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INTRODUCTION

Problem Defined
The purpose of this thesis is to compare and contrast
the soteriologies of H. Orton Wiley and Karl Barth. Primary
emphasis is given to the subjective aspects of the doctrine.
In concentrating on the subjective aspects of the doctrine,

the motive is to discover man's responsibility in salvation.

Definitions

The texrm "soteriology" refers to the totality of
man's being brought into fellowship with God. Therefore,
it includes the work that God has done and is doing for man
through Jesus Christ and the work that God is doing upon man
through the Holy Spirit. Soteriology also involves the re-
sponse of man to the work of God through Jesus Christ and
the Holy Spirit.

"Objective" soteriology has reference primarily to
the work that God has done and is doing through Jesus Christ.
"Subjective" soteriology has a twofold meaning. On the one
hand, it refers to the work of God upon man through the Holy
Spirit. On the other hand, it refers to the response that man

makes to the work of God upon him through the Holy Spirit.

Method of Procedure
The soteriology of each writer is analyzed. Then,

the two viewpoints, in their various aspects, are compared
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and contrasted. An analysis of the Arminian exponent, Wiley,
is made first. That 6f Karl Barth follows.

‘‘‘‘‘ A brief énalysis'of each writer's view of sin, as it
is related to soteriology, is made, within the soteriological
. analysis. This is followed by an analysis of objective so=-
teriology; a study of objective soteriology is necessary
because the nature and scope, particularly the latter, of
objective soteriology determine the nature and scope of sub-

jective soteriology. Subsequently there is an analysis of

subjective soteriology itself.

Justification of the Study

The importaﬁce of the subject of soteriology ought
to be stated since it is basic in this paper. This thesis
presupposes that soteriology is of "decisive importance'" in
Christian thought and faith.! Therefore, a §£g§x of this
subject approximates the subject itself in importance.

In justifying this study, mention needs also to be
made of the scholars whose views of soteriology are being
studied. The value in studying the author, Karl Barth, is
reflected in an evaluation of his major writings, Kirchliche

Dogmatik. It is written that this work is "the moét for-

midable and massive work of theology since the Summa Theolo-

gica of Thoﬁas A.quinas."2 The writings of H. Orton Wiley

1Roger Hazelton, "Salvation," Handbook of Christian
Theology, ed. Marvin Halverson and Arthur A. Cohen, eve-
land and’New York: The World Publishing Company, 1958), p. 336.

2rhomas F. Torrance, Karl Barth, (London: SCM Press
Ltd., 1962), p. 18.. , | |
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are not as widely known as Barth's. However, he is worthy
of study because he gained rather wide recognition in the
United States, and high regard was held for him by theolo-
gians of diverse thought. Carl F. H. Henry has written that
H. Orton Wiley '"was both the peer of theologians in the
Church of the Nazarene and one of the ablest articulators
1

of Arminianism in current theological dialogue as a whole."

A comparative study of Barth and Wiley is worthy because the

former is considered generally'to be an exponent of Caivinism,
while the latter is considered to be an exponent of Arminian-
ism. Because Calvinism and Arminianism represent two major
schools of thought in theology, a comparative study of re-

spective exponents is worthy.

Basic Sources
‘The -basic sources for analyzing the soteriology of

H. Orton Wiley are his three volumes titled Christian Theology

(primarily volume II). Although tﬁis set was published in
1952, it was written already in 1940.2 Wiley wrote a com-
mentary on the book of Hebrews which was also used. These
four volumes, along wiﬁh the devotional book - God Has the

Answer, compose, perhaps, Dr. Wiley's primary writings.3

1"Dr. H, Orton Wiley," The Herald of Holiness,
October 4, 1961, p. 12.

,ZCf. the date of the Introduction in Christian
Theology, vol,. 1. ‘

3Pa33dena.College News Bureau. November 14, 1957,
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The basic sources of the prolific Karl Barth are

the three parts of volume IV of Church Dogmatics, The Doc-

trine of Reconciliation. The English translations have been

used. Although it was the Der Roemerbrief (2nd ed., 1921)

by Barth that shook the world, it is not a basic source for

soteriology.l The reason is that Barth's thought on soteri-

ology was not developed until he worked on The Doctrine of

Reconciliation which was written during the period of 1953-

1959.2

\\\\\

lTorrence, P. 17.

2Fred Klooster, The Significance of Barth's Theology,
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1961), p. 77.

31bid., p. 80.




CHAPTER I
ANALYSIS OF H. ORTON WILEY"S SOTERIOLOGY

Introduction
Consideration is gbing to be given first to Wiley's
understanding of sin as it is related to soteriology. The
next section is a presentation of the objective soteriology
of Wiley. This will be followed by Wiley's subjective so-

teriology.

A. Problem of Sin
1. Nature of Sin
The definition that generally describes Wiley's view
of sin is: "Sin...is self-separation from God in the sense of
decentralizétion, the place which should be occupied by God

being assumed by self.nl Sin is both an act and a state. It

JSSURE—

is an aet in that man éctively usurps the status and role of
God in the world. Sin is also a state of guilt in which man
exists before God.
2. Consequences of Sin
The consequences of sin are twofold. Necessarily
resultant from sin are guilt and penalty. These two conse-

quences are related to each other; however,'the latter

lH. Orton Wiley and Paul T. Culbertson, Introduction
to Christian Theology, (Kansas City, Missouri: Beacon Hill
Press, n.d.),.p. L/0. :

5
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receives the primary emphasis in soteriology.

Because sin is a dethroning of God in an act of re-
bellion against God, it must be punished. This punishment
is the penalty of sin. Hence, "Penalty...in all its forms
is God's reaction against sin, and is based ultimately on |
His holiness."1

The chief penalty of sin is death.2 This penal
death involves the physical, temporal and eternal. However
the "gpiritual death is the chief factor...."3 The spirit-
ual death is temporal. During this life on earth man lacks
"fellowship with God" if he is spiritually dead. This lack
of fellowship is his penalty on earth for rebelling against
God. This could be summarized as follows: Sinning man lives
in a state of sin which is, in essence, a state of guilt be-
cause of rebellion against God. This state of guilt has a
concomitant and resultant severance of man's fellowship with
God which is called spiritual death. Severance or spiritual
death is man's penalty for sinning.

God desired fellowship with man to be restored. But
this could not come to be until the penalty for man's sin
was paid. The paying of this penalty is the subject to be

covered in the next section, objective soteriology.

lH. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, II (Kansas City,
Missouri: Beacon Hill Press, 1952), 9l.
21bid.

31pid., II, 93.
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B. The Objective Soteriology of H. Orton Wiley
1. Approach to Objective Soteriology
In his theological schema, Wiley discusses objective

soteriology within the doctrine of Christology. He uses the
term "atonement" to describe objective soteriology. Wiley's
starting point on atonement is with the concept of sacrifice.
His discussion begins by analyzing the chronological develop-
ments of the 0ld Testament sacrificial system. Sacrifice is
the historical background of the atonement. The meaning of
sacrifice can be seen in this statement:

...the slaying of the sacrifice and reference to the

significance of death is a fundamental concept of the

Old Testament, Following this, the offering of the blood

had a two-fold significance: it was a representation of

the pure life which the sinner should have; and it was an

atonement made expiatory through death only.

The New Testament conception of sacrifice is "simply

the completion of that foreshadowed in the 0ld 'I‘estament."2
Hence, the emphasis in the atonement is upon sacrifice,

Christ as priest offered a '"real objective sacrifice to God®

but the emphasis is still upon the sacrifice rather than upon

Christ.>

2. Terminology of Objective Soteriology
ATCNEMENT means "the whole economy of our Lord's

sacrificial ministry, with special emphasis upon the virtue

Lipid., 11, 221.

21bid., II, 225.
31bid., 1I, 226.
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1 The word "atonement" comes from the

of the sacrifice.”
Greek word "katallasein" (KaTd/\ Xd&d’s(V), which means "to
ex~-change, to change the felation of one‘person to another,

2 The term

generally...an exchange of enmity for friendship.”
"atonement includes both Godward and manward aspeéts.‘ The
idea of atonement involves several categories within it.
"Phases" of the atonement are "expiation, propitiation, re-
demptioﬁ, reconciliation...'.’3 ‘These phases will now be dis-

cussed,

RECONCILIATION is "that aspect of the finished work

of the atonement which expresses the restored fellowship be-
tween God and man."4 Reconciliation refers to the state of
peace existing between;God and man. This state of peace is
preceded by an estrangement between man and God.

EXPIATION is "the doing away with guilt and the can-

3 This work is dome

celling of the'obligaﬁion to punishment."
by the sacrificial death of Jesus. Howe#er, it has reference
to the "active phase of Christ's priéstly work." This means
that expiation has reference to the "offerer rather than...
the offering." Expiation refers to Christ as priest rather

than as sacrifice.6 Satisfaction has a similar meaning;

however, it has reference to the "law and the honor of the

l1pid., 11, 217.

2Ibid., II, 290.
31bid., 1I, 217.
4ipid., II, 291.

3ibid., if, 295.

61pid., II, 288.



9
Lawgiver" while expiation has reference to guilt and to the
One before whom the guilt is borne.
PROPITIATION refers to "appeasing the wrath of an
offended person, or to atone for offenses." As a sinner
one is exposed to the wrath of God but in Christ the "wrath

1 Propitiation has reference to the

of God" is propitiated.
active phase of Christ's work. Therefore, Christ is the
propitiator rather than the propitiated. In propitiation,
Christ brought "God near to men."2

REDEMPTION represents the'%uying back, or laying
down a purchase price for the deliverance of men from the
bondage of sin."3 There are both objective and subjective
aspects to redemption. In an objective sense the "purchase
price has been paid for all mankind." Men are objectively
freed. However, subjectively, redemption applies to the
individual. In this sense it "is provisional and is made
effective only through fait:h."4

SATISFACTION expresses the "relation which the work
of Christ sustains to the demands of law and justice."

INCARNATION is separate from atonement. Although

it is related to atonement, it is not a part of it.6 The

L1bid., 11, 229.

2

3

Ibid., II, 228.
Ibid., II, 292.
41pid.

1bid., II, 294.

61pid., 11, 291.
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"death of Christ" is "the center of the atoning work," and
it is "flanked by the incarnation and the resurrection on
either side."l
3. Nature of Objective Soteriology
In his historical discussion of the atonement, Wiley

implies that there are three basic viewpoints that have been
held. Another contemporary scholar states the same thing in
these words:

In the history of the church three major doctrines have

been held--the ransom theory for the first tbousind years,

the Anselmic and the Abelardian since that time.
Wiley presents an eclectic view of atonement. He defends
both satisfaction and moral influence theories. Therefore,
Wiley somewhat classifies his viewpoint when he writes this
of the various theories of atonement: "The Arminians aimed
at a middle ground bétween the extremes of the penal satis-
faction theory and the moral influence theories."3

The basic "ground or occasion of atonement" is "the

existence in the world of both original and actual sin, to-
gether with the necessity for propitiation."4 Beyond this

the atonement is grounded in two other necessities (Wiley

lists three but the first and the third are very similars).

lipid., 11, 241,

2William, Hordern, The Case for a New Reformation
Theology, (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1959), p. 142.

3Wiley, 11, 241.
41pid., TI, 273.

Ibid., II, 272-76.
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| The atonement was necessary because of the nature and the

claims of God. God is Holy Love. Hence, by His very nature,

God could not have fellowship in love with "sinful beings."

Yet, the dynamic love of God "yearned" for this fellowship

— with His creatures.® The atonement is therefore based upon
the love of God rather than upon His wrath. The other neces-

R sity in which the atonement is grounded is that of "govern-
mental necessity." At the beginning God constructed a moral
government. It is impossible for God to break this govern-

- ment without giving "license to sin." Thus, God could not

| set aside the execution for the penalty of sin. Either God

had to punish man who sinned against Him or He had to maintain

"public justice" by providing a substitute for men. Christ
became the sacrifice which was a substitute for penalty.2

There is a "vital principle" in the atonement. God

must become immanent in the "innermost consciousness' of man.
Because of man's sin there is a separation between man and
God. Therefore, this immanence was not possible before the
atonement., This contact between God and the consciousness
of man is possible only through Jesus Christ.3

~ "The pre-existent Logos is the ground of unity be-
tween Christ and the face, and therefore a fundamental factor

4

in the atonement." The Incarnate Logos represents the vital

""" ‘ lryia., 11, 273.

Ibid., II, 275.

N

w

Ibid., II, 277.

a~

Ibid., II, 276.
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principle in another respect. The pre-existent Logos was
the creator of all things. Man was created and constituted
by Him so that he must express the holiness of the Logos.
As a sinful being, man was unable to express this holiness.
So the Incarnate Logos, through assuming the nature of man,
provideé the neceésary holiness. Hence, the necessary link
between God and man was provided. ' For this reason he is able
to create men anew.! The restoration of the Holy Spirit is a
further aspect of this vital principle in atonement...,
As depravity is a consequence of the deprivation of the
Spirit, so the bestowal of the Spirit restores man's
inner spiritual relations with God.

Wiley's constant emphasis in relating the Incarna-
tion to the atonement is upon the Incarnate Logos.’ It is
the Word as flesh, and not, the Word becominé flesh that is
important in the atonement. Therefore, the atoning impor-
tance of the Incarnate Logos is in its being "applied to
its culmination in the égggh on the cross.n> (Ttalics mine.)

The work of the Incarnate Logos and the work of the
Holy Spifit reflect the 6bjective and subjective aspects of
the atonement. The historic Christ has done the objective
work while the Hbly Spirit in the lives of men does the sub-

jective work.4 ‘

lipia., 11, 278.
21pid., II, 279.
31bid., II, 279.

41bid., II, 280.
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Wiley considers his view of atonement as "vicarious
expiation." It is vicarious in that One person endured suf-
fering ninstead of another."1 Expiation was possible be-
cause the Incarnate One was "God and man."

His human nature involved the penal sﬁffering of which
the divine was incapable; and thg Divine Person gave
infinite worth to the sacrifice.
In the process of atonement the heavenly wasn't impaired nor
was the human omitted.

Wiley does not apparently see certain aspects of his
view of atonement as objectionable as some do. By putting
an emphasis upon the love of God and divine justice, he
apparently believes that the emphasis is properly placed.
One of Walter Hordern's arguments against this view of the
atonement is that it emphasizes the justice of God more than
the love of God. Hence, the Biblical picture of the loving
family relationshib is not maintained. However, this objec-
tion cannot be raised against Wiley. Whether or not the em-
phasis upon the "blood of Christ" is a "crudely mythical
element(s)" perhaps would be of little concern to Wiley. He
would probébly retort that it may be offensive but it is
necessary.

| 4, Scope of Objective Soteriology

The atoning work of Jesus Christ is universal in its

extent. This means that Christ's sacrificial offering makes

salvation a possibility for men universally. "Beneath that

lipid., 11, 282.

21bid.



B 14
sprinkled blood, mercy is extended to all mankind."1
There are two bases upholding the universality of

atonement. One is the reason of man. The second, and the
most important, is Scripture (e.g. Matt. 20:20 and I Tim.
2:6).2 There are three kinds of Scriptural teaching that
verify the universality of the atonement:

a) those that speak of atonement in universal tones,

b) those that indicate that the atonement is to be pro-

claimed universally (therefore the possibility of
universal acceptance is apparently implied),

c) those that say Christ died for even men who may
perish.
While the atonement is universal in regard to race,
it is at the same time conditional in regard to individuals.
Unless a person responds and accepts the atoning work of

Christ it will not be efficacious for him.

~ - There are accompanying doctrines that provide consis-

fk tency for conditional atonement. "Moral freedom and prevenient

grace" fit hand-in-hand with requiring a response from man be-

fore the atonement's benefits are extended to him.4
When the atonement is not accepted by a certain in-

dividual there is only one alternative for God. That is to
reject that person.
The reason that this person is rejected is that "there

— remaineth no sacrifice for [his) sins."5 Therefore rejection

l1pid., 11, 288.

21bid., II, 295.

31pid., 11, 296.

b1pid.
5

Ibid., II, 239.
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comes not because a person is necessarily immoral, without

faith, etc., but, simply, because he has no provision to be

freed from the guilt of his sin.

C. The Subjective Soteriology of H. Orton Wiley

1. Approach to Subjective Soteriology

Subjective soteriology is discussed in the context of
the doctrine of the Holy Spirit. The areas of grace, right-
eousness (justification by faith),'sonship and sanctification
are the larger categories in Wiléy's subjective soteriology.
Each of these areas composes a chapter within Part IV. Ex-
cept for the first chapter on the person of the Holy Spirit,
the remaining chapters pertain to subjective sotériology.

Basically the approach of H. Orton Wiley to subjec-
tive sotériology could be characterized as "evangelical."l
It begins with vocation which is the call of God to man
ﬁhrough the Holy Spirit. Vocation is a work, the first, of
grace., Grace is necessary in order to bring man to accepting
the work of God in Christ; however, there must be human co-
operation in order for the grace of God to efficacious. The
vocation of man is followed by his repentance, saving faith
and conversion. The subsequent "steps" leading to man's sal-

vation are the regeneration of his character, his adoption by

1Kenneth K. Kanzter said in a course in soteriology
that the evangelical. position on soteriology basically con-
tains the ideas of: "predestination, election, calling, con-
version, repentance,.faith, justification, adoption, union
with Christ, regeneration, sanctification, assurance, perser-
verance, glorification."
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God and the assurance that he is saved..1 Perhaps the point
at which Wiley's soteriology is least evangelical is at the
doctrine of sanctification. He has a strong emphasis upon
that doctrine.
2. Nature of Subjective Soteriology
a) Vocation
The first step in the subjective aspect of soteriology
is "Gospel Vocation." This is a proclamation that comes to

2 This call or voca-

the individual through the Holy Spirit.
tion is both "indirect or universal" and "direct or immediate."
The former is in the form of a "secret influence exerted upon
the consciences of men, apart from the revealed Word as found

in the Holy Scriptures."3 The latter is made, specifically,

through the Scriptures.

This call is closely related to predestination and
election. Election is receiving the call and then responding
to it. Thus, being elected is contingent upon accepting the
universal call of God. Predestination is simply God's gra-
cious purpose to save man. Thus it stands over against the

Calvinist view that asserts predestination as being God's

4

purpose both to save and to damn men. Election differs

from predestination in that the former implies a choice but the

lWiley, II, 431.
21pid., TI, 334.

31bid., 11, 335.

4 . : .
N. J.: Flémigétﬁ?ekéngftggi,The T?a;?ln ?f Calv1n»(Westw?od,
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| latter does not. 1In Wiley's words "...predestination is God's
general and gracious plan of saving men, by adopting them as
children through Christ; election pertains to the chosen ones
who are holy and blameless before Him in love."l Hence, the

B elect are chosen upon their acceptance of the "conditions of
the call."2

The beginning of salvation, subjectively, is this

call to man. It is a universal call including three aspects:
"the proclamation, the conditions upon which the offer of
salvation is made, and the command to submit to the authority
of Christ."3 The agent of the call is the Holy Spirit and
the Word (probably meaning the Bible) is the instrument.
When the Holy Spirit calls a person through the Word that
person is "awakened.'" The person becomes conscious that his
sinful self is doomed. It is important to realize that the
Holy Spirit works through the Word, but it is not restricted
to it. "Awakened" is a general theological term while "con-
viction" is more specific. Conviction has reference to the
personal responsibility for one's guilt. The word "convic-

. tion" has two further involvements: (1) it affects the con-

= science as well as the reason and (2) it involves a sense of

hope and not despair. (The Spirit not only reveals the sin-

fulness of human hearts, but the fullness and freeness of

1
2
3

Wiley, II, 337.
Ibid., II’ 339.

Ibid., II, 340.
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salvation through Christ.l)

Wiley's thought of the Arminian perspective on "ef-
fectual calling" carries with it the idea that all men are
called, and it involves the fact that all men are genuinely
given the grace to accept that call if they so desire. As
was stated before, the call carries with it a contingency.
The call may be resisted or accepted. And, even when it is
éccepted, it may be rejected later.

Concerning "prevenient grace'" Wiley writes that the
grace of God is infinite and cannot be limited to His redemp-
tive work. Hence, prevenient grace is operative pfior to the
work of redemption. Prevenient grace is the grace that goes
"befofe" and prepares the soul for the beginning of salva-
tion. Wiley writes that "it may be defined, therefore, as
the manifestation of the divine influence which precedes the
full regenerate life."2 Wiley sees prevenient grace to be
substantiated as an aécepted Christian doctrine in the whole
Bible as well as by the Church Fathers.

The author's thought onAprevenient grace presupposes
the total depravity of man. Hence, he asserts that every-
thing done in man before regeheration is due to the work of
God. And, this working of God's grace upon man, prior to
his regeneration, is called a state of prevenient grace.

There is a progression of steps in this state. The Spirit

lrpid., II, 343.

zibid. ] ii, 346.
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of God leads a man from one step of advancement to another.
Somewhere along the line, man's spirit begins to co-operate
with the Holy Spirit. The free will of man responds. How-
ever, even after the spirit of man begins to assert itsélf,
the grace of God continues to be given in order to bring
man to a salvation in Jesus Christ,

According to Wiley's view of Arminianism, every man
in some sense has the grace of God unless he has quenched the
Spirit. He quotes Wesley to support the idea that the nat-
ural conscience of man is the work of God.

Reference has been made to man's co-operating with
the Holy Spirit. Wiley's position is that synergism, human-
divine co-operation, is a basic truth of Arminianism. How-
ever, the emphasis is always on divine grace. This is done
for two reasons: (1) the work of preliminary grace is deeply
rooted in the nature of man, and (2) "the influence of the
Spirit connected with the Word is irresistible as claiming
the attention of the natural man. He may resist it, but he

1 Wiley seems to be saying that the Holy

cannot escape it. "
Spirit is given primary emphasis because He is simply thé‘
primary mover in this whole matter. Howe#er, in another
place he asserts that salvation is all of grace because the
Holy Spirit is the initiator. But, on the other hand, the
human will is a co-operator because it must accept the grace

offered. There are four propositions in regard to the re-

lation of ﬁrevenient grace and the human will: )

Sp————

lrpid., 11, 355.
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(1) Prevenient grace is exercised upon the whole man.

(2) Prevenient grace is exercised with the view that
man is a free and responsible being.

(3) Prevenient grace is exercised upon man with the
view that he is enslaved by sin.

(4) Continuous co-operation between the grace of the
Spirit and the human will merges prevenient grace
into saving grace.

Wiley asserts that repentance is '"fundamental" to
a system of Christian thought. It is "inéroductory to the
state of salvation."2 . '

On a definition of repentance, it is not easy to
to determine Wiley's thought. He lists a series of defini-
tions given by other men (and many of these are different
from each other), then he implies that his definition is to
be found in the‘quotations he has given. At any rate, it
seems that he consents to an involved definition which in-
cludes conviction of sin and contrition, and it leads to
"sincere resolutions of amendment."3

Again the author thinks that both the divine and
human elements are involved in repentance. God is the "au-
thor" of repentance. However, man does the repenting. God
makes it possible to répent. Because man is totally de-
praved, prevenient grace is neéessary for repentance. God
leads man to repentance. There are two involvements in this.

First, grace helps man to be sorrowful for sin. Secondly,

God makes it possible, through grace, to confess sin. The

lipia., 11, 356.

N

Ibid., II, 358.

34pid., 11, 359.
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last step of repentance is, however, the act of man's re-
sponding to the Holy Spirit.

There is a state of penitence that is subsequent to
repentance. It is a consequence of the act of repentance.
Wesley is quoted in an attempt to substantiate the need for
a penitent state.1 Continued repentance and faith are as
necessary after entering the Kingdom of God as they are for
entering. ‘

Repentance is a necessity for salvation. The Lukan
account of Jesus' words “"except ye repent, ye shall all like-
wise periéhﬁ (Luke 13:3)-are given as a basis for this pro-
position. ReQuiring repentance is not some arbitrary demand
of God's. Rather it is necessary because of the nature of
sin itself. Wiley defines sin as "rebellion against God."
Therefore "there can be no salvation...without a renuncia-
tion of sih...ﬁz

Wiley understands faith to be of three types: faith
in general, saving faith which is the condition of salvation,
and faith which is a grace of the Christian life.

Faith in general is defined as a principle whereby
man acceﬁts something unseen as existing. The primary ele-
ment in this faith is trust. It is a trusting in something
that is at least somewhat ratiénally supportable. Thus,

knowledge is involved. Furthermore, this "faith opérates in

Lipig., 11, 362.

2

Ibid., II, 363.
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the emotional and volitional life to the degree that the
fact or proposition believed is judged to be important."l
There are degrees in faith. These various degrees are not
attributable to a rational understanding, but rather to the
strength of faith itself.?

Saving faith is not a different kind than general
faith. Rather, it is that which is considered as the con-
dition for salvation. There is both the divine and the
human element in this faith, and faith is not only positive
and outreaching, but also, and prior, it is a self-emptying
faith. Saving faith involves the whole man. Thus, it is
not simply a matter of the mind, nor of feeling, nor of the
will. Furthermore, saving faith is based upon the truth of
the Scriptures., And, lastly, saving faith is closely re-
lated to good works. Wiley's view of Arminianism is that
it denies '"the merit of good works" but insists that they
are a "condition of salvation."3

Faith is not merely a matter of entering into salva-
tion. It is something vitally present with the regenerate
man. Saving faith becomes a constant faith within the

Christian 1ife.4

The author sees conversion "in its truest scriptural

meaning" as a pivotal point at which a person turns from sin

|

1bid., II, 366.

N

Ibid., II, 367.
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Ibid., II, 373,
Ibid., II, 375.
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to God. Thus conversion signifies the instant of justifi-
cation and adoption.1
b) Christian Righteousness

It has been previously stated that Wiley titles the
chapter on justification by faith "Christian Righteousness."
He calls this doctrine "a cardinal doctrine" that occupies |
na controlling position'in the entire Christian system.2
In terms of time, the act of justification is seen as having
a punctiliar nature.

The author's method of developing the "Definitions
of Justification" is to state several definitions expressing
different viewpoints are given. Then, (through some inde-
terminable methodology), he takes various elements of these
definitions to arrive at his definition. He affirms that

'justification is that gracious and judicial or declara-
tive act of God, by which He pronounces those who be-
lievingly accept the propitiatory offering of Christ,

as absolved from their sins, released from their penalty,
and accepted as righteous before Him.'

The Scriptures have within them a variety of terms
as being'synonymous with justification, e.g. "righteous,
nonimputation of sin, reckoning or imputation‘of righteous~
ness."4 However, the meanings of the terms are slightly

different. Two passages from Romans (3:24-26 and 4:5-8)

are considered as "classical passages on justification®

lrpig., 11, 376.

21bid., IT, 379.

3

4

ibid., ii, 38l. These are Wiley's quotation marks.

Ibid., II, 381.
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which portray St. Paul's position. It is implied that Paul
developed his idea on the doctrine from the words of our Lord.
Wiley asserts that evangelical justification refers

to an accusation of guilt and condemnation. This type of
accusation can only be justified by way of pafdon. This par-
doning is done by God. It is not done by "legal fiction"
but rather by "judicial éction."1 And this judicial action
is through the work done by Jesus Christ.

Justification is both act and state. It is an act of

God whereby men are declared to be just or righteous;

it is a state of man, into which he is introduced as a

consequence of this declaration.
The assertion is made that the Scriptures use terms which
indicate "an act, an act in process, an act as fully accom-
plished or perfected, and a state following the accomplish-
ment of the act."3

The Nazarene theologian views justification as bring-

ing about a relative change. This means that it does not
bring a change within the individual. Rather it involves
an external, objective change. Justification is to be dis-
tinguished from sanctification. ‘The former implies "what
God does for us," while sanctification implies "what God

does in gg."4 Another distinction that can be made in terms

of the nature of the change that accompanies these two

L1bid., 1I, 383.
21bid., II, 384.
31bid.

%Ibid., 1I, 38L.
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matters is this: "justification is an actual change in rela-
tionship to God, while sanctification is a change in the

— moral nature of the individual."l

"Justification is a forensic or judicial act."2

- The word "justification" comes from the law court. There-
i fore, it is to be seen in the context of a legal proceeding.
Thus, in the theological sense, the term is to be understood
as judicial too. God, as a judge, pardons the penalty and
pronounces the person righteous. But, within this imagery,
God the ruler is, also, to be seen. As the Ruler, he for-
gives the sin of his subjects. Hence, there is a negative

factor, as well as a positive one, involved. Negatively,

sins are forgiven and positively, pardon is granted.

Justification, as an act, is puntiliar in nature.

It is a comprehensive, instantaneous act. Hence, *"it is not
a sentence extending through years."3 Justification is a
comprehensive work. This implies that it is effective for
pardoning all the sins in the life of a person.

It is the author's viewpoint that the nature of jus-
tification and the ground of justification are closely related.
In his interpretation, the evangelical perspective of jus-
tification involves three factors:

(1) vDivine justice must be fully satisfied through the

propitiatory work of Jesus Christ.
(2) God fully accepts this meritorious work as sufficient.

Lrpid., 11, 387.

21pid., II, 389.

31bid., 11, 39%.
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(3) These two ideas must be jointly implemented so that
it is possible "for God as Ruler and Judge, to show
mercy in the forgiveness of sins, on terms consis-
tent with justice,"

The method by which the work of Jesus Christ is re-
lated to justification is through imputation. The author
carefully points out that the Greek word Xort?ouat which
means "to reckon or to account," is never used in the sense
of attributing to one person the deeds of another.2 Rather,
it refers specifically to accounting the deeds that the per-
son has done himself., It is the Scriptural point of view,
and that of the Reformers, that the term "justification by
faith alone" means the "imputation of faith for righteous-
ness."3 If a person has faith (properly directed, etc.),
it will be accounted or reckoned to him as righteousness.
There are other specific involvements in this matter that
the author emphasizes.

(1) It is faith itself, as a personal act of the be-
liever, that is imputed for righteousness.

(2) Faith is not righteousness itself; rather it is
the condition for righteousness.

(3) A justifying faith must be a specific faith in
Jesus Christ (in his propitiatory work) rather
than some general faith.

c) Christian sonship

When one is justified by God because of his faith

in Jesus Christ, he is concomitantly adopted by God as a

son., Christian Sonship includes regeneration, adoption

and assurance.

lybid., 11, 395.

21pid.

3Ibid., 1T, 400.
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"The term regeneration is derived from the Greek
.. ’ 7/
word palingenesia (FJA(V}@VSU'M or Wd)\(YYEVEU'(Q), which

is compounded of TF&)\(V 'again' and YEVEOLS ‘'to be,!
1

so that the word means literally 'to be again.'"™ Regenera-
tion has reference to the renewal of a person by virtue of
being justified. This renewal brings to man the moral nature
with which man was'originally created. This moral nature
corresponds with the image of God. Regeﬁeration differs from
justification. The former involves the renewing of the moral
nature while the latter involves the canceling of guilt and
removing penalty. Wiley gives the following for a defini-
tion of regeneration: "it is a communication of life by the
Spirit, tova soul dead in trespasses and sins.n?

There are two aspects to the work of régeneration.

It is an active work of God. It is, also, a passive work of
man. '

Along with regeneration comes, also, a new relation-
ship with God. There are three more important ramifications
to this new relationship with God, which are:

(1) Regegeration makes possible a personal knowledge of
(2) gzgéneration gives a new revelation of God in Christ
(The argument is that since Christ is the highest

revelation of God, man can know God fully only when
Christ is revealed in man),

(3) Regeneration makes a new source of power in the
Holy Spirit accessible to man.

1

21bid., II, 407.
31bid., II, 425.
4ibid., T, 426.

Ibid., II, 403.
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| The second discussion within this chapter is entitled
nAdoption. " Adoption is viewéd as "the declaratory act of
God, by which upon being justified By faith in Jesus Christ,
we are received into the family of God and reinstated in the
privileges of sonship."l Thus, adoption seems to have signi-
ficance on the Godward side rather than from the perspective
of man. There are several "Benefits of Adoption" for man:

(L) status of a son, -

(2) recognized filial confidence that a son has,

(3) a type of unity with Christ,

(4) a joint ownership with‘Christ in all that is his, and

(5) the right to eternal life.

| The last major discussion within this twenty-eighth
chapter has to do with assurance. Wiley's expression is the
"Witness of the Spirit."” By this is meant "that inward evi-
dence of acceptance with God which the Holy Spirit reveals
directly to the consciousness of the beiievef."3 It is the
author's conviction that the Scriptures have mény evidences
of people who experienced the witness of the Holy Spirit.

There are two involvements in the witness of the
,,,, Spirit. Besides being a witness of the Holy Spirit, it is
; also a witness of our spirit. The first has reference to
= the direct stimulus of the witness that the Spirit of God
makes upon us. Wiley finds support for his doctrine both

in the Scriptures and in John Wesley's writings. Wiley's

argument can be stated in the form of a rhetorical question:

1
2

,,,,,, 31bid.

Ibid., II, 428.
Ibid., II, 430.
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) Would God leave us without a witness (in darkness) in such

| an important matter as this? The second involvement in as-

- surance is the testimony of our own spirits. This has refer-
ence to our becoming consciously aware that we are justified
and adopted. Thus it is primarily a confirmatory and passive
matter, However, it is exceedingly important, although it
does follow the first in occurrence.l

- Assurance is as common to salvation as adoption.
Hence, as adoption is universally available, so is assurance.
However, different people have different experiences of the
witness of the Spirit.2

d) Christian Perfection or Entire Sanctifica-
tion

The author's contention is that the Scriptures and

history substantiate the truth of the Christian doctrine of
sanctification., He writes about "Holiness as the New Testa-
ment Standard of Christian Experiéhce" and that the scrip-
tures testify "that Entire Sanctification Is a Second Work

3 About the historical witness to the doctrine,

of Grace."
he writes that "the doctrine of Christian perfection has

come down to us from apostolic days as a sacred and uninter-

rupted tradition through all the Christian centuries."4

A distinction is made between two, sometimes confused

[ el

Ibid., II, 433-35.
Ibid., II, 438.
5 Ibid., II, 442.

Ibid., II, 449.
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terms, i.e., holiness and sanctification. Holiness refers
to the moral state of a person while sanctification refers
to the act by which he is made holy.1

Entire sanctification is an act of God whereby a
Christian is "made free from original sin or depravity..."
Both as an act and as a state, sin is removed in this life.
This means that man can overcome the act of sinning through
entire sanctification., It also means that man is freed from
the state of guilt before God. But "the consequences of
sin...will be removed only at the time of the resurrection."3,4
Wiley defends his viewpoint that acts of sin are eliminated

in this life. "To call innocent mistakes in judgment, lapse

-+

understanding due to weakened human

0
Hh
3

cf memery, and a lack

¢

powers sin is to open the floodgates to all kinds of actual

3 Positively, man devotes himself entirely to God in

sin,"
entire sanctification. Entire sanctification is an instan-
taneous act and wrought by the Holy Spirit.

There is a distinction between justification and sanc-
tification. Justification is the work of Jesus Christ done

for us while the latter refers to the work of Jesus Christ

done in us. Furthermore, justification is an instantaneous

lipid., 11, 464.
21bid., II, 466.

3Wiley, H. Orton, The Epistle to the Hebrews, (Kansas
City, Missouri: Beacon Hill Press, 1959), p. 209.

4E. J. Carnell said in a chapel sermon at Wheaton
College, Illinois in 1962 that anyone who claims to be free
from sin either is a liar or has a bad memory.

5Wiley, The Epistle...p. 209.
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act while sanctification has a progressiveness to it. There
is an initial sanctification that is concomitant with justi=-
fication. But there is an entire sanctification which is
subsequent to it.1

The difference between regeneration and sanctifica-
tion is more subtle than that between justification and sanc-
tification. The difference is that regeneration has refer-
ence to the spiritual life in general while sanctification
has reference to the moral state of that spiritual life.
Original sin continues to exist during the state of regenera-
tion until entire sanctification. However, Wiley points out
that the grace that comes through regeneration is not blended
with original sin. 1In the sense that holiness is generated
within the life at regeneration, it is the beginning of
sanctification. However, there is a distinction between
regeneration and initial sanctification. "Regeneration is
the impartation of life, and initial sanctification is the
cleansing from guilt and acquired depravity."2 The life
that regeneration imparts is a life of love. And entire
sanctification purifies the will so that this love becomes
supreme. Concerning the time that must elapse between re-
generation and sanctification is relative according to the
experience of the individual. God's time is the present

while the person may seek to procrastinate this sanctifying

1

21bid., II, 476.

Wiley, Christian Theology, I1I, 470.
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experience. There is a series of "means and agencies" by
which God does this sanctifying:
(1) The love of God is the "originating cause."
(2) The blpod of Jesus Christ is the "meritorious or
procuring cause."
(3) The Holy Spirit is the "efficient cause."
(4) Truth is the "instrumental cause."
(5) Faith is the "conditional cause.'"l
Between initial and entire sanctification there is
a time of the work of grace called "progressive sanctifica-
tion." This is marked by a series of phases, each one being
consummated in an instantaneous experience. Initial sanc-
tification cleanses the "acquired pollution," while entire
sanctification cleanses inherited or original sin.2 Because
sin is both an act and a state it is reasoned that sanctifi-
cation must also have two aspects to it.
Sanctification is both gradual and instantaneous.
There is a preparatory work in which the Hoiy Spirit is
working upon the life of the Christian. When that person is
ready to submit to the commands of God, then instantaneously
he is sanctified. |
Entire sanctification is both instantaneous and
continuous. It is instantaneous in its completion, but it

must continue. A continuous work of cleansing must proceed

by faith in the work of Jesus Christ. Wiley terms entire

3

sanctification the "fulness of redemption." He claims that

Lipid., 11, 478-79.

Ibid., II, 481.

Ibid., II, 487.
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1 The essen-

it is a "cleansing of the heart from all sin."
tial aspect of entire sanctification is the purifying of
the believer's heart from all acquired sin. Wiley's high
view of man's possibilities comes to light when he asserts
that "the carnal mind, or the sin that dwelleth in the me
of the soul--the principle in man which has actual affinity
with transgression, this is abolished by the purifying work
of the Spirit...'!2 He also states that in entire sanctifica-
tion there is "the utter destruction of the carnal mind."3
Besides a negative work, entire sanctification also
does a positive work. Created within the believer is an
entire devotion to God. But, it is more than the human self-
devotion. It is also the receiving of the power of the Holy
Spirit which devotes the person to God. Holiness consists
of both the purgation of sin and the devoting of oneself
wholly to God. Hence, there is a degree of synergism in
sa;nctification.4
The doctrine of Christian perfection refers more
to the positive element of devoting oneself to God while
entire sanctification, primarily, has reference to the neg-

ative element of cleansing. There are several implications

of the doctrine of Christian perfection:

lrpid., 11, 487.

21bid., II, 488.
31bid., 1I, 491.
41bid.
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(1) It is made available through grace and not law.

- (2) Perfection is relative--having reference to man's
? possibility of perfection rather than to God's

’ absolute perfection.

» (3) Christian perfection is "probationary" in that it
1 "is always under ethical law, and hence must be
guarded by congstant watchfulness and maintained by
divine grace."

The following paragraph is worth quoting in that it
sets forth the basic import of the doctrine:

- We may conclude, then that nothing is clearer from Scrip-
ture than that there is a perfection which may be attained
in this life of perfect love, or the loving God with all
the heart, soul, mind, and strength; that this perfection
of love has no reference to the degree or quality of love,
but to its purity or quality; that this state of perfect
love is a consequence of the purification of the heart
from all sin, so that love remains in soleness and supre-
macy; that this purification is accomplished instanta-
neously by the baptism with the Holy Spirit; that the
resultant state of perfect love is regarded as adulthood
in grace, in that the believer enters into the fulness

of privilege under the New Covenant; and last, in that
love is the fulfilling of the law, this state og‘pure or
perfect love, is known as Christian perfection.:

Several distinctions will help in understanding Wiley's

thought on perfection:

(1) Purity and maturity are different. "Purity is the
result of a cleansing from the pollugion of sin;
maturity is due to growth in grace."

(2) Infirmities are to be distinguished from sins. Sins
are advertent disobedience to God's law while infir-
mities are inadvertent transgressions.

= (3) Temptation is reconcilable with perfection. The

perfect can be tempted without sinning.

Wesley offers Wiley a satisfactory explanation for

the "Evidences of Christian Perfection." That explanation

lrpiga., 11, 500.

21bid., IT, 506.
3
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is that there is the same testimony of the Holy Spirit in

entire sanctification as there is in justification.l

3. The Role of Man in Subjective Soteriology
a) Place of Man
Man has a significant place in subjective soteriology.
However, here man's place is both as an object and the sub-
ject. Man is acted upon by the Holy Spirit, and he acts on
his own behalf. The Holy Spirit "calls" the object through
"prevenient grace." In repentance, the positive response
to calling, man is the subject. He does the acting. If man
responds to the Holy Spirit's calling, God justifies him.
But, justification is done entirely for man. Man is the
passive object whom God justifies apart from man in Himself.
If man is justified, he remains the object in the next so-
teriological step which is regeneration. But, as an object,
he becomes the one upon (or in) whom the work is done. 1In
the last four steps toward salvation, i.e. adoption, assur-
ance, sanctification and Christian perfection, the dialectic
of man's place is maintained. Adoption is activity within
God but for man. However, in assurance, man is the center
of activity both actively and passively. The Holy Spirit
acts upon man and man's spirit witnesses within himself.
In sanctification and Christian perfection, man again moves
from a place of passivity to one of activity. Man is sanc-

tified by God within himself. Thus, man is the object for

Ly, Orton Wiley, Christian Theology. (Kansas City,
Mo.: Beacon Hill Press, 1 , 1I, 514, citing Wesley,
Plain Account, pp. 79, 118.
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whom action is taken. But, in Christian perfection, action
i1s taken upon man and by man himself.,
b) Responsibility of Man
Man's responsibility in receiving salvation must be
seen in the context of God's grace. Because of man's total
depravity, he can accept no responsibility in salvation ex-

1

cept as he is aided by the Holy Spirit. However, human

effort does have a definite place "in order to secure com-
pliance with the conditions...by which man may be saved."2
A plea is made for a type of synergism. "There is a human
co-operation with the divine Spirit...."3

‘There are, however, doctrines of subjective soteri-
ology which require less responsibility of man than other
doctrines, The doctrines of vocation and prevenient grace
are two such doctrines. Here the emphasis is upon the Holy
Spirit's work upon man. Through vocation and prevenient
grace man is sought to exert his effort to fulfill his re-
sponsibility. 1In themselves, vocation and prevenient grace
are the work of the Holy Spirit requiring no responsibility
of man.

Man's responsibility follows the vocation and the
work of prevenient grace. The first responsibility of man

is to repent. Man must see the wrong of his sins, be sorry

for them, confess them and turn "from sin to God" bearing

Lrpia., 11, 362.
21bid., II, 367.
31bid., II, 495.



37
the fruits of repentance. "The power (to repent) indeed is
given to him (man) of God, but the act is necessarily his
own."1 Man has the responsibility not only of the act of
repentance, but, also for sustaining the state of penitence
throughout life,

Man has the responsibility of having a saving faith
in the work of Christ. The VYprimary element -in faith is
trust; hence saving faith is a personal trust in the Person
of the Savior."2 If man is to gain salvation, he must have
this trust, which is faith. This trust or faith requires
human effort as well as being a gift of God.

The subsequent doctrines of subjective soteriology,
i.e., justification, regeneration, adoption and assurance
are primarily the work of the Holy Spirit. This work may
be accomplished in or for man by the Holy Spirit, but, never-
theless, it is done by the Holy Spirit (or by the Father).

Christian perfection or entire sanctification also
involves a responsibility of man. It requires man's devoting
of himself to God. Although the strength to devote the
self comes from God, nevertheless, man must put forth the

effort to trust in God in order to receive the strength.

Lipiga., 11, 362.

21pid., II, 367.



SUMMARY

Sin is the separation of the self, in the sense
m§ of relationship, from God. As a consequence of man's sin
he must be punished. This punishment is tridentate, but
has a primary aspect which is spiritual death; this is tem=-
poral,

The objective soteriological work of Jesus Christ,
through his atoning death, has its basis upon the concept
of sacrifice. The atoning death of Jesus Christ was neces-
sary because sin existed in the world. God's love, which
desired fellowship with man, and faithfulness, which was
toward His established moral government, also necessitated
the atonement. The atoning work of Jesus Christ is universal
in its extent; this is verifiable both by reason and the
Scriptures.

Every man is subjectively and efficaciously called
through God's grace by the Holy Spirit to accept the bene-
fits of Jesus Christ's atoning death, and this call may be
accepted or rejected. If a man heeds God's call he will
necessarily repent, i.e. be sorry for his sins and desire
to make amends for them. A person will have faith or trust

= in the atoning efficacy of Jesus Christ's work. The faith
will bring the man pardon through the justification of God.
Consequently that man's moral nature will be regenerated,
and God will adopt him as son. The Holy Spirit will impress
upon this person the reality of his adoption, hence there
will be assurance that this has happened.
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CHAPTER II
ANALYSIS OF KARL BARTH'S SOTERIOLOGY

Introduction
The basic method of treatment in this chapter is the
same as that of the preceding chapter. Barth's understanding
of the problem of sin will be discussed first. An analysis
of Barth's thinking on objective soteriology will follow.
Finally there will be an analysis of his thought on subjec-
tive soteriology and the chapter will conclude with a summary.
Although the minutiae of Karl Barth's doctrine of
salvation cannot easily be categorized into a neat pattern,
there is a general pattern that is discernible. Without dis-
torting Barth's thought, the method of treatment outlined
in the first paragraph can be followed. Barth himself pre-
sents the following outline for his thought on soteriology:
(1) +..knowledge of the sin of man... (problem of sin),
(2) ...knowledge of the event in which reconciliation
is made... (objective soteriology),
(3) ...knowledge of the work of the Holy Spirit in...

the community, and of the being of Christ%ans in
Jesus Christ... (subjective soteriology).*

lKarl Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, trans.
G. W. Bromiley (Church Dogmatics; New York: Charles Scribmer's

Sons, 1956), 1V, Part I, 79.
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A. Problem of Sin
Karl Barth considers the doctrine of sin as part of
the doctrine of reconciliation. He writes negatively that
sin is not to be given "a treatment which is independent,
self-originating and self-contained.”l However, considering
that we have stated Barth's position on this, it is legiti-
mate if we do separate sin from the soteriological sections,
This separation is done simply to facilitate comparison in
chapter three and not to show disagreement with Barth.
1. Nature of Sin
Sin is due to man's opposition to God by breaking
the covenant.2
.s.man is called to hold to the grace of His creator,
to be thankful for it, to bow to it and adapt himself
to it, to honor it.... And the essence of sin is that
he does not do this. He denies and despiseg and hates
grace and breaks...the law of the covenant.
2. Consequences of Sin
The consequences of sin for man is that man needs to
be turned to God. Because of sin man is in need of being
turned away from serving himself toward serving God. Barth
writes that ",..man has need of conversion to God...."4
This can be stated in the sense of reconciliation

too. In this sense, man needs to be reconciled to God. It

is significant to Barth that it is not God who needs to be

Lipid., 1V, Part II, 139.

N

Ibid., IV, Part IT, 14l.
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Ibid., IV, Part I, 140.
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Ibid., IV, Part I, 138.
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reconciled to man, "...but men need reconciliation with
Him...%l Because something has come between God and man,
reconciliation was needed to bring the creature and the

2

Creator together again. Sin necessitated the reconciliation

of man to God.

B. The Objective Soteriology of Karl Barth
1. Approach to Objective Soteriology

Barth begins his doctrine of reconciliation on the
concépt of the covenant. God had established a covenant with
man. Man was unfaithful but God could not be unfaithful. As
a result, God acted to bring about a reconciliation.

Barth defines reconciliation as "God's crossing the
frontier to man...'.'3 Through this "crossing the frontier"
man is "received by Him and reclaimed as His possession and
hidden in Him and sustained by Him and addressed and treated

4

as His friend and indeed His Child." Reconciliation was an

act by God for man.

Jesus Christ is central to the doctrine of recon-
ciliation. Barth writes that "our task is so to present the
doctrine of reconciliation that it is always clear that it

has to do wholly and utterly with Jesus Christ,...,"5

1
2
3

Ibid., IV, Part I, 74.

Klooster, p. 84.
Barth, IV, Part I, 82.
“1pid, |

5

Ibid., IV, Part II, 125.
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As Jesus Christ is related to the doctrine of recon-
ciliation, He is related to soteriology. He is ""the begin-
ning and the middle and the end" of objective soteriology.1
Negatively, soteriology cannot be separated from Christology.
Or to put it another way: soteriology "can never escape the
tendency to commend itself in relation to Christology."2

Barth categorized objective soteriology into three
series of three sections. Each section begins with a dis-
cussion of a basic Christological "aspect." These basic
Christological aspects are that Jesus Christ is '"very God,
very man, and very God-man..."? These Christological dis-
cussions are "the key to the whole. From each of the three
aspects suggeéted it will be our starﬁing point and will
necessarily control all the developed details."4 A dis-
cussion of sin follows the Christological discussion of each
section. This is a "natufal place' for the doctrine of sin.’
It is in the knowledge bf Jesus Christ that we see man as a
sinner and come to know sin. The third discussion in each
section pertains to the work that God has done for man

through Jesus Christ. These discussions include the sub-

jects of justification, sanctification and calling. 6

lIbid., IV, Part I, 125,
2

Ibido b IV, Part I, 124.

31pid., 1V, Part I, 128.

%Ibid., IV, Part I, 138.
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The sovereign act of atonement made by God through
Jesus Christ is a significant factor in objective soteriology.
It is through the atonement made in Jesus Christ that we are
"to realize fearlessly and indefatigably...the possibility
of life and knowledge...ul |

It is important that brief consideration be given to -
Barth's doctrine of election. Barth does not discuss the
doctrine of election as part of the doctrine of reconcilia-
tion, but traditional theology has considered the doctrine
of election as part of the doctrine of salvation. Barth
does, howevey see the doctrine of election as the "connecting
link" between the doctrine of God and the doctrine of recon-

e,

ciliation.2 In the doctrine of election we turn from the
Deity of God to the Humanity of God.3
2., Terminology of Objective Soteriology
Barth does not use the traditional soteriological

terminology. For example, the doctrine of election was
related in the last section is not placed within the doctrine
of reconciliation itself is another example. Generally,
theologians do not "speak of reconciliation as a structural

A

part of the system of dogmatics."  However, Barth does con-

sider reconciliation as a major doctrine in his dogmatics.

1Ibid., IV, Part I, 81l.

2Klooster, p. 39.

3Karl Barth, The Humanity of God, trans. Thomas
Wieser and John Newton Thomas (Rlchmond Virginia: John
Know Press, 1962), p. 51. ‘

4

Klooster, p. 78.
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"Conversion" is a term that Barth uses quite syno-
nomously, though not identically, with reconciliation. Con-
version is a part of objective soteriology. As such it is
in the past tense. The conversion of a man to God was
accomplished.l

Atonement is included as part of the doctrine of
reconciliation. As such, atonement is the means by which
man is converted to God. This is accomplished in Jesus

Christ.2 Jesus Christ as very God and very man "is the

3 Therefore,

atonement as the fulfillment of the covenant."
it is obvious that the act of the atonement is God's act.
Man's righteousness as a result of the atonement is God's
righteousness. Atonement is God's righteousness. "Every-
thing depends on Him. It does not depend at all on what
man had or has or will have to contribute...'l4

The term "Jesus Christ" predominates in Barth's
doctrine of reconciliation. "Jesus Christ" represents that
person who was the center of the reconciliation of man.
Hence, Jesus Christ is also central to objective soteriology.
Barth's understanding of Jesus Christ as He is related to

reconciliation will be discussed at length in the following

section titled "Nature of Objective Soteriology."

Barth, IV, Part I, 130.

R

Ibid., IV, Part I, 101.

W

Ibid., IV, Part I, 122.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 83.

B~
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Justification, sanctification and calling are the
primary categories in objective soteriology. Justification
is the divine verdict or judgment upon the sin of man. Sanc-
tification is the divine direction that has come to man
through Jesus Christ, Calling is the divine promise of God
that was given to man in and through Jesus Christ. Each of
these objective soteriological categories will be discussed
individually at length in the subsequent section.

3. Nature of Objective Soteriology
a) Christology

Barth asserts that Christology should control the
whole doctrine of reconciliation. On this basis, he begins
each of his three parts of‘voiume IV with a discussion on
some Christological "aspect."

Barth's beginning each part with a Christological-
discussion is the. basis for beginning this section on the
nature of objective soteriology with a presentation of
Barth's Christology as it relates to the doctrine of recon-
ciliation.

'The content of the doctrine of reconciliation "is
the knowledge of Jesus Christ who is (1) very God...(2) very
man...and (3) in the unity of the two the guarantor and wit-
ness of our atonement."l Jesus Christ as "very God" is the
Christological aspect that precedes part I. Jesus Christ
as "very man'" and Jesus Christ as "very God and very man"

are the Christological aspects in the opening sections of

l1bid., 1V, Part I, 79.

vnsum——
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parts II and III respectively.

. Within each of these sections is interwoven both the
person and the work of Jesus Christ. The reason is that
"Jesus Christ exists in the totality of His work."1 This
means that Jesus Christ is both the totality of His being
and work. Hence the doctrine of atonement and Christology
are inseparable.2 Historically the work and person of Jesus
Christ have been treated separately in theological discussion.
Above this separation, Barth writes, "We have to ask again
whether there is in the New Testament any precedent for this

3 Thus for Barth the work

division of approach and concept."
and nature of Jesus Christ are interwoven without distinc-
tion in the Christological discussions.

Not only does Barth interweave the work and natures
of Jesus Christ but also the natures and states of Jesus
Christ are interpreted in the "light" of each other.4 Tra-
ditionally theological discussion has separated the nature
and states of Jesus Christ. But Barth interweaves them
making them both integral parts of a whole,

The first Christological aspect is Jesus Christ as

very God. Through this Christocentric emphasis Barth has

in mind that "God Himself" was in Jesus Christ. It is "God

lipid., 1V, Part I, 124.
21bid., IV, Part I, 123.
31bid., 1V, Part I, 126.

41bid., IV, Part I, 133.
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1 Therefore, God's

Himself who in Christ confronts us."
reconciliation "is not the deed of a man, namely, Jesus of
Nazareth; it is the deed of God in Him."2 In Barth's words:
nJesus Christ is Himself God as the Son of God the Father

and with God the Father the source of the Holy Spirit, united
in one essence with the Father by the Holy Spirit."3 We see
in Jesus Christ as very God the God who humbles Himself.4
This matter of becoming a man involved God's "haZarding of

3 In His becoming a man the "na-

His own existence as God."
ture and essence' of God is seen. The "nature and essence"
of God is seen in that he can and is willing to give Himself
up to share "creaturely limitation..." and the "...suffering
of the human creature...". This God is different from self=-
exalting false gods which "are all reflections of a false
and all too human self-exaltation."6
In Jesus Christ as very God it is "God Himself who
actively intervenes, Himself taking His cause with and
against and for man, the cause of the covenant, and in such

7

a way...that He Himself becomes man."  The God who humbles

1G. C. Berkbouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the
Theology of Karl BRarth (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Erdmans Pub-

Iishing Company, 1956), p. 123.

21bid., p. 127.

3garth, 1V, Part I, 129.
“1pid., IV, Part I, 79.
1bid., IV, Part I, 72.

61pid., 1V, Part I, 130.
7

Ibid., IV, Part I, 128.
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Himself, intervening for man, is the God of reconciliation.

The second Christological aspect is Jesus Christ
as very man. In relation to Jesus Christ as very God, which
is the humiliation of God, there is an exaltation of man.
Jesus Christ as very man is the exalted of man. This can
be stated in another way: Jesus Christ as very man means
that the Servant becomes the Lord.l The exaltation of man
through Jesus Christ's being very man corresponds to His

2 In Jesus Christ as Servant made Lord man

kingly office.
was converted and therefore reconciled to God.3 This recon-
ciliation was made because in Jesus Christ "...man keeps
and maintains the same faithfulness to God that God never
ceased to maintain and keep to him."4 Through this faith-
fulness to God man is reconciled. Through his faithfulness
to God Jesus Christ as very man, in a sense, created a new
being of man. This new being of man is reconciled to God.5
Through the faithfulness of Jesus Christ as very man to
God, man's judgment has been executed; this was the judg-
ment that was due to man for breaking the covenant.

The third Christological aspect is between the

"reconciling God above and reconciled man below."6 This

lKlooster, p. 89.

2
3

Ibid., p. 87.
Barth, IV, Part I, 132,
41bid., 1V, Part I, 89.

5
6

Ibid., IV, Part I, 91.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 122.
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aspect simply involves the bringing of the first two aspects

together. There is nothing new to be added except a new

1

office. This Christological aspect is Jesus Christ as very

God and very man. This represents what older dogmatics

2

called the prophetic office of Christ. Jesus Christ as

very God and very man comprehends Jesus Christ as very God
and Jesus Christ as very man.
As the God who humbles Himself and therefore reconciles
man with Himself, as the man exalted by God and there-
fore reconciled with Him, as the One who is very God
gnd verg man in this concrete sense, Jesus Christ Himself
is One.
Jesus Christ as very God and very man is the "middle point,
the mediator between the reconciling action of God and the
reconciled being of man." 1In Jesus Christ as very God and
very man "we have to do wholly with God and wholly with man,
and with both in their complete and utter unity."4 It is in
this "utter unity" of God and man in Jesus that "reconcilia-
tion consists." The reconciliation of man "takes place"
in the humiliation of God and the exaltation of man.,5
b) Christological Achievements
The term "Christological Achievements" has reference

to what Barth calls "three forms of the grace of God...%

1
2

Klooster, p. 91.

Barth, IV, Part I, 137.
31bid., 1V, Part I, 135.
41pid., 1V, Part I, 126.
5

Berkouwer, pp. 133-34.
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These three forms are justification, sanctification and
calling. Justification involves the doctrine of the "divine

riiféi?t" ?y which man is justified. Sanctification pertains
to the“;;altation of man by which God give His direction to
man, which is considered as sanctifying man. The calling of
man takes place along with the Divine judgment and direc-
tion which is considered to be the promise of God. The
Christological achievements pertain to the content of what
was known before in traditional works of theology as objec-
tive theology.l
The justification, sanctification and calling of
God through Jesus Christ are the Christological achievements
in which reconciliation takes place.2 The content of jus=-
tification, sanctification and calling is the same:@"that
the sinful No of man has been matched and opposed and de-
I!B

stroyed by the divine Yes spoken by Jesus Christ,.. These

Christological achievements indicate the relevance of what
was done by God in and through Jesus Christ, but they "are
expounding only the objective relevance...and not its sub-
jective apprehension and acceptance...'. Barth proceeds
consistently by reminding us that it is Jesus Christ who

"justifies, sanctifies and calls."4

1
2
3

Barth, IV, Part I, 145.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 79.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 145.

——

41bid., IV, Part I, 147.
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These three Christological achievements will now be
delineated at greater length individually.
(1) Justification
On the Godward side justification

definitely means the_sentence executed and revealed in.

.Jesus Christ and His death and resurrectlon, ‘the No and
Yeés with which God Vindicates Himself in relation to
covenant-breaking man, with which He converts him to
Himself and therefore reconciles him with Himself.

On the manward side justification is God's decision

in which man's being as the subject of that act is re-

pudiated, his responsibility for that act, his guilt,

is pardoned, cancelled and removed, and there is

ascribed to him instead as being the subject of pure

acts of thankfulness for this liberation.

Both of the previous statements regarding the meaning

of justification on the Godward and manward sides reflect a
common duality. Each: of them contains/Eﬁgggggiyewgggwgw
pq§1t1ve s1de.w Negatively, God "disowns and renounces"
man's sinful disobedience. To put it dialectically, God
rejects man's rejection.3 Because of the work that was
done by God in Jesus Christ, man is not cons1dered a "trans-
gressor, sinner and covenant-breaker...." ggﬁiggyely, man is
declared righteous which "without any reserve can be called
a making righteous." This represents God's saylng Yes to

man in acceptlng him. Hence there is a twofold d1v1ne pardon

in Jesus Chrlst whlch involves the "destructlon of the un-

rlghteous and creatlon of the rlghteous belng."

1
2

31bid., 1V, Part I, 93.

41pid., IV, Part I, 97.

Ibid., IV, Part I, 96.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 145.
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Justification is God's doing. He has acted and
spoken for His own cause. This means that it is not man's
doing. It is all done by God through Jesus Christ.1
(2) Sanctification
Sanctification is a "necessary consequence" of Jus-

tification.2 It, sanctification, is the directing of man

P

S —— s

along Gogrgxdeéigned paths so that man "can stand and pro-
ceed along the way God has appointed for him..." The "sub=

jection of man under God's direction" is involved. Man has

—

been placeéw;gggmﬁwfgggdggwghggugb_Jésus Christ. Sanctifi-

e

cation is a matter of directing man within that freedom. It
is "God's airection to make use of his freedom."3 The word
"freedom" is to be underscored, becausew§§?cti£}S§E}g§W§§
not to be seen as a subjection of man to a law. Rather it is

R

to be seenwﬁ§ﬂﬂgwg§};vggwgwakeningytoﬁthe‘freedom...for all

in Jesus Christ."4
Sanctification is a work that God has done by setting

man free through Jesus Christ. 1In this sense God has given

His direction to man. This direction by God has an air of

sovereignty about it. Reflection of this sovereignty is

seen in Barth's statement: "God's direction is...an all-

powerful decision."5

1
2
3

Ibid., IV, Part I, 96.

Ibid., IV, Part I, 145,
Ibid., IV, Part I, 100.
%ibid., 1v, Part I, 102.
5

Ibid., IV, Part I, 99.
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There is a relationship between sanctification and
ethics. Sanctification is '"nothing other than the basic
presupposition of all Christian ethics."1 Being a presup-
position to ethics does not make sanctification equal to
ethics. However, as its presupposition, sanctification is
closely related to ethics. Sanctification is a direction
that we receive from God for ethics but it is not "our
- self-sanctifying as the filling out of the justification...”
which would equate it with ethics.?

(3) Calling

The calling of man is the third aspect of the recon-
ciliation of man with God.3 God's calling of man is "a
middle point," a "one thing which both differentiates and
comprehends the reconciling God above and reconciled man
below...'.'4 God's calling man is "the moment of the promise
given to man in Jesus Christ, and therefore ChristianAhope..."
This discussion is necessary in the doctrine of reconcilia-
tion because at the "very heart" of the New Testament this
"moment of the promise'" is found.5 This divine promise or

6

"pledge" is Jesus Christ Himself. "But Jesus Christ is

Lypid., 1V, part I, 101.

s 21pid.
31bid., 1V, Part I, 1l.
41bid., Iv, Part I, 122.

namaa——

SIbid. b IV, Part I ] 108 L]
6Ibid., IV, Part I, 115.
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also the content of the divine pledge, the One in whom the

1 Therefore, Jesus Christ

Christian is summoned to hope."
is the promise and that which is promised.
What does this promise have to do with man? The

promise of God points man generally "to the actualization
and preservation of the fellowship between God and himself."
"Eternal life" is that which is "shown and pledged to man
by the divine promise."2 The calling of man in Jesus Christ
is a calling unto eternal life., A helpful summary statement
is: "The promise of God" is "God's decision in which He has
given to man...an eternal future in fellowship with Himself...
in His service, and therefore a teleological direction of
his life in times."3 This promise is an objective matter.
Objectively, we have our hope in a '"goal and future in Jesus
Christ...."4 Thus, one sees a correlation between this
third aspect of reconciliation and the third Christological
aspect, Jesus Christ as very God and very man. This third
aspect of man's reconciliation to God in Jesus Christ '"con-
sists...in the postiting and equipping of man as the bearer
of the divine promise."5

(4) Election

Although Barth's doctrine of election is not included

lipid., 1V, Part I, 116.

21pid., IV, Part I, l1l.

31bid., IV, Part I, 146.
%1bid., IV, Part I, 119.

5

Ibid., IV, Part I, 108.
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within the doctrine of reconciiiation, it will be briefly
considered. Traditional theology has considered the doctrine
of election as being part of objective soteriology. A4s it
has been stated before, Barth himself considers the doctrine
of election to be significantly related to the doétrine of
reconciliation.

Barth "openly rejects Calvin's doctrine of election
and substitutes a radically new doctrine...."l Election is
of Jesus Christ, the community and the individual. Christ-~
ology is the Ybasis and starting point for the doctrine."2

Jesus Christ is both the elected and the elector.
Therefore, He is both the subject and the object of election.
However, there is a double object of election--Jesus Christ
and man.3 In. the election of man, there is both the elec-
tion of the individual and the election of the community.

The election of the community is to be stressed more than
that of the individual. Barth has criticised Calvin for

his strong emphasis upon the election of the individual.4
The importance of the community, over against the individual,
is also indicated by Barth's placing the discussion of the
community before that of the individual. Despite the em-

phasis of the election of the community the "telos" of the

1
2
3

Klooster, p. 24.

Barth, II, Part II, 145.
Kloostef, P. 54,
“Ibid., P. 57.
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L Election of the

election of the community is the individual.
individual does not mean that there is an election of some
and a rejection of other. There is both a Yes and No in
election. The Yes is said in the écceptance of sinful man,
and the No is said to God Himself, as He takes man's rejec-
tion upon Himself in Jesus Christ.

Predestination is synonymous to election.2 Predes-
tination is God's actively willing His election of Jesus
Christ and the rejection of man's rejection. Barth has not

considered predestination as the predeterming of the ul-

timate destinies of individuals. Already in his The Epistle

to the Romans, he wrote that predestination is not a ''quan-

titative limitation of God's action, but its qualitative
definition."3 In fact, predestination doesn't have to do
with the carrying out of a "fixed and static result" of the
will, It is rather an act of the will itself. Predestination

A

concerns "God's action in time." Hence, it is not a carry-

ing out of eternal decrees.

Objectively, salvation has been provided for man
in the “being of Jesus Christ," 1In Him, there was "the
completed act of the reconciliation of man with God." Barth

indicates that reconciliation has come through the incarnation.s

1
2

Ibid., p. 59.

Ibid., p. 52.

3Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans. Trans. Edwin
C. Hoskyns (6th ed.; London Oxford University Press, 1933), p.34.

4

Klooster, pp. 49-50.
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There is wvalidity to the charge that the incarnation is not
a "means to an end, but an end in itself" for Barth.l
4. Scope of Objective Soteriology

The Scope of Barth's objective soteriology is many
sided, in that, one must approach it from different perspec-
tives to get a true picture. 1In this section, the scope of
Barth's objective soteriology will be viewed from the per-~
spectives of various categories of his objective soteriology.

In the reconciliation through Jesus Christ, a change
took place for "the world and every man." This took place
without the slightest help from man. The reconciliation of
Jesus Christ was for every man. It turned all men to God.2
Therefore, whatever we say of any man, Christian or not, "at
every point we have to think and say it of his being as man

3 This reconciliation is, at

reconciled in Jesus Christ."
least, objectiVely achieved for every man. Whether it is
subjectively apprehended is another question.

All men are not only objectively reconciled to God
through Jesus Christ, but they are all in the kingdom too.
No response of man is required for entrance into the kingdom.
One has ",..no alternative but to adjust...to it...."4 This

obviously implies that man is already in the kingdom.

The benefits of justification, sanctification and

lKlooster, p. 95,

2Berkouwer, p. 139.

3Barth, IV, Part I, 91.

4Ibid., IV, Part I, 99.
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calling in Jesus are universal in scope. "The Word of God
is spoken to all. To that extent, objectively, all are
justified, sanctified and called."l Justification is not
only universal in its extent, but it is very strong in its
effect, in application to the individual. It is overpowering
to the extent that it is "...against everything that man
either is of himself or does of himself....“2 What is true
for justification, in this regard, is true also for the sanc-
tification and the calling of an individual.

The work of the atonement is universally efficacious.
It has been done for all men.3 This is readily concluded
when one remembers that the work of atonement is quite syn-
onymous to the work of reconciliation. Thus, as reconcilia—
tion is for all men, atonement is too. The work of God in
the atonement is universal, and it is sbvereign. "Every-
thing depends on Him.... It does not depend at all on what
man had or has or wili have to contribute."4

A discussion of the objective soteriology of Karl
Barth would not be at all complete without a statement on
the part of grace in this objective work. The element of
grace, whether by word or simply by idea, is so prominent

in the theology of Karl Barth that it has led to a major

lipid., 1V, Part I, 148.

Ibid., IV, Part I, 98.

w N

Ibid., IV, Part I, 148,

Ipid., 1V, Part I, 83.
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discussion on the subject--The Triumph of Grace in the

Theology of Karl Barth by G. C. Berkouwer. Reconciliation

in the thought of Barth is completely a work of God's grace,
1

through Jesus Christ. Man has nothing to contribute. It
is all of and from God.

God has reconciled all men unto Himself, objectively.
Whether man wants to be reconciled or not makes no difference;
the fact is and remains that all men are reconciled. This
universality is true of all the aspects of reconciliation,

as well as, of reconciliation as a whole. Objectively, sal-

vation has been provided for all.

C. The Subjective Soteriology of Karl Barth

This section will contain three subsections. Within
the first subsection, the approach of Barth himself to sub-
jective soteriology will be discussed. Secondly, the nature
of Barth's subjective soteriology will be delineated. Thirdly,
there will be a description of man's role in the subjective
soteriology of Barth,

1. Approach to Subjective Soteriology

The last two sections of each part of the doctrine
of reconciliation compose the subjective dimension of soteri-
ology.A In these two sections, the relevance of the work of
Jesus Christ in reconciliation is seen.2 Thus subjective

soteriology is relegated to last place in the soteriology

lipid., 1V, Part I, 84.

2Ibid., 1V, Part I, 149.
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of Barth. These two sections contain discussions on the
community and the individual as they are related to recon-
ciliation. The discussion on the community contains what

is usually called ecclesiology, by traditional theologians.

The discussion on the community precedes that of the indi-
vidual. This is consistent with Barth's placement of these
two aspects in his doctrine of eléction, where a discussion
of the community precedes that of the individual. From this
order, discussion of the individual being last in the doc=-
trine of reconciliation, one can infer that the individual
is the least important in this doctrine for Barth.

In the introduction it was stated that this thesis
perﬁains'to soteriology as it is related to the individual.
Hence, Barth's discussion of the individual will take pre-
ference to that of the community in this presentation.
Barth's doctrine of the community will not be described,
only incidental observations, if any, will be made of the
community, when they pertain to the salvation of the indi-
vidual.

Although Christology is included in the sections
pertaining to objective soteriology, it is related to and
inseparable from subjective soteriology. Barth asks cogently
if Jesus Christ is ever presented except in relationship
to the men of Israel, the disciples and the world in the
New Testament. Through this rhetorical question, Barth

- links Christology to subjective soteriology. Jesus Christ

is always related to the community and the individual,
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therefore, he is related to salvation of the community and
the individual.

The Holy Spirit is not given a separate categoriza-
tion in discussion by Barth. He simply indicates that the
work of Jesus Christ is the work of the Holy Spirit. This
means that the work of Jesus Christ in subjective soteriology
is through the Holy Spirit. It is Jesus Christ through the
Holy Spirit working upon man.

The three sections on the salvation of the individ-
ual include discussions of faith, love and hope. These
three are given separate treatment because they are involved
in the doctrine of the salvation of man. Each of these as-
pects of the doctrine of reconciliation will be discussed
at length in the following section of this paper, the Nature
of Subjective Soteriology.

2. Nature of Subjective Soteriology
a) Faith

Barth's undefsténding of faith has many facets.

Primarily, it is a matter of "subjection and a sheer obe-

1 However, there is also a

dience" to God im—Jesus Christ.
noetic element in faith which is rather strongly emphasized,
Faith is a "subjective realization of reconciliation."2
Realization impiies here a noetic character. Barth warns

about giving too much emphasis to the words "...trust, con-

fidence, faithfulness, etc. on man's part to God...." By

l1bid., 1v, Part 1, 98.

2Berkouwer, p. 147.
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emphasizing these one runs the risk of believing in the very
thing that the Apostle Paul wants "to abrogate--man's own
righteousness from the Law...." Faith can best be described
as the recognition of one's lostness. In this type of faith,

man "...gives himself up, and can take comfort in the right-

eousness of God only in this his self-surrender."l Again,
“from man's point of view, faith in its decisive act is the

collapse of every effort of his own capacity and will, and

the recognition of the absolute necessity of that collapse."2

Barth has been criticised for coming "painfully short of

3 These

Luther's conception of faith as fiducia (trust)."
statements represent the negative side of faith. Faith also
has a positive side, in that, man must subjectively acknow-
ledge and accept God's justification of man.

God is the source of faith for man and not man him-
self. 1In order to understand faith "...everything depends
on whether the supposed object, God, is understood as in
fact the effecting Subject."4 God provides this faith sub-
jectively through the Holy Spirit.

Faith is essentially the only form of the "...being

lKarl Barth, The Epistle to the Philippians, trans.
James W, Leitch (6th ed.; Richmond, Va.: John Knox Press,
1962), p. 101.

21bid., p. 102.

30. W. Heick, History of Protestant Theology, Vol. II
of A Histo of a Christlan Thought, ed. J. L. Neve (Phila-.
delphia: The Muhlenber g Press, 1946), 178.

4

Barth, The Epistle to the Philippians, p. 102,
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of the new man...."l Since it is through the being of the
new man that we have peace with God, we can have peace with
God only "by the Word of God, in Jesus Christ, by faith in
Him...o"2 The term "conversion" is another way of saying
the "being of the new man " which is to be at peace with God.
Man's conversion to God is effectuated by faith. "Before
God...we...are righteous and accepted only by faith...."3

As has already been implied, faith is not a "human
contribution that creates or that complements the reconcili-
ation."4 Faith is not a '"mew work which brings reconcilia-
tion into being and makes it real, but it is directed to
Jesus Christ alone." Hence faith excludes the possibility
of containing merit.5

Faith is related to the assurance that man can have;
the assurance that God has justified him. It is "in the
act of faith" that this assurance is brought to man.6

Love is the second form of subjective soteriology

that will be discussed. In Barth's thought, faith is fol-

lowed by love, practicalljr.7 However, even though this love

1
2
31pid., 1V, Part I, 96.
4
5
6
7

Barth, IV, Part I, 96.
Ibid., IV, Part I, 83.

Berkouwér, P 147.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Barth, IV, Part I, 102.
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may precede faith, there can be no love for God until one

has faith in Him.l

b) Love
Love is the second form of reconciliation, as it is
viewed subjectively. Love is a response to God's direction

through Jesus Christ, which corresponds to Christian faith

as the response to "God's justifying sentence."2 "The being

of man in the form of Christian love consists in the fact

that he accepts the divine direction."3

Generally, Christian love is

the active human recognition...of the love of God. It
recognizes it by following it, imitating it, modeling

{sicy itself upon it. It is the attitude in Xhich man
gives himself to reflect the divine attitude.

There are two "dimensions" in Christian love. There is a
coming together of God with "all men," and their "coming
together with Him." And at the same time, there is the

second dimension, this is a 'coming together of all men one

5

with another.® Love for God and love for man are mutually

needed,

Love to others cannot exhaust itself in love to God, nor
can love to God exhaust itself in love to others. The
one cannot be replaced and be made unnecessary by the
other.b ‘

Ibid., IV, Part I, 105.
21pid., IV, Part I, 102.
31bid., 1V, Part I, 99.

“1bid., IV, Part I, 103.

61bid., IV, Part I, 106.
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A response of love to the divine direction for God and neigh-
bor cannot be motivated by an ulterior gain.l
Continuing with his emphasis upon divine grace, Barth
asserts that accepting the divine direction is a work of the
Holy Spirit.2 Man is not able to create love himself,
If man responds to the divine direction, he is not

3 Seeking to

justified by his response of love before God.
love with justification as an ulterior motive is an exercise
in futility.
c) Hope
The third form of the reconciliation, viewed sub-
jectively, is hope. Hope is a response to the promise of
God given through Jesus Christ. Hope "embraces" the promise

of God.*

The promise of God has to do with a "future event,
with this still expected being of God for man, with yet an-
other form of the fellowship between God and man."5 Hope is
not only concerned with the "future event." There are two
distinctions in hope. There is a '"great hope", which has to

do with eternal life, and there is a "small hope" which is

the hope of the present.6 However, “the small hopes are only

Ibid., IV, Part I, 107.

Ibid., IV, Part I, 99.

Ibid., IV, Part I, 10&4.

Ibid., 1V, Part I, 109.

1bid., IV, Part I, 110.
61pid., IV, Part I, 120.
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for the sake of the great hope from which they derive."l
This hope of the Christian in Jesus Christ and a future in
Him is a "personal® hope.2
Considering that personal experience has been a
dominant factor and emphasis in soteriology in a considerable
section of Christendom, it is relevant to ask what Barth's
thought is on experience as it relates to salvation. It is
pertinent that when Barth was a student at Marburg he came
under the influence of W. Herrmann. Herrmann defined reli-
gion as a "strictly individual experiénce."3 He said that
the "psychological phenomena' was the "staying principle

4 Barth later étrongly reacted to this liberal

in theology."
instruction. It seems accurate to say that Barth's theology
is "characterized throughout by the reactionary note," which
is to say that there is a reaction against "religious exper-
iences."5
3. Role of Man in Subjective Soteriology
This subjection will itself be broken into two fur-

ther subdivisions. First, man's place in subjective soteri-

ology will be discussed, Secondly, there will be a discus-

sion on man's subjective soteriological responsibility.

L1pid., 1V, Part I, 121.

‘Ibid., IV, Part I, 119.

N

w

Heick, II, 172.
“1bid., II, 173.

5

Kloostef; p. 21,
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a) Place of Man
Man does not have a primary place in the subjective
soteriology of Barth. God and His work for man through Jesus
Christ have the primary emphasis. It is the "being of man"
brought about through Jesus Christ by God that gets the pri-

1 The fact that Barth does not give primary

mary emphasis.
emphasis to the piace of man in subjective soteriology has
been considered a reaction of Barth against a theology that
did give this emphasis to man. Already at the age of twenty-
three Barth spoke of the "predicament" of having been trained
"in the religious individualism and historical relativism as

2 It was against this re-

taught in Marburg and Heidelberg."
ligious individualism that Barth reacted. Barth's reaction
took the form of a flight from anthropology; so that through-
out his writings Barth warns against an anthropological em-
phasis. His emphasis is not man but "Emmanuel", "God with
us."

However, there is a place for man in the subjective
soteriology of Barth. This is reflected in Barth's writing
of the "subjective appropriation of salvatioh."3 This appro-
priatioh pertains to the election of man in Jesus Christ.

Men ought to "subjectively accept their election and believe

4

and live as elect in the service of God." Reconciliation

1

P ZHEiCk, II’ 172.

3
4

Barth, IV, Part I, 90.

Barth, iV, Part I, 149.
Klooster, p. 43.
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also has a place for the responsibility of man. Reconcilia-
tion does not take place outside of man. There is a parti-
cipation by man in God's act of reconciliation."l As there
is a place for the responsibility of man generally in recon-
ciliation, there is a place for the responsibility of man in
the different forms of reconciliation. There is a subjective
"apprehension and acceptance" of the reconciliatory forms of
justification, sanctification and calling.2 Justification,
divine judgment", demands that "man must resolutely turn
his back on his own being..." and set "his face equally res-
olutely to his being in Jesus Christ...."3 A decision and
act are also required of man in relation to sanctification
which is the "divine direction." This decision and act of
man are confirmatory of the “divine direction' given in Jesus
Christ.4 Neither is hope, as a form of reconciliation, merely
an act of God. But again, man's "thoughts and words and

works" must respond to it.
b) Responsibility of Man
The general responsibility of man in subjective so-
teriology is to appropriate the "'grace of God ascribed to all
men in Jesus Christ."5 This discussion is divided into three

questions: (1) What are men's specific responsibilities?

1
2

31bid., Iv, Part I, 98.

Berkouwer, p. 147.

Barth, IV, Part I, 147.

“Ipid., IV, Part I, 100.
5

Ibid., IV, Part I, 119.
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(2) How are these responsibilities of man carried out? (3)
Is it necessary for man to fulfill these responsibilities?

What are men's specific responsibilities in appro-
priating the "grace of God ascribed to all men in Jesus
Christ"? Man must specifically recognize, écknowledge and
accept the verdict of God which is man's justification. If
man recognizes, acknowledges and accepts God's justification
it will have a bearing on "thought and words and works" in
daily life.l An act and a decision on the part of man are
therefore required. This decisive acknowledgment of the
work of God in Jesus Christ comes only in the way of "con-

2

fession of guilt," Not much is written by Barth regarding

man's need of specific confession of guilt through prayer.
Perhaps he assumes this.

Man has subjective soteriological responsibilities
but how are these responsibilities of man carried out? This
question pertains to the dichotomy of human effort and divine
grace. Barth quite strongly takes the position that man's
subjective soteriological responsibilities are carried out
through divine grace. Man's subjective soteriological re-
sponsibilities of faith, love and hope do not "in any sense
inciude...a co-operation of man with God...." All that man

can do is respond to God. Therefore, in Barth's thought,

there is no synergism.

libid., 1V, Part I, 97.

2Berkouwer, p. l44.

3Barth, 1v, Part I, 113.
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The last question to be asked about the responsi-
bility of man in Barth's subjective soteriology is the most
difficult to answer--is it necessary for man to fulfill his
subjective soteriological responsibilities? 1Is there an
absolute requirement that man has to do what God has set
forth for him to do? Barth writes that "the question of the
subjective apprehension...by the individual is absolutely
indispensable."l There is an importance not only to the
question of "subjective apprehension" but also to the ought-
ness of it. Man ought to respond to God's work in Jesus
Christ.,2 "Barth...would not think of saying that God simply
looks on all human beings and their various modes of conduct

as equally good or evil and indulgently lets them all into

3 Much discussion revolves

eternal fellowship with him.%
around the question of whether or not Barth believes in
universal salvation. Although Barth strongly implies a
universalism,4 he refuses to affirm or deny the position.
If Barth would accept a universalistic position, this would

imply that man's fulfillment of his subjective soteriological

responsibilities is not necessary.

lipid., 1V, Part I, 150.

2Klooster, p. 43.

3L. Harold DeWolf, Theolo of the Living Church
(New York: Harper and Brothers Pub%ishers, 1953y, pp. 282-83.
4Barth, IV, Part I, 149.



SUMMARY

In the thought of Karl Barth, sin is essentially
the breaking of God's covenant by which man's fellowship
with God was interrupted; this break in fellowship God de-
sired to reconcile,

Reconciliation cameAthrough God's coming to man in
Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ is central to Barth's doctrine
n of reconciliatidn, which is the fulfillment of a broken
L covenant; therefore the doctrine of Jesus Christ is included
in, or is, soteriology and soteriology is included in Christ-
ology. Jesus Christ brought about a work of God for man whicﬁg
has three forms corresponding to three Christological aspects,.

which are Jesus Christ as very God, very man and very God

and very.mén. The three forms of reconciliation are justi-
i fication, sanctification and calling. Justification is God'sr
LLLLL rejecting man's rejection, thus acceptihg man. Through sanc-
tification, man is given a divine direction for living. The
calling of man is God's giving to man a promise of life,
Through the grace of God, all men have been recon-
ciled to God in Jesus Christ. Hence there has also been a
universal atonement for man. As a result, all men are ob-
jectively justified, sanctified and called by God. All of
this can be summarized in this way: objective salvation is
= universal in its scope.
In subjective soteriology, the individual is con-
sidered as following the community in God's order of priority.

However, prior in importance to all doctrines within soteriology

71
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is the doctrine of Jesus Christ, which is central to all
soteriology.

The nature of subjective soteriology consists in the
words and ideas of faith, love and hope. Faith is a subjec-
tion of the self, which involves the recogﬁition of God's
work and self-surrender, and it is tﬁe response of man to
the justification of man by God through Jesus Christ. Love
is man's response to the sanctification,'divine directibn, of
God through Jesus Christ whereby man recognizes his sancti-
fication and seeks emulation of the love of God, the Sanc-
tifier. Hope is man's personal response to God's promise
given thrbugh Jesus Christ in which man anticipates fellow-
ship with God in the present world and in the world to come.
Through none of the subjective salvation is there much pos=-
sibility of any significant personal religious experience.

Individual man has a definite place of responsibility
in subjeétive soteriology. He ought to have faith, which
requires the confession of gﬁilt after one recognizes God's
justifying work in Jesus Christ. It is.also man's responsi-
bility to love both God and man, ah@ he ought to have hope,
which manifests itself practically, for fellowship with God.
The subjective soteriological responsibilities of man are
fulfilled only because of God's grace; there is not human
co-operation with the divine work. God desires that man ful-
fill his subjective soteriological responsibilities of faith,
love and hope but if it is an absolute requirement of man to

fulfill these is not to be answered now.



CHAPTER III

SOTERIOLOGIES OF H. ORTON WILEY AND KARL BARTH
| ' COMPARED AND CONTRASTED | |

Introduction

This chapter will have the same basic method of treat-
ment as Chapter I and II. A comparison and contrast will
first be made of'Wiley‘é and Barth's views of sin. This
will be followed by a comparison and contrast of their views
concerning subjective soteriology. The last section of the
chapter will contain a comparison and contrast of the sub-
jective soteriologies of Wiley and Barth.

The nature of this chapter will not be rigidly treated
within the sections on objective and subjective soteriology
as in Chapters I and II. There will be some interweaving of
the two subjecté within each section. The reason is that Wiley
and Barth differ conmsiderably in their use of soteriological
terminology. Barth reconstructs many ideas at which Wiley is
seemingly quite traditional. Barth is one of the contemporary
theologians who has developed his theology with "creative di-
versity."l Because of the difficulty of making comparisons

and contrasts between these two scholars, the most meaningful

1Daniel Day Williams, What Present-Day Theologians Are
Thinking (Evanston: Harper and Row Publishers, 1959), D. &49.
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comparisons and contrasts within this chapter will often be

broad in nature.

A. Problem of Sin Compared and Contrasted
1. Nature of Sin Compared and Contrasted

Although Wiley and Barth are somewhat agreed on the
result of sin being a self-éeparation from God, they differ
in their emphasis on the means which brings about that self-
separation. Wiley places the emphasis upon man's trying to
decentralize God; man desires to take God's place. Barth
places his emphasis upon man's breaking the covenant. Man
sins through breaking the covenant of grace. Wiley mentions
the covenant as a possible legitimate emphasis; however, he
doesn't do so predominantly as Barth does. There is also
common agreement in that sin is active in nature. However,
the idea of sin as a state is peculiar to Wiley.

2, Consequences of Sin Compared and Contrasted

There is little "common ground" between Wiley and
Barth in the respective discussions pertaining to the conse-
quences of sin.A Therefore, it is difficult to make any com=-
parisons or contrasts. Wiley has quite a neat schema between
the nature of sin and its consequences., The intricacies of
the consequences of sin are quite evident. But for Barth,
there is no such neat schema. His ideas churn rather broadly.
Hence, the intricacies of the cbnsequences of sin are quite
deeply enmeshed and concealed.

Wiley understands the consequences of sin to be guilt

and penalty. Man actively decentralized God, bringing upon
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himself guilt. Because of man's guilt, there must be punish-
ment for this sin. The chief penalty for man is death which
is primarily a tempofal, spiritual death. Guilt and penalty
are not seen as consequences of sin by Barth. He asserts
broadly that because of man's sinning through bfeaking the
covenant of grace he needs conversion to God. He needs to
be reconciled to God. The aim of this conversion and recon-
ciliation is to put love into the hearts of men. It does not
have to do centrally with freeing man from the guiit and pen-

alty of sin.,l

B. The Objective Soteriologies Compared and Contrasted

1. Approach of Objective Soteriology Compared and
Contrasted ,

This subsection will begin by asking a question:
What doctrines are included in the respective objective so-
teriologies of Wiley and Barth? This is answered by Wiley
very simply--atonement, which is the work of God through
Jesus Christ. The answer for Barth is not nearly as short
and simple. Jesus Christ, His‘person and His work of atone-
ment are central to subjective soteriology. This is the
only basic element that is common to Wiley and Barth in
objective soteriology. However, in the area of agreement,
there is disagreement. Jesus Christ in the atonement of
Wiley means only the work of Jesus Christ, but Jesus Christ
in the atonement in the doctrine of objective salvation of

Barth means both the person and the work of Jesus Christ.

lBarth, II, Part I, 74.
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Doctrines in objective soteriology which are peculiar to
Barth are justification, sanctification, calling, and elec-
tion. Wiley considers each of these doctrines under subjec-
tive soteriology.

Under what larger doctrines are the objective so-
teriologies of Wiley and Barth found? Wiley discusses ob-
jective soteriology within the conteﬁt of Christology, "the
Doctrine of the Son."1 Again Barth's discussion of the con-
Eext of objective soteriology is more complicated. It is
discussed both within Christology and within separaté dis~
cussions which may be called "Christological achieveﬁents",
which are justification, sanctification and calling. Each of
these three receives individual categorization.

Barth discusses Christology under the doctrine of
reconciliation, and Wiley discusses the doctrine of recon-
ciliation, which is an aspect of atonement, under the doctrine
of the Son. Therefore, it would seem that Barth would em-
phasize reconciliation more than Jesus Christ, and that Wiley
would emphasize Jesus Christ more than reconciliation or
atonement. HoweVer, it is ironic that Barth has a greater
emphasis upon Jesus Christ than Wiley does within the doc-
trine of atonement. Perhaps the irony is mitigated by the
fact that Wiley's Christological emphasis would be greater
too, if he considered both the person and the work of Jesus

Christ under objective soteriology.

lyiley, 1I, 143-300.
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Both Wiley and Barth consider the doctrine of the
atonement within or as objective soteriology. But, they
approach the atonement differently. Wiley understands the
atonement as a continuation of the 0ld Testament concept of
sacrifice; whereas, Barth considers the atonement as a ful-
fillment of the covenant.

2. Terminology of Objective Soteriology Compared
and Contrasted

This subsection will first present basic terms that
are common to both Wiley and Barth. Then those terms that
are not basic to.the objective soteriologies of these two
men, but which are common to both of them will be mentioned.
Following this will be those terms which are peculiar to
Wiley's objective soteriology, basic or not, and those which
are peculiar to Barth, also disregarding whether or not they
are basic.

Basic objective soteriological terms that are common
to Wiley and Barth are reconciliation and atonement. The
latter is considered more basic to Wiley. Reconciliation
is only an aspect of the atonement. Barth reverses their
order of importance. To him, reconciliation is basic. Atone-
ment is discussed within the doctrine of reconciliation, and
not the other way around, as it is with Wiley, In relation-
ship to objective soteriology, atonement for Wiley is syno-
nymous with objective soteriology. Reconciliation, there-
fore, as an aspect of atonement, cannot be equated with ob-
jective soteriology. Barth considers reconciliation to be

a more encompassing doctrine than does Wiley. Reconciliation
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not only is equivalent to objective soteriology in scope
but it also encompasses subjective soteriology along with
objective soteriology.

Terms that are less basic in importance but are
common to both Wiley and Barth are "incarnation', "redemp-
tion" and "satisfaction." These terms are common in their
occurrence to these two scholars although they are not com-
mon in meaning, e.g. Wiley writes of redemption as God's buy-
ing back man unto Himself,l but Barth uses the term in
reference to eschatalogy, man will have redemption unto eter-

nal life.?2

Two doctrines have been included in Barth's objec-
tive soteriology although Barth himself does not include
them in his doctrine of reconciliation. These doctrines are
election and predestination. Traditionally, these doctrines
have been considered part of soteriology. Considering that

they fit best, in idea, in objective soteriology, that is

where they have been placed,

Two terms that are peculiar to Wiley in objective
soteriology are "expiation" and Ypropitiation." Terms that
are peculiar to Barth in objective soteriology are "conver-
sion," "calling," "justification," "sanctification," and
"regeneration.” Each of these terms is peculiar to Barth
only in objective soteriology because Wiley uses each of

them as terms that reflect subjective soteriological concepts.

Lipid., 11, 295.

—————

2Barth, IV, Part II, 345.
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3. Nature of Objective Soteriology Compared and
Contrasted

Structurally, there is a wide difference between Wiley
and Barth in objective soteriology. Wiley structures his ob-
jective soteriology according to the neat patterns of tradi-
tional theology. Whereas, Barth reconstructs the doctrine of
objective salvation so that it is very different from that
which has traditionally appeared. Objective soteriology is
quite synonymous with atonement for Wiley. This is somewhat
true for Barth too. But the arguments that each scholar con-
structs to get to the place, where he says that atonement is
objective soteriology, are vastly different, at least struc-
turally. Wiley discusses the whole matter of objective so-
teriology under the concept of the atonement. But Barth dis-
cusses part of the objective soteriology under the éoncept of
Christology. Barth's Christology includes both the person
and the work of Jesus Christ. Hence, his objective soteriology
includes not only the work of Jesus Christ but also His person.
This differs from Wiley in that his objective soteriology,
atonement, includes only what is traditionally called the
work of Jesus Christ.

Another basic structural difference between Wiley and
Barth in objective soteriology is that Barth categorizes three
basic soteriological concepts under objective soteriology,
whereas Wiley considers them to be subjective soteriological
concepts. These concepts are justification, sanctificationm,
and calling; Barth considers each of these as a major objec-

tive soteriological doctrine. Wiley doesn't mention these
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in his objective soteriological discussion, rather he dis-
cusses them within the doctrine of subjective soteriology.

The more minute comparisons and contrasts in this
subsection will be treated in two subdivisions. The first
will be that of Christology, which will contain the doctrine
of atonement. The viewpoints of Wiley and Barth which have
similarities will be presented. Following this will be a
presentation of the differences of each writer. The second
subdivision will contain the doctrines of justification,
sanctification, calling, election and predestination. Barth
is the only one of these two writers who includes these
doctrines in his objective soteriology. However, even though
Wiley discusses these doctrines within subjective soteriology
he, at points, gives an objective soteriological character
to them., If a doctrine does have an objective soteriological
sense, such as this, it will be compared and contrasted to
the objective soteriological doctrine as presented by Barth.
Hence, there will be an interweaving of what Barth considers
objective soteriological doctrines and what Wiley considers
within subjective soteriology.

a) Christology (Atonement)

A similarity between Wiley and Barth is that each

discusses the doctrine of the atonement within Christology.

Wiley divides Christology into two sections--the person of

1

Jesus Christ and the work of Jesus Christ, Barth discusses

Christology as a unity; he does not make a division of the

Lyiley, 1I, 143-300.
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person of Jesus Christ from the work of Jesus Christ. He
interweaves the person of Jesus Christ into the work of

1

Jesus Christ. Christology is presented in the first sec=-

tion of each part of The Doctrine of Reconciliation. Al-

though Barth interweaves the person and the work of Jesus
Christ in his Christology and Wiley does not, there are
seeming similarities between their respective Christologies.
One of these similarities is in what Wiley calls
the "vital principle" of the atonement. This "vital princi-
ple" is that Jesus Christ was pre-existent, but it is not
that He was just pre-existent but that He was pre-existent
as the divine Logos. Because Jesus Christ was pre-existent
as the divine Logos, He is the "ground of unity" between God
and the man.2 This unity between God and man is "fundamen-

tale..ein the atonement."3

Barth alsp understands a necessity

for a unifying factor between God and man. This unitive fac-

tor is seen in Barth's understandiﬁg’Jesus Christ as very

God and very man, which is an "utter unity" of God and man.4
The differences between Wiley and Barth which will

be delineated next are not structurally basic. However, they

are significantly different.

An objective soteriological difference between Wiley

1
2

31bid.
4

Barth, IV, Part I, 123-24,
Wiley, II, 277.

Barth, IV, Part I, 126.
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and Barth is in understanding the need of reconciliation.
Wiley calls this the need of reconciliation, the "ground

1 The reason that‘the atone-

or occasion" for the atonement.
ment was needed is because there is sin in the world that
needs to be propitiated. The sins were offenses against
God which needed to be atoned.2 Objectively, Jesus Christ
paid God for these offenses, thus He set man free. Barth
also takes seriously the sin of man but‘in another sense.
The sin of man was the result of man's breaking the covenant
of God; man turned away from God going after his own paths.
The need of reconciliation was to convert, or turn, man
toward God again. God through his grace in Jesus Christ re-
jected man's turning away from Him and in a sense set man back
unto the path, whereby he is converted to do God's will.3

The goal of reconciliation thus differs in the think-
ing of these two men too. This does not have reference to
the final goal of reconciliation but to an intermediate goal.
The final goal in the thought of these two scholars is quite
similar. It is a fellowship between God and man, that is
finally desired. The atonement was ordained by God to bring
about this final end according to both Wiley and Barth, The
intermediate end or goal for Wiley involves the idea that God
could not have fellowship with men previous to the atoning work

4

of Jesus Christ because of man's sin. Atonement had to be

Lyitey, 11, 273.
21bid., II, 229.
3Barth, II, Part I, 74.
4Wiley, II, 283.
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made for the sin of man, in order that there could be fel-
lowship between God and man. Barth understands the remedy
for the restoration of the severed fellowship to be the
turning of man toward God. Therefore, Wiley understands the

intermediary goal to be the atoning of sin, whereas Barth

understands the intermediary goal to be the convertihg or

turning. of man.

Another closely related distinction, between Wiley
and Barth, concerns the question: Who needs to be reconciled?
Wiley asserts that reconciliation is both for God and for |
man, God is reconciled to man, and man is reconciled to
God.l Barth makes the assertion that only man needs to be
reconciled to God. God needs no reconciliation.

These are some of the primary non-structural distinc-
tions between Wiley and Barth concerning the doctrine of
atonement., The structural distinctions have already been
mentioned. Undoubtedly, the structural differences are more
significant than the nonstructural. However, these non-struc-
tural differences are important.,

Barth and Wiley each has distinctive emphases. Those
of Wiley are less numerous since he regards only the atone-
ment within the scope of objective soteriology. This does
not allow for as many concepts to be presented, as it does
for Barth, who includes both the person and work of Jesus
Christ within the doctrine of objective soteriology.4 It would

be far beyond the scope of this thesis to enumerate all the

lrpid, 11, 291.
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distinctives of each scholar; this study has the purpose of
presenting those Christological areas of similarity and
difference which are most significant,
b) Christological Achievements

Qutside the strict Christological doctrines, there
are several important distinctive doctrines of Barth &ithin
objective soteriology. They are justification, sanctifica-
tion, calling, election and predestination. The last two
are not included by Barth as basic doctrines, as are the
first three. However, they have been included within this
discussion of Barth's objective soteriology because of their
objective soteriological character. Not one of these doctrines
does Wiley consider as an objective soteriological doctrine.
However, there are certain soteriological ideas that are
found in Wiley which sometimes correspond to one of these
soteriological doctrines of Barth., The doctrines of justifi-
cation, sanctification, calling, election and predestination
of Barth and Wiley will now be compared and contrasted.

The doctrine of justification contains a basic agree-

ment and a basic disagreement between Wiley and Barth. These

. two scholars understand justification in a similar manner.

It is both a negative and a positive work. Negatively, it

is renouncing and pardoning man's guilt, and positively, it
involves imputing a righteousness. But they disagree on when
and on what basis man is justified. Barth propounds the view
that God through Jesus Christ has brought about man's justi-
fication without any responsibility on the part of man.

Wiley, on the other hand, makes almost no reference to the
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| justification of man apart from man's penitence. Barth
considers justification for man, which came through Jesus
Christ, as a past act while Wiley considers justification
as a present act, contingent upon man's repentance. There-
- fore, there is agreement on the doctrine of justification
concerning the nature of it, but there is disagreement con-
""""" cerning the apprehension of it. Therefore, it is under-
standable why Barth includes the doctrine within objective
soteriology and Wiley considers it subjectively.

It has already been mentioned that Barth places the
doctrine of sanctification into the doctrine of objective
salvation, whereas Wiley places it into subjective soteri-
ology. There is seemingly only one point, where Wiley has
an idea of sanctification, implied in its relationship to

the atonement, which corresponds to one of the points that
Barth makes in his development of sanctification. Barth
contends that sanctification is God's giving man a new
direction within the freedom that man has through Jesus
Christ. Considerable discussion is given to this idea of
the freedom that man has and how it is involved in man's
sanctification. Wiley, within the doctrine of atonement,
also makes a point that Jesus Christ has set us free. This
is a freeing of man from the law.l This is the only seeming
agreement of Wiley and Barth in the doctrine of sanctifica-
tion as it is related to the atonement, i.e. objective so-

teriology. Another discussion of sanctification will be

lrpid, 11, 280.
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given in the subsection on the nature of subjective soteri-
ology where it will be investigated as to whether or not
- further relationships are, or are not, within the doctrine
of sanctification, as it is understood by Barth and Wiley.
The doctrine of the calling of man is entirely pe-
culiar to Barth, as he develops it. He justifies his doc-
trine of calling in this way:
But we must not overlook the fact that as we take note
of the witness of the New Testament at this very heart
and center of the matter there is a third moment which
we have to treat independently and as true in and for
itself. It is of this that we must now speak, the mo-
ment of the promise given to man in Jesus Christ, and
therefore, Christian hope, and therefore the calling
of man side by side with his justification and sancti-
fication.
There is nothing in Wiley's objective soteriology, nor sub-
jective soteriology, that corresponds to the doctrine that
Barth has developed and considered as the calling of man.
Wiley does, however, have a doctrine of vocation or calling,
which is found within subjective soteriology. But it is en-
tirely something that happens to a man subjectively, and
today, whereas the calling of man according to Barth "took
place in what was done for man and the world in the atonement
made in Jesus Christ."2 Wiley's doctrine of the calling of
man will be discussed within the subsection of the nature of
subjective soteriology. An effort will be made to see if

there is some corresponding idea found in Barth.

lBarth, IV, Part I, 108.

21bid., IV, Part I, 1lé4.




87
A statement by Wiley on election is appropriate for

beginning a comparative discussion of the views of Wiley, the
Arminian, and Barth, the Calvinist, on election.

The elect in either the Arminian or Calvinistic view of

grace are called or chosen ones, but the two systems

differ widely as to the manner of this election. Those

who hold to the former view regard it as dependent upon

the personal acceptance of a universal call, and there-

fore conditional; the latter regard it as unconditional

and dependent upon...the exercise of sovereign grace.
Wiley and Barth assert that election is a choosing of persons
unto fellowship with God. However, for Wiley, being elected
depends upon the condition of responding to the grace of God
in Jesus Christ. Whereas, for Barth, being elected has no-
thing to do with an individual's response. The election of
man is done by God's initiative and grace. Wiley understands
election to involve the calling of an individual by the Holy
Spirit, and the responding of that individual to the Holy
Spirit's call. Therefore, it is a work upon man. Election,
for Barth, is not a work of God upon an individual man, ra-
ther it is upon man only as Jesus Christ is very man. Elec-
tion is God's rejecting man's rejection of God by taking that
rejection upon Himself in Jesus Christ in order that man can
be accepted_.2

For Barth, predestination is synonymous with elec-

tion, generally.3 Predestination, however, more specifically,

is God's actively willing his election of Jesus Christ and

lyitey, 11, 335.
2

3

Kloostef; p. 55.
Ibid., p. 50.
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refusing to accept man's rejection of Himself. Wiley's

understanding of predestination is broader in that it
refers to "God's gracious plan of saving men...."l There
seems to be a similarity between Barth's view of election
and Wiley's view of predestination. 1Isn't Barth's view
of election also "God's gracious planvof saving men..."
in a sense?

4. Scope of Objective Soteriology Compared and
Contrasted

There is basic agreement between Wiley and Barth
in the scope of objective soteriology concerning the ex-
tent of its outreach. Both contend that mankind, univer-
sally, has provision made for him through the atoning work
of God in Jesus Christ. However, there is a difference in
the intensity in which this is said. Wiley always has a
seeming "if" attached or implied in his statements regarding
this universality. In one breath, he writes that the atone-
ment is universal, and with the next breath, he attaches
a condition to the atonement. Typical of Wiley is this
opening statement on the matter:
. The atonement is universal. This does not mean that all
. mankind will be unconditionally saved, but that the sac-
rificial offering of Christ so far satisfied the claims

} of tge divine law as to make salvation a possibility for
et all °

For Barth, on the other hand, the universality of the atone-

ment is expressed strongly without such qualifications.

. 1
2

Wiley, II, 337.
Ibid., II, 295.
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The ring of "all" men is sharp and continuous in Barth's
writings. Althoﬁgh this difference of intensity in stating
the universality of the atonement exists, there is basic
agreement between the two men at this point. The atoning
work of God in Jesus Christ was universal for all men in
its outreach.

The question of efficacious universality is another
matter. Here Wiley and Barth are not in agreement. Wiley
contends that the atonement is "...,universal or general in
the provisional sense, but special or conditional in its

1

application to the individual.® The atonement is not uni-

versal efficaciously. For Barth, there is a seeming effica-

cious universality if one takes the testimony of The Doctrine

of Reconciliation by itself. The response of man that makes

the atonement conditional for Wiley does not contribute to-
ward the efficacy of the atonement for Barth. The justifica-
tion of God through Jesus Christ which makes a man righteous
n,..will have incontrovertible truth and an unconditiomal
force against everything that man either is of himself or
does of himself,  ...which cannot be limited by anything that
may or may not correspond on the part of man? What is true
for the efficacious extent of justification is true of the
atonement,

The question of the conditionality, or the uncondi-

tionality, of the atonement, for Barth, is ultimately the

Lipid,

Zparth, IV, Part I, 98.
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question of whether or not there is universal salvation.
Does or does not Barth believe that all men will finally
be saved? This widely debated question is unsettled, pri-
marily bécause Barth, himself, "refuses to affirm or deny

the doctrine of universal salvation."l

C. The Subjective Soteriologies Compared and Contrasted
The same method of treatment will be used in this

subsection that has been used in the subjective soteriologi-
cal sections of previous chapters. The approach and nature
of subjective soteriologies of Wiley and Barth will be com-
pared and contrasted in the first and second subsections,
respectively. The third subsection will be a discussion on
the role of man in the subjective soteriologies of Wiley and
Barth. Within each subsection, first the similarities of
the two scholars will be delineated, and secondly their dif-
ferences will be discussed,

1. Approach to Subjective Soteriology Compared and
Contrasted

The dissimilarities between the subjective soteriolo-
gies are not minor. Basically, there are no similarities in
structure. Wiley discusses objective soteriology under the
doctrine of the Holy Spirit. Barth's subjective soteriologi-
cal discussions are found in the doctrine of reconciliation.
The Holy Spirit is not given a separate categorical discus-

sion by Barth. To him, Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit are

inseparable. Therefore, there is no need for making a separate

lKlooster, p. 65.
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doctrine of the Holy Spirit. However, the Holy Spirit is
categorized in sﬁbjective soteriology of Barth together
with the Christian community and the individual. Another
difference between Wiley and Barth is in regard to the rela-
tionship between the community and the individual. Wiley
has no specific discussions of the relationship between
soteriology and the individual. This is because his whole
emphasis seems to be in subjective soteriology upon the
individual. Wiley has a separate doctrine for the community
under The Doctrine of the Church.1 But, this doctrine of
the community is not made in specific relationship to soteri-
ology. On the other hand, Barth does have a doctrine of the
church presented within the doctrine of reconciliation.2
Furthermore, Barth's doctrine of the church is given priority
over the individual in soteriology. The individual is dis-
cussed only after the doctrine of the church is delineated.
Hence, Wiley's emphasis on the individual in subjective
soteriology is central, while the emphasis on the individual
for Barth is secondary.

Another difference between the two scholars is in
regard to the amount of content given to subjective soteri-
ology over against objective soteriology. Wiley gives
approximately twice as much content to subjective soteriology

as he does to its objective counterpart. 1In contrast to

lyiley, IIT, 103-208.

2Barth, IV, Parts I, II, III, 4th section of each part.
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this, Barth gives more content to his objective soteriology
than he does to subjective soteriology.

Looking at these two viewpoints, still structurally
but more minutely, one still finds virtually no similarity.
Wiley discusses the idea of grace, righteousness, justifica-
tion, sonship, sanctification and ethics as larger categories
within his subjective soteriology, while Barth's larger cate-
gories are faith, love and hope.

2. Nature of Subjective Soteriology Compared and
Contrasted

There are some similarities between the nature of
subjective soteriology of the individual as it is understood
by Barth and Wiley. However, these similarities exist pri-
marily in the area of subjective soteriological ideas. Some
of these ideas are the calling of man (Barth--awakening),
repentance and faith.

Their primary difference lies in their distinctive
development of these ideas. Wiley has a neat subjective
soteriological schema developed. There are definite steps
that the individual must take in being subjectively saved.
These steps are neatly and simply arranged. On the other
hand, the subjective soteriology of Barth has no such neat
and simple pattern. Being subjectively saved, in Barth's
thought, involves a more complex series of steps. Wiley
conveys the idea that subjective soteriology is only a for-
ward movement, but for Barth, the movement of subjective

soteriology is dialectic--forward, backward, then forward

again, etc.
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There is a sharp difference within the major sections
in which Wiley and Barth each discusses the doctrine of sub-
jective salvation. Wiley's four sections pertain to the
preliminary work of grace upon the individual before salva-
tion, justification, adoption and sanctification. Barth's
three major sections pertain to faith, love and hope.

There is an area of similarity in the beginning of

the process of subjective soteriology. Barth calls this the

1 For Wiley,

beginning of being subjectively saved, awakening.
this beginning involves calling, awakening and conviction.
Therefore, Barth uses a broad term, awakening, to convey

these ideas, whereas Wiley expands the matter to include

three terms. Both scholars agree that this work of bringing
one to a knowledge of his state of death, and the work that

God has done through Jesus Christ to deliver him from that
state, is a work of God through the Holy Spirit. Although
there are different ways of expressing it, both scholars

assert that the awakening is from the "sleep of death."2

An individual is awakened by the Holy Spirit out of his rebel-
lion against God, which has brought guilt within himself and
before God. Within this beginning of subjective salvation,

one sees a good example of the neat soteriology of Wiley. He
develops the idea in this way: (1) man is called by God through

the Holy Spirit, (2) man is awakened to see his lostness,

(3) man is convicted, so that he perceives his "guilt and

1
2

Barth, IV, Part II, 556.
Ibid., IV, Part II, 555-57.
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condemnation because of sin."l Barth has no such simple and
neat development.

Repentance is a common factor in the subjective soteri-
ologies of Wiley and Barth. It is similar in nature in the
thought of both men in that répentance is an initial act and
something that continues. However, Wiley asserts that it
continues as a state of penitence, whereas Barth contends
that the act of repentance itself must be repeated through-
out life,

Conversion for both scholars is, essentially, the
turning of man to God. There is, however, a difference in
their thought regarding the nature of the time of conversion.
For Wiley, conversion signifies an instant. For Barth, there
is an instant involvement too, but conversion is not "ex-

2 Rather, conversion is

hausted in a once-for-all act....."
a process involving the whole time of life.

Wiley and Barth are considerably different in their
understanding of faith. For Wiley, it is primarily a matter
of trust. On the other hand, it is primarily a matter of
subjecting oneself in humble obedience to God. Barth warns
against making faith too much of trust, lest it takes upon
itself the character of a work; this would lend to the theo-
logical error of righteousness by the work of faith.

Distinctive subjective soteriological emphases of

Wiley are the doctrines of justification, regeneration,

Liitey, 11, 340-44.

2Barth, IV, Part II, 566.
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adoption, assurance and sanctification. The doctrine of
sanctification for Wiley is major in subjéctive soteriology.
Perhaps it is here that the basis lies for some differences
in the doctrine of subjective salvation in Wiley and Barth.
Through sanctification, Wiley asserts that man can become
completely free from the act of sinning. This gives his
subjective soteriology its linear character. Barth contends
that man will keep on sinning throughout his Christian life.

One must always be willing to say: "I have overcome in Him,

1

but not in myself, not even remotely." An individual is

never completely free from sinning. Yes, he is always justi-
fied, but he is always a sinner too.

Major distinctive subjective soteriological doctrines
in Barth are love and hope. Important emphases throughout
Barth's writings are knowledgé and confession. Having know-
ledge of God's objective soteriological work in Jesus Christ
is important. Barth places emphasis upon the idea of con-
fession, but Wiley hardly uses the word.

One reason why Wiley gives separate consideration to
certain doctrines is that he considers them to be distinct
from each other. Barth does not discuss these same doctrines
separately because he believes they are essentially the same
doctrines in idea, although they may differ in terminology.
For example, he implies that regeneration, conversion and

belief may have the same meaning, in idea, in the New Testa-

ment. 2

lipid., 1v, Part 1I, 771.
2

Ibid., IV, Part II, 568.
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Therefore, he himself would consider them as being of the
same meaning.

3. The Role of Man in Subjective Soteriology Com-
pared and Contrasted

This subsection has reference primarily to the indi-
vidual. 'Therefcre, when the term "man" is used, it has pri-
mary reference to the individual man.

a) Place of Man

Both Wiley and Barth give a significant place to
man in their subjective soteriologies. Barth, however, has
more emphasis upon God's work for man through Jesus Christ
than Wiley does. There is a constant reminder to man, in
Barth, that he needs to remember God's work for him in Jesus
Christ. Wiley's attention given to man as an individual is
more pronounced than that of Barth. Through his subjective
soteriological writings Wiley'has his sights set upon the
individual man. However, Barth relegates the individual
man to a categorical discussion instead of referring to him
throughout., Furthermore, the categorical emphasis of the
individual is secondary to the community. We can conclude:
the place of individual man in the subjective soteriology
of Wiley is more important than that of the individual man
in Barth.

b) Responsibility of Man

Man is a very responsible creature in his procuring

salvation. But because man has no righteousness in himself,

he is dependent upon God for that salvation. So far, Wiley
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and Barth agree. Because man is not righteous, is God going
to sﬁpply all of his righteousness for him? Barth says yes.
"Everything depends on Him who is above ..;. It does not
depend at all on what man had or has or will have to contri-
bute...."l Wiley disagrees. He writes that because man is
unrighteous he can do nothing éxcept by the aid of the Holy
Spirit. Therefore, man can do something, but it is only by
God's help through His Spirit.

This leads to the point of synergism as it is re-
lated to the doctrine of salvation. Wiley affirms a syner-
gism between God and man in subjective soteriology. He
writes that "The Scriptures represent the Spirit as working
through and with man's concurrence."2 Barth denies that man
co-operates with God in working out his salvation. Barth
asserts that man does not co-operate with God in the working
out of his salvation, but he responds to God in it.

Man's specific responsibilities in subjective soteri-
ology are to co-operate with the Holy Spirit in repentance
and confession, It is the individual man's responsibility
to have faith in God's work in Jesus Christ by trusting in
that work as being efficacious for his own life, To devote
oneself wholly to God and seek cleansing from unrighteous-
ness is also man's responsibility. This devoting of the

self and the seeking cleansing is sanctification. Barth

L1bid., 1V, Part I, 83.

2

Wiley, II, 355.
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does not emphasize the latter as a reponsibility of man.
Barth also asserts that individual man has the responsibility
to repent and confess his sins if he is to gain salvation
subjectively. However, the primary responsibilities of man
are to have faith, to love God and man, and to have hope for

fellowship with God.

The responsibilities of the individual man leading
up to and entering a saved relationship with God in Jesus
Christ are similar in the understanding of Wiley and Barth.
However, each scholar has distinctive emphases concerning

these responsibilities.



SUMMARY

There is little similarity between Wiley and Barth
in the doctrine of sin. 8in is taken seriously by both,
and both consider the consequence of sin to be death. But
Wiley strongly links this death to the guilt and penalty of
sin. In order to be removed from this death, man needs to
have his penalty of sin paid. Barth conceives of this death
as man's slothfully going on his own way, disregarding God's
work in Jesus Christ for man. Death isn't specifically
penalty for sin. Therefore, maﬁ's need is not to have his
penalty paid to God but to be reconciled to God by being
turned, converted away fron his own paths to those of God.

The objective soteriologies of Wiley and Barth are
very different in approach, terminology and nature. At the
point, however, where objective soteriology is the most sig-
nificant in relationship to subjective soteriology=-the scope
of objective soteriology, Wiley and Barth are basically in
agreement. They agree in this: the work done by God through
Jesus Christ was done for all men. Man, universally, has sal-
vation provided for him objectively.

Structurally, the approach of Wiley and Barth to sub-
jective soteriology is very different in terminology and idea.
However, there is considerable similarity in the ideas of
subjective soteriology, apart from structure. Individual
man's subjective soteriological responsibilities of repen-

tance, confession, and faith are common to Wiley and Barth.

99
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| Man's striving for righteousness through devoting himself to

God and emptying himself of sin is peculiar to Wiley.
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