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Abstract 

 

Throughout its history, the Christian Church has commonly assumed that God’s own being or 

nature is the opposite of ours. Human existence is conditioned by the spatial and temporal 

order of creation, so God is thought to be a-spatial and eternal. Yet this does not account 

adequately for the biblical witness concerning God. Karl Barth radically claims that God is 

not merely spatial but that God has His own space and even is His own space. Barth bases this 

assertion upon an actualistic epistemology instead of the metaphysical framework grounding 

much of the Christian Church’s conceptualizations of God. Barth defines spatiality as a 

characteristic way of lovingly and freely being personally present with another distinct being 

in a rightly ordered relation. Beyond the discussion on the perfection of omnipresence, Barth 

does not directly develop this perfection further. However, his theology of spatiality underlies 

much of his theology, evident in his use of spatial language. Additionally, apparently lacking 

in Barth studies or elsewhere is a comprehensive theology of space or spatiality that begins by 

concretely considering God’s own space and His perfection of spatiality. This thesis aims to 

develop an actualistic theology of spatiality through an expositional exploration of the 

spatiality of the triune God in the theology of Karl Barth, primarily from his Church 

Dogmatics. Secondarily, this study addresses the issue of the spatiality of human beings that 

is encompassed by the divine spatiality. Considering the questions how is God present to 

Himself and also to us, in proper relation and distinction, further indicates how we are present 

to God and to each other both in appropriate and inappropriate relation and distinction. 

The thesis begins with Barth’s epistemology and doctrine of God. Barth’s doctrines of 

the Trinity and omnipresence are revisited after engagement with his doctrine of election in 

the light of Bruce McCormack’s critical reading of Church Dogmatics. After focusing on the 

spatiality of the triune God in His unity, through Barth’s doctrines of God and election, the 

spatiality particular to each mode of God’s being in His work is explored. First, the creative 

spatiality of God the Father as Creator and Lord of the covenant is investigated through a 

consideration of Barth’s doctrines of creation and providence in addition to the spatiality of 

His human creature and covenant partner. Second, the reconciling spatiality of God the Son is 

explored through Barth’s doctrines of the incarnation, justification and sanctification, along 

with the spatiality of human beings who are sinners and unfaithful covenant partners. Third, 

the redeeming spatiality of God the Holy Spirit is explored through Barth’s pneumatology, 

ecclesiology and eschatology, which also illuminate the spatiality of God’s reconciled 

covenant people in the community and in the consummation, completing this study. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

IS GOD A-SPATIAL? 

 

Space and time are conditions of the created order, determining all creaturely existence. 

Creatures are spatially located in a twofold way: they are circumscribed, both by their own 

physical bodies and the location of those bodies in a particular place in the universe. Such 

bodily and geographical existence occurs over a span of time within world history. But is 

creaturely reality limited to and exhausted by this order? The Christian tradition professes 

ontological distinctions between Creator and creatures. God is what we are not. We are 

created and spatio-temporally determined. But God is uncreated, so unlimited by space and 

time. This suggests that spatiality and temporality primarily affect human beings and only 

secondarily impinge, not upon God Himself, but possibly upon God’s work in relation to this 

space- and time-bound creation. In the divine omnipresent and eternal infinitude of His being, 

God is alleged to be a-spatial and timeless.
1
 Suggesting otherwise appears to contradict the 

plain sense understanding. Indeed, this has been the common assumption throughout Christian 

history.  

What are the bases and presuppositions that account for the conclusion that God is a-

spatial and a-temporal, and are these valid foundations upon which to gain true knowledge of 

the biblical God? Is the traditional rendering of spatiality and temporality, still prevalent 

today, adequate to account for the full witness of Scripture as it pertains to the being and work 

of God? I think not. Karl Barth, in fact, radically claims that God is not only spatial but 

actually possesses His own space. Moreover, God’s spatiality and eternity encompass and 

determine creation’s spatiality and temporality. Such disparate conceptions warrant evaluation 

since they bear directly on our understanding of God’s presence in and relation to the world, 

and ours to Him. 

This thesis presents a theological study of spatiality. Works concerning the problem of 

time and eternity abound in theological studies, while little has been proffered in the same 

realm for the notion of space. Most of the published material is second level discourse that 

uses common understandings of space as a framework to tackle other issues. For instance, 

‘geographical space’ might indicate the use of land by the powerful to extend their influence 

                                                 
1
 For an example of this notion in Reformed theology see Heinrich Heppe, “Attributes of God” in Reformed 

Dogmatics: Set Out and Illustrated from the Sources, trans. G.T. Thomson (1950; reprint of the first English 

edition, with a foreward by Karl Barth, revised and edited by Ernst Bizer, Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 

1978) 65-67 (hereafter cited as Reformed Dogmatics). 
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or a revisioned Christian existence in problematic places.
2
 ‘Spiritual space’ refers to people’s 

encounter with ‘the holy’ in ‘sacred’ space.
3
 ‘Physical space’ is used to speak of the relation 

of material bodies in the physical environment.
4
 ‘Psychological space’ centers on one’s own 

being or personality, an I-Thou relationship, or even the relation of mind and body.
5
 ‘Cultural 

space’ concerns the identity of people groups, and how that is protected or lost through the 

ages.
6
 ‘Architectural space’ is concerned with the problem of appropriate environments for 

creaturely existence.
7
 Biblical studies go more directly to the heart of a theological account of 

space by examining the spiritual relation of God and people, for example, through 

considerations of the relation of Israel to the Land, the design of Solomon’s Temple, the 

‘body of Christ’ and its extension to the ends of the earth, and even of God’s own name.
8
 

Such connotations and uses of space include helpful insights, yet I have not found a 

                                                 
2
 See for example Timothy J. Gorringe, A Theology of the Built Environment: Justice, Empowerment, 

Redemption; Explorations in Practical, Pastoral, and Empirical Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2002); Eric O. Jacobsen, Sidewalks in the Kingdom: New Urbanism and the Christian Faith. Grand 

Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2003. 
3
 See for example Philip Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred: Place, Memory, and Identity (Baltimore, MD: The 

Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001); Frank Burch Brown, “Making Sacred Places, and Making Places 

Sacred” in Good Taste, Bad Taste & Christian Taste: Aesthetics in Religious Life (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 2000); George Steiner, Real Presences (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991). 
4
 For inquiries in the physical sciences see for example, Sir Isaac Newton, Mathematical Principles of Natural 

Philosophy & His System of the World (Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group, 1962); Max Jammer, 

Concepts of Space; The History of Theories of Space in Physics, 3
rd

 ed. (New York: Dover Publications, 1993), 

esp. ch. 2 for theological developments and influences, see also the forward by Albert Einstein; Richard Sorabji, 

Matter, Space and Motion: Theories in Antiquity and their Sequel (London: Duckworth, 1988); Lawrence 

Skylar, Space, Time, and Spacetime (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974); Hans Reichenbach, The 

Philosophy of Space and Time, trans. Maria Reichenbach and John Freund (New York: Dover, 1958); Hermann 

Weyl, Space, Time, Matter, (New York: Dover, 1952). 
5
 Brian Grant, A Theology for Pastoral Psychotherapy: God’s Play in Sacred Spaces (Binghamton, NY: 

Hayworth Pastoral Press, 2001); Ann B. Ulanov, Finding Space: Winnicott, God, and Psychic Reality 

(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 2001).  
6
 For the classic geographical-sociological inquiry see for example Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place; The 

Perspective of Experience (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1977);  
7
 Christopher Day, Places of the Soul: Architecture and Environmental Design as a Healing Art, 2

nd
 ed. (Oxford 

and Burlington, MA: Architectural Press, 2003); Robert Harbison, The Built, the Unbuilt and the Unbuildable: 

In Pursuit of Architectural Meaning (Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 2001); Otto Von Simpson, The Gothic 

Cathedral: Origins of Gothic Architecture and the Medieval Concept of Order 3
rd

 ed. (Princeton University 

Press, 1989); Gaston Bachelard, The Poetics of Space: The Classic Look at How We Experience Intimate Places. 

trans., Maria Jolas (Boston: Beacon Press, 1994); Richard Kieckhefer, Theology in Stone: Church Architecture 

from Byzantium to Berkeley (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004); Iain M. Mackenzie, ed., Cathedrals 

Now: Their Use and Place in Society (Harrisburg, PA: Morehouse, 1997); David Canter, Psychology of 

PlaceLondon: Architectural Press, 1977). 
8
 For example see Gregory K. Beale, The Temple and the Church’s Mission: a Biblical Theology of the Dwelling 

Place of God (Downers Grove, Il: InterVarsity Press, 2004); Walter Brueggemann, The Land (Philadelphia: 

Fortress, 1977); J. Nathan Clayton, “An Examination of the Holy Space in Psalm 73: Is Wisdom’s Path Infused 

with an Eschatologically Oriented Hope?” Trinity Journal 27 (2006) 117-142; Jammer has noted that not only 

first century Palestinian Judaism but also earlier Jewish theology connects “…space and God in the use of the 

term ‘place’ (makom) as a name for God.” At first, Jammer suggests, this may have resulted in abbreviated form 

from an identification of “‘holy place’ (makom kadosh) for the ‘Shekinah’”. But due to the importance given the 

conception of omnipresence throughout Hebrew Scriptures, “…‘spatial limitations’ were not ascribed to its use 

as an appellation for God.” Max Jammer, Concepts of Space: The History of Theories of Space in Physics, 3d ed. 

(New York: Dover Publications, 1993) 30-31 (hereafter cited as Concepts of Space). 
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comprehensive theological study on the primary issue assumed by and underlying these 

uses, the issue of God’s own space.
9
 Also problematic is that the majority of inquiries or 

theories of space begin with a philosophical framework which, at the very least, proves 

difficult to integrate with a genuinely theologically oriented study.
10

 

My primary assertion is that God is spatial. Knowing what kind of God can be spatial, 

and the nature and extent of that spatiality, increases understanding of our own spatiality since 

we are part of the creation determined by this God. Applying theological knowledge of God’s 

spatiality to these other areas of research will reorient some scholars to a more theological 

inquiry that offers new insight; insight stemming from a knowledge of God’s being and 

activity that provides the starting point from which to reflect upon the significance of 

geographical, psychological or architectural space.
11

 New insight derives from refusing to 

insert God into preconceived notions of space and their particular uses in research, and 

instead, insisting on inquiring about God’s own space and what it means for God to be spatial 

in the light of Scripture.  

What is God’s space and what is the spatiality proper to Him? From this comes a 

related and secondary question: what is the human creature’s space and the spatiality proper 

to it? To consider where God is, and where we are, is to better perceive the reality and 

significance of a genuine relationship between such ontologically differentiated beings. In 

considering these questions, I will develop a theology of spatiality based on an exposition of 

the theology of Karl Barth, with primary reference to Barth’s Church Dogmatics.
12

 While 

several works have been generated in Barth studies concerning divine attributes or 

perfections, omnipresence has not received extensive study. 

What is the basic notion of space that has usually been appropriated in Christian 

theology? According to Thomas Torrance, most ‘theories of space’ are categorized into two 

                                                 
9
 Iain MacKenzie, The Dynamism of Space; A Theological Study into the Nature of Space (Norwich: Canterbury 

Press, 1995) offers a rich and helpful theological discussion, though not from a beginning in God’s own ‘space’.  
10

 For philosophical expositions see for example, Diogenes Allen, Philosophy for Understanding Theology 

(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1985) see esp 3, 18, 26, 124-128, 207-209, 212-217; Edward S. Casey, The Fate of 

Place; A Philosophical History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998); Catherine Pickstock, After 

Writing: On the Liturgical Consummation of Liturgy. Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1998; Andrew Louth, “Space, 

Time and the Liturgy,” and Catherine Pickstock, “Commentary: Liturgical Twilight – A Footnote to Andrew 

Louth,” both in Encounter Between Easter Orthodoxy and Radical Orthodoxy: Transfiguring the World Through 

the Word, eds. Adrian Pabst and Christoph Schneider (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2009) 215-231, and 232-238, 

respectively. 
11

 For instance, if God is the kind of God who values and calls us into community, then that insight could help 

city planners and architects orient their designs around common areas, facilitating interpersonal contact instead 

of a more solitary, individualistic experience.  
12

 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, eds. Geoffrey W. Bromiley and Thomas F. Torrance, trans. G.W. Thomson, 4 

vols. in 13 parts (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1936-77). (After the first full reference to individual volumes of the 

Church Dogmatics further references will appear with the abbreviations CD followed by the volume number, the 

part number, and the half part number as appropriate.) 
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general views of space, the ‘container’ and ‘relational’ models.
13

 In the first, derived largely 

from ancient Greek philosophy, space functions as a containing vessel for all the events or 

bodies of the universe occurring within it. An “open” container is infinite and independent of 

everything happening or existing within, while a “closed” container is finite, influencing or 

determining what is contained.
14

 According to Torrance, Patristic theologians first developed 

the alternate “relational” (and personal) concept, seeking to understand the spatial 

ramifications of the Person and work of Christ in relation to the incarnation and atonement.
15

 

While Karl Barth reflects this substantialist framework especially early in the Dogmatics, his 

development toward an actualistic epistemology offers a way to construct a more theological 

concept of space and spatiality. 

To develop a theological concept of spatiality along these actualistic lines, the 

definition of spatiality will need to evolve until it neither begins with nor is exhausted by the 

embodied creaturely reality of physical location and extension in space, which, when 

considering God, leads to the notion that God is a-spatial. Though these aspects of the 

common definition of creaturely spatiality are still necessary, they are quite secondary to 

Barth’s radical redefinition of spatiality. Also, to be indicated, a metaphysics of ontology 

offers an inadequate context in which to develop a theology of spatiality as relational, given 

the whole biblical witness.  

Therefore, I begin with Barth’s definition of spatiality. His concept centers on the way 

differentiated beings are lovingly and freely present to one another in a mutual and ordered 

relationship or union. Within this relational understanding of spatiality, there is ‘nearness’ in 

presence and relatedness between the beings even at the necessary and appropriate ‘distance’ 

                                                 
13

 Thomas F. Torrance, Space, Time and Incarnation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969) 4. 
14

 Plato and Kant provide examples of the open container and Aristotle of the closed model. See for example, 

Plato, The Dialogues of Plato; Timaeus, 2 vols., trans., Benjamin Jowett (New York: Random House, 1937); 

Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans., J. M. D. Meiklejohn (London: H.G. Bohn, 1855) especially 

Section I of ‘The Transcendental Aesthetic’; Aristotle, Categories (for his theory of space) and Physics, esp. 

Book III; Benjamin Morrison, On Location; Aristotle’s Concept of Place (New York: Oxford University Press, 

2002).  
15

 Torrance, Space, Time and Incarnation, 56. He writes, “Thus it is the faith and understanding of the Christian 

Church that in Jesus Christ God Himself in His own Being has come into our world and is actively present as 

personal Agent within our physical and historical existence. As both God of God and Man of man Jesus Christ is 

the actual Mediator between God and man and man and God in all things, even in regard to space-time relations. 

He constitutes in Himself the rational and personal Medium in whom God meets man in his creaturely reality 

and brings man without, [sic] having to leave his creaturely reality, into communion with Himself” (52).  

A general relational view also may be argued to stem from Greek philosophical theories of space as the 

separating boundary between objects, which led to ideas of relations and/or forces between bodies as delineated 

in physics and geometry. For instance, “Theophrastus views space as a system of interconnected relations.” 

Jammer, Concepts of Space, 23. Jammers indicates that a relational view of space, perhaps also in conjunction 

with a receptacle view, may have been existent in Jewish theology as well. Torrance’s main point, however, is 

that it is a personal relation, and a particular one in Jesus Christ.  
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that distinguishes one being from the other and maintains their proper distinctions. Where 

beings are truly present to one another in love and freedom, each is in its proper space. Each 

is dynamically present to the other in a way that accords with its particular being. Spatiality 

includes the following: mutuality in which each being gives of itself and receives from the 

other, specific determination and ordering of the partners, and maintaining their appropriate 

distinctions and limits, all according to their respective natures and conditions, or places. 

Thus, being spatial or mutually present with others in properly ordered relation and distinction 

fulfills their true nature. In fact, they cannot be truly ‘themselves’ without being co-present 

with other spatial beings.  

Barth’s theology of God’s spatiality challenges us to shift from anthropocentric 

definitions of what it means to be spatial to the relational spatiality enacted and revealed in 

God’s triune being and work, most fully in Jesus Christ. How God is mutually present with 

Himself as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, and with the creation, especially human beings, is the 

basis of our new understanding of spatiality that is seen most fully in Jesus Christ. As the 

primal spatiality, God gives a corresponding spatiality to creatures, especially those made in 

His image. This originates in the particular and unique spatiality of Jesus Christ, in and 

through whom all other human beings are spatial. Spatiality is revealed in the way the Son 

Jesus Christ is present with His Father, and the Father is present with the Son, both in and 

through the presence of the Holy Spirit. Consequently, God, in His triunity and in each 

distinct mode of being, determines and limits the notion of spatiality. Spatiality is defined by 

the triune God as the loving and free being in act who elects to be the one God for humanity 

in the distinction of Father, Son and Spirit; by the Father’s intra-trinitarian relationship and 

His covenant relationship with creation; by the unity of the one Person of Jesus Christ in two 

complete and distinct natures, elected to accomplish the reconciliation of the world with God; 

and by the Spirit as the empowering presence that unites God, unites human beings, and 

unites God and human beings in corresponding order while maintaining proper distinctions. 

Divine spatiality thus determines and defines human spatiality in such a way that it enables 

each to be fully, appropriately and distinctly present to the other in loving and free 

relationship. So while the spatiality to be developed in this thesis includes aspects of 

circumscribed bodies and physical location, it is nonetheless a ‘spiritual’ definition, meaning 

that the spatiality proper to the being of God in His work takes place solely by divine Word 

and Spirit.  

And yet, defining the more specific terms, “space” and “place”, to be used for this 

study of omnipresence and spatiality is a difficult task. Barth himself, perhaps purposefully, 
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does not codify his selection and use of terms. As will become evident, Barth uses 

omnipresence, presence, spatiality, space, and place interchangeably, and remarkably, all 

terms refer to both God and human creature(s), further complicating matters.
16

 At times these 

indicate common, physical definitions of location and extension in space; at others, 

metaphoric meanings prevail, and still others refer analogically to the dynamic event that is 

the being of God in act. Adding to the confusion, Barth often uses several different terms 

while attempting to describe one and the same aspect or effect of God’s spatiality. Thus, while 

I aim to specify and consistently use terms according to a particular stated meaning, confusion 

of terms may arise where Barth uses alternate terms. I strive not to misrepresent Barth 

according to my codification but to clarify his thinking and advance more precision in this 

discussion. I introduce my general meanings of the main terms, “space” and “place”, used 

throughout this study, as indicated by Barth.  

Broadly speaking, “space” entails the predominant realm of a divine or human being’s 

living reality, or ‘where’ that being is elected to be co-present in relation and distinction. For 

instance, in pre-temporal eternity or prior to creation, God’s space is His own being; He is 

present to Himself, for no other reality yet exists.
17

 In temporal eternity or the history of the 

created realm, God’s space is distinct from but now includes created reality; God is present in 

relation and distinction with Himself and with creation. And in post-temporal eternity or the 

consummated new creation, God’s space includes the new heaven and new earth; God is 

present in relation and distinction with Himself and the new creation. In other words, God’s 

space encompasses all reality over which He is Lord: His own being, His creation, His new 

creation. Nothing else exists except as it is related to yet distinct from God’s space. Human 

beings’ space is the created realm of earth and its heavens until the consummation of creation 

as the new heaven and new earth. Barth further identifies particular spaces of God’s presence 

within the space of creation: His own space in “heaven” from which He rules over creation; 

His general life-sustaining power and providential presence in creation; His special presence 

in Israel and the Church; and His proper, unique presence in Jesus Christ. All are enacted by 

the powerful presence of the Holy Spirit. 

“Place”, as typically used by Barth, refers to a being’s position or standing before God 

that focuses on the properly ordered aspect of the relationship. For example, the human being 

                                                 
16

 Omnipresence here does not refer to human creatures in general, but only to the Person Jesus Christ who is 

inseparably yet distinctly fully divine and fully human. Only in that very precise sense does omnipresence refer 

to this one particular human being. 
17

 Though, in God’s election of the covenant of grace, the reality (of creation) distinct from God is already 

included in God’s being, in anticipation of its creation, and is discussed in Chapter Three. 
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who is in right-standing before God, is what she was created to be from the beginning: one 

who exists or dwells in a mutual, distinct and ordered relationship with God, being fully 

present in love and freedom, and then through Him with other humans. She thus, dwells ‘in’ 

righteousness, which is to say, she lives ‘in Christ’ as God’s created, reconciled, and 

redeemed creature among others. Also, the community of God’s people called to His service 

relates to God either by its presence with Him in faithful response or its presence in 

disobedience. The Church, gathered, empowered and sent out, responds as the body to its 

Head, Jesus Christ. The body never becomes or dictates to the Head, for the God-willed order 

is maintained in a right and proper relationship. 

Obvious overlap occurs in use and meaning of these terms, especially regarding Jesus 

Christ, the God-man. While possibly confusing, nonetheless, such overlap is necessary to 

explore the full reality of divine and human spatiality. Even so, in its definition and all its 

aspects spatiality is wholly determined by the triune God, and is presented as follows. 

Part One of this thesis sets forth the problem of the spatiality of the triune being of 

God that is demonstrated in Part Two through an exploration of the work attributed to each of 

God’s three modes of being. Chapter One outlines Barth’s theological epistemology, that 

provides the methodological framework for this study. This includes his doctrines of the 

Word of God and revelation, his concept of analogy as it pertains to human language, his 

dialectical notion of divine veiling and unveiling in revelation, and a preliminary introduction 

to his Christology. Chapter Two presents Barth’s doctrine of God, setting it in its particular 

context in order to consider his doctrine of the divine perfections and, specifically, his view of 

divine omnipresence. This includes both God’s omnipresence in Himself and also God’s 

omnipresence in His creation. Chapter Three engages not only the content of Barth’s doctrine 

of election but also its ramifications for his theology as a whole and omnipresence in 

particular. Material discussions pertain to God’s Self-determination, the Subject and Object of 

election and God’s eternal will, concluding with a reconsideration of Barth’s doctrines of the 

Trinity and the perfection of omnipresence in the light of his doctrine of election. With this 

background in place, I offer a preliminary theological concept of the spatiality of the triune 

God.   

Part Two contains three chapters that explore the divine spatiality particular to each of 

God’s three modes of being in His work of creation, reconciliation and redemption. 

Secondarily, the spatiality proper to human beings, as creatures, sinners and perfected 

covenant partners, is discussed in view of the divine work.  
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Chapter Four considers the creative spatiality of the Father as Creator. It begins with 

an explanation of the doctrine of appropriations in view of the Trinity, which balances the 

multiplicity of God’s being in His work with His perichoretic unity. The creative spatiality of 

the Father is considered using Barth’s interpretations of the Genesis creation stories to 

highlight the relation of creation to its ground in the divine covenant. The discussion of the 

spatiality of the human creature also highlights the covenant relationship between Creator and 

creature. The providential spatiality of the Father that sustains His creation is presented 

through Barth’s doctrine of providence.  

Chapter Five addresses the reconciling spatiality of God the Son. An overview of 

Barth’s doctrine of reconciliation through his interpretation of God’s covenantal name, ‘God 

with us’, introduces the spatiality of God in this context. Venturing into the heart of Barth’s 

Christology through his doctrines of incarnation and justification explains and demonstrates 

the unique spatiality proper to Jesus Christ. The incarnation reveals what true human 

spatiality entails while the atonement identifies its stark contrast with our own spatiality as 

unfaithful covenant partners and sinners. Examining Barth’s interpretation of Jesus’ cry of 

dereliction from the cross, I consider the problem of ‘abandonment’ by an omnipresent God. 

Through Barth’s doctrine of the resurrection, an understanding of the spatiality of the new 

creature is provided, and the ascension offers a glimpse into our future spatiality. 

Chapter Six examines the redeeming spatiality of God the Holy Spirit. Barth’s notion 

of the church age is described through a spatial lens to emphasize the multifaceted 

connotations of space. The spatiality of the Spirit in His objective work establishing, 

maintaining and leading the community of God’s people toward its appointed end, is 

investigated through Barth’s pneumatology and ecclesiology. The spatiality of the Spirit in 

His subjective work in that community enables its members to live into their own reality as 

justified, sanctified and called people, thereby exercising and demonstrating their full 

spatiality. The adequacy of Barth’s pneumatology is revisited in view of his incomplete work 

in order to consider the full ramifications of the Spirit’s spatiality in His redemptive work. 

Finally, a view of the Spirit’s spatiality in His work to bring all creation to its completion is 

presented through Barth’s understanding of the consummation of creation and the eschaton. 

The perfected spatiality of God’s faithful covenant partners is suggested in their definitive 

relationship with God. In this view of the spatiality of the Holy Spirit, our understanding of 

the spatiality of the Son is particularly enhanced. 

Therefore, God is spatial, where spatiality is defined as the characteristic way one 

being is determined to freely and lovingly exist in an intimate and properly ordered personal 
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relationship with another distinct being. Stated more succinctly, spatiality means being fully 

co-present with others in ordered “distinction and relationship.”
18

  

                                                 
18

 Barth, CD II/1, 476. 
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PART ONE 

 

THE SELF-DETERMINED SPATIALITY OF THE TRIUNE GOD 

 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

 

KARL BARTH’S EPISTEMOLOGY 

 

Interpreting the theology of Karl Barth requires great diligence. His theological development 

and the sheer vastness of his corpus, both spanning a lifetime, demand that attention be paid 

to the dynamic theological context of the particular work being interpreted. Even the 

monumental Church Dogmatics is now acknowledged by scholars not to be as monolithic as 

once assumed, having been written over many years within a vastly changing historical 

context and addressing a variety of theological conversation partners.
19

 The primary 

advantage of a contextual reading of Barth is, negatively, to help guard against 

misinterpretation or the introduction of something alien to Barth’s own theology or 

methodology, and positively, to provide a constructive reading that draws from the keenest 

insights of his mature theology.
20

 By attending closely to Barth’s writings I hope to represent 

him faithfully (both positively and negatively) by focusing on the theological context of 

selected passages. Using the ‘later Barth’ to revisit and revise some of the more abstract 

tendencies in the ‘earlier Barth’ as they impinge on this study, I aim to develop a more 

consistently theological account of the spatiality of God.  

Declaring my procedure and assumptions more specifically, I express my basic 

agreement with those scholars who, following Barth himself, take his doctrine of election in 

CD II/2 as a watershed for his theology as a whole and for individual doctrines.
21

 My purpose 

                                                 
19

 See for example, Bruce L. McCormack, Karl Barth’s Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology: Its Genesis 

and Development 1909-1936 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995, 1997) (hereafter cited as Critically Realistic 

Dialectical Theology); Matthias Gockel, Barth and Schleiermacher on the Doctrine of Election: A Systematic-

Theological Comparison (New York and Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2006) (hereafter cited as 

Doctrine of Election); Suzanne McDonald, “Barth’s ‘Other’ Doctrine of Election in the Church Dogmatics,” 

International Journal of Systematic Theology 9, no. 2 (Apr 2007) 134-147 (hereafter cited as “Barth’s ‘Other’ 

Doctrine of Election”).  
20

 See Bruce L. McCormack, “The Actuality of God: Karl Barth in Conversation with Open Theism” in 

Engaging the Doctrine of God: Contemporary Protestant Perspectives, ed. Bruce L. McCormack (Grand Rapids, 

MI: Baker Academic, 2008) 212-214 (hereafter cited as “The Actuality of God”). 
21

 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of God, vol. II, part 2, eds. G.W. Bromiley and T.F. Torrance, 

trans. G.W. Bromiley, J.C. Campbell, Iain Wilson, J. Strathearn McNab, Harold Knight and R.A. Stewart 
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is not to repeat a detailed defense of this position, which is cogently argued by others, but 

to build upon this foundational interpretation by tracing through various ramifications for my 

task. Scores of interpretations have assessed the impact Barth’s doctrine of election has had 

on his entire theology and on particular doctrines. Among them, Bruce McCormack’s 

interpretation affords some remarkably unique considerations that shed particular insight on 

my project. 

I acknowledge this task is complicated by several intrinsic factors. First, Barth’s 

discussion of the spatiality of God is found in his presentation of the divine attribute of 

omnipresence, located within his doctrine of God in CD II/1.
22

 Given that Barth’s only 

comprehensive treatment of the attribute in the Church Dogmatics occurs prior to his decisive 

revision of his doctrine of election, the impact such a revision makes upon what precedes it 

must be taken into account. That Barth himself did not fully reconsider divine omnipresence 

after CD II/2 affords me this opportunity to do so.  

I therefore consider what divine spatiality may look like on Barthian soil, both in the 

light of this revised doctrine of election and in the light of some accompanying doctrinal 

reformulations, particularly regarding the Trinity and Christology that arise from it. Following 

this trajectory, I revisit Barth’s earlier understanding of divine omnipresence by engaging 

with his doctrines of creation, reconciliation and redemption in subsequent chapters.  

Additional complications, acknowledged by others, stem from Barth’s inconsistency 

in carrying out his own agenda even after CD II/2. Such concerns are noted as required for 

this project. Attempting to interpret Barth in the light of Barth and amending his earlier 

                                                                                                                                                         
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1957) (hereafter cited as CD II/2). Scholars who, following Barth himself, have 

identified the doctrine of election as key to Barth’s theology as a whole include Hans Urs von Balthasar, The 

Theology of Karl Barth: Exposition and Interpretation, trans. Edward T. Oakes (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 

1992) 155-56 (hereafter cited as Theology of Karl Barth); G.C. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the 

Theology of Karl Barth, trans. Harry R. Boer (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1956) 99; Donna Bowman, The 

Divine Decision: a Process Doctrine of Election (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2002) 2; Gockel, 

Doctrine of Election; Colin Gunton, “Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Election as Part of His Doctrine of God,” Journal 

of Theological Studies 25, no. 2 (Oct 1974) 381 (hereafter cited as “Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Election”); Herman 

Hartwell, The Theology of Karl Barth: An Introduction (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1964) 105; William 

John Hausman, Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Election (New York: Philosophical Library, 1969) 8-10; Robert W. 

Jenson, Alpha and Omega: A Study in the Theology of Karl Barth (New York: Nelson, 1963) 17-18; Eberhard 

Jüngel, God’s Being is in Becoming: The Trinitarian Being of God in the Theology of Karl Barth, trans. John 

Webster (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001), 41 (hereafter cited as God’s Being is in Becoming); McCormack, 

Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology, 460-463; Michael O’Neil, “Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Election,” 

Evangelical Quarterly 76, no. 4 (2004) 311; with a reply from Oliver D. Crisp, “The Letter and the Spirit of 

Barth’s Doctrine of Election: a Response to Michael O’Neil,” Evangelical Quarterly 79, no.1 (2007), 53-67; 

Douglas R. Sharp, The Hermeneutics of Election: The Significance of the Doctrine in Barth’s Church Dogmatics 

(New York: University Press of America, 1990) 1. 
22

 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of God, vol. II, part 1, eds. G.W. Bromiley and T.F. Torrance, 

trans. T.H.L. Parker, W.B. Johnston, Harold Knight and J.L.M. Haire (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1957) (hereafter 

cited as CD II/1). 
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presentation of spatiality only as suggested by his epistemology and later theology, I 

thereby anticipate gaining the formal and material elements necessary to construct a more 

theological account of spatiality. 

 

1.  Theological Epistemology 

My aim in this epistemological section is to introduce the method, parameters and 

definition of terms utilized throughout this inquiry regarding the spatiality proper to God. To 

do this, I highlight pertinent aspects of Barth’s epistemology drawn from Church Dogmatics, 

Volumes I and II/1.
23

  

The starting point of Barth’s theological epistemology is the principle that “God is 

known only by God.”
24

 Since God transcends our phenomenal or intuitable realm, and is 

unlike any other subject of inquiry or object of human knowledge, no means or possibility 

exists to know this ‘unintuitable’ Subject from the human side. For 

…God and His Word are not given to us in the same way as natural and historical 

entities. What God and His Word are, we can never establish by looking back and 

therewith by anticipating. This is something God Himself must constantly tell us 

afresh. But there is no human knowing that corresponds to this divine telling.
25

 

  

Here Barth makes use of Kantian limits to human reason and knowing.
26

 He rejects using a 

priori speculative concepts or methodologies in theology, for such are grounded on prior 

human experience, understanding or commitments that can never lead to true knowledge of 

God.
27

 For instance, he dismisses psychological theologies based on the modern ‘turn to the 

subject’ with its epistemological emphasis on the ‘knower’ and the possibility (rather than the 

                                                 
23

 I acknowledge their formulation prior to his mature doctrine of election, in addition to two more points. First, 

that there is a “gap” between the theological method(s) Barth proposes in the first volumes of the Church 

Dogmatics and how he in fact carries it (them) out in subsequent volumes. Secondly, rather than a single 

theological method, there are multiple methods demonstrated to be in play throughout the Church Dogmatics. 

See Bruce L. McCormack, “Divine Revelation and Human Imagination: Must We Choose Between the Two?” 

Scottish Journal of Theology 37 (1984) 435, footnote 12 (hereafter cited as “Divine Revelation and Human 

Imagination”); and Stephen W. Sykes, ed., Karl Barth: Studies of His Theological Method (Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1979).  
24

 Barth, CD II/1, 179.  
25

 Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of the Word of God, vol. 1, part 1, 2d ed., eds. G.W. Bromiley 

and T.F. Torrance, trans. G.W. Bromiley (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1956) 132 (hereafter cited as CD I/1).  
26

 For a discussion of Barth’s use of Kantian philosophy vis-à-vis his epistemology, see Clifford B. Anderson, 

“A Pragmatic Reading of Karl Barth’s Theological Epistemology,” American Journal of Theology and 

Philosophy 22, no. 3 (Sep 2001) 241-269. 
27

 For the background with Feuerbach that leads Barth in this epistemological direction see Karl Barth, CD II/1, 

269; Karl Barth, “Ludwig Feuerbach,” in Church and Theology: Shorter Writings, 1920-1928, trans. Louise 

Pettibone Smith (New York: Harper and Row, 1962) 215-237; and Karl Barth, “Ludwig Feuerbach,” in 

Protestant Theology in the Nineteenth Century (1959; reprint of the first English edition, with an introduction by 

Colin Gunton, Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002) 520-526. Also see Joseph L. Mangina, Karl Barth: 

Theologian of Christian Witness (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2004) 30-31; Katherine Sonderegger, “On 

Style in Karl Barth,” Scottish Journal of Theology 45 (1992) 65-83, especially 69. 
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actuality) of obtaining any true knowledge as a measure of what is real.
28

 He rejects natural 

theologies built upon an interpretation of an analogia entis that draws “continuity” between 

divine being and creaturely being for knowledge of God, especially where this capacity is 

located in human beings.
29

 Also discarded are ‘historicized’ theologies where theological 

meaning is reduced to a presumed significance for those reconstructed historical communities 

that gave rise to biblical texts.
30

 Firmly and consistently, Barth claims that any human 

endeavor (in pious works or noble ideals), any human experience (even the most sincere 

spirituality or mysticism), any human knowledge (including the psychological, historical, 

sociological, physical or metaphysical sciences), and any human epistemologies and 

methodologies (especially those that are abstract, predetermined, systematic or analytic) 

cannot provide the ground for knowledge of God’s being and work.
31

 In Barth’s view, natural 

theology, generalized concepts of being or a priori epistemologies will only produce an idol 

in the name of ‘God’ which tells us nothing at all about God’s actual being and activity.
32

  

In place of such ideologies, methodologies and “idle speculation”,
33

 Barth formulates 

his epistemology theologically, meaning that all knowledge concerning God is revealed in and 

determined by His actual work.
34

 In lieu of a subjective ground in human beings, Barth posits 

                                                 
28

 This is seen in Protestant liberal theologies of the 19
th

 and 20
th

 centuries. 

Various interpreters of Barth’s epistemology identify it as modern while others pre-modern, and still others 

attempt to use it as the root for postmodern concerns. For an example of the ‘modern’ view, see McCormack, 

Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology, 465; “Dankeswort,” Princeton Seminary Bulletin 21, no. 2 (July 2000) 

216-219; “Barths grundsätzlicher Chalkedonismus?,” Zeitschrift für dialektische Theologie 18, no. 3 (2002) 173, 

footnote 78; for a representative view that Barth adapts ‘pre-modern’ concerns see Christoph Schwöbel, 

“Theology” in The Cambridge Companion to Karl Barth, ed. John Webster (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2000) especially 29-30; and for ‘postmodern’ leanings see, for instance, William Stacy Johnson, The 

Mystery of God; Karl Barth and the Postmodern Foundations of Theology (Louisville, KY: Westminster John 

Knox Press, 1997) (hereafter cited as The Mystery of God). 

See also Daniel J. Price, Karl Barth’s Theological Anthropology in Light of Modern Thought (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 2002) especially chapters 2 and 3. 
29

 This form of analogia entis of much Roman Catholic theology engenders Barth’s critique against it and the 

natural theology based upon it. Karl Barth, The Holy Spirit and the Christian Life: The Theological Basis of 

Ethics, trans. R. Birch Hoyle (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1993) 5. See von Balthasar, The Theology of 

Karl Barth, 161-7; also 107-113 for his treatment of Barth’s analogia fidei. In opposition to von Balthasar’s 

view that Barth returned to embrace the analogy of being late in life, see McCormack, Critically Realistic 

Dialectical Theology, 383-391, especially 391. See Barth, CD II/1, 260, for Barth’s explanation of a “doctrine of 

being” with this connotation. 
30

 This was prominent in historical-critical biblical studies in the nineteenth
 
and twentieth centuries and includes 

the searches for the historical Jesus.  
31

 See Barth, CD I/1, 251. For an exposition of Volume I concerning Barth’s methodology See Alan J. Torrance, 

Persons in Communion: An Essay on Trinitarian Description and Human Participation with special reference to 

Volume One of Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996) especially Chapter 1. 
32

 See also Eberhard Busch, The Great Passion: An Introduction to Karl Barth’s Theology, trans. Geoffrey W. 

Bromiley (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2004) 26 (hereafter cited as The Great Passion). 
33

 Barth, CD I/1, 17. 
34

 For Barth, this is what makes theology or dogmatics to be a “scientific” task, which is to examine the 

truthfulness of the content of the Church’s talk about God against its “being as the Church”. In other words, the 

theologian critically assesses whether or not the Church’s beliefs about God correspond to God’s being as it is 
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an objective ground for our knowledge of God in God’s own being and revelatory activity. 

God’s independence and sovereignty in His act of revealing Himself is ensured, being 

separate from any preconceived human activity. Barth accomplishes this by grounding all 

knowledge of God in a divine event: God has spoken.
35

 More specifically, in the Word that 

God has spoken to us He “reveals Himself as the Lord”
36

 whose name is “Immanuel, God 

with us.”
37

 This expresses the heart of my inquiry into the attribute of God’s omnipresence or 

spatiality as Barth expounds it: who is this God who is with us, how is God present and how 

do we know that He is? 

Barth delineates a perpetual distinction between divine and creaturely knowledge 

(“noetic”) which follows from the eternal ontological (“ontic”) distinction between the 

“wholly Other” Creator and human creatures.
38

 However, while this ontological distinction 

between God and human beings remains, Barth’s emphasis shifts on the utter distance 

between God and human beings as set forth in his second Romans Commentary and the early 

volumes of his Church Dogmatics. After his reformulation of the doctrine of election with its 

Christocentric focus, divine and human are brought into very close relation.
39

 Barth’s 

theological ontology thus provides the ground for his epistemology. Who God is determines 

not only what we know of God but also how we know Him. The being of God thus 

“precedes” our thinking about God’s being, knowledge that we cannot directly access. As a 

human exercise, theology must be thinking or “following after” what God Himself has 

actually said about Himself.
40

 The proper movement is from actuality (what God is and does) 

to possibility (because God is and God does what He does, it is possible for Him to be and do 

so). Such “realism” manifests itself most decidedly in his concentration on a posteriori 

knowledge of God based on concrete events that have occurred within the realm of human 

history, rather than on speculative possibility. Moreover, unlike intuitable objects of our 

knowledge, neither knowledge of God’s Word nor of God Himself is a static “set of 

                                                                                                                                                         
preeminently revealed in Jesus Christ through His Spirit, offering credible but fallible doctrinal statements based 

on the interpretation of the whole of Scripture and also Church tradition. Barth, CD I/1, 4, 7-8. 
35

 “Deus dixit.” Barth, CD I/1, 115. 
36

 Barth, CD I/1, 306. 
37

 Barth, CD I/1, 108. 
38

 For example see CD I/1, 141. This is a critical concept carried over from his Romans commentaries. See for 

example, Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans, trans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford University Press, 

1933) 206. 
39

 See Barth, The Epistle to the Romans. In Jesus Christ, God and human being, Creator and creature are brought 

into unity in His own existence, even though they remain distinct. Christology will serve as Barth’s new 

emphasis of divine (and human) ontology. 
40

 Barth, CD I/1, 7. (“Nachdenken”) See David F. Ford, “Barth’s Interpretation of the Bible” in Karl Barth: 

Studies of His Theological Methods, 58; Alan J. Torrance, “The Trinity” in The Cambridge Companion to Karl 

Barth, 72-73.  



 

 

15 

statements”, facts or data that are given or “available in a straightforward way”;
41

 there is 

no “given”, no possession of knowledge concerning God that humans can claim.
42

 The divine 

address does not give us information about God or ourselves that can be predicted or 

manipulated for our purposes.
43

 Instead, “In this divine telling there is an encounter and 

fellowship between His nature and man but not an assuming of God’s nature into man’s 

knowing, only a fresh divine telling.” Divine speech reveals and enacts God’s spatiality. 

Human knowledge of “the God with us”
44

 takes place in this relating since “He is present in 

person in and with what is said by Him.”
45

 Revelation is thus God speaking to us in person,
46

 

which creates a “personal” relationship between God and us, and manifests His spatiality.
47

 

He is co-present with us in ordered relation and distinction where He reveals Himself to us.  

Essential to Barth’s theology is the presupposition that God is really present with us, 

telling us what He is and does. Within the relationship established by His Self-

communication, God graciously permits and enables us to share in His own knowledge of 

Himself.
48

 God gives this knowledge with faith, most fully in the covenant community of 

Israel and the Church.
49

 As such, Barth agrees with this aspect of Anselm’s thought: the 

theological endeavor occurs as “faith seeking understanding”.
50

 True knowledge of God is 

divinely given when “…our viewing and conceiving is adopted and determined to 

participation in the truth of God by God Himself in grace.”
51

 He conforms us to Himself as 

                                                 
41

 John Webster, Barth, Outstanding Christian Thinkers Series (London and New York: Continuum, 2000) 55. 
42

 According to McCormack, “…the ‘given’ is the product of the knowing activity of the human subject…” that 

Barth utilizes from his inherited idealism, seeking to set appropriate limits to human knowledge of God. See 

McCormack, Critically Realistic Dialectical Theology, 67. 
43

 See Barth, CD I/1, 93. 
44

 Barth, CD I/1, 132. 
45

 Barth, CD I/1, 137. 
46

 “Revelation is Dei loquentis persona.” Barth, CD I/1, 304. 
47

 “Personal” here indicates encounter with the ‘Person’ of God in which those who are encountered must 

respond. As Barth uses the term, it has no originating meaning in psychology or anthropology, which is one 

reason he prefers the early church term “mode” rather than “person” for the threeness of God. See Barth, CD I/1, 

350-351, 359-360. 
48

 John Webster, “Hermeneutics in Modern Theology”, in Word and Church; Essays in Christian Dogmatics 

(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 2001) 65-6-6. See also Rowan Williams, “Trinity and Revelation,” Modern Theology 

2, no. 3 (Apr 1986) 196-212. 
49

 This is Barth’s analogia fidei, the corresponding act of faith to God’s original act of gracious Self-revelation. 

The true analogia entis between God and His creatures, for Barth, is the dynamic relation which is “God’s 

ongoing act of relating to the creature…a relationship of correspondence between the act in which God has his 

being (grace) and the act in which the creature has her being (obedience as the response to grace). Being, on this 

view, is a function of decision and act, not the other way around…” See Bruce L. McCormack, Book Review of 

Karl Barth, The Holy Spirit and the Christian Life: The Theological Basis of Ethics, trans. R. Birch Hoyle 

(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1993) in The Princeton Seminary Bulletin, 15, no. 3 (1994) 312-313.  
50

 Such faith seeking understanding is characterized by “penitence”, “obedience”, “prayer” and “humility”. 

Barth, CD I/1, 15, 22, 23. See Karl Barth, Anselm. Fides Quarens Intellectum (London: SCM, 1960) 26ff. See 

also, Stephen D. Wigley, “Karl Barth on St. Anselm: The Influence of Anselm’s ‘Theological Scheme on T.F. 

Torrance and Eberhard Jüngel,” Scottish Journal of Theology 46, no.1 (1993) 79-97. 
51

 Barth, CD II/1, 179. 
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the object of our knowing.
52

 God’s Word therefore has the character of a dialectical “event” 

or “happening” in which, on one side, God gives Himself to be known “ever and again” and 

on the other side, we are transformed for genuine involvement in God’s Self-knowledge.
53

 

Such knowing through God’s Self-revealing is a “giving” because what He gives, and 

constantly gives anew, is nothing less than Himself.
54

 The goal of this Self-giving in His 

Word is for God “to bind us to Himself” such that “we really hear the ‘God with us’ that is 

spoken to us.”
55

 God’s revelation of His Word reveals the spatiality of God’s being for this 

“work is grace, a free divine decision” by which “…we can know about God only because 

and to the extent that He gives Himself to us to be known.”
56

 Therefore, theology must always 

“begin again” in response to a fresh hearing of God’s Word that is given only by a new 

gracious and free act of God.
57

  

Genuine knowledge of God proposes, first, that God must make Himself known to us 

and do so in a form we, as creatures and sinners, can grasp. Second, He must do this in a way 

that God remains God, giving away nothing proper to divine being. By this twofold 

proposition Barth ensures that God “remains Lord of the epistemic relation.”
58

 According to 

Bruce McCormack, with these formal methodological emphases and ordering based on God’s 

revelatory Word, Barth accomplishes two things: on one hand, by idealism, critical limits are 

set to human knowing by perceiving “…God as a Reality complete, whole, and entire in itself, 

apart from and prior to all human knowledge and therefore not caught in the Kantian subject-

object split…”;
59

 and on the other hand, by realism, he seeks to avoid both speculation (from 

a priori principles) and arbitrariness (by positing the primacy of one Christian doctrine from 

which all others are ‘systematically’ or ‘analytically’ derived) in dogmatics.
60

  

To construct a theology of the spatiality of God, I follow some of the implications of 

Barth’s theological epistemology. I begin by summarizing Barth’s threefold form of the Word 

                                                 
52

 Rather than Kant’s idealism in which the knower determines the object to be known, Barth seeks to follow an 

actualistic epistemology: the knower is determined by the object or more accurately the Subject, who is God 

Himself.  
53

 Barth, CD I/1, 132, 382, 88.  
54

 Barth proposed not a “datum” but a “dandum”. See for example Barth, CD I/1, 132. See also Bruce L. 

McCormack, “What Has Basel to Do with Berlin? Continuities in the Theologies of Barth and Schleiermacher,” 

Princeton Seminary Bulletin 23, no. 2 (2002) 167 (hereafter cited as “What Has Basel to Do with Berlin?”). 
55

 Barth, CD I/1, 175. 
56

 Barth, CD I/1, 371. 
57

 Barth, CD I/1, 14. 
58

 Bruce L. McCormack, “Barth in Context: a Response to Professor Gunton,” Scottish Journal of Theology 49, 

no. 4 (1996) 497. 
59

 This is McCormack’s succinct definition of what he terms Barth’s “critically realistic theology”. Bruce L. 

McCormack, “The Unheard Message of Karl Barth,” Word & World 14, no. 1 (winter 1994) 61. 
60

 McCormack, “What Has Basel to Do with Berlin?” 169.  
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of God and doctrine of revelation to clarify how God is able to reveal Himself to us while 

remaining true to His own being.  

 

2.  Doctrine of the Word of God 

Barth formulates his doctrine of the one Word of God in a “threefold form”.
61

 The 

supreme form in which God speaks to the Church is the Word “revealed” or Jesus Christ “the 

Word made flesh”.
62

 Jesus Christ is the personal presence of God in His Word. The secondary 

and derivative form is the Word of God “written”, that biblical witness in the words of the 

“prophets and apostles” to the revelation recurrently given in Jesus Christ.
63

 The third form, 

the Word “preached”, is the church’s contemporary witness based on the prior two forms, the 

Scriptural witness to God’s revelation in Jesus Christ and the revelation of Jesus Christ 

itself.
64

 In and of themselves, however, these three forms are not directly identical to God’s 

Word. They “become” God’s Word to us only if and where God freely chooses to use them to 

reveal Himself to us, for He is the only source of His Word’s occurrence in each form.
65

 The 

event in which God is present with us, speaking to us, establishing and renewing fellowship 

with us, thus actualizing His spatiality, is His Word. Before delving into the material content 

of Barth’s epistemology, I discuss some key notions of his doctrine of revelation that impact 

this theology of spatiality.
66

 

 

3.  Doctrine of Revelation 

For Barth, the primary concept in divine revelation is that of “indirect identity”.
67

 He 

specifies both sides of the dialectic: on the one hand, there is a distinction between God in His 
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Word and its revelation to us, yet on the other hand, there is a genuine unity of God in the 

revelation of His Word, Jesus Christ. These cannot be resolved into a synthesis for the 

revealed “…form is not a suitable but an unsuitable medium for God’s self-presentation. It 

does not correspond to the matter but contradicts it.” The form “does not unveil but veils” 

God’s Word for two reasons: it “meets us in the garment of creaturely reality” and the realm 

in which God’s revelation occurs is under the power of sin.
68

 Sin affects both the “fallen 

matter” of creation (the media or veil) and human reason (our understanding of God). So 

God’s Word is revealed in “the form of the cosmos which stands in contradiction to God.” 

Thus, where God’s Word is actually revealed in creaturely matter, it is truly revealed “through 

it” but in such a way that it is revealed “in spite of it” as well.
69

 Only the Word itself gives 

any true perception of its form.
70

 Hence, the indirect aspect of revelation is that God’s Word 

to us is always hidden in a fallen creaturely form, such as the human words of Scripture and 

proclamation, and even in the human creature, Jesus of Nazareth. In the strictest sense, 

identity in revelation takes place solely where the creaturely forms actually do become God’s 

Word, if and only as they are made to correspond to it by a new act of God’s grace.
71

 Yet, the 

form itself, as creaturely and sinful, always retains its necessary distinction from God’s being, 

even in revelation. This concept of indirect identity in revelation is demonstrated in Barth’s 

understanding of human language.  

 

4.  Concept of Analogy Regarding Human Language 

Not all language attests the reality of God. So, Barth wonders, how can we speak 

about God in a way that truly reflects who and what God is? Of concern is the relationship 

between the divine Word, God’s Word about Himself and creaturely words, what we say of 

God or “the relationship between what we say of God and what God is”. Rather than a direct 

identity (resulting in a synthesis of the two) on one hand or a complete distinction (resulting 

in the virtual impossibility of any relation) on the other hand, Barth maintains a dialectical 

relation of “analogy”.
72

 He defines analogy as follows: “In distinction to both likeness and 
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unlikeness ‘analogy’ means similarity, i.e., a partial correspondence and agreement and, 

therefore, one which limits both parity and disparity between two or more different entities.”
73

 

‘Partiality’ here refers not to a partial revelation or a partial relationship between God and 

humans. For “God is indivisible so gives Himself to be known by us in His revelation not 

partially but fully.”
74

 Instead, it indicates that our knowledge of God is “…only a partial 

correspondence to God’s being, limited by God’s incomprehensibility.”
75

 Furthermore, we are 

“…limited to the concepts and words God Himself uses in His self-disclosure…” in the 

manner of “thinking after” what God has first revealed. Our theological use of language thus 

involves a process of “selection”.
76

 However, even such selected concepts and words, like 

human reason itself, have no capacity in and of themselves to speak of God. God must again 

and again graciously accommodate our creaturely “thought and language” to bear true 

“similarity” to the Self-communication of God’s being.
77

 For Barth, this occurs “…only in the 

concrete (particular!) event in which [language] is taken up and used by God in bearing 

witness to Himself.”
78

 That human language is used or “commandeered”
79

 by God entails 

“…not that the language could grasp the revelation, but that revelation…could grasp the 

language.”
80

  

Although our words do not capture the reality of God’s being, God can and does come 

“to speech as God.”
81

 Since “…the Word of God conceals Himself in human words, a relation 

of correspondence is established, an analogy between the Word and the words.”
82

 For Barth, 
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analogical reference acknowledges “the incapacity of human language to refer to God” and 

“the essential mystery of its subject matter” on the one hand, yet also “the occurrence of 

genuine and proper reference” on the other hand.
83

 This ungraspable, indefinable “open 

centre” is Jesus Christ, God’s own enfleshed Word that can never be contained, exhausted, 

nor “illustrated” by human words or “symbols”.
84

 In short, God must “interpret” Himself to 

us. Obviously this impacts how we can and must speak of God’s being and His spatiality. But 

even here, Barth is concerned with genuine mutual presence in proper relation and distinction 

between God and creatures, the vital concern of spatiality.
85

 For Barth, “revelation is the self-

interpretation of God”, the event of His personal presence with us in His “threefold repetition” 

or “reiteration”.
86

 This leads to Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity. 

 

5.  Doctrine of the Trinity 

Barth formulates his doctrine of the Trinity as the God who is “…One in three 

distinctive modes of being subsisting in their mutual relations: Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit.”
87

 The source of knowledge of this God is “…the Father who knows the Son and the 

Son who knows the Father in the Holy Spirit…” Hence, true knowledge of God means 

participation in “an event enclosed in the mystery of the divine Trinity.”
88

 This knowledge is 

available only as a sharing in God’s own life, the event of His Self-revelation. Again, such 
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sharing or participation highlights the divine spatiality by which the triune God and the one 

to whom He reveals Himself are co-present in proper relation and distinction.  

Furthermore, it is decisive for Barth’s concepts of revelation and epistemology that 

“…there is no hidden God, no Deus absconditus, at the back of His revelation, with whose 

existence and activity we have also occasionally to reckon beyond His Word and His 

Spirit”.
89

 The revelation of God in Jesus Christ and the Spirit gives true knowledge of the one 

and only God. There is not another, different God than the one who is revealed in these three 

modes.
90

 Its corollary is also true: apart from these modes there is no knowledge of the one 

God. For Barth, God’s “hiddenness” in revelation alludes to His “invisibility, 

incomprehensibility and ineffability” by (fallen) creatures, not to a deity existing “above and 

beyond” the God revealed to us.
91

 Barth’s intent is clear (if not always consistent): there is not 

one God known by us while a different God, about whom we can know nothing, exists in and 

for Himself. If true, only the revealed ‘part’ of God can be known, indicating that an 

unrevealed, so unknown ‘part’ exists, which reasserts the ‘hidden God’ notion. Rejecting this 

suggests that the economic Trinity is materially the same as the immanent Trinity, in a 

particular sense and with certain distinctions.
92

 The God who reveals Himself in creation “for 

us” is the same God “in Himself”, again with proper distinctions, since God cannot be divided 

or partly revealed and partly hidden.
93

 Only in the hiddenness proper to God’s movement in 

revelation, can genuine knowledge of God be given. Therefore, “revelation is to be taken 

seriously as God’s presence” with us in ordered relation and distinction.
94

 The Self-revelation 

of God proceeds from the Father as “Revealer”, is objectively fulfilled in the Son as 
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“Revelation” itself (by “the fact that He became man”
95

), and is subjectively fulfilled in us 

by the Holy Spirit as the “Revealedness” (by “His outpouring on all flesh”
96

).
97

 Thus, “The 

Father addresses us in the Son. And the Holy Spirit receives that address in us.”
98

 But how is 

God present to us; what is the spatiality proper to God in the hiddenness of this Self-

revelatory event? 

 

6.  Dialectic of Veiling and Unveiling in Revelation 

Barth’s use of the dialectic
99

 of “veiling and unveiling” is essential to his doctrines of 

revelation and of God, and thus to this study of God’s spatiality.
100

 “Revelation…means the 

unveiling of what is veiled.”
101

 But in Scripture it “…means the self-unveiling, imparted to 

men, of the God who by nature cannot be unveiled to men.”
102

 Since God is “unintuitable” to 

us as “Spirit”, He must somehow make Himself “intuitable” or perceivable to us and do so 

without leaving behind the “unintuitability proper to God”.
103

 If God shed something essential 

to His ‘Godness’ in the event of revealing Himself, He would no longer be God. Again, 

knowing God entails two main aspects: God must make Himself known and in a way that we 

can really grasp, and God must make Himself known in a way that He remains God. This 

“secularity”
104

 or “twofold indirectness”
105

 attributed to God’s revealed Word is “the mystery 
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of God in creaturely reality”
106

 which actually contradicts and “conceals” God, since God is 

not identical with creation. The “miraculous act” of revealing Himself is thus “the tearing of 

an untearably thick veil, i.e., His mystery.” Yet since no “synthesis” occurs between God and 

the creaturely media through which God reveals Himself, revelation is always “indirect”.
107

 

The veil always remains a veil even in unveiling, and it never becomes identical with the 

divine reality within, just as God also always remains God. Such dialectical “unity in 

differentiation” maintains necessary and permanent distinctions between divine and creaturely 

in the single revelatory event. Since no possibility exists for human beings to penetrate this 

veil, knowledge of what lies behind it comes only through a new work of the Holy Spirit who 

gives faith to perceive divine reality in creaturely form.
108

 Apart from the ongoing activity of 

the Spirit within the community of faith and individual believers, merely the veil of human 

words recorded in Scripture and proclaimed in worship, and the man Jesus of Nazareth would 

be perceptible, being filled with a content of our own making. Ascribing a corresponding 

significance to those words and Person as God does requires an ever-new miraculous divine 

act. True knowledge of God conforms to God in His revelation, which is to God Himself. This 

suggests that since God is spatial and God’s Self-revelation is characteristically spatial, then 

the act of knowing God from the human side is also spatial. That is, knowledge of God creates 

genuine co-presence in relation between distinct beings, which is a dialectical unity (sharing 

God’s own knowledge) in distinction (appropriate to divine and human beings respectively). 

Since knowledge of God must conform to God’s own being in revelation and such 

knowledge is dialectical, Barth claims that God’s being itself must be dialectical.
109

 Although 

God reveals Himself, He never does so directly for He assumes that which is “not God” – a 

form of creation, and indeed a sinful creation – in order to manifest Himself to us in this 

creaturely world, and with which He never becomes identical. So both sides of the dialectic 

hold true: “The secular form without the divine content is not the Word of God and the divine 

content without the secular form is also not the Word of God.”
110

 Thus, creatures cannot 

perceive God’s revelation without encountering it in the creaturely media He takes to Himself 

for this purpose. 

Moreover, in revelation God is not “partly veiled and partly unveiled, but either veiled 

or unveiled.” Unveiling Himself means God is fully, wholly, entirely present in His 
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revelation, yet only in the hiddenness proper to His deity. To be totally, perfectly present in 

hiddenness, then, is the spatiality proper to God in such unveiling. So God’s Word is “hidden, 

not withheld”.
111

 In revelation, God’s unveiling is simultaneously a veiling and His veiling 

can also be genuine unveiling. The dialectic of God’s own being in revealing Himself thus 

indicates “…the givenness of a Subject who is not given and the non-givenness of a Subject 

who gives Himself.”
112

 By upholding each side of this dialectic, Barth preserves two 

axiomatic concepts: on one hand, the freedom, sovereignty and mystery of God, and on the 

other hand, the distinction of creaturely existence from divinity. Therefore, the ontological 

reality of God’s movement in revelation forms the basis of the corresponding epistemological 

dialectic. That reality is the material aspect of Barth’s theological epistemology, the 

Christological formulation of two natures in one Person.
113

  

 

7.  Christology 

The ground of all theology for Barth is given in the entire existence of Jesus Christ, 

the Son of God who is “very God and very human”.
114

 In Him God has wholly entered our 

created realm: “‘the Word was made flesh’ and has ‘dwelt among us’.”
115

 The incarnation of 

the Word in Jesus Christ is divine revelation.
116

 The significance of the incarnation for 

epistemology is found in three interrelated points. First, that God actually became human 

indicates such “becoming” is not foreign to God’s being.
117

 His being is a dynamic event not a 

static state. The transcendence of God’s being, what He is “antecedently in Himself” in 

eternity, is that which empowers and is the basis of His immanence, His “becoming” in time. 

Thus, “What is real in God must constantly become real precisely because it is real in 

God.”
118

 Rather than suggesting a necessity or lack of perfection in God, or a diminution in 

God’s Godness or in the human’s humanity, God’s becoming reveals the perfection of His 

sovereign freedom and power to become in time what He already is in eternity. 

Secondly, the objective possibility of wholly distinct natures (divine and human) being 

held together is the actuality of the Person, Jesus Christ. The “mystery” of God’s revelatory 

event in the incarnation of the Son of God is the divine condescension occurring in the 
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inconceivable union of the distinct divine splendor and human reprobation.
119

 For Barth, 

the humanity that “the eternal Word of God chose, sanctified and assumed”
120

 was “flesh” 

according to Scripture.
121

 This means creaturely existence fallen under the curse of sin, so 

also under “the judgment and verdict of God”, even while in His own lived existence He 

remained sinless.
122

 Certainly this “God-man”
123

 is a “new”
124

 divine act, “unique and 

peculiar”.
125

 Proper to God’s own being (ontic) since realized as such, this act forms the basis 

of His revelation to us (noetic). The presence and work of this one Person existing in these 

two natures overcomes the gulf between sinful humanity and the holy God.
126

  

Thirdly, the unique, historical event of the incarnational life of Jesus Christ actually 

occurring in creaturely space and time creates the revelatory foundation or center for the 

possibility of our knowledge of God.
127

 “Revelation” proper (Jesus Christ) and so also our 

knowledge of God (through His Spirit) are concerned with the unintuitable God who reveals 

Himself to us in and through the intuitable medium of the humanity of Jesus of Nazareth. 

However, since God is never directly identical with His creation, not even in this humanity 

that the Son of God takes to Himself in the incarnation, God’s revelation in Jesus Christ is 

indirect, veiled in human flesh.
128

 Yet only in and through that veil of fleshly humanity are 

incarnation and revelation possible. So genuine unveiling of God occurs, though in and 

through the veil of humanity.
129

 Simultaneously, veiling takes place even in that unveiling for 

the hiddenness and mystery of God is made apparent only in such unveiling. Barth expounds 

this event in his development of Chalcedonian Christology, the “hypostatic union” of two 

distinct yet inseparable natures in one Subject, the eternal Logos of God.
130
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According to McCormack, Barth’s “Christocentrism” is a “methodological rule – 

not an a priori principle” that seeks to “…understand every doctrine from a centre in God’s 

Self-revelation in Jesus Christ.”
131

 Knowledge of God has its objective basis, criterion, limits 

and possibilities – its reality – exclusively in the Self-revealed Word of God; its subjective 

reality is in the Holy Spirit who effects such knowledge of God in us.
132

 Hence, the “reality of 

Jesus Christ” signifies that by divine freedom “God Himself in person is actively present in 

the flesh”.
133

 Beyond the spatiality that is proper to God (mutual presence in ordered relation 

and distinction), the unique spatiality of the incarnate God adds to it the notion of physical 

and geographical location that is proper to the creature as well. The reality of the Spirit 

signifies that God Himself is “present to His creature” in His Word “even to dwell in him 

personally”, thereby making us free to be present to God.
134

 This subjective aspect of the 

Spirit’s work, through which He establishes a relation between God and us by making Him 

continually present to us through Jesus Christ, thus abiding in us, is characteristic of the 

Spirit’s unique spatiality. Therefore, Immanuel, “God with us”, is an expression of the 

spatiality of the triune God in the concrete event of His veiled and unveiled Self-revelation by 

the Father in the Son Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit.  

This examination of Barth’s theological epistemology has introduced the framework 

within which I develop a theology of the spatiality of the triune God. Barth’s doctrine of God, 

his doctrine of the divine attributes and the specific perfection of omnipresence are presented 

next in Chapter Two. Consideration of Barth’s doctrine of election in Chapter Three 
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necessitates revisiting his doctrines of the Trinity and the perfection of omnipresence, 

which concludes Part One. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

KARL BARTH’S DOCTRINE OF GOD  

 

Part One of this thesis proposes the spatiality of God’s being that Part Two demonstrates and 

expands through God’s work in the world. Chapter Two presents Barth’s doctrine of God that 

narrows to a consideration of his doctrine of the divine perfections which further focuses on 

the perfection of omnipresence.  

I begin with Barth’s consideration concerning how God is God, and more particularly, 

how the Triune God manifests His own nature through various forms and modes of being. In 

other words, “…how there is on the basis of the doctrine of the Trinity a doctrine of attributes 

in which is manifested the nature of God that is hidden from us...”
135

 One aspect of Barth’s 

theological method at this stage of his development is notable here. He aims to develop a 

doctrine of divine attributes based upon his doctrine of the Trinity which itself is explicated in 

the context of revelation. However, none of these actually begin with the concrete event of 

revelation, Jesus Christ. They appear to be following the inherited doctrine built upon an 

abstract notion of God in a Greek philosophical context whose content is given prior to God’s 

Self-revelation.
136

 But these are two distinct and mutually exclusive methods of inquiring into 

any attribute of God’s being. Stated succinctly, either we know what and how God is, based 

on His actual and concrete Self-revelation in Jesus Christ through His Spirit or we postulate 

with abstract human concepts about what and how we think God should be based on our 

experience or feelings or universals in creation that are then applied to God.
137

 Barth’s entire 

epistemological agenda aims at identifying this distinction: the former is wholly an act of God 

(with a fully genuine human response) and the latter entirely a human activity that posits no 

reality of God. For Barth, there is no third option. Only the first results in knowledge of the 

one true God. So while Barth claims to begin with the concrete revelation of God in Jesus 

Christ as attested in Scripture by the Spirit’s power, in fact, he does not always do so. Yet, 

because this material contains Barth’s sole treatment regarding divine omnipresence, I must 

begin here and raise critical questions as necessary in order to develop a more theological 

understanding of spatiality. 
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1.  Doctrine of God 

 To know “Who and what is God?”
138

 is to specify how or in what way(s) “God is 

God” from revelation.
139

 For, “What God is as God, the divine individuality and 

characteristics, the essential or “essence” of God, is something which we shall encounter 

either at the place where God deals with us as Lord and Savior, or not at all.”
140

 Rather than a 

static state of being, the “event” character of God’s Self-revelation “holds together”
141

 His 

being and His work in its dynamic “livingness”.
142

 So God is a “…‘being in act’…in the act 

of His revelation…which… declares…not only His reality for us…but at the same time His 

own, inner, proper reality, behind which and above which there is no other.”
143

 Thus, in 

speaking of God,  

…the word ‘event’ or ‘act’ is final, and cannot be surpassed or compromised. To its 

very deepest depths God’s Godhead consists in the fact that it is an event – not any 

event, not events in general, but the event of His action, in which we have a share in 

God’s revelation.
144

  

 

God’s being is “pure act” in the particular and “singular” act of His Self-revelation, which is 

the source of all other acts.
145

 So God’s being is not something other than that revealed in His 

acts but is confirmed precisely in them in the veil of creaturely reality as God’s revelatory 

Self-movement in the dialectic of veiling and unveiling.
146

 

Furthermore, God is a “being in person”.
147

 For Barth, “person” signifies one “which 

knows, wills and decides of itself and is moved by itself.”
148

 Completely unlike any common 

notion of human personhood, only God “exists absolutely in its act” and “in the unity and 

togetherness” of “nature and spirit” as does “the divine person”.
149

 Radicalizing what person 
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means, Barth claims God is the “real person” and we are persons only “by extension”.
150

 

Barth’s rigorous ontological distinctions between divine and human life entail no “confusion”, 

“comparison” or “contrast” between them “as commensurate”. For the Creator is the sole 

source of His own existence, unlike the creature that receives its existence only from Him. 

“God exists in His act. God is His own decision. God lives from and by Himself.”
151

 So what 

God does, He is; and what God wills, He is. No separation exists in God in whom willing is 

doing. Such activity reveals how He lives, the reality that is His “Godness”. He is the real 

Person whose activity (of willing and doing) constitutes His life, His being. In contrast, sinful 

human creatures may desire one thing and do its opposite, creating a rift between our being 

and our act. Knowing God in His particular and singular act is to know His being. “Every 

statement of what God is, and explanation how God is, must always state and explain what 

and how He is in His act and decision. There is no moment in the ways of God which is over 

and above this act and decision.”
152

 He is Immanuel, God with us.  

It is the revelation of the name by which He wills to be known and addressed by us, 

the name which does not add a second and extrinsic truth to the first intrinsic truth of 

His intimate, hidden essence, but which is the name and the criterion and the truth 

(i.e., the disclosure and description of the particularity) of His innermost hidden 

essence.
153

 

 

What God reveals to us is truly, wholly, eternally God Himself. “The fact that we cannot go 

behind His livingness for a definition of His being means in fact that we cannot go behind this 

name of His, because in the very revelation of His name there occurs the act which is His 

being to all eternity.”
154

 God’s being is, first, the eternal act of divine love. 

God demonstrates His purpose for us in His Self-revealing act: He “seeks and creates 

fellowship between Himself and us.”
155

 The fellowship desired and actualized in this event 

reveals God’s spatiality. 

He wills as God to be for us and with us who are not God…He places Himself in this 

relation to us. He does not will to be Himself in any other way than He is in this 

relationship. His life…which is originally and properly the one and only life leans 

towards this unity with our life.
156
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The first aspect of God’s dialectical being in revelation is His passionate love.
157

 “Loving 

us, God does not give us something, but Himself; and giving us Himself, giving us His only 

Son, He gives us everything.”
158

  

 The other aspect of God’s dialectical being is His “freedom”. Divine freedom infers 

that “The being of God…His act…His love is His own. In this His being and act God is who 

He is.”
159

 Thus, “He Himself, in being, is His own basis”. He confirms Himself simply by 

being “…because nothing can accrue to Him from Himself which He had not or was not 

already; because…His being in its self-realisation or the actuality of His being answers to no 

external pressure but is only the affirmation of His own plenitude and a self-realisation in 

freedom.”
160

 Free from any lack or need, any external compulsion or conditioning, God is free 

to love. Choosing to be present with us in relation and distinction that is ordered according to 

His love, God upholds and exercises His freedom. Contrasted with human notions of freedom 

as a lack of limitations, divine freedom includes the 

…prerogative to be free without being limited by His freedom from external 

conditioning, free also with regard to His freedom, free not to surrender Himself to it, 

but to use it to give Himself to this communion and to practice this faithfulness in it, in 

this way being really free, free in Himself.
161

 

 

Divine freedom, known by what God has actually done, means that God is unconditioned yet 

free to condition Himself according to His will. In fact, He chooses not to be free from all 

constraints, but freely “binds Himself” to us.
162

 Willing to be co-present with us in proper 

relation and distinction, “God is free to reveal His existence within the sphere of the reality 

that is distinct from Himself.”
163

 His freedom enables Him to take to Himself that which is 

not God in order to unveil Himself through a creaturely veil, thereby creating loving 

fellowship with us while remaining distinctly Himself in both the veil and this communion. 

God’s freedom, dissimilar to human notions of freedom, thus reveals His spatiality. 

In relation to everything not divine, God’s freedom is the divine “absoluteness” that 

affects our knowledge of Him and His attributes. “…[N]oetically…God cannot be classified 

or included in the same category with anything that He is not. There exists no synthesis in 

which the same attribute…can be predicated in the same sense both of God and of something 
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else.”
164

 Again, the “noetic” stems from the “ontic”. The absolute ontological distinction 

from all that is not God, signifies that 

…even in relatedness between [created beings] and Him...He does not share His being 

with theirs. He does not enter with them into a higher synthesis. He does not mingle 

and blend Himself with them. He does not transform Himself into them. Even in His 

relationship and connexion with them, He remains who He is.
165

 

 

Moreover, the other, positive side of the dialectic indicates that 

…God has the freedom to be present with that which is not God, to communicate 

Himself and unite Himself with the other and the other with Himself, in a way which 

utterly surpasses all that can be effected in regard to reciprocal presence, communion 

and fellowship between other beings.
166

 

 

Therefore, the absoluteness of God connotes “…not only His freedom to transcend all that is 

other than Himself, but also His freedom to be immanent within it.”
167

 This bears directly on 

Barth’s concept of spatiality, to be indicated.
168

  

Barth understands God’s transcendence as that which allows God to “…be sufficiently 

beyond the creature to be his Creator out of nothing and at the same time be free enough 

partially or completely to transform its being or to take it from it again as first He gave it.”
169

 

Regarding His immanence, Barth explains that God  

…can so indwell the other that, while He is its Creator and Giver of its life, and while 

He does not take away this life, He does not withdraw His presence from this 

creaturely existence which is so different from His own divine life. Now that it has 

originated in His will and subsists by His will, He does not detach Himself from it in 

an alien aloofness, but is present as the being of its being with the eternal faithfulness 

of which no creature is capable towards another. God can allow this other which is so 

utterly distinct from Himself to live and move and have its being within Himself... He 

can sustain, uphold and govern it…thus being its beginning, centre and end. God can 

in fact be nearer to it than it is to itself…not in dissolution but in confirmation of His 

own divine singularity, and again not in dissolution but in confirmation of the 

singularity of the creature.
170

 

 

In both transcendence (distance) and immanence (proximity), God is moving toward the 

creature to create and renew its existence in mutual presence with Him in relation and 

distinction that are proper to divinity on one side and to human on the other. Divine freedom 

is revealed in the totality of this turning toward His creatures, whereby God is present for 

                                                 
164

 “Deus non est in genere.” Barth, CD II/1, 310. 
165

 Barth, CD II/1, 311. 
166

 Barth, CD II/1, 313. 
167

 Barth, CD II/1, 313. 
168

 Throughout this entire passage Barth refers to the distinction between God’s being in immanence versus 

transcendence, a concept he reworks in his doctrine of election, and to which I return. 
169

 Barth, CD II/1, 313. 
170

 Barth, CD II/1, 313-314. 



 

 

33 

relationship by upholding the distinctiveness of both Himself and the creature. Thus, God 

may indwell the creature according to its varied characteristics and to the “plenitude” or 

“richness” that is God’s being. For His intentional “…presence in the life and being of the 

world is His personal and therefore actual presence expressed in continually new forms 

according to His sovereign decisions.”
171

 Yet all “possibilities of divine presence and action” 

have a “very definitive centre…basis…consummation…meaning…norm…law” and unity in 

that “once-for-all and unique” event that actualizes God’s proper presence among us, Jesus 

Christ.
172

 Christology thus grounds and determines knowledge of God’s reality as “the One 

who loves in freedom”.
173

  

 

2.  Doctrine of the Divine Perfections 

 Within his doctrine of God, Barth introduces his doctrine of divine attributes with a 

revision of traditional theology.
174

 In place of “attribute”, Barth prefers the term “perfection”. 

                                                 
171

 Barth, CD II/1, 314. 
172

 Barth, CD II/1, 315. In a remarkable, extended passage Barth highlights the dialectical variety of God’s 

freedom revealed particularly in Jesus Christ: “It is not, then, the rigid presence of a being whose nature we can, 

so to speak, formulate in this or that principle. God is free to be present with the creature by giving Himself and 

revealing Himself to it or by concealing Himself and withdrawing Himself from it. God is free to be and operate 

in the created world either as unconditioned or as conditioned. God is free to perform His work either within the 

framework of what we call the laws of nature or outside it in the shape of miracle. God is free either to grant His 

immanence to nature by working at its heart or by exerting His sway at an infinite height above it. God is free to 

conceal His divinity from the creature, even to become a creature Himself, and free to assume again His 

Godhead. He is free to maintain as God His distance from the creature and equally free to enter into partnership 

with it, indeed, to lift the creature itself, in the most vigorous sense, into unity with His own divine being, with 

Himself. God is free to rule over the world in supreme majesty and likewise to serve in the world as the humblest 

and meanest of servants, free even to be despised in the world, and rejected by the world. God is free to clothe 

Himself with the life of the world in all its glory as with a garment; but free likewise Himself to die the death 

which symbolizes the end of all things earthly, in utter abandonment and darkness. God is free to be entirely 

unlimited over against the world: not bound by its finitude, nor by its infinitude; not confined to its time and 

space as a whole, nor to any one area of space or period of time. He is equally free to limit Himself: to be eternal 

in the tiny endlessness of our starry heavens, or of our human conceptuality, but eternal also in our finitude; to be 

shut up in the totality of our time-space universe, but also in all humility to be confined to this or that time and 

place as contrasted with other times and places. God is free to ally Himself, within creation, to the spirit as 

against rebellious nature, but also free to ally Himself with nature in opposition to the undoubtedly more 

rebellious spirit. God is free to be provoked and to be merciful, to bless and to punish, to kill and to make alive, 

to exalt us to heaven and to cast us down into hell. God is free to be wholly inward to the creature and at the 

same time as Himself wholly outward: totus intra et totus extra and both, of course, as forms of His immanence, 

of His presence, of the relationship and communion chosen, willed and created by Himself between Himself and 

His creation. This is how He meets us in Jesus Christ. His revelation in Jesus Christ embraces all these 

apparently quite diverse and contradictory possibilities.” Barth, CD, II/1, 314-5. Yet even some elements of this 

passage will be recast in the light of his doctrine of election. 
173

 Barth, CD II/1, 257. 
174

 For expositions on the attributes of God, particularly in the light of Barth’s theology, see for example, John B. 

Webster, Confessing God: Essays in Christian Dogmatics II (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2005) and “The Holiness 

and Love of God,” Scottish Journal of Theology 57, no. 3 (2004) 249-268; also Colin Gunton, Act and Being: 

Towards a Theology of the Divine Attributes (London: SCM, 2002); Jay Wesley Richards, The Untamed God: a 

Philosophical Exploration of Divine Perfection, Immutability and Simplicity (Downer’s Grove, IL: InterVarsity 

Press, 2004) esp. his section on “Barth’s Treatment of the Divine Perfections,” 125-128; and Krieg, “The 

Theologian as Narrator: a Study of Karl Barth on the Divine Perfections.” For an application of Barth’s account 



 

 

34 

“Attribute” connotes categories of shared characteristics among similar beings.
175

 But since 

God is like no other being, He cannot be included in any categories. Also, an “attributed” 

quality may imply that which is accidental to one’s essence
176

 but such cannot be ascribed to 

God’s nature for He is “simple being”.
177

 He is substantively and eternally whole and 

complete – perfect – in Himself; no need or possibility exists to attribute something additional 

or occasional to His being which is not already proper to His being or present in perfect 

measure, nor conversely, to remove anything from it even “in the economy of His works.” 

Barth stresses that God does not assume some or all of His perfections “…merely in 

connexion with His self-revelation to the world, but that they constitute His own eternal 

glory.”
178

 Thus, Barth rejects the traditional separation of the so-called “essential” attributes 

from the “economic” attributes, the first considered essential to God’s being, and the second 

attributed to God only in relation to His activity towards creation.
179

 Discarding this dualistic 

scheme where God maintains some perfections in Himself and others in His dealings with us 

(which results in two deities, one being the ‘hidden God’), Barth adamantly claims that God’s 

attributes are essential to His being.
180

 In fact, the “multitude of various and distinct types of 

perfections” simply reveal more particularly God’s “one perfection” that is His existence, His 

loving in freedom. Since God’s Self-revelation is always a new event and He manifests 

Himself freely in variety, we can “…know Him again and again, in ever new ways…as the 

perfect God in the abundance, distinctness and variety of His perfections.”
181

 By definition, 

perfection is a reality only in the being of God.  

Expanding this notion, God’s perfection first suggests that wherever and however God 

exists and reveals Himself, God is entirely and perfectly present as Himself, as the One, 

indivisibly and distinctively perfect being that He is. God is eternally perfect as Himself, 

meaning He is eternally, perfectly Himself as the One who loves in freedom. Again, God 

exists only in the perfection that is the event of His being, in love and freedom, which He 

reveals in a variety of ways. Stated differently, a “perfection” is not something God has, but 
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“materially” who or what God is.
182

 For example, God does not have or possess holiness; 

He Himself is holy. And the corresponding statement also holds true: holiness is actual only 

in relation to God’s being. A doctrine of perfections is thus a way of knowing through 

revelation who God is and the characteristic ways He exists in His acts, by looking at His 

being in act under specific and distinctive aspects, such as holiness or omnipresence. 

Moreover, due to the dialectical character of God’s revelation stemming from God’s own 

being, Barth insists that one aspect of God’s nature cannot be stressed over and against others 

as if they are in opposition, like wrath versus mercy. What may appear to us, at first glance, to 

be divergent attributes nonetheless are held together (and perfectly!) in the one being of this 

Realdialektik who is Lord not merely over creatures and the epistemic relation, but as Lord of 

Himself He is also “Lord over these antitheses”.
183

 Barth’s epistemology and concept of 

revelation indicate both sides of the dialectic must be maintained in order to have true 

knowledge about God. 

 This concept of perfection leads Barth to define divine unity as it pertains to God’s 

attributes. On one hand, God is indivisible; each perfection is not merely inseparable from His 

being (since actually identical with it) but from every other perfection as well. On the other 

hand, and seen in the doctrine of the Trinity, unity does not imply singularity in God’s being 

in eternity or in revelation, nor then in regard to His perfections. God is and reveals His 

triunity by manifesting His love and freedom in a copious variety of characteristic ways; so 

God has perfections “in the plural”.
184

 To clarify, the multiplicity of perfections of the one, 

“simple” God does not imply separable “parts” within God’s being. Rather, perfections are 

merely a way of speaking more specifically of the rich and diverse ways that “God lives His 

perfect life” and reveals Himself to us.
185

 Both the variety of individual perfections (each 

being perfect and “identical with every other perfection”) and their totality (the combination 

also being perfect) must be acknowledged in order to reflect the perfect plenitude that is God 

Himself. Likewise, Barth claims God is “nothing other than each one of His perfections” plus 

the “fulness of them all”.
186

 In sum, “The divine being as the One who loves in freedom is the 
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divine being in the multiplicity, individuality and diversity of these perfections. He does 

not possess this wealth. He Himself is this wealth.”
187

  

 In his treatment of the doctrines of the Word of God and of revelation, Barth contends 

that God’s individual perfections cannot be known from a general concept of being or through 

anthropological characteristics that are then ascribed to God, but only in His Self-revelation. 

So Barth discards traditional doctrines of divine attributes constructed by such speculative 

schemes to reformulate his doctrine based on revelation, with its content centered in Jesus 

Christ as attested in Scripture and its form consisting in the dialectic of veiling and unveiling. 

Regarding the latter Barth writes, 

A fully restrained and fully alive doctrine of God’s attributes will take as its 

fundamental point of departure the truth that God is for us fully revealed and fully 

concealed in His self-disclosure. We cannot say partly revealed and partly concealed, 

but we must actually say wholly revealed and wholly concealed at one and the same 

time…And in both ways, through His self-disclosure and concealment, He is at one and 

the same time knowable and unknowable for us.
188

  

 

The unity and distinction displayed in these dialectics of revelation and of knowledge 

correspond to the content of the doctrine of God’s perfection, that unity and distinction of 

“God’s very being” in love and freedom without synthesis, separation or dissolution.
189

 Thus, 

the dialectical unity in distinction of God’s individual perfections manifest in either “…a form 

of love in which God is free, or a form of freedom in which God loves.”
190

 Within these two 

distinct yet integrated emphases concerning the one being of God, Barth further organizes 

twelve specific perfections derived from Scripture into “dialectically related pairs that 

mutually condition each other.”
191

 Thus, the perfections of the divine loving consist in the 

grace and holiness, mercy and righteousness, and patience and wisdom of God. The 

perfections of the divine freedom include the unity and omnipresence, constancy and 
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omnipotence, and eternity and glory of God. With this context now provided, the focus 

narrows to the being of God who, among His other perfections is perfectly omnipresent.
192

  

 

3.  The Doctrine of the Divine Perfection of Omnipresence 

 The all-encompassing and particular qualities of God’s perfect nature are known in the 

revelation of His perfect acts. The characteristic ways in which God lives and loves in freedom 

are specified in the divine perfections. This section focuses upon Barth’s treatment of God’s 

perfection of omnipresence, or how God as the One who loves in freedom is omnipresent.
193

 I 

introduce the primary concepts and terms regarding the spatiality of God and assess Barth’s 

adherence to his own epistemology. My aim in concluding both this section and chapter is to 

set forth a working conceptual definition of the spatiality of God thus far. 

 Although occasionally Barth fails to heed his own warning, he nonetheless cautions 

against slipping back into the method traditionally utilized to inquire into specific attributes of 

God; one that is drawn from a general principle of being or from an abstract notion of the 

attribute itself, both without their ground and object in Christology. Mindful of the source and 

order of our knowledge from God’s revelation in Jesus Christ attested in Scripture through the 

Spirit, “…these concepts are determined and also circumscribed wholly and completely by His 

deity…” not “…the converse that His deity is circumscribed by the concepts which are at our 

disposal. The relation between subject and predicate is an irreversible one when it is a matter 

of God’s perfections.”
194

 So our concepts must originate, develop and be doctrinally explicated 

by this one standard. This unique starting point, constant reference, and goal, indicates how 

Barth radically departs from Church tradition (and philosophical treatments) in his discussion 

of the omnipresence of God.
195

 He aims to begin with what God has in fact done and revealed, 

and then proceeds to develop the specific concept more fully in the light of our broader 

knowledge of God’s being and activity. The entire Scriptures inform Barth’s construction of 

each perfection rather than a single passage or metaphysical idea. 
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 A perfection or “determination of the freedom of God”, omnipresence follows and 

is paired with the unity of God.
196

 Divine unity has to do with the “one, unique and simple” 

being of God.
197

 Yet God’s oneness is not mono but triune, in multiplicity and diversity.
198

 His 

unity, by definition including every other perfection, is unique to Himself, qualitatively 

different and wholly other than the unity ascribed to anything of creation.
199

 Divine simplicity 

refers to God’s indivisibility; though distinctions exist, there are no separate parts. Nor is it 

appropriate to speak of greater or lesser degrees of God’s being and/or His work. Rather, “in 

all that He is and does, He is wholly and undividedly Himself.”
200

 Although one may 

experience, emphasize, or seek to understand one aspect of God’s being or work in 

differentiation from other aspects, for example, focusing on His mercy in distinction from His 

righteousness, nevertheless the totality and unity which is the triune God must be constantly 

upheld. Furthermore, since God’s Self-movement in revelation is manifest in the dialectic of 

veiling and unveiling, and is our source of knowledge regarding God’s perfections, both sides 

of this dialectic must also be acknowledged even as each commands individual attention. Only 

in this manner will our thinking be conformed to God in His Self-revelation. Since God is One, 

Barth claims God is also omnipresent.  

 Simply and broadly defined, omnipresence is “the perfection in which He is 

present”.
201

 God’s omnipresence has two main movements in Barth’s discussion. The first and 

foremost is “inward”, signifying that God is present to Himself; the second is “outward”, 

referring to God’s presence in creation. Both movements primarily signal relationship, so 

Barth describes omnipresence as “an attribute of God’s freedom operative in His love” 

whereby God “…always and always will be the One who encounters and is related and 

present, first to Himself and then to others also.”
202

 God’s nature is such that He is present first 

to Himself in His own triune unity, then and on that basis also present to everything else that is 

not God. Barth specifies, “presence does not mean identity, but togetherness at a distance” or 

co-presence in ordered relation and distinction.
203

 The inward movement is the 

“…togetherness of Father, Son and Holy Spirit at the distance posited by the distinction that 
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exists in the one essence of God.” Outwardly, presence is the “togetherness at a distance of 

the Creator and the creature.”
204

 Differentiation in proximity or “togetherness at a distance” is, 

ironically, a necessary condition for presence. Both distinction and relatedness between two 

subjects, two “I’s” must exist in order for each to be present to the other.
205

 In this sense, 

inward “distance” distinguishes the three modes of God’s being even in the perfect 

“togetherness” of His unity. Thus, without such so-called “distance” or differentiation in 

Himself, God would be mono. And yet outward “distance” between “I” (God) and “thou” 

(human beings) is qualitatively different, given the distinct nature (Creator versus creature) and 

disposition (holy versus sinner) of each.  

 Existing in such “togetherness at a distance”, omnipresence is not only the perfection in 

which God is present but also the perfection in which God “possesses a place”. Barth observes, 

“…where there is distance, there is necessarily one place and another place” such that “I” am 

“here” and “you” are “there”. In this sense then, “God’s presence necessarily means that He 

possesses a place, His own place, or…His own space.”
206

 Because God is a reality distinct 

from us, Barth posits that God has His own place or space that is different than ours. Such 

reformulation demonstrates that God is not a-spatial as most of the Christian tradition and 

philosophy avow.
207

 “Non-spatiality means existence without distance, which means 

identity.”
208

 But this rebuts God’s Self-revelation. First, in God’s own being, His oneness 

entails threeness, and His threeness entails oneness. Second, God is also distinct from His 

creatures. Hence, God’s loving and free presence as the One unified in differentiation and 

differentiated in unity is His “spatiality”. In fact, Barth directly pronounces “just because of 

His spatiality, He is able to be the Triune” and Lord of all.
209

 The “general definition” Barth 

offers for divine spatiality is that “God is spatial as the One who loves in freedom, and 

therefore as Himself.”
210

 Since divine perfections are essentially identical to God’s being, 

divine spatiality denotes a “confirmation” that cannot involve any “curtailment or diminution” 
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of God’s deity. God is God precisely in His spatiality and in no other way. This is the 

“general nature” of God’s omnipresence.
211

  

 More “specific qualities” of God’s omnipresence identify that God is “…everywhere 

completely and undividedly the One He is and in all the fulness of His being.”
212

 Wherever 

God is (which is everywhere, the basic meaning of omnipresence), God is always and 

everywhere wholly, totally, and of course, perfectly present as Himself, this One who loves in 

freedom. Stated negatively, “there is no place where He is not present in His essence” or where 

He is “less present than in all others.”
213

 Again, this agrees with the perfection of God’s unity 

in its simplicity, connoting His undivided and never other than total presence. Furthermore, 

God’s spatiality denotes His presence in “continually differing and special ways”, ways that 

indeed are not our ways.
214

 This reflects the perfection of God’s unity as unique. Given that 

God’s being is a unity in distinction or in multiplicity, God’s spatiality, as a perfection of that 

being, corresponds both to the “relation between His unity and His triunity,” and also between 

“His unity and the wealth of His being.”
215

 For Barth, this suggests God is “God in a different 

way here and there, in a relationship between His here and His there, in a movement from the 

one to the other and vice versa, with greater or lesser remoteness or nearness between the two.” 

So God can be and is present in a “specific way” (e.g., in His love, or even in the humanity of 

the incarnate Jesus Christ) and in a “differentiated” way as well (e.g., as Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit; or in Gospel and Law, Church and Israel). Thus, Barth concludes, not only is He 

“…present to everything with a presence which is not uniform but distinct and 

differentiated…” but this unique presence is a “…manifestation of His freedom, the fulfillment 

of His life and the reality of His love.”
216

 Concurring with his theological epistemology, Barth 

summarizes how we know that God is spatial: 

If in and with His creation God is the same as He is in Himself, revealing Himself to us 

in His revelation as not less or other than Himself, then it is characteristic of Him to be 

here and there and everywhere, and therefore to be always somewhere and not 

nowhere, to be spatial in His divine essence.
217

  

 

God’s spatiality is revealed to us in the concrete reality of His history, His co-presence with 

humankind in ordered relation and distinction. 
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Hence, God’s omnipresence even includes “absence” in a particular sense. That 

God’s Self-movement in revelation is manifest in the dialectic of veiling and unveiling, of 

disclosure and hiddenness, is significant for divine spatiality in references to His presence and 

proximity versus His so-called “absence” or “remoteness”. Absence does not mean “non-

presence”. Rather, it alludes to biblical passages that describe subjective experiences of 

disruptions or confusion in human beings’ relationship with God. Such includes darkness, 

agony or loneliness stemming from seemingly unanswered prayer, God’s wrath and judgment, 

the removal of His specific blessing and preservation, the withdrawal of His (shekinah) glory 

and the turning away of His face. To borrow additional concepts from Barth, absence in this 

sense indicates God’s “No” while presence refers to God’s “Yes”. However, like the No, the 

absence (remoteness) is for the sake of the presence (proximity), the Yes. Both sides must be 

maintained to capture Barth’s full concept of divine spatiality actualized and revealed in Word 

and Spirit, and shared by human beings. For this reason, the term “spatiality” is more 

instructive to highlight the reality of the being and act of God in encounter with us rather than 

“presence”, since spatiality includes both positive and negative elements while the latter term 

tends to indicate only the positive.  

 

3.1.  God’s Presence Ad Intra and Ad Extra 

 The spatiality of God ad intra is the first and primary movement of the divine 

omnipresence. As noted above, spatiality in se is “…the presence in which God is present to 

Himself and to Himself exclusively, and therefore the space which is exclusively His own 

space.” Typically the Bible refers to the space that is God’s alone as the “throne of God”.
218

 

This He shares with no other. Yet this implies no isolation or solitary existence since in 

Himself God is both unity and communion, mutual presence in relation and distinction proper 

to His modes of being as the one God. Concerning spatiality, Barth states, “As the triune He is 

living and loving, and this is the basis and the ultimately real source of space in God 

Himself.”
219

 If God were “spaceless”, Barth boldly asserts, He would be “lifeless and 

loveless”.
220

 Furthermore, God’s triune spatiality is the source of all space distinct from His 

own. First, “As Father, Son and Holy Spirit God uses and has and is space for Himself.” Then 

in turning outward as the Triune God He is also Creator and Lord, meaning “He uses and has 
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and is also space for all…which is distinct from Himself – space in created space, and 

therefore…space in our spaces.”
221

  

The second movement of God’s spatiality is ad extra. Barth offers a multi-layered 

description of God’s spatiality in creation, of His love that freely overflows outwardly. God 

has lovingly and freely created a space distinguished from His own, “the space of heaven and 

earth, our space.”
222

 As Creator and Sustainer, God’s space encompasses and permeates this 

creaturely space, for God is present in His creation as the Providential Giver of all life. But that 

is not to infer either pantheism or the validity of “natural theology”.
223

 Rather, divine 

providence is God’s “general presence” in relation to the whole of creation. Both “distinction 

and relationship” are implicit in God’s presence and activity towards and in creation. Again, 

distinction is continually affirmed between divine and created, between God’s space and our 

space. Yet relationship also is affirmed for “our space does not exist apart from God’s 

space.”
224

 In fact, God’s space so fully penetrates our space that while we exist in our space (of 

creation) we also live in God’s space (understood here as His general life-giving and life-

sustaining presence). According to Scripture, no space exists out of or beyond God’s loving 

presence; nowhere can we hide from Him.
225

 Thus, Barth concludes, there is “no absence, no 

non-presence, of God in His creation.”
226

 Additionally, the general divine omnipresence in 

creation can take a variety of forms, such as His presence in holiness or justice, in distance or 

proximity. So God is not merely present everywhere in the same, undifferentiated way. And 

knowledge of God’s general presence in creation is given only on the basis of the revelation of 

His “special presence”.
227

  

This special “…presence to the whole world from the beginning and for all time is in 

His Word, which as the Word of revelation and reconciliation occupies a special space.”
228

 

Therefore, God’s omnipresence specifically concerns “…the special nature of His presence in 

His revealing and reconciling work ontologically (in its reality) and not merely noetically 
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(pertaining to our knowledge of it).”
229

 Barth identifies two special spaces of God’s 

presence in creation, Israel and the Church. These encompass the history, contemporary reality 

and future expectation of God’s presence with His chosen people, and through them with all 

humankind. In its similarities, distinctions and variety, God’s Word reveals the actuality of 

God’s loving and free presence in, to and through both Israel and the Church. This divine 

presence attested in Old and New Testaments occurs as Gospel and Law, sacrifice and 

sacrament. Various modes of God’s special presences in Israel and the Church include 

geography, particular persons, and “spiritual” encounters.
230

 The first, geographically 

speaking, includes “holy places” of Israel such as the sanctuaries at Shiloh and Bethel, the 

Tabernacle, Solomon’s Temple, and Jerusalem.
231

 God’s presence is also acknowledged in 

particular people empowered by God’s Spirit including prophets (Moses, Isaiah), priests 

(Aaron, Eli), kings (David, Hezekiah), apostles (Peter, John, Paul) and Christians (“saints”). 

“Spiritual” presences refer to specific encounters with God as in theophanies, miracles, at 

Pentecost, on the Road to Damascus and in the Church.
232

  

These special presences of God within creation indicate the overlap and 

interpenetration of special divine and creaturely spaces. This characteristic overlapping and 

interpenetrating corresponds with the reality of God who encompasses unity and trinity, 

spiritual and material, infinite and finite, divine and created, revealedness and hiddenness, 

eternity and time. The reality of God, encompassing all seemingly disparate and contrary 

things in relatedness, forms the basis of our participation in His spaces. We do so, however, 

only in ways appropriate for creatures, and as reconciled creatures. Such apparent 

incongruence is not antithetical to God’s being, but God is God precisely in this dynamic 

dialectic. Therefore, in all forms of His actuality, the revealing presence of God is never a 

“given” that comes under human control but a new and excitingly varied “giving” by God of 

Himself as the One who loves in freedom.
233
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  Beyond God’s general creative and sustaining presence, and His particular 

revealing and reconciling presences in Israel and the Church, the unique space or “proper 

presence” of God is Jesus Christ, God’s true “dwelling place”.
234

 With this third type of 

presence Barth’s triadic structure of this doctrine becomes evident, derived from its ontological 

ground in the triunity of God. As the proper presence of God in His creation, that 

quintessential Word of His revelation and reconciliation, Jesus Christ is the “…basis and 

constituent centre of [God’s] special presence, and therefore the meaning and presupposition 

of His general presence.”
235

 As God’s proper space, Jesus Christ is qualitatively different from 

all other of God’s spaces ad extra. He is not one in a series of God’s “self-presentations” but 

the beginning and end, the one that determines and qualifies them all.
236

 In a unity in 

distinction particular to Jesus Christ, He is fully God and fully human, Creator and creature, 

divine space and creaturely space.
237

 He is the Word made flesh, the one true sacrament, the 

distinctive dwelling place of God, and the Israelite whose body is the Church.  

Stressing the point most fully, Barth circles back to his starting point. Jesus Christ, in 

His divine-human unity, sits on God’s own throne, in God’s unique space; according to His 

divinity it is His own throne, according to His humanity, “…the Creator has given the creature 

not only space but His own most proper space. God has raised man to His throne.” God’s 

unique space has now become the “permanent space” of this Human, and all represented in 

Him. Revelation, Barth claims, provides the “demonstration and explanation of the divine 

space”:
238

 

…the human nature of Christ (and especially in this connexion His corporality and 

therefore His spatiality), in its unity with the deity of the Son (unconfused with it, but 

also undivided from it, in real indirect identity), is the revelation, but as the revelation it 

is also the reality of the divine space, by which all other spaces are created, preserved 

and surrounded.
239

 

 

In His divine-human unity, Jesus Christ alone encompasses the full reality of God’s spatiality.  

  Before concluding with a conceptual definition of the spatiality of God, I raise a 

critical question: has Barth been faithful to the most essential elements of his theological 

epistemology in his accounts of the preceding doctrines?
240

 The material covered is critical for 
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his doctrine of the perfection of omnipresence. However, embedded in his exposition are 

numerous instances of more speculative thinking that are not based in God’s Self-revelation in 

Jesus Christ. For example, in an opening discussion of God’s omnipresence, Barth says,  

We are not saying that God is omnipresent only in so far as there is this universe. 

God’s omnipresence, like His other perfections, cannot be resolved into a description 

of His relationship to His creation. All that God is in His relationship to His creation, 

and therefore His omnipresence too, is simply an outward manifestation and realisation 

of what He is previously in Himself apart from this relationship and therefore apart 

from His creation. Even if creation and this relationship of God to creation did not 

exist, proximity and remoteness in irresolvable unity…would still be a divine 

perfection.
241

 

 

Like some critiques of his doctrines of the Trinity and of God, how can Barth at this point 

make claims about how God is God (here as “proximity and remoteness in irresolvable unity”) 

apart from His Self-revelation in creation?
242

 Asserting that ‘God is’ and even ‘God is God’ 

are not to be denied. But claims regarding what God is or how God is God apart from any 

relationship-establishing revelation or creation exceed the limit to the human creature’s 

knowledge afforded by Barth’s theological epistemology. Axiomatic to that epistemology is 

the claim that only God can make Himself known, which occurs chiefly by His Spirit in the 

event of His Self-revelation that is indirectly identical (because veiled) to His Word, Jesus 

Christ.
243

 Human formulations concerning what God is apart from this Self-revelation or 

without the creation are pure speculation.
244

 True knowledge of God is based on the movement 

of God’s own being in revelation. Yet Barth appears to engage in the very metaphysical 

thinking his Christocentric epistemology rules out. Therefore, his doctrine of the perfection of 

omnipresence will be reassessed after considering his doctrine of election.  

Concluding with a conceptual definition of the spatiality of God thus far, the perfection 

of God’s being is a relationship not of identity but in proximity at a distance. Being mutually 

present with Himself and with creation in relation and distinction that are ordered according to 

God’s unity in three distinct modes of being on one side, and according to the creation in the 

distinction of general providence, the special community of God’s people in Israel and the 

Church, and the proper Creator-creature, Jesus Christ, on the other side. God’s spatiality 

encompasses the full content of His revealed name: Immanuel, God with us. 
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Having examined Barth’s doctrine of God concerning His perfections and 

specifically His perfection of omnipresence, Chapter Three explores Barth’s doctrine of 

election. Given the dramatic shift in Barth’s theological thinking with this doctrine, pertinent 

material in his doctrines of the Trinity and the perfection of omnipresence are reassessed and 

conclude Part One of this study.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

KARL BARTH’S DOCTRINE OF ELECTION 

 

For if it is true that in Jesus Christ there dwells the fullness of the Godhead bodily (Col 

2:9), then in all the perfection with which it is differentiated from everything that is 

not God…the Subject God still cannot…be envisaged, established and described only 

in and for itself…[T]he doctrine of God must [make] the Subject known as One which 

in virtue of its innermost being, willing and nature…stands in a definite relationship 

ad extra to another…This relationship belongs to the Subject God…to the extent that 

it rests upon a definite attitude of God…God is God only in this way and not in any 

other…In dealing with this attitude, we have to do with His free but definitive 

decision. We cannot abstract from it without falling into arbitrary speculation… In a 

Christian doctrine of God, if God is to be exhaustively described and represented as 

the Subject who governs and determines everything else, there must be an advance 

beyond the immediate logical sense of the concept to the actual relationship in which 

God has placed Himself; a relationship outside of which God no longer wills to be and 

no longer is God, and within which alone He can be truly honoured and worshipped as 

God. If it is true that it pleased the fullness of God to dwell in JC (Col 1:19)…this…is 

unavoidable.  

 Jesus Christ is indeed God in His movement towards man, or more exactly, in 

His movement towards the people represented in the one man Jesus of Nazareth...Jesus 

Christ is the decision of God in favour of this attitude or relation. He is Himself the 

relation.
245

  

 

Divine spatiality is the perfection of God who is fully present in relation and distinction as the 

One who loves in freedom. The above quotation from Church Dogmatics II/2 introduces the 

centrality of Barth’s mature doctrine of election for a theology of spatiality. This doctrine 

focuses on the primal divine decision, will and attitude – the very being of God Himself – that 

is predetermined for relationship, particularly between God and human being(s), and all that 

follows in fulfillment. What is especially surprising for a theology of spatiality is to consider 

that the spatiality proper to God in primal eternity may already include creaturely spatiality in 

time! For this is what Barth’s doctrine of election suggests. This chapter delves into Barth’s 

doctrine of election to explore divine spatiality in its origin, determination and goal, its 

outworking in the spatiality of human being(s) that follows from it, and their interrelations 

and distinctions.  

Some scholars agree that a paradigmatic shift occurred in Karl Barth’s theological 

development toward a more realistic Christocentrism that is first manifest in his doctrine of 

election in CD II/2. While many Barth scholars assess some of this doctrine’s ramifications 
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generally in line with classical theology, others have raised some critical alternatives 

arising from his theology that move beyond Barth’s own theological development or 

consistency.
246

 I aim to pursue the latter, acknowledging this direction to be a controversial 

minority in an ongoing debate. Specifically, this study follows the thesis set forth by Bruce 

McCormack that election is constitutive of the triunity of God. Although Barth did not specify 

it in this manner, and can still state its opposite even in CD IV, I consider this constructive 

interpretation that attempts to consistently trace the trajectory of some of Barth’s key 

theological insights has much to offer, especially for a theology of divine spatiality.
247

 

Therefore, I begin by indicating a few points in the development of the doctrine of election in 

order to verify the need to revisit doctrines formulated prior to the final version in CD II/2.
248

 

After offering an overview of his mature doctrine, I revisit Barth’s doctrines of the Trinity, the 

perfections of God and omnipresence through the lens of his new doctrine of election. The 

ensuing chapters follow the line indicated by this constructive theology.  

 In contrast to the theocentric orientation of Barth’s prior treatment of the doctrine of 

election in his Göttingen Dogmatics, the doctrine of election in Church Dogmatics II/2 is 

radically reoriented as a consequence of its new Christological center.
249

 The sole focus now 
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shifts wholly upon the God revealed in Jesus Christ. This pivotal reconstruction from the 

Göttingen Dogmatics and the first volumes of the Church Dogmatics to CD II/2 has been 

demonstrated by others to stem from Barth’s hearing and development of Pierre Maury’s 

1936 lecture on election.
250

 Illustrative of the dramatic shift from traditional formulations of 

the Reformed doctrine of predestination in which was posited a God whose goodness or at 

least mercy was suspected of being subordinated to His omnipotent justice in a capricious and 

mysterious decree, Barth begins his account with the following oft-quoted summation. 

The doctrine of election is the sum of the Gospel because of all words that can be said 

or heard it is the best: that God elects man; that God is for man too the One who loves 

in freedom. It is grounded in the knowledge of Jesus Christ because He is both the 

electing God and elected man in One. It is part of the doctrine of God because 

originally God’s election of man is a predestination not merely of man but of Himself. 

Its function is to bear basic testimony to eternal, free and unchanging grace as the 

beginning of all the ways and works of God.
251

 

 

The good news of the Gospel is encapsulated in this doctrine because it identifies the 

originating will and ways of God as pure grace that not only determines creation but primarily 

Himself for the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ. The primal decision for grace and its 

actualization in the covenant between God and human beings in Christ reveal God’s 

perfection of co-presence in loving and free relation. Spatiality, like each and all perfections 

of God’s being, is already encompassed and determined in this primal act in which God 

eternally determines His own being for gracious presence in relation with us in Christ.  

                                                                                                                                                         
Mediator and Head of the elect and hence as the presupposition of salvation, and thus resolved to give them to 

him for redemption, and to call them effectually and draw them by his Word and Spirit, or to endow them with 

true faith in him, to justify them, to sanctify them, and finally to glorify those who are kept by his power in 

fellowship with his Son, in demonstration of his mercy and to the praise of the kingdom of his glorious grace.” 

459-60. 

Although in one sense, the divine foreknowledge concerning each person’s choice to believe or not that was 

made during their individual history was often cited as way of justifying the eternal decree, Barth emphasized a 

different type of actualism as shall be indicated. For Barth’s position on divine foreknowledge in this context see 

Barth, Göttingen Dogmatics, 462-63; Heppe, “Attributes of God,” in Reformed Dogmatics, 75-81. For Barth’s 
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Concerning the Eternal Predestination of God, trans. J.K.S. Reid (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 

1961); F. Stuart Clarke, “Christocentric Developments in the Reformed Doctrine of Predestination,” Churchman 

98, no. 3 (1984) 229-245; Heppe, “Predestination,” in Reformed Dogmatics, 150-189.; Richard A. Muller, “The 

Placement of Predestination in Reformed Theology: Issue or Non-Issue?” Calvin Theological Journal 40 (2005) 

184-210. 

For an exposition of Barth’s doctrine of election which focuses on Christ’s humanity as God see John 

Thompson, “The Humanity of God in the Theology of Karl Barth,” Scottish Journal of Theology 29, no. 3 

(1976) 249-269. 
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Rather than starting with the decree of an unknown God who has eternally 

predetermined some for salvation and all others for damnation as in the Reformed tradition, or 

with the temporal activity of God’s revelatory encounter with individuals as in his earlier 

Göttingen Dogmatics, Barth shifts the intended basis and focus of election and of his theology 

as a whole from this point forward more entirely to divine ontology.
252

 As we have seen, 

Barth establishes the noetic ground of theology proper in Christology, in God’s Self-

revelation in Jesus Christ. Knowledge concerning who and what God is and does in the world 

has its origin in God’s eternal being and activity. Therefore, we can have genuine knowledge 

of God in se through His Self-revelation ad extra since God is identical, albeit indirectly, with 

His revelation in Jesus Christ. While this was his alleged intention in the earlier volumes of 

the Church Dogmatics, what actually manifested is the incongruence created by his attempts 

to hold his stated methodology, beginning and ending with Jesus Christ, alongside more 

traditional theology that tended to begin with “general principles” and end with 

“…supposedly self-evident general conclusions from what is particularly enclosed and 

disclosed in Him…”
253

 Three elements of this revised doctrine will show this theology to be 

more fully in accord with his stated epistemology, presented in Chapter Two. Most 

importantly, they clearly demonstrate that divine election wholly determines and actualises 

both the spatiality of God and of human beings. These elements are: election as God’s Self-

determination, Jesus Christ as both the Subject who elects and the Object elected, and our 

election in Jesus Christ as a community and as individuals.  

 

1.  Election as God’s Self-Determination 

First and foremost, and as the ground and goal of all that follows, Barth understands 

“election as the self-ordaining of God’s self.”
254

 That God gives to Himself His own being 

and is the sole source of His own life, in distinction from any external source, compulsion or 

necessity, indicates that God is a Self-determined being. As Lord of His own being, God is 

free to determine how He is God or the way(s) in which He constitutes Himself as God.
255

 

Two facets, both spatial, are decisive here: God has freely determined Himself as triune, one 

Subject in three modes of being; and God has freely determined Himself to be in fellowship 

                                                 
252

 See Barth, Göttingen Dogmatics, 445-51. 
253

 Barth, CD II/2, 4. See Bruce McCormack, “Seek God Where He May Be Found: a Response to Edwin Chr. 

van Driel,” Scottish Journal of Theology 60, no. 1 (2007) 71-72, esp. footnote 23. For specific reference to this 

tension regarding divine perfections see McCormack, “The Actuality of God,” 231ff, esp. 232. 
254

 Barth, CD II/2, 89. “Selbstbestimmung” can be translated as “self-ordaining” or “self-determination.” 
255

 McCormack states, “God is so much the Lord that he is Lord even over his being and essence.” McCormack, 

“Seek God Where He May Be Found,” 67. 



 

 

51 

with human beings.
256

 The order of the relation between these two issues will be considered 

at the end of this section but first, their significance for Barth’s doctrine of God.  

Election is the primal divine act in which God determines to be God in the covenant of 

grace with human beings through Christ and to be God solely in this way. This way is spatial 

for it is the way in which God elects to be present in loving and free relation.
257

 “Primal” 

means occurring prior to created reality yet primarily indicates the origin, goal and 

encompassing of all creation.
258

 Nothing precedes this choice, for election is God’s original 

decision to be present in relation, from which every other divine decision follows. Moreover, 

its fulfillment occurs in the person, Jesus, and all elect in Him as God eternally wills His 

existence.
259

  

We must not seek the ground of this election anywhere but in the love of God, in His 

free love…If we seek it elsewhere, then we are no longer talking about this election. 

We are no longer talking about the decision of the divine will which was fulfilled in 

Jesus Christ. We are looking beyond these to a supposedly greater depth in God (and 

that undoubtedly means nothingness, or rather the depth of Satan). What takes place in 

this election is that God is for us; for us, and therefore for the world which was created 

by Him, which is distinct from Him, but which is yet maintained by Him.
260

 

 

McCormack interprets “primal” as signifying that nothing exists above or behind this decision 

such that God’s being is determined otherwise than for this relationship with human beings.
261

 

God thus determines Himself to be spatial, a being who is present in relation, which is 

fulfilled in His willing a corresponding spatiality in Jesus and all human beings in Him, as 

beings who can also be present in relation. For there is “no greater depth in God”, nothing that 

precedes this Self-determination to be God for us in Jesus Christ.
262

  

Once made [God’s decision] belongs definitively to God Himself, not in His being in 

and for Himself, but in His being within this relationship. It belongs to the reality of 

God which is a reality not apart from but in this decision…We cannot speak correctly 

of God in His being in and for Himself without considering Him always in this 

attitude…We cannot speak accurately or confidently of the work of God unless first 
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we see clearly that the attitude which God has taken up, and by which His work is 

determined, belongs to God Himself, and cannot in any way be isolated from Him.
263

 

 

Barth warns against inquiring about the being or work of God ad intra or in pre-temporal 

eternity without sole and constant reference to what He concretely reveals about Himself in 

creaturely space and time. Election reveals an essential divine “attitude” of God’s eternal and 

spatial being that determines and is inseparable from the acts in which He fulfills and reveals 

this attitude in creaturely space and time. His attitude in relating (that manifests and 

determines His spatiality), which is the particular and singular event of His being, is the 

election of grace. The act in which this attitude is constituted (and His spatiality is actualised) 

is the covenant of grace between God and human beings, fulfilled and revealed in Jesus 

Christ. Both this gracious attitude and relationship by which God turns toward humanity in 

Jesus Christ are essential to God Himself, in the sense that God has freely and eternally 

determined Himself in this way and for this purpose. Spatiality, both divine and human, is 

determined in this attitude and relation. 

The second noteworthy point regarding God’s Self-determination as a spatial being in 

and for the covenant of grace is that of actualism.
264

 In accord with his actualistic 

epistemology, Barth identifies Jesus Christ as the ontic ground of election and thus of our 

knowledge of God’s Self-determination. Jesus Christ is “…the actual relationship in which 

God has placed Himself; a relationship outside of which God no longer wills to be and no 

longer is God…”
265

 Moreover, God is the particular and unique being in act that is and is 

revealed in Jesus Christ, signifying that the divine attitude and relationship are indivisibly one 

and the same in Him. “Jesus Christ is the decision of God in favour of this attitude or this 

relation. He Himself is the relation.” So it is in Jesus Christ that spatiality, divine and human, 

is uniquely manifest and actualised in creation, even as it corresponds to God’s being in 

Himself. As this relation concerns the creature Jesus Christ and all others in Him, it is ad 

extra. But also, 

                                                 
263

 Barth, CD II/2, 7-8. I understand “not in His being in and for Himself” to mean not limiting His freedom or 

altering His divinity to make this decision, rather than indicating an abstract or unknown God above and beyond 

this decision. 
264

 Hunsinger defines Barth’s actualism in reference to God’s being in act: “God’s being cannot be described 

apart from the basic act in which God lives…” that is, “in a set of active relations” which, again, is particular and 

singular. George Hunsinger, How to Read Karl Barth, 30. McCormack is more specific: “…God’s being-in-act 

is his being in the eternal act of turning toward the human race in the covenant of grace, and as a direct 

consequence, it is his being in history as incarnate Lord nad outpoured Spirit as the completion of this eternal 

act. The root of Barth’s actualism is to be found in this eternal act of self-determination and in it alone.” 

McCormack, “The Actuality of God,” 217. 
265

 Barth, CD II/2, 7. 



 

 

53 

…it is a relation which is irrevocable, so that once God has willed to enter into it, 

and has in fact entered into it, He could not be God without it. It is a relation in which 

God is self-determined, so that the determination belongs no less to Him than all that 

He is in and for Himself.
266

  

 

Given this new context of election, Barth’s terminology of “in se” or “ad intra” versus “ad 

extra” now seems to refer to the necessary distinction between divine and creaturely that 

maintains God’s unique freedom and includes pre-temporal and temporal distinctions.
267

 The 

relational or spatial aspect in Barth’s language of “movement”, “turning” or “leaning” 

towards humanity indicates that God is no longer God for Himself without regard to 

humanity. There is no abstract God isolated in Himself or absolutely separated from 

everything outside Himself. Once made, the primal decision means that God is no longer God 

without this characteristic total regard for the human creature. The free decision to bind 

Himself to human beings in Jesus Christ has become essential to God’s being; this is what it 

means to be God in the light of His Self-determining election. This way of being God, always 

moving toward mutual presence in relation, is His spatiality, determined in His election of 
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grace. Furthermore, this leaning or movement cannot diminish God’s being for it is 

precisely how God is God and revealed as such in Jesus Christ.  

…[E]lection does in some sense denote the basis of all the relationships between God 

and man, between God in His very earliest movement towards man and man in his 

very earliest determination by this divine movement. It is in the decision in favour of 

this movement, in God’s self-determination and the resultant determination of man, 

in the basic relationship which is enclosed and fulfilled within Himself, that God is 

who He is. The primal relationship belongs, therefore, to the doctrine of God.
268

 

 

As God is and remains God in this decision even while moving toward human beings, so God 

ensures that the creature also is and remains a creature without becoming divine, even while 

being drawn and moving toward God in response.
269

 Both are spatial, but with a distinct 

spatiality that is proper to each. Thus, Barth insists, “…the true God is what He is only in this 

movement, in the movement towards this man, and in Him and through Him towards other 

men in their unity as His people.”
270

 God’s free electing activity (which is spatial) is essential 

to His being without confusing divine and creaturely.
271

  

Moreover, that God has chosen and continues to choose to exist in relation with that 

which is not divine implies, for Barth, that He has freely determined to be an admittedly “self-

limited” being.
272

  

He has concretely determined and limited Himself; in such a way that we can never 

expect any decisions from God except those which rest upon this concrete 

determination and limitation of His being, upon this primal decision made in His 

eternal being.
273

 

 

In Jesus Christ God limits Himself to be the Lord of this particular covenant with humanity 

and to veil Himself in creaturely realities in order to reveal Himself to us. God’s spatiality, 

determined by His election of grace is limited in the sense that He freely chooses to be present 

in loving relation with that which is not God. This actuality is based solely in the free decision 

of His love, without any external compulsion or necessity.
274

 The concrete reality fulfilled and 

made known in Jesus Christ thus counters any abstract notion of God’s omnipresence, 
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freedom or any perfection as entailing no limits since these are Self-generated limitations 

freely chosen by God in His primal decision.  

And yet, in certain aspects, Barth’s approach here seems to run counter to his realistic 

epistemology and his doctrine of election. Rather than moving from an abstract notion of God 

who is perfect only without limits, perhaps it is more consistent to begin with the God 

revealed in Jesus Christ who is not limited by existing in relation with human beings but who 

is ‘perfect’, perfectly unbounded or free only in this precise relation. What God is in the 

covenant of grace in Jesus Christ is the starting point for considering what kind of God He is. 

God bound to humanity in Jesus Christ is the perfect reality of God’s being, since He is 

actually constituted this way and reveals God’s primal decision to be this kind of God, a 

spatial God who is eternally present in relation with human beings. Rather than implying a 

limit, God’s Self-determination is the freely elected perfection of His being that fulfills His 

will absolutely. This is His true Godness. For if no other divine decision precedes this primal 

Self-determining election of grace, then no other being of God exists except the One who has 

chosen to bind Himself to human beings in Jesus Christ, to be God only in this way which is 

spatial, to be present with human beings in this loving relation. Any way of being ‘God’ other 

than this would actually connote a limit to God’s being, and as such, would be an idol, not 

God.
275

 

The final issue concerning God’s Self-determination is Barth’s reconfiguration of the 

orthodox articulation of two divine decrees. Among several “general” and “special” divine 

decrees in the tradition, two are noteworthy, as is their ordered relation: the first in which God 

gives to Himself His triune being, and the second in which He determines to create a world 

and enter into relation with it.
276

 Traditionally, the being of God (or the work God does in 

giving Himself His triune being as eternal Father, eternally begotten Son and eternal 

outpouring of the Spirit) is prior to and provides the ground for all the work God does outside 

Himself, including predestination, creation, reconciliation and redemption. Simply stated, 

‘being’ precedes and determines ‘act’. In the first decree, God’s spatiality in Himself is 

strictly divine, meaning God is present in relation solely with Himself; Father and Son are co-

present in the presence of the Spirit. In the second decree, God’s spatiality moves toward 

encompassing creaturely spatiality, since God chooses to be present in relation with human 
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beings. However, given the import of Barth’s theological decisions in the doctrine of 

election, McCormack suggests that Barth effectively combines the two into one decree, 

decision, or more accurately, event. Thus, the eternal and primal decision in which God 

determines Himself for gracious relation with creation in Jesus Christ is the same decision in 

which He gives Himself His triune being.
277

 In Jesus Christ, God’s spatiality already 

anticipates and encompasses creaturely spatiality. Jesus Christ “…is the decree of God behind 

and above which there can be no earlier or higher decree and beside which there can be no 

other, since all others serve only the fulfillment of this decree.”
278

 It is in this singular and 

pure act in which God’s being is given, and continues to be given, first as the eternal decision 

and then as its historical fulfillment within created space and time in the incarnation of Jesus 

Christ and the outpouring of His Spirit.
279

 Barth states, 

If we are to lay hold of the concept of the true God, we shall do so only as we 

conceive of Him…in His actuality as Lord and Ruler…in the determination and 

limitation which are peculiar to Him which He has not taken upon Himself as 

something additional, in His relationship with the world or as an accommodation to it, 

but which are the characteristics of His presence and activity in the world because they 

are the determination and limitation proper to His own eternal being, so assuredly has 

He decided for them by the decree of His eternal will.
280

 

 

  By holding to two decrees, a rift may arise between the immanent Trinity and the 

economic Trinity. For if God determines Himself to be triune (first decree) in a decision that 

precedes His decision to be God for humanity in Jesus Christ (second decree), an eternal Son 

is posited that has nothing to do with Jesus Christ, whose content is empty. This results in an 

abstract, unknown God behind the One revealed in Jesus Christ. The God revealed to us in the 

covenant of grace may or may not be the God isolated from creation and hidden in Himself. 

Where no assurance exists in the ontological ground of our salvation, neither is there 

assurance of our salvation. For if “God is who He is in the act of His revelation”, and in that 

act He is God for humanity (second decree), to posit God as a God without humanity (first 

decree) indicates that a change has occurred in His eternal being.
281

 God would change from 

being God without humanity to being God with humanity, especially troublesome at the 

incarnation. In this sense, the immanent and economic Trinities are materially the same, for 
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their identical content is Jesus Christ. Yet formally they remain distinct to uphold the 

Creator-creature distinction and the divine freedom. These observations are strengthened in 

the discussion of the Subject and Object of election. 

 

2.  The Subject and Object of Election 

According to Barth, “…the election of grace is the eternal beginning of all the ways 

and works of God in Jesus Christ…” through whom God “…determines Himself for sinful 

man and sinful man for Himself.”
282

 The Person of Jesus Christ, in His divine and human 

natures, is both the Subject of election as the electing God, and the Object of election as the 

elect Human. Barth’s formulation of “double predestination” centers on the divine election of 

Jesus Christ who is ‘very God and very human’. The movement of God towards humanity in 

His election of grace is totally encompassed, presupposed and determined by its content, Jesus 

Christ. His unique spatiality actualises and reveals God’s spatiality even while determining, 

actualising and revealing human spatiality. The Christocentric heart of Barth’s mature 

doctrine of election begins with the surprising claim that Jesus Christ is the Subject of election 

and then turns to note how He is also the Object of election.  

The primary and most radical element of Barth’s concept of double predestination is 

that “Jesus Christ is the electing God.”
283

 Drawing mainly on his exegesis of the prologue of 

the Gospel of John, Barth identifies the Word or Logos that was with God in the beginning 

with the Word that became flesh, Jesus Christ.
284

 This Scriptural interpretation leads Barth to 

reject traditional theological formulations of the Logos. Instead of the “unknown quantity” of 

both the so-called “Eternal Logos” of traditional Church theology and, in an alternate form, 

the deity of the Reformed decretum absolutum, Barth places “the name of Jesus Christ”.
285

 In 

other words, Jesus Christ is that particular divine decision of grace affirming the covenant 

between God and human beings to take place in Him. However, if the One who elects is not 

Jesus Christ, “the God-Man,” then Barth concludes “…the electing God is not identical with 

Christ but behind and above Him…” and something other than Jesus Christ is our concern.
286

 

Dismissing this classical interpretation, Barth asserts that the God who elects is the One who 

is revealed as triune in and through Jesus Christ.  

In no depth of the Godhead shall we encounter any other but Him. There is no such 

thing as Godhead in itself. Godhead is always the Godhead of the Father, the Son and 
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the Holy Spirit. But the Father is always the Father of Jesus Christ and the Holy 

Spirit is the Spirit of the Father and the Spirit of Jesus Christ. There is no such thing as 

a decretum absolutum. There is no such thing as a will of God apart from the will of 

Jesus Christ.
287

 

 

In his doctrine of the Trinity, Barth posits God as one Subject in three modes of being. 

And according to “…the doctrine of the homoousion, or unity of substance of the three 

distinct divine persons…or hypostases…” there is only one Subject who can be and act as 

God, even though He does so in three distinct modes of being.
288

 The mode of being who is 

the Son, Jesus Christ, is simply a (differentiated) “repetition” of the one and only Subject, 

God. Saying that Jesus Christ elects in this sense, is to say that God as Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit, elects.
289

 With regard to His full deity and the unity that is unique to God, Jesus Christ 

is the Subject of election precisely because He is identical with the One God. Furthermore, it 

is principally as the electing God that He actively determines Jesus Christ in His divine-

human existence.
290

 Jesus Christ as the Subject of election impacts the doctrine of the Trinity, 

which will be revisited after noting the second proposition, Jesus Christ is election’s Object. 

 “Jesus Christ is elected man.” Given that Jesus Christ is fully God and fully human, 

the Reformed tradition has understood Jesus Christ as Mediator between God and sinful 

humanity, and thus the One in and through whom our salvation or election is made possible. 

For Barth, however, Jesus is not just among or even the first of the elect. Rather, He is the 

actual content of God’s eternal election of grace. Its realization in the particular and unique 

history of the covenant between God and humankind is revealed in the life and work of “the 

man Jesus of Nazareth”.
291

 He is not only the object of the divine good-pleasure, but “He 

Himself is the divine good-pleasure, the will of God in action.”
292

 As such, He is “the elect” 

human.
293

  

Barth highlights three aspects, all with spatial implications, of what he calls the 

“passive election”
294

 of Jesus Christ in His determination as a man: first, Jesus Christ is “the 

beginning of all God’s ways and works”; second, His election is to suffering and death on a 

cross; and third, His election includes our election within His own, forming the ground of 
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ours.
295

 The first aspect deals with what is prior to and beyond all created reality to that 

which “God anticipated and determined within Himself”: as the Father, choosing to establish 

and fulfill the covenant with human beings by giving His Son to become human; as the Son, 

choosing to obey the Father by offering Himself and becoming human to fulfill the covenant; 

and as the Holy Spirit to reveal the glory of the one God in the giving of the Father and the 

Self-giving of the Son.
296

 Before creation, God already determined to share His spatiality with 

human beings in and through the human, so they might also respond like Him, as creatures 

who love in freedom. Thus they correspond with God as the One who loves in freedom, 

fulfilling His decision to be co-present in relation with them.  

The second aspect specifically identifies the election of the man Jesus as His 

foreordination “to suffer and to die.”
297

 This form, in suffering and death, is the “basic act of 

the divine election of grace”.
298

 Grace as “God’s first thought and decree consists in the fact 

that in His Son He makes the being of this other His own being, that He allows the Son of 

Man Jesus to be called and actually to be His own Son.”
299

 God takes to Himself the 

creature’s spatiality, particularly His presence in relation in the midst of suffering and dying. 

As the divine Son who is “very man” He willingly takes upon Himself sinful humanity’s 

rejection, divine wrath and resulting death. All that is deserved by sinful humanity, “…God in 

His love for men transfers from all eternity to Him in whom He loves and elects them, and 

whom He elects at their head and in their place.”
300

 It is in this election to suffer unto death 

‘for us and for our salvation’ that Jesus Christ is “the Lamb slain from the foundation of the 

world”; and Barth startlingly claims, as “the crucified” that Jesus is “‘the image of the 

invisible God.’”
301

  

The third aspect finds the election of others only in the free grace of being elect “in 

Him”.
302

 Barth explains that this spatial reference, “in” Him, means not only “with, together 

with Him, in His company”, nor only “…through Him, by means of that which He…can be 

and do for them.” Rather, “‘In Him’ means in His person, in His will, in His own divine 

choice, in the basic decision of God which He fulfils over against every man.”
303

 Having 
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forfeited genuine spatiality they regain it only in Christ, in His spatiality. The radical and 

comprehensive significance Barth assigns to the concept of being “in Christ” is crucial to a 

theology of spatiality and will continue to unfold. As their Head and Representative, all are 

elect in the election of Jesus Christ. In fact, Barth starkly claims “…if they were not elected 

‘in Him,’ without Him and outside Him they would be forever rejected.”
304

 If they do not 

share in His way of being present in relation with God, they will perish. Furthermore, His is 

the true humanity by which one knows how to be a human in covenant with God, or 

genuinely spatial, by free obedience to the will of the Father, seen most fully in the attitude 

and activity of gratitude and prayer.
305

 This suggests that human beings know what it means 

to be spatial, present in a mutual relation with God and others, only by knowing how Jesus 

Christ is spatial, how He lives in communion with God and others. Jesus Christ’s spatiality 

entails obedience to the Father’s electing will in gratitude and prayer. Being human is what is 

first and most properly ascribed to Jesus Christ; election of other human beings is possible 

only because He elects them “in His own humanity.” Thus, “In that He (as God) wills Himself 

(as man), He also wills them.”
306

 There is no election of humanity except in and through Jesus 

Christ, who is Himself the gracious beginning of all God’s ways and works. 

Jesus Christ, in His identity with God as the Son, actively elects to do the Father’s will 

(to become human) and so is already “the Elected of the Father” in eternity.
307

 As the elected 

human He also freely elects to do the will of the Father in time. Therefore, “…the unity of 

God and man in Jesus Christ the God-Man…” corresponds in time to the original and proper 

electing and being elected in pre-temporal eternity.
308

 Similarly, all other elected humans also 

correspond to God’s electing when they themselves elect God or elect to live in faithful 

obedience to the Father’s will revealed in Jesus Christ. So “…the two things which together 

constitute the aim and meaning of the covenant willed by God and the election of this man…” 

are “the glorifying of God and the salvation of men”.
309

 Jesus Christ realizes both in the way 

He is present to God and to people in loving relation, that is, in His spatiality. Understanding 

the divine will in election completes this presentation of Barth’s doctrine of the election of 

grace as it concerns spatiality. 
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3.  God’s Will in Election 

Barth raises four observations by identifying the eternal divine will with Jesus Christ’s 

election.
310

 The first is epistemological: to know about election or anything following from it 

is to know Jesus Christ. As the beginning of all God’s gracious ways and works, no other 

‘beginning’ exists from which to derive such knowledge except the Word of God revealed in 

Jesus Christ, the living and concrete particularity of the lived existence of the God-man, 

through the Spirit’s illuminating power. For all that has happened, is happening and will 

happen in our space and time has been predetermined and conditioned by God’s election of 

grace, His movement towards humanity in Jesus Christ, His decision to be “God with us”. 

Secondly, God’s predestination is eternal, so it precedes all creation, including time. Since 

God’s eternal decision founds time and gives time its order, significance and goal, God’s 

eternity also encompasses, encloses and sustains time.
311

 Time and eternity are not antithetical 

to God, even within His own being. For Jesus Christ manifests not just the possibility that 

God can enter creaturely space and time but the actuality that God has become a creature in 

our space and time. This eternal-temporal way of being is essential to God’s freedom in the 

eternal election of grace and its unfolding in history, like God’s spatiality. They are surely 

distinct but may be neither isolated from each other nor opposed.  

Third, God’s eternal will in the election of Jesus Christ is “…His will to give Himself 

for the sake of man as created by Him and fallen from Him.” Thus, in freely turning to 

humanity He also wills to give Himself up, even imperiling Himself for that sinful humanity 

who has turned away from Him. Election is the free overflowing of God’s love without 

external coercion. Actualised in Jesus Christ, election determines God’s spatiality as divine 

presence in relation with sinners. In Jesus Christ “…God has elected fellowship with man for 

Himself…and…God has elected fellowship with Himself for man…” Barth’s reformulation 

of double predestination now means “God wills to lose in order that man may gain.”
312

 In 

Jesus Christ God secures for humanity “election, salvation and life”, saying, “Yes” to human 

beings. For Himself, God ascribes the “No” of “reprobation, perdition and death.”
313

 

Negatively, from all eternity 

…when God elected Himself for fellowship with man…He elected our rejection. He 

made it His own. He bore it and suffered it with all its most bitter consequences. For 

the sake of this choice and for the sake of man He hazarded Himself wholly and 

utterly. He elected our suffering…as His own suffering. This is the extent to which 
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His election is an election of grace, an election of love, an election to give Himself, 

an election to empty and abase Himself for the sake of the elect.
314

 

 

And positively, God has ordained the human creature to “blessedness”, for “participation in 

His own glory”.
315

 Thus, “By the one decree of self-giving He decreed His own abandonment 

to rejection…” on the one hand, yet “…also the wonderful exaltation and endowment of man 

to existence in covenant with Himself…” on the other hand.
316

 This is the “…amazing 

exchange between God and man as it was realised in time in Jesus Christ because already it 

was the beginning of all things.” In election, divine spatiality wholly determines even sinful 

creaturely spatiality or presence in relation. The overflowing glory of God in the primal 

decision in which “…He constituted Himself his God and ordained Himself to solidarity with 

him”
317

 is “…sacrificial love; love which seeks not her own but the things of others.”
318

 Due 

to this exaltation of elect humanity in Jesus Christ, “…our place is in heaven where Christ sits 

as our Representative on the right hand of God.”
319

  

Barth’s final observation regarding the eternal will of God concludes this section. As 

“a divine activity” or event it is “identical with” the election of Jesus Christ.
320

  

The eternal will of God which is the predestination of all things is God’s life in the 

form of the history, encounter and decision between Himself and man, a history, 

encounter and decision which are already willed and known from all eternity, and to 

that extent, prior to all external events, are already actual before Him and for Him.
321

  

 

God’s Self-ordained life in the primal decision is that particular and unique being in act, Jesus 

Christ Himself. The “concrete form” of this divine will in His Self-giving for the sake of 

humanity is the “…union of His own Son or Word with the man Jesus of Nazareth.”
322

 

Election is the beginning of fellowship, covenant and history between God and humanity in 

the divine-human existence of Jesus Christ. This specific relationship, a spatial reality, 

constitutes the primary “theme of divine election”.
323

 Previously Barth stated, “…in all His 

willing and choosing what God ultimately wills is Himself.”
324

 Now he can say “God’s 
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eternal will is man”; man as a “wholehearted witness to God’s kingdom”,
325

 as the “image 

of God” and of gratitude and prayer.
326

 Willing Himself and willing humans, present in proper 

relation and distinction, is the fulfillment of God’s single, gracious will in the eternal election 

and temporal history of Jesus Christ, and the subsequent election of humankind in and 

through Him. God’s primal act of election, whose content is Jesus Christ, determines, 

actualises and reveals divine and human spatiality. Barth’s previous doctrines of the Trinity 

and the perfection of omnipresence are now reconsidered in the light of this actualistic 

understanding of God’s being in election. 

 

4.  Doctrine of the Trinity Revisited 

 Key elements of Barth’s theology have undergone significant development, even as 

important building blocks were present early on. This continues throughout the Church 

Dogmatics particularly as he works through the implications of his Christocentric doctrine of 

election in Volume II/2.
327

 In what follows, I draw heavily on McCormack’s work for 

revisiting the relationship between the doctrines of the Trinity and election since it greatly 

impacts the exploration of God’s spatiality that follows in the next section.
328

 He enumerates 

five interrelated consequences, some already mentioned, that stem from Barth’s claim that 

Jesus Christ is the Subject of God rather than the unknown and abstract “Eternal Logos” of 

traditional dogmatics. 

 The first logical consequence to the claim that Jesus Christ is the electing God is that 

“…there is no mode of being or existence in the triune life of God ‘above and prior to the 
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eternal act of self-determination in which God ‘constitutes’ himself as ‘God for us’ and, 

therefore, there is no such thing as an ‘eternal Logos’ in the abstract.”
329

 A few points of 

Barth’s Christology will contextualize McCormack’s position.
330

 Barth understands Jesus 

Christ as one Subject in two natures, the divine mode of being in His divine-human unity. In 

accord with some basic Chalcedonian tenets, these natures are indivisible yet unmixed. 

Neither exists in isolation from the other but together constitute the one divine-human 

Subject, Jesus Christ. Following from his doctrine of election, Barth claims no Logos exists 

(e.g., Logos asarkos) in the immanent Trinity that is not already eternally leaning forward 

toward this particular humanity (the Logos incarnandus) that will become Jesus of Nazareth 

in time (the Logos incarnatus). Thus, eternally, which from our perspective includes pre-

temporality, temporality and post-temporality, only the one Son of God whose name is Jesus 

Christ exists or has ever existed. The election of grace indicates God’s free choice to become 

human in His second mode of being, at which point McCormack claims, God constitutes 

Himself as the divine-human being. The execution and revelation of that choice is the 

incarnation and earthly existence of the God-man Jesus Christ by the Spirit; without God’s 

Word and Spirit there is no genuine knowledge of God’s being. If, on one hand, God were not 

already in pre-temporality God-to-be-human, the incarnation would constitute a change in 

God’s being. This means the new incarnate mode could not reveal the ‘real’ but different God 

‘left behind’, as it were, so God remains unknown and hidden causing a rift between the 

modes of God’s own being. On the other hand, presuming to know how such a God is God in 

se, apart from any Self-revelation, by positing an eternal triune God whose second mode of 

being is an ‘eternal Son’, or by an abstract notion of ‘sonship’ based on human relational 

experience is pure speculation that has nothing at all to do with the true God as revealed in 

Word and Spirit. For Barth, election indicates the Word is God’s Son precisely because His 

Sonship already includes His particular humanity to be assumed (Logos incarnandus) having 

elected Himself to this particular existence in His primal decision. From His Self-election 

eternally onward He is the Son of God as the Son of Man. In this divine decision humanity as 

such ‘enters’, or more accurately, is the eternal will of God, since God determines Himself for 

covenant with human beings and they with Him, in and through the God-man, Jesus Christ. 

After all, human beings merely participate in the humanity that is originally and chiefly 

ascribed to God in His second mode of being and extended to them by God’s gracious 
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election.
331

 If this decision is truly primal, there is nothing beyond or ‘prior to’ God’s Self-

electing act in Jesus Christ.  

 A second consequence is that “…the eternal act in which God gives to himself his own 

being as Father, Son and Holy Spirit and the eternal act in which God chooses to be God in 

the covenant of grace with human beings is one and the same act.”
332

 Discussed previously 

and contrasting with the traditional doctrine of the eternal decrees, McCormack’s point is that 

God does not exist as the triune God ‘first’ and then at some ‘later’ point, in a subsequent 

decree, decide to create the world with human beings and enter into fellowship with them, to 

be followed by yet another decree after Adam’s fall into sin in which God graciously chooses 

to reconcile the world to Himself in the humanity the Son would assume for such purpose.
333

 

Rather, God’s activity in His own Self-determination (so-called ad intra) and His activity to 

establish a covenant with human beings and create everything necessary for such (so-called 

ad extra) occur simultaneously, as one and the same act. In the event of God’s free Self-

determination to exist in covenant with human beings He simultaneously executes that 

decision by taking to Himself human nature in eternity, in anticipation of its actualization in 

time, in a second mode as a repetition of His first mode of being, with a third reiteration in 

His Spirit as well.  

 Thirdly, “the triunity of God is a function of the divine election.”
334

 This is not a 

chronological order for McCormack but rather a logical one. It stems, in part, from Barth’s 

discussion of God’s eternal being in act. “God exists in His act. God is His own decision. God 

lives from and by Himself.” Barth specifies the uniqueness of God’s being as a being in act. 

“No other being exists absolutely in its act. No other being is absolutely its own, conscious, 

willed and executed decision.” Moreover, this single decision which is “the divine person” is 

“…executed once for all in eternity, and anew in every second of our time…”
335

 Before 

dealing with this fully it will be helpful to mention the remaining consequences McCormack 

specifies in making Jesus Christ the Subject of election. 

Fourthly, given that  

…there is no act (or decision) without a subject, the identity of that subject may not be 

distinguished from the identity of God as constituted in the event in which God 
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chooses to be God ‘for us’ – because the being of the subject may not be 

distinguished finally from the act in which its being is given.
336

 

 

According to Barth, “Every statement of what God is, and explanation how God is, must 

always state and explain what and how He is in His act and decision. There is no moment in 

the ways of God which is over and above this act and decision.”
337

 As the Electing particular 

and singular being in act, there is no divisibility between God’s being and God’s act. The 

Self-elected and -electing God and Subject cannot be isolated from His decision to elect 

Himself. He is His decision. 

It is the revelation of the name by which He reveals to be known and addressed by us, 

the name which does not add a second and extrinsic truth to the first intrinsic truth of 

His intimate, hidden essence, but which is the name and the criterion of His innermost 

hidden essence. This essence of God which is seen in His revealed name is His being 

and therefore His act as Father, Son and Holy Spirit…From this name of His we have 

to conclude what and how He is in His act and therefore in His being: what is divine, 

what is the character of Him who is God, what makes God God, what therefore His 

‘essence’ is. The fact that we cannot go behind His livingness for a definition of His 

being means in fact that we cannot go behind this name of His, because in the very 

revelation of His name there occurs the act which is His being to all eternity.
338

 

 

McCormack explains further: “Because God’s being is a being in the act of electing, the 

identity of the one divine subject as ‘Father’ is something he gives to himself precisely in this 

decision – and, therefore, in the one eternal event in which the Son is begotten and the Holy 

Spirit is spirated.”
339

  

 The last consequence is “…there is no difference in content between the immanent 

Trinity and the economic Trinity.”
340

 The reason for this is Christological, as noted above.
341

 

In pre-temporal eternity the Logos who is to become incarnate (incarnandus) is both “not yet 

embodied” (asarkos) and also “embodied” (ensarkos) “…by way of anticipation, on the basis 

of God’s self-determination in the act of electing…”
342

 And in time, the incarnate Logos 

(incarnatus) is both ‘outwith the body’ (asarkos) as the omnipresent God who is Spirit and 

also embodied (ensarkos) as Jesus of Nazareth.
343

 Thus, McCormack concludes that for Barth 

the identity of both the Logos to be embodied (incarnandus) and the embodied Logos 
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(incarnatus) are materially “the same” even while important distinctions necessarily 

remain.
344

 

Consequently, McCormack offers three possibilities concerning the relationship 

between election and the Trinity: one, agreement with the tradition (including some of Barth’s 

statements where he thinks along with that tradition) which posit God’s being as Father, Son 

and Holy Spirit ‘before’ or above and beyond His primal decision to be God for us, based on 

an abstract concept of ‘pure being’; two, to temporalize God’s being, similar to Hegel, so God 

is inexorably intertwined with world history such that materially, the concept of an immanent 

Trinity is no longer viable; or three, to follow the logic of key points of Barth’s theology that 

the decision in which He chooses to be God for us is His Self-determination to be Father, Son 

and Holy Spirit.
345

 The difficulty with the first is that we have a Son without His humanity, an 

unknown and abstract ‘Eternal Son’. This necessarily infers an unknowable and hidden 

Trinity as well since Jesus Christ is God’s only Self-revelatory Word to human beings by 

which one may know anything at all about the Triune God. Yet Barth clearly denies this with 

his rejection of the Logos asarkos except as incarnandus, by identifying Jesus Christ as the 

Electing God, and with his theological epistemology. Additionally, one abstractly speculates 

about God’s being when one claims to know God as triune apart from His revelation in Jesus 

Christ. Problematic with the second is the lack of a perfect immanent Trinity above and 

before creation, thereby denying both the divine freedom and also the eternal ontological 

distinction between that which is and is not divine. The immanence of God is undeniable 

when understood as the eternal existence of God prior to the actualization of creation. Even if 

it were possible to speak of a ‘before’ in God’s being in reference to His primal decision, all 

that we could state unequivocally is that God exists, He is, as McCormack rightly has pointed 

out. To make statements concerning how He exists without reference to His Self-

determination that includes creaturely reality and human possibility of knowing, i.e., He is 

triune ‘prior to’ His primal decision, is to step beyond the limits of human knowing.
346

 In 

view of Barth’s mature doctrine of election, the ‘immanent Trinity’ best refers to the actuality 

of God’s being once the single event of His primal decision and Self-constitution as Triune 

takes place. It no longer follows the traditional meaning that God is Triune ‘prior to’ His 

decision to be God for us in Jesus Christ, thus reverting to an abstract Son separated from His 

humanity (in anticipation). If, however, in accord with McCormack’s constructive 
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interpretation of Barth’s unique insights, God’s being is determined as triune in and as a 

logical consequence of (and simultaneous with) His primal decision, then the Son is eternally 

the One who was revealed to us in time as Jesus Christ, and the important notion of the 

immanence of the Trinity is maintained.  

Given these logical alternatives, I agree with McCormack that in positing Jesus Christ 

as the Subject of election, it makes best sense of Barth’s theology as a whole to move beyond 

some of Barth’s own statements to conclude that “…it is God’s act of determining himself to 

be God for us in Jesus Christ which constitutes God as triune.”
347

 It is also noteworthy that 

McCormack specifies a limit to this logic. To the question, “In what sense, then, is the 

incarnation of the ‘Son’ and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit ‘constitutive’ of the eternal 

being of God?” he responds, “In this sense only: as a consequence of the primal decision in 

which God assigned to himself the being he would have throughout eternity (a being-for the 

human race), God is already in pre-temporal eternity – by way of anticipation – that which he 

would become in time.” And so, “History” – that which takes place in creaturely space and 

time – “is significant for the being of God in eternity”.
348

 This critically important concept in 

my investigation of the spatiality of God will be addressed in the next section. 

To summarize this revision of the doctrine of the Trinity, before immediately 

addressing its consequences for Barth’s doctrine of divine spatiality, Barth claims that Jesus 

Christ is the Subject of election, which, given his doctrine of the Triunity of God as one 

Subject in three modes of being, emphasizes Jesus Christ’s pre-temporal identity with God 

already as the God-human (human in anticipation). With rigorous application of Barth’s 

epistemology
349

 to his doctrines of election and Christology, it is immensely cogent to 

conclude, as McCormack has, that Jesus Christ eternally exists as the God-human in His 

divine-human unity, and only in this mode of being; and that the decision in which God 

chooses to be God for us is not only the same decision in which He determines Himself to be 

Father, Son and Holy Spirit but that, logically, this divine act precedes and determines the 

way in which the divine being is Self-constituted. How this recasts the doctrine of divine 

omnipresence follows. 
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5.  The Doctrine of the Divine Perfection of Omnipresence Revisited 

 The Christological developments in Barth’s mature doctrine of election and the critical 

revisions consequently made to his doctrine of the Trinity necessitate revisiting his doctrine of 

the perfection of God’s omnipresence.
350

 Barth’s epistemological ‘rule’ now declares that any 

attempt to know God or define a specific divine attribute either apart from God’s Self-

revelation as the Electing and Elected God (and man) in Jesus Christ or from an abstract 

concept of the attribute itself is fated to yield no genuine knowledge of the Christian God.
351

 

Therefore from this point forward, where “Jesus Christ” appears in my text, the full content 

just outlined concerning Jesus Christ, the God-human in His divine-human unity as the 

Subject and Object of Election, is to be understood. The concern of this chapter has been the 

doctrine of election, with particular focus upon the reality of the pre-temporal existence of 

God revealed in Jesus Christ through His Spirit as a way of inquiring about the spatiality of 

the Triune God in His own being. My final task in this chapter is to reconsider that spatiality 

by reformulating the doctrine of the divine perfection of omnipresence in accord with the full 

ramifications of Barth’s doctrine of election, as necessary. From God’s Self-revelation, how 

does God live His perfect life omnipresently ‘in Himself’, where ‘in Himself’ now means in 

His own eternally elected and Self-determined space? I conclude with a provisional definition 

of God’s spatiality to be refined in subsequent chapters. 

 Since God determines Himself in a specific way in the election of grace, Barth’s first 

observation of the two-fold movement included in God’s omnipresence needs amending. 

Rather than an ‘inward’ movement in which God is first and foremost present to Himself and a 

secondary, ‘outward’ movement of God’s presence in creation, Barth shifts emphases to 

describe all divine movement as directed by His primal decision for grace. In place of 

metaphysical speculations about a Godhead complete in and of itself, of a perichoretic 

‘movement’ of an abstract Father and Son and Spirit in infinite free love, Barth now focuses 

concretely on the primal origin in eternity, the dynamic actualization in time and the 

eschatological fulfillment of the election of grace as revealed by the Father in Jesus Christ the 

Son through the Spirit. Election is God’s Self-determination to be spatial and His 

determination for human beings to be spatial, both in Jesus Christ and effected through the 

Spirit. For God has elected Himself to be present in a properly ordered covenant relationship 

with, although distinct from, human beings and He has elected them to be present in 
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communion with and distinction from Him. In Jesus Christ, God perfectly fulfills both 

sides of this fellowship, for God’s glory and ‘for us and our salvation’. God’s Self-election for 

the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ is God’s Self-constitution; His “becoming” in time 

corresponds to His being in eternity. Thus, the so-called ‘outward’ movement is grounded and 

already encompassed in the so-called ‘inward’ movement, for that particular ‘inward’ 

movement is actually already a leaning outward. In the Self-elected, Self-constituted trinitarian 

life of God, Jesus Christ is already, eternally fully divine and fully human (in anticipation of 

His actualisation in time).  

The ‘beginning’ of God’s movement towards humanity is the primal decision itself. To 

speak of an inner movement between the Persons of the Godhead in which each is perfectly 

present to the other or an outer movement between God and humanity in which each is 

personally present to the other is to say one and the same thing in this particular material sense, 

since Jesus Christ is the Electing Subject. Two important notions are upheld: God is fully, 

eternally present to Himself, in and as His own space, as the eternally perfect being He must 

be; and proper distinctions are maintained between divine and human. Positively, this grounds 

the triune being of God in the actuality of His Self-revelation that is identical to the God-

human mode of being, Jesus Christ the Son, in whom Father and Spirit are made known. 

Where God’s turning to humanity in the election of Jesus Christ is understood to be 

constitutive of God’s own being, the spatiality of God in Himself, defined not as ‘identity but 

proximity at a distance’ of the one God between three modes of being, is still appropriate; but 

only when limited by, conditioned by and arising from the free Self-constituting primal 

decision, and when already including humanity (in anticipation). Therefore, in election, God’s 

spatiality ‘in Himself’ already includes His spatiality ‘outward’ which is human spatiality, with 

its necessary distinctions. 

A concept of the spatiality of an abstract Godhead separated from the being of Jesus 

Christ is rejected. To ask how God is present to Himself, what form He takes ‘prior to’ His 

primal decision is logically impossible, given the definition of ‘primal’. Nothing ‘behind’ this 

decision can be known but that God exists. However, once the primal decision is made and 

God constitutes Himself as Father, Son (to become human in time) and Holy Spirit, God is 

fully, perfectly present to Himself in each mode of being, for there is only One Subject who is 

God. This is God’s ‘space’, in pre-temporal eternity, meaning how God is, in unity and 

distinction, how God is God, or how God is present in relation and distinction with Himself, 

which already includes being human in His second mode. Such a concrete understanding of 

perichoresis or mutual indwelling of the three modes of being of the one God in each other 
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begins to capture the distinction in unity that is unique to the way in which God is present 

in relation in His own space, or is His own space, as a consequence of the primal decision. 

More specifically, the ramifications of that primal decision suggest God is eternally present to 

Himself not only in divinity to divinity but also in divinity to humanity and humanity to 

divinity, in anticipation prior to the incarnation and in actuality thereafter. For God’s eternity, 

specifically His eternal decision for the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ, determines all 

temporality, particularly His temporal actualization as the eternal God, even while our 

knowledge of God begins in the latter to reveal the former. Therefore, in His second mode of 

being the Son is fully present to Himself as the God-man in His divine-human unity 

(Christology) and simultaneously perfectly present to the Father and the Spirit (Trinity). This 

reality of the divine presence to that which is not divine takes place in pre-temporal eternity 

within God’s own being first as the Son who will become incarnate, and then through His 

incarnated existence to every other human being that will come into existence. First and 

foremost, spatiality is a perfection of God, the specific way in which God lives mutually 

present in relation and distinction with Himself. 

 Furthermore, as noted earlier, Barth rejects any distinction between “essential” and 

“economic” attributes of God, since perfection itself and each of the individual perfections 

signifies nothing can be added to or removed from God’s being. (After all, the divine 

perfection dialectically paired with omnipresence is unity.) This view becomes more 

theologically grounded where only one eternal decision is posited. For, although a distinction 

always remains between God and human beings (evident especially in Jesus Christ Himself in 

whom the two natures are never mixed, confused or synthesized), God constitutes Himself as 

a being ‘for us’ such that what He is eternally in Himself in His second mode of being (human 

in anticipation) already entails what He will become in the economy (human in actualisation). 

God’s spatiality or the way He is present in relation and distinction in eternity thus 

corresponds to His spatiality in time; He “becomes” in creaturely space and time what He has 

elected in His own Self-determined space in eternity.
352

 Thus, God can be and is present in 

relation and distinction in a multiplicity of ways. And precisely because God is the God-man 

Jesus Christ in the act of electing, God is perfectly present in genuine relationship with human 

being(s), from the beginning. This is what God is ‘essentially’, in and as His own space. 

Correspondingly, God also makes human beings able to be present in true relationship with 

Him. This is what human beings are ‘essentially’, encompassed in God’s space as a related 
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yet distinct space. That He actually is, so can be omnipresent to us by Word and Spirit is a 

determination of His freedom in which He loves Himself, and by loving Himself in His 

second mode of being, loves all human beings. From this point forward, reference to God’s 

presence ‘in se’, ‘ad intra’ or ‘in Himself’ entails these revisions as grounded in election. 

Having revisited Barth’s notion of God’s presence ‘inward’, attention turns to reconsider his 

three-fold concept of divine presence ‘outward’.  

The space of God’s “general presence” in creation is a function of His being its 

Creator and Sustainer. The physical, cosmic space of creation becomes the “theatre” for 

God’s work of reconciliation and redemption. The election of grace as God’s free choice 

which, once made, means He exists only in the reality of this decision (in ordered fellowship 

with human creatures) is ‘the beginning’ of creation and human beings in particular. God’s 

space, the eternal reality of God’s triune existence determined in election, encompasses and 

permeates creaturely space. His is the source of ours; His determination to be present in 

relationship and distinction with us, loving in freedom, determines our presence in relation 

with Him. Furthermore, the divine omnipresence in the world as a whole, which is God’s 

freely elect will to love Himself and us in Jesus Christ, can only be known by the illumination 

of His Spirit in the event of revelation. Although the fullness of God’s presence often is not 

recognized in the created realm, even so there is no true absence of God. He can be remote 

and near, transcendent and immanent, and present in a variety of ways. However, given the 

Self-determined spatiality of His being, He is never absent in reality. 

 The space of God’s “special presence” in creation, for Barth, is His Word of revelation 

and reconciliation that occurs in Israel and the Church. In his doctrine of election, Israel 

represents God’s rejection of sin and its consequences by declaring its relation with Himself to 

be out of order. The divine presence in this sense is God’s rejection, wrath or judgment, even 

subjectively experienced as the ‘absence’ of God, and is demonstrated most fully in the ‘God-

abandoned’ death of Jesus Christ, the Rejected. The Church (also including Israel) represents 

the election of the justified sinner who is present to God in a rightly-ordered relation through 

the righteousness of the risen Jesus Christ, the Elect. Both are aspects of the same election of 

grace in Jesus Christ intended for all from the beginning, the rejection of chaos (sin and death) 

for order (resurrection life) in our relation with God. 

  And finally, beyond God’s general space of creative and sustaining presence, and the 

particular space of His revealing and reconciling presences in Israel and the Church, is the 

unique space or “proper presence” of God in Jesus Christ. As Elector and Elected, true God 

and true Human, divine space and creaturely space, spirit and nature, His space is the one that 
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informs, conditions, encloses, mediates and fulfills all others. God’s space and genuine 

creaturely space is known only in Jesus Christ who holds both together without separation or 

confusion. That humans are elected in Jesus Christ’s election signifies that human beings can 

and do share in a type of spatiality which Jesus Christ actualises on earth in His Father’s 

presence through the Spirit.
353

  

Even so, an eternal distinction remains since the ontological difference between Jesus 

Christ and all other human beings is never set aside. On one hand, the created space in which 

we are present to God and He to us is not the divine space that God shares, or more 

accurately, is in the unity of His triune being; on the other hand, it is divine, but solely in the 

sense that because it takes place in Jesus Christ the God-human through His Spirit, we, always 

as creatures, can actually enjoy genuine fellowship in God’s holy presence through Jesus 

Christ. The spatiality or fellowship that takes place between God and human beings, how they 

are present in relation and distinction to each other, occurs only as a type of the spatiality or 

fellowship that Jesus Christ enjoys with His Father. He is the Firstborn, our Representative in 

His adoption of a true human nature, the eternally begotten Son; we are adopted as God’s 

children in Him. The divine and creaturely spatialities – ways of being lovingly and freely 

present in mutual relationship and distinction – are distinct yet united in Christ. Only there, 

only in Jesus Christ can we be, which means living in God’s presence and God being 

personally present to us. But precisely there it does indeed take place for He is the Electing 

God and the Elected Human who constitutes Himself in the precise way that being truly 

spatial or enjoying a rightly ordered loving and free fellowship between God and human 

beings is made actual and thus possible. Eberhard Jüngel writes, “The encounter between God 

and man which owes its origin to the movement of God’s being is, according to Barth, first 

and above all the encounter between the electing God and the elected man which is fulfilled in 

Jesus Christ.”
354

 This divine perfection for loving encounter with us is the spatiality of the 

triune God.  

  To conclude, the fact that God is for human beings by being eternally present to, with 

and in us is not something external to His being. Rather, it is indeed constitutive of His being 

in Jesus Christ. Once His primal decision in election is made, God loves us as He loves 

Himself for we are already present to God since represented in and through His Son who 

would become incarnate. In this, God’s eternity encompasses but is not limited by creation’s 
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temporality. Thus, the historicity of that relationship is not impugned, since the relationship 

is realised only in His history with us. Furthermore, our election is contained in His election 

while the ontological distinction (between Jesus Christ and us) and material distinction 

(between His election and our own in Him) remain. In the unity of God’s being, perichoresis 

helps describe God’s own space, that perfect fellowship of the Triunity of God such that each 

mode of being (including the God-man in His divine human unity) is wholly present in, with 

and to the others – coinhering – without losing the distinction as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, 

and in a rightly ordered relation (e.g., the Father is not the Son). As a consequence of God’s 

election of grace, we are invited to participate in a similar though distinct type of spatiality that 

Jesus Christ manifested while on earth, in vital and ordered fellowship with His Father in 

heaven through His Spirit. Abiding in God’s presence (which is the actualization of our 

spatiality) not only as His creatures but primarily as His reconciled covenant-partners is the 

provisional goal for us here and now of God’s election of grace in Jesus Christ. The Self-

determined spatiality of the triune God derives from His gracious election to be Immanuel, 

God with us, and is actualised in God’s acts for the world including the Father’s creation of the 

cosmos by Word and Spirit.
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PART TWO 

 

THE SPATIALITY OF  

GOD THE FATHER AND GOD THE SON AND GOD THE HOLY SPIRIT 

 

In Part One, I offered a theological account of the Self-determined spatiality of the triune God 

through Karl Barth’s theology. Building upon that ontological foundation in Part Two, I 

explore God’s spatiality in His three distinct modes of being through His concrete acts of 

creation, reconciliation and redemption, following Barth’s doctrines. Chapter Four explores 

God’s spatiality as the Father in His act of creation, Chapter Five investigates God’s spatiality 

as the Son in His act of reconciliation and Chapter Six probes God’s spatiality as the Holy 

Spirit in His act of redemption. As demonstrated, spatiality for Barth entails mutual presence 

in ordered relation and distinction.  

To consider God’s ‘outward’ activity, Barth utilizes the traditional doctrine of 

appropriations, attributing a specific work of the triune God to one particular Person or mode 

of His being, as suggested by Scripture.
355

 Creation is the divine work ad extra traditionally 

appropriated to God the Father, while reconciliation is appropriated to the Son and 

redemption to the Spirit.
356

 Barth notes a “correspondence and likeness” between the 

“particular character of the first divine mode of existence”, the Father, “and the work of 

creation as the first of the divine works” ad extra, and similarly, between the second and third 

modes of being with their respective divine works. For instance, God’s procreative activity 

within His own triune being corresponds with His creative activity ‘outside’ Himself. The 

Father’s Self-originating act of “eternal generation” (“posit[ing] Himself in the Son by the 

Holy Spirit” or eternally begetting the Son) corresponds with the Father’s originating act of 

creation.
357

 The claim that God (the Father) is the sole source and origin of His own being 

corresponds to the further claim that God is Creator since He (the Father) is also the sole 

source and origin of everything else that exists. Therefore, God the Father as Creator is 
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appropriately acknowledged to be God the Creator as the Father.
358

 Not identity but a 

“proportion” or analogy exists “…between the relationship in God Himself and God’s 

relationship to the world…”
359

 Since God’s Self-determined and spatial triune being grounds 

and determines creation, Creator and creation (particularly the human creature) have a 

corresponding spatiality, being co-present in ordered relation and distinction.  

Barth simultaneously balances the doctrine of appropriations with the principle, 

grounded in the Trinitarian doctrine of perichoresis, that the work of the triune God ad extra 

is indivisible.
360

 Uniquely and indivisibly one, God exists in the distinct yet inseparable unity 

in perfect interpenetration and co-relation of the modes of being. God’s work is indivisible not 

only due to the unity of God’s being; it is the actualization of God’s being as the One who is 

being in act. This being is Self-constituted solely in one “pure and singular” act, the election 

of the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ.
361

 Thus, in Trinitarian theology, attributing creation 

to the “Father”, for instance, can only mean “‘the Father with the Son and the Holy Spirit.’”
362

 

For in Scripture, God is the Father only of this Son, Jesus Christ, actualized and revealed by 

the Spirit. God the Father is the Creator on the basis of the intra-divine and spatial relations of 

God’s being, through Word and Spirit.
363

 “The eternal fellowship between Father and 

Son…thus finds a correspondence in the very different but not dissimilar fellowship between 

God and His creature”, accomplished through the Spirit’s active presence.
364
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Therefore on one hand, “God the Creator is the triune God, Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit.”
365

 On the other hand, precisely because God is one in differentiation and in this way is 

His act or work, it is appropriate from the human perspective to identify the temporally 

distinct divine works of creation, reconciliation and redemption and attribute them to the 

Father, Son and Holy Spirit, respectively. These are various aspects occurring in time of the 

one, singular eternal work of the three-in-one God, fulfilling the covenant of grace in Jesus 

Christ. Beginning with the first aspect, Chapter Four explores the Father’s creative spatiality. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

THE CREATIVE SPATIALITY OF GOD THE FATHER AS CREATOR 

 

Regarding the doctrine of creation, spatiality addresses how God the Father is 

characteristically present as Creator, both in Himself and towards creation, especially the 

human creature, and how that creature is present to its Creator and its fellow creatures. This 

chapter’s focus is the space of God’s general presence in creation. With a line from the 

Apostles’ Creed summarizing God’s act of creation in Scripture, Barth introduces three major 

material categories comprising his doctrine of creation of interest for this study: “I believe in 

God the Father Almighty Maker of heaven and earth.”
366

 First, “God” is the Subject who acts, 

and in this case, who acts creatively. We know of this Subject not as an abstract first cause of 

creation but concretely as the Father of Jesus Christ. Second, as predicate of this divine 

Subject, “Creator” means God has acted and accomplished something: He has created. Thus, 

Barth concludes, “God does not exist alone” but “another exists before, near and with God” in 

its own particular existence and determination willed and given by God.
367

 And third, the 

distinct object of God the Father’s creative activity is “heaven and earth” or the sum of the 

reality posited by and differentiated from God.
368

  

In the “freedom of His love”, without compulsion, God did not will to remain alone or 

without the creature but to exist in an ordered relationship with that which is not God.
369

 This 

act of creating entails no loss of divinity for the One whose being is perfect. Instead, “the 

Eternal Father”, precisely by “…determining Himself in His Son by the Holy Spirit and 

Himself positing everything else…” is God the Creator. In this one divine act God begins to 

execute in time His own Self-determination and created reality. An “act of the overflowing of 

His inward glory”, God reveals Himself to be the triune God and as such, the Creator and 

Lord of creation.
370

 From nothing or non-being, the Father called into existence something 

distinct from Himself that now actually exists, even as He continues to call it into existence. 

Thus, God not only becomes Creator in this singular and unique event, He always “remains 

Creator”, present in ordered relation and distinction with the creation He sustains in its very 
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existence with Him. God is “…present to His creation – actively present, and not leaving 

His work behind, or abandoning it to someone else or to itself, like…a watchmaker his 

watch.”
371

 Such active divine presence in creation, especially with human creatures, wholly 

determines and conditions it for existence in the presence of its Maker.  

Following this introduction, the unique spatiality of God the Father as Creator is 

explored regarding His own space as the triune God. From this ontological basis, creaturely 

spatiality is investigated in its distinctions and correspondences with God’s spatiality. I aim to 

examine the character of spatiality in its divinely creative and its creaturely manifestations, as 

revealed in various relationships between Creator and creature(s). Specifically, in three major 

sections as indicated by Barth, I first investigate the spatiality of God the Father as Creator, 

the predicate of the Subject of creation, by focusing on God who as Lord of the covenant is 

also Lord of creation. However, since the spatiality of the Creator is revealed in the actual 

object of the divine creative activity and not in an a priori abstract notion, I examine the 

spatiality of creation following Barth’s exegesis of the two Genesis creation stories. Next, 

attention focuses on the spatiality of the human creature created as God’s covenant-partner, 

first pertaining to Jesus Christ, then to human beings in general. Finally, I consider the 

spatiality of God the Father, the Subject of all creative and sustaining activity, with regard to 

Barth’s doctrine of divine providence. Moreover, Barth’s own spatial language demonstrates 

the range of spatial concepts comprising his doctrine of creation. Thus, within this doctrine 

and through the language used to explicate it a theological understanding is gained of the 

space and spatiality of the Creator as Father, and of their ramifications for His creatures.
372

 

Before tackling the creative spatiality of God, however, an underlying issue regarding the 

works of the Triune God will be addressed.  

 

1.  The Spatiality of God the Father as Lord of Creation and the Covenant 

1.1.  Creation: Space for the Covenant 

According to Barth, the witness of Scripture declares that “…the purpose and 

therefore the meaning of creation is to make possible the history of God’s covenant with man 

which has its beginning, its centre and its culmination in Jesus Christ.”
373

 As indicated, Barth 

expounds his doctrine of creation in the light of his doctrine of election.
374

 If the event of 
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God’s primal decision for the covenant of grace determines God’s own (spatial) being as 

Creator, then it also conditions, shapes and gives direction to the ensuing creation and the 

relationship between them.
375

 The eternal decree whereby God freely elects Himself to be 

God with and for human creatures and to be God in no other way is actualized in His creative 

activity.
376

 Thus, election is a determinant of the Father’s creative spatiality by which the 

Father is present in relation and distinction with His creatures in and through His creative act. 

Not only is God free to will what He wills, His omnipotent and omnipresent being is perfectly 

constituted to accomplish it. The event of election includes both Self-determination and 

determination of the “other”, of intra-divine constitution and extra-divine constitution.
377

 In 

the act of electing first Himself for the human creature, even before creation and time exist, 

God is already turning toward that creature which as yet exists only in the will of God in 

anticipation of its actual creation.
378

 In His own triunity God turns toward the creature when 

the Father turns toward or “has regard to” the Son who will become one with human 

creatureliness by the Spirit.
379

 Again, this occurs within God’s own being prior to creation 

coming into being. When God speaks His creative Word ‘outward’, the reality distinct from 
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God’s being is called into existence by the Spirit’s power. Traditionally, creation is deemed 

the first divine work ad extra; for Barth, creation constitutes the beginning, the presupposition 

necessary for executing the eternal divine decree of His gracious election. 

The dialectic rigorously maintained by Barth in the relation between God and creation 

on one side, concerns the absolute distinction between Creator and creation yet without any 

notion of absolute separation to preclude the possibility of relationship between them, on the 

other side. God is the God who freely determines Himself and the creature as spatial beings, 

who are mutually present in ordered relation and distinction. It is of God’s essential being to 

be God in this way, to be with and for that which is not God, without diminishing or losing 

any of His Godness. In fact, Barth insists God is God precisely in this and no other way 

regarding His creation, particularly human creature(s). Thus, as previously noted, there exists 

a divine space or sphere of God’s intra-divine existence (here, specifically as Creator who 

freely elected Himself for relation with human creature(s)) and a creaturely space or created 

sphere appropriate for human existence with God. These meet and overlap while also 

remaining distinct in Jesus Christ who is both Creator and creature, Electing and Elected, 

divine and human.
380

  

From Scripture, Barth notes a general point about the spatiality of the Creator and 

creature: the whole of creation takes place and exists in relation to its Creator within the 

created space of divine grace. For the human creature, this means “everything relates to faith”. 

For faith in God does not occur as a “special function” in a “special sphere” that is distinct 

from the so-called “natural” realm of creaturely existence.
381

 Rather, in its entirety and in 

every aspect, knowledge of creation is a matter of faith in the gracious Creator, the Father of 

Jesus Christ, who is known only by the revelation of His Word and Spirit. All human 

creatures are never outside this space of faith and grace, for no other space exists for them to 

inhabit. The so-called ‘natural’ realm of creation is already first and foremost the realm of 

God’s gracious presence. So, creaturely space cannot be understood as ‘natural’ or ‘spiritual’ 

as if these are antithetical. Instead, since the presupposition of creation is God’s election of 

the covenant of grace, the natural is already God-given and therefore blessed by God for the 

fulfillment of that very covenant with elect creatures. Furthermore, the creature’s space 

cannot be understood as being its own autonomous space existing outside of or alongside the 

Creator’s space, as if devoid of the Creator’s active presence. On the contrary, God the 
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Creator’s space is distinguished from yet simultaneously in relation with and encompassing 

created space.
382

  

A second general point about the spatiality of the Creator and creature concerns the 

divine purposeful intent of all God’s work, including His creative work. In correspondence to 

the divine act of creating which originates within God’s own being (in His election of grace), 

creation itself not only has its origin in God’s own being and will but is guided in a particular 

direction and for the achievement of a specific goal as determined by that same divine being 

and will. This does not imply that creation is divine; it simply means creation is from and for 

God, not of God. Barth states “The creature’s right and meaning and goal and purpose and 

dignity lie – only – in the fact that God as the Creator has turned toward it with His 

purpose.”
383

 That purpose is the divine love. The Creator graciously wills to love His creature, 

thus actualising His spatiality. He loves the creature first within His own space by His eternal 

Self-determination to be in covenantal relationship with it. Then, outside His unique space He 

begins to realize its covenantal existence by making the creature in its own space of creation. 

Yet again, the Creator does not stop with its mere creation and existence. He begins to enact 

the eternal covenant relationship by revealing Himself to the creature and being present with 

and for it in the particularity and entirety of its existence. All such divine activity reveals the 

creative spatiality manifest in the execution of the Creator’s ongoing loving purpose and will 

as it concerns the creature. Indeed, God 

…wills and posits the creature neither out of caprice nor necessity, but because He has 

loved it from eternity, because He wills to demonstrate His love for it, and because He 

wills, not to limit His glory by its existence and being, but to reveal and manifest it in 

His own co-existence with it. As the Creator He wills really to exist for His creature.
384
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Therefore, “the presupposition of the realisation of the divine purpose of love” as rooted in 

the election of the covenant of grace is creation.
385

 More specifically, the covenant’s “external 

basis” is the human creature, who, as a spatial being, is the Creator’s covenant-partner and 

thus the object of His gracious love.
386

 Yet, creation and the creature are not merely 

occasional or subsequent participants in the covenant. Rather, for Barth the opposite is true. 

In virtue of its being and nature, the creature is destined, prepared and equipped to be 

a partner of this covenant. This covenant cannot be seriously threatened or attacked by 

the nature of the creature or its surroundings, nor by any attribute of man and the 

world. By its whole nature the creature is destined and disposed for this covenant. 

There is no peculiarity in man and the world which does not as such aim at this 

covenant. As a partner of this covenant, the creature will always have to do 

exclusively with its Creator on God’s side, and exclusively with its own God-given 

nature on its own.
387

 

 

In sum, the creature’s origin, direction and goal or the whole of its existence and nature are 

based in and serve God’s loving, gracious and covenantal will to be Immanuel, God with and 

for the creature. Therefore, the first execution and form given the divine love that is external 

to God’s own space is creation, “… the sphere in which the institution and history of the 

covenant take place…”
388

 The Creator has willed this space from eternity and made it along 

with time so He may perfectly love His own creature.
389

 

Reflecting in more detail on the Creator’s created space Barth raises some notable 

theological observations arising from his exegesis of the first biblical creation story in Genesis 

1. Highlighting the creature’s space will reveal more about the spatiality of God the Father as 

Creator and Lord of the Covenant. I begin with some of Barth’s broad theological 

observations of the passage as a whole (Genesis 1:1-2:4a) before specifying distinctions 

within.  

From this first account of creation, Barth formulates the first of a two-fold proposition 

concerning the relations between God and human, and Creator and creature, which are spatial, 

and also between eternity and time, and divine space and creaturely space: “creation is the 

external basis of the covenant”.
390

 The Creator wills and executes an ordered plan that brings 
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a “very good” creation into existence. Its ordered goodness resides in the fact that, wholly 

and in every facet, creation is designed for and suited to the good Creator’s covenantal 

purpose of loving and being loved by His human creatures. Existing in such mutual presence 

in ordered relation and distinction is the spatiality characteristic of the Creator. The human 

creature is specially “created in and after the image of God” precisely to be God’s covenant-

partner.
391

 Therefore, the creature’s spatiality must correspond to the image of the Creator’s 

spatiality. Living in genuine relationship with God and fellow creatures in this covenant is the 

human creature’s spatiality. The Genesis 1 story concludes in a particular expression of this 

covenantal relationship in which the creature is invited to participate, “…the event of God’s 

Sabbath freedom, Sabbath rest and Sabbath joy…”
392

 This signals the ordered ways that 

Creator and creature are to be mutually present, adding specificity to their corresponding 

spatialities. And because grounded solely in “the divine will and accomplishment”, this 

beginning of creation and Creator-creature relations or spatiality will also be its goal. The 

focus of Genesis 1 (contrasting with the second creation account in Genesis 2-3 to follow) 

directs attention to the space created by God for this purpose or the cosmos created as “a 

theatre of the covenant”.
393

 For Barth, creation ordered in a particular way by its Creator 

“…makes possible, prepares and lays the foundation for the work and Word of God.”
394

 

Creation makes way for the unfolding and culmination of the Creator-creature relation 

intended in the covenant and chosen in election. Therefore, the way in which this creaturely 

space is structured implies a correspondence with aspects of the intended order of the 
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covenantal relation between its Creator and His human creatures. God’s work reveals 

God’s being. So the act of creating reveals what the being of God the Father is as Creator and 

Lord, here, regarding His spatiality. 

First, concerning the divinely ordered created space, Barth juxtaposes that which God 

chooses to create and actually does create with that which He does not choose to create. The 

problem concerns the ordered creation of the heavens and the earth versus the chaos that is 

formless, void and menacing. More precisely, what God positively wills and creates is in 

accord with and serves the elected purpose of His gracious covenant. All that does not 

actively serve the Creator and His purpose, whether “ungodly or anti-godly”, He thereby 

rejects and negates. Rejecting “…the reality of a creation that might be neutral or hostile to 

Him…” Barth states, God “pushed it back and outside the limit of the world willed and 

determined by Him.” Yet, as the possibility that God did not choose, it nonetheless has some 

sense of reality but “…only as a frontier of that which is and will be according to the 

Creator’s decision and action.”
395

 This rejected possibility is relegated to the past and 

annihilated since not suitable for God’s covenantal purposes. Therefore it has no future and is 

without any basis in God’s plan.
396

 Barth also refers to this “frontier” as the “shadow” cast 

upon what God actually created or what is “behind God’s back” as He turns towards the 

possibility, which in positively choosing becomes actuality.
397

 Barth insists this impossible 

sphere of neutrality and hostility towards God and His will has no reality in and of itself but 

only in relation to the good creation that God’s Word calls into being. It is contingent upon 

what God has in fact willed, spoken and created. Following Scripture, this dialectic becomes 

Barth’s prototype in a series of images corresponding with the first three days of creation. 

These images depict a space of divine blessing and order for God’s creatures that is opposed 

by an ominous realm of “threatening curse” and “misery”.
398

  

However, one clarification is needful. These two realms are not conceived as 

something akin to two physically located spaces that are adjacent to one another, such as one 

abundantly filled space and its opposite, a dark void. Although the language might suggest 

images of an ancient container model of space, Barth’s intention is different. Here the 

emphasis rests on the Creator’s freedom to choose according to His own being and purpose 

and to creatively act upon His decision. The freedom of His love becomes manifest in the 

event of His Word which speaks the chosen possibility into actual existence. Within this 
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context Barth explains the “chaos” and “formless void” not as “confusion” or disorder but 

as a “gulf”,
399

 that which is “intrinsically impossible” since without divine ground or merit.
400

 

Everything not based on the Creator’s will and realised by His spoken Word is in fact 

“nothing”, “waste”, a “vacuum”; it is merely “an empty assertion”.
401

 Thus, Barth interprets 

the Genesis 1 account of a formless, void, dark, flooded earth as a picture of an impossible 

world, an embodiment of all that is opposed to God’s loving, covenantal will since it lacks the 

life-giving reality and presence of His Word and Spirit. Co-presence between Creator and 

creature in ordered covenantal relation and distinction, living as spatial beings, cannot occur 

here. So the Creator rejects this impossibility simply by speaking into existence a cosmos 

“…in harmony and at peace with Himself, and therefore, according to His plan, as a theatre 

and instrument of His acts, an object of His joy and for participation in this joy.”
402

  

Speaking both figuratively and literally, Barth describes God’s creative act by Word 

and Spirit as separating and setting boundaries or frontiers from that which is not His will: 

light (representing mediated knowledge of God’s Word) separates and limits darkness 

(implying ignorance without that Word); both sky and land (providing necessary physical 

space for human existence) separate and limit menacing atmospheric and earthly waters that 

would render human existence impossible. To reject and relegate to the past all possibilities 

that challenge or are opposed to His lordship, will and presence means that any space, realm 

or sphere – even a so-called “abyss” or “void”, whatever else it might mean – can exist only 

because its Creator and Lord is none other than God the Father of Jesus Christ, the Word by 

whom all creation comes into being. Therefore, absolutely no created space exists in which 

this Word does not already reign supreme from the beginning, being present in relation to it as 

Creator and Lord. One characteristic of God the Father’s creative spatiality, then, is His 

loving desire and effective omnipotence to provide a space in which human creatures can 

positively and actively be engaged in covenant relation with Him. God creates a space in 

which human creatures may be spatial in response to His spatiality. This protects creation 

from positions of neutrality or opposition toward its Creator, leading toward its annihilation 

and non-being, while also creating the opportunity for rightly ordered relation. 

Likewise, concerning the creature created to inhabit these spaces, Barth states that 

there is no “…place from which it might legitimately withdraw itself from the grace of God!” 

As the “work of the Word of God” the human creature must correspond to that Word. This 
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indicates that “originally and intimately” this creature is “disposed for the grace of God”. 

Specifically, its creation indicates “…the creature in its totality was allied to this living, divine 

Person, being wholly referred to it for its existence and essence, its survival and 

sustenance.”
403

 Creation ex nihilo means owing its existence to nothing except the gracious 

will and loving purpose of its Creator.
404

 Regardless of the creature’s response, obediently 

corresponding to the Word from which it comes or not, “God has allied Himself with it.” 

Barth continues, “That ‘God is with us’ is indeed God’s revelation in the history of the 

covenant which begins with Israel and is fulfilled in Jesus Christ.” Not just the “secret of 

creation” generally, this Word is the particular secret of the creature’s “creation, existence and 

nature” which cannot be negated in any way.
405

 The human creature is created as a spatial 

being to be with God who is spatial and for God to be with it in covenant. Another 

characteristic of God the Father’s spatiality, then, includes His steadfast gracious presence 

with this creation no matter what befalls it. 

Before briefly considering the spatial ramifications of the individual days of creation 

in the first creation saga, I offer an overview of Barth’s understanding of the cosmos’ 

structure.
406

 The cosmos is 

…the divinely ordered world in which heaven and earth – a picture of the relationship 

between God and man in the covenant of grace – confronted one another in mutual 

separation and interconnexion as an upper sphere and a lower: the one essentially 

invisible to man, the other essentially visible; the one transcending him in unknown 

heights, the other his own and entrusted to him.
407
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Using the whole Bible to explain this two-fold structure of the cosmos, Barth notes the 

“heavens” are generally the higher, invisible realm associated with transcendent divine 

activity. The “highest heaven” becomes the “creaturely dwelling place of God”, the “throne of 

His mercy”.
408

 This is God’s own space within creation. In contrast, the lower, visible realm 

of the “earth” is the human creature’s particular space for existence. God places the human 

creature in its own space “under heaven and on earth”.
409

 It exists only under the authority and 

lordship of its Creator as His beloved “possession”, for His covenantal purposes, or more 

specifically, for the event and revelation of His covenant.
410

 Actually, Barth states this order is 

the “essential condition of man’s existence before and with God”.
411

 Thus, “…the whole 

cosmos was precisely created that in it there might be this event and revelation – that man 

might be what he is by the grace of God and for the grace of God.”
412

 Thus, the Creator’s 

spatiality entails His gracious lordship over His beloved creation.  

As Lord of creation, God is present in a relationship that is distinct and ordered. The 

days of creation recounted in the first chapter of Genesis, indicate some distinctions and order. 

On the first day God creates light. In doing so He not only orders and separates it from the 

darkness, pushing back the chaos He did not choose, but He also creates time. For Barth, this 

first creative work reveals God’s election of the covenant of grace since light is the “sign” of 

the Creator’s faithful presence with His creatures no matter what darkness engulfs them. His 

light “shines in” and “overcomes darkness”, signifying the “…promise that nature is not left 

to itself, but that it moves toward an encounter with the grace of God.” Light is “the symbol of 

the revelation of grace” in which God discloses knowledge of Himself as Creator and Lord to 

His creatures. Such enlightened knowledge enables them to exercise their spatiality in 

response to God’s spatiality and so to be in relationship with Him.
413

 Furthermore, time began 

with the creation of the first day. Since this cosmos is intended as the unique space in which 

the historical unfolding of the covenant between Creator and human creatures occurs, the 

temporal realm cannot exclude the presence of that Creator. God’s eternity encompasses and 
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grounds the creature’s temporality. Otherwise, the covenantal relationship between God 

and humans, for which the cosmos is created, would itself be impossible.  

In days two and three God creates heaven and earth. Again, the Creator pushes back 

anything that makes life impossible for the human creature, ordering all according to His 

purposes for relationship. He separates “waters above” and “below” in the case of heaven to 

create a “firmament” or atmosphere, and dry land from the seas in the case of earth.
414

 He thus 

secures the “living-space”
415

 necessary for the creature, by assigning to the land “its own 

place”. This purposefully limited, good land is separated from threatening waters, which are 

also assigned their own “special place” away from harming human creatures.
416

 Barth states, 

“Because the divine covenant of grace is the meaning of this world, and God’s free mercy, 

His superior help and deliverance and emancipation are what He purposes for His creation, 

the creaturely world has to have this periphery” or limit from the chaos which threatens it.
417

 

Additionally, the second aspect of the work of day two is the creation of the vegetable 

kingdom. The space created or “house built by God” for His creatures is not merely provided, 

He also “furnishes” it by spreading a “table” in it. That is, the Creator fills the land with living 

creatures and plants that can reproduce and bear fruit.
418

 The vegetable kingdom serves God’s 

glory and also the enjoyment and sustenance of creatures yet to come, thus making the dry 

land a “habitable place” for them.
419

 Barth discovers a “typical character” in this divine 

“creative work” making a living-space for human creatures. First, its “…comprehensive 

opposition of form to formlessness, of the possibility of life to the necessity of death…” aims 

at a “…peaceful and meaningful existence of the creature before and with its Creator.” 

Second, it reveals that the Creator has created it not “in His wrath, but for freedom.”
420

 Third, 

there is no threat to the creature that is not limited by and subject to the Creator who intends 

only life and benefit for the creature, so the creature may live with and before God in full 

confidence and gratitude. “The ground on which God in His revelation can meet the creature, 

and on which it can believe His revelation, is laid and cannot be removed.”
421

 This created 

order accords with God’s covenant of grace, for the bountiful table of the Lord is spread and 

He graciously invites His creatures to enjoy it in His presence and give thanks. So even the 

abundant furnishings of the creatures’ particular space on land fulfills God’s elected purposes 
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to sustain joyful relationship with rich blessings with them, thus activating their spatiality. 

If God’s will, revealed in His free election of the covenant of grace, is both the eternal ground 

and the goal of creation, then there is further correspondence between the beginning and goal 

of creation. Creation prepares for the actualisation and fulfillment of the covenant whereby the 

creature, particularly the human creature, can live with and before God. Therefore the creature 

can and does exist spatially, here in time, with its Creator, according to the freedom of His 

good-pleasure. 

 On the fourth day of creation God creates the sun, moon and stars and so commences 

to “furnish the cosmos” or the heavens. This is a matter of the “wealth” of the cosmos for 

Barth, not its duration. In correspondence to the first day, the Creator creates heavenly objects 

to mediate the light already created so it might be “recognizable or visible” to the creature. 

Interestingly, Barth suggests the sun, moon and stars are not themselves the light, they only 

“participate in” it.
422

 Similarly, creatures can only “live with open eyes in mediated, not 

unmediated light” so they too may “participate in and become light.” Here Barth deepens the 

biblical metaphor of light as knowledge of God by connecting it with a conscious, active 

participation of the creature as a partner with its Creator. The creative works of God prior to 

this are “…aimed generally at man, or rather at God’s relationship with man.”
423

 But with this 

work the Creator begins “a new order of creation”
424

 in which “…everything aims particularly 

at man’s interested partnership in his relationship with God.” Not only does the Creator seek 

fellowship with His creatures (exercising His divine spatiality) but He also wills that His 

creatures seek fellowship with Him (exercising their creaturely spatiality). So the Creator 

establishes a “sphere of human life”, a “dwelling-place” for the human creature in which he 

can gratefully acknowledge His Creator, “himself and his fellow-creatures”, and thus be “a 

real participant in His covenant”.
425

 One aspect of this participation as God’s covenant-partner 

is that these heavenly bodies “serve the purpose of orientation.” Specifically, they provide 

“guidance in time and space”, again indicating the limits within which creaturely existence is 

intended to be lived.
426

 Creaturely time and physical space are thus given to the creature, 

enabling it to live spatially, in covenant relationship with its Creator and fellow creatures. 

Furthermore, being created in God’s image includes living as this conscious, active, willing 

partner in His covenant of grace. The human creature’s space is not simply “orientated by 
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God but orientating for man”.
427

 It is the presupposition for its spatiality, for its being co-

present in relation and distinction with its Creator and fellow creatures. So for the creature, 

the heavenly bodies represent the space and time given by the Creator to live and participate 

in the unfolding of God’s covenant of grace. This home space gives it opportunity to respond 

as the Creator’s spatial creature and covenant partner, helping fulfill its gracious election. 

On day five God creates the fish and birds. This corresponds to the second day of 

creation by richly filling the sea and sky created earlier. According to Barth, this is an 

“entirely new creation” with its “peculiar nature” and its “spheres of operation”. That is, these 

are the “first autonomous creatures” which have their distinct realms of existence in either 

water or air.
428

 In correspondence to their particular natures, these creatures are assigned their 

own particular spaces in which to exist. The promise that God will sustain them both in the 

midst of chaos (represented by the sea) and in proximity to chaos (represented by the water-

laden sky) indicates that “God will also keep [man] in his sphere.” So the human creature has 

nothing to fear regarding the “immensity of creaturely space” because its’ subdivided spaces 

help limit threats towards the creature. It can revel in the vitality and wealth of each sphere of 

the Creator’s good creation.
429

 Moreover, God’s blessing to creatures is their “special capacity 

for movement” and particularly their empowerment for “the procreation of posterity”. Only 

by “divine permission and the divine promise”
430

 are they graciously given the ability to 

continue “each after its kind”, so in successive generations.
431

 Thus, within this “history of 

creation”, history itself begins “as the continuation of creation”. Entering “the sphere of God’s 

dealings with His creation”, this beginning “…announces the theme of this history, i.e., the 

establishment of a covenant between God and His creation which moves independently like 

Himself and renews itself by procreation after its kind.”
432

 This brings Barth to the 

penultimate goal of creation. 

On the sixth day of creation God creates land creatures and their “final and proper 

form”, human creatures. Again, this day corresponds to day three, for the land, the “protected 

dwelling-place of man” is now filled with living animals.
433

 Animals are made prior to 

humans, thus providing an important “environment and company” for human creatures, so 

when the latter appears they may begin to exercise their spatiality, co-existing in relation and 
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distinction, “not in isolation”. Barth unashamedly claims that “creation finds its conclusion 

in man” and that “the Creator has given him precedence” over all “within the one dwelling 

place.”
434

 These claims are not arbitrary or false anthropocentrisms, nor are they a degradation 

of the extra-human creation on Barth’s part as some critics have supposed.
435

 Rather, the 

anthropology within his doctrine of creation is theological, Christ-centered. Barth believes 

that the covenant history of ‘God with us’ reveals the human creature as the center and 

conclusion of creation. For, nowhere does God more fully reveal Himself as God and never is 

God more personally ‘with us’ than when He becomes a human creature in Jesus Christ – a 

human and not some other creature. To demonstrate this, Barth notes both the similarities and 

differences between animal creatures and human creatures.  

Similarities consist in that they are both creatures of God which “…proceed from the 

earth, i.e., their existence and nature belong to the earth, to its destiny and preparation as the 

dwelling-place of man.”
436

 They are made alive by the Holy Spirit, are created male and 

female “in differentiation and relationship,” so also “in natural fellowship with God.”
437

 And 

they are both, to some degree, participants in the covenant of grace (the human as full 

                                                 
434

 Barth, CD III/1, 177. 
435

 For example, Barth qualifies the description of the human “as the crown of creation” with the prior statement 

that “man is not an end in itself.” Barth, CD III/1, 181.  

For a critique which misstates this aspect of Barth’s doctrine of creation, see H. Paul Santmire, “Creation and 

Nature: A Study of the Doctrine of Nature with Special Attention to Barth’s Doctrine of Creation” (Th.D. 

Dissertation: Harvard University, 1966) especially p 49. There he states, “Barth makes it clear that the whole 

extra-human sphere of creation is not included in the divine act of election” which, combined with his doctrine 

of the Word of God, Santmire claims is Barth’s context for developing his doctrine of creation. Santmire misses 

Barth’s key point that God’s election gives to creation its very purpose and fulfillment, not merely its being and 

oversight. It is not just an instrument used by God without inherent meaning. But it’s meaning, universally and in 

particular, is found only in relation to God’s action, specifically in the event of Jesus Christ through whom the 

world was made. Creation is not an end in itself. For Barth, it is always about God’s gracious good pleasure and 

what that means in Jesus Christ for us, His creatures and covenant partners, and secondarily for creation as a 

whole. Rather than diminishing creation’s glory, which it does not have in itself, it only participates in the 

reflected divine glory by fulfilling this benevolent divine will. This is especially true of the human creature, 

which can be truly human only in this way. 

Hielema also confuses Barth’s notion of creation’s role; he claims a “‘disconnected wire’” exists between 

Barth’s “…joyfully free affirmation of the creation characterized by ordered creatureliness within a context that 

denigrates this same creation” (89). Hielema’s erroneous reading stems from his statement that “…we need not 

accept Barth’s particular account of anthropocentricity…” (91) and suggesting that Barth’s “ordered 

creatureliness” is “an emerging category” for him (89). Syd Hielema, “Searching For ‘Disconnected Wires’: 

Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Creation Revisited,” Calvin Theological Journal 30, no. 1 (April 1995) 75-93. It is 

‘emerging’ only in the sense that, to understand Barth’s anthropocentricity is to understand the True Human, 

Jesus Christ, which is most fully expounded in Volume IV of Church Dogmatics. To reject Barth’s 

‘anthropocentricity’ is to reject Jesus Christ as the center of election and revelation about Creator, creation, 

human creatures, and how all are related.  
436

 Barth, CD III/1, 178. 
437

 Barth, CD III/1, 185. 

For critiques of Barth’s understanding of the male-female relationship in creation see, for example, Agneta 

Sutton, “The Complementarity and Symbolism of the Two Sexes: Karl Barth, Hans Urs von Balthasar and John 

Paul II,” 418-433, The Dominican Council, (Boston, MA: Blackwell, 2006); Rachel Muers, “A Question of Two 

Answers: Difference and Determination in Barth and Von Balthasar,” Heythrop Journal 40 (1999) 265-279. 



 

 

93 

participant, the animal as sacrificial precursor).
438

 From this point forward, the term 

“creature” refers to the unique human creature that alone is created in the “image” and 

“likeness” of God.  

In what does that image and likeness consist? Barth first explores this matter from the 

side of the Creator. He begins with the “divine soliloquy” in the form, “Let us”, which 

expresses His “intra-divine unanimity of intention and decision” to create human beings.
439

 

Barth’s doctrine of election claims God’s election of the covenant of grace as the beginning of 

all the ways and works of God. That divine will and decision is precisely what actualises the 

creature as the covenant’s presupposition so the covenant itself can be actualised in the 

historical and spatial relationship between human(s) (one in particular) and God the Father as 

Creator. Both the creature and the relationship between Creator and creature have their basis 

in God’s own spatial being.  

To demonstrate this Barth begins by noting two things about God: in His “non-

solitariness” He exists in “confrontation in the divine being and sphere”, and He does so in 

“free agreement with Himself”. More pointedly, “The divine sphere, God Himself, does not 

exist in a vacuum, outside space and time.”
440

 Nor does being Creator diminish or alter His 

deity.
441

 Rather, the basis of the creation of this spatial creature is a “…history which took 

place in the divine sphere and essence; a divine movement to and from a divine Other; a 

divine conversation and summons and a divine correspondence to it.” Hence, on the Creator’s 

side, “a genuine counterpart in God Himself” is found, resulting in “unanimous decision”. 

This “secret prototype” grounds the “copy” and image reflected in the spatial “co-existence of 

God and man” in God’s own space.
442

  

 From the creature’s side, Barth defines the creature created “in our image” as “…a 

being which has its ground and possibility in the fact that in ‘us,’ i.e., in God’s own sphere 

and being, there exists a divine and therefore self-grounded prototype to which this being can 

correspond.” Made “in our likeness” means having a created nature patterned after God’s 

own nature, after His spatiality.
443

 In this spatial creature, the true “counterpart in God 

Himself finds creaturely form”, actualized as “I” and “Thou” in a mutual, ordered relationship 
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of “confrontation and reciprocity”. The creature’s “God-likeness” is thus manifest in its 

being created “male and female”, a duality nevertheless in unity.
444

 The true human is not 

merely one or the other but, because patterned after God’s Self-repeating and spatial being, is 

human as male and female in the confrontation and encounter of another. Before God and 

among its fellows the human creature is the true image of God in its spatiality when living co-

presently with another in ordered differentiation and fellowship.
445

  

Existence in proper distinction and communion is the “great paradigm” of all ordered 

relationships, so of spatiality itself, in God’s own space and being and in created space 

between Creator and creature, and between creatures. Specifically, it involves being a “…type 

of the history of the covenant and salvation which will take place between him and his 

Creator.”
446

 Thus, “…for all the disparity in and…differentiation between man as a creature 

and his Creator…”, nonetheless God creates it as “…a partner who is capable of entering into 

the covenant-relationship with Himself …”
447

 Corresponding to the Creator’s spatiality, the 

crucial characteristic of the creature’s spatiality is being present with God and others in the 

particular relation and distinction given in the realisation of His covenant and salvation.  

To summarize thus far, Barth states, 

In God’s own being and sphere there is a counterpart: a genuine but harmonious self-

encounter and self-discovery; a free co-existence and co-operation; an open 

confrontation and reciprocity. Man is the repetition of this divine form of life; its copy 

and reflection. He is this first in the fact that he is the counterpart of God, the 

encounter and discovery of God Himself being copied and imitated in God’s relation 

to man. But he is it also in the fact that he is himself the counterpart of his fellows and 

has in them a counterpart, the co-existence and co-operation in God Himself being 

repeated in the relation of man to man.
448

  

 

The spatiality of God’s triune being also forms the basis of a corresponding spatiality of His 

creature, ordering and enabling the actualisation of the divinely willed covenant relationships 

between Creator and creature, and fellow creatures. On God’s side, spatiality is the divine 

perfection that specifies how God is present to Himself in the unity of His being in the 

distinction of His modes of being, Father present to Son and Son present to Father in the 

presence of the Holy Spirit; in which the Son is the God-human, the second mode of the 

triune Being according to the election of grace. In the context of creation, divine spatiality is 

how the Creator is present to His creature in the unfolding of the covenant of grace in 
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creaturely space and time. On the creature’s side, spatiality is the creaturely reflection of 

that divine perfection, the creaturely characteristic that specifies how the creature is present to 

its Creator God and to its fellow creatures in ordered covenant relation and distinction.  

 A few noteworthy things remain regarding the creature’s God-likeness before turning 

to the seventh day of creation. That God creates by His Word, by speaking, implies the 

creature has come into being by God as it is posited and effected by the free divine 

declaration. The creature is not from God in the sense of an emanation of divine essence; the 

creature is neither created divine nor becomes divine. Rather, its God-likeness is based in the 

overflowing of the Creator’s loving will and purpose to live in mutual presence with the 

creature in covenant relation, precisely in the distinction and proper order between Creator 

and creature. To this way as a creature means living in the full creative spatiality and presence 

of the Father who creates this possibility as its own proper spatiality. Its spatiality is never 

identical to the Creator’s; how the creature is present to another is different than the ways the 

Creator is present. Furthermore, the creature is “God-like” regarding its election for family 

relationships that correspond to the Father eternally begetting His Son and the Son being 

eternally begotten by His Father in the power and presence of the eternal Spirit.
449

 Humans 

reflect their heavenly Father when begetting children in procreation. The ‘family space’ of the 

parent-child relationship is an important analogy of the spatialities of Creator as Father and 

creature as His child. 

 Exploring the final and seventh day of the first creation saga in Genesis 1, Barth sees 

simultaneously a conclusion and a new beginning. The Creator’s creative activity ends with 

the creation of human creatures, which gives rise to a new divine work. The whole of the 

Creator’s work in the previous six days of creation have aimed and moved toward this new 

thing, even as it moves toward its consummation in God’s own incarnation. With the 

necessary presuppositions now in place, creation is concluded by the “work of His rest”. In 

Sabbath rest, the Creator regards the results of His creative activity, all that He has created, 

and judges it “very good”. Creation’s goodness rests solely upon its perfect suitability for His 

covenantal purposes chosen in His election of grace. Lacking nothing to achieve His elected 

will for loving and free relationship with His spatial creature, “the external basis of creation” 

is laid. So He rests from His creative activity.
450

  

Content with the completed creation that presupposes the fulfillment of His 

covenantal will, God can now turn toward its actualisation, exercising His spatiality to begin 
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fellowship with His creation, and enabling the creature to be spatial in response. “He was 

satisfied to enter into this relationship with this reality distinct from Himself, to be the Creator 

of this creature, to find in these works of His Word the external sphere of His power and 

grace and the place of His revealed glory.”
451

 For Barth, the Creator’s rest reveals His 

freedom and love. By ceasing from creating, He freely determines and limits His own 

creative activity, and indicates He has found a “definite, limited object” to love. “Love is a 

relationship which is itself limited and defined by this object”, which is how God loves. So 

Barth claims, God is no “…more truly, or more perfectly Himself in the whole course of His 

work of creation, than in this rest on the seventh day”.
452

 This divine rest actualises the 

spatiality – the living, loving and free relationship, properly distinct, ordered and limited – of 

Creator and creature within created space, in correspondence with God’s being and work in 

His own space. “What God was in Himself and had done from eternity, He had now in some 

sense repeated in time, in the form of an historical event, in His relationship to His creation, 

the world and man.”
453

 The divine Sabbath rest in mutual presence is the beginning of the 

fulfillment in time of the covenant relationship graciously elected in Jesus Christ in eternity.  

Precisely what is divine Sabbath rest according to Barth? Its “general meaning” 

reveals God’s will for covenant fellowship with His creature(s), so His perfection of relation-

creating omnipresence. Refusing to abandon it to itself, the Creator graciously intends to be 

the creature’s Father and Lord, ‘God with’ it. “When He had made it He constituted Himself 

its co-existing God in the historical event of the seventh day.” So Sabbath rest reveals “God’s 

immanence in the world.”
454

 God is present in, with and to His creation in Sabbath rest, for it 

is in this particular work that God “…made Himself temporal and human, i.e., He linked 

Himself in a temporal act with the being and purpose and course of the world, with the 

history of man.”
455

 He rested in the presence and fellowship of that creature, enacting His 

spatiality and the creature’s. Sabbath rest thus reveals the creature’s God-likeness, being 

constituted to exist spatially, in free, loving communion and distinction.  

Barth’s “particular meaning” of Sabbath rest is the revelation of the Creator’s “true 

deity”. Having “united Himself with the world” He created, God has “found the object of His 

love” in the creature, His “direct and proper counterpart” with whom He is well pleased. In 

this Sabbath event “…He repeats no less than His own perfect being, and declared Himself as 
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such to belong to what He has created so different from Himself.” This is how “…He is 

with His creation” as Creator.
456

 In the fullness of His deity and His perfection of 

omnipresence, the Creator is present in the divine rest, joy and freedom of His love, wholly 

satisfied with His covenant partner. 

The “indirect meaning” for the creature, in confirmation of the Creator’s loving 

intention, is that the Creator Himself is its own goal. The “…creature finds its completion in 

that God in His own person has given Himself to belong to it.”
457

 The Creator secures and 

provides all that is needed for this spatiality, this fellowship; the creature simply seeks His 

will, corresponding to His spatiality, as the purposed goal of its own existence.  

And finally, the “direct meaning” for the creature, again revealing the Creator’s 

desire, is that it may participate with its Creator in Sabbath rest. The creature’s participation 

in this event of the Creator’s work, its positive “response” to this invitation is that which 

actualizes its constitution and relationships, so its spatiality. Stated alternatively, for the 

creature to be genuinely human, “true man” means first of all to “…rest in the fellowship with 

the rest of God Himself, of participation in the freedom, rest and joy of His true deity.”
458

 So 

too, the creature’s spatiality is characterized by its participation in the divine rest, in loving, 

free fellowship with its Creator.  

If creation is indeed the external basis of the covenant, and the history of that 

covenant commences with this Creator-creature fellowship of joyful rest and delight in the 

exceedingly good creation now completed, then it also demonstrates the spatiality of both 

Creator and creature. The spatiality essential to God’s eternal being is actualized in time in 

this historical relationship between Creator and creature, beginning on this seventh day of 

creation. Furthermore, throughout Scripture ‘Sabbath’ is established as a weekly repetition of 

this first (and past) Sabbath rest and also a sign of the promised (and future) Sabbath 

fellowship between Creator and creature in the new heaven and earth. A divine perfection, 

spatiality describes how God is God in the closest proximity to that which is distinct, here the 

human creature. The beginning of the history detailing the relationship of these covenant-

partners and how their spatiality is affected are attested in the second story of creation. 
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1.2.  Covenant: Determines the Space of Creation 

Creation, for Barth, is the “way and means to the covenant” which realizes the 

Creator’s “purpose and plan and order.”
459

 Creation itself, especially the human creature at 

the center of creation, reveals, affirms and gives witness to “God’s free love.” This love is 

actualised first in God’s own triune being, having freely “…resolved in Himself from all 

eternity on His fellowship with man in the person of His own Son.” Thus, Barth concludes, 

“…from the free love of God…the creature receives its meaning and necessity, and it is given 

to it to be the bearer of God’s intention, plan and order.” Responding to His gracious love, the 

creature is created to be a “grateful being and for a grateful existence” in covenant relation 

with its Creator.
460

 Gratitude to God is one characteristic of the creature’s spatiality, living 

gratefully in His presence. Furthermore, since God created the creature as a suitable covenant 

partner in fulfillment of His will for relationship with it, nothing is originally or intrinsically 

alien, neutral or in opposition to this covenant between them. 

Its nature is simply its equipment for grace. Its creatureliness is pure promise, 

expectation and prophecy of that which in His grace, in the execution of the will of His 

eternal love, and finally and supremely in the consummation of the giving of His Son, 

God plans for man and will not delay to accomplish for his benefit.
461

 

 

 The type of existence intended for and given to the creature by its Creator aims toward full, 

grateful participation in the covenant of grace. The creature’s spatiality is determined by 

God’s gracious will toward it, and in its God-given nature that prepares it to be a recipient of 

and participant in that grace. “Creation is one long preparation, and therefore the being and 

existence of the creature one long readiness, for what God will intend and do with it in the 

history of the covenant.”
462

 Barth summarizes the divine creative activity:  

What God created when He created the world and man was not just any place, but that 

which was foreordained for the establishment and the history of the covenant, nor just 

any subject, but that which was to become God’s partner in this history, i.e., the nature 

which God in His grace willed to address and accept and the man predestined for His 

service.
463
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Reflecting on creation’s role in the covenant more specifically, Barth seeks how, in 

prefiguring the covenant, creation already anticipates it by being a “unique sign of the 

covenant and a true sacrament”. This considers the matter from the perspective of “Jesus 

Christ as the beginning…of creation”, not only its goal, seen in the previous section.
464

 

Barth’s particular focus now is the creation of the first human creatures, the divine event that 

begins the history of the “willed and ordered” Creator-creature relationship, and so their 

spatial actuality. This is the presupposition for all subsequent events in that history, even the 

catastrophic human event of the Fall immediately following the second creation saga. The 

“background” in Genesis 2 for this history describes the particular created “sphere” or space 

within which this and all ensuing events will occur.
465

 Barth claims God’s intention is already 

present in this beginning as a “sign and witness” precisely because it portrays the Creator’s 

desired relationship with His human creatures, enacted according to His spatiality. The 

narrow purview of this “sacramental” creation saga centers on the creation by God of the 

human as man and woman and their placement in the Garden of Eden in the midst of two 

special trees.
466

 Each of these elements reveals the divinely willed order of their relationship 

and specific characteristics about their spatialities. Barth’s discussion of Genesis 2 indicates 

how God the Creator was originally present to these creatures and simultaneously suggests 

how He wills to be eternally present to them in the future. This, literally, begins to flesh out 

and actualize what was decreed in God’s election of grace, along with the spatiality that is 

covenant relating. Although the form of the Creator’s presence with His creatures necessarily 

changes, He remains faithfully present as God throughout their whole history. Specifically 

how the Creator is present to His creatures in this second creation saga, and how it is a sign 

revealing the ordered relationship of the covenant between its partners are considered next. 

Barth notes God’s “new name…Yahweh Elohim”, revealed to Israel whom He “called 

and dealt with…as its Lord.”
467

 Already the covenantal relationship is prefigured in the 

Creator’s name. Contrasted with the broad cosmological perspective of the first creation 

story, the earth (significantly mentioned here before the heavens) becomes the focus as the 
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“sphere of man”, of which they are made and designated stewards.
468

 Constituted under 

the Creator’s lordship, the creature’s assigned vocational role as “farmer or gardener” 

indicates its purpose for service to Creator and creation. The divinely willed order for 

creatures is existence  “under the law of humility and in the fear of God”. Moreover, in a 

“direct and personal” act Yahweh Elohim brings this human creature to life by breathing into 

its nostrils, thereby distinguishing humanity from the rest of creation. Grounded in the 

“wholly free and special election and compassion of God”,
469

 the creature “…is not just earth 

moulded into a body, and not just a soul, but a soul quickened and established and sustained 

by God in a direct and personal and special encounter of His breath with this frame of 

dust…”
470

 From its beginning, God has “covenanted” with this particular creature by nothing 

inherent in it but by “God’s free immediacy in His attitude to him”, in its gracious election in 

His Son to be co-present in relation and distinction.  

Having chosen this creature for covenantal relationship, “God has constituted 

Himself” for it and also constitutes and equips this creature in its readiness for God, enabling 

its appropriate response and presence with Him. The creature can choose to live in accord 

with its election, created spatial nature and calling by God. “[C]ommissioned to serve and 

work”, the creature “fulfils the meaning of [its] own existence” in giving itself to the task 

appointed by its Creator. Thus, in its election and calling, the creature is a sign of the “future 

which He has destined for all creation”.
471

 Ultimately, the “meaningful fulfillment of 

[creation’s] God-given hope” is the only creature to perfectly realize its election, nature and 

calling under the lordship of its Creator; the One to whom the first humans point as its sign; 

the One in “direct, personal and special immediacy of God”, Jesus Christ.
472

  

Next, Barth describes the Garden of Eden, specially designed by the Creator as the 

creature’s “dwelling-place” where it may fulfill its vocation. Contrasting with the totality of 

creation encompassed in the first creation saga, “a definite, limited place on earth” becomes 
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the focus here. Through this concrete particular the whole is to be viewed and understood. 

“What kind of place is it?” Barth asks. Although “Eden means ‘delight’”, it is not a 

“Paradise” according to popular understanding. No intrinsic “perfections” are mentioned. 

Rather, “What makes this Garden delightful is primarily and exclusively the fact that it is 

specially planted by God and therefore specially belongs to Him.”
473

 By this “new creative 

act” God makes a marvelous “home” prepared for the newly created human whom He “takes” 

and “puts” there. The creature is “brought home” to delight in “God’s garden” as an 

“appropriate” place for it to “…fulfil [its] determination for the whole earth and therefore 

really to live.” More pointedly Barth states, “God’s breath has made him a living being in 

order that he might live here under the special conditions of this special place on earth.”
474

 

This special place and these special conditions are considered, each in turn. 

Barth first asks, “where is this place?” In summarizing his answer I seek to define 

spatial terminology more precisely in this context of Creator, creation and their relationship.  

On one hand, it is a real place on earth since the biblical witness “localizes the Garden 

terrestrially” by naming surrounding regions and rivers. The abstract “idea of a perfect 

country or Utopia” is discounted. On the other hand, its specific geographical location is 

vague. So, although “…Paradise was planted and existed somewhere and not just everywhere 

or nowhere…no actual investigation of this ‘somewhere’” can occur.
475

 Barth alludes to a 

real, geographical understanding of “place” as physical locatedness, which nonetheless is not 

open to normal scientific inquiry. This infers that both natural and supernatural elements are 

constitutive of creaturely existence, apparent in Barth’s explanation of the Garden’s special 

trees and river. So this special space of creation, precisely because it is designed and created 

by God for covenant history with His creatures, is itself not merely natural or material but is 

also, in one sense, supernatural and spiritual. Creation itself is not divine, but presupposes a 

divinely willed space for relationship between creature and Creator. Such distinction and 

overlapping of creaturely and divine, of natural and supernatural in the created realm points to 

the genuine sign of the covenant. The human creature, Jesus Christ, is where heaven and 

earth, divine and creature, spiritual and natural meet and overlap, though never fuse.  

Barth considers the Garden’s location and also “what kind of place is it?”
476

  

…[I]t was a real place on earth, distant from and unique in relation to all other earthly 

places, yet belonging to the same plane, so that real man could be there on the real 
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earth, and...that among all the known and accessible places on earth there was and 

is also that unknown and inaccessible place, that in addition to his own place there is 

also that which is lost to him and that that place is his home. It was there that God 

originally put man and gave him rest when He had formed him. It was there that he 

could and should live. What he was there is his reality as the creature of God. And it is 

by that portion of the whole terrestrial space created by God that the totality has 

meaning and is to be understood. It is there that salvation, blessing, joy and peace 

originate for the whole earth because there is the first seat of the divinely willed life of 

the earth and plant and man, and a fulfillment already of His purpose in creation.
477

 

 

The “general nature of Paradise” is its character as a “sanctuary” where “God is the Possessor 

and Lord.”
478

 Interestingly, Barth suggests that the “…establishment of Paradise is a 

distinctive spatial parallel to the institution of the Sabbath as a temporal sanctuary in the first 

saga.”
479

 The Garden provides additional knowledge of the spatiality of Creator and of 

creature. In fact, particular features of this sanctuary designed for co-presence become 

paradigmatic for understanding the nature of God’s presence in the midst of His people 

throughout the Bible, delimiting and specifying the spatiality of both Creator and creature or 

how they are intended to relate in this sacred place.
480

 Such features include ‘located-ness’ 

(both physically and spiritually), particular elements placed within it (including the creatures) 

and the purpose of this place (including the creature’s vocation there).  

Set apart from but among all other places, the creature is put in a sacred place 

designated for a particular purpose by the Creator. Its stated task here is to “cultivate and keep 

it – literally, to serve and watch over it”. Barth notes a similarity to priests’ function in the 

tabernacle and temple, with their “…centre – not their geometrical but their virtual and 

functional centre – in the Holiest of Holies”.
481

 As the human creature’s dwelling place 

specially planted by the Creator and nourished by the river He made to flow in it, the unusual 

richness of this “orchard or sacred grove” provides not only the creature’s nourishment but 

also its function as “fruit gardener.”
482

 Such work is not relentless toiling, but a sign of the 

fertile abundance of the Creator’s gracious provision (compared with the fallen creature’s 
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hard labor on the cursed ground). The “freedom, joy and rest” of creaturely existence in 

God’s presence given with the Sabbath may be fully experienced.
483

 

The Creator graciously creates a physical environment not merely suited to the 

creature’s maintenance but for its abundant existence. His fruitful provision of essential food 

and water, available to them without undue labor, reveals His overflowing good will toward 

them. While not at all identical to or infused within the natural environment (no pantheism or 

panentheism in Barth), the Creator is indirectly present with them in the creative, life-giving 

power of His Spirit who effects the establishment and maintenance of such bounty for their 

pleasurable life in relationship. In this sense, the Creator’s spatiality is indirect, the Source of 

all good things. This place of sanctuary characterizes the gracious divine will, “beneficence 

and order in favour of man and the whole earth”.
484

  

The divine blessing is also depicted in the single river that springs forth within the 

Garden to divide outside into four separate rivers. This sign of divine favor, originating 

within the holy sanctuary and proceeding to the four corners of the earth, reveals the 

Creator’s ongoing presence and His intention for sustained, fertile life for all of creation. 

Beyond mere necessity, “the river of blessing” is the source of “all the precious things of the 

earth”, offering “all the glory and beauty of this life”.
485

 For Barth, the Creator is never 

identical with the natural fertility of fruit trees and water; they are simply signs testifying to 

His real indirect and mediate presence and His favor towards His creation, here taking the 

form of material provision in an actual dwelling place and abundant supply of food and water. 

The Garden is a “place of glory” as His gracious will and presence overflow toward His 

covenant partner.
486

 From this broad description of the Garden’s sacramental character 

regarding all creation, more “distinctive features”, like its two unique trees, further depict the 

kind of place it is, and thus, the particular spatiality or co-presence to be enjoyed by its 

inhabitants.
487

 

The creature is “allotted [its] place” with reference to the “tree of life” and the “tree of 

the knowledge of good and evil.” The Creator plants them among a variety of fruit trees, but 

notably like the Holy of Holies, the first tree is placed in the center of the sanctuary. 

Accompanying them is a divine “permission and prohibition” to the creature.
488

 These 

effectively circumscribe the creature’s existence and so reveal the divine intention for it, 
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further indicating the spatiality of both Creator and creature. Barth is adamant that neither 

tree contains within itself or its fruit the power to give either life or knowledge of good and 

evil to the creature.
489

 They are signs given by the Creator to His creature about its existence 

and relationship with Him, how they will be present to each other.  

The tree of life is the “sign of the reality given to man by God.” However, since no 

account is given of its fruit actually being eaten, Barth concludes this tree and its fruit appear 

to serve a different function than the other special tree. “Its presence means that man is told 

where he is, to whom the place belongs, and what he may expect and be. It assures him of the 

benefit of life whose witness he is.” The tree of life stands as the promise of life given to all 

creation by the Creator, which the creature is to tend but cannot of itself create. “Its presence 

means that man lives in and with and by its promise”
490

 for life with its Creator, and that “he 

may really live here where God has given him rest.”
491

  

After the Fall, the Creator’s fatherly love protects His creatures from eating this fruit 

(expelled from the Garden, He prevents their return by posting an angel and a flaming sword 

at its entrance) and thereby sealing for themselves a worse fate. The consequence of the Fall 

was their death and the end of their covenant relationship, in opposition to God’s will. Had 

they eaten the fruit of this tree in their cursed state, rather than experiencing “eternal life” 

with God as the divine goal of their creation, Barth claims they would have experienced 

“eternal death with no possible hope of resurrection.”
492

 In steadfast fatherly compassion for 

His creatures the Creator acted to protect them from themselves. Barth sums up the role of the 

tree of life as the genuine  

…centre of Paradise; the sign of life as God gave it to man at his creation and as he 

was permitted to live it as a divine favour; the sign of the home in which man was 

given rest by God because God Himself, and therefore the source of his life, was no 

problem to him, but present and near without his so much as having to stretch out his 

hand.
493

  

 

The tree of life is the sign of the creature’s home with its Creator Father, that special place 

where this creature could actually live, resting and working in, with and by the gracious 

presence of its Creator, as His beloved creature. The intimacy, abundance and totality of the 

spatiality willed and provided by the Creator for His creature is signified in this tree. Sadly, 

the creature rejects this perfect home precisely because of its divinely willed and ordered 
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spatiality, how it is to be present in covenant relationship with its Creator as the grateful, 

obedient servant and thus ‘good’ creature before its Maker and Lord. Even so, its reality in the 

fully spatial life elected for it is graciously recreated by the Creator who does not let His 

creature go its own way as its own sovereign lord forever. 

The second special tree in the Garden, the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, 

represents for Barth not the reality of creaturely spatial existence as willed by God but a 

“possibility presented to man by God.”
494

 This possibility is clearly rejected by the Creator in 

the “prohibition” declared to the creature: “thou shalt not eat of it.” Even in the form of a 

prohibition, this divine address, the first recorded in Scripture by God directly to human 

beings, is “revealed as an act of God’s fatherly care.”
495

 The “divine No” signified in this tree 

is added to the “divine Yes” asserted in the sign of the first tree.
496

 Both are intended to point 

to the abundant life actually given by the Creator to the creature. Even the verbalized 

consequences for disobedience declare God’s desire for life: whoever eats of this fruit “shalt 

surely die.” Stated “silently and positively” in the promise signified by the first tree and 

“openly and negatively” in the prohibition signified by the second tree, both insist the 

creature “shall live by the will of God.”
497

 The Creator created the creature with the freedom 

to receive and live the life intended by Him in covenant relationship precisely as His creature, 

a special creature to be sure, but nonetheless a creature and not the Creator.  

To be the creature is to do the will of the Father in order to enjoy blessed fellowship 

with Him and all creation as a fully spatial covenant partner. To be the Creator means 

something totally different. 

To know good and evil, to be able to distinguish and therefore judge between what 

ought to be and ought not to be, between Yes and No, between salvation and perdition, 

between life and death, is to be like God, to be oneself the Creator and Lord of the 

creature.
498

 

 

 Judging between good and evil, or knowing, choosing and doing what is right and life 

giving, is proper to God alone. The creature can and must do God’s will in order to live, 

accepting only what God has chosen and rejecting what God has rejected. No other proper 

and free decision and action exists for the creature. But the creature can live as created by its 

Creator only in its rightful place before Him: acknowledging and serving Him, empowered by 

His Spirit, living faithfully in His presence. If the creature attempts this in its own stead, 
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usurping what is rightfully the Creator’s, it tries to put itself in God’s place. As the serpent 

tempts, it desires to become ‘like god’. But it was not created for this. Only God is God, the 

rightful Judge; it is “impossible for any other being to occupy the position”, place and role of 

God. However, attempting to “place” itself “there” in God’s place, the creature “…can only 

pronounce and execute its own sentence – not because it is evil, but because God alone is 

good.”
499

 The creature must not choose this possibility precisely because the Creator rejects 

it. Leading to the disruption of the fellowship for which it was created, attempts to judge right 

from wrong distort and jeopardize the true spatiality of the creature. Deadly consequences 

thus replace blessed life. 

The creature’s freedom, then, is not for choosing one thing over another, but freedom 

“to repeat and affirm” “God’s decision for man…by his own decision” and existence for 

God.
500

 Distinct from every other creature, the human is given “freedom to obey” its Creator. 

It is free to enact an appropriate response, living the fully spatial life given in its creation, in 

proper humble obedience and gratitude. Freely “keeping to its own place…, affirming and 

maintaining it” means  

…to hold fellowship with the Creator – not merely to have fellowship with Him like 

plants and animals and all the other creatures of heaven and earth, but to hold 

fellowship with Him in unassuming but conscious, spontaneous and active assent to 

His divine decision.
501

 

 

The creature’s “…place is with and before the God who with his creation has chosen for him, 

deciding between good and evil, salvation and perdition, life and death.” Therefore, “…no 

other decision than that of obedience will correspond to this place; no other can be 

commensurate with his being; no other can be an act of life given to him.”
502

 The Creator 

gives the creature a “determination for obedience in fellowship with God”.
503

 The emphasis 

lies on fellowship between Creator and creature, their co-presence in relation and distinction. 

The creature’s free and proper response is its obedience to God’s life-giving, fellowship 

enabling commands. Only by living spatially, in ordered relation and distinction with its 

Creator, does the creature’s “…existence…receive its meaning in the execution of God’s 

covenant.”
504

 This is the creature’s proper place, where it may fully exist in the Creator’s 

presence. Most enticing about Paradise, according to Barth, is not the temptation to grab at 
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divine likeness through knowledge of good and evil but simply the “…fellowship 

exercised in freedom with the God who had willed the good and rejected the evil”.
505

 The 

spatiality by which this creature is to exist is ordered for blessed goodness, and against evil. 

Moreover, the creature’s determination for free, obedient “decision and existence”
506

 

reveals the Creator’s desire for its genuine participation “in His judicial office”. It confirms 

God’s free, wise and righteous decision to create it for fellowship with Himself through its 

proper response to the Creator’s “address and summons”. Corresponding to its creation it 

gratefully chooses to live in full spatiality with God, being co-present in fellowship. It freely 

chooses to be for God, to live in obedience to God’s will, and thereby participates in and 

confirms the Creator’s decision to be for His creature. In proper distinction, the “true union” 

of such mutual presence further indicates the Creator’s desire for creaturely participation even 

“in His own divine essence” or space.
507

 With this creature’s creation and placement in a 

special place, a sacred sanctuary, begins the history of the spatial fellowship between Creator 

and creature in the covenant of grace, the goal of its creation. 

Since the covenant is the internal basis of creation, Eden can be viewed 

(retrospectively) as a paradigmatic sign of the place where the covenant history unfolds, thus 

signaling typical characteristics of divine spatiality and divine intentions for creaturely 

spatiality. Similarities noted between the spaces particular to creation in the Garden of Eden 

and to the covenant in the land of Canaan conclude this section. Barth notes their common 

“natural character” that each is believed to be a “definite earthly place” (although Eden’s 

precise location is a “mystery”), a particular “place chosen by God” and unusually “fruitful”. 

Their “supernatural character” concerns being “…marked as God’s sanctuary by its central 

point, where the will of God may be known…” and the source of God’s blessing for the 

world.
508

 Both are places among all other lands, specially designed, ordered and created by 

the Creator as the presupposition for fulfillment of covenant relationship, so of their 

respective spatiality or so each may live fully present with the other in proper relation and 

distinction. Yet in neither place did these creatures originate; they were graciously brought to 

the respective lands already prepared for their sustenance, blessing and rest in God’s 

presence. In each place God’s creatures would live with God in their midst. These sanctuaries 

would be “…where God in all His hiddenness was so revealed and so hidden in His 
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revelation.”
509

 Moreover, both Eden and Canaan were provisional places; they could be 

and actually were lost to the creature, thereby distorting its spatiality or the way it could be 

co-present with its Creator. Separated from the original ways for mutual fellowship, in exile 

the ways Creator and creature could live spatially with the other changed, though a “longing 

for it” and “the promise of a return to it” remained.
510

  

For Barth, the most critical parallel between these places concerns their centers: the 

“relationship between the trees which form the centre of the Garden” and God’s revelation 

“…which formed the virtual centre of the ‘holy’ land…and of the life of the nation…”
511

 This 

indicates more particularities of spatiality. Barth asks,  

What does it mean that God wills to dwell in [Israel’s] midst, not just eternally but for 

this very reason temporally, not just omnipresently but for this very reason locally? 

What happens in this proximity between God and man? What does it mean that…God 

meets man hic et nunc, and not in a general but in the unique hic et nunc, chosen by 

Himself, of His dealings which are these dealings, which have the specific form of His 

temporal and local dealings with Israel? What is it that we see as this divine order of 

the relationship between Himself and man?
512

 

 

Barth suggests Genesis 2 answers these questions through the significance of the Garden’s 

two special trees that anticipate the divine revelation in Israel’s later history. The Word of 

God signified in the tree of life will be embodied in Israel’s election for service from among 

the nations, in “the Law of God” given through Moses and the prophets, in the “tabernacle 

and later the temple” with its sacrifices. This Word is life. The sign of this tree reveals the 

“absolute goodness of God” toward His people Israel so they “can live.” More specifically, it 

shows His gracious decision and its execution that they can live spatially, in genuine 

fellowship with Him. This is the only way they can be His people. This tree thus signifies its 

promised “deliverance and salvation.” For “God has made it a nation; God has brought it to 

this place; God is present with it in this place: the wholly distant God is so wholly near it.”
513

 

In response, Israel simply receives this “absolutely secure and blessed life” from God, living 

fully, mutually present in Sabbath rest.
514

  

The second tree is “the warning sign” of the possibility rejected by God, the “opposite 

of life and salvation” promised in the first tree and thus involving Israel’s “destruction and 
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ruin.”
515

 By rejecting its election, its electing God and fellowship with Him, Israel 

attempts to assert itself based on its own judicial decisions, of its own knowledge of good and 

evil. Rather than being “satisfied with the grace of God” it seeks to live by “self-exaltation, 

self-election, [and] self-justification.”
516

 Instead of living by “God’s free goodness towards it” 

Israel attempts “to live by its own goodness.” Barth declares such “idolatry” merely ends in 

“suicide”.
517

 And so the particularity of the two trees in the Garden reveals the “…type of the 

order in which Yahweh Elohim and His revelation will encounter man, and in which man will 

always and everywhere encounter Him.”
518

 This order indicates the spatiality proper to each, 

Creator and creature, throughout covenant history. Signifying Gospel and Law, it is “…the 

promise of life, but also the threat of death for the sake of the promise of life.” Hence, the 

spatiality or type of the order in which the Creator will meet His creature is “The grace of 

God [which] is so profound that it condescends to call and receive man as His free covenant-

partner.”
519

 As “the sign which points forward”, the Garden’s trees signify that place where 

the creature can live in abundant, spatial fellowship with its Creator, revealed as a particular 

type of fellowship with God as His covenant-partner. That ‘place’ is the covenant of grace, 

the internal basis of the creature’s creation.  

However, unlike the Garden, in Old Testament covenantal Law “…everything now 

seems to be designed for the man who has eaten of the [forbidden] tree of knowledge…” 

Although God remains present to the sinful creature expelled from the Garden, the way in 

which He is present has radically changed. Spatiality has been affected, dramatically 

demonstrated in the many “…precautions [that] have to be taken to keep [Israel] at a safe 

distance from all immediate contact with the Holy One of Israel!” Barth bemoans the 

resulting “…absence of direct and simple and unreserved and inwardly assured life before 

and with God in all the relationships presupposed in the Law and the prophets and concretely 

displayed in the accounts of Israel’s history!”
520

  

Accordingly, God’s spatiality, the manner in which the Creator is present to the 

creature takes new form. So the human creature’s spatiality, the way in which it is present to 

the Creator also is forever changed by its disobedience. Even in the face of this creature’s 

rejection of Him and its own spatial creatureliness, the Creator desires for it to be as fully 

spatial as possible, even as He is still present to and with and among these very creatures. 
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Rare will it be for them to “walk in the cool of the evening with God” outside the Garden. 

The form of God’s presence (and even the mode of His being) will be different but the new 

fellowship will nonetheless be “the accomplished, real fellowship between God and man” 

occurring “at a given place” by God.
521

  Ultimately both the Garden and Israel point beyond 

themselves to the true sacrament, the real place of definitive co-presence between Creator and 

creature, the One who is and actualizes the full spatiality of both, Jesus Christ Himself.  

With this reference to “place” it is important to pause in order to note some of the 

terminological difficulty that exists in this investigation into the spatiality of God the Creator 

and the creation. The first difficulty arises in using the same term to designate something 

proper to the divine Creator and something proper to His creation and creature. In other 

words, there is no unique term to be used of God’s spatiality in distinction to that of creation, 

similar to that which exists in the terms ‘eternity’ and ‘time’. Generally ‘eternity’ has its first 

referent to divinity and ‘time’ to creature, though as has been demonstrated not without 

excluding or mixing the two concepts and subjects. Secondly, terms of “space” and “place” 

do indeed refer to physical location and geography or cosmology, as the case may be. 

However, the main thesis of this investigation demonstrates they also refer to presence and 

relationship that go beyond physical aspects, though they necessarily include these.
522

 Such 

blurring of varied meanings in the use of the same few words is demonstrated quite 

dramatically in Barth’s exegesis of the second creation story to which I now turn. By 

spotlighting how he utilizes these terms and develops their copious meanings I aim to 

continue expanding an understanding of the spatiality of Creator and creation and creature. 

Additionally, I seek to lay the foundation for further exploration of spatiality in subsequent 

chapters, such as what it means for a human to be “in Christ” by considering first what it 

means to be ‘in creation’ as a preparatory sign of being ‘in the covenant’.  

 

2.  The Created Spatiality of the Human Creature  

Part One of this thesis demonstrates that God’s own eternal and Self-determined space 

is His triune being, constituted by His eternal election of the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ. 

God’s being eternally turns ‘outward’ in overflowing love to the created reality that is distinct 

from divinity yet united to it in the Son’s mode of being. This loving act creates relationship 
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between God and creature, enacting their respective spatialities in covenant history. 

Concerning creation’s origin and unfolding history with God, Barth states,  

Indeed even before the beginning of creaturely history it pre-exists originally in His 

own life as Father, Son and Holy Ghost, and indeed in the form of contingent history 

in His eternal decision regarding this creaturely history, in His election of grace as the 

eternal beginning of all His ways and works.
523

 

 

Creation is already anticipated in the second mode of God’s triune being (the Logos 

incarnandus) since the creation is presupposed in His election. In His second mode of being 

God eternally elects to take to Himself, as His own, one particular element of the distinctive 

reality of creation, the humanity of Jesus of Nazareth. Within the prerequisite creation of 

earthly space divinely determined for such, the actualisation and manifestation of God’s 

overflowing love and glory culminates in the incarnation of the Son of God Himself (the 

Logos incarnatus). God’s creative activity entails the distinction in “unity of God and man, 

eternity and time” and the spatiality of Creator and creature, which are enacted and made 

known in Jesus Christ. For Barth, God’s creative act is “…the historicity of the eternal being 

and will of God, and therefore the diversity but not the separation of the inward life of God 

and His outward life which establishes, sustains and rules the world.”
524

 Continuity between 

God’s transcendence and immanence is found in His Being through Word and Spirit. In Jesus 

Christ the Creator becomes a creature, the “perfect and definitive revelation” of the “…whole 

meaning and purpose of [God’s] work…His will and therefore His own inmost being…”
525

 

Thus, only this Word made flesh “specifically and emphatically” makes known “who and 

what man is”, including the spatiality essential to human being.
526

  

Furthermore, as the creature of its omnipresent Creator, the true human can never exist 

in isolation from its Creator. Determining who and what the human creature is, “what kind of 

being it is”, must be sought only and always in its “relationship with God” and so precisely in 

its spatiality, in its co-presence with God.
527

 Knowledge of human being and therefore of its 

characteristic spatiality can be gained only by considering, through Word and Spirit, who is 

the creature God eternally binds to Himself, and for what purpose He does so. 
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Additionally, the true human is known only by the revelation of God’s Word since 

the creature’s existence conceals its true nature.
528

 Its own good “human nature as constituted 

by God” has been fully corrupted.
529

 Without the Word of God the creature cannot know it is 

the “object of divine grace” or of its proper spatiality, nor that it is “totally and radically 

sinful” or that its spatiality is corrupt.
530

 The original human nature with its spatiality, 

intended and created by the Creator and uncorrupted by sinning, is Jesus Christ.
531

 Thus, He 

“alone is primarily and properly man.” God enacts “a relation to the rest of mankind only in 

and through Him”.
532

 This Word made flesh attests who and what the Creator is and wills, and 

who and what they are and should will as His creatures. “In His own person He is God’s 

Word to man, of human and divine essence, man in immediate confrontation and union with 

God, and therefore true man, and the revelation of the truth about man.”
533

 This Word reveals 

the relationships between Creator and creature; those willed by God (in grace and proper 

spatiality) and those not willed by Him (in sin and improper spatiality), since “...this man, and 

in and with Him He Himself and therefore His kingdom are radiantly present in their 

midst.”
534

  

Therefore, Barth constructs a theological anthropology by beginning with 

Christology.
535

 Given both similarities and dissimilarities between the humanity of Jesus 

Christ and that of every other human creature, there can be no “…direct equation of human 

nature as we know it in ourselves with the human nature of Jesus, and therefore of a simple 

deduction of anthropology from Christology.” First, our human nature is an existence in 

contradiction, “antitheses” and sin, while Jesus Christ’s is an existence in “unity”.
536

 We live 

in opposition to our nature and the spatiality characteristic of it, while Jesus Christ actually 

fulfills that nature and spatiality in His existence in ordered relation and distinction. In this 

sense, two “different spheres” or places of humanity exist: the place of Jesus’ “blameless” 
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existence and our own self-contradictory place, the existence of “man in general”. Even 

though “He becomes what we are, He does not do what we do, and so He is not what we are. 

He is a man like ourselves, yet He is not a sinner, but the man who honours His creation and 

election by God, not breaking but keeping the covenant of grace.”
537

 As the righteous human 

creature in proper relationship with God, we must seek and receive our real human nature and 

spatiality in Him.
538

 ‘Real’, here, indicates what is willed, created and judged right by God, 

rather than what we have chosen in our actually ‘impossible’ contradictory existence. The 

“connexion of those very different and separated spheres” of humanity is found only in Jesus 

Christ.
539

 Specifically, if creaturely spatiality is the characteristic way that creatures are to be 

mutually present with God in ordered relation and distinction, then Jesus Christ, the God-man 

in His divine-human unity, reveals the truth in His very existence. This includes first, what the 

creature really is as God’s good creation and covenant partner; second, how the creature 

actually lives contrary and opposed to its election; and third, how this contradiction and 

opposition is overcome. Each of these offers a distinct understanding of the spatiality of the 

human creature in general.
540

 

Another problem arises in attempting to ground anthropology on Christology: the 

human nature of Jesus is “exclusive to Him”. His humanity is different than the humanity of 

all others, indicating He is present to God in a way that is unique to Him. He is human, the 

Son of Man only as He is the Son of God. Alternatively stated, as God Himself, He is human. 

This is unique to Jesus Christ. “Human nature in Him is determined by a relation between 

God and Himself such as has never existed between God and us, and never will exist…Our 

fellowship with God rests upon the fact that He and He alone is one with God.”
541

  

As both Creator and creature Himself, Jesus Christ is mutually present with God and 

mutually present with creatures in an inimitable way as sole Mediator between them. “He 

alone can represent God before men and men before God.” In the unity of His divine-human 
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being He is fully spatial as Creator and fully spatial as creature. His relationship to God is 

unique in that he has His humanity “…immediately from God to be man in that purity and 

freedom and peace and clarity.” This very immediacy with God in which Jesus Christ receives 

His human nature with its spatiality never offsets the distinction between Creator and 

creature, but is actually maintained in Him. All other creatures have their humanity 

“…mediately from Him on the ground of the judicial pardon under which we are placed for 

His sake.”
542

 He alone is the source of true creaturely existence with God, exercising human 

spatiality in readiness and living co-present with God and fellow creatures. 

Barth clarifies, since “…humanity is originally hidden in Jesus… primarily it is His 

and not ours.”
543

 Human nature and human spatiality are ours only by extension from Him. In 

God’s eternal decision for the covenant of grace to be fulfilled in Jesus Christ in creation, God 

predestines Himself in His Son to be the first to have this human nature. Before anything is 

created, human nature is assumed by the Son in anticipation of its actualization in creation 

and affirmed in His incarnation. Because human nature is originally proper to Him, He 

defines and reveals in His own existence what it means to be human, including everything 

that is proper to humanity and shared in common with all human beings, even with 

appropriate distinctions. One aspect of that human nature includes its spatiality, the rich and 

comprehensive way the human creature is uniquely designed to be present in the particularly 

ordered and distinct relationship to God and to fellow creatures. From His humanity, and 

secondarily, this nature and its characteristic spatiality are extended to every other human 

creature elect in Jesus Christ as it participates in His humanity and His spatiality. 

What man is, is determined by God’s immediate presence and action in this man, by 

His eternal election and the mighty work of His life and death and resurrection 

corresponding to this election. There in the eternity of the divine counsel which is the 

meaning and basis of all creation, and in the work of His life and accomplished at the 

heart of time, the decision was made who and what true man is. There his constitution 

was fixed and sealed once and for all. For this reason it cannot be different in any 

other man.
544
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All we are elected to be, we are in Jesus Christ who is the content of God’s eternal 

decision; our nature, our spatiality, our relationship with God. “For it is He who, as the ground 

and goal of the covenant of grace planned for man, is also the ground and goal of man’s 

creation: man as God willed him to be when He became his Creator”.
545

 Thus, for instance, 

sin can corrupt and distort our human nature and our readiness to be present to God but cannot 

destroy it, for human nature is eternally determined in the primal election of Jesus Christ.  

So the dissimilarity between Jesus’ humanity and spatiality versus all other human 

creatures is found in the particularity of His nature in its sinlessness and in the particularity of 

His relation to God the Father with whom He lives in identity with the Spirit; whereas we are 

sinners and our relation with the Father is only through the Son by His Spirit. The similarity 

resides in that the human nature that is Jesus’ also constitutes all other human creatures.
546

 

The good human nature willed and created by the Creator constitutes the creature as revealed 

in Jesus Christ; nothing can annihilate it, not even human sinfulness or the resulting disrupted 

relation with God – what might be deemed the ‘fallen’ spatiality of the sinful creature. 

Instead, the faithful love of the Creator is the justifying “…mercy with which God is so far 

from abandoning creation to itself that He wills to impart to it nothing less than His own 

immediate personal presence and action, nothing less than Himself…”
547

 Through the election 

of grace and its fulfillment in Jesus Christ, the Creator does not merely restore to us our true 

human nature and spatiality. In actuality, He graciously effects an entirely new creation, with 

a new way of being present with God and fellow creatures, realized and revealed in Jesus 

Christ’s resurrection from the dark chaos and void of death by His Spirit. This is His risen 

presence, His newly created spatiality formed out of death and shared with us.
548

  

 Spatiality is highlighted in the following summary concerning “who and what is man 

within the created cosmos” as revealed in Jesus.
549

 First, Jesus is human as He is one with 

God; the “presence of God” is actual and revealed “in and through the being of [this] man”. 

The spatiality proper to God, how the Creator is present and relates in distinction with His 

human creature, is revealed in His Son, in the spatiality proper to Jesus Christ. Right 

understanding of this divine perfection must correspond to the identity in distinction which is 

God’s being. In the unity of God, the spatiality of the Father is the same as the spatiality of the 
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Son. In Jesus Christ “God is present and revealed as this creature is present and revealed.” 

Yet in the differentiation of Father, Son and Spirit, distinctions in the spatiality proper to each 

mode of being also exist. Furthermore, the Creator is present to this unique divine-human 

being differently than He is present to all other human creatures. God’s spatiality or presence 

is “direct and immediate” with Jesus Christ, whereas with the others, the spatiality or presence 

of the Creator is “indirect”, a mere “reflection”.
550

  

Second, Barth specifies that “the presence and revelation of God which distinguish this 

man” is “resolved, energetic and active in a specific direction.”
551

 God “wills and works” in 

this creature as the Savior of all human creatures.
552

 The Creator is distinctively present in this 

particular creature directing it towards the fulfillment of the covenant and “deliverance”. 

Therefore, as “…God is in and with this creature…directly and immediately…He is the 

Saviour.”
553

 God the Father’s preeminent creative spatiality is being most fully present as 

Creator to His creation in and with this particular human creature precisely in its covenant 

existence. 

Third, in God’s saving act which occurs in and through this creature, “He [God] does 

not lose Himself in Him [this creature] by being present and revealed in His [this creature’s] 

existence, and in and with Him [this creature] addressing Himself [God] as the Saviour to 

each and every man.”
554

 Instead, God truly “confirms Himself and triumphs as the Creator” in 

the saving work accomplished in and through this creature. For “this history of divine 

help…[actually] characterises the creature.” Understood “a priori, indisputably and 

axiomatically”, this “divine-human history” impacts and determines the spatiality of both 

Creator and creature.
555

  

Fourth, Barth claims, since “…God is sovereign in His presence in and with the 

existence of the creature, its distinction by this presence means that it exists in the lordship of 

God.” Indeed, it is only “as God is there in Him” in this act of His existence as Lord and 

Savior that “He becomes and is real man”.
556

 This human creature lives under the lordship of 
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God or not at all.
557

 Thus, the creative spatiality of God the Father includes His lordship 

over all His creation, as the creature’s spatiality includes living in the presence of this Lord, 

under His Fatherly rule.  

Fifth, no knowledge exists of this creature’s “…being and existence in abstraction 

from its work and office, from what God decides and fulfills in it.”
558

 This creature is not 

merely the object of God’s grace, but is itself grace; He is not merely acting in the history of 

salvation, He Himself is that very history; He is not just a spatial being, He is spatiality, in 

whom Creator and creature are perfectly co-present in relation and distinction. “For by the 

fact that God dwells in it the work of God is already in full operation. The divine deliverance 

comes as it takes up its dwelling in it.”
559

 The spatiality of God enacted and revealed in this 

creature is active; God is present fulfilling His will for the salvation of the world of which 

creation is the presupposition. The spatiality of Jesus Christ includes this decisive and 

concrete attribute of the true human creature, being present to His Father in obedience to His 

saving will, now and eternally.  

He is not a real man in spite of but because of the fact that He is the Son of God and 

therefore acts as the Saviour. For this reason He remains a real man even in His 

resurrection and ascension and session at the right hand of God, and it is as a real man 

that He will come again. Hence, He is always to be identified with His history. He is 

always engaged in His office and work as Prophet, Priest and King…Where can we 

find any essence or quality in which He is not yet or no longer the Saviour? What 

point can we name from which He might equally well be the Saviour or not? And 

could such a neutral point indicate the true humanity of the true Son of God? The New 

Testament knows of no such neutral point. Whether it looks back to Jesus or upwards 

to Him or forwards to Him, it knows only the One who was, is and will be the 

Saviour, and therefore it knows this man only in His work and history. And it is in this 

capacity that it knows Him as a real man.
560

  

 

To know how God the Father our Creator is present with His creation, we must look always 

and only to the covenant history of God’s saving and gracious presence. There is no spatiality 

of God as Creator, no presence of the Father isolated from the being of the Son who is this 

history and presence of grace.  
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Sixth and finally, Barth sums up the distinctiveness of this human creature: to be 

real man is to be “for God.”
561

 This means to be for all that God is for, from the eternal 

election of the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ, its fulfillment in time and its consummation 

at the end of time. Jesus Christ is present as “a man in order that the work of God may take 

place in Him”. Barth concludes, “…the purpose of the presence and revelation of God 

actualized in His life becomes His own purpose. And conversely, the purpose of His own 

existence is to serve the purpose of the presence and revelation of God actualized in Him.”
562

 

Proper distinction in the spatial order between Creator and creature is demonstrated here: 

God’s purposeful presence directs the creature’s existence while the creature’s purposeful 

presence responds to that divine direction in obedient service, both purposefully co-present to 

fulfill in time the covenant elected by God (divine and human in anticipation) in eternity. 

Thus, the origin and goal of human life in the Elect Jesus Christ is identical: His election to 

fulfill the gracious covenant decreed by God between Creator and creature, to be present in 

relation and distinction with the God who in Jesus Christ is present ‘with us’. The significance 

of the entire existence of this real human, and so all others in Him, is that it comes from God, 

lives in God and is for God.
563

 Thus, Barth’s twofold determination of the human creature is 

to live as the Creator’s true creature and as God’s genuine covenant-partner.
564

 While not 

identical they are perfectly conjoined in the One divine-human being. The human spatiality 

created by God, thus proper to the creature, is for vital covenant relationship, being co-present 

in ordered relation and distinction with its acknowledged Creator and Lord. This existence is 

actualised first in Jesus Christ, and through Him in fellow creatures and covenant partners. 

How the Creator as God the Father is present to His human creatures is specified through 

Barth’s doctrine of providence.
565
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3.  The Providential Spatiality of God the Father as Sustainer of Creation 

God is both the Creator of the human creature and also the Lord, its covenant partner. 

While necessarily connected these are not identical, indicating that the external form in which 

God is present to His creatures in world occurrence in general may differ from His presence 

as their covenant partner. However the internal ground, God’s triune being as constituted by 

His election of grace, remains unchanged. Barth defines providence as “…God’s knowing, 

willing and acting in His relation as Creator to His creature…”
566

 Thus,  

We cannot, of course, develop the doctrine of God’s being and perfections, or the 

doctrine of predestination, without referring constantly to this relationship, because 

God’s being and the decree of His election of grace are revealed to us only in this 

relationship.
567

  

 

Investigating how God the Creator is present to His creature in His fatherly providence 

expands our understanding of the omnipresence or spatiality of God the Father.  

The doctrine of providence concerns the continuation of creation and creature under 

the universal lordship of the Creator as God the Father “according to the counsel of His own 

will.”
568

 Such sustaining and ruling activity presupposes the existence of both the human 

creature and the appropriate context or environment in which it may exist. Since the internal 

basis of creation is God’s covenant of grace in Jesus Christ, the same Lord and will revealed 

in that covenant also determine the ongoing overruling of the cosmos and creature. The 

Creator who rules over the whole creation is not merely God as any ‘Father’ but precisely the 

Father of Jesus Christ. The Son reveals the Father in the spatiality or desired relation of 

Creator and creature. The creature can know concretely what kind of Father God is and how 

He is present preserving, accompanying and ruling the creature that is His child, throughout 

its temporal life. Knowledge of the Creator Father leads to knowledge about its own life 

determined and affected by His presence, and for corresponding presence with its Creator as 

willed by Him. “God the Creator co-exists with His creature, and so His creature exists under 

the presupposition, and its implied conditions, of the co-existence of its Creator.”
569

 The 
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doctrine of providence deals primarily with the Creator who faithfully is present in 

relation and distinction with His creature as the Lord of its being in time. 

Freely choosing presence in active and ongoing relation with the creature, God 

sustains it in its own existence and remarkably “causes it to share in His glory.”
570

 It 

participates by serving “…in His immediate presence and under His immediate guardianship 

and direction, thus fulfilling its own meaning and purpose, having its own honour and existing 

to its own joy.”
571

 Barth insists that all creatures exist not just “generally in His direct 

presence, but concretely”, according to His specific will to preserve, co-operate and direct His 

creatures. There is no space inhabited by creatures where God is not their Lord. He created 

their space of existence (the cosmos) and themselves in it, and He continually shapes and 

guides everything to its appointed end by His active presence, according to His gracious 

eternal counsel and will. “This Lord is never absent, passive, non-responsible or impotent, but 

always present, active, responsible and omnipotent.” In His own Self-determination and 

freedom “He co-exists with [the creature] actively, in an action which never ceases…”
572

 such 

that it also “co-exists with Him…in its own appropriate law and freedom”.
573

 The Creator 

Father never abandons His creatures and children.
574

  

Furthermore, His fatherly lordship is known by faith in “hearing and receiving” God’s 

Word.
575

 This Word comes to the creature concretely as God Himself “…in a way in which 

He can be accepted by man…His person as a human person, His Word in the flesh, His 

eternal Son born in time”.
576

 Therefore, God Himself in Jesus Christ is both the “ontic basis” 

and the “noetic presupposition” of all Creator-creature relations.
577

 In the Son’s “…own 

creaturely existence He becomes the pledge and guarantee of its creaturely existence…” 

Present in His fatherly lordship, therefore, the Creator is both “with and above the creature”. 

As “Lord of the covenant of grace” who is ever present to it, He sustains, guides and brings to 

fulfillment its creation precisely through His “work and revelation in Jesus Christ”.
578

 How 

the eternal Father is present as Creator with His creature in time occurs and is known in Jesus 

Christ. “This ‘God with us’ and ‘God for us’ is God in eternity, the Son. And no other, but this 
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God, is also ‘God over us’, the eternal Father of this eternal Son.” Since the one will of 

the one God is the election, execution, fulfillment and revelation of the covenant of grace, the 

Father is ‘over’ His creatures “…in a way which corresponds to this election of grace, to this 

eternal ‘for us’ in His Son.”
579

 God the Father is Sustainer of His creation, present in His 

lordship of world occurrence in general on the basis of and for the purpose of the history of 

His covenant in the Son. What God determined in eternity is correspondingly actualised in 

time, serving His one gracious will.  

God’s fatherly lordship has the character of an “actual and sovereign work of God”, 

meaning God Himself encounters His creatures. Such divine presence is either indirect and 

hidden (in general world history) or direct and revealed (in covenant history). “We certainly 

have to do with Him in His relationship with His creatures, His presence in their presence, His 

working in their works, His freedom in their freedom.”
580

 In His fatherly providence God “co-

ordinates” the “subordination”, “integration” and “co-operation” of creaturely activity and 

occurrence with His own will and activity.
581

 Divine providence is the ground for continued 

creaturely existence and the means for the creature to fulfill its own nature and spatiality, 

realizing the purpose and freedom given in its creation. Thus Barth claims, it is “objectively 

real and subjectively true” that “God is present and active in the creaturely world”.
582

 God’s 

presence with the creature as the Father’s providential rule diminishes neither God nor the 

creature. God’s will is accomplished and His glory manifest where the creature, as creature, 

participates and shares in both. The “…fellowship of the creature with God actualized in the 

person of man is…the goal of the covenant of grace…” so God alone is its “subject”, not the 

creature.
583

 God freely elects the creature to be co-present and participate, but the creature 

never adds to God’s work as co-redeemer. Proper order for active co-presence entails 

initiating divine presence first, then responsive creaturely presence. 
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The divine work of grace corresponds to the creature’s work of faith and gratitude. 

God, and God alone, creates and saves. While God “does not act apart from” creation in the 

covenant of grace He “does not act by means of creation”. Instead, “He acts towards it and 

within it.”
584

 The creaturely media is not the source of divine creative and saving presence and 

activity. Only God sustains and guides the creature as the object of His presence and work to 

this goal of sustained and reconciled existence with Him, to spatial living. God provides the 

“time, space and opportunity” for the creature to serve this divine purpose for its own 

salvation and co-presence in fellowship with its Creator, thus fulfilling its spatiality.
585

 

Furthermore, God’s providential rule over His creature cannot be “anticipated” by it; it can 

simply “be ready” for God and His “…action in the covenant of grace and kingdom of 

Christ.” Specifically, the creature “…can only wait for His omnipotent mercy, acquiring its 

function, telos and character, and becoming God’s servant and action, the theatre of His action 

and mirror and likeness of His glory, in the event of His rule and dominion.”
586

 Such divine 

lordship, in its spatiality, means  

The hand of God never rests. And it will never withdraw. Everything is always 

involved in its power and therefore in that receiving and becoming. For the 

faithfulness of God never ceases in the kingdom of His grace. There is no moment, 

place or situation in which His creature escapes Him or becomes indifferent, in which 

He has no further use for His creature or some part of it, or in which He forgets it.
587

 

 

The Father’s providential lordship over His creature includes His omnipresence. The 

spatiality essential to the triune God determines how the Father as Creator is present to His 

creature in His providential activity. The creation’s goodness and fulfillment, necessitating its 

sustained existence by the Creator’s presence, is its suitability and readiness to participate in 

God’s glorious covenant of grace.  

 From this general view of the doctrine of providence, Barth specifies how God the 

Father is providentially present to His creature “…by preserving, accompanying and ruling 

the whole course of its earthly existence. He does this as His mercy is revealed and active in 

the creaturely sphere in Jesus Christ, and the lordship of His Son is thus manifested to it.”
588

 

Some aspects of the Father’s providential lordship highlight His spatiality. First, “divine 

preserving”
589

 entails preservation of the created cosmos as the ordered, limited “context”
590
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of the creature’s existence and preservation in its own “space and time”.
591

 Yet this 

preservation of the creature, like creation itself regarding the covenant, is “external and 

additional” to the “…internal and proper preservation which is by participation in the 

kingdom of Jesus Christ”.
592

 This original, direct
593

 and most complete preservation derives 

from the eternal decree, for “fellowship with the perfect and eternal being of God” in Jesus 

Christ.
594

 Barth even argues that God’s election of grace is the truly inconceivable “modus of 

the divine preservation.”
595

 The ground of the creature’s “permanence and continuity” is 

God’s Self-constituted being who is unceasingly to it “the One who eternally elects”. God 

freely, continually elects Himself for spatiality, for co-existence with it, “having made 

Himself cosmic and human”, so also the creature for spatiality. This free “obligation” to His 

eternal decree, thus to Himself, is His divine constancy. Thus, the creature’s preservation is a 

divine act whereby “…God continues to be to the creature this [spatial] God, who on the basis 

of the election of grace elects it to its own specific being and existence” and spatiality.
596

  

Furthermore, fulfilling this gracious will, the Creator “indirectly” maintains the 

creaturely space of the cosmos and its creatures through creation’s God-given order and 

determination for self-preservation, including its capacity for procreation.
597

 This secondary 

divine preservation intervenes in the creaturely order and activity, helping maintain creatures’ 

spatiality with other creatures. No independent or autonomous existence of the creature or 

creation is possible, for everything “stands in need” of divine preserving.
598

 God must be 

present to creation, in its entirety and particularity, for its existence and continued existence. 

Preservation of the creature within its own space and time reveals God’s eternal will to be 

with His creature throughout its history. He will not abandon it to non-existence or chaos 

continually threatening it.
599

 Instead,  

…from all eternity – …in the eternal counsel of His grace as it is effective and 

revealed in Jesus Christ – His merciful will was to take up the cause of the creature 

against the non-existent, not from a safe height of supreme world-governor, but in the 

closest possible proximity, with the greatest possible directness, i.e., Himself to 

become a creature.
600
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The creature’s total need for preservation is, negatively, not just a continued existence in 

peril, contradiction and distorted spatiality but, positively, being properly spatial, present to 

fulfill its destiny to “live of and by the grace of God”.
601

  The “creature can be present”, 

sustained by divine preservation, only in this rightly ordered spatiality. For the creature is 

destined to live in God’s own presence in Jesus Christ who “…did not redeem us from 

outside, from a safe distance, but from inside, by taking our place…This is how the covenant 

of grace is fulfilled.”
602

 The creature’s “preservation corresponds to the basis”
603

 in the 

salvation event, indicating its total need, that “…very place where in Jesus Christ God 

Himself entered in to save it…which has the brightness of His presence.”
604

  

 Furthermore, the creature is preserved in its creaturely limitations precisely to 

“continue before Him eternally”.
605

 Divine spatiality with its correspondence in creaturely 

spatiality, is for the goal of never ending co-presence in ordered relation and distinction. God 

Himself eternally entered into creaturely limits in His Son, Jesus Christ. So everything 

concerning the creature in Him will be preserved, “…present to God as it was or is or will be, 

in all its reality, in the whole temporal course of its activity…” By holding the creature and its 

activity before Him “in the hollow of His hand” and not allowing any of it to perish, the 

creature will always be present to Him.
606

 This “eternal preservation” is not limited to the 

creature’s temporal existence.
607

 Thus He permits it to participate in His own eternal life, in 

the divine loving presence overflowing to and for it. God the Father’s eternal spatiality 

encompasses the creature’s temporal spatiality in the Son, even in eternal distinction. 

 A second aspect of God’s lordship over His creature, according to Barth, is His 

“accompanying preservation” as its Father, the Father of Jesus Christ. “Alongside Him there 

is a place for the creature.” He “goes with it” in its own existence and activity as the Lord of 

the covenant of grace.
608

 The creature’s very being in its activity “…takes place in its co-

existence with God, in the presence of God, His praesentia actuosa. It is therefore 

accompanied and surrounded by God’s own activity.”
609

 This co-present activity occurs 

where the Creator’s and creature’s activities become a “single action”, as divine action takes 
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place “in and with and over” the creature’s action.
610

 Neither Creator nor creature is 

“alone on the way” but each has a “companion” in the other.
611

 God’s lordship indicates that 

“…the free creature does go of itself, but it can and does only go the same way as the free 

God.” As “the inconceivable goodness and the presence of His grace”, this way of Jesus 

Christ is the “preceding of the Creator and the following of the creature”, fatherly lordship 

and “childlike obedience”, that become one action in the Holy Spirit’s presence.
612

 Such 

“mutual relationship” and presence between God and creature includes the activity of both. 

God is actively present with His creature in “the operation of His eternal love.” The creature 

is present with God by being “loved by God” and loving Him in response, in the confines of 

its allotted space and time.
613

 This indicates “distance in the relation between God and the 

creature”; distance as “qualitative distinction”
614

 plus the irreversibility of God’s “pre-

eminence”
615

 and power over the creature, seen primarily in the “supremacy of God’s eternal 

love.”
616

 Thus, the Creator’s spatiality is qualitatively distinct from the creature’s spatiality.  

Moreover, “God does not will to work without the creature but with it” and He “wills 

to preserve it in its reality”. Since creaturely reality involves “change”, God must accompany 

the creature in such change. Still, He does so only in the necessity of His free will and love. 

Barth concludes, “…this law of the creaturely world, that God is present and active in all that 

occurs within it, is more fixed than any natural law…”
617

 Divine accompanying means God 

freely and sovereignly gives Himself to be present with His creature.
618

 His presence and 

activity determines the creature’s activity so only God’s will is done. He “precedes” 

creaturely activity in divine foreordination, “accompanies” it as it occurs in time, and 

“follows” it so its effects may achieve its goal, all according to the elect will of God. The 

creature responds to this divine accompanying presence and activity in faith by being present 

in relation and distinction with Him, perceiving, submitting to and doing God’s will.
619

  

Barth further defines “…concursus divinus, the divine accompanying of creaturely 

activity…as the sovereign act in which the will of God is unconditionally and irresistibly 

fulfilled in the activity of the creature.”
620

 Through His accompanying presence, God executes 
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His decision for the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ for the salvation of His creature and 

its “eternal life in fellowship with Himself”.
621

 It occurs within “the whole created sphere, 

above and in and before and with and after all creaturely activity…which…is completely 

under His control and subject to Him.” Because grounded in the eternal election of grace 

revealed in His Word, knowledge of “who God is and what He wills and how He works” 

enables the creature to know that the Creator Father is always present to it in His 

accompanying lordship. As the presence and “love of the triune God”, this accompanying 

Lord is the Father of Jesus Christ.
622

  

Barth asks “how God works” in creaturely occurrence, or specifically, how God is 

present in and with the creature’s activity, regarding the unique event of His grace in Word 

and Spirit that grounds all other creaturely occurrences. God works “…objectively, 

proceeding from God by His Word; and subjectively, moving towards man by His Holy 

Spirit.”
623

 Though the Creator’s fatherly presence may be hidden in worldly occurrence, He is 

the creature’s true companion, eternally accompanying it so, by grace, its work may 

correspond to, participate in, and become His own work.
624

 In this context, Barth defines 

being “‘with God’ [to mean] in the service of His omnipotent operation.”
625

 So the Creator’s 

accompanying presence and spatiality has the fulfillment of the covenant as its specific 

determination and goal. 

 The third aspect of Barth’s doctrine of providence, “the divine ruling” highlights the 

Creator’s fatherly rule of the created realm according to His elected order, purpose and will. 

Only God rules for “He Himself is the goal of His ruling”. Furthermore, His transcendent rule 

is not opposed to but encompasses all that is immanent, overcoming the creaturely “antithesis 

of freedom and necessity.” God’s ruling presence in His own space and creaturely space is 

determined by His free election of grace. The rule of God is “active”
626

 because first, it is the 

living Father who rules by the presence of His Word and Spirit; second, as the creature 

proceeds from God and is accompanied by God, so also does it “return to God” to be present 
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with Him as ordered, directed and accomplished by Him;
627

 and third, the creature and its 

work is “the object of His divine ordering” as the fulfillment of His eternal decree of grace by 

which He “confirms His relation to [the creature] and its relation to Him” in mutual 

presence.
628

 Thus, the kingly rule of this heavenly Father is very concrete. Ultimately, “He 

deals with each [creature] in a direct and immediate encounter and relationship with Himself”, 

thus further revealing His spatiality.
629

  

As with all Gods works and ways, the Father rules in love and freedom according to 

His specific and concrete purpose, plan and will for the salvation and reconciliation of His 

creatures with Him, co-existing in proper relation and distinction. The “spoken and 

actualized”, so “intramundane…temporal and spatial ‘I am’” is none other than the Lord of 

the covenant who is the Creator of the mundane, temporal and spatial.
630

 The fatherly rule of 

this divine “I am” in the Old Testament is attested in “the history of the presence of God” 

which is “most actual” even while yet an expected “future towards which it is only 

moving.”
631

 The fatherly rule of the divine “I am” in the New Testament takes a “new and 

absolutely clear and full and definitive form”. God becomes flesh in Jesus Christ, so “…King 

Yahweh Himself has come into the midst of His people on behalf of His people, to turn this 

people to Himself, to confirm in His own person its election and calling…” The justification 

and reconciliation of God’s people to Himself in Jesus Christ ultimately “is His kingly 

rule.”
632

 Thus, divine ruling occurs in the Old Testament primarily by declaration of His “all-

powerful Word” and in the New Testament, by the event of God Himself coming in the flesh 

as that Word.
633

 Barth concludes, “the ‘I am’ is an act of [divine] government.”
634

 The 

spatiality of the Creator Father who lovingly and faithfully rules His creation is ultimately 

revealed in the Son who comes among His human creatures as one Himself, to execute in 

created space the covenant of grace elected in His own space. 

In conclusion, following Barth’s doctrine of creation I have provided answers to the 

following questions regarding spatiality. First, what is the spatiality proper to God the Father 

as Creator; specifically, how is the Creator present to His human creatures? Barth indicates 

God’s creative presence in three broad ways: as Creator, as Lord of the Covenant and as 

Providential Father. He is present in His creative, sovereign and providential activity by Word 
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and Spirit in the execution and revelation of His eternal election of the covenant of grace. 

Speaking into existence the heavens and earth, thereby separating apart everything opposed to 

His will, the benevolent Creator creates a creaturely space well suited for this purpose. The 

good space is filled with life-giving limits, abundant provision, creatures of all types, and a 

sanctified home for the creatures made in God’s image. The Creator’s spatiality reveals His 

presence as loving and free, active, creative, life-giving, powerful, order-establishing, 

gracious, effective, sanctifying, the source of every good thing and filled with promise. 

Furthermore, the covenant established with human creatures indicates how comprehensively 

and intimately the Creator Lord desires to be present in relation and distinction with His 

creatures as “God with us”, in the flesh; the Creator becomes a creature yet retains His full 

divinity. In His own being, in Jesus Christ, the Creator has so wholly and eternally bound 

Himself to the creature by Word and Spirit that the relationship between covenant-partners 

ultimately cannot be sundered. Lastly, the Creator’s providential lordship of preserving, 

accompanying and ruling all of creation indicates the benevolent constancy of His presence as 

“God over us”.  

The second question raised concerns the spatiality proper to the human creature. As 

the Creator’s beloved possession, the creature fulfills its own nature, spatiality and God’s will 

for it when obeying God’s Word, gratefully receiving His abundant provision, enjoying 

Sabbath rest with its Creator by acknowledging and worshiping Him as Lord, faithfully 

fulfilling its stewardship of creation and walking in full communion with God and other 

creatures. As God’s covenant partner, the creature is created to receive God’s personal 

presence and gracious activity, faithfully responding to its Lord by doing the will of the 

Father. Then the creature is genuinely and fully “with God”, co-present in ordered relation 

and distinction. And finally, as the creature and its work are preserved, accompanied and 

over-ruled by the Creator’s general presence in creation, it also may experience and know the 

tender presence of the Father with and for His beloved children. Purposefully creating this 

human creature a spatial being in His own image to correspond to His own spatiality, God the 

Father has determined the entirety of its being as His creature and covenant partner for perfect 

communion with Him. In so doing, He takes the creature’s space into unity with His own 

space and shares His own space with the creature, even while maintaining their proper 

distinctions. This spatial characteristic – perfect in the Creator as Father with the Son and 

Holy Spirit, and made perfect in all creatures by the true creature, the Word made flesh – is 

enacted, revealed and fulfilled in that most profound and intimate relationship between 
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Creator and creature declared in the eternal election of the covenant of grace and taking 

place in the event of its unfolding history of reconciliation in Jesus Christ, “God with us.”
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

THE RECONCILING SPATIALITY OF GOD THE SON 

 

The spatiality distinctive to God the Son as Reconciler concerns the God who is present with 

His fallen human creatures and unfaithful covenant partners. What kind of God is this that can 

be present and how is He present with and for these in the reconciling event that is the Person 

and work of God the Son, Jesus Christ? Of primary interest is the spatiality of God in His 

mode of being as the Son, the God-human in His divine-human unity, in both creaturely space 

and time and in God’s space and eternity. However, the spatiality of the fallen person in need 

of reconciliation also is enclosed and revealed by the spatiality proper to God as Reconciler. If 

the place Jesus Christ is elected to occupy and actually does occupy on our behalf is our 

place, the sinner’s fallen place, then to know who God’s Son is and the way and extent He is 

actually present “with us” in ordered relation and distinction entails knowing that place. What 

is the old Adam’s place where creaturely goodness under the benevolent Lordship of the 

Creator is denied, election as God’s covenant-partner in the covenant of grace is rejected, and 

where God’s wrath and our sin are thus experienced with deadly consequences? What is this 

place that God in His Son has filled ‘for us and our salvation’, destroying the old place and its 

occupant so He might create a new place designed for His new creation to participate in the 

divine life?  

This inquiry of the spatiality of God in view of the Person and reconciling work of 

Jesus Christ will focus on two predominant material aspects of Karl Barth’s doctrine of 

reconciliation; Jesus Christ, the Lord as Servant
635

 and Jesus Christ, the Servant as Lord.
636

 

The first emphasizes the spatiality proper to God the Son revealed in His justifying work of 

humiliation as ‘true God’ while the second spotlights the spatiality proper to God the Son 

made known in His sanctifying work of exaltation as ‘true Human’. I begin with an overview 

of the doctrine of reconciliation focusing on spatiality through Barth’s explication of God’s 

name, Immanuel, noting three ontological forms of the doctrine. Next, the two material 

aspects of reconciliation are explored as God in our space and we in God’s space. What kind 

of God is with us in His Son, and in what ways? 
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1.  God With Us 

 Following his theological epistemology, Barth expounds his doctrine of reconciliation 

not only from a Christological basis but as Christology proper, aiming not to divide the 

Person of Christ from His work as is traditionally common.
637

 God’s work of reconciling the 

world to Himself in His Son according to Scripture is the ultimate expression of the actuality 

of His being. Hence, “‘God with us’…is the description of God Himself in this act of His.”
638

 

According to His eternal election of the covenant of grace God desires to be God for us and to 

be God in no other way, and for us to be His people, creatures and covenant partners in accord 

with the divine will expressed in that covenant. Full life comes only in relation to this loving 

and free God. Although distinct from God, people are nevertheless “in the sphere of God.” 

This does not indicate they are or become God. Rather, He is the origin of their being, the 

sustaining presence maintaining and directing their being, and the goal of their whole being. 

Human history takes place with God’s history as a “common history” that is “by Him…from 

Him and to Him.” Indeed, what “…unites God and us men is that He does not will to be God 

without us, that He creates us rather to share with us and therefore with our being…life and 

act His own incomparable being…life and act…”
639

 This occurs “…in a single and particular 

event which has a definite importance for all time and space but which takes place once and 

for all in a definite [here and now].” This divine event is “the redemptive grace of God”, our 

salvation in Jesus Christ.
640

  

Barth explains further, “Salvation, fulfillment, perfect being means…being which has 

a part in the being of God…: not a divinized being but a being which is hidden in God, and in 

that sense (distinct from God and secondary) eternal being.”
641

 People alone cannot attain 

salvation; it must be received by grace from the only One who can give it. So Barth refines his 

definition of “God with us”. God is with those “for whom salvation is intended and ordained”. 

This “…is the original and basic will of God, the ground and purpose of His will as 

Creator.”
642

 To clarify, it is not that God “…first wills and works the being of the world and 

man, and then ordains it to salvation.” Rather, “…God creates, preserves and over-rules man 
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for this prior end and with this prior purpose…”
643

 As with God Himself, there are not two 

eternal decisions concerning people (first their creation and then also their communion with 

God) but one – creation for covenant fellowship with God, originating in God’s primal 

decision. However, the secondary object of that decision, the human being, has “…forfeited 

the predetermined salvation…jeopardizing even…[its] creaturely existence.”
644

 How, then, is 

God present with this sinful creature who rejects its divine salvation and intended 

participation in God’s life?
645

 The place or “position” occupied by the sinner is not 

predetermined by God’s will but results from having “…made himself impossible in relation 

to the redemptive grace of God…and in his created being as man…”
646

 He has put himself in 

an impossible place. Actually, there is no “…place…for his being…as man, when he has 

denied his goal, and therefore his beginning and meaning, and when he confronts God in this 

negation…”
647

 Nevertheless, even in this impossible, negated place, God is present with us in 

His “divine mercy”.
648

 

In this merciful place, “God with us” does not simply mean “God over or side by side 

with us, before or behind us,” or “…His divine being in even the most intimate active 

connexion with our human being…” While encompassing these Barth’s emphasis is “…that 

God has made Himself the One who fulfils His redemptive will…in His own person – at His 

own cost…on His own initiative…”
649

 God’s saving will is His active and personal presence; 

He becomes human to take our (impossible) place that He might be “His own partner in our 

place”. In this event God satisfies covenantal demands on both sides, for God and us, thus 

making peace. He is our Savior and Salvation, “the giver and Himself the gift”.
650

 Hence, 

Barth explains, ‘God with us’ includes a “‘We with God’”.
651

 This is the second aspect of his 

dialectic regarding the spatial relationship between God and us. In Jesus Christ, God is first 

present with us and then we are present with God in our whole existence in an ordered 

relation and distinction. This is our proper spatiality. Where is this new place where we are 

with God? It is the “place…where our salvation…can come to us from Him” so we might 
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participate in His being, His place, since He took our (old) place. In this new place “…where 

we can only give Him the glory, we find our true and proper place.”
652

 Concretely, this place 

derives from the event of God’s redemptive grace, the particular history that is Jesus Christ. 

This spatial place of our salvation, our participation in God’s own being and the fulfillment of 

our creaturely being is where God is with us and we are with God in Jesus Christ.  

Thus, the covenant of grace revealing God’s eternal, loving and free will is the 

presupposition of salvation, the reconciliation between God and the world.
653

 This revelation 

takes place in Jesus Christ “…because in the giving of the Son it includes within itself God’s 

own presence...”
654

 Fulfilling the covenant, reconciliation achieves the world’s conversion to 

God “By His own active presence in Jesus Christ, by His special presence and activity under 

this name and in this form...”
655

 An exchange is made: in one sense, God actually changes 

place with us. First, He becomes a human being in creaturely space and time, “…making His 

own the situation into which [the sinner] has fallen. Present and active in Christ, He enters 

into it…to be one with us.” He becomes ‘flesh’ and is made sin for us. Second, as “He takes 

our place” we are “made the righteousness of God in Him.”
656

 So Barth asks,  

Where can we stand when our former place and status has been made impossible as 

such? There is obviously no other place and status than that of…the faithful covenant-

partner who is pleasing and acceptable to God…; the place and status of Christ 

Himself, yes, of the God present and active in Him. In that He took our place, and was 

made sin for us, we are made the righteousness of God in Him, because we are put in 

His place.
657

 

 

Jesus Christ actualizes and makes possible our participation in His place, dwelling with Him 

in proper relation and distinction, which constitutes our new reconciled life with God.
658

 Our 

true being and vocation is found only in Him, the Mediator who makes God present with us 

and us present with God in covenant. 

This exposition concerning ‘God with us’ that includes a ‘we with God’ introduces the 

concept of the reconciling spatiality of God the Son and also the spatial terminology used to 
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explicate it. Throughout Church Dogmatics Volume IV, “place” is the primary term Barth 

uses to describe the human being’s standing before God based on His judgment of its 

ontological reality. Although mainly used metaphorically, a sense of actual locatedness is 

necessarily included; human creatures are always embodied in their existence, so are 

particularly located. This term indicates the realism of Barth’s theology while its rich nuances 

suggest its complex content, explored throughout this chapter. Each of Barth’s “three forms of 

the doctrine of reconciliation”
659

 concern how God is present in the reconciling event, 

considered from three perspectives: looking, first, “upwards at God who loves the world” or 

“in His sovereign act of reconciling grace”; second, “downwards at the world who is loved by 

God” or “the being of man reconciled with God in this act”; and third, at the unity “between 

the reconciling God above and the reconciled man below.”
660

 Although only the first two 

forms are discussed below, together all three offer a complete picture of reconciliation, the 

places of God’s encounter with us, and so the spatiality of both Reconciler and reconciled.
661

  

 

2.  God’s Place in Our Creaturely, Unjustified and New Place 

 From the perspective of the divine humiliation of Jesus Christ as “very God”, the 

reconciling spatiality of God’s Son pertains to the doctrines of the incarnation and 

justification. In Church Dogmatics §59, Barth describes three facets, or “places” even, of the 

single event of justification: first, God’s place in Jesus Christ the Justifier in His incarnation; 

second, the fallen creature’s unjustified place in God’s judgment against the sinner in Jesus 

Christ’s death on the cross; and third, the new justified place of the human being in Jesus 

Christ’s resurrection. These differentiated but inseparable “places” help expound the divine 

perfection of omnipresence. They address the ontological issue regarding what kind of spatial 

being is God the Reconciler in His incarnation and His justifying work as rooted in His primal 

decision. How the Reconciler is mutually present with Himself and with sinners in proper 

relation and distinction encompasses the various realities of human spatiality: creatureliness, 

sinfulness and justification. 
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2.1.  God Takes Our Creaturely Place 

For Barth, the atonement accomplished by God in Jesus Christ is “…the very special 

[covenantal] history…of God with man and man with God.”
662

 God’s eternal covenant of 

grace “is the presupposition of the atonement”, enacted, fulfilled and revealed in Jesus Christ 

in time. God’s own being as the electing God and the elect Human is its basis: “Ontologically, 

…the covenant of grace is already included and grounded in Jesus Christ, in the human form 

and human content which God willed to give His Word from all eternity.”
663

 God chooses to 

share His grace with sinful human beings in the form of divine “condescension” in order to 

reconcile the disrupted relationship with its improper spatiality.
664

 In this free act God 

“…does something unnecessary and extravagant, binding and limiting…compromising and 

offering Himself in relation to man by having dealings with him and making Himself his 

God.”
665

 What is the nature of this God, the Subject of this event that He can come in this 

form to be present with us in relation and distinction? Of this Subject, Jesus Christ, Barth 

considers 

…how He was and is and will be very God in the fact that as the Son He willed to be 

obedient to the Father, and to become the servant of all and therefore man and 

therefore the One who fulfilled in His death the reconciling will of God; and how in 

the power of His resurrection He is all this for us by the Holy Spirit.
666

 

 

How does God as God, with the spatiality proper to Him, come to our creaturely place as a 

human being, with the spatiality proper to it, so come “…into the far country, into the evil 

society of this being which is not God and against God”?
667

 How does He take to Himself all 

creaturely “limitations,…weaknesses and more, all his perversities” and distorted 

spatiality?
668

 Certainly God recognizes the sinful person as His own creature but, 
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astonishingly, how can He take its hostile, deadly place of opposition to Himself in order to 

destroy its rebellious occupant, thereby also destroying the place itself and the improper way 

of being present in relation and distinction? Furthermore, remaining true to Himself as God 

and to His covenant partner, not content simply to destroy the old, how does He create a new 

place for proper mutual presence in relation and distinction, a reconciled existence for the new 

creation revealed in His resurrection?  

First, what constitutes God’s place so He can come to our place, being appropriately 

present there in the flesh? Barth begins from the non-speculative place revealed in the history 

of the divine event of reconciliation, Jesus Christ. The Subject of reconciliation is the One 

who achieves it, “the Lord as servant.” Biblical writers attest both “the full and genuine and 

individual humanity of the man Jesus of Nazareth” and also His lordship that effectively 

“places Him at the side of God.”
669

 Given the “peculiar place and function of the man 

Jesus”
670

 in “His unity with God,” He is “the Son of the Heavenly Father…‘by nature 

God.’”
671

  

The kind of God this Son is in created space and time is utterly consistent with the 

kind of God He is in divine space and eternity. The spatiality of God the Son in time is rooted 

in the spatiality of God the Son in eternity. God’s nature as ‘very God’ in condescension, 

examined through the Son’s obedience to the Father, reveals His spatiality. Considered ‘from 

below’ as revealed in creaturely space and time, the Son’s obedience to the Father in the 

incarnation is “the outer moment” of this event for Barth.
672

 God’s nature, viewed ‘from 

above’ through the Son’s obedience to the Father in se, in eternity, is the “inner moment” and 

ontological ground of the former. These moments, expressing two human viewpoints from 

which to inquire into Jesus Christ’s reality, are actually one in Him. Barth concretely 

establishes the being and work of Jesus Christ as that of God Himself since “…the nature and 

essence of the true God is revealed in Jesus Christ.”
673

 What the man Jesus is and does, God 

Himself is and does; since the man Jesus is both ‘very God’ and obedient, it follows that the 

“true God…is obedient.”
674

 The obedience the Son renders to the Father in time corresponds 

perfectly to and reveals the obedience the Son renders to the Father in eternity. Since He is 
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present in proper relation and distinction with His Father, obeying His Father in both time and 

eternity, obedience is one critical characteristic of the Son’s spatiality. 

Obedience entails several aspects: the Son freely chooses to obey His Father’s will and 

to do so as a human being; its form is suffering, the history of “the suffering servant of 

God”;
675

 God’s election of grace is its ground; and it entails a “self limitation and a self 

humiliation” by God.
676

 Barth concludes, this One who “…became Jewish flesh…who fulfills 

the covenant made by God with [Israel]…is the obedient Son and servant of God…who 

essentially and necessarily suffers.”
677

 Essentially and necessarily because “elected and 

ordained by God…from all eternity” as the actualization of the divine election of the covenant 

of grace, provisionally given in Israel’s covenant history and set within “world history, at a 

cosmic place”. Hence, “‘The Word was made flesh’ means that the Son of God does not take 

any place as man, but this place. As God’s Son in His unity with the Father He stands 

necessarily – with a divine necessity – at this place.”
678

 In the New Testament, the enfleshed 

Son of God takes “…the very place…allotted to the ‘children’ of Israel in their relation with 

God” in the Old Testament.
679

 Like Israel, “He is the object of the electing will of the 

Creator…bound to the same obedience and service of God” and a recipient of divine grace. In 

distinction from Israel, He is also the Subject electing Himself for condescension, 

commanding obedience, and the Giver of grace. God as this man “…does not merely go into 

lowliness, into the far country, to be Himself there…now He Himself becomes lowly. He 

Himself is the man who is His Son.”
680

 God does not come to our lowly place in recognizable 

divine splendor but hidden in lowly humanity. God’s spatiality as Reconciler first entails His 

Self-election to become human as God in His second mode of being precisely to suffer in 

obedient service to the Father’s gracious will. The Son is freely and lovingly present in 

relation and distinction as the electing and elected Suffering Servant of God. 

The nature of our place reveals the magnitude of the divine Self-humiliation and 

specifies what God’s spatiality involves. God’s Word condescendingly journeys to the alien 

place of “flesh”. Signifying not only creaturely existence in earthly space and time, ‘flesh’ 

primarily refers to humanity in flagrant opposition to God Himself, in resolute disobedience 
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to His will.
681

 For “…who and what is man – his unfaithfulness, his disobedience, his fall, his 

sin, his enmity against God” – is revealed “only in the light of God’s election”.
682

 Being 

present in this place, living this “alien life”, Jesus Christ actualizes and reveals God’s election 

of grace, having eternally “chosen and loved” the wayward people there.
683

 As sinners, 

everyone rejects and “negates God”, so all are “negated by God”.
684

 Yet in Jesus Christ, 

“…God Himself comes amongst sinners in the form of a sinner”, to that very place of sin, 

contradiction and perishing.
685

 Furthermore, He “…takes [their] place…and allows the 

bitterness of their suffering to fall upon Himself.” The election to suffering and death of this 

elect human is “…the work of God Himself as God gives Himself to this most dreadful of all 

foreign spheres.”
686

 Therefore, the shocking manifestation of His divine nature is precisely the 

“…obedience of suffering…of the Son to the Father, shown…in His self-humiliation, His 

way into the far country, fulfilled in His death on the cross.”
687

 Self-elected to suffer and die 

because present in the place of sinners, He stands “…under the wrath and accusation of 

God…under His sentence and judgment.”
688

 The Son’s spatiality includes the “secret of 

God’s making Himself present” in this hidden, contradictory form of condescension unto 

death.
689

  

This outer moment of “…the mystery of the ‘deity of Christ’…[concerns] His 

presence in the world”,
690

 or how or by what right God became human.
691

 The incarnated Son 

goes to the very place of the sinner’s contradiction against God, living there united with him 

under divine judgment and the “curse of death”.
692

 Yet in distinction, “He does not sin 

when…He mingles with sinners and takes their place. And when He dies…death does not 

gain any power over Him.” No contradiction or rift in God’s being is implied since He is 

“…Lord over this contradiction even as He subjects Himself to it.” As God, “He overcomes 

the flesh in becoming flesh.”
693

 Therefore, “What He is and does He is and does in full unity 
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with Himself…especially and above all – in Christ…”
694

 Becoming human, taking the form 

of a suffering servant to die and rise again, “…God proves...that He can do it, that to do it is 

within His nature.”
695

 As a free enactment of His love and without surrendering His divinity, 

He adopts “…the form and cause of man into the most perfect communion with His own, 

accepting solidarity with the world.”
696

 The “…forma Dei consists in the grace in which God 

Himself assumes and makes His own the forma servi.” Taking servant form as God 

corresponds to and even “supremely assert[s]” the spatiality of His own being and will, being 

present in relation and distinction with His covenant partner.
697

 Hence, 

His particular, and highly particularized, presence in grace, in which the eternal Word 

descended to the lowest parts of the earth…and tabernacled in the man Jesus…, 

dwelling in this one man in the fullness of His Godhead,…is itself the demonstration 

and exercise of His omnipresence, i.e., of the perfection in which He has His own 

place which is superior to all the places created by Him, not excluding but including 

all other places.
698

 

 

God’s spatiality in the Son means God’s space includes the sinner’s place. 

Further indicating “what Godhead, or the divine nature, is”, God’s presence in relation 

and distinction can be just as “lowly as… high,…near as…far,…little as…great,…abroad 

as…home.”
699

 His spatiality includes such unity in differentiation, being present in a variety 

of forms and ways. So, even in a hidden servant form, God is fully present and knowable as 

God. The reconciliation accomplished in Jesus Christ depends upon and reveals this spatial 

reality, being present in the closest possible unity with God while also maintaining proper 

distinction.  

The ‘inner moment’ of God’s nature in Jesus Christ, viewed ‘from above’ through the 

Son’s obedience to the Father in eternity, is “…the mystery of the inner being of God as the 

being of the Son in relation to the Father.”
700

 If the humility rendered by the incarnate Son of 

God is truly an act of obedience, “…a free choice made in recognition of an appointed order, 

in execution of a will…which was intended to be obeyed…” then the source of this order, will 

and command must be found in God Himself. The humility proper to God’s temporal servant 

form in “His presence and action in Jesus Christ” must be the “humility grounded in the being 
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of God Himself.”
701

 Manifesting the electing and elected God as the God-human, the event of 

divine condescension in Jesus Christ involves “…a divine commission and its divine 

execution…a divine order and divine obedience…the divine fulfillment of a divine decree.”
702

 

The Son executes and fulfills the primal decision and election of grace through His eternal 

presence in active obedience to the Father, according to His spatiality. Hence the Son’s 

temporal obedience and spatiality necessarily and essentially expresses the spatiality or being 

present in “obedience which takes place in God Himself.”
703

  

This obedience is the atonement accomplished in and by Jesus Christ in His spatiality. 

Confessing “‘God was in Christ’…[acknowledges] the presence and action of God in Jesus 

Christ as the most proper and direct and immediate presence and action of the one true God in 

the sphere of human and world history.”
704

 The incarnate Son’s spatiality is the fullest 

revelation of God’s own spatiality since no material difference exists between God’s 

economic and immanent being and work. 

When we have to do with Jesus Christ we do have to do with an ‘economy’ but not 

with the kind of economy in which His true and proper being remains behind an 

improper being, a being ‘as if.’ We have to do with an economy in which God is truly 

Himself and Himself acts and intervenes in the world.
705

 

 

The work of God occurring in and by this creature (who is God) in creaturely space and time 

effectively accomplishes the reconciliation between God and sinful, perishing humans, in 

their place, ‘from within’. Thus, the atonement is a real, human event rooted and passionately 

assumed into God’s own life, so in His place.  

How, then, is God God? For Barth, the Son’s obedient presence with the Father 

“…implies an above and a below, a prius and a posterius, a superior and a junior and 

subordinate.”
706

 How is God present in relation as the obedient One in distinction from the 

One who demands obedience? Neither subordinationism nor modalism is inferred.
707

 A single 

Subject in three modes of being, in the constancy of God’s unity and equality, “…the One 

God is, in fact…a First and a Second, One who rules and commands in majesty and One who 
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obeys in humility.”
708

 God “…is also a Third, the One who affirms the one and equal 

Godhead through…by and in the two modes of being, the One who makes possible and 

maintains His fellowship with Himself as the one and the other.”
709

 In the divine perichoretic 

existence that is “…without division or contradiction…God is God…only in their concrete 

relationships the one to the other, in the history which takes place between them.” Spatiality is 

essential to God’s being and works in eternity and in time. The provisional goal of His 

electing will in His reconciling activity is that “…God Himself becomes a man amongst men 

in His mode of being as the One who is obedient in humility.” In this event “…the inward 

divine relationship between the One who obeys in humility is identical with the very different 

relationship between God and one of His creatures, a man…, as the strangely logical final 

continuation of the history in which He is God.”
710

 The constancy of God is upheld; what 

Jesus Christ the God-man is in His eternal spatiality, He is in His temporal spatiality. 

He does not change in giving Himself. He simply activates and reveals Himself ad 

extra, in the world. He is in and for the world what He is in and for Himself. He is in 

time what He is in eternity…He is in our lowliness what He is in His majesty 

(…because His majesty is also lowliness). He is as man, as the man who is obedient in 

humility, Jesus of Nazareth, what He is as God (and what He can be also as man 

because He is it as God in this mode of divine being). That is the true deity of Jesus 

Christ…
711

 

 

Considering the Father-Son relation more specifically, Barth comments, 

In His mode of being as the Son He fulfills the divine subordination, just as the Father 

in His mode of being as the Father fulfils the divine superiority… He is the same as 

the Son, i.e., as the self-posited God (the eternally begotten of the Father…) as is the 

Father as the self-positing God (the Father who eternally begets).
712

  

 

He is present in relation with the Father in distinct obedient humility; the Father is present in 

relation with the Son in distinct commanding superiority. Triune spatiality means each is not 

without the other and both are not without the “mutual affirmation and love in the Holy 

Spirit.” Furthermore, Barth stresses the “…ontological necessity in which this Father has this 

Son, and this Son this Father, the perfection in which this Father and this Son are one...in the 

activity of the Holy Spirit.”
713

 This necessity, based in God’s free Self-determination and 

election of grace, “…shows Himself the One He is [very God] by the obedience which He 
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renders as a man”, and as such is “…the self-evident fulfillment of that determination of a son 

to his father…”
714

 The history of this elect and obedient Son is simultaneously the history of 

the electing and commanding Father in the unifying active presence of the Spirit.  

Ontologically grounded in His election and Self-determination to be God as man, the 

reconciling spatiality of the Son, Jesus Christ, is a perfection of His being present in relation 

and distinction with Father and Spirit for humiliation in obedience to the Father’s will, and 

having the provisional and condescending form of sinful human flesh. The active Subject in 

this servant’s work is the Son of God as the man Jesus.
715

 The purpose and goal of this spatial 

Self-determination in the atoning work of justification is explored next.
716

 

 

2.2.  God Judges Our Unjustified Place  

Why did God become human to be present in relation to render obedience in this 

distinct way as servant? Understanding the spatiality proper to the Son of God in the whole 

work of justification, and specifically in the atonement, is the aim of this section. Barth asks, 

“With what purpose and to what end does God will this and do this?”
717

 The explicitly spatial 

language of his response is concretely instructive. 

God freely acts to be present in relation and distinction with us, by a divine necessity 

stemming solely from His gracious divine decision to be God for us in Jesus Christ and to be 

God in no other way. The enactment, fulfillment and revelation in creaturely space and time 

of this decision to be actively present as an obedient servant magnify God’s glory and 

accomplish the salvation of the world.
718

 Barth explores four ways God’s Self-determination 

to be present “for us” in Jesus Christ is executed in His work of justification as the Judge, the 
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judged, the judgment, and the justice. These also indicate how God’s Son is present in relation 

and distinction with us as “the Judge judged for us” in our place.
719

 

First, God the Son becomes human to be Savior of the world. He is with us in our 

place, changing that place from within as one of us. Jesus Christ is the Savior who comes to 

our place but does so as our Judge. Since God alone is good, only He is in a place to judge 

good from evil. God’s own being and work, His place, is the standard by which everything is 

judged. Encountering all human beings in Jesus Christ, God declares the truth about us: we 

are sinners, opposed to God. We attempt to be like God instead of living under His lordship 

and within our creaturely limits. The “root and origin” of sin, according to Barth, is this 

arrogant desire to be the judge in God’s place.
720

 Living only for oneself, the sinner attempts 

to judge herself innocent, good and in the right while judging others as guilty and in the 

wrong. Trying to usurp the judge’s place, proper to God alone, we have made our own place 

impossible. We have transformed our proper spatiality, our ordered relation with God from 

being present in humble obedience to being present in arrogant opposition, our improper 

spatiality. However, unless the standard of being in the right or righteous before God is 

revealed to us, we remain ignorant of our disordered spatiality or relation with God. So the 

true Judge must come to be present among us as one of us. As the true God, Jesus Christ is the 

very righteousness of God Himself, perfectly present in relation with God and distinction with 

Father and Spirit; as the true human, He reveals how to live appropriately within God-given 

creaturely limits, being present in covenant relation with God and distinction as the obedient 

partner and righteous human. Only in view of the actual existence of God in the flesh, is the 

place of sinful humanity identified in full reality. God’s glory is increased as He comes in the 

form of a servant, precisely to this impossible, perishing, isolated place of sinners, doing there 

what they cannot do for themselves – judge rightly in relation to God. So “Jesus Christ as 

very man and very God has taken the place of every man...[having] penetrated to that place 

where every man is in his inner being supremely by and for himself.”
721

 The sinner’s 

disordered place reveals his disrupted spatiality: he no longer lives in free, loving relation in 

God’s presence as intended by his Creator and divine covenant Partner; having rejected the 

good created order, he now lives in chaos, threatened by non-being, unable to delight in God’s 

presence or participate in a mutual relationship. He has forfeited his good creaturely spatiality. 
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Taking the sinner’s place as his own judge, God has “dispossessed, expelled,… 

displaced” him. The sinner “…has no more say even in this home of his, this place where the 

flesh is most intensively and happily and seriously flesh.” His judgment is no longer valid; 

actually, “He is no longer judge.” The true Judge willingly takes this place, for He is 

“radically and totally for us, in our place.”
722

 He does this to judge in our place. All are 

“abas[ed] and jeopardis[ed]”; abased because they sought to exalt themselves to God’s place 

as Judge which was not their rightful place in relation to God, and jeopardized because in 

doing so they made themselves guilty under God’s genuinely right judgment. Additionally, all 

will experience “immeasurable liberation and hope”; liberation since freed from the burden of 

judging what was not theirs to begin with, and hope for now they “have space and freedom” 

for “other more important…happy and…fruitful activities”, being present in properly ordered 

relation and distinction with the true Judge who is for them.
723

  

Second, Jesus Christ takes “the place of us sinners.”
724

 Barth asks, how can God’s Son 

“…take our place, which means…the strange place where we make the illegitimate and 

impossible attempt to leave the place which belongs to us and to occupy that which does 

not…our place as enemies against God?”
725

 He is present there in a different way than we are. 

“In taking our place as Judge He takes the place which belongs to Him, which is His own 

from all eternity.” He is the true Judge who can and does occupy this place, and His active 

presence in this, His rightful place, constitutes His righteous judgment concerning us and our 

place. We have usurped His place from Him, doing evil, exalting ourselves as our own judge 

and judging wrongly; but He takes it from us and does good, judging rightly there. He does 

not sin in this place as we have; He does not oppose and invert the good, ordered relationship 

between God and creatures. Unfathomably, He judges in our place “…by taking upon 

Himself, by accepting responsibility for that which we do in this place.”
726

 He willingly bears 

the consequences of our sin, standing in our place under “the accusation, the judgment and the 

curse” which must fall on us as sinners, with our chaotic spatiality.
727

 Because borne by Him 

who has placed Himself there for us, this place, its evil end and its fallen spatiality are now 

forever closed to us. Jesus Christ,  
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…who is in the one person the electing God and the one elect man is as the rejecting 

God, the God who judges sin in the flesh, in His one person the one rejected man, the 

Lamb who bears the sin of the world that the world should no longer have to bear it or 

be able to bear it, that it should be radically and totally taken away from it.
728

 

 

The perfection of this Judge is His being present to judge rightly in the place of sinners. 

God’s mercy, freely and eternally electing to bind Himself to them and they to Him, reveals 

His spatiality; He will not abandon sinners to their chaotic place of inevitable destruction, 

which is also to abandon His own divine spatiality. God’s righteousness also demonstrates 

His spatiality, neither accepting nor ignoring this place of sinners but making it His own to 

judge sin, sinner and sinful spatiality, there in His own flesh, with its proper creaturely 

spatiality. In this place exchange, He becomes “the only One who is judged…condemned and 

rejected.”
729

 The elected reversal is complete: “Jesus represents men at the place which is 

theirs according to the divine judgment, by putting Himself in the place which is theirs on the 

basis of and in accordance with their human unrighteousness.” He does what we do not and 

cannot do: “He maintains the right by electing to let Himself be put in the wrong”, judged by 

being present in our place for us.
730

 

 Third, Jesus Christ is for us because “He suffered and was crucified and died.”
731

 The 

Son’s work, His properly humble, obedient presence in relation and distinction, is fulfilled in 

His passion. This freely willed divine act occurs in, with and through the freely willed act of 

this human, in creaturely space and time, and has universal significance for all humans. By 

His actively passionate presence their place or “situation has objectively been decisively 

changed”.
732

 For Barth, the Subject of this action is decisive. Concerning “…His person: it is 

the eternal God Himself who has given Himself in His Son to be man, and as man to take 

upon Himself this human passion.” Concerning His purposed action or “…mission: it is the 

Judge who in this passion takes the place of those who ought to be judged, who…allows 

Himself to be judged in their place.” Because the Subject who suffers and dies in this passion 

is none other than God Himself as this human, the true mystery of the passion is identified. 

Barth asks how God can do this and still be God; can God “really die and be dead?”
733

 He 

answers, “in this humiliation God is supremely God.”
734

 Knowledge of what kind of being 
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God is is given in the revelation of what God has actually done. He is God precisely as this 

suffering, crucified and dying human, who not only experiences this judgment in His own 

being as the Son by taking the place of all sinners but in doing so fulfills His eternal will, “the 

reconciliation of the world with God.”
735

 God is present with us in the most definitive and 

personal way, thus revealing His spatiality in the Son who becomes human, judges us and 

dies for us so we may enjoy proper creaturely spatiality with God in Him. In the saving 

judgment that God Himself bears for us in our place, God confronts the root of opposition 

against Him as Creator and Lord, with its chaotic spatiality.
736

 Not just any evil, sin or death, 

this is “eternal death” and  

…sin itself and as such: the preoccupation, the orientation, the determination of man 

as he has left his place as a creature and broken his covenant with God; the corruption 

which God has made His own, for which He willed to take responsibility in this one 

man. Here in the passion in which as Judge He lets Himself be judged God has 

fulfilled this responsibility.
737

 

 

Taking our place of judgment in the passion of Jesus Christ, God is personally 

present, acting for us in the flesh; He turns the world from itself and its end in eternal death 

and converts it to Himself for eternal life with Him. God’s passion in Jesus Christ fulfills 

God’s decision to reconcile the world to Himself, doing that which He alone can and must do  

…to remedy the corruption of our being and ourselves, to restore order between 

Himself as Creator and the world as His creation, to set up and maintain again the 

covenant broken by man, to carry it through against man for the sake of man, and in 

that way to save man from destruction.
738

 

 

His passionate presence with us creates our proper presence with Him; His spatiality activates 

true creaturely spatiality. The divine act of “…overcoming sin…in its character as the 

rebellion of man against God, and in its character as the ground of man’s hopeless destiny in 

death” is the “very heart of the atonement”. God’s judgment against sin is fulfilled when the 

Son of God as this man takes our place as sinner, to suffer and die there for us, thereby 

putting an end to us as sinners with our fallen spatiality, to sin itself and our sinful place. This 

gracious act of atonement occurs for us in Jesus Christ’s passion as “…the judgment of God 

in which the Judge Himself was the judged.”
739
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 Fourth, Jesus Christ is for us as Judge, judged and judgment “before God”, and by 

doing what is right He is also God’s “justice or righteousness”.
740

 The “negative form” of the 

divine action against sin and therefore against us as sinners is the suffering and death of Jesus 

Christ; but only as an expression of “…the positive divine righteousness, which…is identical 

with the free love of God effectively interposing between our enmity and Himself, the work 

and word of His grace.” Christ’s passion is God’s No by which His “Yes to man…determined 

and pronounced in eternity” takes place in creaturely space and time.
741

 God is for us in Jesus 

Christ, becoming human to do this human work of suffering and dying in our place (the 

negative form) to accomplish the reconciliation of the world in Him (the positive goal). Jesus 

Christ is God’s justice in the atoning event since He is both the righteousness of God and the 

righteousness of man. As the God-man in His divine-human unity, He is the only obedient 

Son of the Father as He is the only obedient human creature. Being actively present in perfect 

reconciling obedience to the Father’s will for us, first, as the elected human in relation with 

God the Creator according to His good human nature, and second, as the faithful human 

covenant partner in relation to the Father, entails the Son’s spatial existence as Judge, judged, 

judgment and justice. Having accomplished this in our rejected place without sinning, He also 

becomes the rejected human in creaturely space and time which corresponds to His eternal 

election to that rejected place. This form of the divine No is the freely chosen way God’s 

righteous presence ultimately fulfills His divine Yes.  

The righteousness of Jesus Christ’s being and work consists in the “execution of the 

judgment in the judging of the Judge” for us and in our place. Open to temptation in His 

human nature, His sinlessness consists not in a state but in “the act of His being”. In our place 

of rebellion against God He freely chose and actually lived appropriately in God’s presence, 

under His lordship as the obedient servant and within appropriate creaturely limits. Unlike 

sinners, “…He acted justly in the place of all and for the sake of all…returning to the place 

from which they had fallen into sin, the place which belongs to the creature in relation to 

God.” By this enacted decision “He reversed the fall in their place and for their sake.”
742

 His 

faithful obedience in our place provides the ground for the new Adam, the new creation, our 

new place and so our new spatiality. The old is ended, the new has dawned in His righteous 

presence before God. Summarizing Barth’s four points, having freely taken our place as 

sinners to reconcile us to Himself by His obedient presence in relation and distinction with 

                                                 
740

 Barth, CD IV/1, 256. 
741

 Barth, CD IV/1, 257. 
742

 Barth, CD IV/1, 259. 



148 

   

 

God and us, God in Jesus Christ is for us, actively present as the Judge, the judged, the 

judgment, and the justice.
743

  

 

2.2.1.  God “Abandons” Our Unjustified Place 

Focusing on God’s spatial being in the atoning event, this section aims to concretely 

demonstrate the reconciling spatiality of the Reconciler by reflecting on Barth’s discussions 

of Jesus Christ’s ‘cry of dereliction’: “My God, my God, why have you abandoned me?” 

(Mark 15:34). Barth first identifies Scripture’s stark declaration of the Son’s despair as “…a 

problem of the first magnitude…the problem of all the problems of His existence and 

relationship to God and His life’s work.”
744

 Exploring what took place on the cross as 

expressed in this cry of God-abandonment from the aspect of the spatiality of God highlights 

this divine perfection of spatiality in its most acute manifestation. How is the Father’s so 

called ‘absence’ to be understood at the very critical moment of the Son’s death, particularly 

since Father and Son are two modes of being who are eternally and perfectly present to each 

other in the Spirit as the one indivisible God? Viewed from God’s side, from above, this 

primarily inquires how God the Father is present (or not present?) to God the Son and the Son 

present to the Father in the act of dying in this particular way for us. Considered from the 

human’s side or below, this secondarily asks how is God present (or absent) to this human 

who becomes the sinner in our place in this event? Both sides of this question regarding 

presence focus on the single Subject of this action, the God-man in His divine-human unity. 

Selected passages of Church Dogmatics expounding Mark 15:34 serve to highlight aspects of 

God the Son’s reconciling spatiality.  

Jesus Christ’s cry of dereliction first distinguishes and subordinates God the Son from 

and to God the Father.
745

 In one sense, the Subject of this cry is the indivisible God (Father 

and Son). God is crucially present to Himself in this act; distinct as Father and Son in the 

Spirit, and united in fulfilling His one, elect, reconciling will. Considering the Son’s 

creatureliness within creation, the Subject is the human creature (as God) elected to be God’s 

reconciliation for all creation. By taking the place of the alienated, sinful creature who has 

chosen and loved all that the Creator has rejected and hated, God’s righteous judgment falls 
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fully upon this elect creature on the cross, and Him alone. The divine-human Son fulfills His 

election to death, thus His own being as the creature that is wholly, uniquely present to divine 

judgment.  

 Considering what death in God-abandonment entails, Barth describes the type of 

death Scripture calls “eternal corruption” or simply, “‘hell.’” Although the threat of this 

particular death for all human creatures is implied in their physical death, only One has 

experienced it. Indeed, “This is what distinguishes His death from all others.”
746

 Submitting 

Himself to God’s judgment in our place, “…the man who is wholly and unreservedly for God 

– has God against him.” Such direct encounter between God and human involves two aspects 

of human death: alienation from God caused by creaturely mortality, and primarily, alienation 

resulting from “His vicarious bearing of the sin of…the whole world” living in opposition to 

God. Thus, ‘hell’ is human existence antithetically in death as eternal “punishment, torment, 

outer darkness, the worm, the flame”. God’s presence in wrath bestows “infinite suffering” 

upon the deserving creature. As this creature is God’s Son, “In Him God Himself suffers what 

guilty man had to suffer by way of eternal punishment.”
747

 For Barth, Jesus’ “death under the 

wrath of God, with its quality of eternal punishment”
748

 gives His suffering its “representative 

power…by which the world is reconciled to God.”
749

 Thus, Jesus Christ’s death reveals both 

the fatal sin of humans that He bore to bear away from them and their death as eternal 

punishment that He received in their place and on their behalf. Since Jesus Christ, alone, is 

elected to be in God’s presence as He unleashes His wrath, Barth concludes, “no other really 

stands under the judgment of God.” All merely stand “under the sign of this judgment” which 

is death, yet not in its character as eternal punishment.
750

 Only God’s Son experiences death 

in God-abandonment; for “…in Jesus Christ and Him alone…[man] is preserved from this 

execution of judgment on him with the severity with which it was executed at the cross.”
751

  

 Does the Son’s abandonment, alienation and judgment by the Father suggested by the 

cry of dereliction indicate a possible rift in God’s own being between Father and Son?
752

 For 

Barth, “…the meaning of the incarnation is plainly revealed in the question of Jesus on the 
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cross…” Taking servant form in the incarnation entails two things for God: He becomes a 

human creature and He gives “…Himself up to the contradiction of man against 

Him…placing Himself under the judgment under which man has fallen in this contradiction, 

under the curse of death which rests upon Him.” Yet no “contradiction and conflict in God 

Himself” is suggested.
753

  

He does not come into conflict with Himself. He does not sin when in unity with the 

man Jesus He mingles with sinners and takes their place. And when He dies in His 

unity with this man, death does not gain any power over Him…He makes His own the 

being of man in contradiction against Him, but He does not make common cause with 

it…[and He] makes His own the being of the man under the curse of this contradiction, 

but in order to do away with it as He suffers it. He acts as Lord over this contradiction 

even as He subjects Himself to it.
754

 

 

Rejecting any division between God’s being and act, Barth asks,  

If it were otherwise, if in it He set Himself in contradiction with Himself, how could 

He reconcile the world with Himself? Of what value would His deity be to us if – 

instead of crossing in that deity the very real gulf between Himself and us – He left 

that deity behind Him in His coming to us, if it came to be outside of Him as He 

became ours…if He lost Himself?
755

 

 

The single Subject actualized and revealed in this event involves “…no paradox, no 

antinomy, no division, no inconsistency, not even the possibility of it.”
756

 He is God precisely 

in His unity with human nature, especially elected as the Rejected to this antithetical place of 

contradiction and judgment in God’s presence. No rift exists between Father and Son in this 

event. God is God such that His deity encompasses divine and human, eternity and time, 

infinite and finite, the form of Lord and the form of servant. “He is all this as the Lord, and in 

such a way that He embraces the opposites of these concepts even while He is superior to 

them.”
757

 In Jesus Christ He personally came to destroy forever this God-abandoned place by 

stepping into it and receiving there our due. No other creature has or will ever again 

experience God’s presence in wrath as eternal punishment. He is and does something unique 

among all other humans: freely obeying His Father, He submits to the holy divine wrath and 

the curse of death in God-abandonment in our place.  

His particular, and highly particularised, presence in grace, in which the eternal Word 

descended to the lowest parts of the earth…and tabernacled in the man Jesus…, 

dwelling in this one man in the fullness of the Godhead…, is itself the demonstration 
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and exercise of His omnipresence, i.e., of the perfection in which He has His own 

place which is superior to all the places created by Him, not excluding but including 

all other places.
758

 

 

 Jesus’ cry of dereliction further demonstrates how God is for us. “Deus pro nobis 

means simply that God has not abandoned the world and man in the unlimited need of his 

situation, but that He willed to bear this need as His own, that He took it upon Himself, and 

that He cries with man in this need.”
759

 Freely taking the sinner’s “place and status” and thus 

making them His own place and status, He demonstrates His willingness to suffer the God-

abandoned consequences of this place.
760

 Hence, Barth declares Jesus’ cry of abandonment is 

the “…remarkable historical complement to the eternal decision taken in God Himself…”
761

 

That primal choice constituting God as our God and us as God’s people, and Himself as 

triune, is definitively realized in the event depicted in this cry, the event of His being the God-

human elected for this rejection. As such, this cry most fundamentally reveals who and what 

God is. ‘God with us’ holds nothing back to be present in relation and distinction with us, not 

even His own experience of the Son’s death in God-abandonment. “Had God forsaken Him?” 

Barth responds, “No, His God had not really forsaken Him” because even in this human 

experience of the sinner’s death the Son had not ceased to be who and what He is. He realizes 

His election fully precisely in this act. So the Son’s free obedience to the Father’s will brings 

about the “strange and scandalous reversal”,  “…the transformation of the accuser into the 

accused and the judge into the judged, the naming and handling of the Holy God as one who 

is godless.” Therefore, “Jesus must and will allow Himself to be the one great sinner among 

all other men…to take the place which is presumably not His but theirs for the sake of 

righteousness in the supreme sense.”
762

 As the historical counterpart to God’s free Self-

election, God is supremely God for and with us in this radical exchange. Dying in our place 

on the cross as the Judge judged, He destroys humanity with its fallen, cursed and judged 

spatiality, humanity that abandons being mutually present with God in proper relation and 

distinction. In its place He creates a new humanity with corresponding spatiality to be 

mutually present with God in a newly ordered relation and distinction that no longer falls 

under the disordering power of sin and death. 
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Moreover, Jesus Christ’s full humanity as expressed in His cry from the cross unites 

Him with all humans; He too constantly must face “the kingdom of darkness”, the devil 

tempting Him to do something besides the Father’s will. Barth starkly rephrases Jesus’ cry to 

God: “Does all this have to happen?”
763

 For, here,  

…there is a stumbling, although only for a…moment in which there is a pause and 

trembling not only on earth and in time, not only in the soul of Jesus which is 

‘sorrowful even until death’…but in a sense in heaven, in the bosom of God Himself, 

in the relationship between the Father and the Son; a moment in which the question is 

raised of another possibility than that which will in fact be realized relentlessly and by 

divine necessity in view of all that has gone before.
764

 

 

Both Father and Son experience the agony, foreboding and suffering involved in receiving 

God’s full ‘cup of wrath’. Rather than indicating a rift between Father and Son, Barth asserts 

that the Father cannot be neutral since everything the Son experiences and endures as fully 

human, occurs within the one, indivisible divine life. As the God-man, His death in God-

abandonment is event in God’s very being. God takes even our alienation, our disordered 

relation with Him, to Himself in Christ, subjecting it to His Lordship. 

 The Father’s verdict upon Jesus’ reconciling act on the cross means “a radical end was 

made of Him and therefore of the world” in Him. Having fulfilled all righteousness, and in a 

nod to the divine freedom, Barth raises the “frightening possibility” that God might justly 

have chosen to leave Jesus in the tomb, refusing to give new life to the creation that unjustly 

chose death. Obediently abandoning or surrendering Himself to “His Father, to His decree 

and disposing”, He also abandons Himself to “death and nothingness which can triumph over 

Him” and humankind represented in Him.
765

 In that case, Jesus’ cry of abandonment would 

be absolute rather than momentary, and God would have indeed abandoned Him to eternal 

chaos, nothingness and death. However, having eternally elected Himself and humans to be 

co-present in ordered relation and distinction, God did abandon “…Him to chaos, as had to 

happen because of our transgressions, only in order to save Him from it…He made Him the 

victor over death by letting death conquer Him, as He had to do in fulfillment of the judgment 

laid upon Him.”
766

 The justified creature thus is “…freed from the claim and power which 

death and nothingness and chaos necessarily had over him in his former corrupted state, freed 

for life for Him and with Him, and therefore for life everlasting…”
767

 The Father confirms 
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His verdict, justifying His Son and us in Him. Only in Christ can the creature be properly 

spatial, mutually present with God in justified relation and distinction; the distinction of 

creature, no longer of sinner. 

 The next notable reference to Jesus’ cry appears in Barth’s discussion of “human sin 

in the form of human pride”.
768

 He suggests Jesus’ question of God-abandonment indicates 

He is the sole human being “…who would not help Himself or raise any claim to the help of 

God.”
769

 Common to all other humans, sin as pride is the attitude claiming an ability, capacity 

or right to help oneself that includes a “claim to the help of God.”
770

 Jesus Christ’s place is 

unique among human creatures. His spatiality has the character of humility; humility in the 

form of acceptance of creaturely and sinful limits, acknowledging the impossibility of helping 

Himself concerning deadly consequences of sin and God’s wrath. He does not claim God’s 

help as a mere extension of His own self-help, thus attempting to “make God a partner in his 

deception…[or to] take the place of God.”
771

 His cry starkly reveals how completely He 

abandons Himself to His Father, to do with Him as the Father wills. Repeating none of the 

sinner’s hubris He knows He can neither save Himself nor receive help from God through 

human determination. He simply receives genuine fatherly help, predetermined by God in the 

form of the great reversal, beginning in God-abandoned death. Receiving help from God 

alone, Jesus Christ steps into the sinner’s place of improper relation and distinction with God, 

to destroy it. The Son’s reconciling spatiality entails abandoning Himself to the sinner’s 

unjustified spatiality, and to the Father’s verdict affirming justified spatiality. Regarding the 

atonement event, divine spatiality or mutual presence in ordered relation and distinction 

means the Son is present with the Father in obedience, humility and faith, and the Father is 

present with the Son in benevolent, omnipotent help. On the cross, the Son experiences the 

Father’s presence in wrath as eternal punishment, God-abandoned death, in order to fulfill the 

divine purpose for His justified creature to live eternally co-present with Him.  

This suffering and God-abandoned death of Jesus Christ, “…this necessity, this 

fatherly will and decree, could not be something alien to the Son” since it accomplishes the 

predetermined, Self-electing divine purpose of reconciliation in fulfillment of the covenant of 

grace. For Barth, the cry highlights the Son’s freedom to obediently respond to His Father’s 

command, even as both fulfill the single divine will. The event and cry are the free “execution 
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of His right as the Son” of this Father.
772

 The Son’s spatiality includes His freedom to be 

present to the Father in this suffering and death, abandoning Himself to the Father’s righteous 

judgment and gracious verdict. The cry of dereliction reveals the fundamental nature of the 

Son’s spatial relationship with the Father in the unity of the divine will and the distinction of 

the Son’s fulfillment of it in His own death as creaturely and sinner.  

Additionally, Barth suggests that both Father and Son experience a similar isolation 

from the creation that rejects its Creator. Obeying the Father’s will that is disobeyed by all 

other humans and thus taking their original, good place, the Son “…was absolutely alone in 

the world, even to the point of asking…whether God Himself, and God especially, had not 

forsaken Him.” Barth states, “He could not enter more radically than He did into the isolation 

of God in this world or fulfill more basically His agreement with Him in this respect.”
773

 

Thus, the reconciling spatiality of the Son of God even contains an aspect of isolation, in the 

sense that by actualizing in Himself the only proper response to the Father’s gracious 

presence intended for but rejected and abandoned by all others, His obedient life sets Him 

apart from the sin and evil of the world. The reconciling Son is present in peaceful relation 

established by distinct holiness. 

In His flesh and cry of dereliction, Jesus Christ, the prophetic Word of God witnesses 

to the true sinful place and dire situation of all people in relation and distinction to God.
774

 

The reality of the sinner’s place or oppositional presence with God is attested particularly 

where the divine No is spoken most perfectly and dreadfully. The Son journeys to a distant 

place precisely to proclaim God’s judgment on “the misery of man…his being in exile in the 

far country.”
775

 Like strangers and aliens abandoned in an unknown place far from home, the 

reality of human existence willfully opposed to and withdrawn from God’s fatherly presence, 

is somberly expressed in Jesus’ cry of abandonment. Yet Barth is clear: “God does not 

abandon” sinners even in their abandonment of Him. Jesus’ experience is singular among 

humans and unrepeatable; no creature shares the Golgotha experience of God-abandonment. 

In our place He received the full brunt of God’s wrathful presence in this type of death; in 

Him we experience only the “shadow of His death touching us”,
776

 the shadow of “the great 
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dereliction of Golgotha”.
777

 The Son’s spatiality has the character of truth and right judgment, 

mercy and righteousness, No for the sake of Yes. 

Moreover, “…in His suffering and dying He is still the same as He always was, 

although in another form.” The passion, with its unfathomable cry, “is not an alien element in 

His work as a whole”. From the beginning, in accordance with His election of grace, “all that 

He did was done under this sign.”
778

 For God to die as a human in God-abandonment is the 

penultimate goal of His Self-election and Self-constitution in this mode of being to 

accomplish the salvation of the world. His spatiality is constant, loving and free. 

Questioning whether God had abandoned Him reveals the genuine temptation to doubt 

the true presence and action of God in His own life at the moment of death. For Barth, the 

suffering of the Son of God in our place, expressed in the cry of dereliction, remains “the 

bitterest form of the cross”. Only Jesus experienced the cross “finally and supremely in this 

form.”
779

 Living in the creaturely sphere “under the law of sin” means bearing this cross, 

being tempted continually in this form of doubt. But such a provisional, temporary, 

penultimate form of existence has been put to death in Jesus’ death on the cross.
780

 An eternal 

form of life in mutual presence with God in proper relation and distinction replaces the old, 

disordered and disappearing life, where doubt of God’s presence and action in the new life 

has no place, is abandoned. The cry thus expresses both the sharpest form of human doubt 

and its objective end in His death. His spatiality reveals the evil powers that are present 

within us. Tempted and repeating the first Adamic sin in our own existence, we doubt the 

benevolent character of God and His promise to be ever present with us. How we are present 

in relation and distinction with God changes from divine order to deadly chaos. Yet His 

spatiality also indicates hope, courage and assurance in God’s omnipotent and merciful 

presence and His already completed victory over evil, sin and death. In view of Jesus Christ’s 

death, resurrection and ascension, Barth suggests even “His presence and revelation on 

earth…in the promise of the Spirit” is heard in the agonizing cry from the cross.
 781

  

Passion was the action in which…God reconciled the world to Himself in the 

humiliation of the Son of God and exaltation of the Son of Man, and…the justification 

of man…before God and his sanctification for him were accomplished. It is… 
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inevitable, that the revelation of this action should correspond to its content…that… 

the prophetic work of Jesus Christ should have the form of passion.
782

 

 

Hence, in this One  

…who trembled and shrank back in Gethsemane,…who offered up His life, who shed 

His blood, who found Himself abandoned in death even and above all by His God – in 

this passion of His He is not only the reality but the true revelation of reconciliation 

today as yesterday.
783

 

 

The reconciling God, present in relation and distinction with us here and now, is He who 

cried out on the cross, dying in God-abandonment. Barth asks, “What does it mean that it is 

only as this One who is rejected and abandoned by God that He is His Elect and therefore the 

true Witness of the kingdom of God come in His person?” Although differing in form, the 

Word encountering us in the promise of His Spirit must have the same content as its human 

and “alien form of His passion.”
784

 For “…the place in which He encounters us, is the 

temporal and historical sphere between…” Jesus’ reconciling death and His revelatory return, 

consummating the world’s redemption.
785

 Still in our temptations yet also in our 

“displacement” as sinners already effected in Christ, we move toward the goal of living in 

perfect mutual presence in relation and distinction with God.
786

 In the Spirit’s power, 

…the form in which Jesus Christ the Victor is on the way with us, accompanying and 

encountering us, should be none other than that of the Victor of Gethsemane and 

Golgotha, and therefore of the suffering Servant of God, the afflicted Prophet…The 

Jesus who lives and is among us in our time is the One who is still harassed and 

forsaken, accused and condemned, despised and smitten.
787

  

 

Even as Victor He is present in relation and distinction with us as “the Man of Sorrows”,
788

 

testifying in His isolation and alienation “that the man of sin is not yet abolished” in our 

present time and sphere.
789

 However, as the afflicted and abandoned, He also bears witness in 

His resurrection life that He is indeed the Victor over all sin, death and suffering. After the 

ascension, the Son’s spatiality involves a mediated form of His presence in His Spirit, the 

Comforter and Pledge of our future life with God that is already present though not yet 

complete in us. 
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 Barth’s most extensive treatment of Jesus’ cry, “My God, my God, why has thou 

forsaken me?” resides in his discussion of the mystery that Jesus Christ is the true Witness, 

identical to God’s Word. First, Jesus Christ “…speaks from the place from which God alone 

has the power to speak”, the place of reconciliation in the One elected to die.
790

 There, the 

sinner is judged and displaced by the obedience of this one Man who bore God’s judgment in 

the place of all others, Himself rejected for the justification of all people before God. There, 

also, the new, free human existence of mutual presence in rightly ordered relation and 

distinction with God is given in Christ’s new resurrection life, the firstfruits in the place of all 

others. There, all find direction for their lives as participants in His eternal life, sanctified in 

their movement towards the redemption of all things in Him. So Barth claims this cry is “…at 

once the death-cry of the man who dies in Him and the birth-cry of the man who lives in 

Him.”
791

 In this place, this cry, “…this action God has expressed Himself, His innermost 

being, His heart, His divine person, His divine essence, Himself as the One He is.”
792

 Since 

only God can reveal God and His acts (more accurately, God in His acts), the content of what 

God pronounces about Himself and what He has done is identical. The passion and death of 

the Son of God as God’s reconciling act is the very Word of God. In His death and 

resurrection the old is put to death and the new is given life, actualizing, revealing and 

attesting the Word of God rooted in His eternal election of grace.  

Barth draws attention to the remarkably different words Jesus speaks from the cross. 

Those addressed to people around Him reveal the depth of His passion and love for the very 

people whose sin put Him on this cross, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they 

do.”
793

 While those addressed to God in the cry of dereliction reveal the consequence and 

reality of the terrifying and isolated place of God’s judgment against the sinner. “It 

corresponds exactly to the situation.”
794

 He was ordained to occupy this very place before the 

foundation of the world; enacting the sinner’s disrupted presence with God in the abandoned 

covenant relation, and suffering the consequences of God’s holy presence with the sinner, 

abandoning the sinner to merited judgment, wrath and eternal punishment. As the Elect of 

God, He is the one and only Rejected of God, not apart from but according to God’s gracious 

will.  
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God has never forsaken, and does not and will not forsake any as He forsook this man. 

And ‘forsook’ means that He turned against Him as never before or since against any – 

against the One who was for Him as none other, just as God for His part was for Him 

as He never was nor will be for any other. But the very fact that He was for Him – for 

Him as our Reconciler, Saviour and Mediator – necessarily entailed that He was 

wholly against Him as the One who took our place as the place of evildoers.
795

 

 

Thus, the abandonment by the Father that Jesus Christ experienced on the cross is not 

the absence of God, an impossibility given the singleness of the divine Subject. Rather, this 

abandonment is the presence of God’s comprehensive righteous judgment borne by God 

Himself in His Son; the presence of the almighty Creator refusing to lose His good creation to 

chaos and nothingness, the presence of the gracious Lord refusing to allow His covenant with 

His partners to remain unfulfilled – for His own glory and the salvation of the world. Quoting 

Barth at length, he presses the full meaning of this event of God-abandonment, thus 

indicating the reconciling spatiality of God. 

In the person of this one man Jesus of Nazareth, it is His own eternal Son…who has 

come down as the Representative of the world and our common Substitute, offering 

Himself as such, and thus having to bear the wrath and curse of God and to suffer and 

die according to His will. But this means that God Himself is not a remote and aloof 

spectator or non-participating director of this event, of the dreadful thing which it 

includes and entails for this man. With the eternal Son the eternal Father has also to 

bear what falls on the Son as He gives Himself to identity with the man Jesus of 

Nazareth, thus lifting it away from us to Himself in order that it should not fall on us. 

In Jesus Christ Himself, the God who is the one true God, the Father with the Son in 

the unity of the Spirit has suffered what it befell this man to suffer to the bitter end. It 

was first and supremely in Himself that the conflict between Himself and this man, 

and the affliction which threatened this man, were experienced and borne…[T]he 

meaning of the event of Gethsemane and Golgotha…is of this fellow-suffering of God 

Himself borne on earth and also in heaven to the greater glory of God and the supreme 

salvation of man; it is of the God who has not evaded, and on the very grounds of His 

deity could not evade, thus suffering with and for the world, that the crucified man 

Jesus Christ speaks.
796

 

 

The conflict expressed in the cry of abandonment is chiefly between God and sinner. 

Jesus Christ becomes this sinner, taking the place of all sinners. Only in this sense is there 

conflict between Father and Son. But there, the truly devastating conflict arises as the sinner 

who abandoned God is confronted by that very God who Himself abandons this possibility 

for His creature and covenant partner. The Word of God spoken by Jesus Christ takes “…the 

special form of the true Witness…who encounters us in His form of suffering…” For Barth, 

this “is what continually isolates Jesus Christ in every age and place” because we flee this 
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horrifying form of witness, “…the suffering and dying man in all his nakedness, 

abandonment and rejection…” which is the precise “…reflection of our own human reality 

divested of all illusion”.
797

 Nevertheless, God’s No to the sinner is not His final Word. 

 Receiving God’s Word, the human is “to live by and with and in it”; for “…the One 

who speaks this Word lives in him, and he in Him. Hence, Christ is where the Christian is, 

and the Christian is where Christ is.”
798

 Receiving this Word means living in mutual presence 

with Christ in proper relation and distinction. Although this world is still a suffering and 

afflicted place, it is not the unique place suffering under 

…the great passion and affliction of Jesus Christ Himself, not under a fellow-suffering 

of the atoning suffering endured once and for all by the one Son of God and Son of 

Man,…not under the dreadful, isolated responsibility in which He did it, not under the 

final and supreme extremity which this fulfillment entailed for Him, not under the 

agony of the question of Mk 15:34…
799

 

 

Rather, the Christian’s “own place and manner of suffering” is “…in reflection of and an 

analogy to the suffering of the one man of Gethsemane and of Golgotha”, as a “secondary 

form appropriate to His follower and disciple”.
800

 In His death, Jesus Christ “…took the place 

of all men – the place where they all should have died in a hopeless death as sinners…[W]e 

ourselves neither must nor can die the death which we ought to die as sinners…nor… 

experience any more the dereliction of this death…”
801

 His spatiality entails being in God’s 

presence in a distinct way that is impossible for any other creature, even while that spatial 

event of divine encounter on the cross precisely enables us to be properly spatial, living in 

God’s presence in justified relation and distinction. 

 The reconciling spatiality of the Son of God, the Reconciler, takes form as each divine 

perfection of God’s being and their totality. It takes form in our place as the human creature 

and covenant partner of God; both as the chaotic creature and unreconciled sinner who has 

abandoned God, others and even his own place and also the newly determined creature and 

reconciled child of God at peace, at home with God and others. The mutual presence of God 

and human beings, in ordered relation and distinction on both sides, and in disordered relation 

and distinction on the sinner’s side, occur and are revealed solely in the Mediator, Jesus 

Christ through His Spirit as proclaimed in His cry of abandonment.  
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2.3.  God Creates Our New Justified Place 

 Divine spatiality is demonstrated first in the relationship between Jesus Christ’s 

particular work of atonement and its universal effects before considering it in the Father’s 

decision regarding the Son’s work. Barth asks how Christ’s accomplishment ‘there and then’ 

in that specific place and time can become truly ours in our present ‘here and now’, and so for 

all people in all places and times. Not merely a temporal or spatial problem, it involves the 

difference between God’s eternity and our temporality or the “…historical distance between 

the being and activity of Jesus Christ in its own place and our being and activity in a different 

place.”
802

 The underlying theological problem of the reconciling spatiality of the Reconciler is 

signaled: ontologically, how God can be present with us in ordered relation and distinction 

and how we can be present with God in such? Emphasizing the Son in His atoning work, what 

kind of spatial being is the holy God that He can be in the same place as the sinful human? 

“How is it that You have come into my presence and what will become of me in Yours?” 

Asking how this takes place is the problem of the “direct encounter” between God who is ‘for 

us’ and we who are “against God.”
803

 This issue of “…our contemporaneity with the Word of 

God made flesh, with the Judge judged in our place…” presupposes that the Christ for us 

there is already the Christ who is present for us here.
804

 That “…He is present here and now 

for us in the full efficacy of what, according to the Gospel, He was and did then and 

there…”
805

  

 What happened to us in the place that Jesus Christ occupied in His atoning work? 

Barth answers, on Golgotha “…then and there, in the person of Christ taking our place, we 

were present, being crucified and dying with Him. We died.”
806

 What then becomes of the 

sinner’s place when the sinner is no more? Barth describes it now as “a vacuum, a place 

where we apparently have no place or future”. Our place of sin is no longer; having come to 

our place to make it His own, He has pushed us out of that place, thereby destroying it. But 

now where are we; into what place has He pushed us by His death which destroys our old 

place? Barth is clear: we are now ‘in Christ’, that new “space to live which is granted to us 

after that event” of His death.
807

 Then what becomes of us there, in the “…directness of our 

encounter and presence with Him, and of the overcoming of the temporal barrier between 

                                                 
802

 Barth, CD IV/1, 288. 
803

 Barth, CD IV/1, 290. 
804

 Barth, CD IV/1, 291. 
805

 Barth, CD IV/1, 292. 
806

 Barth, CD IV/1, 295. 
807

 Barth, CD IV/1, 291. 



161 

   

 

Him and us…when we are in His environment and time and space?”
808

 Negatively, the 

reconciling “being and activity of Jesus Christ for us” first means “…the ending of all other 

human being…the reversal of [the world’s] creation, only as its end.”
809

 God could have 

stopped here with the destruction of the sinful humans’ place and time, so of themselves, 

which took place in Jesus Christ’s death. Instead He chose to do a wholly new thing, 

connected to and proceeding on the first act of the Son’s death.  

 This new act is the Father raising the Son from the dead. Positively, the being and 

activity of Jesus Christ for us actualized and revealed in His resurrection accomplishes the 

creation of a new place and time for the new human creature now turned toward God. In 

fulfillment of His election of the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ, God freely chooses to give 

new life, creating and sustaining this new creation in His own presence and life. That the “one 

whole Jesus Christ, very man and very God, was dead and buried”, declares this new act in its 

entirety is a divine act.
810

 Absolutely no human cooperation whatsoever occurs in it. 

Consequently, Jesus Christ “…came amongst [His disciples] again in such a way that His 

presence as the man He had been (had been!) …[was] understood by them only and 

exclusively…and therefore unequivocally as the self-attestation of God in this man…” The 

mediated understanding and perception of His deity was now made immediate: “God in Christ 

became conceivable to them in the inconceivable form of the unmediated presence and action 

of its origin and subject matter without any other mediation at all.”
811

 Barth is not 

contradicting his earlier concept of revelation in which God makes Himself known to 

creatures in a creaturely veil such that His presence is mediated indirectly. Rather, precisely 

within that creaturely veil, in this case, of the truly dead humanity of Jesus of Nazareth raised 

to new life, God reveals Himself as God by doing what God alone can do. Raising Jesus from 

the dead, the Father does the impossible (from the creature’s perspective); He brings new life 

from death. He reveals what kind of God He is: as Father, He desires the reconciliation of the 

world be accomplished by His Son’s death, yet not to abandon His Son to death eternally; as 

Son, this God-man in His divine-human unity can obediently experience human suffering and 

death fully yet also receive gracious new life from the Father. This act also points beyond 

itself to its underlying reality, the ontological truth that the old human and its old place is past, 

now replaced by this new human in its new place and time. The revelation of this distinctively 
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divine act establishes the Christian community, illumines the whole life and death of Jesus 

Christ, the Father’s gracious will and the enlivening power of the Spirit. The spatial human 

being in its entirety as body and soul and as elected covenant partner is recreated to live in 

God’s presence in proper relation and distinction. Ontologically, a wholly new spatial human 

being stands before God and participates in His eternal life, for the old sinner has been put to 

death, its place destroyed, and the new righteous human being is raised in its place. The old 

human’s sinfully disordered spatiality is replaced by the new human’s righteously ordered 

spatiality. 

 Barth further specifies the ontological ground of this divine resurrection act.
812

 

Although a movement and act in history (in creaturely space and time), it is first and primarily 

a movement and act in eternity (in God’s space and ‘time’) between Father and Son. In 

humble obedience to the Father’s will, the only begotten Son, as human, is Himself the new 

place where the Father’s grace of new, reconciled life is received and executed, with its new 

spatiality. 

…[A]s in God Himself…in the relationship of the Son to the Father (the model of all 

that is demanded from man by God), there is a pure obedience, subordination and 

subjection, so too in the relationship of the Father to the Son (the model of all that is 

given to man by God) there is a free and pure grace which as such can only be 

received, and the historical fulfillment of which is the resurrection of Jesus Christ.
813

  

 

The Son of God is the God-man in His divine-human unity who renders humility in obedience 

unto death that is well pleasing to the Father and affirmed by the gracious gift of resurrection. 

Who is God? What kind of God can be and do all this, not just here in creaturely space but in 

such a way that it is true of His own being and space? The single divine Subject who exists in 

this singular and particular event is both the spatial divine Son (as the human Jesus of 

Nazareth) in His definitive and ultimate Self-giving in humility, obedience, even 

subordination to His divine Father, and also the spatial Father of this Son in His demand of 

such obedience. This God is the Son who places Himself totally in the care of His loving 

Father, receiving all things from Him, and also the Father who graciously affirms the Son’s 

Self-giving, redeeming the Son’s life from death by giving His own eternal life. This divine 
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event of Father and Son takes place in the communion and omnipotent presence of the Holy 

Spirit of God; communion of the One who unites Father and Son, and omnipotence of the One 

who breathes new life into the dead Jesus. Being present in this particular ordered relation and 

distinction as this Father and this Son, actualized by the Spirit in these two loving and free 

acts of obedient death and gracious life, is what and who the spatial God is.  

To specify, the Father’s gracious act of raising the dead Son by the Spirit to new life in 

relation and distinction with the Father is primarily “God’s acknowledgement of Jesus Christ, 

of His life and death.” The Father’s second act corresponds to the Son’s first act, both divine 

acts of justice. The resurrection constitutes and reveals the Father’s approval and acceptance 

of the Son’s obedience, of His way into our alien place by receiving God’s righteous 

judgment of that sinful place. This divine approval, accepting the Son’s self-offering in our 

place, brings “into force…the saving consequences of His action and passion in our place.”
814

 

Both acts fulfill and reveal the one eternal, primal and gracious divine will, to be this spatial, 

relational God for us in Jesus Christ and to be God in no other way, and for us to be God’s 

spatial creatures and covenant partners in Jesus Christ and to be so in no other way. Again, 

there is no division of works between God’s three modes of being; where one is present in 

relation and distinction the other two are also present as such, working in accord with and in 

fulfillment of the indivisible divine good-pleasure determined in His free election of grace. 

  Therefore, in Jesus Christ’s resurrection from the dead God justifies Himself as God, 

His Son as human, and in Him all humans. In Jesus Christ, the Father justifies Himself as the 

Creator who recreates His creature for newly reordered co-presence in relation and 

distinction, since chaos and nothingness threaten and overpower him due to his disobedience 

and rebellion against the Creator’s good order. God also justifies Himself as the genuine Lord 

of the covenant, broken by sinners but fulfilled by Himself in Jesus Christ, in several ways. 

First, the Father justifies His righteous judgment against sin and sinner, with its sinful 

spatiality, not by ignoring or merely setting them aside but by executing His judgment in the 

form of His all-consuming wrath, thereby destroying them. Second, He justifies His primal 

decision for the covenant of grace by executing that judgment upon His elect Son on the 

cross. In Christ, God takes to Himself the impossible possibility of choosing against what He 

ordained in the primal decision to be God for us, in order to destroy that possibility forever. 

He thereby reestablishes the covenant in Christ and the human’s proper spatiality for full 

participation in it. Furthermore, the Father justifies His Son who, as a perfectly spatial human 
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being, is obedient unto death. “His obedience consists in that He commends or offers up His 

spirit, that is, Himself – He delivers up Himself…to God His Father, to His decree and 

disposing”. He commits Himself (and in Him “the whole human race represented by Him” 

and the individual sinner) “to death…to nothingness which can triumph over Him”; and also 

“to the wrath of God”.
815

 His total surrender to and reception of the Father’s gracious love and 

good pleasure fulfills His election as the Rejected and the Elected Son. The Son is the beloved 

and spatial Child of this loving and spatial Father, as the One who is present in relation and 

distinction by responding to free, gracious love in free, obedient love. Therefore, God justifies 

all human beings in Him who, having taken our place of judgment and accepting our sentence 

and punishment unto death, shares His new resurrection life with us. All this, leading to new 

and proper divine-human spatiality, is affirmed and revealed in the Son’s resurrection from 

the dead by the Father.  

 The divine acts of Jesus Christ’s death (fulfilling God’s judgment by executing His 

sentence against the sinner) and resurrection (affirming God’s acceptance of the Son’s 

obedience in the place of all sinners and revealing His judgment and sentence) constitute “the 

basis of life for men of all ages”.
816

 Together these acts, which actually are one, form the 

ground of the destruction of the old sinful place and spatiality and the creation of the new 

justified place and spatiality. Human beings “…are no longer what they were but they are 

already what they are to be”; their place, situation and spatiality has been radically altered. 

“The event of Easter Day is the removing of the barrier between His life in His [space and] 

time and their life in their [space and] times, the initiation of His lordship as the Lord of all 

[space and] time.”
817

 Therefore, “…all men are in Him the One, and…He the One is in them, 

He the One in the midst of them.”
818

  

 How is the Son, crucified and raised there and then, present as the Reconciling Lord to 

all people of all places and times? This asks how everything accomplished in His death is 

made a present reality for people everywhere and in every age; or how the sinner’s place is 

altered by the presence and place of this Crucified and Risen One. Specifically, what 

spatiality is proper to Jesus Christ in “His living presence, His parousia in the direct form of 

Easter”? And what further distinctions exist in His spatiality revealed in that forty day period 

between resurrection and ascension from other forms of His presence? Already fully achieved 
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through His death, this new Easter form becomes the basis of all subsequent forms of His 

presence where “…He was no longer, or not yet again, directly revealed and visible and 

audible and perceptible (as He had been)…to His disciples, the community, or the world…” 

After the resurrection, Jesus Christ is not spatial, or present in relation and distinction, in the 

same human form He took to Himself in the incarnation representing the ‘old man’. That 

dying form or deadly place of the sinner has been put to death once and for all in Christ’s 

death. Nevertheless, in one sense, He is directly revealed and present “…in the divine verdict 

pronounced in that [resurrection] event and received by [the disciples], but not without the 

mediation of recollection, tradition and proclamation…”
819

 It is by the Holy Spirit’s power 

that Jesus Christ is truly, directly present in and as God’s living Word spoken in the event 

itself, the ongoing revelation of the event, and the corresponding human word giving witness 

to this Word and event.  

In His Easter spatiality entailing His relation-forming presence as the Crucified and 

Risen, Jesus Christ reveals various ways He is present: first, the form of His Easter 

appearances to the disciples in the forty day period after His death; second, the form seen in 

His ascension signifying “…His exaltation to the right hand of God…His transition to a 

presence which is eternal and therefore embraces all times”;
820

 third, the form in which He is 

“directly present and revealed and active in the community” by the Spirit’s mediation; and 

fourth, the eschatological form of His second coming.
821

 Noteworthy is Barth’s temporal 

framework (based on the ontological reality) regarding atonement efficacy for all people in 

every place and age, whereas mine, clearly, is spatial. Each explores how Jesus Christ is 

present to us (along with His works and their effects, as inseparable from His being), which 

involves both spatial and temporal aspects proper to creaturely existence in this creation. 

While distinct, these aspects are inseparable in the present creaturely realm, so their meanings 

tend to overlap. Regardless, Barth’s point is unmistakable: everything, especially the divine-

human relationship and the creaturely space-time realm in which it unfolds, is invested with 

new meaning for us. This results from our new participation in the reality already actualized, 

revealed and made effective in the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus Christ as the 

fulfillment of God’s original purpose. 

 Such participation includes Jesus Christ’s “community in the world”, acknowledging 

and giving witness to His life, death and resurrection in view of “His presence and revelation 
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in the forty days”.
822

 His community acknowledges the Crucified and Resurrected as “…the 

One who for us took His place for ever at the right hand of the Father, who therefore lives and 

reigns in every age, who from there speaks and acts and works on earth, in human history, by 

His Spirit…”
823

 It further acknowledges “…He is no longer present and revealed to its own 

time as He once was in the forty days, but in a way which does not correspond to that type 

and form and appearance.” This, for Barth, is “the time of the new present of the Crucified”, 

the time of His community. The effect of His reconciling presence and work is never past 

since in it He encounters every person of every age. His time is always present because He is 

always present, in relation and distinction through His Spirit. The risen and ascended Lord is 

everyone’s “Contemporary”.  

What matters is His living existence in the community and therefore in the world. 

What matters is His history as it has indeed happened but as it is present and not 

past…It is a matter of living with Him the living One, and therefore of participating in 

His history as the history of the salvation of the world and our own salvation…It is a 

matter of discovering and receiving as the life of all men and our own life…that life of 

His which is the life of the Son of God in the place of all men and as the Mediator 

between all men and God.
824

 

 

Acting in our old place, the sinner’s former life was nailed to the cross and destroyed; the new 

righteous life before God was raised from its destruction. In Jesus Christ, both this death and 

this life are given to us to “stand in this [new, altered] place” gratefully receiving and sharing 

in God’s grace.
825

 

 Living into the reality of His new existence and place, the community looks forward to 

His future return, “…awaiting and expecting the coming of the Lord in His new Easter form, 

understanding Him in that way too as the One who is already present…today and here.”
826

   

His past presence, what He was and did, is revealed and understood in view of what He is and 

does in His provisional Easter presence as declared in the divine verdict; and the 

“eschatological aspect” included in His Easter presence means the community also 

“…reach[es] forward to a new…different…complete and definitive form of His presence…to 

a new form of life with Him.” The time of the community is thus “…a time between the 

                                                 
822

 Barth, CD IV/1, 320. For an attempt at constructing a doctrine of missiology as an attribute of God with 

reference to Barth’s doctrine of election, see Stephen R. Holmes, “Trinitarian Missiology: Towards a Theology 

of God as Missionary,” International Journal of Systematic Theology 8, no. 1 (January 2006) 72-90. 
823

 Barth, CD IV/1, 320. 
824

 Barth, CD IV/1, 320. 
825

 Barth, CD IV/1, 322. 
826

 Barth, CD IV/1, 322. 



167 

   

 

times…between a first and present form of His presence and a form which is still to come but 

will come…”
827

  

 Hence, Jesus Christ as Reconciler is present with us in the constancy of His being, 

while the way He is present differs. The constancy of God means “The one, omnipresent God 

remains the One He is” precisely in a multitude of forms.
828

 Barth specifies: 

The differentiation of the times does not, of course, affect as such the action and 

revelation of the Crucified as He was made eternal and therefore always present in His 

resurrection and for every age from the days of His resurrection…But the differentiation 

of the times does affect the manner of the making present of the Crucified and His 

living word and effective action…
829

 

 

The wealth of forms His reconciling presence takes with us encompasses past, present and 

future: His life ending in death on the cross and in the tomb, in humiliation; His new 

provisional life seen in His Easter appearances to the disciples; His ascension to the right hand 

of the Father in heaven, in exaltation; His presence in the community and world by the Holy 

Spirit in God’s Word and human proclamation; and His future parousia in glory. The 

objective place of our reconciliation is finished indeed; God’s kingdom has come. In Christ, 

we can be citizens of this kingdom already, although the current form and manifestation of 

being mutually present in ordered relation and distinction are provisional, yet to be completed 

by Him in His final return. In the twofold act of the Son’s crucifixion and resurrection, God is 

revealed to be present not as a “…non-spatial and timeless being of certain general truths, 

orders and relationships…”
830

 In the Son and without ceasing to be God, He actually is and 

becomes and will be human, having reconciled the world with Himself according to His 

reconciling spatiality for the most personal fellowship possible.  

 Returning to Barth’s earlier question regarding “…the incompatibility of the existence 

of Jesus Christ with us and us with Him, the impossibility of the co-existence of His divine-

human actuality and action and our sinfully human being and activity…” Barth asks, “…what 

will become of us if the real presence of Jesus Christ is going to be a fact in our time and 

therefore in the sphere of our existence?” Simply stated, “Where are we now?” Since all 

sinners have died with Christ, they are now “…those who have a place with Jesus Christ, who 

do in fact belong to Him because He belongs to them, who are not only there, but as the men 
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they are can be there as His…” 
831

 God’s “No” to our old place is for the sake of His “Yes” to 

a new place for all in Jesus Christ.
832

 For  

…as the Son of the Father He posited Himself for us – really for us and for our 

salvation – to suffer in our place the divine rejection, the divine No, the divine 

judgment, and faithful to His election to fulfil the divine Yes, the divine grace. As the 

One who has done this He was raised again from the dead by the life-giving Spirit… 

He lives…as the word of the divine assent, as God’s permission and command that as 

the sinners we are we should be there with Him…Because Jesus Christ the Crucified is 

risen again and lives there is room for us…
833

 

 

 The resurrection of Jesus Christ is God’s gracious act in which the Father gives new 

life, the Son receives that life and the Holy Spirit “mediates His action and revelation”. As 

such, it is “…the sure and unequivocally transcendent place, the true other side here on this 

side…” Taking place within the creaturely realm as a pure divine act without any human 

cooperation, this new place transcends the “not yet” of the current place offering glimpses of 

its eschatological reality already secured in His own place. From this transcendent place of 

resurrection, we look back to our past place, dead and gone, and ahead to the already 

perfected yet future place. Both places, actualized in Jesus Christ, determine our new place in 

movement from one to the other, from death to new life. Therefore, “‘Jesus lives’” includes 

“‘and I with Him.’” In the election of Jesus Christ, God “has also elected and loved” all 

human beings from eternity.
834

 His reconciling spatiality is the ground of our reconciled 

spatiality; we can be co-present with Him in relation and distinction in various ways as 

appropriate to His reconciling Person and work, and what we become in Him as new 

reconciled human beings. This concerns the corresponding dialectical movement and reality 

concerning the spatiality proper to God the Son that takes place in the form of His exaltation 

to God as the true human creature.  

 

3.  Our Participation In God’s Place 

 Simultaneous with God’s gracious ‘downward’ movement to our place that He 

destroyed and recreated, Barth describes a corresponding movement back to God’s place. 

These two aspects comprise what is actually one unified movement by God for us, the 

atonement event in Jesus Christ. The first aspect of God’s movement to us concerns His going 

out from His own space into our lowly place. Such humiliation shows that “…without ceasing 
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to be true God, in the full possession and exercise of His true deity, God went into the far 

country by becoming man in His second…mode of being as the Son – the far country not only 

of human creatureliness but also of human corruption and perdition.”
835

 The Son’s journey 

from the Father to us reveals He is our God while, simultaneously, the Son’s journey back to 

the Father with us reveals we are His people. “…[A]s God condescends and humbles Himself 

to man and becomes man, man himself is exalted, not as God or like God, but to God, being 

placed at His side, not in identity, but in true fellowship with Him, and becoming a new man 

in this exaltation and fellowship.”
836

 Living co-present with God in relation and distinction 

suggests no retreat into “isolation…a certain spatial withdrawal from the world”, like the 

Church’s monastic movement.
837

 For God Himself is not “isolated or alone”.
838

 Rather, Jesus 

Christ’s exaltation forms “the type and basis” of our own exaltation and reordered spatiality, 

based in His gracious election, though with necessary distinctions.
839

 As true God He shares 

His being with Father and Spirit; as true human He shares our human nature. He becomes like 

us, taking upon Himself our creatureliness and our corruption by sin and death. But in this 

likeness He is also unlike us: He is human but only as God, and in His humanity He Himself 

does not sin.
840

 The particularity of His life and history is totally unique, for only in His 

history is humanity exalted to the side of God, to the place it does not belong, in intimate co-

presence with God it does not merit.
841

 In what does this exaltation consist and what 

distinctive spatial characteristics of God and human beings are actualized and demonstrated in 

it? The One true Human who returns home to God’s place and, as Man, sits in His unique 

place on God’s throne, reveals the dynamic existence from humiliation here to exaltation 

there, and so the unique spatiality of the Reconciler. 

 

3.1.  God, as One of Us, Returns to His Own Place 

 The second of the two aspects of God’s movement toward us as it takes place in the 

historical existence of Jesus Christ involves His return from our place, as one of us, back to 

His own exalted place: 

…without ceasing to be man, but assumed and accepted in his creatureliness and 

corruption by the Son of God, man – this one Son of Man – returned home to where 
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He belonged, to His place as true man, to fellowship with God, to relationship with 

His fellows, to the ordering of His inward and outward existence, to the fulness of His 

time for which He was made, to the presence and enjoyment of the salvation for which 

He was destined.
842

 

 

The event of this “exchange” is the existence of Jesus Christ: the Son of God departs as a 

Servant, sent by His Father to descend to our alien place so the Son of Man may return as 

Lord, ascending to God’s lofty place.
843

 This exchange includes those places where the sinner 

turns away from God, disrupting their mutual presence or his spatiality, and is turned back to 

Him for renewed fellowship in his new spatiality, according to the reconciling spatiality of the 

Son.  

Barth asks, “How does [God] really take our place as the Son and in the power of 

God” in this entire movement?
844

 What is the humanity that God assumes in His second mode 

of being in this event and what effect does that have on our humanity? With His movement in 

exaltation He activates the creature’s movement from his own place to God’s place, “…from 

below to above, from the earth which is his own sphere, created good by God and darkened 

by himself, to heaven which is the most proper sphere of God…”, from his place of 

opposition to God to God’s place of peace and fellowship.
845

 The Word addressed to us in the 

form of divine humiliation is answered by the obedient existence of that same Word, exalting 

the creature, glorifying God, thus reconciling them to be co-present in proper relation and 

distinction. What does the humanity of God mean and what is the spatiality proper to it? 

Three areas are explored, following Barth, concerning its origin and reality in God’s election 

of grace, its actualization in the incarnation event, and its revelatory basis in Jesus’ 

resurrection and ascension.
846

 

First and briefly, for Barth, the basis of all God’s ways and works is His eternal 

election of grace, which has as its primary content the “true humanity of Jesus Christ, as the 

humanity of the Son”. As “the purpose” of God’s will and the “sum of all divine 

purposes…[it]…limits and determines all other occurrences.”
847

 Even in this provisional 

form, His humanity is the ultimate actualization of God’s spatiality in His second mode of 

being, having freely chosen to be mutually present to Himself and to us in this particular and 

eternal way, in ordered relation and distinction. His Self-election and Self-determination for 
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us in the Son includes our election and determination for Him; His reconciling spatiality 

includes our reconciled spatiality. He elected Himself for rejection in the place of the sinner 

who is elected “to participation in His own holiness and glory” in His own place. As the Son 

of God, Jesus Christ elects the human and so His own humiliation; as the Son of Man He is 

elected by God, so to His own exaltation. All of God’s ways and works serve to execute and 

reveal this “twofold predestination” in Jesus Christ.
848

  

That His humanity is based in God’s gracious election means already in that decision 

“God was not alone… without man” but that “man should be there for God and in His 

presence,…loved by Him and love Him in return…” As such, “The man who by the grace of 

God is directed to the grace of God, and therefore exalted and caught up in this homeward 

movement is not one who comes late on the scene…He does not exist only secondarily.”
849

 

Rather, in God’s election of grace “…he is with God’s Son the first, i.e., the primary object 

and content of the primal and basic will of God.” Already existing before creation, this human 

is “really before and with God”. Therefore, “At no level or time can we have to do with God 

without having also to do with this man.”
850

 Scriptural references about the Son’s 

predestination do not indicate an abstract “logos asarkos” for Barth, but “an anticipation of 

the incarnate Logos”.
851

 The Son of Man’s election is “His election to a fellowship with God 

corresponding to God’s fellowship with Him,…to His wonderful exaltation to be the faithful 

covenant-partner of God,…to His participation in His own, eternal life.”
852

 His election 

includes His Self-determination to be a spatial being, existing in mutual presence in ordered 

relation and distinction with Himself, fully God who is also fully human, and with all humans 

represented in Him. Thus, the historical existence of Jesus is not “a mere economy of only 

provisional and practical significance”; indeed, “…the true humanity of Jesus Christ 

is…primarily and finally basic – an absolutely necessary concept – in exactly the same and 

not a lesser sense than that of His true deity.”
853

 Rooted in God’s election “…as God sees it 

the fellowship of man with Himself is just as basically serious as His own fellowship with 

man.”
854

 According to His election of grace, the spatiality most proper to this Self-electing 

God is to be in fellowship with His Self-elect human; and the spatiality most proper to the 
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elect human is to be in fellowship with this God. The way God is God is to be omnipresent 

with this human.  

The object of God’s gracious election is the human with this particular spatiality, Jesus 

Christ, “the true Man”. His spatial existence determines the spatial existence of all humans, in 

His election all are elect, and His history of salvation is their own. In His atoning work, He is 

the Mediator “representing God to them and them to God.”
855

 The spatiality of this true Man 

entails being present in ordered relation and distinction with both God and humans. True 

humanity is revealed in the existence of this true Human. Given, actualized and revealed in 

Him, the spatiality proper to all human beings consists in being genuinely present with God in 

relation and distinction as His elect and exalted creature, and with one another as co-creatures 

before God.  

Considering now in detail what the humanity of God and the spatiality proper to it 

entail, the second point concerns the actualization and revelation of the Son’s incarnation in 

creaturely space, which is grounded in and corresponds to His election for it in God’s space. 

Actualizing and revealing Himself “as the One He is”, the God-man, the incarnation is the 

personal property or characteristic of God in His second mode of being, which includes His 

incarnated spatiality.
856

 What God “freely resolved from eternity” in His own space He 

“freely executed in time” in our space. Therefore, that God becomes human or assumes “a 

being as human into unity with His being as God”
857

 reveals a divine humility that cannot be 

“…alien to the nature of the true God, but supremely proper to Him in His mode of being as 

the Son.”
858

 Proper to the spatiality of the exalted Jesus Christ, such humility is also proper to 

the spatiality of those who are exalted in Him and given their spatiality in His. To be present 

with God and others in relation and distinction means to be humble before God and others 

even in exaltation. 

Furthermore, “Reconciled man is originally the man Jesus” and vice versa, “…because 

and as God Himself, without ceasing to be God, willed to be [in God’s space] and actually 

became [in our space]…this man Jesus.” Our reconciliation with God completely depends 

upon both His “full likeness to us” as a human being and “only in this likeness unlike us” as 

God.
859

 The incarnation of this particular man is the event of “a being which does not cease as 
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such to be a becoming” in its own reality or in its effect for others.
860

 For humanity, it 

“…signifies the promise of the basic alteration and determination of what we all are as 

men.”
861

 Our spatiality will become new, reflecting what is already actualized in the 

Reconciler, which enables us to share in His own exalted co-presence with God and others. So 

our spatiality will be similar to and different from His spatiality, due to His likeness as Son of 

Man but unlikeness as Son of God.  

The “real exaltation of human nature” occurs with the uniting of human nature with 

divine nature in Jesus Christ.
862

 Decisive is Barth’s focus on the single Subject of the 

hypostatic union that occurs when the Son of God takes human nature to Himself and 

becomes a man as God. This is a “…union in that two-sided participation, the communio 

naturarum…in the one Subject Jesus Christ…”
863

 Barth’s use of the anhypostasis-

enhypostasis description of the human nature of Jesus Christ in combination with his doctrine 

of election suggests that from God’s primal decision onward, neither divine nor human nature 

exists in isolation but only in this one divine-human Subject in His divine-human unity (either 

in anticipation or actualization); so neither can be separated from Him or left behind as in 

some kenotic Christologies.
864

 A genuine and “mutual participation”, there is “no element of 

human essence which is unaffected by or excluded from its existence in and with the Son of 

God, and therefore from union with and participation in this divine essence.”
865

 Additionally, 

Barth maintains no direct communication of attributes from one nature to the other as in 

Lutheran Christology; rather, they remain distinct, being indirectly mediated by the one 

Subject in whom they subsist.
866

 Thus, even in this union humanity never becomes divinity, 
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not in Jesus Christ, certainly not in others. So, reconciled and exalted human spatiality entails 

presence in genuine distinction from God.  

The reality of two natures in Jesus Christ also does not constitute a duality. As the 

single Subject existing in two natures, He “pre-existed as such in the divine counsel.”
867

 The 

human nature is given in and with the decision and act of the one God who, in His divine-

human mode of being is this Subject. The God-man is not a third thing existing in isolation or 

distinction from the two natures, nor of their mixture, but is itself the God-human in the unity 

of His divine and human natures.
868

 In this union of natures, His only existence, He is the one 

Subject of incarnation and atonement. Therefore, reconciled human spatiality entails being 

present in genuine relation with God and others. For the Subject who acts in these events is 

not simply His divine nature. Barth is very clear there is no abstract Godhead above and 

beyond His revealed being in three modes. 

For Godhead, divine nature, divine essence does not exist and is not actual in and for 

itself. Even Godhead exists only in and with the existence of Father, Son and Holy 

Ghost, only as the common predicate of this triune Subject in its mode of 

existence….Godhead with all the perfections proper to it, is only the modus in which 

He is…The Godhead as such has no existence. It is not real. It has no being or 

activity.
869

  

 

If Jesus Christ is not identical to the one true God, then there is another deity hidden and 

superior to Him. The atonement wrought in Him, along with our knowledge of it, is rendered 

ineffective since no longer grounded objectively in God’s own being. However, where Jesus 

Christ is and acts, He is and does so as the fully divine and fully human One in an appropriate 

cooperation of genuine divine and human wills, energies and natures that occur in the One 

divine-human Subject. Similarly, the one work of this particular and singular being in act is 

simultaneously a genuinely divine work and a genuinely human work in cooperation.   

As the Son of God “of divine and human natures, He is the Son of Man, the true 

man.”
870

 Because conjoined to His divine nature, the “new and true man” means that human 

nature is truly exalted once for all “to Him, to His side, to fellowship with His Son in His 

divine essence.”
871

 It is not that He is only divine as Son of God and as Son of Man He is only 

human. Rather, as Son of God, He is both divine and human and as Son of Man He is also 
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both. Barth’s emphasis on the former is that God became human and the latter, that God 

became man. Both titles entail both natures conjoined as His single, unique existence or event. 

This also describes one aspect of the spatiality unique to Jesus Christ, occurring as His own 

singular existence; divine is perfectly present to human and human is perfectly present to 

divine in the closest possible and actualized properly ordered relation and distinction in the 

being of this one Subject, the God-man in His divine-human unity. The spatiality proper to all 

other humans is derived from and a type of His, but nonetheless different. Our spatiality is the 

human characteristic to be mutually present in fully reconciled relation and distinction with 

God and other humans, which is possible only through this reconciling Mediator. In Jesus 

Christ, the Subject of the union mediates the two natures in His own existence, uniting them 

while maintaining their distinction. He also turns to us, mediating our presence in appropriate 

relation and distinction with God. So His spatiality and relationship with God is direct in 

Himself while ours are mediated or indirect as we participate in His existence; and both are 

established and maintained by His Spirit.   

 Barth further explains that the order of participation of the two natures in Jesus Christ 

is irreversible. Since divinity is “originally proper to Him” and humanity is “adopted by 

Him”, this suggests that “the determination of His divine essence is to His human, and the 

determination of His human essence from His divine.”
872

 Giving is proper to His divine 

nature; receiving is proper to His human nature. Yet receiving is also characteristic of His 

unique being as the Son who receives the commands of the Father and receives the distinct 

human nature in unity with His divine nature. Unique to the second mode of God’s being, the 

God-man in His divine-human unity, is this personal property of receiving. This holds true for 

His spatiality also; from God He receives His characteristic to be present in relation and 

distinction with God and with others as a human creature. And from Him we receive our 

spatiality. 

Turning toward the human as God, He elects and creates the human for participation 

in His life. Such participation does not entail divinization: human nature does not become 

divine nature. Even in Jesus Christ the human nature remains distinctly human. The 

movement of God toward the human occurs originally in Jesus Christ in His election and 

corresponding incarnation and atonement; it happens for other humans in Him through His 

Spirit. In Jesus Christ, God takes to Himself the totality of human existence in sin and death 

and gives to humans a new justified, but still human existence, also in Christ. This reveals that 
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the communication of attributes of each nature in Jesus Christ occurs only from each nature to 

the Subject of the union, to Jesus Christ. No mixing of the two occurs. The human nature 

retains all attributes and characteristics proper to humanity and the divine nature retains what 

is proper to divinity. Both take place in the event which is the existence of this one “God-

man” in his “divine-human” unity.
873

 His human nature has no existence except conjoined to 

His divine nature, just as, from God’s election of grace eternally onward, His divine nature 

has no other existence except in unity with this human nature (either by anticipation or 

incarnation). His unique divine-human spatial existence originally participates in God’s life so 

that through it humanity may also be exalted to participate in God’s life. 

 In this original sense, then, and without confusing the two distinct natures, Barth can 

even say, “As very man Jesus Himself is the Son of God and therefore of divine essence, God 

by nature.”
874

 Humiliation of His divine nature occurs in this union with His human nature, 

fulfilling His divine spatiality; and exaltation of the human nature is not divinization but being 

placed “in perfect fellowship with the divine essence”, fulfilling His human spatiality. 

Furthermore, His human nature, united with His divine nature and so exalted in that union, is 

“…set at the side of the Father, brought into perfect fellowship with Him, filled and directed 

by the Holy Spirit, and in full harmony with the divine essence common to Father, Son and 

Holy Spirit.”
875

 The spatiality of Jesus Christ in His existence in two natures is unique to His 

mode of God’s being, the mystery of the hypostatic union. His being, and the spatiality proper 

to it for direct, personal, intimate fellowship uniting God and humans, is precisely the 

ontological basis of the reconciled, exalted, receptive spatiality proper to humanity. It is 

actualized differently and indirectly in us since He alone is the God-human. The character of 

His spatiality in the triunity of God is identical with the Father and the Spirit in the common 

divinity, yet distinct in His election, assumption, and atonement of flesh. 

 Since both natures exist in the unity that is the one Subject, Jesus Christ, the attributes 

of the human nature and the perfections of the divine nature are both wholly proper to Him as 

the single Subject. Divine omnipresence is just as proper to Him as are human limitations and 

“…susceptibility to temptation…suffering…mortality… abandonment to nothingness…and 

its character as ‘flesh’”, though these attributes are neither mixed, nor improperly assigned to 

each other.
876

 Thus, human nature does not employ divine powers of omnipresence or 
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omniscience but is fully limited by its creatureliness (and fallenness), like all human beings. 

The single Subject exists in genuine cooperation of both wills, energies and natures such that 

each nature retains its proper distinctions even as, together, they constitute His one being and 

His one work, according to God’s gracious election of this God-man.  

Therefore, the sovereignty of God dwells in His creaturely dependence as the Son of 

Man, the eternity of God in His temporal uniqueness, the omnipresence of God in His 

spatial limitation, the omnipotence of God in His weakness, the glory of God in His 

possibility and mortality, the holiness and righteousness of God in His adamic 

bondages and fleshliness – in short, the unity and totality of the divine…with the 

humanity in the one Jesus Christ.
877

 

 

The reconciling spatiality of this Reconciler means that in Him God is properly present with 

the human in relation and distinction to give creaturely and justified participation in the divine 

life, and that the human is properly present with God in relation and distinction to receive 

creaturely and justified participation in that exalted divine life. 

Additionally, Jesus Christ’s divine nature includes its indivisible totality since “…each 

perfection of God [is] itself the perfection of His whole essence, and therefore in any 

modification the sum and substance of all others”
878

 Nothing proper to deity is omitted or 

altered when the totality of humanity, also omitting nothing nor altered, is added to it in Jesus 

Christ. 

The Son of Man exists only in His identity with the Son of God, and His human 

essence only in its confrontation with His divine. Its determination by the electing 

grace of God is not only its first but also its last and total and exclusive determination. 

It is human essence, but effectively confronted with the divine…so that without itself 

becoming divine it is an essence which exists in and with God…
879

 

 

True human spatiality is realized only in confrontation with genuine divine spatiality. 

As the actualization of God’s election of grace, the incarnation of Jesus Christ reveals 

the heart of God’s gracious will, the effective confronting, the personal fellowship of divine 

and human as it occurs in Him, and in Him for all others. “…[T]he One who in Jesus Christ is 

present in human nature is the Son of God,…the Son is present as this man is present, and... 

this man is none other than the Son.”
880

 God’s spatiality, revealed in Jesus Christ, is the 

perfection to be personally present to that which neither is nor becomes divine, thus 

preserving their distinctions in the unity of intimate fellowship. Since the divine God 
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originally receives humanity into His own being, where it concerns the hypostatic union of 

Jesus Christ and the corresponding uniting of humans with God in reconciliation, the primary 

property of divine nature is to give grace and the primary property of human nature is to 

receive that grace. In Jesus Christ, divine and human are perfectly co-present in ordered 

relation and distinction, actualizing and revealing the origin, reality and goal of reconciliation 

between God and the world, and thus the spatiality proper to God and humans for union in 

Him. 

Regarding His work, Barth notes that the exaltation of His human nature means it 

corresponds to the grace of God in its gratitude and conformity to the divine will, so “to the 

obedience in whose exercise…is…true human freedom.”
881

 In Jesus Christ this is the 

“sinlessness” of His human nature.
882

 It is “…not a condition of His being as man, but the 

human act of His life working itself out in this way from its origin.”
883

 The determination of 

His human nature by God’s electing grace does not mean “He could not sin as a man, 

but…[as a] participant in our sinful essence, He did not will to sin and did not sin.”
884

 

Corresponding to His election and determined spatiality, He exercised His freedom to obey 

the will of God and remain present with God in proper relation and distinction. Although He 

is not like us in this He actually confirms His solidarity with us in His sinless existence; He 

partakes in “the fellowship with our true human essence” and spatiality that we disrupt by our 

disobedience and sinfulness.
885

  

Perfect spatiality is His not just in His divine nature but also in His actual human 

existence of perfect obedience to God. As Mediator between God and humans He makes each 

perfectly present to the other in His own existence. “In Him, in His action, a decision is made 

for and concerning them all. As the Son of God He has power to act in the place of God and 

in our place…” for He is “…the Executor of the divine will and decree in the place of God, 

the One who acts in our place and for and to us all…”
886

 When the Son of God goes into the 

far country and returns home as the Son of Man, “…what He places in the closest proximity 

to God from the greatest distance is the human essence assumed by Him…into an inward and 
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indestructible fellowship with His Godhead.”
887

 Existence in such determined and ordered 

‘proximity at a distance’ is the spatiality unique to Jesus Christ. 

Moreover, “Already in the eternal will and decree of God He was not to be, nor did He 

will to be, God only, but Immanuel, God with man and, in fulfilment of this ‘with’ according 

to the free choice of His grace, this man, Jesus of Nazareth.”
888

 In the corresponding act in 

creaturely space, He bound Himself eternally with human nature so even “…in its very 

creatureliness, [His human nature] is placed at the side of the Creator…”
889

 God’s primal 

decision and election of grace in Jesus Christ contain and reveal His purpose, direction and 

goal: “God becomes man in order that man may – not become God, but come to God.”
890

 

Spatiality is the divine perfection under which God’s primal desire to be God in intimate 

relationship with humans is clearly revealed in its actualization in the Person and work of 

Jesus Christ. Appropriate to each, both natures cooperate in the single work of the one Subject 

to fulfill the will of God for reconciled mutual presence in relation and distinction with 

humans. For it is only “…where the divine rules…reveals and gives that the human 

serves…attests and mediates.”
891

 Divine spatiality graciously determines, directs and gives to 

the human its proper spatiality as grateful, obedient response, for the goal of eternal existence 

in rightly reordered mutual presence in relation and distinction between God and humans. 

In summary, the incarnation is God’s majestic act in which He takes human nature 

into union with His divine nature in the second mode of being, and becomes the man, Jesus of 

Nazareth, in creaturely space. Uniting disparate natures results in divine humiliation for 

human exaltation and genuine participation of each nature in the Person, Jesus Christ. Human 

nature, exalted in Him, works in common with divine nature to fulfill the will of God’s decree 

and election of grace in creaturely space. This exaltation is not to deification but to “perfect 

fellowship with Himself”, the goal of God’s Self-determination and creative act that reveals 

divine and human spatiality. All humans are included in Jesus Christ. The human nature He 

assumes entails our creatureliness, being present in properly limited, ordered relation and 

distinction, but also its ‘fleshly’ nature of sin in opposition to God, being present in improper, 

chaotic relation and greater distinction. He eradicates all that is “alien” in our relationship 

with God, replacing it with His own perfect fellowship with God. The Son has returned home; 
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“The true man is already present.”
892

 What is finished in Him is promised to us, reconciliation 

to God for perfect fellowship in Him or being mutually present in reconciled relation and 

distinction by receiving a share in His life. Our only appropriate response to God coming to us 

is to go to God. This “great divine direction” is Jesus Christ’s dynamic existence, given to all 

humans. Being perfectly co-present with God and humans, He comes to us from God as Son 

of God in order to take us back to God as Son of Man. We follow this divine direction given 

in His existence: based in God’s election of grace and Self-determination in His space, 

historically fulfilled in the incarnation in creaturely space, and revealed in the resurrection and 

ascension, from creaturely space to God’s space.
893

  

Exploring God’s act of the Son’s incarnation increases our understanding of God’s 

spatiality. First, as a perfection of God’s own being, so inseparable from God’s primal 

decision of Self-determination and election of grace, God’s spatiality is one divine 

characteristic that reveals the very heart of God’s intention for the world. Because Jesus 

Christ is the content of that election, it is supremely actualized and revealed in our space that 

perfect fellowship between God and humans is the goal of all God’s gracious acts and ways. 

Uniting Himself with human nature to achieve the closet possible union while maintaining 

their distinctions shows the way in which God is spatial in His second mode of being. His 

spatiality is similar to other humans’ spatiality because He shares the same human nature, yet 

distinct because He is human as God. The way He, as a man, is spatial or present to God 

determines how others are spatial or present to God for fellowship, as creatures and sinners. 

That His journey is completed, having returned home to His rightful place in His Father’s 

space, is the promise, revealed in His resurrection and ascension, that our spatiality is being 

perfected as we follow His direction, which leads us to genuine, if provisional, fellowship 

with God that will one day be fully realized. 

The third aspect of God’s humanity in Jesus Christ concerns the spatial character of 

His incarnation as revelation. The objective reality of His incarnation, His being and work, is 

the completely new and singular divine work that reveals God’s true being, work and will. 

The subjective reality is our knowledge of the incarnation given in new divine acts that 

correspond to the objective event as its content. Both occur by the power of the Holy Spirit 

and both are the event of God’s gracious presence. The noetic event in its “secondary 

character of revelation” is a “perfect analogy” of the ontic event in its “primary character of 

                                                 
892

 Barth, CD IV/2, 117. 
893

 Barth, CD IV/2, 118. 



181 

   

 

revelation”.
894

 The incarnation as the Self-revelation of Jesus Christ is a once for all, 

unrepeatable event; the revelation to people of that original revelation in Jesus Christ is the 

ongoing work of the awakening power of the Holy Spirit. As “…the powerful and effective 

presence of Jesus Christ Himself”, the Spirit enables people to acknowledge, receive and 

respond to His presence.
895

 In both forms, in His own flesh and in our knowledge of Him, 

“…Jesus Christ encounters and approaches men who are far from Him, who cannot see and 

hear Him, but live somewhere and somehow in the world in isolation from Him…” He does 

this through His Spirit so they may know Him as He is and be restored to fellowship with 

God. Thus, “…the Holy Spirit is the coming of Jesus Christ Himself, and His witness is this 

disclosure to men concerning themselves, He and His witness are…the self-revelation of 

Jesus Christ and as such the basis of the knowledge of Jesus Christ.”
896

 This knowledge 

reveals that the Son of God came to and for them as one of them, the Son of Man, Jesus of 

Nazareth, to be “freed by Jesus Christ for Jesus Christ.”
897

 Not only the incarnation itself, but 

the ongoing concrete revelation of it continues to actualize God’s spatiality and to activate or 

effect the recipients’ reconciled spatiality for the purpose of dynamic fellowship. His promise 

to be with us always is being fulfilled in a way that we may be with Him also. 

 Knowledge of Jesus Christ as revealed in His Self-witness through His Spirit must be 

given its “proper place”.
898

 That Jesus Christ “indirectly” attests Himself to us through His 

Spirit does not mean it is ineffective or a lesser revelation. Nor does it imply we can possess 

this knowledge by possessing this Spirit of Jesus Christ. The Spirit’s divine witness has Jesus 

Christ as its “content…origin and goal”; “He does not bear witness to Himself.”
899

 Rather, the 

Spirit’s witness is the fulfillment and accomplishment of Jesus Christ’s Self-witness. What 

the Spirit accomplished in Jesus Christ’s own incarnation will be revealed by that same Spirit, 

and actualized in a new community and its members. Giving proper place to this divine 

witness by the Spirit manifests the ongoing execution of God’s election of grace for 

fellowship through the actualization of this new form of divine spatiality within creaturely 

space. 

In the Spirit’s witness, Jesus Christ attests Himself as the Risen and Ascended One. 

Having lived and been put to death, this One has risen and ascended into heaven. Adding 
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nothing to the completed event of His existence in humiliation and exaltation, this witness is a 

revealing of what was hidden, a “lifting of the veil” so He might be known as the One He is, 

Reconciler of the world.
900

 The revelation of His resurrection and ascension recalls the 

incarnation and atonement already fulfilled in Christ while anticipating what is yet to be fully 

realized in creation, the divine goal of reconciliation with God. All these events taking place 

in creaturely space involve the personal encounter of God with humans, according to their 

respective spatiality. The resurrection reveals Jesus Christ as the One He was, alive again.  

What God willed and wills and will will as the Lord of the covenant, who from all 

eternity determined Himself for man and man for Himself, is no longer hidden in His 

counsel, or true only in heaven, or only actualised objectively on earth, but as 

actualised truth it is now declared to the world, imparted by God Himself to the man 

for whom He willed and did it. This declaration and impartation of the will and act of 

God is the event of the resurrection and ascension of Jesus Christ.
901

  

 

From this event, knowledge of God’s love and gracious will is given, leading to 

response of love for Him. The character of God’s spatiality as love – both loving and creating 

love in the loved one – is seen in this work of the Spirit of Jesus Christ. His spatiality and love 

are determined by His election of grace and directed to its goal of reconciled fellowship. Like 

the events themselves, revelation of the resurrection and ascension are miraculous acts of 

God, creating receptivity and response in those given it. They are given a type of participation 

in the events themselves when they also are made aware of their deadly place and receive 

their new place, being exalted in Christ to fellowship with the Father through the Spirit.  

The “history of revelation”
902

 begins with the resurrection of Jesus from the place of 

the dead, those judged and condemned by their sin and its consequences, “wrapped in total 

concealment”, so unknown.
903

 From the place of no return, Jesus Himself returned. Awakened 

to new life by the Father, He is made known. The ascension is the end of this history, when 

He went to “…the absolutely inaccessible place…the hidden sphere…to God…placed as man 

at the side of God in direct fellowship with Him in full participation of His glory.”
904

 He went 

into heaven, the created “…dwelling place of God in the world…the place of His throne, from 
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which He acts as Creator, Reconciler and Redeemer…”
905

 While not the proper place for 

humans apart from divine grace, it becomes that in the ascension of this man; God is present 

there with this human. He does not ascend to deification or assumption into the Godhead 

which was “…unnecessary for Him as the Son of God and impossible for Him as the Son of 

Man…”
906

 Jesus Christ went home to the Father, revealed to some as the Lord in His 

resurrection and ascension. He is the Royal Man who reigns on God’s throne in heaven. From 

this heavenly place He will send His Spirit as His presence and action in the earthly place 

until He comes again to be present in the flesh. In the humiliation of the Son of God that was 

the exaltation of the Son of Man, He was put to death, raised to new life and ascended to the 

side of the Father for perfect fellowship with Him. The event that is the being and existence of 

Jesus Christ becomes a corresponding event in its revelation to and actualization in us by the 

Holy Spirit. In the reconciling spatiality of God the Son as the Reconciler between God and 

fallen human beings, the full exercise of divine spatiality and the human spatiality enabled by 

it is realized and revealed. How, and to what end, the reconciliation accomplished in Jesus 

Christ is made effective for us as His community through the redeeming spatiality of God’s 

Holy Spirit is the subject of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

THE REDEEMING SPATIALITY OF GOD THE HOLY SPIRIT 

 

Chapter Six discusses some material projected by Karl Barth to be in Volume V of his Church 

Dogmatics concerning the being and work of the Holy Spirit in the final redemption of the 

reconciled creation with God. Since that volume was never written and Volume IV also 

remains incomplete, material for this chapter is drawn from previous volumes and some of 

Barth’s other works, constructively following his theological trajectories as required.
907

 

Barth’s structure for these last two volumes is instructive: according to George Hunsinger, 

Barth demonstrates in Volume IV that reconciliation is the “abiding ground and content” of 

redemption while Volume V was to show redemption as the “dynamic consequence and goal” 

of reconciliation.
908

 Thus, to explicate redemption, and specifically the meaning and extent of 

the spatiality of God the Holy Spirit in His redeeming work, consideration is given to the 

reconciliation which makes it actual, viewed through His presence and action in the Church’s 

reconciliation and its consummation. Beginning with Barth’s discussion of God’s presence 

with us in Jesus Christ’s various resurrection forms, concentration remains on the period 

between ascension and final return that highlight some aspects of final redemption. Barth 

called this church age the “time between the times”.
909

 The community called, gathered and 

sent is discussed next, as the particular place of the presence and work of God’s redeeming 

Spirit among us, with a view toward its consummation. After a brief assessment of Barth’s 

pneumatology, a glimpse at his understanding of the eschaton, our final place, concludes this 

inquiry of the redeeming spatiality of the Holy Spirit. 

As in the previous two chapters, the purpose here is twofold: primary interest concerns 

the spatiality of God, specifically the spatiality of the Holy Spirit in His redeeming work; 

since He does this in and among us, insight into the spatiality of redeemed humankind 
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follows. Additionally, since the Spirit’s active presence makes effective the reconciliation 

accomplished by Jesus Christ, which of necessity is also the primary source for inquiring into 

redemption, the reconciling spatiality of the Son of God is further explicated. This is possible 

since the focus on the Holy Spirit’s presence and work that reveals, actualizes and brings to 

fulfillment in the world, in the community and in us is that which is already accomplished and 

pledged in the presence and work of Jesus Christ by His life, death, resurrection and 

ascension. The significance of the spatiality of the triune God in our “anthropological sphere” 

is demonstrated as it impacts and determines this world, His community and the world to 

come.
910

  

 

1.  God’s Place Between the Places 

Beyond the Trinitarian section in Volume I/2 discussed in Part One, Barth considers 

the Person and work of the Spirit in a section of §69 entitled “The Promise of the Spirit”.
911

 

Having objectively reconciled the world with God and fulfilled the covenant in the event of 

Jesus Christ’s death and resurrection, God’s grace does not end. It includes the revelation of 

this event to His community and the world: who Jesus Christ is and what He did is not only 

made effective for the individual and the world but an opportunity to participate in this new 

reality, this new place of fellowship with God is extended to all by His Spirit. Only the sphere 

of Christ’s own being and work can illumine our sphere since “…the Christological sphere is 

not to be found only in God, or somewhere in heaven, but at a specific point in the great field 

of human being and occurrence.” For “here” in this place “…reconciliation is enacted, and 

therefore reconciliation in its character as revelation, the prophecy of Jesus Christ.” 

Understanding reconciliation’s “effects on the remaining places in this great field” thus 

highlight the spatiality of the Holy Spirit who accomplishes these effects by His presence in 

and with us.
912

  

Before addressing the Spirit’s redeeming spatiality, Barth’s raises a pertinent question 

concerning the legitimacy of considering the reality of Jesus Christ and His work occurring in 

one place and time, with its effect on the world and on us in another place and time. As God’s 

Word addressed to us in Jesus Christ, what bridges the gap from Him to us that effects “a real 

presence of the prophecy of Jesus Christ?”
913

 Barth first responds that “in the glory of His 
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mediatorial work” we are already present and included.
914

 Not only is He “glorifying Himself 

among and in and through us,” but “…we are ordained and liberated to take a receptive and 

active part in His glory.” Thus, for those who believe in, know and serve Him as their Lord, 

“He is, and His work takes place, in fellowship with them, for them, among them, in them and 

also through them.” Jesus Christ’s spatiality is His perfection to be co-present with them in 

‘proximity at a distance’ or in ordered relation and distinction. In fact, Barth explicitly states, 

“Where He is, they are.”
915

  

He is not a Head without a body, but the Head of His body and with His body. Even in 

the eternal divine decree of election He was not alone, but the One in whom as their 

Firstborn and Representative God also elected the many as His brethren because He 

also loved them in Him before the world was created and established. Hence He did 

not will to be the eternal Son of the eternal Father for Himself, but for us men. Nor did 

he become man for Himself, as though to be of divine essence as this one man, but in 

order to confirm His election as our Brother, and therefore our election as our eldest 

Brother, and therefore our election to divine sonship. Thus His humiliation as the Son 

of God took place in fulfilment of our justification before God. And His exaltation as 

the Son of Man took place in order that He might draw us all to Himself…in 

fulfilment of our sanctification for God.
916

 

 

The Head and body, therefore, form a unity (‘proximity’) even though they are distinct 

(‘distance’). “He can as little be separated from them as they from Him.” So, Barth insists, 

His presence in the world is His presence in and with His community, “…in the communion 

which He Himself has established, in the communication which He Himself has actualized, 

…and therefore in their reality as promised, given, maintained and controlled by God in 

Him.”
917

 

Using vivid spatial language to express the intimacy of such co-presence in relation or 

spatial fellowship, Barth states that Jesus Christ  

Himself is not merely there in His own place, but as He is there in His own place He is 

also here in ours. He is the One who is on the way from there to here. Hence, as He is 

for Himself, He is also among and for and in and through us. He is and acts on His 

way from His own particular sphere to our surrounding, anthropological sphere.
918

 

 

A “direct connexion” exists between His active presence and spatiality and us and our 

spatiality, a “continuity…between His sphere and our sphere”.
919

 In fact, the “…reconciliation 

which has taken place in Him, in His person and work, is as such an occurrence which reaches 
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beyond its own particular sphere, which embraces our sphere…”
920

 Jesus Christ’s mediatorial 

work as prophetic Word is “His being and action in self-declaration”, so His revealed and 

shared glory. He does not “remain aloof” but “…discloses…manifests…announces…imparts 

Himself, moving out from Himself to where He and His being and work are not yet known 

and perceived…”
921

 God’s movement in revelation effects knowledge of His reconciling 

presence, which includes participation in that glorious divine presence. 

 As Self-revelation it is based in and is a repetition of the event itself, the life, death 

and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Repetition does not mean Jesus must die and be raised again, 

for “His work is finished”.
922

 He has objectively accomplished what was intended, 

reconciliation between God and the world. Rather, as that event is revealed, it reiterates itself 

subjectively, in us, through the presence and work of the Spirit, who is a reiteration of Father 

and Son. His resurrection penetrates our sphere disclosing its “practical significance” for us. 

Its “prophetic character” prevents His effective reconciling presence from remaining in 

“isolation and remoteness from us without being reached by Him.”
923

 The resurrection event 

is “thus the primal and basic form of His glory…His Word as self-expression”.
924

  

The “universality” and “inclusiveness” of Jesus Christ’s resurrection life is seen in 

“…the continuity in which He has His own special place but reaches out from it to embrace 

ours too...”
925

 By coming to our place Jesus Christ actually places us in His space “to breathe 

His air, to share His life”, and so to “know Him as ours, as our Lord”. Participation in the 

space of His new life does not make us divine, but ensures universal effect upon all who are 

“…granted the freedom to know Him, and in Him His being for, among and in them, and 

therefore theirs with and in Him.” Such “Easter knowledge”
926

 is Jesus Christ’s Self-giving, 

His “uniting Himself with us and us with Himself.”
927

 Therefore, to know “the 

interrelationship between Jesus Christ and the world”, we must always submit to “His self-

declaration” as we “…count upon the sovereign presence and action of the Resurrected 

Himself…” In “astonishment”,
928

 yet with “certainty”,
929

 we yield to Him precisely “that He 

Himself may come from this place to our place” effecting the transition from being 
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objectively true in His sphere to subjectively true in ours. Then the promise, “‘Lo, I am with 

you alway’” is actualized. 
930

 

 The “immediacy and perfection” of the prophetic Word declared in this “new and 

specific divine act” of resurrection stems from its identity with the Risen Lord who makes 

Himself present in it. Newly “…alive from the dead…as the Lord and Saviour present and 

active among and with and in…” the disciples to whom He first appears, He declares to them 

what God has done in His life and death.
931

 In His previous coming, Jesus Christ was 

particularly located, “…enclosed yesterday within the limits of His existence…not exercising 

the latent power and range and significance of His presence...” In His new coming today, 

Jesus Christ is “…declaring Himself, making known His presence and what has been 

accomplished in Him for all men and for the whole created order, putting it into effect.” Here 

and now He is “the Prophet, Witness and Preacher”
932

 as the One He was there and then, “the 

divine-human High-priest and King.”
933

 With death eternally behind Him, the world is now 

“what it is enabled to be in the presence of this factor, in encounter with Him”
934

 

 The “parousia of Jesus Christ” is His Easter presence, defined as “effective 

presence.”
935

 Although the Easter event is unique and singular, its effective presence takes a 

variety of forms. The Easter event itself, the resurrection of Jesus Christ, is the first and 

original form; the “impartation of the Holy Spirit”, the second and current form; with the 

eschatological return of Jesus Christ as the third and definitive form.
936

 Taken together these 

distinct ways of being present, of His coming again, constitute the totality that is the Easter 

event. Each neither adds nor removes anything materially new. His coming as “…the 

Resurrected, His coming in the Holy Spirit and His coming at the end of the age…” simply 

reveal how the living Lord is present in the “three forms of His one new coming”, each with a 

distinct but inseparable spatiality.
937

 The first two forms have already occurred, while the 

second form continues to occur until the final anticipated return that has yet to occur, but will 

according to everything already elected, accomplished and pledged. Interconnected in the 
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singularity of the event revealed, they also participate in and manifest each other “by way of 

anticipation or recapitulation”.
938

  

As the first, basic form of Jesus Christ’s new coming, the resurrection occurred “once 

for all and irrevocably”.
939

 His Self-declaration, completed ontically in His own existence, is 

now actualized “in noetic form also as [His] prophecy”. The “presence and efficacy” of His 

prophetic Word concerning the reconciliation accomplished in His original coming means that 

He has “publically bound and committed Himself to man” eternally. This public “decision for 

the world and man taken and fulfilled in Jesus Christ” also declares that God “…Himself in 

all His divine being and action…can and will act only as the One who is bound to man, who 

has espoused his cause…who has humbled Himself to save him, and exalted him to His own 

right hand.” This once for all, irrevocable, “great divine Yes and Amen” proclaimed in the 

resurrection reveals God’s eternal faithfulness to Himself and to the world, and the perfection 

of His omnipresence or spatiality.
940

 Since God’s “Word is effected as it is spoken”, the 

presence of the risen Lord has immediate and eternal significance.
941

 Having occurred in our 

creaturely sphere, in Jerusalem, the prophetic Word is a cosmic occurrence, but one whose 

universal effect is limited neither by place or time nor by our position regarding it. Now that 

Jesus Christ has been raised from the dead all of creation is forever changed, particularly 

those “determined… and addressed by” this Word.
942

 Summarizing thus far, in His prophetic 

office, Jesus Christ declares God’s faithfulness to the world by revealing humanity’s altered 

place that is accomplished in the resurrection event; a place for mutual presence in newly 

ordered relation and distinction. His presence in His prophetic Word thereby effects 

transformation that corresponds to this new place, including transformation of humanity’s 

spatiality.   

Furthermore, the singularity of His Easter presence is seen first as the irreversible, 

assured act of God Himself: Jesus Christ died and was raised from the dead as attested by 

eyewitnesses. Its reality and effect cannot be relegated to the past in “distance or remoteness” 

from all other occurrences in all places and times. Rather, it is the very “…exit, transition and 

entrance of Jesus Christ from His own sphere to ours and that of the world.”
943

 No chasm or 
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separation exists between Christ in His work and us in our world. His new spatiality or new 

way of being present in His Easter form, effects the beginning of the world’s transformation 

for reconciled relationship with God. There is no going back; objectively, that old place no 

longer exists. Moving forward in our new place towards our final perfected place is our new 

reality determined by Jesus Christ. Second, in its primal form the disciples saw what the rest 

of creation has yet to see: the Resurrected, and the world’s new determined place effected by 

Him. His resurrection declares “…God’s faithful acknowledgment of the creature which had 

fallen away from Him but which He had not forgotten or abandoned and which was not 

therefore lost to Him.”
944

 The positive determination of this new place is “total”; it cannot be 

altered or restricted given the divine love unleashed on “the world loved by Him in His only-

begotten Son”.
945

 The spatiality of those in this new place is also total in the sense of their 

determination to be wholly present in relation and distinction in a way that genuinely 

corresponds to the accomplished reconciled relationship between God and humans. The 

determination of this new place is also “universal”; “…the real goal and end of the 

resurrection of Jesus and its attestation was His going out into…all the world.” The Word 

determines His followers as a missionary community to attest “His living presence and action 

in its midst”. Furthermore, all future disciples were anticipated and universally included in the 

first disciples. “[T]o turn in witness to all to whom He has already turned in His resurrection” 

is to follow after the Word spoken in resurrection.
946

 Thus, the determined spatiality of these 

missionary followers also is universal; they are to be present in relation and distinction with 

the world as representatives and witnesses of God’s active presence. The third determination 

of this new place is “definitive” or the reality throughout the entire process. Barth summarizes 

that resurrection “…is life lived with Him, in the power of this whole work of His, in the 

fellowship of faith in Him, of love for Him and of hope in Him...
947

 No place to live exists 

except in this resurrection life; and no spatiality, or way of being present in relation and 

distinction with God and the world exists except in this resurrection life. This Easter Day 

“commencement”, and its new forms in “continuation” and “conclusion” are definitive; they 

cannot be disturbed, destroyed or diminished. The first Word proclaimed in Jesus Christ’s 
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resurrection is also the last. Therefore, nothing exceeds our new place and our new spatiality, 

being “‘in life’ in and with Him”, and as such, also with the world.
948

  

 The final unique aspect of this first form of Jesus Christ’s coming again is “…the 

absolute newness of the form in which…He imparts Himself, His mediatorial work, the life of 

the reconciled creature as the fruit of His work, to the world and us.” Still “the suffering and 

active Mediator between God and man,”
949

 His coming again is “radically and totally and 

absolutely new”; He comes “…from beyond the frontier of all creaturely life as the 

Resurrected from the dead.” He comes again from the place “from which none other has 

returned” even as He is on the way to “…the place where none other has gone, to heaven… 

the hidden and inaccessible dwelling-place of God in the sphere of His creation.”
950

 Between 

Hades and heaven is established the singular place of His revealed glory, and the place of our 

transformation from earthly to heavenly life. His first Easter form thus occurs in this 

“transition” from the place of the dead to the place of eternal living.
951

 Death is the 

undeniable, unrelenting limit to creaturely existence. One who comes again from that place 

can do so only by receiving a new type of existence that is no longer subject to and 

endangered by death; “life from God and for God…which is not its own but is given to it by 

God” who alone is beyond, above and after death.
952

 This future “…new life from God and 

with God…is eternal life…after the manner of His own life.” The “present form” of the 

creature’s life is not destroyed but is “taken up into the new form”. Since “God…is present to 

[the creature] in death itself…what it was before death [in its earthly life], it may thus be 

present and live eternally even after death in the power of His presence.”
953

 Continuity of 

individual identity is given to each person as a result of God’s spatiality or the way God is 

present to it, maintaining its being in life, death and beyond. Without God’s presence, the 

creature is no more. 

 Barth considers the particular significance of Jesus Christ’s coming again after death, 

the “…concrete, visible, audible, tangible new presence of the man Jesus who was crucified, 

dead and buried.” This “…perceptible and active presence and appearance…is comparable 

with the presence and appearance of a man who has not yet died.” However, having just come 

again from the place of the dead, this life must be “from and with God and after the manner of 

                                                 
948

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 306. 
949

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 309. 
950

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 310. 
951

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 311. 
952

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 310. 
953

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 311. 



192 

   

 

God, i.e., eternal life.” His resurrection means the man Jesus has crossed the frontier in the 

“reverse direction”, coming from the place of the dead to the place of the living. Thus “He 

participated in the existence of men who were still moving forward to death, of perishing 

creation in all its corruptibility, of world occurrence in its spatio-temporal contingency and 

limitation.” But this reverse movement occurs only by “the presence of God who alone is 

immortal and transcendent”.
954

 The resurrection of the man Jesus reveals the “radically new 

thing” of new life after death, life that participates in the immortal, transcendent and 

incorruptible life of God, and as such is necessarily imbued with divine glory. Avoiding 

Docetic tendencies regarding the forty-day resurrection presence before His ascension to 

heaven, His coming again is in the same “…psycho-physical totality of His temporal 

existence familiar from His first coming…in space and in time…being present spiritually, of 

course, but also corporally as the same man He had been before.” What is new is that “His 

participation in the glory of God…previously concealed” is now revealed, remarkably, by 

“…concretely participating also in…the concrete temporal [and spatial] existence of all 

creation…” as He had before.
955

 Thus,  

…the glory of God is here present in the personal, real, visible, audible and even 

tangible coming again of this man. Both as true God and also as true man Jesus Christ 

was again present in the midst of world-occurrence. Not only did God break out from 

His transcendence, but He broke into the this-worldliness of His creation. Here, as His 

temporal and spatial life, there shone in the resurrection of Jesus Christ…the light of 

His eternal life. His temporal and spatial life shone as His eternal life.
956

 

 

 Regarding the impact the presence of the Resurrected has on the world and us, Barth 

concludes: 

For it took place in this event that in the appearance of the one man Jesus in the glory 

of God there was made immediately present as a new but concretely real element in 

the existence of the world the goal given to the world in and with its reconciliation to 

God, its future of salvation as redemption from the shadow of death and the antithesis 

which pursues it, its future of salvation as its completion by the creation of its new 

form of peace, its being in the glory of God.
957

 

 

The Risen One’s presence in creaturely space reveals the reconciliation with God already 

fully accomplished in Him, and the future life in which that accomplished reconciliation is 

fully actualized in us, thus enabling us to be wholly present with God and one another in 

perfectly ordered relation and distinction. The world’s “…future, goal and end as the world 
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reconciled to God…has become directly present…” to it.
958

 In Jesus Christ risen from the 

dead, the world sees both its old unreconciled place in its antithetical “form” against God as 

judged, condemned and put to death, and also its radically new reconciled place in its “form” 

as the “corrected… situation” with God. In the here and now of its new justified and 

sanctified place, is revealed the promised future place with God based on the past place that 

God has left behind and destroyed. Therefore, the world cannot continue in its lost place but 

must begin to move forward in and toward correspondence to the new life of reconciliation 

that God gives after death. This movement towards the future determination is grounded on 

the reconciliation effected and revealed in Jesus Christ’s Easter presence. Replacing the 

world’s old character, which pitted divine against human, eternity against temporal and life 

against death, the world’s new determination and future is 

…its redemption as the making eternal of its temporal life, the transcending its this-

worldly, the investing of its corruptible with incorruption, the clothing of its humanity 

in divine glory, the perfecting of its creation by the new creation of its form in peace 

with God and therefore in and with itself.
959

 

 

The new determination of the reconciled human’s spatiality moves toward being totally 

present for and with God and others, in peaceful and perfectly ordered relation and 

distinction, from being isolated from God and others or present in disordered, chaotic relation 

that lacked proper distinction. The world can know its new place with God by seeing it 

realized already in Jesus Christ “…who as the one Son of God was the basis and goal of all 

divine election and creation and as the one Son of Man the Firstborn of creation and the Head 

of all other men…” In Him His people already had eternal life, they “…already lived from 

and with and for God in all its humanity.” The world’s future determination and reconciliation 

are already “its true and concrete present.”
960

 Thus, the Easter event itself was the end of 

creation’s old place in its form of disordered spatiality and death, and the coming into being 

of creation’s new place in its new form of reordered spatiality and eternal life, corresponding 

to the accomplished reconciliation.
961

 

 Regarding the efficacy of Jesus Christ’s resurrection for the world, Barth asks how 

reconciliation and future determination for eternal life with God is already fully realized in 
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Jesus Christ, “…whereas for the rest of the world…it can only be a goal which is manifest, 

indicated and certain, yet unattainably distant in virtue of the frontier of death which still 

divides Him and them?”
962

 More pointedly,  

How could it be that this event, so laden with incomparable force, should not yet have 

by a long way the corresponding total, universal and definitive effect, but that time and 

world-occurrence in time should seem to go forward…as if nothing had happened…as 

if Christ were not risen?
963

 

 

And how can the spatiality of reconciled humanity actualized in Jesus Christ not be realized in 

the spatiality of humanity in general? First, the Easter event’s efficacy is not in question but 

rather its hiddenness or “apparent absence”.
964

 Concealed everywhere except in the event’s 

revelation or the risen Jesus Christ Himself, the “veil” is removed only by faith. Secondly, the 

Easter event is merely the “…commencement of the revelation of reconciliation and its fruit 

in the ensuing redemption and consummation, but not with this revelation in its full 

development.”
965

 This first form of His Easter presence yields two more to come. Therefore, 

tension remains in this in-between space, between these forms of His coming again, the 

“already” and “not yet”, the “distance and difference” between new life actualized in Jesus 

Christ and life actualized in us and the world.
966

 Thirdly, visible effects, including the Church, 

actually exist since “the risen Jesus Christ Himself really [does] meet us” in these places. So, 

reconciled spatiality occurs occasionally and provisionally in the Church between the Head 

and body, for instance, and between members. While not the final “present possession of the 

glorious presence of their Lord”, nevertheless, it is “His truly promised and therefore 

undeniable presence among them” even in this “Advent” form.
967

  

Barth concludes that such contradictions between the reality of our reconciliation with 

God actualized in Jesus Christ and the reality actualized in our world and lives must serve a 

divine purpose indicating a “genuine order chosen, willed and arranged by God.”
968

 That 

purpose is the reality of Jesus Christ Himself, the Word of God spoken only in the Easter 

event, the place of old endings and new beginnings where the reconciliation of the world with 

God is already completed and its revelation begins. But He does not remain in “this place.”
969

 

Instead, as the “divine-human Mediator” He reveals Himself as the Risen One “…moving 
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forward from this place, from this commencement…to the goal already included and 

indicated in it.”
970

 The effects of the Mediator’s prophetic work extend from His own life to 

the lives of all people of all places and times because His encompasses theirs. He is in 

movement: He moves from the beginning of the already accomplished reconciliation revealed 

in His own life to “…the end of His not yet accomplished revelation in the life of all men and 

all creation as enclosed in His life, of their life as the new creation on a new earth and under a 

new heaven.” The goal is already included and actual in the beginning “by way of 

anticipation”. However it is not yet completed in us because He is still on the way, where, “at 

this stage of His being and activity…He encounters us in His resurrection.”
971

  

Since the ground of reconciliation already accomplished in the Easter event is the One 

who will also bring it to completion in the world and in us, the “certainty of [future] victory” 

cannot be overshadowed by the present “incompleteness” and tension.
972

 Jesus Christ 

continues on this way without being at the goal not because we “are not yet there and do not 

yet live in the presence of our future of salvation.” Rather, “…the ‘not yet’ in which…we all 

exist has its basis in the fact that it is the good will of Jesus Christ Himself to be not yet at the 

goal but still on the way so that the rest of creation has no option but to participate in and 

adapt itself to His situation.”
973

 Since He goes before us, our calling in response to Him in 

view of His accomplished work is “…to follow Him, to accompany Him on the way to His 

goal, in His movement from here to there, from the first to the final form of His coming again, 

in His still incompleted conflict…” in which He is “giving Himself time and place for 

combat” with darkness remaining in the world.
974

 His spatiality in this movement grounds our 

corresponding spatiality as we follow Him. 

The divine good will “to determine us for discipleship on this way” makes possible 

this place of continuation between the place of commencement and the place of 

consummation. “[D]istance” between our “unsettled” place in this “alien land” and the goal of 

being “at home” with God is His perfect will which “…has as its aim the granting and 

procuring for the creation reconciled to God in Him both time and space not merely to see, 

but actively to share in the harvest which follows from the sowing of reconciliation.”
975

 As we 

are present with Him in relation and distinction, participating in His life and work He 
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“confirms…His whole being and action.”
976

 The world loved, elected and created by God in 

Jesus Christ to be present in covenant relation and distinction with Him, for free, active 

participation in His eternal life and work, is now given the space and time to live in 

correspondence to His original good will and decision based on the accomplished 

reconciliation, revelation and actualization of the Easter event. Furthermore, God “…wills to 

preserve the world, to cause it to persist, in its present and provisional form, in order that it 

should be the place where He can be perceived and accepted and known and confessed by the 

creature as the living Word of God.”
977

 His love and work for us indicate “He did not will to 

ignore or pass by ourselves…He willed to have us at His side and in His discipleship in our 

own free work...” present with Him on this way. By giving us “…time and place and 

opportunity for this free action…between the commencement and the completion of His 

presence…” we correspond to the reconciliation accomplished in Him, and so to our future 

determination and spatiality.
978

 

 Jesus Christ’s “…exit, transition and entrance into our anthropological sphere…His 

coming again as the Revealer of the reconciliation effected in Him includes this sphere or 

time [and space] of ours within itself.”
979

 The determinations given with His Easter presence 

in our space and time, in its beginning, continuing and ending forms, determine our own 

sphere, since we have our “…place…existence…structure and persistence in virtue of this 

continuing revelation.”
980

 His movement from beginning to end “…opens up for the creature 

which is reconciled but not yet redeemed and perfected a field on which it 

can…demonstrate…its freedom.”
981

 In His prophetic work, Jesus Christ and the world “co-

exist in their encounter.” Although “fruitful” for some and “unfruitful” for others, only God 

can distinguish them.
982

 Those ignorant of His effective presence dwell in the “same 

provisional sphere”, though it appears they inhabit a different sphere of falsehood, darkness 

and confusion. Yet, “everything is totally different” for those acknowledging and responding 

to His Easter presence.
983

 Free to express their new reconciled nature with its proper 

spatiality, determinations of their existence and conditions of the world are no longer “prison 
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walls” but gracious objective limits of their new place.
984

 This sphere, although provisional, is 

nonetheless a distinctive space, illuminated by the light and life of the Risen Christ, and 

offering glimpses of their future place.  

Those dwelling in the reconciled place are pilgrims between the places of 

commencement and consummation, on the move from a particular beginning, in a particular 

direction and towards a particular goal. These pilgrims follow and accompany the One who 

leads them along this, their only way, being mutually present in a particular relation and 

distinction. Attending to those who only know “their own place and are not on the way”, who 

“exist alongside us in this direct proximity”,
985

 Christians must fulfill their calling to follow 

Him and participate in His prophetic work by attesting Him in the dark, ignorant world.
986

 

The Christian’s place thus is modified by the non-Christian’s presence and co-existence, in 

addition to their own actual and provisional existence. For their imperfect, partial knowledge 

succumbs to evil and falsehood, forgets the beginning place and loses sight of the ending 

place. Hence, Jesus Christ must be “the perfect Christian…in our place”, for our life “signifies 

a tarrying in or regression to” the place of ignorance.
987

 Antithetically, Christians live in both 

places: in knowledge of their accomplished reconciliation in the revelation and presence of 

Jesus Christ that determines, conditions and gives meaning to the whole of their existence and 

future, and also in ignorance.  

This place between the places is the only possibility yet available to Christians 

because “…their existence, their situation, their very all is grounded in and begins with the 

fact that Jesus Christ is risen.”
988

 And yet, Barth wonders if this place might be a vacuum, 

devoid of any “personally present and active” encounter with Him, or present only through 

representatives “…indirectly, from the distance behind and before, but not primarily, properly 

and directly…”
989

 Maybe the Church has taken His place, for instance, substituting “His own 

living presence and action” for “…a Jesus Christ who speaks with us only on the borders of 

our sphere but is absent from the sphere itself…” But such notions of His absence contradict 

the Easter revelation: “He is the hope of all.”
990

 Jesus Christ was, is and will be all in all. So 

He not only illumines this place forward from His first Easter “coming again” and backward 
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from His final coming again. “He is the hope which shines here and now, among and in them 

…in the present at the place and time where they now are… He is…just as present and active 

on the field on which they exist as He was…and as He will be…”
991

 Leading through this 

place where we follow, He “…Himself is present and active in it for us all…as active Subject 

in His Word”, speaking not from a “distance, but as the One who is in the place where we 

are.” Therefore, no interruption of Jesus Christ’s Easter presence occurs in our sphere; He is 

not absent. “His coming again, His parousia, His revelation goes forward…and becomes and 

is an event in our sphere…”
992

 Accompanying and following this One who, in coming again 

here in His second form, 

…comes to us in our place and time, not tarrying here, for He hurries on the way to 

His goal, yet not abandoning us but associating us with Him on this way, so that He 

may be really ours, and we His, as already here and now we are made His companions 

in travel on this way.
993

 

 

He is present with us as hope and enables us to be present with Him in hope, in 

corresponding relation and distinction; His spatiality determines and affects ours for 

characteristic hope. Nothing can take or alter His place with us since “He Himself is 

fully present and active.” As the One who came again on Easter Day and will come 

again in final glory, He “…encounters us in our today, He is with us all the days, and 

is the hope of us all.”
994

  

 Finally, Barth identifies this “middle form” of Jesus Christ’s Easter presence as “the 

promise of the Spirit”, who is “His direct and immediate presence and action among and with 

and in us.”
995

 The Spirit is the effective presence of Jesus Christ in His prophetic Word in this 

transformative place between the beginning and ending places. Thus, primary to the Holy 

Spirit’s spatiality is its character to be mutually present in ordered relation and distinction 

with us by revealing and actualizing in us God’s reconciliation in Jesus Christ. Entailing 

several dimensions, the Spirit is present first in His revelatory and actualizing act making the 

past effectively present to us; Jesus Christ’s accomplished reconciliation is newly enacted in 

us by His Spirit. By “promise” Barth highlights “the distinctive feature of His being in our 

sphere [which]…materially consist[s] in the fact that Jesus Christ as the hope of all is present 
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to us as the One who promises and is promised.”
996

 As the sole ground of our hope and future, 

God in Jesus Christ is already present here in His mode of being as Spirit. This second 

dimension of the spatiality of the Holy Spirit indicates He also already reveals and actualizes 

in us our future redemption. The Spirit is present making our future effectively present to us; 

actualized for humans in Jesus Christ’s resurrection, eternal life begins here and now.  

The promise of the Spirit has two meanings. First, “the Spirit promises” connotes the 

assurance of Jesus Christ’s final coming again since already included in the first two forms 

that have already occurred and are occurring. The hope of His full revelation of “…the 

redemption and perfecting of the world reconciled in Him, of its participation in the life of 

this new cosmic form, and therefore of its own eternal life…” is guaranteed by His Spirit’s 

presence who is actualizing this in us.
997

 Therefore, “…the Holy Spirit, i.e., Jesus Christ 

acting and speaking in the power of His resurrection, is present and active among and with 

and in certain men.”
998

 The Spirit’s presence and work includes a twofold promise: the future 

redemption is assured and their current striving in this place toward that goal will become 

effective movement by His presence. This highlights a second aspect of the Spirit’s spatiality: 

He is present in relation and distinction, empowering, enabling and moving us forward toward 

full redemption. Both pledges are addressed to those who already know Jesus Christ in His 

first form, who believe in Him as the One risen from the dead, present and active with them 

here and now. They “…know His presence and work in subjective correspondence with His 

objective reality…” They know Him in His reconciling presence and themselves as those who 

are present with Him on the way to being fully reconciled with Him, thus, “determined and 

characterized by this promise” even in their struggles and imperfections. “[A]ctivated, 

capacitated and equipped” by the Spirit’s promise who “sets them on their way to this end, 

and accompanies them on it,” He confirms their way is correct, the end sure, and enables their 

free participation in it.
999

 Those who know Jesus Christ in His second Easter form thus are 

“…already recipients, bearers and possessors of the…mighty promise of the Spirit…”
1000

 

 For Barth, “the Promise of the Spirit” also means “the Spirit is promised.” Knowledge 

of the promises included with resurrection must be grounded in knowledge of the Risen One. 

The ignorant cannot acknowledge God’s promises to provide a future redeemed place with 

Him or of His presence empowering them in their movement in the present place toward their 
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future place. Their subjective realization, what takes place in them, does not yet correspond to 

His objective reality, to what has already taken place in Him. The Spirit, not yet “present and 

active in them” to conform and determine their existence by Jesus Christ’s accomplished 

reconciliation, is for them “the content of a promise which is given but not yet fulfilled.”
1001

 

This raises a critical issue regarding the omnipresence of the Spirit. Starkly put, Barth asks 

“How can the Holy Spirit guide, comfort, admonish and strengthen them when He is not 

present? How can He so do among and with and in the men to whom He is not given and who 

do not therefore have Him?” Surely Jesus Christ died and rose again for them, the twofold 

promise of the Spirit is offered to them. Nevertheless “…in them the Holy Spirit comes up 

against closed doors and windows, not reaching or dwelling or working in those who do not 

know Jesus…”
1002

 However this is not necessarily their future, either in this present place or 

the final redeemed place. The promise means the Spirit is “…already on the way to him, and 

on the point of reaching him, of indwelling him, of giving him the promise, of causing him to 

participate in its lights and powers and gifts, of radically refashioning…his existence.”
1003

 The 

promise and hope of the world’s reconciliation with God is in process of being actualized in 

those who do not yet know what God has done in Jesus Christ, through the power, presence 

and promise of His Spirit. The above quotation notwithstanding, the Spirit’s spatiality does in 

fact mean that He is neither absent from some places nor less present; He is always, 

everywhere present, though in differentiated relation and distinction. He is present to those 

who do not yet know Jesus, not intimately, but as the Sustainer of life and as the One who 

continues to reach out to them to make Jesus and His work known to them. 

In His second Easter parousia, Jesus Christ was “present and manifest to His 

disciples” in their place and time differently than He is present and manifest to us in this in-

between place. Nevertheless, the current form is just as truly “…His own direct and personal 

coming, His parousia, presence and revelation…” as it was on Easter Day and will be in the 

final revelation. Now “in heaven”
1004

 having “entered the mystery of the living God”, Jesus 

Christ, “…is not present…as He was once as the One who came before, or as He was in the 
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Easter event at a specific and limited point in creaturely space. Nor is He extended over all 

points in creaturely space as maintained by the original Ubiquitarianism of the Lutherans.”
1005

  

In His incarnated form, Jesus Christ’s humanity, with its limitations, was common to all 

humankind. Newly risen, His first Easter form revealed interesting differences: while still 

limited in place in that He appeared only in one place at a time, He also could suddenly 

appear in and disappear from places, no longer limited by creaturely spatial obstructions such 

as walls (or closed tombs). Jesus Christ’s presence is not an undifferentiated presence. He is 

currently “in heaven ‘at the right hand of God the Father Almighty’”. Yet this does not imply 

any absence from “working and revealing Himself here too.” For “How can He who is there 

not also be willing and able to be here too, and to do His work here?”
 
Being at God’s side 

means He has God’s “authority of rule…disposal of grace” with freedom to exercise them in 

creaturely space. He does so in the form that is “…the power of His resurrection and the 

promise of His Spirit…His own direct and personal coming…”, so truly His own “parousia, 

presence and revelation.”
1006

 In this form, the spatiality of Jesus Christ means the Word is 

fully present in heaven with the Father and also on earth with all people through His Spirit, in 

variously ordered relation and distinction. The Spirit’s spatiality means He is also present in 

relation and distinction in heaven with the Father and Son and on earth, making known and 

effective the Son’s reconciliation with all people. 

This second form is also the coming of “…the Son of God, the Mediator between God 

and the world, in the totality and not merely a part of His being and existence.” Jesus Christ’s 

coming again in the form of His Spirit does not mean, for instance, that His human nature is 

left behind in heaven and He comes only in His divine nature. Barth’s Christology and 

doctrine of election establish Jesus Christ eternally as the one God-man in His divine-human 

unity and undivided in any manner or sphere. The one, indivisible Son of God as Son of Man 

is present, both before God and human beings. It is “…in the unity of His divine and human 

natures that He went to heaven and entered the mystery of the living God, and now lives at the 

right hand of God the Father Almighty.” So also will He come again in His final form, “very 

God and very man”.
1007

 How could He be the hope of the world if “…His presence and action 

in the promise of the Spirit were those of another, of a Word of God without and apart from 

the flesh assumed by Him?” No, “He is the incarnate Word of God, not abandoning this flesh 
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of ours, not leaving it behind somewhere (even in heaven, in the mystery of God), but acting, 

speaking and revealing His glory in the flesh.”
1008

 In this place between the places, He is fully 

present, acting in the presence and promise of the Spirit. In this form, Jesus Christ’s spatiality 

means He, including the body of Christ, is undividedly present in heaven with the Father and 

also on earth with all people through His Spirit, in variously ordered relation and distinction. 

The Spirit’s spatiality indicates He is also present in relation and distinction with God and 

with fleshly humanity, making effectively present the reconciliation accomplished in Jesus 

Christ’s entire being, in enfleshed soul.  

Thirdly, His coming again in this form means His action is “qualitatively no less” than 

it was and will be, the presence of Jesus Christ in the power of His resurrection.
1009

 This 

power raises the dead to new life, justifies and sanctifies sinful human creatures, reveals their 

new reconciled place with God, enables them to live in it and to move forward toward its 

culmination. Jesus Christ’s prophetic work is no less powerful than His priestly or kingly 

work, so the power of His presence and action in the Easter Day revelation is the same power 

that is being revealed in this place and ultimately will be revealed to all creation in His final 

work. In all forms it is the almighty power of God because it is God Himself in all His modes 

of being. An attribute of God like omnipresence, His omnipotence is neither divisible nor 

variable, in the sense of being diminished or augmented. Minimizing the presence and action 

of God the Spirit in this in-between place from the Son’s or Father’s presence and actions 

implies rejecting God Himself, “…the God who in this time [and place] acts and speaks in the 

Son by the Holy Ghost.” Such “sin of blasphemy” against the Spirit is unforgiveable 

“…because it denies the presence of God as the source of a life of forgiveness.”
1010

 Thus, the 

“…parousia, presence and revelation of Jesus Christ in the promise of the Spirit…” is not 

another or lesser parousia, presence and revelation than the Easter presence and appearance 

or the final presence and appearance.
1011

 The one parousia, presence and revelation of Jesus 

Christ is manifest simply in a different form. Figuring it less significant or satisfactory than 

the other forms, Barth suggests, is due not to the form itself but to struggles and contradictory 

conditions of sin and evil in the in-between place. Lacking nothing of Jesus Christ’s presence 

in the promise of the Spirit, no dispersions may be cast upon its “perfection”. In the ordained 

order of this place “…which is present already, being established by the presence and action 

                                                 
1008

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 359. 
1009

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 359. 
1010

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 358. 
1011

 Barth, CD IV/3.1, 358. 



203 

   

 

of Jesus Christ in the promise of the Spirit…God is glorious here and now in the promise of 

His Spirit, He Himself being present and active yesterday, today and tomorrow.”
1012

 The 

spatiality of Jesus Christ in this form indicates He is present in the full, effective reconciling 

power proper to His divine omnipotence through His Spirit. The Holy Spirit’s spatiality 

means the same divine power present to create and reconcile is wholly present to fulfill God’s 

redeeming will, working in and through spirit and nature, divine spatiality and human 

spatiality, so God and humans may be mutually present in relation and distinction through 

Jesus Christ.  

Barth wonders why there is an intervening place at all, rather than immediate 

existence in the final place of full redemption. He responds, “…for His own glory and the 

salvation of the creature…He wills to give and gives it time and space and opportunity for the 

expression of its freedom within the context of His work.” Specifically, “…the return of Jesus 

Christ in this middle form…the reconciliation of the world with God as it is not yet concluded 

as revelation but still moves forward toward its goal, has its own specific glory.”
1013

 This 

place of ongoing transition and contradictions, of “already” and “not yet”, is actually “…a 

specific form of the greatness of the pitying love of God, a specific demonstration of the 

reconciliation of the world as it is accomplished in Jesus Christ”. Hence, there is no lack; 

Jesus Christ is the hope of all and present in the promise of the Spirit. In this place between 

the places God Himself is present. “He is on the way with us and we may be on the way with 

Him.”
1014

 God has not abandoned us to go our way in this place alone, perhaps having set us 

on this course only to meet us again at the finish line. Instead, we are here on this way 

precisely because Jesus Christ Himself is here on this way in the presence and promise of His 

Spirit and we are following Him. He “…is in transition, living, acting, speaking and working 

under the same sign…to His distinctive glory, so…He is present in the form of the promise of 

the Spirit…to our full salvation.”
1015

 Jesus Christ, whose prophetic work continues in this 

place, invites us to participate in it as we travel this way with our true “Companion”.
1016

 For 

“He wills “…not to do what He does without us, nor we without Him. Our action is wholly 

ours, yet it is determined by His.”
1017

 Only here on this way by His Spirit is there “…life in 

hope in Him as the hope of all men, for life under the promise of God and in the power of this 
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promise.”
1018

 The hope and promise declare that the contradictions and difficulties of this 

place are provisional; they too will find their end. Everyone, whether knowingly or 

ignorantly, is “alongside Him and with Him.” In His Spirit Jesus Christ “…passes through our 

midst, striding through our time from His commencement to His goal.”
1019

 In this place 

between the places “…we do actually take part in the parousia, presence and revelation of 

Jesus Christ as the hope of us all, in the promise of the Spirit addressed to us all…” by 

following Him and sharing in His glory.
1020

 Thus, co-presence in redeemed relation and 

distinction is divinely willed and established between God and all people of all places and 

times. Moving in the middle place from beginning place to culminating place, the reconciling 

spatiality of the Son is made known and effective in people through the redeeming spatiality 

of the Spirit, which effects a correspondingly new spatiality in them. This is especially 

realized in God’s special space within creation, the community of His people, gathered, built 

up and sent to enjoy mutual presence in ordered relation and distinction with God and people 

for salvation and sharing God’s glory. 

 

2.  God’s Special Space in His Community 

In three chapters of Volume IV of Church Dogmatics Barth discusses the ‘special 

place’ of God’s presence in this place between the places, the Church of Jesus Christ.
1021

 The 

Holy Spirit’s spatiality in His work of awakening, gathering and sending this community is 

demonstrated in brief expositions of §62, §67 and §72.
1022

 These also offer insights into the 

Spirit’s spatiality in His work of ultimate redemption. The primary focus on the presence of 

God the Holy Spirit in His redeeming work within the community of Jesus Christ, and 

through it to the world, further indicates the significance of the Spirit’s spatiality for human 

beings. For His work in this context is to reveal and effect the reconciliation accomplished in 

Jesus Christ to the community, by actualizing the new creation that occurred in and through 
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the Crucified and Risen. This future in Christ, pledged and guaranteed by the Spirit, becomes 

the community’s present. Through the Spirit, Jesus Christ is present with His community in 

ever new encounters with the living Word, causing His community to be present to Jesus 

Christ through the Spirit’s awakening, quickening and enlightening work which results in its 

gathering, upbuilding and sending.
1023

 Thus, the Holy Spirit’s spatiality has an objective and a 

subjective aspect to it; objectively, being co-present in ordered relation and distinction with 

God, here specifically the mode of the Son, whose accomplished existence and work are the 

primary content of the Spirit’s ongoing work in this special space, and subjectively, co-

present in ordered relation and distinction with the community effected by that objective 

content. He empowers it in its own existence to correspond in faith, love and hope to its 

justification, sanctification and vocation accomplished and given in Jesus Christ. The Spirit’s 

subjective work in the Church’s origin, direction and goal corresponds to the divine order 

determined by God’s primal decision and its objective execution in the covenant of grace in 

Jesus Christ also through the Spirit. As the Spirit is actively present and the community 

responds with its own work, the eschatological hope of reconciled fellowship, co-presence 

between God and His people, is becoming a present reality in this special place. Here, the 

provisional co-presence in ordered relation and distinction of this present community most 

fully expresses both divine and human spatiality as a foretaste of the perfect spatiality to be 

experienced in the perfectly redeemed co-present communion there in the New Jerusalem 

where we shall once again see the risen Jesus Christ ‘face to face’.  

 

2.1.  The Holy Spirit Creates His Special Place 

 The Holy Spirit is actively present with us following Jesus Christ on the way to the 

redemption of all creation. Within this general continuing place between the beginning and 

ending places, God creates a new form of His ‘special presence’ in the world, the space of His 

own people. The previous form before the incarnation was Israel; the new form after the 

ascension is Christ’s community or Church that includes Jews and Christians. As God’s 

presence totally, universally and definitively conditions, determines and makes new the place 

between the places, so His special presence conditions and determines this special space for 

co-presence with Him in a special relation and distinction. These determinations reveal 
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aspects of the Spirit’s spatiality, indicating the manner, extent and effects of His active 

presence in this space, and also of this people’s corresponding spatiality.  

Barth begins with the Holy Spirit’s gathering presence: “The Holy Spirit is the 

awakening power in which Jesus Christ has formed and continually renews His body, i.e., His 

own earthly-historical form of existence, the one holy catholic and apostolic Church.”
1024

 

Gathering some, not all, people into Christ’s community indicates that they stand “in a 

particular relationship” to Him.
1025

 His Spirit first awakens some in faith to knowledge of 

Jesus Christ and His accomplished work of justification, and gathers them into a new space, 

reality and community.
1026

 In this new space, they begin to live as the justified people they 

actually are, corresponding in their own existence to His reconciling act. But he “…who 

actively participates in the divine act and offer in the form of the Christian community and 

Christian faith…” cannot do so by himself, lacking both capacity and desire. Therefore, it 

must occur “…on the basis of a particular address and gift, in virtue of a particular awakening 

power of God, by which he is born again to this will and ability, to the freedom of this action, 

and under the lordship and impulse of which he is another man, in defiance of his being and 

status as a sinner.”
1027

 God the Holy Spirit gives “a living knowledge of this objective 

realisation”, the atonement completed in Jesus Christ which begins its “subjective 

realisation”, its effects taking place in his own being and existence.
1028

 God’s glory is 

manifest in the Spirit’s awakening presence.  

 The Spirit of God is not “…the spirit of the world…the community, nor…of any 

individual Christian…” He is “…God Himself, as He eternally proceeds from the Father and 

the Son,…unites the Father and the Son in eternal love,…[is] worshipped and glorified 

together with the Father and the Son, because He is of one substance with them.
1029

 As God’s 

Spirit He bears witness to the spirits of human beings regarding who and what God is in Jesus 

Christ. In this Self-witness He becomes God’s Word addressed to them and He also receives 
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that Word in them, thereby effecting a new spatiality in them or way of being co-present with 

God in rightly ordered relation and distinction corresponding to that Word.  

The Holy Spirit is God in this His self-attestation, God in the power which quickens 

man to this profitable and living knowledge of His action. He is God intervening and 

acting for man, addressing Himself to him, in such a way that He says Yes to Himself 

and this makes possible and necessary man's human Yes to Him.
1030

 

 

The Spirit causes “fellowship with Him” but also “distance from Him” in that He never 

becomes mingled or fused, possessed or controlled by the spirit of the individual or 

community awakened by Him.
1031

 Creating this spatial relationship in proximity at a distance, 

the Spirit of the living God always “remains free in relation” to them.
1032

 So their 

“…relationship to Him…can only be one of obedience and of prayer for His new coming and 

witness and quickening…” Their desire for His coming again to continue the work begun in 

them is “the infallible sign of His presence.”
1033

 Hence, the Spirit’s spatiality creates a 

corresponding spatiality in this special place of His community, awakening it and creating a 

desire to live in reconciled mutual presence with God in proper relation and distinction. 

 The awakening power of the Holy Spirit specifically awakens people to faith and 

knowledge of “the God who acts in Jesus Christ, reconciling the world to Himself” in the 

obedience, judgment, atonement, justification and verdict of God on behalf of and in the place 

of sinners. As the Spirit of this Father and this Son by whom He is sent to them, His 

awakening power is not a new action but a new form of Jesus Christ’s action making Him 

“present to the man to whom He gives Himself and who receives Him”. Hence, the Spirit 

“…is the power in which Jesus Christ…attests Himself effectively, creating in man response 

and obedience.”
 
They know Jesus Christ “is theirs and they are His”

1034
 without knowing “the 

mode of His working”, how sinners become Christians, although effects and manifestations of 

His presence are visible in the community’s existence and faith.
1035

  

Moreover, the community gathered by the Spirit’s presence is a form of Jesus Christ’s 

own existence and presence. As such, “Its act is its being…its essence its existence.”
1036

 

Therefore, “The Church is when…God lets certain men live as His servants, His friends, His 

children, the witnesses of the reconciliation of the world with Himself as it has taken place in 
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Jesus Christ…”
1037

 This special co-presence is “…not the being of a state or institution, but 

the being of an event, in which the assembled and self-assembling community is actively at 

work: the living community of the living Lord Jesus Christ in the fulfilment of its 

existence.”
1038

 Having been “fused together…into a definite human fellowship” of 

individuals, this community exists “in time and space…and therefore in a concrete human 

form”.
1039

 Thus, “in its spatio-temporal existence”, the Church must be concrete and visible. 

Yet its hidden reality, the “secret” of its existence, is the presence and being of the living 

Jesus Christ in His Spirit. Therefore, “…what it is, the character, the truth of its existence in 

time and space is…a matter of …a very special visibility” that is generally imperceptible.
1040

 

Visible to the world is the “two-dimensional view” common to any human society, a group of 

people gathered for activity. The Church must know “the third dimension”
1041

 of its existence, 

the living Jesus Christ in the awakening power of His Spirit, visible only with the “perception 

of faith”. Since the basis of its being is the being of Jesus Christ, and the glory of His being is 

still concealed in this place between the places, so too the Church’s glory is hidden until the 

final revelation. Its “particular visibility”
1042

 known only by faith includes its visible historical 

existence enlivened by its invisible “spiritual character”. Some “manifestations and analogies” 

of its form are visible to the world, yet “no direct identity” exists between those and the 

invisible “mystery” of its being.
1043

 Corresponding to the spatiality of its living Lord by the 

spatiality of His Spirit, the Church is, so is spatial only in the unity in distinction of corporeal 

and spiritual, visible and invisible, human and divine. 

Furthermore, since the existence of the Church, its invisible reality in its visible form, 

is a divine act, it must continually receive its existence in a new divine act. Thus it can never 

be controlled or exist by human ability or work. Even its work attesting its invisible character, 

for God’s glory and people’s salvation, through its visible activities and manifestations is 

itself a work of the enabling Spirit. Where it denies or betrays its invisible and spiritual 

character it ceases to be the Church, reducing its gathering to a mere human society like all 

others. God alone can “guarantee its hidden character”; where He does, the “visible attests the 
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invisible.” Thus, “…the place where this takes place is hidden in its concrete form, with 

which it is only indirectly and not directly identical”, corresponding to its ontological ground, 

Jesus Christ.
1044

 Barth identifies the Church in its invisible-visible being as “the earthly-

historical form of existence of Jesus Christ Himself.”
1045

  

That the risen Jesus Christ, body and soul, is present in heaven at the right hand of 

God the Father means “…Jesus Christ also lives as the Crucified and Risen in a heavenly-

historical form of existence…”
1046

 Indicating neither His heavenly imprisonment and the 

world’s abandonment nor the existence of any gap between Him in that heavenly place and us 

in our earthly place, the promise of the Spirit entails divine omnipresence. Yet, Jesus Christ is 

not just generally and abstractly present; nor is He merely spiritually present, as if His divine 

nature were here while His human nature remained in heaven. Indeed, His presence 

necessarily entails His whole unified being as very God and very human: He is present by His 

Spirit in the community whose being is the earthly-historical form of His body. Both forms 

are distinct though inseparable manifestations of His own being. The earthly-historical form 

of Jesus Christ’s existence as the Church must correspond to His heavenly-historical form of 

existence at the right hand of the Father. As Mediator between God and human beings, Jesus 

Christ is not limited to one form of existence. First He exists co-present with the Father in a 

hidden (to us) form of glory as the Crucified and Resurrected. He also exists co-present with 

us in the visible though provisional form of the Church when enlivened by His invisible 

Spirit. The “…community belongs together with the living Lord Jesus Christ because He 

belongs together with it…” as the Head of His body.
1047

 But perhaps these multiple forms 

indicate multiple “…bodies of Christ: the historical, in which He died and rose again; the 

mystical which is His community; and that in which He is really present in the Lord’s 

Supper.” For Barth, “one Christ” means “one body of Christ”.
1048

  

The Church is His body only regarding the “divine action” that gives it existence, the 

event of Jesus Christ’s co-presence with it in His living Spirit who is identical with Him. As 

event, His body “…actually takes place in the space and time of…men, in the sphere of their 

experience and activity” by the awakening and gathering presence of the Spirit.
1049

 Moreover, 

Barth adamantly asserts the community of Jesus Christ is not made the body of Christ by the 
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Spirit’s presence and work. “It is the body, and its members are members of this body, in 

Jesus Christ, in His election from all eternity...And it became His body, they became its 

members, in the fulfilment of their eternal election in His death on the cross of Golgotha, 

proclaimed in His resurrection from the dead.”
1050

 No mere afterthought to God’s other, 

perhaps more important work, the Spirit’s presence and work are already included in God’s 

primal decision to be our God and for us to be His people, for God and His people to be 

mutually present in elected relation and distinction. The Spirit is “…to ‘realise subjectively’ 

the election of Jesus Christ and His work as done and proclaimed in time, to reveal and bring 

it to men and women.” He gives to the elect “knowledge of Jesus Christ and themselves”, 

creating a special “union” between Jesus Christ and them “…by God’s decree from all 

eternity and as it has become in virtue of His act in time…” What God declared and did in 

divine space and eternity is now correspondingly being declared and executed in creaturely 

space and time. Both are aspects of the one act of God to achieve covenant spatiality between 

God and people in Jesus Christ by His Spirit. Knowing Jesus Christ by the awakening power 

of His Spirit entails knowing they “are really in Him as He is in them, ‘in the midst’”
1051

 Even 

with the “temporary, provisional and teleological character” of His body, He is perfectly co-

present in His Spirit in relation and distinction with it.
1052

 

The Self-witness of Jesus Christ in His death and resurrection is the origin, content 

and goal of His Spirit’s witness. The Spirit’s spatiality in this special space that is Christ’s 

earthly, provisional body also corresponds to the spatiality of its Head as its origin, content 

and goal. Therefore, Jesus Christ Himself is wholly co-present with His community in His 

Spirit’s presence, conforming it to His own image. In its “visible in faith” character, where the 

Church is, it corresponds to the heavenly-historical form of His body as “one, holy, catholic 

and apostolic”.
1053

 Further highlighting the Spirit’s spatiality, a brief summary of each follows 

from Barth’s presentation. 

The Church is “one”.
1054

 For Barth, God is One in multiplicity, so too for His 

community. The Holy Spirit is the communion holding together distinctions in unity 

according to and maintaining their proper order and differentiation. He also brings order out 

of chaos, light from darkness, and life from death. The spatiality of the Holy Spirit entails His 

being present to each individual member such that they are truly ordered, unified and 
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enlivened as one body while enabling their individuality. His spatiality means He can be 

effectively present to all individuals and their community to whom He makes known and 

actual the one reconciliation accomplished in the one Savior. The way He is present to these 

enables the visible form of their witness to correspond to the invisible secret of their 

existence, the living Lord Jesus Christ. So He is present holding together the Church’s 

invisible reality and its visible form, the heavenly-historical form with its earthly-historical 

form. His presence makes Jesus Christ present to His community, holding together the Head 

with this form of His body. The spatiality of the Spirit is seen in its execution of the one 

divine will which determines the origin, content, direction and goal of its activity to fulfill 

God’s election of grace reconciling the world with God in the one work of Jesus Christ. Yet 

the Spirit fulfills this one will in a multiplicity of ways and forms. The Spirit is present even 

to those who have died, as demonstrated by His activity in the tomb of Jesus Christ and the 

Church Triumphant. The latter is made one with the present reigning Church and the future 

consummated Church, indicating the Spirit’s spatiality is restricted neither by time-eternity 

nor life-death. As the life-giving Spirit, He brings past history into present history and brings 

the future history into both. His is an eschatological spatiality. This aspect is seen in His 

active presence in gathering the one people of God as Israel and the Church, actualizing in 

them the one covenant already fulfilled and yet to be fully revealed in the one Messiah and 

Savior, Jesus Christ. The spatiality of the Holy Spirit also entails His presence with every 

group of people in all places and times. As the Creator of languages at Babel, such differences 

reveal the wealth of His being, not an impediment to His active presence gathering them into 

the one Church of the one Lord. Thus, the Spirit can be present to all congregations using 

their various forms of Church government and theology, commandeering their words to 

become the Word of God, revealing and actualizing their reconciliation, moving them onward 

to the goal of its fulfillment in each member and the whole. Even in a visibly disunited body, 

the presence of the Spirit of Jesus Christ holds all things together in Himself; His presence 

can move the “plurality of Churches” toward a closer correspondence, a true unity in 

plurality, with its one Head and thus its goal as the one Church of Jesus Christ.
1055

  

The true Church is “holy”.
1056

 The spatiality of the Holy Spirit denotes His holy co-

presence with His people, effecting their reconciliation, their righteousness in Jesus Christ’s 

accomplished work for them in their place. Gathered and sanctified or set apart from the 
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world to be built up and sent back into the world, His holy presence orders and determines the 

Church’s whole existence and mission according to the holy divine will and its holy Lord. 

Jesus Christ is present to His elect by the Spirit’s powerful co-presence in awakening 

knowledge and faith, gathering the community together, and making effective their 

justification; in enlightening the body, building it up to give it direction and making effective 

their sanctification; in enlightening the body of their vocation to be sent into the world 

attesting the prophetic Word of God. By His empowering and sanctifying presence the Spirit 

makes their obedient response correspond to Jesus Christ’s grace thus making effective their 

reconciliation with God accomplished in Jesus Christ and bringing them into mutual presence 

in holy relation and distinction with Him and others. When these occur by the powerfully 

active presence of His Holy Spirit, giving it its own holiness, the body reflects the holiness of 

its Head in its visible form. 

 The Church is also “catholic”.
1057

 The spatiality of the Holy Spirit entails a universal 

aspect, making present and active the distinct being of Jesus Christ within diverse 

manifestations of His earthly-historical body in all places and times. The unalterable reality of 

its living Lord Jesus is maintained in all its forms by the presence of the Spirit. Hence, neither 

space as locality or distance, nor time as history, nor any other limitation inherent to the 

created order of the in-between place in which the Church exists can diminish, alter or destroy 

the peculiarity of its being in this special space following its Head. The Spirit’s co-presence in 

universal relation and distinction maintains the Church’s unique identity within the world of 

many communities even as it engages with them. Catholic thus refers to the particularity 

found in individual Christians comprising the Church that are held together in that single 

common reality, which is Jesus Christ, by the power of the Spirit’s awakening, quickening 

and enlightening presence.  

Finally, the Church is “apostolic”.
1058

 The Spirit is co-present, mediating and forming 

how the Head is co-present to the body, corresponding earthly history with its ground in 

heavenly history. The Spirit is co-present by objectively speaking the apostolic Word of God 

that is the Word made flesh addressed to the Church, and by subjectively enabling it to be 

heard, received and to respond. In this repetition of the apostles’ and prophets’ witness of the 

Lord’s living co-presence with them, God’s Word becomes event by the Spirit’s enabling co-

presence as it comes to form in their own proclamation and existence. Furthermore, His 
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redeeming spatiality will be manifest in the conclusion of earthly history, bringing it and the 

eternal covenant to completion by universally revealing God’s Word in its final, perfect, 

definitive form and by enabling its corresponding attestation by all creation. Omni-presently 

perfecting all things in Christ to their appointed end, thus fulfilling their origin in the divine 

election of grace, the Spirit's spatiality is teleological.  

In summary, for Barth, the in-between place, where the Holy Spirit’s presence is the 

present form of Jesus Christ’s Easter presence, is a manifestation of God’s good pleasure for 

us. It indicates “there is still space for humanity, and in that space it can still exist”. There are 

“…more opportunities for human existence from God and before God and to God…”
1059

 By 

the Spirit’s spatiality people may genuinely encounter the living Lord Jesus Christ, even in 

His hiddenness in heaven. Having the “space” and opportunity to respond to their election, 

they can live as the justified community in correspondence to God’s grace in Jesus Christ by 

the awakening power and presence of His Spirit.
1060

 Providing this special space reveals 

“…the seriousness of the solidarity to which He has committed Himself with us men in the 

person of His Son.” He wills neither “to be without man” nor for “the isolation of His 

Son”.
1061

 God’s reconciliation in Jesus Christ by the Holy Spirit’s co-presence and co-activity 

with His community, in justified relation and distinction, reveals and fulfills His decision to 

be God with us. Consideration of the Spirit’s spatiality in His work of gathering the Church 

now turns to its development and continuation. 

 

2.2.  The Holy Spirit Builds Up His Special Space  

 The second aspect of Barth’s triadic presentation of the Holy Spirit’s empowering 

presence and work in the Church concerns the Spirit’s spatiality in His quickening power to 

equip that community to live its sanctification. The first section explores the Spirit’s spatiality 

in His awakening power to gather the new justified community and the last section considers 

His spatiality in His enlightening power to send the community according to its vocation.  

Barth summarizes: “The Holy Spirit is the quickening power with which Jesus the 

Lord builds up Christianity in the world as His body…causing it to grow, sustaining and 

ordering it as the communion of His saints…” Centering on the doctrine of sanctification, 

God acts in us by the “…powerful and living direction of the Resurrected…and therefore the 

Holy Spirit…” who as “…the principle of sanctification, effects the upbuilding of the 
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Christian community…the eventuation of Christian love…and…the existence of individual 

Christians.”
1062

 Although the community concretely exists in its members and their “common 

being…life…action”, the focus rests primarily upon the sanctified community, since the 

individual is known only here, “at the place where he is the one he is”.
1063

 Sanctification has 

two aspects: “…God is at work and there is a human work which He occasions and fashions.” 

So God works on both divine and human sides, objectively and subjectively. Genuine human 

response is not restricted or denied by the Spirit’s divine work that occurs “for men and to 

them as the determination of their human action”. Actually, His work effects the only true 

response to the sanctification accomplished in Jesus Christ, a corresponding human 

participation.
1064

 By His quickening presence, the Holy Spirit empowers the Church to be 

maintained in its existence, being co-present with its Head in proper relation and distinction. 

For its part, the community is only in this mutual presence as it actively responds to God’s 

work, elected and completed in Jesus Christ, that “…points beyond itself and witnesses to the 

fact that it is occasioned and fashioned in this way, attesting the divine work of 

sanctification…”
1065

 Although its witness and true co-presence is compromised by its ongoing 

struggle with sin and evil in this place between the places, nevertheless, the Spirit sanctifies 

its work. He thereby endows it with its reality, enabling its work not merely to correspond to 

that reality but also to be made visible by faith. As the Spirit is actively present in the 

community’s work, making it become actual and visible, the Church is. This space is God’s 

special presence and work in creation. 

 All divine work has a specific purpose, direction, determination and goal rooted in 

God’s primal decision and election of grace. Here, the goal is to reveal “the sanctification of 

all humanity and human life” that was accomplished in Jesus Christ in His exaltation as the 

Son of Man who was first humbled as the Son of God.
1066

 Justification and new life, complete 

in Jesus Christ, take effect in human beings as they are made right before God and participate 

in His new life. How they are to live in this new space and identity as Christ’s body is the 

subject of their sanctification. It unfolds in the history of their new existence with God and the 

world, an existence totally and radically determined by their origin in the justification, 

exaltation and establishment of all human life in Jesus Christ. Likewise, it is determined and 

ordered by and for its attainment of the ultimate goal set for it, the eternal redemption and 
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consummation of all creation in Jesus Christ. In the movement that occurs from this place of 

commencement, revealed in Jesus Christ’s first Easter presence to the place of completion, to 

be revealed to all of creation with His return in His final Easter presence, the Church is given 

space and opportunity to live here and now as God’s sanctified community.
1067

 By the Spirit’s 

presence and work in and with the Church to enable its own presence and work, it attests the 

sanctification in Jesus Christ for the whole world.  

However, Christians are both already saints (objectively in Jesus Christ) yet still 

sinners (subjectively in their actual lived existence). Therefore, the community inevitably fails 

to correspond with the completed sanctification in Jesus Christ and be co-present in sanctified 

relation and distinction with God and others through its obedient, grateful service. Nor is it 

fully co-present with the world to visibly demonstrate in its own existence the sanctification 

completed and intended for the whole world. Yet in Jesus Christ, God will not abandon the 

Church in this endeavor, leaving it on its own to accomplish. He is always present, 

accomplishing the task in the Church’s co-present existence by His Spirit who empowers it 

for this service. As the Church becomes and lives this provisional representation on the way 

to the perfection of all creation in this in-between place by the co-presence of the Spirit in His 

quickening power, “a living redemptive happening” occurs which is “the saving operation of 

the living Lord Jesus”
1068

 By His powerful co-presence, the Spirit does “create…maintain and 

continually renew” the Church’s provisional representation which is always in need of such 

redemptive work in this in-between place. Its dire need is manifest in its “characteristic sin” 

attempting to “represent itself rather than the sanctification” available in Jesus Christ.
1069

 So, 

the Holy Spirit must actualize in its being this “…representation which is the meaning and 

purpose of its existence.” He accomplishes this by being actively present in and with the 

Church’s own work, in its “…history in which it is unfit, but continually fitted, in and with its 

human thought and word and will and work to make this provisional representation.” 

Although the church lacks the desire and ability to be present in this witness, God graciously 

gives to it the “necessary qualities” and “freedom to be able to serve Him” by being mutually, 

actively present with Him and through Him with the world in this work of His.
1070
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 A provisional representation of Jesus Christ’s past and present, the Church is also a 

provisional representation of His future. Having already attained the goal in His own 

existence, His future is now brought into the Church’s present reality. Barth’s eschatological 

vision places the glorified Jesus Christ already here, in God’s special space that is the being of 

the Church, even as it still presses forward toward the completion of all things in Christ. The 

Church moves toward the goal, the “complete presence and lordship of God in and over all 

things.” Viewed from this aspect, the realization of such perfect spatiality for ultimate 

covenant communion between God and human beings is the goal of God’s decision and 

election. The Church exists as Christ’s body precisely in this forward movement, being co-

present in sanctified and glorified relation and distinction with the Spirit of Jesus Christ. He 

equips it to reveal, precisely in the actualization of its co-present existence, the reconciliation 

of all creation already completed in Jesus Christ. Moving “forward to Him in His future form” 

means moving “therefore to itself in its future form.”
1071

 Not a result of its own work, its 

future form will “…be something completely new…something which comes to it from God; 

its genuine eschaton, and therefore that of the whole cosmos.”
1072

 The Church’s future being 

in fully redeemed co-presence with God is not merely a future version of its present, 

provisionally redeemed form; it is “transcendent.”
1073

  

 Architectural imagery enhances Barth’s eschatological picture and further illuminates 

God’s spatiality. Strikingly, biblical references for the city of Jerusalem and tabernacle denote 

places specifying the special presence of God in the midst of His elect community as a 

blessing for the entire world. The eschaton, including the future form of God’s community, is 

the “new Jerusalem” that “…does not grow up from earth to heaven, but ‘comes down from 

God out of heaven…’” God Himself has built this place for His specific purpose. It is “…the 

tabernacle of God with men, in which He will dwell, and they shall be His people, and He 

shall be with them.” This fully spatial living with God is the true “home” already known yet 

still yearned for by the Church.
1074

 In its being, direction and goal, the pilgrim community 

already heading home to be co-present with God is completely eschatologically determined 

by the God in Jesus Christ who comes from there to meet it on its way, ensuring its blessed 

arrival through His Spirit’s co-presence and work. Barth envisions the completed heavenly 

city established and built by God for habitation with His people along with the ongoing 
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construction of that corresponding city on earth. As the “temple of God”, the community is 

“the place where God’s glory dwells”; here, provisionally and improperly, there in the 

eschaton, properly and fully.
1075

 So Jesus’ claim to rebuild the temple in three days after the 

old is destroyed refers not just to His own bodily death and resurrection to new life. It also 

signals the destruction of the community in its old, provisional form and its reconstruction in 

its as yet hidden but “eternal form.”
1076

 Barth is clear: the community’s human work or 

capacity is not what makes the Church the place of God’s glory. It becomes God’s temple 

only where “‘the Spirit of God dwelleth in [it]’”.
1077

 There the Church’s being is event and 

genuine spatiality, divine and human, is manifest. 

 Although the divine “purpose behind the building and direction in the execution of this 

purpose” is concealed, it is indicated in “a definite arranging and relating and integrating.” 

Ordered by God as “a progressive building upon that which is already built” it occurs only as 

“a fresh building from the very first, from the foundation upwards” without any notion of a 

“finished task.”
1078

 Reminiscent of Barth’s theological epistemology, the Church must always 

start again at the beginning, in a fresh divine work, ‘following after’ the God who reveals the 

new ordered way determined by Him in this event. For only God knows the ultimate 

destination and specific way to get there; only He has the power to accomplish this in the 

presence and action of His Spirit who is our guarantee to “see this city and dwell in it”. Thus, 

“God Himself and He alone” is the “true builder” of the community in “the strict…primary 

and ultimate sense”.
1079

  

This includes God’s active co-presence in the work of human beings to make their 

work correspond to His own.
1080

 “[T]hrough the man Jesus in the power of His Spirit” God 

concretely builds up the community, having already laid its “sure foundation” in Jesus 
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Christ’s completed activity. As its “master” and “Lord”, His Spirit’s presence and “…activity 

directs and determines all the activity of men in this work of construction”.
1081

 This 

“community is what it is as He Himself is present and speaks and acts”. Thus, the “…more 

faithfully and distinctly His activity is…attested and reflected by its own activity, the more 

definitely there takes place its edification in and with that which is done in all humanity in its 

own sphere.”
1082

 As in the man Jesus, the Spirit is co-present in ordered relation and 

distinction, working in the community and each individual member, quickening all to be built 

up and to respond by actively being co-present with Him and others, building up itself.  

 Upbuilding entails “integration” or forming various people into a “union” around a 

common cause, thus producing a mutuality and bond between them. Individuals are not 

negated here but are “fitted together” so their common task is achieved.
1083

 The Holy Spirit 

integrates disparate people into the one body of Christ as He also self-integrates each 

individual, all engaged in the one task of attesting the sanctification of humanity in Jesus 

Christ. Such integration results in a reciprocal relationship with fellow members in which the 

whole body is properly subjugated to its Head. The spatiality of individuals and of the whole 

community is realized and made visible in this integration; each individual and all together 

are lovingly co-present with God and each other in sanctified relation and distinction. God’s 

special space as this unity in distinction is the being of Christ’s body that conforms to its Head 

by the co-present activity of the Spirit. Integration in Christ’s love is one aspect of the 

upbuilding of the Church by the Holy Spirit’s active, powerful presence. The Church becomes 

event under this particular aspect primarily in its worship where “all Christians are present” 

and moving toward its “goal in communion”. In worship, “…the Christian existence as a 

whole takes place and is revealed…in nuce” for its election to “divine service” is most fully 

revealed there.
1084

 

 Of primary significance regarding the Spirit’s spatiality, Barth develops this notion of 

integration of love and worship in the Church’s upbuilding as “the communion of saints”. 

Communion, koinonia, is “…an action in which on the basis of an existing union…many men 

are engaged in a common movement towards the same union.” The Holy Spirit effects this 

communion of loving co-presence in special relation and distinction as both “divine and 

human work” occur in the movement from the place of commencement to the place of 

                                                 
1081

 Barth, CD IV/2, 633. 
1082

 Barth, CD IV/2, 633. 
1083

 Barth, CD IV/2, 635. 
1084

 Barth, CD IV/2, 639. 



219 

   

 

culmination of this provisional existence.
1085

 Responding to God’s spatiality and action in 

Jesus Christ with their own “corresponding action” and spatiality, the Spirit uniquely binds 

them to God and to one another, quickening them for such spatial communion.
1086

 This 

ongoing work in mutual presence, both divine and human, occurs as the unfolding history 

between God and His community. By the Spirit’s presence in His upbuilding activity that 

transforms the communion of isolated sinners into the genuine communion of co-present 

saints, the new, sanctified humanity is provisionally present in the old, perishing world. 

Again, “…the basis of their particular being and action…is God’s eternal election, His love 

directed towards them and embracing and activating them in this particular way…”, thus 

revealing God’s spatiality.
1087

 As they respond in faith and love, Christians participate in a 

holy fellowship, the event of shared existence with God and one another, thus revealing their 

sanctified spatiality. Such loving communion as mutual presence in ordered relation and 

distinction is the goal of divine and human spatiality. In the Spirit’s own presence, God 

Himself is truly, actively, fully present to them, and in the Spirit’s presence, they are enabled 

to be genuinely, though in this in-between place, provisionally present to God and through 

Him to one another. The objective and subjective aspects of the Holy Spirit’s spatiality effects 

and reveals true co-present communion between God and His people accomplished in Jesus 

Christ’s reconciliation. The Spirit is God’s sacred koinonia in God’s own space and in His 

special space, the Church. 

 The primary quality inherent to the event of sacred co-presence as upbuilding is its 

capacity for “growth.”
1088

 Growth as “numerical increase”
1089

 or the addition of newly 

awakened and quickened members into its collective presence is a “horizontal” and “spatial 

expansion”, extending the number of members and the amount of geography involved.
1090

 

More essential is the “vertical” and “intensive” dimension signifying “spiritual growth”. This 

is “…the power in which the saints increase in the reception and exercise of the holy things 

entrusted to them…”
1091

 United in their common task, common worship and mutual love and 

care for one another by the powerful event of communion in co-presence, they participate in 

the history of Jesus Christ in their own history. Engaged in these sacred activities together the 
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community progresses toward its goal, actualizing its “true nature and essence”, including its 

spatiality, as a provisional representation of Jesus Christ’s sanctification of humanity in its 

own existence in the creaturely space and time of the in-between place.
1092

 The power within 

the co-present communion of saints causing such intensive and extensive growth is the 

“immanent power of life” that is the presence of Jesus Christ Himself in His Holy Spirit’s co-

presence.
1093

 

 Summarizing thus far, after the ascension, the Holy Spirit’s active presence in the 

world makes present the “…authentic and effective self-attestation of the risen and living 

Lord Jesus.”
1094

 This Self-attesting presence of Jesus Christ’s being and work by the Spirit 

encompasses a twofold declaration. The Spirit’s awakening presence first makes known that 

the sanctification of all humanity is fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Second, those elected to hear this 

Word by the Spirit’s quickening presence receive its immediate and comprehensive effect: a 

repetition of this event occurs in their own existence, as they are present with the Spirit they 

are enabled to enact in word and deed a corresponding response. It is at once both a fully 

divine and a fully human work. As their ongoing and deepening communion occurs in this in-

between place, being co-present with God and one another in quickened relation and 

distinction, they actually although imperfectly become the one sanctified body of Jesus Christ. 

Answering the Father’s own action and Word, His verdict affirming the Son’s completion of 

their justification and sanctification in raising Him from the dead, they are enabled to be 

present to participate in the new and holy things of God. They begin to and actually do reflect 

His holy communion as saints who are yet sinners, here in the midst of the old and unholy 

things of the world.  

This holy mutual presence is accomplished by the twofold activity of Jesus Christ who 

is present with them. The first aspect of His activity in this communion of saints is His 

“remote operation” or transcendent presence. “Risen from the dead, ascended into heaven, 

seated at the right hand of God the Father, Jesus is remote from earthly history and the 

community which exists in it.” As the firstborn, the only human being to be raised from the 

dead and exalted to the Father’s right hand, “the man Jesus” has already crossed the chasm 

separating creaturely space to participate fully in God’s eternal space. His unique spatiality 

includes His presence in a “…heavenly form of existence characterized by His unique 
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fellowship with God”.
1095

 His unique spatiality also includes His presence in an earthly form 

of existence characterized by His unique fellowship with His community. Being set apart in 

heaven from the community existing in the in-between place on earth, Jesus Christ is neither 

absent nor has He abandoned His community. Through the perfection of His spatiality “…He 

overcomes that abyss in the Holy Spirit, operating here from that exalted status, working in 

time…from the eternity of the life which He has in common with God”, being present to His 

community in “…the power of growth and life which…reach[es] it from the majesty of 

God…” The community is enlivened “from without” by this transcendent power of God. By 

the powerful presence of His Spirit who gathers, builds up and sends His community, Jesus 

Christ is genuinely present to it, working in its midst even from the “distance” of heaven.
1096

 

His spatiality regarding God’s special space reveals His presence in ‘proximity at a distance’, 

even His immanence in transcendence, in this sense.  

Thus, the second aspect of Jesus Christ’s presence and activity in His community is 

His immanence. In the Holy Spirit’s presence, He also “indwells and is immanent to” His 

community. He is the power of life and growth present within the community, and the power 

within the community and each member enabling their correspondence to God’s presence and 

activity in their midst. Since Jesus Christ is both “here and there, [in] height and depth, near 

and far”, it must be proper to His being to exist in both heavenly and earthly forms in this in-

between place.
1097

 His spatiality entails existing “in the height…distance and hiddenness of 

God” as well as “here and now with sinners in this history which has not yet concluded”. In 

the first He is present as the Head of His community, in the second He is present as the body; 

Jesus Christ “as the One who is with God…is also with us”.
1098

 His Spirit is co-present to 

unite such antitheses while maintaining their distinctions in the being of Jesus Christ. This 

God-man in His divine-human unity is co-present with His Father in His heavenly space and 

simultaneously co-present with His community in His special space on earth, both by the co-

presence of His Spirit, and all in proper relation and distinction according to God’s election of 

grace in Jesus Christ. 

In conclusion, the Holy Spirit’s spatiality is revealed in His quickening power that 

equips the community for its sanctification and enables its corresponding response. Through 

the Spirit’s co-presence in proper relation and distinction with both Jesus Christ and the 
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community, Jesus Christ and His community also are co-present in ordered relation and 

distinction. For instance, the Head is related to but distinct from the body, Jesus Christ’s 

heavenly-historical form is related to but distinct from the provisional earthly-historical form 

of existence, both in the unity of the Spirit. His gathering presence constitutes the beginning 

and basis of the community at Pentecost, by awakening it to knowledge and faith of God’s 

justification accomplished in Jesus Christ according to its election in Him. His quickening 

presence governs and activates its historical existence in this in-between place.
1099

  

As the Self-attestation of Jesus Christ in this place, the Spirit has Jesus Christ as His 

“only content; His only work is His provisional revelation; His only effect the human 

knowledge which has Him as its object (and in Him the knowing man himself)…” Hence, 

where Jesus Christ “…attests Himself in the power of the Spirit of God, He makes Himself 

present…” and “…where He makes Himself present in this power, He imparts Himself…” By 

the Spirit’s powerful presence they become the one body of Jesus Christ, as each member is 

“…united only by and with Jesus, and only in this way with one another, and only for the 

fulfilment of His will and purpose.”
1100

 Jesus Christ’s Self-witness and Self-giving in the 

Spirit is the event in which the community exists as the body of Christ. Therefore, “Jesus 

Christ is the community”, as it is “exhausted and enclosed…taken up and hidden in His 

[existence], and absolutely determined and governed by it.” In the Spirit’s presence in this in-

between place awaiting the direct, universal and definitive revelation to the world, Jesus 

Christ the Head “is already present and at work in His own earthly-historical form of 

existence”
1101

  

Jesus Christ’s body is the ‘special space’ of God’s sovereign rule on earth that 

corresponds to His rule in heaven by the Spirit’s quickening power and presence. This 

“corresponding sphere” on earth is the presence of “the kingdom of God” in the “transitional 

movement” from the first to final Easter presence.
1102

 The immanent and transcendent 

presence of Christ in the Spirit is the secret of the community’s existence, “upholding” and 

growth.
1103

 For Barth, Jesus Christ’s being constitutes the community’s being; the community 

is not Jesus Christ, for this order is irreversible. It exists as the Spirit gives it Jesus Christ’s 

existence, corresponding in its own sanctification to the sanctification accomplished in 
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Christ.
1104

 The community has no other “place” to be except “in Christ” through the Spirit’s 

presence. As “…the air which they breathe, the ground on which they…walk…they have not 

being or life apart from Him…”
1105

 Jesus Christ, in His provisional earthly-historical form, is 

the special space where the communion of the saints becomes event by the Holy Spirit’s 

powerful quickening presence, and where the saints themselves are most fully spatial in this 

in-between place. That special space, however, is not an end in itself. It exists to attest the 

past, present and future glory of God in the world where it is sent.  

In a threefold structure following Barth, the Spirit’s spatiality is considered first, in 

His awakening power that reveals to the elect their justification and gathers them into Christ’s 

community; second, in His quickening power that equips the community for its sanctification 

and enables its corresponding response; third, in His enlightening power that reveals the 

community’s vocation to be sent into the world.  

 

2.3.  The Holy Spirit Extends His Special Space 

The final aspect of Barth’s triadic presentation of the Holy Spirit’s empowering 

presence and work in the Church concerns the Spirit’s spatiality in His enlightening power 

that sends it into the world according to its vocation.
1106

 His powerful presence enlightens it to 

engage in Christ’s prophetic work as “the provisional representation of the calling of all 

humanity”, accomplished in Him.
1107

 Proclaiming God’s covenant in Jesus Christ with all 

people, they confess and call others to Him, thus revealing the purpose and goal of human 

existence and the hope already present to them. However, “…He does not put them in a place 

which is occupied in immediate proximity to Himself but otherwise empty.” Rather, Barth 

claims, “He sets them among and alongside others who are also His own and therefore with 

Him in [a] special sense.”
1108

 Set within the general space of creation in the midst of world 

occurrence, the special space of His community is appointed to attest God’s reconciliation in 

Jesus Christ in their own existence and proclamation. So, for instance, the local congregation 
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exists not in isolation from the world but in the midst of the neighborhood, to be present in 

ordered relation and distinction attesting God’s reconciliation to it.  

The Holy Spirit’s work in the Church enlightens those already gathered and built up as 

Christ’s body, enabling them to be spatial and fulfill their calling to participate in His 

prophetic work. They do this provisionally, haltingly, yet genuinely when they are present to 

confess Jesus Christ and His work to others who are not yet aware that they also belong to 

God. Such confession is possible only by the power of the Spirit who is present preparing and 

enabling them in their own witness to others to correspond to God’s prophetic Word to them. 

Thus, for Barth, the “…one effective action of God in this twofold form [of Jesus Christ and 

the Holy Spirit] is the basis and secret of the Christian community…” called to this 

vocation.
1109

 The community exists only where God is mutually present in ordered relation 

and distinction with it, calling and upholding it “…as the people of His witnesses bound, 

engaged and committed to Him.”
1110

 It can respond to God’s presence and fulfill its calling in 

the world only by being present with Him as it “belongs…listens…and is obedient to Him”, 

the one Word of God addressed to humans for the world’s reconciliation.
1111

 The Holy Spirit 

enables this witness by being present to receive God’s Word in them and illuminate their 

understanding and execution of it. He is present to awaken them to faith and knowledge of 

Jesus Christ, themselves and the world, to build them up for loving service to the world and to 

enlighten them to confess Jesus Christ as the world’s hope. The community, with each 

individual Christian, is empowered by the Spirit’s presence to enact the accomplished 

reconciliation in its own words and existence by being present with other people in its 

prophetic work in every place and time throughout the world. 

Its being and calling is given in the being and calling of Jesus Christ, so no separation 

or isolation of the community from the world is warranted. While Jesus Christ “does not exist 

without” His community, He is “…who and what He is…for Himself…yet also with His own, 

and by anticipation with all who will become His own…” As very God and very man, being 

mutually present in relation and distinction with His community, He represents and makes 

present “all men to God and God to all men.” United with His elect by the Spirit, including 

both those already and not yet awakened, “His being does not exclude but includes within 

itself” the community’s own being. The objective place of the elect is in Jesus Christ. For 

“…it is true and actual that God alone is God, yet that as the only God He is not alone, but 
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that as the Creator, Reconciler and Redeemer of His creature He has ordered and bound 

Himself to this other which is so wholly distinct from Himself.”
1112

 However, subjectively 

they remain in the place of sin, evil and death, in the world. Following Jesus Christ in His 

movement from Easter to eschaton, His community has, as it were, one foot in both places. In 

Jesus Christ they already are the justified, sanctified and called people. In their lived existence 

in this place between the Easter places, they are still sinners in need of justification, 

sanctification and being called. In this sense, the spatiality of the elect in Christ indicates 

similar objective and subjective aspects corresponding to the Son’s and Spirit’s spatiality; 

they are already definitively present with God in fully justified relation and distinction in 

Christ by the Spirit, but they also are provisionally present with God in unjustified relation 

and distinction, still in need of justification in their current existence. By His Spirit’s 

presence, God’s grace continues to actualize the accomplished reconciliation in Jesus Christ 

in each of the elect within world occurrence. Therefore, the community cannot withdraw from 

its own place in this twofold existence as sinners and saints. Since Jesus Christ is bound to the 

whole world as its Creator, Savior and Lord, so too is His body bound to the world as the 

provisional representation of eternal life and hope already available and actual here in its 

midst.  

The communion of saints occurs where God and His people representing the world are 

mutually present in ordered relation and distinction. For His people living “in their own time 

and place”, God Himself “in speech and action…always comes to their time and place.” Barth 

specifies two ways Jesus Christ is present in His Spirit to His community, and through them 

to the world. First temporally, He is present as the community’s past, recollecting the event of 

His death and resurrection by which it came into being through the Spirit’s awakening 

presence. Christ is present as their future hope that they confess to the world and toward 

which they strive through the Spirit’s upbuilding and enlightening power and presence. He is 

present also as its present existence. He is “…present within it not merely as its recollected 

and expected but also as its present life.”
1113

 The second way in which Jesus Christ is present 

to the community and world is spatial. As the true Mediator between God and human beings 

He lives mutually present with God above and with the community in the world below. Barth 

explains this spatial character of Jesus Christ’s presence using Scripture: “‘I am in the 

midst’…and …‘Lo, I am with you alway’…cannot indicate merely the presence of a by-
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stander or spectator who might give occasional support…”
1114

 Indeed, “…Jesus is not far 

from His community but directly present with it…the true and primary acting Subject in the 

Christian gathering and fellowship, constituting, maintaining and directing it by His presence 

and action.”
1115

 The spatiality of Jesus Christ and the Spirit thus encompasses the extent of 

common spatial and temporal notions; by the Spirit He is concretely present above and below, 

and He is also present in past recollection, present existence and future expectation. These are 

not general or abstract terms. For Barth, Jesus Christ is actually and fully present in relation 

and distinction with His community and with each member. Through them, He also is present 

with the world, though in a differently ordered relation and distinction. No place or time exists 

in which He is not already actively present with people, although the form varies. 

The Holy Spirit is Jesus Christ’s living presence to the community, and through it to 

the world, thus enabling it to respond to His presence. “The Holy Spirit is the power of God 

proper to the being of Jesus Christ in the exercise and operation of which He causes His 

community to become what it is.” The Spirit’s work in and through this community is “…the 

power of the grace of God addressed to the whole world in the one Son of God and Son of 

Man…”
1116

 By His presence, the Spirit gives to them the power to participate in Christ’s 

prophetic mission to the world, being present to their neighbors by confessing Him in word 

and deed. Where this takes place, Jesus Christ is co-present with His people, and through 

them with the neighbor, thus affirming the community in its own existence. 

The Holy Spirit is the “bond of peace” between the two forms of Jesus Christ’s body. 

The Spirit “…constitutes and guarantees the unity…of Jesus Christ in the heights and… 

depths, in His transcendence and…immanence…[in] His primary and secondary dimensions 

and forms of existence…” The Spirit is the unity whereby Jesus Christ is simultaneously 

“…the heavenly Head with God and the earthly body with His community.”
1117

 The 

community confesses the presence and work of the one Jesus Christ in both forms. Only the 

Spirit can unify the Son with the Father, the Head with the body and the community with its 

diverse and many individual members, and the community with the world. Manifest in 

multiple ways, the Holy Spirit’s spatiality characteristically unites in ordered relation what is 

distinct or disparate, without loss of those distinctions. 
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The Spirit’s unifying presence enlivens the community and its work to be a 

“counterpart here and now” with Christ and His work. The Spirit freely wills correspondence 

between Jesus Christ and the community’s free confession of its “faith…love…hope and 

knowledge”,
1118

 thereby constituting its existence “afresh in the event of His presence”.
1119

 

Since Jesus Christ is for Himself, His community and the world, then His community also 

exists for Christ, fellow members and the world. Likewise, since the Head is sanctified and set 

apart from the world precisely to be present in the world for its salvation, then the body also is 

“called out of the world” only to be “genuinely called into it.” Both are separated from the 

world in distinction not isolation, so that, turning to the world, they may be present in service. 

The Spirit’s unifying spatiality permits “no gap” to exist between the Head and this form of 

His body. Co-present in ordered relation and distinction, their existence is a “single 

movement” from one origin and to one goal.
1120

 By the Spirit’s enlightening presence, the 

Church is only in the co-presence of its Lord in His one work and movement. 

The Spirit’s presence enlightens the Church to know “God and man and the covenant 

between them”, so it may enact its commission by proclaiming the world’s reality as a lost 

and dying place.
1121

 Enlightened knowledge of the various places of human existence in Jesus 

Christ includes “God’s good creation, man’s own sin and the reconciling grace of God”.
1122

 

The Church is tasked with attesting to the world the place of created goodness, being mutually 

present with God and others in ordered relation and distinction; the place of sin and death, 

being co-present with the Holy Judge and other sinners in chaotic and fatal relation and 

distinction that is destroyed and recreated in Jesus Christ; and the new place of resurrection 

life, being provisionally co-present with God and others in newly reordered relation and 

distinction.
1123

 Enacting God’s loving presence in “solidarity” or unity with the world yet in 

distinction, not “conformity”, the Church must not retreat but be placed by the Spirit “…at the 

side and indeed in the midst of this world which God has loved…” Reflecting its Head, the 

community must exhibit “full commitment to it, unreserved participation in its situation” and 

place. It cannot truly love “externally and from a distance”, but corresponding to its Head, the 

body must be present in, to, among and with the world.
1124

 The community’s existence and 

                                                 
1118

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 761. 
1119

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 763. 
1120

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 764. 
1121

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 769. 
1122

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 770. 
1123

 For an exposition of Barth’s concept of union with Christ see W. Duncan Rankin, “Carnal Union With Christ 

in the Theology of T.F. Torrance (Ph.D. dissertation: University of Edinburgh, 1996) Chapter 4. 
1124

 Barth, CD IV/3.2, 773. 



228 

   

 

commission to be a provisional representation of Jesus Christ’s reconciling love for the world 

places the community “under obligation to the world.”
1125

 Its own existence is given by Christ 

in His Spirit, who calls it to give itself for the world as He did. 

The Church’s commission can be fulfilled only by the power of the Holy Spirit who is 

present and active in it. By God’s “free power” and purpose, all is moving toward the ultimate 

goal and future.
1126

 Empowered and enlightened by the Spirit, the human responsibility or 

work, in view of God’s revelation and reconciliation in Christ, is simply to confess Him.
1127

 

But this confession is only “a grateful response” to Jesus Christ’s own confession of it as His 

body sent into the world. A genuinely “free…obedient action”, it can confess only when 

enlightened in knowledge that is revealed by the Spirit.
1128

 Hence, the spatiality of the Spirit 

involves uniting divine freedom and human freedom such that knowledge of God in Jesus 

Christ results in grateful confession and deepening faith, love and hope. 

For the Church’s confession of Jesus Christ to reflect His own confession as God‘s 

Word, the Spirit must enlighten its sole content, Jesus Christ, which includes “…the true and 

living God and true and living man; their encounter, co-existence and history with its 

commencement, centre and goal…”
1129

 The Gospel is the Word of God attesting the grace and 

goodness of God in Jesus Christ through the power of the Spirit. “Jesus Christ signifies God, 

not without man or – which would be even worse – against him, but God with man, and 

indeed for him, as his Friend and Helper and Saviour and Guarantor…Neighbor and Brother, 

akin and alongside…”
1130

 The spatiality of God is manifest in Jesus Christ’s presence who is 

with, for and alongside human beings in the Spirit’s presence. Not only given in a provisional 

form, God’s goodness is “…actualised in the act of God, which is already accessible, revealed 

and perceptible in the Word of God, and which is impregnably grounded in the eternal 

counsel of God, in His own triune essence.” Barth is clear: “Jesus Christ Himself as 

Immanuel, ‘God with us,’ is this divine goodness.” God’s active presence with sinful 

humanity in the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ is the content of the Church’s confession. 

Through the Holy Spirit’s active presence, divine spatiality takes human form in the covenant 

of grace in Jesus Christ. God “made Himself the God of man and man His man.”
1131

 In this 
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provisional in-between place, Jesus Christ is present through His Spirit in the earthly-

historical form of His body, to be reunited with His community in His final, definitive and 

fleshly form in the future redemption by His Spirit. Responding to this good news, the 

Church’s “cause” is to affirm in its own existence and confessed ‘yes’, God’s own “great 

Yes” to humanity.
1132

 God and the community are mutually present in proper relation and 

distinction where the community affirms God’s own affirmation. 

As the Church exists concretely in various and distinct places and ages, it understands 

and fulfills its prophetic vocation to attest the one Word in diverse ways according to the 

“temporal and spatial conditions of their Christian existence”.
1133

 Barth identifies two 

“elements of [human] existence” addressed by its confession. The first, “subordinate, static 

and present” is the person “in virtue of his ignorance”. The second, “superior, dynamic and 

future” is the person “…in virtue of the work of God and the Word of God addressed to his 

ignorance.” The former is the miserable life of the sinner who knows no hope or future, 

whose place is only dead and dying. The latter is the gracious new life of participation in 

God’s place, as a result of a “decisive visitation by God.” In this divine visitation the “never-

resting love of the living God” is present to the individual, revealing to him a future already 

here in the Spirit’s eschatological presence, yet also the goal toward which he moves in the 

Spirit’s quickening power. In this place of encounter and properly ordered co-presence, he 

now knows “God loves him and that in His love He takes him to Himself and will not let him 

go again.”
1134

 The community’s vocation is to proclaim this prophetic Gospel addressed to 

“him as the one he is already in process of becoming” by the presence and work of Word and 

Spirit.
1135

 Such prophetic existence hastens in the Spirit’s presence toward its future and 

complete sanctification in the eschaton. The community fulfills its existence and mission 

where enabled by the Spirit’s presence to confess this future hope to “the one who will be 

within even though he is now without”.
1136

 As Jesus Christ Himself is present on this way 

with His community in His Spirit’s presence, in-between the places of commencement and 

completion, so too, it is called and sent to be present on this way with and for the world, 

attesting and enacting the reality of both already present here and now. The community must 

pray, continually asking for the Spirit to come and enlighten it, since “God Himself, His 
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presence and action, are required” so its service to the world may be in service of God.
1137

 To 

be the true ministry of God’s Word, its service must follow the movement of its Head, coming 

from God to human beings. Only then can its prophetic witness point back and ahead to the 

God who has initiated and will fulfill everything by His particular presence and action.  

To summarize, the third aspect of the spatiality of the Holy Spirit in the community of 

Jesus Christ is characterized by His enlightening power that sends the community into the 

world to attest the good news of God’s reconciliation with the world in Jesus Christ. The 

Spirit is present empowering the awakened and built-up community, and enlightening it in its 

vocation to participate in Jesus Christ’s prophetic work. In this calling, the community 

becomes the provisional representation of God’s calling of all humanity to be present with 

God in reconciled relation and distinction by the Spirit’s active co-presence that enables the 

Church’s work to correspond with Jesus Christ’s prophetic work. Enlightened by the Spirit’s 

presence to the event of God’s Word, it confesses Jesus Christ. This confession includes the 

past reality of the place of sin, death and broken fellowship with God overcome in Jesus 

Christ’s death, the future place of redeemed creation in perfect fellowship with God revealed 

in the resurrection, and the present place as the body of Christ, moving from commencement 

to consummation, following its Head in faith, love and hope. By His presence, the Spirit 

makes effective in the elect the reconciliation already perfected in Jesus Christ, enabling in 

them a corresponding response in its vocation to the world. The present communion or mutual 

presence with God and His people centered in Jesus Christ who is present by His Spirit, offers 

a provisional but genuine form of that perfect participation in the divine life, which is the 

definitive co-presence with God and His people. The promised fulfillment of the divine 

decision and the election of the covenant of grace in Jesus Christ through the Spirit signifies 

the consummation of all creation that will be perfectly, eternally co-present with Immanuel, 

God with us and we with God. Spatiality, divine and human, will find its goal as we take our 

place in God’s own space with our Father, through the Son of God as Son of Man and in the 

Holy Spirit who is the communion of God’s love and freedom. 

Having examined the redeeming spatiality of the Holy Spirit in the Church, a critical 

assessment of Barth’s pneumatology is offered next, before considering our final 

consummated place with God. 
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3.  The Holy Spirit’s ‘Place’: Revisiting Barth’s Pneumatology 

 Barth’s doctrine of the Holy Spirit is often impugned by scholars, who suggest his 

pneumatology is essentially non-existent, impersonal or merely subsumed into 

Christology.
1138

 Acknowledging the absence of a fully expounded doctrine of the Holy Spirit 

intended for Volume V, the question has to be raised if he has done justice to the third mode 

of God’s being.
1139

 Given Barth’s theological development, the earlier Barth’s claim that the 

Holy Spirit is “the fellowship, the act of communion, of Father and the Son” is greatly 

expanded.
1140

 Little is said about the Spirit’s role in creation by the Father in Volume III, yet 

Barth gives the Spirit a much more prominent role regarding the Son’s reconciliation as it 

takes place in the Church, as this chapter demonstrates. Barth identifies the Holy Spirit as the 

effective power of the presence and action of Jesus Christ in reconciling the world to God. 

Considering his pneumatology in view of his mature historicized, actualistic and 

Christocentric epistemology provides a glimpse into Barth’s richer understanding of the 

differentiation of God in His third mode of being. Since this material is covered above in 

detail, only a few comments are needed.  

For Barth, God is a single divine Subject existing in three modes of being, so the Holy 

Spirit executes the one divine will that is His own. Rooted in His election of the covenant of 

grace in Jesus Christ and His Self-determination to be this kind of God, He executes His 

gracious will by His own free power. Divine omnipotence, for Barth, is not absolute power; it 

is the personal, effective, teleological perfection of God’s being that perfectly executes and 
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consummates God’s benevolent will, in accord with His constancy, in His Self-constitution 

and election of grace in Jesus Christ.
1141

 But what makes the Spirit distinct from the Father 

and the Son and more firmly establishes His own mode of being? Beginning with a broad 

view of the Spirit’s acts in the world according to Scripture, He brings creation and human 

beings into existence as the Father’s creative, life-giving power (the wind or breath of God) 

that is spoken by His Word. He maintains that creation by effecting the Father’s providential 

care and enabling creatures to respond as the good creation and stewards. He comes upon 

various people throughout the Old Testament, empowering them to do God’s will. He effects 

the entirety of the Son’s existence and work: the Son’s being in two natures is united eternally 

by the Spirit, from His primal Self-constitution together always the divine-human mode of 

God’s being, incarnation and earthly life as sent by the Father (including Jesus’ teachings, 

miracles, death, resurrection); the Son’s return to the Father (ascension and existence at the 

Father’s right hand); and the Son’s coming again in glory (the universal revelation of His full 

identity as the divine-human being) in order to return again to the Father with His community 

(those caught up in the Spirit) – all by the Spirit’s enabling and unifying power (holding 

together disparate things in order to effect the divine will). He is the empowering presence of 

the Risen, living Jesus Christ in the Church and through it to the world (the subjective agent 

of reconciliation making effective in His community and individuals the reconciliation 

objectively accomplished in Jesus Christ by His Spirit, which is their justification, 

sanctification and vocation). In short, He enables the elect to be and to know they are “in 

Christ” by joining Head to body, and maintaining and directing that body. He is the Promise 

and eschatological hope of the community’s future that is already (provisionally) present, 

accomplishing the consummation of all creation as He empowers it to move toward that goal 

(convicting, justifying, regenerating, sanctifying, gifting, calling, etc.).  

With his Christocentric focus, Barth can concretely explicate his earlier description of 

the Spirit as the communion between Father and Son, and the subjective aspect of 

revelation.
1142

 The Spirit clearly has Jesus Christ as His sole content, effecting fulfillment of 

the covenant of grace. He does not add to or complete the Son’s objective work as if 
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something were lacking. His subjective work, now specifically directed to the atonement 

event in Jesus Christ (rather than to revelation in general), makes that event (Person, work and 

effects) known and actual in the community and through it to the world by His varied 

presence in relation and distinction with them. This third mode of being is an eternal 

repetition of the Son and the Father; His work is to reiterate the finished work of the Son 

given by the Father to His community (and world) to which it was directed, thus also fulfilling 

the elected covenant purpose of creation. As the Subject of that work, the Son is the only 

objective ground upon which a community of its recipients may exist. Everything the Son, the 

Word of God did in his particular place and time in obedience to the command of the Father, 

God’s Spirit makes present and effective in all places and times. In an ever-new encounter, He 

addresses that Word to His community and receives the Word in it for its salvation and 

communion with God, being co-present with God and His people, and empowering their 

mutual presence in Christ. The Spirit is the communion holding together divine and human in 

all actualizations, and mediated through Jesus Christ. 

Thus, the Holy Spirit is the mode of being whose divine power enacts the commands 

of the Father and the obedience of the Son in the created realm, making them both present to 

the community in His own presence. As the single divine Subject, where the Spirit is, the Son 

and the Father are present also. The distinctiveness of the Spirit is seen in the eternal 

processions in which He is present as the eternal outpouring from the eternally generative 

Father and the eternally begotten Son. Differentiation also includes His “personal properties”, 

those distinct characteristics that, while mysterious, nonetheless account for Him being the 

effecting presence and agent of the presence and acts of the Father and Son in the world.
1143

 

These include confronting the community anew with the Word of God, awakening and 

preserving and directing it in faith to the coming Kingdom of God that is here, though 

provisionally, even now in His presence. This ever new divine act of Self-giving in which, 

ever and again, the Father gives Himself in the Son through His Spirit, is due solely to the free 

grace of God’s loving good pleasure. Such grace, rooted in His primal decision for the 

election of the covenant and Self-constitution, and accomplished in the Father’s command and 

the Son’s obedience is being actualized in us as we follow Jesus Christ home to the Father – 

all by the powerful presence of the Spirit. Both here and there in our consummated place, the 
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spatiality of the Spirit is being realized in the personal co-presence He effects by continually 

uniting God and human in the closest proximity and proper distance, first in Jesus Christ 

Himself and through Him with us, as Immanuel, God with us and we with God. Such 

perfectly ordered co-presence in properly fulfilled relation and distinction occurs in the 

covenant home already prepared in Jesus Christ that will be God’s ‘kingdom come on earth as 

it is in heaven’. 

 

4.  God’s Consummated Place With Us 

 Although Barth apparently left no indication how Volume V concerning 

eschatological redemption by the Holy Spirit would be organized, no doubt it would have 

been Trinitarian in structure and would have ended with an ethics, patterned after Volumes III 

and IV.
1144

 Barth’s Lecture Fragments intended for Volume IV/4 offer a few glimpses 

regarding his views of this material.
1145

 As reconciliation’s future and goal, redemption is the 

unique work of God the Spirit, who will bring the old, in-between, worldly place to an end, 

consummating the work already accomplished by Father and Son in its new, final place. 

George Hunsinger claims that for Barth, redemption “…represented the consummation of all 

things, the resurrection of the dead, and eternal life in communion with God.
1146

 According to 

Eberhard Busch, Barth  

…understood the eschaton brought about by the Holy Spirit in particular as an 

“apocalypse,” a definitive, total, and universal “revelation” of the eternally decreed 

and beneficent counsel of God fulfilled temporally in Jesus Christ, that is, of his 

covenant with created humanity as its eternal validation. With this validation God sets 

aside forever all human opposition against himself, and his work is thus consummated 

as all creation gives him thankful praise.”
1147

 

 

Barth notes that this “…act of God [is] the goal and end of all human history and of all the 

history of faith and the church within it.”
1148

  As the fulfillment of God’s eternal election of 

the covenant of grace, several overlapping aspects meriting exploration in this context include 

apocalypse, kingdom, new creation, reconciliation, God’s children, passion and union with 

God as Sabbath rest. 
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First, God’s final apocalypse by the Spirit will reveal to the entire cosmos who and 

what God is and does in Jesus Christ according to His election of grace. In the old place, “He 

is the God who in His concealment is not absent but present, not veiled but manifest” to His 

people.
1149

 In the new place Jesus Christ will be fully revealed and imparted “in his 

inexhaustible significance for the whole creation.”
1150

 This includes positive and negative 

aspects. Positively, the cosmic unveiling of His final Easter parousia will be seen and 

acknowledged by everyone, of every place and age. That presupposes some manner of general 

resurrection from the place of the dead.
1151

 In His definitive and perfected form, all will see 

Jesus Christ as the One He was, the Crucified and Risen, the Elected and Rejected in their 

place and for their sake. Negatively, “…he will bring his self-declaration to its goal with the 

manifestation of his light that destroys all darkness.”
1152

 All “lordless powers”
1153

 contending 

with God and His covenant of grace will be eradicated; all human opposition will be cast 

aside; all flawed, impartial knowledge and all “ignorance of God”
1154

 will be replaced with 

God’s true Self-knowledge. His apocalyptic presence “terrifies [His people] as judgment and 

already comforts them as grace.”
1155

 For, the true Lord comes in His glorious presence to 

complete the righteous “revolt”
1156

 against the “whole injustice and evil of the system which 

rules the world”.
1157

 His rightful place as Ruler of an ordered creation will be restored against  

…the great disorder that controls and characterizes the state and course of human 

things…the human unrighteousness that contradicts and opposes the salutary order and 

righteousness of God…the plight that plagues and disrupts and devastates humanity… 

man's fall and alienation from God…[as] the true unrighteousness which darkens and 

burdens human life and fellowship.
1158

  

 

Second, God’s kingdom will come as the “…absolutely new thing vis-à-vis the given 

world…that inaugurates its total renewal…”
1159

 A new network of relationships will be 

created since the human’s “…alienation from God at once carries with it his self-alienation: 
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the denaturalizing of the humanity and fellow humanity of his own existence, the 

contradiction of the determination, inalienably given to him as God's creature, that he should 

belong to God and have in him his Lord…”
1160

 Only God can do this new thing because it is 

God’s new act. In fact, Barth says,  

God's kingdom is God himself and…it is God himself as he not merely is somewhere 

and somehow (not even in the highest height or as the God beyond God…) but as he 

comes. As God's kingdom is God himself, so God is his kingdom in his own coming: 

his coming to meet man, to meet the whole of the reality distinct from himself…this 

special dynamic reality…[is] breaking forth and breaking through and breaking into 

the place…to encounter with [man] and therefore with all creation. God comes – this 

is why his coming is the coming of his kingdom – as the legitimate King and almighty 

Lord of the human world which belongs to him.
1161

 

 

God Himself is the objective basis of the new coming kingdom for He has already come. 

Indeed, “Jesus Christ is the new thing.”
1162

 Actualized in His original Easter coming, the 

Spirit’s outpouring, which enabled His second Easter coming in the Church’s presence, 

becomes the promise and pledge of the completion in creation of His final and definitive 

coming again. 

He comes and creates righteousness, zealous for his honor as Creator and burning with 

love for his creature. He creates the righteousness which is the right order of the world 

that belongs to him. He comes and in creating righteousness he abolishes the 

unrighteousness of people both in their relationship to him and also in their 

relationships to one another…He comes and with him comes that "peace on earth 

among men with whom he is pleased", among those who are elected, created, loved, 

saved, and kept by him. This peace on earth, actualized when God himself comes as 

King and Lord and creates and establishes it, is the kingdom of God.
1163

 

 

God accomplishes this by the transforming, redeeming presence of the Holy Spirit who makes 

Jesus Christ in the flesh present with all creation in new, actually redeemed relation and 

distinction.  

Third, God “…will cause his righteousness to appear and dwell on a new earth under a 

new heaven…
1164

 According to Busch, the new creation inaugurated with God’s coming 

“…cannot mean that a better or totally different second creation will replace the first, so that 

in the process the first creation is destroyed.”
1165

 God’s original creation was good; only the 

disorder, chaos and nothingness that threatened creation was judged bad and is to be negated. 
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However, it also cannot mean simply a return to the pre-Fall creation, which smacks of 

“natural theology”.
1166

 For, there is no natural capacity to know God inherent within the 

human creature that remains unaffected by the fall, as assumed by natural theology; his total 

being is affected. As the external basis of the covenant for which it was created, everything in 

creation opposed to God’s covenant of grace must itself be destroyed, including the sinful 

human creature.
1167

 As the old has been destroyed and the new has come into being 

objectively in Jesus Christ, so also must it take place subjectively in creation. 

Fourth, ushering in the final space of His kingdom means God’s work in the old in-

between place is finished. Time, no longer needed to complete the covenant, also will end. 

The redeemed creature’s new place, previously hoped and petitioned for, is at hand. What was 

promised and already an event there in the presence of Jesus Christ and the Spirit becomes a 

universally visible and known event here in the Redeemer’s new space. God’s atoning grace 

as executed there in the Son, is fully revealed here and acknowledged to be perfectly 

effective. Rooted in God’s own space in His primal decision and election, and fulfilled in 

Jesus Christ who exchanged our place of humiliation for a share in His exalted place, God’s 

eternal covenant with His people will be consummated here in the whole of the new creation. 

 Fifth, as the redeeming presence of the Holy Spirit enables the whole creation to see 

and know Jesus Christ and His work, He consecrates our participation in this final space as 

His children. Having been called by the Son through the Spirit’s presence, the new creation 

exists here “in particular proximity to Him and therefore in analogy to what He is.”
1168

 Thus, 

in Him, the Father of the only begotten Son adopts us as His children in whom we “…may 

recognize God as his Father and [ours], and [our]selves as his children.”
1169

 To be fully 

human means following the Son’s way of utter dependence upon the loving Father by the 

Spirit’s enabling co-presence, living in “…obedience to [God’s] command to the extent that it 

is a human life whose purpose, will, and work focuses always on the one action of invocation 

of God.”
1170

 Therefore, acknowledging God as Sovereign Lord and Savior by calling on their 

“…‘Father’ will finally, as the goal of the rule and work of Jesus Christ, be the word of all 

men and indeed of all creation ringing out in the harmony of universal invocation.”
1171

 The 

final eschatological place will be filled with “universal praise of God”, for the Redeemer’s 
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consummating presence will bring home all creation to be mutually present with God in 

redeemed relation and distinction.
1172

  

Sixth, such eternal cosmic praise and adoration of God will be the culmination of 

creation’s “zeal for the honor of God”.
1173

 “For the holy name of God which is desecrated in 

the world is unequivocally the name of him who is not without or against man but for man, 

the God who liberates and thus rules man, the God who loves him.”
1174

 This Redeemer is not 

an abstract or natural force, nor “…anonymous. He has a name…He has made known as his 

holy name…He has already hallowed it…[and] invested it with honor, validity, radiance, and 

glory.”
1175

 Zeal for the divine Name is the passion of God’s people. By definition, Christians 

are “people who suffer from” a passion, “…an unfulfilled desire which seeks the fulfilment in 

which it can transform itself and become delight and joy instead of pain.”
1176

 The Redeemer’s 

powerful presence, enabling their mutual presence with God in perfectly ordered relation and 

distinction, will fulfill their hope even as they continue to be co-present in faith and love.
1177

 

Their passion to continually glorify, magnify and attest this passionate, co-present God 

perfectly corresponds to His being and acts for them which culminated in the event of His 

“great passion”, dying on the cross in their place.
1178

 His name is His executed reality, the 

event that is Immanuel, God eternally present with us so we can be eternally present with God 

in perfect relation and distinction.  

And last, in Christ we are finally and perfectly united to God in the communion of the 

Holy Spirit in Sabbath rest. That will be “…unequivocally visible in the light of the last day of 

Jesus Christ which is also the first day of redemption, like the Sabbath which is the last day of 

creation and the first day for man.”
1179

 Not merely unfettered covenant relationship, but 

mutual presence in ebullient relation and distinction between God and His people is the only 

reality for the new human; in “the sabbath day of the light of God which abolishes all the 

division” and obstacles, comprehensive spatiality is eternally attained between covenant 

partners.
1180

 The new human existence to be mutually present in perfect freedom, faithfully 
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loving God and people by the Spirit’s presence corresponds to the communion of divine 

freedom and love present and revealed in Jesus Christ. 

In summary, all the work of the Triune God achieves its end in the eschatological 

space by the active presence of the Spirit who makes the glorious Jesus Christ present as 

God’s “…last, comprehensive, immediate and definitive Word…announced in His 

resurrection and… declared in the power of His Holy Spirit”.
1181

 This divine work is 

comprehensive in its “universal extension”; immediate in its “exclusive capacity” to remove 

all opposition to God in justified but still sinful humans; and definitive in its “ultimate” 

authority” to exercise sovereign judgment.
1182

 This place of grace is Jesus Christ’s “…new 

coming to consummate the revelation of the will of God fulfilled in Him” by the powerful 

presence of His Spirit.
1183

 Barth concludes, 

The coming of the kingdom of God is the appearing of God's righteousness on a new 

earth and under a new heaven…It is the setting up of his ordering of human life and 

life together, of his order of life, right, freedom, peace, and joy which is good for man 

as his creature, covenant partner, and child, which saves and keeps him. In Jesus 

Christ and the power of his Spirit this order is fully present…[and] fully revealed in 

him. In its majesty, as the grace and benefit addressed to all in him, but also as the 

judgment executed on all human unrighteousness and disorder, it is their 

[consummated] hope.
1184

 

 

In the end, where we “let God be God but…let Him be [our] God” we may joyfully 

participate in God’s glorious presence, blessed with the creative, reconciling, redeeming 

spatiality of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.
1185

 God’s election of grace is consummated in 

“eternal life in which God will be all in all, and thus in [us] too.”
1186

 To live in the 

consummated space of free and loving covenant communion, wholly present with God and 

others in perfected relation and distinction, is to be perfectly ‘in Christ’ through the redeeming 

presence of His Spirit.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

GOD’S ‘REAL’ SPACE WITH US 

 

This study has presented a theology of spatiality based on Karl Barth’s doctrine of the divine 

perfection of omnipresence, through an exposition of his theology in Church Dogmatics, and 

interpreted in the light of Bruce McCormack’s critical reading. Three basic goals are 

achieved: an understanding of 1) the spatiality of the triune God in His Self-determining 

election of the covenant of grace, 2) the spatiality particular to each of God’s three modes of 

being in His work, and 3) the spatiality of the human being, based upon, derived from and 

illuminated by the first two goals. 

Barth claims that God is spatial, thereby rejecting the common belief that God is a-

spatial. Spatiality, defined as “proximity at a distance”, describes the way in which one is 

present to another in the most intimate and personal fellowship possible yet without becoming 

the other. Individual distinction (‘distance’) is not merely upheld but is real only in the union 

of a rightly ordered fellowship (‘proximity’). Barth also asserts that God has His own space 

and even is His own space. Furthermore, God makes space for others to have their own place.  

Considering the problem of spatial terminology, I mention three issues: first, the lack 

of distinct terms to speak of ‘God’s space’ (i.e., ‘eternity’) in differentiation from ‘creaturely 

space’ (i.e., ‘time’); Barth’s interchangeable use of ‘space’ and ‘place’, signifying a similar if 

not identical meaning; and the varied ways in which these terms are meant to be interpreted, 

for example, metaphorically, literally, descriptively or analogically. For a theologian who is 

normally quite meticulous in his choice of theological terminology, this is somewhat unusual. 

However, I suggest that there is purpose in this variety. For instance, ‘space’ is usually a 

general term, connoting an infinite, open-ended, unattainable, uncontrollable and dynamic 

mystery which surprises, terrifies and delights. ‘Place’, on the other hand, tends to be more 

specific, normally referring to a particular, limited location or status, one that indicates 

knowledge and identity, encounter and community. This study has demonstrated that these 

common meanings for both terms partially indicate, a posteriori, the multifarious reality that 

is the spatiality proper to God and/or to human beings. Furthermore, Barth’s analogy of 

language is instructive. Human language cannot capture the reality of God’s being. In the act 

of revelation God encounters us in person, in Word and Spirit, sharing not just knowledge 

about Himself, but giving Himself to us to be known by us. He affirms the covenant 
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relationship with us, imparting knowledge within that context (and affirming His spatiality). 

God graciously ‘commandeers’ our human thinking and language to analogically reveal His 

true being, yet our thoughts and words never become identical to the incomprehensibility and 

plenitude that is His being. And that is precisely the point. For these reasons, I have not 

attempted to codify Barth’s language, but have chosen to use ‘space’ and ‘place’ fairly 

interchangeably.  

As noted, revelation speaks directly to the issue of spatiality. Since only God can 

reveal God, He must do so in such a way that His divinity is not compromised, yet in a form 

that we, as creatures and sinners, can grasp. In the very act of unveiling Himself, He is 

nonetheless veiled in creaturely media. This is His dialectical movement in revelation which 

corresponds to His being. In the indirect identity of God with the form of His revelation, God 

reveals His true being. There is no hidden God behind the One revealed, nor does He leave 

‘part’ of Himself behind. He is wholly, indivisibly present. We cannot grasp His full presence, 

however, since our understanding only partially corresponds to His being; He is free, 

sovereign and incomprehensible, and we are creatures and sinners. He truly encounters us in 

His Word and Spirit, making Himself present to us and turning us to Himself. The divine act 

of God’s Self-revelation demonstrates His spatiality, the goal of which is covenant fellowship.  

God’s own triune being reveals His spatiality, from which all creaturely spatiality 

derives. Freely positing Himself as Father, Son and Spirit in the primal decision in which He 

first determined Himself to be our God and then determined us to be His people, He already 

affirmed the ‘distance’ necessary for ‘togetherness’. The Electing and Elected Son was 

already leaning toward fulfilling the covenant of grace in His own being, anticipating 

becoming united with human nature in the actualization of His incarnation in creation. 

Distinct from all other acts, Jesus Christ is the pure and singular act of God’s Self-revelation. 

In Him alone can God be known as the covenant Lord, revealing His name which is identical 

to His will: Immanuel, God with us. The election of the covenant of grace is the beginning of 

all the ways and works of God, so all God is and does, all God demands of His creation and 

covenant partners is determined and directed to this goal.  

As the One whose being is in His act and is His decision, God loves in freedom. He is 

free to be present in a myriad of ways, all aiming toward the fulfillment of His will, in loving 

fellowship with us. God’s spatiality does not entail identity or a synthesis with the other. In 

Jesus Christ’s own being, His divine and human natures are never fused or synthesized into 

becoming a third thing. Further, in His relationship with us, we do not become divine, but 
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remain creatures. In covenant relationship with God and others we fulfill our election, being 

together with God yet at the proper distance for genuine, ordered fellowship. 

God’s ‘inward’ ‘distance’ or distinction is the fellowship of the Father and the Son in 

the communion of the Spirit. In God there is identity but there is also distinction. God’s 

presence takes form in a variety of differentiated ways. God has, and is, His own space in 

distinction from all other spaces, often identified as the place of His throne. And yet, since the 

Son is already the God-man in His divine-human unity, human beings do have a place in 

God’s space. Having eternally united Himself to humanity in Jesus Christ, our place in 

proximity to God is secure, even though we disrupt the fellowship and distort our spatiality. 

Because the human does not fuse with or become the divine, the distance is maintained and 

the spatiality of both is realized. Yet in this distance there is no solitary being, no isolation. 

God’s Self-determination to be a spatial being is, in fact, the basis of the relationship. 

God’s ‘outward’ distance, determined in His election of grace, is His turning to His 

creation in love. He is present in many varied forms, unveiled or veiled, in judgment or 

mercy, intimately present or apparently distant. While God is particularly present in Israel and 

the Church in His revealing and reconciling presence, Jesus Christ is God’s unique and proper 

presence. As the Subject and Object of election, He is the meaning of all other places, and His 

presence and spatiality determines that of all human creatures. He is the one will of God, 

revealing God’s movement toward His creation and His own spatiality, already in His election 

of grace.  

God the Father is present to His human creatures in three ways. First, He is the Creator 

who has spoken creation into existence as the space and theatre for the historical unfolding of 

His covenant. By His creative presence the Creator set apart all that was good, making a space 

suitable to fulfill His will to be with His human creatures. This space is limited, abundant and 

sanctified, for He is the source of every blessing. Second, the Father is the Lord of the 

covenant of grace. So completely has the Creator bound Himself to His creature, because it 

takes place in His own being, that nothing, not even our opposition to God can annul His 

covenant with us. His eternal presence with us is guaranteed. Third, He is present as the 

Providential Father. He preserves us as His creatures, He accompanies us on our way in 

fulfillment of His covenant, and He rules over all creation in the constancy of His gracious 

presence. God’s presence enables a corresponding human response to His own action, 

coordinating and cooperating creaturely will and activity with His own, in a genuinely free 
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human response. God is both with us and over us, His presence completely enveloping and 

protecting us.  

The spatiality given to the human creature is a function of the creature’s creation in 

God’s image. It is a condition of the creature’s readiness to be encountered by God, and, 

enabled by the Spirit, to obediently and gratefully respond as His faithful creatures and 

covenant partners. The Sabbath rest God enjoyed together with His human creatures is a 

foretaste of what He intends in His gracious covenant in Jesus Christ by His Spirit, being 

personally present with us in all spaces. Responding to Him as Creator, Lord and Father in 

our vocation as stewards and witnesses of His beneficent provisions we fulfill our election in 

worship and thanksgiving. In that rightly ordered relationship, actualized and revealed only in 

the true human, Jesus Christ, we are present with God as fully spatial human creatures. 

Creation is the space for the covenant to be fulfilled in Jesus Christ as the salvation 

history between God and humans. Jesus Christ is creation’s ontological ground, the center and 

determination of its order and purpose. In Him God enters into genuine unity with human 

beings. The distance between them is maintained for the purpose of true togetherness. Thus, 

the Creator’s space remains distinct even though encompassing creation’s space, and even as 

the Creator Himself enters into created space as a creature. God is free to do this, according to 

His election of grace. Since this space is created for the covenant history, the entire realm is 

imbued with the presence of God’s grace, determining all creaturely reality. There is no 

escaping His gracious and sovereign presence. From its origin in God’s election of grace, this 

place is determined for a specific direction and goal, the outworking of God’s love and grace 

for covenant fellowship. Creation does not have its origin, preservation or goal in itself, nor 

does the creature have an innate divine openness, thus disavowing natural theologies. 

Creaturely spatiality is actualized only by the Spirit’s spatiality or empowering presence, for 

the sole purpose of covenant fellowship with God and people. 

The creature and covenant partner is the object of the Creator’s loving, steadfast and 

ruling presence. There is no place for solitary existence in this space determined for covenant 

fellowship; only the delight of feasting at the Lord’s bountiful table with Him and others in 

Sabbath rest. The human creature is created to exist solely by the grace of the Creator, to live 

in His presence, and to respond to God’s gracious ‘Yes’ with its own affirmation. This 

spatiality, actualized in the ‘very good’ space of the sanctuary prepared by God for full 

communion, corresponds to God’s own spatiality.  
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However, human creatures are not content to enjoy this relationship in its divinely 

determined order, direction and goal. We deny our ‘good’ spatiality, to be present in free, 

obedient and grateful humility under the lordship and care of our Creator, Lord and Father. 

Choosing, instead, to isolate ourselves from God and others, we attempt to live a-spatially. 

We try to escape God’s graciously determined space for us by becoming our own lord in an 

independent space. Attempting to take His place, we judge ourselves to be in the right, thus 

falling under God’s accusation, judgment and wrath. Encountered by God whom we attempt 

to abandon, He will not let His creatures abandon themselves to chaos, darkness and 

nothingness, nor His partners to abandon the covenant of spatial fellowship. So He takes our 

fleshly place to do there what we have not, to respond to His gracious spatiality in our own 

humble spatiality. 

In Jesus Christ, God has determined the salvation of the world. The goal of the Son’s 

election is found in this determination for the covenant of grace. Salvation means to 

participate in God’s life; not to become divinized but to be present with God, united to Christ 

in righteous and ordered relationship. Jesus Christ fully exercises His spatiality, both with 

God and with human beings. The event of justification has three aspects: first, the incarnation 

actualizes and reveals God’s own place as the Justifier; second, Jesus Christ’s death actualizes 

and reveals the fallen creature’s unjustified place that is under divine judgment; and third, His 

resurrection actualizes and reveals the human being’s new justified place.  

Jesus Christ is the Son of God as the Son of Man. He comes to the place where we 

dwell, far from His Father’s home. He descends into the limitations of creaturely existence 

and inhabits our place, the place of sin and rebellion against God. His twofold humiliation in 

created space reveals an ontic correspondence in His own place with the Father. Since God is 

the content of His Self-revelation, His being in His own space is materially identical to His 

revealed being in ours. He is the humble, obedient Son, even, and thus originally, in the 

Father’s space. Otherwise a change in God’s being would occur at the incarnation, thus 

rendering an unknown God who is hidden in His own space, disconnected from the Son 

revealed in ours, and jeopardizing our salvation. Instead, by His Self-determined reality freely 

chosen in the eternal election, He can be present in humility. So also, the spatiality God 

exercises and reveals in becoming human, and more, in becoming sinful flesh, is 

inconceivably proper to Him because He was elected for this event in this place. This singular 

and particular place of condescension is the secret of His divinity. The Lord is present in 

lowly servant form.  
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Because the Son’s free obedience to the Father’s will involves His presence in the 

place of human fallenness, the Son’s incarnation is actualized as suffering. His movement to 

our place reveals its utter corruption, and also the enormity of His humiliation, characteristic 

of His spatiality. Passionate to justify us, He removes all obstacles hindering our proximity 

with God. This alien, far place to which God’s Word condescendingly journeys is the place of 

‘flesh’. There, God’s own creatures brazenly rebel against Him as their Creator and 

categorically oppose the eternal will of their Covenant Lord. Being present in this evil and 

sinful place, assuming there all that is rightfully ours under God’s judgment, He reveals 

Himself as God. However, in taking our sinful place by assuming our flesh into unity with His 

divine nature He does not sin, and death gains no ultimate control over Him. The Son’s 

perfect spatiality is demonstrated most vividly in the ultimate place of humiliation. Revealing 

both the ordered relationship between the superior Father and the subordinate Son, and thus 

the humility and obedience proper to the spatiality of God’s children. Freely He takes His 

place as suffering servant, in overflowing love for His Father and us, to fulfill the covenant of 

His gracious presence with us and ours with Him. His obedience to the Father’s will for 

spatial fellowship is our atonement.  

He judges our unjustified place for we attempted to usurp His place, becoming our 

own creator and lord, judging between good and evil, and isolating ourselves from Him and 

all others. We attempted to be a-spatial. He, the true Judge reclaims His rightful place. But 

there, He bears the consequences of our false judgment and pride. He lets Himself be judged 

in our place. Taking our place, He destroyed it and put the occupant to death. There in our 

place, the Judge is judged for us. In dying passionately for us, He puts us in a new place of 

life. His passion is our judgment that He bears in our place. Having accomplished our 

atonement in our place, His sacrifice is accepted by God as our justice. He is the Judge, the 

judged, the judgment and the justice in our place. His spatiality has the character of passionate 

love. He is present as the One who will take our place to die in it to give us His life.  

His passion was death in God-abandonment, the cry of dereliction that expresses the 

reality of our old sinful place, the self-imposed isolation in contradiction to our created 

goodness and election as God’s covenant partners. Abandoning Himself to His Father’s care, 

nevertheless, He felt the full force of God-abandonment, distance without proximity. He bore 

the brunt of God’s ‘No’ to our sinful place, but that is not His last word. 

God’s movement in the atonement continues with His ‘Yes’, His creation of our new 

justified place. The Father’s verdict is pronounced in raising Jesus Christ from the dead to 
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new life. He first justifies Himself as the Creator who recreates a good creaturely space, 

ordered, illumined and suited for life in proximity with God. He also justifies the sinner, 

placing her in drawing the sinner once more into the proximity of His own being. The Judge 

neither ignores the place of sin nor the sinner; He destroys them. He puts them to death. He 

thereby justifies His election of the covenant of grace, His own Self-determined space that He 

shares in proximity with the creature. The Father executes His judgment against His own Son, 

elected and Self-elected to occupy this place of wrath, to reestablishing covenant fellowship. 

Thus, the new justified place is revealed in the Son’s resurrection. His covenant partners are 

given their new justified and exalted place as children of God. 

The Crucified and Risen returns home to His Father’s place, the exalted Son of Man. 

He returns to His own place, having completed the exchange: taking our place of humiliation, 

He gives us His own exalted place, in the Father’s presence. In the movement, first, from the 

Father’s place to our place of death and then, raised to return to new life in proximity to the 

Father, the Son fulfills the gracious covenant. By His particular existence, Jesus Christ 

eternally unites God and human beings in His own being. Taking flesh to Himself, He reveals 

His unique spatiality; two natures held in the proximity of His being and at the proper 

distance between divinity and humanity. He reveals the free and sovereign love of God 

toward His elect covenant partners who are no longer isolated in their abandonment of God 

because of the atonement accomplished in Jesus Christ. 

Jesus Christ’s resurrection is the commencement of the new creation by the Spirit’s 

power and presence. All creation is given His place of reconciled participation in God’s 

eternal life. Although what is already complete in Jesus Christ is not yet fulfilled in our in-

between place, creation has been freed by God’s Spirit to move toward its fulfillment. That 

many human creatures do not acknowledge or conform to this determination and movement is 

due not to any lack or defect in Jesus Christ’s accomplished reconciliation, but to their 

persistence in their old sinful place and to the hiddenness of the atoning event.  

Who and what the Son is in His work are made present to and take effect in creation 

through the revelatory presence of His Spirit. In revelation, the Spirit not only speaks to us the 

Word that is Jesus Christ in His reconciliation, but He also receives that Word in us, enabling 

us to hear and respond to Jesus Christ. In that divine act which also empowers our own 

responsive human act, our reconciliation with God accomplished in Jesus Christ, is being 

effected in us. In proximity to but distinct from us, the Spirit’s spatiality effects our proximity 

to and fellowship with God, thus redeeming our own spatiality. By the Spirit’s empowering 
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presence, we are moving from our origin in Jesus Christ’s accomplished reconciliation and its 

partial revelation in His resurrection, toward our completion and the universal revelation of 

that reconciliation in His final return. The Spirit’s presence is the enactment of Christ’s 

promise that the place of consummation will actually be reached. 

Within the general in-between place of this new creation, Jesus Christ’s reconciling 

presence is in and among people who are gathered, built up and sent in the Spirit’s presence. 

This place of fellowship between God and people is the Church. It is the earthly-historical 

form of Jesus Christ’s body that corresponds to His earthly-heavenly form in the Father’s 

space. By the Spirit’s presence, people are awakened to faith and knowledge of Jesus Christ 

and His finished work of justification. Gathered into this new place, they are empowered to 

live as justified people in correspondence to Jesus Christ. Where this takes place, the 

community becomes the provisional representation of the justification of the whole world in 

Jesus Christ. The Spirit’s mediating presence unites the Head in heaven with His body on 

earth. In this communion of the Spirit, Jesus Christ is truly present to those gathered. This is 

the secret reality of the church’s visible existence. As event, the Church is, wherever the 

Spirit’s divine action and corresponding human action enabled by the Spirit take place. The 

Church can only be, where it is empowered by the Spirit to hear God’s Word and follow its 

Head to its eschatological goal, in obedience to the Father’s will. Where it no longer continues 

from its place of commencement to its place of consummation, it is not the Church. By the 

uniting and empowering presence of the Spirit, the Church is one, holy, catholic and 

apostolic.  

The quickening presence of the Spirit builds up the community, empowering it to 

respond in love to the direction given by Jesus Christ to those who are being sanctified. 

Responding in loving obedience and gratitude, truly, if provisionally, being present to God 

and to people, it also demonstrates the promised goal of its movement for full spatial 

fellowship as determined by the One who has already gone this way. As the place of Christ’s 

sanctifying presence, the community becomes the provisional representation of the 

sanctification of the entire world in Jesus Christ by the Spirit’s presence working among and 

in it. The uniting presence of the Spirit integrates the community of disparate individuals into 

a loving ‘communion of saints’, most fully achieved in worship. This holy fellowship, where 

God is present with His people and they are present with Him, reveals the spatiality of the 

Spirit who enables God’s people to be fully spatial as well. In the Spirit’s presence, Jesus 

Christ is transcendently present to His body from heaven, giving vital growth and life as the 
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first to be raised from death to eternal life in the Father’s presence. He is also immanently 

present within the community as the life-giving power of the Spirit. Both forms of His 

presence in the Spirit are proper to Jesus Christ. 

The Spirit is also the enlightening presence of the community by which the 

community is sent into the world to proclaim the reconciliation of the world with God in Jesus 

Christ. The community is the provisional representation of God’s calling of all of creation, 

attesting that creation’s purpose and goal is God’s covenant of grace in Jesus Christ, so also 

its present hope. By His presence in the community and in the world, the Spirit unites His 

people with those in the world as they participate in Jesus Christ’s prophetic work. Called out 

of the world in order to be called into it, the community stands in solidarity with the world by 

the Spirit. It confesses Jesus Christ, attesting the reality that its old place has been destroyed 

in His death, its final place is revealed in His resurrection, and its present place is the 

movement from one to the other in faith, love and hope in the Spirit’s presence. 

The consummation of all things by the powerful presence of the Spirit includes the 

universal and definitive revelation of Jesus Christ in His final Easter presence. By His life-

giving presence the Spirit will raise the dead. As the effective presence of God’s judgment 

against evil, darkness, chaos and death, He will remove all opposition to God’s eternal 

covenant of grace. He will establish the Kingdom of God where peace will reign on earth. All 

enmity will be set aside as He unites His people with God in the communion of His presence. 

The goodness of creation will be restored as the space for the eternal covenant between God 

and humans. With the completion of the covenant God’s work in the in-between place and its 

time will end. God’s children will come home to live in the Father’s home. God’s honor will 

be magnified in the passionate adoration, praise and worship of the whole creation. God 

enters Sabbath rest, enjoying the perfect communion of His children. All this will take place 

in the powerful presence of the Holy Spirit who will effect God’s perfect reconciliation 

between God and His covenant people as it took place in Jesus Christ. As the loving and free 

communion between God and human beings, the Spirit will effect the perfect spatiality of His 

people in correspondence to God’s own spatiality. The elect will see Jesus Christ face to face, 

bound to His bodily presence by the communion of the Spirit. In Christ, the Spirit will enable 

the children of God to live eternally in proximity at a distance with the Father.  

Elected in God’s primal decision, fulfilled in Jesus Christ, made effective and 

consummated by the Holy Spirit, the covenant of grace reveals God’s true spatiality, so also 

our own. God has determined Himself to be spatial, to live in intimate fellowship with us. 
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And He determined our spatiality to correspond to His own. Such togetherness with the Father 

through the Son in the Holy Spirit in the distinction of Creator to creature, Covenant Lord to 

covenant partner, Parent to child, God to human and Head to body, reveals the spatiality 

proper to God and to us: He is Immanuel, God is graciously present with us and we may be 

obediently and gratefully present with God. 

 

 

“For in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily. And you are complete in Him.” 

Colossians 2:12 
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