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ABSTRACT 

This thesis examines and presents a critique of Karl Barth's 

doctrine of the male-female relationship. The pertinent texts are 

to be found primarily in three volumes of che Church Domatics 

within his doctrine of creation: III/1, II1/2 and II1/4. 

Through his analysis of the Genesis 1:26-31 and 2:21-25 

creation stories, Barth sees the division of humanity into t w o  

sexes as fundamental to an understanding of G o d r s  purpose for 

humanity. This division into male and female is meant to inform us 

about ourselves and about our relationship with one another and 
I 

with God. Barth's ultimate concern is understanding humanity as a 

covenant partner in relationship with God . 
The true nature of humanity cannot be clearly seen in ourselves 

or others because of our sinful nature. The human creation is 

understood by looking to that which has been revealed about 

humanity in the true man Jesus. 

Barth's discussion of the creation of CO-hurnanity and the 

relationship between man and woman covers three major areas. First , 

is the creation of humanity in the "image of Godn as a sexually 

differentiated creature. Second, is our relationship as man and 

woman as an analogy of the triune being, the relationship between 

God and Israel and Jesus and the Church. The third, concerns God's 

command for us as men and women. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Swiss Reforrned theologian, Kari Barth, has beza described 

as the "greatest theologian since Thomas Aquinas, and certainly the 

most influential of the twentieth century. II' Not even his critics 

deny the greatness of Barth as a theologian. vlBarthfs theology 

represents a Copernican turn in the history of human thought about 

God, the univers5 and man. One would not exaggerate by saying that 

a new theological era was begun by it.' "Barth stands as a 

prophetic voice in the tradition of Athanasius, Augustine, and 

Calvin, calling the church back to the Bible and its foundation in 

Jesuç christ. u 3  

Introduced to the theology of Kari Barth during my theological 

studies, 1 quickly became stimulated by his thinking. 1 took a 

great interest in gaining a deeper understanding of different 

aspects of his theology and proceeded to do research on his 

doctrine of the Trinity and his thoughts on the authority of 

Scripture and prayer. 

1 have always been one to observe society and the various 

stmggles of humanity. Understanding the nature of the relationship 

between the sexes has been a problem that has existed throughout 

history. I became interested in researching Barthts thoughts on 

this very delicate but practical and pertinent area of theology. 

'~ncvclo~edia of Relision, Vol. 2 (New York: MacMillan 
Publishing Company, 1987) 60. 

'~erbert Hartwell, The Theolow of Karl Barth (Gerald 
Duckworth, London, 1964) , 179. 
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Today, the women's rnovement is in full force and feminist 

theologians are at the forefront cf the discussion. Although Barth 

wrote bef ore the women' s movement , 1 believe his insights are still 

as relevant today, as they were at the time of his writing. The 

purpose of this study is to examine and critique his view of the 

male-female relationship and to highlight t h e  contribution that 

this g r e a t  theologian can make to this important subject. 

Chapter 1 will focus on Barth's theological development up to 

the time of his writing on the male-female relationship. This will 

provide the background needed for a proper understanding of his 

thought. Chapter II will concentrate on Volume III, part 1 of 

Church Domatics in which he discusses the image of God as a 

reflection of male and female as co-humanity. Chapter III will 

focus on Volume III, part 2 of Church Doamatics in which Jesus is 

seen as a paradigm for the male-female relationship. Also examined 

is Barth's ordering of the sexes and his understanding of the male- 

female relationship as an analogy of Christ's relationship to the 

Church. Chapter III will concentrate on Volume IV, part 4 of Church 

Doamatics. Examined is the male-female relationship set within the 

context of ethical freedom and the command of God. The three 

principles layed down by Barth concerning the ethical behavior of 

the sexes will be explored. Chapter IV offers an evaluation and 

critique of Barth's treatment of the male-female relationship. This 

will include an examination of proposed problems and Barth's 

responses, as well as a section on the positive contributions of 

his theology and its relevance for today. A final section will draw 
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together the elements discussed in the preceding sections and offer 

some further remarks by way of a conclusion. 

A subject as delicate and as timely as the relationship 

between men and women is certain to generate much interest and 

debate. It most certainly has .  Barth's view of this relationship is 

no different. His theology in general and his theology of male and 

fernale as CO-humanity in particular, has been the topic of a great 

number of dissertations, articles and books. Many of these 

materials have proven very helpful for my study. 

While over fifty sources have been consulted and subsequentfy 

integrated into this thesis, in hopes of offering a thorough and 

balanced presentation of the subject matter, a number of these 

materials have been particularly useful. With regard to the first 

chapter of this thesis, concerning Barth's l i f e  and theological 

development, these include John Bowden, Karl Barth (1971), George 

Casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth (1963) , Arnold Corne An Introduction 

to Barth's Domatics for Preachers (1963), Eberhard Jungel, Karl 

Barth, A Theolosical Lesacv (1986) , David L. Mueiler, Makers of the 

Modern Theoloqical Mind / Karl Barth (1972) , and Thomas C I  Oden, 

The Promise of Karl Barth (1969). 

AS well, a number of sources gave valuable assistance by 

providing significant insights and a framework for the body of the 

thes is ,  contained in chapters II, III and IV. Doctoral 

dissertations by Cynthia Campbell, Christine Ford, Elouise Fraser, 

Octavius Gaba, and Willie Jennings, as well as Paul Jewettfs Male 

and Female (1975) were particularly helpful in this regard. Also, 
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periodical articles by Jung Young Lee and Stuart D. McLean provided 

valuable insight into Barth's theology. 

In tems of chapter V, the doctoral dissertations previously 

mentioned proved very useful in presenting the various problems 

that have been proposed concerning Barth's theology of the sexes. 

Also very helpful, with respect to evaluating Barth's method, were 

periodical articles by John Bennett, Kathleen Bliss, Emma Justes, 

Clifford Green, and Andrew J. McKelway. A number of other works 

have also made a significant contribution to this critical study. 

These include, Ray S. Andersonr s On Beincr Human ( 1 9 8 2 )  , Corner s work 

previously mentioned, Herbert Hartwell s The Theolosv of K a r i  

Barth, An Introduction (1964) , Oden' s work previously mentioned, 

and Robert Willisr The Ethics of Karl Barth (1971). 

It is my belief that w e  have much to gain £rom Karl Barth's 

theology of the male-female relationship. It is my hope that this 

thesis will provide a few steps in that direction. 



CHAPTER 1 

BARTH'S THEOLOGICAL PILGRIMAGE 

Theolodcal Studies 

Theologically, Barth was brought up within the tradition of 

the Swiss Refomation. Born in Basel, Switzerland, on May 10, 1886, 

he was the eldest son of Fritz Barth. He came £rom a long line of 

ministers. Barth's father and both his grandfathers were rninisters 

as well. Fritz Barth also taught at the Evangelical School of 

Preachers in   as el.^ When Barth was three years old his father 

accepted a position as Professor of Church History and New 

Testament at ~ern . '  

As was customary in Germany, Barth spent time at several 

uni~ersities.~ A t  the urging of his father, Barth began his 

theological studies at the University of B e r n  in 1904, a t  the age 

of eighteen. At this point in his development, his father proved to 

be the greatest influence in his life. He studied systematic 

theology under the liberal theologian Hermann Ludeman, but was 

not very interested in him. R a t h e r ,  it was t he  critical philosophy 

of Imrnanuel Kant and Friedrich Schleiermacher's theology of 

religious experience which began to stimulate his thinking, after 

4 ~ a v i d  L. Mueller, Makers of the Theolosical Mind / Karl B a r t h  
(Waco: Word B o o k s ,  19721, 14. 

S~olin Brown, Karl Barth and the Christian Messase (London: 
Tyndale Press, 19671, 14. 



having read their work.' 

After two years of study at the University of B e n ,  Barth 

wanted to continue his studies with the greatest neo-Kantian 

theologian of this period, Wilhelm Hermia~ of Marburg. His father 

was opposed to this idea because he wanted him to be exposed to 

more conservative theologians. Instead, they both agreed on Berlin. 

He started his studies there in the fa11 of 1906. It was here that 

studied the great liberal church historian, Adolf von 

~arnack.' With only one semester to study at Berlin, he devoted 

every waking hour digest the wisdom and insights 

Harnack. He concentrated so much of his attention on his seminars 

on IfThe Acts of the ApostlesH that he spent absolutely no tirne 

coming know the ~ i t y . ~  Arnold Come has commented 

influence: 

Harnack epitomized the spirit of liberal optimism, 
assuming that man is essentially good and that history 
was getting better and better. It was against this naive 
optimistic romanticism and the portraiture of Jesus as a 
bourgeois religious humanist that Barth's theology was 
latex to rebel. But when he rebelled, it was against a 
stream in which he had been thoroughly immersed." 

Even as Barth studied under Harnack at Berlin he saw in 

Hamackt s thought a If simplified cultural moralismN which did not 

?John D. Godsey, ltIntroduction,ll in How 1 Chanqed My Mind, by 
Karl Barth (Edinburgh: The Saint Andrew Press, 1966), 18. 

9Arnold B. Come, An Introduction to Barth's Dosmatics For 
Preachers (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1963), 25. 

lo'l?homas C. Oden, The Promise of Barth (Philadelphia: J.B. 
Lippincott Company, 19691, 23. 



really stimulate his thinking, as he was sure Wilheim Herrmann 

would, after having xead his Ethic düring that same semester. But 

instead of going directly to Marburg to study under Herrmann, Barth 

once agafz, out of respect for his father, followed his advice and 

spent another semester at Bern in the spring of 1907 and a semester 

at Tubingen to study with the more conservative Biblical scholar, 

Adolf Schalatter. l 1  

Finally, in 1908, he was given permission from his father to 

study under the liberal systematic theologian, Wilhelm Hermann at 

Marburg for three full semesters. Hermann was extremely concerned 

with "ethical responsibility as a dimension of communion with 

Gad" . l2 According to Herrmann, 
anthropology was at the center of persona1 life, and 
human problems could not be resolved apart from encounter 
with the living God, It was by contact with the inner 
life of Jesus, who had a perfect religious personality, 
that one's own persona1 religious life could be born and 
mature. A decisive religious experience is thus brought 
about by contact with an exceptional person, even though 
historical investigation cannot fully uncover what he was 
like nor fully communicate his real power.13 

Barth called him "the theological teacher of my student years."" 

Although Barth later expressed his theology in a very different 

manner from his teacher, he nevertheless granted Herrmann the 

credit for showing him the direction in which he should go, for as 

"corne, An Introduction to Barth's Dosmatics for Preachers, 26. 

12~den, The Promise of Barth, 2 4 .  

13~eorges Casalis, Portrait of Karl Barth (Westport: Greenwood 
Press Publishers, 19631, 41. 

14~ueller, Makers of the Theolosical Mind/ Karl Barth, 16. 
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Thomas C. Oden comments: "implicit in Hermann was an awareness of 

the absolute transcendence of God, a rejectio~i of any scientific 

@roof of Godls  existence, and the uniqueness of faith as the basis 

of theological refle~tion~~ . l5 

First Years as a Pastor 

Although Barth completed his examinations and was ordained in 

1908, he did not feel quite ready to become a pastor. This was 

partly because of Hermann's insistence that al1 true preaching 

arises from experience. Barth felt that he lacked this special 

religious experience. Therefore, instead, he became the assistant 

editor of tlChristliche Welttl (Christian World), an influential 

liberal periodical.I6 Barth then spent two years as an assistant 

pastor in Geneva. In 1911, he was appointed as pastor of Safenwil, 

a small farming and industrial tom in Aargaud, Switzerland. A 

series of crises followed which transformed Barth's thinking, and 

thereby changed twentieth century theology." 

For the f irst f ive years at Safenwil, Barth made no real break 

with the liberal theology learned during his student days. A t  the 

same time, however, he did not forge ahead with any new 

developments within it. His entire time and energy were spent in 

15~den, The Promise of Barth, 24. 

L6~odsey, Introduction", 19. 

"~rown, Karl Barth and the Christian Messacre, 17. 
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dealing with the difficulty of preaching and the social problems 

involving labour-rnanagemc~t relations.l8 

In 1913, two significant events occurred. Barth married Nelly 

Hoffmann and a friendship began between Barth and the Swiss Eduard 

Thurneysen, a fellow student at Marburg, who became a pastor in a 

neighboring village. One cannot stress enough the importance of 

Thurneysen for Barth's theological developrnent. He introduced Barth 

to Christoph Blumhardt, the son of Johann Christoph Blumhardt who 

had continued his father4s work at a retreat center at Bad Bol1 

and related "his eschatological message of the kingdom of God with 

the socio-political movements of the tirne." Thurneysen also 

introduced Barth ta He?Xma~ Kutter and Leonhard Ragaz, those at 

the head of the religious-socialist movernent in Switzerland, as 

well to the works of Dosteovsky, the great Russian existentialist 

novelist, without which, Barth says the writing of The E~istle to 

the Romans would not have been p~ssible.'~ 

Most of Barth's parishioners were factory workers. Like 

alumhardt and Ragaz, Barth often took tlsocialist" stands in the 

conflicts between the workers and owners. He was involved in union 

activity, demanded wage increases for the workers and eventually 

became a member of the Social Democratic Party in 1915.*O 

18~ome, An Introduction to Barth's Dosmatics for Preachers, 29- 
30. 

'g~odsey, Introductiontt , 20 . 
20~asalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, 43. 
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After a period of political involvement, Blumhart became 

convinced that what was really needed in society was a spiritual 

transformation in man, not radical modifications of social and 

political structures. He, therefore, turned his attention solely to 

pastoral mat ters . H i s  pastoral activity centered on the 'lob j ective 

reality of God and his Kingdom and [was] characterized by a simple 

Biblical faith.l12' This development, in turn, influenced Barth. It 

was in reading Blumhart on pastoral care that "bis understanding of 

the Christian hope became redirected toward the absolutely 

transcendent God, instead of hope for historical progress and human 

good ~ i l l . ~ ~  Barth began to question the tendency of religious 

socialism to "reduce Christianity to a political movement and to 

allow the gospel to be absorbed into limited cultural 

f orms . ltZ2 On May 19, 1913, Barth delivered a lecture enti.tled 

I1Faith in a Persona1 God" at a pastors' conference in Lenzburg. His 

liberal stance is still seen in his view that religious experience 

can provi.de the foundation for faith in God, but already one can 

begin to see a foreshadowing of what is to corne in his belief that 

religious experience iç something that is achieved in man by God. 

AIthough Barth was becoming more and more troubled with respect to 

his theological position, it took World War I to bring about the 

break with his theological roots. On what Barth refers to as a 

*0den, The Promise of Barth, 25. 



"black day" in August 1914, ninety-three German intellectuals 

declarsd their support for the Kaiser's war policy." 

Among them 1 r'ound to my horror the name of nearly al1 my 
theological teachers whom up to then I had religiously 
honored. Disillusioned by their conduct, 1 perceived that 
I should not be able to any longer accept their ethics 
and dogmatics, their exegesis, their interpretation of 
history, that at least for me the theology of the 19th 
century had no future.24 

The E~istle to the Romans and Dialectic Theolosv 

This was the turning point which led to his break with liberal 

theology and his refusa1 to relate the Kingdom of God with social 

action? Barth had to find another way. Like Luther before him, in 

his frustration and confusion Barth turned to the B i b l e  for help,  

specifically, to Paul's Epistle to the R~rnans.'~ He came to r e a l i z e  

that the Bible 

is primarily concerned not with man's view of God but  
with God's view of man, not with religion but with 
revelation, not with how man finds God, but how God has 
sought and found man. In short the Bible for Barth became 
the Word of ~od.~' 

"~arl Barth, God. Grace and Gosnel, ( S . F . T .  Occaçional Pa~ers 
No. 8) , trans . J. S. McNab of 'Gospel and Lawr , ' The Hurnanity of God' 
and tEvangelical Theology in the 19th Centuryf (Edinburgh: Oliver & 
Boyd, 1959) . 

'I~berhard Jungel, Karl Barth. A Theolo~ical Lesacv, trans. 
Garrett E. Paul (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1982), 25. 

26~rown, Karl Barth and the Christian Messase, 17. 
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His rediscovery of the Bible led to the publication of The E~istle 

to the Romans, in 1919.~' 

With the first edition came an offer of a position as 

associate professor of Reformed theology, at Gottingen, which he 

accepted in 192LZ9 

Barth listened attentively to his critics, "but as was often 

to be the case, he remained his own severest critic.I8 He was so 

dissatisfied with what he had said previously in the first edition 

of The E~istle to the Romans, that he completely revised it, In the 

second edition he wrote, "it may be claimed that no Stone remains 

in its old  place." It was this second edition of Romans which 

marked the beginning of a new theological age identified with the 

name of Karl Barth. When talking about the impact of the book, Karl 

Adam said that "it Eell like a bomb on the playground of the 

theol~gians."~ 

"In the Preface to the second edition Barth gave his own list 

of [influences] : Overbeck, Plato and Kant, Kierkegaard and 

Dostoevsky, and - the Bible itself."" Franz Overbeck was a New 

Testament and church history professor at the University of 

%ungel, Kari Barth. A Theolooical Lesacv, 25. 

%ueller, Makers of the Modem Theolocrical Mind / Karl Barth, 
23, 

"corne, An Introduction to Barth's Domatics for Preachers, 36. 



B a ~ e l . ~ ~  Soren Kierkegaard was a Danish religious philosopher. He 

is often regarded as the first great existentialist? It is clear 

that Barth uses many of his main tems and phrases. We haar a lot 

in the second edition, and in the following works, about 

God's revelation as 'paradoxt , about the inexplicable 
'moment1 of 'crisis' in which God judges and man is 
brought into 'decision'. There is the constant play of 
the Kierkegaardian dialectic of simultaneous No and Yes, 
incognito and revealed, doubt and faith, sinner and 
righteousne~s.~ 

John D. Godsey points out that Barth develops 

a dialectic understanding of the relation between God and 
man and uses the concept of paradox to keep the two sides 
distinct and to allow God's revelation to remain Godf s 
revelation. The use of paradox was his ultimate attempt 
to make the incomprehensible way of God to man 
comprehensible precisely as the incomprehensible." 

Because of the prominence of dialectics in this commentary, Barth1 s 

thought came to be known as I1dialectic theologyu or I1crisis 

theology . 
In 1922, Barth, in collaboration with Thurneysen, Friedrich 

Gogarten, and Georg Merz, founded the journal tlZwischen den Zeitenu 

[Between the Times], which served as a platform for "dialetic 

theol~gy.~~ It also contained articles by Rudolf Bultmann, the 

32~uelier, Makers of the Modem Theoloqical Mind / Karl Barth, 
37. 

33~ncvclo~edia of Philoso~hv, Vol. 4 (New York: The MacMillan 
Company & The Free Press, 1967), 336. 

Y~orne, An Introduction to Barth's Domatics for Preachers, 4 0 .  

35~odsey, " Introduction, l1 31. 

%ueller, Makers of the Modem Theoloaical Mind / Karl Barth, 
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German Biblical historian and theologian? It was during this time 

that Barth was greatly inspired by Gogarten. He was a profound 

thinker with various interests, and under the influence of Martin 

Buber he started to use the concept of 1-Th0u.~~ Buber was a Jewish 

religious existentialist from  ust tria.'^ Thurneysen met him and in 

turn, encouraged Barth to do likewise. Barth met Buber and was 

greatly influenced by him. As a result, the entire language and 

concept of the "1-Thoutt and l1person" became a fundamental and 

permanent part of Barth's theology."'' 

Transition to Domatics 

Barth's letters during this time reveal an entirely new and 

different struggle in his theological development. He began 

teaching with great enthusiasm but also with a sense of inadequacy. 

He was there to teach Reformed dogmatics so he would eventually 

have to move beyond lecturing on Paul's letters." Desiring to 

familiarize himself with the Reformed tradition, Barth decided to 

lecture on the Heidelberg Catechism, Calvin, Zwingli, and 

Schleiermacher in consecutive semesters. He complemented these 

courses with scriptural expositions of Ephesians, Hebrews, James, 

'CTungel, K a r i  Barth: A Theoloqical Lesacv, 25. 

38~ome, An Introduction to Barth' s Domatics for Preachers, 46. 

3g~hilosophv of Relision, Vol. 6, 409. 

"~ome, An Introduction to Barth's Domatics for Preachers, 46. 

41~bid., 46. 



and I Corinthians, During the same period, he diligently worked to 

learn the history of ancient and modern theol~gy.~~ In 1924, when 

Barth felt it was time to start lecturing in dogmatics or 

systematic theology, he did not know which way to turn." L a t e r ,  he 

expressed in writing how he felt during this period: "No one," he 

says, "cari ever have been more plagued than 1 was with the problem, 

could 1 do it? and  ho^?"^ 

In the midst of this crisis, Barth stumbled upon a new edition 

of Heinrich Heppers Reformed Domatics, a collection of Protestant 

orthodox theology from the seventeenth-century. Though Barth had a 

negative opinion towards orthodoxy, having learned and rejected it 

in his earlier days, he writes of his new revelation4% 

1 read, 1 studied, 1 reflected; and found that 1 was 
rewarded with the discovery that here at last 1 was in 
the atmosphere in which the road, by way of the 
Reformers, to the Holy Scriptures, was a more sensible 
and natural one to tread than the atmosphere, now only 
too familiar to me, of the theological literature 
determined by Schleiermacher and Ritschl. 1 found a 
dogmatics which had both fom and substance, oriented 
upon the central indication of the Biblical evidences for 
revelation, which it also managed to follow out in detail 

43~uelier, Makers of the Modern Theolocrical Mind / Karl Barth, 
31. 

%arl Barth, Forewordl1 , in Heinrich Heppe, Ref ormed Theolow, 
trans. Ernst Bizer and George Thomas Thomson (London: George Allen 
& Unwin, Ltd., 19501, v .  Taken from Mueller, Makers of the Modern 
Theolosical Mind / Karl Barth, 31. 

4s~ueller, Makers of the Modem Theoloqical Mind / Karl Barth, 
31, 
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with astonishing richness? 

Barth was very aware of the grsat limitations of orthodox 

dogmatics, yet in the following years, he gained rnuch in reading 

them and the more recent conservative theologians such as 

Kohlbrugge, Bohl, and Lecerf. The enduring impression of this 

study is evidenced in the long footnotes of the early volumes of 

Church Domatics. Although he criticized orthodoxy as much as 

liberalism in these volumes, Arnold B. Corne rnaintains that "he had 

been convinced that orthodoxy at least set the right problerns and 

the right method for theol~gy.~!~~ 

In 1925, Barth became a professor of dogmatics at the 

University of Munster. It was here that he met Charlotte von 

Kirschbaum, who, in 1929, became his secretary. Corne states that 

N[w]ithout her capacities for scholarship, her keen intelligence, 

her friendly and patient spirit, the Church Domatics would never 

have assurned the breadth of scope and excellence of quality they 

now possess.~~' It was here, as well, that he came into contact 

with "living Roman Catholic theology . This would have an important 
and enduring impact on his thought. It was also at Munster that we 

can see evidence of the fact that he had made a significant step 

beyond his dialectical theology in turning to dogmatics. This was 

'%arth, in Heppe, Reformed Domatics, v. Taken from Mueller, 
Makers of the Modern Theolosical Mind / Karl Barth , 31. 

"corne, A n  Introduction to Barthr s Domatics for Preachers, 4 7 .  



a result of his studies of Calvin and of conservative dogmati~s.~~ 

With the publication of his The Doctrine of t h e  Word of God: 

Prolecromena t o  Christian Domatics in 1927, it became apparent that 

the distance between Barth and the other members of his uschooln 

was widening. During the next ten years, al1 of them but Thurneysen 

would leave to f ollow dif ferent paths .'O 'lEventually, the debate 

between Barth and Bultmann was to mark the great divide in the 

theology of mid-cent~ry".~' 

David L. Muelier lays out the basis of Barth's approach to 

dogmatics when he States that it was Barth's intention 

to base his theology upon a position opposed both to 
Roman Catholic theology which allows for a natural 
theology and to the theology of the religious self- 
consciousness characteristic of Protestant liberalism 
after Schleiermacher. What is more, he rejects allowing 
any metaphysic or philosophy to dictate the theologianf s 
starting point or method. Therefore, he intends to 
develop a theology grounded upon the Word of God. Indeed, 
the entire prolegomena is conceived as an exposition of 
the doctrine of the Word of God. In contrast to 
liberalisml s concern with the Christian self - 
consciousness, Barth's concern is with the Word of God 
addressed to man? 

In Christian Docmiatics, Barth is already talki~g in tems of 

the Word of God in its threefold form: the proclaimed Word, the 

"~bid., 48. 

M~bid. 

"fbid. 

n~ueiier, Makers of the Modern Theolocrical Mind / Karl B a r t h ,  



written Word, and the revealed ~ord? In every case, one ; s to 

understand ths Word of God "as the speech of God, or the act of 

God, in which God is always subject. Since God is the Lord of his 

Word, it never becomes the possession of man in the way in which 

neo-Protestants were eager to affirm." In beginning with the Word 

of God, Barth radically breaks from his liberal heritage. 

Liberalism started with the examination of the Christian's piety. 

For Barth, the "proper subject of theology is this Word, and not 

the faith of the believer, " as he once maintained. The Word of God 

is not, as liberalism affirmed, found in the faith of the believer, 

but "faith is grounded and upheld by the Word of ~ o d . ~ ~ "  

The key points of Barth' s mature doctrine of revelation are 

evident. Jesus Christ, who is the revealed Word of God, is already 

seen as the "objective possibility of revelationN. It is through 

the work of the Holy Spirit, the %ubjective possibility of 
s 

revelationl1 that this Word becomes known. As well, Barth already 

understands God in his revelation with respect to the doctrine of 

the Trinity. Holy Scripture teaches that the God who reveals 

himself is triune. Therefore, Barth considers the doctrine of the 

Trinity to be the main and necessary defence against al1  

anthropocentric and natural theology. Anyone who would affirm a 

natural theology must demonstrate that it has reference to the 

"~arl Barth, Die christliche Dosmatik im Entwurf. Vol. 1. Die 
Lehre vom Worte Gottes, Proleornena zur christlichen Dosmatik 
(Munich:Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1927) , vi-vii in Mueller, Makers of the 
Modern Theoloaical Mind / Karl Barth, 33-34. 

Makers of the Modem Theolosical Mind / Karl Barth, 



triune God who discloses himself in his revelation." Godsey States 

that according to Barth, 

God1 s inalienable subj ectivity in the revelation is 
maintained and expressed precisely by the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Thus for him, the doctrine of the Word of God, 
which is prolegomena to dogmatics proper, could only be 
an elaboration of the doctrine of the ~rinity? 

"As such, this doctrine is the starting point and grammar for a l 1  

Christian knowledge of God, and not merely an appendix, as in 

 chl lei en na cher.^" Barth is somewhat unclear in this volume as to 

when an individual receives the Word of God. His main concern 

appears to have been "to teach that God, the Holy Spirit rnakes it 

possible for man to hear and respond to the Word of God which is 

proclaimed or written. 1m 

Anseim: Faith in Search of Understandinq 

Critics of Barth quickly brought to his attention that 

according to his Christian Domatics, there appeared to be "two 

bases for significant assertions about the Word of God, the 

revelation of God in Jesus and the hearing man; as well as two 

methodologies, the phenomenological and the existentiaLtl Barth 

-- - 

55~bid., 34. 

56~odsey, llIntroductionll, 32. 

n~ncvclo~edia of Reliaion, 70. 

58~uelier, Makers of the Modern Theolooical Mind / Karl Barth, 
34-35. 



realized to his greac dismay that he failed "to avoid at least the 

appearance of grounding theology in anthropology." He must begin 

again. Just like his Eaistle to the Romans, his Prolecromena to 

Domatics needed to be rewritten .sg 

St. Anselm, archbishop of Canterbury at the end of the 10th 

century, was l'the originator of the Ontological Argument for the 

existence of God and one of the foremost figures of medieval 

the~logy.~~~ Barth began examining the question of method in 

theology by a careful study of his Proslosion. In 1931, he 

published his findings in Fides auaerens intellectum (Faith Seekinq 

Understandinq). Barth refers to the significance of this book for 

his theology: 

The deepening [of my theological position) consisted in 
this: in these years I have had to rid myself of the last 
remnants of a philosophical, L e . ,  anthropological (in 
America one says mhumanistic" or llnaturalisticll) 
foundation and exposition of Christian doctrine. The real 
document of this farewell is, in truth, not the much- 
read ... Nein!, directed against Brunner in 1934, but 
rather the book about the evidence for God of Anselm of 
Canterbury which appeared in 1931. Among al1 my books 1 
regard this as the one written with the greatest 
satisfaction. And yet in America it is doubtless not read 
at al1 and in Europe it certainly is the least read of 
any of my works 

In the preface, Barth says that he believes Anselmf s proof for 

the existence of God to be a "perceptive and sound piece of 

theology, which if followed, could be helpful both for modem 

a~ncvclo~edia of Philoso~hv, Vol. 6, 2 8 ,  

6 ' ~ a r l  Barth, How 1 Chancred Mv Mind, Introduction and Epilogue 
by John D. Godsey, (Richmond: John Knox Press. 1966), 42-43. 



Protestant and Catholic theology with regard to what makes up an 

adequate theological method. It can be said that "Anselm helped 

Barth develop the thedogical method characteristic of the entire 

Church Domatics 

Like Anselm, Barth maintains that faith seeks understanding 

because this movement is representative of faith as such. Barth 

states this as follows: IrtCredo ut intelligamt [I believe in order 

that 1 might understandl means: It is my very faith itself that 

summons me to knowledge . 
Barth paraphrases Anselmts understanding of faith as follows: 

Faith is the right act of the will if it is that which is 
owed to God and demanded by God, and bound together with 
a saving "experienceM; that is, in so far as it is faith 
in God, in so far as it believes that which is true. 
Faith comes from hearing, and hearing comes from 
preaching. Faith is related to the "Word of ChristN and 
it is not faith if it is not the reception, that is, 
knowledge and acknowledgement of the 'Word of 

Therefore, for Barth and Ançelm, we do not start our search 

for knowledge of God independent of faith. Instead, we have to 

start with "faith in the Word of Christ or the Word of God which 

has been spoken." The Bible and the ancient church Confessions are 

the best expressions of the churchls faith. For an individual 

Christian to have true faith, he must understand Christ through 

62~ueïier, Makers of the Modem Theolwical Mind / K a r l  Barth, 
3 7 - 3 8 .  

%arl Barth, Anselrn: Fides Quaerens intellecturn, trans. 1 W. 
Robertson (Cleveland: The World Publishing Company, 19621, 18. 



these noms." From this point on, Barth's theology is to be 

completely Christocentric. Wod is to be fcund only in Jesus Christ 

- and Jesus Christ is to be found only in and through the scripture 

that witnesses to hirn.'@ 

Church Dosmatics 

It was at Bonn, where he moved in 1930, that the Church 

Domatics began to be published in 1932. Barth selected his title 

carefully. Xe wanted it to relate precisely to the emphasis, so 

fundamental for Barthf s thought ; theology as entirely llbased on the 

message and life of the church.l16' He wanted to show that 

I1dogmatics is not a 'freet science, but bound to the sphere of the 

church where and where alone it is possible and sensible." At the 

same the, he took away everything that would appear Nto give 

theology a basis, support or even justification in philo~ophy.~" 

The significant event in the thirties which impacted Barth's 

life was the installation of Hitler as Chancellor of Germany in 

1933. In order to have a platform to voice their fierce opposition 

to Hitler and the German Christians, Barth and Thurneysen founded 

a theological journal entitled Theolosische Existenz heute 

a~ueller, Makers of the Modern Theoloqical Mind / Karl Barth, 
39. 

66~ohn Bowden, Karl Barth (Naperville: SCM Press Ltd., 19711, 
62. 

Q~asalis, Portrait of Karl Barth, 49. 

a~owden, Karl Barth, 8 9 . 



(Theological Existence Today) , in July, 1933- The German Chriztians 

pressed for "a synthesis of German National Socialism and the 

gospel." Hitler acknowledged them as the official church of 

Germany. Barth calied for the Christian church in Germany to pledge 

allegiance to Jesus Christ alone. He became the theological leader 

of the Confessing Church which spoke out against the German 

Christians and Hitler. Barth and the other members refused to 

identify the gospel with Naziism. In 1934, the Confessing Church 

gathered at Barmen, Germany, and declared its faith in a written 

confession. Barth wrote the draft which later was approved and 

circulated as the Barmen Confession? 

Critical differences arose, however, between Barth and 

influential members in the Confessing Church. nTheologically, these 

differences basically revolved around Barth's 'No!' to Emil 

Brunnerfs postulate of a natural 'point of contact' for the 

Christian proclarnati~n.~~'~ Barthts break with Brunner in 1934 was 

so acute because he felt that "any form of natural theology would 

lend support to the German cause and detract Erom the suprernacy of 

the revelation of God in Jesus ~hrist."~' 

Barth defied the German government by not starting his classes 

in Bonn with the customary Heil Hitler! and by not taking an 

%ueller, Makers of the Modem Theolooical Mind / Karl Barth, 
4 2 .  

70~ungel, Karl Barth. A Theolosical Lesacv, 26. See also Karl 
Barth, "No ! Answer to Emil Brumer, in Natural Theoloq, trans . by 
Peter Fraenkel (London: Geoffrey Bles, 19461, 65-128. 

71~ueller, Makers of the Modern Theoloaical Mind / Karl Barth, 
4 3 .  
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unconditional oath of loyalty to Hitler. As a result, he was fired 

from his teaching position and expelled from Germany. Directly 

afterward, he was asked to become the professor of theology at the 

University of Base1 where he began teaching in 1935 at the age of 

forty-nine and where he remained until his death in 1968. 

Most of his time and energy was devoted to the Church 

Domatics. He finished two more volumes during the thirties. The 

last volume of the prolegomena, developed as an exposition of The 

Doctrine of God, was published in 1938. The first volume of The 

Doctrine of God was published in 1940. After the outbreak of World 

War II, in the late thirties and early forties, Barth was in 

contact with Czechs, French Protestants, and with the English, 

Norwegians, Dutch and Americans warning them of the dangers of 

~aziism.~ 

After the war, Barth realized that he needed to choose between 

devoting the rest of his life to helping rebuild the German nation 

or remain in Basel and complete the Domatics. In the end, he felt 

that his theological work had to take priority. As he approached 

sixty years of age, be began to accept the fact that he no longer 

had the energy he once did. He was growing older and his time was 

limited." 

The forties were important in terms of "Barth's theological 

maturation and produ~tion.~~ After having made the decision to stay 

in Basel, Barth began working continuously on the Church Doomatics. 

121bid. 

"corne, Rn Introduction to Barthg s Domatics for Preachers, 57. 



The  publication of the doctrine of The  Election of God in 1942 

reveals an important "intensification of Barth's Christological 

concentration." From here onward, in the development of the 

Dogmatics, there is "a greater dynamic and movernentv than 

previously. This Christological focus is quite apparent in the 

other volumes published in the forties and the early fifties. The 

Doctrine of Creation was published in 1945. The second part of the 

third volume, concerning the doctrine of man, followed in 1948. 

Barth's treatment of the doctrine of providence and of evil was 

published in 1950." 

In 1951, Barth finished the doctrine of creation in a volume 

concerning ethics, in particular, the command of God the Creator, 

and the response of man with regard to his God-given freedom in 

1961. " 

Use of Analow - 

Barth's use of analogy became "the most distinctive trait of 

his theological methodI1. Since A. Quenstedt, Barth was possibly one 

of the first Protestant theologians who deals with its use.76 In 

common language the term "analogyu is used to refer to any form of 

comparison. In an analogy, however, it is clear that we are dealing 

74~ueller, Makers of the Modem Theolocrical Mind / Karl Barth, 
4 5 .  

'6Jung Young Lee, I1Karl Barth's Use of Analogy in Church 
D~smatics~~, Scottish Journal of Theoloq, 2 2 : 2 ,  June 1969, lSg-l3O. 



with a partial correspondence. While there are points that are 

alike or similar, there are also points that are different or 

unlike. Barth abides by this straightforward deiinition through the 

whole of the dos ma tic^.^ 

For Barth, the only way that he can I1accept the inevitability 

of analogical language in theology, is if it can be done in a 

rnanner that rejects al1 natural theology. Al1 analogies rnust be 

given by God in faith. Therefore, Barth put the 'Ianalogia fideill 

(analogy of f aith) in opposition to the "analogia entisfl (analogy 

of being) of Thomistic theology. Barth wanted to assert that the 

trcorrespondence between God and our language is established only by 

the grace of God through faith, not by man's natural reason which 

compares the being of God with the being of man. lf7* 

Hans Urs von Balthasar maintains that the work of Barth is a 

slow process from his dialectic method to a complete idea of 

analogy . 79 

There are two radical turning points in the history of 
Barth's thinking. The first is in his publication of [The 
Epistle of the Romans], where he has turned from liberal 
to dialectical thinking through the reinterpretation of 
Kierkegaard's concept of the infinite qualitative 
distinction between time and eternity; and the second is 
in his study on Anselm's Fides Ouaerens Intellectum, 
where he turned from dialectical to analogical 

n~ome, An Introduction to Barth's Domatics For Preachers, 
142. 

R ~ e e ,  t l K a r l  Barth's Use of Analogy in His Church Dogrnatics,ll 
132, ref erring to Hans Urs von Balthsar, Karl Barth- -Darstellung 
Und Deutuna Seiner Theolocrie, Verlag, Jakob Hegner in Koln, 1951. 
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thinking ." 
Barth came to realize that it was virtually impossible to 

describe or corne to understand the raiationship between God and man 

using the dialectical method. Therefore, it was almost inevitable 

for Barth to turn from dialectic to analogy. It was from his study 

on Anselm in 1931 that this change took place. Since then, Barth 

"meaningfully expressed in his Church Domatics the concept of 

Divine revelation with regard to the human condition; If something 

that the dialectical method was unable to do.'' 

Barth finally became convinced by von Balthasar that Aquinas 

never intended what Barth had accused him of in the concept of the 

"analogy of beingl l  .* Therefore after 1945, Barth no longer was 
involved in polemic against it. Instead, he begins to focus his 

attention on the concepts of covenant and creation. The creation is 

not something completely strange but the llactualisation of Divine 

grace and reality in Christ." Barth begins to view the concept of 

being in a more positive light." 

The type of analogy that most concerns us, is an analogy that 

%an pass from being the form or structure of the act of knowing 

"corne, An Introduction to Barth' s Dosmatics for Preachers, 
145. 

= ~ e e ,  " K a r l  Barth's Use of Analogy in His Church Domaticsm, 
132. 
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into being t h e  very content or substance of what is known. II" This 

is the kind of analogy that Barth started to develop when he 

adopted Bonhoeffer's term ttanalogia relationisu (analogy of 

relation) .= Barth contends that the "image of GodlS is found in 
mankind's being created male and female, or in more general terms, 

in their being created to live "withn one another. This fundamental 

relationship of man to woman is a reflection of the relationship of 

God to man in Jesus Christ, and this in turn is a reflection of the 

relationship of Father and Son in the Trinitarian life of God. 

This will form t h e  basis of our discussion of Barth's understanding 

of the relationship between man and wornan. 

"corne, An Introduction to Barth' s Domnatics for Preachers, 
146. 



CHAPTER II 

THE IMAGE OF GOD 

EXPOSITION OF CJ III/1 

Genesis 1 

In Part One of the Doctrine of Creation, we have Barth's 

exegesis of Genesis L26, "Let us make man in our image and after 

our likeness. Barth states that "the point of the text is that God 

willed to create man as a being corresponding to His own being--in 

such a way that He Himself (even if in His knowledge of Himself) is 

the original and prototype, and man the copy and irnitati~n.~~" 

Therefore, the Imaso Dei refers primarily to God not to man. Only 

secondarily does it refer to the human being. Robert Brown states 

that this provides the foundation for the trini tarian anchorage of 

this important doctrine by setting God Himself as pattern and 

prototype."" 

Barth says that the key to understanding the original Imaso 

Dei is found in the and the "oun of the creation statement of 
7 

Genesis 1:26 since these words indicate the finon-solitariness of 

God on the one hand and His free agreement with himself on the 

otherIu Barth goes on to state that, [il n God' s own being and 

%arl Barth, Church Domatics, I I  translated by G.W. 
Bromiley et al. (Edinburgh: T and T Clark, 1970)' 197. 

n~ichard Geoffrey Brown. IlThe Image of God: Theological Ethics 
For Human Creative Genetic Engineering," (Pittsburgh: University of 
Pittsburgh Dissertation, 19891, 132.- 

- 
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sphere there is a comqterpart: a genuine but harmonious self- 

encounter and self-discovery; a free CO-existence and CO-operation; 

an open con£ rontation and rsciprocity . 11" Barth is emphasizing that 

although God is one, he is not alone for within his unity there is 

a counterpart. This encounter and discovery within God is copied 

and imitated in GodJs relation with humankind? The Imaso Dei, 

then, is Eirst to be traced to its origin in God himself who is 

prototype and pattern. 

The 1-Thou Reïationshi~ 

According to Barth, the "Let usIl speaks of a genuine plurality 

in the divine being. It is an approximation to the doctrine of the 

Trinity. God is one, yet at the same time there exists within 

himself the differentiationn and relationship of 1 and Thou. 

The saga undoubtedly speaks of a genuine plurality in the 
divine being, but it does not actually Say that it is a 
Trinity. On the other hand, it may be stated that an 
aa~xoximation of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity-- 
the picture of a God who is the one and only God, yet who 
is not for that reason solitary, but includes in Himself 
the differentiation and relationship of 1 and Thou-is 
both nearer to the text and does it more justice than the 
alternative suggested by modem exegesis in its arrogant 
rejection of the exegesis of the Early ~hurch.~l 

Barth argues that the image refers to manf s creation and being 

as man and woman in Genesis 1:27. I1God created man in his own 



image, in the image of God he created him; male and fernale he 

create6 them." (Gen. 1:27). For Barth this is a self-evident 

statement: 

Could anything be more obvious than to conclude from this 
clear indication that the image and likeness of the being 
created by God signifies existence in confrontation, i.e. 
in this confrontation, in the juxtaposition and 
conjunction of man and man which is that of male and 
fernale...?= 

Analow of Relation 

According to Barth, there is an analogy of relation between 

the 1 and Thou within the Godhead, and humanity as male and 

female? Barth States: 

There can be no question of anything more than an 
analogy. The differentiation and relationship between the 
1 and the Thou in the divine being, in the sphere of the 
Elohim, are not identical with the differentiation and 
relationship between male and female. That it takes this 
form in man, corresponding to the bi-sexuality of 
animals, too, belongs to the creatureliness of man rather 
than the divine likeness. It also belongs to his 

93~ee, I'Analogy in Barth's Church Dogmati~s~~, 143-144. See also 
Ford, ItToward an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of K a r i  
Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Cornparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 
(Evanston: Northwestern University Dissertation, 1984), 20 and 
Robert Willis, The Ethics of K a r l  Barth (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1971) , 72-73 and 2 2 5 - 2 2 7 .  For an interesting discussion on the 
relevance of the analogy of relation with regard to pastoral 
concerns see David Miell, "Barth on Persons in Relationship: A Case 
for Further Refle~tion?,~ Scottish Journal of Theolow 42 (1989), 
541-555. 



creatureliness that the relationship between the 1 and 
the Thou in man takes place only in the f o m  of the 
differentiation and relationship between the two 
dif ferent individuals, whereas in the case of God they 
are included in the one individual? 

For Barth, the fact that we were created male and female rneans 

that God gave the human being the capacity for encounter. Barth 

calls this confrontational relationship the image of God because 

the same kind of relationship exists between God and man, 

Man is created by God in correspondence with this 
relationship and differentiation [between the 1 and the 
Thou] in God Hiniself: created as a Thou that can be 
addressed by G o d  but also an 1 responsible to God; in the 
relationship o f  man and woman in which man is a Thou to 
his fellow and therefore himself an 1 in responsibility 
to this daim? 

Barth refers to this analogy as the I1tertiurn comparati~nis.~ 

Thus the I t  tertium comparationisu , the analogy between G o d  
and man, is simply the existence of the 1 and the Thou in 
confrontation, This is first constitutive for God, and 
then f o r  man created by God. To remove it is tantamount 
to removing the divine from G o d  as well as the hurnan from 
man .% 

Barth specifies the kind of analogy to which he is referring. 

I1Analogy, even as the analogy of relation, does not entai1 likeness 

but the correspondence of the ~nlike.''~~ Because the human as 

creature cannot be "like1I God, analogies can only be cornparisons of 

"unlikes . l1 Therefore f o r  Barth, there is an analogia relationis not 

an analogia entis; an analogy of two relations, not of two beings. 



Barth insists on this di~tinction.~ 

Barth's use of both 1-Thou and male-female relations to 

describe human relatedness is def initely not unique. Barth notes in 

Church Domat ics that these terms can be found in the works of both 

Emil Brunner and Dietrich Bonhoeffer? 

Robert Umidi and Cynthia Campbell point out, however, that 

there are differences between Barth and Brunner and Bonhoeffer 

concerning the importance of this 1-Thou structure and its relation 

to the male-female relation. In general, the other two theologians 

are more concerned with the 1-Thou relation as a basis for the 

responsible self or individual, while Barth uses these concepts to 

describe his basic argument that there is no humanity without "CO- 

humanity,I1 no human without human relationships. Both Bonhoeffer 

and Brunner give serious attention to the male-female relation as 

a unique form of existence, but neither give it the symbolic 

importance that Barth does. lm 

98~arold Wells, '<Kari Barth' s Doctrine of Analogy, Canadian 
Journal of Theoloav 15 (1969), 211. Referring to CD III/l, 195. 

"~arth acknowledges his debt to Bonhoeffer (I11/1, 194f) for 
relating the male-female relation to the imaso and understanding 
the human as a "copyH of the divine noriginallu "a counterpart 
realized in free differentiation and relationshipH (195) . 

ImCynthia Campbell, "Imago Trinitatis: An Appraisal of Karl 
Barth's Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the 
Trinityu (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms International, 19811, 
151. See also, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Creation and Fall, trans. John 
C. Fletcher (London: SCM Press, 1959) and Heinrich Emil Brunner, 
Domatics, vol. II: The Christian Doctrine of Creation and 
Redem~tion, trans. Olive Wyon (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 
1952). See also Robert Umidi, Vmaging God Together: The Image of 
God As 'Sociality' in the Thought of Deitrich Bonhoefferu ( D r e w  
University Dissertation, 1993) , 2 1 9 - 2 3 7 .  
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As well, B a r t h  was influenced by Martin Buber who also held 

that the 1-Thou relation was fundamental to humanity. While there 

are differences between Barth's theological anthropology and the 

philosophical anthropology of Buber, rnuch of Barth's laquage 

ttechoes what Buber says about the two levels of being in his 

classic work 1 and Thou. "'O1 

Relevant New Testament Passaaes 

As the exegesis of Genesis 1 develops, Barth discusses New 

Testament passages to demonstrate the 1-Thou relationship of Christ 

to God and to humanity in the Christian community. Paul describes 

Jesus as the image of God in II Cor. 4 :4 and Col. 1: 15. Campbell 

explains that t h i s  means two things: 

f irst, Jesus is ' real man, ' the prototype of Adam, and 
thus as human t h e  human who truly reflects God. But 
second, Jesus Christ as the head of the Church, is the 
f ulfillment of God1 s covenant relationship with 
humani ty . l m  
In 1 Cor. 11:7 man is seen as the image and glory of God. 

However, alongside this man, there is a woman who is his glory as 

he is the glory of God. This man and this woman together represent 

the image of God. Barth goes on to Say that 

lol~ay S. Anderson, On Beina Human: Essavs in Theoloqical 
Anthro~oïosv (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 45-52. See Martin 
Buber, 1 and Thou Translated by Ronald Gregor Smith (New York: 
Charles Scribner, 1958) . 

'"~ampbell , Vmago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barthf s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, 



[i]f w e  are to understmd this, we must not overlook the 
fact that according to I Cor. 11:7 Paul always thought of 
the man who is God's [image and gloryl (even in passages 
where this is not i;z;nediately obvious) in con j unct ion 
with his wife, and therefore of Jesus, not ac an isolated 
figure, but as Israells Christ, the Head of His 
community. lm 

Christine Ford stresses that Barth's exegetical method 

supports his analogy of relation? He says that Paul did not find 

a lone male in Genesis 1: 16 (Rom. 5 : 14) , 1 Cor. 11 : 7 but a man 

and a woman. Jesus Christ is the image of God and therefore real 

humani t y. 'OS 

If Jesus Christ is the image of Gad, and therefore man, 
to Say Jesus Christr is necessarily to speak also of the 
other - pneumatically, of course, and not physically - 
who was divinely created with man, who with him is 
addressed by God as a Thou and made responsible to God as 
an 1, the other who confronts him as a Thou and whom he 
himself confronts as an 1. It is in this way that Paul 
actually speaks of Jesus Christ when he describes Him as 
the image of God and therefore man.lM 

Therefore, as Ford explains, Ifthe community of Christians are 

also present in al1 that Jesus Christ is and therefore in the fact 

that he is the image of God as the man is not without the ~ o m a n . ~  

Man is the head of the woman and the woman is his glory as he 

himself is the glory of God (1 Cor. 11: 7 )  . In this relationship al1 
that applies to the man also applies to the woman. Barth asserts 

l@?Joann Christine Ford, I1Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality: 
A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female O r d e r  as A 
and B with a Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen 
Moltma~," (Evanston: Northwestern University Dissertation, 19841, 
23. 

'"1bid. Referring to III/1, 203-204. 
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that Paul speaks of the male- female relationship in comection with 

the relationship between Jesus Christ and his community (Eph. 5 : 22- 

33). Male and female together are the image of ~od? 

Genesis 2 

Barth concludes that Paul's teaching is in agreement with 

Genesis 1:26-27 and in this manner establishes an analogy of 

relation which prepares the ground for his further elaboration of 

the male-female relationship in the specific order of man as A and 

woman as B in CD II1/4. 

Barth also discusses the second creation account in Genesis 2 

to expand upon Genesis 1. Genesis 2:18-25 is the creation of the 

woman out of the rib taken from man by God. Here he finds further 

support for his daim that human creation in the Imaso Dei is 

defined by the statement, "male and female he created them." 

Richard Brown States that in his exegesis, "Barth focuses upon 

the unity and distinction which qualify the relation between man 

and woman. 11108 The second creation story centers on the completion 

of human creation by the addition of the woman to the man. 

I1Everything aims at the one fact, to wit, that God did not create 

man alone, as a single human being, but in the unequal duality of 

lQ~ord, I1Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 23- 
24. Referring to CD III/l, 204-205. 

L a r ~ r ~ ~ ,  l'The Image of God: Theological Ethics For Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 170. Referring to III/l, 288ff. 



male and f emale . 
It tells us that "it is not good that the man should be slcine" 

because without the woman , his own humanity is incomplete. Barth 

states that " [il f created man were solitary, creation as a whole 

would not be good, because it would then lack its interna1 basis in 

the covenant. To be God's partner in this covenant, man himself 

needed a partner . ' ' 'O 

To be created good, the man needs a being like himself 
and yet different £rom him, so that in t he will 
recognize himself but not only hirnself, since it is to 
him a Thou as truly as she is an 1 and he is to it a Thou 
as truly as it is an 1."' 

Brown explains that the unity of the man and woman is 

disclosed in that she was taken from him and was 
recognized by him as 'borie of my bones and flesh of my 
f1esh.l Moreover, this unity of man as male and female 
establishes them both as equals. Among the animals, no 
fit helper was found, because their very servility made 
them unequal to the task of completing humanity. Only the 
woman is equal . "2 

Even though it is the woman who is needed, and that creation 

depends on both man and woman to be complete, Barth maintains that 

the male-female relationship is ordered because it is the woman who 

is Vaken out of" man and the man who "choose~~~ and acknowledges 

his partner. Barth states: 

The fact that the relationship is not one of reciprocity 
and equality, that man was not taken out of woman but 

1'2~rown, "The Image of God: Theological Ethics For Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering/* 170. 



woman out of man . . . must not be misunderstood. The 
supremacy of the male is not a question of value, dignity 
or honour. It does not denote a higher humanity of the 
male, "3 

aarthts meaning of llequalityol is not quite clear here. His 

definition does not seem to reflect the common, everyday usage of 

the term. One can see traces of his dialectic approach in his 

application of the words "equalityU and '5nequalityV. 

Cynthia Campbell sheds some light on Barth's understanding of 

" inequali t y U t  : 

The crux of this distinction seems to be that 'equalityt 
carries more than one meaning for Barth: it denotes rank 
on the one hand, and samenesst or identity on the other. 
His point is to affirm the first while denying the 
second: man and woman are never 'the samet even in their 
common humanity; but they are always, as human beings 
' equai . '14 
Paul Jewett argues that Barth attempts to underplay or justify 

this "inequalityfl by stressing that it is the man who leaves his 

father and mother to follow his wife. The man becomes " u t t e r l y  

dependent" on the woman for completing his humanity. "In the 

marriage relationship, by God's will and plan, the man becornes the 

seeking, desiring, sacrificing one; the 'weakert one, if you will, 

who finds his fulfillment in his relationship to the wornan.ltlt5 

For Campbell, Barth simply stressing "the interdependent 

114~ampbell, Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barth' s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, 
87 .  

'lS~aul Jewett, Man as Male and Female: A Studv in Sexual 
Relationshi~s from a Theolosical Point of View (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1975), 73. Referring to CD III/l, 3 0 5 .  



charicter of the male-female relation.I1 The woman is not merely 

"taken out ofH and therefore dependent upon him; bcth the man and 

woman are dependent on earh other for fulf illment . She says that 
what must be assumed about the relationship between man and woman 

is that it is one of I1interdependencet reciprocity and mutuality.lt 

While "Barth does not indicate this identity with the 1-Thou 

relation at great length," she insists that "the log ica l  

implication is clear. "Il6 

Barth argues that subordination of the woman must be viewed in 

the way that it was intended in creation; subordination without 

humiliation or domination. He states that it was the sin of man 

which disturbed the male-female relationship. 

Humanity became a sexless and therefore an anaemic and 
finally a soulless ideal hopelessly confronting abstract 
masculinity on the one side and abstract femininity on 
the other, and leading to the conflicts between the blind 
dominion of man and the jealous movement for feminine 
eman~ipation."~ 

We note that, once again, Barth is making use of a common 

term, in this case, "subordinationv and defining it in a different 

way. We must be careful how we interpret Barth, for it is clear, 

that many words that he employs cannot be taken on their face 

value, 

Barth brings his discussion of the male-female relationship to 

a close with an appeal to return to the creation decree of man's 

lL6~arnpbell, " Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barth's 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity,I1 
75. 
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supremacy without domination and the woman's submission without 

humiliation. 

Summarv of CD I I I ~  

Barth says that the key to understanding the original Imaso 

Dei is found in the "usu - and the "ouru of the creation statement of 

Genesis 1:26. God is one, yet includes within himself the 

differentiation and relationship of I and Thou. Barth argues £rom 

his exegesis of Genesis 1:27 that the image refers to man's 

creation and being as man and woman. He maintains that an analogy 

of relation exists between the 1 and Thou in the divine being, and 

the being of humanity, male and female. Because the human as 

creature cannot be "likeI1 God, analogies can only be comparisons of 

nunlikes.fl 

Barth discusses New Testament passages to demonstrate the I- 

Thou relationship of Christ to God and to humanity in the Christian 

community. He concludes that Paul's teaching is in agreement with 

Genesis 1:26-27 and in this manner establishes an analogy of 

relation which prepares the ground for his further development of 

the male-fernale relationship in the specific order of man as A and 

woman as B in CD I I I /4 .  

Barth also discusses the second creation account in Genesis 2 

to elaborate on Genesis 1. While men and women are "equalN before 

God, they are at the same time "unequal" because of the fact that 

the woman is the one "brought tou the man, whom the man flchooses.fl 
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The man is the initiator and the woman is the one to respond. Barth 

argues that the subordination of the ?cornan must be viewed in the 

way that t was intended in creation; subordination without 

humiliation or domination. He concludes with an appeal to return to 

the creation ordinance. 



CXAPTER III 

MALE AND FEMALE RELATIONSHIPS IN 

PARADIGM AND PRACTICE 

EXPOSITION OF CD 111/2 

Jesus as a Paradiam - for Understandins Human Nature 

III/1 deals with the general theme of "CovenantU and the 

creation of man and woman as CO-humanity. II1/2 deals entirely with 

the subject of man. Once again, Barth begins with the covenant . He 
takes the humanity of Jesus as his paradigm for understanding human 

nature in general. 

Richard Brown stresses that Barth's deep concern is to uncover 

the real man; the man God created. Barth contends that neither the 

study of human phenomena nor the exact science of man can lead to 

the discovery of real man. Barth argues that sin prevents us from 

knowing the truth about ourselves until we allow ourselves to be 

told it by God revealed in Christ. The revelation of God asserts 

that not only are we unable to know ourselves, who and what we are 

in reality, but also that we are blinded because of our sinful 

nature. It is impossible for us to see the true nature of humanity 

as God willed and created it. It is only through the revelation of 

Jesus Christ that the real man may be found. 'la 

Barth, theref ore, re j ects the idea of an independent 

anthropology. Christian anthropology, as compared to al1 others, is 

118~rown, "The Image of God: Theological Ethics For Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 150. Referring to a III/2, 19-25. 



concerned with the human being who is in covenant relation to God 

through Jesus Christ. Since the covenant relation is fulfilled and 

cnly made clear in Jesus Christ, for Barth, the only adequate 

anthropology is a Christological anthrop~logy."~ 

Jesus, as a sinless man, reveals the nature of man "in its 

original f ~ r m . ~ ' ~  It is only in first acquiring knowledge of Jesus 

as a man that we can then gain an understanding of al1 other 

men . IZ1 
Barth discusses the humanity of Jesus from the standpoint of 

His relation with others. He describes Jesus as being nforll other 

What distinguishes Him as a cosmic being, as a creature, 
as a true and natural man, is that in existence He is 
referred to man, to other men, His fellows, and this not 
merely partially, incidentally or subsequently, but 
originally, exclusively and totally. When we think of the 
humanity of Jesus, humanity is to be described 
unequivocally as fellow-humanity. In lisht of the man 
Jesus, man is the cosmic being which exhts absolutely 
for its fel10ws.l~ 

Barth uses such terms as ndelivererlt, Itneighbor, and "saviort1 

"O~eoffrey W. Bromiley, Introduction to the Theolom of Karl 
Barth (Grand Rapids : W. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1979) , 124. 
Referring to CD 111/2, 52. 

121~romiiey, Introduction to the Theolow of Karl Barth, 121. 
Referring to CD 111/2, 38ff. 

 or a detailed discussion of the implications of Jesus as the 
man "forK man see Stuart D. MacLean, "The Humanity of Man in Karl 
Barth's Thought," Scottish Journal of Theolosv 28 (1975), 127-130. 
See also Eberhard Jungel's discussion of Barth's IlRoyal Manu in 
Karl Barth, A Theolosical Lesacv, 127-135. 



when describing how Jesus is "fortt humanity.lZ4 Campbell states 

that the use of such terms 

indicate that not only does Jesus corne f rom humaniîy, but 
also that his life is dedicated to working on humanityls 
behalf. In this sense. the being of Jesus is unique: he 
alone can be savior and deliver (or "forH humanity) ; the 
form which this will take for the rest of humanity is 
that we are gtwith" one another in the 1-Thou 
relationships . ' 2 ~  

The way in which Jesus is for other persans corresponds to the 

relationships which take place within the triune God. 

Correspondence and similarity consists in the fact that 
the man Jesus in His being for man repeats and reflects 
the inner being or essence of God. . . . There is an 
analocria relationis. The correspondence and similarity . 
. . consists in the fact that the freedom in which God - . - -  

posits H i m s e l f  as the Holy Ghost. is the same freedom as 
that in which He is the Creator of man . . . Thus the 
divine original creates for itself a copy in the 
creaturely world. The Father and the Son are ref lected in 
the man Jesus. There could be no plainer reference to the 
analoaia relationis and therefore the imaao Dei in the 
most central, i.e., the Christological sense of the 
term. lZ6 

We would stress, however, that Barth is careful to point out 

that the relation of God and man is not identical or equal to the 

relation of Father and Son. Because Jesus is as fully human as he 

is divine, he is a reflection of the divine but only as an analosia 

relationis. The image of God is not identical with God; it is 

similar but also dissimilar. It is, nevertheless, states Barth, a 

true image : 

's~ampbell, I1Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Bartht s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, If 
47. 



The humanity of Jesus, His fellow-humanity, His being for 
man as the direct correlative of His being for God, 
indicates, attests and reveals this correspondence and 
similarity. . . It is this inner being of God which takes 
form ad extra in the humanity of Jesus, and in this form, 
for al1 the disparity of sphere and object, rernains true 
to itself and therefore reflects itself.'" 

Jesus is described in the New Testament as being totally Ilfor" 

others. Although human beings cannot be "forn others in the same 

manner as Jesus can, there is a means in which they relate to each 

other that enables their relationship to Jesus as well. This manner 

of relating is described as being with others. For it to be 

possible for Jesus to be totally for others, he had also to be able 

to be with others. This is where Barth sees a similarity between 

the structure of Jesus' humanity and the structure of human 

existence in generaLn8 

Barth concludes that human nature is to be understood as co- 

humanity. Any life which is not determined in this way, Barth 

defines as "inhumanityu. 

A man without the CO-human, or radically neutral or 
opposed to the CO-human, or under the impression that the 
CO-existence of his CO-human has only secondary 
significance, is a being which i ~ s o  facto is 
fundamentally alien to the man Jesus and cannot have Him 
as Deliverer and ~avior . '" 
For Barth, we were created with the intention of being in 

la~louise Renich Fraser, "Kari Barth's Doctrine of Humanity: 
A Reconstructive Exercise in Feminist Narrative Theology8I 
(Vandersbilt University Dissertation, 1986), 152. See also Brown, 
"The Image of God: Theological Ethics For Human Creative Genetic 
Engineering," 163-164. 
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relationship. To be human is to be "in encounter." To be human as 

CO-humanity means for Barth to be creatsd for and fulfilled in 1- 

Thou relationships, "1 cannot Say '1' even to myself, without alço 

saying 'Thou,' without makizg that distinction and connexion in 

relation to an~ther.~~'~" 

Criteria for Everv 1-Thou Relationshi~ 

Barth states that the encounter between 1 and Thou does not 

occur in al1 human activities. There are many activities that are 

al1 human such as being born, eating, sleeping, working and 

playing . However, these do not in themselves conf irm humanity since 
"they tell us nothing about being in encounter and therefore about 

that which is properly and e~sentially."'~~ Barth maintains that 

it is possible to take part in al1 these activities and still be 

inhuman, since participation in these activities is only the field 

upon which one may or may not affinn one's true humanity as CO- 

humanity. For Barth, 

this whole field with al1 that takes place or does not 
take place on it is an empty page on which there has 
still to be written the answer to the question of the 
humanity of human being. And this answer is written with 
the enactment of the history, the realisation of the 
encounter, in which '1 am as Thou art.'132 

Barth identifies and discusses four "decisive and necessaryu 



rategories of CO-humanity which are present in every 1-Thou 

re1ati0nship.l~~ In each instance, the element of reciprocity is 

emphasized. First, the human is a being who looks another directly 

in the eye. Each person is to be open and candid toward the other. 

Each person sees the other clearly as he or she is.'" 

Second, being in encounter means the occurrence of speech and 

hearing which is reciprocal. The 1-Thou encounter is a relationship 

of address and response. It is through speech that we allow others 

to corne to know us. To hear the other is to acknowledge that we are 

in need of that person and that we accept what that person has to 

of fer. 13' 

Third, being in encounter means the giving of mutual 

assistance. One makes oneself available in order to act on the 

otherts behalf. Offering help to another and the recognition that 

one is in need of help are essential to the determination of co- 

humani ty . 
Finally, being in encounter means doing al1 of the above 

gladly. According to Barth, the human cannot choose to be in 

encounter or not, for we cannot reject relationship. Our only 

option is to encounter others "gladlyU or Hreluctantly.N It is Our 

"3m III/2, 250-271. For a more detailed discussion of these 
categories see MacLean, IfThe Hurnanity of Man in Karl Barth's 
Thought , If 137-146. See also Miell, "Barth on Perçons in 
Relationship: A Case for Further Reflection?", 545-547. 

III /2, 



sinful nature that allows us to believe that the essence of 

humanity can be Eound in isolation, apart from the 1-Thou 

encounter. 13' 

Orderins of the Sexes 

Barth proceeds to give further treatment to the male-female 

relation. The fundamental conclusions drawn in III/i are restated 

and elaborated with a somewhat different emphasis. His purpose is 

to define the male-female relationship in terms of order. 

Barth begins by restating that humanity in its basic form is 

CO-humanity. It is not human if it is not CO-humanity, or if it is 

not in some way an approximation to being in the encounter of I and 

Thou. Humanity exists in sexual differentiation. "[W]e cannot Say 

human without having to Say male or female. The human exists in 

this dif f erentiation, in this duality. 

[Man's] creatureliness is to be male or Eemale, male and 
female, and human in this distinction and connexion. Xe 
certainly exists in other essential and non-essential 
differentiations. He is necessarily a child, and this 
individual as opposed to others. But these distinctions 
as such are not structural in character. On the other 
hand, he does not need to be father or mother, brother or 
sister, young or old, gifted or not gifted, endowed in 
this way or that, a man of this or that particular time 
or sphere or race. Even if he is, it is again not on the 
basis of structural distinction. In al1 these essential 
and non-essential but secondary relationships and 
distinctions, however, he is primarily male or fen1a1e.l~~ 



Because humanity was created in differentiation as male or 

femde, human beings cannot get away from the fact that they are in 

sema1 encounter as male and female. This encounter takes place in 

many ways £rom casual interactions of everyday life to the life 

partnership in marriage. Barth states: 

It is to be noted that the sphere of this special 
dif f iculty and interest, of this play and counter-play of 
the sexes, is much greater than the circle of what is 
usually understood more narrowly as sexual love in more 
or less close connexion with the problem of marriage. In 
the wider circle around the narrower it is to be found in 
the relationship of fathers and daughters, mothers and 
sons, brothers and sisters, and similar relationships it 
plays its fruitful but perhaps disturbing and even 
dangerous role in the whole sphere of education and 
instruction, and the life of churches of al1 
confessions . 'X I  

As suggested, this encounter may prove fulfilling and 

stimulating or irritating and full of difficulty. In either case, 

nothing can be known concerning true humanity if one knows nothing 

about the 1 and Thou encounter.14' As Barth says, 

it is obvious that the encounter between man and woman is 
fully and properly achieved only where there is the 
special connexion of one man loving this wornan and one 
woman loving this man in free choice and with a view to 
a full life-partnership. . . . Here al1 that we have 
described as humanity has its proper locus, the home f rom 
which it must continually go out and to which it must 
cont inually return . 
Here, Barth further states that there is a definite order in 



Lheir relationship but hesitates to state in concrete terms what 

this implies : 

What distinguishes man from woman and woman f rom man even 
in this relationship of super- and subordination is more 
easily discovered, perceived, respected and valued in the 
encounter between them than it is defined. It is to be 
constantly experienced in their mutual exchanges and co- 
existence. 143 

The Male-Fernale Reiationshi~ as an Analow of 

Christ's Relationshi~ to the Church 

Barth turns to the Bible to find support for his understanding 

of the male-female relationship. From the Old Testament, Barth 

draws an analogy between the relationship of the God Yahweh-Elohim 

with his people and the relationship between man and woman.I4 

Behind this relationship of man and woman as we meet it 
in the picture of Genesis 2 and the Song of Songs there 
stands the controlling original of the relationship 
between the God Yahweh-Elohim and His people Israel. 
Behind these passages there stands Old Testament 
prophecy. And according to the insight which continually 
breaks through, the sum of al1 truth and actuality, which 
is thus also the begiming and end of al1 things, the 
secret of creation and its consummation is the very 
different duality merely reflected in the nature of man- 
that of God and man in their CO-existence in the concrete 
form of the covenant established by God between Himself 
and His people Israel. This duality, the covenant, is the 

lU~ampbell, l1Imago Trinitatis: An Appraisal of Karl Barth's 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, 
72-73. See also Ford, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality: A 
Critique of Karl Barth' s Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and 
B with a Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen 
Moltmann, 28 and Fraser, I1Karl Barthr s Doctrine of Humanity : A 
Reconstructive Exercise in Feminist Narrative Theology,I1 128-129. 
Al1 referring to CD 291-297. 



centre of the Old Testament. And it is the original of 
which the essence of the human as the being of man and 
woman can only be the reflection and copy. Man is 
primarily and pro erly Yahweh, and woman primarily and 
properly Israel. 14P 

In the New Testament, Barth says that the covenant between 

Jesus Christ and his community existed from the beginning; 

it is the first and proper object of the divine will and 
plan and election and the interna1 basis of creation. 
This covenant is the original of the Old Testament 
original, the relationship between Yahweh and Israel and 
therefore the original of the relationship between man 
and woman . 14' 
Barth points to several New Testament statements of Paul to 

reinf orce the order in the male- f emale relat ionship with his 

analogy between Christ and the Chuxch and Christ's relationship to 

God in the ~rinity . 14' 
The discussion, once again, focuses on 1 Cor. 11:l-16 

"Nevertheless neither is the man without the woman, neither the 

woman without the man, in the LordH. Going on Paul states, "For as 

the woman is of the man, even so is the man also by the woman; but 

al1 things of God? These things are said with regard to t he  

question of liturgical order, and headcovering. Paul urges to 

maintain the distinctions between male and fernale which involves a 

I4'~ewett, Man as Male and Female, 74-75. See also Ford, "Toward 
an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine 
of the Male-Fernale Order as A and B with a Comparison of the 
Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen M~ltrnann,~ 28-29. 



true super- and subordination, which woman as wearer of the veil 

represents. In verse three, Paul says that Christ is the head of 

every man and that the head of a wornan is iier husband. The head of 

Christ is God. Barth concludes frorn tkis statement that both 

superordination and subordination are proper in Christ. The 

subordination of woman to man is followed by a statement which 

talks of the subordination of Christ to God. Barth also makes 

reference to Phil. 2 :5ff to demonstrate that Christr s subordination 

to God is analogous to womanls subordination to man.149 

Barth States: "Thus it is grounded and explained in Christ 

whether it speaks of the superordination of man or the 

subordination of woman. Both superordination and subordination are 

primarily and properly in christ."lM 

Barth argues that Paul refers back to Genesis 2 in 1 Cor. 

The determination and limitation of the relationship of 
man and woman as established in Christ emerge already in 
the work of creation. Wornan is fashioned out of man and 
for the sake of man. She is not  created as he is out of 
the dust of the earth but (more humanly, we might almost 
say) out of man himself, in order that he should not be 
alone but have a helpmeet (W. 8-9). Thus he is the 
'image and glory of God, yet not alone or without or 
against the wornan, but together with the woman who is his 
glory (v. 7). This basic order of the human established 
by Godts creation is not accidental or contingent. . . . 
It is solidly and necessarily grounded in Christ, with a 
view to whom heaven and earth and finally man were 

"~ord ,  "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Cornparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmam," 2 8 -  
29. Referring to CD III/2, 309-311. 
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created - 15' 
Barth contends that since in Christ al1 things are created 

"Galatians 3:28 is still valid, in spite of shortsighted 

exegetes, like the Corinthians themselves, who shake their heads 

and think they can daim a c~ntradiction~l.'~ There is mutuality 

within the male-female relationship, only it exists in the manner 

in which it is described in I Cor. 11:ll-12. Man and woman are 

equal in the order in which God has appointed man and woman to 

their proper place. This is the true knowledge of differentiation 

and mutua1ity.l" 

The final passage that Barth draws upon to illustrate further 

the male-female relationship as it is analogous to Christ's 

relationship to the Christian community is Ephesians 522-33, "the 

locus classicus for the point at issuem in the New Testament.lS4 

Barth stresses the connection between the relationship of man and 

woman on the one side and Jesus and his community on the other. 

From this standpoint, al1 other biblical passages previously 

examined can be properly understood. Barth states: 

From it w e  can survey the whole landscape which we have 
traversed: the New Testament relationship of man and 
woman in light of the relationship between Christ and the 
community, and conversely the elucidation of the 
relationship between Christ and His people by the 

"'~ewett, Man as Male and Female, 76. Referring to III/2, 
312. 



reference to the man-wornan relationship.'" 

Ephesians chapter 5 Ifis the introduction to the so-called 

Ephesian ~ a u s t a f e l l ~ ~ ,  a list of specific admonitions to wives, 

husb~nds, children, parents, slaves and masters, as members of the 

Christian community. 1t's7 The immediate context for the passage is 

the command of reciprocal subordination as found in verses 18 

through 21. "Be filled with the Spirit . . . submitting yourselves 
to one another in the fear of Christu (W. 18,21) . This mutual 

subordination flows from the practical experience of the Gospel, 

and means that each person I1gives to the other that which is proper 

to the other. 

The Haustafel, says Barth, I1has nothing really to do with 

patriarchalism, or with a hierarchy of domestic and civil values 

and powers. It does not give one control over the other, or put 

anyone under the dominion of the ~ther.""~ Rather, Barth insists 

that it refers to mutual respect before the Lord. 

He is the exalted but also the Lowly, the Lowly but also the 
Exalted, who causes each to share in His glory but a190 B i s  
burden, His sovereignty but also His service. And here there 
is only mutual subordination in full reciprocity. In this way 
order is created within the creaturely sphere, and humanity 

'%A term first used in Luther's Catechism, meaning literally 
"house-table, " a table of rules for the Christian household, and 
referring to Eph. 5:22ff., Col. 3:18f., Tit. 2:5f., 1 Pet. 2:18f. 
Jewett, Man as Male and Female, 78. 

'"~ewett, Man as Male and Female, 78. 



established. la 

The order for the relationship of male and female which is 

established by God in creation, as observed in reference to Genesis 

2, is upheld in the relationship between Christ and his Church as 

illustrated in the Ephesians 5 passage. Barth insists that the 

woman must be subordinate to the man as the community is 

subordinate to Christ. The comparison is found in Ephesians 5:23: 

"For the husband is the head of the wife (statement taken from 1 

Cor. 11:3) even as Christ is the head of the Church: and he is the 

Savior of the body." Barth contends that because womanfs 

subordination stands under this comparison, it must be maintained. 

The woman's subordination to the man is analogous to the Christian 

community's subordination to christ.16' 

Here, the woman's position as subordinate is enhanced. 

According to Barth, the woman has an advantage in her 

subordination. The woman represents the Christian community, of 

which, Jesus Christ is the head? Barth States: 

The advantage of the wife, her birthright, is that it is 
she and not the man who, in relation to her husband and 

laf bid. 

161~ord, 'IToward an nthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 30. 

162~ampbell, "Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barth' s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, It 
81-82. See also Fraser, Tari Barth's Doctrine of Humanity: A 
Reconstructive Exercise in Feminist Narrative Theology," 134-135. 
As well, see Ford. "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique 
of Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Fernale Ordex as A and B with 
a Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann, It 3 0 - 
31 and Jewett, Man as Male and Female, 78-79. 



subordination to him, may reflect, represent, and attest 
to this reality of the community. The exhortation 
specif ically sddressed to her is simply a particular form 
of the basic admonition which applies to all. She is 
subordinated to her husband as the whole community is to 
Christ. The whole comrnunity can only take up the position 
in relation to Christ which is proper to the wife in 
relation to the husband, 

Thus, it is the woman who represents the Christian community, 

not the man. Her obedience i s  a mode1 of the discipleship and 

service required of al1 believers, women and men alike. In 

reference to this, Paul Jewett states: 

Thuç, the wife is not less but greater than her husband 
in the Christian community; not second but first, since 
the husband has no option but to order himself after the 
example of his wife, in the church, as she is subordinate 
in this way.lW 

Therefore, what is said to the husband in this passage is said 

in the context of this admonition to the wife. The attitude of the 

husband, who as the "headN is "the superior, the f irst, the leader, 

the bearer of primary responsibilityI1 is understood in light of the 

statement "mutual subordination in the fear of Christ.11 Barth 

states that Itin this respect he is . . . the Author, and the Lord 
of the community, of the Savior of the body" (Eph. 5 : 23 1 . This 

is not to mean, however, that the man is to be the lord or the 

savior of the woman anymore than he is of himself . Christ in his 
majesty and his lowliness with respect to humanity reflects the 

particular responsibility of husbands with regard to their wives. 

1 1 2 ,  313. 

'6<~aul Jewett, Man as Male and Female, 78. 

' 6 5 ~ ~  - II1/2, 314. 



Man is placed in this superior position to guarantee that the order 

is preserved and that the woman is subordinate to him as unto the 

Lord. The husband is to love the wife as Christ loves the 

The relationship between Christ and the Church illustrates the 

relationship between God and humanity as the covenant-partner of 

God. For Barth, the relationship between man and woman is a copy of 

Christ's relationship to the Church and God's relationship to 

humanity established in creation? Barth states: 

For the creation of man and for this climax, for this 
form of humanity the normative pattern, the basic decree 
and plan of al1 plans of God is 'Christ and the 
community.' This stands inaccessibly before and above the 
copy of man and woman.  '" 

This is what Barth calls the "great mysteryu of Ephesians 5:32. 

Barth concludes his discussion of Ephesians 5 with the following 

reminder : 

Man cannot be the Creator and Savior of men, or the man 
of the woman. On the other hand, it belongs to the very 
essence of the copy modelled on this pattern that the man 
should be with the woman, that he should not will to be 
without her, and that he should therefore love her as 
himsel f 

%ewett, Man as Male and Female, 78-79. See also Ford, "Toward 
an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine 
of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a Comparison of the 
Panentheistic Theology of JurgenM~ltrnann,~~ 108-109. Both Referring 
to 314, 

lrn~ord, ItToward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann, " 109- 
110. Referring to CD III/ 2, 315-316. 



Barth takes the humanity of Jesus as his paradigm for 

understanding human nature in general. He maintains that real man 

can only be found through Jesus Christ as the revealing Word of 

God. Jesus' humanity is discussed from the standpoint of His 

relation with others. Barth describes Jesus as being "foru others, 

Although human beings cannot be 'forn others in the same way as 

Jesus can, there is a way in which they relate to each other that 

makes possible their relationship to Jesus as well. This way of 

being is described as being with others. In order for Jesus to be 

totally for others, he had also to be capable of being with others. 

Barth concludes that human nature is to be understood as co- 

humani ty . 
Any life which is not determined in this way, Barth defines as 

ltinhumanity" . He proceeds to identify and discuss four "decisive 
and necessaryN categories of CO-humanity which are present in every 

I-Thou relationship. 

Next, the fundamental conclusions drawn in III/1 are restated 

and developed with a somewhat different emphasis. His purpose is to 

define the male-female relationship in tems of order. 

Barth turns to the Bible to reinforce his understanding of the 

male-female relationship. In the Old Testament, he sees that the 

relationship of the God Yahweh-Elohim with his people Israel is 

like the relationship of the man with the woman. He then points to 

several New Testament statements of Paul to reinforce the order in 

the male-female relationship with his analogy between Christ and 
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the church and Christ's relationship to God in the Trinity. 

Barth calls the Ephesiaco 5 : 22-23 passage ''the locus classicus 

for the point at issuew in the New Testament. Barth stresses the 

connection between the relationship of man and woman on one side 

and Jesus and his community on the other. From this standpoint, al1 

other biblical passages can be properly understood. Barth states 

that the woman must be subordinate to the man as the community is 

subordinate to Christ. The woman has an advantage in her  

subordination, says Barth. It is the woman who represents the 

Christian community, not the man. Her obedience is a mode1 of the 

discipleship and service required of al1 believers, women and men 

alike. In his relationship to his wife as the "headM, the husband 

represents for Barth, Ilthe superior, the first, the leader, the 

bearer of primary responsibility." The husbandrs superior position 

is to insure that the order is maintained and that the wife is 

subordinate to him as unto the Lord. The husband must love the wife 

as Christ loves the Church and the community. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE ETHICS OF HüMAN SEXUALITY 

EXPOSITION OF CD If1/4 

In this section, Barth examines the ethical implications of 

human sexuality. Expanding upon what he said in CD III/l, and CD 

III/& in this section he brings the particular ordering of the 

male-female relationship to the fore with the male being designated 

as A and the female as B. 

Ethical Freedom and The Command of God 

Barth's concept of human freedom figures in very prominently 

to his whole discussion of the male-female re1ation~hip.I'~ He 

speaks about freedom in fellowship with regard to the relationship 

between man and woman. He states: 

As God the Creator calls man to Himself, He also directs 
him to his fellow-man. The divine command affirms in 
particular that in the encounter of man and woman, in the 
relationship between parents and children and outwards 
from near to distant neighbors, man may affirm, honour 
and enjoy the other with himself and himself with the 

'70~ctavius Annan Gaba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the 
Relation of Triune Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of 
Kari Barth," (Atlanta: Emory University Dissertation, 1 9 8 4 ) ,  173- 
175. See also Brown, "The Image of God: Theological Ethics For 
Human Creative Genetic EngineeringIit 176-182 and Ford, "Toward an 
Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine of 
the Make-Female Order as A and B with a Comparison of the 
Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltman," 32-36. Al1 referring to 
CD 111/4, 116-121. - 



other . "' 
Barth goes on to state that man as a covenant-partner of  CO^ 

in creation, is characterized as being in encounter with fellow- 

man.In I1His ordination to be in covenant relation with God has its 

counterpart in the fact that his hurnanity, the special mode of his 

being is by nature and essence a being in fellow-h~manity.~~~~ 

Barth continues: 

As God calls man to Himself, as He summons hirn to serve 
H i m ,  He also addresses him concerning his vocation to be 
a covenant-partner with Himself, and therefore concerning 
his vocation to be covenant-partner with Himself. . . . 
He wills that man's being should fulfil itself in the 
encounter, the relationship, the togetherness of 1 and 
Thou. He cornmands him, invites him and challenges him not 
merely to allow his humanity as fellow-humanity to be his 
nature, but to affirm and exercise it in his own 
decision, in action and omission. He commands him to be 
what he is. But this means that He takes man so seriously 
in his vocation to be in covenant with Him that He calls 
him to freedom in fellowship, Le., to freedom in 
f ellowship with others .l" 

Barth stresses that "He calls him to find himself by af f irming 

the other, to know joy by comforting the other, and self -expression 

by honouring the other."'" God is a Triune G o d  who calls humanity 

to fellow-humanity. He States: 

Humanity which is not fellow-humanity is inhumanity. For 
it cannot reflect but only contradict the determination 



of man to be Godfs covenant-partner, nor can the God who 
is no Deus solitarius but Deus triunus, God in 
relationship, be mirrored in a homo sclitarius. As God 
offers man humanity and therefore freedom in fellowship, 
Cod summons him to prove and express himself as the image 
of God-for as such He has created him. This is the 
deepest and final basis on the f orm of the divine command 
which we have now to consider. 

Therefore, "the first and typical sphere of fellow-humanity, the 

first and typical differentiation and relationship between man and 

man, is that between male and fernale.utn 

According to Barth, the relationship between male and female 

rests upon a structural and functional distinction. To be 

functionally male and female means to exist within the sexual 

boundary and limitation particular to each. He states: 

We have to Say both that man is necessarily and totally 
man or woman, and that as such and in consequence he is 
equally necessarily and totally man or woman. He cannot 
wish to liberate himself from the differentiation and 
exist beyond his sexual determination as mere man; for in 
everything that is commonly human he will alwa s be in 
fact either the human man or the human fernale. lx 

While the male and female exist in distinction, they also 

exist in unity. Barth further states: 

No other relationship is so obvious, self-explanatory and 
universally valid as that whose force resides precisely 
in the presupposed underlying otherness. The female is to 
the male, and the male to the female, the other man and 
as such f ellow-man. 

The command of God orders that humanity recognize the dualism 



of male and female. Barth states: 

Whatalrer [the command of God] asks of man, it certainly 
iequires him to affirm this natural dualism; not to deny 
it nor to pervert it, but simply to express and reveal it 
as it is in his existence. As he does so, this sphere, 
and man within it, cornes under control, and the task of 
man--£or it is his own affair-is to exercise this 
control. To do so is the act of obedience required of 
him. laO 

Barth adds that when confronted by the divine command, 

humanity is called to freedom in the encounter of male and female. 

He states, "As God gives hirn His command at this point, as He is 

concemed for hirn and submits him to that radical relativisation, 

He gives him here too this freedom.'"' 

Barth sees that the command of God rules out particular ideas 

concerning the male-female relationship, specifically in marriage. 

Barth rejects 

the concept of Romantic love in Scheiermacher, 
sacramental concept of marriage of the Roman and Eas 
Orthodox Churches, the fusion of reliqion and eroti 
in Schubert, the understanding of ma;riage as ' pri 
experiencef in Bovet, and its divinization 
Leenhardt . 

the 
tern 
cism 
ma=Y 
in 

Barth goes on to warn of the dangers of focusing our attention 

on sex within the male-f emale relationship . lLU The functional 

'"~romiley, Introduction to the Theolow of Karl Barth., 161. 
Referring to 111/4, 121-128. 

lm~rorniiey, Introduction to the Theolow of Karl Barth, 160. 
See also Willie Jemings, "Reclaiming the Creature: Anthropological 
Vision in the Thought of Anthanasius of Alexandria and Karl Barth, " 
(Ann Arbor: U M I  Dissertation Services, 1993), 333-335 and Gaba, 
"Being and Order: An Analysis of the Relation of Triune Being and 
Creaturely Order in the Theology of Karl Barth," 184-186. See as 



distinction of male and female involves the entire person, not just 

"the use he makes or does not make of his physical sema1 

organs."'M Sexual intercourse is "net that which alone and in 

itself can make the male male, the female female and therefore man 

fell~w-man.~~~ Sexuality must be put in proper perspective; as i t :  

pertains to the CO-humanity of male and female. Barth states, "Al1 

this takes place only in the totality and context of the life of 

each of the partners including the whole sphere of this encounter 

and CO-existence: man and his fellow, Thou and 1 as man and 

woman . lg6 

Octavius Gaba explains that "while the human sexual act may 

serve as a means of distinction of male and female, it cannot be 

made abstractly and absolutely the nom of male-female 

differentiation." He says that it is here, that "Barth disappoints 

natural law advocates by claiming once more that it is the Command 

of God that is the basis of the distinction of male and female.m'87 

For Barth, the male-female relationship encompasses more than 

sex and also more than marriage. While he sees marriage as the 

Venter or telosu of the male-female relationship, unmarried people 

are not excluded from this relation. Barth insists that celibacy 

well Willis, The Ethics of Karl Barth, 341-342. Ail referring to CD 
III/4, 130-134. 

Ls'~aba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the Relation of Triune 
Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of Karl Barth," 184. 



must be seen as an acceptable alternative, as does Paul, in 1 

Corinthians 7.Ia8 It is Barth's intention to discuss the male- 

female relationship in general, even outside marriage. This view on 

marriage and sex, with regard to the male-fernale relationship, 

would seem have within today . 
Our main concern is Barth's understanding of the male-female 

relationship in general in the 1 and Thou encounter. Although his 

view of marriage is outside the bounds of this thesis, a brief 

summary is necessary. 

According to Barth, marriage is a particular form of the male- 

female relationship. As such, he provides seven definitive 

statements concerning this relationship. 

The first statement defines marriage as a response to a divine 

calling. Barth States: 

when marriage is seen in the light of the divine command, 
it is surely evident that the decision for the way of 
marriage is for some, as the choice of the unmarried 
state for others, the matter of a supremely particular 
divine vocation. IS9 

Therefore, the decision to marry or not are both genuine responses 

to the divine command. Barth insists that "there is no necessity of 

nature nor general divine law in virtue of which every man is 

permitted or commanded to take a wife, or every woman a 

husband . lm marriage will f o r  couple, 

'"~romiley, Introduction to the Theolo- of Karl Barth, 160- 
161. Referring to CD II1/4, 140-148. 



seen as "a special distinction, special divine calling, a gift and 

grace."191 This tlspecial life-partnership established and 

maintained between a particular man and a particular wornanfU must 

be sustained by love. It is 'la matter of repeating in al1 

seriousness the Yes of love." This seriousness of love forms the 

basis of marriage. Barth states that "when love stands the test of 

this seriousness, it means that marriage is a partnership which is 

fulfilled not merely according to the claims of duty, but gladly, 

joyfully and willingly, in repetition of the Yes of love." lg2 

The second statement concerning marriage asserts that it is a 

task. Barth states: 

When marriage is seen in the light of the divine command, 
and it is plain to men and women united in marriage that 
here too, and especially, they are called to be obedient 
to God, then the fulfilment of this life-partnership 
becomes for them a task. They cannot and will not expect 
that just because they have entered upon rnarriage the 
partnership will already be there, or that marriage will 
automatically produce it. It does not arise 
autornatically, not even from genuine love itself, let 
alone without it .lm 

For a rnarriage to succeed it has to be worked at. It implies a 

sense of responsibility and cornmitment on the part of both 

partners. The goal of marriage is for the husband and the wife to 

become one. "Marriage as a life-partnership is work - labour at the 
work of art of their common being."'" Barth adds that Ilif anything 



else, whether it be sexuality, male cornfort, female domesticity, or 

even chile and family, is pennitted to become a principal aim, it 

is disruptive of marriage.u195 

The third statement declares that marriage is complete. Barth 

states that "when marriage is seen in the light of the divine 

command, then it is apparent that it is full life-partnership. If 

the love which lies at its basis is genuine, it willed and wills 

total and all-embracing fellowship for life.tllw Husband and wife 

experience freedom in fellowship. Barth states that 

the fullness of this life-partnership consists in the 
fact that man and woman keep in step in this gladly 
demonstrated and experienced freedom. It is a question of 
freedom in fellowship, of the genuine freedom which here 
as elsewhere is identical with responsibility. What is 
aimed at in this partnership is the concretely fulfilled 
orientation of the man on the woman and the woman on the 
man. Marriage as a life-partnership is being and 
persistence in the orientation of a specific man on a 
specif ic woman and 'vice versaf . '" 

This, says Barth, has a bearing on fidelity in rnarriage, He states 

that "if love was and is genuine, it is capable of this being and 

persistence in orientation, and it shows i tself  to be faithful love 

by achieving it. Faithful love means that one has to do with this 

other in mutual totality."lg8 

Barth also stresses the order within the relationship of 

husband and wife. Barth states that "to marriage, as the perfect 



life-partnership of one man and one woman, it also belongs that the 

order in which he is first and she second is valid and effective 

particularly in this sphere. "lg9 He concludes this third statement 

by ernphasizing once again that 

The main thing is to accept, understand and practise the 
order. The main thing is not to ignore or violate it. It 
may be relatively concealed in many other relationships 
between man and woman, but in marriage it may and should 
and must be clear and effective. The man who chooses 
marriage must know that he implicitly accepts this nom. 
And the man who wishes to live in marriage must know that 
he cannot do so without living according to this 

The fourth statement concerning marriage is that "when 

marriage is seen in the light of the divine command, it is clear 

that it is an exclusive life-partnership.""' The couple must not 

allow any lithird partyN to interfere with them becoming one. 

Therefore, "marriage is essentially monogamy." The decision to 

marry ultimately goes back to the love shared between a man and a 

woman. Therefore, Ilif marriage iç the proof of love, it is the 

proof, confirmation and expression of the choice made in love. It 

is life on the basis of this choice. Hence it is monogamy.w2m The 

husband and wife Itaccept for life the fact that they are meant for 

each other and no one e l ~ e . ~ ~ ~  Marriage is the special reflection 

or image of the fellowship between God and man. Barth States: 



Not only in marriage, to be sure, but prirnarily and 
supremely in rnarriage, God manifests Himself in His unity 
as Creator-God and God of the covenant, who as such is 
the God of free, electing grace. When this is realieed 
and we see rnarriage and not only marriage but its 
foundation in love, in the light of the command of this 
God, then it is not difficult to appreciate that the 
content of the divine command in respect of marriage is 
inflexibly rnon~gamy.~~ 

The f if th statement concerns the permanence of marriage . "When 

marriage is seen  in the light of the divine command, then it is 

clear that it is a lasting life-partnership.~~~~ The bond which 

exists between husband and wife is meant to endure for their entire 

lives. Barth states that "to enter upon marriage is to renounce the 

possibility of leaving i t . ~ ~ ~ ~  For Barth, "the marriage which rests 

upon the command of God and therefore upon His calling and gift 

cannot be dissolved by man even if he ~ishes.~~''' He does, however, 

believe that there may be married couples who have not been joined 

by God. Therefore, the possibility of divorce does exist for these 

couples, albeit under very extreme circumstances. Barth states: 

It can arise only as an extreme case. But we must not 
deny that it can ever arise at all. Even this negative 
decision, the acceptance of a condemnation of a rnarriage 
recognized to be final, can be possible and necessary in 
the freedom and therefore in the obedience of f aith.20s 

Barth's sixth statement with regard to marriage is that "when 

marriage is seen in the light of Godls command, this is decisive 



for the question of its genesi~."~~~ While "it is not their love 

for each other but God's calling and gift which is the true basis 

of marriage," rnarriage as God intended it, will have its genesia 

in the "specific and mutual recognition, choice and love of two 

human beings of opposite sexes.ll2I0 Marriage is a special image of 

the electing love of the Covenant between God and man, Yahweh and 

his people and Jesus Christ and his community. The specific love 

between a husband and wife is made up of the 

free decision in which a man and woman in rnarriage rnay 
engage in mutual understanding, self-giving and desire as 
they are joined together by God in the life-partnership 
of rnarriage - and therefore called and endowed to lived 
for one an~ther.~" 

For Barth, marriage is "something which can be ventured only in 

faith in the divine wisdom and grace."*12 The love and desire 

which exist between husband and wife, within this context, can 

properly and legitimately be called 'eros.It The desire that one 

partner has for the other is "sanctified by the command of God." 

Barth adds: 

If the observance of these standards and the fulfilment 
of these conditions constitutes true love between man and 
woman, united not merely in 'eros8 but alsc and prirnarily 
in  aga^:^^' in the Lord and in the cornmunity of His 
brethren . 
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The seventh, and final statement concerning marriage is that 

%kzn marriage is seen in the light of the divine command, this 

finally irnplies that its eventuality must have the character of a 

responsible act outwards in relation to those aro~nd.~~*'~ Barth 

first discusses the institutional aspect of marriage. "This outward 

responsibility of marriage is symbolised in its external form, and 

from this standpoint it includes the institutional act and status 

of marriage.lt216 He warns that the wedding ceremony cannot be 

equated with marriage for "a wedding is only the regulative 

confirmation and legitimation of a marriage before and by society. 

It does not constitute marriage. lt2I7 

Marriage also has a domestic aspect. Marriage presents itself 

as the Voundation of a distinct and special circle, a family, a 

new sociofogical unity which can be broadened by the addition of 

~hi1dren.l~~" There is a legal aspect as well. IlThe state demands 

notification, ratification and official pr~clamation.~~'~ 

Finaily, rnarriage has an ecclesiastical side. Barth States 

that "it is of importance to make clear in some special forma1 way 

the responsibility of a marriage concluded in the sight of God as 

a responsibility before the Christian c~rnmunity."~~ Barth 



maintains that the nconclusion and existence of a marriage honors 

or dishonors, promotes or disturbs, edifies or scandalizes the 

whole community . lm 

Barth concludes his treatment of marriage by stating what true 

observance of the command involves. 

He makes three points: (1) It means acknowledging the 
validity of the command. (2) I t  then means recognizing 
one's failure in relation to it. (3) it means allowing 
oneself to be raised up and directed to a willing and 
doing of what is comrnanded. Thus the final word can be 
one of confidence. He who commands not only judges but 
also forgives, heals, helps, so that even where man does 
not keep the command, the command keeps man.'" 

Falthfulness to One's Own Sex 

Barth maintains that God commands three principles with regard 

to the male-female relationship of structural and functional 

differentiation? First, God commands that the distinction of the 

sexes should be maintained. Man and woman must acknowledge and 

"~romiley, Introduction to the Theolow of Karl Barth, 162- 
163. Referring to CD III /4 ,  231-240. 

%ewett, Man as Male and Female, 81. See also Bromiley, 
Introduction to the Theolow of Karl Barth, 161 and W.A- 
Whitehouse, "The Command of God the Creator: An Account of Kari 
Barth's Volume on Ethics," Scottish Journal of Theolow 5 (1952), 
60, See as well, Gaba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the 
Relation of Triune Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of 
Kari Barth," 174-199, Ford, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality: 
A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A 
and B with a Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen 
Moltmannttt 37-45 and Brown, The Image of God: Theological Ethics 
For Human Creative Genetic Engineering," 170-183. A l 1  Referring to 
CD 111/4, 149-181. - 
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accept their sex. Barth States: 

We may begin with the sinplest point that since man has 
been created by God as male and femâ:e, and stands before 
God in this Either-Or, everything that God wills and 
requires of him is contained by implication in this 
situation, and the question of good and evil in his 
conduct is measured by it. God His Creator requires that 
he should be genuinely and fully the one or the other, 
male or fernale, that he should acknowledge his sex 
instead of trying in some way to deny it, that he should 
rejoice in it rather than be ashamed of it, that he 
should fruitfully use its potentialities rather than 
neglect them, that he should stick to its limits rather 
than seek in some way to transcend them.n4 

Barth refers again to the second creation story in Genesis 

to speak of the creation of male and fernale? 

And the Lord said, It is not good that the man should be 
alone; 1 will make him an help meet for himr (Gen. 2:18), 
Le., a being of his own species, but within this species 
fundamentally dif ferent, so that in it he can see 
himself, but as reflected in another. He requires this 
helpmeet not for this or that end but for his life as a 
man. It would not be good for him - indeed, he would not 
be man - without it. His own creation and existence as a 
man would not be complete without the creation and co- 
existence of this helpmeet? 

Barth goes on to state the following: 

He can only be an 1 through and for this Thou. The Thou 
which is not an 1 and therefore constitutive for the 1 is 
woman. Thus man in his divinely created sexuality is a 
similitude of the covenant, which rests upon the fact 
that God Himself does not want to be alone but with 
man . 227 

"~ee Ford, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique 
of Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with 
a Cornparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann, 37. 
Referring to CD III/4, 149-150. 



Therefore, the creation of humanity as male and f emale relates 

to the fact that God exists in relationship with humanity and 

within himself, in the intra-trinitarian relationship. 

Humanity created as male and female also means that there is 

a particular order within the male-female relationship; an order 

that must be acknowledged. Barth states: 

No shame can cling to the nature of man created by God, 
to male and female as He created them, to the due 
sequence and order of their relationship. This can never 
be an ob ject of shame. . . . On this basis the command of 
God the Creator in the sex-relationship has always the 
dimension that man and woman must both of them be what 
they are, the man accepting his sex and the woman 
hers . 
Man and woman exist in dif ferentiation and they are to be true 

to this differentiation. Barth, however, does not want to describe 

the differences between men and women for he says that they are 

more easily experienced than described. "What God's command wills 

for man and woman is that they should be faithful to this their 

nature and to the special gift and duty indicated in and by it.18u9 

Barth states that he rejects any kind of "phenornenolog./ o r  

typoloe of the sexes.It He is particularly critical of Emil 

Brunner and Bovet who attempt to assign specific characteristics to 

the sexes. Barth provides Brunnerfs use of sexual typologies as an 

WTypologies of the sexes are claims to ontological 
differences between men and women displayed in some so-called 
universal [or unifyingl characteristics of men and women, Taken 
from Jennings, tlReclairning the Creature: Anthropological Vision In 
the Thought of Anthanasius of Alexandria and Karl Barthw, 337. 



example of the kind of typology that he rejects: 

The man is the one who produces, he is the leader; the 
woman is receptive, and she preserves life; it is the 
manf s duty to shape the new; it is the woman' s duty to 
mite it and adapt it to that which already exists. The 
man has to go forth and make e a r t h  subject to him, the 
woman looks within and guards the hidden unity. The man 
must be objective and universalize, woman must be 
subjective and individualize ; the man must build, the 
woman adorns; the man must conquer, the woman must tend; 
the man must comprehend al1 with his mind, the woman must 
irnpregnate al1 with the l i f e  of her soul. It is the duty 
of man to plan and to master, of the wornan to understand 
and to unite?' 

Barth states that no such generalizations can be made: "They 

cannot be stated in such a way that probably every third man and 

certainly every  second woman does not become agitated and protest 

sharply  against the very idea of seeing themselves in these 

sketches."" Willie Jennings states that 

For the most part, the use of typologies attempts to 
display the rationality of the male/female relation. 
However, as Barth detects, this attempt builds on an 
illusion. Barth's realization that this and al1 similar 
attempts are illusionary is not based on a total 
rejection of any distinction between male and female, 
masculine and ferninine. Rather, Barth's realization seems 
to be rooted in recognizing the  danger of moving away 
from the creaturely character of this relationship. We 
move away from this character once w e  define female and 
male on the basis of an assumed universality and autonomy 
of the relation isolated £rom covenant with the triune 
God. This assumption becomes the ground of ideological 
constructions of male and female r01es.~~ 

Barth maintains that the male and female are really distinct 

and that the order of their relationship is part of the command of 

U3~ennings,  I1Reclaiming the Creature: Anthropological Vision 
In the Thought of Anthanasius of Alexandria and Karl Barth," 335. 



God- He argues that the sexes cannot exchange places with one 

another. Barth states: 

Each man and woman owes it not only to himself but also 
to the other always to be faithful to his own sema1 
characteristics. Fellowship is always threatened when 
there is a failure at this point either on the one side 
or the other. Of course, it is not a question of keeping 
any special masculine or ferninine standard. . . . Just 
because the command of God is not bound to any standard 
it makes this distinction al1 the more sharply and 
clearly. This distinction insists upon being observed. . 
. . The command of God will always point man to his 
position and woman to bers? 

Barth continues, Ifin every situation, in face of every task and 

every conversation, their functions and possibilities, when they 

are obedient to the comrnand, will be distinctive and diverse, and 

will never be interchangeable.lfu' 

Barth refers once again to Paul in 1 Cor. 11. with regard to 

the woman refusing to Wear the veil to support his point of 

faithfulness to one's own sex? He states that 

The Command of the Lord does not put anyone, man or 
woman, in a humiliating, dishonourable or unworthy 
position. It puts both man and woman in their proper 
place. Interpretations may Vary as to where this place 
is, for the Lord is a living Lord and His command is ever 
new. 237 

He adds that 

The essential point is that the woman must always and in 

= ~ o r d ,  "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Cornparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmam," 40. 
Referring to CD III/4,  156. 



al1 circumstances be woman; that she must feel and 
conduct herself as such and not as a man; that the 
command of the Lord, which is for al1 eternity, directs 
both man and woman to their oim proper sacred place and 
forbids al1 attempts to violate this order? 

In faithfulness to one's own sex, Barth criticizev al1 efforts 

to overcome the differences between men and women. Barth condemns 

bi-sexuality and abstract humanity, therefore, rejecting the work 

of Nicholas ~erdyaeP~ and the feminist Simone de ~eauvoi??* who 

both share an androgynous view of sexuality. Since this is the 

case, the question of what constitutes the sexual distinction of 

male and fernale arises. Barth must respond by saying that the 

distinction of male and female is to be found in nature. We are 

reminded by Octavius Gaba that, "these are difficult words for 

Barth to Say, given bis denouncing of natural distinctions (natural 

law) and the possibility of knowing beforehand the content of the 

differentiation of male and fernale.""' 

No Humanitv Without Co-Humanitv 

Barth proceeds to discuss the second principle which defines 

the male-female relationship. He States: 

Looking now in the opposite direction, we maintain that 
in obedience to the divine command there is no such thing 

24'~aba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the Relation of Triune 
Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of Karl Barth," 184. 



as a self-contained =d self-sufficient male life or 
female life. In obedience to the divine command, the life 
of man is ordered, related and dirocted to that of the 
woman, and that of the woman tc' that of the man.242 

Barth states further that, "One cannot occupy it, nor fulfill the 

requirement of fidelity to one's sex without being aware of woman 

if one is a man or of man if a woman . t1243 
With regard to the "freedom in the community of man and 

woman, " Barth examines the implications of Galatians 3 : 2 8 .  244 He 

argues that the truth of this passage 3s that 

in Christ Jesus there is neither male nor female, which 
means that like Jew and Gentile, or slave and free, they 
are one in him, and stand upon an equal footing. But if 
they are one in him, standing upon an equal footing, this 
rneans that they are what they are for themselves as they 
are ordered, related and directed to one another. The Jew 
is a Jew in the Lord only, but precisely, to the extent 
that he confronts and is confronted by the Greek. The 
free man is free in the Lord only, but precisely, to the 
extent that the slave is associated with him and he with 
the slave. Similarly the male is a male in the Lord only, 
but precisely, to the extent that he is with the female, 
and the female likewise. That they are one in the Lord 
holds them together. It allows and commands them to be 
together. 

He adds that 

it is the basis of their distinction, which is rooted in 
the fact wherein they have their essence, namely, that 
they are directed to be in fellowship. Because their 
freedom is that which they have from and before and for 

2M~rown, "The Image of God: Theological Ethics For Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 183. See also Ford, "Toward an 
Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine of 
the Male-Female Order as A and B with a Comparison of the 
Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen M o l t m a ~ , ~ ~  42-43. 



God, therefore it can take shape only in their fellowship 
with each other, and their humanity can consist 
concretely only in the fact that they live in fellow- 
humanity, male with Eemale and female with 

Moreover, "every right of man and woman stands and falls with the 

observance and maintenance of this rule, and every wrong consists 

in its contravention. 11247 Richard Brown comments that 

it is easy to sense here why Barth would have 
affirmations of respect mixed in as a complementary 
notion of freedom. Such affirmations are seen to arise 
out of the context of man's 'freedom for lifef .248 

According to Barth, true humanity can only be achieved in the 

relationship of male and female as they interact, one with the 

other. This definition appears to exclude al1 other relationships. 

Barth States: 

As against this, everything which points in the direction 
of male or female seclusion, or of religious or secular 
orders or .communities, or of male or female segregation - 
if it is undertaken in principle and not consciously and 
temporarily as an emergency measure - is obviously 
disobedience. Ail due respect to the comradeship of a 
Company of soldiers! But neither men nor women can 
seriousl wish to be alone, as in clubs and ladiesr 
circles. X 9  

Barth also rejects permanent relationships between people of the 

sarne sex. He describes homosexuality as a "physical, psychological 

and social sickness. "lM Barth sees al1 relationships in terms of 

'%rom, l'The Image of God: Theological Ethics for Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 183. 



the male-female relationship. 

Male and Fernale in an Order of A and B 

This brings us to Barth's discussion of the third principle in 

the male-female relationship which is that of order. 

According to Barth, humanity was created as male and female 

and as such, they each stand in a particular position in a definite 

order? Barth states: 

The disjunction and the conjunction of man and woman, of 
their sexual independence and sexual interrelationship, 
is contxolled by a definite order. As the attitude and 
function of the man and those of the woman must not be 
confused and interchanged but faithfully maintained, and 
as on the other hand they must not be divorced and played 
off against each other but grasped and realized in their 
mutual relatedness, so they are not to be equated, nor 
their relationship reversed. They stand in a sequence. It 
is in this that man has his allotted place and woman 
her s . 252 

. Barth's orderirig of the sexes is given its full expression in his 

designation of man as A and woman as B. He states: 

Man and woman are not an A and a second A whose being and 
relationship can be described like the two halves of an 
h o u  glass, which are obviously two, but absolutely equal 
and therefore interchangeable. Man and woman are an A and 
a B, and cannot, therefore, be equated. In inner dignity 
and right, and therefore in human dignity and right, A 
has not the slightest advantage over B nor does it suffer 

='cl if ford Green notes that it is BarthJ s concept of order that 
is responsible for the charge that Barth considers women as 
l~ontologically subordinateIf to men. Green, "Liberation Theology? 
Kari Barth on Women and Menu Union Seminarv Ouarterlv Review 29 
(Spring and summer 1974) , 2 2 7 .  



the slightest disadvantage.ln 

Male and female are " e q ~ a l ~ ~  in %mer dignityM but Nunequalv in 

that they are different and occupy a particular and individual 

position which cannot be exchanged. 

Barth proceeds to expand upon his definition of equality 

within the male-fernale relationship. He affirms that 

man and woman are fully equal before God and therefore as 
men and therefore in respect of the meaning and 
determination, the imperilling, but also the promise, of 
their human existence. They are also equal in respect to 
their mutual dependence upon each another. They stand or 
fa11 together. They become and are free or unfree 
together .- 

Barth continues: 

They are claimed and sanctified by the command of God 
together, at the same tinte, with equal seriousness, by 
the same free grace, to the same obedience and the 
reception of the same benefits." 

Nevertheless, the fact rernains, says Barth, that in this regard 

"there is no simple eq~ality.'~ He States that Yhey are claimed and 

sanctified as man and woman, each for himself, each in relation to 

the other in his own particular place, and there fore  i n  such a w a y  

that A is not B but A, and B is not another A but B." It is at this 

point, Barth argues, that there is an irreversible "order outside 

which man cannot be man, nor woman be woman, either in themselves 



or in their mctual orientrtion and relationship.llZ6 

Clifford Green insists that there are translation problems 

with the paragraphs discussing order, particülarly here in III /4 ,  

Barth uses a variety of meanings for Gleichheit: equality, 

sameness, and similarity. Barth seems to assert equality but denies 

sameness and interchangeability as in the above passage. He daims 

that translators use llequalityll when they should use sameness as in 

the phrase "there is no simple equalityN. It should read Vhere is 

no simple sameness." This error makes Barth contradict himself and 

appear to deny the equality of the sexes." 

Like the letters A and B, they are always repeated in the same 

sequence: "A precedes B, and B follows A. Order means succession. 

It means preceding and following. It means super- and 

subordination. 1@2s8 Barth argues that 

man does not enjoy any privilege or advantage over woman, 
nor is he entitled to any kind of self-glorification, 
simply because in respect to the order he is man, and 
therefore A, and thus precedes and is superior in 
relation to man. 

Rather, Barth insists that 

this order simply directs him to the position which if he 
is obedient he can occupy only in humility, or materially 
only as he is ordered, related and directed to woman in 
preceding her, taking the lead as the inspirer, leader 

"~reen, I1Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and Men, 
229. Green also mentions other errors in this section. 



and initiator in their common being and action.u9 

ilOnly as he accepts her as fellow-humanity, only together with her, 

can he be the first in his relationship to her--the first in 

sequence which would have no meaning if she did not follow and 

occupy her own place in it. 

Barth argues that the woman does not "corne short of man in any 

way, nor renounce her right, dignity and honour." Because she is 

woman, and therefore BI she is necessarily behind and subordinate 

to man. This order directs her to her place; a place of which she 

should be proud and accept in freedom like the man. I1She, too, has 

to realise that she is ordered, related and directed to man and has 

thus to follow the initiative which he rnust t a k e . "  Barth continues 

by saying that, "properly speaking, the business of women, her task 

and function, is to actualise the fellowship in which man can only 

precede her , st imulating, leading and inspiring. ~l'~' The woman is 

"the second, the led, the one who rnust follow up the 

initiative. "262 

Barth, however, continues to stress the inner equality of man 

and woman: 

When it is a question of the true order which God the 
Creator has established, succession, and therefore 
precedence and following, super- and sub-ordination, does 
not mean any inner inequality between those who stand in 
this succession and are subject to this order. It does 



indeed reveal their inequality. But it does not do so 
without immediately confirming their equality. In so far 
as t demands subjection and obedience, it affects 
equally al1 whom it concerns. It does not confer any 
privilege or do any injustice. It lays a duty on all, but 
it gives to al1 their right. It does not deny honour to 
any, but gives to each his own honour? 

With regard to the order ,  which is not merely a self-imposed order 

but an order in the image of the Covenant which exists between 

Creator and creature, Jesus Christ and Church, Octavius Gaba 

insists that Barth 

reverts to his modalistic christology in which real 
distinctions and differences may be reduced to a monistic 
unity, e.g., Jesus  Christ the Lord, to God the Absolute 
1 or Subj ect . Barth' s modalistic christology allows him, - 
in Christ, to ignore the dominatim of the super- and 
subordination of male over fernale, and to regard them on 
equal footing. The reasoning of this kind of modalistic 
christology is similar to that of the Hegelian logic 
which in spite of the obvious disparity and injustice of 
the Master-slave relation, is able to regard each as 
free, and to treat each as if both were on an equal 
footing." 

In relation to the order, Barth refers to the Epistles of 

Paul. He refers to passages already discussed in III/ l ,  and III/2 

to describe the specific ordering of man as A and woman as B, as 

grounded in Christ 

Barth focuses on the Greek verb used to describe the woman's 

relationship to the man. Literally it means If ' to stand under, ' and 

'&~aba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the Relation of Triune 
Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of Karl Barth, " 190-191. 

265~ewett, Man as Male and Female, 79-80. See also Ford, Toward 
an Anthropology of Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine 
of the Male-Fernale Order as A and B with a Cornparison of the 
Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen M~ltrnann,~ 48-50. 



translated, 'to submit to,' O be in subjection O 'to be 

subject to,' 'to keep one's place.tu2M He states that 

subordination is the recurrent term for the description of womants 

relation to man in passages 1 Cor. 14:34, Col. 3:18, Sph. 5:22, 24, 

1 Tim. 2:11, Titus 2:s and 1 Peter 3:l. Barth explains that 

What is here expected of women in their relation to men - 
and mostly, but not exclusively, of wives towards their 
husbands - is in no sense to be conceived on the analogy 
of the relationship between subject and prince, 
subordinate and superior, or chattel and owner. O£ 
course, the word does speak of subordination, but in such 
a way that the emphasis is on a mutual adaption and co- 
ordination. 267 

We would stress that he states that the authority to which woman 

bows in her subordination to man is not that of the man, per se, 

but rather to that of the order t o  which both are subject. Barth 

adds that "as far as man in his sphere is obedient to the direction 

of the same Lord . . . he subordinates himself to woman." He 
stresses t h a t  I f i t  is nowhere said that men should assume a position 

of supexiority in relation to women, but that they should love them 

(Col. 3:19, E p h .  5:2S) ."2" 

With regard to the woman and her place as B, Barth further 

states that: 

Women are exhorted to and invited to accept their 
subordination to men not merely as a given fact but in 
clear self-consciousness, with free will and full 
responsibility, and especially to carry it out in the 
obedience of faith. It takes place in a free decision. 
And finally it is their decision, not in respect to men, 

2 M ~ e w e t t ,  Man as Male and Female, 79. 



but of the Lord and H h  ordinance This subordination of 
woman is primarily and essentially to the Lord and only 
secondarily and unessentially to man? 

The relation of the woman to the man is only r special form of 

obedience which the church owes to Jesus ~hrist,~'' We see here 

that Barth is drawing an analogy between the womants subordination 

to the man and the Church's obedience to Christ. 

Barth stresses that the subordination is real and it cannot be 

avoided. He makes reference once again to 1 Cor. 11:3 (Eph. 5 2 3 )  

which says that the man is theehead of the woman. 

In 1 Cor. 11:3 "the statement stands between the two 

Christological statements: The head of Christ is God and the head 

of every man is ~hrist."~~' Christ represents womants subordination 

to Christ's subordination to God. He states: 

Paul here asserts the existence of a ladder, man being 
for woman what Christ is for him and God for Christ, so 
that wornanrs relationship to Christ and God is mediated 
through her relationship to man, is not only 
intrinsically absurd but excluded by the order. This 
makes it plain that both the superiority and also the 
subordination in question first take place in Christ 
himsel f . 272 
Barth illustrates that it is Christ, not man, who is the basis 

of al1 subordination in the male-female relationship. 

On the one hand, Christ is the [headl of al1 authority 
and al1 power (Col. 2:10), and therefore that of man. As 
the visible image of the invisible Gad, and therpfore as 
the firstborn of the whole created world, He is the basis 

2 6 9 ~  bid . 
270f bid . 
271~bid. 



and sum of al1 authority in the world of creation. In 
incomparable exaltation, He stands above the dignity cf 
man, and if the latter is a bearer of an [authority] in 
relation to woman, this authority does not belorig 
properly to hirn but to Christ, whom he can only attest 
and represent as the true bearer of [authority]? 

Barth states that the woman is "surpassed in inferiority by the 

same Lord who surpasses the superiority of man. And if she has not 

the [authority] to man . . . she attests and expresses the 

incomparable lowliness of 

That the man is the head of the woman is therefore true 
in the unity between the deity and humanity, the 
sovereignty and service, the majesty and humility of the 
Lord. It is defined and limited by the superiority and 
inferiority which are actualised in ~im."' 

Therefore, if the man is to be the head of the woman this means 

that he is "the first, the leader, the initiator, the 

representative of the order which embraces them both." For the 

woman, this means that she is "the second, the led, the one who 

must follow up the initiative, standing in order represented by 

hirn.~~~~ Barth stresses that "their adaption to the order of which 

Jesus Christ is the Lord can lead ne i the r  to an over-estimation and 

glorification of man, nor give occasion to the suppression and 

oppression of woman. It is the order of freedom for both." 



Barth proceeds to discuss Ephesian 5 : 2 3 ,  the other passage in 

which man is called the head of the woman. He mentions that It 

differs from 1 Cor. 11 by the fact that it addresses the particular 

relationship between husband and wife but insists that the 

ordinance of marriage has exemplary significance for the entire 

relation between man and woman.n8 

Barth points to the main statement of verse 23, "even as 

Christ is the head of the Church, " to illustrate the correspondence 

between the relationship of woman with regard to man and the Church 

with regard to Christ. Barth sees that the subordination of woman 

to man is grounded in Christ. Man is the head of the woman in the 

same way that Christ is the head of the Church. It is the wornan not 

the man who represents the Church's obedience and subordination to 

Christ, Barth states: 

The concretely expressed reason for the order in question 
is thus characterised as obligatory on both sides, and 
therefore it is primarily the man who is summoned to 
assume and maintain his proper place within this order. 
It is also to be noted that especially since woman here 
is ciescribed as the body of man, and as such compared 
with the community in its relation to Christ, the 
advantage in this case seems to lie with the woman in her 
subordination to man .279 

The woman's cal1 to submission is "a special form of the basic 

exhortation addressed to al1 Christiansm. She is the mode1 that 

others are to follow. Barth states: 

A kind of primacy of woman not only in relation to man 
but to al1 these others emerges in the fact that she 
especially is invited to subordinate herself, for as she 

n 8 ~ ~  - III/4, 174. 
2 7 9 ~  bid . 



does so, she is tne protope of the community in its 
obedience to Jesus Christ, 

The Strons Man arid the Mature Woman 

Campbell makes the following point with regard to Barth's use 

of the term subordination: 

Because Barth is careful to place limitations on the 
meaning of subordination (and superordination), 
specification of these terms in actual human conduct is 
somewhat difficult. Indeed, Barth seems to avoid 
specificity in an attempt to avoid abuse. As with most of 
his ethical considerations, the 'order' between women and 
men is a 'commandf of God which cannot be ignored and 
which also cannot be confused with the encrustations of 
social customs. The most important, positive statement 
Barth can make is that the command is, in al1 
circumstances, to maintain the order itself, because 
through order come both dignity and w~rth.~~' 

Barth States that the divine command will Italways require from man 

that he should observe and maintain this order, whatever and in 

whatever circumstances man and woman meet and live together . 

According Barth, 

The man who confronts the woman in accordance with this 
order and therefore in obedience is always the strong 
man, which means the man who is conscious of his special 
responsibility for the maintenance of this order, and is 
engaged in practising it. It should be noted that it is 
not a question of his manly dignity and honour, even less 
of his masculine wishes and interests, but rather of his 

"'campbel1 , " Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barthf s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinityfrl 
85  - 



masculine responsibility for this or der.^^^^ 

The strong man will encourage the woman to assume her role. 

He will noc leave it to chance whether the order subsists 
and prevails. Nor will he wait for wornan to do her part 
in serving it. On the contrary, he will forestall her in 
this . m  

The strong man will not display an attitude of superiority toward 

his wife. 

And because for him, too, it is only a question of 
service, he will do so without arrogance or 
pretentiousness, but naturallyand without embarrassment. 
In doing so, he will not feel superior to woman. He will 
really be superior only in so far as he will primarily 
accept as his own a concern for the right communion of 
the sexes as secured by this order, and therefore for the 
order itself .'= 
For Barth, the strong man corresponds to the mature woman. 

This is the woman 

whose only thought is to take up the position which falls 
to her in accordance with this order, desiring nothing 
better than that this order should be in force, and 
realising that her own independence, honour and dignity, 
ber own special wishes and interests, are best secured 
within it .286 

The mature wornan is not r e s e n t f u l  but content in her assigned 

position in relation to the man. 

She feels no sense of inferiority or jealously in 
relation to her position. She will not just accept the 
man' s concern for the order and for herself , but she will 
be joyful and take pride in being a woman alongside man 



and in fellowship with him.m 

Barth States that "if things go well, the stïang man will süzmon 

woman to this maturity, and the mature woman will summon the man to 

be a strong man."" 

Barth proceeds to paint a contrasting picture of the man and 

woman who are disobedient to this order. The weak man is a tyrant. 

The tyrant i s  always disobedient in relation to this 
order. He need not be cruel or bad-tempered. There are 
quiet, gentle, amiable, easy-going tyrants who suit women 
only too well, and it is an open question in which form 
the male tyrant is worse or more dangerous. The 
distinctive characteristic of the tyrannical as opposed 
to the strong man is that he does not serve the order but 
makes the order serve himself. It interests hirn only in 
so far as he falsely supposes that it confers distinction 
upon him and gives him an advantage over woman. He 
changes it into an instrument for the seizing and 
exerting of power in favour of his supposed masculine 
dignity and honour, wishes and interests. It is not for 
him a duty, but a need and a pleasure, to take precedence 
of woman. It is for him an end in itself to take 
advantage of ber?' 

The disobedient woman is the complacent woman who "plays up to 

him allowing such behavior to impress and please her, and in fact 

actually inviting it."" She is %is pl iab le  kitten, his 

flattering mirror.' She forgets that she, too, has a role to play 

in maintaining the order."' 

A male-female relationship which is not based on the proper 



92 

understanding and application of the order will only lead to 

Itweakness , rebelliousness and a struggle for power. lt2= For Barth, 

the order is rnaintained only by the strong man and the mature women 

who in ultimate submission to Christ, serve the order t~gether.~'~ 

Summarv of CD II1/4 

Barth talks of freedom in fellowship, in the male-female 

relationship. He States that man is destined to be a covenant- 

partner of God in creation, thus this characterizes man's being as 

being in encounter with fellow-man. God is a triune God who calls 

humanity to fellow-humanity. 

Barth reminds us that the male-female relationship rests upon 

a structural and functional distinction. He adds that when faced by 

the divine command, humanity is directed to freedom in the 

encounter of male and female. In light of this, Barth sees that the 

command of Gad rules out certain vlews of the male-female 

relationship, particularly in marriage. Barth also warns against an 

29L~ord, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barthr s Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmannru 54. 
Referring to III/4, 178-180. 

293~or further discussion on Barth's strong man and mature woman 
see Gaba, "Being and Order: An Analysis of the Relation of Triune 
Being and Creaturely Order in the Theology of Karl Barth, If 194-196. 
See also Jennings, "Reclaiming the Creature: Anthxopological Vision 
In the Thought of Anthanasius of Alexandria and Karl Barth," 367- 
368 and Campbell, "Imago Trinitatis: An Appraisal of Karl Barth's 
Doctrine of the Trinityru 87-88. 
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overemphasis on the male-female relationship, particularly on sex 

within the relation. Sexuality must be put in proper perspective. 

For Barth, marriage is a form of the male-fernale relationship. He 

provides seven definitive statementu. 

Barth maintains that God commands three principles with regard 

to the male-female relationship. The first is faithfulness to one's 

own sex. Within this context, he says that he rejects any kind of 

phenomenology or typology of the sexes. Barth reinforces his point 

of faithfulness to one's sex with reference again to Paul in I Cor. 

11, with women refusing to Wear the veil. He criticizes al1 

attempts to overcome the differences between men and women 

condemning bi-semiality, homosexuality and abstract humanity. 

Barth proceeds to discuss the second principle which defines 

the male-female relationship. True humanity can only be achieved in 

the relationship of male and female, as man relates to woman and as 

woman relates to man. 

With regard to the freedom in the community of men and women, 

Barth examines Galatians 3:28. According to Barth, this passage is 

still true. The difference is that for Barth, being one in Christ, 

and standing upon an equal footing means that male and female are 

what they are for themselves, as they are ordered, related and 

directed to one another. 

The third principle of the male-f emale relat ionship is that 

humanity was created as male and female and as such, they each 

stand in a particular position in a definite order. 

Barth's ordering of the sexes is given its full expression in 
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his designation of man as A and woman as B. He states that male and 

female are equal in "inner dignityu but "unequalot in that they are 

different and occupy a particular and individual position which 

camot be exchanged. He stresses that they are equal in respect to 

their mutual dependence upon each other. 

Like the letters A and B, they are always repeated in the same 

seqyence. Order means succession. Therefore, the male is called to 

be the inspirer, leader and initiator. The woman is the second, the 

led, the one who must follow up the initiative. This order simply 

directs both to their proper position. Man is to occupy his 

position in humility. The woman is to be proud of her position and 

accept her place in freedom like the man. 

In relation to t h e  order, Barth refers to the Epistles of Paul 

and states that subordination is the recurrent term for the 

description of woman's relation to man. Barth argues that the word 

must be interpreted as rneaning mutual adaption and CO-ordination. 

The authority to which woman bows in her subordination to man, is 

not to that of the man, per se, but rather to that of the order to 

which both are subject. Barth illustrates that Christ is the basis 

of al1 subordination in the male-female relationship. 

Barth proceeds to discuss Ephesians 5 :23 drawing an analogy 

between the subordination of woman to man and the Christian 

communlty's subordination to Christ. 

Barth states t h a t  the divine comrnand will always require that 

the man observe and maintain this order, no matter the 

circumstances in which man and woman are together. According to 
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Barth, the order is maintained only by the strong man and the 

mature woman who in ultimate s-&mission to Christ, serve the order 

together . 



CHAPTER V 

Evaluation and Criticnie of Karl Barth's Treatment of the 

.Male-Female Relationshi~ 

The first part of this chapter deals with a number of proposed 

problems related to Barth' s understanding of the male- f emale 

relationship. They are divided into subsections according to 

subject area. Each section is followed by a discussion on how Barth 

would respond to these criticisms. Each section concludes with an 

evaluation of the preceding arguments. The second part discusses 

the positive aspects of Barth's theology and its relevance for 

today. A third and final part draws together the elements in the 

preceding sections and offers some further remarks by way of a 

conclusion. 

PART 1 

The Problem of Analow 

Barth draws an analogy between Christ's subordination to God 

the Father on the cross with woman's subordination to man. Man 

corresponds to God the Father and woman corresponds to Christ. 

However, Joann Ford, Elouise Fraser and Emma Justes argue that the 

male-female relationship cannot correspond to the divine-human 

relationship represented in Christ.*% 

=~ord, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 97. 
See also, Fraser, "Karl Barth's Doctrine of Humanity: A 
Reconstructive Exercise in Feminist Narrative Theology." See also 



Barth refers to Phil. 2 :6f to illustrate Christ's obedience on 

the cross. Christ is the foundation of al1 subordination in the 

realm of creation. Barth asks: 

Who can stmd lower before God than the One whom God made 
to be sin for us (2 Cor. 5:21)? Certainly not woman in 
her subordination to man! She is surpassed in inferiority 
by the same Lord who surpasses the superiority of man. 
And if she has not the [authority] of man, this very fact 
must be the means by which she attests and expresses the 
incomparable lowliness of Christ. That the man is the 
head of the woman is therefore true in the unity between 
the deity and humanity, the sovereignty and service, the 
majesty and humility of the Lord. It is defined and 
limited by the su eriority and inferiority which are 
actualized in Kim. Ji 

For Barth, Christ is the ultimate representative of this order. 

Barth refers to 1 Cor. 11:3 as well. 1 Cor. 11:3 states, "The head 

of every man is Christ and the head of woman is man." Barth 

demonstrates that Christ is suboxdinate to God the Father as woman 

is to man. Robert Willis also points out that Christ's 

subordination to God is analogous to woman's subordination to 

man. 296 

There is a superordination and subordination between the 

Father and the Son in Christ's obedience on the cross, however it 

is within the one being of the Godhead within the different modes 

of existence. Barth states: 

In his mode of being as the Son, he fulfills the divine 
subordination (gottliche Unterordnung) just as the Father 
in His Mode of being as the Father fulfills the divine 

Emma Justes, "Theological Reflections on the role of Women in 
Church and Society," Journal of Pastoral Care 33 (1979), 52. 

%obert Willis, The Ethics of Karl Barth, 338. 



superiority (gottliche Uberordnung) . In humility, as the 
Son who complies, He is the same as in the Father in 
majesty, as the Father who disposes, He is the same 
consequence (and obedience) as the Son as in the Father 
in origin. He is the same as the Son, Le. as the self- 
posited God, (the eternally begotten of the Father).2w 

Barth compares this subordination of Christ to God the Father in 

his obedience on the cross with the womanls subordination to the 

man. 

Ford 

Barth states: 

Why not rather a particular being in the glory of the one 
equal Godhead in whose inner order there is also, in 
fact, this dimension, the direction downwards, which has 
its own dignity? Why should not Our way of finding a 
lesser dignity and significance in what takes the second 
and subordinate place (male-fernale) (the wife to her 
husband) need to be corrected in the light of the 
homousia of the modes of divine being? . . . . As we look 
at Jesus Christ we cannot avoid the astounding conclusion 
of a divine obedience. Therefore, we have to draw the no 
less astounding deduction that in the equal Godhead, the 
one God is, in fact, the one and also another, that He is 
indeed a First and a Second, One who rules and commands 
in majesty and one and the ~ther.~'~ 

maintains that this is a false analogy. She states that 

"Christ represents al1 creaturely sin and abasement before God. In 

his reconciliation, the God-man, Jesus Christ does for us on the 

cross what we cannot do in reconciliation. It is an intra- 

trinitarian event between God the Father and Jesus Christ, the 

Jesus Christ as the divine-human cannot represent a human- 

human relationship, 

"~o rd ,  ItToward an Anthropology of Mutuaiity: A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Fernale Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 101. 



Barth also argues that male superiority over the female 

relates to both God's lordship over Israel and Christ's over t h e  

Church. A n  analogy is  drawn. God'ç authority over humanity in their 

covenantal relationship is the basis for the male's authority over 

the female, 

While Emma Justes states that Barth's use of analogy to 

explain the imago dei is effective, the analogy in which h e  

compares the male-female relationship with the relationship between 

God and Israel, Jesus Christ and the Church is faulty. She s t a t e s ,  

Barth is involved in a comparison of a relationship 
between God and humanity with a relationship within 
humanity. The apples and oranges are al1 mixed up and the 
result is misleading. Man begins to look more like God 
than like the human being he is. And Barth provides fuel 
for a tyranny which he has tried to defeat?' 

In the New Testament, the relationship between God and 

humanity is reflective of the relationship between Christ and his 

community. The relation between Christ and the Christian community 

arises from the relation between Yahweh and Israel. The male-female 

relationship based Christ' s relation the Church 

mirrors God's relation with ~srael."' Ford says that 

Barth appears to make the analogy of relationship between 
the Creator-creature apply to the male-female 
relationship. In the subordination which exists between 
God and his creatures between God and his creatures, we 
see that Barth makes the same relationship apply to t h e  

MO~ustes, uTheological Reflections on the Role of Women in 
Church and Society, l t  52. 

ML~ord, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann," 106. 
Referring to CD III/2, 299. 



male-female relationship? 

She goes on to quote Rarth: 

It will always be this man who is confronted with the 
command of God in the ethical event--Godls creature and 
covenant partner, the pardoneci sinner, the child of God 
who even in the present is already expectant and certain 
of his eternal future. This man is the other participant 
in this event. He is wholly secondary and subordinate to 
the first; indeed, it is only by the first that he is 
what he is. Yet it is he with his concrete 
characteristics who is this participant [as male and 
female] 

This analogy further shows, she says, that womanls subordination to 

man is established in Christ, Man is the head of the Eemale like 

Christ is the Head of the Church. The Christian community's 

subordination to Christ is analogous to female subordination to 

man. She insists that this is a false analogy because "Barth 

establishes an untenable correspondence between the creaturely 

relationship of male-female with the divine-human relationship: the 

Christ-Church typology implies a God-creature relation (Yahweh with 

Israel) .n304 She finds it difficult to understand how the 

relationship of male and female, which is a relationship betweez 

two humans, can be analogous to a relationship between humans and 

a divine being. She argues that "this analogy borders on idolatry 

since it makes the male representative of Christ or God in relation 

to the woman who represents the ~ h u r c h . ~ ~  Fraser would agree. She 

m~bid., 106. 

m~bid. Referring to III/4, 26. 

m~bid., 107. 

30Z~bid, 113. 



states that Italthough Barth insists that he has not given the man 

divine status, t is still the case that the man has a Godlike 

status in relation to the woman in that he is accorded irreversible 

priority over ber."= 

In response to these criticisms, we must first review Barth's 

understanding of the source of theology. For Barth, al1 knowledge 

about God derives from God himself. Hurnan experience can not lead 

us to the truth. Because of sin, we do not have access to direct 

knowledge about our Creator. It is only through divine revelation 

through Jesus Christ that we can come to know God and ourselves. 

There is, however, the possibility of knowledge of God and 

language about God. It is only by God through the "restorative or 

recreative power of the Word, Sesus Christ1' that this is made 

possible. Because of the Word, the human which is entirely unlike 

God cornes to share an affinity with God; it is 

an adapting of man to the Word of God. In faith, as he 
really receives Godfs Word, man becomes apt to receive 
it. . . . There can be no receiving of God's Word unless 
there is something common to the  speaking G c d  and hearing 
man in this event, a similarity for al1 the dissimilarity 
irnplied by the distinction between God and man, a point 
of contact between God and man, if we may now adopt this 
term too . 'O7 

Therefore, from the begiming of the Dosmatics, Barth makes 

two important assertions with regard to humanity. First, humans are 

entirely different from God and incapable of direct or independent 

 raser, "Karl Bartht s Doctrine of Humanity : A Reconstruct ive 
Exercise in Feminist Narrative Theologytn 207. 

W"~ampbell, "Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Bartht s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, 
26. Referring to CD I/1, 238. 



knowledge of God because of sin. But second, "through the free 

self-expression of God in the Word, humans are able to know God and 

to be related to ~ o d . " ~  Therefore, humanityfs attempts to compare 

the being of God with the being of man through natural reason are 

destined to fail, for a relation between God and our language 

exists only by the grace of God through faith. 

Barth argues that it is only through analogy that our words 

and concepts concerning God find their true meaning. "We cannot 

open Our mouths, he says, V o  speak about God without recourse to 

the promise that w e  shall speak the truth in the analogy of his 

truth itself . u309 

Barth stresses, however, that he is speaking of an analogy, 

nothing less and nothing more. He States: 

There can be no question of anything more than an 
analogy. The differentiation and relationship betweenthe 
1 and Thou in the divine being, in the sphere of the 
Elohim, are not identical with the differentiation and 
relationship between male and female. That it takes this 
f orm in man, corresponding to the bi-sexuality of animals 
too, belongs to the creatureliness of man rather than the 
divine likeness. It also belongs to his creatureliness 
that the relationship between the I and Thou in man takes 
place only in the form of the differentiation and 
relationship between the two different individuals, 
whereas in the case of God they are included in the one 
individual .'Io 

We often use the term uanalogyul to refer to any form of 

comparison. It is understood that in an analogy w e  are dealing with 

a comparison which is only partial. At the same the, there are 



points of likeness or similarity as well as points of difference or 

unlikeness. Barth a2plies this simple definition throughout the 

~ogmatics.~~' Without a doubt, Barth makes it very clear the kind 

of correspondence to which he is referring. "Analogy, even as the 

analogy of relation, does not entai1 likeness but the 

correspondence of the unlike . Because the creature cannot be 

'llikell God, analogies can only be cornparisons of the "unlikes . " 
Between God and man there is, therefore for Barth, not an analogy 

of being (analogia entis) but an analogy of relation (analogia 

relationis) . 

We cannot forget that Barth insists that an analogy refers to 

both likeness and unlikeness. Barth States: 

Man cannot be the creator and Savior of men, or the man 
of the woman. On the other hand, it belongs to the very 
essence of the copy modelled on this pattern that the man 
should be with the woman, that he should not will to be 
without her, and that he should therefore love her as 
himsel f . 

Barth always rerninds us that God and humanity are two completely 

d i f f e r e n t  kinds of being who never have been and never w i l l  be 

exactly the same. Their similarity rnakes their fellowship possible 

and their dissimilarity insures the identity of ea~h.~'* Arnold B. 

Come stresses the fact that, "Barth wrote most of the Domatics as 

31'~orne, An Introduction to Barth1 s Doqmatics For Preachers , 
142. 

3'2CD - III/l, 196. 

3 " ~ ~  - 111/2, 316. 

314~ome, An Introduction to Bartht s Doqmatics for Preachers, 
151. 



a slashing attack against a theology that he accused of leaving 

manf s destiriy in his own hands and of suggesting even a deif ication 

of 

We, therefore, conclude that the charge that Barth draws a 

false analogy is unjustified. Barth qualifies the kind of analogy 

to which he is referring. The analogy is valid according to the 

commonly understood definition of analogy. 

We maintain that these analogies hold and t h a t  we can get a 

relatively clear idea of what Barth had intended by his concept of 

analogy as it applies to these relationships. As Robert Willis 

points out, however, the problem that might emerge would be at the 

point of determining what "complete sirnilarity along with complete 

dissimilaritytl would mean, and where the emphasis , respect ively, 

would fall.'16 David Miel1 would agree. The difficulty is in making 

the boundary between similarity and difference explicit and clear 

enough. A lot of the criticism of Barth's analogy of relations 

concerns exactly this kind of ambiguity."' 

Regarding the relation between the F a t h e r  and the Son in the  

Trinity, Willis and Corne assert that it is difficult to understand 

how it can possibly be argued that it is an occurrence, much less 

the basic occurrence of the 1-Thou encounter without going against 

Barth's doctrine of the Trinity. Barth maintains that the 

"%illis, The Ethics of K a r l  Barth, 237. 

"7~iell, "Barth on Persons in Relationship: A Case for Further 
Ref iection? , 555. 



distinctions allowable within the Trinity do not denote upersonsu 

but rather are suggestive of eternal "modes of being" within t h e  

one person of ~od.~'* It is here that Willis and Come Say that - 
Barth is in grave danger of compromising his doctrine of t h e  

Trinity or his doctrine of man. If the relations between man and 

woman and man and God are I-Thou relations, if these are considered 

to be an analogy of the relationship between Father and Son in the 

Trinity, then it is difficult to see what sense can be made of this 

unless Father and Son are regarded as distinct persons. If this iç 

the case, then Bartht s doctrine of the Trinity is compromised. 

This, of course, Barth rejects. Therefore, in carrying out t h e  

analogy to its basis, one must, instead, see t h e  intra-Trinitarian 

relation between the modes of Father and Son as the suprerne 

occurrence of the 1-Thou encounter. This, in Willis' opinion, "is 

an extremely queer formulation and it is quite unclear what meaning 

can be attached to it." And Barth's definition of analogy as - 
"complete similarity along with complete dissimilarityu does not 

make things any ~learer.~'~ Arnold B. Come agrees. He States: 

Barth cannot have I t  both ways and still speak 
meaningfully. Either the relation enclosed within God is 
not like the interpersonal relation 1 have with another 
man, and then the 1-Thou terminology is improperly 
applied to God, or Father, and Son are in an 
interpersonal relation as men are and then the Trinity 
consists of three real persons . 320 

3'%illis, The Ethics of Karl Barth, 238-239. 

320~ome, An Introduction to Bartht s Dosmatics for Preachers, 
157. 
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In response, Barth would Say that the manner in which we speak 

about God, cari never fully possess the complete truth of God. 

Humanity can never control or manipulate the Creator. Our language 

is only a reflection of the truth of Godfs being as we speak of him 

through faith in Jesus Christ. 

We would maintain that the stress on likeness of being despite 

differentiation is a useful concept in understanding both the 

inner-trinitarian relationship and the male-fernale relationship, 

even if it entails a certain degree of ambiguity. 1s this not 

inevitable due to the subject matter? 

The Problem of Lanauaae 

Cynthia Campbell takeç up the question of lang~age.~'' She 

discusses whether or not the concept of subordination necessarily 

involves the ideas of inferiority and inequality. She points out 

that Our ordinary language and experience would seem to af f irm that 

it does. She illustrates this by quoting a standard definition of 

%~bordinate.~ It states that a %ubordinateM is one "belonging to 

an inferior rank, grade, class, order, and hence dependent upon the 

authority or power of the other. lu" Therefore, if one is the 

subordinate of another, this means that he or she must obey the 

orders of the other. To be a subordinate implies that one has less 

"l~ampbell, Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barth' s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, " 
166-170. 

3*0~ford Enslish Dictionarv, 1933 ed., S.V. I1subordinate.lt 
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rights and privileges. Even the roots of "inferiorM and 

"subordinatefl are comparable. "InferiorM is related to a Latin root 

meaning "sitùated below," while "s~bordination~~ means to be 

located under. u323 

Taking up the more difficult question of whether or not a 

subordinate can be the equal of a superordinate, she affirms that 

it depends on the situation and proceeds to cite examples. She 

states that "subordination and equality can be compatible as long 

as subordination is construed in a functional rather than an 

ontological way . la' She contends that the problem for Barth is 

that, while he argues that subordination does not contradict 

equality of male and female in terms of their basic humanity, he 

also argues that the difference between them is not functional . The 
dif ference between man and woman is the result of creation. This is 

a distinction which cannot be changed. "The problem is that this is 

an idiosyncratic use of language differing £rom ordinary experience 

so much as to create significant doubt as to what is in fact 

rneant.~'~ Campbell argues that the term %ubordinationU should not 

be used to describe 

"equalM or "mutual. 

implies a reciprocal 

that is not the case 

a relationship which is also described as 

She states that "each of the latter terms 

interchange upon which both depend in a way 

for a relation of 'subordinationt where the 

3U~bid. , S .  v .  "inf eriorn1 and "subordinate . 
324~ampbell, " Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Bartht s 

Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, 
168. 
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dependence is clearly al1 on one  ide.^^'" 

CliffordGreen stresses that superordination and subordination 

must take on almost the opposite of their "ordinaryu meanings to be 

compatible with Barthf s definition. 327 We must , therefcre, review 

Barth's understanding of language in order to respond to this 

criticism. 

According to Barth, God uses human language in the form of 

analogies to reveal himself to humanity. God is the source of the 

similarity so the words employed really do make known something of 

the reality of God: "man with his human word 'similarity' 

participates in the (as such) incomprehensible sirnilarity which is 

posited in Godt s t m e  revelation, so that in it God participates in 

man and his human word . 
Barth maintains that it is God who initiates language about 

himself, It is not the result of human observation or reason. For 

example, Barth insists that when we cal1 God "Father" and llSonl@ 

this usage is not dependent on "underlying views and concepts in 

Our thought and language;" rather, Ifin a way which is 

incornprehensible and concealed £rom us, but in the incontestable 

priority of the Creator over the creature, God Himself is the 

"clifford Green, "Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and 
Men, " 229 .  



Father and the Son. 113s Not only does God use hurnan words , he is 

the source of their real meaning. Kathleen Bliss also recognizes 

that for Barth "an essential part of progress . . . is to rescue 
words and conceptions from corruption by restoring to them their 

proper meaning . 
Therefore, Barth argues that the structure of superordination 

and subordination is consistent with either the equality of men and 

women or the mutuality of the relationship. Barth insists that the 

subordination of the Son to the will of the Father does not 

indicate any inequality. Therefore, the order may be applied to the 

male-Eemale in the same way, without there being any contradiction 

between equality and subordination. Barth States: 

Does subordination in God necessarily involve an - 
inferiority, and therefore a deprivation, a lack? Why not 
rather a particular being in the glory of the one equal 
Godhead, in whose inner -order there is also, in f act , 
this dimension, the direction outward, which has its own 
dignit~?'~' 

Perichoresis is a term which means t8mutual indweIlingM or 

"mutual interpenetrationfl. It refers to the understanding of both 

the Trinity and Christology. "The Son can be subordinate to the 

Father but yet equal to Him in His full participation in the 

32g~ampbell, "Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barth' s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity, " 
211. Referring to CD II/1, 229. 

3M~athleen Bliss, "Male and Fernale," Theolow 55 (June 19521, 



dignity, power and glory of di~inity."')~ Barth says of this, that 

l'the divine modes of being mutually condition and permeate one 

another so completely that one is always in the other t w o . ~ ~ ~ '  Both 

Cynthia campbel13% and Robert ~i1I.i~'~~ point out t h a t  Barth 

places great stress on the idea of perichoresis as a way of 

explaining the three-in-oneness (triunity) of God. 

In the ordering of the sexes subordination w i t h o u t  inferiority 

is required. A . J .  ~c~elway'M and Richard ~rown'~' both believe 

that Barth has applied perichoresis to anthropology, namely the 

functions of male and fernale. Brown States: 

In reflecting back on perichoresis, however, if created 
man as male and female actually is the image of God, and 
if there thus does exist an analosia relationis between our 
CO-humanity and the divine life in which the latter impinges 
upon the former, then one may expect, in light of the 
Domaticst inherent consistencies, that the perichoretic 
interpenetration of subordination and equality in the Trinity 
must a l s o  be expressed in human being. Thus, this renders 
Barth's subordination-without-inferiority more 
understandable. 

We have explained that for Barth, ordinary language does not 

332~rown, "The Irnzge of God : Theological E thics for Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 139. 

3M~ampbell, " Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of Karl Barthr s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of t h e  Trinity, 
1 7 4 .  

33s~il l is ,  The Ethics of Karl Barth, 122. 

336~. J. McKeiway, IlThe Concept of Subordination in Bartht s 
Special Ethics.In Scottish Journal of Theolo- 32 (1979), 345,  

"~rown, IlThe Image of God : Theological Ethics for Human 
Creative Genetic Engineering," 139. 
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apply to God except by God's own use of human language. He argues 

that an appeal to ordinary language has little or no relevance. He 

contends that words need to be rescued from corruption by restoring 

to them their proper meaning. For Barth, subordination does not 

involve the ldea of inferiority and inequality. He has expressed 

this very clearly in his treatment of the male-female relationship. 

We would, therefore, argue along with Barth that his use of the 

word subordination, in the context in which it is used, is entirely 

appropriate. 

Selection of Biblical Texts 

Barth is accused of deliberately interpreting scripture in a 

way which supports the ordering of male. and female in Christ. 

Clifford Green maintains that 

he systematizes, and hence stabilizes, the whole range of 
New Testament texts on men and women. Accordingly, texts 
which have a radically liberating impact on sema1 roles 
are synthesized with those which speak of wornen's 
subordination - though Barth strives mightily and to a 
considerable degree succeeds, to subvert the latter by 
the former. ''' 

Green insists that Barth undermines liberating texts such as Gai. 

3:28, 1: Cor. 1 : - 2 ,  Eph. 5:S1, 2Sf., Col, 3 :19 with 

subordination texts such as 1 Cor. 11:l-9, 14:34-36, Eph. 5:22£f, 

Col, 3:18, 1 Tim. 2:llff, Tit. 2 5 ,  I Peter 3:l in order 

stabilize the meaning of the New Testament to insure woman's 

33g~reenf If Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and Men, " 
220. 



subordination to man in christ? Paul Jewett agreesSY1 

Joann Ford cites Barth exegesis of Gal. 3:28 as a clear 

example of this. For Barth, this passage supports the order as 

established by Christ. The statement Jesus Christ there is 

neither male nor fernale," but they are Ilone in Himn to mean that 

both man and woman may exist in the freedom of Jesus Christ, if 

they accept their proper place which is dictated by order. Barth, 

therefore, concludes that the passage does not do away with the 

distinction of male and female but further supports the order based 

in christ .N2 

The same can be said of the 1 Cor. 11 passage. Patricia Remy 

contends that Barth's exegesis is biased to support his ordering of 

the male-female relationship. She states: 

With respect to the 1 Cor. 11 passage, it is interesting 
to note that Barth uses those verses which scggest a 
hierarchical ordering of man to woman, i.e. 7 and 8, but 
not those verses, Le., 11 and 12 which suggest the 
foppositef of the order: reciprocity and eq~ality?~ 

Ford argues that Barth chooses to accept the New Testament 

texts uncritically. She insists that he fails to apply the 

%ewett, Man as Male and Female, 84-86. 

"'~ord, Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Cornparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann, 101. 

%'~atricia Remy, "Karl Barth's Theology of Man and Woman, 
uncompleted dissertation, University of Basle, Switzerland, 1978, 
Section 1, 46. Taken from Ford, I1Toward an Anthropology of 
Mutuality: A Critique of Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female 
Order as A and B with a Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of 
Jurgen Moltmann,I1 62. 



historical-critical method "to recognize that he is using 

culturally conditioned texts which reflect an ancient patriarcha: 

social bias . l1 She points to Barth's own understanding of the Z i b l e  . 

In Church Dosmatics 1/1 he states that "the Bible is a witcess of 

divine revelation which is written by humans." According to Barth, 

Ilthe Holy Scriptures must be read and understood historically as 

written in a specific place and time, by humans in a particular 

historical context.~~ Barth states: 

The demand for a 'historical' understanding of the Bible 
necessarily means, in content, that we have to take it 
for what it undoubtedly is and meant to be; the human 
speech uttered by specific men at specific times in a 
specif ic situation in a specif ic language with a specific 
intention? 

In his exegesis for the male-fernale relationship, Barth does 

not follow his own guidelines for interpreting the Bible in an 

historical context. He does not use the historical-critical 

approach "to differentiate the Word of God from the words of 

Green agrees. He states that Barth Itwill not take seriously 

the social and historical conditioning which the subordination 

tex ts  presuppose and promote. 11" He maintains that if Barth had 

just admitted that there is an obvious conflict between 

w~ord, "Toward an Anthropology of Mutuality : A Critique of 
Karl Barth's Doctrine of the Male-Female Order as A and B with a 
Comparison of the Panentheistic Theology of Jurgen Moltmann,~ 62. 

347~reen, t1 Liberat ion Theology? Karl Barth on Women and Men, 
230. 
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patriarchal-subordination texts and those which speak of full 

equality, freedom and partnership of women and men, he could have 

disregarded the concept of subordination completely."' Krister 

Stendahl proposes that if Barth would have gone further along this 

line, "he would have better fulfilled the liberating spirit and 

intent of his ethic of the sexes."M9 Paul Jewett expresses the 

same sentiment. He states that if Barth had just followed through 

with his own theology of man as male and fernale he would have 

arrived at the obvious conclusion; "that there is no absolute, 

invariable super- and subordination between the sexes at the human 

level . tt350 
While it does appear that Barth systematizes the New Testament 

texts, in response, he would argue that in interpreting the 

passages he has used a trinitarian hermeneutic which is more 

foundational than a cultural one. Once again, he would insist that 

subordination is an acceptable biblical concept when understood 

correctly. 

Marriaqe as the ltTelosH of the Male-Female Relationshi~ 

Barth examines the relationship between man and woman, both 

BgKrister Stendahl, The Bible and the Role of Women: A Case 
Studv in Hermeneutics (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 19661, 25ff. 
Taken from Green, I1Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and 
Menrfl 230. 

3So~ewett, Man as Male and Female, 85. 



within the marriage context and outside of this particular 

relationship. He patterns every male and female relationship to 

some extent, after the relationship between husband and wife. Since 

the male-fernale relationship senres as a mode1 for the relationship 

between God and humanity, as well as al1 human relationships. 

"marriage as a potential if not actual relationship is made central 

for determining the humanity of al1 relationships.I1 Elouise Fraser 

points out that by making marriage central, Barth does not mean 

that every relationship between a man and a woman should be a 

marriage relationship. Rather, he means that 'al1 relationships of 

any type must somehow affirm marriage between one man and one woman 

as the relationship within which cohumanity is capable of its 

highest expression.11351 Therefore, there are degrees of cohumanity. 

Not al1 relationships are capable of full cohumanity. She contends 

that it follows, then, that a nonmarriage relationship can never 

achieve full cohumanity. In making male and female as 

the basic structural differentiation between human 
beings, Barth choose a distinction that both cuts across 
and includes al1 other distinctions between human beings. 
However, by using husband and wife as the paradigm for 
male and female, Barth compromises his original choice by 
making it more exclusive than it needs to be.3" 

Fraser insists that 

Instead of applying equally to every human being, it 
suggests that there is one relationship in particular 
which has an exalted status insofar as it offers the only 
context within which full cohurnanity can be experienced. 
Thus, the husband-wife mode1 shares in the problems 

35L~raser, I1Karl Bartht s Doctrine of Humanity : A Reconstructive 
Exercise in Ferninist Narrative Theologyt1I 217. 



associated with maie priority; it makes an automatic 
division between the favored (males, married people) and 
the not so favored (women, single people) , leaving the . 
latter to be grateful fo r  what they have received, while 
simultaneously being forced to acknowledge that the 
better portion lies elsewhere, and khat they must 
constantly render it due honor for no apparent reason ;rt 
ail. 3" 

In response to this criticism, Barth would deny that some 

people are favored over others. Everyone is equal, regardless of 

status, when viewed within the context of the command of God. 

To Barth' s credit , we would argue that he has put marriage and 

sexuality in proper perspective by making male and f emale the basic 

structural differentiation between human beings. He sees the male- 

female relationship as I1not coincident with marriager1l3" and 

discusses the male-female relationship within this broader context 

as well as within marriage, He removes sexual intercourse from the 

focus of the male-female relationship, claiming for it its proper 

place. 355 

Willie Jennings states that, for Barth, "marriage is not its 

basis nor does rnarriage authenticate the male-female relation, 

rather the relation is the basis of marriage.~~'~ It is within this 

primary relationship that men and women may hear God's cal1 to 

marriage. He states: 

Marriage, for Barth, is nothing more or less than Godfs 

3'6~e~ingsf I1Clairning the Creature: Anthropological Vision in 
the Thought of Athanasius of Alexandria and K a r l  Barthu, 341. 



specific cal1 to some te life-partnership. Such a true 
partnership is meant to reflect the contingent and 
flexible nature of the male-fernale relation. It is 
partnership open towarS God, attentive to the divine 
command and yielded to obedience. Because marriage is an 
open reality subj ect to the contingency of our fellowship 
with the living God, it cannot be a necessity, rather it 
is a cal1 that is displayed only in Our choice to marry 
or not to marry. 
female relation, 

While people are 

We, in -this proper scope of the male- 
are free to marry or not to marry.'" 

free to marry or not to marry it cannot be 

denied that most Christians choose to marry. We contend that Barth 

is justified in making marriage central. He puts both marriage and 

sexuality in proper perspective. 

Problems Related to the O r d e r  

Barth stresses that both man and woman have equal dignity, but 

that they are not interchangeable. While man has a priority which 

must not undermine the equal dignity of male and fernale, Barth 

presents an irreversible order of A and B. According to Barth, the 

difference betweenmale and female exists primarily in the position 

and in the particular role that each is assigned, not in their 

nature per se. There is a functional inequality in this order; the 

man must be the one to lead and the woman the one to follow. While 

Barth's intention Fs for mutual adaption and CO-ordination of man 

and woman within an ordered sequence, he uses the words 

superordination and subordination to describe this order. This 

ordering of the sexes is the element of Barth's treatment of the 



male-female relationship which has led to the most criticism, £rom 

feminist and non-feminist theologians alike. 

Rosemary Ruether speaks of the limiting effect of this analogy 

for women. She States: 

But this same analogy, read back as normative for 
marriage and social relations, shows its limiting effects 
for women. The analogy confines women to only one type of 
personality development: Submission in relation to God, 
clergy and husband. Men, on the other hand, are allowed 
to develop their personalities out of both s i d e s  of the 
analogy, they cultivate fernale traits in relation to God 
or divinely ordained authority figures over them. But 
they can also cultivate the traits of lordship over women 
and-children or servants, for whom they repcesent Godls 
Word . 
Elizabeth Clark says that according to Barth, people are in 

some way "basically determined in their functions and personality 

characteristics by their sex.11359 She points out that the idea that 

there is "a special 'vocation' attached to oners sex is 

particularly irksome to feminists."'" She argues that Barth 

appears to be completely ignorant of "the great variation in sexual 

roles and behavior as uncovered by psycho-sexual research. n361 

Robert Willis also notes that Barth does not take into account 

modern disciplines of psychology, sociology, anthropology and the 

35a~osemary Radford Ruether, ItMarriage as a Sign of the 
Covenant, in The Liberatins Bond, Covenants-Biblical a?& 
Contem~orarv by Wolfgang Roth and Rosemary Radford Ruether (New 
York: Friendship Press, 1978), 56. 

35g~lizabeth Clark, Women and Reiicrion: A Feminist Sourcebook 
of Christian Thoucrht (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1977) , 
243. 
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social sciences which help theological interpretation.'" Jurgen 

~oltmann-'" and Clif ford Green agree . Bartht s theological method, 

whatever its other virtues, does not seek out and engage relevant 

material £rom disciplines like psychology and so~iology.~~~~ 

For Barth, God allows for human freedom only within the 

confines of a particular framework with assigned positions and 

functions for man and woman. He seems to permit f reedom of male and 

female only within the order of A and B. Man initiates, then woman, 

in freedom, can only respond? Christine Ford States that llthis 

is not authentic mutuality in freedom since there is no genuine 

reciprocity in which man and woman in different situations can 

either initiate or respond. 

Clifford Green asserts that "initiatives and responses should 

come from both partners depending on their particular gifts, 

temperarnents, previous experience, and sensitivities.~ In his 

opinion, Barth compromises Christian freedom by designating the 

role of "leadingV to the man and Hfollowingu to the woman. " F o r  in 

spite of al1 his denials, it is limiting the woman (not to mention 

burdening the man) to correlate initiative and response to 

3a~illis, The Ethics of Karl Barth, 385. 

?Turgen Moltmann, A New Theolow of Creation and the S~irit 
of God (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1985), 254-255. 

3a~reen, I1Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and Men," 
230. 

36S~illis, The Ethics of Karl Barth, 339. 
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Karl Barthf s Doctrine of the Male-Fernale Order as A and B with a 
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senvality in this way. u3b7 

Octavius Gaba warns of the problem of domination. This 

problem, he says, "is rooted in the pride (superia, hubris) of 

'mant in which he seeks to be Lord (God) ."  According to Barth, the 
male is so completely infected with this pride that it affects his 

whole being.3a Therefore in the male-female relationship, 

Ildomination as a function of pride, manifests itself in 'man's' 

desire to possess woman as his own, and for his selfish ends.m369 

While Gaba states that it is not Barth's intention to directly 

contribute to domination with his insistence on order, he contends 

that it may. Order may lead to domination because of sin. In an 

attempt to defend this order, Barth paints the abstract picture of 

the Itstrong man" in contrast to the "tyrannical manM, and the 

"mature womantl in contrast to the "cornplacent woman . l1 Gaba insis ts , 
however, that Barthls "doctrine of total sinful depravity shows 

that there are no such abstract men and ~ o m e n . ~ ~  He even recognizes 

this in maintaining that reconciled "mann is a disturbed sinner." 

As long as the "strong mann is the same man who is tyrannical, and 

%reen1 "Liberation Theology? Karl Barth on Women and Men, " 
2 2 9 .  

M8Women are infected by hubris, but differently. Historically, 
if women have intended to Itlordl1 it over men, this intent has been 
repressed by male domination and power. Male pride has been 
translated into male domination of females more than female pride 
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the "mature womanl8 the same wonen who is complacent, the order of 

auper- and subordination is vulnerable to the domination of women 

by men. According to Gaba, it is imprudent and naive to expect the 

man who seeks to be Lord to stop "lordingn it over women. He 

contends that it is a disfavour to man to offer the position of 

lord in an order of super- and subordination, when £rom the 

beginning he haç s h o w  and continues to show that he is tyrannical 

and incapable of lordship. 'It is wishful thinking to cal1 'man1 

the 'strong man1, since the history of his strength has been the 

history of the domination and abuse of women and nature.lt"' 

In response to these criticisms, Barth would first argue that 

the understanding of man and the discovery of his true meaning corne 

onlv through faith in Christ, the new Adam. In order to discover 

Ivreal manN, we need to look first at olJesus, the Man for God" not 

at man the sinner." IlAs the man Jesus is Himself the revealing 

word of God, He is the source of our knowledge of the nature of man 

as created by ~ o d .  u373 Therefore, Barth's concern is truly 

Christological anthropology. 

David Mueller speaks of Barth's rejection of al1 other 

anthropologies: 

Nontheological anthropologies, whether of the 
speculative, philosophical type or of the nonspeculative, 
scientific type, may contribute to a technological 
understanding of man and the 'phenornena of the hurnan, 
but they cannot uncover man's true being. They may help 



in interpreting certain aspects of human existence, but 
their presuppositions preclude discovering the mystery of 
'real man/In order to know the mystery of human nature, 
we cannot begin with man's natural self-under~tanding.~ 

We must now discuss Bartht s understanding of human freedom. 

Barth's idea of freedom is rooted in the command of God which 

brings true f reedom not captivity. Thomas C. Oden gets to the heart 

of Barth's understanding of freedom: I1Essentially man's freedom 

consists in his being elected by God to be free for God, free for 

life, and free for his neighbor. To be obedient to God means to be 

free to be a true man, as God has chosen man to be. 11" Richard 

Brown says that for Barth 

freedom is essentially and primarily a process of living 
and making decisions, a process of moving about in the 
intimacy of divine freedom. It is not a neutral stance 
vis-a-vis God, operated by a neutral free will. For 
Barth, if it is real freedom, it involves dwelling within 
the mysterious realm where self-determination and 
obedience, independence and imitation, act upon to 
clarify each other."l 

Freedom is the essential characteristic of man. Christ restores, 

confirms, and reveals the freedom which is already ours by 

creat ion : 

According to Barth the gospel calls men to become what 
they already are--sons of God by virtue of their creation 
in the image of Christ and redemption through the 
atonement of Christ. The gospel summons man to act in 
accordance with the law of his own being. . . . [FI or 
Barth this law is personified and revealed in Jesus 

374~ueller, Makers of the Modem Theological Mind / Karl Barth, 
113-114. 
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Christ. 3n 

Real freedom is self -determination under the total determination of 

the summons of God in Jesus christ .378 IlThe free man never acts as 

if he himself had to decide automonously, by himself, concerning 

the nature of the moral good, for the good is not something for man 

first of al1 to do, but for him to acknowledge as already having 

been 

f rom 

God then has a right to clah us since He has shown 
Himself to be the God who is for us. The basis of 
obedience to God is not that God is powerful, or Our 
highest good, or the end of al1 our striving. although He 
is al1 of these. It is rather that 'He has given Himself 
to US. He has declared and shown Himself to be, in 
the fullness of his deity for us, and as such he is the 
One upon whom we may rely. Thus, the gospel, and nothing 
else,  is the ground of our obedience. It is only this 
God, who is unmistakably for us, whom we can obey with 
al1 confidence. 

We see that Barth1 s understanding of human f reedom differs 

that of his critics. He argues that the concept of human 

freedom must be seen ultimately within the context of the command 

of God and not through the humanistic or worldly understanding of 

the term. According to his definition of human freedorn, which he 

maintains is the meaning of true freedom. man and woman are t r u l y  

free only when they respect the inherent order which exists within 

3n~onald G. Bloesch, Jesus 1s Victor! Karl Barth's Doctrine of 
Salvation (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976) , 75. 
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their relationship . 
With respect to the charge that his ethic of the sexes might 

lead to domination, Barth would argue that to be ordered and to 

respect this order, is to live in obedience to the Son of the 

Father and to be enabled and guided by the Spirit. Barth rejects 

the idea of knowing the created order apart from revelation. This 

nallows us to guard against the ideological use of notions of 

created order to sustain cultural, socio-political, econornic or 

inter-persona1 forms of oppression."'" 

We cannot find fault with the logic of Barthf s response to his 

critics. However, w e  must consider another question that has been 

raised. 1s Barth's view of the man, as the one who leads, and the 

woman, the one who follows, a clear and practical enough guide to 

daily living? To this question we now turn. 

With regard to the irreversible order of A and B, John Bennett 

states : 

1 do not know what Barth makes of concrete situations i n  
which women may be the inspirer, leader and 
initiator, 'and 1 see in him a failure to grasp the 
possibilities of mutuality in decision as between men and 
women . 

Linda Mercandante would agree. She says that it is evident that 

Barth did not determine an ethic of dominance and submission. 

Rather, she states that 

in a his stress always lies on the freeing power of 

'%ennings, I1Claiming the Creature: Anthropological Vision in 
the Thought of Athanasius of Alexandria and Karl Barth," 364. 
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Christ's work and Godl9 love. It is true, too, that one 
can choose to follow, that following can be a free 
response and, in that sense, a f o m  of initiative. But 
one t ask whethcr it is freeing to restrict the 
responsive route to females and the initiatory route to 
males . 384 

Having said that, we must now point out that Barth states that 

the differences between men and women are more easily experienced 

than described. "what Godt s command wills for man and woman is that 

they should be faithful to this their nature and to the special 

gift and duty indicated in and by it."ls Barth rejects any kind of 

phenomenology or typology of the sexes, therefore he does not 

provide much help when it cornes to saying what precisely it means 

to be male as opposed to female. This is not his intention. Rather, 

it is to point men and women to God in search of the answer. He 

states that, 

each man and woman owes it not only to himself but also 
to the other always to be faithful to his own sema1 
characteristics. Fellowship is always threatened when 
there is a failure at this point either on the one side 
or the other. Of course, it is not a question of keeping 
any special masculine or ferninine standard. . . .Just 
because the command of God is not bound to any standard 
it makes this distinction al1 the more sharply and 
clearly. This distinction insists upon being observed. . 
. . The command of God will always point man to his 
position and woman to h e r ~ . ~ ~  

Barth continues, ''in every situation, in face of every task and 

every conversation, their functions and possibilities, when they 

are obedient to the command, will be distinctive and diverse, and 

384~inda Mercandante, From Hierarchv to Eaualitv (Vancouver : G m  
Books, l978), 80-81. 



will never be interchangeab1e.11~~ Therefore, the precise nature 

and working out of this "leadingU and vfollowingN will be revealed 

to both man and wornan as they live together according to the 

command of God. Ray S. Anderson states that for Barth, 

whatever [masculinity and femininityl means . . . rnust be 
determined by the man and woman in pursuing the concrete 
instance of their own humanity through their sexual 
identity, not by attempting to rise above sema1 identity 
in search of true h~manity.~" 

We concur with A.nderson3" and Willie Jennings who both contend 

that Barth's position is more than adequate. 

An adequate account of the creaturely order of the 
male/female relation renders useless (and dangerous) any 
attempt to establish the permanent aspects of maleness 
and femaleness. Their continuity and difference is a 
lived continuity/difference which is rooted in the l i f e  
of fellowship with ~ o d . ' ~  

3%.nderson, On Beina Human, 113. 

389~bid. , 114. 
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PART II 

Positive Contrjbutions and Relevance for Todav 

Cynthia Campbell states that "perhaps the greacest 

contribution which Barth has made to the imaso doctrine is his 

location of the sirnilarity between God and the human in the 

interpersonal sphere." She says that while other theologians like 

Bonhoeffer and B r u n n e r ,  have read Genesis 1:26f, and remarked upon 

the male-female or 1-Thou character of the imaso, neither has 

understood, as Barth has, the relatedness itself as the term of 

comparison between God and humanity. This view of the imaao is 

unique. Barth asserts that, as it is characteristic for God to be 

in relationship, so humanity is determined by being CO-h~manity.'~' 

Robert Urnidi is in agreement, concerning the significance of 

this concept. He states 

a positive result of Bartht s approach is the way it helps 
us analogically to appreciate something of the nature of 
Godls being-in-relationship, especially after centuries 
of Classicalmetaphysical influences conceiving a static, 
divine aseity and simplicity, and only really 
intersecting with human experience in some fom of 
Gnostic transcendence of the human situation.392 

Jung Young Lee states that this analogical relationship of 

Christology is Ilone of the most important aspects of Barth's 

3g'~ampbell, " Imago Trinitatis : An Appraisal of K a r l  Bartht s 
Doctrine of the Imago Dei in Light of His Doctrine of the Trinity," 
214. 

'%midi, l1 Imaging God Together : The Image of God as "Sociali ty" 
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theological meth~d."~~ According to Stuart McLean, Barth tlsets 

forth the m o s t  careful developrnent of the basic fom of humanity, 

the 1-Thou relationship, available in theology, philosophy, or the 

social sciences - n3" 
With regard to the male-female relationship itself, W.A 

Whitehouse says that it is "honoured for its own sake, and not 

rnerely with reference to parenthood and p~sterity.ll~~' According to 

Emma Justes, "Barth makes some significant strides in placing 

marriage and sexuality in proper perspective."'% Robert W i l l i s  

states that "in addition to demythologizing sex, Barth also 

undertakes to rid it of its demonic overtones of priority and 

control . 0 7  

For Barth, the male-fernale relationship encompasses more than 

sex and also more than marriage. While he sees marriage as the 

" center or telos, unrnarried men and women are not excluded f rom 

this relation. As well, he warns of the dangers of focusing Our 

attention on sex within the male-female relationship. Barth states 

chat the functional distinction of male and female has to do with 

the entire person in particular, and not just "the use he makes or 

3n~ee,  Var1 Barth's Use of Analogy in His Church Dog~natics,~~ 
145. 

3 " ~ c ~ e a n ,  IfThe Humanity of Man in Karl Barth's ThoughtItt 135. 
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does not make of hie physical sexual organs.N3g8 The human act of 

intercourse is "not that which alone and in itself can make the 

male male, the f emale f emale and therefore man f ellow-man. lt3* He 

states that I1coitus without co-existence is demoni~."~ Sexuality 

must be put into proper perspective. Barth states that "al1 this 

takes place only in the totality and context of the life of each of 

the partners including the whole sphere of this encounter and co- 

existence: man and his fellow, Thou and 1 as man and woman. v401 

This is of particular relevance for today. 

Thomas C. Oden points out that today, perhaps more than ever 

before, there is a struggle to understand ourselves as sexual 

partners. Barth is saying that we exist as sexual beings and that 

we cannot t ~ l y  understand ourselves if we see ourselves in terms 

of some abstract individualism. Women are only fulfilled in 

relation to men and men are only fulfilled in relation to women. He 

says that, 

for as surely as man and woman run to meet each other and 
fulfill each other in their mutual differences and in 
their being together, so it is that human beings as a 
whole need each other i n  their daily interactions to 
fulfill their covenant humanity. Your humanity is not 
completed just i n  itself, but i n  relation to others whose 
needs you fulfill and who fulfill your needs? 

Oden expresses what is so promising about this orientation: 

40'f bid. 

modent The Promise of Barth, 98. 



1 experience as profoundly the healing realization that 
wnat I am called to do is merely to actualize my deepest 
being, and that my deeyiest being does not finally depend 
upon my choosing of it, but upon God's own choosing of 
me . 'O3 

Barth's ethic summons men and women to listen attentively to 

the Holy Spirit in each situation in which they find themselves and 

to respond in freedom to the command of God. Barth argues that the 

Spirit guides the obedient man luin every time and in every place 

and in every situation. However, in God's many commands, it is 

always the same command that he gives to man. This is to become the 

man that he is. IfIn face of being confronted by many possibilities, 

the Spirit gives man a single option: his new creaturehood in Jesus 

christ."" Herbert Hartwell States that Barth's stress on 

Godls continua1 active initiative in the affairs of men, 
working out His purpose for man in the very midst of 
mankind by the power of the Holy Spirit, is one of the 
most vital aspects of his theo1ogy.- 

Oden contends that Barth1 s concept of freedom i s  very relevant 

for today. Man as sinner tries to become a judge and orderer of the 

many cornmands and prohibitions, daims and counterclaims with wnicn 

he is confronted on al1 sides. He attempts desperately to classify 

and prioritize often conflicting values and obligations. Barth 

caricatures such a man: "His eyes are now open but on ly  like those 

of a victim of insomnia. He now has to choose and decide and judge 

403~bid. 97. 

-CD - 1v/2. 373. 
=~den, The Promise of Barth, 86. 

'06Herbert Hartwell, The Theolow of Karl Barth, An Introduction 
(Philadelphia: Westminister Press, 19641, 182. 



on al1 sides. He has to rry to h e w  a track for himself through the 

unending primeval forest of 

Oden says that man as Creator and Lord is a role which he does 

not play very well. "Indeed, man's deepest ethical misery lies in 

the fact that he camot satisfy al1 the claims which surround him, 

and in fact cannot really satisfy a single one of them, because 

each one aims at being supreme.llq 

It is the teleological power of the command of God which 

always brings man back to his proper starting point. 

The new point of departure is the new man created by 
Godts decision, not the old man who has been 'put off.' 
The new man is free continually to begin again at the 
point of God's reconciliation. He is not given many 
possibilities, but only one actuality: his new 
creaturehood in christ? 

Barth's Christological anthropology rejects modern theologyrs 

attempt to construct a doctrine of man by starting with man's self - 
knowledge instead of revelation. llConsequently," David Mueller 

States, "it represents the most consistent theological position in 

twentieth-century theology, interpreting human nature by beginning 

with the man Jesus, rather than with a phenomenological analysis of 

human existence in general . "'1° 
Herbert Hartwell agrees, stating that it is the most timely 

prophetic message of his theology. He goes on to Say that 

m~~ - II/2, 586, taken from Oden, The Promise of Barth, 73. 

-1 bid 
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410~ueller, Makers of the Modern Theoloaical Mind / Karl Barth, 
ll9-12O. 



the thorough demythologization of the human ego in 
Barth's theological anthropology, though reducing man to 
his proper size, is nevertheless balanced by his teaching 
on man's God-given freedom, allowing man full scope for 
free and responsible decisions and actions within the 
limitation of that freedom.'" 

He points out that in making freedom the foundation of his 

theological ethics, Barth has thereby opened up a whole new area in 

this field of dogmatics. He maintains that Barth's concept of 

freedom should be viewed alongside his teaching on humanity as co- 

humanity, so the full implications of these two basic principles of 

his theology may be understood. 412 

Eberhard Jungel states that when we consider the subject of 

what he calls "the royal manu in Barth's theology, "we should not 

expect to find a compromise between a theology whose overriding 

interest is in the deity of God and an anthropology whose 

overriding interest is the humanity of humankind."'" He goes on to 

Say that, 

Barth's doctrine is free of any unfortunate dichotorny 
between the deity of God and the humanity of humankind; 
it is freed by the event of the revelation of God, and 
henceforth it can think of deity and humanity together 
and sti l l  give each its duee414 

Clifford Green states that "in so many areas, including 

relations between the sexes, Barth showed a remarkable freedom £rom 

conventional thinking and stereotypical attitudes." Paul Tillich, 

411~artwell, The Theolow of Karl Barth, An Introduction, 183. 

412~bid. 

413~ungelt Karl Barth: A Theoloaical Leaacv, 127. 
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who i n  not  even one of h i s  disciples, was so impressed that he 

regarded h i s  freedom as one of B a r t h f s  greatest virtues.*lS 

' lS~reenf  ItLiberation Theology? K a r l  Barth on Women and Men, 
230. 
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Part III 

Conclusion 

To clearly convey the thoughts and the true essence of a 

profound and influential theologian like Karl Barth, within the 

confines of a short thesis, is a daunting task. In approaching this 

study, my aim was to offer a balanced, objective and comprehensive 

treatment of his view of the male-female relationship. Towards that 

end, 1 integrated over fifty sources; the most relevant and 

insightful of those consulted. 

After working closely with extensive primary and secondary 

sources for over a year, I believe that 1 have corne away with a 

true sense of the man behind the great theological works attributed 

to his name. What struck me the most about Barth, was his ardent 

desire to seek the truth. He was a man who allowed himself to be 

challenged. Unwilling to compromise the truth, he became his own 

severest critic, as is evidenced in his rewriting of The Epistle to 

the Romans and Christian Domatics. 

Of course, in challenging himself, he also challenged others. 

1 believe his strong convictions and what would appear as almost a 

paranoid rejection of any fom of natural theology lies in part 

with his perceptive understanding of human nature. Barth was 

convinced that the liberalism of his day, with its humanistic 

element, must be rejected outright. If not, the door left ajar may 

soon be swung wide open. That was Barth's fear. If Christians did 

not learn to rely totally on Christ, they would learn to rely too 



heavily on themselves. Barth's response was to bar the door shut. 

This position seemed extreme, but for Barth, it was necessary in 

this crucial period in history. This of course is evident in his 

polemic against the 'analogia entisu and his vehernent rejection of 

Emil Brunner's postulate of a naturai "point of contactN for the 

Christian proclamation, 

Later in his lif el when the threat of naziism was gone and he 

was confident that his message had been heard loud and clear, he 

came to accept that Aquinas never meant what he had accused him of 

in the concept of the "analogia entis.I1 He conceded that "in 

addition to the one great light of Jesus Christ, there were 

"llittle lightsl in nature and history that reflect the light that 

is in Christ. lv4l6 

It is this same thinking which pervades his view of the male- 

fernale relationship. Barth rejects al1 typologies of the sexes but 

also any anthropology that is not Christological anthropology. For 

Barth, modern disciplines like psychology and sociology must not be 

drawn upon for theological interpretation. It is his intention to 

direct men and wornen to Christ, in search of answers concerning the 

working out of their relationship. It is his belief that Christians 

must learn to become sensitive to the moving and guiding of the 

Spirit. In this way, not only will the relationship between men and 

women be properly understood and deepened but ultirnately their 

relationship with the Lord as well. 
- - -- - - - 

4x%loeschr Jesus 1s Victor! Karl Barthr s Doctrine of Salvation, 
153. 
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In chis thesis, we have shown that the criticisms raised 

concerning Barth's presentation of the male-female relationship are 

unjustified. As well, we have argued that Barth's position is more 

than adequate. Whether his position is a clear and practical enough 

guide to daily living will ultimately depend on individual 

assessments. For those who like a fixed set of rules by which they 

can abide, this ethic of the sexes may prove elusive. For those, 

who look not only to Scripture but also to the sciences for 

answers, Barth's view may appear misguided or inconclusive. 

However, for those seeking revelation from Christ for direction in 

life and relationships on a continual basis, this ethic will 

certainly prove illuminating and most helpful. Total dependence and 

trust in God will never lead us astray, but rather bring us closer 

to God and the truth of how he would have us live. 

We live in an age where seeking Godts direction in prayer is 

not as common for Christians as it once was. We have a tendency to 

take Our eyes off Christ and put them on the things of this world. 

In many ways, w e  have corne to depend solely on Our own intellect 

and human judgement rather than Scripture and revelation from God. 

It is perhaps at this point that Barth's insights may prove 

universally applicable. 

We have highlighted the positive contributions and relevance 

of Barth's ethic of the sexes for today. Perhaps more than ever, it 

is time to put things in proper perspective and implement some of 

his important insights into Our lives. 

Moreover, Barth would undoubtedly welcome any fresh insights 
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and improvements of his existing formulations, for it is clear that 

he did not want to make disciples, he merely wanted to provide a 

Yource of reflection upon which others could do their own 

thinking.417 His theology of the male-female relationship has 

certainly given us a lot of food for thought. 

" 7 ~ a r i  Barth, Letters 1961-1968 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981) , 
3 5 4 .  
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