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THE _DIVINE _SYMPATHY.

An_ Esgay

\on

Kenotic Christology.

"Oor what was 1t which He took on
That He might bring salvation?
A body subject to be tempted;

From neither pain nor gf;ef*bxemptad;'

Or such a body as might not feel

The passions that with sinnere deal?"

Willian Blake.
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CHAPTER I .

. THEOLOGIANS IN REVOLT, -

The niﬂeﬁeenth century witnessed d fevolt'against traditional
orthodoxy 1h theblogyc For this, as for a1l revolutions, there
‘were causes both remote ‘and proximate: nor were all the rebels
actuated by the aame-motivea. But if tﬂere waa one convlction
which. the Liberal Theoclogians of the last century held in ocommon,
it wag that the eocleaiaatIOal dogma had been superseded for all
| - who were not fettered by banda of tradition and preJudice. This
: oonviction-waa-forced upon-them by the new autonomy of Qha
sdlances, natufél"and histbriéal. Philoéoﬁpy aha théo;ogyfwera .

. relegated to é dépa?tmental status, and from the time of Kanf the -
étorylér both has been a tale of struggle for emancipation and
' reiﬂstatement, Dr.'J;M.Creed (The Dlvinitx;of Jesus Ghtiat) hag

convincingly shown that the atudy of Ghrlstoidgy, far fiom being

- an 1solated baokwater, is in the midetream of theologlcal thought -
and mueh affeoted by the currents of contemporary philoaophy. The-
. consoclous reaction of such modern theologigns as Barth and Brunner -
,agéinst'the dominant theological tendgnéies of the nineteenth -
centufy hﬁs its 6ounterpart in the revolt of recent nhilosophy
from that idealism, Kantian or Hegelian, Whioh in its time had-
considerably 1nf1uenced the trends of oontemporary theology. Yeti
whatever may be the future developments in either theology or
philosophy, they will all be affected by that break with tradition
which oocurred at the beginning of the last century when the old

1deq of Revelation was destroyed,
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Protestant orthodoxy, oonfueing the fact of revelation with
the witness to the faot had placed the Bible itself, as a book in
Hence the destruction of the dopma of: Verbal Inspiration, with ite
emphaeia upon an Infallible Book,. by the modern process of research
in natural and historical science, inevitably carried away with it
the whole Christian faith in. revelation, in God's reoonoiling |

'aetion in history in Jeeus Christ. Catholicism was able to. weather

the storm because dogma and Bible are. part of the Churoh, and ‘the

~ destruction of the old authority of the - Bible daid not involve the

deetruetion of the Chureh‘ But within or thodox Proteotantiem
everything was staked upon the 1egal authority of the actual
letter of scéripture. Scientifio researoh and intelleotual honeety
explbded-the doctrine of verbal inepiration oncs for all.' While

we today, looking back: and benefiting from the labours of thoee

who have wrestled wlth the lssues of. revelation and. soience, oan
see that the destruction of that doctrine did not at_all-involve
the destruction of the Chrintian‘Fnith, yet 1t did not seem 8o to
the theologiane of the period. "For the firet time the Bible vas
drawn within the whole atory of man's history which liitherto it had_

been suppoeed to encirecle.... The idea of Revelation Was. thrown

.into: the melting-pot. And therewith 4t wae inevitable that the

interpretation of Him Who 1s the centre of Revelation, Jesus Christ
ghould enter upon a new stage." (Creedgﬂlbid. p.. 19). .
. The. crux of the matter lles in a cholce between"tgo ways of

looking at Jesus Christ.’ Either'the:theologian_regar&s.dofprinery



. , ‘ ' 5o
the testimony of the Church to Jesus Christ, or, ignoring.that as ‘
' an 1rreleVant.aﬁd misleadlng distortion, he ooncerne‘hlmeelr.whol;y
with the merely human ploture of the 3esue of hietory. leerai.
theology of the last oentuvy and the beginning of the present
congc erned 1tsalf with the IJeeus of history,” the picture of the
man Jesus’ extracted from the suppqeedly biaeeed_aceleeiastiaal_Z..‘

‘documents which form the New Testament, We f£ind Ritschl an#ieue
o adrive a wedge between the“eer;pturee‘aﬁd_ecclesieetioal,. _
+ dootrine; and his pupil Harnack_pleade thet "the Goqpellls.simpler
than the Churches want to meke us believe.! _
This attemnt to distil a “Jesue of history" from the New

Testsment 1s an 111101t procedure, and for this simple reason,

The revelatien of Christ is. not completed with the laat word epoken
by Jeaue Hlmeelf.- The most 1mportant and revealing events of all
'had-notﬂyet_takenkplaoe. It was precisely. the Death qqd the »1-
Reeurrecﬁion which made all the difference..  The elgnlfipapee:or
the reveletion eould only be eeen when those who had'experienoed
" the Resurrection looked baok on the Life and Death and read their
maanlng.anew. Once thla fundamental truth is grasped, why should
it any longer be considered 1mpossible and incompatible with the
' revealed character of thejpeeeage of Christ that the full truth

of Christ shoulﬁ en;y-be graduaily revealed and become defined on
"all sides? Ag B:ﬁnner says: "1t was tha‘éodfgiven'peek eppelnted
to the Apostles ef God, 23 witnesses of the-Resurrectlon and‘the
foundatlon of the Chureh, to explain in an authoritative manner

to the Church what had really taken place tn Chriet, just as it

was the God-given task of the prophets to predict it." (The
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Medlator, p. 182).,  Within thé literature of the New Testgment

- -

there 18 no evidence at all for a purely human conception of Jesus.
The verﬁ’olrcumstances which led to the writing of the'Eplstlés and
doapels rule out that possibility. It 1elpfeciéeiy the witness of

"the Church to Jeaué Carist the Son of God and'the heavenly Redeemer

of the world uhioh mattere for Ghristianlty.
Thie critlciem of the tradxtional Christological dogma in

the nlneteenth and the present century is not the full extent of .

‘the theologioal revqltz i1t is only the oocasion which 16 utllized

in order to dlscredit, with acme show of Justification, the
Christian view of Revelation as a whole. As;we shall see, the
Chaleedonian Doctrine of the Two. Natures, in which the cbntfovefgies
of centuries were crystalized, ig nof, and cannot be maﬁe, a
sgtléf&ﬂtopy description of thé-Incarnate. fhe'doctrlne was a-

defensive neasure; but' nowever suspect the outer covering may be,

1% did at least preaerve the ess ence of the matter, namely the faot

of the,Divine deseent. The revelatlsn was a revelation from
outside the sequence of hiator10a17eventa; from the mystery of God .
In the revolt of the nineteenth eentuﬁy this essence of the matter

iteelf was discardea aimply because 1ts nﬁter covering was

-unacceptablc. ‘The philoaophy of progreas, the materiallstis

optimism of nineteenth century thougnt, could not stomach the
humiliating claim that Revelation must be given from beyqnﬁf
Revelation for Hegel means the self-manifeatation of the divine in

the deptha of ﬁha-human epirit: history 1s the ldea made cqncreﬁea

Jthefé is nothlng deciaive avout it.. In'his overweening confldénce
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An'his own reaaon'and in the unbroken character of his own \
etistence, modern man cannot tolerate the 1dea that divine enerpies
of redemptlon are not latent in the deepest foundatlons of his own
being. The "cogito ergo sum" of Descartes, and Kant's "I ougnt,
| therefore'I can“, are faithful'expressiona of .the pride of modérn
man, as well as strong influences making for.1ts oontinuatlon. In
gplte of his emphasia on experienced redemption in his apnroach to
the doctrine of Chmist'a Persoq, Schlelermacher and Paul arq,poleas
- apart, For'Paul, the slnleas huhanfbelnglmeans:thé mirdcle of:am
absoluteli new creation: for sbhleigrmacher lt'means only‘the _
qttd;nmént ér thé final-end 6f human developmentlby a speeding=up
procese. Paul took sin'sérlouslj:_ Schletermacher and his
successors did not. In the end 1t ooweartp this - that all that
'modarn man eipecta from.Jesus 1s a§s1ﬂtaﬁoe. , : |
The battie'between hodérn thought and the falth of the
' Chﬁrch turns upon the fact of evil. Modern thought on the whole
le Pelaglan: 1% thinks of sins, not of sin: of evil as isolated
acts of will, but not as corruption of human will, The Bible sees
evil as sin, as a personal relationship: we can sin only agalnst
God: it is ingubordination, "the non—recognition of the 1imita—
tions of my own will by the divine will in the existenee of my
fellow mén...The Dootrine of the Fall 1s the idea in which the
finexpl;cable character of evil finds ;te clearest expreqsion.

(Brunner, The Mediator, p.1445. Recognigzing the power of evil in

his own’experlehoe, Paul 1s supremely oonsclous of his need of a :

redemptive power from outside himeglf. He has found'that power in
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Jesua Christ. He knowa thgt Jesus ia'not Just a man, nor even the

best man who ever lived. . The author of'Hebrews'sees the Peraon.

and the work of thist as a living whole, vitally'related; the '.

Christology of Irenaeus is alﬁayﬁ soteriologlcal and his
soteriology 1s élwaya thlatqlogioal; ‘8imply baoauaé they, like
Paul, took sin seriously. The whole presﬁpposition-of the
ijllcal revelation of the self—movement of God, and of the
patrlstic 1nterpratatlon of ﬁhat revelation, is the gulf between
God and wan, the abyss between the Holy God and the sinful
oreature whioh the sinful creature cannot cross. tPThg good that -

I would; I do not." Ve cannot understand the descent of God

‘'unless we see Pirst that man in his own strength cannot move

tovwards God{ It 1s'h1q very certitude pf.sélf—sufflciency which
blindg modern man to the truth-of the Ghrisﬁidn.claim. 181n as'

_personal alisenation, the solidarity of-original ein, of which we

have no historical knowledge, which, hbwever,'lles at the basls

" of historical experience - this receives no serious attention from

the theologlans whom we are consldering.-_For_them.Qhrlstlia the .
highest expression that can be imegined of a mofal.and feliglohs
human being;'ne'leaa, but also nb more. As Brunner assesses 1t:.

"the modern conception of;Chrisf is essentially that of Paul of

.samoéata;- wpfmight_describe‘this theologlan as the firsat

Ritschiian,<or as the firet modern theoiogian....Christ was merely

. the possessor of a speclally great, but impersonal, divine powér'q\

and dlvine sptrlt..,,.Iﬁ principle what took'plaoé_lﬁ Christ could’

- happen again:and'again; the unique oharacter of revelation is
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denied."“ (Mediator, p.276.). But the hereay goes deeper. At the
. root 1t 1s Sabelllanisms .modepn_theologlane have freed.ne'not only -
from the difriculty of.the two-naéufe aectrine- but also from'that
of. ‘the Hoiy Trlnltya It 1s orystal elear and simple, but 1t is not |
the Gospel and. there 13 no redemption. We are still in our sin, |

- The emphaeis placed by Liberal Protestant theologiane upon
g Jeaus a8 a man like other men, eave for Hie eupreme goodneee which
ehowa Him to be divine, is the not unnatural _outcome of “the' |
Ghrietology of. Luther. ' For while Luther himself 18 in no doubt .
about the reality of God'e victorioua act through Jesus (uhieh
involves the truth that Jesus Himself is God),.yet 1n-puther'
'Ghrietology there wag a quite new‘emphaele upon-the'real ﬁanhood of
the Mestef.' Brunner remarks that no one after Irenaeus had taken
the vere ‘homo so eeriously a8 Luther, “Like any other holy man
:He_did not always. think, speak, will everytp;ng like an almighty
being, which eeﬁe would fein makexﬂiﬁ eut to be?.thue.mingling'
" unwigely two natures and their work: . for 1ndeed;He d14 not alvays
-eee.all-c;early, but was led and aided by Ged." (Quoted Brunner,
Mediater, p."329) Modern tﬁeelogiane have thia in common that
thay start from the reallty of the Saviour'a manhood and seek from -
thia ltand'oolnt to determine more clearly the meanlng of Hig divinity
It.might almost be olaimed that Luther laid down\the_prlnoiple,by |
which future Chrietologiea were to develon.' "The Scriptures begin
" very gently and lead us on to Ghrtet a8 to a man, and then to One
.th‘ie Lord over all creaturea, and erter thap to One Who is God.

‘8o didl enter delightfully, and learn to know God.' . But the
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phiiosophers and doctors have 1n:13ted on beginning from abo%é: and
. 80 they have become'fools. Ve must begin below and after that come.

upwarda®,. (Quoted Mackintosh. The Pergon of Christ, p.232),
That is true enough, and that nee&ed to be said. That oertainly

was the experlenoe of the Apoatles. But there 1s a world or

' difference. between the ooneluaions of the Apostles about Jesus
Christ and the conclusions of the Liberal Proteqtant-theologians"
of the nineteenth century.. ' And the causes of the differenae we
have already tried to'indlcaté, "The disciples who knew the man
Jesus better than we with all our historicsl research, yet
worehipped Him as the Exalted Lord. However much Brunner may be -
in error by»his exaggerdtion of the aﬁtltheais befween faith and
reaaon, * yet he 18 surely right in pointing to the abaence of
falth as the difforenoe between the historical 1nterpretation of |
Jesus and the witnesa of the New Testament. Fbr the Apoastles the
.man Jesus had an authority which He d1d not have for the leerale
of the last oentury. Even the most perfect ethical and religious
_personality can never be an authority for us. As Quick has

poiﬁted 6ut,.the Liberal protestants were so preoooﬁpiéd with the
conception of God revealing Himself that they missed the other
truth whlch is esaentlal 'to the biblical Gospel -~ namely the belief
that God in Christ has decisively and finally acted. All that
Brunner means by the Qinmgllgkeit (the once-for-allness) of the
Christian revelation 1s 1gnored. "Ir, therefore, Ghrist has really
conquered death and sin; made atonement for man and Opened the way'

 to God, then the same situation which exieted before his coming
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can never be repeated, and nelther can his victoricus act. The
fundamental defect of Lliberal Proteetentien_is that 1t ﬁhinke.of'
Christ enlx'es'reveaier. Therefore 1t misses the point of the

Goepel of the nev:.r_ege.,'i (Quick., Doetrinee ef-the creed..p.-132).

x~N B, The relation of Faith and Reaeon is probably neither thet
of the eoholaetioe on the one hand nor that of Barth and Brunner on
_the other. It ie not true that everything which ie of permanent
.value in man's knowledge of God is derived from Jeeue, or from
biblical documents alone. Nor is it eatiefaotory toleuperimpoee a
euperstructure of epecifieelly Chrietian revelation on a foundation
which is eeeentielly non-chrietian and is never reinterpreted in the'
light of Christisn revelation. How can a man ever legitimately
embrace the Chrietian Faith if he is not able to aeseee ite elaims,.
at least in some degree, by-the light of hie»conecienoe-and reason?
Again, how csn a man hope to reach a unity in liyingviflhe divi&es
his view of life into thet nhich he‘dieoovere hy-reaeon and that
whieh he recelves by faith? The purpoee of reaeon is to consider
faote and interpret them s0 as %o make them intelligible. Thus in
the sphere of the Christian Faith it ie the taek of reason %o
expound the main beliefs of Christianity in ‘such a way as to ehow
‘of the univeree as nothing else can. Reaeon and Faith are not
concerned dach with s qietinot ephere of oognition. “The true
business of philosophy ae'ema' to be to bring the belief to &
ooneeiouenees of 1tselft, (J Gook Wileon. Quoted by Baillie, Our
Knowledge of God. Pp.240).




CHAPTER II . | o 12,
~ ORTHODOXY RE-EXAMINED, -

The criticism of the Christological dogma of the Church was, we
have seen, only the oocaaion whloh the Liberal theologlana of the
nineteenth century utilized as part of their effort to dl-oredit the
Christlan view of revelation as a whole. In its place, it is true,
they put fo rward a Christ of such sort fhat, had this been the qotuol
Chrrst, it 18 eXtremoly unlikely that the ﬁew Teetamont would ever “
have been written. Neverthelesa the faot of their revolt 18 important
We must try to find what 1t was in the patristic definitlons which

proved unpalatable,,and we must attempt to assese the true value of

the patristic oconclusions about the Person of Christ.,

1. Patristic Terminology.‘ \

A ohief reason for the Liberal revolt was dlssatisfaction with
the terms in whioh the Fathers sought to glve expression to their
bellefa.' Superfioially thils line of attack offered easvaiotory.

Too often Christologlcal discussion has turned upon a violent .
controversy about worda, each side arguing from its own lnterpretation
of the words it uses, and neither side trying to diacover what the

other side really_meant; The b;tter controversies of the fourth and

" fAfth centurles were largely of this sort; .while ‘fundamentally both

the leading Ghriatologioal schools of Alexandria and Antioch were

' oontendlng for the same principles, differencas of expression were

1nterpreted as differences of doetrlne. _A’oontroversy which might
have ended 1n an enriched Christology, had it been carried on 1n
charity, led to thé triumph of onéﬂechool and the dissolution offthe
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other to the. lasting impoverishment of the Church. (Sellers, Iwo

:Anclent Christologies. pp.202 ff.).

. The New Testament ig the history of the comling of ealvatlon}

~ through Jesus Ohrlat, and of Jesus aa gaviour. The problem which
“faith creates 1a the problem how Jeaus Christ can be Gods: - He doep

without‘arrogance or 1ncongruity what only God ean fitly do. Thus
the task of the theologlans is to find terms to expresa the Church's
bellef that in the one Parson Jesus Christ are united the two
elements of Godhead and manhood. .For th;s.pnrpose the_Fathers of
the Church adapted for a>new use a Varlety”of terms which were
alrealy more or 1eas current coin 1n_the philoeophtcalvsystema of
the contemporary-Gentile worlgt - '
. ovoix Aristotle diatinguishes_betwaen‘primarg and secondary
GuaiaJ - .The word in 1ts primary eense was used by
Origen.to descrive a particular existence, ae'lndivldual' aad the

use of oueia in the sense of Eroaogon was- never oompletely abandoned

~ More generally the word came to be used in the secondary sense, a8

a result largely of the setting up of homoousios.-;In thid ‘sense
Qggég is that An virtue of which a thing has the nature which it
shares ﬁith other things of the same class: 'as the eeﬁitalent, that
18, of the Latin substantia, In common usage this philosophical
term ousia became identified with the empirical term"QNﬁrls which,

_ technically, means the sum of the attributes which belong to a
" thing. Once nature came to be uaed'ae the equivalent of oueia, it

_came to bear the same two meaninge as ouslaI the one particular, the

g

other general.
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‘L‘l--’n’ocr FoLtons The Greeks used this termm in hoth an sotive end
_ . pessive sense. It ocould mean both "that which

gives suppert" and "that whick urderlies." (Prestige.. God and

Patristic Thought, .pp. 162 f?.). In the former case hyposta#is

ocould be used to signify "pértlculér-objeéts or individualsg"s’ 15
_the latter the emphasis is on "the raw material, atuff or nattéer
-out of which an obJect is conatruoted " and 80 the term oould be -
uaed to aignify "reallity and ganulneness The equivalent of

hxpostasis 1n Latin, 1.e, substantla. was used by the Latln

'.theolorians to pxprens ousia. But while the Fathers do sonetlmes
.uae hzgostasia in the gense of,ouaia, 1.e. that whicp underlies,
more commonly hypoetesis 18 used 1n the_former,indivldualizing
aense,’“thqt which gives support" and its equivalent is prosopon = .
the particuiar_centre of being which hae the nature in virtue of

the ousia, i.s. that which‘makea horse to.be a or this horse.

'ﬁté}uywov . Prestige (Op Cit.p.157) éxplalns this as Bignlfying
' "tha external being or indivldual self as presented
to the onlooker." It 1o probable that the uerm is first found in
oqﬁneetion with doctrine as a translation of the Latln tgrm
persona. Persona deaighateé that which appears on th§ gurface; 1t
eddveys”the notion-much more of the subjeoﬁ‘in a oeréaln'eﬁviron—
ment than- of the subject alone" i.e. rank or étatus' also a
tparty" in the legal aense, whether -an 1nd1v1dual or a corporation

-treated as an individual for a law-sult, cp. personam gerere

rei-publicee. Thus prosopon seems to be the equivalent. of persona
which representeiindiéidﬁality from the external point of view, and
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aleo of hypostasis which représsnts individuslity from the internal
point of view. . ' '
The Hebraie and Ghriatisn 1deaa whlch the Fathers were

attempting to express in these Hellenic terms were in many reapect:

antithetlcal to the metaphysical presuppositions of the Hellenio
thought whtch lay behind  the terms.. To the Jew, Yabweh was

‘ eaaentially the living God who aoted in hietory and oontrolled the

lssue of events, To the Platonist all things are more or less

~--adequate symbols which partly reveal and partly vell an

un@hanginn divine reality whieh,'to the seéing eye; shines through
them. In the former religion God 1a ocncoived as the doer of
mighty works wha fulfils His promlse or purpose against all
opposition._ in the 1atter, God is the eternal and ohangeless

’ Derfeotion, imperfectly imaged in. phenomena and revealed to thoee

- who know how %o look behlnd them, To the Platonist, knowledge of
Lv'od wag essentially a Clearer vision of the eternal reality
behind phenomena: to the Jew, the kncwledge of God vas a
practloal and obedlent response to the will of the living God

The supreme attribute of the God of the Greeks was
immutability, with 1mpasalb111ty as 1ts correlative - an
ontologlical 1mmutab111ty, that 15, which 1s contradicted 1f God

from His slde ever enters into a freah relation with oreated

belngs. God and man are &1st1nct~ they are essentially dif ferent

Ousiai. “Salvation" consiste in the inward unlon of the
individual aoul with the eternal reality in vlrtue of the link

provided by nen P possesaion of Logos. Salvatlon is an. 1na1v1&ua1

achievement: there is no posaibillty of God Himself acting 1n
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order to accomplish men' aelvat*on;

- The fundemental presuppcsition of the New Testament on
- the coﬁtraryt ig that Gnd hase acted_in'ehrist-in order . to reecnéih
: men to Himeelf. There is nothing in the Christisn Croed to
. suggest the 1mpassible_aod of the philoaophera. Omnipotence does
not involve imvaéslbility; omnipotenoe in fget has no meaning
except a8 the power of 1ové to achleve its purpose. To concelve
of love anart from eacrlflce is to concelve of something entirely:.
different from what God in Christ has shown the divine love to' be,
Hellenic 1deaJ, however, 80 dominated the Christian 1ntellect up
to the Reformstion that theology was ne ver able to take quite
aeriously the notion of any act of God 1n hiatory, “and 1f the
Gnr;atology of the Fathers 1s 1nadequate it is because 1; does
not do Justice to that revelation of God‘wifh wvhich Chrlgtlanif&;
both'completes.an& correcta the impsrfect ideas of Qodhéad |
derived from God's uhiversal'witness to Hi@self. The meﬁéphysioal
doéﬁa of divine immutabllity prevented the Fathersvgrom ever--
doing full Justice to the ear&}nal'truth of ﬁhe.Guspel, althouéh'
no douﬁt, ﬁhey felt.that i1t was only by using the familiar terms
of CGreek phiIOQODhy that they coula get a hearing at all in the_
Gentils world for their unfamiliar dontrlne of an ethical God,
(Prestige has gshown that the notion of the dlvlne ou(ovc4u« 19 
the¢rsau1t of an effort to comblne a belief in God's providential
action with a Hellenic theology which did nqt think of CGod as
' pereonally active 1n mundane affairs.). y

It 1s'1n no way & disparagement of the excallence of

‘the doctrinal structure whlch the Fathere erected with such
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ingdequate materials to say that 1t was these véry materials which
‘prevented'them from achieving'ultimate-succese. Sellers (Op.Cit.

~ Pp.1=17) hae been at pains to show that the Fathers themselves
were never taken captive by the doctrine of God which they were
" attempting to overcome; -Athanaalus,rbr'1nstanée, was teaching a
view of man's salvation which was moral and scriptural; - but thg
very fact that he wae uéing‘terma vhich were not in keeping with |
such a view frustrated him in_the accomplishment of his real :
intentiori. No sgiléfaétory'fheofy of the’qusbn of Christ could
be raaoheﬁ 80, long as God and man wehe\spoken'of as antifhetioal
ouslqi. Just ae‘preeChriatian conceptions of Massiahship‘had to
underéd chghées'once it was'épcaptadithat the Messiah was Jesus}
8o the pre-Christisn 1&-&59 of God, 'imth Hebralc and -Hellenis, had
'_ %o -be, modified- 1n race of this revelation. | | |
- While it 18 not diffioult to see the value of the
Chalcedonian definitlon when 1t is set alongside the 1ntarpretation
‘which 1t is designed to exolude or Qgrreot, it cannot be sald to
proVida a ooherent theofy of Chriet's Person. NYP 1t As llfted‘
""" out of the mental and spiritual environment in which 1t wae shapea
.and treated as a constructive statement of the doctrine of the
. Lord's Person, it must answer formidsble objections. The -
parallelism of the two natures and the two wlils, united‘by-their
'common relation to one divine hypoataais, is a theory hard to

B reconcile with.an intelligible conception of.personallty, And the

fheory hae no warrant in the Goepelsa"‘ (Creed, Mysterium Christi.
p : ). Ultimately the truest Ghriatology is that which does
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. between Creator and creature had'been replaoed by the relative

18.

most justice to the 1ife of Jesus recorded in the New Testament,.
and that 1s the final standard by whioh the patristio Christologles.
muspuhe_Judged.'.Leo typifies the bankruptey of Hellenic terminology
as a vehicle for Christlan nevelation, A1l he does. 1s to atate the
paradox with which the Fathers atarteq;_ ;he.saviour must really_i
have been. both God and man, he says, and bointe .to the miracles as
obvious evidences of his Godhead and to the eufferinge as obvlous

avidenoe of his manhood. "The truth 1s that Hellenlo theology

_ cannot without contrediction go further towards a doctrine of the

Incarnation than to eay that the hietorioal life of Jesus symbolizes
the perfect goodnese of the Godhead more truly than any other human
and passible 11fe." (Quick. Op.oit. p- 1?5) T

‘ The Liberal theologlans of the nlneteanth cenfury, however,‘
did not object to the ecclesiastical definitlona of Christ as the

inherence in one Person of two nafures, Godhead and manhood for

‘exactly the reasons outlined above. Thelr quarrel was due rather

to their.failure to appreclete what the Fathere meant when they -
spoke of thef"Divlne Netqre"; In their think;ng'the contrast

antithesio;of nature versus oulturalvaohievement (Brunner, The
Med;ator, ¢h. vlii). Whereas the Fdxhere’by the "Divine Nature'

meant someﬁhing like the quality of His being, the moderns. thought

‘of nature in the'sense of what 1s merel&’ﬁhysloal, natural and

m&teriai. Accordlngly they suppoeed the early ecoleaiastlcal
formulae to be.far more materlial and natura]istic than they were

ever 1ntended-to be. In the line of ergument developed by Ritsohl


http://muat.be

19.

and Hernack, the fundamental objection is that the dogma of the’

early Church is domlhateﬁ by a "phystoal” (naturéllstic, mechanical
conception of salvation: salvation 1s céuséd‘by a'physieal act -

the incarnation. While 1t 1e possible to see the truth which the

. Qescription 1a intended to convey, a t%uer criticism is that the

patrietic categories were "1ntelleotua113t" and’ “static“ rather

than “moral“_and #dynamict, ' The Fathers generally thought of the

. divine Belng in terms of VOUS rather than of ﬂveupu' and Will

Even so, had Cyril and Nestorlua each tried to understau
what the other said that he meant. 1t 1se. probable, as- Bellars
suggeste (Qn.ci . Pe234), that the result would have been & view

.of Christ's Person altogether more aatlsfactory than that which'

acpually emanated from the victorious Alexandrian school alene.
For even Af we try to avoid the terms nature and ousia, fhe |
chrlstolqglcal problem rémeains, énﬁ 1£‘0anﬁbt be sald tﬁ?t'eﬁthér
Ritsdhl orvnarnack héve made any cbnspiduous contributldn to-1ta -
golution: .in faot 1t 1a‘by-no means certain that they ever
eppreciated where the-problem.feally layﬁl|0n,this peint the
Fathers were absolﬁtely decided. Thelir olear pérdeption of man's

fall and need of redemption meant that they always viewed

4Ghrist010gy from the standpoint of ﬁoteriology, and the Person of .

- Chrlst can.only be understood when‘the'purpese of His coming is

.fiﬁmly-grésped. ' - .-ﬂ%?w)

7/
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11, The Manhood of Chriat.
The diaoiples who knew the Man Ghrist better than we. with all

our historlca) reaearoh yet worshipped Him as the exalted Lord.

The theolopiana, however, shartlng from the Pauline prlnclple that

God waa in Chriat reoconciling the world to Himaelf have on the

' whole falled to do Justioe to the truth that as a hlstorlcal

personality, as a subJect of hiatory, Jeaus is eempletely human.

- It was 1nev1table ﬁhat on this 1saue also the ecclesiastioal dogma
‘ “should be severely oriticised by the Liberals with their ranewed :

lntcrest in the humanity of Christ. ' ; )

Once 1t has been asserted that in Chrlst there are two naturea
each with 1t s propertiee) there is ;nvolved the question of the
relation»ﬁetween them 1n the'one Pérson. Hare we encounter
difficulty, for 1n the ooming of Jesus Christ we have eomething

unique, amd becauae of its uniqueness we ave bound to acknowledpe

" that the psydholopy of the God-Man liss bYeyond human eemnrehenaion.

Is it then possible to go further than the plain s tatement of the
paradox ﬁhat'qeaua Chrigt, Himself one Person; is yet both God and

'Man?-.Botn'Alexandrians and Antiochénes-attempted to go‘beyqnd the

plain statement, and vo muat briefly cansider‘how far the}r'
Chrietologioal ‘adventure is'. Justlfied by results. | |

Gyril for example, (Sellers, 92.01 . pp 84 ff£.) insists that
Jesus Christ is one Person, but that in that one Persen are the
two'elbmenta of_Godhegd'and Mahhoqd. ' The Logos is the same person
both before and after the incarnation. He who'exieted ' :&nxQ'(oS

1s now (though without any change in respect. o_f_'Hi,;s dlvine being)
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GEGHCKMAVEVOG .. The union of Godhead And’manhood 1s hypostaticf 4
s a "personal" union which has its centra in the Logos Himself.
The Logos made man ts_one-prosogon. »Cyril lays down that it musf
be sald that "God" suffefed;- qtherwise, if 1t ﬁas not fha'Ldgos, |
_ as He had become man'through making Hig—oﬁﬁ'a'paséible.flesh, who
suffared,"theﬂ a man - anotheb beside the Logos - must have-guffénad:
iand no mere man can be the Saviour of“the world. . He flatly rejects

'the notion that gome of the aetlons amﬂ saylnge 1n tha Gospele shoul(
be attributed to the Logos, and otherq to a manhoo& reqarded as,

C havlng a prosopon alongqide ‘that of the Logoa. All are the.actions

and ssyings of the God uho hag became man.
_ : Jesua=Chriat is’ "Qne“ but He is "One out of two."! ‘Using
ousia in the sense of éubaiantia, Gyril holds that the inoarnate
Logos 18 %the one and sole Chriat 6u£ of two and differént nathfesi“
using hxgostaal in the same geneﬁic sense, he aéys, that-thére-hae
;been "a coming toge her of things or hynostases.“ These two
elements, Cyril insiats, remain without confusion in the union, and
are to be recognlzqd“ as dletinct: Christ is'a theandric person,
whose activity is also-theandrlc.; But i% hés to be confessed that
Cyril does .not work out the ?elaéion_between.Godhead and mgnh96d~
in their union in one Person. 'He says ;hat:fhe Ldgpé~has added to
Hls-eteﬁnal ﬁeinp this - that He hasfdnaefgoné-“a-voluntary el f=
emntylng“ through becnming man for man'e aalvation. |

Cyril was not the firat theolopian to toy*wiﬁh the Pauline
cencept of a divine aalf-emptying. Origen had sald; ™Je are lost

in deepest amazement that such a nra—eminent nature ehould have

divested itself of its condition of maJesty and become man". * Such
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eeiféemptying_Waa-nécGSﬂary 1f God was to be aeen.by'mdn, and he

firdt makes uéefpf the theory 1n'order to explailn how the Logos could

_ become a speéohless'aﬁd ignorant child. But as Raven iApollinarihnim

pp.28 ff.) points out, hthe self—liﬁltatlon is not a permanent
condition of the 1ncarnate,11fe", but "an'act_ao tranaient'aé to last
only until the end of Christ's adolésoenge". | Whén Athaﬁasius says
of our Lord's ekpresnioniof ignorénée that.Hé sald fhia-"that |

1gndraneé might be the Son's.when He was born of man", his meaning

' seems tplbe that since "ignorance s proﬁer,to'man“, and the Logos

" has become man, the Logos qélincarnate vas ignorant. Agalil he says,

"when the Logos came in His own body He was conformed to our

oonditions", and one may surely see the germ of the conceptlion that

' the Logos - to use Hllary'a word - "tempere&" Hisa powera that there

might be a real incarnation. Much more explicit is Apollina ius who

state_ré as 2 principle that lncarn'ation le gelf-emptying, O'olc_v(ums‘
/

K&vuwa S o” ﬁe declares that tho sufrering of Ghrist "nn*y

appears 1h'pfoportion to the reatraint and withdraWal of yhe,divine '

willh (ep. the "quiescenoe“'of the Word in Iranaeqé): for example,’

in the matter of our lord's fasﬁihg, Wihen the Godhead with 1ts

. ocapacity for superiority to want acted in combination, the hunger

wés appeassd: when it dld'not smploy its capacity to resiat the

feeling of want, Hisé hunger inoreased". (Raven, Op.oit. pp.203 f£f.)

: Apdllinariua had the.cbnoeption-of a.continuoue’procées of voluntary

ﬂe'lfﬂempwlnm and "the self-emptying revealed Him Who emptied
Himself to be not man but the’ Son of men, by way of llmitatlon, not

of change". In the one Christ there are two aeparate spheres of
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aetidn, the one limited, hhe'other iimiflean. But neither
Apo111nar1us nor Aﬁhanas:us carrled out to the full the 1mp110at10ns
of the concept. ' '

-Gyril, however, takes the theorv a stage further. The self-
ptylnp of the lLogos, who in His divine being cannot suffer any
ochange; . 18 to do and to say what is human through the economie union
with the_flesh. "He aggerts that the logos "went through the laws
of human nature“_and,?al@owed" thp humanity te fulfil 1ts own
‘ﬁeasurésa "He permitted the measures of fhe manhood to prevail over
HimgelfV., fl!id;(e( Sci ()8\/ O?I(OVO\;lli(J:Q oIt T;\Q azue‘('u'ﬁg'ffi'_i'og'v(_-(l’(o|(.
@$éﬁm§.16 K@u@k. But, as,ﬁrupe (The Humiliation of_Chﬁist, pp 54 & 366
ff.) haa proved, Cyril "pestricts the reign of law to the material
sphere,‘excluding it from the 1nteilectyal and moral'. VWhile he
does not nesitate to epesk of a physical, he will not go 80 far as
ttd poslt a moral andwintéllectuél growth:' the growth in w;édom is
not real, but apparent, “a ho1d1ne back, or‘concealﬁent, of wisdom-
exiasting in psrfection from the firgt, out of regpect to the
physicel lawh, Seemingly Cyril is intent upcn maklnq the |
redemption BUre, belteving thut this could only be if the Logos had
uﬂreme centrol over the mqnhood. But in his @edlre to greserve the
reallity of reﬁemption, Cyril, Iika_Athandsiua, and 1n_a-&irrerent
way Apellinérius, sacrifices the reslity of the ﬁanhonﬁ; He
- allows no real 1nyar¢'ponflict. Tné Repregentative Mﬁn, Christ.
ceftgihly-ie: but hapdly_eneﬁwhoﬁa marhood. can be.salﬂ to be.
1ﬁﬁxqiﬂua1 (.8, “veél“ in the only aensé that we understand real

humanity),'if,as goon as-temptation arises the Logos stapg-in'and



uses His power to quash the human 1mpulse. In common with his

predeceeeore in the school of Alexandria, Oyrjl upheld the principle

. of the totue home in sccordance with the conviction that "that

whioh waa ot taken was not redeemed" In commen with them also,

_and in virtue of the Platonie tradition in which they had been

brought up, Cyril ias inclined to emphasize the abstract rather than

‘the .concrete. Had he developed the doctrine of the Lord's full

individual nanhood he would have been compalled to poeit ths

-complete aelf-emptying of the Lepne. That he was prepared te admit
-8 measure of eelf—limitation vy the Logoe in reqpact ef the powers
-'which are Hie by nature if He vas 1ndeed to become man, wo have

_alneady seen. But thé metaphysical degma of . the immutability of .

the Logos, and the habit of abstract. thought, “was -too'atmng an
hfluehcé! in epite of himself Gyril could not conoeive it
poesible for the Logos really to permit the measures’ or manheod to

prevail over Himself witheut Hig therehy oeaeing to be eseentia]ly

- and i&entically the. Logoa. g The Cyrilline school, by requiring

. a8 eubJect of manhood the Logoe coneeived as unlimited muet end by

deifying the humanity at the cost of ‘what is proper to man, or by

- teaching a semi-docetlc conceptien of 1t as a mere vell or

iuetrument of Godhead. Manhood 1s a vell between Ged and man -
rather than the very proper nature of the Incarnate in Hie

mediatorial action Godward, and manward - The manhood of Christ

-oannqt be an efficient medium of the manifestatlon of the unlimited

Godhead, and, at the same fime,‘an adequete-repreeentatiOn'beferé

. God of our weak amd limited manhood.
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It was this othegwiée admlrable'dbctrinal’efrdcture which was .
accepted by'thé Church 59 the orthodox’expregaion_of 1tg:beliéf;'
' when Nestoflus was condemned at Rome;and at Ephéaus,,Judgemént5was
 1n Eoth cases based on'byril‘s view of the incarnation, ;nd! Whatfis
moge.éignlflcant, on Cyril's.view of what Nestorius meant by his
tqaohlng.'.in-reognf years, however, newlinterest haé been'ehOWn by
goholars in the writinge of Nestorius, and Sellers has done a great
"aervicé to'thé'cause'of Christoloéy'by his ra-exaM1nat1¢n of thé
. whole Ahtioohehe posiﬁiop, -He élgims that'fumdamentally the gohool
of Antieub'was conc erned to establish the same two Christologloal |
. priﬁoiples which were émphasized by the sého&l‘of Aiexandria; but
that, be1ng Afiétotelian rather fhan'Plétoﬁic‘in oﬁtlopk,'they'wefe
partlbularly interesﬁeﬁ in man as a :réé agent,‘and were at greatér”
ﬁains to preserve the;realiﬁy.of Christ's manhood. - o

. The. Logoa, states Neetorius, takes man's fallen nature upon
| Hlm to renew in man the divine image which was Hie at the first._
i Emphasizing the faot that the Logoa “took" ( )\«(&wv Phil.2. v.7 )
human nature, he asserts that the 1ncarnatlon brought about no

lohange in the Godhead whlch is lmmutable and 1nvar1ab1e. The union
of Godhead and manhood in Jesus Christ is voluntary and personal
because the Logos Himgelf has been wllling to take the body.and the
rational -soul. The two natufes" have been combined 1n'one prosopdn“:
the Logo- has so assumed Hia manhood that there 1s constituted one
Progopon, one Peraon of Him who asnumad and of that which was '
>aaaeumed: agaln and again Nestorius insists that hia 1s QLE the '

-

dootrine of two sons.
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On ﬁhe other hand the Antiochene teaches that Christ ﬁaa- |

" tried to the uttermoat throughout His life, but by being 1mp1101t1y

obedlent to the w111 of the Logos, brought about man's salvation

[N

J whioh vas dependent upon such perfeot obedlence. "Although-He had

all these. things which appertain to our nature, anger, concuplscence
and thoughts, and although they 1ncreased with the propress and

1noreaae of every age, He 8tood firm An thoughts of obedience".

Bazaar of Heracleldes, p. 63. (Quated Sellers, Op.clt p. 139, )

How then dqes Nastoriue oonoelve of the relationa of the manhood

_and the Godhead in the one Christ g0 that the moral struggle of
-Ohrigt thus asserted is.shown to be real?

‘While affirming that Jesus Christ 1s one prosopon as & result

of the unlon - one persgon 1n whom the two ousiai of manhood and

@bdhead are brought together - he alsn expreaaly aeaerts that each -

“ousia hae 1ts own Erosogon.v Hence the acéusation of Cyril that.

Nestorius was teaching two sons. But whereas the Alexanarlans-ﬁse

* prosopon only in the technical sense of ‘'person', the Antiochenes

eay that every real thing has its prosopon. For them, ousia

signifies “that which exlste". The prosopon of an ousia can mean

either its ‘appearance’, or 'the individual peculiarities of a -

‘being', or ‘the personage* which haa the appearance and the

individual péculiarity. Hypostaeis they uge. ‘almost exclusively in

1ts root meanlng of. 'undarlying existence' ~Thus when they ‘gpeak’
of there belng in Jesus Christ two hypostaees, and that eaoh of the

two_ouqla; has 1ta proeopon, they are qlmply.seek;ng,to underline

" the reality of the two natures. Nestorius is firm on the point



"
>

that the union has been. set up tbﬁougﬁ the action of the Logos in
unlting manhood- to Himself: . the incarnetion oonsists in the
igiving and taking" of the prosopa - the 1ndividual peculiarities -
of aiviniﬁy and humanity. The .logos "takes" the prosopon of the
manhnba,lcr “the Man', as His proscpon, and'“g;ves# Hie divine

- 'prosopon to the'ménhOOd;_ The LogQé'ﬁimaeLf'pefforme boﬁh aétiona,
"The Ant;oehgnes?may #eject G&ril‘é hypoétatic snd natural union =
because-taking.hypoataeiﬁ‘and-natura‘iq thiq-cbnnenﬁlpn in the
-éense of subsgtantia, they'are convinced that such expressions must 
_mean ‘that, a8 & result of the unlon, the human nature hag been
transformnd into the dlv*ne substantia of Jesus Ohrist - but it
geens clear that tbey would upholu the very game truth which their
opnonents wore upholdlng, ngmely, that in Jesus Christ the Logos .
has tpersonallyt united manhood to Himaelf" (Sellerﬂ, Op:oit. p.
153 ) Nevertheless, 1% cannot be said that Sellers has entire]y

e It TR

vindlgatad NesuOfius' Lhrintology as an 1ntelTip1blc dootrine .of .

P

one Person. For ‘when in other paasa?es he gives his own paraphraae
of AHEIoehene doctrine 1t 1s aiffioult to esoape the conclusion
that he seems te bhe commendinb a beliaf that the SOn of God dasd -

K not unlte to Himself a humanity personal only in: Himself ‘but chosge
a Man to be His 1natrum9nt. €8s "It is fundamental to their
doctrine that this Man is the choeen One of CGod, foreordained .as
the instrument of the Logos as He comes down to.rautore the humahn
race; and that in Him, as the Chesen One, the: Logos dwells from
'.the first." (Op.oit. p.130. op: pp. 154, 265,)

Like the A%exandriapa, the Antiochenes also uphold the
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reslity of Ghriaﬁ*é-divine ﬁgﬁufe becauéeithey are,movéd'(ﬁhnﬁghf-
lesw e_xpnc;ttiy) by-the thought that if men' s $o be redeemed there
ie need of tﬁé éiviﬁe‘naﬁﬁre‘to fulf&ljits'paff in effecting the
redemption. For the a&me-reasqn ﬁhe& oppose. the Apollingrian
"doctrine. that the Logos took the place of the human soul in Christ,
since fhat doctrine robe?the.ﬁanhooﬁ of ifé reailty, gnd if this is
not real therb is not- that ¢bnquegf‘0ver eln which must be seen Af -
- man's radempﬁiop'ia tb'be brought aﬁoui;-.-~ mestbriﬁs insiéﬁs thet

- the wi1ll and the-inteiligenee, Which are parh.of the nature of
hnmanity,,yeré aoﬁi@e,in Jesus Christ. Thus the manhoed hag its
prosopon, lte individualitys the manhood 1s utterly rea;,
'noasésslng the‘facﬁlty of eelf-determlnation. If man is to bé'
redeemed , 'ths Mant assumed, as he pasues from trial o trial must'
.be ever at one with the divine Logoa in purpose ard will. ..

-No aoubt this greater emphasis on tho reality of the
manhood is partly due,to the eiforts of tbe Antlochenes to reJect
Butychinniom, Jjust as the Alexandrlans emphasize the unity of
chtist 8 Person in their @eterm;nation to defend the falth againgt
wnat-they dub ﬁhe 'Nestorian'-errbrq"ﬁut fgndamentallyi.alléwing'
for'@ifferenoe:dffemﬁhaéia; both are eager-td maintain, in prindiple
at 1eaet{ the Indivldualipy-éf:the tuman element 1n1§ébus: \whAt is
explieii 16 Nestorius 1e certainly implicit in Cyril”n vhole positio:
" The tragedy is that neilther carried this prinolple to its logical
conclusion in respect of the relation between the Logos an& His real
lthumanlty- The Antiochenes affimm;clearly that in the union thq .

manhood of Jecus Ghriat'pessasqes the-1ndi§1&udl’oharaoteriéticé and
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functions of a free'agen; - though always in accordance with the

'w111'or the Logos = but’they do not expléin’what 1s,1nvq1ved.for'

the Logos in thus ziving His.prosopon to.the humanity and taking to

" Himself the prosopon of the humanity; While, with Cyril, Nestorius

seems to perceive that a real incarnation necessitaﬁeslthat tﬁe'
Logos shall Pestrain Himgelf in the exerclise of His divine powers
and functiana'so.gs‘to bgiable to conform to human conditions, he .
doas not examine the 1m§110ation9 of“spch a principlé. By_sﬁeaging'
as he does of;phe pranbferenee.of prosopa it:waulq seem that he
means that the Logos, while_rémainlﬁg’dod 1ﬁ all things, bedaméa
‘that which the Man i8', and &ﬁéa'noth;ng-iaﬁar% from the human

: hnmillationf; . He uses the analogy of thé'king.who wishes to :

condescend and to becoﬁe-oné of the soldiers, laying aside the

purple of royalty and putting on the equipment of soldiers, thua

concealing himself and talking to them on equal terms. Bﬁg”?.;

| Nestorius no more than Cyril made any Peal attempt to follow through

this line of thought. "Had he done so he would no doubt have avoided
the aoccusatlion of tgaehing two.sons, only to be acousad. of naking

God mutable, Neetbrius, 1ike C&ril thought of God too much .after

'the manner of the Greek philosophers. Thay could ﬂét_conceive-ai
& divine act of self-saorifice and self-limitation which d1d not
. make God less than-God; Neither school succeeded in speaking of

God in terms of love, and neither school gave real place in 1ts
chrlstology to the faot of- the divine condesoension.

Nevertheleas cyril-and_Neatorius do throw out

_euggéatlons for a new line of approach to the problem of the
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Pergon of Ghrist. Oyril'a insistence that 1n Christ there is a
-gingle personal life 1s supremely 1mportant: important also isg
TNestorius- teaching of. the 1nd1v1dua11ty of Chrlét rA man, Hlg
power of.aelfqdetermingtiﬁn end. the real moral struggle and
ovedience. DBy taking the human‘raﬁger than the divine in Christ aé
| atartlng point; and asking what are "the meapures of Hls manhood“
and vhat 18 involved in the "human humiliation’) it may Ye possible
to safeguard ‘the complete reality of Chpist's ‘buman historical 1ife ]
“ together with the truth that neverfheleés it was God who was in -
Ghriat_réconciling the world to Himeelf. 1In the next phaptef we
shall examine how far the atteﬁpt to rgaoﬁ a doctrine of Christ's

Perason glong these lines has béen suocessful.

wif'
Sec LJ L,!-.A..
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. CHAPTER III ~ a

. ORTHODOXY RE—STATED

The need for a restatement of what the Church belleves about |

the person of Jesus Chriat is first seen most clearly by Martin
. Luther. In the vivid phrase of Maokintoéh, "new ;houghts of dhriat
.. are strugglihg in Luther with old forms". Hlsﬂgfeat contribution
to -the deveiopment'of Chriatelogy was'thaf:he firtﬁally rediscovered
the historic Savlour, WMOIfedeehs sinful men by déawlﬂé them into
_ union with His own wondroua Person as disclosed in the New Testament
For him, as for S5t, Paul there is an 1ndissolub1e ‘bond between the
ﬁerson of the Redeemer and Hls redeeming werk._ The Person and the
off;ce are an organic unity, and to understand'Christ‘we must begin
by-getting to knéw His hum&n llfe. In the daya'of earth He was no
almighty man. "ﬁe ate, drank, slept, and waked; wae wearj; sad,
bebu;.; wept, laughed; was hungry, thirsty, co’ld;_ sweated, talked,
worked, prayed.“ " Luther eould not make Him tdo humén:f yet,’
neverthele-s, ‘he saw alao that 1t was fatal- to make Him merely
human. "1e Delty be wanting in Chriast®, he writed, "there 13 no
help or deliveranoe for us against God's anger and Judgment“°7 and
again, "if 1t could no; be held that God died for us but only-a
man, then-we are lost" The keystone of Luthar'e Ghrlstology ‘was
that none other than God ocould avall to atone for human sin. Yet
he never oeased to insist that to talk of the mere Juxtapoeitlon of
abdheaﬁ and inanhood was véluelesa: for him, as for Hermann, the |
experience of the man who finds in Christ the saving presence of

very God is “not 8o much expressed as conoealed by the formula

that combines a Uivine nature with -the human nature of Jesus'.
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(Quoted Mackintosh "The Pergon of Jesus Chr;st."_p.é}G.)

To the preeent day the Church 1s occupled with the problem
in all essentlals as 1t vas stated by Luther., He offered no ..
solutlon himself but 1t 19 significant of, hls 1mportanoe that not-
only the kenotic theorists, but also such widely differing
Ghristologians as the leeral Protestants and Brunner are all deeply
influenced by his teachlng. What he preached passionately, was-
the unity of Christ and God: we must not, he aaid,;make‘“a Christ .
apart by Himself and a God apart by Himself"; the two natures are
so united that they cannot really be looked at separately. By
placing. emphasis upon the unity of ‘Christ as seen in the Goapels,
Luther ohanged the direction of Chrintologioal enquiry. No longer
..wae the questlon, "How oan two naturea .80 different an divlnlty and'n
humanity be comblned in one Peraon?" but rather° YWhat 1a the -
relation in the one Person Jesus Ghriat between the Dlvine ocontent
of Hlea belng and the specific form 1t assumed ‘An Him of a perfectly'
revealing human consciousnesa?" That ig the emphasis in Brunner
every bit as much a8 in the Kenotists, ’

It s with these 1last mentioned theologlana that this- easay'

is qoncerqed They can almost be sald to carry.on wherse Luther
laft qrf,( Their's is the attempt tp'find a solut;on to Luther'es
dilemma by means of a reutﬁtement of 6fthodoxy, in distinction,
that 18 to say, from fhe_revolt-égainst erthodoxy which
characterized the1£ Liberal;contemporariea. The fact that their
theorieslcame to be styled "kendtlet, from the passage in
"Philipplans which figured pnom;nentiy 1n’the diééuspion, mist not

\
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be taken as 1Eply1ng that the truth in this mtter reste on a
partieulab.eXegaeie”of this single passage. Like most nicknames
this one'oﬁij-exﬁreéaes a half-truth. 'Fu}-while undoubtediy the.
theory d1d eeck "to do Juatioe to the truth that the Incarnatlon
ef the Bon involved & real gelf-limitation of His Divine mode of

existence-, and aleo in affect did throw "into strong relief the

" exceeding greatness of the step downward taken by the Son of God

-when for our sakes,though rich He became poor", 80 that Mackintoa

can say that this was "the profoundest mottve operating An the -
kénotic thedries“" yet the chief motive was the more general one

of seeking to restate the central dogma of the Ghrlstian faith 4n

a manner more in keeping with the New Tegtament and less obnoxious

to madern.mindeﬁthén the Chalcedonian formula.
The'germé of what wés'latar to blossow forth as & kenotic

theory are to be found among both Lutheran -and Réformed‘divlﬁ%sl

The former,;draW1ng a sharp distinotion between 1ncarnation.and

humiliation, held that the subject of humiliation or se1f.emptying

.18 not thé Logos, for in becoming man the Logos surrendered

nothing of His Divine Majesty.  "The subject of humiliation is

.the God-man in respect of His human nﬁture;' and for Him

humiligtion consisted solely in this, that while retaining
poeseasion'éf'the Divine qualitles conveyed to His humanity by
i1ts union with the Logos, He yet made no habitual use of them.

. He usually diepensed with them, and only at times did His reel

power flash through the vell". (Mackintosh, Ibid. p,242). The
Reformed divines held that: the subject of humiliation in Phil.2.
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18 not the incarmate Godaman, btut the pre-incarnate SQn;_ and for

the apostle's mind humiliation iz simply thg_inégrnatiqn.

A more expliclt forecast of the moflern idea of lksnosis was
made by Zinzendorf, (01750), the founder of the Moravian bretherhooa
It was the rel:gioue rather than the ecientlflo interest whioh

appealed to him, and probably no othar: writev has ahown sush.

‘eloquence and eytravaganoe in nroclaimlng L thnrnughaolng kenosin

a8 .the qlorificatlan of dtvine love. _ For hinm the gregtest thlng‘iﬁ_
thevﬁaviour was not His Godhead, or His MaJeaty, or His mtrac]esll
but His becoming freély 80 11tt1ﬂ¢; While never cessing to be 'God,
Jesus wap in all matters to be considered 28 a simple man! alllour-
comfort ia to be derivad fram»Hin humanity, viewed not only aé'like
ue 1n_;te weaknems; but és_oharaoﬁerized by a maximum of weakness,
éo that tﬁé-moat.m&serahle'areafure-éan th%nk éf.bhriat a8. veakey -
than himeelf, - In oarrying His gelf-emptying so far, He but
glorified His love. As’ Dorner recognizéd; ﬁhin'religioqs trait has
always been a &ominant~charaoﬁeristio of the theory of which
Zinzendorf may be regarded as the meédlaﬂe forefunner.: This desire
to oconceive the divine Love as having become as like to, as
intimately nnited-wlth, man as possible; ﬁhﬁoﬁbtedly'represents a
truth rundamentaifto the revalatioﬂ of God in Christ: the writer
of Hebrews had racogniied it, and 5t, Francis pf.Aséinl gave
cohorete expraaaian to 1t, | o . g

"It was near]y a8 hunﬁred years: ]aner that ﬁhls thought of

‘Zinzendorf'a flrsb reoasved eoientiflc treatment aa a Christologleal

axion, and it remaina to. fhls day nrobab]y the mo-t Amportant single

oontrlbution to the development of Chrigtology in modern times,
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The oonsiderable 11terature rhieh vas wrltten round this subject
in Germany in the laet century, whille. influenced by oontemporary
‘phllosophlcal and acientific thought received an additional 1mpetue
from a_proJeeted.rennion_of,the two great branches of the German
.Proteetenb Church. The deeire te thrash out theologloal
differences 1n_the hepe of attaining to - a meaaere of'ggreement not
uﬁexﬁectedlylled to very coneidereble'dieoueeion regardlns the
Pereen of Ghrist and the Chrietology of kenosis was effered to the -
_werld as a union Chrlstology. |

It 19 nelther neceaear& nor ueeful in: ﬁhls eeeay to do more
‘than eummarize the main oharacteristice of the continental
' Kenotiete. The laborioue task of classifying and examining the
multltude of forms 1n which the ﬁheory hae been put forward has
been performed with care and exactltude by Dr., A.D. Bruoe in his

cpmpendioue volume, “The Humiliation of Christ". It is to this

writer more than to any ether that the majority of Ehglieh
theologiane.haqe turned for a knoeLedge of this Chrietelo@iealx

development. Bruce observes that the forms which the new- theory

' assumes in the hande of 1te exponents are scarcely leea'ﬁuﬁereue-

"than the exponents themselvee. It 18 An coneequenee a tribute to
his patient etudv that he has been able to elaseify them under four
maln types. o

A. Modern Centlnental Theorles'of Kenosis.

1. Thomasius of Erlangen (Beitrgge zur klrchlichen christologie

1045 2 chr -61_..' o !

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

1at1_Pereon und WerkIIB-

We find in Themaeine nrinc*p]eg which are fundamental to the
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. kenotie standpotnt,'gnd rémgin, with. indlvidual variations of

interpretation, characteristic of all forms of the theory. One

and alllprocaed upon orthodox ssaumntions as to the'Trinity and

the two natures present in the One Person of our Lord, fhey seek

to éocure 5 conviction that'fhe aﬁbJect of the experience of the

central Figure of the Goapels is, as 1n the traﬁltlonal eeheme,

1dentlcally tha Eternal Yord, the Second Peraon in the Trinity, .

' and,; at the sane *1me, to do Justlce to the regllity of the human

exnerience of Jeaus in ite locsl and temporel setting, while yet

\ avo!dinq thb sveminv unreality of the treditional formula. One

and all agree that thls Second Pargon of the Trlnity, by a suspen-
alon.or reatrirtien of His ﬂivsne a”tivlties, reﬁused Himgelf

within the lim*ts and ccnﬁltiena of a truly human experience,

'tharaby revealing the amazing love of God.

Thomasius-cmnten&s that incarnztion Lg for the Son of God,
neceaaarlly,'aelrglimitétidn, selfwamétying, not indeed of that -
which is osaential te Delty in order to be God, but of the divina‘
manner of eitletence, and of the 4ivine gléry which He had from the
beginning with the_Fathaf, end which He_manifeéfeq or erxercised in

governing the world. The Son of God continues to be Himself, yet,

having undsrgone kenosie,ﬂe 13 at the same time the subject of a ;

human QXperiencga- Christ 18 the man who ie¢ God, Cod is not .

&eatroye&'by-ﬁglfplimiﬁaﬁion,'fcr-galfellmitaticn is an act of wiil;

- not nagat;on, but rsther affirmation of exietence. Love was the

m@tiveséf'xhe inesrnation, and lové le the sole measure of its

“depth,. But, moreover, the humanity of Chriet remalns intact aleo.

Chrigt made Himself the Ego of a human individual, and -is oonsclous


http://ke.noBi8.H0

37,

--of belng limited in nature, possesaing both a aoul and a body

having the same contents and the same conditions as ours.
The ocrucial question as to the relation of the Logos

indarnate and the Logos as sustainer of creation Thomasius answers

*by drawving a diétlnotion between the divine attributes. . Some are

'regarded as esaential, some as. relative. Omnipotenoe, omnilclence

and omnipresence are concelved as relatlve attrlbutea of God,
expressive of His relation to the world which He has made;
attributea with which God can part and yet be God. During His

earthlyfstate the Redeemer is neither_almlghty,'nor omniscient, nor.

omnipresent. But all. the essential attributes of Delty are

.retalned by the incarnate Logos; absolute power,.abaoiute truth,

abasolute holiness and love. Far from losing these, the Son of God -
antefed into a state in ﬁhich He had an.opportunitj of revealing
them. The humiliation of Christ was revelation as well as kenosis,

2. Gess. (ﬁie Léhre-von der;Peraon Chr;gti,quel. 1856;)

Gess differs from Thomaslus in the more radical kenogis which
he assumes to have taken place, He does not hesitate to olaim that
the incarnation affected the 1nternal relations of the Trinity.

bor the Son,.the incarnation involved a suapension of the influx of

.the eternal 11:9 of the Father into the Son. He spffered the

extinotlon of His eternal selféconeclousnesq, to regain 1t again

.only after many months ae a human, gradually developing, variable

consclousness. For incarnation involved the loss of the eslentlal,

‘1mmanent‘attr;hutes of Deity in addition to those. which Thomasius

distinguished as purely relative to the divine ebono@y& The flesh

A
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became a determining power for the Logos as Lt 1 for the ordlnary
human . aoul. Thus the aalf—depotantiation 1s abasolute: the‘Logos
reduoee Himself to the gern of da human soul", The only difference
between the Logos and a human soul g, that He became human by
vpluntary kenosis, while an ordinary human soul derives its
" existence from a ofeatiye act. Heanwhile the coamio fﬁpctions of
'the-gon are perfermed by the Father &ho now enters into-d;réctk
relation to the world, and Himself exefciees the functions 9r
Creator an& Pregerver, which He c'cpmmorily exercisea through th‘éf‘
| mediation of the Worﬂ. e
3. Ebrard, (Christllohe Do matik.,

This writer agrees with Gess that the Logoa in undergolng
.ingarpatlon begame_a humen ;;fe-centre, & human soul. ?ut in
opposition to desa he’&enies,thaﬁ His self-reduction 1nyolved-a-
.depotentiatloh of the_Logoa; The Bon of CGod 15 becoﬁlng man undere

went not e loss} but a disafise df Hiﬂ divinlty in the sense that

tha divine properties, while ratalned were possessed by the God-man
only in the time~form appropriate to a human mnde of- existence.
Wnile’ aeoepting thp Chalcedonlan formula, Ebrard oontﬂnda that the
two natures are not to be considered as two "thlngs" _ The human
nature is a manner, or form, of beinga Christ is the Eternal Son of
God entered into a'time-forﬁ of, exlatence, pogaéseing the ethiogl.
and metaphysical attributéa.pf God (i.e. God's esaence) }n g-f1n1te
form of appearance. .Tﬁebdivine nature and the hu@aﬁ nature stand
relatéd to each other as esaence and rorm.‘ The divine-atﬁribqtes

.-remaln in an applied form, and in that form they are truly hﬁman,'
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Applied omnipotence 1s simply the dominion of the apirit over
nature, which belongs to the idea of mgn. ‘Applied omnisclence 1s
_the dominlon of the Bpirit aver the objects'cf knowledge, to which
man was orlgihally-éesﬁined. Applied omnipresence, the power to be
Whére one wllls, is simply the dominion of the Spirit o#er.ﬁhe-:

| nhtﬁral-bo&y which man was designed to attain: the body }n‘its
Vuitimaté ldea being not. a foreign burden subject to elementery
”influenées, but a fgeé pro Jection of ‘the sﬁql_in space. fe1easéd
from”éllisﬁbjeetron to the elements, to deaﬁh, to the laws of
gravity, | | ,
. For Ebrard thetin&qrnatiqn‘seems to.acnélat-lp the
exchange of the eéiernal for the time-form of’ exigtence, But he does"

‘not grapple with the quustlon -whe thexr the oonscteus peraonal

identity of the Logoe can survive the change from tha eternal to

Tthe-time-form of eﬁistencez And beyond this Bruce finde him
extremelﬁ dgifficult to hnderstanﬁ; 'rorvin.much that he saysg he
. seems to suggest that the eternity form did not cease to exist)

rather the time-form of existence was added. to the etarnity form.

4. Martenaen. (bie christliehe Dogmatlk Deutsche Autgabe
Berlin, 185 ) S _ o '
| The distinpguishing feature of the doctrine as put forward by
thia Dantsh’ theologian 1s ‘the bellef in a real yet only relative,
kenosis of the Etgrnal Logos. The Loges 1s not wholly involved
within the incarnaticn. The Yord bécame flesh, ‘but 4id not cease
to exlst in Hisg general world-revelation.' Qua incarnate-the Lagosv

ponseaaaa'Hls Godhicad in- the limited forms of human consclousnesss

but as the omnipresent Logos, the Son of God continues to shine
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- through the whole-oreation. Martensen ¢learly teaches fbhe;t'the i.ogoe
“Leads a double life. Hov th;a duglity in the-life éf‘the Logos 1is
_to be reconciled with the unity of His Personality, Martensem does
not explain. He seems to have praferfed to regard the prodblem és'a
mystery, convinced on the one hand thst ths kenosis was &n 1ndubi tabls
Beripture doctrine and historicel fzot} concluding on fhe & they
ﬁand that the eontinueg activity of the ﬁﬁrldusuatainingghégoé was
An'obvioue”cqrollary from Hig dlastinctive funotion aé'the Hediator
and Refaﬁler in relation to the universe.. These two truthe he holds.
in tenaion, not conaidérlng'himself bound, or able, to reconcile them,
Broedly spesking, subsequent theologlens of the kénotic |
persuas;an,can=beiclaaﬁified under theselﬁbur headlnga,.ﬁnough of
Jcourée there 1s a wide variety or.intérpretatidn of diesputable poinﬁs.
2 326-33; 1861.)and
Kahnis (Die 1ehre hpilepen Gelste) follow- Thomaaiun. Gaupp'(nie-

Delltzach (8 stemldér>b1bjiéohen Ps ohélo'ie

Union. 1847), Godet (oommentaara gur l'lvamzllv as S.,.int Jean)1864)_

and (but with eome healtation) lLiebner, 1849, and Hoffmun (“er

Sehp;ftbaweia),belong to the Qesslan type@ Tbrard seems to have no

ffolxnwer:. Martgnseé‘can count Schébelein, 1851, on his side, and |
more important than him, Dr.. Charles Gore whose Christology has
marked affinitlies with that of the Dutchman, ) |
+ Mlmost a3 wide s variety'of objections have been ralsed both
. to the theory in general s, to partioular- expositlona of 1t. Soms
of these criticisms must be notlced at thigs noint,-, '

The atudy of thess early exponents of the theory 19 frankly

disappointing. On the whole they lose sight of thelr main intentlons



An & welter of inVOived.SPeculations about matters in the
supramundane sphere about which there is no evidence wha teaever,
The attempt of Thomasiue to diseriminate exaotly and aéademioélly

between those attributes of the Godhead which the Son gave up in

"His incarnation and thoge which He retained could not hope to

aurvive oritlclsm., Gess on the other hand, would geem convicted
of trithelem. They try to prove too much,

. An obvious weakness in those who. teach an absolute
kenosis arter the manner of Thohasiuslls that the Logos is
reduce&.to a state of helpleéq pésaiVity or impbtenoe; Thomasius
endeavours to meet the obJeetion by remarking ﬁhat”??ctenz“'
signifiea fulness ooncentrated in itself. But if this means that
the Potenz“ has power at. will to radiate forth, ﬁhen there 18 no
real depotentiatipn, a8 Ebrard consistently holds. ‘With Geas, -
howé?eé,.yheré ie no doubt that"Potenz' is practically eduivalent
to impotence. Thomagius virtuaily ﬁdmits this by repreeenting
the development of Christ‘agitakiﬁg place uﬁ@ér the guldaﬁcé%bf
the Holy Spirit. In cbnsequence the'Thomasian association of ‘the

depotentlated Logos with a human soul geems superfluous}

'acgording to Gess, the depotentiated Logos became a humgn soul,
but so bereft of His antecedents that His sinlesecness and

‘consclousness of personal identity are all but unaccountable.

A more ‘serious objection to this metaphyaical 1nterpreta-

tion of the kenosis is that there is a breach of continulty in the

- mind which gave rigse to the Incarnation. The love which moved

the Bon of God to become man would seem to have consumed 1tself
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- at one stroke, for 1t b X1 well-nigh Aimpossible to reoegnize ‘the

Second Person in the Trinity in the depotentlateﬁ Logos as ‘
oonc el ved by Thomaslus and Gess. The moral truth ‘of the dlvine
deacent is obliterated by metaphysioal necessity, and not only is

’noﬁhing galned, but the mos$ essential truth of all is lost.

Dorner rightly seized on this "unethical sacrifice of Himsels" as -
proof that the Kenotiats had overreached themselves. 'For if the
Logoh'haa given up His éternal-seif4consoioul Being,'where 18"H18
love during that time? Love without self-cenaclouaneas is an

1mpossib111ty“. (Doctrine of the Pereon of Christ. div. 11, vol. 111,

' p.253).

- Agaln,one obJect of the kenotlc theory: belng to resolve the
dualism of Gnaleeaon, 1t s Aifficult to see what has been ‘gained
by the mhnmaaban teathng that thare_are in Christ .two life:oantreé
the depotentiated Logos and the human gsoul. Even if the two life-

" gentres are sufficleﬁtly homogeneous to secure a unlty of self-

consciouaneéa,'lt is appdsite to ask' why two human soula to-dol
the work of One? .Gess certalnly avolds this dualism but only
to. fall into more grievous error._

Inoarnatlon as concelved by Gess virtually involves the _
annihilatien of the Logos: not only does it -involve 1oss,qf selfy

)

cbnéclousnees. but alao of the véry'charaoteriétics of God in

virtue of whioh alone He oan be said to be God. It was the death

whioh finally releaaed the Logos rrom the bondage of the fleen,
and somehow, from somewhere, the Logos recovered all that He had

given. up. _The most serious consequence of such'a theory 18 that

1t imperils the end of the imoarnation, that redemption of sinners
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for which it is 1ndlnpenaébie that the Redeemer Himsgelf should be
free from sin, Geaé-quitefcopelstently treats sin as a.reai
poesibilipy for Jesus; and while .claiming that the possibility
never became aﬁ'actuality, he'givea no good reasoﬁ for fhat.facta
Thomasius and Gess have erred by treating the doctrine ef
the Peraon of Christ primarily as a matter of being rather than of.
'Qgégg, Their!s is a metaphysieal, rather than an ethlcal
chriétologyf'_That it should be se 1s all the more agtenleﬁing in
view of the predoﬁtnantly ethical'emphasis both of 2 ?hilippians,
auprema .demons tration of the love or God in aotion. _But once they
have becone 1nvolved in a procesa_of metapnysipal speculation theiﬁ
thaeee'grow.wéfe and mere artifioial and in many feepeotb more
remote from the Mew Testament than the Fathors at Ghalcedon.-fz-
' Evidently an ethical realiuy cannot be expressed in metaphvaioal
categories, and the theory of an abaolute kenoaisvof the dlivine.
Logos, as expounded by'Thomaslua and Gess, 1s manlfestly unacceptatie
Ebra}d on the other hand isa euggestive; It 48 pfobably true

_‘to.éay that in fact his Chriat is a tert;um_quid‘-‘nelther God nor
man,. buﬁ'moro the former than the latter; But by'hlg idea of,fhe
Logoa 1ncarnate retaining His divine attributes tn an'app1ied'torm,
(L.e. in a form compatible with a truly human 11fe), he seeks to
'-aareguard the 1dentity of the Second Person in the Trinity with the
Chr;at of the Gospe;a, and he‘also hints at the idea that 1t ia
only in Christ that we see what human nature ic destined to be, énd-

is capable. of beceming. We must not -rﬁake our manhood the standard

by which to measure that of our Lord: we must attempt tp messure .
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ogf appreximation-to the etandard of true ﬁanhooé by refereﬁce to
Him. It 1e probably this truth whieh Ebrard was meaning to express
when he wrote that “applied omniscience is the dominlon of the
spirit o?er the objects e; keowledge to which man wasg originally
@estlned“g Bﬁt, at most;'it can onlj be- taken ae'auggestive-o? a
truth which e relevant to kenotic Gt-xrietoiog'y... Beyond that it 18
‘d1fficult to take Ebrard's as a‘eerleﬁe contribution, for, on
-exam;nation;'he eeems to ‘be playing wlth words in a way which
refiders them meaningless. -If our Lord posseased Fapplied
omnisoience", tﬁe power of knowing'this:or that secret et.wlll,
how 1s that attribute to be recohoiled with His prefeaeion of
_igﬁorance? Did Ghriet ee a dhlld_poeeeee,pmﬂlpotenoe and | .
emnlec;epee_applieable at will? Perhaps.the ohild possessed them
| uneoﬂselousiy._ But eurely'uncohecieus, unavilable power anﬁ_
knowledge oan only. mean 1mpotence and ignorance. Bruee £ind a the'
attempt of this writer to reconcile Patrietlc and Reformed |
Christo1og1ee nothing more than Ma oheracterietle display of
perveree ingenulty '

¥hen we come to Martenaen ve find a preeentatien of “the
theory whlch avoids moet of the obJectione to which, under the
forms already con-ldered 1t 1s liable. The incarnation coneiets'
1n a voluntary act by which the Logoe becomea a human life-oentre,,
without His power beeemlng exhausted in the act: moreover, to -
Whatever extent the lawe of physical nature have power over the
~ Logos, in that etate they have it by His own consent. But not
only does Martensen eseape those difficulties'which beset the
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'theory of an absolute metaphysical kenosis. his doctrlne seems
also to satlafy tne demand of the ethlcal kenosis a3 aug?ested by
the New Testament.- Ag we shall see more claar;y whgn we come to |
conslder'the Christblogy of.Dra Gﬁre, 1t'may well be that the
Logos hag & double life' one in the man Christ Jesus. oné as the
:world-governing, wnrld—illuminatlnp Logoa. At 1east it is a '-
poaaible working hypotheeis 1ntended to cover and account for all
the facts ef.our Lordfs hlstory, withcut creating more or greater
difficultiés than 1t eolves. Whatever may be. the diff&qultiéb.f
of copoeiving th;s'daublé life of the 8econd Pefson in the Trinity,
1t must be remembered that 1t is s problem which presents iteelf
in one form or another, to all who believefln-a real incarnation
at all.. Gertainly the kenotic theory as put forward by Martensen._
goes much furthar than any of the other typea that have been’
- reviewed %o prpvide an étnical and scriptural dootrine of the
Person of Christ. ‘ | . | -

In summary eoncluslon at tha point it may be qaid that
the Kenotiets have served the cause of Christology well in oallina
in question Lhe traditional axiom of the jmnutabllity of Godhead.
| By asking whe ther that which is . oommonly sald to be inconcelvable.
is.-80 in faet, they have .challeriged the tradit! onal orthodoxy at .
 1ts weakest point: - they have demanded that our eonceptlon of God
be Chrietlanized before we proceed to consider what ia 1nvalvaa‘
in the 1noarnatlon of the Son of Cod. Beconﬂly, they have
.brought in%o new relief the greaﬁ eth;eal truth that the

1ncarnatien, which proceede from the love of God, demonstratas

~
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that love most‘chierly in the divine humtliation'whlch incarnation
involved. Thirdly, they have insisted. ‘that no theorv which does
violence to the New Teetement conception of .Christ -can be acceptable
The New Testament spezka of ﬁiv;nity reveal.ed through humanity, not
Iof divinity and humanity side by ride. . The doétrlne of the ﬁelf—r
limitation of the Son 1plpht‘forward as a theory which 18 in line
vith the hlsforlcal év;dence; and.makes.tne.ﬁanhood of Christ a
reality and not a prefenéa{ qu‘ié the value of these three

oontrihitions 1ebaen6d by th@ faot thgt none of the theologlans we
‘,havq éo fer consldered hag beeﬁ éble-to put forwerd a theory'of’
aelf-linitation which 1s theologically saticfagtory. As has already
been sald, their chief fault was thelr attempt to. axprese an |
ath1051-truth in metaphyeiocal categnriee. Tne 1dent3tv and unity
of fhe Incarnate Ohrist vas mede o matter of ceneiderable doubt by
the very theologiens who met out to estah]lah thet unﬂty anﬂ
identity heyom a1l doubt. T '

‘But whatever theilr failure in the'réalm of sclentific
expositlion, &ll honcur is due to them for-insia*ing that
Ghristology must 80 Juetice both to the lave of God ana to the
real manhood of Jesus Chriast. ' N
| We turn now to consider how these high themes have been
| traated by theologiana of the kenotic achool 1n this country.
WV“/{ p///

'/%,/ »:'fg N
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B.'The,ehriétoldgykof dharleg Gore.
Lux Mundl.

Several British theologians have made the attempt to explaln
by a theory of kenosis how the Son of God could become truly man.,
we cannot do better than seleot Dr, Gore as a typical exponent of
thoee vlews. by an examlnation or his Chrletological posltion we
shall be able to see the main 1aaues clearly, to compare and
' contrast hls theses wlth those of other prominent theologiane of
“the same school} and to reach a general conclusion abont thq whole
theory. o |

~ The circumstances which initiated Gore's formulaticn of a
Chriétology were not &uapicidue. Had Goie set out to.formdlate a
dootrine of the Person of.Chr;ét 1n.rélétioh to the whole divine
purpose of redemption,-he wbuld no doubt_héve‘atarted'from gounder
premises, and would have reached more satisfactory ooncluslons;

As 1ﬁ'was, he found himself foréed~§o make a Christologioai stato= |
ment to bolster up certain contentions on a sbmewhqt‘subordinatg
issue. One cannot aveid the of}pioism that thevﬁhale»developmédt
of his Christological reaaonlng 1s to a large extent orippled by
.the inadequacy of his starting-off point,

N The key to Gore's Ohristological position is to be found 1n '
the edition of Essays published in 1889 under the title "Lux Munda",
In these essayé the aim of the writers was @0 demonstrate the

i Church's "power of witneaaing under changed conditions to the
'ca@hollc capaclty of her falth and 1ife". (_gggggg_lggg) Rapid
éﬁvances in sclentific method had led many to belleve that the
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foundations of the Chrigtian fa&thiweféishaken beyond repair, but
'Gore,;nﬂ his compsnions cet out to.“sucébur'& distresaed -falth
by endeavouring to bring the Christisn creed into 1te right .
'_ieiation to theumddérn gﬁawth of khowledge; sclent;fic;fhlstor1ca1
. eriticalt, (Preface 1890).‘ | B

Higher oriticism of the Old Testament bﬂoks asked for a
._changed view both of the clreumgtancea of thair cemposition and
.-of ﬁhe metbod by which they had reached thelr preaent form. Tha

\ 'Pentateuch could no longer be ascribeﬁ to the hand of Moses, hor.

"the -Psalms to the authorship of David.. That was the position of
the ¢ritics., On the otlier side were thosé who claimed that our

‘Lord*s own use of the 01d Testament books foreclosed such enquiry-

1ntd ordigins. It was in hie aftempf,.in-the eésa& on "The Holy

Spirit and-lnnpiratioh“; to reconcile the two\po§1t10nsfana to -

" ‘show that the authbrity of our Laéd wéé not at all-imperilled by
the conoluslons of - the higher oritios, that Gore “changed Lux

,Mundi from a declaratlon of ngh Chureh doctrlna 1nto an
acclesiaetical typhoon¥, (Preetige. Llfe of Charles CGore. p. 98)

In that essay (parts of which ‘were re-expressed 1nfthe fourth _
adiﬁibn-in order to make it clear that he was nof to be miaundér—
stood asg suggestlng owr Lord's falllblllty as & teaoher), ‘Gore
definitaly asserted that the Incarnatlon of the Son of God
“involved a 11m1tatlon of His divine-omnlsplence. In pak;ng nis
“olaim Gane:direotly opﬁésed.the=teﬁdﬁing of Liddon who, in his

_ Bampﬁon'Lectufeg of 1869, had as definitely gnhmvigbrousiy

' repudisted the gupposition that Jeéus of Nazareth could ever
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have made a-atatement';nvolving-limitatipn-of knowledge. With

reference to our.Lord's apparent ignorance of the-daxe of the day

“of Judpment, Lg&don says, "That Jesus was ever oompletely lqnorant

of aught elae, or that He was 1gnorant on this point at any other
time, are 1pfgrences for which we have no. warrant, and which we

make at owr peril', (Ljddon. The Dlvinity of our Lord and Saviour

- Jesus Christ, Ath ed: 1869 P.467).

it 1s not surprising that Gore's statement ralsed a storm.
He pleads with hls Opponants (Lux _Mundi: Pref.. to 10th ed, 1890)
to grant him leave to “defer to another 'occasion the fuller

discusaion'of.this 1mportgnt sub Ject in connection with the

" doctrine of the Person of Christ".-

What is curlous about this geuntlet that Gore eeems almost

unwlttingly to have thrown doﬁn'in fux Mundi is that he need never

" have done it at ﬁhat_pérticulargmoméﬂt, ‘He already had a

satisfaotory answer to the immediate queastion of the apparent |
disorepancy between our Lord's use of the 014 Teatament and the
conoclusione of the higher oritics. He says, "as we scan carefully

our Lord's use of the dld.Testament books we are surely struck

* with the faot that nothing in Hie use of them depends on queétioﬁsr

of suthorship or date". (Prefsce 10th edt 1890). Both 1n.that'
Preface and later in tﬁe Bampton Lestures 182}, he makes goed his |

- thesla in respect of aur‘Lbfdts references to Moses, to the FMood,

to Jonah and to Pealm CX. Our Lord refers to the inspired books .
undér ‘the only name by which His reference would have been

intelligible to His hearers. QUnlass He had violated the whole
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principle of the Incarnation by ant;cipaﬁing'tﬁe slow advanéé of '
natural knowledge He ﬁust have“quken'of'the Deuteronomist'aé Moses
as naturally a8 he époke of the sun 'rising'" (Bt. Johns 5. 46-7.)
Hig use of.the narrative in Geneels 18 to be eompafed with His own
parable'of Diveé and'Lauaruﬂ' it is a vehiole for spiritual
teaching, a typical narratlve of what is aﬂ'ain .and agaln hap ening;'
ia.representative.narrative, an archetype. Rather more difgioult to
neeencilﬁ is our Lord*s_ﬁse of Psalm GX. But here againfﬁore ciaims.
fhat our Lord ie not giving posltive inetruction-which depends on
Davidic autﬁprship. He is asking a quéstion as part of His method
 0? leading men to'e;amlne fheir.owh'prinbiplea, without a%b the time
sqggesfing any positive conclusion at'all. To afgue that our Lord
" initended to teach anything about “the aathorship of the Pealm 1s to
make this a unique phenomenon in thg record of His revelatlon, '
. beoause nowhere else does He bring to bear the unyeiled cuniselence
of ‘the Godhead to antlciﬁate or foreclqse.a deéelopment of natural
k_nowl'edge-.. Yhat He rathér dces is "to bring to bear upon men's
intellectual equipment the moral claim that 1t ehould bg used
rightly, honeatly, and 1mpart;ally“. (Bampton Lectures. 1891. p.200).
While, no doubt, on other grounds a strong cage c¢an be made.
out for a theory of our Lord'leim1tat1on of knowledge, it';e
difficult to asee why ﬁbre-thuught sueh a theory hecesSari to ﬁeet
the'eritieal attéck. He adequatéiy defends the authority of ‘our )
Lord by arguments which in themselves are in line with more
-traaitienal lnterpretatlons of the inocarnate Dersnn such as Leo's

or Liddon's, But those few sentenoes had na;sed the hue and cry.
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Gbre could not withdraw, and it 1s ungquestionably true 'that his
eubsequent'Bathén Leotures were conaiderably influenced by the
need to explaln more fully all that he had 1mplied in the Lux Munﬂi

. 8888y, What he aaya in that essay suggests that he was throwing

out an idea wh;ch.he had pot yet very carefully worked out, On

~ the one-handi he says that "the Incarnation was a sel:—emptyiné of

' God to reveal Himself undér conditions of human nature and from the

human peint of view" A llttle 1ater ne eaya "He usad human
nature, its relatlon to God, its oondition of experiance, ite
growth in knowledge, 1ta limitatlon in knowledge". The former

-etatement implies a aqlf;emptylng of God, a real_ohange in the
_Godhead: 1in the 1attef gtatement a selfLempﬁy;pg or'Gpd’ia not. .
' necesgarily implied at all. 'ﬂhe'limitétion in thils second

statement seems not a limitation of Godhead but of manhood, and
that presumebly is a poéitlon which L&ddon oould aodept. Gore

~ then safeguardé himself by adding the note (Lux Mundl p.265):

“Thie 11m1tat10n of knowledge mist not be confused with rallibility
or 1iab111ty to hnman delusion beoause it was doubtleaa guarded by
the Divine purpose which led Jesus to take it upon Himself". ‘What

1‘13 not oleér from the context is whe ther CGore means by "this
limitation” s limitation of Chriet's knowledge as God, or a.

-

’ Bam ton Lee%uree.and Bissertatiens_'

Gore exaborauod his theeis for the "genova] reader¥ in the

Bamp ton Leohurea 1891 and for "a more strioctly thoological publio”
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1n Diasertationsﬁixlr, Thease works leave'na-shadow of doubt ag to

‘Gore¥s position" the 1ncarnation in his view 1nvelved a definita

: selfaémptying'éf the Seeond Person of the Holy Trinity.

As 8 result of the Lux Mundi oontroversy there s a tendenoy

for Gore to be a tnbo;oglan on the defensive. He awella on the

qnestlon of our Lord's human consclousneas and never really .

sucoceeds in working out a Christology on the brOad baaia of the:
whole divina plan of redemption. He says (p.59) that Ghrist'
incarnation ﬁaa“a;vnlﬁntary:act of self-beggery, an act hy-ﬂhlch

the Divine 8on -for our sékes became pooﬁ,.depriving Himself of the

’rlohee of His previous -atate in order for our redemption ‘to become

| true man®, But 1t s preciaely this relation of - the Person of

Christ to the_purpgee for ‘which. He came doim from heaven; this
interaotion and interdependence of atonement and incarnation; vhich

Gore never expounds. .Gore's Chiristology is Hellenic rather than

_ Hebralo, Johannine rather'than.Péullne,, Paul reachee belief in

the Incarnation through belief in the Atonement. For him the

earthly 1ife of Jesus 1g valued primarily for what 1t has effected.

St. John, on the other hand;-values the earthly 1ife of Jesus

' primarily for the revelation which it conveya in itself of the

eternal cohmunion'of love between the Father-and the Son.-.Gore's

Bampton Leotures treat the 1ncarnation almost as aomething separate

from the. atonement, and it is a debatable polnt wheﬁher a
satisfactory Christology can be formulated which dees not base:

itself in soterlology. Gore's description of the purpose of the

“incarnation cannot be held adequate (p.155.) He says "a divine
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motive cause&'the Incarnation.s.s deliberate act oflﬁpd;.q,ithwas
a méans deviged fov Qﬁr recovery and for our oonéummation, a meahé,
vtherafore, 61rncted and adapted An the divine wisdom, to aerve its
purpose. Thqt purpose 1noluded on the one gide a clearar
revelation of Godtg mind and being to man in terms 1ntellig1ble to
him, and on the ot.her hand the sxibition of the true ideal of
human nature®. But 1r Chaiqt's wovk were only a revelation and an
;'example, -the s!n-diaea ed souls of ‘men would atiLl be 1n need of a -
physiolan, - Gore, of. course, realized this, but 1t cannot be denled
that 1n his Bamnton Leoturea he did not (perhaps delIberately, but .

'1n that case 1nexousab1y) consldar the problem of the Peraon of
Christ against the backgrouna of His redemptive wcrk. I¢ the
primary purpose of the 1noarnation wae to effect the reconclliatlon
of man with God, to haal the wholeAwnunﬁ of man, ﬁhen it 13 far
from 1rrelevant to ask what gort of Person Ghriqt mast hava been in
, order ﬁo 6ffect thaf reconeiliation. As Creed warns ue? (The

D1v1n1qX_of Jeaus Christ D. 119) "Incarnation is no eelf—explanatory

idea.,.d)caster dogs the attempt to deflne the incarnate Peraon
in Himsa]f" For Athanasius, the 1noarnatlon of the Word 19 ftrmly
vieued as God's redeeming aotion for the :msmce'l chriatology 1n the

stricter fense holds a subordinate place in his thought. “Later

- controvnraiae, whan the moda of the Invarnation was in fhe centre

.of 1ntevast oame to no declsive 1aaue comparable with’ Nicaea.,ani
' the “explanation mzy be that in trying to define the Inearnate JR
-Person, men had largely 1ost the widpr horizon of God g purnoae‘for

.mankln@“ {Creed. Ibid. p. 118). It wae thelr desire to safeauana\
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the reality of thelr redemption won by Christ that led the Fathers
to safeguard the doctrine of His Péraen ffom all tendenciles whleh
would so deny either His humsdnity or Hiag dlvinity that redemption,

1n_thé‘6bJect1vq sense of opus-Operatug,'would.be an aot without
meaning, not mystery but nonsenae, ' o _

.o Thus'we-cannot but regret ﬁhai Gore &1d‘not treat the
' kenotie theory iﬁ-relatlon to the 1érger issues of redemption as
_ well as to the more partiocular subject of thé Person of Christ.
Powerful as hls arguments are, they wouiq'ﬁndbubtedly have been
much more powerfui'ahd hiq thesls probably‘moré_satlafgctorily -
formulated, had he ;et out to prove that the reality of our Lord's
- experience of life in human conditlons was a necesgsary ingredient
of a truly morsl atonement. | -‘

What is at onoe most striking 1n.§oré'é appfoacﬂ to the
‘problem 1s the completevabsencg_of an&thlng doctrinaire. 'Therg is -
no dogmatism about the élvine-attributea, no# a_priori piotnré of
what an incarnation may be thought to have involved. When reading
Gore you feel that Yyou are once agein breathing the sahe alr that
pervades the Gospel narratives themselves. Canon Hodgson'e is a
salutary warning: e muat always be testing ouraelvee by aaking
vhether we can recognlze the Christ of our thought in the Ohrist
";of history"., So often Ghrietological speculations geem groteequely
remote from the Chriat of the Gospela, but not so with Gore. 1t
is with the historical Jesus that he i& concerned, and he seeks an
_1nterpretatlon of the Person of ‘the Inoarnate in whioh ‘thig Jeeus

of the Gospele is reoognizable1 Gore 8 prinolple is that "all
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right.theory'emeréee out oflexperienee and 1s the analysis of
exherienOe“, and “the religionHOf'the lncarnation,ie pre-eminently
a religien of'erperiénoe_and reot".'(Prefaoe to BemptOn Lecturee)i

Exemining the undisputed letters of 5t. Paul, Gore’pointa
out that whereas they are Epistles of controversy with the . |
Jndaietie party, wé are able to perceive that the'doctrine of
Christ's Person was not one of the points of dispute;. This 1s &
most impertant fact. The letters eontain an unmistakable doctrine‘
of the incarnation and Peraon of Christ: -an aooount of the method.
of Ghriet's manifeetation, divinity through humanity, which -
corresponds with the evangelie reeord: an appeal baok behind
Paul's nreeent teaching to primary instruction in the events of
Christ's Person and resurrection whieh preeuppoees an evangelic
narrative already existing in the memory of - the Church. Gore -
—olaims that ‘the Chaloedonian formula, 500 yeare 1ater, represente
'eimply and faithfully, in language supplied by Greek ph11030phioal
. schools, this same original apostolic craed in Ghriet, the
incarnate Son of God., No doubt that was the intention of the
Fathérs at that Council. Nor can it be denied that the great
aohievement of these Fathere wae that they preeerved the truth of
the incarnate Pereon from heretioal perversion. But to attempt to.
,turn-thie traditional doctrine of the inearnation into a theory of
how the incarnetion hapnened is to oodrt'disester; 'Chalcedon does
‘not represent “eimply and faithfully“ the belief of St. Paul about
Christ. It reveals the bankruptoy of. patrietie theology, ite\

R

. inherent inadeqnaoy to form a eatiefaotory theory . of the
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incarnation. All 1t affirms are certain negative limits within
which a theory must keep.  Our Christologlical troublees have
largely resulted from attempts to make the Chalcedonian formule

into a. theory. It ig preclsely when we look foﬁ.ﬁhe'ﬁiéiﬂe alde

‘ by elde with the human, instead of discerning the Divine within

the human aeg did the Apostlee,.that we migs the ﬂignificénoe of -
them both. .
Gore, of ocourse, recognizes this truth: in faot its

recognition is fundamental to his theeis. "We need", he says,

"0 go back agein and again to the consideratien of the histerical

Jogue, The dogmatic decﬁeeé of the Church dfqud us. guidance and

warning in the’undertaklng: they are notice;ﬁaarﬁa to warn usa

off false lines of approach to Him, but they are not meant to be

anythlng mare“. (B. L._ r.143). The negat*ons of ‘the ooneiliar
decrees were adopted to guard the old faith without adding to 1t,
by eimply blockingvoff falae avenues of development qr,explqpation
on thi?-aide er that. The decrées are but the hedge, the NQ&’

'Teétament.is 8t1ll, and must always be, the pasture ground. Fer

dopgmatic 1ahgugsb.,11k§ any form of huﬁan ;anguage,,Oan-never

The Chriat of ﬁhe Gospels.

The Gospels present a picture of Christ 1n which two

features are especially prominent: a really human d evelopment of

- 11fe, and a consolousneas of divine Sénehipi‘ In this Weston

agrees with Gore. He says that the Evangelists "do not:'allow for

any conception of Him which does not include these two main facts.
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But if we ask how and in what aénge-the_two oppoalte facté are to

be reconciled, We.ehail £ind no answer, in the Gospels. “The
Eyungellsts do not bqﬁray‘any-consclbusness of a diffioglty, much
less do they exhibit any tendency to evolve a rat;onalized
explanation of the unity of the Incarnate. They had come to adore
Him aa CGod, -they had lived with Him as ﬁan,'yet they alwayé apeak

of Him as posseasing one single aentre of oonseiousness. But how

" - these things came: to be they neither ask nor explain" ' (Westoﬁ..

No one who accepts even generally the hisforioal character -
of ‘tho Gpspela can doubt that the divine Sonship, hinted at in the
Templa episode and asserted at the Baptiem,‘was-eﬁer present to His
oonaciou§nésﬁ throughout His earthiy-life, When.ﬂe doea.instruot'if
is in the tone:of-one who speaks- "that He doth know and tgétifiqa
that He hath soen". The peopls raéggﬁ;zed an.authority in His :
teaching vholly different from that of the accredited exponents of

' fha law., What He teac ches, He teaches so that we can depend upon it

to the uttermost. - Yet for all that, sastGbre'in his analysia, while
He knows the Father and is known of Him and reveala Him %o whom He
will,lﬂe doea not appear to teach out of”abaolgteldiﬁgne omnisciencéf
but rather aa-one.cohﬂitibned by human nafura@_'ﬁe frequehtly
exhiblts a éupefnatufél knowlédge, inglight, and foresight, but all
guch supe;naturai 111um1nation; AT of higher quality, is yet '
analagoua to that granted to propheta and. apo-tles. .He gave |
prophetlo 1nd1catlon of the moral .conditions of the comlng Judgment,
but He d1d not revaal "tlmea and "seasons“' He declared that 1t

wag not 1n the soope of His mission to do so (Mk 1332 Mtt. 24 )
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1

Nor ean “13 dec’l.ar-at:ion be held iﬁ isolation (as by Lié.don-) from.
the other 1ndication| which are given us of a limited human '
conaqiousneas. He never enlsrges our atock of natural know]edge,-
physical op'hiatorical, out of dlvlne omniascience. Hia
eschatological utterances “cannot‘rightly be desoribed as history

written beforehand by the hand of omniecienoe" (Diaeertations .

"pg84). On several occasions our Lord expresses surpriae' at His
Mother's miaunderetanding of Hie preeence in the Temple, ot the '
unbelief of men, at the glowness of the disoiples! faith, (mha.
’eplaode of ‘the barren fig tree (Mk. 1113) is orobably best
Anterpreted as a narable ag in Luke 13 6-9 which had come to.be
thought of in gome Church oircles sé an aotual oocurrence). "ve
must surely believe!, exclalma Gore, "that He really felt the
surprise He exhibited®, Agsln, He asks for and reoeives guch
1nformation-as any man would agk; the place of Lazarus' grave,
the number of 1oavea available. for feedtng the crowd. In
agreement with this He lived in constant exerclae of préyer to
God - ﬁhe-chargcter§stic.axpressidn of human falth and trust, of
which the writer of the. Eplatle to the Hebrews sees in Jesus the
}dbreme example (Heﬁ. 213 122), The reality of Hia human falth
_'beqomée more and more 6bvlous as the anxieties and terrors of the
Passion dloae“xn-oﬁ'ﬂlm; It was only because the future was not
clear that He oowld pray "Father, 1f 1%, be possible:.." Nor would
, the;cfy ef'deéolatidh rrom'tge‘cfoae have had real geénlng unless .
_Hé had entered into the experlence which orlginallf prompt ed thgt‘
-cry.of the Paalmist. ' ' |

' ‘Gore concludes from his analysis of the evidence: "One
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impression ie givén by-tﬁe Goepels, taken togetheﬁ,‘of a regl
entrance of the eternal Bon of God 1ﬁt0'9ur_ﬁaﬂhood snd into the
Iimitpd QOndiﬁibnq_of consciousnass neéesaafy to a really hﬁﬁén
_Bfate. Thls view alone can interpret and hold together.all-the
phenemena, and His view does hold bhem all Logetner and does enable
us o read the Gnspels witnout doing viclencs. to ‘any nlnment in ﬁhe
many—siaed but consistent pleture which they represenb“ _' ~

(Dlssortations P 88) Thie fe certainly more satls;actorily

expreseed than the conclusion in the Bampton Lectures where he gsays,

rather 1n00usiatentlyz "gg wo look at the hiatory in the Gospels we:

gee siae by gide in Jequs, a 1i1fe of one who dwells in the Father -

and manifests the Pather, and a truly human life of Jjoy and seorrow,
ympathy and antagonlam, triad and viotory, faith and prayer%, But
.this is to Iall lnto the Chals cedonian impague - thils idea of Gnahead
ana manhood ﬂiae by siue and _yeot aomehow 1nher1ny in one Person.
What Sore really uoncludes is that in Christ we see One Wﬁo at the
_same tine and. oons;atentlJ chrougheut the Inearnate lite was both
l(sov &u'rov rromv ’10 @m (John 518)\and yet also oux M(QA(FN
‘\mcaxo \-mi Enet \;& @c-\,,;. | ‘ (;l?hil. 26y,

N,
Y

The Person or Christ.

| His analyaia of thf apOStollc evidenoce has led to a conclusion
concerning the Person of Christ which needa'to be slucidated and
ratified, Vhiie there is "no single certain paeshgé of'the-ﬂew
Tostament against® this idea of the self-limitation of the Logos
Incarnate, Core fim&s'reipforbement for it in Hebrews 57-8 and in

'Ph11.29 and II Cor. 89 and draws a provisional conclusion: "The
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Son of God without ceasling to be God the 8on of the Father, and
~without ceasing to be ooneeious of His divine relation as Son to the
Father, yet in assuming human nature, so truly entered into 1t as
really te grow and live ee Son of Man'under properly human conditlons
that is to say alpo under properly humap.limitatione.....Wlthln the
_sphere and'beriod of His inoarnate and mortal life He did, and as 1t
would appear He did habituelly (doubtless by the voluntary action of
His own self-limiting and eelf-féatrain;ng love) cease from the
~exercise of those divine functions and pow'eré. ineluding the divine
omnlscience, which would have been 1neompat1b1e with a truly human

experience". (Dleeertatione p. 94).

In so eonoeivinp of our Lord,. Gore elalms that we 6o not
do'-violence to the New Tedtament and that "we are well within the
limits of thoee prescribed dogmas which were 1ntended ag reetrainte

on error, rather than as eourees of Ainformationt*.

- ‘ Gore B Poeitlon Appreclated. ) L///

| We cannot too greatly admire Gore's insistence on the
necessity of a correspondence between dogma and revelatlon, nor is
praetical rellgion ever forgotten ln the discussion of theolegical
dogmas, The conviction that doctrinal tnuth reaches 1te proper 1seu¢
only in religioue life 1s.aﬁewn in.paasqge'after paseage;' He geeks
an interpretation of the Person of Christ which is bunt'nof on a
gglgzé-metephysieal ooneidefatiohsof'divine'1mpeseib111ty, but upon
the recorded facts of the ﬁietoeiofrevelat;oh. He holds that
neither theigglgzé'dqgmgtical and.unhleﬁorieal view that Ghrletls

human mind was from the firat moment of the incarnation and
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continuously flooded -with complete knowledge; nor theAprlorl

hument tarien and also unhistorical view that the Son in becoming
man ceased to be censéloqs of Hie own, Eternal Sonshtp, can ee
admitted, Neither 1s true to the known facts: the New Testament
 shows that the truth of Christ's Pefedn mist lie between, "yet we .
cannot be contented with a view whioch simply ﬁﬁ%s in juxtaposition
during our Lord's earthly life thé divine and humaﬁ oconsciousness?
attributing simultaheouely oﬁnléolence as God and limitation as Man¥,
Gore fescﬁee Chriepology from the realms of phlloQOphical_speculation
and-festoree 1t to the‘reelms of historical revelation. A1l thet |
he says about the nauure of the oonoiliar deorees has further helped
to llberate Christology from bondage. He has taught us a new
.approach to the ~atudy of the Pereon of Ghrist which is faithful to
the blblical and prlmitlve Gospel 1n a way that the Christology of
Liberal Protestantism 1s not,  Even 1if his own formulatlon of_the
thGOrf of kenosis 1eeopen'to.cf1ticlsm-on manj.qounta,lyet 1n.that'
theory he has, with other members of the same school, placed
emphasis that waa needed'on'that clause of the Creed which speaks

of the divlne condescension -~ "Who for us men and for our salvation
oapetQOyn from heaven", Dr, Maokintosh rightly sees. in this
prominence éiven to the exceeding greatness bf:the.atep dovnwards
taken by the sQn-of God for menfs sake, the profoundest motive
operating in the kenotic oconception: herein iies the 1mmense '
_religious. significance 6f the theory. Somehow, to describe the

- method exactly may well: be beyond human power, aomehow God in chrlst

_ has brought His greatneas down to the narrow measures of our life:
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1n the light of Chrlat‘s renunclation we gain a new glimpaa of the
lengths to whlch the divlne Love will go for man's redemption. No
Christology in the future can afford to gloas over this fund smental
truth: An so doing it would render our one truatworthy source of
1nformatiop, the Goépel narrhtivé, dub;ous or'unintellig}ble. It
;é almost inconcelvable. that traditionai-christology on the whole
has found 1t too much.to believe in that truth of divine cdnden-_

_cension whioh has been & converting power in the 1lives of countleas

men and women down the ages of Christendom. Moreover, if wefdenf"-

that Christis comlng to dwell among us did not involve a great act

' of ~self-abnegation voluntarily accepted out of sheer love, we are

faced with the cholee of three views, none of which 1s compatible

‘with an ‘unblassed reading of the New Teatament' elther we mugt deny

the Godhead-altogether, or we must believe that as man He soquired’

Godhead, or'we muast hold that He carried eternal deity unharnessed

and unmodified into the sphere of time. On this third view 1t is
impossible to assign reallity to. His manhood at all.';Far from being
2 slgn of weakness, the self-limitation of God is proof positive of

the omnipotence of Love - not a fallure of power, but 1ts

nmanifestation.

Gorg's Position Criticised.

We must, hOWever,’éingie out for more detalled didcusaloni
four issues on'thch;Gora'elther.has been or may be attacked,

Firat;.hia explanation of what he understood the. kenosis
to have involved is neither clear nor consistent; second, the

depotent*atlon of the Logos 1ncarnate raises several problems in
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‘gonnection with the coemic functions of fﬁb Logds; third it has
. been questioned whether- there is, in faet, “i1dentity between the

Second Person in the Trlnity and that Peraon as depotentiated 1n

Christ acéérdinq to the theory; fourth, it has been alleged that

the theery ia 1nconsiqtent with the orthodoxy cf the Early Church.
1. Terminology. '

- Vhat is. oonfuslng in Gore's exposition of the theory is
that he uses, as. anparontly aynonymous, terms which 1mp1y very
widely Qifferent-conceptiqna. A_seleotlon qf passages may be
quoted ‘to prove this contention. ' L

(a) "Tha self-saeririce of'the Incarnation appears. to have
1aln in great measure, 80 far as human words can express it,
in His #efﬁaining-ﬁrom the divine mode 6f-conaciouspesé ”
within the sphere of Hls hﬁm&n.lifq-that Heaﬁight reglly
enter Anto human expef;ehceﬂq (Diséartations P+97)

(b) “Thus remsining in unchanged personallty ﬁa-abandened

certaln prerogatives of the divine mode of existence in order

"to aesume the human', -(Bampton Lectures p. 158).
(c¢) "By an aot of deliberate self-abnegation He so emptied
Himael? as to assume the permanent characteristics'of the

human or aervile life", (Bampton Leotures p. 158).

The first expreaslon "refraininv from“ might be held not
1ncompat1ble with the Augustlnlan theory tha t when our Lord sald-
"He d4id not know", He maant that He knew, but would not’ tell. He
fé}rained er@ usihg "the divine mode of Qonaclguéness", though

'preéuhéﬁlg He might all the time of His soJournlameng us have
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been aware of a divine mode of cénsciopanesé;ﬁhiqh He was all the
‘while refraining from uaing. | . | | _

The second expreassion suggesta that Core is really on the
side of the German Kenotists, anﬂ conceivee of a distlnction in the'i
divine attrihutes;- gsome of them are hbandoned, gsome of them are

. retained by the Logos incarnate. The objections to this theory

- have already been noticed. It 15 his use of the word "abandon"

which suggests "leaving for eGar ? wnioh glves riae to the third of
the above-mentloned oriticisme of Gore's position, namaly that the

abandonment of certain prerogatlvee of the divine mode of exiatence'

o casts doubts on ﬁhe esgential 1dent1ty of the Logos | MUR(Kos
~ with the Logos évcacncos '
The third quotation, with 1ta use of the Paullnﬂ phrase, is
a further modifleatﬂon, for "self-emptving is not neceuaarily the
Bame as “abandoning , and may only be a rather strong expreaaion for
what in fact was no more than a self—limitation. Gore dgea not
suffioiently olarify the issue, and one is never qulﬁa sure as to

what he really considers the kenosis to have involved.

11.'¢hgwcqqm;o Funct;bng of the iogoa. .
A more serious objeétion to the kenotic theory is. that, while
- apparently avoiding the seeming ﬁnreality of the tgadit;onal
dootrine of One Persoﬂ Ilving simulﬁaneougly:in.tWO realms of
.'oénsclouaness} 1t elther leaves uﬁacodunted;for the cosmic functions
of tﬁe Logos duridg thé 1ncarﬁation, or else "introduces a periloua
_duéiism within the Sécqnd Person of the Trinity", and to that extent
may be consideéred fo wegken the geeming gainiin maintaining the
.Ldgoa to be the cenpré of.our_Lodes conaciéhsnese;(creed. Ibid.

pp. 76 = 77).



~ Gore re#lizée that an absolute kenosis ie not afflrmed_by the
New ?estaﬁenﬁ, and “that his theory laaves a greaf“daal unexplained,
.eépeclally the relation of the incarnation to fhe-eternal_anﬂ cosmio
fune tions pf.the Wptd. The ﬁéw Teqtamant-repreaedta'che'Father as
sending the Word, and, in 4 sense, 'giving up! the Word, for our
aalvatlen° and the Word in incarnation ia concciveﬂ of as 'coming
down'. The Word wags made Fleah .not part of the Word, or one aspect
of the Word, buy the Personal fo;d Himselr. (John 114, 316 2020 '
1 J§hn'49; Rémi 832). Yot while ho text &lreetxy suggests that the
fﬂd;fnate Person during the period of His humiiiaflon was e%11 none
- the less in the fulfilment of Hie. divine functions, nevertheleas
St. John, St. Paul and the wg;ter-of Hebrews lead us to believe that
tﬁe #ord'belongs to the-efernal;life'af God und is the euatglning
principle of all creaﬁlbn.'(cﬁl /112. Heb. 13. See Appendix B).
Al nghtfoot expreesea 1t "He i the prlnclple of conesion in the
univqrse. He 1mpressaa upon creation that unity and aolidarity |
which make it a cosmos instead of a chaos". Both 8t. Paul and the
author of Hebrews scem to have believed the selfeemptying in the one
sphere to have beéh'doﬁpatible with the cosmic funqﬁion in_egnother
sphere, Christian cbneciouenese generally from the-early Fathers
onward has found 1L an 1noonceivaole ﬁuppﬂsltion that the cosmlo
functions of the SOn ghould be 1nterrupted by the 1ncarnaﬁion* "?he
heavenly word proceeqing foru-, Yet laaving not the. Father's gide“f
Gnre concludes "with the theolog@ané'of ﬁhé Church from Irenaeus to
' WGéﬁeott:"fhgt it te 1nooncaivable to suppose én& suspension of the

functions of the Son in the CGodhead end in the universe: Mie must
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oonoeive, therefore, that in some manner the humiliation and the
selr—limitation in the incarnate state was oomnatible with the |
'continued exercise of divine and coamic funotions in another ephere"
(ep. Martensen)
It hae been visely obeerVed that we must all be agnostics if
only we put our agnosticism in the right plaoe. Sooner or later when
seeking with human minds to eomprehenq the majesty of .God we must-
" with howed heads and folded hands say eimply.nnd-trustingly; HThig
great mys tery¥,- ’ 'some ﬁbuld forbld us to enquire into the ‘manner
of the incarnation at all: othara, nith Gore, would ‘place the
-dividing line between the knowable and the unknOWable behind the
incarnate state and in_the Eternal Trinity in whose love the descent.
of God originated, '

| In defence of his position Gore makes & strong point:. he
says that the languaga of the New Teetament i much more full anﬂ
clear on the fact of the human 1imita§iona ‘than on the permanence of
| _the‘ooemio'funotions: and our capacities for.speoulation'about God,
beyond whaf.ie disoloeeo in experienoe and reﬁelation, are ekoeedingly
limited, We *know in part'! admittedly, "but if SQrinture represents
the dlvine intenuo_n.,' we should meditate on the reality of the self~
limitation which 1s revealed to usféni pressed upon our notice".

(Disaertations p.93). (One cannot refrain from expressing the wish

that Gore had seen hienway to working;ont-a'christology couched in
_,ﬁefﬁs of_“self-limitation" rather than of self-abandonment" and “sel.f-
emptying"). | o | | -

' What has to.he declded is whether a view of the'eeit—iimitation
of the Godhead in the incarnation can legitimateiy be held and taught_
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in face of the ¢1fficuities which this leaves unrésolved in the
_Being of God Himael f. §s_1t~cohcelvable that theISecond Pérsen in
the Trinity can'ét the same time be the subjeét-of the limited
,conéoiouanesé of Jésué bhrlst and also the éﬁstainer of the univerae!
Or is 1f satisfactory from the point of view of theology to. leave
this as a mystery unresolved, humbly acknowledging that God, those
purposes dgmanded thelinCarnation,ia able, ﬁeVertheleas, to order
His divine economy in epite of all that incarnation involved of |
s6lf-limitation for His Son? | "

Weston puta forward a modified form of the theory that the
Logos lives a double 1life. ‘He considers that the extreme kenotic
*-view leaves too much for the manhogd to accomplish 1n‘its own powér..
'whiie At does not save us from the dual centre'ofzactivity. His
is 'the theory of the one divine Loéos active in two‘atatés. Tﬁe
'eternal ngos, whoulivgs-ln univergal oreative relationshlpé with
the whole of His creation in virtue of Hié,own eternal relation to
the Father, adds to this a fresh set of relationships. He aleo
. lives on_earth 1n_speeia1, redemptive relationships with a few
ohosen‘sonls, such relations belng bamed on a new, llmiped, human
relationship to His Father. Only as man could He mee%;meﬁ on &
common level, and only as oommuning with the thher through a human
’ aoul could He adequately Berve. mankind as priest. These new
'relationa are,additlonal.to those that are universal; but the Péraon
who constitutes eaoh set of relgfionahipeits-the same, the eternal
Son of God. |

;o The Inoarnate is. the eternal Son under conditions of manhood.

5
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‘He had. come. to exhibit manhood to God; - therefors He was content to
accept the 11m1tat10ns which are proper to, and normql in, man. .
Weston. rightly oritlciaea the Kenotists when he argues that in
oonslderinp the self-emptying of the eternal Son we have not to
diqcusa how much pf,Hia power ﬂe retalined, but how far at aqy_atage‘
of Hie life the manhood He ha&’assumed vas ableitq'mediate Hia power,
We éré far too 1énorapﬁ_of'thg nature of God fo_be able to measure
the effect upon Him of the assumpt1¢n of manhood ; ﬁoriqan-wé
determine a priorl thé posalbilitles and capacity of manhood; -the
Yospels only record for us the trulv wondrous power of manhood when
constituted in God.

How can the one Logos eontinue simultaneously in a dual
relationship to the Father and to mankind? This problem 18 common
to all theories of the 1noarnat10n._ There is no olear anawer, but

Weaton, by several convineing analogles, ghows that the idesa 1s by
- no means fnconcelivable: (Ibid. pp 166, 171-2, 182) Of'the
ioonsciousness of the Logos in this dual relationshlp, Weeton says
that 1n the original ralationehip He 1a fully consclous of Himself

- as the eterna; Son; in the incarnate relationchip He-knowa_ﬂxmself

" " as God at every moment Juét in' the measure that such sel£~knowiedge_

'can be mediafed.by'the soul as it passeélfroh perfect infancy to’
'pérfect childhood, from perfect'ch;ldhooa to perfect youfh. and from
berfecf youth to perfectlmanhdoﬂ. fhat this oould be so was the
result of Hls sélf-eagrifioing love whéreby He willed_ao‘to reiats
Himself to the Father and to men that within these relationships He.
oould not know Himgelf as uniimited gon‘or God. As eternal Logos He
made an sot of will in virtue of which He added to Himself the.
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prerieﬁce of entering.upon and living in menhood; and as lhcarngte,
‘He acoepts at every memént, pers@hally, through His divine will, all
the fbrésean, inevitable consequences of Hiag act. The céntinuoua
acf of-obedience is the.éxpression in termé of humanity of the .
primary a0t of self-sacrifice, and is based upon Hise Jlmlted gelf-
consclousness as Logoa in manhood.

. Weston fdoes much to ease the diffioulty dby. thua emphaa!zing
the . poasibility of dugl relations, but admita thet even analogiea'
cannot tske us very far towarde seelng the poasibllity of the oco-

" exlatenoce of the two states. of the Logos. Ultimately this 18 a
eubject on vhich ve have to admit that we gee through a glals darkly.
He agrees with Gore that our chief task 18 to emphasize the reaslity
0f~the-cpnditions of manhood under which the Logos cﬁose to dwell.
The Holy Spirit ﬁab not given us a revelation concerning .the
conception of & sjngle person ag the centre of two sets of relation-
ships at the same loment° He has, however, revesled to us tha |
aotual relationships themeelves. '
' Dr, Temple's .Criticlam.

B Dr. Temple levels hia eritlolsam at Dr. Maokintosh rathar
than at Dr., - Gbre, but the point at isoue 1is pracisely ‘that with
whlch we are at prpaent concerned namely- the relation of the ooemio
Logos to the-Logos 1ncarnate. 0f the kenotlc peeition Penerally he
says “we dhall be wrong if we infer that during those years the
Becond Person of the Trinity was denuded of those divine attributee
for whioch there is no room in a human 1life. We have'hﬁ data |

,enabling'ua fﬁ'araw inferences of that kind. Vhat we may justly

e
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say 1s that from that moment there 13'1n God, not only a sympathetic

understanding of our state and of death 1tself, but a real

' experience. He Himself hath suffered, ‘belng tempted", (Chrlstua

Veritas.p. 122). - However muoh Dr. Temple may obJect to the theory

of kenosis as stated by ita varioue exponents, it is extremely

difficult to underatand how the Second Person of the Trinity could

have a ieél exparleﬁcé Hof our state and of death itself" witﬁbut
a'volphtary aelfplim;tgfloh of Godhead, a limitation, that is, of
div;né'copsciousneas; rather than of diviﬁe being as some of thé
German Kenotists seem to imply. | _

. Mackintosh had said: "we are faced by a Divine self-
reduction which entalled obedience, témp%étlon and death. 'so.that

:religion has a vast atake in the kenosis as a fact, whatever the

diffiou;tiea as tohitS'metﬁéd'mgy be", (Person of Jesua Chriast. p.
469). Dr. Temple finds these &ifficulties "intolerable”, though

“vhy he shoﬁld it 1a\hard‘tb understand, becsuse the difficulties

which he finds intolersble belong. to that supramundane sphere about
which he has already‘dlaimed'that we.have "no data'. “uhat vas
happening to the rest of the univerae during the perlod of our .
Lord's earthly life? . To say that the Infant Jeaus was from the
oradle exeroiaing providential ocare over it all is certainly
monstroue; But to deny this, and yet to say that the Creative Word
vas 80 aelffemptied as to have no belng except in the Infant Jesaus

is to aasert that for a oertain period the history of the world“was

-let loose from the control of the Creative Vord, ‘and 'apart from

Him' very nearly everything happened ﬁhat happened at all during

thirty odd years, both on this planet'and throughout the
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1mmensit1ee of space" (Christus_Veritae.,p. 142—3)

A1l that ‘can really be said in answer to Dr._Temple'

questions 13 the anawer whlch Gore gives - we do not knew. (Belief

in Ghrist. P. 226). ‘We are necessarily ignorant of the direct

oonditlone or resgults of an act of the Delty within the supramundane

sphere.' On any theory of the 1nearnation that 1s true: and Gore

fhas every right to olailm that his dootrlne 1s not 1nva11dated by the

r necessity of remalning agnostic on this 1seue. Noﬁhing whatever ie

galned by following Gess' and. Godet's suggestion that during the

period of our Lord's earthly life the Father Himeelf exerciaed

directlyjthe functions Which He normally exerelsee through the

medlation of fhe Logos. In fact guch a suggestion savours of

frithelsm, '
Ag Quick has poin‘téd"o.im (Dootrines of the Creed, p.136) 1t

is diffloult to underetand Dr. Temple'e obJeotlon to the kenotio

theory on the ground that it is "mythologlcall, That eurely 13

1nev1tab1e.. Myth e the only language we can use about supramundane;

) realitles, in so far es we think or epeak of them in the category of

aotion". "The myth 1s a true myth if 1t gerves to exprese a real&ty

: which we eaﬁnot'express better in other ways. And the kenotlst

contende that'the fhebloglan, 1f he would express the'tfuth about the%

incarnation as fully as he.can, 18 bound to tell'a myth in or&er to’_

aocount for. that element or moment in -the 1ncarnat10n which belongs T

definltely “to the sphere of historiocal faot" '_ o _L -; B}

Vhen Dr. Temple comes to state his own theory of the

lincarnation it is difficult to avold the conolueion that his position
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18 vlrtuallyjﬁhg samé ae Gore's; he does not stété’that a kpnasls
tock place, bﬁt it la'lmﬁdssible to see any méanlﬁg_in his theory
except on that assumptlon. He olélms.thét the'difficulties of
Macklntosh's theory are avolded "1f we euppoae that God .the Son did

‘indeed mogt truly live the life recorded 1n the Gospel but added
this to the other work of God"™, This is what Gore means also, and

. the 1dea holds a promlment place 1n the writlnga of cyrll and

" Nestorius. But what cannot be understood 18 how Temple 1s able from

'thls statement to draw the conclusion "We are able to see how Jesus-

} Y

Chriest may be truly human, subject to all the condltions of His

‘human 11fe, ‘'a Jew of the flr-t century' and yet be very God
* without any auch selfJemptylng of God as has a mythological

appaarance and 1nvelves stupendous difflculties in general phllosophy

and theolovy“ All that Temple has done 13 to. 1naist on the pereonal

.1dentity of Jesus Chrigt wiﬁh the Second Person of the Trinity, and

the contlnuing aotivlty of the Logos durlng the incarnation. But

‘precisely how can Jesus Christ be "truly human" if the subject of

His manhood ls ﬁhe unllmlted Logos? Dr. ‘Temple has explalned .
nothlng. It seema almost as 1f, with Galfin, he is senarating the
dlvine Nature from the dlvins Persaon! the divine Nature remalns 1n:
heaven, external to the 1ncarnatton all the ‘time, the divine Peraon
becomes 1noarnate. Jesus 15. in fact, the Person of the divine
Nature in heaven ana of the human Nature on earth at the same time.
Brunner; likewl se, suggests that the divine Nature csnnot enter the
gphere of history at all, thus feaching a mope_gxtreme kenosis.than

Phomasiusy the Person on earth has none of the attributes of the
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div;ﬁe Nature. But 1t-ié quite erponeoue;to imagine tﬁat things
1ogloa11y"aeparable in thoughtrafe separable in reallty, (e;g. thel
-Roman Catholic doctrine of transubetantiation) The diviné Peréén is
not aeparable from the dlvlne Nature. And except by oonoeiQing a
'aelf—l;mitation of the Logos ‘An becoming incarnate, we cannot attach
any Intelligible meaning to Temple's worde "at each atage Jesua wae.
| the perfection of that stage of human 11fe.- The temptations that
came to Him were perfectly real and 80 was e resistance. He over- '
came- thpm exactly as. every man who does 80 overoomea a temptatlon -
by tha.con-tanoy of the will, whlchlla the-whole being of a-pgn
--oﬂganized_fortconduot“. It 1s prepihelj.to give reality to.suoh.a o
statement.aé that that Gore states his kenotio theory, 'As.Crééd
argues, Temple 8 bellef in the personal 1dent1ty of Jesus Chrlst with
the Second Person of the Trinity can only be reoonelled on fne
.kenotic theory, but so far as I can see on no ‘other theory"
Dr. Temple foreaees the crltieism which Dr. Quick makes_or hie

* theory. “If God the Son, the Word of God, is at’ once the Sustainer ,
of the univeree and the Babe in the Manger, does not this 1nvolve |
‘duallty of Perlan in Him on preoisely the game grounds on which it
was said that there muet be-more than one Person in the One Ged?“

(Ghristus Verltas. p«277)» For Dr, Temple had already argued' "To

attr1bute to & Pergon at once ‘the eternal eomprehension of the “.
universe and the dlsannolntment of Jesus Christ over Jerusalem or
Hig ory of dasoletion on the Cross, 18 to talk nonsense. It 15 one
God} but 1t isa two Persons - s0 far as human terms have any '
'appl;cabll}ty.at all?. Then in answer to hia own question, as glven
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above, he repliest “betw%en t@e experience of the SOn'sﬁBJect to
human 1limitations in Jesus of Hazarqth and the. Son as prqgregeively
orﬂéring the world acpording'fo yhe-Eternal Purpose-of:the'Fathér,
there 1s’nat the- same distinetxon'as'betwéeh the eternal and
temporal modes of the divine', Eut we are gtill_obllged to assume

a kehbsis even 1f we agree to think of Him- Who 1s at the same time

.. both the oreative Word and the Infant 1h the oradle, as being at

the same $time the subject of fwo disttnct oonsciouenessee and
experienoas_at once. "Grantad that the Yiord without seaaing His
creétlve and sustaimlng work, added aomething to 1%, what-He added
1z preolamsly that experience tn whlch His divine eonsciouenels was
limlted anﬂ Hig divine state surrendered“ (Quiek,; ibia. .138 )

- Dr, Temple, in apite of himself, glves weight to the

contentions of three contemporary, but By no means like-minded,

~ thecloglans. Dr. Bethune Baker (The Way of Medernism. p.88) has

gaid "1f we are to wnrk with the orthodox theory of the 1ncarnation.

I'am sure we can only do so by making use of the Oaneptlon of

'_kenosis to the full extent', Dr. Creed says substantially the same
. things “If ve take seriously both the human oconditions of the 1ife
‘of Jaéua and'the theory of His néraonal identlty and continuity
- with the Eternal Word, then a kenotlo Christology appeara to be-

1ndgspenaab;e“. (Mysterium Christi p. 136). Dr. Qukok._ln a note

on Gore's statement of thé'kenotic prinéiple, holdg}nhat Y ¢he
Chal¢edonian Definition, - as interpreted by Leo's Tbmg,éeémn-to-
qommit.orthodexj to“adoeﬁting a ken;slp; in go far as 1t_aff1rme
that the Son of God in His human nature subjected Himself to human
1imi tations". o ) |
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‘Ne-doubt'wﬁat'D“J Temple really objects to 18 the 1&ea-of
Y30l feabandonment® and the artificial distinction between d1vine
attributes which is characterlstie of the "olausic form" of tha '
theory; and, to a lesser extent, ‘of Gore'3jpreaentation of the
theory. is|1t peséible for:the truph_IOr which the.KenctiBtﬁ
have aonﬁended'tb be expreéaedlin terms.léae oﬁen to\cbjectidn?.
To thia'qnestioﬁ we miat return. For the moﬁéntlwe fust oontinue

to deal wlﬁh criticisms that have been brought. against the theory,

" end more particulsrly with those that have been brought againgt

Gorevs gtatement of the theory.

111. The Problem of Identlhx.

The strongest blow aimed at' the Kenotle princinle, and by
far the moat damanlna to 1ta lntegrity, oomes from Ritschl. He

'claimsa ﬁhat 1f. the Wbrd-dlveated HimSelf of eesential qualltlés
~of delty in order to be 1ncarnate, then we are to that extent

.prohiblted from recognizlng essential qualltles of delty in the

earthly 1ife, and that Iife Ltself is emptied of its meaning. - We
cannot 1ﬂ;that pase'eee-thé glory of God in the féce of_desus
Ghrist, God 1s not in fact in Christ réconcllihg the w;rlﬁ to-
Himgelf. ,' - ' o o o .
Ac we have already sald, the main motive of ahe kenotlc ,

doctrine ia to sevure bellef 1n a Divine eentre of consciousness

for Jesue Ghrlstm But 1s this bellef,seeured by postulating 80

vast aiohange in the Vord at the incarnation as dtd Thomasius,

K

and, %o a lesger extent, Gbre? We have pravlously shown that in

the oase of Thomasiue the peraonal identity of the 1ncarnata Bon

\

with the second ‘Person of the Holy Trinity is virtually denied by
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'hls theory of the Jelfmacpouontiatlon cf the Lﬂgoa. Once the world

is’ created the divins relatione of omnipoﬁence, omniscipnca and the

: like are as really sssential as righueouanesa or grace. We ocannod

think away the relative attributes of God without at the same time .
thinking away the reclation. #Dispersion into the coloura of the
épegtrum 1a‘not'esaential to sunlight &s such, but so soon as w@ uge

a prism. this rélative attribute of light cannot but appear’, Gore

- . %too speaks of the Hon as "aban&pning" certain characteriatics of

deity, and to that extsnt he falls with Thomaslus. It must be Sod, .

and nothing less than God, whé-ms~ravealed tn’Jesus Christ, and 1t
¥ 1mposslble to 'say that such a depctentianion is consistent with

tha Word beilng 1nchanged. Any theory of the Kenosls whicn involves
a depotentiatlon of the Logos must he held 8o have fallad to -Becure

the one dhlng which the kanotiats are so eager t0 secure - that the

,Divlne nature was preﬂent An its integrity in Jssusa Gar;st.

Thcmaaius and horﬂ both in effact poeit a change in the permanent
characteristios of. the Word such as St, Oyrii of Alexandr;a
expressly diaolaimed in the Dogmatic Epistle to Nestoriue' 0V ya{
clwc\{_ bﬂ To0 }\oyou ctumc ‘M."&n‘bn(\%&lﬂ \-{6\(0\16 o:zc§ 3{)\/\’.
03/82 ¥ €IS fw\ov w%(w‘ov W;"‘é P;}\G\Bq 11)v 2 l(lu;(t\c KA
CWUATOS, _ . _ .
But when‘we‘have demanded that the subject of the incarnate
Perzon muct be not- 1?53 than-ﬁod5 ve have also to'raalize,'what

Ritsohl did not realize, . namely. that wharaver God reveals meself

the valling is as real as the revelation. Gertainly 1noa:nation

»cannat'!nvolve'dhange in the dense of Uod becoming anything otpar
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than Ee iaa: Oéharwise hoﬁ could we know,Cod in the ré&elation?*
mfet a.Go& #Who even iﬁ reﬁealingzﬂlmself is nbt at the saﬁe time
the hiddeﬁ God, the Mysterious, the Lord, the One Who. sannot be
poaéesaed,wduld not be the God.Whe'as’parfact'Love is also Holy
anﬁ Unapproachable.....the Lndirectnéss of the divine self—l
'communicatioé means that God does'not force Himsélf unon‘ua, or
overwhelm us. wlth His sreative power, ‘but He summons us to maka.

our own personal decloion....A complete diaclosure would leave no -

room for f&ith; 1t would be signt”, (Brunner, Tha Mediator.p. 339: )

. Or, to look at the same truth from another angle, Just as God doea
not put more of Hilself 1nto chemisgtry than ohemistry will hold
we may expect that He will not put more of Himself 1nto humanity
than humanity will hold, The Kenotlets are rignt in malntalﬁing
that only by oontraotlng His dlivine rulness within earthly llmits
could the redeeming God draw nigh to man and win that response
which 1s the condition of salvation. - It 18 in. their -thaories o
regarding the manner’ 1n which this divine velling took place that
Thomasius, and, even if lesa decisively, Gore, have vlrtually
denied the truth they sought to place beyond doubt.

" dore, for 1nstaheé,.aeehs-to mean that the incarnate knows
' Himself as Son of God in manhood, through_tﬁé medium of Hls human
soul. ‘Thus, argues West&g,'the dual conception of .the Ldgos as
unlimited 'and as selfflimlted_éuggests that fthe Word ae.self;
abandoned has a d;fferent'self-consciouanesa that 1s difterent
from both. In the first case, We.h;ve.the diiing,self—éonbcioué;

ness; in the second, one that 1s so far from belng fully divine
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that we can only term it impoveriched divine: and in the third

case we have what the BishOp'calls human consciousness, meaning

in faot 'divine consciousnees impoverished and theﬁ conditioned.
in manhood%. | '_
| It would seem that Gore has avolded the traditional
dilemma-of two ha?uréé inhering in one Person 6n1y to postulate !
two centres of conscioueﬁess in thé Inearnate, not to mention

the dirficulty of the relatlon ef the Logoa unlimlted to the

Logos limited. certalnly lf one can make this logical distinction
of the one consoiousness in whioh the: Logos kriows Himself as less
than Himself and the other 1n which He knows Himself as self—
1mpover19hed divine cond;tioned by manhood, then Weston is right
in sﬁylng: "We have robbed the theory of its practical advantage
and therefore,'of 1£a only appeal" " He rightly pleads for |
"aome such conceptlon of the manner of the 1ncarnatlon as will
unify the act of limitation.and the act of accepting the '
conditions of manhood, so that the only knowledge He shall have

of Himeelf as less than Himself is that which comes to Him
thrdugﬁ'ﬂis.recognition of human conditions". But evidentiy such

a conception would rule out all theories of self—abandonment of

attributes, as opposed, that le to ‘say, to self—limitatlon in the

'exergise of divine powers. The problem of the relation of the

consciouanesa or tﬁe Logos és unlimited and as limited would still

remain unresolved, but from what has already been argued 1t would -
seem that we must be content to remain agnostic on- this lasua,

while maintaining the personal 1dent1ty of the Second Person of
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MaoLlntouu (the Persen of Jesus Christ p.ATT ff) wecks to

. exp]ain the Lunosla in a way Lhat doee not 1nvelvn a brésk in

-pprsonal oonulnuity. Hp suggcsta that une 1ncarnate Son possesaed

“all the qudlities of Updhead in the form of conu?ntratec potancy

rather than- of f’ull actuallty, Buvxpe\ ratheyr than &@QYG«M e

- The doﬂtrine of divine lmﬂutabi’ity whioh has olung te the Ghrjatian

aonuept&on of (nd uown the oenturies 1nv01vea, aa Mﬁckin'osh

‘recegnizes, ‘the "g:avest crhical canrice; in varying moral

uatione God. uou1ﬂ act vii th mare mebhanieal self-consiaucncv”
But what Ghriat reveuls in Qod Y 7“a.at:her the inflnite wlllingness
to do and bear whatever 16 conpatible witn moral nature for the

redemption of the lost. What is Lmmutable is God's holy love. Ve .

met thareferé conaeive'of'thé'attributeu of tod a8 exieting and.

opﬂrating'only in a moral univérae and under-moral ooﬁdltinna.-mhus,

_while omnlnotenca 13 in onP senaa limited or conditlonem by holy

love, yet in virtue of that same love 1itsg rdnge of possibility
broadena out endlesaly. Sc]fuljmltation is not a failure of power,
btut ite clear aamonstratian. o

'ﬂhe.kenoais. ‘then, for;ﬂackiﬁtdsh is not to be thoﬁght-of

as the abandénment-ef this or that éttrlpute'df delty. God ceases-:

“to be God, even if suah'qualitles-asfomnipotencaﬂara parted with.
The attributes may, howsver, be considered . to have been transposed;

‘they may be thought of as functionlihy in new ways, assumlng new.

forme of activity, readjusted to the new conditions of the.SubJect.

Knowladge for the incarnate Son takes orn.a diecurs sive and

progreseive character. Christ, Who in virtue of His relation to


http://lT4.nl

v ; - ~ -80.
the father had divlne knéwledge within.reach; took only what was
essential to His vocation.,  Just as there is no such thing, even
in God, as omnipotenqe which 1s not morally conditioned so, says
. Mackintosh, we may think of God as willing to limit His almighti-
ness, translating it into a form compatible with our experience.
Taking omnipreepnde to mean that God 1s ahsolﬁtely superior to and
fihdeﬁendent'of the limitations of space and distance, he holds
that as the Fternal may enter time, ao He may have positive
relations to space and the spaolal 1ife we 11ve.\ From beglnnlne
to end there 13 no. break of personal continuity, what God is
actually for ever, that Christ 1s by potency, with a potentlality
based in His own peraonal uniqueness. v .

. :The Gospel faqta.reveal'a 1ife wholly regtrained within
~ the bonds of manhood. To conceive of . the incarnate One as' -

confining Himself from moment to moment by expliolt volition

‘. within the frontiers of manhood is to resurrect the 0ld, un-

_satlsfactory doctrine of a erpsis, and leada to that theoretic
duality of mental 1ife in our Lord against vhich all modern
IChristology has been a proteét. Maéklntosh is surely right in ‘:
. saylng that 1t would seem. "that the eelf—impositién-pf'Itmits by
divine love must be eonﬁeiVed of as a great supraatemporal Aot ;
by which, in the almiphtiness of grace, the Son choae to pass
into human 11fe"..

In this oonoeption of the kenoals as 1nvolv1ng the
éompreselon of the divine. characteristlcs to.a-etate\ofvpotentig-

11ty compatible with manhood, Mackintosh follows Dr. P,T.Forsyth.



. 81.

. Ih "The Person _and Place of Jesus chriat" Forsyth works out the

lmplications of this hiea with convlnolng analogies, and whlle it.

'19 diffioult to understand wha t potentla]ity 1n this usage .really

means except by anelogy, yet the idea is suggestive; ‘it avolds ..
that break in personal continuity to which Thomasius and Gore

gseem committed, and furthermore’allows for a development of

: pefs_onality qu‘lminating after the Resurrection in the re-entrance

of Christ into -that glory which-waa Hls before the 1noarnatioh; én
aspect of the Chriatian falth not sufficlentl& necognlzgd in most

works of Christology, Qf_ﬁhis we ehall'spéak'&t greater length
later.-_ ' L

‘weéton-also.;s clear on thiq 1ssue,'and hia gtatements

" of whaf'may be thought to have been 1hv6}ved in the lnoarnatloh do

- much to resfore.confldencs in tha.kedotic appfoaéh. "yhatever of

self-limitation is required, He always remalns in possession.of

His powers, recognizing a law of restraint wherq'rest§aiﬁt’is

hecesgsary. Hils continuous reénawt'foffthis law of reatraint '

conatltutes His act of self—aacrifice and.obedience.«s.» The

measure of the self—reatraint 3s the capqoity of , the perfeot

manhood to receive, assimilate, and manifest divine power.....We

must ooncelve of Him aa aso reepectlng the law.of self—reetralnt
as to be unable to paae the 1imit of manhood 'a capaoity......lt
is QOtufor us to getermina a grtqri the possibilities and capacity
of .that manhood; we know them only from'tha_GQapel story, wonder-

ful 1ﬁ their extent, but none the less matked by their very real

”llmitatrons-and hindranqes..,,.The act of self-sacrifice lies in .
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thls determination to possess Himself and His powers within

.the conditlona of manhood and to allow the needs and the

capaclty of His manhood to determine at every moment the limita

_of His freedom. Thus ﬁhe inoarnate etate is one of progress

at every moment; beginnlng,with the 1life of the unborn child,

' .ahd looklng for 1tse oOnaummation to‘the da&‘hhen He dhail

mediate 16 Hie Mystical body the beatific vislon of the. ;

" Godhead", ('l'he One Ghrist Pr. 149 f£f).

In this reatrained statement Weston allows for a
true human devequment such as the Gospels recgunt,by
conoéiving ofrthe degree and measure of the éelf-reetratnt4gs,
changing proportionately with deve10p1ng human 1ife and
experlenoe. " This 18 not’ arbltrarily to sub ject CGodhead to

" human control, for 1t was precisely the loving act of God at

the beginning which willingly subJected_H;mself to all the

11m1tationé apprdpriate to a naturally developing human life.

. Such a modified form of the kenotic ldea preserves the true

" humanity of the Incarnate in its fullness, without in any way

detracting from His ffde deity and personal 1dent1ty, avolding
all the time the pitfalls of peychologlicel and. metaphysioal
speculation. \

Av. The Kenotic Theory and the Fathers. -

‘ The objeotlon that the kenotilo theory-haé_nousanathn. '

| in. the Fathers need neither surprige us nor detain us. As we

have already drguéd, the pﬁtriafic fheologiané were influenced
by a Hellenic conception of the divine nature which effectively

'prevented.them from working out the auggesttoﬁs-of a kenotioc

Christology to be found in Bt, Paul's Epistles, although |
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certain of}tﬁém point the way to a theory of kenosis. F.J.Hall,

however, ir “The Kenotic Theory" 1698 is a champion of the old

" orthodoxy of Chalcedon andithe'Tbme of Leo as against this “moderh
novelty": he ls frankly opposed to any attempt to interpret in a
-'less paradox;qaiimgnner,the oonoiliafﬂdecrees,‘or to go beyoﬁd
what they state. . He'mainﬁa;né that the.very 11m1tat;on in yhat the
Fathers'underfook.to do constitutes the-meiit of thelr position.
Wnile refut;hg "any:and every theory whicp suggesté that the Bon
of God ceaded to'pbhséss or'exerbise in His OWn‘Persoh certain of
His eternal prerbgativee and attributes when He became Incarnate',
hé'yet.does not;wish_"to minimige the truth that our Lord assumed
‘a féal manhood, and personally submitted.igs tcuohihg'His manhood
to human oondltlons and llmitationa“ )

. But what in plain sense doea this mean? Is it possible
to conceive a personal submission to. human oonditlopg withqup at
the same time conceiving of a degree of limatation aelf-adopted
by the Psrson aubmitting? Does not the very agt of submiaeion
1nvolve an aot of self-limitation? Even if Hall does not agree
with the;kenotic-theory,as stated by its various axponepts, ;e
not his dwn,atatement.meaninéleeeaunleaa.the?e is_éo@e degree of
éelfelimitatlop involved in the takihg of human nature by the Son -
~of God? ' o | L _

While he bitterly'qttacks ﬂore,-ﬂall ﬂever'appfeciétas-
what Gore is trying to do. He éttégks-gbre as aﬁ enemy of
‘Ghaloedon, rather,th;n_the kénOth theory as an attempt ﬁp
fesolve~the conclliar dileﬁmav ‘Most of ﬁis c?lticisms miés thé

mark for this reason. Heubrlnge a great deal of learning and an
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abundance of patristlc quotations to bolster up the oontention '
that the kenotlo theory, because modern, 1s therefore to. be
-repudiated. He falls to see that the alm of the Kenotists is to ;
attempt 1n the present century what the Fathers attempted in the
fifth oentury, to interpret the 1ncarnatton in oontemporarv terms.
~~ What the Fathers achleved in thelr day was magnlficent. hut that
1a no roaaon_for 1nsiet1ng ‘that the thgologlans of the nineteenth
and twentieth century must be bound by the thought-forms of the _
fifth; It may well.bs emphasized at this point that lt is. preoisﬂy

. due to the 1nf1uenoe of Christian thought that there is today a

desire to 1nterpret the inocarnation 1n terms that are moral and
;personal, rather than metaphysioal. It may_indeed be ttue, as )
Creed says, that‘tho.kenotio “cohception of the Incarnate,Lifo is
_a'widé doparture rroo that which pretailed in the Ancient Church',
And Dr. Loofa ;:g ;ﬁ%&; that no real precedent for thls typo of. _
thoupht can be adduoed from the natrietio writers. But to assume
“with Hall that therefore the whole theory ie unworthy of sﬂrious
oonsideration by orthodox theologians 1s to a?gue on the hasis of
.a false assumption. Mbreover Sellers haa gshown good reason for |
modifylng the view that the idea of 1noarnation 1nvolv1ng some
measure of.gelf restraint for the Logos is alien to the.thought'l
of thé'Fathafo; A more 1uqt oonnluslon on this ieaue istthat of
Creed who says “However questionable may be the parentage. of the
‘ldea, 1% 1s beyond question that 1% falls in with the thought. and
feeling.offaome'groat'texta of the New Testament, and in the hands'
of ,toaoh'ers; such as Dr. Gors and Professor Mackintosh 1t lends

iteelf to a povwerful interpretation of the dootrine of the
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- Incarnation?, (Creed,_ﬂyaﬁerium Chrigti. P.133).

Iﬁ the foregoing gurvey of the kenotioc theory it has

_ baen neaessary to be adversely critiocal of many .of the forms 1n o

which that theory. has hltherto been preeented. But 1t wquld be.n”

serious error to assume that becaudge the forms in which a principle

has been appiied,'when welghed An thgfbalancé, haye been found

wanting, therefors and thereby the princlple 1tséif 13 vwholly

disoredited 56 stern a eoritic as Dr. Creed, while unable to

. accapt: the scientific exposition of the theory by the Kenotists,
nevertheleas recognizes that the principle of kenosis must be

'acknowledged as a oanqtituent element in any Christology which aims

at preserving the traditional scheme. ':'.,

The chlief glory of the christian religion, and the source of
its evangelioal appeal is in its characteriatlc oonoeption of the
Diviﬂe Love. God'e Love in Ghrist is triumphantly set forth ‘asg
sogethlng infinite and measureless, and revealed to us most chiefly

in thlg that though He was rlech, yet for our sagkes He becameé poor.

" But one may Justly feel that the revelation of  God! s Love 1g not

at all enhanced by this doctrine of His eympathetlc oondesoension,

but rather dtminished, ;f, with orthodox tradition generally, we

_have to add that, nevertheless, He all the time remalned rich. On

tha other hand if, wlth the Liberal Protestant achool, we hold
that in Christ we have something less than God'a presence and His
very self, 1t 1s-clear-that the soale on which the Love of the
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Eternal has heen made_mgnifegt-is an grayely a1tered. A Chrlgt
-th_ls etérnall'and a Christ of mhém we cannot be sure whether He
ls'eternal or not, are positifely and profoundly aifferent, and the
typee of faith they'respectively oall forth will differ
correspon@inglx. If Chrlat be not very God it becomes hard to
'persuaﬁe men that God loveg them better than He 1ovea Himgelf,
However inaflequate. the idea .of pre-exthence may be as a meansg of '
representlna atern;fy in forms of time, yet the reality of redemp-
tion demands that the Christ &ho saves must 1n eternity, ‘both before
and aftef,'be one with God; -for only ths eﬁernal-Goa can save. And
1% i8 precleely the bellef that "Somehow - to describe the me thod
exactiy ma& ofJOOhfée be beyond us - soméhow God haa brought His
‘greatness down to the narrbw-meaepres of our life, becoming pogé for
our sake"'; At 1g this bellef which in all'égse has béan powaerful in
"winning,the love andllbyaitﬁ of ﬁankihd. 'The qualitj of the nsver-
) fg;ling!eydﬁathj of Géd-is prbved.whan it takes éhape in aoction,
entering into Qonﬂifiohé that are forelgn toit.  No ohe cén'dbhbt
that this 1s an essentlial truth of . the Christian Gospel, but one '
which ;ﬁ the Christian dogmatioc has received 1nadeqﬁate.recbgn1tion.
'whatever the difficultiee on ﬁhe slde of'scientific'theology in any
eipoﬁition of th? kenotio prihciple, It.reﬁains, as Mackintosh '
emphasizes, a concention of immense religious sighificance. There .
_must be aomething wrong in anJ aystem of theology in whloh 8o
(essential a feature of the Goapel appeal is miasing. Deapite their
faulta, the modern kenotlo theoriate have dhown a quickened sense
of the raal 1asues at stake, and it Ais not unnatural AL, in_apite '
of its aiff%dultles, many Christiana prefer to 391d a view of the
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incarnate Person which bpﬁhncqnaervés the vital religlous
interest inherent ian the eelf-abnegating deecent of God, and

c;inge aﬁaa@faqtly to the coneréte detailn of the historic record,

_malntaiﬁihg the real manhood of the Master. Creed goed so far as
" to say,,?i ahould'thiﬁk 1t probable_thaf 8 majority today of those
_among ua who have a Ohristology which they are prepared to state

and %o defend are 8311l Kenotiolsta®. (The Divinity of Jesus

Chrlet". p.75) .
| Once 1t has been conceded that Ghrlat is God - sinoe
redemntion is es’ tvpﬂcally a Divine woﬁk as crpation - the posalble
alternatiyes are few. It may be saild that He acquired Godhead_~
which 1s pagan. Or that He;daﬁried etarnal deity unmodi fied into-
the aphere of time - whioh 1s unh&storib._ "“xclude these options

and itfonly'femaina to any th&t 1n Cbrist we are Tace to face with

"bod iho ln one of the dlstinquishable constituents of His belng |
. came amongat us by & Freat act of self_abnegation“ This much.

"ean ve ¢lalmed even if we are unable to form a nreoise sclentlflo

coneeption of what "Yook place vhen the Word booame Flesh, But in.

'so far as weé do attempt tm glucidate the mystery 6f the divine -

conﬁescenplon, 1t 1e esgentlial for us to moralize genuinely and
thoroughly the categories wé pmploy.; Kenotio Christology cannot
be stated sxcept in terms of the Divine Love and the whole -
redemptive aet of D?vlne Loée in hiatorﬁ. Neither psyeholagloal
ner metaphyaical oaterorler can ¢ontaln the meaning of ﬁhla

"ethically appealing act of God'.
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CHAPTER IV -
TOWARDS _ORTHODOXY.

Probably the most aignificaﬁt and'hopeful trend 1q modeﬁn
philosophy 1é‘that which gives'new attenﬁidn to'fhé nature of our
knowiedge of one snother., The dootrine of Bishop Berkeley that we
infer the existanoe of other mindé'from an awareness bf our own'
minds and a senaible perception of other bodies, is a oheerless
 ph11oscnhy vhere friendshlp is ooncerned and its solipaistio
starting-polnt is at once ruled out by the fact that self-.
consqioﬁsness 1s so obviocusly a'sooially conditioned thing. The
new philosophy holds that there 1s a primecy and a directness in
6ur-kﬁo§1édge of other selves. Under the 15f1@enéq'ma1nly of Soren
Kiﬂrkegggr&; such moderns as Mafpin Bﬁber-apeak of thé"I:Q Thout
relatlonship as rundéméntal; 'Qur kﬁoWledge of other minds le-nbf
merely a derivative from our knowledge of other bodies, or of our
own minds, or of . both together, but is itself a primary and
orlglnal mode of conaciousness, of equal right with these others,

~and having like them a character sui generis. An 1nferent1a1

element 16 involved: but the primary ¢lement in our knowledge of

one znother is an element gf 1mmed1g0y. The old\thgorf of kﬁowledge
as & subject - QbJect relationship is being shown inadequate. There
ia in knowledge & gpbjecf-subject rel#tionahlp as well. As Buber
expresaes 1t: "I come into being-asfover'égaingt the Thou; all

real life 1e of the nature of encounter'.

| ‘ The lmportance for theology of this new emphasls 15

patent. loo often theology has objeotivized God in thinking about
Him; éod 1s conceived as ag objeot over against the self ﬁs the .

A}



knowing aubJect.__In ootuel':aot_what is of supreme importance is

. the euogeothOOd of God e_e_truth,eo'eaeily obscured in the procesas

of thinking about God. It 1s God Who comes to meet ua, notvae an
object that may be spoken about, but-as a SubJeot @ho must be spoken

Xo. "He 18 not one among the many ohjects of our knowledge, but ie

"a Knower by-whoo both they and we are known: He ie,Soheone;we.and

speaking to ﬁs, and Whom we then, 1n'ouf turg,,finﬁ ourgelves
apeaking. 0. "Properly epeaking"', writes Dr. Buber, "God cannot -
be. expressed, but only addressed“ o '

That such 1deae about our relationship with God mark a
return to the Hebraic, as over againat the Hellenio, oonoeption b -}
obvious, and must eommend-themselvee to the attention of Christian .
theologians for that reaeon. Brunner's theoiogy, forfinqtanoe, 1s .
dominated by the idea of - the I-Thou relationship, and no- ‘one. can
fairly.deqy that Brunnerle contribution to the uevelopment-of
theologiqa;'thought ie as oonﬁﬁierable as it ie arreetingiuwmﬂbfbe
determ}ned by this event,'this'faot.of the Word, this Word 1
incarnate, ‘is falth......Nothing save a real ielation to a real
Thou can dispel tﬁe eolitﬁde of' the soul: ‘onl& a reai conversation,
in which we are actually addressed by enother pereon, oan'make.uS'
responsible’. (Mediator pp..205, 209)., WNo doubt in reaotion |

againpt rationalism he overstates his case; but 1t may well be

\argued that the ease needed to be. violently overatated 1n order to '

oall attention to the forgotten truth, Subeequent soholare will
modlfy Brunner A etatement (as, for example, Dr. J. Balllle 1n i

our Knowledge of God), but that does not in .any way aiminish the

value of the Jolt-whloh has been given to contemporary theology by -

1

the transcendentalists.



In virtue of his conbiction'that the cardinal trutﬁ for
Christology 19 ‘that in Christ Cod comes: to speak to us, and by the.

- very fact that He speaks to us demands.from us a personal dectalon,-

Brunner rejecte what he calls the study of Jesus Christ from the
pqlnt of view of the cult of persohality and of scientific research
into. His life and self-cenaoiousness._ His'reiﬁerated complalnt is

that Liberal Protestants and Kenotists are sc concerned with Ohrist

tafter the flesh' that they fail to see the significance of Christ

‘in the flesh'. The real ‘question that should be asked of Christ
1s, 'Who is He?' which means 'What has God to aaﬁ to us in Him?f'.
But this qpéstlon TWho?"has been replaced by 'ﬁow does He ocows to '
be what He 18%' He makes the acute cvitiolsm thnt the Xenotists
went astray through thelr pre«occupation wlth the paychologleal
approach to the Person of 'the incarnate Lord. A.necessity.for
decision 1q turnea into a need for exp]anation. In the attempt to

make it metaphysicqlly olear, the delty of Ghrist ie djscussed in

. the same way_that a physical phenomsnon could be discussed. ~ But

the decislve point is not what He felt about His significance, but
what His Elgniflcande aetuallywwaa. (The-Madiatbr. Chap.. XIII).

That euch obaervationa are just oriticism of a great deal ‘

of kenotic Christology hag alreadv been made elear in precaaing
~parts of this essay. _Hereln 1lies both the fallure to create a

atiefactorv theory on the basis of the kenotio principle, and also

~ the measure of the difference between the Chrisxologioal contro-

" ‘versles of the'rourth and. fifth-qentuéea-and the. Christologloal

sneculation of tne 1ast oentury. The ‘one was actuated by a- desire

to preserve the truth revealed from misoonoentions" the-other,
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attempting to re-state the results of the foﬁﬁéf in terms less

:illogipai'an& paradoxioal; came under the sway'of apecuiative

curiosity to know how 1t[a11"happenéd._ But 1f'the_Ken6tists
stand comdemned of an unhealthy tnterest in_matters beyond

human ken, many of their opponents fal] more heavily undsv the

‘same oomdemnatlon. A oritlc of keneticism, writing in the Churc

.Ouarterly Review of July 1897, produced the following exblana-

tion of our Lord's aelf—oonaciousnesn, on the basls of an

© extravegant arsumption that omniscienwe is analogeue to. human

‘memory. "In forming our piotmre of His incarnate Being we must

Buppose that béhinq His waking conatciouaness He had, ae all men
have,'thia:vaat aphere of human meméry. Bug hlé ;nournaté

Being d1d not end there. In-Hlﬁ thers was anéther dopth of even
vaster dimensions - Q depth etrntching far avay into infinity -
the whole volume of His divine omnﬂaclenaa.....Juqt as we extraoﬂ

partlculara from our memory,lsq conld Hﬁm but Hﬂ gl so could

" extract from His divine omnisnlenée:_'and, what 1s noteworthy,

in the very aot of extracting Hes would trenslate or give to

the se partlou]ars a hnmﬂn form....¢In'ﬁhe case‘bf us men the

' vast ‘store of acqulred knowledge lying in the menory, even. uhen

not extraoted, exarciaes an allnpowerful influence in shaplng

. our thoughte and determining our Judgements ahout thinga...@ur

Lord had continually present, as belng inseparsble from His

fperéon, the whole #olume of divine omniseienoe...clegrly 1t
must have 1nf1dencéd - gllently 1nf1qen6§&-- everj'Judgmsnt

which He formed ae man....in common wlth His memory it lay

behind His consclousness". Now even if this were the method by
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_which the self-conaciousness of the Dlvine—hnmaﬁi@y was determined,
and we have absolutely no criterion for Judging, it 1s apposite
| -to ask 'What have we gained by auoh 1nfermatlon?' Doe s it in any
. way 1ncrease one's falth in Christ as medlator and redeemer to
know the process of His thinking? Does 1t not rather blind the
mind to the real issues for falth, so that falth suffers. the same -
ifate from ouriosity as the proverbial oat? , i |
The true func tion of—Christology is to play the role of *
_1nterpretef of the-rSQéaled fadt; not t speculate abogt the
éffect of 1néarq§tion on the inner 1ife of'dod, or on the
COnaoiouanss of the G§d¢man;- “In this_consists the knéwledge'of
-the div1ng mystery, that thou shouldst know as God Him 6f Whom
thou knowest fhat He 18 man, and Him as man of whom thou Fnowest
that He 1s God". (Hilary. De Trinitate X.60).° Christology,
'_primarily, mist make clear to every age the truth of the
apoetolié testimony that in Jesus of Nazareth we are confronted
by God: the divine, personal authority ie present in a human,
personal 1ife. How Shat ocould be, how & man could at the eame
time be God are questions which we probably ought never -to aak,
and certainly can never hopa to answer. _ _

All this, however, does not mean that there is no place
for reason in oonneotlon with revelation. We have already quoted
the dlctum that Ythe true buslness of phllosophy is to bring the
‘belief to a consclousness of itaself?, Tha task of,interpretation,
as distinct from the attempt at metaﬁhysioai speeulapioh, must-go”
on in each lucoeeding generatlon. Chriatologiﬁns oan never cease,

in thelr attempts to understand the act of God in Jesua Christ.



The all important point 15 to find the right oatepory. Brunner -
-.attempts to oircumvent the psyohological Ampasse of a dootrine of
" Christ stated in terms of.one divine Perdon in two natures, by a

'distinction betweon ’Person' and 'personality' The 'personaiity"

of Jesus is the elsment accessible to everybody, the hﬁman aspeoct

of our Lord's Person which can be known by every good historlan.

*he secret of Jesus which can only be known by those to whom 1t is

tgiven'!, lies boyond the hﬁman porsonality'in the'divine 'Peraon'.,
" Critics and hiatorians may elucidate and interpret the 'personality]

but. the }Porson"in revealed to falth alone. It is the mystery of
the Person.of Jesus that at the point at which we have the sinful =

‘person!,  He has, or rather is, the divine 'Person' of the Logos.'

~ 'Yperson! meansfthat whioh me,cannot have, but must be. He entered

wholly into human lifewl He'hliowed the powers of the'abyss to
work their will on Him, but instead of the human mystery. of '

' personality - 8in, He posaessea ‘the divine myatery of personality -

divine authority: henoe.He could\bridga the gbysa. This union of

_the Son of God with human nature is indeed intended for humanity

as a whole, bot'only profits thooe who believe. It io, however{

not only the in@ividual's decieion which is important, but that

which made'the'decision posaible - the ooﬁing of God'to'humanify;~
It ia not possible to read Brwnner without being -

_profoundly stirred° his theological teaching searchee the very

depths of one's belng. There is no dodbt that he and othera of

" the game school have recovered a vitel element in Christian

thinking that was in grave danger of being obscured. 'But -the

"conception of a tranccendent revelation from on high has not been,



- and 18 not now, the only operative factor in Christian faith. 'The

Biblicsl faith in CGod as Creator, and in Christ as agent in oreation,

springs from-experieﬁces and eventé in the order of hlstory, and

‘these historical experiences muet not be left out of account.

Brunner's emphasis on the divine lncognito muat answer the same

_objections as Luther's emphasis on the deus absconditus. If God is

only known to us in His humiliatiOn, then how do we knoﬁ; apart from

that humiliation, that His attributes are those of blinding glory .

-_and-méjesty? 'Brunnerfs Ghristongy‘haé'to be assessed in relatlon

to his entire theological position. But, even when viewed

'diapassionately in itself, 1t 15 extremely hard to be ‘sure what he

does mean by lPeraon!. Ao has been alreedy remerked, it looks rather

" as 1if -he is committing ﬁhe_leglcal fallacy of separating the divine
wferson from the d@ivine Nature, and that really his theory is a play

upon words'té'whieh one 'cannot httach'any.intelllgible neaning.

X i X

From a11 the attempts Whioh have been oconsidered in this eeaay

to . answer the question, "Who .1s this Jesus. of Nazareth?" there

emerges one maJor truth which must direoct future exploration in this

. field. Dogma muet be moralized. Only moral and: personal eategorles

will suffice for the 1nterpretation of the doctrine of Chriat.

- Btarting with the historlc reality and unity of Chrlst'a Person,

students must aeek an 1nterpretatlon in terms of person, will,

history, eociety. If the ond of our salvation 1s a moral glory,

- then the origin of 1t must have 1ssued rrom moral glory rlaing in

Eternity: a moral end can only be reaohed by moral:means. St. Pau]



‘and the writer [ the Hebrews.are surely to be underatood as
'teaohlng that 1t was not the rank and power of the Redeemer that
made His death preoious for redemptlon, but His worth._ Herein.lies
the 1mportanoe of the kenotio prlnoiple' it makes the whole Chrilst
“on earth the resnlt of a grand moral act in the heavena. SOteriology

19 the way of aooesl to Christology. The Fathers knew that, but

".'the Kenotists for the most part forgot it: by their tendenoy to

treat the Person of Christ by Hlmself and in abstraction rrom His

atoning work they mlssed the ‘essentlal value of the very prinoiple

they set out to establish, It 19 the doctrlne of the atonement

~which requirea the doctrine of the kenosis as aeourity for the :

reality of the moral atruggle and victory of Christ. |
Dr, Temple has observed- “It 1s characteristic of the

'vgrowth of chriatian theology tnat religioua experienoe should

: preoede_dogmatic tormula“, We are driven to belleve in the divinlty
aod'toerefore_the pré-existenoe,-of-Ghrlst, and we are-at the same
time driven to belleve in the self-limitation of the divine element
1n.Chr19t,'by our bellef in the,redemption‘won by‘Christ. io the

j aarly Church the more closely the association of Jesue with God in
the salvation of men was reai;zed, the more oortaig became fho.
oscription ;6 Him of true d;vinity. Whenever the ootoriological
motive app;ared, Jesus could beithoughf of'only as coming to the
world. from the éido of God. vﬁothing loﬁer than the Holy God could
re;hallow the guilty hﬁman soul. Yet it is the author of the
eplatle to the Hebrews, who witnessed partioularly pawerfully to the
delty of: Ghrist, who was nevertheleee not afraid to stata in '
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OOncréfe;_gneomﬁromising terqs_the rea;-individual humaniiy of
Christ, There 1is undoubted affinity between the Gpristqlbgy of
this Opistle and the kenotic theory, yet on the whole the :
Kenotiats have failedl to appeal to the eplstle for support. .The
egagence of the Ghriatologtcal belief thch we find 1n Hebrews 1s

that thraugh the. real vell betwean God and man, made impasaable

by sin‘ Jequg hag Opened and dedixated for man tne ong true way

unto the fulness of God'sn preeence and eternal life. This

_finished work of Jesus presupposes two conditlons. Firet, Jesus -

As Himself Godte Son Who came forth from beyond the vell: sécond;'
althéugh.Jééusfoame foffh from God,. 1t 1s.aqué;1y'ﬁrue tha% He
really did ocome ggggg_to the human eide of the.veil'which ‘
preparated men from God. fmhélﬁay to God is one which meﬁ have-to

follow;' it muat therefofé be one-Whlch men ere cepeble of

- following 1n_sp1te of the limitatléné of thelir new mortal nature.

Jesus 1ﬂ-be1ng borp asfmap acoepted zll the reetriqtians which
belong of deoeesitf to natursl, fleahly:and mortal manhood. The
way was found in the cqmplete-surfgnder of the humsn will of |
Jesua ﬁo'the will of Gods the surrender of obedlience consummated,

in the self-saerlf*ce of the perfect High-prleat on the croas;

-thus Be showed that the vell of mortal flesgh which hidea God from

men, may be made the Qpportunity for an obedignce which brings

human naturp'through humilliation nearest Gnd's throné at last.

| (Heb. 2. 5-9, 17, 18. 5, 7=8. 9.13-14, 10. 19.).

This dootrine 48 uloaely paral]el to whit we have
supposed to be a corract interpretation of Ehils 2., 5-11l. (v.

Appendix R), and 1t 1e difficult to understand elther writer

, .
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unleaalwe suppose that the Logos; in taking manhooq, voluntarily
submitted to a self-retrsction, a aelf-restfalnt, a;ealfh
" limitation. Forsyth is surely rlghtnin_sﬁyiné: "1t 1s what He
dld in becoming man, more than what He did aa man, that makes the -

glory of Wis achievement e divina that nothing short aof absolute

worshipufrom.a whole redeemed humanity can meet 1tY, (mhg;Parson

' and Placa of Josus Chriat, P.273).

Dr. P T. Forsyth more than any other theologlan, haa

" placed the konotlc prineiple in its proper context and shown 1ts -
" real impcytanno fbr'bhrinsolom « J.K.Hozlay ﬁas saiﬂ-éf him that.
- he 15'"an9 of the few greStnfheologians who have refused to think

- about Christ in terms of the two natﬁree{ formula,'andﬁyet ﬁave’
ln"eaervaﬁ the full valus of orthodox Chrintology . His conviotion.
is thaf “the ethioal notion of tha true unity as the 1nterpene§réq
tion mf persons by moral,éotlon muat taks the place of'the old |

metaphysic of the union of natures by a tour de forge". He adds

"the Church has worked long on the old 11hﬁs_which were ¥ald'dbﬁq
by pagan fhough; rather than by a final revelation in-a ﬁéreon{
perhaps,'wﬁen.we hava worked in thls new anﬁ living way as long,:
then we may expéct reaulta fo£ which we .are not yet.prapared,:but
which we canla;réady }oretell-aléng the line of the true metﬁodf,
-(Oﬁ.cit. p.231) B;s_own 1s a conspicuous contribution,ﬁowards a
'new orthodory. | .

Like. Brunner, Fbrsyth 8608 the psychologloal lmpnsstbillty
-of'goxng very far in reconatituting the aalf-conaciouenPaa of
Christ: but hs rsalizeﬂ thet the kenotic princlple, more: than any

ofhar demonstratps the amazinz 1ove of God and mskee man's
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redemption pring from an ‘act of suprema moral worth. Thig

orinciple alone safeguards the reality of Ohrist's morel struggle.

One of_the effeota of the kenoala was thaty while Christ, being VWho

He was, could. never sin, He was Himself not aware of that _
impossibllity. He knew He came sinless out of every crisis, but
He did not know that He never oou]u be anything else. - Thg
llmitatlon of Hise knowledge about Himgelf is 1ndubitable. He was
not perfectly sure that the Cross was His Father's wlll until the
Yery last, "If it be poseible let this oup pass". Fopeyth
rightly points out that what is truly humen is not sin: ein is a
factor only of—gmpxricgl hﬁmanity and fatal to the trﬁe. What is
truly human'is'thé power to be tempféd'to siﬁ}'anﬁ Christ was.sd
tempfeq._ He bOuld—be-tempted'becaﬁae He loved; He could not sin
because He loved so deeply - bécauss 1t was God He loved - God

’more-fhan man. The ggtuit non _peccare rested on the non potuit

peccare: He was the Holy One of God Hho had condescended to human
states. “but to His own .experience as. incarnate ﬁhe moral oonflict
was entlrely real beeauae Hls self—emptying included an oblivion
of that impossibility to. sin. ' 3
Bht Foreyth is not contént vith a merely kenotlic Christ, .

'(And when he uses the term he means not self-emptylng in the senge

. of qelf-depotentiation,'but.1n the-génse of selfépetraction, in

whlch attributes of Gﬁdhea& are not destroysd but reduced to a
notentlality - 00noentratad) A Christ merely kenotic is '
1nadaquate.‘ "A self-diveatment only 1eada to the spectacle of a
humbled God, and not to the experionce of a redeeming and roval

God..}.we must keep in view and keep uppermoat, the positive

’
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'proeéée, the effective, zecendlng, ana_maétéﬁing process whicﬁ
waa intarwoven,with.thﬁ-ren&nciafion in Chriet". (Op. elt. p.309).
. Christts growth iﬁ é history of 'mor%l rédintegrationt; the
hlstéry'of a recovery by graﬁuai reeonqueét of the mode of being
from which by a tremendoua mersl sot He came. He won by duty
vhat was His by rlght., So Forsyth is led t6 descrihe the unien -
" of CGod and man in Christ &g thé “mutuel 1nfolﬁticn of two personal
movemente releed o the whole goele of the human soul and the
d;vine"; (n.}}}) God and man meet in humanity, fot as. two
entitles or natures which cowexiat,_but as two msvemente-in-
1ﬁterplay, matusl stfuggla ahd reciprocgl ammﬁhnien,l'God end man
| meet 1n actlon rather thah being‘. “We ﬁave within ﬁhis'slngle
increste person the matual invelution of two personal acts or
ﬁovemanﬁe eﬁpreme-in spiritgal veing, the one aistlnétlﬁe-of<ﬁan,
the ether @1st1nntxvé Gf God; the cne belng the §bint1n?;”inga-
cafﬁdfeal ﬁersen, af—God‘a long aetion . in ehtersnu historv thé
othér-the-pointing of man's moral growth in the growlng
apprOprlation by Jesua of ﬂia divine content as He becomes a
fuller or gan for God's full -sction en.man. JThe two supreme
movements of spiritusl being,-rédémptlén and rellgién, are
f@vealedlaslheing go personal that thay can\ﬁaka harmonloup,
eomplete, and final éffect within one histsriq pereon,\lndreate7
hu§ corporesl’. (p.344). | -

What 1s s0 exoellent about an: 1nterpretation of Chrlst
along the Jineﬁ suggeated by Fbrsyta is that it comes nearer to.

-our experience; it haas more roligious value for usy than 1f we

spéak about a conjunction 0f naturas. The old orthodoxy was too
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much ruled.b& 1ntellectuéiist preconceptions. The ideas for which
kenosis ‘and plerosls‘atgnd, fire the'imaginafion;' and the paft
played by the imagination in the soul's dealings with God, though
it has always Seen understood by thoase skilled in the préotieé of
the Church's. cure of aouls, hag never been glven- proper place in
Christian theology. The Church's experience of salvation has been
that ofla-moral salvat;dn,,spinltually andﬂpersqnally real&zed. .But

--frequently in her hlstory the workings of grace hgve been d esoribed

in mechaniocal, rather than in moral and'personaly,termﬁ. The obJéct

_offredemptlbnfih the creed-making age was less to forgive man, than

to-immortailze him, less to convert than to deify. Grace was not

the restoration of unclouded personal relationships, but the

'deitlcatlon'of-ooﬁruptible human nature by the tranafusion of an

inoorruptible, divine antiseptic. But sin, as Brunner never ceases

to impress on us, is a persdnal.relation; it cannot be cured by

-magical infusion, but only by moral action on the part of God

wherein person deals with person, and soul with soﬁl, in a mutual -

act of grace and falth. "Repentance and falth, mortificatlo .and

vivifioatio, are one, an 1nd1v131ble act of revelation. Both 1mp1y

~the one decialve act, and this act 13 the me eting with the divine

person in Christ through ‘the self—revelation or God, in which we
glso - ;n a two-fold_sense - are_revealed ag we really are', (Egg
Mediator p. 347). ' -

' The recreation of our soul%,‘ln which lies our éalvatlon,
was epitoml#ed and Apcoﬁplished once for all in the Person of Chrisat.
His humanity was real; it onl& "pasaed from a destiny into a

perfection through a career®, He presents God with a perfectly holy

v
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humanity mé@e possiblé by His 1n1t1al_self-rénunciation wherein:He
identified Himéeif-witﬁ'mankind,_ The CﬁriéﬁianrGosﬁel.proclaima
thaf'by a,aupremé act of love God in Christ has put Hgmaa;f-at : .
" man's side to ‘duffer with'him and for him in his sinful condition,
gnd 80 win from him the free'respoﬁse of penitence which is the
first conditien of-salvation througﬁ forgiveneag. "In all their
afflietlon He was afflicted.....in His love and in His plty He
redeemed thgm“..(Ieal. 63.9., op.Hébs. 5.9.) In Chrlst, first,~
the purpose ‘of the'oriéinél creation has been accomplished, and -
the 1life of tﬁe world to come has baén made not ohly'a futune hope,
but also a preaent reality. Vhereas man has sinned.by-sgif-
assertion, self-exaltatlon, ‘snatching at eduallty'wlth‘aod', God
inldhriét‘redeeme-man by 'gelf;emﬁtylng!, self-humiliation, putting
Himself on an equality with man. S

' The manner and aim of the divine coming was 'nostra .

-assﬁmpgit ut conferret nobis su'., A real, hisforlcal, human life
1g the place in ﬁhich God'willé to ?éet man.; In that 1ife, 4in
that Christ, the twd'movements of God'fé man and man to Gpd are -
. perfectly harmonized.\-“The soul's redeemer was the eoul's oreator,
divested of everything but the holy love in which He created and
raised by the deep and 1ong renunciation to a- power in which lies
the salvation for ever and ever of the whole oreated race.and
. world", (Forlyth. Op.oit. P-353). | |

We are thus led to conceive. of there belng in the Person
of Chrlat His growlng exaltation to holy power alongside His
Jhumiliation to the.honditioqs of an evil world. 1In this inter-

Al

‘siction His Person was constituted. . It is by holding on to this
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.nétion of the moéral rédintegrdtion of Jesus, the gradual plerqé;é;
that wetcan perhzps dimly understand how He, Gho not qnl& felt and
thought and spoke, but sctually prayed, as a EAn, could yet speak
with a certaiqaabsolnte authority which 1ﬁpreased His ﬁearéra_
whenever He dealt.with the things of Godiz It canhct falrly be
doubted that our Lord was, donscious‘of-somé unique rélatloh in -
Himself to God the Father, and He cdonsidered Himself ‘to be, as
‘Meselah and Son of Man, God's representative in establishing the
Klngdom of whicﬁ He spoke. His human sense. of sonship towards God -
‘was rooted An the reality of .a Sonship which belonged to Him alone.
as the Eternal Son. Somehow the consclousness of a human sonship
towardae God as expreased 1n prayer, merged 1n, while 1t llmited,
\.the conaclousness of the 41vjne Sonship which alone can account for
the dlvlpe authorlty with whlch‘He.apoke. "We might venture tO'Bay
'thaﬁ Jésus,ia dlvlne,-not.bedauae His divine Person of Nature is
divorced from the human, but'bécqqse His'human perabn and n;ture
- are dominéted and organ;zed.in-thé'divxne.'-Beoéuse 1n‘H1m'ﬁhe'
divine 1s self-limited by the human, in Him also the penetration of

the human by the divine 1s oompiete". (Bravant. Time éndﬂﬁpprq;tl'

in Christian Thought. p. 181 n. quoted by Quick p. 180 n.).

'-Ghriét'a Godhead means that in Him'Was the éompletq and
final aotlon of the holy ‘and gracious'love of'de.our-8av16ur¢-
Ghrié;’s manhoodfgong;sﬁg 1n_the:mora1.réa11ﬁy of Hls experiences,
'-His confliect aﬁd Hie growth: 1t ﬁeana Hie true.ethical personae-
11ty growing ;n anﬁé;tual hlstorlc'aituatién,_ “At‘thaﬁmoment of 3
. .;he'iﬁgarnation; fheﬁ, we. suppose that by a.quite\unimgglnable.aot

of divine eympathy the Son of God took upon Himself.both the human
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fulneas &and the human 11m1tat10ns of & creetebpereona]ity, whirh,-

through Hia.self—identi fcation with 1%, became the pereona]

expression of Himself as man, (Quick. Op. cit. p.179). For the
redemptlon of menhinlee identified Himself with men, and hecame
one from §hom the Father required, as from all men, the responae of

loving obedlence. He 'permitted the measures of the manhood to;

pravall over Himself!'. In'the very same eireuﬁetanees, in the'very

sane diffioultiee, 1n the very same tamntatlone 1n whieh we. ere
disobedient He was dbedient unto death tempted in 'all points llke
as we are, yet without sin. ?he Cross was the final depth of |
humiliepion consequent upon the-original aof of eill-by which He
becams 1neernate;. the Oroee.wee-alee the coﬁpietlon-of-a'vicppriouez
hunan 1ife, the sealing of His dhjeotive'achievement which s the

perfectlug at once of Hig own soul and of our salvation. Thie truth

| which wae obsouired ’rom the dieeiplee on Good Fridav wae revealed

to them on Easter Day. The pieen, eecended,,glorifled Ghrist is

the Christ’ rewarded with that glory which was eternally His, but

won anew by Him in the morel victory achleved after He had asgumed

mainta condition. of pereonellty and renounced Cod'e, What Cbrieﬁ

- .Himgelf did with commen manhood He eneblee believere in Him to do

aleo. Bo we, recognizlng 1n Chriet the enezlng condescension of

.the divine, redemptive eympauhy, knowing anﬁ partly knewlng, ean
but knsel and humbly.affer-our 1itany, "By the mystery Qf Thy holy

-1noarnafion; Good Lord, deliver us',

}
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éﬁpendlx A,  Pnilipplans 2, (1-11).

The varlous ways in which this paeapge has been intorpreted in

- ancient and more recent times have been collected and clasgsified

by Lightfoot in his commentary on the Epistle, by Bruce in The
Humiliation of Jesus Christ, and by Gifford in his study of thHe
paseage in an essay entitied The Incarnation, A Study of ﬁhill 1an|
2o These writers show that The theologloal presupposit on
oommentator have in many instences serilously prejudiced the
1nterpretatlon, but in no case 8o dlsastrously as in the controversy
of recent years centring round the kenotle theory. All too .
frequently has it been thought by supporters . and opponents alike,
-that the theory stands or falls by the interpretation of thie one
text. Nevertheless, 1t As important to decide to what emtent ‘
Christologlées .of the kenotic typp ma.y 1eg1+1mately look to this
passage Ior asupport. -

br. Thornton, in his exhauetlve study of Pauline theolopy,

The Common Life in the Body of Chriat, pp.l22, 132, 168, 309 ete.
has indirectly shown that this key passage cannot be understood
apart from the whole trend of St. Paul's dogmetic. It is too faclle
. to say slmply with Gifford that in the passage "the Incarnation and
the human life of our Lord are set before us ag the perfect example
of the principle enjoined in v.4"%. 8t. Paul's thought goes far
beyond that of Christ as an exemple. His use of the phrase

Kowwyi(®  Tved poeto in 2 (I) shows that he is thinking of the
Philipplans as already members of the Bedy of Christ, and -therefore
as partskers of .that humiliation and death and exaltation which are
set forth in vv.5~11l. Far from bcing a statement excluslver
. oconcerned with the manner of Christ's incarnation, it may well be

" claimed that 1t 1g the atonement and the gaocriflolal living of the
Church which 8t, Paul has ohiefly in mind, and the incarnation only
in 80 far as 1t prepares for, and glves eXprasslon to, the reality
of redemption.

8t, Paul reminds his readers that in chrlst they have God'

' love because they ehare the Spirdt ( Kowwvi® TWVEUuxtos  Phil,2,
l—a) He exhorts them to banish strife and valnglory, and seek
that unity of mind and spirlt (op.Phil.1.27). which 1s their true
heritage. They are bidden to become in thelr dally living what:
.they already are potentially in virtue of thelr beptism into
Christ'as death. (All thle, it would seem from Dr. Thornton!s study,
is involved in 8t. Paul's use here of thé word Kowvmiv 1%

It is probable that v.6. should be translated, "Have this attltude
of mind in you vhich you also have in Christ Jesul“, meaning by ,
that, not simply that they are to consider Christ as -their exemplar
in this matter - hut that they already have, potentlally, this
Christ-attitude in virtue of their baptiem. They are to stop
thinking of themselves as individuales and think of themselveés as
members of the one Body of Christ. Their attitude of mind indivi-
dually among themaselves is henceforth to be the same as'that which
they have in Christ. He exhibited once for all the life to which
they are committed as His membara, for by baptiem "they belong to a
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aacrificla] organicm, the One Men'", They are; in a word, to let

Christ do in them what He once for all did for them, not just_on
the COross, But in all that preceded end folfowed the Cross. 8By
thus adding to thelr faith in Christ the crowning graces of :
humility and self-denying love (2.2-3) they will cemplete the
Apostle's. joy. The principle enjoined in v.4. "not looking each
t6 hle own thinga, but each to the thingn of others' is new
explained by Bt. Paul as being the practical outcome, the visible
frults, of 11fe in Christ - the mystical re-enactment of Chriagt's
historical 1ife in the bellever, - the cultivation of that

" attitude of m‘l.nd c".iaplaved by one whe & }wcqwl Gcod

UWQC*@MI . T. A.

Wha t ‘has never been noticed in the kenotic coniroversies
ia the similarity of this pasehge with otharas, e.g. I Cor: 15.3=4,
Rom: 4.25, (op.Roms 5.19, 8. 32-36), in which the language of Bt.
Paul ls in word or thought reminiegcent of the Sufferlng Servant.
The thought of lsaish 53. 12, W31 Ninb myn would
gaem to be reproduced in Phl!. 2. 1-8, 28 ' “favrie ' Ccedudes ...

txer Bivéroo.  The Pattern of righteouenesa prefigured in

‘th: paffering Servant of the Lord, and brought %o actual

realization by the incarnate Son, involves thai complete giving
of ourselves to God which is described in Rom: 12.1-~2, and implied
in Phil: 2. 1-4. The old righteousneas was embodied in a 1aga1
oodé; the new righteousncesns hag been revealed once for all in the
human life-story of Goits Son &ho submitted Himeself obediently %o
the conditions of Hia incarnate 1life. S5t, Paul ssea the nurpose
of the incarnation in the atonement. God sent His Son into the

~World that we might. become sons instead cf slaves, Therefore

"God sent forth His Son born of woman, made, subject to law" (GCal.,
As4+).  For our liberation it was necessary that the divine 3on

‘should share not only our nature but also our state of bondage to

law. ~He bacame a slsve thet we might become sona., (Rom: 6 ep.-
Phil: 2.7., the significant word is &oUAos ). The sacrificisal
outpouring of Christ's self-giving had its source in heaven, was
enacted in the "form of a slave" on earth, and was ccnsummated in
a 8lave's deagth upon the {ross. The dpath consunmated the
obedience, anil the whole act of self-humiliation was vindicated
hy the Father when He raised His Bon from the dead esnd enalted
Him. (Phil.2. 9-11, op. Rom. 1.4, I Peter 3.18, Luke 14.11i.). So

to Jesus as "Lord” all sreation sholl render atvine honourl

. because "He poured out His soul unto death", (Is. 53 12).

' - Now if this -comparison of Phil.2.1-11, wlth ‘Isalah 53 in
covreco, it would seem tha?% 5t. Peul i1s more concerned with the
motive and inner meaning of the incarnation than with ite manner
and method. The emphasie is on the self-sacrifice of Chriat in
becoming man, and in being obedient as man to death. It is
precisely this quality which 8%. Peul' wishes to see reproduced in.
the Philippians. Nevertheless, -bearing all this in mind, 1t is
necessary to consider vv,5-11 in grester detsil to see whethnr
they throw any light on what St.. Paul may have imagined 1ncarna—
tion to have involved.for the Son of God.
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8t, Paul unfolds the attitude of miné. S w & -Xem’te _,.-“10'0"

in three diatinot stages. -

A.

vV 6-5. The originsl act of'self-humiliatlon.
Th: life of obedience oonseqnent upon the orlglnal
' act,
vv 9-11, God's vindication of “the aelf-humiliation and
obedience unto death by the exaltation of Jesus.

™

Tge gentral ides in this sfage 1s the antithetioal gtatement

00X YiRypor qyfears. T Qi 162 Bt , W Ewurv exelwow.

Correspondlng to this main antithesls 1s the aubordinate and

explanatory antithesis - B & 1G12%) v.....
P W vocf\"] by .. \wccbqv

'A,V. "but made himself of no
reputation®.,
"R.V. "but emptlad himself“

Vhat does St. Paul mean by éKﬁvw6%u'J ? There.is no
. parallel instance of this reflexive use of the verb in
the N.T. 1In Rom. 4.14, I Cor. 1.17, 2 Cor. 9.3, the verd
'%f used6§n the passive with the following subjectes ﬂtnamg
.To Kxb)qg \
In‘; Cor. 13 used actively with object . T©
o Xi\hot . The R,V.translation in these instances "to make
void" 1a non-commital, and probably a fair rendering in
each case 18 "to empty of meaning". But while these
_uses -throw no 1ight on Phil.2.6, neither do they support
the contention that the word implies the abandonment of
%?ytying. We can therefore only attach a meaning to
WEVW BV in so far as the present context reveals
it. - o _

/
1. 'o’()u\’ esumw EEn ey .

.0f what does 8%. Paul say that Christ E&uruv e«fv536tv ?
The only possible answer wh ch the cqnsestruction of the \

sentence permits is that ¢ OTY of that
- which He dild not regard as an o oV « VWeatcott -

on John 1.14 {Speaker's Commentary) writes "St. Paul
describes it as an emptying of Himself by the Son of God,.
a laying gaside of the mode of divine.existence (

Avon  Tox ey ) and his declaration
carries us as far as we oan go.in defining the mystery'.
What then is meant by . T Gwwx( loz  ®&) 2.
nghtfoot hows that 1sa 1s adverbial, and holds that
while sos _ . would denote equality of
- pature, eava fox . polnts to the mode of exiatence,
the state and clrcumstances, the insignia of malesty,
rights and prerogatives which it was an act of condes-
cension to walve. ¢p.2 Cor. B.9. 1It(ls noticeable that .
where Christ is accused, in John 5.18 , of claiming
equality of nature with God the phrage used 1is {sov

¢£<»13U TV T
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- We come now .%o consider the subordinate antlthesls, os gl_

107,

[ . / B

oL(r\’&\/P.ov E \ The R.V.rendering of the word as 1f 1t
v * ‘were the passive x(ﬁlkumx has
o been established by Lightfoot beyond
doubt, The fact that the Greek Fathers generally Lhad no ,
soruple in rendering the word as if it had been w(aoupx
may be taken as indlcation that no hard and fast line
separates the active from the passive as to sense. The

.disposition of love, says St. Paul; does not even regerd its

own lawful property as a robber regards his unlawful rapina,
but freely gives it away. He did not deem being on an o

. equality with God a thing.to be clutched at pll hazarda as
‘a robber reg%gzg his booty, AN’ Zm*nvv %&chz of o

Evy
st. Paul is here drawing as ocomplete a contrast ‘a8 he ca
between the action of Christ, the second Adam Who redeem

. mankind, and that of the firast Adam, who caused its fall.

Adam, being originally in the form of man. counted At as

" booty "to be as God, knowing good and evil', and, in

snatehing at the prize, he fell, and draggea mankind down
with him. Christ, on the contrary, being originally in the
form of CGod, 414 the exact opposite: He humbled Himgelf to
the uttarmost, and being therefore exalted, He ralged -
mankind to 1ife with God.

\

W’(q”\ o0 - Ud(XW \-chqv Ba0Aw At k...

\
_ Uﬂ1QU%NV. - ‘R V.marg "being originally . This,

in Lightfoot's opinion, is the :

P : “correct.rendering; he contends that.
urd¢'Ch must be referred to a point of time prier to
the Incarnation and quotes authorities to support the .
contention. But while undoubtedly this is an eseential part
of the meaning, there is strong evidence from New Qgstament
usage to support the view that the Imperfect va2eYwv -
contrasted with the following Aorist implies indefinite
continuance of being. Luke, 23,50, Actas. 2.30., confirm
This. view, but 2.Cor. 8.17, 12, 16 Rom. 4.19, put it beyond
any doudbt. “"o far as princlples of grammatical- conatructlon
and the writer's usage are concerned it is unrsasonable to
assume that Christ ceased to be in the form of God when He
emptied Himself". (Gifford, P.1l; who also shows that the
use of the Oreek Fathere’ 1ncludea this idea of continuance).
Gore therefore is plalnly wrong when he says that Christ

- em tied Himself of the divine \*OCq)c\ (Dissertations.

«d9) .
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divine Nature.

- 108,

\ @ ~ . A . ’
Weeo - .0 Lightfoot has shown that d in
‘w@m ' philosophicsl usage refersvfo %‘ge
- nature or. eassnce of a thing,not in
the abstract, but as actually subsiating in the 1n&1v1dual
and retalned as long as the individual itself exlsts. It
is to be carefully distinguished from cr><q which
refera to changeable and separable accidents. He shows by
quotations that the contemporaries of 8t. Paul would not be
unfamilier with this use, and concludes that wo(Qd S
is the divine Nature actually and inseparably subslstinp in
the Person of Christ, something of whioch Chriast could not _ .
divest Himself without ceaasing to be God, 1In face of /
Lightfoot's argument, the contention of Bruce that po(@q :
refers to separable accidents cannot be sustained .any more’
than Gore's variable translation of ‘LOCQQ by. such

‘widely differing conceptions as "the divine mode of

existence!, "the permanent characteristics of a thing",
fthe prerogatlves of equality with God", Thomasius alao
wrongly speaks of o q- as the glory-form answering

to thc eesence of God.

So 1 ar, then the paasage may be conaidered to mean that

'Christ Jesusé pre-existing and continually subslsting in
o)

the form,of Uod, thought Hie prerogatives as God ( S
Evar 162  ®&> ) not a prize to be clutched at all
costs ,but .emptied Himaelf; i.e. continuing to be what He
always was ~ God ~ He diveated Himself of what Lightfoot
calls the insignia of God - the fitting condition of glory
and -majesty which was the adequate manifestation of His

A

participle and the verd 12X e,

strictly fixes the action of (ST

at the firat moment of the. Incarnation
and excludes all attempts such as’ those of Luther and his
companions)to assign it £0 any later period of Christ's
life on earth. A further refutatgpn of the lLutheran
posltion is the participle ‘“(EVOpuAtveS 1n the next
phrase whioch more olearly defines A&p qr) ZodAov -« The
word occurs in Gal.4.4. John. 1,14, Hom. 1.2-4, and in each
case it marks the entry of the pre-existent Son into human
nature. With this and the meaning of % to .
support,it,there can be no doubt that the subject of -
1s the pre-~existent Son. -
It has alreﬁéy been auggested that . Qt. Paul uses the strong
word of the Ingcarnate (explaining it further
by the phrase ZV OpoSH T GAO(d ey Yool ) partly
because he has in mind the idess assoclated with the
suf fering Servant of Isaiah 53. . Moreover this word suma

&>q/ BOUAoo The coincidence in time betwgen this

. up our Lord's own teaching on the meaning of His own life

and the esasence of true discipleship . "1 am among you as
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. one who gervag', .Matt.?ﬁ. 27-;8 Mk. 10 44~45, John.13.
16.  No view of our Lord's Person and work can be satlsface

~ tory wh;oh does not do Justice to this truth.

_ C;gq Jhers muet have the same meaning as in the
phras O -« Christ identified HMlmsslf
with humanity; Ain comparleon with God every creature has

. the form of a2 servant who 1s bound to glve obedlence to God}
but while we have all been dlsobedlent sarvents, Carigt
ghows the perfest servsat-sttlitude to God. The tazking of
the form of a servant conslsted fnr Him ia the entire
submigsion of His will and gffections tc the will of God.
Bishop Bull (The Primitive Tradition VI.21l) expresses the
eonnection of thouzht in phrases "If you ask how
Clirist emptied Himself, the Apostla answers, by taking -the
form of a servent. If you dsk again, how Christ took the
form of a servent, the answer follows immediately, by being
made in the likeness of men, that 1s, belng made man, like
unto us men, ein only excepted"., Ohrist lived out the life
of one who se¢rves, accomplishing a life of perfeot obedience
-t0 God unto death by first putting Himself on a par with us-
by taking upon Himself, although still §od‘'s Son, the
permanent eharacterisbics - the very nature - of a geirvant,

“becoming voluntarily Himself one from whom God requires, as
from us, the response of obedlence..

"B, The second stage,TRWIunoo1§ 5 recorda the way of llfe upon whtoh

Christ sntered ae a result of the K&wWwS and the taking
of the form-of a servant. He showed His humility by persevering
An and carrying out the purpose for which He became man. The
humiliation Deing a perseverance in the mind which led to the
WEVW N € 1mnlies not only identity of subject but conttnuity
of self-consclousness. in the subject.

i. Gﬂiﬁ?ﬂVh}f&V 6ZUTDV. GtuTml 1n each caee(cp.E.?)
. ' -omphasises the voluntar)
" b 1y b ‘nature of the éfts, and
eagent st obvio ue ¢ He, ¢ & €ou
% ‘\I g—\(é WEEY. - koCk)
The seound act waa tha inevitable outcome of the firet.
Having entersd on a way of 1ife which demanded’ obedience,
He was obedient unto death, a death whioh He could only
heva avolded by compromige which would have rendered His
obedlence a farca. It was preolsely becauase He was
obedient to God that He incurred the hatred of the Jewleh
suthorities. The extent and final depth of Christ's. -
’ 1§05-hum111at10n and condescension, which began when -

A e e e

. b e Ewsy y WBs secen in this submisslon %o

T a shameful death, S .
1. o) euCe‘Bm ~ Tnie phrase declares What
WRDS .., Christ appeared to be in

the eyes of His
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oontemporaries, and prepares for the statement of that
furthér humiliation to which He submitted at their hands.
In His entire- way of life He made H,mself known and was

- recognised ( aacefhbc ) as a man.” There is no real support

for the charge of Marcion and Baur that this is a docetic
description. St. Paul 18 really recording the experience of
the Twelve. By every sensible proof Christ was recognised .
and known and found as man.

.0, The final stage is the reward (as in Isalah 53) by an exaltation

proporfionately great of Him 4ho had poured out :His soul unto
death. The exaltation appllies to Christ as God in manhood, As
God in manhood He received again the glory -that was His before
as God, (John., 17.5). But there is a very real sense in which
the glory Chriet now received was an added glory, at least in
relation to us, He had by His 1ife of humiliation and
. obedience won a new title - that of Saviour and Redeemer. :Hils .
' rlesen Body we are told, 8tlll bears the marks of thg, Pasalon.
John. 20, gg Therefore God gives to Him T ovopx 7O
§ 60 The ineffable name of Uod has been changed
by a Himaelf 1nto 8 name utterable by man and deeirable by
all the world, i« & ™ Ve ¢J1 10600 xpvu K|
Ko ll&b‘ﬂ. \/?\wm €§0\l0 a lG(toS 000 ¢ )runoc
"The tetragrammaton or ‘adora b& myatery of the pat 1arohs is .
made fit for pronounciation and expression when it becometh the
name of- the Lord's Chrlst .. Jeremy Taylor.

In this pasaage 8t. Paul s preaching an ethioal sermon
with the help of a more or less pictorial contrast between Adam and

. Christ. He 1s not writing in the precise and carefully chosen.

phrases of scientific or metaphysical theology, but even if he does
not "use his terms with the exactness of a professional loglclan

. or scholastic" (Gbre, Disgertations. p.89 n.) we are not. thereby

Justified in putting on those terms whatever interpretation suits
our particular fancy. There is no support in the passage for a

' metaphysical theory of a depotentiated Logos, elther in the extreme

form proposed by Thomasius or in the more moderate form favoured by
Uore. 8t. Paul ia not concerned to answer the question how the
divine Son became man in the preclge sense in which the kenotists
are interested in the question. His objleot 1g rather to show how
Christ redeemed fallen man, and his anewer is that Christ redeemed
fallen man by putting Himself on man's level. It is because Bt.

"Paul sees the life of Jesus as the act of the living God working

for the deliverance of His creation from bondagée to sin and death,
that he is driven to a doctrine of the ‘incarnation (2 Cor. 5.19.
Rom. 5.8.) If a dlviding line is drawn between the Creator and
the oreation, Chrlst must appear on the divine side of the dividing

-1ine (Col. l.13. c.p.Heb. 3.3). By the fgot of his own

experienced redemption "through Jesus Christ (Rom. 7.24, 25.) Paul
is foroed to rank Jesus with God,and to identlfy what Jesua did
with what God did to redeem mankind._'
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Thue the earthly life of Jesus 13 seen to be the earthly
life of one who came forth from the bosom of the Father (ec.p.
John 1. 18.) to raise men up to the Father by an identification
of Himself with men in all things save in sin. The real S
significance of the historical 1life of Jesus of Nazareth (of whid
Paul had heard from Péter and the other Apostles) was seen by
him to be nothing less than a divine act of redemption. 1In Jesus
‘God's Son put Himself on an equality with man and became one from
‘whom God henceforth required, as from all men, the response of
loving obedlence. It was precisely in living obediently in the
very same conditions, under the very same limitations, and amid
the very same temptations in which we have always been o
dloobedlent that He won the vietory which gained for Him the
Name which As above every name. (Phil. 2.9.) Ghrist proves
that the very conditions of mortal life, which, when made the
inatruments of sin, cause man's downfall (Rom. 7.8,11, 15-~23), .
“may nevertheless be made the opportunity for an obedience which
" brings human nature through humiliation nearest to God's throne -
at the last. As one who hae llived obedlently in human conditlions
He 18 able, by drawing men to Himself, to give them new 1life and
Eower that they themselves may respond obedlently to the will of
Jod. (Rom.6.) 1In Christ a new life, a new hope for humanity has

" dawned,

It is evident that St. Paul's doctrihe of the atonement
requires the real manhood of the Redeemer every bit as much as
_does the dootrine of the wrlter to the Hebrews. OChriat's self-
identification with sinful humanity in everything except sin 1is
the key-~stone of the teaching of both writers. Equally essentlal
for both 1s the personal identity of Him (}ho was obedlent unto
death with Him Who,being in the form of God, took the form of a
servant. How thls could be so, how one who was personally God
could be at the seme time one from whom God required, as from
men, the response of loving obedience, Bt. Paul does not profess
to explain. But what 1s at leadt suggested by Phil. 2. 5-11, is
- that the identification of Himself with men was a voluntary act
of the Son of God, an act of sympathy, involving for Him a
measure of self-sacrifioce and humiliation. The nature of the
self-sacrifice was such that it did not in any sense involve a
break in personal identity {(that would have defeated the divine
‘purpose): nevertheless the humiliation was real; 1t was costly
- to the Son; and we can legltimately olalm that the measure of
the gelf-gacrifice was such as was necessary to enable Christ -
really and truly, and not only superficlally and apparently - to
be man. Ve have no means of measwring how far it was necessary
for Christ to restraln His dlvine powers in becoming the subjeot
of 1life under human condltlions, beocause we do not know %o how
gredt an extent human nature 1s capable of mediating the divine
1life. Human nature as we know it is warped and. weakened by
dlsobedience., Christ alone shows us what human nature is capable
of becoming when perfectly united in will with God; the only
gtandard by which we can measure the capacities of human nature
being Christ Himself, we have no criterlion to help us in under- -
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standing His person, -This then is the aoint beyond which St Paul
does not (perhape ocould not) take us. What wé can, however, clalm
with confidence 1g that 8t. Paul's argument cannot be understood
exoept on the basis of a real self-restralnt undertsken in the !

pre-incarnate aetate by the Son of God whereby He wae able really
. to 1dentify Himaelf with us.
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AE Eendix B‘n
' The Dbé%r;ng of the Cosmic Chrlst.

The aseription of divinity and of cosmic functions to Jesus
Christwas made by men who had been brought up to believe in the
strictest monothelem that the world has ever known. Only when the
effects of the doctrine of divine transcendance on later Jewish
theology are taken into account ocan.it be understood how 8t. John,
Bt. Paul and the writer to the Hebrews could speak of Jesus Chriat’
as Him without Whom "was not anything made that hath been made",

Such information as the doocument J gives us of the primitive
Israellite conception of God in the pre-prophetic perliod indicates
that God was thought of as a man. Anthropomorphic ideas are
dominant. Yahweh walks in the garden in the cool of the day, Gen,
3.8; He Himself shuts the door of the ark when Noah had entered,
Genesls 7.16; He meets Abram by the oaks of Mamre appearing in
human form .and accepting the Patriarch'a hospitatity, Gen. 18. 1 f£f;
He wrestles with Jaocob at Penlel, Gen. 32. 24. God is spoken of
as if He were a man, and in J anthropomorphism is frank and nalive.
It retains the notion that Yahweh is a Being who is pleased with a.
gift, and that notion 1s reasponsibvle for the predominantly
oconfidant and joyous tone which marked thé peace-offerings of pre-
exilic religlon. ' :

Against such a conception of God as this the prophets protested,
Hosea 11.9, 1lllustrates the trend of their teaching: "I am God
and not man: the Holy One in the midst of -thee', The mark of the
prophetic attitude is strongly impressed on the Pentateuchal
_ Qooument, which, although 1t probably comes before Hosea, yet owes
1ts -composition to the.impetus of early prophetic activity in the
North. Here the notion of God has greatly developed; it is a
theocratic writing standing for a purer Yahwiasm. God does not now
appear for Himgelf: Gen. 22. 11 , speaks of the angel of the Lord
appearing .and speaking for Him. éo.gradually in the ocourse of
years and changing circumstances, the sarly anthropomorphlc
conception gave way to a more transcendant view of Deity. Ag
- thoughte of the majesty and the power of Yahweh become prominent;
.80 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 Juige, and 8o
stage by stage the warrior-God of the tribe was concelved of as the
Soverelign Lord of Israel, and eventually, with the passing of
monolatry into monotheism, as-the God of all the natlons, The
final -impetus to the developing view of Yahweh as transcendant was
given by the Exile. Ezekiel's writings are filled with his sense
.0f the grandeur of the divine majesty, Ez: 1. 26-283 his repeated
-use of the phrase "Son of man" seems to lay stress on the diestance
between the Godhead exalted in holiness and the prophet-as a mere
man. In his proclamation, 2.3, of the universal sovereignty of
Yahweh, monotheism 1s indeed implicit, but even so thqre is not the
express statement such as 1s found repeatedly in Deutero-Isalah,.
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His mind 18 86 filled with the glory of Yahweh that he seems not
to reflect whether the gods of the heathen have any reality. But
with D, < Isalagh the doetrine of the transcendance of Yahweh is.
stated in no uncertain terms. The experience of the Exlle had
made a deep impression: the prophet determined to preserve a
spiritual conception, of God as against the crude anthropomorphism

of idolatry. Yahweh's glory is set over againat the futility of

idols. For it is after references to such man-made statues of
deity that the writer declares "I am God and there is none else:
T am God and there is .none like Me". Ta..46. 1-13. Perhaps the
‘most etriking pioture of the transcendant God 1s 40.22-26, 43.15;
in 40.6-7, 44.24, the all-mightiness of Yahweh is emphasized.

Zecharlah follows in the wake of Iaaiah's conception of

| Yahweh's tranacendance. For him Yahweh 1s almost beyond contact
, with this earth and its inhabitants. For al though Zechariah is
.o .prophet, his access to Yahweh is trebly medlated. Yahwsh

communicatea His will to His Angel, and then snother angel

interprets to Zechariash the divine command given to the Angel of

Yahweh and commissions him to prophesy to the peoples the divine
%eaaage, therefore, resches Israel through three 1ntermediaries,
echs 2.3, .

Agaln, post-exilic legalism by its 1nterposltloh of a

written law between God and man tended to carry on this emphaals

on the divine transcendance: for although the law as the '
revelation of Yahweh's will enters intimately into the details of -
life, yet 1t intervenes as an external mediator between man and

God. It is not a law in the heart. In the- later apocalyptioc

literature generally, e.g. Fnoch 1+36, the Creator is depicted as
distant from all mankind, reigning from heaven and. governing the.
world by angellc viceroys. It has been gssid that in the apocaly-

" ptic literature ."God 1a thought of as osccupying an lnaccessible .

throne", much in the manner of an Eastern potentate. 1In I.
Maccabees aven the name of Yahweh has become too sacred to use,
and there 1s no direct mention of Hle name at all except for:
obscure allusions to Him as "Heaven', 3.18, 4.10-24.

The inevitable corollary of the doctrine of divine
transcendance 1s the attempt to preserve the dootrine of divine-

" Ammanence by conceptlons of God working through agents -

projections, as 1t were, of Yahweh into the sphere of the world,—
concelved as acting and speaking for Him. No longer was 1t .

. posslble to say that the Lord God formed man or planted a garden.

The' will of Yshweh was made known through intermediaries. Of
this tendency, which was the outcome of transcendentaliem, there
are two outstanding modes of 1llustration. The first is the
personffication of the attributes of God, His Spirit, Hig Wisdom,
and His Word:  the second 1s the doctrine of angels. An
examination of the former will suffice for present purposes.

The Spirit of Cod.

The physical meaning of h\\ spirit, is breath,
nveuvx ¢ 1% 1s the characterlstic of life: where breath
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1s present, there is life and power; where i1t 1s absent, there
1s only flesh, weaknesgs and decay. It was probably in qulite
primitive times that ldess of life ‘and power became attached to

. h4N  as a result of observation. Man has hils breath.
within him, so if God is like man then God too must have a
Spirit: for in the 0ld Testament Yahweh hag a 8pirit, but 1s
~not in His essence consldered as a Spirit. The Spirit belng
that in which resides,vitality, power, energy in general, the
usage became extended: the prevalling direction of the mind -
what we should call mood or temper - was callad a spirlit of such
and such a kind, Is. 19.14. ‘then this frame of mind was
Permanent then the general disposltion of a man was called -
'Spirit". In like manner the term Spirit of Yahweh comprehends
all activities of vital energy, emotlonal, intellectual or moral.
Is.40. 13, 14, Ps. 143, 10, Thus it comes about that the
relatliones of God tc man become apoken of as activities of the
Spirlt of God. The Bpirit of God is Cod exerting power: God
actually exertinz efficlency in any sphere.

- In ereation the Spirit of CGod moved upon the face. of
the watery chaos, Gen. 1.2. (The Hebrew word means "hover like '
& bird over" cop. imagery of the dove, Luke 3,22, Mk. 1.10,

Mtt. 3. 16, John 1, 32,.{.— In Job 26.:13%, 1t is sald: "by His
Spirit the heavens dre garnished®. . A beold, though not unnatura
figure 1dentifying the wind which carriles off the cloude through”
God's efficlency with the Spirit of God. In the sphere of :
vitality God 1s the source of life. Vhile in the J document -
God breathes into Adam the breath of 1life, in Job 33.4 1t 1s ,
Pthe Spirit of God hath made me, anl the breath of the Almighty
glveth me 1life", cp. Job 27.3. Behind 1t a1l is the thought of
Cod as continually communicating His lifé; but God in operation
is the Spirit of God, and God's operation in glving the oreature
1ife ies the entrance of Hig Spirit into the oreatwrs, Agaln,
great feats of strength and daring are referred to the Spirit of
God., Judg: 3.10, 6.34, I.Ssm.2.6. The heross are acted upon by
the Spirit of God, and to this ocategory no doudbt belongs the
asoription of propheay at first to the Spirit of God. The
ecstasy of the early prophets was thought of zs the sympton o
inspiration by the Spirit of God: in later times prophecy o
became an ethlcal intercourse with Godn_but the prophet 1a still
" oalled in Hosea the man "of the Spirit", and Micah says, 3.8:
"But I truly am full of power by the Spirit of the Lord". Again,
in the sphere of intellectusl glfts the Spirit is the cauae of
Joseph's wiegdom, and Elihu says "There 18 a spirit in man and
the breath of the Almighty glveth him understanding". Job. 32.8.
(op.Jo.42.1,.'11.1-2.), Turther, all the religious emotions of
men are due to the Spirit of God and the Psalmist prays 51.1l:
"Pake not Thy Holy Spirit from me". op.Is.63.10. (These are the:
 only two places in the 01d Testament whore the epithet "Holy" is
applied to the Spirit, VIR ha 3pirit of Hie
Holiness". op.Rom: 1.4.). The Spirit of God, then, is God
actively present and in operation, but its sphere of action 1s
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chiefly referred to God's inspiration: of prophecy: and while in
the 0ld Testament generally there 1s no real division, yet we may
say that there are the beginnings of a distinction between the
Lord ani His Splirit in such phrases as Hag: 2.5. "My Bpirit is in
the midst of you" and Is.48.16 "Yahweh hath sent me and His Spirit

The Wisdom of Cod.

The two main problems which were constantly before men's
minds were those of oreation and revelation: the questions "How
did God make the world?" "How can and does God communicate with
man?" One attempt was to explain thém by the activity of the
Spirit of God, but with the decay of propheoy the place of the
Spirit was taken.-by a personification of Wisdom. This is a mere
philosophic attempt to convey the same sense of God's immanence in
creation while holding fast to the cardinal dooctrine of His
transcendance. _ : . .

The HebrEW'conoeption of nRd was essentlally

‘practical - skill in ordering the affairs of daily life. The
. wliee man is he who directs his 1life worthily and well, and Ps.
'111.10 shows that the root of wisdom lies in religion. I8.29.14,

Jer.18.18, seem to suggeet the wise as a guild of spiritual
advisers distinguished from both prieat and prophet, who after the
Exile gradually took the place of the prophets as moral guldes

and teachers, Ecclus. 39.1; 51.23. To these wise men is due not.
only the gnomic wisdom of the "Sayings of the Fathers®, but also

- the wisdom speculations in the later Proverbs and Apocryphal
" literature. Proverbs 8.22 represonts wiedom as the first-born

before creation, who was with the Lord.as a master-workman as He

" wrought His mighty works of creation. ¥igdom 1s indeed the
~ impersonation of a moral quality endowed with 1life by Yahweh,

whose place in Creation, however, she nowhere usurps, Ecclust

‘243, descrites her ethical charscter and her birth from the

mouth of the most High; 4in Baguch 4, wisdom 1s conneoted with
the Law. Enoch. 42.1 - 49. 1, pictures hor as descending from

‘heaven to earth, being rejlected by men, returning to heaven and

there awalting the Messianlc age when she will be poured out in
her fulness. o ' ‘ , ' o

-80 &5 men came nmore and more to reglize the activity of a
supreme intslligence in the unlveree, and to speak of YHim that
by wisdom made the heavens", the Wisdom of God became almost an
oblect of adoration. “In poste-exilic yesrs, when the prophetic
gource of knowledge falled, the divine intelligence mads its
appesl and men recognized in all human thinking the impact of the
divine Mind. Prov, 8 reveals the personified Viedom as the
vehicle of .the dlvine message to men. But in Wisdom 7,22 - 8.ithe
personification has risen beyond a practical metaphor to be a :
philosophical dootrine. Wisdom ie¢ ldentified with the prophetic
fpirit of oXd time: "In.all ages entering into holy souls, she
maketh them friends of Cod and prophets®, In relation to God
Himealf, Yghe is the breath of the power of God and a pure
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of Yahweh is constantly descrived as His WWoird "

'1176;

effluenoe flowing from the glory of the Almighty..... the bright-
ness of the everlasting light, the. unspotted mirror of the power
of God, and the image of His goodnees o Te 25—26. Wisdom is at
once a quallty of God and almoat a Person wlthin the Divine
Perdonality. (ops Hebs. 1, } ).

The Word of God ,

The transition from the WIadom of God to the third great
personification, that of the Word, 1s 'a natural development. In
Philo, the Hebralc Wisdom minglee with the Hellenlc and Btoic.
Reason, and leads to a confluence of the best and truest in the
thought of the two oultyres. But the contribution of Hebralsm
to the idea of the Aoyos in Philo was not entirely in the
conceptlon of Wisdom, for the Seriptures have much about the
divine ¥olce in oreation - the oreative Word. Applied to man,

_ word 1s speech or utterance, but under the influence of transcen-

dentalism 1t attains the sense of creative foroce through which
God acts. The Yord of Yshweh is gradually substituted for the-
appearances of ‘Yehweh Himself. Gen. 15,1 "the Vord of the Lord
came unto Abram in a vision". It becomee in Ps.loz «20 the medium
through which God does anything: “He sendeth Hia Word and healeth
them and dellvereth them from their destructions"., Later atill 1t
becomes almosi a personal agency which can act almost independen-
tly apart from God. Is-55 11 "So .shall my Word be that goeth ‘
forth out of My Mouth,'it shall not return unto me void, but 1t
shall accomplieh tha? which I please, and it shall proaper in the
thing whereunto I sent it", In the P account of oreation the
Word is the imstrument. "And God sald™, Ps.33%.6. ¥By the Vord
of the Lord were the heavens made., In the Tapguims the action

- the term Memra
being sometlmes used s of a person.’ The Targuim of Onkelos on.

- Gen.28.21 says that Jacob's covenant was that "the Word of Yahweh
" ghould be his God"., Wisdom 18.15 "Thine all-powerful Word leaped

down’ from heaven out of the royal throne as a fierce man of war
into the midet of a land of destruction, and brought ﬁhlne
unfelgned oommandment ag a'charp sworﬁ

Finally in Alexandria the divine >\0\ oS oi‘ "Wisdom
llterature, and the creative Wisdom of the teaching of the Son
of BAirach, are identified, and to them in Philo's writinge 1ls

“added the further Stoic use of the (1 idea to express the
-all—gervadlng world reason, The doctrine of the peraonality of

the Yord which is plalnly implied in the Fourth Gospel, in Paul’

'(I.Cors 8.6, Col.1.16,) and in Heb: 1.8-3, is but vaguely fore-

shuadowed 1n Philo when he speaks of the association of the Aoyws
with Creation. then God was fashioning the world, He used the
Vord ag a tool; Phllo gpeake of the creative power according to
which the Creator made the world with the Word: "in other passaget
the Adyos ie Erkov [yt .o« Thug in so far as
they ascribe divine personality to this medlating Agent, Paul,
Hebrews and John.dp not borrow directly from Philo's speculations;
they e@nd Philo represent two different streams of thought, the
common origin of which was the Jewlash doctrine of the Memra of
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. ¥shweh. It is not, then, too mich -to say that inm the growth of

the doctrine of transcendance, and in its corollary, the personi-
figation of the Divine attributes finally culminating in the
ovos : concept, is to be found the key to the beginnings
gf t:égtéan dootrine and the background ageinst which it is to
eS e. ’ \) .

- Although these three personified attributes of God have
been treated separately in this appendix, they are not in fact
used exclusively. Ideas associated with one are of ten predicated
of another: the terms are virtually interchangeable. Wisdom 7

. V.22 ff. 18 a striking instance of this interchangeabilityy

Word = Wisdom = Spirit. Similarly in the New Testament the
Johannine "Logos" and the Pauline. "Son of God" have the same
reference, v : ;

An exaﬁination of the evidence of'the New Testament
indlcates that at the end of the first century the doctrine of

. the cosmic funotions of Christ was by no means universal: yet

there 18 no sign of abrupt transition in the development by.which
8t. Paul and others reached these stupendous affirmations .

-concerning Jesus and His relation to the world. We find the

doctrine emerging quite naturally, and references to Christ as
agent in creation and the prinociple of cohealon in the world are
not found to conflict with references to God as credtor and
sustalner, : ) : -

" In Rem: 11.v.36°’it is of God that Bt. Paul says: "for of
him and through him and unto him are all thinga" (c.P.-Eph,j. Ve
9). In I Cor:; 8.v.6, a further idéa is introduced: "yet to us
there is one God, the Father, of whom are all things and we unto
him: and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things, and
we through him". Col:.1.v.16 is still more explicit in the way

" 1t speaks of Christ as the Son "who is the image of the invisible

God, the firastborn of all creation: for in him were ail things
created in the heavens and upon thé éarth, things visible and
things invigible......all things have béen created through him,
and unto him: and he i1g before all things and in him all things
conelat®, (N.B. oULVETTqKE = R.V,Marg. "hold together"%. O
Eph. 1.v.10, 2.v.10, Jn. 8.v.56, Pa. 89.v.27, Eoclus.43.v.26, -

. Prov. B.DVQ 22.

- - 8imilarly the writer to the Hebrews, in 2.v.10, speaks of
God: “for 1t became him for whom are all things, and through
whom are all things.... to make the suthor of thelr. salvation
perfect thvough sufferings".. But in 1.v.2-3, of Christ he .says:
"whom he appointed heir of all things, through whom also he made
the worlds: who being the éffulgence of his glory and the very
image of his substance, and upholding all things by the word of
his power, when he had made purification for sins, sat down on

- the right 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 builtathe‘youse hath more glory than the houseM). (N&.
Hebs. 1.v.3. XTRO Yo & ot c.p.Wigdom. 7.25-26).
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. The development culmlnates 1n the preclse claim cf Jn. o
1-4. "In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with CGod, .
and the Werd was God. The same was in the beginning with God. A1l
thinge were made by him; and without him was not anything made
that hath been made'. .

That the infant Chri otian Church was able t6 make auch
claimg for Jesus Christ in face of the monothelstic belief of the
parent- Jewieh Church can only be accountéd for by reference to the
development of the doctrine of divine agents which cheracterized
later Jewleh theology. Indeed it is not surprising that the
disciples gfter the vivid experience of the Resurrection, and .
faced with a unique Ferson and a unique serles of fsots calling for
interpretation, should turn back to that conception of God, and of
God's gotion in history, in which they had been brought up. The
necesslties of missionary apologetic in a Jewish environment drove
them to think out their new faith in relation to the presuppositions
~ and inherited beliefs of Judalsm, Just as in later years the Church

was to eseek in the Hellenlc werld the help of Hellenlc philosophy
to glve expression to 1ts falth. B8t. Paul, 8t. John and the writer
to the Hebrews all presuppose the validity of Judalem} they take
it for granted that there really were promises and purpcses of God,"
Christiznlty is crganically continuoue vith its own past; what was
new was 1ts claim that all the redemptive promises of God were"
fulfilled in one Person. The eventual formulation of an explicit.
"~ doctrine of our Lord's delty as the incarnate Son of God was
.necésegltated by the fact that it provided the only ultimate
“.intellsctual Jjustification, compatible with monotheism, of such a
cultus as Christianity. A study of the earliest Caristological:
titles suggests that this 1s, in fact, what did happen; 1deas
‘which were vague in the 0ld *estament, e.g. son of man, servant;eto,
réceived definite snd oonerete application in reference to the
risen Christ, _

. Consequently the dooetrine of the cosmic funotions of the
Christ was an inevitable development once Christ had been 1dentified
in men's minds with the Divine Word.. L,

or. J. H Creed (The Divinit of Jesue Christ. p.137 ff) has
a valuable comment .on this . urch was helped
towards ite belief in a cosmic Christ by the conoepts of a Divine
. Word and Wisdom, more or less personified, which were already
current in Hellenistic Judalsm, but these ooncepts do not themselves
explain how Christians ocame to assoolate cosmlc funcetions with an -
historical Man. We must look for some inner logic which carried the
Church onward to ‘the falth of 8t. Paul and 8t. John",

He. rightly gsays that there is no evidence that Jesusa sald
of Himself that He was God's dagent or co-agent in creation, and no
valid reason for claiming that such an idea was present to ‘His mind.
(There is, however, one passage which 1s not without significance
in this connection. Mtt. 8.v.23-27, Mk. 4.v.36-41, Luke §,22-25,
ocontain acoounts of the atilling of the storm. It ies noticeable

-r
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that Clirist dld not pray to the ather or 1nvoke the divina Name~

He gpoke as if He were Lord of the elemenis, and we recall the
bewiluerment of the disciplea at His doing so. -YWho then 1s thie
that even the wind and the sea obey him?"). But 4t 1s true, as
Creed gays, that the terms of thought in the Geospel arc predominentl
soteriological, not ontological, even as in the 0ld Teatament the
doctrine of oreation is only clearly articulated at a late date
(Deutero-Isaiah chaps. 40-55). Yot there 1s a differehce between
the 014 Testament and the New. Whereas an Isalah stande Himeelf

a penitent wlth the sinful nation over ggainat the holinesa of the
Lord of Hoste, Jesus Christ is found %o stand on both sildes of the
chesm at once, "the friend of publicans and einners" yet also "the
holy one of CGod"., “That kind of impression must go. back to the very
beginning, and 1t must have been very nearly, but not qulte, at the
beginning ‘that the disciples found here - in -the chasp which
separated them, yet dld.not separatp them from their Master - the
“true explanatlon of the crucifixion . Creed suggests that we can
perhaps see in the aighth uhapter of the epistle to the Romans the-
nature of the movewent from ihils eariy conviction towards faith in

a cosmlc Christ., "When Bt. Pzul has proclaimed his persuasion that .
the love of God which is in Christ Jesus is the soveralgn power to

- which all things oreated must yield place, the wey has been opened

- for the Vélief that through Christ all things created came to be....
Thé affirination that all things were made by Jesus Christ is .
fcertalnlj not a ooncludion which ocan be established by philosophical
reflexion, still less by observation and experiment, independently
of a relationghip to Christ:  but with relationship to Christ as a.
atarting point, falth may and must advance to 1nclude the wide

world Lu its embraue"

" To this may be added the argument of Quick, Doctrineu of the
Creed, p.p.79 - 80. "St. Paults whole Christology reste upon the
Tundamental. conviction that in the earthly 1ife, death and
- resurrection of Jesus Christ, Uod had accomplished a supreme act of
grace for the deliverance of men from the otherwige inevitable
consequences of their transgreselons of the law.eo.oThe Christ by
whom 'we are forgiven and Justified is the same person who will
‘appear 1n glory to exercise Cod's final Judgment. Thereln lies the
assurance of perfect salvation......And, if by Chriat's work
Chriptlans are crested anew through forplveneae, and mede inheritors
-.0f the new world, the original creation also must have been formed
through the agency of the same person in whom riow 1ts final purpose
18 revealed and is beilng fulfllled: for, as Irenaeus says "It 1g
the game hand through which God coreates and completes". (Vide
Thornton. The Common Life in the Body of Christ. p.p.289, 297).
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