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nor ocan 1t be preperly defined by means of 1llustrations; for
1t is unique - of 1ts own nature. Writes Dr. Pieper:" D:I.ou. Ver-
elnigung zu einer Ferson lehrt aber die Schrift klar und umn-~
-misverataendlich in allen Aussagen in denen sie "Gott" "Nensch"
und "Kensch" "Gott" nennt." # This 1s not a partial uniom,

Dr. F.Pleper, l.c.p. 93,
'l-r;;-;-;;;lplata one; not only the glfts of God dwell in Hlm, but
together the full Godhead and the complete manhood live in
such a manner that they are one Person only. For subastantiation
of the above statements refer to Dr. Pleper's "Christliche
Dogmatik", p. 92, and 935, Vol 2,

In discussing Col.2,9, Dr. Pleper -ta;ban"b:l.e_ lienschhelt
in Christo verhaelt sich zu der Fuelle der Gotthelt wile der

Leib zur Seele". # But this remark must agaln be modified ,

* e B e .

Dr. Pleper, l.c. p. 94, footnote, 157.

;;;:-;.;_ny, one camnot say:™ Die Seele i1st Leib und der Isib
15t Secle uUnd ======, washrend wir doch bei der™unio personalis®
von Christo sagen koennen und muesseas:. Gott 1ist ibnsch und Hensch

ist Gott." # From Col. 2,9 it cannot be otherwise argued but

Dr. Fs« FPleper, L.C. P 94,806,
;;;;-;.;-;h'l'ilt. God is truly man, and man is truly God. Hote
that "’tv di‘)Tl-::l " is used by Panl; he does not use the plural;
for he was speaking of one person.

Is Christ partly God and partly man? Virites Lindberg:"Gerhard
says in this comnection that neither has a part been united to
a part, but the entire Logos to the entire flesh and the entire
flosh to the entire Iogos." #

0.E.Lindberg, l.Ce Po 210.
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As regards those oritics vwho disbelieved the personal uni.u;
Strong says:"Gess and Beecher hold that the immaterial part in
Christ's humanity is only contracted and metamorphosed delty.
The advocates of this view maintain that the divine Logos re-
duced himself to the condition and limits of the human nature,
and thus literally became a human soul." # And the same author

 ememmes

A.H. Strong, l.6. p. 184,

;:;;;;-;; the same page:"Dorner and Rothe hold that the union
between the divine and the human natures is not completed by
the incarnation. The advocates of this view maintain that

the union betwsen the two natures 1s accomplished by a gradual
communication of the fulness of the divine Logos to the man
Christ Jesus." # (above).

Did Christ have a conscliousness of limself = of the fact
that He was both God and man? Turn here to John B,58:"Before
Abrehem wes, I am"j or to Iuke 2,49 vhere the twelve year old’
Jesus stated:"I must be about my Father's business.”

True Lutheranism has always stood for an unmixed and un=-
con.n:s-ed. personal union in Jesus, Asserts Dr. Pieper:"Abzuwelisen
1st jede Vermischung und jede Verwandlung goettlicher und
menschlicher Natur in Christo." # And similarly writes ILindberg:

F. Pleper, l.0. p. 100,

"at the Council of Chalcedon in 451 1t was decided that the
¢ . :
two natures were united inconfusedly (¥rufu Tw:s ), unchange-

a.blﬁ (HT{;"iI‘rw.s ), indivieibly ('45'\ L { {i'.'rus ) and inseparate- |

1y (dkuws 1o Tws )" #

C.E. Lindberg, l.c. P« 200.
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e Eutychians denied the distinotion and the coexistence of

Wers we to hold to such a doctrine, we would introduce a

tertium, thereby destroylng completely the Scriptural teach-
ing of a real union. Wirites Strong in his dogmatical outliness

the two natures, and held to a mingling of both into one, which
constituted a’tertium quid’ or a third nature." # In fact,

A.H. Strong, 1.0. p. 181,
EZ'E:ZI& of the unlon overthrows ocur belief in a Savior who
is and nocessadly 1s a God-man. What a clever invention of
Satan, this"tertium quidl® For, is Christ no true God, we are
yet in our sins; Ho has,then, not redeemed usi

In like fashion every diwision offf the divine and humen
natures 1s to be rojected. Says Dr. Pleper:"Geschieht dies,

so 1ist"eo ipso"die persoenliche Vereinligung und das gottmensch=

'l.lohe Erlcuungnwerk aufgegeben." # That 1s to be charged ag-
!Imu! tnbepearoiluspunlom Bwingiians

o oy e o e s o

m--—--- Piemr' 1.. p. 10.

ainst the Nestorians and the Zwinglians, as Pleper says,l.C.,
P.102. Conscicus of the racetihoy are depriving Christ of honor
in dividing His natures, they resort to many and high-sounding
compliments to fill in a measure the deflclency they cause.
Pleper says:" Man (Zwing}s etc) redet von"absoluter Immanens
Gottes" in Christo, "absoluter Verwirklichung des Willens CGottes"
durch Christum usw.” # And how true is this very act also of the

- IR

Dr. F. P!.e‘pe:l.", leCaPo 104.

lHodernists; how does 1t not remind one of thelr phraseology.
Fosdick goes so far as to say:" He is the best we lmow", # but

HeE. Fosdick, 1l.0. P. 240.

to call Jesus true God in its full sense is far from him.
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That 1s borne out by the statement:" Have done with your theo-
logical Christ and give us back Jesus, the ethical teacher.” #

H.E. Fosdlck, l.0. P« 245,

“----;!;; personal union of God and man in Christ is not;
a) An"unio nominalis™. For proof read John 10,30, The

Panlline captivity letteras offer no proof; .

. b) an "unio relativa", The union which cbtahs between par-
ents and children 1s here meant. But Col. 2,9 shows that not
only was there a rslation of God to man in Him, but God and
man dwellt together in one body, "rwuur|fDs "3

¢) An "unio sccidontalis", Refer to I Wokm 1,1;

d) An"unio austentatin-". i1.0., by mere l:upport and ald,
But Col.l,18 shows clearly that Christ upholds all creatures,
beilng above them all, " )y T ',‘,‘",-r‘. &y llffi'l;: '“';;-T‘ﬁu ny

e) An "unlo naturalis". Compare Luke 1,78,78j)

f) An "unio essentialis"in the sense that there is only

oné nature 1n Christ since the union. But Col.2,9 teaches the
existence of two natures, "fulness" and "bodily" ;,R’;romd
theology 1s partlallyzgg‘this accusation. Dr. Pleper, quoting
Charles Hodge, says:'They are mixed (commliscentur)." # fAvl-

Dr. Pleper, l.c. p. 110,

a;;;i;-i-l:sdge is guilty of mixing the natures, and I say gullby,
because Pleper states:"Dle lutherischen Dogmatiker erkennen
den Ausdruck "They are mixed, comnmiscentur" nicht als einen
adaequaten"tenminua™ fuer dle von ihnen gelehrten Gemsinschaft
der HaturenVj =

Dr. F. Pleper, 1-0.-;'?. 110, .
N e T - - & " *

g) An “unio'adoptimn", as though the man Ygsus was i
A _
adoptod as the Son of God. But co:pare hers Phil, 2,6 (Being |



in the form of God); Christ was God before He became man,
The Xenotlicists are here to be exposed who divids the
union when they would teach Christ as God. They, as Pleper
writess"§uchen den Sohn UGottes ohne (minus) Allmacht, All-
wissenheit, und Allgogenwart in die Welt einzufuehren.” & Bu

Dr. F. Pleper, l.¢. Des 117,

more on them laterl

4, The Commnication of 1 tures.

This is not a new doctrine. It is in essence the sanme

as the doctrine of the personal union, Doguatists have devel-
oped 1t, however, in an effort to defend their stand over against
false teachers. The Apostle Faul writes in prison Col.2,9: "lo'Tt
'ti d’ll'l'l?l'l ReTor RS Tidv To m“'pmm Ths Du"hﬂ‘u rwmaTikos "o
And if in one Being, Christ, the Godhead dwellt in bodily form,
thus bringing two natures, a human and a divine, into one Per=

son, these two natures must necessarily have been communicable. o
That 1s to say, the human nature must have been permeated with
and partook of the divine nature, and the diwine nature likewlse
of the human nature. Accordingly also, 1t 1s reasonable that
the divine naturs perfects the humaen while the human nature 1s
perfected by the divine. In using the word "f«Ts; R4t " Paul
glves us the plcture of commmnlcation; a separation of the
natures is foreign to the mind of Paul. iirites Dr. Pleper:
"wohnt" dle goettliche Matur Christi in seiner menschlichen
Natur wie in ihrem "¢yt ", 850 1st damlt so klar wie moeg-
lich susgesagt, dass dile goettliche Natur mit _d.or menschllchen
nicht nur nominelle, sondern reale Gemeinschaft hat." # From

Dr. F. Pleper, le8e Po 130.




SLL

] L o
() '-"Q"

it (B2
H=e é; mmd 2t tz:'?

the words " 'ty duTug " we may deduce that the humen nature™
had gone down into the divine to "dwell" there. How could the
idea of communicatlion of natures been more emphatically expressed? |

Besldes this single passage of Paul we have for ocur contention '
the spirlit of the Apostle's writings; thoy are ropiote with

the thought or idea that the natures in Chriat were not kept
definlitely apart, but partock of each other. In fact, that
thought runs through all of his references to Christ.

As agserted above, this dootrine is advanced in the
intereast of defending the personal union in its fuileat sense
over against errorists. Such are the lieformed and Roman theo=
loglans, charges Pleper, vhen he sayas:"Auch Hodge sagt tadelnd
von der luthorischen Lehre: "The capaclty of human nature for
divinity became the formative idea in the Lutheran church
doctrine of the person of Christ ., Rosmische Theologen machen
in diesen Punkt gemeinschaftliche Sache mit den reformierten.”" =

3 smeemms

Dr. F. Pleper, l.0. p. 135.

Vile cling to our interpretation; for the whole doctrine
o:E: the parsonul:nt;?nnot be properly defined without the commni-

cation of the natures. Yere we to deny this commnication, we ;
automatiocally deny the personal union. That lies in the very
nature of the subject. For what is the commnlcation of natures
but a part explanation or finer definition of the. personal
union? By rejecting one, the Reformed deny both. 2
Detalled desoriptions of this communication: This cormmnica~-
tion of natures in Christ is to be :-egarde’d,uoord!.ns‘ to
Pleper;"Niocht als ein Nebeneinander (ruvdifsiid ), sondern als
ein Ineinander zu denken, und =war so, dass dle gosttliche
Natur die menschliche durchdringt (fige; l.wlfud'ls Yo &

> = SR = - "Salari . — -
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Dr. F. Pleper, l.c. p. 139, 2
e unrelentingly’the church %4.:- the wu'l:‘..u )
of the natures, so also it declares this@uln—uicomm::;im ’
intact, withaut a resultant comuixzture. 7hen the Apostle uses
the word "[ATe4T- " ,"permanently dwellf', he most emplkatically
does not te.noh a changing of the natures, or, mch less, an
absorption of the human by the divine naturel Consult here

Dr. Pleper, l.6., P. 140,

. Dogmat!.c!._ana, have invented the axiom :"Heque caro extra
hrw nogue )u‘-ls extra carnem," to substantiate our
point of contentlion. To this Pleper remarl;u"ble reformierten
Theologen beantworten dlese Frage ebenso entaschieden mit Nein."s

IF = oSS e S am

Dre s Plepor, l.6. p. 14l.

For corroboration of this contention we submlt again Col.=2,9,

vhere the thought of the human nature existing outside (extra) \ﬁ‘

the divine is impossible, compare "'“ d’uT@ " and "ia_!‘.,fﬁ' s
How doss not one rejectlon of the lieformed lead them in-

to untold difficulties; one denlal loads to another! Teach they
their beliaf in " extra carnem" they immedlately leave hold
.on the personal union. And if they teach a personal union 1t is
nothing more than a union like that of God with His Ghristians,
a"™unio mystica". i

As 18 in accord with their usual aberrations from Sorlp-
ture, the nq(dornut} have no place in their so-called thsology
for this dootrine. Says Fosdick:" Divine substance and nature,
ontologlcal equality with God, were not involved in kessiah-
ship at all." = 7

H.E. Fosdiock, l.C. D 234 ¢
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}¥achen avers likewlse,saying:"This doctrine ( "the N.T. doctrine
of two natures in one person") is, of course, rejected by modern
1liberalism. And. it is rejected in a very sinple way -- by ths
olimination or the whole h:l.gher nature of our Lord." &

u‘. hehon. 1.0. p. 115.

The teaching of a communion of natures leads us on to

.a sinmllar tople, the doctrine of the commmication of attributes.

6. The Communication of Attributes.

If there 1ls, as wvas Just shown, a cormnmication of natures,
there is also a corrmnication of attributes or cualities, Our
samo paasage, Col.2,0 proves our contention. “hen Paul asserts,
by inaplration of the Holy Spirlt, that "%y Tp ﬁ;\u"w“ n
of the Godhead dwellt in Christ, then also are the attributés
included. And 1f these attributes were in Him bodily GwaaTiiss"s
then He, Christ was also filled wlith humon attributes; for
vhere 1s a rational body that has not human atiributes?

Dr. Pleper has catalogued the attributes in the following
fashions"¥as goettlichs und menschliche Hatur ihrem Yesen nach
sind; also: ewlig -- zeltlich, unendlich =- endlich USW., =====
schaffen -- geschaffen werden, Leben geben -- das Leben lassen
usw." # If the Son of God took on Himself the humen nature and

Dr. F. Pleper, l.c. p. 146,

;;;:;‘;;ue man, as we proved above, Phil,.2,5-8, then also
He becomes partaker of all human attributes, e.g., to be
born, to suffer, to die, and to arise, mlely by virtuse of
the fact of His incarnation or the mct of becoming man.
(Pleper;l.c. p. 147).

Dogmaticlians define three kinds of communications
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Genus Idiomatioum: This fact i1s carried out all through Paul's

‘ﬂaﬂ h& T i.‘lfa.m.s d"urrﬁ "s The variant reading "through His

letters. It 1s a truth of which he is ever aware, compars
1 of s [} [ 4
Col.l,13,14:" £y l?p LXostvy ThY 'o\'w. Ao Tew rnr,fnvﬁpuu Twy ﬁmr-

blood" is appended.And if we recelve forgiveness through the
blood of Christ, an act possible with God, then Paul i1s here
aaer;l.‘b!.ngtﬁuﬂ'a'n éhe nature divine qualities. The act of forgiving
's.’ms 1s in reality the work of the entire person of Christ, but
Faul here designates this attributef, belonging to the entire
person, unto the human nature only. Similarly the divine nature
can be predlicatéed with human attributes, e.g., dylng; compare
Col.1,22 (Svd ToF DetvciTeu)e

Rationallsts have at all times desplised thls doctrine.
Speaklng of Hestorius, Dr. Pieper cites him as asserting:"Ich

kann einen geborenen, gestorbenen und begrabenen Gott nicht
anbeten.# In the same rsference H.ep;r shows that Hestorilus

i memwmm=-

Dr. Pleper, l.c. D. 1562,

;;-;l-x;-;;ototype of Zwingli, who 1likeS w:l.se.tnught the impoas=
ibility of the Son of God to dle, and introduced into the
church his abominable Alloeosis. By this clever turn, he sought
to alter the -B:I.'ble readings and meanings 'I:y :I.p-ert:l.ng:hl;nnn
nature for the divine, whenever Scriptures predicated human
attributes to the divine nature. Says Pleper:" VWemn &enschen
sich erlauben, fuer den "Sohn Gottes" die "nan.soh:l.!.oha Hg tur"
einzusetzen, um elner vermeintlichen ¥¥} Irrlehre m entgehen,

80 1sb das ein tatsaschlicher Abfall von der Vahrhelt --." #

Dr. Pieper, l.c. P. 156.

Of interest here is Iuther's opihion of Zwingli's Alloeosis.
Pleper quotes him, saying:" Huete dich, mmete dich, sage ich,




