INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfiim master. UMI films
the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some thesis and
dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be from any type of
computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations
and photographs, print bieedthrough, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

in the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.9., maps, drawings, charls) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and continuing
from left to right in equal sections with small overiaps.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations appearing
in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order.

Bell & Howell information and Leaming
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Mi 48108-13468 USA
800-521-0800

UMI






rl Barth’s View of War
By: Heather R. Sansom

Faculty of Religious Studies
McGill University
Montreal
August, 1998,

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research in
partial fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of
Master of Arts
in
Theology.

© Heather Sansom, 1998



L |

National Library

Biblio ue nationale

Your filg Votre réfdrence

Qur fle Notre rélérance

L’auteur a accordé une licence non
exclusive permettant a la

of Canada du Cana
uisitions and uisitions et
ag'l'iographic Services ::gices bibliographiques
385 Wellington Street 395, rue Wellington
Ottawa ON K1A ON4 Ottawa ON K1A ON4
Canada Canada
The author has granted a non-
exclusive licence allowing the
National Library of Canada to

reproduce, loan, distribute or sell
copies of this thesis in microform,
paper or electronic formats.

The author retains ownership of the
copyright in this thesis. Neither the
thesis nor substantial extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without the author’s
permission.

Bibliothéque nationale du Canada de
reproduire, préter, distribuer ou
vendre des copies de cette thése sous
la forme de microfiche/film, de
reproduction sur papier ou sur format
électronique.

L’auteur conserve la propriété du
droit d’auteur qui protége cette thése.
Ni la thése ni des extraits substantiels
de celle-ci ne doivent étre imprimés
ou autrement reproduits sans son
autorisation.

0-612-50567-7



ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to contribute to scholarship on the great Swiss theologian, Karl
Barth, and to the ongoing discussion of theology and politics by examining Barth's view of
war.

There has so far been only one monograph on Barth's view of war: John Howard
Yoder's Kar! Barth and the Problem of War (1970). Whereas Yoder's work is restricted to
Barth's general discussion of war in his Church Dogmatics, and to a partial glance at his
response to World War Two (WWII) and the Cold War, this thesis expands and completes
the picture by examining Barth's overall theo-ethical framework, and his attitude to World
War L.

Pushing a little further into Barth's theology, I start by re-evaluating the significance
of Barth's key ethical concept of the Grenzfall (‘extreme case')- particularly his use of it in
relation to the problem of war. Briefly, rather than being a ‘cop-out' clause (Yoder's thesis),
the Grenzfall serves as a descriptive, conceptual short-hand for Barth's contextually-
engaged, prophetic stance with regard to war. This is shown most clearly in his responses in
word and deed to World War One (WWI- ignored by Yoder), WWII and the Cold War.

Following my examination of the Grenzfall, | chart Barth's path through these three
situafions; No substantial work has previously been done on Barth's response to WWI,
largely because much of it is articulated in a series of sermons which have not yet been
translated. Uncovering Barth's thought in these sermons- hitherto largely ignored in both
dogmatic and ethical scholarship- | compare Barth's early, middle and later responses to
concrete, historical wars, and relate these to his use of the Grenzfall in the ethical

discussion of his Dogmatics.



ABSTRAIT

Cette thése cherche a contribuer a la recherche sur le grand théologien suisse, Karl
Bafth, et 4 la discussion théologique et politique en cours, en examinant son opinion sur la
guerre.

Jusqu'a maintenant, la seule étude de la pensée de Barth sur la guerre était Kar/
Barth and the Problem of War (1970) de John Howard Yoder. Alors que cette étude se
limitait 4 la position en général de Barth sur la guerre, telle que formulée dans ses fameux
Church Dogmatics, et a un coup d'oeil partiel sur sa réaction face a la Deuxiéme Guerre
Mondiale et a la Guerre Froide, cette thése agrandit et compléte le tableau.

En vue d'aller un peu plus loin dans la théologie de Barth que Yoder ne 1'a fait,
j'amorce ia thése en réévaluant I'impact du concept éthique central de Barth, le Grenzfall
(‘cas extréme'), et surtout son emploi de cette idée en relation avec le probléme de la guerre.
En bref, au lieu d'étre un excuse (ce qui est l'opinion de Yoder), le Grenzfull est un terme
désignant la position prophétique et contextuelle de Barth concernant la guerre. Cela se
refléte de fagon concréte dans ses gestes et ses écrits au moment des deux Grandes Guerres
et de la Guerre Froide.

Aprés cette discussion sur le Grenzfall, j'examine le cheminement suivi par Barth
tout au long des deux Grandes Guerres et de la Guerre Froide. Aucune recherche
substantielle n'a été faite jusqu'a maintenant sur la réaction de Barth face a la Premiére
Guerre Mondiale, en grande partie parce qu'elle ne se trouve presentée que dans une serie de
sermons qui n'ont pas encore ét¢ traduits. Levant le voile sur la pensée de Barth dans ces
sermons, je compare ses réactions antérieures, intermeédiaires et ultérieures face a des

guerres réelles et historiques, et j'établis un lien entre celles-ci et son emploi du Grenzfall.
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This thesis is an essay in the etymological senses of the word: essai- (F) to attempt,
exagium- (L) a weighing, and exigere- (L) to investigatc. It is a journey toward the discovery
of an answer to the question: How does Karl Barth's view of war develop from the First World
War (WWI), to the period of the Cold War?

Most scholarship on Barth's thought tends to restrict itself to the period beginning in the
1930's, mainly because it was at this time that Barth began publishing his famous Church
Dogmatics. Indeed, Barth's most prolific and coherent period of writing was from the early
1930's, until his death in 1968. Therefore, it has been much easier for scholars interested in
his thought simply to look at the corpus of his writings during these years.

This is true for those interested in both his dogmatic theology, and his views on ethics
and politics. Within this latter group, those concerned specifically with his view of war have
done so largely because of his well-known support of the opposition to Hitler during World
War Two (WWII), and the supposed contrast between this position and his subsequent utter
rejection of the atomic arms race. While aspects of Barth's responses to war during this period
often find their way into secondary material on his ethics, the only monograph which
seriously addresses Barth's view of war is the late John Howard Yoder's Kar/ Barth and the
Problem of War (1970).

Although Yoder published his work 25 years after WWII, he thought that an
examination of historical church responses to war was crucial to the development of a
Christian understanding of war in the contemporary era. Moreover, observing how the church
responds to the question 'what should we do?' in crises such as war can provide a key for
understanding the content of Christian ethics in general. Yoder seiected Karl Barth for his
study, saving of him that "there is hardly another [theologian] whose thought has such
rootedness and texture as to demand that the response be to his entire work".'

In his book, Yoder analyzes Barth's use of the Grenzfall (‘borderline’/ ‘extreme case’)
concept in the Church Dogmatics, particularly as it is developed in relation to the problem of
war in Church Dogmatics I11.4. A dedicated pacifist, Yoder's main concern with the Grenzfall
concept is that, in his view, Barth expressly uses it to justify his own advocacy of military
opposition to Hitler. Further, Barth does so by integrating it as a tool of thought into the
general scheme of his ethics, thereby leaving the possibility of war open for the Christian.
Since Yoder sees Barth's use of the Gren=fall concept as anomalous in relation to what he
characterises as Barth's otherwise pacifist leaning, Barth's use of it provokes Yoder into asking
how Barth thinks about ethics in general, and its relation to dogmatics. Barth's stance on war

‘John H. Yoder. Kar! Barth and the Problem of War (KBPW), p.7.



serves as a red flag for Yoder in a deeper epistemological and hermeneutical question, which
must be understood within the context of Barth's thought as a whole.

Since Barth's approach is systematic, Yoder points out that an investigation of Barth's
view of war must commence by considering "the way in which [he] proceeds from the center of
Christian faith, ie: from the revealing, reconciling, and redeeming work of God in Christ, to
deal with the particular issue."? In other words, a discovery of Barth's ethics of war is properly
approached through a preliminary discussion of Barth's dogmatic theology, because it is part of
Barth's general ethical understanding which is shaped by his dogmatics.

Yet, rather than beginning with Barth's theology itself, Yoder starts his discussion with
a cursory overview of the opening sections (36-38) of chapter VILI, in CD 1.2 "The Command
of God", where Barth discusses the way he sees the relationship of ethics to theology.

In this section, ethics, as distinguished from erhos, is described by Barth as the talk and
consideration, critique and testing of Christian doing. It is how Christians describe the
decisions they have and do make. The making of decision itself (ethos) is an action and
responsibility which takes place before God in encounter with His command. Thus separate
from actual decision, ethics must always admit the priority of God's speaking over human
speech. Within this framework, Barth seems to intend the Grenzfa// concept to signify the
ultimate moral ambiguity of all ethical action, and the resulting need for humanity to listen for
a situationally-specific '‘command of God', rather than engage in casuistic application of clear
ethical norms already available in the Bible.’

It is in Barth's methodological bottom-line ( 'listening to God') that Yoder discerns
where he thinks Barth went wrong. Since Barth does not define ‘hearing the Word of God' as
either a bolt form the blue', Pentecostal experience’ or intuition of 'revelation’, Yoder
concludes that the process can only be described as follows: As the Christian stands prayerfully
before the possibilities, weighing alternatives, the Christian obtains insight which allows a
choice of what appears to be the least evil. Essentially, this means taking a leap in the midst
of ambiguities, and ascribing the result to God. Therefore Yoder states that "the language
which portrays God as speaking in the situation must not be understood as in disjunction from
sober pragmatic calculation™'- by which he means that the Christian ascribes personal choice,
'in faith’, to God.

For Yoder, the real meaning of the ‘command of God' is plainly that Barth gives
theological nomenclature to an essentially independent, anthropologically-grounded (ie:
human) process. Yoder thinks that this loophole in Barth's methodology in an ethics which he
had claimed to be scientifically theological (faithful to its own theological parameters), leads
him to make a decision regarding Switzerland (military defence of Switzerland as a 'just’ State

abid., p.2L.
Yibid., pp.21-40.
Yibid.p.49.



3

against Hitler's unjust one) from within a hermeneutical framework built on a cross-pollination
between theology and several alien political principles.’

Yoder lists three things as being most ethically significant about Barth's dogmatics:
first, that the norm of theology is the revelation of God in Jesus Christ; secondly, that ethics is a
part of dogmatics; and thirdly, that Christians must respect the concrete situation.’ He does not
disagree with these, or with Barth's general rejection of war. (Since the Grenzfall is the
extreme case, war is prohibited most of the time.) Yoder's disagreement is with the fact that
Barth foresees "exceptions to the generally admitted wrongness of war."’ [fthere is an
exception, either the first general statement is not valid by definition, or grounds exist on which
it can be nullified. The question at hand is, does the Grenzfall provide ground for the concrete
imperative that one go against what God has clearly said before?

According to Yoder's reading of Barth, the Grenzfall means three things: 1) the
principle that every principle must have an exception; 2) a safeguard of human responsibility
by virtue of being a guarantee of the sovereignty of God; and 3) a statement about the finitude
of all human values.®

The basic problem with the 'sovereignty of God' argument is that it projects the
anthropocentric view of freedom found in 'pagan existentialism' onto God. Since it is
forbidden to make any absolute statements about what God will say the next time He speaks,
because He must be unconditionally free, God becomes free from all commitment to humanity.
The difficulty with positing such a capricious God for the sake of ethics is that this postulate
has a direct effect on dogmatic statements, such that it now becomes impossible to say
anything consistent in dogmatics. Yoder's conclusion is that the logic of Barth's ethics, when
considered theologically, forces us to leave a door open for the extreme case where God may
decide to change His revelation: to accept that in the 'extreme case' it may no longer be true
that 'Jesus Christ is the Son of God'. '

Such a horrible conclusion compels Yoder to assert that "we must claim the same
degree of certainty and universality for ethics as we are accustomed to claiming in
Christology.” Since the concept of the Grenzfall thus denies the bindingness of the
Incarnation, it must be rejected.

Furthermore, with regard to the ethical matter of which values are to be preferred over
others, and on what grounds, Yoder questions Barth's absolutisation of the value of life.
Because Barth argues that in the ‘extreme case’ life may need to be taken in order to preserve
life, he appears to contradict his own statement about the finitude of all human values. Since

Sibid., p.50. Those principles are: ‘democracy’, ‘peopie’, justice’, and ‘life’, which Yoder thinks Barth has raised to the level of

absolutes.

lbld., PP 55-56.
xbld. p-57.
lbld. Pp.58-66.
%ibid., p.67.
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Yoder does not see how it is possible that Barth could make ethical decisions on the basis of an
ultimate value (life), he concludes that the Grenzfall "is simply the label which Barth has seen
fit to attach to the fact that, in some situations, he considers himself obliged to make a choice
which runs against what all the formal concepts of his own theology would seem to require.'°

_ Furthermore, Yoder finds that Barth turns the State's opus alienum (use of force) into its
currency of survival, or opus proprium. In doing so, Barth opts for the lesser evil', limiting
God's capacity to provide a solution outside of the bitter either/or of annihilation/oppression vs.
defence. The 'lesser evil' option is characterised by Yoder as Barth's operating 'slavery-is-
worse-than-death’ logic. For Yoder, this logic takes a fundamental position in Barth's thought,
effectively displacing his dogmatic presuppositions and parameters. An essentially pragmatic
statement, it is also a theological one. To say 'slavery is worse than death’ (war) is to make a
faithless eschatological statement which dissociates the kingdoms of God and humanity,
leaving human beings to defend themselves according to the law of Nature (survival).'!

Bad eschatology betrays a bad ecclesiology which sees the Church's mission as survival.
A bad ecclestology and bad eschatology together only betray what is at root a more serious
theological error: a bad Christology. The pragmatism which the Gren=fal/ argument amounts
to is a flat denial of the Cross; a replacement of the "New Testament's normative answer for
problems of survival” with something alicn.'> Yoder is clear: "if we have once understood God
in Jesus Christ, we have no room for predicting exceptions, or even affirming the possibility of
unpredictable exceptions."" In contrast, Yoder understands the significance of Christ and the
Cross (0 be "the Christian duty of loving and sacrificial [pacifistic] service.""

In his conclusion Yoder hints that if Barth's ethics had perhaps been developed from the
standpoint of reconciliation, rather than being placed as they were in the context of the doctrine
of creation, his ethics would have been more Christological.

According to Yoder's reading of Barth, the ‘command of God' to man is a euphemism
for a pragmatism which seems a-theological at first, but hints at an operative theology which is
at odds with a professed, Christologically-centred one, the ethical conclusion of which is
‘obviously' (for Yoder) pacifism. In short, Barth's use of the Grenzfall/ divorces his ethics from
his dogmatics. The question for my essai is, has Yoder read Barth's Dogmatics correctly?

The second major shortcoming in Yoder's summary of Barth's 'view of war' is that
Yoder neither refers to Barth's position regarding WWI, nor sets Barth's thought in the context
of the historical developments from WWI, to the Cold War. Rather than closing the debate,
Yoder’s work provokes questions as to the link between Barth's early (WWT), middle (WWII),
and late (Cold War) position regarding war, and the ways that the transformation of his context

Hibid.. pp99 I10.



from one period to the next may have informed the development of his theological ethics
regarding war.

What in Barth's thought on war changes or is consistent from one war to the next? Was
Barth's condemnation of WWI primarily an accident of his upbringing in the Swiss value of
neutrality? Was his opposition to Hitler merely opportunistic? Or, were these reactions both
an integral part of a consistently Christologically-focused and filtered reading of the changing
world around him? Might not the Grenzfall concept be more nuanced, and better grounded
theologically than Yoder allows? In light of this last question, Yoder rightly insists that the
main concem for the Christian is Christology.

For a fuller picture of Barth's view of war, it is necessary to push both further back, and
a little further afield in Barth's thought than Yoder has done. Therefore, I begin by looking at
the theological underpinnings of the Grenzfall concept found throughout Barth's Dogmatics
(Chapter 1), and by summarising Barth's particular use of it in his discussion of life and war in
Dogmatics 111.4 (Chapter 2), Then, from an epistemological and hermeneutical standpoint
established inside Barth's theological framework, | move on to a contextually-embedded
account of Barth's reactions to WW1, WWII, and the Cold War (Chapters 3, 4 and 5) as these
are documented in Barth's sermons, letters, lectures and other writings and comments external
to the Dogmatics, and in biographical sources.



CHAPTER1

Groundwork of the Grenzfall: The Doctrines of God, Humanity,
and the 'Command of God'

The Grenzfall as the 'extreme’ or ‘border-line’ case in ethical considerations cannot be
grasped properly without a preliminary understanding of the general discussion of ethics, of
which it is a special part. A general discussion of ethics, for that matter, is impossible to
approach outside of the framework of the doctrinal structure in which Barth sets it.!

How are Barth's ethical statements- especially the Grenzfall- part of his dogmatic
understanding? Admittedly, it is impossible to do Barth's Church Dogmatics full justice in the
short space provided by this study. Nevertheless, some broad outlines must be drawn.

In its placement first within the distinctive talk of the Church about God (CD I1.2,
"Doctrine of God"), then within its equally distinctive talk about creation (CD IIL.4), ethics is to
be understood at the most basic level as reflection on ‘the command of God to 'man'?'. One
direct way to understand what Barth means in ethics would be simply to examine the
constitutive parts of this definition as they are explained in Barth's doctrinal theology. What
does Barth mean by God? Humanity? Command?

Again, considering Yoder's accusation that Barth's ethics of the command of God is not
supported by his theology, but in fact departs from it, the best way to see if Yoder is right or not
ts to look at Barth's ethics of war from within the framework established by his theological
understanding of God and humanity. To bypass these comerstones of Barth's thought in an
attempt to proceed directly to his ethics, or his particular discussion of war. as Yoder has done,
would be to risk completely misunderstanding these latter.

One can hardly grasp the Grenzfall, or 'exceptional case', if the general intention of
ethics remains unknown. Given that the 'intention of ethics’ is conceived of as an expression of
the will or command of God, it is hard to imagine that really clear knowledge of this will is
possible without knowledge of the natures of the Willer and 'willee'.

L Kart Banth, Church Dogmatics 11.2, p.509 ch. VIl "The Command of God": Ill.4. p.3 ch.XIl 'The Command of God the Creator':

L 1. foreward, p.xiv E!hwsso-cdhdlmga:dmthcdoctrmcofGod’scaanmddonumldcrnnghuomtllothctwlsc

than as an integral part of dogmatics. or to produce a dogmatics which does not include it.": 1.2, p.371 "For without ceasing to be
reflection upon the Word of God. it is itseif ethics.": 1.2 pp.782-799 'Dogmancsas&hncs msnsalsodxeexphcu

operating assumption of such substantial and authoritative works as E. Willis’ The Ethics of Karl Barth(E.J. Brill, 1971),
Paul D. Matheny’s Dogmatics and Ethics: The Theological Realism and Eihics of Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics (Veriag
Peter 1990), John Webster's Barth's Ethics of Reconciliation (Cambridge University Press, 1993), Eberhard Jungel's

arl : A Theological Legacy (Westminster Press. 1986).

A word must be said here about 's use of the word 'man’. lntbchrman.heusslhcgendcrmumlmMemch' In
English, the lack of an equivalent term has meant that translators have traditionally used the word 'man’ in its gcnd:r-mduswe
sense. Thus, Barth's 'Doctrine of man’ is a doctrine of humanity., male and femalc. In this paper, the term 'man’ is restricted
almost exclusively to direct quotations, where it is meant in the gender-inclusive sense intended by the word 'Mensch'(cxncpllbr
in the obvious instances where a male human being is intended). F«!bemoﬁpmlhascmedmrcﬂecthhsmwuedgmda
mwwmbymgnwhmsmhs'hmmw’ ‘humankind’, ‘people’, ‘persons’. and ‘individuals’ where carlier scholars have

‘'man’ or ‘men’.



While no summary should replace an attentive reading of the Dogmatics, and while
other summaries are perhaps more detailed,’ this one here is a sketch of most of the major
points of these doctrines. It is important to review them because they describe Barth's
epistemological and hermeneutical standpoint for viewing the problems of ethics- specifically
war. To see where war falls into the overall structure of Barth's thought, we need a reminder of
that structure.

Although Barth could hardly have resisted change over the three decades it took him to
write the Dogmatics, those points discussed here seem to have been upheld from start to finish
of that opus, evidencing a greater consistency in Barth's thought than Yoder acknowledged *

In particular, this preliminary summary of Barth's theology seeks to illuminate the
centrality of Christology in Barth's thought. While such a goal may seem to some to be a
redundant attempt (and one less skilled than others) to say the obvious with regard to Barth's
theology and ethics, it is in fact a step which is crucial and unprecedented in terms of the
discussion of Barth's thought on war- in spite of Yoder's explicit warning that Barth's ethic of
war directly affects the heart and substance of his Christology. (Remember, Yoder thought that
the meaning of Barth's ethics for his Christology was such that the former completely undercut
the latter- even though Yoder did not look at Barth's Christology in his work.) '

Moreover, Robert Ericksen's singular and excellent work Theologians Under Hitler:
Gerhard Kittel, Paul Althaus and Emmanuel Hirsch’ constitutes an undeniable challenge to
take this step. In it, Ericksen convincingly explains the relationship of these three Nazi
theologians' theologies to their socio-political contexts and biographies. His main question is,
how can these people have such intellectual integrity and strength, and be so biblically pious-
and yet be so wrong? He compares their integrity, strength, and piety throughout his work to
that of Karl Barth. This comparison is the greatest in Ericksen's discusston of Hirsch because,
in his'mind, Hirsch is the most intellectually excellent and doctrinally thorough of the three,
and therefore more comparable with Barth than the other two.

Ericksen's point with this question is to try and discover a way to discriminate between
theologies that leads one into ghastly ethical consequences, and those that do not. After
examining Kittel's, Althaus’ and Hirsch's thought in context, he concludes that the only real
difference between the three (especially Hirsch) and Barth is that they happened to fall
psychologically onto opposite sides of the political fence. (Barth was against the Nazis.) That

e csp. sections of- The Iriumph o] Grace in the Theology of Karl Barth (G.C. Berkouwer, Eerdmans. 1956), The Hastening
That Waits (Nigel Biggar, Clarendon, 1993). Kar! Barth et la Politique (Danicl Comu. Labor et Fides. 1967), Foundations for
Chnistian Social Ethics: Karl Barth's Christological Anthropology and the Social Sciences (David Allen Fraser. UML, 1987),
How To Read Karl Barth ( Hunsinger, Oxford University, 1991), The Theological Responses of Karl Barth and
Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Robert F. UML. 1989), Matheny op.cit.. Webster op.cit., Willis op.cit.. and Makers of the Modern
Theolagical Mind: Karl Barth (David Mucllcr. Word Books, 1972). References to relevant and interesting scctions of Barth's
ﬂu.uDogman‘cs are provided for the interested reader throughout this paper.

If Barth's consistency is in doubt with regard to these points, note the number of references of different volumes from the length
gf the Dogmatics which support each one.

New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985.



8
Barth fell on the 'right', and they on the 'wrong’ ethical side is, for Ericksen, merely an accident
of birth, and not substantially theological.¢ In other words, Ericksen concludes that there really
is no way for a person to know whose theo-ethical influence to be wary of.

Since this is not a thesis on Hirsch, Kittel and Althaus, it is not my intention here to
argue where there might be a place their theologies went wrong. Yet, Ericksen's analysis is
greatly unsettling, and begs for precision in tracing the link between the heart of a theology,
and its corresponding ethics. While he successfully outlines the major points of these three
men's dogmatics, and shows their possible psychological and emotional motivations, Ericksen
leaves a gaping hole in his experiment.

Somehow, he completely overlooks the inner logic of ail four theologies. Thus, he fails
to notice the profound differences between Barth's Christological presuppositions, and the
others’. In fact, his comparison between Barth and Hirsch is so excellent that the attentive
reader will notice that the only possible point of substantial difference between these two men
must be one that Ericksen does not discuss. Such a reader will also notice that this point is
Christology. Though Ericksen does not realise it, he effectively proves that the key to
understanding Barth's ethics in World War II is his Christ-centred theology.

Therefore, given both Yoder's and Ericksen's discussions, this thesis will show that
Barth's developing Christology is in fact at the centre of his thought on a// war. We begin with
a sketch of the fundaments of Barth's theology of the command of God, since bypassing them
and proceeding directly to their specific application to war would risk misunderstandings such
as Enicksen's and Yoder's.

The Doctrine of God

The first thing that must be said about Barth's presentation of his understanding of God
in the CD is the presupposition on which all else hangs. It is simply that God is.” God is not the
product of human speculation. That God /s, is the presupposition of faith. The Church by
definition is the community of those who hold this presupposition as their primary article of
faith. The Church does not need to seek to prove God, but to confess in speech and life to this
God who /ives 3

Secondly, it follows from the fact that God is (ie., not created as humans are) that, in
His presupposed being apart from human postulates, God is ontologically, radically other.®

_GAn ‘accident of birth', of course, would affect cverything from the psychologically-shaping early childhood enviromment 1o
iptcllectually-formative educational influcnces.
BIC'f) L l,l%p.ll-bz IV.1, p.4 "The Christian mcssage is...primarily a statement about God.”

.pp.17. 1.
%MspoﬁuMGod'sﬁnll\rmum(mn-dcvdoping)'bein ’ is especially important in refation to process theologies such as
Wolthard Pannenberg’s. That God's immutable cxistence is %ndepuﬂuu of human speculation and identity can be contrasted
with g:m:o-lunm%dcgne-lbeolo?: such as Jurgen Moltmann’s (cspecially clear in The Crucified God, 1974, and Jesus
Christ for Today's World, 1994.) n fact. it is worth uo(mé:;u while Ericksen's conclusion can not be nml;eﬂ to Barth. it can be
applied to Moltmann. Moltmann's presuppositions about reflected in his Christology scem to causc him to employ a
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Since He is so radically other, humanity cannot assume to possess full knowledge of Him, even
though He reveals Himself in Scripture. God is hidden. His hiddenness is His mystery, and in it
He is free.!? Furthermore, since He is hidden, knowledge of Him is indirect. It is by faith, not
sight. Still, because we can speak of Him, this hidden God is also seen in a way and known. !!
The mysterious God has a corporeal form.!2

God has reconciled humanity to Himself. He is not alien to humanity. That God's self-
revelation is directed to humanity in Scripture means that He is who He is in His Word 13
Hence, He is radically present with humanity, as both the witness of His self-revelation
(Scripture), and the Revelation itself: Jesus Christ.14 ’

The fact that it is possible for humans to know God in Christ reveals God's
trustworthiness and generosity toward humanity. Thus, knowledge of God includes and
presupposes the knowledge that God is gracious. Since God is known to be the hidden,
gracious, mysterious, trustworthy Word in the person of Jesus Christ, God also reveals Himself
in Christ to be intensely personal.!s

Since the beginning point of an understanding of God as all these things is Jesus Christ,
Barth's Christology is seen to be the foundation of his doctrine of God. How, then, does Barth
understand Jesus Christ?

* The first thing that must be said about the being of Jesus Christ is that from beginning
to end of his Dogmatics, Barth takes Him to be Himself in both His aspects: fi/lv God and fully
'Man' as the chalcedonian formula affirms.!¢ For the moment, substantial discussion of the
being of Jesus Christ as Human will have to be passed over and left to the following section on
humanity.

~ As the incaration of the Word of God, Jesus Christ is the eterna/'’Son of God.!* It is
because He is the Son in His being from all eternity that He reveals God also to be etemnally

hermencutical methodology almost identical to Hirsch's, and in a manner similar to Tillich's. It might be said. then, that
Moltmann’s own landing on th&;r‘i'gu' side of the fence regarding the Nazi religious cthics has more to do with an accident of
history than with Moltmann's gv. (Moltmann came of age once history had already proved the Nazi's wrong. [n makes
lide difference to the substance of his theology that he [ironically| deliberately atiempts to counter Nazi theology my moving in
the opposite direction: replacing their triumphalist Christ with a Christ brought so close to the earth that he is eflectively robbed
of his deity and divine victory over death and sin. Since Moltmann makes the same movement from human speculation and the
going Zetrgerst to theology !ful is made by 15th century theology from Schiciermacher onwards, and by Hirsch, Kittel and
Althaus. be is one of their kind more than he is their enemy. [n any casc, his resulting ethics is flimsy and lacks i
ground: the Nazi's weze ‘bad’ because everyone knows it, and not for a sound. thoroughly' worked-out theological reason- in spite
of Molimann's biblically colourful and passionate rhetoric and pages of intcllectually complex (typically obscurantist in the

f&mun wa{gm sentances and hs.
sec "The Limits of the Kn::l%:f God' I1.2, pp.179-256, (in two sections ‘The Hiddenness of God' and The Veracity of
?nl's lexsn(;rledge of God'); .1 Knowability of the Word of God', pp.213-283.
.1, p.150.
121" p.152.: "The Word of God is primarily spiritual, and aficr that and in that form. in this its spirituality. for the sake of it and
wlf?mpg{ﬁlncm it, also a corporeal or natural event.”

1411, p.12.: "Dogmatics as an enquiry presupposes that the true content of Christian taik about God can be known by man. It

mlkslhismnng:':'na in and with the Church it believes in Jesus Christ as the revealing and reconciling address of God to

llnga%)”'fnnubm has true content when it conforms to the being of the Church. ie.. when it conforms to Jesus Christ...(Rom.
LI, p.155.

116 p-25 "The first and the last thing to be said about the bearer of this name is that He is very God and very Man.*

4IL 1. pp.638,9- ‘The Etemity and Glory of God" .
18¢ 1, p.474: 12, pp.1-13.



10

God the Father.’® As the Son of God, Jesus is the objective reality of revelation. He is the
being-of-God-in-act-— this act by which God draws close to humanity and becomes Emmanuel,
'God with us’.20 Jesus the Son is eternally One with the Father. As Emmanuel, He is God the
Reconciler who reconciles humanity to Himself 2! Furthermore, because He has risen and lives
as the Mediator® between God and people, His being means, or is, their reconciliation.
Therefore, He is in His being-in-act humanity's atonement.??

Jesus Christ is not the Son of God in an abstract, archetypal sense2, but in the concrete
sense in which He is part of the particular and limited time of humanity, even as He is eternal
with the Father. Incarnated in human flesh, Jesus Christ is completely distinct in His divinity
from humanity in the same manner that God Himself is distinct and free. In the concrete sense
of His historical humanity, the Person Jesus Christ is also distinct from all other human
persons. What the witnesses of the New Testament saw in Jesus, they saw nowhere else.?’

Jesus is uniquely rhe Lord. Since He experienced death and triumphed over it in the act
of atonement, He reveals that the Lordship of God is that over life and death itself.26 Also,
because only the one who is the uitimate judge can truly forgive,?” Jesus Christ paradoxically
reveals God the Father's being as Lawgiver and Judge. He alone has the authority of One who
deals with that which is His own: of a Creator with regard to His creation.-® Because the Father
is revealed as atonement and reconciliation, His righteousness is a merciful righteousness; and
His freedom a freedom which is from and for all eternity the freedom of His /ove.2 Thus, the
Gospel of His act sets the standard of the law of God.

Since all of these things that are revealed in Jesus Christ about God's person are not
known once-for-all, but continuously, Barth's doctrine of God is is not only dependent upon his
Christology, but further implies and necessitates pneumatology. ¢

Although it is not explicit in the Bible, the doctrine of the Trinity of God is seen by
Barth to be implicitly there as the account of the reality of Revelation.3! It is by the Spirit of

19 gain, the refationship of the Father and Son (and later we will see, the Spirit also) that Barth draws can be constrasted with
Moltmann's. for example. it is very important for God's etcrnal being as love. for Barth, that Father and Son have been in loving,
covenanied relationshup for all eternity. (Moltmann's view in Crucified God is that Christ only Aecomes the divine Son. and the
Father a father, as the original Easter pageant is played out.)
3 V.1, pp.3-8, Iszigh 7:14,8:8-10, Matt. 1:2 1.
2111, p.457- 'God the Son’
BI{‘V, 1, pp?; 122-128 'Jesus Christ the Mediator’.
1.p.34.

247This view can be contrasted with a good deal of nco-orthodox protestantism. as well as much liberation theology- though each
535 ba i:Liil'l'crlmtl_, image of the immitable archetype.

ibid.. p.17.
261 | pp.465/6; IV.1,pp.6.7.
<ibid pp.459/60. (John 1,2 Cor. §, Col 2, John 3, 14:9,8:58_ 17:24, Rev.1:8. 22:13, Heb.13:8)
281 |_pp.441-447-L1" p3.

2, rzs; I.1,pp.297,322,351: L1, p.448: IV.1, pp.211,283; L3, p. 155.
30s¢e Pi-ch 3. part | “The Triune Giod:, and '%?':%':.%“' 8. ‘God in His Revelation’. section | "The place of the Doctrine of the
}'{mn} in Dogmatics’ (pp.339-348): aiso 1.2 lem of Chrismlo?’, p.122-3.

L1, pp.356,431-. Meaning of the Doctrine of the Trinity’.; also 1.1, p.358: "The doctrine of the Trinity is the basic
presupposition of the doctrine of God,[such that] we cannot k correctly of the nature and attributes of God without
presupposing that it is God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit of whom we are speaking.”
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God that God in Christ works to make what He reveals seen by human beings as revealed.3? In
Barth's language, God is the Spirit?3 as He effects the 'revealedness’ of His revelation.34 It is as
the Holy Spirit that God is not only the objective reality and possibility of revelation as He is in
Jesus Christ, but also its primary Subject.3’

The Spirit as God's subjective presence creates? out of objectively reconciled humanity
a community which subjectively moves toward God,? in faith under the direction of the Holy
Spirit.3® The Holy Spirit does not impart divine freedom to humans by making this movement
possible.3 Human choice to move toward God is still human, but the belief such movement
significs is thc work of the Spinit.

Moreover, God cannot be truly Creator, and then Reconciler unless He is also
Redeemcr; the Alpha unlcss also the Omcega; the ctcrnal God unless He is all that He is in
etcrnity. Therefore, whilc the graciousncss of the Lordship of the Crcator and Father is
revealed in the being-in-act of Christ in His birth, crucifixion and resurrection, it is sealed as
the final reality of God for humanity in the eschatological pouring out of the Holy Spirit to
accomplish God's purposcs unti! 'that day' when we shall see God face-to-face and without a
veil. (2 Cor. 1:22, 5:5; Eph. 1:14)

To draw some preliminary conclusions, then, all that is to be subsequently said
presupposes 'God' to be defined (though, as stated, not completely) by the particular revelation
discussed above: His own revelation of Himself in Christ's being-in-act. Becausc this
knowlcdge depends on the work of the Holy Spirit, knowledge of this free God is never
completely established, but is ongoing. The ongoing naturc of thc rcvelation of God docs not
detract from the fact that the parameters of this knowledge are set by the Gospel in Christ's
historical person-and-act.

To know the meaning of God's command, we must have an accurate, even if partial,
knowlcdge of the God who commands. [n Barth's thcology, we know God only as we
recognise Jesus Christ. God's 'will', or intent is part of His nature, which is summed up in the
Gospel of Christ. As with knowledge of God, knowledge of the 'will' of God is understood by
Barth as ongoing.

32v2 psol.

3511, pp.512-524 ‘God the Holy Spirit’, 528.9.

3ry. pp-198-199; L1, pp.513-513, Barth refers to | Cor.12:3.

§2Llpp.203242; L1, pp.515,517, (1 Cor 12:4: 2Cor 13:14. | Peter 1:2: ICor 6:11)

SOLL, p.S:?u";lir'he léolv gﬁtiqmeofmwr_ Gdahgwﬁt&i:nma&meMmgiaﬁS&@Cm.mmmb

existence e. From this point of view we cannot avo e 0 presence 0 " Spint, presup in
elation, primary, universal, relsted as such to the creaturely existence of man and the world.”

The Holy Spirit is God in man saying ves'to Gad. it is God in man creating fith in man: cresting il man: and thercby
smf;nngorradeanmgmenmhn% into obedient sons and dau; wlnknowGodtheFaﬁurbyl’aitb. Itisin
becoming the house or temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor 3:16. 6:19: 2 Cor.6:16) that humans actually are subjectivelv taken into
the reality of the revelation- of the complection of the covenant- and are therefore redeemed. In this action, God as Spirit draws
human beings unto God, instructs them in the knowledge of God (2 Cor- 1:3: John 14:17, 15:26. 16:13: | John 2:20) and makes
9 their ianguage in obedicnce to this knowledge the real Word of God as proclamation of the Church.

3 ibid., also IV.1, p.643: V.2, p.727: [V3.2,p.902.
L1, p.523; 12, pp.204/5, 257.
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Since God's self-revelation is to humanity, and since the effectiveness of that revelation
involves an active engagement of human beings by the Holy Spirit, it becomes clear that
discussion of the 'doctrine of God' implies a particular and corresponding 'doctrine of
humanity’.

The rine of Humani

. The first thing that must be said about human beings is that Barth sees them as truly
defined and existent only in the One who is 'very God and very Man".4® As Barth frames the
problem, "(it) is not whether God is a person, the problem is whether we are."*! God in His
three-in-oneness is an axiom of faith, to be taken as He reveals Himself- hence, the basis of
dogmatic theology in biblical narrative. Since it is talk about a wholly Other God as He comes
to us, it seems reasonable that the doctrine of God should begin with its object: God in His
Revelation witnessed to by Scripture.

But what about humanity? Humans do not fall into the same mysterious category as
God. Is the epistemological question different for them then? For Barth, knowledge of
humanity, if it is to be knowledge of reafiry*?, must begin where knowledge of all other reality
begins: with God.#3

For Barth, all anthropology is first a theological statement; a corollary of what is known
about the being of God.**Specifically, anthropology begins with Christology. Humanity as it is
revealed to be in Jesus Christ corresponds to God in the following way: to the Addresser,
humans are the addressed®s ; to the Reconciler, those reconciled, to the Creator, His creation,
to the Redeemer, those who have the promise of being redeemed, to the One who, as
Reconciler, Creator and Redeemer is alone Lord, they are the servants of their Lord:; to the
Lord who exercises His Lordship, their real being is an obedient one.

How does Barth understand these rather broad statements to be true?

"01 2. pp.132-171 "Very God and Very Man'.

Uy, p.157. also see p.183: "Because the Word of God means ‘God with us’. because it is the Word of the Lord, the Word of our
Creator. Reconciler, and Rodeemer, it clearly pronounces our judgement upon oursclves. [n it. it is decided who we are.”

: aiso, Barth's understanding of the Christological basis of his doctrinc of man is found summed up in “The Humanity of God'
(l936)mkarlBardn.77leHumamovafGad pp.37-65, csp. p.46: and ‘The Christian Masagemdlthm Humanism” (1949),
‘%Ka:l Barth, Against :heSlream .183-191.

Barth’s concept of ‘reality’ iar to him in the CD. !usdefnnnonalmthat'ml‘bvdcﬁxuuomsnoormpoudmem
wlmeverhasbemposmd God. Real’ themorccorrspadsto faith. This concept of reality is very important, as we shall
3?. to the hermeneutical process of perceiving concrete situations.; see [ 1. pp.83/4; IIL4, pp.41-44.

bld.llm 2]7 L2, pp-19-21; [ll.4 3‘47- 'Fteuhm Before God'.

H“M2p 19 also"Wemmspeakof of man except from the standpoint of the Christian [of faith-within the
E::mncsofwhnmﬂmum«lodamcodhndm ofd:cpmlcularban of man in Jesus Christ."( IV.1 p.92 "The

g of man in Jesus Christ™), and (lI.2p.3, "Man as a lem of Dogmatics™): " lthaquusnanmsclf!hemnlmg
of God, He is the source of our knowledge of the nature of man as created by God.

1.1, pp.183-85: 1.2, p.94.: For example, at all points of human existence- present bein, allfutun 1ality contained in
thatbemg-hummsdomtemst from God who addresses them. Wbcﬂwrapersou to hear that address or not, they
are as they are because God has first spoken 10 them.
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That the Human, Jesus Christ, originated in the will of God (illustrated by the virgin
birth) reveals that humans are utterly dependent for life on their true origin: God.* In the
Reconciliation (Jesus Christ), we understand humanity to be the One created in the beginning
for eternal fellowship with God. Humans are thus primarily defined as God's covenant-
partners.*? That the Son of 'Man™8 is chosen, or elected by the gracious God for reconciled
fellowship with Himself means that humanity's identity is that of the ‘elect’ of God.+°

In becoming flesh 'in the time of Herod', the Son lives in the flux of time.*® His
temporality is not negated by, but based on God's eternity.5! In this temporality, He is most
definitely corporeal and individual.52 Moreover, the Son is as a whole- as both soul and body,
but in such a way that these are not separable 'natures’.>* He is fully Human as ‘embodied soul’,
or 'besouled body' from His birth, to His death, resurrection, seating beside God, and return to
Earth. Etemally, then, humans are individual, and have both an outer (body) and inner (soul)
form.5 As such, they are beings-in-act.>5

Because Jesus lived and lives in relationship with God and fellow-humans, He defines
human life as existence in relationship.¢ Since He is with and for God who comes to humanity
to be with humans, Jesus Christ is also with and for His fellow human beings.5”

Though Christ is the one, perfect Head, Brother and Representative of all human
persons,’® His very historical particularity establishes the fact that in some way all other human
persons are unlike Jesus Christ. Although what is to be known of the essence of Aumanity is
known in Jesus, not a// that is said of Jesus Christ can be said about humans generally.°

46 > pp.132-149 'Very God and Very Man'.
+7In IL.1. the beginning of his doctrine of Creation, Barth explains this rclationship between creation and covenant, creation and
reconciliation. by showing the covenant to be the 'internal basis' of creation. and the creation 1o be the ‘external basis’ of the
covcnant. Put sumply. the covenant is the raison d'érre of the act of creation.  Yet without creation, there would materially not be
anyonc with whom God could have fellowship. Therefore, as a preliminary condition. the creation happens for the sake of the
sgvenam which is its presupposition.

Obviously. the name 'Son of Man' means 'Son of Humanity', since the One born by a virgin ought. in terms of human gender.
would more accurately be calied ‘Son of Woman'. But theologically. His humanity cannot be gender-ristricted by such

lature.
Bz, pp.94-101/18/24 'Jesus Christ, Elected and Electing'.; 1112, pp.3-8. 17/9, 55.
500ne of the significant effects of time is that action is bound within moments. Since temporal life is not immutable. humans
gganot appropniate the immutability of God's nature. or His definition of them. 1o their own actions.
32 ||‘;p.-137-39 "Jesus, Lord of Time'.

“~That humans are such as individuals. male or femalc. does not negate the fact that they are also individuals-in-fellowship with
God and other humans (Barth elsewhere also includes animals. though in a different way.) Yct. they are individuals. This
gglphnsisismﬂectedqmemwglyianHsdimionomceommﬂofGod. .

In other words, just as there is no dualism in the corporeal/spiritual being of Jesus, so the rest of humanity can not be divided.

I “u;.’spimg;ls 32"oodsiv362'$smam cannot be scparated- a docrine with sigruficant ethical importance.

.2, pp-325-. .
35 jesus hrist's being in act as Barth discusses it is to be differentiated from Moltmann's suggestion that He becomes the Son.
By a corresponding human being-in-act, Barth does not mean that humans become creatures belonging to God- which would be
the doctrine of humanity corresponding to Molumann's discussion of Christ. On the contrary, humans are alwavs God's. Being-
in-act has to do with whether or not they correspond to their eternal reality by reflecting in their belief that this is their reality in
their actions. Action is constitutive of human being, and unavoidable. That it can cither correspond to God's intention expressed
gkmc’Gospfll.ﬁz?glgmnsunsnum axiom of Barth's cthics- as we will see.

2 pp.hll, .
57[[11}.2. pp-203-9,69.62-5;IV.1, p.157:IV .2, p.156. Barth refers to the following: Gal 1:4 Matt.20:28, John 13:1. 20:24, and Luke

:36.
§3{V 1, p 1541V, 3.3,p.4:[.2,ml 56/7.
9Iﬂ.2,p.7l:"0mmnto question of the nature of the man Jesus could not be more than a foundation. Anthropology
cannot be Christology, nor Christology anthropology. We remember that between the man Jesus and ourselves as men there
stands not only the mystery of our sin, but p v and decisively the mvstery of His identity with God." . and p.150: "
‘Jesus Christ very God and very Man' does not mean that in Jesus Christ God and a man were really side by side, but it means



14

Insofar as rhis Son of ‘Man' was also the Son of God, and therefore the blameless
Mediator between God and man, the rest of humanity is not like Him. He reveals the being,
and therefore also the limit of human being.

Unlike Him, human existence in I/thou relationships is, between humans and God, and
each other, imperfectly mutual. Moreover, the Son of Man was from etemnity a Victor over
death, which He faced by choice. Only He as God the Reconciler could suffer the rejection and
wrath of God the Judge. Humans, however, cannot suffer anything near what He did, nor do
they have the same choice about death. Even if they participate in His victory, it remains His.
They may share it, but they do not acquire it of their own.

Whereas all human persons die because they are trapped by sin, Jesus remained free
even as He chose to 'be sin for us’.%Jesus Christ is distinguished from all other human beings
with regard to sin.6! The very fact that Jesus humbles Himself in assuming flesh, making
Himself an enemy of God as He comes into solidarity with humanity, reveals that humans are
over against God- not in their creaturely being as distinct form God, but in their rebellion
against Him. Even though elect, humanity stands under God's wrath because of sin.¢? Christ
testifies to the difference between Him and all other human persons by the very bridge He
places across that difference.* For Barth, the essence of human sin is pride, expressed in
disbelief of God.®*

Humans are corrupt in their self-understanding.5* They know neither who they really
are, nor the true extent of the destruction they cause as a result of their sin. They can construct

lhatJausChnst,thcSonot'Godandthuanmsclftrchod.lsalsoamv:Mm But this Man exists inasmuch as the Son of God

lheM not otherwise.”
k‘o 378 "The man with whom the royal man Jesus has to do in the act of His Lordship is the man of sin: the man who
wxlls commits sin; the man who is determined and burdened by it....[t is the man who would not make use of his freedom. but
was content with the low level of a scl!'-cmlosedbemg.thusbemg irremediably and radically and totally subject to his own
alRIrdll\ mgu;ma;gt\ . dissipation and anxiety. and delivered up to his own death.”
1. pp.138-1
62Cr=atmd\ being is not to be thought of as the 'sinful nature’ of man. since Christ is also this creature in every way. and vet is

ll-. .122/3:1V. 1 ,pp.358/:1V 3.1,pp.434/49.

lllvpp 122/3; 1i1.3, pp.289-9l,302/49l50 V3.1, p.d449: IV.1, pp.413/4, p.414.: "Unbelief is...the original form and source
of all sins. and in the hstmhmthcaﬂvsm.becauseumhcsmwh: ch produces and embraces all other sins. [n all sins it is
unbeliel which transgresses God's command, which makes men lawless, which ignores and offends the diving majesty. "(John
é -48. 16:9, 3:18,36, 5:23; 1John 5:10; Ex.32:6.20:2)

IIL’ pp43l4“’l'henamofdlcmlmalonemhckestodneproblanofhumunnnm This man is man_... He alone is

y and properiv man. If we were referred (o a picture of human nature attained or attainable in anv other way, we should
alwavsha\ctofmthequauonwhuhawhnwclhmkweseeandknmvmnmgmsmtadelusmbccausc\mhwmﬁ:l
eves we cannot detect even the commuption of our nature, let alone its intrinsic characicr, and are therefore condenmed to an
unccasing confusion of the natural with the unnatural and vice-versa. We do not have to rely on these vaguc ideas. and we are

not ore condemned 10 this confussion, because true man, the truc nature behind our corrupied nature, is not concealed but
revealed in the person of Jesus, and in His nature we recognise our own, and that of every man. But we must keep to the human
nature of Jesus. Thus we may not deviate from it, nor may we rely upon, nor take for granted. what we think we know about man
from other sources.... We have thus to formulate the theological enquury into the nature of man int he following erms. What is the
mnnhmeofmmﬂnmmmmkmgwmcmcahdgnxofw:ndmh to the man Jesus, wecan secin it a
ctls_mmnummbmkwbvmmmceﬂcbwmsmd?mndwuw;fchmge?....lfg:lr&hwmm:spwdﬂﬁwm
oadwologmlm!nnpolog&v can noqv.utmo any other point of departure. choice o departure means
nothing more nor less than mmgmﬁmm-'mmmmmmuhmmnm
be understood from lhcnmmofmﬁclhnmmue,becmeofm Therefore. it can only be understood at the place it is
revealed by God, and is sinless. sce also [11.2, p.54.
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no concept of 'good and evil' on their own which tells them where they stand before God, or
one another. This is true even if their concepts of 'good and evil' are biblically derived.s

Far from being 'irreligious’, unbelief is most manifest in humanity's religions, because it
is there that they exalt themselves to the place of divinity by their invention of gods. The sin of
pride, or self-help, utterly refuses the revelation of God in Christ by confusing the gracious,
holy, merciful, righteous, patient, omnipresent, omnipotent, constant, omniscient and glornous,
eternally good (in short, free and loving) God who is there revealed with some fabricated image
of an untrustworthy despot.5’

In turning away from God, people turn away from their fellows, disrupting all of the
relationships in which they were meant to be. In this profound contradiction with their self-
with who they really are in relation to God, each other, creation (time), and in the relation of
soul and body, humanity lives in exile described by all human suffering and misery. In their
misery, humans are sinners before God- whether they are facing Him, or ignoring Him.58

Human lives bear the mark of sin instead of the characteristics of their real humanity,
which is glorious and exalted in Jesus Christ.5? The fact of revelation is that God Himself has
taken account of evil and sin, even if only to make them of no account. Jesus is the Witness
that humanity is powerless against the overwhelmingly strong temptation of evil. So, though
'alien’ to God's creation, evil wreaks havoc on the creation of God. Thus, the corollary to the
activity of arrogance is the 'inactivity' of failure to be human.”

In summary, both true and actualised false human identity are revealed in Christ. On
the one hand, He is the paradigmatic (only complete) Human. On the other, He reveals just
how much human identity is characterised by the distortion of sin.

~ There is a way out from the misery of sin: obedience to God's groundrules. Misery is
not built into creation as though this God operated on the principles of vin and yang. Itisa
corruption which can be fought through humanity's turning toward God. When humans
recognise God's identity as He has revealed it, they become freer to recognise-and embrace
their own corresponding identity. Because such harmonious accord between the being of God
and that of His chosen humanity is the essence of God's will for humans and defines
‘obedience’, we are brought back to the heart of the doctrine of God's command.

In light of these doctrines of God and humanity, what does Barth mean by the
‘command'?

1, para.60:IV .2 para 65:1V 3.1 para’s. 70-73, .462.
i SRR T
p.36 /8,48
691v3 1.p462:IV o
7014, pp. 0470483 Acuve Life.
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The 'Command of ' a8 of the Doctrines of God and C ion

Not surprisingly, our discussion of ‘command’, in light of what we now understand by
'God' and humanity, begins with Jesus Christ. God's eschatological decision, as it is revealed in
Jesus Christ, is clearly recognised as the aim of God for, and therefore from, all eternity. In the
act of reconciliation, God is revealed to be the One who truly has the first, last, and therefore
all decisive words.”! Thus, the Lordship of God the Father is the first meaning of 'command’,
signifying God's being as the One who is absolutely free as Lord over all of His creation.

This Lordship is not to be confused with a despotic or arbitrary rule. In Jesus, the
Lordship of rhis God over creation is clearly understood to be that of a merciful Lord. Inthe
Son, the Lordship of God the Creator is that of the Father.”2

Since the free decision of Fatherly Lordship was such that God entered into a covenant
with the humanity He had created, the ‘command of God' is inseparable from His grace. God's
decisive and ongoing rule is His claim on humanity to be His covenant-partner.”

God's grace is eternal, continuing in His preservation and accompaniment of, or His
taking responsibility for His purposed creation. In His omnipotence and goodness, God is not
only initiating, but provident. Thus, God's responsibility for His creatures is a definite
directing of the creature towards that which is God's aim: redemption.” God who preserves His
creature also accompanies them by showing them, in Jesus, what it is to live under this claim.

The 'command’ of this God is, then, is a decision which is made for humanity's being
and future such that humans are deprived of making that decision autonomously. As the
removal of condemnation to a responsibility that was impossible for humanity anyway, this
deprivation or limit is the Gospe/ of humanity's freedom. Thus, the substance of God's
command as decision concerning humanity, comes to humans in the form of the freedom from
all claims and standards of value, duties and definitions of ‘the good'. It is consequently, a
freedom for accepting God's own free, or ongoing, decisions as right.”s

There is no independent human 'good'- only the 'good’ of God Himself which is defined
by His being-in-act in the event of Jesus Christ. Since the Atonement is humanity'’s whole
knowledge of the 'good’, God's command is also known as jucdgement. The command known in
the Gospel is also Law. God does not merely suggest that humanity correspond to God's own
decision. Thus, the indicative of God's being in Jesus Christ reveals a corresponding
imperative directed to the human creature.

711‘_1.[,rp . 157,12121-1231\5;‘3@. 165- ‘Jesus is Victor'-11.2, p.S09:1IL3,pp.4/5:1.2,p.680:111. 1 pp. 228-"The Covenant as the Internal
of Creation"IIL.4,p.24.
{11.3.pp.58- 'God the Father as Lord of His Creature'. pp. 1 54- The Divine Ruling'.
;?‘!ﬁipﬂfoﬁgufs"fi[}l?‘a 3-"The C of Divine Providence', [1.2,p.543
id: : . oncept of Divine Providence, I1.2,p.543.
75‘".2,;)9.580-%{ o g
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The nature of the imperative- what it requires- is defined by the obedience of Christ.
Therefore, obedience is primarily constituted by faith in God in His self-revelation. Faith is not
in the pattern of Jesus' obedience, but in the person of Jesus Christ. As God the Creator's
command claims a person's whole being, it requires something of that person- not as a
completion or replication of God's action of justification, but as the acknowledgement of it in
word and deed.”®

As is demonstrated by Jesus Christ, human assent is not the obedience of faith unless it
is visible in the obedience of one's whole life. Yet, whatever action is demanded of humanity
is not and cannot replicate that of Christ. People do not repeat the obedience of Jesus Christ as
though it were the archetypal path set before them which they had to appropriate to themselves
according to their own circumstance and capability. The obedience of Christ which
corresponds to the command of God the Father shows the very incapability of humanity to do
precisely what Christ did. The person who would try to make of the obedience of Christ a
pattern for themself would only deny the grace of God. Instead of obedience and freedom
before God in faith, they would again experience the slavery and death of a law they could not
fulfil. In their obedience to God's command, the life of the Son of God is not and cannot be
repeated.”’

Christ did not give them the capacity to become a repetition of Himself (ie; to repeat
the steps of His life as He lived it on earth), but as the 'Son of Man', He did go ahead of all
humanity preparing the possibility of the obedience of faith. Thus, while the command of God
has an absolute claim on a person because it is rAis God, it does not have one absolute form (ie:
the life of Jesus), because it is a command to his (limited) creature.

In both respects as indicative of the action of an absolute God, and as His imperative
which claims humanity absolutely, the ‘command' is tied to the unchanging revelation of the
being of God. Nevertheless, it is the living and free God who speaks to a humanity which is
limited. God is not obligated to humanity to bind His concrete, ongoing (preserving and
accompanying) commanding to any particular form. Since it is God who speaks, humans
cannot know the totality of God's will at a given moment as though it were established clearly
and once-for-all in their own terms. In God's revelation, humans are given to know and
understand some definite things about God and His command. But this knowledge and
understanding is limited.”® Whether humanity is actually obedient or not is itself knowledge
hidden in God.”™

76[V.l,pp.96-l01; V.2, pp.499-; 1.2, pp.363-368. 427/8,662; IV 4, pp.31. 5-10.: (Rom.2:6,13:1 Cor. 3:13; 2 Cor. 5:10; Gal.
9.? Eph. 2:8: James 1:21-25)
78[1.2. p.S8T;LI, pp.522-24.1IL4, pp.482/3.

[.2, g.6§3.: "we understand Scripture {alscly...if we it as a fixed, inflexible, sell-contained quantity. God is the living
God. He is this from everlasting to everlasting...as the One who once revealed Himself to prophets and apostics... But this means
that He is not buried in this ‘once’, in the writings of these men....And Jesus Christ is the living Lord of the Church and of the

T But if this is true, the form assumed by the word in the human word of prophets and apostlcs is not His grave.."
p.429:1114, pp.479/80:1V 2, p.533.
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The form of God's command respects the particular reality of the individual or group of
persons to which it is directed, because it is defined by God's relationship with all human
beings in Christ, and not in the abstract as 'universal' laws. For example, part of limited
creaturely identity is bound up in the relationship of parents and children. While God's
covenant provides direction for a certain mode of being in that relationship, it does not become
a blueprint for a homogenous form of obedience applicable to ail people, in all situations.

Insofar as every human is a child of parents, all participate in the relationship of parents
and children to some degree. Yet, the meaning of this relationship is not an obvious, clearly
defined 'order of creation', such that obedience to God's Lordship in it could be known for all
time and individuals. The Decalogue is only understood through the Gospel of the freedom
that human response to the Addresser entails.

The full meaning of the Decalogue itself is enveloped by the freedom of the Gospel, or
Jesus' call to follow Him. Parents' obedience consists in modelling what it is to be a child of
God to their children, as a kind of witness to the Gospel which is possible through the Holy
Spirit.3Conversely, the obedience of childhood is just as much an acknowledgment of the
Gospel as that of parenthood.8! Neither are good in themselves, but a passing and limited sign
of the goodness of God which has been revealed and will be fully manifest.

In the parent-child relationship, the relationship of parents and children is limited, or
'bordered’ by etemnity, it is not divine. Both parents and children live in this relationship rightly
only as they keep their ear open for the command of God that they live as though they were not
bound in this relationship.8* Honouring parents, for example, may in the 'exceptional case’
(Grenzfall) mean disobedience to them in order to honour their witness of the obedience which
is due God. Conversely, God may call some to have children, and then later to live as though
they had none, or to have no more.

Where such ‘exceptional cases' arise, the command of God to children to honour their
father and mother is not renounced or negated.$3 However, no form of this honouring is to
become a universal rule. True obedience to God's command of human fellowship in the
relationship of parent and child is fulfilled only in faith- in obedience to God Himself whose
call is new every moming, and may come in a form that looks contradictory to the former
command.

That forms of obedience are limited does not leave humanity to decide when the border
of one form of obedience has been reached, or whether this or that one is better at any moment.

80111 4, pp240/1/5-7.280-5.
81ibi¢l, 5’8‘2;:"452‘5 (;::.20:[2: Deut. 5:16: Eph. 6:2: Prov. 1:8: Luke 11:27: ! Cor. 4:15,17: | Tim. 1:2.18: Tit. 1:4: 2 Tim._ 3:2:
:30; Matt. 23:9)

SSBmh draws on Gen 12:1:Luke 2:41-,9:59. 14:26; Mark 3:31-. 10:29: and Matt. 10:34-7.

ibid_, pp.262,28 1/3-5. p.262: "Thus the savings [ic: Matt: 34-7 'He that loveth his father or mother more than me is not worthy
of me."; Gen 12:1 'Leave thy father’s house...”) are not weakened when we say that they do no clash with the commandment:
‘Honour thy father and thy mother’, but only with the biological and sociological conventions of the framework within which this
commandment is pronounced. They limit this framework by referring to another which is not only superior but alien to it.."
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The form obedience must take is always the concrete call of God which has no proof or
Justification other than God Himself, and which is a requirement of complete, unhesitating
obedience.

Another mode of limited human life which Barth discusses in relation to the command
of God is the relationship between 'near and distant' neighbours.®* Because of the politically
consequential definitions of a 'people’ which he makes in this discussion of this aspect of
creaturely being, it is important to outline how he applies his concept of the command of God
here. Whereas the general mode of the relationship of parents and children is described by the
Decalogue, Barth sees the general mode of the relationship of near and distant neighbours to be
described by the facts around him. His treatment of 'the facts’ as a source of knowledge about
the command of God, however, is filtered by the hermeneutic of the Gospel just as his
treatment of the legal ‘'obviousness' of the Decalogue was.

Near neighbours are those who are more or less known to a person, ie: their family, or
'people’. Everyone else is related to them as a distant neighbour. As a fellow human being,
they are bound to both distant and near neighbours. There is no priority of near and distant.
Rather, the limit of the definition of 'near’ becomes the occasion for acknowledgment of
existence of 'distant' neighbours. For Barth, a person is concretely a member of a particular
'people’, and is therefore engaged in connection with other peoples.?s under God's Lordship in
these relationships.8 Because of Christ's individuality-in-relation, a member of a particular
group is still also defined in relation to those 'foreign’ to him or her.

Creaturely existence in the nexus of near and distant relationships is not independent
from the Law of God which is heard in the Gospel of Jesus Christ. Though there is no
observable 'order of creation' which becomes law, the command of God is always to a concrete
person who is male or female, child and possibly parent, born in this or that place, and
speaking this or that language.3”

Yet, creaturely identity is not static.*8However they are defined, “peoples’ come and go,
acquiring and losing a name, a language, or the State which gives them political and social

84Barth’s discussion of near and distant neighbours is extremely important in light of the contemporary use of ‘orders of creation’
arguc for God-given racial/national difference. and the conscquent divincly mandated conflict between these groups.

SIL4, p.305-. In a lengthy description and rejection of the racist arguments of German Romantic Nationalism, Barth refers to
the modern clevation of the term ‘peoplc’, refuting it as having no theological base insofar as it implics a sanctity of a people as
such. Any ‘people’ can only develope in mutual interaction with others. God does not regard nationality as an incorruptible
endowment. nor does he give nationality a divine task. God's disposition (o place cach person in the particular nexus of near and
distant ncighbours is nor His command. His command is that in whatever way cach man finds hi to be really in such a
nexus. he is to obey God, and live in this nexus as a fellow-human.  [n other words, contrary to the views (particularly those of
Abraham dc Kuyper) popular among Barth's contemporaries, exclusiveness is not aliowed in the relationship of ncar and distant
Qge\bours as part of the command of God_
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form. The particular relation of one people to another is always in flux, according to the
ongoing determination of God. At one time it may be proper for some to be nearer and others
distant. At another, it may be the command of God that all distinction disappear and the
various peoples become merged.®°

In their relational limits, the command of God does not address human beings as though
they had only one possibility for eternity, infinite time for an infinite number of possible
actions, or neutral time in which any possibility was as appropriate as another. When God
commands, He does so as One who knows and provides for human temporality in His
commanding. We can see from the above examples that, although God's command includes
definited dispositions explained in the Decalogue (honour thy parents'), these dispositions
become real obedience in response to directions made by God in specific, but always changing
contexts.

Thus, obedience is always a time-specific, unique opportunity- not because God’s
possibilities are limited by human finitude, but because God the Lord in His freedom has
chosen to give temporal limits to the being (and therefore also doing) of His creature. All that
God calls humans to do begins and ends, and has its own time.® As temporal existence cannot
be lived in the static repetition of moments, or of a command given in a particular moment,
each is to obey as they are called today®!- even though in the next ‘today’ that call of God who

be in communicaiton with. "Therefore, if we are commanded to enter into communication with them. to hear them and speak with
them and pcrhapstomddlcirbooksandncwsgapas. we must make a linguistic sacrifice. We shall then try to understand and
speak this foreign language to the best of our ability. and as we do so in Uus respect at least a section of the bamier which scems
at first invincibly to scparate one nation from another will be removed. and even those who scem to be very distant will become
relatively near. Where it is a matter of the command of God. this is necessary. Our own language msul not be allowed to become
a prison for oursclves and a stronghold against others... We thus see already athat the concept of one’s own people is not a fixed
but a fluid concept.” And again, (p.294) "In every land there arc many anuve featurcs, traditions and customs which would
benefit greatly from superior forcign influences....One’s own people and its location msut not be a wall but a door.” (p.296) "No
people’s history is so different form that of others that absolute uniqueness may be ascribed to it that it can achicve an absolute
independence. autonomy and autarchy. that it has not also to consider the presuppositions and tasks which it has in comon with
others."  However, (p.299) "there is no such transitions (from own people to humanity) between the spheres of man and woman
and parents and chi One thing is demanded of man and woman as such. quite another of parents and children as such. But
here it is only the interelated complex as a whole which can be considered... We have first to consider that very simple point that
the confrontation of ncar and distant ncighbours is reversible. This is not so in the sphere of man and woman. parents and

ildren. But in that of the relationship of people and people, evervthing is reciprocal.”
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has in mind a particular direction for a person may come to him or her in a completely different
form %2

The command of God to the creature is always the ‘command of the hour’.?3 As such,
it speaks 7o a particular person and situation, but is not dictated by the Zeirgeisr. For Barth,
“the command of God must be master, and all historical interpretations...all other
considerations, all political, social, economic, cultural and religious evaluations of the situation
must be mastered and not try to play the master.”%

The most important aspect of the command God to the limited creature for this thesis is
found in Barth's discussion (CD I1.4) of 'respect for life’, and 'protection of life’. Since what
has yet to be said about the respect and protection of life is the primary aim of this essay, we
cannot proceed before setting forth clearly what we have so far discovered what the command
of God means more generally.

Summary Analysis

Eniarging Yoder's concern with the epistemology and hermeneutics of the ‘command’,
they can be understood as follows: epistemologically, the command is known in the same way
as the Word is known (by revelation). This implies an encounter not only with the Word as it
is written and proclaimed accordingly, but with Jesus Christ. Jesus' Follow Me' is known as
the call to discipleship in the hearing, and not in the words as such. Words that are heard are
tested against the written Word, but whether it is rthe Word which is heard is an absolute
certainty only in God.”

~ The hermeneutical question as it applies to Scripture is answered by observing that
Scripture is 'read’ (understood/given meaning) through the lens of the Revelation precisely as it
is witnessed to in Scripture. For example, if one recalls the discussion of the doctrine of God
above, the 'sovereignty’ and 'freedom’ of God had to be understood as defined a specific way
according to God's self-revelation. All subsequent use of the word 'freedom’ (in the doctrine of
'man’ and of the ‘command') was bound to this initial definition as it is found in the witnessed
Revelation.

Likewise, true honouring of parents was seen to be a possibility only in response to the
Gospel- that is, response to God's ongoing claim on one's life regardless of preconceived,
legalistic definitions of obedience. Insofar as the Revelation does not become a lens for the

93§bid.. pp-600,605/6/9/11/15/28/32/44.. (1 Cor. 7:20. 12:11: Gal. 5:1.13)

ibid.. pp.609/46.
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reader except through revelation by the Holy Spirit, Scripture is not understood except as it is
read in an ongoing and open attitude of prayer.%

In ethics, as dogmatics, something concrete can and must always be said about the acts
of God. God will never go back on an eternal decision. This is the meaning and necessity of
eschatology which is so closely linked to Barth's Christology. If God changed His mind about
the atonement, He would either not be eternal since it is His being-in-act, or He would be a liar,
which He is not as the sole criterion of 'truth’ (‘'reality).

Yet, even God has a breadth of possibilities. The Bible itself attests to a God who
declares the Sabbath a day of rest, and who, in Jesus Chnist, later walks around doing works on
the Sabbath. Obviously any knowledge of these incidences would preclude the conclusion that
therefore God is a cloaked and arbitrary game-player; or a 'pagan existentialist' (Yoder's
term).9

At the human end, the first thing we are reminded of is that humanity is ‘human’. Since
God's action in Christ defines 'right’ and 'wrong'; and since humans are sinners even when they
follow Christ, no human action is morally unambiguous from a human perspective. In Barth's
language, human ethics which responds to this God is always a kind of "penultimate de-
assurance"*, however philosophically and moralistically unsatisfactory such incertitude may
be to us.

By leaving God's command open to a changing form- admitting a Grenzfali-
righteousness in ethics belongs to God. Because God is, He lives. Because He lives, He has
something pertinent to say in His ongoing, active Lording or directing of His creatures. In
Barth's thought, then, the command of God is both general (objective decision, and established
guidelines) and specific. It could only be equated with written Scripture if God were not
actually living.

The centrality of the idea of listening to God for directions that are 'new every morning’
in Barth's thought points to the expectation he has that God actually communicates what He
wants in concrete situations to specific human beings. Because humans are incomplete and do
not know God completely, they in fact need to be constantly redirected by the only One who is
not bound by their myopic epistemological and hermeneutical capacity.

Since Barth uses the Grenzfall to leave the door open for a living God to speak ina
concretely understandable way to the shifting circumstances that changing and different human
beings find themselves in, the process of prayerful decision cannot be misconstrued as human

.87-93.
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opportumism which uses God for an excuse- unless one does not take Barth's article of faith
seriously: Credo in Deum, Patrem, omnipotentum, creatorem coeli et terrae et in Jesum
Christum, filium eius unicum, Dominum nostrum.%®

In other words, it is not in spite of his Christology that Barth can include the Grenzfall
in his ethical thought, but because of it. It is precisely because of his Scripturally derived
knowledge of Christ (that He alone is both the 'Son of God' and 'Son of 'Man", and that He
alone knew what real obedience entailed) that Barth has been the first to so thoroughly
incorporate the acknowledgement of human ambiguity into his ethics.!® Had Yoder perhaps
looked more deeply into the interpretative meaning of Christ's being-in-act for all of Barth's
dogmatics, he might not have missed its corresponding role as Barth's ethical basis and
guideline.

ibid., p. 685
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human possibility. on the condition that the right formula for action be derived or deduced from Scripturc. tradition, or some
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just what Yoder has accused Barth of doing: throwing their dogmatics overboard and opting for the Law of Pragmatism. Thus.
cthics tends to be cither legalistic, or completely liberal. Barth is unique in avoiding both.



General Outline

Barth's broader discussion of life and its more specific application to the problem of
war are conducted within the theological and ethical framework outlined in the previous
chapter. Within the parameters set by his definitions of God, humanity and the command of
God to humanity, Barth begins his discussion of life with the presupposition that it is a /oan
from Gad for the service of God. Given this origin and end, its value is limited. “Life cannot
be for us a supreme principle at all, though it can be a sphere in relation to which ethics has to
investigate the content and consequences of God’s command.™ .

Since human life is not independent from the living God, human life can only be /ived:
“become constantly real”.> Human beings are constantly making new beginnings in time
because their reality is grounded in the Now of God’s eternity. In this way, human existence is
freedom which is always bound to God. Humanity cannot usurp God’s control, or presume
God's knowledge by deciding, what or when a ‘new beginning’ is. Whatever its form, human
life in constant beginning consists in service of God. Each human being is responsible for his
or her self with regard to their life, and their treatment of other lives, before God. No-one can
live or judge another’s life.

The indicative (that mankind lives) contains an imperative: *“Thou shalt will life’. Even
so, this same God who begins humanity’s life, also gives it an end. The Lord of life is also the
Lord of death. Therefore, the command "Thou shalt will life’ cannot become a human
absolute.?

Inside the framework of this understanding, Barth goes on to describe the command of
God regarding life as two-fold. On one side, Barth discusses obedience to the command in the
negative sense of not disregarding or trampling life, under the heading 'respect for life’. He
draws this negative sense of the imperative of life from the command of the Decalogue,*
commonly phrased ‘Do not kill', which he interprets to mean more accurately 'Do not murder’.

On the other side, the command has a positive implication: it requires action on behalf
of life, which Barth explains under the heading 'protection of life'.

Obedience to God's command to live results first in a genuine respect for life. Respect
then becomes the basis for the protection of life. To understand Barth's thought conceming the

Libid . pp.325/42. ,

2ibid . p.329.: ~This mcans that it is a being both in constancy and mutability. In a flux of moments man is always identical with
i but as such he passcs through the flux of moments.™ ’
ibid., pp.333-5.

4Ex.20:13, Deut. 5:17.
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protection of life, and especially with regard to the aspect of war, that thought needs to be set in
the context of Barth's preliminary discussion of respect for life.

Respect for Life

Genuine respect for life as the basis for life entails several things. First, it means a
recognition of the goodness of life. Because God gives life, and because He even took on
human flesh, human life is good.5 Life is the gift of God’s love and election. Shortas it is, itis
not a condemnation (Sartre), but a unique opportunity to praise God. Therefore, real respect
for life is further known in its inclusion of a sense of mystery and holy awe, joy° and faith. Yet,
even though life is always good, none of the mystery, awesomeness, joy and faith comprising
respect can become ethically absolute.

For example, joy appreciates and anticipates fulfilment in life.” Joy is an expression of
gratitude which comes from the expectation and realisation that God’s grace is revealed in life.
Yet, the command to enjoy life is limited. We cannot pursue or have joy endlessly, because it
is only a reflection of the true fulfilment of the atonement, and not that end itself:* We are not
to limit joy. Such stoicism is not Christian. But we need to recognise that God limits it. |
Paradoxically therefore, a real obedience to the command regarding joy means that a person
must be willing to live life even if such living requires that one patiently undergo suffering.

Suffering which is God''s border on joy is not a commanded opposite of the command
to be jovful, but joy itself "in an alien form”.? Obedience in the form of suffering does not
undercut the original command of joy, because joy is stili commanded even in suffering.

Likewise, respect for life also means faith. For example, capitulation before sickness
exhibits a lack of faith because it honours sickness more than God by letting it be a Fate
stronger than the Lord who gives life.!° In the face of the sickness which reminds of sin, faith
cannot fail to “count on the saving reality of God in this world™, because “the hand of the most
High can change everything”.!! The will to live which includes faith is the “resistance and
conflict of faith and prayer appealing to the grace and gracious power of God.”'!*

Yet, since health is not an absolute any more than joy, faith in life for health also has its
limit. God Himself sets the limit in allowing human life always to decline until death. As the
concrete form of decline, sickness is a reminder that life is in God’s hand. Therefore, the

Sibid.. p.397.
Sibid.. pp.335/6.
ibid., p.372. : “Itis the simplest form of gratitude. It is an internal stop in the lifc of man to appreciate the moments in that life
gh{ch is externally alwavs moving forward.™
9§b|_d. p-383.0r. “the great fulfilment which has taken place in the darkness into which God Himself entered for us in His Son.™
ibid., p.384.: ~The mystery and wonder of the life given to us by God. (in) its beauty and radiance. and the blessing,
ﬁfmhmt. consolation and encouragement which it radiates as the gift of God™
(Ex. 15:26: Jer. 33:6; Ps. 30:2, James 5:14)
{5{2&, p.370. This last phrase is Luther's translation of Psalm 77:10, which Barth drew on for this section of his discussion.
i
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command of God to have faith in life about life may sometime have to be had in what appears
to be its opposite. There may come a time when a person is commanded by God to fight the
despair of sickness with patience and joy in faith in God, and yet not overcome the sickness
itself.

Obedience in the respect for life does not mean avoiding the shadows of life (suffering,
sickness, death), but serving God in the lights and shadows of this life which is entirely covered
by the shadow of the Cross anyway.!* A humanly absolutised 'will to live', or 'will to power’
grasps at things which are not needful for life before God, and results in the waste, “disorder
and destruction of war and annihilation.”14

At all points, then, it can be seen that the respect for life belongs to rAis side of death
and is therefore provisional. Because meaning is given by the limit of eternity, “all ethics,
particularly as the ethics of respect for life...can only be provisional or interim ethics.™!3

This provisionality of life, as well as the sometimes paradoxical nature of obedience in
respect for life, do not undercut life's goodness or the meaning of the command because they
point beyond.'¢ In affirming human life, God does not give humanity an ethical “principle’ of
respect for life. God gives Himself. Therefore, humans respect life only as they continually
receive God and His command anew.!” In other words, human beings are free in their obedient
respect only as they are bound to God in ever renewed service to Him.

The Protection of Life

The command of *protection of life” flows out of respect for life. Protection of life is
active protection against destructions 'respect for life’ abstained from. As with the command

'3u;i¢. pp.391-7.: (Is. 40:29-:Ps. 118:17, 33:16-: 1 Cor. 1:27. 16:13: | John 2:13: Eph. 6:10: 2 Tim. 2:1: Phil. 4:13: | Tim

12)

{ tibid... p.395.

L3ibid . p.384.

16ibid.. p.343. Respect for life is not good or meaningful until its limits arc found, and then meaningless. ~Hence it is not truc

that respect for life is alternately commanded and then not commanded of us.... This inwardlv necessary relativisation of what is

required of us as respect for life, this recollection of the freedom of the controlling and commanding God and of ciernal life as the

limitation of this present life, must not be forgotten for a moment.... Neither is it truc that alongside the sphere of respect there is a

sphere in which it is not normative, or only partially so. However much what we understand by this respect and therefore by the
will 1o live is limited and relativised by God’s free will and man’s determination for a future life. this relativisation

npvcrmcansthnnganisreleaud&umlhismzm The one God. who is of course the Lord of life and death..will in all

circumstances and in every conceivable modification demand for life. He will ncver give man liberty to take another view

of life. whether his own or that of others....Even the way to...the frontiers where for lifc and the will to five can assume in

practice very strange and very ical forms. where in relation to ane’s own life and that of others it can only be a matier of

that relativised. weakened, b and even destroved will to live, will always be a long one which we must take thoughtfully and

conscicntiously.... The frontiers must not be arbitrarily advanced in any spinit of frivolity or pedantry: they can only be reached in

obedicnce and respected as such. Recollection of this freedom and superior wisdom, goadness and controlling power of God, and

recotlection of the future life, cannot ther form a pretext. . for attitudes and modes of action in which man may actually cvade

what is commanded within these limits. They are fronticrs which are necessarily set by God. and cannot be claimed as

emancipations of man. This will be best understood by those who do not treat respect for life as a principle st up by man. Even

on these frontiers they will not sec a relaxation of the command or exception to the rule. but only a relaxation of that which they

< they should understand and offer as obedicnce when they accept it as a summons to the will to live.”
ibid., p.385.: Respect for life “can only be the faith, sustained by hope, which clings to what has been accomplished as the
future in every present, and therefore to God Himself.™
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for respect, the command of protection is limited. As with respect, protection is commanded
absolutely, but it is not an absolute command.!®

This fact gives rise to the main problem for the protection of life: the moment when the
command may have to be obeyed in the paradoxical form of the ‘exceptional case’, or '
Grenzfall .'° Of course, the exceptional case is highly exceptional. It is never ‘the norm’, and
does not mean God abandons His commands against destruction and for respect and protection.
The Grenzfall can be considered “only with the greatest reserve on the exhaustion of all other
possibilities.”20

Since deliberate aggression in hate against another person/group of people on the basis
of humanity’s own decision to be law-giver, judge and executioner is unambiguously murder!,
the Grenzfall cases where killing which is not murder might be required are only possible in
more ambiguous situations. Barth considers these to be suicide, mercy-killing (abortion and
euthanasia) and self-defence (personal and social). Social self-defence is divided into the issue
of capital punishment (defence against an internal aggressor) and war (defence against an
external aggressor).

In each section of the discussion on killing, Barth’s arguments fit into the framework
above, the basic presupposition of which is God’s prohibition on murder.

In remaining open to God's Grenzfall commands, humans are never allowed to cease
willing life. The idea of the Grenzfall is that the possibility be left open for a paradoxical
obedience, not a justified disobedience, on the basis that humans are so limited in their
knowledge of God that they cannot understand the reality of situations as He sees them. With
regard to killing, humans are not to leave themselves open to the possibility of killing itself

I8ibid . p.398.: “It is to be noted that it does not mean that there exists a standpoint from which a callous negation and
destruction of human life may still be regarded as legitimate or even imperative. In no sense. then. does it imply- a limitation of
the commandment. - [t simply refers to the fact that human life has no absolute greatness or supreme value, that it is not a kind of
second god. but that its proper protection must also be guided. limited and defined by the One who commands it....since human
life is of relative greatness and limited value, its protection may also consist in its surrender and sacrifice. In certain
circumstances, should the commanding God so will it. it may have to break and discontinue the defence of life in which it should
present itsclf until this boundary is reached. This will be the case only. but then in all seriousncss. when God as the Lord of life
so wills it.” also pp.398-400, Barth differentiatcs between murder and killing; pointing out that in the Old Testament, the
command “thou shalt not kill” is given, and vet. in the same Oid Testament. reponts and commands to kill are recorded. [n the
New Testament. Mait. 5:21- and | John 3:15 refer to murder and not killing as such in their prohibition. Also. in Matt. 26:52,
Peter is told to "put up his sword” because “they who live by the sword shall dic by the sword® Yet. in Rom. 13:4, Paul explains
that there are legitimate bearers of the sword who are instruments for God's wrath on those who do evil. Jesus likewise says that
power was given by God to Pilate-- both instances legitimating usc of the sword.(John 19:10-) Also in Acts 5:1-11, Peter killed
Ananias and Sapphira with his words. So, in both the Old and New Testaments. the issue of killing is morally ambiguous
(though that of murder is not: Gen. 9:6; Num. 35:12-33: Deut. 19:10-,12,6)

) However, where killing which is not prohibited does occur. it is the act of God’s judgement- it is not “blessed” or
virtuous. The linc between killing and murder is very unclear. and the person who too quickly takes themself to be God's
instrument for the former, risks fitting the definition of murderer of Deut 19:10-- somcone who lics in wait. hates their ncighbour.
and sheds innocent biood. The murderer loses ctemal life. and keeps company with the devil who “was a murderer from the
:sm_mng (John 8:44). Furthermore, since even commanded killing provides no real pleasure for God (Ezck. 18:23.32,33:11),

id since the New Testament occasions of it are strikingly rare compared to the Old mt,lhebordumwhacpﬁlc
m%qlbemupndedto_kﬂlmmbccomidﬂedwrem@ tional- the arguments against it cannot be overemphasi -
ibid.: ~Its difficulty lics in the fact that it cannot be completely excluded. since we cannot deny the possibility that God as the
Lord of life may further its protection even in the strange form of its conclusion and termination rather than its preservation and
ancement.

B
2ipid . p414.
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(which their sinful nature is all too eager to do),22 but to leave themselves open to God. This
openness is signified by the humbie knowledge that all human life is only a relative and
dependant good, and by the faith that whatever God demands, it is always for the ultimate good
of oneself and others. Faith is in the God who is "in command", or Lord. It is uitimately faith
in Jesus Christ, because it is faith that the God who became flesh does not operate towards the
humanity He loves by subjecting them to the demands of things-in-principle.

In summary, Barth's caution bears repeating: “Life cannot be for us a supreme principle
at all, though it can be a sphere in relation to which ethics has to investigate the content and
consequences of God’s command.”

Killing in Self-defence

The orientation of humility and faith required by obedience regarding protection of life
is applied by Barth to problems of killing, beginning with self-killing and ending with the
problem of war. Regardless of the scale of killing involved, Barth allows for the Grenzfall
case. He does so by using his theological presuppositions and basic ethical framework as a
general guide for delineating the extremities of the situations, beyond which the Grenzfall
might occur. Such guidelines are not rules proving where the Grenzfail is certain. They
merely explain where it is possible to hear it commanded. Precisely how the Christian hears is
a mystery known to God who effects hearing by His Holy Spirit. That humanity may, and
therefore shall, and therefore does hear God is an axiom of faith in the Triune who is Being-in-
act. '

Against human overhastiness, all situations where God's command to kill does not
simultaneously command respect and protection of life can be recognised as merely human
decisions. Of course, even where a situation seems clearly to invoke the balance of human life
against human life, there is no guarantee that such a balance is indeed brought to bear. People
cannot even begin to consider that a case is extreme until they have tried every possibility to
obey the command in its most literal form.

All situations where killing is involved must take into account the fact that in every
person there is an indwelling wolf. The wolf is not identical with the person, but a corruption
of the full, real human nature visible in Jesus. Nevertheless, in humanity it is only all too ready
to leap out and devour what does not belong to it: namely, life.>* No matter the form of

~2ibnd.,p413 Barth describes all humans as wolves- all have a *Hitler within us”. In the case of a murderer, the murderer does
be:omcﬁasedb\ some new wolfishness. it is merely that the wolf already in them “slips the chain "« in the rest of us. it
not vet

4|bld.. pp.325/42..

2 tbld..p&:B 15p. 4[5 "Wehavctom[lscthntoncsetvoccammonmh:chesenforwhummbcthcbﬁtofmmwe

cxwpuonalwc,wcmvcmtﬁewcumvoﬂhcmmmweforcmnm dangetous
Whumumducevmdnnhthutbekﬂhngmb\ men is not only not forbidden but even necessary in certain
c:mamsunees there is always the possibility of ...the same independent construction of the exceptional case on the ol’
vaydﬁnwsaudqmwublmmoﬁhcmmcmpwdselﬁmuﬁunmhmw .. The line whi
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obedience, it is always still the obedience of sinners the sinner who obeys. Thus, even when
humans think they act under the command of God, they depend in faith on the grace of God to
forgive them.?

As mentioned, Barth divides the cases where humans kill others into the following: the
person-to-person, or State-to-person cases of mercy killing: abortion and euthanasia, and the
issues of self-defences : person-to-person, State-to-person (capital punishment), and the
collective issue of war.

All these situations are fraught with ambiguity. Do I save a person from condemnation
by preventing them from committing the sin of murder? Or do I preserve myself, in obedience
to God, from the same crime by refraining from murdering them and allowing myself to be
murdered? Does the State have mercy on one and thereby become responsible for innocent
bloodshed? Or does the State protect the innocent, and incur the bioodguilt of one? What
about the more personal guilt of the few human beings who are given the task of carrying out
the sentence of capital-punishment? Does a country stop the slaughter of its citizens by
sending its citizens to get slaughtered and to slaughter the innocent citizens of a neighbour?
Are any citizens innocent since all participate in the war machine? Can a political body make
decisions which have such final, personal consequences?

Barth takes as his basic position that no positive or negative answer to any of these
questions is an adequate justification for action, either for or against human life. To guard
against irresponsible use of his guideline for the exceptional case, Barth sets out examples in
each situation to show just how rare, particular, and yet ambiguous the case is where God may
command killing. Again, no presumption that God wi// do so can ever be made.

Accordingly, Barth first asks carefully whether the command of self-defence is not so
marginal that it ought not to be discussed at all. Are there not already so many voices
advocating self-defence, that the Church is needed to raise hers strictly and only in protest?
No, he concludes, whatever must be said about the New Testament command, it is “not a law
but a direction for service™.??

In the area of killing in self-defence, the first thing the Christian meets is the sign of the
New Testament which says quite frankly “Ye have heard that it hath been said, an eye for an

trom falling btcu'adnl'm..c:ondt:mnatiouwillalwa}:et be rnz%r;nhabrg.andhow ncar we ls’l‘tallsamt:tuu&smclstcv crossing it! Butifthisis a
waming to be most circumspect, it must not deter us mgpr;uepared tnt by point even in this dangerous ncighbourhood to
stand by’ the truth that at some time or other. perhaps on the far frontier of all other possibilities. it may have to happen in
Sged:wmdnmmmdmmtmammmtbckﬂlcdbyman“

5zibid.. pp.420-3/7.

26ibid., pp.427/8. "sclf-defence” is defined as resistance to an unjustified assault, in the absence of police or other assistance, by
using force. The one assaulted has no option but to defend himself’..it may result that the aggressor is killed. The question at
iggue is obedicnce to the command of respect for life.

='ibid.. p433: ~Hence, its wording should not be allowed to obscure the Commander.... Tolstoy. Gandhi and others...are wrong
in understanding it as a law rather than a direction for service. and in thus refusing to leave room for the living God to give man
direct instructions as well. in the same sense and with the same intention as the direction. but not necessarily in the precise verbal
form. To be sure, onc can know the spirit of God's command only from the Scripturai leticr. Hence in matters of the order and
direction of what God wills or does not will as regards self-defence we should undoubtedly keep to what we are shown in the \new
Testament. Nevertheless. we are not to apply the letter in such a way as to stifle the spirit. but rather in order that we may seck
from it the Spirit who is the freely commandmmg Spirit of the Lord.™
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eye, and a tooth for a tooth: but I say to you, that ye resist not evil: but whosoever shall smite
thee on the right cheek, turn to him the other also.” (Matt. 5:38-42), and “Recompense no man
evil for evil....Dearly beloved, avenge not yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it is
written, vengeénce is mine: [ will repay, saith the Lord...Be not overcome of evil, but overcome
evil with good.”(Rom. 12:17-20)28

For Barth, the above commands are not a product of pious idealism, nor
recommendations restricted to interactions between ‘Christian brethren’. They are practical

_directives for life at all times.2° Except where it is divinely commanded, the Grenzfall has no
justification before God, not only because human justifications are useless before God, but also
because of the biblical directive above.

Even exceptions are not exceptions to the rule of God, but paradoxical fulfilments of
that command. As much as it would be conscientiously and intellectually more satisfying to
make an absolute out of the literal reading of those passages against self-protection, such
resolution cannot be had without a denial of the living Lord in favour of static law. There
can be no confusion of God’s command with circumstance. Where a person may be called to
resist another by force, it cannot be instinct which is decisive. Resistance can only be action
corresponding to the divine resistance to human transgressions.3? Even where human action
becomes such a parable of God's action, it is not free from sin. Human resistance cannot be
equated with God's, even if it is in service to God. Moreover, self-defence is only obedience if
it is performed in an attitude of "genuine interest of, and a genuine love for, this troublesome
fellow-man himself."3! When commanded self-defence results in killing, it is not murder.

The best way to understand how Barth delineates the Gren=zful/l without actually making
it a law for special cases, is to look at an example. Because of its direct relation to his later
discussion of war, Barth's illustration of what must be meant at the very least by 'extreme’ case
in the situation of capital punishment is one of the best examples.3?

Barth explains that in the case of treason, a person forfeits their right to live in their
community by betraying it and endangering thousands of lives. Whether the traitor is a
‘nobody’ or the leader of the country, obedience to kill is not obedience if it includes anything
less than a respect for the life of the traitor, who is a person created by God.

Barth notes that this question of the extreme case and defence against a traitor was
faced by Dietrich Bonhoeffer and his friends in 1938-44. Even though Bonhoeffer and those

28;bid., p.429.

29ibid... p-430.: “They deciare the suﬁl;mmand of God which is valid for all men in its basic and primary sense. and which is
gupi’igbc‘l:ggtunulﬁmhum,' .They give us the rule. whereas the rest of our discussion can only deal with exceptions.”™

ibid., p.435.

31ibid., pp.435/6.

“The question might well be raised as to whether Barth should have gone on to suggest the form of the “extreme case”. Nonc of
his suggestions are unassailable or seif-evident. Yet, regardicss of the opinion of hus own conscience. the main point is not his
opinion of when the Grenzfall has been reached, but his theological basis for it. Obviously, if he thinks he hears God in this or
that instance. he cannot prove it to anyonc. any more than God's existence can be proved. He can and must give a responsibic
account of his own thinking and hearing of the Grenzfall if he is 1o call others to be open to it.
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with him were not all members of the State machine, they took up the cause of the State
abandoned by those who had been appointed official guardians of its cause. In other words, for
the sake of the protection of life, they considered a kind of capital punishment for a life-
destroying and threatening traitor (Hitler). From their point of view, they had tried every other
way they could think of by way of persuading Hitler from his course earlier in his career. The
idea of killing Hitler for the sake of life was only a last resort.

All the external criteria of the ‘extreme case’ were met in this example.’’ Yet, Barth
does not take the external factors as conclusive proof that killing Hitler as a traitor was the
command of God. Several times an assassination attempt was not followed through, because
none of the men wanted to carry it through at the risk of his own life.

Therefore, even though “there was no theoretical doubt that this was a case for the
ultima ratio and must be treated as such...”4, Barth suspected that God did not actually
command the action. Had He done so, He would have given those involved the strength to
overcome the instinct for self-preservation which blocked them. Thus, where the supposed
command did not also effect obedience, Barth doubts that God actually gave the command.

So, even though Barth follows his discussion to its conclusion by providing the possible
outline of the extreme case he argues must have a place, that outline clearly does not become in
itself a justification for action. Because humanity's only justification has already been made in
Jesus Chnist, there is no law or principle which justifies action. Obedience is to the command
of the living God, and not to principles or laws derived humanly from God’s spoken
commands.

The Problem of War

" Barth concludes his discussion of protection of life with the problem of mass self-
defence: war. Because of the ease with which it is possible to misunderstand or unfairly
characterise Barth's thought on war in CD //1.4, it is important for the moment to provide a
summary of his thought, reserving synthesis and analysis for a later section of this thesis.

War is included in the section on self-defence because Barth does not consider any
other war as legitimate. Thus, there can be no Grenzfull for any war but one in self-defence. In
this section, Barth sets the parameters of the question by describing the nature of war, then
considers the question of the Grenzfall itself.

As with other areas of self-defence, all a priori arguments justifying killing in war are
to be rejected as false-justifications. Moreover, the conditions of modem war reveal that some
Justifications for war that had seemed self-evident previously, are in fact based on illusory

33ibid., p.447.
34sm‘§.449.
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assumptions. For example, war is no longer a question of honour concerning princes and
military-men. “Today everyone is a military person, either directly or indirectly,’ and there is
nothing honourable about modern warfare.

The fact that everyone is a military person now means that the question of war effects
everyone in a much more immediate way than before. Christians must consider the problem
and be prepared to act in response to it, because they can no longer leave it up to others. In
democracies especially, all citizens bear some responsibility for the actions of the State.

Because war involves the action of the whole society as a single machine, every
individual in a State has a responsibility for the actions and decisions of the leaders of the
State. That there are no longer any spectators in war does not mean that when war is called,
every citizen has a duty to act on the military side of the State just because every citizen is the
State, but that every citizen must ask themself about the justness of this war and seek God
about what to do.

Secondly, the sheer massive brutality of war makes it obvious that wars are not fought
(as was so often argued) for honour or any other virtue. Neither does war draw the best out of
people, making them virtuous. War is not the glorious occasion by which people's formerly
hidden courage is revealed. It is the revelation of “the basically chaotic character of the so-
called peaceful will, efforts and achievements of man.’’36

For Barth, war is like suicide in that it reveals when the will-to-life of a people has not
been the commanded will to live, but the false self-assertion of the ego which leads to
destruction and annihilation. It exposes humans as slaves of their rampant passions rather than
masters. “It discloses the flagrant incapacity of man and the judgement he is always on the
point of bringing on himself even in peacetime.™” War exposes humanity’s so-called stability
and peace as corrupt. War is not the antithesis to human peace, but its ugly reality. As if the
two world wars did not make this point clear enough to Barth, the atom bomb completes the
picture for him 38

Thus, war and peace are not dialectical opposites, but together two parts of the question
about where humanity's life and hope are fixed and what humanity’s priorities are. As long as
people are driven by their own will to live, even their ‘peacetime’ is only a prelude to war. The
real problem of war is how to make peace something other than war’s prelude: how to live
under the command to live, rather than in slavery to the will to live. The bottom-line issue is
not arms or no arms, but obedience or rebellion. Where weapons are not being used, the
rebellion is still a latent destruction which leads to arms. However, where peace consists in
obedience, such destruction is not latent.

35ibid., p4SL.
3gm p4s2.
37ibid.

38ibid, pp.452/5.
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Yet, in a world where one lives obediently only in the midst of disobedience, the
question of war does arise for the obedient, as a question of obedience- but only as such to the
obedient. Where peace is not actively pursued, advocated and sought at all levels, the
obedience which flows out of the reconciliation of God and humanity, and therefore of humans
with self and others, is not present.

For the Christian, it cannot be that war is the norm, and peace the ideal and exception
to be struggled for; only the negation of the positive; the ‘anti-’ to the rule of militarism. Since
killing of war is far more serious in magnitude and brutality, and its inclusion of a host of other
things forbidden by the command of God, the Grenzfall of commanded war is even rarer, and
must be thought of with even more strictness as existing only on the furthest edges of God’s
command.

In war, more than any other situation, the Church must be careful not to let her
interpretation of what is necessary and right be formed by the world and its self-justifications,
but by the Gospel. This does not mean the Church can avoid the question of war, as though
those who were the Church were not also citizens of this State in which the question of war has
arisen. If it has arisen, then they bear responsibility for it, in bearing responsibility for a peace
that is shown by the very question of war to have been a false peace. The Church which faces
the question of war is the Church which faces the judgement of God. In humility she cannot
avoid the question because it is part of the total judgement of the Creator against His creatures-
which she is.

The Church cannot justify war as the natural necessity of the State, because it has been
called to obedience, and therefore, to the recognition that there is no “natural necessity’- only
the necessity of obedience. The Church is not allowed any compromise with what could be
described as Hobbesianism or Machiavellianism, because she knows there is a coming Lord,
and that humans are not left to their own devices in the conflict of competing values and wills
to life. She knows that all of these are limited and berdered by One who sustains, protects,
provides and will redeem.

For Barth, such compromise with the 'laws of conflict' and 'will to life' were the basis on
which “not merely the world, but Christianity itself stumbled into the First World War”, and on
which “new *historical acts’ were ventured in 1938 and the Second World War began. And
only a few years after its termination the question of German remilitarisation has given rise to
similar pernicious nonsense.”?

Only the Church which is ‘horrified by war’, and which refuses to believe ‘self-evident’
Justifications for it can be a significant force for peace. Promotion of peace cannot be
simplified into condemnation of the ways of the world, such as war itself. The Church is the
communio sanctorum: the community of those for whom all action commanded by God has

3%bid., p.457.
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become a positive possibility again. For all its power, the judgement of God is not the basis of
the Church’s life. God's 'yes’, the Gospel of God in Jesus Christ, is.

Therefore, the Church’s task in face of the question of war which she is not allowed to
avoid, is to call nations, States and citizens to the activity of peace which is the creation of
order so that life can develop in a meaningful and just way./® When war looks imminent, the
Church must maintain that it is not ‘inevitable’ and therefore justified. The Church is really
only saying this if she is aware of what is going on and is advocating and working for concrete
alternatives.

The Church cannot get caught up in any sort of ‘war fever’ however ‘obviously evil’ the
enemy is made out to be. The Church must keep her head in this question above all, and not
agitate, use the language of agitators, or fall victim to propaganda and hate-rhetoric. Peace is
action for the neighbour- near and distant- who is only maligned and destroyed by such verbal
murder of their character.4!

Yet, because the Church’s action for peace is to God, and not to peace as a principle,
she cannot promote peace by any means or at all costs. While the Church’s voice can never be
a ‘howling with the pack’, the Church in its work for peace cannot preach pacifism/anti-
militarism on principle. Even if war is to be declared the opus alienum of the State (hence
every individual, Christian included) and nor its opus propriunt'?, it may yet be an opus which
the Church is called (by God, not ‘circumstances') to support. '

As with an individual, a State may be in a position where self-defence by war becomes
God’s command. While it is true that the leaders of the State who do not know God, are not
obedient to Him because they cannot hear Him, it is also true that God uses their decisions and
actions for His own purposes. The responsibility, or ethically right position of the Christian, is
one of listening to God regardless of the inability/ability of others to listen.+

[n stating that the door must be left open for the Grenzfu/l in which war is commanded
by God, Barth does not assume that the political leaders who actually wage it are Christians,
nor does he state that they must be members of the Church for the war to be ‘just’. For him,
that type of thinking belongs to the Constantinian conception of ‘Christian” rulership, and not
to the model of obedience witnessed to in Scripture.

40ibid., pp.458-60. _
:a%:&p%éhmnmmdmmmaﬂm already the mass killing which can only be mass murder.™
» PPASG/T.
43ibid.. p.463.: “The Church which does not give an easv sanction to war. which constantly seeks to avert it, which is studious to
avoid any general or institutional approval in principle, which prociaims peace alone as the will of God both internally and
externally. which testifies to the very last against unjust reasons for war- this Church is able in a true emergency. or in the rare
casc of a just war, (o tell men that, even though they now have to kill, they are not murderers, but may and must do the will of
Godmthis»&alienumof the State.™ .
cancmainlyhcnoqmionofhowﬁnﬁwiﬂ\ucpuk..bmmﬂyofprewhmglheGospelofmeLordshi of
God’s free grace and of direction to the prayer which will not consist in the invocation of a pagan god of history and banles, but
which will always derive from , and retum to, the dona nobis pacem. In this form, however, the message of the Church may and
should be a call to mantial resolution which can be righteous only as an act of obedience but which as such can be truly righteous,
which can be powerful only as an act of faith, but which can be truly powerful.”
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When it is manifestly evident that a war is being fought for the sake of ‘honour’, or
‘historical mission’ or frank political/geographic/economic expansion, that war cannot be
affirmed. But where it is a possible case of self-defence; where it is a deeply ambiguous tossup
between affirming lives of near-neighbours, or those of distant-neighbours who are invading,
the Church must listen to God. .

Not every 'abvious’ case of self-defence is what it is made out to be. If the Church
affirms military action in self-defence, she cannot do so on the justifications provided by those
conducting the war, but only as obedience. Each Christian person must seek God if their
obedience is to be to God, and therefore sanctified. The same holds for the body of the Church
as a whole.

Where the Christian hears God command their support of military defence of their
nation, it cannot be but a paradoxical fulfilment of the command to love their neighbour- near
and distant; to love their ‘enemy’ as his brother. it cannot be but a paradoxical form of the
service to God which proclaims and builds the real peace of justice. For all of its brutal nature,
it cannot be thought of as a justified counter-attack of the neighbour, but a service of the mercy
of God toward them which seeks to arrest them in their flagrant transgression of the peace of
God.*

While it is certainly not true that peoples have a ‘right’ to independence; or that the
individuals comprising a “people’ are necessarily better off (more alive, more free for God) if
they live in an independent political entity, it might be that on some occasion the invasion of
one people by another would so disrupt their physical, spiritual and intellectual life that it
would seriously compromise and impair their relationship to God. In Barth's words, “it may
well be that they are thus forbidden by God to renounce the independent status of their nation,
and that they must therefore defend it without considenng either their own lives or those who
threaten it.”45 In Barth’s opinion, the Grenzfall of commanded war would arise if Switzerland
were to be attacked.

Similarly, defence might be required by a third party. For example, the case may arise
where State A is attacking or about to attack State B, such that State C hears the command of
God to go to war on behalf of the life of the people in the aggressed State (B).*¢

And yet, whether a situation actually is what it appears to be is a matter of
hermeneutical differences. Human assessments of the situation can only be limited and
relative, and therefore never a source of justification. To be sure, the Christian-in-community
is not exempt from critically regarding the situation. However, obedience is rendered to God

44Barth does not see the distinction between the individual and society that Reinhold Niebuhr does (in Moral Man in Immaral
Saciety for exampic). What is at stake in collective life just as much as in individual life is obedience to the One Lord whose rule
is the same in all areas of life and whose rule is His rule in a// areas, not leaving some subject ot other rules. Humans cannot be
moral in an individual way which is not also demanded of them in their community life. and vice-versa since a person is a person-
unity; the commmunity of individuals. See also pp.464/7.
ibid., p.462.
46ipid | p-pp.46172.
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on hearing His command, not to the apparent facts of a situation. Once God has been heard,
the Christian (and the Church) cannot re-subject their action to the criterion of success/failure
as though the decision were still to be made.

So, upto the very last moment the Church must concern herself with the fashioning of
peace by means which seek to avert war. But if at some point there is no other road to peace
except military action against those who disrupt it; if at some point it seems that it has come
down to a question of life for life, even then the Church cannot presume, but must listen to the
God. In doing so, the Christian must remember that it is this God who sometimes commanded
His people to let themselves be made subjects that they might leam to repent and worship Him,
and sometimes to resist subjugation that they might be free to worship Him.+? Those who fight
in a war should do so only as a reluctant, last step- not a ‘last resort’ under necessity, because
God may yet command that a State allow itself to be defeated. .

Just as the Christian cannot blindly follow the direction of political leaders with regard
to war, neither can that person abdicate their own responsibility by blindly following leaders in
the Church. Christ alone is Head of the Church. Even when the Church leaders, or some in the
Church, have heard God’s command to war, each of the other individuals in the Church are
responsible before God for examining their own motives in this war.+#

For this reason, the individual who asks about this or that war is first the one who is
asked by the command of God whether they personally act for peace in all areas of their life. It
is not enough for the individual Christian to allow the institutional Church to be active in this
or that capacity on behalf of peace. They are personally responsible for constructing peace that
is peace and not “a rotten and unjust peace which contains the seeds of war.”#?

Since the question of war is such a personal question, Barth leaves the door open for
conscientious objection as an obedient response to God concerning this or that war. Yet,
because objection is obedience only in listening to God, it cannot be a matter of absolute
principle. Moreover, because it must be obedience to God, it must be undertaken in full
acceptance of the consequences, and not as a societal ‘right’. The conscientious objector must
be ready to face the fact that to the State they will appear a traitor, and may be treated as such.
Conscientious objection cannot be an objection to the State itself, but to this or that war for the
sake of the real well-being of the State which the State itself has forgotten in its self-destructive
haste.®

47see Barth's reference to Jeremiah and Isaiah. p.461.
48ibid . pp.464-6.
ibid p.465. and 463: “We cannot scparate the question of the just war from the two questions of faith on the one side and
obedience on the other....If war is to be ventured in obedience and therefore with a good conscience. it is also entered in faith and
thercfore with jovous and reckless determination. And if it is really ventured in the necessary faith, its basis is not found in mere
enthusiasm but in the simple fact that, perhaps most unwillingly and certainly with a heavy heart. it has to be waged in obedience
wbmwbedmkdhthcmo&mhlaspm”

ibid., pp.- X
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While Barth does not approve of standing armies because they legitimate the false
claim that war is inevitable, he does think that in a world where standing armies exist,
conscription is a better policy than voluntary service because it forces individuals to realise the
truly personal nature of the question of war. He finds that voluntary service is also particularly
dubious since it encourages a voluntariness with regard to war which is not healthy.5!

Summary

Barth’s view of war itself, articulated in III.4, is that it is a horrible judgement of God
against humanity’s false peace. It is the revelation of the reality of the ‘inner wolf” in human
beings. [t is one of the most reprehensible of all the questionable acts of humanity. All
ideologically motivated warfare is arrogance because it is self-justification and self-assertion.
Moreover, it is self-annihilating arrogance as well as other-annihilating, as the two collective
*suicides’ (assertions of German Nationalism) of this century show.

Further, when Barth thinks about ‘war’ in this section, he does so with the fairly narrow
framework of war between nation-states, where ‘nation” may or may not mean 2 pluralism of
races. Barth repudiates the concept of ‘race’ on the basis that all human beings are descended
from migrant tribes and are therefore of mixed blood. He also repudiates the identification of
political nation and race with the examples of Switzerland and the United States.

In this framework, ‘defence’ primarily means defence against attack from the outside,
or aid of a State so attacked. For those inside Germany who acted against Hitler, defence was
an internal question which Barth discusses with the issue of treason in his section on capital
punishment. That all wars will have such an internal aspect is a given, since the people in the
country overtaken by war-fever also need to be freed from the war.

Those outside the aggressor State can act only as they realise the judgement the war
makes: that they too are guilty of the same unpeace of those inside, and have their own
participation in the conditions that allow the whole international community to arrive at the
point of war.

Barth considers war in general to mean the use of ‘conventional’ weapons, with the
possible use of hydrogen or atomic bombs such as America dropped on Japan for questionable
reasons. In CD //I.4, Barth does not consider a nuclear “WWIII’, or the probiem of civil war.

As a general statement, Barth views all war that is not outright sin as a work which is
only possible as an alien work. The proper activity of people in society (the State) is not war,
but peace. Yet, sometimes the only way out from the unpeace of false peace may be through
its manifestation in war.52

5'1b|d pp.460/66-9.
InIVJ,pSSO The Call to Discip! Barth picks up this discussion of war in the context of that of “force”. What he
chuumuthebuwulloﬂmm&mmmmmﬂwluvcme “gods’ of this world: the expectations and demands of
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Barth does not write much on what can be done concretely for peace, since this area of
his discussion presumes action for peace as a general preoccupation, and is primarily
concerned with the exceptional case where war occurs and is also commanded in order that life
might be respected and protected as a service to God.

Pacifism in principle claims to be a witness to the Kingdom of God against the warlike
‘reality’ of the world. Barth agrees that such a “reality’ ought to be opposed, but he does not
agree that ‘warlikeness' is the basic reality for human beings. ‘Reality’ is defined for Barth by
the Lordship of Jesus Christ, which means that of the peace of righteousness. The Christian
acts for peace by refusing to get sucked into the all-too-apparent Machiavellian/Hobbesian
rules of the game.

The most basic thing that Barth has to say about Christian ethics (the obedience of
faith/the life of sanctification) in the face of war, is that it is never ‘war’ as a principle which is
faced. Hence, it is not responded to in principle. Human beings are always faced by the
particular situation of this or that war, about which they must wait to hear God. It is an article
of faith that the living God has something pertinent to say in each and every new situation
humans face.

Defence presumes attack has already been made. [f standing armies are not justified for
Barth because the Hobbesian and godless worldview of the necessity and inevitability of war
must be rejected, then obviously ‘threat of destruction’ itself does not constitute a justification
for war. ‘Pre-emptive war measures are highly suspect in this regard.

Just, or obedient defence is not obedience because it is defence, but only by God’s
‘nevertheless’ in spite of that fact. Clearly, where war is a form of &illing, it is such only on the
extreme margins of humanity’s understanding of God’s command to respect and protect life.

Barth uses the language ‘a just war’ when he speaks of a defensive one in which
humanity has heard God call to defensive action. But such a war is not “just’ in the sense of a
‘holy’ war. It is not a carte blanche under the protection of divine whim.

Moreover, in war that is such a “just war’, there can be no “demonising’ of the ‘enemy’.
Where the other side is demonised, people are engaged in taking the well-being and justice of
the world into their own hands. Such activity constitutes a faithless eschatological statement,

the friend/foe relationship cast by the world. In opposition to the structured demand of the world”s kin of force, Christims
arc quite clearly called to a practical pacifism: to a practice of the activity of peace as though the friend/foc law were replaced by
a new friend/fiend structure, which it is indeed in the Kingdom of God. Yet, this calling out of the form of the world is not a new
hwgiveanhﬁminswapplyuml‘gmmmudisﬁnmmmthelawoﬁhewod¢ Christians are called to a freedom
from laws. Thev do not continue, v the "old” person with a new name or diroction. What Christ demands cannot become
a general rule. Obediwisnevu’umeofnopp‘:&backmdfmhbctwemoldlawsdecsus’ laws. Even where force may be
commanded, it is required by God. Humanity is still emancipated from the old rules of the “friend/foc’ relationship. (Even
though a war may be ‘just’, everv behaviour is not justified- even in the extreme case force must be used as though the ‘enemy’
were a good friend, and therefore ceased the moment the bas been accomplished. Even foree is used with respect for the
life it is used against. Thus, the mode of being in friend/triend structure as opposed to friend/foe is not scif-cvidently, or
externally so different: just as the new man in Christ is still verv much a creature on carth. However, the perception of what is
happening, and motivations, are completely changed from the one structure of relationship to the other.)
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because the operating assumption is that God is absent, and that He does not have the last word
over creation.

When a person believes they have heard God command them to defend their own or
another people by military means, they are not caving in where biblical eschatology is
concerned. Rather, it is out of eschatological faith that it becomes possible for the Christian to
accept the penuitimate significance of human obedience in a world affected by sin. Itis
precisely the fact that God alone knows the ultimate significance of all things that makes it
possible for humanity both to accept the ambiguity of their own righteousness, and act with
confidence.

The paradoxical form of God’s command is not its most obvious form, and never a
second rule by which humanity could cleverly get around the most obvious sense of the sixth
commandment according to human whim and convenience. Only by a serious misreading of
Barth can it be construed as a ‘pragmatic casuistry’ in Yoder’s sense.53

The Grenzfall leaves room for the mystery and incomprehensibility of the commanding
God. Tai fivii coisisiutiing anvther aiticulation of the age-old escape ‘grandes sont les
mysieres de la foi’, the Grenzfall is unambiguously and rigorously grounded on a systematically
approached, Trinitarian conception of God, which Barth derives from God’s self-revelation in
the New Testament, and which is therefore conceived in terms of a movement which goes out
from, and points back to, God in Christ.

In this movement, Barth relentlessly pushes aside all false parallelisms between the
calling of God on human lives, and God’s specific call on the life of God the Son, the Son of
Man, Jesus Christ. As Barth’s theology illustrates this movement, it is a position of life which
rigorously refuses to ‘cry with the wolves’ that seem to be howling most pressingly in a
particular moment. Where it appears to coincide with the general flow of things, it does so for
different reasons, since the follower of the Word has radically different motivations.

Barth rejects the liberal, neo-protestant view that the ‘life of Jesus’ (all the things Jesus
is documented to have done) can be cast as the paradigmatic life-story, according to which
humanity must pattern their own as to a blueprint. Ethically, Jesus' pacifism is not an iron law
for everyone else because of the theological realities of His being God the Son, and of human
sin.

The witness of Jesus is to the Father. His ‘follow me’ is a following to God, not a false
human divinisation. Human witness is not to a new achievement or option for holiness by
patterning themselves after this model in a literalistic fashion. If it were, Jesus would have
called the various centurions and Roman officials who were Christians out of their occupation

53Yoder, op.cit., p.73.: “The label which Barth has seen fit (o attach to the fact that, in some situstions, he considers himself
obliged to make 2 choice which goes against what all the formal concepts of his own ethics would seem to require.”
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since His particular mission involved passive submission (not even passive resistance) to the
‘sword’, rather than use of it.

Insofar as the command of God which includes the ‘exceptional case’ signifies the
uniqueness of Christ’s ‘call to discipleship’54, it entails a deep consistency with a constant,
superficial shifting of position. One is always called by Christ; to obedience and witness to
God. Yet, because it is a life in freedom, it is guided by the Holy Spirit whose immediate
direction and aim is a mystery.

The Grenzfall does not rule out the possibility that God may call this or that person to a
specific prophetic witness which is consistently againsts all wars. But where God does place
this special vocation on a person, the reason is God, His call, and this prophetic vocation to
which He has called this person. Such a call cannot be known ahead of time, on the basis of
principles.3s

Thus, the idea of the Grenzfall, as an ‘ethical tool’, is a shorthand for submitting all of
one’s action in prayer to the living God who is Lord in all spheres of life, and has something
direct and specific to say in those spheres at all times. That He is sought in prayer means that
precisely what He has to say is not humanly known a priori because of humanity's inability to
*hear’ or understand what is read of God, human inability to fully perceive their own situation,
human lack of knowledge of ‘good and evil’, and the consequent ongoing dependence of
humanity on the /iving Word of God. '

Epistemologically and hermeneutically, humanity simply has to wait for God and seek
Him. The Grenzfall is an acknowledgment that in all their knowing and understanding, and
therefore, also their doing in that framework, humanity lives by the Word of God which they
can never usurp or appropriate.

In concluding this part of the discussion of Barth’s view of war, it is interesting to note
that the Grenzfall concept articulated in CD [I1.4 (completed in 1951) was not developed in
Justification of a particular position in only one particular war (WWII), but in light of the
century’s two World Wars and the ‘Cold War’. Of further significance is the fact that Barth
nowhere retracts anything he has said in this section regarding war in his later writings. Even
in the reference in IV.2 (completed three years later in 1954) to the “practical pacifism’

341v.2, pp.546-51.

Ssmfcrmwz pp.545-7. Barth emphasises that the call of God concerning a person’s vocation ncver “convenientiy” coincides
\mhthcmajontwwwpom bmnsalmostalmvsapmmagmnstn. EuhChn.nanmtbueforempectmbemtsWusmodm
thmrfouowmgoflmmdmh not persecuted. The stance “against” which the calling of God creates is only “against”
because it is really ‘for” these same u‘})eoplewhoselﬂuslmlus "against - becausc the God who radically opposes humanity is aiso
for human beings. When God'’s call is a command to defensive war. it is not a cail to defend the Kingdom of God in any direct
way. The Kingdom of God is upheld by obedience to God, which is first. and never ceases 1o be peace. Barth’s insistence that
warbeonlvandmwakmlhemmmofpmwmbcmﬁmdmmthcwoﬁmdh“thu]usuﬁes
Some wars as a necessary means to the greater. justifving end, of peace. Another extremely crucial point is the fact that there is
no such thing as neutrality. OnccmbcnannlbefmGod.ml\obedwmorfmhlus Thercfore, in all one’s action and
inaction. one can only cxhibit faith, or unbelicf. There is no such thing as neutrality in the midst of one’s fellows. If onc is not
callcdloswpmﬁdngyunmhvfmmeamhavﬂhcﬂlwmlbaqtmusmpmsmﬁungud& Allitdoesis
participate in the rampant sin by giving it space.
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required of all Christians, Barth continues to uphold his statements against pacifism in
principle.

Thus, the Grenzfall position seems to be something Barth can uphold in the face of the
very different wars he was responding to in CD II1.4 (WWI, WWII and the Cold War), because
it is not a pragmatism based on changeable external criteria. It is the considered implication of
his biblically derived understanding of dogmatics. For him, it is an ethical correlate to what is
revealed about God and ‘'man' in Jesus Christ.

With regard to the doctrine of the command of God to 'man’, the corpus of the Church
Dogmatics, begun in 1931 and left unfinished at the time of his death in 1968, exhibits a
pronounced dogmatic and ethical consistency. The discussions of ‘God’, 'man’, and the
‘command’ in the previous chapter of this thesis have drawn on the Dogmarics from Volume
L.1 to IV 4, as the footnotes show, in order to make just this point. They are summaries of these
doctrines as they appear in the Dogmatics as a whole, spanning 37-plus years of Barth’s
thought from the interwar period, into the heart of the Cold War.

Insofar as the Grenzfall idea can be seen to be a specific implication of Barth’s
dogmatics, it occupies a niche in the structure of Barth’s thought as a whole, as it is presented
in the Dogmatics. Thus, as it is applied to the situation of war in CD ///.4, it shapes Barth’s
view of war in a way which is not anomalous to his systematic dogmatic and ethical work.

While Barth could not have had as developed a picture of the Grenzfal/! as in [11.4 in the
earlier stages of his life, one could suppose that if the theological ethics underpinning the
(srenzfall were basic for him fairly early on, then a diversity-in-continuity characteristic of the
Grenzfall logic itself can be suggested as Barth’s overall “view of war’.

Because of Barth’s insistence on knowledge of the general being possible only through
the particular, an understanding of ‘Barth’s view of war’ requires at least a brief glance at his
actual responses to the specific wars which faced him in his life.

How Barth’s position in the contexts of WWI, WWII and the Cold War is one of
diversity-in-consistency, or a “prophetic’3¢ response based on a particular theology which shifts
so as to move against the stream of each context, will be shown in the following sections on
Barth’s reaction to these specific wars.

56m1 4, p.9.



CHAPTER 3
B ! ion to the First World War

Having understood some of the basic outlines of Barth's theo-ethical epistemological
and hermeneutical framework from the Church Dogmatics, the next step is to cast our glance
back in time over his responses to World War One. How can Barth's view of war expressed in
WWI be understood in relation to what has so far been discussed? Can nascent forms of
Barth's matured thought be recognised? Examined on its own, what is Barth's first documented
reaction to war? How can Barth's thought be understood in direct relation to his
political/historical context?

For as full a picture as possible of Barth's view of the First World War, it will be
necessary to proceed as follows: after a brief glance at some of the facts of the historical
context of the War, [ will look at Barth's reaction to it expressed in his sermons from July 26 to
December 27, 1914}, as well as his letters to his friend Eduard Thurneysen and colleague
Martin Rade written between July 1914 and 1919.

In addition, Barth gave several important lectures during this period. These will be
discussed as they help clarify the location of Barth's thought about this War within his general
political/éthical framework as it was articulated at the time.

Next, Barth's commentary on Paul's Letter to the Romans ( hereafter, Romans) is also of
crucial importance. Though there are significant theological changes between the original
(1918) and revised (1921) versions, there is no indication by either Barth, or in the secondary
literature on his thought, that the basic structure of Barth's political thought contained in it had
changed. In other words, the 1921 version of Romans can understood to be Barth's first
systematic description of his thought about the role of the Chnistian in a political world.

Finally, in addition to what Barth had to say about the First World War, biographical
material provides for us some indication of what Barth also did (besides speaking), in response
to the circumstances of the War.

Historical Context

The Sino-Soviet war of 1904 was a major factor in the preparation of the world for
WWI because it helped prepare the conditions which made the war possible. Russia's defeat
caused a significant shift in the balance of power in Europe. Previously, France had been allied
with Russia in order to offset Prussian military strength under Bismarck (1892). Afraid ofa

lAsBmhssumnnsofthspmodhasemtbemnmﬂuedmEnghsb.mfauus(otbanhuemme,mmhwmake
Barth's thought in them more accessible:
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renewed German military preponderance now that Russia was weakened, France allied herself
with Britain. (German-French relations were still cold after the Franco-Prussian war of the mid
1800's.)

Strategic allegiances also meant economic ones, particularly at the turn of the century
as it was a time of great industrial advance, especially in Germany where a later industrial
revolution was beginning to outpace Britain's head start. In parallel with these developments,
Britain was losing ground economically, and was in danger of doing so in terms of her navy as
well. That Europe was divided into two groupings of competing alliances was an advantage to
all concemed.

Of course, a balance of two power clusters did not mean inevitable war, but it would
mean that when war came, countries would be more likely to fall like dominoes- tied as they
were to each other by their various alliances.

Of significance is the fact that these alliances were national alliances. The
Romanticism of the 19th Century which was the aftermath of the French Revolution, had
produced a political ideal of the economic and military unit which was also composed of one,
relatively homogenous ‘people’. Racial theories of all sorts abounded, and patriotism towards
the racially-defined state became intimately connected with ideas of moral duty to one's own
family.? In Europe, where the framework of moral language was cast in terms of Christianity,
that morality was defined in Christian terms, and in turn, came to define Christian moral duty
to a large extent.}

This mix of Christian pietism, national militanism, and nationally chauvinist economic
expansion was not confined to one country, or a few, but was part of the generally accepted
intellectual and spiritual landscape of Europe, including Britain at the time. National ideology
was not a direct cause of the First World War, any more than strategic alliances were.* Rather,
both of them together gave it its particular and utterly unprecedented shape.

In spite of Britain's waning global influence, and Germany's growing one, Britain and
Germany had a very tightly knit trade relationship at the turn of the century. None thought it
possible that the two would ever be at war. Yet, at the same time as Britain was benefitting

2 Anti-semitism had flourished all over Europe for centuries. but it became progressivelv more institutionalised during the 19th
Century as Jews who refused to assimilate were made the scape-tgoats for all sorts of national social ills. Jewish identity which
maintained itself in the midst of a diversity of cultures in spite of the fact that Jewish people did not have a 'necessary’
'Fatherland’. flew in the face of the ideologies surrounding the t of the racially homogenous nation. and was therefore
dan:’_germs sec esp. Robent H. Lowie, The German People: A Social Portrait to 1914., (New York: Octagon Books, 1980),
.39-110.
ngthcrmanKniscr's(WilhelmIDspeechmbcopcningofn technical museum in 1906 is very enlighiening in this respect. He
said: "The powerful, surprising and almost incomprehensibiy rapid progress of our newly united Fatherland in all domains. the
astounding devel t of our trade and commerce. the magnificent inventions in the domain of science and technics. are a result
of the reunion of the German races in onc common Fatherland. Themeweueabkwwmt&rmulvaaggmﬁmmm
in all pans of the world. the more should our nation in every ciass and industry remember that the working of Divine Providence
is here manifested. If our Lord God had not entrusted to us great tasks, He would not have conferred upon us great capacities.”
Sﬂarold James. A German Idennity: 1770-1990.. New York: Routledge. 1989, pp.83/4.)

Winston Churchill. then First Lord of the Admiralty in Britain during the Great War. wrote the following very pithy comment
afterwards that "To create the unfavourable conditions for herself in which Germany afterwards brought about the war, many acts
of supreme unwisdom on the part of her rulers were nonetheless still necessary.” see Rt. Hon. Winston Churchill. 75e World
Crisis (New York: Charles Scribaner's Sons, 1931) pp.1/2
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from an alliance with France and a profitable relationship with Germany, Germany was caught
up in planning geographic expansion.

Prevented by circumstances from making any major colonial acquisitions in order to
increase her supply of resources, and of land on which resources could be developed and the
national population could expand, Germany had realised since the 1880's that military
expansion in Europe was her only option to fulfil these goals. Coupled with the popular
national idea that a people was truly ‘born’ only through a great struggle, the shifts of 1904
resulted in German belief in the possibility of mobilising the German 'nation’ for military
advance in Europe. As early as 1904, German military leaders had already drawn up the
infamous 'Schlieffen Plan'.

As Germany was already allied with Austria and Italy, her most significant competitors
on the continent of Europe were Russia and France. Moreover, German leaders nursed a
grudge against France for her victory in the Franco-Prussian war in the 1870's. The 'Plan’ was
to transgress the European agreement on Belgian neutrality made by all countries, including
Germany, by marching through Belgium to access France through her relatively defenceless
border with Belgium. Due to Germany's recent enormous technological advances in products
and production- especially in armaments, it was thought that Paris itself could be gained in a
matter of a couple of weeks, and that Germany could then afford to turn toward Russia, whose
internal weakness became plain in her defeat by Japan, to conquer her territories as well-
Germany's alliance with Russia notwithstanding.

A war which sought to gain living space for the German nation was considered a war
fought for purposes that were honourable and necessary to the life and development of the
nation. The Schlieffen Plan and its justifications embodied the first national embrace of what
the Germans termed 'Realpolitik’- a modern industrial and national version of basic
Machiavellianism/Hobbesianism.’> In 1912, Germany founded a 'Security League' to
propagandise within Germany for militarism by stressing the danger of attack by Germany's
neighbours.$

While the Schlieffen Plan of 1904 was then a secret, Germany's growing military might
was not: hence the French/British alliance was signed in 1904. France was worried about
invasion, and Britain was concerned about her waning naval might. Thus, the friendly and
busy economic relations between Britain and Germany masked what was essentially a
developing arms-race in a climate of increasing suspicion which divided Europe into two
camps of strategic alliances nurtured as a military precaution, as much as a trade gain. It was

5 Realpolirik: embodied in the Schlieffen Plan meant, basically, that whatever was 'necessary’ for the attainment of German aims
was a law sufficient to over-ride intenational law. re: " sec Baron Friedrich von Hiigel's apologia for it in The German
Soul In Its Attitude Towards Ethics and Chrisnantty the State and War. London: J.M. Dent & Sons Limuted. 1916, preface to
p-15.: re: the Schlicfien Pln.neandSm&nuﬂ" Worid War 1. An lllusirated History, London: Emest Benn Limited, 1971,
EB i4-16.. also virtually any substantial history of the First World War.

. F.. Fleming. The Origins and Legacies of WWI.. New York: Doubleday and Company. 1968, pp.28/9.



45
fairly widely acknowledged that war was brewing under the surface. A French journalist wrote
in 1913: "All Europe, uncertain and troubled, prepares for an inevitable war, the immediate
cause of which remains still unknown to her."’

Switzerland, like Belgium, was a militarily 'neutral’ country. The geography of Europe
was such that Switzerland had the good fortune not to find herself standing between Germany
and German aims. Moreover, the Swiss did not have the same interest in the nationalist
fervour infecting Europe because they had recently formed one whole nation out of four very
distinctively different groups of people. Switzerland did not stand to gain as a country by
allying herself with any national project. or using the national arguments then available.8 She
did stand to gain by maintaining healthy economic relations with everyone if possible, and so
she did not join either of the emerging 'sides’.

Germany's excuse for military expansion; her chance to implement the Schlieffen Plan
(with a few modifications) finally came in July 1914, greatly facilitated by the European
system of alliances. Russia was closely connected with Serbian nationals, unhappy about their
domination by Austria-Hungary. When a Serbian assassinated the Austrian Archduke
Ferdinand and his wife Sophia on June 28, 1914, Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia a
month later (July 28), and Russta mobilised her armies for war on behalf of her ally, Serbia.

On July 30, Austria-Hungary bombarded Belgrade, and Germany cautioned France the
next day to remain neutral (not to take advantage of Germany's possible weakness) if war broke
out with Russia (when Germany's back would be to France fighting Russia). As a pledge,
Germany demanded the French fortresses of Verdun and Toulouse. Understandably, France
refused. On August | Germany declared war on Russia. The next day she demanded free
passage through Belgium for her troops in the direction of France. Belgium refused. On
August 3, Germany declared war on France and marched through Beigium by force August 4,
transgressing international law regarding Belgian neutrality, and openly aggressing France.

On behalf of intemnational order, and because of her alliance with France, Britain tried
to end the threat by sending Germany an ultimatum demanding the removal of German troops
from Belgium before they arrived in France. The ultimatum was ignored, and Britain declared
war on Germany. Within roughly five weeks of the assassination of Ferdinand by a patriotic
Serb, the whole of Europe was caught up in a war for the sake of the principle of national
freedom, each soldier fighting a patriotic battle, whether in 'rightful’ offense, or defence of

7Flemmg,opm p.138.: pp. 135-137 describes the configuration of the 'arms-race’ noting some interesting figures: from 1908-
1913. defence expenditures (in Ammdollus)mmdmﬁtmanm&nmmsoogooownsooomo in France from
§20000000~410000000 and in Russia from 300.000.000-460.000.000.

Encouraging French and German nationalist sentiments would have indeed been divisive in Switzerland since these nationalitics
composedtbemolargmpeople—youps Switzerland tended instead to nourish a multi-national patriotism which emphasised
Swiss uniqueness in being a multi-national ‘nation’. and was also very conducive to a concept of willingness to do business with
anvbody, regardiess of | umfonn (or ethics).
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national interest on foreign soil.? Because of technical advances, almost everyone thought the
war would be over within a couple of months.

Because those same advances were made by both sides, it became the bloodiest, most
thorough battie the world had ever seen. Because of the nature of industrial production, a war
between industrialised states was not only a war between two lines of soldiers holding
weapons, but a total confrontation between entire populations. By the end of the war, the
world had received a shock which changed its understanding and conduct of war forever. !0

Biographical Details Relevant to Barth and the War

[n order to situate Barth in the historical and political context of the War, a brief
biographical word is needed. As a young boy, he apparently had quite a belligerent streak,
which got him into frequent fisticuffs, inspired him to read historical accounts of wars avidly,
and follow the Japanese-Chinese war of 1895 (when he was only nine- he was bom in 1886).!!
As he said: "Until I was sixteen, I lived and dreamed of military exploits. My brothers and [
would play with lead soldiers for hours on end, and did so with great seriousness."!2 While this
activity can probably be explained by the natural tendencies of young boys, particularly in an
era in which military prowess was considered the image of manhood and nobility, it does rule
out the possibility that Barth's vehemence against the War in his sermons sprang from any
passivity that might have come naturally to him.

In 1897, at age eleven, he became a cadet and underwent military training, eventually
becoming a corporal. Again, while cadet service was most likely a normal experience similar
to that of Boy Scouts for a Canadian, there is not indication that Barth disliked it. In 1903, he
was éxempt from military service because of short-sightedness- but wrote poems instead which
were inspired by his historical reading of warfare. !

9For the mentioned dates. see D. Daniell. op.cit.. pp 8/9. 24.: for the significance and role of nationalism/patriotism._ and further
discussion of national Romanticism see D. ing, op.cit.. pp. 1-34. 128-138: Egon Friedell. 4 Cultural History of the Modern
Age. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1932), pp. 1-6/: Aleamg' W. Crawford. Germany's Morai Downyail: The Tragedy of
Academic Matenalism, (New York: Abin Press, 1919), pp.61-82, 147-171; Harold James. op.cicl).,‘?p.is-l 10; Franz
Coetzee and Marilvn Shevin-Coezee, Authoniy, Idennty and the Social History of the Great War. (Oxford: ahn Books.
1995), p.vii.; Robert Lowie, opcit., pp.L01-110: Rudoif Eucken. 7he Main Currents of Modern Thought. ( : T. Fisher
Unwin. 1912), chapter on The Reli Problem’ pp.462-475. He describes the present 'need’ for a ‘transforming spiritual
culture’ which would be a 'religion of the Vo/k'.: also another mumm%:commu of Churchill’s, op.cit.. p.6.: "Far more than their
vices, the virtues of nations, ill-directed or mis-directed by their rulers. became the cause of their own undoing and of the general

Mﬂ

[Usee Coetzee and Shevin-Coetzee, op.cit., introduction, and pp.60-66.223-244. also another of Churchill’s comments, op.cit.,
.3/4. [ ancient wars in the immense power of the combatants agencics
pp.3/4. "The Great War differed from all in the cr of the combatants and their fearful ies of
destruction, and from all modern wars in the utter ruthlessness with which it was fought. All the horrors of the ages were brought
together . and not only armies but whole | fons were thrust into the midst of them.”.: As is well known now. poison gases,
machine guns, and tanks were first used in At the beginning of the war. however. it would have been possibile for someone
with an eve an technological developments. and an ear for the national ganda. to predict that the war would be particularly
ferocious. and likely last a long time- if not for any other reason than the refusal of anvone to give in until the last man,
{tflhesakeofnationalbm.

E. Busch. op.cit.. pp.13-15.

3

12ibid . p. 16.

13ibid . pp.20-6.
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Barth's University years were spent in both Switzerland and Germany (Berlin, Tibingen
and Marburg). When he began university in Bemne in 1904, he joined the student association
'Zofingia'. Though it had a militant aspect to it, and was in the process of becoming heavily
influenced by the growing 'student movement', Barth was apparently more interested in the
beer, outings and social aspects.!* Most such organisations were heirs to the military tradition
of the upper classes that had had a monopoly of access to education for centunies. Barth's
father had also belonged, and so it was something of a family tradition, with as little real
military seriousness for Barth as an undergraduate fraternity might have today.

A couple of years after Barth was ordained he was given a pastorate in Safenwil, a little
Swiss industrial town. There he became involved in the workers' struggle which occupied his
parishioners.!3 Barth had sympathy for the needs socialism addressed, and sought to correct the
church's irresponsibility in not paying attention to these needs herself. Yet, he kept a critical
distance, both from the ideology, and the means of the socialist movement. In pre-Bolshevik
Switzerland, the socialist movement expressed its internationalist hopes by preaching a
rigorous pacifism, coupled with informed engagement in contemporary politics with the aim of
conciliated change. While Barth rejected Socialist pacifism, he agreed with their emphasis on
political engagement and helped the workers of Safenwil organise themselves politically.

In March 1913, Barth wrote an article entitled "A Dissenting View on Military
Aircraft", in which he supported the use of planes by the army while rejecting the ‘naive
pacifism’ of socialists. His argument was that once you had agreed that war was sometimes a
necessary evil, you could not stop half-way, cnpplmg your army by preventing the use of the
new technology.'6

When the War broke out, Barth began activities which he carried on for its duration: he
heiped farm families now deprived of their men with hard chores such as haymaking; spent
nights on duty with the 'home guard'; and set up a reading room in his parsonage for soldiers
stationed in Safenwil.!”

When Barth was preaching to his congregation at the beginning of the War, the whole
reality of this transformation the War would bring was of course not vet visible. Neither did
any-one know how long the War would last. Further, most had no suspicion yet about either
the arguments for its preceding arms-race, or the national justifications flung around by both
sides. German national expansion as such was not even the primary issue that had bothered

bld. pp.35/6.

2 Safenwil was dominated by thetcxnlelndusm and a saw mill which paid notoriously low wages. Barth informed himself of
the reicvant issues by reading journals such as "The Trade Union J " and the *Textile Worker”, and reading books on
economics. He saw 1t as part of his duty ofcarcofhxspmshlonerstokxpxhemm&nnedaboutlhelrnghls andthcpolmcal
possibilities open to them through weekly classes. Because of the poor conditions of the workers, Barth saw helpingthem
orgmuseasmmgnlpmofhsjobofprmhmgthccospeloﬂmsmm Yet.\\hnlehet’cluhatsmalmnssus(mmc
injustice. harsh conditions, abuse of ignorance) could only really be met by the Gospel ultimately (and not by the social
movement itself). and while he did preach active compassion for the lowly- as can be seen in the summary of his sermons above-.
ﬁdﬂmbﬁ:x:alummthuhmorpcwhummemﬂud.,pp68-79 103/4.

bld..pSl
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those who fought Germany- and certainly not those within Germany. Few questioned the
principle of Realpolitik. When Germany not only marched through, but devastated Belgium in
punishment for not opening its doors ‘voluntarily’, the German historian of Christianity, Adolf
von Harnack (also Barth's professor), said: "I am unable to...even admit a formal wrong; for we
were in a situation in which formulae no longer exist, but only ethical duties."!8

I!artll'_s Sermons, 26 July- 27 December, 1914

Barth's sermons concemed the War even before it broke out. In the tense climate three
days after the Austro-Hungarian uitimatum had been issued to Serbia (July 23, 1914), Barth
preached on Ephesians 2:4-6 ("But because of His great love for us, God who is rich in mercy,
made us alive with Christ even when we were dead in transgressions- it is by grace you have
been saved. And God raised us up with Christ and seated us with him in the heavenly realms in
Christ Jesus.").!? The sermon contrasted the 'heavenly realm’ of God and Jesus, and the earthly
realm of human nature and activity.

Barth wonders how it can possibly be said that we 'are set in the heavenly realm’, which
is a realm of peace, freedom, order, happiness and salvation, while we are quite evidently
caught up in a mode of being where we hurt ourselves constantly through our passions, and
Iethargy; where we are in a world which is not our home. He questions whether Paul meant an
ideal to be found on some far-off star. Barth then resolved the dilemma by concluding that
'heavenly realm' means a new way of being in the present world, made possible by action which
comes out of a true and deep comprehension that God is love.

Barth's paradigmatic example of the wicked and seifish competitiveness of the worldis
the imminent war.20

Amazed that 'Christian’ nations could be so wild and determined, and in such varying
stages of preparedness and lack of preparation, Barth added "How like an awful thunderstorm,
the war hangs over them all...!"2! [f.it did not come immediately, he was certain it would break
out soon, making a mockery of Paul's statement that we are 'in the heavenly realm’ in Christ.

I8Crawford, op.cit., p. 168.
19 art Barth, igven. 1914, (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag Zurich. 1974) pp.384-395.
-oibii.pp.38819.:" perbaps we stand today on the eve of a war. that could sct the whole of Europe in lames. The heaps of
rubble from the last war are sull ing, the tears of thousands of widows and orphans arc still flowing, and now should- if s
miraclc doesn't happen- a new hundred be lct loosc on top of onc another like wild animals?- hundreds of thousands,
who do not even know one another and who have no cause for grievance will now shoot and strike one another. and killone
another with every means of modem invention. One will speak of his Fatheriand and of military honour- but what foundation is
there for it? Why must Austrian and Serbian farmers and workers hate and kill one another? There is no need for the
of ancient, human passions; for the old predator-principle: eye for an eve, tooth for a tooth (Ex. 21:24) The spectacie that rolls
qvﬁﬁfmeusmabbodyinwﬁty-apedallysﬁuﬁmhsmnmmcpwd”
24101
22"We are not at the end, but at the beginning of this time of war. And this time is the most serious of all ever in the history of
the world... What are all the wars that we have ; beside the one that is now flared up? ..._.it is something quite
incomprehensible. in bow a few weeks our whole even the whoie earth has put on a completely different face. All the
scholarly. artistic and religious interests which...bind men are suppressed...Everything else is forgotien for the

: We must ourselves!...What has until now is only & minor prelude....Never have any killers and
v been as scheduled, as technical, and as precisely businesslike in their ambition as today. An enormous intellectual work
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Barth acknowledges that such evils as war make one tremble, but he proceeds to urge his
congregation toward the hope that is theirs as Christians: because God is really truth, God's
Kingdom will ultimately interrupt all human kingdoms and orders, and establish what is good.

Thus, the Christian is given the capability to live now according to the truth that all
human things pass away like fog. Christians can live as though God is their Master rather than
the bad events they fear. Therefore they can live in confident, hopeful, love because God their
Master is peace and love.

i By the following week, Austria and Serbia were at war, and Switzerland had sent
soldiers out to her own borders to discourage disregard of her own neutrality. Barth's choice of
text on August 2 was Mark 13:723. Barth again comforts his congregation, telling them not to
fear and reminding them that God's wili and ways ultimately triumph. However, this time he
adds a sober note: God's will may triumph, but it may do so only if sin is first allowed to ripen.
If there is any 'necessity’ of war, it has nothing to do with God's agenda coinciding with a
nation’s. _

Although Barth is critical of patriotism, including Swiss patriotism, and rebukes his
congregation for their eagerness to rush to Switzerland's military defence, he does not express
disagreement with Switzerland's defence itself. He in fact closes the sermon praying for Swiss
independence, and the safety of the soldiers on the Swiss borders.2* The fact that Barth took
the need for military defence of Switzerland for granted, does not mean that he was
acquiescing before the 'necessities’ of war.

In this sermon he tells the congregation that there is no ‘necessity’ but the will of God,
which is revealed by the eschaton. Yet, God does not promise to spare Switzerland from the
war- His instruction is only 'do not be afraid. The war is 'necessary’ only in the sense that Jesus
also says 'so it must be', that is, it is necessary for people to see the fruit of sin?3, particularly
selfishness and greed for money.

The war shakes the foundations of everything we believe. It forces us to ask "What are
our acquisitions and possessions? What are our future plans?"26, making us realise that
everything we cherish is small and unimportant. It forces us to look at what we have hidden
from ourselves?: the fact that human sin existing in us is revealed as it is 'let off the chain®,
and culture and religion no longer cover it.2?

is involved in the preparation and management of the huge armies... Death. like a harvest. becomes a possibility.... Destruction
a ..work of art... What a terrible ca he it is that has overtaken us!” (ibid.. pp.432-4.) o
sermon. ibid., pp.395-408: "When vou hear of wars and rumours of wars. do not be afraid. It must happen like this: but the
has not vet arrived.”

ibid.. pp.400/8.
25Commenting on the "stifling, passionate hate we scc suddenty blaze forth between the nations” and the "lust for fights and
adventures” that has "cooked and bubbled for a loag time in countless brains and now desires to blaze forth”, Barth applies
Galatians 6:7- men must reap what they sow. [t ‘must be so’ that sin ripen so that it can be recognised as such. and be rejected by

gﬁi p.397.

"There is so much than peopie and nations hide carcfully from themseives and onc another under the dense cloak of civilisation
qum.,mgmmmuymlnwmibm?ammu these cloaks have big hoics. or cise they fail ofF
entirely. Humanity is forced to become honest.” (ibid_, pp.397/8)
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The 'terrible storm' which is about to break loose around Switzerland is a "godly, good
necessity"30- even a blessing, insofar as it leads to repentance. What the Swiss must do is learn
to turn to God as their only safety, pray for peace, and do their duty of encouraging the Swiss
soldiers so that they can remain strong at their posts, and become strong in their hope in God's
promise of the final collapse of evil and sin, and the triumph of God's peace and love.3! The
Swiss may have to go through a 'dark road', but they must not be anxious or fearful, or adopt
the zeal of their neighbours, because they are children of a loving Father who has better
uitimate plans for the world, and also has ability to implement those plans- He is omnipotent.32

The sermons Barth preached after the war broke out (August 9-December 27, 1914)
continue in this vein. [n a nutshell, Barth sees the War portrayed as a 'necessary’ racial and
power-struggle, in which the leaders are the law, and the citizens have a Christian duty to
follow their leaders in punishing 'enemies’ as an executioner punishes criminals because God
wills order; and to facilitate the emergence of their nation whose maturity God must want,
since He brought the nation into existence.

Over against this perspective, Barth says that the War is really an explosion of primal
human sin, which God hates and does not will, hidden for centuries by the veneer of
‘civilisation’. Yet, He does will that it ripen, so that people can repent and tumn to God. So,
since God is Lord over all the earth, the War must have broken out because God is allowing it-
precisely because He ultimately does not will it, and therefore uses it as a tool to bring people
to repentance; so they will obey Him; so human nature will change; so the world itself will
finally be changed once for all and all people will live in God's international kingdom of peace.
Thus, the War is God's judgement on human sin, and therefore also a special time of God's
grace, since it constitutes God's wake-up call to humanity- which is not a call to national
coming-of-age, but a call to intemational repentance, proved by a spirit and action of
brotherliness toward all 'neighbours’.

in the present conflict, Swiss neutrality is an opportunity of freedom to recall this
message, thank God for it, and preach it to the other nations who have lost sight of it; and to
practice the brotherhood of nations as proof that peace is a real possibility given to humankind
by God in Christ.3? Since neutrality is a duty and opportunity of which the Swiss may yet be

28~Wwe all must...be penctratingly clear about it: the war is wrong, the war is sin, the war is not necessary, but stems from the
evils of human nature.” The sin of human nature. characterised by “the evil and sins of the war” "must become ripe, ripening
much.. blood and tears..."(ibid., pp.403/7) _

Later. Barth said: "The war is God's judgement over us. Every misfortune is such a jud t. But the larger a misfortune is.
{the larger] the judgement is that God exercises with it... Now God comes and tells us harshiy: No!....by sending us the war. Itis
not sent to us by the stars. Itisnota isc....It has come as the natural resuit of what we have done and been.....So it is always
how God judges.” (23 Aug., pp.437/8)"Since this war came into the world_.. They notice that the devil and hell are hidden in
%mmnamifitisall to go its way unhindered...” (11 Oct., p.506)

ibid.. p.403.
3Libid . pp.401/2/7/8.
32ibid... pp.403/6.

’3Suchalifcinbtothctlhxessispossibleforaﬂlhcuationsmwatmr. but because Swiss neutrality has so far been

the Swiss must thank God especially for the special privilege. and necessary duty He has given them of holding up the word of
brotherliness for the nations. just as [sracl heid the Law (knowledge and ive) of whensh:smodsu‘\?mthd' between
warring Assyria and Egypt., see 20 Sept, (aftemoon scrmon) pp.496-502.. also 23 Aug., p.447: "We do not understand that and
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denied because they are no better than any others the War has touched more closely, they must
pay attention to what God is saying.

Of course, this ‘nutshell’ is something of an over-simplification of Barth's statements
preached in reaction to the War, and needs to be expanded.

Barth's choice of texts during this initial period of the War tended to include a fairly
even mixture of consolations and exhortations- with more consoling passages in the beginning
months (August, September, and October), and slightly more exhorting ones in the latter
months (October, November, and December).

In the early confusion of the war, Barth preached on August 9, 1914 on Phil. 4:64. He
also referred to Jeremiah 29:11, where the Lord telis the people of Israel who are in a similar
state of confusion that the plans He has for them are for a good hope and future. Barth's point
was that God is not an abstract deity to fear, but their loving Father.

On August 16, he assured his congregation that Jesus will not leave them without
knowledge of God's will and purposes in all these events, because He has called them ‘friends’
~ and not slaves.’s Therefore, they will not be harshly cut off. The following Sunday he
reminded them that they have no need to fear those who kill the body?¢; and a week later
(August 30), that their strength is in 'quietness and hope®’.

They are not to fear because the Lord is with them in the middle of it all- like the
disciples in the boat on the stormy sea, Jesus will calm the storm if they believe Him and trust
Him with themselves®®. Indeed, there is no need for them to get excited, because the Lord who
has already redeemed them will fight for them, not against other nations, but against the
temptation to fear, and anything that would drag them down and cause them to lose eternal life.
God does not leave those who trust Him to their own devices in the world.3*

Nothing can separate them from the love of God*, which is a real certainty in a
transient and dying world because God, and the things of God are eternal*!. The world may be
full of sorrow and injustice at this time, but God's justice will tnumph and endure.*:

we do not want to understand, we Swiss, that Germans and French now have to destroy one another. We can. if we are now

German-Swiss. or French-Swiss, have only one thought: that this racial war is not necessary, but disgusting. Calvinand

Rousseau are French. and | think also of the Russian writer Tolstoy. [ think of the people Germany has given us: Goethe. Schiller.

Kant and so many others, and all that humanity has to thank these men for. There is ao ground. for the nations who have brought

forth such men to hate or fight one another. Certainly ...even we German-Swiss have...no ground even in thought for bemE

against the people of Calvin and Tolstov. We are there to love them. oot to hate. It is the high priv of our Swiss

and uug:mkm& that we see and recognise the good in all nations calmly and without partisanship. that we still are aliowed to

hold hi hi;hqpassionol’dn brotherliness of all nations in this time. We do not want to forfeit this privilege through foolish

g&"Do not ge anxi

35 Jobn 15:14-15

3SMane 10:23
Isaiah 30:15

38<eptember 13: Matt. 8:23-26

39°Ex 14:14. 20 Sept.

40 18 Oct.. Rom. 8:38-39: 20 Dec.. Isaiah 54:9-10: "This is like the days of Noah...vet my unfailing love for vou wiil not be

ﬁaken..nor the covenant of my peace be removed "

4255

ous, but in everything.. present your requests to God.."

. Psalm 102:26-28
, Psalm 119:142: 13 Dec., Isaiah 52:7-9: "How beautiful on the mountains are the feet of him who brings
news...who says to Zion ‘vour God is King'..." See also sermon Aug., 9, pp.414/15: "His power is not that of a capricious tyrant,
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This comfort is the Gospel of Jesus Christ found in the Bible, which is our only real
comfort in such turbulent times. But Barth must also exhort, because Europe, and the Swiss
included, seem to hear the Gospel with only 'haif an ear'- they do not hear its implications.+3

The Swiss, and indeed all Christians, cannot fall asleep in these words of comfort from
God- much less human words of comfort.+ The terribleness of the war showed just how much
God was trying to get humanity to pay attention.*> Yes, the War was a terrible storm which
seemed to have broken as suddenly over Europe as the storm which had broken over the
disciples’ boat had done.*6 But Barth asks "Is there any wonder about how it must have
come?"¥? The so-called Great Powers have been caught in a dynamic of mutual fear, and
stockpiled weapons against each other for decades, and now the "over-full barrel has
overflowed" 8

By September 6, Barth could take note that Germany's enormous successes to the East
and West had been so sudden and devastating, such a display of "human intelligence and
prudence, order and discipline, seriousness and energy..stamina and preparedness”, sheer might
and calculation that it all simply compelled admiration, and one was tempted to wonder if God
was not behind this storm, helping the Germans as so many German pastors were saying.*’

Inside the churches, people were saying that this storm of German victories was the
work of God, who was a God of victories.*® Qutside as well as inside the churches, the German
offensive and the struggle it brought about was portrayed with a backward-looking social
Darwinianism, and forward working Nietzscheanism: the War was a conflict of races, whose

His power is His goodress. What His will is, is holy. ngnmd good. even if we do not see His purpos:...HcsoIovmgl\' smooths
g?\\a\ .So God is. God Himself: our holy Father. the Etemnal, \\ho has avercome every power.”

Sept.. 13. ibid.. p.479: "‘l‘hscnauons-andthat means us-...have built churches and hired .pastors for Jesus and founded
institutions. and sent out missionaries to the poor pagans. but all that was words and coats of vamish.... The Gospel says: throw
evervthing away in order to have God!....love your neighbour as vourself! (Matt. 22:39) We put moncy in the place of the
neighbour. The Gospel says: whoever would follow me, must lose himself (Matt. 16:24), we say: in this world. the Gospel is
worth power and boundless conflict. The Gospel says: vou are all brothers! We say: evervone is his own neighbour. The Gospel
savs: hngdnmofGodemmfornmdpnpm\ml\stogommWcmcred.thalmwouldmnmelo
ﬂscthehngdomsoﬁheemhas“cah\mshad-onen founded by bayvonets. canons. cunning and power.”

August 9. pp. 411/12: The Swiss had begun to become less anxious about the war. because it did notseemzobegomg to affect
them. not because of their sudden increase in faith. Barth rebuked them. and reminded them that human consolations are no
consolation. August 16. Barth said "The external danger is for now held back a bit. and now many openly think that now they
have nothing more to fear. But [ also have to remind vou of something else: fear the one who can destrov body and soul in
hcll"'(p 422): also August 23 (pp. 430-2)and20 Se‘pa p.485, hctoldthem that they could not selfishly pray for their own houses

to be spared while others were destroved. H we are on the of sending ourselves to sieep with the thoughts: that it is
not so dangerous! Tbaclhoughtsmnosafereﬁlge for us. Andm\ iends. thcpagccould still most certainly tum itself over.
ﬂemnotmhcaﬂ.huumebegnmmgo this time of war..."(p.432).

| Nov., pp.544-553. Barth's scrmon was on the Reformation. Apparently. parishioners had been asking him just to say
mhngbnblwdmuﬁ:fmmnbmﬁdnww in response. he said that he feit sad for anvone who thou t that he cowld
justspe&nboutthe&hle about the war: obviously Mpumddnmuﬂumandwhualmﬂmdmaﬂ
o Godlhcwarwas,formmlodomsnhat mmﬂmmdﬁuﬂﬂ:le-to(’hmnanhvmg..also’3Aug p.433: "l repeat: [ do
not wish to make you anxious, [ am pleased for every day with you that we can spend in peace and safety. but [ dread a certain
carelessness. that...would like to its home among us. This carelessness is a foolishness and a crime.....I wish we all
understood the signs of the time. It is a time of God...of judgment without equal.”: 20 ¢, Barth's text was Jeremiah 22:29. "0
Land. land. land. hear the word of the Lord!". which Barth directed to the Swiss saving: "0 Switzeriand. O Swiss nation!...God
Himseif has spoken with us. He aiways spoke with us. but we had difficulty understanding Him, He was often so far and
unclear.... This vear, for almost two months, God has spoken to us so cleariy. that it must be difficult...not to understand
wn.»mnfeuﬁﬂmibduvwchavmfwedomlmmwﬂm”(pp.“w}

P 13 Sept., p.470.
4808 D,
P.
$9bid , pp.456/7.
SOipid” pd p.459/60.
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mutual hate was a natural result of their differences, and could only be resolved by violence. It
was a power-struggle for a limited resource of life: a place in the limited space of the sun.5!
Therefore the Germans thrust themselves forward, saying: "It is our people'...We will become
Master!"52, and "Germany forward in the world!"? - and not only Germany, but France and
England‘and the whole of Europe argued thus.

On October 25, Barth preached on Psalm 119:142 ("Your righteousness is
everlasting."), contrasting all human laws to the law of God's righteousness, because it had
become clear to him that the key to understanding all that was happening in Europe with the
War was due to the fact that the whole of Europe was following the law of human nature, ie:
'necessity’.4

In support of the argument of necessity, Luther’s thesis that war was nothing other than
the rightful bringing to death of criminals at the command of authority seemed to have become
popular. Therefore, it was argued that God was on the side of victors, because He was on the
side of order; that the cause of the victor was therefore a just cause; and that therefore,
Christians had a duty to help the cause of God.5%

Barth responded, asking: "But what is the necessity which forces us so that we must [go
to war]? The circumstances, we say, the situation....Right enough,...But where are they from?
Do they fall from heaven like a meteor? Is the necessity, which produces evil, suddenly there
and we could not help it? Was it for example written in the stars, that Germany in 1914 would
have the world as an enemy and would have to fight its war out, at any cost?"3¢

We cannot let comforting words, or these natural arguments beguile us into thinking
that the War was an inevitable necessity of nature-alias-God. Even though the War seems to be
bringing out so much good: so many good qualities in people, and even peace in Britain
between the English and the Irish%’, the truth is that the War is like a magician. It is tuming
whatever may seem good into evil: it may be making people courageous, but it turns their

- lAugust 30. pp. 446-448. "This present war is for the most part a racial war.....And the present war is....a battle of power. It
has prepared itself for a decade.... The nations cach want a possibly greater and more beautiful ‘place in the sun'...”

::GSept p457.
:-’30 Aug. p.448.

3ibid.. pp.5§32-5."At the start of the present war a strange tluug\ms said. It wasomhe-tth of August. in the German
pullmandlheCh:mdhraphnndhownthaddlmm tm?‘!smuded Beigium as the quickest
wav o reach France: Necessity knows no law!, smd(thhancellor - Belgium is right tptolcsm but we cannot help it. and we
will try to make up forwwmg,smaswcha\e mlvlmowsnohw .The Chancefior was speaking

about the nature and the rules of war. mdeedol'lmnannamrc.oi'themmdeemedmﬂd. And hence his statement deserves our
closest attention. OF all the other events out there. that have..shaken us for three months. we have no revelation that explains
them as clearly as that one that explains the German invasion of Belgium: Necessity knows no law! That is the greatest. the only
cnlnghmmtoﬁllthmappwsmth:s ..... % protect themselves against the invader]|. tthcWr,)ansareeugugedma
defensive battle that is slaughter... Every horror becomes a necessity..We must! We must: be hard,
gguel.uwxstdemc,mdummg. onhmswaru"
August. Martin Rade had been publishing segments of Luther’s treatise "Whether Soldiers Too Can be Saved” in his
JoumaL Christliche Welt (Christian World)--(see relevant issues of Christliche Welr. Banh discusses Luther's thesis (that
war is when a lot of scoundrels are brought to death at the command of authority. therefore a soldier can fight with a good
)mhssetmofﬁSept.,pp“3l4
7250ct. P-535/9 and 543: "My friends...It is not necessary, that our world be a world of wars.", aiso 30 Aug., 641.

18 Oct..pjls-SZZ,Bmhspokcofﬂlemlvadmmlbnm love of fatheriand. sense of sacrifice of soldicrs. and wi
m&pw&m-ﬁwmmmlhcpnmofmvmgbl:kﬁ'omthcdgcofmdmrmhdand.SeedsoZ‘lDec.,
P
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courage against one another. It bends good into evil. Each nation extols its own virtue and
portrays its enemies as devils.’8

Thus, the War seems to be a good thing: but it is evil because it obscures the fact that
there is no battle of 'angels vs. demons’, but only people- masses of them- slaying one anothers®
because of the evil that was in their own hearts, and has now got off its chain; broken out from
under the disguise of 'culture and civilisation'.60

People must recognise that the war is not a good thing, but dreadful ' Once it was
clear that Europe would not escape the War, Barth lost no time in relating its coming to the
coming of the horsemen's plagues of Revelation? , which neither the solidarity of socialism,
international trade, diplomatic ties- and even Christianity could not prevent.s3

In the midst of it all we may be tempted to ask where this God of love is. However, the
pertinent question is not 'where is God', or 'is He really a God of love?, but 'where are we?'.64

We simply cannot speak of 'Jesus and the nation'é5, as though God Himself spoke two
languages simultaneously; as though God said 'war and peace'.%¢ The terribleness of this war is
a revelation of the terribleness of human sin. It is a 'spider's web' we have spun.6’ The war is
God's judgement on human sin, because it is the product of sin. It is the judgement that we are

38ibid.: also 30 Aug., p.450: "Wctspemll\ want to permit ourselves...not to become deceived through what is asked and spoken
of God on both sides. %_lﬂu:un\ from Germany... Oncrudsoverlndovuagam.“tmngl:u.mmmt guilty.. God must be
taking up our cause. and He also...has already heiped us, so that we already have won many battles! So the German Kaiser
speaks: so it is spoken openly in most of the German pulpits: so such Chnistian men themselves speak. A whole wave of
rehgxousenthusmsmgoathrou Germany. In an outstanding German leaflet it can be read that Germany has found her God
again. And so the Germans are g their war mthGodforthengandtthatherhnd as it is written on the heimets of
their soidiers. And we hear that and think: that must be a pious people. these Germans...we must side with them- God certainky

ggn‘:ud. (13 Sept).. p471: "War was aiways something terrible.....what was a cozy bustle in old times...today has become a
tinuous mass-murder.... wamsclﬁsonlvmemhmnmbecausclthasbecomemdmum

ibid.. pp. 524/5 ".. weukcthcﬁammspaper then we sec how powerful the Germans arce..._but of Germany’s encmics we
hear that they are the world full of devils. of which Luther in his ‘A Mighty Fortress’ had sung...It is not angels against devils, but
moplea gainst people. Unfortunately. the good in them that war brought out is turned against others...."

13 Sept., pp.473/4."This picture is now everywhere the same, in Germany. mmec.mAusma.mRussu. -What a sca of
wailing 1s in all these countnies... Will it be made casier...that one does not sav: 'death’. but: 'fallen for King and Fatherland™
¢ till it all goes further. injustice piles itself up on injustice...: Sec also 20 Sept.. p.485. and 25 Dec.. p.637/40.

August 23. Barth preached on Revelation 6:4: *Andaﬁm-colouredhotscumcounandusnderwaspumucdmukcpm
E?m wm.thatmmn massacre one another. and a large sword was given him."p.430.

23 Aug., 433/6/7 socialists| unfortunately could do ather than place themseives under the Nags of their
nations. and up against one another in war like everyone else. and for some time niow they have only been able to blush
when the bro(herhondofhummuvnsspokaoc“z\lsocﬁnsumt\ .Where is the power of the Gospel?._.. Why are, 2000 vears
after Christ. these so-called Christian nations, who were meant to be the lxghtot'thc\\orld. opposed to each other. with the only
thought of cach other....with all their strength- a people with so . serious thinkers as the Germans, and such a
puritanical. zealously missionary one as the English?. AndlhcoﬂnerChnsnans" . French. Russian, English...? Thank God.
lhu;l%?;’uswhalshnﬁm .now all pray- for what? For the victosy ofthe:rpeople.fherrwupons each for his own!”

36/1.)
EPthrearewemlhwfmhmdusGodoflme.and with the obedience we owe Him?....What does all this show us? That
there is no God? No, that a God lives, who is holy and fair.. [that]'lhc\mthof'Godlsre\ealcdﬁomhea\en.agmnstallgodkss
g;\:lztﬂmnghmmsofmmkmdwhompmsthcmuhb\ their unrighteousness’ (Rom. 1:18)." (135 Sept.. p.480.)
1bid.. p.46
fptﬂc 16/819130 "We seem (o hear two languages of God. One of them is the language of war. the other . the
Iangmgeo ..-And [even though we are not at war ourselves| we think like that anvway., if not about war.
sbout money: slnll the Lord thy God above all eise! (Matt.22:37) [on one hand. and on the other|: scrabble for
uhauon can! Two worlds! Two languages! Yes. the question remains. whether it is true that God two languages to us.
That he savs now: love! and now: hate!- now: peace! and now: .. .cannons! Docs God speak this doub hn‘mgle(omnmuwe
may or must reph with a double life?.. Jupectlhoscwbobehnemthemolanguaga.bmdomtbehc\ God does not

If we hear [them]....it is our fault.”
2SDe:;Img(.)p t l
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even sinful in our 'peace’.$¢ The war would not have come outofa peace-time that was a true
peace-time, because true peace would have been obedience to God, and the war can only have
come out of disobedience, even if secret.6®

Speciﬁcally, it is a judgement of the sinfulness of European culture and religion
(Christianity), because they have allowed the bellicosity, selfishness, greed and deception of
which it is a fruit, to grow up and ripen from the inside.”

Those who think that God sides with the victor in this war have mistaken the God of the
Bible who is Lord and Creator’!; who will one day make of His creation a kingdom of peace;
who loves all nations equally: and who is shown to us in Jesus, whose ways were not that of
might and strategic allegiance, for the German pagan storm-god Wotan’2, or some other such
idol of war. The essence and inner being of the God of the Bible is far from the murderous way
of humans; it is totally alien to their greed and ambition which they selfishly pursue at all costs
in war.

Even though Barth clearly felt the War was willed by God insofar as it was judgement,
he did not think its destruction was the heart of God's will.”> God's anger is not vindictive.

6823 Aug.. p.440: "The peace that we had was not peace. it was a secret. hypocritical. veiled war. it could not have any
ggntinucd existence. .Now the bour of truth has come.” : also 25 Oct,, p.538,

see Nov-.. 15, pp.564-76. 6 Sept., p.464/5; and 6 Dec., p.604 and 11 Oct.. p.517 where Barth says the war has sprung from the
Russian hunger for power, German sclf-ri French lust for vengeance, English cold ining, Belgian "bestial
crueity”. Swiss petty-shopkecper mentality, racial hatred, murderousness. lovelessness, basic unhappiness. ambition. jealousy.
ﬁo&ancc and blindness- all because of an overwhelming concern with T’ and ‘mine’ which destrovs friendship.

"We took it for ed that we were the peak and purc blood of humanity. We were so carefully: industrious about increasing
our p ity and health. We had devised as clever a system as man could bring to the world. much more advanced than our
grandfathers. We were so proud of our education.... We knew so many means and ways to use money usefully and pleasantly. We
could understand so much more deeply than the brutish. uncivilised inhabitants of other continents- even our awn forefathers.
We were so sure. We were so convinced we were on the right track.... We could have known it before. but now we have to face
the consequences.....Deeper looking peopie have said long ago: it cannot go on like this....So much...sin is hidden in our E
culture. even in what is called Chrisuan.... These voices were not listened to. There was no time for that....People listened to
who presented everything as good and nice....God waited a long time. Now the judgement has come....It cannot be different at all
in a world where the competition and stmﬁe is built on the right of the stronger ones: such a world cannot end differently but
with a war. with mutual murder... Now... like children who have broken a dish. we stand there and look for excuses. We shouid
not complain: We have created the evil." (23 Aug., pp.438-40; also 25 Dec.. p.637: 27 Dec.. p.647: | Nov.. p.549 "The present
war is before everything a defeat of Christianity.”: 11 Oct., p.506 "The little Ehnstmm\ ianity and culture that we have is a thin
Hmish over our being, and we cannot rely on it....[dols have fallen which we wofshipg:d."

30 Aug., p-451/2: "It cannot be, that God 'helps’ the Germans or the French or the English. God is also not 'helping” us Swiss.
God helps nght and love. God helps His kin and it is international. . The fantastic blend of love of Fatherland. war
cnthusiasm and Christian faith can only one day lead to the bitterest disappointment.... We do not want to drink of this poison.
We want to look straight to God . who is over all nations and loves all equally...who are all equally under the rule of his ﬁg‘od and
holy will....": also Sept.. 6, p.459: “Is it really so, that the victors can sav as it today....a victory means that God bheips a
nation. a loss, that it has been thrust from him._....Is it correct, if we think of the God who has offered us Jesus. of the God who in
his righteousness docs not favour one nation or another, who in his love and holiness does not will above all that nations hate and
war and overcome one another? Can one reatly come to this God and call up to him: Lord God, we thank vou, that we conquered
the French and English and have taken 70,000 Russians prisoncr, and we ask vou, give us the power that we now soon can also
conquer Paris?"; p.463: "What is war then? What is victory? Look on the battleficlds....then you will know. Thousands
thousmdsofﬁple have massacred one another. This was only the beginning....Can onc say in the face of these things: of the

t is still to come...that God had willed it: that God now takes a side...the God of love, freedom and ri s?
What does God have to do with.._the powerful guns with which they have won?._". 15 Nov.. p.565/6.: *The bells of the churches
%\'e forgotten their plggosc. and their metal mouth sounds as a sign of jubilation over thousands of enemies struck dead.”

=6 Sept.. p.460/1/2: "But what should we sav to that.._that God is made into the oid pagan German storm-god Wotan. whereas

all that we v of God through Jesus Christ, gets stuck in the junk-room until a better time?”.... The picture of God must stay
pure...clear and plain. unclouded by human parusanship....[t does us well._.to think of the unending sphere of God's power...of the
eternity...of which our personal life and the life of the whole of humanity is only the tiniest portion....What does {this ‘world was'}
mean for the universe of the sun and stars of the skics. among whom our carth is one of the smallest...? All this is created by
%d.wm&dwhsm&kmm&mmmgk.»mb'ﬁndwisM" .

23 Aug., p.441. "[It] is not God's judgement- that people die, towns and villages are destroved, economic loss, hunger and
miscry threaten . The judgement is what God wants 1o sav with all these things: vour ways are not my wavs. neither are vour
thoughts my thoughts ": also 9 Aug., p.413, Barth tells a little parablc of 2 woman who goes to a crossroads and prays for God to
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Though God desires that people wake up because of it, it is disgusting to Him. He is not
pleased with personal or national 'sacrifices’ in it. Therefore, the War is also the great
redemptive grace of God towards humanity. By letting us experience the consequences of
slavish unwillingness to do His will (which is love), God allows us to see that He has given us a
different possibility. That bad’ takes on enormous proportions, means that its opposite
becomes that much clearer and more compelling.

The fact that God lets us sink in our slavery to our passions, is also His announcement
to us that He has called us 'friends”¢; that He is our Master whether we want it (are friends to
Him), or not (are sullen and slavish before Him);, our Father; and that therefore, we are all
sisters and brothers. We must, and can, live as such; as His children together. The bitterness of
the War is a curse, but if we listen to this cry of God, this very War will also be a blessing. In
it, we become shocked and scared. If we go to God then, even in such a natural movement of
Tittle faith’, we will hear God telling us that we are not condemned to human nature; to slavery.
He gives us the choice to accept that He has called us friends, and to become friends and
brothers of one another.

From our human perspective, this is impossible because we think there is only so much
'place in the sun'. Yet, if we allow God to speak to us, we see that that is not true: we can have
the calm confidence Jesus had that there is more than enough place in the sun for everyone.
We then see that fighting and greed for money are not necessary for us, just as they were not
for Jesus, because God's kingdom that Jesus lived in becomes a reality for us here and now,
even as we wait for God to complete it.”> As God waits on us to hear Him, we must wait on
Him to accomplish this: we cannot bring this perspective into the world by force or revolution,
because it only comes by a change of the human heart, not circumstances.

When we recognise all of this, we need to be thankful for this time of war, because it is
God's time- not only of judgement, but also grace.’s While the War is undoubtedly bad news to
us, and evil, what God says in it is essentially the great Christmas message: that everything in
the world does have meaning and purpose because the one God we need comes to us in it, and
offers us His peace instead of our human way- and waits for us to take it.

On October 11, Barth exhorted his congregation by explaining the meaning of the
parable of the rich young man. Barth said that he could not enter the kingdom of God because
he couid not understood the two love commandments (love God, and your neighbour), and
therefore could not really keep the original Ten. [f the nations would only say 'God and
neighbour’ instead of 'each man is his own neighbour’, weapons would be forgotten.”

show her which road to take. Then she throws her stick up in the air until it falls down on the path she wants o0 take- then she
nahcrwm Barth's is that we have been deliberately confusing our will with God's in the same way.
6Aug pp42119, 's text was John i:14-15 "You are my ﬁmdsd‘voudoas(uk o
76 0 Sept., (afternoon sermon) p.500.
lt:szpsgjtwls '{}Vbadnnsﬁodmﬂvmmthm" Now He leaves us to experience this great, strange time....a time of
a time of grace, as
%ld. pp.503-18. text Mark 10:17-23
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Two weeks later, in contrast to the German Chancellor's statement ('Necessity knows no
law’), Barth reminded his listeners that God'’s law is always pertinent- it is everlasting (Psalm
119:142). Next to it, all human laws (e.g., the Chancellor’s law’ of necessity) meant nothing.”®
The following Sunday, Barth called for them to remember in light of the war, not in spite of it,
or instead of it, that what the Bible had to say was John 17:20-21 (Jesus' prayer that a// His
followers be one just as He and the Father were one).”

To drive his point home, Barth's text in his next sermon was Matt 23:8, "...you have
only one Master, and you are all brothers.".8 The Swiss must "yearn after a higher community
and brotherhood" than is evidenced by the war, vet not only yearn, but perform the great
"community-task” given them: they must implement brotherliness in their lives- personal and
public, and use their freedom to say ciearly to the nations that they are sisters and brothers too.
The Swiss are not aliowed to enjoy their neutrality with an attitude of indifference towards
what is going on around them. 8!

On the first and second Sundays of Advent (29 November and 6 December),82 Barth
told the people not to look for peace in the ways of the world (revolution) which only brings
more crime, but in God's ways, ie: Jesus' ways.®* Jesus did not triumph over evil by consorting
with diplomats, making strategic allegiances with kings- or the 'winning' side, amassing capital,
or (since his congregation was made up largely of socialists) by revolution.

On December 20th, Barth told his congregation not to lead doubie lives (to think God
spoke two languages), as though their Christianity and the Bible did not apply to their everyday
and political lives. God's love and peace and kingdom were the only reality that counted. War
and suffering were not 'real’ in the same sense, but shadows, since they would ultimately be
made impossible by the coming of God's kingdom. %5

785 Oct.. pp.532-543.
791 Nov.. pp.544-553. It was Reformation Sunday, and Barth said that we think of the Bible as "an old devotional book’. and the
Reformation as a glorious time of nghteous schism in Christendom because of heresy. He savs "Perhaps such a ime will come
agaGu;.d;l'oda\ I.s; 30! such atime. Today we stand before the gaping contradiction: war or peace? Selfishness or love? The world
?.."(p.549)
8bs'Nov - pp.353- 563.
81ibid . pp.560/1.
229 Nov.. and 6 Dex.. pp.588-612.
83 Barth's point here was not that 'pacifism’ was the only way. We recall that he constantly praved for the soldiers at the border.
saving nothsng against their being . He further exhorted the Swiss inside to support the soidiers on the borders as one of the
1asks they could do to make best use of their relatively peaceful neutrality- not to campaign for them to be called back. His point
ygs that ultimately, peace is not attained by human means. or by the of enmity.

ibid., p.391, Barth referred to Matt 12:24, and asked whether the was exorcised by Beelzebub. saying: "Revolution in
which many would make things 3 littlc better than before, but would not bring redemption that we have need of, because it
would wholly the situation, but not the le. and because it would unicash a sea of bitterness and crime..", on p.592/3,
Barth explains that Jesus was not a ‘war power'. did not start a political party. or amass wg\:ns for His purpose. : also. Dec.. 27.
p-647: "Now, when the nations must destrov themselves in violent collision, we sense why Jesus did not want to found such an
empire. Now, when hunger for power and domination punishes people with death and ruin. we sense why He went the way of
servitude. Ncmr,wl:mul?er c‘:ﬂiulhaspmonilsgold and has vanked humanity into the hell of this war, now we
Eﬂe\\hy.lsuswanwdlo be poor; why He explained that vou could not serve God and Mammon (Matt.6:24)."

20 Dec., pp622-633., text: Isaiah 54:9-10, "To me this is like the days of Noah when [ swore that the waters of Nosh would
never again cover the carth. So now [ have swom not to be angry with vou.... Though the mountains be shaken and the hills be
removed, vet my unfailing love for vou will not be shaken. or the covenant of my be removed, savs the Lord who has
compassion on you.", p.632: "And war?.... And our great and small suffering?... Yes. that certainly all exists. we could grasp it
with our hands. But look, this is the secret, which wants to bring us- all #hat is fundamentally not. It exists only
mse‘\:h:\ipmmdmwodﬁod. It only exists as shadow exists.....If we would hear God correctly, evil and sadness would

v
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Why doesn't this truth of God just tear the black spider’s web’ of war and suffering,
then, if it is so strong?, Barth asked on Christmas. Because it is up to you to let that truth live
in you. "Behave as though you believed and claimed 'T am the child of God- since the
wonderful man from Nazereth has told me, [ cannot doubt it." What would become [then] of
the sorrows of this time...?...If the truth that we are all brothers is strong in us, then we will be
strong in the world. Then this wicked world would break up like 2 morning mist."%

On the following Sunday (27 December)®’, Barth continued: we must look with the
three wise men to the star- the guidance- of God. We must rejoice as they did, and thank Him
that He has "let us experience this extraordinary vear of 1914 and all these powerful events"s®,
because we can now see that He wants us to let Him make a new person inside us. We must let
ourselves become new people.

Barth's Letters to Martin Rade and Eduard Thurneysen

During the time that Barth was preaching these sermons, he wrote several significant
letters which help further describe his reaction to the War. On August 31, a letter he had
written to Martin Rade, editor of the German journal Christliche Welt (Christian World,
hereafter, CW) was published without Barth's permission in another journal, NVeue Wege.8°
Shortly after the War broke out, Rade had published an article "God's Will in the War” (August
15). Barth's response to it was his August 23 sermon, which had such a lengthy description of
why the War was God's judgement on man, and European cuiture.

Rade had also, however, been publishing segments of Luther’s article "Whether Soldiers
Too Can be Saved" in Christliche Welr. Barth's sermon of September 6 responded to this
article by mentioning it and reminding his congregation that God does not take sides. Barth
knew Rade personally and also evidently felt that he ought to say something to Rade himself
about the 'war-theology’ Rade was, in effect, publishing. In his letter to Rade, Barth made three
main criticisms: that Rade assumed Germany had justice on its side; that he irresponsibly
mixed patriotism and Christian faith, excusing the horrors practiced in the War by saying that
God excused action undertaken in war; and that he had confused the absolute and the relative,

by absolutising the relativity of the historical moment. Barth wrote:

T have pondered for some time, and now [ must tell you, how much a disappointment, and religiously
speaking, a scandal the last three numbers of the Christliche Welt have been..... We do not understand you, dear
honoured professor, we cannot and will not understand you in your adopted position with regard to the war... All
that you now say in CW proceeds from the implicit or explicit presupposition that Germany is...just in this
war... What puzzles me is that the CW, a religious Christian newspaper, and the spiritual culture of the Christian
world simply go along with this popular...most sad presupposition- as if now...love of the Fatherland, militarism,

8635 Dec.. p.641L.
8737 Dec.. pp.642-651.
88ibid, p.643.
ggBusch. op.cit.. p.82. -
recall Barth's accusation that God was tumed into the pagan god Wotan....see notes above.
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and Christian faith [are] to be hopelessly intertwined; and that now the CW does what the whole of Germany is
doing... We see that in this decisive moment the Christian world must be Christian [ital. mine] rather than being like
this world...[which would mean] an unconditional protest against the war and all that humanity has dragged along
with it.... This grieves us....[t is not evident that Germany must pursue...with cannons and the violation of neutrality,
machine guns and the destruction of cities. 4 /a guerre comme a la guerre. But let us leave God out of this whole
worldy, sinful 'necessity’....as if the Germans with all their large cannons lacked an attorney;, as if in this moment
they may bumn and shoot with a good conscience. No!! (Das Nichte!")" !

* Barth also referred to Rade's publication of Luther's article in a letter (August 29) to his
friend Edward Thurneysen, saying Rade "offers us as the last comfort the pitiful sophism of
Luther's blessed soldiers".%2

Barth made further comments to Thumeysen about the War on several occasions. On
September 3, he wrote to him, describing the cause of the ‘catastrophe’ as selfishness and
egoism?3, saying that he sympathised with the anti-militarist position of religious socialism,
expressed by the Swiss religious socialist Leonhard Ragaz. %

Barth did not write any more directly about the War to Thumeysen until March 25,
1916, when he expressed regret for a recent German offensive, and described the use of Jesus
in the British newspapers in support of the war effort of the British side as shameful.” The
following month, (April 25), he mentioned the American entry into the war, regretting its
necessity, but feeling that it is the most reasonable thing that could be done at that time.% On
December 17, 1917, he said he couldn't understand why Herrmann Kutter (another Swiss
socialist leader) has refused military service for three years.?’ Finally, once the war had
finished, Barth's relieved comment was that: "Now the devil has finally gone back home.".%

As significant and strong as Barth's few comments are in this bare handful of letters, is
the pronounced si/ence about the War in the rest of his letters to Thurneysen.?? Barth's silence

91 Christoph Schwobel. Kar! Barth- Marnin Rade: Ein Briefwechsel. Gitersioh: Guutcrslober Verlagshaus Gerd Mobn, 1981,
g'inldmng, pp.95-98. from pp. 95/6.
E. Thumeysen, ed., Kar! Barth-Eduard Thurneysen Briefwechsel, Zurich: Theologischer Verlang, 1973. p.7.
93*The spintual condition of our German friends is now more comprehensible to me. even if it is not more congenial. [ have
tssued a detailed. carcfully edited manifesto against this condition to Rade. He scems to be so naive as to think that we must
without question be g‘s (and not neutral) in our attitude. As Ragaz would sav. it is of symptomatic significance
that...Rade can lose his head so completely in this situation. The uncondstional truths of the gospel are simply for the
ume being and in the meantime a German \\-ar-meo!om to work. its Christian trimming consisting of a lot of talk about
sacrifice and the like. Here is sufficient proof that the were nothing more than a surface vamish....It is truly sad!.... The
formula 'God does not will the war’ [Barth referred to a sermon of Thmlcysen’s‘lsijlperhaps misieading. God does not will
cgotism. But he does will that egotism should reveal itself in war and become itself the judgement. T%uthe\\-illof(indto
Judge 15 nothing other than love, the revelation of the divine righteousness. [ would relate the wrath of God vet more strongly to
the 'godless existence’ itself and would think of social injustice and war as sy or consequences of [it|. This brings it into
closer agreement with Romans 8:28 [*And we know that in all things God works for the good of thos who love him. who have

been called ing to his "], without slipping into Lutheran coziness..."( Revalutionary Theology in the Making:
_i;{zihu;nquen orrespondence 1914-1925. Richmond: John Knox Press. 1964. pp.26/7.)
ibid.. p.9.
ibid.. p.44. a1
vsen, op.cit., p.131.
97ibid.. p.251. PP
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He barely kept correspondence with Rade- writing him another letter or two a few months after the first published one to
q)nlo&mfwu:c\wi of his sttack. Now that he could see there were much worse examples of ‘war-theology’ than Rade (¢.g.,
Rudolf Eucken. Adolf von Harnack), he might have used his energy against themn rather than with his old associate Rade. The rest
of Barth's letters are filled with news of his growing family, discussion of his and Thurncysen's theological work, and the mention
of\'anc\ﬁsfhc?:mpotmmm. Barth had begun to write his commentary on Romans. and he kept Thumeysen
abreast of his progress.
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with regard to further direct speech about the war (talk about it no longer filled his sermons
either from the new year of 1915 onward) signifies a decision he had made about the enormous

theological significance of the War. As he put it later:

“[WWT] brought concretely to light two aberrations: first in the teaching of my theological mentors in
Germany, who seemed to me to be hopelessly compromised by their submission to the ideology of war; and second
in socialism. [ had credulously enough expected socialism, more than [ had the Christian Church, to avoid the
ideology of war, but to my horror, I saw it doing the very opposite in every land....beyond the problems of
theological liberalism and religious socialism, the concept of the Kingdom of God in the real...sense of the Bible
became more insistent...I had hitherto taken my textual basis [the Bible] for granted, now it became more and more

of a problem."1%0

Thus, Barth's relative silence with regard to further direct speech about the War, can be
taken itseif as a direct statement about the War: the War itself was so much the result of bad
theology, that he would do what he could to prevent another by concentrating on discovering
berter theology.'%' In other words, he saw theological re-construction as the corollary to his
criticism of European Christianity and culture made in his sermons and letters, mentioned
above. Therefore, Barth concentrated his energies for the duration of the war on his pastoral
duties, some lectures, and his commentary on Romans.

That he did so is only mis-read if it is taken to mean that he reverted to quietism. On
the contrary, Barth's theological activity during WWI constituted a form of indirect activism.
After the failure of all the preaching of pacifism in the world on the part of socialists to change
anything, Barth felt something else was required which would aim at the root of the War itself;
at the sin which caused it, which was possible where God was disregarded or misrepresented.

Barth himself explained:
*[O]n a certain day in 1916, Thurmeysen and [ very naively agreed to go back to academic theology to
clarify the situation. if we had known what was to happen. we would not have found the ‘confidem audacity’ to do

1008emnd Jaspert. ed. Kar! Barth- Rudolf Bultmann Lenters 1922-1966. trans. Geoffrey Bromiley. Grand Rapids: William B.
1981. p.154.. May 29, 1947 letter to Bishop Wiirm (Germany).

At the outbreak of war, on | August 1914, a number of lecading German intellectuals from various disciplines (but especially
philosophy and theology) issued a public declaration in support of Kaiser Wilhelm's war policy. (How I Changed My Mind,
pp.21/2) When Barth read it, be was shocked. Much later he wroic:

"The actual end of the 19th century as the "good old days' falls for evangelical theology. as for other things. in the

fateful vear 1914.....For me personally. one day at the beginning of August of that vear itself as the dies ater. It was that
on which 93 German intellectuals came out with a manifesto supporting the war policy of Kaiser Wilhelm Il and his counsellors.
and among thera [ found to my horror the names of nearly alt my theologi whom up to then [ had religiously honoured.

Disillusioned by their conduct. I perceived that [ should not be abie amy longer to accept their ethics and dogmatics. their biblical
exegesis. their interpretation of history, that at feast for me the theology of the 19th century had no future."Karl Barth,
"Evangelical Theology in the Nineteenth Century” (lecture Jan.. 8. 1957, Hanover. Germany) in James McNab, trans.. God.
Grace and the Gospel. (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd. 1959) pp.57/8.. Why it was so obvious to Barth that this action of his
teachers in supporting the action of the Kaiser. signified the wrongness of the dogmatic path they were on is an interesting point.
It has been sy, that Barth was highly influenced by Wilhelm Herrmann in hi vears. Herrmamn's principal
contribution to theology was concept of an miegral connection between cthics and dogmatics.(see William P. Anderson, Aspects
of the Theology of Karl Barlannb-gm. University Press of America. 1981, pp.4-8.) But "influence’ is not a reason Barth
would have heid on to this conviction of the impiication for cthics of dogmatics. and the dogmatic meaning of ethical action. since
he was influenced by others whom be staunchiy rejected. Why not Herrmann too? Barth explains: * In my case, [ let Herrmann
say to me one essential truth. This truth, followed out to its consequences. later forced me to say almost evervthing else quite
differcatly and finally lod me cven ¢o an interpretation of the findsmental truth itself which was entircly different from his. And
vet it was he that Show‘i:ﬁd u:&”_(tﬁ_at';m:_l’. found in t)hc K:ll'ddlc mqﬂ of }Icgngm;:s Ethtk. was that the centre of ethics is
identical in content principles of dogmatics. Barth, of Dogmatics According to Whilheim
Herrmann”, lecture given May 13 and 17. 1925. Hanover. in Theology and Church. trans. Louise Pettibone Smith, (London:
SCM Press, 1962), p.239/40.; also Karl Barth, "The Need of Christian Preaching” (lecture given July 1922 in Switzerland) in
The Word of God and the Word of Man. trans. Douglas Horton, (New York: Harper & Row. 1957). p.100. Barth explains that
the he had when he got out of school, and while be was preaching in Safenwil, was “that of my unforgotten teacher
Wilhelm grafied upon the principles which [ had leamed. less consciously than unconsciously. in my native home- the
principles of those Reformed Churches which today [ represent.”
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this.... The following moming, surrounded by a stack of commentaries, I found myself before the Romans of the
apostle Paul with what seemed to me to be the newly put question of what was really in it. From the notes that I
then made on Romans, there arose what became later the well-known controversial book."!102

The ad R

From November 1915 to late 1919, Barth wrote one article and gave eight lectures
which are significant in terms of an explanation of Barth's view of the political implications of
the Christian faith, as it emerged in reaction to the crisis of politics, culture and Christianity
which was represented by the War. In chronological order, they are: an un-named article
written in April 1915, "Wartime and the Kingdom of God" (Nov. 15, 1915), "Religion and
Christianity” (Dec., 4, 1915), "Religion and Socialism” (Dec., 7, 1915),"The Righteousness of
God" (Jan., 1916), "One Thing Needful" (March 1916 sermon at Aarau Students' Conference),
"The Strange New World Within the Bible" (Feb., 6, 1917), "The Christian's Place in Society”
(Sept., 1919), "Unsettled Questions for Theology” (written in late 1919, given in early 1920.).

In April 1915, Barth wrote:
"It is not the war that disturbs our peace. The war is not even the cause of our unrest. It has merely
brought to light the fact that our lives are all based on unrest. And where there is unrest there can be no peace.”!%3

God cannot be where we sin. Where there is unrest, it is proof of godlessness, because
"God is peace."'®™The peace that God /s was meant by Barth to mean the peace of righteousness
which contrasts itself to our sin, and not the ‘peace’ of calm which is a false peace such as had
preceded the War.

In "Wartime and the Kingdom of God", Barth's tone was decisively eschatological as he
contrasted the 'secular circles’ of the world sharply with 'new things’ that should be expected
from God. What was meant by 'secular circles’ was the human way of doing things- whether in
the State, or in ecclesiastical government and church affairs. 'Secular’ meant human attempts at
reform, and Barth cautioned that nothing could be expected of them which had any lasting
significance, however pious their motivations, because God is not present in 'secular circles'.
"The world is the world but God is God.", Barth said, therefore we must wait on God for real
change. 105

Barth's December 1915 lectures, "Religion and Christianity” and "Religion and
Socialism”, make it clear that 'waiting for real change’ does not mean pious quietism. In the
earlier lecture, Barth explained that while "[he regards] the 'political pastor in any form as a
mistake, even if he is a socialist"!%, Barth himself nevertheless found that the implication of
his work as a pastor compelled him to shoulder his reponsibilities "as a man and as a citizen"

102y, op.cit.. same Mav 29 letter to Bishop Wirm. pp. 154/5.

103E Busch. op.cit.. p.85.

104ipig.

105ibid . p.87.
ibid... p.88.
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by taking a place and having a voice in his political landscape. His personal choice was to
“take the side of the Social Democrats."197 So, although social programmes could not be
mistaken to be identical with God's action to change the world, the reality of God's change
necessarily inspired civil responsibility. Even though human change is not God's, God's change
meant that humans must do whatever changing they can.

In the second December lecture, Barth explained that since the Kingdom of God was
not "where money is thought to be more important than people, where possessions continue to
be the standard for all values, where in anxiety and pettiness the fatherland is thought more
important than humanity, and where people believe more and more strongly in the present than
in the future."!08

Therefore, he was encouraged by socialism insofar as it pointed past these things, and
he was willing to join socialists in Switzerland in their activity of trying to change the political
reality in which he lived so that it would shift away from these things Barth found so contrary
to his understanding of the Kingdom of God. Insofar as socialism acted on behalf of things
Barth saw implied by the Kingdom of God (i.e., a reversal of Barth's negative formulation
above: people over money, humanity over Fatherland, a standard of vaiues other than
possessions), Barth said that "despite its imperfections”!®, he saw in it an encouragement that
God, through people, is at work in society on behalf of His Kingdom, and has not abandoned it.

A month later (Jan., 1916), Barth's lecture "The Righteousness of God" continued his
contrast between the ways of God (God's righteousness), and human ways (what we call
'righteousness’). In situations where we feel compelied to ask 'What should we do?', we must
begin our answer by looking at what God does and has done, rather than at what we do, or
think we ought to do. Barth begins with God's action rather than our own conceptions of our
action, because beginning with ourselves would mean tying ourselves to our own confusion.

‘He continued, saying that the War reveals that our towers of civilization are a 'tower of
Babel'. The War reveals our internal chaos, or confusion, out of which we cannot move
ourselves.!!Y [nside of it, there is nothing to tell us that there is any other way to be, and we are
in fact tempted to resign ourselves to 'reality’. But we do not have to, since God informs us that
a real righteousness does exist.

We must learn to let Him tell us about His righteousness. The War also reveals our
tendency to confuse God's righteousness with our own. Qur morality reflected in our
justifications for it prevents us from seeing our deeper unrighteousness. Barth asks "Is it not
remarkable that the greatest atrocities of life- [ think of the...war- can justify themselves on

Wsibid.
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and rules our life makes of it...a weltering inferno."*The Righteousness of God". in Horton , op.cit.. (WGWM). p.12.
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purely moral principles?'!!! We try and create righteousness by creating standards such as
obedience and duty to the State and law, or even by withdrawing from it ali- but the war
unmasks our illusions. 12 '

When we ask 'why does God permit all this' (the War), we deceive ourselves, because
we prevent ourselves from seeing that we have backed our actions with morality; we have
provided our own religious justification for ourselves, tuming God into a false god who "cannot
prevent his worshippers, all the distinguished Europeans and American apostles of civilization,
welfare and progress, all zealous citizens and pious Christians, from falling upon one another
with fire and sword..."!!* The War does not place the living God in question, it places us in
question. The moral arguments behind it especially (and behind all our other activities), show
that we have made 'God's will' into a continuation of our own; we have exchanged God for
idols- even if they are pious. The War is a "quaking of the tower of Babel" which calls us to
faith.!1+

As we reject the idols and turn to the living God' (reject 'our righteousness' and accept
God's prerogative on the definition of righteousness), we will shift from disbelief (faith in
idols) to faith (in God). Then we will stand in the present world with its justifications for its
own actions, such as war, and not be moved by those justifications. We will be moved by
God's righteousness, which defines right action according to the action God has done and does.
Hence, our own action will not be that old action of our will, but new and reflective of God's
will. "Where faith is, in the midst of the old world of war and money and death, there is born a
new spint out of which grows a new world, the world of the righteousness of God."!13

[n other words, Barth explained in March 1916 ("One Thing Needful", sermon to
Students' Conference) that the answer to the question 'what should we do?', is not to run around
doing everything that comes to our own mind, and seems possible and right to us as a way to
bring social improvement. Rather, the first action one must do in response to crises (situations
presenting urgent need for change, i.e: the present war) is to "recognise God as God"!!6; to
recognise that He only is righteous.

In his lecture on February 6, 1917, Barth developed his discussion of the contrast
between God and God's righteousness and Kingdom, and us. He noted that in the midst of all
sorts of 'wrong-doing, the prophets of the Bible persisted in seeking something that was
different, and in telling us about it. The Bibie seemed, then, to be a ‘door’ to a 'house’ that was

L 2w pe war agai ; ion: ; — ild ani
again provides the striking illustration: were it really possibie for the State to make men out of wild animals. would
the State find 1t necessary by a thousand arts to make wild animals out of men?....It is 2 wonderful illusion. if we can comfort
ourselves that in the midst of...prostitution, the housing problem, alcoholism., tax-cvasion and militarism- the church's preaching,
mntl’xa :m%2 religious {ife go their uninterrupted way-....a self-deception!” ibid.. pp.19/20.

tbid.. p.22.
[dipid [p27.
3ibid.. p.26.
116Bysch. op.cit., p.90.
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very different from the one in which we lived. There was a 'strange new world' in the Bible
which was not like the one we saw around us.

The Bible shows us Jesus saying 'follow Me'. If we let it; Jesus’ command will move us
from a concern with our own 'doing/, to a concern with God's; from life within our own
parameters, to a life within the parameters set by God in Creation and the Parousia; from doing
according to one set of rules, to doing in accord with a direction performed by God.!!” The
Bible does not open a door to a new set of moral instructions or examples. It is not pnimarily
concerned with our doing at all. It shows us a new world described by God's doing and sets us
in it, where we must decide to accept or reject the sovereignty of God.!!$

In the middle of the War, Barth said "we live in a sick old world which cries out from
its soul, out of deepest need: 'Heal me, O Lord, and I shall be healed!' [Jeremiah 17:14] In all
men...there is a longing for exactly this which is here in the Bible."!!% [f we stop trying to
assert our thoughts about God according to the dimensions and necessities we see of our world
in its history, and let Him tell us who He is in the Bible (Lord, Redeemer, Saviour, Comforter,
fountain of life), seen in His history (that of Jesus which is the decisive connection between the
beginning and end of God's history: creation and redemption), we will find out God's thoughts
about humanity.!20

" As we do, we will have the Holy Spirit, who will act in us. Our actions will be different
because they will be according to the dimensions and necessities of the world of God's history,
which has "its own distinct grounds possibilities and hypotheses”!2!. When we are willing to
enter, in the middle of what we see as our world, into the world of the Bible, we will now be in
a 'new world' of "incomparable peace of a life hid in Christ in God"!2, which the faithful will
enter one day for eternity.

Thus, the inner change of a new recognition of who God is, means a change of our
perspective of the world, our place and identity in it, and, consequently, a change in the way we
act in our present situation, and not in isolation (illusory anyway) from it.!33

By the time the War had ended, Barth had a clearer picture of what he thought this 'new
place’ the Bible set Christians (believers) in was. In September 1919, in his lecture "The
Chnistian's Place in Society”, Barth described the relation between service of God, and service
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of humanity. Rejecting the model of clericalisation of society- the idea that Christians were to
try to use "the thought-forms of Jesus as the law for every economic, racial, national and
international order"!%-, he likened Christian activity in society to activity on a particular
foundation, within a framework that had openings on every side. Christ died for all, hence,
Christian action did not mean an erection of walls between Christians and everyone else- it was
for the benefit of all, even if its foundation must be completely particular. It was not the
Christian's business to decide who was or wasn't a Christian, or to make everyone in society
into one.

And yet, the particular foundation of biblical eschatology linked to Creation by Jesus
had a particular meaning for the action of Christians. The truth that the ways we structure
society and live in it are wrong has been brought "into devastating cleamess” by "the
catastrophe from which we are emerging but are not vet free."!25 We must see that God has
given our life in society a different, eschatalogical significance from the very beginning.!2

God stands over against the whole world with the most radical criticism and acceptance
of it. His word is the last word. All human criticism and action stands under God's absolutely
critical position. Because of Christ, the Christian in society must act both in radical denial of
the world (those things it claims are 'necessary’ in face of God's will expressed in His
Kingdom), and radical affirmation, always taking care not to fall into the faise forms of either
one (denial or affirmation). Only in Christ, only as Christ is in the Christian, can the Chnistian
act in the political world 'honouring Caesar’ is such a way as to honour God. In Christ, the
Christian is compelied to take responsibility in daily life for the world God created. !2?

The Christian who takes on civic responsibility will do so from within the framework
of 'reality’ set by Genesis 1:31 (where God saw everything He had made was good), and
Colossians 1:13 (where Paul says "{God] has delivered us from the power of darkness and
translated us into the Kingdom of His Son."). Life in this framework is life in the Regnum Dei,
which is not in parallel with any or every regnum naturae, but absorbs them all. There is no

124Robert E. Willis, The Ethics of Karl Barth. Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1971, p.15.: sce Barth. "The Christian’s Place in Society”,
W op.cit., pp.272-321.
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natural world outside the rule of God's Lordship.!2® Christian action in society means acting as
though this were true; it means turning over the idols that proclaim otherwise. This is its
radical protest. Yet, while the Christian is compelled to reject confinement "to the world as it
is"129 by making decisions in the social and political life of the world from the pétspective of
regnum gloriae Dei, the Christian cannot presume that the perfect will of God is carried out.!30

The Christian is made free by the perspective of the regnum gloriae from the
'necessities’ of the regnum naturae, and therefore says here 'ves' and there ‘no’ "not as a result of
outward chance or inward caprice” (or these in the disguise of 'righteousness' and 'law’!), but as
he/she is "moved by the will of God.."!3! which has been explained once for all, and is not
suddenly 'revealed' in a historical moment as though it were not always clearly set forth in
Christ's work of redemption.

The 'yes' and ‘no’; affirmation and criticism of the Christian in society are not abstract.
Therefore, even though they are always inwardly determined by ‘the truth of Christ', they
appear inconsistant. This apparent inconsistency does not disturb the Christian, however,
because the Christian knows that both are in God. In fact, Barth cautions that the Christian
should "be not righteous over much" (Eccl. 7:16)- try to force certainty about the timing of the
'ves' and the 'no’ which each have their season appointed by God- because the will of God can
only be done in humility, which is only possible where we realise that the eschatalogical
certainty of God's will does not belong to our action. Even our most eamnest attempts to live
out the implications of the Kingdom of God are only a parable, not the thing itself, and
ambiguous at best.!32

A few months later in the same year, Barth further described the unique position of the
Christian in society as something like a 'sceptical world view'. The practical significance of
eschatology was that Chnistians are given unique presuppositions for living which transcend all
human ideologies because they are set by God. As "the impressions and experiences of the last
years show us”, the house of our own presuppositions, or ideologies, has been a "house buiit on
sand"!33. Truly Christian action must come out of uniquely Christian hope, which is not the
same as any hope offered by human ideology, whatever it is.!3¢

128;bid . pp.305-8/13/18/25-27.
12%ibid

"[We must] fortifv ourselves against expecting that our criticising, protesting. reforming, organising. democratising,
socmhsll,ni and3 Sca'olutjonising- however fundamental and thoroughgoing they may be- will sausfy- the ideal of the Kingdom of

" ibid.. p.320.

%m, p.326.
132ibid _ pp.325/14-16.
1338anh, *Unsettled Questions for Theology Today” (pp.55-73. in Banth.Theology and Church)., p.57.
[341n this lecture, Barth draws on Franz Overbeck (colleaguc and friend of Nictzsche). saying that if we had listened 1o his
critique o v , We ve ar to tell us v its weak-

ique of Christianity earlier, we wouldn't have needed the War to tell us what e had already said about its weak-willed
dependence on the modern world, with its hopes. rather than Christianity’s own. unique. eschatological hope.
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The Epistle to the Romans

Though in retrospect it is relatively easy now to look back at the Great War and say that
it finished on November 11, 1918, Barth's comment above about the 'catastrophe from which
we are not yet free' indicates that for those living at the time, or at least for Barth, the world
was not yet out of the context of the War in 1919. In a manner of speaking, it could perhaps be
said that Barth's lectures of 1919 were written with the echo of the War still vividly present in
his ears. Barth's commentary on Romans, which he wrote during the War itself, was published
first in the time of this echo. Thus, as with these two other 1919 lectures, Romans was also
written with the context of the War in mind, and in reaction to its event.

The most basic description of Romans is that it is a treatise on the fundamental
distinction between God and His standpoint, righteousness and possibilities which set the -
framework for all 'reality’, and man and his own relative and limited standpoints and
possibilities, and ambiguous distinctions between right and wrong within that framework
(which he is in whether he acknowledges it or not). Often referred to as the beginning of some
special ‘crisis theology', it is Barth's theological, and therefore ethical, response to the real
‘crisis’ that concerned him: God's wake-up call of judgement to humanity, otherwise known as
Wwl.

In this respect, Romans does not differ from Barth's sermons or lectures. [t does differ,
however, in the systematic thoroughness with which it attempts to show by extensive research,
what Barth wanted to say, and was saying in his sermons and lectures, about the failure of
'Christian’ European culture (his 'No' to false 'ves's' to the world) and the contrasting remedy of
the real Gospel (his authentic 'Yes'). ,

As with the stance of simultaneous affirmation and denial described in "The Christian's
Place in Society” above, Romans points to a place at the crest of the paradox of this No' and
'Yes' which refuses both the 'to-ing’ of the status quo, and the 'fro-ing’ of protest movements,
rejecting them equally as forms of the attempt of the world to help itself, however religious
they might be. (In fact, the more religious they are, the further they are from God, since
religious righteousness obscures human unrighteousness more than anything.) For example,
while the nationalist militarism of the War forced Barth to acknowledge that human ways had
gone seriously wrong, he also said in his early notes for Romans that "pacifism and social
democracy do not represent the Kingdom of God, but the old kingdom of man in new forms.
The criticisms and the protests...which they sling against the course of world history are of this
world..."135

The format of Barth's Romans is a systematic chapter-and-verse commentary on Paul's
Letter to the Romans. 1t is organised into Barth's own chapters, determined by the major theme

135E_ Busch, op.cit., p.101., these notes were written some time before July 1916.
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he interprets in a given section of Paul's chapters and verses. For example, Barth's first chapter
‘The Night' essentially describes the darkness into which humanity is plunged conceming its
own righteousness, and salvation, by way of explaining the meaning and significance of Paul's
Letter, chapter 1:18-32, verse by verse.

To any-one reading this first chapter in the context of the War, ‘the Night' is an obvious
metaphor for the hidden chaos and confusion (sin) of the world, now revealed in the War.
Barth simply describes ‘the Night', because he does not have to persuade his readers that it
exists, and that humanity is in it. However, his listeners do need to hear him explain ‘the Night'
through Paul, so that they can know plainly that its meaning is ‘the wrath of God', and not a
blow of Fate. Furthermore, they need Paul explained rarough Barth so that they can
understand that 'idolatry’' (Rom. 1:23,24) means “that fetishism...in which God is experienced in
'bird and four-footed things', and ..."in the likeness of a corruptible man'’- Personality, the Chiid,
the Woman, and the half-spiritual, half-material creations, exhibitions and representations of
his creative ability: Family, Nation, State, Church and Fatherland..."13¢

As Barth explained the connection between daily life and reading Romans, "life is
neither simple, nor straightforward, nor obvious”. It must be interpreted. Yet, "if our thinking
is not to be pseudo-thinking, we must think about life...".!37 Therefore, since "a clear
apprehension of the disturbance of the equilibrium of human life is a sine qua non for any real
understanding of the Epistle and of its message”,!*® "a wide reading of contemporary secular
literature- especially newspapers!- is recommended to anyone desirous of understanding the
Epistle to the Romans."13

As noted, Barth'’s first chapter, "The Night", is an assessment of the situation of
humanity according to the Word of God in Paul's Epist/e: humanity is in a situation of
judgement, or of crisis. His last chapter, "The Great Disturbance" is a discussion of the action
(ethics) which is implied by that crisis.™0 [t is in this chapter that Barth places his
understanding of militarism, pacifism and war in general within the framework of a thorough
theological ethics for the first time.

[n the first two sub-sections of "The Great Disturbance” ('The Problem of Ethics’, and
‘The Presupposition’) explain Romans 12:1-814! as an introduction to.the nature and parameters

136%::& The l:};mle o Mekogan: (he:u{tgaé:‘komsa:: Paul’s letter will be referred to as Epistle, or 'Romans” when used
b reference) trans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns, p

ibid., p.425.
lgglbld.,p“l
: ibid., p-425. In the context of the War. it is fairly obvious what Barth cxpected his readers to find in the papers.
40The ten mbawmthuemnhkcmmdedmmmthumehumdﬂmhsmmhc

last chapter. Great Disturbance” is mgerl\ if its teyms are defined accordin lotbeearherchapms The other
ten are: "The Rightcousness of Men”", *The Ri of God", "TheVouceot'Hitm Dannh
"(j[ace "Freedom”, “The Spirit”, “The Tribulation of the Church”, "The Guilt of the Church”, md”‘l'hel-{opeol‘ghc
1 12:1-8: "‘Tbcrefore.lmge\mbrothcts.mncu of God's mercy. to offer vour bodies as living sacrifices. holy and
plmngloGod-whxchns\wspmmal\\orshlp Donowonformanvlongcnolhepmemol'thsnocld,bulbemnsfomedb\
themnemn ol'\mruund. Then vou will be able to test and e\\hatGod'smllls-lusgﬁod.plumngMpafeum[L"
by the mm[mwwmmo{m not think of vourself more highly than vou ought, but rather
th'mkofw.mrsu:lf'\mhsoherjm'lw'~ in accordance with the measure of faith God has given vou.” Just as each of us has onc
body with many members, and members do not all have the same function, so in Christ we who are many form one body,
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of ethics in general. That God is God, is the first presupposition of all ethics, because it
establishes the fact that He alone thinks and acts purely. He does not delegate His purity. In
relation to God, the person who acts, who is a 'living sacrifice' is the historical, observable-
human- person. Everything human beings do, or abstain from doing, in their life as sacrifices
to God is fraught with ambiguity.!42

God, whose peace is above all human cleavages, draws all individuals, in all their
diversity, into one unified community by standing over them all equally as 'the Great
Intolerance’.!*> God disturbs all of humanity, such that everything people think of as 'good' is
made suspicious.'* Therefore, Christian ethics is not about 'high places', or ideals. !4*

What Christian ethics is about, is first the worship of God, which Barth calls the
'primary ethical behaviour'. Worship of God means repentance before His judgement. It means
acknowledgement of the ambiguity of all things human. It also means recognition of an eternal
'Thou'. Confronted by the eternally consistent otherness of God, human beings recognise that
they are in a community of others, different in gifting, and alike in weakness with them.
Recognition of God as Thou' compels humans to recognise one another as 'thou’. The primary
ethical action compells 'secondary’ ethical behaviour. From the standpoint of humanity, both
are ambiguous: both are only parables of righteousness, not righteousness itself. 146

Once it has been established that ethics is a requirement of the recognition of the
identity of God, Barth finds that the rest of Romans 12 explains the relation of primary to
secondary ethical behaviour, and some of the content of the latter. For Barth, Romans 12:9-
15147 shows how God's ‘Great Intolerance’ does not paralyse humanity, but rather compels
people to accept their responsibility as agents of action.

The primary positive action of worship gets 'translated’ into the first and most important
secondary action ('positive possibility’) of love (agape) of fellow men and women. This
translation, or ‘extension’ of the primary action is not absolute: the love owed to God in worship
is neither shifted, nor copied in the love of one's fellow. The proper action of the latter
happens through, and is grounded in, the former. A clearer example is prayer. Prayer to God

and each member belongs to all the others. We have different gifts. according to the grace given us. Ifa man's gift is
prophesying, let him use it in proportion to his faith. If it is serving, let him serve: i€t is teaching. let him teach: if it is
encomi\'lx:g. let him encourage: if it is contributing to the needs of others. let him give generousiy: if it is leadership. let him

iemn diligently:; if it is showing mercy. let him do it cheerfully.” (NIV)
143 igld“omans‘agp.ﬂkw.

p.445.

l"““Chﬁstianityisunhappywhmmbnmofdrgloriaofmnﬁ:gcandot’fmily life, of Church and State, and of Society.
Christianity does not busy itself to support and underpin those many “ideals’ by which men are decpiy moved- individualism.
collectivism, nationalism, intemationslism., humanitarianism., ecclesiasticism. Christianity is unmoved by Nordic enthusiasm or
by devotion to Westermn Culture. by the visions of Youth or by the solid and mature wisdom of middle-age. Christianity sees no
clear distinction between concrete and abstract idealism. It observes with a certain coldness the cult of both "Nature’ and
'Civilization'. of both Romanticism and Realism. l:mmmmwmwwimmmzmmm
mmans always tend (o slow down this busy: activity. for it detects therein the menace of i v." ibid., pp.462/3.

ibid., pp.460-4.
146ibid _ pp.440-9.
147Rom. 12:9-15: "Love must be sincere. Hate what is evil: cling to what is good. Be devoted to onc another in brotherly love.
Honour one another above vourscives. Nﬂcbtl&khghﬂbﬂkmywspiﬂmdm«mmingdzm Be jovful in
hope, patient in affliction. faithful in praver. Share with God's people who are in need. Practice hospitality. Bless those who
persecute you: bless and do not curse. Rejoice with those who rejoice; moumn with those who moum.”



70

does not ‘translate’ into prayer to humanity. Prayer signifies honour of God in the expectation
of help from Him. While God alone can be sought in need as a source, honour is ‘translated’
into a secondary action of blessing human beings, rather than cursing them.!48 _

The 'positive possibilities' of love and blessing human beings cannot become an
absolute affirmation of the world, because Romans 12:16-20!4° signifies the necessity of a
'negative possibility’ of protest. Negative possibilities’' have to do with the transformation of
the world that is, because they stand in 'positive relation’ to the ‘coming world'- they witness to
the coming world against this one.!*® Since only God can truly act in absolute protest,
according to the coming kingdom, human protest can only be a parable.

While Christians must bear witness to something new, over against sin, they cannot lose
sight of the fact that they themselves are evil in all they do. Christians are deprived of
behaving toward sin as though they had grounds to war against it, because they themselves do
not 'have’ The Truth God has. Yet, they do point to it, because God is bringing His Truth in the
Coming World. Human (Christian) protest can only be a parable of God's protest, which is also
His grace. When Christians try to witness to God's 'Intolerance’ by 'rendering evil for evil', they
forget God's grace.

Yet, protest which remembers God's grace, which is a protest of non-resistance, cannot
become an absolute either because then it would give up on and lose sight of the Coming
World. God does not allow humanity any 'high places’, or absolute positions, in either 'Yes' or
'No'. If we do goad at all, it is Christ in us: the 'impossible possibility of revelation’.!>! From
one side ('Yes), to the other (No'), and everywhere in between, human action is relative in
relation to its secure base: the 'impossible possibility’ of God's gracious righteousness in Chnist.
The secure base can never be usurped and made into human certitude, because the parabolic
function of human ethical relativity is to witness to something else (God) as absolute
righteousness. 152

198 2o mans. pp.450-60.
1498 om. 12:16-20: "Live in harmony with one ancther. do not be proud. but be willing to associate with people of low position.
Do not be conceited. Do not repay anyone evil for evil. Be careful to do what is right in the eves of everybody-. [f it is possibie.
as far as 1t depends on vou. live waltlfem with everyone. do not take revenge. by fnends. but leave room for God's wrath. for it is
written: ‘It is mine to avenge: [ will repay’, savs the Lord. On the contrary: 'If vour enemy is hungry., feed him: if he is thirsty,
¥ him something 10 drink. in doing this. you will heap burning coals on his head.""”

"The absolute character of Christian cthics lies in the fact that they are altogether problematical... The power and earnestness
of Chnistian ethics lic in its persistent asking of questions. and in its steady refusal to provide answers to these questions.

= ;n etlu“c:scg\6 ;iemonstme. only bear witness that there is an answer."Romans.. pp.465/6.

ibid.. pp.445-8/67.
152ipid . pp.463-3. Barth explains that Christianity always shifis from the prevalent high piace’ to a 'low’ cne: from the going
sclf-justification to a protest against it. Yet. what the high place’ is at any given moment is not seif-evident- nor is the low place.
for that matier. Therefore, aware that low places can become new high ones, Christianity always has an attitude of reservation.:
(pp-464/5)"...Christianity dare not sav more than 'in all probablility”. for it cannot be unmindful that the objects of its suspicion
and of its approval. of its threatenings and promiscs. are after all concrete things whether they be high or lowty- and because they
are concrete thmmgsthevcan be no more than parabies. Christianity is therefore at a loss to know what, in the concrete
happenings of life, is at any given moment really high and what is really lowly, to what it ought at any given moment to extend its
favour and from what it ought to tum away. This, however. is at any rate clear: Christianity s concemed with human exaltation
on the one hand and with lowliness before God on the other. [f this be applied to the particular situation_..the last may be first
and the first last. It may therefore be that those whom we think t0 be lowly have long ago become in fact exaited. It may be that
their ty has been tumed long ago to horrid pride....and their brokenness into some new popuiar theology.... The busy activity
of tower: ing may lon&ugp bave passed from those who affirm to those who negate. ... men may now...be finding security in
‘positive negation'. If so, the time has come for Christianity to tum sadly away from ail such negation.... We must never forget the
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Precisely because it is so easy to slip into self-righteousness in the area of protest, Barth
emphasises the particularly problematic nature of 'negative ethical possibilities' before he
discusses his main example: the protest against the mode of enmity (war) in the world. Protest
against the world does not mean that the Christian can treat the 'man of the world’ as his enemy,
because to do so would be to fall into the world's paradigm of enmity, denying the peace of
Christ. Whether in 'Yes' or 'No', Christians must 'deny’, or ‘protest’, the people of the world by
not seeing them as they see themselves (enemies of one another), because of Christ.!53

So, war is 'impossible’ for the Christian. And yet, Barth goes on to say that we "dare not
say more than ‘be at peace as much as in you lieth’"'3* Although it is certain that we cannot
preach "war-sermons in which men are encouraged to engage in war in a 'good
conscience™5because there is no such thing as a ‘good conscience’, we are reminded that
nothing we call peace here is, or prepares for, eternal peace. We are always to hold on to peace
by seeing our fellows as such, and not enemies. But we may have to do it in war.!36

If the fellow is perceived as an 'enemy’, it is because he is doing things for which he
already suffers the wrath of God. We are not to enter into that wrath ourselves by becoming
'enemies’, and taking the preservation of God's 'right’ into our own hands. | must recognise that
the enemy's 'evil' is my own. And yet, [ am to 'feed him', not as a martyr, but by way of
participating in the purpose of God to 'heap burning coals on his head', so that he repents, is
redeemed, and is no longer an ‘enemy’.!57 Thus, the wrath of God, which is a "criticism of
militarism”, "is, in passing, a criticism of pacifism also."!8

freedom with which Christianity allots its 'Yes' and its 'No'. It sets up and it tears down: 1t recalls the enussary it has dispatched.
it gives and takes away. lts purpose. however. remains always the same. It acts always in accordance with the same rule.
Opposing what is high. it befriends what is lowly: loaning men certitudo. it permits them. for the honour of God. no securitas:
mcasuring our tme by the eternity of God. it allows us no established rights. gives us no rest. and preserves no strict continuity in
its own action. Does it frighten us to discover how completely all that we arc and domoves within the sphere of relativity?
Perhaps it does. but this is precisely what we must discover. ....Relativity is our relationship to [God].... The function of
Christianity...is to bring this to our notice. The absolute character of Chirstian ethics lics in the fact that they are altoget
roblematical. Their evolution consists simply in the fecundity with which it puts forth more and more questions to which God
jmself alone can be the answer....soli Deo gloria™ .

"What is more natural than war? War is. moreover, a parable of what lies bevond it, for in the end war is always directed
toward the known man of this world. Wubdxmﬂcm@otw%:mmotmmbmm
and of our determination to be rid of them. But war is. nevertheless. a mistaken ion: for our conflict with our fellow
men never does in fact bring about the denial of the known man of this world. He does not die. even though we continue to fight
until we have exterminated all our enemics.

The denial of the known man of this world is evidently...Jesus Christ. the One in the 'All. The moment this is
apprehended. conflict must cease both within ourscives and with others, for it is clearly [ruitiess. In Christ. war seems
impossible. He is our peace! [t is not for us to impose an additional burden upon this or that man. It is not for us to make known
to“ o that he too is- aman! It is not for us to add to God's right against every man the right of one man against another!" ibid..
Esiki& Nll/_; ;As far as it depends on you, live at peace with everyone.”

ibid., p471.

156" When we assert that we behold Jesus Christ in our fellow men- when, that is. we behold peac in war- when we think that we
can or ought (0 express this insight by the preservation of peace. we must remember that we are talking about God's perception
and about His peace. But God is not known: He will be known. God therefore remains free. So the passibility that we must
engage in with ourselves remains: and the possibility that we must engage in conflict with our fellow men also remains.
though it is somewhat more distant. The reservation that God can forbid us to see Jesus Christ in this or that fellow man

fyains."ibid.. p.470.

ibid.. pp.472-5. Barth really does mean 'feed’ here. ie. do good (definition of which may mean now ‘ves’ . now 'no’)- Barth is
m_sp_eakmgeuphmm:aﬂyinfavwofmnialpunishnmt.ascanbesembycitadonsabove.

ibid., p.473. 471 "Even the most sturdy: defender of peace knows that we are always in the position of being unable to sce the
One [Christ/God] in the other [man]. He knows, too, that we must aiways abbor the evil which is in the other. 12:9) The
One in the other has no concretz, visible existence. In relation to the problem of war the knowledge of God means that we must
descend from every warlike high place: but this does not mean that we must then proceed to ascend at once some high place of
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This example of militarism and pacifism shows that the ethical question 'what shall we
do?, "is capable of no material answer. It simply raises the question of the ground and purpose
of all human action, and then the question, ‘what shall I do?' is transformed into a question to
which the action of God Himself provides the only answer." 5%

Because human life is not a private affair, this statement is true in the life of groups,
just as much as in that of individuals. The next two sub-sections of "The Great Disturbance”
are called 'The Great Negative Possibility’, and The Great Positive Possibility’, because Barth
wants to signify that Romans 13 is an explanation of how what has been discussed above
further applies to social and political life.

Though the 'great’ negative possibility of Romans 12:21-13:7'% can be summed up in
the word 'subjection’, the reader must be careful to really understand Paul: subjection does not
mean what we think (or have been taught to think!) it does at first glance.

For Barth, 'subjection to the authorities' does not make ‘authority’ an absolute principic,
or give government absolute lordship in human politics, because subjection means the falsity of
all human 'isms’. Subjection is parabolic abstention from action which is disrespectful of order,
and seeks to overthrow those in authonty, out of awareness that a// human action and inaction
is conducted within negated brackets. Since before God, all human activity and inactivity are
unnghteous (they look like this: —( +,-,+,+-...). ), the idea of 'subjection’ disallows the false
assumption that evil resides in bad leaders, and can be gotten rid of by revolutionary action. 6!

The revolutionary loses sight of his own sin when he confronts others with his supposed
'right’, and makes 'right’ into a thing in his own hands. By hating the authorities, he becomes
cnslaved by resentment; in seeing another as 'enemy’- however he justifics it- he is overcome by
cvil himself. He does not see that no man can usher in the truly 'new’, because all the actions of
men come out of the material of what is alrcady- which stands inside the ncgated brackets. The
revolutionary has no 'right’ to respond with the 'sword' to a misuse of the sword by the authority,
because he does not have God's right of vengeance, nor His right of punishment.

peace. The knowledge of God directs us to God: it does not direct us to some human position or to some human course of action
either in time of war or peace. A church which knows its business well will. it is rrue. with a strong hand keep itself free from
militarism; but it will also with a friendly rebuff the attentions of pacifism. The camestness of the command that we
should be ar peace lies in its capacity to illustrate the first commandment: it directs. that is. to God. We must. therefore,
recognize that the commandment that we should be at peace is no absolute command: it has no final accuracy. And so, because it

jfs%hmkenbd‘ ‘[‘%amelmmmd,nbws\\ms to the peace of the Coming World "

104
160Rom 12:21-13:7: "Do not be overcome by evil. but overcome evil with good. Evervone must submit himself to the
governing authorities, for there is no authority except that which God has established. The authorities that exist have been
mabhslndbv(ind. Consequently, he who rebels against the authority is rebelling against what God ahs instituted, and those
who do so will on themselves. Fo:mlelslloldnote!rorforthose\\hodongbt.bulforthose\\ﬁodowmg. do
\ouwannobeﬁee fear of the one in authority? Then do what is right and he will commend vou. For be is God's servant to
dmougood. Butlfwoudo\wmg,beaﬁ'md.forhedocsnotbeanhcs“mdfarmthmg HelsGodssenam.anagemot‘wmh

to bring punishment on the wrongdoer. Therefore, it is necessary Lo submit to the authorities, not onfy because of possible
punishment but also because of conscience. This is also why you pay taxes. for the authorities are God's servants, who give their
full time to governing. Guvecvetvomwhumowehm [f'you owe taxes, pay taxes: if revenue, then revenue; if respect, then
Wt.lfw then honour.

Romans, pp.483-5.
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If the authorities have misused the sword. it is enough that they stand judged by God for
doing so. Revolution happens in a framework where the paradigm of 'enmity’ is accepted. But
in the world of Jesus, that paradigm does not have to be accepted. In fact, it must be rejected.
Jesus did not retaliate, because He knew that He did not need to revoit against men to protect
Himself: God was His Lord and Protector. Jesus illustrates that revolution does not accomplish
the purpose of overcoming evil, but only drives it back and forces it to take other forms. The
more 'right’ a revolutionary throwing down of idols is, the more likely it is that it is itself an
idolatry, because it gives power to idols. Jesus did not life in a framework where idols had any
power. 162

God, who is the End of all authorities and powers because He accomplishes the final,
real revolution, is also their Beginning. He gives them the task of being witnesses to His
kingdom, by giving to their order a similitude to the obedience required by His grace. Against
the selfish egoism of individuals, they are a parable of the sovereignty of the One; against the
'splintered many’, of the oneness of human difference (fellowship); against universal struggle,
the dominion of peace. Because this positive ministerial role is given by God. man cannot use
even God's negation against it, as though God's negation could correspond with man's, and as
though the temporal significance of God's positive were at odds with the eternal significance of
the negation, and of that of which the 'authorities’ are a legitimate parable.'63

Yet, also because the positive role is given by God, the negative command, not to try
and annihilate evil, does not delegate God's absolute authority or 'right’ to the 'authorities’.
Neither revolution, nor legitimism honour God. As for the revolutionary, the champion of
order and 'the authorities' risks turning the kingdoms of men into those the Devil offered Jesus,
the more he claims ‘objective right’ for them.!® Revolution can be a minister of God as a
corrective disturbance to those who mistake the witnessing role of 'authorities’ for positive
(absolute) authority. If God meets "the encroachments of revolution... with the sword of
government", He also meets "the encroachments of government with the sword of
revolution."163

The meaning of this is not that the Christian must adopt a stance of moderation. Sucha
move would amount to setting up yet another idol. Rather, the Christian stands ready to act in
either direction with a consistent respect for God's great minus over both, and in the knowledge
and hope of the Revolution and Order of the Coming World. !66

The great negation does not deprive the Christian of positive action, because it
commands Christians fo love. It is nof enough not to do what the world does: Christians must
do something different. In "The Great Positive Possibility’, Barth adds to his description of

'ﬁgibid, pp.470-82/6/7.
ibid.. pp.484/5/8.
L64ipid pp.477/9.
{2211:&1, p-490.
ibid.. p.490.
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Christian ethics by explaining that Romans 13:8-14!67 means that all positive Christian action
is love, which happens in the miracle of the revelation of the moment now. Because it is
positive reflection of action which belongs to God's eternal Moment', positive Christian action
cannot be the same as that which happened in the moments before. Nor can it respond to the
'ifs' of the future.!68

In a paradoxical manner, positive action reflects eternity by refusing to subject the
action of now to what has gone before. It respects what is truly lasting by refraining from
trying to build something lasting out of the material of time: humanity and things. Like faith, it
always begins anew. It is truly love only if it is not abstract, but incamated in real moments in
the flux of time as Jesus was. Real love- the positive action which is a real possibility for the
Christian- is always appropriate to each new moment. It aiways means love of concrete,
particular people. One cannot love ("think the thought of eternity") except in real moments (by
"knowing the time"). 169

As with the 'negative possibilities’ of Christian ethics, this great 'positive possibility's'
'appropriateness to the moment' cannot be confused with a subjection to ‘circumstantial
necessities. The revelational 'moment’ of ethics has nothing to do with the (kairos) 'moments'
of history men take to be particularly 'great. Such humanly designated moments are
themselves 'high places’. Every moment is a revelational- a 'new'- moment for the Christian,
because all moments are confronted by the judgement and grace of God's eternity. Therefore,
the Christian is free from all 'circumstantial necessity’, because the only 'necessity’ is God.

But, Barth cautions in 'The Crisis of Human Freedom and Detachment’, Romans 14:1-
15:13 reminds us that the freedom of Christian ethics is not a license to 'judge the servant of
another’; for a person to set themself above ail others. No one can define himself as the 'strong
man’' who may 'eat anything’. Rigorism, even in scepticism, only means an idol has come
between a person and God.!7® Since "even saints have not rid themselves of the possibility of a
Karamazov"!!, 'right' (repentant) action is impossible. Christ is the ‘crisis’ of our freedom.
And yet. it is the 'impossible possibility’, insofar as "every man follows his own path [to
God/towards the kingdom of God which is peace, before God now] to the end".!™

Thus, Barth ends as he began: with the ambiguity and relativity of human ethics
underneath the absolute identity of God. At the same time as 'free detachment’ cannot be lived

167Rom. 13:8-14: "Let no debt remain outstanding. except the continuing debt to love one another. for he who loves his feliow
man has fulfilled the law. The commandments. ‘Do not commit aduliers’. 'Do not murder’. 'Do not steal’. 'Do not covet'. and
whatever other commandment there may be, are summed up in this one rule: ‘Love vour neighbour as vourseif.' Love does no
harm to its neighbour. Therefore love is the fulfillment of the law. And do this. understanding the present tme. The hour has
mefaymmwﬁeﬁmmdm.mmsamﬁmismmmmweﬁmheheved. The nigitt is nearly
over. the day is almost here. Soletuspmasidelhedeedsofdarkmsapﬁutonthcmofhght Let us behave . a5
in the daytime, not in orgics and drunkenness, not in sexual immorality and debauchery, not in dissension and jealousy. Rather.
il&heyomselvesvmhtheLordJcsusChrisLanddononhinkabmnhmvtogmnfythcdesimsot’tbesinﬁxlnm"
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in order to please self, to 'follow after the things which make for peace” does not mean easy
adoption/obedience to what first seems to be peace- "the first peaceable thing we meet".!’* For

“that would be to obey men rather than God. What is meant is the peace in the freedom of God
which may involve us in war with the whole world."!"s

Summary

In light of the above discussion, the view of war which Barth came to have in response
to the event of the First World War can best be described as a complex combination of 'Yes'
and 'No', where 'Yes' is not equal to militarism/ a pro-war stance, and 'No' is not equal to
pacifism. Rather, Barth's 'Yes' and 'No' are directed to aspects of both pacifism and militarism,
and are based on a fundamental No' to absolute human positions, which is itself grounded in a
precedent 'Yes' to a primary orientation toward God in His position of absolute Lordship.
Because of their specific content, the simultaneity of the ‘Yes' and 'No' does not leave Barth
sitting on the ethical fence.

On the one hand, Barth says a clear No', in speech and action to the popular nationalist
enthusiasm; acceptance of the 'necessity’ and 'inevitability' of military action; law of necessity/
dictates of circumstance, or historical 'moments’; the acceptance of the arms race as a given;
the popular world-view which paints the world as a place of 'necessary’ Promethean struggle for
limited 'places in the sun’; nationalist ambition and the concept of 'sides’;, egotistic military
aggression; revolutionary violence; all the crime accompanying war: and use of the Bible to
promote an image of a war-god who sides with the strong/victorious.

On the other hand, Barth a/so says No' to piously excused quietism and indifference: a
false peace which keeps order but perpetuates the world-view just mentioned; false peace
which shelters monetary structures which perpetuate injustice, or relations of ‘enmity’; political
disinterest/disengagement- especially accompanied by economic interests which take
advantage of the situation; false assumptions that neutrality is a ‘nght’ guaranteed by God.
refusal to do the duty of a citizen: standing at the borders/ supporting those who do; unjust ‘use
of the sword' by government/forces of order: and a refusal to 'go through the waves', expressed
in the selfish prayer: ‘thank you God for sparing our house'.

Barth further says "Yes' on one hand to the military defence of Swiss neutrality and
independence for the sake of Switzerland and all the other nations so that they might hear the
Gospel of the brotherhood of humanity. His 'Yes' is also to support of those who stand at the
border/ willing participation in the war effort; revolutionary corrective to govemnment; and

I73Rom. 14:19. NIV: "make every effort (o do what leads to peace...”
174 Romans. p.521.
175ibid.
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regard of the war as the instrument of God to bring humanity to repentance, in judgement and
grace.

On the other hand, Barth's 'Yes' is simultaneously directed to governmental use of force
as a corrective to revolution; prayers for safety from the encroachment of war on Switzerland,
and for its end in Europe; activity which seeks the peace of the brotherhood of nations, of
peopie within Switzerland, within one's own family, and peace in oneself with God; making
use of the opportunity for repentance offered by the war by tuming to God in time of war to let
Him redefine your identity, situation, and position and role in it; thankfulness to God for this
opportunity; and full acceptance of each new moment, ie., active obedience to God in ways
appropriate to the ‘now’, rejecting mere repeats of some earlier work.

At this point in the pursuit of our inquiry into Barth's developing view of war, we must
turn to the following, still pressing question: What was Barth's reaction to World War Two
(WWII)?



The greatness of Christianity did not lie in
attempted negotiations for compromise with

any similar philosophical opinions...but in its
inexorable fanaticism in preaching and fighting
Jor its own doctrine.  Adolf Hitler. Mein Kampf, p.351.

CHAPTER 4a
Barth's ion to World War Two: The Interwar Period
and the Barmen tion

The Letter to Hromadka

On September 19, 1938, before German soldiers had fired a shot in Europe, and at the
same time as Hitler was professing intentions of peace', Barth wrote a letter to his Czech
colleague Professor Hromadka urging him to encourage his people to offer military resistance
to Hitler's proposed 'peaceful’ annexation of Czechoslovakian territory inhabited by Germans.
Regardless of both Hitler's conciliatory approach, and the (im)probability of aid from the rest
of Europe, he felt that armed resistance to Hitler was required of the Czechoslovakian people
on behalf of the Church of Jesus Christ everywhere, and therefore, on behalf of the whole of

Europe. Barth wrote:

"The stream of lies and brutality that goes out from Hitler's Germany is not yet a frightful reality in
England. France, America, or even Switzerland, but, we cannot forget, it is a possibility- with the freedom of your
people that of Europe stands or falls from this moment until who knows when, and perhaps not only of Europe. Is
the whole world guided by the spell of the evil gaze of the boa constrictor? And must it accept the post-war
pacifism that we still hear from the Czech friends of Ragaz [socialists] advocate?....the worst...is still yet.... Will
vour government and your people nevertheless remain strong?.... Every Czech soldier who fights and leads does so
also for us- and [ say it today without reservation: he does so also for the Church of Jesus Christ, which in the fog
of Hitler and Mussolini can now only fall into ridiculousness and be wiped out.... I cannot guarantee that if Prague
remains strong, London and Paris wiil become strong. One cannot count much on Russian help ( which can be as
effective as an exorcism of demons by Beelzebub). But what do we know of the plans and intentions of the
Providence of God, which in the midst of it all will be accomplished?....a good conscience depends on all one's trust
being not in men, statesmen, artillery and rifles, but in the living God and Father of Jesus Christ. Not least, let your
concern be to remind your people again and again in this difficult present and perhaps even more difficult future of
the Word of God as the only hope in life and death. The German armies may be stronger, but 1 do not know how
or from where they can have this important and lasting ultimate confidence...."*

Coming from the same man who earlier said that 'the war is sin, the war is
judgement...God does not will the war, and who urged Swiss not to let themselves get caught
up in the war-enthusiasm which whirled through Europe at the turn of the Century, Barth's
letter to Hromadka is rather shocking. It seems strange that he would be so quick-to-the-trigger
in his advice to Czechoslovaks. Moreover, in this letter the same man who abhorred British

'"The Munich agrecment for peace was signed by Britain, France, ltaly and Germany Sept. 30, 1938. Hitler had, at the same time
pmudmtmmmfaewmw s territorial integrity.
“Barth, "Letter to Hromadka®, in Eine Schweizer Stimme [938-45. (Zurich: Evangelischer Verlag, 1945) pp.58/9.
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use of Jesus to inspire the war effort against Kaiser Wilhelm, is here telling Czech soldiers that
they can have a confidence in God denied the German soldiers.

Surely when 'Christian’' Germany had not yet fired a shot, Barth's assessment that Hitler
was a 'boa-constrictor’ in disguise, whose intention was to hypnotise Europe so that he could
attack the church and commit atrocities in Europe and perhaps the whole world showed more
paranoia than it did a level-headed willingness to treat his ‘enemy’ as a friend?

Barth's letter to Hromadka is not technically a reaction to World War I, since it was
written before the reality of a second 'world war' had become plain, at least for those outside
Germany. The present tendency is to think that it is possible only in retrospect to see that
Hitler's extension into Czechoslovakia was a beginning step in a broader plan. Yet, as Barth
said once the war had broken out, "The present world crisis began when the National Socialists
came to power in Germany in the year 1933.™ Thus, since the substantial reality which was
'World War IT' for Barth pre-dated the start of the actual military war, his letter to Hromadka
was not a sudden attribution of ‘the sins of their fathers' to contemporary Germans.

Rather, he maintained the position he took in this letter for the duration of the war.
With regard to military action, that position was the outcome of a progression of theological
and political thought which began in the period before Hitler's party was elected. The things
Barth said in this letter, and from 1938-45 in reaction to the Nazi military assault on the world,
are one part at the tail end of his reaction to the general assault of German National Socialism
on the world and the German people. While armed force was the most obvious characteristic
of the Hitler's campaign inside and then outside Germany, force itself was only the outer shell
on the inward nature of this campaign, which was spiritual (intellectual and theological).

Only after Barth had done what he could to oppose Nazi ideology and religion, did he
consequently also support military opposition to Nazi Germany. In light of the historical
background of World War [I; Barth's reaction to the Nazis in the 'interwar’ period; and his
response during the military war, it becomes clear that Barth's letter to Hromadka is not an
over-hasty example of the nationally-biased religious zeal he repudiated in 1914.

The Interwar Period

As a result of the success of Romans, Barth was invited in 1921 to a Professorship in
Reformed theology at the University of Gottingen, Germany. In terms of his understanding of
Germany, this shift of location placed him in the best possible position. He could now read
German events from the inside.

’Bmh.”fheChmdnsofEquintthawoﬁthu"inmChumhandthe War. (New York: The MacMillan Company,
1944) p.1. (a 1942 anticle for Foreign Affairs)
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The Germany that Barth moved to at that time saw itself as a victim of the harsh Treaty
of Versailles. In rebellion against the near-impossible demands of war-reparation‘, Germany
swirled into the roar of the twenties. The decade after the Great War saw not only a marked
rise in a culture of personal rebellion against the failure of Wilhelmian mores (Berlin was the
legendary capital of hedonism)*, but also one of national enthusiasm. The general atmosphere
was not particularly rational. When German currency fell drastically in the first couple of years
of the decade, scapegoats were needed: a Jewish member of the Reichstag (Walther Rathenau)
was blamed. He was coincidently assassinated the next day.

As a result of the devalued currency, Germany was unable to make a reparation
payment to France, so the French army marched into the German Rubhr valley- claiming its coal
deposits as a sort of collateral on January 11, 1923, Germany lost 152 men, and the German
Mark swung wildly in the opposite direction. Inflation sky-rocketed. The French aggression
had the effect of petrol on smouldening tinder.

Although the Weimar Republic was democratic, parties to the left and right already
found themselves having to appeal to the same nationalistic sentiments in order to gain votes.
With the Ruhr provocation, the German nationalistic movement grew dramatically. Arguments
for ehiminating ‘traitors’ and Jews found an ever greater hearing as the nationalists’ call for a
complete national and social revolution resonated more strongly with a population that felt
itself a victim of the whole European 'system’.”

At that time nationalistic sentiments were neither organised, nor did they necessarily
indicate a pan-Germanic, unifying idea, nor had a single scapegoat been definitively labelled-
even though cosmopolitans (Jews and Marxists) were widely suspect. The disordered
confusion of the various German states was such that by the close of the same year (1923), it
was‘broadly felt that Germany was on the edge of an abyss of civil war. Then in November, an
emergency meeting of state leaders was held in one of Mumch’s largest beer halls, which was
dramatically and rudely interrupted.

Adolf Hitler, then a leader of the 'Free Corps one of many mllma-type parties’ through
which Germany got around the limit on military training- attempted a coup. He rushed in, fired
a pistol into the ceiling, locked the statesemen in a room, and declared himself Chancellor.

‘Henr\ Pachier, Modern Germany, (Boulder: Westview Press. 1978) pp.101-3. The Treaty of Versailles, sxgned May 8. 1919,
as reportedly so harsh that the economist John Maynard Kevnes felt that its consequences would be disastrous for - and
lhe\\holeof Germany was deprived of 13% of its teritory (although. that included all that had been gained in the war).
which meant that 10% of its population was also lost. Germany- aiso lost its few colonies, and a substantial part of its resources
for rebuilding: half of its iron-ote, a quarter of its coal deposits, and 15% of its wheat and rve potential. In addition, Germany
was forced to pay reparations of 28 billion (Marks) over a period of 42 vears, which. with interest would amount to a total of 132
billion- at a time when Germany’s entire GNP was only 15 billion. mhuma\mchmmueutlmmg\m!y
aﬁ'ectedGumandlgnm"thearm\ was restricted to a [imit of 100.000 men. and Germany was forbidden to produce or own anv

bmlahlps,ormhmm While demilitarisation is understandable in a post-war climate. it was unequally
The Allies too were to participate in demilitarisation processes. \\hmhAmcncampuuculurteﬁxsedtohmeam of.
[n an effort to remove Tnht\ of offensive military action from Germany, the Allies effectively made Germany fo
less and humilia well.: see also Fleming op.cit.. pp.276-8: James. op.cit.. pp. 111-3.
i;cd_hterlc;gcxt. PP IlOIl
S

"ibid., pp. 1 13-5.



The next moming as he led the victory parade of the Free Corps, they were attacked by the
police. Hitler was arrested and sent to prison for nine months where he wrote a 600-plus page
treatise on the need for true Germans to eliminate the parasite that was killing them (Jews, who
were behind all other cosmopolitan organisations of the world), and obey their destiny of
Nature by acquiring 'soil' in Europe which would allow the superior German population to
increase by providing resources and room.

Titled Mein Kampf, Hitler's treatise was also a programmatic description of the
organisation of a National Socialist party, and a strategic discussion of how it would best
achieve its above aims. In terms of organisation, Hitler outlined a ‘leadership’, or Fiihrer
principle: Since people need an identifiable saviour and hero, one man serves best. The
optimal organisation of a National Socialist movement obstructs the implementation of that
one man's ideas the least, hence a streamlined hierarchy, as little bureaucracy as possible, and
an investment of the leader with unquestionable authority are requisite.

In terms of the movement's aims, Hitler operated on the thesis that the masses, like
women, secretly like to be dominated. Therefore, it was necessary for National Socialism not
to try and help its growth by forming allegiances. Allegiances would weaken its essential
position and absolute nature. Like a mere meliorating 'influence’ in existing structures,
allegiances would only help in the short term. For a long term transformation of the German
State itself which would give Germans a position of strength for centuries, National Socialism
would have to be absolute and independent of other parties- until such time as it could be the
only party.

Furthermore, it would have to operate as impressively and as systematically as possible.
Only a thorough and systematic approach would remove the ‘tumour’ (Jews) from Europe for
good. Only a show of spiritual, psychological and physical force would gain the confidence of
the German masses. Although Mein Kumpf was not taken too seriously by many outside those
belonging to what became the National-Socialist party, it was widely read, and received little
criticism.® [ts anti-Semitism, national chauvinism, anti-democratic themes, and arguments for
the necessity of war were generally accepted in German society.

In the roar of the twenties, the assertion of 'authentic’ being (Heidegger- life free from
imposed strictures) was opposed to 'inauthentic’ being, which was seen by many to be
embodied politically in the 'democracy’ it was felt Europe had imposed on the Reichstag
(‘parliament’). In the post-Versailles climate, especially when the Depression began, the

*ibid., pp.115-7. also see A. Hitler, Mein Kamp/, (Boston: Houglnon MxmmCompam 1943) pp.3-65. 134/40-5, 296-8. 336-
53/8314 65.!3/4.' 58/9/64. Hitler's description of his own 'conversion’ to theob cctive truth of anti-Semitism has the tone of a

He likens the necessary struggle for the mind and soul to a "sacred sacrifice’ fora
sacmd right’ of phvsical (p. 664). andlnsom: role m an manner: "[ believe that I am acting in accordance
wuhtbcmuofthcmgzemb\defmdingm agamsuhe]ew [mﬁgh for the work of the Lord." (p.65) His

use of the names 'Creator’ and 'Lord’ here notwithstandin Hnler'srell pmuppos: expressed throughout this work are
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general instability of democratic governments in the Weimar Republic was seen as a sign of the
crippling ineptitude of democracy itself, at least in terms of parliamentary procedure. Germans
still felt themselves to be citizens whose vote ought to be sought. After his failed coup, Hitler
realised that he would have to reckon with the vote by developing the art of persuasion.
Therefore a rigorous propagahda campaign was a part of National-Socialism from the start, as
was an awareness of the need for 'educating’ the next generation.’

Although a foreigner hired to teach theology, Barth was not blind to the political
climate of his new home. In a letter written to Thurneysen just after the Ruhr incident, Barth
said that while he was beginning to "have the sentiments of a German" (his ‘blood boiled' each
day when the moming paper arrived), he was nevertheless appalled at the reaction of German
theological professors against a student minority that wanted to favourably receive an open,
friendly letter sent to German theological students by French theological students.

The majority of students were angry. Encouraged by leading professors in theology
such as Emanuel Hirsch, the students wanted to respond "in the old Prussian [belligerent]
stvle”. Barth's comment about the nationalistic bias of the theology of some of the Géttingen
faculty members expressed in this debate (the theological issue was fraterity of the church
between France and Germany) was negative. He said: "The German professors are really
masters at finding ingenious, ethical and Christian bases for brutalities.""

'Theology was not immune to the prevalent political attitude of nationalism. A growing
movement had taken concrete form in 1921, calling itself the 'League for a German Church'.
The League agitated for church reform along nationalistic lines, and freedom of theology and
church life from 'Judaistic’ characteristics. This latter meant a rejection of the canonical status
of the Old Testament, a rejection of Paul's rabbinic principle of redemption, and a new
presentation of Jesus' death as a heroic sacrifice in line with German mysticism.” Barth could
hardly avoid this movement in theology towards identification with the prevalent
historical/political cause, since one of its main (most thorough) exponents, E. Hirsch, was also
at Gottingen." _

Not inappropriately, Barth's lectures in that decade emphasised a return to the
Reformation, and its accent on Pauline Christological, soteriological, and eschatalogical
doctrine understood in the context of the whole 'Word of God'- to which Barth added the ethical
import of James.” He also continued his meditation on 19th Century theology, thinking
through his first attempt at a Dogmatics, and lecturing on Schieiermacher- shades of whose

Pachter. op.cit., pp.155-61. -

i‘:blgivolug‘:'nm eology. (Richmond: John Knox Press. 1964) pp.123-3. letter of January 23. 1923.

Jibid.. p.124.
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method of working from man’s word to God's he detected in the contemporary work of Emil
Brunner (although Brunner used the method to argue against Schleiermacher), and Paul Tillich
(who saw Christ as an almost archetypal symbol of a general human experience of revelation,
which was "present and knowable always and everywhere")," as well as in the more blatant
syncronisation of theology with the German national Geist.' Thus, there was strategic value in
the titles of his two innocuous-seeming books of lectures and sermons published in 1924: The
Word of God and the Word of Man, and (with Thurneysen) Come_Holy Spirit."” (underscore
mine.)

In 1925, Barth was offered a position at the University in Munster, which was in
Prussia. As professorships were a civil service job, he was given joint German-Swiss
citizenship in order to make him eligible to teach." Barth's new citizenship meant he was more
personally implicated in German politics. Although he himself said later that he did not at the
time realise the danger of National Socialism, he was appalled and amazed at their attembts to
'sabotage’ the Republic in their fiery speeches which proclaimed a revisionist history at
celebrations inside the universities. He said: "From the very beginning its ideas and methods
and its leading figures all seemed to me to be quite absurd."*

In the German Evangelical Church, the leading groups had a marked bias toward the
nationalists, and leaders tended to treat movement up in the ecclesiastical structure as a matter
of political honour in a time of unique opportunity. Barth felt both attitudes were causing the
church to forget the real need of humankind, and the true cause of the church: the Word of
God.®

The "German Christian Movement” founded in 1930 quite openly urged its members to
join night-wing parties.” In the same year, Barth decided that he had to begin a Dogmatics all
over again, in which Christian doctrine would be free "from the last remnants of a
philosophical or anthropological...justification and explanation”.® Accordingly, Barth also
gave a lecture at the start of the new year (Jan. 31, 1931) in which he explained that the need of
the church was to be one 'under the cross'”, not 'ashamed of the gospel’ (ie., refusing to
assimilate its message to modem philosophical and politically popular categories such as 'fate’,

"lbld. p.15172.
"“The ian 'German Christians’ werc especially acuve in this regard. They felt in cncmllhalth:chmh\\astcachm
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‘authority’, ‘'order’ or 'nation’). He emphasised that the German people needed a German
Evangelical Church, not a German Evangelical Church.?

Meanwhile, the Nazi party distinguished itself from other nationalist parties by its
militancy and intransigence. The 'S.A.’ (Stiirmabteilungen) had split from the Free Corps, and
formed a militia wing of the National Socialist, or 'Nazi' party. It was headed by Hitler
personally. In 1928, the party still had only 200,000 members- while the S.A. had 100,000
itself. Openly singing "Today Germany, tomorrow the world", the S.A. held weekly parades
where Jewish passersby were attacked at random. The S.A. also indulged in other 'goon’
activity, such as busting socialist and communist party meetings.* In this way, while they
maximised the paralysing potential of fear, the party’'s bullying techniques gained positive
publicity: the S.A. was cheered for its efforts to combat the evil of bolshevism in high society,
the courts, among the police, and in the press. A favourable press was also partly due to the
fact that the Nazis owned two newspapers through which they disseminated their view.

By 1930, the party had 500,000 members, and won the confidence of four million
voters- half of whom defected from other right-wing parties, and another half of whom were
first-time voters, indicating Nazi success in capturing the imagination of both the disillusioned,
and vouth.* ‘

in May 1931, Barth had joined the Social Democrat party in order to provide a
counterweight to Nazi strength, democratically. Then in October, Barth's friend Gunther Dehn
was invited to a professorship in theology at the University in Halle. However, because he had
made critical comments in 1928 about the Great War, nationalist students staged a wild protest
against his appointment, threatening to move to other universities. While Hirsch and others
supported the students, Barth made a public declaration of solidarity for his friend.** The
reaction of the students was an alert for Barth. The following month he expressed to
Thurneysen his conviction that he had to take a public position. He felt that being silent in the
political situation was "like sitting in a car which is driven by a man who is either incompetent
or drunk".”

>ibid.. p.208.
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it he said war was contrary to God's will, and was a 'stern necessity’ only as an act of self-defense, or in defense of life. He
strasedthmhedacisionlomkcgminu 'necessary war’ was always difficult, and there was always the chance that one was
wrong. Dehn was against itional pacifism, but advised Christians 10 co-operate with all friends of peace to abolish war.
‘Sacrifice’ im war could not be equated with a Christian martyr-death. because those killed in war were also intent on killing
(whercas martyrs weren't). The upshot of the 1932 ‘Dehn casc’ was that Dehn was dismissed from teaching.

Busch, p.217. Letter to Thumeysen, 24 Nov-, 1931.



In December of the same year he published an article in the student paper, Zofinger
Zentralblatt, in which he described Fascism as a religion "with its deep-rooted, dogmatic ideas
about one thing, national reality, its appeal to foundations which are not foundations at all, and
its emergence as a sheer power," in the face of which Christians could only expect opposition-
perhaps greatest in the form of a temptation to conform to it. It had become obvious to him
that, whereas the Nazis publicly attacked Jews and communists, their attack on the church (and
it was an attack since it caused the church to forget her substance) came secretly. Outwardly
they extended a hand to the church, while inwardly they aggressively appropriated and recast
its raison d'etre- its message.

Since few National Socialists had joined the "German Christian Movement" because it
had not openly espoused racia/ nationalism, the "Faith Movement of German Christians" was
founded in 1932 by Joachim Hossenfelder, a Nazi since 1929. When the Faith Movement's
guiding principles were published on June 6, 1932, their obviously ideological bent did not
cause a stir. Party members were then also encouraged to go to church in uniform, and to
parade there together- "the swastika on [their] breasts, and the cross in [their] hearts".®

Barth's response to this bolder Nazi activity regarding the church was to write an open
letter in which he argued against the presented 'need’ for a rapprochement between Christian
doctrine, and the aims of the Volk. Whereas nationalist Christians were trying to make
theology interesting again by fitting it to the demands of the prevalent Zeirgeist (philosophy and
aims-of-the-day- then nationalist), Barth felt that the same activity, repeated over the centuries,
had resulted in the loss of substance which was the very reason theology had become
'uninteresting’ to people in the first place. It would be 'interesting’ again when it returned to its
own substance.*

'Interesting’ did not mean that it would become a privately fulfilling 'interest’, but that it
would paradoxically be more publically and politically relevant. Barth remarked that "the

Zibid.
Cochrane, pp-81/2.. for the "Platform of the German Christians” sec Manschreck and Petry, op.cit.. pp.329/30. It stated the
German Chnstian intention was to form a united. German. national church, which would be the religious expression of the
German volk. Structurally, it would do away with democracy in the church ("The age of parliamentarianism is past. also in the
church. Ecclesiastical parties have no spiritual claim to represent the church folk. and they obstruct the high purpose to become
one church."). It affirmed 'positive Chnstianity’, which it defined as "an affirmative styie of the Christian {aith, as appropriate to
the German spirit of Luther and heroic piety." The purpose of having one church was to make it a better leader on the forefront
of the fight "in the decisive struggle for the existence or extinction of our nation. She dare not stand aside or indeed shy away
from the fighters for freedom.” A German-Christian church fought by demanding a change in the constitution to make Marxism
illegal...because "the way into the Kingdom of God lcads battie, cross and sacrifice, not through false peace”. The fight
would also be led by the keeping of racial purity: "We see in race. national character and nation orders of lifc given and entrusted
10 us by God, to maintain which is a law of God for us. Therefore racial mixing is 1o be opposed... faith in Christ does not
disturb race but rather deepens and sanctifies it.” ‘Home-missions’ therefore must be seen property to mean obedience to God's
will. not mere ‘charity’...therefore, it is ‘mission’ not to foreigners and weaklings in Germany. but to Germans, to protect them
"from the incapable and the inferior”. Mission to Jews at home or abroad is a danger to national character. and opens a door for
foreign blood to dilute German blood. "We deny the validity of the mission to the Jews in Germany. as long as the Jews have the
rights of citizenship and thereby there exists the danger of racial deterioration and bastardization. TheHol\'Scﬁg:wualsosa\'
something about the divine wrath and sclf-betraving love. Marriage between Germans and Jews is especially 10 be forbidden.”
The final point was a rejection of “the spirit of a Christian cosmopolitanism” on the basis of "faith in the national mission gy
us by God". The "P " was si by Hossenfelder.. the quote re: the swastika and cross was said by Hossenfelder of his

n group. (Oxford Co jon (o L p.433.)

usch. p.216. Barth's to a Herr Hoffmann. titled "Protestantism of the Present” in Jugend und Krisis der Kulmur. 1932



proclamation of the church is by nature political in so far as it has to ask the pagan polis to
remedy its state of disorder and make justice a reality. This proclamation is good when it
presents the specific commandment of God, and not good when it puts forward the abstract
truth of a political ideology."

Barth's concern with the unique substance of church proclamation was not merely
polemic: 1932 was the year that he completed his first book of his new Church Dogmatics.
Lamenting the "religious insight" people ‘today’ seemed to find "in the intoxication of their
Nordic blood and in their political Fiihrer"*, he offered the church catholic his explanation of
'the doctrine of the Word of God', in which he explained ‘the Word of God as the criterion of
dogmatics’, and the meaning in this context of 'the revelation of God'.

At the same time as Hitler was showing his concem for the peopie's spirituality through
the Nazi concern for the church, he was also taking advantage of the global economic
downturn of the Depression to pose as a brother of all those caught in a German decline
engineered by the world against them. He was at once the embodiment of the suffering
German 'everyman'’, and a strong saviour who would bring them justice. His party's campaign
and propaganda strategy was chameolon-like: in the rural areas, he was the champion of the
farmer and the industrialist; in cities, of the large German business, and the small shop-keeper.
This strategy was believable because, instead of proposing specific remedies, he promised a
total revolution and a decisive fight against the enemies all these various groups held in
common.*

In the multi-election process for the presidency in 1932, Hitler won eleven, then
thirteen, then 13.7 million votes of an available 36.9 million- or, 37.4% of the vote. In the
elections in November, Nazi popularity slipped down to 33.1% of the total vote. Hitler did not
win the presidency- but von Hindenburg surprisingly handed the power of the chancellorship
over to him anyway. The Reichstag was dissolved, and Hitler immediately used the S.A.
strong-arm techniques to 'encourage’ the trust of an additional 10.9% of voters, for a total of
43.9%. His investiture as Chancellor on January 30, 1933 was celebrated by torch-light
parades and outbreaks of mob violence.*

Later Barth recalled his reaction to the radio-announcement of 'Hitler's seizure of
power', saying: "I knew immediately where I stood....In the last resort, this was simply because

n
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2CD. L1, foreward, p.xi.
”Pach(crg 180-97.
Hibid, p.180. 198/9, also p.193: Hitler, an Austrian by birth, had been granied German citizenship so that he could run for the
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and the clections were called in which Hitler 'won' 43.9% o



I saw my dear German people beginning to worship a false God..."* Reading Mein Kampf for
the first time, he found it a confirmation of his rejection of Hitler's regime.*

As Chancellor, Hitler lost no time unambiguously conducting the new German national
'revolution’. Before the year was out, he had rallied popular support for, and accomplished
Germany's resignation from the League of Nations; gave orders to dissolve charitable
institutions (so that they could not receive money, which would be funneled to the party
instead); purged the police, and the civil service of republicans and Jews; ; passed a Treachery
Law (March 21) prohibiting the spreading of opinions that 'impaired the reputation of the Reich
government'; prohibited competing parties; given 40,000 S.A. men police uniforms; formed the
S.S. (Gestapo); declared an emergency decree "for the protection of the German people” which
gave the police power to ban public meetings, censure publications, and arrest people
suspected of 'fomenting unrest’; passed an 'Enabling Act' (March 1933) which gave himself
legislative power; provided for the Reich to declare invalid the citizenship of Jews who had
immigrated to Germany between November 1918, and January 1933; and excluded Jews from
inheriting German soil.”

By the end of March, 10,000 ‘enemies of the State’' (‘communists’) had been arrested,
many of whom were convicted by courts ruling "according to sound popular feeling” rather
than law, and sent to concentration camps.*

On April 1, the S.A. held their infamous boycott of Jewish stores. During that month,
books considered 'un-German' were also burmned, and shortly after Easter, German universities
dismissed Jewish and republican rectors. They were replaced with rectors who promised to
teach '‘German science’, as opposed to 'vile objectivity'- Hirsch was among them.” The ‘Marxist'
Labour Day (May 1) was abolished, and the party took over the organisation of workers from
the trade unions, forming the 'German Labour Front. To replace the holiday, the Labour Front
promoted Volk community by organising athletic events and weekend group outings under the
banner 'strength through joy’. Business associations were also homologised’ (brought into line
with Nazi party organisation and aims), as well as the printed press, radio, theatre, and youth
organisations.”

In keeping with the absolutist party slogan 'one Reich, one Volk, one Fiihrer', Hitler's
strategy of homologisation aimed at three things which shaped the thought and life of German
society: art, the press, and the church.* While laws could be unilaterally passed conceming the

Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Eric Mosbacher. Peter and Betty Ross trans.. London: William Collins sons & Co..
! 970{‘5 20172 Pa‘_;hter pp. 201-3/6.- The Nazi Primer: Official Handbook for the Schooling of the Hitler Youth. wtans
Harwood Childs. p.78,
SPachter. ibid. [n carly 1933, the camps were still myntmwmudmmmmmm see
ggomﬂamng,b PP.263-91. re: processes giving Hitler the idea he could get away with simply resigning from workd accountability.
i
©ibid_, p.204. also James, op.cit., p.136.
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first two, the church had to be approached strategically. To a 'Christian’ nation, Hitler
presented his party as Christian. In a proclamation published on February 1, he acknowledged
Christianity as the basis of German morality and promised to take it under his "firm
protection”.® In his March 23 speech before the first meeting of the new Reichstag, he stressed
party neutrality regarding denominations, and respect for the autonomy and integrity of the
church as a moral force, and therefore source of strength for the nation.®

_The underlying reality was that Hitler had his own intentions concening the
involvement of the church Confessions in the ‘moral and ethical life' of the German people.
Almost exactly one month later (April 25), Hitler appointed an old friend- then also the leader
of the German Christians in Prussia- Ludwig Miller, his confidential advisor and deputy in
Church Affairs. The mandate he gave Miller was to unite the denominations, whose
differences he had so recently professed to respect, into a single ‘Reichs church’, which would
be structured according to the organising principle of the Nazi government (the Fiihrer
principle).*

For some time, German Christians had recognised the 'revelation’ as to the 'truth’ of the
Fiihrerprinzip as an ecclesiastical principle. "In the effort to carry on in the twentieth century
the German revolution in the spirit of Martin Luther".** German Christians held their first
national convention in Berlin, on April 3-5. This 'church’ meeting was hardly conducted in a
sphere 'separate from the State. High-ranking State officials such as Hermann Géring
participated as members of an 'honorary committee' for the convention- perhaps to ensure the
convention kept to its slogan: "The State of Adolf Hitler appeals to the Church and the Church
has to hear his call."* The predominant sentiment at this convention was that the unification of
the Church and State could produce an increase of power necessary to the nation, only if the
basis of the church's constitution was the Fiihrerprinzip.

47 [ital. mine]

Following the convention, one of the Nazi papers ran an article (April 18) titled
"Farmers, conquer the Church!”, in which Germans were called to revolt against a 'priestly
hierarchy' in the church, consisting of pastors who had 'failed the Gerrnan people’. The
president of the state government of Mecklenburg (Walter Granzow) expressed the internal
Nazi policy toward the church, honouring its author (Walther Bohm) by making him

“Bethge, p.196.
“He saic}:gﬂ\e national Government sees in the two Christian Confessions themost important factors for the prescrvation of our
nationality....Their rights are not to be infringed.... All other denominations will be treated with the same i ial justice. The
nationa! Government will pm\'idemdmem the Christian Confessions the influcnce due them in the schools and
education. It is concerned for genuine s between Church and State.. The Reich Government. secing in Christianity the
unshakable foundation of the moral and ethical life of our people. attaches utmost nmr;aneeto the cultivation and shaping of
the friendlicst relations with the Holy See..."Cochrane, p.85. Notably. the sentence guaranteeing church influence was
dropped from the official text by the publishing house a vear later.

*Cochrane, p.89.

“Sibid., p.86.
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Mecklenburg’s State Commissioner for the church.* When church leaders reacted by sending a
letter to President Hindenburg and Hitler, Hitler had the appointment annulled, re-assuring the
church that, according to his March 23 speech, his government would guarantee its
independence. At the same time, his government had persuaded Catholic bishops in Germany
to retract their earlier prohibitions against the Nazis, and was in the process of acquiring papal
legimitation by negotiating a concordat with the Vatican, which was signed in July.®

After Hitler's March speech, the Catholic Church had given permission to Catholics to
join the Nazi party, or even the S.A. When the concordat was signed, parishioners were
positively instructed to give unreserved support to the government. Yet, while outward signs
ratified Hitler's declared peace with the churches, Nazis molested Catholic priests and lay
leaders, searched convents, and ran a press campaign against the Catholic Church, accusing
Catholics of engaging in financial activity injurious to the Fatherland.* I[n his appointment of
Miiller, Hitler himself moved aggressively toward the Protestant churches, 'facilitating’ their
'adoption’ of the Nazi worldview and aims embodied in the Fiihrerprinzip.'

On the same day as he had his meeting with Miiller, Hitler met with the United Church
leader Hermann Kapler and authorised him to take the necessary steps for creating a new
church constitution that would demand a Reichs Bishop. To assist him, Kapler formed a
'‘Committee of Three', which included himself, Bishop August Marahrens (Lutheran), and
Hermann Hesse (Reformed minister). By May 22, the Committee was waiting for an audience
with Hitler in Berlin, with several proposals for Reich bishop, one of whom was Friedrich von
Bodelschwingh (Lutheran)- a man widely respected for his piety. On May 23, a district
meeting of German Christians nominated Miiller as another candidate.”

On May 26 and 27, a conference was held in Eisenach which was attended by delegates
from all the regional churches. Those who attendegl voted for the new bishop, selecting von
Bodelschwingh. Though he was not a member of the ‘German Christian’ party in the church,
nor a 'hard-liner’ (he felt Reich deacon would better describe what he understood to be the role
of the new bishop- the role of 'deacon’ having connotations more of service than direction), he

* In closing, the convention passed the following resoiution: "God has created me a German. Germanism is a gift of God. God
wants me to fight for my Germany. Military service is in no sense a violation of Christian conscience, but is obedience to God.
The believer possesses the right of revolution against a State that furthers the powers of darkness. [contextually meant: a
"democracy’ such as the Weimar Republic] He also has this right in the face of 2 Church board that does not unreservediy
acknowledge the exaltation of the nation. {statement made directly t0 an Evangelical Church Committee meeting held March 3. in
which leaders in the church reacted to the guuﬂngmmufmbydedﬂingmm"theChmehiscjldmmch
whole nation and not particular in the nation and independently of the political situation.” The Committee’s General

i Bibelns. the mecting with a pastoral letter in which he reminded ministers that the does noL
recognize the 'self-sufficient man' (Nieztschean/nationalist). is opposed to every human idcology. and prociaims the Kingdom of
God and not nationalism. Dibelius was referred to (ncgatively) in the German Christian conference.] For a German the Church is
the fellowship of believers who are obligated to fight for a Christian Germany. The goal of the "Faith Movement of 'German
Christians™ is an evangelical German Reich Church."ibid, p. 87. When church lcaders such direct political interference
in the ecclesiastical structure by sending a letter to president Hindenburg and Hitler. Hitler had the appointment annutled shortly
&umwg)mmmummmmnsmmmmmmumm
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was a truly German Christian. In his acceptance speech he voiced German Christian piety
which saw the recent political events as an 'hour of the church' and a gift of God.*

The activities of the Committee of Three leading up to the election of von
Bodelschwingh did not include theological reflection, nor was the decision an adequate
reflection of the needs and opinions of the churches involved. The delegates voted, but their
selection was not made on a basis of deliberation inside their home churches, nor were they
'representatives’ of their churches in the democratic sense. After his election, the 'German
Christian' party dropped its conciliatory tone, launching a propaganda campaign against von
Bodelschwingh, and for Miiller.

They urged members of congregations and of the S.S. and S.A. to send letters to Kapler,
Miiller, Hindenburg and Hitler protesting von Bodelschwingh on the basis that he was 'not a
confidant of Hitler', not a ‘German Christian’, and that the German people were not consulted in
his election.”® Milller himself protested on a legal technicality: he pointed out that since von
Bodelschwingh had been elected before the new constitution was actually drawn up, no
position of Reich bishop actually existed.

In the general environment of confusion created by the German Christians' energetic
protest, the Nazi Minister of Education in Prussia, Bernhard Rust, was compelled to take an
emergency measure on behalf of the State. He appointed August Jager State commissar for the
church in Prussia on June 24. As State Commissar, Jager had executive authority to
unilaterally discharge elected church officers and appoint new ones- which was exactly what he
did, re-staffing virtually all church administrative boards with German Christians.* Against
objections, he warned that "since the State in the interest of itself, the nation, and the Church
cannot tolerate opposition of any kind, any effort to resist will be regarded as treason. |
demand that strict care be taken that my decrees and those whom [ have publicly authorized be
not sabotaged. Any such attempt would be rebellion against the authority of the State and
would be immediately suppressed."*

The first immediate result of Jager's appointment was von Bodelschwingh's voluntary
resignation. He felt that Jager's position prevented him from performing the tasks of a bishop.*
On June 28, Miiller physically took possession of the Church Federation buildings with S.A.
troops.*’

“He said: "We thank God that he has given us a government which with a reverence for history strengthens the will to work
mightily for a better future, which wishes 10 lead us back again to the discipline, faithfulness, and integrity of our fathers, and
which honors work. In a jovful spontaneity we Christians want to place ourselves heart and soul at its disposal in this service to
gllnnation."Ca:hrmp.%.
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Meanwhile, some of the displaced church leaders had protested by calling for a day of
penitence and prayer on July 2, to which Hossenfelder replied by proclaiming July 2 a day of
‘thanksgiving and intercession’, on which a message was to be read from all pulpits declaring
Church duty to co-operate with the State.*

Von Bodelschwingh went to Hindenburg, who protested to Hitler about the disorder,
waming him that he would have to do something if it continued. To Hitler, Hindenburg's threat
was toothless. Hitler made his Minister of Internal Affairs responsible for resolving the
conflict, but he in turn left Miller alone on the ground that work on the new constitution was
progressing under Miller. Maller, meanwhile, dissolved the old constitional committee and
appointed a new one. A draft was ready July 10, adopted July 11, and confirmed by State law
and published on July 13. New elections were set for July 26. In a pacifying gesture once the
task of a new constitution had been accomplished, Hitler saw that Jager was retired, and that
the church officers he had removed were re-instated.”

The tight links between the government and the German Christians were clear in the
electoral campaign: party and S.A. members took advantage of the organization of the State
and its monopoly on mass communication to campaign on behalf of the German Christians,
saying it was the duty of every Chnistian Nazi to vote for them; German Christians called for "a
new Church of Christ in the new State of Adolf Hitler"* - Hossenfelder even went as far as to
proclaim that "the German Christians are the S.A. of Jesus Christ in the struggle to do away
with bodily, social, and spiritual distress".* Contending parties in the church were harrassed by
the Gestapo.

On the eve of the election, Hitler went on air, saying that only "these forces marshalled
in that section of the evangelical population which has taken its stand in the German Christian
Movement"< support the freedom of the nation. Not surprisingly, the German Christians won
overwhelmingly.

As a result, Milller was elected president of the consistory, and bishop of Prussia by the
Prussian Church senate on August 4. On September 4 and $, the General Synod of the Prussian
Church passed a law establishing the new office of bishop. Hossenfelder was elected a bishop
for Brandenburg, and became Miiller's vice-president. The Synod also ruled for the discharge
of those who "on the basis of their previous activity do not guarantee that they will at all times

*Hossenfelder said: "All who are concerned for the welfare of the Church...must be decpiy ul that the State has assumed the
great burden of the reorganization of the Church. Until that great hour when the evangelical church of the whole Reich has its
mmmnmmamthcgmdmmumsoﬁheSmmmofdmbdm We call upon the congregations to co-
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unreservedly support the national State"<; and the retirement of ministers and officials of non-
Aryan descent, or married to such people.“

On September 27, Milller was elected Reich bishop at the National Synod in
Wittenberg. Commenting on the preceding ecclesiastical political fracas in his address, he
announced that "the old has passed away. The new has emerged. The Church's political
struggle is past. Now begins the struggle for the soul of the people."® The struggle over, peace
could be affirmed. Miiller issued a public statement on October 11 saying that no church
member would be discriminated against for not being a ‘German Christian’. Worried about the
political preponderance of German Christians in church affairs, Hitler had his personal
representative, Rudolf Hess, decree that no National Socialist would be discriminated against
on account of membership in particular religious associations two days later.*

Nevertheless, German Christians arranged a giant demonstration for November 13 at
the Berlin Sport Palace to "rekindle the fighting spirit of the Movement and to place again in
the forefront the old goals of the '‘German Christians™.¥ After opening with Luther's "A Mighty
Fortress is our God", a leading 'German Christian' and senior Nazi official, Reinhard Krause,
delivered a speech entitled "The Popular Mission of Luther” in which he declared that the
German Reformation Luther had begun would now be completed in the Third Reich; that the
church in that Reich would be a people's church; and that the first step in creating an
indigenous church must be to revise the Bible according to the needs of the people.

Such revision would mean getting rid of the Jewish Old Testament; purging the New
Testament of 'perverted’ and 'superstitious’ passages; renouncing the 'scapegoat’ and 'inferiority
complex' theology of the 'Rabbi Paul'; and recognizing a heroic Jesus over a weak, crucified
one.* Krause's speech was interrupted throughout with ioud bursts of applause from the
20,000-person audience, who also gave him an ovation.

The resolutions passed at the demonstration called for the discharge of ministers who
were unwilling to co-operate with the completion of the Reformation according to National
Socialism; execution of the 'Aryan paragraph’ of September 4/5; creation of a segregated
church for Jewish Christians; revision of the church service and confessions so that nothing ‘un-
Germanic' remained; a 'freeing’ of the gospel from 'Eastern distortions'; and the presentation of

Yibid.
“also Busch, p.229.; sadly, compliance with the resolutions of this Synod was almost immediate, and enthusiastic. (Cochrane,
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a heroic Jesus, which would be the basis for a Christianity where servility was replaced by the
proud man who was conscious of the divine in himself as a child of God, and in his people.®

In response to the overt paganism of the 'Sports Palace Scandal’, protest erupted.
Meetings were held in various cities, and some areas demanded the church leaders who had
participated resign. In the face of unexpected disorder, Milller relieved Krause of his church
offices on November 15; publicly condemned his attacks on the Bible; and declared that all
church organisations were bound to the Bible and the Confessions, and could act only in
service to the congregations and the church. The National Socialists reiterated their religious
neutrality in the press. Yet, Hossenfelder replaced Krause with another German Christian.™

The scandal of the Sports Palace resulted in a weakening of the German Christian
church party, but not of the National Socialists in ecclesiastical politics, or the German
Christian theological syncretism. Officials of the Reich Church government were forbidden to
be members of a party in the church, Hossenfelder was retired, and Miller withdrew from
direct association with the Faith Movement of German Christians by resigning his position as
their 'protector’. Yet, on December 21, Milller incorporated all church youth groups into the
Hitler Youth, prohibiting 'youth' (under eighteen) from belonging to the former without
membership in the latter.”

Barth's response, while remaining unambiguously ‘theological’, was nonetheless clearly
articulated against Hitler's intellectually and spiritually aggressive politics. As Barth later

described how he perceived the deep meaning of the situation, he said:

"What happened? First of all this happened- and this one must keep clearly in mind while seeing the
whole- there was given me a gigantic revelation of human lying and brutality on the one hand, and of human
stupidity and fear on the other. And then this heppeneéd: in the summer of 1933, the German church to which I
belonged as a member and a teacher, found itself in the greatest danger concerning its doctrine and order. It
threatened to become involved in a new heresy, strangely blended of Christianity and Germanism. and to come
under the domination of the so-cailed ‘German Christians'- 8 danger prompted by the successes of National
Socialism and the suggestive power of its ideas."™

He went on to explain that in the face of this heresy, many of his colleagues from all
denominations who had formerly been so concerned about the ethical fruit of doctrine,
strangely adopted an attitude of deliberately ignorant neutrality or tolerance. In fact, many fell
into line with it, sparking almost no protest. Therefore, he explained, "I myself could not very
well keep silent, but had to undertake to proclaim to the imperiled church what it must do to be
saved."” Barth further explained that the urgency of the new situation did not change what he
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ibid., pp.114-7.; Ahhmghnntpubhsln‘lmnlﬁmwwsluer(l%ﬂ.ﬂmlvaaPnner'OﬂicmlHandboolzfartlle&'lmolmg
of the ulerl’auth umumbnmﬂlmmomepoluyMGemmwmhmgudmgsumm
worldview built on the inherent ‘unlikeness of men’ (intro.), and into a mode of necessary enmity against those who have the
audacity toopposethas‘mnhb\wnchmgthcsedmmtheoftbeeqmm\ ofallmﬁmﬂ\ vouth were instructed in
%splcmofandsdf-dcfme rec Masons, Marxists and *(Primer,p9.)
Barth, "How I Changed my Mind 1938" in How [Clmngedny&ﬁnd (HCM), p4S.
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had to say. Rather, the clearly Christologically-centred theology he had already been
developing deepened, and acquired a new application.

The situation could be described, such that as the ethical implications of Christian
belief surfaced in parallel with the degree to which that belief was challenged by the National
Socialist heresy, Barth found his theological stand requiring increasingly 'political’ articulation
over against that heresy. Having already tried the tactical, narrowly political approach of
opposition to the Nazi party in his involvement with the secular Social Democrat party, Barth
prophetically recognised that the issue at stake with the rise of National Socialism was not the
existence of a dictatorship, but the struggle for the soul of the German people, and for
Christians and non-Christians everywhere. National Socialism did not primarily represent an
unfortunately bad political abuse, but a statement about the 'reality’ of the world.

In other words, Hitler provided with it an analysis of the malaise of the 'races' of the
world, and also a solution: salvation through human exertion led by and embodied in himself.
Based as it was on presuppositions it considered irrefutable, the National Socialist view of the
world effectively amounted to a Creed or Confession which demanded the allegiance of the
whole person: body (in liesure and work), mind (in perception), and soul (in belief- especially
in unbounded trust in the Fihrer regardless of his seemingly contradictory actions and
policies).” Because of its absolute nature, National Socialism could not be merely tempered by
the co-existence of its critical opposite.

Since 'heresy’ is a serious (and today unpopular) charge, its meaning in this context
needs explanation. 'Heresy' by definition meant that National Socialist ideology was not simply
an alternate interpretation of some tertiary, or persistently ambiguous Christian belief- even in
its 'German Christian' form. Therefore, it could not be accomodated in a spirit of charity, or
tolerance- nor could it be resisted on a merely pragmatic level. 'Heresy' was not a designation
in a mere battle of religious preference. By definition, it described a belief that bears fruit
deadly to the human soul, and therefore mind and body. Since its physical and intellectual
reality are products of its spiritual nature, resistance begins at the spiritual core- the place
where fundamental beliefs regarding God, humanity, and human capabilities, malaise and
salvation are confessed. Because of the aspect of salvation, the confessional core is also a

"The absolute, body-mind-soul demand of National Socialism is historically indisputable. A bricf glance at the Primer is
sufficient evidence. In the Primer, the concept of racial ‘difference’ was developed in terms of all three- the main point being that
msnolmoughtobemal!vnmﬂarontheouwdc People can appear similar in body. The young Nazi should not be fooled.
however. but must look into the mind, and even the sou! of the whose race he/she is trying Lo ascertain. The primary
cxampiewsofeomse,GemanJews.mm of whom appear in body and mind. Yet. a simple glance at their belief
shows that they are not German: (mainly, their beliefs exclude the ‘truth’ of the supremacy of some races over others). Moreover,
a look at the soul of some Germans showss that they are not truly Nordic, but somehow corrupted. Their belief in the egalitarian
love of God which they see also required of men, shows the deformity of their souls in relation to the souls of true Germans.
Throughout. the young Nazi is admonished. encouraged, and emotionally and psychologically by the language of the
document into striving for German purity- body, mind and soul. The si ofmmslus’blpusm mumm)mmeNmpm
through the rite of repetition of a creed which provides a standard of values (of ethical nghtand\\roug') Among things,
the articles of this confession state: “The is always right. Never violate discip Fom
danmdsvmcompletcsmendertothccause. Whate\u'suvslhcmmofthcmo\emem. gh'it Germany andthc
German people, is right "( p.xxiv)
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statement of hope. By definition, 'heresy’ offers a false hope. Toleration of false hope for life
means being an accomplice to the crime of delusion, leading to death.

Since the confessional core Aas an intellectual and physical embodiment, resistance
begun at the core cannot stop in compromise at either of those two levels. In 1933, Barth
recognised that one could not reject the Nazi confessional core, and yet adopt even a modified
version of its intellectual framework, or accommodate its physical reality. Barth's reaction in
1933 cannot be described as apolitical. Nor can his increasingly vehement rejection of Hitler's
government and aims be interpreted as a gradual politicization of an 'apolitical’ and
'fundamentalist” doctrinal orientation. Barth saw the issue from 1933 as both one of the
'fundamentals’ of belief and hope, and their political embodiment.

Nevertheless, Barth did not begin in 1933 to advocate a military opposition to Hitler,
because the situation of Hitler's control was not that extreme. He still held power more by
manipulation of fear, and persuasion to faith in himself, than he did by brute force. Thus,
Barth's immediate concern with theology reflects the assessment that the National Socialist
heresy which was physically dangerous to Germany and Europe could not be removed by
tearing at its still tender (though ugly) shoots and leaves, but only by approaching it at its
monstrous root.™

In 1933, Barth articulated what he clearly saw as the issue- the deadly Nazi faith and
hope- in terms of the church's freedom to speak of the expectant reality unique to her. While
encouraging his students to "keep on working as normally as possible” in the months following
Hitler's election, Barth himself helped the church to carry on her work in the midst of change
by maintaining "the biblical gospel” specifically "in the face of the new regime and the
ideology which had now become predominant."”

A few days after the Reichstag was bumnt (February 27), providing the Nazi government
with a reason for issuing an emergency measures decree, Barth delivered a lecture (March 10,
and 12) entitled "The First Commandment as a Theological Axiom", in which he publically
addressed the situation directly. In the lecture he defined the situation the church faced as one
in which she was in danger of replacing God with other gods by thinking in terms of 'God and ',

’*rwwa'm@smumfmmmmmm-mmmmm (self-stvled 'open-minded’) Christian
and secular political discourse as a label for groups from all religions whose clearly articulated belicfs. and ethical integrity is
disagreed with, and hence meant (0 be represented as odiously unenlightened due 1o critical engagement with prevalent, under-
oned categories of ‘correct’ and 'incorrect’- as rigidly defined and absolutised by the (iromcally) 'open-minded’ mainstream.
'Fundamental’ in the second sense (below) refers to the etymological meaning of the word. as descriptive of that which has 1o do
m:ﬁtimembmmhtlﬁsmmthprsuppomﬁonsuponwhichnﬂotherconcepﬁons.percepﬁons.undpmcriptionsm

ﬁrs;mmedofdtchtnhiulheﬂrdiﬁw:inminumz'mhldﬁatomdinamphd_vnewmmw
and practice the truth that God stands sbove all gods, and that the church in Folk and socicty has, under all circumstances, and
cven against the state, her own task, proclamation, and order, determined for her in Holy Scriptures. ite the fact that even
today many...will not see and admit it, there could have been no other outcome than that this truth of the of the church,
despite the claims of National Socialism, should come Lo signify- not only a ‘religious’ decision. not only a decision of church
policy. but aiso and ipso facto a political decision.... Behind this heresy. which [ saw penctmung:no the church, there stood from
the very beginning the one who soon out as the far more dangerous adversary. the one hailed at the beginning- and not
%astbymmy Chnistians- as deliverer and saviour: Hitler. himself the personification of National Socialism.” HCM, pp. 46/7.
Busch, p.224. Lecture delivered in Copenhagen and Aarhus, Denmark.
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by connecting God's revelation with prevalent human 'authorities' (hermeneutically
authoritative existential concepts) like 'order’, 'existence’, 'state’' and 'people’.™

In early June, (right after von Bodelschwingh had been elected Reichsbishop) Barth
arranged a working group on a Reformed confessional articulation: the Fourteen Dusseldorf
Theses'. Strategically drawing on the resource of Reformed history, the first thesis rejected
leadership conceived of in terms of ‘God and', by exactly restating the first Berne thesis of
1528: "The holy Christian Church, whose sole head is Christ, is born of the Word of God,
keeps to it and does not hearken to the voice of a stranger {contextually, 'stranger’ should read
'Fiihrer and or Reichsbishop']."™

If von Bodelschwingh's election was a serious matter, the circumstances of his
resignation were an even more serious sign of the danger the church (all denominations) was
in. In a climate where the language of the demands of ‘existence' and the present hour’
proliferated, Barth named the present theological crisis one of existence. The day after von
Bodelschwingh resigned (June 25), Barth sat down and wrote his well-known trumpet call: the
pamphlet saliently titled Theologische Existenz Heute' (Theological Existence Today!'- TEH!).*®

In it Barth said that the main question facing the church at ¢his time, was the question of
learning 'what must be spoken at «// imes". the Word of God. Over against the temptation to
try and face dangers by drawing on 'other sources'’; by seeking God in places other than
Scripture, the church must see that the Word of God (Jesus Christ, testified to in the New and
Old Testament) is the only thing she can lean on in need. When theological professors
abandon their job of attending to the Word through zeal for another cause (no matter how
ethically justified, German nationalism was justified by 'righteous indignation' in the face of
perceived injustice to and victimisation of Germans), they exchange their ‘rights as first-born
for a mess of pottage'*

" For example, the question of church reform is very real. In the face of it, one is tempted
to applaud the reforming activities that have been going on (re-structuring and adding of

tbut- a message Barth reiterated in a lecture Nov. 6, 1933, (p23[)

Tibid.. p.225.; also Cochrane, p.97. An important word must be said to clear up any mis-understanding eummngtheofﬁecof
chchblshop 'Blshop wlnlem table office in the Lutheran Church. was not acceptable totthefonned hurch. Thus. an
enforced 'ccumenism’ which subj the Reformed Church to the spiritual direction of a bishop (and the office described by the
GctmmChnsuanswasoneofdocmnnlmd oral authority). was a serious invasion of her ecclesiastical structure- and this
only al the surface level. Anhe such invasion was a rejection of the | reasons that the Reformed church
ha&de\elopedforwdsm amealstmcture‘namel\ that over against the Catholic Church. she did not believe that

be vested with this type of authority. Fammmaﬂﬁlm,meulhamoﬂ'mofb&npm
notspmtuall\( Ipastaall\)amhonmmcenher Bmadmnmsu'amc the German Christian creation of a supreme.
Fiihrer-type bishop was also an ecc ‘mmsmononmel.mhumcm However. because of

famd:am\wuhthecomeptof'buhop Lulhcransuerenot as suspicious of the idea of a Reich bishop. Von
Bodelschwingh's sppeasing of his own consciencc through a a representation of his function to himself as that more of a deacon-
bishop than a bishop-bi lllumuwnhedangcrlMsmepmnlpmmm held. (The German ‘United’ Church was an earlier
anmpuoumlad and Lutheran Churches. Regardin Fthebnmqmm , it was mixed- but also not very vaciferous.
Since its "unity’ hac[beequh:cvedlﬂ through a sacnifice of sul theological reflection to ecclesiastical politics.
substantial theological discussion to be dealt with by a retum to the traditions of its constitutive clements (which was not

v desirable, since it threatened ‘umnity”).

p-226.: Cochrane, p.102.- sources say Barth wrote the day of- June 24th. Barth himself said ‘eve of June 25'
‘llhre&,bgzcag. I%rmmce Taagzy trans. R B. Hoyle, (London: Hodder and Stoughton. 1933) p. 17)
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bishops). Yet, this reform that is happening has nothing to do with the substance of the church.
It does not come out of reflection on and recognition of the demands of the Word. Instead, the
church has allowed a political agenda to become her theological standard. That the German
Christians make use of the National Socialist use of force only further indicates the
dubiousness of their authority springing from the Word and theology.®

Specifically, her adoption of the Fiihrer principle has not come out of careful
theological reflection on the Bible. Before 1933, no-one recognised this ‘pressing need' to have
'one spiritual, authoritative leader'. Now suddenly- in light of the concrete form of Hitler-
obedience to the principle has become urgently necessary. This sort of compromise deprives
the church of her very theological existence.

Theological existence will only be possible if she becomes sober again, and recognises
that she has a leader: Jesus Christ.® "The Evangelical Church ought rather to elect to be
thinned down till it be a tiny group and go into the catacombs than make a compact, even
covertly, with this doctrine™: that it is the church's role to support the National Socialist
government; that it is her missionary task to accomodate herself to the language of the people,
to create a broad way on which they can find their way into the church; that she must help the
people fulfill a calling different from the calling ‘from and to Christ’; that the church must
preach under, as well as in the Third Reich; that the church must widen her Confession to
include the aims of the people, as a 'weapon' to help them; and that fellowship is determined by
biood."

Theological existence depends on a clear 'No' to this doctrine, and therefore also to all
similar doctrine over the centuries which underpins it, and gives it a precedent. A clear No'
will mean disobedience to the "doctrines, pronouncements, and measures of the German
Christian Reichs-Bishop and his prebendaries"* on the basis that they are contrary to the
Gospel even if "the final consequences will have to be paid”. (ital.mine)” Opposition on the
basis of the Gospel, not political tactics, is the only way to true freedom, regardless of the
consequences.

Since this freedom has to do with the allegiance of the church to her 'Fiihrer Jesus
Christ, it is not maintained through political and strategic alliances to the right and left with
those who do not recognise her Master. [t is not when the church twists herself into some other
shape, but when she concerns herself with what she is that she really serves God and her
people. To concemn herself with what she is, means to proclaim ‘the Word of God': the message
of "forgiveness of sins, resurrection of the body, and life everlasting”*- or salvation.

Siso sce ibid., pp. 54, 62-5.
“i%& p%(l)%-so.
ibid., p.50.
:E%:pps.;&ﬂ. Barth's own list is an item or two longer, and he ‘finishes’ it with a dotted line indicating that the list goes on.
p.67.
Fibid.
ibid., p.84.



By being the place where salvation is proclaimed, the church and theology are a
'frontier’ or 'boundary’ to the State. By being willing to unite in the proclamation of the Word
which 'abides forever', they remind the State- "even this "Total State"® of its limits. Thus, they
remind people of where their salvation is, serving them by making it possible for them to
recognise it through making it clear- not through obscuring it by ‘translating’ it into the terms
they insist on hearing.”

While the church's primary need is an exclusive spiritual ‘centre of resistance’, that
resistance is not 'just spiritual’. Spiritual resistance is the ground of real resistance- but it is the
ground. The repetition and affirmation of the church's own Creed is by word and deed ™

Barth sent a copy of TEH' to Hitler on July 1, explaining that it was a recommendation
to German pastors that they reflect on their position and work in light of the recent events in
church politics.” After the pamphlet was written, Barth continued a monthly journal (here
TET) under the same name, as a means of continuing to encourage the body of the church
broader than his immediate contacts in her ‘proper tasks', and drawing other contributors into
that activity. The original pamphlet, TEH', was banned July 28, 1934, after 37,000 copies had
been sold, and after it had already contributed to inspiring a significant movement of resistance
in the church to Hitler's spiritual and ecclesiastical encroachment.”

" On the eve of the general elections for the new Reich Church (July 23, 1933), Barth
declared at a meeting that for the sake of the Gospel, one could not vote for either of the lists
presented.* Observing that the church does not know any more what the freedom of the
Gospel is, because she does not know what it is to have a Lord, Barth proposed a third list and
encouraged people to vote for it, 'as a statement of faith'.* On the day Miiller was elected
Reichshishop (September 27), Barth wrote that collaboration with such a regime signified
fundamental adherence to its supporting heresy, and to the 'usurpation’ that was now
consummated- although this stance did not imply a rejection of the church institution itself >

"’ibid.

lbld. pp.72-7. 80.5.

*ibid.. pp.76-8.
Busch. p. 227.
Parker. Karl Barth, (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing. 1970) p.90. in October 1933. Pastor Marun Nieméller
draﬂedlhelcmsofa'?&ofsﬁmum[mgm‘ (PEL) which was 10 be an association of pastors who were ready to stay true

their calling to be bound only to Scripture and the Reformation Confessions in their preaching. over against the demands of the

GamanChnsumtht preach Nazism. mmdmmhnhdawofmmualsw Thew Wmof
pastors who wanted to join oﬁmbeenatleastpml\ attributed to the challenge of 7TEH". idea is that Barth

serious reflection around when the right moment came. numbers of reflective pastors were ready (o

by Nieméller.: mdmgtoCochmxz.ﬂ 106-8., Nieméller started the PEL on embcr’l 1.300 signed-up
7.036 by January 15, 1934. (after Miiller's clection, the Sports Palace Scandal, mcaqlsomlon chmchvmnhmtoﬂiller
Youth). TheprotmwhchMﬁﬂcrfoundsomcxpmedaﬁatheSpmsPalm was argel\ co-ordinated by leaders of the

PEL. and included a visit of Nieméller to Miller, mdthedemmmaftbcchmchgovermt some 30,000 pulpits,

coupled with an emphatic recognition of "Holy Scripture of the Old and New Testament as the only stnndardandmleo our faith
andhfe" (Cochrane, p.113.) At the Ulm Conference (April, 1934), the (truly ecumenical) PEL became
knm\nasthe ConfmgChurch

"’llmL 8mwmpp3lll
%of significance also is the fact that three weeks carlier (Sept. 6). the Reich Church government had officially adopted the 'Aryan
which excluded Jews from service in the church.




Shortly afterwards, Barth did reject an offer that had been made to him to sit on a theological
committee for the development of an 'ecumenical’ theology for the Reich Church.”

Barth later (October 22) explained this stance of critical participation in the German
Evangelical Church, structured as it was according to the political vision of the Reich, by
saying on the one hand that the position the church was in was a "public emergency™ and
should be treated as such. "Co-operation with this Church government, even if it may
occasionally seem a practical advantage, implies fundamental recognition of the heresy that has
infiltrated and of the usurpation that has taken place." If the Church is to be healed, "neither
must be recognised”.

On the other hand, quoting Isaiah 23:16 ("He that believeth shall not run away."), Barth
expressed his conviction that co-operation with the Church institution in the area of theological
and pastoral work was not only advisable, but a duty.'”

Barth expanded on these points in the forward to the volume of TET sub-titied "Luther
Celebrations" published four days (November 19) after Krause's famous speech in celebration
of Luther's German-ness. He pointed out that the protest against Krause's speech was
insufficiently grounded- if it had been theologically perspicacious, protestors would not have
behaved as though Krause's speech was a surprise. Directing their protest aimost solely to
Krause's extremism, they seemed to ignore the fact that the false teaching of the German
Christians was a mere example of a much broader trend of teaching widely acceptable in the
church that needed to be questioned comprehensively.'®

[n their joy over Miiller's immediate suspension of both Krause and the 'Aryan
paragraph’, they separated the symptom from the disease and forgot to consider that as long as
the doctrine remained unchallenged, the specific points they found objectionable could be re-
applied. Worse, false compromise with a less clearly objectionable form of the theology
affecting the German Christians might well have even longer lasting consequences for the
church. Moreover, Christians could not oppose the doctrine of the German Christians in their
belief-choices, and yet accommodate them ecclesio-politically.'™

In their enthusiasm, those who protested Krause were in danger of missing the point:
that the clarity of the heresy which had been embraced by the church implied an offer to “arise
and turn round in her spiritual centre: from the ideologies to the simple, hard, glad truth of

omu, p.33.; Parker, .9L.; Busch, p.229.
g E)TI:‘T 'c:ti { 33 tostied X "Reformation as Decision”, p. 3-, in Barth. The German Church Conflict (GCC),
Londom utterworth Press, P.

ibid., pp.18/9.
““GCC pp 1s-20 asBanhpumml942 t is a monumental dis to all Protestantism that the monster of National
0 hlm the Reformation.” ( Church and the War, p.15. (CW)
! AsBmh n."Evau cent political victory in the Church by the opposition would be of no avail if the
opposmondldmdn dlenwdtoukcholdoﬂhem:ofﬂtm in our Church, which bas only broken out
myutham—Chunns,hutwhmhmtedhcfuethemmdnumwmﬁnedmm _if all is not to have been in vain,
our opposition must rather go further and be fundamentally directed against the ecclesiastical and theological sysiem of neo-
protestantism in general."GCC, pp.20-1.



which she was bomn....to the salvation of the German people..."'® Such a turnaround, Barth
went on to encourage his readers, did not need masses of people, even if a few accepted the
offer by preaching and teaching the Word of God, the church would be holy again.

Also included in the same volume of TET was a concise, six-point summary of the true
nature of the church struggle, as Barth saw it," and seven ‘countertheses’ written in opposition
to a set of German Christian statements known as the 'Rengsdorf Theses'.'® The seventh thesis
with Barth's response is particularly important with regards to the relationship between State
and Church. Drawing a line between temporal and eternal matters, the Rengsdorf theology
proposed a temporal obedience to the State which was independent of the church's eternal,
Word-directed obedience. In response, Barth flatly rejected the idea that the church should
have any temporal code of conduct which was separate from the Word. In temporal as much as
eternal matters, the church's one obedience was to the living Word.'*

In the conclusion of his response to the "Rengsdorf Theses", Barth called the
document's so-called ‘theology’ a philosophical 'gnosis’ which manipulates Christian concepts
but disregards their substance (articulated in the first three articles of the Creed);, and which
makes itself authoritative through usurpation. Therefore, it is not "to be discussed but to be
entirely rejected and opposed just for the sake of Christian love".'””

"Sibid., p.22.
' Barth also submitted thesc points to a meeting of the Pastors' Emergency Nov. 15. (Cochrane, p.199.) :TET. v 4,
pp-20/1. in GCC. pp.16/7. These points are extremeh important (esp. pownt 3) for an unambiguous understanding of Barth's
analysis of the con , situation in Germany. They are: 1) Our protest is directed against the teaching of the German-
Christians. represented by the government of the German Church. because it is faise doctrine and has become the prevailing
teaching in the Church through usurpation. 2) Because the doctrine and attitude of the German-Christians is nothing but a
particularly vigorous result of the entire neo-ghrotmam development since 1700. our protest is directed against a spreading and
cxisient corruption of the whole evangelical Church. 3) Our against the falsc doctrine of the German-Christians cannot
begin only at the 'Aryan paragraph’, at the rejection of the Old Testament. at the Ananism of the German-Christian Christology.
at the naturalism and Pelagianism of the German-Christian doctrines of justification and sanctification. at the idolizing of the
state in German-Christian ethics. It must be directed fundamentally against the fact (which is the source of all individual errors)
that. beside the Holy Scriptures as the unique source of revelation. the German-Christians affirm the German nationhood. its
mother G 4) Ot Dl st 1 ourpation of e ot Cheslans anmol begi oy wih e e of tpetmons
k . protest against the usurpation o istians cannol v wi cause of suspensions
and similar isolated interferences by the German-Christian governments. it must deny the legality of these Church governments
as such in view of the events of June 24 [Jager's appointment, von Bodelschwingh's resignation and Miiller's march into office
with the S.A.|. and July 23 [new church elections], of the setting-up and also of the resolutions of the svnods in August and
Scptember. 5) Our protest must, in cach single action, keep the nature and the extent of the Church's sickness in mind. It can,
whether on individual points or as a whole. only be raised meaningfully, seriousty and forcibly when we are clear and united about
the nature and extem of this sickness and when, therefore, we wish to {ight it in its nawure and as a whole. 6) Whoever is of
"another opinion’ in any one of these five points himself belongs o the an-Christians and should not be permitted to distrub
a scrious opposition by the Church any Iou?'
“the R#f’l’hess were published in Evangelium im dritten Reich, n0.45.- soe Cochrane, pp119-23. for reference. and the
theses, with Barth's responsc, m full.

ibid., p.122.; also in a letter to Rudoif Bultmann. Feb. 27, 1934, Barth asked "Is National Socialism problematical only the
moment 1t manifestly becomes a ‘political religon’. and not already in principie as a ‘political order'™ (Barth-Bulimann Lenters.
P-73) He went on to say that he had vet (o face the problem personally. but that he still could not accept the distinction in
Pal;,mcrple between ‘political religion’ and 'political order’. )

_ Cochrane, p.122.. also Comu, pp.36/7.: On this basis. Barth openly spoke against Emil Brunner's theology (in his pamphlet
simply titled "Nein”, written ':uluu after the Barmen Synod in the summer of 1934). which he had been suspicious of since the 20's
(mention in the text above). He felt it unwisely separated the dog from the bite. Even though it rejected the latter, it
compromised with the former, which left its adherents naively defenseless with regard to both. (see Barth's in back of
Brunner, Natural Theology, Peter Fraenkel trans.: p.68/9 "The real danger seems (o me to li¢ in a future attitude of the Church
and of theology which is mformed by the spirit of many on both sides to-day who are undecided and ready for compromise, and
which might stand at the end of all that we are now gomg through. such an end would mean that we would continue comfortably
or cven busily along the very road which has led us to the present catastrophe and upon which we might meet even greater
catastrophes in furture....a breath of fresh air must now make an end to the compromises by which we have now lived for so long
and from which we had almost died ... The reason why [ must resist Brunner so decidedly is that [ am thinking of the future
theology of compromise...") As Barth also expressed in a letter to Bultmann (July 10, 1933, Barth-Bultmann Letters, p.76.).
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A month later (December 11)'*, Barth was encouraged by the phenomenal growth of
the protest movement in the church (above mentioned Pastors' Emergency League), but
cautioned that over-concern with the German Christians obscured the sober and humbling
reality that their heresy arose in our ‘bosom', and that the church's future would likely be worse
than what had happened so far. Rather than spending all her energy pointing fingers, the
church should be ashamed, both of the heresy that has found nourishment in her, and of the
lack of unity opposition to that heresy made lamentably necessary. For Barth, although

_Aryanism was without a doubt to be rejected, the deeper lesson of Krause was that we
ourselves must be 'converted' from the errors that led to its acceptance, and make a new
theological start.

Hand-in-hand with his protests, Barth was himself 'practicing what he preached’ through
the positive and necessary, countervailing activity of theological work. In 1933, Barth
continued work on his Church Dogmatics (CD 1.2, significantly includes ch.2,pt.2: The
Revelation of God': 'The Incarnation of the Word; ch.3,sct.20: 'Holy Scripture”: 'Authority in the
Church’; ch.4,sct.22 (sub-sct.3), 'The Proclamation of the Church': Mission of the Church':
'‘Dogmatics as Ethics'); preached a sermon (December 10) emphasizing the Jewishness of
Jesus'®; and published a commentary on 1 Corinthians.

Titled The Resurrection of the Dead, Barth noted in this commentary that Paul opposed
early gnosticism with the statement that he "resolved to know nothing while I was with you
except Jesus Christ". Barth's emphasis was that, against gnosticisms, the significance of the
incarnation of Christ is expressed in the biblical hope of the 'resurrection of the dead’, known
only in Christ. In light of knowledge of the Incarnation (Jesus Christ), the meaning of the
'resurrection of the dead’ is that human temporal life (read, ‘activity') is placed under the "last
word', or decisive authority, of God.'* '

Through the following year (1934), the double trend of Barth's discipleship of Christ
(political and theological protest and affirmation) led him into deeper engagement with
Germany's circumstances. The two most significant events for Barth in this year were his
drafting of the "Barmen Declaration”, and his refusal to take the Nazi oath.

those who worked positively with Natural in that context could become German Christians- indeed. Barth found that
most of them did. (Earlier in the same vear Barth had fallen out with his friend Friedrich Gogarten because Gogarten's own
tendencies toward Natural Theology had finally resulted in his wholesale adoption of the German Christian theology. (Busch,

.229))
i""1'&'1', v.5, subtitled "The Church of Jesus Christ”., ibid, pp.22-5.
- Busch, pp.234/S. :
! ;TSIeIRaumB ction of the Dead. trans. H_J. Stanning (New York: Fleming H_ Revell Company, 1933) sce esp. foreword and
pp.95-123.
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Th n laration

On the same day (January 4, 1934) that Bishop Miller re-instated the 'Aryan paragraph’
and decreed a 'Muzzling Order', which forbade pastors to speak about any matter related to the
church controversy on pain of suspension, a Free Synod of Reformed Churches meeting in
Barmen adopted a "Declaration on the Right Understanding of the Reformation Confessions in
the German Evangelical Church Today”. The General Assembly of the Reformed Alliance for
Germany also adopted it the following day.

Although drawn up by one man (Barth), the "Declaration” was the beginning of a
church confession: church because its collective adoption (over 320 leaders representing more
than 167 congregations) meant that what had formerly been more strictly Barth's own opinion
was now broadly acknowledged to represent the church; confession because it was a
contextually-embedded, direct response to a specific heresy. Briefly, it stated that the real
problem at hand was not how to get rid of the German Christians, but what to do in order to
form a united front against the century-old error they proclaimed: the belief that humanity has a
legitimate authority (equal to or above God's revelation) over the church's message. '

As has been discussed, in the German Christian case specifically, this erroneous
stripping away of the complete authority of God regarding the content of the church's message
opened the door to a hermeneutical methodology which subordinated Christian belief to
Germanism, producing an indigenous (German), syncretistic 'Kairos' theology.'* Once the
thought-forms of many in the church had been co-opted in this way, it was a small matter for
them to be persuaded to take the logically consistent, concomitant step: subordination of
church offices and proclamation to the ultimate direction of the National Socialist government
and its propaganda.'**

On January 26, Barth clarified his call for a united front by explaining that, over against
the false ecumenism (false because based on false creed-like presuppositions) of the Reich
Church, a carholic and apostolic church- or true German Evangelical''* Church- must maintain

"''Busch, p.236.; Cornu, pp.39l40.; Cochrane. p.129/33.

'2for Barth's discussion of the meaning of the term "Kairos' in this connection. see his lengthy discussion of E. Hirsch's (then
new) book The Present Spiritual Situation as Mirrored in Philosophy and Theology( in which Hirsch expounds on the 'German
hour’ ). in Barth's (significantly) Easter Day contribution (pp.3-13) to the 9th volume of TET. subtitled "Revelation. Church.
Theology”, in GCC, pp.28-37.

‘UNot insignificantly, Barth's lectures in 1934 were on Luke 1. In them he underscored the identity of Jesus as sole Lord,
Saviour, and Deliverer, as well as the significance of Jesus’ identity thus understood on the real life and action of the individual in
all his/her choices. (lectures published as The Grear Promise)

"*Deutsche Evangelische Kirche' is sometimes rendered ‘German Protestant Church’- mostly by North Americans anxious to
avoid the word ' ical’, because it is unpopular in some influential circles. However, this rendering is less satisfactory than
the more common one ‘German Evangelical Church’. While translating evangelische 'protestant’ is factually cocrect in that the
DEK is not Roman Catholic and is inspired by the Reformation. the word ‘evangelical' holds lavers of meaning not adequately
represented in the word . To assume that the German understanding of 'evangelical’ is/was synonvmous with the word
as it is negatively s| in North America is to miss its significance entirely- and the significance of Barth's work. It is
absolutely crucial to an understanding of the theological crises of the 20® century to retain the term ‘evangelical’. Taken quite
literally. it means 'pertaining to the Gospel', as it is in the Old Testament. and presented in the New. The meaning and
substance of the unique identity of Christianity is wrapped up in its orientation on the biblical ‘Gospel’. The one thing all
Protestant denominations, and the Catholic Church held in common was the Bibie (Oid and New Testaments). Barth's use of
‘evangelical’ indicates his assessment that the crises he faced were crises of the identity of catholic Christianity (‘Protestant’ and
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her important theological differences in the true unity of a common confession of the First
Commandment.'**

This substantial ecumenism, or common front, against the prevalent heretical
usurpation was solidified in the form of a confessional statement almost unanimously adopted
at the TFirst Confessing Synod’ (Synod of members of the inter-denominational ‘Confessing
Church'- formerly, Pastors' Emergency League') also held in Barmen on May 29-31.'* The
statement was actually called a 'theological declaration’ due to Lutheran linguistic scruples,
although in Barth's opinion, it was "in fact...what people in the olden days used to call a
confession, with all the business of accepting and rejecting...".""

The "Declaration" listed its articles in traditional confessional fashion- affirming a
Scriptural reference as a base, stating the meaning of that reference, and rejecting the usurping,
contradictory and heretical meanings. The most important article- the one in whose light all
subsequent articles are developed and understood- was the first which affirmed the lordship of
Christ over against false lords.™

The subsequent articles rejected and affirmed the following: They rejected (2) the false
claim that there are areas of our life in which we belong to lords other than Jesus Christ; (3) the

Catholic) itself. Thus, he calis his theology an ‘evangelical’ theology. Arundem of 'evangelical’ lo’ﬁzotmm reaffirms a
profound division Barth deliberatcly hoped would be overcome. Although (largely Catholic) Natural Theology’, he
dndnotthmkthnnhauheolo property dcﬁnedthcrulsubstanceofllw(?atho ic Church- jmnsuspmcnccmthel’rotmam
Chwchwasnotmteg:ltocﬁmlmndenm\ there cither. Rather. because it was destructive in both places (obscuring the
Gospel- ie. message of God's j jusnce, grace, forgmng love and therefore. absolute claim to allegiance). he worked to call
‘Chnstians’ back to their common ‘essentials’. and make a way for a fundamental unity in the acknowledgement of identity in the
'holy. carholic. and apostolic church.’ Moreover. only ndeeB'ambenuc commonality. such as the Gospel of Jesus Christ. would
make a gracious attitude toward other differences possible. Difference could only be brought together under the ruling umbrcila
of God's grace. slgmﬁcdmthc(}ospelnsit is recounted in Scripture. Barth was clearly inspired by the Reformers. but

recognised that their intention had not been to break away from other Christians initially. He was therefore greatly encouraged by
the possibilities for rapprochement that seemed to offer themselves during Vatican [I.

seethefomard( 4-8) to 7E7. v.7, "God's Will and Our Wishes". in GCC, pp.25-8.

"'®Any lingering doubt as to the link between the heresy in question, and the Statements of the Barmen Declaration is immediatehy

{led by reference to Barth's explanation of these in CD 1. 1. 172-8

usch. p.245. Also, in order to make its contextual meaning c the "Barmen Declaration” prefaced its six articles with the
followmg statements: “We. the representatives of Lutheran. Rcformed.andUmledChmnhes.of svnods, Church assembiies.
andpansh organizations united in the Confessional Svnod of the German Evangelical Church, declare that.... We are bound
together by the confession of the one Lord of the one. holy. catholic, and ic Church. We publicly declare before all
evangelical Churches in Germany that what they hold in common in this Confession is grievously impenled. and with it the unity
of the German Evangelical Church. [t is threatened by the teaching methods and actions of the ruling Church pasty of the
'German Christians'... Thnsdveatcmsmsmlhefacuhatthetheologlcalbms.m\\hlchthchrmanE\an lical Church is
united. has been continually and systematically thwarted and rendered ineflective by almpnncnplm.onﬂnpmoﬂheChmh
administration. .. wemavandmustspeakwuhmc\oncemlhlsmanertoda\ Precisely because we want to be and to remain
fulhﬁ:lmmvméonfmm,wem not keep silent, since we believe that we have been given a common message to uiter
in a time of common need and temptation....In view of the errors of the '‘German Christians’ of the present Reich Church
me“mmsmcmummw breaking up the unity of the German Evangelical Church, we
confess the following evangelical truths:..."(Cochrane. pp.238/9)
USe} * am the way. and llle truth, and the life: no one comes ta the Father. except through me.” (John 14:6) "I tell you the
truth. the man who does not enter the sheep pen by the gate. but cljpps in by some other way. is a thief and a robber....1 am
the gate. whoever enters through me will be saved.” (John 10:1.9)

ImsChnn,shusmdfuusmHolemptme,lslhemeWotdofGodwhchweh:vemhurmdwhwhwc
have to trust and obey m life and in death.

We reject the false doctrine, as the Church could and would have 10 acknowledge as a source of its
proclamation, apart from and besides this one Word of God. still other events and powers. figures and truths. as God's
rcvelum"(Codnne,p239) lbemolw: ofthegrl:mGospelofChnst. to its subordination to other
laws (read, 'necessities’. for example. the of duty to the tate) is further explicated by Barth in the pamphiet he had intended
tgomtllud%le;i;mCmfmhnmldut *Gospel and Law”, published in TET,, 1935. (sec Barth, God. Grace and the

spet. pp. 3~
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church's permission to abandon its message in favour of prevailing ideological/political
convictions or whim; (4) the church's ‘right’ apart from this ministry to give itself or receive
special leaders with ruling powers; (5) the State's 'right’ or ‘obligation’ to become the single and
total order of life, and of the 'necessity’ of the church to become an organ of the State by taking
on its tasks; and (6) any idea that "the Word and work of the Lord" ought to be placed in
service to other "desires, purposes and plans™®.

They affirmed that (2) God's forgiveness, justification and sanctification constitutes a
claim on our whole life (1 Cor. 1:30)'®; (3) that as the 'Church of abandoned sinners', the
church lives solely from this one message which she testifies to in faith, obedience, message
and order- she abandons this message under no circumstances (Eph. 4:15/6)'*'; (4) that the
offices of the church are not a hierarchy of dominion- ministry is exercised by the whole
congregation (Matt. 20:25/6)'Z; (5) that the State provides for justice and peace by exercise of
force, according to human ability/judgement, and that while being grateful for and respecting
the State's role, the church calls rulers and ruled to responsibility of the Kingdom of God (to
God's commands and righteousness)- and trusts and obeys only the Word "by which God
upholds all things"'> (1 Peter 2:17)'*; and (6) that the church's very freedom consists in her
commission to deliver the message of God's free grace to all people on behalf of Christ, in
sermon and sacrament (Matt. 28:20, [I Tim. 2:9)'=.

Only through a profound mis-reading of the context of the "Barmen Declaration" can
one possibly conclude that it was 'narrow’, 'exclusionary’ or apolitically dogmatic. In being
'narrowed’ down so strictly to the bare (biblical) essentials of Christian faith, the "Declaration”
could be affirmed by the broadest spectrum of Christians'*- thus overcoming Hitler's 'divide-
and_-conquer’ strategy (ironic in face of the Reich Church claim) for the first time- even if
imperfectly.

In‘excluding’ all dogmas but the Christian one, the "Declaration” gave Christians a
solid base from which to act in confidence, on behalf of all people- thus resisting the Nazi

9Cachrane, p.242.
;”;’Itls b::mol‘[-hmthuyoummChmtJm who has become for us wisdom from God- that is. our righteousness,
oliness and redemption.”
Ri"instead. spahnﬁthemuhmlove we will in ali tlnngsgrowupmtohlm“hmstheﬂedd.thatls Christ. From him the whole
Jomedmdhc together by every supporting ligamen and builds itself up in love. as each part does its work.”
and said, "You know lhatlhc ers of the Gentiles lord it over them. and their high officials
%ameauhuat_vovc Not so with vou. Instead, whoever wants to become great among vou must be vour servant.”

4 Show proper to everyone: Love the brotherhood of believers, fear God, honour the
‘”mmmmmaommum memmthenmoflthuhenndol’lheSonandomcHolv
Spmt.and g them 10 obey evemhmglhavecommanded\om And surely [ will be with you always. to the very end of the
ge(. mcﬁs&ﬁmmwmm their political agenda and theology. the fc
cswpt separate ormer

(glmodlﬁdvumuoflllelluu‘) TheCnnfasmomedldnnuwlnﬂheellmCm were

or the Lutheran and Reformed church. !twsm:meldingofdtﬂ&entConfemom,orarq)lm twasan
mhmcwmwmchupheldthedlﬁ'mofmewherm(snu\m important to each denomination), by focusin
oumdﬁnherh%lmngﬂc onc substantial thing they implicitiy held in common: the Lordship of the Saviour Jesus Christ.
implication of the thesis was also a novel formuiation for both the Lutheran and Reformed tradition- although it was not
inconsistant with the basic tenets of both concerning the primacy of the Word. (see also Cochrane, p.187-91)
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‘watering-down'’ strategy.'” In resolutely opposing the Christian dogma to Hitler's, members of
the '‘Confessing Church’ marked themselves out for easier identification as political obstacles to
the 'religiously neutral' State. Nazi persecution'” of the Confessing Church and its pastors is
perhaps the most forceful refutation of the idea that the "Barmen Declaration” might have been
‘apolitical'.

In terms of the demands of the political and social context at the time, the "Barmen
Declaration” signified a movement against the prevalent 'necessities' and popular language and
philosophy of life, in order that s4e truly pressing issue might be addressed. As can be seen
from the content of the "Document”, it did not try to merely restate orthodox Creeds, but rather
to say them anew. For the church, the "Declaration” was not a matter of affirmation of a static
past, nor of obedience to the dictates of the present 'hour’, but of meaningful (contextually
responsive) confession of her one, eternal and living Lord in the present.

In terms of Barth's overall reaction to the Nationa! Socialists, the related contents of
articles I (the supremacy of Christ alone), and 5 (the resultant implications for the roles, limits
and relation of Church and State) is a paradigmatic shorthand. The most immediate cost to
Barth of articles 1 and 5 was his repatriation to Switzerland. Barth did not pay this cost
because he wrote the "Declaration”. Rather, he had written it because he believed it, with its
implications. Because he had written it, he took the ethical meaning of its dogma seriously: he
refused, as a servant of the church and follower of Christ, to serve the nation (synonymous then
in Germany with State) by taking an oath that he felt amounted to a pledge of allegiance to the
person of Hitler as Lord, unless modified.'”

'*7As Barth later (1954) said: At that time we were concerned with fixing certain Christian truths in connection with a definite
andnmm:aqﬂqn:nlmmu&nmfouﬂ&e&mgeﬁcdchwchamdu:ycubmhﬁm%mud
attack the assimilation and alienation threatened by the German Christians. The church had to be strengthened by a
reconsideration of its pvmosmm and summoned to join battle boldly and confidently.... What we wanted in Barmen was to
gather together the scattered Christian spirits (Lutheran. Reformed. United, positive. liberal. pictistic). The aim was neither
unification nor uniformity, but consolidation for united attacks...and march. No differences in history or tradition were (o be
glossed over. but we were kept together by ‘the confession of the one Lord of the one holy. catholic. and apostolic church'... This
was the one and only centre around which we were gathered together... At that Lime we were asked too...precisely not only whar
but who was the real ruler of the world and of the church... whom we should hear, whom we would trust and whom we would
obey..."(in "Barmen- Then and Now” in Kirche und Mann, noted by Busch, p.247.)

***In the first three months of 1934, over 200 pastors were subjected to disciplinary measures such as suspensions and dismissals
for speaking in the pulpit about the church conflict. Nieméller sent a protest to Miiller. which was ignored. Thus, the movement
toward Svnods became necessary. The ‘Confessing Church' acquired its identity as pastors came for mutual support
made necessary under the hanherg:ondmg:s.(_Cocgmm. pp.132/3.) Afer 1934, Nazi intolerance of church dissent increased
openly: as is well known, Confessing seminaries were shut, pastors were forbidden financial support from their congregations,
and many were arrested and sent to concentration 2

! HCM(I93B).P»47:'Behmdthishamy.mlsawpmaﬁngmmechmmm&omdnm- inning the
one who soon stepped out as the far more dangerous adversary, the one hailed at the beginning- and not lcast by many Christans-
as deliverer and saviour: Hitler, himseif the personification of National Socialism. The church-theological conflict contained
within itself the political conflict. and it was no fortuitous happening that it revealed itself more and more as a political conflict.
Because [ could not hide this fact from myslef and others, because I could not very well begin my lectures in Bonn with the
salutation of Hitler, and because [ could not very well swear an unconditional oath of allegiance (o the Fihrer, as | should have to
do as the holder of a state office, ! lost my position in the service of this state and was forced to quit Germany.”
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.

Into the War: Other Writi

Immediately after President Hindenburg had died (August 2), Hitler combined the
offices of President and Chancellor in himself, and decreed that all civil servants should take
the following oath of loyalty:'* "I swear that I will be loyal and obedient to the leader of the
German Empire and people, Adolph Hitler, and keep the laws, and conscientiously discharge
the duties of my office, so help me God.™™* Since Barth's professorship was an office of civil
service, he was required to take the oath. He applied to be allowed to take it with the proviso
"so far as I can do so responsibly as an evangelical Christian™* . Not only was his application
refused, but Barth was also suspended from teaching on November 26 for "his behaviour in
office[with which] he has shown himself unworthy of the recognition, the respect and the trust
which his calling requires.”'* His lectures were taken over by an approved substitute.

The next day Barth submitted an objection to the court in Bonn for being suspended
without being given the opportunity to reply and without hearing the charges, and for the
misleading press announcements that he had refused to take the oath tout court.™
Nevertheless, he was found guilty on December 20 of having an 'incorrect’ attitude to the
National Socialist State, evidenced in the thought behind his requested proviso."* Although
promply dismissed, Barth requested an appeal in early February, 1935, which he lodged with
the Prussian Supreme Court in Berlin on March 14. Prevented from teaching, he preached and
lectured at conferences and in Holland once a week' until he was served with a total ban on
speaking in March as well.

Towards the end of May, Barth returned to Switzerland to wait for the result of his
appeal. On June 14, the dismissal was repealed and Barth was fined for refusing to give the
Hitler salute. Eight days later (June 22), the Minister of Cultural Affairs personally dismissed
Barth again on different grounds having to do with the 1933 Law for the Reorganisation of the
Civil Service'. Barth was immediately offered a chair at the University of Basle, on the
condition that he serve in the Swiss army. Barth accepted and took up his post at Basle June
24" He never returned to Germany to live.

' “Busch, p.255.
:;%aigh-ﬂpul:mann. p.78, letter 27 Nov. 1934,

I
13Busch, p.256.
::_sg_eiBmg's é#lm statement of Nov. 27. 1934. in Barth-Bultmann. p.134.

ibid. pp. g
1%Barth's lectures in Holland were the basis of his 1935 book on the Apostles’ Creed. Credo. (Busch. p.260); The significance of
Credo was that it was an uncompromising discussion of the nature of confession. and of the obligation of the church to confess
one Lord, over all buman, limited lords. Citing | Cor. 8:6 ('Jesus Christ the ane Loed"), Phil. 2:10 (‘every knee shall
bow’), and Matt. 13:38 (‘the ficld is the world'). Barth said that while human lordship is limited. the Lordship of Christ is that of
Creator, and therefore "affects and embraces our existence directly” (p.55). "As Creator of heaven and carth, Christ is Lord of
the whole man and is cither ised as such ornot at all. Again. we cannot. either in despair or in defiance, understand our
natural existence as a whole, the fireld of buman oandla:kofadmlag:inhichmhaVeulbeingsa
sphere in which prevail other laws and orders than in the sphere where we stand as sinners before the God of grace. The )
gmsngs%awbdmm Lorship: as that, it is very much an cthical, ves, a political Lordship."(p.56.)

Busch, pp .
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Barth's willingness to take the oath with a proviso does not signify a willingness to
compromise with Nazi politics. Undoubtedly, he was aware of his responsibility to teach his
students something other than what German Christian professors were handing them.
Moreover, loyalty’ to the German state in itself was not problematic for him, as he felt that
acting for the benefit of one's state was a Christian responsibility. What was a problem was the
seeming interpretive open-ness of the concepts of 'loyalty’, 'obedience’ and 'duty’, which Barth
felt hid a substantially absolutist Nazi interpretation. To many, this particular oath did not
seem absolutist, because words like 'loyalty’, ‘obedience’ and 'duty’ were consistent with widely
accepted understandings of the relationship of Christians to the State.

Barth himself did not have a problem in principle with these concepts. The difficulty
lay in the interpretation of their limits before God. In refusing the oath altogether, Barth would
not have been effectively representing what his opposition to Hitler and his heresy was about: a
struggle for the true good of the German people, and for the State- ie. a struggle of profound
loyalty based on and bound by a primary loyalty to God in Christ, and therefore opposed to the
loyalty’, ‘obedience’ and 'duty’ as defined and required by the state. Rather than being bullied
into complete disengagement with the State (represented by refusal of the oath tour court),
Barth opted for a stance of critical engagement. To refuse the oath entirely in his context
would have resulted in a mis-representation of his own stand (it would have seemed to favour
non-involvement in politics), and an abdication of the responsibility of his office: the teaching
of theology. And yet, the oath as it was had to be opposed unambiguously.'**

Once in Switzerland, Barth continued to support the struggle in Germany against the
heresy which he felt had infected all of Europe, by continuing his theology work. More
practically, he issued yearly statements'* in the Zwingli-Kalendar in which he encouraged
Christians outside Germany to pray for, and practically support the Confessing Church, and in
which he tried to show people outside Germany what he felt the true nature of Nazism was.'

Even though they knew the datum of Hitler's rise to power, the nations outside Germany
seemed blind to the dangerous reality of Nazi rule. The fact that they even held the 1936
Summer Olympics in Berlin symbolizes this remarkable ignorance, in the face of Hitler's open

“**Barth explained:"T have interpreted the oath to represent 100% National Socialism as it intimated itself
Augmunﬁlhedwhof ..the intention and will of the modem State can be plainly recognised thewntdsmd
deeds of rulers.. [|t]|s in Adolf Hi a'\\eha\etodmmhanmdaPopemoncperson.or as onc must undoubtedly put it
with an incamate God..._An oath to Hi tl:mdmgod‘dle (normative interpretation of] the National Socialists
means that the one who swears it commits himself hide and hair. and soul, 10 this one man, above whom there is no
constitution, right, or law, of whom [ must be confident in advance and unconditionaily Mmallummmheknowsnd
\\1usnndwdlachnc\cwhulsbmforﬂ|ewholeof0mn\mdformc and concerning whom the mere assunption that
Mmmamﬂmmwhthbumgadimnmmuwbemgdmnﬂmlovaltyndobedm
I either commit my whole person to him even down to my most secret though! ts.orlF iedge him nothing .. One can accept
onouhmlnptadrnblcobhm But this osth requires of me that which [ can give in anhonlvtoGod.'(S December letter,
B""h"g"wlm" 221530 bacause of the official § press.
m of the o wiss policy of neutrality. even in the
YOGCC, pp.40-76. po
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defiance of the Versailles Treaty (he instituted universal military training in March, 1935, and
marched into the Rhine area March 1936)'*, and open persecution of Jews.'¢

From outside Germany, Barth had the impression that other nations did not see what he
had seen from inside as an unmistakable rise of godlessness- and therefore of profound
devaluation of human beings. Rather, leaders were stunned and beguiled by Hitler. Anxious to
avoid conflict, they grew increasingly accepting of the 'solution’ (national resurgence/ national
self-determination). The broader population was increasingly persuaded by Hitler's analysis of
the 'problem’. Anti-semitism was on the rise all over Europe. Thus, from outside Germany
Barth saw that while he had been so concerned with the church struggle on the inside, Hitler
had already begun to aggress and defeat Europe spiritually and intellectually.'®

As Barth's position in the struggle changed (from a German citizen and teacher inside
Germany), to a Swiss citizen and teacher outside, the form of his struggle for the clear
knowledge of the limits of the human ruler and State under the supreme Lordship of Christ
changed. Since his opposition to Hitler had been based on Hitler'’s claim to be a saviour, and
not, for example, on Barth's rights as a citizen against Hitler's arbitrary rule, that opposition
continued even though he was no longer a citizen in Germany. Inside and outside Germany,
Barth had an obligation as a theologian and teacher in the church to teach the Lordship of
Christ. If he had treated the implications of Chnist's Lordship for Hitler's claims as a matter
concerning only Germans, he would have capitulated to the isolating claims of nationalism, and
denied the connected reality of the church catholic. In lectures Barth frequently emphasised
the need for Swiss Christians to see the German Church struggle as their own.'*

Cut off from direct connection with the Confessing Church in Germany, and direct
action from within, Barth continued to write letters of support to leaders, friends and students
in Germany. Besides support, Barth also expressed criticism for the tendency in the Confessing
Church to give out on the theological issue, attempting to gain ground by winning in

' pachier, p.231L.

'2ibid, p.254, in 1935 the Jewish Laws were passed which effectively instituted public 'apartheid’. The Laws prevented Jews
ﬁ'ummﬁgm-lmmdwciﬁzmsbigﬁfedﬁmmummdop(lewishﬁrstnmnes:reqmredthntall]cws
wear a vellow star and avoid public facilities: and them from performing in public, leaching, and from practicing lsw and

cine.
?f?;fs carly :‘11938, he wrote: "Mmhile thclnu-chr:ﬁuan and lbat;!;ore mﬁ-htm?!Em of National Socialism revealed
itself more and more distinctly. same time its influence over the remainder of Europe alarmingly increased in propostion.
The lies and brutality, as well as the stupidity and fear, grew and have long since grown far bevond the frontiers of Germany.
And docs not understand the danger in which it stands. Why not? Because it does not understand the First
C t. Because it does not see that National Socialism means a conscious, radical, and systematic transgression of this
First Commandment. Because it does not see that this transgression, because it is a sin against God, drages the cormuption of the
nations in its wake. So it came about that despite my desires, | had to ere in my ition to National Socialism, even
mrmmmswmhquwmor true church and the just State....I hope that we will not
wake up too late and too painfully from the sleep in which, in any with many others, Christian circles in the countries of
Wﬁ%ﬁﬁ%b@p“ﬂm’ﬂwl hanged My Mind, (Jobn D. Godsey trans_, Richmond: John
Knox p47A8.
¥Busch, p.274.
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ecclesiastical politics, and for not speaking enough against the Nazi treatment of Jews and
political opponents, and suppression of freedom of the press.'*

As the Confessing Church came under increasing opposition, it was fragmented
considerably and weakened in its resistance. As it retreated, Barth increasingly stressed the
directly political dimension of Christian resistance to National Socialism.' Following through
with this shift of emphasis in his own actions, Barth became chairman of the Basle Committee
of Swiss Aid for exiled German scholars, looked for grants for German students and jobs for
German emigres, hosted non-Aryans in his home, wrote letters abroad asking for Jews to be
recieved there, and as mentioned, served part-time in the Swiss military. '’

[n Switzerland, the general attitude was one of opposition to Barth, and thanks to God
for Switzerland's peace. The rest of Europe did not hear his warning of the seriousness for
Europe of Hitler either, and preferred to broker peace with him. In November 1937, the British
Foreign Secretary, Lord Halifax, assurred Hitler that Britain would not interfere if Germany
went through with its proposal to unite Germans by annexing Austria, and parts of
Czechoslovakia and Poland inhabited by Germans, as long has he promised not to use force
and compel England to fight in Europe again.'*

After Germany annexed Austria on March 11,1938, the British Prime Minister Lord
Chamberlain went to Czechoslovakia to persuade the Czechs to give in to Hitler peacefully.'®
Chamberlain's action summed up world sentiment that Hitler's demand to unite the German
nation was reasonable because of principles of national self-determination, and that if he was
reasonably negotiated with, he would stop once he had received what he wanted. There was an
overwhelming tendency to negotiate for peace at all costs. Of course, neutral Switzeriand was
not involved in these negotiations directly. The Swiss responded to what was happening on the
world stage by reverting to an international ‘apoliticalism'.'*

" Barth responded to Swiss lassitude in the face of Hitler's aggressions in a lecture which
outlined his understanding of Christian political responsibility- or, the relationship between
God's justification and man'’s justice. Later published under the title "Rechtfertigung und
Recht”, or "Justification and Justice” (probably better translated "Righteousness and Right™),
the lecture was delivered on June 20 and 27.'" Given three months before Barth wrote his

145 . . . . .

Busch, pp.271-3.(Barth himself regretted that he had not spoken against these things more while he vias in Germany, even
wummwm;wmthMMMmMMWMmuﬂz
Barmen Synod, and partly because he was so concerned with making it clear that of all issues’, the theological one was primary.)
“Barth apparently regretted not coming to this point sooncr. and vet still felt that he could not have come to it at the cost of a
theological starting-point. He conti to maintain that strictly theological opposition was a necessary starting point- but that it
wasa smm’n; foim.(Busch, p-274)

“Busch, p.271.

Wepachter, p.234.
ibid., p.235.
"*In his letters outside Switzerland during the war. Barth picked up the theme of false neutrality and ‘true neutrality’. The former
consisted in indifference to the conflict- or even outright capitalising on it. The latter consisted in a critical refusal to be drawn
into the military battle, in order to preserve and promote a modet of ‘justice' over against the Nazi injustice, with the goal of being
able to help the whole of Europe restore relative justice after the defeat of Nazism. see esp. Barth's Letter to Great Britain from
.IS;\glzerImggl‘;d "Letter to American Christians” in The Church and The War.

usch, p.287.
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letter to Hromadka, it sheds light on the link Barth saw between that letter, and the first article
of the "Barmen Declaration”. In terms of its content, it was an expansion of article five of the
"Declaration”.'?

While inside Germany, Barth had interpreted this article from the standpoint of
opposition to the German Christian statement that the law of the Reich is equal to the law of
God'.'® Outside Germany, where the danger of this confusion was replaced with the danger of
thinking that God's law had nothing to do with human laws, Barth emphasized the corollary
implication of the relationship between Church and State, theology and politics, of article five.
In short, he developed the view that opposition to bad or godless human leadership meant a
concomitant affirmation of relatively ‘good' human leadership- leadership which left room for
God. Or, in the language of "Justification and Justice", it meant positive action both against
godless injustice, and for relatively God-respecting human 'justice’.

Building on his earlier position in 1919 in Romans, Barth's argument in "Justification
and Justice" was that since the God referred to in Romans 13 is God in Christ, Christology is
the foundation of the legitimacy of the State.'* Therefore, the role of the State is to maintain an
order which makes space for the freedom of preaching the Gospel. All action towards the State
must be done in an attitude of prayer and respect for this temporal role, or ‘office’ of the State.
Such prayer or respect is the essence of what is meant in Romans by 'subjection to the
authorities'."*

Although subjection is that of an intercessor'*, it is not passive. Since prayer that is
really prayer (ie. really desires what is prayed) is followed through with commitment of the
whole self in action, prayer for God's protection of a State in which the Gospel is free, and
prayer against the State where it is not, must result in willingness to suffer either for the
defense of the one, or as an active victim of the other. Both absolute right to defense, and
absolute obligation to victim-hood are repudiated by Barth, because the State has no absolute
value on either end of the scale of 'good’ and 'bad'.

The decisive question as to whether a Christian is to pray for or against a particular
State is not whether its leaders are ‘good’ or 'bad’, or meet the criteria of the definition of a
‘tyrant’. Neither is it whether that State fulfills the definition of authoritarianism. The decisive

'%2The line of continuity between article 5, and ““Rechtfertigung und Recht” can be traced through a lecture of Barth's given in
l936mscsenlcmum!-lmmdemnsvl\mn,mled lc'sChmh,FreeChmh,C essing Church”. In the lecture he
lained that the State derives its authority from the reconciliation of Jesus Christ that has already taken place. Therefore, it has
gnmouwlm:h determined by the source of its authority, andwhuchnpufomswhcthernwmtstoornot.orwhcthernu
gnorant of that function. In 1937, Mmeauuofhmmmsmu('ms:mofﬁd')mwhthhemhoﬂhe
1 hncBalsa\r:eizsafChmum whu:hwasaeormllmoflheSlatc'ssuvmeofClnm,mﬂmgcnmwﬂhng.anch,ppl?!-ﬂO)
5 3cc Busch,
mBlnh. "Church and State”, in Community. State and Church, (Garden Cn?" Doubieday, l960)pp 112-17720.(hereafier RR)
ibid., ppIZlIZ,Bmhpomsmthatmdin 1o 1 Peter 2:13, action is 'for the Lord's sake', and that submission is in ‘the fear
of Christ 0 Ephesians 5:21. thmoﬁhemofwbmmls ‘fear’ of Christ. Hispomu:ln
keepthe 'spirit of the law’- even when it seems to contradict the letter. [n all situations, the real authority being submitted to is
always Christ. sec aiso pp. 135-9. Subjection to the State does nor mean taking on its projects. ltmrmgmg

'I'Eiurwlszgvu of preaching the Gospel of Christ, which is the basis of the State's legitimacy.
P
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question is whether or not the church is free to preach 'God's justification’- the Gospel. A State
may be a terrible place, and still allow the Gospel to be preached. Before God's righteousness,
all human conceptions and structures are only very relatively ‘just’.'” Thus, none can be
identified with true righteousness or justice.'® Since they are all unjust to varying degrees,
human standards and justifications are irrelevant when one is considering the meaning and
limits of ‘subjection to authorities’. Yet, this very irrelevance of human standards points to the
authoritative and limiting- and establishing- one of God's Word.'*

All meaningful definition of 'bad’ or 'unjust' is derived from the definition of God's
righteousness known in the Gospel. As long as the Gospel of that gracious righteousness is
freely preached and not corrupted, the State in question is not wholly ‘unjust’. When the Gospel
is no longer free, the State must be recognised as 'unjust’ and prayed against. Again, since it
must be opposed honestly in prayer, the Christian is bound to act in opposition to it as well- not
to overthrow order itself, or under false assumptions of eradicating evil, but to restore a morally
ambiguous condition of order in which the Gospel can be heard.

Thus, 'injustice’ is not opposed ultimately because it is unjust, for all human things are
in relation to God. It is opposed for the sake of right knowledge of God, which is knowledge of
His gracious righteousness. Likewise, relative human ‘justice’ is not advocated and defended
because it is 'just’, but for the sake of the freedom of the Gospel, by which God's righteousness
is imputed to human persons.'® Because God's righteousness has already been made decisive,
Christians are not given the suggestion to act according to the new creation of God's decision,
but positively compelied.'s'

'Order’ and 'peace’ are redefined according to the Kingdom and Peace of God, and
'freedom’ by that of the Children of God.'® Thus, defense of 'order’, 'peace’ and 'freedom’ in the
abstréct, or defined outside the Gospel is meaningless. Yet, where the Gospel is truly
respected- and especially where it is not- they are defended. "[T]here is clearly no cause for the
Church to act as though it lived, in relation to the State, in a night in which all cats are grey."'®

The church is not free to ignore what goes on around her, because the very identity
‘church’ is an earthly identity. Since there will be no 'church’ in the 'heavenly City’, the identity

ibid., pp.104-5.
'¥ibid., pp. 124/5. Barth explains that the State can neither be deified nor demonised.
'Sibid., pp.109-11.
1€ee aiso p.147.
'Slibid_, pp.131/2. Barth says that thought the Church and Statc cannot take on one another’s roles, "this relation between the
Church and State does not exclude- but includes- the fact that the problem of the State. namely., the probiem of law, is rmsed, and
must be answered, within the of the Church on Earth.” The Church, in other words, cannot be silent, although it cannot
TR p. 0L 0 ovoeme Theoemcy’

p. 101
'Sibid , p.119.p, 127, Barth explains that the Christian hopes in the heavenly City- but this does not mean Stoic withdrawal from
the ‘earthiy city' (political orders) in which he/she is as a 'foreigner’. The Christian’s identity as a forei means that the |
Christian marches 1o the beat of the drum of the "cternal law of Jesus Cheist”- and yet in and not scparaie from the carthly
q_olmcal order.p. 139: "Jesus would, in actual fact, have been an enemy of the State if He had nor dared...to call King Herod a
ox’. [fthe State has perverted its God-given , it cannot be honoured better than by this criticism which is due to it in all
circumstances... And how could Christians intercede, if, by themselves acquiescing in the perversion of the povier of the State,
thev had become traitors to their own cause?”
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of the church is linked to the earthly order. The freedom of the church to preach is intimately
linked to the existence of a State which allows her this freedom.'* Christians cannot be
obedient to God (perform their function of intercession) if they fail to question, the state
"which is directly or indirectly aimed at the suppression of the freedom of the Word of God".'*

~ When the church ‘obeys God rather than people’, it defends the ‘true State’ against the
perverted one, "saving it from ruin".'* Thus, even where the church must oppose a State, it is
only out of affirmation of the role of the true State. Where a Christian opposes a particular
perversion of relative justice, it can only be for the good of that same State. A Christian is not
permitted, therefore, to pronounce a categorical 'No' to military service, because doing so
would mean a 'No' to the fundamentally legitimate role of the State, which it performs through
the use of force. Even a 'bad' State does not categorically lose its legitimacy as a State.'’

In spite of Barth's call for active Christian awareness of and involvement against a State
he had clearly described as one which repressed the freedom of the Word, France, Britain and
Italy signed an Agreement with Hitler, while Switzerland and Europe rejoiced that war had
been avoided.'* In spite of world opinion, Barth felt this agreement was a catastrophe, and
wrote to those who had criticised him for his letter to Hromadka that "if the political order and
freedom is threatened, then this threat also indirectly affects the church. And if a just state tries
to defend order and freedom, then the church, too, is indirectly involved....the church would not
be taking its own proclamation seriously if it remained indifferent here.”'® His letter to -
Hromadka, he said, "was not a call to a World War...but certainly to resistance."'™

Summary

Clearly, according the the theological framework of "Justification and Justice" applied
in the letter to Hromadka, Barth's view was that Hitler's Germany was an 'unjust’ State which
threatened the freedom of the Gospel in Europe.'™ Thus, out of submission to the authority of
Christ, Christians outside Germany were under obligation to oppose Hitler's imposition of his
false State onto the relatively 'just’ States of Europe- just as Christians inside were under the
same obligation to oppose that same imposition on the legitimate political order of Germany.

‘“lbld.,pelz&') Thus Barth says (p.130) Pnyerfwthebwmomemhomybdougswthevaymomsm
existence. gdndnnhs existence]

165ibid., p.139

1ibid " p. 140

“’lbxd.,puz.

'““Pachier, pp.235/6, these countries signed the Munich A mthiﬁth'onSeptﬂnbuB(lOdwslﬁeerhmhs
hmnol-[mmh).mwhnhhywmlullm more than a 50% population of Germans in Czechosiovakia should

bcgwentoGunnLTb Czechoslovak government was not inciuded in the decision. Chamberiain subsequently got Hitler 1o
slgnapaper would make no more territorial demands, Mmtmmmlmgthnpmhadm
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"'This explicit identification of the general discussion of a Christian political mode of being in “Justification and Justice™, was

made clear m Barth's July, l939pumphlet1he Church and the Political Problem of our Day (London: HodderandSwughtm.
1939). For summary, see "Appendix A’
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While Barth had mentioned in "Justification and Justice” that a democracy tended to approach
the definition of a just State more than any other order, the defense of Europe's democracies
against Hitler's (godless) totalitarianism was not really about 'democracy vs. totalitarianism’,
but about the church's assumption or ahdication of her task to preach the Gospel.™

Even though Barth's concern in 1933 had been a clear definition of the Gospel, it was a
concern shaped in opposition to aggressive destruction of the freedom of the Gospel. As he
approached 1938, he increasingly viewed Nazi political and military aggression as being the tip
of an iceberg; the beginning of the same destruction of the Gospel in Europe. While Europe
was praising God for peace, Barth was aware that it did not exist. He knew that Hitler fully
intended to spread the same brutality by which he asserted his 'lordship’ inside Germany, to the
outside. Barth's opposition to such aggression was not made on the basis that it was unjust.
Rather, he deemed it ‘'unjust’ on the basis that Hitler closed the door to the freedom of the
Gospel by setting himself up as a saviour and lord, who was owed absolute allegiance in body,
thought and soul.

As Barth had seen the link between word and deed in the task of proclamation of the
Gospel while inside Germany, so he continued to see it on the outside.'"™ The difference was in
the deeds implied.'™ In other words, it could also be said that what had always been implicit in
the Word of Christ's Lordship, had become explicit. As Barth said, "wherever there is
theo[ogical talk, it is always implicitly or explicitly political talk also."” And what applied to
‘talk’, applied to action as well.

Inside Germany, he had actively opposed the Nazi government by continuing to teach
against its heresy, and doing what he could to obstruct its seizure of access to the souls of
German people through control of the preaching of the church. By the time he was repatriated,
this same form of action was having less and less of an effect, as Hitler was more openly
simply giving up persuasion and applying sheer force. Though Barth no longer had immediate
influence once he was outside Germany, it did not mean that he had to be ineffective in the
general struggle of the church, or cease opposing the heresy as such in word and deed.

'7in a footnote in RR, pp.144/5, he said: "The assertion that all forms of government are equaily compatible or i Newnh
the Gospel is not only outworn but false. It is true that a man may go to hell in a democracy and achieve salvation
mbocruvondlamﬁm Mltnmmwacmmmm«u&aﬂuamnwaamu

a democracy.”
Bmhdldnotmtotuchmdptuch'pohncs'-hemueduachmgwog.\ beginming work on CD I "The Doctrine of
Qod'mwhlchhcsou to explain what is meant by 'God’.
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ufmvmwhunumdlwsm an empty bow for the sheer sport of it [ie. in his
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After Hitler invaded Poland on August 26, 1939 and war officially descended on
. Europe again, Barth's position remained much as he had articulated it in both his writing and
his practical activities in the years leading to 1938."

'"That Barth's basic understanding of the roles of Church and State, use of force, 'just’ and ‘unjust’, and Christian political (even
W&mmrmmmmwﬁlmmlmcﬁncmmucm
C v" (Community, State and Church, pp. 149-189). For summary, see "Appendix B'.
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CHAPTER 4
rth's ction ing W War II

The image of Barth which perhaps best captures the essence of his speaking and doing
during the war, is that which he draws of himself delivering some of the lectures of his Shorter
Commentary on Romans (1940-1) "in a rather weather-beaten uniform of the Auxiliary Armed
Forces".'” In other words, although personally critically and militarily engaged in the war,
Barth's primary statement against the danger of National Socialism and the war it had brought
was the fact that he did not let it interrupt the theological work he felt was his necessary service
to Christ, for the church and the world.

His own statement that he "continued as if nothing had happened™™ should not be
mistaken to mean that his theological work was resolutely untouched by his circumstances. On
the contrary, it was, just as it always had been in emphasis. However, in substance, unlike the
'Kairos' theology of the German Christians, Barth did not let circumstances dictate his theology.
For example, at the outbreak of war he began speaking most clearly about Christian political
responsibility. Yet, he did not equate God's will for the 'just State' with preservation of Western
democracies. Also, throughout WWII he worked steadily on his Dogmatics, explicating what
he felt to be essential Christian dogma. Yet, in a climate which demanded clear decision, it is
not insignificant that he followed CD I1.1 (‘The Knowledge of God’) with CD 1.2 as a shorter
discussion of ‘The Command of God” (completed March 1942).

Moreover, at the same time as Barth was continuing his theological work, he not only
signed up for defence duty, but enjoyed the fact that it brought him into contact with all sorts of
common people he would not normally spend so much time with.'® He also helped found a
secret 'National Resistance Movement' through which he criticised, and encouraged criticism
of, the Swiss policies of exploiting the situation economically; restricting the freedom of the
press and of speech; ending the ‘right of sanctuary’ for (primarily Jewish) political refugees; and
failing to address the same social difficulties in Switzerland which had made Hitler's party
seem appealing to Germans earlier.'™

In addition, Barth was active on behalf of Jews. He urged the Swiss that they had to
help Jews for the Christian reason that they are the "physical brethren of our Saviour”; the
national reason that fugitives do Switzerland an honour by coming to her because by doing so,
they are saying that she is a "last stronghold of justice and mercy"; and the human reason that it
is only by a miracle that the Swiss have been spared what others are suffering ' He personally
looked for people to take in refugees; found medicine and other needed items for some; and

‘"%lnh.A Shorter Commentary on Romans, (Loadon: SCM Press, 1959) preface, p.7.

”Bowden,xarwanh (London: SCM Press, 1971), p.76; Busch, op.cit., p.307.
“°Busch,pp 307-10.
iibid., p.318.
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organised a petition to the government pleading for action to be taken on behalf of Hungarian
Jews in 1944.'2

Barth's other activities involved taking part in a 'Swiss Society for the Friends of a Free
German Culture', a 'Swiss-Soviet Society’, a ‘Swiss Aid Society’, and a society for ‘Aid for
Russian Internees’.  '©

After 1939, the work that Barth was able to publish in Switzeriand could not be overtly
political due to the action of Swiss censors, who deemed such writing 'insufficiently patriotic'
because it broke with official Swiss neutrality."* Having reached a point where he felt his
theological work could no longer be merely implicitly political, Barth was not silenced: he sent
overtly political letters and short writings'* outside Switzerland (mainly to Holland, Britain,
France and the United States) to encourage the resistance effort there. The themes of these
documents were exactly the same ones so far discussed in "Justification and Justice", "Chnistian
Community and Civil Community”, The Church and the Political Problem of our Day, and the
"Letter to Hromadka", treated in the same manner. As the war came to a close, Barth also
began to ask about the church's post-war responsibilities.

In 1945 (The Germans and Ourselves), and in 1946 (How Can the Germans be
Cured?)'v, Barth emphasised that since the primary aim of the church regarding the State was
the peace-building restoration of a 'just’ State in peace and in war for the sake of the people in
it, Christians should be thinking about how they can help Germans restore a 'just’ State in
Germany.

Briefly, although Barth felt strongly that German war criminals had to be tried, and that
Germany had to retire from world politics (which meant disarmament) and learn to co-operate
with other nations, those other nations would be forfeiting the Gospe! if they treated Germans
with the same lack of mercy as had been shown in the Treaty of Versailles. The German
people can not be identified with their State. As Christians, other nations in the world must see
the German people as a neighbour in need of a friend.

Christians outside Germany must make an unconditional offer of friendship to
Germans, accepting them as they are, and helping them to learn the language of negotiation and

""’ibid..p321

"'ﬂmL,pleO-BM Also see Andre Lasserre, La Suisse des Années Sombres, (Lausanne: Editions Lausanne, 1989), esp
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mercy by offering them a ‘tough /ove'. Even though democratic structures must be imposed on
Germany, other nations must forgive them, or else the lesson of democracy will be
overshadowed by a hostility which feeds their realpolitik worldview, in which nothing exists
but the brute struggle for power. If they are to be helped out of the old paradigm of their
behaviour and thinking, then the post-war question must not be about what they 'deserve’, but
about what we owe them: friendship.'®

Once the Germans were defeated, the danger of National Socialism was over. National
Socialism no longer had to be opposed. Since all along it was opposed for the sake of Christ
and therefore humanity, including the German people, Barth's stance for them after the war
was hardly discontinuous. Having based his opposition on that aspect of the Gospel which
proclaimed the Lordship of Christ, he now found it appropriate, in face of the destruction of
Germany and the memory of Versailles, to emphasise "the cry of Jesus Christ, Come unto me,
all ye that labour and are heavy laden" '™

Practically, real ‘friendship’ would mean concrete things like sending financial aid to the
churches and helping with the projects of rebuilding the German infrastructure. Concrete
friendship would also mean actions that many Germans perhaps would not like, such as
refusing to let them rebuild their military, and helping them rewrite a less ideologically bent
German and world history.'*

A final important aspect of Barth's reaction to war in WWII is his response to the idea
of 'just revolution’, which he saw represented in the attempted assassinations of Hitler in which
Dietrich Bonhoeffer was involved.” Given his support of military defince of 'just' states, and
opposition to 'unjust’ ones, the question about criteria for overthrowing an 'unjust’ government
was posed to Barth ir: the context of explicit reference to Bonhoeffer's activities in that
direction.'”

Giving the proviso that "only the living God in His commandment™ is an absolute
criterion, Barth said that there were three relative criteria for an attempt to overthrow a
government: In the first place, it can only be considered 'unjust’ if its injustice and inhumanity
have become so great that you become convicted it can no longer exist. A state is 'unjust’ when
it ceases to perform the police-like task of protecting good people and suppressing bad ones- ie.

us ﬁ The Oniy Way, 3-13
The Germans and Ourse Smnh tran& London: Nisbet & Co., 1945) p.40., Barth famously said: "Come
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when it uses power for its own sake.'* Secondly, all other means of changing the situation
must first have been exhausted. Third, even if all other means have been tried, you must be
certain that revolution is a rea/ opportunity of change- one must know what to do the day after
the revolution, and know that it is possible.'”

These three criteria cannot be used in a facile, formulaic manner. It is not so easy to be
quite sure either that a government is so absolutely intolerable, or that everything has been
tried. Regarding the criteria of successful implementation of a concretely more just
government, history shows too many revolutions were wrong. The question is not whether the
revolution will succeed in negating what is there, but whether you have a replacement proposal
which you are convinced is practically implementable, and which the revolution will make
concretely possible. According to this last criterion, most of the world's revolutions were not
admissable.'® Even where all three criteria are met, they cannot justify a revolution that is
known after much prayer to be against God's will."”

By 'God's will', Barth meant both His actual speaking in the real two-way moment of
prayer, and something like His way- which is to do that which makes possible the redemption
of people."™ When God's will is done, revolution is never a question of overthrowing the State
(the civil community), but of overthrowing the government,'” for the State.

Regarding the question of murder that this question of revolution raised, Barth
distinguished between killing and murder. On the basis that "the State presupposes
coercion"™, Barth accepted that the police-duty of policemen and soldiers might involve
killing which would not be murder. While Barth felt that he could not lay down hard and fast
rules for differentiating killing and murder bécause there is no system for the Christian to use
in order to evaluate their difference, he stressed that a Christian should do nothing with a bad
conscience. What may be killing to one, just may be murder for another. To Barth, the
attempted assassination of Hitler was a situation of murder, not killing.

::I:ﬂ. 676/7
"‘nbud..p‘n mmmwmmwNmmummcmmmmxgmm“w ing in
leofeqnluymplnofablmm power. Si

government A
Mmmm&m&'ﬂﬂ%ko equality’, but a simply “evident” ‘truth’ “that all men are create in

[ginbld. Ianhswcrdr:% mnotmelhngwdcmmoﬁuhmdowtdom There have been too many revolutions in

which the first and second conditions have been met, but not the third. This was my reservation about the plot to overthrow

Hitler. Bonhoeffer and his friends were not clear about what would ha afterwards.... There was not a clear positive position.

Negative, ves. But clear vision on practical ilities was lacking. were dreamers. Now if vou are sure on all three

pmmthmvmmustpmmdakGodtf is also of the same mind. Without God's will. the best intentions of man cannot be
Buhuewelebu:ktotbdnolmmm

an .79, Mm&uobdmwﬁod'sa&m "in compliance with civic duty”- since he has carlier defined
bdn!' tlns of 'God's order’, ade somewhat tautological, and
%.d_, T;dthmghthelmcof Jmﬁutmm.lmd' ot"'!‘thhnsuan omnumnity and the Civil Community”.
p-

ibid., p.80.



118

The important thing is that the Christian cannot subordinate the conscience to a system
of ideas (ideology), or an apprehension of a 'Kairos' moment. The Christian obeys God, even if
the attendant moral ambiguity is unsatisfying >

Summary Analysis

Barth’s view of war reflected in his reaction to WWII is as complexly paradoxical as
that reflected in his reaction to the former Great War. He undoubtedly saw the military war
fought between 1939 and 1945 as a catastrophe, which it would have been better to avoid. For
Barth the war was not limited to the 1939-45 period. For him, its aggression began in a hidden
form in 1933, and an open one in 1938.

According to Barth’s broader definition of the war (spiritual and intellectual as well as
military), it was actually conducted in stages of concentric circles of aggression: First, the
aggression was internal, both psychologically and theologically, as well as geographically
speaking. When it had won enough ground internally, it spilled outward. From the beginning,
its whole nature as an intentionally progressive outward movement was no sectet.

Being a leader in the Christian church, Barth was first and most predominantly aware of
the war in spiritual and theological terms. This awareness cannot have been directly caused by
his vocational location, or his personal one as a Swiss, because large numbers of people in the
same locations did not share it. Rather, once Barth had begun looking at the phenomenon of
such vast destruction as the tail end of more general trends and processes, or a distinctive fruit
flagging the nature of a much larger tree, he went for the root, so to speak. Thus,ina
paradoxical manner, the extreme seriousness with which Barth viewed the war was indicated
by his refusal to be thrown off track by the superficial question ‘to arms or not to arms’.
Although he addressed himself to this question, the answer that he gave is of miniscule
importance compared with its place in his overall framework of understanding.

Barth’s reaction to this war was a holistic reaction, which rejected its basis at all points.
He rejected the entire paradigm, or world-view, of Hobbesian realpolitik which made an iron
rule of Destiny out of a particular, dialectical ontology of violence.

Yet, in face of the evidence that neither pacification nor quiet acquiescence served to
meliorate, or end, the destructive intent of Hitler’s war on the world, Barth felt advocating
military resistance was the command of God. Superficially, his reasoning could be categorised

Bibid., .79/80.: "Christians should not employ an evil means for a good end. If [ as a Christian am convinced that something
must be then [ must do it, and it will not be dirty.... We must disun, wmmmmmg...Wemmmc

possibility and not hesitate, but act with a good conscience. ....the Christian has no system. A Christian lives before God- not
before a God who has no face, but the triune God revealed in Jesus Christ....If it is God who is asking me to act in a certain
situation, then God justifies the means. Sure, the two may look the same, but we must risk. We cannot help it because we are
men."
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in terms of classic‘just-war’ arguments for a ‘defensive’ war. But to treat it superficially in this
way would be to force his discourse into a conceptual paradigm alien to its substance.

Unlike traditional arguments for a defensive war, a novel aspect of Barth’s call for
world defence against the disease of National Socialism is that he refused to villainise either
Hitler, or the German population. Although he ascribed a familiar enough police-like role to
armies defending relative justice, he was unusual in thinking that even a police-role that sought
a ‘good’ aim did not justify violent means. Neither did he think the role was derived from a so-
called ‘right’ to exact punishment or demand retribution.

In Barth’s framework, the role of international ‘police’ is more evocative of a surgeon
given the lamentable task of rescuing a friend from a contagious disease, than it is of a vigilant
swat-team ready to shoot the global *social menace’. Clearly for Barth, even though positive
action against Hitler is made necessary, in a manner of speaking, by the fact that passivity
amounts to complicity, it is not really justified in the strong moral sense. As in WWI, WWII
was also God’s judgement on Europe- on both ‘sides’.

Violent action against Hitler and National Socialism was not an absolute necessity.
While war against Hitler’s armies was appropriate, an attempt to extinguish Hitler’s personal
life was still constituted murder. To conclude that Barth was inconsistent would only be
possible on the basis of the false assumption that his support of allied resistance could be
clearly labelled as a positive advocacy of ‘just revolution’. As we have seen, Barth attached
strong reservations to his criteria for a ‘just revolution’, and did not think the violent internal
resistance to Hitler matched the criterta. It is worth noting that Barth did not even bring up the
language of ‘just revolution’ until well after its relevant circumstance was over. When there
was the danger of being misunderstood, he did not use it. [t cannot be forgotten that the Nazis
themselves employed the language of ‘just-revolution’ (‘victimisation®, ‘injustice’, ‘necessary
conflict’, and successful overthrow of an older, corrupt order).

Moreover, he did not cast his own support of the Allies in terms of ‘just war’ either.
(When their ‘revolution’ had finished in Germany, the Nazi’s used ‘just war’ language- secular
and religious- to back their foreign policy morally.) Rather, since the entire catastrophe was
more like an explosion of a festering boil of long-nurtured sin, the relevant question was
whether or not to help in the process of healing. In other words, the base-line consideration
was not what to do in the face of violence, but what to do in repentance that such a question
had arisen in the first place. -

While Barth did think that radical action was necessary for the sake of healing, he did
not adopt the Allied position wholesale, couched as it was in its own ideological framework
which tended to demonise Germans. The substance of Barth’s thought on WWII had to do
with a ontological ground-rule of peace, rather than violence. In ascertaining that the root of
the war was theological, Barth was making the statement that the paradigm governing human



120
life was the historical fact of God’s peace with humanity in Christ. Thus, the important thing
was not that the church had now to accept that war was upon her, but that it was upon her as
the result of her own inaction under the peace of God.

Barth’s view of World War II is a general statement on war as the fruit of human sin,
defined as rebelliousness against the Lordship of Christ. As far as National Socialism was
concemed, this rebelliousness showed itself in Hitler’s world-view, in which Germans were
victims in a godless free-for-all, governed by Destiny, who required that they defend
themselves. In culturally Christian Germany, an attempt was made to paganise Christianity for
those who would not accept the paganism in its blatant form. Either way, God was replaced
with something alien- He was deposed.

Once the God who loved humanity so much to suffer incarnation for them was deposed,
humanity was sacrificed to the new god. Since worshipping God privately, and serving the
idol-builders by day would constitute hypocrisy, the idol-builders had to be stopped. Yet, they
too were human beings whose individual lives could not so easily be disposed of, since the
gracious God Himself evidently granted them life.

The main point, however, is not what Barth thought of war in light of WWIIL. God did
not need defending. The main point is that the normative reference for human action was
peace: peace between God and humanity, which would provide ground for peace amongst
human beings. Nonetheless, Barth’s vision of substantial peace was primarily informed by his
eschatology. Therefore, substantial peace could not be sacrificed to a lesser, superficial peace
in which order preserved an ontology of violence. Consistent with his high view of the mystery
and grace of the Great Judge, then, he felt that humble, responsible acceptance of human moral
ambiguity (fighting in a war that ought not to be in the first place) was a better option than self-
righteous refusal to accept responsibility for a preceding lack of the peace, which is humanly
necessary to the free, obedient worship of God.

Militant resistance to the spread of unpeace would only be acceptable (still not
Justified) if made in the spirit of peace (friendship). True friendship may be the hardest thing
in the world, because it may mean a certain intolerance. But if cleaning the boil resulted in
cutting off the arm, then the whole purpose in restoring the arm would be relinquished.



"Sometime or other in the future (perhaps even soon) Hitler will no longer be with us. Then aiso my
attitude and function will no longer need such a luridly contradictory and opposing character as it needs must
have today...shall it then be possible for me belatedly to make clearer to them what 1o them seems so full of
contradictions in what I did yesterday and am doing today? I do not know. This way or that, I hope that it may
still be given to me tomorrow, under perhaps once more very much changed circumsiances, (o be immovable but
also movable, movable but also immovable.” Karl Barth, How I Changed Afy Mind (1938), p.49.

CHAPTERSS
Karl Barth's Reaction to the Cold War

In the summer of 1948, Emil Brunner wrote a public letter! castigating Barth for taking
the same stance with regard to the post-war ‘communist threat' that he had so vociferously
denounced during the war with Hitler. Namely, Brunner thought that Barth'’s advice to East
European Christians to concentrate on theology, and his refusal to speak up against the
obviously unjust and totalitarian Soviet state amounted to a re-adoption of the political
quietism which he had exhibited in TEH!.

That Brunner was wrong about Barth's 'quietism’ in TEH! is now beyond question. But
had Barth adopted such a position in the new conflict? In his reply to Brunner, as well as
elsewhere, Barth refused to recognise the 'necessity’ of the East/West conflict, noting that it was
provoked un-necessarily by the West; refused to characterise the communist state as evil,
reminded the West it was wrong too; and urged Christians on both sides to resist using their
theology to oppose the other side, and to focus on the substance of their faith instead: the
Gospel of Christ.2 Given that Brunner's concern was based on the common (Western)
knowledge that communism as such was inherently unjust in comparison with Western
democracy, and that Soviet global hegemony was an imminent threat, Barth does indeed appear
to have had his political head stuck in the sand.

However, a brief historical overview of the period shows that Barth's refusal to believe
the official Western version of the situation swallowed by Brunner was much more politically
astute and theologically responsible than Brunner (and many others) gave him credit for.

Historical Bac uand

As early as 1941, Winston Churchill and Theodore Roosevelt made a proposal to the
Allies for a united body of nations, through which they hoped to replace the balance-of-power

Lsee Against the Stream, (New York: Philosophical Library, 1954) pp.108-13.

2For the reply to Brunner, AS, pp.113-24.: other sources, sec "The Christian Mcssage in Europe Todav” (1946), ibid., pp. 1 76-
79: "Letter to a Pastor in the German Democratic Republic® (1958). How ro Serve God in a Marxist Land, (New York:
Association Press, 1958) pp.45-83; *The Christian Community in the Midst of Political Change” (Hungary lectures, 1948), AS,
pp-51-75; "The Church Between East and West” (1949), A4S, pp.126-47.; Busch, op.cit., p.383, (1o G. Jacob, I8 Feb. 1955)
Barth said that on both sides "man’s pemicious propaganda prevents people on cither side from secing anything but the splinter in
the other person’s eve.” For notes on Reinhold Niebuhr's response to Barth's Cold War stance (similar to Brunner’s), see footnote
#40 ahead.
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system that had precipitated both World Wars, with a globally institutionalised means of
conciliation and arbitration. Consistent with the newly energised drive for peaceful
negotiation, both leaders met with their war-time ally, Josef Stalin, in the Crimea in 1945 to
discuss the land-gains Russia had made during the war. :

Although allies, Stalin did not like the political or economic systems which the Western
victors were holding up as the standard for post-war Europe; and Roosevelt and Churchill were
afraid that the power-vaccuum in Eastern Europe would leave the door open for Russian
hegemony in Europe as a whole.

Therefore, for very separate reasons, these three leaders agreed that Russian troops
which had occupied Poland during the war with Germany could remain there. Roosevelt and
Churchill stipulated that Poland be administered by the Russians jointly with the Polish
government-in-exile in London. Knowing the weakness of the West European armies in
comparison with Russia’s, both Roosevelt's and Churchill's policy toward Stalin was one of
conciliation and barter with pieces of Europe. It was a policy which Stalin was willing enough
to work with. He was not so much interested in Russian expansion, as he was in providing
himself with a buffer against the encroachment of Western democracy and capitalism in
Europe.

'When Harry Truman replaced Roosevelt (April 1945), he immediately took a much
harder line with Stalin, aggravating Stalin's already dim view of Western activity in Eastern
Europe. A joint administration never emerged in Poland, and Stalin proceeded to acquire
control of more and more territory. By 1946, Romania, Bulgaria and Poland all had Soviet
'puppet governments’. Hungary followed by mid-1947. In Czechoslovakia a coalition
government survived until February 1948.3

[ronically, the early spread of Soviet control was facilitated both by Western
permissiveness and provocation. On the one hand, Churchill coined the term 'iron curtain’ in a
famous speech in Missouri in March 1946, where he called for an Anglo-American alliance to
ensure that the Soviet armies did not advance further in a militarily weak Europe. Churchill's
reasoning gained a hearing in a country influenced by a report written by the American
diplomat to Moscow the previous month. In the report, the USSR was portrayed as an
inherently expansionist state, because of the crusading nature of Marxist ideology, and
traditional Russian suspicion of outsiders.*

The result of Churchill's call was an Anglo-American alliance to sign peace-treaties
with the governments of Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary. Ostensibly, the treaties were signed
with former allies of Hitler. Effectively, the West signed these countries over to Stalin to
control as he wished. In order to prevent military conflict, the West was willing enough to

3 John W. Young, Cold War Europe [945-1991: A Political History. 2nd. od.. London: Hodder Headline Group, 1991. pp.1-13.
4ibid,, p.13. :
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leave control of East Europe to Stalin.> While neither communist politics, nor economics were
very palatable to the West, the Soviet presence in East Europe was not seen as an immediate
danger. Many in these economically troubled countries in fact welcomed the radical reforms
which the Soviets brought and promised.

'However, the West was not willing to give up either global preponderance, or
administrative monopoly of the resources in the fractured Germany. After the war, the Allies
had divided Germany up into administrative zones. The Western allies had taken over
administration of Germany's industrial heartland, leaving the less resource-rich Eastern part to
Stalin. Wanting a more adequate compensation for Soviet losses to Germany during the war,
Stalin demanded reparations payments from the Western part of Germany in May 1946. Since
payments would weaken western Germany to the point of economic dependency, and since that
dependency would be mostly on the US, the Governor of the US zone refused to let any
payments out of his zone.

At the same time, Britain and the US pressured Russia to withdraw the troops she had
moved into Iran during the war. Since Britain could not maintain her old strength in the Near
East, the US donned the responsibility of 'protecting’ the area. A year later, Truman won the
financial support of the American Congress to sustain US troops in Greece and Turkey by
exaggerating the need for an American military presence.6

Meanwhile, the fear grew that the communist parties in France and Italy would take
advantage of the post-war economic difficulties and seize power. In May 1947 they were
therefore expelled from the French and Italian governments. In order to address the threat of
general European economic hardship, the US Secretary of State, George Marshall, proposed his
famous 'Marshall Plan’ which was to bring economic recovery. The significance of the Plan
was less in its details than the perception of it.

In the West, it was portrayed as a necessary economic measure for the good of the
whole of Europe- even Stalin was invited to the pan-European talks on its application in June
1947. Yet, since he himself saw it as a plan of capitalist governments to create puppet states
Europe and subvert Soviet control in East Europe by seducing East European states, he rejected
it and walked out on the talks. Stalin responded to perceived heightening of Westemn
aggression by inviting the expelled French and [talian communists to a meeting in Poland in
September, where he presented a worldview in which the world was divided between two
camps, and issued a call for communists everywhere to resist US imperialism. At the same
time the world-wide, communist information bureau, COMINFORM, was established.

Sibid., p.14.
GARMQthWMIRWMGIe&p\mMMMMmM
communists, Truman depicted the Groek domestic conflict as a cut-snd-dried struggie between freedom and totalitarianism which
had global ramifications. The general picture that was deliberately nourished in Washington was of a communist cancer
spreading through the intemational system, which must be met with & strong policy of containment  The responsibility for this
policy naturally fell on American shoulders, since those of West Europe were now too weak (ibid., pp-14-7)
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In the West, this organisation was portrayed as a revival of the old Communist
International, which had been formed to foster a global Marxist revolution. Shortly afterward,
communists in France and Italy organised strikes designed to sabotage the Marshall Plan.”
Under these conditions, talks held in December failed to produce a German peace treaty,
entrenching Germany's East/West division.

Although military experts in the West did not expect a soviet military invasion because
the Soviet economy had still not recovered from the war, the Soviet army was larger than the
Western ones. In the climate of growing tension, it was feared that a diplomatic crisis could
issue in armed conflict. Since it was further felt that a US guarantee would provide a boost to
West European morale, as well as a significant psychological deterrence to such an outcome,
the Brussels defence pact between Western Europe was signed in March 1948.

Stalin responded by blocking the land corridors into Berlin from West Germany in June.
Although he re-opened the corridor a year later, the blockade was used to 'prove’ Western
suspicions of Russia. The US initiated talks around a North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO) in July. Although the Stalin posed no real military threat, NATO became a reality de
facto and de jure in Washington in April 1949. In September 1949, West Germany elected its
first government, and Stalin formed an East German State in response. After the Soviets
exploded the first atomic bomb the same year, the US started advocating West German re-
armament, and urging Europeans to be ready to defend themselves.

The tension mounting between the emerging Western bloc, and Stalin's government was
further aggravated by Truman's intervention in the Korean Civil War in 1950. At that time the
pro-West southern Korea was invaded by the communist North. Truman supported South
Korea externally. To do so, he internally promoted support for Senator Joe McCarthy's views,
which were notoriously rabidly anti-communist. Given the ‘obviousness' of the ‘communist
danger, the NATO signatories agreed to bring a re-armed West Germany into the pact-
regardless of their earlier concemns raised by Germany's role in both Wars.

By the decade of the 50's, the East/West tension had begun to acquire a dynamic of its
own. [n the face of mutual provocation, the Soviet Union and the US deliberately cultivated
the image of a bipolar world map. After enough provocation, they each had enough 'proof' of
the inherent necessities of this perspective. The first hydrogen bomb was exploded by the US
in 1952. Russia answered with hers the following year.

Even though talks between the two emerging 'sides’ continued into the 50's, these talks
did not stop the process of polarisation. When talks were held, the climate of tension in each
‘bloc’ would relax, and internal disputes and fissures would surface. As both 'sides’ were
anxious to maintain internal unity, the talks always broke down. When Stalin died in 1953, he

Tibid_, pp. 14-7. .
8NATO included the US, Canada, Britain, France, italy, Iccland, Denmark, Portugal, Norway and the Benelux States. ibid., p.20.
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was succeeded by the rpore moderate Georgi Malenkqy. Worried about global war, Chirctill
and Malenkov entered into serious communication, which resulted in Churchill’s proposing a
meeting between East and West in 1954. In spite of Churchill's efforts, Germany officially
became a member of NATO in May 1955. Malenkov was ousted by the hard-liners, Nikita
Krushchev and Nikolai Bulganin who immediately condemned German re-armament and
formed the Warsaw Pact (also May 1955), which defined a military structure for East Europe
that mirrored West Europe's NATO. With the signing of the Warsaw Pact, the previously
emerging East and West ‘camps’ were rigidly demarcated and institutionalised.

Retrospectively, 1955 can be viewed as the 'point of no return’. After nearly a decade of
American provocation, the Soviet launch of inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBM's) and a
space satellite over the next two years sparked nuclear build-up in America. On both sides the
necessity of a nuclear '‘Cold War' swiftly became an irrevocable ‘given'.?

Barth's Response

Barth's basic stance in this new global context is paradigmatically outlined in the article
he wrote for the June and July 1949 issues of the Berlin journal, Wor/d Review, entitled "The
Church Between East and West" 0 In this article, Barth argued that because the problem of the
East/West tension affects us as human beings, it concerns God, and therefore ought to be the
concemn of the church- by which he meant, all who are in the Church, and not only the
"leadership’. Since the problem of East/West tension is a concern of the church as such,
Christians must ask where they stand as Christians on it.

Before asking where a Christian stands, Barth found it necessary to articulate the
problem clearly. He described it as a conflict, or "world-political"!! struggle for power
between Russia and America, in which each was surrounded by a buffer-zone of vassal states
linked in a bloc and each mutually afraid of encirclement by the other.!> Once this situation
was understood, Barth argued that there could be only one clear Christian answer: Christians
cannot be afraid under any circumstances, however startled they are, because theirs is and has
always been a place of faith.!3

Barth reminded his readers that such dire conflicts have arisen before in history. But
they, like this one, are no more than "one form of the travail in which the creature is waiting for
the great Revelation", as well as "part of the shadow of judgements passed on man on the Cross

ibid.. pp.15-23.: also see Merriman, op.cit.. pp.1297-.
10560 Banh. Against the Stream. (AS) pp. [25-46.
Llibid,, p.128. :

12ibid., pp.127-9.

3ibid., p.130.
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of Calvary".!4 Thus, in one sense only are they 'necessary’, and that sense is no reason for fear.
Since no world occurrence can shake the dominion of Jesus Christ, the great Hope of all
creation cannot be overthrown. Christians today must continue as their forebearers did:
suffering, enduring and surviving in the midst of everything, and emerging out of them,
because none of them last. The task for Christians in this new situation, then, was to tell
themselves and others that they cannot let fear be their "counsellor”,'5 and therefore also, that
they cannot take a position which has fear for a raison d'etre. The so-called Cold War, he said,
was not a Christian concern. 6

Christians are not only not to participate in the conflict, but they are to counter it with a
third way which operates from the perspective of the crucified and risen Jesus Christ, by
"joyful perseverence” and "fearless profession”.!” The only way to counter the godless-ness
which the East is all too easily accused of by the West is by letting go the Western
philosophical godlessness which inspired Marx, and from which the East derived its supposed
godlessness. Christians cannot fall into the trap of believing in a ‘Christian West' and a
demonised East, but must persevere in making the Christian proclamation to victims of fear on
both sides. !®

Both sides proclaim a social, political and economic "ideology” or "mode of living"!?
which must be applied to all areas of life. Both accuse the other of ‘false faith: the West
accuses the East of treating humans as an economic unit to be sacrificed to a god of progress;
the East, that the West hypocritically does the same thing. As the Church listens to both sides,
she cannot join either "battle-hymn"- nor can she be impartial. The church is not identical with
one side or the other, but is found on both.20 Therefore, she must say a firm 'No' to the cursing
and false faith coming from both sides because it can only lead to war.

The No' of the church is not one which takes sides, as in the war with National
Socialism, because the situation is different. The danger in the West is not that it will be
seduced by Communism (as it was by Romantic Nationalism, and then Nazism), but by a false
image of its own righteousness.2! The Church's mandate, as before, is to confess the '‘Word of

1dibid.
I3ibid., p.131.

16;pid , p.131.: "As Christians it is not our concern at all. [t is not a genuine. not a necessary...conflict. It is a mere power-
conflict. We can only wam against ht estill greater crime of wanting to decide the issuc in a third world war. We can only speak
in favour and support of every relaxation of the tension, and do what we can to increase the remaining fund of reason which may
still be at the disposal of notoriously unreasonabic humanity. With the gospel in our hearts and on our lips. we can only go
through the midst of these two quarrelling giants with the praver: Deliver us from evill...' What we can do in the midst of the
conflict can only consist in the wholchearted. sincere and helpful sympathy which we are in duty bound to extend to all its victims
as far as lies within our power.”

ibid., p. 141.

18ibid., pp.13241.

19ibid., p.132.

20ibid.. pp.132-6.

2libid, pp.136-9.



127

the Cross', not to clothe its political agenda with theology.2 During those other times, very few
in the church said the unequivocal No' that had to be said. But the church cannot merely repeat
what was said before, irrespective of context- however many may now have adopted what was
said before. 2

Yet, though the church cannot say precisely the same thing again, what she has to say in
the new situation must be said for precisely the same reasons as she spoke before. Barth
pointed out that while the church can only fight against every totalitarian system, she still
cannot identify herself with the cry of the West, because it is not an honest cry against
totalitarianism tout court on a firm theological basis. The West not only says nothing against
the Spanish dictator Franco, but makes use of him for the sake of the front against the East.
The cry of the West is made for strategic reasons at least as much as principled ones- which
themselves are not honestly taken.

Not only is a presentation of total opposition to totalitarianism a hypocrisy, but the
West has done nothing to solve the social problem that Communism tries to solve. However
much Communism uses "disgusting methods" to achieve its aim, the West itself has the
“atrocities of the French Revolution"2* to remember. Since the cause of the West cannot be
equated with humanitarianism, much less Christianity,>> Barth cautioned that the church is not
to repeat "in Christian terms what is being said ad nauseam in every newspaper in secular
terms”.26 Such idle repetition is cheap, and unthought partisanship.2?

ipid.. pp. 140-2.: "[Pllcase note that. in its relationship to Christianity. Communism. as distinguished from Nazism. has not
done. and by its very nature cannot do. one thing: it has never made the slightest attempt to reinterpret or to faisify Christianity.
or to shroud itself in a Christian ganment. It has never committed the basic crime of the Nazis, the removal and replacement of
the real Christ by a national Jesus. and it has never committed the crime of anti-Semitism.  There is nothing of the false prophet
about it. Itis not anti-Christian. It is coldly non-Christian... It is brutally. but at lcast bonestly, godless. What should the Church
do? Protest?....Not a crusade but thc Word of the Cross is what the Church in the West owes to the godless East. but above all to
the West itself.."

23ibid., p.137.: "And so everybody is rushing about today crying that the same ‘No' must be said again, with the same
intonation.....As if such simple repetitions ever occurred in historv! And as if the Church were an automatic machine producing
the same goods todav as vesterday as soon as vou put vour penny in the siot! [t may be remembered that people became receptive
to these same goods at that time only very hesitantly. slowly and afier much resistance!”

2ibid  p.139.

25ibid.. pp.139/40.: "[{]t is pertinent aot to omit to discriminate in our view of contemporary Communism between its totalitarian
atrocities as such and the positive intention behind them. And if one tries to do that, one cannot say of Communism what one
was forced to say of Nazism ten vears ago- that what it means and intends is pure unreason. ... [t would be quite sbsurd to mention
in the same breath the philosophy of Marxism and the ‘ideology’ of the Third Reich.... What has been tackled in Soviet Russia-
albeit with very dirty and bloody hands and in a way that rightly shocks us- is, after all, a constructive idea. the solution of a
problem whihch is a serious and burning problem for us as well. and which we with our ciean hands have not yet tackled anything
like energetically enough: the social problem. Our Western ‘No' to the solution of this question in Russia could only be a
Christian 'No' if we had a better conscience with regard to what we mean and intend with our Western freedom.. As long as one
cannot say that of the West._as long as there is still a 'freedom’ in the West 10 organise economic crises, a 'freedom’ 10 dump our
corn into the sea her whilst people are starving there. so long as these things happen. we Christians, at any rate, must refuse to
buri an absolute 'No' at the East. We are not wrong to accuse the Easat of inhumanity in its methods.  But do not let us forget
that the East. as we have already heard, also accuses us of inhumanity. "

26ibid., p.142.

27ibi¢,p.!43.-"l'hcpmismd|ipoﬂm3mago was a matter of a good Christian-political Confession. Today, if we were lo
become guilty of the kind of partisanship which is desired of us, it could o nly be a matter of mercly dabbling in politics and
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Just as before, the church must accompany her renunciation with affirmation. The
church's positive task in face of the East/West problem is reconstruction. Reconstruction
means that in the West, the church must call the West to the humanity, peace and freedom of
God, and that in the East, the Eastern church must do the same for the East. All practical
action must spring from this task. Wherever she is, the church must remind both sides, in
rejection of their ideologies, to be neither "righteous over much”, nor "over much wicked".28

For all of these reasons, the church participates in the present political situation by
"believing, loving and hoping and thinking of the word of promise, the Word of God through
the prophet Isaiah: In that day shall Israel be the third with Egypt and with Assyria, even a
blessing in the midst of the land....' ".2?

The assessments, arguments and conclusions Barth presented in "The Church Between
East and West" were repeated and expanded on in various letters, writings and lectures in
which he spoke of the East/'West conflict, but not changed. '

On the one hand, Barth clearly recognised the danger of the Soviet ideology, and
cautioned colleagues in East Europe against easy accomodation with it.* Barth was further
willing to protest infringement on the church's responsibility to stand on her own ground. In
1953, he wrote to the East German Minister of State, protesting the unjust arrest and
detainment of a pastor.3!

Yet, on the other hand, he felt that it was not his place to make a call to armed
resistance- partly because he did not live in East Europe and therefore could not assess the
situation with certainty, and partly because it was not so clear either to the West or East
Europeans that the Soviets themselves actually wanted and were headed towards an armed
assault on Europe.32 Barth therefore did not approve of the re-armament of Germany which
was advocated and justified on grounds of supposed Soviet military threat. He further opposed
nuclear armament for both sides, for two reasons. First, he did so because of the absolute
destructiveness of the weapons.33

expressing badly certain completely unclarified and imperfectly grounded Western feelings. The Christian-political Confession
today must coasist precisely in the renuncistion of such partisanship.”

28ibid... p. 145.

293bid., p. 146.
3080:"Lenctoa?morhtheﬁuum0unocmickpublic"('m)ianh.HowtoSemGadinaMarxilemd,
(HSGML) p.53: "It is exceodingly difficult for the church and for individual Christians here and there to find and to tread ever
again the narrow path of obedience, to resist on both sides the compuisory domesticaiton and, even more, the ever-present
temptation to voluntary conformism ": and Barth's May 1948 letter to friends in Hungary. in AS. pp. 118-24. esp. p.120.

3150 Bowden, op.cit., p.79. The pastor was arrested for his views, and detained without due process between February and July
of 1953.

325ce Comnu, p.137- reference is to an article titled "Faith and Life” ("Foi et Vic"), published 1951. also Busch, p.350 re:
comments on not living in East Germany.

3356¢ Cornu, p.196. In a report Barth panticipated in oditing in 1958, it was stated that the preparation and conduct of atomic war
can only mean "the formal and real negation of the will of God the Creator, of His faithfulness. and of His grace toward
humanity”. Therefore, "obedience to Jesus Christ excludes all participation in atomic war and its preparation”- even nuclear
experiments were a danger to lnmanity.. p.197, sec Barth's January 1959 letter to the European Congress in which he repudiates
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Secondly, the arms race itself accepted war as the ultimate means of solving human
difficulties and conflicts. The production of atomic weapons was the extreme conclusion of
the balance-of-power logic he had been rejecting since the First World War.34 The 'necessity’
of the East/'West conflict was an ideology in itself, which was alien to the church's own
message.35 The "alien power" of the East German government, for example, was less a danger
than the power of this alien ideology.3¢

In his 1958 summary of the preceding decade,’” Barth questioned the redemptive value
of perpetuating an enemy-mentality, and rejected its justification on the basis of principles.38
He also reproached the West for the "madness" of "passing off" mutual atomic annihilation for
the work of Christian love, and for ignoring the many possibilities for mutual negotiation that
had arisen.?®

The bottom-line of the East/'West problem for Barth was not East vs. West', but fear vs.
faith. In the face of this question, Christians had a greater responsibility to clearly example
what the whole of Europe lacked, than they did to reiterate what anyone could read in any

the fear mentality that drives the arms race.. KB Letters. 1961-68. p.164 , May 1964 letter to a pastor in Lausanne: "The only
thing I regret is that [ did not take into serious consideration the possibility of atomic armament and atomic war, which by its very
nature calls into question even what [ had called [in CD [I1.4] an adequate reason to make war legitimate- including the military
defence of Switzerland. Defence of our Confederation by atomic weapons would imply an inner contradiction.”

34Comu ibid.. :also sec Busch, pp.429/30: Barth, Kar! Barth Letters. 1961-68, (G. Bromiley trans. Grand Rapids: william B.
Eerdmans, 1981) pp.13/4. July 1961 letter to an editor of a paper in Hamburg in which Barth mentions his mvolvement ina
small movement against nuclear armament, for which he gained 74,000 signaturcs on a petition- which leaders ignored "going on
with their evil designs”. : Comu, pp.185-7.

35in "LPG™. (1958), Barth spoke of the ideology of "anti-communism’ which he refused to feed by publicly cmphasising the faults
he saw in communism. rather than openly reminding evervone of the West's own attempts to seduce the church away from being
herself. and of the church’s task to be herself nevertheless, wherever she is.: see also KB Letters. [96/-68, pp.82/104, Barth
writes 1o Professor Hromadka in 1962 and 63. expressing his disappointment in Hromadka's easy adoption of the ideologies of
the East by conforming his theology to a special ‘philosophy of history’.: toward the West, Barth said: “The churches have injured
the cause of the gospel by the manner, to a great extent thoughtless. in which they have identified the gospel...with the badly
planned and ineptly guided cause of the West."(HCM, p.65.) He also said: "I regard anti-communism as a matter of principle an
evil even greater than communism itself. Can one overlook the fact that communism is the unwelcomed vet- in all its
belligerence- natural result of Western developments?°(ibid., p.63.)

36ibid.. pp.54/5. Barth said: "This power would not have gained control over you had it not been for all the sins of past leaders
and people in saciety, state, and church. You are assuredly undergoing a painful process of purification and fiery refining, such
as the Western world aiso will not escape sooner oar later in some form...." Barth encouraged the East Germans to hope in God,
becausc such hope was never in vain. The struggle of the church was not against the political order this time, but against the
temptation to so concern itself with the political order that she ceased to be what she was: a witness of the grace of God. p.57/8
"Rather, vou must meet [your countrymen's] unbelief with a jovous unbelicf in their attempied atheism. You as Christians must
confidently claim that vour atheists belong to God as much as vou do. Whether they will be converted may be more doubtful; but
this is a secondasy question. What is certain is that God is not against them, but for them. And vou, for your part, not only may
but must believe this for their sake and on their behalf.”

37HCM(1958). in HOM.

381!:11,963 “{Clould we reaily intend to belp the peoples governed by communism and the world threatened by it, or even one
individual suffering under its effects, by prociaiming and secking to practice toward it a relationship exclusively that of encmies?
Have we forgotten that what is at stake in this "absolute encmy’ relationship, to which every brave man in the West is now
obligated and for which he would give his all, is a typical invention of (and heritage from) our defunct dictators- and that only the
"Hitler in us’ can be an anti-communist on principle?”

3%bid., p.6S.
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newspaper.4 Christians had no business accepting the worst-case scenario painted by fear,
which was still mere speculation.4!

Thus, faced with the "tribulation and anxiety” of obvious totalitarianism in the East, and
"creeping totalitarianism"¢2 in the West, Barth instructed the church attend to her
responsibility: to discover who God is, and to fear Him only.43 The following excerpt
summarises his position on Christian ethics in the concrete, historical (political and

theological) context Cold War:

"Simply put, to believe truly and gladly in the God as whose witnesses we are commissioned, you there
and we here. To believe in him means, as you know as well as I do, to fear and love him, his kingdom and his grace
above all else, and so to fear and love our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ above all things; to acknowledge him and
submit to him in all our problems, great and small, as the One who was, is, and is to come; to risk everything in our
personal and in our corporate life on the faith that he will provide all that is good for us, and that all he provides will
be good. This belief is, even in the East German Republic, the only key, the only treasure, the only armor....God
above all things! He is the One who has willed and ordained that the Christian Church be both confident and joyful
in the midst of mankind to have a gift and a task even under the domination of an alien power, a socialism that is
inspired and directed by Moscow!....God above all things! Sovereign even over the legalistic totalitarianism of your
state! You fear it? Fear it not!....Indeed, grace is all-embracing, fotalitarian....It does not retaliate.... This means, of
course, that you will scrupulously avoid encountering and counteracting your ruiers on the ground unfortunately
chosen by them, that is, merely countering their crude ungodliness and inhumanity with more refined versions of the
same. They evidently fail to grasp a truth which we may not have made sufficiently clear to them: the Church of
Jesus Christ in the totalitarianism of her gospel confronts them on an altogether different ground....She is not to
rebut a materialistic world-view with a Christian world-view....Only "firm in the faith®, that is in this faith, can the
church resist; never, in the name or in honor of any principles or dogmas....She can only follow Jesus..... Whether or
not her witness will be believed, she will at any rate be worthy of belief. "

401 1956. the American theologian. Reinhold Niebuhr. wrote an article titied "Why is Kar! Barth Silent about Hungary?". On
Octaber 23, 1956 the Soviet crackdown on the Hungarian revolt had provoked a strong response in the West. Barth, however,
was silent. Citing | Sam. 3:11 ("For [ know how many are vour offenses and how great your sins. You oppress the righteous and
take bribes and vou deprive the poor of justice in the courts. Thercfore the prudent man keeps quict in such times. for the times
arc evil"), Barth argued that it was insppropriate for the West to concern herself with the splinter in another's eye while ignoring
the beam in her own. He refused to respond to Niebuhr’s articie. except to sav that Niebuhr hadn't really posed an honest
question. Rather, he feit that Nicbuhr was "trving to draw his opponent on to thin icc, either to compel me to accept his primitive
anti-communism or to unmask me as a crypto-communist. and in cither case to discredit me as a theologian. What could | have
said in reply?" (sce Busch, op.cit., p.427, and for fisrther reference to Barth's interactions with Niebuhr, pp.360, 396 and 437.) In
a letter written to Joseph Hromadka on December 18, 1962. Barth rebuked Hromadika for using theology to back his political
opinion, mentioning that Nicbuhr and Brunner were regrettably doing the same thing in the West. (see Barth, Lerters, pp.82/3.
41Banth. 48, pp.98/9. During a question and answer period following a lecture he had given in Hungary in the summer of 1948,
Barth said: "(E}ven if the State begins to show signs of the beast from the abyss, as Christians we shall not immediately clutch at
the ultima ratio... The christian life is based primarily on affirmation of the good and only secondarily on condemnation of the
cvil__What has the christian Church to fear if it has aith?....There is not a trace in the New Testament of the Church being afraid
of the State. Therefore...let us not be afraid. It is casy 10 be afraid anywhere in the world todav. The whole of the Western
world, the whole of Europe is afraid, afraid of the East. But we must not be afraid... Great dangers in the life of individuals and
nations have ofien only appeared on the horizon. Evervthing is in the hands of God. We must certainly offer resistance if
necessary, but why be nervous and despondent? We shall never act aright in this State if we indulge in that mood.”

421 pG. pp.5253.

43ibid, pp.53-61.

Hibid, pp.53-61.



CHAPTER 6
Conclusion

In answer to the initial question of this thesis, how does Karl Barth's view of war
develop from the First World War (WWI), to the period of the Cold War?', it must first be
stated that Barth's view is indeed one which develops. In other words, Barth's deep
consistency in the face of war is more pronounced than the superficial "changes” in his
responses.

His consistency is characterised by the view that all war is a judgement of God on false
human peace caused by the idolatry of unbelief in various forms. In speech and in action,
Barth upheld his statement, "God does not will the war, the war is sin", from 1914 through to
his death.

Yet, Barth also became more and more aware that the things of the penultimate realm,
the world bound in time, cannot be equated with God's ultimate decisions. God may not will
the war, but it may be precisely for that reason that God Himself calls someone to fight it.

As Barth matured politically, theologically and as a person, his tendency towards
paradoxical ethical answers illustrated in Romans became increasingly more thorough. His
complex Yes/No answer to WWI was still fairly simple in that various actions could be
classified on one side or the other with a fair degree of certainty.!

At the time he was writing CD /1.4, and even later when he was conducting discussions
such as those recorded in his 7able Talk, general classification was still necessary and possible.
Yet, Barth had lost something of his youthful certainty. Ethical 'right’ and 'wrong' had moved
from being merely complexly paradoxical, to also being ultimately hidden to human view
behind the righteousness of God in Christ.

In a typically paradoxical manner, the tool of the Grenzfall helps Barth avoid two
common, but opposing, pitfalls. On one side, his leaving the living God's actual command as
the ultimate criterion of action meant that he could make strong faith statements without
becoming legalistic or moralistic. On the other, he closed the door to ethical liberalism, or
moral opportunism by grounding human freedom from the law in belief in this particular, free
God whose particular action on the Cross freed humanity.

Having now examined Barth's actual responses to three, concrete, historically very
different situations of war, it has become clear that the position he held from 1914 to 1968 was
indeed one characterised by the same diversity-in-continuity described by his theoretical
discussion of the Grenzfall concept in the Church Dogmatics.

ISee Summary section, Chapter Three: "Barth's Reaction to the First World War"
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In light of Barth's various articulations and actions in response to three wars, the
Grenzfall is clearly not any of the three things Yoder suggested that it was: a) the principle that
every principle must have an exception, b) a foisting of human responsibility onto ‘the
sovereignty of God', c) a statement about the finitude of all human values, such that ultimately
ethics boils down to a weighing of one human value against another.

In the first place, it cannot be the (illogical) principle that ‘every principle must have
exceptions’. It is not a principle, but a statement that humans do not live by principles, but by
faith in Jesus Christ. That is, by constant and active listening to the Word of God which is
‘new every moming’, even as it is always the Word of God. It is a statement that ‘principles’
are faise absolutes which provide humanity with human justifications, and therefore make a
false claim to also provide humanity's sanctification.

Second, the Grenzfall can hardly be an evasion of human responsibility on the excuse
that human responsibility negates the ‘sovereignty of God’ which must be safeguarded. God
keeps Himself quite sovereign without human assistance. Since ‘responsibility’ is defined by
His claim on humanity, and not the limited claims made on human beings by time, vocation,
fellows, or country/State/nation/people, and since God further claims responsibility in full
awareness of all these other pulls and limits, human responsibility is not negated by Barth's
emphasis on God's responsibility because the two are simply not in the same category. God is
responsible for righteousness. Humans are responsible for humble, ever ambiguous obedience
under God's grace. I might further be said that the Grenzfall increases human responsibility by
placing the individual human being so directly before God at the moment of choice.

Obviously then, Yoder’s third definition of the Grenzful! (that the finitude of ail human
values is really a practical casuistry where one, arbitrary elected value is weighed against
another) is also false. All human values are limited, not by other human values, but by God
who gives limited value. The bottom-line is not that the human value of a life is bordered by
the equally human value of other lives, but that both are bordered by the God who alone knows
and does what is truly just and right. Since God gives meaning to life in the first place, He also
sets the limit of its value. Being the only Lord, obedience is ultimately to Him, and cannot stop
with values that may seem so much more straightforward than His aims at any given moment.
Though God may be constant, the very definition of human being is a life in constant flux,
bound to God, yet always beginning anew and moving towards a goal which is not fully known
to the person concemned.

Constant beginning implies an ethical "de-assurance” because it precludes a priori
certainty. Human life is reconciled fellowship with a living God who actually speaks and has
something to say by way of direction for the humanity He has taken responsibility for.
Therefore, the one thing that can be known about the definition of 'right action'’ is that it is
never static.
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Contrary to Yoder's hasty conclusion regarding a necessarily concomitant theological
mutability, the changeability of the content of God's commands is an ethical possibility for
Barth because of the relative immutability of dogmatic knowledge and understanding. Humans
are free to accept their epistemological and hermeneutical incertitude precisely because God is
revealed as one who knows and understands all completely.

Whatever God may further reveal regarding His nature and will, He has once for all
revealed His character and purpose for humanity in His own being-in-act: Jesus Christ. Thus,
the thread that ties obedient actions together is not their superficial form, but their underlying,
common criteria of faith in this Person. In other words, the diversity of ethical responses is
made possible by consistent belief.

Barth's diversity-in-continuity described by the Grenzfall can be illustrated concretely.

From his earliest sermons in 1914, Barth already emphasised the great difference
between God and God's plans, and humanity and human knowledge. As Barth developed
theologically, he never abandoned this foundational presupposition. Once he had articulated it
systematically for the first time in Epistie to the Romans, he seems to have expanded and built
on it for the duration of his life. The ethical result of this awareness in 1914 seemed to require
a disassociation with the nationalistic ideology raging through Europe, and thus a
disassociation with the justifications all sides in the Great War were using. From 1914 through
to the publication of Romans, Barth called to his fellow citizens to follow Christ, whose way
was different than human ways, and who could not be used to give moral support to human
ideologies.

Yet, even as he did so, he did not call for apolitical inaction. Barth remained
concerned with the workers' struggle, continued to perform his duty with the homeguard, and
urged the Swiss to see neutrality in an active rather than passive sense. Swiss neutrality, he
argued, was a positive opportunity to illustrate the obedience to Christ that the whole world had
need of. :

Even in his earlier sermons and lectures Barth's emphasis on the distance between God
and human beings implied a paradoxical relationship between them. In short, God is known as
‘other’ because He has come to us in Jesus Christ. Knowledge that God is ‘other is possible
through the knowledge that He Himself draws close and demands personal response from
human beings.

By 1938, Barth's early sentiment that obedience meant engaging in the world around in
a special way more than it meant turning one's back on the world around had developed. In the
changed historical and political circumstances, ethics continued to be a possibility springing
from the dogmatics about this God witnessed to as Christ in the Bible. Barth continued to
exhort the church to have faith in Christ rather than seductive ideologies and leaders. And yet,
the implications of this same faith were different. In WWII, Barth had to not only persist in
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deconstructing the myth that God sides with a victorious nation, but also to shed light on a new
myth concerning the salvific claims of a particular man (Hitler).

Moreover, the issues at stake in WWI were different from those of WWII. The first war
was still very much a game of its leaders, even if it did change this same fact for the rest of
history. The second so involved all citizens that quietism amounted to compliance. Whereas
refusal to throw in one's lot with any side constituted resistance to the ideology of national
glory driving the earlier war fever, resistance in the second circumstance was defined
differently.

[n WWII, resistance to the pervading ideology had to be complete in a way different
from that of WWI. The nations fell into WWI, more or less with gusto because it was felt that
the war would end in a few months. To mobilise their armies, leaders drew on the myths of
heroism and glory that had long been associated with battle. Resistance to the godless world-
view shaped by the earlier Realpolitik meant refusal to rush in with the crowds.

Hitler's rise to power, however, was characterised by his ability to hypnotise and
dissuade his opponents until it was too late. One has only to recall the Munich agreement of
1938 to see that the crowds were not rushing to battle on the eve of WWIIL. On the contrary,
people inside and outside Germany were succumbing to Hitler's pretensions as a political and
economic saviour of Europe. Given the philosophical-spiritual core of Nazi ideology
(illustrated in Mein Kampf and the Nazi Primer), resistance was again a root question of faith.
It was not long, however, before authentic faith was put to the test of the actions those who
claimed to have it were prepared to undertake.

Hitler's assumption that practicing believers had to restrict their belief in an absolute
God who was Lord in all aspects of life to a tiny corner of their private life had to be
challenged. Compliance would have amounted to a denial of the Lordship of the Triune over
the whole person.

By the time Europe was divided by the Cold War the face of the situation facing the
church had changed again. And yet, for Barth, the key question continued to be the question of
faith in the God who went to the Cross for the humanity He loves. By the time WWII had
ended, the whole world seemed to have been infected by early German Realpolitik. The
ideology of the Cold War created a 'necessary’ dialectic of animosity, based on an unquestioned
ontology of violence.

In a universe where there is no God, the claim that humans are locked into a continuous
struggle of self-defence is believable. But in Barth's universe there was a God who made
humans free to believe differently because He took responsibility for them, preserving and
accompanying them. For this reason, and because of the reality of atomic warfare, the question
posed by the Cold War was not really the age-old problem of war: to arms or not to arms.
Instead, it was again a question of where one's faith was directed. Even though the whole
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world seemed to take it as the most pressing reality, the Cold War itself was a constructed,
virtual war. Against the imposition of virtual reality, Barth called Christians to the recognition
of the reality most basic to human life: the peace of God in Jesus Christ.

Thus, rather than constituting a justification for some action he wanted to take which
might go contrary to an earlier position, the Grenzfall concept is descriptive of what Barth
actually did. Based on a solid dogmatic understanding, the Grenzfall permits freedom to
respond with a consistent faith in changing contexts, as Barth did. Rather than being a solid
law proscribing ethos, it is his attempt to describe general guidelines, or ethics. It would be
consistent with what has been discovered about Barth's thought in this paper to conclude by
remarking that, no doubt for Barth, even his own actions remained uitimately unjustified
insofar as human knowledge is concerned.

It would also be consistent with what has so far been discussed to say that the point of
studying Barth's reaction to war and articulation of the Grenzfall is not to find a solid,
acceptable, 'right' "Christian" response to war, at least in terms of the question of taking up
arms. Whatever situations Barth was in, no human being will ever find themself in precisely
the same spot. Therefore, whatever Barth may have heard God command him regarding
encouragement of military resistance to Hitler, defence of Switzerland, or refusal to advocate a
side in a questionably real struggle of powers is never going to be perfectly re-applicable by
any one else under similar conditions. '

And yet, whether under similar conditions, or in situations of war Barth did not consider
such as civil war, the Grenzfall is a useful tool of thought. Precisely because it is not a clear
law which can be re-applied, it provides a guideline for thinking in an unlimited diversity of
circumstances. The one, solid, "Christian” ethical response is, for Barth, the action of believing
the God known in Christ Jesus.

In each new moment belief may have a different form as it changes in resistance to the
particular form of unbelief which presents itself as a temptation. Were the temptation of
unbelief to remain in the same form all the time, it would lose its appeal. Once conquered by a
person in their walk following Christ, they would never be susceptible again. In Barth's
theology, the persistent fact of human sin clearly shows that this is not an earthly possibility,
and that Christian faith is therefore an ongoing, changing challenge.

To regard Barth's responses to WWI, WWII and the Cold War as evidence of a flip-flop
from pacifism, to militarism, and back to pacifism is to force his thought into a framework
completely alien to it. It is to wrongly assume that he was thinking within the rather flat
paradigm of ‘arms vs. no arms' where peace is the simple absence of atmed war. Because this
paradigm stands on a foundational ontology (an ontology of violence described by both
German Realpolitik and English Hobbesianism) which Barth rejected at the outset, its language
does not provide categories appropriate for describing Barth's responses.
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It is not so much that those on either side of a pacifism/militarism dialectic do not have
. religious reasons behind their positions. Rather, the dialectic itself is faithless in the area of its
operating presuppositions, if not its claims. A grounding ontology of violence can only be
atheistic, agnostic, or deistic because it presupposes either that God does not exist, or that He is
not involved with His creation in an ongoing, active and communicative, personal manner.

In beginning with faith in God in Christ, Barth stepped outside the polarity of
pacifism/militarism, into a different paradigm of thought. From within the framework set by
his theological presuppositions, Barth's definition of peace rejected the common one of 'not
war. Peace for him resembled the biblical concept of shalom, suggesting positive action in
parabolic illustration of a positive reality based on an ontology of fellowship and love, revealed
in God's movement towards humanity. Barth was consistently for peace and against war. Yet,
to ask whether he was pacifist or militarist at any given point is to ask the wrong question,
because the question itself deforms Barth's answer.

Barth cannot be labelled with these simple poles, because his own questions dove
underneath them to the level of their operating assumptions. Barth's response to war, then, is
too complex to be summarised into neat, familiar categories.

Given Barth's own awareness of the ambiguous nature of human judgement of human
righteousness, neither is it appropriate to make strong ethical conclusions regarding the ways

. he responded in contexts of war. The key to understanding Barth's view of war is in
recognising that for him war always raised the question 'who is your God?', and that, in one
form or another, his answer remained identical with the first article of the Barmen Declaration:
"Jesus Christ, as he is attested for us in Holy Scripture, is the one Word of God which we have
to hear and which we have to trust and obey in life and in death."> Whether he followed his
Lord or not is hidden in God until that day when all is revealed.

25¢e the section on the Barmen Declaration, Chapter 4., and Cochrane. op.cit., p.239.



APPENDIX A: 1939 Pamphlet "The Church and the Political Problem of Our Day”

Barth begins this work by explaining that the ‘political problem’ is primarily confessional lack of commitment- but it is
this in the face of "German National Socialism, which directs itself to the whole contemprary world, and ...Church "(p.22) Barth
said: "You have only to think of what has happened inside Germany itself; within a bare six vears a great and in the end not
abnormally unreasonable..people is clasimed and possessed by a new political system in such a way that to-day every
movement...of its inner as well as its outer life in allareas is so determined by this system that all resistance...cven all
disagreement is made...impossible. One has only to think that this has happned...in our next-door neighbour’s house...when you
see that, would vou not have to admit that here she political problem is raised...for the whole world and...Church?.. National
Socialism occupies to~day outside Germany precisely the same position which it occupied inside Germany...in the summer of
1932. This much is certain, that in the year 1938 it can no longer remain hidden that German National Socialism is in reality
reaching out after the whole of Europe, and cven bevond..with its propaganda. . foreign policy of menacing force...but still much
more...with the magnetism of its "spirit”..." (pp.23/4.)

The reason National Socialism is the problem of the day for the church is because it is a "religious institution of
salvation” (represented in its ‘worid-view') (p.41-3.), to which the church must say an unambiguous ‘Yes' or 'No', in confession of
Jesus Christ. As a political experiment, the church’s response to it might as well be the same as her response to Nero:
martyrdom.(pp.29-31) "The Church so far as she herself is concerned, can exists just as well under an aristocratic or democratic
republic as under a monarchy, or even finally under a dictatorship.” (p.30) In its carly stages. National Socialism was just a
political experiment as far as the church was concerned. Therefore. although a suspicious experiment. it was not immediately a
matter of confession. The "heretical intoxication of that time"(p.3 1)- of the German Christians- was.

Now, however, the meaning of polirical National Socialism for the church and her witness to Jesus Christ is quite clear
(especially in its treatment of Jews) (p.51). Therefore, her confession means that she can no longer be politically neutral.(pp.35-
7) "To-day it is scnseless to continue to close anc's cves and deny that the import and character of National Socialism...is a
dictatorship which is totalitarian and ...which not only surrounds and determines mankind and men in utter totality. in body and
soul, but abolishes their human nature....this constitutes..a question for decision addressed directly to the Church...to which the
Church cannot but answer with Yes or No. Mark well, this is not something to be said of every dictatorship as such...But in our
situation to~-day we have to do with this form of the State...[that] faces us with the question of God. and thus with the question of
faith...rhis dictatorship can no longer be understood as the carrving out of a divine commission...."(pp.37-9.)- which latter Barth
understood “in the sense of Romans 13"(p.39).

Political National Socialism is an unambiguous question of faith and God becausc it operates "in the presupposition
that it itself is abie to be and to give to man and to all men everything necessary for body and soul. for life and death. for time and
cternity."(p-41) "What is a choice of faith if it never becomes a political choice?"(p.58) Since the church cannot compromise
with National Socialism, it must "pray for the suppression and casting out of National Socialism” (p.59). and therefore also "for
her own restoration and prescrvation...and for the restoration and preservation of the just State"(p.67)- (which docs not mean
prayer for "preservation of Switzerland..Holland or England as such"(p.72)). The prayer of the church cannot be merely negative.
The suffering the church undergoes for the sake of the struggle to suppress and cast it out is God's judgement that it rose up in the
first place.(pp.61/2) “"But whercver the just State is not vet dissolved. where it has no vet succumbed to anarchy or tyranny. it is
worth preserving from anarchy or tyranny, and worth defending from these in emergency. And if no one elsc were to say it. the
Church would have to say...that this defense is in principle necessary."(p.77)...cven though there are other wars "to which the
Church will have to be neutral” (p.78) sometime. -

Although Barth wished that the church had concerned herself with restoration of a just State before matters got as bad
as they had. he said that now"as a praying Church she must support armed defense against the advancement of the dissolution of
the just State, just as she would support a police measure taken in the normal way."(p.79) Barth's final point was that the unity of
the church depends on her speaking on clearly on her "decision of faith”.(p.80)

APPENDIX B: 1946 lecture "The Christian Community and the Civil Community"
(in Barth,Community, State and Church, pp. 149-189).

In this lecture, Barth replaces the former categories ‘church’ and 'state’ with ‘christian community’ and ‘civil community’
to clarify is former distinction between the institutions of church and state, and the 'true’ state and 'true’ church. (In Lutheran and
Reformed Europe, there was such a great tendency to equate human orders with 'orders of Creation’ supposedly obvious as
instituted by God.) In addition to clarifying his definitions, Barth clarifics the relationship of these two communitics in order to
further distance himself from an idea of human institutional identification (ic: from the idea that the State could be identified with
the Christian community in a ‘just’ State, or the church with the civil community.). “The Church reminds men of God's Kingdom.
This does not mean that it expects the State gradually to become the Kingdom of God."(p.167.). The Church stands with the
statc in a world not vet redeemed, and it is therefore also not the Kingdom of God.(p.169.) ‘Community”’ is a task-oriented
definition, which describes different tasks, vet designates something of a shared mode of being for both communitics.
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In short, Christ is the axis, or centre-point around which the worshipful Christian commumity gathers- the relationship
looks like a circle with a point in the middle. This circle and point are at the centre of a greater circle, which is the civil
community. Thus, Christians can neither deny their unique knowledge of Christ, nor their participation in the civil community,
nor the basic fact of Christ’s being at the centre of both. The Christisn community is represented by a circle smaller than the civil
community, because the two will never be identified- Christians have to come to terms with the fact that much of the civil
community will always operate under Christ, in ignorance of Him. Barth further explains that the Christian community does not
need to defend itsclf as a commmmity, but it is obligated to 'pray for the prosperity’ of the city of the civil community. In other
words, in any region, Christians are responsible for the level of justice/ injustice in their political community.

Thus, the church should not defend religious priveleges, but rather act on behalf of the well-being of the whole
community- Christian or otherwisc. In doing so, they cannot abandon their centre. They do not deviate from their task of
preaching the Gospel- it is just that wherever the whole Gospel is preached, the wider civil 'circle’ outside the Christian
community will be disturbed and changed. The duty of the church is "the preaching of the wholc gospel of God's grace, which as
such is the whole justification of the whole man- including political man. This gospel which proclaims the King and the Kingdom
tht is now hidden but will one day be revealed is political from the very outset, and if it is preached (o real (Christian and non-
Christian) men on the basis of the right interpretation of the Scriptures it will necessarily be prophetically political..... The
Christian Church that is aware of its political responsibility...wil interpret [preaching] politically even if it contains no direct
reference to politics. Let the church concentrate first, however, on seeing that the whole gospel really is preached within its own
area. Then there will be no danger of the wider sphere beyond the Church not being wholesomely disturbed by it."(pp. 184/5.)

The disturbance the Church brings to the civil community is not spoken to that commmmity in the language which is
spoken inside the Church. "In the political sphere christians can bring in their Christianity only anonymously.”(p. 184) (They
fight for ‘justice’ and 'freedom’, for example. But they do not fight for these because thev are justice and freedom- no human
value provides adequate ground for the Church's proclamation- the church always proclaims only the gospel. It is just that
outside of the church. in political lifc, it is spoken parabolically so that it will gein a hearing. Qutside the church. the church
speaks in analogics. Barth's example is 'democracy’ (pp.173-9).

Although he repudiates any consideration of it as something absolute- ic: worth defense at all costs- he finds in it a
cértain analogy to the freedom in which God approaches man and waits for his response. However. even though Barth finds an
analogy to the Gospel in democracy. Christians are made free in their political speech and choice because their base is Christ, and
not absolute principles. Therefore there is no contradiction in Christians getting involved politically by joining different parties.
In joining a party, a Christian does not adopt its arguments wholesale, but acts with others for principles he/she has become
convinced arc analogous to the Gospel irrespective of that party's program.

Even in this action, the Christian's prime interest is not the ‘pnnciple’. but human beings to whom he/she seeks to bring
the gospel in this parabolic, political * ', ..."the Church will always and in all circumstances be intrested primarily in human
bemngs and not in some abstract cause or other....night in itself becomes wrong..."(p.171.)) Christian engagement in politics
mcans neither absolute acquiescence before whatever State is there. nor apriori rejection of the State as 'secular’ and therefore
irrelevant to God. It is not opposition based on the Gospel, but indifference which Barth thinks constitutes the 'rebellion’ against
God's order of Romans 13:2.(p.157.) At the close of the iccture, Barth notes specifically that it has been an extended explanation
of article five of the "Barmen Declaration” (pp. 188/9)
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