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THE DIVINE SYMPATHY. 

An Essay 

•.on 

Kenotlo Chrls tology. 

"Or what was i t whloh He took on 
That He might br ing salvation? 
A body subject to be tempted,' 
Prom neither pain nor g r i e f exempted; 
Or such a body as might not f e e l 
The passions that w i th sinners deal?" 

Will iam Blake. 
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CHAPTER I 

1 THEOLOGIANS IN REVOLT. " 

The nineteenth oentury witnessed a r e v o l t against t r a d i t i o n a l 

orthodoxy i n theology. For t h i s , as f o r a l l r evo lu t ions , there 

were pauses both remote and proximate} nor were a l l the rebels 

actuated by the same motives. But i f there was one conviot ion 

which the L ibe ra l Theologians of the l a s t oentury held i n common, 

i t was that the ecc les i a s t i ca l dogma had been superseded f o r a l l 

who were not f e t t e r ed by bands o f t r a d i t i o n and p re jud ice . This 

conviot ion was forced upon them by the new autonomy of the 

sciences, natura l and h i s t o r i c a l . Philosophy and theology,"were 

relegated to a departmental status, and from the time of Kant the 
j i 

story of both has been a t a l e of struggle f o r emancipation and 

reinstatement. Dr. J.M.Creed (The D i v i n i t y of Jesus Chr is t ) has 

convincingly shown tha t the study of Christology, f a r from being 

an i so la ted baokwater, i s i n the midstream of theologioal thought 

and much affe'oted by the currents o f contemporary philosophy. The-

consoious react ion of such modern theologians as Barth and Brunner 

against the dominant theological tendencies of the nineteenth 

oentury has i t s counterpart i n the revo l t , of recent philosophy 

from that ideal ism, Kantian or Hegelian, which i n i t s time had 

considerably influenced- the trends of pontemporary theology. Yet 

whatever may be the f u t u r e developments i n e i ther theology or 

philosophy, they w i l l a l l be a f fec ted by that break w i t h t r a d i t i o n 

which occurred a t the beginning of the l a s t century when the o ld 

idea o f Revelation was destroyed. 



' Protestant orthodoxy, confusing the f a c t of r eve la t ion wi th 

the witness to the f a c t , had placed the Bible i t s e l f , as a book, i n 

the plaoe which should have been reserved f o r the f a c t o f revela t ion 

Hence the des t ruc t ion of the dogma of Verbal I n s p i r a t i o n , w i t h i t s 

emphasis upon an I n f a l l i b l e Book, by the modern process of research 

i n natural and h i s t o r i c a l science, i nev i t ab ly car r ied away w i t h i t 

the whole Chr is t ian f a i t h i n . r e v e l a t i o n , i n God's r econc i l i ng 

act ion i n h i s t o r y i n Jesus Chr i s t . Catholicism,was able to, weather 

the storm because dogma and Bible are par t of the Church, and ,[the 

destruct ion of the old au thor i ty o f the Bible d i d not involve the 

destruct ion of the Church. But w i t h i n orthodox Protestantism 

everything was staked upon the l ega l au thor i ty of the actual 

l e t t e r of s c r i p t u r e . S c i e n t i f i c research and i n t e l l e c t u a l honesty 

exploded the doctr ine of verbal i n s p i r a t i o n onoe f o r a l l . While 

we today, looking back and b e n e f i t i n g from the labours of those 

who have wrestled wi th the issues of reve la t ion and science, pan 

see tha t the des t ruct ion of that doctr ine d i d not at a l l involve 

the dest ruct ion of the Chris t ian Fa i th , yet i t d id not seem so to 

the theologians of the per iod . "For the f i r s t time the Bible was 

drawn w i t h i n the whole story of man's h i s to ry which h i t h e r t o i t had 

been supposed to e n c i r c l e . . . . The idea o f Revelation was thrown 

i n t o the mel t ing-pot . . And therewith i t was Inev i tab le that the 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Him Who i s the centre of Revelation, Jesus Christy 

should enter upon a new stage." (Creed* I b i d , p . . 19). 

The crux of the matter l i e s i n a ohoioe between two ways o f 

looking a t Jesus Chr i s t . Either the theologian regards as primary 
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the testimony of the Church to Jesus Chr is t , o r , i gnor ing . tha t as 

an i r r e l evan t arid misleading d i s t o r t i o n , he concerns himself wholly 

w i t h the merely human plpture of the Jesus of h i s t o r y . L i b e r a l , 

theology of the l a s t century and the beginning of the present 

ooncerned I t s e l f w i t h the "Jesus of h i s t o r y , " the p ic ture o f the 

man Jesus extracted from the supposedly biassed ecc les ias t i ca l 

documents which form the New Testament* We f i n d Ri t soh l anxious 

to d r ive a wedge between the scriptures, and eooles lae t ioal 

doot r ine ; and h i s p u p i l Harnack pleads that "the Gospel i s simpler 

than the Churches want to make us be l ieve ." 

This attempt to d i s t i l a "Jesus of h i s t o r y " from the New 

Testament i s an i l l i c i t procedure, and f o r t h i s simple reason. 

The reve la t ion of Chr is t i s no t completed w i t h the l a s t word spoken 

by Jesus Himself . ?he most important and reveal ing events of a l l 

had not yet taken place. I t was precisely, the Death and the 

Resurrection which made a l l the d i f f e r e n c e . The s igni f icance of 

the r eve la t ion could only be seen when those who had experienced 

the Resurrection looked back on the L i f e and' Death and read t h e i r 

meaning anew. Once t h i s fundamental t r u t h i s grasped, why should 

i t any longer be considered Impossible and Incompatible w i t h the 

revealed character of the - message of Christ that the f u l l t r u t h 

o f Chr is t should only be gradually revealed and become defined on 

a l l sides? As Brunner saysi " I t was the God-given task appointed 

to the Apostles of God, as witnesses of the Resurrection and'the 

foundation of the Church, to explain i n an au tho r i t a t i ve manner . 

to the Church what had r e a l l y taken p lace . in Chris t , Just as I t 

was the God-given task of the prophets to pred ic t i t . " (The 
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Mediator, p. 182). With in the l i t e r a t u r e of the New Testament 
there i s no evidence at a l l f o r a purely 1 human conception of Jesus. 
The very circumstances which led to the w r i t i n g of the Epis t les and 
Gospels r u l e out that p o s s i b i l i t y , i t i e precise ly the witness o f 
the Church to Jesus Chris t the Son o f God and the heavenly Redeemer 
of the world which matters f o r C h r i s t i a n i t y . 

This criticisiR of the t r a d i t i o n a l Chr i s to log ica l dogma i n -

the nineteenth and the present oentury i s not the f u l l ; extent of 

the theological r e v o l t : i t i s only the occasion which i s u t i l i z e d 

i n order to d i s c r e d i t , w i t h some show of J u s t i f i c a t i o n the 

Christ ian view of Revelation as a whole. As we sha l l see, the 

Chaloedonian Doctrine of the Two Natures, i n which the controversies 

of centuries were oryatal ized, . i s not , and cannot be made, a 

sa t i s fac to ry descr ip t ion of the Incarnate. The doctrine was a 

.defensive measure; but , however suspect the outer covering may be, 

i t d i d at leas t preserve the essence of the matter, namely the f a c t 

of the Divine descent. The r eve la t ion was a reve la t ion from 

outside the sequence o f h i s t o r i c a l events; from the mystery of God. 

I n the r e v o l t of the nineteenth oentury t h i s essence of the matter 

i t s e l f was discarded simply because i t s outer oovering was 

unacceptable. The philosophy of progress, t he •ma te r i a l i s t i c 

optimism o f nineteenth century thought, could not stomach the 

humi l i a t i ng claim tha t Revelation must be given from beyond. 

Revelation f o r Hegel means the s e l ^man i f e s t a t i on of the d iv ine i n 

the depths of the human s p i r i t 1 h i s t o r y i s the idea made concrete: 

there i s nothing decisive about i t . . I n his overweening confidence 



i n h i s own reason'and. i n the unbroken character of h i s own 

existence, modern man cannot to le ra te the idea that d iv ine energies 

of redemption are not l a t e n t . i n the deepest foundations o f h i s own 

being. The."cogito ergo sum" of Descartes, and Kant 's " i ought, 

therefore I can", are f a i t h f u l expressions of the pride o f modern 

man., as w e l l as strong influences making f o r i t s cont inuat ion. I n 

spite o f h is emphasis on experienced redemption.In h i s approach to 

the doctr ine of Chr i s t ' s Person, Schleiermacher and Paul are poles 

apar t . For Paul, the sinless human being means the miracle o f . a n 

absolutely new crea t ion : f o r Schleiermacher I t means only the 

attainment of the f i n a l end of human development by a speeding-up 

process. Paul took s in ser ious ly : Sohleiermacher and h i s 

successors d id not . I n the end i t oomes to t h i s - that a l l that 

modern man expects from Jesus i s assistance. 

The b a t t l e between modern thought and the f a i t h o f the 

Church turns upon the f a c t of e v i l . Modern thought on the whole 

i s Pelagian: i t th inks o f sins, not of s i n : o f e v i l as i so la ted 

acts of w i l l , but not as cor rupt ion of human w i l l . The Bible sees 

e v i l as s i n , as a personal r e l a t i onsh ip : we can s in only against 

God: i t i s insubordinat ion, "the non~reoognitiqn of the l i m i t a ­

t ions of my own w i l l by the d iv ine w i l l i n the existence of my 

f e l l o w men...The D oo t r lne of the F a l l i s the idea i n which the 

inexpl icable character of e v i l f i n d s i t s c learest expression." 

(Brunner< The Mediator, p.144). Recognizing the power of e v i l i n 

h i s own*experience, Paul i s supremely oonsoious of h i s need o f a 

redemptive power from outside h imse l f . He has found that power i n 



Jesus Christ* He knows that Jesus I s not Just a man, nor even the 

best man who ever l i v e d . . The author of Hebrews sees the Person 

and the work of Chris t as a l i v i n g whole., v i t a l l y r e l a t ed ; the 

Christology of Irenaeus i s always oo te r io log ioa l and h i s 

soteplology i s always Chr i s to log ioa l ; simply beoause they, l i k e 

Paul, took s in ser ious ly . The whole presupposition of the 

B i b l i c a l r eve la t ion of the self-movement o f God, and of the 

p a t r i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f that r eve l a t i on , i s the g u l f between 

God and man, the abyss between the Holy God and the s i n f u l 

creature which the s i n f u l creature cannot cross. ,1'The good that 

I would* I do no t . " We cannot understand the descent of God 

unless we see f i r s t that man i n h i s own strength oahnot move 

towards God. I t i s h i s very ce r t i tude of s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y which 

b l inds modern man to the t r u t h of the Chr i s t i an c l a im. Sin as 

personal a l i ena t ion , the s o l i d a r i t y of o r i g i n a l s in , ; of which we 

heive no h i s t o r i c a l knowledge, which., however, l i e s at the basis 

of h i s t o r i c a l experience - t h i s receives no iserlous a t t en t ion from 

the theologians whom we are considering. For them Christ i s the 

highest expression that can be imagined "of a moral .and r e l i g i o u s 

human being, no leas, but also no more.. As Brunner assesses i t : -

"the modern conception of Chr is t i s e s sen t i a l ly that of Paul of 

Samosata; we might describe t h i s theologian as the f i r s t 

R i t soh l i an , or as the f i r s t modern t heo log ian , . . .Ch r i s t was merely 

the possessor of a spec ia l ly great, but impersonal, d iv ine power 

and divine s p i r i t . . . . . i n p r i n c i p l e what took place i n Chris t could 

.happen again and again; the unique oharacter of reve la t ion i s 
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denied . 0 (Mediator, p .276.). But the heresy goes deeper. At the 
roo t i t i s Sabellianism: modern theologians have freed us not only 
from the d i f f i c u l t y of the two-nature doc t r ine , but also from that 
of. the Holy T r i n i t y * I t i s c r y s t a l d e a r and simple, b u t . l t i s not 
the Gospel, and there i s no redemption. We are s t i l l i n our s i n . 

The 0mphasis placed by L ibe ra l Protestant theologians upon 

Jesus as a man l i k e other men, save f o r His supreme goodness which 

shows Him to be d i v i n e , I s .the not unnatural outoome of the 

Chriotology of .Luther . For while. Luther himself i s i n no doubt - ' 

about the r e a l i t y of God's v i c to r ious act through Jesus (which 

involves the t r u t h tha t Jesus Himself i s God), yet i n Luther ' s 

Christology there was a quite new emphasis upon the r e a l manhood of 

the Master. Brunner remarks that no one a f t e r Irenaeus had taken 

the vere homo so ser iously as Luther . "Like any other holy man 

He d id not always t h i n k , speak, w i l l everything l i k e an almighty 

being, which some would f a i n make Him out to be, thus mingl ing 

unwisely two natures and t h e i r work: f o r Indeed He d id not always 

see a l l c l e a r l y , but was led and aided by God." (Quoted Brunner, 

Mediator,, p . 329)- Modern theologians have t h i s i n common tha t 

they s t a r t from the r e a l i t y of the Saviour's manhood and seek from 

th i s standpoint to determine more d e a r l y the meaning of His d i v i n i t y 

I t might almost be claimed that Luther l a i d down the p r inc ip le , by 

which f u t u r e Chris to logies were to develop. "The Scriptures begin 

very gently and lead us on to Chr is t as to a man, and then to One 

Who i s Lord over a l l creatures, and a f t e r that to One Who i s Ood. 

So d i d ! enter d e l i g h t f u l l y j and learn to know God.1 . But the 

http://but.lt
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philosophers and doctors have ins i s t ed on beginning from above; and 
so they have become f o o l s . We must begin below and a f t e r tha t come 
upwards" .. (Quoted Mackintosh. The Person of Chr i s t , p.232). 
That i s t rue enough, and that needed to be sa id . That c e r t a i n l y 
was the experience of the Apostles. But there i s a world o f 
d i f f e rence between the conclusions of the Apostles about Jesus 
Chris t and the conclusions of the L ibe ra l Protestant theologians 
of the nineteenth century. . And the oauses of the d i f fe rence we 
have already t r i e d to i nd i ca t e . The d i sc ip les who knew the man 
Jesus be t te r than we w i t h a l l our h i s t o r i c a l research, yet 
worshipped Him as the Exalted Lord . However much Brunner may be 
i n er ror by h i s exaggeration of the an t i thes i s between f a i t h and 
reason, * yet he i s surely r i g h t i n po in t ing to the absence of 
f a i t h as the d i f f e rence between the h i s t o r i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
Jesus and the witness of the New Testament. For the Apostles the 
man Jesus had an au thor i ty which He d i d not have f o r the Libera ls 
of the l a s t century. Even the most per fec t e th loa l and r e l i g i o u s 

.personal i ty can never be an au thor i ty f o r us. As Quick has 
pointed out , the Libera l protestants were so preoooupled wi th the 
conception of God reveal ing Himself that they missed the other 
t r u t h which i s essential to the b i b l i c a l Gospel - namely the b e l i e f 
that God i n Christ has dec is ive ly and f i n a l l y acted. A l l tha t 
Brunner means by the einmallgkel t (the onde-for-al lness) o f the 
Chr is t ian r eve la t ion i s ignored. " I f , therefore , Christ has r e a l l y 
conquered death and s i n , made atonement f o r man and opened the way 
to God, then the same s i t ua t i on which existed before his. coming 
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can never be repeated, and.neither can hie v i c to r ious aot . The 
fundamental defect of L ibe ra l Protestantism i s that i t t h i n k s . o f 
Chris t only as revealer . Therefore i t misses the po in t of the 
Gospel of the new ape." (Quick. Doctrines of the Creed, p . 132). 

* N.B. The r e l a t i o n o f Fai th and Reason i s probably nei ther that 

o f the scholastics on the one hand nor tha t of Barth and Brunner on 
1 

the o ther . I t i s not t rue that everything whioh i s of permanent 

value i n man's knowledge of God i s derived from Jesus, or from 

b i b l i o a l documents alone. Nor I s i t s a t i s f ac to ry to superimpose a 

superstructure o f s p e c i f i c a l l y Chris t ian r eve la t ion on a foundation 

which i s essent ia l ly non-Christ ian and i s never re in terpre ted i n the 

l i g h t of Chr is t ian r e v e l a t i o n . How oan a man ever l eg i t ima t e ly 

embrace the Chris t ian Faith i f he i s not able to assess i t s claims, 

a t l eas t i n some degree, by the l i g h t o f h i s conscience and reason? 

Again, how can a man hope to reach a un i ty i n l i v i n g i f he divides 

h i s view of l i f e in to tha t which he discovers by reason and that 

whioh he receives by f a i t h ? The purpose, o f reason i s to consider 

f ac t s and In t e rp re t them so as to make them i n t e l l i g i b l e . Thus i n 
f 

the sphere of the Chr is t ian Fai th i t i s the task o f reason to 

expound the main b e l i e f s of C h r i s t i a n i t y i n such a way as to show 

that those b e l i e f s , when accepted as t rue , do i l l umina t e the order 

o f the universe as nothing else can. Reason and Faith are not 

concerned each w i t h a d i s t i n c t sphere of cognit ion." "The true 

business o f philosophy seems to be to b r i n g the b e l i e f to a 

consciousness o f i t s e l f " . (J.Cook Wilson. Quoted by B a i l l l e , Our 

Knowledge of God, p.240). 



CHAPTER I I , 12. -

ORTHODOXY RE-EXAMINED. 

The c r i t i c i s m of the Chris to log ioa l dogma of the Church was, we 

have seen, only the occasion which the L ibe ra l theologians of the 

nineteenth century u t i l i z e d as par t of t h e i r e f f o r t to d i s c r e d i t the 

Chris t ian view of r eve la t ion as a whole, i n i t s place, I t i s t r u e , 

they put forward a Chris t o f such sor t t ha t , had t h i s been the actual 

Chr i s t , i t i s extremely u n l i k e l y that the New Testament would ever 

have been w r i t t e n . Nevertheless the f a c t of t h e i r r e v o l t i s Important 

We must t r y to f i n d what i t was i n the p a t r i s t i c d e f i n i t i o n s which 

proved unpalatable, and we must attempt to assess the t rue value of 

the p a t r i s t i c conclusions about the Person of Chr i s t . 

1. P a t r l s t i o Terminology., 

A chief reason f o r the L ibe ra l r e v o l t was d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 

the terms i n which the Fathers sought, to give expression to t h e i r 

b e l i e f B . S u p e r f i c i a l l y t h i s l i n e of attack o f fe red easy v i c t o r y . 

Too o f t en Chr l s to log lca l discussion has turned upon a v io l en t 

controversy about wordB, eaoh side arguing from i t s own in te rp re ta t ion 

of the words i t uses, and nei ther side t r y i n g to discover what the 

other side r e a l l y meant. The b i t t e r controversies of the f o u r t h and 

f i f t h centuries were l a rge ly of t h i s so r t ; while fundamentally both 

the leading Chr is td logloa l schools of Alexandria and Antioch were 

contending f o r the same p r i n c i p l e s , d i f fe rences of expression were 

in terpre ted as d i f fe rences of doc t r ine . A'controversy which might 

have ended i n an enriched Chrlstology, had i t been carr ied on i n 

c h a r i t y , l ed to the triumph of one school and the d i s so lu t ion o f the 



other to the. l a s t i n g Impoverishment of the Church. (Se l le rs , Two 

Ancient Chr ls to lbglea . pp.202 f f . ) . 

, The New Testament Is the h i s t o r y of the coming of sa lva t ion 

through Jesus Chr is t , and of Jesus as Saviour. The problem which 

f a i t h creates l a the problem how Jesus Chris t can be God: He does 

without arrogance or incongrui ty what only God.can f i t l y do. Thus 

the task of the theologians i s to f i n d terms to express the Church^ 

b e l i e f that i n the one Person Jesus Chris t are united the two 

elements of Godhead and manhood. For t h i s purpose the.Fathers of 

the Church adapted f o r a new use a va r i e ty of terms which were 

already more or less current coin i n . t h e phi losophical systems of 

the contemporary Gentile wor ld . 

O U C T K * A r i s t o t l e dist inguishes between primary and secondary 

Quela. The word i n i t s primary sense was used by 

Origen to describe a p a r t i c u l a r existence, an i n d i v i d u a l : and the 

use of ousla i n the sense of prosopon was never completely abandoned 

More generally the word came to be used i n the secondary sense, as 

a r e s u l t l a rge ly o f the s e t t i n g up of homooualos. ,-In this* sense 

ousla i s that i n v i r t u e o f which a t h i n g has the nature whioh i t 

shares w i t h other things of the same class : as the equivalent , that 

I s , o f the L a t i n substantia. I n common usage t h i s phi losophical 

term ousla became i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the empir ical term cjxjcns which, 

t echn ica l ly , means the sum of the a t t r i b u t e s which belong to a 

t h i n g . Once nature came to be used as the equivalent of ousla. i t 

came to bear the same two meanings as ouala. the one p a r t i c u l a r , the 

other general. 
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c-
U-TToG*rotĉ S The Greeks used, t h i s terra i n both an ac t ive and 

passive sense. I t could mean both M t ha t vihioh 

gives support" arid "that which under l ies . " (Prest ige. God and 

P a t r i s t i c Thought, .pp. 162 f f . ) . I n the former case hypostasis 

oould be used to s i g n i f y "pa r t i cu la r objects or i n d i v i d u a l s " : i n 

the l a t t e r the emphasis i s on "the raw mate r i a l , s t u f f or matter, 

out of which an object i s constructed," and so the term could be 

used to s i g n i f y " r e a l i t y and genuineness." The equivalent of 

hypostasis i n L a t i n t i . e i substantia, was used by the L a t i n 

theologians to express ousia. But while the Fathers do sometimes 

use hypostasis i n the sense o f ouela, i . e . that which underlies* 

more commonly hypostasis I s used i n the f o r m e r , i n d i v i d u a l i z i n g 

sense, "that which gives support" and i t s equivalent i s prpsopon «*•-. 

the p a r t i c u l a r centre of being which has the nature I n v i r t u e of 

the ousla. i . e . that which makes horse to.be a or t h i s horse. ' 

Trio's-IOTTOV Prestige (Op.Cit.p.157) explains th i s as s i g n i f y i n g 

"the external being or i n d i v i d u a l s e l f as presented 

to the onlooker." I t i s probable that the term i s f i r s t found i n 

connection w i t h doctr ine as a t r a n s l a t i o n of the La t in term 

persona. Persona designates that which appears on the surface; i t 

conveys the not ion much more of the subject i n a ce r t a in environ­

ment than of the subject alone: i . e . rank or s tatus; also a 
-" : i 

"party" i n the l ega l sense, whether an i n d i v i d u a l or a corporat ion 

treated as an i n d i v i d u a l f o r a l a w - s u i t , op. personam gerere 

re l -pub l loae . Thus prpsppon seems to be the equivalent of persona 

which represents I n d i v i d u a l i t y from the external point o f view, and 
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also of hypostasis which represents i n d i v i d u a l i t y from the interna] 
poin t o f view. 

The Hebraic and Chr is t ian ideas which the Fathers were 

attempting to express i n these Hellenic terms were i n many respeoti 

a n t i t h e t i c a l to the metaphysical presuppositions of the Hellenic 

thought whioh l ay behind.the terms.- To the Jew, Yabweh was 

essen t ia l ly the l i v i n g God who acted i n h i s t o ry and con t ro l l ed the 

issue of events. To the p i a t o n i s t a l l things are more o r less 

adequate symbols which p a r t l y reveal and p a r t l y v e i l an 

unchanging d iv ine r e a l i t y whioh, to the seeing eye, shines through 

them. I n the former r e l i g i o n God i s conceived as the doer of, 

mighty works who f u l f i l s His promise or purpose against a l l 

'opposition.: i n the l a t t e r , God i s the eternal and changeless 

pe r f ec t i on , i m p e r f e c t l y imaged in : phenomena and revealed to those 

who know how to look behind them. To the P ia ton i s t , knowledge of 

^od was essent ia l ly a clearer v i s i on of the eternal r e a l i t y 

behind phenomena: to the Jew, the knowledge of God was a 

p r a c t i c a l and obedient response to the w i l l of the l i v i n g God. 

The supreme a t t r i b u t e o f the God of the Greeks was 

immutab i l i ty , w i t h i m p a s s i b i l i t y as i t s co r re l a t ive - an 

bnto loglca l immutabi l i ty , that i s , which i s contradicted i f God 

from His side ever enters i n t o a f r e s h r e l a t i o n w i t h oreated 

beings. God and man are d i s t i n c t : they are essent ia l ly d i f f e r e n t 
< 

o u s l a l . "Salvation" consists I n the Inward union of the 

Ind iv idua l soul w i t h the eternal r e a l i t y i n v i r t u e o f the l i n k 

provided by men's possession o f Logos. Salvation i s an . ind iv idua l 

achievement: there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y of God Himself ac t ing i n 
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order to accomplish men's.salvation* 

The fundamental presupposition o f the New Testament on 

the contrary, i s that God has acted i n Christ I n order to reconcile 

men to Himself . There i s nothing i n the Chr is t ian Creed to , 

suggest the impassible God of the philosophers. Omnipotence does 

not involve i m p a s s i b i l i t y ; omnipotence i n f a c t has no meaning 

except aa the power of love to achieve i t s purpose. To conceive 

of love apart, from s a c r i f i c e i s to conceive of something en t i re ly ; 

d i f f e r e n t from what God I n Chris t has shown the d iv ine love to be', 

Hellenic ideas, however, so dominated the Chris t ian i n t e l l e c t up 

to the Reformation that theology was never able to take qui te 

seriously the not ion of any act of God i n h i s t o r y , and i f the 

Chrietology o f the Fathers, i o inadequate i t i s because i t does 

not do Justice to that r eve la t ion of God wi th which C h r i s t i a n i t y ' 

both completes an4 corrects the imperfect ideas of Podhead 

derived"from God's universal witness to Himself. The metaphysical 

dogma of d iv ine immutabi l i ty prevented the Fathers from ever 

doing f u l l Justice to the cardinal t r u t h of the Gospel, a l though ' 

no doubt, they f e l t .that i t was only by using the f a m i l i a r terms 

of. Greek philosophy that they could get a hearing at a l l i n the 

a-entile world for t h e i r un fami l i a r doct r ine of an e th i ca l God. 

(Prestige has shown that the not ion of the d iv ine on<ovo^t<x i s 

the^result o f an e f f o r t to combine a b e l i e f i n God's p rov iden t i a l 

ac t ion wi th a Hellenic theology which d id not t h ink of God as 

personal ly 'ao t ive i n mundane a f f a i r s . ) ; • • 

I t i s in no way a disparagement o f the excellence of 

the d o c t r i n a l struoture which the Fathers erected w i t h such 



inadequate m a t e r i a l s to say t h a t i t was these v e r y m a t e r i a l s which 

prevented them from a c h i e v i n g u l t i m a t e s u c c e s s . S e l l e r s ( O p . C i t . 

pp . 1-17) has been a t p a i n s to shot* tha t the F a t h e r s themselves 

were never taken c a p t i v e by the d o c t r i n e of God which they were 

a t tempt ing to overcome; A t h a n a s l u s , f o r i n s t a n c e , was t e a c h i n g a 

view o f man's s a l v a t i o n which was moral and s c r i p t u r a l ; but the 

v e r y f a c t t h a t he was u s i n g terms which were not i n keep ing w i t h 

such a view f r u s t r a t e d him i n the accomplishment of h i s r e a l 

I n t e n t i o n . No s a t i s f a c t o r y ' t h e o r y of the Person of C h r i s t cou ld 

be reaohed so, long a s God and man were spoken of a s a n t i t h e t i c a l 

o u s i a i . J u s t a s p r e - C h r i s t i a n concept ions of Mess iahsh ip had to 

undergo changes once i t was accepted t h a t the Mess iah was J e s u s J 

so the p r e - C h r i s t i a n i d e a s of God, both H e b r a i c a n d - H e l l e n i c , had 

to be. modi f i ed i n f a c e of t h i s r e v e l a t i o n . 

While i t i s not d i f f i o u l t to .see the v a l u e of the 

CJhalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n when i t i s s e t a l o n g s i d e the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

•which i t i s des igned to exolude or c o r r e c t , i t cannot be s a i d to 

p r o v i d e a coherent theory o f C h r i s t ' s P e r s o n . " I f i t i s l i f t e d 

out o f the mental and s p i r i t u a l environment i n which i t was shaped, 

-and t r e a t e d as a c o n s t r u c t i v e statement of the d o c t r i n e of the 

L o r d ' s P e r s o n , i t must answer formidable o b j e c t i o n s . The 

p a r a l l e l i s m of the two n a t u r e s and the two w i l l s , u n i t e d by t h e i r 

common r e l a t i o n to one d i v i n e h y p o s t a s i s , i s a theory h a r d to 

r e c o n c i l e w i t h an i n t e l l i g i b l e concept ion of p e r s o n a l i t y . And the 

theory has no w a r r a n t i n the G o s p e l s . " ( C r e e d , Mysterlum C h r i s t l . 

p ) . U l t i m a t e l y the t r u e s t C h r i s t o l o g y i s t h a t which does 
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moat J u s t i c e to the l i f e of J e s u s r e c o r d e d I n the New Testament, , 
and tha t l a the f i n a l s t a n d a r d by w h i c h the p a t r i s t i c C h r l s t o l o g l e s 
muat.be Judged. Leo t y p i f i e s the bankruptcy of H e l l e n i c terminology 
as a v e h i c l e f o r C h r i s t i a n r e v e l a t i o n . A l l he does, i s to s t a t e the 
paradox w i t h which the F a t h e r s s t a r t e d : the. Sav iour must r e a l l y 
have been both God. and man, he s a y s , and p o i n t s to the m i r a c l e s as 
obvious ev idence o f h i s Godhead, and to the s u f f e r i n g s a s obvious 
evidence of h i s manhood. "The t r u t h i s t h a t H e l l e n l o theology 
cannot wi thout c o n t r a d i c t i o n go f u r t h e r towards a d o c t r i n e of the 
I n c a r n a t i o n than to say t h a t the h i s t o r i c a l l i f e of J e s u s symbol izes 
the p e r f e c t goodness of the Godhead more t r u l y than any o ther human 
and p a s s i b l e l i f e . " ( Q u i c k , pp .g i f t , p . 125). 

' The L i b e r a l t h e o l o g i a n s -of the n i n e t e e n t h c e n t u r y , however, 

d i d not o b j e c t to the e c c l e s i a s t i o a l d e f i n i t i o n s of C h r i s t a s the 

inherence i n one Person o f two n a t u r e s , Godhead and manhood, f o r 

e x a c t l y the reasons o u t l i n e d above. T h e i r q u a r r e l was due r a t h e r 

to t h e i r f a i l u r e to a p p r e c i a t e what the F a t h e r s meant when they 

spoke o f the "Div ine Nature" . I n t h e i r t h i n k i n g ' t h e c o n t r a s t 

between C r e a t o r and c r e a t u r e had been r e p l a c e d by the r e l a t i v e 
/ - • t 

t 

a n t i t h e s i s of n a t u r e v e r s u s o u l t u r a l achievement (Brunner , The 

Mediator^ C h . v i i l ) . Whereas the F a t h e r s by the "Divine Nature" 

meant something l i k e the q u a l i t y o f H i s b e i n g , the moderns thought 

of n a t u r e i n the sense of what i s merely p h y s i c a l , n a t u r a l and 

m a t e r i a l . A c c o r d i n g l y they supposed the e a r l y e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 

formulas to be f a r more m a t e r i a l and n a t u r a l i s t i c than they were 

ever in tended to b e . I n the l i n e of argument developed by R i t s o h l 
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and I larnack, the fundamental o b j e c t i o n I s t h a t the dogma of the 
e a r l y Church I s dominated by a " p h y s i c a l " ( n a t u r a l i s t i c , mechanical] 
concept ion o f s a l v a t i o n : s a l v a t i o n i s caused by a p h y s i c a l a c t -
the i n c a r n a t i o n . While i t i s p o s s i b l e to see the t r u t h which the 
d e s c r i p t i o n i s intended to convey , a t r u e r c r i t i c i s m i s tha t the 
p a t r i s t i c c a t e g o r i e s were " i n t e l l e c t u a l ! s t " and " s t a t i c 1 1 r a t h e r 
than "moral" and "dynamic". The F a t h e r s g e n e r a l l y thought of the 
d i v i n e Be ing i n terms o f \/ouS r a t h e r than of I T V £ U | A C X and W i l l 

Even B O , had G y r l l and N e s t o r l u s each t r i e d to understand 
what the other s a i d tha t he meant, i t i s probab le , a s S e l l e r s 
suggests ( O p . o l t . p.234)V t h a t the r e s u l t would have been a v iew 
of C h r i s t ' a Person a l t o g e t h e r more s a t i s f a c t o r y than t h a t which , 
a c t u a l l y emanated from t h e v i c t o r i o u s A l e x a n d r i a n s c h o o l a l o n e . 
For even i f we t r y to avo id the' terms na ture and o u s i a , the 
^ h r i s t o l o g i c a l problem r e m a i n s , and i t ' cannot be s a i d t h S t e i t h e r 
H i t a c h i or Harnaek have made any conspicuous c o n t r i b u t i o n to i t s 
s o l u t i o n : - i n f a c t i t i s by no means c e r t a i n t h a t they ever 
a p p r e c i a t e d where the problem r e a l l y l a y . On t h i s p o i n t the 
F a t h e r s were a b s o l u t e l y d e c i d e d . T h e i r c l e a r p e r c e p t i o n of man's 
f a l l and need of redemption meant t h a t they a lways viewed' 
G h r i s t o l o g y from the s tandpo in t of S o t e r l o l o g y , and the Person o f . 
C h r i s t can o n l y be understood when the purpose of. H i s ooming i s 
f i r m l y grasped.. . f I ' 
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i i . The Manhood o f C h r i s t . . 

The d i a o i p l e s who knew the Man C h r i s t b e t t e r than we. w i t h a l l 

our . h i s t o r i c a l r e a e a r o h , y e t worshipped Him a s the e x a l t e d L o r d . 

The theologians , - however, s t a r t i n g from the P a u l i n e p r i n c i p l e t h a t 

God was I n C h r i s t r e c o n c i l i n g the world to H i m s e l f , have on the 

whole f a i l e d to do J u s t l o e to the t r u t h t h a t a s a h i s t o r i c a l 

p e r s o n a l i t y , a s a s u b j e c t of h i s t o r y , J e s u s i s comple te ly human. 

I t was i n e v i t a b l e t h a t on t h i s i s s u e a l s o the e c c l e s i a s t i c a l dogma , 

should be s e v e r e l y o r i t i c l s e d by the L i b e r a l s w i t h t h e i r renewed 

i n t e r e s t i n the humanity of C h r i s t . . * 

Once i t has been a s s e r t e d t h a t i n C h r i s t there a r e two natures , 

each w i t h i t s p r o p e r t i e s ^ there i s i n v o l v e d the q u e s t i o n of the 

r e l a t i o n between them i n the one P e r s o n . Here we encounter 

d i f f i c u l t y , f o r i n the coming of J e s u s C h r i s t we have something 

unique,- and because of i t s uniqueness we are bound to acknowledge 

t h a t the psychology o f the God-Man l i e s beyond human comprehension. 

I s i t then p o s s i b l e to go f u r t h e r than the p l a i n s tatement o f the 

paradox t h a t J e s u s C h r i s t , H imse l f one Person , I s ye t both God and 

Man? . Doth A l e x a n d r i a n s and Ant iochencs attempted to go beyond the 

p l a i n s ta tement , and we must b r i e f l y cons ider 'how f a r t h e i r 

P h r i B t o l o g l o a l adventure i s . J u s t i f i e d by r e s u l t s . 

C y r i l , f o r example, ( S e l l e r s , O p . o l t . pp 84 f f . ) I n s i s t s t h a t 

J e s u s C h r i s t i s ' one P e r s o n , but t h a t i n t h a t one Person a r e the 

two elements o f Godhead and Manhood. The Logos i s the same person 
• . 

both b e f o r e and a f t e r the i n c a r n a t i o n . He who e x i s t e d NOTtf(|_r(oS 

i s now (though w i t h o u t any change i n re spec t , of His d i v i n e be ing) 
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fl£ca(;v<ujjx£yo^ . .The union of Godhead and manhood i s h y p o s t a t i c s i t 
i s a "personal" un ion which h a s i t s c e n t r e i n the Logos H i m s e l f . 
The Logos made man i s one prosopon. C y r i l l a y s down t h a t i t must 
be s a i d t h a t '»God" s u f f e r e d ; o t h e r w i s e , i f i t was not the Logos , 
as He had become man through making His own a p a s s i b l e f l e s h , who 
s u f f e r e d , then a man - another b e s i d e the Logos - must have s u f f e r e d ! 
and no mere man can be the Sav iour of the w o r l d . He f l a t l y r e j e c t s 
the not ion tha t some of the a c t i o n s and say ings i n the Gospels shoulc 
be a t t r i b u t e d to the Logos , and o t h e r s to a manhood regarded a s , 
h a v i n g a prosopon a longs ide t h a t of the Logos . A l l are the a c t i o n s 
and s a y i n g s of the God Mho has become man-. 

- J e s u s C h r i s t i s ' " O n e " , but He i s "One out o f two." 'Using 

o u s i a i n the sense of s u b s t a n t i a . C y r i l h o l d s tha t the i n c a r n a t e 

Logos i s "the one and so le C h r i s t out of two and d i f f e r e n t n a t u r e s ; " 

u s i n g hypo s t a s i a i n the same g e n e r i c sense , he says , , t h a t there has 

been "a coming together of t h i n g s or h y p o s t a s e s . " These two 

e lements , C y r i l i n s i s t s , remain wi thout c o n f u s i o n i n the u n i o n , and 

are to be "recognized" a s d i s t i n c t * C h r i s t i s a theandr io p e r s o n , 

whose a c t i v i t y i s a l s o t h e a n d r l c . But I t has to be confe s sed t h a t 

C y r i l does not work out the r e l a t i o n between Godhead and manhood 

i n t h e i r un ion i n one P e r s o n . He says t h a t the Logos has added to 

His e t e r n a l b e i n g t h i s - t h a t He h a s undergone "a v o l u n t a r y sel f* , 

emptying", through becoming man f o r man*s s a l v a t i o n . 

' C y r i l was not the f i r s t theo log ian to t o y ' w i t h the P a u l i n e 

oonoept of a d i v i n e s e l f - e m p t y i n g , Origen had s a i d ; "We are l o o t 

i n deepest amazement t h a t such a pre-eminent nature should have 

d i v e s t e d i t s e l f of i t s c o n d i t i o n of majes ty and become man", such 
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se l f^empty ing was n e c e s s a r y I f God was to be seen by roan, and he 
f i r s t makes use -o f the theory I n order to e x p l a i n how the Logos could 
become a s p e e c h l e s s and ignorant c h i l d . But as Raven ( A p o l l i n a r i a n i e n 
pp.28 f f . ) p o i n t s out , "the s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n i s not a permanent 
c o n d i t i o n of the incarnate , l i f e " , but "an a c t so t r a n s i e n t as to l a s t 
on ly u n t i l the end of C h r i s t ' s ado le scence" . When Athanas ius says 
o f our L o r d » s e x p r e s s i o n of ignorance t h a t He s a i d t h i s " that 
Ignorance might be the Son'a.when He was born o f man", h i s meaning 
seems to be t h a t s i n c e "ignorance i s proper to man", and the Logos 
has become man, the Logos as i n c a r n a t e was i g n o r a n t . Ag&ift he s a y s , 
"when the Logos oaime i n i l l s own body Ho was conformed to our 
c o n d i t i o n s " , and one may s u r e l y see the germ of the concept ion t h a t 
the Logos - to use H i l a r y ' s word r "tempered" H i s powers t h a t there 
might be a r e a l i n c a r n a t i o n . Much mora e x p l i c i t i s A p o l l i n a r l u s who 
s t a t e s as a p r i n c i p l e t h a t i n c a r n a t i o n i s s e l f - e m p t y i n g , cra.£><w»\S 
KCviaenS . ~ He d e c l a r e s that tho s u f f e r i n g of C h r i s t "only 
appears i h p r o p o r t i o n to the r e s t r a i n t and wi thdrawal o f the d i v i n e 
w i l l " ( c p . the "quiescence" of the Word i n I r e n a e u s ) : f o r example,' 
i n the matter of our L o r d ' s f a s t i n g , "when the Godhead w i t h i t s 
oapao i ty f o r s u p e r i o r i t y to want a c t e d i n combinat ion, the hunger 
was appeased: when i t d i d not employ i t s c a p a c i t y to r e s i s t the 
f e e l i n g o f want, H i s hunger I n c r e a s e d " , (Raven, O p . o l t t pp«203 f f . ) 
A p o l l i n a r i u a had the concept ion of a cont inuous p r o c e s s o f v o l u n t a r y 
s e l f - e m p t y i n g , and "the s e l f - e m p t y i n g r e v e a l e d Him Who emptied 
Himse l f to be not man but the' Son o f man, by way of l i m i t a t i o n , hot 
o f ohange". I n the one C h r i s t there are two s e p a r a t e spheres of 
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a c t i o n * the one l i m i t e d , the o ther l i m i t l e s s . But n e i t h e r 
A p o l l l n a r l u s nor Athanaaius c a r r i e d out to the f u l l the i m p l i c a t i o n s 
of the concept . 

G y r i l , however, t a k e s the theory a s tage f u r t h e r . The s e l f * 

emptying of the Logos , who i n H i s d i v i n e b e i n g cannot s u f f e r any 

change* i s to do. and to say what i s human through the economic union 

w i t h the f l e s h . He a s s e r t s t h a t the Logos "went through the laws 

of human nature" .and "allowed" the humanity to f u l f i l i t s own 

measures* "He permi t ted the measures o f the manhood to p r e v a i l over 

Himsel f"* ^ OI ICOV/OJJIUCWS T D K T Y ^ &uB{tjfrbT«yr6S ycr(oic 

Wutw -tt> \<{ILTZI\I. B u t , a s Bruce (The H u m i l i a t i o n o f C h r i s t . , pp 54 & 3^6 

f f . ) has proved, C y r i l " r e s t r i c t s the r e i g n of law to the m a t e r i a l 

sphere , e x c l u d i n g i t from the i n t e l l e c t u a l and moral..". Whi le he 

does not h e s i t a t e to speak o f a p h y s i c a l , he w i l l not go so f a r a s 

to p o s i t a moral and i n t e l l e c t u a l growth: the growth i n wisdom i s 

not r e a l , but a p p a r e n t , "a h o l d i n g back , or concealment , o f wisdom-

e x i s t i n g i n p e r f e c t i o n from the f i r s t , out of r e s p e c t to the 

p h y s i c a l law". Seemingly C y r i l i s i n t e n t ivpdn making the 

redemption s u r e , b e l i e v i n g t h a t t h i s cou ld on ly be i f the Logos had 

supreme c o n t r o l over the manhood. But i n h i s d e a l r e to p r e s e r v e the 

r e a l i t y ©f redemption, C y r i l , l i k e A t h a n a s i u s , and i n a d i f f e r e n t 

way A p G l l i n a r i u s , s a c r i f i c e s the r e a l i t y of the manhood. He 

a l l o w s no r e a l inward c o n f l i c t . The R e p r e s e n t a t i v e Man, C h r i s t 

c e r t a i n l y - i s ; but. h a r d l y one whooe manhood Can be s a i d to be-

i n d i v i d u a l ( i . e . " r e a l " i n the on ly aenee t h a t we understand r e a l 

h u m a n i t y ) , i f . a s soon a s - t e m p t a t i o n a r i s e s the Logos s t eps i n and 
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u s e s H i B power to quash the human I m p u l s e . I n common w i t h h i s 
p r e d e c e s s o r s i n the s choo l o f A l e x a n d r i a , C y r i l upheld the p r i n c i p l e 
of the t o t u s homo i n accordance w i t h the o o n v l c t i o n t h a t "that 
which was not taken was not redeemed". I n common w i t h them a l s o , 
and i n v i r t u e of the P l a t o n i c t r a d i t i o n i n which they had been 
brought up," C y r i l i s i n c l i n e d to emphasize the a b s t r a c t r a t h e r than 
t h e - c o n c r e t e . Had he developed the d o c t r i n e of the. L o r d ' s f u l l 
i n d i v i d u a l manhood he would have been compelled to p o s i t the-
complete a elf-* emptying of the Logos . That he was prepared to admit 
a measure o f s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n by the Logos i n r e s p e c t of the powers 
which a r e Hi s by n a t u r e i f He was indeed to beoome man, we have 
a l r e a d y s e e n . But the m e t a p h y s i c a l dogma o f . t h e i m m u t a b i l i t y o f 
the Logos , and the h a b i t o f a b s t r a c t . t h o u g h t , was too s t r o n g an 
i n f l u e n c e ; i n s p i t e o f h i m s e l f C y r i l could not conce ive i t 
p o s s i b l e f o r the Logos r e a l l y to permi t .the measures o f manhood to 
p r e v a i l "over Himse l f without H i s thereby. eeaBlng. to be e s s e n t i a l l y 
and i d e n t i c a l l y the. Logos . , The C y r l l l i n e s c h o o l , by r e q u i r i n g 
a s s u b j e c t o f manhood the Logos conce ived a s u n l i m i t e d , must end by 
d e i f y i n g the humanity a t the c o s t o f what i s proper to man, or by 
t e a c h i n g a semi-i-docetio concept ion of i t as a mere v e i l or 
ins trument of Godhead. Manhood i s a v e i l between God and man 
r a t h e r than the v e r y proper n a t u r e of the I n c a r n a t e i n Hie 
m e d i a t o r i a l ab t ion Godward^and manward. The manhood o f C h r i s t 
cannot be an e f f i c i e n t medium of the m a n i f e s t a t i o n of the u n l i m i t e d 

Godhead, and, a t the same t i m e , ' a n adequate r e p r e s e n t a t i o n be fore 
• > • ' - • • . - • 

God of our weak and l i m i t e d manhood. 
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I t was t h i s o t h e r w i s e admirable d o c t r i n a l s t r u c t u r e which was 
accepted by the Church a s the orthodox e x p r e s s i o n o f i t s b e l i e f ; 
when Nes tor ius was condemned a t Home and a t Ephesus , Judgement was 
i n both oases based on C y r i l ' s v iew of the i n o a r n a t i o n , and, w h a t ' i s 
more s i g n i f i c a n t , on C y r i l ' s view of what N e s t o r i u s meant by h i s 
t e a c h i n g . I n r e c e n t y e a r s , however, new i n t e r e s t has been shown by 
s c h o l a r s i n the w r i t i n g s of N e s t o r i u s , and S e l l e r s has done a g r e a t 
s e r v i c e to the cause o f C h r l s t o l o g y by h i s r e - e x a m i n a t i o n o f the 
whole Antioohene p o s i t i o n . He c la ims t h a t fundamental ly the schoo l 
o f An.tioch was concerned to e s t a b l i s h the same two C h r i s t e l o g i o a l 
p r i n c i p l e s which were emphasized by the s choo l of A l e x a n d r i a , but 
t h a t , be ing A r i s t o t e l i a n r a t h e r than P l a t o n i c i n out look , they were 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n man a s a f r e e agent , and were a t g r e a t e r 
p a i n s to p r e s e r v e the r e a l i t y of C h r i s t ' s manhood. 

. The Logos, s t a t e s N e s t o r i u s , takes man's f a l l e n nature ,upon 

Him to renew i n man the d i v i n e image which v/as His a t the f i r s t . 

Emphasiz ing the f a c t t h a t the Logos "took" ( Xtfj^rtv P h i l . 2 . v . 7 » j 

human n a t u r e , he a s s e r t s t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n brought about no 

change i n the Godhead which i s immutable and i n v a r i a b l e ^ The un ion 

o f Godhead and manhood i n J e s u s C h r i s t i s v o l u n t a r y and p e r s o n a l 

because the Logos Himse l f has been w i l l i n g to take the body and the 

r a t i o n a l s o u l . The two natures" have been oomblned i n one prosopon" 

the Logos has so assumed H i s manhood . that t h e r e i s c o n s t i t u t e d one 

Prosopon, one Person o f Him who assumed and o f tha t which was 

assumedi a g a i n and a g a i n N e s t o r i u s i n s i s t s t h a t h i s i s no t the 

d o o t r i n e of two sons . 



On the o ther hand the Antioohene teaches t h a t C h r i s t was 
\ - ' -

t r i e d to the ut termost throughout His l i f e t bu t by be ing i m p l i c i t l y 

obedient to the w i l l of the Logos , brought about man's s a l v a t i o n 

which was dependent upon such p e r f e c t obedience . "Although He had 

a l l these, t h i n g s which a p p e r t a i n to our n a t u r e , anger , concupiscence 

and thoughts , and a l though they i n c r e a s e d w i t h t h e progres s and 

i n c r e a s e of every age, He stood f i r m i n thoughts o f obedience". 

Bazaar o f H e r a o l e l d e s . p . 63- (Quoted S e l l e r s , O p . c i t . p . 1$^ . ) 

How then does N e s t o r i u s conce ive of the r e l a t i o n s of the manhood 

and the Godhead i n the one C h r i s t so t h a t the moral s t r u g g l e of 

C h r i s t thus a s s e r t e d I s , shown to be r e a l ? 

While a f f i r m i n g t h a t J e s u s C h r i s t I s one prosopon a s a r e s u l t 

of the union - one person i n whom,the two o u s l a l of manhood and 

^pdhead a r e brought together - he a l s o , e x p r e s s l y a s s e r t s t h a t each 

o u s l a h a s i t s own prosopon. Hence the a c c u s a t i o n o f C y r i l t h a t . 

N e s t o r l u s was t e a c h i n g two sons . But whereas the A l e x a n d r i a n s use 

prosopon o n l y i n the t e c h n i c a l sense o f ' p e r s o n • , the Antioohenes 

say t h a t every r e a l t h i n g has i t s prosopon. For them, q u s l a 

s i g n i f i e s " that which e x i s t s " . , The prosopon of an o u s l a ban mean 

e i t h e r i t s •appearance ' , or ' the i n d i v i d u a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s o f a 

b e i n g ' , o r ?the personage* which has the appearance and the 
> 

i n d i v i d u a l p e c u l i a r i t y . H y p o s t a s i s they use. a lmost e x c l u s i v e l y I n 

i t s roo t meaning o f - ' u n d e r l y i n g e x i s t e n c e ' . Thus when they speak 

of there b e i n g I n J e s u s C h r i s t two h y p o s t a s e s , and t h a t each of the 

two o u s l a l h a s i t s proaoporij they a r e s imply s e e k i n g . t o u n d e r l i n e 

the r e a l i t y of the two n a t u r e s . N e s t o r i u s i s f i r m on the p o i n t 



t h a t the union has been s e t up through the a c t i o n of the Logos i n 

u n i t i n g manhood to. H i m s e l f ; the i n c a r n a t i o n c o n s i s t s i n the 

"giv ing and tak ing" of the prosopa » the i n d i v i d u a l p e c u l l a r i t i e s -

of d i v i n i t y and humanity . ,$he Logos "takes" the proaopon o f the 

manhood, or "the Man",, a s H i s proeopoft, and "gives" Hi s d i v i n e 

prosopon to the manhood. The Logos Himse l f performs both a c t i o n s . 

"The Ant loehenesmay r e j e o t C y r i l ' s h y p o s t a t i c and n a t u r a l u n i o n -

because talcing h y p o s t a s i s and nature I n t h i s connec t ion i n the 

sense of s u b s t a n t i a , they a r e convinced tha t such esspressions must 
• 

mean t h a t , a s a r e s u l t of .the u n i o n , the human na ture has been 

transformed i n t o the d i v i n e s u b s t a n t i a of J e s u s C h r i s t - but I t 

seems c l e a r t h a t they would uphold the v e r y same t r u t h which t h e i r . 

opponents were uphold ing , namely, tha t i r r J e s u s C h r i s t the Logos 

has ' p e r s o n a l l y * u n i t e d manhood to H i m s e l f " > ' ( S e l l e r s , Qp> o l t . p . 
i 

1530' Nevertheless: , i t cannot be s a i d t h a t S e l l e r s has e n t i r e l y 

v i n d i c a t e d N e s t o r i n e ' G h r l s t o l o g y a s an I n t e l l i g i b l e d q o t r i n e ' o f 

one Person* For when I n o ther passages he' g i v e s h i s own paraphrase 

of Antlochene d o c t r i n e i t I s d i f f i c u l t to escape the c o n c l u s i o n 

t h a t he seems to be commending a b e l i e f tha t the Son of God d i d 

not u n i t e to Himse l f a humanity p e r s o n a l o n l y In: H i m s e l f , but chose 

a Man to be Hi s i n s t r u m e n t , e . g . " I t i s fundamental to t h e i r 

d o c t r i n e t h a t t h i s Man i s the Chosen One of God, f o r e o r d a i n e d as 

the ins trument of the Logos a s He comes down to r e s t o r e the human 

race* and t h a t i n Him, a s the Chosen One, the Logos d w e l l s from 
the f i r s t . " ( O p . c i t ; p.130. op: pp.154, 255.) 

. L i k e the A l e x a n d r i a n s , the Antioohenes a l s o uphold the 
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r e a l i t y of, C h r i s t ' e d i v i n e n a t u r e because they are,moved (though 

l e e s e x p l i c i t l y ) by the thought t h a t i f man' i s to be redeemed there 

i s heed of the d i v i n e nature to f u l f i l i t s p a r t i n e f f e c t i n g the 

redemption, f o r the same r e a s o n they oppose the A p o l l i n a r i a n 

d o c t r i n e , t h a t the Logos took the plaoe of the human s o u l i n C h r i s t , 

s i n c e tha t d o c t r i n e robs the manhood o f i t s r e a l i t y , and i f t h i s i s 

not r e a l t h e r e i s not t h a t conquest over s i n which must be seen i f 

man's redemption i s to be brought about* Nes tor ius i n s i s t s t h a t 

the w i l l and the • i n t e l l i g e n c e , which a r e p a r t of the na ture o f 

humanity, -were a c t i v e i n J e s u s C h r i s t * Thus the manhood has i t s 

proGOpon, i t s i n d i v i d u a l i t y ! the manhood i s u t t e r l y r e a l * 

p o s s e s s i n g the f a c u l t y of s e l f r - d e t e r m l n a t i o n . I f man i s to be 

redeemed, ' the Mail* assumed, as he p a s s e s from t r i a l to t r i a l , must 

be ever a t one w i t h the d i v i n e Logos i n purpose and w i l l . 4 V 

No doubt t h i s g r e a t e r emphasis on the r e a l i t y of the 

manhood i e p a r t l y due,,to the e f f o r t s of the Antiochenes to r e j e c t 
< 

E u t y o h l a n i s m , J u s t a s the A l e x a n d r i a n s emphasise the u n i t y o f 

C h r i s t ' s Person i n t h e i r d e t e r m i n a t i o n to defend the f a i t h a g a i n s t 

what they dub the ' N e s t o r l a n ' e r r o r . But f u n d a m e n t a l l y ^ a l l o w i n g 

f o r d i f f e r e n c e of emphasis , both a r e eager to m a i n t a i n , i n p r i n c i p l e 

a t l e a s t , the i n d i v i d u a l i t y of the human element i n J e s u s ; what I s 

e x p l i c i t i n N e s t o r i u s i e c e r t a i n l y i m p l i c i t i n C y r i l ' s whole p o o l t l o i 

The t ragedy 1B t h a t n e i t h e r c a r r i e d t h i s p r i n c i p l e to i t s l o g i c a l 

c o n c l u s i o n i n r e s p e c t of the r e l a t i o n between the Logos and H i s r e a l 

humanity . The Antioohenes a f f i r m c l e a r l y t h a t i n the union the V 

manhood of Je sus C h r i s t p o s s e s s e s the i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and 
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f u n c t i o n s o f a f r e e agent - though a lways i n accordance w i t h the 
W i l l o f the .Logos - b u t they do not e x p l a i n what i s i lnvolved f o r 
the Logos i n thus g i v i n g His prosopon to the humanity and t a k i n g to 
Himse l f the prosopon o f the humanity . While , w i t h C y r i l , N e s t o r i u s 
seems to p e r c e i v e t h a t a r e a l i n c a r n a t i o n n e c e s s i t a t e s t h a t the 
Logos s h a l l r e s t r a i n Himse l f i n the e x e r c i s e of H i s d i v i n e powers 
and f u n c t i o n s so a s to be a b l e to conform to human c o n d i t i o n s , he 
does not" examine the i m p l i c a t i o n s of such a p r i n c i p l e . By speaking 
as he does of the t r a n s f e r e n c e of prosopa i t would seem t h a t he 
means t h a t the Logos, w h i l e remain ing God i n a l l t h i n g s , becomes 
• t h a t which the Man i s 1 , and does no th ing ' a p a r t from the human 
h u m i l i a t i o n 1 . He uses the analogy of the k i n g who wishes to 
condescend and to become one; of the s o l d i e r s , l a y i n g a s i d e the 
p u r p l e of r o y a l t y and p u t t i n g on the equipment o f s o l d i e r s , thus 
c o n c e a l i n g h i m s e l f and t a l k i n g to them on equal t e r m s . B u t 
Nes tor ius no more than C y r i l made any r e a l attempt to fo l l ow- through 

\ 

t h i s l i n e o f thought . Had he done so he would no doubt have avoided 

the a c c u s a t i o n of t e a c h i n g two sons , on ly to be aoousad. of making 

God mutable . N e s t o r i u s , l i k e C y r i l , thought o f God too much a f t e r 

the manner o f the Greek p h i l o s o p h e r s . They cou ld not conce ive o f . 

a d i v i n e a c t o f s e l f - s a c r i f i c e and s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n which d i d not 

make God l e s s than God. N e i t h e r s choo l succeeded i n speaking o f 

God i n terms of l o v e , and n e i t h e r schoo l 'gave r e a l p l a c e I n i t s 

C h r l s t o l o g y to the f a c t of the d i v i n e condescens ion . 

N e v e r t h e l e s s C y r i l and Neetor ius do throw out 

suggest ions f o r a new l i n e of approach to the problem of the 
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Person of C h r i s t . C y r i l ' s I n s i s t e n c e tha t i n C h r i s t t h e r e I s a 
s i n g l e p e r s o n a l l i f e i s supremely important : important a l s o i s 
N e s t o r l u s ' t e a c h i n g of. the i n d i v i d u a l i t y of C h r i s t a s man, Hi s . 
power o f s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n and, the r e a l moral s t r u g g l e and 
obedience . By t a k i n g the human r a t h e r than the d i v i n e i n C h r i s t a s 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t j and a s k i n g what a r e "the measures of His manhood" 
and what i s i n v o l v e d i n the "human h u m i l i a t i o n " I t may be p o s s i b l e 
to s a f e g u a r d the complete r e a l i t y o£ C h r i s t ' s human h i s t o r i c a l l i f e 
together wi th t h e t r u t h , t h a t n e v e r t h e l e s s i t was God who was i n 
C h r i s t r e c o n c i l i n g the world to H i m s e l f . I n the nex t chapter we , 
s h a l l examine how f a r the attempt to r e a c h a d o c t r i n e of C h r i s t ' s 
Person along 1 .these l i n e s has been s u c c e s s f u l . 



CHAPTER I I I . * 

ORTHODOXY RE-STATED. 

The need for a res ta tement of what the Church b e l i e v e s about 

the person of J e s u s C h r i s t i s f i r s t seen most c l e a r l y by M a r t i n 

L u t h e r . I n the v i v i d phrase of Mackintosh , "new thoughts o f C h r i s t 

a r e s t r u g g l i n g i n L u t h e r w i t h o l d forms". H i s g r e a t c o n t r i b u t i o n 

to the development of C h r l s t o l o g y was t h a t he v i r t u a l l y r e d i s c o v e r e d 

the h i s t o r i c S a v i o u r , OBio redeems s i n f u l men by drawing them i n t o 

union w i th H i s own wondrous Person a s d i s c l o s e d , i n the New Testament 

For h im, as f o r S t , P a u l , there i s an i n d i s s o l u b l e bond between the 

person of the Redeemer and His redeeming work. The Person and the 

o f f i c e a r e an o r g a n i c u n i t y , and to understand C h r i s t we must beg in 

by g e t t i n g to know H i s human l i f e . I n the days of e a r t h He was no 

a lmighty man. "He a t e , d r a n k , s l e p t , and waked; was weary, s a d , 

joyous; wept, laughed; was hungry, t h i r s t y , c o l d ; sweated, t a l k e d , 

worked, p r a y e d . 1 1 L u t h e r cou ld not make Him too human: y e t , 

n e v e r t h e l e s s , he saw a l s o t h a t i t was f a t a l to make Him mere ly 

human, " i f D e i t y be want ing i n C h r i s t " , he w r i t e s ^ "there I s no 

h e l p or d e l i v e r a n c e f o r us aga ins t God's anger and Judgment"; i and 

a g a i n , " i f i t c o u l d not be h e l d t h a t God d i e d f o r us but o n l y a 

man, then we a r e l o s t " . The keystone of L u t h e r ' s C h r i e t o l o g y was 

t h a t none o ther than God oould a v a i l to atone f o r human s i n . Y e t 

he never ceased to i n s i s t tha t to t a l k of the mere j u x t a p o s i t i o n o f 

Sodhead and manhood was v a l u e l e s s : f o r him, a s f o r Hermann, the 

exper ience of the man who f i n d s i n C h r i s t the sav ing presence o f 

very God i s "not so much expressed a s concea led by the formula 

t h a t combines a d i v i n e n a t u r e w i t h the human n a t u r e of J e s u s " . 



32. 
(Quoted Mackintosh "The Person of J e s u s C h r i s t . " p.236.) 

To the p r e s e n t day t h e Church i s occupied w i t h the problem 

i n a l l e s s e n t i a l s a s i t was s t a t e d by L u t h e r . He o f f e r e d no 

s o l u t i o n h i m s e l f , but i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t o f , h i s importance t h a t not 

only the k e n o t l c t h e o r i s t s , but a l s o s u c h wide ly d i f f e r i n g 

C h r i s t o l o g i a n s a s the L i b e r a l P r o t e s t a n t s and Brunner a r e a l l deep ly 

i n f l u e n c e d by h i s t e a o h i n g . What he preached p a s s i o n a t e l y , was 

the u n i t y o f C h r i s t and God: we must not , he s a i d , make "a C h r i s t : 

a p a r t by Himse l f and a God a p a r t by Himse l f" ; the two n a t u r e s a r e 

so u n i t e d t h a t they cannot r e a l l y be looked a t s e p a r a t e l y . By 

p l a c i n g emphasis upon the u n i t y of C h r i s t as seen i n the G o s p e l s , 

L u t h e r changed the d i r e c t i o n of C h r i o t o l o g i c s ! e n q u i r y , No l o n g e r 

was the q u e s t i o n , "How 0an two n a t u r e s so d i f f e r e n t as d i v i n i t y and 

humanity be combined i n one Person?" "but r a t h e r ; "What i s the 

r e l a t i o n i n the one Person J e s u s C h r i s t between the D i v i n e content 

of H i s b e i n g and the s p e o i f i o form i t assumed I n Him of a p e r f e c t l y 

r e v e a l i n g human c o n s c i o u s n e s s ? " That i s the emphasis i n Brunner 

every b i t as much a s i n t h e K e n o t i s t s . 

I t i s w i t h these l a s t mentioned theo log ians t h a t t h i s e s s a y 

i s concerned . They can a lmost be s a i d to c a r r y on where L u t h e r 

l e f t o f f . ( T h e i r * 8 i s the attempt to f i n d a s o l u t i o n to L u t h e r ' s 

dilemma by means of a res ta tement of orthodoxy, i n d i s t i n c t i o n * 

t h a t i s to 3 a y , from the r e v o l t a g a i n s t orthodoxy which 

c h a r a c t e r i z e d t h e i r L i b e r a l contemporar ie s . The f a c t t h a t t h e i r 

t h e o r i e s came to be s t y l e d "kenot ic" , from the passage I n 
/ • 

P h l l i p p i a n s which f i g u r e d prominent ly i n the d i s c u s s i o n , must .not 
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be taken as Implying -that the t r u t h i n t h i s matter rests on a 
p a r t i c u l a r exegesis of t h i s single passage. Like most nicknames 
th i s one only expresses a h a l f - t r u t h . For while undoubtedly the 
theory d i d seek "to do j u s t i c e to the t r u t h that the Incarnation 
of the Son involved a r e a l s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of His Divine mode of 
existence", and also i n Affect d id throw "into strong r e l i e f the 
exceeding greatness of the step downward taken by the Son of $od 
when f o r our sakes, though r i c h , He became poor 1 1, so that Mackintosh 
oan say that t h i s was "the profoundest motive operating J.n the 
kenotio theories 1 1; yet the chief motive was the more general one 
of.seeking to restate the central dogma of the Christian f a i t h i n 
a manner more i n keeping with the Dew Testament and less obnoxious 
to modern minds than the Cha.lcedonian formula. 

The germs of what was l a t e r to blossom f o r t h as a kenotie 
theory are to be found among both Lutheran and Reformed divines. 
The former,, drawing a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between incarnation and 
humiliation, held that the subject of humiliation or self-emptying 
i s not the Logos, f o r i n becoming man the Logos surrendered 
nothing of His Divine Majesty. "The subject of humiliation i s 
the God-man i n respect of His human nature; and f o r Him 
humiliation consisted solely i n t h i s , t h a t while r e t a i n i n g 
possession of the Divine q u a l i t i e s conveyed to His humanity by 
i t s union with the Logos, He yet made no habitual use of them. 
He usually dispensed with them; and only at times did His r e a l 
power f l a s h through the v e i l " . (Mackintosh, I b i d . p.242). The 
Reformed divines held that the subject of humiliation i n Phil.2 . 
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i s not the incarnate God-man, but the pre-incarnate Sons and f o r 
the apostle's mind humiliation i s simply the Incarnation. 

A more e x p l i c i t forecast.of the modern idea of kehosis was. 
made by Zinzendorf, (01750), the founder of the Moravian brotherhood 
I t .was the r e l i g i o u s rather than the s c i e n t i f i c i n t e r e s t which 
appealed to him, and probably no other w r i t e r has shown such 
eloquence and extravagance i n proclaiming a thoroughgoing kenosi.s 
as the g l o r i f i c a t i o n of divine love. For him the greatest thing i n 
the Saviour wag not His Godhead, or His Majesty, or His miracles, 
but His becoming f r e e l y so little». While never ceasing to be God, 
Jesus was i n a l l matters to be considered'.as a simple man: a l l our 
comfort l a to be derived from His humanity,, viewed not only as l i k e 
us i n i t s weakness, but as characterised by a maximum of weakness, 
so that the most miserable creature can think of Christ as weaker 
than himself.. I n carrying His 8«lf^emptying so f a r , He but 
g l o r i f i e d His love, AsDorner recognised, t h i n r e l i g i o u s t r a i t has 
always been a dominant characteristic of the theory of which 
Zinaendorf may be regarded as the immediate forerunner. This desire 
to conceive the divine Love as having become as l i k e t o , as 
intimately united w i t h , man as possible* undoubtedly represents a 
t r u t h fundamental to the revelation of God i n C h r i s t i the w r i t e r 
of Hebrews had recognized i t , and St, Francis of . A S Q I B I gave 
concrete expression to i t . 

I t was nearly a hundred years l a t e r that t h i s thought of 
Zln&endorf•s f i r s t reoeived s c i e n t i f i c treatment as a Ghrietologlcal 
axiom, and i t remains to t h i s day probably the most important single 
contribution to the development of Christology i n modern times. 
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The considerable l i t e r a t u r e which was w r i t t e n round t h i s subject 
i n Germany I n the l a s t century, while. Influenced by contemporary 
philosophical and s c i e n t i f i c thought, received an additional impetu 
from a projected reunion of. the two great branches of the German 
Protestant Church. The desire to thrash out theological 
differences i n the hope of a t t a i n i n g to a measure of agreement not 
unexpectedly led to very considerable discussion regarding the 

i » * 

Person of Christ, and the Christology of kenosis was offered to the 
world as a union Christology. 

I t i s neither necessary nor u s e f u l , i n t h i s essay to do more 
than summarize the main characteristics of the continental 
Kenotists. The laborious task of c l a s s i f y i n g and examining the 
multitude of forms i n which the theory has been put forward has 
been performed w i t h care and exactitude by Dr. A.D.Bruoe i n h i s 
compendious volume, "The Humiliation of Christ". I t i s to t h i s 
w r i t e r more than to any other that the majority of English 
theologians have turned f o r a knowledge of t h i s Christologloal 
development. Bruce observes that the forms which the new theory 
assumes i n the hands of i t s exponents are scarcely less numerous 
than the exponents themselves. I t i s i n consequence a t r i b u t e to 
his patient study that he has been able to c l a s s i f y them under four 
main types. 

A. Modern Continental Theories of Kenosis. 
1. Thomaslus of Erlangen (Beltrage zur klrohllohen Chrlstolbgle 

lpAfr. C h r l s t i person und Werk 1853-61). 

This may be taken as the classic form of the kenotio theory. 

We f i n d i n Thomasins pr i n c i p l e s whioh are fundamental to the 
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kenotio standpoint, and remain, with, i n d i v i d u a l variations of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , characteristic of a l l forms of the theory. One 
and a l l proceed upon orthodox.assumptions aa to the T r i n i t y and 
the two natures present i n the One Person of our Lord, fhey seek 
to secure a conviction that the subject of the e:cperience of the 
central Figure of the Gospels i s , as i n the t r a d i t i o n a l scheme, 
i d e n t i c a l l y the Eternal Word, the Second Person i n the T r i n i t y ; 
and, a t the same t i n e , to do Justice to the r e a l i t y of the human 
experience of Jesus i n i t s l o c a l ana temporal s e t t i n g , while yet 
avoiding the seeming u n r e a l i t y of the t r a d i t i o n a l formula* One 
and a l l agree that this; Second Person of the T r i n i t y , by a suspen­
sion or r e s t r i c t i o n of His divine a c t i v i t i e s , , reduced Himself 
w i t h i n the limits.and conditions of a t r u l y human experience, 
thereby revealing the amazing; love of God. 

Thomasiue contends that incarnation i s f o r the 8on of God,, 
necessarily, "e e l f-̂ -1 I m i t a t i o n , self ̂-emptying, not indeed of that 
which i s essential to Deity i n order to be God* but of the divine 
manner of ei&stence, and of the divine glory vhich He had from the 
beginning with the Father, and which He manifested or. exercised i n 
governing the world. The Son of God continues to be Himself, y e t , 
having undergone ke.noBi8.H0 13 at the same time the' subject o f a 
human experience! Christ i«r the man v#io i s God, God i s not 
destroyed by s e l f ^ i l m i t a t l o n , f o r s e l f ^ l i s n l t a t l o n fa an act of w i l l ; 
not negation, but rather a f f i r m a t i o n of existence. Love was the 
motive of the Incarnation, and love i s the sole measure of i t s 
depth* Butj moreover, the humanity of Christ remains i n t a c t also. 

Christ made Himself the Ego of a human i n d i v i d u a l , and i s conscious 

http://ke.noBi8.H0
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of being l i m i t e d i n nature, possessing both a soul and a body 
having the same contents and the same conditions as ours.. 

The c r u c i a l question as to the r e l a t i o n of the Logos 
incarnate and the Logos as sustainer of creation Thomasius answers 
by drawing a d i s t i n c t i o n between the divine a t t r i b u t e s . Some are 
regarded as essential, some as r e l a t i v e . Omnipotence, omniscience 
and omnipresence are conceived as r e l a t i v e a t t r i b u t e s of God, 
expressive of His r e l a t i o n to the world which He has made; 
at t r i b u t e s with which God can part and yet be God. During His 
earthly state the Redeemer i s neither almighty, nor omnisolent, nor 
omnipresent. But a l l ' the essential a t t r i b u t e s of Deity are 
retained by the. incarnate Logos; absolute power, absolute t r u t h , 
absolute holiness and love. Far from losing these, the Son of God 
entered i n t o a state i n which He had an opportunity of revealing 
them. The humiliation of Christ was revelation as well as kenosis. 
2. Gees. (Die Lehre von der. Person Chrlstl.Basel. 1856.) 

Gees d i f f e r s from Thomasius i n the more r a d i c a l kenosis which 
he assumes to have taken Place. He does not hesitate to claim that 
the inoarnation affected the i n t e r n a l ' r e l a t i o n s of the T r i n i t y . 
f o r the Son, the incarnation involved a suspension of the i n f l u x of 
the eternal l i f e of the Father i n t o the Son. He suffered the 
e x t i n c t i o n of His eternal self-consciousness, to regain i t again 
only a f t e r many months as a human, gradually developing, variable 
consciousness. For incarnation Involved the loss of the essential, 
immanent a t t r i b u t e s of Deity i n addition to those which Thomasius 
distinguished as purely r e l a t i v e to the divine economy. The f l e s h 
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became a determining power fo r the Logos as i t i s for the ordinary 
human soul. Thus the self-depotentiation i s absolute: the Logos 
reduces Himself'to the germ of a.human soul". The only difference 

between the Logos and a human soul i s that He became human by 
voluntary kenosis, while an ordinary human soul derives i t s 
existence from a creative act. Meanwhile the cosmic funotions of 
the Son are performed by the Father Who now enters i n t o d i r e c t . 
r e l a t i o n to the world, and Himself exercises the functions of 
Creator and Preserver, which He commonly exercises through the 
mediation of the Word. 

— • • • . ' i , \ 

3. Ebrard. (Christllohe Dogmatlk. Konlgsberfi. l8ftl). 

This w r i t e r stgrees with Gees that the Logos i n undergoing 
incarnation became a human l i f e - c e n t r e , a human soul. But i n 
opposition to Gees he denies that His self-reduction involved a 
depotentlatlon of the Logos. The Son of God i n becoming man under­
went not a lose, but a disguise of His d i v i n i t y I n the sense that 
the divine properties, while retained, were possessed by the God-rman 
only i n the time-form appropriate to a human mode of existence. 
% i l e accepting the Chalcedonian formula, Ebrard contends that the 
two natures are not to be considered as two " t h i n g s H . The human 
nature i s a manner^ or form, of being* Christ i s the Eternal Son of 
God entered i n t o a time-form of, existenoe, possessing the e t h i c a l 
and metaphysical a t t r i b u t e s of God ( i . e . God's essence) i n a f i n i t e 
form of .appearanoe. The divine nature and the human nature stand 
related to each other as essence and form. The divine a t t r i b u t e s 
remain i n an applied form, and i n that form they are t r u l y human. 
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Applied omnipotence i s simply the dominion of the s p i r i t over 
nature, which belongs to the idea of man, Applied omniscience i s 
the dominion of the S p i r i t over the objects of knowledge, to which 
man was o r i g i n a l l y destined. Applied omnipresence, the power to be. 
where one w i l l s , i s simply the dominion of the S p i r i t over the 
natural body which man was designed to a t t a i n : the body i n i t s 
ultimate idea being not a foreign burden subject to elementary 
influences, but a free projection of the soul i n space, released 
from a l l subjection to the elements, t o death, to the laws of 
g r a v i t y , ; 

i 

For Ebrard the incarnation seems to .consist i n the 
exchange of the eternal f o r the time-form of existence. But he does 
not grapple with the question whether the conscious personal 
i d e n t i t y of the Logos can survive the change from the eternal to 
the time-form of existence-. And beyond t h i s Bruce finds him. 
extremely d i f f i c u l t to understand; f o r ^ l n . much that he says$ he 
seems to suggest that the e t e r n i t y form d i d not cease to e x i s t ; 
rather the time-form of existence was added,to the e t e r n i t y form, 
4. Maftensen, (Die Chriatllche Pogmatlk. Deutsche Aufgabefl 

B e r l i n . 1856.̂  

The distinguishing feature of the doctrine as put forward by 
t h i s Danish theologian i s the b e l i e f i n a r e a l , yet only r e l a t i v e , 
kenosls of the Eternal Logos. The Logos i s not wholly involved 
w i t h i n the irioarnatlcn. The w o r d became f l e s h , but d i d not cease 
to e x i s t i n His general world-revelation. Qua incarnate the Logos' 
possesses His Godhead i n the l i m i t e d forms of human consciousness: 
but as the omnipresent Logos, the Son of God continues to shine 
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through the whole creation. Martensen c l e a r l y teaches that the Logos 
leads a-double l i f e . How t h i s d u a l i t y i n the l i f e of the Logos i s 
to be reconciled with the unity of His Personality, Martensen does 
not explain. He seems to have preferred to regard the problem as a 
mystery, oonvinoed on the one hand that the kenosis was an indubitable 
Scripture doctrine and h i s t o r i c a l f e e t ; concluding on the other 
hand that the continued a c t i v i t y of the world-sustaining Logos was 
an obvious co r o l l a r y from His d i s t i n c t i v e function as the Mediator 
and Revealer in, r e l a t i o n to the universe.' These two t r u t h s he holds-
i n tension, not considering himself bound, or able, to reconcile them, 

Broadly speaking, subsequent theologians of the kenotic 
persuasion can be c l a s s i f i e d under these four headings, though of 
course there i s a wide variety of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of disputable points, 
Delltzsoh (System der blbi&schen Psychologic pp. 32&-;>3. I86l,)and 
Kahnle (Die lehre hellegen Geiste) follow Ttiomaolus: Gaupp (Die 
Union, 18̂ 7,) * Gpdet (Oommentalre eur IHSyanglle de Saint Jean) 1864.) 
and- (but with some hesitati o n ) Liebner, 1849, and Hoffman ("Per 
Schrlftbewels).belong to the Gesslan type! Ebrard seems to have no 
follower:. Martensen "can count Sehobeleln, 16$!, on his side, and 
more important than him, Dr.. Charles Gore whose Christology has 
marked a f f i n i t i e s with that of the Dutchman, 

• Almost as wide a variety of objections have been raised both 
to the theory i n general as, to p a r t i c u l a r expositions of i t . Some 
of these c r i t i c i s m s must be noticed at t h i s point,. 
. . The study of these early exponents of the theory i s f r a n k l y 
disappointing. On the whole ttiey lose sight ofr t h e i r main intentions 

1 
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i n a welter of involved speculations about matters i n the 
supramundane sphere about which there i s no evidence whatsoever. 
The attempt of Thomasius to discriminate exactly and academically 
between those a t t r i b u t e s of the Godhead which the Son gave up i n 
His incarnation and those which He retained, could not hope to 
survive c r i t i c i s m . . Gess on the other hand, would seem convicted 
of t r l t h e i s m . % e y t r y to prove too much. 

An obvious weakness i n those.who teach an absolute 
kenosis a f t e r the manner of Thomasius i s that the Logos i s 
reduced to a state of helpless passivity or impotence. Thomasius 
endeavours to meet the objection by remarking that "Potenz11 

s i g n i f i e s fulness concentrated i n i t s e l f . But i f t h i s means that 
the HPotenz" has power at, w i l l to radiate f o r t h , then there i s no 
r e a l depotentiatlon., as Ebrard consistently holds. With Gess, -
however, there i s no doubt that "Potenz" i s p r a c t i c a l l y equivalent 
to impotence. Thomasius v i r t u a l l y admits t h i s by representing 
the development of Christ as taking place under the guidanc'e of 
the Holy S p i r i t . I n consequenoe the Thomasian association of the 
depotentiated Logos with a human soul seems superfluous; -
according to Gees, the depotentiated Logos beoame a human soul, 
but so be r e f t of His antecedents that His sinlessness and 
consciousness of personal i d e n t i t y are. a l l but unaccountable. 

A more serious objection to t h i s metaphysical i n t e r p r e t a -
t l o n of the kenosis i s that there I s a breach of continuity i n the 
mind which gave r i s e to the Incarnation, ®he love which moved 
the Son of God to become man would seem to have consumed I t s e l f 
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at one stroke, f o r i t i s well-nigh impossible to reoogni'ze the 
Second Person i n the T r i n i t y i n the depotentiated Logos as 
conceived by Thomaslus and Gess. The moral t r u t h of the divine 
descent i s obl i t e r a t e d by metaphysical necessity, and not only i s 
nothing gained, but the most essential t r u t h of a l l i s l o s t . 
Dorner r i g h t l y seized on t h i s "unethical s a c r i f i c e of Himself" as 
proof t h a t the Kenotists had overreached themselves. "For i f the 
Logos has given up His eternal self-conscious Being, where i s His 
love during that time? Love without self-consciousness i s an 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y " . (Doctrine of the Person of Christ, d i v . i i , v o l . i l l * 
p.253). 

Again,one object of the kenotic theory;belng to resolve the 
dualism of Chalcedon, i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see what has been gained 
by*the Thomasion teaching that there are i n Christ two l i f e centres 
the depotentiated Logos and. the human soul. Even i f the two l i f e -

f 

centres are s u f f i c i e n t l y homogeneous to secure a u n i t y of s e l f -
consciousness, i t i s apposite to ask: Why two human souls to do 
the work of ©ne? Gess c e r t a i n l y avoids t h i s dualism, but only 
to f a l l i n t o more grievous error. 

Incarnation as conceived by Gess v i r t u a l l y Involves the 
an n i h i l a t i o n of the Logos: not only does i t involve loss of s e l f -
consciousness* but also of the very characteristics of God i n 
v i r t u e of whioh alone He can be said to be God. I t was the death 
which f i n a l l y released the Logos from the bondage of the flesh,, 
and somehow, from somewhere, the Logos recovered a l l that He had 
given up. The most serious consequence of such a theory i s that 
i t imperils the end of the incarnation, that redemption of sinners 
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f o r which i t i s indispensable that the Redeemer Himself should be 
free from s i n . Gees quite consistently t r e a t s sin as a r e a l 
p o s s i b i l i t y f o r Jesus, and while.claiming that the p o s s i b i l i t y 
neverbecame an a c t u a l i t y , he gives no good reason for that f a c t ; 

Thpmasius and Qess have erred by t r e a t i n g the doctrine of 
the Person of Christ p r i m a r i l y as s. matter of being rather than of-
doing; Their's i s a metaphysical, rather than an e t h i c a l 
Christology. That i t should be so i s a l l the more astonishing i n 
view of the predominantly e t h i c a l emphasis both^.of 2 Phiiippians, 
and of t h e i r own conception of the l i m i t a t i o n of the Son being the . : 

supreme-demonstration of the love of God I n action. . But once they 
have become involved I n a process of metaphysical speculation t h e i r 
theses grow more and more a r t i f i c i a l , and i n many respects more 
remote from the. New Testament than the Fathers a t Chalcedon, 
Evidently an e t h i c a l r e a l i t y cannot be expressed I n metaphysical-
categories, and the theory of an absolute kenosis of the divine 
Logos, as expounded by Thomasius and Gees, i s manifestly unacceptable 

Ebrard on the other hand i s suggestive. I t i s probably true 
to say that i n fact h i s Christ i s a tertlum quid - neither God nor 
man, but more the former than the l a t t e r * But by his idea of the 
Logos incarnate r e t a i n i n g His divine a t t r i b u t e s i n an applied form, 
( i . e . i n a form compatible with a t r u l y human l i f e ) , he"seeks to 
safeguard the i d e n t i t y of the Second Person i n the T r i n i t y w i t h the 
Christ of the Gospels, and he also hints a t the idea that i t i s 
only i n Christ that we see what human nature le; destined to be, and 
i s capable of becoming. We must not make our manhood the standard 

by which to measure that of our Lord: we must attempt to measure. 
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our approximation to the standard of true manhood by reference to 
Him. , I t i s probably t h i s t r u t h which Ebrard was meaning to. express 
when he wrote that "applied omniscience i s the dominion of the 
s p i r i t over the objects of knowledge to which man was o r i g i n a l l y 
destined 1 1. But, a t most, i t can only be-taken as suggestive of a 
t r u t h which i s relevant to kenotlo Christoiogy. Beyond that i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t to take Ebrard»s as a serious co n t r i b u t i o n , f o r , on 
examination, he seems to be playing with words i n a way whioh 
renders them meaningless. I f our Lord possessed "applied 
omniscience", the power of knowing t h i s or that secret a t w i l l , , 
how i s that a t t r i b u t e t o be reconciled with His profession of 
Ignorance? Did Christ as a child, possess, omnipotence and 
omniscience applicable at w i l l ? Perhaps the o h i l d possessed them 
unoonsoiously. But surely unconscious, unavilable power and 
knowledge can only mean impotence and ignorance. Bruce finds the 
attempt of t h i s w r i t e r to reconcile P a t r i s t i c and Reformed 
Chrlstologies nothing more than "a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c display of 
perverse ingenuity , ,. 

When we come to Martensen we f i n d a presentation of the 
theory which avoids most of the objections to which, under the 
forms already considered, i t i s l i a b l e . The incarnation consists 
i n a voluntary act by which the Logos becomes a human l i f e - c e n t r e , 
without His power becoming exhausted i n the act: moreover, to 
whatever extent the laws of physical nature have power over the 
Logo's, i n that state they have i t by His own o on sent. But not 
only does Martensen escape those d i f f i c u l t i e s which beset the 
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theory of an absolute metaphysical kenosis; h i s doctrine seems 
also to s a t i s f y the demand of the e t h i c a l kenosis as suggested by 
the New Testament. As we shall see more c l e a r l y when we come to 
consider the Chrietology of Dr* Gere, i t may well b© that the 
Logos has a double l i f e ; one i n the man Christ Jesus, one as the 
world-governing, world-illuminating Logos. At least i t i s a 
possible working hypothesis intended to cover and account f o r a l l 
the facts of our Lord's h i s t o r y , without creating more or greater 
d i f f i c u l t i e s than i t solves. Vfliatever may be- the d i f f i c u l t i e s 
of conceiving t h i s double l i f e of the Second Person i n the T r i n i t y , 
i t must be remembered t h a t i t i s a problem whlph presents i t s e l f 
i n one form or another, to a l l who believe- I n a r e a l incarnation -
at a l l . Certainly the kenotic theory as put forward by Martensen\ 
goes much fu r t h e r than any of the other types that have been 
reviewed to provide an e t h i o a l and s c r i p t u r a l doctrine of the 
Person of Christ. 

In summary conclusion at t h i s point i t may be said th a t 
the Kenotists have served the cause of Christology w e l l i n c a l l i n g 
i n question Che t r a d i t i o n a l axiom of the immutability of Godhead. 
By asking whether that which i s commonly said to be inconceivable, 
i s so i n f a c t , they have challenged the t r a d i t i o n a l orthodoxy a t 
i t s weakest points they have demanded that our conception of God 
be Christianised before we proceed to consider 7 what i s involved 
i n the inoarnatlon of the Son of God. Secondly, they have 
brought i n t o new r e l i e f the great ethioal t r u t h that the 
incarnation, which proceeds from the love of God, demonstrates 
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that love most c h i e f l y i n the divine humiliation which incarnation 
involved. Thirdly, they have insisted that no theory which does , 
violence to the New Testament conception of Christ can be acceptable 
The New Testament speaks of d i v i n i t y revealed through humanity, not 
of d i v i n i t y and humanity.side by side. The doctrine of the s e l f -
l i m i t a t i o n of the Son i s put forward as a theory which i s i n l i n e 
with the h i s t o r i c a l evidence, and makes the manhood of Christ a 
r e a l i t y and not a pretence* Nor i s the value of these three 
contributions lessened by the fa c t that none of the theologians we 
have so f a r considered has been able to put forward a theory of 
riel^limitation which i s theologloally s a t i s f a c t o r y . As has already 
been said, t h e i r chief f a u l t was t h e i r attempt to. express an 
e t h i c a l t r u t h i n metaphysical categories, The I d e n t i t y and u n i t y 
of the Incarnate Christ was made a matter of considerable doubt by 
the very theologians who set but to establish that u n i t y and 
i d e n t i t y beyond alD. doubt. 

But whatever t h e i r f a i l u r e i n the realm of s c i e n t i f i c 
exposition, a l l honour i s due to them f o r i n s i s t i n g that 
Christology mus t do Justice both to the love of God and to the 
real manhood of Jesus Christ. 

We turn now to consider how .these high themes have been 
,treated by theologians of the kenotic school i n t h i s country. 

y 
-'j 
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B. The Chrlstology of Charles Gore. 
Lux Mundl. 

Several B r i t i s h theologians have made the attempt to explain 
by a theory of kenosia how the Son of God could become t r u l y man. 
We cannot do better than select Dr. Gore as a t y p i c a l exponent of 
those views: by ah examination of hi s Christological p o s i t i o n we 
shall be able to see the main issues c l e a r l y ; to compare and 
contrast h i s theses with those of other prominent theologians Of 
the same school; and to reach a general conclusion about the whole 
theory. 

The circumstances which i n i t i a t e d Gore's formulation of a 
Chrlstology were not auspicious. Had Gore set out to formulate a 
doctrine of the Person of Christ i n r e l a t i o n to the whole divine 
purpose of redemption, he would no doubt have started from sounder 
premises, and would have reached more satisf a c t o r y conclusions. 
As i t was, he found himself forced to make a Christologioal state­
ment to bolster up certain contentions on a somewhat subordinate 
issue. One cannot avoid the o r i t i o i s m that the whole development 
of h i s Christological reasoning i s ^ t o a large extent crippled by 
the inadequacy of his s t a r t i n g - o f f p o i n t . , 

The key to lore's Chris t o l o g i c a l position i s to be found i n 
the e d i t i o n of Essays published i n 1889 under the t i t l e "Lux Mundi 
In these essays the aim of the w r i t e r s was to demonstrate the 
Church's "power of witnessing under changed conditions to the 
catholic capacity of her f a i t h and l i f e " . (Preface 1889). Rapid 
advances i n s c i e n t i f i c method had led many to believe that the 
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foundations of the Christian f a i t & were-shaken beyond repair, but 
Core and his companions eet out to "succour a distressed f a i t h 
by endeavouring to bring the Christian creed i n t o i t s r i g h t 
r e l a t i o n to the,modern growth of knowledge, s c i e n t i f i c , h i s t o r i c a l 
o r i t i o a l H . (Preface l8<?0)«, 

Higher c r i t i c i s m of the Old testament books asked f o r a 
changed view both of the circumstances of -their composition and 
of the method by which they had reached t h e i r present form. The. 
Pentateuch could no longer be ascribed to the hand of Hoses, nor 
the Psalms to the authorship of David,.. That was the p o s i t i o n of 
the c r i t i c s . On the- other side were those who claimed that our 
Lord's own use of the Old Testament books foreclosed such enquiry 
i n t o o r i g i n s . I t was i n his attempt, i n the essay on MThe Holy 
S p i r i t and I n s p i r a t i o n " , to reconcile the two.positions and to , 
show that the authority of our Lord was not at a l l i m p e r i l l e d by 
the conclusions of the higher c r i t i c s , that Gore "changed Lux 
Mundi from a declaration of High Church doctrine i n t o an 
ecc l e s i a s t i c a l typhoon". (Prestige. L l f e of Charles Qor e. p*98). 

In that essay (parts of which were re-expressed i n the fourth 
e d i t i o n i n order to make i t clear that he was not to be misunder­
stood as suggesting our Lord's f a l l i b i l i t y as a teacher), Gore' 
d e f i n i t e l y asserted that the Incarnation of the Son of God 
" involved a l i m i t a t i o n of His divine omniscience. I n making his 
claim Gore d l r e o t l y opposed the teaching of Liddon who, i n his 
Bampton Lectures of 1869, had as d e f i n i t e l y and vigorously 
repudiated the supposition that Jesus of Nazareth could ever 
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have made a statement i n v o l v i n g l i m i t a t i o n of knowledge. With 
r e f e r e n c e to our, Lord's apparent ignorance of the d a t e of the day 
of Judgment, Lj&don says, "That J e s u s waa ever completely Ignorant 
of aught e l s e , or that He was ignorant on t h i n point a t any other 
time, are I n f e r e n c e s f o r which we have no warrant, and which we 
make a t our p e r i l " . (Llddon. The D i v i n i t y of our Lord and Saviour 
J e s u s C h r i s t . 4th ed: 1869, p.467). 

j t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t Gore's statement r a i s e d a storm. 

He pleads with h i s opponents (Lux Mundlt P r e f .> to 10th ed. 1890) 

to grant him l e a v e to "defer to anotaier/occasion the f u l l e r 

d i s c u s s i o n of. t h i s important s u b j e c t i n connection with the 

d o c t r i n e of the Person of C h r i s t " . ^ 

What i s c u r i o u s about t h i s g a u n t l e t that ^ore seems almost 

u n w i t t i n g l y to have thrown down i n Lux Mundi I s t h a t he need never 

have done i t a t that p a r t i c u l a r moment. He a l r e a d y had a. 

s a t i s f a c t o r y answer to the immediate question of the apparent 

discrepancy between our Lord's use of the Old Testament and the 

c o n c l u s i o n s of the h i g h e r c r i t i c s . He says, "as we soan c a r e f u l l y 

our Lord's use of the Old,Testament books we are s u r e l y s t r u c k 

w i t h the f a c t t h a t nothing i n His use of them depends on questions, 

of authorship or date", ( P r e f a c e 10th ed: I89O). Bot& i n t h a t 

p r e f a c e and l a t e r i n the Bampton L e c t u r e s 18^1. he makes good h i s 

t h e s i s i n r e s p e c t of our Lord'-s r e f e r e n c e s to Moses, to, the Flood 

to Jonah and to Psalm CX. Our Lord r e f e r s to the i n s p i r e d books 

under the only name by which His r e f e r e n c e would have been 

i n t e l l i g i b l e to His h e a r e r s . "Unless He had v i o l a t e d the whole 
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p r l n o l p l e of the I n c a r n a t i o n by a n t i c i p a t i n g the slow advance of 

n a t u r a l knowledge, He must have spoken of the Deuteronoraist as Moses 

as n a t u r a l l y a s he spoke of the sun • r l e i n g r M , (*8t. John: 5« 4^7-) 

Hie use of the n a r r a t i v e i n Genesis i s to be compared with Hie own 

parable of Dives and Laaarus; i t i s a v e h l o l e f o r s p i r i t u a l 

teaching, a t y p i c a l n a r r a t i v e ' of fctiat i s again and again happening*' 

a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n a r r a t i v e , an archetype. Rather more d i f f i c u l t to 

r e c o n c i l e i s our Lord's use of Psalm OX. But here again Gore cla i m s 

that our Lord i s not g i v i n g p o s i t i v e i n s t r u c t i o n - w h i c h depends on 

Da v i d i c authorship. He i s a s k i n g a question as p a r t of His method 

of l e a d i n g men to examine their.own p r i n c i p l e S j without a t the time 

suggesting any p o s i t i v e c o n c l u s i o n a t a l l . To argue t h a t our Lord 

intended to teach anything about the authorship of the Psalm i s to 

make t h i s a unique phenomenon i n the r e c o r d of His r e v e l a t i o n , 

because nowhere e l s e does lie b r i n g to bear the u n v e i l e d omniscience 

o f v t h e Godhead to a n t i c i p a t e or f o r e c l o s e a development of n a t u r a l 

knowledge. What lie r a t h e r does i s "to b r i n g to bear upon men's 

i n t e l l e c t u a l equipment the moral claim t h a t i t should be used 

r i g h t l y , honestly, and i m p a r t i a l l y " • (Bampton L e c t u r e s . I89I. p.200). 
While, no doubt, on other grounds a strong case can be made 

out f o r a theory of our Lord's l i m i t a t i o n of knowledge, i t i s 

d i f f i c u l t to see why Sore thought such a theory necessary to meet 

the c r i t i c a l a t t a c k . He adequately defends the a u t h o r i t y of *our 

Lord by arguments which i n themselves a r e i n l i n e w i t h more 

t r a d i t i o n a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the i n c a r n a t e Person such ae Leo's 

or Liddon's. But those few sentences had r a i s e d the hue and c r y . 
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Gore could not withdraw, and I t i s unquestionably t r u e 'that h i e 

subsequent Bampton L e c t u r e s were c o n s i d e r a b l y i n f l u e n c e d by the 

need to e x p l a i n more f u l l y a l l t h a t he had i m p l i e d i n the Lux Mundl 

es s a y . What he says i n t h a t e s s a y suggests t h a t he was throwing 

out an i d e a which he had not yet v e r y c a r e f u l l y worked out. On 

the one hand, he says t h a t "the I n c a r n a t i o n was a self-emptying of 

God to r e v e a l Himself under c o n d i t i o n s of human nature and from the, 

human p o i n t of view". A l i t t l e l a t e r he s a y s : "He used human 

nature, i t s r e l a t i o n to God, i t s c o n d i t i o n of experience, i t s 

growth i n knowledge, I t s l i m i t a t i o n i n knowledge". The former 

statement i m p l i e s a self-emptying of God, a r e a l change i n the 

Godhead; i n the l a t t e r statement a self-emptying o f Qod i s not 

n e c e s s a r i l y implied a t a l l . The l i m i t a t i o n i n t h i s second 

statement seems not a l i m i t a t i o n of Godhead but o f manhood, and 

t h a t presumably i s a p o s i t i o n which LJddon could accept. Gore 

then safeguards h i m s e l f by adding the note (Lux Mundi p.265): 
"This l i m i t a t i o n of knowledge must not be confused with f a l l i b i l i t y 

or l i a b i l i t y to human d e l u s i o n because i t was doubtless guarded by 

the Divine purpose which l e d J e s u s to take I t upon H i m s e l f . What 

I s not c l e a r from the context i s whether Gore means by " t h i s 

l i m i t a t i o n " a l i m i t a t i o n of C h r i s e s knowledge as God, o r a. 

l i m i t a t i o n of H i s knowledge as man. 

' Bamp-ton Lec t u r e a and D i s s e r t a t i o n s . 

Gore elaborated h i a t h e s i s f o r the "general reader" i n the 

Bampton L e c t u r e s 189I and f o r "a more s t r i c t l y t h e o l o g i c a l p u b l i c M 
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i n D l 9 s e r t a t l o n s I6ft{5. These works l e a v e no shadow of doubt as to 
Gore* s p o s i t i o n : the i n c a r n a t i o n I n h i s view i n v o l v e d a d e f i n i t e 
self-emptying of the Second Person of the Holy T r i n i t y . 

As a r e s u l t of the Lux Mundl controversy there i s a tendenoy 

f o r Gore to he a theologian on the d e f e n s i v e . He d w e l l s on the 

question of our Lord's human consciousness and never r e a l l y 

succeeds i n working out a C h r i s t o l o g y on the broad b a s i s of the. 

whole d i v i n e p l a n of redemption. He says (p.59) t h a t C h r i s t ' s 

i n c a r n a t i o n was1'a voluntary a c t of self-beggary, an a c t by which 

the Divine Son f o r our sakes became poor, d e p r i v i n g Himself o f the 

r i c h e s of His previous s t a t e i n order f o r our redemption to become 

tru e man". But i t i s p r e c i s e l y t h i s r e l a t i o n of the Person of 

C h r i s t to the purpose f o r which He came down from heaven, t h i s 

i n t e r a c t i o n and interdependence of atonement and i n c a r n a t i o n , which 

Gore never expounds. Gore's C h r i s t o l o g y i s H e l l e n i c r a t h e r than 

Hebraic, Johanhine r a t h e r than Pauline,. Paul reaches b e l i e f i n 

the I n c a r n a t i o n through b e l i e f i n the Atonement. For him the 

e a r t h l y l i f e of Jesus i s valued p r i m a r i l y f o r what i t has e f f e c t e d . 

S t . John, on the other hand,- v a l u e s the e a r t h l y l i f e of J e s u s 

p r i m a r i l y f o r the r e v e l a t i o n which I t conveys i n i t s e l f of the 

e t e r n a l communion of l o v e between the Father and the Son. -t Gore 1 a 

Bampton Leoturea t r e a t the i n c a r n a t i o n almost a s something se p a r a t e 

from the. atonementj and i t i s a debatable p o i n t whether a 

s a t i s f a c t o r y C h r l a t o l o g y can be formulated which does not base 

i t s e l f i n s o t e r i o l o g y . Gore's d e s c r i p t i o n of the purpose of the 

i n c a r n a t i o n cannot be h e l d adequate (p.1550 He says "a d i v i n e 



motive caused the I n c a r n a t i o n . * . a d e l i b e r a t e a c t of Gods . i t , wag 

a means devised for our recovery and f o r our consummation, a means, 

the r e f o r e , d i r e c t e d and adapted .in the d i v i n e wisdom, to serve i t s 

purpose* That purpose Included on the one s i d e a d e a r e r 

r e v e l a t i o n of God's mind and being to man i n terms I n t e l l i g i b l e to 

him* and on the other hand the e x h i b i t i o n of the true i d e a l of 

human nat u r e " . But i f C h r i s t ' s work were only a r e v e l a t i o n and an 

example, the s i n - d i s e a s e d souls of men would s t i l l be i n need of a 

p h y s i c i a n . Gore, of course, r e a l i z e d t h i s , but I t cannot be denied 

that i n h i s Bampton L e c t u r e s he d i d not .(perhaps d e l i b e r a t e l y , but , 

i n t h a t case i n e x c u s a b l y ) c o n s i d e r the problem of the Person of 

C h r i s t a g a i n s t the background of His redemptive work. I f the 

primary purpose of the i n c a r n a t i o n was to e f f e c t the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n 

of man w i t h God, to h e a l the whole'wound of man, then i t i s f a r 

from. I r r e l e v a n t to ask what s o r t of Person C h r i s t must have been I n 

order to e f f e c t t h a t r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . As Creed warns ue» (The 

D i v i n i t y of Jesug C h r i s t p.119) " I n c a r n a t i o n i s no s e l f - e x p l a n a t o r y 

i d e a . . . d i s a s t e r dogs the attempt to define the I n c a r n a t e Person 

i n Himself". ffor Athanaslus, the i n c a r n a t i o n of the Word i s f i r m l y 

viewed as God's redeeming a c t i o n f o r the r a c e ; C h r i s t o l o g y i n the 

s t r i c t e r sense holds a subordinate p l a c e i n h i s thought. " L a t e r 

c o n t r o v e r s i e s , vdi&n the mode of the I n c a r n a t i o n was i n the c e n t r e 

of 1 i n t e r e s t , Came to no d e c i s i v e i s s u e comparable w i t h Nicaea,/and 

the explanation may be t h a t I n t r y i n g to d e f i n e the I n c a r n a t e \ 

Person, men had l a r g e l y l o s t the wider horiaon of Gcd fs purpose k b r 

mankind". -(Creed. I b i d , p., 118). I t was t h e i r d e s i r e to s a f e g u a r d 
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the r e a l i t y of t h e i r redemption won by C h r i s t t h a t l e d the Fath e r s 
to safeguard the d o c t r i n e of His Person from a l l tendencies which 
would so deny e i t h e r His humanity or His d i v i n i t y t h at redemption, 
i n the o b j e c t i v e sense of opus operaturn, would be an aot without 
meaning, not mystery but nonsense. 

Thus we cannot but r e g r e t that Core d i d not t r e a t the 

ke n o t l c theory i n r e l a t i o n to the l a r g e r I s s u e s of redemption a s 

w e l l as to the more p a r t i c u l a r s u b j e c t of the Person o f C h r i s t . 

Powerful a s h i s arguments a r e , they would undoubtedly have been 

much more powerful and h i s t h e s i s probably more s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 

formulated, had he s e t out to prove t h a t the r e a l i t y of our Lord's 

experience of l i f e i n human co n d i t i o n s was a necessary i n g r e d i e n t 

of a t r u l y moral, atonement.. 

What i s a t once most s t r i k i n g i n Gore's approach to the 

problem i s the complete absence of anything d o c t r i n a i r e . There i s -

no dogmatism about the d i v i n e a t t r i b u t e s , not a p r i o r i p i c t u r e of 

what an i n c a r n a t i o n may be thought to have i n v o l v e d . When r e a d i n g 

Gore you f e e l t h a t you a r e once again b r e a t h i n g the same a i r t h a t 

pervades the Gospel n a r r a t i v e s themselves. Canon Hodgson*s i s a 

s a l u t a r y warning: MWe must always be t e s t i n g o u r s e l v e s by a s k i n g 

whether we oan re c o g n i z e the Christ, of our thought i n the C h r i s t 

of h i s t o r y " * So often C h r i s t o l o g l c a l s p e c u l a t i o n s seem grotesquely 

remote from the C h r i s t of the Gospels, but not so with Gore. I t 

i s w i th the h i s t o r i c a l J e s u s t h a t he i s concerned, and he seeks an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Person of the I n c a r n a t e i n which t h i s J e s u s 

of the Gospels i s r e c o g n i z a b l e . Gore's p r i n c i p l e i s t h a t " a l l 



1 . • 55. 

r i g h t theory emerges out of experience and i s the a n a l y s i s of 

experience", and "the r e l i g i o n of the I n c a r n a t i o n i s pre-eminently 

a r e l i g i o n of experience and f a e t " , ( P r e f a c e to BamptOn L e c t u r e s ) . 

Examining the undisputed l e t t e r s of S t . Paul, Gore'points 

out t h a t whereas they a r e E p i s t l e s of controversy w i t h the 

J u d a i s t i o party, we a r e able to p e r c e i v e t h a t the d o c t r i n e of 

C h r i s t ' s Person was not one of the p o i n t s of d i s p u t e . This i s a 

.most Important f a c t . The l e t t e r s c o n t a i n an unmistakable doct r i n e 

of the i n c a r n a t i o n and Person'of C h r i s t : an account of the method 

of C h r i s t ' s m a n i f e s t a t i o n , d i v i n i t y through humanity, which 

corresponds with the evangelic r e c o r d : an appeal back behind 

Paul's present teaching to primary i n s t r u c t i o n i n the. events of 

C h r i s t ' s Person and r e s u r r e c t i o n which presupposes an e v a n g e l i c 

n a r r a t i v e already e x i s t i n g in' the memory of the Church. Gore 

olaims t h a t the Chaloedohlah formula, 300 years l a t e r , r e p r e s e n t s 

simply and f a i t h f u l l y , i n language supplied by Greek p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

schools, t h i s same o r i g i n a l a p o s t o l i c creed i n C h r i s t , the 

i n c a r n a t e Son of God. No doubt t h a t was the i n t e n t i o n of the 

F a t h e r s at that C o u n c i l . Nor can i t be denied that the great 

achievement of these F a t h e r s waB t h a t they preserved the t r u t h of 

the i n c a r n a t e Person from h e r e t i c a l p e r v e r s i o n . But to attempt to. 

turn t h i s t r a d i t i o n a l d o c t r i n e of the i n o a r n a t i o n i n t o a theory of 

how the i n c a r n a t i o n happened i s to c o u r t d i s a s t e r . Chalcedon does 

not r e p r e s e n t "simply and f a i t h f u l l y " the b e l i e f of S t . Paul about 

C h r i s t . I t r e v e a l s the bankruptcy of p a t r i s t i c theology, i t s \ 

in h e r e n t inadequacy to form a s a t i s f a c t o r y theory of the 
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i n c a r n a t i o n . A l l I t a f f i r m s are c e r t a i n negative l i m i t s w i t h i n 
which a theory must keep, pur C h r i s t o l o g i p a l t r o u b l e s have 
l a r g e l y r e s u l t e d from attempts to make the Chalcedonian formula . 
i n t o a theory. I t i s p r e c i s e l y when we look f o r the Di v i n e side 
by s i d e with the human, i n s t e a d of d i s c e r n i n g the Di v i n e w i t h i n 
the human as d i d the Apostles , that we miss the s i g n i f i c a n c e of 
them both. 

Gore, of course, r e c o g n i z e s t h i s t r u t h : I n f a c t ' i t s . 

r e c o g n i t i o n i s fundamental to h i s t h e s i s . "We need", he says* 

" t o go back again and again to the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the h i s t o r i c a l 

J e s u s . The dogmatic decrees o f the Church a f f o r d us guidance and 

warning i n the undertaking: they a r e notice-boards, to warn us 

off f a l s e l i n e s of. approach to Him* but they are not meant to' be 

anything more". (B*L. p.l43)« The negations of the o o n c i l l a r 

decrees were adopted to guard the old f a i t h without adding to i t , 

by simply blocking o f f f a l s e avenues of development or. e x p l a n a t i o n 

on t h i s s i d e or t h a t . The decrees a r e but the hedge, the New 

Testament.Is s t i l l , and must always be, the pasture ground. For 

dogmatic language, l i k e any form of human language, can never 

f i n a l l y g i v e expression to d i v i n e r e a l i t i e s . 

The C h r i s t of the Gospels. 

The Gospel8 p r e s e n t a p i c t u r e of C h r i s t i n which two 

f e a t u r e s a r e e s p e c i a l l y prominent: a r e a l l y human development of 

l i f e , and a consciousness o f d i v i n e Sonahip. I n t h i s Weston 

agrees w i t h Gore. He says t h a t the E v a n g e l i s t s "do not a l l o w f o r 

any conception of Him which does not i n c l u d e these two main f a c t s . 
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But i f w© ask how and i n what sense the two opposite f a c t s a r e to 
be r e c o n c i l e d w e s h a l l f i n d no answer, i n the Gospels. The 
E v a n g e l i s t s do not betray any consciousness of a d i f f i c u l t y , much 
l e s s do they e x h i b i t any tendency to evolve a r a t i o n a l i z e d 
explanation of the u n i t y of the i n c a r n a t e * They had come to adore 
Him a s God, they had l i v e d with Him a s man, yet they always speak • 
of Him a s po s s e s s i n g one s i n g l e c e n t r e of consciousness. But how 
these .things came- to be they'neither ask nor e x p l a i n " . (Weston. 
The One C h r i s t , pp.39-AG), 

No one who accepts even g e n e r a l l y the h i s t o r i c a l c h a r a c t e r 

of •tho ^ o s p e l s can doubt t h a t the d i v i n e Sohship, h i n t e d a t i n the 

Temple episode and a s s e r t e d a t the Baptism, waa ever present to Hie 

consciousness throughout His d a r t h l y l i f e . When He does, i n s t r u c t i t 

i s i n the tone of one who speaks-"that He doth know and t e s t i f i e s 

t h a t He hath seen". The people recognized an a u t h o r i t y i n His 

teaching wholly d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of the a c c r e d i t e d exponents of 

the law. , What He teaches, He teaches so that we can depend upon i t 

to the uttermost. "Xet f o r a l l t h a t , says Gore' i n h i s a n a l y s i s , while 

He knows the Father and i s known of Him and r e v e a l s Him to whom He 

w i l l , He does not appear to teach out of absolute d i v i n e omniscience, 

but r a t h e r a s one conditioned by human nature. He f r e q u e n t l y 

e x h i b i t s a supernatural knowledge, i n s i g h t , and f o r e s i g h t , but a l l 

such supernatural i l l u m i n a t i o n , i f of higher q u a l i t y / i s y e t 

analagoue to that granted to prophets and.apostles. He gave 

prophetlo i n d i c a t i o n of the moral c o n d i t i o n s of the coming Judgment, 

but He d i d not r e v e a l "times" and "seasons"{ He d e c l a r e d t h a t i t 

was not i n the scope of His mission to do so (Mk.13^2 Mtt.24^). 
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Nor can 6fa.s d e c l a r a t i o n be held i n i s o l a t i o n ( a s by Liddon) from 
the other I n d i c a t i o n s which a r e given u s of a l i m i t e d human 
consoiousnessi He never enlarges our stock of n a t u r a l knowledge* 
p h y s i c a l or h i s t o r i c a l , out of d i v i n e omniscience. H i s 
e s o h a t o l o g i c a l u t t e r a n c e s "cannot r i g h t l y . b e d e s c r i b e d as h i s t o r y 
w r i t t e n beforehand by the hand of omniscience", ( p l s s e r t a t l o n s . 
p.84). On s e v e r a l occasions our.Lord expresses s u r p r i s e : a t His 
Mother's misunderstanding of His presence i n the Temple, a t the 
u n b e l i e f o f men, a t the slowness of the d i s c i p l e s ' f a i t h . (The 
episode of the barren f i g t r e e (Mk.ll 13) i s probably b e s t 
i n t e r p r e t e d as a parable as i n Luke 13 which had come to be 
thought of i n some Church c i r c l e s as an a c t u a l o c c u r r e n c e ) . "We 
must s u r e l y b e l i e v e ! 1 , exclaims Gore, " t h a t He r e a l l y f e l t the 
s u r p r i s e He e x h i b i t e d " . Again, He asks f o r and r e c e i v e s puch 
information as any man would ask;, the p l a c e of Laaarus' grave, 
the number of l o a v e s a v a i l a b l e f o r feeding the crowd. I n 
agreement with t h i s He .lived i n constant e x e r o l s e of prayer to 
God - the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c e x p r e s s i o n of human f a i t h and t r u s t , of 
which the w r i t e r of the. E p i s t l e to the Hebrews sees i n Jes u s the 
supreme example (Heb. 12?). The r e a l i t y of His human f a i t h 

becomes more and more obvious as the a n x i e t i e s and t e r r o r s of the 

Passion c l o s e i n on Him. I t was only because the f u t u r e was not 

d e a r t h a t He could pray !' Father, I f i t - b e p o s s i b l e . . . " Nor would 

the . c r y of d e s o l a t i o n from the Cross have had r e a l meaning u n l e s s 

He had entered i n t o the experience which o r i g i n a l l y prompted t h a t 

c r y of the P s a l m i s t . 

Gore concludes from h i s a n a l y s i s of the evidence: "One 
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impression i s given by the Gospels, taken together, of a r e a l 

entrance of the e t e r n a l 8on o f God i n t o bur manhood and i n t o the 

l i m i t e d c o n d i t i o n s of consciousness necessary to a r e a l l y human 

s t a t e . This view alone can i n t e r p r e t and hold together a l l the 

phenomena, and His view does hold them a l l . together and does enable 

us to read the Gospels without doing violence, to any element i n the 

many-sided but c o n s i s t e n t p i c t u r e which they r e p r e s e n t H . 

( P i s s e r t a t i o n s p.88). This i s c e r t a i n l y more s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 

expressed th&n the c o n c l u s i o n I n the Bamptpn^ L e c t u r e s where he says, 

r a t h e r i n c o n s l s t e n t l y i "as.we look a t the h i s t o r y i n the Gospels we 

see side by s i d e i n J e s u s , a l i f e of one who d w e l l s i n the fa t h e r 

and manifests, the Father, and a t r u l y human l i f e of Joy and sorrow, 

sympathy and antagonism * t r i a l and v i c t o r y , f a i t h and pr a y e r " . But 

. t h i s i s - to f a l l i n t o the Chalcedonian iiapaoae «- t h i s i d e a of Godhead 

and manhood s i d e by s i d e and yet somehow i n h e r i n g i n one Person. 

What Gore r e a l l y concludes I s ttiat i n C h r i s t we see One Who a t the 

same time and c o n s i s t e n t l y throughout the I n c a r n a t e l i f e was both 

usotf esuj-rov) troiwv no ©evo (John 5*8) and y e t a l s o eŵ ( % a * ^ 

, Tot fwo^i ?63 . . ( P h i l . 2 ^ ) . 

The Per son o f C h r l s t . 

Hi8 a n a l y s i s of the a p o s t o l i c evidence has l e d to a conclusion 

concerning the Person o f C h r i s t which needs to bo eluoidated and 

r a t i f i e d . While there i s "no s i n g l e c e r t a i n passage o f ( t h e Mew 

Testament a g a i n s t " t h i s i d e a of the a e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of the Legos 

I n c a r n a t e , 6 o r e f i n d s reinforcement f o r i t i n Hebrews 5̂ "*® a*1* An 

P h i l . 2 ^ and I I Cor. 8^ and draws a p r o v i s i o n a l c o n c l u s i o n : "The 



Son of God without c e a s i n g to be God, the Son of the Father, and 

without c e a s i n g to be conscious of His d i v i n e r e l a t i o n a s Son to the 

Fath e r , yet i n assuming human nature, so t r u l y entered i n t o i t as 

r e a l l y to grow and l i v e as Sonr of Man under p r o p e r l y human co n d i t i o n s 

that i s to say a l s o under properly human l i m i t a t i o n s . . . . . W i t h i n the 

sphere and period of His i n c a r n a t e and mortal l i f e He d i d , and as i t 

would appear He d i d h a b i t u a l l y (doubtless by the volunta r y a c t i o n of 

His own s e l f - l i m i t i n g and s e l f - r e s t r a i n i n g l o v e ) cease from the 

e x e r c i s e of those d i v i n e f u n c t i o n s and powers, I n c l u d i n g the d i v i n e 

omniscience, whloh would have been incompatible with a t r u l y human 

experience". ( D i s s e r t a t i o n s p.. 94)• 

I n so oonoelvlng o f our Lord, Gore cla i m s t h a t we do not 

do v i o l e n c e to the New Testament and that "we a r e w e l l w i t h i n the 

l i m i t s of those p r e s c r i b e d dogmas which were Intended as r e s t r a i n t s 

on e r r o r , r a t h e r than as sources of information". 

Gore*s P o s i t i o n Appreciated. 

We cannot too g r e a t l y admire Gore's i n s i s t e n c e on the 

n e c e s s i t y of a correspondence between dogma and r e v e l a t i o n , nor. i s 

p r a c t i c a l r e l i g i o n ever forgotten i n the d i s c u s s i o n of t h e o l o g i c a l 

dogmas.. The c o n v i c t i o n t h a t d o c t r i n a l t r u t h reaches i t s proper issu< 

only i n r e l i g i o u s l i f e i s shown i n passage a f t e r passage. He seeks 

an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Person of C h r i s t which i s b u i l t not on & 

p r i o r i metaphysical considerations of d i v i n e i m p a s s i b i l i t y , but upon 
i 

the recorded f a c t s of the h i s t o r i c r e v e l a t i o n . He holds t h a t 
a 

n e i t h e r the p r i o r i dogmatical and u n h l s t o r i o a l view t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
A.-

human mind was from the f i r s t moment of the i n c a r n a t i o n and 
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continuously flooded-with complete knowledge; nor the p r i o r i 
A _ 

humanitarian and a l s o u n h i s t o r i o a l view t h a t the Son i n becoming 

man ceased to be conscious of His own,Eternal Sonship, can be 

admitted. Neither i s t r u e to the known f a c t s : the New Testament 

shows t h a t the t r u t h of C h r i s t ' s Person must l i e between, "yet we . 

cannot be contented with a view which simply puts i n j u x t a p o s i t i o n 

during our Lord's e a r t h l y l i f e th«k d i v i n e and human consciousness: 

a t t r i b u t i n g simultaneously omniscience as Qod and l i m i t a t i o n as Man". 

Core r e s c u e s C h r i s t o l o g y from the realms of p h i l o s o p h i c a l s p e c u l a t i o n 

and r e s t o r e s i t to the realms of h i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n . A l l t h a t 

he says about the nature of the o o n o i l l a r decrees has f u r t h e r helped 

to l i b e r a t e C h r i s t o l o g y from bondage. He haa taught us a new 

approach to the study of the Person of C h r i s t , which i s f a i t h f u l to 

the b i b l i c a l and p r i m i t i v e Gospel i n a way t h a t the C h r i s t o l o g y of 

L i b e r a l P r o t e s t a n t i s m i s not. Even i f h i s own formulation of the 

theory of k e n o s l s i s open to c r i t i c i s m on many counts, y e t i n t h a t 

theory he has, w i t h other members of the same school, plaoed 

emphasis t h a t was needed on t h a t c l a u s e of the Creed whioh speaks 

of the d i v i n e condescension - "Who f o r us men and f o r our s a l v a t i o n 

oame down from heaven",; Dr. Mackintosh r i g h t l y sees, i n t h i s 

prominence given to the exceeding greatness of the step downwards 

taken by the Son of God f o r men's sake,, the profoundest motive 

op e r a t i n g i n the kenotlo conception: h e r e i n l i e s the Immense 

r e l i g i o u s s i g n i f i c a n c e of the theory. Somehow, to d e s c r i b e the 

method e x a c t l y may w e l l be beyond human power, somehow God i n C h r i s t 

has brought His greatness down to the narrow measures of our l i f e : 
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i n the l i g h t of C h r i s t ' s r e n u n c i a t i o n we gain a new glimpse' of the 
lengths to which the d i v i n e Love w i l l go f o r man's redemption. No 
Chr i s t b l o g y i n the f u t u r e can a f f o r d to g l o s s over t h i s fundamental 
t r u t h : i n so doing i t would render our one trustworthy source of 
information, the Gospel n a r r a t i v e , dubious or u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . I t 
i s almost i n c o n c e i v a b l e .that t r a d i t i o n a l C h r i s t o l o g y on the whole 
has found i t too much, to b e l i e v e i n t h a t t r u t h o f d i v i n e condes­
cension which has been a converting power i n the l i v e s o f c o u n t l e s s 
men and women down the ages of Christendom. Moreover, i f we d e n y 
that C h r i s t ' s coming to dw e l l among us d i d not i n v o l v e a great a c t 
of self-abnegation v o l u n t a r i l y aooepted out o f sheer l o v e , we are 
faced w i t h the choice of three views, none of which i s compatible 
with an unbiassed r e a d i n g of the New Testament: e i t h e r we must deny 
the Godhead a l t o g e t h e r , or we must b e l i e v e t h a t as man He acquired" 
Godhead, or we must hold t h a t He c a r r i e d e t e r n a l d e i t y unharnessed 
and unmodified i n t o the sphere of time. On t h i s t h i r d view I t i s 
Impossible to a s s i g n r e a l i t y to His manhood a t a l l . , Far from b e i n g 
a s i g n of weakness, the s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of God i s proof p o s i t i v e of 
the omnipotence of Love - not a f a i l u r e of power, but I t s 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n . 

Gore's P o s i t i o n C r l t l o l s e d . 

We must, however, s i n g l e out f o r more d e t a i l e d d i s c u s s i o n 

four i s s u e s on which Gore e i t h e r has been or may be a t t a c k e d . 

F i r s t , h i s explanation of what he understood the.kenosis 

to have involv e d i s n e i t h e r c l e a r nor c o n s i s t e n t ; second, the 

de p o t e n t i a t i o n of the Logos i n c a r n a t e . r a i s e s s e v e r a l problems i n 
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connection with the cosmic f u n c t i o n s of the Logos; t h i r d , i t has 
been questioned whether-there i s , i n f a c t , i d e n t i t y between the 
Second Person i n the T r i n i t y and th a t Person as depotentiated i n 
C h r i s t according to the theory; f o u r t h , i t has been a l l e g e d t h a t 
the theory i s i n c o n s i s t e n t with the orthodoxy of the E a r l y Church. 

1. Terminology. 

VJhat i s . confusing i n Gore's e x p o s i t i o n of the t h e o r y . i s 

t h a t he uses, as apparently synonymous, terms which imply very 

widely d i f f e r e n t conceptions. A s e l e c t i o n of passages may be 

quoted to prove t h i s contention. 

( a ) "The s e l f - s a c r i f i c e of the I n c a r n a t i o n appears.to have 

l a i n i n great measure, so f a r as human words can express i t , 

i n His r e f r a i n i n g from the d i v i n e mode of consciousness 

w i t h i n the sphere of His human l i f e t h a t He might r e a l l y 

enter i n t o human experience", ( D i s s e r t a t i o n s p.97). 
(b) "Thus remaining i n unchanged p e r s o n a l i t y He abandoned 

c e r t a i n p r e r o g a t i v e s of the d i v i n e mode of e x i s t e n c e i n order 

to assume the human", (Bampton L e c t u r e s p. 158). 

( c ) "By an a c t of d e l i b e r a t e s e l f - a b n e g a t i o n He so emptied 

Hires elf as to assume the-permanent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 

human or s e r v i l e l i f e " . (Bampton L e c t u r e s 158). 

The f i r s t e x p r e s s i o n " r e f r a i n i n g from." might be h e l d not 

incompatible with the Augustlnian theory t h a t when our Lord s a i d 

"He did not know", He meant that He knew, but would not t e l l . He 

r e f r a i n e d from u s i n g "the d i v i n e mode of consciousness", though 

presumably He might a l l the time of His sojourn among us have 
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been aware of a d i v i n e mode of consciousness' which He was a l l the 

while r e f r a i n i n g from u s i n g . 

The second expression suggests t h a t Gore i s r e a l l y on the 

s i d e of the German K e n o t i s t s , and conceives of a d i s t i n c t i o n i n the 

d i v i n e a t t r i b u t e s ; some o f them a r e abandoned, some of them a r e 

r e t a i n e d by the Logos i n c a r n a t e . The o b j e c t i o n s to t h i s theory 

have alr e a d y been n o t i c e d . I t i s h i s use of the word "abandon" 
il 

which suggests " l e a v i n g f o r ever , whioh g i v e s r i s e to the t h i r d of 

the above-mentioned c r i t i c i s m s of l o r e ' s p o s i t i o n , namely t h a t the 

abandonment of c e r t a i n p r e r o g a t i v e s of the d i v i n e mode of e x i s t e n c e 

o a s t s doubts on the e s s e n t i a l I d e n t i t y of the Logos O4TO?(M<OS 

with the Logos <5v/crsi£itoS . 

The t h i r d quotation, w i t h i t s use of the Pauline phrase, i s 

a f u r t h e r m o d i f i c a t i o n , f o r "self-emptying" i s not n e c e s s a r i l y the 

same as "abandoning' 1, and may only be a r a t h e r strong expression f o r 
t 

what i n f a c t was no more than a s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n . Gore does not 

s u f f i c i e n t l y o l a r l f y the i s s u e , and one i s never quit© sure a s to 

what he r e a l l y considers the k e n o s i s to have I n v o l v e d . 

11. The Cosmic Functions of the Logos. 

A more serious o b j e c t i o n to the kenotlo theory i s t h a t , while 

apparently a v o i d i n g the seeming u n r e a l i t y of the t r a d i t i o n a l 

d o c t r i n e of One Person l i v i n g simultaneously i n two realms of 

oonsoiousness, i t e i t h e r l e a v e s unaccounted, f o r the cosmic f u n c t i o n s 

of the Logos during the i n c a r n a t i o n , or e l s e "introduces a p e r i l o u s 

dualism w i t h i n the Second Person of the T r i n i t y " , and to th a t extent 

may be considered to weaken the seeming gain i n maintaining the 

Logos to be the ce n t r e of our Lord's consciousness.(Creed. I b i d . 

PP. 76 - 77). 



Gore realises that an absolute kenoaia Is not affirmed by the 
New Testament, and that his theory leaves a great deal unexplained, 
especially the r e l a t i o n of the inoarnation to the eternal and cosmic 
functions of the Word. The New Testament represents the Father as 
sending the Word, and, i n a sense, ^giving up* the Word, f o r our 
salvation: and the Word i n incarnation i s conceived of as 'coming 
down1. The Word was made Flesh* not part of the Word', or one aspect 
of the Word, but the Personal Word Himself. (John 134, 3 1 6, 20 2 0. 
1 Jb"W 4?1. Rom. 8 ^ ) . Yet while ho text d i r e c t l y suggests that the 
Incarnate Person during the period of His humiliation was s t i l l none 
the less i n the f u l f i l m e n t of His-divine functions, nevertheless 
St. John, St. Paul and the w r i t e r of Hebrews lead us to believe that 
the Word belongs to the eternal l i f e of God and i s the sustaining 
p r i n c i p l e of a l l creation. (Col. I 1 2 . Hate. l 3 . See Appendix B). 
As Lightfoot expresses i t ; "He i s the p r i n c i p l e of cohesion i n the 
universe. He impresses upon creation that unity and s o l i d a r i t y 
whioh make i t a cosmos instead of a chaos*1. Both St. Paul and the 
author of Hebrews aee.ta to have believed, the self^emptying i n the one 
sphere to have been'compatible with the cosmic function i n another 
sphere. Christian consciousness generally from the early Fathers 
onward has found i t an.inconceivable supposition that the cosmic 
functions of the Son should be Interrupted by the incarnations "The 
heavenly word proceeding f o r t h , Yet leaving not the. Father's side". 
Gore concludes "with the theologians of the Church from Irenaeus to 
tfestoott* * & a t i t i s inconceivable to suppose any suspension of the 
fuaotions of the Son i n the Godhead and i n the universes "we must 



conceive, therefore, that I n some manner the humiliation and the 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n i n the incarnate state was compatible with the 
continued exercise of divine and cosmic functions i n another sphere", 
(cp. Martensen). 

I t has been wisely observed that we must a l l be agnostics i f 
only we put our agnosticism i n the r i g h t place. Sooner or l a t e r when 
seeking w i t h human minds to comprehend the majesty of God we must 
with bowed heads and folded hands say simply and t r u s t i n g l y , "This 
great mystery". Some would f o r b i d us t o enquire i n t o the manner 
of the incarnation a t a l l : others, with Gore* would place the 
d i v i d i n g l i n e between the knowable and the unknowable behind the 
incarnate state and i n the Eternal T r i n i t y i n whose love the descent 
of God originated. 

I n defence of h i s p o s i t i o n Gore makes a strong point:, he 
says that the language, of the Kew Testament i s much more f u l l and 
clear on the f a c t of the human l i m i t a t i o n s than on the permanence of 
the cosmic functions: and our capacities f o r speculation about God, 

1 

beyond what i s disclosed i n experience and revelation, are exceedingly 
l i m i t e d . V7e 'know i n part' admittedly, "but i f Scripture represents 
the divine i n t e n t i o n , we should meditate on the r e a l i t y of the s e l f - . 
l i m i t a t i o n which i s revealed to us.and pressed upon our notice"• 
(dissertations p.93). (One cannot r e f r a i n from expressing the wish 
that ('ore had seen hi s way to working out a Christology couched i n 
terms of " s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n " rather than of self-abandonment" and "aelf-
emptying")• '-

What has to be decided is. whether a view of the s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n 
of the Godhead i n the incarnation Can l e g i t i m a t e l y be held and taught 
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i n face of the d i f f i c u l t i e s which t h i s leaves unresolved i n the 
Being of Ood Himself. Is i t conceivable that the Second Person i n 
the T r i n i t y can a t the same time be the subject of the l i m i t e d 
consciousness of Jesus Christ and also the sustalner of, the universe 
Or i s i t satisfactory from the point of view of theology to. leave 
this as a mya.tery unresolved, humbly acknowledging that God?Whose 
purposes demanded the i n c a r n a t i o n } i s able, nevertheless, to order 
His divine economy i n spite of a l l that incarnation involved of 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n f o r His Son? 

Weston puts forward a modified form of the theory that the 
Logos l i v e s a double l i f e . He considers that the extreme kenotlo 
view leaves too much f o r the manhood to accomplish i n i t s own power, 
while i t does not save us from the dual centre of a c t i v i t y . His 
i s the theory of the one divine Logos active i n two states. The 
eternal Logos, who l i v e s i n universal creative relationships with 
the whole of His creation i n v i r t u e of His own eternal r e l a t i o n t o 
the Father, adds to t h i s a fresh set of relationships. He also 
l i v e s on earth i n special, redemptive relationships with a few 
chosen souls, such r e l a t i o n s being baaed on a new, l i m i t e d , human 
relationship to His Father. Only as man could He meet' men on a 
common l e v e l , and only as communing with the Father through a human 
soul could He adequately serve mankind as p r i e s t . These new 
r e l a t i o n s are additional to those that are universal, but the Person 
who constitutes each set of relationships i s the same, the eternal 
Son of God, 

The Incarnate Is,the eternal Son under conditions of manhood. 
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He had. come to e x h i b i t manhood to God; ' therefore He was content to 
accept the l i m i t a t i o n s which are proper t o , and normal i n , man, 
Weston r i g h t l y c r i t i c i s e s the Kenotists when he argues that I n 

considering the self-emptying of the eternal Son we have not to 
) • • • • • . ' . 

discuss how much of His power He retained, hut how f a r at any stage 
of His l i f e the manhood He had' assumed was able to mediate His power, 
We are f a r top ignorant of the nature of God to be able to measure 
the e f f e c t upon Him of the assumption of manhood; nor can we 
determine a p r i o r i the p o s s i b i l i t i e s and capacity of manhood; the 
Gospels only record f o r us the t r u l y wondrous power of manhood tyrhen 
constituted i n God, 

How pan the one Logos continue simultaneously i n a dual 
rel a t i o n s h i p to the Father and to mankind? This problem i s common 
to a l l theories of the incarnation. There i s no d e a r answer, but 
Weston, by several convincing analogies, shows that the idea I s by 
no means inconceivable» ( I b i d , pp 166, 171-2, 182). Of the 
consciousness of the Logos i n t h i s dual rel a t i o n s h i p , Weston says 
that I n the o r i g i n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p He i s f u l l y oonsoious o f Himself 
as the eternal Son; i n the Incarnate relationship He knows Himself 
as God a t every moment Just l n s the measure that such self-knowledge 
can be mediated, by the soul as i t passes from perfect infancy to . 
perfect childhood, from perfect childhood to perfect youth* and from 
perfect youth to perfect manhood. That t h i s could be so was the 
r e s u l t of His s e l f - s a c r i f i c i n g love whereby He w i l l e d so to r e l a t e 
Himself to the Father and to men that w i t h i n these relationships He. 
oould not know Himself as unlimited Son of God. As eternal Legos He 
made an act of w i l l i n v i r t u e of which He added to Himself the 



experience of entering upon and l i v i n g i n manhood; and ae Incarnate, 
He accepts at. every moment, personally, through His divine w i l l , a l l 
the foreseen, inevitable oonsequenoes of His act. The continuous 
act of obedience i s the expression i n terms of humanity of the 
primary act of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e , and i s based upon His l i m i t e d s e l f -
consciousness as Logos i n manhood. 

Weston does much to ease the d i f f i c u l t y by .thus emphasizing 
the p o s s i b i l i t y of dual r e l a t i o n s , but admits that even analogies 
cannot take us very f a r towards seeing the p o s s i b i l i t y of the co­
existence of the two states, of the Logos. Ultimately t h i s i s a 
subject on which we have to admit that we see through a glass.darkly. 
He agrees with Gore that our chief task i s to emphasise the r e a l i t y . 
of the conditions of manhood under which the Logos chose to dwell. 
The Holy S p i r i t has not given tie a revelation concerning the 
conception of a,single person as the centre of two sets of r e l a t i o n ­
ships at the same moment; He has, however, revealed to us the 
actual relationships themselves. 

Dr. Temple1 s .Criticism. 
Dr. Temple lev e l s h i s c r i t i c i s m a t Dr. Mackintosh rather 

than a t Dr. Gore, but the point a t issue i s precisely that with 
which we are a t present concerned, namely the r e l a t i o n of ,the cosmio 
Logos to the Logos Incarnate. Of the kenotic p o s i t i o n generally he 
says "we shall be wrong i f we i n f e r that during those years the 
Second Person of the T r i n i t y was denuded of those divine a t t r i b u t e s 
f o r which there i s no room i n a human l i f e . We have no data 
enabling us to draw inferences of that kind* What we may Justly 
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say i s that from that moment there i s i n God, not only a sympathetic 
understanding of our state and of death i t s e l f , hut a r e a l 
experience. He Himself hath suffered, being tempted".(Chrlstus 
Veritas p. 122). However muoh Dr. Temple may object to the theory 
of kenosie as stated by i t s various exponents, i t i s extremely 
d i f f i c u l t to understand how the Seoond person of the T r i n i t y oould 
have a r e a l experience "of our state and of death i t s e l f " without 
a voluntary s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of Godhead, a l i m i t a t i o n , that i s , of 
divine consciousness^ rather than of divine being as some of the 
German Kenotists seem to imply. 

Mackintosh had said: "we are faced by a Divine s e l f -
reduction which entailed obedience, temptation and death,. So that 
r e l i g i o n has a vast stake i n the kenosis as a f a c t , whatever the 
d i f f i c u l t i e s as to i t s method 'may be". (Person of Jesus Christ, p. 
469). Dr. Temple finds these d i f f i c u l t i e s "intolerable' 1, though 
why he should i t i s hard, to understand, because the d i f f i c u l t i e s 
which he finds i n t o l e r a b l e belong.to that supramundane sphere about 
which he has already claimed that we have "no data". "What was 
happening to the res t of the universe during the period of our * 
Lord's earthly l i f e ? To say that the I n f a n t Jesus was from the 
cradle exeroislng providen-tial care over i t a l l i s c e r t a i n l y 
monstrous; &ut to deny t h i s , and yet to say that the Creative Word 
was so self-emptied as to have no being except i n the Infant Jesus 
i s to assert that for a ce r t a i n period the h i s t o r y of the world was 
l e t loose from the oontrol of the Creative V/ord, and 'apart from 
Him* very nearly everything happened that happened at a l l during 

t h i r t y odd yearB, both on t h i s planet and throughout the 



Immensities of space". (Christus Veritas., p. 142-3). 
A l l that can r e a l l y be said i n answer to Dr. Temple's 

questions i s the answer which Gore gives - we do not know. (Belief 
i n Christ, p.226). We are necessarily Ignorant of the d i r e c t 
conditions or r e s u l t s of an act of the Deity w i t h i n the supramundane 
sphere. On any theory of the incarnation that i s t r u e : and Gore 
has every r i g h t to claim that his dootrine i s not invalidated by the 
necessity of remaining agnostic on t h i s issue. Nothing whatever i s 
gained by following Gees1 and.Godet's suggestion that during the 
period of our Lord's earthly i i f e the Father Himself exercised 
d i r e c t l y the functions which He normally exercises through the 
mediation of the Logos. In fa c t such a suggestion savours of 
t r i t h e i s m . 

As Quick has pointed out (Doctrines of the Creed, p.136) i t 
i s d i f f i c u l t to~ understand Dr. Temple's objection to the kenotio 
theory on the ground that i t i s "mythological". That surely i s 
i n e v i t a b l e . "Myth i s the only language we can use' about supramuhdahe 
r e a l i t i e s , i n so f a r as we think or speak of them i n the category of 
aotion". "The myth i s a true myth i f i t serves to express a r e a l i t y 
which we cannot express better i n other ways. And the kenotist 
contends that the theologian, i f he would express the t r u t h about the 
incarnation as f u l l y as he can, i s bound to t e l l a myth i n order to 
account f o r that element or moment i n the incarnation which belongs ' 
d e f i n i t e l y to the sphere of h i s t o r i c a l f a c t " . _ . . 

When Dr. Temple comes to state his own theory of the 
incarnation I t i s d i f f i c u l t to avoid the conclusion that h i s pos i t i o n 
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l a v i r t u a l l y fthe same as .Gore's; he does not state that a kenosis 
took place, hut i t l a impossible to see any meaning i n h i s theory 
except On that assumption. He claims that the d i f f i c u l t i e s of 
Mackintosh's theory are avoided " i f we suppose that Odd the Son did 
indeed most t r u l y l i v e the l i f e recorded i n the Gospel, but added 
t h i s to the other work of God". This i s what Gore means also, and 
the idea holds a promiment place i n the,writings of G y r l l and 
NestorlUB. But what cannot be understood i s how Temple i s able from 

t , 

t h i s statement to draw the conclusion "We are able to see how Jesus 1 

Christ may be t r u l y human, subject to a l l the conditions of His 
human l i f e , 'a Jew of the f i r s t century 1, and yet be very God, 
without any such self-emptying of God as has a mythological 
appearance and Involves stupendous d i f f i c u l t i e s i n general philosophy 
and theology". A l l that Temple has done i s to I n s i s t on the personal 
i d e n t i t y of Jesus Christ with the Second Person of the T r i n i t y , and 
the continuing a o t i v i t y of the Logos during the incarnation. But 
precisely how can Jesus Christ be " t r u l y human" i f the subject of 
His manhood i s the unlimited Logos?, Dr. Temple has explained 

i 

nothing. I t seems almost as i f , w i t h Calvin, he i s separating the 
divine Nature from the. divine Person: the divine .Nature remains i n 
heaven, external to the Incarnation a l l the time, the divine Person 
becomes incarnate. Jesus i s , i n f a c t , the Person of the divine 
Nature i n heaven and of the human Nature on earth at the same time. 
Brunner^ likewise, suggests that the divine Nature oannot enter the 
sphere of h i s t o r y at a l l , thus teaching a more extreme kenosis than 
tfhomasiusj the Person on earth has none of the a t t r i b u t e s of the 
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divine Nature, B u t i t Is quite erroneous.to imagine that things 
l o g i o a i l y separable i n thought are separable i n r e a l i t y , (e.g* the 
^oman Catholic doctrine of tranaubstantiation).- The divine Person i s 
not separable from the divine Nature. And except by oonoeiving a 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of the Logos i n beoomlng incarnate, we cannot attach 
any i n t e l l i g i b l e meaning to Temple's words "at each stage Jesus was 
the perfection of that stage of human l i f e . The temptations that 
came to Him were p e r f e c t l y r e a l and so was His resistance. He over-r 
came them exactly as every man who does so overcomes a temptation -
by the constancy of the w i l l , which i s the whole being of a man 
organissed f o r conduct 1 1. I t i s precisely to give r e a l i t y to such a 
statement as that that Gore states h i s kenotio theory. As Creed 
argues-, Temple's belie? i n the personal I d e n t i t y of Jesus Christ with 
the Second Person of the T r i n i t y can only be reconciled "on the 

.kenotic theory, but so f a r as I can see on no other theory". 

Dr. Temple foresees the c r i t i c i s m which Dr. Quick makW.bf hi s 
theory, " i f God the Son, the Word of God> I s at'once the Sustainer , 
of the universe and the Babe i n the Manger, does not t h i s Involve 
d u a l i t y of Person i n Him on precisely the same grounds on which i t 
was eaid that there must be more than one Person i n the One God?" 
(Chrlstus Veritas. p<277)» for Dr. Temple had already argued: "To 
a t t r i b u t e to Person a t once the eternal comprehension of the 
universe and the disappointment of Jesus Christ over. Jerusalem or 
His cry of desolation on the Cross,, i s to t a l k nonsense. I t i s one 

V 

God} but i t i s two Persons - so f a r as human terms have any 
a p p l i c a b i l i t y at a l l " . Then i n answer to h i s own question, as given 
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above, he r e p l i e s ! "between the experience of the Son subject to 
human l i m i t a t i o n s I n Jesus of Nazareth and the. Son as progressively 
ordering the world according to the Sternal Purpose of the Father, 
there i s not the same d i s t i n c t i o n as between the eternal and 
temporal modes of the divine". But we are s t i l l obliged to assume 
a keriosis even i f we.agree to think of Him Who i s at the same time 
both the creative Word and the Infant i n the cradle, as being at 
the same time the subject of two d i s t i n c t consciousnesses and 
experiences at onoe. "Granted that the Word without ceasing His 
creative and sustaining work., added something to i t . , what He added 
i s precisely that experience *in which His divine consciousness was 
l i m i t e d and His divine state surrendered". (Quick, ibVift. p.138.) 

Dr* Temple, i n spite of himself, gives weight to the 
contentions of three contemporary, but by no means like-minded; 
theologians.. Dr. Bethune Baker (The Way of Modernism. .p»88) haa 
said " i f we are to work w i t h the orthodox theory of the incarnation 
l a m sure we oan only do so by making use of the conception of 
kenosis to the f u l l extent". Dr. Creed says substantially the same 
thing; w I f we take seriously both the human conditions of the l i f e 
of Jesus and the theory of His personal i d e n t i t y and co n t i n u i t y 
with the Eternal Word, .then a kenotlo ChrlBtology appears to be 
Indispensable". (Mysterlum C h r i s t l p,r 136). Dr. QH&okj i n a note 
on Gore's statement; of the kenotic p r i n c i p l e , holds; that " the 
Chalcedonian D e f i n i t i o n , ae interpreted by Leo's Tome,;seems to 
commit, orthodoxy to'accepting a kenoslo, i n so f a r as i t affirms 
that the Son of God In His human nature subjected Himself to human 
l i m i t a t i o n s " . 
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, No doubt what Dr. Temple r e a l l y obj.eots to Is the idea of 
"self-abandonment" and the a r t i f i c i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between divine 
a t t r i b u t e s whioh Is characteristic of the "classic form 1 1 of the 
t h e o r y a n d , to a lesser extent, of Gore'8, presentation of the 
theory. I s i t possible f o r the t r u t h f o r which the Kenotlkte 
have contended to be expressed i n terms less open to objection? 
To t h i s question we must r e t u r n . For the moment we must oontinue 
to deal with o r i t i c i s m s that have been brought, against the theory, 
and more p a r t i c u l a r l y with those that have been .brought against 
Gore*s statement of the theory. 

i l l . The Problem of I d e n t i t y . 
The strongest blow aimed at'the Kenotic p r i n c i p l e , and by 

f a r the most damaging to i t s i n t e g r i t y , comes from R i t s c h l . He 
claimed that i f the Word divested Himself of essential q u a l i t i e s 
of d e i t y in' order to be Incarnate, then we are' to that extent 
prohibited from recognizing essential q u a l i t i e s of d e i t y i n the 
earthly l i f e , and that l i f e i t s e l f i s emptied of i t s meaning. We 
cannot i n that case see the glory of God i n the faoe of Jesus 
Christ, God Is not i n f.aot i n Christ r e c o n c i l i n g the world to 
Himself. > ' • . 

Ac we have already said, the main motive of the kenotic 
doctrine i s to secure b e l i e f i n a Divine centre of consciousness 
f o r Jesue Christ. But i s t h i s b e l i e f , secured by postulating so 
vast a change i n the Word at the incarnation as did Thomasius, 
and, to a lesser extent, Gore? We have previously shown that i n 
the case of Thomasius the personal i d e n t i t y of the incarnate Son 

with the second Person of the Holy T r i n i t y i s v i r t u a l l y denied by 
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h i s theory of the ^elf-dcpotsatiatioh ef the Logos. Once the world 
i s created the divine r e l a t i o n s of omnipotence, omnlaoienoe and the 
l i k e are aa r e a l l y essential as righteousness or grace. We oannot 
think away the r e l a t i v e a t t r i b u t e s of God without at the same time 
thinking away the r e l a t i o n . "Dispersion i n t o the coloura of the 
spectrum i s .not essential to sunlight as such, but so soon as we use 
a prism t h i s r e l a t i v e a t t r i b u t e of l i g h t cannot but appear?'. Goro 
too speaks of the Son as "abandoning" certain characteristics of 
d e i t y , and to that extent he f a l l s w i t h Thomasius. I t must be God, . 
and nothing less than God, 6t)ho i s revealed i n Jesus Christ, and i t 
i s impossible to say that such a depotentiation i s consistent with 
the Word being unchanged. Any theory of the Kenosis which involves 
a d©potentiation of the Logos must be held feo have f a i l e d to secure 
the one thing which the kenotiste are so eager to secure *• that 'the 
n i v i n e nature was present i n i t s i n t e g r i t y i n Jesus Christ. 
Thomasius and Gore both in- e f f e c t p o s i t a change i n the permanent 
characteristics: of .'the Word such as St . C y r i l of Alexandria 
expressly disclaimed i n the Dogmatic.Epistle to Nestoriues oo yfc{ 
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But when we have demanded that the subject of the incarnate 
Person must be not lees than God, we.have also to r e a l i z e , what 
Rlteohl: d i d not r e a l i z e , namely, that wherever God reveals Himself 
the v e i l i n g i s aa r e a l as the re v e l a t i o n . Certainly incarnation 
cannot involve change i n the sense of God becoming anything other 
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than KG i s . Otherwise how could we know, God i n the revelation?* 
Of ' 

Yet a God Who even i n revealing Himself Is not a t the same time 
the hidden God, the Mysterious, the Lord, the One Who. cannot be 
possessed,would not be the God Who as perfect Love i s also Holy 
and Unapproachable,'....the indirectness of the divine s e l f -
communication means that God does not force Himself upon us* or 
overwhelm us with His creative power-, but He summons us to make 
our own personal decision.... A- complete disclosure would leave no 
room f o r f a i t h ; I t would be sight". (Brunner. The Mediator.p'. ) 
Or, to look at the same t r u t h from another angle, Just as God does 
not put more of Himself i n t o chemistry than chemistry w i l l hold, 
we may expect that He w i l l not put more of Himself i n t o humanity 
than humanity w i l l hold. The Kenotlats are r i g h t i n maintaining 
that only by contracting His divine fulness w i t h i n earthly l i m i t s 
could the redeeming God draw nigh to man and win that response 
which i s the condition of salvation. I t l a i n t h e i r theories 
regarding the manner i n whioh t h i s divine v e i l i n g took place that 
Thomasius, and, even i f less decisively, Gore, have v i r t u a l l y 
denied the t r u t h they sought to place beyond doubt. 

Gore, f o r instance,, seems to mean that the incarnate knows 
Himself as Son of God i n manhood, through the medium of His human 
soul. Thus, argues ^eston, the dual conception of the Logos as 
unlimited and as s e l f - l i m i t e d suggests that "the Word as s e l f -
abandoned has a d i f f e r e n t self-consciousness that l a d i f f e r e n t 
from both. In .the f i r s t - case, we havfe the divine self-conscious­
ness; i n the second, one that i s so f a r from being f u l l y divine 
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that we can only term i t impoverished divine: and i n the t h i r d 
case we have what the Bishop c a l l s human consciousness, meaning 
i n f a c t divine consciousness impoverished and then conditioned 
i n manhood". 

I t would seem that Gore has avoided the t r a d i t i o n a l 
dilemma of two natures inhering i n one Person only to postulate 
two centres of consciousness i n the Incarnate, not to mention 
the d i f f i c u l t y of the r e l a t i o n of the Logos unlimited to the 
Logos l i m i t e d . Certainly i f one can make t h i s l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n 
of the one consciousness i n whioh the Logos knows Himself as less 
than Himself, and the other i n which He-knows Himself, as s e l f -
impoverished divine conditioned by manhood, then Weston i s r i g h t 
i n saying: "We have robbed the theory of i t s p r a c t i c a l advantage 
and,, therefore, of i t s only appeal". He r i g h t l y pleads f o r 
"some suoh conception of the manner of the Incarnation as w i l l 
u n i f y the act of l i m i t a t i o n and the act of accepting the 
conditions of manhood, so that the only knowledge He shall have 
of Himself as less than Himself i s that which comes to Him 
through His recognition of human conditions". But evidently such 
a conception would r u l e out a l l theories of self-abandonment of 
a t t r i b u t e s , as opposed, that i s to say, to s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n i n the 
exercise of divine powers. The problem of the r e l a t i o n of the. 
consciousness of the Logos as unlimited and as l i m i t e d would s t i l l 
remain unresolved, but from what has already been argued i t would 
seem that we must be content to remain agnostic on t h i s issue, 
while, maintaining the personal i d e n t i t y of the Seoond Person of 
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Mackintosh (The J'ereen at Jesus Christ p. 47 7 f f ) seeke to 

explain the'kenosls i n a way that does not involve a break i n 
personal continuity• He. suggests that the Incarnate Son possessed 
" a l l the q u a l i t i e s of ̂ odhead i n the form of concentrated potenoy 
rather than-of . f u l l a c t u a l i t y * outf<*|A6» rather than M* 
TJae doctrine o? divine immutability which has clung to the Christian 
conception of God down the centuries involves, as Mackintosh 
reccgnlaec, the "gr-avest e t h i c a l capricej i n varying mora,! 
situations God would' act with mere mechanical sslf-consietenoy". 
But what Christ reveal a i n CJod la rattier the i n f i n i t e willingness . 
to do and bear whatever i s compatible with moral nature for the 
redemption of the l o s t . V/hat i s iramutable i s God's holy love. We 
must therefore conceive of the a t t r i b u t e s of Oo6. as exi s t i n g and. 
operating-only i i i a moral universe and under moral conditions. Thus, 
while omnipotence i s i n one sense l i m i t e d or conditioned by holy 
love,, yet i n v i r t u e of that same love i t s range of p o s s i b i l i t y 
broadens out endlessly. S e l f - l i m i t a t i o n . i s not a f a i l u r e of power, 
but i t e clear demonstration. 

The kenoois, then, f o r Mackintosh i s not to be thought of 
as the abandonment cf t h l 3 or that a t t r i b u t e of d e i t y . God ceases 
to be God-,, even i f such q u a l i t i e s as omnipotence are parted w i t h . 
The a t t r i b u t e s may, however, be considered . to have been transposed! 
they may be thought, of as functioning'in. new ways* assuming new-
forme of a c t i v i t y , readjusted to the new. conditions of the Subject. 
Knowledge f o r the Incarnate Son takes on a discursive and 

progressive character. Christ, Who i n v i r t u e of His r e l a t i o n to 
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the Father had divine knowledge w i t h i n reach, took only what was 
essential to His vocation. Just as there i s no suoh thing, even 
i n God, as omnipotence which i s not morally conditioned so, says 
Mackintosh, we may think of God as w i l l i n g to l i m i t His a l m l g h t i -
ness, t r a n s l a t i n g i t i n t o a form compatible with our experience. 
Taking omnlpresenoe to mean that God i s absolutely superior to and 
independent of the l i m i t a t i o n s of space and distanoe, he holds 
that as the Eternal may enter time, so He may have posit i v e 
r e l a t i o n s to space and the spaolal l i f e we l i v e . From beginning: 
to end there i s no break of personal continu i t y ; what God i s . 
aotually f o r ever, that Christ is by potency, with a p o t e n t i a l i t y 
based i n His own personal uniqueness. 

The Gospel facts'reveal a l i f e wholly restrained w i t h i n 
the bonds of manhood. To conceive of the incarnate One as ' 
confining Himself from moment to moment by e x p l i c i t v o l i t i o n 
w i t h i n the f r o n t i e r s of manhood i s to resurrect the o l d , un­
sat i s f a c t o r y doctrine of a krypels. and leads to that theoretio 
d u a l i t y of mental l i f e i n our Lord against which a l l modern 
Christology has been a protest. Mackintosh i s surely r i g h t i n 
saying that i t would seem "that the self-imposition of l i m i t s by 
divine love must be conoeived of ELB a great supra-temporal aot 
by which, i n the almightiness of grace> the Son chose to pass 
i n t o human l i f e " . 

I n t h i s conception of the kenosls as involving the 
compression of the divine characteristics to a state, of potentia­
l i t y compatible with manhood, Mackintosh follows Dr. P.T.Forsyth. 
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I n "The Person and Place of Jesus Christ". Forsyth i*orks out the 
Implications of t h i s Idea w i t h convincing analogies, and while i t 
i s d l f f i o u i t to understand what p o t e n t i a l i t y I n t h i s usage r e a l l y 
means except by analogyj yet the idea i s suggestive; i t avoids 
that break i n personal co n t i n u i t y to which Thomasius and Gore 
seem committed, and furthermore allows f o r a development of 
personality culminating a f t e r the Resurrection i n the re-entrance 
of Christ into that glory which was His before the incarnation; an 
aspect of the Christian f a i t h not s u f f i c i e n t l y recognized i n most 
works of Christology, Of this we sh a l l speak a t greater length 

l a t e r * . v 
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Weston-also i s clear on this, issue, and his statements 
of what may be thought to have been involved i n the incarnation do 
much to restore confidence i n the keriotic approach. "Whatever of 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n i s required, He always remains i n possession, of 
His powers,, recognizing a law of r e s t r a i n t where r e s t r a i n t i s 
neoessary. His continuous respect f o r - t h i s law of r e s t r a i n t 
constitutes His act of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e ,and obedience..... The 
measure of the s e l f - r e s t r a i n t i s the capacity of.the perfect . 
manhood to receive, assimilate, and manifest divine power.....We 
must conceive of Him as so respecting the law of self-!>restraint 
as to be unable to pass the l i m i t of manhood's capacit y . . . . . . I t 
i s not'for us to determine a p r i o r i the p o s s i b i l i t i e s and capacity 
of that manhood; we know them only from the Ooeipel story, wonder­
f u l i n t h e i r extent, but none.the less marked by t h e i r very r e a l 
l i m i t a t i o n s and hindrances.....The aot of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e l i e s I n 
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t h i s determination to possess Himself and His powers w i t h i n 
the conditions of manhood and to allow the needs and the 
capacity of His manhood to determine a t every moment the l i m i t s 
of His freedom. Thus the incarnate state i s one. of. progress 
at every moment; beginning with the l i f e of the unborn c h i l d , . 
and looking f o r i t s consummation to the day when He shall 
mediate t<b His Mystical body the b e a t i f i c vision of the 
Godhead". (The One Christ pp. 149 ft)* 

I n t h i s restrained statement Weston allows f o r a 
true human development such as the Gospels recount by 
conceiving of the degree and measure of the s e l f - r e s t r a i n t as 
changing proportionately w i t h developing human l i f e and 
experience. " This i s not a r b i t r a r i l y to subject .Godhead to 
human contr o l , f o r i t was precisely the loving act of God a t 
the beginning which w i l l i n g l y subjected Himself to a l l the 
l i m i t a t i o n s appropriate to a n a t u r a l l y developing human l i f e . 
Such a modified form of the kenotio idea preserves the true' 
humanity of the Incarnate i n i t s f u l l n e s s , without i n anyway 
detracting from His true d e i t y and personal i d e n t i t y , avoiding 
a l l the time the p i t f a l l s of psychological andmetaphysloal 
speculation. 

i v . The Kenotio Theory and the Fathers. 
The objection that the kenotio theory has no sanction 

i n the Fathers need neither surprise us nor detain us. As we 
have already argued, the p a t r i s t i c theologians were influenced 
by a Hellenlo conception of the divine nature which e f f e c t i v e l y 
prevented them from working out the suggestions of a kenotio 

Christology t o be found i n Bt.--Paul's Epistles, although 
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c e r t a i n of them point the way to a theory of kenosis. F.J.Hall, 
however, i n "fhe Kenotio theory" 1898 i s a champion of the old 
orthodoxy of Chaloedon and.the Tome of Leo as against t h i s "modern 
novelty": he i s f r a n k l y opposed to any attempt to i n t e r p r e t i n a 
less paradoxical manner the oonoiliar decrees, or to go beyond 
what they s t a t e . . He maintains that the very l i m i t a t i o n i n what th< 
Fathers undertook to do constitutes the merit of t h e i r p o s i t i o n . 
While r e f u t i n g "any and every theory which suggests that the Son 
of God ceased to possess or exercise i n His Own Person c e r t a i n of 
His eternal prerogatives and a t t r i b u t e s when He beoame Incarnate", 
he yet does not wish "to minimise the t r u t h that our Lord assumed 
a real manhood, and personally submitted 'as touching His manhood* 
to human conditions and l i m i t a t i o n s " . 

But what i n p l a i n sense does t h i s mean? I s i t possible 
to conceive a personal submission to human conditions without at 
the same time conceiving of a degree of l i m i t a t i o n self-adopted 
by the Person submitting? Does not the very apt of submission 
involve an aot of s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n ? Even i f Hall does not agree 
with the kenotic theory,as stated by i t s various exponents, i s 
not his own statement meaningless unless there i s some degree of 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n involved i n the taking of human nature by the Son 
of God? 

While he b i t t e r l y attacks Sore, Hall never appreciates 
what Gore i s t r y i n g to do. He attaoks Gore as an enemy of 
Chaloedon., rather than the kenotic theory as an attempt to 
resolve the c o n o i l l a r dilemma. Most of h i s c r i t i c i s m s miss the 
mark f o r t h i s reason. He brings a great deal of learning and an 
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abundance of p a t r i s t i c quotations to bolster up the contention, 
that the1 kertotic theory, because modern, i s therefore to. be" 
repudiated. He f a l l s to see that the aim of the Kenotists i s to 
attempt i n the present century what the Fathers attempted i n the 
f i f t h century, to I n t e r p r e t the incarnation i n contemporary terms. 
What the Fathers achieved i n t h e i r day was magnificent! but that 
i s no reason f o r i n s i s t i n g that the theologians of the nineteenth 
and twentieth century muet.be bound by the .thought-forms of the 
f i f t h . I t may well be emphasized at t h i s point that i t i s preoisety 
due to the influence of Christian thought that there i s today a 
desire to i n t e r p r e t the incarnation i n terms that are moral and 
personal, rather than metaphysical. I t may indeed be tru e , as 
Creed says, th a t the,kehdtlo "conception of the Incarnate L i f e i s 
a wide departure from that which prevailed i n the/Ancient Church"• 
And Dr. Loofs has shwwR that no r e a l precedent f o r t h i s typo of 
thought can be adduced from the p a t r i s t i c w r i t e r s . But to assume 
with Hall that therefore the whole theory i s unworthy of serious 
consideration by orthodox theologians i s to argue on the basis of 
a false aagumption. Moreover Sellers has shown good reason f o r 
modifying the view that the idea of incarnation involving, some 
measure of s e l f r e s t r a i n t f o r the Logos i s a l i e n to the thought 
of the Fathers. A more ..lust conclusion on th i s issue i s that of 
Creed who says "However questionable may be the parentage of • the 
idea, i t i s beyond question that i t f a l l s , i n with the thought and 
feeling of 'some great texts of the Hew Testament, and i n the hands 
of teachers.such as Dr. Gore and Professor Mackintosh i t lends 
i t s e l f to a powerful i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the dootrlne of the 
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Incarnation". (Creed, Myaterlum C h r l s t l . p.l33)» 

1^ the foregoing survey of the kenotio theory i t has 
been necessary to be adversely c r i t i o a l of many of the forms i n 
whioh that theory has h i t h e r t o been presented. ®ut i t would be a 
serious error to assume that beoause the forms i n which a- p r i n c i p l e 
has been applied,, when weighed i n the balance, have been found 
wanting, therefore and thereby the p r i n c i p l e i t s e l f i s wholly 
discredited. So stern a c r i t i c as Dr. Greed, while unable to 
aocept the s c i e n t i f i c exposition of the theory by the Kenotists, 
nevertheless recognizes that the p r i n c i p l e of kenosis must be 
acknowledged as a constituent element i n any Christology which aims 
at preserving the t r a d i t i o n a l scheme. '. , 

The chief glory of the Christian r e l i g i o n , and the source of 
i t s evangelical .appeal, i s i n i t s characteristic conception of the 
Divine,Love. God's Love i n Christ i s triumphantly set f o r t h as 
something i n f i n i t e and measureless, and revealed to us most ohi e f l y 
i n t h i s that though He was r i c h , yet f o r our sakee He became poor. 
But one may Justly f e e l that the revelation of' God Is Love i s not 

•I 4 

at a l l enhanced by t h i s doctrine of His sympathetic condescension, 
but rather diminished, i f , w i t h orthodox t r a d i t i o n generally, we 
have to add that, nevertheless, He a l l the time remained r i c h . On 
the other hand, i f , with the Liberal Protestant school, we hold 
that i n Christ we have something less than God's presence and His 
very s e l f * i t i e clear that the scale on which the Love of the 
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Eternal ha a "been. made, manifest i s now gravely a l t e r e d . A Christ 
Who i s eternal, and a Christ of dHhom we cannot be sure whether He 
i s eternal or not, are p o s i t i v e l y and profoundly d i f f e r e n t , and the 
types of f a i t h they respectively c a l l f o r t h w i l l d i f f e r 
correspondingly,. I f Christ be not very God, i t becomes hard to 
persuade men th a t God loves them better than He loves Himself. 
However inadequate.the idea of .pre-existence may be as a means of 
representing e t e r n i t y i n forms of time, yet the r e a l i t y of redemp­
t i o n demands that the Christ (Who saves must i n e t e r n i t y , both before 
and after,, be one with God; f o r only the eternal God can save.. And 
i t i s precisely the b e l i e f that ;"Somehow - to describe the method 
exactly may of course be beyond us - somehow God has brought His 
greatness down to the narrow measures of our l i f e , becoming poor f o r 
our sake*-- i t i s t h i s b e l i e f which i n a l l ages has been powerful i n 
winning the love and l o y a l t y of mankind. The q u a l i t y of the never-
f a i l i n g sympathy of God i s proved when i t takes shape i n action, 
entering i n t o conditions that are foreign to i t . No one can doubt 
that t h i s i s an essential t r u t h of the Christian Gospel, but one 
which i n the Christian dogmatio has received inadequate recognition. 
Whatever the d i f f i c u l t i e s on the aide of s c i e n t i f i c theology i n any 
exposition of the kenotio principle,,.it. remains, aa Mackintosh 
emphasizes, a conception of immense r e l i g i o u s significance. There 
must be something wrong i n any system of theology i n which op 
essential a feature of the Gospel appeal i s missing, Despite t h e i r 
f a u l t s , the modern kenotio theorists have shown a qulokened sense 
of the re a l issues a t stake, and i t la not unnatural i f , i n spite 
of i t s d i f f i c u l t i e s , many Christiana prefer to hold a view of the 
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inoarnate Person which "both conserves the v i t a l r e l i g i o u s 
i n t e r e s t inherent i n the self-abnegating descent of Godj and 
clings steadfastly to the concrete d e t a i l s of the h i s t o r i c record, 
maintaining the r e a l manhood of the Master.. Creed goes so f a r as 
to s a y , " I should think i t probable that a majority today of those 
among us who have a Ghriatology which they are prepared to state 
and to defend are s t i l l K e n o t l q i a t 3 " . (The D i v i n i t y of Jeaus 
Q y l a t * . p.?5). 

Once i t has been conceded that Christ i s God - since 
redemption i s a s ; t y p i c a l l y a Divine work as creation - the possible 
alternatives are few. I t may be said that ^e acquired Godhead „-
which i s pagan. Or that He.carried eternal d e i t y unmodified int o 
the sphere of time - which i s unh.l9to.rio. "Exclude these options 
and i t only remains to say that i n Christ we are. face to faoe with. 
God G&o i n one of the distinguishable constituents of His being 
came amongst us by a great act of aelf-abnegation". This much 
can be claimed even i f we are unable to form a preoise s c i e n t i f i c 
conception of vh&t'took place -ahen the w o r d became Flesh, But i n . 
so f a r as. we do attempt to eluoidate the mystery of the divine y 

condescension, i t i s e c G e n t l a l f o r UB to moralize genuinely and 
thoroughly the categories we employ. Kenotlo Chriatology cannot 
be stated except i n terms of the Divine Love and the whole 
redemptive act of Divine Love i n h i s t o r y . Neither psychological, 
nor metaphysical oategorlee. can contain the meaning of t h i s 
" e t h i c a l l y appealing act of God". 
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CHAPTER IV 

TOWARDS ORTHODOXY. 
Probably the most s i g n i f i c a n t and hopeful trend i n modern 

philosophy i s . that which gives new a t t e n t i o n to the nature of our 
knowledge of one another. The doctrine of Bishop Berkeley that we 
i n f e r the existence of other minds from an awareness of our own 
minds and a sensible perception of other bodies, i s a oheerless 
philosophy where friendship i s concerned, and i t s s o l i p s i s t i o 
starting-point i s at once ruled out by the fact that s e l f -
consciouflneas i s so obviously a s o c i a l l y conditioned t h i n g . The 
new philosophy holds that there i s a primacy and a directness I n 
our knowledge of other selves. Under the influence mainly of Soren 
Kierkegaard, such moderns as Martin Buber speak of the ' I - Thou1 

relationship as fundamental. Our knowledge of other minds i s not 
merely a derivative from our knowledge of other bodies, or of our 
own minds, or of both together, but i s i t s e l f a primary and 
o r i g i n a l mode of consciousness, of equal r i g h t w i th these others, 
and having l i k e them a character sul generis. An I n f e r e n t i a l 
element i s involved: but the primary element I n our knowledge of 
one another i s an element of immediacy. The old,theory of knowledge 
as a subject - object relationship i s being shown inadequate. There 
i s i n knowledge a subject-subject relationship as w e l l . As Buber 
expresses i t : " I come into being as over against the Thou; a l l 
rea l l i f e i s of the nature of encounter". 

The importance for theology of t h i s new emphasis l a 
patent. 'xoq often theology has objeotlvlzed- God i n thinking about 
Him; God i s conceived as an object over against the self as the . 



knowing subject. In aotual f a c t what i s of supreme importance i s 1 

the subjeothood of God - a t r u t h so easily obscured i n the process 
of thinking about God. I t i s God Who comes to meet us* not as an 
object that may be spoken about, but as a Subject Mho must be spoken 
to . He i s not one among the many objeots of our knowledge, but i s 
a Knower by whom both they and we are known; He i s Someone we f i n d 
speaking to us, and Whom we then, i n our turn, .find ourselves 
speaking t o . "Properly speaking", writes Dr. Buber, "God cannot 
be. expressed, but only addressed". 

That such ideas about our relationship with God mark a 
return to the Hebraic, as over against the Hellenic, conception i s 
obvious, and must commend themselves to the at t e n t i o n of Christian 
theologians f o r that reason. Brunner's theology, f o r instance, i s 
dominated by the idea of the I-Thou rel a t i o n s h i p , and no one can 
f a i r l y deny that Brunner's contribution to the development of 
theological thought i s as considerable as i t i s arresting*- ^To be 
determined by this event, t h i s faot of the Word, t h i s Word 
incarnate, i s faith......Nothing save a real r e l a t i o n to a re a l 
Thou can dispel the., solitude of the soul: * only a r e a l conversation, 
i n which we are actu a l l y addressed by another person, can make us 
responsible". (Mediator pp. 205, 209). No doubt i n reaction 
against rationalism he overstates his case; but i t may well be 
argued that-.the case needed to be ..violently overstated i n order to 
c a l l attention to the forgotten t r u t h . Subsequent scholars w i l l 
modify Brunner's statement (as, f o r example, Dr. J. B a l l l i e i n 
Our Knowledge of God). but that does not in.any way diminish the 
value of the Jolt which, has been given to contemporary theology by 
the transcendentalisms. 
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I n virtu© of his conviction that the cardinal t r u t h f o r 

Ghristology i s that i n Christ God comes to speak to us, and by the 
very f a c t that He speaks to us demands, from us a personal decision, 
Brunner re j e c t s what he c a l l s the study of Jesus Christ from the 
point of view of the.cult of personality and of s c i e n t i f i c research 
i n t o His l i f e and self-consciousness. His r e i t e r a t e d complaint i s 
that Liberal Protestants and ^enotists are so concerned w i t h Chrisi 
•after the flesh* that they f a i l to see .the significance of Christ 
•i n the f l e s h * . The r e a l question that should be asked of Christ 
i s , 'Who i s He?* which means 'What has God, to say to us i n Him?1 

But t h i s question * Who,?1 has been replaced by »How does He come to 
be what He i s ? ' He make* the acute c r i t i c i s m that the Kenotiats 
went astray through t h e i r pr.e-occupation with the psychological 
approach to the Person of the Incarnate Lord. A necessity f o r 
decision i s turned i n t o a need f o r explanation. I n the attempt to 
make i t metaphysically c l e a r j the d e i t y of Christ I s discussed i n 
the same way that a physical phenomenon could be discussed. But 
the decisive point i.s not what He f e l t about His significance, but 
what His significance actually was. (The Mediator. Chapv X I I I ) . 

i 

That euch observations are Just c r i t i c i s m of a great deal 
of kenotio Chrlstology has already been made clear i n preceding 
parts of th i s essay. Herein l i e s both the f a i l u r e to create a 
satisfactory theory on the basis of the. kenotio p r i n c i p l e , and also 
the measure of the difference between the Chrlstologioal contro­
versies of the fo u r t h and f i f t h oentures and. the- Christologlcal 
speculation of the l a s t century. The'one was actuated by a desire 
to preserve the t r u t h revealed from misconceptions: the other, 



attempting to re-state the r e s u l t a of the former i n terms lees 
i l l o g i c a l and paradoxical,~ came under the sway of speculative 
c u r i o s i t y to know how I t a l l happened, But i f the Kenotists 
stand condemned of an unhealthy i n t e r e s t in,matters beyond 
human ken, many of. t h e i r opponents f a l l more heavily under the 
same pomdemnatlon. A o r l t l c of kenotlciem, w r i t i n g i n the Church 
Quarterly Review of July 1897* produced the fo l l o w i n g explana­
t i o n of our Lord's self-consciousness, on the basis of an 
extravagant assumption that omniscience i s analogous to human 
memory, " i n forming our picture of His incarnate Being we must 
suppose that behind His waking consciousness He had, as a l l men 
have, t h i s vast sphere of human memory. But his incarnate 
Being did. not end there ,N I n Him there was another depth of even 
vaster dimensions - depth stretching f a r away i n t o i n f i n i t y -
the whole volume of His divine omniscience....*Juat as we extract 
p a r t i c u l a r s from our memory, so could He J. but He also could 
extract from His'divine omniscience: and, what i s noteworthy, 
i n the very act of extracting He would translate or give to 
these p a r t i c u l a r s a human form.....In the case of us men the 
vast store (of acquired, knowledge l y i n g i n the memory, even.when 
not extracted, exercises, an all-powerful influenoe i n shaping 
our"thoughts and determining our Judgements about things...Our 
Lord had continually present, as being inseparable from His 
person, the whole volume of divine omniscience...Clearly i t 
must have influenced - ; s i l e n t l y influenced - every Judgment 
which He formed as man....in Common with His memory i t l a y 
behind His consciousness M. Now even i f this were the method by 



which the self^o'onsciousness of the Divine-humanity was determined 
and we have absolutely no c r i t e r i o n f o r Judging, i t . i s apposite 
to ask 'What have we gained by such information? 1 Does I t i n any 
way Increase one Is f a i t h i n Christ as mediator and redeemer to 
know the process of His thinking? Does i t not rather b l i n d the 
mind to the r e a l issues f o r f a i t h , so t h a t f a i t h suf fers-the same 
fate from c u r i o s i t y as the proverbial oat? 

The true function of Christology i s to play the r o l e o f ' 
inter p r e t e r of the revealed f a c t , not to speculate about the 
effect of incarnation on the inner l i f e of God, or on the 
consciousness of the God-man. "In t h i s consists the knowledge of 
the divine mystery, that thou shouldst know as God Him of Whom 
thou knowest that He i s man, and Him as man of whom thou knowest 
that He i s God".- (Hil a r y . De T r l n l t a t e X.60). Christology, 
p r i m a r i l y , must make clear to every age the t r u t h of the 
apostolic testimony that i n Jesus of Nazareth we are confronted 
by God: the divine, personal authority i s present i n a human, '. 
personal l i f e . , How tha t could be, how a man oould at the same 
time be God, are questions which we probably ought never to ask* 
and c e r t a i n l y can never hope to answer. 

A l l tills, however, doeB not mean that there i s no place 
for reason i n connection with r e v e l a t i o n . We have already quoted 
the dictum that 'the true business of philosophy i s to b r i n g the 
b e l i e f to a consciousness of i t s e l f . The task of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 
as d i s t i n c t from the attempt at metaphysical speculation, must go ' 
on i n each succeeding generation. Chrlstologlans can never cease, 
i n t h e i r attempts to understand the act of God i n Jesus Christ. 



The a l l important point i s to f i n d the. r i g h t category. Brunner 
attempts to circumvent the psychological impasse of a dootrine of 
Christ stated i n terms of one divine Person i n two natures, by a 
d i s t i n c t i o n between 'Person' and 'personality'. The 'personality 8 

of Jesus i s the element accessible to everybody, the human aspect 
of our Lord's Person which can be known by every good h i s t o r i a n , 
?he secret of Jesus which can only be known by those to whom i t i s 
'given 1, l i e s beyond the human personality i n the divine 'Person'. 
C r i t i c s and historians may elucidate and i n t e r p r e t the-'personality! 
but the 'Person1 i a revealed to f a i t h alone. I t i s the mystery of 
the Person of Jesus that a t the point at which we have the s i n f u l 
'person 1, He has, or rather i s , the divine 'Person' of the Logos.' 
•Person' means/that whioh we cannot have, but must be. He entered 
wholly i n t o human l i f e 1 : He allowed the powers of the abyss to 
work t h e i r w i l l oh Him, but instead of the human mystery of 
personality - sin.. He possesses the divine mystery of personality -
divine au t h o r i t y ; hence He could bridge the .abyss. This union of 
the Son of God with human nature i s indeed intended f o r humanity 
as a whole, but only p r o f i t s those who believe. I t i s , however, 
not only the individual's decision which i s important, but that 
whioh made the decision possible - the coming of God to humanity. 

I t i s not possible to read Brunner without being 
profoundly s t i r r e d ; h i s theological teaohing>earohes the very 
depths of one'8 being. There i s no doubt that he and others of 
the same school have recovered a v i t a l element i n Christian 
thinking that was i n grave danger of being obscured. But the 
conception of a transcendent revelation from on high has not been, 
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and I s not now, th.8 only operative factor i n Christian f a i t h . 'The 
B i b l i c a l f a i t h i n God as Creator, and i n Christ as agent i n creation, 
springs from experiences and events i n the order of history,, and 

these h i s t o r i c a l experiences inuet hot be l e f t out of account. 
Brunner's emphasis on the divine incognito must answer the same 
objections as Luther's emphasis on the deus absoondltus. I f God I s 
only known to us i n Hio humiliation, then how do we kno1.*, apart from 
that humiliation, that His a t t r i b u t e s are those of b l i n d i n g glory . 
and majesty? Brunner'B Christology has to be assessed i n r e l a t i o n 
to his entire theological p o s i t i o n , &yxt, even when viewed 
dispassionately i n i t s e l f , i t i s extremely hard to be sure what he 
does mean by •Person*. As has been already remarked, i t looks rather 
as i f - h e i s committing the l o g i c a l f a l l a c y of separating the divine 
Person from, the divine Nature, and that r e a l l y his theory i s a play 
upon words to which one cannot attach any i n t e l l i g i b l e meaning. 

L 

X X X 

From a l l the attempts which have been considered i n t h i s essay 
to answer the question, "Who i s t h i s Jesus of Nazareth?", there 
emerges one major t r u t h whioh must d l r e b t future exploration i n t h i s 
f i e l d . Dogma must be moralized. Only moral and personal categories, 
w i l l suffice f o r the I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the doctrine of Christ. 
S t a r t i n g with the h i s t o r i c r e a l i t y and u n i t y of Christ's Person, 
students must seek an I n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n terms of person., w i l l , 
h i s t o r y , society. I f the end of our salvation i s a moral glory, 
then the o r i g i n of I t must have issued from moral glory r i s i n g i n 
E t e r n i t y ; a moral end oan only be reaohed by moral means. St. Paul 



and the w r i t e r to the Hebrews are surely to be understood as 
teaching that I t was not the rank and power of the Redeemer that. 
made His death precious f o r redemption, but His worth. Herein l i e s 
the importance of the kenotio p r i n c i p l e : i t makes the whole Christ 
on earth the r e s u l t of a grand moral act i n the heavens. Soteriology 
i s the way of aocess to Christology. The Fathers knew th a t , but 
the Kenotlsts f o r the most part forgot i t : by t h e i r tendenoy to 
t r e a t the Person of Christ by Himself and i n abstraction from His 
atoning work, they missed, the essential value of the very p r i n c i p l e 
they set out to establish. I t i s the doctrine of the atonement 
which requires the doctrine of the kenosis as security for the 
r e a l i t y of the moral struggle and v i c t o r y of Christ. 

Dr. Temple has observed: " I t i s characteristic of the 
growth of Christian theology that r e l i g i o u s experience should 
preoede dogmatic formula". We are driven to believe i n the d i v i n i t y 
and therefore the pre-exlstenoe, of Christ, and we are at the same 
time driven to believe i n the s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n of the divine element 
i n Christ, by our b e l i e f i n the redemption won by Christ. In the 
early Churoh the more closely the association of Jesus with God i n 
the salvation of men was realised, the more oertain became the 
ascription to Him of true d i v i n i t y . Whenever the eoteriological 
motive appeared, Jesus could be thought of only as coming to the 
world from the side of God. Nothing lower than the Holy God could 
re-hallow the g u i l t y human soul. Yet i t l a the author of the 
ep i s t l e to the Hebrews, who witnessed p a r t i c u l a r l y powerfully to the 
deity of Christ, who was nevertheless not a f r a i d to state i n 



obnerete, uncompromising terms', the r e a l indlvidua! humanity of 
Christ, There i s undoubted a f f i n i t y between the Christolpgy of 
thi s e p i s t l e and the kenotlc theory; yet on the whole the 
Kenottsts have f a i l e d to appeal to the e p i s t l e for support. The 
essence of the Christological b e l i e f which we f i n d i n Hebrews i s 
that through the real v e i l between God and man, made impassable 
by ain't' Jesus has opened and dedicated for man the one true way 
unto the fulness of God's presence and eternal l i f e . This . 
finished work of Jesus presupposes two conditions, i r i r e t j Jesus 
i s Himself God's Bon Who came f o r t h from beyond the v e i l : secondj 
although Jesus came f o r t h from God,, i t i s . equally true that He 
r e a l l y d i d come f o r t h to the human side of the v e i l which 
separated men from God. The way to God i s one which men have to 
follow; i t must therefore be one which men are capable of 
following in. spite of the l i m i t a t i o n s of t h e i r now mortal nature. 
Jesus i n being born as man accepted a l l the r e s t r i c t i o n s which 
belong of necessity to natural, f l e s h l y and mortal manhood. The 
way was found i n the complete surrender of the human w i l l of 
Jesus to the w i l l of God; the surrender of obedienoe consummated, 
i n the s e l f - s a c r i f i c e of the perfect High-priest on the Cross; 
thus He showed that the v e i l of mortal f l e s h which hides God from 
men, may be made the opportunity f o r an obedience which brings 
human nature through humiliation nearest God's throne at l a s t . 
(Heb, 2. 5-9, 17, 18. 5. 7*8. 9.13-14, 1Q. 19.). 

This doctrine i s closely p a r a l l e l to what we have 
supposed to be a correct i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Phil J 2. 5-H-* (v» 
Appendix and i t i s d i f f i c u l t to understand either w r i t e r 
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unless we suppose that the Logos* i n taking manhood, v o l u n t a r i l y 
submitted to a s e l f - r e t r a c t i o n * a s e l f - r e s t r a i n t , a s e l f -
l i m i t a t i o n - . Forsyth i s aurely r i g h t i n sayings " i t i s what He 
did i n becoming man, more than what He did as man, that raakea the 
glory of His achievement so divine that nothing short of absolute 
worship- from, a whole redeemed humanity oan meet i t " . (!Dhe Person 
a n & P^ace of Jesus Chris t ., p.273) • 

Dr. P.T.^orsytha more than any other theologian* has 
placed the konotlc p r i n c i p l e I n i t s proper context and shown i t s 
r e a l importance f o r Christology- J.K.Mo?,ley has said of him that, 
he I s "one of the'few great theologians who have refused to think 
about Christ i n terms of the two natures' formula, and yet toave 

* 

preserved the f u l l value of orthodox ChriRtology". His conviction, 
i s that "the e t h i c a l notion of the true u n i t y as the Interponetra-
t i o n of persons by moral..action must take the place of the old 
metaphyaic of the union of natures by a tour.de force". He adds 
"the Church has worked long on the old l i n e s which were l a i d down 
by pagan thought rather than by a f i n a l revelation. I n a person; 
perhaps, when we have worked i n t h i s new and l i v i n g way as long,^ 
then we may expect r e s u l t s f o r which we are not yet prepared, but 
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which we can already f o r e t e l l along the l i n e of the true method". 
(Op.cit. p.2J1) His own I s a conspicuous contribution towards a 
new orthodoxy. 

Like Brunner, F'orsyth sees the psychological impossibility 
of going very f a r i n r e c o n s t i t u t i n g the self-consciousness of 
C h r i s t j but he r e a l i z e s that the kenotlc principle,, more than any 
other, demonstrates the amazing love of God, and makes man's 



,. , 98, 

redemption, spring from an act of supreme moral worth, ^hie 
p r l n o i p l e alone safeguards the r e a l i t y of Christ's morel struggle. 
One of the effects of the kenosls was that* while Christ, being Who 
He was, could never s i n , He was Himself not aware of that 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y . He knew He came sinless out of every c r i s i s , but 
He did not know that He never could be anything else. she 
l i m i t a t i o n of His knowledge about Himself i s indubitable. He was 
not p e r f e c t l y sure that the Cross was Hie Father*s\will u n t i l the 
very l a s t , " I f I t be possible l e t t h i s cup pass". Forsyth 
r i g h t l y points out that what i s t r u l y human i s not sin : s i n i s a 
factor only of empirical humanity and f a t a l to the true. Vlhat i s 
t r u l y human i s the power to be. tempted to sin , and Christ was so 
tempted. He could be tempted because He loved; He could not s i n 
because He loved so deeply - because i t was God He loved - God 
more than man. The p o t u l t non peccare rested on the non p o t u l t 
pec care: He was the Holy One of God. Who had condescended to human 
state:, but to His own experience as.incarnate the moral o o n f l i o t 
was e n t i r e l y r e a l because His self-emptying included an.oblivion 
of that i m p o s s i b i l i t y to s i n . 

But ^oreyth i s not content with a merely kenotic Christ, . 
(And when he uses the term he means not self-emptying i n the sense 
of self-depotentiation, but i n the sense of s e l f - r e t r a c t i o n , i n 
which a t t r i b u t e s of Godhead are not destroyed but reduced to a 
p o t e n t i a l i t y - concentrated). A Christ merely kenotic i s 
inadequate. "A self-dlvestment only leads to the spectacle of a 
humbled God, and not to the experience of a redeeming and royal 
God....we must keep i n view and keep uppermost, the positive 
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process, the e f f e c t i v e , ascending, and. mastering process which 
was intsrvoven. with, the- renunciation In Christ". (Op. c i t , p.309). 
Christ's growth i s a h i s t o r y of *moral r e d i n t e g r a t i o n 1 ; the 
h i s t o r y of a recovery by gradual reconquest of the mode of being 
from which by a tremendous moral act He caine* He won by duty 
what was His by r i g h t . So Forsyth i n led to describe the.union 
of .God and man I n Christ as the "mutual inv o l u t i o n of two personal 
movements raised to the whole scale of the human soul and the 
divine"b (p*333) Q©* nan meet i n humanity,, hot ao. two 
e n t i t i e s or natures which co~exiat, but aa two movements i n 
in t e r p l a y , mutual struggle and reciprocal communion, God arid man 
meet i n action rather than being*. *We have w i t h i n this' single 
iricreate person the mutual i n v o l u t i o n of two personal acta or 
movements supreme i n s p i r i t u a l being, the one distinctive-of-man., 
the ether d'istinotlve of God; the one being the poin t i n g , i n a-
corporeal person, of God',s long action.in. entering h i s t o r y , the 
other the pointing of man's moral growth i n the growing 
appropriation by Jesus of His divine content as He becomes a 
f u l l e r organ for. God's f u l l action on man. The two supreme 
movements of s p i r i t u a l being, redemption and r e l i g i o n , are 
revealed as being so personal that they can^aKo harmonious* 
complete, and f i n a l e f f e c t within'one h i s t o r i c person, inereate 
but corporeal". (p.344). 

What i s so excellent about aiv i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Christ 
along the l i n e s suggested by Forsyth i s that i t comes nearer to. 
our experience; i t has more r e l i g i o u s value f o r us; than, i f we 
speak about a conjunction of natures. Tho old orthodoxy was too 
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much ruled by l n t e l l e c t u a l l s t preoonoeptlons. The Ideas f o r which 
kenosls and plerosle stand, f i r e the imagination; and the part 
played by the imagination i n the soul's dealings w i t h God, though 
i t has always been understood by those s k i l l e d i n the praotice of 
the Church's cure of souls, has never been given proper place i n 
Christian theology. The Church's experience of salvation has been 
that of a moral salvation, s p i r i t u a l l y and personally r e a l i z e d . But 
frequently i n her history the workings of grace have been described 
i n mechanioal, rather than i n moral and personal, terms. The object 
of redemption i n the creed-making age was less to. forgive man, than 
to Immortalize him, less to convert than to d e i f y . Grace was not 
the restoration of unclouded personal relationships, but the 
d e i f i c a t i o n of corruptible human nature by the transfusion of an 
in c o r r u p t i b l e , divine a n t i s e p t i c But s i n , as Brunner never ceases 
to impress on us, i s a personal r e l a t i o n ; i t cannot be cured by 
magical i n f u s i o n , but only by moral action on the part of God 

« 

wherein person deals with person, and soul with soul, i n a mutual -
act of grace and f a i t h . MRepentance and f a i t h , m o r t l f i o a t l o and 
v l v l f l o a t l o . are one, an i n d i v i s i b l e act of revelation. Both imply 
the one decisive aot, and t h i s act i s the meeting with the divine 
person i n Christ through the s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n of God, i n which we 
also - i n a two-fold sense - are revealed as we r e a l l y are". (The 
Mediator p. 347). 

The recreation of our souls, 'in which l i e s our salvation, 
was epitomized and accomplished once f o r a l l i n the Person of Christ. 
His humanity was r e a l ; i t only "passed from a destiny i n t o a 
perfection through a career". He presents God with a p e r f e c t l y holy 
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humanity made possible by His i n i t i a l self-renunciation wherein He 
i d e n t i f i e d Himself w i t h mankind. The Christian: Gospel proclaims 
that by a ..supreme act of love God in* Christ has put Hlmaelf at 
man's side to fluffer with him arid f o r him i n his s i n f u l condition, 
and so win from him the free response of penitence which l a the 
f i r s t bondltlon of, salvation through forgiveness. "In a l l t h e i r 
a f f l i c t i o n He was a f f l i c t e d . . . . . i n His love and i n His. pity. He 
redeemed them11., ( i s a i : 63.9., op.Hebe. 5-9.) I n Christ, f i r s t , , 
the purpose of the o r i g i n a l creation has been accomplished, and 
the l i f e of the world to come has been made not only a future hope, 
but also a present r e a l i t y , Whereas man has sinned by s e l f -
assertion, s e l f - e x a l t a t i o n , 'snatching a t equality with God', God 
i n Christ redeems man by 'self-emptying*, s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n , putting 
Himself on an equality with man. 

' The manner and aim of the divine coming was 'nostra 
assumpsit u t conferret nobis suet'. A r e a l , h i s t o r i c a l , human l i f e 
i s the place I n which God w i l l s to meet man. In that l i f e , i n 
that Christ, the two movements of God to man and man to God are 
perf e c t l y harmonized. . "The soul's redeemer was the soul's creator, 
divested of everything but the holy love i n which He created, and 
raised by the deep and long renunciation to a power i n which l i e s 
the salvation f o r ever arid ever of the whole created' race, and 
world". (Forsyth. Op.oit. p.353)-

We are thus led to conceive of there being i n the Person 
of Christ His growing exaltation to holy power alongside His 
humiliation to the conditions of an e v i l world. I n t h i s i n t e r -
action His Person was constituted. I t i s by holding on to t h i s 
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notion of the moral redintegration of Jesus, the gradual p l e r o s l s , 
that we can perhaps dimly understand how He, Who not only f e l t and 
thought and spoke, but actu a l l y prayed, as a man, could yet speak 
w i t h a certain absolute auth o r i t y which impressed His hearers 

i 

whenever He dealt with the things of God* I t cannot f a i r l y be 
doubted that our Lord was.conscious of some unique r e l a t i o n i n . 
Himself to God the Father, and He considered Himself to be, as 
Messiah and Son of Man, God's representative i n establishing the. 
Kingdom of which He spoke. His human sense of sonshlp towards God 
was rooted i n the r e a l i t y of a Sonshlp which belonged to Him alone 
as the Eternal Son. Somehow the consciousness of a human sonship 
towards God, as expressed i n prayer, merged i n , while i t l i m i t e d , 
the consciousness of the divine Sonshlp which alone can account f o r 
the divine authority with which He spoke. "We might venture to say 
that Jesus i s divin e , not because His divine Person o f Nature i s 
divorced from the human, but because His human person and nature 
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-are dominated and organized i n the div i n e . Because i n Him the 
divine i s s e l f - l i m i t e d by the human, i n Him also the penetration of 
the human by the divine Is complete". (Brabant: Time and,Eternity 
I n Christian Thought, p. 181 n. quoted by.Quick p. 180 n.). 

- Christ's Godhead means that i n Him was the complete and 
f i n a l action of the holy and gracious love of God our Saviour. 
Christ's manhood consists i n the moral r e a l i t y of His experiences. 
His c o n f l i c t and. His growth: i t means His true e t h i c a l persona-
l i t y growing i n an actual h i s t o r i c ' s i t u a t i o n . "At the moment of 
the incarnation, then., we suppose that by a quite, unimaginable act 
of divine sympathy the Son of God took upon Himself both the human 



fulness and the human l i m i t a t i o n s of a created personality, which, 
through His s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with i t , "became the personal 
expression of Himself as man". (Quick, Op.clt. p. 179) • For the 
redemption of mankind He i d e n t i f i e d Himself with men, and became 
one from fiJhom the Father required, as from a l l men, the response of 
loving obedience.- He 'permitted the measures of the manhood to 
pr e v a i l over Himself 1. I n the very same oiroumstances, i n the very 
same d i f f i c u l t i e s , i n the very same temptations i n whioh we are 
disobedient, He was obedient unto death, tempted i n a l l points l i k e 
as we are, yet without sin* The Cross was the f i n a l ' depth of 
humiliation consequent upon the o r i g i n a l act of w i l l by which. He 
beoame incarnate:, the Cross, was also the completion of a victorious 
human l i f e , the sealing of His objective achievement which i s the 
.perfecting a t once of . His own soul and of our salvation. This t r u t h 
which was obscured from the,disciples on Good Friday was revealed 
to them on Easter Day. The r i s e n , asoended,. g l o r i f i e d Christ i s 
the Christ'rewarded with that glory which was eternally His, but 
won anew by Him i n the moral v i c t o r y achieved a f t e r He had assumed 
man's condition of'peroonallty and renounced God's. What Christ 
-Himself did with common manhood. He enables believers i n Him to do 
also. So we, recognizing i n Christ the amazing condescension of 
, the divine, redemptive sympathy, knowing and p a r t l y knowing, can 
but kneel and humbly o f f e r our l i t a n y ; "By the mystery of Thy holy 
incarnationj Good Lord, d e l i v e r us". 
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Appendix A. ,Phllipplans 2. (1-11). 
The various ways i n which t h i s passage has been interpreted i n 

ancient and more reoent times have been collected and c l a s s i f i e d 
by Lightfoot i n his commentary on the Ktolotle, by Bruce i n The 
Humiliation of Jesus Christ, and by Gifford i n his study of 1BKe 
passage i n an essay e n t i t l e d The Incarnation s A Study of Phillpplans 
2. These w r i t e r s show that the theologioal presuppositions or the 
commentator have i n many Instances seriously prejudiced the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but i n no case so disastrously as i n the controversy 
of recent years centring round the kenotlc theory. AH too 
frequently has i t been thought by supporters and opponents a l i k e , 
-that the theory stands or f a l l s by the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of this one 
t e x t . Nevertheless, i t i s important to decide to what extent 
Christologies of the kendtio type may l e g i t i m a t e l y look to t h i s 
passage for support. 

Dr. Thornton, i n his exhaustive study of Pauline theology, 
The Common L i f e i n the Body of Christ, pp.122, 132, l68, 309 etc. 
has i n d i r e c t l y shown that t h i s key passage cannot be understood 
apart from,the whole trend of.St. Paul's dogmatic. I t i s too f a c i l e 
to say simply with- Gifford that i n the passage "the Incarnation and 
the human l i f e of our Lord are set before us as the perfect example 
of the prlnoiple. enjoined i n v.4". St. Paul's thought goes f a r 
-beyond that ot Christ as an example. His use of the phrase 
KOW/UVH* livfeo^ToC i n 2 ( I ) shows that he i s thinking of the 
Philippians as already members of the Body of Christ, .and -therefore 
as partakers of that humiliation and death and ex a l t a t i o n which are 
set f o r t h i n vv.5^11- Far from being a statement exclusively 
concerned w i t h the manner of Christ's incarnation, i t may well be 
claimed that i t i s the atonement and the s a c r i f i c i a l l i v i n g of the 
Church which St. Paul'has c h i e f l y i n mind, and the incarnation only 
i n so f a r as i t prepares f o r , and gives expression to, the r e a l i t y 
of redemption. 

St. Paul reminds his readers that i n Christ they have God's 
love because they share the S p i r i t ( Koiv/wvik ^fruf-u/ros Phil.2. 
1-2). He exhorts them to banish s t r i f e and vainglory, and seek 
that u n i t y of mind and s p i r i t (op.Phil. 1.2?) • which i s t h e i r true 
heritage. They are bidden to beoome i n t h e i r d a i l y l i v i n g what 
they already are p o t e n t i a l l y i n v i r t u e of t h e i r baptism i n t o 
Christ's death. ( A l l t h i s , i t would seem from Dr. Thornton's study, 
i s involved i n St. Paul's use here of the word Ko»v>>iv i& ) . 
I t i s probable that v.6. should be translated, "Have t h i s a t t i t u d e 
of mind i n you whioh you also have i n Christ Jesus", meaning by 
that, not simply that they are to consider Christ as t h e i r exemplar 
i n t h i s matter - but that they already have, p o t e n t i a l l y , . t h i s 1 

C h r i s t - a t t i t u d e i n v i r t u e of t h e i r baptism, fhey are to stop 
thinking of themselves, as individuals and think of themselves as 
members of the one Body of Christ. Their a t t i t u d e of mind i n d i v i ­
d u ally among themselves i s henceforth to be the same as 'that which 
they have i n Christ. He exhibited once fo r a l l the l i f e to which 
they are committed as His members, f o r by baptism "they belong to a 
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s a c r i f i c i a l organism, the One.Man". They are^ i n a word, to l e t 
Christ do I n them what He once for a l l did f o r them, not Just on 
the-Gross,"Tint i n a l l that preceded and followed the Cross. Sy 
thus adding to t h e i r f a i t h i n Christ the crowning graces of 
hu m i l i t y and self-denying love (2.2-3) they w i l l complete the 
Apostle's Joy. The p r i n c i p l e enjoined i n v.4. "not looking each 
to his own things, but each to the things of others" i s new 
explained by St. Paul as being the p r a c t i c a l outoome, the v i s i b l e ' 
f r u i t s , of l i f e i n Ghrlst - the mystical re-enactment of Chri s t i e 
h i s t o r i c a l l i f e i n the believer, - the c u l t i v a t i o n of that 
a t t i t u d e of mind displayed by one who JA-O^C^ ©et>3 
Qrr^ywv/. itf. T . X. 

What has never been noticed i n the kenotic controversies 
i s the s i m i l a r i t y of this passage v j i t h others, e.g.. I Cor: 15,3-4* 
Horn: 4.25, (cp.Rom: 5.19, 8. 32-36), i n which the language of St. 
Paul Is i n word or thought reminiscent of the Suffering Servant. 
The thought of Isaiah 53. 12, W>n mn>5 r n y n would 
seem to toe reproduced I n p h l l : 2. 7-8, as : ~ T ~£CMU£W'? , 
— V^XO ^ ^ T O O . The flat tern of righteousness prefigured i n 
the Suffering Servant of the Lord, and. brought to actual 
r e a l i z a t i o n by the incarnate Son, involves that complete giv i n g 
of ourselves to God which i s described i n How J 12.1-2^ and. implied 
i n P h i l : 2. 1-4* The old righteousness was embodied i n a l e g a l 
oode; the new righteousness has been revealed once f o r a l l i n the 
human l i f e - s t o r y of God's Son Mho submitted Himself obediently to 
the conditions of His Incarnate l i f e . St. Paul SRRS the purpose 
of the Incarnation I n the atonement. God. sent His Son i n t o the 
World that we might become sons instead of slaves. Therefore 
MGod sent f o r t h His Son born of woman, made, subject to 'law" (Gal. 
4»4»). F o r our l i b e r a t i o n i t was necessary that the divine Son 
should share not only our nature but also our state of bondage to 
^law. He .became a slave that we might become sons. (Rom: 6 ep. -
P h i l : 2.7.1 the s i g n i f i c a n t word Is SouXoS ) . The s a c r i f i c i a l 
outpouring of Christ's s e l f - g i v i n g had I t s source i n heaven, was 
enacted i n the "form of a slave" on earth, and was consummated i n 
a slave's death upon the Cross, The death consummated the 
obedience, and the whole aot of s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n was vindicated 
by the Father when He raised His Bon from the dead and. eiralted 
Him, (P h i l . 2 . 9-11, op. Rom. 1.4, I Peter 3.18, Luke 14.11.). 80 
to Jesus as "Lord" a l l creation shall render divine honours 
because "He poured out His soul unto death"• ( I s . 53.12). ' 

Now I f t h i s comparison of Phil.2.1-11, with Isaiah 53 i s 
correct, i t would, seem that St* Paul i s more concerned with the 
motive and inner meaning of the incarnation than w i t h i t s manner 
and method. The emphasis i s on the s e l f - s a c r i f i c e of Christ i n 
becoming man, and i n being obedient as man to death. I t i s 
precisely t h i s q u a l i t y which St. Paul wishes to see reproduced i n 
the t h l l i p p i a n e . Nevertheless, bearing a l l t h i s I n mind, i t I s 
neoessary t o consider w*5~H greater d e t a i l t o see whether 
they throw any l i g h t on what St. Paul may have imagined incarna­
t i o n to have involved for the Son of God. 
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A. 

St. Paul unfolds the a t t i t u d e of mind; o »<oa & <?̂ icnu» itjcroo 
I n three d i s t i n c t stages. 
A. vv 6-7. The o r i g i n a l act of s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n . 
B. v 8. The l i f e of obedience consequent upon the o r i g i n a l 

act. 
G. w 9-11. God's vindication of the self-humiliation and 

obedlenoe unto death by the e x a l t a t i o n of Jesus. 
The central id.ea i n t h i s s$age 4.8 the a n t i t h e t i c a l statement 
Corresponding to t h i s main Nantithesis 'is the subordinate and 
explanatory antithesis -fo &i jxo£t̂ fj ®^°" &tr*£xtJx' y^C^ 

'yVi 7 _ i / / sZ 'A.V. "but made himself of no *M (&iSTt»4 reputation". 
R.V. "but emptied himself". 

What does St. Paul mean by e»0^w6Xv 7 There i s no 
p a r a l l e l instance of t h i s r e f l e x i v e use of the verb i n 
the N.T. In Rom. 4,14» I Cor. 1.17, 2 Cor. 9.3, the verb 
i s used i n the passive with the following subjects: \ irionis, 
O CriSo , ̂  Tb VO£UX(\UO(. 4 • v 

I n I Cor. 9.15, i t re used a c t i v e l y with object Tt> . 
K'otû iAot'. The R.V.translation i n these instances "to make 
void" i s non-commital, and probably a f a i r rendering i n 
eaoh oase i s "to empty of meaning"• But while these 
uses throw no l i g h t on Phil.2.6, neither do they support 
the contention that the word implies the abandonment of 
anything. We can therefore only attach a meaning to 
fcvC^vuj trtsV i n so far as the present context reveals 
i t . • 

C v 3 ' 
Of what does St. Paul say that Christ &turov £vC6/tofft-v ? 
The only possible answer which the construction of the v sentenoe permits i s that ttburoiL e*£fc&A>crt-\/ of that 

' which He d i d not regard as. an S^rra^f i*ov . Westoott 
on John 1.14 (Speaker's Commentary) writes "St. Paul 
describes i t as an emptying of Himself by the Son of God,, 
a paying aside of the mode of divine, existence ( 
&i\fUA fcr^ ©tCy ) and M s declaration 
carries Us as f a r J I B we oan go^in de f i n i n g the mystery". 
What then i s meant by ^ T6 Tea T, 
Lightfoot shows that lea i s adverbial, and holds that 
while 6?\/o£j» % p s . would denote equality of 
nature. £&oo • 'tea. points to the mode of existence, 
the state and oircumstances, the insignia of majesty, 
r i g h t s and prerogatives which i t was an aot of condes-
oehsion to waive, op.2 Cor. 8.9. I t ( I s notloeable that . • 
where Christ i s accused, i n John 5.18 , of claiming 
^equality of nature with God the phrase used i s Wcv 
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11. o^tf^YUOv The R.V.rendering of the word as i f i t 
^ ' f" were the paeelve J ^ T ^ K has 

been established by Lightfoot beyond 
doubt. The faot that the Greek Fathers generally had no , 
scruple i n rendering the word as I f I t had been tLfjraj^y.* 
may be taken as indi c a t i o n that no hard and f a s t l i n e 
separates the active from the passive as to sense. The 
-disposition of love, says St. Paulj does not even regard i t s 
own lawful property as a robber regards his unlawful rapina, 
but f r e e l y gives i t away. He d i d not deem being on an 

. • • . equality with God a thing.to be clutched at a l l hazards as 
a ̂ robber regards his- booty. oLKK.' ̂ BUJ-T^ &C6v/wff* of 
St. Paul i s here drawing as complete a contrast as he can 
between the action' of Christ, the second Adam Who redeeming 
mankind, and that of the f i r s t Adam, who caused i t s f a l l . 
Adam, being o r i g i n a l l y i n the form of man, counted i t as 
booty w t o be as God, knowing good and e v i l " , and, i n 
snatching at the p r i z e , he f e l l . , and dragged mankind down 
with him. Christ, on the contrary, being o r i g i n a l l y i n the 
form of God, did the exact opposite: He humbled Himself to 
the uttermost, and being therefore exalted, He raised 
mankind to l i f e w i t h God. 

i l l . We come now^to consider the subordinate a n t i t h e s i s , OS 6J 
. °̂{,dj»5 @tOi) UTT̂ QCuW ^o^Qrjv &0u\op tart|Wu..., * 

utnZiVuov R.V.marg. "being o r i g i n a l l y " . This, 
i n Lightfoot?s opinion, i s the 

c f ' > oorreot.rendering; he contends that 
omz.^yu»v must be referred to a point of time p r i o r to 
the Incarnation and quotes a u t h o r i t i e s to support the 
contention. But while undoubtedly this i s an essential part 
of the meaning, there i s strong evidence from N̂ w Testament 
usage to support the view that the Imperfect v(C3c_yCw 
contrasted with the following A o r i s t implies i n d e f i n i t e 
oontinuance of being. Luke, 23.50* Acts. 2.30., confirm 
^ l s View, but 2.Cor. 8.17, 12.1b, Rom. 4.19» put i t beyond ' 
any doubt. "So far as pr i n c i p l e s of grammatical construction 
and the w r i t e r ' s usage are ooncerned i t i s unreasonable to 
assume that Christ ceased to be i n the form of God when He 
emptied Himself". ( G i f f o r d , P . l l i t*ho also shows that the 
use of the Greek Fathers includes t h i s idea of continuance). 
Gore therefore i s p l a i n l y wrong when he says that Christ 

emptied Himself of the divine |*C>£($>ĉ . (Dissertations. 



108 

Uofdx) Lightfoot has shown tha t |>LO<L4̂  i n 

* U T I philosophical usage refers to the 
nature or essence of a thing.not, i n 

the abstract, but as act u a l l y subsisting i n the i n d i v i d u a l 
and retained as long as the i n d i v i d u a l i t s e l f e x i s t s . I t 
i s to be c a r e f u l l y distinguished from c r x ^ * which 
refers to changeable and separable acoidente. He shows by 
quotations that the contemporaries of St. Paul would not be 
unfamiliar with t h i s use, and eonoludes that U J J ( ^ ^^oo 
i s the divine Nature actually and inseparably subsisting i n 
the Person of Christ, something of which Christ could not . 
divest Himself without ceasing to be God. I n face of , 
Lightfoot's argument, the contention of Bruce tha t J-̂oCH"! 
refers to separable accidents cannot be sustained any more 
than Gore's variable t r a n s l a t i o n of |JU>Ĉ K by such 
widely d i f f e r i n g conceptions as "the divine mode of 
existence 1*, "the permanent characteristics of a thing" , 
"the prerogatives of equality with God". Thomasius also 
wrongly speaks of P^fcbrf'- a s t * n e glory-form answering 
to the essence of God. 
So f a r , then, the passage may be considered to mean that 
Christ Jesus, pre-existing and continually subslsting^in 
the form^of God, thought Hie prerogatives as God ( TO 
fnVooi ?<ra ) not a prize to be clutohed at a l l 
costs^but emptied Himself * i.e. 7 continuing to be what He 
always was - God - He divested Himself of what Lightfoot 
o a l l s the i n s i g n i a of God.- the f i t t i n g condition of glory 
and majesty which was the adequate manifestation of His 
divine Nature. 

)v oboAoo. The coincidence i n time between t h i s 
uw p a r t i c i p l e and the verb eiocvwrrev, 

s t r i c t l y f i x e s the action of e^urcrtv 
at the f i r s t moment of the. Incarnation 

and excludes a l l attempts,such as -thos.e of Luther and his 
companions,to assign i t to any l a t e r period of Christ's 
l i f e on earth* A fur t h e r r e f u t a t i o n of the Lutheran 
p o s i t i o n i s the p a r t i c i p l e ^fevo /^-voc v i n the next 
phrase which more c l e a r l y defines M-i><L$1v &x>Aoo • The 
word occurs i n Gal.4.4« John. 1.14* Horn. i.2-4# and i n each 
case i t marks the entry of the pre-exlstent Son into human 
nature. With t h i s and the meaning of xirravyurv to 
suppqrt^itjthere can be no doubt that the subject of 
i s the pre-existent Son. 
I t has already been suggested that St. Paul uses the strong 
word %o\fKo£ c o f / t h e Incarnate (explaining i t f u r t h e r 
by the phrase £v o^iono^of-n d^fejiicvw v ^ V ^ 0 5 ) p a r t l y 
beoause he has i n mind the ideas associated with the 
suff e r i n g Servant of Isaiah 53. Moreover t h i s word sums 
up our Lord's own teaohing on the meaning of His own l i f e 
and the essence of true disoipleship • w* am among you as 
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one who. serves'". v.Matt.20. 27-28, !£k. 10.44-45, John.l>. 
1.6 •' No view of our Lord's Person and work can be satlsfao.*. 
tory which does not do Justice 1 to this t r u t h . 
PU3(££f\/r I a e r ^ mufit have , the- same meaning as i n the 
phrase |4A£$<\ ®£oo * Christ i d e n t i f i e d Himself 
with humanity; i n comparison with God every creature xhae 
the form of a servant who Is bound to give obedience to God; 
but while we have a l l been disobedient ser'vantfli Christ 
shows the perfect servant-attitude to God. The taking of 
the form of a servant consisted fo r Him i n the entire 
submission of His w i l l and affections to the w i l l of God* 
Bishop B u l l (%e Primitive Tradition VS.21) expresses the 
connection of thought i n these phrases " I f you* ask how 
Christ emptied Himself, the Apostle answers, by taking 'the 
form of a servant. I f you ask again, how Christ took the 
form of a servant, the answer follows immediately, by being 
made i n the likeness of men,' that i s , being made man, l i k e 
unto us men, sin"only excepted". Christ l i v e d out the l i f e 
of one who serves, accomplishing a l i f e of perfect obedience 
to God unto death by f i r s t p u t t i n g Himself on a par with us* 
by taking upon Himself, although s t i l l fiod's Son, the 
permanent characteristics - the very nature - of a servant, 
becoming v o l u n t a r i l y Himself one from whom God requires, as 
from us, the response of obedience. 

B. The second stage, l£c£wio<nS 5 records the. way of l i f e upon which 
c h r i s t entered as a r e s u l t of the i<£Vu><n£ and the taking 
of the form-of a servant. He showed His h u m i l i t y by persevering 
i n and carrying out the purpose f o r which He became man. The 
humiliation being a perseverance i n the mind which led to the 
i<£Vwen£ Implies not only i d e n t i t y of subject^but c o n t i n u i t y 
of self-consciousness i n the subject. 
1. 

11. 

2 ' 9 ' I n each case(op.2.7) 
emphasises the voluntary 

x nature of the acts, and the agent must obviously be.He, o« tsi JA-OCÂ  
oirsQ(wg . e*unw evCfvtoflrw. 
The second act was the inevitable outcome of the f i r s t . 
Having entered on a way of l i f e which demanded' obedience, 
He was obedient unto death, a death xthloh He could only 
have avoided by compromise which would have rendered His 
obedience a farce. I t Was precisely because He was 
obedient to God that He incurred the hatred of the Jewish 
a u t h o r i t i e s . The extent and f i n a l depth of Christ's 
se l f - h u m i l i a t i o n and condescension, which began when 
tszju Tp\i £tCdvvi &Zv 
a shameful death. 

ocn 

was seen i n t h i s submission to 

This phrase declares Wha,t 
Christ appeared to be I n 
the eyes of His 
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contemporaries, and prepares f o r the statement of that 
further humiliation to which He submitted at t h e i r hands. 
In His entire way of l i f e He made Himself known and was 
reoognlsed ( fcu^fc-Orsc , ) as a man. There i s no re a l support 
for- the charge of Ha.roi'on and Baur that t h i s i s a docetic 
description, St. Paul i s r e a l l y recording the experience of 
the Twelve. B y every sensible proof Christ was recognised 
and known and found as man. 

G. The f i n a l stage i s the reward (as i n Isaiah 53) by an.exaltation 
proportionately great of Him Who had poured out -His soul unto 
death. The exaltation applies to Christ as God i n manhood. As 
God i n manhood He received again the glory -that was His before 
as God. (John. 17*5)* But there i s a very r e a l sense Irt which 
the glory Christ now received was an added glory, a t least i n 
r e l a t i o n to us. He had by His l i f e of humiliation and 
obedience won a new t i t l e - that of Saviour and Redeemer. His . 
ri s e n Body we are t o l d , s t i l l bears the' marks of the Passion. 
John. 20. 20. 27. Therefore God gives to Him TO o v o ^ T £ 
\jirt> ff*w T A J O ^ * . The in e f f a b l e name of God has been changed 

"The tetragrammaton or adorable mystery of the patriarchs i s 
made f i t f o r pronunciation and expression when i t becometh the 
name of the Lord's Christ". Jeremy Taylor. 

In this passage St. Paul i s preaching an ethioal sermon 
with the help of a more or less p i c t o r i a l contrast between Adam and 
Christ. He i s not w r i t i n g i n the precise and c a r e f u l l y chosen 
phrases of s c i e n t i f i c or raetaphysioal theology, but even i f he does 
not "use his,terms with the exactness of a professional l o g i c i a n 
or scholastic" ( Gore, Dissertations, p.89 n.) we are not.thereby 
J u s t i f i e d i n p u t t i n g on those terms whatever i n t e r p r e t a t i o n suits 
our p a r t i c u l a r fancy. There i s no support i n the passage for a 
metaphysical theory of a depoterttiated Logos, either i n the extreme 
form proposed by Thomasius or I n the more moderate form favoured by 
u o r e . St. Paul i s not concerned to answer the question how the 
divine Son became man i n the precise sense i n whioh the kenotists 
are interested i n the question. His objeot i s rather to show how 
Christ redeemed f a l l e n man, and h i s answer i s that Christ redeemed 
f a l l e n man by p u t t i n g Himself on man's l e v e l . I t i s because St. 
Paul sees the l i f e of Jesus as the aot of the l i v i n g God working 
fo r the deliverance of His creation from bondage to sin and death, 
that he i s driven to a doctrine of the incarnation (2 Cor. 5*19• 
Rom. 5.8.) I f a di v i d i n g l i n e i s drawn between the Creator and 
the oreatlon, Christ must appear on the divine side of the d i v i d i n g 
l i n e (Col. 1.13. c.p.Heb. 3.3). By the f a c t of h i s own 
experienced redemption "through Jesus Christ (Rom. 7*24, 25.) Paul 
i s foroed to rank Jesus with God.and to i d e n t i f y what Jesus did 
with What God did to redeem mankind. 

j Go 
eft* " T A / O U * . The in e f f a b l e name of God has been changed 

by God Himself i n t o a name utterable by man and desirable by 
a l l the world, W &r. T R I 6 

Moos * W r Ycitrl 
adorable n ra.i 6 3 fieri os 

"The i s of the or 
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Thus the earthly l i f e of Jesus Is seen to be the earthly 
l i f e of one who came f o r t h from the bosom of the Father (o.p. 
John 1, 18.) to raise men up to the Father by an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of Himself with men i n a l l things save i n s i n . The r e a l 
significance of the h i s t o r i c a l l i f e of Jesus of Nazareth (of whitta 
Paul had heard from Peter and the other Apostles) was seen by 
him to be nothing less than a divine act of redemption. I n Jesus 
God's Son put.Himself on an equality with man and became one from 
whom God henceforth required, as from a l l men, the response of 
lo v i n g obedience. I t was precisely i n l i v i n g obediently i n the 
very same conditionsj under the very same l i m i t a t i o n s , and amid 
the very same temptations i n which we have always been 
disobedient that He won the v i c t o r y which gained fo r Him the 
Name which i s above every name. ( P h i l . 2.9.) Christ proves 
that the very conditions of-mortal l i f e , whloh, when made the 
instruments of s i n , cause man's downfall (Horn. 7«8»11, 15-23)» 
may nevertheless be made the opportunity f o r an obedience which 
br i n g 8 human nature through humiliation nearest to God's throne 
at the l a s t . As one who'has l i v e d obediently i n human conditions 
He i s able, by drawing men to Himself, to give them new l i f e and 
power that they themselves may respond obediently to the w i l l of 
God. (Rom,6.) I n Christ a new l i f e , a new hope f o r humanity has 
dawned. 

I t i s evident that St. Paul's doctrine of the atonement 
requires the r e a l manhood of the Redeemer every b i t as much as 
does the doctrine of the w r i t e r to the Hebrews. Christ's s e l f -
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with s i n f u l humanity i n everything exoept sin i s 
the key-stone of the teaching of both writers.' Equally essential 
f o r both i s the personal i d e n t i t y of Him (S&o was obedient unto 
death with Him WhOybeing i n the form of God}took the form of a servant. How t h i s could be so, how one who was personally Qod 
could be at the same time one from whom Qod required., as from 
men, the response of l o v i n g obedience, St. Paul does not profess 
to explain. But what i s at least suggested by P h i l . 2. 5-ll» I s 
that the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Himself with men was a voluntary act 
of the Son of God, an aot of sympathy, involving f o r Him a 
measure of s e l f - s a c r i f i c e and humiliation.' The nature of the-
s e l f - s a c r i f l c e was such that i t did not i n any sense involve a 
break i n personal i d e n t i t y ( t h a t would have defeated the divine 
purpose) : nevertheless the humiliation was. r e a l ; i t was costly 
to the Son; and x-te oan le g i t i m a t e l y claim that the measure of 
the s e l f - s a o r i f l o e was suoh as was necessary to enable Christ -
r e a l l y and t r u l y , and not only s u p e r f i o i a l l y and apparently - to 
be man. We have no means of measuring how f a r i t was necessary 
f o r Christ to r e s t r a i n His divine powers i n becoming the subject 
of l i f e under human conditions, because we do not know to how 
great an extent human nature i s capable of mediating the divine 
l i f e . Human nature as we know i t i s warped and. weakened by 
disobedience, Christ alone shows us what human nature i s capable 
of becoming when p e r f e c t l y united I n w i l l with God;* the only 
standard by which we can measure the capacities of human nature 
being Christ Himself, we have no c r i t e r i o n to help us i n under-
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standing His person. This then i e the point beyond which St* Paul 
does not (perhaps oould not) take us. what we' can, however,, claim 
with confidence i s that St. Paul's argument cannot be understood 
except on the basis of a real s e l f - r e s t r a i n t undertaken i n the 
pre-incarnate state by the Son of God whereby He was able r e a l l y 

, to i d e n t i f y Himself with us.. 
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Appendix B. 

The Dootrlne of the Cosmic Christ. 

The ascription of d i v i n i t y and of cosmic functions to Jesus 
Christ was made by men who had been brought up to believe i n the 
s t r ic tes t monotheism that the world has ever known. Only when the 
effects of the doctrine of divine transoendance on la te r Jewish 
theology are taken into account can i t be understood how St. John, 
St. Paul and the wri ter to the Hebrews could speak of Jesus Christ 
as Him without Whom "was not anything made that hath been made". 

Such information as the document J gives us of the. pr imit ive 
Is rae l i te conception of God i n the pre-prophetic period indicates 
that God was thought of as a man. Anthropomorphic ideas are 
dominant. Yahweh walks i n the garden In the oool of the day, Gen, 
3«8; He Himself shuts the door of the ark when Noah had entered. 
Genesis 7»l6f He meets Abram by the oaks of Mamre appearing i n 
human form and accepting the Patriarch's hospi ta l i ty , Gen. 18. 1 f f { 
He wrestles with Jaoob at Penlel, Gen. 32. 24* God i s spoken of 
as i f He were a man, and i n J anthropomorphism i s frank and naive. 
I t retains the notion that Yahweh i s a Being who is pleased with a 
g i f t , and that notion i s responsible for the predominantly 
confidant and Joyous tone which marked the peace-offerings of pre-
ex i l i c r e l i g i o n . 

Against such a conception of God as this the prophets protested. 
Ho sea 11.9* i l lus t ra tes the trend of their teaohlng: " I am God 
and not man: the Holy One in the midst of thee". The mark of the 
prophetic att i tude i s strongly impressed on the Pentateuohal ' 
dooument> which, although i t probably oomes before Hosea, yet owes 
i t s composition to the,Impetus of early prophetic ac t iv i ty i n the 
North. Here the notion of God has greatly developed; i t i s a 

t theocratic wr i t ing standing fo r a purer Yahwism. God does not now 
appear f o r Himself: Gen. 22. 11 .speaks of the angel of the Lord 
appearing and speaking fo r Him. So gradually In the course of 
years and changing circumstances, the early anthropomorphic 
conception gave way to a more transcendant view of Deity. As 
thoughts of the majesty and the power of Yahweh become prominent, 
so a gap separating God from man appeared, and men began to speak 
of the holiness - the separateness - of Yahweh. The prophets 
loudly proclaimed Yahweh as the Righteous Ruler and Judge, and so 
stage by stage the warrior-God of the t r ibe was oonoeived of as the 
Sovereign Lord of I s rae l , and eventually, with the passing of 
monolatry into monotheism, as the God of a l l the nations. The 
f i n a l Impetus to the developing view of Yahweh as transcendant was 
given by the Exi le . Ezeklel's writings are f i l l e d with his sense 
of the grandeur of the divine majesty, Ez: 1. 26-28; his repeated 
use of the phrase "Son of man11 seems to lay stress oh the distance 
between the Godhead exalted i n holiness and the prophet as a mere 
man. In his proclamation, 2.3* of the universal sovereignty of 
Yahweh, monotheism i s indeed I m p l i c i t , but even.so there i s hot the 
express statement such as i s found repeatedly i n Deutero-Xsaiah. 
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Hi8 mind i s so f i l l e d with the glory of Yahweh that he seems not 
to r e f l e c t whether the gods of the heathen have any r e a l i t y . But 
with D, - Isaiah the doctrine of the transoendanoe of Yahweh is . 
stated i n no uncertain tennB. The experience of the Exile had 
made a deep impression; the prophet determined to preserve a 
sp i r i t ua l conception, of God as against the crude anthropomorphism 
of ido la t ry . Yahweh's glory i s set over against the f u t i l i t y of 
ido l s . For i t i s af ter references to such man-made statues of 
dei ty that the wri ter declares " I am Qod and there i s none else: 
J. am God and there i s .none l i ke Me". I s . 46* 1-13• Perhaps the 
most s t r ik ing picture of the transoendant Qod Is 40.22-26, 43*15» 
i n 40.6-7, 44*24, the all-mightiness of Yahweh is emphasised. 

Zecharlah follows In the wake of Isaiah's conception of 
Yahweh's transcendanoe. ' For him Yahweh is almost beyond contact . 
with this , earth and i t s inhabitants. For although Zeohariah i s 

,a.prophet, his access to Yahweh i s trebly mediated. Yahweh 
communicateB His w i l l to His Angel, and then another angel 
interprets to Zechariah the divine command given to the Angel of 
Yahweh and commissions him to" prophesy to the people; the divine 
message, therefore, readies Israel through three intermediaries, 
Zech: 2.3. 

Again, post-exi l ic legalism by i t s Interposit ion of a 
wri t ten law between Qpd and man tended to oarry on this.emphasis 
on the divine transoendanoe: f o r although the law as the 
revelation of Yahweh's w i l l enters intimately into the details of 
l i f e , yet i t intervenes as an external mediator between man and 
God. I t i s not a law i n the heart. In the la te r apocalyptic 
l i t e ra tu re generally, e.g. Enoch 1»36, the Creator is depicted as 
distant from a l l mankind, reigning from heaven and governing the 
world by angelic viceroys. I t has been said that i n the apocaly­
pt ic l i t e ra tu re "God la thought of as occupying an inaccessible -
throne", much i n the manner of an Eastern potentate. In I . 
Macoabeea even the name of Yahweh has become too sacred to use, 
and there i s no direct mention of His name at a l l exoept fo r 
obscure allusions to Him as "Heaven", J.lS, 4.10-24-

The inevitable corollary of the doctrine of divine . 
transcendence i s the attempt to preserve the doctrine of divine-
immanence by conceptions of God working through agents -
projections, as i t were, of Yahweh into the sphere of the wor ld , -
conceived as acting and speaking f o r Him. No longer was i t 
possible to say that the Lord Gpd formed man or planted a garden. 
The w i l l of Yahweh was'made known through intermediaries. Of 
this tendenoy, which was the outcome of transcendentalism, there 
are two outstanding modes of i l l u s t r a t i o n . The f i r s t i s the 
personification of the attr ibutes of God, His Sp i r i t , His Wisdom, 
and His Word: the second i s the doctrine of angels. An 
examination of the former w i l l suffioe for present purposes. 

The Spir i t of Qod. 

n The physical meaning of jvr> s p i r i t , i s breath, 
flvfcu^tf : i t i s the characteristic of l i f e : where breath 



115. 
i s present, there i s l i f e and power; where I t i s absent, there 
i s only f lesh , weakness and decay. I t was probably i n quite 
primit ive times that ideas of l i f e and power became attaohed to 

/)-n as a result of observation. Man has his breath 
within him, so i f God i s l i k e man then God too must have a 
S p i r i t : f o r i n the Old Testament Yahweh has a S p i r i t , but la 
not i n His essence considered as a S p i r i t . The Sp i r i t being, 
that i n which res ides ,vi ta l i ty* power, energy i n generalj the 
usage became extended: the prevailing direct ion of the mind -
what we should c a l l 'mood or temper - was called a s p i r i t of such 
and such a kind, I s . 19*14. When this frame of mind was 
permanent then the general disposition of a man was called 
" S p i r i t " . In l i ke manner the term Sp i r i t of Yahweh comprehends 
a l l ac t iv i t i e s of v i t a l energy, emotional, in te l l ec tua l or moral; 
Is.40'.. 13* 14, Ps. 143,. 10. Thus i t comes about that the 
relatione of God to man become spoken of as ac t iv i t i e s of the 
Spi r i t of Qod. The Sp i r i t of God i s God exerting power: God 
actually exerting eff ic iency i n any sphere. 

In creation the Sp i r i t of1God moved upon the face of 
the watery chaos, Gen. 1.2. (The Hebrew word means "hover l i ke 
a b i rd over" cp. imagery of the dove. Luke 3.22, Mk. 1.10, 
Mtt . 3. 16. John 1, 32.)* I n Job' 26*13, 1* i s said: "by His 
Sp i r i t the heavens are garnished". A bold, though not unnatural 
f igure iden t i fy ing the wind which carries o f f the clouds through 
God's eff ic iency with the Sp i r i t of God. In the sphere of 
v i t a l i t y God i s the source of l i f e . While In the J document 
God breathes into Adam the breath of l i f e , i n Job 33*4 1* I s 
"the Sp i r i t of God hath made me, and the breath of the Almighty 
glveth me l i f e " , cpv Job 27«3» Behind i t a l l i s the thought of 
God as continually communicating His l i f e ; but God i n operation 
i s the Spi r i t of God, and God's operation in giving the creature 
l i f e i s the entrance of Hie Sp i r i t into the creature. Agaiiij 
great feats of strength and daring are referred to the Sp i r i t of 
God. Judg: 3.IO, 6.34, I.Sam.2.6. The heroes are aoted upon by 
the Sp i r i t of God, and to this category no doubt belongs the 
asbription of prophecy at f i r s t to the Sp i r i t of God. . The 
ecstasy of the early prophets was thought of as the sympton of 
inspirat ion by the Sp i r i t of God: i n la te r times prophecy 
became an ethioal intercourse with God. but the prophet i s s t i l l 
called i n Hosea the man "of the S p i r i t a n d Mlcah says, 3*8. 
"But I t r u l y am f u l l of power by the Sp i r i t of the Lord". Again, 
i n the sphere of in te l lec tua l g i f t s the- Sp i r i t is the cause of 
Joseph'G wisdom, and Ellhu says "There i s a s p i r i t i n man and -
the breath of the Almighty glveth him understanding". Job; 32.8. 
(op.X0.42.lv 11.1-2.). Further, a l l the religious emotions of 
men are due to the Sp i r i t of God and the Psalmist prays 51.11: 
"Take not Thy Holy S p i r i t from me", op.Is.63.10. (These are the 
only two places In the Old Testament where the epithet "Holy" Is 
applied to the S p i r i t , Wi$ tvn "Spi r i t of Hie 
Holiness". pp.Rpm; 1.4.). The Spir i t"of God, then, i s God 
actively present and i n operation, but i t s sphere of action is 
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ch ie f ly referred to God's inspirat ion of propheoy: and while i n 
the Old Testament generally there,is no real d iv i s ion , yet we may 
say'that there are the beginnings of a d is t inc t ion between the 
Lord and Hie Sp i r i t i n suoh phrases as Hag: 2.5* "My S p i r i t is. In 
the midst of you" and Is.48.l6 "Yahweh hath sent me and His Sp i r i t 

The Wisdom of God. 

The two main problems whloh were constantly before men's 
minds were those of oreatlon and revelation: the questions "How 
did God make the world?" "How can and does God communicate with 
man?" One attempt was to explain them by the a c t i v i t y of the 
Sp i r i t of God, but with the decay of propheoy the place of the 
S p i r i t was taken by a personification of Wisdom. This is a mere 
philosophic attempt to convey the same sense of God's Immanence i n 
creation while holding fas t to the cardinal doctrine of His 
transoendance. 

The Hebrew conception of n-0 Z> lp was essentially 
practical - s k i l l i n ordering the a f f a i r s of dai ly l i f e . The 
wise man is he who directs his l i f e worthily and w e l l , and Ps. 
111.10 shows that the root of wisdom l i e s i n r e l i g i o n . Is.29'.14, 
Jer . l8.l8, seem to suggest the wise as a guild of sp i r i tua l 
advisers distinguished from both priest and prophet, who a f t e r the 
Exile'gradually took the place of the prophets as moral guides 
and teachers, Ecclus. 39«1» *>1»23* T o these wise men is due not 
only the gnomic wisdom of the "Sayings of the Fathers", but also 
the wisdom speculations i n the la ter Proverbs and Apooryphal 
l i t e r a tu r e , proverbs 8.22 represents wisdom as the f i r s t -bo rn 
before creation, who was with the Lord-as a master-workman as He 
wrought His mighty works of creation. Wisdom Is indeed the 
impersonation of a moral quality endowed with l i f e by Yahweh, 
whose place i n Creation, however, she nowhere usurps, Eoolusi 
24.3, describes her ethical character and her b i r t h from the 
mouth cf the most High; i n Bairuch 4, wiadora i s oonneoted with 
the Law. Enoch. 42.1 - 49. 1, pictures her as descending from 
heaven to earth, being rejected by men, returning to heaven and 
there awaiting the Messlahlo age when she v f t l l be poured out i n 
her fulness. . ^ 

So ae men came more and more to realize the a c t i v i t y of a 
supreme intelligence in the universe, and to speak of "Him that 
by wisdom made the heavens", the Wisdom of God became almost an 
object of adoration. *In post-exil ic years, when the prophetic 
source of knowledge f a i l e d , the divine intelligence made i t s 
appeal and men recognised in a l l human thinking the Impact of the 
divine Mind. Prov, 8 reveals the personified Wisdom as the 
vehicle of .the divine message to raen. But i n Wisdom 7-22 - 8.i;the 
personification has risen beyond a 'practical metaphor to be a 
philosophical dootrlne. Wisdom Is i den t i f i ed with the prophetic 
Sp i r i t of old time: " i n . a l l ages entering into holy souls, she 
maketh them friends of &o& and prophets". In re la t ion to God 
Himself, "she Is the breath of the power of God and a pure 
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effluence flowing, from the. glory of the Almighty. . . . . . the br ight ­
ness of the everlasting l i g h t , the. unspotted,mirror of the power 
of God, and the image of His goodness". 7.25-26. Wisdom i s at 
once a quali ty of G0d and almost a Person within the Divine 
Personality, (ops Hebs. 1.3.). 

The word of God'. 

The t ransi t ion from the Wisdom of God to the th i rd great 
personification, that of the Word, i s a natural development. In 
Philo, the Hebraic Wisdom mingles with the Hellenic and Stoic. 
Reason, and leads to a confluence of the best and truest i n the 
thought of the two oultyres. But the contribution of Hebraism 
to the idea of the \oyos i n Philo was not ent i re ly i n the 
conception of Wisdom, for the Scriptures have much about the 
divine Voice i n oreatlon - the creative Word. Applied to man, 
word is speech or utterance, but under the influence of transcen­
dentalism i t attains the sense of creative force through which 
God acts. The Word of Yahweh i s gradually substituted f o r the 

^ appearances of Yahweh Himself. Gen. 15.1 "the %rd of the Lord 
came unto Abratn i n a v is ion" . I t becomes i n Ps.107.20 the medium 
through which God does anything: "He eendeth Hi a Word and healeth 
them and delivereth them from the i r destructions". Later s t i l l i t 
becomes almost a personal agency which can act almost independen­
t l y apart from God. Is:55.11 "So shall my Word be that goeth 
fo r th out of My M o u t h / i t shall not return unto me void, but i t 
shall accomplish that which I please, and i t shall prosper i n the 
thing wheretinto I sent i t " . In the P aooount of creation the 
Word Is the instrument. "And God said". Ps.33.6. "By the Word 
of the Lord were the heavens made". In the Targulrno the action 
of Yahweh is constantly described as His "Word - the term Memra 
being sometimes used an of a person.' The TarguJrn of Onkelos on. 
Gen.28.21 says that Jaoob's covenant was that "the Word of Yahweh 
should be hie God". Wisdom 18.15 "Thine all-powerful W0fd leaped 
down5from heaven out of the royal throne as a f ierce man of war 
into the midst of a land of destruction, and -brought thine 
unfeigned commandment as a•sharp sword". , 

Final ly i n Alexandria the divine XoyoS of "wisdom" 
l i t e ra tu re , and the creative Wisdom of the teaching of the Son 
of Sirach, are i den t i f i ed , and to them In Philo 's writings i s 
added the further Stoic use of the ^dvos idea to express the 
all-pervading world reason. The doctrine of the personality of 
the «ord which i s p la in ly implied i n the Fourth Gospel, i n Paul 
(I .Cor: 8.6,, 0 o l . l . l 6 f ) and i n Heb: 1.2 -̂3, I s but vaguely fore­
shadowed i n Philo when he speaks of the association of the AoyoS 
with Creation. When God was fashioning the i for ld , He used the" 
Word as a t o o l ; Philo speaks of the creative power according to 
whloh the Creator made the world with the w o r d : i n other passagee 
the Aoyos 1B £ % U > V moo . Thus i n so f a r as 
they ascribe divine personality to this mediating Agent, Paul* 
Hebrews and John do not borrow d i r ec t ly from Phllo's speculations; 
they and Philo represent two d i f f e r en t streams of thought, the 
common or ig in of which was the Jewish doctrine of the Memra of 
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Yahweh. I t i s not, then, too much to say that In the growth of 
the doctrine of transcendanoe, and i n it's corollary, the personi­
f i ca t ion of the Divine attributes f i n a l l y culminating i n the 
Aovo€ concept, i s to be found the key to the beginnings 

of christ ian doctrine and the background against which i t i s to 
be studied. * - . . 

Although these three personified attr ibutes of God have 
been treated separately i n this appendix, they are not In fac t 
used exclusively. Ideas associated with one are often predicated 
of another: the terras are v i r t u a l l y interchangeable. Wisdom 7 
vv.22 f f . i s a s t r i k ing instance of this lnterohangeabllityt 
Word a Wisdom * S p i r i t . Similarly, i n the New Testament the 
Johannine "Logos'1 and the Pauline "Son of God" have the same 
reference. 

An examination of the evidence of the New Testament 
indicates that at the end of the f i r s t oentury the doctrine of 
the cosmic functions of Christ was by no means universal: yet 
there is no sign of abrupt t ransi t ion i n the development by.which 
St. Paul and others reached these stupendous affirmations 
concerning Jesus and His re la t ion to the world. We f i n d the 
doctrine emerging quite naturally, and references to Christ as 
agent i n creationand the principle of cohesion i n the world are 
not found to. oonf l lo t with references to God as creator and 
sustainer. 

In Rom: l l . v . 3 6 i t i s of God that St. Paul says: "for of 
him and through him and unto him are a l l things" (c .p . Eph.3. v . 
9)* In I Cor: 8.V.6, a further idea i s introduced: "yet to us 
there i s one God, the Father, of whom are a l l things and we unto 
him: and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are a l l things, and 
we through him". Col: I . v . l 6 i s s t i l l more e x p l i c i t i n the way 
i t speaks of Christ as the Son."who is the image of the invis ib le 
God, the f i r s tborn of a l l creation: for i n him were a l l things 
created i n the heavens and upon the earth, things v is ib le and 
things I n v i s i b l e . . . . . . a l l things have been created through him, 
and unto him: and he i s before a l l things and i n him a l l things 
oonslst". (N.B. o"uv/e£n<\iC£ R.V.Marg. "hold together"), o.p, 
Eph. l .v .10, 2.V.10, Jh. 8.V.56, Pa. 89.v.27, Eoclus.43.v.2b, 
Prov. 8.V.22. 

• Similarly the writer to the Hebrews, in 2.v.10, speaks of 
God: "for i t became him f o r whom are a l l things, and through 
whom are a l l t h i n g s . . . . to make the author of their salvation 
perfect through sufferings". But i n l.V.2-3, of Christ he says: 
"whom he_appointed heir of a l l things, through whom also he made 
the worlds: who being the effulgence of his glory and the very 
image of his substance, and upholding a l l things by the word of 
his power, when he had made pur i f i ca t ion f o r sins, sat down on 
the r igh t hand of the majesty on high". (c .p . Hebs. 3.V.3. "For 
he hath been counted worthy of more glory than Moses, by so much 
as he that b u i l t the house hath more glory than the house"). C .̂ft. 
Hebs. l . v . 3 . tfr^oyrfer^* o.p.Wisdom. 7.25-26). 
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The development culminates In the precise claim of Jn. 1. 

l-4» " In the beginning was the w ord and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God. The same was In the beginning with God. A l l 
things were made by him; and without him was not anything made 
that hath been made". 

That the Infant Christian Church was able to make such 
claims f o r Jesus Christ in face of the monotheistic be l ie f of the 
parent Jewish Church can only be accounted f o r by reference to the 
development of the doctrine of divine agents which characterized 
la ter Jewish'theology. Indeed i t ie not surprising that the 
disciples a f te r the v iv id experience of the Resurrection,,and ; 

faced with a unique Person and a unique series of facts ca l l ing f o r 
interpretat ion, should turn back to that conception of % d , and of 
God1 s aotlon i n history, i n which they had been brought up. The 
necessities of missionary apologetic i n a Jewish environment drove ' 
them to think out their new f a i t h i n re la t ion to the presuppositions 
and inherited bel iefs of Judaism, Just as i n la ter years the Church 
was to seek i n the Hellenic world the help of Hellenic philosophy 
to give expression to i t s f a i t h . St. Paul, St. John and the wri ter 
to the Hebrews a l l presuppose the v a l i d i t y of Judaism; they take 
i t fo r granted that there rea l ly were promises and purposes of God. 
Christ ianity Is organically continuous with i t s own past; what was 
new was i t s claim that a l l the redemptive, promises of God were 
f u l f i l l e d i n one Person. The eventual formulation of an exp l i c i t 
doctrine of our Lord's deity as the incarnate Son of God was 

.necessitated by the f ac t that i t provided the only ultimate 
in te l lec tua l Jus t i f ica t ion , compatible with monptheism, of such a 
cultua as Chris t iani ty . A study of the earl iest Christological; 
t i t l e s suggests that..this i s , i n fac t , what did happen; ideas 
which were vague i n the Old Testament* e.gi son of man, servahtjeto, 
received def in i te and concrete application i n reference to the . 
risen Christ. 

Consequently the doctrine of. the cosmic functions of the 
Christ was an inevitable development once Christ had been iden t i f i ed 
i n men's minds -with the Divine Word. , 

Dr. J.M.Creed (The Div in i ty of Jesus Christ, p.137 f f ) has 
a valuable pomment pn this Issue. ,. *Np,J doubt' th'e Church was helped 
towards i t s be l ief i n a cosmic Christ by• the co'noepts of a Divine 
Word and Wisdom, more or less personified, which were already 
ourrent i n Hellenistio Judaism", but these concepts do not themselves 
explain how Christians came to associate obsmlc functions with an 
h i s to r i ca l Man. We must look for some inner logic which carried the 
Church onward to the f a i t h of St. Paul and St. John". 

He r i g h t l y says that there i s no evidence that Jesus said 
of Himself that He was God's agent or co-agent i n creation, and no 
val id reason fo r claiming that such an idea was present to-His mind. 
(There i s , however., one passage which i s not without significance 
i n th is connection. Mt t . 8.v.23-27, Mk. 4.V.36V4I, Luke 8,22-25,, 
contain accounts of the s t i l l i n g of the storm. I t ie notloeable 
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that Christ did not pray to the Father or Invoke the divine Name.j 
He spoke as i f He were Lord of the elements, and we reca l l the 
bewilderment of the disciples at Hia doing so. "Who then is this 
that even the wind and the sea obey him'?'1):. But i t ia true,, as 
Greed says,, that the terms of thought i n the Gospel are predominent3j 
soterlologioal, not ontological, even as i n the Old Testament the 
doctrine of creation is only clearly articulated at a la te date 
(Deutero-Ieaiah chaps. 40-55)* Yet there i s a difference between 
the Old Testament and the New. Whereas an Isaiah stands Himself 
a penitent with the s i n fu l nation over against the holiness of the 
Lord of Hosts, Jesus Christ i s found to stand on both sides of the 
chasm at once, "the f r iend of publicans and sinners" yet also 'ithe 
holy one of G od". "That kind of impression must go-back to the very 
beginning, and i t muet have been very nearly, but not quite, at the 
beginning that the d l B c l p l e s found here - in the chasm whioh 
separated them* yet did.not separate them from their Master - the 
true explanation of the oruc i f ix lon . Creed suggests that we oan 
perhaps see i n the eighth chapter of the epistle to the Romans the 
nature of the movement .from this early conviction towards f a i t h i n 
a cosmic Christ, "When St. P&ul has proclaimed his persuasion that 
the love of God which i s i n Christ Jesus i s the sovereign power to 
which a l l things created must yield place, the way has been opened 
for the be l ie f that through Christ a l l things created came to b e . . . . 
The aff i rmat ion that a l l things i/ere made by Jesus Christ la 
certainly not a conclusion which can be established .by philosophical 
reflexion:, s t i l l less by observation and experiment, independently 
of a relationship, to Christ: but with relationship to Christ as a 
start ing point, f a i t h may and must advance to Include the wide 
world i n i t s embrace". 

To this may be added the argument of Quick> ppctrlnea of the 
Creed, p.p.79 - 80. "St, Paul's whole Christolpgy rests upon the ' 
fundamental conviction that i n tthe earthly l i f e * death and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ,. &pd had accomplished a supreme act of 
grace fo r the deliverance of men from the otherwise inevitable 
consequences of their transgressions of the law... . .The Christ by 
whom we are forgiven and Just i f ied is the same person who w i l l 
appear i n glory to exercise Gpd's f i n a l Judgment. Therein l i e s the 
assurance of perfect salvation,^. . . ,And, I f by Christ 's work 
Christians are created anew through forgiveness, and made Inheritors 
of the nevr world, the or iginal creation also must have been formed 
through the agency of the same person In.'whom now i t s f i n a l purpose 
i s revealed and Is being f u l f i l l e d : f o r , as Irenaeue says " I t i s 
the same hand, through which Gpd creates and completes", (Vide 
Thornton. The Common L i f e i n the Body of Christ, p.p.289, 297) • 
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