.g. CD 1/1 p.400 S.420 
CD IV/2 p.183 S.203 
CD IV/2 p.564 S.638 

53. CD I I / 2 p.483 S.536 
c f . CD 1/1 p.229 S.240 

54. CD IV/1 p.662 S.740 

55- Barth's N.T. references i n t h i s case are predominantly 
Pauline. c f . CD IV/2 p.489 S.553 "As i s w e l l known, 
the term ofip£ i s ambiguous." Barth devotes a b r i e f 
excursus t o an o u t l i n e of i t s meanings, 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.100 s.110 "The concept 'earth' i n 
Gen 1.1 and 1.2 means 'earth' i n c o n t r a d i s t i n c t i o n 
t o 'heaven'. But t h i s does not exhaust i t s meaning. 
I t i s more comprehensive than our concept e a r t h . . . " 

56. CD 1/1 p.400 S.420 "The name of Yahweh has p r e c i s e l y 
the same comprehensive and pervasive meaning i n the 
Old Testament..." 
c f . CD 1/1 p.228 S.240 ntoin; "...denotes p r e c i s e l y 
and comprehensively..." ('comprehensive' i n both 
cases t r a n s l a t e s 'umfassende'.) 

57. E.g. The exact meaning of £uonoiouv depends on 
the i n t e n t i o n of the N.T. w r i t e r s a t Jn 6.23; 
1Cor 15.45 and 2Cor 3-6, which Ba r t h considers t o be 
conscious reference back t o God's i n i t i a l c r e a t i v e 
a c t . "That the N.T. w r i t e r s had t h i s connexion i n 
mind i s obvious from the f a c t t h a t i n the three 
r e f e r e n c e s . . . t h e r e i s a c l e a r a l l u s i o n t o Gen 2.7-••" 
CD H I / 1 p.57 S.61 
c f . CD IV/3 p.485 S.557 "This i s intended i n passages.. 

58. CD IV/3 p.184 S.210 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.354 S.398 " E s p e c i a l l y t h e O.T. 
context i n which the word appears makes i t c l e a r . . . " 

59. CD 1/1 p.451 S.473 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.207 S.233 " I t i s as w e l l t o remind 
ourselves again a t t h i s p o i n t , of the meaning and 
f u n c t i o n of the concept of t r u t h as the word i s 
used i n the B i b l e . . . Again and again i t appears i n 
connexion w i t h t he great p r e d i c a t e s of the r e v e l a t i o n 
and saving a c t i v i t y of God among h i s people: w i t h 
God's mercy, goodness, righteousness and l i g h t , and 
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59- i n p a r t i c u l a r , His grace...The N.T. usage does not 
contd. i n c l u d e any change i n basic meaning." 

60. CD I I / 1 p.381 S.428 
c f . CD 1/1 p.4-53, S.4-76 "The very common Pauline 
formula £v nveupaTL ..." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.353 S.397 "...the r e c u r r e n t formula 
of Paul..." 

61. CD IV/3 p.11f. s.10f. Amen. 

62. CD H I / 2 p. 166 S.199 
Cf. CD 1/2 p. 13 S.14 "But above a l l note the 
5na£ or ecp&naS o f t e n so i m p r e s s i v e l y added 
when Jesus C h r i s t ' s work of redemption i s mentioned.. 

63. CD IV/2 p.554- S.605 
N.B. Barth has drawn a t h e o l o g i c a l p o i n t out of a 
semantic o b s e r v a t i o n here. 

64. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.83 argues t h i s c o n v i n c i n g l y , 
concluding: "... a word has meaning, not autonomously 
or independently, but o n l y as a.part of a whole; 
only w i t h i n a f i e l d . . . " 

65. He als o recognises i t s l i m i t a t i o n s ! Of Cherubim and 
Seraphim, he w r i t e s : "The l i n g u i s t i c sense of the 
two terms i s so di s p u t e d by the experts t h a t i t i s 
b e t t e r f o r a mere layman t o ignore t h i s q uestion, 
and the same i s t r u e f o r t h e i r m a t e r i a l r o l e and 
s i g n i f i c a n c e . " CD H I / 3 P-^55 S.531 

66. CD IV/3 p.485 S.557 
c f . CD IV/2 p.183 S.203f. where Barth discusses 
ouTfip ,a6^etv and ouinpta . 

67. E.g. CD IV/3 p.292 S.337 napouola and £iu<p6v£ia. 

68. CD H I / 1 p.16 S.16 
c f . CD IV/2 p.644 S.728 grow and b u i l d . 
and CD H I / 2 p.415 S.498 d e s i r i n g and w i l l i n g . 

69. CD I I / 1 p.207 S.233 T r u t h i n Hebrew, 'emeth may be 
t r a n s l a t e d dA^Seia or TTCOTLQ 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.370 S.415 " I t i s w e l l known how o f t e n 
grace and mercy appear side by side i n the Old 
Testament, the one c l e a r l y determining and 
e l u c i d a t i n g the ot h e r . 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.37 S.39f. f a i t h and obedience. 

70. CD I I I / 2 p.435 S.523 

71. CD I I / 1 p.525 S.591 
72. CD IV/2 p.534- S.604 

73- CD IV/3 P.292 S.337 
c f . CD IV/1 p.339 S.374 "...ought we not t o take 
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73. warning from the l e x i c o g r a p h i c a l o b s e r v a t i o n t h a t 
contd. the word ntdnc does not occur a t a l l i n the Easter 

n a r r a t i v e s and the word n i o T E t f e i v o n l y i n Jn 20?" 
74. CD 1/1 p.450 S.472 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.642f. S.724 "But these two strands 
are h e l d t o g e t h e r by the d e c i s i v e c e n t r a l s trand 
i n which the 56£a i s the 56£a of the Lord 
Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 

75. CD I V/2 p.187 S.208 
76. CD I V/2 p.189 S.209 

77- CD I V/3 p.647 S.741 
78. CD I I / 2 p.636-641 S .707-13 

c f . CD I V/2 p.424ff. S . 4 7 8 f f . where the same 
procedure i s f o l l o w e d w i t h the word ' f o o l 1 . 

79. E.g. CD 1/1 p . 4 5 0 f f . S . 4 7 2 f f . nveujja 
CD 1/2 p.277i. S.302f o 6KOAOU6£LV 
CD 1/2 p.360 S . 3 9 5 f * r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . 
CD I V / 1 p.22-34 S .22-35 SiaefiKn 

80. But see CD I V/2 p.567.S.641f. where Barth's d i s c u s s i o n 
of uetavoeLV and t shubah i s the exception which 
proves the r u l e . The new covenant has changed the 
nature of repentance. c f . Chap.4 pp. 115f£ below. 

81. CD I I / 1 p.642 S.723f. 

82. CD I I / 1 p.370 S .415-17 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.16f. S.16f. Where bara' i s t r a n s l a t e d 
TTOi£ii) and 5nuioupY£iv i s avoided. 

83. CD I I / 1 p.370 S.415-17 
84. These words have not been s p e c i a l l y s e l e c t e d , they 

are the f i r s t twelve t h a t Barth discusses and 
correspond t o the f i r s t twelve references i n n.37° 

85. I r o n i c a l l y these are the words of D.Nineham who 
reaches such v e r y d i f f e r e n t conclusions having the 
same end i n viewJ D.Nineham o p . c i t . p.214. 

86. "More i m p o r t a n t " i n e v i t a b l y means f o r Barth those 
words which have t o do w i t h the c e n t r a l theme of 
S c r i p t u r e : "The r e l a t i o n between such a God and 
such a man and the r e l a t i o n between such a man 
and such a God, i s f o r me the theme of the B i b l e and 
the essence of philosophy" Romans p.10 S . x i i i 

87. CD 1/1 p.115 S.117 "Revelation engenders the 
S c r i p t u r e which a t t e s t s i t . . . " 

88. Cf. Chap.4 pp.247ff.below. 
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89- Cf. K.Barth The Word of God and the Word of Man 

London 1928 p.43 " I t i s not the r i g h t human 
thoughts about God which form the content of the 
B i b l e , but the r i g h t d i v i n e thoughts about men." 

90. KD IV/3 S.613 p.533 "Here t o o , the mode of thought 
and speech found i n the B i b l e w i l l prove our surest 
guide / f o r r e a l u n c l e rst"a.rvdli rNcjT] " trcu\s i . i cOM p<.«_ke_7 

91. CD H I / 2 p.405 S.486 

92. CD H I / 2 p.434 S.522 "The* "Bible does not t h i n k 
i n terms of t h i s o p p o s i t i o n . " 
c f . C D I I I / 1 p.17 S.17 " i t i s t r u e t o say t h a t t n i s 
Greek word, l i k e the Hebrew, i n d i c a t e s the d i r e c t ­
i o n of b i b l i c a l t h i n k i n g i n t h i s matter." 
c f . CD IV/3 p.92 S.102 "...an attempt t o adopt i t s 
/the B i b l e ' s / mode of thought as t h a t which i s 
normative f o r the C h r i s t i a n community..." 

93. E.g. CD H I / 2 p.409-411 S.491-493 "The b i b l i c a l 
t e x t s f o r b i d us to c a l l sound what i s s i c k . " 

94. E.g. F.Eerre Language, Logic and God 
London 1970 pp.103ff. 

95. CD I I / 1 p.229f. S.259f. 

96. Op.cit. p.229 S.259 
97. O p . c i t . p.230 S.259 " I n the same way a l s o , words 

of such simple content as 'arm' and 'mouth' - which 
t o us are as such incomprehensible - declare t h e i r 
t r u t h o n l y i n the place...where the reference i s t o 
the arm and mouth of God, His deeds and words." 

98. D.Kelsey "Appeals t o S c r i p t u r e i n Theology"' 
JR, x l v i i i , ( 1 9 6 8 ) p.15 suggests t h a t Barth works 
t h i s way because he holds "a d o c t r i n e of i n s p i r a t i o n 
t h a t means i n p r a c t i c e t h a t the canon i s i n e r r a n t , 
i f not v e r b a l l y , a t l e a s t c o n c e p t u a l l y . " However, 
i t i s not the case t h a t he supposes " t h a t S c r i p t u r e 
has the l o g i c a l character o f a system of t e c h n i c a l 
terms." Rather, he considers some b i b l i c a l concepts 
are s i g n i f i c a n t , so t h a t dogmatics does w e l l t o 
understand them, before working out the i m p l i c a t i o n s 
of t h i s understanding. 

99. E.g. CD H I / 3 p.143f. S.162f. Barth asserts t h a t the 
w o r l d was created by the word of God, and continues 
" . . . i t i s t o be r e g r e t t e d t h a t w h i l e the d i s c i p l e s 
o f Cocceius saw t h i s q u i t e c l e a r l y they merely 
i n d i c a t e d the t h e s i s and d i d not m a i n t a i n i t more 
str o n g l y . " 

100. Romans p.12 S.xvi Preface t o 2nd e d i t i o n " . . . d i e 
B i b e l s e i e i n gutes Buch and es lohne s i c h , wenn man 
i h r e Gedanken mindestens ebenso ernst nimmt, wie 
seine eigenen." 
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101. Cf. pp.168ff.below 
102. CD 1/1 p . x i i S . v i i (my emphasis) 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.369 S.414 "The word i t s e l f teaches 
US « o e 

103. CD 1/1 p.227-247 S.239-261 
The word study i s p.228f. S.240f. 

104. Op.cit. p.227f. S.239f. 

105. Op.cit. p.228 S.240 

106. Op.cit. p.244 S.258 

107. Op.cit. p.228 S.240 

108. Op.cit. p.244 S.258 

109. Op.cit. p.228 S.240 

110. Op.cit. p.244 S.258 

111. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.204-254 S.229-287 
"The V e r a c i t y of Man's Knowledge of God" i n which 
a d i s c u s s i o n of ' t r u t h ' occurs. 
o p . c i t . p.207f. S.233f« 
c f . CD IV/2 p.533-553 S.603-626 
"The C a l l t o D i s c i p l e s h i p " i n which a di s c u s s i o n of 
' f o l l o w ' occurs, 
o p . c i t . p.553 S.6O3-6O5. 
This does not p l a y so s i g n i f i c a n t a p a r t i n the 
s e c t i o n because Bar t h develops i t by examining 
oth e r p o r t i o n s of S c r i p t u r e i n d i f f e r e n t ways. 
Thus, the word study merely happens t o be a convenient 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r B a r t h . 

112. CD IV/1 p.650-725 S.726-809 
113. Op.cit. p.650-662 S.726-740 
114. Op.cit. p.662f. S.740 
115. Op.cit. p.663f. S.741 
116. Op.cit. p.664 S.741 
117o Op.cit. p.666 S.744 
118. I b i d . 
119. Unam ob v i o u s l y r e l i e s upon the idea of one Body. 

Sanetarn echoes t h i s word study; e.g. p.689 S.770 
"The community i s h o l y because and as Jesus C h r i s t 
i s holy...Because i t i s from Jesus C h r i s t , because 
i t i s His body, i t cannot cease t o be t h i s . . . " 
Catholicaghas s i m i l a r echoes; e.g. p.705 S.787 
"The C h r i s t i a n i s f i r s t a member of the C h r i s t i a n 
community..." 
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119. Apostolicain i n c l u d e s the p l a i n statement: " I n attempt-
contd. i n g t o f i l l out the f i r s t t h r e e terms, we could p o i n t 

o n l y t o Jesus C h r i s t as the Head of the community 
which i s His body..." p.713 S.796 and l a t e r : "...the 
man who wants t o see and recognise i t as the a p o s t o l i c 
community...must be a l i v i n g member, and as such must 
know i t s basis i n t he a p o s t l e s . . . " p.714 S.798 

120. Cf. Appendix 1 pp.445ff. which shows the d i s t r i b u t i o n 
o f S c r i p t u r a l references. 

121. E.g. The longest s e c t i o n of b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l which 
occurs a t p.673f. S.751-753 i s an aside t o demonstrate 
t h a t the Church's u n i t y does not a r i s e from a 
h i e r a r c h i c a l o r g a n i s a t i o n . As such, i t c o n t r i b u t e s 
t o the immediate p o i n t but has no f a r reaching 
i n f l u e n c e through the s e c t i o n such as the word-study 
has. 

122. CD I I / 1 p.351-607 S.394-685 
c f . n.37 above f o r page numbers. 

123. CD I I / 1 p.4-12-4-16 S.463-469 
o p . c i t . p.417f S.469f 

124. CD I I / 1 p.353f. S.397f-
p.355 S.399 
p.355f- S.399f. 

125. This s e c t i o n i s harder t o c l a s s i f y because word 
study i s mixed w i t h other methods i n places. However 
the word study occurs a t : -
CD I I / 1 p.381 S.428 
p.381-3 S.429f-
p.384f. S.432f. 
p e r i o d i c a l l y i n p.386-90 S.434-439 

126. CD IV/2 p.154-264 S.173-293 
127. CD IV/2 p.195 m i s p r i n t s V f o r IV. There are i n f a c t , 

o n l y f o u r subsections. Cf. KD IV/2 S.274 

128. Op.c i t . p.249 S.275 
129. O p . c i t . p.193 S.214 
130. O p . c i t . p.195-209 S.217-232 

131o Op.cit. p.194f. S.214-217 
132. O p . c i t . p.209 S.232 
133. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.636-41 S.707-713 Although t h i s stands 

i n the middle of a s e c t i o n (and not a t the end; 
Barth w r i t e s : "We propose t o e l u c i d a t e t h i s matter 
by a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the New Testament group of 
words, 56KLMOQ, Soiaufi, SOKLM^ELV. 
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134. CD H I / 2 p.405 S.485 "...there i s no way of 
denoting the two extremes of pure e x t e r n a l observat­
i o n on the one hand or pure i n t e r n a l r e f l e c t i o n on 
the other. I n the s t r i c t sense, Hebrew possesses 
no e q u i v a l e n t f o r the pure idea of t h i n k i n g . " 

135. J.Barr Time p.155 
Cf. pp.155ff.below. 

136. E.g. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics p.77 p o i n t s out t h a t 
Barth i n t e r p r e t s xaLpexe a t P h i l s 3*1 and 4.4 as 
"Rejoice" whereas " . . . i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t xaCpeie 
i s a form of g r e e t i n g which i s no more a command 
than 'how do you do?' i s a question." 
c f . D.Nineham "A Partner f o r C i n d e r e l l a ? " 
i n M.Hooker and C.Hickling (ed.) o p . c i t . p.148 
"...any i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . . . m u s t always be i n terms 
of some s p e c i f i c set o f p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . . . t h e word 
' f i r e ' w i l l produce one understanding and response 
when shouted by an u s h e r e t t e i n a crowded cinema, 
and q u i t e another when shouted by an o f f i c e r i n 
charge of a f i r i n g squad..." 

137. Cf.p.129ff.above. 
138. G.Ebeling "The Meaning of ' B i b l i c a l Theology'", 

JTS, (N.S.) v i , ( 1 9 5 5 ) p.210 i d e n t i f i e s two c l a s s i c 
meanings of the phrase " b i b l i c a l theology": 
(a) "theology contained i n the B i b l e " 
(b) "theology i n accordance w i t h the B i b l e " . 

139. B.Smalley The Study of the B i b l e i n the Middle Ages 
Oxford 1952 p.368 
c f . B.Lonergan Philosophy of God and Theology 
London 1973 p.27 "...theology d i d not s e r i o u s l y 
a s p i r e t o be systematic u n t i l t h e middle ages..." 

140. B.Smalley o p . c i t . pp.73ff-
141. Cf. M.E.Polley "H.Wheeler Robinson and the Problem 

of o r g a n i s i n g an O.T. theology " i n J.M. E f i r d 
The Use of the O.T. i n the New and other Essays 
Durham N.C. 1972 p.149 "Before the r i s e of 
h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m t h e r e was no b i b l i c a l theology, 
the use of the B i b l e i n p r e - c r i t i c a l times was as a 
' p r o o f - t e x t ' f o r orthodox d o c t r i n e s . " 
c f . C.T.Craig " B i b l i c a l Theology and the Rise of 
H i s t o r i c i s m " , JBL, L X I I , ( 1 9 4 3 ) , p.281 "As long as 
i t was assumed t h a t B i b l e and dogma were i d e n t i c a l 
i n t h e i r teachings, there was no p o i n t i n separating 
them." 
c f . G.Ebeling o p . c i t . p.212 

142. Cf. J.Barr Semantics p.270 "The e s s e n t i a l l y 
s y n t h e t i c method of b i b l i c a l theology i s i n f a c t 
something created i n i t s modern form very much i n 
r e a c t i o n t o the combined e f f e c t s of l i t e r a r y 
c r i t i c i s m of an e v o l u t i o n a r y h i s t o r y of r e l i g i o n s , 
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142. which made the message of Jesus something d i f f e r e n t 
contd. from t h a t of Paul, and i n i t s t u r n d i f f e r e n t from 

t h a t of John, and so on." 
c f . J.D.Smart "The Need f o r a B i b l i c a l Theology", 
R e l i g i o n i n L i f e , x x v i , 1,(1956/7) p.25f. 

143. Cf. M.Folley o p . c i t . p.150 
c f . R.Schnackenburg New Testament Theology Today 
London 1963 

144. A.B.Mickelsen I n t e r p r e t i n g the B i b l e 
Grand Rapids 1963 p.3^3 summarises-: "Theological 
m a t e r i a l s are arranged i n terms of the same 
h i s t o r i c a l period,e.g. e i g h t h century prophets, o f 
the same l i t e r a r y form, e.g. the synoptic gospels, 
of the same author, e.g. the Pauline l e t t e r s , or 
of i n d i v i d u a l w r i t i n g s which are more general e i t h e r 
because of geographical d i s t r i b u t i o n of t h e i r 
r e c i p i e n t s or because t h e i r contents do not g e n e r a l l y 
p e r t a i n t o one p a r t i c u l a r congregation." 

145. E.g. W.Eichrodt Theology the O.T. Vo'1.1. 
London 1961, Vol 2. London 1967 
R.Bultmann Theology of the N.T. London 1952 

146. Cf. J.Barr Semantics p.5 who c h a r a c t e r i z e s b i b l i c a l 
t heology "...as very much concerned t o understand 
the B i b l e 'as a u n i t y ' . . . " 

147. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.266f. S.299 
148. M.Polley o p . c i t . p.150 
149. G.Ebeling o p . c i t . p.223 d i s p u t e s t h i s on t h e grounds 

t h a t ( i ) B i b l e contains theology but i s not i t s e l f 
t heology, and ( i i ) a l l b i b l i c a l theology must be 
modern e x p l i c a t i o n . 

150. J.Barr Semantics p.273 ' B i b l i c a l Theology' may mean 
" . . . t h a t type of dogmatics which l a y s a heavy 
emphasis on the B i b l e and takes i t as the bas i c or 
o n l y source of a u t h o r i t y . " 

151. E.g. Dogmatic theology does not simply ask 'what 
does Paul teach about God's mercy?' or even 'what 
does S c r i p t u r e teach about God's mercy?', i t asks 
'what i s God's mercy?' This r a i s e s p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
questions about whether one can t h i n k about t h i n g s 
i n themselves. Some would argue t h a t o b j e c t s can 
o n l y be known as they are perceived. 

152. R.Davidson and A.R.C.Leaney o p . c i t . p.141 

153. I b i d . 
154. B.Lonergan Philosophy p.21f. 

- 366 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 5 contd.) 

155. H.Schlier The Relevance of the N.T. 
New York 1968 p.4- "...a theology of the N.T. w i l l 
prove i t s e l f t o be such by h a n d l i n g the themes set 
i t by the N.T. i n the way i n d i c a t e d t o i t i n each 
case by the va r i o u s books of the N.T." 

156. Cf. Chap.4 pp. 221ff .below 

157. W.J.Harrington The Path of B i b l i c a l Theology 
Du b l i n 1973 p.351 

158. Thematic d i s c u s s i o n i n the main t e x t i s r a r e . 
I t does occur i n CD H I / 1 p.316 S. 561 f. where the 
r e l a t i o n between Yahweh and I s r a e l i s compared t o 
t h a t of a man and woman. The f o l l o w i n g excursus 
o u t l i n e s God's a t t i t u d e i n t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p 
(p.317 S.362f.) 
c f . CD IV/4 p.111 S.122 

159. C l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s d i f f i c u l t because of the ' b l u r r e d 
edges' between t h i s and ot h e r methods. However, 
the r e are about one hundred and t e n separate example 
of i t i n the Church Dogmatics. T h i r t y seven o f 
Barth's seventy t h r e e sections (denoted § ) i n c l u d e 
thematic treatment o f S c r i p t u r e . 

160. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.53 S.56 (wisdom) 
161. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.36-38 S.39-41 "The r i g h t of the 

Creator t o His c r e a t u r e " discusses 22 q u o t a t i o n s . 

162. E.g. A 'word' theme: CD I I / 1 p.29 S.30 "The Way", 
e.g. An 'idea' theme: CD I I I / 2 p.559 S.678 which 
deals w i t h the boundaries o f human l i f e . 
c f . CD 1/2 p.29 S.32 God's r e a l absence, which i s 
i l l u s t r a t e d by 18 examples from the Psalms. 

163. E.g. CD 1/2 p.271 S.295i. 'abiding' 
•cf. CD I I / 2 p.203 S.224 ' I s r a e l ' s sonship' 

164. CD I I I / 4 p.74 -S.81 
c f . Barth's e a r l i e r d i s c u s s i o n of 'witness' and 
'grace'. 

165. E.g. CD 1/2 p.271 S.295f. 
c f . CD 1/2 p.372f. S.409f. love 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.420 S.488f. heaven(s) 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.74 S.80f. p r a i s e r s of God 

166. E.g. CD 1/2 p.373 S.410 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.385 S.432f. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.459 S.517 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.155 S.173 

167. E.g. CD 1/2 p.415 S.458 5v6punoq 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.207 S.233 t r u t h 

168. E.g. CD II/1.p.361 S.405 'the Holy one of I s r a e l i s 
the Redeemer' 
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168. c f . CD H I / 1 p . 5 3 S.56 wisdom mentioned i n 
contd. c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h c r e a t i o n . 
169. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.204 S.225 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.263 S.295 

170. CD I I / 2 p.218 S.240 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.608 S.686 'from e v e r l a s t i n g to 
e v e r l a s t i n g ' 

171. 'Kingdom of heaven 1 r a t h e r than 'Kingdom of God'. 
CD H I / 3 p.433f. S.504-506 

172. O p . c i t . p.434 S.5O6 B a r t h gives f u r t h e r evidence 
f o r t h i s i n the f o l l o w i n g pages. 

173. CD H I / 2 p.220 S.263 
c f . CD H I / 2 p. 3 3 5 S.403 "Es i s t besonders das 
Johannesevangelium, das diese L i n i e immer wieder 
ausgezogen h a t . . . " /N.B. En g l i s h i n a c c u r a t e l y 
t r a n s l a t e s t h i s as "the f o u r t h g o s p e l " . 7 

174. CD I V / 3 p.612 S.701 

175. CD I V / 3 P-549 S.630 

176. CD I V / 3 p.549 s.631 
177. CD I I / 1 p.392 S.440f. 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.504f. S . 5 6 7 i -

178. CD I I / 2 p . 5 6 9 f . S.632-4 
c f . CD I I / 2 p . 5 9 7 S . 6 6 3 f . 

179. CD 1/2 p.68 S . 7 5 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 6 5 3 S . 7 3 6 "The f a c t s t i l l remains 
t h a t the idea of beauty does not have any independent 
s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the B i b l e . Yet t h i s does not mean 
t h a t i t i s unimportant f o r the B i b l e or a l i e n t o i t . " 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.648 S.742 

180. CD IV/1 p.615 S.686 

181. CD IV/2 p.512 S . 5 7 9 

182. Op.cit. p.511-513 S . 5 7 9 f . 

183. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.545 S.627 " . . . t h i s l i n e from below 
upwards...is not merely no l e s s , but much more 
n o t i c e a b l e i n the N.T. than the opposite l i n e which 
i s o r i g i n a l and must thus be regarded as d e c i s i v e 
i n our d e s c r i p t i o n of the whole r e l a t i o n s h i p . I t 
c e r t a i n l y r e c e i v e s more freq u e n t mention." 

184. CD IV/2 p.224 S.248 
185. This may not always be p o s s i b l e ; e.g. CD I I / 1 p.654 

S.738 " . . . i t could be i l l u s t r a t e d d i r e c t l y or 
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185. i n d i r e c t l y from hundreds of other passages." 
contd. c f . CD IV/3 p.547 S.628 
186. E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.448 S . 5 2 2 "The t i t l e does not occur 

i n the Hexateuch, Judges or E z e k i e l . . . " 
1 8 7 . CD I I / 1 p.469 S.528 
188. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.474f. S . 5 3 3 f * 

c f . CD IV/2 p.805 S . 9 1 3 "The one exception..." 
c f . Chap 4 p p . 2 2 9 f f . " b e l o w . 

189. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.496f. S . 5 5 8 f . Barth deals w i t h passages 
where God i s s a i d t o have 'repented' as p a r t of h i s 
thematic treatment of God's constancy. 

1 9 0 . The developmental idea c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the 
'Religions-geschichte' school i s q u i t e f o r e i g n t o 
Barth's t h i n k i n g . The nearest he comes t o i t i s a no 
t h a t lutfip "...seems t o belong t o the l a t e r elements 
of the N.T. witness. But i t i s easy t o see t h a t i n a 
comprehensive r e t r o s p e c t i t n e c e s s a r i l y f o r c e d i t s e l f 
upon the community of the a p o s t o l i c age, since every­
t h i n g t h a t Jesus had done...could be compressed i n t o . , 
the personal name S_wnfy, .» CD H I / 2 p.61 S . 7 1 

1 9 1 . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 0 5 f . S . 2 2 9 f . 

"The g u l f between the Old and New Testament view of 
the matter i s unmistakeable...the advent of the 
Son of Man and the r e i g n of His S p i r i t , which now 
makes impossible the concession of d i v o r c e , g i v i n g 
t o Gen 2 . 1 8 - 2 5 a meaning which i t could never have had 
to i t s O.T. r e a d e r . . . f o r the O.T. witnesses were q u i t e 
unable t o t h i n k from the standpoint from which the 
N.T. witnesses are compelled t o t h i n k . " 

1 9 2 . CD I I / 1 p.482 S.542 (my emphasis) 
1 9 3 . CD H I / 2 p . 4 5 9 S . 5 5 1 

c f . CD H I / 3 P-454 S . 5 3 O " I t i s w i t h i n t h i s framework 
t h a t . . . s u c h o t h e r statements as are made concerning 
them /angels7 i n the B i b l e , are t o be c o r r e l a t e d and 
become r e l a t i v e l y i n t e l l i g i b l e . " 

1 9 4 . CD H I / 3 p.486 S . 5 6 9 

1 9 5 e Op.cit. p . 4 8 9 S . 5 7 2 

c f . CD I V / 1 p . 2 7 5 S . 3 0 2 where Barth also begins w i t h 
the e a s iest m a t e r i a l . 

1 9 6 . I b i d . 
1 9 7 . CD H I / 3 p.490 S . 5 7 4 

1 9 8 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 1 S . 5 7 4 

1 9 9 . Op.cit. p . 4 9 1 S . 5 7 5 
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2 0 0 . E.g. he could have om i t t e d "the angel" and d e a l t 

simply w i t h "angels". 
2 0 1 . On occasion Barth j u s t i f i e s h i s dogmatic p o s i t i o n 

i n the l i g h t of a whole group of verses which appear 
to weigh against him. Hence he argues t h a t the 
verses which speak of the hiddenness of God p o i n t us 
to the f a c t t h a t we "...do not know Him apart from 
His R e v e l a t i o n . . . " CD p . 5 0 S.54 

2 0 2 . E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.446 S . 5 2 3 

"The saying of the prophet Micaiah i n IK 2 2 . 1 9 and 
2Chron 18.18 i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i l l u m i n a t i n g i n t h i s 
r espect..." 

2 0 3 . CD I I / 1 p . 5 5 4 f . S.624 
204. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.18 S.18 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.24 S.24f. 
2 0 5 . CD I I I / 1 p.181 S . 2 0 2 " e i n Faden". This summarises 

the excursus on p . 1 7 9 - 1 8 1 , S . 2 0 0 - 2 0 2 (N.B. E n g l i s h 
wrongly has Ps 36.6) 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 2 1 3 S.254 Considering un£p as i t 
occurs i n the context of Jesus dying " f o r us", Barth 
w r i t e s : "A sum of the whole message of the New 
Testament may very w e l l be found i n the qu e s t i o n of 
Ro 8 . 3 1 : ' I f God be f o r us, who can be aga i n s t u s ? " K 

206. CD I I I / 2 p . 3 3 3 S.401 
Cf. CD IV/3 p.857 S . 9 8 3 "a master concept" 

2 0 7 . CD I I I / 3 p.438 S . 5 1 1 

c f . i b i d . "These p o i n t s are gathered up i n the 
remarkable saying i n Jn 3 - 1 3 . . . " 

c f . CD I V / 1 p . 5 3 7 S . 5 9 9 "The normative conception..." 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.452 S.528 a "locus c l a s s i c u s " 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p . 3 6 9 S.420 "This i s the Divine Magna 
Carta..." 

208. E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.4-54 S . 5 3 O " I t i s wiser, perhaps, 
not t o adopt any main concept..." 

2 0 9 . Cf. Chap.4 below. 
210. CD I V / 2 p . 2 3 3 - 2 4 2 S.258-268 

211. O p . c i t . p.234 S . 2 5 9 

212. O p . c i t . p . 2 3 5 S.260 
2 1 3 . I b i d . 
214. Op.cit. p . 2 3 5 S.261 
2 1 5 . O p . c i t . p.236 S.261 
.216. O p . c i t . p.239 S.265 
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2 1 7 - Op.cit. p.240 S.265 
218. Op.cit. p.240 S.266 Mk 1 0 . 2 7 , and 9 . 2 3 

2 1 9 . Op.cit. p.241 S.266 
220. CD IV/3 p . 6 3 9 S . 7 3 2 

221. Cf. Chap.1 pp . 6 1 f f . above. 
222. E.g. CD IV/4 p . 1 1 7 S.128 "A f u l l e x p o s i t i o n of 

t h i s passage would be p o s s i b l e o n l y i n the context 
of an a n a l y s i s of the whole complex Ro 5 - 8 « We can 
deal w i t h i t here o n l y i n the s p e c i a l l i g h t o f the 
meaning of baptism." 

2 2 3 . CD IV/3 p.856 S.982 
224. CD IV/1 p . 2 5 5 S.280 
2 2 5 . CD 1/1 p.409 S . 4 3 0 

226. I b i d * 
c f . CD IV/2 p . 7 3 1 - 7 3 3 S.829-831 

227- CD I I / 2 p.600 S.667 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p. 328 S.395 of £aux6v, ilwxft and auua 
Ba r t h w r i t e s "The d i f f e r e n c e i n usage i s n o t , 
of course, unpremeditated..." 

228. CD H I / 1 p . 1 2 7 f . S.141f. 
c f . CD H I / 3 p.82-84 S.94-96 
c f . CD IV/1 p.614f. S.686f. 

229. CD IV/1 p.273 S . 3 0 1 

230. I b i d . 
2 3 1 . O p . c i t . p.274- s . 3 0 1 

232. E.g. f i n a n c i a l imagery - a ransom theme 
m i l i t a r y imagery - a v i c t o r y theme 
c u l t i c imagery - a s a c r i f i c i a l theme 

233. CD IV/1 p.274 S.301 
234o E.g. I b i d "This strand i s r e l a t i v e l y slender." 
2 3 5 * Op.cit. p.274 S o 3 0 2 

236. O p . c i t . p.274 S . 3 0 1 

2 3 7 . O p . c i t . p.274 S . 3 0 2 

238. CD I I I / 3 p . 5 3 0 f . S.622f. 

239. I b i d . 
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240. The r e s u l t would probably have been the same. 
We have already seen t h a t as soon as Bart h recognises 
t h a t m a t e r i a l does not seem to f i t h i s previous 
conclusions, he reconsid e r s . Cf. p.147 above. 

241. CD IV/2 p . 1 7 5 S . 1 9 5 

c f . o p . c i t . p . 1 7 6 S . 1 9 6 Jesus and the s o c i a l order; 
Jesus and the p o l i t i c a l order. 
c f . CD IV/2 p.185 S . 2 0 5 f . t h e 5xAoi i n Jesus* m i n i s t r y . 

242. CD I I I / 4 p . 2 2 5 S . 2 5 2 

c f . CD I I - I / 3 p.455 S . 5 3 1 

243. CD I I / 1 p.384 S.432 
c f . CD IV/2 p.221 S.245f. Passages which show t h a t 
Jesus helps the u n f o r t u n a t e . 

244. CD 1/1 p.457 S.480 
245. I b i d . 
246. Op.cit. p . 4 5 7 - 5 9 S.480-82 

c f . CD 1/2 p.147 S.161 "...He became man, t r u e and 
r e a l man" s u b s t a n t i a t e d i n the f o l l o w i n g excursus 
by Ro 1.3; P h i l 2.7; and Heb 2.14f. 
c f . CD 1/2 p.156 S . 1 7 0 "...Our unholy human existence, 
assumed and adopted by the Word of God, i s a hallowed 
and t h e r e f o r e a s i n l e s s existence..." i s s i m i l a r l y 
supported i n the f o l l o w i n g excursus. 

247. CD I I I / 2 p . 3 5 5 f - S.427f. 
248. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.433 S.494f. 

c f . CD I I I / 3 p.82 S . 9 4 Five verbs are a l l "...used 
to describe a s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t y o f God or C h r i s t 
i n r e l a t i o n t o C h r i s t i a n s . " 

249. E.g. CD 1/2 p . 6 9 5 S . 7 7 9 "§22:2 Freedom under the Word." 

2 5 0 . CD 1/2 p . 6 9 5 f - S . 7 7 9 

2 5 1 . I b i d §22:2 
252. CD I I I / 2 p.44-47 S.5 1-54 

2 5 3 o CD I I / 1 p . 5 1 1 S . 5 7 4 

254. Op.cit. p.120 So 1 3 3 "Wir denken daran„„o" 
2 5 5 . E.g. CD H I / 1 p . 1 1 9 f . S . 1 3 2 f . Gen 1 . 3 - 5 gives r i s e 

t o a d i s c u s s i o n of l i g h t . 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.286 S.326f. 

256. I b i d . 
2 5 7 . Cf. n . 1 5 9 above. 
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258. The f o u r subsections are: "The problem of s p e c i a l 

e t h i c s " , "God the Creator as Commander", "Near and 
Di s t a n t Neighbours", and "Honour". 

2 5 9 . CD I I / 2 p.340-409 S.375-453 
260. Cf. CD H I / 4 p.408f. S.465f. 
261. CD I I / 2 p.341 S.376 
262. I b i d . 
263. Op.cit. p.342 S.376 
264. CD H I / 4 p.73-86 S.79-95 

The excursus may be found on p.74; 7 5 - 7 7 ; 7 7 ; 7 9 ; 8 0 ; 
85 & 86. 

265- Op.cit. p.74 S.80f. 
266. E.g. David and the Ark. o p . c i t . p . 7 7 S.84 

Jesus' e n t r y t o Jerusalem, o p . c i t . p . 7 7 S.84 
Peter and John on t r i a l , o p . c i t . p.76 S.83 
Daniel i n the l i o n s ' den. o p . c i t . p.79 S.86 

267- CD H I / 4 p . 8 7 - 1 1 5 S . 9 5 - 1 2 7 

268. These may be found on p p . 8 9 ; 9 0 - 9 1 ; 9 3 ; 9 5 ; 1 0 6 - 7 ; 
108; & 111. 

269. O p . c i t . p . 1 0 7 S.118 
2 7 0 . E.g. o p . c i t . p.93-95 S. 1 0 2-104 

2 7 1 . Those t h a t do n o t , l i k e I g n a t i u s Loyola's exercises, 
"can perform a u s e f u l f u n c t i o n as a means of 
ps y c h i c a l hygiene, but i t has no t h i n g whatever t o do 
w i t h the prayer r e q u i r e d of us." .' 
o p . c i t . p . 9 7 f . S . 1 0 7 

2 7 2 . Op.cit. p . 9 5 S.104 
2 7 3 . CD IV/2 p.209-247 S. 2 3 2-274 

274. E.g. o p . c i t . p.232 S . 2 5 7 

2 7 5 . I t i s recognised t h a t an excursus may be b i b l i c a l 
w i t h o u t i n c l u d i n g any ( o r many) c i t a t i o n s or 
quotat i o n s from S c r i p t u r e . 
c f . Appendix 1 p p . 4 4 5 f f . f o r graphs. 

276. §47:2 "Given Time" i s CD I I I / 2 p . 5 1 1 - 5 5 3 S.616-671 
The excursus i s o p . c i t . p . 5 2 3 f » S.630-632 
N.B. There are o n l y two other b i b l i c a l references 
i n the whole sub-section: p.537 S.648, and p. 54-3 S.657. 
One occurs i n a n o n - b i b l i c a l excursus,.the other i n 
the main t e x t . The c i t a t i o n s are more a convenience 
than a demonstration of a b i b l i c a l p o s i t i o n . 
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2 7 7 . Cf. Appendix 1 pp. 4 4 5 f f . 

2 7 8 . 1. "Jesus Lord of Time " 6 5 % 
4. "Beginning Time" 60% 
5 . "Ending Time" 5 7 % 
These percentages depend on the number of excursus 
pages which deal d i r e c t l y w i t h b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l . 
They are based on a l i n e count, and expressed as 
a percentage of the whole subsection. 

2 7 9 . 2 "Given time" 1.2% 
3 . " A l l o t t e d time" 2 . 6 % 
The percentages are c a l c u l a t e d i n the same manner 
as i n n.278 

280. E.g. CD H I / 2 p.367-394 S.440-473 "Soul and Body 
i n t h e i r I n t e r c o n n e c t i o n . " I n t h i s subsection, 7% 
of the t e x t deals w i t h b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l , compared 
t o 3 2 % which i s spent c o n s i d e r i n g o t h e r theologians 
i n the excursus. 

281. §47:2 has l i t t l e o f this.Schleiermacher i s r e f e r r e d 
t o on p.528 & 529, S.637 & 638, but many of Barth's 
n o n - b i b l i c a l excursus are more a c c u r a t e l y described 
as Barth " t h i n k i n g aloud" or a t any r a t e , " t h i n k i n g 
i n p r i n t " , e.g. the excursus on p . 5 2 5 S.633 
§47=3 has o n l y one h a l f page of n o n - b i b l i c a l 
excursus. 

282. CD H I / 2 p . 5 1 2 S.616 
283. Op . c i t . p . 4 3 9 S . 5 2 7 

284. O p . c i t . p . 5 1 2 S.616 
"We cannot expect t o say the same of man i n h i s time 
of man i n h i m s e l f and i n general." 

2 8 5 . Op.cit. p . 5 2 0 S.628 

286. Op.cit. p . 5 2 3 S . 6 3 1 

287- I b i d . 
288. O p . c i t . p.524 S.632 

289. Op.cit. p.554 S . 6 7 1 

2 9 0 . E.g. CD H I / 2 p.458 S.549f. Sabbath/Lord's day. 
2 9 1 . Cf. F.Ferr6 o p . c i t . p p . 9 1 - 1 0 2 and p p . 2 0 7 - 2 3 3 

2 9 2 . E.g. " I w i l l , be thou made clean" Mt 8 . 3 

2 9 3 . E.g. ".. . t h e r e came a woman having an ala b a s t e r 
cruse of ointment of spikenard, very c o s t l y ; and 
she broke the cruse and poured i t over h i s head." 
Mk 1 4 . 3 

- 3 7 4 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 3 contd.) 
294. E.g. "...and a great company of p r i e s t s were 

obedient t o the f a i t h . " Ac 6.7 
2 9 5 - E.g. "Now i f we put the horses b r i d l e s i n t o t h e i r 

mouths, t h a t they may obey us, we t u r n about t h e i r 
whole body a l s o . Behold the ships a l s o , though 
they are so g r e a t , and are d r i v e n by rough winds, 
and y e t turned about by a very small rudder, w i t h i n 
the impulse of the steersman w i l l e t h . So the tongue 
a l s o . . . " James 3 * 3 - 5 

296. J.Barr Modern World p.90 He suggests t h a t t h i s 
" . . . i n the form of considered and formulated d o c t r i n e , 
occupies o n l y a f a i r l y l i m i t e d area i n the B i b l e . " 
E.g. "But God commendeth His own love toward us, 
i n t h a t , w h i l e we were y e t s i n n e r s , C h r i s t d i e d f o r 
us." Ro 5.8 

2 9 7 . J.Barr Modern World p.74 
298. ' L i t e r a l meaning' i s the most n a t u r a l sense of the 

words, not a word f o r word, l i t e r a l i s t i c understanding 
i . e . the ' " l i t e r a l meaning' of a metaphor i s i t s 
metaphorical meaning. 

2 9 9 . This does not imply t h a t B arth ignores the n a t u r a l 
c o n t e x t ; i t h i g h l i g h t s the problems of repeated 
q u o t a t i o n or c i t a t i o n o f ' s i n g l e verses i n dogmatic 
theology. 

3 0 0 . Cf. Chap.4 p p . 2 2 5 f f . b e l o w . . 

3 0 1 . The p l a i n e s t example of t h i s i n Jn 1.14. 
c f . pp.162f. below. 

3 0 2 . A 'proof t e x t ' i s a phrase or sentence of S c r i p t u r e 
quoted as s u b s t a n t i a t i o n of an argument. 

3 0 3 . G.N.Stanton "Presuppositions i n N.T. C r i t i c i s m " i n 
I.H.Marshall (ed.) o p . c i t . p.62 

304. B.Warfield The I n s p i r a t i o n and A u t h o r i t y of the B i b l e 
P h i l a d e l p h i a 1948 p.198 [ 

3 0 5 . Cf. W.Salmon o p . c i t . p.6 " I t i s not necessary f o r the 
premises t o precede the conclusion. Sometimes the 
conclusion comes l a s t , sometimes f i r s t , and sometimes 
i n the middle of the argument. For s t y l i s t i c reasons 
arguments may be given i n a v a r i e t y of ways..." 

306. A.B.Mickelsen o p . c i t . p.351 
3 0 7 . J.Barr Modern World p.91f. 
308. M.Barth Conversation p.256 
3 0 9 . J.Barr Time p.147 
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3 1 0 . CD H I / 1 p.4 S . 2 

3 1 1 . E.g. CD 1 / 2 p.84 S . 9 2 Heb 1 . 1 

c f . CD 1 / 2 p.806 S . 9 0 1 
c f . CD 1/2 p.884 S . 9 9 0 

3 1 2 „ E.g. CD H I / 3 p.34 S . 3 9 

c f . CD I I I / 3 p.42 S.49 
c f . CD 1/2 p.106 S . 1 1 7 

3 1 3 . E.g. CD 1 / 1 p.34 S . 3 3 

314. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p . 5 7 0 S.654 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.514 S.589 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.582 S.647 

3 1 5 . CD H I / 2 p . 5 4 3 S . 6 5 7 

316. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 1 5 4 S . 1 7 2 where Barth might have 
w r i t t e n 'Jesus' i n s t e a d of quoting Ro 8.34 
c f . CD I I / 2 p . 3 3 2 S . 3 6 5 

3 1 7 . CD I I / 2 p . 7 4 2 - 7 6 3 S.829-854 § 3 9 : 2 

318. Op. c i t . p.742 S.829 
3 1 9 . O p . c i t . p.748 S.836 
3 2 0 . Op.cit. p . 7 5 8 S.848 
3 2 1 . O p . c i t . p . 7 5 9 S.849 
3 2 2 . I b i d . 
3 2 3 . Op.cit. p.760 S.850 

324. Op. c i t . p . 7 6 3 S . 8 5 3 f . 

3 2 5 . O p . c i t . p . i x S . v i i ( p r e f a c e ) 
326. Op. c i t . p.x S . v i i 

3 2 7 . CD 1/1 p.148 S . 1 5 3 

c f . CD I I / 1 p . 5 1 0 S . 5 7 3 

328. KD I I / 1 S . 1 7 5 p . ^ 5 6 "According t o Ro 8 . 3 1 - 3 9 . . . " 

c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 8 7 S . 2 0 9 "...nach Gen 2.19f-.-" 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.324 S.364 "nach 1Kor 2 . 8 . . . " 

c f . CD IV/4 p . 1 9 7 S . 2 1 7 "...nach 1 Pet 1 . 3 . . . " e t c . 

329. CD IV/1 p.216 S.236 
3 3 0 . CD I I / 1 p.361 S.405 

c f . CD I I I / 4 p.106 S . 1 1 7 f . 

3 3 1 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p.283 S . 3 1 7 
c f . CD 1/2 p.241 S.263 Eph 4 . 1 5 ; Ro 8.29; 1 1 . 1 7 ; 
Gal 3 . 2 7 . 
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3 3 2 . CD .11/1 p.283 S . 3 1 7 

3 3 3 . CD I I / 2 p.578 S.642 
3 3 ^ - . E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 7 5 S.81 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.410 S.462 
c f . CD 1/1 p.408 S.429 
N.Bo Where verses a t the end of an argument are i n 
an excursus one must remember t h a t Barth c a l l e d 
them "...the voices which were i n my own ears as 
I prepared my own t e x t . . . " CD 1/1 p . x i i S . v i i 

3 3 5 . A geometric theorem i s i n c l u d e d here to i l l u s t r a t e 
the argument. 

/ / 
/ 

0 

/ 

Given 
a t r i a n g l e ABC 
To Prove 
t h a t ^ ABC + ^BCA + ^ CAB = 180° 
Con s t r u c t i o n 
a l i n e DE p a r a l l e l t o AB; a l i n e AZ p a r a l l e l t o CD 
Proof 

^ BAC = ^ DCA 
^ ABC = ^ BCE 

Therefore ̂ BAC +^ABC +^ACB =^DCA +^BCE + ̂ ACB 
fiut^DCA + ̂ BCE + ̂ACB = 180° because angles on 
a s t r a i g h t l i n e = 180° 
Therefore <n BAC + ̂ ABC + ̂ ACB = 180° 
Conclusion 

^BAC +z:ABC + ̂ lACB = 180° 

3 3 6 . I n n . 3 3 5 above the assumed data a.:re: 
i ) Angles on a s t r a i g h t l i n e add up t o 180 

i i ) A l t e r n a t e angles on a s t r a i g h t l i n e i n t e r s e c t i r u } 
p a r a l l e l l i n e s are equal. 
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3 3 7 . I n n . 3 3 5 above the assumed data ( n . 3 3 6 ) may be 

proved u s i n g theorems s i m i l a r t o the one set out 
here. I t might also be demonstrated e m p i r i c a l l y , 
and i n d u c t i v e l o g i c would come to the same conclusion. 

3 3 8 . E.g. One can v e r i f y t h a t an e a r l y c h r i s t i a n document 
contains the words " C h r i s t Jesus came i n t o the world 
to save s i n n e r s " but not t h a t C h r i s t Jesus came i n t o 
the world t o save s i n n e r s . 

3 3 9 . E.g. See ( i ) i n the given example. 
340. E.g. See ( i i ) and ( i v ) i n the example. 
341. E.g. See ( i i i ) i n the example. 
342. Cf. n . 3 3 5 above. 
3 4 3 . D.H.Kelsey The Uses of S c r i p t u r e i n Recent Theology 

London 1 9 7 5 P « 1 2 7 He draws h i s model from 
S.Toulmin The Uses of Argument Cambridge 1 9 6 3 . 

344. c f . D.H.Kelsey Uses p.128 ( C i t e d from S.Toulin) 
Data. ^ Q u a l i f i e r ^ Conclusion 
Harry was - - so, presumably Harry i s a 
born i n Bermuda,' \ B r i t i s h s u b j e c t . 

/ 
Warrant R e b u t t a l 

Since a man born Unless both h i s parents 
i n Bermuda w i l l were a l i e n s , or he has 
g e n e r a l l y be a become a n a t u r a l i z e d 
B r i t i s h s u b j e c t American 

u-
Backing 

On account of s t a t u t e s 
and l e g a l p r o v i s i o n s 

3 4 5 . D.Kelsey Appeals p . 1 7 

346. I b i d . 
3 4 7 . CD I I / 2 p.188 S . 2 0 7 

348. Cf. CD I I / 2 p.463 S . 5 5 5 f . N.T. statements here 
' i n c l u d e ' Barth's view and hence 'support' i t . 
These verses may t h e r e f o r e be taken as data w i t h 
which Barth's view i s c o n s i s t e n t . 

3 4 9 . "Gott b e h a l t s i c h nach dem Zeugnis der S c h r i f t . . . " 
KD I I / 2 S . 2 0 7 (my emphasis) ~ 

3 5 0 . CD I I / 2 p . 5 S . 3 f . 

c f . o p . c i t . p . 7 S . 5 where the same l o g i c a l argument 
occurs. 
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3 5 1 • There i s no doubt t h a t Barth might have c i t e d other 

verses or passages as he does elsewhere, 
e.g. CD 1 / 2 p.580 S.646 where he r e f e r s t o 
Eph 2 . 2 0 and 3-5 

3 5 2 . CD 1 / 1 p.405 S.425 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p . W S.561 The "begrundung", f o u n d a t i o n , 
or p roof of Barth's a s s e r t i o n i s a s e r i e s of verses 
from which he concludes t h a t "Each angel stands i n 
r e l a t i o n s h i p to God..." -

353. CD I I / 2 p . 6 5 * S . 6 9 (my emphasis) 
354. I b i d . 

c f . CD 1/2 p.552 S.614 "The argument reveals the 
basic confusion." 
c f . CD 1/1 p.86 S.88 The Athanasian creed i s not 
the l o g i c a l outworking of Mt 1 6 . 1 9 and 18.18. 

355. CD 1/1 p.87 S.89 
356. CD I I / 2 p.118 S.126 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.404 S.455 Ro 4.24f. 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.499 S.600 Mk 9.1 

357. The index volume records 7 1 uses i n the Church Dogmatics, 
c f . CD 1/2 p.132 S.145 He regards i t as "the c e n t r a l 
N.T. statement". 
c f . CD H I / 2 p. 329 S.397 

358. CD IV/4 p.74 S.82 
CD IV/4 p.93 S.102 

359. CD I I I / 3 p . 5 0 1 S.587 
360. CD I I / 1 p.481 S.541 
3 6 1 . CD I I I / 1 p.14 S . 1 3 

CD I I I / 1 p.54 S.58 
362. CD I I / 1 p . 1 5 1 S.169 
363. I b i d , ("knows" i s i n s e r t e d , the E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n 

i s not clear.) 
364. §26:2 o p . c i t . .p.128-178 S.141-200 

I n d e s c r i b i n g t h i s as concealed data, i t i s not 
intended t o imply t h a t i t i s secret o r underhand. 
Indeed B a r t h more o f t e n than most theologians reminds 
us r e g u l a r l y what h i s data are. 
c f . CD IV/2 p.324 S.362 where Ba r t h takes Jn 3 . 6 also 
as data, i n order t o show "He a t once became s p i r i t 
i n the f l e s h . . . " 

365. CD I I I / 2 p.335 S.403 
366. I b i d . This d i s c u s s i o n occurs i n the sub-section 

§46:1 "Jesus, Whole Man" where one might expect t o 
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3 6 6 . f i n d reference t o Jn 1.14. 
contd. 

3 6 7 . CD I I I / 2 p . 3 2 9 S . 3 9 7 This occurs i n the same 
di s c u s s i o n as the example given above. 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.441 S . 5 2 9 

3 6 8 o CD IV/1 p o 1 7 1 S . 1 8 7 

3 6 9 . CD IV/2 p.47 S . 5 0 

CD IV/1 p . 1 7 9 S . 1 9 6 

3 7 0 . CD 1/2 p . 5 7 7 S.642 "The g l o r y and a u t h o r i t y of 
the Church w i l l then be a p r e d i c a t e of His d i v i n e 
g l o r y and a u t h o r i t y , as once i n the i n c a r n a t i o n of 
the Word human nature was a p r e d i c a t e of His 
e t e r n a l D e i t y and t h e r e f o r e D e i t y could be beheld 
i n the f l e s h according t o Jn 1.14" 

3 7 1 . CD 1/2 p . 1 5 9 f f . S . 1 7 4 f f . 

3 7 2 . "For we know t h a t C h r i s t being r a i s e d from the 
dead w i l l never d i e again; death no longer has 
dominion over him." 

3 7 3 - CD I I / 2 p.482 S . 5 3 5 

3 7 4 . CD IV/2 p . 3 1 3 S . 3 4 5 

3 7 5 - CD IV/1 p . 5 0 3 S . 5 6 0 

3 7 6 . Cf. pp. 1 2 7 - 1 5 4 above. 
3 7 7 * U s u a l l y he gives the references t o draw a t t e n t i o n 

t o t h i s ; e.g. CD I I / 2 p.104 S.112 Col 1 . 1 5 , but 
t h i s i s not always h i s p r a c t i c e ; 
e.g. CD IV/1 p . 1 7 1 S . 1 8 7 Jn 1.14 

3 7 8 . E.g. CD 1/2 p.106 S . 1 1 7 Ro 12.2 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p . 7 3 S . 7 9 

3 7 9 . E.g. CD 1/2 p.308 S.336 2Cor 5 - 1 9 
c f . CD 1/2 p . 3 7 8 S.416 2Cor 5 - 1 9 

c f . CD 1/2 p . 7 1 6 S.803 
380. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p . 3 0 3 S.346 

c f . CD I I I / 3 p.184 S . 2 0 9 Ro 1 1 . 1 7 ; 8 . 1 9 

c f . CD 1/1 p . 3 8 9 S.410 Deut 3 2 . 6 & I s a 6 4 . 7 

3 8 1 . E.g. CD I I / 1 p.110 S.122 
382. CD I I / 2 p.101 S.108 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.633 S . 7 0 3 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.768 S.860 Ro 2.4 
3 8 3 - CD IV/1 . p . 6 9 1 S . 7 7 2 

3 8 4 . CD 1/1 p . 1 9 7 S . 2 0 5 
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3 8 5 . CD I I / 1 p . 5 6 7 S „ 6 3 9 M t . 7 . 2 3 ; 2 5 . 1 2 

3 8 6 o CD 1 / 2 P o 5 0 5 S . 5 6 1 "..ogives us no cause t o adopt 
e i t h e r of these e x p l a n a t i o n s . " 

3 8 7 . CD 1 / 2 p . 1 6 3 S . 1 7 8 

3 8 8 = CD 1 / 2 p.488 S.540 

389. E.g. D.Ford B i b l i c a l N a r r a t i v e p . 1 1 1 "The e x e g e t i c a l 
method / o f B a r t h / i s r e f l e c t i o n on the d e t a i l s and 
p a t t e r n s o f the s t o r y as i t i s given i n the t e x t , 
w i t h the c e n t r a l concern being t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p " t o 
Jesus". He suggests t h a t no one p a r t of S c r i p t u r e , 
such as the law o r prophets i s e q u a l l y i n f l u e n t i a l 
on B a r t h . "None of these, however, has the pervasive 
r o l e of the theme I have chosen. The on l y p o s s i b l e 
exception i s Paul." o p . c i t . p.4 

390. E.g. Jn 13.11 

391 o E.g. s|>s 78 r e f l e c t s on the Exodus. 
P a u l 1 s l e t t e r s r e f l e c t on the S t o r y of Jesus, 
e.g. ICor 15. 

392. Ro 12.15 

393- CD I V / 2 p.227 S . 251f . 

394. E.g. I V / 2 p.732 S .831 Lk 7.47 explains 1Pet 4 . 8 

395« Ba r t h draws such t h e o l o g i c a l statements from many 
places i n S c r i p t u r e . The e p i s t l e s and gospels 
predominate, b u t I s a i a h , Psalms and other O.T. 
books are o c c a s i o n a l l y used i n t h i s way. 

396. CD I H / 2 p.598-607 S.728-739 

397. Op.cite p.598-600 S.728-30 

398. Op.cito p.600 -607 S.730-738 

399. E . g . Lk 1.79; Mk 1 5 . 3 1 ; & 16.18; Lk 2 4 . 2 1 etc= 

400. E.g. Mt 8 . 2 2 ; Lk 1 5 . 2 2 ; Ac 1.17; M t - 1 6 . 2 2 e t c . 

401o CD H I / 1 p.116 S.129 
o f . o p . c i t o p d 2 0 S. 133 " . 0 0 t h e prologue o f John's 
Gospel, (which i n o t h e r respects too i s f u l l y 
r e l a t e d t o Gen I ) . . . " 

402. CD H I / 1 p.44 S.46 

403. CD H I / 3 p»31 S . 3 5 

404. CD 1 / 2 p.123 So 135 

405= CD 1 / 2 p 0 1 2 3 - 2 0 2 So 1 3 4 - 2 2 1 
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4-06. CD 1 / 2 p . 1 2 3 - 1 7 1 S . 1 3 4 - 1 8 7 

4 0 7 . J.Thompson C h r i s t i n Perspective 
Edinburgh 1 9 7 8 p . v i i 

408. CD 1 / 2 p . 1 5 9 S . 1 7 4 "decisive f a c t o r " i s perhaps 
b e t t e r t r a n s l a t e d as 'decisive moment". 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 2 7 S . 2 9 where Barth's d o c t r i n e of 
the t o t a l d e p r a v i t y of man i s based on t h r e e 
b i b l i c a l statements. 

4 0 9 . Cf. J.Barr Semantics p . 2 7 1 "Modern c i r c l e s of 
b i b l i c a l theology r a t h e r scorn the o l d orthodox 
P r o t e s t a n t d o c t r i n e of S c r i p t u r e , on the ground 
t h a t i t o f f e r e d statements or p r o p o s i t i o n s which 
were taken t o be d i v i n e l y i n s p i r e d , and these are 
d i s l i k e d as being something l i k e ' s t a t i c ideas'." 

410. I b i d . 
411. Cf. J.Barr Modern World p.62ff. who d i f f e r e n t i a t e s 

the author's i n t e n t i o n from the r e f e r e n t i a l study 
of S c r i p t u r e , thereby d i s a g r e e i n g w i t h Barth's 
p r a c t i c e here. 

412. c f . Chap. 4 pp.218ff.below . 

413. c f . Chap. 4 pp.225ff.below. 
414. c f . Chap. 4 pp.255ff. below. 
4 1 5 . E.Auerbach Mimesis: The Representation of R e a l i t y 

i n Western L i t e r a t u r e P r i n c e t o n 1968 p.21 "...The 
O.T., i n so f a r as i t i s concerned w i t h human events, 
ranges through a l l t h r e e domains: legends, h i s t o r i c a l 
r e p o r t i n g , and i n t e r p r e t a t i v e h i s t o r i c a l theology." 
c f . J.Barr "Story and H i s t o r y i n B i b l i c a l Theology", 
JR, 56,(1976), p.5 "The long n a r r a t i v e corpus of 
the O.T. seems t o me as a body of l i t e r a t u r e , t o 
m e r i t the t i t l e of s t o r y r a t h e r than h i s t o r y . Or, 
t o put i t i n another way, i t seems t o m e r i t e n t i r e l y 
the t i t l e of s t o r y but o n l y i n p a r t the t i t l e of 
h i s t o r y . . . " c f . o p . c i t . p.7 
c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . pp.148-158 and pp.195-200 

416. Cf. H.Frei o p . c i t . p.9 "...some scholars thought 
t h a t c r i t i c a l r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the r e p o r t e d events 
c o n s t i t u t e d the subject matter of n a r r a t i v e t e x t s . " 

417. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.8f. 
c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p.149 "...the s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d n e s s 
of the s t o r y i s also t y p i c a l . . . " 
c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p.149 " . . . a l l i n e s s e n t i a l s or 
matters of chance are l e f t o u t . . . " 
c f . A.Koestler The Act of Creation London 1964 
p.337ff. ( c f . p.343) "Economy i s a technique designed 
to e n t i c e the audience i n t o a c t i v e co-operation t o 
make them r e c r e a t e the a r t i s t ' s v i s i o n . " 
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418. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.10 
419. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.11 
420. I b i d . 
421. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.11f. 

c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p.149 which discusses suspense. 
422. Cf. K.Koch o p . c i t . p.149 "Such sharp d e l i n e a t i o n 

of c h aracter s t r i k e s the modern reader as exaggerated, 
but f o r the saga t e l l e r t h i s represented r e a l i t y , 
f o r h i s experience of l i f e was one of s t a r k contrad­
i c t i o n s . . . " 

423* c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p.149 " A l l characters are p o l a r i s e d , 
i . e . set i n sharp c o n t r a s t t o each o t h e r . " 

424. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.14 
425. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.14f. 
426. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.15 

427. I b i d . 
428. I b i d . 

cf.-K.Koch o p . c i t . p . 1 5 3 f « "The manner i n which God 
helps the p a t r i a r c h or the k i n g has a bearing on the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of God t o those who t e l l the s t o r y . . . 
I t aims t o g i v e the hearer an unconscious awareness 
of h i s own place i n the wo r l d . . . " 

429. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.22f. 
450. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.42f. 
4 3 1 . E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.43 

432. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.44 
433. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.45 

c f . K.Koch o p . c i t . p .150 "...the climax i s reached 
i n speech which u s u a l l y takes the form of dialogue." 

434. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.47 
435. E.Auerbach o p . c i t . p.47f. 
436. J.Rogerson "Recent l i t e r a r y s t r u c t u r a l i s t approaches 

t o B i b l i c a l I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " , The Churchman .90, 
( 1 9 7 6 ) , p.172 argues t h a t although l i n g u i s t i c 
a b i l i t y i n the mother tongue i s i n t u i t i v e , " ...there 
i s no such t h i n g as an ' i n t u i t i v e ' l i t e r a r y competence 
corresponding t o our l i n g u i s t i c competence..." 
However he does acknowledge t h a t l i t e r a r y competence 
may be learned, as indeed l i n g u i s t i c competence i s . 
However, the word ' i n s t i n c t i v e ' seems a p p r o p r i a t e 
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436. because B a r t h had no formal t r a i n i n g i n l i t e r a r y 
contd. a p p r e c i a t i o n . 
437. D.Ford "Barth's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the B i b l e " i n 

S.W.Sykes (ed.) K a r l Barth - Studies of h i s 
Th e o l o g i c a l method." p.37 
CD IV/2 p.112 S.125 
c f . below. 

438. A.Koestler o p . c i t . p.343f. 
439. E.g. CD I I I / 1 deals w i t h Gen 1 as t e x t , by extended 

exegesis, although i t a c t u a l l y also t e l l s a s t o r y , 
c f . CD IV/1 p.264ff. S.290ff. The Gethsemane and 
te m p t a t i o n s t o r i e s are t r e a t e d and r e f e r r e d t o as 
t e x t s . See e s p e c i a l l y o p . c i t . p.367f. S.294f. 

440. E.g. S t o r i e s may be r e f e r r e d t o b r i e f l y i n the 
midst of a thematic treatment, e.g. CD I I I / 4 p.76 S.83 
"...the s t o r y of Moses i n Ex 4.11f..." i s an example 
of God's command t o confess Him. S t o r i e s used i n 
t h i s way are not r e a l l y used as s t o r i e s ; they are 
quoted f o r some p a r t of the n a r r a t i v e which i s 
r e l e v a n t t o Barth's thought. 

441. Cf. pp. 138ff. below. 
442. D.Ford B i b l i c a l N a r r a t i v e 
443. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.665 S.765 
444. CD 1/1 p.228f. S.240f. 
445. CD 1/1 p.230-236 S.242-248 
446. E.g. CD 1/1 p.235 S.238 Ac 17-31 
447. O p . c i t . p.237 S.250 

c f . CD I I / 2 p. 593*.S.659f• 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.670 S.,747 Gen 3 i l l u s t r a t e s Barth's 
t h e o l o g i c a l p o i n t here. 

448. CD 1/2 p.156f. S.1?1f. P h i l 2.8; Heb 5-8;12.2; Jn 10.17 
449. O p . c i t . p.156 S.171 

c f . CD IV/1 p.540 S.603 
450o CD 1/2 p e157 S.171 
451. O p . c i t . p.156 S.171 
452. O p . c i t . p.157 S.171 
453. CD I-I/2 p.461 S.511 
454. I b i d . 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.474 S.525 "Thus the feet-washing has 
d e f i n i t e l y t o be understood i n the l i g h t of P h i l 2.7*. o . 1 ' 
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455- CD I I / 2 p.613-630 S.681-701 

456. Op.cito p.625 S.695 
457. CD 1/2 p.678 S.760 
458. I b i d . 
459. Cf. also CD I I I / 4 p.314f. S .355f . 

The tower of Babel i s interpreted by Prov 18.10, 
and Ps 18 .2 

460. CD I I / 1 p.412 S.463 
461. Op.cit. p.413 S.464f. 
462. Op.cit. p.413 S.465 

463. Ibid . 
464. I b i d . 
465. CD I I / 1 p.413 S.465 
466. Op.cit. p.118 S.130 

467. Op.cit. p.118 S .131 

468. Op.cit. p.123 S.136 
469. CD I I / 2 p.354 S.391 

470. Op.cit. p.355 S.392 

471. Op.cit. p.393-409 S.434-453 

472. Op.cit. p.409 S.452 
473. Op.cit. p.409 S.453 
474. Op.cit. p.409 S.452 
475. CD I I I / 3 p.74 S.84f. 
476. CD 1/2 p.168 S.183 

cf. CD I I I / 1 p.44 S.46 "...the story of the covenant 
of g r a c e . 0 0 " 

477» CD 1/2 p.510 S.566 
(The words i n square brackets occur i n the German 
o r i g i n a l but are not included i n the English 
t r a n s l a t i o n . ) 
.cf. CD I I I / 4 p.199 S.223 "The content of the Bible 
i s not a corpus of laws. I t i s the story of the 
covenant and the message of i t s fulfilment i n the 
kingdom which has come i n Jesus C h r i s t . " 

478= CD I I I / 1 p.79 S.86 

_ 385 . 



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 3 contd.) 
479. KD I I 1 / 2 S.529 p.441 
480. E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.441 S.529 

481. CD I I / 1 p.23 S.24 
cf. op.cit. p.600f. S .677f• 

482. CD I I I / 2 p.472 S.567 Lk 24 .31 "That action was not 
new and s p e c i a l , but the very action He had performed 
on the night of His passion when He reinterpreted 
the Passover as prefigurement of His own passion 
and death..." 

483- E.g. CD IV/1 p.635 S.710 
c f . CD IV/2 p.96 S.106f. 
cf. CD I I / 2 p.53 S.56f. 
cf. CD 1/1 p.404 S.424f. 

484. E.g. CD IV/2 p.478f. S.541f. "The term 'history' i s 
to "be understood i n i t s older and naive si g n i f i c a n c e . , 
i t denotes a story which i s received and maintained 
and handed down i n a d e f i n i t e kerygmatic sense." 
He continues to explain that h i s t o r i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s 
"blur "...the kerygmatic sense i n which they are tol d . " 

485- E.Auerbach op.cit. p.14f. 
486. A.Thiselton Philosphical Categories p.92 c i t i n g 

H.G.Gadamer Wahrheit und Methode Tubingen 1960 p.104. 
487. CD 1/2 p .338f. S .371 

488. CD I I I / 2 p.441 S.529 
c f . CD IV/1 p.224 S.246 
c f . CD IV/1 p.245 S.269 

* 

489= Cf. S.Kierkegaard Philosphical Fragments Princetort 
1962 p.130 "The h i s t o r i c a l f a c t that God has been 
i n human form i s the essence of the matter; the 
re s t of the h i s t o r i c a l d e t a i l i s not...important... 
I f the contemporary generation had l e f t nothing 
behind them but these words: 'we believe that i n 
such and such a year God appeared among us i n the 
humble figure of a servant, that he l i v e d and taught 
i n our community, and f i n a l l y died' , i t would be 
more than enough." 

490. CD IV/2 p.675 S.764 
c f . R.Bultmann F a i t h and Understanding London 1969 
p.240f. " I t i s . . . i l l e g i t i m a t e to go behind the 
kerygma, using i t as a 'source', i n order to recon­
str u c t a ' h i s t o r i c a l Jesus'..-." D.Bonhoeffer i n 
1927 noted that "the d i a l e c t i c of the so-called 
' d i a l e c t i c a l theology' bears a l o g i c a l , not a r e a l , 
character and consequently runs the r i s k of neglect­
ing the h i s t o r i c i t y of Jesus." Cited by J.Godsey 
The Theology of D i e t r i c h Bonhoeffer London 1960 p.22. 
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491. Cf. Chap.1 pp. 6 5 f f . above. 
492. CD I I I / 2 p.470 S.564 

c f . CD I I I / 2 p.472 S.567 "Tile past of Jesus had 
"become a present r e a l i t y . " Barth argues t h i s on 
the basis of the "story of the walk to Emmaus..." 
(p.471 S .566) 

4-93. Barth c a l l s t h i s procedure "...tested and c r i t i c a l 
naivety..." CD IV/2 p.4-79 S.542 

W . E.g. CD IV/1 p.24-9 S.274-f. "As for instance at the 
action and words- at the giving of the bread i n the 
Last Supper: 'This i s my body (which i s given for 
.you)J 1 I t s strength l i e s i n the f a c t that i t 
simply points to the event i t s e l f . I t presupposes 
that the event speaks f o r i t s e l f , i s self-explanatory. 
I t only needs to be indicated. And f a i t h only needs 
to confess that i t has happened." (my emphasis) 

4-95. D.Ford B i b l i c a l Narrative 
c f . CD l v / 1 p. 228 S.250 ..we look... to Him, 
considering and apprehending Him i n the h i s t o r y 
/jaeschichte7 i n which He has His existence." 

4-96. S.T.Coleridge Biographia L i t e r a r i a Oxford 194-9 
(ed. J.Shawcross) V o l . i i p.6ff. 

4-97. CD IV/1 p.224 S.245 " I t i s h i s h i s t o r y /Geschicht^ 7 

as such. I t alone i s the basis of f a i t h . " 
498. c f . CD IV/2 p.118ff. S . 1 3 1 f f . 

499. CD IV/1 p.224-228 S.246-250 
^N.B. The English t r a n s l a t i o n of Geschichte i s not 
c o n s i s t e n t ^ 

500. CD IV/1 p.224 S.246 G a l i l e e 
CD IV/1 p.225 S.248 Jerusalem 
CD IV/1 p.227 S.249 Easter 

501.. CD IV/1 p.224 S.246 "Jesus over against and i n the 
midst of His d i s c i p l e s stands out i n marked contrast 
to t h i s whole world of men." 

502. CD IV/1 p.226 S.248 
503. I b i d . 
504. Op.cit. p.227 S.249 
505. Op.cit. p.211-283 S.231-311 

506. E.g. Ro 6.10; 5.6f.; 1Pet 3*18; Heb 7.27 etc. 
op.cit. p.224 S.246 
Of the gospel na r r a t i v e , Barth writes: "There i s 
inter p r e t a t i o n only i n the l i g h t e s t and sometimes 
rather a l i e n strokes...The r e a l commentary... on 
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506. the whole i s , of course, the Easter story..." 
contd. op.cit. p.227 S.249 
507. CD IV / 1 p.239 S.263 (my emphasis) 
508. CD I I / 1 p.60 S . 65f . 

c f . CD IV / 1 p.453-458 S.503-508 
509. CD I I / 1 p.59 S.64 
510. CD I I / 1 p.60 S.65 "The form i s that of a thorn 

bush which burns without burning away." 
511. I b i d . "Behind the f i r s t form there now appears 

a second. Yahweh speaks." 
512. Op.cit. p.60 S.66 "For i f the annunciation of t h i s 

name by God Himself represents, so to speak a t h i r d 
form of the revelation i n which He gives Himself to 
be known by Moses..." 

513. I b i d . 
514. N.B. The excursus concludes with a b r i e f consideration 

of a verse which p a r a l l e l s the repeated element: 
Exod 33.19, op.cit. p.61 S.66 

515. Cf. J.Rogerson Recent p.166ff. 

516. CD I I / 1 p.413 S.465 
c f . CD IV/1 p.26 S.26f. where the same s t o r i e s are 
treated with the same method, 
c f . CD IV/1 p.437-44-5 S.485-494 

517. E.g. D.Patte op.cit. p.1 and p.14-17 

518. Cf. D.Patte op.cit. p.24 "...a text i s meaningful 
only insofar as i t evokes for the reader not only 
the structures of enunciation, but also other 
structures which presided over i t s creation. In 
most instances t h i s process i s not conscious: one 
simply acknowledges a text as being meaningful. This 
implies that both the author and the reader could 
r e f e r to these structures." 

519. D.Patte op.cit. p.14 The author's speech "...could 
not but use the language a v a i l a b l e to him..." 

520. Succinctly, s t r u c t u r a l i s t s argue both that the 
external world i s ordered, and that the human brain 
orders the perceptions of that world. Levi Strauss 
( c i t e d i n R.A.Spivey "Structuralism and B i b l i c a l 
Studies: the uninvited guest", Interpreter, 28, 
(1974) p.137) writes: "Music" and mythology appeal to 
mental structures that the d i f f e r e n t l i s t e n e r s have 
i n common." 
c f . D.Patte op.cit. p.23 
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520. The 'deep structures' are ^the constraints which 
contd. impose themselves on any author or speaker." 

Compared to the loom and wool, which are the 
constraints of any weaver, they are named 'deep 
structures' because "they are buried i n the 
unconscious". 
D.Patte op.cit. p.24f. 

521. Cf. R.A.Spivey op.cit. p.133 "At the heart of 
structuralism i s the assumption that the 'uninvited 
guest 1 for a l l c u l t u r a l phenomenon i s the human 
brain." 

522. CD I I / 1 p.415 S.467 

523. I b i d . 
524. CD I I / 1 p.496f. S .558f . 

c f . CD IV/1 p.468-478 S.520-531 
c f . CD IV / 3 p.577-592 S.662-678 

525. Gen 18.20ff.; Exod 32.9ff . ; Nu11; Am 7.1-16; Jer 18.1-10; 
Am 7.7-10 

526. CD I I / 1 p.498 S.559 

527. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.507 S .570f. God speaks - man r e p l i e s . 
Gen 3; 18.20ff.; 32.32ff.; Lk18.1ff. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.570 S.641f. 1Sam 23.11f.; Mt 11.21 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.439 S.487 Peter's confession at 
Caesarea P h i l i p p i and the l a s t supper, y i e l d four 
theological lessons. "Again...again...again...finally. 

528. Cf. R.A.Spivey op.cit. p.135 " I t i s no accident... 
that s t r u c t u r a l i s t a n a l y s i s of b i b l i c a l or other 
l i t e r a t u r e often looks l i k e a musical score with both 
horizontal and v e r t i c a l (syntagm and paradigm) 
dimensions. The horizontal axis represents the 
l i n e a r n a r r a t i v e text while the v e r t i c a l represents 
the system of r e l a t i o n s which emerge out of the 
versions of the narrative." 

529. Cf. D.Patte op.cit. p.14ff. Structuralism "...no longer 
aims at what the author meant...The s t r u c t u r a l exegete 
attempts to uncover, for instance, the l i n g u i s t i c , 
n a r r a t i v e , or mythical structures of the text under 
consideration. Whether or not these structures were 
intended by the author i s not a relevant question. 
In f a c t , i n most instances i t appears quite l i k e l y 
that the author was not aware of using such complex 
structures." 

530. CD I I I / 1 p.229 S.259 Gen 1f. He i s "...content with 
the higher harmony which i s achieved when we allow 
the one to speak a f t e r the other." 

531. CD H I / 1 p.105 S.115 
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532. CD I I / 2 p . 3 9 3 f f . S.434ff. 
533. I b i d . (a) v.1-5 p.393 S.435 

(b) v.6-10 p.394 S.435 
(c) v.11-19 p.395 S.436 
(d) v.20-26 p.396 S.438 
(e) v.27-32 p.397 S.439 
( f ) v.33-34 p.397 S.439 
(g) 2K 23.15-20 p.397 S.439 

534. Ibid. Referred to on: 
( i ) p.395 S.437 

( i i ) p.396 S.438 
( i i i ) p.397 S.439 

535- Cf. IV/1 p.425 S.472 Here, 'the function' and 'role' 
of Moses i s discussed and contrasted with the r o l e of 
Aaron. 
cf . op.cit. p.428 S.475 "the role of Aaron" 
c f . CD IV/2 p.427-432 S.481-486 

536. CD I I / 2 p.394f. S.436 "Jeroboam i s no more than an 
introductory figure i n the c o n f l i c t which i s to be 
depicted." c f . "The c o n f l i c t i t s e l f emerges i n the 
th i r d section." 

537. Op.cit. p.396 S.438 
538. Op.cit. p.397 S.439 

539. Op.cit. p.397 S.439 
540. Op.cit. p.394 S.436 and p.397 S.439 

541. Op.cit. p.397 S.439 
542. Op.cit. p.398.S.440 
543. Cf. W.Vogels "Structural Analysis and Pastoral 

Work", Lumen Vitae, xxxiii, ( 1 9 7 8 ), p.485f. 
A narrat i v e must proceed from negative to po s i t i v e ; 
where a l l i s well nothing can happen. "Consequently 
the n a r r a t i v e i s a transformation from something 
negative to something p o s i t i v e . " Hence, " i t i s 
extremely important to study the c o r r e l a t i v e s between 
the beginning and the end of the text." 

544„ CD I1/2 p.398 S.440 
545o Op.-cit. p.403 S.445 

546. Op.cit. p.397 S.439 "Just as the s i n and punishment 
of the man of God from Judah have i n no way alter e d 
h i s mission, so they have not alt e r e d h i s value or 
hi s s u p e r i o r i t y over the prophet of Bethel." 

547. Cf. CD I I / 2 §35 "The E l e c t and the Rejected" 
e s p e c i a l l y p.347 S.382 "Because t h i s one /Jesus7 
i s the E l e c t and the Rejected, He i s - attested by both 
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547. the Lord and Head both of the e l e c t and also of 
contd. the re j e c t e d . " 
5 4 8 . CD I I / 2 p.461 S.511 Jn 17.12 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.471 S.523 "So haben wi r . . . i n dem 
Gegensatz des Judas zu jener Maria den Schlussel 
zu der Frage nach der Sunde des Judas gefunden." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.796f. S .903£. where Barth deals l e s s 
with story and more with redaction. 

549. Cf. A.Knockaert "Structural Analysis of the 
B i b l i c a l Texts" .Lumen Vitae,xxxiii.(1978) .r>.480 "To 
conclude, s t r u c t u r a l i s t a n a l y s i s i s not a l i n e a r 
reading of the text but a locating of the various 
oppositions found i n the text." 

550. CD I I / 2 p.462 S.513 

551. Op.cit. p.461f. S.512 

552. I b i d . 
5 5 3 - Op.cit. p.462 S.512 

554. Op.cit. p.465 S.516 
5 5 5 . Op.cit. p.464 S.514 
5 5 6 . I b i d . 
5 5 7 . CD 1 / 2 p.338f. S .371 The story i s not about the 

giving of the name 1 Jacob 1. 

5 5 8 . Op.cit. p . 3 3 9 S .371 

5 5 9 o I b i d . 
560. CD I I / 1 p.414 So466 
5 6 1 . Ibido 

c f . CD I V / 1 p.466 S . 5 1 8 

5 6 2 . CD I I I / 4 p . 7 7 S.84 
5 6 3 c E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.225 S.252 

Ananias and Sapphira, Aquila and P r i s c i l l a . 
c f . CD 1 / 2 p.328f. S . 3 5 9 f - Exod 32 "...the O.T. 
has exemplary s i g n i f i c a n c e . " 

564. CD I I I A p»408f. S.465f. 
5 6 5 . Of. S.Greidanus Sola Scriptura. Problems and 

P r i n c i p l e s i n Preaching H i s t o r i c a l Texts 
Toronto 1970 who makes c l e a r the problems of using 
texts as examples by an examination of a Dutch 
controversy. 

566. CD 1 / 2 p.426 S.470 
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567. Op.cit. p.427 S.471 

568. I b i d . The N.T. use of i t as a warning i s i n Mt 23.35 
and U n 3»12f. I t i s used as a promise i n Heb 11.4. 

569- I b i d . (The English t r a n s l a t i o n i s inaccurate. 
" t h i s i s ^ because Abel and Cain..." Not i s omitted) 

570. CD I I / 1 p.412f. S.463f. 

571. Op.cit. p.412 S.463f-
572. Op.cit. p.412 S.464 
573. I b i d . 
574. I b i d . 
575- CD I I / 2 p.355 S.391 

576. §35:2 "The E l e c t and the Rejected" CD I I / 2 
p .340-409 s.375-453 

577- Cf. n.570 above 
578. CD I I / 2 p.355 S.391 

579- Tbe story i s referred to again i n CD I I / 2 p.341 S .376, 
but only as the s t a r t of a long s e r i e s of questions. 
I t does not therefore merit consideration here. 

580. CD I I I / 2 p.479 S.575 "We must emphasize the meaning 
of t h i s event only as i t concerns our present 
context." 

581. CD I I / 1 p.406-439 S.457-495 
582. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.420 S.473 Ac 13.18; 17-30 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.418 S.470 Ro 3.25 

583. §35:2 CD I I / 2 p.340-409 S.375-453 N.B. Some of the 
st o r i e s used i n t h i s section are treated typologically 
and therefore discussed below. 

584. J.Barr Story and History p.9 
585° Cf. K.Koch op.cit. p.154 who writes as a form c r i t i c : 

" . . . i t i s wrong to take out the supernatural, and 
perhaps also the u n l i k e l y elements of a saga, thus 
reducing i t to i t s h i s t o r i c a l core, and making i t 
part of a h i s t o r i c a l i nvestigation as i f i t were 
nothing but an extravagant elaboration of h i s t o r i c a l 
events. " 
cf . J.Rogerson op.cit. p.170 Structuralism ", 
i s objective i n the sense of being based e n t i r e l y 
on the text i t s e l f , and not on some unverifiable 
source or e a r l i e r form of the story..." 
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586. J.Barr Story and History p.16 
58?. J.Rogerson op.cit. p.174 

588. H.Frei op.cit. p . v i i i 
589. L.Gilkey "Cosmology, Ontology and the T r a v a i l of 

B i b l i c a l Language." JR,xli,(1961),p.199f. 

590. CD IV/2 p.112 S.125 

591. Op.cit. p.113 S.125 

592. A.Koestler op.cit. p.4-3 

593- This i s the t i t l e of an essay by W.Eichrodt i n 
C.Westermann (ed.) Essays i n O.T. Interpretation 
Richmond 1963 pp.224ff. (my emphasis) 

594. CD I I / 2 p.366 S.403f. However, Barth also r e a l i s e d 
that to recognise Jesus as the subject of the O.T. 
" . . . i s not an exegetical question; i t i s . a question 
of f a i t h . I t i s , therefore, to be distinguished 
from exegesis. But i t i s inescapably posed by i t ; 
and i n the answer to t h i s question...exegesis i s 
forced...to speak i t s f i n a l word." op.cit. p.364 S.401 

595- Cf. E.Earle E l l i s "How the N.T. uses the Old" i n 
I.H.Marshall op.cit. p.211 who suggests that "covenant 
typology accords with the Jewish conviction that a l l 
of God's redemptive acts followed the pattern of the 
Exodus; i t i s , then, an appropriate way for Jesus 
and h i s community to explain the decisive messianic 
redemption. More generally, covenant typology 
approaches the whole of the O.T. as prophecy. Not 
only persons and events, but also i t s i n s t i t u t i o n s 
were 'a shadow of the good things to come'." 

596. Cf. J.Barr Old and New p.108, who points out that 
typology does not n e c e s s a r i l y lead to dogmatics: 
"There are two systems or l e v e l s at work: the f i r s t 
i s the text, the second i s the system i n which the 
interpretation runs out." This second system may 
be philosophy, dogmatics, mysticism or c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
kerygma. 

597. Cf. Chap.2 pp. 78ff. above. 
598. W.Eichrodt Typological p.242 Cited from J.Danielou 

i n Dieu vivant ,16, p.151 ( c i t e d a f t e r S.Amsler 
."Ou en est l a typologie de l'Ancien Testament?" i n 
Etudes Theologiques et Religieuses.,27, Nr. 3. Etat 
present des Etudes Ve"teretestamentaires p.78) 

599. E.g. Ro 5 . 1 ^ ; iPet 3.20f. 
600. Cf. R.P.C.Hanson " B i b l i c a l Exegesis i n the Early 

Church" i n P.R.Ackroyd and C.P.Evans (ed.) 
The Cambridge History of the Bible Vol.1 pp.427-9 
I n such interpretation, the correspondence between 
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6 0 0 . O.T. and N.T. events or figures i s established, 
contd. 
6 0 1 . Cf. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe Essays on 

Typology London 1957 p.15 "The ef f e c t s of t h i s 
attempt /to discover h i s t o r y / was na t u r a l l y to lay 
a new emphasis on the d i v e r s i t y of the B i b l i c a l 
writings and the outlook and theology of t h e i r 
authors." 

602. Cf. U.Simon Story and F a i t h i n the B i b l i c a l Narrative 
London 1975 p.84- The C h r i s t i a n pattern, evokes 
unconsciously the correspondence between the spatio-
temporal event and the eternal meaning. The story 
does not prove, nor seeks to prove, t h i s correspondence 
I t suggests the divine hand i n the human fragmentation. 

603. Cf. W.Eichrodt Typological p.240 ( c i t i n g F.Torm 
Hermeneutik des N T T I Gottingen 1930 p.224) "The 
meaning of the typological outlook i s that i t opens 
to us a view of the unity i n God's revelation, and 
thereby lets us know the l a s t i n g significance which 
every l i t t l e part' of reve l a t i o n has for the entirety." 

604. Cf. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.11 
He who read typologically, "found a coherent pattern 
running through every part of Scripture. Each part 
of i t spoke to him of C h r i s t and the C h r i s t i a n l i f e . 
He s t i l l shared the pre-conceptions of the N.T. 
writers themselves, of t h e i r p a t r i s t i c i n t e r p r e t e r s 
and of a l l the preachers and commentators throughout 
the centuries who had sought to expound the inner 
meaning of the text and to exhibit the correspondence 
of types and prophecies with t h e i r fulfilment." 
c f . G.von Rad "Typological Interpretation of the O.T." 
i n C.Westermann op.cit. p.36 "This renewed recognit­
ion of the types i n the O.T. i s simply correspondent 
to the b e l i e f that the same God who revealed Himself 
i n C h r i s t has also l e f t His footprints i n the h i s t o r y 
of the O.T. covenant people..." 

605. E.g. A.T.Hanson Jesus C h r i s t i n the O.T. 
London 1965 p.8, who argues that C h r i s t was present 
i n the O.T. and therefore i t should not be interpreted 
typologically. "We cannot have both C h r i s t and a 
type of C h r i s t at the. same place and time." 

606. L.Davis "Typology i n Barth's doctrine of Scripture", 
Anglican Theological Review,47,(1965)» p . 3^ 
"My contention i s that typological interpretation i s 
one method of interpretation contained within 
Scripture i t s e l f . " Therefore "one can bring to the 
Bible a method of reading Scripture that i s not a 
mould unnaturally forced upon i t . " 
c f . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe who argue i n 
the same way. 

607. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.23 
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6 0 8 . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.25 

6 0 9 . G.W.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.29 
c f . L.Davis op.cit. p.44 "Gdd acts i n history to 
reveal Himself. These actions by God have a 
ce r t a i n pattern." 
c f . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.47 
"That the N.T. writers recognised the Recapitulative 
nature of prophecy and of the f i n a l redemption of 
mankind i s proved by t h e i r consistent representation 
of the acts of God i n C h r i s t as a recap i t u l a t i o n of 
his e a r l i e r a c t s . " 

610. G.W.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.54 
cf. L.Davis op.cit. p.56 

611. G.W.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.69 
612. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe op.cit. p.75 

613. H.Palmer op.cit. p.3 
614. J.Barr Old and New p . 1 0 3 f f . 

615. E.Earle E l l i s op.cit. p .211f . 

616. R.Bultmann "Prophecy and F u l f i l l m e n t " i n 
C.Westermann op.cit. pp.50-75 

617. E.Earle E l l i s op.cit. p.212 
c f . F.Torm op.cit. p.223 Type "...unfolds i t s e l f 
i n a f u l l e r r i c h e r way". (Cited W.Eichrodt 
op.cit. p.226) 

618. R.Davidson and A.R.C.Leaney op.cit. p .163f« 

619. CD 1/2 p.426 S.470 
cf . CD I I I / 4 p.261 S.292f.. 

620. I b i d . 
621. I b i d . 
622. I b i d . 
623. A.T.Hanson op.cit. p.8 

cf . CD IV/1 p .27f. S.28 A s i m i l a r l i t t l e group of 
outsiders i s used simply to i l l u s t r a t e that the 
elect i o n of I s r a e l i s always open to outsiders. 

624. Col 1 .15, c i t e d by Barth i n CD I I I / 1 p.203 S.229 
625. Op.cit. p.203 S.229 

626. Ibid. 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.205 S.224 

627. I b i d . 
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628. CD I I / 1 p.221 S.249 This l i s t includes Balaam's assJ 
629= Op.cit. p.389 S.437 

630. Mt 12.42 Cited i n CD I I / 1 p.434 S.489 

631. Op.cit. p.433-4-35 S.487-490 

632. The story of Solomon's judgement between two women 
i s f i r s t l y taken as an allegory of the two peoples 
i n I s r a e l , and secondly as an allegory of the 
si t u a t i o n i n Jesus' time, when the dead c h i l d and 
the t r u l y bereft mother are both symbols for C h r i s t . 

633. CD I I / 1 p.456 S.514 
634. CD I I I / 2 p.333 S.401 
635- CD IV/4 p.90 S .99 

636. CD IV / 3 p.388 S.448 
637. I b i d . 
638. CD I I / 2 p.357 S.393 

639. CD I I / 2 p.363 S.400 
640. Ibid, 
641. Op.cit. p.363 S.401 

cf. op.cit. p.366 S.403 
642. CD I I / 2 p.364 S.402 
643. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.44 S.46 creation i s a "pattern or v e i l ' 

of the covenant. 
644. CD I I I / 2 p.472 S.567 

c f . CD I I I / 2 p.478 S.574 where the transfiguration 
prefigures the Resurrection. 
c f . CD IV/4 p.212 S.233 where the Flood prefigures 
baptism. 

645. CD I I 1 / 2 p.456f.S.547 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.638 S.777 where the end of Enoch, 
Moses and E l i j a h "prefigures" the Resurrection and 
Ascension of Chris t * 

646. I s a 61.1f.; Lk 4 . 17 f . 

647. CD IV/4 p.125-7 S.137-179 (N.B. IV/4 i s r a r e l y 
t y p i c a l of the Church Dogmatics as a whole.) 

648. CD 1/2 p.140 S.154 Barth does not c a l l t h i s 
typology. 

649. CD 1/2 p.139-141 S.153-155 
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650. Op.cit. p.141-146. S.155-160 

651- CD IV/1 p.463 S .514 

652. E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 3 9 3 S.434 "...the O.T. h i s t o r y 
i s not merely enigmatic but miraculous,...it i s a 
record of the miracle of the grace of God..." The 
reader must concede "...how profoundly they were 
f i l l e d with hidden and revealed divine truth." 

653. E.g. H/2 p.357 S.394 "We understand the law 
for both these rites...when we perceive that 
s a c r i f i c e accompanies the h i s t o r y of I s r a e l . . . a s a 
sign and testimony of the divine intention which 
underlies i t and guides i t to i t s goal, and there­
fore of the meaning of the events and sequences of 
events i n which t h i s h i s t o r y proceeds." 

654. CD I I / 2 p.58 S.62 
655- Op.cit. p.57 S.61 
656. I b i d . 

c f . CD 1/2 p.82 S.89 "...Jesus C h r i s t i s already 
the content and theme of t h i s pre-history of the 
O.T. Covenant." 

657. CD I I / 2 p.55 S .59 

658. Op.cit. p.58 S.62 
659. 0p.cit. p.55 S .59 

660. I b i d . 
661. Cf. CD I I / 2 p.149 S.161 "Ishmael and Esau, 

Pharaoh, too, and Saul and Cyrus, even Judas I s c a r i o t 
and the heathen both f a r and near, a l l these are 
elected, at l e a s t p o t e n t i a l l y , at l e a s t as witness­
ing to God's electing, and man's el e c t i o n . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.342 S.367f. Abraham,Moses,Aaron,David 
Zerubbabel, Jeremiah and Jeconiah "...are n e c e s s a r i l y 
and yet for t u i t o u s l y . . . s u b j e c t s of the b i b l i c a l 
witness, and themselves witnesses." (my emphasis) 

662. CD I I / 2 p.343 S.378 "Abel and Cain,Abraham,Isaac 
and Jacob, Moses and David and a l l the prophets... 
do not stand for themselves but for God." 

663. CD I I / 2 p.56 S .59 

664. Op.cit. p.56f..S.60f. 
665. Op.c'it. p.56 S.60 
666. I b i d . 
667- I b i d . 

c f . CD IV/1 p.440 S.488 O.T. kings are "...types of 
the humility and obedience of the king Jesus C h r i s t . " 
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668. CD I I / 2 p.57 S.61 
669. Cf. CD I I I / 2 p.481 S.578 "Being what they are, 

the patriarchs point forward t o Jesus." 
670. Contra: L.Davis o p . c i t . p.35 "The r e p e t i t i o n of 

h i s t o r y i s the primary b a s i s of the typological 
understanding of Scripture." 

671. Cf. I b i d . " I f God acted i n the O.T. period i n 
accordance with the unchanging p r i n c i p l e s of 
righteousness and mercy, and i f again and again, 
i n the h i s t o r y of O.T. times, He so acted, then the 
record of these actions can be typo l o g i c a l l y 
interpreted." 

672. The d i s t i n c t i o n i s broader than that suggested by 
L.Davis. I t i s not simply the difference between 
poetry and history, i t i s a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
passages which were o r i g i n a l l y intended as prophecy, 
whether i n poetry or not, and passages which probably 
o r i g i n a l l y intended to record salvation history, 
but which, i n the l i g h t of the N.T., may be seen to 
have a prophetic role as we l l . 

673. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.355 S.392 "And the story of Joseph... 
i s a c t u a l l y f a r more prophetic of I s r a e l ' s future, 
f a r more Messianic, than the story of any of Leah's 
sons." 

674. CD H I / 2 p.481 S.577 "...Simeon held the baby Jesus 
i n h i s arms...what Simeon perceives i s not a new but 
the old sa l v a t i o n prophetically prefigured and 
expected i n I s r a e l . " 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.482 S.579 "...the man Jesus was the 
fulfilment of the prophetic h i s t o r y of I s r a e l . " 

675- CD H/2 p.385f. S.425f. 
cf . CD H I / 2 p.457 S.548 "O.T. scholars t e l l us 
that the provisions of Lev 25 were never a c t u a l l y 
put into p r a c t i c e , at any rate l i t e r a l l y . I f that 
i s so, i t merely serves to underline the prophetic 
character of t h i s part of the O.T. Law." 
cf. CD IV / 3 p.689 S.788f. Gen 1-11 "...cannot possibly 
be read merely as secular his t o r y . " Rather " . . . i t 
can and must be prophecy i n v i r t u e of the wisdom of 
God which rules i t . " 

676. CD I I / 2 p.385 S.426 
677. Op.cit. p.386 S.426 
678. Op.cit. p.388 S.428 
679. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.370 S.409 Saul/Judas I s c a r i o t . 
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680. CD I I / 2 p.389 S.429 

cf. CD I I I / 2 p.480f. S.577 
c f . CD I1/2 p.388 S.429 "The O.T. hi s t o r y of the 
kings did have a subject then, according to the 
apostles Peter and Paul." 

681. L.Davis op.cit. p.35 i s wrong to argue that 
h i s t o r i c a l correspondence i s the safest foundation 
for typology, and that the prophetic nature of the 
O.T. i s only secondary. Barth sees these i n the 
reverse order of importance, and current debates . 
about the philosophical problems of God's intervent­
ion i n h i s t o r y imply attacks on Davis' basis of 
typology. E.g. L.Gilkey op.cit. argues that part 
of the problem f o r the b i b l i c a l theology movement 
was i t s i n s i s t e n c e that God both acted i n hi s t o r y 
and that these events could be explained l i k e any 
others. 

682. CD I I / 2 p.364 S.401 
cf. CD I I I / 1 p.202f. S.228 

683. Cf• P. 190 above. Typology may be j u s t i f i e d by 
the purpose f o r .which i t i s employed. 

684. CD I I / 2 p.366 S.404 
685. CD I I / 2 p.421 S.465 This seems i n d i r e c t contradict­

ion to:-
CD I I / 2 p.478 S.532 (discussed below p.200 ) 

686. Op.cit. p.420 S.465 
687. E.g. How does he know the beauty of nature, but not 

i t s violence r e f l e c t s the nature of i t s Creator? 
688. CD I I / 2 p.389 S.430 
689. I b i d . 
690. CD I I I / 2 p.458 S.549 "The-new chronology surely 

means that the true meaning of the old i s brought 
to l i g h t . " (my emphasis) 

691. CD I I / 2 p.390 S.431 
692. Op.cit. p.391 S.432 
693. Cf. pp.181ff.above. 
694. CD I I / 2 p.458 S.508 
695- CD I I / 2 p.478 S.530 

696. I b i d . 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.430 S.477 

697. Ac 1.26 
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698. CD I I / 2 p.479 S.531 

699- I b i d , 
700. Op.cit. p.480 S.532 

701. Op.cit. p.461f. S.512 This i s l a t e r supported by 
Barth on the grounds that i n ToW i t i s only 
Judas who protested at the wasted ointment, 
op.cit. p.471 S.523 
c f . op.cit. p.472 S.523 

702. Op.cit. p. 464 S.514 

703. Op.cit. p.466 S.517 

704. Op.cit. p. 469 S.520 

705. Op.cit. p. 470 S .521 

706. I b i d . 

707. Op.cit. p. 366 S.404 
708. Op.cit. p. 472 S.524 

709. Op.cit. p.474 S.526 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.505 S.562 "In Judas there l i v e 
again (as i t were i n a compendium) a l l the great 
re j e c t e d of the O.T. who had already had to t e s t i f y 
that t h i s e l e c t people i s i n tru t h rejected...In view 
of the act of Judas there can be no further doubt 
about the r e j e c t i o n of t h i s people and the seriousness 
of the t y p i c a l r e j e c t i o n of a l l these individuals 
within i t . " 

710. Op.cit. p.478 S.532 
c f . op.cit. p.502 S.558 "In one sense Judas i s the 
most important figure i n the N.T. apart from Jesus." 

711. CD I I / 2 p.480 S .532f . 

712. CD I I / 2 p.483 S.536 
c f . op.cit. p.488 S.542 

713. Op.cit. p.483 S.537 

714. Op.cit. p.484 S.538 (my emphasis) 
715. Op.cit. p.474 S.525 

716. The cl o s e s t Barth comes to t h i s i s to compare the 
contrast between Saul and David to that between 
Judas and Peter. 
CD I I / 2 p.466 S.516 

717. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.616 S.707 Abraham 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.671 S.772 
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7 1 8 . CD 1 / 2 p . 4 5 - 1 2 1 S . 5 0 - 1 3 3 

7 1 9 . Op.cit. p . 4 5 S . 5 0 
7 2 0 . Op.cit. p . 1 2 0 S . 1 3 2 
7 2 1 . Op.cit. p . 1 2 1 S . 1 3 3 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.426 S . 4 7 1 
722. CD IV/2 p.427 S.481 
7 2 3 . CD I V / 3 p . 5 7 7 - 5 9 2 S . 6 6 2 - 6 7 8 

724. CD I I / 1 p.389f. S.438 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p . 9 2 S.IOOf. 

725. CD I I / 2 p.441 S.488 
726. CD I I I / 3 p.456 S . 5 3 2 

7 2 7 . CD IV/2 p.464-467 S.524-527 
728. E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 4 4 9 - 5 0 6 S . 4 9 8 - 5 6 3 § 3 5 : 2 
7 2 9 . E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 3 2 9 f . S.362 
7 3 0 . E.g. o p . c i t . p.341f. S . 3 7 6 f . 

7 3 1 - E.g. o p . c i t . p . 3 ^ 3 f . S . 3 7 8 f „ 

7 3 2 . E.g. o p . c i t . p . 3 5 5 f . S . 3 9 l f . 

7 3 3 . E.g. o p . c i t . p . 3 5 7 f . S . 3 9 3 f . 

7 3 4 . O p . c i t . p.421f. S.465f. 
7 3 5 . O p . c i t . p.430f. S . 4 7 1 f . 

7 3 6 . E.g. CD I I / 2 p.388 S.428 . 
c f . L.Davis o p . c i t . p.36 "The O.T. i s incomplete 
and looks forward t o the g r e a t e r acts t o come which 
the unchanging a c t i n g God would inaugurate." 

7 3 7 . Gf. Chap.4 pp.228ff. below. 
7 3 8 . M.Barth Conversation p.262 

c f . A.B.Mickelsen o p . c i t . p . 2 3 0 f f a 

7 3 9 . R.P.C.Hanson " A l l e g o r y " i n A.Richardson (ed.) 
A D i c t i o n a r y of C h r i s t i a n Theology London 1 9 6 9 p.4 

740. E.g. R.P.C.Hanson A l l e g o r y p . 5 "...since the r i s e 
of h i s t o r i c a l c r i t i c i s m i t has "been seen to be 
wh o l l y v a l u e l e s s . . . " 
c f . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p.32 
"Pure a l l e g o r y i s s t i l l g e n e r a l l y d i s c r e d i t e d , even 
today, except i n some 'fundamentalist' c i r c l e s . 
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740. Apart from the p l a i n f a c t t h a t as exegesis i t i s 
contd. f o r the most p a r t sheer r u b b i s h , i t i s m o r a l i s t i c 

r a t h e r than e v e n g e l i c a l . " 
7 4 - 1 . E.g. Isa 5 - 1 - 7 ; Gal 4.22-26 
742. E.g. The Antiochene school opposed i t . 

E.g. Theodore of Mopsuestia. 
Cf. M.F.Wiles "Theodore of Mopsuestia as 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Antiochene School." i n 
P.R.Ackroyd and C.F.Evans o p . c i t . p . 5 0 7 f f . 
c f . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p . 5 7 

743. Cf. M.F.Wiles o p . c i t . p.465ff. 
c f . G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p.58f. 

744. Cf. C.K.Barrett "The I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the O.T. 
i n the New" i n P.R.Ackroyd and C.F.Evans o p . c i t . p . 3 7 9 
Cf. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p . 5 0 f f . 

745. C.K.Barrett I n t e r p r e t a t i o n p . 3 7 9 

746. E.g. by Origen whose idea of the u n i t y of S c r i p t u r e 
precluded some i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . C f . M.Wiles o p . c i t . 
p . 478ff. 

747. M.Wiles o p . c i t . p.479 
748. E.g. by Augustine. Cf. G.Bonner "Augustine as 

B i b l i c a l scholar" i n P.R.Ackroyd and C.F.Evans 
o p . c i t . p . 5 5 9 

749. E.g. by Aquinas Cf. A.Richardson "The Rise of Modern 
B i b l i c a l Scholarship and Recent d i s c u s s i o n of the 
a u t h o r i t y of the B i b l e " i n S.L.Greenslade o p . c i t . p . 3 0 3 

7 5 0 . Cf. R.H.Bainton "The B i b l e i n the Reformation" i n 
S.L.Greenslade o p . c i t . p*24f. 
c f . B.Hall " B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p : E d i t i o n s and 
Commentaries" i n S.L.Greenslade o p . c i t . p.87 
c f . A.Richardson The Rise p . 3 0 3 

7 5 1 . B.Hall o p . c i t . p.82 
7 5 2 . A.Richardson The Rise p . 3 0 3 

7 5 3 . Cf. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p . 3 1 
" A l l e g o r y takes no account of h i s t o r y . " 
c f . W.Eichrodt T y p o l o g i c a l p . 2 2 7 

754. Cf. G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe p.40f. 
Cf. J.Barr Old and New p.106 who p o i n t s out t h a t the 
."other meaning" may be h i s t o r y . 

7 5 5 « G.W.H.Lampe and K.J.Woollcombe o p . c i t . p . 3 3 

7 5 6 . J.Barr Old and New p.116 

7 5 7 . I b i d . 
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7 5 8 . J.Barr Old and New p . 1 1 7 
7 5 9 . J.Barr Old and New p . 1 5 2 
760. Of. Chap.2 pp.78ff. above. 
761. The debate was begun by A . J u l i c h e r 

Die Gleichnisreden Jesu Tubingen Vol I , 1888, 
Vol 1 1 , 1 8 9 9 . 
Cf. A.M.Hunter I n t e r p r e t i n g the Parables 
London 1960 p . 5 7 
J.Jeremias The Parables of Jesus London 1 9 5 4 - P«89 
concludes "... most of the a l l e g o r i c a l t r a i t s which 
f i g u r e so p r o m i n e n t l y i n the present form o f the 
parables are not o r i g i n a l . . . o n l y by d i s c a r d i n g these 
secondary i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s and f e a t u r e s can we once 
more a r r i v e a t an understanding of the o r i g i n a l mean­
i n g of the parables of Jesus." 
c f . T.W^Manson The Sayings of Jesus London 1 9 4 - 9 p. 3 
c f . I.T.Ramsey C h r i s t i a n Discourse London 1 9 6 5 p.12 

762. CD 1/1 p . 1 5 9 S.165 
Cf. CD IV/5 p.188f. S . 2 1 5 A f t e r a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f f e r e d , B a r t h concludes " I t c e r t a i n l y 
does not say anythi n g which might not be intended by 
the parable i t s e l f . " 

7 6 3 . CD-IV/3 p.188 S . 2 1 5 

764-. Op.cit. p. 189 S . 2 1 5 f . 

7 6 5 . E.g. CD 1/1 p.407 S.428 

766. CD 1/2 p . 3 3 3 S . 3 6 5 

7 6 7 . I b i d . Abraham and t h e g u i l t y t h i e f c r u c i f i e d w i t h 
Jesus are the examples taken here. 

768. CD I I I / 1 p . 3 6 f . S . 3 9 f . 

7 6 9 . CD IV/1 p.164 S . 1 7 9 

770. CD 1/1 p . 4 6 5 f . S.488 
7 7 1 . CD 1/2 p.429 S.474 

c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 5 0 7 f . S.610f. 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.604 S . 7 3 5 "...the parables i n Mt 2 5 
( i n a l l of which i t i s Jesus who i s the Judge). 

7 7 2 . CD I I / 1 p.507 S . 5 7 1 
7 7 3 - CD I I / 2 p.124 S . 1 3 3 

c f . CD IV/1 p . 2 5 9 S.285 "The one great s i n n e r . . . 
p e n i t e n t l y acknowledges t h a t He i s the one l o s t 
sheep* the one. l o s t c o i n , the l o s t son (Lk 1 5 . 3 f « ) » . » " 
But c o n t r a s t CD IV/2 p . 2 3 S . 2 3 Barth w r i t e s t h e r e 
"...can be no simple equation of Jesus C h r i s t w i t h 
the l o s t son." 
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774. CD I I I / 2 p.211 S . 2 5 2 

775- CD 1/2 p.418 S.461 
776. I b i d . 
777« This p r i m i t i v e exegesis was a l l e g o r i c a l . 
778. CD 1/2 p.419 S.462 

c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 2 1 0 S . 2 5 0 where the same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
i s o f f e r e d of t h i s parable. 

779. Lk 10.37 

780. CD I I I / 2 p . 5 0 5 S.608 
781. Op.cit. p.506 S.608 
782. O p . c i t . p.506 S.609 
783- CD IV/2 p.21 S.22 
784. Op . c i t . p.22 S.22 
785. Op.cit. p.22 S.22f. 
786. This i s i m p l i e d by h i s i n s i s t e n c e t h a t i t i s not an 

a l l e g o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

787. Lk 1 5 . 3 2 

788. CD IV/2 p . 2 3 S.24 

789. CD IV / 3 p . 1 1 3 S.126 
7 9 0 . CD IV / 3 p . 1 1 2 S . 1 2 5 

7 9 1 . I b i d . 
7 9 2 . CD IV/2 p . 2 3 S.24 (my emphasis) 
7 9 3 . O p . c i t . p.24 S.24 
794. I b i d . 
795. CD 1/2 p.677 S.759 

796. Lk 1 3 . 2 0 
797. CD H I / 2 p.498 S.599 

c f . CD H I / 3 p.434 S . 5 0 5 

798. Cf. Chap.4 pp. 2 1 8 f f . below. 
799. CD 1/2 p.847 S.947 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.336 S.378 where a s i m i l a r use i s made 
of the same parable. 
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800. CD H I / 2 p. 506 S.609 
801. CD H I / 4 p . 9 0 S.99 
802. E.g. CD 1/2 p.704 S.789 
8 0 3 . CD I I / 1 p.278 S . 3 1 2 
804. E.g. CD I I / 1 p . 3 9 2 S.440 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.438 S.485 where the parables are 
r e l a t e d t o the second coming. 

805. CD I I / 2 p.588 S.653 "The epilogue (which i s wrongly 
conjured away by many exegetes) t e l l s us..." 

806. I b i d . " I n Mt 22.1-14 we are t o l d about the gre a t 
and urgent i n v i t a t i o n t o the kingdom of heaven..." 

807. E.g. CD IV/2 p . 7 7 0 S.874 
CD IV/4 p.98 S.107 

808. CD IV/2 p.218 S.241 

809. I b i d . 
810. O p . c i t . p.218 S.242 
811. H.W.Fowler and F.G.Fowler The Concise Oxford Dictonary 

of Current E n g l i s h Oxford 1964 p.41 
812. H.W.Fowler A D i c t i o n a r y o f Modern Eng l i s h Usage 

Oxford 1926 p.598 
8 1 3 . Cf, CD 1/1 p . 1 3 f . S . v i i i f . 
814. G.F.Woods "The Use of Analogy i n C h r i s t i a n Theology", 

JTS,VII,(1956), p . 2 2 7 makes i t c l e a r t h a t a l l e g o r y 
i s not analogy, since i t o f f e r s exact correspondence. 

8 1 5 o CD IV/2 p.218 S.242 
816. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.403 S.453 (Gen 3 . 8 ) 

c f . CD I I / 2 po361 S.398 Analogy drawn between 
Lev 14 & 16 and a parable. 

817- CD H I / 2 p . 3 0 3 S . 3 6 5 

818. CD 1/1 p.111 S.114 
cfo CD 1/1 p.218 S.228 
c f . CD IV/1 p.691 S . 7 7 2 

8 1 9 . CD I I / 2 p.542 So602f. 
820. CD 1/1 p . 3 0 5 f . S . 3 2 2 

o f . CD 1/2 p.362 S.407 (Lk 5 . 8 ) 
c f . CD 1/2 p.390 S.438 

821. Vergleichweise. 
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822. CD 1 / 2 p . 3 3 1 S.362f. 

c f . CD I I / 2 p . 4 4 3 f . S . 4 9 1 f . "What the N.T. has t o 
say about the meaning and purpose of e l e c t i o n of 
i n d i v i d u a l s could-not be c l e a r e r than i t i s here", 
i n the c a l l of the d i s c i p l e s . 

823. CD I I I / 4 p . 2 3 5 S.263 
824. I b i d . 
825. CD I I I / 2 p . 5 0 5 S.608 

c f . CD I I I / 3 p.464 S.542 ( 1 Jn 1 . 5 ) 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.468 S.547 

826. I b i d . 
8 2 7 . CD I V / 1 p . 2 1 7 S.238 

c f . CD 1 / 2 p.110 S.121 Ro 5.12 and c r u c i f i x i o n . 
828. CD I V / 2 p.227 S . 2 5 2 

829. CD I V / 3 p.629 S . 7 2 1 
830. CD 1 / 2 p.678 S . 7 5 9 f . 

8 3 1 . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 7 

832. CD I V / 1 p.188f. S . 2 1 5 f . 

833- c f . CD I I I / 2 p . 5 0 5 S.608 
834. CD 1 / 2 p.416 S.461 
8 3 5 * The l i s t o f f i g u r e s o f f e r e d l a t e r i n the 

subsection ( o p . c i t . p.425 S.469) cannot-be s a i d 
t o demonstrate h i s p o i n t . 

836. B a r t h r e f e r s t o t h i s process as an " I l l u m i n a t i n g 
p a r a l l e l " CD I V / 2 p . 2 3 S . 2 2 

837. Against J.Barr discussed above p. 206. 
838. E.g. CD I I / 2 p . 3 7 7 S.416 The analogy drawn between 

David's treatment of Mephibosheth and the t r a n s ­
f i g u r a t i o n seems t o have n o t h i n g t o commend i t . 

8 3 9 . CD I V / 2 p . 2 1 f . S . 2 2 

840. G.F.Woods o p . c i t . p.227 
c f . T.F.Torrance T h e o l o g i c a l Science London 1969 
p . 2 3 9 
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FOOTNOTES Chapter 4 
1 . Cf. Chap.2 pp. 9 7 f f . above - h i s t o r i c a l background, 

c f . pp. 221ff.below - canonical c o n t e x t . 
2 . Cf. A . T h i s t l e t o n "The Semantics of B i b l i c a l Language 

as an Aspect of Hemeneutics", F a i t h and Thought , 1 0 5 , 
( 1 9 7 6 ) , p . 1 1 7 "...the basic semantic p r i n c i p l e 
/Ts/ t h a t meaning i s c o n d i t i o n e d d e c i s i v e l y by 
con t e x t . " The c l a s s i c exception i s a proverb. 

3 . E.J.Kissane The Book of I s a i a h I I Dublin 1 9 4 - 3 
p . I x v i i i 

4. J.Barr Semantics p . 1 0 0 
5 . J.Barr Semantics p . 1 1 3 
6 . Cf. P.R.Ackroyd and B.Lindars o p . c i t . p . 6 "Contexts 

remains an u n t r u s t w o r t h y guide e s p e c i a l l y when some 
v i t a l t h e o l o g i c a l question i s a t issue - the uncer­
t a i n t y about the whole w i l l i n e v i t a b l y lead t o 
u n c e r t a i n t y about the p a r t s . " 

7 . This may not always occur, e.g. where a commentator 
t h i n k s a passage does not belong t o i t s present 
co n t e x t . 

8. E.g. Romans p . 3 0 S.6 Ro 1.4 r e f e r s t o 3-21f. 
c f . Romans p. 3 2 S.8 Ro 1.8 r e f e r s t o -16.19 
c f . Romans p . 1 3 5 S.112 Ro 4 . 1 5 r e f e r s t o 1.18 etc 
e.g. PhilTppians p.10 S.3 P h i l 1.1 r e f e r s t o 3-20 
c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p . 1 5 S.7 P b i l 1.4 r e f e r s t o 3-12 
c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p.84 S.79 P n i l 2 . 1 9 r e f e r s t o 2 . 5 etc. 

9. P h i l i p p i a n s p . 1 5 S.7 
10. E.g. P h i l i p p i a n s p . 3 5 S.28 (1.20) Rappnatg 

c f . P h i l i p p i a n s p.92 S.87f. (1.2$) d v c i K s t u e v o i e t c . 
11. E.g. Romans p.7 S.xi He commends, as h i s example, 

C a l v i n , who "having f i r s t e s t a b l i s h e d what stands i n 
the t e x t , sets h i m s e l f t o r e t h i n k the whole m a t e r i a l 
and t o w r e s t l e w i t h i t , t i l l the w a l l s which separate 
the s i x t e e n t h century from the f i r s t become t r a n s ­
parent J" 

12. E.g. Romans p.41f. S.16f. He does not e x p l a i n why a t 
1 . 1 7 be takes the same word nCotiq f i r s t as f a i t h ­
f u l n e s s , then as f a i t h . The reasons are p a r t l y 
c o n t e x t u a l , but no mention of them i s made i n Romans. 
By c o n t r a s t , The Shorter Commentary on Romans does 
in c l u d e such a comment.(p.22) 

1 3 . E.g. At Ro 10.4, xeAoc may be taken as the end 
purpose or the completed end. Barth takes i t i n 
the former sense of go a l , w i t h o u t d i s c u s s i o n i n 
Romans ( p . 3 7 5 S . 5 5 9 ) . The Shorter Commentary on Romans 
(p.126) explains why. 

- 407 -



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 

14. Dogmatic theology i s u s u a l l y t o p i c a l , and 
consequently cannot proceed i n the manner of verse 
by verse commentary. 

1 5 . This i s a methodological observation. A t h e o l o g i a n 
who c i t e s p a r t of I s a i a h or an e p i s t l e does not 
n e c e s s a r i l y read the whole book. The commentator's 
work ensured t h a t he does. 

16. E.g. CD IV/1 p.423 S . 4 7 0 Exod 1 9 . 3 f . 
This i s e s p e c i a l l y t r u e i n CD IV/4 
Cf. p.112 S . 1 2 3 (Heb 10.22); p.114 S . 1 2 5 f , 
( T i t 3 - 5 ) ; p . 1 1 5 S . 1 2 7 (Gal 3.27) etc. 

1 7 . Eg. CD IV/4 p . 1 1 5 f . S . 1 2 7 (Gal 3 - 2 7 ) 

18. CD I I / 1 p . 3 5 6 S.410 
N.B. Barth sees t h i s a l s o i n the context of r e l a t e d 
Pentateuch t r a d i t i o n s , and the book of E z e k i e l . 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p.463 S.541 (Rev 4 & 5 ) 
c f . CD IV/2 p.624 S.706 (Eph 4 . 1 3 ) " I t i s q u i t e 
e x p l i c a b l e p u r e l y i n the context of the E p i s t l e 
i t s e l f . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 1 1 9 S . 1 3 1 Ro 1.18-21 

1 9 . CD I I / 2 p.429 S . 4 7 5 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.466 S . 5 5 9 f . Heb 1 3 . 8 where context 
i s r e f e r r e d t o throughout the paragraph. 

20. CD I I I / 4 p . 3 1 0 S . 3 5 1 
c f . CD 1/2 p . 3 9 9 S.440 Heb 6 taken i n context of 
whole l e t t e r . 

2 1. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.281 S . 3 1 5 Heb 12.9 
22. E.g. CD IV/1 p.180 S . 1 9 6 

c f . CD IV/2 p.289 S . 3 2 1 where Barth takes Col 3 - 3 
'with C h r i s t 1 i n the sense of the preceding verse. 

2 3 . E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.405 S.485 "We have only t o consider 
what i s meant by the context when the b i b l i c a l 'See' 
i s \itt©i*Gci« • • " 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.184 S.211 "The contexts show and 
u s u a l l y s t a t e . . . " 

24. E.g. CD I I I / 2 p.484 S . 5 8 1 1Pet 1.20 
of . CD I I I / 2 p . 5 0 0 S.601f. Mk 1 3 . 2 0 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p . 4 6 5 S . 5 4 3 Rev 1.4 
c f . CD IV/2 p.650 So736 P h i l 1.12f. 

2 5 . CD I I I / 3 p . 5 9 S.68 

26. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p . 2 5 1 S.281 Mk 7 - 6 
c f . CD I I / 2 p . 6 9 5 S . 7 7 6 Mt 7 . 6 

27. E.g. CD IV/4 p.H4f. S . 1 2 5 f . T i t 3 - 5 

28. 1 Tim 1 . 1 9 f . 
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2 9 . CD I I / 2 p . 4 8 7 S.540 
3 0 . CD I I I / 4 p . 2 7 8 S . 3 1 3 

3 1 . CD I I / 2 p . 6 8 7 S . 7 6 6 
c f . CD I V / 4 p.118 S . 1 2 9 Col 2 . 1 2 

3 2 . CD I I / 2 p.440 S.488 
NB. The En g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n gives the wrong 
reference here, Mt 1 6 . 1 5 not v.18) 

3 3 . CD I I / 2 p.489 S . 5 4 3 

'34. E.g. CD H I / 4 p.274 S.308 Gen 3 8 . 7 - 1 0 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.429 S.490 1Cor 6.1-11 

3 5 . E.g. CD H I / 4 p.185 S . 2 0 7 Mt 1 9 . 1 1 
c f . CD H I / 4 p . 2 0 5 S . 2 2 9 Mai 2.16 

3 6 . CD I I / 2 p.684 S . 7 6 3 

37. CD I I / 2 p.681 S.760 
c f . o p . c i t . p.680 S . 7 5 9 f . 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.142 S . 1 5 7 Jer 16.2 

38. CD I I I / 2 p.465 S . 5 5 8 

3 9 . Cf. CD H I / 2 p.483 S.580 " I t i s e q u a l l y impossible 
to i n t e r p r e t any of the other passages c i t e d above 
i n a b s t r a c t o , as a study of the context w i l l i n each 
case show." 
c f . CD H I / 4 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 5 Eph 5 . 3 2 

40. E.g. CD IV/1 p . 7 3 S.78 "We are t a k i n g t h i s sentence 
out of i t s c o n t e x t . . . " 

41. CD 1/1 p.18 S . 1 7 
Cf. CD 1/2 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 5 Mt 6.24 
c f . CD 1/2 p.681 S . 7 6 3 Lk 1 9 . 4 0 

42. CD I I / 1 p . 1 7 0 S . 1 9 1 

4 3 . CD IV/1 p.78 S.83 
44. E.g. CD IV/2 p . 5 8 5 S.661 1Cor 4 . 5 p r a i s e 
45. E.g. CD IV/4 p . 7 S.8 Ro 2 . 7 
46. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.42.2 S.486 "As we have seen, an equal 

case can be made out on both sides, f o r the same 
utte r a n c e s seem t o support b o t h views when read and 
understood i n t h e i r c o n t e x t . " 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.645 S . 7 3 9 2Tim 2.11f. 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.861 S . 9 8 7 Mt 18.18 

47. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.632 S.724 Lk 22.36 which Barth reads 
p a r a b o l i c a l l y , not l i t e r a l l y or s p i r i t u a l l y . "That 
i t i s impossible t o read i t along these l i n e s i s 
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4 7 . made q u i t e uncontestable by the immediate context 
contd. i n which i t i s adduced by Luke." 

48. E.g. CD I V / 4 p.91 S . 9 9 f . Lk 3 - 3 & Ac 2.38 
c f . CD 1/2 p.159 S .174 Jn 1.14 

4 9 . E.g. O.T.: G.Hasel O.T. Theology: Basic Issues 
i n the Current Debate! Grand Rapids 1972 p.9 
"O.T. theology today i s undeniably i n c r i s i s . . . 
the fundamental issues and c r u c i a l , questions are 
p r e s e n t l y undecided and matters of i n t e n s e debate." 
c f . J.Barr Old and New p . 1 5 "The t r a d i t i o n , the 
c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n of which has formed the O.T. i s 
m u l t i p l e x i n c h a r a c t e r . " 
E.g. N.T.: J.Dunn U n i t y and D i v e r s i t y i n the N.T. 
London 1 9 7 7 p . 3 7 1 argues t h a t u n i t y i s the minimal 
"...focus again and again on C h r i s t , on the u n i t y 
between Jesus the man and Jesus the e x a l t e d one." 
c f . E.Kasemann Essays on N.T. Themes London 1964 
p.100 "Yet t h i s v a r i a b i l i t y i s a l r e a d y so wide even 
i n the N.T. t h a t we are compelled t o admit the 
existence not merely of s i g n i f i c a n t t h e o l o g i c a l 
t e n s i o n s , b u t , n o t i n f r e q u e n t l y , of i r r e c o n c i l a b l e 
t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . " 
c f . R.Schnackenburg o p . c i t . p.20 "Yet one may wonder 
i f the pendulum has not swung too f a r , and i f t h e r e 
i s not r e a l l y a g r e a t e r u n i t y i n S c r i p t u r e , e s p e c i a l l y 
i n the N.T. than the a t o m i s t i c , p u r e l y e x e g e t i c a l , 
p u r e l y h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of ' N . T . r e l i g i o n 1 

takes f o r granted." 
5 0 . Cf. G.Ebeling "The Meaning of ' B i b l i c a l Theology'.", 

JTS, v i , ( 1 9 5 5 ) , p . 2 2 1 "From a h i s t o r i c a l p o i n t o f 
view, i t i s impossible t o regard the statements of 
the Old and New Testaments as being on one l e v e l 
w i t h o u t any d i s t i n c t i o n , and by combining them t o ­
gether t o produce a s i n g l e theology o f the B i b l e . " 
c f . E.K&semann Z.Th. 5 4 , ( 1 9 5 7 ) , p . 1 8 ( C i t e d by 
H.Schlier The Relevance of the N.T. New York 1968 
p.29) "A s i n g l e b i b l i c a l theology, s p r i n g i n g from 
one r o o t and pursued i n unbroken c o n t i n u i t y i s wish­
f u l t h i n k i n g and an i l l u s i o n . " 
c f . E.Kasemann Essays p.56 "...the canon, looked 
a t i n the t o t a l i t y of i t s w r i t i n g s , does not present 
a u n i t y of content." 
c f . J.Smart The Need p.26 "The r e c o g n i t i o n of a 
wide v a r i e t y of r e l i g i o u s ideas and p r a c t i c e s i n 
b o t h Testaments seemed to put an end t o any thought 
of a b i b l i c a l theology." 

5 1 o G.Hasel O.T. and G.Hasel New Testament Theology: 
Basic Issues i n the Current debate. Grand Rapids 1978 

5 2 . 
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p.4-6 
p.49 
p . 2 3 

p . 3 1 ( c f . p . 1 0 2 f . ) 

p . 3 4 f . ( c f . p . 7 3 ) 

p . 3 6 f . ( c f . . p . 1 1 l f . ) 

p .82f. 

62. D.L.Baker Two Testaments, One B i b l e L e i c e s t e r 1 9 7 6 
6 3 . D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 2 3 0 

64. D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 8 
6 5 . D.L. Baker o p . c i t . p . 9 
66. D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 1 0 
6 7 . I b i d . 
6 8 . D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 1 1 (He includes Barth i n t h i s 

group c f . p . 2 2 9 f . ) 

6 9 . D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 1 2 
7 0 . D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p . 1 3 
7 1 . Cf. L.Gilkey o p . c i t . p.204 " . . . t h e r e f o r e the 

task of s t a t i n g what the Word might mean f o r us 
today, what we b e l i e v e God a c t u a l l y t o have done... 
i s c o n f e s s i o n a l and systematic theology and i t s 
o b j e c t i s what we b e l i e v e the t r u t h about God, and 
about what He has done." 

55. G.Hasel O.T. 

56. G.Hasel O.T. 

57. G.Hasel O.T. 

58. G.Hasel N.T. 

59. G.Hasel N.T. 
60. G.Hasel N.T. 

61. G.Hasel N.T. 

7 2 . Cf. R.M.Brown " I s there a b i b l i c a l theology?", 
R e l i g i o n i n L i f e , x x v i , ( 1 9 5 6 / 7 ) , p . 3 3 "There i s 
a tendency t o adopt an overarching p r i n c i p l e of 
t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and make i t normative 
f o r the reading of S c r i p t u r e . . . T h i s has i t s dangers, 
best i l l u s t r a t e d perhaps by Luther's famous charact­
e r i z a t i o n of James as an ' e p i s t l e of straw"... which 
then i s u l t i m a t e ? J u s t i f i c a t i o n by f a i t h or the 
canon of Holy S c r i p t u r e ? " 
c f . J.K.S.Reid The A u t h o r i t y of S c r i p t u r e London 
1 9 5 7 P.18. 
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73. G.Downing o p . c i t . p.140 

74. Of. Chap.3 p p . 9 3 f f . above. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.432 S.487 " . . . i t should be c l e a r 
a t once t h a t the testimony t o God's wisdom i n 
the Old and N.T. i s not a d i v i d e d but a u n i t e d 
testimony." 

7 5 - Cf. Chap. 3 pp.146ff. above. 
c f . CD 1/2 p . 2 7 3 f . S.298f. 

76. E.g. wisdom l i t e r a t u r e , gospels etc. 
7 7 . This s e c t i o n has many heavy f o o t n o t e s . I t i s 

i n e v i t a b l y so. There i s a great deal of evidence 
f o r t h i s c e n t r a l f a c t o r i n Barth's use of S c r i p t u r e : 
w i t h o u t doubt i t was more i n f l u e n t i a l i n h i s t h i n k ­
i n g than c o n t e x t , and perhaps than any other s i n g l e 
f a c t o r . 

78. CD 1/1 p.400 S.421 
c f . CD H I / 2 p . 3 3 0 S . 3 9 8 "Against the powerful and 
too s p i r i t u a l i s e d conception of the p i c t u r e of Jesus 
i n the e i g h t e e n t h and n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r i e s , i t was... 
necessary t o draw a t t e n t i o n t o . . . t h e whole range of 
the mighty works of the N.T." 

7 9 . CD 1/1 p.480 S . 5 0 3 f . 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.261 S.292 where Barth w i l l not 
e l i m i n a t e c e l i b a c y passages. 

80. E.g. CD 1/2 p.16 S.18 The excursus surveys N.T. 
evidence, and notes " . . . i n St. Paul, i f I am r i g h t , 
the two types are e q u a l l y represented." 

81. CD 1/2 p.272 S.296f. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 3 6 S.38 " . . . i n the whole of S c r i p t u r e 
(yes i n t h e N.T. t o o l ) . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 5 3 S . 5 7 "Neither i n Paul, nor i n the 
r e s t of S c r i p t u r e . . . " 

82. ' E.g. CD H I / 2 p . 1 3 7 S . 1 6 3 " I t i s impossible t o 
overlook the c l e a r and con c l u s i v e statements o f . . . " 
c f . CD 1/1 p.228 S.240f. Barth's d i s c u s s i o n of 
the spectrum of meaning t o the N.T. term ntoiLQ 
i m p l i e s c a r e f u l research. 

83° These f i g u r e s are c o r r e c t e d t o one decimal place. 
They are based on a verse by verse c a l c u l a t i o n , 
which i s approximate, but adequate f o r these 
purposes. 

84. E.g. Gal a t i a n s . 
85. Cf. Appendix 2 p. 4 6 6 f f . 
86. Cf. Appendix 2 p. 4 6 6 f f . 
87. Only 10.4% of John's gospel i s u n c i t e d , compared 

to Mark's 21.4%, which i s nearest. 
.. 412 _ 



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 
88. E.g. Mt 8.18; 9.26; 11.1 

Mk 6.1; 8.1 
Lk 4.14f.; 8.1-3 

89. E.g. Lk 6.1-5 i s not c i t e d ; "but Mk 2.28-38 and 
Mt 12:1-18 are both c i t e d . (The d i s c i p l e s p l u c k i n g 
ears of c o r n ) . 

9 0 . E.g. 2Cor 1 . 1 3 - 1 7 ; 2.1-7; 7.11-16 etc. 
9 1 . E.g. 2Cor 1.18-22; 2 . 1 4 - 1 7 ; 3 e t c . 
92. E.g. Ex 6 . 1 4 - 1 9 ; 2 1 - 2 5 

9 3 . E.g. Lev 2-8 
94. E.g. Ex 2 5 . 1 0 - 2 7 ; 2 1 . 3 5 - 4 0 

9 5 . E.g. Prov 4 - 5 
96. E.g. Jer 2.2-12, 1 4 - 3 7 ; 5 . 1 - 1 9 ; 6 . 1 - 1 5 e t c . 

9 7 . CD I I I / 3 p . 4 7 7 - 5 5 1 S . 5 5 8 - 6 2 3 
E.g. Nu 20.16; 2Chron 3 2 . 2 1 ; Eccles 5 . 6 ; Dan 6.22; 
Hos 12.4; Ac 7 - 3 5 , 3 5 ; 10.7,22 e t c . 

98. CD I I I / 3 p . 5 1 1 S . 5 9 9 

9 9 . CD I I I / 3 p . 5 1 9 S.608f. give reasons f o r t h i s . 
100. 2Cor 11.14 
101. E.g. geographical notes. 
102. E.g. many of the proverbs. 
1 0 3 . E.g. many passages i n the prophets, which c o n t a i n 

e s s e n t i a l l y the same ideas as ot h e r prophecies,, even 
i f they are not l i n g u i s t i c a l l y s i m i l a r l i k e the gospel 
dou b l e t s . 

104o KD H I / 3 S . 3 2 7 - 4 2 5 p.289-368 

1 0 5 » The whole s e c t i o n § 5 0 makes reference o n l y t o Ro .11.36 
(p.291 S . 3 2 9 ) , Gen 1 . 2 f . ( p . 3 5 2 S.406f.) & Gen 3 ( p - 3 5 2 
S„406f. & p . 3 5 5 f . So410f.)o Ro 11.36 i s not t r e a t e d as 
s u b s t a n t i a t i o n ; thus t h r e e sub-sections are devoid 
of b i b l i c a l r e f e r e n c e ; the f o u r t h o f f e r s an i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n of Genesis i n the l i g h t of what has already 
been asserted. B a r t h admitted l a t e r of t h i s s e c t i o n 
" . 0 0 i n my d i s c u s s i o n . »„I d e v i a t e from the language 
of the Bible.oo M CD I V / 3 p . 1 7 4 S . 1 9 9 

106= CD H I / 3 p . 5 2 2 S o 6 1 3 

1 0 7 . CD 1/2 p.65 S.72 
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108. CD I I I / 4 p.114 S.126 " I n saying t h i s , and not 

saying i t i n a vacuum but i n the context and a t 
the head of the whole witness of the Old & N.T " 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.649 S . 7 4 3 "We must not d i v o r c e any of 
these passages from t h e i r b i b l i c a l c o n t e x t . " 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 1 0 3 S . 1 1 3 " . . . w i t h i n the b i b l i c a l 
c o n t e x t . " 

1 0 9 . CD 1/2 p . 6 9 S . 7 6 
c f . CD H I / 1 p . 3 2 0 S . 3 6 7 " I t can and must be 
maintained t h a t the O.T. as a whole forms a s i n g l e 
m a t e r i a l context w i t h the New, and t h a t i t i s t h i s 
c o n t e x t , and beyond the confines of the O.T., t h a t 
Gen 2.18f. must be seen i f i t i s t o be r i g h t l y under­
stood. " 
c f . CD H I / 3 p.60 S . 6 9 "They have t h e i r t r u e 
s i g n i f i c a n c e and substance from the b i b l i c a l c o n text. 

110. CD 1/2 p . 6 9 S.76 
111. CD H I / 1 p.64 S . 6 9 

112. CD IV/1 p . 5 7 1 S . 6 3 7 f -

1 1 3 . E.g. CD H I / 3 p.^67 S.546 Rev 5.9/Eph'3.10 
114. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.65 S . 6 9 "The d e c i s i v e commentary on 

the b i b l i c a l h i s t o r i e s of c r e a t i o n i s the r e s t of 
the O.T..." 
c f . CD i i i / 1 p . 3 2 1 S . 3 6 7 "Instead of being 
a r b i t r a r i l y i gnored, Eph 5 * 2 5 can and may and must 
be taken i n t o account, as a commentary on Gen 2.18f.. 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.244 S . 2 7 3 "The commentary which 
d e c i s i v e l y p o i n t s . . . " 

1 1 5 . CD I I I / 1 p.248 S.28i 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 3 1 1 S.343 " A l l these can and should 
be read (according t o the meaning of the N.T. w r i t e r s 
as commentary on I s a 43«18f..." 

116. CD I I I / 4 p.249 S.278 
117- E.g. CD IV/2 p.207 S.229f. " I f we reconsider the 

f i r s t gospels along the l i n e s suggested by the 
fourth..." 
c f . CD IV/3 p.585f. S.671 " I t i s c e r t a i n l y tempting 
and possible to regard the Johannine account as a 
theological commentary on the synoptic records which 
are so much shorter and more e x p l i c i t . " 

118. CD IV/1 p.268 S.295 
119. E.g. CD 1/2 p.51 S.57 Lk 4.19£/ Lev 25.8f. &. I s a 61.2 

cf . CD 1/2 p.53 S.59 Rev. 1.8/Ex 3.13f. 
cf . CD I I / 1 p.113 S.125 Ps 8/Heb 2.5f. 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.388 S.429 Ps 16.1 Of/Ac 2.25f. etc. 
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120. E.g. 1/2 p.6? S.74- Dan 2.21 explains Mt 6.24 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.293 S.354 " I f the O.T. i s a commentary 
on the New..." 

121. E.g. CD 1/2 p.350 S.384 Ps 100.3/Jn 15.16 
c f . CD 1/1 p.111 S.114 1Cor 9-16f/Jer 20.7f. 
c f . CD 1/1 p.389 S.410 I s a 63.16/Eph 3.15 

122. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.428 S.474 Barth c r i t i c i s e s C alvin 
for seeing e l e c t i o n i n terms of I s r a e l only. 

123. E.g. CD 1/1 p.458 S.481 Abba. Ro 8.15; Gal 4.6; 
Mk 14.36 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.202 S.227 Col 1.15; Gen 1.26f. 

124. E.g. CD 1/2 p.72 S.79f. ..the unity of the revelation 
of C h r i s t with the h i s t o r y of the expectation of i t 
i n the O.T. i s not an item that occurs alongside His 
proclamation, doctrine and narrativ e . . . ; i t i s taken 
for granted as t h e i r u n i v e r s a l and uniform presupposit­
ion. .." 
cf . CD 1/2 p.489 S.542 " I t i s evident, therefore, that 
the desire of the Evangelists and apostles themselves 
was simply to be expositors of the former Scriptures." 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.364 S.409 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.481 S.577f. 
cf . CD H I / 3 p.445 S.519 " I t i s no accident i f we 
f i n d t h i s view of the eschatological snaking of 
heaven expressly adopted i n c e r t a i n passages of the 
N.T. (Mt 24.29; Ac 2:19; Heb 12.26)." 

125. CD I I / 2 p.563 S.624f. " I t i s no l e s s true of the 
10 commandments of Moses than the exposition of them 
i n Jesus' Sermon on the Mount." 
cf . CD I I I / 1 p.304 S.347 Mt 19.5; Gen 2.24 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.235 S.263 
cf . CD I I I / 2 p.472 S.567 " . . . i n the night of His 
passion... He re-interpreted the passover as a 
prefigurement of His own passion and death..." 

126. CD 1/2 p.427 S.471 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.361 S.406 Prov 3-12/ Heb 12.6; Rev 3.19 
cf . CD HI/1 p.281 S.321 Gen 2/Rev 2.7 
cf . CD H I / 3 p.439f. S.512 Ps 110/Mt 22.41f. etc. 

127. CD I I I / 2 p.602 S.733 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.397 S.446 
cf. CD IV/2 p.261 S.289 
cf. CD I I I / 1 p.141 S.157 

128. CD 1/2 p.208 S.227 
cf . CD I I / 2 p.376 S.415 1Kings/2Kings 

129. CD I I / 2 p.384 S.424 
130. CD I I / 2 p.384 S.424f. 
131. CD I I / 2 p.388 S.428 
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132. CD I I / 2 p.389 S.4-30 
133. E.g. CD HI/1 p.202 S.228 Gen 1.26f^ Col 1.15 

"But may i t not "be that the greater formal difference 
betrays the greatest material agreement?" 

134. CD I I / 2 p.465 S.516 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.298 S.360 "Thus the knowledge 
displayed by the O.T. i s s t r i k i n g l y unanimous and 
yet s t r i k i n g l y contradictory." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p. 376 S.Wf. "The t r a d i t i o n evidently 
predicates of David both..." 

135. CD H I / 4 p.205 S.229 
136. CD IV/1 p.335 S.369 
137. CD 1/1 p.180 S.187 

c f . CD I I / 2 p.467 S.518 "We c e r t a i n l y cannot seek 
to remove by harmonising the contradiction between 
the s t o r i e s . . . " (Ac 1/Mt 23) 

138. CD HI/1 p.80 S.87 (cf.S.86) 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.229 S.259 

139. CD 1/1 p.180 S.188 
c f . CD 1/2 p.509 S.565 
c f . CD H I / 3 p.491f. S.575f. (The Angel(s) of the Lord) 

140. CD 1/1 p.180 S.188 
c f . 1/2 p..509 S.565 

141. CD 1/2 p.517 S.574 "...then s e l f - e v i d e n t l y we have 
to hear a l l t h e i r words with the same measure of 
respect." 

142. CD 1/1 p.180 S.187 
c f . CI/2 p.310ff. S.335ff. where Barth's implacable 
opposition to schematic d i v i s i o n s of Scripture i s 
well i l l u s t r a t e d and argued, 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.229 S.260 

143. E.g. CD 1/1 p.180 S.188 "There can thus be no system 
of prophetic utterance." 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.312 S.352f. Gen 10/11 

144o E.g. Barth includes a whole excursus to i l l u s t r a t e 
the "twofold movement of the Word of God", but we 
are not able "...simultaneously Zto7 experience 
t h e i r content i n i t s truth..." or "...systematically 
i n t e r r e l a t e them." CDI/1 p.179 S.186f. 
c f . CD 1/2 p.24 S.27 " . . . i n t h e i r o r i g i n a l N.T. form 
the antitheses are not solved. Rather do they 
mutually supplement and explain each other, and to 
that extent remain on peaceful terms." 
c f . CDI/2 p.162 S.177 There i s a "...difference 
between the synoptic and Pauline-Johannine witness 
to C h r i s t . But that difference i s c e r t a i n l y not 
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144., a d i f f e r e n c e of f a i t h . " 
conra. c f > C D llz/2 p. 337 S.406 "We must everywhere 

reckon w i t h the two dimensions i n which t h i s matter 
/£he n e c e s s i t y and freedom of Jesu§7 i s represented 
i n the N.T." 

145. CD 1/1 p.181 So 188 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.387 S.436 Ps 143.2/Ps 7.8 
c f . CD IV/1 p.24- S.24 Deut 5-2/Deut 29.14 

146. E.g. CD 1/1 p.455 S.477 Acts 2/1Cor 12 & 14 
"We do not have t o pursue t h i s question 
/ o f t h e i r r e l a t i o n _ / i n the present c o n t e x t . " 

147. Cf. p. 250 below,which suggests t h a t a t several 
c r u c i a l phases, the t h e o l o g i a n i s o b l i g e d t o r e l y 
upon h i s i m a g i n a t i o n . 

148. But CD IV/3 p.198 S.226 notes t h r e e accounts o f 
Paul's conversion i n Acts. Barth's method here i s 
t y p i c a l . 

149. Cf. CD IV/3 p.584-590 S.670-77 where Ba r t h employs 
the same process i n comparison of the s t o r i e s o f the 
c a l l i n g of the d i s c i p l e s . 
c f . CD 1/2 p.417 S.460 

150. CD I I / 2 p.432 S.479 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.478f. S.574f. D i f f e r e n c e s i n 
t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n n a r r a t i v e s are noted. 

151. CD I I / 2 p.433.S.479 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.452f. S.542 Ba r t h refuses t o 
r e c o n s t r u c t or harmonise the Resurrection narratives= 

152. Cf. Chap. 3 pp. 179ff.above where the process i s 
compared t o the use of S c r i p t u r e by s t r u c t u r a l i s m . 

153. E.G. CD I I I / 2 p.452 S.542 "Each o f the n a r r a t i v e s 
must be read f o r i t s own sake j u s t as i t stands." 
c f . CD IV/3 p.584-90 S.670-77 

154. E.g. CD IV/1 p.32 S.32 Covenant s t o r i e s . 
155. CD I I / 2 p.433 S.479f. "The common content of the 

Matthean and Lukan accounts c o n s i s t s i n the f o l l o w ­
i n g elementSo" 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.443 So491 Despite the "...divergence 
of the Lukan account...", "the existence of the 
ap o s t o l a t e opens w i t h the a c t i v i t y o f Jesus i t s e l f . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.467 S.518 Despite d i f f e r e n c e s , "oo.no 
promise of grace could be h e l d out f o r Judas, and 
no genuine penitence was p o s s i b l e . " 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.452 S.542 From the Resurrection 
n a r r a t i v e s , B a r t h l e a r n s the one t h e o l o g i c a l lesson: 
I was dead and behold I am a l i v e . " 
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156. CD I I / 2 p.435 S.482 
157- CD I I / 2 p.469 S.520 

c f . o p . c i t . p.471 S.522 " I n t h i s r e s pect, t o o , 
the m a t e r i a l agreement and mutual c o n f i r m a t i o n of 
the two accounts i s much g r e a t e r than the fo r m a l 
discrepancy would a t f i r s t suggest." 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.229 S.259 " . . . f o r a l l the d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n d e t a i l b e t w e e n Gen 1 & 27 t h e r e can be no doubt 
about the u n i t y of the theme and t h e r e f o r e the 
m a t e r i a l agreement of t h e two accounts..." 
c f . CD IV/1 p.252 S.277 Last Supper n a r r a t i v e s , 
c f . CD IV/4 p.64 S.70 "The v a r i a t i o n s i n the f o u r 
accounts do not a f f e c t t he substance of the common 
statement." 

158. E.g. CD IV/1 p.261 S.287 The tem p t a t i o n n a r r a t i v e s . 
159. Cf. Chap. 1 pp. 65ff. above. 

c f . CD H I / 1 p.278 S.317 "Here, t o o , a c o n t r a d i c t ­
i o n i s t o be seen only i f we demand f o r the saga 
a pragmatics which as saga i t cannot and w i l l n ot 
o f f e r . " 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.452 S.542 " I t i s c l e a r l y impossible 
t o e x t r a c t from t h e v a r i o u s accounts a nucleus of 
genuine h i s t o r y . . . " This i s Barth's p r e s u p p o s i t i o n , 
not t he co n c l u s i o n of a c a r e f u l examination of the 
evidence. 

160. CD I I / 2 p.471 S.523 
c f . CD IV/3 p.589ff.S.676f. "...the N.T. p i c t u r e . . . 
i s so enriched m a t e r i a l l y by t h i s d i s t i n c t i v e account 
and the m a t e r i a l agreement of the others i s so 
s i g n i f i c a n t , t h a t discrepancy from the standpoint of 
h i s t o r i c a l pragmatics i s a t r i v i a l p r i c e t o pay." 

161. CD I I / 2 p.472 S.523 
162. CD 1/2 p..501 S.555 "...Holy S c r i p t u r e i s l i k e t he 

u n i t y o f God and man i n Jesus C h r i s t . " 
163. CD IV/3 p.93 S.103 "...there i s not any s i n g l e 

t r a c e of the n o t i o n of a p l u r a l i t y of d i v i n e r e v e l a t ­
i o n s . .." 

164. CD 1/2 p.508 S.564 
c f . CD 1/2 p.528=533 S.587-593 

165* CD 1/2 p.397 S.437 
166. CD 1/2 p.398 S.438f. 
167« E x a c t l y the same process may be seen t o be a t work 

i n h i s dealings w i t h verses which appear t o giv e 
grounds f o r n a t u r a l theology. 
E.g. CD I I / 1 p.101f. S.112 
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168. CD 1/2 p.273f. S.298f. 

c f . o p . c i t . p.310ff. S.339f. 
c f . CD IV/1 p.395f-S.437 " I t i s the law which 
Paul does not i n t e r p r e t a part from the Gospel, but 
i n t he Gospel..." 

169. CD 1/2 p.273f- S.298f. 
170. CD I I / 1 p.363 S.407 

c f . CD 1/2 p.371f. S.408 Paul: faith/James: work 
171. CD I I / 1 p.106 S.117 
172. Cf.p.230f. above. 
173. CD I I / 1 p.104 S.115 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.117 S.130 Gen 8.21 f. and 9.8f. cannot 
negate Gen 1 and 2. 

174. CD I I / 1 p.104 S.115 
175. CD I I / 1 p.107 S.118 I n the excursus which f o l l o w , 

B a r t h again r e l i e s on t h e immediate contexts of 
the d i s p u t e d passages t o support h i s case, and on 
a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Ps 8 found i n 
Heb 2 . 5 f - ( o p . c i t . p.113 S.125) 

176. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.390 S.438 Hab 2.4 & Ro 1.17 nave a 
permanent message t o which Amos 5-18; Joel 2.11; 
and Zeph 1.14f. are a temporary disagreement. 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.165 S.184f. The magi are the except­
i o n t o the p r o h i b i t i o n of a s t r o l o g y . 

177. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.216f. S.243 Gen 2.18-25 and the 
Song of Songs. 

178. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.229 S.260 As between Gen 1 & 2 
"Our l a s t course i s t o accept t h a t each has i t s 
own harmony, and then t o be content w i t h the h i g h e r 
harmony which i s achieved when we a l l o w one t o 
speak a f t e r the ot h e r . " 
c f . CD I - I I / 2 p.29^-6 S. 356-8 Here Barth c o n s t r u c t s 
an hypothesis about p o s t - R e s u r r e c t i o n s e x u a l i t y 
d e s p i t e c o n t r a d i c t o r y evidence. 

179° Doubtless Barth"s reasons were c l o s e l y associated 
w i t h h i s r e j e c t i o n of l i b e r a l p r o t e s t a n t theology, 
the Nazi problem, and h i s r e a c t i o n against Roman 
C a t h o l i c theology. 

180. E.g. Bar t h i s content t o hear b o t h the i m m u t a b i l i t y 
and the m u t a b i l i t y of God from the b i b l i c a l w i t n e s s . 
CD I I / 1 p.496f. S.558f. 

181. CD H I / 4 p.281 S.316 
182. CD I I I / 4 p.281 S.316 
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183. CD I I I / 4 p.282 S.317 
184. CD H I / 2 p. 601 5.731 
185. CD IV/2 p.821 S.932 The l o v e of neighbour. 
186. CD 1/2 p.462 S.534 When the Church teaches the 

u n i t y o f S c r i p t u r e , " I t means the h o l i n e s s and 
u n i t y of God i n His r e v e l a t i o n . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.392 S.433 Behind c o n t r a d i c t o r y 
n a r r a t i v e s , "...the w i l l o f God i s one ". 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.403 S.466 "They ZJhe events and 
records o f the event§7 must s t i l l witness t o 
the u n i t y of God's w i l l . . . " 

187. CD 1/2 p.311 S.340 "But w i t h t he N.T. /the 0.1*7 
i s t he document of r e v e l a t i o n . . . " 
c f . CD 1/1 p.117 S.120 "The u n i t y of r e v e l a t i o n 
guarantees the u n i t y of the B i b l i c a l witness i n 
and i n s p i t e of a l l i t s m u l t i p l i c i t y and c o n t r a d i c t -
o r i n e s s . " 

188. E.g. CD 1/1 p.412 S.433 "...we can on l y dodge the 
u n i t y o f the content o f r e v e l a t i o n and the person 
of t he Revealer i f we evade the N.T. witness and 
d i s r e g a r d the p r o h i b i t i o n and command set f o r t h 
t h e r e i n . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.152 S.165 "Like a l l other passages, 
these must be read i n t h e context of the whole B i b l e , 
and t h a t means w i t h an understanding t h a t the Word 
of God i s t h e content of the B i b l e , 
c f . CD IV/1 p.368 S.407 

189. CD 1/2 p.23 S.25 
c f . CD 1/2 p.114 S.126 "The Easter s t o r y . . . i s . . . t h e 
r e c o l l e c t i o n upon which a l l N.T. r e c o l l e c t i o n s 
hang..." 
c f . CD 1/2 p.117 S.129 The N.T. i s "aligned upon 
the Archimedean p o i n t o f the s t o r y and message o f 
Easter..." But Barth sums t h i s up i n d i f f e r e n t ways: 
e.g. CD H I / 2 p.213 S.254 "A sum of the whole 
message o f the N.T. may ver y w e l l be found i n the 
question of Ro 8.31: * I f God be f o r us, who can be 
agains t us? 1" 

190. CD IV/1 p.244 S.269 
191o CD 1/2 p.165 S.180 

c f . CD 1/2 p.167 S.183 "While the N.T. speaks w h o l l y 
from the standpoint of Easter and ascension..." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.251 S.278 

192. E.g. CD IV/2 p.281 S.311 "...the unequivocal witness 
of t he N.T. /xsj t o the message of Christmas..." 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.600f. S.730f. Our m o r t a l i t y i s faced 
by the N.T. "at i t s c e n t r e " because "the centre of 
the N.T. p e r c e p t i o n i s the cross of C h r i s t . " 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.443 S.531 
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193. Comments such as t h a t made i n CD IV/2 p.501 S.567 
about Mt 6.9 &• Lk 11.2 must be understood not as 
the c e n t r a l p o i n t of the N.T.,but as the c e n t r a l 
p o i n t i n any d i s c u s s i o n of h o l i n e s s . 

19A. CD IV/3 p.911 S.1046 
195. CD I I / 2 p.354 S.391 A l e n g t h y excursus f o l l o w s i n 

which B a r t h demonstrates how the O.T. witnesses t o 
C h r i s t , r e l y i n g c h i e f l y on typology^ I t i s t h e r e ­
f o r e discussed i n Chap.3 above. 
c f . CD IV/2 p.160 S.178 "The whole o f the O.T. 
could o n l y be read and expounded as the promise of 
the coming of t h i s man." 

196. CD IV/1 p.642 S.717 
197. E.g. R.Brown Sensus P l e n i o r o f Sacred S c r i p t u r e 

B a l t i m o r e 1955 argues t h a t t h i s must be admitted i n 
view of the evidence t h a t the Church's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
a l r e a d y operates t h i s . See e s p e c i a l l y chapter 4 
p. 8 8 f f . 
c f . P.Benoit Prophecy & I n s p i r a t i o n p.147-154 
c f . R.Brown The H i s t o r y & Development of the theory 
of a sensus plenior,CBQ, 15,C1953), p.141-162 
R.Brown Sensus p.94 "...the f u l l e r sense aids i n 
harmonising the two testaments." 

198. CD 1/2 p.112 S.123 
199. CD 1/2 p.489f. S.542 

c f . CD H I / 4 p.313 S.354 " . . . i t i s no mere i n t e r ­
p r e t a t i o n of Paul but t h e meaning of the n a r r a t o r of 
Gen 10 t h a t the r e a l s i g n i f i c a n c e o f t h i s i s not 
merely f o r the o r i g i n but f o r the goal of the ways 
of the d i f f e r e n t peoples. To be sure i t i s o n l y 
i n the c o n t e x t o f the N.T. t h a t i t can be s t a t e d 
t h a t they w i l l f i n a l l y meet again i n one man." 

200. CD I I I / 4 p.205 S.230 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.325f. S.372f. 

201. CD I I / 2 p.393 S.434 
c f . CD H I / 1 p.328 S.376 Without the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
h i n t s of the N.T., the O.T. passages reg a r d i n g 
marriage cannot be taken as commending monogamy. 

202. CD I I / 2 p.393 S.434 (my emphasis) 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.461 S.554 "As a l l the commandments 
promises and prophecies of the prophets and ri g h t e o u s 
men of the O.T. as a l l i t s sayings and types are 
wi t h o u t content, apart from the coming of the kingdom 
i n the man Jesus, and are t h e r e f o r e d e f e c t i v e i n 
themselves, y e t being r e l a t e d t o t h i s event, and 
des t i n e d a l l along f o r t h i s content, they are not 
f o r n o t h i n g . . . " 

203.. E.g. CD I I I / 4 p.249 S.278 "...the s p i r i t u a l nature 
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203. of the /Tifth7 command, although i t i s a f a c t , 
contd. i s not y e t manifest as such, but can always go 

unrecognised." 
204. E.g. Ps 69.25 and 109.8 

CD I I / 2 p.469 S.520 
205. E.g. CD H I / 1 p.244 S.277 Barth can w r i t e of 

"The whole h i s t o r y of I s r a e l p r o p h e t i c a l l y under­
stood and the whole h i s t o r y of i t s f u l f i l m e n t i n 
Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.480f. S.577 "...the h i s t o r y o f 
I s r a e l , i n which Jesus had not y e t appeared, but 
was a l r e a d y present as the One p r e f i g u r e d and 
expected...the h i s t o r y and time of I s r a e l were 
p r o p h e t i c , t h e i r meaning and p e r f e c t i o n c o n s i s t i n g 
i n t he f a c t t h a t they moved towards the h i s t o r y and 
time of the man Jesus." 
c f . K.Barth Prayer and Preaching London 1964 p.93' 
"The Old and New Testaments are r e l a t e d t o one another 
as prophecy t o i t s f u l f i l m e n t , and the O.T. should 
always be regarded i n t h i s l i g h t . " 

206. CD I I I / 2 p.482f. S.579f. (my emphasis) 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p.202 S.228 "...Paul d i d not represent 
any i n n o v a t i o n i n r e l a t i o n t o the O.T. but p o i n t e d 
t o i t s f u l f i l m e n t . " 

207. D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p.60f. 
c f . B.F.Westcott The E p i s t l e t o t h e Hebrews 
London 1892 p.491 ( C i t e d D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p.66) 
" I s r a e l . . . i s a complete enigma o f which C h r i s t i s 
the complete s o l u t i o n . " K.Barth i s able t o deal 
i n these terms because he does not regard the O.T. 
as simply an h i s t o r i c a l document. Contrast 
R.Bultmann "Prophecy and F u l f i l m e n t " i n 
C 0Westermann(ed.) Essays on O.T. I n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
London 1963 p.52 " . . . t o t a l k o f t h i s k i n d of 
prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t has become impossible i n 
an age i n which the O.T. i s conceived of as an 
h i s t o r i c a l document and i n t e r p r e t e d according t o 
the methods of h i s t o r i c a l science." 

208. CD I I / 2 p.364 S.401 
209. E.g. Solomon CD I I / 1 p.665 S.750 "His g l o r y could 

be b e a u t i f u l o n l y i n so f a r as i t was a prophecy of 
the g l o r y of Jesus C h r i s t . " 

210. CD I I / 2 p.692 S.772 "He has made t r u e the whole 
prophecy of the 10 coinmandments and the r e s t of the 
Law by i t s f u l f i l m e n t i n His own person." 

211. CD I I I / 1 p.327 S.374f* Prov 31°10ff. 
212. Cf. CD H I / 2 p.494 S.594- "The v i s i b l e and palpable 

u n i t y of prophecy and f u l f i l m e n t , of f u l f i l m e n t and 
prophecy..." 
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213. E.g.. CD 1/2 p.487 S.539 Mk 3-14; 2.14 e t c . 
214. CD H I / 2 p.502 S.604 "Hence the gospel accounts 

of the Last Supper...are t o be numbered w i t h the 
many passages which i n the f i r s t i nstance p o i n t 
t o the Resurrection...but which i n the l i g h t of 
t h i s f u l f i l m e n t p o i n t a l l ages i n imminent expect­
a t i o n t o the parousia..." 

215. N.B. Barth does not h i m s e l f use t h i s term 
216. A l i s t o f the l e a d i n g scholars may be found i n 

R.Brown "The Sensus P l e n i o r i n the l a s t t e n years", 
CBQ,25,(1963;,P^B1 
c f . J.M.Robinson " S c r i p t u r e and T h e o l o g i c a l Method: 
A P r o t e s t a n t Study i n Sensus PIenior",CBQ,27,(1965)P.21 
c f . W.S.Lasor "The Sensus Plenior"and B i b l i c a l 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n " i n W.Gasque and W.Lasor (ed.) 
S c r i p t u r e , T r a d i t i o n , a n d I n t e r p r e t a t i o n Grand Rapids 

pp.2fcoff. 
217. R.Brown The H i s t o r y p.151 summarising Coppens. 

c f . R.Brown" "Hermeneutics" i n R.Brown (ed.; 
Jerome B i b l i c a l Commentary London 1968 p.607 

218. This "discussion depends c h i e f l y on t h e e x p e r t i s e 
o f R.Brown, whose t h e s i s and a r t i c l e s o f f e r the most 
s u b s t a n t i a l advocacy o f the method. 

219. The ' l i t e r a l sense' r e f e r s here t o the sense intended 
by the human author. 
c f . R.Brown Ten Years p.268 

220. E.g. John O'Rourke. ( C i t e d R.Brown Ten Years p.264) 
221. R.Brown ( f o l l o w i n g O'Rourke) Ten Years p.265 
222. R.Brown Sensus p.92 
223. R.Brown Sensus p . 2 2 f f . 
224. R.Brown Ten Years p.272f. 
225. R.Brown Ten Years p.274 

R.Brown Sensus p7l4-5f. 
226o E.g. Courtade. C i t e d R.Brown The H i s t o r y p.157 

c f . B.Vawter "The F u l l e r Sense: Some Considerations" 
CBQ,26,(1964) p.85=96 

227. R.Brown The H i s t o r y p.161 
c f . R.Brown Sensus p.123f» 

228. Cf. R.F.Smith " I n s p i r a t i o n and In e r r a n c y " i n 
R.Brown (ed.) Jerome B i b l i c a l Commentary p.499ff« 
c f . W.J.Harrington o p . c i t . p.376 
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229. R.Brown The H i s t o r y p.160 
c f . R.Brown Ten Years p.278 "The Sensus P l e n i o r 
answers the q u e s t i o n of what the t e x t means i n the 
whole context o f God's p l a n , a meaning which God, 
who knew the whole p l a n from the s t a r t , intended 
from the moment He i n s p i r e d the composition o f the 
t e x t . " 

230. Although R.Brown Sgnsus p.98 deals v e r y b r i e f l y w i t h 
t h i s aspect of the matter, i t i s not f o r him the 
f o u n d a t i o n stone t h a t i t i s f o r B a r t h . 

231. Cf. J.M.Robinson S c r i p t u r e p.24 "Thus P r o t e s t a n t 
exegesis has had e i t h e r t o dismiss the t h e o l o g i c a l 
or c anonical aspects and content i t s e l f w i t h h i s ­
t o r i c a l and d e s c r i p t i v e exegesis - or t o i n v o l v e 
i t s e l f i n Kermeneutical c o n s i d e r a t i o n s as t o the p o i n t 
the t e x t was s c o r i n g then and now." 
c f . R.Brown Hermeneutics p.618 The sensus p l e n i o r 
preserves "...an important t r u t h about S c r i p t u r e , 
namely t h a t one has not exhausted the r e a l meaning 
of a t e x t when one has determined by h i s t o r i c o -
c r i t i c a l exegesis what i t meant t o the man who wrote 
i t . " 

232. R.Brown Hermeneutics p.617 
c f . R.Brown Sensus p.149 

233- C i t e d i n R.Brown Ten Years p.271 
234. Cf. Chap 3«pp.;176f. below. 
235. E.g. CD 1/2 p.489 S.541f. 

c f . CD I I I / 4 p.49 S.54 "Understood i n i t s new - or 
r a t h e r i t s t r u e - form, i n i t s f i r s t and f i n a l mean­
i n g i t was s u r p r i s i n g l y q u i c k l y and s e l f - e v i d e n t l y 
seen t o be v a l i d and a u t h o r i t a t i v e i n N.T. C h r i s t ­
i a n i t y . .." 
I t i s a matter o f debate whether Barth was i n f l u e n c e d 
by W.Vischer i n t h i s view. G.Bromiley I n t r o d u c t i o n 
t o t h e Theology of K a r l B a r t h Edinburgh 1979 P-94 
w r i t e s : "Barth supports t h i s / d o c t r i n ^ from t h e 
O.T. witness t o C h r i s t as he learned i t from 
W.Vischer's book on t h e theme." But W.Vischer d i d 
not p u b l i s h h i s book The Witness of the O.T. t o C h r i s t 
u n t i l 1934 and i t i s p o s s i b l e t o see B a r t h coming t o 
these conclusions e a r l i e r . 
e.g. T h e o l o g i c a l Existence Today 1933 P-15: We cannot -
"...seek f o r God elsewhere than i n His Word, and seek 
His Word somewhere else than i n Jesus C h r i s t , and 
seek Jesus C h r i s t elsewhere than i n the Holy S c r i p t u r e s 
of the Old and New Testaments." (my emphasis) 
c f . The Word of God and the~Word of Man 1920 
p.79; 85; 89. However, E.Busch o p . c i t . p.105 makes 
i t c l e a r t h a t B a r t h f i r s t met Vischer i n 1918, and 
consequently would not have had t o see the book t o 
be aware of h i s views. D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p.229 
s t a t e s simply: "Vischer was i n f l u e n c e d by Barth's 
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235. thought..." 
contd. c f . CD IV/3 p.384 S.443 
236. He always r e f e r s t o the meaning ( s i n g u l a r ) never 

the meanings. 
e.g. CD H I / 3 p.469 S.549 

237. R.Brown Sensus p . x i i i 
238. C i t e d by A . T h i s e l t o n P h i l o s o p h i c a l Categories p.92 

239. I b i d . 
240. E.g. CD IV/3 p.94 S.105 Deut 18.15 
241. CD I I / 2 p.469 S.520 Bar t h f o l l o w s Acts i n so 

t a k i n g i t . 
242. E.g. CD 1/1 p.5 S.3f. Jer 31.34 
243. E.g. CD 1/2 p.22 S.25 I s a 7.14 
244. CD H I / 2 p.481 S.577 

c f . CD IV/2 p.219 S.243 "This g l o r y i s the new 
t h i n g a t the end and goal of the h i s t o r y of I s r a e l , 
t o which the whole of t h i s h i s t o r y . . . c o u l d o n l y 
p o i n t . " 

245. CD I I I / 2 p.498 S.598 "...the p r o p h e t i c h i s t o r y of 
the O.T. i s continued i n the New." 
However Bar t h recognises t h a t N.T. prophecy i s 
q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i f f e r e n t ; e.g. CD IV/2 p.203 S.226 
"For although the N.T. s t i l l looks t o the f u t u r e , 
i t does so i n r e t r o s p e c t of a f a c t t h a t has al r e a d y 
taken p l a c e , and i t looks t o a very d e f i n i t e f u t u r e 
which i s c o n c r e t e l y f i l l e d out by t h i s f a c t . " 

246. E.g. CD I I / 1 p.405 S.455*. 
247. E.g. IV/2 p.761 S.863 

c f . CD I I I / 1 p.63 S.68 
248. E.g. CD IV/2 p.769 S.872 
249. E.g. CD IV/3 p.92 S.102 

Ba r t h a l s o t a l k s o f i n d i v i d u a l authors as b i b l i c a l 
witnesses (e.g. CD IV/2 p.757 S.860) 

250. CD 1/2 p.54 S.60 
c f . o p . c i t . p.56 S.62 

251. CD 1/2 p.74 S.81 
c f . CD 1/2 p.488 S.541 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.480 S.577 

252. CD 1/2 p.250 S.272 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.574 S.638 The N.T. "...cannot have a 
m a t e r i a l l y new context i n c o n t r a s t t o Mic 6.8 or 
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252. Deut 10.12f..." 
contd. c f . CD H I / 2 p.593 S.721f. "...we may simply assume 

t h a t the O.T. p i c t u r e as " o u t l i n e d i s accepted i n 
every respect by the Eva n g e l i s t s and a p o s t o l i c 
w r i t e r s . . . a n d may thus be presupposed i n whatever 
else they have t o say on the t o p i c . " 

253. CD I I / 1 p.19 S.19 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.25 S.26 "There can be no question of 
a fundamental a l t e r a t i o n . . . " 
c f . CD IV/2 p.565 S.640 " S e l f - e v i d e n t l y t h a t which 
becomes e x p l i c i t i n E z e k i e l i s the meaning of both 
Testaments." 

254. CD 1/2 p.108 S.118 This i s an example of a change 
of emphasis on s u f f e r i n g . 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.34-2 S.377 " I n the N.T. the p i c t u r e 
i s r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t . " 

255- CD IV/3 p.60 S.65 
256. CD 1/2 p.481f. S.533 
257. CD 1/2 p.117 S.129f. 

c f . CD 1/2 p.489 S.541f. Lk24.13f•; Heb 10.7 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.494f. S.594f. 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.200 S.223 

258. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.687 S.767 Sermon on the Mount 
confirms the O.T. law. 
c f . CD IV/3 p.55 S.60 " . . . i s n ot the d i s t i n c t i v e l y 
responsive and r e p e t i t i v e c h a r a c t e r of the Old & N.T. 
w r i t e r s t he f o r m a l l y common f e a t u r e which unites the 
two p a r t s o f the canon?" 

259. CD 1/2 p.491 S.543f. 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.581 S.707 Between Old and N.T. 
"... t h e r e r e s u l t e d even f o r m a l l y a c e r t a i n p a r a l l e l i s m 
and s i m i l a r i t y o f problems." 

260. CD IV/4 p.119 S.130f. 
261. E.g.CD IV/2 p.769 S.872 "There i s an obvious 

. c o n t i n u i t y between the witness of the N.T. t o the 
love of God and t h a t o f the O.T." 

262 0 CD 1/2 p.304 S.332 Although the E n g l i s h gives 
, i t i s perhaps 
or "completion" 

"development" f o r Erweiterung, i t i s perhaps b e t t e r 
t r a n s l a t e d as " a m p l i f i c a t i o n 

263. CD I I I / 2 p.316 S.381 "The N.T. does not exclude but 
inc l u d e s t h i s /0.T.7 i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " 

264. CD I I I / 1 p.58 S.62 " I t s u r e l y means t h a t the w r i t e r s 
of the N.T. l o o k i n t o a dimension which i s s t i l l 
hidden i n the O.T. sayings about the 'breath o f God'." 

265. CD H I / 1 p.64 S.68 
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266. CD 1/2 p.225 S.245f. "...the whole of the b i b l i c a l 

witness and i t s o b j e c t , the i n c a r n a t i o n . . . " 
267. CD 1/2 p.481 S.533 
268. CD 1/2 p.482 S.533f. 
269. CD I I / 1 p.19 S.20 
270. CD 1/2 p.510 S.566. The E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n omits 

"the s t o r y of the Messiah o f I s r a e l " . 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.199 S.223 "The content- of the B i b l e 
i s . . . t h e s t o r y of the covenant and the message of 
i t s f u l f i l m e n t . . . " 
D.Kelsey Appeals p.12 emphasized t h i s aspect of 
Barth's understanding. B a r t h "...seems t o be 
c o n s t r u i n g S c r i p t u r e as one v a s t , l o o s e l y s t r u c t u r e d 
n o n - f i c t i o n n o v e l . . . I t s c h i e f f u n c t i o n i s t o render 
c f . CD III/4*p.309 S.350 "The main theme / o f the 
Bi b l e 7 i s the h i s t o r y o f the covenant between God 
and man which s e c r e t l y begins i n and w i t h c r e a t i o n , 
i s r e v e a l e d i n the e l e c t i o n and c a l l i n g o f Abraham, 
i s f u l f i l l e d i n the coming of Jesus C h r i s t and i s 
shown i n His promised r e t u r n t o be the meaning and 
purpose of a l l c r e a t u r e l y occurrence." 
c f . CD IV/2 p.776 S.880 The h i s t o r y of I s r a e l 
belongs " . . . t o the h i s t o r y o f Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 

271. E.g. CD IV/3 p.71 S.77 " . . . t h e r e being an i r r e v e r s i b l e 
way...from the fore-word t o the Word, from the f i r s t 
form o f the covenant expected i n the h i s t o r y of 
I s r a e l as a goal t o i t s second form i n the manifested 
person o f Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 

272. CD IV/3 P.71 S.77 
273. CD IV/3 p.71 S.77f. 
274. CD IV/3 p.71 S.78 
275. I b i d . 
276. I b i d , 
277. E.g. Bart h does not employ the method at t a c k e d by 

J.Barr Time p.158 of c r e a t i n g u n i t y by emphasizing 
l i n g u i s t i c o r conceptual u n i t y . That i s , although 
B a r t h works w i t h b i b l i c a l concepts, he does not 
l o c a t e b i b l i c a l u n i t y t h e r e . 
Cf. Chap.3 PP. 127ff.above. 
The reason why Bart h does not focus on t h i s , i s 
t h a t i t would o f f e r a mechanical r a t h e r than an 
organic u n i t y ; a l i n g u i s t i c r a t h e r than a t h e o l o g i c a l 
u n i t y . 

278. E.g. i n h i s exegesis, c f . chap.2 pp.83ff. above. 
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279. CD IV/3 P.93 S.103 
280. Cf. CD IV/3 p.71 S.78 "there i s o n l y one 

b i b l i c a l C h r i s t i a n church theology..." 
(The E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n omits "church".) 

281. Cf. K.Barth Credo London 1936 p.3 
c f . K.Barth E v a n g e l i c a l Theology London 1963 Chap.9 

282. Cf. Chap.3 pp. 144 above. 
283. E.g. CD I I I / 3 p.60 S.69 " I f we were t o overlook the 

concrete reference of the Old as w e l l as the N.T. 
passages t o the h i s t o r y of salvation,...we should 
rob them of t h e i r general meaning and relevance." 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.318 S.360 Taken as a whole, the 
" h i s t o r y of c r e a t i o n has a centre i n which i t i s a 
h i s t o r y o f s a l v a t i o n . . . " 
c f . CD H I / 4 p.319 S.361 " . . . t h e r e i s enacted the 
h i s t o r y of s a l v a t i o n . " 

284. E.g. CD IV/2 p.303 S.338 "For what the N.T. t e l l s 
us a t the v e r y h e a r t and ce n t r e which i s our present 
concern, i t t e l l s us i n a s p e c i f i c and d i s t i n c t i v e 
way which addresses and summons us, a p p l y i n g what 
i t says t o ourselves, and c l a i m i n g us f o r i t . I t 
t e l l s us as witness : witness t o a person, t o Jesus 
C h r i s t . . . " 

285- Barth never allows h i m s e l f t o venture as f a r i n 
t h i s d i r e c t i o n as Bultmann. 
c-f. D.L.Baker o p . c i t . p.157ff. 

286. E.g. CD 1/1 p.115 S.118 "...the O.T. as a word of 
prophecy and the N.T. as a word o f f u l f i l m e n t . . . " 

287. E.g. CD IV/2 p.176ff. S.196ff. 
288. E.g. CD IV/2 p.262 S.290 "Faden" 
289. E.g. CD IV/2 p.274 S.304 
290. CD 1/2 p.482 S.534 
291. E.g. K.Koch o p . c i t . p.70 " L i t e r a r y c r i t i c i s m i s 

the a n a l y s i s of b i b l i c a l books from the standpoint 
of l a c k of c o n t i n u i t y , d u p l i c a t i o n s , i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s , 
and d i f f e r e n t l i n g u i s t i c usage, w i t h the ob.ject of 
d i s c o v e r i n g what the i n d i v i d u a l w r i t e r s and, red a c t o r s 
c o n t r i b u t e d t o a t e x t . . . " L a t e r he asks: " I f the 
canon i s analysed from the aspect of i t s t r a n s m i s s i o n 
h i s t o r y does not i t s u n i t y c o l l a p s e ? " But J.M.Robinson 
" C r i t i c a l Enquiry i n t o the S c r i p t u r a l Bases of 
Confessional Hermeneutics", Journal of Ecumenical 
Studies, 3,(1966),p.41 suggests "The N.T. i s b a s i c a l l y 
a hermeneutical process, one long s e r i e s of t r a n s l a t ­
i o n s , i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , r e f o r m u l a t i o n s , s h i f t s i n 
terms o f ever-changing s i t u a t i o n s as the p o i n t of 
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291. the gospel i s t r a n s l a t e d . " This approach 
contd. corresponds t o Barth's r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t S c r i p t u r e 

contains complementary perceptions of the same 
r e a l i t y . 

292. G.Maier o p . c i t . 
293- J.Barr i n a book review of J.K.S. Reid 

The A u t h o r i t y o f S c r i p t u r e , SJT, xi,(1958),p.88 
wrote,"The f i n g e r of John the B a p t i s t should be 
given a r e s t ; he i s simply not an adequate analogue 
f o r the whole range o f b i b l i c a l statement." 

294. I am indebted t o Bar t h f o r t h i s phrase, although 
he uses i t i n a d i f f e r e n t c o n t e x t . 
CD I I / 2 p.431 S.478 

295• I am indebted t o a BBC programme f o r the idea 
t h a t " a r t i s u n i t y i n v a r i e t y " . On t h i s d e f i n i t ­
i o n , i t was argued, b i r d s o n g may be considered a r t 
because i t i s n e i t h e r completely mechanical nor 
completely random. The same boundaries a t t e n d 
S c r i p t u r a l u n i t y . 

296. J.Muilenburg o p . c i t . p.18 quotes T.S.Eliot as 
saying "a poem i s a r a i d on the i n a r t i c u l a t e " . 
Muilenburg suggests t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s "a r a i d on 
the u l t i m a t e " . I f i t may be seen t o be the case 
t h a t S c r i p t u r e i s a s e r i e s o f r a i d s on the u l t i m a t e , 
i t s u n i t y w i l l l i e n ot i n i t s e x t e r n a l d e t a i l s of 
h i s t o r y , b ut i n i t s i n t e r n a l message conveyed thereby; 
not i n i t s e x t e r n a l modes o f apprehension, but i n 
the i n t e r n a l Geist t h a t i s apprehended. The 
d i s t i n c t apprehensions of the same r e a l i t y w i l l 
t h e r e f o r e cease t o be an embarrassment. 

297. H . S c h i l l i n g The New Consciousness i n Science 
and R e l i g i o n London 1973 Chap.3 

298. B.Lonergan Method p.272 
299. c f . A.Koestler o p . c i t . p.113 d i s c u s s i n g L.Pasteur's 

di s c o v e r y of immunology. K o e s t l e r suggests t h a t 
a c r e a t i v e a c t occurs when two p r e v i o u s l y u n r e l a t e d 
t h i n g s are brought t o g e t h e r , and "a hidden analogy" 
now m a n i f e s t , forms the b a s i s of new knowledge. 
c f a I.Barbour Issues i n Science and R e l i g i o n 
London 1966 p.14"3fT : 

300. A . T h i s e l t o n Semantics pp.98-100 
c f . J.Godingay " I n s p i r a t i o n , I n f a l l i b i l i t y and 
C r i t i c i s m " , The Churchman,90.(1976).,p.15 who c a l l s 
i t " s i t u a t i o n a l " . 

301. CD 1/2 p.674 S.755 
302. CD 1/2 p.720 S.807 (my emphasis) 
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303. CD I I / 1 p.367 S.413 
304. J.Barr Modern World p.99 
303. B a r t h i s aware t h a t he does t h i s ; e.g. Prayer and 

Preaching p.93 " H i s t o r i c a l exegesis should not be 
neglected, but i t i s always necessary t o consider 
whether an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n based on the h i s t o r i c a l 
s i t u a t i o n takes account of the u n i t y of the two 
testaments." 

306. I t i s perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t m a t e r i a l f o r t h i s 
s e c t i o n i s found throughout the Church Dogmatics, 
whereas ot h e r s e c t i o n s show t h a t CD 1/1 and CD 1/2 
are l e s s t y p i c a l of the whole. Thus Barth h e l d 
t h i s view from the s t a r t ; i t was not something which 
developed w i t h the Dogmatics. 

307. This phrase occurs i n another connection i n 
C.E.Braaten "How new i s the new hermeneutic?", 
Theology Today,xxi,(1964),p.227 

308. T.F.Torrance T h e o l o g i c a l Science London 1969 p.107 
"...pure science can y i e l d r e s u l t s o n l y when the 
method and matter are p u r e l y matched." 

309. H.D.Lewis Philosophy of R e l i g i o n London 1965 p.111 
310. F.Coppleston Contemporary Philosophy London 1956 p.99 
311. Cf. A.Richardson " H i s t o r i c a l Theology and B i b l i c a l 

Theology", Canadian Journal of Theology 1,(1955), 
p.162. He deals w i t h the comparable problem of 
whether h i s t o r y i s coherent. " I f , f o r example, 
t h e r e are u n i t y and coherence i n Gibbon's account of 
t h e d e c l i n e and f a l l o f the Roman Empire, i s t h a t not 
due r a t h e r t o the e i g h t e e n t h century c a t e g o r i e s through 
which Gibbon sees h i s t o r y than t o any coherence i n 
th e h i s t o r i c a l events themselves?" 

312. Cf. J.Barr Modern World p.61 
313. E.g. CD I I I / 1 p.64 S.68 The N.T. " . . . f i n d s the centre 

and u n i t y between c r e a t i o n and covenant, between 
cosmos and Church, i n the person of Jesus C h r i s t . " 
c f . CD 1/2 p.312 S.340 I t i s the "...simple i n s i g h t 
t h a t the N.T. i s testimony t o Jesus C h r i s t , and n o t h i n g 
e l s e . . . " which precludes a f a l s e d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n o f 
N.T. m a t e r i a l . 
c f . CD 1/2 p.15 S.16 "The content of the N.T. i s 
s o l e l y t h e name Jesus C h r i s t , which of course, also 
and above a l l , i n v o l v e s the t r u t h of His God-manhood." 
H.J.Kraus Die B i b l i s c h e Theologie Neukirchen Vluyn 
1970 pp.199-305 warns against the dangers of t h i s 
approach. 

314. F . F i l s o n , Which books belong t o the Bible? 
P h i l a d e l p h i a 1957 p.57 makes the i m p l i c a t i o n s of the 
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314. opposite approach c l e a r : "The p r a c t i c e o f using 
contd. a l l p a r t s o f S c r i p t u r e as e q u a l l y b i n d i n g , w i t h o u t 

reference t o the centre i n C h r i s t , i s a f a t a l 
r e t u r n t o a lawbook conception of r e v e l a t i o n . . . " 

315. CD 1/2 p.14 S.15 The C h r i s t o l o g i c a l dogma " . . . i s 
t o be found between the l i n e s and i n f e r r e d by the 
reader o r hearer from what i s otherwise s a i d d i r e c t l y 
o r i n d i r e c t l y about the name of Jesus C h r i s t . " 
c f . A.Richardson H i s t o r i c a l Theology p.164 " I t i s 
C h r i s t who draws to g e t h e r a l l the d i v e r s e strands 
of both the Old and New Testaments. There i s no 
need whatever f o r the b i b l i c a l t h e o l o g i a n t o 
minimise the d i v e r s i t y of the d i f f e r e n t p a r t s and 
outlooks of the S c r i p t u r e s , or t o pretend t h a t a l l 
s e c t i o n s of the B i b l e t e s t i f y e q u a l l y t o C h r i s t . " 

316. CD IV/2 p.24 S.25 
317. J.Thompson o p . c i t . p.7 
318. E.g. CD IV/3 p.174 S.199 " . . . c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 

t h i n k i n g i n t h i s ^ a r t h ' s 7 sense i s a very d i f f e r e n t 
process from deduction from a give n p r i n c i p l e . . . " 

319. CD H I / 2 p.4 S.2f. 
320. CD IV/1 p.389f. S.431 (my emphasis) 

c f . CD I I / 1 p.652 S.735 " I n our d i s c u s s i o n of the 
le a d i n g concepts of the C h r i s t i a n knowledge of God, 
we have seen t h a t no s i n g l e one of them i s t h i s 
key, and t h a t i f any one of them i s claimed as such 
i t i n e v i t a b l y becomes an i d o l . " 
c f . CD IV/3 p.96 S.106 "Hence we have f i r s t and 
foremost t o a l l o w ourselves t o be confronted by 
Him Z?esus C h r i s t 7 through the b i b l i c a l witnesses 
i n order t o l e a r n from the l a t t e r . . . " 

321. ' E.g. CD IV/2 p.24 S.25 
322. Cf. CD I I / 1 p.102 S.112 " . . . i n i h r e r M i t t e . . . " , a t 

the h e a r t of S c r i p t u r e . 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.471 S.522 "...im Zentrum des Neuen 
'PGSt/SLffl.&Xl/b s • • • " 
c f . CD I I I / i * p . 3 1 5 S.360 The O.T.'s "...gaze i s 
normally f i x e d on the c e n t r e , on the h i s t o r y of 
the covenant..." 
c f . CD H I / 2 p.297 S.358 

323. CD 1/2 p.24 S.27 (my emphasis) Although t h i s e a r l y 
t a l k of reference t o the name of Jesus C h r i s t makes 
i t seem as though Barth i s o p e r a t i n g a mechanical 
method, l a t e r comments show t h a t t h i s i s not how 
he intended i t . 

324. CD 1/2 p.172-202 S.134-221 
325. CD 1/2 p.176f. S.192f.(my emphasis) 
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326. CD 1/2 p.202 S.221 
327. I b i d . 
328. CD 1/2 p.272 S.297 
329. Cf. n.90 above. 
330. CD IV/3 p.383-461 S.443-531 
331. CD H I / 1 p.323f. S.370 

c f . CD H I / 4 p.216f. S.242f. which makes the same 
p o i n t i n the same c o n v i c t i o n . 

332. E.g. CD H I / 2 p.20 S.21 Ps 8.4:'man' i s i d e n t i f i e d 
as Jesus by Heb 2.5ff. 

333* E.g. the V i r g i n B i r t h n a r r a t i v e s discussed above. 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.124 S.137 Ezek 1.26 f o l l o w i n g C a l v i n , 
r e f e r s t o C h r i s t . 

334. E.g. CD IV/2 p.427-32 s.481-486 Barth's use of 
the s t o r y of Nabal and A b i g a i l 

335* A.Koestler o p . c i t . p.96f. 
336. A.Eoestler o p . c i t . p.98 
337. Eg. CD I I / 2 p.3 S.1 The d o c t r i n e of e l e c t i o n " . . . i s 

grounded i n the knowledge of Jesus C h r i s t . . . " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.13f. S.13 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.59 S.63 " E l e c t i o n i s t h a t which takes 
place a t the v e r y centre of the d i v i n e s e l f - r e v e l a t ­
i o n . . . I t i s the name of Jesus which...forms the 
focus a t which the two d e c i s i v e beams of the t r u t h 
f o r c e d upon us converge and u n i t e . . . e l e c t i n g God... 
e l e c t i n g man." 
c f . T.H.L.Parker " P r e d e s t i n a t i o n " i n A.Richardson(ed.) 
A D i c t i o n a r y pp.270ff. 

338. CD 1/2 p.478 S.532 "...the Canon i s not closed 
a b s o l u t e l y . " 
c f . CD 1/2 p.601 S.671 "Even i n the l i g h t of the 
Church's Canon i n d i v i d u a l s have every r i g h t . . . " t o 
question i t . 

339. CD IV/3 p.77 S.85 Jesus i s Himself our Canon. 
C f . " M a r t i n kuth*r\s U)er We , Deutsche Blbel " Weimar I<)<%-(>I \foi.\ZH 
p . 3 8 < f - £ f . L - r a r t s . S t i t r a m Let t O o o l f R * - f o r m o . f c o o , l o g i. t r i o r s o4. 
tin* tin l u . b h e r L ^ i c o V o l . ii p. 3<T/ " ^ " " S c r i p t re S * t < , „ 
f o r t K C h r i s c . . . l o h c - t - d c « M , n o t fc<?ocH C W n i t - i% n e t capesifco U C 

c f . D.Kelsey .Appeals p.14 "...the u n i t y of the canon 
i s a f u n c t i o n o f the i d e n t i t y of the agent i t 
renders." 

340. E.g. H.Schlier o p . c i t . p.19 "That t h e r e i s such a 
u n i t y , t h a t u l t i m a t e l y t h e r e i s no c o n t r a d i c t i o n 
between the v a r i o u s t h e o l o g i c a l p r i n c i p l e s and 
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34-0. utterances, i s from the point of view of theology, 
contd. a pre~supposition which derives from the i n s p i r a t ­

ion and canonicity of the N.T. and the Bible." 
341. CD IV/2 p . 1 9 3 S.214f.(my emphasis) 
342. CD 1/1 p . 1 0 7 S . 1 1 0 " I t i s the canon because i t 

imposed i t s e l f upon the Church as such, and co n t i n u a l l y 
does so...At t h i s point we should already r e f e r i n 
advance to the content of Holy Scripture...Jesus 
Christ." 
cf. o p . c i t . p.108 S.111 "Thus Holy Scripture imposes 
i t s e l f i n v i r t u e of t h i s i t s content." 

343. E.von Dobschiitz "The Abandonment of the Canonical 
Idea", American Journal of Theology,xix,(1915)»p»426. 
Although i t expresses many ideas s i m i l a r to Barth 1s 
Zp.g.p.429.7 Barth shows no knowledge of i t . 

344. E.g. CD IV/2 p.122 S.136 "Jesus Christ, i n His s e l f -
r e v e l a t i o n i s , therefore, the basic t e x t which was 
already read and expounded by the apostles, which 
they attested as i t s d i r e c t witness, and a f t e r them, 
on the basis of t h e i r witness,...by ourselves as we 
venture to take up and o u t l i n e the work of Christ i a n 
theology i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s f a c t . " (my emphasis) 
c f . CD I V / 3 p . 1 7 5 S.200 " . . . c h r i s t o l o g i c a l t h i n k i n g 
forms the unconditional basis f o r a l l other theo­
l o g i c a l t h i n k i n g . . . " 

345. This i s not the only example. Barth consciously 
attempts to do the same with his doctrine of angels. 
CD I I I / 3 p . 5 0 0 S . 5 8 5 f . "We s h a l l best proceed i f 
we keep to that which i s d i r e c t l y stated i n the N.T. 
concerning the r e l a t i o n s h i p of the action of angels 
to t h a t of Jesus Christ. I t i s s e l f evident that 
r a d i c a l l y and f i n a l l y a l l the action of angels 
attested i n both Old and New Testaments can- be 
meaningfully understood only i n t h i s context, i n 
re l a t i o n s h i p to t h i s centre of the divine action." 
But Barth admits that "angelology i s not, l i k e 
anthropology, a consequence and analogy of Christology, 
f o r God did not become an angel i n Christ." 
c f . CD IV/1 p.644 S . 7 1 9 "Nor i s there any abandonment 
of the Ch r i s t o l o g i c a l subject-matter of the doctrine 
of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . " 
c f . CD 1/2 p . 3 7 9 S.417 "There i s , of course, no 
question of any actual or known basis of the love 
of God apart from Christ." 

346. CD I I / 2 p.149 S.161 
cf. CD I I I / 2 p . 3 1 2 S . 3 7 7 (Eph 5 . 2 2 - 3 3 ) 
c f . CD I I I / 2 p.465 S . 5 5 8 (Rev 1.8) 

347. CD IV/1 p.365ff. S.403ff. 
348. CD IV/1 p.644 S . 7 1 9 (my emphasisO 
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3 4 9 . E.g. CD IV/3 p . 1 7 5 S.200 Barth makes t h i s clear 

i n discussing c r i t i c i s m s of h i s method offered by 
G.C.Berkouwer o p . c i t . 
c f . D.M.McKinnon "Philosophy and Christology" i n 
T.H.L.Parker (ed.) Essays i n Christology f o r Karl Barth 
London 1 9 5 6 p.282f. 

3 5 0 . 

3 5 1 . 

3 5 2 . 

3 5 3 . 

3 5 4 . 

3 5 5 -

3 5 6 . 

3 5 7 . 

3 5 8 . 

3 5 9 . 

360. 

3 6 1 , 

CD I V / 3 p . 7 8 6 S . 8 9 9 
c f . CD I I / 1 p . 5 8 3 S . 6 5 7 Theology must be "...orientated 
on God's re v e l a t i o n and therefore Christology." 
CD I I / 2 p . 8 8 S . 9 5 

E.g. CD 1/2 p . 3 5 0 S . 3 8 3 Luther and Calvin applauded 
but Schleiermacher and A.Bitschl not. 
c f . CD 1/2 p . 1 3 9 S . 1 5 3 Soman Catholic Mariology i s 
condemned because i t i s not done i n a c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
context. 
c f . CD 1/2 p.862 S . 9 6 4 

E.g. CD H I / 2 p . 4 6 9 S . 5 6 4 "There i s no place f o r any 
Christ-mysticism— such as would suppress or replace 
the h i s t o r y of Jesus or render i t superfluous." 
CD 1/2 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 5 This c r i t i c i s m i s not f o r t h e i r 
f a i l u r e to use a proof t e x t , but of t h e i r f a i l u r e 
-to t h i n k C h r i s t o l o g i c a l l y . 
CD 1/2 p . 1 2 3 S . 1 3 5 
c f . CD I V / 1 p . 3 8 9 S.430 "What reason i s there f o r 
that f i r s t b e l i e f t h a t the doctrine of s i n must 
precede Christology...?" 
CD I I I / 3 p.444 S . 5 1 8 
c f . CD H I / 4 p . 1 7 3 S . 1 9 3 OCor 1 1 . 3 ) 
CD 1/2 p . 3 7 8 S.416 
c f . CD IV/1 p . 7 0 S . 7 5 (Jn 3-16) 
c f . CD H I / 1 p. 181 S . 2 0 2 (Ps 3 6 . 8 ) 

E.g. CD 1/2 p.426 S . 4 7 0 " I t i s therefore not merely 
l e g i t i m a t e but o b l i g atory to regard the f i g u r e of 
Melchisedek as the hei*meneutical key to t h i s whole 
succession." 
c f . CD I V / 2 p.228 S . 2 5 2 (Jn 1 1 ) 

the locus classicus 
CD I I / 2 p . 1 5 S . 1 5 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.187 S o 2 0 5 " 
So 9 - ^ " 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.588f. S.653f.James epitomises the 
divine claim. 
c f . CD HI / 2 p. 3 0 9 S . 3 7 2 (1Cor 11.11f0 
CD I I / 2 p.562 S.624 
c f . CD H I / 3 p.74 S.85 (Gen 1 . 3 - 9 ) 
c f . CD I I I / 4 p.668 S.769 (Jn 5-44) 
CD 1/2 p.673 S . 7 5 5 Mt 16.16-19 (my emphasis) 
cf . CD I I I / 4 p.85 S . 9 3 
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362. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.-4-32 S.478 " . . . i n St.John's gospel 

(especially i n cc.5-8) the f a c t that He i s 'sent 
by the Father' i s the dominant description which 
Jesus uses of Himself..." 
cf . CD I Y / 3 p.612 S . 7 0 1 "...His s e l f - a t t e s t a t i o n 
i s i n f a c t the absolutely dominating theme of the 
Gospel of John." 

363. E.g. CD I I / 2 p.460 S . 5 1 0 "The dominating t r u t h t h a t , 
according to Jn 6.64 Jesus Tcnew from the beginning 
...who should betray Him' stands over the whole 
being and behaviour of Judas..." 
c f . CD I V A p.64 S.71 Jn 1 6 . 3 2 

364. CD H I / 2 p. 379 S.454f. 
cf . CD I I I / 4 p.281 S . 3 1 5 (Eph 3 . 1 5 ) 

365. CD 1/1 p.229 S.240 ntaTLQ 
cf . CD IV/4 p . 9 1 S.100 "The one body, which i s the 
cen t r a l concept of the chapter..." 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.88 S . 9 5 
c f . CD I V / 3 p.62 S.67 "praise...is the basic note." 

366. E.g. CD IV/2 p . 3 3 2 f , S . 3 7 1 I n a series of verses about 
the s p i r i t , those which are c h r i s t o l o g i c a l , being 
most emphatic and numerous, are basic. 
cf . CD I V / 3 p.638 S . 7 3 1 "Two Johannine passages... 
reveal i t s true basis..." 

367. E.g. CD I V / 3 p.684 S.783 "...we cannot use any single 
t e x t as a locus classicus..." 

368. c f . J.Thompson o p . c i t . 
369. E.g. CD IV/2 p . 2 5 5 S.282 "The Royal Man", i n discussing 

the early m i n i s t r y of Jesus, suggests that the passion 
predictions are "the heart and l i m i t " of the synoptic 
presentation. But t h i s 'heart' i t s e l f points inward 
to Jesus as the Christ. 

3 7 0 . E.g. CD H I / 4 p.490 S . 5 6 1 1Pet 2 . 9 f . 
3 7 1 . E.g. CD I I I / 2 p . 2 1 3 S.254 "A sum of the whole message 

of the N.T. may very well be found i n the question 
of Ro 8 . 3 1 ' I f God be f o r us, who can be against us? 1" 
c f . CD 1 / 1 p . 4 5 3 S . 4 7 5 1 6 . 1 3 f . 

3 7 2 » E.g. CD 1 / 2 p . 5 3 S . 5 9 Rev 4 . 8 

3 7 3 . E.g. CD H I / 4 p.662 S.762 (2Cor 3 . 9 : service) 
374. CD 1 / 2 p . 1 3 3 S.147 
3 7 5 . CD 1 / 2 p.226 S.247 
3 7 6 . CD IV/1 p.16 S.16 
3 7 7 o CD IV/1 p . 6 3 7 S . 7 1 1 f o (my emphasis) 
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378. The term i s suggested by E.Schillebeeckx "Exegesis, 

Dogmatics and the Development of Dogma" i n 
H.Vorgrimler (ed.) Dogmatic versus B i b l i c a l Theology 
London 1964- p. 1 3 7 . He argues that there i s no 
sensus consequens, only sensus pl e n i o r . 
c f . R.Brown Sensus pp.22ff• 

3 7 9 . Cf. Chap 3 . above. 
380. % Cf. D.Kelsey Appeals Although t h i s section i s 

indebted to t h i s a r t i c l e , i t s general thesis cannot 
be accepted f o r reasons offered below. 

381. E.g.-Creeds: CD 1 / 1 p.469ff. S.492ff. 
Doctrinal controversy: CD I I / 2 p. 127-14-5 S. 136-157 
Theologians: Luther and Calvin CD 1/2 p.262f. S.285f• 
There are innumerable examples. 

382. Such doctrines could f a l l down at several points: 
E.g.(i) they may not take account of the u n i t y 
of Scripture; i . e . they may ignore part of i t ; 
( i i ) they may not read Scripture C h r i s t o l o g i c a l l y ; 
( i i i ) they may not have Christ as the ce n t r a l point 
of the dogmatic scheme, etc. 

3 8 3 . Cf. A.Koestler o p . c i t . p . 1 1 9 which "...uncovers, 
selects, r e s h u f f l e s , combines, synthesizes already 
e x i s t i n g f a c t s , ideas, f a c u l t i e s , s k i l l s . The more 
f a m i l i a r the p a r t s , the more s t r i k i n g the new whole." 

384. E.g. CD IV/1 p.64-9f. S . 7 2 5 f . 
c f . CD I I / 2 p.98 S . 1 0 5 

385. E.g. Much theological debate i s about which items 
are to be admitted as data. 
g.g. Doctrine of h e l l - are the O.T. references to 
Sheol relevant? 

386. E.g. A.B.Mickelsen o p . c i t . p. 348 argues that the 
systematic theologian must t e s t the premises to see 
i f . they cover f a i r l y a l l of the b i b l i c a l evidence. 

387. Cf. p p . 2 2 5 f f . a b o v e . 

388. Barth d i d not always o f f e r t h i s . e.g. CD I I / 2 § 3 3 
"The Election of Jesus Christ" f a i l s to deal with 
the idea of e l e c t i o n i n t o Christ found i n John; 
(e.g. Jn 14.20) which other theologians (e.g. 
J.Calvin and Augustine) t h i n k relevant, but Barth 
employs these passages i n CD I V / 3 § 7 1 "The Vocation 
of Man" p . 5 ^ 5 f , S.627f., so h i s theology i s able to 
incorporate them. 

389. Cf. B.Pascal "Le coeur a ses raisons que l a 
raison ne connait point." (Cited by A.Koestler 
op . c i t . p.42) Koestler argues that creative a c t i v i t y 
i s i n t u i t i v e , and breaks out of the unconscious. 
c f . D.Kelsey Uses p . 9 and 1 3 7 
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3 9 0 o Cf. A.Koestler o p . c i t . p . 1 0 3 " I t has "been said 

that discovery consists i n seeing an analogy which 
nobody had seen before." 

3 9 1 o E.g. eupHKa - The discovery of Archimedes' 
p r i n c i p l e occurred when there was a fresh percept­
ion and j u x t a p o s i t i o n of facts known from of old.cf. 
A.Koestler's discussion ( o p . c i t . p . 1 0 5 - 1 0 8 ) . 

3 9 2 . Cf. A.Koestler o p . c i t . p.226 "The l a s t stage -
v e r i f i c a t i o n , elaboration, consolidation..." 
of. A.Koestler o p . c i t . p . 3 3 2 " . . . v e r i f i c a t i o n comes 
only post factum, when the creative act i s complet­
ed...*^ But i n t u i t i v e 'flashes' are not necessarily 
correct, ( o p . c i t . p.214) 
Cf. A.B.Mickelsen o p . c i t . p . 3 4 5 f . 

3 9 3 ° Cf. D.Kelsey Uses p.4 " I n making h i s arguments a 
theologian w i l l have to make judgements about the 
l o g i c a l character of the Scripture he enters as 
data or backing." Although t h i s thesis argues that 
Scripture i s not used as backing, the main point 
remains 

394. I t could be argued that they are acts of power 
f o r example. 

3 9 5 - Cf. H.Palmer o p . c i t . p . 1 1 5 "Conclusions can never 
be more exact or r e l i a b l e than the data included i n 
the premises." 

3 9 6 . Cf. Chap.1 pp. 5 3 f f . and Chap.2 pp. 8 3 f f . above. 
3 9 7 . Cf. W.C.Salmon op . c i t . p.18ff. "The v a l i d i t y of 

deductive arguments i s determined by t h e i r l o g i c a l 
form not by the content of the statements comprising 
them." 

398. E.g. The C r u c i f i x i o n would need to be discussed i n 
developing a doctrine of God, the Incarnation, the 
Atonement and Christology. 
(This i s another reason why the author's i n t e n t i o n 
cannot govern deductions.) 

3 9 9 . Of. Chap. 3 PP. 1 5 9 f f . a b o v e . 

400o E.g. CD IV/1 p.6-16 S.4-15 Barth draws out seven 
implications of "God with us" Isa 7»14 

401o Cf. Chap.3 
402. Contra D.Kelsey Uses p Q 1 7 But Kelsey does admit 

that i t always works i n t h i s way f o r Barth«(p016) D.Kelsey's argument that Scripture need not function 
as data i n theology must be taken seriously. But 
i n dogmatic theology i t can only f u n c t i o n that way. 
The r e s u l t s i t then yi e l d s must be applied to 
contemporary s i t u a t i o n s 0 However, i t i s d i f f i c u l t 
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402. to see how analysis of contemporary trends can 

possibly become theological or d o c t r i n a l data. 
Rather S c r i p t u r a l data must be employed to establish 
doctrine which i n i t s t u r n becomes the basis of 
ethics and pastoral theology. What Kelsey f a i l s 
to r e a l i s e i s that the a l t e r n a t i v e i s not to take 
other information as data, but to take Scripture 
and other information together as data. That would 
be a more r e a l i s t i c p r o j e c t , whether or not one 
considers i t to be appropriate. 
c f . D.Ritschl "A Plea f o r the Maxim Scripture and 
Tr a d i t i o n " , I n t e r p r e t a t i o n , x x v , ( 1 9 7 1 ) , P . 1 2 6 "The 
s t a r t i n g point...of meaningful theological r e f l e c t ­
i o n i s i n the present..." 

403. Cf. Chap.3 above. 
404. N.G.Smith "Imagination i n Exegesis", I n t e r p r e t a t i o n ^ , 

(1956),p.421 
c f . J.McIntyre The Shape of Christology 
London 1966 p.173*f« 

405. Other contenders are philosophy, natural theology, 
s c i e n t i f i c information etc. 

406. E.g. CD 1/1 p.16 S . 1 5 "Exegetical theology invest­
igates b i b l i c a l teaching as the basis of our t a l k 
about God. Dogmatics too, must constantly keep i t 
i n view...Hence dogmatics as such does not ask what 
the apostles and prophets said, but what we must 
say on the basis of the apostles and prophets." 

407. E.g. CD 1/2 p.457 S . 5 0 5 "We have already answered 
the question of the concept of rev e l a t i o n presupposed 
i n both these other forms of the Word of God. We have 
not sought or found t h i s answer at random. We have' 
taken i t from the Bible...at every decisive point we 
took our answer to the question of r e v e l a t i o n from 
the Bible. And the Bible has given us the answer." 
(my emphasis) 

408. Cf. Chap.1 p p . 5 3 f f . and Chap.2 p p . 8 3 f f . above. 
409. Cf. CD 1/2 §21 e.g. p.694 S.778 "...we allow i t 

/Scripture^ "to take continual precedence of a l l 
human theories i n order to fol l o w i t f a i t h f u l l y . . . " 
c f . o p . c i t . p.714 S.802 "The necessary and fundamental 
form of a l l s c r i p t u r a l exegesis that i s responsibly 
undertaken...must consist i n a l l circumstances i n 
the f r e e l y performed act of subordinating a l l human 
concepts, ideas and convictions to the witness of 
rev e l a t i o n supplied to us i n Scripture." 

410. E.g. CD 1/2 p.492f. S.545f. Barth rules out any 
attempt to establish the h i s t o r i c a l v e r a c i t y of the 
b i b l i c a l records. 
Cf. CD I I I / 2 p . 1 7 S . 1 7 I t may be possible "...to 
penetrate to the inner secrets of the r e l a t i o n 
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411. 
412. 

413. 
414. 

415-

416. 

417. 

418. 
419. 
420. 
421 o 

422. 

S (Chapter 4 contd) 
between God and the r e s t of creation..." 
( i . e . not man) although "...Holy Scripture does not 
lead us to make..." these attempts. 
c f . I.G.Barbour o p . c i t . p.144ff. 
Cf. CD IV/1 p . 3 S.1 
Diagrammatically Barth i s looking two ways, standing 
at point P he looks inwards to Christology, C, and 
round to other doctrines, 0. 

CD H I / 2 p . i x S . v i i 
CD H I / 1 p . 9 1 S . 9 9 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p . 3 7 5 S.433 "The whole h i s t o r y of the 
Bible...can be seen and grasped only imaginatively..." 
CD H I / 1 p.82 S.89 
c f . H I / 3 p.376 S.434 "This does not mean that we 
are i n the sphere of Red Riding Hood and her grand­
mother and the wolf, or the stork which leaves babies, 
or the March Hare and Father Christmas, i n a sphere 
i n which the b i b l i c a l authors gave free r e i n to t h e i r 
poetic imagination, and i n which we can give ourselves 
up with abandon to the same indulgence." 
CD I I I / 1 p.83 S.91 
c f . CD I I I / 1 p . 2 7 9 S.318 "an imaginary scene" 
Gen 2.11f. 
CD I I I / 3 p.376 S.434f. 
cf . S.T.Coleridge Biographia L i t e r a r i a 
London 1 9 4 9 p.48f 0 

CD I I I / 3 p.376 S.434f0 

CD H I / 1 p . 9 1 S . 9 9 f . 

CD I I I / 1 p.81 S.87f. 
CD I I I / 1 p.81 S.88 
CD I I I / 1 p . 1 3 7 S . 1 5 3 
c f . CD I I I / 3 p . 3 7 6 f . S . 4 3 5 "0.0we are summoned 

O o o 
o. + o 

0 \ A , 0 ©• 
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422. t h i n k and speak...with the d i v i n a t i o n , imagination, 
contd. and poetry which are ordered and f i l l e d w i t h mean­

ing. .." 
423» CD 1 / 2 p . 6 7 4 f . S . 7 5 6 

c f . Chap.3 pp. 1 7 1 f . above. 
424. E.g. CD H I / 3 p . 3 7 4 f . S.432f. Angels "...can thus 

be grasped only by di v i n a t o r y imagination, and f i n d 
expression only i n the f r e e r observation and speech 
of poetry." 
c f . A.Richardson The Bible i n an Age of Science 
London 1961 p.162 The Bible contains revealed 
t r u t h "...not as a matter of i n t e l l e c t u a l proposit­
ions but as r e a l i t y apprehended by the imagination.' 

425. D.Kelsey Uses Chap.8 
426. D.Kelsey Uses p.163 
427. D.Kelsey Uses p . 3 
428. D.Kelsey Uses p.161 
429. E.g. As D.Kelsey does: Uses p . 1 7 9 n.14 
430. D.Kelsey Uses p.161 
4 3 1 . D.Kelsey Uses p . 1 6 7 
432. D.Kelsey Uses p.161 defines t h i s as taking God 

"...to be present i n and through e x i s t e n t i a l events 
that are occasioned by scripture's kerygmatic 
c f . CD I / 1 * p ! l 0 9 S . 1 1 2 "The f a c t that God's own 
address becomes an event i n the human word of the 
Bible i s , however, God's a f f a i r and not ours. This 
i s what we mean when we c a l l the Bible God's word." 

4 3 3 . Anselm Proslogion (ed.) M.J.Charlesworth 
Oxford 1 9 6 5 p.114 

4 3 4 . M.J.Charlesworth (ed.) o p . c i t . p . 1 1 5 
4 3 5 . The r i s e of modern atheism, coupled w i t h the 

development of the c r i t i c a l method, challenged the 
framework of f a i t h so th a t i t could no longer be 
assumed. 
cf. H.Frei o p . c i t . 

4 3 6 . K.Barth Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum 
London 1 9 6 0 p . 7 (hereinafter A.F.Q.I.) 

4 3 7 . A.F.Q.I. p . 7 
4 3 8 . A.F.Q.I. p . 9 
4 3 9 . A.F.Q.Io p » 9 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 
440 „ Die Lehre vom Vorte Gottes. Prolegomena zur 

Chr i s t l i c h e n Dogmatik. Munchen 1 9 2 7 . 
cfo E.Busch o p . c i t . p . 2 0 5 f f » 

c f . T.Torrance Theological p.6ff<> 
cf. T.Torrance Karl Barth"p.182 

441. A.F.Q.I. p.11 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.4 S.2 
cf . CD I V / 3 p.85f»S.94f. 

442. A.F.Q.I. p.11 
443. For the purposes of t h i s study, i t i s of no 

significance whether Barth interpreted Anselm 
a r i g h t . Rather, i t i s Anselm as Barth understood 
him, who i s s i g n i f i c a n t . Consequently, material 
i s c h i e f l y drawn from Barth's A.F.Q.I. 

444. A.F.Q.I. p.22 "Faith comes by hearing and hearing 
comes by preaching." 

445. M.J.Charlesworth(ed.) o p . c i t . p.114f. 
446. I b i d . 
447. A.F.Q.I. p.26 "And t h i s Credo makes the science 

of theology possible and gives i t a basis. I t i s 
thus and only thus that the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c absence 
of c r i s i s i n Anselm 1s theologizing can be understood." 

448. A.F.Q.I. p.62 
449. A.F.Q.I. p.22f„ 

cf . CD I I / 1 p . 3 0 5 S.343 
4 5 0 o A . F . Q . I . p . 2 3 

4 5 1 0 A . F . Q . I o p . 2 4 

4 5 2 0 A e F 9 Q 0 X 0 p » 4 7 

4 5 3 = A . F . Q . I o p . 4 1 

4 5 4 . I b i d . 
A . F o Q o I . p . 4 2 

4 5 6 . I b i d 0 
4 5 7 0 .A 0 0 Q 0 X 0 P » 3 3 

4 5 8 0 I b i d . 
4 5 9 0 A o l T 0 Q 0 X 0 P = 4 3 

4 6 0 0 I b i d „ 
4 6 1 c N 0 B 0 This r e f 

441 



FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 
461. there are very few Scripture references compared 
contd. to Barth 1s usual p r a c t i c e , and they c h i e f l y occur 

i n prayer passages. 
cf. CD 1/1 p . x i i s . v i i Barth wanted "...to give 
more space to an i n d i c a t i o n of the b i b l i c o - t h e o l o g i c a l 
presuppositions...of my statements." 

462. E.g. The f i r s t two volumes of Church Dogmatics 
which Barth regarded as the Prolegomena to Dogmatics 
(CD 1/1 p.xvi S . x i i ) are concerned with "The Doctrine 
of the Word of God" and they include a good deal 
about r e v e l a t i o n and Scripture. 
c f . Evangelical Theology p.98f. "What happens i n the 
event of f a i t h i s that the Word of God frees one 
man among many f o r f a i t h i t s e l f . . . H e believes, 
receives, and follows God and His Word as a man, by 
the enlistment and use of hi s normal human under­
standing (although not leaving out h i s human fantasy.') 
his human w i l l , and no doubt also h i s human f e e l i n g . " 
c f . The Word of God and the Word of Man p.266ff. 
cf . J.Thompson o p . c i t . p.34 

463. CD 1/2 p.715 S.802 Tr a d i t i o n i s always subject to 
Scripture f o r Barth and never i s simply i d e n t i f i e d 
w i t h i t . 

464. Cf. J.McIntyre St.Anselm and His C r i t i c s 
Edinburgh 195^ p747 

465. M.J.Charlesworth (ed.) o p . c i t . p.119 

466. M.J.Charlesworth (ed.) o p . c i t . p.102 
467. A.F.Q.I. p.33 
468. I b i d . 
469- M.J.Charlesworth(ed.) o p . c i t . p.117 

470. A.F.Q.I. p.76 
D.Kelsey Uses p.163 argues that a theologian needs 
such a discrimen. I t i s t h i s f o r Anselm because i t 
sums up S c r i p t u r a l knowledge of God, and gives him 
i n a "single metaphysical judgement the f u l l com­
p l e x i t y of God's presence..." 

471. A.F.Q.I. p„77 
472. E.g. As the basis of a prayer: Ps 26.8 

M.J.Charlesworth(ed.) o p . c i t . p.111 
As a credal statement: Isa 7.9 M.J.Charlesworth 
(ed.) o p . c i t . p.115 
As the s t a r t i n g point of his theology: 1Tim 6.16 
M„J.Charlesworth (ed.) o p . c i t . p.111 

473. E.Busch o p . c i t . p.206 He continues "The r e a l 
evidence of t h i s f a r e w e l l i s not my much-read 
pamphlet NeinJ (NoI) attacking Brunner i n 1934-, 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 
473. "but the book on Anselm of Canterbury's proof f o r 

the existence of God which appeared i n 1 9 3 1 • • • " 

474. S.Sykes o p . c i t . p.3 He comments, t h i s i s "...a way 
of r e f e r r i n g to Barth's ref u s a l to provide a natural 
theology of the t r a d i t i o n a l kind f o r his own 
dogmatics." 

475. Cf. n.462 above -
476. Undoubtedly Barth was brought to t h i s conclusion 

by the shock of the manifesto issued *by German 
i n t e l l e c t u a l s i n 1914. 
cf . E.Busch o p . c i t . p.81 "Their ' c r i t i c a l f a i l u r e ' 
indicated t h a t ' t h e i r exegetical and dogmatic pre­
suppositions could not be i n order'." 

477. Cf. M.J.Charlesworth(ed.) o p . c i t . p.40-46 " I f 
Barth's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of St.Anselm's p o s i t i o n on 
f a i t h and reason i s correct, St.Anselm must have 
been out of step w i t h the whole Augustinian t r a d i t i o n 
of h i s own time; he must have been misunderstood and 
misrepresented by h i s contemporaries, including h is 
own close d i s c i p l e s ; and f i n a l l y St.Anselm himself 
must have been unaware of the revolutionary 
character of h i s own views." 
c f . J.Mdntyre o p . c i t . p.32-38 and p.48ff. 

478. Barth was not unaware of t h i s . 
CD 1/2 p.9f.S.10f. 

479. J.Mdntyre o p . c i t . p.37 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.92f. S . 1 0 1 f . 
c f . CD IV/1 p.412 S.463 
c f . CD 1/1 p.16 S . 1 5 f . 
But see CD 1/2 p.8 S.9 

480. CD 1/1 p.84 S.86 
c f . CD I I / 1 p.656f. S.740f. 

481. CD IV/2 p.112f.S.125 

482. Cf. E.Busch o p . c i t . p.61ff., p.81 and p.89ff» 
483. Cf. The Word of God and the Word of Man p.62 

"But as to the sudden stopping, looking up, and 
tense a t t e n t i o n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the people of the 
Bible , our wonder w i l l not be so l i g h t l y dismissed., 
To me personally i t f i r s t came wi t h Paul"(my emphasis) 

484. This i s the t i t l e of Chap.2 i n the Word of God and 
the Word of Man. 

485. The Word of God and the Word of Man p.33 
486. CD 1/1 p.110 S.112 
487. Cf. CD I I I / 3 p.376ff. S.434ff. Barth makes t h i s very 
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FOOTNOTES (Chapter 4 contd.) 
4 8 7 . clear i n h i s preliminary remarks about the way 
contd. he w i l l approach a theology of angels. 
488. CD 1 / 2 p . 8 8 3 f . S . 9 8 9 

4 8 9 . H.Cunliffe-Jones The Autho r i t y of the B i b l i c a l 
Revelation London 1 9 4 5 p . 1 5 4 . 
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Appendix 2: S t a t i s t i c a l Analysis of Scripture 
Reference i n the Church Dogmatics 

Table 1 : Percentage of each b i b l i c a l book to which 
Barth does not make reference. 
(Percentages are calculated on a verse by verse basis, 
and are corrected to one decimal point),. 

Genesis 0% 
Exodus 42.1% 
Leviticus 42.0% 
Numbers ' 73-3% 
Deut eronomy 66.5% 
Joshua 83.4% 
Judges 56.4% 
Ruth 96.5% 
ISamuel 2.6% 
2Samuel 14.7% 
IKings 45.1% 
2Kings 86.9% 
IChronicles 87.4% 
2Chronicles 93-8% 
Ezra 50.0% 
Nehemiah 85.7% 
Esther 100.0% 
Job 24.2% 
Psalms • 43.4% 
Proverbs 78.6% 
Ecclesiastes 74.2% 
Song of Solomon 0% 
Isaiah 58.5% 
Jeremiah 48.8% 
Lamentations 96.1% 
Ezekiel 81.4% 
Daniel 81.0% 
Hosea 67-6% 
Joel 87.7% 
Amos 43.5% 
Obadiah 95-2% 
Jonah 0% 
Micah 87.6% 
Nahum 97.9% 
Habakkuk 85-7% 
Zephaniah 92.5% 
Haggai 89-5% 
Zechariah 76.7% 
Malachi 70.9% 
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Appendix 2, Table 1 - continued 

Matthew 24.5% 
Mark 21.4% 
Luke 25.2% 
John 10.4% 
Acts 54.5% 
Romans 9.8% 
ICorinthians 14.9% 
2Corinthians 33-1% 
Galatians 0% 
Ephesians 3.9% 
Philippians 23.1% 
Colossians 20.0% 
IThessalonians 39-3% 
2Thessalonians 40.4% 
ITimothy 42.5% 
2Timothy 45.8% 
Titus 58.7% 
Philemon 68.0% 
Hebrews 29.4% 
James 40.2% 
IPeter 17.1% 
2Peter 41.0% 
IJohn 13.3% 
2 John 36.5% 
3John 92.9% 
Jude 72.0% 
Revelation 40.4% 

In the Church Dogmatics Barth does not make reference to 
2,006 New Testament verses,which represents 25.2% of the 
tex t ; and 12,531 Old Testament verses are not ci t e d , which 
represents 54.3% of the t e x t . Taken together, t h i s means 
that his dogmatics ignores 46.9% of Scripture. 
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Appendix 2 - continued 
Table 2 : Barth's frequency of reference to b i b l i c a l 
books per one hundred pages i n the complete Church Dogmatics. 
(Figures are corrected to three decimal places). 
John 23.191 
Romans 21.538 
Matthew 19.669 
Psalms 11.875 
ICorinthians 11.786 
Luke 11.329 
Genesis 10.896 
Mark 8.786 
Acts 8.163 
Isaiah 6.955 
Ephesians 6.777 
Hebrews 5«889 
2Corinthians 5•760 
Galatians 5-620 
Colossians 4.501 
Revelation 4.387 
Job 4.031 
IPeter 3-675 
IJohn 3.649 
Jeremiah 3.293 
Exodus 3.255 
Philippians 3-179 
Deuteronomy ) 2 289 
ISamuel ) 
ITimothy 1.729 
Proverbs 1.704 
IKings 1.552 
James 1.424 
IThessalonians 1.411 
2Samuel 1.548 
Amos 1.322 
Ezekiel 1.246 . 
2Timothy 1.068 
Hosea 0.814 
Daniel 0.750 
2Peter 0.725 
Titus 0.712 
2Thessalonians 0.636 
Leviticus 0.598 
Numbers O.547 
2Kings 0.509 
Ecclesiastes 0.470 
Judges 0.432 
Joshua 0.420 
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Appendix 2, Table 2 -continued 

0.140 

Zechariah 0.343 
Malachi 0.318 
Jonah 0.305 
Joel 0.252 
Micah 0.203 
Nehemiah • 0.191 
IChronicles)' 0.178 
Jude ) 
2John ) 
2Chronicles ) 
Song of Solomon 0.127 
Habbakuk . 0.114 
Lamentations 0.089 
Philemon ) 
Zephaniah ) 
Haggai 0.064 
Ruth ) 
Ezra ) 
3John ) 
Nahum ) 0.013 
Obadiah ) 
Esther 0.0 

0.076 
0.064 
0.038 
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Appendix 2 - continued 
Table 3 : Relative density of quotation of b i b l i c a l 
books i n the Church Dogmatics i n descending order of 
reference. 
(These figures have adjusted those i n table 2 to take 
account of the d i f f e r e n t length of the b i b l i c a l books). 
Colossians 3.726 
Ephesians 3.438 
Galatians 3.006 
IPeter 2.752 
IJohn 2.733 
Philippians 2.403 
ICorinthians 2.126 
John 2.007 
Romans 1.929 
2Corinthians 1.762 
Hebrews 1.528 
Matthew 1.444 
IThessalonians 1.247 
Titus 1.217 
ITimothy 1.203 
2Thessalonians 1.063 
James 1.046 
Mark 1.019 
2Timothy 1.012 
2Peter O.934 
Revelation 0.853 
2John 0.846 
Luke 0.775 
Amos 0.712 
Acts 0.638 
Jude 0.560 
Genesis O.559 
Jonah 0.500 
Malachi 0.454 
Isaiah 0.424 
Psalms 0.384 
Hosea 0.324 
Joel 0.273 
Philemon 0.240 
ISamuel '0.221 
Exodus 0.211 
Jeremiah 0.189 
Deut eronomy 0.187 
Ecclesiastes 0.167 
Daniel 0.165 
Habakkuk 0„160 
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Appendix 2, Table 3 - continued 
2Samuel ) N I M 
Micah ) 
IKings 0.149 
Proverbs 0.146 
Haggai 0.131 
Zechariah 0.127 
Zephaniah 0.113 
Song of Solomon 0.085 
Ezekiel 0.077 
3John 0.071 
Judges 0.056 
2Xings 0.055 
Leviticus 0.054 
Joshua 0.050 
Obadiah 0.047 
Lamentations 0.045 
Nehemiah 0.037 
Ruth 0.035 
Numbers 0.033 
Job 0.028 
Nahum 0.021 
IChronicles 0.014 
2Chronicles 0.013 
Ezra 0.010 
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Appendix 3 - Details concerning places i n the 
Church Dogmatics which give extended 
consideration to single Scriptural"passages 

Table 1 : Portions of the Church Dogmatics which give 
extended consideration to one passage or book of Scripture 
CD 1/1 none 
CD 1/2 p.159f. 
CD 1/2 p.l75f. CD 1/2 p.332 . 
CD 1/2 P. 399 
CD 1/2 p.417 
CD I I / 1 p.52f. 
CD I I / 1 p.H3f. 
CD I I / 1 p.117-120 
CD I I / 1 p.121 
CD I I / 1 p. 435-438 
CD I I / 2 p.95-99 
CD I I / 2 p.202-205 
CD I I / 2 p.213-233 
CD I I / 2 p.240-259 
CD I I / 2 p.267-305 
CD I I / 2 p. 355 
CD I I / 2 p.357-366 
CD I I / 2 p.367-372 
CD I I / 2 p.372-409 
CD I I / 2 p.441f. 
CD I I / 2 p.462f. 
CD I I / 2 p. 591 
CD I I / 2 p.613-630 
CD I I / 2 p.689-700 
CD I I / 2 p.715-716 
CD I I / 2 p.717-726 
CD I1/2 p.728-732 
CD I I I / 1 p.33 
CD I I I / 1 p.63-65 
CD I I I / 1 p.79-81 
CD I I I / 1 p.87-90 
CD I I I / 1 p.99-101 
CD I I I / 1 p.102-110 
CD I I I / 1 p.111-117 
CD I I I / 1 p.119-133 
CD I I I / 1 p.135-141 
CD I I I / 1 p el44_156 CD I I I / 1 pa158-168 

Jn 1.14 
Mt 1 & Lk 1 
2Cor 12 
Heb 6 
Lk 10.25-27 
1Cor 13.8-15 
Ps 8 & 104 
Gen 1 & 2 
Ac 17 
1Cor 1.18 - 2.10 
Jn 1.1f. 
Ro 9 - 11 
Ho 9 - 11 
Ro 9 - 11 
Ro 9 - 11 
Gen 4 
Lev 14.4-7 & Lev 14 - 16 
ISam 1 - 4 & 8 
I & 2 Samuel 
Mt 16 
Jn 12.1-8 
Ro 7.1-6 
Mk 10.17-31 
Mt 5 - 7 
Ro 12.1-15 & 13 
Ro 12.1-15 & 13 
Ro 12 - 15 
Gal 6.14-18 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
Gen 1 
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Appendix 5, Table 1 - continued 
CD 
CD 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD I I I / 1 
CD H I / 1 

p. 1 7 1 - 1 7 6 

p d 7 9 - 1 8 1 

P o 1 9 1 - 2 0 6 

p o 2 1 0 - 2 1 2 

p . 2 1 3 

p . 2 1 9 - 2 2 8 

p . 2 2 9 

p . 2 3 9 - 2 4 9 

P o 2 7 6 - 2 8 8 

p . 3 2 4 - 3 2 9 

Gen 1 

Gen 1 

Gen 1 

Gen 1 

Gen 1 

Gen 1 

Gen 2 

Gen 2 

Gen 2 

Gen 2 

CD H I / 2 p . 2 9 1 f . Gen 2 

CD H I / 3 
CD H I / 3 

p . 4 6 3 - 4 7 6 

p . 4 8 1 - 4 8 3 

Rev 4 & 5 

Rev 4 & 5 

CD H I / 4 
CD I I I / 4 

P o 5 1 - 5 3 

p . 3 1 0 - 3 2 3 

Gen 1 & 2 

Gen 1 0 & 1 1 

CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 
CD I V / 1 

p e 3 9 2 - 3 9 6 

P o 4 2 3 - 4 3 2 

P o 4 3 4 f 0 
P o 4 3 7 - 4 4 5 

p . 4 5 3 - 4 5 8 

P o 5 7 7 f . 

p . 5 7 8 - 5 8 1 

p . 5 8 1 - 5 9 1 
p . 6 3 7 - 6 4 2 

Ro 1 . 1 8 - 3 - 2 0 

Exod 3 2 
Gen 3 

ISam 8 - 3 1 
IKings 2 1 
Ps 3 2 

Ps 5 1 

Ro 7 

Gal 6 

CD I V / 2 
CD I V / 2 
CD I V / 2 
CD I V / 2 
CD I V / 2 
CD I V / 2 

p . 4 2 7 - 4 3 2 

p „ 4 6 4 - 4 6 7 

P o 4 7 8 - 4 8 3 

p 0 6 2 3 - 6 2 6 

p . 6 5 9 f 0 
p . 8 2 6 - 8 4 0 

ISam 2 5 
2Sam 1 1 . 1 - 1 2 o 2 5 

Num 1 3 - 1 4 

Eph 4 . 1 2 - 1 6 

Eph 4 . 1 2 - 1 6 

ICor 1 3 

CD I V / 3 
CD I V / 3 
CD I V / 3 

p 0 3 8 3 = 3 8 8 
p 0 4 2 1 - 4 3 2 
P o 4 5 3 - 4 6 1 

Job 
Job 
Job 

CD I V / 4 p o 9 5 - 1 0 0 Mt 2 8 o 1 9 

This represents 4 , 1 0 5 Scripture references which i s 2 4 o 3 % 

of a l l Barth's references i n the Church Dogmaticso 
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Appendix 3 - continued 
Table 2 : References to Scripture which occur 
i n passages of extended consideration of a passage 
or book of Scripture. (Figures correct to one decimal 
place). 

Number of Percentage of a l l 
references references 

CD 1/1 0 0% 
CD 1/2 65 5-3% 
CD I I / 1 129 11.1% 
CD I I / 2 1322 64.5% 
CD I I I / 1 1324 81.7% 
CD I I I / 2 4 0.3% 
CD I I I / 3 122 16.0% 
CD I I I / 4 119 11.2% 
CD IV/1 499 28.6% 
CD IV/2 228 9.3% 
CD IV/3 243 11.9% 
CD IV/4 50 6.2% 

24.. 3% of a l l Barth's S c r i p t u r a l references occur 
i n excursus which give extended consideration to single 
passages or books of Scripture. 
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Abbreviations 
1„ General 
AoF.Q.Io - Karl Barth. Anselm. Fides Quaerens Intellectum. 
cfo - compare 
Co. - company 
contdo - continued 
chap« - chapter 
CD - Karl Bartho The Church Dogmatics. 
Eng. - English 
ed. - e d i t o r / e d i t i o n 
e. g. - f o r example 
e t . a l o - and others 
f . - f o l l o w i n g 
f f . - f o l l o w i n g ( p l u r a l ) 
i b i d . - i n the same place 
i . e . - that i s 
j r . - j u n i o r 
KD - Karl Bartho Die Kirchliche Dogmatik 
MS. - manuscript 
MSB. - manuscripts 
n, - note 
N.T. - New Testament 
NoBo - Note w e l l . 
o p o C i t . - i n the work c i t e d 
O.T. - Old Testament 
p. = page 
pp. - pages 
PhoDo - Doctor of Philosophy 
pub. - published 
par. - p a r a l l e l 
pto - part 
S„ - Seite (German page number,,) 
t r . - t r a n s l a t i o n 
Unpubo - Unpublished 
Univo - University 
Vol. - Volume 
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Abbreviations - continued 

2. Periodicals. 
CBQ - Catholic B i b l i c a l Quarterly. 
JBL - Journal of B i b l i c a l L i t e r a t u r e . 
JTS - Journal of Theological Studies. 
SJT - Scottish Journal of Theology. 

3. Publishers. 
CUP - Cambridge University Press. 
IVP - I n t e r v a r s i t y Press. 
OUP - Oxford University Press. 
SCM - Student Christian Movement Press. 
SPCK - Society f o r the Promotion of Chri s t i a n Knowledge 

Press. 

B i b l i c a l . 
Gen - Genesis 
Exod - Exodus 
Lev - Leviticus 
Nu - Numbers 
Deut Deuteronomy 
Jos - Joshua 
Ju - Judges 
ISam - 1 Samuel 
2Sam - 2 Samuel 
IChron = 1 Chronicles 
2Chron - 2 Chronicles 
Neh - Nehemiah 
Ps Psalms 
Prov - Proverbs 
Eccles - Ecclesiastes 
Isa - Isaiah 
Jer - Jeremiah 
Lam - Lamentations 
Ezek - Ezekiel 
Dan - Daniel 
Hos — Ho sea 

-5 08-



Abbreviations - continued 

4. B i b l i c a l - continued. 

Mt - Matthew 
Mk - Mark 
Lk - Luke 
Jn - John 
Ac - Acts of the Apostles 
Ro - Romans 
1Cor - 1 Corinthians 
2Cor - 2 Corinthians 
Gal - Galatians 
Eph - Ephesians 
P h i l - Philippians 
Col - Colossians 
1Thes - 1 Thessalonians 
2Thes - 2 Thessalonians 
1Tim - 1 Timothy 
2Tim - 2 Timothy 
T i t - Titus 
Heb - Hebrews 
1Pet - 1 Peter 
2Pet - 2 Peter 
1Jn - 1 John 
2Jn - 2 John 
3Jn - 3 John 
Rev Revelation 
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