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INTRODUCT ION



JESUS CHRIST is the centre of Christianity. Iﬁ the very first
decade of Christian history the disciples were first called
'Christians' at Antioch, and the characterisation has remained apt
and true throughout the whole of that history. For the Christian,
Jesus Christ was and is, Master and Lord. Long before the Christians
of Bithynia sang hymns to Christ as to God, Jesus Christ was proclaimed
in the primitive Kerugma as the living, divine Lord, King, Judge and
Saviour of men, To Him the first Christians held an attitude of trust
and prayer, and paid to Him the worship which as strict monotheists
they could pay only to God., In Hié name alone was salvation to be
attained. Joseph called the holy child Jesus, but by the close of
the New Testament, to the simple name of Jesue soms four score names
and titles have been added in the endeavour to express His meaning
for God and man, the revelation He had bfought gnd the redemption He
had wrought. |

The earliest Christian creed was 'Jesus is Lord', Kurios, the
Septuagint equivalent for the divine name. This was virtually to
ascribe to Christ all that can be ascribed to God Himself. Yet, in
spite of this, and in spite of all the grandiloguent titles which
He bears, the New Testament falls short of the plain assertion that
Christ is God.2 It could not be otherwise. It was impossible for

the Jew formally to equate Christ with God. For him the Sh®ma

1 V. Taylor, The Names of Jesus.

2 If we except Rom, 95.



was the fery bedrock of religions "Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy

God is one God." Our Lord Himself had re-affirmed the truth of

these words. In Apostolic Christianity all the resources of language
are employed to express the loftiest adoring estimate of Jesus Christ,
but He is not said to be God, for that presumably would be to
introduce a second God; and yet He is the pre-existeﬁt One, God's
agent in creation; and He is the Holy Oné, God's agent in re-creation,
the Redeemer of the world; and He:is diwine.. |

This paradox of the divinity of Chiiet and the unity of God was

bequeathed to the Gentile Greek-speakiné bhuroh, and it brought about
a new and revolutionary conception of the Godhead: The great dynamic
for thought was the assurance of salvation in Christ. Redemption was
conceived as a divine work which demanded in the Saviou? the very
fulness of divinity, and this demand burst the bandq of simple
monotheism to produce a trinitarian conception of Deity. At all
costs Christ must be included in the Godhead. The same pressure of
soteriology guaranteed the complete manhood of the Saviour, a truth
which had suffered under the inroads of Gnosticism. It was felt

that unless the Divine Christ had assumed the whole and complete
human personality in its entirety our salvation was incomplete and
insecure. Thus the Church was impelled by the data of the New
Testament, her own experience of Christ and the force of logic, to
establish Christ as the Second Person of a Divine Trinity, who was

made man for our salvation. Hence the Church's adoring confession



of Jesus Christ as true God and true man. More than ever is
Christ the living centre of Christianity. Indeed it is hardly
an exaggeration to say that, on the intellectual side at least,
Christianity is Chriatology.'

"Blessed be Jesﬁs Christ‘true God and true man." This for
Christian faith is the crown and culmination of the first six
centuries of the Church, the classical period of Christian theology.
But immediately it posed a further problem, and one which yet awalts
an adequaie solution. It is the subject of this thesis: How,
asks the kenotic theologian, can we make such a confession? -If
perfect God were joined to complete man would there not be two?
‘As Apollinarius'aaid long ago, in this sense a man-God is as
unthinkable as a centaur, It is a fundamental axiom of logic thaf
two perfect entities cgnnot become one without change in one or
both of them. Again, the Gospel portrait presents us with an
historical figure, a human personality, a'single consciousness,

In what way can such a person be said to be truly divine? Would
not the intrusion of the divine element inevitably destroy or
distort the human? In accordance with the Definition of Chalcedon
we confess to both the divine and human in Christ, for that is
revealed from faith to faith; but how, intellectually, may we
conceive of the One Christ who ia'both true God and true man, of
the Theanthropic Person?

Most attempts, whether ancient or modern, fo answer such a



question may be ranged under one or the other of two rival
Christologies; and any Christology which fails to satisfy is
invariably dubbed one or the other. Both originated in the
classic period of Christian theology. Was there a man called
Jesus, ip whom dwelt the Spirit of God to the maximum degree
possible, 1leading a divine life? Or did God the Son, without
ceasing to be God in all His fulness, live on earth a human life,
by virtue of an hypostatic ﬁnion? The one is Antiochene, asso-
ciated with the name of Nestorius; the other is Alexandrianm,
assoclated with St. Cyril.

Both of these theories which evolved out of the great
Christological discuésion of the fourth and fifth centuries
emphesised fundamental principles which must henceforward find
a place in any Christological theory claiming to be orthodox.
Certain Antiochene thinkers, including Nestorius himself, regarded
Jesus Christ as both divine and human, but they never succeeded in
making any adequate statement of the union of both in one
undivided personality and only succeeded in convincing their .
opponents that they really believed in two Sons of God. But
even more than their seemingly dual conception of Christ, the
distinguishing mark of the School of Antioch wﬁe the clear
perception of fhe full, complete and concrete humanity of our
Lord, their emphasis upon the Gospel presentation of His human

consciousness and moral growth, and their realisation that



Redemption to be effective must be achieved in and through human
nature itself. In any Christology the completeness of Christ's
humanity is as indispensable as His divinity, and it was this
. emphasis which the School of Antioch contributed to Christology,
and is a sine qua non of any modern presentation of Christ's person.
But equally essential to an adequate statement of the Person
of Christ is the unity of personality for which Cyril of Alexandria
fought so tenaciously. The Antiochenes were unable to explain how
the human and divine cohere in a single life, in the one personality
of the Lord Christ. They were content to speak of a mere "con-
Junction" or "contact" or '"godly accord". For Cyril Christ comstitutes
a single Person and that Person divine. Redemption is a divine work
for "if the Word did not suffer for us humanly He did not accomplish
our redemption divinely; if He who suffered for us was mere man and
but fhe organ of deity we are not in fact redeemed".1 The divine
person of the Logos added to Himself human nature. Redemption was
achieved through a human medium but it was effected by a divine
Person by means of a hypostatic union. But the unity achieved by
Cyril is physical rather than ethical, and full justice is not done
to the manhcod of Christ. Christ becomes the subject of human
“experience while remaining the subject of divine experience. Christ
is not two different persons but-He acted "in two different ways".2

So that neither Antioch nor Alexandria achieved a satisfactory

1 Bonwetsch, Grundriss, 90, cited by H.R. Mackintosh,
Doctrine of the Person of Christ, p.207.

2 Frag. hom. 15, Pusey v.p.474.



solution to the Christological problem. While the former was
held up in its attempt to provide the unity of the person, the
latter was in difficulties over the completeness of the manhood.
Taken together both these Christologies cantain the saving
facts about the Person of Christ which are set forth in the
Definition of Chalcedon, This cgedal statement embodies the-
Church's belief in the true divinity, humanity and unity of per-
sonality of Jesus Christ, guarding against the danger of Nestorianism
on the one hand and of gxaggerated Cyrillianism in the form of
Eutychianism on the other. ' In other words it preserves the peculiar
emphases of Antioch and Alexandria; but it does not make any attempt
to shew how the divinity and humanity are combined in one Christ.
As a safeguard of true doctrine it is admirable, but it offers no
explanation of the intellectual problem, and fails to avoid the
danger so clearly seen by'Cyfil. Prestige remarks that Theodore
and Nestorius were content to leave the union of the two natures a
complete mystery, but Cyril, although he too can speak of
,; ;véK¢F¢dyo; éveais (the ineffable unity) saw that miscon-
ceptions and heresies were bound to recur until theology had supplied

1 his Chalcedon failed

a positive doctrine of the cne Lord Christ.
to provide. Yet traditionally, the Definition of Chalcedon has been
treated as though it were a positive doctrine in so far as it has

generally been identified with a particular and to-day-unacceptable

form of explication. It is interpreted in the language of Leo and

1  G.L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, p.157.



in fifth century metaphysical categories. It has been too often
forgotten that it is the Church's Definition which is de fide, and
not the Tome of Leo, and that the Church distinguishes between a
oredal statement and any explication of it couched in the thought-
forms of a particular age when those thought-forms have ceased to

be serviceable. The witness of Chalcedon is to the One Divine-human
jerson howsoever we seek to understand it; but unfortunately in
subsequent theology the Definition of Chalcedon has become almost
identified with Leo's teaching. Christ is set forth as acting
alternately in one or other of two disparate natures, thence follow
the two wills divine and human, and finally two distinct intellects.
Such teaching has indeed, as Mgscall says, "proved a real stumbling-
block to most modern English Christologists"1, while the same teach-
ing popularised by Knox and Sheed2 is quite unintelligible to the

3

modern man. Leo~” writes:

"He who, as man, is tempted by the devil's subtlety, is the
same to whom, as God, angels pay duteous service. To hunger, to
thirst, to be weary, and to sleep, is evidentlyAhuman. But to
satisfy five thousand men with five loaves, and to give to the
Samaritan woman that living water, to draw which can secure him
that drinks of it from ever thirsting again; to walk on the surface
of the sea with feet that sink hot, and by rebuking the storm to

bring down the 'uplifted waves' is unquestionably divine. 4s then -

1 E.L. Mascall’ Christ, the Christian amd the Church, p|23o
2 R. Knox, In Soft Garments; F.J. Sheed, Theology and Sanity.
3 W. Bright, St. Leo on the Incarnation, p.116.



to pass by many points - it does not belong to fhe same nature to
weep with feelinga of pity over a.dead friend, and, after the mass
of stone had been removed from the grave where he had lain four
days, by a voice of command to raiae him up to 1life againj or to
hang on the wood, and to make all the elements tremble after day-
light had been turned into night; or to be transfixed with nails,
and to0 open the gates of paradise to the faith of the robber; so it

does ﬁot belong to the same nature to say 'I and the Father are one!

~and to say 'The Father is greater than I!"  But this teaching is .

even more frankly popularised by Dr. Sheed who asks us to believe
that if our Lord wanted to 1lift a load He could have lifted it either
by the effortless fiat of the divine will or by the hard effort of
the human muscles!

The modern objections to this sort of exposition of Christ's -
divine-human personality are the abnormal anthropology, its
incompatibility-with the New Testament record and its perilous
approach to Docetism. But it is not only in modern times that such
a reading of Chalcedon has proved unacceptable. Preetige1 writes:

"If Christ were truly one being, was it tolerable that under
the cover of the two Natures He should be represented as the
possessor, in practice, of a divided personality, acting now
humaniy, now divinely? If not, must not all His actions be
attributed to a single divine-human operation? So Monergism

arose, asserting that in the Redeemer was only one principle of

1 Op. cit., p.145.



action, operating jointly in the two natures. But Chalcedonian
theory ocould not accept this. The human and diviﬁe energies were
indeed concurrent, but two complete natures imply two distinct
principles of aotivity, the one divine, the othef.human. Then the
compromise was expressed in different terms. Even Theodore and
Nestorius had attributed to Christ both a single energy and a single
will, meaning, no doubt, a single practical result from the co-
operation of divine and hum;n faculties, Might'it not be said,
asked the Monothelites,; that Christ possessed but one will? Again
Chalcedonian logic stood in the way, and necessarily so. 4 human
nature without a human faculty of will would be an utter unreality,
and so after furiouﬁ controversies and persecutions two wills were
also established“. -The result was that the whole Monophysite body
remained unreconciled, and they are still unreconciled for their
churches remain to this day.

This simple juxtaposition of two natures, two wills, fwo
intellects, - cannot possidbly be harmonised with the impression of
the Incarnate Life given by the New Testament. Throughout the entire
Gospel record the impression is one of perfect unity, simplicity and
coherence, Whether human or divine, or both, the consciousness of
Christ is a single consciousness; immediately we try to think of
Jesus as doing this as God and suffering that as man we introduce
an artificial, bifurcating influence that destroys the simplicity
and integrity of the portrait and even renders it unspiritual and

unethical. Both mind and heart resent a reading of the Scriptures
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by a key, and one moreover which does not elucidate but confounds

a frank and simple record which even the plowmen at his beam can
understand. There is something forced and unnatural which sets. a
halo around the head of Jesus as He moves among the awestruck
villagers of Galilee. A modernthistory-loving generation
instinctively rejects such a picture of the historical Jesus,
Unlike Tertullian, the modern man is not likely to believe because
it is absurd or impossibie. The mystery will always be there, but
it is better to shed light upon it than merely to qystify. For as
Prestige1 remarks again: "Jesus Chriat disappears in the smoke-
screen of the two-nature philosophy.. Formalism triumphs, and the
living figure of the evangelical Redeemer is desiccated to a

logical mummj". A passage from Mackintosh2 is also pertinent:

“"A Christ", he writes, "whom men cannot place luminously in.relation
to lifg.or thought is a Christ with ne reality for them.... It is all
but iﬁpossible for a thoughtful man to adore Jesus Christ, finding
in Him blessedness and eternal life, and not be conscious q: a power=
ful desire to reach coherent views of His Person". In the twentieth
century there can be no peaceful co-existence of the divine nature
alongside a human nature in the personality of Christ, along the
lines of .the Tome of Leo.

In the post-Reformation'Church, however, a third type of

Christology has arisen which claims to set forth a Christ which,

1 Op. cit. p.146. _
2 H.R. Mackintosh, Doctrine of the Person of Christ, p.300.
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while true to the Church's adoring estimate of the Lord Jesus Christ,
is more congruous with the facts of the New Testament, and renders
the Incarnation in a manner more intelligible to modern .thought.
This type of Christology, which has taken various forms, has come

to be called 'Kenotic'!, and it has sometimes found expression in
forms that have aroused the sharpest controversy. In this respect
'"Kenosis' is not unlike the faﬁous test-words 'homoousion' and
'theotokos's it has, however, the advantage of being scriptural.

But in spite of its more exuberant manifestations the principle_has
gained a respectful place in modern theological thought.

The word 'kenosis' is used to designate a theory of the 'self-
emptying" of the Son of God of His pre-incarnate mode of being in
ordef that He might live on earth a truly huhan life; a deoctrine of
the Incarnation which asserts some kind of modification of the divine -
nature or divine mode of being as a necessary condition of the personal
entry of the Son of God into human life and history. For, it is held,-
in a sense something in the nature of a kenosis is and must be
involved in.the Incarnation on any showing. It was .certainly a
coming at cost, and something in the nature of a scaling down was
inevitable when the Infinite descended into the finite. The diffi-
culty is to say, as we shall see; what precisely was the cost involved.-

The word derives from Scripture. Writing to the Philippians St.
Paul exhorts his readers to follow the pattern of humility set by

our Lord Himself "Who, being in the form of God, counted it not a
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prize to be on an equality with God, but emptied Himself (& KEVWIE ),
taking the form of a servant, being madg in the likeness of men.
And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, becoming
obedient even unto death, the death of the cross"., It has been
suggested that St. Paul is quoting an early Christian hymm, which
may remind ue of Charles Wesley's use of the passage:

"He left His Father's throne above-

So free, so infinite His grace-

Emptied Himself of all but love,

And bled for Adam's helpless race".

This and similar evangelistic songs of the Church are rather dis-

paraged by Loofs1 as conceasions madg by hymnology and popular
preaching to the ideas of the masses. . Such an explanation of the
theology of the hymns of Luther and the Wesleys is ludicrous. May

the kenotic idea not be popular because of its intense religious
power? The apostle is exhbrting the Philippians to do nothing through

vain glory, to count others better than themselves, not to look to

" their own things but to the things of others; and as he meditates

on the sublime 'otherﬁess' of his divine master's life and example
his style is lifted in a great rhythmical sweep of thought in
describing the example of Christ who shared the majesty of God in

His pre-incarnate life but renounced the divine glory to accept all

the limitations of the human lot culminating in obedience to death,

1 Article on Kenosist E.R.E.
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even death upon a cross., After marshalling the opinions of several
commentators on this passage Dr. Vincent Taylor concludes that while
the passage is devotionél, not doctrinal, it has Christological
implications: '"Who can doubt", he asks, '"that in this matchleas
hymn is the creative material of a living Christology?"!

The scriptural basis of a Kenotic Christology does not, however,
depend on a single passage in St. Paul's Letter to the Philippians.
The apostle feturns to the same theme, the renunciation of the glory
of Christ's pre-incarnate life, in 2 Cor.89 where he says "You know
the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that, though he was rich, yet
for your sakes he became poor, that you tﬁrough his poverty might
become rich". These hints Afforded by St. Paul are re-inforced by '
the teaching of the Gospels. In the Fourth Gospel Jesus Christ is
the Unique and Eternal Son of the Father, and yet it is equally plain
that Christ is living a human life. Experience of the most ﬁnman '
emotions and limitati;ns are set forth together wifh the divinest
claims in the one historic life. The Spirit will come when Christ's
limited earthly life is consummated in glorifiéation. This glory is
~ the resumption of that glory which He had with the Father before the ‘
world was_z' The Spirit's advent is conceived as a supplement or
sequel to the Incarnation. In His flesh Christ is restricted to the

here and now, but the Spirit will be available for all men. The

Spirit will take of Christ's and declare it to the disciples, with

1 V.'Taylor, Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching,
P.719.

2 John 170.
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this difference, that while Christ's operation was local the Spirit
will be universal., The Spirit is Christ in a new mode of being,
universal and indwelling in all men's hearts that are open to His
access,

.The Unique, Eternal Sonship of Christ is also expressed in the
Synoptic Gospels1, and is consistent with a truly human development:
He grew physically, mentally, spiritually; He was hungry; He was
tempted. He has miraculous powers which He uses as a man:s '"God

anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and with power: who

went about doing good, and healing all that were oppressed of the
devil; for God was with him".2 |

The Father is revealed perfectly by the Son, and only by the
Son. He speaks with divine authoritys: '"Heaven and earth shall pass
away, but my words shall not pass aﬁay".3 He is sinless, and His
words are infallible; while He reveals again and again a supernatural
knowledge, insight and foresight.

Yet while in all this He exhibits a consciousness on a far
higher scale than any prophet, it is analogous to the prophetic
consciousness. Our Lord is not omniscient for human experiences
are attributed to Him which are incompatible with omniscience. He

expresseé surprise, and asks for information. "He lived in the

constant exercise of preyexr to God, which is the characteristic
61=2

1 M. 1127, Mk, 14
2 Acts 10°°,
3 Mt. 243°.
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utterance of human faith and trust; that human faith and trust of
which the Epistle tothe Hebrews sees in Jesus the supreme example“.1

Thus the Synoptic record presents us, along with the rest of
the New Testament witness, two sets of facts, which indeed are but
one set: those which exhibit Jesus Christ as a true man living under
truly human conditions, and others which reveal unmistakably that He
was at the same time more than man, that He is none other than the
Son of God. The inference is that God is living and speaking as
man within humanity. Qod has allowed the measures of manhood to
prevail over Him, to use a phrase of St. Cyril, but He remains
intrinsically God. God is revealed to us to the highest degree of
which humanity is capable'in the true human personality of Jesus
Christ. Christ's life énd death are the supreme manifestation of
God's nature as love. At infinite coét God came to share our
finite lot. Such a conviction, however we try to express it, is
the principle of Kenosis which is firmly based on the hiastoric
New Testament witness, and answers to that universal instinct that
divinity into humanity 'won't go!, unless perchance the Divine
should choose to reduce Himself, "empty" Himself, that He might
enter in at our lowly door. '

Nevertheless Kenotic Ghristblogy has its difficulties.
Granted that the kenotic rhythm of thought has compelling religious

power, and rises to superb expression again and again in the cadences

13 .52

1 C. Gore, Dissertations. p.82.cp.Heb.2 “,12%.
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of the New Testament, it must yet be recognised that many serious
problems arise when we come %o e;amine-specifie kenotic theories.
Is God mutable and suﬁject to change? What did God the Son renounce
in becoming incarnate? Was_Jesus in_His incarnate life conscious of
His divine origin and nature? Did He abanden only certain attributes?
Were these divine attributes really abandoned, or only retracted?
What shall we say about Christ's cosmic fynction and His participa-
tion in the Trinitarian life during the period of His incarnation?
What part does the principle of Kenosis play in the theology of the
Fathers? Is it in harmony with the Definition of Chalcedon? Such
are some of the thorny problems which arise upon an examination of
the Kenotic hypothesis of Christology, and which will demand some
consideratioq in the following pages.

Since Scripture must be the chief arbiter in Christology the
investigation begins with a detailed examination of the modern and

patristic exegesis of Philippians 25_11

in order to ascertain whether
the principle of Kenosis is exegetically defensible. The treatment |
of Kenosis by the Fathers ass

(a) concealment (..Kpl;ylf ),

(b) addition(mpooAyy:s ) and

(c) reduction of compass or comntraction @/46&»0”( )
must then be considered. But even more important than the general

verdict of the Fathers upon Kenosis is its standing in relation to

the ecumenical decision of the Church embodied in the Definitién of
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Chalcedon. This must be regarded as the acid test of all Christology.
After the age of the Fathers the principle of Kenosis next comes into
prominence in post-Reformation theology. During the Giessen-
Tiibingen Controversy the patristic Krupsis re-appears and, as an
alternative, Kenosis isAempleyed in the sense of possessioﬁ and
occasionél non-use of the divine powers. At this point a radical
distinction takes place. In patristic thought there is never any
question of the compatibility of Kenosis with the continuing and
unimpaired life of the Logos in the Eternal Trinity. The Logos
during His incarnation continues to be what He always was. After
Giessen Kenosis is used much more radically. While the Kenosis con-
tinues to be set forth by some theologians as an act on the bart of
~ the Divine Logos relative to the Incarnation only, in other hands it
has serious repercussions on the life of the Logos within the Blessed
Trinity. The Incarnation is set forth in such manner as involves an
actual diminution of power and activity on the part of the Logos,
and in this form the principle of Kenosis is employed in varying
degrees by a diversity of kenotic theories. Of these three main
types will be distinguished and assessed: those which involve

(a) & laying down of the physical or relative attributes

(as represented by Thomasius and Fairbairn); ’
(b) & parting with all the divine attributes both physical
and ethical (as represented by Gess);

(c) an abandonment of the divine mode of existence in order
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to assume the human (as represented by Ebrard, Martensen,
Gore, Forsyth, Mackintosh and V. Teylor).
Some attempt will be made to counter the various criticisms to
which these theories have been exposed, and the principle of Kenosis
will be defended as a feasible concept in theology. But it is the
Kenotic rhythm of thought which will be defended rather than any
specific theory although.gmong the kenotic theories examined the

theory of P.T. Forsyth will be strongly commended and preferred.



2., EXEGETICAL:

(A) Modern Exegesis of Phil, 2211




19
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The passage is one of umsual exegetical complexity; indeed,
Professor Bruce remarks that "the diversity of opinion ie_ enough to
fill the student with despair and to afflict him with intellectual
para.lysis“.1 But it is essential to- estabiish a sure biblical
foundation and the task cannot be evaded. Yet it must be borne in
nind that the utmost we can expect is an interpretation which admits
of a kenotic application and not a proof of any particular theory.
It will be helpful if we set out clearly at the beginning the chief
problems for discussion and bear them in mind as we summarise the
views of the 1ea.di‘ng coﬁnentators. _

(1) Wno is the subject of the Kenosis? The pre-incarnate Christ,
the Logos_&_ojagpgos-,or the incarnate Christ, the Logos_él_v_do_(,’zls_OS‘ ?
Or the historical Jesus?

(2) What is the meaning of the rare word O;P'ﬂc(y/uas‘ which
occurs only here in the New Testament? Loofs classifies the meanings
of the word as followss |

1. Raptio - act of robbery or usurpation.,

2a = épﬂq(wa(_ Sensu malot: res rapta.

¢ res rapienda.
2b = é’lo/u.qi_l.ov In neutral sense: res habita.
(a lucky find) ¢ res habenda.
The implications for the exegesis of the passage of these five

possible meanings of _af(pﬂd_y,asf are as follows:

1 A.B. Bruce, Humiliation of Christ, p.S8.
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1. Equality with God was the inherent right, or natural

possession of our Lord,

2a o, has a 8imilar meaning, but stresses not the act of usurpation

but rather the product of such an act.

29,/? implies that equality with God lay before Him as a prize,
which He preferred not to seize, but pursued instead a life of lowly
service.

2b oL suggests some such rendering as: "Christ did not treat His
equality with God as treasure trove to be greedily clutched or
ostentatiously displayed, but resigned it for us men and for our
salvation".

2b_/3_a,ga.in empl.xasises Christ's refusal to secure the treasure
of equality with God in preference to a life of lowly service.

2aot and 2bet treat equality with God as the possession of the
Discarnate Christ; 2a.lﬂ .and Zbﬂ would be consonant with an interpre-
tation of' the passage in terms of the historical Jesus. No. 1 must
also -be taken in connexion with the formexr view.,

The apparatus poses three questions:

1. Was the equality with God a pre~incarnate possession which He

did not wish to hold on to, but willingly renounced?

2. Or was the equality with God which He possessed (either before
or after the Incarnation) something which He did not regard as
robbexiy or usurpation, but as an inalienable right, and of which

He continued to remain in possession? .
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3. Or was equality with God a future possession which He did not
propose to seize by force but would attain by a life of lowly
service?

(3) What does the Kenosis involve? Does it mean a literal
self-emptying, some surrender of divinity, or a surrender of the
divine mode of being in order to make a human incarnation possible?
Or merely an assumption of the form of a servant while remaining as
He was before?

(4) What is the name above every name, and what is implied
by lordship? Did Christ achieve something greater than He fqrmerly
possessed? Or is the lordship something which He already possesses

> " - .

€v /4—°P-9§0 Heov but. which is now plain for all to behold?

Or is it the human Jesus who is exalted to share the divine life?

As the views of J.B, Lightfoot' in his Commentary on the
Philippians still remain the classical exposition of the passage
in modern exegesis, these will be given in detail whiie'the re-
maining summaries will be confined in the main to significant
points. For Lightfoot the subject is the pre-existent Christ who
becomes incarnate at A A& A clea.-r distinction is made between
p0pdn and Oxnus . The former still retains something of its
philosophical connotation, Lightfoot arguing that philosophic terms
and ideas gradually permeate society till they reach its lower

strata. 'Words stamped in the mint of the philosopher pass into

1 Ep.Phil. 1885 pp.110-15, 127-37.
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' general currency, losing their sharpness of outline meanwhile, but
in the main retaining their impress and value'. ,a.op_¢p", therefore
means the specific and intrinsic character of a thing as opposed to
the notion of instability and changeableness associated with _o‘xw;/uoc ,
and he illustrates the distinction of usage in various parts of the
New Testament. In the present context he takes /ua,o_¢-r; to apply
to the attributes of the Godhead, it suggests the same idea expressed
elsewhere by Paul in €imedv end by the Johannine o Adyos 7ov devi.
He concludes that .,u_o_p_¢_r; Oeov.. implies the true divine nature of
our Lord, . ,u,op.¢;r."_ SodAou the true human nature, and _d_xt)%m.w

a.‘)_f___:.cvﬂpu_zo_s' the externals of the human na.ture._u'ﬂ_o;ipxgw

_ indicates the contimuance of an antecedent state. It is not
necessarily 'eternal', he remarks, but céupled with the previous
phrase it must imply eternal existence and is therefore equal to the
sense of John 1'1 €v o'cpx;:; ;;V o l_o’yos" If a‘&p:n.ac_y,uo'f is taken
in the active sense of 'robbery!, 'usurpation' (raptio) then the
expression asserts that the equality with God was our Lord's natural
right and His present possession, and this is clearly oﬁt of context,
both with what precedes and with what follows, as Lightfoot points
out. We expect the words "Have this mind in you‘which was also in
Christ Jesus" to be followed, not by the assertion of a right but by
a renunciation, while the particles of;_x and &Ala‘c imply a
contrast to- follow. The Irendering appears in the A.V. owing to the

influence of the Latin Fathers who mostly translate 'rapinam' in
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the active sense without reference to the c;rigina.l, but it is, as
we shall see, unsupported by a single Greek Father. The passive
concrete meaning a prize' fits the context admirably: Christ 'did
not regard His being on an equality with God as something to be
clung to at all costs but willingly renounced it'. Both renderings

are lexically possible though the former is the more usual. If St.

" Paul had intended the passive meaning it is natural to expect that

he would have used the LXX _;Zp_m,,uac which is the usual passive
form for the thing seized. Lightfoot regards Paul's use of
.ac_l_pﬂacylu,o‘v . a8 equal to &P]_l_“y,«gg and takes it to mean 'a
treasure to be clutched and retained at all hazards'. In the
clause éll_a'c é_aa ‘rofy e,/_(e(zw,a'e the emphatic position of
the pronoun indicates the voluntary condescension involved, and
Lightfoot translates 'emptied, stripped Himself' of the insignia
of divine majesty. He renders /Aop¢7‘v J,OUIAOU Xd/ﬂasv 'by
taking the form of a slave', the action of ld/e_a;v being
coincident in time with Ciacewede . The wdpgy  is here
e:;actly as in v.6, the form of being which truly corresponds to
the being of a se;:'vant or slave. The participle. 76Véae_v.a$‘

like ),aclﬁc:)v » marks the entrance into a new atate of being, and
both are contrasted with L;"fosz.wv . The participle_eépeﬂel.\f
is likewise indicativ'e of change, introducing a new stage in the
dévelopment of the thought. The whole phrase implies external

senblance. This does not mean that Christ's humsnity was but a
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semblance, rather it means that‘Christ was not metamorphosed into
a man but assumed true and complete humanity.

Upon Christ's great act of humility in becoming man by
voluntary self-renunciation, and the consequent path of humiliation
and obedience unto death, vv.9-11 set the Divine Seal. Exaltation
follows in fulfilment of the divine law which He Himself emunciated,
6 Tamedv éxomdv Sywljoerae (tk.14',18'%); and He is
gi;en the name which is above every name. In Lightfoot's opinion
~z¥@yL¢L"does not here denote a definite appellation but is meant
a8 title or dignity. The use of 'the name' in the 0ld Testament to
suggeat the Diﬁine Majesty as the object of adoration and praise in
such phreses as 'to.praise the name, to bless the name of God, etc.!
will suggest the true meaning; but if, he adds, St. Paul were
referring to any one term, Kurios would best explain the reference
for it occurs in the context in v.11. He rejects the name 'Jesus'
for the bestowal of the name is represented as following upon the
humiliation and death of the Son of Man and because Jesus was the
personal name of many others besides. Jesus is exalted that Jesus
may be adored and confessed as Lord with thanksgiving. Lightfoot
draws attention to 'the name of Jesus', not the name Jesus.
Foerster and Quell1 agree with Lightfoot: "The name, which the
repetition of the article indicafes to be a very special one, can-
only be the name of KL&HOS? » It has been given to Jesus'as the

divine answer (.535 ) to his mortal sufferings in obedience. At

1 Bible Key Words: Lord, p.98.
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the name which Jesus; v:rho took upon Himself the form of a slave,
has received, i.e. in the_presenc_;e of Him who was in history and
has been raised on high, the whoie world bows". The phrase 'In
the name of Jesus' is equivalent to 'to the name of Jesus' as is
indicated i)y the conféssiqn in the parallel clause,

M.R. Vineent1 is in close agreement with Lightfoot. !'Christ

Jeéus’ includes both the pre-incarnate and incarnate life of Christ
and is the subjecf of the two kinds of statement which follow and

"~ are predicated of both His pre-incarnate and incarnmate state. He
is in substa.ntidl agreement with Lightfoot as regards ,uop¢;} Beod .
but considers 'form' an inadequate rendering, though no better word
is available. It means that expression of being which is identified
with the essential nature and character of God. Such an expression
of God cammot be conceived by us, though it may be conceived and
apprehended by pure spiritual intelligences. With Lightfoot he
equates /“.0P¢r}.—9605_ Wwith 7o €ives 1det ﬁéES and acocepts his
interpretation of _:(Pﬂ_dyﬂo\v_ + The word é/_ce'_va_de is not
intended in any metaphysical sense but "as a strong and graphic
expression of the completeness of His self-remmnciation". The
,uop_¢.§._£o'.lau is exaotly as in v.6, the form of being which
truly corresponds to the being of a servant or slave.

év o;ao,,al)/udn_;(ydpa’nmy expresses the fact that His mode

of manifestation regembled what men are - this leaves room for

the other side of ‘His nature, the divine, in the likenessof which

1 IUC.C. 1897’ pp'57-63'.
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He did not appear. dxr;,uotm C-_Jp_eﬂei\f l_.;_S‘ .;’S\!__apw_‘lrof . He is now
visible to human eyes. What Christ is in Himself has been
described; here is set forth what He gppeared in the eyes of men.
The name which is above every name is 'Jesus Chriat',.ccmbining the
human name, which points to the conquest won in the flesh, and the
Messianic name 'the Anointed of God', and Vincent notes that the
two factors of the name are successively taken up in vv.10-11,

The illuminsting commentary of Karl Barth' is devotional
rather than critical and for a complete picture of his Christology
must be supplemented by his dogmatic writings. He begins from the
point at which Paul's thought starts out: To e?vxt_;'ciqc_ﬁet;) :
Christ is equal with God. This equality with God He did not
regard as "spoil". ezp:lto;_»ao‘.v__z;.ye./.'oféec_c_ means to cling
“tooth and nail to something. He does not need to do this because
He is sure of being equal with God. That is why He can empty Himself
of the form of God. Thus for Barth 70 civer ide. Becs 1o a
different thing from the‘/4qp¢iﬁ;5koﬂ . Being in the form of God .
means to be God in outward appearance, immediately and directly
knowable as such. I£ was of this form of God He emptied Himself,
taking on the form of a servant and becoming like men. In doing so
He remeins God's equal - it is an act of sovereign divine freedom.
He puts off the form of God, i.e. "the whole knowability of His
being". He is now incognito, no ionger the picture of His proper,

qriginal, divine being, but solely the picture of a human being.

1  Ep.Phil. 1927 pp.59-68.
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He quotes the dictum of Calvin: '"The humilitas carnis covers

the divine majestas like a curtain'. There must be no mitigation
of the ‘én.é_v_w_oﬁe or the o;u.o/fw/‘_ac,. The second term stresses
"the likeness, and not in some ﬁaj the hidden unlikeness". This
self-emptying brings Him down into human nature, and then, having
thus become like men "he takes in that capacity the same atep into
the depths again". Instead of assuming some pinnacle of the human
scene He humbled Himself andlwent the length of death, even death
on a cross, thus enduring a double obscurity.

The uexaltation and conferment of the name above all names are
not a reward for self-denial and service, What Paul means to say is
that it is precisely He who became man and was crucified that is
" exalted; and there is no mention of the resumption of the form of
God. The huﬁiliation is not cancelleds Christ, God's equal, who
emptied Himself and humiliated Himself, is exalted. The name above
all names is Kurios. It indicates a different thing from the form
of God of v.6 and takes the place of it. Christ might now be called
the ggﬁ God-form of the Revéaler and Reconciler, and as such He is
to receive universal acknowledgment. In His abasement and humilia-
tion Hé is Lord over all. It will be seen how closely Barth's
exegesis corresponds to one of his major theological themes, ''the
hidden" and “the revealed" God. |

In.his commentary which appeared in 1928, a year after Barth,

J.H, Michael1 ranks himself with "the majority of interpreters" who

1 Moffatt com. Phil, 1928, pp.82-97.
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think that the passage speaks of the pre-existent Christ. He

takes Paul to mean that Christ was aivine by ngture, but not equal
with God - that was achieved at the Exaltation. '_;_6p_1!¢cy,«3v can
be taken in a passive sense to meaﬁ either 'booty to be retained'’
or 'booty to be Snatched'; Michael adopts the latter meaning which
goes with the view that equality with God ié not something already
possessed by Christ but something attainable only through self-
emptying and by the favour of God. There is an implied contrast
in the minds of some with Adam,.or, as in the opinion of Dibelius1,
with the arrogant behaviour of Satan and other denizens of the
spirit-world whose self-seeking spirit is depicted in the "Ascension
of Isaiah" 10,29. Christ took upon Him the nature of a servant,
which, he holds, is quite compatible with the retention of His
divine nature. Paul does not specify of what He emptied Himself,
whether of His divine nature, of His equality with God or of Himself
in the sense of pouring Himself out as in Isaiah 5312 where the
prophet says of the Servant that "he poured himself out unto death".
That this verse from Isaiah has some commexion with the passage
would seem to be confirmed by the fact that in the very next clause
mention is made of a servant, and that in v.8 Christ is said to have
been obedient unto death. (The various echoes of the passage in
Deutero-Isaiah will occupy our attention more directly later on).
But in whatever way He emptied Himself it was by taking the form

of a servant that He did empty Himself., The word 'form', as in

1 M. Dibelius (Hendbuch zum N.T.) p.6d.
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v.6, points to the reality of the new state, while the word

tgervant'! is the common word for slave and points to the complete-
ness of Christ's surrender fo the will of God. He agrees with
Vincent that _é.lsé,v_wde_ is not used in a metaphyeida.l sense '"but

a8 a strong and graphic expression of the completeness of His self-
renunciation". This self-renunciation is continued in the path of
hunilistion He trod in His incarnate life. "Being made in the
likeness of men" sets forth His real likeness to other men. The
Exaltation is not a feward, But a consequence of the divine law
enunciated in Matt,'2312, Lk, 1411,1814b. The name ahove every

name is Lord, the LXX form of Yahweh. Verse 11 speaks of a universal
confession of the Lordship of Jesus Christ to the glory of God the
Father. Here is struck "the final chord of the Pauline theology™
(Kennedy, Peake's Comm. p.813b). Even the Exaltation finds its
climax and completion in the Son's self-surrender to the'Fbxher.

In a commentary published as recently as 1959 F.W. Beare1
interprets the passage in a wide cosmological frame of reference.
It is a hymn composed by.a gifted writer of St. Paul's circle who
had learned from him to think of Christ as 'the Man from Heaven'

(1 Cor. 1547). The subject is the pre-exiefent Christ. The 'form
of God' indicates a form of existence "which in some. sense exhibits

¢ .
Christ's true nature". *P Ny prov is translated 'plunder':

'counted not as plunder' means that Christ being in assured

1 Ep.Phil. 1959 Pp-73-88.
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possession of divine dignities did nof think of His high estate
as a kind of booty which might be His for the seizing. exévwoe
is translated as Lightfoot 'sfripped Himself', He lays aside the
insignia of majesty and glory. The 'form of a slave' describes the
humanity, the word ‘'slave' indicating man's bondage under the
Elemental Spirits of the universe, the stocheia to whom all human
life is subject (Gal. 43’9). He is born into slavery to the
Elemental Spirits that He might redeem those who were subject to
the same thraldom. 'Being made in the likeness of men' enlarges
the scope of the thought of Christ's participation in the 1life of
humanity. ‘'Likeness' (as in Rom. 871 note of C.K. Barrett ad loc.)
does not suggest any unreality in His humanity, the word is almost
a synonym for,u.op¢,} andﬂel,’m:)v s but it leav'es room for the thought
that the human likeness is not the wholé story. The pre-existent
Christ renounced the condition of divine glory and assumed the
enslaved condition of humenity. "There is no attempt to explain
how this transition could take place, or to explore the mystery of
the relation between the form of God and the form of a slave. These
are theological problems of the highest importance to us, but the
solution is not given to us within the words of our hymn".1

In his "Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching" Dr. Vincent

Taylor summarises the views of leading commentators since the middle

of last century. Among these he includes J. Ead192

1 Op.cit. p.83.
2 Ep.Phil. 1859,
3 Comm.N.T. 1876, pp.77-88.

and H.A.W. Meyer3




32

1

prior to Lightfoot and J.A. Beet and H.A.A. Kennedar2 after, and a

recent commentatoi, C. Masson3.

The views of J. Eadie are at most points in agreement wifh
those of Lightfoot. The subject is the pre-existent Christ who
possesses the divine nature and becomes incarnate at _3(.).)_.5( The
/40p.¢.t}_a€o.&. is equated with 7o _givect ldw ge?; . He rejects the
active meaning 'robbery! for-_c;p_nq(yﬂo‘y__ .-ae' out of context and
prefers "a thing to be caught at, a catch". .e’_f:.é_v_w_d.e implies
a velling of the,Atcqubé and a temporary remnciation of equality
with God, The aprist_)._qc/ia'w is coincident in time with ;éz,c,ej_\zwo:e
and the phrase uopgv. dodAou Ax@Biv is contrasted with
Le’.v_,aopﬂr; deoﬁ_.u‘.mofp_xwy_: Christ "descended with His splendour
eclipsed™. é_v_éaol_a;u_x,—r(, _o’c_\r_&énav ye.v.éa.e.uo.s means "He was
identical in all respects with other men”.nzzhcmezuaumav . indicates
a further act of condescension. The name which is above every name
is Jesus.

H.A.W. Meyer refers the relative subject to Christ in His pre-
incarnate being, With J. Weiss and V. Taylor4 he regards thﬁ/‘dfqbé

56013 as the divine glory or fo’fac ¢ it indicates the form of
being which corresponds to the essence and exhibits the conditioﬁ.

He differs from Lightfoot in preferring the active meaning for

1 Ephesians,-l’hiliippi:ans, Colossians, Philemon, 1890, pp.63-T3.
2 . Expositor's Greek Testament, 1903, iii. 435-9.

3 L'E'pitre de Saint Paul aux Philippiens, 1950, pp.41-9.

4 Op.cit. p.75.
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,_;t,pyzog_)wév which he translates as 'robbing' - "Not as a robbing

did He consider the being equal with God". Nevertheless He did not
use His equality with God to seize at eai‘thly distinction, The name
above every name is Jesus Christ. His exaltation is not a reward but
an inevitable sequel., Christ's saying in Mt. 231:2 was gloriously
fulfilled in His own case.

JeA. Beet agrees with Meyer in referring the ,qu¢r}_a€.au”
to Christ in His pre-existent state, and in his interpretation of
_;c_p;rz._t_y/qo_av of which the root idea denotes 'taking hold of, or
snatching something not yet in our hands'., Thus attaimment _rafher
than renunciation is indicated, and Beet translates: '"No high-
handed self-enrichment did He deem the being equal with GOd".1

H.A.A. Kennedy takes opmecywov in the sense of 'res
rapienda'. The equality with God is a prize that lies before Him
which is not to be greedily seized - this the First Adam attempted
to do - but attained by a life of humiliation and lowly service.
By %QL%M; Paul means that Christ's humanity was real, but
that it did not express the whole of His nature.2 The name conferred
is Kurios, the LXX equivalent of the Divine Name, Its attainment
constitutes ‘equality with God, which is even greater than ,u.op_fie}
(9506 in the sense that He is now known as such in the eyes of

men,

We shall conclude these summaries with an account of br. Taylor's

1 OPQCito p-64.
2 OPQCito Po4380
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own exegesis of the passage.1 Taylor writes "No apology, I
think, is needed for giving at length the opinions of leading
commentators....... It seems to me that the only way to enter
into the meaning of a sublime, but difficult passage is to
summarise the views of many commentators and then to leave the-
summaries in storage.for terlx years. By that time the vit;al phrases
stand out in the mind, and we grow familiar with conflicting views,
so that out of the welter of opinions we can form conclusions of
our own". Such a sentiment obviously gives weight to his own
exegesié of which the foll-owing is a summary. With maturity of
thought and mastery of linguistic detail it combines an acute
literary insight.

He sticks close to the paraenetic aim of the passage, which
he regards as the key to the intei'pretation. St. Paul's preliminary
exhortations suggest that in speaking of 'the mind of Christ' he
intends to describe a supreme act of remunciation on His part. The
participle l;_'!r;qlt._px.'wv does not necessarily mean 'being originally!',
but in this context it can hardly mean less. 'Nature' or 'substance!
is too philosophical an explanation of._,a,op¢r,} which must refer to a
visible form characteristic-.of Christ's being, just as the 'form of
a slave' is that by which the slave is recognised and known. Of
this 'form of God' the best thing we can say is that it is His
'glory', the shining light in which, according to Old Testament
thought, God was pictured. 75 _€jvecs fdea fe5  1is a backward
1 Op.cit. pp.73-9.
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reference to 'the form of God'. The view that the two are equal
is preferable to the explanation that the phrase desoribes some-
thing achieved in the exaltation even though it remains true that
in the exaltation Christ is given the name that is above every name,
the name 'Lord'. The thought is that 'the mind that was in Christ
Jesus' was: 't;he mind of One who pos_sessed.; and renounced, heavenly
majesty. _:(-/J_'llg_t-_7/4.3_v . is thus best taken, with Lightfoot, as
'prz.a,eda' rather than 'rapina'. Taylor notes, however, that even
the rendering 'rapina' would not convey a meaning alien to St.
Paul's thought, provided that the parity with God is something
possessed; but it seems léss apposite to the passage. He remarks
that it is quite possible that in the thought there is an implicit
contrast with Adam who was tempted to 'be as God, knowing good and
evil', and in this case it is natural to think of the Temptation
experience recorded in Mt. 41-11, but the nature of the Temptation
in the two instances is so different as to render the contrast

doubtful.]

) . » v € \
The idea of renunciation is attested by A A~ EacuTov
éxéu“,_dey which he translates as 'emptied' or 'despoiled Himself',

\ N 174 "
The meaning is weakened if -ro_e..l.mc.c;dac__ga:o describes a future
parity. It is most in accord with the whole passage if the reference

is to a pre-incarnate renunciation coincident with the act of !'taking

the form of a servant'. The emphasis on renmunciation recurs again

1 Allowance must always be made for the fact that often enough
the New Testament writers use verbal echoes without necessarily
examining the full content in any detail.
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"in ev %ozo/awr; ocvypm_ y 171" 7eV9u.evos' which implies the

acceptance ‘of a full humenity, reinforced by 'He humbled Himself,
becoming obedient unto death'. But renunciation is followed by
exaltation. Heaven and earth confess that Jesus Christ is Lord,

to. the glory of God the Father., That this is His reward is but
half the thought, the exaltation reveals what is true all the time -
which is to say that the idea of remuneiation persiste to the end,
and Christ's word is illustrated in Himself: 'If any man would be
first, he shall be last of all, and minister of all' (Mk. 9°°).

All the fore-=going commentators find their common starting-
point in the Discarnate Christ,lwhat night almost be called the
Kenotic starting-point; and we must now note a group of exegetes
who interpret the subject of the passage as the Incarnate Christ,

a view which rules out Kenosis from the start. For C. Magson the
subjeet is the Incarnate Christ in whom the forms Déi and the forma
serviico—exist. The Incarnation does not in any way detract from
His divine 'condition' (/u.op¢?7) But He did not use His divinity
as a trampoline1 (0.E.D. a pair of étilts) to attain equality but
attained it by the way of humiliation and service. ;E-:_v_'p_uze/fv_a,o:e_v

is a reminiscence of Isa. 537. His view of the passage thus combines.

the two themes of the Second Adam and the Suffering Servant. The

name conferred is the LXX divine name Kurios, but the reference to

'the glory of God' safeguards monotheism.

1 Masson uses 'tremplin'.
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This view is clearly reminiscent of the ancient Imago tradition1
championed by Loofs and has been adopted En recent times by several
scholars of the first rank. The incarnate Christ (or possibly the
historical Jesus) is regarded as the Second Adam, who, contrary to
the first, didlnbt attempt to seize equality with God but received
it as a gift for choosing the way of humiliation and death. This view
can be strongly presented.

The Adam-Christ contrast is set out tbus by F.C. Syngé:z

ADAM JESUS CHRIST
made in the image of God being in the form of God
‘thought it a prize to be thought it not a prize to be
grasped at grasped at
to be as god, ' to be like God,
and strove to be of but made himself of no
reputation . ‘reputation (A.V.)
and spurned being God's and took upon him the form
servant, l of a servant, ,
wishing to be in the and was made in the like-
likeness of God; ness of meng
and being found in fashion and ﬁeing found in fashion
as a man, asvé man,
he exalted himsgelf . he humbled himself,
and was disobedient and became obedient unto
| unto death. . death, even the death of

1 See.below, P.54.
2 Torch Bible Com. Philippians and Colossians, p.29.



38

the eross. Wherefore God
.exa.lted_. him,

The Deutero-Isainic reminiscences of the Suffering Servant

may also be shewn in tabular form:

JESUS CHRIST THE SUFFERING SERVANT'

Phil.2] luumdv Exéveoe 2 'Isa.53'2 109.} ce DY

/_,aopslgt).v__sodlau lala_(.'ay Ise.52'> the figure of the
Servant: 1]3

8 ) 8 ] Py /
2 cqumeivdEy._EXUTOV 53° ev T TXTENWTEL
8 »
/ae';(.pl_ Oocvekrav 53"  er5_Bdvecrov
13. « Y,
0 Geos_uordv_omepoywde.. 527 uywlpoero
1011
2

PN NE) DI

It is rather curious that the best parallels are partly in
the LXX and partly in the Hebrew. If the passage is Pauline
did St. Paul consult both versions or does the Hebrew suggest
a pre-Pauline origin to the passage worked over by St. Paul
in conformity with the LXX? There is probably no difficulty
in his knowledge of the Hebrew!

'Zimmerli and Jeremias note that the expression ee«rrov exevudev

(Phil.27) attested nowhere else in the Greek and grammatically
extremelz{ ha.rsh, is an exact rendering of. 1¥9).. ... R I
(Isa. 53'°).. N)yp means 'to expose', 'to pour out' empty "';
Kevoov 'to drain to the dregs', 'to pour out generously' The
uge of Isa. 53 2 ghews that the expression implies the surrender
of life, not the Kenosis of the Incarnation. W. Zimmerli &

J. Jeremias, The Servant of God, p.97. It is true that the
expression is grammatically difficult Greek though naturally
everything depends upon what St. Paul really meant here. St.
Paul was never above twisting his Greek to make his meaning
plain. The order of thought seems to tell against Z2 & J. If
St. Paul had in mind a Kenosis on the part of the pre-incarnate
Christ this might be the sort of way in which he would express
it.

1
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1 propounded the view that the passage was &

In 1928 Lohmeyer
pre-Pauline Aramaic Hymn to Christ as Lord in His double rGle as
Second Adam and Suffering Servant. This view is supported by He'ring,

Jeremias, Bultmann, E. Peterson and O, Cullma::m.2 It is best

exemplified for English readers by Dr. A.M. Hunt'.er:3

who argues that
the rendering €emxedy. (for ,u.op¢z} ) fits the passage 'like a glove!
and gives a clear reference to the second Adam who might have con-
ceived the senseless project of seizing by force the equality with

God ( 78_52%(;_734_&&53_ = eritis sicut dei.) which he did not as
.- &

yet possess, but conquering this temptation to which the first Adam

fell, he chose the way of obedience and death. Thus the second Adam

recapitulates victoriously what the first Adam experienced disas-
trousiy. Lohmeyer's strophic arrangement of the Hymn and Hunter's

rendering are as followss

LOHMEYER HUNTER
1 05 év /qu¢‘_a‘7'_ Beoo Jwép;(wv Who being in God's image
Oéx ,a,‘s/zw_c(_y/.tév' 7'777(69(_10 Did not cons:l.tie_r equality
with God |

Y > » ”
.10 eveit. 10 6’&9 _ Something to be seized.

b

2 &AL’ ExuTov Excéviade Nay, he poured himself out
/4.0./1¢_z}_v_foa’_lau AeBiiv . Taking servant’s form

> [ ’ ’ ’ / . .
€V QU kT «vﬂp«;yr_w_v Yéwuevos  Becoming in men's likeness.

1 . E, Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die :Philipper;: - (Meyér Commentaries)
pp.90-9.

2 A.M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecessors, p.122.

3 Ibid, pp.39-44.
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3 KiL _oxy'/uc-r/_erjpe ée;s' 655' And being found in fashion '
- __Z(_v__ 'néS' as a man
ETATENWOEY. EdvToV He humbled himself
,75_\_44}46!0_6‘__&_11_71_15205 /u_efx_.pt Becoming obedient unto
&&Kq’(_'ro.u death
( dxv.'c;:au_&f_o:-mupaﬁ ] (and that a cross-death!)

4 _Stc;_nac_l_é_@&tis_ “UTOV _ o Therefore God also highly

Unepoy woe exalted him ‘
Kb .éKdP;ddTo dlj'ré')_ 7o, 51%4_ . And conferred on him the name -
73_&_w_ép_ﬂiv_z_\(0/_—'_-oc _ The name above every name .
5 'l'v@__e’v_.fé__(;_v_o:ud:m__27.0_‘0_5 That at the name of Jesus
kv 74‘7v_u- Ka’(/u. l,r_”_ Every knee might bow
-.é.‘n.ou,:v_gc_v_lzby_&di_ 6’7" yetl Qv Of beings in heaven, in eartﬁ
Kot xdtxxdia\abv and in the nether-world. .
6 kol 7o yl_ﬁ_ddag_.e'fgao)oy,'a,wt And every tongue confess
371'-&0’;9105: _,_/t;don' /Yp'd"c;_f'_ 1Jesus Christ is Lord'
C'I,S'. &)lﬁew ..&uﬁ--ﬂ.«:rpol_f. To the glory of God the Father.

After cérroborating the poetic structure of the passage Hunter
marshals evidence based on diction, style, context and doctrine to
prove unPauline authorship. The three word_a‘(/ma(y/‘o\_s;_ t;weput/ro:;_v
and kq&zet_xﬂo_lv_l_as: are not merely absent from Paul but from the whole
New Testament. . /4,0/345_1}_ is not found elsewhere in Paul. The apostle
uses _Ise_v_ac;_v_ four times elsewhere in his writings, always in the

sense 'make void' which is not appropriate to the present passage.



41

Nowhere else does he use the form év _6_”' AT 77_¢QJ . There are
also Aramaisms and un-Greek ﬁhrases. Characteristically Pauline
ideas are lacking. Here humanity is not redeemed but subjected to
the new sUpros ._ No mention is made of the Resurrection which Hunter
regards as determinative for St. Paul, As in Hebrews the emphasis is
on the exaltation. The hymn depicts Jesus as Lord, not of the Church,
but of the cosmos! Hunter concludes that the ﬁymn probably emanated
from Antioch, discounting Lohmeyer's suggestion that it was part of
the Bucharistic liturgy of the Palestinian church.

Hunter presents his case briefly but solidly, and yet it is not
wholly convincing. Several scholars have attempted to recover the
exact poetic form and they differ both in their strophic arrangement
and in the phrases which are to be construed as Pauline glosses;
while Hunter himself concedes that eminent scholars like W.D. Davies,
E. Stauffer, L., Cerfaux and G.B. Ca:i.rd1 s8till remain unconvinced.
Others, like E.F. Scott, could also be added. There is still there-
fore much to be said for Pauline authorship. With regard to the
several hapax legomena noted by Hunter, V. Taylor remarks that there
are other passages in the Pauline epistles of equal length in which
as many words of the kind can be foun_d.2 In interpretinglj‘quﬁé
as__e;u::w_ Hunter seems to scale down the parallelism of /aop_¢7'_4z-u6
and /uo.,p¢r;_£'ul_}‘.oo . It is true that Paul does not make much use
of the Suffering Servant conception elsewhere, yet it would hardly

seem possible for Paul or any Jewish writer to dwell on the theme

1 A.M. Hlmter, Op.qit. po1220
2 Op.cit. p.63.
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of Christ's condescending love and humiliation without producing
echoes of Deutero-Isaiah. To the obJection that the hymn depicts
Jesus as 'Lord' not of the Church but of the cosmos we may say that
'Jesus is Lord' is the Chnrch's confession of faith; while the theme
of Christ as Lord of the cosmos is dwelt upon by St. Paul in the
Captivity Epistles as a whole, e.g. Colossians and Ephesians if
Pauline. No mention is made of redemption or resurrection. But the
question is: Are these omissions relevant to the paraenetic aim of
the passage? There is a limit to what can be put into six verses,
Few would have expectéd Paul, the Apostle of faith, to write a poem
on Love which assigns such an inferior place to Christian faith?

If there is a reference to Christ as the second Adam we may remind
ourselves that the conception is.almost peculiar to St. Paul in the
whole of the NewTestament. But is there a subtle contrasf in the
passage with Adam or Satan? If so, as Grayston has remarked, it

would be expecting great quickness of mind on the part of his Gentile

. readers at Phil:i.ppi.1 It is a rather pedestrian view of Paul to

“assume that the creator of the matchless Hymn to Love in 1 Cor. 13

would quote a hymn rather than create his own. Whose was the mind
capable of producing such a devotional gem? The Jewish community

at Jerusalem or Antioch is a vague and unsatisfactory exchange for
Panl. In any ocase, whether St. Paul is using a 'hymn' composed by

hHimself or another, he uses it to express his own beliefs concerning

1 Comm. Ep. Phil, p.93.
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the Person of Christ.

We are now in a position to summarise and compare these two
distinct lines of interpretation. With some reservations at speci-
fic points the first may be described as the Lightfoot tradition.

The ﬂ_op¢7‘_éew"_ is that state of existence which corresponds to the
divine nature of Christ and is equated with equality with God. This
divine mode of being the pre-incarnate Christ did not wish to hold
on to but willingly renounced in order to take upon Him the form of
a servant or slave, This great premundane act of renunciation is
followed by further humiliation; and the conferment of Kurios, the
divine name, follows as a natural sequel in the spiritual order.
Christ is Lord in His humiliation. The Kenosis consists of, not a
metaphysical mutation of being, but the abandonment of the divine
mode of existence for the purely human mode of existence.

But there are some disagreements. M.R. Vincent, J. BEadie and
V. Taylor follow Lightfoot closely. For Barth the gquality with
God is a different thing from the form of God whicﬁ Christ utterly
renounces while He remains God's equal throughout the Incarnation.
Michael renders ;(,Q‘aqt_y,«'.t;_v as res rapienda and regards equality with
God as something achieved at the Exaltation. The same rendering is
adopted by Kennedy who'regards equality as a prize set before Him
which He achieves in the role of the Second Adam by a life of humilia-
tion and lowly service, H.A.W. Meyer and J. Beet interpret éﬂl@gxz&y

in the active sense of raptio, otherwise they follow the line of



44

Lightfoot. With these reservations, therefore, we may use Light-
foot's rendering to represent this line of thought: "Though He pre-

existed in the form of God, yet He did not look upon equality with

God as a prize which must not slip from His grasp, pgg.He emptied

Himself, divested Himself, taking upon Him the form of a slave.“1

In the second view of the passage represented by C. Masson the
forma dei and the forma servi co-exist in the Incarnate Christ. But
our Lord's divinity is not used in order to seize upon equality with
God: instead he adopts the réle of the Suffering Servant, and Lordship
is achieved by humiliation and suffering. Closely allied with this
interpretation is the Imago tradition of Lohmeyer, Héring, Jeremias,
Bultmenn and A.M. Hunter. The word wopgdy_ as applied in the first
phrase is regarded as a synonym for_gﬁkﬁiy_ = image. The Incarnate
Christ is therefore conceived as the Second Adam who follows the path
of the Suffering Servant and as a reward receives the divine title of
Kurios.

The Lightfoot tradition is distinctly preferred in this thesis.
One feature of the passage is obvious, and to be expected in a Jewish
composition whether Pauline or unPauline - the Hebrew parallelism.
This is important for exegesis since paralielism is basically a
repetition‘of thought as rhyme is a repetition of sound, and may
often provide a real clue to interpretation. The rendering of the
Revised Version (which may be called the Lightfoot interpretation)

may be set out as follows with a view to a consideration of the

1 Op.cit. p01110
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possible parallelism,.

5 Have this mind in you: a
Which was also in Christ Jesus: b
6 Who being in the form of Gods _ a
counted it not a prize to be equal with God: b
7 But emptied Himself': a
taking the form of a servants b
being made in the likeness of men. c
8 And being found in fashion as a mean: a
He humbled Himself's b
becoming obedient unto death: c
even the death of the cross, d
9 Wherefore God also highly exalted Him: a
and gave Him the name above every names b
10 That -in the name of Jesus every knee should bow: a

of things in heaven, on earth and under the earth: b

11 And every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord: a
to the glory of God the Father. b

Here is Paul, a Hebrew of the Hebrews, breaking forth in his
native style, bursting forth into prose poetry which has all the
hammer strokés of Hebrew parallelism. In verses 7,9,10 and 11 the
parallelism-is.of the kind called synonymous:
in v.71 He emptied Himself, took the form of a servant, made Himself

man;
in v.9: God exalts Him, gives Him the Aame above all names;
in v.10:Every knee shall bow: every knee in the universe;
in v.11:Bvery tongue confessing Christ confesses God.
A different kind of parallelism, but one very common in Hebrew,

is seen in v.8 which is an example of stairway parallelism., The four
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terms present a mounting series: He finds Himself a man, He then
humbles Himself, humbles Himself to the point of death, even death
on a Cross. |

What of verse 67 Is it not synonymous, in which the first
member 'form of God' demands its equal in the second member ‘equal
with God'?

Confining our attention to the fundeamental verses 5-8 in the
light which a careful study of the parallelism affords, it would
seems |

(a) If "counted it not a ppize" is a correct rendering then in
v.6 "the form of God" is synonymously parallel to "equal with God";

(b) in v.7 "emptied himself" is synonymously parallel to "teking
the form of a'servan " and "being made in the likeness of men";

(¢) "form" means exactly the same in "the form Bf God" as in
"the form of a servant" to express an antithesis between the two
phrases;

(4)- this antithesis suggests that a divim;: mode of being was
abandoned or renounced in some way and a limited hﬁman life was
accepted when Christ appeared as man;

(e) the subject is Christ Jesus viewed first as the pre-incarnate
One, and then, at 'but!' as the Incarnate;

(f) there would seem t0 be a contrast between a continuous
present in 'being' and the historic(aorist) tenses of the rest of
the passage;

(g) in His human mode of being He underwent further humiliation
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and submitted to death upon a gallows,

The general meaning would therefore be this: that Christ Jesus,
existing eternally in the form of God, at a particular point in time,
in great humility, renocunced His divine mode of being in ordér to
live a limited human life and suffer humiliation and death. And this
idea of a self-renunciation, a great voluntary condescension and
submission to finitude, humiliation and death on the part of Christ

1 This

is in closest harmony with the paraenetic aim of the passage.
is the Lightfoot interpretation, and one that is firmly based on
literaiy, linguistic and exegetical grounds. The balance of modern
evidence is in its favour; it is grammatically, stylistically and
exegetically the more natural; and it may be said still to hold the
field in modern scientific exegesis. And it is because the Lightfoot
interpretation of Phil, 25':’1 has still preponderating weight that the
Kenotic hypothesis of Christology demands the most serious considera-
tion. This is not to say by any means that the Lightfoot interpreta-
tion necessarily involves a Kenotic Christology, but that it is the
only interpretation which provides the necessary foundation on which

a Kenotic Christology can be built.

1 A striking parallel to the passage is to be found in c.16 of
Clement's Letter to the Corinthians.



2. EXEGETICAL:

(B) Patristic Exegesis of Phil, 2>~ 1
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Patristic references ére given as follows. In the case
of Greek Fathers quotafions are from the Berlin corpus (G.C.S.)
followed by volume and page or from Migne Patres Graeci (P.G.)
by volume and column. ;n the case of Latin thhérs quotations
are from the Vienna corpus (C.S.E.L.) followed by volume and page
og'from the Migne Patres Latini by volume and column. Writings of
St..Cyril are cited bj preference from E. Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum
Oecumenicorum, Pt. I or T.W. Bindley-F.W. Green, Oecumenical
Documents of the Faith. In other cases individual editors are

cited under the editor's name,
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The chief crux of the passage, as we have seen, is the rare
word ;sp;n_o_(_y/..&;- .. Among the Western Fathers the sense of fraptio!,
number 1 of Loofs! classifica.tion1, is almost universa1.2 " The Latin
. 'rapinam! would not perhaps suggest the secondary meaning ;é,;_-n_a(_)y,“c
80 easily and the Latin contrast between 'non' and 'sed' is probably
not so strong as that between o_l;_x_ and_:gl,lzc The Greek Fathers,
however, tend to accept the interpretation 2bet. Equality with God
was not a windfall to be greedily clutched and openly display.ed.3
This is also the view of Hilary.4 Loofs classifies all Greek Fathers
under one of the two categories of 2b.

We may now consider the exegesis of the passage in greafer
detail.

1. .The classical interpretation of the passage (Loofs'
Mffassung B) takes the relative. ‘o‘_s__'which acts as subject both of

? , ’
_es_e'\_razdey and eTxneivwagey as the Discarnate or Pre-existent

’ L] - ~ ¢ /
Christ. The phrase EV_uopgy ﬁe_av,_azrg(/z,t.wy mst, in that case,

Supra pp. 20-21.,

2 Tertullian adv. Prax.7 (C.S.E.L.XLVII, p.237), adv. Marc. V.20
(ibid. p.647), de carn. res.6 (ibid. p.33); Augustine in Psa.
XC.2 (P.L.XXXVII, 1161), Serm.XCII.2 (P.L.XXXVIII, 572),
Serm.CVIII.1 (672), Serm CLXXXIII.4 (990), Serm.CLXXXVI.
3(1000), Serm.CCXIII.3 (1062), Serm.CCXLIV (1150), Serm.
CCXLIV.3 (1150), Serm. CCLXIV.3 (1214), Serm.CCXCII.3 (1321),
Serm.CCCIV.3 (1396).

3 Eusebius H.E.V.2,2.(G.C.S.I. p.428), Origen Com.Ser.in Mt.
118 (6.C.S.XI, p.250), Com. in Jn.VI,57 (G.C.S.IV. p.166), Sel.
in Rom.V,2 (P.G.XIV, 1022), Sel. in Rom.X,7 (ibid. 1259), Ps.
Athanasius Hom.de Se.9 (P.G.XXVIII, 153), Cyril Alex.c.Jul.6
. (P.G.IXXVI, 797), Isidore Pel.Ep.IV,22 (P.G.LXXVIII, 1072).

4 Hilary De Trin.VIII, 45 (P.L.X. 270).
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] /
refer to His permanent nature or oydia as God. TFor this there
€ g
is ‘a fair body of evidence. U p YV implies grammatically a

permanent relationship. Aristotle equated,_a_op_tb'). amd._oéd/_'_ec .and

_the contrast between ,u_o_p_¢_§ (enduring) and__d_l__p}' M__(fleeting) is

justified by Lightfoot's notes. This is again equated in the passage
Wwith 70 _€oveit 106 &,_, . Whether 2ael or 2be is the meaning
attached to_;‘xp_nqc_y/.();_v , 80 long as it implies that equality with
God was the possession of the Pre-existent Logos, it must be taken
with reference to His Di-'scar‘nate Existen_ce and ;cllc‘(, be given a
strongly adversative force. The. /.4.op_¢é _.J_'oéa,o_u is His human nature
or manhood.

The patristic support for this view has considerable strength,
though its origin is lost in obscurity. The earliest example has
none foo promising a history - the extracts from the Gnostic Theodotus
presexrved by Clement of A;exandria.1 That the Gnostics as a whole
generally held such an interpretation is a fair inference from the
use .of_l_(el_vmga and ‘_l{lz;/z@M in certain Gnostic systems and an
amendéd text of the passage was used by Marcion in support of his

docetism.2 From this Loofs deduces the origins of the concept in

1 Clement Exe. e. Theod.19.5 (G.C.S.III, p.113) ofev weci suopdiiv
: {aﬂ_ou._aatfcfv EPYTHL 00 uovov v depKa KATX Tiy Tapoudiay,.

«Ado. V. oodiay ‘én. 100 ‘Uhou eypuévou, .J{éhy 8 % ousix. ws
Rebyay o ibid 35.1 (p118) 4 lhaoss, 7, @pds. pulv....
jo gy €AUTOV KEvAgeS, ToUTESTV EkTos -141'3' Opov 7.év9'a€V0$',
ETNel Kyy€Aos BV Toi . NAYPLmMATOS Tods Xyyélous 7ol
dinpepovror OTépuatos duovelyyayev éxomd |

2 Hippolytus Ref.V.19.20 (G.C.S.III, pp.120-1), Tertullian
adv. Marc.V,20 (C.S.E.L.XLVII, p.647).
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Greek Epiphany ideas which formed no part of the original Gospel,
and which came into the Church about the time of the Gnostic move-
ment.1 Such an argument might equally be used to discredit the
.oj.u.o_o.é_dzov_,_ y and the probable use of the interpretation by
Irenaeus and Hippolytus should be sufficient to rehabilitate it in

2 But Loofs may well be-on

the eyes of most historians of dogma.
safer ground in his connexion of Interpretation B with the wave of
interest in the cosmological Logos, the Discarnate Person behind and
before thé Incarnation, which characterised the theology of the
Apologists.

In Clement of Alexa.nd.ria3 and Origen4 this interpretation

LOOfB, ThostoucKO 1 Ppo 72-60

2 Irenaeus adv.Haer.I,?2 (Harvey I, p.91), III,12,11 (II, p.63),
1v,38,2,(1I, p.232), V,16,1 (II, p.368). Only the third is
unambiguous. Verbum, naturaliter quidem invisibilem, palpibilem
et visibilem in hominibus factum et usque ad mortem descendisse
mortem crucis. Hippolytus in Dnl.III,4 (G.C.S.I, p.150), de
Antichristo 6 (G.C.S. II, p. a), ibid 8 (p.9)., The first is the
moet convinc:uz ael?t GELv_T0Y_Tov._AGyoV. én’ eo‘ ATV,

Tomor€rabote Kol d xTjpucs. v Opranov_vec Aocus faive v
cf Loofs, Th.St.u.Kr., p.16, n.2 for references and discussion.

3 Clement Protrept, I1.8.4. (G.C. S I. p. 9) exevuo'ev Je. ExuTov. 0
prromTipuwy Beds, ddoxe Tov stvfpuwmiov 7l:x9¢4evos- .. o Faed.
III.1.12 lbid- p. 237) 0_1.‘1_y_¢¢p fou ou,quﬁ . Y0 outpricov,_ énl
Tou__lfup:ov ¢ d:v 0 &xnoaToos,. Tov ExTos wv mov . uJ\ov
ﬂpodclnov 7plv 7 ovAed agoce matl o'upxo¢opv70’ou Tov. Kup:ov

4 Origen c.Cels.iv,15 (¢.C.S. I, p.285), In Joan.Fr.18 (G. C.S. .
IV, p.498).0 Y00 Oeov Néyos. % eis xvﬂpu-nous' oIKOm/uét ou
ygu.w’_'rr,_ﬁeow; __evc?ye: KA. AcopPn v_ fwhou Ru/wv s -rqv

NOPE /elV. A UTOY T, & T TRV, EV u( 1 7S om'o opk f /re« 1’4
Hobe in Lov ITB (6.0.570 T5o7Y , Hn Cant 4" I‘i‘f‘e""

p. 107) Unigenitus filius, cum in forma dei esset, exmamvit
semel ipsum et formem servi accepit. Ibid 2 (p.170) exinanita
divinitatis forma, servilis formae suscepta dignatus.
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" establishes itself in Alexandrine circles. It occuirs also in

Malchion's dispute with Paul of Sa.mosev.‘t;a.1

and in the Letter of
Hymena.eusa, connected with the same camse célébre. Similar passages
are found in Phileas of 'l‘hmuis3, Eusebius of Ca.esa.rea,4, Athana.siuss,

Didymus®, the Cappadocians’, Apollinarius® 9

and Cyril of Alexandria.
2. There is, however, a second view of the Kenosis passage
(Loofs! Auffassung A) to which many modern scholars have returned.
This interprets the subject throughout as the _l-é_yas‘_é,\gdocpl.r_as'
or the unitary historical Personality of Jesus Christ. The wopdn
{o_da_o_u__will then represent the life of lowly service _a.nd vblun,ta:ry
humiliation to which Christ subjected Himself., On this interpretation
F) Py ~ ¢
ev ,aop¢ﬁ _ee_oy_anclclp.xw_\{ might be a reference back to Genesis

127 "in the image of God created he him", and /‘-°P¢-7\- be commected

1 Malchion (Disp.Fr.12); Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, p.336.
divina sapientia antequam se exinanisset indiminuta permansit.

2  Ep. Hymen. (Loofs) p.329,6 Heos kévwows €xvrdv &6
'_rqu"_ei\aqc_cldac_ﬂeé:.

. 2 [ 4
3 Eusebius H.E.VIII,10,2 (G.C.8.II, p.T60) _oux «preymov
/’ 2
Nynpoeto. = e\zoc_v_apc«:?:n.ydls'. :

4 Ibid. de Eccl.Theol.I.20 (G.C.S.IV, pp.90-2)_7po 7ou seviddece.
Exurov_ral_moppav._dodhov _Aasei v _nai_tpornv_al év
Mopgpsj Beov_mijpyev s Dem. Ev.ix.2 (G.C.S.Vi, p:430).

5 Athanasius Orat.c.Ar.i,40 (P.G.XXVI,93), ii,53 (260C),
ii1,29 (385B), 111,59 (4485C).

6 Didymus, Psa.XVII/XVIII,v.10 (P.G.XXXIX, 1244/5).

7 Basil adv. Eunom.i,18 (;?.G,.KXIX,SSZ); Gregory Naz. Orat. XXXVII,2
Ep.c.xxxvx,ze4c) _o_(?.v_ené.uu.de_, ibid 3 (285B), Ep. 102
P.G.XXVII, 197B); Gregory Nyss.c.Eunom.iii.2 (Jaeger ii, p.100).

8 Apo‘llinarius (Lietamann), pp.187-8 doclos o _megaf__n_o.t.Aehm

¢ w [ Py ] \
i MAetdros 0. AIKTIOTOS OVoua feTe T4, Oyvecdelo. 19_Tipos v

?%3—{0430-7NP¢5V » PP-243=4 ¢} feos“ev avBplnw ka1 K10V
ous exeveddy

9 Cyril Alex. Ep. ad.Jn. Ant. (Bindley-Green, p.143) 0. Geos Adyos.
’ [ 4
€f-oupavou. f.:-c-r_acsto:'..-rr.)datf_tr_e«e'azunev GAUTOV._ acOPPRV. Jo5dou ?(_«,dd.v.
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rather with. €lky than with_o.éo_'/_cc. ~« The words 15_e.zw¢,c_'lfo‘u,_ﬂe§>
will then represent the original destiny of the First Adam a.s.
resumed and fulfilled in the Second Adam and the sense require
either 2a8 (res rapienda) or 2b A (res habenda) for _&_p:rr_qc_y,g._m‘_v .

1 makes out an elaborate case in favour of the acceptance

Loofs
of this view as the correct exegesis of the passage.

(1) The Greek Epiphany theology which underlines the classical
view and entered the field during the Apologetic period, has no
place in the thoroughly Jewish n;ilieu of St. Paul. It empties the
manhood of its true significance and tends everywhere in a docetic
direction. In Pauline theology, however, Cprist is not so much the
God who manifested Himself, but the Man who began a new humanity.2
He is the A_\Lx_ls_é_¢_qcl.q(l{_w_d_l_€_ or Summary Recapitulation of humanity.
This new humanity we put on as we assume Ch::ist.3 He is the Second
Adam4 who restores the image marred by the First Adam. If the
First Adam lost his heritage by an act of _c‘(.p:l!_qc_y/.cc‘)_s: > » the Second
Adam will win "the name that is above every name" by a life of lowly
service.

(2) The passage with its reference to the two_/u_oP_¢_,¢2 fits

in with the "Dual Point of View" Christology which is the earliest

ThostouoKro’ ppo76-1010

Eph, 110.

Eph. 424, co1. 319, Rom. 13'4.
1545 20

1 Cor. y cp.Gen. 17,

Gen. 34ff.

LS ) B N U
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schema which we posseés. This Loofs describes as "Die Wechselform
der Beurteilung des geschichtlichen Christus" and in its simplest
form is seen in Romans 1 (,:_(-_t:z:c_'.ll.\ze:;u_oc_as contrasted with Ka7x
quam& _). This is, of course, a much more primitive stage than the
"Two Natures Theory" which always tends to set up a dualism within
the one Christ. The name for our Lord used in the passage indicates
the historic and unitary Christ and every attempt to shew that the
title Christ could represent the pre-existent Christ is held by
Loofs to have broken down. This is not to suggest that Paul had no
knowledge of the concept of pre?existence in relation to Christ, but
that he preferred other ways of expressing it. The pre-existent
Christ is approximated by him to the Spirit.

(3) The other form of the tradition which Loofs examines when
dealing with the patristic evidence is the "Imago-form" which
identifies /‘_QP¢_9‘ and_e:g_&y . There. is good evidence for this
in the Lxx1, in a passage from the Christian Sibyl,2 and in the 0ld
Latin translations of the passage which renderwggopqhﬁ_by Imago or
effigies. Pauline pargllels are nuﬁerous, the image of the invisible
God,3 or the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.? Its
connexion with the Second Adam doctrine can be traced in passages

like "be transformed by the renewal of your mind", "transformed

IXX Dan. 317,

Orac. Sibyll (Geffcken) viii, pp.157-9, 250, 256-61, 264-8.
Col. 1'2, 2 Cor. 447, Rom. 8%9.

2 Cor. 46. '

HOW N
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after the image of His Son", "till Christ be formed in you".1

(4) The connexion '“°P¢’; Jovdou - Xproyuoy - ] .5V¢}ud
bﬂép_ﬁ§y~gv%o§_ suggests a further association. That which the
Second: Adam refused to grasp in the way which led the First Adam
to disaster must probably be taken as the Title and the Reality of
de_,_og or Lordship. There is perhaps a reminiscence of Isaiah
428 "I am the Lord, that is‘.my name, and my glory will I not give
to another'. KJp.:.oS‘ - Xob’.?t.o_s.'. | is a well-known contrast, and the
presence of JbJ)of’ixtthe immediate context would not lend particular
point to the title. Képuzf « Loofs himself sees in the passage a
hymn to Christ as Kurios, an idea which Dr. AM. Hunter haq-carried
‘a stage further in his view that it is based on an Aramaic original
and is thus probably pre-Pauline,

Thus a strong (though not in many ways an entirely conclusive)
case can be made out for the interprétation of the Pauline passage
along other lines than the classical exegesis. It must be édmitted
that in the earliest period evidence for anything like Interpretation
A is completely lacking, but Loofs keeps the way open in the following
directions.

(i) The idea of the "New Man" leading to a new humanity is
found in Ignatius and Irenaeus. Christ is "perfect men" and His
incarnation is described as '"the economy to the new man".2

(ii) The title Christ is used of the historical Jesus in the

1 Rom. 122, 827, Gal. 4'7. |
2 Ignatius (Lake) i, p.194 (Eph.xx.1), i, p.256.
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Apostolic Fathers. An exception is the Epistle of Ba.rpabas.1

(14ii) The "Dual viewpoint" of the Person of Christ is the
) dominant Christological category.2 Christ was "first spirit, then
flesh". 'Spi;'it' is still used to designate the divine element in

3 Later forms of the Two Natures Theory with its

the one Christ.
tendency to a rigid duality tended, however.; to break up Interpre-
tation A into a mixed form which reads like an approximation to
Interpretation B (so Theodore and Nestorius and the West, less
certainly Ghrysostom and Theodoret). This is noticed by Loofs in
connexion with Anbrosiaster (Th.St.u.Kr. p.39) though it is not made
sufficiently prominent in his treatment of the Greek evidence.

(iv) The idea of k_évwdts is connected with the 7!/1_7’/2@_6/5‘
of the human nature in which the Godhead dwelt. This is especially

4 and the Epistle of Bza.rma.ba.s5 where the manhood is

clear in Hermas,
regarded as "the vessel of the Spirit".
- 2 » a
(v) Hermes narrates a vision which he sees _ev_,aop_¢i7_17_€
éns)!’_d/fqif 6, and has other passages where ,_a_op¢.1}_ clearly
represents_e;_m:)y and not_aéol'qc__ . This Loofs uses as direct

evidence of the existence at this date of the Imago-form of

Interpretation A of Phil. 25-11, but this seems to go well beyond

1  Barnabas (Lake) i, p.384-6 (xii. 7-11).
2 2 Clement (Lake) i, p.50 (xiv.2).

3 Hermas (Lake) ii, p.166 (Sim. v.65).
4

Hermas (Lake) ii, p.274 (Sim. ix. 22.2); ii, p.268 (Sim. ix.
19.2); ii, p.92 (Mand. v.2-7).

Barnabas (Lake) i, p.364 (vii. 3); 1, p.381 (xi. 9).

Hermas (Lake) ii, p.216 (Sim. ix.1.1); ii, p.24 (Vis. 1i.4.1);
ii, p.52 (Vis. iii, 10, 3-5).

S \n
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the evidence.

The first unambiguous trace of this interpretation is found
in the.Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyone preserved by
Eusebius.1 Here the passage is quoted with reference to the
Incarnate Christ and implying the view of a‘(P_"l.qtf],u.aV which agrees
with 2b8 of Loofs' classification noted above. The letter also
includes the verb T«Weivoov which is also found in the Kenosis
passage. Though there is no positive evidence on the point, Loofs
considers the interpretation nearer to the "Imago-form" than the
"Wechsel" form.

We shall consider first the development of
Interpretation A in the East. The fragmentary nature of the
evidence makes it difficult to be certain about the interpretation
of Paul of Samosata, but the phrase év _.dxé/ud‘n__lelspl_&l(é.dd&b
is probably a reminiscence of Phil. 27. The Incarnate person is
described as "Jesus Christ", and the divine element in Christ is
equated with the Wisdom or Spirit. Two points of uncertainty remain,
The use of terms like O_ghivguevos: for the humanity and the
descriptibn of the divinity as ,ael(a;_v_ _réy_ofpw/u.év_wy would be
consonant with either view since whether the Incarnation is treated
as a Theophany or an indwelling, in each case there is a veiling as
'well as a revelation of the Divine Nature, The "deus revelatus" is

still the "deus absconditus". Whether then, the Incarnation is

1 Eusebius H.E.V, 1-3 (G.C.S.I. pp.403-31).
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thought of rather as a_Kévwdis _of the Godhead or e _‘!I_l_r;pa_m_"l.f

of the Manhood, whether it involves the conjunction of a complefe

man or the mere assumption of a logical humanity, the 5!£ggd7€

can 8till be regarded in terms ofnﬁqnéﬁrls . The emphasis upon the

duality of the historical Jesus might suggest that Paul of Samosata

belonged to the "Wechsel Form" of the tradition, though Loofs

cautiously does not insist upon this interpretation of the evidence.
Eustathius belongs rather more clearly to this tradition. There

is a reference to the "manhood of Chrigt exalted and glorified" in

25ff. A similar

which may reasonably be seen an allusion to Phil.
reference to the manhood of Christ as "enthroned with the divine
Spirit" may be taken into connexion with the "Wechsel" form of the
tradition.1 Loofs makes no allusion, however, to two further
passages in Eustathius which may have a further bearing on_his
interpretation. On Rom. 829, the locus'classicus for the inter-

" pretation of/4qp9h$_.in terms of €1kwdv ., he relates the image of
God to the "humanity of Christ". This has, no doubt, a primary

5, but it suggests Inﬁerpretation A and it might

reference to Col. 11
be taken as evidence that the Imago form and the Wechsel form were
complementary. The second passage speaks of the form of weakness
as attgching to the Manhood, a distinction which would be impossible

on Interpretation B where the form of the servant was the manhood

[ ] " P ]
1 Bustathius, P.G.XVIII, 685C 0 evBpwmos 1o Xpiorol _en

~ ? I € L Y
_\cespw.)/*e_y.enp%eyos‘__uyz.o_u-r.dzl. Kkt .[o#fe:me 6853_dc;v4novas‘
? L
skmode Sexroce. 1e>_GerovdTes . ve c':/uo_c_m .
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itself.’
Loofs thinks that there is little evidence in Diodore to
enable us to come to any conclusion about his exegesis of Phil.

25f

» but there is one passage in his comments on the Psalms which
contrasts the 7rpoda3_'rlo_\¢ of the Only Begotten apart from the
Incarnation, with the Incarnate Life of the iuumil:i.a.ted Christ with
the form of a servant and His human life., If Diodore equated
TpoddMov  Wwith ,ao,p¢_p_} (an inference which Loofs accepts in the
case of Nestorius) the passage would imply Interpretation B rather

than A.2

Another omission of Loofs is Flavian whose views seem 10

approximate to the 'classical' tradition or at least to a form of

the A tradition under the influence of & strongly marked Two Natures

Theo:ry.3
Marcellus of Aneyra probably represents the Imago form of

Interpretation A, but Chrysostom definitely breaks the connexion

of the Antiochene Fathers with this interpretation. The Form of God

represents His unchangeable nature. The passage excludes the Arian

1 Ibid. P.G.XVIII, 677D commenting on oyumopdous T €ikovi Tov.
& = ] L » [} 7, ¢

vi0d_atuten), 6 sivl) 681D & 8¢ &y Kl Kabever«s. etbos nepiantéov
panos Gv epopndey KOT>_TPOSH KOV, 7Y, T kv BpLINW TetGret
CIROV™ €67 T ‘G160, 79004 ﬁfeﬂf XxoApvbov eivae Pty 7is &v.

2 Diodors, Fr., in Pea.IXV T RIX, v17 P.G.JKKIIL,” 1604)  ob

. mBuvov_To éx Mpodismou Tos Movoyeveds Tuire Abyedfut, yovou

0U0S. 775 EvavOpwrngdenss AL TS SyAovor) névwoxs
ewnv. kel puopgry docdov Aufdsv ki éa,augée;s' _‘)}u;.v KT MAVTL,

3 Flavian (C?.vallera), Fr.7_ei yu‘.p___qu_&cﬂo_o/‘amr}v ém’jﬂﬂé
» 2 . ”n [7] »
#AX’ -oun-_.erpai-rq v Pooiv AN @V omep_zv, dovexpnoe. TS
Oetov_odua Qotveitou_mepatv. AtBeiv where the "forma
servi" is clearly equivalent tothe human nature.
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interpretation of & lesser God seizing by violence an equality with
the.éupreme'God which does not belong to him. Alone of the Greek
Fathers Chrysostom took :Lpia(”t“‘)y "in malam partem" and gave it
the sense of 2aa,. Nor can the anarthrous feol_in /xopgéi'ri_;ﬁem; y
be taken in support of Arian pretensions for in the context,ékés

is used again without the article with an obvious reference to the
Father, All this clearly implies Interpretation B with its equation
moppy Qeov = 75 civets. ide fed = ovgin_fews .,  Chrysostom
even goes further and expressly excludes Interpretation A. Some
'interpret the form of a servant with reference to the lowly service
of Our Lord as in the washing of the disciples' feet (Jo. 131f) but
this is not ,u_o/z#z;__goiﬂ,ou but__ép_y&y_faé_ho_u y and he ends
with a contrast between the two modes of being which is completely
in accordance with the "classical" view., He became, he took the one,
he was the other.1 It is perhaps legitimate to suggest that the
adherence of Chrysostom to Interpretation B might confirm the
similar impression formed of Diodore as represented in the passage
quoted above.

Theodore, however, represents with greater certainty Inter-

pretation A. His view of ;yznggqygas clearly returns to the
normal 2b type (non magnam reputavit illam). The designation "Christ

Jesus" is confined to the Incarnate Lord.2 He emptied Himself by

1 Chrysosjom Hom.6 in Phil.] (P.G.IXII,218) ueviov.d fv _Za.ac/s_ev_
0_0UK .1)V. ToUTo Eyévero, Exeivov UMNPYE. EvTaihx Tep.
Oeoryros, evruilu. mep. 14 evavipomsens Aéyer.

2 Theodore Com. in Phil. (Swete i, p.219 simpliciter et ut moris

erat de una persona, dicens. p.220 de una persona dixit.
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refusing to display Himself openly'.1 . The form of a servant is

the human nature, but as the term covers all created things it has
comparatively small significance. But, as Loofs notices, in one
passage,2 Theofore deserts the full purity of the Antiochene inter-
pretation. It is a mixed form (Int. AB).

Nestorius adopts the same 'position. He notices that the
Apostle does not say "Let this mind be in you which was also in God
the Logos". The two names Jesus and Christ represent the unitary
prosopon of the historical Christ. TYet he ascribes the early pa:rL‘t
to the Disca:m_ate Word, and if his term prosopon contains a
reminiscence or at i’ea.st an echo of ,uo,p_¢_;} s then he must contain

something more than a "Wechsel" form of Interpretation A, In one

passage which Loofs seems to omit, the "forma servi" clearly
3

represents the humaenity.

1 Ibid. i, p.216 Gdu-rov éxévaday xvi) 105 aux cfeuf‘ev ExuToV
p.219 the 4 mﬂ Oeoi_= puars and not merely gvepyeio 88
Ma.rcellus tZe Photinlans, hold. p.227 the Apostle speaks
not of but of

0 epyov ut o ,uop¢7_. ,

2  TIbid. p.218 usque in hunc locum ( ETemeivwdev. ocuTov) illa
quae divinae naturae condecebant, visus est apostolus edixisse
in subsequentibus vero ad illa transit quag huma.nae possu.nt
aptari naturae, ibid (Stasb) p.116 (Rom.2 0y ,uop¢wow ou 'rqv
TpoTY MDA, AL’ %oTdv TV uﬂodn:gw KAl TV yvedoIv rai
MV «71 delxv quoting Phil.2”

3 Nestoria.na (Loofs) p.254, 9-12_00K €€ < < 7ou-ro ¢povetdpw ev
&N 0 (K&l &V 'rw 0210 Xoyw *> xAAx A v To << Xp:o’-roS‘»:

va $uo ¢0dewv ?od yopuw dg /ua.v-nx?v O(ICIV&JV S awvou
uai Jou wmqv ev rect.deov’ov.CP-0e2T4.15; .176.6;
ibid. p.17 The Bazaar of Heracleides (pass:.m) makes
the connexion between i and 7, odwﬂov even clearer,
Nestoriana (Loofs) p. 215 % Si quis servi formam per se ipsam,
hoc est secundum propriae naturae rationem colendam esse
dixerit....S5i quid formam servi consubstantialem esse dixerit
spiritui sancto. Here 'forma' and 'natura' are clearly
identified. :
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The last Father quoted by Loofs is Eutherius gf Tyana."

who
wrote in a letter to Alexander of Hierapolis soon after the Union
of 433 in terms similar to Nestorius. Paul does not say "“God the
Logos Himself descending from Heaven, emptied Himself and took upon
Him the' form of a servant", he says rather "Let this mind be in you
which was also in Christ Jesus". The two names represent the Two
Natures of Christ and the passasge caunot be taeken as referring to
anything else than the whole Christ, humen and divine.

-He fails to mention 'l‘heod.oret2 who accepts the '"classical"
view of the passage. The first two names were concerned with God
the Word who, though He was God, was not seen as God. The n_é_v,u_dﬁ:
_Icp_d_xfg_s' equation is ciearly accepted, He attacks the interpretation
of Marcellus and Paul of Samosata. "If the form of God is not the
.Ot,l.dl.’o.t of God, let them tell us what they understand by the /uop¢_r,7\
Soddou ". Thus, despite his emphasis upon the reality of the
human nature which our i.ord assumed, Theodoret cannot quite be
explained as holding Interpretation AB.

In the West there existed a tradition considerably nearer to

Interpretation A than to the "classical exegesis',. l\Tovzz'.i'.ion3 asks

1 Butherius Ep.ad Alex.17 (Testur pp.65-6) non ait ipse de caelo

. descendens deus verbum exinanivit semet ipsum formam servi
accipiens,

2 Theodoret in Phil.2 (P.G,LKKXII, 569)mepi Tod feoy Loyou

T0Ta_Qndiv o7 Oeds v ooy _éwpiro Beds v, 4\/97wmv7v
ﬂepmel/a.evaf oGy . V.8 uvrq Kovudev_LIS vioS _Keil. oux _bs

doidos... Vell _u uo’as‘ ov. ouo’loc ; - in Ezek. xgx'vii,234
(P.G.IXXXI 1196 Kof = human nature as in Phil.2
Isa-xi 1 (:Lbld 312 -rov 'rou 0you_vxov = 'rqv 700 J'oulou

W zv_o €ds. A os_o(wc Actfdv 7vwo’ev va'rw
ovatian de Trin.22 (P.L. II, 957—8.)

3
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to whom the "forma dei" refers. It cannot allude merely to the
manhood, for while that is "in imagine dei" (John 127) it is not
"in forma dei", nor can it be ascribed to angels, but only to God
the Word, the Son of God. Yet although he is in the form of God
he never compared or set Himself up as a rival to God the Father,
remembering well that what he had, he received from the Father.
Even before the Incarnation, but especially during the Incarnate
Life, He shewed Himself a model of perfect obedience. If he were
merely a man He would not have humbled Himself, for birth is not
a loss but a gain to man. His humiliation extends to thé injuries
which He received and the insults which he heard, He received the
name which is above every name (God). Thus our Lord Jesus Christ is
proved to be God, though the heretics do not admit it.

The background of this interpretation is clear enough. Novation
has ideas which are subordinationist in tendency and certainly
suggests a sharp differentiation between the Son of God and equality
with God. He gives toméyng%VLSML_ the meaning of 2bf9 ( é;yagaov
Wlm‘) if not Zaﬂ (res rapienda). Yet he also relates the form
of God to the divine nature, making a direct distinction between the
"forma dei" and the "imago dei" of Gen. 127. This suggests a mixed

form - an Interpretation AB with A as basis.

Tertullian1 betrays much the same mixture of traditions and is
1  Tertullian adv, Prax.7 (C.S.E.L.XLVII, p.237), de carne Christi
5 (P.L.II, 816), de Bapt.ii (C.S.E.L.XX, p.210), de Carn. Res.6
(XLVII, p.33) Et fecit hominem Deus. Id utique quod finxit, ad
imaginem Dei fecit illum, scilicet Christi. Et Sermo enim Deus

qui in effigie Dei constitutus, non rapinam existimavit pariari
Deo.
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rather difficult to assess. Loofs concludes that in his earlier
period Tertullian accepted Interpretation A, but in his later work
adversus Praxeam shews traces of the "classical tradition".

Ambrosiaster interprets "in Christo Jesu" of the unitary
Christ, God and man, and quotes 1 Cor. 104 of the use of Christ for
the pre-existent element in Christ. He already possessed the form
of God, He acquired the form of a servant, not, as some think, in
the act of incarnating Himself, but in the conditions of His earthly
life.1 He knew, though he rejected, an interpretation which re-
ferred Phil, 211 and probably the rest of the passage to the "homo
Christi“z. He also connects the "forma:dei" with the "imago dei";3
Loofs suggests that the strong form of the Two Natures Theory which
prevailed in the West hindered the progress of Interpretation A.
It is just possible that it was the increasing complication of the
doctrine in the East which led Theodore and Nestorius to a mixed
form of the tradition.

Pelagius interpreted the passage Af the historical Jesus Christ,
The subject or object of each experience mentioned in the context is
Christ according to His human nature. He interprets the whole

passage of the Incarnate Christ., While aware that many interpreted

1  Ambrosiaster, P.L.XVII, 409-411.

2 Ibid. 409A quibusdam videtur homini donatum esse nomen.
4A si homo deo patri oboedivit, quid magnum est? 411B quid
poterat se exinanire homo, res in forma. 411C Adoptivo deo
non flectit creatura genu.

3 Ibid. 408A Christus semper in forma, dei erat, quia imago
est invisibilis dei...ideo enim forma et imago dei appellatus
est ut intelligeretur, non ipse pater esse deus.
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the passage according to the classioal exegesis he cannot see how
this escapes Arian 'conclusions.1 If He is exalted by God in His
divine nature, we are clegrly left with a lesser God. He gives
alternative glosses of "forma Dei" either "in his nature as God"
or "in the image of God". (Gen. 126) and refers to the washing of
the disciples' feet in connexion with the "form of a servant", a view
which Chrysostom obaerves and contemptuously rejects.2 The
exaltation concerns the human nature rather than the divine. The
Pelégiagn Interpolator also refers the passage to the total
Inc#rnate Christ but has no doubt that the two forms represent

thé two natures - a much more typical "mixed" form than thgt'found
in Pelagius himself.3 According to Loofs this interpretation is
not specially Pelagian but can be treced in Western authors before
his time., Pelagius was a sound Greek scholar and spent much time

in the East but ﬁe mxst not over~estimate his indebtedness to Greek

1 Pelagius (Souter, p.397 (Phil. 25-11) Multi praeterea huno
locum ita intelligunt quod secundum formam videlicet dei,
secundam quam aequalitatem dei non rapinam usurpaverit quam
natureliter possidebat, et exinaniverit se non substantiam
evacuans sed honorem inclinans, formam servi, hoc est naturam
hominis induendo et per ommia ut homo tantum modo apprendo atque
humilitatis suae oboedientia nec cuius mortem recusando.

2 Ibid. v.6 in quo erat deus vel quia absque peccato erat, ad
imaginem scilicet de v.7 forma servi ut etiam pedes levaret
discipulorum.

3 Pel. Int. (Souter, p.14 (Rom. 83) de filius dei formam servi
accipiens factus est homo, (Rom. 10 ) Quia Christus deus et
homo est in eo quo deus verbum qui in forms dei erat.
semet ipsum exing?ivit formam servi accipiens factus est
homo. 59 (Phil.2”") forma dei substantis deitatis, forma
servi assumptionis hominis.
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exegesis. Much may have come from indigenous Western material.

It must be admitted at the close of this enquiry that the
work Qf Loofs is not sufficient to establish Interpretation A in
place of the "classical view" of Philippians 25f either as the
true exegesis of the passage or as the balance of Patristie
evidence. The impression etill remains that the prima facie
interpretation is grammatically and exegetically the more natural,
Perhaps the difficulty of finding a pure form of Interpretation A
among the Fathers is testimony to the same conclusion. His treat-
ment of the Patristic evidence is brilliant and suggestive.
Inevitably in many points it falls short of conviction usually
because the evidence on which it is based 1s incomplete and
_fragmeniary. A more serious fault is the occasional omission of
passages and, in two cases, even of entire Fathers. He has, how-
ever, proved that the alternative interpretatién is not without

considerable support and to that 9xtent increased its probability.



HISTORICAL:

(A) Doctrine of Kenosis in the Fathers
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We have seen from our survey of the Patristic.exegesis of
Phil. 2°-17 that the interpretation we have called the classicel,
which provides at least a framework for a Kbnqtic theory of
Christology, appears to be, on the wholg, the prevailing view.
Nevertheless there is truth in Loofs' contention that "no
theologian of any standing in the early Church ever adopted such
a theory of_the Kenosis of the Logos as would involve an actual
.supersession of His divine form of existence by the human - a real
'"becoming man'!, i.e. a transformation on the part of the Logos".1
On the .other hand the view of the Kenosis and of Christ's person
during His earthly manifestation which was held was practically
universal. That view combined in one formula both the earthly
humiliation and the unimpaired cosmic and Trinitarian functions of
Christ. During the incarnation the Logos was not confined 'intra
brevissimi corporis claustra' but rather 'et in corpore et ubique
totus "aderat Dei filius’z. That the Logos during His incarnation.
continued to rule over all things, that He was not wholly in Christ
but also gholly 'extra carnem! was almost the general thought of all

the theologians of the early Church in both East and West.3 He is

substantially correct in saying that this view was firmly held by all

1 E.R.E. Article on Kenosis, p.682.
Origen, de princ. IV.3 (30) (G.C.S.V. p.352).

3 cp. Irenaeus, adv. Haer. V,18,2 (Harvey II, p.374);
Clement, Strom. VII,2,5 (G.C.S.III, pp.5-6); Origen,
Com. in Mt. 65 (G.C.S.XI, p.752); Eustatius Frag.
(P.G.XVIII, 684BC); Athanasius, de inc. 17 (Cross, p.26).
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=11 they favoured. The

theologians whatever exegesis of FPhil, 2
modern Kenotic theory, therefore, ?n the rigid sense defined by
Loofs, is utterly unsupported by the Fathers; and this lack of
Patristic support is one of the weightiest objections to be brought
against it, as Anglican theologians have fully recognised.

But is the lack of Patristic support an insuperable objection
to Kenoticism? One cannot help feeling that Patristic exegesis
was not completely free to handle the concept of Kenosis. The
scriptural exegesis of the Pathers is often very acute and search-
ing, and it is wrong to say, as does Bishop Gore, that they aimed
at edification rather than truthfulness to facts. They did their
best with the materisl and knowledge at their disposal. But Gore
undoubtedly puts his finger on the right place where he says that a
truly detached consideration of the human phenomena of our Lord's
life was made difficult by the prevailing fear of Arianism and the
influence of the axiomatic belief in the Hellenistic, non-Bibliecal
doctrine of divine immutability.1 These are the two factors which
hindered the Fathers in their exploration of the possibilities of
Kenosis. The metaphysical categories with which they were working
were largely Greek in origin. The custom of describing God by
means of metaphysical adjectives beginning with an alpha privative
had the object of denying any metephysical limitation to God.2

While no doubt the negative form is intended to express a positive

1 C. Gore, Dissertatione, p.202.

2 This has been udied by G.L. Prestige, God in Patristic Thought,
pp.1-54’ 2nd ed.
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content, fulness or perfection of being, the influence of Greek
metaphysics was not wholly beneficiél. It tended to obscure the
priority of ethical and spiritual categories, Here the Fathers
were pulled two ways. The New Testament emphasised the human
experienceé of the Master, yet if He were even as Incarnate God
the Logos the same absence of limitation must still apply to Hi@.

In Arisnism the tension took on an acute form. As Athanasius
in his Oratione against the Arians shews, they argued from the
ince;nate experiences of Christ to the discredit of the Logos.
The Inearnate suffered, therefore the Logos was passible and not
fully God. He confesses His ignorance (Mark 1332) or asks questions
as if He did not know the answer, therefore the Logos was ignorant.
He was tempted and experienced changes of mood, therefore the Logos
was mutable. These inferences were hardly convincing and neglected
completely the new conditions imposed by the Incarnation. Athanasius
who shares their general assumptions with regard to the Being of God
appeals to a soun& exegetical principle, a careful reference.to the
context to determine whether a statement is made about the Discarnate
or the Incarnate Logos. This constitutes an effective defensive
technique; it does not rise to the level of a positive Christology.

Both motives recur in the thought of later Fathers. For reaeons
connected with their theology of redemption theologians of the
Alexandrine type emphasised that the Logos was the centre of the

Incarnate Lord. Only so could our redemption be achieved. They
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therefore insisted that even as Incarnate He remained what He was,
Long before the outbreak of the Arian Controversy Origen speaks of
Him as remaining immutable 1n ousiat ,ué,wav 1'5 oc’:o‘;f__t_;t_‘rpem_.‘l_'of ,1
In Cyril phrases like /n.,eﬂ.év_.q.xev -g_n.ep_z;v and_aés_&ﬂoﬂs/.myxés'
anep_sy' recur with great frequency. But simiiar statements are
found in Chrysostom, Augustine and Pelagiua.2 Whatever divided the
main schools of Christology it is certainly not to be found here.
The same doectrine sharpened and negatively expressed against
Arianism is equally common. Apollinarius, a vigorous anti-Arian,
asserts that thé‘Incarnaiion is a matter of circumscription, not of

3

F} A Y
change. No_.,ae:ret/o')\b, ,,ue:ra'c.'n.tuo’:f, Tpomy or_a@otviguos
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is involved iﬁ the Incarnation, Antiochenes suspected terms like
.nep_:/ial}; _or _‘I_l_C_—Py_y_’_&¢_t)_&nd regularly accused their opponents of
failing to provide for this denial in their own Christology. The
community of axiom (despite differences of method) could not be
more strikingly illustrated.

Three main espects of Kenosis were stressed by the Fathers.

It was conceived aSJymiyus_, the veiling or concealment of the

divinity by its human conditioning. The idea after all lay ready

Origen c¢.Cels.IV,14 (G.C.S.I., p.284).

2 Chrysostom hom.7,2 in Phil. (P.G.IXII,231ueveov o nv éAafav &
ouvk_nv  ); Augustine de Trin.VII, 3,5 (P.L.XLII, 938 non
mutando divinitatem suam); Pelagius in Phil.II, 11 homo factus

sed manens deum.
3  Apollinarius Fr.124 (Lietzmann p.237_5¢7&.16v_EépqabhﬁkLoé
nat_perafodnyv .« cp.de unione 6 ibid. pp.187-8). _
4 Cyril Bom.Pasch.XVIII,4 (P.G.LXXII, 813); Chrysostom Hom.7 in -

Phil. (P.G.IXII, 231); Theodoret in Phil; Eutherius Antilogia
4 (Testuz p.8).
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to hand in the domin;nt exegesis of the Philippians passage during
the period. it is familiar in the concept of the Incarnation as
the-self-revelation of the Logos studied by Mlle. Harl in the thought
of Origen.1 On this aspect of his theology Bigg comments 'Some saw

but the figure without grace and comeliness of the carpenter's son,
but those whose eye; were opened by the Spirit discerned the fair
beauty of the Word flashing through the veil of matter'.2
Apollinarius speaks_bf the unqreated God revealing Himself in a
created 'en.velope’.3 Theodore defines_égj&ggﬂugﬂéggczéy as“aﬁg~
Eéaﬁex;éguczéy_ for 'He concealed His giory'.4 It is also
the motif of the andlogy’of the King disguiéed in the dress of a
5

soldier. Kenosis is often interpreted as a withdrawal of dignity
(&fhc ) or of glory (JZJ;_). There is little difference between
the two traditions at this point.

A second term used to expand the concebt of Kenosis was
qgédlngg1 (addition or assumption). It expressed the way in
which Kenosis is effected. Thus Gregory of Nazianzus links the
'kenoticised' Godhead (_i_ge_gqﬂe,gﬂ,f,o_éeo_v;_s: ) with the flesh assumed
(_i_ﬂpo_a_l-_;’/‘¢_ée,_’d¢_d,‘¢,,’t ), while Cyril answers his own question

'0f what order is the Kenosis?' with the reply 'that which takes

1 M. Harl Origéne et la fonction révélatrice du Verbe incarné.
I have not been able to consult this book.

C. Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexandria, p.191.
Apollinarius de unione 6 (Lietzmann pp.87-8).

Theodore Com. in Phil. (Swete I, p.217).

Nestorius, Baz. Heracleides (Driver & Hodgson p.21).

VA~ N
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place through the assumption of the flesh'.1 For him 'what He
was not He assumed' is as familiar a theme as 'what He was He
remained’.

This use of the word "addition" in reference to the limitation
involved by the Incarnation is clarified by Dr, Prestiga.2 It was
'necesaitated in order to avoid assuming that His deity was changed
or impoverished by the incarnation; what He experienced in the flesh
had to be something outside the scope of His divine experience,
unless its limitations were to be reckoned as limitations of the
infinitude and transcendence of God'. References from Antiochene
writers would be superfluous. The only differences here between
the two schools lay in the balance of emphasis on the two components
and their estimate of the completeness of what was assumed.

More significant for the purpose of this thesis is the third
concept of Kenosis as,;ﬁelal¢u: or reduction in compass. This is
especially relevant to the thought of Cyril but some anticipations
of this idea may be noted here. St. Irenaeus can speak of the Son
as the measure of the Father quoniam et capit eum. Origen uses the
analogy of little and big statues in which the small copy in the same
material can be treated as a replica of the larger on a smaller
scale. Similarly he argues that as we could not have beheld the

splendour of the pure light flowing from the divine majesty of the

1 Gregory Naz., Orat.ii,23 (P.G.XXXV, 432); Cyril Quod unus sit
Christus (P.G.ILXXV, 1302).

2 G.L. Prestige, Fathers and Heretics, pp.163-4, 1958 ed.
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Logos, by His kenosis He made it possible for us to look into His
divine light: brevissimae insertus humani corporis formae
virtutisque similitudine Dei Patris in se immensam atque invisibilem
magnitudinem designabat. Methodius even uses the interesting analogy
of the factorised number. Eusebius suggests that 'He receded from
His deity and stunted Himself from His natural bigness!. 'He emptied
the ineffable glory of His deity! says Gregory of Nyssa, 'and stunted
it with our diminutiveness; so that what He was remained great and
perfect and incomprehensible, but what He took was of equal size
with our scale of na,ture'.1 "From this point of view the manhood
of Christ", writes Prestige "is presented as deity viewed through
the wrong end of a telescope. The lens consists of the constitutive
principles of human nature: used in the ordinary way they point
through the highest that exists in man towards the nature of the
God in whose image man is made; if reversed, they show how diminutive
God made Himself when He Himself became man".2

But of all the Fathers the theme of Kenosis is most prominent
in Cyril. All the three aspects we have just considered make their
appearance, but particularly the last, to which he returns again and
again. 'Christ', he éays, 'reduced Himself in diminutioﬁ, that is,

under our conditions'. He speaks of the Logos as accepting and

1 Irenaeus adv, haer.IV,6 (Harvey II, p.153); Origen de princ.
1,2,8 (G.C.S.V., pp.38-9); Methodius Symp.VIIT, 11 (G.C.S.
pP.94-6); Busebius Dem. Ev.VI,9,1 (G.C.S.VI, p.259); Gregory
Nyss. adv. Apoll.20 (P.G.XLV, 1164).

2 Op.cit. po105.
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submitting to the /,‘,e/_-zp._c_ or_lé_y_al _(measures or proportions)
of the hwnanity. 'He who is above all principality is within the
measures of manhood'; fWé assert that the very Word out of God the
Father, in the act by which He is said to have been emptied for our
sake by taking the form of a slave, lowered Himself within the
measures of manhood!; in becoming flesh He made the human scale His
own.1

. Very prominent, too, in Cyril is the description of Kenosis
as voluntary, of which again there are anticipations in earlier
Fathers. The voluntary nature of the Incarnation follows automatically
from the fact that it was an act of the Logos who cannot be contiﬂued
from outside Himself., But even more directly it reflects the New
Testament insight into the Incarnation as an unconditioned act of
the love of God. Origen puts this in its simplest form in His
Homilies on luke: 'When He had evacuated Himself taking the form
of a'servant, He resumed what He had laid a.side'.2 The active tenses
should be noted here. Kenosis was something which He did, not what
He experienced or suffered. Athanasius speaks of a_éx.add&fié’xgofl:

a phrase later to be used freely by Cyril.3 Linguistic variants

1  Cyril Ep.40 ad Acac. (Schwartz A.C.0.I,i,4 pp.26-27); contra
Nestorium IIT Proem. (Schwartz op.cit. I,i,6 p.54); Apol.c.
Theodoret 3 (Schwartz op.cit.I,i,6 p.119).

2 Origen Hom in L¢.20 (G.C.S.IX, p.135) quoniam evacuaverat se
~ . formem servi accipiens, id quod amiseratresumebat.

3  Athenasius Exp. in Psa. LVI,6 (P.G.XXVII, 60).
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(é.ée.locid_l_o.f_lt_é_\(a.dl.f ’ éleuﬂé.ﬁéi_tsv or_éﬂez‘o_v:téS' .) occur in
Cyril.1 More precisely the Logos descended into this voluntary
kenosis or submitted to the measures of humanity.2 With their
special emphasis on will as a Christological category we should
expect the Antiochenes to welcome this Cyrilline emphasis. For

them however it was largely negatived by Cyril's theory of a physical
or hypostatic union. Thus Nestorius can argue that even if the Lagos
entered into it by a voluntary act, once physical union is accepted,

it ceases to be a voluntary act.3

Theodoret urges the same argument,
from Kenosis against the theory of a hypostatic union which, he
maintains, makes the Kenosis a matter of physical necessity, instead
of a voluntary act of condescension. 'Nature!, he says, 'is a thing
of compulsory character and without will. For example, we hunger
physicaelly, not suffering this willingly, but by necessity; for
certainly those living in poverty would cease begging if they had

it in their power not to hunger. .In like manner we thirst, sleep,
breathe by nature, for these are all without will; and he who does

not experience these things, of necessity dies. If, therefore, the

union of the form of the Son to the form of a servant was physical,

. 3
1  Cyril Hom. Pasch.X,1 (P.G.LXXVII, 612)_efedovoiioS ; Apol.
c.Theodoret, 6 (Schwartz op.cit. I,1,6 p.129) ¢) v fepr
ALLJQQ&AAZI%Q. :
2 Cyril Ep.3 ad. Nest. (Bindley-Green p.112), adv.Jul.8
(P.G.LXXVI, 895) cp. In Isa.IV,4 (P.G.LXX, 1053).

3 Nbsgorius Bazaar of Heracleides (Driver & Hodgson, p.38 and
181).
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then God the Logos was joined to the form of a servant as compelled
by a certain nécessity, not 'in the exercise of philanthropy, and the
wniversal Lawgiver shall be found complying with compulsory laws,
contrary to the teaching of Paul who sayss "He humbled Himself
taking the form of a servant". The words_éuuzax_éxéQazaz point
to a voluntary act'.1 Probably both Nestorius and Theodoret
believed in a contimous act of will throughout the Incarmation and
suspected (perhaps mistakenly) that for Cyrili the act of will was a
gingle pre-incarnate choice replaced within the Incarnation by a
different prineiple of organisation.

As Profeesor_Bruoez-points out Cyril certainly recognised a
reign of physical law in the incarnate Life: it was precisely in
His voluntary self-subjection to the laws of humanity that the
Kenosis consisted. It was in accordance with this principle that
Cyfil explained-£he facts of birth, growth in stature, hunger, thirst,
sleep, weariness, etc. He could have formed a body for Himself by
His own power, refusing birth from a woman, but that might have given
occasion to unbelievers to calumniate the Incarnation saying it was
not real, therefore it was necessary that He should go through the

3

ordinary laws of human nature, With reference to physical'growth

1 quil §p13‘ad Nest. Anathema 3 (Bindley-Green, p.114 t{;-ﬁ}
C1_700_€v0S Xpiozed. Sieupei. Tes uMoereioers uers oy Evwary
povy)- dovenTiwv_ oi7dS. duvedein Ty kamx Tyv dfiv pyouv solevriay

» ’ s - ¢
pdwacreiny, nal ooyl £ widAov. avvod ov.mv. ked’ €vardiv. Juoinyv.
A.B. Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ, pp.53-6.

Contra Nestorium I,i (Schwartz op.cit. I,i,6 P-17;Ke&4a7xev
otV oymoe WS _Sioe_Tiv _atvbpwmivas Podews VUV,
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he writess 'It was not impossible that God, the Word begotten
of the Father, should 1lift the body united to Him out of its very
swaddling-clothes and raise it up to the measure of mature manhood.
But this would have been a thaumaturgical proceeding, and incqngruous
to.the lgws of the economy; for the mystery was accomplished noise-
lessly., Therefore in accordance with the economy He permitted the
measures of humanity to prevail over Himself.T

Cyril, however, seems to have been reluctant to carry the reign
of physical law beyond the material sphere and thus fails to apply
the principle of Kenosis in toto. In respect of the intellectual
and moral the divine nature is allowed free and unlimited scope in
the sphere of the incarnate life. The result, as Bruce remarks, is
that the Kenosis is real in the physical region, it is docetic in
the intellectual, The docetism applies particularly to Christ's
human knowledge. This question has been studied by J. Liébaert in
"La Doctrine Christologique de Saint Cyrille d!'Alexandrie avant
la Querelle Nestoriennd'(Lille, 1951)2 in which he analyses the
relevant portions of St. Cyril's writings, namely Ch.22 of the
Thesaurus, the Dialogue VI on the Trinity and various allusions in
his Commentary on St. John.

Very different conclusions have been reached by scholars on

1 Quod unus Christus sit (P.G.IXXV, 1332 "Evedeiro. yelp yro¢7-r/
"0 ,«ud'n)plov _H¢:€1 f7 ouv._ omov9um0$ 7015 175‘ dvﬂfuo'ufyros‘ /ue-rpa:;
6¢_ean‘u To__l_cp_a-re;v

2 Deuxidéme Partie, Chapitre 11pp.87-100.
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this difficult problem and it is perhaps not possible to reach an
entirely confident conclusion. Two opinions, among others, have
each received substantiasl support. According to the one, the
ignorance of our Lord in His incarnate life is purely apparent or
exterior. This is the opinion of Lebreton and Licbaert himself,
On the other hand P. Dubarle and many others affirm without hesi-
tation a real ignorance on the part of the Incarnate Lord.

In the first part of Ch.22 of the Thesaurus Cyril reproduces
féithfully the thought of Athanasius in the Contra Arianos III, On
the basis of the questions asked by Christ the Arians denied that
the Son was the Wisdom of the Father; because of his ignorance of
the Day of Judgment he could not have been consubstantial with Him,
In reply St. Athanasius explains the ignorance of Christ as purely
apparent. It was necessary that Christ should be ignorant as man
but this does not imply ignorance in Christ who asks the questions.
Christ, when he asked questions, in reality knew what he was asking.
The knowledge of the Word was absolute., Christ's reply to the
guestion about the Day of Judgment was spoken "pour notre bién,
pour ne pas peiner les apstres,-et on ne peut l'accuser de mensonge
parce que, étant devenu homme, il avait le droit de parler
humainement".1 Cyril argues to the same effect. As the Word
of God Christ knows everything, but in so far as He is man He is
ignorant. Christ knew the day and hour 'as God', but 'as man' He

says He does not know. He shows ignorance "car il est propre a

1 Liébaert, op.cit. p.89.
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1'humanité de ne pas savoir l'avenir".1'. This is exectly the
position of Athanasiusj He speaks "humainement", "comme d'uh
homme". The conclusion of Athanasius ist '"Ignorance de droit,
non de fait".

But Cyril makes use of a new formula: "il a dit ignorer
_afxavo,‘m_a; ".2 Father Dubarle maintains on the basis of this
type of expression a real ignorance on the part'of Christ as man.
"Selon de P. Dubarle, quand Cyrille parle de 1'economie il emploie
un mot d'une valeur trds précise dans la tradition grecque: il
s'agit de 1'Incarnation et specialement dans cette période
d'abaissement et d'efficacite rédemptrice que fut la vie terrestre
du Christ. Le sujet grammatical des propositioﬁs étant le Verbe
incarné, parler d'une ignorance "économique", c'est attribuer une
ignorance réelle a la nature humaine du Sauveur, par opposition a
sa science divine". But Liébaert argues that the attachment of
'ignorance' to the 'economy' does not prove that Cyril conceives
it as real. Cyril does not write 'le Christ ignore économiquement !,
but 'le Christ dit ignorer ébonomiquement'.3

Cyril uses another expression in the first part of ch.22:

/
"il simulait aussi notre ignorance ( éofx_%gg-nfe-ro )“.4 According
1 Op..c?it. p089. ) .
2 Ib@d, P.90.
3 Liebaert op.cit. p.91.
4 Ibid. p.92. I owe the following note to Professor H.E.W. Turner:
'The problem is whether this ignorance is real or apparent. The
uestion largely turns on a phrase in Cyril's Thesaurus 22

P.G.LXXIV, 53 gicovoumiss €dynuanféto syvoeiv i on 3
may mean either 'in%“arnation ly 'f o;m(zgm'.‘_ is 'z)a te%ﬁﬂyi%“a‘i“s'
term for the Incarnation) or 'usefully'! while -édl nSero
may mean 'has the gyyua« of ignorance or, more Jimply 'pretend!.
The second interprezgtion is preferable, !
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to Lebreton the use of the word ggui“,y_ does not necessarily imply
apparent ignorance for Cyril also makes use of the term to indicate
the human side of Christ as in Phil.27. Dubarle goes further:
Cyril represents the human ignorance as apparent not in order to
deny its reality but to shew that there is in him, beneath the
human appearances, a diQine nature., According to his view all the
human infirmities are real but they are only the exterior of the
person of Christ: for him Cyril's docetism is purely verbal,

But would Cyril really admit '"une ignorance réelle" "3
1'exteérieur de la personne du Christ (Dubarle) or "a la surface
de la vie du Christ" (selon l'expression du P. Lebreton)? When
Christ enquired the place where the body of Lazarus was lying,
when he asked the apostles: Who do men say that the Son of man is?
he knew perfectly the replies that he was going to receive. Why
then did He ask? Cyril replies that He had in view a useful
purpose, a wise intention. So also when He said He did not know
the day of judgment.

- Interrogated again concerning the day of judgment after the
Resurrection Christ replies: 'I1 ne vous appartient pas de
connaitre les temps et les moments que le Pdre a fixes par son
autorite' (Acts 17). Athanasius contrasts this reply with that

given before the Regurrection. Before the Resurrection He was

able to speak as man and say He did not know. After the divinisatioén:.

of His flesh at the Resurrection He could only speak as God and so
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gives a more positive answer. Cyril, on the contrary, attempts

to harmonise the two repiiea. Christ knew both before and after

the Resurrection, and His reply in each case was to dispel an in-
discreet question. It is not a case of Christ's ignorance coming
to an end after the Resurrection for Chriét was never truly ignorant
before the Resiurrection. Christ's words, whether He asks questions
or confesses ignorance, are motivated not by ignorance but by a
wise intention.

Why did Christ say He was ignorant? To be like unto His
brethren, to sustain His human part or character. He says He does
not know just because He is man, having the power to say it because
He has assumed flesp and has appropriated the weaknesses of the
flesh. His ignorance is "de droit, non de fait".

St. Cyril links the problem of ignorance with that of His
worship. The Word being God and equal with Him has shewn Himself
like unto us, not ﬁerely by asguming flesh but also by assuming all
the characteristics of humanity. It is a characteristic of humanity
to be subjecfﬂto God and to render Him obedience and adoration.
Cyril puts both adoration and ignorance among the 75ku§uacnx_zﬁ$

&z@pu_nof-r_z;:ms_' « This was the result of His xe'\_ruo_'r_s . But He
has appropriated the humanities without renouncing His divine glory.
He can therefore worship God as a man and as a Jew without ceasing
to be Himself worshipped as God. This leaves us wondering, as in

the case of Christ's knowledge, whether His worship could have been
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a truly human sentiment of piety towards God.

| In Dialogue VI "une nuance nouvelle" is added to Cyril's
former explication. When the disciples interrogated Him on a
point exceeding their capacity He replied as clearly as possible,
but if their curiosity led them to ask on matters they should not
kﬁow the Saviour exhorted them to occupy themselves with things
more useful. It is in this manner He deals with the subject of
the day of judgment. He tells them that the day has not been re-
vealed by the Father to the angels and He would not have made it
known to the Son Himself if he had been simply an ordinary man like
them and had not been divine by nature. The inference is: as in
fact He is more than man, He is not ignorant of it. Cyril's con-

clusion is: although He declares Himself ignorant along with them

in His humanity, since He is God He knows as the Son all that the

Father knows. The confession of ignorance reported by the LEvangelist
is 6nly a pedagogic proceeding which does not correspond at all to a
real ignorance. |

What does this amount to? God Himself is speaking incarﬁatioh-
ally in Christ as He has a right to do since He has taken upon Him
the flesh and bears all the characteristics of the flesh in likeness
to His human brethren. It bears out the fundamental weakness of
Cyril's Christology, that Christ acts in two ways: He acts as the
Omniscient Word and He acts in keeping with the limits of the human

mind as He has a right to do since He has assumed flesh and all the
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characteristics of the flesh., On this position G;L. Prestige
makes the best comment: Cyril could not forget ﬁhat'it was God
gpeaking. In the Incarnation the Word merely susfains the part
of a human character.

But Kenosis requires a genuine human growth in knowledges in
Cyril it would seem to be the gradual manifestation to, or con-
cealment from, others of a knowledge already inwardly complete.
Here Cyril stands in sharp contrast to his Antiochene opponepts who
were able to take the Gospel statements in their plain literal
gense., In Cyril the manhood becomes a mere instrument or veil
through which the Godhead communicates. "He could never forget",

writes Prestige, ""that whenever Christ spoke it was God spesking,

-even though His speech issued through human lips and was conditioned

by human faculties, That is why he represents the Saviour's moral

and intellectual growth as a voluntary'unveiling of His divine mind,...
Cyril is little interested - too little interested - iﬁ Christ's

human moral effort and His human apprehension of truth....The one

fact which Cyril will never let go is that God was learning and
deéiding in His manhood, feconomiéally" - that is to say, within

the sphere and terms of the Incarnation (in Greek 'economy') - what

He already knew and had decided from all eternity as God. !'Some-
times He discoursed as man, economically and manwise; sometimes He
makes His utterances with divine authérity, as God': Ep.45 ad

Succens 1 (P.G.LXXVII, 232)".1 Thus Cyril having made such

1 Op.cit. p.158.
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promising use of the principle of Kenosis to establish Christ's
unitary personality by means of an hypostatic union finally deserts
the principle to be led in the direction of Apollinarius. Had he
applied the principle consistently throughout he would have produced
a theory similar to some later theories that have been broadly
called Kenotic,

The principle of Kenosis is also employed in the Christology
of St. Hilary which must be reckoned one of the most profound and
oroginal of ancient times.1 For him Kenosis is the condition of
the Incarnation. The Son of God emptied Himself of the form of God
in order that He might exist in the form of a servant., On Psalm
68 he writes: 'In forma veniens evacuavit se a Dei forma. Nam in
forme hominis existere manens in Dei forma qui poterat?2 In his
De Trinitate: 'Erat enim (sc.Christo) naturae proprietas, sed Dei
forme iam non erat, gquia per eius exinanitionem éervi erat forma
suscepta'.3 On Psalm 53: 'Cumque accipere formam servi nisi per
evacuationem suam non potuerit'.4 The 'forma Dei'! he eéuates with
'countenance' (Dorner), the full personality as expressed in the
countenance, the glory of His pre-incarnate being. This he renounces

in order that during the period of His earthly humiliation He might

1 Dorner, Doctrine of the Person of Christ div. 1, vol. 2,
PP. 399-421, on which the following summary is based.

Hilary Tract. in Psa. LXVIII, 25 (C.S.E.L.XXII, p.334).
De Trin. IX,51 (P.L.X., 322).
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assﬁme the ‘forma servilis'. ﬁe does not renounce the divina
naturs which remains, says Hilary, unalterably His, but only the
forma or facies. TFor the purpose of redemption it was necessary
that the divine should be introduced right into the servant's form,
or humanity. "Aboleri autem Dei forma, ut tantum servi esset forna,
non potuit. Ipse enim est se ex forma Dei inaniens et formam
hominis assumens. Evacuatus non est di?inae naturae interitus".1
The Son of God laid aside His divine form in order that in Him there
might be no obstacle in the .way of making the servant's form His
very own., The "evacuatio" and the "assumptio formae servilis':' are
regarded as two distinct moments, the one preparing the way for the
other.:..The assumtio itself does not constitute fhe servile form.
That would be a conversion of the Logos and would introduce suffer-
ing into the Logos. The assumption is a distinct act of the Son
wheréin He retaeins power over Himself; the potestas generis sui.2
Hilary's Christology 1s-indiv1dualised by his anthropology.

The human soul he regarded as a likeness of the image of God
(imaginis Dei exemplum). Human souls are laden with guilt, but as

- they proceed from God they are pure and are only defiled by their
entrance into the body. Likewise the soul of Christ was pure; and

it remained pure in His case for His body was conceived of the Holy

- Ghost who sanctified the inner being of the Virgin. Thus the

humenity of Christ was raised above all suffering and need. This

1 Tract. in Psa., LXVIII,25 (C.S.E.L.XXII, p.334).
2 De Trin.IX,51 (P.L.X, 324-5). ’
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must not be taken to mean that Christ was incapable of suffering
and death or of normal human growth and development. Hilary merely
wished to avoid representing the human weakness as a natural
necessity, and to view all His sufferings as deeds, that is, a8
ethical. Indeed, in the mind of Hilary, such a necessity did not
pertaih to the true idea of humanity but merely to the kind of
humanity embodied in us. For Christ not to have been able to suffer
at all would have been an imperfection, would have been a limit
imposed on His love; His ethical would héye been restrained by His
physical ﬁature. And it was necessary for Him to become like us in
order to redeem us. He therefore gave Himself up freely to suffer-
ing and death. He allowed all the hostile powers to work upon Him
in order that they might exhaust themselves on His person and He
might triumph over them in patient endurance. The assumtio thus
amounts to a glorificatioﬁ or deification of humén nature.

This view brings Hilary into conflict not merely with the
scriptural passages in which Christ declares His ignorance but
equally with all true development on the part of His humanity.

Hilary attempts to solve this problem by conceiving of the Incarna-

tion not as absolutely completed in one act, but as a process. Had
a perfect humanity been assumed from the first the "evacuatio" of
the divine nature would not have been necessary. Room therefore
must be left for the 'forma servilis' to be a reality, and the

'forma Dei'! must become latent. "Decedere ex Deo in hominem nisi
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ex forma Dei Deus evacuans non potuit“.1 But because as a result

of the "evacuatio" the Son of God took to Himself the ‘'forma
gservilis', an "offensio (disturbance) unitatis" of the divine
nature took place, The unity of the Son with the Father was not
entirely done away with for otherwise the Incarnate Word could not
have attained His purposed end. He entered into humsnity in its
low estate in order that God might be born into humanity;2 conge-
quently He must have retained within Himself the divinity He was
to bestow. Only, however, by becoming like us, and unlike or
unequal to Himself, that is by entering into a state inadequate

to Himself, into the 'forma servilis!, was it possible for the
Word to do away with the inequality of humanity with itself and
its idea, to make it like Himself, in the glory to which the Son
should restore Himself. To this glory, however, He returned not
merely as Logos, but as the God-man; that is, created humanify was
in Him end through Him translated into the sphere of the diwvine
essence, He retained His divine nature, He was Son élways, for
only so was it possible for Him finally to restore Himself to
equality with Himself; into which equality human nature too is to
be taken ups Si nativitas hominis natﬁrgm novam intulit, et
humilitas formam dematavit sub assumtione servili; nunc donatio

nominis (Phil.2'0) formse reddit aequalitatem.

1 Hilary, De Trin.XII,6 (P.L.X, 437).
2 Hilary De Trin.X,7 (P.L.X. 348).
3 Ibid. IX,54 (P.L.X, 324).



88

Hilary distinguishes three stages in the eternal existence
of the Logos, each initiated by a birth: ante hominem, in homine,
post hominem.1 As the eternally-begotten of the Father He was
equal to Him in all things. In His second birth into humanity, in
the forms servilis, He acquired a different mode of existence. By
descending into the depths of humanity He raised it into Himself.
But He was only relatively separated from the divine unity for it
was only by retaining hold ofIHimself that He was able to create a
'forma Dei'! out of the 'forma servilis'., His perfecting of
humanity coincides with His full return to Himself, and hence-
forward as God-man He became what He was formerly before all time
as Logos.

;n the accomplishment of this third stage the whole of humanity
is recreated. He took upon Himself the likeness of our servilé form
in order that we might bear the likeness of His divine form, that
we might be converted to the image of ihe Creator in accordance with
His original purpoée in the creation of man. By faith believers
become essentially one with Him, and it is in the light of this
principle that Hilary éees the significance of Baptism and the
Holy Eucharist.

Such in brief outline is the closely wrought-out Christology
of St. Hilary by which, more effectivély thanh Apollinarius, he
succeeds in combining the divine and human in the personality of

Christ. He has no need to sacrifice the human soul of Christ,

1 Opiicit. IX,6 (P.L.X, 285).
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altﬁough it is an obvious defect that he fails to deal with the
question of the freedom of Christ's human will. Uhdoﬁbtedly the
main plank in his structure is the principle of Kenosis. Only by

a self-emptying was an Incarnation possible; only by-renouncing

the forma Dei was the Logos able to assume the forma servilis,

But the self-emptying does not involve the surrender of His divine
natufe, otherwise the purpose ‘of the Incarnation, viz. the deifica-
tion of humanity, would have: been rendered impossible. Nevertheless
the agsumtio formae servilis was equally necessary and this could
only be achieved at the expense of an evacuatio. But Hilary is not
clear as to the nature of the expense involved. A new mode of
being seems to be involved. In laying aside His divine form as

far as He did the obstacle to His assuming the form of a servant

was removed, and the servent's form became His very own., Yet Hilary
does not cleariy indicate what exactly was surrendered although his
argument implies some real impoverishment. He really goes no
further than the scriptural affirmation that He renounced !the

form of God!'.

The theme of Kenosis is also touched upon in the famous Tome
of Leo, Reference will Se made to this epoch-making book in the
appropriate place, but it will be convenient to give here a brief
summary of Leo's Christology and to note the place he gives to the
Kenosis.

Jesus Christ is the Son of God born of Mary the Son of man, both
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divine and human, true God and true man; the one Mediator between
God and mah, "totus in suis, totus in nostris" save sin. Each
nature in the one person of Christ performed what was proper to
itself in communion with the other, the one shining forth in
mirécles, the other submitting to injuries, Yet while the natures
are distinct in their properties, because of the unity of the
person who is subject of both, "things are sometimes predicated

of the one which in strictness belong to the other. The Son of
man is said to have descended from heaven in allusion to the
Incarnation, and the Son of God is said to have been crucified

and buried, though He suffered these things not in His divinity,
but in the infirmity of human na.ture".1 This is the time=honoured
principle of Communicatio Idiomatum.

This assumption of servile form by the Son of God exalted the
humanity of Christ but did not diminish His divinity. The Kenosis
did not involve any loss of power on the part of the Son of God,
but was an act of condescending compgssions Inclinatio fuit
miserationis, non deféctio potestatis.2 Yet Leo expresses a
génuine kenotic insight when he asserts that, so far from intro-
dueing an alteration into God, the Kenosis demonstrates the
unchangeableness of His will which cannot be deprived of its

benignity. The Incarnation was an act of divine love. But

1. Bruce, op.cit. p.63.
2 Leo Tom, 3 (Bindley-Green, p.170).
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contrary to Scripture he asserts that there was no loss of divine
glory. He descended from His celestial abode; not receding from
the glory of His Father: De coelesti sede descendens et a Paterna
gloris non recedene.1 His majesty was simply veiled by the

assumption of the servile form. For Leo the Kenosis is a krupsis.

1  Leo Tom 4 (Bindley-Green, p.170).
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Having established that the Kenosis is exegetically sound and
that the Fathers had a lively.sense of the Kenosis though uncommitted
to the more radical type of Kenotic theory‘to be described later, we
ﬁust now consider the principle in relation to the Definition of
Chalcedon and post-Chalcedonian Christological thought. This is
rendered necessary for three reasons: first, the Definition of
Chalcedon, while hardly a Christology in itself, is an ecumenical
decision of the Church and is the acid test of any Christological
theory; secondly, it is the exaggerated duality which has infected
all Christology since Chalcedon. against which the strength and
gignificance of Kenoticism can be most fully appreciated; and
thirdly, because this is the background against which later ﬁﬁinking
must be studied.

Three Christologies were involved at Chalcedon: those of
Antioch, Alexandria and the West (Leo). In "Ghristology and Myth
in the New Testament" Geraint V. Jones speaks of an 'anagogic' and
a 'Katagogic' Christology. Ansgogic Christology bases itself firmly
on the human and historical Christ who is exalted to Lordship:
Katagogic Christblogy starts with the pre-existent Logos who 'descends!
to live a human l1life. Tﬁese two categories are obviously applicable
to Antioch and Alexandria.

Antiochené Christology is anagogic, from below above. Redemption
is a divine work effected in and through man in the light of God's

original creative purpose for man. God has created man a free moral
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agent and man's response must be made voluntarily in moral freedom.
Hence Antioch insists on Christ's full humanity with its freedom and
moral responsibility. Christ must be hoﬁoousios with us. Antioch
thus starts from duality and works upwards towards uni1;y. This they
find in the region of will, in a perfect and continuous moral unison,

Alexandria is katagogic, from above below. The divine act is
vital and central. The personal subject of Jesus Christ is the
Logos. Hence . they start from & Logos-centred unity and work towards
an assessment of the humanity. Christ must be homoousios with God.
Only so can the reality of redemption be assured. They prefer an
organic theory of the unity of Christ's person, a physical or
hypostatic union. Christ is the God-man. |

Between the two there is thus a difference of starting-point,
a different order of priorities and a difference in the categories
with which they work. The difference might be put succinctly thus.
If the Logos were taken away from the Incarnate Person wha.t' would be
left? Antioch would answer, A man. Alexandria would find the
question horrifying. They would insist upon the completeness of
the manhood assumed but would be uﬁable to give it independent
representation. The Incarnate Person is one orga.ﬁic unity.

The West stood far closer to Antioch than to Alexandria in its
order of priorities and approach to the problem though it lacked. the
speculative gifts of the Antiochene school., The two elements of

Godhead and manhood are held in balance, merely juxtaposed one might



94

say to account for the scriptural facts. Jesus Christ is

MediatAr betwegn God and man because in His own person He is both
perfect God and perfect man. Yet Church historically speaking its
influence at Chalcedon was decisive and it had some influence on the
language of the Chalcedonian Definition, though the Antiochene school,
while virtually in eclipse after the condemnation of Nestorius, con-
tributed more to the formila through documents like the Formulary

of Reunion of 433. It{will help in clarifying the doctrinal
significance of the proceedings at Chalcedon if we begin histori-
cally a little before Chalcedon, at the point of the condemnation
of Nestorius. There was then need for a drawing together of men of
good will of all parties. Having accomplished his 'mission' of
vanquishing Nestorius Cyril realised this and became more amenabie
theologically. Not that he begins to produce a new theology but a
new emphasis is apbarent. Most of his references to the human soul
in Christ come from this period and he is prepared to give more to
the duality within the ﬁnity than he did in the heat of the Nestorian
controversy., He signs the Formulary of Reunion, a document very
probably drawn up by Theodoret! And he was also prepared to allow
his Twelve Anathematisms virtually to become a dead letter. John

of Antioch and Theodoret likewise proved more co-operative, aﬁd more
moderate than their old leader. 4 rappnochement was in sight. The
Formulary of Reunion is one of the sources of Chalcedon as are also

two other moderate 'dualisf' documents, the Tome of Proclus (435)
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and the Conreséion of Flavian (448).

| The situation cansed by the Robber Council of Ephesus (449)
Qt which the Tome of Leo was flouted by the Council meant that
leadership passed to Leo. Yet at Chalcedon, while the Pope through
his legates carried the Council and his ideas were of paramount
importance in the Formula (which his legates regarded as unnecessary)
the Two Letters of Cyril against Nestorius as well as the Tome were
accepted as canonical, and the other three documents noted above were
no less important. Complying with fhe emperor's insistence upon a
definition of faith the Council of Chalcedon produced the following

credal statements
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The sbove statement is divided into two parts after Dr. R.V.
Sellers who shews that they differ in respect of both literary origin
and doctrinal theme., The first part deals with the unity of the
Person of Jesus Christ and is modelled on Flavian's Confession which
in turm is based upon the Formulary of Reunion, the Antiochene docu-
ment which Cyril had accepted in'433;1 Yet some of the very express-
ions used by Cyril make their appearance. Cyril speaks of Jesus Christ
as 'the Same, at once both God and man! 6.ot105 Oeos e l}‘“ﬂ; P
&v{%uﬂbf 2 (v.11 1-2 Def. above); as.'perfect in Godhead and pexfect
in mamhood"3 (v.11 3-4): and as homoousios with us, while remaining
hpmoousios with the Father _kxl_yéyovev é#fw_éaoou'dms;- .1oa'r_ck1:v
«vBpenos_guoodaros SE uemevyniss Kl st 75 fecd 4
(v.11 6-8).

In the second part, which deals with the reality of the two
natures, the opening passage éontains the well-known four Chalcedonian
adverbs: (v.1 14): Godhead and manhood co-exist in Jesus Christ 'with-
out confusion' cca_'u_)v_xa{-r_as » 'without change' O,(Tpcl_'ll_‘tus_ ;-

'without division'_;c&-_up_e’_-zws' and 'without separation';()@ﬂl_:ﬂw_s‘.

"It is significant", Sellers5 holds, "that the first two adverbs

R.V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, p.211.

2 Cyril contra Nestorium Proem. (Schwartz A.C.0.I,i, p.76),
and other passages cited by Sellers op.cit. p.212.

3 Cyril Ep. ad Joan. Ant. (Bindley-Green, p.143).
4 Cyril contra Nestorium III, 3 (Schwartz op.cit. p.65).
5 Sellers, op.cit. p.215.
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are frequently used together by Cyril as he upholds the reality of

the divine and human elements in Jesus Christ; and it may be that

the third and fourth are based on this teacher's injunction that

the natures must not be 'divided' or 'separated' and Sellers adds

in a footnote that ;/_.upe}'_v__ is the woxrd most frequently used by
Cyril when he speaks of 'dividing' the natures. In the phrase 'made
known in two natures' (v.IX 13-15) Sellérs1 sees the influence of the
papal legates who had learned to speak of unus in utroque and were
determined that the wording of the Definition should he brought more
into harmony with that of the Tome. Next in the statement come two
quotations? the first from the Second Letter of Cyril to Nestorius,
'the differeﬁce of the natures having been in no wise taken away by
reason of the union' (v.11 15-16) oéx_a‘as_‘_rq'_s_'_zdv_¢éofewv &xq‘.op&s
;tv7/)_7/_4.equs_fl:¢ _'n.)v__ ‘e‘.\«a.dl.v 2; the second (v.11 16-17) dﬁe no
doubt to the papal legates, from Tertullian's Adversué Praxeam (27)
'but rather the properties of each being preserved', negative and
positive assertions to emphasise the denial of the Eutychian position.3
' The final passage which speaks of a 'concurrence' of Both natures into
one prosopon and one hupostasis (v.11 17-18) is reminiscent of Cyril's
" Second Letter to Nestorius (Obloquuntur) where, after the words already
used in.the Definition (11 15-6) come these words: "but rather God-

head and menhood perfected for us the one Lord and Son through the

1 Sellers op.cit. p.217.
2 Ep.Il.ad Nest. (Bindley-Green, p.96).
3 Sellers op.cit. pp.217-18).
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ineffable and unspeakable concurrence into unity Si& 7js. .. . mpos
.éyé:r_,;:r.ac_du_v_&%_ﬁs N _ though, lest the words might be taken

in a Eutychian sense, a 'concurrence' not into 'oneness'..évéqu
but 'into one prosopon and one hupostasis' is spoken of (v.11 17-18).1

Literary anﬁlysis of the whole Definition reveals the influences
both of Cyril and Leo and would seem to endorse the judgment of
MacArthur that "it was explicitly based on the Christologies of Leo
and Cyril, and attempted to effect a synthesis of them".2 The
question is whether Cyril and Leo are compatible and which has
priority.

Professor Bruce comes down heavily on the side of Leo. Indeed
for him the Definition is merely a transcript of the Tome of Leo
which "guided the deliberations and fixed the judgment of the Fathers
asgembled at Chalcedon".3 In this letter Leo represents the Incarnate

3"4

Word as "totus in suis, totus in nostri which means exactly the same
as "perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood" of the Definition (v.11
3-4), while the four negative adverbs (v.1 14) "merely condense into
four words the various phrases scattered up and down the letter, in
which the writer sets forth the distinctness and integrity of the two

natures on the one hand, and their intimate, inseparable union in one

person on the other".5 This, however, is to discount the Cyrilline
1 Opse#t, p.220. _

2 J.S. MacArthur, Chalcedon, p.141.

3 A.B. Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ. p.61.

4

5

Leo, Epistle to Flavian, ¢.3 (Bindley-Green, p.169).
Bruce op.cit. p.63.
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'tell=~tales' indicated above and Cyril's signature to the Formulary
of Reunion which is a principal theological source of one part of
the Definition. The dualism of the Definition is certainly prbnounoed
and the monophysite reaction does not go for nothiiig, but there would
also seem to be something i# the Definition for Alexandrian monists.
On the 'recommended reading list' of the Council were the Two
Letters of Cyril end the Tome of Leo. Did this mean the accord of
Cyril and Leo? The exception taken by some members of the Council
40 the three so-called 'Nestorian' passages1 in the Tome, and the
battle over the two readings 'out of two natures' and 'in two
natures' (v.11 13-14) might indicate the contrary. The former was
the phrasé which the East and Alexandria were familiar and the mono-
physites later deliberately charged the Council with its omissiop.
Yet Cyril can on occasion use the phrase 'in two natures' though.not
necessarily in the duali?ed western sense while preferriné the
w1k Poais 06 Aoyoo_ceguprauinformla, The first draft of the

Definition apparently read 'out of two natures' and was hailed with

1 (1) et mori posset ex uno et mori non posset ex altero:
Tom.3. .

(i1) Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione quod
proprium est; Verbo scilicet operante quod Verbi est,
et carme exsequente quod carnis est. Unum horum
coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit iniuniis: Tom.4.

(1ii) Quamvis enim in Domino Jesu Dei et hominis una persona
sit, aliud tamen est unde in utroque communis est
‘contumelia, aliud unde communis est gloria. De nostro
enim 111li est minor Patre humanitas; de Patre illi. est
aequalis cum Patre divinitas: Tom.4. (Bindley-Green,
PP.169-171). :
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general delight. The Roman legates however threatened to return

home if it did not agree with the Tome of Leo. The bulk of the

Council at first refused to accept the 'in two natures', but it was
at last accepted it éeems on the insistence by the commissioners that
the phrase was included in the Tome of Leo which the Council had
already accepted; but the exact steps which led to the change of
mind of the assembly are not on reéorﬁ.

The positive part of the Definition was that henceforth Christ
was to be confessed as oﬁe hupostasis or prosopon made known in two
natures, perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood. As such it
indicates the conditions or ingredients of a Christology rather than
presents a clear-cut theory. Of these ingredients it may be said:
(1) The term 'hupgstasis' is found in Cyril hardly distihguishable
from his famous and debateable 'one incarnate phusi§ of God the Logos'.
This formula originated with Apollinarius but Cyril believed that
it was Athanasian. Hupostasis was probably his own coinage; at least
its origins are obscure and-it was not widely used by the Antiochenes.
In the Definition it appears to be used (as Cyril had not used it) to
express a bond of union allowing for and not excluding two naturés.-
So far as terminology went the monist theory of unity might well be
'unlaced' with some advantage to permit a greater duality than Cyril
or others had alfeady allowed. (ii) The term 'prosopon' was familiar
both to Eastern dualists and to Leo. It emphasised the bond of union

in a way that Nestorius had seemingly failed to do. (iii) The double
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homoousion of perfect Godhead and perfect manhood allow a measure
of duality familiar enough both to Leo and to the Eastern dualists,
but such was deeply suapect in monist circles, and Cyril had never
admitted as much. It is true he had signed 'a union of two natures!
in the Formulary of Reunion but this phrasing left open whether it
was ';n two natures' or 'out of two natures'.

Allowing for ali these ingredients the Definition of Chalcedon
would appear to be susceptible of inferpretation along any of three
linest
(1) It might be interpreted in the sénse of Cyril as a dualised

monism. A Christology holding firmly to the unity of Christ's
person but allowing more fully for two full natures is now
possible as in the cases of Leontius and John of Damascus.
(1i) It also leaves room for a monised dualism such'as Theodoret
might have attempted, in which the two full natures cohere
more closely by some strengthening of the bond of union.
(iii) oOr it might be read in the sense of Leo whereby the unity of
personality and the duality of natures are held in balance,
a statement of the facts rather than a doctrine.

The Definition of Chalcedon mey be said therefore to indicate
the three cardingl points of a trﬁe Christology, namely the true
divinity and humanity and the unity of personality in Jesus Christ,
but it does little more. This, itlhas been generally'agreed, is a

merit in the formule which is a credal statement of the Church, and
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like all such "are designed to safeguard the mysteries which the
Church has in her keeping" from those supposed full and clear stete-
ménts "which, by their illuabm&y completeness, paralyse those aefforts
of the spirit whereby it apprehends to some degree, however slight,
that which it cannot compcr:ehend".1 FP.W. Green remarks gsbout the
question ﬁhich Loofs asks (Leitfa.dena, p+172) namely whether, when
the Definition of Chalcedon had to be interpreted, it would be read
in the light of Cyril's teaching, or Theodoret's or Leo's, that this
is perhaps theologically, as well as historically, the justification
of its eclaim to havé defined the Doctrine of the Person of Christ in
such terms that it has been the starting-point for a large and fruit-
ful range of Christian thought through the centuries, which is by no
means yet exhausted because the Subject itself is inexhaustible".2
The task of correlating these three cardinal principles of
Christology as set forth in the Definition of Chalcedon in a complete
intellectual synthesis was left to the thought of future generations
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit; and the work is still in pro-
gress. The Definition has been aptly compared by Dr. W.S. Bishop3
"to a stereescopic view in which two pictures taken from two slightly

different angles are set in juxtaposition in such a way that when

looked at simultaneously through an appropriate optical instrument

J.S. MacArthur, op.cit. p.136.

2 17T.H. Bindley (rev. F.W. Green) Ecumenical Documents of the
Fa.ith, pc187o .

3 In a volume of essays entitled"The Theology of Personality"
quoted by MacArthur op.cit. pp.135-6.
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one single picture ia seen, the features of which stand out,
giving an impression of depth which is ordinarily lack;ng in
linear representetion. The impression of depth is produced by"
the blending of the two pictures, though the impression received
is that of a single unit". DMacArthur develops a further analogy.
It is only when the stereoscopg is brought into action that the
single impression of depth and lifelike relief isAproduced. "Apply-
ing this further analogy to the Definition, we may say that it must
be viewed through the appropriate spiritual medium, & medium into
which various moral, philosophical and psychological factors enter,
before it will clearly reveal the lineaments of the one Chriat".1

But in modern times the Definition has been much less sympetheti-
cally viewed, and has been strongly criticised by the great historians
of dogms, Dorner, Bruce, Harnack and Mackintosh. The two most

trenchant criticisms were forcefully expressed by the last-named in

‘his history of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ’;, and these still

remain valid in spite of many recent attempfs to answer them. The
first concerns the unnatural dualism which Dr. Mackintosh sums up
in the féllowing passage which he quotes from an articéle by Dr.
Oswald Dykes in the "Expository Times", Oct. 19@5,.p.10w "A Being
who combines in an inscrutable fashion Divine with hupan properties,
and of whom consequently contradictory assertions can be made, whose

single Person is Divine, while His dual natures hold an undefined

1 J.S. MacArthur Op.cit. po136o
2 H.R, Mackintosh op.cit. p.150.
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relation to one another:s +this is not a scheme to satisfy head or

heart. It is but the bare skeleton of a dogma, in which one cammottireadily
recognise either the Jesus of the Gospels or the Christ of the Church's
worship".

Dr. John K'nox1 has recently made the same criticism. The
Chalcedon statement, he writes, "is not fully satisfactory because of
the manifest impossibility of a truly human existence actually having
this character". It requires thaf Jesus should be "what 'as a human
being he could not have been". From the very beginﬁing the Church has
held "the full, unqualified humanity of Jesus....Can we", he asks,
"hold fast our memory of him as 'made like his brethren in every
respect', sharing, in the whole range of his conscious and sub-
conscious life, our human existence, his joys our joys, our griefs
his griefs - can we hold this fast and at the same time think of him
as having also another 'nature', which was not human at all?",

The second criticism concerns the inadequacy of the ancient
categories, 'substance'!, 'nature' etc. to express the truth of the
Incarnation. A host of modern authorities might be cited under this
rubric. According to Dr. Mackintosh, following his great predecessor
P.T. Forsyth, love lies behind the Incarnation which consequently
cannot be explained in other than spiritual, ethical and dynamic

categories. MacArthur replies that !'substance' and other similar

terms used by the Fathers are apt to have for us a connotation of

materiality that they did not always héve. He instances the use of

1  The Church and the Reality of Christ, pp.99-100.
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the word 'nmature' in 'natural history', 'natural sciences' which
have a completely non-moral significance. “ﬁut that is a limitation
of the sense of the word which we must be aware of applying to the
'nature" (q&ébus ) of the Greek theologians. The word both in Greek
and Latin had a metaphysical connotation, and that gives it a
legitimate place in Christological terminology.“1

Christology, he goes on to say, must be discussed in terms of
the métaphysical, and "it is not to be lightly assumed that Christ-
ological relationé can be properly described as "essentially" ethical
or personal....We often find ourselves thinking of the spirituﬁl
world as standing in a kind of antithesis to the physical and
material universey the former is the reaslm of value judgments, the
latter of existential. Yet must these two realms remain for ever
separate? If we believe that our value -judgments are sometﬁing more
 than of our own fabrication, that they repose on reality, that they
are objective, then we believe that the things for which they stand
are as much a part of God's plan as is the physical world which is
the sphere of our existential judgments. The Incarnatioﬂ, on this
view, 1s the supreme example of the realisation of value in the
existential world". This is very sound comment but it does not
meet the charge that the metaphysical categories are too "étatie"
to explain the dynamism of the Incarnation. The scriptural data
include movement as well as being: He was in "the form of God",

but He also "emptied" Himself"t we praise God for His mighty acts

1 Op.cit. p.152.
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as well as for His excellent greatness. But MacArthur has touched
upon an important point which must come up for treatment later when
we discuss the compatibility of Kenotic doctrine with the statement
of Chalcedon,

Harnack's dictum that Chalcedon meant the bankruptcy of Greek
metaphysical theology is hardly true in so far as the Christological
debate went on for three centuries. But the discussions were becoming
subtly scholastic and more and more they presented to view a mere
skeleton in place of the living Christ of the Gospel history. Bruce
notes.the interesting fact that orthodox theologians like Bede taught
the extreme Monophysite view.that Christ from His conception was full
of wisdom and therefore did not really grow in knowledge as in
stature, while the Agnoetes, i.e. those who asserted that the human
soul of Christ was like ours even in respect of ignorance belonged |
to the Monophysite party. "Amid the smoke of battle men had got
bewildered, and fighting at random fired upon their own side'".

Between Chalcedon and the end of the Patristic period two great
controversies succeeded one another. In the first, the Monéphysite,
the subject of dispute was the question of compatibility between the
unity of the person and the duality of natures. In the second, the
Monothelite, it was the problem of demarcation of 'nature' and
‘person', and in particular the question as to which of the two
categories the 'will' is to be reckoned.

One feature of the Monophysite controversy deserves some
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attention in view of its prominence in the modern Christological
debate, namely the doctrine of Enhypostasia which forms part of the
Christology of Leontius of Byzantium who interpreted the Definition
of Chalcedon on Cyrilline lines. Chalcedon makes it obligatory to
maintain two phuseis but only one hupostasis. But the extreme
Monophysites who opposed him maintained that it was impossible to
have a phusis without its proper hupostasis, and that therefore the
Chalcedonian assertion of two natures implied the existence of two
hupostases or two persons in Christ, which was Nestorian. In ieply'
Leontius n§tes three possible situationsi

(1) ~ Idiohupostatic. This is a rather complicated way of
expressing what is true of ourselves - one phusis inhering in one
hupostasis. This is the way in which the divine nature inheres in
the divine hupostasis. It qannot explain the humanity.

(ii) Anhupostatic. This represents a phusis 'going spare!,
or lacking any hupostasis in which to inhere. It aptly describes
the Christology of Apollinarius.

(iii) Enhupostatic. This is his own idea. The human nature
does not lack a hupostasis but can be truly predicated of the divine
hupostasis because in being God the Logos He was all that perfect
humanity could ever be, and more besides. This contribution of
Leontius fepresents the firat attempt to transcend the gaping
dualism between God and man customary in Patristic Christology.

This same concept was used by John of Damascus and reappears in the
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Christology of Dr. H.M. Relton. It is ppssible that even Bishop
Weston is really urging a form of Enhypostasia as we shall see.

- The Monothelite controversy marks the close of the Patristic
period. fatristic Christology was alwéys perplexed over the re-
lationship between phusgis and will; and controversy broke out between
the adherents to the Chalcedonian formula because it was not self-
evident to which of the two categories, the nature or the person,
the will should be réferred. In one sense the faculty of will seems
to be an essential attribute of a rational nature; in another 'to'
will' is personal. What actually happened was that thelesis (will)
followed phusis (nature) and Dyophsitism led to Dyotheletism, and
Monophysitism led to Monotheletism. The latter was.condemned at the
Sixth GeneraI.Council held at Constantinople in 681,

it remains now to consider the Christology of John of Damascus
who flourished about the middle of the 8th century and repreéents'
the state of Christology et the close of the controversy concerning
the two wills. ﬂis system of thought substantially represents the
orthodox Christology up to the Reformation, and the intellectual
background against which Kenoticism stands out so prominently. Once
again we shall draw upon the pages of Professor Bruce for a summary
of his doctrine. The Daﬁascene carries out the theory of two distinct
natures of Chalcedon to the utmost limit short of the recognition of
two hupostases in the One Christ. Christ has the full nature of the

Father except the property of being unbegotten, and the full nature
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of Adem, save sin.

Yet he does not concede separate independent personality to
Christ's humenity. Here he employs the concept of Enhypostasia of
Leontius. Christ's human nature was without hupostasis in itself,
never having had an independent subsistence; but it became -
enhupostasised through union with the Logos. In Christ the human
and divine natures meet in one hupostasis.1 Christ thus becomes a
human individual and the person of Christ is to be regarded as
composite: /S /u/fxv. onodracry owverov °.

Yet in spite of the emphasis upon the duality of Christ's
incarnate life, the original intention of which was to preserve the
integrity of both human and divine in Christ, the humanity of Christ
in the system of the Damascene remained a lifeless thing. The human
nature became "an inanimate carcase with the form and fgatures of a
man, but without the inspiring soul“.3 What Dorner calls the
"transubstantiating process" had begun ﬁhereby Christ's humanity
was evacuated of all its contents to leave an outward shell with a
God within. Christ is no longer homoousios with us. His body was
not formed gradually in the Virgin's womb but was perfected at once:
,_0& Teils Kd‘r-‘t/u;rpov 7fpoa‘ﬂq’k¢u$‘ ,,e’tm(pvvﬁ/uévau 70’6_0'17'/(.0‘7_'05'
AN _vp v Tedewlévros . 4 The holy child did not grow

in wisdom. He is said to have increased in wisdom and stature because
1 John Damasc. de fid orth.III,9 (P.G.XCIV, 1008412).

2 Ibid.III,3 (P.G.XCIV, 993).

3 A.B. Bruce, op.cit. p.70.

4 John Damasc, op.cit.III,2 (P.G.XCIV, 985).
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He did indeed grow in stature and caused the manifestation of the
indﬁelling Wisdom to keep pace with the physical growth: _'I‘_‘q"_/ue\v
? - - [ 7

;)_l.zgigt__q(uﬁw.\; Sk (fe' ms d_c;fy'.a’eus' ms %Lm'xs .n';v EVU TP YoV ootV
<o oty _eis dovié Xywv.! This is Cyrilline doctri

X .fJ_OfO.¢I.0_¢_\/_€,IS_¢q(.\(€PQa'I.V._OS)MOV. s is Cyrilline doctrine
which is again reproduced in the thought of the indissolubility of
the hypostatic union whereby His human soul, ignorant per se, was
enriched with the knowledge of future things: &ix_de v 3¢

c / / L ? J’ ! ¢ [l
UNOATLIEWS. THUTOTATA KoL TV XIIKITAETOV_EVWTIV Kk TEMAOU

2To

Toev __7,JaJ_!fuplb.u._-,\,r_.up}._fr.}v_:rz.'iv ueAdov Ty _yviday
asgert growth in wisdom and grace is to deny that the union was
formed ab initio, to deny the hypostatic union altogether. Such a
view of course mitigates the force of temptation for such a Christ.'
He was tempted from without, not by any internal suggestions, and He
repelled and dissipated the assaults of the 'enemy "like smoke's

3

_d-‘).s.'_..K_qZ‘”_\gov J‘ccl Aveev . Similarly Christ has no personal need

for prayer. He prayed simply as sustaining our human part, "asking

“what He did not need by way of example to us; teaching us to ask of

God and to raise our souls to Him and through His holy mind preparing
a way for our ascent to the throne of grace": _Té_r;/ué:tep.o_v_ _o;lremul

,ué.\co_5'__77.100’.0.'(010_\!_Kdz_Toﬂd\L.év_C:du7'63 75_iue'repov Kokt &noy/ky}uo\s
7}«-"’ 7ev9aevos note. : fa(dkwv WS‘ ‘ﬂo(pa( g&w o(/'re:v Kot wpoS' tWTov otvel

wets S 106 syiav «otar vos odomeiisv
If!‘fﬁdg’“ ——’},utv—Tr)V—ﬂpoS‘-%euv—oCVdﬂctdlv R -4

1 Ibid.III,22 (P.G.XCIV, 1088).

2 John Damasc. de fid orth.III,21 (P.G.XCIV, 1084).
3 Ibid,I1I,20 (P.G:XCIV, 1081).

4 Ibid.III,24 (P.G.XCIV, 1089).
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Commnication between the two natures is established by the
'ﬂepuxfipycﬂSt s permeation,which involves something approaching
at least to the real communication of the Lutherans. Both the per-
meation‘and the hypostatic union bring about the perfection in
knowledge of the human soul of Christ already spoken of, and also
that the flesh of Christ is life-giving. But as in the Cyrilline
and Lutheran Christologies the communication of attributes is one-
sided, there is no kind of communication by which the divine nature
becomes a participator of the lowliness and humility of humanity.
There is no participation in the sufferings of the flesh. "For the
divine nature in Christ the words humiliation, sérvice, suffering
have no real sense, Christ, we are told, was not a servant - to
teach otherwise is to Nestorianise; all that we may say is, that the
flesh of Christ per se, and.conceived of as not united to the Word,
was of servile nature. The relation of the Logos to the passion is
illustrated by the metaphor of a tree on which the sun shines being
cut dowﬁ with an axe., The axe fells the tree, but it does no harm
to the sunbeams; and so in like manner the divinity of the Logos,
thdugh united hypostatically to the flesh, remains impassible while

the flesh suffers".

This is the sort of Christology which is still being taught in

'Roman Catholic orthodoxy and is popularised by such modern writers

as Daniel-Rops1, F.J. Sheed2 and Ronald Knox3, and against which the

1  The Book of Life, pp.43,51,85.
2 See p.T supra.
3 See p.T supra.
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great kenotic theologian Dr. Mackintosh and others have made their
impassioned protest.

But is Kenosis, it must be faced, in harmony with the Definition
of Chalcedon? The Definition appears to speak of two fully co-
present natures, of a Lord who is concurrently perfect God and
perfect man. Kenosis, as we have alreedy said in anticipation,
involves some kind of reduction of the divine factor in the Incarna-

-tion to leave room for the human. Does not such a concept run
counter to_;:ynéﬂtza»? (v.1 14) and the double homoousion, and is
not fherefore Kenoticism excluded by Chalcedon in advance? If it is
held, we may say at once, that the Church is committed to literal
fidelity to Chalcedon then Kenosis must be disallowed. For then the
divine perfection must be conceived in terms of Greek metaphysiocs as
eternal, static and immutable, which makes the theory of Kenosis
‘simply unthinkable. If, however, as we here maintain, the Definition
of Chalcedon is regarded as only the skeleton of a doctrine, a
setting of the ingredients of the problem in order in the best way
available at the time then nothing appears to exclude a re-arrange-
ment of the material such as Kenosis providés. Provided we adhere

to the principles of Chalcedon: the full divinity, humanity and
unity of personality of our Lord there seems nothing to.preclude

what Dr. Forsyth calls "the moralising of dogma', the re-interpreta-
tion in categories more spiritual, ethical and dynamic. The_question

is whether the perfection of God may be conceived in such a way as to
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allow for Kenosis. It-is to be noted that Kenosis is a dynamic

term and may harmonise with a more dynamic conception of the eternal
Being of God. Now the whole difference between ancient and modern
ways of thinking about God may be expressed in terms of ﬁhese~conr
trasting concepts of the 'static' and the 'dynamic'. - The ancient
categories of hupostasis, phusis and housia may be inaccurately
described as 'mechanical' or 'materialistic' but they are certainly
'static!. Today we are more interested in the categories of will,
purpose and action. And yet both must be held together somehow, for -
it is obvious that life and movement presuppose an :abiding something
which moves and persists through its successive changes. But from
our present point of view it is salutary to remember that God is

God not only in what He is but also in what He does.

It is perhaps the category of will which will provide us with
the best clue to the radical difference between these two modes of
thought. For the ancient theologians there was, as we have seen,
some difficulty as_how to place it - in relation to person or to
nature. It was finally fitted atomistically into the phusis as one
ambng many other attributes. But the alternative, to conceive of
will as personal, something bound up with the whole being, is the
modern way of conceiving it. In modern thinking will is conceived
as the whole being organised for action. Whereas the ancients spoke
of the divine hupostasis and‘phusis, modern thought inclines to speak

of the Will of God.
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The Will of God we may conceive as the driving power of the
total energies of the divine nature, and is expressed in terms of
holiness and love. As such it is immutable and we prefer to speak
of the immutability 6f God's holy will of love rather than of the
immutability of the divine nature.' For modern thought nature folloys
will. For the Fathers it was the other way about. It was just this
that was at the root of their Christological difficulties with regard
éo Kenosis. The Antiochenes did place importence on will but they
applied it anti-kenotically in the modern sense, that is, they re-
laxed the bond of union rather than 'modified' either element in its
entirety. A more realistic exegesis thus permits the human éxperiences
$0 be taken seriously but only of the homo assumptus. The influence
of the traditional metaphysic, however, is seen in their judgment of
the Cyrilline Kenosis. They argued that even if Kenosis was an act
of will on the part of the divine Logos it nevertheless sﬁbsequently
involved a submission of the divine nature to the laws of human
naturg, which was unthinkable. But Cyril's theory, too, was vitiated
by the current metaphysics. That is why he insisted upon regarding
the Kenosis as an addition to the Trinitarian life of the Logos, and
explains-his hesitancy in applying the principle of Kenosis throughout
the full range of Christ's manhood. He speaks of the Logos as allowing
the measures, laws or proportions of humanity to prevail over Himself
but restricts these to the physical conditions of the Incarnation and

does not extend the principle to its mental, moral and spiritual
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conditions. The difficulty of both schools of thoughtlay in their
'static' concept of 'nmature!. God's perfection is wrapped up in a
concept that renders Him static and immobile, Had they viewed nature
\conatively in terms of will the difficulty of Kenosis would not have
arisen, as it does not arise for the modern theologian who sees an
act of Kenosis possible because consistent with God's changeless and
holy will of love.
The same difficulty may be illustrated from the Christology of
Pope Leo. In the Tome Leo argues that the Kenosis demonstrates the
unchangeableness of God's will which cennot be deprived of its
benignity and which refused to be baffled by the wiles of the devil
aiming at the destruction of mankind. But for Leo it is not only
God's will that is unchangeable but the whole divine nature of which
it forms a part; hence, contrary to Scripture, he asserts that the
Kenosis entailed no loss of power or glory. Professor Bruce's eomment
on this passage from the Tome is very pertinent to our argument: "If
God's unchangeableness be secured by.the immutability of His loving
will, why guard His majesty in a way that tends to make His love a
hollow unreality? Why not let love have free course and be glorified,
even though its glorification sh&uld involve a temporary forfeiture
of another kind?"1 The answer is obvious enought for Leo not only
the divine will but the entiré divine nature is immutable.
This interpretation of Chalcedon, it may be said, does not

necessitate a rephraeiﬁg of the Definition for it is not laid down

1 Op.cit. pp.64-5.
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in what manner we are to conceive of God's nature. We need some
such word as.natﬁre but it must be capable of a dynamic interpreta-~
tion. There is nothing wrong with the intention Er meaning of
Chalcedon; what is wrong is the framework which employs categories
that do not yield to a Kenotic interpretation; and it must be
insisted upon that we are equally justified in using our own
categories as the ancients made use of theirs. There is nothing
sacrosanct about either terminology.

This question of the compatibility of Chalcedon with Kenotio
dogtrine has been discussed by 0.C. Quick in his Doctrines of the
Creeds and it may be fittingly reproduced here in support of the
view we have advocated in the préceding pages. The reason why, he
argues, the patristic theologians were unable to work out the
suggestions of a Kenotic Christology to be found in St. Paul's
Epistles is to be sought for in their "Hellenic conception of the
divine nature". To.follow the Kenosis would have been to lay them-
selves open to the charge of transgressing the fundamental principle
of the impassibility and changelessness of the Deity. "But if we
conceive God's changelessness to consist simply in the absolute
steadfastness of his perfect will of love, we can at once deny that
the self-limitation of the eternal Son in the historical manhood of
Jesus involves any real variableness in the deity; since it is the
consistency of God's love for man which is the very cause and ground

of the self-limitation." And he adds, "Anglicans at any rate can
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hardly be accused of heresy for appealing to the Bible against a

doctrine of the divine nature which, whatever its value, is certainly

"derived from extra-biblical sources“.1

We may therefore now proceed to see how Kenosis in the modern
sense emerées in poét-Reformation.theology with some confidence that
although thé subject of this thesis requires a re-interpretation of
Chalcedon in modern categories it is not fundamentally at variance

with this Christological statement.

1 0.C. Quick, Doctrines of the Creed, pp.143-4.
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It will be useful at this stage of our inquiry to recall the
discussion of the doctrine of Kenosis in the Fathers in chapter 4.
We saw there that although the Kenotic aspect of the Incarnation
was very much present to the minds of the Fathers there was no hint
of such a Kenosis as involves a diminution of the Logos. Even in
St. Cyril and in St. Hilaiy where there is the fundamental assertion
that it is the Kenosis which makes the Incarnation possible, it is.
seen as an act.on the part of the Logos relative to the Incarnation
only while He continues extra carnem to be as He always was. The
patristic Communicatio Idiomatum, as we have seen, does not involve
any real transfer of attributes to or from the divinity or the
humanity and is merely an exegetical device whereby divine and human
attributes are predicated of the divine Logos who is subject of both
natures. On such a view of the Incarnation Kenosis therefore involves
little more than Krupsisa the divine Logos "Hi& beneath a form of
earth",

We'are‘nowffé éééathatﬁin,modern Christology Kenosis implies
a much ‘more iadical';ﬂa dyﬁamie aét than mere concealment and
éennotes in one form or enother an actual subtraction of divinity
whereby, it is suppoéed, full humanity is made possible. It arises
first as an alternative to Krupsis in Lutheran Scholastic theology
where it is used as a Christological expedient to ease the diffieuity.
involved in the Lutheran sacramental doctrine of the ubiquity of our

Lord's body. But from this point it is seized upon as the fundamental
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principle of a new and distinctive type of Christology. We must
therefore first see how these two devices of Krupsis and Kenosis
emerge in Lutheran controversy before we turn to consider some of

the early Christologies in which Kenosis is elevated into a key

" principle of interpretation. For this purpose we shall draw upon

the two classic accounts of Dorner and Bruce for the long drawn-out
Krupsis-Kenosis controversy and upon the latter particu;arly for the

beginnings of Kenotic Chr-istoloéy.1

The Christology of Martin Luther -
forms a logical staftingbpoint.

Luther was not & systematic fheologian;.his powerful genius was
more religious than theological. Dorner would derive his Christology
from his doctrine of faith. For Luther faith is a divine~human thing -
and effects a unity between the divine and human. It is the fulfil-
ment of man's true and essential nature.. Human nature ia suaceptible.
to the divine 1life and the divine life longs to enter therein; faith
is the door of communication between the two. By faith we share the
divine life offered to us in Christ. It may be described as the
humanification of God and.the deifiéation of man. This faith is an
image of Christology of which the fundamental principle is the
intimate union of God and man in Christ. Luther was not content
to conceive of their union in the traditional manner as one that was
effected merely by the unity of the divine Ego but strove to bring
the two together into such a close and intimate union that, although

both natures remain essentially distinct, each becomes the other,

1 J.A. Dorner, Doctrine of the Person of Christ.
A.B, Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ.
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the human receiving and thereby fulfilling.itself in the divine and
the divine in condescending love entering into the human. God became
man in order that man might become God.

ILuther made use of the patristic fofmula of the Commmicatio
Idiomatum but in a new and different sense to accord more closely
with his own peculiar view of the Person of Christ. In the.hands
of the Fathers it was a mere exegetieal technique for the purpose of
cérrelating the two natures in the one Person. In the hands of Luther
and his followers it becomes a Christological principle which, how-
ever much its advocates may claim to be faithful to Chalcedon,
clearly modifies the Chalcedonian conditions 'perfect in Godhead...

perfect in manhood...truly God and truly man'. Idioma he used to

- cover all that pertains to the divine and human natures and these

he conceived to be reelly united in the personal union of the God-
maﬁ 80 that the divinity was actually communicated to the humanity
and the humanity to the divinity. The incarnation of God in Christ
once again ié mirrored in the act of faith. God in His love desires
to give Himself to man and man by faith cleaves to God. In Christ
the deity includes the man and man includes the deity. Both are
one in the new personal entity of the God-man. Thus it may be said
that Christ's manhood is divine, a distinct departure from Chalcedon.
Yet Dorner argues that whatever Luther may have said in unguarded
moments he intended nothing docetic in his Christology. He quotes
Luther as saying in the "Kirchenpostille".for Christmas Day: "We
ought to let Christ be a natural man, precisely such as we are, and

not make a difference between His nature and ours, save in the
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matter of sin and grace“.- He m%ght have become such a man as He is
now in His exalted state, but s;ch was His humility and condescension
that He assumed not. merely our limited bhumanity but our humanity in
its fallen state and became subject to death., Likewise he stresses
Chriét'e true human growth and development and insists that St. Iuke's
words must be taken in their strict literal sense. So also His
temptations were real, historical conflicts.

The question then arises as to how Luther was able to harmonise
the reality of Christ's human growth and conflicts with his principle
of the intimate union of the two natures which he undoubtedly con-
ceivéd 53 existing from the beginning of the Incarnation. In the
beginning he maintained a union in principle, essence or potency
only. In the state of exaltation an absolute interpenetration of
the two natures was complete, but in the interim there was a resting
or restraint on the part of the Logos relative to the free human
development. Actual God-manhood was the subject of a process, the
Logos actualising Himself in the humanity gradually as the latter
grew in susceptibility to the divine,

Such is Dorner's reading of Luther's Christology to which he is
greatly indebted for his own personal contribution to Christology.

It is possible, however, as against Dorner, to derive Luther's
Christology from the rigid position he took up in his Eucharistic
controversy with the Swiss theologian Zwingli. For Luther the

Eucharist meant the real, corporeal presence of the living, exalted
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Lord who wills to be present in, with and under the Bucharistic
elements., This implies the ubiquity of the Lord's body. But
ubiquity is a divine attribute whereas the possession of Body and
Blood is a human characteristic. He is therefore compelléd fé use
the Communicatio Idiomatum to cover a genuine transference of
attributes from Divinity to Humanity. His theory requires a Christ
with the divine attribute of ubiquity. For the sake of consistency
he must extend the principle to cover the entire incarnate life, but:
as this would produce a monophysite Christ contrary to the plain
facts of Scripture he is compelled to represent the union at the
beginning as simply a union in principle, essence or pofenoy which
only gradually actualises as the humanity dévelops and is not com-
pPletely actualised till the Exaltation. One wonders if this is
genuine Christology or merely a Christological necessity imposed by
Eucharistic doctrine, and one suepects that Luther was not really a
serious Christologian but only became one by accident by reason of
the Eucharistic Controversy. it is the plain fact that in the
hands of later Lutheran theologians Christology ceased to have any
independent life of its own and was reduced to dependent status on
the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrament; and this may well have
been a legacy from Iuther himself.

This too would explain the absence of any modification of
Chalcedonian orthodoxy in the Reformed Christology. The Swiss

theologians did not accept the 'in, with and under' partly because
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they held to the principle 'finitum non est capax infiniti' even

in the Incarnastion, partly because of their symbolic interpretation
of the key passage in the Gospels and partly because it offended
against Luther's (and their own) principle of justification by

faith alone. For these reasons they had no need to seek any particular
Christological refinement to make their Bucharistic doctrine reason-
able. To them the Eucharist was simply a commemoretion of Christ's
sacrifice. The divine and human natures of Christ were each
possessed of their own proper attributes. They therefore admit

the omnipresence -of Christ in His deity and His spiritual presence
in the Eucharist, but not His body which even after the Resurrection
was -only in one place at once.

The controversy was contimed by the Lutheran theologlans after
the death of Luther, The gﬁeat principle to be upheld was Christ's
corporeal presence in the Sacrament. Inevitably the doctrine of the
ubiquity of Christ's body led to differences of opinion, and to the
great controversy between Brentz and Chemnitz. John Brentz of
Wurtemburg vigorously opposed the Swiss idea that Christ's humanity
was the same as the humanity of men in general and stressed its
uniqueness by virtue of the personal presence and self-impartation
of the Logos in the God-man. God in His omnipresence is present to
all His creation but His union with the humanity in Christ is so
close and permanent that He has no existence apart from that humanity.

The humanity of Christ is exalted into the "majesty", i.e. the full
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divine nature of God by virtue of the Communicatio Idiomatum. But
whereas Luther had spoken of a mutual communication Brenfz concerns
himself merely with the 625400&5' of the man. He confidently affirms
that the fulness of the divine nature (majestas) is not incompatible
with the humanity as Zwingli maintained. Finitum capax infiniti.
This exaltation of the human includes the attribute of ubiquity
whereby Christ-is corporeally present in the Sacrament, though 3rentz
took exception to the term ubiquity which suggests extension in
space whereas he did not conceive the divine attribute of omni-
presence as local at all, but as a superiority over time and space.
Brentz again differs from Luther in maintaining that the possession
of the majestas on the part of the humanity was complete from the very
beginning of the Incarnation and consequently finds himself in diffi-
cult straits to explain the humility and self-gbasement of the
historical Christ; indeed the difficulty of all this early Lutheran
Christology is how the Logos kept Himself humen at all, i.e. within
the limits proper to the Incarnation. The self-emptying of Phil,.2
he refers to the God-man from the first moment of His existence. The
simultaneous exiétence of majestas and kenosis he explains by an act
of dissimulation: Christ dissembled, appeared to be other than He was.
This is to replace Kenosis by Krupsis and does not really go beyond
Cyril. Yet both are qualified when he says that it was not God's will
that Christ's humanity should always. 'be ;ubjeet to natural laws and

illustrates by Christ's walking on the sea. Generally however He was
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not omniscient or ubiquitous. Yet how can this be squared with

his fundamental posifion that the union of the Logos with the man-
hood was 80 close that the Logos does not exist apart from or outside
of the humanity? If the manhood possesses the full actuality of

the Logos how can it at the same time grow into and acquire this
actuality? '

While accepting the indissoluble unity of the Logos and the
humanity in Christ Martin Chemﬁitz of Brunswick opposed a real com-
manication of attributes; As in Reformed Christology each nature,
he maintains, retains its own proper attributes. The humen is not
susceptible to the divine so as itself to become divine. Finitum non
capax infiniti. The humanity of Christ is limited and nevex Secomes
infinite, It is however capable of receiving the divine as iron is
capable of light and heat although fire and iron are both distinct,
the fire never becoming the property of the iron. In some such
manner of "GP‘XF$97°"§ the human nature participates in the majestas
of the Logos. Thus the human can become present whenever the Logos
wills, This quality of ubiquity he describes an multipraesentia.

The controversy between Brentz and Chemnitz was followed. a
generation later by that between the theologiané of Tﬁhingen'and
Giessen in which the central issue was the relation between Christ's
majestas and His earthly humiliation, setween a fully Logos-centred
Christ and His historic manifestation. Both parties started from

the principle that the entire fulness of the divine nature was
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communicated by the Logos to the humanity of Jesus from the very
first moment of the Incarnation. Tye Tﬁb?ngeh theologians held
that the humanity of Christ is omnipotent, omniscient and omni-
'present and governs the world along with the Logos, even on the
Cross, even in the manger. But how ;as such a humanity compatible
with the reality and growth of the humanity? They adopted the
position of Brentz and made use of the principle of Krupsis. The
divine majesty is in full possession and use by the humanity but it
is screened from our eyes by the earthly veil of weakness and
humility es the sun is veiled by a dense cloud. The Giessen
theologians saw that this explanation reduced the whole of Christ's
earthly life to a dramatic show, a mere docetic seeming. They them-
selves however were able to give reality to the historic Life, that
is, treat the Kenosis seriously, only by modifyiﬁg the fundamental
premise of the Communicatio Idiomatum. They denied that the humanity
of Christ was ubiquitous or that it governed the world during its
earthly life, sufferings and death. The possibility (dunamis) of
these things was present in Christ's humanity and He occasionally
manifested them in act, but they denied the use of this potency
generally during the earthly sojourn. To the concealed use, Krupsis,
they opposed the principle of non-use, Kenosis.

In one sense the difference between Giessen and Tlibingen seems
fo be merely one of degree. It certainly fails to do justice to the

Gospel imsge of Christ, A humanity which has the full potency of
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the divine and can actualise that potency at will is mot true
humanity. Neither is there any real connexion between the humanity
of Christ which has divine potency and His ordinary humanity which
is presumably quite uninformed by divinity. It might be argued
therefore that we do not see God in the ordinary human historical
Christ.

On the othef hand it is plain that a new and radical step has
been taken in Christology by the Giessen theologians. In effect the
one-sided Lutheran application of the Communicatic Idiomatum is
reversed! The divinisation of the humanity is replaced by the
humanification of the divine. Instead of an addition to the humanity
there is a subtraction from the divinity. A new content has been
given to Kenosis: it is no longer merely a krupsis, a mere conceal-~
ment of the divine factor in the Incarnation, but a genuine diminution
or subtraction of divinity; a principle which once admitted might
henceforth be variously conceived as restraint, retraction, partial
withdrawal of divine attributes or complete self-emptying of the
Divine Logos in His incarnate state.

This new content of Kenoticism was not of course a discovery

of the Giessen theologians, but it begins to be unfolded after

|

Giessen. - Luther, Brentz and Tibingen alluse the category of
Krupsis, i.e, full possession but partial concealment. Giessen
explains the facts in terms of non-use by the Logos of the full

range of what it means to be the Logos, i.e. full possession but
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partial non-use. Again Giessen was restricted to problems
arising from the Bucharistic theology of the Lutherans. Later
Kenoticism was to deal with.the general problem of the conditions
of the Incarnation as such in the light of critical theory,

Kenosis, then, in the modern sense must be clearly distinguished
from the Xenosis of the Giessen theolbgians. It arose in the first
half of the nineteenth century, an age of historical resalism, in
which all thought is dominated by the principle of development.
Under the influence of the new historical criticism Theology was re-
discovering Luther's early intuition of Christ's reel humanity and
was no longer content to read Scripture by a doctrinal key. They
found the doctrine in Scripture itself, in St. Paul's teaching on
the Kenosis., Instead of being used merely to relieve an awkward
position in Christology Kenosis takes the place of the Lutheran
Majestas as a major principle of interpretation of the whole problem
of the Incarnation. The principle of Majestas gave a fully Logos-
centred Christ with all its attendant problems arising from the human,
historical Life; the principle of Kenosis still gives us a Logos-
centred Christ but depotentiated in some major way in order, it is
held, to accord more easily with the historic record.

The basic principle of Kenotic Christology may be stated thuss
The second Person of the Trinity, the eternal Logos, in order to
become incarnate and to live a truly human lifé'as described in the

Gospels, "reduced Himself to the rank and measures of humanity" (Bruce).
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his self-reduction may be conceived in a variety of ways:
First, the self—réduction may be only relative, that is,
relative to the Incarnation only, whilé the Logos continues
His oreative and sustaining work and retains all His divine
attributes in relation to the rest of the universe. In this
view, of course, there is nothing new for it would apply to
the Christology of St. Cyril; or, as in post-Giessen forms,
it may be absolute, taking place without any qualification
whatever so that from the beginning to the end of the Incarna-
tion the Logos "ié denuded of everything pertaining to Deity,
but its bare, naked, indestructible essence" (Bruce).
Secondly, the incarnate Person (the God-man) may be conceived
metamorphically, that is, the self-emptied Logos may take the
place of a human soul; or
it may be conceived dualistically, that is, it may be con-
joined with the human soul in the man Jesus.
Thirdly, the extent of the Kenosis may be variously conceived
80 as to produce different degrees of huﬁanity and divinity in
the God-man,

Professor Bruce gives four samples of what he calls "this

protean Christology" which he describes ass

(1) Avsolute Dualistic, represented by Thomasius;
(2) Absolute Metamorphic, " " Gess;

(3) Absolute Semi-metamorphic, " Ebrard;

(4) Real but Relative, " Martensen.
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(1) Thomasius claims to be true to the teaching of Scripture
and the doctrine of Chalcedon. The image of Christ in the Gospels
is that of a genuinely human personality: Jesus is a man. But the
Gospels also represent Jesus as more thah man., He spsaks of Himself
as standing in a peculiar relation to God., His pre-existence is
asserted: He was the Logos who was in the beginning and was with
God and was God., Yet there are not two egos in Christ, but only
one, who is conscious at the same time of His divine origin and
of Eié human existence. The personal subject of the Incarnation
is therefore the Ego of the Son of God, and the Incarnation is to
be regarded as the assumption by the Son of God of human nature in
its integrity and as the self-limitation of the Son of God in the
act of assuming human nafure. The self-limitation is necessary in
order to bring about an equipollence of the two natures and so to
give its rightful piaee fo the humanity. For without such a self=-
limitation the mutual relation of the tw& united natures would involve
a certain duality. The divine would encompass the human, would far
outreach it in scope of knowledge, life and sctivity. The conscious-
ness of the Logos per se would not coincide with that of the historical
Chriét but would, as it were, hover over it, and there would thus be
no true incarnation.

The personality of Christ, therefore, is a divine-human person-
ality. While the Son of God continues to be essentially Himself,
though self-limited, He is now also a human Ego. Christ is the

personal unity of divine essence and humankind, the.manwho is God.
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Furthermore, the two natures are preserved entire and distinct,
for God is not destroyed by self-limitation, Self-limitation is
an act of will, therefore not negation but rather affirmation of
existence. Self-emptying is an act of self-determination. On the
other hand, the humanity too remains intact for it is assumed
entire, with a reasonable soul as well as a body. Hence the claim
of Thomasius to be in harmony with Chalcedon. "

Likewise he claims to be in agreement with Scripture. For the
Son of God Inecarnation involved a self-emptying, not indeed. of that
which is éssential to Deity in order to be God, but of the divine
manner of existence, and of the divine glory which He had from the
beginning with the Father, and which He manifested in governing the
world. Such is the view demanded by the evangelic history; for on
no other view is it possible to conceive how, for example, Christ
could sleep in the storm on the Sea of Galilee, What real sleep
could there be for Him, who as God not only was awake, but on the
anti-Kenotic hypothesis as ruler of the world, brought on, as well
as stilled, the storm? This ié expressed in true scriptural vein
and is quite acceptable, but when he begins to speculate on the
abandonment of the divine attributes involved in the Kenosis he
raises a serious problem for Christology.

Thomasius distinguishes between those attributes of God which

are essential such as those of absolute holiness and love which the

Son of God retained in His incarnation and those which are merely
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relative, expressive of His free relation to the world which He

has made, such as omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence. He
supposes that God can part with these attributes and still be God.
The incarnate Christ was not omnipotent. The miracles of Christ,

for example, were wrought by the power of the Holy Spirit, and-proved

not Christ's divine nsture, but only His divine mission. Neither was

' He opniscient or omnipresent. The Son of God had parted with all

these attributes in becoming man. Here Thomasius adopts a position
which many Christologians have found difficult to accept.. Apart
from the somewhat dubious metaphysics, it involves on the part of
the incarnate Lord a complete severance from His cosmic and
Trinitarien life. It is held that both Church tradition and
Scripture are against it. Bishop Gore writess '""To begin witﬁ,

it must reckon with a weight of Church judgment such as no thought-
ful Christian, Catholic or Protestant, can underrate. But more
than this: it is opposed to the fairly plaiﬁ implications of the
very apostolic writers who impress upon us the reality of the
Kenosis, St. Paul and the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews;
while, on the ground of reason, the assumption of the surrender

on the part of the Son of such a divine function as that of
mediating the procession of the Holy Ghost, or such a cosmic
function as maintaining the universe in being and unity, is in
itself so tremendous that nothing short of a positive apostolic

statement could drive one to contemplate it".1

1 C. Gore, Dissertations, p.189.
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(2) The Kenotic theory of Gess, like that of Thomasius, stands
like a great landmark in the history of Kenotic doctrine. It is
even more daringly expressed for whereas Thomasius posited a dis-
tinction between essential and relative attributes of the Deity of
wvhich the latter were abandoned by the Son of God when He became
man, Gess disallows the distinction and remarks that if the doctrine
of Kenosis has t0 be built on such an insecure foundatian, it is in
a bad way. For Gess nothing less than a distinction between the
divine person and the divine nature is required. In other words all
the divine attributes, essential as well as relative, are abandoned
by the Son of God in becoming man.

Gess represents the Incarnation under three scriptural aspects:
(1) as an outgoing from the Father; (ii) as a desceﬂt from heaven,
and (iii) as a becoming flesh., The result of the first was not to
dissolve the mutual indwelling of the Father, Son and Spirit, but to
suspend the influx of the eternal life of the Father .who has life
in Himself into the Son with the result that the Son pro tempore
ceased to have life in Himself. By the descent from heaven is
signified the humiliation or Kenosis of which the Apostle speaks.
This, according to the most natural interpretation of his words,
indicates a transition on the part of the Logos incarnate from a
state of equality with God into a state of dependence and need, a
laying aside of His pre-temporel glory and of the life which is
independent and self-sufficient and of which omniscience and omni-

potence are attributes. But He parted with the immanent or essential



135

attributes aé well as the relative. According to Gess the Logos

in becoming man suffered nothing less than the extinction of His
eternal self-consciousness to regain it after many months as a
human, gradually developing consciousness, sometimes as in child-
hood, in sleep, in death, possessing no self—éonsciousness at all,
This is involved in becoming flesh. His personal soul developed
pari passu with the development of His physical organism. His life
at first was a purely natural life; then it became & personal, self-
conscious life; and at the close of His human development the body
of His flesh became transformed into a glorious body, i.e. a body
fitted to become the perfect organ of the Logos once more restored
to the fulness of divine life.

Throughout His incarnate life the divine life was present in
potency for the Logos essence remained unchangeable. The attributes
of omniscience, omnipotence and omnipresence were present in an
inactive state, and could not become active so long as the moving
-power, the eternal self-consciousness itself was not present. How
then did the Logos attain to His original self-consciousness? 1t
was not by recollection, for a clear and constant recollection would
be incompatible with a life of faith. Nor was it entirely by
reflexion and inference exercised on the Old Testament, although
this was undoubtedly one means towards His self-knowledge. Christ
was born a Jew and this made it possible for Him to attain to a

knowledge of Himself as divine by a truly human development. But
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there must have been besides a certain latent instinct. 4s the
prophet knows that God has called him, so the knowledge possessed
by Jesus of the secret of His person was based upon the peculiarly
intimate fellowship which subsisted between His Father and Himself;
while the recollection of pre-existence might occasionally flash
through into His humen consciousness. '"As to when the attainment
of a clear self-consciousness came to Him it cannot be precisely_
determined. The morning twilight of His self-knowledge appeared
when He was a boy of twelve years;.the perfect day had arrived by
the time He went forth to commence His ministr&. Between 12 and
30 the great mystery of godliness, God manifest in the flesh, had
become fully revealed to the incarnate mystery Himeelf".1

Thus according to Gess the Logos became a human soul and
thereby the presence qf another soul, as in the theory of Thomasius,
was rendered superfluous. This theory of the depotentiation of the
Word to the status of a human soul is strongly presented by Gess,
but it carries three inferences which do not receive general
acceptance. First, and most serious, is the total abandonment of

all the divine attributes. Secondly there is the cessation of the

- Son's cosmic status and function within the Blessed Trinity against

which, as we have noticed in the case of Thomasius, there are strong
objections. The third inference implied in our Lord's.true human
development is the peccability of Jesus. It certainly seems diffi-

cult to avoid such an inference if it be held that Christ's humanity

1 cit. A.B. Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ, p.147.
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is consubstantial with ours. There has, however, always been a
strong ecclesiastical tradition against it. On the other hand the
posse peccare, as involved in Christ's assumption of our fallen

- human nature, has received expression right throughout the Christian
era, and thé;e-is ho doubt»that several modern theologians of the
highest standing would endorse it. To this extent the magnificent
and daring theory of Geas is less open to objection than was
formerly the case,

(3) The Kenotic theory of Ebrard is expounded in "A Work on
Christian Dogmatics" published in 1851-52., It is a distinct type
énd a contribution of the Reformed Commmion. Ebrard agrees with
Gess in making the incarnate Logos take the place of a human soul.
The eternal Son of God in becoming man gave up the form of eternity
and in full self-limitation assumed the existence-form of a human
life-centre. This self-reduction, however, does not amount to a
depotentiation of the Logos, as in the theory of Gess. In fact
Kenosis in Ebrard comes very close to Krupsis when he argues that
the Son of God in becoming man underwent not a loss, but rather a
disguise, of His divinity. His Kenosis suggests a deployment- of
the divine powers to meet a new situation when he says that fhé
divine properties were retained but were possessed only in the'
time-form appropriate to a human mode of existence. The Logos, in
assuming flesh, exchanged the form of God, i.e. the eternal manner

of being, for the form of a man, i.e. the temporal manner of being.
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Christ did not lay aside His'omnipotence, omniscience and omni-
presence, but He retained them in such a way that they could be
expressed or manifested, not in reference to the collective universe
but only in reference to the particulaiities of time and space.
Omnipotence remained, but in an qpplied form, as an unlimifed power
to work miracles; omniscience remained in an applied form as an
unlimited power to see through all objects which He wished to see
through; omnipresence remained in an applied form as an un;imited
power to transport Himself whither He would. As the incarnate Son
of God He had dominion over nature, not, indeed, in the form of
world-governing omnipotence but in the form of omnipoténce applied
to particular eases in particular times and places. He no longer‘
possessed eternal. emniscience, but in reference to particular
objects He possessed a knowledge which, compared with that of sin-
ful man, is altogether supernatural. In‘walking on the sea He
worked a miracle of applied omnipresence. In this way Ebrard
attempts td shew how the divine and human attributes which -
constitute the two natures can co-exist in the same person without
cancelling each other. Christ is not partly man and partly God,
but wholly men. The powers of the eternal Godhead revealed them-
éelves in Christ, not alongside of the powers of His humanity, not
as superhuman, but IN the powers of His humanity; powers which were
supernatural in that they exceeded the capacities of human nature

as depraved by sin, Existing in an applied form the divine attributes
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are truly human. Applied ommnipotence is simply the domination
of spirit over néture, which belongs to the true idea of man.
Applied omniscience is the domination of spirit over the objects
of knowledge to which man was originally destined. Applied omni-
presence, the power to be where one wills, is simply the-dominétion
of the spirit over the natural body, which man was designed to
attain, the body in its ultimate idea not heing a foreign burden
subject to elemental infiuences,-but a free projection of the soul
in space, released from all subjection tb the elements, to death
or to the law of gravitation.

Somewhat surprisingly Ebrard ascribes to the incarnate Christ
a posse peccare., Christ learns obedience by its practice under
trying circumstances and He gains heavenly glory as a reﬁard of His
filial virtue. All this is demanded by the time-form of existencé.
In these respects his theory is similar to that of Gess., Yet
essentially it is quite different. The theory of Gess is thoroughly
anthropocentric: the theory of Ebrard is theocentric, almost
Apollinarian in appearance.
(4) In the theory of the Danish bishop Martensen the depotentiation
of the Logos is only relative to the Incarnation itself, He dis-
tinguishes between the Logos revglation and the Christ revelation.
Through Him the divine life flows into creation. He is the ground
of all reason in the world. In the fulness of time the eternal

Word became flesh as Mediator, Saviour and revesler of God t0 men.



140

This, however, does not medan that with the Incarnation the eternal
Logos ceased to exist in His general world-revelation. In the
divine economy the Son of God has s two-fold exigtence: as Logos
He pervades and upholds the whole of created nature, and as the
incarnate Christ He demonstrates the divine grace and works man's
redemption. Bishop Gore aptly describes it as £he theory of the
double 1life of the Word, a characterisation'which seems justified
by the following passages from Martensen:

"In that He thus lived as a man, and as "the Son of Man"
possessed His deity solely under the conditions imposed by a human
individuality in the limited forms of a human consciousness, we may
undoubtedly say of Him that He lived in humiliation and poverty,
because He had renounced that majestic glory by which, as the omni-
potent Logos, He irradiates the entire creatione.....

"We are to see in Christ, not the naked God, but the fulness
of Deity framed ;n the ring of humanityj not the attributes of the
divine nature in their unbounded infinitude, but the divine
attributes embodied in the attributes of human nature (Communicatio
Idiomatum). Instead of the omnipresence we have that blessed
presence, concerning which the God-man testifies, "He that seeth
me seeth the Father" (John 149); in the place of omniscience comes
the divinely human wisdom which reveals to babes the mysteries of
the Kingdom of Heaven; in the place of the world-creating omnipotence

enters the world-vanquishing and world-completing power, the infinite
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power and fuiness of love and holiness in virtue of which the God-man
was able to testify, "All power is given to me in heaven and on
earth" (Matt, 2810).

"Still, there are not two Sons of God, but one Son; Christ did
not add a new second Son to the Trinity; the entire movement takes
place within the circle of the Trinity itself, At the same time,
it must be allowed that the Son of God leads in the economy of the
Father a two-fold existence; that He lives a double life in His
world-creating and in His world-completing activity. As the pure
Logos of Deity, He works through. the kingdom of nature by His all-
pervading presence, creates the pre-suppositions and conditions of
. the revelation of His all-completing love. As the Christ, He works
through the kingdom of grace, of redemption and perfection, and
points back to His pre-existence (John Bse, 175)".1

Unfortunately Martensen makes no attempt to reconcile the
duality of the life of the Logos with the unitj of Christ's per-
sonality, and rests content with its faithfulness to Scripture.

He thus lays himself open to the charge he makes against the old
Lutherans who introduced the monstrosity of a Christ who as a child
in the cradle secretly carried on the govermment of the world and
at the same time in His human nature grew in knowledge and wisdom.
Such a grotesque representation he contends annuls the unity of

the person, two parallel series of conscious states are introduced

without any connexion between them. Yet Martensen himself is in no

1 cit. C. Gore, Dissertations, pp.192-3.
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better case in so far as he does not shew the possiﬁility of such
a double life as he sets forth and its compatibility with the
unitary personality of Christ.

"It is admitted on all hands", writes Professor Brucé, "that
every Christological theory must be reckoned a failure which does
not faithfully reflect the historical image'of Jesus as depicted in
the Gospels and allow Him to be as He appears there, a veritable,
though not a mere man".1 "It must be equally admitted that in the
entire history of Christian doctrine no Christology has succeeded
8o well in this respect as Kenoticism, as the foregoing theories
plainly shew, But it is also true that we must see God in Christ;
and it is plain_from these theories that the difficulty of Kenotic
Christology lies in clearly presgnting the-divine aspect of the
incarnate Life, or at least in reconciling the two. But is this
not the peremnial difficulty of all Christology, to find a formula
which will do justice to both aspects, the human and the divine?
And with its undoubted religious power and its faithfulness to
Scripture it can surely be said that the principle of Kenosis is
a great gain to Christology. It is'not surprising, therefore, that
Kenotic Christology did not cease after its first flowering in
continental theology but entered upon a new and fruitful phase
in British theology. To this new phase of development in Kenotic
thought it mey be said that four fundamental questions were

_ bequeathed by Post-Reformation Kenoticisms

1 A.B. Bruce, op.cit., p.135.
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(1) 1Is the very idea of Kenosis compatible with the ancient
doctrine of the Divine Immutability?
(2) Of what exactly did Christ empty Himself when He became
incarnate?
(3) 1Is the Kenosis capable of meeting the needs of man's
redemption? Do we see God in the Kemotic Christ reconciling the
world unto Himself?
(4) TIs Kenoticism compatible with Trinitarian doctrine?

These four questions must Se squarely faced by all future

Christology.



HISTORICAL3

(D) Modern Kenotic Views in British Theology
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The Kenotic tradition in British theology may find a
convenient starting-point in the Christolofy of DR. A.M. F'AIRBAIRN1
who introduced a form of doctrine very similar to that of Thomasius
in Germany.

The purpose of the Incarnation of the Son of God was to
exhibit the true nature which created human natures were intended
‘t0 realise. Of all God's acts of grace it is the one that becomes
Him most and would have taken place even apart from the accident
of sin. It invoived a supreme renunciatién, a Kenosis. There could
be no real agsumption of the form of a servant without the renounc-
ing of the form of God. Here he adopts the Thomgsian distinction
between the physical (relative or éxternal) and moral (immanent or
internal) attributes of the Godhead. The external attributes of |
omnipotence, omniscience and omnipresence are withdrawn whereas
the internal attributes of truth and love remain. The external
are under the command of the internal; omnipotence, for example,
has no meaning aﬁart from chgractgr. The external attributes by
themselves might make a Creator, but not a Deity; the ihternal
attributes would make out of the Creator a Deity. The former
could be surrendered, but not the latter; indeed within the
Incarnation God may seem the morg,Godlike'if He limits, restrains
or veils the external attributes. That which marks the whole life
of Deity is the regulation of His physical by His ethical attributes.

The lesser qualities of Godhead were renounced in order to the
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realisation of the more Godlike qualities,

The preparation for such an act as the Incarnation is already
to be found in creation where time overrides His eternity, respect
for freedom His omnipotence, the physical universe His ubiquity.
The Incarnation does no more violence to the physical attributes
of God than creation does. The one continues the process begun
in the other, but raises it to the level of personal union.’

Like Thomasius he claims to be true to the doctrine, .of
Chaicedon and he is perhaps more successful in effecting the union
of the two natures. He maintains the distinctness of the two
natures in Christ but insists that their integrity must not be
developed into antagonism or incompatibility. Because of their
kinship and affinity a real and reciprocal communicatio i&iomatum
is possible. The humanity is not superseded or diminished by the
Deity, but rather realised and enlarged, while the Deity is not
lessened by.the humanity but actualised and made articulate. For
the purpose of the Incarnation the manhodd was capaeble of receiving
the Godhead and the Godhead was capable of personal union with man-
-hood. Thus, in a sense, a double incaination was achieved of both
manhood and Godhead., "In Him humanity was realised before God and
revealed to man; in Him God was revealed to man by Godhead being
realised before him“.1

We shall find Fairbairn's distinction (following Thomasius)

between the internal and external attributes of Godhead and his ¥

1 Op.cit., p.479.
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anticipation of the Incarnation in Creation very relevant to the
Kenotic argument in chapter 8.

Dr. Fairbairn was closely followed by  CHARLES GORE, pre-
eminent theologian and historian of doctrine, and it is to him more
than any other that is due the place and importance of Kenosis in
British Christology. His thinkiné on this subject is controlled
throughout by two governing considerations: truthfulness to the
historical facts and faithfulness to the great ecumenical decisions
of the Church. He sets forth two extreme views only to reject them
on historicel grounds. The first is the "a priori, dogmatical and
unhistorical view that Christ's human mind was from the first moment
of the Incarnation and continuously flooded with complete knowledge
and with the glo;y of the beatific vision, so that He never could
really grow in knowledge or be. ignorant of anything, or be person-

ally in any perplexity or doubt".1

The second he describes as the
"a priori, humanitarian and also unhistorical view that The Son in
becoming man ceased to be eonscious of His own eternal sonship and
became, not merely a human, but a fallible and peccable teaoher".2
Intermediate between these two extreme views he places the
Leonine juxtaposition theory which has been referred to as the two-
nature theory, namely, that during our Lord's earthly life He

possessed both a divine and a human consciousness whereby He acted

and spoke now as God and now as man. This view also Gore firmly

1 C. Gore, Dissertations, p.95.

2 op-cit. ppo95-6.
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rejects,

It is Gore's conviction that the Son of God while remaining
conscious of His Sonship assumed human nature, lived under properly
human conditions and thereby ceased from the exercise of those
divine functions and powers, including the divine omniscience, which
would have been incompatible with a truly human experience. Jesus
Christ was, and is, personally God made man. "The Son of God really
became and lived as Son of Man...A real self-emptying ﬁas involved
in the Incarnation...He, the Christ, the Son of God, was personally
living, preying, thinking, speaking and acting ~ even working

miracles - under the limitations of mgnhood".1

Yet the abandonment
by Christ of His divine prerogatives and powers is not absolute, but
relative to the Incarnation; by which he means that while we must
hold ténaciously to the reality of Christ's humiliation "we must be
content to hold that, even in a way we cannot conceive, this state
of limitation within the sphere of the humanity must have been
compatible with the exercise in another sphere, by the same divine
person, of the fulness of divine power".2

This position, as Gore himself admits, seems to imply thinking
of the Incarnation after the manner of Bishop Martensen's theory
of the double life of the Word - the personal life of the Word is
lived from two centres of being. This is a difficult conception

and is felt most acutely in relation to Christ's human knowledge.

We have already noticed that the interpretation of the view of St.

1 Op.&ity, p.203.
2 Ibi‘du’ p.204.
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Cyril on our Lord's humen knowledgé on which we can most confidently
rely is that it was only apparently limited: in the words of
Lebreton, "ce n'est pas une veritable ignorance".1 Such a view
involved for St. Cyril an abandonment of the principle of Kbnosis

in the moral and intellectual spheres qf the Incarnate Life. By
contrast, Bishop Gore adheres to the principle of Kenosié without
reservation throughout the Incarnation. Thus with regard to His
human knowledge, He expresses surprise; He asks for information;

He confesses ignorance of the day and hour of His second coming.
As‘a result, however, Gore is faced with the difficulty, which does
not arise with Cyril, of reconciling our Lord's human ignorance with
His contiﬁuing omniscience in the Trinitarian life of God. How
could the one etepnal Sonlkndw in one sphere and not kmow in the
other? He is obliged to leave the problem unsolved, but he offers
certain considerations to assist us in this diffioculty.

First he argues that the difficulty is neither desperate nor
unique., There are deep antinomies in physical science which are
just as baffling to the scientist and if, urges Gofe, there are
such mysteries in what is below us, it_is t0o be expected that deeper
mysteries are inwolved.in.the spiritual world which is above and
beyond us. Then he suggests that it is along the line of sympathy
and love that we can best hope to understand the mystery. "Sympathy,

love", he says, 'this is the keynote of the Incarnation.....here.....

1 This view has the support of Lebreton, Liébaert, G.L. Prestige,

"A.B. Bruce and H.E.W., Turner, and many other authorities could
be added.
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we have something analogous to a double.life, and a double life
which affects the intellect as much as any of our powers. To
sympathise is to put oneself in another's place. Redemptive
sympathy is the act of the greater and better putting himself at

the point of view of the lower and the worse. He must not abandon
his owmn higher standing-ground if he is to benefit the object of his
compassion; but remaining essentially what he was he must also find
himself in the place of the lower; he must come to look at things

as he looks at them; he must learn things over again from his point
of view, This is...how Origen would have us understand the mystery
of the divine condescension. It is the grown one learning to speak
as a child: it is the Divine putting Himself at the point of view

of the human". And again: "All real sympathy of the unconditioned
for the con@itioned demands, as far as we can see, real self-
limitation“.1' Gore's final suggestion to aid us in the consideration
of the mystery is one which we shall find very pertinent to our
Kenotic argument in chapter 8. God's self-limitation is evidenced
in His relation to nature and man as a whole. In nature God allows
each form of life to realise itself in its own way, and this respect
for His creatures is seen most of all in His relation to man to whom
He allows a real, if limited; freedom and from whom He prefers to
receive free as distinct from mechanical service. God respects the
free nature of man which He has created and therefore restrains His

own power, and even His own fore-knowledge. All such considerations,

1 opocit., pp0218-20’
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he concludes, "prevent our reason...from falling back simply
baffled before the facts, in the way of limitation of divine
knowledge, presented by the Incarnation of the Son of God".1

This unrounded and tentative solution of the problem bears all
the marks of a scientific conclusion. As Archbishop Ramsey remarks,
Gore was not concerned to propound a metaphysigal theory but to give
due prominence to the historical fact of Christ's human limitations
and to demonstrate the necessity of "some view" of the operation of
the divine consciousness which does not imply that it overrideé
them. For him such a view demanded "some sort of Kenosis".2

Bishop Gore leaves an hiatus between the Self-emptying, the
limited condition of the Son as Incarnate, and the unlimitedﬂexercise'
of all the cosmic functions of the Eternal Word. An attempt was made
to syn£heeeise the two by FRANK WESTON in hié book "The One Christ".
Bishop Weston objected to the view of a wall of separation between
the Logos in glory and the Logos in manhood. The subject of the
Incarnate Life is a divine Person and His incarnation in no way
interfered with His triniterian life. The Kenosis by which the
Incarnation took place was a céniinuous gelf-limitation, a self-
restraint exercised continuously throughout the whole of the
Incarnate Life, and even extended to His relation qua Incarnate
to the Father. There is no prior act of self-abandonment as in

most Kenotic theories, whether absolute as in the case of Gess or

1 Opucity, p.224.

2 A.M. Ramsey, From Gore to Temple, p.34.
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partial as in the theory of Dr. Fairbairn. The measure of self-
restraint involved is the degree to which humanity at its highest
level is able to mediate the divine life., As St. Irenaeus wrotes
"He filled the manhood with as much of the Godhead as it Qas able
to bear'". And this‘is a progressive process fér 88 the humanity
grows and develops so also does its ability to reflect the life of
the Logbs, a thought which we shall find developed by P.T. Forsyth
who envisages a plerosis of the manhood parallel with the Kenosis
of Godhead. But while thus gelf—restricted in the incarnate sphere
He is freé and unlimited in the eternal. The following extracts
from his eminently readable book may help to summarise his position.

"His manhood is in all points like our own éxcept in the matter
of sin. Taken from the womb of the Virgin Mary in the power of the
Holy Ghost, by a miracle, it came into the world sinless; and being
from the moment of its conception united with the eternal Son of
God it rémained without spot of sin. But in every other respect
His manhood is like ours, having the same natural weaknesses and
limitations that hinder us" (p.151). |

He came to exhibit manhood to God: therefore He was content
-$0 accept "the limitations that are proper to and normal in man"
(p.152). But it was to exhibit manhood at its best with all those
excellencies that are possible to it when constituted in God the
Son, the creative Word: "Ideal manhood is manhood dependent upon
God, and God-aided" (p.152). |
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"The Person who became incarnate is purely divine....He is
of oné substance with the Father, God of God.....His Incarnation
in no way interferes with His true life in'the eternal Godhead,
or hinders Him from His divine activities in the universe. He
remains true Word of God, 'upholding all things by the word of His
power'™ (p.149). His in@arnation does not involve the absolute
abandonment of any one of the attributes of His divinity. Weston's
pogition in contrast to Gore is thus made clear.

Combining these truths we must say that '"the Incarnate Son
must at every moment live under a law of self-restraint as to all
His divine powers, in some measure., The measure of the self-
restraint is the capacity of -the perfect manhood to receive,
assimilate and manifest divine power"., He must not pass the limits
of manhﬁod's capacity. '"Within the relations of the Incarnate we
think of the law of self-restraint as applied continuously, as it
were momentarily; but.none the less it is absolute, putting out of
action whatever measure of divine power that manhood cannot
mediate" (p.152). His self-restraint was not the same at every
stage of development. - "It varied as the capacity of His manhood
varied. As His human soul grew and developed, so did its capacity
widen, and the degree of His self-restraint was always determined
by the state of His human soul" (p.154). Thus the Incarnate state
is one-of progress at every moment.

This continuous self-restraint, Dr. Mascall aptly points out,
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provides a conception of the highest value in the interpretation
of the Incarnationt "For, when we consider the incarnate Lord
moving towards his passion, with all the anguish both of body and
of soul that it brings with it, we see him not just undergoing the
consequences of an irrevocable past decision but accepting stage
by stage a whole series of sufferings of increasing intensity,
which culminate in the unimaginable desolation of the Fourth Word
from the Cross and from which he is perfectly free physically to

escape".! Mascall quotes Matt. 267> and John 101718

in support,
though the textual evidence for the former is rather insecure.2
This is a strong point, Sut whether it is a more realistic inter-
pretation than the Kenotic view is a matter of opinion. But it
has an advantage in another respect in tha£ it enables a smoother
'transition from the state of humiliation to that of glorification
which, as Mascall remarks, has proved difficult for more than one
Kenotic theory.

Weston maintains that his own view of the Incarnate Christ
"is far truer than that of the Athanaéians and Cyrillines who
postulate as égo the unlimited Logos, or Word, arguing for an
unreal relation of Him to a growing manhood, thus requiring two
centres of activity within the one Incarnate being. So again, it

is far truer than the advanced Kenotic view which merely substitutes

for the unlimited Logos the self-abandoned Son of God. Such a

1 E.L. Mascall, Christ, the Christian and the Church, p.30.
2  McNeile, Comm. on St. Matthew, p.395.
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theory leaves too much to menhood to accomplish in its own power,
while it does not save us from the dual centre of activity"
(p.160).

Whether Weston hihself succeeds in rescuing the Incarnate Logos
from such a "dual centre of activity" must be decided by a careful
consideration of the relevant passages ffom which the following may
be quoted here.

"We postulated the distinction between the eternal, universal
relations of the Son of God, and the new, particular relationships
that -make up the world of the Incarnate and His redeemed people.

In the former sphere we found all the unlimited activities of the
eternal Son for all time, activities from which.He.has never ceased;
and among them we found the promulgation of the law of self-emptying
which He imposed upon Himself: the law of self-restraint that was to
make poasible the second set of relationships; the sphere of the
Incarnation.

"Within the sphere of the Incarnation we found the eternal Son
living under that law of self-restraint, by which the limits of His
. manhood at every moment are constituted as the limits of His con-
sciousness and freedom as Incarnate Son of God. We saw Him uncon-
scious of any self that is too great to be mediated by the human
soul that He had joined to Himsélf; He who is God, possessing all
the attributes of God, lives entirely and utterly under conditions

of manhood.  Apart from His manhood He has no existence as incarnate,
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although all the while He lives and reigns in the eternal sphere
as the unlimited Word of the F‘ather“.1

What Weston's doctrine really amounts to is summarised by
Professor H.E.W. Turner in an Article in the Expository Times,
Vol.lxxii, pp.277-9. Turner writess "Without alteration or sub-
traction the Logos is from eternity to eternity a constituent member
of the Holy Trinity. This set of relationships persisfs. But in
Time' He becomes incarnate adding to Himself a human nature with a
new corresponding set of relatiomnships. The measures of this

humenity He allows to prevail over Himself snd thus manifests Him-

self during the Incarnation no longer as the Logos simpliciter but

as the self-limited Logos". The problem for Weston and for us is
to understand how the Logos simpliciter can at the éame time be
the subject of the self-limited Incarnate life. HEe offers many
analogies to shew the possibility of a single subject in a duality
of relationships but they all fail to shew the simultaneity of both
relationships. Indeed Weston can only fall back upon the ommi-
potence of God and a "recognition of the plain facts of the Gospel
narrative" and has to admit that "the Holy Spirit has not given us
a revelation concerning the cénception of a single person as the
centre of two sets of relatibnships at the same moment" (p.187).
It cannot be said therefore that Weston effectively removes the

hiatus left by Martensen and Gore.

1 F. Weston, The One Christ (1914 ed.) pp.324-5.
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Weston's difficulty is that which faces every theologian
who would seek to interpret the traditional Christology in a
modern idiom. Weston's habit of thinking is patristic and
metaphysical whi;e he expounds his Christology in modern psycholo-
gical categories. It is true he has occasional lapses as when he
says of our Lord "He who suffered is actually the Son of God
Himgelf" yet He "suffered only in respect to human nature" (p.208)
and with respect to the Kenotic view of thé Passion and Cross he
says we must avoid "the extreme Kenotic position in which we can
see no divine power at all" (p.210).~ One wonders what other power
there is to see 'when we survey the wondrous cross' save 'love so
amazing'!, the power of omnipotent love. In these instances Weston
seems still tainted with the ancient metaphysic! But thdt he is
not entirely successful in the new Christological method is no
diseredit, and we do not by any means align ourselves with JiS.
Lawton who in "Conflict in Christology“.reéards the attempt to re-
state the traditional Christology in modern terms as "fundamentally
misconceived" (Turner). On the contrary, as we argue in this

thesis, such an attempt is both laudable and necessary and Weston's

book is a most praise-worthy pioneer attempt in this new Christologi-

- cal method. Along with the great contemporary work of P.T. Forsyth

it must be regarded as one of the greatest books of the century in
the field of Christology.

Ppofessor Turner has said that Weston's theory "does not pigeon-
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hole at all easily". 1Is it a Kenotic theory? It is noticeable
that Weston's main strictures upon Kenoticism are directed against
the "advanced Kenotic view" and Vincent Taylor seems to accept it
a8 a Kenotic theory., Weston himself describes the process of a
continuous self-limitation of the Logos a "real self-emptying", and
there are many kenotic touches besides: the Incarnate Christ holds
communion with His Father through His human soul, His state in
glory is but a "meﬁory", His self-restraint is absolute "putting
out of action whatever measure of divine power that manhood cannot
mediate." Yet we feel that Weston does not fully strike the
"characteristic chord of Kenoticism: 'He became poor'. He never
speaks unambiguously of Jesus as a man and humanity is generally
concelved as a set of relations. He equates 'the law of self-
emptying' with 'the law of self-restraint' though the content of
Kenosis is normally richer than mere restraint. A continuous
Krupsis in the incarnate sphere would seem to fit his theory
equally well, Perhaps Professor Turner comes nearest the mark in
describing his Christology as "a slightly kenoticised form of the
Enhypostasia". Christ is able to live a human life because all
the constituent elements of perfect humanity are already present
in Him. In the incarnate sphere he lives a truly human life by
reducing Himself to the human constituents of which He is already
possessed while exercising all His aivine prerogatives and powers

extra carnem. At several points Weston's language is strongly
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reminiscent of the ancient doctrine of Enhypostasia. But whether
Kenotic or Enhupostatic the chief defects remain: it does‘not
effectively synthesise the Unlimited Logos with the Self-limited
ngos who is subject of thg'Incarnate life and so does not really
take us beyond the position of Bishop Gore; and it fails to do
justice to the humanity of Christ "consubstantial with ours". This
is clearly illustrated in his treatment of Christ'!s human knowledge
on which subject most theologians would prefer to take their stand
with Gore rather than with Weston., |

The difference between the two approaches of Gore and Weston
to the subject of the human knowledge of Christ may be put very
simply. Both'start from the axiom of Christ's sinless perfection
but whereas Gore allows the Gospel facts to speak for themselves
and so reproduces the truth-to-human-life of the historical portrait,
Weston interprets each fact in the light of his theory and paints a
final picture which many would feel is not entirely true to the'
Gospel history. Each moment in the life of our Lord from His birth
onward reveals a little extra of the divinity of the Logos in re-
lation to the growing human capacity, each moment is full of its
serene perfection in the gradually accumulating picture of total
divine-human perfection. On the question of Christ's knowledge of
the Father we are told that "at each stage of His growth He had the
highest possible knowledge of the Father and of His relation with

the Father, and with those to whom the Father had sent Him, that
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such a human soul, at its stage of development, could possibly
mediate. And this knowledge we call the Beatific Vision, the
Vision of God" (p.212) and "it is impossible to conceive of the
Eternal Word ever losing the Beatific Vision". Christ also possessed
creative knowlé&ge "which knows a thing by causing it to exist"
(p.213). He is aware that it will be objected that one who employs
creative knowledge is hardly to be called true man, and he is
prepared to adﬁit "eomparatively few examples of its use"! (p.213).
Neither Gore nor Forsyth would agree that Christ was never without
the Beatific Vision and that He exercised creative knowledge. On
this reading of Christ's human knowledge one would expect Weston
to represent Christ as really aware of the day and hour of the Last

Judgment but no, for this fact was of such a nature as could not be

-*. mediated by a human soul. In His incarnate life Christ was truly

ignorant of the day and hour. for the larger part of His life,
Weston concludes, Christ acquired knowledge humanly by way of
experience. Thus Weston portrays a human and historical Christ
perfectly in keeping with his view of His Person but whether if is
true to the lineaments of the Evangelical portrait is at times
doubtful, |

In his series of lectures on the "Person and Place of Jesus
Christ" DR. P.T. FORSYTH, Congregationalist scholar and preacher,
forcefully demonstrates both the religious appeal and logical force

of the principle of Kenosis, and his presentation must be undoubtedly

regarded as the most powerful in the English Kenotic tradition.
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" His exposition is not a mere academic exercise, but one that springs
into being out of the evangelical fa&ts of Redemption.

Forsyth views the Incarnation as the background of Atonement;
the supreme moment in the life of Christ is not His birth, but His
death, and the Person of Christ must be read in the light of the
Work He accomplishéd for us men and our salvation; This work he
conceives to be no less than the reconciling, uplifting and trens-
forming of the human race: "His charge is the second creation and
the divine consummation of humanity" (p.281). For this creative
work no mere man is sufficient. The apostlés were driven by their
experience into a cosmic interpretation of Christ'é work and they
have carried the Church with them. "The greatest thought and passion
of the Church, its experience, and not its philosoph& or its theology
alone, has been diiven to postulate behind all the acts of Christ's
will on the earth; behind all his pity and power, an act of His
(not merely of his God aqd ours), eternal in the heavens, an act
which held all these earthly acts within it. His person has been
felt to be greater than these earthly acts could express.' They had
all a volitional foundation in the heavens" (p.282).

The starting-point of Forsyth's Christology, therefore, is the
pre-existence of Christ and His Kenosis in Ch. 2 of Philippians.
While he accepts the assured results of historical criticism he is
not in the least shaken by those critics who would warn us that the

allusion by Paul is almost a hapax legomenon and he derides thé
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tendency to base theology on what he calls "quantitative criticism"
alone (p.265), the assumption that because references are rare
they are therefore insignificant, and pleads for a criticism that

has some "psychological imagination" and "theological venture" about

"it. "The more rare the reference the more seminal it may be, and

oftén has been., Isaiah 53 is quite unique in the 0ld Testament.
Yet one might venture tb say it is the passage in the Old Testamen£
which is the link with the New, yea, the germ of it, and the passage
which has most affected the conception of the most unique thing in
the New Testament - the cross - both with the Saviouf, the Church
and the world. And so also the Kenotic passage in Phil., 2 has had
an effect upon Christi;n thought, faith and adoration out of all
proportion to the space tlie New Testament gives to the idea; as it
must .have had a power in a mind like Paul's far larger than the .
space it covers in his letters" (pp.266-7).

But it is further objected that, except in the Fourth Gospel,

Christ says nothing about His pre-existence, therefore it cannot be

real, This is to forget that the comsciousness of pre~existence is

inseparable from the :t:'zat; ..../.\eyg'uevov of Matt. 1127; nor must it
be forgotten that "the anotic explanation of his limited knowledge
in certain other respeéts shoﬁld apply here, and should suggest an
oblivion in Christ of his eternal past both to the reality of his
human life and to the efficiency of his divine work for us". The

thought of pre-existence may have come to Christ "only in the
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uplifted hours and the great crises". Nor would we expect Christ

to be other than reticent on the deepest, inmost matters. Christ's
own references to His pre-existence may be like those references

to His atoning death in the Synoptics. One might argue that they
are few just because they bulked unspeekably in Christ's mind.

"The captain" says besyth finely "is not loguacious in the rapids.
He does not talk about seamanship in the storm" (p.266). Christ

we remember was reticent about his Messiahship. There was much more
need for reserve on s0 grave a matter as his pre-existence. To
have made himself explicit on the subject of his pre-existent life_
would have been to invite death from a Jewish crowd. Forsyth there-
fore accepts the Lightfoot interpretation of the Phillippians
passage.

But no less significant for Forsyth than the divine pre-
existent Christ is the fact of His real humanity! But could a
pre~existent Christ become a real man? he asks., The problem there-
fore is the relation between the Godhead of the Eternal Son and the
man Jesus Christ and how that relation wae effected. It cannot be
expected that.all will agree on the question of how it happened.
There was a variety of opinion in the early centuries, and there
may always be. (P.283). Difficulties will be raised against any
" view, "but a Kenotic theory" Forsyth maintains "has less than some"
(p.273).

Forsyth prefaces his own Kenotic theoiy with a demand for the
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moralising of dogma. The Ghﬁrch must always have dogma but it

must be revisable from time to time to keep pace with the Church's
growth in a changing world. The study of theology must advance

and keep pace with the growth of thought. The Chalcedonian form

of the Church's Christology requires re-interpretation, and
especially so since it served for‘its day the purpose of repelling
errors rather than adjusting truths. Like Gore he believes that
Chalcedon was a mere juxtaposition Christolégy: “"The truths were
not really and inwerdly adjusted". It was beyond the power of the..
Greek metaphysic, which was but "a crude science of personality",

to shew how divinity and humanity could cohere in a personal unity
(p+217)e The purpose of the Incarnation was moral, and its nature
must be moral and not metaphysical., In the old dogma the union of
the two natures in Christ was conceived in a too natural and non-
moral way. Its categories were too physiéal. The two natures were
mited miragulously rather than morally. The union began in the
miraculous conception, "which was not an ethical act, rather in

the grace of the Eternal Son who, for our saskes, from rich became
poor" (p.223). Even the word 'union' is ethically misléading, it is
too physical, and illustrates the cardinal weakness of the old dogma.
"It works upon a spiritual subject with physical instead of moral
categories. Its igcarnation takes place not by spiritual power but
by natural power, however vastly magnified and deified" (p.224).

Such a charge at least cannot be made against Kenosis which'makes
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the Christ on earth the result of "a grand moral act" in heaven,
Because the two-nature theory of Chalcedon is unethical and expressed
in metaphysical categories which are '"more or less archaic for the
modern mind" it is better to begin the study of Chrisfology from
the scriptural doctrine, though in untheological form, since the
New Testament "remoralises the whole issue by restoring it to
personal religion" (p.218). |

Forsyth further illustrates his principle of the moralisation
of dogma in relation to the metaphysical attributes. Opnipotence
in the sense of physical, arbitrary, natural power is a crude
conception of the divine attribute. The supreme category of GAd-
head is holy love and this principle regulates His physical power.
"God is God not physically but morally, not by power but by love.
That is the Christian revelation; The nature of Godhead is Holy
Love. There lies the region, the nature and the norm of its omni-
potence. It is no arbitrary or casual omnipotence, which puts out
power just for the sake of doing it or shewing it. It can do, not
everything conceivable to freakish fancy, but everything that is
prescribed By Holy Love. To & physical omnipotence it is indiffer-
ent." (p.313). God's concern with humanity is a kingdom of holy
‘love. This is effected by the Son of God incarnate, by redemption,
by reason of man's sinful state. The Son of God renounces the glory
of His heavenly statg and accomplishes our redemption by the way of

holy love, "and not by a tour de force," It is an exercise of
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sanctity, and not an exertion of strength. That is his satis-
faction to God. He presents God with a perfectly holy Humanity,

He does it be;ause He is holy infinite love: he can do it because
he is almighty for that love. It is not a love which might itself
be finite, only with a miraculous physicel omnipresence; but it is
an almightylove in the sense that it is capable of limiting itself,
and, while an end, becoming also & means, to an extent adequate to
all love's infinite ends" (p.313).

The divine Self-limitation involved in tha Incarnation of the

Son is continuous with, and represents the summit of, that divine
'Self-restriction.which is implied in all His creative work. "In
love we were created and endowed with freedom by an act of God
wheiein he limited his own freedom by the area of ours. His omni-
potence received a restriction - but it was from an exercise of ﬁis
own loving power and freedom; and an exercise of it greater than
could be rivalled by all the freedom man received. The freedom that
limits itself to create freedom is true omnipotence, as the love
that can humble itself to save is truly almighty., God in His vast
act of creative love laid a limit upon himself to give room to the
freeborn to live, He drew in his universal energy and causation to
that extent. But any limit laid upon power by such love is an
exercise of omnipotence. And when God in his creative love gave
man freedom, it was a mightier exercise of His own free power than

. could be hatched by all the power man might exert or fancy in the
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use of his freedom. So it was also with the new Creation. There
was more omnipotence concentrated in the person of Christ than was
spread in all creation. To appear and act as Redeemer, to be born,
suffer and die, was a mightier act of Godhead than lay in all the
creation, preservation and blessing of the'world. It was only in
the exercise of a perfect divine fulness (and therefore power)_that
Christ could empty and humble himself to the servant he became"
(pp.314-5). |

So far there is much in Forsyth's exposition that is reminiscent
of both Fairbairn and Gore. The thoughts of Fairbairns 'omnipotence
has no meaning apart from character!, 'that which marks the whole
life of Deity is the regulation of His physical by His ethical
attributes', 'the weparation for such an act as the Incarnation in
creation' are all present in Fairbairn. The last thought is
foreibly expressed by Bishop Gore and all three claim to re-interpret
the dogma of Chalcedon. Yet the differences are no less marked. In
the mind of Fairbairn the Incarnation would have taken place apart
from 'the accident of sin' whereas for Forsyth the Incarnation is
but the means to Atonement., The latter is more positive3 whereas
in both Fairbairn and Gore the Kenosis is somewhat negatively con-
ceived as the withdrawal or abandonment of the physical attributes
for Forsyth Kenosis is an act of holy love's omnipotence, which
brings him closer to Weston. But it is in the treatment of the

process of Kenosis that Forsyth chiefly differs from, and improves
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upon, his great predecessors.

He states the problem as that of “the retraction, concentra-
tion or occultation" of self-consciousness "in one constituent of
the Godhead", the problem of how the eternal Son while retaining His
consciousness can renounce "the ponditions of infinity and its
precreaté form". He cites hypothetical analogies in human experience
where personal resolution may, in response to love or duty or some-
other moral dynamic, effectually extinguish various native powers of
personality an@ infers that "just because he was holy God the Son
would be morally capable of a self-dispowering more complete than
an&thing thet could be described by human anelogy". Again as the
creator of human souls it may be assumed that Christ would have the
power to experience the growth of a human soul.

Approaching the question of what Christ actually renounced
Forsyth prefers to speak of particular attributes not as entities
which can be renounced, after the manner of Fairbairn, but as modes
of being which can be modified. "An attribute cannot be laid down
for it is only the Being himself in a certain angle and relation.
But there are accidental relations, relations, for instance, contin-
gent on human freedom, which determine the form in which the
attribute exists. They determine its mode of being, according to
the particular positioﬁ in which the subject finds himself. Thus
omniscience and the rest are not so much attributes as functioms of

attributes, or their modifications" (p.309). Omniscience, for
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example, in the eternal realm is an intuitive and simultaneous
knowledge of all things; in time it takes on a discursive and
successive form with only a potential power to know all things,
which actualises gradually under the conditions of human growth
and acquisition of human knowledge. Thus the attribute is not
renouﬁced, nor consciously possessed.gnd concealed, but retracted
in its mode of being from actual to potential.

"The attributes of God, like omniscience, are not destroyed
when they are reduced to a potentiality. They are ohly.cpncentrated.
The self-reduction, or self-retraction, of God might be a better
phrase than the self-emptying. And it is only thus, indeed, that
growth is made possible, and evolution started on its career. No
evolution ié possible on other termé, none unless the goel is in
the start.....The coﬁditions of time must lie within the possibili-

ties of Etermity, the growth oflman within the infinite mobility of
the changeless God. "Finitum nén capax infiniti" is the principle
of Deismj the principle of Christian theism is "infinitum capax
finiti". If the finite lies beyonﬁ the infinite and outside it then
the infinite is reduced to be but a larger finite;‘the infinite cahv
only remain so if it has the power of the finite as well" (pp.308-9).

This conception of the Kenosis as the retraction of the divine
attributes to a state of potentiality by a tremendous pre-mundane
moral act is well argued and is much less exposed to'criticism than

the forms already considered. But Forsyth's main contribution to
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Christology is still to come. The history of Christology shews

fhe existence of two main approaches:1_ the Katagogic, which starts
with the Incarnation as the descent of God, and the Anagogic, which .
sﬁarts with the upthrust of man. Broadly they correspond to the
Monist and Dual Christ.ologies, or at least they interpret correctly-
the thought pressures behind them. In Patristic Christology one
element or the other is strongly emphasised and the weakness of

each view lay in its inadequacy in dealing with exactly those
elements which made the other a convincing, if partial, approach.
Forsyth is the first Christologian to try to bring both into a
single system. Corresponding to the Kenosis of the Godhead, he
finds a plerosis of the manhood. The state of potentiality did not
lie static but developed in the moral course of his human life
history "till, culminating in the Cross and its consummatory victory,
it emerged into actual consciousness and use in the Glorified, to
whom all things were delivered of the Father, all power given in
heaven and earth - when he was determined by the resurrection so

" as to be the Son of God with power.....He became what he was"
(pe311). The diminuendo of the Godhead is matched by a crescendo

of the manhood. In a real, though in a unique sense the Incarnate
Lord died to live. What the Logos retracted in becoming Incarnate
he progressively achieved through his humanity. "The form of a
servant givés place again to the form of God".

Like Bishop Gore Fbrsyth works throughout in moral and spiritual

1 Bee above, p.92.
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categories; and instead of the ancient 'nmature' and 'person' he
prefers to gpeak in terms of movement. Again, as we have seen,

like Fairbairn and Gore he sees a contimuity between creation and
the Incarnation; It is in this context that he expounds his con-
cept of Kenosis and Plerosisf In man's spiritual history, as he
conceives it, the 'horizontal' movement of evolution is supplemented
by a two-way ‘vertical' movement: the vertical action of God's
" downward movement to man and man's upward movement to God. The
Incarnation tekes place within this racial encounter between God

and humanity. By virtqe of Kenosis Christ becomes a participator
in this spiritual movement, and His plerosis consists in His perfect
and growing reception of the outgoing love and grace of God. The
result in Christ is a perfect involution of the two spiritual move-
ments forming a perfect ﬂ.epl;uf)p.qdlf "in which the two currents
become mntually.and crucially involved, forming a centre of perfect
rest.....At his central place we have what we might call the node

at which the two movements, being compressed, meet, rotate, and

cast a fine column to heaven" (p.337). In the personality of Christ,
otherwise expressed, there was a perfect blending of the will of man
end the Will of God. This was made possiblé by the gradual unfold-
ing of the divinity latent in Christ's incarnate nature throughout
the course of his life's career. At the base of it was His initial
kenotic assumption of the conditions of human personality. Incar-

nation and Redemption "lay in his active acceptance of the human and
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sin-laden conditions of communion with God in such victorioue and
sinless way as to make that communion possible and real for every
other personal soul" (p.353).

Here again, it may be objected, we meet with the problem of the
relation between ethical and metaphysical.1 Forsyth, it may be
urged, speaks of the Incarnation in terms of movements rather than
of ‘'persons' or 'natures' with the result that he does not alto-
gether answer the question "Who or what moves in either case?'

It is true he does not speak of 'person' in the ancient meta-
physical sense, yet he is very much concerned with 'person' in

tPe modern sense. Moreover if he rejects the "static" categories
of the ancient ontology he nevertheless retains and elucidates
other, more dynamic elements of the old terminology, e.g. ne/zwipqd:r
and :.t:lloféle.%d + In two passages Forsyth seems to anticipate
this kind of criticism and both seem to-carry force .against the

objection. He says: "The Church has worked long on the old lines.

which were laid down by pagan thought rather than by a final revels-

tion in a person: perhaps, when we have worked in this new and living

way as long, then we may expect results.....as great and commanding
in their sphere as" those resulting from "the application of the
other experimeﬁtal method of induction so appropriate to natural
science" (p.231); and again: "Much that may seem obscure would

vanish if we could but cease to think in terms of material sub-

.stance or force, however fine, and learn to think in terms of

1 See above, p.106.
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" personal subjects and their kind of union; if our minds gave up

handling quantities in these high matters and took up kinds. It
is the long and engreined habit of thinking in masses or entities
that makes so unfamiliar and dark the higher habit of thinking in
acts" (p.346). Forsyth's dynamic exposition has meaning; it is
within both our comprehension and religious experience. Can we
say this, for example, of the Tome of Leo?

The Kenotic theory of Dr. Forsyth, we have said, is an attempt
to explain the evangelical facts of redemption in a modern idiom.
It must also be firmly stated that he is loyal throughout to the
Christ of the Church's.creeds'apd definitions. This loyalt& is
illustrated in his desire to defend the non potuit peccare which
belongs ts the main eccleslastical tradition of Christendom. One
wonders, however, whether it is not a self-imposed difficulty since
the assumption of our fallen nature by Christ only confirms His
consubstantiality with us and is more in keeping with the Kenotic
hypothesis. That Christ took upon Him our fallen nature and was
yet without sin would be supported by many present-day theologlans
irrespective of their attitude to Kenosis. Forsyth's defence of the
traditional view, while ingenious, is perhaps the least convincing
element in his Christological theory. True human experiénce, he
affirms, would involve freedom to sin and Christ was not able to
sin: non potuit peccare. He attempts to meet the objection in

several ways. His suggestion that the extent of his kenosis deprived
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him of the knowledge of this capacity may seem ingenious, yet we
know that Christ's knowledge was limited even about himself, He
also gives human analogies which suggest that moral struggle might
have still been a reality for him, e.g., "I éould remind you how
possible it is for you to steal some article from a shop on your
way home, and yet how impossible", and there is the consideration
that God cannot fail in the establishment of His Kingdom yet the
Church struggles, and must struggle, for its achievement. Again,
sin belongs to our human experience, but dbes not belohg to true
human nature. "Because Christ was true men he could be truly
tempted; because he was true God he could not truly sin, but he
was not less true man for that!,

Owing to‘the complex interweaving of his thought a summary of
Forsyth'silectures.is not easy and his exhortatory, homiletic
style often compels lengthy quotation, but it is hoped that the
fore-going summary does justice to the author's Kenotic argument
which as presénted by Forsyth himself brings out the very fulness
of the divine and human in Christ, while it eschews all métaphysical
terms in favour of those which are ethical, personal and dynamic.

Forsyth's position is adopted by R.H. MACKINTOSH.! He starts
from the Pauline Kenosis of Phil. 26-8 which he finds corroborated
throughoutithe historic record. Christ emptied himself; he became

poor., He left the Father's throne to descent to our low level of

poverty, weakness, shame and suffering in order that he might 1lift

1 Doctrine of the Person of Christ, pp.463-486.
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us up. That Godlwas love we knew theoretically, but it is he who
demonst;ates it as a finite spirit assuming all our poverty and
lowliness. This revolutionary act the traditional Two-nature
Christology fails to recognise ingisting as it does that he did
not really become poor after all, but remained rich, retaining all
the fulness of deity. Now if we believe that Christ is God the
possible explanations are few. To say that Christ acquired Godhead
is pagan; to sey that He is the eternalAGod unmodified by His descent
into time and space is untrue to the historic facts. The only
alternative is to say that in Christ we are face to face with God
who by a great act of self-abnegation in the eternal sphere has
chosen to dwell among us. The motive of the divine Kenosis is
holy loves he quotes Forsyth's dictum that the self-remunciation of
God in Christ is the ultimate assertion of His nature as love.
Mackintosh refers to the theories of Gess and Thomasius; he
rejects the theory of the former who postulated the actual self-
renunciation of the divine self-consciousness; and of the latter
who supposed the abandonment of the so-called relative attributes
of omnipotence and the like. On these premises God ceases to be
God at all. But following Forsyth, he supposes all the qualities
of Godhead to be present essentially in Christ but modified in the
form of their éxistence. They are present in the form of concen-
trﬁted potency rather than of full actuality, JLyméA‘e: rather

2 [
thanEMefyeﬁf, and he gives not incredible analogies whereby we
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can eonceive the powers of omnipotence, omniscience and omni-
presence reduced within human limits. The divine powers are not
abandoned, but rendered latent, and they are to be resumed by the
exalted Lord, so that from beginning to end there is no breach of
personal continuity. The historic Portrait of the Gospels is the
outcome of this great premundane act of self-limitation. He is now
God self-restrained within the limits of manhood and evokes from
mundane conditions the utmost they are capable of yielding to a
ginless nature.

Was Christ conscious of His divinity during His earthly sojourn?
he asks. Was he aware of his latent powers? The Gospel record
suggests the opeiation in Him of abnormal powers, but these do not
necessitate the fulness of deity which is already ruled ouﬁ by the
basic principle of Christ's true humenity. In Christ he sees the
possession of the Spirit of which there are faint analogies in
prophet end apostle; nor cen the powers of a sinless humanity be
easily limited. In the maturation of such a personality we can
imagine moments of high illumination, of which we read in the
Gospels, when He realised His significance for God and humanity;
and there must have been some kind of progression from His human
state to His full realisation of divinity at the Resurrection, when
the perfection of faith passed into sight. Mackintosh thus seems
to regard the Baptism with its heavenly confirmation of His Messiah-

ship, the Transfiguration when He spoke with Elijah and Moses of the
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exodus which He was shortly to accomplish at Jerusalem, high
moments of exaltation such as those recorded for us in Matt. 1125-7
and in the Fourth Gospel, as so many stepping-stones leading to the
final apocalypse of the Resurrection. Hence he says that the
principle of Kenosis requires to be supplemented by some kind of
Plerosis, otherwise there would be an unreal an@ abrupt transition
from the human state to His full realisation of divihity at His
resurrection. 4ll1 this is paraphrase of Forsyth's great principle
of redintegration, "He became what He was".

Yet Mackintosh is much less adventurous than his great pre-
decessor, if indeed he realises the full force of Dr. Forsyth's
teaching. He is fully aware that no precise spiritual anatomy can
be given of our Lord's divine-human ﬁersonality and is content to
offer merely a principle of elucidation. We cannot resolve the
mystery of the incarnate Lord in psychological formulae. Kenosis
is a great religious intuition rather than a theory. He does not
feel it incumbent upon him to give a satisfactory answer to ultimate
questions such as the relation of the divine Christ in carme to the
Christ extra carnem, or of the incarnate Lord to the life of the
Blessed frinity, and gives no hint that both questions are much
less pressing in the Kenotic theory of Dr. Forsyth.

In his "Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching" (1958)

DR. VINCENT TAYIOR remarks that for a generation the doctrine of

Kenosis has rested under much disfavour which he attributes to the
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overboldness of its earlier advocates, particularly of Thomasius

of Erlangen. But it will not do for modern Kenoticists thus 'to
scorn the base degrees by which they did ascend'. Gess and Thomass
ius have made classic contributions to the development of Kenotic
Christology, whatever their aberrations. Fairbairn's contribution
to the Kenotic tradition in British theology has been immense and,

as we have seen, it was built on the foundation laid by Thomasius.
Yet it is of equal importance to have Dr. Taylor's own approval of
Kenotic Christology. Since correct exegesis must be regarded as

the final arbiter of conflicting Christologies the judgment of a

New Testament scholar of such eminence as Dr, Taylor carries weight.
ﬁe-expresaes his judgment thus: "The Christology which seems most
in accord with the teaching of the New Testament is the doctrine
that, in becoming man, the Son of God willed to renounce the exercise
of divine prerogatives and powers, so that in fhe course of his |
earthly existence He might live within the necessary limitations
which beléng to humen finitude. Divine attributes of omnipotence,
omniscience and omnipresence were laid aside, not in the sense that
they were abandoned or destroyed, but in such manner that they became
protential or latent because no longer in exercise. The knowledge of
his heavenly origin and divine nature was given to him by revelation
and intuition at His baptism, Temptation and Transfiguration, and
during seasons of prayer and communion with his heavenly Father.

These experiences were remembered and formed the undertone of His
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life and ministry, but they were not always so central in His
consciousness as to preclude the frustrations, disappointments,
and trials of a truly human life. It is.within this human life
that one must find His divinity. In the words of Emil Brunner His
humanity was the 'incognito of His Deity'. While we muét hesitate
to say with Calvin that Christ concealed His divinity, we may agree
with his submission that the splendour of His glory penetrated through
the weakness and concealment of the flesh. It is better, however, to
speak of His divine powers as 'latent' rather than ss 'concealed!,
since the idea of'concealment introduces a duality into His earthly
life which is not reflected in the Gospelg. 'Concealment' is a
term better applied to the pre-existent act of surrender on the part
of the Son of God rather than to the conditions of His existence upon
earth, true though it is that in His association with His disciples
His glory breaks through His words and deeds".1

It must be boine in mind that Dr. Taylor is not attempting to
present a Kenotic theory of his own but merely defending:fhe Kenotic
rhythm of tﬁought as he finds it in the New Testament. This accounts
for the eclectic nature of his statements and citations. He quotes
from different systems of thought without apparently realising their
inconsistency with each other. Even in the above quotation we might
notice that the first sentence would apply to Temple and Weston as
well as the Kenoticists. The second sentence refers only to external

attributes (Fairbairn and Thomasius) while the dominant idea of latency

1 Op.cit., p.287f.
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belongs to Forsyth. The third sentence is clearly reminiscent of
Gess via Mackintosh., Taking his statements as a whole we shall
conclude that Dr. Taylor is merely concerned to defend the general
principle of Kenosis.

His first conviction is that the Ego of the divine-human_Son
of God is divine, but. the divine subject is in the form and.-under the
conditions of human existence.1 "Only by the exercise of a self-
limitation, imaged and illustrated in the self-limitation of God in

thé creation of the world, can the Ego of the Son be operative in

- the conditions of time and space".2 (Hére again we meet with the

Fairbairn-Forsyth-Gore connexion of Incarnation with Creation).
Secondly, self-limitation in a human life was made possible by a
rre-temporal act of will which is clearly implied in both Pauline
and Johamnine teaching. (This dominant note of Kenoticism does not
apply to Bishop Weston who postulates a continuous act of will
throughout the entire Incarna£ion). Thirdly, the divine attributes
of omnipotence etc. are only latent and potential, a claim which he
maintains is fully borne out by the facts of the Gospel record.
Evideﬁée to the contrary from St. John is discounted "By the con~-
sideration that the controlling interest in the Fourth Gospel is
doetrinal“.3 The nature-miracles, if they are historical, he

regards as "occasional manifestations of divine poweré which match

1 Ibid. p.289, cp. F. Weston, The One Christ, p.190.
2 Ibid. p.290, cp. Forsyth, p.315, Gore, pp.222-5.
3 Op.cit., p.291.
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the divine revelations of Sonship made at the Baptism and Trans-
figuration“.1 His fourth conviction is that Kenoticism does full
Justice to the unity of Ghrist's.person as both human and divine,
which rather surprisingly he expresses in terms of Weston: "It
hangs no iron éurtain between the earthly life of Jesus and His
heavenly mode of existence. A curtain there is, but through it
shines a celestial glow, and there are breaks in the fabric through
which the light shines. This type of Christology presupposes one
Christ, who is not cut off from the life of God, and yet consents

to live on earth within the bounds of human finitude, His human
nature is the life He leads as a man, subject to the conditions of
time and space; His divine nature is the existence which He shares
with the Father and the Holy Spirit. The uniting bond between these
two modes of existence is His divine will, which in His human 1life
is limited and confined by the conditions appropriate to that life,
but is unlimited and unconfined within the triune life of God. This
hypothesis does not mean that The Son has no operative human will,
The human will is the divine will restrained by conditions which are
accepted fully and completely. His will is the subject of His divine

life, and by self-limitation is also the subject of His human

existence".2

Close as this seems to be to Weston it seems that Taylor is

1 Op.cit,, p.292.
2 Ibid., p.294.
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defending Mackintosh's claim that it is no demerit of any Christ-
ology that it is unable to solve ultimate problems. How God acts,
while @he Son lives on earth as man, we do not know. Neither can
we describe the part of the Incarnate Son in the maintaining of the
univerée.....The Son is not separated from the Father by the fact
that He is sent. As the Incarnate, He is still, as the Fourth
Evangelist declares, 'in the bosom of the Father', because triune
relationships are not temporary and local, but eternal and spiritual

¢eses"In what way the divine consciousness of the Son -functions while

‘He is incarnate, is not revealed to us, but it would be idle to -

suppose that the Godhead is impoverished by the supreme act of
love by which the Son of God is sent info the world".1 A1l fhis
argument is irrelevant to the Christology of Frank Weston.

Such then are some of the Kenotic convicetions of Vincent Taylor.
There seems-to be no support for any one particular Kenotic theory,
yet it must be considered a great gain for Kenoticism in theln960“=
that the weighty support of Dr. Taylor should be given to the
principle of Kenosis as that which Best interprets New Testament
teaching, and to the Lightfoot interpretation of the Kenotic

passage in Philippiaris.

1 Op.cit., p.298.
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We have seen that Kenosis in the modern sense involves some
form of diminution of the divine factor in the Incarnation and we
have summarised some major Christologies based upon this hypothesis.
Though some of them are less open to objection than others all have
been subjected to criticism and there is, it seems, no one theory
which commands the acceptance of even a minority of thedlogians.
Yet the principle of Kenosis, firmly based as it is upon apostolic
teaching, has a wide appeal,-while the Kenotic Christology of P.T.
Forsyth has exerted a creative influence in British theology.:

In his Hulsean Lectures of 1938 Dr. Creed wrote: 'Though
Kenotid doctrine is no longer so much in favour as it was, I should
think it probable that a majority today of those among us who have
a Christology which they are prepared to state and defend, are still
Kenoticists'. Yet, as Archbishop Ramsey1 remarks, before the date
Qhen those words &ere written, severe criticism of Kenotic Christ-
ology had been made. Perhaps even more severe criticism was still
to come. A strong attack was made by E.L. Mascall in his "Christ,
the Christian and the Church" a decade later; and in aﬁother decade,
in 1958, Dr. E.R. F'airweather2 of Toronto attempted to shew the
indefensibility of all Kenotic speculation. But that & moderate
form of Kenoticism can still hold its own is evinced by Dr. Vincent
Teylor's recent defence, and it is probable that most leading

British theologians of today would find themselves in considerable

1  A.M. .Ramsey, From Gore to Temple, p.40.
2 Beare's Comm. Phil. Appended Note, pp.159-T4.
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agreement with him.

We may therefore fittingly introduce a discussion of the
various criticisms of Kenotic theories by considering the vexry
idea of‘Kenosis iteelf, and by asking whether fhe Kenosis of
divinity is at all feasible as a theclogical concept. This is the
fundamental question which we posed at the end of chapter 5: 1Is
the very idea of Kenosis compatible with the ancient doctrine of
the Divine Immutability?

By divine immutability we mean that God is unchangeable and
invariable in all those attributes which are comprised in the
classical Christian doctrine of God, both metaphysical and ethical.
God is perféct, infinite, eternal, omnipotent, holy love and immut-
able. Now when wé behold God in Christ His ethical immutability
stands secure for there we plaiﬁly see God's holy and omnipotent
love. But His metaphysical attributes are not éo obviocusly apparent.
Hence the theory of Kenosis. God, it is held, is in Himself perfect
and immutable, but in His incarnatibn, for His own love's sake, He
has renounceleis metaphysical fulness in a voluntary Kenosis. This
is the point to be argued.

It would clearly help if we could discern the principle of
Kenosis at work in God's deaiings with the created order prior to
the Incarnation, and it would seem on the face of it that Kenosis
on the part of God in the Incarnation is not an entire innovation,
but that the mere fact of the existence of a created order at all

implies in itself a Kenosis on the part of God. If this can be in
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any way substantiated then the objection raised against Christ-
ological Kenosis on the grounds of impairing the divine immutability
loses much of its force because God Himself has subjécted Himself
to something similar already. Kenosis in Christ might then appeai
as the contimation and climax of God's modus operandi in an |
evolutionary universe.

It will be useful in considering this question if we make use
of the well-known distinction between primary and secondary
causatién. By primary causation we mean the activity of God as
'First Agent', by secondary causation the delegated action of second
caus;s of whatever character, whether atom, biological organism or
human will., We must, of course, maintain the primacy of primary
causation. God in se .is #bsolute and uncoenditioned; énd God was
under no necessity to create. Creation is a free act of sovereign
grace, congruous with His character but not necessary to His being.
The created order is contingent throughout.

In our own time we are more accustomed to systems of thought
which exalt secondary causation, sometimes to the entire exclusion
of primary causation. In philosophy this view is exemplified in its
extreme form by Atheism and to a lesser extent by various-forms of
Humanism. In the 18th century this view was expressed in philosophi-
cal Deism. For the Christian theist their weakness lies in their
evasion of ultimate questions.

It would likewise be possible theoretically to ascribe
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everything to primary causation. In ancient thought this tendency
is seen in parts of the Old Testament: 'I create evil and do good';
and in Plato who insists upon the priority of the Eternal. In
modern philosophy the same tendency is seen in the Occasionalism

of Malebranche and in the Idealism of Bishop Berkeley. Its
classical theological form is seen in Calvinism, a massive and
relentless system based on the axiom of the Absoluteness and Uncon-
ditioned Character of the Will of God.

Reference may be here made to the famous anaiogy of the
American scholar, F.J. Hall,1 whereby he argues that the only
difference between primary and secondary causation, betweén the
will of God in se and as seen at work in the created order, is its
appearance from the point of view of creatures., His analogy-is
the geometrical one drawn from the centfe and circumference of a
circle. The centre is a point which has no dimensions, divisions
or boundaries: it may therefore represent the Infinite. Not so the
circumférence which is & line capable of division and measurement.
The circumference depends on thé centre for its existence, meaning
and properties: it can therefore rep:esent the finite. The radii
can stand for the relations which subsist between centre and
circumference. They meet at the centre but neither divide nor
modify the centre; they constitute as it were the external relation-
ships of the centre. As such they can represent the relationships

between the infinite and eternal on the one hand and the finite and

1 Creation and Man (1923) pp. 1-19..
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temporal on the other. The point which Hall is concerned to make

is thiss the centre gives meaning and significance to both radii
and circumference and yet'remaina unaffected by either. God is the
centre whose wiIl_radiates outward to the circumference and remains
unchanged throughout. God's infinite will finds & finite form of
expression without losing its essentially infinite character. Thus
Hall argues that the only difference between the will of God in se
and the will of God quoad creaturas is one of external presentation
only: the infinite will is finitely embodied or temporarily expresseds
but it remains absolute. The spatio-temporal universe is but the
backcloth against which the cosmic drama is played out. It must be
admitted that the analogy is a skilful defencé of the primacy and
esséntial unimpairment of primary causation. The difference between
the Divine Will in se and as it appears to us -is merely a difference
in its presentation as seen through its effects. This might be
described as the principle of Krupsis extended to the whole created
order,

The analogy, however, skilful though it be, is exposed to one
fatal weakness. It is true that a circumference is only a circum-
ference in relation to a centre, and that radii are radii of a
circle and not merely straight lines set at angles. But is not the
same thing true of the centre itself? A point is only a point and
it becomes a centre only in relation to circumference and radii.

In fact the reciprocity between centre, radius and ¢ircumference
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might lead to the use of the analogy to imply a mutual necessity
between Infinite and finite, a view which Hall would be far from
accepting.

The Christian view must certainly maintain the primacy of
primary causation. But as children of our own age the modern
scientific world-view demands that we also do justice to the reality
of secondary causation. If we seek a way between the two extremes
and insist upon the reality of both primary and secondary causation
we shall be led to conclude that while the Will of God per se is
absolute, unconditioned and eternal, nevertheless the positing of
such a Universe as that in which we find ourselves involved affects
not only the forms under wﬁich the Will of God comes to us but alao
His very modus operandi., It might be possible to regard ﬁhe Universe
at the physical level, the concursus generalis, as merely the obverse
of the eternal Will of God, but new factors are introduced when we
consider the level of human volition; end many theologians would be

prepared to recognise throughout the created order an ever-increasing

measure of openness in preparétion for humen wills., At three levels

in particular they would recognise a change in the idiom of the
divine modus operandi. At what we may call the foundational level

of the universe it expresses itself as a kind of consensus generalis:

the universe proceeds as it were in accordance with -its own laws over

a vast stretch of space and time. Causes and chains of secondary

causation are the chief pre-occupation of the scientist and
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explanation is in terms of the mathematical equation of modern
physics and the formule in chemistry, At the second stage, the
biological, while the earlier phase of mechanical causation per-
sists, a process of selection is now more clearly discernible, To
begin with, of the great mumber of worlds few, perhaps only one,

are fitted for the development of forms of sentient life, The.
biological organism manifests design, éattern and integration, while
the biological and zoological realms as a whole shew signs of trial
and error as well as hints of what is to be fulfilled at a later
stage. A whole host of phenomena appear which require new concepts
for their explication, such as potentiality, adaptability and
response to environment. From our present point of view the
created order seems to be more involved in its own creation. The
universe appears altogether less static, more dynamic. At the
earlier stage there was as it were greater conformity, things moved
acco;ding to a plan laid down; there now seems to be a greater
involvement on the part of primary causation with secondary. This
stage comes to fruition with the emergence of self-conscious being
with its real, though relative, freedom of will and conscious choice.
There is still the same solidarity of the previous with the present;
cause and effect, and response to environment persist, but in
addition there is the complexity arising from autonomous human wills
and their varied interactioh.

1

It is therefore possible to argue with Ottley that "in

1 R.L. Ottley, The Doctrine of the Incarnation, II, p.285 (1896).
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creation God voluntarily limits Himself in that He shews Himself
wiiling to forgo part of His absolute prerogative in admitting beings
other than Himself to a relative independence over against Himself".
If it proves to be true that part of the significance of creation
lies in the positing of beings with a capacity for free as distinct
from mechanical service, must not the corollary be an act of Kenosis
on the part of God Himself to give lebensraum to His creation? Such
an interpretation will appeal to many minds as much the more
realistic, more adventurous and more God-ﬁorthy.

Perhaps we may venture a second analogy in illustration of the
view we have just expounded. There is a sense in which before the
arrival of children the will of husﬁand and wife is absolute and
unconditional. But'thé birth of children imposes conditions on that
will, aend not only on its expression but on its modus operandi. The
new relation of parents to the corporate existence of children brings
about a re-grouping of the family will. The parents have now to
readjust themselvee to the independent or relatively independent
" beings they have brought into existence. At first the child is a more @
leés paséive member of the family circle. He is picked up and put
down. His existence is bounded by the satisfaction of phyéioal needs
where the greater the uniformity the better for him as well as for
the other members of the family. But gradually he evolves as a
growing member of the family with his own will and purposes, with

the capacity either to co-operate with or to resist the will of the



190

family. Very perceptibly now the will of the family changes its
modus operandi, though not its fundamental character. The more
freedom for him, the less independence for his parénxs, though in
normal circumstances the prevailing atmosphere of love and trust is
sufficient to cover the change-over. But, while there is the
possibility of the rebellion of the son, the normal expectation

is that the initial position of absolute dependence of the child
on the parent will be succeeded by a relationship of real two-sided
confidence and trust, each serving the other members of the family
in love.

The anelogy nay not be perfectly apt at every point, it is not
intended as an allegory but as a parable. The main point is the
difference in the modus operandi of the will of the family from the
stage of childhood through adolescence to the maturity of manhood.
The first two stages together, and the last might bear some’
resemblance to the two levels of creation, without and with the
ingredient of human will, And the status of a relative, though
realy independence is safeguarde& throughout. However much I may
‘seem to be an independent being today, it stiil remains true that
I was the son of certain parents brought up in a certain area of
human life, moulded by certain contingent'forces.. It is a postulate
of the Christian doctrine of the Fall that not even fallen Adam ever
escaped for one moment the hand of God.

It is clear then that justice can only be done to both primary
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and secondary causation b&.positing a divine Kenosis. God uncon-
ditioned in se, as Creater God is self-conditioned. By reason of

a delegated independence rising from the physical level through the
biological to the existence of volitional agenfs characterised by a
freedom of will God is self-conditioned in en evolutionary universe
in a variety of ways and has to adjust His modus operandi accordingly.
This is the thought expressed by Bishop Gore as he seeks to defend
Kenosis as the way in which God deals with the world of nature. "God
realises His will in nature', Gpre remarks towards the c;ose of his
second Dissertation, "by an infinife variety of distinctive forms of
life. And He loves to see each form of life realise itself in its
own way. He respects the nature of each thing....And this. respect

of God for His creatures is seen most of all ih His relation to man...
Within such an area as allows man to exercise a real, though limited
freedom - to such a degree as at least may involve considerable
disturbance in the divine order for the sake of the value of free,

as distinct from mechanical, service - God stands aloof and respects
that free nature which He has created, that image of His own freedom
which He has, as it were, planted out in the heart of the physical
creation, .God reppects His creature man., His power refrains itself".1
Similarly Dr. Forsyth argues to the same purpose in a passage we
have already quoted at length. "In love", he says, "we were created
and endowed with freedom by an act of God wherein he limited his own

freedom by the area of ours....God in his vast act of creative love

1 Op.cit., pP0222-3.
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laid a limit upon himself to give room to the freeborn to live.
He drew in his universal energy and causation to that extent".:l
So, %00, Dr. Fairbairn argues that in creation time overrides God's
eternity, respect for freedom His omnipotence and the physical
universe His ubiquity. |

But if this be the principle of divine action in creation should
we not expect some parallel with the Incarnation which is concerned
with the restoration of creation? Is it not reasonable to expect
that the increasing surrender of the divine prerogative in creation
as God works out His evolutionary purpése should be carried to the
utmost and deepest personal level in the work of recreation? We
have spoken of the self-cgnscious being of man as the fruition of
the evolutionary process. But it is not _the full fruition. The full
fruition is seen only in Christ and His work of redeﬁption. "Our
wills are ours to make them Thipe". Mention was made in our second

analogy of the 'normal expectation...of two-sided confidence and

‘trust', but where in God's dealings with the human race do we see

the fulfilment of such an expectation? The prophetic textz declares
that God has nourished and brought up children and they have rebelled
against Him, A new modus operandi was called for to effect the
reconciliation of human wills with the Divine Will - which is seen
in the Incarnation and Redemption of Christ. Apart from Redemption

evolution is but process. The sumit of creation is redemption: the

1 OP.cit., ppo314"5.
2 Isa. 12
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Creator is the Redeemer; and if the method of Kenosis characterises
the one we should expect to find it present in the other. It is all
of a pieée that God's creative purpose for mankind should be effected
by, and culminate in, the sublime Ken&sis of the Incarnation. This
again, we may note, is the conclusion reached by each of our three
great Kenoticists. In the thought of Bishop Gore the Divine Kenosis
in nature "prepares our mind for that supreme act of respect and
love for His creatures by which the Son of God took into Himself
human nature to redeem it, and in taking it limited both His power
and His knowledge so that He could verily live through all the

stages of a perfectly human experience and restore our nature ﬁrom
within by a contact so gentle that it gave life to every faculty
without paralysing or destroying any".1 According to Forsyth God's
mighty act of self-restriction in creation is even greatef in "the
new Creation"...."To appear and act as Redeemer, to be born, suffer,
and die, was a mightier act of Godhead than lay in all the creation,
preservation, and blessing of the world. It was only in the exercise
of a perfect divine fulness (and therefore power)'that Christ could
empty and humble himself to the servant he became",2 while Fairbairn
argues that the Divine Kenosis in nature is continued in the Incarna-
tion and thereby raised to the level of personal union. We submit,
therefore, that the partial surrender of fhe divine prerogative

involved in creation and carried to the utmost personal level in

1 Op. cit., p.224.
2 Op. cit., p.315.



194

the Incarmation forms a reasonable basis for a Kenotic Christology.
But a properly constructed Kenotic theory must seek to express
some clear though necessaruly general specification of the divine
surrender involved. We—thus arrive at our second main guestions
Of what exactly did Christ empty Himself when He becéme incarnate?
This is explained, as we have seen, by Thomasius and Fairbairn in
terms of the metaphysic al attributes: these our Lord abandoned; the
immanent or ethical He retained. On the face of it such a formula
fits the evangelical picture of our Lord's life. In Christ's
historic life it seems that external aftributes such as omnipotence
are withdrawn whereas the internal attributes of truth and love
-remain. It is eminently feasible, argues Fairbairn, that tﬂ; former
but not the latter might be sacrificed; indeed in the Incarnation
God may seem the more Godlike if He renounce the physical
attributes. The separation of metaphysical and ethical éttributes,
'howeﬁer, presents a real difficulby; it is to treat them as mere
abstractions, Nor can we accept his classification. Even the
metaphysical attributes must be regarded as immanent just as much
as.the ethical. They are chiefly relevant to the creation, it is
true, but they were ready when creation arose! And how should we
classify the Eternity, or the Perfection, of God? PFairbairn does
not face the question as to how the Kenosis is sustained. It cannot
depend on & continuous act of omnipotence if that attribute has been

abandoned. And if the Incarnation is the result of a single
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pre-mundane act of renunciation the problem of resumption has to

be faced. Yet the doctrine seems ts-be on the right lines and only
techn;cally at fault. The Incarnation does seem to involve the
renunciation of omnipotence end omniscience in some way or other,

but we cannot accept the idea of 'withdrawal'. It will hardly do

to think of God as posse;sing a number of attributes any:of which He
may shed at will; by reason of the perfection of God's personal
unity the divine attributes cannot be so separated. Yét the basic
point that God in Christ voiuntarily and physically dispowered
Himself is already hinted at in creation and is obviously true in
some way of the Incarnation. It is’ the particular use of attributes
which is at fault, one which Forsyth rectifies by speaking of
attributes not as entities which can be renounced but as modes of
being which can be modified, as well as describing the powers
involved.

If the separation of attributes in Thomasius and Fairbairn
proves a difficulty it would seem we are in far worse case.. on the
theory of Gess. Here we are given what is commonly descfibed as a
depotentiated God, thougﬁ strictly speaking every Kenotic theory
presents us with a depotentiated God. But all depends on what is
considered to be depotentiated.{ A metaphysical depotentiation is
one thing, a moral depotentiation quite another. The former hay
be necessary if an Incarnation is to be possible at all; indeed, it

may be ;nyolved in a moral 'actualisation'. In Gess ALL the divine
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attributes, moral and metaphysical, are ahaQﬁohéd. Archbishop
Ramsey1 describes his theory as mythological it is difficult, he
says; to see how Deity can continue as Deity without His attributes,
Incarnation and Redemption are Divine acts and demand a continuity
between the Divine and human Christ. The position of Gess in fact
was abandoned by later Kenoticists., Forsyth asks what there is in
common between the Eternal Son and the man Jesus, on such & theory.
"What remains of the divine nature when we extinguish the immanent
ethical and personal qualities in any absclute sense?"2

Ma,sca.ll3 describes Kenoticism as an inverted Monophysitism,
"one of the many hefesies which arise from the failure to concede
the union of Godhead and manhooed in one person"....'Thus", he writes,
"Butychianism, with its teaching that the human nature of Christ was
absorbed into the divine, was an attempt to destroy the gulf by
anihilating the created term; a union between Godhead and manhood
in which the two elements retained their character as uncreated and
created respectively being too difficult to admit, the created
element had to lose its identity byAbeing fused with the uncreated.
Many of the modern Kenotic theories produce the same error in an
inverted form: that-Chiist should be, in the full sense of the
words, both God and man seems ridiculous; therefore the Godhead
must be cqmpresséd or amputated to bring it down to the human level,

.The extreme Kenoticists might bé surprised to be told that their

1 Op. cit., p.32.
2 Op. cit., p.307s
3 Op. Oit- ppo11-2.
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views were based upon the same fundamental premises as those of
their bétes noires, the Butychians, but such is nevertheless the
case. Neither part can bring itself to admit that the one Christ
is, without qualification, both God and man. Kenoticism is thus
the couﬁterpart of monophysitism; it is in fact monophysitism of
a different kind. Whereas the monophysitism of the Eutychians
absorbed the human nature into the divine, that of the Kenoticists
absorbs the divine nature int6 the human"., His point is thiss
while Monophysitism‘evacuatee the manhood in the interest of the
Godhead, Kenosis reverses the process,

It will be noticed that Mascall refers to 'the extreme
Kenoticists" and probably has in mind Thomﬁsius, Fairbairn and
Gess, the latter particularly., His criticism certainly does not
apply to Gore or Forsyth. As between Mascall and the Kenoticists
in general everything depends on the value of the Leonine Christology
which he represents. He would und;ubtedly regard it as a positive
Christology. In our view, however, it appears a mere juxtaposition
Christology which is an invitation to go further (though Wwe may
possibly fare worse in the process). The problem then is the
organisation of the Incarnate Person into a unity. For the Kenoticist
the centre of this unity is the divinity, however the Godhead may
modify itself in the process. Monophysitism centres the Incarnate
Person in tﬁE’Divinipy and 'absorbs' to.varying degrees the humanity

into the Divinity. But Kenoticism also starts from Divinity: how
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then can it 'absorb' it in éhe same ‘sense? There is an inversion

of emphasis, but the real point is not whether there is an inversion
or not but the elements of truth which each system attempts to
convey. Mascall would probably reply that it represents a
depotentiated divinity and therefore no divinity at all. But

even if this were sustained ﬁie objection would not strike at Gore
or Forsyth.

Mascall's objection re-appears in various forms. Professor
Ba.illie,1 for example, objects that according to Kenotic Christology
Christ is God and.man successively and that we éfe given not an
incarnation but a temporary theophany. This would aeem to be a
valid criticism of Gess, but it can hardly be levelled against
Forsyth or Gore. This objection again is virtually that of Ritschl
which Mackintosh regarded as the most trenchant criticism of
Kenoticism. He writess "Perhaps the strongest blow aimed at the
Kenotic principle came from Ritschl, when he said that by very
definition it deprives us of the right to say that we find God in
Jesus. For the Kenoticist, as_he puts it, 'Christ, at least, in

his earthly existence, has no Godhead at all'."2

The reply of
Mackintosh is that some reduction of Godhead is essential té the
personal advent of God in time, and he aptly quotes a passage from
Brierley to the effect that whenever God revegls Himself, the

veiling is as real as the revelation: "Chemistry does not shew any

1 D.Baillie, .Gdd was in Christ, p.96.
2 Op. cit., p.485.
























































































































