
ASPECTS OF THE SOTERIOLOGY OF KARL BARTH 
Fred H. Klooster 

The appearance of the last two part-volumes of Karl Barth's Kirchliche Dog-
matik has sparked some interesting theological discussions on soteriology.1 One phase 
of this discussion concerns the question of a basic change in Barth's thought. Some 
think that Barth's present view of the justification and sanctification of man involves 
a significant change from his earlier emphasis upon the "infinite qualitative distinc-
tion between God and man." About a decade ago John A. Mackay expressed his 
concern that Barth, out of fear of subjectivism and mysticism, was producing too ex-
clusive a "theology of light" while ignoring a "theology of life" and Christian experi-
ence.2 And although Mackay is not yet entirely satisfied, he now writes in a lyrical 
vein of "Barth's loyalty to Christ's lordship and especially his growing appreciation 
of that lordship in its implications in the subjective realm of Christian experience."3 

Because of the section on sanctification in volume IV/2, Arthur Cochrane suggests 
that "this latest volume of Barth's Dogmatics should excite the keenest interest among 
his practical-minded, yes, activist readers in America."4 

In this connection it is interesting to note that Barth has anticipated a measure 
of satisfaction with his recent writings on the part of those whom he calls "Pietists 
and 'Evangelical groups.' " But he adds that they will obviously not be "entirely sat-
isfied, for at the decisive points tthey cannot fail to hear something of the rolling 
thunder of the 1921 Romans even in the more accomodating tones in which I now 
express the things which particularly affect them."5 But what about those who think 
Barth has actually undergone a significant change in view of his recent writing on 
the justification and sanctification of man? To them the following words of Barth: 
"But I seem to hear from one and another of my former friends and fellows the 
question whether in the aspect of the matter which is now to the forefront I have not 
gone too far in what I ascribe to man, rather like an old lion who has finally learned 
to eat straw. . . . Perspicuous readers will surely notice that there is no break with the 
basic view which I have adopted since my parting from Liberalism, but only a more 
consistent turn in its development."6 When one carefully examines the nature of 
Barth's soteriology, I think he will agree with Barth's own conviction that there has 
been no significant change on this matter. We need not be detained by this question 
at the moment, although it is certainly one which will continue to receive a good deal 
of attention in the future.7 

I. The Place of "Soteriology" in Barth's Dogmatics. 
The question may be asked whether it is correct to speak of "the soteriology 

of Karl Barth." There is no section of Barth's Dogmatics which bears the heading 
"Soteriology." And in the few places where the word does occur, it usually involves 
a rejection of the traditional significance of the term.8 Anj ordo salutis in the sense 
of "the older Protestant dogmatics" which concerns for the most part "a temporal 
sequence, in which the Holy Spirit does His work here and now in men"9 is also 
rejected. When I speak of the soteriology of Karl Barth, therefore, I do so simply to 
use a common term to include those facets of Barth's doctrine of reconciliation known 
as justification, sanctification, calling, and faith, love, hope, to follow Barth's 
arrangement. 

Soteriology is part of the comprehensive and complex doctrine of reconciliation 
handled in volume IV of the Church Dogmatics. The doctrine of reconciliation com-
bines what is usually discussed under rubrics of Christology, hamartiology, soteri-
ology and ecclesiology. Soteriology, then, is divided into objective soteriology (justi-
fication, sanctification, calling) and subjective soteriology (faith, love, hope), the 
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two separated from each other by the section on the Church. Furthermore, it is in 
IV/1 that Barth discusses justification and faith; in IV/2 sanctification and love; and 
in the still to appear IV/3 that he will discuss calling and hope. 

That Barth's integration of soteriology and Christology with hamartiology and 
that one's view of sin also influences one's ordo salutis. Barth's position, however, 
involves much more than this simple but significant observation. One might say that 
the whole of Barth's theology comes to a head in the doctrine of reconciliation. As 
Barth says himself, the theologian is here "at this centre of all Christian knowledge. 
To fail here is to fail everywhere. To be on the right track here makes it impossible 
to be completely mistaken in the whole."10 It is imperative, then, to take into account 
Barth's view of revelation, God, predestination, creation, man, sin, etc., in order to 
understand the doctrine of reconciliation. At the same time it is important to see 
the place and significance of the "soteriological" elements within the entire frame-
work of the doctrine of reconciliation. To fail to do this will involve misinterpreta-
tion of Barth's unique position and confuson for the evangelical theologian. 

That Barth's integration of soteriology and Christology with hamartoliogy and 
ecclesiology involves more than dogmatic procedure is evident if one compares the 
Church Dogmatics with the Systematic Theology of Charles Hodge. Hodge is a Re-
formed theologian who interestingly brings together in one major locus entitled 
"Soteriology" all of these significantly related matters: the plan of salvation (predes-
tination), the covenant of grace, the person and work of Christ, the ordo salutis (vo-
cation, regeneration, faith, justification, sanctification), a section on ethics (exposition 
of the Law), and concludes with, the means of grace (the Word, sacraments, and 
prayer). The amazing difference in real content should be obvious to anyone who 
studies Hodge and Barth carefully.11 

It seems to me that, in the relation of soteriology and Christology, one has a 
remarkably clear indication of what the "Christocentric" approach of Karl Barth in-
volves. In spite of the appeal of the term, Barth's "Christocentric" approach involves 
a unique position, remarkably different from historic Reformed theology. The Christ-
ology which takes up the first major section of each of the parts of volume four, is 
the crucial section each time. Barth says: "For it is there—and this is true of every 
aspect—that the decisions are made. There is no legitimate way to an understanding 
of the Christian life than that which we enter there. As I see it, it is by the extent to 
which I have correctly described this that the book is to be judged."12 

The main lines of Barth's Christology will indicate its relation to his soteriology. 
Barth speaks first of Jesus Christ as "very God." This means the "state" of humilia-
tion, i.e., the humiliation of God, and the priestly office. To this Christological aspect 
is linked the justification of man. Next he speaks of Jesus Christ as "very man." This 
means the "state" of exaltation, i.e., the exaltation of man, and the kingly office. To 
this Christological aspect corresponds the sanctification of man. Finally Barth speaks 
of Jesus Christ as "God-man." There is no state corresponding) to this aspect, while 
the prophetic office is involved. And to this Christological aspect corresponds the 
final objective element in soteriology, calling.13 I cannot develop here the critique 
of this Christology, but I consider it basic to an evaluation of Barth's soteriology.14 

II. The Relation of Justification and Sanctification 
We have noted above that Barth's comprehensive doctrine of reconciliation in-

cludes two sections which may be called objective soteriology an<| subjective soteri-
ology. At this point we shall turn to the elements referred to as objective soteriology, 
Le., justification, sanctification, and calling. To anyone acquainted with the usual 
Reformed ordo salutis the listing of calling at the end of this trilogy is at once arrest« 
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ing. In view of the fact that calling will be given extensive treatment in the next part 
—volume IV/3 of the Church Dogmatics, I shall make little reference to it here, but 
speak primarily of justification and sanctification. 

One must remember that justification and sanctification are the corrolaries of 
the first two Christological premises. The downward and upward movement of Jesus 
Chrisl} involve in this one divine action the justification and sanctification of man, 
i.e., the divine verdict and the divine direction. "The action of God in His reconcilia-
tion of the world with Himself in Jesus Christ is unitary. It consists of different 
'moments' with a different bearing. It accomplishes both the justification and the 
sanctification of man, for it is itself both the condescension of God and the exalta-
tion of man in Jesus Christ. But it accomplishes the two together. The one is done 
wholly and immediately with the other."15 Justification and sanctification "have to do 
with two different aspects of the one event of salvation",16 two moments corresponding 
to the humiliation of God and the exaltation of man. They belong inseparaby to-
gether. Though they are thus related, there is no ordo in their relationship, no PrivA 
and Posterius in the one event of grace and salvation. "We presuppose that there is 
no such order in the temporal sense. The simul of the one redemptive act of God in 
Jesus Christ cannot be split up into a temporal sequence, and in this way psycholo!
gised,"17 Barth contends. 

Justification and sanctification are simply two inseparably related "moments" 
of one redemptive event. In its simplest form Barth pute it this way :i " Ί will be 
your God' is the justification of man. 'Ye shall be my people' is his sanctification."18 

As we examine these two "moments" in greater detail, we see again that just as humil-
iation relates to God and exaltation relates to man, so in a parallel way in this one 
event justification refers primarily to God and sanctification refers primarily to man. 

Barth explains the need for justification in the following way: 
By sin man puts himself in the wrong in relation to God. He makes himself impos-

sible as the creature and covenant!partner of God. He desecrates the good nature which 
has been given and forfeits the grace which is addressed to him. He compromises his 
existence. For he has no right as sinner. He is only in the wrong. 

The presupposition, the possibility and the truth of a positive relationship between 
God and man and the peace of man with God consists (1) in there being a right which 
is superior, absolutely superior to the wrong of which man is guilty and in which he 
now finds himself, (2) in this right not merely being transcendent but worked out in 
man and (3) in the wrong of man being set aside and a new human right being 
established and set up in the working out of this higher right. This higher right is the 
right of God, and its outworking, the setting aside of the wrong of man and the restora-
tion of his right, is the judgement of God. The justification of man takes place in the 
eventuation of this judgment.19 

This right of God, of which Barth speaks, does have relationship to man. Justification 
involves a divine verdict, and it seems to be forensic in character. "This justifying 
sentence of God is His decision in which man's being as the subject of that act is 
repudiated, his responsibility for that act, his guilt, is pardoned, cancelled and there 
is ascribed to him instead a being as the subject of pure acts of thankfulness for 
this liberation.. ."2 0 

But it is clear that the justification of which Barth speaks is something which 
coincides with the humiliation of God. It takes place once and for all. Its relation to 
man's faith is spoken of later, but it is obvious that the relation of faith and justifica-
tion as set forth in Scripture and as understood by Luther and Calvin cannot come 
to its right in Barth's presentation. According to Barth this justification concerns all 
men, and there is no backtracking from the universalism asserted in this connection. 
"The work of atonement, the conversion of man to God, was done for all. . . . God's 
verdict and direction and promise have been pronounced over all. To that extent, 
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objectively, all are justified, sanctified and called. But . . . not . . . all, . . . hear, 
perceive and accept and receive all that God is for all. . . . To those who have not 
been touched in this way by the hand of God, the axiom that Jesus Christ is the 
Victor is as such unknown. It is a Christian and not a general axiom; valid generally 
but not generally observed and acknowledged."21 

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

One is struck by Barth's failure to give specific treatment to other usual elements 
of the ordo salutis such as regeneration and penitence, e.g. But all these are to be 
comprehended within the single term "sanctification." "What ÌÉ meant by sanctifica-
tion (sanctificatio)," says Barth, "might just as well be described by the less common 
biblical term regeneration {regeneratio) or renewal [renovation) or by that of con-
version (conversio), or by that of penitence (poenitentia), which plays so important 
a role in both the Old and New Testaments, or1 comprehensively by that of disciple-
ship which is so outstanding especially in the synoptic Gospels. The content of all 
these terms will have to be brought out under the title of sanctification. But there 
is good reason to keep the term sanctification in the foreground. It . . . shows us at 
once that we are dealing with the being and action of God . . . that God is the active 
Subject not only in reconciliation generally but also in the conversion of man to Him-
self. Like His turning to man, and man's justification, this is His work, His faceré. 
But it is now seen and understood, not as his justificare, but as his sanctificare." 23 

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

III. The Relation of Faith & Love to Justification & Sanctification. 
We have seen that Barth distinguishes objective soteriology from subjective 

soteriology. We recall also that these two are separated in each part-volume by a 
section dealing with the Church. Thus in Barth's treatment of reconciliation the sub-
jects faith, love, and hope are the last to be discussed. Although this fits consistently 
into the significantly constructed plan of the Church Dogmatics, it is here that one 
clearly notes Barth's anti-Schleiermacher polemic.25 Whereas the religious conscious-
ness is first and most significant for Schleiermacher, its place is not only last but 
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least significant for Barth. This important factor is at least in part overlooked by those 
who seem to think there has been a radical change in Barth's theology of late. 

Attention is here given chiefly to faith and love because the yet-to-appear IV/3 
will take up the discussion of hope in relation to calling. One is struck again at this 
point by the reversal of the usual order faith, hope, love.26 At this point we must recall 
that faith and love concern subjective soteriology, i.e., to what Barth speaks of pri-
marily as the knowledge of justification and sanctification. At times Barth refers to 
this as noetic or epistemological in distinction from objective soteriology which is 
ontic.27 The universalism which is asserted without hesitation of the objective elements 
is nowhere asserted of the subjective, and at times explicitly denied. The question as 
to what Barth thinks will happen eventually at the end of all history (if there is to 
be such an end), concerns the perplexing and much debated issue of the apokatastasis. 

A statement which takes us from the objective to the subjective elements is the 
following: "In the whole event of atonement, jusification, sanctification and calling 
as ground in the divine verdict, direction and promise, have as it were a central 
function. . . . When we say justification, sanctification and calling, on the one side, 
we are already expounding the relevance of what was done in Jesus Christ, but, on 
the other we are explaining only the objective relevance of it and not its subjective 
apprehension and acceptance in the world and by us men. We might say, we are deal-
ing with the ascription but not the appropriation of the grace of Jesus Christ, or 
with what has taken place in Him for the world as such, but not, for the Christian 
in particular. In the Christian there is an appropriation of the grace of Jesus Christ, 
or with what has taken place in Him for the world as such, but not for the Christian 
in particular. In the Christian there is an appropriation of the grace ascribed to< all 
men in Jesus Christ, a subjective apprehension of what has been done for the whole 
world in the happening of the atonement."28 But not all "hear, perceive and accept 
and receive all that God is for all."29 The Christian does. And that he does in faith 
relates to justification and in love to sanctification. 

Consistent with his original position Barth does not regard faith as something 
which is once given to man by God and constantly possessed by man under the sus-
taining power of the Holy Spirit. That biblical and Reformed view of faith Barth 
rejects as staticism which seeks by "possession" to control God. Although Barth speaks 
of faith as the gift of God and the work of the Holy Spirit, he regards faith as a 
constantly recurring event. 

Faith is described by Barth as "an acknowledgment (Anerkennen), a recog-
nition (Erkennen), and a confession (Bekennen). As all these terms indicate, it is a 
¡knowledge (Kennen). And as the object and basis is the same in every case, so in 
every case it is an active knowledge."30 A fuller description is given in the introduc-
tion to the last section on "The Holy Spirit and Christian Faith": 

The Holy Spirit is the awakening power in which Jesus Christ summons a sinful 
man to His community and therefore as a Christian to believe in Him: to acknowledge 
and know and confess Him as the Lord who for him became a servant; to be sorry both 
on his own behalf and on that of the world in face of the victory over his pride and fall 
which has taken place in Him; and again on his own behalf and therefore on that of 
the world to be confident in the face of the establishment of his new right and life which 
has taken place in Him.31 

Faith is then the action on man's part (of which Jesus Christ is the object and 
basis) which corresponds to the "gracious condecension of God as the basis and 
power of the justification of sinful man." The only answer as to what man must do 
in the light of all this that God does, "is the simple and unequivocal answer that he 
must accept and receive the One who comes to him and that which is given in and 
by Him; that he must be content in unconditional and childlike confidence to hold 
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to the fact that God is for him; that he must acknowledge and recognise and con-
fess this ; that he must place himself on this ground and walk on it without hesitation 
or vacillation; that he must be satisfied and rejoice and constantly return to the 
fact that he may undeservedly but quite indisputably be the child of God. This living, 
active reception is faith; the faith of the Christian community, and in and with it the 
faith of the individual Christian. Christianity consists wholly in this reception and 
therefore in the act of faith."2 Barth's universalistic strain is absent in his discussion 
of faith. It is in "the man Jesus in whom the reconciliation of the world with God 
has taken place. There is no man who does noti belong to this man, who is not His 
brother. But this is true of the Christian in a very special way because his human 
existence has been altered and re-determined by the fact that what is true of all men 
is no longer concealed from him but revealed to him; because he, a man like all others, 
may live in the knowledge that he belongs to Jesus, and live in a very different way 
from those who do not have this knowledge. That God has reconciled the world with 
Himself in Jesus Christ is not merely true for each individual Christian personally, 
as it is for all men, but is acquires shape and form in his existence. It is given to 
him actually to live in communion with Jesus Chrst, in and with Him. In this way 
and to this extent he receives and has his own specific part in the reconciliation which 
has taken place in Him."33 

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

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

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

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

thing of the kind of comprehensive critique which the evangelical theologian is 
obligated to make. It is impossible to approach Barth's Dogmatics as one would ap-
proach Hodge or Bavinck or Berkhof in order to make certain minor criticisms. It 
should be obvious that Barth's soteriology involves an amazingly compact and intri-
cate structure which differs radically from historic Reformed theology. The evangel-
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ical theologian would be doing injustice to Barth as well as himself, if he were to 
present only minor strictures here and there. A critique of Barth's soteriology will 
have to take into account the total structure of Barth's theology. Such a critique must 
show how Barth's soteriology is related to his peculiar Christology as well as to his 
doctrines of revelation, God, predestination, creation, sin, and reconciliation. And 
it is also imperative that the evangelical theologian give careful attention to Barth's 
conception of the relation of God to the world and the significance of history. It is 
here that one will note the roots of Barth's rejection of the usual Reformed ordo 
salutis. But it is obviously impossible now to enter upon the kind of comprehensive 
critique which the subject demands. 

Let me interject a comment here, lest the largely negative character of my 
critique be misinterpreted. Even though I believe that an evaluation of Barth's soteri-
ology in the light of Scripture and historic Reformed theology will end with a pri-
marily negative judgment, I do not mean to say that Barth's theology can therefore 
be ignored. There is a tremendous challenge and stimulation in the study of Barth. 
This is due in part to Barth's importance on the contemporary scene. But it arises 
even more from the fact that Barth, wishing to break radically with the liberalism of 
Schleiermacher, claims to be reviving Luther, Calvin and Reformed theology in gen-
eral. But even if one must disagree with Barth's claim, as I most seriously do, the 
study of Barth is extremely challenging and rewarding. In the words of a recent re-
viewer: "Whenever we open the book, we come across some aphorism, some epigram, 
some paradox which, if it refuses to make clear and plain the thought of its author, 
challenges or teases the reader into re-examining the thought of his own mind."37 

Although I cannot now set forth the comprehensive critique which is really 
demanded, let me make a few observations. It is certainly! true that soteriology and 
Christology are intimately related, as Barth repeatedly asserts. However, I am con-
vinced that Barth's Christology does not provide a genuinely biblical basis for the 
interrelation which is required. This significant reservation, which I cannot now 
develop, must be borne in mind as the context for the following points of critique. 

First, it should be noted that although soteriology and Christology are signifi-
cantly related, there is also good warrant for distinguishing them. The atoning work 
of Jesus Christ is a complete, once-for-all satisfaction offered to God by Christ's sub-
stitutionary death on the cross of Calvary. Although this atoning work of Christ is 
complete, the application of it is not at once completed. That is, Christ's work pro-
vides the all-sufficient basis for the justification and sanctification of God's elect, but 
this application is not at once performed. Christ's work provides the solid basis for 
soteriology, but soteriology is not completed with the atonement. For Barth the 
"moments" of soteriology are really one event and there is no real distinction between 
atonement and soteriology. 

Secondly, the Scripture certainly indicates that the application of Christ's com-
pleted work does follow a certain order as indicated structurally in Romans 8:28-30 
(calling, justification, glorification). It seems clear to me that the Reformers were 
entirely correct in interpreting the recurrent Scriptural references to justification by 
faith to mean that faith logically precedes justification in the ordo salutis. We are 
justified by faith or through faith. This demands, I believe, that faith either precedes 
or coincides with justification. And again it is a Scriptural demand to regard regen-
eration as preceding or coinciding with the first exercise of faith, (John 3:6 e.g.). 
Furthermore, the sinner who has been regenerated by the Spirit of God, justified by 
God through faith, is also called upon to be increasingly sanctified. This ordo salutis 
is demanded by Scripture. While the objective basis for our justification and sancti-
fication is Christ's atoning sacrifice and resurrection, yet man is not subjectively 
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justified and sanctified by this action. (It must be remerbered that for Barth the 
humiliation of God and the exaltation of man are the facets of Christology which have 
really replaced a substitutionary atoning death of Christ on the Cross.) 

Thirdly, it has been noted that according to Barth justification is universal and 
objectively true of all men. Here a further critique of Barth's view of predestination 
ought to be set forth, for it is of course intimately related to the universal aspect of 
justification. By his own admission, Barth rejects Calvin's view of predestination. 
The intimate relation of justification and faith in Scripture cannot receive its rightful 
place in this view of Barth. Faith always follows justification according to Barth and 
in no sense is it the instrumental cause or agent. Here one sees how basically un-
changed Barth's present position is from the views expressed earlier in the Romerbrief. 
Although Barth does speak of justification by faith, this only means a coming to 
know afterwards that one is and was already justified. And even when Barth speaks 
of forensic justification, again the term has been given a completely new meaning. 
Here one sees that Barth's conception of sin does not really reproduce the biblical 
seriousness of man's sin as guilt involving the transgression of God's law. And hence 
the justification of which Barth speaks really means only that God is right. God is 
right in the humiliation of God, and this right of God is called justification. 

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

In the fifth place, objection must be raised to the subjective elements of Barth's 
soteriology. Faith, love and hope were seen to be primarily nœtic. This is true most 
specifically of faith, but even love and hope are spoken of as the acceptance of God's 
direction, and of His calling. In the case of faith, as was indicated earlier in this 
paper, one simply comes to know and acknowledge what he already is — i.e., justified. 
It is here, perhaps most pointedly, that one sees how inconsequential the Christian 
life appears in Barth's theology. This, it seems to me, demands careful scrutiny on 
the part of those who think Barth's theology has significantly changed. Although 
Barth's theology has been characterized by the motif of the "triumph of grace", it is 
clearly grace other than that which Scripture presents as the grace of God in Christ 
Jesus. Man's sin is simply his failure to acknowledge what he really is. And this 
seems to be Barth's reason for speaking of it as the impossible possibility. 

Finally, it is now evident why Barth's view of soteriology takes away the biblical 
urgency for preaching and evangelism, even though he has given proclamation a 
significance quite different from that of the liberalism of Schleiermacher and Ritschi. 
The urgency of calling men to repent and believe in the Lord Jesus Christ is absent, 
however. It has been rightly observed that neo-orthodoxy has not produced evan-
gelists: Barth's theology has no motivation for evangelism. Although there is a 
difference between the Christian and the non-Christian, it lies chiefly in the fact that 
one knows he is justified and sanctified, while the other, equally justified and sancti-
fied, does not know it. And it is probably correct to say that he simply does not 
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know it — yet. Even though Barth wishes to avoid the apokatasis, he seems incapable 
of doing so within the context of his own theology. 
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