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Man in the Light of the Humanity of Jesua, by Je Be Soudel

(Karl Barth's contribution to & Christologicsl Anthropology)
(Karl Barth: Die Xirchliche Dogmetik. III.Z2. Diec Lehre von
der Schénfunge 2: Das Geschdpf. Bvangelischer Verlag

7011 ikon-Zilrich 1948, 800 priese Price, bound 35 Swise france)

In the immense plen of his vast Dogmatilk Karl Berth
hed by Soring 1948 penched the second &1f=-volume of the third
parte His life-work thus extends to over four thousand five
hundred pagese. Ad 1t 1s still far from finished, still in
feet necrer the beginning than the end, for it is in the midst
of the doectrine of Creation, which follows the Prolegouiens end
the doctrine of God, snd has yet to be completed wlth the
doctrine of Reconciliation and Redemitione ™e voluz;.-e Just
igaued deols with Man as the centre of Creation, or =t lenst
as the only erecature directly sccessible snd comprehensible to
USe It iz thus a contribution townrde 2 theolozicel
anthropology.

Anyone who hos the aslizhtest kmowledge of Karl Barth,
or imegines that he knows him, will certainly be curious to see
how he will dispose of this particule r task. If there is one
thing for which Barth iz notorious, it is his rejection of
netural theology, his op osition to sany atternpt to base the
Imowledge of Taith snd theologlecal thinking on asny other source
then the revelation given in Jesus Christ, teastified by
Seripture ond senled by the Holy Snirit. Iz 1t possible
that this prograne will be adequste to deal with Creation,

that i3, with the knowledge 2nd explanation of the world and
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of Man's place in the world? And what after all is thc sense
of this programme? Does it not result in the divorce of the
realm of faith from the realm of natural life and natursl
Imowledge, does it not perhape involve & certain rigidity and
arbitreriness in face of the whole wealth of life and knowledge,
end does 1t not lecad eventusily to duslism or nsceticism?

These questions ore not directly onswered in the new
volume, but to some extent the snswer is given indirectly by
the whole tone of this publication. It nokes it clear that the
usual summary atten te to explain the bosic princinles of Barth's
thought are largely nisleading ond may easily produce distortions
bordering on caricature. If we ettempt in what follows to
indicate the main line of this thinking on the nartieule r theme
of anthropology, we nugt warn the reader in sdvence that the
work 1a so vost, =0 full of comlex views snd illustretions and
s0 subtly shaded, that any attempt to sumarize it, including
our own, must run the risk of inadesuste and insccurste inter-
pretation In some reapecct.

Tow even when deesling with anthropology Barth
congistently mainteine his rejection of naturel theologye It
is not his Intention Tirst to construct » genersl picture of
lien bosed on his obsmervation or reflection, o pieture of humsn
nature with its poasibilities =nd rcalities, ond ~fterwerde to
copore and correct this plceture cecording to the specisl atend-
points of Christien faithe. fle 1s fimily resolved to take the
speciel view of Christlan feith as his storting-point, and so
he looke prinorily not to the world =nd to Yan in genersl, but

to Jeeus Christ, ond secks to recognize Men in the hunenity
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of Jesuse The execution of this programie is such that the
reader must recognize - whether he is in sgrecment or not -
that the cherge of lack of Interest in the world and 1in Man
or the objeédtion to dualistic snd ascetic tendencies would be
directed to the wrong addrcss. Bopth 1s indeed convinced
that the wderctanding of creation, yes, snd any real meeting
not with abstract man but with the real ilan, is impossible
except in Jesug Christ; but in Him this meeting and under-
stonding of veslity does exist, and therefore it 1s 2 possib-
i1ity for us too. It is evident thet the motive for the
rejection of notural theology by Bsrth 1s just his opposition
to any form of dualism; there are not two sources of f£inal
truth, snd of course there are not two truthse. There is no
gulf or even fissure between "cosmology! and "aonteriology",
between ereation ond covenant, between our knowledge of the
world and the grace of reconciliztione This unity we recog-
nize of course only by faith - but by faith we do indeed
recognize 1t: we understond that creation is the outwerd
foundation of God'~ covenant with Men, thet the covensnt is
the inward proof ~nd meoning of crectione This is certainly
a davring view, but it is in accord with the testimony of the
Bible, end if we 1pgnore it the strudture of faith must in the
end disintegrote snd our thinking lose touch with the concrete
reality of !Man.

It is advisable to 2d¢ to this schematic outline of
Barth's fundementsl views two observationre The first is
the technical reminder, thet the rejection of naturel theology

mey also be expresced in formal termns in this way, that
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Barth is firmdly resolved to teach the priority of octuplity
over potentinslity: God's free revelotion is the primary
renlity =nd point of departure; while humen reception, yes,
even humen receptivity, 1ls sccondspy end derivative. This
intellectusl pattern has long been o feature of Borth's
exposition, but In this book it is expreesed with special
enphasils ond distinctnesse There is here a certain formel
resemblance to some tendencies of contermorary philosophy,
especinliy to existentlialism. But in hils analysis of the
teaching of Jaspers, Barth separates himself from this
shilosophy, expecially by his sroument that it does not reslly
attoin to the reclity of lMen, but remeins to the end imprisoned
in mere potentialitye The second observation 1s of nmore gen-
eral interest: 4t would be a mistake to deduce from Barth's
fundamentel princinles that theology must or con ignore the
resulte of research and study by genersl, scientific and
philosophical anthropologye m the contrary, Barth follows
this work with lively interest, -nd his eccounts of it ore not
only comprehensive, but sim ot the greatest possible and most
positive understanding. Only he is convinced thoat this
general anthropological study will never by iteelf nenetrote
to the essentisl reality of len, but only to some more or less
intelligible sbatraction. For of course this isoloted men

in and for himself, which is the obJject of the study of general
anthropology, is en ebatraction: the resl ilan exists only in
the presence of God end with his fellow-men, whom we recognize
in the 1ight of our meeting with the Man Jesus, who wes len

for God and for His neighbour, The more clearly generasl
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anthropological rescarch concedes the sbastractnesc snd the
consequent tentativeness and the ultimate inadequacy of ite
views, the more useful will be the service it con rendere
“hat it c2n do 1is to discover the individual features, the
phenomena of humen existence, which can then, for the purpose
of Xnowing the resl lMen, be transTormed into symptomes of resl
hunenitye

e have elrezdy mentioned the fundamentsl explanstion
of humsn existence which results from Barth's assumtions.
Anthropology is not the same 28 christology, the knowledge of
men in general is not identical with the knowledge of the
hunanity of Jesua, but it 1is deduced 2nd derived from it.

That which 1le reallity in the perfect humanity of Jesus, exists
in the humanity of the rest of men as 2 destiny 2nd a possib-
11ity willed Dy Gode. Here again, the attentive reader will
notice thet the same arvengerent of reality and possibility, of
sctuslity nsnd potentiality applies, Jesus is MNen living fully
for Gode Ien is o creature of God, destined to live in the
presence of Gode That is his essentiszl substonce, beyond
which thewve 13 nothing deepere This mesns that he existe, not
a8 a self-contained being, but os 2 historical being, a being
in history. By historical Barth does not of course mesn cuite
the same os mere historicity, in the sense of being inserted in
the ceries of ecarthly events. He is concerned in the first
place with the fact that men exists primeridy in action in the
presence of God =nd with Gode He exists only on this basis,
that God hos called and is calling him into existence; and

he is =o celled in order to live in gratitude, =nd in order to
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respond to God with hie Xnowledge, his obedience, his worshilp,
and to do 211 this in freedom. This calling and destiny of
Men ie the content of God's crentive sct, ~nd with regerd to
this crestive nct we must affirm thet Mon is good.

In his present, concrete reality, however, lon is
corrupted by sin - =nd oo here everyone who ie even o little
veraed in Christien doctrine will irmediately supply the
correction to this thoughte Certainly, Barth slso supplies
this correction. But the matter is not so simple with him as
1t ususlly eppesrs to he with other theologiansze We aore here
faced with a very difficult problem of Barth's thinking. It
is not easy to express it Justly, 1if only because in the meen-
time he has only deslt with this subject portislly. But while
this i3 still only on the fringe o the subject, one is con-
vineed that the doctrine of sin belongs systematically to the
doctrine of reconciliation. The auestion is approximstely os
follovice Berth shows more and more emphatically thet there is
no balance and symmetry betwesn grace ond Jjudguent, between
election to life ~nd rejectione. Grace manifestly ond Cinally
prevails over judguent, clection over vejection. In this
connection he sayn, thet cven the reality of sin must not be
concelived 2e if it hed ony fixed and obvious pleoce within the
thenlogical systein. 8in 12 always seen in faith end in theology
not es possibility, but as o fundamentel impossibility, absurdity,
mysterye It con only be encountered as & reslity, but it
connot by any means be expleined awny, not even by ss~igning it
to a fixed nlece in theologlcal thinking. Faith end theology

cen only encounter sin with ever new horror and proteste Or to
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put it from another point of view: sgin is for f2ith in its
deepest reallity 2lweys sin covered, sin forgiven. It does
not belong to the origihal divine creation. Already in
Genesls it is seid, moreover, that ?od crecated 1light, but not
at 211 that He crected darknesse it ie @aid only thot He
divided the.}ight from the darlmess, whose existence 1s thus
left In its secret snd unacceptsble abnormelitye Theological
thinking therefore nmust Indeed t-ke the reality of sin very
gseriously, but not with the absolute, desdly seriousnese which
the reslity of reconciliation makes limpossibvles Therefore
the doctrine of sin must never be tsught as an independent
theme nor yet as a central theme. And never must it be
admitted, that & reslly «inful man might succeed by his =in in
carrying ~ut o second creation, in founding on indepcndent
kingdom of evil competing with the kingdom of Gode That will
never succeed = ond therefore it is necessary to spesk even
of the corruption of the originsl creation very plainly and
geriously to be sure, but a2lwsys =8 it were in brackets, with
the consciousness that this corruption will never meet with
absolute ﬂucces5, thet it will never obliterate the primsl
goodneas of the divine creation. Theee 1ldeas are indeed
Aifficult -nd »f course they provoke many nuestionse. Thé&
heve 2lso been the object of shsrp criticism on the part of
some Luthersn theologiasne, who have the impression that Beprth
underestinntes the reality of what the Bible calls the de-onic
worlde Meantime we mey at least drew sttention to them and
add, that they may provide an explanation for the peculiar

positiveness snd hopefulness, which pervede all Barth's



recent contributions to genersl humen problems, snd sleo for the
breadth and fervour of his interestc.

Man, however, does not exist only in the presence of

U Bode As Jesus was also Man for his fellow-men in his escrifice
%: and in his whole existence, =0 every men is celled snd destined
; to be, not indeed fox his fellow-man (this only Jesus in the
?g perfection of Hls humenity cen achieve) but yith him. Men is
not created for solitude, but for society, for existence with
his counternart, also with his humsn counterpart. According
. 'to Barth's exegesis it is in this thet the image of God consists

s God 1s not end does not went to be alone, but exists even in
His inmenrnost divinity as the lofe of the Pather to the Son,

80 too Men 1s not, must not be aolitary. T™e grestest denisl
of humanity end the yraetest curse of man is the attempt to
understond hunenity ss the essence, quality or structure of
aolitery mane "Humenity without neighbour® is o profound
error, of which Nietzsche woas the grestest vrophet. To him
Barth devotez a long exposition, kindly end apirecistive too,
but in the eséentisl point he dennunces him more strongly then
any other thinker with whom he desls in his remsrkable
digresslons. Nietzsche, however, is not slone in thiae He
only expresses wlith rare consletency and sincerity - and in
this lies his strength - tendencies of the modern age which
hg,_ye been widespread since the Renaissance, tendencies more
moderstely and temperetely proclsimned, for exemple, by Goethe,
and which have interfered so much with publie, politicel, and
soclol programmes ond endeavourse Everything will 4 epend,
hunanly gpeaking, on the supersession of this "humenity without

nelghbour” by o tyue hunanity, with o vision of the reality
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of the concrete fellow-men. But is this possible on any other

basls than the knowledge that soclety is not something
extraneous to Msn, but forms his innermost substance, because
it is the very core of man's creaturehood, ss it was revesled
in the lMen Jesus?  The natural expression snd basic form of
this original substance 1ls the fact, that man was created not
solitary snd individusl, but ss man and womane This,
according to Gen. 1,27, is the concrete content of the image of
God, for which Man was created. On tens, yes, on hundreds of
peges (already in the vpreceding volume III.1l.) Berth confirms
with Biblical exegesis and develops with bold imsginsation the
wonderfullnicture of what humsn existence mesns in this, the
only natursl snd originsl division of mankinde. Here in nature
the loving purpose of God is reflected. lere in an originsl
pattern the primal, hunan substance of all human relstionshios
is 1sid down. It is an existence in which men seek each other
face to fece, in which they obey each other, and converse with
each other, and help each other, snd do it all gladly, with
eponteneity, joy and freedom. This is what 1t means to share
naturasl, hunan exictence. In this connection Berth turns
sternly against those theologilans, who imagine that they ere
exalting the glory of the grace of God when they slander lan
and deny him any positive possibllities. The punishment for
that will elwsys be that such theology ends by belittling and
distorting in some way the imasge of the real, essentisl grsce
of God, and smuggling into it these same human charascteristics -
but merely humen cherscteristics -~ which were so churlishly

denied to natursl mane In this connection too he tokes hin
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stand ageinet o widespreed theologicel fashion, snd defends
the Greek, or Hellenistic spirit, which is certainly demonic
when perverted, but which et1ll only ex reassed powerfully one
gide of humsn nature: its spontaneity, joyfulness, frecdom,
which iz the meaning of the Greek conception gros, ond which is
the basis of the undenisble fact, that in the civie, politiesl
sphere too sncient Greece is the motherland of freedom.

e have so far only 5iven ace unt of the idess in the
first helf of the new volume. The last two extenmive chapters
ere devoted on the one hend to the existence of Men ss the =oul
of his body, and on the other hand to his existence in hie own
glven snd limited and therefore also finite timee e can only
point out briefly that these two cloeing chapters =ve linked
together and have g common underlying tone. Soul and body sve
not the seme, but they connot be ehstracted and separated from
each othere In the Bible Man is o wnity; aoul and body =2 re
2 unified creation of G4, or: they sre given in such o way,
thet Hen is given a soul, which is the bibliecnl exprescsion for
God in His movement towerds HMene Any sqft of abstraction,
whether 1deslistic or materislistic, is folse, #nd the concrete-
ness of the biblical view does not f£it =ny theory of parallelism
or of the mutual influence of soul end hodye Equally imposaible
ie the Greekt theory of the soul as sn irmortel substence
separable from the body. By no means. len existe as the
soul of his body, and the soul too is mortal together with the
bodye Hie hope 1s not in the permanence of hie imaginary
higher substonce, but only in the resurrection, th-t is, in God

Himself.
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In a further chacter the scme theme is developed
in deoling with human limitstion in time, with human finiteness
This finiteness we lnow of course in ite concrete form es
deathy, end it is Jolned with the reslity of divine judgment
on sinful msn, ~nd does not therefore belong in this form to
the goodness of God's ereation. But if it iz true thot Jecus
Himgelf bhore the curse of desth ond wiped it out by His own
death, then finiteness iteeclf loeres ite cursedness, and becomes
a natural aign of hunen dependence on gracee It 1s thus
something which can and must be accepted in pesce snd with
gratitude. T™e hore of the belliever is not 2 kind of endless
prolongation of his exlstence in tine. It is thsat he, must
as he is, in his finiteness, (end thus slready only the men
that hss been) will meet with God in the "moment” of
resurrection {I Cor. 15,51) and will have & =here in His
eternity, which 1s essentially different from existence in
timee

This agaln is o very difficult exegezise The
reader will inevitably ssk the question, whethesr the =oberness
of Biblical faith, rejecting »11 illusions sbout the imsginory
higher c¢lements of man, =nd accenting the errthliness and
finiteness of his being, is not here too finely »olished.
Is not the Christisn hope too much narrowed down, until it
becomes a quite unimaginable moment of meeting with God, or
an elevation of the mere finite, pest, and not-to-be-continued
existence of man into the light of God's grace, God's forgive-
nese, snd God's purpose?  Perhaps it will be necescary to

waelt for further explonation of Barth's views on this motter
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in the next volunes of the Dogmatlic. Meanwhile it 1s posrible
to remind non-theologisns, that this theology certainly connot
be defined ss abstrect epirituslism or duslism; and to remind

neologiens, that in Barth's expositions of the finitenese of
mon there nve obviously introduced some consequences of the
rejection of the doctrine of purgetorye llan is given only

this 1imited snd finite time to live snd to reach a decision
Fﬁout his immortalitye. He is not given =~ny pro=zpect of &
continuation =nd prolongation of this unigue temporsl existence.
Tis has, of course, fundemental importrnce for ethicse It
gives to 211 decisions a deep earnestness snd urgency which
would have been lacking, if our hore had been deliversnce from
the limitetion of time; inatead of which we mey ond must trust
only ond solely in the eternal Gode

Altogether we have before us e work which is

monunental not only in extent. Certainly there 1is in its
execution ruch thet is problematic, flung out in the rough,
cometimes with too much of genius end mescivenesee None the
lesz it does prove, that in his dering decision to scek o
foundetion snd snchorage for theologicel thinking only in
pevelation in Jesus Christ snd in the sct of feith in Him,

Barth hes been ~iven sn inner freedom recul ting in greot breadth
of outlook, which does indeed regsrd nothing humen es alien, end
a vercotility snd at the seme time & peculisor justice and
apprecistiveness even in Judging thinkers very fer rem ved from
hime This corbination of definiteness eand breesdth gives to
Bovrth's work o peculier stiraction, snd mekes him en importent

orientntion-noint end corrective. Mor without such a
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corrective theslogical thou ht tende to wander into blind rlleys
end all sorts of snarece. To thie muet be added our simple
thenks for the welcome, relieble snd considered tesching sbout

a nudber of importent theologicsl =nd philosophical thinkers,
and not least for the meny extensive bibliesl exegeses, which,
in spite of 211 the occaslonsl evbitreriness snd lack of finish,
still penctrate to the hesrt of the matiere In sum, here is

a work which Protestont theology for long decades will not be

able to ignore, and nust reckon with one way or snothere



