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CHAPTER I
PROLEGOMENA '
Statement of the Problem

The problem about to be investigated 1s whether or not
G. C. Berkouwer, Karl Barth and Emil Brunner teach & per-
sonal union of the two natures in our Lord Jesus Christ.
Or, to state it more comprehensibly, if they claim to teach
& personal union of the two natures, we then propose to un-
cover exactly what they mean by the use of this term.
Furthermore, throughout the study we shall attempt to indi-
cate to the reader the areas of agreement and disagreement
among these three outstanding Reformed theologlans.
Lastly, it must be admitted in all candor that our appraisal
of thelir theologlcal opinion will be given from a traditional
Lutheran viewpoint. '

Importance of the Study

Certainly little validation should be required of any
subject which deals with tim heart and core of theology=--
Jesus Christ. However, I feel th;lt there are certain
features which make this study particularly importeant and
rewarding. The first stems from the fact that such s
study of this sxact nature has never been done before to
the knowledge of this author. This fact by itself might

seem insignificant if the subject were not the personal
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union of our Lord Jesus Christ and the theological systems
of three such outstanding Reformed theologlana as Berkouwer,
Barth and Brunner.

Ultimately practically any area of theology can be re-
lated to the personal union of the two natures in Jesus
Christ; but we immediately recognize the importance of this
subject for such fundamental thinga &8s the atonement and
the reconciliation of sinful mankind to God. Barth and
Brunner will especially remind us of the importance of the
personal union for a correct understanding of revelation
also. _

There is snother concern which makes this subject per-
tinent and this might be labeled "ecumenical®™ in nature.

In an age when we are being pressed to accept such abbre-
viated and fundamental affirmations such as, "Jesus is
Lord," it seems extremely important that we should under-
stand just whet is being confessed by such a statement.
This study will help us understand what at least three
theologlans of repute mean by it.

Limitations of the Study_

H

The very nature of the study forces me to limit myself

- almost exclusively to the works of the men in question

themselves. This is helpful in that the author is not so
likely to be influenced by the thoughts of others in the
area being treasted. It is elways interesting, however, to

be able to offer a variety of opinions on ons controverted
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point. Until more work is done in this ares we shall have

to deny ourselves this latter luxury.

If enyone wishes to deal with the subject of Christology

in the theology of Kerl Barth, he has to be familisr with

practioally every piece of theology which Barth has written, -

The area of Christology which we are treating 1s suffi-
ciently limited and technical so that we can linit our-
selves, for the most part, to those areas of hls theology
which deal specifically with the person of Jesus Christ.
The sanme generalizatioﬁ'vould be_true with respect to Emil
Brubhor but not of Borkoﬁuer- We h;ve in each case at-

tempted to introduce the best evidence available for every

point being made and yet to be comprehenalve in our gather-
ing of ﬁatdrlals. This means thaﬁ we concentrated mostly
on the Christological works but did not fall to familiarize
ourselves with any other writings whlch could have possibly
alded us in our presentation of the theologiana' positiona
in question. | &

The terminology ihich will be employed 1s taken from
the individusl being studied. HNo attempt has been made to
mako“thésu men speak like Lutheran theologlans., Every ef-
fort has been expended to be impartial and objective in the
presentation of their respective theological positiona. Ir
the aaﬁo cntegoriea'nre'not discussed in all three men, it
will be because the men in question do not all dileuil the

peraoﬁal union with identical termlnology.




Theslis Arrangement

This first chapter 1s obviously introductory in nature.
At the conclusion of the first chepter the reader will find
a brief summary of the findings of this study. The socégd
chaptsr contains a summary of the theﬁlosical position of
G. C. Berkouwer on the subject at hand., Ths third chapter
summarizes Karl Barth's position. The fourth chapter pre=-
sents the position of Emil Brunner with respect to the
personal union. Chapters II, III aﬁd IV contain no summary
of the theological positions contalned in them. Individual
passages which are quoted will naturplly have t0 be criti-
cized when they are presented in order tﬁat & summery can be
mada.- This evaluation will then be found in the fifth and
concluding chapter.

Methodology Employed

As has already been stated, the major theologlcal works
of the men in guestion will be used when they deal with the
subject at hand. The reader will find the material pre-
sented heavily footnoted because the author has attempted
to make this work useful as a tool for reference in the
event of further study or expénsion. In some instances it
has been necessary to guote sections of certalin writings at
some length. Even though this sometimes makes the work
more burdensome for the impatient reader, the author has

not hesitated to follow this procedure where he folt 1t
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necessary to establish some context or thoroughly document
a poiﬁt being made which might otherwise be misunderstood.
Thls is a part of his attempt to be fair and objective in
his presentation while giving the reader an opportunity to
conveniently judge the conclusions which have been drawn

from the sources quoted.
An Overview of the Study

This research hes led me tot he conclusion that at
least one of the three men involved wishes to teach a per-
sonal union of the two natures in Jesus Christ--G. G.
Berkouwer. He does not react adversely to the terminology
and seems to agree with the theory involved but usually is
unable to break away sufficlently from his Reformed back~
ground to be able to transfer his theory into concrete

theological expression. The extra-calvinisticum and finitum

non est capeax infinitl appear to smother his efforts at
genuine expression of a personal unlon,

Karl Barth also uses terms like union and communion.
He, however, seens to_lack the seriousness of Berkouwer.
Barth is intelligent enough to perceive the contradictions
and inconsistencles within the Reformed system, but in some
areas he seens to wish to solve ‘these difficulties by using
certain terminology with unclesr or meaningless definitlions
attached to 1t. In other cases he merely solves the di-
lemma by stating that we will have to sffirm two contradic=-
tory "truths” and be happy with this Christological climate.
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Although Barth makes statements in some contexts which might
lead one to bellieve that he affirms the personal union of
the two natures in Jesus Christ, a careful examination of
his position wlll reveal that he is actually not doing this.
Brunner is more definite in his position. His theory
of revelation leaves no room for even lip service to the
personal union. Just as the mirasculous doctrine of the
virgin birth must be sacrificed for this theory of revela=-
tion, so must the personal union. The divine incognito

must be maintained at all costs.




CHAPTER II
THE PERSONAL UNION IN THE THEOLOGY OF BERKOUWER
Distinctively Calvinistic

I have chosen to begin with a discussion of the theol=-
ogy of G. C. Berkouwer bescause I feel it is most representa-
tive of the traditional Calvinistic approach to the subject.
It wlll therefore give the reader & more solid basis for
evaluation of that which 1s hereafter discussed.

The Christology of Berkouwer centers about the tradi-
tional confessional statements of the Reformed church. He
quotes these approvingly and interprets them in a manner
which seema to do Justice to the llteral sense of the doocu-
ment. One of his favorites, besides the writings of John
Calvin himgelf, is the Heidelberg Catechism.

With reference to this Chrrlst 1t is said that he is

truly God and truly man. " . . . With respect to His

human nature, He 1s no mors on earth; but with respect
to His Godhead, majesty, grace and Spirit, He is at no
time absent from us." The two natures of Christ are
here plainly distinguished, while over against the

Lutherans, in Question 48, there is a polemlc against
the inclusion of the Godhéad of Christ in the human 1}

~

nature, & confessional statement generally referred to
as "extra-calvinisticum."l

This quotation, based on the Heidelberg Catechism, gives
evidence of my previous generaliszation and places into sharp

1g, C. Berkouwer, The Persom of Christ (Grand Rapidas:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Jompany, 1954), Pe T6.
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focus one of the most controversial areas of Christology
between the Lutheran and Keformed. We shall reserve fur-

ther comment on the "extra=calvinisticum” for a later time.
Jesus Christ is True God

There can be no doubt about the fact that Berkouwer af-
firms the deity of our Lord Jesus Christ. He dces this not
only in a positive manner but also in a negative one by con-
demning both subordinationists2 and adoptionists.3

Although the entire testimony of Scripture is the basis
for confession of the delty of Christ, there are places
in Soripture which in a speclal way point to the mys-
tery of Christ as the Son of God. The most striking is
probably the designation of Christ as the "only-begotten"
of the Father. . « « Christ is the only=begotten, not
only in the sense of being a beloved child, but in the
unique sense expressible by the words "only-begotten
God." This Beloved is the beloved of the Father, again
not in an Adoptionistic sense by which he is put on the
same level with others who share the special affection
of God, but in the full frinitarian sense. He is in
the bosom of the Father.

23ubordinationism: Heretical form of Trinitarian teach-
ing which regards elther the Son subordinate to the Father
or the Holy Ghost subordinate to both. Error usually caused
by influence of gnosticism and a fervor for monotheism. Cf.
The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church (hersafter
designated Uxford Dictlonary, 1950 editlonm, p. 1301).

3Adoptionism= Eighth century Spanish heresy. Christ
in His humanity is not the true but only the adoptive Son of
God. Only the Logos was the true, natural and eternal Son
of Godj Christ was the adoptive Son. Revived in 12th century
in modified sense by Abelard, Gilbert de La Porree ot al.
(cf. Oxford Dictionary, pp. 16=19).

kperkouwer, op. cit., pp. 175-176.




Likewise he states:

There is a discussion in several places sabout the Son's
being subject to the Father, and about his being sent
and given by the Father, but at the same time, lest any
notion of Subordinationism should arise there occurs
the truly mysterious assertion: "For as the Father
hath 1ife in himself, even so gave he to the Son also
to have life in himself" (John 5:26). The mystery of -
the Son does not consist only in his being sent, but
uo less in hia having come (John 5:36, 37, 306; 6:29).

. At this point we encounter the confession of Christ's
pre-existence, one of the most embattled parts of Holy
Scripture, and no wonder since the pre-sxistence of
Christ is bound up closely with his triniterian 1ife.5

The topic of the pre=-exlstence of Christ is important
for an understanding of the personal union. The "vere deus”
can only be affirmsd of this person if the Logos within the
"vere homo" is the one which existed with the Father from
eternity. Berkouwer realizes this very well when he writes:
"To violate the confession of Christ's pre-existence is to
violate the mystery of Christ and to lose the background of
his entire aelf-teatimpny."6 On this account he seriously
criticizes the Christology of Bultmann.

In John too Bultmenn finds many utterances which "speek
of Christ in mythological form as the pre-existent Son
of God." (Theol. des N. T., p. 163.) He descended
from heaven--as this mythology haes it=--and will be
glorified with the glory which he had in his pre-
existence with the Father. But Bultmann=-this much is
plain-=does not for a moment intend, on this basis, to
express his approvel of church dogme. Bultmann is in-
terested in the eternal value of the atonement made on
the cross of Christ but he does not belleve this has
anything to do with a real pre-existence. In the final
analysis the reliability of the New Testament, the

SIbidap pp- 162'163.
'6Ibid.. pp. 168-169.
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veracity of Christ's self-witness, and that of the
apostolic witness, is at stake here, snd, in this
veracity, the mystery of the ages, the aot of God in
Jesus Christ, the revelation of God in the flesh.

Behind all opposition to Christ's pre-existence lies |
the ‘rejection of the historical salvation of God, the
incarnation of the wWord, not in a spsculative or
Hegelian sense but in the Sceriptural sense of the words,
which form the ro?ndation of the faith of the Church
and of 1ts dognma.

Berkouwer's theology is written with a practical bent.
Indicative of that spirit is the final observation which I
would like to make with respect to the need for a strong

afrirmnt;on in our médern day that Jesus Christ is True
God.

The question has of late become particularly relavant
in view of the confessional formula adopted by the
World Council of Churohes. It speaks of Christ es
follows: "The World Council of Churches is a fellow-
ship of churches which accept Jesus Christ as God and
Saviour," As & result the question arose whether the
Libersls could agree to this formula and since thsn
there has been again a general debate zbout "Jesus
Chrlst as God." . . . One can understand, upon seri-
ous consideration, that the wWorld Council formula in a
sense produced crisis in liberal thinking. The one re-
jected it because he heard in it the language of the
ancient church and of the creeds; the other thought he
could accept 1t if interpreted so that the phrese "as
God" no longer has the full welght it has in the creeda.
e »« o Honce, also for the history of dogma, as regards
the right view of the development of the creeds, the
essential question will remain whether the testimony of.
Seripture can in fact be the foundation of the confes= ¥}
sion of "vere goua“--aa offense in creed and hymn in
many a perlod. ‘

Berkouwer is certainly worthy of our admiration for his

7 7Ib1d.._p. 184..
erido’ PP+« 159'161.



11
position in the face of modern liberal theological

developments.

Jesus Christ is True Man

The greatest effort of Berkouwer is expended on the

thesis that Jesus Christ was "vere homo." This point is . §
made in similer fashion to that mentioned under the section
treating the divinity of our Savior., After strong affirma-

tive statamanta-all traces of docetlism are roundly con-

damnad..

The New Testament not only does not contain a trace of
Docetism? but it already polemicizes against it. The
epistle of John especlally makes that very clear. He |
takes position against all who deny that Jesus Christ -
truly came into the flesh. . . « The Gospels, no less

) than John's eplstle, describe for us the genuine human=
ity of Curist and that with special emphases. Docetism
is strongly at odds with the Gospels.l

Some of the statements which Berkouwer makes concerning
the humanity of our Savior have a ring which is somewhat
peculiar to the non-Calvinistic ear. For instance, the
humanity of Christ is usually discussed in connection with
His suffering to the exclusion of any participation of the ¢
deity. We are not advocating a renewal of any "theopaschit-

1sm,” but this suffering somstimes seems to be the essence

9Docetism: Considered the humanity end sufferings of
the Christ as apparent rather than real. Among those espe-
clally oharged with this teaching was Cerinthus. Seraplon,
Bishop of Antioch (190~203) was the first to use the name
Doketal. (Cf. Oxford Dictionary, p. 409).

3 1:°Borl:ouwor. op. eit., pp. 2044-205.
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of Christ's humanity, This naturally limits all such dis=-

cussions to the "pre-erueiﬂlzlon" humanity.

Note

There can be no doubt either about the true humanity

of Christ in the period prior to his crucifixion. Any
number of texts point in some way to his genuine human-
ity. One can not detect any tendency to eliminate this
humanity as something foreign or distasteful. One must
register disasent from Van der Leeuw when he writes con-
cerning John: "John's plcture of Christ resembles the
Byzentine figures of Christ: hard and impassive,
speaking his divine words in unapproachable majesty."

« « o One can characterize his entire life with the
words: "It behooved him in all things to be made like
unto his brethren" (Heb. 2:17). . . « His sinlessness
and holiness, according to suripi e, does not detract
one whit from his true humanity.

also this brief passage.

In his response to suffering and in the reality of
obedience Christ was truly man. In his struggle to do
the will of God his obedience was not a placid and ab-
stract something that lay hidden on the bottom of his
soul but consisted, rather, in being driven onto the
way of judgment as the bearer of a gullt that was for-
eign to him. Before his final sufferings he already
spoke of having accomplished his work (John 17:L),
certainly, but Christ still had to learn obedience in
the reality of the passio magna. The necessity of the ;.
learning process was Implied in his trus hnmnnity.lad—utﬁ;

Berkouwer cogently states: "Indeed, this Ecce homo, in

the language of the cburch, is inseparable from the confes~

sion

true

of Christ's true deity. . « « The confession of Chxrist's
humanity touches upon the fulfillment of his task,"13

Furthermore, in order to give no false impressions Berkouwer

affirms that the resurrected Christ is the same as the

1l1pv14., p. 208.
laIbid.. Pe 2'].9.
131b1d., p. 234«
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crucified Christ.llt

Some of the Soripture texts speak of Jesus Christ as

being inferior to the Father, or, to state it positively,

of the Father as being superior to the Son. These passages
are applied equally to the humiliation and the humanity of
the Christ.l5 The Roman GCatholic exegeals of these passages
is completely rejected as being unfaithful to a clear affir-

mation of the "vere homo."”

No one, says Christ, knows of that dey or that hour,
and then more specifically: not even the angels in
heaven, neither the Son, but the Father. . . .
Greitemann has pointed out that a Catholic exegete
does indeed teke account of the Cathollic doctrine of
Christ and that the doctrine illuminates the exegesis
of this text. This is precisely why we demur: for by
this dogmatic exegesis the text is robbed of its evi-
dent meaning. According to the Roman Catholic exegesis
it is a priori impossible that the text should mean
that chEEE‘EIa not know. A limited knowledge of the
future would disqualify his Godmanhood. This judgment
of Roman Catholic theology has broad consequences for
its evaluation of Christ’s human nature. This employ-
ment of the word "impossible" conditions all of Rome's
exegesis and compels it to look for parallels in order
to escape the self-svident meaning of the words. To
oppose this procedure does not imply that to¢ the oppo-

- nent the hypostatic union has become clear and trans-

parent. Who can penetrate into the unfathomable
mystery of this unlon? But the idea 1s not to pene-
trate that whioh simply passes our comprehension but
to accept the message of Scripture which dlstingulshes
for us the power of Christ from the omnipotence of
God (Matt. 28:19) end the knowledge of Christ from the
omniscience of God. If anywhere, then here our think-
ing must be normatively conditioned by Scripture. The
Roman Catholic exegesis of these words from Matthew

. and Mark is symptomatic of a conception which, operating

88 it does with dogmatic inferences, makes it hnrq

W1pLa., p. 207.
15Tbid., p. 187.
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truly to heed the witness of Scripture.l6
This is a good passage for Berkouwer to emphasize the non-
interpenetration of the divine attributes to the humanity of
the Christ. If there wers such a phenocmenon, Berkouwer
would argue, then it would have been imposaible for Christ
to disclaim knowledge of the svents of which he was asked.

Allow me to point out one more item on the basis of
the foregoing quotation. Note that in it and in some which .
preceded it, the hypostatic union is judged to be “unrathmm-gﬁ
able," "mysterious,” "that whioch passes our comprehension." -
When we later -poik of the communication of attributes, this
will no longer be the oas;.

The TUnion o: the Bumen and Divine in Christ

Having already discussed Berkouwer's affirmestions both
of the Divinity and ﬁnmanity of Christ, let us turn to his
ideas of the union of these twé natures in the one person.
The remainder of_thn paper could well com‘ under this cap~- .
tion, but hpra.wo are concerned only with the gquestion of
uhnthsr'or not Berkouwer states that there is a union of
the divine and human in Christ. The implications of this
nfrirmntion or denial will be éraun out in the remainder
of this chapter. :

As we might well expect, Berkouwer does affirm that
the human and divine are united in the per;on of the Christ.

161pid., p. 2ll.
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At no point in Scripture does his true hmenity
threaten or eliminate the true deity. The tensions in
his sacred life are not the tensions of an abstract
connection between the divine and the human, but rather
those of his humiliation in the unity of the person.l7

This unity 1s again affirmed to be mysterious and in- (
comprehensible in nature. At one point Berkouwsr approv- J
ingly cites the analogy of John Celvin :'hq explains the
personal union in Christ by means of the comparlson to the
soul and bod.y in man. However, he lmmedlately states:

For this reason one can correctly assert that the
unity of the person of Christ, in virtue of its unique
character, does not have a single intracosmic analogy.
There are no analogles to the Incarnation of the Word
which can make it at all comprehensible. In the abso=
lute sense of the word it 1s the mystery of God. Not
e mystery in the sense that the unlty of a human s oul
and body 1s a mystery=--merely somsthing incomprehen-
sible to ui--but the "mysterion" of God revealed in
the flesh.id ! :

One of Berkouwer's keener 1nslg‘nts_. is evidenced when
he includes in this section another denouncement of the
heresy which he s0 dearly likes to condemn--that of
docetlism, He sees 1r'n this heresy the denial of the two
natures of Christ.

The search for the essential core of Docetliam 1is

- quicly rewarded. It was patent wherever it sought
entrance in the church. The central motif of Docetlsm,
though. 1t 1s not always conscious, consists 1n the
conviction that & tie-up, a genuine union between God
(of the divine) and the physical, material, and terres-*
trial is basically impossible. Basic to all Docetism
is a dualism which in one way or another reveals it-
self as a threat to the church. To put it simply,

171bid., p. 300.
181bid., p. 299.
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Docetism could never yleld to what John declared when
he sald that the Word became flesh. That 'God or the
divine Logos should unite, really unite, with the
flesh, in some way, was deemed unthinkable.l9

In the light of the foregoing quotations and discussion, it
must be granted thit Berkouwer most certainly intends to
teach a reasl union between the divine and humen natures in
the person of the Christ. _ %

A more complete and helpful statement is given in the |
following:

e o« « The Confesslo Gallicana reads: "God and man in
one person." .Servetus20 is rejected because "he attri-
butes to holy Jesus an imaginary divinity." The two
natures are "truly and inseparably econjoined and united,
each nevertheless remaining in its own distinction.™ -

The divine nature is uncreated, infinite, filling all
things; the human nature "has remained finite, having
its form, measure and properties." The same thing is
striking in the Confessio Helvetica posterior of 1562,
which confesses, In opposition to gnosticlsm, the
reality (nec Epantastioa) of the body of Christ, which
he did not, it 1s sald, bring from heaven. United,
but not mixed, these natures are=--Apollinaris2l and

qubidl. Pe 199.

205ervetus: Michael Servetus, 1511«1553. Servetus
was a physiclan-heretic who abandoned the dogma of the
Trinity and expressed his views in his De Trinitatis
Erporibus Libri VII, 1531. He was repudiated by Calvin.

n anonymously published his principal work,
Christianismi Restitutio, in which he denied ths Trinity,
the true humanity of Christ which supposedly consisted of
three elements--the Logos, which was the model of all orea=-
tion, though not really divine; the soul and the humean
body. He fled to Geneva hoping for support from the anti=-
Calvinistic party but was arrested by Calvin and burned as
a heretic at Champel on October 27, 1553. (Cf. Oxford
Dictionary, p. 12iL).

21ppollinaris: Bishop of Laodicea c. 360. Apollinarius
(preferred apelling) denied the existence of the human
spirit in Christ. The spirit was replaced by the Divine Logos.
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Eutyohes22 to the contrary notwithstanding. There was
never any talk of a deification of humen nature, while
on the other hand, the separation of the two natures,
&8s it appears in Nestorius, is likewise rejected.

In the English oconfessions we soon discover the same
lines, namely, with reference to the inseparable
union. The Westminster Confession rejects "all con-
fusion" with emphasis. Stress is laid on the unity
of the person, “each Nature doing that which is proper
to itself."23 ;

From this quotation we can see that while Berkouwer is
speaking of a personal union he 1s none the less operating
with loaded theological terms which include definite ideas
about the nature of the "divine" and "human" in Christ.

This fect influences the interpretation of Chslcedon with
which Berkouwer operates and leads him to conclude that the
Belgic Confession (Cf. Article 19) is in complete agreement
with the doctrine and spirit of Chelcedonm.

Completely in the spirit of Chalcedon it seys that each

nature retains its own properties in the union-=clearly

antithetically to every attempt at deificaticn or hu-
manigation, and to every form of monophysitism. The
position that Christ would be a mixture of God end man _
in one theanthropic nature was forcefully rejected. —:

Against this idea of mixture the Confession points out ~

concretely that the divine nature is uncreated and
continues to fill heaven and earth without beginning

He professed & perfect Godhead but lacked complete manhood
in Christ. Thus Christ redeemed only the spiritusl elements
of the human nature. (Cf. Oxford Dictionary, p. 70).

22Eutyches: (c. 378-454), heresiarch. Confounded the
two natures in opposition to Nestorius. He was repudliated

by Leo in his "Tome." He was deposed and exlled by Chalcedon.
He denlied that the manhood of Christ was consubstantial with
ours. He predicated two natures before but only one after
the "union" in the incarnate Christ and thus became the
founder of monophysitism., (Cf. Gxford Dictiomary, p. L476).

23Berkouwer, op. cit., p. 80.
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of days or end of life. The Confeasion knows of no .
inclusion of the divine nature in the human, and is (Y,
therefore in complete harmony with the Heidelberg
Catechism, Cf the human nature it is said that it too
retained 1ts distinct properties, remained created and
finite, and kept everything belongling to a true body.
There is a decided concern here--that much is svident==
to preserve the mystery of Chalcedon. The reality of
the human nature in Christ remains unchanged. Our
salvation and resurrection depend on the reality of

his body. Not even death, according to the Confession,
cen separate the two natures of Christ; of the one
Christ it remains true that he is really God and

really man. Finally, a summary states that Christ was
"yvery God by His power to conquer death; and very man
that He might die for us aooording to the inrlrmity of
His flesh."

Those who are most famlliar with the proceedings of
Chalcedon would certainly wish to question the interpreta=-
tion of the purpose and "spirit" of the oouncil according
to Berkouwer's exegesis of 1t. Note thet his conclusion

precludes any "Gott selbst ist toti"

Ecumenicity in Christology

Berkouwer makes one reference to the area of agreement
which once existedlbetween Lutheran and Reformed theologlans
against their common foe. Th{p little quotation helps to
bring into foous the discussion which will follow and sheds
light on how the Reformed evaluate our own position on the
communication of attributes=-an insight which will aid us
in our understanding ﬁf their position.

As tothis anti-docét.tc witness there was great una-
nimity in the Reformation. - There was, to be sure,

241bid., p. 79.
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some disagreement between the Lutherans and the Re-
formed over the doctrine of the communication of
attributes. And the Reformed have more than once held
agalnst the Lutherans that they fail to do justice to
the true humanity of Christ. But it cannot be denied
that Reformed theologieans and Lutherans joined hands

in rejecting the Anabaptiast view of Christ's human na-
ture. We have reason to be grateful, here if anywhere,
for this flash of the full-fledged ecumenical witneas
of the church. The reformation, and in particular the
Reformed confeasions, saw as the background of the
Anabaptistic view the dualistic doctrine that the Logos
had taken his flesh and blood down from heaven. This
dualism proceseds on the assumption that the Logos can=-
not be united with the true human nature. Over against
this dualism the Reformed confessions maintained, with
emphasis and explicitness, the truth and implications
of the "vere homo."25

From this statement, as well as what has preceded it, it
would appear that if there ia one thing which could unite
the Lutheran and Reformed camps in the area of Christology,

it is a condemnation of docetism.
The Communication of Attributes

With this specific topic we have reached the high-
point of our discussion. Perhaps, in order to be as com-
pletely fair as is possible, we ought to let Berkouwer
speak for himself and spesak thoroughly on this toplc.

e s o Cortainly, the doctrine of the two natures did

not imply the existence of two persons, two independent
subjects, but was concerned with the one life of Jesus
Christ. To this fact the church gave expression when

it spoke of the two natures in the unity of the person.
In close connection with the preceding there arose, in
the period of the Reformation, a controversy over the
nature of this union. It was the confliot between the a
Tutherans and the Reformed: a conflict concerning the
so-called communicatio idiomatum. In this discussion

25Ibid., pps 78=79.
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the participants concentrated their attention pare-
ticularly upon the Lutheran confession of the omni- A
presence of the human nature of Christ, a thesis which ~
Played a dominant role especially in Luthert's doctrine
of the Lord's Supper. . » « For whatever one may think
of the historical development of this doctrine, there &
can be no difference of opinion about the fact that
Luther adhered to the doctrine of ubiquity. And it is
plain too that the problem has ramifications beyond this
ubiquity. Basically we are concernsed with the charac=-
ter of this unlion of the two natures in the unity of

the person of Christ; and iIn connection with 1t, the
significance of the union for the properties of the
divine and humen natures.

In describing this controversy between Lutheran and °
Reformed theology, one must be very cautious. It is
incorrect, in any case, to say that the doctrine of "
the communicatio ldiomatum as such is already monophy=-
slte, hence involves a mixture of properties. Luther-
ans, a8 will appear, have polemicigzed with emphasis
againat monophysitism. One can understand why people
believed they detected in Lutheranism a monophysite
tendency, but it will certainly be necessary, espe~-
cially with regerd to the Lutheran Formula of Concord, *
to read carefully and to distinguish sharply. .

We can assume in this connection that it is incorrect

80 to contrast the Lutheran and the Reformed confes-

sions that the one is made to teach a communicatio
idiomatum while the other is not. This would be as

wrong as it is to say that the Lutherans did, and the '~
Reformed did not, teach the real presence of Christ at
the Lord's Supper. Bavinck correctly says that be-

_tween Lutheran and Reformed men an important differ-

ence arose about the effects of the union, He presents
& reproduction of the Lutheran conception by sayling
"that the properties of both natures wers communicated,
not only to the one person, but those of the divine
nature were communicated also to the human."™ Thus the
human nature was elevated to a position of divine om-
nipotence and omnipresence. By the communication of
divine properties to the human nature, Bavinck fesls,
the communication of gifts to the human nature has
ceased to be significant. "Lutheran theology still
mentions 'gifts,' but it 1s embarrassed in finding a
place for them and lacks room even for the anointing
of Christ with the Holy Spirit." Horeover, by this
communication of the propertles of the divine nature
to the human in Lutheran theology, a Docetic element *
creeps into Christology: "The purely human develop-~
ment of Christ does not come into its own." In Re=-
formed theology, on the other hand, the union of the

.
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dlivine and the human natures was grasped more core
reotly, says Bavinck; particularly in the doctrine of
the communication of gifts, a "beautiful doctrine,” he
discovers this superior insight, since by it the genu~
inely human nature of Christ is kept invioclate. Re-=-
formed theology principally overcame the Lutheran
doctrine of the mingling of the two natures. Reformed

theology did austerely maintein the unity of the person
but in this unity it insisted, for the human nature, on

the rule that the finite cannot contain the infinite
(finitum non capax 1nf1n1t1). At the same time, says
Bavinck, Reformed theology oircumvented Nestorianism
by asserting that the union of the two natures was em-
bedded in the unity of the person.26

It is somewhat confusing to see that the Reformed are

able to grasp so0 much of the Lutheran emphasis and concern .

in Christology. and still render the decision that we are
"docetic." I uoﬁld particularly call your attention to
that statement of Berkouwer'!s in which he says that it
would be as erroneous to accuse the Reformed of not teach-

ing a communicatio idiomatum as it would be to say that

they did not teach & real presence. Perhaps Berkouwer has
here given us the best key to the understanding of the
position which he is trying to represent. It is also true

to say that the Reformed are not teaching a communicatilo

idiomatum anj more than they have taught a real presence
in the Sacrament of the Altar. But the strangeat turn of
all occurs when Berkouwer objecti to saying that Calvin
was guilty of spirituslization both here and in the Lord's
sﬁppor. If there was any real presence being taught by
Calvin, lurely'it would have to be in the area of the

261b1d., pp. 271-27h.

—
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spiritual. Listen to Berkouwer's remarks.

There is every re&son to assume that Luther, in his
resistance to the spiritualistic tendencies of Zwingli,
drew Calvin too much into Zwingli's Nestoriamnizing at-
mosphere. To Luther this Christology and the doctrine
of the Lord's Supper wers inseparably linked together.
He believed that Calvin also paid tribute to spiritual-
ism and that, in fact, he repudiated the "real pres-
ence,."

[ ] ® [ ] [ ] o [ ] L ] 9 [ ] [ ] ] { ] [ ] e [ ] [ ) L L ] (] [ ] [ ] -
The heart of the matter, which casts 1its 1ight both
upon Christology and the Lord's Supper, is pointed out
in Dankbaar: "Calvin found the way of escape from
subjectivism and spiritualism without lapsing into an
unspiritual depersonalization of the sacrament and with-
out doing violence to the 'finitum non capax infiniti,.!
And Luther did not understand this or perhaps he under=
stood it when it was too late."2

In the light of the facts as we know them, this is a very
strong inference to be guilty of drawing. If Calvin was
not guilty of spiritualization with respect to the Lord's

‘-
S

Supper and the Reformed are not gullty of the same charge ;
with respect to their Christology which admits to a communi-;
cation of attributes with no real communication, then we
are ovidently.daaling with words open to meanings with
which we are not presently familiar. But if we have not
yet presented sufficient evidence to show what the Reformed
position on the communication of attributes really is, then
please consider the following evidence.

The Reformed, according to Berkouwer, do not even pre-
for to ipeak of the communication of attributes. They
rather prefer the term "communication of gifts."

ETIbido‘ PP. 280‘281. .
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This is the beautiful doctrine . « « of the communica=-
tion of gifts, a dootrine which certalnly cannot be
put on a per witht he communion of properties as an
item in the same series. With it Reformed theology
resisted every form of deification of the human nature
of Christ. In this doctrine they made room for the
human developnent of Jesus Christ whom they saw, in
the Gospel in his way from infancy to maturity.
Sceripture also speaks of the anointing of Christ and
the descent of the Holy Spirit "without measure.”
This is something principally different from what the
Lutherans intended with t heir communication of the B
divine propertles to the human nature. With the gifts
are meant those which equipped the man Jesus Christ
for the fulfillment of his officlel calling. This is
not a granting of the supernatural to the human neture
but the equipment, by the gifts of the spirit, of
gesua Christ for the completion of the work assigned

o him.

The confsssion of the communication of gifts is a di=-
rect result of the confession of the church in
Chalcedon. Christ was genulnely man, and assumed the
likeness of sinful flesh=-human nature in its weakness.
We witness here that the human nature of Jesus Christ
is not consumed in the union by the divine nature but
that it was really united with that givino nature for
the fulfillment of Christ's office.2

Whether one spesks of communication of "gifta" or of
Yproperties" the problem is not dealt with honestly unlesas
it is granted that there is, in fact, a communication.

Merely changing the word "properties" to "gifts" seems to
be an attempt to draw attention away from the real issue.
Close o;amination will show that Berkouwer 1s not teaching
a real communication of "gifts"™ any more than he is teach-
ing a real communication br fproperties.” Such meaningless
usage of terminology is unfortunate.

In the light of such a specific statement we can under=

stand and interpret the following generalization.

281p1d., p. 295.
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In Ctwrist we are not merely concerned with created
gifts of finite qualities occurring also in the saints.
Indeed not: s0 great is the glory in which the human
nature in the union is permitted to share, that 1is; at
the glorification, that one should not try to decide
Wof what the human nature in Christ, without demage to
itself, could or should be capable."29

Note that the glorification of the human nature is reserved

by Berkouwer for a post-resurrection event as is hinted here o

e

and explicitly stated elsewhere. But even then it is ﬁ

pointed out that in the resurrected Christ the uman nature
still retains all of the properties which are essential to
the human nature as such, so that the finite is still not
ocapable of the infinite, The glorification, therefore,
most likely consists in one of honor and dignity as opposed
to power and might.

It 1s very perplexing when Berkouwer alludes to the
Zwinglian dootrine of alloeosis, to whigh Luther and the
Lutheran party strenuously objected. He understands -
Zwingli's position correctly aﬁﬂ states that the Reformed
Christology ought not be associated with any Christology
which holds that "though one can say with words that the
entire person has performed something, he still means that
only one of the two natures has in reality performed
1t3 o « o «"30 Yot meither does Berkouwer wish to be
olassified with the Lutherans who objected to this "mask

of the devil” (Luther's term for the allososis). The author

291bid., p. 278. 1Italics mine.
301p1d., ps 276
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seems to feel that there must be a middle ground between
Lutheranism and Zwinglienism, and it is on this territory
that the Reformed church stands. That middle ground 1is
never more explicitly defined by Berkouwer.

Extra=-calvinisticum

It must be sald at the outset that this is a term which
has been bequeathed to Reformed Crristology by those of
Lutheran persuasion. It is not & term which pleases ths
Reformed but 1s one whioh they are willing to justify in
the light of their interpretation of Chalcedon. Let us
begin by observing Berkouwer's understanding of the term.

With this term (extra-calvinisticum) is meant that by

the Incarnation The Logos 1s not included in the flesh

but that, as the Catechism has it, "since the Godhead

is 1illimitable and omnipresent, it must follow that it

is beyond the bounds of the human nature it has assumed,

and yet nonetheless is in this human nature and remains
personally united to it."

Korff acknowledges that, strictly speaking, it is un=-
fair to speak at this polnt of an "extra-calvinisticum"
==as3 if this teaching were a specific peculiarity of
Calvinism. For, says he, in 1tself this doctrine was
not new; the "extra" was rather a common conviction
found in practically ell pre-Reformation theology.
Athenasius already had it and Augustine gave 1t spe-
cific formulation when he wrote: "Christ added to
himself that which he was notj; he did not lose what he
was."” And the epistle of Leo, which profoundly influ-
enced the decision of Chalcedon, declares that the Son,
tnougn he did descend from his ebode in heaven, did not
depart from the glory of his Father (Zpistle of Leo IV).
Korff then speaks of a peculiar accent which the doo=~
trine gets in Reformed theology. He bellieoves that
serious objections must be registered against it,

since, says he, we here reach out to a level unbecoming .
to ugs. But one can hardly assert that Reformed theol-
ogy has wished to do anything other than maintein what
Chalcedon says, namely, that the peculiar properties -
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of the netures are preserved in the union. Reformed

theology stressed this truth over against Lutheran

theology, to be sure, but there are no grounds for the

argument that the Reformation added anything essentlal

tot he old doctrine.3l

It is most likely unnecessary to point out the incon-
sistencles of this presentation. The extra-calvinisticum
deals with the problem of whether or not, since the incarna=-
tion, one can speak of the Logos elther apart from or out-
side of the flesh. Therefore the inadequacles of the
statements from Augustine and Le¢ are immediately seen.
Furthermore, a close study of Chalcsdon will not: yleld evi=-

dence in favor of the extra-calvinistioum which opposes thn_

-

Lutheran view that since the incarnation one cannot speak 55

of the Logos extra carnem.32 1In a similar exposition con-

cerning the interpretation of Chalcedon and the extra-

galvinisticum, even mystofy with respsct to the union is

denied in order to Jjustify the Reformed position.33 1In
another quotation faith is appealed to as an avenue of es~-
cape in contrast with mystery in the incarnstion.

It has been a blessing for the church, as we remarked
earlier, that it did not, in view of the importance
of the divine nature, depreciate the human. But it
was also a blessing that it dld not regard the Iuncer=-
nation as an irrational, paradoxical mystery, &
contradictory assoclatblon of two s ubstances, but

31l1vid., pp. 93~9.

327he Lutheran view is classicly given by Chemniti 1n
his DR DUABUS NATURIS IN GHRISTO where the old phraeseology
i3 employed, nsque m extra carnem, nague caro extra

331bid., pp. 94-96.
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rather as an act of the Son of God. And when in the
Reformation period the problem of the union of the two
natures was again a live issue, now in response to the
Lutheran Christology, the Reformed churches, and Re=
formed theology, again took seriously--not some irra-
tionael superiority of the divine but=--the truth of
Christ's deity according to the Scriptures; and it is
8 dark page in the history of dogma that this defense
came to be known by the horrible name "extra-
Calvinisticum." . . . Only by faith can the unity of
the Christ, as the Seriptures present it to us, be
understood. -And this understanding is not a compre=-
hension of the great mystery, but rather a life of
communion with hi.x;uwho. though' he was the Son, yet
became one of us. .

The reader must judge for himself whether or not these words
suggest a spirit of "activism" or "pletism®™ in the face of
necessary theological formulation--by a theologian who does _

not hesitate to affirm a "finltum non est cepax infiniti."

Incognito Theorles

Berkouwer is justifiably susplcious of all such theorles
with respect to Christology. He admits that Reformed the-
ology has spoken of concealment but adds that when it has
done s0 "it was always thought of in reference to the dark-
ness of the way of suffering."3> To this extent then, con-
cealment never became the scapegoat for a denial of clearly
articulated doctrines with respect tot he person of Christ,
such as his virgin birth.

In an excellent section, Berkouwer demonstrates how

Christology is perverted if one approaches it from

3h1bid., p. 326. Italics mine.
35Ibid., p. 360,
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predetermined ideas of revelatlion and them attempts to pro-

duce a theology of the second person of the Holy Trinlty which

is in keeping with these philosophiceally oriented ideas of

revelation.

The influence of the incognito=theory can be explained
only from the fact that 1t took up the element of the
humiliation of Christ and seemed thus to be in line
with the biblical revelation. But it is clear that

the theory was introduced as an independent factor
issulng from the structure of raveletion and that the
revelation of the humliliation was not the sole deter~
minent. The revelation of Ohrist was reduced to logi-
cal categorlies, which brought Kierkegeard, for instance,
to the idea of the intellectual skandalon of the old-
man paragox in Jesus Christ. This loglcal treatment

of the possibllity of faith and offense was posslble
only in terms of a given conception of the structure

of revelation, and could not have arisen if from the
beginning the argument had been in terms of the content
of revelation itself.36

Or egain:

But the Scriptures speak differently. They never formu-
late the problem in terms of the incognito --as does
Rrunner--or in terms of the "Welthaftipgkelit" of revela=-
tion--as does Berth--but they plcture Eor us the son

of man in the flesh of his humiliation standing 1in ths
flood=1ight of the Word whioch interprets him: . . . .37

The best of the remaining material which Berkouwer offers

on the subject of the incognito deals with the theology of

both Barth and Brunner. We will therefore reserve this

material for the final chepter. It might be said in conclu~

sion ﬁhat Berkouwer 1s not denying that there is miracle

and concealment involved in the personel union, but he is

taking issue with every theology which begins with

361bid., p. 6.
BTIbidu. Pe 3'.].7.
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Kierkegaardian preconceived notions with respect to revela-
tion so that the incognlto must be found throughout

Christology and every area must be interpreted in light of
a theory of incognito.




CHAPTER III
THE PERSONAL UNION IN THE THEOLOGY OF KARL BARTH
Calvinism Modified

Although Karl Barth is usually assoclated with the
theology of Noo-Orthndozy. perhaps he meskes a valid point
in not ulshing to have his theology categorized under any
one school. Even though Barth usually tries to state anew
what he feels are valid Reformation emphases, yet he is
enough of an individualist to part company with the Reforma-
tion as well a&s the Reformed tradition where he feels this
is neceasary. The subject of the person of Christ is one
of these partlcular areas. ' Barth is conscious of the fnet?
that his position is not acceptable to either orthodox -
Lutheran or Reformed theology. °

We have given a relative preference to the Reformed

because of its persistent and certainly instructive

and pregnant centring on the decisive concept of the
unio hypostatica. But there can be no doubt that in
our departure irom this whole conception we have left
even Reformed Christology far bshind. We cannot ex~
pect to be praised for our "orthodoxy" from any
querter,l

The manner in which Barth roélu'thnt he has parted

from the orthodox position is that he has taken that which

is usually considered abstractly and made it historiocal.

lKarl Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, in Church
tics (Edinburgh: T. & T. olark, 1950), 1v, Part Two,
ereafter volume and part w111 be designntad v, 2.
Page reference will be third number in sequence).
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He rejects any.diaeussion about Christ which cannot be
placed in an existential context. He himself states fhia
quite honestly.

consldered and attempted to describe the being of
Jesus Christ in its truth and reality. There can be
no dissolving or weakening the hard reality, the genu-
ine "objeotivity," of this basic element in the divine
action for us and to us which is as such the basic
element in all Christian knowledge and confession.
What haes happened, however, is that we have left no
lace for ang&hlgi static at the broad Centre of the
raditIonal doctrine of the person of Christ--1ts de-
velopment of the concepts of unio, communio end com=
municatic=--or in the traditional doctrine of the two
states. We have, in a sense, kept company with the
older dogmatice in each of the three concepta, as in
those of exinanitio and exaltatio, to the sxtent, that
is, that they are all terms whlch spesk of actions,
operationes, events. But--thinking and speaking in
pure concepts of movement--we have re-translated that
whole phenomenoclogy into the sphere of a history.

What is 1t, then, that we have done? We, too, have !
|

The reticence of Barth to discuss those traditional
concepts of the two atates of Christ as well as the unio,

communio and communicatio will meke our task of understand-

ing his position with respect to the pgraonnl union some=
what more difficult, but since these are merely categories
which help us in conveniently categorizing sérlptural witness f
to thn'porson of Christ, we shall find the same materials
discussed by Barth under different headings. This only

means that we must be most careful to try to understand

exactly what Barth is saying when he speaks to us in these

new categories.

2Ibldo. Pe 106. Italics mine.




Jesus Christ as True God

In Barth's theology Christology is intimately con-

.

nected with revelation. Christ es revelation is differen='"

tiated from the Seriptural witness to Christ. Barth's
emphasis seems quite wholesome when he states that prior to
the witness of elther the New Testament or the Christian
community Christ was what He claimed to be=--the Son of God.
¢
Moreover, he does not find any contradiction between the
witness of Soripture and the claims of Christ. ". . . He
actually was and is and will be what He is represented in
the reflection of this witneas, the Son of the Heavenly
Father, the King of His kingdom, and therefore 'by nature
God,'" he writes.3 But it must be admitted that the Sorip-
tural witness, to stay with Barth's terminology, is somo-sf.-"
what superfluous.
It is not a Chriatlian conception of Him, and to that
extent not the Christian ker s but He Himself in
His revelation and being, whe according to the New
Testament bullds His community and calls the world to
declsion: He Himself ir the power of His resurrection,
the Lord who is the Spirit. Only when this is seen

end admltted do we know what we are doing when we
elther accept or reject the New Testament witness.l

In keeping with his dynemic or ontic theology, Barth
discusses the deity of Jesus Christ only in terms of His

3Kerl Barth, The Dootrine of Reconcillatlon, in Church
Dogmatics (Edimburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956), 1V, Part Ume,
erealter volume and part u!.ll be designated Iv, 1.
Pago reference will be third number in sequence).
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activity. This is the only way that we have of knowing that
Jesus Christ was'divine and truly the Son of God.

That Jesus Christ is very Cod is shown in His way into

the far country in which He the Lord became a servant.

For in the majesty of the true God it happened that

the eternal Son of the eternal Father became obedient

by offering and humbling Himself to be the brother of

man, to take His place with the transgressor, §° Judge

hin by judging Himself and dying in his place.
Barth further states that the mystery of the deity of Chriat
is seen in the willingness of Cod to condescend to us.b

Barth has to become somewhat static in his discussion
when he considers that in the humilistion of Christ there
wes no diminution, change or transformation in the deity of
Christ. He points out that it would be impossible for God
to cease to be that which He is by nature. All mingling of ..
the divine and human natures in Jesus Christ would be "'
sternly rejected by Barth, The deity must remain unsltered
. in order thet mo doubt might be cast upon the atonement.?

Exectly what Barth means when he speaks of the divine
essence in Jesus Christ is somewhat confusing. This is how
he would define it.

What is, then, the divine essence? It is the free

love, the omnipotent mercy, the holy patience of the

Father, Son and Holy Spirit. And it is the God of

this divine essence who has and maintains the initia-~

Tive in this event. He is not, therefore, subject to

any higher force when He gives Himself up to the low-
liness of the human being of the Son of God. The

sIbido » P 157.
6Ibid., p. 177.
TIbid op PPoe 179‘180-
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Father, He Himself, gives Himself up. This offering

ma Jesbyocthe AAlJenty Gf the aivine Subjsor D T
It may be helpful in attempting to understand this statement
to remember that Barth always speaks of the "modes of pres=-
ence” of the deity in Jesus Christ. The Holy Spirit is the
member of the Trinity which 1s usually most depersonalized
and defined as love. Perhaps the key to the understanding
of this statoment lles in Barth's interpretation of the ;3.
doctrine of the Trinity. Unfortunately it is not within %
the scope of this paper to debate Barth's position with
respect to this doctrine. His position has been evaluated,
and it is suggeasted that the reader consult some of these

evaluations if he is further interested in the problem.9
Jesus Christ as True Man

While most theologians would be satisfied with the
statement that "The Word became flesh" on the evidence of

John 1, Barth 1s not. He feela that this statement ought

amth. CP. glt_u. Iv, 2, 86.

9. €. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the Theolo
of Karl Barth (Grand Rapids: wm. B. ferdmans Publlishing
Company, 19506).

Cornelius Van Til, The New Modernism (Philadelphia:
The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Gompany, 1947).

Leonard Hodgson, The Doctrine of the Trinity (New
York: Charles Scribner's sons, 1944)%

Claude Welch, In This Name; The Doctrine of the Trin-
éﬁz‘agiggggemporagz_TﬁboIogx (New York: Charles Scribner's

ons, .1952).
; Cornelius Van Til, Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox?

(Philadelphia: The Presbyterian and Reformed Publlishing
Company, 1954).
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to be paraphresed to read, "The Word assumed flesh." Barth

v
says that the incarnation i1s inconcelvable, but it is not

absurd. To understand the word became in 1ts traditional
sense makes an absurdity out of the inecarnation. If, how-
ever, we use the word assumed, we tﬁan guard against two
possibilities of error. The first would be to understand
by the phrase, "The Word became flesh" that God in His mode
of existence as the Son ceased to be the eternal God. The
second, just &s blasphemous, would be to understand that in
the incarnation a third being arose who would be meither
true God nor true man.l0 Barth feels that there are only
two things which can be said about the incarnation on the
basis of John 1l:144, aﬁﬂ that when these are sald, all is said
that can or should be ventured. If we put th; emphasis on
the word flesh, then we make a statement about God, namely,
that without any change in His nature, according to His
second mode of existence, He went into the far country of
humen creatureliness, corruption and perdition. If, on the
other hand, we place the emphasis on the Word, then we have
made a statement about God. Then we say that,

e s« o Without ceasing to be man, but assumed and ao=-

cepted in his creatureliness and corruption by the Son

of God, man=-~this one Son of Man=--returned home to

where He belonged, to His place as true man, to fellow-
ship with God, to relationship with His fellows, to

10garl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, in
Church Dogmatics (New YOork: charles Scribner's Sons, 1956),
Y, Second EgIT-Volumo. 160. (Hereafter designated I, 2.
Page reference will be third number in sequence).
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the ordering of His inward and outward existence, to

the fulness of His time for which He wes made, to the

3::3:::::n:gflinjoymnnt of the falvati?n for which He

In d very brief section Barth discusses the proposi=-
tion that Jesus Christ, as true men, exists oﬁly inasmuch
as the Son of God 1s this one man. He 1s here trying to
guerd against any i1dea that there was a man existing apart
from the Logos into whom the Logos entered aﬁd fook up a
new form of existence.l2? He éffirma thet Jesus Christ from
the moment of conception was True God and that therefore the
Theotokos must be predicated of the Virgin Mary. However,
Barth wishes to be certain that we understand that by his
affirmation of this ascription to the Virgin Mary he is not
a partner to the Mariologizing of the Romen Communion.
Moreover, Barth also admits that this is one of the places
vhere he is somewhat parting company with Calvin who either
avoided or contested the term 252252525.13

Barth has an all-inclusive understanding of the "human
pature" in Jesus Christ which leaves little doubt as to
whether or not he affirms the true humanity of Jesus Christ.

By the "human nature"™ in which He who is very God is

also very man we have to understand the same histori-

cal 1life as our own, the ,same creaturely mode of ex-

istence as an individually distinct unity of soul and

body in a fixed time between birth and death, in the
same orientation to God and fellowman. From this

1lpartn, op. cit., IV, 2, 20-2l.
12parth, op. oit., I, 2, 150.
131bid., p. 138. '
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standpoint "human nature" means quite simply that which

mekes & man man as distinct from God, angel or animal,

his specifioc creatureliness, his humanitas. By "human
nature,” however, we have also to understand the

"flesh,"™ humen nature &s 1t 1s determined and stamped

by human sin, the corrupt and perverted human nature

. which stands in eternal jecpardy and has fallen a vic=
tin, not only to dying, but to death, to perishing.

It is humen nature as characterised in thils way, ademic

human nsture, that the Son of God assumed. when He be~

ceme man, and it 1s as the bearer of this human nature
that He wes and is the HMediator and Reconcller betwesn

God and us. Jesus Christ was and is very men in this

twofold sense.

However, we are lmmediately forced to ask the question as
to whether or not Barth has gone too far in his statement-
ebout the humenity of Jesus Christ. It is to be doubted
whether or not Barth is taking seriously the statement
about Jesus Christ found in Hebrews l:15-16.

A good "for instance™ of this accusation is afforded
when Barth discusses the theology of Gregory of Nyssa.
Cregory of Nyssa discussed the incarnation of our Savior as
well as the human nature which He assumed, end in order to
deal honestly with the witneas of Scripture with-ragard to
both the creestion and continued creation of man by God, as
well as with the sinlessneas of our Lord, he was forced to
meke the distinction between original sin as belng essential
to human nature or belng accidental to human nature, 3St.
Gregory, of course, decided in favor of the latter amd
found the source of sin in man's will. He argued that sin

was not essential to human nature and that the mere fact

UBarth, op. cit., IV, 2, 25.
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that a man is born does not involve sin but ihat any sin
whioh 1s involved in the act of procreation is inherent 1n-‘
the lust which precedes the act of birth.l5 The Lutheran
Symbols make the same kind of distinction in the light of
the Seriptural evidence as well as the Church's tradition,16

Karl Barth frankly repudlates Gregory of Nyssa and the
early tradition of the catholic Church so it must be imag-
ined that he would do the sams to the Lutheran position.
He writes: :

The Early Church and its theology often went too far

in its well intentioned effort to equate these state-
ments with those about the sinlessness of Jesus. But
there must be no weakening or obscuring of the saving
truth that the nature which God assumed in Christ is
identical with our nature as we see it in the light of:/:
the Fall. If it were otherwise, how could Christ bes -/
really like us? What concern would we have with Him?

We stand before God characterised by the Fall. God's
Son not only assumed our nature but He entered the
concrete form of our nature, under which we stand be=
fore God as men demned and lost. He did not produce

end establish this form differently from all of us;
though innocent, He became guilty; though without sin
He was made to be sin., But these things must not

cause us to detract from His complete solidarity with
us and in that way to remove Him to a distance from

us. We must not agree with Gregory of Nyssea (Or. cat.
15 f£.), when he bases hia statement that the incarna=-
tion is not unworthy of God upon the intrinsic goodness
of human nature itself, upon the fact that birth and
death in themselves do not involve suffering in the
atrict and proper sense. Our comment must be that our

15gawerd Herdy and Cyril Riohardson, editors, Christolo
of the Later Fathers, in The Library of Christian Classics :
2 adelphia: The westminster Fress, 190L)s L11l, 292L. and
306f.
J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1958), pp.

16Theodore G. Tappert, editor, The Book of Goncord
(Phi;ag;%phia: Muhlenberg Press, 1959), pp. LGbfI. end
PP 1 °
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nature is not a human nature good in itself. . . .
Vie can only comment that our nature is now natura
vitiats.1l7 e i

Although Barth does not mention the Symbols, as has already
been inferred, he 'does oriticize the Lutheran dogmaticians r
in genersl and Quenstedt snd Hollaz in particular.

In fairness to Barth it must be stated that he does
not want to meke a sinner out of Christ--that is, a person
who actually committed sin in Hls sojourn in the far coun=-
try. In the light of the previous quotation the following
one is extremely interesting.

In becoming the same as we are, the Son of God is the

ssme in quite a different waey from us; in other words,

in our human being what we do is omitted, and what we
omit is done. This Man would not be God's revelation
to us, God's reconciliation with us, if He were not,
as true Man, the true, unchangeable, perfect Goed Him=-
self. He 1s the true God because and so far as it has
pleased the true God to adopt the true being of man.

But thls is the expression of a claim upon this being,

a aanctiticat{gn and blessing of this being, which

excludes sin.

Barth maintaina the sinlessness of Jesus Christ by saying

i
that "Jesus' sinlessness obviously consists in His direct
admission of the meaning of the incarnation."l9 By this he
means that the "second Adam™ unlike Adam does not wish to
be as God but acknowledges before God the state and condi-
tion of fellen man in which He now finds Himself in Adam's

nature and thus beara the wrath of God as ", . . & righteous

17Barth, op. oit., I, 2, 153.
181pid., p. 155. Itallcs mine.
191b1d¢‘ Pe -157-
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necessary wrath."20 Thus Barth can say that Christ was not
& sinful man, but that inwardly and outwardly His situation
was that of a sinful man, Thus, "He bore innocently what
Adem and all of us in Adam have been guilty of,"2l

But perhaps there is a less complicated way to solve
the riddle of the Sinless sinner. Certainly the mystery
seems to be solved 1f the humanity of Jesus Christ 1is
merely an organ in which the Logos operates or through
which He performs His mighty deeda. This is exactly what
Barth seems to have done with the human nature of our Lord.
He states:

There 1s no reason to mistake the pure humanity of

Jesus Christ in relation to the empowering which comes

to His human essence by the electing grace of God. We

insist that its function is that of an organ of the

Son of Man who 18 also and primarily the 3on of God.

Tt 153 to Aim and not this organ, to ¥is humen essence

as such, that there is given "all power in heaven and

in earth" (Mt. 28:18). It does not posssss, but it

medietes and attests the divine power and authority.
It boars and serves 1it.

At another point in his discussion, in a very rationalistic
sense, Barth mskes the point thet any deification of this
temple in which the G&dhoad dwells would utterly destroy
15,23 This kind of language hardly seems to be taking the

testimony of the Scripture seriously., If there is no union

201p14.
2l1vid., p. 152.
22pgrth, op. cit., IV, 2, 98. Italics mine,

231b14., p. 89. Also I, 2, 168 where flesh 1s called
"ghell of the Word."
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or communion between the two natures, if the one merely
uses the other, then it 1s easy to see how complete sinful=
ness can be predicated of the human nature per se which was
assumed by our Lord and yet keep Hi.n; the "spotless" Lamb of
God. But the moment we do this we surrender God's mystery.

Now we can understand how Barth speaks of the "exalta=- _;-'
tion" of humanity--both His and ours. When He speaks of
Christ as the "unique" Man he merely means a man who came
with unquestionable authority, One who did not have to be
instructed by elther Soribe or Pharisee.2i The exaltation
of the humenity never for & moment makes the humenity of
Christ a bit different from ours as far as power and glory
are concerned, but Barth says, "It means the history of the
placing of the humanity common to Him aﬁd us on a higher
level, on which it becomes and 1s completely unlike ours
even in its complete likeness. « . «"25 The manner in
which His and our humanity is exalted is that God humbled
Himself by assuming 1t. This 1s the extent of that which
can be said on the subject,

Barth maintains that the incarnation of Christ was an
absolutely necessary event and one which will have eternal
consequences. He astates at one place in his discussion that j
the humanity of Christ is not something which happens now -
and will later dlsappeu;-smthing assumed merely for the

2‘+B‘rth'. _o_E- Ea. IV. 1’ 159-1600
25partn, op. eit., IV, 2, 28.
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purpose of mediation.26 In enother volume he states, "He
would dis as a true man, only to rise from the dead the
third day as the same true man,"27
Docetism 1s clearly condemned by Barth. He goes so
far as to say that every kind of docetism is impossible and
forbidden. To doubt the historicity of Jesus Christ is to -

.2
o

bring into question the prima verites.28 1t 1s interesting

and rewarding to see how Barth ties up the unity of the 014

and New Testaments as & necessary corollary in the avoidance
of any docetic influence.

In its bracketing with the 0ld Testament the New
closes the door against every kind of Docetism, how-
ever crude or subtle, by positing the man who was and
is the Son of God in His singularity and at the same
time in the relevance of Hls exiatence for every man of
every place, by setting the happening of the redemp~
tion history between God and man in world history, at
a cosmic place, a place on earth. Docetism is the old
enemy, an enemy which ia constantly reappearing, of
the concrete truth of the history of redemption as
the history of the passion. When Docetism threatens,
this truth is t hreatened. And when the authenticity
of the 014 Testament is disputed in its unity with
the New, Docetism threatens.2?

Extra-calvinlsticum

The statements of Barth that the assuming of humanity
by the Logos is an event with eternal significance and

26b1d., p. 35.

27parth, op. oit., I, 2, 4.
28parth, op. cit., IV, 2, 36.
29Barth, op. eit., IV, 1, 168.
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durablility would naturally lead us intoc a discussion of
Barth's position on the extre=calvinisticun in order that
ﬁa night be able to understand what he means by these
affirmations.

The big problem encountered in any discussion of the
extra-calvinistioum is, "Who is gullty of the innovation?®
The Lutheran party, as might be expected, accuse ths Re= _
formed of an innovation. Barth, who is traditionally 5
Calvinistic in his basic outlook on this subject, stremu-
ously accuses the Lutherans of being guilty of adding a
"new" element to the Ghureh'; theology.

Barth feels that the extra-calvinisticum must be main-

tained because:
An absolute inclusio of the Logos in the creature, the A
man Jesus, would mean & subordination of the VWord to '
the flesh, & limitation and therefore an alteratisn of
His divine nature, and therefore of God Himself.3

This 1s another example which leads us to believe that

Barth is not teking seriously the Lutheran position over

against the extra=-calvinisticum. It must be admitted that

he is familiar with the Lutheran position, but it appears
that Barth is too much captivated with the finitum non est

capax infiniti to be able to understand and apprecliate 1it.

Barth states:

The early Lutherans were qulte aware of this doubtful-
ness in their dooctrine. In practice theywished to ad-
here as much to the vere Deus as to the vere homo, and
not to infringe upon the word as God in HIs divinity

301pid., p. 180,
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or upon the flesh as & creature in its creatureliness.
Thus J. Gerhard . « « explained that the unity of the
flesh with the VWord, in virtue of which the Word was
never anywhere henceforth without the flesh as the
flesh is not without the Word, must be thought of in
the modus illocalils, sugernaturans et sublimissimus.
And Quenstedt . . . continue 8 expoaltion with G he
qualification . . . ita tamen, ut nec caro lmmensa sit,
nec Adyes includatur, finlatur vel circumscribatur,

sed et Illa Finits et hic Infinitus permaneat. But
what does & limiting of the Wword to the ilesh mean, if
it is specifically not to assert a really spatial
limiting, 1.e., one appropriate to the concept "flesh",
yet Just as little an unlimitedness in the flesh appro=
priate to the concept "word"? Have not Luther and the
Lutherans ventured too much in their attempt at such a
simple reversal of the statement about the enhypostasis
of the humanity of Christ, or at the completion of 1t
by a statement about the "enfleshment™ of the Word in
the exclusive sense? Does such a statement make any:
clear assertion at all, seeing 1ts aim is to deny nei=-
ther the vere Deus nor the vers home? The road which
led to this orowning statement is understandable and
11luminating. But would it not have been better elither
not to make 1t, or to explain it at once by a counter-
statement, since it obviously cannot be explained in
and by itselr?3l

It is understandable that Barth can never agree with our
position as long as he conﬂn;u himself to spatial concepts
in spite of the careful qualification which the Lutheran
party has used.

It is interesting, however, to see that Barth is far
from satisfied with his extra-calvinisticum. He 1is honest
enough to see and admit the mn& difficulties into which
this leads all those who take the dootr:l.rie seriously. He.
is even willing to admit that it had en adverse effect upon
the theology of John Calvin with s pecial reference to his
doctrine of predestination. He also admits that right down

31wth. gno 2&.. I. 29 167.
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to ocur day the doetrine has led to fatal speculation about

the work of the lopos asarkos. This leads to the evolution

of some "other" god whose presence and activity we can con-
template outside of the Viord made flesh. Of this "other"

god Barth wishes to. have no part.32 He finally states, "In
short 1t cannot be denled that the Reformed totus intra et

extra offers at least as many difficulties as the Lutheran

totus intra."33

Communicatio Idiomatum

I should like to begin this section of the dlscussion
with a statement of Barth's which is probably as close as
we s hall come to finding anything similar to the Lutheran
approach on the communication of attributes or any real
union and communion between them. One would hardly expect
to find such a positive statement in the theology of a
Calvinistic theologian, and this helps us to see again how
Barth does not hesitate to break with his tradition when
he feels that this 1s necessary. He writes:
When we think of Him, we cannot imagine two-=-a divinity
which does not yet impart itself to the humsnity, and
2 humanity which still looks forward to the impartation
of the divinity, and therefore still lacks it. We can-
not speak of Wim in words which refer exclusively to
His divine or exclusively of His human essence. We
have to see concretely in the one Jesus Christ, and to

think and say concretely of Him, everything that be=
longs to divine and everything that belongs to human

328u'th. ©op. _t.'-_!._i_:_.. v, 1, 180.
Bsmth. _0_]). _c_ifo. I. 2’ 170!
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essence. Again, whatever belongs to divine or human -

essence, whatever cheracterises or distinguishes the.

one or the other as such, is to be seen concretely in

Jesus Christ, and to be thought end sald concretely of

Him.34 ;

Barth, however, is no Jesuit end will not allow us to
decelve ourselves. He does mot really believe that thers is
any actual communication of attributes. He goes to great
pains to deny this. 4And while he 1s so belabored t o deal
with this point, his reesoning end sense of fairness with
enother theological system (the Lutheran system) seems to
be et its lowest ebb.

Barth speeks of the "peculiarly Luthersn doctrine of

the unlity . of the natures and of the consequent communicsatio

idiomatum."35 ‘ Here Barth has one question for the Lutherans
and that is this: "Do we not have revealedness instead of
revelation, a state instead of &n event?"36 This seems

like 8 rather insignificant question in comparison to the
one which Barth admits the Reformed will have to answer,
namely, are they not guilty of teaching a "nuda sustentatio”

-=g mere presence lent to humen nature by the Word of God.
Barth is continually setting up straw men in his at-
tempt to deal with the Lutheran question addressed to the

Reformed position on the communio ldiomatum. At one point

he says:

lparth, op. elt., IV, 2, The
358&1'1;!’1. op. ﬁo' I. 2' 16!].-
361bid.
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But when it speaks of a divinisation (Lutheran theole-
ogy that is) of human essence in Jesus Christ, and
when t his divinisation of the flesh of Jesus Christ is
understood as the supreme and final and proper meaning
and purpose of the incarnation--sven to the point of
worshipping it--a highly equivocal situation is cre-
ated. All this is still said, of course, within the
sphere of Christology. And it is all salid with a
reference only to the humanity of Jesus Christ. But
how are we to guard against a deduction which is very
near the surface, which once it 1is seen is extremely
tempting, and once accepted very esasy to draw, but
which can compromise at & single stroke nothing less
than the whole of Christology? For after all, is not
the humanity of Jesus Christ, by definition, that of
all men? And even if it is sald only of Him, does not
thlis mean that the easence of &ll men, human essence
as such, is capable of divinisation? If it cean be
said in relation to Him, why not to all men?37

An entire paper could be written in reply to this brief
paragraph. Allow me to state just a few of the most obvi-
ous points which ought to be considered:
l. What Lutheran theologian of any repute has ever:
stated that the divinisation of the flesh of Jesus

Christ is the supreme, final, proper meaning and
purpose of the incarnation?

2. Doctrinally erroneous deductions can be made from
any doctrinally sound statement.

3. A Lutheran theologian would say that the humanity
of Jesus Christ was exaotly like that of all men
except that it was without sin. (Hebrews 2)

j. What can be seid of Him cannot be said of all men
because of the personal union. This demonstrates
the appropriateness of our position. A Lutheran
theologian would not discuss the communication of
attributes to the human nature outside of the con=
text of the personal union. We are not interested
in the human nature in abstracto. Surely Barth
knows thisl

Let us consider another case in point. Barth writes:

The objection can obviously be brought at once against

37Bartn, op. eit., IV, 2, 681.
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this view (the Lutheran view of the communicatio idio=
matum) that it is & strange deity which can suddenly
become the predicate of human essence, and a strange
humanity to which all the divine predicates can sud-
denly be ascribed as subject. Does not this compromise
both t he true deity and the true humanity of Jesus
Christ? Does it not involve either a deification of
gh: cggature. or hmmeanisation of the Creator, or

oth? :

At this point Barth has done & grave injustice to Lutheran
theology. The rhetorical question as to whether or not he

is unfsmiliar with our position on the communicetio idio=

matum is not even in place. Barth is famillar with our
position. He admits that we have no genus tageinaticum.”
He knows that no Lutheran theologlan has ever applied all ’

of the divine predicates to the humenity of Jesus Christli d
I should like the name of one Lutheran theclogian of repute

Al

that hes ever predicated eternity of the human naturee-one -
of the first ascriptions made of the divine nature. This
is a misrepresentation of fact. :

Not onlyd ces Barth misrepresent the Lutheran position,
but he seems to be somewhat sarcastic with respect to our
position when he speaks of our "heaven-storming doctrine of
the humanity of the Mediator." In this paragraph the
Lutheran party is blamed for the development of the modern
speculative anthropology. In the light of the denominational
affiliations of those who have been doing most of the

381bid., p. 79.
391b1d., p. 78.
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promulgating of this "modern speculative antlropology,"d0 I
do not think that this statement should even be considered
too seriously. Likewise the statement that in the main our
". ¢ « interest now centres on the communion of the natures
quite apart from the personal unlon~-if on the basis of 1t"4l
ought to be received with the same kind of charity.

Barth makes the observation that Lutheran theology has
no genus tapeinaticum. This ought to point out that our

systen is not based upon some form of logic but rather upon

@ desire to take seriocusly the witness of Soripture with

regpect to the person of our Lord Jesus Christ. Evidently

this does have some salutary effect upon Barth for he states

that our rejection of this temptation stems ". . . from an

honest if misgulded zeal for & material concern dellmitod

‘by Scriptures.” He then hastens to add:
Of course, all these restrictions can and will be found
rather artificial and laboured. They are illogical and
disturb the formal beauty. But we are forced to admit
that they teatify to the realism, and the resolve to be ..
faithful to Scripture, which ﬁgntrol the development of -
this Lutheran theologoumenon.

As Lutherans we ought to gratefully accept this statement as

a compliment.

4O1bid., p. 83. -
blrvid., p. 77-
b2rpia., p. 78.




CHAPTER IV
THE PZRSONAL UNION IN THE THEOLOGY OF EMIL BRUNNER
The Doctrine of the Trinity

To some readers this might seem like a strange subject
with which to begin a discussion of the personal union in
the theology of Emil Brunner. The author begins here be-
cause Brunner has intimately related the Triniterisn Dogma
and Christology. We merely alluded to Barth's interpreta-
tion of the Trinity and allowed the subject to rest. We
cannot do that with #mil Brunner beceuse he is more out=-
spoken than Barth on the subject.

Although Barth speaks of God in his modes of presence
I seriously doubt that he would agree with Brunner when he
makes & atatement like the following.

This does mot mean that a detalled dootrine of the

Trinity, or even the mere conception of the Trinity,

forms part of the Christian message, for such a con=-

ception cannot be found within the New Testament. It
is, however, true that the whole of the testimony of
the Apostles is full of the Trinitarian idea, and every

Christian statement is rooted 1in it, namely, in the

idea that between Christ and God there is & relation

which differs from that between Christ and us, a rela-
tion in which from the very beginning Christ was on the
side of God over against us, as the divine authority,
as the Lord (Kyrios) whom we worship.l

It would certainly seem that even more than a "mere concep-

tion of the Trinity" is involved in the subject of

1Enil Brunner, The Mediator (Philadelphia: The West-
minster Press, 1947); pp. 3li-312.
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Christology. The Soriptures nowhere ascribe incarnation
either of the Father or of the Holy Spirit. It seems that
this fact would immediately involve us in some concept of
the Holy Trinity. ;

In lieu of discussing the doctrine of the Trinity,
Brunner offers a novel solution. Why not speak of two pere
sons instead of three? By this he obviously refers to the
first two persons. The Holy Spirit is then understood as :
the echo of the Word of Christ in our heart.2 It seems un-
necessary to point out that this suggestion does not do
Justice to the Soriptural evidence concerning the nature and

function of the Holy Spirit.
The Doctrine of the Virgin Birth

If there is one concept which is at the center of
Brunﬁer'a theology, 1} seems to be his 1dea about revelation.
He holds a dynamic view of revelation--one which maintains
that if anything can be grasped by the mind, it ceases to be
of the nature of divine revelation.3 Perhaps this is why
Brunner has so much difficulty with certain doctrines found
in Holy Soripture, such as the virgin birth, the Holy
Trinity, and the two natures. But does the fact of the
virgin birth, which Brumner calls a theory, really solve

any mysteries or claim to be a substitute for miracle?

21bid., pp. 282-283.
31bid., p. 278. '
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Evidently Brunner thinks that 1t doea.

One of the first reasons for rejecting the virgin birthn
of Christ which is advanced by Brunner is that it tends to
obacure the meaning of the incarnmation. He is of the opinion
that men will become so captivated with the how of God's
miracle that they will overlook the what that haa happened.h
Brunner is not able to document this claim, of course, in
the theology of any major conservative catholic group.

Brunner realiges that in order to deny the miracle of
the virgin birth he will have to deal with the Scriptural
evidence for this doctrine. He does this with great subjec=-
tive gusto.

Of course, as the theology of the Church has done for

centuries, we can interpret the narratives of Matthew

and Luke in such a-way that their statement can be
brought into harmony with that of the Goepel of John;
but apart from this re-interpretation there is a clear
contradiction. It is therefore not wholly improbable
that the Johannine Prologue was deliberately placed

where 1t is, %n opposition to the doctrine of the .
Virgin Birth.

‘The little words "of course" are pushed to carry an ex-
tremsly heavy load in & context in which they are completely
undocumented. And how one finds a ¢lear contradiction be-
tween Matthew-Luke and John is an interesting question since
St. John neither affirms nor denies the virgin birth. He 1is
not interested in speaking to the questlon,

"l-Ibid ey Pe 322.

5Em11 Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and
Radem tion (Philadelphia: The westminster Press,
. also p. 329. (Hereafter referred to as oggatics.
II) Italics nmine.
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We ought to allow Brunner one last statement in defense
of his position. He here relates his rejection to the incar-
nation as intimately as he can eand struggles to show us ex-
actly why he feels he must reject the virgin birth of our
Lord,

The great, unthinkable, unimaginable miracle of the In=-
carnation which the &postles proclaim, is not that the
Son of God was born as the son of a virgin, but that
the Eternel Son of God, who from all eternity was in
the bosom of the Father, uncreasted, Himself proceeding
from the Being of God Himself, became man; that He, the
eternal and personal Word of God, meets us in Jesus
Christ as man, of our flesh and blood, as our Lord, who
in His exlstence manifests to us the Being of His Fa=-
ther, and as the Redeemer, in whom we have reconcilia=-
tion and free access to God and are true sons of God,
if we belleve in Hime: « « « The fight against this view
is usually cerried on by those who do not believe in
the divinity of Christ, by modern Adoptionism, which in
theological terms 1s called "Liberalism". 1t should be
clear from the tenor of these remarks, that our rejec=
tion of the doctrine of the Virgin Birth has nothing to
do wltg'bhis view, but comes from the very opposite
angle.

Brunner's high appreciation of the incarnation of our Lord
is most gratifying. Surely it 1s not necasaﬁry to sacrifice
the virgin birth of our Lord, however, to maintain an
equally high appreciation for the incarnation of the Savior.
Although we are now leaving our formal discussion of
the virgin birth.in.Brunner'a theology.ue shall have to
treat it at later times when he himself relates it to other
doétrines of the person of Jesus Christ, such as his human-

ity, for instance.

6Ibid os Pe 356-




The Aumanity of Jesus Christ

Emil Brunner affirms the fact that in the incarnation
the Logos assumed & human nature. He sericusly takes modern
theology to task for their misunderstanding of what this
event means,

This statement has been misunderstood by modern theology,
with 1ts lack of perspicacity, and taken to .siean simply
"naturalism." But the early Fathers meant by "nature"
simpiy the totality of human existence as the possibile
ity of personal 1life. "Human nature 1s all that makes
up & human life." Jesus Christ is true Man; His life
lacked nothing which formed part of humen historical
life. It does not mean that a "section" of human and
natural 1ife has been removed and in its place a "sec-
tion" of the divine life has been inserted. At least
this is the central tendency of the doctrine. . . .

The 1life of Jesus is not & blend of natural and super-
natural elementa. S0 far as the historical and visible
side of His_life 1s concerned it is quite natural and
historical.

It appears evident that Brunner would have no difficulty
effirming the vers homo. r

But this high concept of the humanity of Jesus Christ
affords Brunner additional grist for his anti-virgin birth
mill., PBrunner asks the gquestion, "Is & man who is bora with-
out a human father & 'true man'?"8 Brunner feels that & man
born without a father lacks the most essential thing for a
human being==the fact that he has been born in exactly the

same way as we all are.? Brunner finds traces of docetism

TBrunner, op. c¢it., The Mediator, p. 317.

8Brunner, op. eit., Dogmaties, II, 355.
91bid.
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and ascetic anti-sex tendencies in the doctrine of the vir-
gin birth. Furthermore, and this is extremely important, he
feels that the dooctrine of the virgin birth has done much to
foster "Mariolatry." In a footnote he states that when Karl
Barth (K. D., I, 2, ps 200) quotes with approval Berdyaev's
passionate rejection of his denial of the virgin birth, Barth
fails to include a sufficient amount of the context of
Berdyaev'!s writing so that all can see that the only reason
Berdyaev is denouncing him is in order that. he might defend
". « « the foundation of the worship of the Virgin, of
Hariolatfy.“io

The Word became flesh! Brunner understands by this
statement that the Logos assumed personality. He is careful
to state that in our human historical sense of the word,
Personality applies only to the humanity of Jesus Christ.ll

He makes a careful distinotion between person and personality.

Brunner states:

It 1s this Man, in whose personal existence the Divine
Person meets us==through faith. The Person of this
personality does not resemble a human being; here the
humanity of Christ ceases; indeed, this Person 1s not
historically visible at all. He can be seen by faith
alone. 4

This 1s o distinction which Brunnexr muat' make in view of his
concept of revelation. It is a handy way to keep the Word

101biq.
1lprunner, op. cit., The Mediator, p. 266.

laIbido. Pe 3&50
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separate from the flesh,

The above distinction is important to Brunner for an-

other reason. He does not want to have to say that the

Christ essumed or became a human person. He wants to avoid 1

this because of the implications of sin and corruption which

are oconnected with the human person as Brunner understanda

the person of man. He might go along with Bart* in the re-
Jection of the distinotion between that which is essential
and accidental to human nature as formulated in the theology
of Gregory of Nyssa, but he is much more cautious than Barth
in that which he is willing to ascribe of human nature to
the incarnate Christ.

It is the mystery of the Person of Jesus Christ that at
the point at which we have this sinful "Person" He has,
or rather is, the divine person of the Logos. For
"person" means precisely that which we cannot have, but
must be. Christ has indeed assumed buman nature, but
not a human person. Thus He may have assumed the poasi=
bility of being tempted--the possibllity of sin which
is connected with the historical personality--but He
did not assume the corrupted personality spoilt by

. Original Sin, that 1s, the necessity of falling into
temptation. To fall in temptation==-in spite of Origi-
nal Sin=-=-is never a natural fact, but always &nd only
a personal act.l3

In this particular context both Barth and Brunner treat the
passage in Ramana_asa. Brunner shows himself to be more
cautious by qualifying his exegesis in the light of the
testimony about Jesus Christ found in Hebrews 4:15.ll

One of the paasagellln Brunner which would seem to have

131b14., p. 319.
:ul-B!'u'nnBr. 220 ﬁt_o .- Do mtics' II' 323-321‘0
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serious implications in any dlscussion of the personal union
in Jesus Christ is that in which Brunner treats the humanity
of Jesus Christ and our redemption. He is objecting to
Arienism and Sabellianism, both of which heresies compromise
the &eity of Jesus Christ. But then Brunmer appears to go
to the opposite end of the spectrum insisting that our sal=-
vation cen in no way be accomplished by the Man Tasus. It
is certainly true, as Brunner states, that no human being
can be a Redeemer since every human being needs redemption
himself.15 pBut, even in this context, is'it not important
to stress the union of the two in Jesus Christ? Theoretically
one would have to answer the question, "Could we be redeemed
by God alone without the incarnation?" in the affirmative
but the fact is that we were not so0 redeemed by God.

It is somewhat unfortunate that Brunner does not dia-
cuss the extra-culvinisticum as did both Barth and Berkouwer,

but the following passage would lead us to believe that he
might well affirm the type separation which is taught in

this doctrine.

The "flesh" is not the "Word," although it is practi-
cally impossible to separsate this "Word" from the esh."
he identity which exists between the two is not direct
but indirect. But it 1s quite certain that this indi-
rect identity does exlst, so that we who belleve, in
spite of the fact that this history is not itself the
rov:la{%on, are absolutely bound to it and interested
in it.

15Brunner, op. eit., The Mediator, p. 277.

161bid., p. 355. Itelics mine.
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We shall take occasion at a later time to point to other
passages that would indicate affinity with the extra-
calvinisticum. This passage has been listed here because
it deals with the "word-flesh" relationship.

Brunner 1s not easily excited by those passages which
are ordinerily applied to the human nature of Jesus Christ.
When he encounters one of them he merely states that "It
belongs to the very nature of the incarnate Logos, to the
very nature of the Son who goes through the world in the
form of a servant, that He should subordinete Himself to the
Father."l7 These passages all indicate the role which the
Son has to play in His incernation.

Brunner also points out that for all of the ways that
the Incarnate Son is like us human beings there are atill
certain manners in which He radically differs from us, He
writes:

s ¢« o While we agres with the verdict "He is a Mean

like ourselves", we are also obliged to come to the

exactly opposite view and say: He is not a Man like
ourselves. Not only can no one accuse Him of sin,
but He stands before us as One who, at every point in

His 1ife, is wholly ons with the will of God; who

really does not allow Himself to be ministered unto,

but who_"ministers, and gives Hls life a ransom for
many" .18

Beside this l1ife of saprifice which differentiates the Man
Jesus Christ from us men, Brunner also points to the authority
of the Divine-Man as opposed to all other men., What prophets

171bid., p. 353.
1BBrunnnr. op. 6it., Dogmatics, 1I, 324
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Promised this One was able to give and ru1f111.19

Whereas Barth and Berkouwer affirmed the extra-
calvinisticum they at least stated that the incarnation also
had implications for the resurrected Lord. Barth could 88y,
for instance, t hat the God-man %ho dles was the same as He
who rose from the grave. But Brunner denies the bodily or
corporeal resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ. Hers
eégain, as in the case of the virgin birth, Brunner 1is ex-
tremely subjective in his use of Soripture and tenuous in
his srgumentation.

Naturally for both conflicting parties the physical
resurrection was understood in the sense of the Empty
Tomb. (Parties ars Lutheran and Reformed.) The fact
that the witness of the Bible on this very point, so
far as the iKxalted Lord is oconcerned, has nothing to
say sbout a "oorporeality" of Jesus Christ, seemed not
to disturb these theologians, who were so sure of
their ground., Since they did not doubt the traditional
conception of the physical Resurrection, they did not
feel obliged to carry the original Pauline line any
further, and they also overlocked the fact that whenever
Paul speaks of the Body of Christ he means the Church,
and nothing but the Church, and that the New Testament
knows nothing of & Christ transferred to heaven in
bodlily form--save for those two passeges of Luke in
connexion with the story of the Ascension. But the
fact that both the Lutheran Pro and the Calvinistic
Contra were defended with the same lntense religious
passion, should warn us that here they had ventured
into & region of theological speculation where a clear
statement of faith is no longer possible, but opposing
"truths" can be maintained and "proved" with equal
reason.

It is extremely difficult to communicate with a man who can

affirm "opposing truths" and be happy with this situation.

19Tbid., p. 325.
20Tbid., pe 376,
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It 1s equally frustrating to try to deal with a person whose
theology can merely overlook certain passages of Foly Serip-
ture which he feels to be unimportant. Then what shall we
Bsay about the subjective exegesis here employed as well as
in the psssage where Brunner says that "The 'Hody'! of the
Risen Lord, according to the Bible . . . is always and only
the Churon."2l In I Corinthians 10:16 is the blood of
Christ the Church? Then meither is the body of Christl
Subjective judgment is written ell over the closing
quotation,

Thus, as we look back, we can see .that the further
Christological development of;the doctrine of the physi-
cal Resurrection confirms our view, based upon the tes=
timony of Paul, that the traditional view of the

Physical Resurrection is not based upon the testimony

of the first witnesses, but upon a later, cruder, view,
which for its part led to the medleval bellef in the
Resurrection of the flesh, to that dramatical mythical
vision of the dead arising at the sound of the trumpet.22

The Deity of Jesus Christ

It is on thes subject of the delty of Christ that
Brunner's theology is most forceful and positive. One night
well expect this because the deity of Christ relates directly
to Brunner's dynamic concept of revelation. He himself
points this out.

Every attempt to dostroj this qnalitz of His Belng,

which is defined in the "Two Naturea" doctrine, weakens
and finally completely destroys the scriptural belief

2libid., p. 377
221bid., pp. 376=377.
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in revelation. Thus we are forced to this conclusion:;
If Christ really is the revelation of God, in the same
way as the prophetic Word 1s the revelation of God,
save that He is the Word in Person, making known the
Will and Mind of God through Himself, inastead of
through & merely spoken word, then in Hia own nature He
is God. For He who reveals the Proper Name of God 1is
Himself God. He who brings to us the secret mystery of
God, the mystery which apart from His coming would be
for ever hidden from our sight, 1s indeed supra-mundane
and supre~human; His place 1s "yonder" where God is;
His "Nature" is as Divine &s ours is humen; in the mys~
tery of His Person the secret of the personality of God
is reveeled; yst such a revelation is indeed wholly be=
yond our undaratanding. He 18 not a creature, but is
Himself the Creator.2 '

Brunner ties up his discussion of the divine nature of Jesus
Christ and revelation with the fact that the Christ is the
"only" Son, not the primus inter pares. Christ is said to

stand on the further side of the frontier between man and
God. He 1s in absolute contrast to humanity on the whole.
He has absolute authority and is worthy of worship--some-
thing which could not bo.grahted to any man without
committing 1dolatry.2l |

There are many passages which, if isoletad, make the
reader wonder if Brunner actually believes in the divinity
of Jesus Ghriat. They are thois passages which say that
Jesus stands on the side of God over ageinst man, etc.
However, when one reads such & statement as the following
then mosat of those concerns are allayed. Erunner says of

Christ, "Thus His Person is not the transparent veil through

23prunner, op. cit., The Mediator, p. 28.
2hThid., p. 243,
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which glems the divine, but He is Himself the Divine; hence
He is not that whioch is divine, but God."25 Remember that
Person f'or Brunner means the Divine Nature.

Brunner meintains that it i1s only eccording to this
above-mentioned Divine Nature that we may worship Christ.
He makes the following statement.

If Christ 1s to be uorsﬁippad as divine, then certainly

He is not to be worshlpped as an "historical personal-

ity," for this would be to idolize a cresture~~in other

words, idolatry=-=but Hls claim to be an object of wor-
ship lies in His Divine Nature.26
From a passage such as this it is easy to see how Erunner
would interpret those passsages which ascribe worship to the
entire Chriat. One must make a separation for purvoses of
worship,

It 1s rewarding to ses how Brunner deals with those who
¢laim that Christ was the greatest of the prophets and thus
would deny His divinity. He seeks them out on the very
ground on whieh they think they are safe end shows that
those who make such claims do not understand the true nature
of the prophet and that actually to say that Jesus was more
than a prophet is to escribe deity to Him. If Christ is
more than a prophet, then He is the one in whom God does not
merely express His own Neme iIn Word but in Person. This
makes of the Christ the one in whom God Himself is person-
ally present and who acts with God's authority. This means

251b1d., pe 2Tk«
261b1d., p. 265.
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that in contrast to all men Christ 1s the "Wholly Other,."27

Brunner condemns certain heresies with respesct to the
person of Christ emong which are adoptionism, nébellianism
8nd arianism.  He sees in arianism the arch-heresy because
it equates the Son with the Jesus of History and therefore
makes Him subordinate to the Father in essence.2® . In His
roles as the 1nearnﬁta Redeemer PBrunner 1is rend! to allow for
a thaory.or subordinationism but strenucusly rc;ects ail
such statements if they are applied to the "essence" of

divine nature in Jesus Christ,
Implicetions of Revelation

In Brunner's theology revelation has certain definite
implicetions for a study of the personal union of the two
natures in Jesus Christ. The first implication of revela=-
tion is the necessity of the 1ﬁcarnntion of our Lord itself,
Brunner defimes the central truth of the Christlian faith as
being that ". . . the eternsl Son of God took upon Himself
our humanity, not thet the man Jesus acquired divinity."29
He furthermore states that "The direction of the movement is
the decisive question:for falth as & whole."3C In other

words, revelation 1s that act of God by which He comes to us.

271bid., pp. 352-353.
28Brunner, op. eit., Dogmatics, II, 347.
29Brunner; op. cit., The Mediator, p. 316.

301p14.
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The coming of God to us always implies a condescension
on the part of God for it is a movement from above to below.
However, this does not involve any change in God. Brunner
1s very definite om this point.

Revelation means the assumption of the temporal by the

Eternal, of finitude by the Infinite, of personality by

the Absolute. Then does this mean an actual change?

No. Through the revelation God does not become any-

thing other than He is. Otherwise how could this be a

revelation of (fod, how could we know God in the revela=-

tion? Nowhere do the Scripturea assert that "God became

a man,"3 :

The:faot that God does condeacend but does not change nor
become a man leads us to & third implication of revelation.

The third implication of revelation for Brunner is that
oeven while God is revealing Himself He 1s still the hidden

God, the deus absconditus.

For & God who even in revealing Himself were not at the

same time the hidden God, the mysterious, the Lord, the

One who cannot be possessed, would not be the God who

as perfect Love is also the Holy and Unapproachable.32
The abscondity of God is then part of the very definition of
revelation in Christ Jesus according to Brunner.

The fourth point which must be made here is that this
condescension has implication for the mind of Christ. To
the question as to whether or not the knowledge of Jesus was
limited, Brunner claims we must answer with a decided "Yes."33

Brunner even points to the prayers of Jesus as evidence of

3l1bid., pp. 332-333.
321bid., pe 33.
33prunner, op. oit., Dogmatics, II, 32l.
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the Savior's limited knowledge. He writes, "Jesus at prayer
Places Himself on the level of those who are limited in
their knowledge of future events. Jesus would not be True
Man if this were not the case."34 One wonders what Brunner
would do with the prayer of Jesus, knowing before He prayed
how He would revive the corpse, in order that those who saw

the miracle might believe and glorify God.
The Doctrine of the Two Natures

Brunner evidences & great reluctance to discuss the
subject of the Two Natures in Christ for which he would like
Luther to share some small responsibility. It would be im=-
POssible to tell exactly what passage Brunner had in mingd
because the reference is completely undocumented. RBErunner
feels that a discussion of the Two Natures doctrine turms a
miracle of salvationm inte a metaphysical problem. He feels
that the existential question: What took place? is turned
into the inquisitive inquiry: How did it take place? He
claims that we find no trace of this question in the New
Testament outside of the "theory of the Virgin Birth."35
He furthermore likens the Two Natures discussion to the case
of the doctrine of Inspiration through which ". . . people
have wanted to look into the divine mechanism (to see how it
works) instead of listening to the divine word itself."36

341bid.
35prunner, op. ¢it., The Mediator, p. 322.
361b14.
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The thing which really makes Brunner dislike this discussion,
88 he himself admits, is that any discussion of the "sub-
stance™ of the divine humanity will disrupt his theory of
"revelation." - According to this theory any discussion of
the Two Natures is superfluous because it adds nothing to
the statement that the borderline between Creator and crea~
ture has been crossed. Or, as Brunner thinks,

e ¢« «» Once we begin to think in abstract terms of the
schema of the Two Natures, then we cannot hold the
unity of the divine=human Person save through the de=-
nial of the duality, thus, t?rough the assertion of the
unity of the divine nature.3

Nevertheless, abstractly speaking, Brunner will affirm
that Jesus is simultaneously true Man and True God.3% He is
willing to say:

We only see Him (Christ) as & figure in history aright
when we see Him as the God-Man, when we see Him as the
Cne who 1s the Eternal Son become Man, true God, of one
substance with the Father. But also we only see him
aright as He really is when, while insisting that He 1is
"Prue God", we do not forget the other point=-which, in=-
deed, from the historical point of view comes firste-
that at the same time He is "True Man". This is what
the doctrine of the Two Natures is trying to express,
and which was expressed, in lapidary simplicity, for
the first time, by the Confessio Augustana: "Vere Deus,
vere homo." The great conmtroversies--which later on
became so terrible=--about the doctrine of the Two Na-
tures were all fousht over this simple, yet profoundly
mysterious . truth.3

Brunner strenuously meintains that when we have said

Jesus Christ, the God-men, we have said all that can be

37Brunner, op. oit., Dogmatics, II, 362.
381bid., p. 327.
39Ibid., pe 357.,
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sald. He sees no chance for any communion between the two,
and although ho'dons not discuss the geﬁua malestaticum as
does Barth it is evident that his position would be similar.

Brunner states:

Once we begin to think in terms of the abstract schema
of "Natures" then all we can say 1s this: gven In
Jesus Christ the human element is human, and the divine
element dtgine. eand the humen and the divine are never

the same. J
All would agree that the human and divine are not the same.
This 1s actually an unnecessary statement. But not all who
do not share RArunner's theory of revelation would agree that
there can be no communion between the two.

It 1s interesting to note that Brunner does not hesi-
tate to make use of the doctrine of the Two Natures when it
serves his purpose in the rejection of the virgin birth of
our Lord. Thus he states:

All the arguments in this direction are obviously made

to fit a dogmatio idea to a traditionel fast, although
actually it was strongly opposed to the fundamental

idea of the dosctrine of the "Two Natures."” The doctrine

of Parthenogenesis is one of those attempts to insert a
divine "section" into something which is otherwise
natural, a supernatural fact, and indeed a fact whioh
can be perceived, of which two psople could know some=
thing without faith.Ul -

The Communicetio Idiomatum

Here agaln we have to dowith the subject of revelatlion.

Brunner states that there is a conastant temptation to

hom_q-. Pe 362- Cf. also Pe 360.
hlBrunner, ope ¢it., The Mediator, p. 326.
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confuse Christ's human form with His Divine Humanity which
must be perceived by faith. He states that "The great
theoloélana of the Christien Church have always been aware
of this danger; but they have mever been able to avoid it
entirely."i2 They too have become guilty of considering
:bhe Johannine picture of Christ as plain narrative. - Then
Erunner adds this gem:

The idea that Christ was "true Man" still formed part
of the Creed, it is true, but the interpretetion sup-
ported by the goaspel history did not correspond with
it, hence this theology was confronted with the neces=
8lty of thinking of a divine~humanity in which the
divine was mingled in some wey with the mman--end
this in spite of the?cgy_n&‘i&! of the Oreed. The dog-
matic connscting link evolved the fatel doctrine of
the communicatio idiomatum, by means of which the
statement of {alth concerning the unity of the divine
with th): human was transformed into a metaphysical
theory.43

Suppoasedly the communicatio idiomatum mskes it possible for

the God-man to be perceived by all.  One wonders whether
Brunner is not making the same mistake that Barth made in
not seriously attempting to understand exactly what is being
taught by the communio idiomatum.

The seme type of a straw man is set up by Brunner when

he writes:

The Apostles did not trouble their heads about the
problem of the possibility of combining divine person-
" ality with human nature, or if they did think about
this at all they did not regard it as sufficiently
important, or good enough to mention it to their
Churches. It was enough for them to know that He is

b2ibid., p. 3U2.
b37 bid. i(.uvx {!m should be’.g 6 uﬂ g"rwa .
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both true God and elso true Man, not only from the
Physical but from the mentel and spiritual point of
view, in no way absolute, unlimited, &ll~knowing, &lle
mighty, but a week man, who suffers, 1z hungry, one
Who has tasted the depths of human angulsh and despairj
in brief, a human being, whom it is only natural to re-
gard as a mere human being.
Perhaps there are some who are intereated in the possibility
of combining divine personality with the human nature, but
these ought to be differentiated from those who are more in=-
terested in taking account of the witness of Scripture cone
Gerning the person of our Lord Jesus Christ. We are forced
to agree with Brunner that it is only natural to regard
Jesus Christ as a mere human being. History testifies to
this. That is whet the Pharisees did. But only as long as
We are captivated by the philosophical pre-supposition of

the "finitum non eat cepsx infiniti" are we forced to con-

¢lude that the physical nature which is subject to tunger
cannot partake of the power of the divine in the miracle of
the personal union. If we ere fescinated by both the myste=
rious and the miraculous, it would seem that the latter

position has, in fact, more to offer.

M"Ibido. Pe 3!4.5-




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Dcrinitionhof the Concept Personal Union

"One of the moat brief and positive statements of the
meaning of the personal union is found in the Athanasian
Creed.

Sed necessarium est ad seternam salutem, ut incarna=-
tionem quoque Domini nostri Jesu Christi fideliter
credat. Est ergo fldes recta, ut credamus et con-
fiteemur, quia Dominus noster Jesus Christus Dei
fillus, et Deus pariter et homo est: Deus est ex
substantlia patris ante ssecula genitus, et homo est

éx substantlia matris in saeculo natus. Perfectus
Deus, perfectus homo, ex anima rationabill et humana
carne subsistens. Aequelis patri secundum divini=-
tatem, minor patre secundum humanitatem. Qui licet
Deus sit et homo, non duo tamen, sed unus est
Christus. Unus autem non conversione divinitatis in
carne, sed adsumptione humenitatis in Deo. Unus omnino
non confusione substantice, sed unitate personae. Nam
sicut anima rationabilis et caro unus est homo, ita
Deus et homo unus est Christus. Qul passus est pro
salute nostra . « « «F

The items included then are that God became man in Jesus
Christ so that He is both God and man; He 1s perfect God
and perfect man; as such He is not two Christs but one
Christ; He is one not by confusion of substance but by
unity in one person. This i1s one ancient manner by which

to describe the miracle of the personal union.

1pie Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch-lutherischen - i
Kirche (Goettingen: vandennoeck & Ruprecht, 1952), PPe. 29-30
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Many of these exact stipulations are discussed in en-

i

other of Christianity's classic statements-~the Formula of
Concord. Article VIII confesses faith in the ome Christ
Who is simultaneously God and man, who possesses "two dis=
tinct natures" which ere so united in His person that they
ére not mingled nor abolished. Furthermore,

We also believe, teach, and confess that after the in-
carnation neither nature in Christ henceforth subsists
for itself so e&s to be or constitute a distinet person,
but that the two natures are united in such a way that
they constitute a single person in which there are and
subsist at the same time both the divine and the as-
suned human nature, so that after the incarnation not
only his divine nature but also his assumed human na-
ture belong to the total person of Christ; and that
without his humanity no less than without his deity
the person of Christ, or the Son of God who has as-
sumed flesh and has become man, is not complete.
Therefore Christ is not two differsnt persons, but one
single person, in spite of the fact that two distinct
natures, each with its natural essence and properties,
are found unblended in him.2

The personal union involves an affirmation of the
theotokos. The personal union means that the two natures
in Christ are so constituted that they have a communion
with each other--not that they are blended or mixed into
one nature=--", , . but, as Dr. Luther writes, into one per-

son."3 The Formula of Concord points to the fathers ". . .

(Irenseus, Book IV, chap. 3; Athanasius in his Letter to
Epiotetus; Hilary, On the Trinity, Book IX; Basil and
Gregory of Nyssa, in Theodoret; John Damascend, Book III,

27heodore Tappert, editor, The Book of Concord (Phila=-
delphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1959), P. 593.

BIbido' Pe 591[-'
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chap, 19)"4 as further testimony for its use of the terms
Sommunion and union of the two natures. Thus they state:

Because of this personal union and communion of the
divine and human natures in Christ, according to our
Plain Christian Oreed we belleve, teach, and confess
everything that 1s seid about the majeaty of Christ
agcording to his human nature at the right hand of the
glmighty power of God, and everything that follows
from it. If the personal union and communion of the
natures in the person of Christ did not exist in deed
and truth, all of this would be nothing, nor could it
even be.

This brief summary should be sufficient to properly orien-
tate sny reader who is not familiar with the Lutheran=-
Seriptural understanding of the perasonal union. The com=
munication of th; propartieé of the natures, communication

of attributes, exchange of properties, communicatio idioma=-

tum, or by uhatevar-terminology the phenomenon is known,
Comes from this same foundation and basis--the personal
union.® To avold technicalities where they are not specifi-
cally mentioned by individual theologians, we have chosen
not to discuss elther this term or the three genera of the °
Lutheran theology further at this point. Wherever this is

necessary clarification will be made.

A Critique of Berkouwer's Theology

Berkouwsr's theology certalnly measures up to some of

the -fipulations whioh have already been mentioned in the

b1vid., p. 595,
S1bia.
6Ibid.; pe 597.
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explanation of the meaning of the personal union in Jesus
Christ. He, for instance, does not hesitate to affirm that
Jesus Christ was and is true God. Berkouwer even discusses
the pre-existent Christ as being this Son of God who is now
in the flesh. In contrast to this ascription he also affirms
that Jesus Christ was a true man, like u;l in &ll respectg=-
sin being excepted.

Furthermore, Berkouwer sees a lasting effect and value
to the inocarnation of God's Son and affirms that the same
Christ who died rose again from the dead. He affirms that
in the incarnation there has occurred a miracle which defies
human analogy and comprehension. And note well that he does
not hesitate to use the term "union." He uses the term,

however, in the sense of that found in the Belgic Confession

Where there is affirmed a union of both natures so that each
does tﬁe things which are proper to itself.

When Berkouwer condemns docetism he doea so because he
rejects their basic principle that there can be no union
between God and man; the infinite and the finite. Berkouwer
does not agree with any theological systemw hich says that
there can be no real union between the divine and the human.

This does not mean that Berkouwer rejects the Reformed
Philosophical presupposition that the finite is incapable &
of the infinite. He definitely agrees with this formulation
and defends it. To this end he limits the presence of
Christ and says that He is no longer on earth as far as His

humanity is concermed but only spiritually or according to
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His Godhead.
Nevertheless, Berkouwer aafiﬁitoly.speaks of a real
union of the two natures in Jesus Christ. In fact, he is

willing to grant the validity of the communicatio idiomatum

doctrine and is indignant when he is told that the Reformed

do not teech a communicatio idiomatum. Berkouwer is famile

iar witht he Scriptural evidence for such & doctrine and
Will not surrender it to Lutheran. theology exclusively.
But somehow Berkouwer is looking for an unocoupied corner
midway between the monophysite tendency which he finds in
Lutheranism and the spiritualization of Zwingli's allososis.
He really wants no part in either. ‘ '
Berkouwer solves his problem of the unity of the two
natures which are embedded in the unity of the person--to
lpoak'iq his terms--by teaching a communication of "gifts."
By "gifts" he means t hose powers which are communicated by
the Holy Spirit to the God-men to equip Him--qua man=--for
the completion of the work of redemption. Yet there is
never any communication of attributes involved in this

graclous deed.
The extra-calvinisticum 1s a doctrine which Berkouwer

feelas 1s unfortunate in its explicit deliniation yet neces=-
sary to defend in order that there might be no limitation
Placed upon the divine nature. In this discussion Berkouwer

shows himself strongly influenced by the finitum non est

capax infiniti.

Does Berkouwer teach a personal union of the two natures . .
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in Jesus Christ? He says that he doesl But we must ask
What kind of a union that is in which the two natures can
be separated for purposes of manifestation (extra=
calvinisticum); we wonder whether there is sny union in=-
Volved when we cannot ascribe a certain deed--such as
Christ's death--to the whole Christ according to one nature
but must only apply it to its one proper nature itself.
Actually there is no middle ground between Luther and
Zwingli. Either certain ascriptions can be made to the '{
whole Christ because of the personal union or they cannot ¢’
There is either an actual union by which the humen nature
pParticipates in certaln privileges of the divine or there
is a strict separation of the two natures in Christ so that
this 1s impossible. If the latter is correct, we ought not
speak of the Mediator between God and men--the men Jesus ./, - -
Christ. (I Tim. 2:5) Nor should we say that we are recon-
ciled to God by the death of His Son, (Ro. 5:10) for His .
Son never died. I am certain that Berkouwer wants to take
these passages seriously. He sees the weakness in the de-
nial of the personal union and spiritualization thoologios.b
But I am not convinced that he has been able to free him-

self from his Reformed philosophical preauppos.ttiqns.

A Critique of Barth's Theology

It ought to be stated at the outset that Barth is not
especielly interested in speaking of the perascnal union.
This is because he fears that in so doing he may sacrifice
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something of his dynamic conception of Christology. When=

~-

éver we speak of unions, communions, states, etc., we are \

leaving the realm of the ontic and entering upon the static
@s far as Barth is concerned. In Christology, which is re-
lated to revelation, this is the unforgiveable sin.

Barth, like Berkouwer, affirms that Christ is the Son
of God and of divine essence. Few of us would be satisfied
with his definition of divine essence, I fear, but there are
pPassages in Barth's theology where he affirms the deity of
Jesus Christ.

Barth certainly affirms the humanity of Jesus Christ
also. You will recall thatw e had to question whether or
not Barth had made our Savior too human with respect to the
sinfulness or sinlessness of the human nature which He as~
sumed in the incarnation. You will recall here how Barth
objects to the statement that the Word became flesh and -
prefers rather to say that the Word assumed flesh. This 1:2
done to avoid committing an absurdity sgainst the divine
nature.

The manner in which Barth speaks of the Trinity and
what Person of the Trinity manifested itself in Christ has
usually caused some concern in orthodox circles. éerl:onuor.
for inastance, makes the following unqualified statement:
"It (the Church) always understood the phrase 'God in Christ!
in a different scene from that used by Vogel and Barth."7

7G. C. Berkouwer, The Person of Christ (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans PublishIng Company, 195L), Pe 352.
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Although Barth sometimes refers to the humanity of
Christ in very abstract terms--as an organ, for instance--
he nevertheless ;trirma that the same man who was crucified
was the one who rose from the dead. This dool_noﬁ me&n,
however, that he intends to take the personal union too
seriously after the resurrection of the Lord becauss he

8t1ll affirms the extra-calvinisticum of Reformed theology.

An inconsistency in Barth's writing is that he calls
the doctrine of the unity of the two natures in Clrist
'peculiarly Lutheranl™ But he uses the terminology himself.,
The following quotation i1llustrates this fact and we have
Previcusly listed a statement in which he beautifully spesks
of the subatance of this dootrine.®

In our presentation of the union of divine and human
essence accomplished by the Son of God in His incarna~
tion, we touched more than once on the thought of the
mutusl participetion of divine and human essence as it
follows this union, or rather takes place in and with
it. According to this concept, they are not united in
the Son of God, who is of divine essence and assumed
human, like two planks lashed or glued together--to
use an image which often occurs in older polemics=--as
if each retained its separate identity in this union
and the two remeined mutuslly alien in & neutral prox-
imity. The truth is rather that in the Son of God,
and therefore by the divine Subject, united in His
act, each of the two natures, without being either
destroyed or eltered, acquires &nd has its own deter=
mination. By and in Him the divine acquires a deter-
mination to the human, and the human & determination
from the divine. The Son of God takes and has a part
in the human essence assumed by Him by giving this a
part in His divine essence. And the human essence as=-
sumed by Him tekes and has a part in His divine by

aKarl Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation in Church
Dogmatics (Edinburgh: T. & T. clark, 1958), IV, Part Two, 63.
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receiving this from Him.?
At first glance the statement seems to be affirming the
Personal union but the word "determination" in this context
is hltimntely meaningless~-~it says nothing. Barth is fa-
miliar with the problem--he saw it already in the extra-
calvinisticum==but even though he uses orthodox terainology,
he will not alloﬁ himself to admit that there can actually
be a real communion and union between the human and divine
natures as they are miraculously present in the person of
the Christ, |

But Barth condemns himself when he makes the following
statement.

And somewhere along this way the question can and will
always arise whether the relationship between the unio

hypostatica and the unio mystica may not be reversed; )
W

hether the unio mystica 1a not to be understood as
the true and basle phenomenon, the enalogans, and the
unio hypostatica in Jesus Christ as the secondary, the
analogatum, the representation or mythological copy of
the unio mystica, gs the religious happening as it
takes placte in us.

This procedure makes the union purely subjective and puts
the ultimate criterion for judging the personal union 1ﬁ
Jesus Christ within the heart of the theologizing subject.

Barth finally offers ﬁu & solution to the differences
which lie in the Lutheran and Reformed teachings on the
personal union. He atates:

But Lutheran theology will have to abandon or to

9Ibid., P 70,
10T bid., p. 56.

s —
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modify the isolated assertion of its view, its denial,
its inherited distrust of the more comprahensive way
of putting the question; it will have to expound its
speclal thesis on the basis and in the framework of
the superior orderliness of a theology of the divine
action, But when we recollect that in the centuries
after the Reformation both sides strove genuinely and
seriously, but unsuccessfully, in this direction for
unification, when, above all, we recollect that there
is a riddle in the fact itself, and that even in the
New Testement t wo lines can be discernsed in this met-
ter, we will at least be on our gusrd against thinking
of oversimple solutions. Perhaps, if it is to be
Evangelical theology at all=-and truly so, it may be,
only when this necessity 1s perceived--there always
hags to be a static and a dynamic, an ontic and a no-
etic principle, not in nice equilibrium, but calling
to each other and questioning each other. That is,
there must be Lutherans and Reformed: mnot in the
shadow of a unltary theology, but as a twofold theo-
logical school==for the sake of the truth about the
reality of Jesus Christ, which does not admit of being
grasped or concelved by any unitary theology, which
will always be the object of all theology, and so per-
haps inevitably of a twofold theology=--object in the
strictest sense of the concept., It may even be that
in the unity and variety of the two Evangelical the-
ologies in the one Evangelical Church there is reflected
no more and no less than the one mystery itself, with
which both were once engrossed and will ?acaasai}ly be
engrossed always, the mystery that s

SPEFossed sluaya, ystery L Abyos L4og

Once agein we have arrived at an impasse because Barth
would have us believe that in the interest of Evangelical
theology it is poésible to hold contradictory opinions
about one of the central and most fundemental articles of
the person of Christ. The personal union, after ell, is.a
minimum effirmation.

Allovw me to close with one other scholar's opinion of

1llgarl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God in Church
Dogmatics (New !b;kﬁ'ﬁhanea Scribner’s sSons, 1956), I,
Second Half«Volume, 171.
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What Barth is saying with respect to the personal unioun and
revelation. Dr. Preus states:
However, when he sums up his section on "Jesus Christ
the Objective Reality of Reveletion" he makes the fol=-
lowing statement: "To sum up: that God's Son or Word
is the man Jesus of Kazareth is the one Christological
thesis of the New Testament; that the man Jesus of
Nazareth is God's Son or Word is the other. Is there
& synthesis of the two? To this question we must
roundly answer, No." Here is the point where Van Til
sees Barth as refusing to identify God's revelation
directly with the man Jesus of Nazereth snd insists
that the question must be answered with a resounding
Yes. And 1t surely appesars that Barth is here dividing
the person of Christ and denying utterly the third
genus of the communicatio idiomatunm, Eo which even
Reformed theology givea ILip aprvIco.l
Is Barth actually teaching & real personal union between the
two natures in Jesus Christ? It is much easier to say no

in this case, all confusing terminology notwithstanding.

A Critique of Brunner's Theology

Brunner will say of Christ that He is true God and
true man. But in his theology we are confronted with the
most radical deviations from traditional Christology so far
encountered. These statements are made only in relation to
Brunner's overarching theological concept~~that of the
revelation of God.

This theory of revelation forces Brunner to separate
the two natures in Christ more radically than either Barth

or Berkouwer. In fact, both of these men do not hesitate

12Robert D. Preus, "The Word of God in the Theology of
Karl Barth," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXXI (Saint
Louis: Concordia Publlshing House, February, 1960), 110.
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to challenge Brunner on several of his inferences.
Berkouwer ohallenges him most seriously with respect to
the humanity of our Lord while Barth adds his voice to the
demunciation of the virgin birth.

The humenity must be thoroughly separated from the
deity in Jesus Christ because if it is not, then the divine
would become apparent in some other form than through the
falth encounter. It 1s for this reason that the incognito
theory must be so strenuously emphasized by Brunner.
Berkouwer's analysis of Brumner's position 1s good.

In this connection Brunner refers to the picture of
Christ given in the gospel of John. This picture is
by no means one which can be observed by the s ense.
Were this the case, it would be an example par excel=-
lence of a direct revelation, of a direct knowability
which would suspend the incognito. This would imply

@ mingling of the divine and the human in Christ.

The bridge which theology crossed in this direction is
the "fatal doctrine of the communication of properties.”
The glory of the Son of God would then glitter without
concealment before the eyes of all., Brunner is grate-
ful to historical criticism for having broken through
the crust of theology end having opened our eyes to
the true humanity of Christ in the flesh. Thus the
idea of the incognito oould assume its prominence and,
against this background, the declsion of faith could
come into its own. Here, too, lies the ground for
Brunnerts strong aversion to the doctrine of the virgin
birth; for by this doctrine the deity of Christ is ex~
plicated and made metaphysically evident. The Incar-
nation of Christ, intheology, is made into_& miracle
which radically eliminates the incognito.l

You may recall that Berkouwer did not speek of the communi=-
cation of properties as a "fatal dootrine." He wants to be

known as a theologian that teaches the communication of

13g. ¢. Berkouwer, op. oit., pp. 334-335.
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Properties in s non-spiritual sense--in the sense in which
the Reformed communion holds te the real presence in the
Lord's Supper. Barth does not like to use ths terms but
will speak of a unity between the two nmatures. But Bruuner
is forced to deny any such terminology a serious plece in
his system because of his view on revelation.

Berkouwer makes another observation which is worthy of
note with respect to Brunner's theclogy. He writes:

When Brunner says that, in virtue of the incognito,
Christ can be misteken for any other man at all, his
error is that he arguss theoretiocally in terms of the
structure of revelation instead of thinking in terms
of the convicting force of the revelation of God. The
Scriptures make plain, moreover, that we ere not con-
fronted by a dual possibility given with the form of
revelation but rather by the rejection of the content
of the revelation. This rejection is continually
Placed in a glaring light, because the rejector is
confronted by the Son of men who is surrounded by the
voices of God: the prophetic and apostolic witness.
The flesh which Christ assumed doas not eclipse the
rediant light of God. The most profound reason for the
ofTense &8s a reaction to the revelation of God in
Christ is not the "form"™ of this revelation of the
power and wisdom of God but rather the resistance of
the whole man who refuses to gdmit the revelation of
reconciliation into his life. '

Berkouwer gives us a good insight into the results of &

theological system which passes by Scriptural revelation
in favor of a philosophical concept of revelation.
Although we have already covered most of the pertinent
points for our purposes we ought to recall that Brunner
spoke of only an "indirect" relationship between the flesh
and the Word; that in order to avoid any contact with the

mIbid.. Pe 31},5. Italics lﬂ.na.
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divine and the human in Christ it is necessary to s ay that
Otrist was born as the result of ordinary sexual processes;
that the incarnation had no effect for eternity since he
denies the physical or corporesl resurrection; that the two
natures in Christ must be separated for purposes of worship;
the the "two natures" theory is analogous to the doctrine
of verbal inspiration and must therefore be rejected.

Does Emil Brunner hold to & personal union of the two
natures in Jesus Christ? A most definite no can be given

to this question.
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