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"pain" is irreplaceable in Kitamori's theology; for him it is sine qua non. God is 

"really" in Pain, as Kitamori's mystical exclamation clearly indicates. 

Basic Characteristics of the Concept 
of the Pain of God 

Now we shall make the following observations concerning distinctive traits 

of Kitamori's concept of the Pain of God and their implications.' We learned that 

there were two main issues involved in the Pain of God: soteriological concern and 

theological concern. When we look more closely at these two points, it is apparent 

that in Kitamori's thought the Pain of God is the sum of both the doctrine of God and 

the doctrine of salvation; soteriology is theology and vice versa. More precisely, the 

doctrine of God has absorbed the doctrine of salvation, becoming soteriology as well. 

We shall now focus on the reason for this merger. 

"Theology is the science of [God's] grace."" Kitamori says it is "a precise 

understanding of the Gospel."' In other words, "we must fathom 'the heart of the 

'In this part of the present section, we shall give an orientation of Kitamori's 
theological landscape. Cursory discussions here on these themes will be dealt in 
extenso in following sections. Since the arguments below are somewhat complicated, 
it is felt that an overview would be helpful to show respective issues in their total 
context, although this may involve the risk of repetition. 

"Itami, 134. The original Japanese [ EN10-7tz ] has not been 
translated in Pain, 89. 

'Pain, 20. When we place God's giving up of the Son in the present tense, 
we indicate that this divine sacrifice is an eternal act on the part of God which is 
manifested on the Golgotha ephapax in history. Ontologically, the sacrifice is an 
eternal act of God; phenomenologically, it is an ephapax event in history. We may 
even dare say that in Kitamori, there is death in God Himself eternally; the death of 
Christ is the paradigm of this element of death in God Himself. We shall analyze this 
issue shortly. 
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Gospel' by knowing the will of God minutely (Colossians 1:9 ["For this reason, since 

the day we heard it, we have not ceased praying for you and asking that you may be 

filled with the knowledge of God's will in all spiritual wisdom and understanding. . 

.9) and by searching the depth of God (1 Corinthians 2:10 r these things God has 

revealed to us through the Spirit; for the Spirit searches everything, even the depths of 

God.9)."" In these quotations, we see a constellation of two concerns: first, an 

interest in the view of God ("by knowing. . . and by searching. . .") and second, an 

interest in soteriology ("grace" and "the Gospel"). These two groupings indicate our 

observation above that soteriology is theo-logy and vice versa. We hear from 

Kitamori that this is the essential thing in theology: to know and search for God and 

the Gospel. "It has been our sincere desire," he concludes in his most representative 

work, "to see deeply into the heart of God. . . ."" In other words, to gain insight 

into God in Pain is also to know the Gospel, and this means that God Himself is the 

Gospel. To "see and know" is thus the constitutive factor for the theology of the Pain 

of God." To make a point here, we could twist the Melanchthonian dictum a bit and 

state: Hoc est beneficia Dei in Christo cognoscere, cognoscere Eum in dolore. 

Here it may be helpful to note Kitamori's "intellectualization" of faith: 

"Although this world is filled with the grace of God, this grace does not become 

actual until we believe it and comprehend it. . . . Only when we believe this with a 

'Ibid., 17. 

"Ibid., 145. 

"Ibid., 221. 
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clear and sure comprehension, [does] the grace [of God] become real grace, and it is 

the Holy Spirit who makes grace clear and sure for us."" An intellectualization of 

faith or the Gospel, as exhibited here and elsewhere, seems a logical consequence of 

Kitamori's concept of God as reviewed above. By "intellectualism," we mean an 

attitude of faith which seeks to penetrate a deeper meaning of the Biblical texts beyond 

their immediate clarity. In other words, it is a theological attitude which seeks ratio 

veritatis behind the external words of the Biblical texts. "I am filled with thankfulness 

because it has been allowed to me to enter the depth of God's heart?" This saying 

of Kitamori is a case in point when we speak of his theological intellectualism. 

Kitamori's theology can well be characterized as that of fides quaerens intellectum." 

What then does this merging of soteriology into theo-logy indicate in 

Kitamori's theology? When Luther speaks of favor Dei, he speaks of God turning 

Himself toward us with His favor; a movement primarily from God to us. When 

Kitamori speaks of the Pain of God, or God in Pain, the direction is mainly from us to 

"Auto II, 209. "To believe in Christ means to have a truthfulness 
[ AA, pi st is ]," says Kitamori referring to the Greek word, "and this means one 
assumes his responsibility toward the grace of Christ, a responsibility which does not 
permit the believer to be ignorant of the grace but rather drives him to know more of 
it. . . . This is the connection between faith and knowledge. We should therefore say 
that a faith which does not reach to knowledge is no faith. The Anselmian 'Credo ut 
intellegam' should be understood to this depth." (Theology in Dialogue, [Tokyo: 
Kyobunkan, 1961], 176; italics mine). 

"Pain, 19-20; cf. ibid., 145. 

"It is not widely known that Kitamori is deeply inspired by the Archbishop of 
Canterbury. Anselm's ontological argument is used by Kitamori in the necessity of 
the historical Jesus as the constitution of the concept of the Pain of God (ibid., 34). 
See further, Introduction, 131-34, Character, 11-13, and note 93 above. 
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God. Certainly, for Kitamori, this direction of movement from us to God is initiated 

by God's self-revelation in the crucified Son. But, as we shall see shortly, God has 

been in Pain prior to the revelation of the Son in history. This means that the Pain of 

God is in principle the terminus ad quem to which man lifts himself.' We saw that, 

to Kitamori, the Pain of God is the essence of God, something within the Godhead 

Itself. God in Pain, we may say, is an object of man's contemplation and theoria. 

The idea of God eternally in Pain also indicates Kitamori's distinctive view 

of the mode of God's presence in the world. What is missing in Kitamori's thinldng 

is the belief that God actively intervenes, or is "aggressively offensive" in history. In 

other words, we do not find in Kitamori an awareness of God in His creatio continua; 

his concept of God's presence in the world is static in nature (and this, apart from the 

manifestation of God's wrath!). He uses terms like "the Gospel of the love of God 

[the pain of God] covers the world,"" "the grace of God fills this world," "the 

Pain of God embraces the world,"`" and the like. Certainly Kitamori states that God 

is immanent in the world, but it is an immanence in His "defensive" and passive 

solidarity with the suffering reality of man; God in Pain inviting man to find the 

"Speaking of the "epistemology" of salvation, that "salvation effects not only 
salvation but also lets the believer recognize salvation," Kitamori has the following to 
say: "Now here at the end we have to consider [not salvation but] the Savior Himself. 
As a matter of fact, to recognize [ sa.,-4 ] the Savior [God in Pain] is the 
ultimate duty [ Rikovs ] of the believer. How can it be possible for me to be 
ignorant of the Being who saved me!" (Logic, 54). 

"Itami, 213 (Pain, 140). 

'Auto II, 209. 

mAuto I, 136. 
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meaning of his suffering in the Pain of God. Transcending the immanent suffering 

reality of man while at the same time covering and embracing it, the Pain of God is 

triumphant over the world and gives man the triumph over his existence in the world. 

The truth about God (that is, the truth of God in Pain) is an already "established" 

reality, which is therefore possible to be "searched, seen and known" by those who 

have an intuitive sensitivity to the Pain of God. We are therefore left with the strong 

impression that Kitamori's God is passive and "defensive." 

Further, we mention the possible danger in Kitamori's concept of the Pain of 

God: the narrowing of the perspectives of theo-logy and soteriology. Kitamori has 

incorporated soteriology into theo-logy, emphasizing the knowledge of God in Pain. 

When the concept of God is identified with the doctrine of man's redemption, the 

doctrine of God is in danger of being absorbed into the sphere of redemption. The 

sphere of the creation which is to be redeemed easily disappears. But the God of the 

Bible is not only the Redeemer; He is also the Creator of man. He is Creator before 

He is the Redeemer. God is the One who gives each individual his life and existence 

in the world. In Kitamori's theology, God as Redeemer occupies the pivotal place, 

throwing a shadow upon the other reality of God (this can be seen in his Christology 

as well). Conversely, his soteriology also becomes meager since it is absorbed into 

the Pain of God, reflecting a pessimism about the world. This particular issue will be 

addressed in more detail in later pages; the above should be of sufficient notice. 

Lastly, we speak of the predominant emphasis of love in the theological 

system of Kitamori. Love in this context understood as an inner fellowship between 
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personal beings, transcending the eternal, material existence. Kitamori's passion for 

"the precise understanding of the Gospel (the Pain of God)," is closely related to his 

love for God. Only when one possesses the exact knowledge of the Pain of God [or 

God in Pain] is one brought to a proper response to God's love in Pain. Thus, for 

Kitamori, the knowledge of God and the love of God is intimately linked. The 

background of this concept of relationship (as we anticipate the following discussions) 

is found in Kitamori's concern with our love for God.' His theology can therefore 

be seen as a theology of love in the following ways: first, God's love in His Pain 

flows to man, and second, man's love in pain flows to God in Pain; both directions 

are qualified by pain. 

God in Pain 

Cur Deus in Dolore? 

If Anse1m of Canterbury raised the question "Cur Deus homo?" on the basis 

of faith in the mystery of the incarnation, Kitamori might well raise the question "Cur 

Deus in dolore?" on the basis of his mystical vision of God in Pain in the person of 

Christ on Golgotha. We shall now take a closer look at the ontological structure of 

the Pain of God. 

We should note that Kitamori never forgets to stress that the Pain of God 

""For these twenty years," wrote Kitamori in 1953, "I have been tormented 
by the question of the relationship between the love of God [for us] and our love for 
God. . . . In this book I give a satisfactory answer to this question. I hope it is now 
clear that in order to witness to God's love [in His Pain] we are challenged to love 
God through our own existence." (God, 5). 
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does not correspond to the pains of sinful humanity. The pains of man are the result 

of God's wrath; His reaction to man's sin. Prior to the healing of man's suffering, 

there must be forgiveness, the forgiveness that is unavailable until the wrath of God is 

conquered by the Pain of God.'' Thus, the Pain of God is primarily an "inner-

divine" issue. 

Kitamori distinguishes between two aspects in answering the question of why 

God suffers Pain within Himself. Kitamori's starting point for reflecting on "Cur 

Deus in dolore?" is concrete human experience as an analogy to God's own 

experience. First, God is in Pain because He "loves the unlovable;" second, because 

He gives up His beloved Son as a sacrifice of love for the unlovable.' 

He illustrates both from the Old Testament "witnesses," Hosea and 

Abraham. In an essay entitled Christmas According to Hosea, Kitamori gives the 

following exposition in support of the first aspect of his explanation:1" the prophet 

Hosea was commanded by the Lord to take himself "a wife of harlotry and children of 

harlotry." (Hosea 1:2). For Hosea, this divine commandment was a task of 

unbearable misery and, at the same time, one of glory, says Kitamori. With this 

assignment, the prophet is called to give witness to God's own "hatred" for the Israel 

found in harlotry, and to His unquenchable love for the chosen people (despite their 

""To turn from man's suffering to God's suffering means, in other words, 
that we turn our heart from our 'suffering' to the problem of our sins. For the 
suffering of God takes place, first and foremost, to forgive our sins." (Character, 
41). 

''Pain, 90. 

"Kitamori, On Love and Hatred, (Tokyo: Kyobunkan, 1960), 98-111. 
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betrayal of the love He has shown in the past). Hosea's unforgiving indignation over 

Gomer's continuous harlotry and the Lord's consuming wrath against Israel coincide 

"as if they were [two sides of] one sheet of paper." Reading words such as "I will . 

. . slay her," (2:3) and "I would kill her children," (9:16), Kitamori describes the 

whole story as "almost like a scene of a love scandal."' "The days of punishment 

[over Israel] have come," (9:6). In this Kitamori sees an unmistakable expression of 

divine rejection and punishment. But God shows that He is "God, and not man," 

(11:9), for ."I will heal their backsliding; I will love them freely, for My anger has 

turned away from them." (14:4). In this love, comments Kitamori, God "infinitely 

transcends Hosea and shows His heart to him." Through this love of God, Hosea also 

learns to receive his adulterous wife. In Kitamori's exposition, God's love for the 

unlovable is witnessed through the experience of the prophet. 

Here we see a familiar psychology of the human relationship of love. It is 

no doubt "suffering" when a husband continues to love his wife, even after her 

betrayal of his love through adultery. Kitamori uses the Japanese term miren for this 

ambivalent, indecisive psychology between hatred and love.' In this psychology, 

we see a form of intensified love for the person once so dearly loved. Although 

Kitamori judges miren by itself as "an ugliness" because of its "self-seeking motive," 

he finds an analogy between God's seeking love for straying man and this human, all 

105“ I r *VA “ 106). 

'[ *I* ]. This discussion is based on a short essay entitled "Miren and 
the Cross." in An Introduction to the Bible, (Tokyo: Kawade Shobo, 1954), 155-62. 
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too human miren.' Imitating Pascal's "Rien n'est si semblable a la charitate que la 

cupiditate, et rien n),  est si contraire," Kitamori writes: "Nothing is so contrary to 

God's love than self-seeking love; and nothing is so similar to God's love than self-

seeking love."'' Amor est souffrir! For Kitamori, this also holds true for God's 

love in Pain. 

Kitamori's second witness is Abraham during the offering of his son.' He 

agrees that Abraham is certainly "the father of faith," but this expression does not 

fully recognize the significance of what Abraham has done; for Abraham is "the father 

of service to God" as well, giving a paramount witness to God's Pain as he allowed 

Isaac to die as a sacrifice.' Who could plumb the depth of Abraham's heart in this 

sacrifice? The eyes of anyone watching Abraham on Mount Moriah, writes Kitamori, 

would be frozen by this appalling scene!"' It was, holds Kitamori, Soren 

Kierkegaard who perceived the true dimension of this shocking, even lurid scene, 

when the Danish thinker wrote: "From that day Abraham became an old man."' 

But to Kitamori, the significance of Abraham's action on Mount Moriah "has not been 

'Ibid., 158-159. 

'Ibid., 102; Pascal's adage is taken from his Pensees, (Brunschwig, 663). 

`Pain, 50-52. 

'Ibid., 50. 

"'Ibid., 51. 
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fully recognized," and Kierkegaard is no exception in this regard.' 

What then is the real issue in Abraham's sacrifice of his beloved son? It 

was nothing else than his service, in pain, to God. Abraham with ineffable pain in his 

heart served the God who "caused his own Son to die, the God in Pain, the Father of 

our Lord Jesus Christ.""° This "experience of God," the experience of suffering 

pain when God caused His beloved Son to die, is not far from human experience 

(especially under the particular wartime situation in which Kitamori wrote his magnum 

opus). "In this world," wrote Kitamori, "the strongest expression of human pain is 

found when parents send a beloved son into suffering and death."' This was not an 

abstract statement, but a real experience for many parents in Japan; to send their sons 

into the battlefield for the sake of the nation was virtually identical to sending them 

into suffering and death. Analogous to this, God also truly suffers when He sends His 

beloved Son into death, in order to save sinners." 

Kitamori's primary vision of God in Pain was a product of contemplating the 

concrete historical suffering of Christ. He is convinced, as was Uemura before him, 

that the Cross of the Lord Jesus is the manifestation of the heart of God. This heart 

"3lbid. 

"Ibid., 52. 

usltami, 64, (Pain, 47). 

"Spealdng of what constitutes divine agape, Kitamori contends that eros must 
be "the structural moment" of agape. Agape as a sacrificial love constitutes itself first 
on the basis of eros, which is bound to the "unabandonable." The analogy of human 
parental love for a child has an essential position in Kitamori's interpretation of divine 
agape found in God's abandoning of His Son, Literature and God [Tokyo: Nihon-no-
Barasha, 1983], 201-202). 
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of God cannot be described by the simple term "love," but only by "Pain." And yet, 

this Pain in God is not a historical and temporal phenomenon. Behind the historical 

event of the Cross, there is the eternal Pain of God. "The Pain of God," explains 

Kitamori, "is the infinitely deep background of the historical Jesus."' Kitamori's 

interpretation of Abraham's sacrifice (before the historical sacrifice of Jesus) as a 

witness to the pain of God par excellence also indicates the presupposition of the 

eternalness of the Pain of God." 

A crucial question arises here: how can the Pain of God be an eternal 

reality? Kitamori even says that "Pain is the definition of the transcendent Being."' 

Ordinarily, we understand God's work in temporal sequence, and Scripture speaks in 

that mode. God created heaven and earth; "And it was indeed very good!" (Genesis 

1:31). This is, as it were, God's joyful exclamation when He completed His work of 

creation. After the fall of man his redemptive act follows this work of creation. If 

one, perhaps in a "simplistic" way, confines one's thinking to the temporal, one would 

have immense difficulty grasping the idea that God's Pain is eternal. Certainly, St. 

Paul, for instance, speaks of supra-temporal events ordained by God for man's 

salvation (1 Corinthians 2:7-10; Ephesians 3:9-12; Colossians 1:26). These and other 

"'Pain, 35. 

'This viewpoint is supported by Kitamori's own refutation of Ignatius' [of 
Antiochia] tou pathous tou theou mou, saying that the apostolic father spoke "only of 
the sufferings of Jesus on earth. . ." (Pain, 115, emphasis mine). In other words, 
Kitamori presupposes the eternalness of the Pain of God when he comments on 
Ignatius' view in this way. 

"Negation, 149. 
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passages in Scripture would suggest the inevitability of a way of thinking which refers 

to an extraordinary dimension of God's reality. The question would then be: how, to 

what extent, and with reference to what, a relativization of the "ordinary category of 

thinking" is required and legitimate. This question suggests the problem of "time and 

eternity." We cannot deal with this problem here at any great length; but later we 

will include aspects relevant to the discussion at hand for a deeper understanding of 

Kitamori's theology (when we deal with the question of the eternalness of the Pain of 

God).'" 

The Wrath of God 

When God wants to "love those sinners who cannot and should not be 

loved," and when He even "causes His beloved Son to die" for their sake, God suffers 

aj. 121 n In Kitamori's view, "God as such" [that is, God without Christ] cannot love 

sinners. Before He can love them, God must be reconciled to Himself. Why is this 

so? There exists, Kitamori answers, an absolute conflict between the God who desires 

to love sinners and the God who must annihilate those who have denied His love, 

"killing" Him. The loving God now bears upon Himself the wrath of God which 

the Biblical concept of time and eternity, see Regin Prenter, Skabelse og 
GenWaning, (Copenhagen: G. E. C. Gads Forlag, 1955), 245-50. Prenter sees God's 
faithfulness in eternity which makes man's time filled with blessing and meaning: 
"Evigheden betegner for israeliten ikke, som graekeren, den over al timelighed haeved 
eller bag al timelighed hvilende, abstrakte tidsloshed, men tvaert imod selve det faste i 
al timelighed" (248). Prenter sees this holds true also of the New testament concept 
of the relationship between time and eternity. See further Erich Frank, Philosophical 
Understanding, 64-66. 

L'Itatni, 136 (Pain, 90). 
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should have stricken sinners. This is the Pain of God. God suffers Pain for His love 

toward sinners, and this because of His own wrath.' But after this explanation, we 

are left wondering: what then is the wrath of God in Kitamori's thought? 

"For the wrath of God," writes St. Paul, "is revealed from heaven against all 

ungodliness and unrighteousness of those who by their wickedness suppress the truth." 

(Romans 1:18). The wrath of God is an undeniable reality in Biblical faith, a reality 

in which all men are placed. It is one of the basic features of Luther's theology that 

the law of God reveals death, sin and the devil "praesertim intensive vel in 

conscientia," all the threatening forces which are ultimately the revelation of the wrath 

of God.' In Luther's thought, in addition to the ethical aspect of the concept of 

God's wrath, there is also included a transcendental dimension of God's reality toward 

man, particularly in connection with his idea of Deus absconditus.'' It is also a 

well-known trait of the Reformer's thought that the wrath of God is opus alienum in 

contrast to the love of God, His opus proprium. There is no doubt that God's opus 

alienum is considered subordinate to His opus proprium, the former serving the 

9t is important to note that God does not suffer for the love toward sinner 
directly; love and suffering are not directly linked; divine suffering is related primarily 
to divine wrath. We can say, therefore, that for Kitamori, God suffers Pain for the 
love of sinful humanity only indirectly. God's suffering is primarily "for His own 
sake," because He wants to love us despite His own wrath. 

'WA, 40, I, 481, 1-2. 

'Of this dimension of the hidden God, says Werner Elert: "This God, who 
holds us responsible for demands we cannot fulfill, who asks us questions we cannot 
answer, who created for us that which is good and, in spite of this, leaves us no 
choice but to do that which is evil--this is the hidden God." (The Structure of 
Lutheranism. tr. Walter A. Hansen [St. Louis: Concordia Publ. House, 1962], 22). 
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realization of the latter. 

Kitamori's concept of the wrath of God occupies an essential place in his 

theology; it is "an absolutely stubborn, absolutely nonnegotiable reality."' In his 

view, this absolute character of the wrath of God therefore refuses to be absorbed into 

the love of God; if God's wrath were assimilated, there would emerge what he calls 

"the monism of love," an idea of divine love that would not know of the Cross of 

Christ.' This would, then, totally miss the central message of the Bible--the Pain of 

God, and make superfluous the Cross of Christ, which Kitamori calls the very 

revelation of "the innermost heart of God."1zf  No, the love of God is not a love 

pure and simple, but a love which involves friction, contradiction and suffering.'" 

For Kitamori, divine wrath ever remains "an absolutely stubborn, absolutely 

nonnegotiable reality," as long as man is sinful. It is not propitiated once for all on 

Golgotha. It is, we must add, not even propitiable!'" 

Genuinely consistent with his basic conceptual scheme of theology, Kitamori 

expounds upon the emergence of the wrath of God in light of the preceding concept of 

125" #65116v)itibtizabltel.WCI6,6 " Manzi, 21 [Pain 21]. 

"Kitamori thinks primarily of the Ritschlian understanding of divine love. 
"The monism of love" in Kitamori's terminology is " 20—Tc.1411 " 
(Introduction, 46-47. See also Character, 23-24. 

'ltami, 221 (Pain, 145). 

'Character, 23-24. 

'If, in Kitamori's thought, the propitiation had been actually carried out as 
the ephapax of Hebrew 9:12 ([Christ] entered once for all into the Holy Place, . . . 
with his own blood, thus obtaining eternal redemption"), the Pain of God could not be 
eternal, a statement contrary to Kitamori's view. 
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God's love: 

When the love of God is betrayed by man, it turns into the wrath of God. 
The wrath of God is the same as saying: Divine love betrayed. The love of God 
becomes the wrath of God [when betrayed] because it is true love. True love 
once betrayed turns into wrath. If a love does not become wrath, even when 
betrayed, it is no true love at all. That God is God is shown by His wrath. A 
God without wrath is no God at all.' 

Here we see that the wrath of God is a reaction on the side of God which 

has its origin in the love of God. This idea of divine wrath as a "reactionary" form of 

love has as its conceptual background Kitamori's notion of God, that is, God is 

exclusively love; all the other attributes of God are only different aspects of God as 

love, including His holiness. If ordinary human love is believed to be analogous with 

divine love, interpreting God's wrath as a reaction to the betrayal of love in a personal 

relationship is readily understandable; love, when intense, is highly charged with 

spiritual and personal energy, which, when betrayed, naturally results in a destructive 

reaction against love's object. For Kitamori, the intensity of the love of God 

surpasses human comprehension; the wrath of God (His love betrayed) therefore also 

surpasses human comprehension. 

To understand this concept of divine wrath, we need to pay particular 

attention to Kitamori's category of love and the significance he gives to it. Divine 

wrath is a reaction to man's sin. In Kitamori's thought, sin is conceived as man's 

betrayal of divine love, and the reaction of God to sin is vehement. To describe this, 

'Logic, 130. "Sin is the betrayal of love. . . . Sinners who betray this love 
should never be loved. Sin therefore presupposes intense love. When intense love is 
betrayed, anger becomes intense." (Pain, 91). 
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Kitamori borrows P. T Forsyth's expression: "Sin is the death of God. Die sin must 

or God."'" The Scottish theologian speaks of a death struggle between divine 

holiness and sin. Forsyth is concerned here with God's vindication of His holiness 

which is absolutely incompatible with the dominion of Satan.'" This concerns an 

absolute either/or situation. Kitamori now understands Forsyth's idea as a death 

struggle between God and sinners. "Sinners are the death of God." Kitamori would 

read, "Die must the sinners or God." Wrath is thus God's absolute negation of 

sinners. 

Kitamori reads Forsyth "differently" from what the latter intended, since the 

Japanese theologian replaces Forsyth's idea of "divine holiness" with his own idea of 

"divine love."'" As Forsyth could not give up the claim of God's holiness, so 

Kitamori cannot admit that God's love (a love betrayed) can tolerate the sinner's 

"The Justification of God. (London; Duckworth & Co., 1916), 151. 

`Character, 43; Itami, 181 (Pain omits three sentences at the end of the 
paragraph, which includes the quotation from Forsyth. Schmerz translates the 
sentences omitted in Pain: "Gott allein erleidet wahrhaftigen Schmerz, weil er 
eigentlich &Ude nicht vergeben darf. [The quotation from Forsyth comes here.] 
Und doch hat dieser Gott die Sande vergeben!" [118]). On this point, Forsyth has 
the following to say: "The more love there is in a holy God, the more wrath. Sin, in 
the sinner He loves, against the law of His own nature, which He loves better still, 
could not leave Him either indifferent, or merely pitiful. For Love would then desert 
its own holiness. A being holy, God's concern with sin is more than pity, more than 
pain. It is holiness in earnest reaction." (Samuel J. Mikolaski, ed. The Creative 
Theology of P. T. Forsyth: Selections from his Works. [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdmans, 1969], 132-133). 

'"See the quotation in note 132 above. 
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existence. The sinner must die, or God ceases to be God.' 4  God's wrath, divine 

love betrayed, is thus an absolutely nonnegotiable reality to the person who betrays 

God's love. 

Despite this absolute divine negation, God still wants to love the sinner. 

There emerges then a severe conflict between the God who must destroy sinners, and 

the God who earnestly seeks them. In fact, Kitamori's idea of the struggle within God 

closely resembles Forsyth's concept of the relationship between God's holiness and 

His love. When Kitamori speaks of God bearing upon Himself His own wrath,' it 

sounds similar to Forsyth's phrase ". . . also there [on the Cross] bearing Himself the 

Judgment of His own holiness."' A major difference between these two 

theologians is the direction of the divine reaction. Whereas Forsyth sees the reaction 

of divine holiness directed against sin, Kitamori believes the wrath of God is directed 

against sinners; and thus, the wrath of God against the sinner is a destructive, 

annihilating reality. Because of sin (man's betrayal of God's love), "the world is laid 

'It was sin," writes Forsyth (in contrast to Kitamori's interpretations of 
Forsyth), "that had to be judged, more even than the sinner, in a world of salvation; 
and God made Christ sin in this sense, that God as it were took Him in the place of 
sin, rather than of the sinner, and judged the sin upon Him; and in putting Him there 
He really put Himself there in our place (Christ being what he was); so that the divine 
judgment of sin was real and effectual." (Ibid., 142). We see that Forsyth makes a 
clear distinction in his argument between sin and the sinner. 

135Spealdng of the poena-aspect of redemption, Kitamori says: "The Christ 
who bears the punishment is the Christ who bears the wrath of God. And Christ was 
the very God who loved the sinner. Accordingly, the Christ crucified is the figure of 
God's love bearing God's wrath upon itself. The fact that one bears one's own wrath 
upon one's own love is pain. But is there more vehement Pain than this kind of 
Pain?" (Character, 21). 

`Forsyth, Justification, 151. 


