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Barth's words on the existence of God cannot be overlooked. From our point of view, 

there are no arguments of human reason or philosophy which can prove the existence of God. 

We cannot, by the academic process of logic, start from the human level and arrive at the Divine 

level. Therefore these words, by themselves at least, we like: “God and His Word are not 

presented to us in the way in which natural and historical entities are presented to us. We can 

never by retrospect, and so by anticipation, fix what God is or what His Word is. . . . Therefore 

we can only . . . by faith in the Word of God — say who God is: He is the one God, Father, Son 

and Holy Spirit” (149). Here was a wonderful opportunity for Barth, quoting many sources as he 

does, to remind us that God is “the one only simple and spiritual Being . . . and that He is eternal, 

incomprehensible, invisible, immutable, infinite, almighty, perfectly wise, just, good, and the 

overflowing fountain of all good” (Neth. Conf., Art. 1). 

“ ‘God’s Word’ means, God speaks. That signifies . . . its personal character. God’s Word 

is not a thing to be described, nor is it a concept to be defined. It is neither a content nor an idea. 

It is not ‘a truth,’ not even the very highest truth. It is the truth because it is God’s person 

speaking . .  . It is not something (ital., RCH) objective. It is the objective, because it is the 

subjective, namely, God’s subjective. God’s Word means God speaking. Certainly God’s Word 

is not the formal possibility of Divine speech, but its fulfilled reality. It always has a perfectly 

definite, objective content. God always utters a concretissimum. But this Divine concretissimum 

can as such neither be anticipated nor repeated. What God utters is never in any way known and 

true in abstraction from God Himself. It is known and true for no other reason than that He 

Himself says it, that He in person is in and accompanies what is said by Him” (155). Stirring 

words concerning the ontological Word, the Logos! He is, in and of Himself, to the very depths 

of His Being, and apart from all creation, The Truth, The Word, The Person, The Subject and 

The Object. He is the Archetypal Logos. His revelation of Himself, sovereignly and freely 

revealed, is the Ektypal Logos. Therefore man can never think or know independently of God. 

God’s thought alone is univocal, and interpretive of all reality. Man’s thought must of necessity, 

then, be analogical of God’s. God’s thought and wall alone is creatively constructive. Man’s 

thought must be receptively reconstructive of the thought and will of God. Man must be 

reinterpretive of the interpretation of God. This “acknowledgement of the Word of God by man 

is thus, of course, approval of the Word of God by man, but not such approval as is based upon 

persuasion between equals, but such as is based upon obedience, upon submission as between the 

utterly unequal” (235). 

Man, it is plain from the above, can never stand in any kind of mutual relation to God. 

For “God is the Lord, above whom there is no other person or thing, beside whom, right or left, 

there is no other person or thing conditioning Him . . . God is a . . . That holds without reserve 

of His Word also. But the aseity of God is not empty freedom. In God all potentiality is included 

in His actuality, and so (is) all freedom in His decision” (179). According to this, God is the 

absolute, self-existent, self-sufficient, independent God — in no wise dependent upon or 

conditioned by any being outside of Himself. He alone is sovereign; His will alone is free. So, 

the absolutely transcendent God is not an intensification of the natural, nor is He an extension of, 

or the sum total of humanity. God is God! In view of this, which must never be lost sight of, it 



can never be our business to formulate “a correlation-theology, i.e., a theology in which God in 

His relation to us swings up and down, either from below upwards so that God becomes a 

predicate of man, or from above downwards so that man would become a requisite in the nature 

of God” (196). 

Thus far, Barth has been presenting to us his conception of the Word of God in a three-

fold form, viz., (1) the preached Word — Proclamation; (2) the written Word — Scripture, and 

(3) revealed Word — Revelation. As we saw, he thinks of “the Word of God” as “uncreated 

reality, identical with God Himself . . .” (180), but not in any pantheistic sense such as 

Sehleiermacher’s idea that “The ‘divine word’ is nothing else than ‘the spirit in all men’ ” (68). 

This Barth rejects. To him the Divine Logos is both immanent and transcendent; but “He is 

immanent in her (the Church) only because He transcends her” (113). 

It is well known that Barth is fond of the idea of “paradox.” This seems to makes its 

appearance under a heading entitled, “God’s language as God’s mystery,” where he says, “. . . it 

is to be recommended that in theology more sparing use should henceforth be made of this 

concept now that it has done its part, not without causing all manner of confusions” (189). Note, 

he recommends the sparing use of the idea or concept “paradox.” This for the reason that it has 

caused so much confusion. In spite of this, however, Barth makes a somewhat prevalent use of it. 

He had said, “A conflict in which faith is involved” is not merely “a conflict of faith with 

unbelief,” but that “in faith itself unbelief somehow . . . claims a hearing” (33). He seems to 

teach that the two opposite elements of which a paradox (contradiction) consists furnish us with 

the contents of the truth of a (given) matter. In other words, without these two elements, we do 

not have the truth on any given concept or item of revelation. He views, for example, the Cross 

and the Resurrection paradoxically, i.e., the two, the Cross and the Resurrection, are the two 

opposite elements in this (one) paradox. We must therefore listen to the one or the other, “or we 

listen to nothing at all,” But we “listen to the other also in faith thru the one.” He seems to 

require both the affirmative and the negative to be said of a thing at the same time in order to 

have the truth with respect to that thing; that both the positive and the opposite proposition of the 

same one thing speak the truth of the matter to us — otherwise we have “nothing at all” — We 

must listen to what both the positive and the negative have to say; and, we listen to the positive 

thru the negative. In this way we have the truth. Barth then quotes Luther in this connection to 

show what he, Barth, means by paradox. “Therefore must God’s faithfulness and truth ever 

become a great lie, ere it become the truth . . . In fine, God cannot be God, He must first become 

a devil, and we cannot come up to heaven, we must first go into hell, cannot become God’s 

children, for we must first become the devil’s children . . . (Ps. 117 expounded, 1530)” (191). 

This seems to corroborate what we said above — to substantiate our interpretation of Barth’s 

view of paradox. For doesn’t Barth quote this (of Luther) to find support for this view of 

paradox? But it is a question what Luther himself meant by these words of his. Who can believe 

that Luther meant what Barth seems to intend by such language? No, the Barthian paradox goes 

far “to accomplish the impossible, namely, jump over our own shadow” (239). 

Without specifically informing us that he does so, Barth treats of the subjects of Election 

and Reprobation with such words as that man “stands prior to all his experiences and decisions, 

within the sphere of Christ’s lordship. Long before he can adopt an attitude to God, God has 

‘adopted’ an attitude to him. Whatever attitude he may take, it will take place within and on the 

ground of the attitude taken towards him by God. If he comes to faith, that will be but the 

confirmation of the fact that . . . he is claimed by God. If he does not come to faith, neither will 

that be a possibility he was free to choose . . . He will not choose, He will be rejected . . . It is . . . 



God’s previous attitude towards him that will constitute his unbelief unbelief, his sin sin” (175). 

In this connection of Election and Reprobation, the following is clearer: The Word of 

God is an act, an event (180), and is also a Divine choice (181). It is a choice of particular men. 

“Before I formed thee in the belly I knew thee; and before thou earnest forth out of the womb, I 

sanctified thee, and I ordained thee a prophet . . .” (Jer. 1.5). Cf. Isa. 49.1. The choice is also in 

some instances a rejection, Mark 4.11. God, in His free choice illumines one man with His Light 

and blinds another with the same Light. He deals “with one as Peter and with another as Judas." 

This is the decision of Predestination, and just because it is God’s decision, “it is a righteous and 

good decision.” 
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