



























































































































































































































































































































































(2) ( Continued from previous page)
Emil Brunner, The Letter to the Romans, London, The Lutterworth
Press, 1959, p.87, writes: "Of a “double decree ( predestination)
one leading to eternal 1ife and the other to eternal damnation
this passage teaches just as little as any other part of Holy
Scripture,!

C.K.Barrett, op. cit.,P. 185, writes: " Mercy . . . is the key-
note of chapters 9-11." In an observation of special interest

to readers of Barth, he writes: " It is important to recall

here that the seed of Abraham contracted till it became ultimately
Christ ( see 6.11). This means that election does not take place

( as might at first appear from Paul's example) arbitrarily or
fortuitously; it takes place always and only in Christ. ‘hey

are elect who are in him; they who are elect are in him ( cf.
Galatians 3.,29). It is failure to remember this that causes
confusion over Paul's doctrine of election and predestination ."

F.F.Bruce, op. cit., p. 190, comments on this passage as a
whole: " It is a pity that in same schools of theological
thought the doctrine of election has been formulated to an
excessive degree on the basis of this preliminary stage in
Paul's present argument.without adequate account being taken
of his further exposition of God's purpose in election at the
conclusion of the argument .

Sanday and Headlam, op. cit., pp. 249~ 240, comment on this
passage as follows: " The Jew believed that his race was
Jjoined to God by a covenant which nothing could dissolve,

and that he and his people alone were the centre of all God's
action in the creation and government of the world. This idea
Paul combats, " Paul broadens his Jewish conception of election
in these chapters: " The world, not Israel, is the final end
of God's action., This is the key to the explanation of the
great difficulty of the rejection of Israel."



APPENDIX TWO

KARL BARTH'S DOCTRINE OF ELECTION COMPARED TO THE TEACHING OF THE
WESTMINSTER GONFESSION OF FAITH

It is probable that the classic expression of
the doctrine of predestination in' the English - speaking world
is found in The Westminster Confession of Faith. The importance of
this Confession in the Reformed Churches, and in Christendom in general,
has been very great indeed. It is, however, common knowledge that the
Confession gives great prominence to the doctrine of prédestina.tion.
The place of that doctrine within the Confession has subsequently
given the Rafbmgd Churches a certain :Ihage in the eyes of the world
that is ( I believe ) less than desirable. It is not untrue to say
that many papple outside of t he Reformed Churches know this and
little more about them. It becomes, therefore, urgent for members
of the Reformed Churches to make a modern assessment of predestination.
It seems that a useful way of doing this is to make a comparison of Barth's
teachings with the Confession.

While the Confession continues as the subordinate
standard of several Reformed Churches, it must be admitted that the
relation of ministers to that standard is increasingly tenuous. The
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Confession is clearly seen as a standard which is subordinate to
Seripture and through this open door many, probably the majority,of
Canadian Presbyterian ministers march only too eagerly. A contemporary
study of the Confession widely in use in both Knox College and The
Presbyterian College goes to the explicit length of asserting the
following: |
The awesome doctrine of the ! double decree'! or ! double predestination, '
which has often been regarded as the distinctive feature of the Reformed
Faith, is no longer held by the Presbyterian Churches in the form in
which it is set forth in this chapter. (1)

My own experience within The Presbyterian Church in
Canada decidedly coincides with that opinion. But. nonetheless the fact
remains that this Confession remains as our only subordinate st.andard.
For these reasons it is difficult to convey the precise importance of
comparing Barth's views with that of the Confession. In a way it is so
very important. But in another way it is to enter a battle which very
few indeed seem interested in fighting.

Ba.rth emphatically places himself within the general
Reformedjposition because of that tradition's clear and. uncompromising
emphasis on the sovereignty of gface. On this matter he heartily
embraces the Reformgd tradition expressed in Calvin and virtually all

of the cia.ssic Reformed Confessipns. Barth and The Westminister Confession

of Faith are in strong accord that election is of God's free choice,
For grace to be sovereign it must also be free. This is the great
point of agreement between Barth and the Confession.

But the differences soon are only too evident. Virtually
from his opening paragraph Barth is detemined to proclaim. election as
Gospel, indeed the sum of the “ospel. Election. for him is seen as

(1) George s. Hendry, The Westminster Confession for Today,John Kiox
Press, Richmond, Vi: Virginia, 1960, p.51.
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light and not as darkness, as joy, and not as gloom. And indeed, this
is the atmosphere of his exposition of the doctrine. It was because
of such an atmosphere and because of his insistence on the primacy
of grace that Berkouwer could writé of The Triumph of Grace in the
Theology of Karl Barth. But it seems that the exact reverse is__“true
of the Confession , While it clearly speaks of grace,the atmosphers
is one of gloom and dread: " The rest of mankind God was pleased
according_ to the unsearchable counsel of his own will . . . to pass
by and to ordain them to dishonour and wrath for their sin.and to the
praise of his glorious justice " (III, 7). )

It is generally thought that the Confession teaches
double predestination. While it is true that its pq'sition._canes very
close to that and indeed the end result is tantamount to double pre-
destination, nonetheless, strig:tly speaking, one has to admit that
it does not teach that doctx_'ine“. W It does not speak of reprobation
and goes only so far as to speak of " , . . others fore-ordained to
everlasting death " (III,2), But that is indeed strong enough for the
modern reader. The contrast between this view and that of Barth's is
very great,. The whole thrust of his theory of " double predestination "
is exactiy the reverse of this. For him Christ is the one who bore the
rejection of the rejected, And yr_l';ile it is clear that he dggs not espouse

universaiism or the doctrine of the apokatastasis his theqry ngvertheless

(1) Phillip Schaff, Ihe Creeds of Christendom, Vol.I, New York, Harper,
1931, p.770,comments: "It does hot teach . . . that Goy eternally
foreordained men for sin and damnation; but it does teach that out
of the fallen mass of corruption God elected a definite number of
men to salvation and ' passed by the rest leaving them to the just
punishment for their sins »? This is severe and harsh enough, but
very.different from a decree of eternal reprobation which term
occurs nowhere in the Confession."
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brings him as close to those views as it is possible to come without
actually adopting them,

The Confession speaks of predestination not under that
" heading at all, but rather under the :.title " Of God's Eternal Decrees,"
This is a most accufete heading .for it brings us to that which is really
at the heart of the Calvinist doctrine of election and that which Barth
sees as being virtually the main foe of his own theory. While Barth may
not have sufficiently appreciated that even for the Calvinist position
election is of grace yet there is still reason for believing that his
attack on the hidden decrees and hence on the “onfession ie well-founded.
Again, the criteria are biblical. Barth's position in essence is that
the Confession and all positions which. argue for; a hidden decree are
unbiblical. He develops this by assessing the biblical interpretation
of the role of Christ in election.While our conclusion was. that he goes
too far in seeing Jesus as " Electing God and Elected Man " his argu -
ment that there is no other decree apart from that of Jesus Christ is
both convincing and biblical and indeed is convineing because it is
biblical. He reaches back to the supposed primal decision of God
which presumably constitutes the basis of election and demands to know
if Cod has any other will than his will in Christ. He claims that Christ
is God's decision, and develops strongly and decisivelj the view that
grace means the grace of God in Jesus Christ, I regard the.Confession's
separation of the decree of God from Jesus Christ as the basic error
not only in its doctrine of election but in the entire a.pproach to the
chr.lstian Faith. This, more than anything else, I believe accounts for



the particularly cold tone one finds in it.

The presentation of the Confession also does not
really allow for human freedom despite verbal protestations to the
contrary. Verbally it speaks of the liberty or contingency .of second
causes ( III,1),but the facts of its approach to those things which
constitute human freedom belie.the words. The Confession asserts that
man has lost the ability of will to any spiritual good accompanying
salvation ( XI,3)., In the chapter on " Of Effectual Calling " we read
that ¢ Tpis effectual call is of God's free and special grace alone,
not from anything at all foreseen in man, vho is altogether passive
therein, 4until being quickened and renewed by the Holy Spirit . . .
(x11,2). _ :
~ Barth also protests against synergism, (.l)Hg spe#ka of
his view of election as embracing irresistible grace. 2)But. the portrait
of man that emerges in his writiﬁgs is not that of an automaton who is
incapablé of decision., In spite of his position with réga;d to synergism
we have already noted that in a later edition of the Dog; atics he allows
for faith as a human response and yet attempts to retaiﬁ the sovereignty
of grace.(a)'l‘his is also clear in his attempt to describe fhe determina-
tion of the rejected. They exist in the sphere of God's nop-willing,

Judas' act of betrayal was indeed his action but was yet oyer-ruled by

(1) Barth states: © There is no synergism of any kind in the history
of Jesus Christ's election, for in this history neither the sin
of man nor the prayer of man can play the part of antonomous
mystery, as man's decision complementary to God's " (p.194),

(2) Barth speaks of " , , o the irresistible divine gracf of Jesus
Christ " (p.477). -

(3) In Church Dogmatics, IV,1, Op.cit., he writes that faith is a
" free human act " (p.757). L '




119

God. At the point at which he was most in rebellion against God,
at that moment he most fully accomplished the will of God.

Thus there ié a certain a,greemeAnt‘with Barth and the
Confession, but the end result genuinely does differ. For Barth, grace
is sovereign but there is considerable evidence that he sees man as alive
and participating in . faith . Some may .vd.sh to argﬁe -~ ag we have
already suggested -- that this is inconsistent on his part. But the
point, at this juncture, is that the concern is present in, Barth and
absent in the Confession. Thqre is hexfe an area of real contrast. One
may well ask if Barth sufficiently allows for the development of a
viable doctrine of man.(l)xaterial for debate on both s:\ldes of that
question "seem to be there in his writings. But the modern. reader
will probably not even allow that there is room for debate of the
same question with regard to the Confession. While admittegly modernity
is not the sole criterion of theology, yet it must be ackn;,ﬁledged that
the Confession presents us with what can only be tqmed a que'sti'oqable

doctrine of man, At any rate , here is a point of contrast.

(1) The reader will recognize that we are now considering Barthian
anthropology. In this regard I would quote twice from Arnold
Comeds An Introduction to Barth's Dogmatics for Preachers
Phila.delphia, The Westminster Press, 1963, On pa pages. 151-152
he writes the following: " The relativizing of history in the
Dogmatics assumes its most problematic form in the, placing of
a question mark over the reality of man as a responsible subject
distinct from God. In fact, the adequacy of Barth's anthropology
will probably be the main point around which the uncertainty
and debate will revolve for some time into the future. He has
frankly admitted that he approached the problem of creation with
some reluctance . . . . " On p.432, Come writes: " God's Spirit
does not operate mechanically or by infusion toward man, but God
deliberately preserves a distance from man so that there can be
dialogue, intercourse, and drama between them,"

The first qwotation indicates the fact of debate on this matter;
but the second, I believe, indicates that t he contrast between
Barth and the éonfeasion is a real one,
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The Confession in the very act of stressing the
freedom of divine grace inadvertantly brings into question God's own
freedom: ' (<M God from all eternity did . . . ordain whatsoever comes
to pass " (III,1). Barth, on the other hand, strongly objects to a
mechanical exposition of the will of God. He endorses Peter Barth's
contribution in this regard to the Congrés International de.Théblogie
Calviniste held in Geneva in 1936.(1) For Peter Barth " , , . God
has entered into a mysteriously living relation to us men," (Z)Karl
Barth agrees that this is an improvement over a mechanistic inter-
pretation of the divine will.(B) For him, predestination " ., . . did
indeed happen in the bosom of God before all time, but }or.this very
reason it happens and happens again before every momentiof time ®
(pe191). The failure of Calvin and of Calvinism was not in having an
insufficiently developed notion of the # living " factor of God's will.,
It was r;ther " . . . due to their non-adherence to the rule that the
will of éod as such, and therefore predestination, must-be_sought and
found only in the work of God, i.e., in the core and purpoge of that
work, the name and person of Jesus Christ " (ps191). In other words

God's decree is not hidden; it is Christ himself.

(1) See pages 188-l9h of the Ghurch Dogmatics, II,2, for a discussion
of this matter, ’ '

(2) ld., pp0189-19o.

(3) id., Pp. 190-191,
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Some would wish to argue that the Confession limite

human fréedom only to those .things which accompany salvation. The
will to good is not lost. The will to good with regard to thoee_ things
which bring salvation is (XI,3). It might even be pointed:' out -- and
correctly — that in election Barth gives no role to man whatsoever,
for election‘ is a transaction within the Trinity . And yet,as Barth
goes on to explain how man is in;rolved in that election; through faith,
cleai'ly a dialectical element, not always appreciated as being.present
in Barth, is stressed. The Confession has within it a terrifying consist-
ency. Within certain eras of history this cmsistency and this.logic
must have been overwhelmingly attractive. But this quesction brings us
yet again to a matter which we find recurs with frequency, name],v
the question of the role of human 1ogic in an interpreta.tion of divine
election.This.,-we,.ha.Veu elr,eady discussed within the first chaptet.. ez
of this thesis. Barth is not nearly so vulnerable as he appea.ra on a
first reading. on biblical. grounds, wherein we discover no parallel
between election and reprobation, on grounds of a certain ® highqr \
leg:l.c" wi:erein one questions most seriously the application of human
logic to revelation, and on grounds that the Bible speaks very - clearly
of human involvement in the act of faith, we can side w:ith‘_.Barth'v_s
interpretation more easily than that of the Confession's, and maintain
that this is a point of 'contriest.

| The Confessicn?’ contrary:to some popuiar notions does
speak of election " ixi Christ. i' We read of " faith in Christ" end
" redeemed by Christ " in III,é. In III 35y we apecifically are told
that the elect are " chosen in Christ." Yet it cangxct be denied that
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while the seeds of a significant concept are present in these werds,
they were not allowed to grow. The words are there, but the concept
as a developed idea which undergirds and structures the doctrine of
eleotion':l,s not to be found. For Barth, of course, the concept of
electionf" in Christ * is the very key to his .understangling.of the
doctrine, "

Virtually every page of Barth'!'s writing on election breathes
the spirit of compassion and light and joy. Election is. good news,
Gospel, for him. In the essentially sombre atmosphere of the
Confession election is quite as threatening as it is reassuyring. If
one is oi‘ the elect then the doctrine comes as light; But. even then
it appea;'s that assurance of one's eléction is regardod{ as uncertain
and it wéuld be distressing,to say the' least,to contemplate how many
may have been " passed by." Thus the atmosphere is a (poiut..,of contrast
as well, For Barth, it is light. For t he Confession Jthe; end impression
is that of a shadow —perhaps with streaks of light here and there --
but shadow nonetheless. One,perhaps unexpected, ray ofi light is the
Confessi;n's view of infants who die at birth or shortly after birth.
In XII,B; we read: " Elect infants, dying in infancy, afre regenerated
and save;:l by Christ through the Spirit, who worketh wheh and where and
how he p:'ll.easet.h. So also are all other elect persons whb are incapable
of beingi. outwardly called by the ministry of the word." This is
consistent with the Confession's understanding of the divine decrees,
Yet even here one wonders about the non-elect infants who die and the

non-elect persons who fer real psychological or aociai reasons do not
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or cannot hear the Gospel, As more and more the Church comes to live
with the insights of the social sciences,psychological and, seciological
determinants ef belief are freely admitted. .But if these analyses
apply to belief,they apply also to unbelief , This simple thought seems
to have occurred to surprisingly few people, and yet its relevance to
one's dectrine of election is of great import.arice. These, after all,
are the insights of today. Thesé; as well as our interprgtptién; of
the Scriptures will determine our doctrine of election, for the issue
is Just that which Barth states: can we believe the doctrine and in

what_form ? The modern reader will find the Confession's doctrine
quite simply unbelievable because it clashes with too mény,_ insiéhbs
that the social scientists have brought to bear en I_if;hé i:ayghology of
belief and unbelief, Perhaps nothing is so ebjectionable in the Gon-
fession‘thanvit's..v'ery cold att;tgde to the fate of the hon;.-elqc.t.. At
the very' peint at which it should evince concc;qﬂt regorts, to
abstract theology: ' | |

The rest" of mankind, Ged was pleased, according to the unae,_archgbie
counsel of his ewn will, whereby he extendeth or witholdeth mercy

as he pleaseth, for the glory of his sovereign power over his creatures,
to pass by, and to ordain them te dishonour and wrath for their sin,

to the praise of his glorious justice. ( III,7). -

But the sombre atmesphere is quite rig11tiy analysed by Barth as its
separation of the decrees from God's decision in Christ. Here the
Confession can be met on its own ground, that of Scriptural interpre=
tation, We have already given reasons supporting Barth and contradicting
the Confession. |

The last contrast between Barth and the Confession to which
we shall refer is that the latter almest tetally restricts its conception
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of predestination to individuals. Barth speaks of election in Christ
first, then the election of the community, and only lastly of the
election of the individual. The root of this clear contrast will
probably go back to different interpretations of Romans 9 - 1l.

The Bible provides little evidence that will permmit a solely or even

a primarily individualistic interpretation of election. We have already

: (1)
given reasons for rejecting a narrowly individualistic approach to election.

(1) 1t is intriﬁning to note that a study prepared by The Articles of Faith
Committes of lhe Presbyterian Church in Canada totally accepts Barth's
reconstruction. The study, never officially adopted, was prepared
in the 1940's and is obtainable in An Historical Digest of the Work
in Articles of Faith, 1942 - 1967, The Presbyterian Church in Canada,
50 Wynford Drive, Don Mills, Optario. I should want to criticize the
study for accepting Barth in an almost uncritical fashion. Certainly
there is this (o the study: that here we have an example of a camittee
almost totally dominated by the thought of Barth on a given subject.

It is of interest that the Confession of 1967 of the United Presbyterian
Church in the United States contains noj reference at all to predestination,
though, being structured by the theme of reconciliation, many of the
purposes of election are present. That is, one could easily maintain

that we are elected to be part of God's reconciling community. However

the silence of the “onfession of 1967 on this subject stands in total

and utter contrast with the position of The Westminster onfess:!.g of
Faith ,
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