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Introduction


Karl Barth is arguably one of, if not the, most prolific theological figures of the twentieth-century.  One will rarely begin study in theology without encountering Barth’s influence, especially among Protestantism.  He is esteemed among men as John Calvin and Jonathan Edwards for his deep thinking and prolific writing.  His Church Dogmatics stands as a towering doctrinal work that continues to encourage and annoy theological thinkers of our day.  Perhaps no doctrine set forth in this work has caused so much debate as that of his doctrine of election.  A vast amount of ink has been spilled in attempts to define, defend, and deconstruct his view of God’s election of men in Christ.  The most prevalent accusation leveled against Barths doctrine of election is that its final consummation is Universalism, a conclusion that Barth himself rejected, but that he seems unable to escape.  

If Barth is as influential as many scholars declare him to be, then the church should seriously evaluate the doctrines he espouses.  Universalism is dangerous because it denies the exclusivity of Christ and redefines the very gospel upon which the church stands.  It is dangerous to the church’s orthodoxy as well as its orthopraxy.  What a church believes in doctrine it will live out in practice.  Therefore, this paper will seek to summarize Barth’s doctrine of election and examine two possible conclusions as to how it may be understood.  Only after this has been done may a conclusion be made as to whether the Universalist stigma that surrounds Barth is fair and how this conclusion will impact the church.   
Barth’s Doctrine of Election

Barth’s doctrine of election hinges on the person and work of Jesus Christ.  He affirmed, along with Reformed Orthodoxy, that Christ alone was sufficient to be the mediator between God and men (1 Tim. 2:5).  God himself acts on behalf of man and offers Jesus as his substitutionary atonement.   Salvation is, therefore, never contingent upon any work or merit ascribed to man.  Sung Chung, author of Karl Barth and Evangelical Theology, says that, “Barth accepted the Reformed theological argument that God’s election is one of the most central aspects of the gospel and it is purely grounded upon God’s sovereign grace and mercy toward humanity without any consideration of human religious merit and moral state.  In this sense, we may identify Barth as a Calvinian theologian.”
  Barth was emphatic that man did not deserve the mercy of God, and that God was never obligated in any manner to give mercy because of any warrant he foresaw in humanity.  Salvation is wholly the gift of God’s grace and love, and is most clearly portrayed in the God-man, Jesus Christ.  There are, according to Barth, three aspects to the function of Jesus Christ in the decree of election:


1. Jesus Christ is Himself the Electing God.


2. Jesus Christ is the Elect Man.


3. Jesus Christ is the only Man rejected or damned by God.

Barth asserts that Jesus is the Subject of election.  Bruce McCormack points to this as a distinguishing factor in Barth’s doctrine, saying, “Jesus Christ is both the Subject of election and its Object, the electing God and the elect human.  That is the fundamental thesis which shapes the whole of Barth’s doctrine of election.  The latter half of the thesis occasions no great surprise…It is the first half of the thesis (Jesus as Subject), however, which has proven startling to many readers of Barth.”
  The reason it is so startling is because Reformed Orthodoxy has understood God the Father as the Subject of election who works in conjunction with the Son to bring about the salvation of those whom he has chosen.  This was known as the pactum salutis between the Father and the Son.
  Barth sees this particular understanding as an assault on the one-ness of the Trinity. 

 “The conception of this inter-trinitarian pact as a contract between the person of the Father and the Son is…open to criticism.  Can we really think of the first and the second persons of the triune Godhead as two divine subjects and therefore as two legal subjects who can have dealings and enter into obligations with one another?  This is mythology, for which there is no place in a right understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity as the doctrine of three modes of being of the one God.” (CD IV/1, pg. 65)
For Barth, Jesus is either God or he is not.  If Jesus is in fact God, then there is no bartering or agreements to be had.  He himself elects.  Barth defends the one-ness of the Trinity, and the assertion of Jesus as the Subject of election, by appealing to John 1:1-14, “a passage which identified the Logos who was ‘in the beginning’ with God and was in fact God as the One who became flesh’ so that His ‘glory’ might even be observable to human eyewitnesses.”
  On one level, even Reformed theologians taught that the Logos, who had no flesh, became flesh.  This was distinguished as the Logos incarnandus (the Logos ‘to be incarnate’) and the Logos incarnates (the Logos ‘incarnate’).  What concerned Barth, was that in Reformed Orthodoxy the Logos as incarnandus was only such because of the “prior decision made by the triune God.”
  If Jesus as the Logos incarnates was merely the byproduct of a prior decision of election, then Jesus was not God and his existence was undetermined.  
Barth, spoke of the Logos as being Logos incarnates prior to any decision to be made incarnate in time.  Jesus was not determined to be the Logos incarnandus because of prior decision of election.  This would insinuate that God’s decision to elect would precede the provision of a Mediator.  Barth believed that the identity of the Logos was already established, and that “who or what the Logos is in and for himself is not controlled by the decision to become Mediator in time; that the identity of this Logos is, in fact, already established prior to that eternal act of Self-determination by means of which the Logos became the Logos incarnandus.”
  Put another way, according to Barth, Jesus was always the Subject of election because Jesus is God.  He has always been the Mediator between God and man.  Furthermore, Jesus was the one who would come in the flesh to redeem man from his sin, because God had chosen in pre-temporal eternity to be God, “in a covenantal relationship with human beings and to be God in no other way.”
  If the decision for Jesus, as the Logos, to come in the flesh were made after the decision of election, then one must then question whether Jesus is fully God, since his role of being “mediator is only accidentally related to what he is as Logos in and for himself.”
  This implies an ontological change to the substance of God, a change that Barth was unwilling to concede.  “The electing God, Barth argues is not an unknown ‘x’.  He is a God whose very being – already in eternity – is determined, defined, by what he reveals himself to be in Jesus Christ; viz. a God of love and mercy towards the whole human race.  This is what Barth means for us to understand when he says that Jesus Christ is the Subject of election.” 
  Jesus is God and has always existed as the Logos incarnate.  

Barth takes such a definitive stance here because he does not see the distinction of persons within the Trinity that the Reformers seem to assert.  There is a very strong sense of one-ness in his Trinitarian theology.  As McCormack explains, Barth saw Jesus, the second person of the Trinity, as “the ‘one divine I’ a second time, in a different form…Such a view of the relationship of God’s election and his triunity is wholly compatible with Barth’s understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity along the lines of a single Subject in three modes of being.  God is God three times, in three different forms, in an eternal repetition of himself in eternity.”
  Therefore, there are not three distinct persons, all fully God.  It would seem that Barth believes there is one God eternally existing in three forms.
 This emphasis on the one-ness of God, who exists in three different forms, causes many theologians to accuse Barth of promoting a modalist model of the Trinity.   Chung claims that, “Barth’s doctrine of the Trinity is leaning toward an inner Sabellianism in that he does not accept ‘real distinction or difference’ between three persons of the Godhead.”
  This accusation is somewhat contentious in itself, but is indicative of a common accusation that makes many theologians very cautious of Barth’s Trinitarian theology.
  

As the subject of election, Jesus is God who elects to save.  Barth goes on to assert that Jesus is the object of God’s election as well.  He is both the God who elects (subject) and the elect one of God (object).  Therefore, Jesus, not individual human beings, is the subject of election.  In Jesus, God wills to be for humanity, and in doing so establishes Jesus as man’s representative.  This concurs with Barth’s Christocentric emphasis, that in Christ we come face to face with God’s commitment to be for, not against, man.   

“According to Scripture, the divine election of grace is an activity of God which has a definite goal and limit.  Its direct and proper object is not individuals generally, but one individual – and only in Him the people called and united by Him, and only in that people, individuals in general in their private relationships with God.  It is only in that one man that a human determination corresponds to the divine determining.  In the strict sense only He can be understood and described as ‘elected’ (and ‘rejected’).  All others are so in Him, and not as individuals.”
 

As the object of election, Barth is insistent that Jesus is the only elect one.  “In its simplest and most comprehensive form the dogma of predestination consists, then, in the assertion that the divine predestination is the election of Jesus Christ.”
  As the elect one of God, Jesus is man’s representative, and all men are derivatively elect in Christ.
  “From the beginning, from eternity itself as elected Man, Jesus Christ does not stand alongside the rest of the elect, but before and above them as the One who is originally and properly the Elect.”
   Barth grounds his support for this in his exegesis of Ephesians 1:4, which says, “he chose us in him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and blameless in his sight.”  For Barth, “in him,” was not to be interpreted as, “with him,” or “through him.”  “‘In Him’ means in His person, in His will, in His own divine choice, in the basic decision of God which He fulfills over against every man.”
  Barth draws this conclusion because of his exegetical framework in which Ephesians 1:4 is interpreted in light of John 1:1-14.
   As the God who elects, Jesus is the fulfillment of that election. 

Likewise, Christ was the only reprobate one.  He took upon himself our sinfulness, and endured the wrath of God.  In doing this, Christ atoned for man’s sin.  

“…the only truly rejected man is His own Son; that God’s rejection has taken its course and been fulfilled and reached its goal, with all that that involves, against this One, so that it can no longer fall on other men or be their concern…Their concern is still to be aware of the threat of their rejection.  But it cannot now be their concern to suffer the execution of this threat, to suffer the eternal damnation which their godlessness deserves.”

In this act, Jesus stands in the place of man, and becomes the reprobate One.  Therefore the threat of “eternal damnation,” which is what man rightfully deserves, will not be executed upon him because judgment has already been meted out upon Christ.  “God’s rejection has taken its course and been fulfilled and reached its goal, with all that that involves, against [Jesus], so that it can no longer fall on other men or be their concern.”
  Barth spoke of this judgment on sin so that God could accept man as his divine “Yes” and “No.”  God does not merely overlook sin, and treat it as though it were inconsequential.  “There is indeed a rejection of sin, there is a ‘No’ in God’s eternal will; it is the power of God by which the power of evil is overthrown and negated, denying it ultimacy and denying it a future.”
  This divine “No,” however, is always in service to his divine “Yes,” and is most clearly seen in God’s taking of man sinfulness on the cross, so that God might give a divine “Yes” to man’s election in Christ.  God ultimately wills to be for his creation.
  In Jesus, God has committed himself to be God for man.  God’s assuming of the divine “No” to man’s sinfulness at the cross, was God’s divine “Yes” to man in his election.   

This divine “Yes,” was given to all men in Christ.  With this assertion, Barth redefines the scope of God’s “election,” in his refutation of Calvin’s understanding of God’s decretum absolutum. For Reformers, God’s election pertained to that of individuals.  In a stricter Calvinistic context, this referred to the elect and reprobate. This double predestination was known as God’s decretum absolutum, and was established before the fall of man.  Barth opposed this concept, arguing that although God is completely free, that his freedom is “not to be abstractly conceived as an absolute power of disposal but as the absolute freedom of the gracious God who has definitively revealed himself in Jesus Christ.”
  Barth’s rejection of the decretum absolutum was based upon his understanding that Jesus Christ was the focal point of God’s self-disclosure to man.  God will not act in any way contrary to how he has revealed himself in Christ.  For Barth, the Reformed decretum absolutum separated God’s self-disclosure of himself in Christ, and consigned Christ to the mere means by which God chose to save some and damn others.  If Jesus is merely the means of accomplishing man’s election, and not the election itself, then God is hidden from man, and the source of his assurance is concealed. 

“How can we have assurance in respect of our own election except by the Word of God?  And how can even the Word of God give us assurance on this point if this Word, in this Jesus Christ, is not really the electing God, not the election itself, not our election, but only an elected means whereby the electing God – electing elsewhere and in some other way – executes that which he has decreed concerning those whom He has – elsewhere and in some other way – elected?...All the dubious features of Calvin’s doctrine result from the basic failing that in the last analysis he separates God and Jesus Christ.” (CD II/2, 111) 

However, if Jesus is both the God who elects, and the elect of God, then man’s salvation is securely rooted in the person and work of Christ.  “[Barth] rejects the absolute decree which divides humanity into those elect and those rejected, and insists, rather that in the primal decree God elected himself for rejection, and in Jesus Christ bore that rejection in time, so that humanity could be elect in him.”
  Barth establishes his own definition of double predestination by inverting the Reformed concept, and focusing both election and reprobation on Christ alone. 

“Man is not rejected.  In God’s eternal purpose it is God Himself who is rejected in His Son…He is rejected in order that we might not be rejected.  Predestination means that from all eternity God has determined upon man’s acquittal at His own cost…We shall never find…the decreed rejection of ourselves or of any other men.  This is not because we did not deserve rejection, but because God did not will it, because God willed the rejection of His Son in our stead.”

For Barth, all men receive the blessing of God’s divine mercy of election because of their derivative election in Christ.  Jesus is the elect man, and the only man who will ever suffer the damnation of God. 

Universalist Implications and Two Opposing Views


The door for Universalist accusations is seemingly wide open in Barth’s doctrine of election.  Due to Barth’s ontological understanding of the one-ness of the Trinity, Jesus is himself the electing God, who chooses to elect all men by his election of the one man Jesus Christ.  As the object of election, all men are derivatively elect in Christ, who is not only the affirmation of God’s acceptance, but the object his reprobation.  God chooses to deal with man in his dealing with Jesus, who is man’s representative to God, and God’s representative to man.  In this way, God acts graciously towards all men who need only now to recognize their election in Christ as established.  It is difficult to escape a Universalist logic in Barth’s doctrine.      


Michael O’Neil, however, posits another alternative in Barth’s doctrine of election that does not necessitate a Universalist understanding.  He sees in Barth two circles that are indicative of God’s election.  The inner circle represents “those called and gathered around Jesus Christ, the one community in the two-fold form of Israel and the Church…[whose election] has taken place in and with the election of Jesus Christ.”
  This inner circle is comprised of those who are part of the community of Christ.  The outer circle represents the rest of humanity, and is labeled by Barth as “the election which has taken place (and which takes place) in Jesus Christ.”
  It is here that O’Neil asserts that Barth sees election as a two fold event: something that happens in time, as well as something that has occurred in pre-temporal eternity.  “It is crucial to recognize that for Barth, election has two ‘moments’ and that those in the outer circle are in one sense elect, and in another, yet to be elected, or better, to have their election actualized and made a concrete reality.”
  Although there is a universal election, O’Neil seems to allege that this election does not become effective, or actualized and concrete, until those in the outer circle make a choice.  Therefore, in one sense, the church is to regard no man as lost, but to see every man as elect, and to call all men to live up to the election that has already been granted to them.  In another sense, O’Neil seems to consider those who do not respond to the gospel proclamation of the church as having opted out of their salvation by not making their election concrete.   


O’Neil sees in Barth, a distinction between God’s universal election and man’s responsibility to actualize this election.  He observes a universal aspect of God’s love in which the love of God is directed towards all of humanity at the cross and, in some way, unites all men to Jesus.   “The telos of the election of Jesus Christ, with specific reference to God, is God’s self-determination to be God only in relationship with and for humanity, whom he has united to himself eternally in the person of his Son, Jesus Christ.”
  In Christ, God reveals his universal love and graciousness towards all men, as well as his desire to acquit humanity of all its guilt, by laying man’s judgment and condemnation upon Jesus at the cross.  God reveals himself to be God for all humanity, and not against it.  Therefore, “there are none who are excluded by a prior determination of the divine will, but all are embraced in the love and grace of God revealed in Christ supremely at the cross, and which is universal in its scope.”
  For O’Neil, Barth’s declaration that in Christ all men are elected and not rejected, means that all men are elect to the promise of election.  God is offering the hope of salvation for all men.  Man’s rejection, because of his sinfulness, is relative and not absolute.  God elects all men to salvation, but men “must purposefully choose obedience to their election in Christ” if it is to be effectual.
  God has indeed elected all men conditionally, and the church is to proclaim the gospel without bias and passionately to all.  Yet this election still must be appropriated by a positive response to the gospel in which one is brought into the inner circle of God’s community and fulfills their vocation to witness to others about Jesus.  If an individual refuses to respond positively to the declaration that they are part of God’s election in Christ, then no hope remains for their salvation.    

With this interpretation of Barth’s doctrine of election, O’Neil seems to be able to silence those who wish to label Barth as a Universalist by asserting two correctives: 1) Man must respond to the gospel of Jesus as it is proclaimed, and 2) there is a real rejection that awaits all men who do not appropriate their election, but choose to remain in their separated condition.  Oliver Crisp, however, accuses O’Neil of conjecturing an argument that ignores the letter of what Barth actually says in an attempt to set forth the spirit of Barth’s doctrine instead.  He maintains that, “O’Neil’s reading of CD II/2 shows that, if we take Barth at his own word, his doctrine is either universalistic or deeply confused.”
 
According to Crisp, Barth clearly affirms that God’s election is the election of the one man Jesus.  In Christ, all men are derivatively included in the election of Christ by God.  

“This foreordination of elected man is God’s eternal election of grace, the content of all the blessing which from all eternity and before the work of creation was ever begun God intended and determined in Himself for man, for humanity, for each individual, and for all creation.”

Barth is so confident in this derivative election in Jesus that he goes on to say,

“[i]t remains to the individual only to grasp the promise which is given in the one Elect, and to seek and find his salvation, not as a private end, but as a participation in the victory and blessedness of this other, the Elect of God.”

Christ has secured man’s election and has dealt with man’s reprobation.  Therefore, it is impossible for a human being not to be among the elect, as well as to be reprobate, since Jesus has dealt definitively with man’s sin by being the reprobate One.  Therefore, “this act of Christ is not merely a means by which God makes possible our inclusion in election.  It is an act that ensures that the derivative election of all human beings via the work of the Elect One, Christ, has already been realized.”
  If we take Barth at his word, the election of all men is not just a possibility, but rather an established fact that Christ has already completely secured before the foundation of the world.  This is exactly what Barth says when he writes, “damnation is the very goal which the godless cannot reach, because it has already been taken away by the eternally decreed offering of the Son of God to suffer in the place of the godless, and cannot any longer be their goal.”
  Even if men did not want to respond to this election, it is not their choice, but God’s.  


If all men are truly derivatively elect in Christ, as Barth asserts, then Christ had to have already paid the debt of men, not just potentially, but really.  Having done this, the only thing left for men to do is come to the realization of this new status that has already been affected.  “Christ’s work is appropriated now not by repentance and salvation, but by an agent’s coming to realize that he or she is already saved now, by the prior act of God in Christ then at the cross.”
  If this is truly what Barth means, then he is a Universalist, regardless of whether or not he will admit it.


On the other hand, if there is more to one’s election than just coming to a realization of its existence, but an actual decision to participate in it, as O’Neil asserts, then one must look at Barth’s understanding of free will.  Crisp attempts to determine whether Barth had a libertarian (what appears to be O’Neil’s view) or compatibilist view of man’s free will, and whether or not a particular view coincides with Barth’s doctrine.  In a libertarian view, “a person is said to be free with respect to a particular action if that person is able to refrain from choosing that course of action and his or her free act is not caused or otherwise necessitated by an antecedent act either of the moral agent themselves, or of some outside cause or agency.”
  If a person is free in this regard, then they are held morally culpable for their actions.  In a compatibilist view, “human beings are free with respect to a particular action to the extent that they are not hindered from choosing what they want to do, or prevented from choosing what they want to do.”
  Unlike libertarian free acts, which make no concession to any type of influence, compatibilist choices are caused by either prior choices, or by the agent working in concert with some other factor or agency.  If Barth has a compatibilist view of human free will, then all humans are elect in Christ and will be saved.  “Indeed this is inevitable, given the prior free act of election in Christ, the Elect One.”
  However, if Barth’s view reflects libertarianism, then humans would be able to opt out of their election.  The problem here, according to Crisp, is that Barth is insistent in several places of the Dogmatics that opting out is not an option given to humanity.  

“it cannot now be their concern [viz. the concern of ‘other men’ as Barth puts it, presumable, those who do not profess Christian faith] to suffer the execution of this threat [of damnation], to suffer the eternal damnation which their godlessness deserves.  Their desire and their undertaking are pointless in so far as their only end can be to make them rejected.  And this is the goal that the godless cannot reach, because it has already been taken away by the eternally decreed offering of the Son of God to suffer in place of the godless, and cannot any longer be their goal.”

If opting out is not an option, then a libertarian view of free will is excluded.  We are then left with a compatibilist view of human free will, that is ultimately influence by God’s definitive declaration of man’s election in Christ.  

This leaves an interpreter with only two options according to Crisp.  1) They must affirm that although God’s election is universal in scope, the actualization of this election is still contingent upon a positive response of man.  However, this position must grapple with the statements in CD II/2 where Barth states the opposite.  2) Alternatively, they may affirm that all men are derivatively elect in Christ, and make some sense of how it is possible that Barth is not a Universalist.   One cannot have it both ways.  


Oliver Crisp makes the most compelling argument.  Barth’s doctrine of election implies a universal application of a positional standing of all men in Christ.  Barth himself may very well deny this implication, but one cannot ignore the evidence that his own claims provide.  Yet, it is unlikely that Barth did not grasp the conclusions that his own doctrine would entail.  In true dialectical form, he spoke of God’s universal election as well as God’s rejection of man as an “impossible possibility.”  It seems that Barth himself did not want to admit the implications of his own theology.  However, as Crisp observes, “an argument is not like a cab.  You cannot pay off an argument when you have gone as far as you want to.”
 For Barth, the work of Christ is not appropriated by faith and repentance, but by an individual coming to realize that they are already saved, now, by the prior act of God in Christ at the cross.
  Therefore, if taken at his word, the theological, and logical, conclusion of Barth’s doctrine of election is universalism. 

Missiological Implications
We may now speculate what the missiological implications for the church would be, if it were to agree with Barth’s application of this specific doctrine.  It is imperative for the church to maintain right theology for the mere reason that beliefs birth actions.  What one believes about a given theological truth, will inevitably work itself out in their day-to-day existence.  For example, if the church yields its stand that the Bible is the only written authoritative word of God for the life and practice of the church, as many liberal theologians would have it do, it is a logical conclusion that the Bible would soon cease to be a standard of authority for the church’s practice.  If the Bible is not the authoritative word of God, it would be supplanted by another source that the church deemed as an authority.  In much the same manner, we hear of those in our society today that bow before the god of relativism, and cry foul upon any religion that sets itself up as “the” way.  The popular notion today that, “all paths lead to God,” has many offended at the idea of proselytizing.  To be sure, Barth did not believe that all paths led to God.  His theology was firmly Christocentric.  There would be no salvation offered to any apart from Christ.  Nevertheless, if all men are derivatively elect in Christ, and thus redeemed, what is the point of missions?  If the church were to yield to the declaration of a universal salvation, there would be certain missiological implications.  The following two implications appear to be the most pressing. 

First, the urgency to proclaim the gospel among those who have never heard would be diminished.  This was the path of the hyper-Calvinist in the 1700’s who believed that gospel proclamation among the lost was irrelevant due to the fact that God had already elected whom he wanted to save, and would accomplish this purpose with or without the help of the church.   It was not until William Carey pressed the importance of Mission upon the church in the late 1700’s that the modern missionary movement began.  Accepting the notion of a universal election in Christ would have much of the same effect.  What would be the point of taking the message of Christ to people who are already elect, but are just unaware of their election?  A primary motivation for the church to proclaim the gospel, even in the most dangerous places on the planet, is the truth that without a faith response to the gospel of Jesus, men are doomed to an eternity in hell.   Certainly, Mission is to be inspired by a love for the lost and a desire to be obedient to the commands of the Lord Jesus.  However, throughout Scripture, a great motivation has been the reality of a Christ-less eternity in hell for all who do not respond personally to the gospel of Jesus.  George Hunsinger says that, “a long and historic tradition exists of motivating evangelism out of concern for those who are in danger of being eternally lost.  If this motivation is undermined, it can seem as if evangelism has forfeited its rationale.”
  Surely the missionary endeavor of the church will not be marked by urgency, if the Biblical reality of hell is merely a scare tactic and not a reality for the lost.  

Second, the gospel itself is undermined in light of a Universalist teaching.  The gospel proclamation of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ for the sins of the world is always accompanied by the declaration to repent and believe (Ac. 2:37-41; 3:19; 17:30).  Until there is faith in Christ and repentance of sin, the Bible is clear that men are not in any way reconciled to God, but are objects of his wrath (Jn. 3:36).  John 1:12 says, “But to all who did receive him, who believed in his name, he gave the right to become children of God.”  To assert that all men are reconciled to God in Christ, regardless of whether or not they are aware of this reconciliation, does violence to Scripture and claims that, although Jesus is necessary in one sense, the gospel proclamation about him is not for salvation.  However, in Romans 10:14-17, Paul clearly establishes that unless the gospel is preached so that it is heard and believed upon, that there is no salvation.  Jesus is necessary for our salvation, and one only participates in this beautiful truth in so far as they believe what the Scripture commands the church to proclaim.  The church must not proclaim any gospel in its mission to the lost, it must proclaim the only gospel given to us by Christ; repent and believe!

Conclusion
Although Barth is one of the most prolific theological figures of the twentieth century, the debate as to whether or not Barth was a Universalist will no doubt continue.  If the election of God is truly universal in Christ, insofar as this election is effectual for all men, then it is clear that Barth was in fact a Universalist.  Although other explanations of Barth’s doctrine of election may be considered, one must keep in mind the missiological implications that their view of election creates.  The urgency of the church’s Mission endeavor, as well as the gospel it proclaims, are intrinsically tied to such doctrines. 
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