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Christina Ann Baxter : The Movement from Exegesis to

Dogmatics in the Theology of Karl Barth, with special

reference to Romans, Philippians and Church Dogmatics.

ABSTRACT

This thesis argues that there are two distinct
procedures found in the Church Dogmatics. The first is

a simple movement. from exegesis of continuous passages
to dogmatic theology, in which the theologian moves from
what the text said and the author or redactor meant, to
work out what is implied for dogmatic theology and to
assess its significance. The second is a more complex
movement from selected fragments of Scripture, exegeted
separately, but grouped together as the basis upon which
there can be movement into dogmatic theology. It is
shown that the way in which these fragments are employed
corresponds to the form in which they are found. The
analysis of these two distinct procedures is found in
chapters two and three respectively, where it is made
clear that these arrangements form complementary
components in Barth's dogmatic method. These chapters
are the centre of the thesis, which are prefaced by an
examination of the role of the historical critical
method as the beginning of Barth's exegesis. Here it is
demonstrated that Barth employs historical criticism
wherever it is consistent with his theological purpose.
The final chapter investigates the controls at work in
Barth's method, which are shown to be a concern for the
immediate context of a passage; a belief in the unity

of Scripture, and a determination to see the central
referential point of Scripture as Jesus Christ himself.
Both the methods of research and the arrangement of this
presentation have been devised to make plain the movement

from exegesis to dogmatics in the theology of Karl Barth.
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INTRODUCTION

There are two distinct procedures in Barth's
movement from exegesis to dogmatic theology. 1 In order
to make this clear, it is first necessary to concentrate
on Barth's exegesis. Accordingly, Chapter 1 discusses
the way in which the historical-critical method is
employed in exegesis. Chapter 2 deals with the first
of Barth's procedures: a simple movement from extended
exegesis to dogmatic theology. Chapter 3 is concerned
with the second procedure: the complex movement from
exegesis to dogmatics wherein Barth groups biblical
material according to its form, so that this grouping
becomes the basis of his dogmatic theology. Exegesis of
the Scriptural fragments may still occur, but there
cannot be a simple deductive move from a single passage
to theology. The final chapter is concerned with the
way in which Barth holds these procedures together.

The thesis is based on an analysis and classificat-
ion of every use of Scripture made in the Church Dogmatics.2

Because of the extent of the material, it has only been
possible to examine typical cases, and to offer some
parallels in the footnotes. In Nmkﬁqg this selection T have been at
pains not to overlook important evidence or to distort the
material, and is supported in places by appropriate statis-
tical evidence. The purpose is to discover Barth's method
from the way in which he works, so that his discussions
about his method receive only secondary consideration
where it seems relevant. The thesis pepresents a genuine
departure from previous studies for these two reasons.
Some have discussed samples of Barth's method, but have
not considered them all, 5 whereas others have discussed
Barth's account of his method, without examining how he
actuaily proceeds.

The scope of the work has precluded any attempt
to describe Barth's place in the theological debates of
his time; 2 to assess the merits or demerits of his
methods, 6
thought. All of these emerge occasionally as appropriate,
but the substance of the study is offered as an exercise
in descriptive analysis which it is hoped sheds light on

or to trace a chronological development in his

the way in which Barth worked. .
-6 -




CHAPTER ONE

The Historical-Critical Method in Barth's Exegesis

Barth described the historical-critical method
as the '"preparation of the intelligence" 7 for exegesis,
which "can never be superfluous". Barth does not
abandon or ignore these methods, as some have suggested,
but rather he employs them wherever they are consistent
with his theological position. They are always an
exegetical aid rather than an analytic tool in Barth's
hands. It would be inept here to describe the debates
which continue about each of these approaches to
Scripture; each section merely includes a few introd-
uctory remarks about these issues which are relevant
to this study. 2 A consensus of scholars is assumed
as to the nature of each particular approach, although
no consensus 1is possible about their validity.

The chapter does not follow the order in which
the methods were developed; rather, it investigates
first textual criticism as the essential pre-requisite
for any further study. It passes to form and tradition
criticism which deals with the earliest records repres-
ented in the text; to source or literary criticism,
which deals with the written sources behind the text,
and thence to redaction criticism which is concerned
with the moulding of the méterial into its present form.

For the most part the evidence is drawn from the
New Testament. This is both because Barth is more
‘at home' with the Greek of the New Testament, than the
Hebrew of the Old, '©
are available only on New Testament books for comparat-

and because commentaries by Barth

ive study. s However, where examples are available,
0ld Testament material is included, to prevent mis-
representation of Barth's methods.

The chapter is concluded by a section in which
Barth's principles of operation are deduced from his
practice. These are shown to be consistent with his
theological position because they have arisen from k.




Textual Criticism

Although textual criticism focuses on what the
'autograph' text said, it cannot be divorced from what
the text meant. 2 Textual criticism must be recognised
as of prime importance in establishing the exact wording
of the source documents of theology. The discipline is
closely associated with canonical questions, because its
conclusions delimit the textual boundaries of a canon
whose substance is decided in other ways. This study is thous
o significant preliminary for any movement from exegesis
to dogmatics. 13
ugh out the Church Dogmatics. Textual criticism is

Barth recognises this and employs it thro-

necessary because ''mone of the original documents is extant
and the existing copies differ from one another ".14
However, only a small proportion of the biblical material
is in real doubt, 15 despite the fact that it is never
possible to be certain that one has established the original
text. Consequently, it is not surprising that Barth's
use of textual criticism is infrequent.

No less a critic than A.E. Housman insisted that
6 but rather
an art, and as such "not susceptible of hard and fast

17

some external and internal criteria which may be considered
18

textual criticism is not "an exact science"

rules'. However, B.M. Metzger suggests that there are

in evaluating a reading. The first external criterion
is a consideration of the date of the manuscript tradition
which is represented by the document. Secondly, the
critic will be helped by knowing its geographical connect-
ions, and thirdly, which family it represents. Internal
criteria fall into two types: firstly those which are
based on known patterns of transcription, so that, for
example, one always chooses the hardest reading, or the
shortest, rejecting any which harmonise or improve the
grammar. Secondly, internal criteria may be based on
what it seems likely that the author wrote in view of

his known style, vocabulary and background. Metzger
argues that even where all variants present difficulties,
textual criticism should rarely resort to conjectural

19

emendation, after every other avenue has been explored,

-8 -




and Housman emphasizes that it should only occur where

20

the sense requires it. The identification of such

criteria for assessing variant readings need not pre-
empt "the application of thought to textual criticism ",21
for which Houseman pleads. Barth's inclusion or omission

of textual criticism in Romans, Philippians, and Church

Dogmatics is discussed below in the light of Metzger's
criteria classification because it makes clear how and
why Barth proceeds as he does. '

Barth refers to points of textual criticism
twenty two times in his commentary on Romans, only where
he departs from the Nestle text. 22 All the discussions
occur in the footnotes, which fall at the bottom of the
page on which the translation from the Greek appears,.
which assumes Barth's conclusions. His later textual
comment has no need to raise further queries. The foot-
- notes always discuss the Greek words, but never give
details about which manuscripts include or exclude the
particular words under discussion. It would be wrong
to assume that Barth was not aware of these, 23 but it
must be noted that in selecting a variant, he relied on
criteria other than the consideration of external manuscript
evidence. '

There are only three places where Barth comes
close to considering the external evidence. Firstly,
at Ro 11.26, he remarks about Paul's change of the IXX
EVEKEV ZLwV to €K 2wV | that "in spite of its |
authéntication in the MSS., and in spite of the ease with
which commentators.have passed over the difficulty, I am
unhappy about the reading." 4 Although Barth does not
say so overtly, it is fairly clear that the reason he is
'unhappy' is a theological one: indeed, it can hardly be
any other; there is no manuscript evidence to support the
exact quotation from the Septuagint. Secondly at Ro 4.1,
Barth deletes clUpnkévat from the text, "in spite of strong
manuscript support»ﬂ.25 Thirdly, at Ro 5.1, Barth
rejects Exwuev , writing, "The latter reading is well
attested, but not satisfactory.“ 26 Thus, he keeps to
the overwhelming manuscript evidence reluctantly in the
first example, but rejects it in the other two cases.

- 9 -



The rejection 1s on grounds other than consideration of
the external manuscript evidence. Thus, at 4.1 it is
because Barth considers "it would seem to have .been
interpolated into the text in order to smooth out the
grammatical structure of the sentence'; 27 that is, on
the basis of internal evidence, the patterns of manuscript
transcription. At 5.1, the reason is that E&xuwpev "is
particularly unsuitable here", 28 so that the grounds are
the author's style and perhaps a theological consideration
of the argument.

The only place where Barth shows real awareness of
external manuscript evidence is in his discussion of the
doxology at Ro 16. 25-27. 22  1In the first edition of his
commentary, Barth included the doxology after 14.23%, where
his discussion about it remains. However, writing in the
second and subsequent editions, he says%O"I find myself
"

the longest discussion of a textual problem in Romans,

unable to maintain my former opinion. This is by far

probably because it concerns a passage for which, it is
generally agreed, the evidence is "extremely com.plicated".,31
Barth suggests: "it seems very probable that at the turn

of the 2nd - 3rd centuries, perhaps even earlier, the Church
in the West was in possession of a certain number of MSS.

of the Pauline Epistlés which did not contain Chs xv and
xvi of the Epistle to the Romans", and further, "the
probability that these chapters were omitted, not only in
the text of Marcion but also, apparently independently,

in certain MSS. possessed by the Church is so great that

we have to reckon with the omission as a fact, in spite of
the difficulty of explaining how it ever came about." 52
Barth's comments here are notable because he shows knowledge
of the fact that some Western manuscripts omitted chapters
15 and 16, and also of the influence of Marcion on the New
Testament text. Ultimately he attempts a theory which
accounts for all our present readings. Perhaps most
significant is the reason that Barth changed his mind
between the first and second editions of Romans: "As a
result, however, of the more recent textual critical

studies of Corssen, Lietzmann, and Harnack, and also of

- 10 -




further exegetical reflexion, - which, as Zahn rightly
points out, must here be, in the end decisive - ..." 55
Thus theological consideration prevails, as further
comments show: "Since the theme of Ch xiv is continued,
and developed without any break in Ch xv, it is extremely
difficult to suggest any adequate grounds, external or
internal, for this omission." o4 Barth further admits
that "I should now find it impossible to regard the
hymn as an 'important link' in the development of Paul's
argument."”

Barth rarely takes account of 'external evidence'
in matters of textual criticism, probably because he did not
consider himself competent in these areas. Such appears to
be the implication of his comment at Ro 8.11

"From the evidence of the MSS. Zahn judges this to
have been the original reading. Lietzmann, however
draws an opposite conclusion. Without daring an
opinion on the complicated history of the transmiss-
ion of the text, and judging rather from the run of
the argument..." 36 .

Barth prefers the alternative reading.

However, it would be wrong to suggest that the run
of the argument, the theological consideration, was the only
thing which weighed with Barth. There are quite a few
occasions when he makes decisions on the ground of internal
manuscript evidence; for example, on the basis of trans-
criptional probability. Thus he chooses the most difficult
reading at Ro 4.1, suggesting that sipnkévai has "been
interpolated into the text in order to smooth out the
grammatical structure of the sentence." 57 At Ro 12.11c,
katpg 1s preferred because Barth cannot believe that it
would ever have been substituted for Kuply , although the

58 similarly, at Ro 15.23, Barth argues

reverse could happen.
that ikavilv might have been substituted for moAMdv because

the copyist thought the latter an exaggeration. 59 Trans-
scriptional probability usually favours the shorter reading
except in cases of parablepsis, where the motive for
deliberate omission is obvious. Barth never adopts the
shorter reading on this ground alone. Hence, at Ro 4.1,

the longer reading is thought to be a grammatical improvement,
and thus rejected. 40 Improvements of other kinds are

equally rejected. For example, Barth suggests EXwHEV was
7
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substituted for E&xouev at Ro 5.1, "as a means of con-
centrating the reader's attention upon the passage" ol
and he attributed the "sensitive" reading 3.4 Tod

1

nveluatog at Ro 8.11, which "suggests a psycho-physical
operation of the Spirit", to "the notions of some later
theologian'. 42 14 is significant that this improvement
is considered to spring from a theological rather than
a grammatical motive; even when dealing with transcript-
ional probabilities, Barth is mindful of the theological
nature of -the script with which he and the copyist had to
deal.

It is noticeable that Barth appeals to intrinsic
probability as a ground for textual change more often than
either external evidence or internal transcriptional prob-

43
appeal to the context is most frequent. 4 This is hardly

ability. In the realm of intrinsic probability, the
surprising; indeed it would be impossible to do textual
criticism at all were not some regard paid to the sentence

or paragraph in which the disputed word or words are found.45
Usually Barth does not make explicit reference to the con-
text, but his remarks show that it has been uppermost in
his mind, as he has weighed the evidence. This is as true
for the longest discussion about the doxology, as it is for
the short discussion of Ro 16.6, where Barth reads NH8C and
not U0updg , commenting "to praise the woman because of her
labours among the readers of the Epistle would be altogether
foreign to the context, and would moreover, also be in
itself quite exceptional." 4o In this footnote, he con-
siders both the possible contexts, admitting that despite
his earlier attempt "to undertake its interpretation ig the
"

he now feels this was mistaken, because he recognises that

context provided by the concluding verses of Ch.xiv

".ooa superfluous, and, indeed disturbing, excrescence,

it is
intelligible only if it be a liturgical conclusion, unrelated
to the context." "0  But he does not think that it fits

the alternative content at the end of Ro 16 either: "I find
it impossible to concelve that after this Paul again set to
work to produce a solemn liturgical conclusion." 49

Although Barth's use of context in textual criticism

conforms to what might be expected, it is significant that

- 12




he never appeals to that alone as his basis for textual
emendation: it is always considered with other appropriate
evidence.

Barth often employs another internal criterion
" in assessing variant readings, namely Paul's style and
vocabulary in the Epistle. This includes both the shape
of Paul's sentences as well as the style of his theolog-
ical thinking. For example, at Ro 8.11, Barth argues
that the case should be accusative not genitive, because
"it seems to me improbable that Paul...would suddenly have
introduced a sensitive - 3u& tol nveldpatog." 50
Perhaps more outstanding is that the arguments for a
conjectural emendation at Ro 9.5 are based on Paul's
style of theological thinking. It is a weakness of
Metzger's classification that this kind of argument does
not fit neatly into any of his categories, which is the
result of a 'scientific' approach to textual criticism.”’
However, Barth's discussion must be included in this
section, because he examines Paul's concept of God, arguing,
for example that the "thesis that God is the God of the Jews
and of the Gentiles is in iii.25, and always for Paul, the
consequence of a dialectical attack." 2 Although the word
'God' is a theological concept, such a discussion about the
way the author employs it must be included here, even if
the discussion is not on a par with the kind of debate which
might rage over Paul's use of a particle or participle.
A similar procedure is found at Ro 7.14, where &y 5€ is
defended as permissible with the o{5a uév for which Barth
argues, "if it be borne in mind that the ¢y{ of the ‘person
dedicated to God is contrasted throughout with his knowledge
and desire and actigg and achievement as the wholly

Other examples deal with more customary stylistic
matters: thus at Ro 12.2 Barth prefers infinitives to
imperatives, since "I consider it unlikely that Paul would
have introduced an imperative at this point, partly because,

ambiguous factor."

in view of the actual meaning of the verbs, the peculiarly

Pauline nuance of the word exhortation would be disturbed,

were I exhort you to be followed by an imperative." ol

Both Paul's use of the verb, and his grammatical style are
- 1% -




considered here. However, Barth is equally capable of
noting a simple stylistic point, as at Ro 16.1, where
following another commentator, he argues for the inclusion
of an emphatic kai , both here and at 8.24.”°  Similarly,there
is a straightforward discussion about uvela at Ro 12.13,
which Barth contends "has nothing to do with the cult of
the saints. It denotes - as in i.9 - 'a rendering of
w 56

Although Metzger does not classify it as a means
of assessing textual problems, the known style of the author
in other writings may also be taken into account. As Barth

assistance to someone';...

does this quite frequently, it seems appropriate to include
it here. One reason why Barth dismisses the doxology from
Ro 16.25-7, as non~Pauline is that "when I came to examine
the passage in detail, especially when I compared it with
the parallel passage in Eph.1ii.20,21, I found its style
unpleasantly turgid, its grammatical construction awkward,
and its succession of ideas undeniably strange." 27 This
might be taken as a good example of the category under
discussion were it not for the fact that elsewhere Barth
reveals his uncertainty about the Pauline authorship of
Ephesians. About Eph 2.10, Barth writes, "Paul, or
someone influenced by him..." >8 so it must be concluded
that Barth rejects the doxology because it is more turgid
than Paul or a Paulinist.

The discussion about the punctuation of & d@v éni
ndvtwv  etec at Ro 9.5 should not be regarded as textual
criticism at all strictly speaking, were it not for Barth's
conjectural emendation. 29 Here he makes several refer-
ences to other Pauline material,eo seeing "analogous gram-
matical constructions in Ro 1.25, and 2 Cor 11.31" o1 if
the words are taken as a relative clause with Christ as the
antecedent. Despite this, he rejects this suggestion, on.
other stylistic grounds, because "such an attribution would,
in my judgement, betray a lack of delicacy of which a thinker
and writer who differentiates so clearly as Paul does would
hardly have been guilty."62 Consequently, Barth does not
regard direct parallels as conclusive evidence, preferring
to rely on theological considerations to make a final decis-
ion. This is the case at Ro 12.11c, where Barth suggests

- 14 -



that the words in Col 3.24 "Serve the Lord" are "wholly

63 It is interest-

relevant whereas here they are not'".
ing that at neither of these places has Barth suggested
that a scribe deliberately made a difficult reading
harmonise with a phrase of Paul elsewhere, although in
both cases it would have supported his position. Rather,
he notes evidence from other places in Paul, but disregards
it because the immediate theological context is of more
significance when Barth accepts or rejects a variant.

It is seldom that Barth makes any reference to the
influence of the early Christian community on a text.
Apart from the discussion of the possible Marcionite origin
of the shorter version of the epistle to the Romans, there
is support for Barth's rejection of the relative clause
analysis of Ro 9.5, in the fact that "the passage does not,
as is clear from the citations of Wetstein, B. Weiss, and
Zahn, play a large part in the early Christological controv-
ersies as it must have done, had it been taken in this
way." ok It is clear that Barth relies on the work of
other scholars for his information about the early church,

so it is no surprise to discover that an early church father

. . 2)
is only once quoted in the footnotes of Romans, > whereas
more recent commentators are cited seventeen times in

66

connexion with textual criticism. On one occasion,

Barth offers no reason for agreeing with other commentators

67

reader could look it up for himself, or because he regarded

against Nestle, perhaps because he felt that the

it as self-evident. This is only the place where Barth
departs from the Nestle text in his commentary without stat-
ing his reason.

Barth only made one conjectural emendation to the
text of Romans, at 9.5, where his footnote is longer than
usual, probably because he recognised that this measure
should only be attempted after all else has failed. 8

The analyéis'of Barth's use of textual criticism in
Romans, using Metzger's classification,has made it possible
to draw some general conclusions about our author's method.
Firstly, he makes comparatively few changes from the Nestle

70

The full range of debate is to be found, from discussion

text, 69 and his reasons are generally stated briefly.
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72

over the inclusion of one word, 71 through names, and

phrases, 73,to the full blown argument about the doxology. s

It is evident that Barth neither regarded textual criticism
as a discipline in which he was specially qualified, nor of
particular importance for this kind of commentary. This
is confirmed by his own comments in the Preface to hié
second edition where he writes:

"JUlicher has endeavoured to exclude me from the
scholarly world and to set me firmly in the harmless
world of practical theology by pointing out my
aberrations in the field of textual criticism. It is
true that I have sometimes ventured to disagree with
Nestle's text, which is the text used by most theologic-
al students. I had, however, no intention of claiming
any authority in a field in which I am obviously in-
competent. And yet, in spite of my incompetence, I
could not avoid attempting to justify my adoption of
certain variant readings in important passages. I only
did this - pending further instruction." 75

Although this may be a 'face saving remark', it must be
noted that Barth's intention was merely to inform his
readers why he felt obliged to accept some variant readings.
It remains for us to consider how many of these
textual points are actually of theological significance;
This analysis must necessarily be subjective, but on my

76

It could, for example, be agreed that whether a woman's name

reckoning only ten or eleven could be so classified.

is Mapidpy or Maplav , there can be no difference in our under-
standing of Paul's letter to the Romans. Indeed, whether
Paul wrote "I know" instead of "we know" at Ro 7.14, the
result must be the same, as his purpose was that his readers
should either have their knowledge extended, in the first
case, or confirmed in the second. 78 However, other variants
have much more significance. ZFor example, at Ro 5.1, Exouev
"we have peace with God" means something very different from
EXwueV, "let us have peace with God". 79 The theological
implications of these two readings could not be considered
to be identical. Despite the difficulties in this kind
of assessment, it is interesting to see that Barth has
not confined himself to changes in the text which are
of major theological importance. This strikes a balancing
note to the discovery that theological considerations are
often found as part of the decision making process in his
textual criticism. Thus, while Barth's own assessment of
his situation vis & vis textual criticism is right, that he

- 16 -




is a theologian who never pretended to be anything else,he
is not so much a theologian that he neglects or passes over
minor textual points where he feels changes ought to be
made. 80
Turning to the commentary on Philippians, it is
immediately obvious that it offers a very different approach
from that found in Romans. Barth himself recognises this

81

in his Preface, written nine years after the first edit-

ion, but only six years after the second edition of Romans.82
References to textual criticism are minimal; three in all.
Perhaps this is because he felt he had 'burnt his fingers'
over the emendations he had suggested in Romans; perhaps
because he had found fewer places where he wanted to depart
from Nestle's text, which he still used, 83 or perhaps because
there are fewer variants for Philippians in any case.
It is probable that all three are contributory factors; indeed,
it is not possible to show that any one is more important than
the others. Barth does not confine his remarks about textual
criticism to footnotes in this commentary, nor are all his
footnotes concerned with the same.
Barth's first reference to an alternative reading of
Chrysostom, at Phil 1.1, hardly counts as textual criticism
at all, since guveniokémoLg may be read as two words ouUvV
énLokomoLg without any change in letters, and is exactly
the kind of dternutive to be expected when manuscripts were not
copied but dictated. 85 Barth's discussion concerns the
theological implications rather than textual criticism here.
His second discussion occurs in the text of the commentary
at Phil 1.3, 3® Here the Western text, which adds &yi
WEV is adopted because "this insertion has such an original
flavour that it seems hardly feasible to take it as a
copyist's invention." 87 The third case records the trans-
positions of Chapter 1 verses 16 and 17 in Luther's text,
although Barth assumes the modern order without comment.
Very few conclusions can be drawn from this flimsy evidence.
The only genuine example of textual criticism is the second,
and here Barth decides on stylistic grounds although he shows
knowledge of the geographical links of the text he follows.
However, two points must be made about Barth's use of

88

textual criticism in both these commentaries. Firstly, he
does not feel it necessary to discuss every variant, or even
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the majority of the variants given in Nestle's apparatus,

89

discusses points where he departs from the text, never

although some commentaries do this. Secondly, he only

giving reasons for accepting Nestle's text as opposed to the
variants. 20
The same patterns emerge from an investigation of

the Church Dogmatics. Wherever Barth quotes the Greek New

Testament, which he does not always do, he uses Nestle's
text. 91 0n the rarer occasions when he cites the Hebrew
014 Testament, he refers to the Masoretic text, to which
he occasionally compares the Septuagint or other translat-

92

the 0ld Testament, suggesting emendations chiefly for

ions. Barth ipcludes very little textual criticism of

stylistic or theological reasons, rather than because the

93

almost exclusively with New Testament material, unlike later

evidence suggests 1it. Consequently this section deals

sections which are able to draw evidence from both testaments.
It has already been shown that Barth mentions technical

points only where he intends to depart from the text, implying

that he considers that the process of establishing the

authentic text of Scripture, is not necessarily the commen-

tator's job. It is not illegitimate therefore, to regard

the paucity of textual criticism in the Church Dogmatics as

an indication that Barth thinks that it generally falls out-

side the realm of dogmatic theblogy also. However, it would

be wrong to assume from his relative silence on this point,
that he ignored textual criticism once he had embarked on
the Dogmatics. Infrequent reference may be because Barth
trusted those whose expertise was greater than his own, or
because, having covered the ground, he found himself in
agreement with the consensus about textual matters, which
he omitted to discuss lest the Church Dogmatics be longer

and even more technical. In either case, the sparsity of
references to textual criticism is hardly surprising after
Barth's infrequent discussion of textual matters in Romans
and his single example in Philippians. Further, despite

the biblical emphasis of his dogmatics, Barth is concerned .
primarily with theology rather than with textual matters,
so that he could not be expected to deal with detailed
textual debates except in so far as they impinged upon the
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theology that he advocates. )

Since omissions of textual criticism might be as
significant as its inclusion, a method was devised to
discover whether Barth does ignore textual denges abbut

An

investigation of twenty six disputed passages showed that

passages which are essential to his theology.
only in four cases did Barth mention the textual dispute.95
In some cases, Barth did not use the disputed part of the
verse, so could not be expected to discuss the variants.
Thus he uses Lk 2 without specific reference to verse
five, so discussion of textual variants would simply
distract the reader from the flow of dogmatic argument. 96
Similarly, he cites Jn %.25 to show that baptism is called
kaBapLopde, whereas the disputed word is "loudalou or
"TouSaluwv. 97
of biblical material, Barth's omission of textual criticism

Because dogmatics is selective in its use

in such cases is to be expected and is in accordance with
his theological purpose.

On occasion, Barth could have used either reading
to demonstrate his theological position. Such is the case
when he assumes that the controversy at Mk 10.2 is with the

98

Barth was discussing marriage, his point remains whether

Pharisees, although some manuscripts omit them. Since
Jesus debated with Pharisees or people. Here Barth is
not building on the word in dispute, but at Mk 10.12, all
readings support his theological case. Barth assumes

kal &av autn dmoAdoaca tov &vdpa altiic vauhon &hhov,

rather than, £&dv yuvh amoAlon tov 8vdpa altig katl

vaunéi &AMy , or vyuvh £av £EEAOn amd (Tol) avdpdC

kot vaudon &AAov, 29
his purpose in citing this verse in a section on the

but all condemn adultery, which is

permanency of marriage.

However, there are cases where the reading Barth
assumes deserves mention, because, despite his silence on
the variants, his conclusions could not have been built on
the alternative(s). For example, he reads omAayxviobeicg
at Mk 1.41, with Nestle, where dpyioBeic is the alter-
native. 100 His point would not have been lost if he
had accepted the variant because there are two other
examples of this kind of dompassion being attributed to

Jesus. 101 No significance is attached by Barth to the

10 o




number of examples, so this could not cause him any
embarrassment. But Barth is building on the word which
is in dispute, so it is interesting to note that he feels
under no obligation to mention that it does not occur in
all manuscripts. A comparable example may be found in
Barth's discussion of Mt 16.2f. 102
ence to its omission by some manuscripts, although once

He makes no refer-

again, there is an alternative New Testament text which
could have formed the basis of his discussion (Ik 12.54-56)
and which has no comparable textual problem.,"03
The quotation of Mk 14.62, presents a different
case. The variant text suggests Jesus said: o0 elmag
5tL Evh elut  , whereas the Nestle text has merely 'Eva
gluL , which Barth assumes without question, twice. 104
On the first occasion, quoting the Greek without mentioning
the variant, he contrasts Mark with Matthew andqggke,
If

Barth had adopted the variant, the excursus would have had

although they are close to the Markan variant.

to be slightly rewritten, although his main theolog-
ical point "that Jesus makes a public declaration of his
Messiahship just before the end of his life on earth" would

not have been lost. 106

In this case however, Barth could
not claim an exact equivalent to the short reading else-
where in the New Testament.

The evidence is making it increasingly plain that
Barth gave even less attention to textual criticism in the

Church Dogmatics than he had in his commentaries. It is

immaterial whether Barth adopts a reading generally con-
sidered to be not the best, 107 or a reading which is

usually accepted. 108

What is significant, is that he

assumes the text almost always without comment or debate,

building on a text which is sometimes paralleled elsewhere,

but may not be. But Barth is careful not to build where

the reading is uncertain and there is not much parallel

evidence to support his case. 109
There are four outstanding examples of variants

which are omissions of fairly significant parts of the New

Testament, whose inclusion Barth assumes. For example,

Lk 22.19b-20 is cited throughout the Church Dogmatics as 110

though there were no manuscripts which omitted these words.
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Since there is a "wide diversity of opinion among textual

" it is remarkable that Barth never debates

critics
the matter.

simply to illustrate the way that the New Testament refers

12 On one occasion Barth's citation is

both to the body and soul of Jesus, so that his silence
here over the omission in some manuscripts is of little

importance. 113

Of more significance is the quotation

glc TV EuAv dvauvnoLv which Barth notes as occurring
both in 1 Cor 11.24f. and ik 22.19, in order to make the
point that Jesus is to be remembered. 4 Neither here,
nor in a very similar passage elsewhere, 15 would Barth's
point be lost, because the same ideas occur in Paul, but

it must be noted that our author has passed over weighty
textual evidence in silence. His pre-occupation with

what the text means leaves little or no time for considerat-
ion of what the text is. .

The second example, Lk 22.43f., is omitted from
early and reliable manuscripts, but Barth uses these verses
witHout acknowledging the problem. Thus, he couples these
verses with Mk 1.12f., considering them to be merely
"marginal references" to angels, which are not to be read
in a technical sense. 116 Although they are passed over
here, verse 44 is elsewhere specifically quoted and dis-

117
Testament for Barth to employ, so had he accepted the

cussed. There is no comparable passage in the New
variant (the omission), he would not only have had to re-
write his excursus, but to omit some of his remarks. In
view of this, it is noticeable that he has not felt it
necessary to substantiate the reading he has chosen, but
has simply assumed it. This is equally the case when Barth
cites occasions in the life of Jesus when divine comfort and
strengthening were supplied. 18 One of theée is Lk 22.43,
which is included without debate.

Barth similarly assumes Jesus' prayer, Natep,
&opec avtoic o0 vup oldaolv tl noiodouv, at Lk 23%.34, which
is omitted by some manuscripts. Where he cites it simply
as a parallel to Stephen's prayer in Ac 7.50, it is hardly
important, M9 but where he builds on it implications for
the Christian doctrine of prayer, 120 or ends a section
on Jesus' injunctions to his disciples not to resist evil,

by quoting the example of Jesus himself, "who, when His
- 21 -
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as God makes it His Word, rather than in so far as it is
attested by reliable manuscripts. 120
These four examples show that Barth adopts dis-
puted passages without comment, even where his point would
be lost or need to be changed without them. The same is
true of a variant addition which Barth assumes without
discuSsion, at Jn %.1%: the words: 6 «v £€v TQ odpavi
are not included in all manuscripts, and so appear in the
apparatus. Barth quotes this phrase twice: firstly
writing, "and 'no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he
that came down from heaven, even the Son of Man which is
in heaven.' (Jn 3.13)."1318econdly, he argues

"The New Testament gives fulness and precision to

this view by describing Jesus Christ not merely as

the one who has come from heaven, has ascended to
heaven, and is to be expected from heaven, as the
definitive revelation of God, but also as the one who
is in heaven. These points are all gathered up in

the remarkable saying in Jn 3.713: 'No man has ascended
up to heaven but he that came down from heaven, even
the Son of Man which is in heaven.'" 132

While Barth notes his deviations from Nestle's text in the

commentaries, this is not so in either of these examples.
However, he does not quote the Greek, which may indicate
that he refersto the translation from memory, unaware of

133
explain his unusual departure from the Nestle text, without

the problem he had ignored. If this were so, it would
comment.

On some occasions, Barth actually uses more than
one reading of the same verse at different places in the
Church Dogmatics. For example, Mk 6;3 can be read: '
oUx oltdc gotLv O tékTwv, O Uioc TAc Maplag or: 6O

100 téktovog uibc .  Concerning this Barth writes, "Inwardly
and essentially, they /the synopticg/ start from the fact
that the man Jesus of Nazareth, 'the carpenter's son'

(Mk 6.3), shows Himself in His resurrection from the dead
to be the Messiah and the Son of God." 34 Once again
Barth gives no hint that he is using the variant reading,
although it is again in translation so that it may be from
memory. Admittedly, Barth is not substantiating a case by
reference to this phrase, but merely quoting it as a useful
summary of the synoptics' position in contrast to the
Johannine. But his silence at this point is remarkable
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even So. And this must be contrasted with his adoption
of the reading found in Nestle's text, when he writes.
about Jesus' attitude to work: "even if He Himself was
originally a Ttéktwv (Mk 6.3), there is no evidence to
support the view that He continued this work after taking
up his Messianic office.” 135 Mk 6.3 is mentioned
incidentally on both occasions, and the use of téktwv in
the second instance may mean that Barth looked at his
Greek text, but is obviously not conclusive. Perhaps his -
"even if" hints at the uncertainty of the reading, but it
does not make it plain. It is not clear if Barth knew
that hehad adopted another reading, nor whether this was
based on a conscious decision about the textual probabilit-
les. If, as seemed likely, Barth simply used the reading
most suited to his purpose, there would be no need to
account for his changed opinion, nor to amend by cross
reference, his earlier position. Indeed, it may be taken
to imply that Barth regards consistency in matters of
textual criticism as unimpoftant for dogmatics, perhaps con-
sidering it legitimate to use various readings, as Augustine
obviously did. 126
That this appears to be so, may be seen from his
handling of Jn 1.18. In the first volume of the Church
Dogmatics, he reads with the Nestle text, uovovevig 6ebdbg 6 v

el¢ tdv kbAmov tol natpdc, rather than 6 uovoyevic Yidg...

regarding the former as an express repetition of Jn 1.1

Pede fiv & Adyog. 137 Barth makes it clear that he knows
138

the variant, without making clear his reasons for
rejecting it, although the implication of his reference to
Jn 1.1 is that it suits the passage better theologically.
This reading is employed again later, 39 but on another
occasion Barth conflates both readings: "the truth is
described as the fulness of the only-begotten son of God
(Jn 1.18)..." 140
to suggesting that povoyevag Yidg is the reading to be
~ preferred, 141 mentioning ulog wovovevfic soon after

he has quoted Jn 1.18, without citing the reference as
142

- In the final volume, Barth comes near

applicable to these particular words. Howevér, there
is a final instance where Barth explicitly adopts the variant

reading, "'No man hath seen God at any time; the only-begotten
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Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared
him.' (1.18, c£.6.46)" '“2  Dhus, Barth has used both
versions without debate or comment, besides a conflation

of the two readings. 44

However, it is interesting that
at Jn 13.10 Barth takes time to comment on the alternative,
especially since he concludes that either reading would
yield the same theological significance, and since he
finally adopts the longer text found in Nestle. 45 That
Barth's practice is not entirely consistent may also be
seen from the fact that he sometimes makes it quite clear
that he has changed his mind about a particular reading.
For example, he twice altered his Jjudgement about the
second 'viiv at Ro 11.3%1, predominantly for theological
reasons. 146

Barth's attitude to variant readings is well illus-
trated by his comment on the notorious "Johannine kDmma”.q47
He considers that it is "... in the original form of Spirit
water and blood an interesting testimony to the unity and
distinction between Christ and the Spirit, but in the later
form of Father, Son and Spirit, in which it enjoyed some
publicity and renown, it cannot be used to ascertain New
Testament teaching ag such."” 148 It is clear that Barth

assumes that where a variant is certainly not original, it

cannot be counted as canonical and therefore cannot be given
consideration egual to that afforded to undisputed passages.
But it may legitimately be regarded as a later interpretat-
“ion. It is thus that he deals with a variant omission at
Mt 6.10, and the variant addition of Mk 1.1, '*9

It is extremely rare for Barth to make incidental
reference to textual variants in the Church Dogmatics where
there is nothing theologically at stake for him, although
such examples may be found. 10,

It is equally rare for

him to discuss manuscripts and their comparative value,

although he does occasionally name them, 151 and is quick

to point out that Bultmann's omission of &% 0datog

152

at Jn 3.5 has no manuscript support. Such omissions

from the Church Dogmatics are significant on more than one

occasion, as for example, in Barth's discussion of baptism,
where he notes the difficulties associated with Mt 28,19,
without discussing them. 153 This omission in the final
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fragment of the work of an old man might not itself be
significant, were it not to epitomise the attitude to

the text, the canon, and the revelation conveyed thereby,
which has already been delineated. On the basis of a
theological exposition, Barth is able to conclude: "though
not intrinsically impossible, the hypothesis that it is

an ancient interpolation loses its relative necessity, and
it certainly cannot claim to be the only possible exeg-

etical solution.” 154

There is no attempt to assess the
relative manuscript evidence.

A final examination of some places where Barth
does discuss textual matters will make clear his attitude
as a dogmatic theologian to this discipline. Writing
about the Virgin Birth, Barth admits that "both in extent
and form the grounds for the dogma in the statements of
Holy Scripture are not at first sight so strong or so clear
as one might wish for such a dogma in the strict sense of
the term." 155 Consequently, Barth refers to the variants
of Mt 1.16, explaining

"that Syr.Sin., confirmed by some other traditions,
offer the following text for Mt 1.16: 'Jacob begat
Joseph; Joseph, to whom the Virgin Mary was betrothed,
begat Jesus, who is called Christ'; for Mt 1.21:'She
will bear thee a son'; and for Mt 1.25:;'She bore him
a son'." 156

The variants are not ruled out by Barth's discussion, nor
are his conclusions about the best text made known.

Rather, his comment is that besides these variants which
suggest that Jesus was the son of Joseph, there also "stand
the passages 1.18, 20, 23 in which it too, indicates the-
Virgin Birth." 157 Barth's conclusion in the main text
is most revealing: "Decision as to the necessity of the
dogma cannot ultimately be made on the ground where such
questions are to be raised and answered" because "the
questions to be raised and answered are literary questions;
they are concerned with the tradition, the age and source-
158 Although Barth admits the
appropriateness of assessing the literary evidence, he
believes "no-one can dispute the existence of a biblical
testimony to a Virgin Birth ", 27 and that the final
question is whether such testimony should be regarded as

- binding or "only to be heard as a sub-statement of the New

value of this testimony."

- 26 -



Testament message which is not binding'216o

It is now possible to see the reason why Barth
'sat lightly' to textual questions, for he makes it very
clear in this passage. He argues that "the decision
can be supported by answering the literary questions in
one sense or the other. But it does not stand or fall

161 The reason for

with the answer to these questions."
this lies deep within Barth's theological framework.
"Behind literary, as behind dogmatic investigation there

arises the quaestio facti, which cannot be answered either

by literary or dogmatic'investigation. It is fitting
however, that in the realm of theology, literary and
dogmatic investigation should both be undertaken in the
first instance (i.e. until the utter impossibility of this

procedure is demonstrated) sub conditione facti." ez

This is closely linked to Barth's rejection of any search
for the historical Jesus as the basis for his theology,
and to his theological programme spelt out in his work on

163 For Barth, literary questions cannot settle

Anselm.
anything theological, for even if one knew that the first
gospel wrote a certain set of words, one would not thereby
know either whether those words represented what happened,
nor what the significance of the event was. Consequently,
textual questions are not of ultimate importance, even
though they cannot be ignored. For Barth, it is not the
events which are important, nor the accuracy of the texts
which record them, but the faith-awakening testimony to
God's revelation, which can be the means of fresh revelat-
ion to the reader.

Barth concludes, after discussing these textual
problems:

"It certainly cannot be denied that the outward,
explicit evidence for the dogma in the statements of
Holy Scripture is hedged about by questions. But
still less can it be asserted that the questions
raised are so hard to answer that one is forced by
exegesis to contest the dogma." 164

It is interesting that instead of debating the variants,
Barth preferred to rely on what is undisputed in the other
verses of the chapter, so that one cannot begin to analyse
the grounds for his textual conclusions, there being none
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which are comparable to those found in the commentaries.
This is characteristic of Barth's theology: the Divine
Sonship of Jesus does not depend on the Virgin Birth and
the texts which attest it; rather the reverse: the
texts depend on the Virgin Birth which depends on Jesus
being the Son of God. Hence he can conclude Chapter 15
by writing that the mystery of the Incarnation does not
depend on the miracle of the Virgin Birth, "The miracle
rests on the mystery." 165
The end of Mark's gospel (16.9-20) raises not only
textual but canonical questions. Barth's one reference
to the passage deals not with manuscript evidence, but with
the theological content which precludes its Markan authen-
ticity:
"The fact that mention is again made of the healing
work of the apostles in the presentation of the
missionary command given in Mk 16.17f.is a significant
internal sign that the whole passage, Mk 16.9~-20 does
not belong to the original content of the Gospel, but

to a period when this difference /between pre-.and post-
Resurrection time/ was no longer understood.” 166

Barth's theological conviction that miracles belong to the
period of Jesus' ministry shapes his textual conclusions
here. It has already been established from Romans that
such internal and theological considerations are charact-
eristic of his Jjudgements of textual variants.

The conclusions of this investigation are quite
clear. In commentaries Barth uses textual triticism where
he departs from Nestle's text, and employs the normal criter-
ia to defend his position, although internal evidence and
theological considerations are of most interest to him.

The author of the Church Dogmatics however, considers that
textual criticism can safely be by-passed in the majority
of cases. His reason is that in the last analysis, quest-
ions of literary content and the facts behind it, are not
of supreme importance. There is a pragmatic consideration

also; there are few verses in the New Testament where
textual dispute threatens a doctrine, not least because
many ideas are paralleled in other passages. Consequently,
the relative importahce of textual variants must be weighed
against the rest of the Scriptural witness, which Barth
assumes. Although textual criticism is closely related to
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canonicity questions, Barth's theological position
precludes him from letting that be decided on manuscript
evidence alone. Consequently, Barth's use of textual
criticism can be seen to be closely related to his over-
all theological position, and to be consistent with that
framework. He employs it only when and in a manner which
is subservient to his:theclogical purposes.

Form Criticism and Tradition History

According to K. Stendahl, these disciplines

analyse "the nature, growth and function of forms" 67

taken by verbal communications. They assume several
theories from which they draw their method of procedure.168
A preliminary discussion of these basic theories is neces-
sary here, before an analysis of Barth can be offered.

It is assumed that all verbal communications,

e9 which must be

170

whether oral or written, have form,
recognised, if they are to be understood. In one's
own cuiture, such recognition is usually intuitive, but
in alien cultures it may require study to establish and
i However, it is argued that

study of the forms found in one culture is relevant to
172

elucidate such forms.

because oral traditions in all cultures

173

In particular, these disciplines consider that

other cultures,
operate with similar, small units of tradition.

some, and perhaps most, of the material in Scripture was
once transmitted in oral fofm, and that during this period
of oral transmission the form of the material changed, o4
especially when it was written down. 75 Tradition his-
* tory traces back the course of such changes, in order to
reach earlier, or perhaps the earliest form of the
material, thereby narrowing the gap, for example, between
the event and the account of the event. 6 Finally it
is assumed that oral material is influenced by the sett-
V77 so that units of tradit-
ion are moulded into forms appropriate to their use. 78

ing in which it is preserved,

These assumptions, with which form critics

179 5o
180

analyse biblical material are much criticised,
that their conclusions cannot be taken for granted.
One of the problems is caused by the close relationship
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1 . C . .
between form and content, 81 which makes it 1mposs1ble,/‘82

if not illegitimate, 83 to classify material by form
alone. Conclusions are sometimes assumed to apply both

to form and content, although they may only be applicable
to the form of the material. 84 In the same way, it is
easy to assume that the discovery of a theological or
apologetic reason for the inclusion of a particular tradit-
ion in Scripture necessarily reflects adversely on its

185

historical reliability. Likewise, the possibility

that the writer's beliefs may sometimes have influenced his

presentation of the material, leads some to think that one
can only know the writer's beliefs from his writings. 86
Form critics cannot afford to ignore the fact that an
individual who continually recounts a story finds himself

doing it in a pattern; but that the story's "form" may

187

quite well represent reality. Equally, one cannot

neglect the possibility that some forms of material may

have passed through several "Sitz im Leben" 88

189

which may,
or may not have changed the form.
For the purposes of this thesis the debates over
the form critical theories and methods will be taken to be
inconclusive, so that one cannot either assume the validity
of the form critical approach or its complete bankruptcy.
Bearing in mind what has been said in the introduct-
ion, it is possible to consider Barth's use of form
criticism, beginning with his commentaries. Form criticism
is used only once in Romans and tradition criticism is not
employed. He remarks, concerning Ro 11.36

"Marcus Aurelius said much the same in his
'Meditations'. The formula is found in a hymn to
Selene and is inscribed as a charm upon a gem. It
was not unknown to Philo and to others... If Paul
simply borrowed the formula, why is it that the
theory of borrowing provides no more than an utterly
superficial explanation of what he had actually done?
Why is Paul's use of the formula so much more original
than in the source from which he borrowed it?" 190

This is an early example of Barth's characteristic attitude:

theories of origin or borrowing are not enough for him,

because they only begin to po;nt to what Paul wanted to

convey in ‘'adopting' such material. Barth analyses Paul's

purpose here as réndering "audible the threat and the hope
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reason for Barth's position is made plain in a comment

implied in what those outside - already know."

on the same verse in the Church Dogmatics. "Yet we must

not interpret the phrase according to the sense which it
originally bore in the non-Christian source from which
Paul perhaps adapted it, but according to the sense in
which Paul himself - baptising as it were an originally
non-Christian expression - takes and uses it in this
particular context." 192 Both the author's intention

and the context are determinative factors in Barth's _
exegesis, and are finally more important than form critical

193

In the commentary on Philippians, there are only

conclusions.

two incidental references to form criticism. The first

of these concerns Phil 1.2: xdpic UOuiv kal eiphvn

amd Ocol Matpde Auav kal Kuplou "Incol Xpiotol, about which
Barth writes, "It requires little enough reflection to

find this phrase, which Paul has constructed by taking

over and significantly recasting older pagan and Jewish
formulas of greeting, a compact expression of his whole
message. " 94 The second concerns Phil 2.12: ~Qote, dyamntol
Hou , about which Barth comments, Paul "...uses a
similar formula, e.g. in 1 Cor 15.58 to make the transition
from doctrine back to life, which certainly does not at all
mean a metabasis eis allo genos (a digression to something
different in kind)." 195 In the first instance, Barth
actually uses form-criticism to make his point. He

recognises and notes that Paul's phrase is close to con-
temporary usage, but that it is not identical. Rather it
has been 'recast' to express Christian theology; it is not
just a salutation, it has been 'pressed into' Christian
service. The second example is similarly slight and
similarly theological. Barth refers to it to make clear
to his readers that for Paul the passage from doctrinal
theology (in this case Christology) to practical theology
(Ethics) is inevitable, involving no change of subject, in
Philippians or Corinthians. ‘ 7

Both of these examples may be classified only
loosely as form criticism because the first could be regarded
as evidence for contemporary stylistic usage influencing
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Paul, while the second might be considered as Paul's
characteristic style. In neither case do we have any
example of the kind of sophisticated criticism associated
generally with these disciplines. Four reasons might
be suggested for this. Firstly, the material in the
epistle may not lend itself to this. Secondly, it may
be that Barth was unable to undertake such specialised
critical work and perhaps was unaware of it in others.
Thirdly, it may have been a deliberate decision to omit
such technical analysis from a commentary of this sort
giving no indication in the text that he had used it in
his own preparation. Fourthly, he may have decided on
principle that such analysis contributed nothing to
exegesis so one had no responsibility to show knowledge
of it. These four reasons are not necessarily mutually
exclusive, and the actual position will be made clear as
further evidence is considered.

With reference to the first point, it cannot be
argued that the epistle to the Philippians does not lend
itself to form critical analysis. In 1928, Lohmeyer
showed that in Phil 2.5-11, Paul had included a liturgical
hymn. 196 197

is now generally accepted. Given this evidence, only

Jeremias followed him,
198

and this position

three options remain.
We turn, therefore, to the Church Dogmatics which

sheds light on this matter. The early volumes all refer
to Phil 2.5-11 as if they were Paul's composition. For
example, Barth writes, '

"We read in Phils 2.5f., that Jesus Christ emptied

Himself... All the expressions selected by Paul in
this statement make it quite clear that 1n all this

Jesus Christ surrendered, lost, or even curtailed
His deity." 199

Only once before 1953 does Barth hint at form criticism
being appropriate here. Writing in 1942, he argues,

"There can be no doubt that here, as in 1 Cor 8.6,
Phil 2.11 and elsewhere, this is for Paul the un-
qualified meaning of the formula Kuptog "Ingoug.
'Jesus is the Lord' means 'Jesus is God'." 200

But,to regard Kuptog "Inooug as a formula is not to
utilize the more sophisticated procedures of form criticism
which suggest that the whole passage is pre-Pauline.

- 32 -




However, it is interesting that in the later
volumes of Church Dogmatics, Barth assumes the form

critical conclusions of others. For example, having
quoted Pliny's letter to Trajan which refers to Christian
songs, Barth gives an instance of this. "It may be that
these songs were like those which have come down to us in
Phil 2.5f., Rev 5.9f., or 1Tim 3.16." <97 Shortly after-
wards,in another context,Barth writes:

"In this respect the decisive expressions are in what
is now accepted as a hymn quoted by Paul in Phil 2
from some earlier source. They are as follows: 'He
emptied ( &kévuwoev Je..In the words of Paul himself:
'He who was rich became poor.' (2 Cor 8.9)." 202

The third and last time that Barth mentions this, he refers
to it as a "Christological hymn'". 203

This evidence makes it clear that the fourth theory
posited above cannot be substantiated. If Barth felt that
it was appropriate to assume such form critical conclusions
in the excursus of the Church Dogmatics, and indeed to
build on them, he could hardly argue that the discovery of

an early Christological hymn could contribute nothing to
our understanding of the passage, and hence to exegesis.
Even if one wanted to maintain Paul's complete control over
his material, that is, his free choice to include an
earlier hymn, and his ability to exclude or add such phrases
necessary to maintain his theological consistency, the form
critics' discovery must remain significant.

The evidence appears to suggest that until 1953,
Barth was unaware of the results of form critical studies
on Phil 2.5-11, but that when he learnt of them he was
willing to assume their conclusions and to make references
to them (albeit incidentally) in his Church Dogmatics.

However, his earlier work assuming that Paul himself
composed these verses, remained, and such ambivalence might
have been embarrassing had Barth thought out the logic of
the relationship between form criticism and dogmatics in
the usual ways. 204 That this was not the case will be
made plain when other evidence from the Church Dogmatics
has been-examined. Suffice it to say here that Barth,writing
Philippians in 1927 makes reference to older work and could
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not have known Lohmeyer's work published in 1928. But
this situation continued probably until about 1953 when,
discovering it, he employed it in his own exegesis. While
it is possible that Barth deliberately excluded form
critical considerations from the text of the commentaries
and yet was prepared to include them both in the text and
excursus of the Church Dogmatics, the evidence suggests

that the second theory postulated above most accurately
represents the situation. His interest and abilities
were such that he was unable to undertake such specialised
critical work on his own account, and was not always aware
of the research of others.

There is no comparable passage in Romans with which
one may examine developments of Barth's thought in order to
confirm this theory. In a section on "Paul and his pre-~
decessors" R.P. Martin suggests six passages in Romans which
205 Of these,
perhaps the most generally agreed are Romans 1.3f. and 10.9.

may possibly rely on earlier material.

Throughout the Church Dogmatics, Barth refers to Romans 1.3f.

in terms which suggest that he considered Paul composed

the words. 206 Romans 10.9 is once referred to as a
'formila' 207 208

generally Barth has little time for anything that is not

and once as a 'confession'. However,
genuinely theological; for he is so concerned with the
theological implications of the biblical words that he pays
little attention to their form. "The words Kiptog

Incolc Xprotée (Phil 2.115 1 Cor 12.3; Ro 10.9) also are
to be interpreted not synthetically but analytically - the
name Jesus Christ is as such the name of the Lord" 209 is

a good example of this characteristically Barthian proced-
ure at work.

We turn therefore to observations about Barth's
typical use of form and tradition criticism as it is found
in the Church Dogmatics. Barth assumes with the critics
that behind much of the 0ld and New Testéments, there were
oral traditions. Consequently he can write about David

and Saul in 1 Samuel, "Even if the traditions about both
characters may at one time have existed separately, the
meaning of both was properly understood when they were

interwoven and worked in the whole of our present texts."2qo
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And in an aside, he says, "And not only the Gospels, but
the earlier tradition which underlies them, all agree.."zqq
Both examples illustrate a characteristic of Barth, that
even when earlier traditions are identified, their point
of unity is underlined.

Barth does not dispute that it is possible to
trace the history of these oral traditions which may have

212 Indeed he assumes it

grouped narratives together.
in a paragraph which traces a.development from oral
tradition to apocryphal gospels via the canonical
gospels. 213 It may be seen in the gospels themselves,
for example in

"...the parable of the sower (Mt 13.3-8) and its
interpretation (vv.18-23). The interrelationship of
the two passages is doubtful. It may be that the
interpretation, like that of the Wheat and the Tares

in vv.37-43, belongs to a later stratum of the tradit-
ion. In favour of this view, it may be argued that

it one-sidedly rivets our attention on only one of the
many elements in the rich content of the parable...

And what the parable offers in this respect must surely
be regarded as a very old, indeed as the first comment-
ary on the parable." 214

Barth is quite prepared to build on the conclusions of
tradition - history. He notes that Jesus "...is thus
called the ( dyioc ) matc of God like David and the servant
of the Lord in Isaiah 5% by what seems to be an ancient
layer of the tradition, but one that was highly regarded in
the literature of the second century, cf. Mt 12.18; Ac 3.
16,26; 4.27,30." 22  And in the Old Testament, Barth

uses the negative form and content of the command "Thou
216

shall not kill" to make a theological point. However,
for his purposes, the relative age of the tradition is

immaterial. Thus he writes on Mt 28.19: "Here, no matter

to what stratum of the tradition it may belong...": it
is usually regarded as later, and consequently by some, as
218

less reliable.
Barth recognises that different traditions may
represent different interests. Writing about John the
Baptist therefore, he suggests, "The question how the New
Testament, or the different strata and trends of the New
Testament tradition, really understood his kerygma is a

very difficult one to answer." 219 This is followed by
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an outline of those trends and traditions which is at
pains to emphasize unity even in diversity. 220

Barth is familiar with the classification of
material into different forms sometimes using the technical
terms for them. For example, concerning the frequent
absence of a christological confession from the New Testam-
ent, he writes:

"But in the passages in Acts as well, which reproduce

the Apostolic kerygma, the confession occurs only once
in so many words 1n Ac 10.%6f. though there it is set

most impressively at the very beginning. It is lack-
ing in Ac 2.22f., 3.13f., 13.23f." 221

He refers elsewhere to the parable of the Good Samaritan
as a "pericope",222 and to "the parables, the beatitude,
the malediction, the admonition, the proverb and the

223
he calls the book of Job an '"incomplete folk-saga'.

Elsewhere

polemic" as forms of address used by Jesus.
224

Poetic form is noted and interpretation is based on thi

For example, Barth writes:

"When we are told in Isa 40.22 that God 'stretcheth

out the heavens as a curtain, and spreadeth them out as
a tent to dwell in', and when Isa 42.5 and passim

speak similarly of a 'stretched out heaven', this is
'poetic hyperbole' (Eichrodt op.cit. p4#5), a comparison
which desires to depict the superior lightness of

this divine creature, but is certainly not intended

to throw doubt on the solidity of the structure." 226

Songs in the 0ld Testament are similarly recdgnised. 227
Christian hymns in the New Testament are pointed
out; for example Heb 13.8, of which Barth writes:

"This saying looks like a slogan and can hardly have
been coined here for the first time. Probably it
is a fragment of one of the early Christian hymns
of which traces are to be found elsewhere in the
Epistles." 228 '

Barth's comments on the 'Magnificat' and 'Benedictus'
are worth considering in detail. He regards them as
hymns, "which Iuke has incorporated into his infancy
narratives". He comments :

"The origin of these pieces is obscure. It seems
likely that they come from a very early period of
the Church, possibly from its early worship, or as
private compositions of one or more of its members.
For can we really explain v.48 and v.76 except ’
against a Christian background? On the other hand,
it may well be that Christians have worked over
hymns which originally came from the parallel
movement of awakening and reform which we have
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learned to know much better through recent discover-
ies by the Dead Sea." 229

The rest of the paragraph makes it clear that Barth does
not pause to consider that they may have been the composit-
ions of Mary and Zechariah;A he accepts the redaction
critics' conclusion that Luke attributed the hymns to
them.250 Several of Barth's characteristics are to be
found here. Firstly, he entertains several possibilities
about the origin of the pieces without making any final
Jjudgement. Secondly, he emphasizes here as elsewhere 231
that these are now part of the Christian tradition, and
should be interpreted as such. In so doing he rules out
the idea that one should revert to the meaning of the
original form. This would be of historical interest alone
for Barth, whereas his interest i1s theological and dogmatic.
Hence the possibility of non-Christian sources being
employed in the New Testament is not ruled out, although
Barth sounds a warning against taking them in their origin-
al sense.

Barth is also prepared to speculate about the 'Sitz
im Leben' of the original forms, referring to "lesser known
pre-exilic prophetic circles to which they /1&2 Samuel/
n 232 In the New Testament, Rev 4.9
is regarded as being liturgical, although again Barth

owe their origin...

warns against bringing it "into direct relation with the

233

there is a whole group of New Testament images which are

liturgy of the Church". He further suggests that

cultic in their background or origin, so that a knowledge
of Jewish cult rituals isg necessary for their explicat-

234

On occasions Barth expresses disagreement with the

ion.

work of form criticism. Firstly he rejects its conclus-
ions where they operate against the theological unity of
Scripture.

"We certainly cannot say that the ideas of holiness

as contrasted with the thought of revelation signifies
the inaccessibility of God over against His people
and as such points to an older stratum in the 0ld
Testament theology which was later 'rejected' in the
New Testament community in favour of the idea of the
love and mercy of God (thus A. Ritschl, Rechtf. und
Vers8hnung, Vol 2, 1900,p.89-102 )"

because, Barth argues that "The revelation and hiddeness
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of God are indeed to be distinguished in the 0Old Testam-
n 255

Secondly he rejects any suggestion that a portion

ent, but not separated...

of Scripture may be regarded as merely an example of its
form, without giving due weight to the theological ideas
expressed by its content. For example he writes, "In
view of this we certainly cannot regard it as merely the
language of liturgical rhetoric when, according to Mt
11.25, Jesus addresses God as 'Father, Lord of heaven and
earth' and praises Him as such... " 236 Elsewhere, with-
out discussion, Barth rejects the hypothesis, based on

237

form critical work, that 1 Peter is a baptismal liturgy,
referring to it as "a letter". 238

While the last example may be due to ignorance of
form critical theories concerning the origin of 1 Peter,
the first two examples reject the critical conclusions for
theological reasons. Here, as with textual criticism, we
begin to see how far Barth is prepared to go with any
critical approach to Scripture. What it amounts to is
this: Barth is quite prepared to let form criticism shed
light on the form and previous history of a passage,
provided that that light is used only to make the passage
more comprehensible in exegesis. Where the discipline
tries to reconstruct earlier theologies, or events as they
actually happened, he will have no part in it. Similarly,
he will not take Seriously the contention of form critics
that passages in Scripturei?ay have contradictory intent-
ions. The reason for this,theological. Barth will
only use form criticism within his theological framework.
Thus, because Barth considers, on theological grounds that
the search for history is misled, 239 he will not use
- form criticism for that purpose. Likewise, because for
Barth the unity of God guarantees the unity of His revelat-
ion, 240 form criticism is considered to over-reach itself
when it acts divisively on Scripture.

This is all made quite clear in a discussion con-
cerning the humanity of the word.

"It is immediately apparent how free the [Chr1st1ag7
community felt in relation to these human words ‘
[of Jesug/. It had no thought of asking for His

ipsissima verba. It did not scruple to receive the
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sayings attributed to Him in two or three different
versions...How curious it seems to our ideas of
historical seriousness that no-one seems to have thought
it worthwhile to make sure as to the Aramaic originals,
which were surely still accessible, so that all we have
are a few sparsely scattered remains interposed into

the Greek texts...It is also striking that no incon-
gruity was seen in the fact that in the Greek texts
Jesus used not only the terminology of later Judaism

but also on occasion that of extra-Judaic-Hellenism." 241

One can draw several conclusions concerning his position from
this: firstly, that his theological framework is able to face,
and to take account of the possibility that we have variants
of the sayings of Jesus (or others), indeed, that perhaps,

for the most part we do not have the actual words which were
spoken. Further, not only can he deal with these conclusions
drawn from form critical studies, but he is prepared to begin
his theology there, and make theological 'capital' from that
very fact.

"ee.The community in which the New Testament arose,

far from being concerned at the problems which we today
find so pressing, hardly seemed to have noticed them

at all. Ought we not, perhaps, to make this our
starting-point and maintain that the human word of Jesus
was so constituted that objectively it was quite
acceptable...even in the different versions given by

the Evangelists..." 242 .

This is because it is not Jjust the human word of the
historical Jesus, but "the royal word of the royal man concern-
ing the royal dominion of God". k3 Consequently, Barth argues,
"through all these prisms His word still reached and touched
and enlightened and instructed and convinced the community." o
Hence, he concludes, "that is why the originality could not be
augmented by any approximation to the more primitive form of
texts that might have been discovered." 45
In brief, for Barth, it is not history but witness
which the Scriptures are trying to convey, and form criticism
is welcomed as a discipline wherever it can assist us to
understand that witness, but rejected whenever it tries to
tempt us to inappropriate pre-occupation with the historical
events which are onlyinad&ntaUH part of the witness, 246
Because he recognises that '"behind the exegesis of
the Form-criticism school of to-day there stand unmistak-
ably the presupposition of the phenomenclogy of Husserl and
Scheler", 247 Barth is bound to measure both its philo-
sophical basis and its methodological outworking against
his own prepossessions.
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It is perhaps necessary to distinguish three
phases in form and tradition criticism if we are to grasp
the significance of Barth's position. The first phase
is the recognition that oral communication has form 248
and that some of these speech forms may be found in
literature, for example, in the Bible. Barth could agree,
only in the sense of this first phase, that "A knowledge
of the principles of form criticism is therefore essential
n 249 But he would not be

content merely to recognise the forms; this for him would be

in any accurate exegesis.

only the preparation for the harder task of explaining their
" content. 250 The second phase is a more highly developed
level where theories are more sophisticated and not so
easily demonstrable, partly because they are based on
tendentious evidence. Here one passes from recognition of
form which assists comprehension to theories concerning the
development of forms, their relative age and reliability.
This phase is of marginal interest to Barth because it
tends to militate against taking the written text as it
now stands. The third phase  goes further into a recon-
struction of the earliest accounts, where diversity and
contradiction are necessarily magnified because they are
often the tools of analysis. In this phase, Barth rejects
form and tradition criticism completely, because it seems
to locate revelation in the original events, and because it
fails to take the unity of Scripture seriously. Hence the
final phase of these critical procedures is theologically
'taboo'. ‘

Source Criticism

This discipline seeks to discover the sources which

lie immediately behind the writing of the 0ld and the New

251

Testament. Initially such investigation assumed that

252 although the later researches

these sources were written,
of form criticism suggested that some sources may have been
oral, 253

written Scriptures. Developed by 0ld Testar:int scholars,

until they were incorporated into the present

who at first concentrated their attention on the Pentateuch

254

and the 'former prophets' it was applied in the New

Testament chiefly in gospel research. 255 It assumes that
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the present form of the canonical documents is not the
256 but rather the result
257

this conclusion by the use of analytic methods which are
258

free composition of an author,
of careful editing by a redactor. It arrives at
divisive in their intention. This is because the

only way in which different sources may be identified is
through apparent duplications whose peculiarities in

style, vocabulary, interest or theological emphasis enables

259

The increasing emphasis on form criticism in this

other parts of the same source to be located.

century has cast doubt over the results of source critical
" investigations which earlier generations had taken for
granted. 260 Indeed, theories which emphasize the reliab-
ility of the oral tradition challenge not only the form
critical methods, but also the necessity to evolve theories
which postulate manifold earlier written sources. 26
However, it cannot be doubted that this discipline was
fairly widely accepted when Barth was a student and in the
' 262 For this

reason it repays investigation in the Church Dogmatics,

period when he began his writing career.

despite the ambivalent position it now fills in academic

research. 263

There are very few references to source criticism

in the first three parts of the Church Dogmatics. 264

The reason for this is probably that it is not until Barth
turns to sustained exegetical use of Scripture that he is
likely to refer to this kind of critical question. 265
After a few preliminary remarks,it seems appropriate to
concentrate analysis on the two parts of Scripture where
source criticism is most usually employed, the Pentateuch
and the synoptic gospels. These not only account for the
266 but they

also make plain exactly what was his attitude to it.

majority of Barth's uses of the discipline,

It is sometimes the case that Barth simply assumes
the results of source criticism. For example, he often
refers to Deutero-Isaiah or Trito-Isaiah without any dis-
cussion of the kind of issues which have lead the critics
to see two or three sources of this prophetic book. 267
Elsewhere he suggests that 1 Samuel includes records of
David's early deeds. 268

11.1 - 12.25 289

However, in classifying 2 Sam
as coming from a different source, Barth
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uses some of the usual criteria. "It forms an intrusive
element " to the narration of David's kingly exploits:

"If we note how the story of the Ammonite war which

was begun in 2 Sam 10 is taken up again at once in
12.26f., we may indeed suspect that the incident was
supplied by another source in the redaction of the Book of
Samuel, especially as it is not to be found in the
corresponding passage in 1 Chron 19.1-20.3%." 270

Thus the arguments are: first that it does not fit the
overall context; second that 1t separates.two verses
which would fit well together; .«third that it is not found
in a parallel account. It must be noted that Barth seems
to take time over source criticism here simply because it
adds weight to his assertion that the narrative is "a
strange story', Barth elsewhere makes use of another
common analytic tool; he notes that different sources use
different names for God. 271
However, the kind of detail with which source
critics more usually begin their work is merely an aside
in Barth, who usually presses on to the theological implicat-
ions of the passage. So, for example, he writes, "In Isa
2.2-4 - which is ascribed to Isaiah the Son of Amoz, although
it is found word for word in Mic 4.1-4 - we are told ..."272
Similarly Barth notes that the story of Abigail has two
endings. This would certainly be the signal for source
criticism to one who took the discipline seriously or who
had not got another aim in view. However Barth merely
notes it and draws theological lessons from both eﬁdings.273
It is not always clear whether Barth grasped the
distinction between form criticism and source criticism.
They are quite distinct inasmuch as the former considers
that behind the present written text, oral tradition pre-
dominated, whereas source criticism assumes that written
documents were used in the composition of canonical books.
Throughout one excursus about Saul, Barth seems to have
oral traditions in view. He talks repeatedly about the

"wvarious traditions' behind 1 Sam 8-31. 274

However,
twice he refers to these traditions as "texts", which seems
to imply a written rather an oral source. For example,

he comments that "It is remarkable that the common element

275

in both texts is Saul's fear of the people..."
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Barth often notes details of textual comparison
in an aside, not analysing it in a critical way, because his
main interest lies elsewhere. Thus, he remarks that God
remains constant "...according to the depiction of the
Book of Judges (with a notable parallel in Ps 106)..."270
thereby suggesting that the same theological tradition has
come to expression in two different literary forms, Judges
and a Psalm. But Barth does not pause to draw such con-
clusions unless they would assist his theological exposit-

ion. 277

. Before Barth's lengthy consideration of the book of
Job, 278 he makes some interesting remarks about his posit-
ion. |

"We may take for granted an acquaintance with the many
literary problems of the Book and the fairly generally
recognised hypothesis in solution of it. Chapters
1-2 and 42 seem to be a folk story...They constitute
the framework for Chapters 3-3%1...These constitute the
main portion of the Book...Later there seem to have
been added to these the poetical speeches...in 32-3%7,
the poem...in 40-41, parts of 38-%9..., and finally
the poem...in 28. At sometime and by some person all
this came to be seen and understood as the unity which
it now constitutes in the Canon. We remember these
problems and hypotheses as we now turn to consider the
whole." 279

Barth therefore recognises different sources and holds these
in mind as he begins his exposition: but even at this point
his theological control is made plain. The sources behind
Job have become a unity and are to be regarded as part of

- the greater canonical unity. 280
References‘to sources are frequent in this section

of the Church Dogmatics. Barth makes reference "to the

author of the saga, and the author or authors of the

281 writes of

282

speeches, and the redactor of the whole...";
the "incomplete folk-saga reproduced in the Book",
and concludes about Job 28.1-17, "It certainly does not
belong to the original body of the central poetic section
of the Book, but has been inserted from another source."285
Later he queries "whether there did not once exist a whole
corpus of Job literature of whidh a selection has now been
assembled in the present Book." 284

Although Barth seems to assume source criticism and

to use it in his exposition, the comments above need to be
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balanced against the whole tenor of the exposition which
is made plain in passages such as this:

"If there is no doubt that the poem is related to

the saga, that it is inspired by it and links up with
it, there is also no doubt that the picture which is
given of Job cannot be harmonised with that of the
saga nor the words put in Job's mouth literally
interpreted in the light of it in the sense of prag-
matic history. At its heart the poem bursts through
the framework of the saga, only returning to it at
the end...it gives to Job's complaint a breadth and
depth of almost mythical proportions...at the end the
poem will return to the Job of the saga. But in
between, in his speeches, he seems as it were to be-
come more than life size." 285

At first sight this seems to suggest that the sources
represent different interests, but actually Barth never
pursues these to their 'logically' diverse ends. This

is because his theological position, which emphasizes

the unity of the canon and individual texts, forces him

to seek out points of unity and to hold together diversity.
Hence, although Barth talks of Job the man, having a pure
form at the beginning and end of the book, but as taking

on "a different form" in "the main central section”; he
comments, "It is not that he does not remain the same." 286
It is Jjust that the pure form is "for the moment concealed
and is thus in some way maintained and demonstrated even

n 287

during the concealment. Because of this kind of

theological approach, Barth can search for, and talk of
n 288

"The clearly declared meaning of the Book of Job.
His exposition of Job also makes plain that he

utilizes another critical discipline, redaction criticism,
to limit the scope of source criticism. We shall argue
later that redactim criticism suits Barth's theological
purposes very well, but even so, he is unable to follow
its methods throughout. Here, however, it enables him
to recoghise that "we have here two different compositions
n 289 and at the same
290 which

from obviously different sources

time seek out the unifying features of the book

are due to the selection and interpretation of the

291

redactor.
We turn now to consider the Pentateuch. In

Barth's extensive discussion of Genesis, the same patterns

may be traced. He assumes that there are "two forms of
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the creation story in Gen 1 and 2..." with very little

discussion of the critical details which lead him to this
conclusion. He remarks about the sources

"eeoit is to be noted that they not only describe the
events with greatly varying interests but also in
very different ways. OSeen from the point of view

of the other, each of these accounts reveals painful
omissions and irreconcilable contradictions. The
suspicion becomes strong that they derive from
different sources, originating at different times,
against different backgrounds and from a different
intellectual approach." 293

It is interesting that he refuses to break up the literary
unity of these two sources still further. 2
The two sources are identified as the "Priestly
Code" 295 and the "Yahwistic account". 296 The latter is
considered to be the older tradition by Barth, 297

view "might usefully be described as sacramental”,

its
298 and
it probably originates from

"a land which in late summer languishes under drought
until the deity sends the much-desired rain, and thus
creates the world anew. The latter is the climate
of the Syro-Arabian desert, of Northern Mesopotamia,
Syria and Palestine." 299

It "is the account of an agriculturalist" or farmer,
201

300

who has an "arid background". By contrast the

priestly account probably originated in Southern Mesopot-
amia, 202 303
It gives a "prophetic view of creation
characterized by "architectonmics and lucidity".

Barth also recognises that there are two accounts
to be found behind other parts of Genesis. 306 Such

in "an alluvial plain subject to inundation".
n 04

sources may be seen to have different interests or
emphases, 507 and they may be treated as independent

508 Yet Barth is at pains to show that they play
309

notes "That 'seed time and harvest, frost and heat, summer

authors.
a complementary role theologically; For example, he

and winter, day and night' will not cease is stated again

(in confirmation of this first constitution of time) in

the parallel divine saying after the flood. (Gen 9.22)"_310

51 Barth selects the common features

Here, and elsewhere
which confirm one another and builds on these. In this
method of building on repeated Scriptual features Barth

comes close to the method of interpretation that the
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structuralists suggest. 512

In any case, Barth suggests that "there is an

313

so that 1t comes as no surprise to find him arguing that

indisputable connexion between /Gen/ 1.1 and 2.4a"

although, "In the strict exegetical sense we ought not
perhaps to ¢ombine the Yahwistic text of Gen % with the
passage Gen 2.2-% which belongs to the Priestly text" yet

"It is, however, not merely legitimate but necessary
to combine Gen 3 with Gen 2.5-25, and therefore to
say that man had hardly been formed of the dust of
the earth and become a living soul by the breath of
God...before he followed up and directly opposed all
the good things that God had done for him by becoming
disobedient to God." 314

It is always the case that although Barth recognises
diversity, his theological conviction that he should find
unity, prevails.

Barth does not seem to use source criticism very
extensively outside Gen 1-12.315The rest of the Pentateuch
does not receive this kind of consideration even when Barth
exegetes it. He does suggest that there is a "Book of
the Covenant" behind Exodus, 316 sources behind Numbers,all7
318 It is
interesting that he seems to equate E and P, the Elohist

and he recognises the Deuteronomic sections.

and Priestly sources, but for the purposes of this thesis

a closer investigation into the reason for Barth's part-

icular views is not appropriate. 519 At times Barth

seems to imply that the priestly narrative is in fact a

priestly redaction of an even older narrative and this

lends support to the theory above that he does not always

distinguish between source and form critical assumptions.520
At this point it is clear how Barth uses source

criticism oh the 01d Testament in the Church Dogmatics.

There is one outstanding question. Is Barth's use of
the source criticism central to his exegetical and dogmatic
method, or is it so peripheral that if the source critical
remarks were removed the doctrines would remain unshaken?
If the former were to be the case, and it could be demon-
strated that source criticism is totally wrong, whole sect-
ions of Barth's system would be undermined. However, it
is my thesis that the latter is the case.

It is very clear that at no point does Barth follow
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the source critics implicitly, any more than he has been
shown to agree entirely with the purposes of the form
critics. Effectively, he 1s prepared to recognise sources
behind our present texts, but significantly he has been
shown to oppose greater fragmentation than is absolutely
necessary. While he is prepared to recognise sggﬁces

t

aid exegesis, he does not use source criticism to write

and to use theories about their origin and date o
a history of Israel based on theoretically earlier texts,
presumably for the same reason that he does not use form
criticism for that purpose: because any attempt to get
back to the 'event as it happened' is wasted energy in
Barth's opinion. Nor does Barth use source criticism

to explain discrepancies, as do its proponents. He made
it quite clear, early in his career, that attributing
contradictions to different sources was not enough; one
must labour to understand what they say together and to

322 Nor will Barth use source

see their unifying factors.
criticism to separate sources as a prelude to demonstrating
that they are historiclly reliable; such apologetic act-
323

Although it may be seen that Barth's theological

ivities are anathema to Barth.

position again limits his use of a critical method, it is
not my contention that he is 'pre-critical', as some would
argue. 524 Rather it is the case that Barth's dogmatic
and theological thrust is diametrically opposed to some of
the assumptions and conclusions of critical methods
generally, and source criticism in particular. But Barth
is not simply post-critical, if by that is meant building
theology on the present conclusions of the critics; that
would indeed be building on sand, not least because
'assured results' shift as further research is undertaken?25
Rather, he thinks through, as he works, how far a Church
dogmatics can accept and build on critical methods. By so
doing, he challenges the critics to think again about the
nature of the material which they analyse. 526
We turn to the gospels, where the chief query must
be why Barth did not use source criticism more extensively.
One critical question Barth considered closed: that the

327

present end of Mark's gospel is a "spurious conclusion”,
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Further, the genuine Markan ending is "obviously incom-
plete”, 528 finishing abruptly as it does with the fear
of the women at the tomb. 529 Once, Barth hints that

dn 21 may come from another source, for he says, "And in
the first ending of the Fourth Gospel in 20.31, we...”BBO
There are a few other hints about his views on gospel
source criticism. He notes that Mt 10.2% "is peculiar

to Matthew" 527 and later suggests that it comes from a
source available only to Matthew. 532 It is not so clear
when Barth mentions a "Lukan addition" 533 whether he.
regards this as peculiar to Luke's sources or as an explan-
atory addition made by Luke. It is clear that Barth
recognized the possibility of a common source available to
Matthew and Luke, for he writes,"...in what is obviously a
n 354

But Barth usually ignores such questions as irrelevant: he
suggests of Mt 11.27 and Ik 10,22 for example, that "Within
the structure of the thought and language of the synoptics

saying peculiar to the hypothetical source Q ...

this element of the pre-Johannine tradition is rather 1like
a foreign body. But .whatever may be its origin and age...

n335

The origin might have been Q,and it might have been an early

evidence for the saying, but for the reasons already out-
lined, Barth finds this of little interest. He seems to
imply that the synoptics are earlier than John, but we have
no clue as to whether they may singly or together have

336

An examination of one of Barth's detailed discuss-

formed one of John's sources in his opinion.

ions of some synoptic material will begin to reveal why
Barth took little interest in gospel source criticism.
Having outlined the Passion predictions, Barth writes:

"...in the synoptics the three earlier predictions are

all introduced in connexion with climaxes in the pre-
ceding existence and activity and self-revelation of
Jesus. All the accounts agree that the first follows
immediately after the Messianic confession of Peter...
the second immediately after the...transfiguration and
the healing of the epileptic boy...; and the third
immediately after the sayings of Jesus about the
heavenly reward promised to His disciples...this
agreement as to the order can hardly be accidental.
And when in the case of the third prediction, instead
of the usual emphasis on the astonishment of the
disciples, Mark... and Matthew... have the story... of
the sons of Zebedee... this only serves to bring out
how completely the situation was misunderstood. Even
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here then, the order 1s not in any sense
accidental." 337

We see patterns here which are reminiscent of the way in
which Bafth uses J and P in Genesis. He draws out
common features, he builds on these agreements, and he is
working with a theological end in view. For this reason
it would be merely a distraction for Barth to break off
his discussion to elucidate his views on the two or four
document source theory of the synoptics, the priority of
Mark (or Matthew) or to discuss sources available to ILuke.
In the 0ld Testament he does this more often because of
the presence of 'doublets'. However, for the most part
in the gospels, the parallels are between gospels, and
therefore no source criticism is necessary. For Barth,
what lies behind them seems of academic interest only.558

Exactly the same lessons might be drawn from
Barth's examination of the anointing of Jesus, which he
notes comes in all four gospels, 539 but Barth hozards no
guess as to the original source or sources. He recognizes
the uncertainty over details, but emphasizes those points
where they do agree : "It is to be noted that what finally
made the incident significant for all four Evangelists is
that it gave drastic and unexpected concretion to the
anointing of the One who in the New Testament is called
'the Anointed'." >+0

An examination of Barth's references to parallel
passages in the synoptic gospels show that he is not chiefly
concerned with the earliest account, or with the written
sources. Although Barth often cites a passage in Mark,
adding "and parallels" cad
amongst those who accept the priority of Mark's gospel, he

which is the usual procedure

does not always do so. 42 A sample investigation of
which gospel Barth cites when there are two or three
accounts open to him reveals some very interesting features.
For this purpose, three passages which occur in all the
synoptic gospels were examined,345 two which might be
attributed to 'Q',344 and one passage each of those which
occur in Mark and one other synoptic gospel. 545

Barth twice refers to the Markan and Iukan accounts

of the stilling of the tempest. 546 In the first case
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it is obvious why Barth omits reference to Matthew;

he is arguing that the disciples "are even vexed that He
sleeps amongst them"; such an argument may be based on
Mark and Iuke, but Matthew's account gives a very different
picture: "Save, Lord; we are perishing" is not the cry

247

reason for the discussion to be based on Mark beyond the

of vexation: In the second case there is no particular
convention noted above. Luke is cited because he emphas-
izes in different words, a point in Mark, but there is no
particular reason to exclude Matthew's account. On four
other occasions the Markan story is referred to, but only
once does Barth cite words found only in Mark. 348. Twice
Barth uses the Markan form of the disciples' question in
549 At one other place,
Barth refers to Mark where Matthew would be similar but
Luke different. 550 Barth makes only three references

to the Matthaean account of the stilling of the tempest,

preference to Matthew or Luke.

but only one of these refers to words which are peculiar

to Matthew: "Lord, save us: we perish.” 557 In both other

cases he could have usedaggrk, and in one of these he might

solely to Luke's account.
The call of Levi is cited as "Mk 2.13-17 and

pgg".BBB The fact that the man called is named as Matthew

in the first gospel is noted by Barth, but then passed

have used Luke as well. At no point does Barth refer

over in silence. Luke is cited at one point because he
includes the phrase "leaving everything" which is peculiar
to him. Once, Barth cites 1Lk 5.3%1 although the words
occur in all three synoptics. 554 Of the four Matthaean
citations, only once does Barth choose Matthew because he
cites words peculiar to him; 555 the oth§§6three citations
Church Dogmatics has five citations taken from Mark's
account, 557 and the fact that Barth regards the words

"Follow me" as addressed to Levi suggests that he may have
358

could equally well have come from Mark. However,

preferred the Markan version of the story. At any rate,
such use of this story makes it quite plain that Barth

used the first two gospels more than the third when there
was a choice. A glanceiat the statistics shows that this

359

is not an unrepresentative sample.
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The same picture emerges from a study of Barth's .
references to the question about fasting. Once Matthew
is cited where Mark has exactly the same words, but at
greater lengthé6o This may be why Matthew-has been preferred

account, none of which give any hint of parallels.

There are five references to Mark's
261

in this case.

Luke's account is never used. Thus, Matthew and Mark
are again preferred over Luke, although again Barth uses
Matthew where he has no particular reason so to do.

Such emphasis is made very plain in the examination of 'Q'
362

263

The same inbalance may be seen in Barth's use of the story

material. Barth cites the Lord's prayer in Luke twice,
but Matthew's version is referred to twenty seven times.

of the Centurion's servant. Iuke's account is not cited,
Matthew's is mentioned nine times. 564

It is therefore not surprising that when a passage
occurs in Mark and Luke, Mark's account is the one which
Barth uses. 565 When the account is found in Matthew and
Mark, the latter predominates, although Matthew is not
always used, where he diverges from Mark's account. 566

Consequently, it may be seen that where parallel
gospel material is available to Barth, Matthew and Mark
are preferred to ILuke, but Matthew is not only cited where
he differs from Mark. We may therefore conclude that it
is impossible to demonstrate either from his use of the
gospels, or from his casual remarks in discussing passages,
that Barth held either the priority of Mark or Matthew.
This suggesté that at least as far as the first two gospels
are concerned, Barth did not consider their relative
historical reliability as a source critic might have done.
Rather he operated in practice, in accordance with his
theological conviction that all witnesses must be regarded
equally. This leaves Luke's comparative neglect a
mystery. Two possibilities suggest themselves. First,
the custom of citing Mark and parallels would place Luke
at a disadvantage; second the order of the gospels may
simply have meant that Luke was always the last one to be
consulted where there was parallel material. Such
theories may not be demonstrable, but they would explain
the situation which we have discovered.
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Thus it may be seen that Barth's use of source
criticism is limited by theological considerations such
as his emphasis on unity and his disinclination to investig-
ate historical reliability. It is further limited by
practical considerations. The reason that Barth is
forced to use source criticism in the 0ld Testament is
that there are doublets in a single text which he regarded
as manifestly from different sources. It facilitated
comparison to have names by which to refer to them. This
was not the case in the gospels. The only reason that
Barth might be expected to identify sources here would be
to analyse how any one author used his sources. But such
an exercise can be of no interest to Barth because his
emphasis is not on different theologies discovered from
omissions or editorial comments alone; rather he looks
for characteristics which may be seen to be complementary.
More particularly Barth is opposed to the reconstruction
of sources which would be a necessary preliminary to build-

367

In his own words, Barth holds himself "aloof from

ing on the discipline.

the evaluation and disparagement (Gunkel) often associated

with the familiar hypothesis of different sources, because

these have really nothing to do with exposition",368 This

is because source criticism does not always help one to
understand the text. Barth comments of several passages
which refer to angels, "All these passages contain more or
less obtrusively the great difficulty, which is brought

out rather than removed by source criticism, that the angel

of Yahweh can hardly be distinguished from Yahweh Him-
self..." 569 When there are two or more accounts, Barth .
insists that it is necessary to listen to each account
independently:"Our best course is to accept that each has
its own harmony, and then to be content with the higher
harmony which is achieved when we allow the one to speak
after the other." 570 That this is the aim behind all
Barth's dealings with sources or duplicate accounts may
be seen from the analysis above. It may be concluded
therefore, that as with form criticism, Barth's theological
purpose means he moves in the direction of synthesis
rather than analysis, and consequently he cannot follow

source criticism to its more usual ends.
- 52 -




Redaction Criticism

This discipline is defined by Soulen as "a method
of Biblical criticism which seeks to lay bare the
theological perspectives of a Biblical writer by analyzing
the editorial (redactional) and compositional techniques
and interpretations employed by him in shaping and framing
the written and/or oral traditions at hand." 577 his
discipline depends on the, results of its predecessors,
source and form criticism which establish the material
that the various redactors had to hand. 372 While source
critics assumed some kind of editorial activity, almost
of a "scissors and paste" variety 373 form critics had
seen the redactor's Jjob almost in terms of threading the

374

Redaction critics however, suggest that the redactor's

375

at times, a theologically sophisticated process.

beads of oral tradition onto an editorial string.

and even

576

Their attention is given chiefly to three areas.

work was often a good deal more compliu&ed,

Examination is first made of material which links oral or
written sources and which therefore may be considered to be

377

which are made to sources: a study only possible when the

578

may be drawn about the redactors on the basis of these
379 ‘

Research has suggested that redactors had

editorial. Second, attention is given to alterations

earlier sources are known to us. Third, conclusions

observations.

theological interests which they allowed to shape their

material. 580

Although redaction criticism is generally
supposed to be uninterested in Questions of historical
reliability, 581 its overwhelming emphasis on the theological
interests of the redactor can result in unquestioning
dismissal of the possibilify that the writer had any
historical interest. 582
Furthermore, although it seems as though redaction
criticism contrasts methodologically with the divisive
emphasis of source and form criticism, closer examination
reveals that this is not the case. This is because it is
necessary for it to use the analytical procedures of the

other disciplines in order to discover how the redactor
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383

observation that the redaction critic is not interested

constructed a unity. This is reinforced by the

in the whole theology of any redactor, but only in his
characteristic theology. 584
Like the other disciplines, redaction criticism
has its opponents. M. Hooker suggests that its
dependence on other disciplines which are as yet unproven,

285
_danger of reading into the text theological emphases which

is itself a weakness. It is certainly open to the
are asserted to be intentional, when the evidence could
equally well be interpreted in terms of the unconscious
586 Indeed, K. Koch can talk of
a redactor as a person who "did not create anything of

style of the author.

literary originality, but he collected and assembled into
some kind of order traditions which had already existed

n 587

More generally however, redaction criticism

and which he found in general circulation.

suggests that the authors were not only sophisticated
theologians, but also careful workers who by a turn of
phrase deliberately hinted at a deeply held theological
conviction. This raises quite sharply the issue of how
far the author's intention may be known in literature,
and certainly how far it should prescribe the meaning

388

of a passage. In favour of redaction criticism,

it must. be said that this discipline enabled critics to
389
Although the term 'redaction criticism' was only
suggested in 1954, 590
sophisticated but widely accepted older practice of locat-

391

it may be seen that although the name 'redaction criticism’

take whole books more seriously than heretbfore.
it is closely related to a less
ing particular interests in particular books. Hence
may be new, earlier theologians undertook such an enter-

prise. Consequently it is not unreasonable to examine
Barth's use of this method in the Church Dogmatics. 592

There is very little reference to redaction
critical questions in the first three part volumes of

Church Dogmatics, 393 probably as with source criticism,
because Barth has few extended exegetical passages in his
%94

earlier volumes. However, there are many extended -

and incidental references elsewhere, which show that Barth

- 54 -




gave attention to the three areas of investigation out-
lined above. _
Barth assumes that sources were available to

595

one redaction.

redactors, and recognises the possibility of more than

596 Occasionally he identifies editorial
links between sources. For example, he writes '"the story
of the washing of the disciples' feet begins in Jn 13.1
397

seems to suggest that the redactor gave the context to his

with some words of the Evangelist." Sometimes Barth

source, as when he remarks "Mark and Matthew ascribed this

. 398

always to assume that the redactor worked with a deliberate

399

onomist presented Joshua entirely in terms of the continuat-
400

version of the saying to false witnesses. He seems

purpose in view; thus, he suggests that the Deuter-

ion and completion of Moses' task. In a more complicated
passage, Barth discusses the theological meaning of Mt 22.14,
which i1s regarded variously'as an "independent saying" and

as an expression of the theology of "Jesus and the Evangelist"
but which finally expresses "the meaning of the redactor"°401
Such apparent confusion should not be taken as an indication
that Barth is unable to distinguish between these possibilit-
ies. Rather he wishes to retain his freedom to regard

such passages perhaps as logia floating in the tradition, or
as the words of Jesus, or as redactional glosses. Indeed,
one can argue that it makes little difference to Barth how
he regards them. There are two reasons for this. First,
Barth is not writing a history of the development of
primitive doctrine, his theological purpose is far more
general, so that fine distinctions are not so important.
Second, Barth's theological position means that he gives
equal weight to these sections whatever or whoever stands
behind them, hence their identification is not strictly
necessary.

Elsewhere, Barth suggests that there are
redactional glosses in the text. So, for instance, "...we
are told (in 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

40z or in Jn 6.771 Barth sees that "the Evangelist
on 403

shepherd'”;
adds the note: 'He spake of Judas Iscariot...
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Once, the evangelist's choice of words is remarked upon, 404

whereby Barth implies, as do redaction critics, that the
evangelists did not blindly follow sources. 405
We have already noted that Barth rejects

fragmentation of the sources; 06

he prefers to attribute
supposed textual imprecision to the work of redactors. Hence
he argues for the literary unity of Gen 2.8-17 with its two
trees, asking "whether we are not demanding too great precis-
ion from a passage of this kind if we allow ourselves to be

so concerned about such obscurities that we are incited to
break up the sources." However, "if we accept the view that
the first tree ... was added in a later redaction, the
completed whole owes its present wealth and depth decisively
to this addition." *07

addition regardless of who added it.

Thus, Barth applauds the redactional
408 We already begin
to see why Barth uses redaction criticism so much: it is
because of his emphasis on the literary unity of the individ-
ual books, which often must be attributed, in his view, to
the work of a redactor. Thus, of the Sburces in Job, Barth
comments: "At some time and by some person all this came to

be seen and understood as the unity which it now constitutes

in the Canon." 409

Indeed, Barth argues that "there are as
good grounds for affirming that (originally or later) the
text must have had a good coherent meaning in its present
and not merely in certain underlying forms, so that it is
legitimate and even obligatory to ask concerning it." 410
He makes a similar point about the Passion predictions,
rejecting critical analysis because "it involves a destruction
of the way in which the Gospels actually saw and wished to see
sl It is quite plain that Barth regarded the

final form of the gospels as the most important.

the Passion."

Further, he never considers editorial links or

redactional comments as insignificant: thus Gen 2.10-14 "

are
full of prophetic content, and if they are later additions
n 412 Thi

is

is characteristic of Barth's emphasis on the final form of

we cannot be too grateful that they were made.

the text. It is close to the practice of modern redaction
criticism which looks for the theology of the final editor,
although the motives are very different. While Barth uses
such material to build Christian theology, the redaction
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critic explores it for its own sake, or for the historical
purpose of discovering doctrinal developments.

Barth's exegesis sometimes notes how editors or
redactors have used their sources; for example, he writes
"Luke also groups in this period (12.21) the sayings about..."
thereby suggesting that Luke exercised editorial skill in
413 Indeed at times
" editors are seen to have changed the emphasis of a
passage, 44 or of all passages. "At this point, as at so

many others the account of Jesus in this Gospel /John/ .o
n 415

the arrangement of his material.

was intentionally cast in a highly original form...
Barth seems to think that the distinction between John and
the synoptics was the result of deliberate editorial activity
in the fourth gospel.

On occasion Barth suggests that words were put into
the mouth of a person; although he does not make it clear
whether they were freely composed by the editor or derived
from material 'floating' in the tradition, he does seem to
imply that they were not originally uttered by the speaker.
He refers to "the prophecy which the Gospél of John
deliberately put into the mouth of Pontius Pilate..."” for
instance. 416

It is customary for redaction critics to
examine gospel use of the Old Testament to reveal the view-
point of the evangelist; Barth also employs this method. 417
While at times Barth draws on redaction critical methods to
elucidate particular interests behind the various books, 18
elsewhere he takes such interests for granted without making
clear how he discovered them. 419 Often John's Gospel is
singled out as presenting material in a highly character-
istic 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 comments
"As is well known, the fourth Gospel takes its own particular
line in this matter." 420

The chief reason xvha Barth uses redaction
criticism is to establish the theological interest of the
author: presentation of the material is often seen as
deliberately theological. For example, Luke "wanted his

accounts of the words and deeds of Jesus to begin - in this
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421 so the birth narratives include a

422

stream of light"
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
this historical part of the book." *23
for this is that although the oracle concerned is known to

42t yet it becomes the final

The reason suggested

belong to an earlier period
word because theologically it is more appropriate than an
account of the fate of Jeremiah and the Jews in Egypt.
There were, in Barth's opinion, definitive theological
perspectives of the covenant which guided the choice of
425
Thus Deuteronomy

426 The idea of
427

material and its presentation.
offers a particular view of the covenant.
a 'presentation' of material is a frequent one in Barth.
Such presentations may be noticeably different as is a
beatitude in Matthew, ILuke and James, 428 or the saying in
Mk 3.27 and Lk 11.21f. of which Barth says, "Luke gives it
a more martial turn." 429
Barth considers that the New Testament documents
can only be understood if they are read in the light of the
deliberate editorial purposes of their redactors.
For example,

"There can be no doubt...that.../John/ and the
Synoptics:and Epistles, are not written for private
instruction but for mutual edification, and therefore
with a view to, and partly perhaps directly for

public worship...They are therefore misunderstood both
as a whole and in detail if... they are not understood
as writings specifically designed to edify, i.e., to
build up and integrate the community." 430

Barth's exegesis does not often note redactors’
omissions, but he does admit the possibility of this. For
instance, "the priestly redaction within which /the divine
plural/... is presented in Genesis 1 did not see fit to
expunge this element." 431 Similarly, ILuke could have
suppressed "the tradition (12.51) which has it that Jesus
said: 'Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth?

I tell you, Nay; but rather division'." 432 Once- Barth
notes, concerning the Syro-Phoenician woman, that "it is

w 433

No theory as to the cause of this omission is offered, nor

surprising that Luke did not take up the story too.

conclusions drawn regarding Luke's theological position.
The only parallel with this is Barth's assumption that
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Jdn 20.22 represents an "abbreviated account" of the
Pentecost narrative. aEa
Our general survey has shown that Barth uses
redaction criticism in most sections of Scripture, in the
Hexateuch, the 'former prophets', the 'major' prophets,
Psalms, Job, the Gospels, Acts and even Paul. 435 Thus
the spread of the discipline is far more even than it is
with source or form criticism. Redaction criticism lends
itself far more readily to Barth's purposes than the other
critical methods. In the first place, to assume the work
of a redactor enables one to look for some continuity and
shape to the work which blends well with Barth's belief
in the unity of Scripture. Second, Barth deals exclusiv-
ely with the final form of the text, refusing to reconstruct
earlier sources, which means that he is keen to Leok
in the Bble. ot the canonical Eexk. 436 Tnird, redact-
ion critics believe that the redactor used his material to
convey theological convictions: Barth reads the canonical
books to find and understand such theological lessons.
However, despite the fact that Barth appears to
use redaction criticism more extensively than form
criticism, one can see the same reluctance to "go the
distance" with the discipline. He accepts and uses its
methods where he can thereby show the author's intention
vis 4 vis the theological meaning. However he does not
go on to analyse it so that he may discover the redactor's
'Sitz im Leben', for example. Indeed, he makes it quite
clear that some uses of redaction criticism are simply not
acceptable to him. Of v. Rad's suggestion that a redactor
interpolated angels into the 0ld Testament text to guard
the transcendence of God, Barth frankly comments,

"We can hardly say that it achieves its purpose for
subtle readers... And in any case if that is really
what took place in the present passage, it has
increased rather than alleviated the difficulty of
interpretation." 437

He rejects v.Rad's theory, for that reason and because the
editor has not always amended where he might well have so
done. Barth is thus forced to re-examine the possible
motives for these particular problems facing textual
interpretation. There are two reasons why Barth does not
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get involved in the intricacies of redactional analysis.
First, on the practical level, Church Dogmatics is not

an exercise in redaction criticism. The second and
perhaps more profound reason is that to go any further
with the discipline, would be regarded by Barth as an
exercise comparable to the attempts of form critics to
establish how events happened. That is to say that while
Barth might use the fruits of such analysis, if they were
generally accepted, to aid his exegesis, he would not
undertake such theologically superfluous analysis himself.

One question remains. Why was it that Barth
used this discipline so extensively before it became a
fashionable instrument in research? The answer may well
lie in the influence of A. Schlatter. 438 We have already
seen that his work made use of some of the methods later
employed by redaction critics. 439 Busch makes it gquite
clear that besides being a friend of Fritz Barth, Schlatter
had lectured to Barth at Tlibingen, where he resented
Schlatter's "talent for moving difficulties elegantly out
of the way without really tackling them". 440 However,
after Barth had "Changed his mind" 441 he commended Schlatter's
exegesis for attempting genuine understanding and inter-
pretation after the manner of Luther and Calvin. 442 He
refers to Schlatter's works quite often in the Church
Dogmatics, not always in agreement, 443 but he regards him
as a "serious theologian", et and on occasion commends his
views. 445 He first cites Schlatter's commentary on
Matthew in. 1939 40
from Christian Dogma by the same author:

and commends a most interesting passage

"'"With all the uncertainties of his historical
retrospect and prophetical prospect, the biblical
narrator is the servant of God who quickens on
remembrance of Him and makes known His will. If

he does not do it as one who knows, he does it as
one who dreams. If his eye fails, his imagination
steps in and fills the gaps. In so doing he con-
ducts further the divine gift which had entered in
the course of history, making it fruitful for those
who follow. That he must serve God not only as one
who knows and thinks but also as one who writes and
dreams, lies in the fact that he is a man and that
we human beings cannot arrest the transition of
thought into poetry. This demand fights against the
measure of life given to us.'" 447

The thought behind this is very similar to Barth's own
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comments on Jesus' teaching:

"The material originality of His teaching - what

we might call His theology - stands or falls
ultimately with the particular emphases, contrasts

and connexions which well-known thoughts and chains

of thought acquired by the very fact that it was

He who spoke them. It is immediately apparent how
free the community felt in relation to these human
words. It had no thought. of asking for His ipsissima
verba. It did not scruple to receive the sayings
attributed to Him in two or three different versions,
or His theology (if there was such a thing) in the
form of a doctrine which was obviously shaped by
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John and their own personalit-
ies and historical and geographical backgrounds.'" 448

No more does Barth scruple to receive the theology
of Jesus in the forms redacted by the evangelists. Indeed
he has Scriptural warrant to regard redactional additions
not only as inspired but as the Word of God Himself, as he
points out: Gen 1.24

"is obviously a reflection of the editor concerning
the preceding confession of man 'Therefore shall a
man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave
unto his wife : and they shall become one flesh.'
The importance assigned to this reflection by later
Néw Testament readers of the passage is shown by the
fact that this saying is described in Mt 19.4 as a
Word of the Creator Himself. And there can be no
doubt that it had for the editor himself the
significance and character of a revealed Word of
God." 449 '

Such a statement makes it quite clear that Barth has the
very highest regard for the work of the redactor. This
must influence his use of redaction criticism, and makes
plain the theological poSition which lies behind Barth's
methods as we have discovered them.

Conclusions concerning Barth's use of the
historical-critical method.

This section begins by summarising Barth's
attitude to the historical-critical method as we have
discovered it in his practice. An analysis of the reasons
for his attitude is then offered. This will be followed by
a brief examination of Barth's explicit statements concern-
ing his use of criticism. A consideration of Barth's
contribution in this area will be followed by an evaluation
of the views of other scholars on this subject.

' The evidence from the commentaries and the Church
Dogmatics has shown that Barth was aware of the critical
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methods of his time, and understood how they operated.
Hence it must be concluded that Barth was in principle,
able to use such methods himself. However, this study
has also shown that Barth does not often undertake critical
work; he more usually followed the work of others, 450
and in places he categorically refused to accept their
conclusions, often arguing that the method itself is
WIrong. 451

It is necessary to try to reconcile this practice
with Barth's words cited above: "Die historische-kritische
Methode der Bibelforschung hat ihr Recht : sie weist hin

auf eine Vorbereitung des Verstdndnisses, die nirgends

bberfllissig ist." 452 Four possibilities present themselves.

First, that Barth took the words seriously, but pressure

of time and space prevented him from acting on them in the
453 Second, that Barth's practice did not
conform to his theory. Or third that this was an early

Church Dogmatics.

idea which his deveioped theological position eventually
forced him to abandon. Fourth, that Barth always took

the historical-critical method seriously, as a necessary
preliminary, but that he submitted both its methods and
conclusions to the same searching scrutiny of biblical
theology as he argued elsewhere that it was necessary to
4ok The first three possibilities will
be eliminated; +this thesis argues that the fourth is the
case.

do with philosophy.

The first case does not fit the facts, which are
that where it is appropriate, as‘' for example where Barth
has passages of extended exegesis in the Church Dogmatics,
he does include detailed discussion of critical methods, 455
Elsewhere, in the course of his consideration of biblical

passages, asides show that he has considered critical
investigation such as form and redaction criticism. Lack

of time or space cannot be considered to be the primary
reasons for Barth's attitude, although they may account for
the comparative infrequency of his reference to critical
matters. It is unlikely that pragmatic considerations
alone woﬁld have influenced Barth's method; it is far more
likely that theological argument rather than human frailty
lies behind Barth's position.
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The second suggestion does not require more
detailed refutation than the weight of evidence examined
in the sections above. Although this is only a small
proportion of the Church Dogmatics, it is also the case
that it is found throughout Barth's use of biblical

material, in both testaments, and in many different
456

methods of using Scripture.
The third suggestion may be refuted by considering
the spread of the evidence in the Church Dogmatics. As has

been seen above, some disciplines are used more towards
the end of the volumes than at the beginning, partly because
latterly Barth includes more passages of extended exegesis,
and more biblical material. However, no volume of the
Church Dogmatics is devoid of reference to this method.

It may therefore be seen that the fourth is the
only viable theory. Barth took the historical-critical

method seriously throughout Scripture, throughout his
commentaries, and throughout the Church Dogmatics, but his

use of it was controlled by the view he held of Scripture

457

Thus his theological position precluded accepting some of

which he believed he had drawn from Scripture itself.

the preconceptions and methods of criticism because they
were directly contrary to the understanding of God and

Scripture which Barth found in his Bible. 458

Some general
remarks about this are necessary before it is illustrated
by one example from Barth's thought.

Barth's theological thought is circular, or
perhaps more like a spiral, inasmuch as he may begin from
the text of Scripture and move into dogmatics 459 but he
moves round to check this by Scriptural standards which may
move him further in his dogmatic position. This movement
in Barth's thought is regulated by three corrective points
drawn from his theological position. First, Scripture is
a unity, which is to be interpreted by itself, and never
contrary to any part of itself. 460 Second, the final
text of Scripture is that which is canonical, and which
1 Tnirg,
the text of Scripture must be recognised as the means whereby

must be interpreted'at its present face value.

God reveals Himself so that on the one hand God's revelat-
ion must not be sought behind the text in history or
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archeology etc, 62 nor on the other hand must the text

be treated merely as human records, although Barth does
463

It has been made plain in the sections above that

consider them to be truly human witness.

the movement of Barth's thought, regulated by these
theological foci, does not always coincide with the work
of the historical critics. Where their methods and results
are consistent with Barth's position, he accepts them both;
where they diverge slightly, Barth reforms them in order that
he may use them. Where they diverge seriously he rejects
them outright.

It is almost as if Barth takes a sieve to the
work of historical criticism, saving all that helps his
exegesis, and all that assists him to a theological under-
standing of Scripture, but rejecting anything which fails
to fall into these two categories. In particular he
rejects any method which attempts to reconstruct historical
events behind the accounts because he regards Scripture as

4o4

witness to God not as a historical account, and believes

that God reveals Himself through the witness not through the

465

naked event. In terms of the historical critical method

this means for example that Barth will not use form criticism
to discover the earliest accounts of the event, 466 nor
source criticism as a preliminary to a reconstruction of the
event, but he does use both as aids to theological exegesis
of the final text. 'O/

Further, Barth rejects anything which divides
Scripture. Obviously .this does not mean that he will not
break down the text into words and phrases in order to under-
stand it, but it does mean that any divisive or analytic
work must always tend towards greater understanding, and
eventually contribute to interpreting the whole. Hence,
any criticism which drives a wedge between the theology of
one part of Scripture and another is regarded as only the
preliminary to a synthesis which gives equal weight to them
both. 468 Any analysis which rejects parts of Scripture
as less reliable or as influenced by extraneous considerat-

469

in the past been "torn assunder into a thousand shreds

ions is rejected outright by Barth. Scriptures have

(each more unimportant than the other) by unimaginative
historico-critical omniscience." But they are "a chorus
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of very different and independent but harmonious voices.

An organism which in its many and varied texts is full of

vitality within the community." 470
Finally Barth rejects any criticism which deals

471

where the historical-critical method argues that an event

with Scripture at the human level alone. For example,
cannot have happened thus because general observation
precludes such events, (for example, miracles) Barth rejects
. 472
it.
contemporary scientific or philosophical world views which
are assumed by the historical-critical method to the Biblical

This is a good example of Barth submitting the

view. He only accepts such features of these as are consistent
with Scripture. 473 Positively Barth used the historical-
critical methods to establish the autograph text as nearly as
possible, to understand its literary genre, and to grasp the theo-
logical import of the final redactor as he welded hls sources
together. 474

We turn to a brief examination of an aspect of
Barth's thought which illustrates the contentions above.
Although Barth's understanding of the relation between history
and revelation is more complex than this short explanation can
show, it is clearly linked to his understanding of historical
criticism. He writes:

"Part of the concept of the biblically attested revelat-
ion is that it is a historical event. Historical does
not mean historically demonstrable or hlstorlcally
demonstrated. Hence it does not mean what is usually
called 'historical' (historisch)." 475

As illustration of this, Barth points out that

"Thousands may have seen and heard the Rabbi of Nazareth.
But this 'historical' element was not revelation...This
'historical' element, like all else that is 'historical’
on this level, is admlttedly open to very trivial inter-
pretations too." 476

Indeed, Barth points out that "As regards the question of the
'historical' certainty of revelation attested in the Bible we
can only say that it is ignored in the Bible itself in a way

that one can understand only on the premise that this question
is completely alien to it, i.e., obviously and utterly
inappropriate to the object of its witness." #77 Hence the
believer "...has to realise that what can be established

here 'historically' (historish) is very little or nothing

at all or something quite different which is of no importance

for the event of revelation.” 478
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For Barth, the historicity of the Bible lies in
the particularity of God's revelation to men.

"It is rather the record of an event which has taken
place once and for all, i.e., in a more or less exact
and specific time and place. If the time and place
are largely obscure for us 'historically', if the
individual data the Bible offers concerning them are
subject to 'historical' criticism, this is not
surprising in the documents of a time and culture

that had no knowledge at all of a 'historical' question
in our sense... Thus, even if...it does...commit
'errors' ... the important thing is not the more or
less 'correct' content, but the very fact of these
statements. This fact that the Bible...does continu-

ally... make chronological and topographical gtatements signi

ifies.,.. that when the Bible gives an account of
revelation it means to narrate history..." 479

Barth recognises that parts of Scripture are such that "...
according to the standards by which 'historical' truth is
usually measured elsewhere or generally, this story is one
that to some degree eludes any swe declaration that it

n 480

happened as the narrative says. The Scriptures can

n

witness to revelation even in "...this fundamental uncertain-

481 Because this is Barth's

ty in general historicity".
theological position, it becomes obvious that any use of
historical critical methods to establish historical events
in which God revealed Himself, is wasted energy.

This is made very clear in an excursus on the
futility of the search for the historical Jesus:

"The so-called historico-critical method of handling
Holy Scripture ceases to be theologically possible or
worth considering, the moment it conceives it as its
task to work out from the testimonies of Holy
Scripture... a reality which lacks this character

/of miracle/... This must be said particularly of the
gigantic attempt... of the 'life of Jesus research',
i.e., the attempt ... to uncover...the figure...of the
mere man Jesus, the so-called 'historical Jesus', as
he might have lived in the years 1-30..."

Commending K#Zhler's attack on this "wrong way" which is
based on the belief that "...the Gospels are testimonies
and not sources...'", Barth argues:"There is no reason why
historico-critical Bible research should not contribute to
the investigation and exposition of this historical Christ
of the New Testament, instead of - a proceeding every whit
as arbitrary, whether the science is history or theology -
chasing the ghost of an historical Jesus in the vacuum
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behind the New Testament." 482

This whole negative section must be balanced
against the positive value which Barth gives to the
historical nature of Scripture which enables him to take
some historical criticism seriously.

"The demand that the Bible should be read and
understood and expounded historically is, therefore,
obviously Jjustified and can never be taken too
seriously. The Bible itself posits this demand:...
in its actual composition it is everywhere a human
word...The demand for a 'historical' understanding
of the Bible... means ... that we have to take it for
what it undoubtedly is... human speech uttered by
specific men at specific times... with a specific
intention... We have, therefore, not only no cause
to retract from this demand, but every cause to
accept it strictly on theological grounds.'" 483

But this historical criticism will only be acceptable to
Barth i1f it has worked in consciousness of the nature of

Scripture. Barth goes so far as to say that unless this
is the case, Scripture is read "unhistorically". 484
"Under the caption of a truly 'historical' under-
standing of the Bible we cannot allow ourselves to
commend... an understanding of the biblical words
from their immanent linguistic and factual content
instead of from what they say and what we hear them

say in this context... To this we must say that it is
not an honest and unreserved understanding of the
biblical word as a human word, and it is not there-
fore an historical understanding of the Bible. In an
understanding of this kind the Bible cannot be witness."
hA85

He continues:

"Even the best and finest results,...achieved by the
methods based on this understanding will not prevent
us from making this rejection...The...results of this
method usually consist in a certain clear knowledge

of the biblical men in their concrete state, of their
personality...and role in the historical circumstances
in which they lived,...We certainly cannot despise
such knowledge as worthless...But we still have to
reject it as an interpretation of the Bible." 486

It is interesting to note that while Barth's
location of revelation in the witness of Scripture rather
than in the historical events behind it seems to minimise
the importance of the historical reliability of Scripture,
it does enable him at the same time to elevate the elements
of Scripture which are not historical in form or intention
to a place of equally genuine witness of God's revelation.
Hence he writes:"It is to be noted at that point that the
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idea that the Bible declares the Word of God only where

it speaks historically is one which must be abandoned,

especially in the Christian Church." 87

By refusing
to identify the revelation of God with history, Barth

is able to reinstate the non-historical elements of
Scripture as equally valuable parts of the canon. 488
"'History' is not the biblical form of presentation, but

is only one amongst others." 489

We move therefore to a consideration of Barth's
explicit comments about the historical-critical method.
In response to the reaction of scholars to the first edition
of Romans, Barth gave four pages to a consideration of the
role of the historical critical method in his preface to

490

the second edition. In this passage Barth makes

several points clear. First, he is not a "bitter enemy of
historical criticism" 491 because he does not blame the

492

method for everything. Rather his disagreement is with

those who consider that exegesis need go no further than
critical method. Secondly, however, he agrees with other
ommentators that it is necessary to apply "historical
criticism as a prolegomenon to the understanding of the
Epistle". 795  Indeed,

"so long as the critic is occupied in this
preliminary work I follow him carefully and grate-
fully. So long as it is simply a question of
establishing what stands in the text, I have never
dreamed of dding anything else than sit attentively
at the feet of such learned men as Jilicher,
Lietzmann..." 494

Thirdly, Barth argues that criticism

"...applied to historical 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 relation with the questions
which are presupposed, and not with some other
questions." 495

Hence, in the particular case of Scripture, exegesis which
began with historical critical considerations continues
beyond it because "The Word ought to be exposed in the
496 Fourthly, while Barth is prepared to see
historical fragments behind the text, he will not "...allow
the mark of competent scholarship to be that the critic

words."

- 68 -




discloses fragments of past history and then leaves them -
n 497

not enough; "The interpretation of what is written requires

unexplained. Consequently, criticism by itself is

more than a disjointed series of notes on words and

n 498

phrases.
However, Barth is equally clear in his third

preface that he cannot agree with Bultmann that critieism

includes the possibility of rejecting parts of the biblical

499

concerned with an author's literary style, such a method
500

texts. Against this, Barth asserts, "...even were we

of procedure would be illegitimate", but his real
reason for opposing it, is his belief that "The spirit of
Christ is not a vantage-point from which a ceaseless correct-
ion of Paul-or of anyone else - may be exercised school-
master-wise." 201
The Church Dogmatics affords us one outstanding

statement of Barth's position which significantly follows

a discussion of revelation as "... the theme of the

502

biblical witness', Arguing against the identification

of revelation with the historical events behind the

documents, Barth analyses the reasons why "...once the way

was entered we need not be surprised if the eventual results
were so radical that they caused pain in the Church." 503
The reason was not that the results were harmful but that

".eoat bottom it means succumbing to the temptation
to read the Canon differently from what it is
intended to be and can be read - which is the same
thing. The universal ruling of interpretation is
that a text can be read and understood and expounded
only with reference to and in the light of its
theme." 504

The scandal of this use of the historical-critical method
was not

"eo.that D.F. Strauss and Wellhausen came to all
sorts of extreme results, but that theology allowed
itself to be decoyed into this trap...Theology at
least...ought to have...the tact and taste...to
resist this temptation, to leave the curious quest-
ion of what is perhaps behind the texts, and to
turn with all the more attentiveness, accuracy and
‘love to the texts as such." 505

This solution, for Barth, did not lie in abandon-
ing the method of criticism;
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"...thlis does not mean an annulling of the results
of biblical scholarship in the last centuries, nor
does 1t mean a breaking off and neglect of efforts
in this direction. What it does mean is a radical
re-orientation concerning the goal to be pursued,
on the basis of the recognition that the biblical
texts must be investigated for their own sake to
the extent that the revelation which they attest
does not stand or occur, and is not to be sought,
behind or above them, but in them." 506

Simply, Barth proposes that the historical c¢critical method

should be.pmployed to prepare for and assist exegesis of
the texts, which aims at expounding God's revelation, and
for that purpose alone. Consequently, he not only opposes
the approach to the canon "as a collection of sources",

and any doubt about "whether things did take place exactly
as we read", and "the disqualification of this or that
constituent part..." but above all he opposes the "partial
or total reconstruction of reality as it is thought to be
better seen over the heads and shoulders of the biblical

authors";sos‘

He suggests that "by obstinately putting
this question df truth...the true nature and character of
the writings has been missed for over a hundred years." 509

The "radical re-orientation" 510 for which Barth
argues theoretically, is found in practice in his own use
of historical criticism, analysed above. The re-orientat-
ion is equally to be found in exegetical as in other
passages, and it is his consistent theory and practice
which stands as a challenge té modern scholars. There
is no room in the Christian church to view the critical
methods as ends in themselves, nor as means to any ends
other than the clear exposition of the text. But even
this is only "radically re-orientated" when the critical
methods bear in mind the subject matter of the texts,
which in the case of Scripture, is the revelation of God
Himself. |

Barth's view is of importance because it is not
the extreme rejection of any critical methods which
characterize some reactionary work, 211 nor is it the
extreme acceptance of all that is 'discovered' in the name

512 His strength is that instead

of scientific inquiry.
of contending on critical grounds for conservative conclus-—

ions to safeguard the traditional Christian faith, he
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challenges the methods which have led. to such liberal
conclusions as often misdirected and partly misconceived.515
Barth recognises that the historical critical method has
philosophical and theological implications which he

subjects to the scrutiny of biblical teaching as he under-
stands it.

Perhaps most important of all, is Barth's
recognition that Scripture must be free, the supreme norm
through which God speaks to the Church, so that he regards
the elevation of the historical critical method to the
position played by the tradition in the Roman Church as
completely anathema. The danger of eisegesis.rather than
exegesis will be acute if

"correct exposition /ig/ dependent on the judgement
of a definitive and decisive teaching office in the
Church or on the judgement of a historico-critical
scholarship which comports itself with equal
infallibility. If we assume that one or other

of these authorities is worthy of the Church's
highest confidence, then either way the Church goes
astray in respect of the Bible, by thinking that in
one or the other it can or should control correct
exposition, and thereby set up a norm over the norm,
and thereby capture the true norm for itself. The
exegesis of the Bible should rather be left open on
all sides, not for the sake of free thought, as
Liberalism would demand, but for the sake of a free
Bible." 514

In the light of this discussion it is easy to
understand why Barth could write:

"The historical-critical method of Biblical investigat-
ion has its rightful place: it is concerned with the
preparation of the intelligence - and this can never
be superfluous. But, were I driven to choose between
it and the venerable doctrine of Inspiration, I should
without hesitation adopt the latter, which has a
broader, deeper and more important justification.

The doctrine of Inspiration is concerned with the
labour of apprehending, without which no technical
equipment, however complete, is of any use what-
ever." 515

Although, the historical method, when rightly employed, can
help exegesis, it is not essential in the same way as is

the free act of God by which the Scriptures speak to believ-
ing men as Word of God. And this latter action by no
means depends upon the historical-critical method, as Barth
makes clear;"Faith does come about practically through
preaching, but preaching comes about through 'the Word of
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Christ' (no matter in what state the preacher's historical

knowledge or critical reflection are)." 516

For Barth, historical criticism is never
superfluous, but equally never essential; never an end
in itself, although it may be an invaluable tool in the
~struggle to see '"the Word in the words". o7 This
interpretation of Barth to which the investigation has led,
suggests that many commentators have misunderstood his
practice. Although several scholars have touched on this
subject, few have discussed it at length. It is a common
feature of much of the analysis in this area, that it is
based on a discussion of Barth's comments about his method,
rather than detailed consideration of his exegetical
methods at work, such as is found above. This thesis
suggests that this is the reason for sbme of the misunder-
standing in the debate. We turn therefore to a brief
consideration of this.

There are two main views of the matter: the
first asserts that despite appearances, Barth does
effectively reject the historical-critical method, and
that his inclusion of critical material is merely superfic-
ial, belying his claims; the second recognises that Barth
uses the historical-critical method, but his acceptance is
represented in different ways. Some argue that Barth
employs both the historical-critical method and a theo-
logical interpretation in a dualist fashion, others think
that he uses criticism as a preface which he passes beyond
when he interprets theologically. A few recognise that
Barth's use of the historical critical method is conditioned
by the limits of his theological position.

We begin with a discussion of those who think
that implicitly or explicitly, Barth rejected historical
criticism. 5 A.von Harnack must be numbered amongst
these; the correspondence between the two men, published
in Christliche Welt regigls that this was one of the main
objective knowledge of Jesus Christ was available only

through the historical critical method, 520
521

issues dividing themn. Harnack considered that reliable
which, in his
view, Barth had rejected. Barth's response was to

acknowledge that the chief "...service which 'historical
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knowledge' can render the actual task of theology"” 522

might well prove to be the demonstration that "...we no
longer know Christ according to the flesh." 025 This
exchange makes plain that Harnack thought the logical
conclusion of Barth's position was effectively a rejection
of the methods and results of historical investigation,
but it must be remembered that the complex outworking of

the latter's position in the Church Dogmatics was not
524

yet available. .
Hamer, in a comparative discussion of Harnack

and Barth, 525 agreed with the former that Romans "was

governed very little, if at all, by principles of critical

n 526 In the Church Dogmatics Hamer concedes

exegesiS...
that Barth's purpose was to show that "...conflict is not

necessarily inevitable" 527 but he argues "... critical

and theological exegesis are obliged to follow different

paths..." 528

so that "...conflict is practically inevit-
able". 529 The conclusions of Livingstone's unpublished
doctoral thesis is the same:"...Barth's hermeneutic
represents a brilliant but unsatisfactory bypassing of tggo
"

J. Barr suggests that Barth was "embarrassed"

methods and results of historical-critical theology...

by historical criticism; his thesis is that although Barth
pays lip service to such methods, his theological position,

531

from taking it seriously, so that effectively he ignores

especially hisvconcept of revelation, precludes him
it. 52 Barth, and others like him, "...were in their
attitude to the Bible more conservative than appeared at
first sight, and more remote from historical and critical

n 533

What others argue in a general way, Ford asserts

exegesis...

as an axiom of his unpublished doctoral thesis: that "Barth
arrived at an exegesis which was both independent of
historical criticism and yet not subjectivist." o4 Yet
all of these scholars are agreed that ultimately Barth
rejécts historical criticism, even though they do not all
attribute it to the same cause. However, this theory does
not deal adequately with the weight of evidence examined
above. Indeed, most of those who suggest it have not
based their work on a detailed analysis of Barth's use of
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the critical methods in the Church Dogmatics, which must

be a contributory factor in their misunderstanding.
Certainly, there is a negative side to Barth's attitude
to the historical-critical method, but he is not entirely
opposed to it; where it conforms to his theology, he not
only employs it, but builds dogmatic conclusions upon its
methods and results.

We turn therefore to those who recognise that
Barth does admit the utility of historical criticism,
starting with those who represent this as a dualism in
his method. McConnachie's assessment of The Significance
of Karl Barth argues that the latter worked towards a
combination of critical and theological exegesis, 235 and

Hartwell's introduction to theology of Barth, concludes
that he "... in no wise objects to the critical investigat-

n 536

for this is the reverse of Barr's theory about Barth's use

ion of the biblical texts... One reason suggested

of revelation: '"the distinction of revelation from history

" 537

Cullmann epitomises the dualist view of Barth's approach:

"L'exégdse de K. Barth et son école prétend €tre
autre chose qu'un appendice &difiant de 1'exégese
scientifique. Barth proteste contre les critiques
qui, & la facon de Jilicher, voudraient reléguer
son commentalre sur les Romains«dans les calmes
pAturages de la théologie pratique»",538

makes historical research into the Bible possible.

although he comments: "Barth n'a pas assez insisté sur la

n 239

Thus, there are a few who recognise the genuine

nécessité du point de vue historique.

duality of Barth's approach to Scripture, for while he
sought to discover the theological significance of the

text, he examined it in the light of the historical critical
method, which was not merely the "springboard" but the
"sparring partner" of Barth's exegetical thought. However,
it must be noted that none of these scholars acknowledge
that Barth's use of the critical methods is tempered by his
theological position.

Another view, which admits Barth accepted historical
criticism, argues that he used it as a preface or spring-
board, which he left behind when he began theological
exegesis. Hendry considers that "the significance of
Barth's work is that it brought theology from the critical
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to the post-critical phase of Bible study, or, as we may

40 because "he saw

say, from adolescence to maturity”,
that, even when criticism had done its work, the real task
of.interpreting the Bible remained to be done: criticism
could help to prepare the way and to erect the scaffolding
for this task, but it could not itself discharge it." 541
B. Childs also sees Barth's work as an attempt to work on
from the knowledge established by critical investigation.
In his book on biblical theology he suggests that "...the
work of the historical critics remained for him /Barth/
only prolegomena to the real theological task of exegesis
within the discipline of Church Dogmatics." oh2 Bultmann

criticised Barth for precisely this reason. 43 Rumscheidt's

description of Barth's attitude to historical criticism may
be summed up thus: "Barth respects the critical-historical
analysts, yét he feels compelled to ask them whether they are
aware of the cardinal question which the exegete must ask and
and answer: the qQuestion about the Word in the words." o4

It has already been shown that this was not the
case. Barth did not accept the methods or results of
criticism as indiscriminately as Rumscheidt and others
suggest, although he was quite open to consider any evidence
available to him from such research, especially when it
aided his own exegesis. Rumscheidt (and others) fail to
recognise this for two reasons. First, they do not examine
the details of Barth's work, to examine exactly what he
meant by his general comments, and second because they
fail to distinguish adequately the components of the
critical method. The second exercise in particular makes
it quite clear that Barth's attitude is sophisticated and
discriminating.

Runia's presentation of Barth's doctringugf Holy
Failure to examine Barth's practice enables Runia to
conclude that "all this still allows the right and necessity
of historical criticism." 246 R. Smend's theory has
several features in common with this position, although
it is presented in an unusual way. He suggests that Barth
knows the critical methods which are never superfluous 547

Scripture, is typical of this misunderstanding.
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but that his exegesis is '"maively post-critical" S48
because he deals with the text at face value, as a literary
unity whose final form alone must be considered in
theological exegesis. Hence, "Ihre Naivitat ist«geprﬁfte,
kritische Naivitdt» ." 49 Smend's contention is that
while Barth can hold in mind all the doubts about historical
reliability and recognises disagreements between sources,
he passes over this, to a theological exegesis of the text
which does not allow critical considerations to detract
from theological appreciation of the texts as they now are.
Whilst there is some truth in this position, it does not
recognise the positive role of the critical method in
Barth's exegesis, nor is there any evidence that Smend
recognizes Barth's critical attitude to both the methods
and results of criticism.

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

"eeein so far as Barth discerns a useful insight from
historical-critical scholarship...he appropriates it
with obvious appreciation. In other cases, an
excursus may proceed as if (but always only apparently
as if) Barth had never consulted a critical commentary
on the text or as if he were wholly unfamiliar with
problems raised from the critical side." 550

Wharton's studies lead him to suspect that "...the wide
range of challenges to historical critical investigation...
.present in Barth's exegesis, have not yet begun to be
explored n 551 The investigation detailed above confirms
the wide range of Barth's challenges to historical criticism.

Two scholars come close to describing Barth's
actual practice, although neither offerca detailed analysis
of the same. F.W. Marquardt's article in the index volume
of Die Kirchliche Dogmatik recognises that Barth's use of
the historical critical method is limited to a certain extent
by his theological position, but that he does not reject it. 552
For instance, he argues:

"Das Anerkennen des Vorrangs der Wirklichkeit des
Textes vor den kritischen Mbglichkeiten des Exegeten

ist bei Barth night Verwerfung, sondern Radikalisierung
des historisch - kritischen Verfahrens, die positive
Entscheidung das Ergebnis radikaler kritischer Reflexion,
nicht nachkritische Na1v1tat...sondern exegetische
Disziplin." 553

Puffenberger attributes Barth's critical attitude to
"...his christological-dogmatic considerations /which/
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unduly restrict the historical-critical investigation
n O5h He suggests that Barth throws doubt

'ee.0n the critical-historical method as a necessary
means for the understanding of God's revelation.

All philosphical ideas and exegetical presuppositions
are merely preliminary 'tools' of understanding;

they must always remain subservient to the Biblical
subject matter itself." 555

It must be concluded that even those who come

of Scripture.

t

close to describing Barth's position, have not grasped the
subtlety of his practice. For Barth does not reject
criticism out of hand, nor does he accept it entirely.

He treads a middle, discriminating path. While he is
happy for the method to continue independently, he always
questions whether it is methodologically appropriate.

Only where, in his Jjudgement, it passes that test, can it
be an aid to exegesis. However, Barth considers that
there is need for a further assessment as to the ways in
which cogmatic theology should relate to the critical
method. Clearly an analysis of how texts were constructed
and how they were related to reality does not necessarily
have any implications for the way that dogmatic theology
should employ them. Only dogmatic theology can decide
whether to confine itself to texts which give an accurate
'objective' account of events 'as they really happened',
for instance. Barth's careful consideration of the way
that the critical methods relate to exegesis and to
theology may only be discerned by an équally careful
-consideration of his practice. 556 '
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CHAPTER TWO

The Simple Movement from Exegesis to Dogmatics

This simple movement irn Barth's method is from
exegesis of a single continuous biblical passage, to
dogmatic theology. It stands in contrast to his more
complex method where he groups material before drawing
dogmatic conclusions. This chapter begins with a
definition of exegesis so it is clear which processes
may be classified under this head. It then makes plain
that Barth's exegesis employs all these processes from
time to time, but shows that his exegesis always has a
theological emphasis. Further, it argues that in the
Church Dogmatics, Barth never stops at 'pure exegesis',

but always tips over into that kind of discussion which
must be classified as dogmatic theology. The ways in
which this 1s done are analysed and explained so as to
make clear that just as Barth is not prepared to allow
the historical critical methods to dictate the way in
which he should move (namely, analytically) neither is
he prepared to allow its methods to dictate how far he
should go. The historical critical method, where it is
used not for analysis, but for interpretation, confines
itself to the literal sense; that is, to the sense
intended by the author. Its exponents have, in Barth's
view, fallen into the trap of supposing that what it cannot
do, should not be done. Barth refuses the legalism of

this position; he re-asserts the freedom of the reader to
go beyond the literal sense, and the freedom of the text

to apply itself to an infinite number of different situat-
ions. Hence his concept of exegesis is far broader
than usual, and is found shading into what more usually
would be described as dogmatic theology. But the analysis
will show that there are some careful controls of Barth's
'open-ended' method. Exegesis, in this broadest sense,

is in fact the greatest of the 'building blocks' in the

Church Dogmatics, and as such must be classified as one

of Barth's dogmatic uses of Scripture. 2
It is difficult to formulate a satisfactory

definition of the word 'exegesis’.3 It is derived from
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¢Znvéouar | which Liddell and Scott translate as "to go
first, to lead the way; hence to show the way, to guide
or teach; hence to expound or interpret, to tell at
length, narrate or describe". * an historical study
shows that there have been many processes included in
exegesis so that the precise meaning of the term has

5

provide a helpful starting place: exegesis is "the process

varied correspondingly. A simple definition will
by which one comes to understand the text". 6 Exegesis
can only take place where the reader can assume that the
author intended to convey something through the text,
otherwise it is pointless. Hence, it is essential for
exegetes to acknowledge the close relationship between
medium and message, text and thought; which cannot finally
be severed.

Consequently exegesis must deal with the original
language because the questions which exegesis might hope
to throw light on, or to settle, are necessarily prejudiced
if the exegete works with a translation. 7 Similarly
the exegete must use the text of the autograph copy, or
as near as may be established, because anything less may
hinder him from understanding the author's intention;
either by mistaken copying or by deliberate interpretative
change. Further, the exegete must deal with the whole
8 In order to do this, it will 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

text as it is.

explaining single words. Contemporary use in other
documents or the same document may be compared to any
individual word. It cannot be assumed, however, that any
"parallel can determine exactly what the author meant,
because in the last analysis the immediate context must be
the deciding factor. g
single words must always be accompanied by the opposite

This process of dissection down to

movement towards understanding the whole document.
Exegesis aims to understand the microscopic details within
the context of . the work as a whole; %8due emphasis on
either negates the value of exegesis.
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Lonergan suggests that "not every text stands
in need of exegesis", M it should only occur when a
reader asks what the writer meant by a particular phrase
or paragraph. Since this may, in principle7occur with
any text, we cannot accept his thesis. The apparent
precision of meaning expressed through some texts does
not preclude the possibility of exegesis. Questions
concerning meaning may be prompted by a problem in one
of the following areas. Firstly, the text may contradict
itself, so that exegesis must consider whether it is
indeed one text, which may be expected to be self-consistent;
and if so how the divergences may be accounted for. The
reason for this has already been made plain; exegesis is
concerned to make the whole text clear through-its
separate parts. Secondly, the text may be incomplete, so
that exegesis must offer conjectural emendations based on
a study of the background, and open to verification through
for. example, fresh archeological evidence. Thirdly, the
text may be hard to construe, so that grammar and style must
be considered. Fourthly, the historical distance between
author and reader may make understanding difficult because
linguistic, social) political, economic, ethnic or cultural
differences intervene. 2 Exegesis is @ dependent upon
historical research and open to revision whenever new ‘
evidence is discovered. Exegetes must therefore take
account of the original situation. . Fifthly, the orl%lnal
purpose of the document may be unknown or uncertain.
While this remains the case, it may be possible to under-
stand what the text says, but not what it means. For
example, it may be possible to know what the text says
about Jonah, without knowing the author's intention; but
to know what it means, the exegete must decide whether it
is parable or history. Because the exegete starts and
concludes with this question of purpose, he must try to
answer it from the text, but he has also to understand
the text in the light of the answer which the text has
'suggested to him, Thus the purpose which the exegete
assumes to lie behind his text is of considerable

importance since it colours all his exegesis. 4
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There is a reciprocal relationship between the
author's purpose and the exegete's purpose which only
breaks down where the author's intention was to deceive or
lie. At that point, knowledge of the author's intention
would preclude his purpose, namely to deceive. However,
in all other cases, the exegete's purpose must be to read
the text in the way that the author intended. This does
not ignore the legitimate possibility of reading it in
ot@er ways; it is simply my contention that that is no
pa}t of exegesis.

Thus, exegesis is always concerned with the
literal sense of the text alone; that is, with the meaning
that the author intended' to convey through his literary
arts of metaphor, parable, or plain speaking; which should
be understood metaphorically, parabolically or plainly:
that is, appropriately: Thus, room is left for the exegete
to consider the purpose of the author at any point; to
ascertain whether he is writing plainly or figuratively.

' Thus, it has been argued that exegesis is the
process whereby one comes to understand, in the way that
the original readers understood it, the meaning of the
writer as expressed through the whole text. 15 This
definition enables several related problems to be clarified.
Firstly, as Lonegan suggests, the exegete reads the text

in a different way from the student 6

who reads it to gain
information. The student may need to assess the reliabil-
ity of, or to reconstruct the text, or the history that
gave rise to such a text. The exegete may be helped in
his interpretative 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 dissect the text to

discover earlier sources, or to suggest a composite author-
ship. Such work may similarly aid the exegete, but
because his task is always to understand the whole text,
such work of analysis is not strictly part of his task.
The reference therefore, to author or writer, throughout
the foregoing section, may be taken to include redactor, 4
compiler or writers. ' 4

The definition of exegesis which has been offered
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is a narrow one, and one which does not coincide with
Barth's own understanding. Despite its difficulties,
this is a deliberate attempt to describe what is essential
to exegesis, in order that Barth's movement to dogmatics
may be the more plainly seen.

Chief among the difficulties is that many
scholars would argue that exegesis has not been completed
until the movement back to the original reader has been
balanced by a movement into the present, distancing must
be balanced by merging the horizons. 7 In order to
complete the process of understanding, it is argued that
it is necessary to relate the author's message to one's
own time and situation. 8 However, this seems to be
a secondary process, which should not be included in the

19

term 'exegesis', although it necessarily depends upon it.
In his article on "Early Old Testament Exegesis", 20
G. Vermes draws a helpful distinction between 'pure' and
'applied' exegesis. 'Pure' exegesis covers those
technical processes which deal with textual difficulties;
it is concerned with the literal sense of Scripture. 21
Applied exegesis, by contrast, concentrates on the derived
sense of Scripture; the meanings which were lodged in the
oral traditions, and which were considered not only to be
derived from Scripture but also justified by it. The
advantage of drawing such a distinction is that it enables
the disputes about the meaning of a text to be classified
into distinct areas. The first are disputes about what
the text meant to its original readers, and this includes
debates about the innuendos, overtones and even how myth
or legend was understood: this is pure exegesis. The
second are disputes about how such original meaning may be
conveyed today, and that includes debates about the
appropriateness of using existential or other philosophical
systems to convey the original meaning, besides questions
about whether new myths should be constructed, old ones
maintainéd, or all demythologised. Such a process may be
called interpretation. |

This occurs as the individual or community allows
the text adequately exegeted, rightly interpreted to speak
to them. E. Fuchs suggests that "If we remain sovereign
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over them, the texts remain merely sources for things
like the historical critical method of interpretation.
But if they become sovereign>over us, they have again
become texts of proclamation.” 25 The third phase in
dealing with the text is the old 'applied exegesis'

whereby the theological or ethical implications of the
texts are drawn out. Then the reader deduces conclusions
which the author may have only intended sub-consciously,

or not at all. Always provided that such deduction is

not contrary to the author's intention, this is a
legitimate process, but one which must be recognised as

' 2% Barth's
broad definition of exegesis includes all the processes

usually the first step in the dogmatic method.

25

The precise definition of exegesis will in contradistinct-

above, as well as assessment of the text's significance.

ion to interpretation, application and significance,
facilitate the classification necessary to make Barth's
methods clear. Such a definition for analytic and
pragmatic purposes does not pre-empt the discussion as to
whether Barth's broad definition of exegesis is satisfactory.
It is sufficient here to note that his motive in adopting
such a broad definition was to leave open the possibility

of going beyond a discussion of what the text said to

its original readers.

However, that original sense is the place where
Barth begins his exegesis, searching for the author's
intention, using grammatical tools, and making reference
to background details which elucidate the text. We turn
therefore to a consideration of the part that these skills
play in Barth's exegesis.

There can be no doubt at all that the author's
intention plays an important part in Barth's thinking;
indeed, his exegesis begins at that point. The examinat-
ion above of Barth's use of redaction criticism only
serves to emphasize that even where there was composite
responsibility, it was the final compiler's intention with

2 . .
S He examines redaction

which Barth concerned himself.
theories not because they were interesting in themselves,
but because he wants to hear the message or the theological

lesson of the redactor. Similarly, it will be argued, he
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notes the authorship of a book, not because it is of
itself interesting, but because he wanted to ascertain
what the author had to say.

In our documents, Barth does not give time
to consideration of such internal and external evidence
which could lead him to ascertain the biblical authors'
identities. Such discussions may be assumed, or referred
to in passing but they do not occur, even in Barth's
commentaries. However, Barth does not completely ignore
the question. Despite the absence of a consensus among
scholars concerning the authorship of many biblical books,
Barth recognises that the exegetical enterprise may be
greatly helped if reliable evidence is available about
the author, his background, life and education. For
example, part of the external evidence of any particular
letter of Paul is the collection of his other letters, and
the evidence in Acts, which may well shed light on the
chosen epistle.  Barth usually depends on the kind of
external evidence which is contained in Scripture, more
heavily than any other, in his attempt to understand the
author's intention.

Even a cursory reading of Barth's commentary on
Philippians shows that his chief aim is to ascertain Paul's
intended meaning. Barth points out that one of the known

purposes of the letter is to thank the Philippians for
27 Indeed, these purposes shed light
on the whole exposition, 28 as does the situation of the

29

can write: "But let us now ask ourselves in what sense it

their collection.

Philippians. In elucidating a perplexing text, Barth
could have occurred to Paul in the present context to summon
to such action...", 30 and later: "Paul wishes to say how
it is to be done..." 51 or "He wishes to tell them what it

n 32 Such a concentration on Paul's intention in

takes...
the commentary is hardly surprising, because the intention
of the author is perhaps more significant in understanding
letters than in any other kind of literature. The writer
seeks to convey his 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

al fallacy' is weakest at this point because of the genre.
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By contrast, there is much less evidence that
Barth struggled to discover Paul's intention in writing
Romans. Rather, Barth moves immediately into interpretation,
working out the implications of what is written for the
contemporary situation. There is no apparent struggle
to understand the Greek text, or to set the letter against
its original background. That is not to suggest that
Barth ignores them completely; it is rather to argue that
the 'tone' of the commentary is of a work which has generally
reached conclusions about these matters, before the work of
exposition which the commentary contains, in fact began.
Consequently, what 'Paul means' signifies to Barth, how
Paul may be understood today. "A wide reading of con-
temporary secular literature - especially of newspapers! -
is therefore recommended to anyone desirous of understanding
the Epistle to the Romans." % 1n an important passage
he suggests that such understanding depends upon whether we
grasp the theological categories employed. 35 The occasional
reference to what Paul had in mind, 36 or to his situation, 37
in elucidating the text, come as infrequent reminders that
the text was originally written in a strange cultural
environment which Barth makes little or no attempt to
explain. 58 ‘

The situation in the Church Dogmatics is not
exactly the same. Here, Barth not only fails to discuss
authorship, but he does not always make it clear whether
he refers to an author's name for convenience or out of
conviction that he was genuinely the author. 59 Thus,

the evidence which may be gathered concerning Barth's view
of the authorship of each biblical book will first be
examined in approximately the order of the canon. It will
then be possible to assess how far the author's intention
is a significant feature in Barth's exegesis.

Very few references to 0ld Testament authors
are made by Barth, but this is not surprising in view
of the fact that authorship in the 0l1d Testament is a

very vexed question. 40
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There are no remarks concerning the authors of the books
of Genesis to Job, chiefly because, as we have seen above,
Barth regarded many of these as the work of redactors. al

The link between David and the Psalms is recognised as
42

43
of authors of the Wisdom literature generally, 4 although

"no accidental coincidence" although a single author of

the Psalter is not assumed. Barth is prepared to talk
this does not exclude the composite origin of such
literature. The text of Proverbs makes it clear that
certain parts have specific origins, and Barth follows

45 4o

Jeremiah the prophet is assumed to have written at least

47

although its final form is considered to be the work of

these. Isaiah's composite authorship is noted.

part of the book which we now have attributed to him,

a redactor or redactors. 48 Amos is recognized as "the

oldest of the so-called writing prophets of the 0ld Testam-
" 49

struggles to understand the characteristic emphases of

ent... In this final case, Barth's whole exegesis
the author, but even where the author's identity is un-
known, the intention of the author is still important.

Barth makes so many remarks concerning the
authorship of some New Testament books that it is impossible
to include all the evidence. However, it will be possible
to show what Barth thought about the authorship of almost
all the New Testament books from the Church Dogmatics 20
and therefore to assess what part such knowledge played in

Barth's exegesis. He asserts boldly, "The New Testament
authors were all Jews..." o1 despite the fact that else-
where the Lukan authorship of Luke-Acts is held very

firmly, and the possibility that Luke was a Gentile is
recognised. 2 This statement probably represents careless
talk rather than uncertainty about Luke's nationality, or
the identity of the author. 53 There is a good deal of
evidence to show that Barth regéﬁded Luke-Acts as a two

venient to discuss them together.

volume work by the same author. It is therefore con-

"Luke in particular could introduce himself rather

aptly in his Gospel, not as a modern 'historicist’',
but as an alert and knowledgeable historian... The

aim of his work was to impart to Theophilus... the

ysgpddew o, the sure foundation, of the instruction
which he had received (ILk 1.1-4). What was this
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foundation? In his introduction to Acts, again
addressing this Theophilus (Ac 1.1f.), Luke gives
the sum of his Gospel..." 55

This passage makes it quite clear that Barth assumed Iuke
wrote both books for Theophilus. Barth considers him to

57

who wrote with Gentile christians in mind. 29

have been a companion of Paul, 56 a physician, and an

58

Other characteristics of Luke are noted, such as his
60

artist,

universal outlook,
6"

and his particular interest in

Pentecost. Thus the identity of the author may assist

Barth's exposition of the author's intended meaning.
Although Luke is the evangelist most often referred

1"

to by name, Barth does describe him as "...the New Testam-

ent writer..." 62

which suggests that one must take care

in aSsessing his choice of words when discussing the other
evangelists. In any case, Barth is not so clear about

the authorship of the other gospels. Although on occasion

he writes, "Matthew places..." 63 or "Matthew comments..."64

65 A

conclusion about Barth's views may only be tentative. In

he also refers to the author as "the Evangelist'.

the vast majority of citations in the Church Dogmatics
66

Barth gives the reference alone

67

completely. However, as we shall see below, Barth has no

or he uses a comparable

formula, so that questions of authorship are avoided

hesitation in putting "Paul says" when he is citing a letter
by Paul; 68 he does the same for Luke-Acts, although it is

much less frequent, 69
ces about Matthew in the same way. The absence of such

whereas he rarely constructs senten-

notes of character as are available about Matthew suggest
that for all extents and purposes, Barth worked as if the
first evangelist were unknown. 70 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-
CeSaeoae' 72
and rather than call7§he author "Mark", he refers to the

Barth could be taken to imply that the evangelist was

! or he refers to "Mark's briefer account',

"gospel narrative'. Although there are places where

Mark, they may equally be taken to refer to the gospel
title, as to its author. 4 Once more, Barth's silence
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as to the author's identity, which might have aided
exegesis, must be taken as highly significant. 75

Church Dogmatics offers more evidence with respect

to the author of the fourth gospel, who is at times "the
76

Barth identifies him as "John". For example, he writes

fourth evangelist", although elsewhere it seems that

"John found an idea..." 77 Alongside such identification,
there are scattered phrases such as “in John" 78 or "the

79 80

but these cannot be taken as indicating anything more

"Johannine tradition" or "the Johannine doctrine",
than which gospel contains a particular message. One
might conclude because Barth never makes clear that John
is the author in the way that he does for Luke and Paul
that he was himself uncertain about this question.
However this is not the case.

In a discussion of the A6yo¢ in the Johannine
prologue, 81 Barth makes reference four times to the

82 once to the "author of the fourth,gospel"s5
84

"Evangelist"
and once to the "Johannine logos'. However, Barth
eventually makes a significant aside: "Auch er, der
Evangelist (auch er ein«Johannes?), zeigt: oltoc fiv 85
Generally Barth avoids naming the evangelist, and seems to
imply that he is not certain which John he might have been.
However, he does recognise three important points.

Firstly, the contemporary use of the word Adyo¢ must be

normative for exegesis if that is known. 86

Secondly,

the author's modification of sucﬁ-meaning must be ascertain-
87 Thirdly, neither of
these are necessarily available to the exegete who should
recognise his ignorance. If Barth had been able to assume
the identity of 'John' the Evangelist, (for example John

Zebedee,or John the Elder) and his place of origin, upbring-

ed to give accurate exegesis.

ing, or education; his discussion of the background to
the NAOV0¢ concept would have been more precise. The
identity of the author helps to ascertain.the intention
of the author, and it is clear that the author's intended

meaning is an important factor in Barth's exegesis. "Das
ist sicher, dass er nicht etwa Jesus die Ehre antun wollte,
1" 88

ihn mit dem Titel des L 0o g o s zu bekleiden...
Later Barth writes "...we may confidently take this
to be the meaning of the Fourth Evangelist..." 89 which

’
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confirms the conclusions drawn above: Barth was not
certain about the identity of the "Fourth Evangelist" 20
but his exegesis sought to find the author's intended
meaning. However, Barth thought that this gospel stood
in a particular relationship with one of the twelve, for
he writes:

"...the disciples of Jesus, because they have been
with Him from the beginning ( 4m’ dpxng g} should and
will bear witness to Him (15.27), and particularly
when one among them is singled out in virtue of his
veracity as an eye-witness of His death (19.35) and
finally as a true witness of the whole content of the
Gospel (21.24). 91

But this disciple is 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) testifies that

this is true 'that ye might believe',
It must be concluded that Barth takes a cautious
position concerning the authors of the gospels, and this is
quite in accordance with his theological position, for he
does not put heavy emphasis on the eye-witness, who might
be supposed to guarantee historical reliability. The fact
is that for Barth all Scriptural witness is reliable in so
far as God speaks through it, and unreliable in so far as

93

intended meaning is important only because it is the wit-

it is human and therefore errant words. The author's

ness which God chooses to use.

Among the epistles, Barth recognises that not all

Philippians is certainly by the apostle, 95 the Pastorals

those attributed to Paul are accepted as genuine.

amongst the doubtful, % although all are recognised as
97

quite so consistent in this regard as one might expect.

Pauline. However it must be noted that Barth is not

In discussing Paul's conversion, which he says is mentioned
"by Paul himself in his Epistles”, o8
not only from the undisputed epistles such as Romans,

Barth cites passages

Galatians, Corinthians and Philippians, but also from
1 Timothy, 22 of which he writes: "This is what Paul had in
mind when in 1 Tim 1.3 he calls himself a 'blasphemer' and

100 1n a similar passage concerned with

a 'malefactor'."
biographical details of Paul, Barth refers not only to

Corinthians and Thessalonians, but also to Ephesians as
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the words of Paul.qoq

However, we begin with those epistles which are
generally considered to be Paul's genuine compositions.
Barth makes it clear by the way that he refers to them,

that he considered Romans,qoe, both epistles to the

105
107

to be genuine apostolic compositions.

Corinthians, 103 Galatians, 104 Philippians,

Colossians, 106 both letters to Thessalonica,

108

and
Philemon,
When we turn to those epistles attributed to Paul,
but whose authorship is disputed, we find that Barth
usually regards them as authentic but admits the possib-
ility of other interpretations. Ephesians, for example,

109

is regularly cited with genuine letters, or by formulae
110

implying that Paul write it, although concerning
Ephesians 4.1f, Barth writes: "If this is the word of a
Deutero-Paul he has understood the apostle in a remarkable
way.”!-qqq

Barth follows precisely the same kind of pattern
with the Pastorals. On the one hand, he cites them with

112

undisputed epistles, as though they were certainly

Paul's own compositions, 113 but on the other hand, he writes
of 1 Timothy 2.5: "Whether the statement is Pauline or
Deutero-Pauline it is matched by 2 Cor 1.19..." 14 Most

of the occasions when Barth expresses doubt about their

115

It is unlikely that Barth was unaware of the critical con-
116

Pauline authorship comes late in the Church Dogmatics.

clusions reached by scholars concerning Ephesians,

although he may have realised that the Pastorals commanded
117

questions were of little significance to Barth as a pastor,

less agreement. However, it seems probable that these
or a Christian struggling against Fascism, so that it is
chiefly in his period of maturity as a University teacher
that these points are noted. It must be recognised that
the authority of a passage does not depend on its apostolic
authorship for Barth: the identity of the author is of
interest purely because it may help him understand the
author's intention.  Consequently, Barth is able to accept
both Ephesians and the Pastoral epistles as thoroughly
Pauline if not genuinely by Paul, and their authority as
final canonical texts is not threatened by lack of an
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apostolic author. He has already embraced that position
for other epistles. Nor is there any reason to suppose
that Barth is ambivalent. In only one case does Barth
attribute Ephesians to Paul after recognising that the
authorship is not undisputed, and that attribution is not
blatant. 118
Although Hebrews was ascribed to Paul in the early
church, scholars in modern times have generally agreed of
the author that "there is nothing which requires us to
1." 119 Barth is always careful to
refer to him as "the writer of Hebrews". 120 It is
difficult to know who Barth thought was the author of the

epistle of James. He seems to imply that he was not cert-
121

identify him with Pau

ain, by writing of him as "the author".
Both the epistles of Peter are regarded by implicat-

ion at least, not to be written by the apostle.

Similarly, the first epistle of John is treated as anony-

mous. Barth refers to the writer as '"the author of

1 John". 123

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

The same is true for Revelation, which is 2os

It may be seen that Barth is usually particular
about his phraseology, and that he does not attribute books
to authors unless he had reason to suppose that they wrote
them although he rarely gives any consideration to either
the internal or external evidences for authorship. Such
questions are explored by Barth not out of academic interest,
but because he wants to ascertain what the author intended
to say.

In the Church Dogmatics Barth's references to the

author's intentions are less frequent than in Philippians.

However, there often seems a more conscious attempt to
understand the text in its original setting than in Romans.
¥Yor example, discussing Job 38f.. Barth writes: "To understand
this passage we must obviously start from the fact that
according to the author's intention this is to be the
solution of Job's problem and therefore (according to the

- author's intention) the sufficient and satisfactory answer

n 125

to Job's question... Similarly, John's account of

Jesus "... was intentionally cast in a highly original

n 126

form... The author's intention not only helps
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elucidate what he has written, 127 but may be appealed to

as explanation of what has been omitted. Thus, the
synoptic gospels do not refer to angels between the temptat-
ion and Gethsemane, which "...cannot be accidental. The
narrators do not intend to give us any stories about angels

in this section."” e8

Barth draws theological conclusions
from this. '

The author's intention may be to achieve certain
effects; thus: "It was obviously the intention of the
author of Acts, when he described the confessions of Peter
and later of Paul, to bring about this freedom of confess-

n 129

i0N... There are places where Barth's understanding

of the author's intention is based on flimsy evidence:
Judas' suicide, for example "
of 2 Sam 17.23%..." 130 so that "...as Matthew sees it the

suicide of Judas...has also to be understood...as an

.e+.is undeniably reminiscent

anticipatory testimony to the coming resurrection of the

121

Son of David." No evidence is offered for this inter-

pretation. 132
Generally however, Barth makes a realistic assessment

of what author and readers might associate with the words

of the text. For example, "...when there is reference to

washing with water neither author nor readers could avoid

thinking of baptism too." 133

the author's intention to that of the original speaker.

Occasionally he goes behind
134

Thus, it has been seen that Barth begins exegesis

at the point of intentian, the old 'literal meaning' whether
‘ ‘ 135

He never abandons this basis, although he goes beyond it;

or not he is certain of the identity of the author.

because he recognises that to do so would be to treat
Scripture as the 'waxen nose' to which Geiler referred. 136
But it will be shown that Barth goes beyond the intended
meaning by drawing out from a passage its implication for
the doctrine under discussion. The original intention,
if such a thing ever existed, once recovered, must always

137

exegesis takes place in all kinds of doctrinal discussions.

remain the same. But the application of this basic.

Because any passage may contain implications about the
nature of God, sin, man, or Jjustification, different
theological lessons will be gathered from the exegesis on
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each occasion, although the author's intended meaning
remains the same. This is the starting point in each
case, for as Barth explains: "lly aim is to convey the
subject matter or reference of what the author says in
this particular text." 138

In order so to do, Barth employs the grammatical
tools normally associated with exegesis. 159, The commen-
taries do not yield much evidence of this, whereas there
are a good many occasions when Barth considers the grammar
and syntax of a passage in the course of his exegesis

140

in the Church Dogmatics. For example, in discussing

the meaning of verbs, Barth notices the voice, and
interprets them'accordingiy. Thus, there is theological
significance in the middle voice R4mticar at Ac 22.16 which
precludes him from taking baptism as causatively linked

to cleansing from sin; 149 similarly, he notes that yiqgaww

142

in Gen 1.9 is passive. The mood of the verb may

equally be significant. Metavoeite in Mt 3.2 is j_mperative,/‘45
and galveobe is indicative at Phil 2.15 and must remain

SO, a4 The exact shade of a verb used transitively or

145

supplied, 46 perhaps on theological grounds, 7 or its
148

intransitively may be discussed; a missing'verb may be

omission may be deemed deliberate.
Although the tense may be noted, 149 theological

considerations may over-ride the simple explanation, as for

example, the aorists in Jn 15.9; 17.23 & 26, which do "...

not carry a historical reference to what was but to what is

n 150

as it was... Similarly, indicatives may have

151

imperative force. Elsewhere, the tense is sufficient

ground to refute traditional Roman Catholic exegesis of
Mt 16.18f. 192 154

may on occasion allow Barth to elucidate the exact meaning

The pérson of the verb 153 or its number

of the text. Barth does not always draw attention to this
kind of detailed points. It is chiefly found where the
verb is open to alternative exegesis, where he wishes to
diverge from the simple prima facie understanding, 155

or where the matter is of theological significance.

A comparable pattern is found in Barth's treatment

156

of nouns. The exact meaning of a word is ascertained

157

by reference to Kittel or other dictionaries, or by
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reference to other commentators, or contemporary

158
use. 159 Where the meaning is uncertain, 60 other uses

16

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

meaning is discussed, ez

163
164

or groups of related words
noted. The immediate context may be the deciding
factor. Occasionally a singular or plural is taken
to be significant, thus "The express reference here to
'our hearts' indicates much more than the apostolic plural
and therefore a general application of what is said to all

n 165 Occasionally a gender 66 or case e?

Christians.
may.be significant.

Barth considers that the biblical use of conjunct-
ions and particles may embrace more than one mode of join-
ing. Thus, tva in 2 Cor 5.19 is both final and con-

es Elsewhere, the use of vlp rather than &
169

170

ions are taken as a serious indication of the author's
171

secutive.
in Ro 9.17 is taken to be significant. On several
occasions the use of kal 1is discussed. Such conjunct-
intended meaning.
Barth is equally meticulous in his discussion of
the use of adverbs. An interesting example of exegesis
may be found of Jn 3%.16, when Barth goes beyond his previous
elucidation, to understand oltw¢ to mean both "in such a

way" and "so much'. 72

Prepositions receive the same
detailed attention. For example "...0nép c.Gen (less
frequently mepl  and 8ud , and only once, in Mk 10.45
and par Gvtl )" 173 is examined at length as part of the
exegesis of Ro 8.31. Three shades of meaning are identif-
ied, so that Barth is able to conclude that "In the g
innumerable passages in the New Testament in which it is
said of Jesus Christ that He acted Umép , the genitive

% his
excursus represents a very careful and detailed study of

points directly or indirectly to persons.”

the evidence in order to ascertain the exact implications

of the wverse. A parallel discussion of Hebrew prepositions

is found in exegesis of Gen 1.26f. V75 The theological

implications are sometimes quite important, as Barth's

exegesis of &k Nvebuatog "Avlou at Mt 1.18,20 makes clear.l]'76
Barth's exegesis takes account not only of individual

words but also of their relation to one another. Sometimes
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a sentence is hard to construe, mand the matter may not be
decided if Barth's theological point can be maintained in
any case. Thus Eph 1.17 is left open because "...what is
beyond question is that the Kipiog "Inoodg Xpiotdg is
separate from and subordinate to Pedg mathp L. . " 7

Likewise Barth often fails to select the subjective or

objective genitive, if both meanings fit the context. "8

However, the construction may be made plain so that the
meaning is clear. 1?9 A detailed exposition of Phil 3.9f.

is clearly grounded in a firm grasp of the relation of the

180

various clauses to one another, and theological lessons

are drawn out of the way that the relative clause of

181

1 Cor 1.30 depends on Jesus Christ. The right way to

understand a verse may be suggested by small stylistic
pointers, so that Luke's failure to repeat the verb ayamn-

gELC means that there is a single command to love God

182

and neighbour. The emphasis may be known from the word

183%

order in the sentence, as in Jn 1.1f., or from the

184

natural structural connections. Barth notes several

features of Johannine style, including his frequent use of
gyl . 185 The word 'joy' is characteristic of Philippi-
ans, 186 as too is the use of the stadium as an illustration

in Paul generally. 87

Barth's sensitivity to such
details demonstrates that his exegesis is no mechanical
operation; nor indeed is he so pre-occupied with theology
or doctrine that he has no time to notice such things.
Where parallel uses in Scripture may be found, they

nes and sometimes

189

are discussed to elucidate meaning,
parallel pagan or Jewish use is cited. For example,
Barth cites K.L. Schmidt's study of gyévvnaev to show
that it can be used "...in a non-biological sense', 190
This is particularly significant because it allows Barth to
conclude about the Virgin Birth, that it cannot "...be
asserted that the questions raised are so hard to answer

that one is forced by exegesis to contest the dogma." 197

Sometimes grammatical analysis is merely the
convenient tool for exegeting a passage. Thus Barth refers
to the participle clauses in 2 Cor 5.19 192 in such a way
that he obviously expects the readers of his excursus to

have a thorough grasp of the grammatical-historical methocl‘,’|95
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Barth does not always offer grammatical reasons for his
interpretations. For example, he states baldly: "We should
translate Ex 3.14 'I will be that I will be'." 94

Barth refers to translations of difficult words or
phrases in his exegesis, thus "...some of the Fathers...
wanted to translate bereshith, Gen 1.1 by év Novg ." 195
and Shabbath is "...rightly translated in the Vulgate as
n 196 Barth's use of the

and sometimes significant, as

cessare ab omni opere Ssuo.

- 197

he shows in discussing the translation of Gen 1.2, where

Septuagint is frequen

the "...Greek word, rightly used at this point, does not
primarily denote confusion but a gulf, the d&Buooog - a
term which the ILXX was right to introduce at least on
198 plthougn
it was

material if not on exegetical grounds..."

199

influential in his thinking, as may be seen from the fact

Barth does not always follow the Septuagint,

that he occasionally quotes the 0ld Testament in Greek

without any reason being offered. 200 The original

languages are usually cited in the excursus, but they may

sometimes be found in the main text. 201 Barth does not

always include a translation of the Hebrew, 202 Greek 203

or Aramaic. 204
It will be noted that most of the detailed exeget-
ical points in this section have been taken from the New
Testament. This is because Barth does not usually discuss
the 0ld Testament with the same attention to detail. The
exception to this is his treatment of Genesis in Church
Dogmatics Volume III part 1. Even there, Hebrew citations

are usually words, 205 206

and only occasionally phrases.
Generally Barth's discussion of the 0ld Testament does not
deal with the intricate textual details so much as the

207 However, this

stories or major ideas found therein.
section has made it abundantly clear that Barth does make
detailed grammatical notes, both in the excursus of the

Church Dogmatics and in his commentaries. This first

step in the exegetical exercise is not abandoned by Barth.
Although he only includes notes of it occasionally, one

is forced to the conclusion that he is well able to deal
with these technical points and undoubtedly grappled with
them as part of his preparation for commentary or dogmatics.
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That he did not include copious notes on these matters
through his work shows not that he had no interest in
these matters, but rather that they were always subservient
to his over-riding theological purpose. Thus, where they
did not further that, or challenge his interpretation, he
proceeds on the assumption that they may safely be assumed.
We turn to a consideration of the way in which
Barth uses background information in his exegesis. This
wlill include references to the dates of biblical documents,
their origin, destination, and other related matters. In
examining Barth's use of such background details, the aim
1s not to discuss the accuracy of his scholarship, but to
discover the role which such studies play in his‘exegesis.
Although determining the date of a document is a complicated
process, =208 it i1s an indisputable aid to the exegete who
seriously intends to understand the text in its original
setting. The place of origin may be equally significant,
as too are the intended readers or destination. The
importance of these details, especially in the case of
letters, may be illustrated by a comment from R Grant.
"If the Colossians' views could be recovered, the precise
meaning of what Paul says would be clearer...' 209 If the
exegete is to take into account the historical perspective
of the author and original readers, any background informat-
ion which sheds light on their cultural, political, social,
and geographical setting must be invaluable. Bultmann
argues rightly that "all literary documents are historically
conditioned by the circumstances of time and place...":210
consequently, "...the 0ld hermeneutic rules of grammatical
interpretation, formal analysis and explanation on the
basis of the conditions of the historical period are
indisputably valid." 21
It is interesting that the kind of procedure which
takes note of date and origin is described by B. Childs

as the heart o6f his commentary, 212

because such investigat-

ions recognise that "...Scripture comes to us in historical

dress and requires that we respect its contextual setting
21% )

" The

alternative is "mystical contemplation of the sacred texts"

in the day in which it was first given.

which "sets at naught the principle of the incarnation in
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as much as it puts these texts outside the context of time
and makes them timeless. It thus dehumanises the New
" 2% Thereby "faith and
The discussion of Barth's

Testament and makes it inhuman.
history are divorced". 215
use 6f historical background in his exegesis should there-
fore shed light on his attitude to the relation betwesn
faith and history.

There are comparatively few places where Barth
makes explicit reference to the date 6f composition or the
place of origin and original destination of the biblical
books, although he does at times make a genuine attempt

to understand a passage as its first readers would have

216 ¢

done. However, there is some comparative dating.

The Song of Deborah is older than Deuteronomy, for ex-
217

1"

ample. Amos is "...the oldest of the so-called writing

n 218 who "...like his

219 lived about a century
221

prophets of the 0ld Testament...
younger contemporary Isaiah..."
after Elijah, 22° "in the middle of the eghth century".
Hosea is "the younger prophet of Northern Israel”, 222
Jeremiah is regarded as conveying reliable historical

information about the events "immediately before and after
the final fall of the city in 587", 927 and there is an

attempt to date a passage from Jer 20.7-18 (with B. Duhm)
224 225

226

in this period. Jeremiah is later than Isaiah,

while Ezekiel expresses a later Old Testament view.
Among the later 0ld Testament books, Barth cites

Jeremiah, Psalms, and Daniel. 227

For example he writes,
"As we see from the vision of Dan 7.13f., even the latest
parts of the 0Old Testament know something more than the

man over whom heaven opens."” 228 Other later books are
Job, Ecclesiastes, Jonah, and the latter part of Isaiah.

The most recent Old Testament books are attributed to the

229

period of the second restoration in the second century

B.C. The relation between the Psalms and history is out-
lined in an interesting passage where Barth recognises that
some Psalms

"consist entirely, or almost entirely, in more or less
extended recapitulations of the earlier history of
Israel,...There are other Psalms in which the relation-
ship to the history is disclosed only incidentally...
If we are to understand the Psalms in the sense in
which they were composed, read and sung in Israel
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before, during and after the Exile, we must remember
that, whether they are Psalms of the individual or
whole congregation, they all stand in this relation-
ship." 230

Barth implies not only that the Psalms contain historical
references which we need to understand, but also, as the
product of a particular historical period, they must be
understood as their composers and early singers did.

The "New Testament epistles, which for the most

nw 231

part precede the Gospels... are divided into groups.

232 and "in the

Thessalonian Epistle, often thought to be his earliest,

Second Thessalonians is regarded as early,

Paul was obviously assuming that he himself and others

( fuetc ol Civteg, 1 Thess 4.15,17) might still be amongst
w 233

is regarded as amongst "the older Pauline writings", 254

those who are alive at the parousia. I Corinthians

but both Philemon and Ephesians were written in a Roman

235

It would appear that Barth, perhaps following

226 4ates Matthew and Acts in the
second century, for he notes that Jesus is called "the holy

natg Oeold n 237 in "one stratum of the tradition, still
238

prison according to Barth.

contemporary scholarship,

maintained in the second century", and cites evidence
from Matthew and Acts. Indeed, Barth may have thought all
the synoptic gospels were written after A.D.70, for he
implies that they all know of the fall of Jerusalen. 239
Certainly John's gospel is regarded as later than the
synoptics. 240 The Pastorals are counted as "later New

Testament" documents, 241 and 2 Peter falls into the same

category. 2he
Notes concerning the intended readers of Scripture
are rare in the Church Dogmatics. There is a discussion

concerning the fool of the wisdom literature whose authors

"are thinking of certain signs of decadence in the society

243

of later Judaism", Isa 9 is addressed to Northern

Israel, 24k

and the prophets generally address Israel "as
a foolish people in its relationship to God". 245

Most of the details about those addressed in the
New Testament are actually drawn from the New Testament
text itself, or based on hints contained in it. For

example, Barth notes that Luke-Acts was addressed to
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ol and the Pastorals to Timothy and Tieus ™7 The

details about the Corinthian Christians are all deduced
2*8 gespite the fact that Barth

claims largely "we have been describing the background
249
5'11

Theophilus,
from Paul's letters,

and context of 1 Cor 1 The same dependence on

the New Testament documents may be seen in a brief
excursus where Barth notes:

"In the most diverse Pauline communities (1 Cor
16.19, -Ro 16.15, Cor 4.15, Phlm 2) we read of the
emergence of house churches ( kat’ olkov ékkAnolq e
Obviously grouped around married couples, these seem
to have played in the life of the communities con-
cerned a definite and important if not very definable
part." 250 '

One of the Colossian errors is referred to from evidence

in Paul's letter; 251 so too is Paul's battle for the

252

Lgodicaean churches. Galatian churches have faced

seducers but Barth gives no time to consider who these

253

might have been or indeed exactly who the Galatians

were. 254

Barth assumes that Paul addressed his shortest
letter to Philemon, 255 and although it is inferred from
the New Testament, 1 Peter is addressed to the '"persecuted
. 256 257 e

heretical teachers which 2 Peter refutes are also mention-
258
ed.

the Church Dogmatics, Barth merely names them 259 and the
260

readers of "the churches of Asia Minor".

No details of the Roman Christians are given in

Philippian community in passing.

Although Barth does not make it plain exactly when
individual books were written, yet he does use historical
material to elucidate the text fairly frequently. For
example, he gives some information about Ahab "(the son of
Omri, King.of Northern Israel from 876 to 855)".261 Although
most information comes from elsewhere in Scripture, some
external material is included, usually in dependence on
another commentator. So Barth writes, for example:

"From what we learn concerning Ahab elsewhere, this
has to be understood cum grano salis, at any rate to
the extent that he did not introduce a new official
religion of state or go over in person to an alien
faith (ef. M. Noth p210), but 'only' made a concess-
ion to a foreign princess (presumably on political
grounds), giving hospitality to her native god
Melkart..." 262
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There is an historical excursus 263

outlining later

Jewish history, including that after the Scriptural period,

for the rather extraordinary purpose of considering the

theological implications of the same. "And they see in

this special history a trace of the divine world-govern-

ance, and they see that the world-governor is the One

whom the Bible calls God, the Lord who is called Yahweh

in the 0ld Testament and Jesus of Nazareth in the New."264

However, it remains true that for the most part, Bgrth

draws historical background from the texts themselves.
There are a few details which are not explicitly

affirmed in the New Testament. For example, Luke wrote

265

for Gentiles and Matthew for the Palestinian commun-

ity.266 Judaisers are assumed to be the object of Paul's

267

'outburst' in Galatians, and Epicureans precipitated

the creation theology in the New Testament. 268
However, it would be wrong to imply that Barth
never discussed extra-biblical material. For example,
he makes reference to the Stoics and Philo in discussing
biblical Wisdom passages. The latter '"show more or less
clearly the historical contact between Israel and Greek"
but this "does not imply an acceptance of foreign interests
and ideas, but that there has been a confrontation of the
Israelite conception of God with these alien concerns and

ideas." 269

So too the Greek idea of eros is discussed
at length by Barth, who finally concludes "the Christian
love proclaimed by Paul did not come from the school of

the Greeks" 270

Greek /colours and contours/ betraying the fact that he
n 271

although "he undoubtedly makes use of

both saw and took note of the Greeks and their eros.
Further, Barth knows that

"the opinion has been ventured that in 1 Thess 2.3f.

we have a defence of Paul against the confusion of

his activity with that of a Stoic preacher. The

'God' of the Stoic was, of course, quite unmistake- 272
ably the sum of an anthropologicoethical principle."

Taking careful note of the coincidence of New Testament
terminology with Hermes-mysticism, Barth aptly inquires,
273 so that he con-
cludes "The most that we can learn from the 'parallel’
does not amount to more than the (not insignificant)

"But to what century does it belong?"




conclusion that in the world of New Testament knplogsLv
there may well have been this further and very different
knpbooeLy in addition to that of the Stoics.” 274

In the same way, but in more detail, Barth com-
pares the Genesis creation sagas with "the genuinely

mythical texts of the Babylonian epic Enuma elish(c.2000

B.C.) ... and also with the cosmogony of Berosus (3rd

Lk 275

other narratives, Bar?h comments,

century B.C.) ... After a long description of the

"If there is a connexion with the Babylonian myth or
its older sources, it is a critical connexion.
Everything is so different that the only choice is
either to see in the Jewish rendering a complete
caricatuwre of the Babylonian, or in the Babylonian
a complete caricature of the Jewish, according to
the standpoint adopted." 276

Barth's conclusion is:"Although the creation saga of
Genesis seems to make an unconcerned use of the Babylonian
creation myth, it actually criticises the latter at every

277
dependence on the models of Babylonian and Egyptian myth
piety" but

stage." In the same way, the Psalms are partly "in

"there is no reason why the Psalmists...should not
have made profitable use of what they heard the
cultured neighbours of Israel sing and say about all
sorts of light gods and serpent beings. It is
indeed quite obvious that they have actually done
so." 278

Barth also points out that the idea of the heaven declaring
the glory of God is not "read either out of Babylonian
or Egyptian precedents..." 279

Barth does not only consult literature which has
extensive parallels in Scripture, 280 he also investigates
the background to ideas, like the 'Son of lMan'g

"...do we have here, as passages in Enoch suggest, the
influence of a Persian idea of the archetypal man who
is to come again as world king? We need not decide
this question...Whether the figure springs from Pers-
ian myths or from within the 01d Testament itself, the
Son of Man in Daniel is a personage equipped with all
the marks of the almighty action of God..." 287

It is characteristic of Barth that even when he does dis-
play detailed knowledge of the background; the context is
always the deciding factor. 282 This is expressly stated
after Barth's discussion of the Jewish Messianic expectat-
ion, and the possible parallels to the gospel Virgin Birth
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narratives in "Buddhist, ZXgyptian, Greek and other
myths, we may hold that alike in their New Testament

context and in the decided intention of each, these
passages point in quite a different direction from the

myths in question.” 283

Indeed, Barth rules out any
attempt to identify passages which have extra-biblical
parallels simply to interpret them against their pagan
background. Of 2 Sam 7.14, Barth writes: "...here the
connexion with general eastern mythology and phraseclegy
can hardly be questioned" but, "If in spite of the extra-
biblical analogies these verses are not to be torn complet-
ely out of the setting of 0ld Testament thought, we must
accept the fact that in them the king is envisaged as the

membrum praecipuum of the people elected to divine son-
284

ship..." Thus it is not only the immediate context,

but the general canonical context which is important. 285
The significance of Barth's position may be seen in

the following way. A sentence spoken today by a man to

his wife, must be understood in a series of contexts which

might be represented by concentric circles. The immediate

context is that of shared experience over many years, which
gives specificity to a statement which might be viewed as
very general by a third party. A wider context might be
that of the area in which they live, which gives special
meaning to characteristic turns of phrase. A larger
context might be found in the contemporary use of the
language throughout the nation. The broadest context
would be that language used in any period, or any place.

An interpreter may need to measure the statement against
any or all of these contexts, but may give it as his opin-

ion that any of them is definitive. 286

In the same way,
Barth makes precisely this judgement about biblical state-
ments. In his opinion any of the possible contexts may
be helpful, but the canonical context is definitive.
Because of this Barth may mention extra-biblical parallels
merely as an aside. 287 | _

It is not only the detailed historical background
to which Barth refers; at times he makes use of the
'climate of thought'. For example, his discussion of the

role of Jesus' miracles notes "...they were a well-known
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phenomenon in connection with what was then the modern
cult of the God Aesculapius, a strange mixture of highly
developed medical technique and practice originally

derived from Egypt and Greece..." =88

After many other
similar details Barth summarises the position:'"In this
sphere at any rate no unusual happening was astonishing
in the world of the Greek New Testament as we know it,
except perhaps for the multiplicity with which phenomena
of this kind seem to have occurred." <07 Elsewhere Barth
shows knowledge of common understanding when he writes:
"...whenever Scripture speaks of sonship, in accordance
with Oriental ideas and terminology it has in view not
merely the relationship of descent but also the fatherly
characteristics, determination, commission, and practical
mode of life as continued in the sons or children con-
cerned." 290
Barth also uses archeological evidence where it is
available. ¥Yor instance he makes reference to "...the
ostraka found at Lachish in 1935", which are

"reports written on potsherds by outposts of the
besieged fortress to the commander shortly before

it fell...they say that there are in Jerusalem those
'who weaken the hands of the land and city' (cf. M.
Noth, p.246). This is almost word for word what
t%e leaders in Jerusalem said of Jeremiah in 38.4..
291

Similarly, discussing the origins of Luke's hymns,292

he
suggests that "it may be that Christians have worked over
hymns which originally came from the parallel movement

of awakening and reform which we have learned to know
much better through recent discoveg%;s by the Dead Sea.

"

Although there appears to be a good deal of

We cannot say with any finality.

evidence here, when it is seen as part of the Churph
Dogmatics as a whole, it would be fair to say that Barth
only takes note of this kind of evidence occasionally. 294
It will therefore be important to compare his practice here
with his commentaries, where exegesis, not dogmatics, was
his prime purpose.

First, it should be noted that in neither commentary
(Romans or Philippians) does Barth preface his textual

exposition with background notes as prolegomena.
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Secondly, there is comparatively little in the textual

295
Thirdly, there is very 1little indeed which might be

comments which may be classified under this hnead.

regarded as genuinely background, drawn from study of
material outside the book itself, or even outside the
New Testament. 296
We move to a brief discussion of examples from the
commentaries. Both commentaries are clear aboutzg%e
to

~whom God has pressed "into the
299 The

and Barth suggests on

intended readers. Paul is writing from Corinth
"the Roman Christians" 298
service of His imminent and coming kingdom'".

200

the basis of Ro 16.1, was carried to Rome in Phoebe's

301

this has come about apart from any personal action of

letter was dictated to Tertius

luggage. "There are Christians - even in Rome. And
Paul." 502 Thus far, Barth has merely drawn from the
text, but he does use some background knowledge when he
refers to Paul performing "his ministry with as little
trepidation in the cultured and religious cosmopolitan'

society of Rome as when he had been faced by the crass

n 203
It would be wrong to suggest that Barth forgets

stupidity of Iconium and Lystra.

those to whom the epistle was addressed. On the contrary,
he refers to them as "Roman Christians'" throughout the
text. 504 The same may be seen in Philippians for they
505

equally referred to throughout the commentary.

and are
306

have given Paul occasion for thanksgiving

However, background details are mentioned incidentally,

in parenthesis in the commentaries also: "At the time he
writes this letter, Paul is suffering in prison (we hold
to the usual view that this was his last, Roman imprison-

n 507

ment). A brief discussion follows of the exact
terms of this, with reference to Acts. The same subject
is debated in a lengthy footnote the conclusion to which
Barth gives in the main text as: "In view of the scanti-
ness of our knowledge of all the concrete details, which
can hardly be remedied by Ac 28, it will be well to abide
by this simple translation and interpretation of the
passage." 508

A whole paragraph is given to the identification

of Paul's contemporaries who proclaimed the gospel "with
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209

wanted to refute the suggestion that they might be
310

the idea of afflicting me..." chiefly because Barth

Judaizers, or the vegetarians of Romans. No explanat-
ion of either term is given, so a high level of general
knowledge is required by the reader. Later the adversaries
of Phil 1.28 are deliberately left unidentified because
"in this context they have no interest in themselves." 511
There is a similar reluctance to determine (or speculate
about) the kind of division which caused Paul to admonish

2. 312 It is clear from another"

the Philippians in 2.
passage (2.17 - 3.1) that Barth will not speculate in order
to make the text clearer, and he condemns other commentators
who are not so self-disciplined. "Picturing the concrete
circumstances in which we find the apostle speaking here

is for us, if we refuse ourselves the liberty of expand-

ing the written text in the manner of the story-teller

(a liberty which few commentators really do not take to
themselves!), unfortunately of little help." 212  This

may genuinely be one of the reasons why there is so
comparatively little réference to the background of the

epistles.

The commentary on Romans includes a little more
technical discussion. The 0ld Testament idea of
propitiation is examined; 5% the collection for the poor
in Jerusalem known to us from 2 Cor 8 & 9 is regarded as

5. 3715

It must be concluded from this evidence that it is

Paul's intended meaning at Ro 12.1

generally the case that Barth is so concerned to get to the
subject matter of the text, that is, the theological
teaching of the passages, that the kinds of study of which
he is more than capable, and does from time to time

employ, are usually peripheral to his exegesis. It seems
likely that Barth read other commentaries which dealt at

length with such matters, 5716

understood the issues, but
only took up the discussion to disagree with the general
view, as for example over the postulated dependence of
Genesis 1 and 2 on other creation myths. Elsewhere Barth
assumes the consensus, but only mentions it where his

exegesis requires it.
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Despite the fact that it has been possible to show
that Barth gives some attention to the author and his
grammatical style, and to extraneous background material,
it is manifestly the case that there are theological
considerations at work in Barth's exegesis, other than
considerations which arise directly out of the passage to
hand. Even if Dr Thiselton is right that "...exegesis is
inseparable from systematic theology", 517 Barth must be
seen as doing more than simply allowing his own beliefs or
'hermeneutical horizon' to coincide with and influence his
understanding of the text. He consciously and deliberat-
ely interprets passages in the light of dogmatic conclus-
ions, This thesis aims to show these influences at work
in Barth's exegetical procedures. 518 v

It has been argued that Barth begins with the
author's intention, employing both grammatical tools and
background information in order to establish this. How-
ever, in the Church Dogmatics, exegetical explanation of

a verse 1is always done for dogmatic purposes, and soon
passes into the realm of dogmatic theology. A simple
example will illustrate this. Barth notes that Paul draws
attention to "a twofold indirectness of vision" in 1 Cor
13.12. 519 This is taken as a 'springboard' to discuss
the distinction between the form and content of God's
word, which is the dogmatic position with which Barth is
concerned. There is no sense in which this can be called
exegesis of Paul's meaning in writing to the Corinthians.
There is, therefore, a sense in which there is no
'pure' exegesis in the Church Dogmatics because Barth is
never Just concerned to know what the original readers
were intended to understand. Certainly there is no
disinterested exegesis, because it is always done in the
context of a doctrinal investigation, so that Barth is
continually drawing out the implications of his exegesis
for doctrine. Such a process need not cause distorted
exegesis, but it obviously runs high risks of so doing, 320
especially where the author's intention was not doctrinal.
This thesis may be substantiated by an examination
of Barth's method of dealing with passages where exegetes
cannot agree whether a literal or symbolic interpretation
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is appropriate to the genre. Barth often refers to

the literal meaning, sometimes only of a phrase 51 often
arguing that a passage should be taken literally. 522
His reasons are very often theological. 525 For example,
Ex 24.16, God's glory at Sinai, is understood to be true
literally not figuratively, because it is quite possible
to reconcile this with God's omnipresence, as Barth has

224

spent some time demonstrating. The fact that a verse

325
rhetoric does not necessarily imply that it should

not be taken literalistically. Indeed, both the literal
and symbolic meaning of "child of God" are asserted. 527

may be cast in poetic form,
n 526

or as "liturgical

In other places, Barth assumes or asserts that

passages must be taken symbolically 528

and some symbols
are to be identified with Christ Himself. For example,
Barth takes Ezek 1.26, at Calvin's suggestion, to be God

329 :

symbol, Barth takes little account of the author's intent-

Incarnate, that is Christ. In exegesis of this

ion, because he considers that a more significant intention
may be behind it, namely the purposes of Goq Himself, 520
which were fully revealed later in Christ. ' This is
made especially clear where Barth abandons the original
descriptive meaning of Old Testament passages because

their real subject is Christ Himself. Consequently, Barth
interprets passages from Leviticus and Samuel prophetically,
on grounds supplied by the early church example, who recog-
nised that in the Resurréction, the 0ld Testament had been
fulfilled. To interpret them as pointing to Christ, there-
fore,"...will not merely be possible, but necessary as the
last word in the exegesis of these passages. The last

d: " 33’1
phetic passages of the 0ld Testament; it is also found
in ethical matters, so that the advent of Christ gives to

woT This process is not only operative in pro-

"eooGen 2.18-25 a meaning which it could never have had to

n 332
Barth's decision to take a passage literally or symbolically,

its 01ld Testament reader. Thus, in both cases,

is grounded in theological not exegetical considerations.
It may be seen that Barth's theological decisions about,
firstly, the extent of the canon; secondly the necessity
to read parts in terms of the whole, and thirdly about the
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means of assessing the comparative significance of
pascages, (i.e. by reference to Christ) have combined
to move him from 'pure' exegesis, which consgiders what
the original writer wanted the original readers to under-
stand, to ‘'dogmatic' exegesis which can work out the
implications of any single passage for dogmatic theology.
This point is important. Barth is undoubtedly
right when he asserts that the question of a subject of a
passage is "the ultimate exegetical question", 533 because
it pays a crucial role in understanding the text. Barth's
choice of Jesus as the subject of Old Testament texts,

534

following the apostles, is one of the reasons that his

exegesis in Church Dogmatics must be regarded as dogmatic

exposition rather than as exegesis proper, as narrowly
defined above. The choice of Jesus as the subject of
the New Testament texts is not so contentious, but it is

equally affirmed. 535 His interpretation is based on
"a decision of faith", which amounts to a dogmatic decis-
ion. 536 This decision is to read the O0ld Testament with

the New Testament, and more especially, to read both
Testaments as standing in direct relation to Jesus Christ.537
Such a decision does not necessarily pre-empt
an open discussion of the purpose of the text; indeed it
may be the conclusion of such discussion. But except
in those cases where the text is explicitly dealing with
Jesus Christ, exegesis cannot assume that He is their
true subject. Interpretation or dogmatics may need to
make that assumption even where it is not implicit in
the text. This distinction between exegesis and dogmatic
exposition has been drawn to identify phases in Barth's
interpretative method, which are often so mingled that
their differing presuppositions are not recognised. This
thesis asserts that one of the places where Barth passes
from exegesis to dogmatic exposition is where he moves
beyond the author's intention to understand the text in
the light of Jesus Christ, its true subject, where that
subject is neither explicit nor implicit. It is no part
of the purpose of this thesis to argue that this is either
~ legitimate or illegitimate. 528 What Barth is effectively
doing, is offering a hermenentical 'key' which will enable
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him to make use of any canonical text, even historically
prescriptive texts concerning the cult, for Christian

339

problem as he solves, namely how to control the possible

doctrine. By so doing, Barth raises as difficult a
shades of meaning once the specifically historical-literal
has been superseded. Such a procedure may pay a high
price if it precludes dogmatic implications being drawn
from the original meaning.

In dealing with New Testament passages, Barth also
-looks for the deepest significance, which may go further
than the author's intention. For example, having dis-
cussed "...what Paul meant..." at Gal 4.1f., Barth goes
on to suggest that "...the term mAfpwua tol xpévou has

n 40

a further meaning. On occasion, Barth writes about

341

the '"plain sense'" of a passage, and he often applies

a phrase or verse to circumstances which the text did not
intend. Thus, "he must increase, but I must decrease"
applies both to John the Baptist and to the angels in

342

relation to Jesus. There are places where he implies

an inclusive idea of meaning: thus

"e..the Sabbath was made for man - is cerfainly not
exhausted by this reference to a humanitarian base. 243
But there can be no question that it also includes it."

In each of these cases Barth may be seen passing from 'pure’
exegesis into dogmatic exposition.

This is not a simple, one way process however.
There are many occasions in the Church Dogmatics where

Barth's dogmatic position is used to enable him to explaiﬁ

a passage. Thus, the contingent nature of God's word
explains 1 Sam 3%3.1; Am 8.11 and Mic 3.6 where it is implied
344

Barth's exposition of God's spaciality is confirmed because

45
cooi1it would be sheer folly

that God's word is not readily available to people.

without it, it would be impossible to interpret Ac 17.28.
There is a dogmatic reason why "
to interpret the imperatives of the Sermon on the Mount

as if we should bestir ourselves to actualise these
pictures...they demand of us that we be pleased to accept
the supremely wonderful...interpretation...of our lives by

n 346 The reason is "the triumph of

47

dogmatic considerations direct the way in which Barth undersStand

the grace of God...

grace in the theology of Karl Barth'. Elsewhere,
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Ps 19.7f. so that it is not taken to be about natural

theology. - 548
We may see the same process at work in Romans.

Interpreting Ro 11.4, Barth writes: '

"These 7,000 are not - paradoxical though it may seem
and contrary to the plain meaning of the text - a
numerical quantity...the answer of God to Elijah
does not mean that there are a number of men who know
God, but that there is no limit to the number of
those who are known by Him...it means His mercy is
infinite." 349

Unlike the Church Dogmatics where Barth often makes it

clear why he departs from the plain meaning of the text; it
is necessary to draw out the implications from this
passage. It is undoubtedly interpreted thus to safeguard
God's infinite mercy.

Dogmatic considerations may exclude some exegetical
possibilities. This i1is made very plain in a careful and
detailed excursus concerning the relations within the
Trinity in the light of certain New Testament verses. His
conclusion that "...what we may infer from these passages
as regards understanding of the eterna%sgrinity has nothing
d."

on dogmatic not exegetical grounds. Barth is convinced

whatever to do with an origin in Go is really reached
that on occasion, exegetical considerations not only may
but must be set aside. Similarly, the 'obvious' meaning
of Ro 12.4 is ruled out because the parable would not refer
to the Kingdom of God, and hence "...would fall outside

351

It has been shown that dogmatic considerations

Paul's horizons".

influence the way in which a text is interpreted, the
choice of the object of the text, and the exclusion of
exegetical possibilities. Perhaps most far reaching in
influence is the dogmatic decision on Barth's part to
exegete any passage of Scripture in the light of the rest
of the canon. For example, the "running exegesis" of

Ro 9-11 in Church Dogmatics Volume 2, part 2, "has in view

not only these chapters but all Holy Scripture as well".552
Similarly, Barth refers to "...the difficult exegetical

question..." of how to relate the tongues of Ac 2 to 1
Cor 12 and A4, 222 Although Barth does not offer an

answer to this question he plainly thinks that it comes
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within the scope of exegeéis. He criticises his own
commentary on Romans because it failed to give sufficient
attention toc Jdn 1.14 554 and he excluded Roman Catholic
exegesis of i1t 16.18 partly because "...there is no
passage in the New Testament which even hints at such

n 355

some exegesis offered for 1 Pet 5.8 and Mt 6.26f. is

an interpretation. Elsewhere he makes clear that

unacceptable because it cannot be reconciled with Eph 1.11.556
Barth's practice of elucidating one passage with the help

of another biblical passage is comparable. - Exegesis of

Gen 2 is broken off, to consider the meaning of "the river"
(v.10) so that theological lessons may be drawn from

similar texts viewed together: "Being cosmologically
particular, it can be eschatalogically universal", Barth

"

argues, since the verses are

w 307

.. full of prophetic con-

tent...
Whenever Barth elucidates a passage in the light of

another biblical book, and especially when that book has

a different author, he begins to pass from exegesis to

558

controlled or at least bounded by other passages, he is

dogmatics. When that elucidation is in some sense
certainly beyond the realm of_exégesis. The reason for
this 1s twofold. First, exegesis 1s concerned with the
author's intended meaning, so that unless it can be
demonstrated that the author alluded to the other passages,
it cannot be exegesis. Second, the decision to read a
book in the light of a canon is a theological or dogmatic
decision, so that again dogmatic considerations are

359

The process is circular however. Such interpretat-

influencing interpretation.

ion, which Barth regards as exegesis, may also be the

ground for contesting a dogma, 560

and is certainly the
ground for maintaining it. Barth writes of the doctrine
of Holy Scripture that "...its confirmation must always
be sought and found in exegesis and therefore in Holy

Scripture itself." 561

Against the Roman Catholic view
that marriage is a sacrament, Barth argues on the basis of
Eph 5.%2 that ",..neither this text nor its context
suggests that marriage is a sign mediating the grace of

God and in this sense a sacrament.” 362 Thus the doctrinal
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positions which influence Barth's exegesis and move him
into interpretation, are themselves based on and open to
revision by further exegesis and interpretation.

A good deal may be learned about Barth's exegesis
from his condemnations of the exegesis of others. His
grounds may be that they do not take the New Testament
seriously enough, 565 or they may assume what cannot be

d, 264

demonstrate Elsewhere exegetes are reprimanded

because they doenot keep closely enough to the text, 565

because they misunderstand its implications, 566

or offer
wild exegesis. 567 False exegesis may result from a combinat-
ion of factors such as neglect of other relevant passages

568 ‘Bultmann is repri-

and over emphasis on allusions.
manded for precisely the same tendency as Barth himself

has been shown to display, namely, handling "...the texts

in such a way that their exegesis is always controlled by

a set of dogmatic presuppositions and is thus wholly depend-
569 Barth's contention is that

Bultmann's pre-suppositions are rigidly anthropological,

ent upon their validity."

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 refute the
exegesis of others on theological grounds, rather than
purely exegetical. It may thus be seen that the tendency
is continually to move with dogmatic theology. This is
confirmed by the observation that few excursus contain
exegesis of one passage alone: Barth is never so much
interested in the single paragraph as in its relation to
others, and their joint implications. Since exegesis 1is
570 and the main
text generally includes little more than citation or

almost always offered in the excursus,

quotation to show that the argument is running in the main
strean of biblical thought, this is in itself a significant
observation.

Thus it may be concluded that theological considerat-
ions influence Barth's exegesis and often move him on into
the realm of dogmatic theology. There remains therefore,
the necessity to outline the phases in Barth's simple
movement from exegesis to dogmatics. First, however, it
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should be noted that this method hardly occurs in the
571

there are seventeen places where Barth undertakes prolonged

first three part volumes of Church Dogmatics. However,

exegesis in Church Dogmatics Volume 2 part 2, the longest
372
attention at the beginning of his first exegesis to this
method. 575

The analysis which follows is divided into two

of which spans thirty eight pages, and Barth draws

parts. The first deals with the exegetical excursus in
the Church Dogmatics excluding those which deal with

Romans. In this part Barth's detailed exegetical method
is made clear; the dogmatic control features which are
discussed at length in the final chapter are pointed out,
and an attempt is made to discover how these exegetical
excursus are structured into Barth's theology. This
enables an assessment to be made as to the relative

574

The second part shows by a comparative study of

importance of this method in Barth's theology.

the commentaries and the Church Dogmatics, the way in which

Barth's method developed. Because there are no exegetical
excursus on FPhilippians in the Church Dogmatics, comparison

is made of those portions of Romans which Barth expounds
more than once in the Dogmatics. Although the method at
this point has been forced upon us, the results are not
insignificant. '

We begin therefore with an examination of
exegetical excursus in the Church Dogmatics. This shows

that there are four distinct phases in the direct movement
from exegesis of a single passage to dogmatic theology

for Barth. Although it would be wrong to think that one
could separate them out in any particular case, they may be
seen together as covering any such movement that takes
place. Indeed, there is a complex inter-relationship so
that each phase depends on the other phases.

The exegete must first establish what the text
says. This involves textual criticism and grammatical
expertise so that it is construed correctly. The next
phase 1s to discover what the text meant. This will:
involve discovering the author's intention and setting the
text against its original background. The third phase is
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to discover what is the significance of the text. This
1s the moment at which one necessarily moves beyond
exegesis. The significance of a text will only be
discovered by taking objective reference points outside
it, 575 and by making a comparative assessment of its kind
and weight in the light of other documents. 576 In the
case of Scripture this requires an assessment both of
literary genre and of theological status, so that it may
be decided whether a text has for example, historical or
poetical form, and whether it has, for example universal
or particular significance. In the light of such decisions,
it is possible to make a judgement as to its temporary or
permanent significance. Finally, the implications of the
text may be worked out by a process of logical deduction,

377

There are occasions where one can only assess what

induction or inference.

the text says, if one already knows what it meant, or at any
rate, the range of things it might have meant. 578 Similarly,
part of assessing the significance of a text, is to assess
what its implication would be if x or y were taken to be

its significance. For Barth, there is a close inter-
‘relationship between, what the text says, what it meant for
its original readers, what its comparative significance is,
and what it implies. But because external points of
reference are necessary to assess significance, theological
or dogmatic considerations are necessarily involved in

this process. For example, Barth's emphasis on the unity
of Scripture enables him to establish the comparative
significance of any part, but it precludes any passage
implying things which are ultimately contradictory to the
implications of any other passage. The consequence is

that there is a 'feed back' effect into Barth's exegesis
proper, which comes about as a result of his assessment of
the significance and implications of each passage.

These four phases of Barth's movement from exegesis
to dogmatics are like the violin strings across which
Barth's bow is drawn; they form the basic structure upon
which he plays his dogmatic melody. Barth so employs the
biblical material that it echoes through the whole dogmatic
composition. Thus, when passages of extended exegesis
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are examined in the Church Dggmatics,379 they provide

examples of Barth producing his theology on the four
strings which are his interpretative process. A simple
example will be taken first. Considering Mk 10 .21
6 8¢ 'Inobuc éuBAélac adth Avannoev aitdv, Barth can assume
what the text says, 580 and equally that it meant that
Jesus felt that emotion towards the young man commonly
called love. But there is a dispute about whether this
has universal implications or not. Both Calvin and Barth-
take it to be universal, whereas C. Starke takes it to be
particular. The debate turns on the reasons for Jesus'
love; which give the clue to the significance of the
passage, itself an essential pre-requisite to working out
its implications. Thus, although Calvin and Barth draw
out universal implicecations, those implications are quite
different because they see the significance of the passage
in different ways. 381

A lengthy consideration of 1 Samuel 8 works back
and forth across the meaning, the significance and the
implications of the passage. The significance is first
established with reference to earlier passages, so that
Barth is able to conclude

"Since the exodus from Egypt there has been no event
so climactic as this, that Samuel must anoint the
first king, and. shortly afterwards the second. This
is epoch-making. The way in which this crisis and
this event becomes possible and necessary is described
in 1 Sam 8." 382

383

This significance is also assessed from later events.
But the meaning is continually sought, so that Barth freg-
uently refers to the intention of the tradition, which in
this case is the equivalent of the author's intention. 584
But the whole process is undertaken so that the implications
of the passage may be drawn out: in this case, for example,
that "this is manifestly the positive will of God for

Saul" 585 that he should become King. But when Barth
continues. to say "This is God's plan for him and it cannot

fail" 386

he has moved beyond simple deduction from the
text, which might be termed its consequent sense,»587
dogmatic deduction for which he has brought in several
hidden assumptions about the mature of God. 588 Although

in this example there is no discussion of what the text

to a
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says, 589 this 1s not always the case. Dealing with
Tit 2.11f., Barth makes reference to what the text
says, 590 besides working out the implications of the

291

passage, and thereby arriving at an assessment of the

392

The same excursus assumes that the author meant to describe

293

Barth considers it important to press beyond what

relative theological significance of its component parts.
the Incarnation.

the text says or means, so that he may make clear its
significance and implications. This is quite clear in his

394

text says, 595 Barth discusses what it means, with reference

%96

words are ascertained by reference to other parallel

297

uses. But in his consideration of Reformation comments

discussion of Gen 1.6. Having established what one

to the author's intention. The exact meaning of the

on this verse, Barth makes plain his impatience to establish
not only the significance of the statement, but also to

work out its implications. 598 The Reformation strength
was that "it was bold to assert that this was what is
written and that it must be maintained at all costs”, 599
but it failed to understand "...theologically individual
data which it had correctly established and maintained

_exegetically". 400 Barth condemns any attempt to stop

at the author's view, 401 or source. 402 The author
meant to say "...that it is by the firmament that their
[the upper waterg/ threat is removed..." 403 So it
signifies that "...the life of man and the existence and
survival of his whole known and accessible world... is
radically threatened by a power...whose triumph would
n 404

But the

implications of this statement is that "this metaphysical

inevitably mean the end of all things...

danger" has been repulsed "...by God's creative Word".
Consequently, man "...should find comfort and absolute
security in the fact that there is no infinite threat.."
That the implications of a passage will not only be
doctrinal, but may be addressed to the contemporary situat-
ion, is always a possibility for Barth. Thus, another
excursus concludes that the Church "...community is already
fitted - to look and to move forward to Him /Christ/ in

His future form..." %97

406

or an exegetical excursus may
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1

enable us to "...see ourselves again in our present

form, within the present world, and therefore as a

collection of men who at the very least are in great

n 408

danger... Often Barth assumes the pure exegesis

of a passage and plunges straight into drawing out the
doctrinal implications. Thus, although he devotes part
of an excursus to Hebrew ©, there is nothing that could

409 Rather he re-iterates

410

be classified as pure exegesis.
its meaning and argues on the basis which it offers.
That this is the case is confirmed by a parallel excursus
on Hebrew 6 later in the Church Dogmatics. 411 In the

first case, Barth is discussing "The Love of God", in the
second, '"The Awakening to Conversion'. The two exposit-
ions differ widely in their emphasis, because Barth seeks
in the first to establish that Christians cannot live as
if they might lose their love for God; '"they will love as

412

they are loved". In the second, he is concerned to

show that "...there can be no repetition of conve::'sion...""I'm3
Were these excursus simply exegetical, they would be far
closer; where they are close, they are concerned with
exposition, but where they diverge it is because they

come in differing theological contexts, 414 as the basis

for different theological conclusions. '

This analysis has substantiated the thesis that
there are no purely exegetical excursus in the Church
Dogmatics. Even where passages seem to be pure exegesis,
closer examination shows that this is not the case.

For example, Barth's remarks on Jn 1.14 come in the con-
text of a dogmatic section which seeks to draw out all

416 The excursus con-

the implications of this verse.
centrates upon the moment of becoming and hence on the way
in which ¢véveto must be understood. Barth's attention
is not given to semantic, grammatical or other mechanical
aids to exegesis. Rather his concern is with the theo-
logical meaning of the passage, the matter itself, and with
what this signifies, an&qgonsequently what may be inferred
other uses of the verb éyéveto are all directed towards
a recognition that "the very thing happens which is the

from its implications. Thus his discussion of the

- last thing we should expect after what has gone before..;"418
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Barth concludes that "...its truth is that of ...an act
of mercy on the part of God", 419 having taken account

420 and of the author's intention. 421

of the context,
Despite the fact that he claims that his conclusion has
come about exegetically, it must be seen not as pure
exegesis, but as theological exposition, because Barth
has not confined himself to what the text says and meant,

but has drawn out its implications 422 and assessed its

significance. 423
Barth's discussion can now proceed on the basis
of what the Scriptural statement asserts, but it must be
in the light of what he could establish elsewhere on a
similar basis, namely, that "God cannot cease to be God"424
and that "Jesus Christ as the Mediator between God and Man
is not a third, midway between the two." 425
It must be noted that the whole section 815:2
Very God and Very Man is dominated by the implications of
Barth's theological exposition of this verse. 426 Further,
it is quite clear that it is not accidental that this is
the central section of 815, 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
Christmas" depends, 427 angxggéhifies. 428 B15 therefore
offers us an interesting illustration of several of Barth's
methods at work. Scriptural stories (the Virgin Birth
narratives) are understood in the light of overt theo-
logical statement (Jn 1.14) whose significance and implicat-
ions Barth deduces on the basis of theological exposition.
Barth offers theological exposition of Psalms 8

and 104 in a similar way. 429

Once again there is no
consideration given to what the text says: Barth's whole
concentration is upon what it means, as the springboard
for what .it signifies and implies. In this case Barth
tries out an alternative theological exposition, that of
natural theology, in order to demonstrate its bankruptcy.
He argues that it is unable to deal with the whole text,

or with the form of the text, 431 whereas his own theo-

430

logical exposition which views the text from the vantage
point of revelation, is supported by the way that the New

Testament uses each of these Psalms. 432 Indeed, he argues
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that the theological exposition which he undoubtedly

offers, is a "

...genuine, linguistic historical explanat-
ion..." 453 because it views the matter from the point
of view which the Psalms themselves take.

This particular example is doubly interesting
because it stands in the section "The Readiness of God"
(826:1) “3*

series of excursus, containing careful exegetical con-

in which Barth supports his position by a

sideration of those biblical passages which are commonly
taken as the basis for his opponents' case. The basis
for his argument is therefore not so much the undisputed
assertions of other parts of Scripture, 435 as hié con-
tention that there is only one way in which these passages
can correctly be exegeted. 436 In order to maintain this,
he has to appeal to all his principles of interpretation.
Thus, passages must not be torn out of their immediate 457
or larger context 438 but must be read in the canonical
439 They must be read entire, and

not arbitrarily axed. 4O They must be read in the light
441

context as a whole.

and with
the help of later parts of Scripture which make express
reference to them. 442

of their central point of referential unity

The subsection depends for its
biblical basis, therefore, on the method of theological
exposition alone. As such, it demonstrates this process
of Barth at work very clearly.

It is continually the case that as Barth passes
directly from exegesis to dogmatics, he employs some of
the controls which it will be argued later, are characteris-
tic of his method. *°
passage may be supported by other parallel or related

For example, exegesis of one

passages. Had Individual passages are seen in the light
of the whole of Scripture and the whole salvation-history
schema. w45 Indeed, exposition is not only done for
special doctrinal purposes, which influence the interpretat-
ion, but it is also done from doctrinal standpoints, which
are similarly influential. Thus, the wisdom paralleled

by Solomon and Jesus gives Barth the necessary standpoint
from which to "...read the whole argument of 1 Cor
1.18-2.20", i

exegesis; 1t is again theological exposition, which leads

Indeed, this excursus contains no pure
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Barth to draw out its implications 447 discovered because
it is seen alongside the other Scriptural passages about
Wisdom.

The relationship between expository excursus and
the dogmatic conclusions found in the main text of the
Church Dogmatics may well be illustrated by 864:4 "The

Manner of Love", This section is built upon 1 Corinthians
13. Barth begins by summarising what has already been

established in the three preceding sections of 868 "The

H8 He then sets out

Holy Spirit and Christian Love".
three queries about this love, and proposes three charact-
eristics as the resolution to his questions. 449 But this
dogmatic programme is not arbitrary:"We have not spun

n 450 Rather, Barth's

programme has been set out in conscious dependence on the

these statements out of the wvoid.

passage upon which he proceeds to elaborate:1 Corinthians
451
13,

dogmatic exposition are taken out of context. Because the

Here, as usual, neither the Scripture, nor the

hymn to love comes in the context of a discussion about
the Holy Spirit, Barth makes it clear that it is the Holy
Spirit who is at work in the Christian community which is

452 15 the excursus, Barth gives

453

this intention to show the primacy of love, made clear in

being urged to love.
careful attention to Paul's intention, and it is upon
1Cor 13%3.1-3, even over very genuine second rank endow-
ments, 2% that Barth is able to build his contention

455 456
Similarly, because Barth understands 1 Cor 13.4-7 to speak

that "love alone counts", in his first point.
of the triumph of love over selfishness, over sinister
forces in others and over doubt of God, he is able to
describe love as "...the transformation of the old creation

457

he draws out not merely the significance of the passage,

or creature into the new". Throughout the excursus,
but also its implications. Consequently, he asserts,
that when Christians love, "...they withstand the whole

t #58  pnd in a like
manner, he concludes that 1 Cor 13.8b implies that

world of hostile forces and defeat it.'

"Theological research and instruction will then be
outmoded. Demythologisation will no longer be required...
No more volumes of the Church Dogmatics will be
written..." 459
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There is thus a close relationship between the
structure of Barth's dogmatics and the structure of Paul's
thought in 1 Corinthians. Further, the relationship
between the text and dogmatic theology here is very similar
to the relationship which Barth establishes between single
theological statements of Scripture and dogmatic theology,46o
doubtless because Paul's letter is cast in the form of a
series of such statements at this point.

As with other dogmatic building blocks, Barth
does not always work from exposition of the biblical text
to dogmatic theology; sometimes he uses exposition as the
affirming illustration 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 in 860 parlds
"The Pride of Man", 461 and his exegesis of Galatians
comes at the end of a section "Justification by faith
alone”. %62
46%

The latter obviously operates as "a criter-

ion" or measuring rod for the dogmatic theology which

Barth has built on other sources. o4

Such instances may
make it appear that Barth seeks out biblical confirmation
for conclusions he has reached on other grounds. However,
an example of this which occurs after a discussion about
how to understand the Adyo¢ concept of Jn 1.1 shows that
the case is not so simple as that.

Barth concludes "the exegesis of the fourth century
must have been on the right track with its doctrine of
the homoousion, or unity of substance of the three distinct-
. n 465 Barth's
exegesis has enabled him to draw out implications which

ive divine persons, prosopa or hypostases.

have led to dogmatic theology; in this case it has led

him to confirm classical theology. That classical theology
is then used to shed light upon his exposition and to con-
firm his exegesis. Although this process might be
caricatured as "the movement from dogmatics to exegesis",
and there is no doubt that there is such movement, it would
be unfair to see this as definitive for Barth. Exegesis

is undoubtedly his starting point, but the other movement

is found because exegesis is also his finishing point, or
check, Hence, in this case, he continues:
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"The step taken in the third sentence is thls - that
the Word can be with God, and it can be 'in the beginn-
ing', because as person (that of the Son) it participa-
tes in its own way with the person of 'God' (the
Father) in the same dignity and perfection of the one
divine being. It must be conceded that read in this
way, after the manner of so-called 'orthodoxy!, the
verse 1s at any rate meaningful within itself, each
word being intelligible in its own place." 466

Barth interprets the verse in a way that is consistent
with orthodox theology, and finds it satisfactory.

We turn therefore, to a comparison of Barth's
exposition of Romans in the commentaries and in the Church
Dogmatics. 467 Although this shows that there is a
difference between his dogmatic and commentary method, in
neither case could he be thought to be undertaking pure
exegesis. Dealing with Ro 1.18ff. in Romans,468 he shows
very little interest in what the passage says or meant;
while the significance for Barth and his contemporaries

1s emphasized. Thus, although he writes:

"The atoms whirl, the struggle for existence rages...
The world is full of personal caprice and social
unrighteousness - this is not merely a picture of
Rome under the Caesars.’ 469

he might more accurately have concluded: "This was as true
in Rome as it is today:i"

There are three occasions on which Barth makes
reference to this passage in the Church Dogmatics. 470
The outstanding difference is that the excursus give more
attention to the context of the epistle, 471

to the Greek text, 472 more attention to Paul's intention,
4

more attention

47%

and more space to the contemporary situation. They are
thus far more concerned with the original horizon of the
letter. But equally noticeable is that for all the
apparent attention to exegetical detail, Barth's style and
intention are polemical. His excursus come in sub-sections
entitled "Religion as Unbelief", *’? "The Readiness of

God", %76 and "The Man of Sin in the light of the Obedience
of the Son of God", '/’ which all intend to show the
impossibility of understanding these verses in any way that
admits of natural theology. In these excursus, Barth

heaps up reasons for his position, but there is no cool
scholarly look at the different interpretative alternatives

478

such as one finds in contemporary commentaries, nor any
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reasoned defence offered for his position. Rather,
rhetorical questions about Paul's status are flung d.own,q"?9
and the whole argument is backed by appeal to passages
outside of Paul, especially Ac 17, which is similarly
expounded without careful reasoned arguments.

Consequently, one must conclude that there is no
impartial exegesis in any of these places. Barth came to
doubt the validity of all that was associated with natural
theology early in his career, 480 he read Romans, and
believed he had found there the alternative base which he

required; 481

he wrote his dogmatics from that conclusion,
and consequently sought to interpret in another way any-
thing that might offer a biblical foundation to the contrary
view. 482 It is interesting to see that although Barth

is eager to draw out the doctrinal implications of this
passage in the Church Dogmatics, there is no attempt to

deal with the spiritual, devotional or social and ethical

implications such as is found in Romans. 483 In this

respect, the shorter commentary on Romans is nearer to
the Church Dogmatics than the longer commentary.

The same features appear when a comparative
analysis is made of Barth's work on Romans 7 to which

extensive reference is made in two separate sections of
the Church Dogmatics. B4 The most careful exegesis is
found in & 61:3 "The Pardon of Man" 485 ihere there are

many indications that Barth is grappling with what the

text both says, 486 and meant.,487 Its significance is

488 of

assessed here in the light of the rest of Romans,

489

Galatians and 1 Corinthians, and the whole exposition

490 so

that the implications about the nature of justification as

follows and parallels an exposition of some Psalms,

a process, may be drawn out. Barth sees Romans 7 as
containing important implications about the beginning of
that process: "The Pardon of Man'".

In 8 37:3 "The Form of the Divine Claim
is much less reference to what the text says and meant,
and its significance is assessed by comparison with
Matthew 22, James, Galatians and John. ‘72 In this dog-
matic context, the implications of the passage are that

the command of God graciously frees us to act in ways well
494

n 491 there

492

pleasing to Him, because His may is our must.
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Romans appears to operate almost in the same way
as the Church Dogmatics; rarely giving attention to what
495 496

dominantly concerned with what the text signified for his

497

its implications about grace and religion.
It is interesting to note that in both these

the text says, or meant, because Barth was pre-

contemporaries and himself; and in this section, with

498

comparative studies, Barth lays greatest emphasis on the
original horizon of the writer in the first part of the
fourth volume. He most usually does this in earlier
parts of the Church Dogmatics only where he is arguing

defensively, as for example, over Ro 9.19-21: there he
argues in a painstaking way about "the Pauline interpretat-
ion of the parable of the potter." 499

It must therefore be concluded that Barth
characteristically moves beyond 'pure exegesis' into dis-
cussion of the contemporary significance in Romans or of
the dogmatic implications in Church Dogmatics: that he

refers both to the commentaries and to the excursus as
exegesis shows that he has a very broad definition of the
latter. This would make it difficult on his terms, to
trace the exact phases of the direct movement from exegesis
to dogmatics. Consequently, there is justification for
the procedure followed above, of adoptiﬁg a narrower
definition of exegesis, which has enabled us to trace

Barth's movement quite clearly. 500
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CHAPTER THREE

The Complex Movement from Exegesis to Dogmatics

Introduction

This chapter is concerned with the complex
movements from exegesis to dogmatics found in the Church
Dogmatics. It shows how Barth operates when he makes
that selective use of Scripture which dominates the
exXcursus. 1 Since there can be exegesis of single verses,
Barth is technically undertaking exegesis whenever he
interprets a verse. 2 However, an examination of Barth's
exegesis has already been offered, so attention here will
be focused on Barth's selection processes, and the way in
which he uses the different kinds of biblical material.

Careful classification of Scripture use in the Church
Dogmatics reveals the characteristic methods which are
discussed below. » .

Barth groups selected fragments of Scripture which
together form the basis upon which there can be movement into
dogmatic theology. The way in which they are used corresponds
to the form in which they are found. Thus for Barth, the
form of the material not only influences how it is interpreted,
but the way in which it may be used in dogmatics. Dogmatics
deals not with whole texts, but with whole doctrines. In order
to do this it has to arrange material thematically or
systematically and some material will be used frequently in
5 The dogmatic theologian has to deal
in different ways with different forms of material available
to him, a if he is to draw out the dogmatic implications and

different contexts.

use them in a systematic way. Equally, his dogmatic topic

may lend itself to some methods more readily than others.

The reason, therefore, that the sub-titles of this chapter

look as if they analyse different forms of biblical material

is simply that Barth's use is closely related to them.

Some methods such as typology have been developed and used

over a long period in the Christian church; others are génerally '

found in biblical theology, ©

some are peculiar to Barth: all
are employed in ways which may be considered to be characteristic

of him.
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Concepts
Classification of Barth's use of Scripture shows
that he often gives time to understand biblical words

7

his basic dogmatic building blocks. The close examinat-
8

or concepts, and that this understanding forms one of
ion of biblical words is by no means peculiar to Barth,
but its wide use does not indicate universal acceptance.
While the dispute over this method is chiefly concerned
with inappropriate use of semantic tools in exegesis,
a brief discussion of the issues is included here for
two reasons. First, this criticism may be equally
applicable to a similar examination of words in dogmatics,
although this cannot be decided until an analysis has
been made of Barth's actual practice. Second, if such
a Jjudgement is to be made, it is desirable to examine
Barth's use in the light of such criticism and to consider
whether his dogmatic purpose in any way shields him from
it, or Jjustifies his use. This is particularly appropriate
because(ﬁarth relies heavily]in this method of moving from
exegesis to dogmaticslon a theological dictionary which has
been especially attacked. 10

Barr's attack on the Kittel dictionary, and the
methods associated with it rests on complex grounds.
These include the argument that it identifies 'concepts'
and 'words', which do not always coincide. it Further, it
tends to the practice of reading the total of all the
possible shades of meaning of a word, each time it occurs

] 1
in a sentence. 2

It relies too heavily on etymology,
Barr argues, when it is clear that words can change their
meaning beyond all recognition, 13 so that one should not
ask 'what is the meaning of a word', but 'what does the
word mean in this sentence?' Often it assumes that mental
patterns are revealed by linguistic structure so that
distinctions may be made for example between Greek and
Hebrew thought. 4
different words must necessarily have different meanings;

15

room for theological understanding to distort the actual

It also assumes too readily that

that there are no synonyms. These tendencies leave

linguistic evidence. 6 This is linked to a neglect of
the 'social linguist