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THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD

Introduction.

This essay is concerned primarily witﬁ.the conception‘
of the immutebility of God as it bears on Christian faith
and experience, Chriétian tﬂbught has its source in the
historical faot of the Incérnation of God the Son, and is
.consequently 1nseparab1e from history ad & whole, 1nseparab1e _
- from the human experience and activity of whioch history 1s
' cowposed. Thus Christianity can be but poorly understood if
considered in isolation,not only frou the world of the last
nineteen hundre§ years, but also frow the oentﬁries before
the birth of Christ. -It ié, then, essential thaf.thg pfesent
study should begin with gsowe reconnoitring of the two streaus
of histor&'Whinh, wore fhan'any others, were §uhsequently to
inf luence: the-flow of christiah thought, both by the power
of their own currents, and also by a wingling of waters.
Those two streams are Greek Philosophy, and Hebrew Religion.

: ) : oN .
PART I. PRE~-CHRISTIAN THOUGHT €f IMMUTABILITY.

‘A creek?rhiidsopgy end the idea of Tmmutability.-

Heraclitus end Parmenides, men of the early youth of
philoaophy in Greece, gave opposite aooounts:of the world.

Herasclitus said all things change: Parmenides said change

is impossibleu Since in their day the idea of God hed not
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achieved the prominence it was later to attain in - philoso-
phical discussion, neither of them considers mutability
ih itS-felation to God, ygt they serve to mark the extremes
from which the subjeect is capable of approach, Heraclitus
builf his argument on things immediately experienced - rivers,
men, fire, Parmenides took the wider basis of everything
that is - the’whole;of¢existence. If, he afgued, we consider
everything that is we cannot conceive it te be changed by .
the add{tion of something else; for having started with
everything, theie is nothing besides to add. Nor can "every-
thing that is" bé changed by diminution, since a part taken
away wéuld ha#e no place to which it could go, because all
places are already comprehended in everything that is. He
proceeded by similar arguments tp show that any particular
glement in the universe is likewise incapable of increase

or decrease, and therefore of changs. The result is a

' cosmos whieh is frozen, and of doubtful potenmtialities,

' The contention is contradictory to human experience,
which, as Heraclitus saw, is conscious of change on every side.
What thean is éggé chanée? To Parmenides there was only one
answer open - that change is an illusion. In suppert of this
answer Zeno of Elea put forward contentions such as his
classic arguament of the arrow's flight, to.illustrate the
truth that nothing moves at all, but only seens tq move.
Although not readily disproved, the §r0posals of .Parmenides
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and Zeno have found only limited ggppofﬁ, and if ié_said
that the trend of recent mathematical examinations of
oconceptions of infinity and movement do not favour them.
But an achievement remains. Parmenides has shown that &
' real lmmutability is qonceivabie'ih relation to & world that
suggests change as its most conspiouous characteristic; and
that such_& conception is most easily arrived at when the
ground of investigations 1is inoreased frOm.immediate exper- .
;ience;“as=with“HeraclituB,'to'wi&er"bonceptibns“6f'reality.'

_Paradoxically it was Heraclitus who provoked the more
signifigant oontentionahin support of immutability in ultiwmate
reality. A flaw in_hié argument was noticed by Plato, and
the consequences were immense. Plato esaw that if all is in
a state of flux theré is no possibility of knowledge,'for
any statement about the nature of things would, as sbon as.
made, cease to be ‘true; for_thé things would ﬁave_chahged
. into something differen%, This would likewise apply to the
very.statément of Hermolitus itself. If the law is of
universal application, then the law itsél: must be subjeot
to change. | Therefore the law itself must change; 1p which
cagse it would'nb longer be true that all things change.
'Clearly this is not what Heraclitus intended. In stating his
law he assumed at least three excéptioﬁs: knowledge, truth,
" and the law itself.

Plato's way out pf.the impagse was in ghe .direction
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indicated by Soorates when he refuted the sophistry of
Protagoras. Protagoras had held that in eﬁoh-duestions-&ﬂaa
"the right', "the good', Ithe just' there were no abiding
ﬁrinoiples.- man wae the measure of all things. This made
morality a matter of opinion. But Soorates maintained that
if 'right' and 'good' were to hgve any meaning gt all that
meaning wust be constant, and identical in every'instahoe
where the terms were predicated. Here was the lead which
Plato gocepted. He agreed with Heraclitus fhat all things
apprehended by sense were in flux, but beyond that_he cut pis
own path. Things apprehended by the senses could not claim

. to give knowledge; but the moral predicates of good, right,

Just, were not apprehended by the senses, and so were not to

be included in the sense-realw of flux, but in the realwm of

oconceptual experience, and were permanent and unéhanging.

Plato pressed on beyond the Socratic moral predicates

to the predicateé of knowledge in general. The senses
* , _ articolar horse
perceive partioular things - a partioular whi%€—653€3?:_37r)

a particular tree, but in experiencing these things, he said,

we recognize natures that we do not sense, but know and

understgnd. Thése natures are whiteness, horse-ness tree-ness.

There are then two worlds the one of the ever-ohanging

things of sense; the other of the permanent things of whigh

-we ocan have genulne knowledge. These last are the 'Forms’'.

In all experience the knowledge of these Forms is presupposed.



. thewmselves are animate ke

P
A right act cannot beiunderstood without the Form of right-

ness; a particuler horsé cannot be recognised without the

A : : - '
Porw of Horse-ness; to think that a line is straight we wust

know straightness. . Forams are permanent, eternal realities

in Plato's philasophy.

"Absolute equality, absolute beauty, and absolute
existence, true being - do the} ever admit of any -
change whatsoever? Or does each.absolute essence
seince it is wuniform and exists by itself, rewain
ever the same, and never in any way admit of any
- change? -~~~ - e
It must said cebes neoesaarily remain the 47

- game, Socrates. (ﬂ&,ta Plosto, 7?3 VelI. pp273

Plato had thus found reason for malntaining both the-

existence of 1mmutab1e Eormt and-also of & changing physical

‘world. 'PFrom this it follows that the relation which the

physical'worid_has-to the real world of'the.Forms_is,cﬁanging

at every woment. How is this change to be explained? The'

. movement cannot have its origin in the Forms, for they are

the principleq of stability; nor by watter itself, for there_

is nothing in its own_néture to give it motion, or to account
for any particular partioipation of matter with the Forus.

By experience we see that the only things capable of wmoving
z®, and Plato concluded that such -

being, whioch he. cealls soul must be working in the universe.
The observaxlon of motlon in a large fleld, as in watching

the heavenly bodles, shows it to be orderly and regular: in

. short, it shows the signs of ratiomality. Thus Plato could

go furthe: end say that there is a rational soﬁl'working
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throughout the physical universe. This he calls God.
Since there is & plurality of perfectly ordered motions

there is the poas;bility of a corresponding plurelity of

perfectly good souls. PFor this reason Plato uses the terms

Tgod’ anf 'gods' synonjmously. 1In so far as one can:
generalize of & pérson whoseﬂfhought was never statib, one
way say that Plato's own beliefs were probably wonotheistic; .

but for the sake of convenience he was prepared to use the _

e mmep e e mmwmie e ageim e mees

What, then, is the. relation between God and the Forms?

Tb no small degreé it 1sloharacterisedchy indepenﬂence.'mhe

.?orms exist in'théir_own right, are eternal, end so do .not

depend on any wind fbr-their creation. They are not derived
from God. Nor does:Plato call the Forms éode, gxqept.by

implioaﬁion in ‘mimwéﬁs' 570,.§'passage which haes gained 1té.
siénificance beé&use it 18 peculiar, anq does.nbt reﬁreSent-

the genefal run of Plato's thought as exposed in the

'Bialogues. Nor is God the Form of the Good: God is a soul;.

the Good is a Form. The oontention that;thé Fonms'are the
'thoughts of God' is Abw'accounted the suggestion.of épecular '
tion subsequent to Plat01‘ It is to the Forus, and not to-Go&;v
that Plato-ascribes‘pridrity'&s beiﬁé eternal, énd'maintéins
thet to sowe extent God conforms to them. What is right is

not right because it is beloved by the gods; _ra_.t_h.er the gods
16ve what is right, and conform to 1t (af.fEﬁthyphro"IOA).
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the gbds are perfect, and giso e demonstration that they are \“

not_oqnipotent. It also must imply that they are not immuis':lc

table; a concluéion which iQ in agreement with the reasqns-
ereédy given for Plato's positing the existence of rational
soul in:the universe. A gassqgé in the 'Rebublio'(éSOE—éeIcf.'
ﬁhich argues for the changelessness’ of the_gdds concerns ‘
their shaﬁes (\4of+r{ ), and is a oondémnation of éueﬁ stories

- &5 “those of ‘Zeus appearing as & bull or & swah.' God is ‘moved.

| but i1s moved by his own will: he is the self-moved moverf'.

" Such is_the ﬁéﬁure of soul,'and_go, prefem;nently,.of God;.-;
the world-soul, h | |

What is the ipmediate. significance oflklaﬁoﬂq philoéoph&-'

'for the study of the iwmmutability of God? . It is ;;hat the
first of the really great systews of thought insists Qn the
existence of both ohange and immutability. God is not

limmutabie (though_&quinas'waa.latef to atteampt to prbVe that.
Plato's self-moved mover can be 1denfified.ﬁ1th Aristotle's-
unwoved-mover = see pp.77r—T9); but then it is not the pdnoep-f
tion 6f Gpd which is given the supreme'posit;on,. Thqt'is'

.- reserveh for the Forws, and they are immutable:. Nevertheless,

. God, who is subject to them in that he must conform, snd thet :
they;ére'prior to hiw, ié,involved.only'in movement of whioch
he himsélf-is'the'aﬁthof. Thus -of Plato's threé oféers - the::

-.physical world,soul, and the Forms - immutability is absent . |
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in thé :Irét,_of regtrioted reference in the segond, and
sbsolﬁ£e=in the third. It, then, is essential in the cosmos,
and is- to be'located' in those existences which are not
suhjebt‘to_the phgsiég} world. '
Plato's philosophy of God and the.Formé was arrived at |

'__by érgument from visible'effeots to - their causes. ATistotle

employed the same principle, but was dissatisfied with the

'_1dentifioq$ton'of God'w1th-a selfhnoved mover. He thought

the question could be taken further: With such self-moving
there are'd;scernablg, he waintained, - two cons?itueni paf¥5;4 '
that which moves but 18 not moved; and the body which is
hot‘the mover, but is mqvedm.'_ eonsideration-af the . -
"heavenly spherea™ pf'hia astronomical'the&ry led_him to
ﬁelieve;thaf bothmtheée congtituents could not be predicated
to the spheres. Phey were the'bodiea moved, clearly enough,
but could one aeoribe to them the intelligence whioh moved
them? Aristotle thought not. There must then be for each

_ sphere a separate intelligence which was its unmoved mover;

and for'thh_oonplete-Pdiurnal~movement" of the stars there
must be a sup:éme-unm&yéd mover pqs@uléted. This intellect
is the God of Aristotle's philosophy. .In.distinotioh from
rlatﬁg Goa'anw'the'ultiﬁqte immutability are united by
Aristotle. What can be said of the nature of God, and of

- his qotivity'(ir such as an nnmoved mo%er can havefany)?

It cannot be a soul in Plato's sease &ince a soil is self-
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moved, not unmoved. It does not act ( WeoxrTrew )
or produce (Tor€iv ), What is left?

Still everyone supposes that they live and there-
fare that they are active; we cannot suppose then
to sleep like Endymion. Now if you take away
from a living being action, and still more production,

, what-is left but contemplation? Therefore the

. aetivity of God, which surpasses all others in
blessedness, mugt be contemplative; and of human
activities therefore, that which is most akin to
this must be most of the nature of happiness.
(Aristotle, Eth.Nie.X 1178b, Vol. 1X)

But in a sense .Aristotle is making an exception in

excluding contemplation from the realm of activity.

For that which is capable of receiving the object

of thought, i.e. the essence, i8 thought. And it

is active when it possesses this object. Therefore
the Iatter [possessiory rather than the former

_Eeceptivi is the divine element which thought seems
o contain, and the act of contemplation 1s most
pleasant and best .... the actuality of thought is
life, and God is that actuality; and God's esgential

~actuality is life most good and ebermnal. We say
therefore that God is a living being, eternal, most
good, 80 that life and duration continuous and
eternal belong to God; for this is God.

(Aristotle, Met. A, 1072b Vol.VITT; cf.Ibid.l073a.
Aroctheds etc. as trans.).

.The object of God's contemplatioh is himself:

Therefore it must be itself that thought thinks
(since it is the most excellent of things), and its
thinking is a thinking on thinking .......

..... . As, then, thought and the object of thought
are not different in the case of things that have
not matter, they will be the same, i.,e., the diwine
thinking will be one with the object of its thought.

(Ivid. 1074b- %%3?&)

such is the existence of the supreme unmoved mover, By
anmoved Aristotle commotes that which is without potentiality.

Motion is the actualisation of what is in potentiality,
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~ though the“mqyément_iteélf_gagpot be olassified either
ae potentislity or actuality: it is an aotualisation in -
which the potentiality and an.inoomplgteneee are both
inblieﬁ. (cf. pp. T&-T5 oq's.rhopgsnAquinas).

The felation of God to the_ﬁorld is very rewmote.
.Knowihg only biMEelt hq-ie nnawa?e of-the world's existence,
and certainly of thatlof;individnal men. - Yet, throngp thé
- spheres he\movea-fhe worlqw Lristptle3§xplaina'thia a8
" ﬁéfdg'éiﬁiidimfb'tﬁbf;hf;uéhdbféf'iﬁe:IOfea”Biéf*iﬁépiﬁiéf,
gn.allopoﬁérful attraption by one who pimseif rewmains at
rest. There ie. no prpyident_oarg exercised by God, no#'ia
wan's loie-oohsequent upon a prior love by God for man.

H'lriatotigaﬁid nﬁt reg;td“h;alGpd“aéwafénile, nor was
the pbstulatiog p;ithg ﬁnqoveq_moy9r 9'sﬁop-gap meapgrp;
It ﬁaa the erowd of his aystén, and'was-arrived.at by uhqt‘
appeared to be the 1mperative demand of logle when applied
%o :;:;;5 experienoe,of the world. The immutable God, indeed
the immutable God 'pa;-exeelienoe' takes its plaoe in
Aristotle's philosophy oftgheer ﬂeoeaeity. This 18 a point :
of no amail signtfic&noe to the present Btudy. Many later |
philosophera aooemted the 1dea of an immitable deity beocause |
they were thus provided with a stable #oem for ethioal
| valuee. With Ariatntle 1t wes not so. .His ethios raquired'
no appeal to an unohanging existenoe outside the'world.-

Laatly it is worthy of notice that immutability and
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oontewplation , which is, after all, & kind of activity,
a functioning, 5”9.9??“?95§r°°§ PY“4£15t9?;;Z;f ‘their
very nature,=s giclnding.eqéh other. This: dootrine of
what might be termed an immutable activity reours in the
thought of Christian philosophers in later sges, and it
is important that it first"appe&reg qof as an attempt by

‘the Christians to esoape from a dilemma by & contradiotion,

-'bﬁt'lies.in the-thought_of ;r;stpt}é,.and; toAqi}éqse:

degree, of Plato. It is then mot wholly surprising to
£ind thet with the fusion of Platonism and Aristotelianism
in Aquinas God is expounded as an unmoved mover whose

nature 18 pure act.

B. Ideas of Iwmutability in the 01d Testament.
' The passage from Greek philosophy to Hebrew religion

_1nvolias a change of climate: for whereas the great Greek

thinkers approached closely to the scholar's ideal of
1mpartial,.detaohed searching for truth, the Jewish pro@ﬁets
and.hisﬁoriaqs believed 1n_h éelf-revealing'néity who was
for them the source of truth. Except for the questioning
and‘prehins.of'aomé later writeiq.who”were not unaffeoted

by the Hellenio 8pirit, the interest was always to record

the relétiona and interoourée between God and man. The

sources -of .their ﬁriting 1lie in personal experiencee;'and

as such they take much ror'granted. The whole approach is
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distinct. Qhus whereas Plato .and Aristotle«mainteined '
the imlutability of supreme being because they felt that et
reason demanded it, the Jews, 1n 8o far as they tended to
regard God as unchangesble, conoeived that unchangeability

in terws of their own experience of God's constancy.

It would be attractive to trace the origin of this

experience to God's revele.tion of '_him_ee;lf by name as

v ag" (Exodus III 14), end both Pathers and Sohooluen

made free'uee of the text to illuetrate-God*e-fuudwmentel
unchangeableness. But it seems probab]@'that'the'paeeage,
deriving from the pentateuchal source E, was not written

until the Eighth gentury B.C., en@-it is possible that

ite origin lies in an.attempt'to put a me&ning toﬂlﬂ’ﬂ "

the letters of the divine Name. If, for the sake of eaution,
we allow this to be eorrect, we still bave left the
interesting infermation that an Eigbéﬁ-century writer,
trying to acoount for the name nyw believed he was right
in interpreting it as an aasention by God of the permanenoe
and inde pendenoe of his nature (of.E.R B Art. God -
Biblioal and-christiau, VOIJVI, p.2541. the writer was

euffioiently-oonvinoed-ef something akin to-lmmutability

'in God to belleve it possible that therein should lie the

" prime assertion God wade about himeeif when firet reveeliné'

hietnime to the chosen people. The writer may have been
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5 giv,éq_ja lead if the source he wge'ueihg provided what he’
himself ha.e recorded. :l.mmediately‘ efter the revelation of
the divine nawe, that is; '

Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel,

1YIN° , the God of your fathers, the God of
~ Abreham, the God of Isamo, and the Cod of Jaaob,
hath sent me unto you: this is wmy name for ever,
and this :I.e my wewmorial unto all generations.
(Exodue III 15). '

Here there is a olear 1dea that there 18 permanenoe in

e A . PR

’Ged which treneoende the t:l.me and cha.nge of the world, he
is as he was in the past, and 80 he ._w-ill be for ell future
time. It is possible, on the other hand, that having
fo.und" hig int!erpr.etation; of .the letters of the divine namé .
the writer ‘Was 1nf1uenced thereby to continue to expound
the 'theume. 0pposed~ to this line of ergument is a eimnar
referenoe to Yahweh's past and future activities, together
with the nawmes of Ab,r—aham, Isaac and Jacob, in the account
supplied by the e'o-{u'efe P of the revelation of the divine -
hame. (Exodus ga) . Lgaih, it could be, tha.t P being .a
.iet.er' work has'oopi_ed- E. It is & ,poesib'eilnity', but not a
o:ertain't-y)'..a,-n{dw.}tﬁout e'u.ffieient' O,V‘ide_no,e to -d'iepro#e the
main points of the biblioal eocounta there is no necessity
to deaert -them. It would geem, then, that a conservative
‘Jud'g!:en-t allbows that the revelation of the divine name was
early oconnected in Hebrew thought with sows gort of a

reie.]iat‘ioh of Yahweh's pe#menenc.,e,?end to an immutability
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in his nature which 'at least comprises an independence

‘of worldly and mortal change.
Further there is the consideration of the meaning of
NRN The Writer of the E source, if the interpretatior

is - due to him, éssumes the name to be'derived from the

verdb '{}’0 , a bye-form of [)}i) , meaning, roughly,

"to be", or more precisely “to become”. The namé then

comprises the third person, masculine singilar imperfect - _!

. -a-form-found- in-other ‘Hebrew names =, “and means "he becomes "

- or "he will become". Presumabl& the use of the first

person is restricted to God, and}the third person is used

when he ig spoken of by others (ef.H.D.B. ii-p 199). S, IL.
Brown. (New Comfﬁﬂ foilowing McNeile prefers "he is wont |
to be what he is wont to be" as giving the feal meaning.

'The impression then- given is that Yahwéh is whidlly self-

determinate, and dependent on his own will, and that

future self-revelation will make clear this will for the
chosen people. The ﬁotion is. rather that-Yahweh'éanno%
be changed, than that he-caﬁnet change,

One may contend that the.aséociation of 1 WY anq..'
the verb |1’1) derives selely from the philolbgipal
ingenuity of the E writer. But the contrary.néed-not
conflict with the a?cheological evidence for earlier. _
Gaﬁaanitish and Babylon;;givine names as the source of |
f]lfﬂ_ .. For a God with an eﬁtirel& new andluﬁfamiliar -
name would not have been immediately acceptable to the

Israeclites.
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There i8 no reason why God in revealing hiwmself should

. hot have deéigned the.tyb:old'pyrpgse of qssociating himseif ‘

with a name already bearing g_diyine'oonnotation, and also
imparting'a_tfuth about his own nature. Moreover there is’
considerable cause to believe that:#he early rpvelatién

of God~ého¢1dfhﬁve emphgsiqu h;g:unoh&ngeabléneas;'since

1t is the perfect preparation for the giving of the Iawy

and'qladmhqegpnta fp{{th@t}gpggpﬁangg_Qgiggdﬁs ;mmutabiiity;ﬂ.w
| alwost as a foregone conoclusion in-Hehreﬁzthbﬁght of Iater

_centuriea;_

The ewidenoé indicates that comparatively early in
the eduocation of the chOSeh.péople perhaps abont ths5time
or the exodnﬂ there was a foroible revelation of God as a
being whose will is unohangesble by outside influence, and
who is not subject to human experience of ohange also that
in the Eighth century at the time the ‘B document was
written, there was ourrent a profound'belief in a species
of iwmutability in God. | ‘ o

" Between the twangioda_there is little-expliﬁit'

-evidehee‘OI the belief, but some implicit. In the former

oategory are exerpte £rou. thelatoriee of Balaam end of the

humiliation of Saul

God 'is. not a man, that he should lie; neither
the 8on of wan, that he should repent: hath he
said, and shall he -not do 1t? or hath he spoken,
and shall he not make it good?

" (Fum.XXIIT 19)
And also the Strength of Israel will not lie nor
trepent: for he is not a man, that he should repent.

(,; ‘Sam. XV.29).
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Both p&ssages:were”probably rqgopdgﬁ by_w:;teréAof_ﬁpa
E sohool and conform to the style of phoqghf that pgé
S | . already bégp agaooigtgd!with.E. - The paaégges are
'similar and are valuéble-in showihg the manner in
which the conce@tion of God's ohangelessnase was

' signitipant to the Jewa. similar thought subsequently

found freguént expréasion in ‘Hebrew I;terature. There

are three main_poipté:

" 4. God is faithful to his purpose: he does not
. . repent, he ‘does: not change his wind.
| . i1. God transecends the viciseitudes of wen; his
‘ , courge is. distinot, superior and upwavering.
\ ~ 1ii. And in both passages there is a sense of the '
. reliability of God. '
One feels that Balaam, Samuel and the writer all derive
}‘_ confidence fron the certainty of God's ways. Here we ha&
E\\ o have an approach to the Greek conoepﬁion.of an imuutable
being as the fixed poimt of the universe. The two

" N ways of thought are still far distant from each other,
. : but it is the nearest approach until the time of the
' later Wisdom literature. |

The 1mp1io1t evidence is principgily supplied by the
-attitude of the people to thé Law. In en snarchic etate
laws ldse all forse because there is no guarantee of the
permanence of the government that should be their founda-
tion,;nor of a oonaistent=amminis$:étive poliocy. When
laws hre_held in high ?égar@ it is8 in pdrt-bec&wse"the
#uthority-that hag established the laws, and the poliocy
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of that authority, are both regaraea a8 being free frouw
ohangee or-oaprioe. Ihe Ilraelites' ooneeption oi the
Mosaic 1aw was that it compraled permunent decrees - it -
wgs stable. Henoce it is safe to say that they also
regarded the authority perpetrating the laws, God, as

" oonsistent in his deuende,'end in his polioy with wmen.

There is no proof here of a conception of God as entirely

&mmwﬂabhe, but there is teetimony to a belief that ohange :

~was not to him as it 18 to wen. He is constant end tiue to

his purpoee in a way that wen are not.
There are many devices in & man's heart but the -
counsel of the Lord, that shall stand.

was probably written some while before the exile, and may

P .
be regarded as a-euooin expression of the idea of Gpd.held

~ by all who venerated the law.

~ In the period of the divided kingdoms there was no
eauee.fbr spedial appeal to the faith in God's changeless-
ness. In all probability it was a source of strength and
joy to the devout. Buf when the tragedy of the exile.
threatened, and eppreeaed the Jews wifhfa burden of desbair,.
the prophets tought any tendency to desert the old faith
by proolsiming the.superiority of God to changes wrought by
worldly oiroﬁmstanoef. The fall of Judah was not the fall
ez;cmm. Both Ezekiel and'Deutero-Ieaiah repeatedly oall

attention to God's. fwuutability as a contrast to man's

\
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'_vxoissitudea ‘and of the three _consequences of. this benef
a;;egdyhﬁisagrggd_as previously existing it ;e the aeoond,
God's transcendence, that is repeatedly emphasised. Ezekigi

‘stresses’it to the aluost entire exdlusion of the other
two, declaring that though the circumetances of the chosen
people have altered they are not thereby given ligcence to
forsake loyalty and Qbedienoe to God, for he has not altered.
Their transgressions will be punished as before - God is |
85111 Tord.. . . .. | L

And mine eye shall not apare thee, neither will I
have pity: but I will bring thy wayse upon thee,
and thine abominations shall be in the midst of
thee: and ye shall know that I aw the Lord.
(Bzek.VII 4)
And ye shall know that I am the Lord: ‘for ye
have not walked in my statutes, neither have ye
executed my judgments, but: have done after the
judgnents of the nations that are round about you.
(Bzek. XI 12; of.VI 7,13; VII 9;
XI 10 XII 15)

3 The transgressions to which these chapters refer are the

t:anagreesions committed by Judah before the exile. Their
punishment will continue 1nt§ the period of.the.exile and-
in the foreign environment of'pabylonq bod:can ;nd will
both punish past sins-and.present. This apbeal,t@'Géd?a
stéadfastnees of purpose is at times tempered with words

of hdpe.(XXXIII-XIXNII), but it is the ton& of ¥&e threat-
_ening that seems to come éoét'eaaily- ‘ _

I the Lord have spoken i%: it shall come to pass,
and I will do it: I will not go back, neither w111
I spare, neither will I repent: aooording to thy

ways, and according to thy doingse, shall they
Judge thee, Baith the Lord God.

(Ezek. XXIV 14).
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with DeﬁterOnIaaiah eensolatioe is_the more dowinant

theme. The message of sin anq Judgmeﬁﬁ in Ezekiel IV-XXIV

has beénlsnpe:aeﬁed'by-a,peasage of hope. God's transcendence

is siill the most emphaeieee aepeet-ef.hie-ehanéeleesnesa,
but it is emphasised fb revive the apirit of truet_and

confidence in the future. Suffering does not sever a man

*fromwcod~'rather in‘hie'suifering his consolation is that
thoae ohangee whioh may buffet and weprive will paee even

as they have arieen'bnt God neither rises nor falls, altere
nor changes. He 18 & sure rock of hopee

The grass withereth, the flower fadeth; but the-
word of our God shall atand for ever.
"~ (Is. XL 8)
Who»hath raised up one from the east, whom he calleth
in righteousness to his foot? he’ giveth nations,
before him, and maketh him rule over kings; he
giveth them as thé dust to. his sword,. as the driven
stubble to hie bow. He pureueth them and passeth.on
safely; even by & way that he had not gone with hils
feet. Who hath wrought and done it, calling the
generations frow the beginning? I the Lord the
firet,; and with the last, I am he.
(Ia.xm 2ed; of .XLII 8-9 X111 10-11 XLIV e
XLVI 10; XLVIII 12) .

Deutene-xeaiah,furtheg'laid“signifioant stress on God's
imsutability as heing.ef,impoftauee as such. This side of his
mesaaée-iSfdietinotly noticeable when the paeaeges referred
to above are read together. "I, the Lord, the firat with the
last,I am he" (XLI 4) i8 not & teetimony in isolation: 1t is

of the theme of hie whole wessage to the Hebrews:

Dieu éternel est aussi iowuable; 11 ne Be fatigue ni
ne 8'épuise, (Is.XL 28). Il est d¢s le ocommencement,
et toujours le wlme (XLI 4).” (D.T.C.,Art: Dieu, ea
nature d'aprée la Bible T. 1V, pars I 991) . '
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Nor was the writer innovgﬁing, for there is th9 q;m;1ar

- passage in Exodus III;(age p.g;ff-); but his enlargement

_ of the conception is important }n view of the fpretaateQ

he provides of subaqquent.Habrew'the&ght which wae concerned
with the more philbsophioal considerations conocerning God's
being. .
.‘But-ﬂor'the prophets the metéphysical'approach:ouﬁld
never ﬁeoo,me very'importé.nt in iteself. With them the

" personal relationshiprheld pride of plaoe: If God 1s unchange-

able it is in his purpose for his people, and in his wmenner
of dealing with them. There was never much similarity to
the absolute immutabilit& envisaged by Aristotle. "I, even

I am the Lord" 18 not God's whole message: "beside-me there

‘A8 no SaViqurﬁ is the complement. There ;s noth1ng_impersana1

or-mech&ﬁical'in his immutability. Thus without any apparent
gerse of contradiction the prophets oan tell of ohanges in

God's methods of dealing with men (of.Jer.XXXI 31-34,Isaish

XL é). mhey thought of GOd.BS‘actiVQ on mqn’s behalf; he

- 18 workiné his purpogé out, and the activity énd purpesé are

uncha@geahle by any worldly foroe or incident. Tpis éspect-'
of'Hebfew'ﬁhdugh$ must be‘given-due weighﬁ when the thought

of christian theologiane ocomes to be considered, for here hs

a seed that was In'time“to blossow again and again.

The clessio 0ld Testament statement of God's jumutability,

to which oompilerS'of'proof texts and text booke all refer,
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comes frow the propheoy of Malaohi, belonging probably
to the end of the Fifth Century. '

"For I the Lord change not (*1)>JY X? NN’ IR
=z (Mal. III 6a) . ’

Swith (I.C.C. in loo. p. 66) is probably right in aaserting
;that this is not "an abstract proposition that Yahweh oannot
be. changed in any respeot" " He points out that ite 1mp11-
cations are related to the previous verses, gnd 80 lead us
...ko.group the passage with the many others whioh emphasise
God's faithfulness to his ﬁurpose'and laws. We have not,
thaﬁ, "an abstract proposition”; but there is here a closer
_ approach to & reason for asserting that "Yahweh cannot
oha@ge 1n-§ny respeoct" than has pfeviouslylappeared'in

- Hebrew thought. MQ'réad the péssage-as=meﬁn1ng that the )
mwatter un@er'digoﬁssion, name ly God's intention to purge'
'pia people, is alone a matter in which God does not change:
is hqo'narfow'an'1nterpfetation.' The sense seews rather to be
‘that God dpes not change, So there is. no more likelihood

of his changing in Tespect to the present matter than to

any o¢her."£his is the extension of previous Hebrew thought
that wmight béganticipated, and derives, like so much that

is best in Hebrew religion, from the inspired efforts of a
prophet to impress the nation with the eonsequences of

neglecting their 6ovenant with God.
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Jahvé jugera - les: adultéres ‘les ‘perjures et les
oppresseurs’ (vv.3-5), ‘oaY il n'a pas changé,. tandis
- qué les Juifs .ntont oessé deé faire le mal (vv'6-7)
(DeTe@s ,Art:Dieu, sa nature d'aprds la Bible,
_‘. T IV pars: 1. 991) .o

By the Beoond and Pirat centuriea B.C. this clearer
idea of unohangeablene&s_as generally applioable-to God had -
become fused with the exilic emphasis oan Godla transcendence:.

The future kingdom of the Son of uhn in the book of Daniel

16 obameoterised by dissimilarity to the changes of earthly
"ktng&oma - itrshnil"be%ete;na1,owithowt-end;‘indestruotiblo - -

thnt-is; change oannot be wrought in it from outside (Dan.VII

14, 27). _ The Preacher deplots the same features as charag-

. terising all God's aotivity.

I know" whatsoever God doeth it shall be for ever:
nothing can"be put to it, ‘nor anything taken from it.
(Boc'tes III 14).
They also appear to lie at the root of the oonoeption

~of the dvine wisdom (Wied.VII 24-27), and they find foroible

expression in the words of Juaith-
Do not: bind the oounsela of the Lord our Godv
for God i8 not as wan, that he may be threatened;
neither is he as the son of man, that he should
be wavering. (Judith VIII 16. A.V o :

The writers of theso later passages ‘were doubtlew
soquainted with Hellenio oelief_in divine”imnutability, but .
thero 18 no 1lndlcation that they were greatly influenced, and
certainly they were ‘not oarried»away._ The”expression of

their thought takea its plaoe oomtortably'as the latter part

of & development of belief which in ite origin and whole

oonrse is integrally Hebrew. Study of the Hebrew thought
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' alOne givee no suggestion of a eud@en'twist to accomodate -
_new and alien dootrines of changelessness. 'Thie.ohange
never happened- and if it were not thet we know frouw separate
_evidence that it was possible, there would heve been no |
‘reason to suspeot it. | ] |

‘The passages in the eldexeetament and Apoorypha which
invelie ideas related to_divihe laoputability may‘be=dlaseified
ae followe- | | '

i. Peeeegee where the ohangeleeeneee in God ie
" related to an emphasis on God's reliability
“and dependability. -
ii. Peeeagee where the emphasis is on God*s falthfulness
to 'his purpose.
iii. DPassages where the emphaeie ie on God's transcendence.
iv. Passages .concerned to emphasise God as not subjeot
" t0. ohange.

i and ii are present throughout but moet prolinent in: pre- ;'
exilic thought. (As is to be expeeted-they are also the
notes struok in the devotional literature - of P88 XXXIIT
-11 XLVI 1-5, oIl 26-27) .

iii haa pre-exilic foundatione but 18" most noticeable
in the exilio prophets, and combines with iv in the late
Hebrew writings. . ’- | '

iv becomes pronounced in Beuteroijeaiah and-ﬁhiaohi,fihen
ﬁith'iii_ie dominant in the firﬁt andeseeon&.centuriea BeCor .

There is here neither a pﬁiloeophioal nor an exﬁot

investigation of immutability. There 18 no definitiom. But
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olearly'Hebrew_expetign?e_o; God's revelation led to an

| understghding.pf the neoessity o?_a ohangelesengéa in-dod,

"wﬁioh is charaoterised prinoipally in expressions of

belief iplcoﬁ's faithrulpessfto'h;a purpqéé3 ané in the
impossibilityiof.gqy externai or worldlj influehce capable

| of éausing him to phangéw '



'BART; I THE NEW, TESTAMENT AND IMMUTABILITY.

- urthoddi divinit& regards'the-wa.Testamént as
principally a record of the incarnate 1ife of God the Son,
" and an exposition of the implications of tﬂat 1life. With
'the-accepﬁanoe of this position the sthdent of immutability
is at ornce face to face with his most profound problem - -

God huwmbles himself for us men and for our salvation he'

an inescababie change in the manner of the existence of ‘God
‘the Son. ' |

. For olearness it will be convenient ‘to postpone the
.1ﬁwestigation of this problem until consideration has been
.m§defoven a8 wide a field as poseible of what immutability
connotes, and of how it.ahouldrbe=app1;ed,to'the.christian'

conception of God. It 18 to this end that the following
examination 1a:mq&q_ﬁ£fth§xmaterial which the New Testament

can supply.
In general the New Testanent writers assumed the

- f’theology found in theuOIG. Just as: the ideaa of the Seoond
Century B.C. provided the bulk of the foundation ideas of
; h " the First Century BsC., so the Pirst Cenmtury B.C. served the
| First century A.D.. The ‘coneception of the 1mmutab111ty of
' God which has been extracted from the 0ld Teatament provides
in eaaegne‘what waa=oonsoiously or'unoonsoiously believed by

the ehnraoterh'of the gospels. It.wae-éspumed-by ‘Christ.

 comes down from hesven.and is made man. There 8eems to be
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is the Law had reoeived strength frou the belief that God,
whp had instituted it, did not change from generation to
generation, so Chriet's teaching on conduot is based on an
appeal to the Eather'é steadfastnéss~ '

....that thon be not seen of men to fast, but of .

1 y Pather which i8 in seoret, and thdy ‘Pather,
hich seeth in seoret, shall reoompense thee.
, (Mt. VI 18; of. VI 1, VII 21 eto )

There is, thongh, a new empliasis that God is unchangingly'

59-9—6-..”..' V- L

ceces FOr after all these things do the Gentiles
geek; for your heavenly Father knoweth that ye
.have need of all these things.

(Mte VI 32)

If ye then, being evil, know how to give good gifts
unto your ohildrem haw much wmore shall your Father
which i8 in heaven give good things unto thewm that
ask him? (Ibo Vil 11)0
Thie aocords with the underetanding of God's immutability
a8 being oharacteriaed by a peraonal aotivity, but 18 a
aignificant exteneion of it.
The same 1mplioation of divine stability was preaent
in all Christ's teaching:

Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall
not pass away. (MKke. XIII 31) .

While the extent of this assertion is not olear in the
context, especlally as there is reason for maintaining that
this part of S.Msrk's gospel is not an exaat reqord.or s
siﬂgle speedh_by Ohiiat, it is true of the attifﬁde-of
Christ and of his faithful hearers to all hﬁ teaching ~

that it waw & divine mesesage, and therefore not subject
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to ohange. _ _ )
There is no record of Christ direotly“teaehiné that’
God 1s immutable, but at such times as he witnessed to the
divine existence there was never the least indication that
he regarded his étatement a8 possibly needing future
revisien.
All things have been delivered unto me of my Father
@&nd no one knoweth the Son, save the Pather; neithed
doth any know the Father, save the Son, and he to
- whomsoever the:Son: willeth to reveal" him."'“
(Mto XI 27 #=Tk.X 22; of.Jn. 1v 24, X 30).
The clearest aaoription of 1mmutability to himself
'was-cbntained in his striking summing up on behalf of the
_ Jews of his relationship to Abrabam: -
Jesus said unto thsm, Verily,. verily, I say unto
you, Before Abraham was, I awm.
- . (Jn. VIIX 58) _
It is not ehough to'explain this as testifying to Christ's
previous existence, or even as a suggestion that there is
' > ’ J
that in him which is etermal. 1In €y~ &t there is
almost certainly a reference to the records of the revelation
of theidivine name. His Jewish audience seemingly took it
80. Already there had been a more veiled hint in the same
direction which, though obscured in A.V. and RV, 1e noted

4in R.Vi., for the Greek of S.John VIII 24 reade, '
9egu/ 06/ /47 rr‘ls«evsr,-,—c g—rq_ eyw (—‘.—r’-—u
olrrbe'ou/(r:ise‘t CV Tolls d{-xo(/‘n:xm ul.uo\/ : .

Purther weight is added by the close oonneotion of the

whole passage with the descent from Abraham: for the reielation
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of the divine name 1nhEx.III 14~15, and YI'é is Joined

with the names of the patriarchs, Abrahem, Isasc and Jacob.
In the former paésage frdm Exo&uslit is Abraham's fatherhood
‘of the nation;that ié introduced < the precise subjeht of
Christ's controversy with the Jews. Moreover the LXX of
ExodnahIII 14 reads: wﬁ*V_ 'éjuﬂeV" 5 Eﬁ;;s 47%;69
Muiehy, Mywsy, eyd G, 8, Av. |

There can, then, be little doubt that christ had the Exodus
paasages in mind and in that oaae hie statement about him-
gelf oagnet be severad froum a rgmarkgble_emphasis on his own
eternity amd permanence 6: personal identity.

 The Tranefiguration bears simwilar implications: that
there"ia that in Christ which transoenaa_mortal limitations;
that is auperio? %o the darkness of the world, and that,
woreover, is not subjeot to the changes wrought by time,

for it was with Moses and Elijah that he talked.

 The epistles attributed to Paul provide little that is.
new. ‘When immut&bility is tntroduned it ts qithér to reiter-
ate what has been learned frowm the'OIE'Testament (e.g.Rom. XI
29, & Cor. 1 18-19, 2TIM. II 9. mm Ia:a ), or to apply these
oonoeptions to Christ Q?im II 15) __er the passggeg_ooming

under the latter head an-VIII 58-39 is the most interesting,
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with itse sohorbus'desertibn of God's'unchangeable active

' relatienship with man expreased in terms of the love of

God « the note that has already been notioed as first struck

by Christ himself:

For I am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, _

. nor angels, nor principalitiea nor things present,
nor things to cowe, nor powers, nor height, nor
depth, nor any other coreature, shall be able to |
aeparate us from the love of God whioh is in Ohrist
Jesus our Lord. (loc.cit.) - .

”The Néw T@Btanent o0unterpart of Mslachi IIX 6 a8 . a.

| perennial proof-text of God'e 1mmutability is

cesso the Father of lights with whom can be no
variation, nelther shadow that is ocast by turning.
(Jas. I 17b ) . .

~—— The passage, when read in conaunotion w1th the pre-~

' ceding versesa, is an appeal to rise above the world.and its

temptations through_a=oon:idence 19 Gp@'s promise .of the
orown of life; a promise made by Godfwho cannot be turned
aside by any influence exterior to himself, and who, moreover,
does not deviate of hie own will. It 18 the fullest New
Tgatament statement of thevseourity‘of the 1life lived ih'
ob§Bience to the divine will. 4 sivilar attitude has been
observed in the oalla of the prophets for submission to the
Iaw; but where they were content to say God cannot be ohanged
in nis purposeq here we have an implication that-cpd cannot
himself ohange frow his purpose, that all variableness is
fo:éign to hies nature.-!There ie hare-biblical_aut@qrity -

for a fuller connotation of the t erm imputebility as éﬁplied
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to God, but still without trace of the oriental conception
or a passive deity. '

. Ameng the books asoribed to the 1ater part of the First
Ogntury the attention paid to immutebi}ity is more euetainew..
The writer ef the BEpistle te.the Hebrens? eenoerned as he nas
to show Christ as an eternal high priest, and his self-
oblation as of an-eternel worth, wae of neoeseity insistent

upon God's eternity, and beyond: eternity he often reaehed

"to the kindred attribute of' immutability.

Jesus Christ ie the ‘same yesterday and today,yea
and for ever. - (Heb.XIII 8, of.1 10-12 ) _

is & stetement in sympathy with the thought of the whole

" .eplatle. The-oontéit'whioh provokes'the-aesertion ie a subject

similar to Jee.l 17, and there is further eimilarity in the

direetneee of the aeeertion. If God never does change it is

" no great step to say God oannot change. If the writer did

not take this exaot step he wea yet not far from taking 1it:

n Wherein God, being mindful to show wore abundantly
unto the heire of the promise the immutability of
his counsel, interposed with an oath: that by two
immutable thinge in which it is iwmpossible for God
to lie we may have a strong enoeuregement....

(Heb-VI 17-18)

_'The two thinge God's counsel and his oath, are both deolared

to be iwmutable { «prevd 64’0\/ | ), and immutable
not in the sense that they do not change, but that they

oennet.pe_ol nged,(“eencerning whioh it was iwmpossible for
God to lie" dSSvaTov \Pey/éol.é bt feov : ).

.\'.‘_'._ LA
- Y
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, It must, though,j'b.e reqembered that the passage does ndt
constitute a 'genera.li&tio-n about Gode.

Of S. Jokn's gospel it has been seid that it consciously
supplies om;\'._s-_sgiéns from the bio;g_i'—aphy_bf Christ as given in-
the Synoptic tradition. Whether or not thie is true, and
very lii_:e_ly'it is, there is a distinot euphasis lai'd- oﬁ
eternity, and the eternal identity of Christ, the Word, that
_1s peculiar to the gospel, and consequently has a speoial
_bearipg on our subjeot. .

" Wnile reference is being made to the motives-.csf..royhr::-r-;.-
may have had which influenced the form taken by his goepel
it is :\.ntereéting to speculate whether the later years of
the First Cen-ﬁury provided clroumsiances whi«.o'h gave the
o-oxio-éption of ch&ngeleasness an apologetio value. The

Fourth Gospel, thne Epistle to the Hebrews and the Bevelation

‘.l!h|e signifioanoe of S J: ohn VIII 58 has alrea.dy been

1ndicated. ‘Much else in the g.ospel harmonises with it..

The prologue p]iaihly states that the Word '15 eternal in that

‘ he is fpom the beginning with God, and that he is God (1 1-2}).
He :I.s the éreator ap.d- sustainer, the !' 1:l.fe'i , of th_e. world

(1 3e4). The 'Wor-d who "came unto hi-_s-o_w-n" 4n thé world was' n -

not a new be:mg. One pt;int. of the passagé is to state that
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the Word in the ﬁorld was thé ﬁbrd=wyose;nature and o,
aotivity were already establighed.. ne‘ﬁas eternal and did

not change, but retained his ;dentitj - it is the eternal
'Wnrd‘who "ﬁas'madé flesh"” (1 14). The gospel contains

AUmETOUS éegtencesfof Cpfiét!e} or‘§pmetimea'a word or two,

or an d_._l_lusion, whioch by their cumulative effeot give to

the reader the realization that the Wbri/ stands in relation '
to the world as stability stands in relation to flux

(x 28, XI 25)7 ‘he “is a&- eternal light oppoaed to a confusion -
of darkness (VIII 12, XII 46, ); as the helper who cannot be
assailed by fhé'imitaudn of those he helps (1V 14,X 7,11);
a8 the transoendent Opposed to the tramsient and mortal

(VIII 23 :§§g; 14). Separayply wany of these passages do not
seem %0 bgar on immutébility: collectively they 1@nd iwopressive
weigﬁt. Considered with the message of ‘the prologue and the
figure of the Chrisy who says of. himself "] anp" (VIII 58)

they testify that the-pternal, eternally active word is, by his
very'uhohangeablenésa'vhile in the worlﬁ, the world's hope of
'deliverénce from qornuptidn.and:moitélityt’

There is one word used in the gospel which epitbmises
theagiggpeopg'of,the divine nature as seen ipfehrisﬁ. It is
the wqrd_&glory“'l Sggx:). Glory is insqparable'from\the-
divine Fame (XIT 28). The Son glorifies the Father, and the |
Father glorifies the Son (XITI ?1-52,1;131' 1?, XVII 1). The
Spirit glorifies the Son (XVI 14). Phis is the inner woriihg
of God that is opposed to all that'isichaﬁgeable. The writer
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obmrents that the unbridgeeble division'between the Pharisees
and chriet is that the Pharisees preferred the mortel to the
eternal - "for they leved the glory ( Sogx ) of men more
then the glory ($§« ) of God" (XIT 43). ' The fate of those
who are. redeemed "out of the world" is thet they are oaught
up into the life of divine glorm/

«siese that they may all be one; even as thou,

Pather, art in me, and I in thee,.that they also

way be -in us: that the world may believe that

-thou didset. send me. -And the glory which--thou--

hast given me I have given unto them; that they

may be one, even &8s we are one. (XVII 21-22)

In asséssing the place of S. John'e gospel in the study

of iomutability it is worthy of mention_that it raises all
' three‘prinoipal difficulties of Christian belief in immuta;

bility. They are (a) that the immutable creates, (b) thet
the iwmwuteble is incarnate, (o) that in some way wan is
introduced into the 1mmutab1e life.

. The Reveletion is of a different temper. thefly it

. 18 imporient to the suhaeet-as witnessing to the timeless

stability of God. Here, perhaps more foreibly than enywhere
else in the Bible, eternity=endeimmutebility, espeoially
in their transcendent aspect, are emphasised for their own
intrinsie»spiritﬁel value; It is of the eeeential grandeur
of God, a proclametiee of hie-eevereignty, that past,
present and fiuture are all one to him:

Grace to you end peace, from hiw which is and which

wae, and which is to come. (Rev.l 4; e¢f.lV 8, XI 17,
XVI 5).
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He is Alphe and Oumega, the Beginning and the End (1 8,XXII
13),'_"¢hg'pictu?e of God ;h his hgaveg_shows—sllftime as
6ne;.chénge internal and external as non-existent - except
.for one thing: he who is the firetwgnd‘the'last is also he .
. that liveth, and was dead, and is alive for evermore (I .1'7-18‘)'.
Again we are met by the seeming contradiotion provided by
thé Incarnation. _
| If the aiw has been to'@isoover & philosopherfs disouss-
- iomn bf'motion and immuﬁability; then=the-ﬁéw mggiaﬁéﬁimﬁggh i
left our hands aé_émpty'qq the 0ld. .If we hoped for an
exact definition we aré equally disappointed. But if we
' have beén'sqeking oqnfirmgtioﬁ of Origenia;stpﬁgmeny.ﬁhaf
_immutaﬁilifyiw&g "Juﬂaep;nm chriétiamprpaquﬁ'Gootrinaﬁ .
(Cont.Cels. iﬁ wafhaye such & confirmation. ' )

. The teaohing of the 0ld Testament has been intemsified,
enlaréed_and brought to lite\' The principal augmentations
of the 0ld Testqment_oopdeptionﬁ are: .

1.1$heiunohanging activemess of God in his'rélationship
.with man includes active goodnegs and love.
(Synopios & Jn) S

i1 God is unchangeably active not only in his Telation
to men, but also in his own existence ( 8o« )

1ii That God does not change ilmplies not only that he
cannot be changed, but thet change is foreign to
him, and that some change, 1f not all, is
lupossible to him (Jas.and Heb.)..
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The unchanged 1dentity of the Werd and the
.Word unchangeably active (Jn.). :

A fuller conception of God as transoendent and
. eternal (Jn. and Rev.).
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PART III. THE GROWTH OF THE CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY OF DIVINE
IMMUTABILITY.

Divisions of the Subject:

A. The Fathers.
1. Before 180 A, D.
2. 180-325
(a) The East (Saint Clement and Origén)
(b) The West (Saint Iremaeas, Tertulllan and
Novatian).,
3., Saint Athanasius.
4, Saint Augustine.
- B, The Council of Chalcedon.
-B. The Schoolmen.
l. The Scholastic Background.
2. Saint Thomas Aquinas.
3. Saint Bonaventure.
4, Timutability and mysticism.

A, The Fathers.

l. - Before 180 A.D.

The influence of the Helleniec World was increasingly
felt by the Church as her activities spread to the west in
the late First angigZCOQd Centur;es, and the environment
introduced new factors to shape the manner and purpose of
Christian thought. In the main the converts to Christianity
were‘uneducatéd people fagiiiar with popular Eellenism: the
Church was grappling with antutored minds, not with phiioso-
phers, and was finding few scholars in her ranks. Discussions
of the immutability of God are not to be expécted,and did
not appear until about 130 A.D.; moreover thére were reasons

why Christians should be shy of the subject altogether.
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Déeply embedded 1p'theiH§11§giq“ﬁhoughp whioh the churéh
wes in part assimilating, but more consciously trying to
repulse, was the idea of‘Goq as imqoétel, impassible,
immutable, absolute - a'atatio, lwpersonal, deity. It may
well be that the Christians of the early Seoond Century

having_their own'beléif in'God's_uqohgngeableness, derived

- largely from the O¥d'Teatament; were dware of the difficulty

of correlating ;t:y;th their belief in the 41vineA&eéus_mho .-
died on the cross, and were inclined to avoid the subjeot

of 1mmutab111tj which, 1f the Greek teaching becaue too

.'1nr1uentia1, might,bet them on the horns of a dilemms, as

indeed it was to do wi@h many generations of.Christians’
éfterwardg, ‘Thefe i8 then little ocause for comment in the
total want mt'any expreaaion:of God ' ochangelessness in
seversl of the early patristio writings,'e. g. Clement,
1 ed Cor.:; Didache; the_Epistle to Diognetus. ‘There is,
%hauéh,-the.point-of‘interest that the tendency of the later
New Testamenf books has ghown 1tself tp be in the opposite
direétioﬁ, naﬁely to &n inereasing ewphasis on immutability.
It is difficult to éee what reason. there ﬁas, if any at all,
behind this change. | )

-Uutil the-h&vent of prbminent'éhristien tholars about
the year 180 eternity_end trénso@ndenoe were the aspects of .
God's nature most fréquently stressed. The Eplstle to

Barnabas is an 111ustration, and Saint Iénatius wfiﬁes of
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God the Fether-ae : B _ ' '
Levee foreordained before the eges to be for ever
unto abiding and unchangeeble glory. -
(S.Ignatius of Antioch, Eph. proem. Vol.II,p. 539)

By the middle of the Second Century .the Apologists were

: 1n6:eas£ng'thie emphesie, end providing a marked similarigy

to the cruder kinds of Neoerletenio dootrine of God as
beyond intelligence'amdxbeihg.' Reaction from Hellenio

anthropumorphien wa8 leading towards Hellenio agnoetioiam. '

" Justin deolared . ‘that it would be bleephemoue to limit God

by a name, since there was no prior being to beetow-the nemeg
and therefore God must be nemeless The Apology ;i Aristides
(o 135) includes one of the earliest definitions of God in

negative termes: “1mmortal,w1theut needs,above all passions,...

unchangeable, in&iaibie". 'There.iseqothing here that ortho-

dox Christians of any age could not approve, but it is of

that kind of staﬁemepﬁ bred from Hellenic 8took; which ignores
one side of the Soriptural presentation ongod a8 one who 1s
eternallyeaotiveiand pensona;,-and by this limitation adde
to the scandal of the oross & ecendelrof_the_1noarnetion
1£eeif. Such thought, ippooent in itself, hed already
fostered Gnosticism, and was leter to produce suoh ditheistic
hereaies as Nestorianiswm. _

Among the firet to &ieeern the diffioulty were ihe Logos
thedloéienem Tatian the'Asey;iah (o,lao), and Theophiioma of
Antiooh'(o.leoj end“Ipeneeue were all faced with the alterna-

tive of eo oonfoundiﬁg the Logee and the Godheaé a8 to
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&epriVe'the'Logoa of personality, orgqf drawlng gpch a

distinction between the immuteble, impassive God and the

‘Logos who wes made f£lesh as would violate the divine'unity.

They disoerned the difficulty, but were not able to resolve
it. '

2. 180 = 525 A.D.

‘(a) The East (Saint Clement of Alexandris
and Origen)

The §chool of Alexandria although 80 eloseky related
to the tradition of Greek yhought,.produced in Clement apd
hie-pubil Origen scholara-ﬁhose'learning was8 sufficiently
wide to pravadt their being onrtaihed'in By Hellenism in
a way that would obscure the Soriptural'oonoeption of God.
Their balanced judgment averted the threatening catastrophe.
Clement was in line with the Neo-Platonists in'sayingleod

- was "beyond being" and adeqiuate description; but he avoids

any.éossibility of & conception of God as static and imper-
sonal by restoring in part the active God of SQripture.'

Irenaeus was doing the same in the west._ Probably the growing

- 1nfluemce'of the books which now comprise the yew Testament,

and the attempte;at the formation of a oanoh, were'in part
responsible. Glewent (Ecl.Proph.LII 2) asserts God is
“1mpas£iblelan@ ohangeless“, but iﬁ#gﬁgibility means for'him
ierfeot moral freedom, ana—immutability”mehns perfect

consigtency of aoction (Strom.lV 23,CLI 1). God does not
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survey crestion with Epicurean disinterestedness from a
metaphysical insulation, but rather the point is that his
wiil is deterg%gggpﬁgog:w;th;n, not. igﬁlugggg@nngm Withgqt.

- Origen, tﬁgg@her-wifb_Irenaehs_and Tertullién, was in
the van in usiﬁg immﬁtability gsﬁg weapon against,hereffcs, :
(ewé?zazlsum IIT 70; of.D.T.C., Art:Dieu, sa nature d'apras
les Péi-.-és, T.1V. pars 1._'14046, referring to c,on.-c:e-l;sim'lw.:

His tﬁought'is-very-much'fhat off@lemgnﬁg and balances the
-oonoepﬁion'of‘Gbﬁ"aS““bethE iiﬁiﬁaiiﬁﬁ;"b@ibhd estimation,
beyond sensation™ witﬂ the conception of God as eternélly
aot;vé, aot;velaé love, and as essentially giving and self-
communicative. (Note. Origen is ﬁotablejag using ¥iaa_¥fﬁs |

in place of /\5§oc . Quick in "goapel of Diyime Actiqn"

p. 93 fn., records,aﬁ 1ntérestiné'sug§g§tion of Hbskyns}i

that the change in terminology from %&gg toz«é9°’ was intended
to ewphasise the divine action.) But though Origen is the
more emphatio on both points, he comes very little nearer

then Clement to reducing the apparent contradiotion. His
difficulty beceme wost acute in his treatment, of the Eeiation
of God the Pather and the incarnate Son. The Father is a%%boc
g'u)-ro,()eosh_; the Son is incapable of change, *God of de' ,
yetlis Qedafefnarroc . Origen w&as not able to figd a
sdlution that would satisfy hiwm. It;waé in part the-&ifficpl?&
.arising from the. Hellenio view of immwtability when abplied

to the Inoarnatioh which provoked Origen's subordinationism, =

which
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" whioh had swch unhappy results in the Arianism of the
Fourth Oentury. | | '

Ip,opposition to t@e Gnost;o dgnial that.God revealed
in' Christ, and the God who is supreme Being are identical,
Irenaeus insisted on one omnipotent God, not. two Gods
iimiting each ofheii But ﬁhis'greét aohieVement in respeot)
to immutability, an aohievement that was to inrluence later |

" western thought, end which wal " in any case due more to T
Irenaeug'sulater western gpvironment than to his earlier |
,éastern,—was to_make the adtivity'o:_thg oné, uqohang;ng.eod

predominant. God is lﬁﬁ?ﬁ?LL? Gf-tha end, wnuhmv;iiﬁ Gad

l.'

. esee8leo truly perfeot in all things, Himself equal
and similar to Himse¢lf, as he is all light, and all
‘wind, and all eubetance...(Irenaeus AvaQaer 1V xi

. _ 2, Vol. V, p.406). :
He is "always the same" (Ib.), but he ;s the Maker who ia
éfer the éame, the Benéfaotor=who-ie ever .the same. Every-
thing has 1ts orlgin in God and his active will:

P the substanoe of all things is the will of. God.
(Ib.II . XXX 9 )

He brought tio the fore the New Teatament revelation of Goﬂ
as everlaatingly ‘good. Alao he made great use of the Pauline
conception of ineorruption (cf. ouf@«paa( , 1 Cor. XV 50 eta)
a8 denoting the-pe;manenoe.apd-stabi;ity of all_that ia |
divine, in contrast to the mutability and corruption of

wortal nature. The word was to be muoh used in suﬁsequent
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Ghristian'writings. Irenaeus qnnniaténtly expounds God

a8 superior to the fp?qéazog_co;;uption,_and agsserts that
the ﬁurpnse of the Inoannation was to make inoo;ruption
rossible for man (Ih1f xiii-é): jnst like'qu's goodness,
God's incorruption existe actively and to the benefit of
man; ’ . _ |
Irenaeus was again a pibneet bf western thought in

reviving the Old Testament realization of God's transoendent

_ohangelewaness as an inspiration to men to seek God that they

too may have peace nnq :est.__ The unchanging, loving God

fﬁlfi];s the d'emand of wan's. oraving «cf@dfocm is a bleasing

that derivea from the Beatifio Vision (ib 1V xx 4; V xiii 3)
For a8 God is alwayl the “eawe, 8o also men when

found.in God, shall always go on towarda God.
(Ib.1V xi 2 Vol.V ,P.406)

The immutable God is revealed, perhaps tentatively, as an

inspiration to ‘man to live the devout and holy life. God's
lmoutability is active and loving, and its oonsequenoes |
practioal. '

It is trué that Philo was net unaware of & practical
value attaching to immutability. In his "Quod Deus immuta-
bilis 8it" he affirmed that God is o &Ifféff°“ then, to
point the deairability of the divine existence being suoh,
he tells how.

‘eveh among mén .. those who &tudy philosophy in
- guilelessness and purity... gain from their knowledge
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this as thelr reward, that they do not change with
changing =8 oircumstances. "(Philo,"Quod Deus -
immutabilis sit™, 1.v.2l-22. vOl. III. p.zl)
Philo has done no more than draw a pqrallel ‘between

imoutability in God and serealty in man. On this the

suggestion made by Irenseus that man_profité_direotly by
"his knowledge that God_is i@mutable is a great advan&e.

S Tertulllian waa &iaoouraged'from any great expeeition

of 1mmutab111ty partly by his own Stolcal tendenoy in allow-

- 1ng that a soul is a body, and that God 18 therefore in some

sengse corporeal (Tertullisan, L_dv.]?rax.n]:)-., and partly-
because in his.gﬁﬁaqke-qn Monarchianism his_oooupation with

God's simplicity tended to exclude the study of other

‘attfibutes (e.g.'Adv.marc.1,3). He did though on occasion

resort to 1ﬁmutability as?a_weapoh:

seese not unegqual, because another principle ueets

us respecting the Supreme Being, that he is capable

of no diminution. (Ib.£ 1 7) ~

Por the reet we must needs belleve God to be

unchangeable and incapable of form (informabileam).
(AdVoPr-a&x. XXVII, P 596)-

_A characteristically terse'éénténcg affirus God's aotiveuess!

Moreover the nature of God himself knows nothing of
inectivity. (Adv. Mare. £ 1 22). .

God is immutably'énd'éebentially active. The idea is wmore
precise than in_Irenaeus, but less éxtepsi&ely expressed. .

In the reference'to thgrfnépure-of Goq hiqself" there is

again foreshadoweQ'quigéa's assertion that God is pure

. being, andlte‘be is to act.
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Novatlan gives the first oone1derab1e acoount of
1mmutab111ty. He is akin to the A;exand?;an sqh991_1n his

metaphy81oa1§approaoh “but in all elee'eesentially western:

Hence God is always like unto hiwself. He does not
change, or transform himself into any shapes. Such
change would be a sign of mortality; it would involve
alteration, which is a astep towards death of some sort.
For this reason any addition of parts or of glory

is equally impossible to God, for that would iamply
that at some time he had been short of perfection,

nor can there be any question of diminution in him,

for that would attribute to him &n approaoh to

wortality. On thé contrdary, what he 18 he always is, _

and who he ies he always is, and such as he 18 he always
is. Any additions wade to & thing show that it had an
origin, and any diwinution proves its mortality and
death. Therefore he salth, 'I am the Lord, I change,

not' (Ml.III 6

- eternally his own atate of Being, that
which did not come -into existence cannot alter. '

" . Every possibility that Deity possesses must always be
in him, in order that he may be always God, upholding
himself by his own powers. This explaina his wordse,

"I am who am' (Ex.III 14). That which is bears- this
name bhecause it always preserves the same attributes.
Alteration would at once deprive him of the name '
*That which 18'; for everything that alters is shown
by the very faoct of variation to be mortal. It ceases
to be what it was, and consequently begins to be what
it was not. God therefore and of necessity, is always
like -to himself, and equ§l to himself, without the -
diminution Whlch change would 1nvolve. His state of
being abides eternally the same. That which did not
come into existence, cannot change, since it ie only
things that are mede, or come into existence, that are
liable to alteration; things which at one time did not
exist, by coming into being experience existenoce, and
eimile.rly by oowming into existence experience ohange.
On the other hand, things whioh do not ocome into -
existence, and have no artificer, are naturally exempt
from ohange, a8 they have no be;inning, and beginning
is the cause of alteration. ((DeJNovatiam,)Trin. IV).

It is a narrow statewent , and disciple of ‘Tertullian though

P

he was, it shows nome of Tertullian's concision and acouracy,
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nor, more importantly, of his appreciation of the aotive o
aspoos of divine lomutebility. ‘His valus to the disoussion,
like that of Roman theologisns ;glgqmg_}atgr pogt}overaiés,_
lies not in.his advancing the contentions of any one school,
nor even in the developwent of ‘the main enquiry, but in re-
emphasiaing the beat attested facts. The effect i8 to clear
the air. ' .

} A detailed tnvestigat;on of the treatment of iqmutabii-
ity by Christian writers frouw Novatian to the time of the - - -
early Sohoolmen ;é exoeptidnaliy tedLuﬁs, and only results
in aArepetative catalogue. A moderately weil defined concep-
tion of immutab;lity head gaiged an accepted place in orthodox
doatrine, énd'maa according}y a commgnplaoe.pf Christian
expression; but the maiority of the writera add. nothing to
what has been said giready. Two or thres 1liﬁatsationa will
serve as exawples of the kind of statements that were
ourrent:

sssee One who himself remaining quiet diSpo-eth and
ordereth this variety of motions. (Boethins Conms .Phil.
IIT 12, p. 289)
Ariue deolares that the Son of God may change and
. awerve. How, then, is he God if. he is ‘ochangeable,
seeing that he himself hath seid: "I am, I am, and

I change not' ?
(S.Aub¥ose, De Fide, I xix 131, p.222).

But because in God changeablenesa entereth not
'no shadow of changing' intercepts his light (S Gregory
. the Gt., Mbral XII 33, p. 68)

Bgt a mino;;ty”of pouroes in the period are of olassio

igportance. They are the writings of S.Athanasius, and
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" e Aﬁgustinegland'the findings of tpegcoupoil of ehaloedon;

and ‘-of them oconsiderable account must now bé taken.

3. _Seint Athanssius. .

Saint Athanasius wae concerned primarily to establish

the imoutability of God the Jon, rather than of the Godhead,

or of the Father alone. The imwutability of the Pather was
so écoepteé that he.was 9bie t9~emp10y 1t's§ an agﬁeed .

premise. But the immutability of the Son was a matter of

montention in that it was denied by the Arians. Athanasius

quotes Arius's 'Thalia' as asserting that the Logos:

eeee i8 not unalteradls- ( oi”«'fe“"“ °s ), as the Father
"is, but gyalterable.in nature (Tpertss 2y’ f”‘e‘)-
i a8 the creaturesa. I g;A o
(Athanasius, 1 Or.III 9, p.31l1; De Synod.XVI,
Ad Ept Aego XII-)' .

If, -a8 fhe-Arians_méintainéd, the Son was subordinate to the

Father, and not 6o-etern§1? then clearly he could not be
immutéble, withéufwﬁeginning or end,'without potentiality‘of'
change, or inocapable of moral qhdgge ( 217061FT°¢ ¥
If, aé.Athgnasius 1#bogred to pﬁove, with the aid of the
éeaching of §or£ﬁtgre and tradition, and by dint of a rather
giddy logieo and ; penet:ating genius, the Sén is immutable,
then the Arians were routed. -Never before had imoutability.
proved such a weapon to a protagonist of orthodoxy. -
Athanasius took his lead from the Creed of the Council
of ﬁicaéa-which-in 1t§ clnsiné anathemas condeuned -rob; St

N R v [
)\efyovrecs-.,- e —r,ae-rr—r?sw_/,_ 6--‘&)&\0(0\!1‘}5\/ ToVv Y};v ’r_o?;'@@;;.
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He affirmed and raaffirmed'the équal immutability of the :
"Pather and the Son: | |
.J...after the resembl;nce ( 0p0141q44
of the unalterable ( ATLem TOV ) rather the
Word also is unalterable ( <TPetTos ),
(1 Oor.XI 39,p.329; of.2 Or.XVIII, XXXVI;3 or xxxIV
.Ad Bp.Aeg. XVIII, De Pug.XIV etc..cf S.«Cyril,Ad
- Joan. lines 127-6 in Bindley’s text).
rAgainst the Arian argument that one who has all the
oharacteristice of humanity cannot be immutable Athanasius
. pressed. the distinction of the two natures in Christ;
He seays that he has received power, as man, which
he ever {zel ) had a8 God. (3 Or.XXVII 38 p.415°
of. 1 or. XLI, XLII eto. | R
This emphasis on the 1mmutab111ty of the divine nature
in-chriet_ia an e@dition to previous thought though .
soarcely an advance into'rrash fields. But in hie early
ork on the Inoarnation.Athanaaius had inoluded a passage
containing an abundance of new wealth. The passage at first
reading appears as a ooileotion.of'SPIendid paradoxes, ‘and
might well be taken for a piece of youthful writing whioh
ignoréd the ébligation of reconciling statements made, and
the dangeﬁs'of dogmatio obsourantism. For the purpose of
analysis it is necessary to quote at some length.
For he was not as might be imagined,oircumscribed
by the body; nor while present in the body, was he
absent elsewhere; nor while ke moved in the bdody,
was the universe left void of his working and
Providence; but, thing most marvellous, Word as he

was8, 80 far from being oontainéd:.d anything, he rather
contained all things in himself ( ov suveieTto fu:v

\ -
'fu-ﬂb Tivas * Gove.txe 8@. '.ru. All(otirrof deXav du.os ),
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and Just as while present in the whole of creation,
he is at once distinot in being from thé universe,
and present in all things by his own power, - giving
order to all thinge, and over all and in all
revealling his own Providence,and giving life to
each thing and all thinge, including the whole, .
without being inoluded, but being in his own Father
alone wholly and in every respect,- thus even while
present in a human body and himself gulckening it, .
he was, without inconsistenoy, quiokening the universe :
a8 we11 and was in every process of nature, and was
outside "the whole, and while known from the body by
his workes he was none the less manifest from the
working of the universe as ‘well. Now, it is the
function of soul to behold even what ie outside its
own body, by acts of thought, without, however,
working outside its own body, or moving by its
presenge thinge rewote from the body. Never, that is,
does & man, by thinking of things at.a dietence by

~that fact elther move or displace them: nor if e man

were to sit in his own house and reason about the
heavenly bodies, would he by that faoct either wmove
the sun or cause the heavens to revolve. But he sess
that they wove and have their being, without being
actually able to influence them. . Now, the Word of
God in his man's nature was not like that; for he
was not bound to his body, but was rather himself
wielding it, so that he was not only in it, but g,}ou~a!
was actually in everything, and while etefiaT To

~ the universe, abode in his Father only. And this

was the nonderful thing, that he was at once walking
aa man, and as the Word was guickening all things,
and as the Son was dwelling with his Father. 8o
that not even when the Virgin bore him did he suffer

any ohange ( G-en/ &0 Se 7 s T('an/e—t—

:Kﬁmusqr cvangv du”of),

nor by belng in the body was{his gloryjdulled, but on
the contrary he sanctified the body also. For not
even by being in the universe does he share in its
nature, but all things, on.the contrary, are quick-
ened and sustained by hiam. (De Inc.XVII). -

The argument is that the Word prior to the Incarnation was:

i in all thinga by his own power, but not inoluded
~ 1in any of thewm.

ii. that at the same time he was always in the Father.

At the Incarnetion the Word was:



i. still opntaining the universe and manifest

ii. i?vigé a8 msh, though not being bound by his

' body but wielding it.

iii. external to the universe and abiding still in

) the Father only.

Undeniably there are some unresolved contradictions here,
, but.oertsin gsnersl conoeptions of great'value can be
extraoted. Athanasius has expressed divine imuutability
as changelese because nothing can be added to the divine
_ aotivity (of. Aquines). This is the full developuent of the
ponoeptios which appeqrsd in the 0ld Testamsht of God as
_1mmu£ah1y active. The perfect immutaeble activity is always
_present in the wor¥é, and therefore cannot be ochanged by
ingreass-og exteneion. Any approach to pantheism, whioh
tends to abnegate 1mmutabilify, is checked in time by the
insietence that the Word is eternally in the Fathsr only -
this at the skpense of & measure of contradiction.

~If nothing can be added to. ‘the aotiv1ty of the wOrd
it follows that he is also 1mmutabls in the sense that he-
is not passive to sny influence - he wields all. Therefore
-if at the Inqarnation nothing has been added to the activity |
of the immutable Wor@,‘and so exterior will s; influence has |

intervened} then the Incarnation is a manifestation of the

aotivity that is eternally God - "so thst not even when

the Virgin bore him did he -augfer'any ohange" (supra).

Sinoe then, the Incarnation is a manlfestation of the
loputable activity that is eternally God, then the God-Child
in the wmanger st Bethlehem is not a speoia; exhibitisn
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prompted by divine humility, the God-Man dying on calvary ia
not a 'tour de_foroe'_of_divine lone_and compaseion: they are
~ the oleareet manirestatien_ever given to uwan of God’ as he is -
.always; eternally, immutebly. In & semse it is true to
say that -th'e life of Jesus -christ is priwarily the manifes-
"tation of the tamutebility of God. L |

‘Even assuming one accepts this interpretation of the
passage frowm "De Inoarnatione", it seeus still that Athanaaius
‘has "left his” defence of immutability weak in that the deeds o
of the incarnate God imply potentiality and”actnalization - .
that is, ohange. . If christ were man solelj then it would
be @o. cep his being.God;mantaIter the position and avoid
the consequent wutability of the divine Word? Whether or -
;of writing the "De Inoarnatione“ is not apparent but he
“treated i1t in later writings by an inaiatenee on the two
wills in christ, one divine, ‘one human. Thus the deede of ’
christ as man are the oonsequence of human willing, but the .
human will was aoting aoccording to_ the promptings of. the
divine eternal will, whose purpose in ‘the Inearnation as in
the whole divine agtivity, 1s immutable. This doctrine
received final form &4 the Third Oounoil of Constantinople
-(A.D.(sal) which wae~oonoerned to oondemn the monothellite

heresy:



Fathers" in general, and to "the all-wise Athanasius" in

PR
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We also preéach two natural wills in him and two
natural operations, without division, without change,
without separation’, withoiut partition, without
.gonfusion....and two natural wills not condrary....
but his human will following his divine and omnipotent
will, not resisting it nor striving against 1t but
rather subject to 1it.
(Manei, Saororum Conoiliorum, XI 635 ¢ sgqq. trans.
Betteneqn "Doouments of the chrlstian Chureh",
" pp.128-9). .

It is noteworthy that in expressing its definition the
COﬁnoil referred for precedent to "the teaghing'of the Holy

partiouiqro

4. Saint Augustine of Hippo.

It has been said that all the philoeophy of the past
two thousand years is but foolrnotes to Plato. It wight be
said with ; 8imilar element of truth that all the theolbgi
of immutability of the past fifteen hundred years is but
footnotes to Angustzne. Perhaps it was the restlessness-
of his youth, perhaps the incessant and wearisome contentionse
which enveloped his later life, perhaps it was his natural
philesophical bent, perhapé his reéotion to the overthrow of

the eternal city, or perhaps it was all these things, that

clothed the conception of God's changelessness with such

richness for Augustine. that never for long could he exclude

. it from his thoughts.
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,The ‘intellecotual and philoeophical conoeption by

which Aligustine predominahtly thinks of God is as

- the Being that is not subject to change: 'He truly 1s,
becausé he is unchangeable™ (De Nat.Boni XIX).

was wmainly the intelléctial necessity he felt for
Something_ Unehangeahle a8 thie basie and background
of things ¢hangeable, that led him, more than anything
else, out of Maniohaeiam into Christianity, and in
his search for God he usually represents hie mind as
passing ever upwards ‘through the grades of things
subject to chenge, till it arrives at that Belng '1n Whom
there 18 no variation'

( Dom Cuthbert Butler, "Western wSticJ.sm“ part I,1.(q
. o of.D.T.C.,Art: Dieu sa nature d'aprea les
L Perea LTIV Pa.vs 1. '“’?) AR
Angustine did not approach immutability as a subjeot for
speoulatiqn, but rathe;:it ig_intrineio to the thought which
he brought tc bear on any subject. -Because of the almost
boundless range of his intellect; his writings provide a more

compréhensive-treatment_of inine ismutability, its:meaning,'

iwplications, validity and worth, then has been provided by

~any one man before or since. His knowledge of fhe-Scrip-

tures and the earlier Fathers ensured that nothing of the

material thgy provided'was foreign to him. And his study,
before his ebnveraion, of Plotinus furnished him with an
insight into the Platonio tra@ition._ Moreover the school
of Plotinus gave serious gtudy to the writings df_Aristotle
(ofe A.E.Taylor, 'Platoniswm’ p; 16); thus t#ough Augustine
was amongst the most 1nstfuﬁent§1 of those who established
Platdﬁism'ip & POSitiQn of influence in respect t§ weatern

orfhodox theology, he was not ignorant of Aristotelianism.
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Augustine's beliefs about immutability were not givem
in g'éystematia-arrangementg_as was tg'?e th9 Schoolmen's
manner. But there is l;tt}é dif:fgu;ﬁy in coilecting'ﬂes
teaching 43» and setting 11: _i.n gn__orﬁe;fly frame. This wik .l
probably provide the olegpegt'présentatién of hia'ﬁhoughi-
©° 1. The Neture of Change. |

_ Hla conception of ohange bears similarity to that° of
Novatian and to the Aristotel1an argumenta whioh Aquinas
.waa %0 employ the ability to change 1mp11es in an object ‘the.
potentiality of being other than it now is:
For that which is changed does not retain its own
being; and that which can be changed, although it
be not aoctually changed, is able not to be that
which it had been; and hence that which not only
is not changed, but also cannot at all be changed,
alone falls moet truly, without difficulty or -
hesitation, under the vategory of Belng Be~-Frin
lLéH—aﬁw—Deéﬂid—-& =¥
(Augustine, De Trin. ¥.2 ; of. De Fid et Sym.IV 7; in
Joann. XXXVIII 10) .
All. change is then a departure from real being, frow the
eternal 'is'. 'Esee est immutabilis esse' seeme to express
the Aﬁguétihian'view. But ﬁhe remoté suﬁreme jmoutable
being of'ﬂriatotle is giien no place.

ii. immutébility in relation to Tiwme and Eternity.

Imoutability is often synonymoﬁs'with eternity in
higustine's thought. The faot that sll created things hed
a heginniﬁg, andlcannof.thareforﬁ:be in the fullest sense
. eternsl, at onoe!oléssifiea theu as mutable: . ’
...+8ll things that he has wade, because he has made

them out of nothingé ?fa changeable: (De Nat Boni I 1,
P 5 -
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Iikewise all that has an end is neither eternal nor

immutable, but- subject to corruption. ‘The emphasie of some
€, Dub- subject ) e ot . \

o_:f the_AG‘r_eek Pathe_re on iééﬁaé«d is increased by Aug-usti_.ne.

Creation is the beginning of. & mutable existence, of which
o : _ b )
time, the symbol of ehqnge, 1spe;teneuon an@ eerruption its

end. Qhey’afe the contraries of iwmmutability:

For immortality is true immortality in His case whose.
nature adwmits no change. That is also true eternity

by which God is unchangeable, without beginning,
without. end; consequently- also incorruptible. ~-— ~ -
. (De Trin. XV 5) .["And the truth' He says, 'shall make
you free'. Prom. what, except from death from .
corruption, from" ohangeableneBS? Since truth remains
iaomortal, 1noerrupt ‘unchangeable. But true immor-
‘tality, true 1noorrupt1bility, true unchangeableness,

is eternity itaelf. (Ib. 1V 18 ).

.God as having no beglnning and being eternally 1ncorrupt-
ible, is therefore not subjeot to time end chenge,/

eevses fOI there was no time before time began, and

therefore it did not happen to God in time that he

ghould be Lord,since he was Lord of the very times

t?emeelves ?hioh assuredly did not begin in tiwme.
Ib. V. 16

Even God 8 knowledge of ereetlon its chenges and its time-
bouna nature does not involve his knowing in a time sequence; -

He does not pass from thie to that by transition
of thought, but beholds all things with absolute
unohengeeblenese, so that of those things that
emerge in time, the future, indeed, are not yet,

. and the preaent are now, and the. paet no longer are;
but all of these are by him comprehended in his
stable and eternal presence. ~Néither does he see
in one fashion by the éye, in @nother by .the mind,
for he is not cowpossdjof wind and body; nor does

- his present knowledge differ frow that which it
ever wds or shall be, for those variations of tiwe,
past, present, and future, though they alter our koo }e
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knowledge, do not affeot.his, "with whom is no
variableness neither shadow of turning’ (Jas 1.17).
(De Civ. Del ‘XTI 21 or. Ib. XII 7). - .

iii. Preogutions o be taken in studyi-ng God's Nature.

Amére.of_the obscurities which discussions of infinte
' belng so easily achieve, Augustine refused on the one hand
to consider as manifest what was 1noomprehenaib1e, and on
the 6ther to admit that, because human comprehension is o
finite , thérefore any attempt to understand the beihgfaf'f
God is fruitless: | '
For things incomprehensible must so be investigated,
a8 that no one way think he has faund nothing, when
he has been able to find how incomprehensible that
is which he was seeking. (De Trin. XV. 2% ).
‘mhe humaﬁ wind has no better owdupaﬁion fhan to try, in thé
‘light of faith, to discern the nature of God. (cf Ib. XV 27) .
iv. That God is immutable..

making thise very sub;ept_of the limitatiops of human
oomp&ehension and perfeotion, togetper with human awareness
of finituae and change,-Anguétine argues for the infinitude
of God: - ' ' |

[ .Por as wisdom is so called from the being wiee and
knowledge frow’ knowing, so frowm being (esse) oomes
that . which we ocall essence. 4nd who is there that
is ,more than he who said to his servant Moses,
7T 'am that I an' ; and, '"Thus shalt thou say unto ‘the
children of .Israel, he .who is hath sent we unto you'?

- (Bx. III 14). But other things that are called
essences or Bubstances adwit of accldents, whereby
& ochange, whether great or small, is produced in
then. But there can bé no accident of this kind
in respect to God; and therefore he who is God is

- the only unohargeable substance or essence, to
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whom certainly ein% 1tsﬁ£} whence comes the
name of essence, mos eapeoially and most truly belongs.
i (Dée Trin."V 2.)
There is, acdordingly, & good which ‘is alone simple,
and tharefore alone unchangeable, and this 18 God.
" (De 'Civ. Dei X1 10.7Y
Wherefore there woiuld be no ohangeable goods, unless
there were the unohangeable good. -(De Irin. V1II 3).

~.These arguments from the partial goods to a neoeqsary perfect:

good and the argument (qmoted below p.SS .Be-Mb§b@Bou-

LXVIl 3
Seru. EEEEEIi) for an unchangeable Form of all Forums, have

& atrong Platonio'fiavour:“ But ‘there tslsOmething"ﬁéarbfﬁ 0
to Aristotle in : _ |
Yet neither would this be the first cause, for that
doubtless was.a higher cause still, and lay in the
, unohangeable wisdom itself. (De Trin. III 3.

Ne G ’od then, is immutable in suhstance (of.mlso De Trin I 1; II
10), and is not subject to accident (of. also Ib.V 16 V 4).
Apparent change in God is due to change in the observer, not
in the obaerved.

Oonsequently, when God is said to ohange his will, as
when, e. he becomes angry with those to whom he was
_gentle, it 18 rether they than he who are changed, and
they find hiw changed in so far as their experience of
suffering at his hand is new, as the sun is changed to
injured eyes, and becomwes as it were .fierce from being
'wild, and hurtful from being delightful, though in.
itself }t remains the same as it was. (De Civ.Dei XXII
2
Not only is God wnohanging, but he is incapable of ahange:

nothing happens aoeidentally to God in time beoause
~he is incapable of ohange. (De Trin. V. 16).

God alone 18 immutable being ( of.Ib. V 2, supra p.'53).
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And consequently if he alone is immutable, all
things that he has made, because he ha§ made them
out of nothing, are changeable. (De nat boni I 1l ).

" The Being of God, since it immutably is, can have no
contrary: |

I trust that it is now made patent to spiritdal
minds phat there cannot possibly exist any-nature

. eontrary to God. For if he ig - and this is a
word that can be spoken with propriety only of
God ( for that which truly is remains unchangeably;
inasmoch as that which is changed has been something
which now it is not, and shall be, something which as
yet ‘it is not), - 1t follows that God has nothing
contrary to himself. (De Fid.et Sym. lY 7)

Never does Augustlne tlre of stressing the practlcal
signlficancg of divine 1mmutab111ty for humen life. Nor &s
does he lose sight of the God who is immatably active. But

-more frequently he chooses to emphasise the restfulness of

: divine impatabilit It is worthy of note that hls confidence
% o imbrnn Ko b Lo
in God's ch elessness 1s fhe foundation of hlS whole

t@fology of moral law.
v. Imnotability and the Holy Trinity.

The immutéble is whiéh constitutes the perfect being of
God is not to be aseribed unequally to the Persons of the

'Trlnlty '
In God himselg, therefore, when the equal Son, or

] the Holy Spirit equal to the Father and the Son, is
Joined to the equal Father, God does not become
greater then each of them severally; because that

perfectness cannot increase. But whether it be the
Father, or the Son, or the Holy Spirit he is perfect,
and God the Father the Son and the Holy Spirit is
- perfect. (De Trin. V1 8; cf. Ib. II 17).

The relationship of the Persons is immutable;
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But the only-begotten Son of God, what he is,
this camnot be changed; he cannot be changed into
. anything else, cammot be diminished, what he was
he cammot but be, he cannot but be equal to the
Father. (Serm. xC. 2, p. 529).

The immutability of the Word:

For he Ehe'Word]is a certain Form, a Form not

t&e formed, but the Form of all things formed; a -

Form unchangeable, without fallvure, without decay,

without time, Yithout place. ..etc... (Serm IXVII
3, D. 459 )

Adgustine has missed nothing put forward by his pre-
deoessors , and has consolidated co-ord1nated and
developed their conception of 1mmutab111ty. Like them
he found it a useful weapon ready to his hand in o
combatting erroneous conceptions of God, He struck with
it against the two philosophies of whose falsity he, who
had once numbered piﬁself among their.ranke, was the most
convinced - Neo-Platonism and Menichaeism:

They Ehe Neo.-Platonista saw indeed the fixed,

lasting and indefectiblé truth, where abide all

the forms of all creaturely things; but they saw

it from afar; they saw, but their camping ground

lay in error; and so to that mighty, ineffable,

and blissful possession they found not the way, .

(Serm,CXLI).

The Manichaeans would not drivel, or rather, rave

in such a style as this, if they believed the

nature of God to be, as it is, unchangeable, amd .

absolutely incorruptible, and subject to no injury;

and. if, moreover, they held in Christian sobriety,

that the soul which has shown itself capable of

being altered for the worse by its own will, and

of being corrupted by sin, and so, of being deprived
- of the light of eternal truth, - that this soul, I

'X is not part of God, nor of the same nature as

 God, but is ereated by him, snd is far different

from its Creator.. (Ee Civ.Dei XI 22),
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It there 1s ons point on which Augustine @1 not do full

justice to previous Christisn scholarship, it is that his

;nsietenoe upon div;peﬂ;mmutability;as an immutable

. aotiﬁity“is net proneun@ee. The_conoeption wae not foreign

te.him,'no: unWelcome,;for it.hae a place in his thought,

: (eege God is "ever working, ever at rest"™ Conf.I 4); but

never does he‘emulete-the enthusiasm ahd'prgqceupation of
Se.Athanasius. If, as Quick seggeete,-scheiaefioiemaie“starveq
of the conception ofdivineTmotivity, tﬁe“ofﬁs§”ﬁfbﬁiﬁii,;?ee"f
with .S.Augustine and the influence he_exe?ted.oq-medieeval
theology e . | |

This partial omission tay be intentional, since the
Athanesien treatment,. though most profitable, seemed to
lead to oertain diffionltiee and eontradictione « though

' Augustine was not afraid. of diffioulties. It is best .

aeeounted':or by allowing that Augustine was moet.keenly'
_Lntereefed; even preoccupied, in developing another aspect
of the subject, a development that was his greatest
contribution to the theology of divine immutability, and

.one of his greatest and wost 1nf1uentie1 contributions to

Christian life and thought-ainee hie day. Already the Eathere

‘have been observed employing immutebility as an incentive

to the pursuit of the spiritual 1ife with argumeﬁt analagous
Wiere '

. to Chriet's teeohing on treeSure in heaven. Ehepe they were

eoratohing the greund, Augustine dug deep foundations and
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bullt a glorious shrine, Not in the immutable divine -
activity, puﬁiiq'tpe logutable diyigg ;gstfulngsa_and _
peace he discovered his g;eatppt riphga; He believed that

| the'end for whieh humanity yearns in its ceaseless questing
is peace, and that the true end of the good life is the
perfect peace which is found only in the Vision of the .
;1mmutab1e-God. _ .
L The sub;eot is such that 1f we .are to understand S+ —
Augustine's aocempliahment and to oomprehend theologioal
,movements-of later.genergtions it oust be_given a fuller

oconsideratione

Any observer of'man and his wind is bound to notice
the.resﬁlessnese of humenity, its perpetual desire to attain
whatever it considers will yield eatisfaotion; the repeated
disappointments, the &ontinuad gearche. Augustine'é writings
witness to his shrewd observation of his fellows, end his
"gonfessions™ shew the keenness with which he analysed hie
bwﬁ-mipd. coﬁseqnently héjwaa ébundqntly aware of ‘wan's
hunger for whatéveg it wmay be that can bring contentment
and repletion to the human soul. His. own experignég taught
_him both where 1t'eogld be found, and where it could not.

The material and sub-rational world could not supply ite
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Nor eould it de foupﬁfin the humaq mind and souls -

I seek my God in every corpoygl nature, . terrestrial
or celestial, and find him not: I seek his substance -
in my own soul, and I find it not. (In Pss. XLII 7 &
Vulg. XLI 8, DP.134). .

~ All that pertains to wan betrays him by its falsehood,

trans?ienoe and decay:

It sedks to f£ind & truth not subject to change, 8
substance not oapable of failinge (Ibid. 6 = Vulge. .
v.7+ 3ece Appendix II1). i

| ;i—The part of our mind whioh deals with temporsl things
is the lower part (ofe. De Trin.XII 3); the higher 13‘196 by
its reason to seek ever upwards in the hope of finding that

which will appease its craving:

Then when they go on they look into the nature of life
itself, if they find it mere nutrative life, without
gensibility, such as that of plants, they consider it

inferior to sentient life, such as that of catile, and

above this again they place intelligent life, such as
that of mene And perceliving that even this is subjeot

to change, they are compelled to place above 1t, again,
that unchangeable life, which is not at one time foolish,
et another time wise, 'but on the contrary is wisdoun ‘
itself. For a wise 1nte111genoe, that is, one that has
attailned to wisdom, was, previous to its attaining
wisdom, unwise. But wisdom itself never was unwise,

and never can become S80. And if men never ocaught sight
of this wisdom, they could never with entire confidence
prefer a life which 1s unchangeably wise to one that

is subject to change. This will be evident if we
consider that the very rule of truth dby which they
affira the unchangeable life to be the more exoellent,
is itself unchangeable: and they cannot f£ind such a
rule, except by going beyond their own nature; for they
find nothing in themselves that is not eub;eot to
changee Now no one is so egregiously eilly as to ask
*How do you know that a life of unchangeable wisdom is

- preferable to one. of change?' Por that very truth about

which he asks, how I know it? is unchangeably fixed in
the minds of all men, and presented to their common
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. contemplation. And the man who does not see it is

like a blind wan in the sun, whom it profits nothing -

that the splendour of its light "80 olear and 8o near,

1s poured into his very eye-balls. (De DocteChriste.l 8-9)
«—— S0 nok’thermaterial world, nor the animal world, nor
the ratienal world, nor anything that is in man, can aupply
‘man with that whlch he ever seeks to achieve. Having
exhaueted oreation -

therefore it follows that in no way can life be truly .
blessed unless it is eternal.-(De Trin.XIII 8y 7 '

q— And etgrna; being is to Augustine the only real being,
the being that has no change, and which he believed to exist
only in Gode It is God, and God alone, that men seeks:
Let us, then, now seek the Trinity which is God, 1n the
things themselves that are eternal, 1noorporea1, and -
unchangeable; in the perfeet eontemplation of which a
blessed life is promised us, whioch cannot be other
. than eternals (Ibe XV 4). - .
" g The end of .all 1life, and man's only complete satisfaction,
16 the Vision of God:
But when the sight shall have come which is promised
anew to us face to face, we shall see hhis not only
incorporeal but also absolutely indivisible and truly
unchangeable Trinity far more clearly and certainly
than we now 8ee its image which we ourselves ares (Ib.XV
23) .
Q——-ﬁat last the soul's journey 1is done.'Not only has it

_found the unohangeablé'mrinity, the eternalﬁredeemer, but

in place of its restless pursuit it assumes some part of

the divine repose:
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0 true piety; thy God endureth, fear not; he doth

not perish, and through him, thou too dost not

perish. (Serm.LXXIV 3, DedT0)e _

So the .soul finds its fulness and its pesce. No word
was sweeter to the ear of S.Augustine than 'peace'; and who
is to oritioioe such a judgment? The Vision-of-Goé neant.
'blesoed;poace; and to win that priceless reward was worth
sacrificing everythingo | '

' phe end or supreme good of this city’ fof God] is
-edther-peaoce-in eternal-life, or- eternal Iife in =
peace. For peace is a good so great, that even in
thie earthly and wortal 1life there is no word we .
hear with such pleasure, nothing we desire with
such zest, or find to be more thoroughly gratifying.
(De Cive. Dei XIX 11; ofe IbWXIX 20).

Nothing could be more sublime, nothing more severely
practical than this aspeot of Augustine's thought. It
provides the map-of 1life which he lays before his disoipieé
of all ages. All the vici&situ&es of the journey through

life are readily discounted by the soul that travels the

road to the Beatifio Vision, whioch -is the consummation of

all man's longings, and which provides its supreume
aatiefaotion in participation in the eternal peace of the
iomutable God. _
For now thou art not without somewhat to say to thyself
in answer to those who say,'Where is thy God?! I have
now had the perception of something that is
unchangeable. (In PeseXLII 10 = Vulg+XLI).
‘;—-Therein 1ies the whole purpose of the divine plan, the

work of redemption, and the existence of wan:
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For thou has formed us for thyself, end our hearts
are restless till they find rest in Thee. (COnf.I 1 p.l)

Augustine hae ehown not only the 1ncentive to and

- the-direct;on of, the good life, but hes: ‘made it the
‘foundation of his teaching om the oqntemplétive'life. He
48 the pioneer of'Western mystioism; and the influence which
) he has thus exerted is igoalonlable, The mediaev&lﬂm&at;oa;

theologiane, the ooug#eryreformatioq"doct@rs gnd directors!_ -

and all who have learned from them, are in deep debt to S.

 Augustine., He himself owed not a little to the Greek Fathers,

and to Greek philosophers, but he gave far mofe'than he
receivede Central in his thought is the realisation of the
full signifioance of divine immutability. From him we learn

not -only the theologioal 1mportanoe and ramifications of

“the oonception, but its valne in providing life with a

purpose, and as a practical inapiraﬁion to Christian

devotion « to holy living and holy dying.

. Be The cownoil_of Qhalcedon-

,In'thé-chaldedonian-documents the séal is set on wuch
that the Fathers hed taught ebout.immutebility, especially
about the Son, ' ,

The "Definition™ asserts that the One Ghriat is one
Peraoh acﬁﬁowledged in two éistinét énd real'natures,

' unoenfuaedly, unchangeable, 1ndivisib1y, 1naeparab1

(ksvyKiTes, Xvpdrrnisy AStunpérus, XY mpictans
(DGfoFido apud Conce.Chaloc. IV). ~ X /



=

=565«

It also reveals'the Ghuroh'g conoeption of her own.
nature as divine, and eo.immutaﬁle, 80 that her dootrine
ean be described as |

unchangeable from the firet ( dee,e‘, oL € A NE VU TOV ).
(Ibid. III). . '

Leo in,hie *Tome" éxpl&ine thet:the nedemption o&me-'

aboﬁt'bmcaﬁee'God'had‘willed that m&h ehduld:have "the

GMWry of immortality™, and, despite the Fall that had to
be’ acoomplished, becauee ‘God 1s immutable (1ncommutabilie),
and his will cannot alter;(Teme III).

Se.Cyril, who clearly ehowe the influence of Athanae1ue,

8ays, in discussing the two Natures 1n‘0hrist, that even at

the Incarnation the Son remained unchanged:

But since God the Word -who came down from above and
from heaven 'emptied himself, taking servant's form!,

- and was called' *Son of Man'- still rewaining what he’

, . was, that is, God « for he. is immutable and unaltereble
by Nature. (dTpernros Ydﬂ Kat dvaZhelcores Kata $vsty e‘uv) .
(Cyril, Ad Joan).

4_-—-And there is a eimilam passage in the. "Third Epistle to

Neetorius"°'

And we do not say either that the fleeh was changed :
into the Nature of Godhead, or indeed that the ineffable
nature of God the Word was perverted 1nto that of flesh,
for he is immutable and unalterable (Xrrewrss Yo &cti

Kl  AvalZhelwres  mavTe Mas )y 6ver abiding the same,
‘aoccording to the Seripturess

"___danneither-oaee-doee Cyril.make any feel'attempt to

-eXprein'tne appareet'contradiation incurred in what he has

said., He takes ué no further then Athaiasius: indeed the
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paésage from which the second guotation is taken was

probebly written with a fairly exact recollection of

Athanasius's "De Incarnatione™ XVII in wind.

Thé Sohqolmen.

ol b5

ﬁheISghplaetié:Backgrownd.
Plato, Aristotle and Augustine were the three chief

influences from the-past in the mediaeval schools, and,

otherwise, immutability playe a dominant part in the

thought of eache It was inevitable that & similar emphasis
should charaoterize medlaeval thought; Saint Augustine was
'the initial influence and secured a precedence whioh'wde to
be-rivqlled, bﬁt, probably, never taken frow hime It wes
lgrgely-througﬁ the'widéepread and inttmgte knowledge of
‘Augustine's worke with their Platonio flavour that Plato

was wade a subject of reverent stuay. The stress on
1mmutability and trénsoendent sovereighty thus pfovided
partly aecountéd'for,-and was partly intensified by,‘the
system of feudal sovereignty which governed-the-socidl life
.of the age, and thgrefore.the-mental climéte of the age.

' Thue 1t 1s not surprising to find the Fourth-Léteran Council
" (1215), provoked by the Albigensian heresy with its assertion
that there is a distinetion between the God of the 01d
Testament and the God of the New Test&ment,'plaoing
"Inocommutabilis™ in the list of divine attributes at‘the;
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beginning of its deolaratlon of faith:

Pirmiter credimus ét simpliciter confitewur,: quod

unus solus est verus Deus, aeternus, lmmensus et

incomwutabilis, incomprehensibilis, omnipotens et

ineffabilis, Pater, et Filius et Spiritus sanctuse..

: (Ex I, 001 (IV I.at.Can.l ) )o‘

When, alao, at the-beginning,of the Thirteenth Century,
a new and dynamic influence was introduced into western

Cchristendom with the appearance of‘the'Latin translations

of the metaphyalcal works of Arlstotle, the conoentration-

“en the dlvine immutabillty rece1ved further re1nforcement

and acooraingly the documents of the period show the

- .affirwation of 1215 repeated:

«ee unicum Deum, omnipotentem, aeternum et invisibilew

et incommutabilem. (Confessio fidel iichaelis Paleologi

ipsi & .Clemente. IV, 1267. Denzinger 385) e

e eoalesia ees Pirmiter oredit... unum verum Deum

omnipotentem, incommutablilemy/ et aeternume.e

(Ex Deoreto pro Jacobitis, sive Bulla Eugenii IV

"tantate Dowino™ 1441. Denzinger. 598) .

Dr.Quiok has oontended that in aqnseqmenoe»of these
influences the balance which had been preserved between
Hebralsw and Hellenisw in Christien thought up to the time
of Augustine -was then lost, and that an unbalanced, too=
Hellenig.Chriétiah theology became prevalent. He maintains
that the theological systems, and that of Aqﬁinas is wentioned
as an example, created a cleavage between, on'the one hand,
"g conception of God not only as impassive but as inactive",
and who “becﬁuee his nature is changelessly perfeot, is

oonoeiveé-as static™ (Quick, -"Gospel @f Divine Action",
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Ch.IV, p.94), and on the other, the soteriological

theology of the age, baeed on the bellef in God inoarnate

and aotive in a changing worlde>

(:éhe general result was an anomaly in the mediaeval
thought of the .Incarnation. On the one hand the
ewphatic affirmation that Jesus Christ was personally
one with the changeless, impassible God led to a
virtual denial of His human personality and to
conclusions which are wanifestly inconsistent with

. the fact of his sufferings as the gospel records theme e

The idea of the divine act in Jesus, so, absolutely
central in the New Testament, seems to. play no_.part .
in the systematiec theology of the time ¢ (Ibepe96) .

Clearly the triple influence of Augustine, Plato and .
Aristotle was responsible for the form takép by wediaeval

thought, but it is debatable that the éonsequénoes were 80

harmful a8 DreQuick suggésts. The problem of the immutable

God who was incarnate was not new: it is indigendus to
Christian theology. As hes been seen, the Fathers had long
known and laboured with it. At worst the Schoolwmen uway
occasionally have let metaphysics overghadow their yheology'-

in a way that threw up the paradox of the Incarnation in a

hersh light; but there is scarcely ground for maintaining

that they conceived of the Godhead as immutable and

therefore "statio" and "inactive". Aquinas, in line with

the Fathers and the Soriptures, conceived the unchangeableness
of God a8 a kind of unchanging activity;-not in terms of the
sterile, uncaring transcendence of Hellenic thoughtes The

existence of God is "actus purus®, an activity devoid of
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potentiality. Whether such a contention is.fationally'
conceivable, or whether it is a contradlctlon in terms,
must be conaidered in the succeedlng examination of
Aquinas!s philosophy; the important point for the present
18 thet Aquinae wes s&tisfigd in his own wind that his '
conceptioq of'qu did not aunéer the natures of Christ,

nor banish the'creation_fromfthe-knowledge and care of 1?3-

' Greator, Seint Bonaventure, even more noticeably than..

Aquinas, was concerned to-demonet;ate the relabiohship

between the Godhead, the inoarnate Son, and the world of

. 8ense and change.

Nor is it strictly aecuraﬁe'tozqesért that the

mediseval satisfaoction theories of.thé'atonement were f

divorced from the idea.of God as immutable, and "ﬁholly'
_depend on the idea that Jesus Christ as the perfect wan

eﬁdured the'full renalty of huwman sins, and satisfied the
claims of God's justicee" (Ib.p.97). Saint Anselm, the -

pnime.expositar of the-sétisfaotion theory, writes rather

“of satisfying the claime of "God's honour", than of hia’
| Justice, and contends=that_%ﬁe véfy reason why God's

‘honour wust be satisfied is becauseé it is iwmutable:

We should rather understand that he does thie from
the necessity of preserving his honour, whioh
necessity is obviously nothing else tharn the
‘Juwutability of his honour (non est aliud quanm
imgutabilitas honestatis ejus). (Ansélum, "Cur

Deus Howo®" II b)e - )
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. gr——.Anselm does. not ﬁaae his theory only on'the passible '

diving human:.ty, but also, if less oona-piouously, on the
immuta.ble aivinitye | '

~ The influence of Greeck conceptions of God led, in
the widdle aées, to an intense study of the transcendent,
eternal and iﬁ@utable quplities’of dﬁvine'exiatehoe; but |

it was not an exclusive study. Possibly it was excessive

-theolagieally,vhutwthewsqﬁoolmen'wereﬁmotwtheokogians-

simply. they were also philosophera.

With Augustine the ageé of great Christian explorera
closed. Theological investigation wae less notably
iﬁspired'by the need Po vindicate the faith, fo flout -

schismatios and to wrestle for souls. The Fathers were ag’

'hewers of stone, while the Schoolwen were as architects.

' Christian philosophy and theology were now studied more

for their oﬁn sakes Whereas the gregt treatises of the
Fathers were for the wost part -apologetic or expository,
the crpﬁning treatiées bf'the Schoolmen wére theological
éyntheaea and gcademic cowmentaries, and their.theses can
mostly be found again and agaié already existing iﬁ'the
writingé-of the Fathers. But the great mediaeval '

. contribution t@lthe development of the suhiect is the

thorough working out of the precise impllcations, and the
establishment of thew in the field of exaot thought and

dlalectics Theologically they supplied a& much olearer
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definition end & much stronger equipuwent fer defenoe.._
Philoeephically the beliefs.were thought out in relation
to the profoundest known sehoole of.thought, and
'ex@reesed'in current termihology; The stfength.of the

- Scholastic corpus of argumehts-was'not in 1ts own day
tested by any confliot on the grand scale, and in the
succeeding centuries the'postafeformation philosophers
did not allow the mediaeval thinkers to meet them as

“7ital edversaries, but condemned or ignored thew from
afar. But in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries the
‘Sohoolmen ha#e been brought_into-the liste as pretagoniete
.of'bhristian philosophy; and the sturdiness with whioh

they have been able to repulse a diversity of opponents

téstifles not only to the faith which they upheld, but

also to the quality of the reasoning through which they |
expreeeed it. The wr1t1nge of the Fathers oould never
have won the eueceaa in the arena of wmodern philosophy
which scholastiocisu is so impressively achieving. .

"In much of their work they borrowed end stole from
each other; thus Peter Lombard. reappears frequently in the
work of later wrltexsr Saint Bernard's Wemnie mutatio
qteédem wmortis initiatio est™ (S@Bernerd, Serm.in Cant.LXXX)
reiterates Augwstine, and mahy w:itene after Bernard did
no wore than heiterate him. Seissbre-anéépaste was a
common method of work and in consequence the immense

output of written work is an inaccurate guide to the
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oreativity of the .period. But this need be no belittlement,

since the purpose of a writer was often to correlate, to

~ expound and to .compile compendiums that were ingenious

and erudite rather than original. For such labours the

present agé has learned both respect and - gratitude. In

"its own field the original work of the“period is nevertheless

considerablé,'and provides most 1mportaht materiale. The.

pringipal instigation to original thought was the ‘recovery

by the weet of the metaphysical writings of Aristotles The

new doctrines found there imperilled arthodoxy, and to
proteot and vindiocate it Salnt Albert the Great undertook
to hanmonize the peripatetic philoesophy with the doctrines

”bg'the,churoh. The work which he began found its most able

labourer in Albert's pupil, Seint Thomas Aquinsse. Not only
did he aooomplish the task, but exeouted it in such a
manner aq)established him as the greatest of all the
Schoolmen. A study of his exposition of iomutability,

and souwe ctnéideratioh of the rather different treatment
given by Saint Bonaventure, will give sufficient indication:

of the mediaeval oonsolidation of the subjeot.

Ze ) Sgint_ ThOmag Aquinase.

A@preciation~ofkheugehins oﬁ Aquinas mounts as ‘one
reooguises how deeply indebted he was to Augustine and

Aristotle, yet how independent he was of both. If, as is
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aaid, 'Albett inutructgd hia,pupil to go to 4ugustine fur
his tﬁe@loéyg'and to Ariatotle for his phtlusophy; then
the pupil did not negleot thg authorities prescribed,
though occaaionaliy neglecoting the diatinetion. Thut while
re-applying both in a manner essentially original he should

ave dﬁicar Bd 80 Ilt out of his Teasur ngs o w

and-old and the final achievement was wholly his own, and

in every way a work of the Thirteenth century.

For Aquinas immutability hed a double claim to
prominenae. Not only, he believed, could it bearationaliy
proved that God is imoutable; but also what was for him the

mo8st 1mpresaive proof of the existence of God was 1n

reality a demonstration of the necessary existence af a

supreme immutable beinge The proofs in the "Summa contra
Gentiles"™ lead us first to an immutable being, then apply
the name God. We are not first introduced to.God, and then
gshown that he must ‘be immutable. :

Everything that is wmoved is moved by something else.
Moreover, it is evident to our senses that there are
~objects 1n wmotion, as for instance the suns Therefore
such an object i8 moved by Sowething else. That which
moves it is itself also either moved or not. moved., If
it be not moved we have reached s point where it is
‘negessary to posit an unmoved mover, and this we ocall
Gode If, however, it be wmoved, then ite movement must
be caused by sowething else whlch moves it.
conseqiuently we must either.proceed to infinity or
posit an unmoved mover; but we cannot proceed to
infinity, therefore we wust posit a primal unmoved
mover. (Sume. ooOne Gent, 1ib. - ,capﬁ‘@

The proof is, of.oourse,'Aristotelian@ (Sinece our

present purpose is not to test the validity of this as an
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argument for the exiatenoe of God there is no necessity
to examine the rather lengthy arguments by which Aquinas
proves what he has assumed here « that every wmoving thing

is moved-by another; and what he has asserted here » that

'.1t is not possible to proceed to infinity.)

,Be:ore denaidering the other approach provided by

Aquinas, nawmely. the proof that God must be immutable, it_

1e desirable to consider 8hat is to be understood by. wotion--

and change = tht which couldinot_qust in an immutable
beinge

. In every change three factors are involyed: (a) two
exfremas, the “terminué a quo" ang'the "terminus ad_qugmﬁ;

(b) a suﬁject whioh throughouﬁ the occurrence of change

-rewains identical with iteelf; (c) a transition in whioh

the suﬁjeot ceases to.bé conditioned by the first extreme,
and begins to be conditioned by the segond (cdn.Gent.lib.II,

capel?) s Such an occurrence of change requires that the

"subjeot be divieibles The tran81tion frow being wholly
‘conditioned by one extreme to being wholly conditioned by

the other involves a transference in the course of .which the
subjeot is in part conditioned by one extreme; in part by
the other. Consequently it must he:&ivis{ble into parts.

Aquines puts forward this argument in his coumentary on

. Aristotle's "Physics" (Phys.lib.VI,cap.iv leot.5), and

Ehalt -
points outthe argument applies only-when ohange is
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oonsidered in the Aristotelian eenee'of'local wotion.
It would not apply to all that Plate, and often Augustine
ﬁith.him, couprehended in the application of the terms,
' applying motion to the functions of will and intellect,
beéi&es'eimple continuous local motion. (It will be
neoessary-to-return'to this aifferenoe.in terﬁinolegyy,
To be wutable a subject does not néed to change or
. move, but only to_be capable of ohange - to.be in.a .state .. .
of potentlallty. A wan in Birmlngham is able to travel to
Derby. 1f he does he has been the subject of a ohange. He
_is‘no longeT & man in Birwminghawm, -but & man who was in
Birmingham, but now is-in-ﬁerty. fhe change which while
he was in Birmlngham was potential has been wmade actuale
But even if he stays in Biraminghauw, he is 8till a mutable
: men, because he is in & state of potentiality, he is able
to change into a man who was in Birmingham and now is in
Derby._' It is merely that a potentiality has. not been wade
aoctual; but it is none the less real a potentiality for that.
ﬁe remains equally mutable whether he.goes te Derby or'npt.
The essence of putebilitﬁ_ie potentiality, The poteqtiall
is that which does not yet existy but which, s the
. conseguence of'ae action by'aﬁ'ergicient’eause, can cowme
into.exietenoe, or actualitye. | ,
(The argwment for the existence of God already quoted '
(pe73 ) is set out in terms of potentlality and actuality in -
"De Potentis": |
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Actuality, strictly speaking is prior to potentiality
both in nature and in time; although in a particular
instance of the passage from potentliality to actuality
the potential may be prior in time, yet since it is
"negessary that it should be brought into actuality
through some being whioch is already actual, it is also
necessary that, strioctly speaking, the actual should

be prior to the potentisl even in times Hence, since
every body is in potentislity, as its motion makes
evident, of necessity there must be an immobile eternal
substance prior o all bodies. (De Potege6,a8e600,transe.
Pattersonvo ' :

g—;- ﬂhe_potentiality nmay eiiat in the'subjeot itself-(in
i'ps'o_)"";.‘ a8 With the Gan at Birumirghdw, 6r in Sowéthing else
(in aitero) which can effect a change in the subject, as .
would be the case if_the wan were.kidnapped in Birawingham,
and conveyed to Derby.as a copgequence'of the activities of
his kiénappers. (ef «Sumua Theologica I.q.9oa.2;). Potentiality
is the helluark of autebilitye |

It is with these prinoiples in wmind that Aquinas puts
forward thfee érguments to prove that God is& imﬁutable:_ '

eee it was shown... that there is some first being,
whom we call God; and that this first being must be
pure aot, without the adwixture of any potentiality,
for the reason that, absolutely, potentiality is
posterior to aots Now everything which is in any way -
changed, is in some way in pdtentliality. Hence it is
evident that it is lwmpossible for God to be in any
way changeable. Secondly, because éverything whioch is
woved, remains as it was in part, and passes away in
part, as what is moved from whiteness to blacknesse,
remains the same as to substance; thus ig everyihing
which is woved, there is some kind of ecomposition to
be founde But it  has been shown above (qe3e8e¢7) that

" in God there 18 no composition, for he is altogether
simples Hence 1t is manifest that God cannot be moved,
Thirdly, because everything which is woved acquirea

" gomething by its movement, and attains to what it had
not attained previously. But ®since God is infinite,
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. comprehending in himself all tlie plenitude of
perfection of ‘all being, he cannot acquire anything
new, nor extend himself to anything whereto he was -
not extended previouslys Henoce movemént in no way
belongs to him. (S.T.I.q.Q,e.l.VoloI,p.Qz).

Unleee one does not admit previous conclusions to
which Aquinas refers, and on which these arguments are
oonstructed, these proofs are oonvineing. But it now seeme
necessary to probe furtler into,the matter'of just how much
Aquinesfis implying when he says.God is iwmmutable. That he
{8 without” potentiality is clear; but is one therefore to
conclude that all aotivit& is excluded from the Godhead? In
.the argument from the "Summa contra Gentiles“ already
referred to, Aqulnes nas equated the term God with the
Arietotellen‘term.unmoved-mover. Does he,.then, wholly
reject the Platonie eelfamoved mover? From the'paesege
immediately following these three arguments from the "Sumume
Theologiee"-it-is clear he does note. He is there concerned,
on the basis of his three arguments, to refute the
contention that God is in some way mntable,.since Angustine
could say of him, "Spiritus Creator novet ge, nec per
tewpus, nec per looumf. (SeTelocecites), Aquinasts ergument
is that Augustine is there speaking after the manner of
Plato, who said the prime-mover moved itself: "every
oﬁer&tion is called wotion, in accordance with'whieh even
to understand (1ntellegere) to will, and to love are in

a faehion spoken of as motlon"/ (Ibid.),Frow thie &s—;t
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cieﬁ; that Aquinas, when speaking of qu"gg'fyg_upmofedf
mover does not no#mally cover acts of will; intellect and
love by the term motion. To him it gseemed colear that
motion as applied bi‘Aristotle,-and as applied by Plato
did not have an identiocal applieation;‘but if one bore'iﬁ
wind their different usage, then there .was no disagreewent
. between the Arietotelian unmoved-mover, and the Platonic
- . 8elf-moved .primé.vmov-er----=-— L . | |

We should note that Aquinas seeks to showeeoo that
there is no real disagreement between Aristotle and
Platoe The former, he tells us, weant by motlon the
act of that which exists in potentiality as such
applies only to bodies which occupy space and are
divisible. Thus, in his commentary on the "Physios"
(1ibeVIII.capevielect.12), he -observes that Aristotle
speaks of the prime mover as ‘being unmoved 'ab,omnl
exterius mutatione! (faecist TC To ACIVT MV «UTo T &)
actos petSeMy, He does this, says St.Thomas, Tnot
intending to exclude the type of motion termed
operation, which is iumanent in the operator; even as
intelleection is called wmotion, and the appetite is
sald to be moved by the appetibles Motion of this sort
is not excluded frow the prime mover of which he treatse?
Qﬁtﬁﬁ'the other hand, Plato, we are told, used the term
'Tmotion' to signify any operation, so that mental
activities, such as knowing and opining, would rank
a8 forms of wotione Aquinas adds that Aristotle hiwself
has referred to this difference of usage in the 'De '
Animae® It appears, then, that Aristotle's unmoved
prime mover is ldentical with Plato's selfemoving
prime mover. (ReL.Patterson, '"The (onception of God
in the Philosophy of Aquinas8’, ppe47«8. 0feDeTosCe,
Art: Dieu, 82 nature selon le8 Scolastiques,T.IV,
varse. 11193 seqqe. for a general treatment of the
Schoolmen's attempts to reconcile and combine Plat®
and Aristotle). '

If this represented Aquinas's thought on all occasions

the matter would be clear, but unfortunately, in company
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with Aristotle, ne at times admlts qua11tat1ve and
quantitative change under the head of motion besides

looal motion in spaces Thus the distinotion between Plato
_ano'Arietotle is not eo:eaaily resolved as we wight be led
to believe, and it seems that etrictlj onlj-memtal

operat ions are-exclﬁ&ed.fromtmotion by Aristotle and
inoluded by Plato. Consequently Aquinas's position is not
wggllx?goneiatentd,aazis.aﬂnitmeﬂ;hyn&omemNea-Soholastias.m-..

But it would be strange if even in the thought of an
Aquinas there were not some obaouritiea and sﬁall fogE. And
in this 1nstance the main principlel of Aquinas's conceptlon
. of the lwmutable God, the unmoved-mover, are out of Jeopardy,
and readily dleoerned. _

God 1s the unmoved-mover but since motion; as’ used ‘here,
does not exclude mental operations there is no implioation
thet the Deity is stagnant. ‘Nor does the absence of
potentiality incur a static exietence, sinee potentiality is
subordinate to actuality, having no rurther purpose than to .
aohieye the occurrance of the actuel and also the efflolent
:oanee which effects the makLng actual of a.potentiallty is a
loglically and tenporally prior aotuality. The significance of
'a.potentiallt& is that it is'the potential of an actual.’
God, in Thomistio tﬁought,lis the"unoh&nging.fulneas of
actuelit&. The aotuality neither increases nor'deoreesas,

"and 18 subjeot to no alteration. It is in this sense that
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God is immuteble ae being without potentiality (cf.S.T.I.
ge9eaele sUDPrafpeTe-1l) «God is Tagtus pﬁrus'. G}early for

Aquinas immutability does not imply sterility, stagnation

-or inactivityes Thus in treating of divine operations he is
" prepered io wrife of God's "striving*p But now it seems that

fhere is the danger of-o&mpieting a éirole¢ Does not

striving imply potentiality ana motion? S.Thowmas denies

the lmplication, asserting. that since God is intelligent ~ =

his striving is intellectual, that is, an sctivity of the

of wiil in an unmovéd mbver?Aquinas says there-can.

' (S.‘].‘.I-.q.{l‘.),a,l.r.b‘.; De V-éritate q.23-.a..1). He admits
“movémen# of the divime will, with the divine goodness as

"i1ts object, but on the score of divine simplicity asserts

the identity of both the divine will and the divine
goodness with the divine essence; thus; in éffeot, it is
the divine essence whioL moves the divine Qseenée. God is
self-moved, as Plato contended, if we gré using motion
within the Platonic Muwits of the term; if we are keeping
to the Aristofeli&n limits there is np motion at all, and

~ God is unmoved.

fActus ‘purus' is, then, of the divine essence. God °
is the consummation of aot. Is divine actuality or *
sotivity in any way comparable with human activity? It

cannot be identical, for the very need for postulating
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a unique unmoved-wover derives from the realization that

ordinary causes are in&dequate'to'account for the whole

" order of observed movement and changeo There wust be an

ultimate mover_of & different kind, or else all would be
unwoved-movers, which is both contrary to experience and
absurd, or we are back with the infinite geries of oauseq

change and moﬁion, the.possibility-of which we have already

 .clidlce between saying all are gods, or that there is no

God. If, on the other hand, the difference between divine
and human aotivity is such as ‘to exclude any comwon ground,
then an active God need be no more acceptable than a
stagnant deity. -

Before we can pxocead furtﬁgr some account of. the
principle of énaldgyg fundamental to the.interpretatioﬁ

of S.Thowas's work, is necessary. He waintained a thorough-

.going-diffefenee between the orders of being = "discontinuity"

Gilson has termed it (Phil.of S.Thos.Aquinas?Engl.trans.p 275).

lan is not a.diminished version of God, he is altogether

distinot. Nor is he of the order of angelic being, but,

" again, distinct. The lower orders of being do not merely - .

" mirror the higher, but each order is proper to itselfs.

Thus & randow imputation of the functiohs and characteristics
6f.on§ order to'a different order is not perwissible. The

brinciple for arguing from one to another is not of

’
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identity, but of analogy. Thus in the matter in hand
Aéuin&s arguea‘fpr.a differénce, but not s total
difference, bétween-&ivinefandihﬁman aotivity. phéy are
&nglogouﬁ, and oonsequently one cannot gither erpeet to
be abié to cowprehend the whole range of divine activity,
or to be -able to give a'thoroﬁgh' interpretation of it in
terms of human actlvity. Human intelleot is finite and '

limited in accordance with the order of exietence to which

it bélongs “and : its experienoe of activity is of an activity

that is limited; therefore full underetanding_of that .which
is infinite and perfect is beyond both its powers and
experience. .

The divine activity is. outside human experience in '
reépeot of its operation, it is to be known only by analdgy,;.
'dnd is incapable of positive definition iﬁ terms of
experienée. An expression in negative terms is inevitable,
‘but 1t ie the most profitable that the cireumstances of
- divine and néttral existence perwit. Se.Thomas, in his
discussion of the existence of éod,-nevér promised to give
.more than that: |

-Now because we oannot know what God is, but rather
what he is not we have no means of considering how'

God is, but rather how he is not. (Se T.I.q.a.princ.,

Vol.a.p.ze).

God's existenoe of ‘pure act is then in some degree
oompreheﬁSible from our own_aoquaiﬁtaﬁoglwith‘act, and the

whole of that acquaintance ocan profitadbly be brought to
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besr on the task of understanding God; but if the existence
of pufe act in an immutable God rewains a mystery we are
notito be dismayed. Aquinas has shown, even more pfecisaly
than Augustlne, why we cannot expect more ; and the very
fact of the persistenoe of ‘the mystery attests the validity

of his exposxtlon, Moreover, having olearly_marked the

limits-to which we can go, he has, nevertheless, shown that

. the traditional belief in God &8 both immutable and sctive =

is capable of aomsiderable- exaot rational developments,'and'ji
hae a sure footing in metaphysias as well as in reVelation
and purely scriptural_thaolog&.

In the "Summa Theoiogica“ (I.qe9.a¢2¢) Aquinas proceeds

" to show that immutability belongs to God alome, since all the

rest of existing thinés-are.subjact to.potentiality. He has
thus arrived at an active God whose aotivity is not wholly
unlike that of human experience, and who is at the same time
unique in belng 1mmutab1e. These conclusions accord closely
with muoh that is wmost fruitful in the Fathers?' treatment

of divine immutabllity, but wherees they consiructed their
arguments chiefly on texts'an& tradition, Aquinas has worked

from a'more purely philosophiocal and speoulative field. The

‘value of the difference of approaoh and similarity of

conclusion is eonsiderable.
But ‘there remains one most important problem: how is -

the unuwoved-mover whose existence is uncharnging, timeless
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and active,and who eternally oontewplates his own"

essence, to be identified with the personal God faught

by Christ, with the "Pather" of the Lord's Prayer? It is

worth notioing why this gap in the divine-human relationship

is sd warked in Aquinas. It is not, as might be subpoaed,

. that he was carried there by an adherence to S.Augustine,

‘who had so.emphasised the gulf between nature and God as

to expound a complete 'otherness' amounting to virtual _
contrarlnesa: Aquinas's 1oyalty was never of the kind that
peruits of being led where reason is unwilling to go0e
With Plato,similarly, Aquinas Tefused to allow what his
réﬁson would not support, and it is in'part this véry fact

which led hiwm into his diffioculty. Had he adopted the

. Platonic suggestion of the lower orders being mere shadowy

figures of reality a way out was offered, but the price was
to give ground towards pantheism and Neo=Platonism. Aquinas's
diffiéqlty,is'the consequence of two of his greatest virtues
a8 a philosopher: his refusal to barter personal rational
conviotions for primrose paths, and his adheredoe to his
basi& principle that man is to be.treateg aq'the natgrall

man of human expeﬁiénoe, and not as an angel,a brute, a |
semiedeity or & wraithe It is in accordance with this

second characteristic that he gives such plece in his

works to Aristoté¢lian physics, inoqrﬁorating the whole as

weloome material for the study of truth in Lhe sensible



. existenoa.

«85He

universe - material prqvidéd'hy an acute and independent
observer, Thus with man treated strictly as wan the gulf.

between humanity and deity lies ugeonceaied, and the

- difficulty of bridging it unmitigated. But the need of

bridging 1t is all the clearer. Quick woﬁld-suggest that
it is & falling of the Sohoolmen asg a whole’that they

failed to bridge it, and were in large part unaware of its

Aquinas was certainly aware of the gulf and at pains
to do the bridging. Already his assertion of eternal loving
action in God has been notioced, the love being bound with
the will, and so with the divine essence. But further he
made a direct attack on the problem. - |

He knew that Avicenna had faoed & similar diffioulty
in reconciling Aristotle 8 teaching with the Islamic
conc;ption of God, but, ﬁhough-followins the line of
apbroaoh which he had used, Aquinaé rejeoted Avigenna's

solution as inadequate for Christian conceptions. He began

by accepting thevAristotelian‘tegching that'éod'oeaselessly

' oantemplates,hié owh essence, knowing.only himself; dbut he

then arguwed that in knowing himse1r~Gedlkﬂows_all things,
"ﬁam-iptellegaq&o'ae, intelligit omnia alia® (Com.Metaphys .
11b.XII.cepeix;lects18) s Thus in knowing himself God does
not know only himselfw In égzx'saMQ place he argues that

an effeot is wore cowpletely understood as its oause_ié
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completély understood. To_know a oaueé'per:qetly is to
know its effeot perfectiy, sq-that‘for.God, the First
Cause, to know himself perfectly is for him to know all
the Tesulting effects of the £irst causes o
In the "De Veritate" (q;z.a.B.c) a simiiar arguanent
is pﬁfeuad. ‘The obseriei of the universe observes order

in it. wWith thls a8 data it has been argued that there.

. must be & controlling intelligenoe to account. for. the’' .. .. ...

order;. therefore the aontrolliug intelligence cannot be
unaware of the things which it controls. e

Lest the objection be raised to his arguments that

for God to know things is for him to be -acted upon, and

80, inva sense,‘changgd £rom ﬁithouﬁ,.Aquinaé points out |
fhat the reéemblénoes of all oreated things preeexisted in
the divine essence. Thé resemblances therefore cannot be
due to the created things. | ' |
Another objection he foresaw was thaﬁ the contention

wight be wade that since nothing i€ known except-throﬁgh

. Yhe nature of being, and the‘oreature-nature is more notw -
" being than being, the oreation must be more unknown to God
than known (Ibege2.8+3+0bel6)s In reply Aquinas says that

'ibeing, when spoken of absolutely, . refers to diviﬂe being 

élmne, and the oreature’s being increases or decreases as
it spproaches God or reéedea.,God being infinite and the

oreature finite, the creature is infinitelj distant from
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God. This is the reason for saying the oreature is in

1arg&'part in & condition of notfbeing, But the being

that it has, cddes, nevertheless, frowm God, and is known

tO Gode .
Aquinas'was at pains to refute one of the chief

Averroist oontentlons alsos: -

Some ~ have erred on this point, saying that God

knows things other than himself only in general, -

that ia, only es beings. (S.T.I.q.14,a.6 Vol.I.p.lQB)h

wThis eonstituted a denial that bod knew persons and

-thinge individually. By appeal to the conception of~cause'

Aquinas argues to the contrary, that God hee a proper

knowledge of all things in their plurality, not merely'a

' knowledge of all being as a single existenoe. God in knowing

himself, he says, knows himself to be the cause of all other
things, @ince such he is. For; as has been seen, all effeots
caused by God pre-exist in him, and are wholly kmown by him

since in knowing himself perfeétly'he knows the bauqeé that

~are in himself. Such efféots may themselves becdme causes,

but since they are wholly known to God as effeots they are
also wholly kpéwh to him when;they in turn aot aé,dausea,
and oonaequentl& their effeots are wholly known to God,

aend 80 on. .Thus in eternally knowing himself God

eternally knows the whole intricate ahd multiplying order
of causes, and all their-effects (Con.Gentelibel+0ap.50)s -

There is a second argument that a perfect knowledge must

»
>
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know both general things and-the proper, or individual,
things; it oust know wmultitude and distinction. Since
qu*s knowledge i§ perfect he does know all (Ibiﬁe)q

" Such is'the fashion‘;n Which Aquinas proves God's
intimate knowledge of man, and every detail pertaining to
hiw, to the very number of the hairs of his head, while

yot remaining unchanged by his knowledge. If there is one -

oriticism that springs to mind it is thet the repested

" appeals to causality suggest that man is & machine

actuated by a hierarchy of pre-existent causes. We still’
gseem to be just outside the gospel world where man is a

free creature, and God & ‘loving Father. This is probably

" due to the coldness and impersonalfseverity of the’

language in whioch S.Thomas, 8o rightl&, because 80
impartiélly, worked éut hls philoaophy. But clearly to
Aquinas, the wan, the ffuits of .his reasoning weré at one
with his pefsoﬁal experience and love of God. He did not
divide his life into cowpartments without intercommunication
& shortcoming he might easily have acquired from A;istotle,
His purpose was to knit together, not to segregate; and the
God of the Aquinas who is the agthor of the "Sumwa"™ and ﬁhe-

"Contra Gentiles" is also the God of Aquinas the student of

‘the gospels, of aniqas the master of the contewplative life,

of the Aquinas who wrote the "Tantuw ergo". This, the test
to whlch he himself put his arguments, to which he put his

bridge across the gulf, was wonderfully severes.
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S Saint_Bonaventure.

Distinet and impressive approaches to the same
difficulty, namely of bridglng the gulf between an 1mmutab1e,
absolute God and the God who knows and loves man, are
provided by S,Bonaventure..Hav;ng_eon?ended'that God is all-
inteliigent and all-intelligible it follows, he says, that

God must know himself, and_know himself in totaliﬁy‘in one

" aot of knowing. He then wakes a short andlysis of ordinery

human knowledge from which it aPpears_that in knowing aﬁ
objeot the subjeet is in some way increased by the
knowledge of the object weknown. But in the case of God's
knowledge of hiﬁself no increase or addition occurs, singe
that which knows is identical with that whioh is known. The
relationship is unique: the thinking subject, in thinking
or knowing itself, in some way reflects itself. This
knowledge'of_himself which God haé, and which is identical

. with himself, Bonaventure calls & ?Resémﬁlanqe'..ln this

inetance_alone-is the E@semblance identical wifh the
original, and the totality of what it represénﬁa. From this
it follows that the Resemblance must be God, derived from

God, and equal to God; &and such is Bonafenture's contention =

the Resewblance is God- the Son, the Word. "As God knows

himself integrally he has expressed himself integrally"
(Gilson, Philoaophy of S.Bon.Engl trans.Ch.Iv.p.143).
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He then explains that the ~operation of God 1noludes
both that whidh he wills to do, and that which he could do
if he w111ed: thus all things that ere, that shall be, that .
can be, owe their possibility to the being in whose power |
it lies to produee them. The possibilities are the ideas,
the archetypes, of ell'thet is or dould be prodpeed. All
;these possibilities are expressed by God in the infegral
image of himself, and therefore exist .in the Word The

mmr e e+ e —eaz . -

‘Word ie, then, at onge the unique and identical Resemblance -

of God, and also the source of the wodels, or ideas, of all

thingss In him Creator and creation meet:

Christ is therefore at the centre of everything:
God, the perfect resemblance of God, the home of
the arehetypee of all the partial resemblances of
God, He is at ‘the same time the Master who rules

in the height of heaven and who speaks in the depths
of our souls. (of.In Hexaemeron. T el3eteSe)e

In a seoond appresoh to the subject Bonaventure begins

‘by considering the implications of an act of knowing. He

argues that before an act ef knowing there is en intelligence -
'ana'ite objects The soi of knowing edds'a'ooncept of the
obJeot. There is, then, conceptivity or creativity in the
'act. To thie oonoept he applies his words 'resemblanoe'
'word' and 'expression', implying always a generating
aetivity. When the intelligence knows an obaeet other than,
or external to, itself it engenders a resemblanee of that

object. As has been seen, God, in knowing himself, expreesee
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himself in a wholly internel act = the Word. The Word
having been 80 prodﬁced; or begotten, internally is then .
. known by God eXternally,"and 80 resewblances of it aré
engendered. Thege-are-thg-conoepts of things kndwn.(@he
implied time-sequence exists, of course,'mefel&_for the
| convenience of expreséion, and is not real) since the acts X
of knowing are of the-eternal totality of divine knowlédge.)

These reeemblanoes arlslng from the archetypes or 1deas

| ;-existent in the Word are the external realization of those-””

~archetypes ~ are indeed the creatures. {ofpl Sent.27,2,un.
letel)s Thus it would éeem that far from the crqaturea
being sebargtedifr6m the knowledge 6f the. immutable God,
they arée inconceiveble without their being known by God in

" their entirety. In both arguments 1t is the Word whose
existence effects the oonneation between God and the
creation (In HexeI.l3.t.5). Herein we are brought close to

a pringiple underlying Bonaventure's whole approach to the

aubject:

To conceive how the multiplicity of creation could
be freely originated from a single God, the cause of"
all things, dwelling in identity with himself, one °
‘wust follow a path iee. which is the doctrine of the
Inoarnate Worde (Gilson, OpeciteCheIVe ppelélel)e

Although the wmanner in whieh Bonaventure bridges the
gap'hég-now been briefly observed there is point in.
followidg hiw a little further, eSpeoiallyraa'he provides

material of great importance for the discussion that must
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later be made of divine immutability and the oreation.
_ Resemblance, he mainteins, is of two kinds. One is
where two or more things have e quality in eowmwmon, as, for

example, two men sharing the quality of tallness. Such

. common qualities do not exist between God and creatures.

The second kind is where; of the ﬁhinge resembling, one

reproducea'featuree of the other without having anything

. ',m=Pb§l9mgingito;i$gnmhishismxhewneaemblancenbexweeu~oopye&ndaf~:mi

model. The part each plays ie wholly dietinct’ the 0oPy
exists in imitation of the model and the model is
exewplary 1n_respect‘to.the copye This kind of resemblanoe

can exiet between God and oreatures. Bonaventure, whose

exposition of h’ia theory is a little obscure &t this point,

seems to achieve his end by a double use of this principle
of exemplary resemblanoe. In the first plaoe the archetypes,
or ideas, are copies of the divine model, and since they are;.
known by the divine intellect by an internsl aot of knowledge
(eupra), God's knowledge of them involves neither addit ion |
hor-ohange in ehe exietende of the»divide.intelieet. The

idees are produced directly in the generating aot of

~divine knowledge,.eome wholly from-bod& are not distinct

from him, and are wholly known by him (Quaest.diap.de‘Soien. '
Christi II, ConcletoSe)e In the seoond place the ideas are

'the exemplars of whioh all things are the copies, and thus

oreated things resemble God through their resemblance to

the ideas.'
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But God is the one,-and only poasible, infinite belng.
How then does thse c:eatlon which regemblea him manifest
wultliplieity? The Doctor answers that the perieot
simplicity of the infinite makes poesible the expression of
an infinity of intelligible acts. These expressions are '
designated by the ideas in reIatlon not...
eee t0o God hiuwself, but in relation to. things-'so a
gertain multiplicity is introduced not -into what .
." they asre, or even into what they signify, but inte
-what- they oonfiotes It i¢ as though the .amiiltiplicity
of material things produced by the divine ideas cgast
a sort, of diversifying reflection upon their unity,
with the result that we believe by a quite natural
illusion that we find already forwed in them a _
plurality which cannot really exist since it implies
the presence of matter.
There lies the only distinction that can be made
between the ideas; a distinction of the reason if 1t
is true that there cannot be in God any true relation
of things, but a distinetion founded in things if one
is oareful not' to hypostatise unduly thé real relation
of .things to Gode (Gllson, Opecit.CheIV. pP«152«3 in
~ ref. 1 Sent.35 un. 3.conolet.l, )

Ve ’ Thus in know1ng himself God knows the 1deas and the whole
multlpllcity of things arising frow the resemblance of
material things to the idease. To know things to their last
particular detail and potentiality God has only to know

~himself that 1s, to be God unohanged. Immutability has
become the very ground of God's knowledge of the mutable.
Bonavehture's emﬁhasis on thefn@n-temporal charaoter of

.,divine-&nowiedge is'essential to these contentions. God's
knowledge of things and changes i8 not concurrent with their

existence and change, but. the knowledge is, if the term may
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be bermitfed, "timelessly anterior'. God is thus .
conceived as able to condition thg chénge of things
without himself undergoing change, and similarly ocan
know theirAchangeability. His knowledge of them is not-
compelled by them, but rather they are compeiled by his
knowiedge, and their ohéngee have no modifyigg effect on
his knowledge of them. T |

| As with S.Thomas, and as with the early'Fathe:é, the
'théépﬁiéﬁ'af"éi%iﬁe imhﬁfabilififziéoﬁﬁééé-bj-ﬁbhaéénfﬁf;
is as distant as poasiﬁle from an assertion of diviné

sterility and stagnation. Activity, and with Benaventﬁre

creative and geherating.aotivity, is of‘the essence of

immutability. While the conception of pure act in God is
different in both Agquinas aﬁd Bqnaventure from that
'expreésed by Aristotle the two Qhristian Dootars are

T - - theuwselves distinet in their,exposition.bf it. Nor is this
a consequence of Bonaventure being preocoupied with
Augustine and Plato to the exclusion of Aristotle. As
'Gilson has demonstrated, 'Bonayenturé was not disinterested

in Aristotle by any means, but wee less influenced by him. -

Thus his exposition of divine 'expression' in terms of
productivity ie incowparable with Aristotle, and diéfinot
from the taoctus purus® of Aquinas. God's changelessness is
‘not a 0015, distant-aﬁd disinte:asted ohangeieésnesa like.

that of sowe distant star, but is the great assurdnce that
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-what God is he is ‘eternally; and the God of whom the
greatest Schoolmen were alweys eware was the God of the
New Testament. Their philoaoppioal writings way lack the
glow'of the gosbel narratives, but-oﬁiy in so far as the
philosopher must'alwéys dehy hiwself the warmfﬁ of fhe_'
prophet, and the appeal of the preachers |

4. Immutabilitx_and-Mzgtioism..

ﬁy the end of the Thirteenth Century the main
development of the Chriétian éonéeption of‘immutability
~was complete, and its position in Christian theology détermigé
Thus with & ﬁriter from the evening of Scholastiociswm, Suaresz,
@e find the treatmenﬁ femiliar, and akin to the work that
has already been oonaidered.(Suarez,'Tom.I.Pars,l.lib;a,
08P«3) o : |

But it was in a different direction that the study of
imnutability eontinued mos't vigorously, and it was the
mystiecs who were in control. Its importance égrrelation
to the devout life and the Vision of God had already
appeared, and ;t reappea;ed signally.in the later Middle
‘Ages and after' though never with quite the prominence
it had in the worke of Augustine. This was in part because
~ the emphasis given by Augustine, coupled with his
' eqnally great influence on the thought of those who caume

after him, established as generally acoepted among later
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- mystics and ascetics what with Auguetine_ﬁae a glorious

discowvery. It'paq_beeome ;mp}iciywip the mystical theology
of the'Victerinea 'Aquinae and Boneventure, and its
presence is felt from end to end of the writings of the
author of "The Cloud of Unknowing“ and of Ruysbroeok'

and ‘if we posseaeed that rest with God we should

be rest itself with him, and should have risen to

his 1@ftiness and, beyond all steps of the heavenly
ladder, have become with him in hie Godhead an

_xessenoe in repose and.an._eternal.-blessednesg8. - - -

(Ruysbroeck, "Seven Steps of the Spiritual Ladder®,
.VIIA)O : . T . . .

R___.Sueh‘a passage is essentially in the Augustinien
tradition, but the tone is of assumption rather tham of

contentione.

Nj{l;++ﬁbAIter-tme Middle Ages the torch still burned ons In

the great Spanish sghool of Cownte;éReformatibniteaohefe'
on preyer, and in the later schools of the west, always
the.immutability, the eternity of God, aﬁd the beatitude
of everleeting rest in God, were thoughts whose power was |
recognised; they are the dawn beyond the Dark Night, they
are the ecstasy of the innermost Mansion; they are the

reward of Abandonment. S.FrahgoiS'de Sales opens the tenth

.. book in his treatise "Onm the Love of God" with the fawmoue

‘quotation.ﬁrom Augustine's,uconfessiohs"'a "our heart is

restless till it finde its rest in Thee". Then he expands
the theme, exulting in the immutablj blessed existence
that the soul in heaven derives from its knowledge of the

ilmmutable God: | ' ‘
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In heaven the loving attention of the blessed is
strong, constant and inviolable; and ecan neither
perish nor decrease; their intentions are always
pure, and free from the mixture of all other
inferior intentions. In short, this great
happiness of seeing God clearly, and of lov1ng
him unchangeably, is quite incomparable. (St.
Frangoie de Sales, "On the Love of God", X 2).

Q
Belief in God, the same yesterday, today and for

© - ever, is of the very substanee of all the great Christian

-Iexpositione of mystioism and the Journey to the Beatific
Vislon. Its presence 18 so often aesumed that our attentlﬁn.

is rarely attracted. But a short reflection on what an
imﬁoverished residue of mystioism would remain were the
dootrine of d1v1ne 1mmutab111ty non=existent is, perhaps,
the best assurance we can have of its- e1gnificanoe, and

-practical importance.
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PART IV. DIFFICULTIES IN THE CHRISTIAN THEOIOGY OF
' . . TMMUTABILITY.. : :

‘In following the development of belief in divine
immutability certain important diffi;ulties in any such
conception have several times been noticed, and detailed
congideration of them deferred. The prineipal dlfficultles
have arisen in comnection with the. Christein beliefs about
Creation and the‘Incarnation. These problems, together with
a third - God's 1mmutab1113y 1n relation to the deification’

of man - must now be studied;

A. Creation and Immutability.

It ié possible to argue that creation involves change

in God.  Before the creation God existed as a being who

- had not created, and who was not creating; &after the creatioa

he existed as & being who had created and was sustaining
.creat1on- therefore creatlon 'involves a change in God/.
Similarly creation 1tself is a new act. Origen's argument
(De'Princ.III v 3~-4) that there were worlds prior to this,
aﬁd.that there will-be;others after it, even if it.haﬁ won
geﬁeral agreement, does not alter the positiom, since each
world, having its own identity, is a new world, and. theréfore _
.the effect of a new act. He dbes not argue for a continuous
forld co~eternal with God - a pOséibility'allowed as reason-
able but unorthodox by Aquinas.

One weakness which theologians have indicated in this
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argument for change in God is that it assumes that God's

existence 'is in terms of time. There is no meaning, they
)

because tlme began with and condltlons ereation, but does not
condition the existence of God. Augustine is the great
exponent of God's timelessness:

For as without eny movement time can measure,
he himself moves all temporal things, so he knows
all times with a knowledge time cannot measure.
And therefore he saw that what he had made was good,
when he saw that it was good to make it. And when
he saw it made, he had not. on that account a twofold--
' nor any way increased knowledge of it, as if he had
less knowledge before he made what he saw. (Augustine
- De Civ. Dei X1 21).
For there was not time before times began, and
. therefore it did not happen to God in time that he
should be Lord, since he was Lord of the very times
themselves, which assuredly did not begin in time.
(De Trin. V 16; cf, XV 26).

Augustine is insisting on-the differencé between é creation
that is willed in time, and one that is willed from
eternity, and désigned to occur at a certain point'in timé, '
or at the beginning of fime. sxr—at—the—beginning—of—bimen |
As it has been eternally decreed that the effect shguld be

produced in time, this does not impair the immutadility of

de. No new act of will independent of, or discordant -

with, the eternal will has been introduced:

But in God the Tormer purpose is not altered and
‘obliterated by the subsequent and dirfferent purpose,
but by one and the same eter@fjl mnd unchangeable
will he effected regarding the things he ereated,
both that formerly, so -long as they were not they

ghould not be, and” that subsequently, when they
began to be, they should come into existence. »

(De Civ. Dei XITI 17).
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The discussion has now been carried back a stage: the

dlfficultles involved in change and time are to be resolved

-.only by reference to the eternal will of God - an ex1stence

outside time, and therefore much ;§s§ comprehensible to

~ man whose whole experience isvtemporal,“And so they will

not cease from asking the causes of causes, until ét last
you fly to the will of God, the refuge for igmorance."
So, with some Justificatlon, wrote Spinoza (Ethics. 1, appewn

_appendix)., Many a metaphysical problem can-be'cheaply
"wnd unsatisfactorily solved by being wise about the insern--

table. But this is no reason for refusing to attempt

deductions about the nature of infinite and eternal being:

_rather it is a'warning'ggainst facile assumptions. Agquinas's

-

system of analogy is a precaution against this very danger, .

but he does not in consequence find 21l knowledge of the

divine will barred to him. Indeed such qualities. of

eternal and divine existence as are here assumed are among

those which- Aquinas and many other cautious scholars have

_found to-be the best assured, and the most worthy of

acceptance. Better advice than Spinoza's is Augustine's
precept (see p.53'su§}a) that our human minds camnot be

expected to embrace an understanding of the whole of God's

'being, bat that what can be ascertained should be aséer-

" tained and used profifably. There is, then, no deceit:

or .sharp practice in pursuing an infestigatiOn into the
realms of tpe eternal will of God s0 long as contradictions

ar¥e not upheld, and obscurity.npt passed off as deﬁonstra-

tion.
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The main point of the argument is that God does not °

have to accomodate hlmself to a novel circumstance. The

‘creation in itself need, or need not, be unique, but the

change from its being willed to exist and 1ts coming into
exlstence_accordlng to the same act of willing is a change
from non-being to being in relation.tolthé creatipn'and

not a change in the will which has eternally willed.the "
existence e*aétly as it has téken place. I¥ an underground

train begins its journey below ground but later reacLes

‘a p01nt whére its Journey is contlnued on the surface there

is no cause for saying that the railway controller who

6rdered'the train on its'journey has'éhanged,-ﬁor is there

‘any reason to believe that he did not know that at that

'particular point the train would emerge on the surface.

But the example must not be preséed too far or it will give
eternity the false appearance of being a ldng period O£ |
time. The ereation was not willed from the blgg'imﬁmg of time,
but the creatiom and the beginning of time were willed
eternally - there is neither a long time-lag between tle
willing and the creation, nor are the two'inStantanequs, but
the whole act of willing is-distinct_from & time relation-
ship: it is independent of, and s&pgriOr to, time. ' |

It has been argued that the activity,of God being

- eternally immutable must needs invest the effects which it

produces with the colour of eternity, and that therefore

' the world, as a product of the divine will, must be in some

degree eternal. But thé argument is faulty in its first
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. premise, which assumes as necessary what is not. There is

nOuhinﬂ to suggest that God cannot eternally will either an
eternal or a temporal effect

=We are now confronted with the problem of God's will as

: existing in a state of absolute liverty, and of God at the sﬁ

same time being immutable. It would seem that the immu:habi-
lity must exclude the freedom, or, on the other hand, that
as God is entirely free to create of not to .create (cf.
Vaticen Council, Canon Re Deo Creante V), is not immutsble.
This difficulty is not lightly solved. But it is possible -

to see indications of a way to solution. First there is

- the natural temdency to preseume a close similarity exists =

betﬁeen oar own free will and God's; but from the hery haturei

-+ tralnve
of the case this is not likely - diVine nature and human wsatm

bear 31m11ar1ties but are far from being 1dentical Haman

. liberty consists of an active freedom enabling a man to

choose between alternative courses of action, or to choose
between action and non- action- he employs hig freedom in

gubjective aets which relate to ex1st1ng eircomstances or

poss1bilit1es God's freedom is subgect to the unique,

-absolunely simple, pure act, and is eonditioned only by

himself. . Thus it seems pwobable that what in the perfection
of pure'act and omniscience he wills freely is also immutable

d@ince there can be no unforseeny contingency which would

. render possible an improvement of that which was wilkled

{cf., Aquinas, Con.Gent. 1, 82), ' A second argument is suggest:

ed by the first. The immutability of the will of God is
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conditioned by the will of God, and is thus freely willed,
,end B0 is itself e Yenifestation of the divine freedom.
" A third argument based more on-the divine infinity than the
divine simplicity, is suggested by Fr. Rickaby:

The difficulty has its foundation in this, that,
within our experience, every new effect involves
some antecedent change either in the agent or in the
matter acted upon. The more powerful the agent, the
less change is required, as when a strong man with
little or no effort lifts a weight, which a wesker man
would have to strain himself to raise from the ground,
Hence we may faintly surmise how 'in the limi¢' an &l %
almighty agent would act.without being in -the- least
gltered by his action from the being that he would
have been, had he remsained at rest. Not that I take
this suggestion to remove the whole difficulty.
(Rickaby, "Of God and his Creatures" p 62 n.).

It would seem that in pursuing the subject to this relation-
ghip of free will and immutability in God we have not arrived
at a contradiction, but h a%e travelled:ap far ag it is

. prudent to g0 - any Iu:fher mﬁy briné us justly under the
indictment of. Spinoza,

' . _ Thus far the discussion has kept within sight of the

h path indicéted by Auguétine. ~ Aquinas offers his ansﬁeré

in accordance-withuhis own style of philosophy. Motion or

change is the get of that which' is alresdy in pofentiglity:
since creation was £oom nothing thete was nothing to be in -
a state of potentiality, yherefore theye was neither motion

nor change in creation. The thrqe'factors which Saint

Thomas held to be nepeésary,to every instance of change have

~ already been moticed (p.']l supra). . In creation none of

them is present: {}ere is no "terminus a quo”, nor a pre-
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existent subjeoct, and_wiﬁhout a subjeot there can be no
process, so there can be no transition (Con.Gent.1II 19).
From this argument Aquinas points out that creation 1is
without change, and therefore without succession,and there-
fare_instahtaneous. He givea_a seoond.argument in support:
in coreation, as has been seen,.there are -no two.extremes,
though for the purpose of argument noﬁ-being might be
allowed as an gxtreme,'so that the extremes of preation
are being and noﬂ-being. But between being and non-being
there can be no meah, gnﬁ'therefore no sucﬁéésion (Ibid.).
In short,Ajuines refuses to admit that creation is in any
way a oﬁange. _

Saint Bonaventure is in ag:eement, but differs a little
in terminology. He allows changes of two kinds: ohange with
movement, and without movemenf. He excludeslohdﬁge from
npn-béing to being from the oategory of movement, just as

Aquinas does, but because in creation a form appeers where

there was none before Bonaventure .calls iﬁ alteration, or

a change without wovement (II Sent I, i. 3. 1 concl 6.2,
Gilson,pp 202-3) .

Theee argumenxs of the Schoolmen are‘

concerned to

show rather that oreation itself is not a ohange, than

that God is not changed in the act of creation, but the

two notions are closeiy allied. Apart from oreation there

is God simply. At creation there is God and creation,

not God end oreation and a change. If there were any

such change it must surely relate in sowe way to God ,
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since he alone i pre-existed, &nd therefore alone hed °
the qualification necessary for change. Thus‘appears the
importance of the doctrine, fundamental té the thought of
both men, of creation "ex mnihilo"%.,’ Bat both'Doctors give
further reason for believing God suffered no change in the
act of creation. Bonaventure says that creation adds
nothing +to what God is, and changes nothing, since it is
his own action freely willédQl Aquinas ineludes in his

work the assertion which agmounts not to proving God did

”néﬁnchéﬁge,-bdt téfééYing théf'since it has been said al -

ready that God is-immutable,“and since it has ‘been scen
already fhat creation involves no‘change, there is no

contradiction between the two contentidns,'and so God's
immotability suffers no challenge (De Pot. q.3. a. 1))

To a modern mind, accustomed to think more in terms
bf’rmlatiopships than did the earlier thinkers, a'éignificant
argument agaihst creation by an immutable God is that
creation brings God into relationship with creatures, and
bhat the very intrbduCtion of this_relationshij is an
implication of change. God is aware of tﬁe activity of
éteatures, it can be argued, and chénges his own operations
accofdingly. Thus it would appear that such activity as
change in.creatures feacts ih the G}eator,'introducing change
to the divine 1ife. But two factors must be. taken into
consideration: that the real determining motdve isﬁ.God

himself, and he is disposed differntlyf gccofding to the

good or evil conduct of the creatures; and that the differenc
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of_disgosition is according to the unchangihg activity .
of God, amd sach as his being demands of him - otherwise

the basic valunes, good and'evil, would be wvariable.

_Aquihas says ﬁhat:

Thas there is nothing to prevent these names which
import relation to the creatureg from being predidted
of God temporsgally, not by reason of any change in
him, but by beason of the change in the creature; as

a colomn is on the right of an animal, without change
in itself, but by change in the animal. (S.T.I. % o8, 7)

This does not, as might appear, demy the possibility of any
actiohrby_God_on'the,worl&rasinceq"arelatﬁonﬂfapplieswto~”-'-

seeningly novel relationships. God's action apon the world

is according to the realitJ of his nature -and. not on account

of any real relationship by which his nature might be
supposed.to be supplemented,

A more extreme.form of the'argument of changing re-
1lationship wonld be of the same fahily as the ﬁegelian
theory o? internal relations - that what everything hs'

depends'on its relation with.everything else; and if one

of those relaﬁionships changes, the thing itself changes,
go that the Rock of. Glbraltar changes every tlme a newspaper

bs sggi in San Franclsco, or that every tim e the tlﬂe

~turns it chsnges God. I an Hegellan cosmos it might be

so, bat in the cosmos of' orthodoxy it cannot be,_31nce God
is expressed as self-sufflcient Belng, and is not deoendent
for what he is on the exrstence of contingent things, and

the:efore they cannot cnange hlm.. Fuorther it might be.said

that the meaning of change as ased in this connotation
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is sb far from any general theological application as
to;exclude‘it from the normal connotation of immutabilitye

Another approach to the problem is possible starting
from the distinction of necessary and.contingent.beingy.
God is a necessary Being; the creation is contingent. God
wag ffee to create'br notlfo create as he wilied. He
willed to oreates To say that because of fhe two contingencigs,
to ereate and not to oreate, he willed one snd not. the ...

-othefi and therefore he changed, seems an arbitrary
disoriwination betwéen the contingencies. If is as if one
saild 6f a person who had the alternatives of taking a road

to the left or & road to the right and chose the road to

the left has changed, whereas he would not if he had turned
to the right. Let us suppose,.fhen; that he had turned to -
the right, that is, that God had willed not to oreate. We

then have God as & Being who was to create and did not -
in short, who changed. Thus-i% is équally arguable that
Gdd would have changed if he had not created. We-are thus
led -to the conclusion that an immutable God can neither

’ create nor not cregte;'which 18 absurd. Or else it means
. that there cannot be an immutable being unless hé is an.

’ ) immumable being who wills-hot;to oregte and éoes not, or '
i who wills.to.dreate and does. Since we are aware of |
orgation the former.oannot be frue, 80 the latter must.

Thus it would seew that oreation is even a witness to
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. God's immutability. The only other possible alternatives
. are that God willed to créate and did not - again the

existence of creation deprives the possibility of

_significanbe; or else he did not will to create, bui

createds In this case God would either be of insuffiocient

power to fulfil his will, or else would be ohanged by

_Some power exterior to himself who eh&ﬁged~his will. But

a8 the evidenée is -that God did will his creation,

' éreating of his own will and power, the last alternative

is rendered untenable, and we are left with the conclusion

that God both willed to oreate and created, thereby

. exhibiting not change but changelessnéss.

B. The Incernstion and Immutability.

The question.is; can God who is unoréatedg pure spirit, .
and who is eternally in heaven pass some thirty years in
the world as a wan, 11v1ng awong wen, and suffering
rassively at their hands, without having himself changed?
Clearly the answer would seem to be negative. God cannot
Tewain immutable and also'be 1nearn§tsz 1ﬂdegd if he was
inoarnate-he cannot be 1mmutab1e'at alle Here is outr

dllemma - apparently God was either not 1ncarnate, or he

‘is mutable. The Pathers did not gee 1t so, or would not

see it S0. It is Athanasius and Augustine, the great

protagonista of the divipnity of Christ, who most frequently
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recur to the immutability of the Word:

God's Word is one and the. sawe, and;, as it is
written, "The Word of God endureth for ever'y
-(Ps.CXIX 89), not changed, not beforé or after
_other, but é&isting the seme &lways. (Athanasiue,
2 Or.XVIII 36 4pe568; ofe 1 er.xxxxx- 3 oroXXXIV°
De Inc«XVIiI etos)
But the only-begotten Son of God, ‘what he 15, this
"cannot be changed into anything else, cannot be
diminished; what he was cannot but be, he -cannot
but. be equal to the Pather. (Aug.Serm.XG, Ps 529
¢f «XXXVIII, LXVII,LXXIV).

E_H;Fpepgigg.tps_di;smms”;gadg touparadox.fﬂhe.@ontentien~the&

. is that the Son of God was incarnate and is immutable. How

far,the‘parsdox was apparent to the writers of the early

oenturies is doubtful, but they are narsimonious in -

attempts to deal w1th it. Indeed it is only in recent studies

of kenosis that the problem has been given its due

- attention. Some writers seem to have bheen unaware of the

contradiction their expositions involved, a8 Novatian

(De Trin.XXII); others were content to treat tﬁe matter as

a m&stery of faithe Athanasius was congerned to drive home
ascertained truths, and leave the harmonizing of them till -
more'urgent-ﬁatters ﬁeré disposed of, ﬁhioh-ﬁas-uot in his
lifetiﬁe.'As has been seen (sp. 4]-u9 supsa) he .delighted .

at times in & sort of ﬁerveraity which led to a'(far from

“fruitless) revelling in contradiction and enigmaj, "De

Incarnstione™ XVII being his masterpiece of this sort. It
was late in the Fourth Century before suggestions of

solution to the paradox were forthcoming, though plain
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statements without coument were still numerous, and are .

today for that watter, for the last word is still far

offs Thus we can find Augustine, one of the first to

seek a solution, aieo content to say:

| ees -TOr 'the Word was God'.jSo then thy God endureth
unchangeable... he endureth, he'is born of a woman,
but in the flesh. (Serm¢LXXIVe3,pe475).

«——4 wore recent statement of the kind (1911} eomes in

the course of a letter by Dom John Chapman., It is an

exoellent indication . of the size of the problem, and the.
s;gnifioancé of the.myatefy: '

CC .
., His love cos8ts him everything, éxév;&cev' CxXUT oy
" He gave up all his glory, all His infinite Happiness, .
to bestow it on ue. [In the Holy Trinity the Three
Persons give without losing, and refund without
- being iwmpoverished in thg perfect union of their:
gircumincessio « meoXwpnérs o But-in the
Redemption God leaves all = without leaving it =
Verbum supernum prodiens, NEC,Patris liquens dexteram =
that he may win it all for use (Spiritual Letuers,
LXXXIII 6. Capitals etc. Chapman's.)

A~——This passage shows phe éloseness of'the'subject to

the kénotio probleh, & problem which it is mot the purpose
of this essay to investigate further than is strictly.
necessary; Rather is the essay intended as an investigation
of the méaning and iwmplications of immufability, sﬁhh a8
would provide a necessary preliminary to kenotic studies.

It is, though, qf significance to the subjeot in hand to
suggest fhat too literal an emﬁhaeie way often have been

)
laid on the word €kev«é<v gg it is used in Philippians

II 7. S.Paul's purpose in the passage is to draw attention
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to the manifestation of humility in the Incarnation.
S.Clement of Rome in a passage of similar intent uses
the word ffmr?wmf/oovav- (I Ad«CoOT ¢XVI '2.),‘.- The general

. : . - bJ f
meaning is ‘the same, and one wonders if Paul's €&revis eV

is not the word of a stylist in a passage ofihigh colour,

' rather than a calculated expositioﬁ of a doctrine that

the-inoarnation.involqu an 'emptying out't, 'a. laying

 aside', by the Word of that which apart from the Incarmation ..

wég his. That elsewhere Paul's use of Kevaw 18 always

,nonaliterai adds weight to the proposition (cf.Hall,
"Kenotic Theory" pp. 57-70).

The scholarl of kenotlclsm are faced with the same

paradox that was already clear in the Fourth Century, that

God has been inoarnate,‘&et has not changed. Oﬁe solutiép
they heve offered (and increasingly hostile eriticisw led |
to inoreasingly'mitigated formg_of expression) is that '
certain divine atfributes, imoutability included, wére

emptied out', or were no longer actively used‘by the

'Soﬁ during'his-inoarnate lifeo. Support for theBe'-

unaaceptgble}ﬁhéories haslﬁwindled almost awaye. Something.
of the sort seems to have oécurredaalso to.the minds of
the theologians of the Four£h Century, and dwiﬁdled'awéy‘-
before it ever reaohed writing. What did reach writing was
their reaction - a denial however unhelpful in solv1ng

their diffioculty, that the attributes of the Son were
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either impaired or limited by the Incarnation:
And as being the Word and Wlséom of the Father, he’
has all the attributes of the FPather, his’ eternity,
.and his unchangeableness, and is 11ke him in all
respects and in all things, and is neither before
. nor after, but co=existed with the Father, and is
the very ‘Form of the Godhead. (Athanasius, Ad.Ep.
- AegeXVIIL, .pe232; cof. 2 Or.XVIII; Augustlne, De Trln. I7)
Having refused this escape the Fathers were left with
the diffieulty, and began to ﬁry to find ofher ways out.
"Their consideration of the divine attfibutes had already
indicated one aileviating consideration: God is @biguitous,
and therefore'his coming into the world does not laoply a
new field of aotivity. This was only a small advance, but
not to be scorneds: | '
Now the Word of God... was not bound by his body,
but was rather himself wielding it, so that he was

' not only in it, but was actually in everything.
(Ath.De Inc. XVII).

- g——Augustine employe 8 8lightly different fofm of the

argument:

he Divinity] changeth not, is not shaken, doth not

epart away. For he did not 80 come to us as to
depart from the Father; nor did he so ascend as to
changeé .his places When' he assuwed flesh, it ﬁhanged
place; but God assuwming flesh, seeing he is not in
place, doth not change his places (SermeXXXVIII 14;
cfolﬁop 0384) .

«~— The same thought seems to underlie part of Anselm's
‘wgur Deus Homo?" (I 6), Obviously the worth of this .
iargument is ver&-festricted; to apply it to the Incarnation
in general would be to éay éithef thaf there always was

an Ihcarnation, or else that there never was one at all.
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Of. more value is the contention that we should look
fqr the éhénge-wrpught by the Incarna?ion not so wuch in -
God a8 in ourselves. Athanasius employs it in his

discussion of deificatlon (Ad Adelphe IV.0fe.infra

63
.appendix, p.es.). Augustlne is more emphatlo._

"What 18 "Mhe Word was made Flesh?' The gold became
‘grass., It becawme grass for .to be burned; the grass
was burned, but the gold remained; in the _grass it
perished not yea, it changed the grass. How did

it change it? It raised it up to heaven, and placed
it at)the right hand of the Father.. (Serm.LXIX. 4,
po466 )

,r——-CIearly there is truth here, but it is not all the
truth we want. However great the signifidance of the *
Incarnation for human:aéstiny, and although 'the gold'

remained', there is still the fact that God did become

'man, and that he returned to heaven taking with him a

(4

human body. The passage just quoted from Augustine givee_

us the line by which the FPathers progressed further when
it says 'in the érass it ﬁerished not', implying that the
gold wgs‘intaot'in the grass. In'short, the_Incérnation
is to be looked at not as the Son changing iﬁto flesh,
but takihg; or adding,the flesh to himself. This is thé .
dootrine taught in the 'Quiounque Vult': | |

not by the conversion of the Godhead into flesh,
but by taking .up of manhood into Gode -

x——Chrysostou used this argument. in reverse, not to

_establish the immutability, but from the immutebility to

demonstrate the distinotion of the natures in Christ:
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So when you hear that *the Word was made Flesh',

be not dieturbed nor cast downe. For the Eesence did
not change (HeTeneeev ) to fleshe.. but

continuing what It is, It so took upon It the foru
of a servant... For 8ince there are some who say
that all the circumstences of the Dispensation were
an appearance... at once to remove beforehand their
blasphemy, he has put 'was made'; desiring to show
thereby not a change of substance, (away with the
though@) but the assumption of very flesh «.. If
they say that being God he is omnipotent so that he
agould lower (pevireeev) himself to the substance

of flesh, we will reply to them, that he is omnipotent
as long as he continues to be God. (chrysostom, How.
in Joan XI,ppe90~1)

Augustine uses it as direot witness for immutability:

They say, for instance, that the Son is less than
the Father, because 1t is written that the Lord
~himeself said 'My Pather is greater than I'. But the
truth shows that after the sawe sense the Son is .
also less than himself; for how was he not made
less also than hiwself, who Yewptied [exinanivit
himself', and took upon him the form of a servant?
For he did not so take the form of e servant that
he -should los@ the form of God, in which he was
equal to the Father. (Auguatine, De Trine I 7).
And if I aw asked how the Inocarnation itself was
brought to pass, I reply that the Word of God
itself was wmade flesh that is, was made man, yet
not turned and changed into that which was made;

but so wade, that there should be there not only
the Word of *God and the flesh of man, but also the
rational soul of man;, and that this whole should

+ be called God on account of God, and man on
account of man. (Ib.IV 21; of. 1 13) .

The problem is now narrowed considerably. There is
no qnéstion.of éhange‘in the divine nature of God the Son.
It ié now. Ieftltb decide hosvthe two Natures are united.
in the oné Person of Christ - this is the kenotic problem
proper, and lies outside the present field. The aspect

that is of importance here is how far the union of,nafuree
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implies & novel, and theref ore chenged existence in the
divine nature- and how can the actual events and
limitationﬁ of the life of Christ be separated from the

divine nature in him. The answer is that there was no

change; but explanations of how -that can be are

Vincompléte. For example, where the gospels record Christ

exhibiting limitations the Fathers account for it as the

_mgnifgstq#i9§.0£=hismhuméniiyz,. C e e e

ess though human things are ascribed to the Saviour
in the Gospel, let us, considering the nature of

what he said and that. they are foreign to God; not
iwpute them to the Word's Godhead, but to hiﬂ manhood.
(Athanasiua 3 0Or. XXVII 41.1).416) ‘

- K—-——But though this may be a satisfaotory couree in some'

cases, it 1is not in all. Chr;st's confession of 1gnoranoe

" of the wind of the Pather in Merk XIII 32 is the olassio
-example, and Augustine's attempt to deal with it must be

regarded as a fallure and rather a shabby failure:

'0f that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not
the angels whlch are in heaven; .neither the Son,
but the Father®. For he is ignorant of this as
making others ignorant; that is, in that he did not
80 know as at that time to show his disciples

T f.c. was gbout to show thew] :as it was said to

Abrahawm, 'Now I know that thou fearest God', that
is, that I have ocaused thee to know it. (Augustine,
De Trin. I 12). .

'And 80 the paradox of the Incarnatlon is not solved in

‘the general arguments put forward by the Fathera although

the problew has been limited. But one or two individuel

arguments put forwapd by the Fathers are worthy of notice.
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Gregory of Nyssa wakes an attempt (Cat._or. xvi) to
differeqtiate between two weanings of 'weakness' '

(fcxﬁiygorje.: ), as "sowetimes used with a proper sense,

‘and sometimes with an extension of meaning". But it is

rather a léme gttemptc
Augustine, always likely to opéen du“original 1line,
prOposes a solution to the whole dlffloulty with a

fascinatlng analogy.
Just ‘a8 when we speak, 1n order that what we have
in our winds way enter through the ear into the

" wind of the hearer, the word which we have in our
hearts becomes an outward sound, and is called
9peech;énd yet our thought does not lose itself .
in the sound, .but remains complete in itself, and
takes the form of speegh without being wodified in )

- 1ts own nature by change: so the Divine WOrd, '
though suffering no change iﬁfnafﬁfﬁjﬁyﬁf'ﬁéiﬁﬁi"'"7!
flesh, that he wmight dwell among us. (Augustine,
De Doct.Christe I 13) «

K_ﬂ_.This is of value, though'it-cannbt be a whole answer,
for there is in-Speeah a'change: the'thought exists in s

different manner in the words - of rather, once spoken has
a double existence, in the mind and also in the words. Yet

it is one and the same thought, and therein lies the value

.of the analogy. It emphasises'thelidentity of the Son, as

existing apart from the lnoarnatlon, and a8 existing
1ncarnate. It is & wmore expliait exposltlon of Athanasius's

"Not even ‘when the Virgin bore him did he suffer any .

'éhange“, and; a8 will transpire, that is probably bhe

most ffuitful of all approaghes to the problems
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Mediaeval apguments, frequéntly'based on the nature of
~the divine will, and the meaning of ohange, are condensed
by Suarez: _ |

From eternity the will of God, in perfect knowledge
and unchangeable constancy, ordered all things, which
were brought about in time. (Suarez, Sum.Comp. I.l.
1lib.2e0ape3) o _
~—He alaé insists (Ibid.) that God can will as he pleases,
freely, without sny addition to his reality. Whet &8 the
value of this? The previous consideration of creation has
ahéwn.the imporfanoe of an understanding of eternal acts
of the divine will and their fulfilment in tiwe; and how
the wanifestations in time do not give ground for
postulating change in God. But the applipation to. the
Incarnation is restricted since it is God himself who
appears in, and becomes aubjedm-to, time. 3ut if eternally
foreknowing all, he eternally willed the Incarnation, and
all he knew it involved; is not the Incarnation an act in
every way consistent with the will of God, and therefore
e manifestation of the will and nature -of God as it is and
unchanged? But what of the human nature? Is it not an
addition? Can Suarez be justified in saying there was no
addition to the divine reality when God adds to himself a
real human nature? In the first place the addition is
smaller than wight appear. To the attributes which are
genérally thought of as esséntially unchangeable in God,

as power, love, long-suffering, truth; nothing has been



!
1 .- I

«1ll8-

added. No one suggesats th&t God inoernate is wore
trustworthy, wore loving, more_knowledgeable by the

: addition of & humen napure.'It i8 the_neture';tself,

its sebjeotion to time, to natural laws, its passivity
that is the addition. In these respects he seems less =
he has humbled h1mself. The hambllng is the novel
introduction. Was he then not humble before? Since such’
huwmility as is in mennls in Ehem by dlvine grace, and 19.
a virtue of the godly, it wust derive from God, and wust,
therefore be of his essence. Is he then more huwble by
dint of the Incarnation? No. For then the eternal humility
would be of limited degree, imperfeot; which is impossible.
Therefore the Incarnation did not involve an addition to
God's humility; He humbled himself in the sense of
wenifesting his huwility. The humiliation of becowing as
a servent did not change him, but revealed him as he is as
Gods That Christ insisted on men arguing back frou their
_experience of hiw to an understanding of the Pather

(eege John XIV 9) clearly indicated that his own div1n1ty
wasg unimpalred. We have now arrived again at the all-
1mportant truth to whioh the discussion of Athanasius's
.ideas on immutability (supra pp.#7‘50) has already once

led use The Incarnation is a revelation of God as_he eternally

is, and.is-rotja elimax or speoial_feat inrthe d;vine

existence. The crucifixion is not God'ts supreme act
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of love: but the ultimate revelation of the suprsme love
of Gbﬂ - of the love that is God eternally. The
crucifixion is God in action. There is no 1n6rease, no
crescendo. The love is eternal and unchenged. It is the
revelation that is brief and incregsed.‘ |

But a1l is not yet answered. On the one hand there
is the divine omniscience, omnipotence, eternity: they

have not so achlieved their sﬁpreme revélation,.father

they seem to have been displaoed;'On the other hand there

ié the huwan body and blood of Christ, the weariness, the-
wegkness, the dépendenoe on the Father. These are new, they
are not revélationé of the etefnal, ﬁhough,they may be the
-instruments.of that revelations How can one account for
them? In the case of the former, fhe so-called fmetaphysioal
attributes', it is clear from the tradition of the Fathers
and their éucoessors, and from the‘evidenoe accumulated in
the present investigation, thet they were in Christ,

4814,
unchanged and unimpaired. (c,f , infra). There is no

novelty in this conolusion. But it does nothing to uproot
the obstacles whioch confront-the study of the two natures
in the Person of Chriat. _

In the case of the manifest human attributes appafent
in.the incarnate Son it is possible again to say that they
are such as God eternally willed, and that as he wills

aaccording to his esse, they have their place in the
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eternal esse, the 'actus purus® of CGod, A8 with thé
oreation, fheir ooﬁing into existenee in time is also
according to the divine will.

If it be insisted, as it may by followers of
certain secular philosophles, that such additions and
acquisitions when they do ocour are nevertheless changes
in God, it wust probably be allowed that they are; but
only according to the tenets and terminology of those
pﬁilpsophies. The prime burpose oflChriatian theologians
in saying God is iomutable has been to maintain that he
is always ésse-ntiauy himself; and the Church is _not' bound
to every extension.of'the term that_profagonists of
particular philosophicel systews may have advocated.

Much of the diffioculty ihherent in the idea of the
incarnation of the immutable God can be eiiminated by
agcepting thg Incarnation for what it most bertainly 18
a revelation. To determine what God is like, and then apply
1t to the person of Christ to see if it fits is surely &
olumsy treatuwent. A surer and wore expeditious road is to
determine what God is like from the revelation of him in
christs He then-éppéa?s as the God whose nature is such
that, foreknowing all, he would will to create; and who
having created, and creation having becomg needful of a
redemption possibdle by divine incarnation, death and

resurrection,would eternally will the incarnation and
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redemption. Thus the incarnation sees God in Christ, not
as he has become to achieve a recently necessitated
redemption; but as he.ia etefnallyp "Not even when the
Virgin bore him did he suffer any ch;nge."

The conolusion reached, then, by this enquiry into
the Incarnation is that, "neither the Ihcarnation nor
anything else can involve‘any change in God himself. God
is altogether immutable aﬁd,impassible.“ (Mascall, "Christ,
the Christian, and the Church", I v, p.14). -

Cs ~ Deification and Immutablility.

 ifi:§§te. Because the meaniﬁg'and pléce of deification

in éhristian theology is often obscure a rather lengthy
investigation.of the subjeoct was necessary as an approach

to thlis section of the essay. To avoid a disproportionate
digression this preliminary inﬁestigatiog has been wade

- into an appendix {(fppendix I, po /5% ££.). The conclusions
there put forward are assumed in the following paragrapthI?

Belief in the deification of wan has & definite place
 1n'Chfistian-theology. The treditional explanation.éf
‘deifioation 1s that in fhe ultimate state of beatitude

the human soul is united to God, being exalted to &
partioipation to its full capacity in the 1life of the

" Godhead, but without being identified therewith., Man

becomes divine.
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If, then, wman énters into the life of God it would
seem that not only is man_chéngeﬁ;.btt.that God is too,
since his life is including & new operation. Thus the
divine lmmutability is cyallgnged. -

The problewm is, in part, the prob}em of creation
approsched from the bpposite’direoﬁion, and in part the
solution is tﬁe sawe. There 1a'again tﬁe error of
ijmputing time to the divine existence - Gotl oannot enter
8. new relationshiﬁ. The great and revolutionary change
here is in wan; the change from temporal to eternal
existence. This was the thought in Hooker's mind when
he'wrote:,,.

- Dhis adwmirable unisn of God with man can enforce
in that higher nature no alteration, because unto
God there is nothing more natural than not to be
' subject to any change. (Hooker, EcclsPoleV, 1ibe4) .
k__‘,Even_so there 1s involved a contact between God and
"time, but jyst as it was seen that for oreation God can
eternally will an effect which occurs in tiume, 80, t00;
with deification he can eternally will the tremsition of
souls froﬁ time to eterhity. S. John of the Cross points
out ( aeéfp.l]S-?)‘that deifidétion is part of the eﬁernal
plan in ereation.
| It 18 here that the importance of denying an .
1dentifioat;on of»God-and.mgn is appargnto If man_is

identified with God he does not reach a higher state of
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existence than if he participates in the divine nature,
for to be identified with it would be to cease to exist.
Nothing oan be added to God's nature, so to be
identified ﬁould loply s?mpiy the annihilation of the
soul's identity. Further, as the creation of the soul is
according to the divine will and plan, its annihilation
would involve a change.in_God's will, whicﬁ ia,impossible-

Does not God, though, in willing the deifiocation of
souls'by participation, will a change in his own life =- &
similar impossibility? In answering this a passage from
SeAugustine in which he'dgpies that man's ohanging
relationship with God involves change in God, gives a
valuable approach: '

In us thereforé some change does take plagce; for we
were worse before we fled to him, and we become
better by fleeing to him; but in him there is no
change. So also he begins to be our Father, when

we are regenerated through his grace, since he gave .
us power to become the sons of God. Our substance,
therefore is changed for the better, when we become
his sons; and he at the same time begins to be our
Father, but without any change of hls own substance.

'Therefore that which begins to be spoken of God in
time, and which was not spoken of him before,; is

: manifestly spoken of him relatively; yet not

. agcording to any accident of God; so that anything
should have happened to him, but clearly according
to some &socident of that, in respect to which God
begins to be ocalled something relatively. When a
righteous man begins to be a friend of God, he
himself is changed; but far be it from us 1o say,

. that 'God loves anyone in time with as it were a new
love, which was not in him before, with whow things
gone by have not passed away &and things future have
been already donee (Augustine, De Trin. V 16).
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The profoundeat point of the passage comes at the-
end when we are reminded that the activity of the divine
love does not alter. God's love is an infinite and
omnipresent activity. Hence wherever there is the
possibiiity of its existing, it'exists. Nothing can be
added to it, there is no potentiality, it is the wholly

actuale Thus when the burgation of the soul makes the

existence of divine love in the soul possible, then the

love is there. It is of the nature, the aotuality;lof love

80 to be. And 80 the love of God, and thus the life of

' God, exists in the soul. Were the love to act otherwise it

would be accepting 1imit§, and 8o ohanginé from the infinite
love it is. |

Again we encounter the importance of understanding God
a8 being exactly what he has revealed hiumself to be. God
is'such that he lets his perfected oreatures participate in
higs divine nature. So he has revealed himself, and as he has
revealed himself so he imoutably is.

Is nothing, then, added to God by the deification of
many human soulgl? What could beladded? Presumably the
sharing of his life with the souls. But is such addition
possible with an infinite being? Plurelity is of no
significance. We must allow, then, that the addition of
one postulates no wmore than the addition of many. And in

order. of cause, being and time the first hukan souli%o
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share the.divine-iife without idéntificatiop is the
human soul of Christ. So we are led bagk to the

Incarnation, and the discussion in the previous

section. In so far as there is change .in the Son by

" his teking & human body and soul, so far is there

change in 'God by the deificafion of man; and since

‘the evidence indicated strongly that the Incarnation

involved no change in God, one is in a position to
uphold a similar immutability when God deifies his

creatures.
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PART V. IMMUTABILIT? IN POST-RENAISSANCE THOUGHT

‘In the centuries following-the-Renaissance philosophy
aéquired an independence of the ﬁeétern Church such as
had‘not_existed for a‘thousand.years. Students becaume
increasingly engrossed with the immediate world and man'é
knowledge of it, and decreasingly_wiﬁh the less immediately
_perceived realities. Metaphysios, and with it the study
of the being of God, lost the cgntre of the stage, and
science, epistemology, humeniswm, ethics and politigs were
all, as time went by, to jostle for its place. Theology
too was a changed study. Intense interest was directed in
turn on particular beliefs which were under dispute -
justification,'atonedénté the papacy, contemplation, social
" aoction; and the rest were either disregarded, or
: unconsoiousl& accepted in their traditionql form. The
divisions of Christendom localised energy, fostered
parochialltheology, and dissipated abilify in rivalry and
statesmanship. It was not an era for a new Augustine or
Aquinas, and the ggiﬁ%hjsical attributes of God seemed
hardly an urgent study for anyone; and in any case for the-
Christian thé Fathérs and fhe.suppoaedly unenlightened._

Schoolmen had done 80 much already.'



«l27«

Thus as far'es the study of the immutability of'
God 1is concefued we do not find ourselves on new ground.
With sowe thinkers, as the early Cartesians, a position
similar to Augustine or of the Schoolmen was accepted
with little critioism.

By the name of God; I understand’'a substance infinite,

eternal,’ 1mmutab1e, independent, all-knOW1ng, all-

- powerful, and by which I myself, and every other
- thing Whlch exists, 1f such there be, were created.

(Descartes, Med.IIT. See Appendix IV.).
3——- Perhaps the new age was lees free of tradition than
it thought. With other thinkers an interesting re-
enaoctment takes place. Having acquired an independence_-
not unlike that of the Greek philosophers, they are found
to have imitated them in seeking a flxed point an
unchanging reality, as the pole on wh1ch the universe
turns, and to which appeal can be wmade for confidence
in truth and the assessment of values. To investlgate
the significance of the inoclusion or omission of some
such notion of imwutability in the various conceptions
of God offered by the post-~Renaissance philosophers weuld
be unprofitable, for the name God became varipusly
applied, as denoting that part of a philosopher's
hypothesis to which the author theught it most appropriate.
It is the persistence with which some conception of
immutability appears as an almost inescapable concept in
the thought of one philosopher after another that is
sighifioant.
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. One wight expeot the pantheistic explanations of
the universe to be the least liable to include an
immutable existence, both becéuse the usuallappeal is
frow the changing world to an immutable entity 'outside!
(an afgument whibh postulateg a dguble_order of existence,
one of which is transcendent, such as is excluded by the
very'nature of pantheism); and also beeause'an
lidentification of God (or whatever term is applied) with
the universe where change is 8o sbundantly manifest would
seem; ipso facto, to postulate change in God. If the
pantheists had been given the task of including _
‘immutability in their systems by hook or by crook, one
can.believe that they might have found a way; but the
faot‘is that they did include 1t while under no such
obligation, and ther;fore, we wmust conclude, because
they found it necessary to a rational exposition of the
universe. The first of the great panﬁheists of the period,
Spinoza, 1é a remarkable exampie. For him nothiné exists
outside God, whose being embraces everything; each human
wind being a constituent part of God's nature. And yet
God 18 not confounded with thg chgngé and variableness
of that which his nature ewbraces. He is tiwmeless
reality, he is perfect freedom, not because he can aot
arﬁitrarily; but beoause he acts solely from the lawe

of his own nature, and there is nothing external to him
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that can determine his aétiona, Thus he is constant,
and cannot be changed, he is "imﬁutqble and eternal"
(Spinoze, Bthics V 20, Sschol.ps268)e The delicate
reasoning by which this gonclusion is reached is not
important here, but it is iwmportant that it was reached
by dint of sheer unprejudiced, consclientious reasonlng.
In Hggel' "pantheism the Abeolute occupies a
_poaitionfrbugﬁly correSponding to the God of Spinoza.
It is the ultimate reality about whigh, Hegel claiwmed,
we can know something by the use of reason, and from
knowlédge of the éoncrete facts of 1ife; history and -
religion. Thus Hegel initially éoncentrates attention
on human ekperienoe and-what'it can tell us. It is,
then, of no small interest that again we are led in the.
"direction of immutability. It is no more than in the
direction, for plainly imwmutability in the fﬁll sense
cannof.apply to a being of whom it is'affirmed.thag the
course of history is not only ﬁhe irooees by which man
comes to a consciousness of this being, but is also the
proceés‘by whioch the beiﬁg comes to & consciousnsesa of
itself. Hegel also has an argument that every truth
asserted involves the contrary untruth. Thus; for
example, belief in free will is opposed by the belief

in determinism. Though each appears true from the

grgumente for it,_neither can be wholly true beoéuse
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of the existence of the other. There is, then, a wider
truth involving both partial truths. This likewise has
its contrary truth, and Léada to & further synthesis,

and so on, until the'final truth is reached under which
all partiai truths afe BubsSumed, ?pe final truth is.the
whole truth sbout everything., This finel truth, & mental
existence, 1s the Absolutg. Thué Hggel has argued to a
truth to which notﬁing can bé added nor anything taken awaye.
In short we have Pn'ungpanging existence of.a kind « a
éingle unified reality, cowprehending within 1tselfiéll
distinétions and changes. Again dispassionate feasoning
has indicatgd that ultimate reality is stable.

Fron these brief oonsidgrations of the twoAleading.
p&nthéists, the tendency of whose philosophy one would
anticipate as being hostile to immutability, the
possibility is suggested that rejection of a conception
of the cosmos as a capricious conglomeration of fortuitous
events is conducive to a philosophy in which whatever is
accounted most real is to be laparted with sowme degree.
of impregnable stability. It remains to see if, and how

far, the thought of other ﬁostéRenaissanee philosophers

'bears_out this hypothesis.

Among the theists Leidbniz is of special interest as
expressing theism aobording to a theory novel to
Christianity. Did he escape the idea of immutability
that characterised previous Christian theism, or did it
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still appear essential®? Having_prpposed his world of-_
monads; each individual and self-contained, he had to
account for their apparent intéractipn gnd co-ordination.
Th;s he aocowplished by proposing a pfé-establiahed
harmony. The gourse of each monad 1e origina11y deterwined
with the existence of all other monsds in view, 80 that
each, in fulfilling its coursg; although subject fo no
outside interference, parallels and reflects the
developwent .occurring in the_other.monads. Thus ' the world
is an haruwonious order and 'not chaotic. A11 depends then

on the pre-established harmony and ite unalterability, and

for this God is the assurance. So it would seemw that God

hiwself is changeless. Leibniz also maintained that
necessary truths cannot be changed, even byléod. If by
this it is implied that there is power'gupérior to God's
(and if-is not a necessary implioétion), the consequences
are unimportant for the present discussion, since Leibniz's

contention is still that the ultimate reality 1is

invested with stabllity. Thus far, then, the hypothesis

is uniampaired: Léibniz haGing accepted the principle of

order in the universe is led on to infer an ultimate

‘invariable.

At this point, and while considering theism, it is
convenient to mention the'Deists, who in waintaining

'par excellence' the divine order in the world, banished
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God to an abétract immutable existence, in whioch divine
-'aotivity was more or less reduced to saying the "Gol"
that started the universe. S

The epistemology that characterised the period from
the end of the Seventeenth Centurj.to the latter part
of the Eighteenth was so far removed £rom metaphysics a8
to bear“1ittle on concepts of divine attributes, though
parts of Berkéley's writings included the study of theism.
Thé increasing séepticism about the possibility of
reliable knowledge did, of course, from the time of Looke
onwards, react on the ideas of'knowlédge of ultimate being,
until the radical scepticism of Hume' made doubt more
agsured then oredencee. Yet Hume himself contended in the
"Dislogues concerning NaturallReligion" that there was a
clue to the divine existence in the présence of constant
and uniform laws in the universe. #gain it is the‘appeal
‘from order in the world to a reliable promoter of the
- orders

The mostfpersistént form of this argument occurs.in.'
treatises on ethics, where thg need for a stable norm of
good.and evil, right and wrong, and of value, hes
repeatedly led thinkers to God; or some superior reality,
a8 & sufficient ground .for the perménence of the norms and
vaiueslassociated with conduct. Thus Loocke madé God the

anchor of his ethics. But it is not to be assumed that
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such recourse is inevitable. Hume fougd_gbodpesé to
reside in that which gives to the spectator a pleasing
sentiment of approbation. And leter Huxley, Spencer and
Mill were to ehow.other alternatives; though none of
their theories has shown the resistence to criticism
which must be allowed to ethical theories founded on
the stability of divine values.

Kent hiwmself, whose philosophy was both a direoct
product of and reaction to, the position reached by Hume,
was led, solely by his study of the moral law, to
.poatulate an unknowable being, whou he callavGod, as
the .assurance that the law in safeguarded. From his
investigatioqiof'reasonthe maintained that for a
conorete acot of'knowiedge not thought only, but thought
and éense are required. F:om this it fpllowed that
beyond the phenomenal realm bf sense knowledge could not
go, and exoursions into the noumenal world of pure
intelleot (shou}d it exist)_qah only lead to invalid
conclusions. Thus if God exists he is unknowable. 1s
"there any reaéoﬁ fof belleving that the noumenal world
exists at all? Kant thought there was. In the phenomenal
world all is determined, but an act could be free in the
reality whioh it wight possess in the noumenal world.
Thus freedom is possible only on the aseumption.of a

houmenal world; and freedom isvnecessary a8 the

absolute precondition of the moral life. Without freedom
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the moral law, whose existence Kant insistent}y
upheld, would be devoid of meaning. Therefore the
noumenal world exists. Although the-desire for
happiness 18 wholly distinct from the content of the
moral will, yet, as wan is now known to be of the
noumenal as well as of the phenomenal world, happiness
wust have some place in the highest good -~ it must also,
and in union with virtue; exist noumenally. And since
it oannot be attained in this world an endless life wmust
be postulated for its real achievement., But what assurance
'is there of the permanence of:the woral law, and the
reality of happiness in etermal life which it brings in
ite wake? Kant answers, Gode..
COnsequeﬁtly we pust assume a moral World-Cause
(an author of the world), in order to set before
. -ourselves a final purpose consistently with the
wmoral law; and in so far as the latter is
necessary, so far (i.e. in the same degree and on
the samé ground) the former also wust be necessarily

~assumed; i.e. we ‘must admit that there is a God.
(Crit. of Judgment, B377~380).

Ngiﬁfﬁé idealist content of Kant's philosophy largely occupied
| the minds of Fiohte and Scheiling, éﬁd in turn of Heéel,
of whose,thought notice has alreédy-been takens The
lgter Nineteenth Century found wmuch of its inspiration
in Hegelignism, a@d in Darﬁinign theories of evolution
and deve;opmedt. In the conaequept agtions and feaqtions

humanism, attended by liberallism, prospered on the one

hand, and wmaterialism, attended by agnosticiem and
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atheism, progpered on thg other. ,“”yith_the exoeption of
aomé,of the agnoaﬁios eaqp”in its way sought to establish
sowme universal ldm or process as tpe assurance 6f underlying
stability. One reaction came in yhe shape of reneéwed ooncen-
tration on traditional catpdl;oiém in both the Roman and.
Anglican communions. Thgrg was tpg introduction of neo-
soholasticism, the rev;ial of study of patristios, and, at
the turn of the century, the wider redlisﬁtion of the signi-
ficanoe of the Chrisfian mystics. All tﬁqse, in the theolo-~
gical spheres which they inflnqnced, re-emphasised the :
traditional metaphysiocs, and the traditional doetrine of God.
) “ In the Twentieth Century the movement oontinues,f %ﬁi
it is of interest to consider one or two of the newer and
more widely received secular philosophies. Bergééon;found
the oonoeptiph of ultimate reality to be & "vital impulse"
from which the world process springs. Phyéioal 1life is
inseparable 13%2; even 1dentipa1 with, time; and time-aﬁﬂ
duration means igventiog, oreation, the continuous alteration
‘of the absolutely new.. = Thus existence is change. The
universe consists of many ever-éhapging thingé, and the
creative life-gtream ig itself auhjeot to spasmodic acoceler-
ations and Qeclinesa' Bergson attacked conceptions of
change which postulated in a changing thing two parts, one
changing, one rewaining unchanged. He denied the second

part's existence, on the ground that when all the elements
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whiph.afpvoyamgipg_in_a oh&ngipgwyhipg é;e.elimipated there
is literally nothing left. There are not, then, in the
uni?erae things ﬁhioh-ohange, there is only change. The
fundament&llreality, which i8 a unity,.is to be conceived as
& streawm of change.

.Eere is the conception of reality'least akin, at first
gight, to the orthodox idea of a God who 18 iﬁmutéblesae the
fundgmqntal feality. But if the stream of change is to
remain & stream of change (as it does with Bergson), it has.
some mark of the invariable upon it. | The position is
analosouﬁ to that of Heraclitus, who must allow his law that
all things change to be itself unchangingmor iovalid. If
Bergson were going to dény all pefmanenoe he must needs
make the whole of reality and existence capricious, so that
his phllosophy would not be an aocount'of exigsting entitiea;
but merely an account of the state of thinge at one partiocular
instaht, and with no reference to anything beyond that'inetant,
for by then an eptirelywﬂi;ge;egt gg;tqu, or ng_gygtgg at 611,
might have arisen as a.oaprioe.of change. Bergson does |
not say this, and has no intention of éaying-it. He meintained
that there is order even amid the change, and with his reten-
tion of order goes a retention of certain invariables, such
' a8 the existence of the errativ stream of change itself, or
Bergson's philosophy and its laws of change. This ﬁight be
reparded as a test case of thé proposed hypothesia’that any
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.esgertion of order in the universe implies a stebility,

if not an imputapility’_rgggoﬁs;ble_for the orﬁer. |

Consideration shows that_froh all the philosophical

discussions three alternatives seem to offer themselves: the
universe is either chaos unconfined, in which caa§'311 ie
changing, and there is neiﬁher‘order nor anything unéhahgins;
~or the universe is a chanoe concatenation of purposeless
events, which again exéludqﬁ_the unphéggtng;_or else the
universe héa gome or@er gnq rel;gbility, in whiob'oase there
is something stable -;a_law, é_proceqs, é.being‘- whioch
underlies the world-fieid. In general terms it seems fair
to suggest that of these three alternatives.the.first has
_never been seriouqu upheld, not even by the. pessimists, and
belief in it would in all probability be incompatible with
a&n;ty; the second has béen proposed by a feﬁ, notably extrewe -
Darwinisens; and the tﬁird covers alllthe other. philosophers
and thelr philosophises. | . .
| Of the philosophies of the present day that of Whitehead
is the most prominent. Unfortunately the inherent difficulty
of.hie thought is iporeaaed by an extensive terminology |
peouliar to himself, and an indigenous gpfitude for obsocurity.
He divides the worlé of space and time into a ﬁlurality of
'proceséesf o? an organliec conaeption. Particulars are
feplaced bj 'aotual entities? or 'actual occasions': these

are souetimes desoribed as !drops'of existence', and they are
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integral to the whole order of pfooegs, being a defin;te
aéhievemgnt arising-froh phases of process, and the forerunners
of further process. They are the reality of the spatlo-
temporal universe, and_are ever ohanglng. There is c¢learly
a-similarity here-between tﬁe thought of Whitehead, Bergson
and Heraclitﬁs, Bergson's stream corresponding to Whitehead's
process. But the likeﬁess must not be taken too far, for
Whitehead proceeds in a wmanner wore resembling-quto's reaotion
to the state of flux proposed by Heraclitus. If all is_flux,
or change, or process, there is no possibility'of knowledge:
- truth itself is in flux. Plato's answer was the Forums. |
Whitehead's is 'eternal entitieé' He explains that besides
the change and enduranoe experieneed in the world there:is a
“further faot, namely Teternality', and this 1s characteristio
of all the eternal entiyiea. For ekagple, & certain colour,
perhaps a tint of yellow, may be present in a flower, and
depart when the blooms die. When tpe plant blooms next year
the tint will be there sgain. It will be the same timt. -
Although it has not endured in the society of actual entities
whioh'madé up the flower it has in no wise ceased to exist.
Siwilarly shapes recur in actual entities. Their existence
is independent of the actual occasions in whioh they appear.
cOlouré, sounds, geometric characters, these are the eternal-
objecté or entities. Whitehead defines them thus;:

Any entity whose conceptual recognition does not

‘involve & necessary reference to any definite

actual entities of the temporal world is called
an 'eternal objeot'.
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They are eternal and do not lose their identity by ingress -
into actual ocoasions, even though the actual occasion
may involve & real union ﬁetween_many eternal entitiles.
In sﬂort, they are fundamentally unchangeable, and oorreé-
pond to universels, and to Plato's Forme. '
: .Having-explaiﬂed thg*order énd'recurrenoe manifest in
thelworld with the eternal entities, Whitehead still felt
the need to seek an entity fh&t would oonstitutg the meta-
physioql-stability of the universe. This entity he oalls God.
Briefly his argument is that there are certain limitations -
in the p;doees of the uqivérae, as that the creative process
is that which it is and no other; though it wight have been.
Also there have emerged standards of value. (In this he
approximates to the ethiocal appeal to immutability). From
these two oonsiderations it seeme that the whole course of
events has dgveloped under the direction of a princilple
composed of conditions and-standards of value.This is God.
No reason can be given for the nature of God, 8ince he is
the gfound df rationality; but as the ground of limitation
in the ultimate activity he is the égsurance of stability of
the process and its vaiues. In one respect God appears to be
distinetly muteble, in.that in "Process and Reality"sWhitehead
makes an addition to the ooncepf»of God's primordiai nature.
" This 1is the &consequent'nature'“which_arisea frow his r;action

to the warld; and 1s an integration of physical feeling,
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derlved froum the phy31cal world into his pr1mord1a1 nature:
"God, then,nls“to be_cppqe;vgﬁ as priginated by conceptual
experience with his process of conception motivated b&
oonsequent,pﬁyaioal experience initially derived from the
temporal world." ' ) |

Thus above the flux of the Spatio-temporal world of.
sotual entities Whitehead maintains the existence of -eternity
and imoutebility in the order and identity of the eternal
éntities, and finde the assurance of stability in the entity
he calls God. This, the wost recent of philosophical systems
in the grand manher, makes a direct appeal for the necessity
of iwmutability, and the conservation of order, in the
superior realus of existence. Ita wark of ideﬁtity in this
respect is the sharing of them between the conceptions of
eternal entities and God, whereas the general tendency has
been to allocate all to one reallty only.

Whitehead's philosophy was thought out agalnst the
background of modern mathematioal and solentific research,
amd in that éense is foreign to‘tréditional Christian thought.
Thus the syupathy which ie seen to exist between them is the
more-imprassive. christian'theology relies for its premises
on reasog{gnd'rationally acoeptable revelatioﬁ, and it has
~often been claimed that the ratlonal ﬁas beén'devoured by the
revealed until nothing remains but the smile on the face of

the tiger. How is it, then;, that the most thorough'of
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modgrn-rational philosophies is not at loggerheads with
fhis old and corrupt eurvivgl o: past ages? How is it
‘that Whitehead and all the other post-Renaissance
philosophers to whom 2; haje turned have found their steps
going either a little way or far in the direction of the
Hebrew-born Christian conception of an immutable God? 18
it not that the t'heol.ogy is not so warped? That the
rational has not been'forgotten? and thet the revelation
has accorded with and advanced that which is fi:st seen in
the half-light of human experience? Once allow that God
reveals, and there is no cause to wonder that the revelétions
of an immutable God accord with deductions and syntheses.
founded on experience of the phenomena of his creation.

On the other hand, if it appears to the Christian that
immutability 18 a profitless attribute to asoribe to God,
let hiam reoall that the majority_of thinkers of the last
400 years have spent no swall part of their time trying to
find some reality, some being; to which they could asoribe
the ideas of stability and of the assurance of order, and
of an u;timate unchangeable, from which tﬁeir experience and

reason would not permit them to escape.
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PART VI. THE NATURE AND VALUE OF IMMUTABILITY.

A, Belief in Immutability.

The‘j%regqing invéstigations have shown that belief
in some sort of immdtaﬁle being or norm; usually identified
with wnltimate reality, is fundamental in most philosophies.
Plato and Aristotle both found it esentfial; and its
remarkable persisfence through sjstems of every kind among
post~-Renaissance philospphers led to the conclusion that
either one admits an invariasble, or one forfeitslany absolute
standards or guaranfeed order in the cosmbs. A few philo-
sophers have upheld the latter p031t10n an 1mp051ng
maJorlty the former.

,This is sufficient evidence to show that Christiénity,
in postulating immutability as characterising its conception
of ultimate reality, God, is not trying simpLy'to honour
certain biblical texts, nor to-deck its deity with absolute
attributes as a conseguence of over-enthusisstie and ill-
cdnsidered'piety. Wor has it f@isregardéd reason, nor dbeen
subject to a capricious revelation. The Christian position
certainly appeals to revelation but it also employs reason
to maintain the acceptabiliry_of the revelation, and to
support its 1mpllcatlons. A plain testlmony to this was
geen in the work of Aquinas, who both argues for 1mmutab111ty
from the Seriptural record of divine revelation, and who

previously,in stating his arguments for the very existence
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of God, had shown first the ﬁecessit& of postulating the
existence of an immutable being as ultimate in the order of
existence,
The reasons, excluding revelation, for which philoso-

phers and theologlans have asserted the necessity for an

though

" smmutable factor in the cosmic order, theghh various in

approach and expression, are basically few. Plato, and many
after him, grasped the need of an assurance that truth is
constant, for without that knwoledge is impossible, Evefy
philosophical system really assumes this, in that it professes
to be exposing the truth. It was noticed as a weakness in

Bergson that he seemed not to appreciate this fully Both

Plato’ and Aristotle employed forms of cosmological argument

assertlng the necessity of an un@aused pr1n01ple of order

to account for a cosmos which experience showed as eharacter-

ised by causation ané order. Twﬁth.the argument for order
are allied all the suppositions of permanence of nataral
laws., The scientsst makes the inference whee'he assumes
that the fundamental prlnclples by which natural phenomena
are governed ere stable. It is the escape from chaos, and
a bastion to the appeal for the walidity of knowledge.
Closely related is the last great reason - the need
for postulatlng the validity of right and the laws of
condnct., This is the ethical approach and, as has been
seen, vefy few expon&nts of ethics have been able to avoid
it, and the few who have, such as Hume, have & very small

following-in the matter. Its potency was most notably
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seen in the part it pleyed in the thought of Xant. Either
one'must allow that goodness, justice and holiness are
essentially and permanently nobler thén, and contrary to,
that which is evil, unjust, diabolical, or else allow some
conceﬁtion in which it would be possible for the distinetion
to be lost, or the values inverted - in short, in which right
and wrong éonduct were virtvally meaningless terms, and in
which any true assessment of values was ruled out.

Such are the ppincipal»reasbhs for which the existence
of an immutable reality;has most frequently been proposed.
It remains to consider what has been implied by the term
immutability, end especially what it should mply in Christian
.theology. The first meaning that comes to mind is'usually
of an anchanging, and therefore completely inactive and
static.existence. But no philosopher who has sscribed immu-
tability to a being rather than fo some such inanimate
existence as a law, haslever meant quite this. The nearest
approach to it was the God of Aristotle; but es has been seen,
. Aristotle allowed self-contemplation as compatible with that
immatable existence, and later Aquinas showed Jjust how much
could be devéloped from that concession. But conceSSion is‘
the wrong word: limit, or extreme, would be better. Thus
Aristotle was yielding nothing in postulating self-contempla-
tion as pertaining to his immuteble God; he was expounding

what'he meant by an immutable God. The most extreme form,
then, of pagan and secolar philosophy witnesses to activity,

without change in an immutable God.
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In 014 Testament and Christain theology there appemred
from the very beginning an insistence on éctivity in God as
coﬁpatible with belief in God's changelessness. 1In the
Fathérs the treatment deVeloped from bare statement §n the
early centuries, to elaboration, and then contention and
exposition by the time of Athanasius, end fuller exposition
in the days  of the Schoolmen., ‘With the aid thqs provided,
and with the tenets of the Ghristian faith as data it is
now necessary to attempt an exposition of what it would seem
the Christian is to understand by immutability when he
ascfibes it to God.

In the first instance the exclusion of change, and the
inclugion of activity appears contradictory. But two consid-
erations make for.reconciliation. The first is that we are
concerned with an infinite absolqte being. (cf.Mascall;
"Christ, the Christian; and the Chaurch?, 1 v,p.l4.) The
second is that the Christain conception relates to a personal
God, and not to a metaphysical abstractioﬁ. There is truth
in the statemgnt.that:

- The immutability of God, as religion conceives it,

-is more like the steadfastness of a good man. than
the unalterable properties of a triangle.
(uatthews, "God in Christgfh thought and
experience' p. 255), :
but Dr. Matthews has overstated the case, because, as has
appeared, the Christian theology includes the metaphysical
gpproach, and it may not be diérégarded. E&p@;rarises not

from allowing metaphysies their traditional place, but from
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isolating théﬁ; fdr treated alone the metaphysical approach
tempts one to propose a hypothgsis.as to what God must be
like//7/keted and that leads to the difficult task of fitting
the hypothesis to the established beliffs about God, and tHe
facts of the Incarnation. With the other approaéh one ié
able to assemble the beliefs and facts, end know that they
present, without any guéséing or infricate reasoning, what
the immutable God is like, It will then remain to discover
how sﬁch'activity is compatible with immutability. Discussion
on the_se'lines, has already been made on pp #4-5D and H?‘}
which need not be repeated beyond insisting again that the
’ Incarnation and crucifixion do not constitute a divine
"tour dé force' in hamility and love, bdf are a supreme reve-
letion of divine humility and love as it etefnally is. God
is such a being as eternally wills to be incarnate and to
"die to redeem création if creation so0 needs redemption. A
comparison, necessarily crude, could be made with water
.flowing in a channel. If at one point the channel widens
the water will fill the'wider space, increase its surface
.arca, and so on; .but the water has not changed it§ gatq;e.
It has acted accofding to its nature. Had it continued in
a narrow stream identical with that it maintained in the
narrow channel, in-defianée of the laws éontrolling the flow
of liquids, then it would have chamged, by remaining, appar-

ently, the same. So God wills to act in all circumstances

L]

according to tke nature. The circumstances are not imposed
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upon hiwm, and cannot cowpel him. All depends on his wili,
and therefore his gssence - that which he imuwutably is. Were
he npt_to be incarnate he would be remaining apparently the
same, whereas actually he would have changed in the will end
love that are hie essence. Thus there is in .God's activity
no actualisation of a potentiality, for hothing in his nature
has become actual; his essence has been revealed as it 1s -
eternally. The potentiality and contingeﬁoy is in the
revelation, not the thing révealed{_and that God oan eternally
and immutably will the potentialrand contingent has aiready
been seen in the discgsaion of creation. Thus. in the
Inocarnation, or in any other revelation, God suffers neither
actualisation nor potentiality} instead there is revealed
that whioh is élready (or, more acourately, eternally)
actual - the 'actus purus' - qufs activity Qs it ié. I

The key 1ies in the statement of Athanasius, already
overwofked in this ‘essay, that "not even-when the Virgin
bore him did he suffer any chanée". If this is taken as
consisting of two truths in apparént contradiction it is of
small profit. If it is taken as a premise for all discusa-
ions of immutabllity, especially in relation to the Incarnation,
its value is great, for - | '

As God is his existenoe ao is he his aotion. And his
action is his existence. aF (Maritain,"Pref.to
metaphy-ios“ 1V 2, p. 112)

It is by examinatlon of the aotion that we understand the

existence rather than vice versa. The immutability of God,



i

o e

~-148-
then, might be defined as an etermal, unchanging, divine
aativity-whioh coulq be manifest in revelgtion, especially
in the Incarnation and life of God the Son, in exactly that
manner in which it wes manifested, and no other.

One does not pretend that on the basis of this definitipn
all d}f;iculties'invo;ved in the Christian belief in immuta-
bility are eliminated, only that some are el;minated, and
most are diminished. The greatest difficulty of all ooncerns
the metaphysical attributes of God in Christ - his impaésibil-
ity, ownipresence, omnipotence, omniscience. 1In reépect to
them God would seem to have changed in being incarnate, for
they are not obvious in Christ, and seem by his very acoceptance
of the limitations of fleah to be .excluded or concealed
rather than revealed. The possibility that they were laid
ag8ide bas already been discredited (pp.lﬂfﬂé)a  Of Iwmpass-
ibility it ma& be said that ;n\the.Incarnatien nothing was

imposed on the'divine will, whose purpose was exaoctly

aceomplished. If Christ was subject to the will of wmen, it

was by & voluntary ect on the parfa of both Father and Son.
God wa8 never thé unwilling objeot, and therefore in the
gtriot and prober sense, never passive. IOmnipreaeqce loses
most of its difficulty when considered as being an attribute
of Christ as God, and not as man. Surely this is nof an
unacceptable belief, any more than the assumption that God

was absent from the whole of creation when his presence was
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in one sense localiséd in the burning bush, Similarly
omnipotenoce eaﬁ be restricted to_the divine-nature in Christ.
With ownisocience we are in & much thioke;'wgod. As Gore
peroeived, fof God in Christ to be immutably omniscient and
for Christ to be pogsessgd of a tfuly_human 1im1téd-knowledge,
is as deep as any mystery of. the incarnatiop._ Here the
approach advocated in considering iwmwutability, that ley
énguing from the gttribute a8 revealed in Christ to the full
ﬁharaotertaf-the attribute, is less effective. We ocan say
that the immutable activity of God is as revéaled in the
.activity of the inoarnate Son; but can wé say that the
omniscience of God is as réveéled in the ignorance of the
incarnate Son?_“_Obviously not. The:way out most ready to

hand with this, as with other metéphysical attributes lles

in the distinction of_the natu?ea in:christ, remembering at

the same time that any wholesale parcelling out of apparently
incompatible attributes between the two bletures only pushes
the question back to how the Motures oan be united in the

one Person. This is conspicuously true of-omniqcience. T&
assert then that thet is a matter for the ;;;352; soholar

to settle may be convenient, but it is an evesion, not &

‘solution.

1

B. The Value of Immutability to Christienity.
' mo the Church and her theology the belief in iwmumtability
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ph;lq@ﬁphg;, and much more besides. There is the same worth
derived from the confidence in purpose, stability'énd ordér
as undeiiying the cosmos and ite laws - thegr only possible
variétion_be;ng in wiracles and in the ultimate;ending of

the world, events subject to the same googﬂand imuutable

will on which the established order depends. Fundamental
fortuitousness and caprice, thoee stimulants of deqpair

and anarchy, are ruled out. ‘The certainty of the reality

of truth and the good, with the consgquent making aBsolute .
of the moral law,Aso thaﬁ-righf and wrong, good and eyil cad:
never be interchangeable, and that the assessment of conduct:
is not.a matter of opinion, end that the principles of the
Judgwent are unalterably declared, all this is ﬁeoessarj for -
the Christian life to exist rationally'gt all. Thus wan
knows how he stapds in relatiop tp God,-and that change in -
that relationship oan come only from hiwself\- God will not
change. For one effect of imwutability is that it immediately
exolude§ any enthropomorphic conception of God, since being
lomutable he is necessarily supefior %0 the human and mundane.
He is immortal and transcendent. It was this aspect of °
immﬁtability that was underlined in the revelations of the Old
Testament days. And with 1t,'f9r the Christian, goes the
confidence that God is eternally all he has shown himself

to be in the greater revelation of the Incarnation. The love

and patience, the care for 1nd1viduai souls, the assistance
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to the repentant sinner, the gympathy with the meek and
broken-hearted - these werefnot the glories of one shining
‘hour, they were the epiphany of the imﬁutablg God.

' The incarnate life contimues in the world in the Chureh,
the Body of Christ, its hature depending solely on the
immutable will of God. Thus the Church herself is invested
 with aiehangeleeanss. ‘Her existenoe is founded on Christ's
victory over evil, a victory that as being divine is eternal,
and thus the cﬁuroh, her life inseparable from that of the
immutable.Viotor; is ﬁerself inviolable end eternal. Likewise
as the Body of Christ, and indwelt by the Holy Ghost, she '
partakes of the immutability of the divine nature. The grace
and blessiﬁga mediated by the chu;oh % wman cannot be undone.
The Saoraments can never change in their_powe;. Sins forgiven
through the Qhuioh are forgiven eternally. The officially
pronounced dostrines of the Church are not subjeot to_variatioh
or alteration. _ l

What appears at first as & rather technical an§ abstract
coﬁoeption is now appééring again, as it hgs already &ppéwred
frow time to time in the course of this study, with a proneunged
praotioa; iNPO;tanée. There is its siggifioande for the
moral lew and all'odndunﬁ, for the Church end its winistrations,
and qqugily foroeful is 1its bearing on personal devotion, and
each individual's framing of his own life. lan seeks the

satisfaction of the desires and longings of which his experience
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' of his own nature makes him.awa;e.' The_éouxse of h;s _
life is largely the aourse he chooses as the wost likely, or
the most attraotive, or the most accessible, for the
attainment of that satiafaotipn. In seeking satisfaction
among the rewards the world has to offer, man finds only
the trensitory, ana @eeks in vain:

Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon the

earth, where moth and rust doth consume, and -

where thieves break through and steal; put lay

up for yourselves treéasures in heaven where

neither moth nor rust doth consume, and where

thieves do not break through nor- steal.
What wan is seeking is the permanent fruition of all his
desires, attainable only in the immuteble existence of

heaven. His satisfaction in this life lies in the hope of

eternal bliss in the life to come, the fulness and peace
of eternal life. Never did'Bishop Ffank Weston show his
underatanding of wman's nature, deatiny, and need better
than when he began & retreat with the words: "Think of God as

Eternal Quiet - the Still One - the~

<5hange1ess One. Let ua offer all our restlessness,
our unquiet hearts to Him." ([n His will" p.-ﬁ 9) .
High in the 1list of man's daily needs is the confidence
in God's imwutability, and of his own possible end in the
.'perfecfion of divine satisfaction and peace. To eVvery

devout and prayerful soul,'as well as to religious, it 1s

the pearl of great price.
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The truth of this showed plainly in Nineteenth Century
. Englaﬁd._ It was an age of ogntinual apd rapid change
economically, ecoleéiastically, intellectually, socially.

It may have been prosperous, add in the field ofiinternational
pol;tica comparatively tranquil,;but the established custom
and manner of life waa-subjeotéd tp innumerable new tides

and currents. Man, naturally deriring peage and ﬁtability,.
was unsatisfied by the restlessness of hils environment. The
result emong the religiously migded was an inorease in the
appreciation of the immutability énd reliability of God,

and of eternal life with God. As a factor this played its
part in the resurgence of the religioug 1life in the Anglican
Church, and; at the end of the scentury, in the.growing
apprégiation of fhe works of the wystios. But its most
distinet effeot is on the hymﬁe of the century. From about
1830 , when the agitation for social reform was at its height;
God's changelessness apd faithfulpess assumed a prowminent -
place, especially in those hymns which quickly acquired a
wide popularity. H.F.Iyte (igg%-1847) wrote such lines as}
Change and decay in all around I gee; |
0 thou who ochangest not, abide with me. (Eng. Hym 363
a:n.cl- v.2 Il 3-4), emnd

Praise him 8till the same for ever.(E.H.470 v 2,1.3).

_ (1801-1890) .

To Newmaqé in vhat was a poesm by design rather than a hyamn

we owe. | '

So long they power hath blessed: me,sure it still
WAill lead me on. (E.H.425 v 3,11.1-2).


http://Eng.Hym.363

154~
(1924 —1908) ..
We Ghalmers Smitthas-

We blossom and flourish as leaves on the tree,
And wither and perish - but’ nought change$h thee.
(E.H. 407 ve3d,1l1. 3—4)
' (1915'-,3 S '
And Biahop Biokersteth‘e 8 the hymn "Peace,perfeot peace"

WIth - . e . - - ..

It is enough: earth's struggles soon shall cease,

And Jesus oall us to heaven's perfect peacs.

‘(E.M. 468 VeT.) .

There are others, 8eges EoH. 375 v. 5, 381 VV.4-5, 426 Ve3.
And 8o we see the belief in the ;mmqtgbility of Gpd playing
e prominent part in a people's daily expression of their
hopes and needs. )
' fThe same thing is to be found , %oo, in thé literature
of the period, as: when lrs. Deen seys,

‘I don't know if 1t be a peouliarlty'in me, but I am
gseldom otherwise than happy while watching in the
chaumber of death, should no frenzied or despairing
mourner share the duty with me. I see a repose
that neither earth nor hell oan break, and I feel
the assuranée of the endless and ehadowlese hereafter -
the Eternity they have entered - where life is boundless
in its duration, and love in its sympathy, and joy in-
ites fulness? (Emily Bronté, "Wuthering Heights",

Ch. XV1. _Pubd. 1847).

And then there is Sydney Carton's speech on the scaffolds

CT The Value of Immutabili@g,for the World Today.

In considering the value of 1mmutab111ty to the world
today we pass from the rapidly changing scene of the Nine-
teenth Century to the more profound dislocationsof the

Twentieth. Unlike the Victorisn age devastating war and
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the fear of oatgqt;ophe:a;e"not iny.not"gﬁsent, but
cpmpriqe the_actualngnvironment_of thg lives qf the people.
Also interest in religion has dwindled and décayed. Concern
at changé apd reatlesaneéé has given place to an unwilling
desperation, and a widespread want of assurance in the
permanénoe of value$~ indeed, in thé permanenée of anything.
Men's éxperienoe is of perpetual.diesatisfacﬁion, and he is
bew1ldered at frustration and the absence of real hope after
yeara of effort and endeavour.‘ He is uncertain what is worth
having, and is sometimes inclined to believe in nothing at
all beyond the ﬁeafest transitory pleasure the moment can
provide. Phis haes eccounted for the rapid rise to popular-.
ity of the present subjeotive, and almost hedonistio version
of existentialism. | |

Just as it was the hymn-writers of the Nineteenth
Centdry who expressed the feeling of their age, it ie the

deamatists and poets who have laid bare the mind of the

Twentieth Century. T. S, Biidt‘s portrayal of the frustration

and sense of emptiness ie the outstanding exawple, end &
few lines must serve to indicate his diagnosis:

- The endless cycle of ildea and action,
.Endless invention, endless experiment,
Bringe knowledge of motion, but not stillness;
Knowledge of speech, hut not 8ilenge;
Knowledge of words, and ignorance of the Word.
(from "Dhe Roek".)
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A———But Eliot is not alone. Never was such en ahundance
of poews about purposeless life and death, tombs, empty
houses and despair:

You are dead, you are dead, and all the dead are
nothing - to us,

There's nothing, nothing, nothing, not a breath beyond:

0 give up every hope of it, we'll wake no wmore,

We are the world and it will end with us:

The heart is not a clock, it will not wind again,

The dead are but dead, there is no use for thewm,

They neither care, nor care not, they are¢ only dead.

(Sacheverell Sitwell, "Agamennon's Towb", last 7 lines) .,

Yet time trundles thls one to the rag-and-bone man,

While that other may

Reverberate all along

Man's oraggy cirocumstance =

Neked enough to keep its dignity

Though it eye God askance. .

(Day Lewis, frow "Few things can wmore inflame) o
,r———mhere'oould be noNend to such quotations., Even the
very form of much of -the poetry tells 1ts tales

But the poets are not unaware of what is wanting. They
have ideas of what they seek; and it is that which we hove
seen 1is found'in conjunotion with a faith in the immutability

of God. It is stillness, gonfidence in some reality or

existence transcending the chaos of the Twentieth Century

world:

Let all these so ephemeral things
Be somehow ‘permanent like the swallow's tangent wings:
Goodbye to you, this day remember is Christwas, this morn
They say, 1nterpret it your own way, Christ was born.
(MaoNelce, end of "An Eclogue for Christmas“).
Round twists old Earth and round,

. Stillness not yet found.
(R. Hughea, end of "The Walking Road") .
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And of oourse guch of Eliotfs wprk shows the same feelings
in épeh an age the wvalue of the_Chrietign belief in
God's immutability, and iﬁg consequent 1mplioations for
the Church, truth, secience, the laws of conduct, and the
hope of the beatified soul sharing the divine life, is not
easily under-estimated. The bglief can'haye no better
advocafe thatLS.Angustiné who, himself living in days
of world upheaval, with the old o:dér'ohanging and doubt
on every horizon, himself beset by suocessivg'storms of
care, respbnsibility and loss, but realizing better than
any other man the richaess for humanity in God's
. immutability, saw not despair and frustration as the end
bf all things, but ratﬁer life in the kinédom of God's
ohangelessness, with its eternal corollaries of peécé ahd
rest:
The end or supreme good of this city [of Gog] is either
peace in eternal life, or eternal life in peace. For
peace is a good so great, that even in this egrthly
and mortal life there is no word we hear with such

pleasure, nothing we desire with such zest, or find .
" to be wore thoroughly gratifying. (De Civ. Dei XIX 11).

tn At fte
A’“M ., '9”‘6
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APPENDICES .

APPENDIX I.

S 20
The Deification of man (referring to page B9 of thesis).

Thgre are passages in the New Testament, and in the
Pathers, ﬁhioh imply that the last state of beatified man
ie, in sowme sense, to.'beocome God'; Exactly what is meant, -
and precisely what is the interpfetation put on éudh
passages by orthoaox;divinity, is not readily apparente.
Discusslion by scholars'seéms generally to be confined to
footnotes in treatises on other subjects. As any sharing
of the divine'nétu:e by human souls must raise the question

of a change in God, some attempt must here be made to

.deterwine any general trend that way éxist in Christian

thought on deification. This appendix is aimed to do that
in preparation for Part IV, Section C. p./2/ by colleoting
passages which are of value for the discussion of

deiification, and to provide a'brief conmentary upon thewme

(a) Deification in Pagan Thought.

- "por a Greek the expléﬁation of a thing must always be
sought in what is above it, not in whet is below." (Inge,
1d."Philosophy“,.Vb1. X, 1955; P.150) « This characteriatic

" of Hellenie thought led to verious conceptions of

deification. The Stoio writer Herophilus is quoted by

Origen (Com. in Pss. frag 1) aé-defining God aB "an
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dmmortal rational being" - & definition which leaves the
door wide open for man to enter into the divine life.
Plotinus teaches deification plainly: _

All our aotivity is directed upon the stage next
above us. We become that object; we offer ourselves
to it as a 'matter' which it informs; we are only
potentially.ourselves. (Quoted by Inge, loo.cit.p.147).
It 18 slso true that, eépeoially in the sixth 'Bnneads?,
he insists on -the ultiwate identity of ourselves with
the universal Being, eand speaks of separate
individuality as an illusion from whieh we should free
ourselves. (Inge, locecit epela8, efopel5l)e
~ The Hermetiq writings; part Bla;Omxo, part Oriental,
obsoure in their .origin, cowing from Egypt about the
beginning of the Christian era, are characterised by a
bold insistence on wan's divine end-

He that is born by that birth is another (person),
he is a god and 8on of God. ) corp.Herm.XIII 2, pe24l ).

This is the Good this is the consummation for those

that have got 5%53.5 [to become dj.vine_.] (Corp.Herue

I 26a. See appendix .

‘Philo marvels at the notion of deification, but none the
less, expounds it definitely, if ocautiously ( de pot.ins.,24).
He writes of a divine spark put in man by God and ever
increasing until it joins with‘the nature. of God; Thie
wention of é spark in the huwan soﬁl is in agreement with
the thought of many writers. Later Hellenism, influenced by
. eontact with Oriental dualisd, became inoreasingly disquieted

by & distrust in matter, in the body and its passione, ae
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betng evil, and subjest to ovil and fate. Mo only
alternative to evil and wmatter was God, and in at aﬁy‘
rate some people there was beliefed to be a divine spark
that could return to God teking the soulfvith it. On this
line of thought some conception df deifgiation was almost
invariably arrived at; the Gnostios had many varieties to
offer. The divine'spgrk was b%find a place in Christien
theoleg&‘too (cfe Inge, "christiah Mysticism", eppendix C).
Roman pblyfhéism lent itself readily'ta an increase |
of the immortals from among the ranks of the greater wmortals.
The_wholg conception here is rather different from the |

Hedtlenio, but of significance as w1tnéssing to popular

‘femiliarity with idess of deification: the sge of the New

' pestament writers was one which eubraced, or at least
tolerated, ewperor worships Tertullien did not restrain his
sneers: | '

| I shall shew that Jupiter also was as well & man es

5 - born of a man, and.so, in order, that the whole swarm

of his descendents were as mortal as they were like
p . the seed whence they sprung. (Tersullian, Apole I 10,0f 11)

v

But even this is eclipsed by Vespasian's deathbed gibe:
_vae, puto Deus fiol -
f——Cloero gives a scholarly treatment, and regards the
most blessed state as attainable in this life, but as always
being distinof from that of the gods by remaining wmortal:
seel 1i£é of happiness that vies with and reaembiea the
divine existence and leaves us inferior to the

celestigl beings in nothing else save immortality...
(Cicero; De nat. deorum II 1xi 153, pe271).,
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_Ideas of deifioation were, then, famlliar to the
world in which Christianity first grew.

(b) The 0ld mestament.

In a few instancea, notably in the Psalus, the title
'gods' gseem8 to be given to men:

God standeth in the congregation of God; he judgeth
among the.goda. (Ps« LXXXII 1; of. 6; L 1).

The Hebrew has 0’nbx for “gods",'a word which can also
mean judges. The ILXX has Otér iin eé@h-oaaé. Whatever the
original-meaning the interpretation familiar to early

Christianity, dependent principally on the LXX, is clear.

. A8 will appear, those scholars who f£ind the meaning of Z’abx

as understood by the LXX translation incredible, and
therefore wrong, are some way frow the wind of the Pathers,

who did not seem to find the'expression surprising ét all,

(o) The New Testamént.

The 'locua classicus® ia 2 Peter I 4:-

that ye way become partakera of the divine nature
‘Yq.V'r’ 9—.1 belas Keivuvel. qiuteuc)o :

The directness of the passage is iwmpressive, though it
ie 00 bfief to explain itself muBh. The emphasis on 'wmay
become® makes the pﬁrticiﬁation a futﬁre, ultimgte |
possibility; it is by grace (vv.z-é)'and not by any human
right or present fitness <« indeed all depends on the



«l62-
i _ - i ’
increase of virtue in this life (Vv.6-7)., WKotvevec

is a strong word in this context, and the writer clearly
weens at least a real and considerable sharing. Thus while
the passage alone would be insuffiéient to justify, say,
some of the more oratorical expressions used by Athanasius,
1t could only be denled as a witneas to éeifioation by
distortion. S. John of the Cross says of it that the
implication is éimply,

for the soul to have partloipatlon in God
(SpiroCant XXXVIII 4). - _

Thﬁt geem8 an accept&ble interpretation;
| At the same time the passage is a 'locus classicus’
because of its singularity --theré 18 nothing else quite
like it in the New Testament. But brlef Pon51deration

- -

reveals an affinlty with much of the Johannlne theology

(eege JnoI 12-13; @ Jn.I1I 2) XVII 21-22 of. .y/-g@@ ’

! _ and of the Paullne (esge his treatment of S past )(,alcfou ,

and the life ev ]901;714 ). And it is far from being
discordant with the whole New Testament conception of the

Incarnation and its meaning fof manking. .

(e¢) The Fathers.

The expression of the earlier Fathers tends towards
blunt'aséertign without discussion of implications.

Theophilous (oc.&80) says:



=163
man] should réceive as reward from hiw [God]
immortality, and should become God. (Theophilous,
Ed Autol. II 27’ p-92) o .
! &~~—DPseudo-Justin (2nd century ?) states that the power
| of God leads mortals to immortality, humans to deity
l: (Or. ad Gente V), though a more wary note had been struck
earlier by Justin (Apole I 26). Irenﬁﬁs gave a fuller
treatment: man progresses towards God, but
For we cast blame upon him, because we have not
been made gods frow the beginning, but at first j \
werely men, then at length gods. (Irenaus, Adv.Haer,
IV xxxviiil 4),
and:
ess man réceives advancement and increase towards God.
FPor as God is always the same, so also man, when
found in God, shall always go on towards Gode (IDeIV xi 2).
<—Thus Irenaus justifies the Soriptural application of
the'térm 'gods' to men:
“And ﬁe.have-proved that no one else is called God in

‘the Soriptures, but the FPather of all, and the Son,
P and those who have the adoption. (Ibide IV pref.).

;w'-ALfeady a charaoteristic word has appeared « }adoption'.
" Irenaus never allows ali barriers of difference between

God-and begtified man to be removéd; he never agserts

identification, but allows the great gulf between God and

man (IV 38 4,IV 11 2) to narrow until man achieves his

higheét'ag en adopted son:

' So that he would become the Son of man for this

purpose, that wan also might become the son of God.
S (AdVe Haer. III x 2).
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~—— The difference between Goq“and the adopted sons is
the difference that exists between God and the Churoh:
o those who have received the adoption (adoptionem
perceperunt); but these are the church (ecclesia).
For she is the synagogue of God, which God - that
is the Son himself =~ has gathered by himself.,
(Ibe III Vi 1) _
~——-DBut 1t 1s a difference that does not exclude man from
incorruption and imwmortality, and perwmits speaking of him
a8 fcowmixtus® with the Word:
For the Word became man, that man united with the
Word (cowmixtus Verbo Dei), and receiving his :
adoption, mlght beacome the Son of Gode (Ibid.III 19 1).
~——Apart from the word’ "@ommixtus| which 18 not pleasant
to the ears of a later age, all Irenaeus wrote is founded
on our generally accepted interpretgtions - the Johannine
idea of sonship, the ideas of the Inearnation' that Nioaea
was later to ratify, the scriptural idea of immortality.

Irenaeus has only underlined the implicetion that e son -

shares the father's life, but that they are not identified

thereby. To aohieie that beatitude is the goal of man's
life in the Church, and whether the Old Testament chooses

to call him god when he gets there is of small moment,

since it is as obvious that the term is in sowe degree
suitable! a8 1t is obvious that the Delty has not been
deposed or rivalled. The evidence indicates that some kind
of change in God is by no means ruled out. Possibly it is
even implied.
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In the West where close acéuaintgnce with emperor
worship probably acted as a deterrent, the subject was,
until Augustine, given no more than secondary consideration.
Pertullian (supra) scorned the pagan conceptions, but
seemed to'aﬁprove the Christian. With Tetlan he 1s
résponsible for the introduction of the doetrine of a
divine spark in the human soul into Christian thought. As
Dr. Inge has shown, the dootrine gained considerable
support among Latin writers up to the Reformation.

(Eckhart was to be condemned for saying,
There is something in the soul which is both unoreéted
aend lmpossible of creation: were this true of the
- whole soul that would be uncreated and incregtable.
; That somethling is the intellect.
R_~__Mediaevai orthodoxy was not afraid of ideas of
deification, as will appear, but would not allow that man
at creation was already possessed of something divine and
undreated. If such were ever his it was aogquired by §1rtue
of the Inoarnaﬁidng) Emphasis was 1laid by some on the
possibility of man's lomortality, an attribute which they
asserted implied divinity: | ’

For thou.(wilt) have become God ... begcause thou

hast been.wade divine, since thou has been begotién

immortal. (Hippolytus, X 34 Vol, II, p.178).

Novation (De Trinng) éssérts.similarly'that Christ bestows
1mmortalifﬁ, and through that, divinity. Hilary plainly

seemed aware that too wuch might be read into these
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upqualifiee statemente, and with an eye on the errors of
heathendow, stressed that the immortality in virtue of
"which men are'oalled gods, sprung not frow & divinity
of their own, but from God, to whom all immortality beionge.
The Greek writers ﬁho succeeded Irenaeus gave deifiocation
. & wore considerable place in their work then the Iatins. It
ﬁae less startling in an Hellenic and oriental environment.
Glement says that by.divine aid the soul seeks to beaome

God, and is never separated frow him. (S. Clement of Alexandria,

Strom. VI 14, p.370), Again immortality and incorruption are
mentionea by him:

To be incorruptible is to participate in divinity ,
(FbelpccOac Beidmros pe®Xew éevd ); but revolt from
the knowledge of God brings corruption. (Ib. V 10,
Vol. XII. p.259) ]

origen's teaohing is similar;

They see that from him there began the union of the |

© divine with the human nature (fewt /ot dwfowrmwy Suvel dauvesfan
, dléis ), in order that the human, by cpummunion
| with the divine ( 78 QGecdTepoy Kecvuvid
' wmight rise to be divine, not in Jesus alone, but in all
those who not only believe, but enter upon the life
which Jesus taught, and whioh elevatee to friendship
with God end communion (meis Tov Gebr diNav Kl v TPec -
Ketvey Ketvwviar) with him every one who lives
acgording to the precepts of Jesus. (Origen, Cont.
Celso II1 28 Vol XXlII PollO)o

ai——If there is any inclination to put a moderate
interpretation on Irenaeus's woiﬂs, as those of an early and
exuberant writer whose Soholarship was limited, Origen
compels a change of estimate; for instead of toning down

- what Ireneeus‘eaid, he surpasses hime. He does not appear
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even to restrict the d;viqe comwunion to the adopted
sons; but admite all "who enter upon the life which Jesus
taught”. Elsewhere (Origen, Comms in Joanm. II; III 19) he
ééys m;ny become gode, and further, (Ibide Xi:29).advises
mankind to stop being'men, and set about becoming gods.

How wuch does Origen wish to convey? That man has
~full participation in the Godhead? No. He directly denies
that- man is fwow’s«es Ty Tl / (In Joan, XIII 25).
Equally clearly he believes that.man is capable of sharing
soume part of that which is proper to God apd.not to
oreation, sharing to an extent that works a great change in
man, and would, therefore,.it seems, indicate a change in
God.

Deifiocation is givenvits most persistent and enthusiastio
treatwent by Athanasius; there 1ls soarceiy one of his
writinéé in whiph it_doeq not fipd a place. His life-long
study 6f the Incarnation is felt, and if led him fo.devélop
the teaching of Irenseus and Origen that the Incarnation of
the Word implies inevitably some degreé of;ﬁivinify for
- wmane The Son is united to the Father: by the Incarnation
the Son shares-ou;!nature, so we enter into a relationshib
* of sharing with the Father:
ees for as the Lofd, putting on thg 5ody, became man,
s80.we men are made gods ( fevmoL~svuet= ) by the
Word as being taken to him through his flesh, and

henceforward inherit life everlasting. (& Or«XXVI 34,
P.4133 of XXV 23). .
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He is the Father's Wisdom and Word of whioh all
things partake (.ov jreveXer Tl TRVTL )
it follows that he, being.the deifyjing and , \
- enlightening power of the Father (wv 7b feowstev Kat
PwTieTeov ToU Tateés ), in whigh all things are .
deified and quiokened (&v & 2 TRV feowoletvac Tt
[wemoceerte) . i8 not alien in essence from the
Patheér, but @o-essential. (De Syn. LI, Dp.477).
- 14 '
And we are deified (, Oecrorevpefe ') not
by partaking ( HetreXovwes ) of the body of
some wman, but by recelving the Body of the Word
himself. (Ad Max. II, pp«578«9; of., 3 Or. XXXIV).
Opoésionaily he Speéke- ofideii"ication by partaking
of the Spirit (3 Ore. XXIV), but probably he means the
spirit of the Son (De Dece SynsNice XIV)e. In the same
passage there is an insistence that the very purpese of
the Incarnation is the deification of man. This is to be
found elsewhere, too, in his writings:
"He was inocarnate that we mpight become divine
(xvres yxp eqvlpwrméer v JHES fPeoreunbimey )
(De Inos LIV 3; cf. 1 Or. XXXVIII; Ad Adelph.IV).
‘The térw for deificetion which Athanasius nearly
always uses is Ht-omnéw , and he clearly means it in
no figurative sense. God the Son shares the life of wmen,
- 80 wen share the life of God, they are "wade divine™ - or
can be. They are freed from the confineé of mortality and
corruption. Was it not for that the very purpose that the
Son took flesh? Is not that the essence of the New
Testament wessage? To Athanasius the answer was cglear as
deylight. Who should wish to disagree? Approaching the

subject with Athanasius we f£ind nothing to frighten us.
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"He:was incarnate that we wight become divine" - of
coursel Then why 18 1t that the epigram in isolation
strikes us as, at leest, unguarded? Why is 2 Peter I 4
always a 1iﬁt1e‘§urprising? Partly, perhaps,.becausé; I
loath though one be fp admit it, one rarely wears the
thought of Athanasius; but'chiefly bee#uee the words
*deifiocation’, 960"3°é;° ' and the like, seem to
outrun .the normal bounds df:orthodoxy and Scripture.
But as is becomihg apparent, ﬁhe Féthers use the‘word with
a restrioted connotation: it is more to derive life from
God, & limited but sufficient participation, than any kind
of 1identification. It is the Son who is at the Pather's

right hend, not the sons of Zebedee. Athanésiua-may say

we are _
(Tffi sons of God becaﬁse of the-Word in us (3 Ore«XXV 25) ,
but "gods" to him who was familiar with patristic handling
of the LXX was & less notable word than "sons". To have the
"Word within us" is nof an. attribution of equality: ’
| rA8 Thou, Father, are in me... etc.', does not
signify that we were to have identity with him.
(3 Ore XXV 25).
The impetuousness that sometimgs characterised the
Cappadocian Fathers led them to extravagant expositions of

the Athanasian theume. Gregory of Nazianzus writes,

‘«+. in order thet I too might be -made God so far
as he is wade Man. (Greg. Naz., Or¢XXIX 19, p.308).
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cregory of Nysse is not over-cautious with the
term akuno}a»ﬁ#¥qs(0at? Or« XXXV EHX); Basii writes of
"being made like to God, and highest of all, the being
mede God ( Gkéy- yé?eceat | )!' (Basil, De Sp.Sanct.
XXIII, p.16) in a sense that implies rather more than a
limited participation. This exceeds regular patristic
expression, and was not taken up generﬁlly; indeed Cyrii
séw fit to recall that the name'"gods“ is applied to B
by grace, not by right, and does not exalt him to. a sphere '
above'his nature (De Trin. Diel. IV 520 C); and Chrysostom
scarcely concerns-himéelf with deification at all.

' bolth
Augustine is at palnsto preserve a proper belief in

deifleatlon, and also to protect it from excesses. His

attitude shows a cowbination of excitement and caution:
Lovest thou the earth? thou shalt be earth. Lovest
thou God? what shall I say? thou shalt be a god? I
dare not say it of myself,'let us hear the
Seriptures: 'I have said, Ye are gods, and all of
you sons of the Most High'. (Augustine, In Ep.Joan.
HomeII 14, pPe475.).

He oarefully protects the real Rthanasian’oontention that

beatified man partakes of the being of God - "we shall be

full of him"™ (De Civ. Dei XXII 30; cf. in Pes. CXVIII);.

‘and that deification is cénsequent upéq, end inseparable
from, th e Incarnation:
The Word himeelf was pleased first to be born of wen,

that thou mightest be born of God... that he should
make Eheql immortal. .(In Joan.Home II 15.D«30.)
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He further supplies what his predecgssors haﬁ not,

namely exact expression:

It is one thing to be God, another thing to be

a partaker of God. God by nature cannot sin, but
the partaker of God receives this inability from
God . (:De c.w. Dei XXII 30).

Emphatlcally man does not becowe 1dentioal with-@od:

The soul itself, too, though it be always wise
(as it will be eternally when it is redeemed),
will be so by participating in the unchangeable
wisdom, which it is not; for though the air be
never robbed of the llght that is shed abroad in
it, it is not on that account the same thing as
the 11ght. (Ibid. XI 10).

Augustine rebukes the pride of those who think otherwise:
999 that whereas God was made man for us, wan may
acknowledge himself to be, not God, but man. For
whoso wisheth ‘to appear God, when he is man, does
not imitate him, who, being God was made Mane
(Serm. LX.XXVII".p-518) . .

He also mainte ins (De M™rin. V 16) that man's attainment

of full beatitude does not incur‘any change in God. (For

discussion of this see’_ text,fp.'ls-L.) ' '
In the succeeding centuries deification became &
commonplece in Christian belief, as is -shown by the

Scotists basing one of their arguments for the certainty

of an Incarnation, even if there had been no Fall, on

2 Peter I 4; for by no other means, they said, could men

be brought to share the.divine nature.

As the belief grew in familiarity, so it ettracted
suitably less attention. At the same time it found its way
into the Church's liturgy. One of the offertory prayers of
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the Mass, derived from the Leonlne Saoramentary for.Christmas,
a document variously asqrihed touggch oentury'frqm the .
fourth to the seventh (of. Fortesocue, 'The Maés?, pp.118-9,
306) , asks as the winé-and water are wixed in the chalice,
that:

we mey be made partakérs of his divinity, who
_vouchsafed to share our humanity.

The post-commﬁnion colleot for S. Gyr;l of Jerusalem is
concluded in the words of 2 Peter I 4: and thé Mattins
office which Aquinas compiled for the Feast of Corpus
" Christi contains this:
=5 There is not, nor ever was, & nation so great
that has gods so nigh as our God is present to use.
For the only-begotten Son of God, wishing to make
us partakers of his divinity, took upon hiwmself our
nature, that being made man he night wmake wmen gods.
(lst lesson, 2nd noctura = Aquinas, Lesser works, No.57)
The general discussion of the subject was carried into
the ﬁﬁddle ages by such importent figures as John Scotus
Erigena (De Nate. Dei III 9), but with the wider acceptance;
and after the steadying influenoe of Augustine, the study
of it becomes less adventurous. In discussions of
beatitude the Schoolmen generally preferred such terms as
contemplation of God, union with God, or knowledge of Goﬁ,
to deification. But the belief in a real sharing of the

divine life was carefully refained. Gilson, in expressing

Bonaventure's exposition of beatitude, writes,
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The total union of the soul and God oannot then

be achieved here below: yet sowewhere it must be

achievable, unless the divine work is doomed to

eternal incompletion; and it will be achieved in

an enjoyment of God in which the knowledge acquired

by the intellect will make "possible and complete -

the joys- of the will. (Phil. of S. Bonaventure’ XIV,

PP 465-’6) ° . .
po— s LR e

Among the mystics of the m;ddle ages the exoitement
ias less suppresged. The autho: of "Ehe_Cloud of Unknowing"
writps in "The Epistie of Privy Coﬁhcil", ,

" It mattereth not now to thee, but that thy blind
beholding of thy naked being be gladly borne up

in hastiness of love t0 be knitted and oned in

grace and in s8pirit with the precious Being of’

God in himself only as he is, without wore. (Ch. II).
<——In "The Kingdomw of the Lovers of God" Ruysbroeck has’
similar péeeages (eege Cape XXVI), but in his amazing
discourse on the Seventh Step in "The Seven Steps of the
Ladder of Spirituél Love" he writéé.with a boldness'or
recklessneés, unparalleléd. Having spoken of the "fruitidn"
of the soul in beatification, meaning by fruition God's
possession of the soul, and the soul's possession of God,
he continutes: ‘

In fruition, indeed, we are at rest; for it is only

God that acts when he ravishes frow themselves his -

loving spirits, transforms them, and perfects thewm

in the unity of his Spirit. Therein we are all &

‘8ingle fire of love, whioch is greater than all that

was ever oreated by God. Each single spirit is a

glowing coal which God has lit from the flame of his

infinite charity; and all of us are gathered up in
one burning and inextinguishable fire with the Father

P
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and the Son, in the unity of the Holy Spirit, -
where even the divine Persons are, as it were,
rapt from themselves in the unity of their
esgence into a bottowmless abyss of siumple
beatitude. Therein is neither Father nor Son,
nor Holy Spirit, nor any cereated thing, but

only one eternal essence which is the substance
of the Divine Persona. There we are all created
anew; it is our supersubstantiasl essence. There
all fruition is consummated and perfected in
essential beatitude... Then from the Father and
.the Son proceeds in unity of nature the Holy -
Spirit, third Person of the Trinity. He is the
infinite love of both, wherein each in love and
fruition eternally embraces the other, and also
all of us, foruing, as it were, but one life, one
love, one fruitione (loc. cit.).

~—— Ruysbroeck is indeed upholding the deification of

waen, but in his treatment he seews to have destroyed the

Trinify, and obliterated human Adentity. (The statements

about the Trinity are discussed by Taylor, intro. ppe4=8).

On both these scores the passage mﬁst be acocounted
irregular; but it serves to make clear the confidence with
whioﬁ the doctrine of éeifioation was accepted, and also,
by contrast, the extent to which the majority of exponents
41d not go. | o

After the. Reforwation it was still principally tﬁe
mystics who furnished expositions of the ddctrine. A much

clearer understanding of it than Ruyebroeokts is given in

.the exact echolarship of S. John of the Cross. His

characteristic term in the matter is "participation" =

man in the beatified state partioipat;s in God, By -
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participation he weans a 1life united with that of the
Holy Trinity: |

For ‘since God grants [%he soul the_favour of

attaining to being deiforw and united in the Most

Holy Trinity wherein she becomes God by’

. participation +¢s (Se John of the Cross, Spir. cant.

XXXWIII 3) e _ '
k_‘——mhe partioipation, then, is such a8 to. enable deified -
men to be called gods: life is derived wholly from sharing
the divine life, and 5. John ocan speak of souls as,

truly gods by participation, equals of God and
his oompanions. (Ibid XXXVIII 4).

a—— But never does he teach iﬂentificationlof|men end Goqn
a8 the word "cowpanions" shows. God and man; each retains
his identity. The ultimate distinction is that:

souls possess these same blessings by particlpation
a8 he possesses by nature. (Ibid).

That which God seeks to do 18 to make us Gods by

participation as he is God by nature. (P01nts of Love

No« 28).
4—dan is exalted by God to be equal with all that God
is by nature. (Here S. John is following Augustine olosely,
of. De Civ. Del, XXII 30, supra, p.|7¢). This is possible
because it is part of God' 8 eternal plen - "that which God
seeke to do" e and the manner of its accompllshment is
readily explieable in terms of S. John's psychology. Such
an explasation is to be found in "The Derk Night of the
Soul", IT iv 2. There the Saint, assuming points that he

hes slready contended, as that the soul's proper journey
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is an ascent to God, and that one of the first stages
of the journey'ié to cease seeking sgt;sfaotion through
the senses and to seek it in God alone, tells how the
soul forsakes its "own ﬁumgn way and operation" for the
A"operation and way“of God". This expression henthen
éxplains in terms of the %hrée parﬁé'of the soul, as
scholastioc termihology gives them - understanding, will
and meméry. |
(a) Understanding. It is fundamentai to S. John's whole
bsychology that once'the soul 1s.purged in the Dark Night
of the Senses of sensual domination of the soul, it is
then capable of subjeation fo dqmination'by God alone. |
This is already the begiﬁning of & union between Goé aﬁd
the soul, since they are identified in purpose. Thus of
the soul's understanding he can say it "no longer comes
through 1ts netural light and vigour, but through thé
Divine Wisdouw whereﬁith it has become united". God's
understanding and wan's are becoming the same, having
theif common source ih God. )
(b) Wwill. The will, similarly purged, is now ‘compelled
solely by the Divine Love, "it no longer loves with its
ndtural strengﬁh after a loﬁly manner, but with strength
~and purity from the Holy Spirit." Thus the work oftthe

Holy Spirit in man is no longer confieed by the sensual
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in the humen will, and so can have free course: the will .
and love in man is therefore soiqu God's and the same as
God's. '
(o)- Memory. The memory likewise is concerned not with
worldly date, but only with the divine and "has becoue
transformed into eternal apprehension of glory",
apprehension, that is, of that which God apprehends.
Thus with logioc and lucidity S. John explains how
the soul enters upon union with God, & union which reaches
fruition in the life of the world to come (efe SpeCant. -
XXXVIII 4). 4s an explanation of how the union cen exist,
and how 1t_coﬁes about, this passage from the "Dark Night"
is without parallel in Christian literature. His main '
points are:
l. That union is possible.
2. That union is with the Holy Trinity.
3. .That it is a complete union of life and operation,
but not of identity. o
4, It is by participation - roughly what we have
elsewhere called sharing.
5. That the change is in the soul that partlcipates-
. whereas God continues according to his nature.
6+« Any change there is in God is of relationship (with
wan) only.
7. That in any case that relationship accords with
the eternal divine plan in oreation and redemption.
8. That rightly epproached from the right premises it
is all logical and commonsense. |
s~——1f there is any point under-emphasiged it is the
ihpartance of the Incarnation for deification through the
union of the two natures in Christ, and the divine
adoption of wmen as sons and heirs through Christ. But that

is because we have concentrated on one paragraph only in
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S. John's writings, and not on the theses which underlie
his-whoie worke. '
There is 1little more to be said. The theology of
divine union has_expandeé.little if atﬂall in the last

500 yeers. The mystics have still maintained their place

as chief exbositors and often it has provided their

finest passages (of. de Sales, "Love' of God"; X 5-7).

Among recent writers should be mentioned Dom Columba
Marmion, and Dom John Chapmen (esp. "Spir. Letters",

LXXXVII), and useful references, and in the latter case

discussion, are to be found in Westcott's "Epistles of

S. John,"and Inge, "Christian Mystiocisa", appendlx Ce.

L X %

One is led then to .conclude that the deifleation of
wan is integral to Christian theology. It has 1ts. origins
in the 0ld Testament (or more certainly in the LXX) and
New Testameqﬁ, and its parallels in the pagen beliefs of
educ&ted.Greeoe, Rome, and Egypt. The Fathers, from early
unquestioning essertions prdg:esaeé-to discussions and

definitions. Their evidence was based on Secripture, and

" on reasoning about the Incarnation asnd redemption. By

polinting to the immuﬁability, incorruption and immortality
of the beatified soul in etermal life they confirmed their
belief in & true sharing of the-divine neture. But they
did not in the main say, or intend to say, that man is

identlfied with God. The relatlon is that of adopted sons,
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or of God to his Churche The beatified life is derived

from ' God, and man is not éikooéscoc with God (Origen).

- The extravaganaes of the Cappadocians were not followed

' ﬁp; Eckhart was condemned, end Ruysbroeck is isolated,

and, if he is taken literally, has involved himself in
heresy by his lack of caution. o

' cautibus the theologians Wgre, but not timid. Their
point is olear. The ultimate state of the redecmed soul is

deification. Ath&nasius showed that its achievement was

the purpose of the Incarnation; Augustine showed its

necessary place in Christian theology; S. John of. the
Cross showed the wherefore and commonsense of it all.e

Man, then, is capable of deification. And deification
is participation,.not identification with Gods As Origen
showed, this is.a great change in wmen: does it imply a
change in God¢ Litt}é has been said on that subjeot, except
that Augustine seid, "No“-(DeI@rin. V 16).
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APPEMJIX II.

The Archbishops' B;port on the Doctr1ne of the
Church of England (1938) .

Concerning the activity of God the Report states:

It is an essential feature of the Biblical Revelation
that it presents God as indeed the living God ceee
this conception stands in contrast with the leading
oonceptions entertained by Greék philosophers or
Indian sages, who alike tend to conceive God as a
Being of static perfection, abiding for ever in the
fruition of hls own blessedness. The Blblioal
congception is greatly to be preferred.

(Report,;I.A.II, p. 42)

-This statement oould be misleading, for it implies that

the Biblical Revelation does not express the divine
existence at alluin'térme of changelessness, and it assumes
that immutdbil;ty and living activity cannot exist togethér
in God. .The present 1nyestigatibhs favour the suggestion
that neither is true. The Biblical Revelation, as reoorded
in both Testawments, does express God's existence as change-
less (though not static) as well as active. And the whole
course of Hebrew and Christian theology witnesses to the
coeéxistence of changelessness énd_eternal aotivity in
God.v The Christian oconception is certainly distinot from;

the Gréek here, but'aoaroely in contrast; thus the great

theologians were able ‘to profit from Greek thought without

jeopardising the integrity of the Hebrew-Christian tradition.
VWhereas the careful avoiding on pages 41-2 of the Report

of the word "immutable" does desert the tradition.
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- APPENDIX III. | g |

Saint Augustine, "In Psalmos" XITII 6 (= Vulg. XII 7), £
(quoted on page §lof thesis).

_"Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers" Vol. VIII omits part of
the commentary on this verse, and so could not be quoted. .

The Latin reads:
Aliguam quaeerit incommutabilem veritatem, sine
defectu substantiam.

APPENDIX 1V.

Descartes, "Meditations" III (quoted on p./27 of thesis).

In the first and second Latin editions of the "Meditations"
(;;L_6.41 é.nd 1642) the ai_:t-ributesl eternal and immutable were
not included in this passage. Tﬁey firgst appear in the
original French translation made by the Duc de ILuynes in
1647, while Descartes was still alive. The inclusion of
the attributes probably had thé assent of De'sé-artes hims':elf;

and in any case it shows the mind of his eariy followers.

APPENDIX. V. _
‘nHermetica I 26 (quoted on page I-"%f thesis).

In Scott's 'edition the word 9’5""’(')"1"44 ié put in _single
square brackets, indicating that in his opinion it was not
in the original text (see his introduction p.24). There
‘seems igg good. reason at all for excluﬂing: the wdrd.; Dr.Xirk
describes Scott's adtion as mwilful' ("Vision of God",

P.55, fna 2).
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APPENDIX VI.

Oontradtiops and”Trane;ations.

Contractions. The following contractions are used in

thesis:

A-N.IL. Ante<Nioene Library. B

D.T.C. Dictionnaire de Thdologie Catholique.

Denzinger H.Denzinger, Enghiridion Symbolorum et
- ' : ) Definitionum.

E.R.E. ' Enoyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics.

H.D.B. Ed. Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible.

LPe A Library of Pathers.

N.P-N.F. ©Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers.

the

Trgnslétions. The following is a list of translations .

used in guotations in the thesis. Their

~ use of @aptfal letters for prohouns has not
always been followed. Where page references
are given in the thesis they are to these

texts.

S.AMBROSE

De Fide NaP"N-FO v010 X
S. THOMAS AQUINAS ' '

Summa contra Gentiles R.L.Patterson, 'The Conception

of God in the Philosophy of
. Aquinas'.
Summe Theologioa - Edn.by Fathers of the English
: Dowminiocan Province,2nd Edn.,
ARISTOTLE ; o
. Works . Ed.Swith and Ross. 0.U.P.
S. ATHANASIUS ' ' , _
. A4 Adelphium N.P-N.F. VoL. IV -
Ad Episcopos Aegypti
et Lybyae N.P-N.F. ~ VOL. IV
Ad Meximum _ NeP-N.F VOL. IV
‘De Decretis Synodi _ o -
. Nioaenae N.P-N.F. VOL. IV
De Incarnatione A.Robertson. '
De Synodis N.P-N.F. VOL. IV

Orationes adversus

Arianos I,II,III  N.P-N.F. VOL.IV
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S. AUGUSTINE OF “HIPPO e
Confeégsiones. 'Works,noas!s Edn. Vol.XIV

De Civitate Dei " " Vols, ‘I-II
" De Dootrine Christiana. " " Vol. 1IX
De Fide €t Symbolo P-. " Vol. 1IX
De Naturs Boni N:P-N.F ~° Vol. VI .
_ De Trinitate ' Works Dods's Edn. Yol. VII. -
‘e : Enarrationes in ) )
' " Psalmos - e N.P-N.PF. " Vol. VIII
In Epistolam Joannis N.P-N.F. Vol. VIIX
In Joannis “vangelium L.Fs o Vol. I
Sermonee , N.P-N.F. . Vol. VI
S.BASIL - ’ ' ' ‘ .
. De. Spirltu Sanoto N.P-N.F. i Vol. VIII
BOETHIUS - I T

PhiIOSOphiae Consolatlonis Works Loeb Edn.
S. BONAVENTURE -

.All from E. Gilson,"Philosophy of S. Bonaventure"

. Eng. trans. - . -

BREVIARUM ROMANUM

Trens. by Benedictine Nuns of Stanbrook.
CHALCEDON, Council of . ‘

Oeoumenioal Documenta of the Faith, Ed. Bindley.

CICERO '
De Nature Deorum Works, Loeb.Edn.
S. CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA . .
Stromateis. _ A-N.L. Vols. 1V & XII
S.JOHN CHRYSOSTOM '
: Homilies . Le.Fe. Vol. XXVIII
DE SALES, FRANCOIS | ’ .
On the LoVYe . of God We.JeKnox Little.
DESCARTES Co
. Meditations. : Works, Ed. J. Veitoh.
\ S. GREGORY THE GREAT ‘ ' . :
lioralia L.F. . ,‘ Vol.XXI
S.GREGORY NAXZIANZEN ' . .
' ~ Orationes. fN.P-N.F. Vol.VII
HERKMETICA . Ed. Scott.
HIPPOLYTUS ‘ . .
C oL Philosophumena Ed. P. Legge.
S. IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH ' ~
Ad . Ephesios .. . Apostolioc FPathers,Ed.Lightfoot.
S. IRENAEUS ' , ' o
| Adversus Haereses = A-N.L. Vols. V & XI
| 3. JOHN OF THE CROSS - o '
Points.of Love - Works,Ed.E.A. Peers,1943 Edn.
, Vol. 1IT
Spiritual Cantiele " n " Vol. T1

(In the Spirituasl Canticle the First Redaction
has been followed,Peers, pp.23 ff.)
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S. JUSTIN MARTYR ’
Apologia K A-N L

EANT |
. Critique of Judgment Works (Selectlons)Ed 7.M.Greene.
MISSALE ROMANUM . _ "Phe English Missal',.Pub.
. ' - .Knott, 1933
NOVAmIAN ' '
.De Trlnitate Ed. He Moore.
ORIGEN . o
. Contra celsum A-K.L. Vols.X & XXIII .
PHIIO
Quod Deue Immutabilis Sit.Wbrks Loeb Edn. Vol III
PLATO- ' \
.. Phaedo Works, Loeb Edn. Vbl I-
RUYSBROECK ' ' \
_.Seven Steps of the Iadder of Ed.P. Sherwood maylor
Spiritual Love. 1944.
SPINOZA . ' , |
: ‘Ethics Ed. White and Sterling.
. PERTULLIAN ' '
: . Adversus maroionem A-N.L - Vol. VII
Adversus Praxeam . A-N.L Vol.: XV
THEOPHILOUS : - ' -
. .44 Autolycum -A-NoL Vol. III.
Note.

The chapter on Saint Bonaventure is almost Wholly
dependent on the English translation of Gilson's
book "The Philosophy of Saint Bona%enture". The
thesis was written in West Africa where it was
sometimes impossible to collect all the books.

one desired.
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