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4, THE HYPOSTATIC UNION

In the last two chapters, two and three, we have cons:.dered +he doctrine
of Christ from two distinct aspects, . First, we considered 1t from the aspect
of the historical 1life and work of Christ the Incarnate Son of God, and we
considered that both in terms of His obedience to the Father, and in terms

of His mission of reconciliation toward men, and we saw that at the heart

- of both was the relation bebween the Son and the Fether which the Incarnate

Son transiated into our flesh; -and into which He sought to .gather lost man~

\ kind, that all who -came to Him might share in His sonship and bé reconciled

. as sons of God. There we considered the doctrine of Christ dynamically in
the whole course and movement of His Incarnate life and mission, Sécond,

we corisidered the doctrine of Christ from its aspect of mystery, from its

Duocra ¥ “$ource in the eteimal decision of God, and from the aspect of those who in

o) etelma., cooLaly

r v the Church are drawm by the Spirit into communion with Christ, -and partici-
"~ pate in thé mystery hid from the ages, but now revealed and set forth in
A N\

the Gospel of the Incarnate Saviour., = There we donsidered the doctrine of

Christ sub specie aeternitatis, in the light.of His divine glory, in terms

{?Qmj{ of His relation in Being &nd Person to the life of the Father, Son and
e Holy Spirit in the eternal commmunion of the Trinity. And we saw that

“LRA; to be no less a dynamic account of Christ, for Christ is -the only-begotten

and be}exed Son~m0v1ng 1n?o tlme and completing within time that movement

of the etefhei Love of'Eéé.' Nov in the third place, we act on that two~
£01d biblical basis and give a theological account of the doctrine of Christ,
‘but &n doing so we must be careful not to move away from élther of these
basic Biblical aspects of the Person and Word of Christ we havé found to be
the very essence of the New Testament Révelation, We try to do this by
:penetratiﬁg into its inner, (logic ~ not by arguing hogico - dedquively from
fixed premises, but by seeking-to lay bare the precision embedded in the ‘
intrinsic of the subject-matter, And here we are faced with a fundamental
problem: how can we give careful theological statements about this amazing
LChrist without committing the sin of strippinglour account of His eternal
glory, or without converting tlhe movement of His ldve and grace into a static
relationship? Or to put the matter otherwise: How can-we be falthful -in
our theological statements to thé nature of the eternal Being of the Son who
became lan and who yet remains God, and at the same time to the nature end
person of the Plstor1ca1 Jesus Christ? That has been the constant problﬁm

of theology. e see it already in the early Church, in the cdntrasting

emphases between Antioch and Aicxandrla, in ‘the eendenqy of the Logos- Loty

B S

.Christology even before that to depr901aﬁe the hlutorlcal Jesus, ' and then

LA TUAY SRTRFERE LS N A(.nr,szr«,./

after the battle with Arianlsm, a tendency of post-Ni cene Christology, while
affiming the true humenity of Christ, to fail to give adequate acéount of

the saving significance of the -historical humanity of Christ, content apparently

N

to glve the historical Jesus a place only in the 1Lturglcal year, and not in
the actual -doctrin€ of Christ, On the other hand, the modern tendency,
especially /
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’"*was _not_removed by their union,
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especially in the West, has been to give an account of Christ solely in terms
of what He did for man, rather-than in terms of His Persmn and Being as

the Son of God become Man, with the result that the doctrine of Christ
tended to be displaced by historicism on the one hand, or religious expe-

brience and spiritual values on the other hand.

A study of the history of the doctrine of Christ makes it clear that 1f
we try to state the doctrine of Christ purely in substantival terms, without
adequate attention to His action and sav1ng mlssidgngaﬁzgzgry, then we
fail to do justice to the New Testament Revelation, and replace the living
Christ by a still dogma about Him; but if we try to state the doctrine of
Christ in purely verbal terms,without adequate attention to the eternal
Being and Person of Christ as God and Man in one Person, then we fail to
do justice to the New Testament Revelation, and replace the authentic Christ
by a modern construction, in fact ¥y a Jesus- dressed up in the ideas and
The doctrine of Chris% in the Early Church had

at least this great advantage, that it sought to give its account of Christ

olothes of our own times,

in such a way, as_to leave Chrigt Himself ample room for His own Glory and

self—revelatlon. Tt refused to encase the doctrlne of Chrlst w1th1n the

W Nk v Lt

mind of man.

me

It gave its account of Him in such a way as to acknowledge
the reality of His divine and human natures in their union in the one Person

of the Son, but decllned to state how ‘those two natures were unlted in

Christ, being content to declare that the difference of these two natures

aTS -~
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but rather that the propriety of each nature

R e

was preserved pre01sely in their concurrence and union in the One Person of
Christ the Lord.

In other words, the Early Church sought to preserve the
mystery of Chrlst and sought to guard that mysféry from errors that divided

or separated the two natures of Christ on the one hand, or that confounded
In so
doing, the Early Church rendered theology magnificent service, and its account

e v e LS

them or fused them into a higher or lower unity on the other hand,

has ever since commanded the Church's assent, although it is 1ncrea51ngly

o s e

clear that it dld not say enough - not that it could say one iota more about
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how the dlv1ne and human natures of Christ are united in the mystery of His

Person, but that it .did.not. relate that_mystery adequately to the_historical

obedience..of. Jesus Christ the Incarnate.Son, and to His atonlng work, gnd

so dld not glve sufflclent attention to the saving significance of the Humanlty
<of Chrlst

next major contribution to the hlstor1cal doctrine of Christ,

B

That asPeot was largely recovered by the Reformers who made the

In our account
we must try to give both, the patristic.and.the Reformed doctrines of Christ
their full Welght and state the doctrine of the Hypostatic Union of two -

| natures in “the One Person of Christ in suoh a way that we are falthful

throughout to the whole biblical account of His Person and Work as the

Incarnate Son of the Father. This does not mean that at this point we have

to recapitulate all that we have already said especially in chapter two, but

it does mean that we must be careful nOL to state a doctrlne of the Person
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of Christ, or, of the hypostatlc union, and then go on to state the doctrlne
of /
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,hypostatlo ﬁnlon. On the oontrany, ‘we have to see that reconclliatlon is

g %
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of the sav1ng work of Chrnst as atonlng reconclllatlon, as if atoning reconmbyy
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clllatlon were somethlng that had to be added on to the doctrane of the N

| the hypostgtlo unlon at work 1n explatlon and atonement and therefore cannot

m——t

be expounded arlght exoept in terms of Chrﬂst's actlve mlnlstry within our
darkness and estrangement, bringing revelation and reconciliation, If the
mystery is the Incarnation of the eternal purpose of God, then the doctrine
of the Person of Christ cannot be abstracted from the doctrine of the divine
decision to bestow eternal love upon us, and to gather us back into eternal
life, On the other hand, it is important to see that the doctrine of
Christ's work of atoning reconclllatlon .presupposes the doctrine of the hypo-
static union of two natures in one person, for the whole work of reconciliation
depends upon the fact that One Person acts both from the side of God, and

_ from the 31de of men, both in éﬁemalv1ne acts and in the human acts, and
that these acts are really and truly identical in the Person of the

Mediator. But before we see fully that relation between the hypostatic
union and atoning mediation or reconciliation, we have to consider the saving

Vo (T n

51gn1flcance of Christ as truly ¢ diving and truly human,
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(2) The Humanity and the Deity of Christ

Let ué first consider the Humenity of Christ.

The very fact that God became Man in order to save us, declares in no
uncertain way that the Manhood of Chrlst is absolutely essential to our sal-
vation, We may even say, and sey reverently, that God had to become Man
-;;;mag-and our salvation, if we ‘hasten to add that this 'had to' is of sheer

race, and not necessity, In the langnage of the Epistle to the Hebrews,

13+ behoved Him to be made like unto His brethren",

The Humanity of Jesus Christ moans that God has actually come among
men to reveal Himself and to reconcile men to Himself.,  Christ's Humanity
signifies the objective actuality of God's coming and presence in the same
sphere of reality and actuality in which we human being belong. If Jesus
Christ were not Man as well as God, that would meangthat God had not actually
come all the w&y.to man, that He had not really got a foothold in our creaturely
world, as it were, within the time-series in which we are, and that God would
still be far away from us, as far as the heaven is from the earth, as far as
Creator is from creature. Any docetic view of the Humanity of Christ snaps
the life-line between God and man, and destroys the relevance of the divine

acts in Jesus for men of flesh and blood.

The New Testament is at pains to meke clear the full Humunity of Christ,
He comes as bone of our bone, and flesh of our flesh; He speaks with a human
voice, is brought up in a human family, cats, drinks, thirsts and is hungry,
grows weary and is pained, rejoices and sheds tears, and is encompasscd with
our frailty and infirmity. Here in Josus the Eternal God comes so near
that He is a pgytigulgr(map among men, a particular historical individual,

a frail human being, such a man in fact that men could easily pass Him by just

as /
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as another man, and easily fail to see anything else in Him than ordinary
humanity. All that means that in Jesus Christ, the Eternal God has actually
come to us, and is one of us in the same sphere of reality in which we exist,

and with which we are so very familiari

The stark, actuallty;ofrChnlatmsﬁhumgquy, His flesh and blood and bone,

M
rtdi’guarantees to us that we have God among us. If that manhood were in any

1B

C%urch. sense unreal; G God would “be unreal for us in Him, The full measure of Christ's
LVQ Humanity is the full measure of God's reallty for us, God's actuality to us,
in fact the measure of God's love for us, If Christ is not Man, then God
has not reached us, but has stopped short of our humanity = then God does
not love us to the uttermost, for His love has stopped short of coming all
the way ‘to where we are, and becoming one of us,. But Christ's humanity

means that God's love is now flesh of our flesh, and bone of our bone.

k)€C£fN“ This Humanity of Christ is essential to God's Revelatlon, for the
T
f%ﬁi aotuality of His Revelation is grounded upon the actuality of Christ's

_;fhﬁ,~{ Huamnlty. In Jesus Christ, God s Truth has ‘become aotual.  Jesus Christ

'Rocatlitds the Truth, the mystery in whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and

R knowledge, and from whose fulness we may all receive. ' The astounding thing

o .

B men

is that the Eternal Tord by vhom all things were created become a creature,
became man, certalnly without ceasing to be that Eternal Word, and therefore
its very creatureliness oonstitutes the act of Revelation, end is the guaran-
tee that Revelation is here within creation and accessible to human creatures;
it is the guarantee that God's Revelation is Revelation to creaturely man,
in the lenguage and life of men, man who is involved within the limitations
of time and space, and who cannot escape from them, who can only know within
them, within time and history. Because the eternal has become temporal, men
’ _oan know the eternal Truth 1n creaturely temporal form, the Eternal Truth :n

R e e e e e rtuat o G g TS ST A AR i S AL (8 s b e

time, The historical Humanity of Jesus is the guarantee that w1th1n the

s £rid

relativities and contingencies of our historical human existence, Revelation

is reality, and is actuality accessible to us,

Nece f:f This Humanity of Christ is essential to God's Reconciliation, for the
el AP

actuality of atonement is grounded upon the faot that in actual human nature,

j At is -God, actlng on our behalf’ Thus any docetlo ;iew of the humanlty of

Chrlst would mean that ®od only appears to act within our human existence,
or that His acts are only of tangential significance, end do not really
,  strike into the roots of our existence and condition, and have no relevance

, to our nced. Atonement is real and actual only as if the Mediator acts
RN ﬁfully from the_side of man as man, as well as from the side of God as God.

'

i If the manhood of Christ is 1mperfect atonement is imperfect, and we would
'ifft; E still be in our sins, Tf Jesus Christ is really and truly man, then His

e i O

L A .. death for sin is an act of God in human nature, and not just an act upm

human nature., But if atonement is to fulfil its objoct, it must not only
be act of God upen man, but act of man in response to God, man's sacrifice,

man's, leation, man s satlsfactlon for sin, Apart from the human obedience
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and human life and death of Christ, apart from His human sacrlfice, we have

EOE s D i it b o,

nothlng §E a11 to offer to God, nothing with which we can stand befére God
but our sin and gullt But here in the full humanity of Jesus, as it is
Joined eternally to His Deity in Incammation and a’conement,..manfs _destiny

es man is actually assured and restored to its place in God from which he

has fallen; man's wrong has been sct aside in and with the judgement acoom-
plished upon the humenity of Christ, and now in His humanity our new right
hand has been established before God,

Now in the second place, let us consider the Deity of Christ,

Gh‘%\fig*h{’ If the Humenity of Christ is the guarantee of the action of God among
e men, revealing Himself and reconciling sinners to Himself, the Deity of
Christ is the guarantee that that work of revelation an@ﬂggggno%%}g}ipp is
‘no? Epllow and empty and @E?f?%ﬂ?? 1ts;qgifgf}v§“§1de, it is the gué;antee
that in Jesus Chrlst we have to do with the reallty of God Himself, That
Jesus does in forgiveness is not just the work of man, but the work of God,
and is therefore of final and ultimate validity., Only God against whom we
sin can forgive sin, but the Deity of Christ is the guarantee that the aotion
of Christ in the whole course of His life is identical with the action of
God toward us. It is not something of God that we have in Christ, but God
Himself, very God of very God.
‘Fﬂg&ge } Let us note that strictly speaking, we cannot say that Jesus is divine,
jany more than we can say that God is humen., Te can say that God is beocome
; | Mon, such that He is also Man in Christ, And so we can say that Jesusais
Man and also God, but to talk about divine humenity is confusion, and a form
of monophysite heresy; it is to deny His humanity, Christ is fully Man,
but while Man, He Himself in the whole course of His life is also God.

PRSI

Christ is God, true God as well as true Man, The significance of His Deity
lies in the fact that it is God Hlnself JhO acts 1n Jesus Chrlst in His

teaching and reconciliation, "He that hguh seen me hath seen the Father,"

e worship and adore.Chrisi as very God of very God, for He is God., The
relationship we have with Jesus is therefore identical with relationship

with God,  that, Christ Jesus is to us in His Person, in Tord and Deced,
what He is to us in all our knowledge of Him in grace and forgiveness, that
He is eternally in Gode The Deity of Christ is thus the guarantee that the

; actions of Christ are not in time only, not just temporary or temporal cctions,

1 but the eternal action of God, eternﬁlLy real in the Godhead

SN2 AR i K TS T Ayt B ¢ A
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then we say that Christ is the obJect of our falth and worshlp, wve do
not simply say that we belicve through Chrls as wo mlght bellevc through
a prophet. ve do believe through Him, and only through Him, but throuhh
! Him as Mediator who Himself is God as well as Man, and so xe bellcveLthrough)
Hin, and_@igeotly(é%)lﬁﬁb as God Himself, The Delty of Christ is not c."
derivative of our faith, not an inferenoe from His consciousness or f{rom His
perfection or from His work om our beholf;  Faith in Christ directly as God,
is the immediate statement of faith, It is suoch a primnry statement that
| all /



all other statements of faith have their source there, and are rolated
directly to it. Christian faith starts from the fact that in laying hold
of Christ, we lay hold of God Himself, for what Christ.is, God is, If
Christ is not God, if God is not fully and wholly present in Christ, and
identical with Christ, then God does not reomeile the world to Himself,
then the work of Jesus is not eternally valid, but is only temporal and con-~
tingent and relative, If Christ is not God, tﬁen the Love of Christ is not
identically God's love, and so we do not know that God is Loves T nay
know that Christ is Love, but if He is not really God in the complete sense,
then all wo have in Jesus Christ is a revelation of man at his highest
reaching up into the clouds, If Christ is not God, then we do not have a
descent of God to man. Thus as the obverse of the fact that Christ's real
Humenity means that God has aotually come to men and dwells among men,
Christ's Deity means that GOD HIMSELF has come to save us, The dogma of

. the Humanity of Christ asserts the actuality in our world of thc coming of

[ God, and the dogma of the Deity of Chrisf asserts the Q}y§n9.99§pent of our
! { knowledge and Salvation, the objective roality of our relation ot God Himself,
The dogma of the Deity of Christ means thet our salvation in Christ is "nchored

1 St A e o o et

in Eternity; +that it is more surc thon the heavens.

. The full reality of Christ’s Deity is essential to Revelation, for the
roality of Revelation is grounded in the reality of Christ's Deity,
Certainly Revelation would not be revelation to us unless it were in our

human language and thought, but its reality as Revelation of God is grounded

—ﬁTL)i?:. on the reality of God's presence. in it, the reality of God's act of sclf-
,;:-3'2 comnunication and through it, that is, on the_iggppityibétween Revelation and
~ & ::u God the Revealsr, The Hunanity of Chris® guarantees the actuality of
?;“;?ggé Revelation, but the Deity of Christ guarantees its nature as Revelation of
;1 * " God, Jesus Christ is the Son of the Father, and as such He is the Revela-
tion He brings, In Christ, God rcoveals Himself in an act that is idontical
A {+.. with His Person. "érevggyist not Mon, God's _revelation would noEmlgiually
E f%f“ﬂ! be revelatlop to mg;:“£ut were He not also.God, it would not be valid, Mfor
[<v C1f’6;iy‘Goé:c;; reveal God, To reveal God, the revealer nust toke the place
, (ﬁl ‘{ of"éoaf“.ﬁﬁﬁb§i§7655"b£n teke His ovm placo,  This identity of Christ's

Revelation with God's self-revelation is the ground of our assurance and

certainty +that what we know in and through Jesus Christ, is none other than
God, end that there is nothing in God essential to our knowledge of Hinm which
is hid from us, and that God as He is in Himself, is not a reality other than

5 the God revealed to us in and through Jesus Christ,

" ( 3;¥\ Thus the weakening in the affirmation of +the Deity of Christ, rcsults
v AN : -

ﬁ{, in indecision and uncertainty, It is indeecd because of this weckness that
E v

O ‘-f “5\ men are engulfed in relativity, and arc not surc about what thoy belicve,

\

!
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v { How do you know that you arc right and not wrong? How do you know that they
. X
' f'C are not right, and you are not wrong? Such is tho uncertainity that is bomm

of clouded vision of the Deity of Christ, Then the Déity of Christ is denied,
the /
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the bottom falls out of Christianity., Vhen,the Delty of Chrast is denied,
?gis.HLmanlty 1s denled as well becausc Josus is nade out $6 b6 a liar, and

if Jesus is cut adrlft from tho Truth, then we are all hopelessly at sea,

Thus the full reality of Christ's Deity is essential to Rovelation, and

faith, for the rcality of revolation is grounded in the reality of the action

and presence of God in Christ, on the identity of His Revelation with God's {
self-Revelation. -

%%E}?; et The full reality of Christ!'s Deity is cssential for salvation, for the
oo B reality and validity of salvation are grounded upon the reality of Christ's
F( N ?Delty Man'!s salvation must be. en act of God, else it is not salvation,
The Deity of Christ tellws us that the action of Jesus in the Incarnation
and on the Cross is identical with God's ovm action, How can man be
saved? The answer is given in the words "Ye have not choscn ne, but I
have chosen you" - but if that "I" is not God Himself, it is ultimately an
illu81on. Everything dcpends on the foot that the whole course of Christ's
1ife is identical with the course of God's aotion towards man,  The whole
of our salvation deponds on the fact that it is God in Christ who suffers and
bears the sin of the world, and reconciles the world to Himself.  The vali~
dity of our salvation depends on the fact that He who died on the Cross under
divine judgement is also God the Judge, so that He who forgives is also He
who judges. The reality of our salvation meons that its reality is anchored
on the d1v1ne side of reality, that the Lomb is slaln baefore,. the foundutlon

I AT b 21 oi

Aof tho world that He has ascended to the right hand of God the Father
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Almlghty, “and sits down with God on His own ‘throne becouse He is God, Every-
thing depends upon the fact that tho Cross is lodged in the heart of the

Father,
b wak It is important to see that if the Deity of Christ is denied, then thgx\
Eiad' & Cross beoomos a terrible monstrosity, If Jesus Christ is man only and not
by ilh - elso God, thcn we lose faith 1n God ond nan Te lose faith in God becauso
%"i*¥“*7§£Me could not ‘beliove in a God who allows the best man that ever lived to be
‘ hounded to death on the Cross - is that all that God cares about our humenity
f;;ﬁ ' and 1t5 search after God, after truth and rigﬁteousness and peace? Put Jesus

CIRA £
“!é Chrlst a non on the Cross, and put God in heayen, like some Mohamneden deity
%ﬁ:.kﬂ imprisoned in His own lonely abstract Deity - and you cannot believe in Him,

@l in such a god who is nonstrously unconcerned with our lifec, and who docs

not even 1ift a finger to help Jesus, But if you deny the Deity of Christ
we lose faith in man also, for that means that man is oUCh that when ho sces

leoo Njho very best the very hlghcst ond noblost the world has cver knom, he

ST orucifies it in spite, and will have nothing to do with it oxcept to hate it,
! Put God in heqven, and Jesus o man only on the Cross, and you destroy all

i hope and trust, and preach a doctrine of the blackest and most abysnal despair,

Denial of the Deity of Christ destroys faith in God and in men, and turns
the Cross into the bottomless pit of darkncoss. But put Goq on the Cross,
and the CrOSS becomes the world' salvotion.,  All tho Gdgﬁel rests upon the
faot that it is God who become incarnate, and it was God who in Christ hos

reconoiled /
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reconciled kke world to Hinself, NJ

Te sec then the significance of Christ's Deity and Humanity to lie in
regard to His work of Revelation and Reconciliation., He who reveals God
to nen, and reconciles man to God, nust be both God and Man, truly and com~
pletely God, and truly and completely Man, If the Son was to redeen the
whole nature of men, He had to toke the whole nature of man; if in the Son
men is to be gathered into the fellowship and life of God, it must be by One
sho is truly and completely God, Only He can be Mediator who is Hinmself the

Union of God and Man, only He can be Pontifex who is Himself tho Pons.

(b) The Hypostatic Union in Revelotion ond Reconciliation

Then we take the essential significance of the Humanity of Christ, and

_the essential significance ‘of His Deity, ond put them together, as we nust,

for there is but one Christ, we are forced to acknowledge that the divine
acts in the human nature of Christ, and the human acts in Christ, are both
‘aots of one and the seme person, and therefore that in that One Person, the
divine and human acts are united, and further, that the divine and humon
nmturcs are united., Moreover, here we aclmowledge that what God is in
Chrlst in 211 Hlsmigfi‘ln revelation and reconciliation, in mercy and holi-
ness, He is antecedently and eternally in Hinsclf, and that the love of
Josus and His decision to givo Himself a ransom for nany, are a love and deci~
sion that reposc‘upon mmd issue oub of the eternal love and decision of God.
Wo worship and acknowledge the Person of Christ as the very Person of God,
but this one Persoﬁ whom we worship and acknowledge as the Person of God
Himsclf, is the One Person in whonm divine and humon acts, divine and hunan
natures are unitéd, so that they are all prodicaﬁes of the One whole Christ,
the One and only Lord and Saviour. That worship and acknowledgenent of .
Christ +the Lord in His divine ond humen acts, His divine and hunan ne tures

is the doctrine of the hypostatlc union, in which we assert of the mystery

A S AR ST BTN (XTI P R R T TN

of Christ that divine and.hun natures and qcts are truly "nd conplogcly
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unltcd in ohc Pcrson or ostwtls. That hypostﬁtlc union is also known as

LE N KPR

"personwl unlon“ but personal union neans unlon in the Onc Person,  That

is a personal union unlike any personal union we know cven at its most inti-
mote in marriage, which is union in one flesh, but union of two persons in
{ono flesh, But this is such a union of natures and acts that they are united

in one and only Onc Person.

Another way of putting this is to say that when wo excmine the signifi-~
canoce of Christ's Humanity and the significence of His Deity, we find thet
tho Humanlty of Chrlst has no revealing or saving 31gnlfloance for us apart
fron HlS Dolty, ond thﬂt His Delﬁy h S NO rcvenllhg or saving 51gn1f10.nce
for us apart from His Humwnlty. Tho doctrine of Christ is the doctrinc of
truo and complete Humanlty in full union with truc and complete Deity, o
it is in that UNION thnt the significonce of both revelation and rcconcildation
lies. | It is such a union that the proscnco of full and perfect hunonity
docs /
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: gogs not impair or dininish. .or restrict the _presence of full and pprfcct
{ Deity, and the presonce of full and perfect Deity does not impair or dimi-
nish or restrict the presence of full end perfect hunanity, It is such a
union that true Godhead end true monhood are joined toéﬁ%her in Jesus Christ
in such a way that they cannot, be scparated, and yot in such a way that

they can never be confused, and so that one does not absorb tho other, or

———

that both do not combine to form a third ontlty which is neither divine nor

hunen, “Tn the hypostatlc unlon ' God remains God and Man renainsg Men, and

T A WOn T,

yet in Christ, God who_remeins. God is. for evéﬁfﬁpiqg§:§q~édﬁtwéﬁa Becomes
Man, and remalns Man, In this union God has become Man without cecasing to
be God, and man is token up into the very being of God without ceasing to be
Man, That is the nystery of Jesus Christ in whon we have communion'throuugh

N ——————.

the Holy Spirit, - CE l 3

Now we must consider that hypostatic union in relatiom to Revelation
and Reconciliation,

(1) The Hypostatic Union of God and Man in One Person is the heort of
Revelation, and its full substonce

The Incarnation of the Tord neans that the Tord assumes humun foru
and approaches us from within the forns of humon life in the only woy along
which we can understand, God's thoughts cre not our thoughts and His ways

are not our ways; He does not reveal Himself to us, howsver, as He is in

Ly ) Hinself in His total difference fron us,. but condascends to us to reveal

eﬁkdhﬁg.Hlnself within tho conditions of our hunon and croature%XMpqﬁgpes. But the
fact that God has become Man, means that He is and cwg.ﬁe f;ee for us, so
that it is possible for us to know Him, not on the ground of any possibility
or capacity that we have in ourselves or in human nature, but solely on the
gromd of the fact thet God is free and able to mecet us within our hunman
noture, and to reveal Himself there to us as very God, Therc within hunan
nature God reveals Himself as God in terms of what is not-God, in terms of

what is men.,  He speaks to us in man's voice, in nan's lenguage, and in

nan's thought~forns, He assunes the hunble form of a servant within the

oha - et PR

condition of oun hunwn n"turo. Ho did not assune o form unknowm to us, but
'éafw;éﬁwagfﬁ”ﬁhder'iéd, the form of scrv1tude, and so specks our creaturcly
and earthly language under all 1t9 11n1tatlons and imperfections, But all
’ that would not make Revelation, for the Incarnation of the “ord of God in a
i hunian form does not nean that if we think about human forns, wo will autona-
\  tically think - about God, and that if wo think correctly in our humon fomms,
we will think corrcctly about God. No, not cven in Jesus con we got across

from Man to God, unless in Jesus Christ there is hypostﬂtlcfunlon hetwecn

!

13 L

S Hin and God, unless the hunnn formms ond sPoigh and acts of Jesus 1r¢'prodlcates
2N 2, e s e S
f‘ttvxnu of the ono Divine Porson (cf Hllany)”k‘ Tt is only becouse Christ is Hinsolf
(! personmlly “Bod thot His human sPuoch end hurisn actions, and His hunan fonwa

of thought, are also divine Revelation,  The, 1mngg;§o of Jesus was crcﬂturoly
1anguuga ond quite distinct fron God's language, cven His longuage about
God /.

Rl .
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God, and creaturely lenguage is only capable of speaking of creaturcly

things.  If herc God's lengunge has become hunan and creaturcly lengucge, \. <
we would not hear God in Jesus' creaturely speech, unless there was Qggg— rf;ﬁg\ﬂ
_sﬁzt;c union between His creaturely. longuage, and God's omn, Jgodly 1anguwge. \“‘é
Tf is only in that union in which God's language condescends to toke on Q\wgi
orecturcly form,ond humen language is joined to God's language, that there T

is recl Revelation, ﬁhﬂ.q:q;?wi.zé
Hypostatic union involves two important factors here:

/(a) it tells us that we oan only know God in hunan terms, in torms of ana-

. QQQL logy: oll knowledge of God and hiis relations with men are analogical, for S

Vs ey T

fg we 1 in Christ, God has become like nan, has taken on man's imege, so that in »\j
Skt N\

‘?fVWK\ Joms of man's Anmage, . Likeness .gnd unuloglos, men noy know God, and under— >

Iaiiadiiadul Eae R g 1y oo er W2 W IV RANITARE BATLEM o, sty ety

\wGB;i/_éﬁand.Hls Revelﬂtlon.

) (b) 1t tells us that it is not by hun.n 1nage likeness, and analogics that
/JQ{MQ. we know God and understand His Revelatlon, but through the hypostctlc union
[
=4;KV 2 of the human images, analogies and likenesses in Jesus Christ bto God Hlmself
,{ )

%7 “ly ,that we kmow Goda That neans that only certein particular analogies are

ﬂ, WL b oS A S

:;ng_ used, those whlch _rcposc upon, and derlve fron, thls one particular Mon,
L e . v — i

,/ for Ho alone is in hypostatic union ulth God All other analogics are

\ mpty, nnd contain nothing of God, but Jesus Christ is filled analogy, analogy
l where the content and substance lic in the hypostatic union, In tho lon-
guoge of the Epistlc to the Hebrews, He is the effulgence of God's glory,

but also the express image of God, or tho reality of tho God He images in
"Himself. A1l true knowledge.of God is through Christ the “'ord, for there

is only One iord, the only begotten Som which is in thu 5osbm of the Father,

who has declared Him, But that Tord has ome and for &ll become man, assuned
, humen fornm, end never divests Himself from that human form, It is in this

particular and unique hunen form, for ever joined to the Tord or Son of God,

that we are given to share in the nystery of God, In Jesﬁs Christ, in

whont are hid a1l the treasures of wisdom end knowledge, and in Him alone, do
} we know God, and have comnunion with Him,

(2) The hypostotic union of God and Mon in One Porson is the heart of
Reconciliation, and its full substance

In Jesus Christ, God has come in the humble form of o servant) vo%$%gg
His divine majesty, for we could not look on the face of God end live, If
' God came openly in His glory and nojesty, we would be smitten to the ground
in sin and death; the last judgement would bo upon us, with no time to
repent, no opportunity for personal decision in faith, The very hunonity
of Christ is the veiling of God, the flosh of sin, the huniliation and the
fom of a servont, . and the death of Christ all veil God - and so God draws
near under thot veil in order to reveal Himself, and save us, It is sono~
tines asked if God cannot roveal Hinmsclf to us apprt from or without Christ,
d without the humblo form of a servant, But if Rovelation were to toake place
apart from the veiling of Christ, or in 2 form totally unknowm to us, it

i would /
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would dsrupt the gonditlons. of our wol'ld ond of our hunanity, aad instoad

EL LT TR PN

of suv1ng us, it quld necn our dlsintogrvtlon. No, the very Humenity

of Jesus Christ nukgéms~lv"tlon poss1blo, “for here in the Mrp Jesus, God
cones alongside us as another Man and within our historical existence with
its terporal relations, choices ond decisions, He acts there upon us per—
sonally through word ond love, through challenge and decision, God does
not come to manipulate nen, but to save hin porsonally in personal reconcilio-

tion with the Father; and so He confronts non in such a way, thot while He |

Judges._sin. and. exposes._nan's heort with all its cvil, He forgives hin and

e AY D8 s i i S

dr s out hlS hegrt 1n surrcnder and love to Hlmself And yet in all that
God has come to be one w1th maﬁ and +to ﬂct froa within nman, and as man to
yield to tho Fother in obedience of a truc and faithful Son, and so to loy
hold of God for us fron the side of mon. T+ is within that union of the
Son to the Father that the sinner is drown, ond given to share, In other
words, the hypostatic union is cnacted as reconociling event in the midst of
human being and existence, in which nen are given to shore by gadoPtlon and
graoce, in Jesus Christ, Te shall study thot fully later undex' the doctrine

of reconciliction, but here it is jmportant to sce thot at its hecrt lies

, the hypostatic. union of God and Mon in Christ., The Humenity of Christ is

the actuality of God's presenoe artong ren, but this humanity holds non at

PP

~am's length away fron God in order to give man breathing space, tlne, and

ot A g, A A

p0551b111ty for surronder to God's challenge in grace, time for decision and
faith in Him, But it is Hunmenity united to Deity, ond it is the action of
God as Mon in Christ which delivers men fron himsclf end draws hin out in

surrender to God, %

That is the nore subgoctlvo side of rcconciliation, but the hypostatic

Vs e Al R WA

wion is also the objootive heard of}roconc&}ifﬁ%pn in atonencnt,  The
wnassuried is the unhecled, but in theri;ggétgt;c union God the Son has
assunied our flesh of sin into oneness with Himself, and in so doing hos
judged sin in the flesh, and nade expiation for our sin in His owm blood
shod on the Cross, .and so worked the hypostatic union through our alicnotion
into the resurrection where we have the now ﬁﬁ??ﬁiﬁi in perfect union with
God, and in thet union we are given to share, The significance of that
atonenent_ 1105 not morely in that Jesus Chrlst offercd as lien a. perfect
soorlfloc to God not ~docs it lic merely in thtt God here descondcd into our
bond‘ge and destroyed the powers of darkness, sin, death and the devil, but
that here in atonenent God.hcs.yrousght n cot fron the side of God as God,
and fron the side 9f lon s ] Man, in repl.ond final union between God Lnd
nen, Atoncncné gééggﬂ%haé God's action vias trinolgtod.lnto ‘terms of hunaen
action, for only so doing 1+ reaches non ond becories relevant to hlm as
sgving act, but it romains God's aotion, for only so docs it touch and loy
hold of non, and raisc hin up to solvation in reconciliction with God,

Thero are ngt two actions in the 1ifo ond decth of Josus Christ, but one

action by the God—Nani onec qotlﬂn which is ot onco nonward ond Godword,

It was act in our plnce, and yut ‘act of God for us, Man cennot etone;

ho /
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he cannot repair his past, ”Eyen‘Jesps as Mon, as sinless Man, could not

do that If He werc but sinless Mon under the Judgernt of God, He would
be annihilated in judgenent - the Cross would prove a fiasco, And yot
etonenant, if it is to take place, nust tnke plade in nen'b life, from nan's
side, but if it is to be saving and lifeh51v1ng atonemeht it nust bo atome-
nent for non, by God for man, for God alone cen repair the past, and only
the “ord through whon non was nade, by becaning non, can act in man's place ,
and for nan in such 2 vay as to restore that which man lost, and recover
what he lost in the Creator Tord of God, [fhe atoncnent is the work of the
God~Man, of God and Man in hypostatic wnion, not simply an act of God in
nan, but an act of God as Man, And so tho hypostatic union and atonement
belong togethe;i) Atoncnent is possible on-thé ground of the hypostatic
union, and only on the ground of atoning reconcilintion can the oncness of
the Tord and our flesh of sin be brought to its full Yclos in the hypo-

static union of God and Man in the riscen Jesus Christ,

ﬁhat we have just said can be recinforced at two points by putting then

.differently, If we could divide between the two natures of Christ, His

divine and His humon nature, into a nature of a divine person and a nature

f & human person, then the human acts would not be acts of the divine per-
son, and the divine acts would not be in the human person, In the event,
the accomplishnent of reconciliation would be illusory, for its ultinate
achieverient would not have boen carried through, It is the doctrine of the
union of two natures in One Person which is thus the nainstoy of a doctrine
of atoning reconciliation, On the other hand, atoncement is not en end
in itself, any nore than the judgement of sin ond the expiation of guilt are
ends in themselves; atonement is in order %o rceoneile non back to God,

so thet atoncnent iséuos in union betwecn men and God, but it issues in union
between man and God, because it is that union already being worked out
between estranged nen end God, beuweﬂn nent's will and God's will in the one
Porson of Christ. It is the hypostetic union, therefore, which lies en-
bedded in the very hecart of atonement; and all that is done in the judgenont
of sin, expiation of guilt, in the oblation of obedicnce to the Father is in

t "'&
order to brlng hen back to union with God and.to onchor thet union! vithin:

T 3 e A A TV 4okl TSN D ANt Dn Ayt At gt P RN e ARyt s Y AP 1 € AT Lo Sl 3 R ‘J

the etcrnul nion of the Snn and the Fother, And the Pﬁthor and the Son

o ,...u..a-

a2 ] .

through tho comunion of tho Holy ‘Spirit.
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/ (c) The Patristic Doctrine of Christ Cum gy L;L."Zm Cnss woT?E)
- The main stages in the history of the Church's doctrine of Christ are as

folléws:—

>
( & 1) The Gouncil of Nicaea in AD 325, vhieh affirmed that Jesuf Christ is t"‘LL_‘f

( &7m6uc &ec; ) God, in an affirmation of faith against the Arians,

Iy

7 ed 2) The Com101l of Constantlno*ula in AD 381, which affirmed that Jesuﬂ Christ
way Refffec‘l;}y ( 'Hé#:wre)«&u") Han, against the Apollinallans whose

teaching impaired the perfect humanity of Christ,
2&C  3) The Council of Ejghesus in AD 431, which affirmed thot Jesus Christ

is One Person, against the Nestorians who divided Christ into two yersons.

[P

H & C 4) The Council of Chalcedon in AD4S1, vhich affirmed that in Josus Christ

there are ’cwo distinct natures in one Person, and that in the

onbe Perupn(of Chrmt they were hypostatically united unconfuszedly, inconvertibly,

1nd1v1u11>lai 1n=1ép'xrob1y. This was affirmed against the Eutycnmns and TIonogn""‘x

5) Tha Council of Conﬂtantinoplc AD 680, ‘which asserted that Jezus Christ

possessed a human will as w<,ll ag a divine will, against the Monothelites who
e T it

=
asgerted that in Jesus Christ there vaes onlfone single will, CXE ant t’“‘f‘@o)

. Those arc the five main stages in the Patristic doctrine of Chris t, but to
them we nust add two more from’modern’ tines, which we shall consider in the

next section,

6) The Reformation, which sought to sta'l'e the vhole Cathelic deotrine of Cheist

more in terms of Christ's saving and roconml:.ng nission, i.e. in more dymanic

teins,

7) Today, after the asessuent of the vast documentary study in the historiocsl
Josus, in which-snhypostasia and enhypostesia arc brought iogether for to give £
stress upon the historical Christ as the Very Son of God,

p(‘e,— M\.S we have already had occasion to note, the attempts to formulate a doctri
of Christ in the Eorly Church tonded to fell into two camps, according %o the
tondencies associanted with Antloch and Alpandz‘m, which involved in the Antioch
But betwcen t:hos_;e nore extreme positions, thm‘e was o middle stream of dcvelepmn
ramning fron Irenecus to Athannsius, which stressed equally the full humnandiy
and the full dcity of Chrint, and it was out of that that there caorged tho

Orthodex doctrine of Christ,

In the teaching of Trennous ond Athanasiuve, howover, thore was considornili

stress upon the obedienco, c_)fwt“hng.fnggszqtg Son, and consequently upen tho sovirg
significance of the Humonity of Chrigt, both in regard to Revelntion and dn »ege
to RLﬁonci‘i'\ti on, ond in their writings, notably in that of Athnnasius, toore -
iound a full and satisfying account of the atonenewt, in which Tnearnaiior ond

atonomuﬁ. are very closely associcted, and are nutuslly involved.

This was unfortunntely note followed vhen the Councils come teo oiteor theinr

formulations of the decbrino of Chwist, in which thuy had to uffimaegninst

heretical teoching, first the Tull Deity of Chrict, ond 4hen His full

In the concern to rosurc the proper place in faith of the Deity and Hunerity

of Christ, they loat sight of Hlu :\*bonwp' uom, no far, that is, os Credl

formulations /



. formulations were concorned, although it must be adnitted that the lack in
. credal formulation corresponded to a lack in clﬂrlty and understanding auong the
ggjgg}a as to the significance of the deatﬂ-gé Christ, When Chaleedonion
Christology canec ?o be formulated, largely under the guidance of the Epistle of
E?ﬁl that is fron the Church in the West, the doctrine of the Persor of Christ
was corefully and clearly formmulated, but in such a way that the atoning wg;k
gitfor of Chrlst wos not given 1t" _proper place., In the theology of théyﬂeséA%hérc
é?‘dvhew““hs an adequate doctrlne of the Incarnation, as in the teaching of Lco himself,
but the doctrine of the death of Christ tended to be thrust in secrificial terns
of a forensic character, and thuse two, the Incarnation and the
- Denth of Christ, werc not properly or fully related in doctrine., But vhenever
clie Incqrnatlon and Atoncnent are not properly ~ud fully related, there is nn
kLWQAxu*Jlnev1tablc tendency toward o conception of the two naturcs of Christ in which
the two nafuros are not seen in their full unity in the One HMediator. That
diophysitc tendercy, however, tended itself to be counter~balanced or
" corrected by a tondency in the opposite dircetion, i.e. townrd ménophysitism,
both in the Ezst and in the Vest,that is'to say o teundency to allow the full
hunanity of Christ to be inpaired through absorption into His divine nature, in
‘éﬁitgﬂof the rcjection of Monothelitism., That would appear to be a dircet
result of the failurc to give the atoning work of Christ the Mediator its full
place in Chalcedonian nnd subscquent Christology. Vhenover the Medintorship
of Christ is thrust into the background, as becones increasingly apparéﬁt in the
growth and ddvelopnient of the Liturgy in East end Vest, it is very difficult

to stom the tide of monophysite tendencics in Christology.

As we look back upon the developnent of patristic Christology, we can soe
" that the danger-point lay ultinmately not in attacks against the Deity of Christ,
but agninst His full Humanity. The first great Council did of course rcckon
with the dangerous attgclk of Arianisnm, and agninst it it declored in
}gﬁs unnistakoble terns, faith in the true and full Deity of Christ — but in the
fi post-Nicene period, where that cmphasis was carried through, there greow up a
f"f . shyness of speoking about the assunption by the Son of our flesh of sin, in cnoc
AR that would detract from the perfection of the Incornate Son; aml agnin when
after Chalcedon attacks were lounched agninst the fulness of Christ's hunan
nature, there was no cncourngonont to toke in all its sericusness the foct
that He who knew no sin was rade sin for us, lest the assumpbion of 'flesh of

sin! should detrret fronm the perfect hunoanity of Christ.

/ That difficulty is clrecdy scen in the Chalcedonion Christology itsolf,
) mognificent as it was, so for as it went, Thet Council folloued the Councils
, of Comstantinople ond Ephesus, in vhich both Apollincrisnicn and Nestorinnisn
| were rejected., Hence at Constnntinople the conpleteness of Christ's hunnn
+ nature wns offirnmed, ond at Ephosus the unity of the divine and hunan n~turcs
in the one Person. Then cane the Chﬂlccdonlsn statenent: "Following the holy
{i*'“i///fqthors, we all teachuith one qccov.d One ond the Sene éon, our Lord Jesus Chric
i 4: .perfect _in Godhoad and _perfeet also in mnnhood ( téretov oV abtod &v BednTi,
S ®al TeXeLov wov adbrod & &vOpmﬂOanb ), truly God ~n4 nlzo truly nan, boing ¢
roasonable soul and body ( 6edv &nGdc, xul dvBpwmoy dnddc, wob abriv &x yuxfic
AoyLAfiG et othuaTog ) of onec essence with the Father as touching Iis
Godhoad ( opoobuiov 6 matpl  xal ady GedwrTo ) and
also of one esscence with us ne touching His nonhood ( xat époévdlov ﬁpfv TOV

v byBpumdmra ) boing like unto us in all things except sin /



3.
sin ( xatd ndyta opotov Huty xwp‘nc c'l,pm,p'rfc,g ), begotten of the
Father before all tines according to His Godhead, and also in the last days
born for our sake and for our salvation, of the Virgin Mnry the bearer of God
according to His monhood, eno wnd tho s?fc Chrlst tho Sonj‘L??g only_Bcgotton,
of two nntures, m_thout confusmn, wlthou’c ‘conversion, without division, o~nd
without upparotlon- Pthe difforence of n~turcs not being removed by their
union, but rather the propricty of cach being prescrved and concurring in onc
prosopon (av npboy wrov ) and in one hyposinsis ftav bréoracty
so that Ho is not divided or scpoitbed into two prospra (Oux ele 860 mpdbowna
pepu‘f;ousvov A Ematpo{) bxgb is One and the Sanc Only-Begotten Son, god the Word,
Lord Josus Christ, cven as the prophets of old and Jesus Christ Hinself tought

us concerning Him, and the crecd of our fathors thot has been handed on to us. /"
4

Strictly spccoking prosopon and hypostasis ought to be nentioned of Christ

together: both are required to say whot cach lacks.

Tt is worth noting right awoy that the only._place yhero _the _soving Mwork of
ﬂg}}glst is nentioped, is in comection with Hlo birth "for our salke fmd forﬂou‘r
salvation". That is inportent, for it means thot the IL'I‘LlV‘.Lty of Christ waos
itsclf redecning event, but it is not cnought to s~y thot, especially uvhen it if
silent about the maving work of Christ in His life and dcoth, ond when the
statonment nbout the human noture of Christ can be conmstrucd in such o way

as to play down the froet that He cssuned our fao llen humﬂnl’cy.

: R
The CI‘Ll(‘lC‘l factor, hore is the LlO"nln{’; of “tho hunon no 'burc” of Christ.
Therc is no doubt & all that by 'humon nature! the fothers wanted to stross the

actuality of Christ's union with us in our true hunanity; that Christ wes o

nan in all points like us, yot witheut sin. And thet is right as for as it goos,
for Christ was a nan like oursclves, coning into ond living in our node of
existence, ond charing in it to the full within @ span of temporal lifc on cart!
botueen birth and death, and in the unity of o ratiennl soul, and o body. But t
Chnlcedonirn stntenent does not say that this hunan noture of Christ wno hunaq
nature nunder the servitude of sin" as A’chwn:'s1u'3 insisted; it dous not soy

! thot it wos corrupt hunan naturc token ‘fron our fallen crention, where hunmon

i neture is deternined nnd perverted by sin, and wherc it is under the

" accusation ~nd judgnent of Holy God, But 21l that is essential, for the
unnssuned is the unhenled, ond it is with ~nd within the hunanity Ie ascuned fro
us thot the Imcrrnate Son is one with the Fathor., Therefore the hypostotic
union cannot be separnted frem the ac't of assunption of our fallen humnn nature,
fron the living st nctlflc'v‘clon of our huu. nity, through condemmotion of sin
‘ipﬁthe E“.l‘csh, and through renderln{; f‘rfm wlthln it, porfect obedience to the
;'1'b11er. ‘In short: if we think of Christ as ass suning ncutral and perfoct
hum:\nlty, thon the doctrine of the hypostatic union nay uvell bo stoted
st oticnlly, but if it is our fnllen hunenity \zh:.ch Ie assuned, in order to heel
and scnctify it, not only through the ~ct of assuaption, but through ~ life of
obedicnce and o doeth in smerifice, then we cannot state the doctrine of the
hypostetic union sto tically, but rust state it dyniunicelly, in temms of ihe

whole course of Christ's life and obedicnco, fron His birth to 1Iig resurreetion.

For/
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For many people the difficulty with Chalcedonian Christology is this, that
when it speaks of 'the human nature! of Christ, it scems to be speaking of some

neutral human nature, of which we know in some way from our general knowledge

of humanity, even though-we have nowhere any actual experience of rxuch human
nature, Here then there appoars to be o twowfold difficulty,It appears to define
the human nature of Jesus in terms of some gencral conception of human nature;
and then to think of Christ's human nature as pﬂrfect or at least neutral,

and to that exjent unlike our.actual.human nature, Now if Christ's human nature

is perfect, and further, if Christ is the Word become Man, the new Adan

'

- then we cannot define Christ's kuman nature in ferms of some gencral idea of

il ' 42 P shunan nature we have elready conceived, for it is the human nature of Christ

alone thwt is the nom and criterloq of all true human nature, The same
mlstﬂke appears to be present 1ﬁ éhé‘Chnlccdonlan concept of the divine nature
of Christ, for it too is defined in terms of some general concept of divine
nature; which somehow we have already formed in our minds, whereas if Christ is
the Son of God become man, then it is the Divine Nature of Christ which must be
our only norm and criterion for the undérstanding of divine nature. It is not
surprising therefore that the Chalcedonian Christology, in spite of its
intention, should always tend towards a form of diophysitisn

‘tempting correction by being counterbalanced by a new nonophysitism.

‘On the other hond, it is possible to interpret the torm pature or physis

rather difforently, by distinguishing it from the Latin patura; MNatura

refers originally to the state of being born and aprears to have retzined nore ¢
" that in its later use than the Greek physis. Fhysis cones, sinilerly, from phu:
nening to nake to grow or to grow, but very early it came to have a distinctive
sense, This appears best perhaps in the Greck phrase kata physin, according

to the nature of sonething: cg true knowing of soncthing is to know it
according to its nature, in terms of vhat it actually ond really is. It is thi
sense of physis that Heidegger hos highlighted when he specks of physis os

referring to emergonce, the realn of thet wvhich arises, which is not synononyno

Horesoer with naturel phenomena which we think of in terms of 'noture! (notura).
!

il
;

Fhysis is rother being itself by virtue of which existents or essents becone ar
remnin knowable, that which nonifests itself in unfolding, and perseveres ond
endures in that nanifestation of itself. Thus Heidegger con spenk of physis
as referring to the realn of things that emerge ond linger on, Physis is
sorictines the process of emerging fron the hidden, whereby the hidden is first
pnade to stond., In this sense physis can aprly not only to ecrthly renlities

also to honven, the world of God os well as the world of nien ~nd things,.

.
That is to scy, oroginally physis was not narroved down in its refercnce,

as it wos when it was translated paturn or nature, to the recln of nnturel

phenonena:  for it roferrod to the nature of things.in their own being cnd ns

onerge before us out of their hiddenness. FYhysis is experienced,

i
H Heidogger naintains, prinarily ~s tho forcing of being upon our attention.

Now truth (nlctheia) is the nanifestation of the hidden: that vhich is v

it is in the ovent of its dis losurc. Thus physis ond alethein ere nore or le

equivnlents, for truth is the truth of being coning out of its hiddomnecss intc
nanifestotion, the revenling of physis. Truth neans thet the physis of sonetl
stands out before us and manifests itself before us in accordance whot it is i

own/

,
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own being, or physis. . Thus Heidegger con also say that the essence of being is

physis, being that emerges and makes itself nanifest, being coning out of con-
cealnent, while truth (aletheia) is un-conceilnment (a-—leitheia) of being

and what inheres -in being as it emerges to view, In view of this, we can
understand vwhy the Greeks could speak of knowledge of the truth, as a knowing in
opernncas of being, kmowledge that takes place in and with the energence of
disclosure. of being, under the overmastering presence of being and under

its power of .gle'bheia.

ﬁg’g &) If, then, we take physis in this sense we can understand how the Greck

4 .

g a1y r- Fathers could use as equlvalonta thinking or knowing kata ngs:.n and thinking
ﬂ“q“’ ',’ of knowing alothos; In this sense the Fathers could apply L.Y_e_l_-._s_ equally

C;lb](‘-"{ to God and to man, to Christ in His being as God, insofar as He honoouiog with
! the Father, and to Christ in his being as nan, ingofor as He is honoouious with :

This does not nean that we are conderned hiere with some neutral nature, but with

something that comes to view and inposecs itself upon our ninds from the side

of the being that nasters our attention.

Moreover, understood in this way, it is possible to see why sone of the
Pathcrs could use the torm physis as cquivalent sonetines to ousia and
sonetines to hypostasis. Thus when sone Fathers could speak of Christ as
4 [v "‘ v l( nin physis, they mean that in Christ we have the E}?I,}.iﬁ@‘?*?Q.f@i,g,{h_ﬁ?ﬁ,,??ﬁ “:Egal_ity

“(ou51 a)rot two realities; and when they spoke of physis as equivalent to

. xp ostasis they nean that he was :m hmself the ro“llty wh:.ch becme rmnlfcst

toward us, physis and hypostasis hcre belng used to refor to the concrotc

obgoct1v1ty of the one reality of Christ. In view of this, we can now
e pre see that sone Fathors who onke “of Ghrist as one physis were not necessarily
g o nonophysite (denying divine and hunman tnatures! in Christ, and letting

in ey~ the mman 'nature! be swallowed up in the diviné), but were consistent
"8 yi4h Chalcedonian thought, Thus nany traditional 'monophysites! to this day
hold a tchalcedonicn! Christology — much of the difference that has
poen traditionnlly cxploited here in debate hes been due towtgic‘mw nologlcwl

I gt

difference rather than difference in actual neaning or intention.

Certainly after Cyrll of Ale\cm}drle agrecd to a fornula which spoke
of 'two natures! in one ‘Im;e.;:c‘;—;r;emrd to Christ, agreeing to drop his
own expression 'nin_physis!, some sort of convention began to settle
in, But even thén the tern physis (= nature) does not cone to be used

in the lator sense of nhysis=nztura until after Chalcedon.

But now to rcturn to our discussion: our imediote question is:
How then arc we to sponk of !the human nature of Christ! in the hypostatio
union? We must surcly begin witﬁ the fact that Christ is the New Man, the
Porfect Man, and the One Man who represents all nen, [is human naturce is true
hunan nature (even if it was uniquely joined to divine nature, as we are not),
and far from neasuring its truth and fulness by our own hunan nature, ve mst
judge the prverty of our hunan nature by the perfection and fulness of His
human noture, Bubt if wve do  that ,1uc must also say clearly that He wns made
in the likencss of cuvr flesh of siny~He assuned sinful man, that is, our
Adanic f£allen human nnture, and in ascuning it, began its vedenption and
healing, which Ue carricd throughyut the whole of His life, which He lived
in perfect obedience, truth and holineos, and in which with the poor clay of ou

corrup 7
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corrupt humenity, He showed forth perfect humanity, Temaking and converting it

in Himself, o ond through His obedience. unto death,.and.His resurrection, in which

N et s 0

He had power to lay down His life and to take it again, He raised it a perfect

and 1nuorruIJt1ble hunan nature, so that in the resurrection, the body vhich was

‘raised from the dead was as perfect as His holy life and person all thirough His

'W'

1ife from His birth to His death. Therefore, when we speak of the thuman
nature! of Chrl.gt in the hypostatic union, we have to say two things:-

On the one hand, we have to say that He was corlplg__J like us, in all V'l"“*
things, in our i‘rall feeble end _oorrupt and temp*blble humanity, yet w;ﬁchout ! "a!

being Himself a sn_nner. But He did identify Hlmself in complete and ut’cer ‘5

solldarlty with us in our fallen and guilty humanity, under God's wrath and " fr

-
m‘ (?h\ ‘judgmen%;.‘ He care to be one of us, and one with us in thot condltlon, in order

to save us and deliver us from the bondage and corruption of sin under the

divine Jjudgment. He was completely one with us v1carlously.

e )

On the other hand, we rmust say that He was complctely unllke us in that by

o l”

tak:mg our : fallen ‘hunan nature upon Him, He oondemned sin in it; He overcame ..

1ts tenptetlons, resisted its doxm\nrdch‘ag in alienstion fron God, and co:rlve-rted"'

it back in Himself to obedience pward God, thus sarctifying it, and from the

™ beginning to the end of His life,He submltted our_ fallen humamty W:Lth our human

w:Lll to the Just ﬂnd holy verdlct of the Father, freely and gladly y:Leld:Lng it to
Fa'l;her’s '-udgmcnt, und was t‘xorofore ‘obedicnt unto the death of the Cross.

Tn all that the Son is wholly like us, in that He becane what we are, but wholly
unlike us, in that He resisted our sin, end lived £n entire and perfect obedience
to the Father, and thereforc in Christ's humanity thore took place a
sanctification of our human naturce and a lifting of it up again into fellowship wi
God, wherc alonc human nature can be true and perfect, for it is human natuxe that
was made for fellowship with God, and it is always less than human when it
withdraws from or alicnates jtself fron that divine fellowship. Thus Christ

is wholly unlikc us in His munan nature, for in His hunon naturc He

_overcane 1 the oppos:Lt:Lon 'md ennlty of fellen hum"n mturo to God, and restored

it to poace with God rirst 1n glqd an& ;rilllng submlss:.on “to God's judgnent,

and then in the rosurrcction fron the dead,

We can only state the doctrine of the hypostatic union aright if we state
it in that two-fold situntion of tho Son of God in our flosM. We cannot for a
ponent allow to be dropped out of sight-the fact that He, suffered, pu:c; -corruptlon
and curse, and was nade sin for us, the Just for the unjust, suffcrlng’ our‘confhr
and its judgoent in a woy and ot a depth that '1;:3' can never fathom, and mu.;t never
take for granted, Thorcfore we must think of the whole lifec of Chl'lat, 1lived out -
our human nature, as a life of obcdlonce to C—od in the nidst of - our ‘disobedience,
of peace with God 1n th; r;ﬂldgg‘g;gurﬂ enr_ut,f, “of fellowship “yrith God in the nidst
of our estrangenent, of faithfulness to the divine covenant where
we are unfaithful, so that fron first to last, the hypoqt'wtlc union ncans such a
union of the Son with our own hunan nature undor the .’Lrv1tudc of s:Ln '\nd

Judgmcnt th"t it is onc long nct of a’conlnff -nd_sanctifying I’(,COnCl]_l"\t'Lon,

in which Ilo both JungS Our sin, and emnity, and restores our hunan nature to ite
true relation with the Father, and thorcfore to its perfection as hunan nature.

Tn thot light, the Chalccdonian forrmilation can still be usecd, but with profound
significance, and in a way uuch more faithful to the Biblical Revolation, In that

1i(:ht/




/ . Hey peo-trtiee timaiy, 7.

light, we can go on to make sone statonents about the hypostatic union.

(1) The first thing to be said, is that the hypostut:;_;;;;;‘must BoTooked

at only from the porspcctlve of God's Janezing act of graoe, in which God
4{&%CLA the Son freely descendcd into our hunan oxistence, and freely assunod hunan

being into oneness w1th His divine being. Thot is an act ;E“;ﬁéer grace,

e d4id not need to do it., He did not owe it either to Himself, .or to nan

to do it; it is an act grounded only in the pure overflowing love of God,

Tt is in no sonse a two-sided event, for cven though thore is within it in the

unity of divine end hunan natures act of God and act of man, the whole act of

Incarnation including all the divine and human acts within the hypostatic

union, is grounded solely and‘entirely and oxclusively in the act of God's gracc
0 . (2) within this one supreme act of grace,: in which God assunes human being into
. fo{at

por oy f

oneness with His own divine bclng, and nointains it in that oncness, there is a

two=fold novenont There is first the act of d1v1ne condescension and

L L N R L

huniliation, in which the Son norcifully descendod to our allenated hunanity,

AP o sagiomn

in order to assune our alien and creaturely hunan being into unity with Hinself.

But this act of huniliation on the part of the Son, is also anact of grace,

e;iv%zlgg ond exalting our, poor, hunan being into comrmmnion with the life of God.
w;nd 1n€5 sanctlflcqtlon in the divine Holiness. These are not two acts,

but one act, which couplotos its downward novenent, of grace in an upward

movemert of sanctification, and the upward novenent takes place in the

very act of condescension, which a s such gathers nan into fellowship and

reconciliation with God, Just ns the lifting up of the Son of Man on the

Cross was already- the beginnirg of His glorification and asccnsion to the

right hand of God, so the assunption of our hunanity,which also a

sanctifying end healing act, was also its elevation and exaltotion ihto

union and cormunion with God,

(3) The hypostatic union describes, then, the union nercifully and freely
and savingly mode by God in the hypostesis or the node of existence or the
Wiyt Person of the Son., That is why it is hypostatic or personal, but it is as
R ‘C'"! w{

ﬁ!,ss;{-{' unique as tho hypostasis or person of God the Son is, and is entirely
without parallel or analogy. Tt is sui_generis * and to be understood only

in terms of itgelf. It is not a personmal union in our sense of the word
'porsonal'!, which involves a rutual relation between two personalities, but
personal only in the sensc that it is grounded in the one unique Person of God
the Son. It is tpersonal! because it is 1in the Porson of the Son! =~ that is
the neaning of hypostatic. That is why the expression tanhypostasial cannot
nean 'inpersonality! of what is tinpersomal!, for those cxpressions tinpersona
and 'inp.rsonnlity! presuprose that when we spoak of Yhypostatic union!

1) e we arc speaking of a porsonal union in our scnse of the tern tpersonal'.

Rty

Ty Hypostatic union does not nean, then, o union between two persons and in

sonep e oy

R
-
)

: that sense a personal union, but preciscly the opposite, a Junion in tho
by Li"é“‘, one Porson of _the _Son, so that it is only in and through the One Ferso
LL;;;;'"; of the Son that wo can have personal relations with the Father. And here
l 'porsonal! relations is not therefore a psychological cxpression, but a

Christologicnl, becouse Christocontric expression.
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’ . (4) This hypostatic union is marked out and guarded from the extremes of (;?‘5-1,-2‘

/ ; R Alexandrian theology by the first two Chalcedonian a&verbs: inconfuse éﬁi‘;&}f‘e}{,’,

§ et immubabiliter, There can be no comnmingling of the divine and human Q}"’u{
natures, and no changing of one into the other, But thet has to be AZ‘GZ'

restated dynamically, and so we nust say sonething like this: In His act
of humiliation, in freely uniting Himself to our fellen human nature, and

in teking its sin and corruption uron Himself in order to work out our

H
5\,‘2,,1 AN

'
salvation, the divine nature of Christ suffered no change, but remained ¢ .. v

truly and fully divine., It was precisely by reméining what it

ever was, that it was able to save and redeen that which it assumed into
oneness with itsclf, On the other hand, %RJ?.?iPﬁiE’l%E’ﬁgl henled and
sanctified in the Incarnate Son, and so elevated to participation in the
divine, human nature suffered no change, but remained truly and fully human,

"It was pi‘f;éisely by being 1<ep_‘.l;_’_c1il_1'(_1.“1§_z}§._‘r_1:th§‘i:p(;g_gg_mhyygg nature, o.nd"in being
restored to its fullness aLs guman nature in union unél comrranion with the divine,
that hunan nature wes redecned as human nature. Any transubstantiation of
hutan nature from what it v;ras, into sonei.:hing that it was not, would not mean the
- salvation of human nature, but its dissolution, That error , upon which the
whole of our salvation would be shipwrecked, is carefully and decisively set

dside by the Chalcedonian formulation of the hypostatic union.

(5) The hypostatic union is narked out and guarded fronm theextremes of Antichene

theology by the second two Chalcedonian adverbs; indivise et inscparabiliter.

A/y There can be no dividing or ssparating of the divine and human natures from one
% V{p another in the Incarnation, But thot nust also be stated nore _Qy;nqnlica_l;y.
Vdf&a, ~ The act of the Son is hunbling Hinself to take upon Hinself our humanity * 7, =

W pv/w/ in the likeness of the flesh of sin, and in the forn of a servant, and the act -
\, | % of the perfect obedicnce of the Son in the whole course of His life in human
A

\ nature, end His participation in the life of God, arc nottwo independent acts or
6‘{\6 . events soparnted fron one another, In all their distinctiveness, they are fully
i g"v.\ "/) and finally and irrevocably united in Qﬁe}ngty_enc% of the One Person of the

1 A - ey
W“f <W Son of God, It is preccisely in the inpossibility of their o

separation that our redemption lies, as redenption into unbreokable union and
conrunion with the Father, and of the once and for all exaltation of our human
nature in Christ, into the life of Eternal God. It is because the Incormate
Son and. the Father are One, and cannot be divided or separated from one 1
another, that our szclvation in the hand of Christ is eternally secure in thej
l‘/’. hand of the Father, for no one can snmatch us out of His hand. }’
\

»* (6) The Cholcodonian formulation also asserted that "the distinction of the

natures is ‘x}g_a_\_»t_gyu_v_(‘l__e_gj;royed becuuse of the union, but rather the piaé—{zliurity“

of each noture is prescrved, "

This stotonent hos more inplications than at first appear, It states very
™ M/ clearly thot the divine and human natures renein in their distinctiveness, and t
\ )Y 2 what is proper to ench is preserved in the union. That is of special

”%' importonco for the preservaticn of the humn:nity of Christ, It is prociscly
M becausc the hunnnity of Christ in all its distinctiveness is joined
0}9' hypostatically to the divine noture, thot the manhood of Christ rcnains in
pernancnt existence; it does not prss avay with the death of Christ, or with I
resurrcetion and ascension. Therefore the hypostatic union neans that Christ

o continu_os/



contlnuea to exist gs Man, risen Man, but as true Man even now at the right hand of
God nd that He will cone again as Man, and that it is through this Man, as

Paul said on Mars Hill, that God would judge the world, That preservatlon of the

9

hunan nature of Christ in and through death. resurrection and ascenalon, is of~

kfundamental 1nportance for the doctrine of Atonenent, Christ's heavenly synpathy

13?{ and Intercession, for the Sacraments, for His Advent and flnal Judgnent - it is of
Cy

S

“; /qlsolute inporfance for the saving relevence of the Gosﬁel of the risen Christ to v
‘d; ?’wﬁg remain creatures of flesh and blood. But there is more than this to the
T Chalcedonian statenent., It means that each nature does what is proper to it in

; communion with the other, and not in separation from the other. Therefore, it is

only right and natural $o use words of Origen much earlier (De Princ. 2.6.3) that

hunan predicates are aprllod to the lelne nature, and that the human nature is

adorned by appellations of d1v1ne honour In other words, because the divine and
c}& hunan natures, acts and qualitics are predicated of the One Person of Christ, the
-tﬁﬂ“‘ qualities and acts predicated of the One Person in virtue of His divine nature as «
w“iaaof God, may be prodicated of Christ under -his human appellation, e.g. Son of Man,
zgr Son of David, Iikewise, acts and qualities predicated the One Porson of Christ
in virtue of His human nature, ney be predicated of Christ under His Divine
appellation, e.g. Son of God., That is because the 9??“?§f$9ﬂ,§?%£9§“332911Y
1n nones, proportles, acts ond experience of both quufggéw That neasure of

quggglﬂtxhnsigxgncgmof qualities was called the communicatio idionatun.

, But in Patristic theology, e.g. Cyril and Leo, this expression did not refer to a

mu%uéi interponetration;of the divine and hunan qualities or

properties, as it cane to nean in Lutheron thoology, Chalcedonian Christology
is careful to guord aganinst any notion of 1Ptorn1ugllng or comingling of the
natures which meant the a'bsorption of the onc into the other, or the

inpairing of either in its full reality and propriety(&wu47&x1)

(7) One other feature of the Chalcedonian Christology neecds to be mentioned, Tthoug
%7V7, it concerns nore the theology of Cyril and the rejcetion of NHestorianisnm than the
try, .. . —
/., " actual terms of the Chalcedonian formulation itself. It is the distinct tendency
I3 "
R 7 to avoid the problen of Nestorian separation of the two natures of Christ, and its
£y a
i ',‘\
i {YWord assvned in the Incarnation was not a nan, but nan, Now there is o clenr dan

{ | tendency toward there being two persons in Christ, by teaching that what the

in speeoking of the wusumrtlon of a man, for that saveurs of aaoptlonlsn, but on ttr
other hand, to spcak of the QSCUAptlon of nan savours of the idea that whot was
agssuned was only hunsn nnturg in generel, hupen naturo with 2ll its hunen properti
and qualitiés. That was preciscly the aanger,of Alexandrian theology, which ever
since the Qogos—Christology carre on the ficld tended to throw into the background
the significance of the historical Josus as a single individual nan, And théée
can be no doubt that it was this tendency 21l through, which prevoﬁtcd the
Church for 1500 ycars and nore, fron giving full and proper place to the higtorie:
Josus Christ. It was only because the influence of nen like Irenaccus, lelito,
Athanasius end Cyril of Jerusalen romained on in the Church, not least in the
liturgy, in spite of its nmonophysite tondencies, that roonm was kept for the
historical Jesus Christ in the faith end worship of the Church.

But besides the influence of these men, thore were four distinet factors

that tended to inhibit the excesses of Alexandrian Christology

(a)/
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Ka) the condennation of Apollineris, and the Apollinarians at the Council of
Constentinople in 381, Apollinaris had taught that Christ did not rossess a .
rational human soul, but had the Word instead of a rational hunan soul., The Q

affirnation that Christ did possess a hunan soul, and was perfectly (tcleos)

{lf"f

, e mdme et R T .

\nan, was normative. It was our whole hunan nature that He assuned, nind and

f will and soul, for all these cone under His redenption, and unless the whole
{ of our hunan nuturo is assumed, the whole is not redecened.

(b) after the triuph of Cyrllllnn Christology over the Nestorians, an extrene

R ——. k

Alexandrian conceptlon of Christ wns put forward by Butyches of Constantinople,

vhich condenncd by a Syno - at Constantinople in AD448, and by Chalcedon
in 451 — this was the vicw that the act of hypostﬁtlc unlon neant the absorption

_of Chrlst's ﬁumnn nature_into the d1v1no. Nevertheless, the lqnguagc both of

about a tendency even on their part toward nonophysitisn,

(¢) in the sixth century the teaching of Leontius of Byzantiun (4D 485 - 543)
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played an inportant part in the history of Christology, nainly through his work
against Nestorians and Butychians., As against the doctrine of the anhypostadic
nanhood attributed to Cyril of Alexendrie, Leontius tought the doctrine of the

I m Manhood of Christ, He repudiated the idea held by oxtrene Antiochenes
that the human naturc of Christ had an independent hypostetis, or indcpendont
contre of subsistence, but he taught that the true hunonity of Christ was given
full place within the hypostasis of the Son, The intention of this was to give
a fuller place to the humanity of Jesus Christ than appoared to be allowed by the
robuttal of Nestorianien, while asserting that the hunan nature of Christ never

“ex1sted apart fron Hls D01ty Fron the vory origin of the humsn ﬁ;%ﬁé&‘éf Christ,
it was in hypostatic union with His divine nature, ind hod its subsistence in the
hypostasis of God the Son. s Leontius himself, and as John of Danascus followin
Leontius, cxpounded this, the doctrine is not really clecar, because sufficioent
stress is not laid upon the anhypostotic assunption in pure gracc of our fallen

; hunanity, and therefore the doctrine could not go far cnough in stressing the

v onhypostotic hunanity of Christ to securc fully the place of the historical
Josus as active agent and Mediator, and not sinply ~s instrument, in Revelation ar

I Reconciliation,

(@) The finnl factor of ingortnnco we hove to note, is the condomnntlon
of tho monotholites ot the second Council of Conot ntinoy ‘lc in D 680 th-t
o v et ey v s 8 vt

ig tho condennntion of those who tousht thrt in Chrlut there w only ane ull],

and the offimntion of the tcnching thret in Christ there weoo o hun A will ro well

Jdivine will, in the hypostatic union of the two naturcs in His One Person,

Theat wes o very inportant step forvard, for it laid the stress not only upon
noture and duality in unity but uron will and action in Christ as God and Haon.

The possession of » humon will noang thab.Chrdst vas subjoet to tompbation as we
DTG, but the huuan will belonged, o the, One Ferson of God the Son. But

again, unlcss we toko scricusly at this point the f ct that Chrlst assuned our
will, the will of estranged nan in estranged Adanic huuan nature, in order
to spffgrmallﬂitg"toqrtntionsﬂandAto_gesisﬁnjhgn ond condenn sin in our

hunun/
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hunan naturc, and then to bend l_bncle the will of nan 1nto oneness

0

ywlth the divine w111, it is dlfflcult to give the tcnrtﬂtlons of
,bhrlyt their full place, and therofore the hunan obedicnce of Christ
in struggle agninst the onslaught of ¢vil and sin, its full and
proper place in atoning roconciliation, If Christ assuned neutral
or perfect human nature, and assuncd it into oneness with His own
divine Pérsbn:'who could not choose to sin any nore than lle could
choose not to be God, then the hunanity of Christ is nerely
instrunental in the hands of God. But if so, then snlvation is only an
act of God done upon us and for us, and not also o real hunan cct done
in our place and issuing out of our hunanity. Once again we sec the
weakness of the patristic Christology loy in failing to link it up
adequately with the saving work of Christ, and in failing to think into
cach other sufficiontly Incarnation and Atonenent. Novertheless, the
condenmation of the nonothelite heresy (including incidently
the ansthenatising of Pope Honorius I of Rome for explicit teaching
rejecting 'the two wills! of Christ, and advocating the formula of !the
one will') narked a considerable advance, if only for the recson that it
kept the door wide open for full consideration of the saving 81@niflcunce
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| of the hunanity of Christ in tho wholo course of His obodlenco to the thhor.
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. Then -we tuin_ to the doctrine of Christ at the Reform&tion, we find a
very definite turning to the -tehching of the Early Church, and to the high patris
tic doctrine of Christ, avay from -the scholastic formulations of the Mediaeval
Church, ﬁith the Reformation there took place a decided change in the WhS;e do
trine of God, in a move away from the Latin-Stoic conception of God as Deus sive
Natura to the living God/%ge Biblical Revelation, who.actively intervenes in his-
tory, and who confrouts us directly in Jesus Christ through His “ord and Spirit,

and acts upon us personally. Tith this echange from a statioc to a dynamlc con~

ceptlon of God, there was also, a change in regard to the conception of being and
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substance and grdbe and nerson, all of which have d;reot bearlng upon the doctrlz

of Christ. The ccnceptlon of being was related, anew to the act of God the
Creator, who creates out of nothing, and %o the Being of the Creator Himself, wh
creates other creaturely beings in entire dependence upon Himself. Thus the
Mediaeval notion of a hierarchy of Dbeing between the lowest ens to the highest
Ens in God was set aside. The conception of substance which arose from a pecu-
liar Mediaeval interpretation of Aristotle, was set aside in a retum to the

patrls%ic conceptions of ousia and hypostasis, and thercfore the terms subsisten’

and substantia as used by the Reformers, are decidedly patristic, and not saholar
tic in meaning. Again, the concept persona is changed - here there could net be
a complete return to the patristic teaching, because of the development thet had
arisen as a result of the patrjstic.teaohing, but there was a definite move away
from the individualism of the Mediaeval conception of persona, back Lo the patri:
tic conception, but now informed with greater stress than ever upon the one supr
Person of Jesus Christ, who alone is determinative of the meaning of persoaa.

In the Augustinian—Boethian—Thomist development,lpersqna had come more and mors
refer to an individualised substance of rational nature - that line of develop-
ment was crowned with the Cartesian revival of the Augustlnlan cogito ergo sum,
and the attachment of ego—con501ousness to this 1nd1v1dua1 personazl substancc.
But all this was also bound up ”lth the Augustiglaqngonceptlon of grace, which
more and more, especially with the high ArlstotéE;;nlsm of the Schoolmen, came
to be construed in causal and ontological categories, so that divine grace alway

carried the notion of divinisation, and fullncss of grace, fullness of divinity,

The reactién from the Scholasticism of the Medjaeval Church, and the renewe
of theolugy in the Biblical Revelation, had the effect of making the Reformers
see the dar.gers inherent in the patristic formulatioﬁs of the doctrine of Chrisi
whenever the Greek philosophical terms, inevitably used in the doctrine of* Chri:
came to acquire a static independence over against the direct witness of the NT.
<hile adhoring loyally to the Catholic Christology of the Ecumenical Churches,
Reformers sought to give it fuller and more dofinite formulation in accordance
with the saving life ﬁnd vork of Jesus Christ. In their reformation of the
Eucharist, the. Reformers rejected the Roman idea of a timeless mystery and time
less repetition of the sacrifice in the Mass, and sought to recover the histori
perspective of the Last Supper, and to reincorporate in the Bucharist, the dout

stress upon the once and for all character of the Incarnate work and self-oblat

of /




2,

of Christ, and upon continuous participation in His saving Humanity.  That doc-

trine c¢f the Lord's Supper, héwever, rested upon a corresponding doctrine of
Chiist which sought to recover the place oi the historical Christ, and the essen-

tial integration of Incarnation and Atonement.

In carrying out this reformulation of the doctrine of Christ, there wecre
distinct differences between the Lutheran and the Reformed theologians, difference
which in some measure reflected the old patristic distinctions between Alexandrian
and Antiochene Christologies, the Lutherans inclining toward the Alexandrian
Emphasis in NT exeg-sis, and in doctrine, and the Reformed inclining toward the
A@ﬁjochen emphasis ' : NT exegesis and doctrine ~ and yet these distinctions are
not so clear cut, f~r they actually criss-cross onc another at significant points,
Roughly speaking, however, it may be said that the Lutherans tended to stress in
the doctrine of Christ the union of divine and human natures, wiih a tendency
that arpeared to the Reformed to be suspect of EButychianism; whereas the Reformed
tended to ldy the stress upon the Person of the Son of God as God and Han, with
a tendency that appeared tc the Lutherans to be suspect of Nestorianism. But
let it be said rigﬁt away thet this remarkablc reflexion of the two-fold emphasis
in the patristic theology indicates that therec is an inevitable duality in our
human formulations of the doctrine of Christ, in which we must learn to see the
important truths in both emphases and seek to combine them in the whole Truth of
Christ, As the emphases appear between Luthcrans and Reformed, they are not

antitheses, but complementary and overlapping aspects of the Truth.

Both Lutheran and Reformed theologians rightly accepted the centrality of

the doctrine of the hypostatic union, but they sought to give that doctrine a

more dynamic interpretation by drawing out the implications of the unio in terms

of communio and communicatio. That is to say, they sought to understand the hypo-

static union not simply in terms of a statc of union, but in terms of o divine
movement of grace, which was translated into the history of the lMan Jesus Christ.
Hence all that the Son of God as Man accomplished in His historicel life and work
belongs to the doctrine of hypostatic union, Thus whereas patristic thcology
has tended to look upon the human nature of Christ as an appropriated state from
the perspective of the end-result, the Reformers ought to look upon the human
nature of Christ also from the perspective of His healing and sanctifying assump-
tion of our Adamic humanity. ™ They esserted of course that Christ was without
sin, but they looked upon His life and His humanity also from the point of view
of the fact that He came to bear our sin ond boar it away, that He actually ente-
red into our sinful existence, not to become guilty of the sin which we comrit,
but to bear our guilt as an alien gﬁilt, and without any guilt of His own. He
appropriated our corrupt and fallen existence in Adam, but within that He con-
demned sin in our existence, and overcame it by His obedicnce at every point to
the Father - but He overcame it through humbling Himsclf to the uttermost,

! entering into our estranged and sinful condition under the bondege of the law,

under the judgement of God, and under the thraldom of corrubtion and death, and

through offering within it an explatory sacrifice for sin and guilt, in vhich He
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was well~pleasing to the Father, who did not suffer Him to see corruption, but
raiscd Him from the dead triumphant over all the powhrs of evil and darkness and
death,

This is one of the points where the Alexandrian-Antiochene emphases betwoen
Luther and Calvin, for example, criss-crossed, for Luther wont much further in
this direction than ever Athanasius went, using indeed extravagant language at
tiles, whercas Calvin was definitely more.rostrained in the dircction of the Ale-~
xendrian theologicns,  But in spite of thet difference, they both sought in this
way to reinterpret the hypostatic union, with Calvin laying‘greater stross thon
Luther upon the obedience of Christ, and Luther the greater stress than Calvin

upon the mighty act of God in redemption.

e cannot go intc the Lutheran end Reformed teaching in its details, but we
may single out some of the moin conceptions and terms employed, secing something
of the idfferencec, but also- the bagic unity of the Reformation doctrine of the
hypostatic union,

(1) The problem of the so-called ‘extra-Calvinisticun'. That is & Lutheran

name for Calvin's doctrine that the Son bocame Mrn in His complete transcendence,

and remains transcendently the Son of God, while also man in the form of a servant

oven o W

"Although the boundless essence of the ord was unIQZé ﬁith humon nature, never-
theless we do not imagine there to be eny onclosing of the Tord in it, The Son
of God descended miraculously from heaven, yct without abandoning heaven; was
pleased to be conceived miraculously in the Virgin's womb, to live on corth, to
hang on the Cross, in such o way that He alwoys filled the world as from the
beginning" (Instit. 2.13.4).

In order to understand the point of Calvin's statement we have to remember
the teaching developed by the Greek Fathers when they found they had to reject
the pre~Christion Greek conceptions of spoce as a 'container'!, or 'receptacle!,
The strictest derinition of space in this way was given by Aristotle (Physics
IV.C.5, 212 A 20):

vhich the mediacvals (St. Thomas Aquinas, for exanple, trens-

loted as terminus continentis immobilis prinus - i,e., 'the immediantely contiguour

unnoved boundory of the containing body' or 'the first unmoved léwathfaﬁho con~-
tainer!'. This was o definition of spnce in terms of & containerpin vhat contain:
and what is contained are inseparcble or interdependent, The Christian Fothers
found that the biblicel teaching of the prescnce of God with us in space and +time
(ef Solomon's prayer at the dedicotion of the temple, 'the heaven of heavens

cannot contain Theo') and the incamcte presence of God bodily (gomatikos)in

Jesus Christ, could not be construed in terns of oany container notion of space.
fnd so they insisted that God is present with us 'without leaving the throno of
the universe', and that 'The Son of God beeame man, was born of the virgin Yary!,
ete, without leaving his rule over the universe - but in meking thosc stateoments
they werc breaking with a notion of sprce os o container, as that which conteined

or enclosed, circumscribed or comprchended the prescnce or being of God ithin

it; ond thoy forged instecd a thoroughly relction notion of space, in which
they /
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they thought of God in creation a3 'containing all things by the Tord of His
power'! and as contnined by nothing, ond yet of God coning to be with us in
the realm of space and time which He created in and with tho creation of the
univorse, yot in such o way thet He did not coasc to be the creator transcendent
over all space and tine, God 'mnkes roon' for hinsclf among us but in such a
wey the relation of God to the 'room' is controlled by his creative and transcen-
dent relation, and not in such a way that God becomes 'boxed in' within tho
limits of our finite conditions, The Fathers#ﬁaggzgw%gsassert their conviction
thet on the one hand in the Incamation God takes space and timc so seriously as
to really accommodate himself to our space and time cxistence and 'littlcness!
yet in such a woy that He remains God while bocomes nan, remains the Creator Tord
vhile beconos flesh, remains in control of the wniverse while with us in our
weakness, It was to this Patristic woy of thinking that Celvin turned, when he
gsaid that in the coming dovm and birth of the Son of God, he did not abondon
heaven, and in being conceived in the womb of the Virgin, in living on corth, or
hanging on the Cross, he did not ccase to be the God whose presence isg every-
wvhere, Calvin is content, however, not to develop a thoroughly relationzl ccn-
cept of space and time as the Greek Fathers did, but merely to reject with the
Fathers, any idea that the incarmation involves an onclosing of tho Doity
) gﬂ”‘Of Christ within the limits of a containing vesscl. On tho other hond, the
Dbfg Lutherans operate with a receptacle notion of space, for they tock over in its
ﬁ&ﬂ‘ Ockanist form the Aristotelian concept of space in which the container ond what
\ it contains are inseparable, This is whet gove the mediacevals such a headache
especially when they came to contruc the recl presence in the host (in every bit
of the host and in o thousend hosts at the same time') but it also created
difficulties with their conception of the Incarnction, Operating then with a
container notion of space of this sort, the Lutherans were aghast at Celvin's
insistence that the Son of God become men in such a way as still to £ill the
whole world with His presence as from the beginning; and fron their point of
view they werc bound to ask: '"Uell, whot did the Son of God leave outside (Eﬁiﬁi)
the flesh vhen He became nan, if He was not wholly contained in the baby and
wrapped in the swaddling clothes ot Bethlehen'.,  And so the Lutherans gove the
nickname of 'the Calvinist extra' to Calvin's concept of the Incarmation, in
which Calvin was followed by the Reforrmed, But in followring Colvin, the Reformed
theologicns for their part were protesting ageinst o Lutheran insistence thot
vhen the Tord was nade flesh the “ord was not only for ever united to the hunon

nature in Jesus, but that the ord now exists golely enclosed writhin thet human

nature. (It is instructive to remember that the Anglican tradition, liko the
Calvinist or Reformed tradition, also broke with the Roman-Aristotelian notion
of spacc, and therefore also with the Lutheroan notion of the Incarnation ond the
recl prescnce interpreted in terms of a receptoble notion of space - sce Richord

Hooker, Ecclesiastical Polity, Bool: V, Chs, LII-LVI.)

The Colvinists then felt that the Lutherans were going too far to speck of
the Son or “ord of God as being for ever encloscd within the humen body of Jesus,

They protested thet we connot think of the Incarnation of the Son in anch o woy
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as to deny His eternal transcendence to the creaturo, by moking Him a prisoncr of
tine ox the time-serics. Tho Tord connot be subordinated to the flesh it assumes
nor can it be linmited by the creaturcly reality with which it is united, and so

be altered in its transcendent and divine naturc,.

Tho Lutherans rejected this on the grounds of its alleged Nestorianism, or
separation of the divine and human naturcs of Christ - but they on their part
were only able to hold their doctrine that the Tord is wholly ingluded in the
body of Jesus by attributing to that body, divine attributes in virtue of which
it could be said to fill the whole world, But the Calvinists felt that wes o
forn of Monophysite error in which the hun~n nature of Christ was being cbsorbed
in His divine nature, and they protested that when they spoke of the transcendence
of tho “Jord or Son, even when incarnate, the so-called toxtra! wes only held
distinctive not scparative. Now there can be no doubt that in this, the Reformed
Theologians had the agrecment of the whole of the Early Church behind then, and

indecd Calvin's language cited above derived in part from that of John of Damascus.

But the Luthcrans had their important point: +that with tho Incarnation of the
Tord, we nust never think of the Yord apart from the Man Jesus, with whom the
Tord is for ever united, and is not to be apart from Him. Now that the Incarna-
tion hes taken pleco, we nust say that the Son is none other than Jesus, but

is identicel with Him,  And yot the Lutherans did have their doctrine of the

deus absconditus alongside the doctrine of the deus revelatusn, which fron another

perspective is precisely what Calvin and his followers werc maintaining, Here
we are not to ‘think then of alternctives or a contradiction, but rather of two
conplementary aspccts of the Truth which belong to the mystery of Christ, and
which we erc unable to put into ‘precisc language in such a way as to oxpress
the whole truth in a unitary wey. (c.XB, CD, 1/2, pp. 168 £f; 4/1, pp. 180f.).

(2) The communio naturarum

Under this term, the theologians of the Reformation sought to give a more
dynamic account of the hypostatic union, and in doing sv, went back to the empha-

sis we have in Irenaeus, who spoke of union and communion, and of the whole

movement of assumption in terms of anakephalaiosis, which for him did not only

mean the recapitulation of our fallen humanity from its origin in Adam and its
restoration through Obedience to union and communion with God, but the gathering
up into union with God of the whole life of Christ from His birth to His mature
manhood, Be that as it may, the hypostatic union was now seen to involve a
comm-union of two natures in one Person, This reaffirmed the Chalcedonian
doctrine of a union of two natures without change, and without confusion, with-

out division or separation, but it should show clearly three things:

(i) That there is a distinction of natures which is in no viay destroyed by thei
union in one person, for the union involves real communion;
¢11) That both nqtures have communion in being the nafures of one person in vhor
the two natures are united;

(iii) That in the one person there is a mutual communion of the two natures,

so /
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so that in that mutual communion each nature deos what Lalougs +a it,

Now at this point, there is a divergence between the Lutheran and ReoCormndl

teaching, Among the Lutherans, the stress was laid upon union of two natures
in a communlon in which 'the human nature is 6 sumglnto the dlvn,neg ture)

et s
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The Reformed theologlans refused to thlnk of an assumptlon of human nature 1nto
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the divine, but of an assumption of human nature into the d1v1ne Qersob of the

Son, in whom there was an indirect union’ between the tmo natures. There was
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a unio immediata between the human nature and the Person of the Son, but a

union mediata between the divine and human natures through: the Spirit. In that

way, the Reformed theologians sought to speak of an active communion between the
natures without teaching a doctrine of mutual interpenetration between the
natures, which is precisely what the Lutheran conception of mutual communion or

participation 1led to, The Lutheran theologians therefore spoke of a communio

or communicato naturarum in which there was a mutual participaticn in +the per—
son of Christ of the divine and human nétures, through which the divine nature,
by participating in the human nature, permeates, perfects and inhabits it, and
so appropriates it to itself, while the human nahure, by being made participant

‘in the divine, is permeated by it, perfected and inhabited by it. This rela-~

tion was called mutual penetration or in which the divine activel:
penetrates into the human nature and the human nature passively penetrates into
the divine. (Cf, Schmid, Die Dogmatik, p. 230 f.) Note here that the accemt

is laid decisely on the divine action, but within that upon a mutual participa-

tion.

“hat are we to say about this mutual participation between the divine and
human natures of Christ? e must emphasise with the Lutherans that there is
a real difference, participation of the divine in the human is not the same as
participation of the human in the divine. It is the divine act that gives,
and gives to the human nature; it is the human act only to receive, and receive
from the divine nature, But for that very reason, there is no reciprocity here
of the kind that the relationship can be reversed., Thus in assumption the
Divine Son assumed human nature into union with His divine being, but there is
no counterpart to that in a human appropriation of the divine into the human,
God becamc man.in Christ, but man did not, or did not also, become God, In the
agsumption of man into unity with the divine being, buman nature was not divini-
sed, but only raiscd into union and communion with God., If the divine Son
assumed human nature into unity with Himself only then to divinise it, then
that would mean that He had no sooner condescended to be our brother, than He

broke off that brotherhood - divinisation of -the human nature thus makes nonsen:

of the Incarnation and Reconciliation.

This expression was used by both Lutheran and Reformed theologians to give
the concept of the hypostatic union more adequate and dynamic formulation, ESE
simply in terms of substance,-but in terms of active commumication of the divin
and human proporties of Christ in His life and work, "hercas the Ancient
Church / '
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Church tended to think too much in temms of substance and its predicates, or of
static natures and their attributes, the Reformers wanted to think this out in

terms of the egencto sarx as well as the assnmptio comis - i.e, not .only in

terms of the once and for all cvent av Bethlehem, but in terms of the grouth
of Jesug before God and befure man, and in terms of His whole hiscorical life
and work of reconciliation, In order to do this, they took over and made fur-

ther use of the doctrine of the communication idiomatun of the Early Church,

Now the Greek term idioma means strictly a property of nature which cannot be
comnunicated to another nature. The Greek Fathers therefore held a very mild

form of communicatio idiomatum as a kind of nutual metonomy, but which did not

involve mutual penetration of the two natures into one another. At this point
the Reformed and the Lutherans diverged again., The Reformed theologians taught
that ia Christ, the properties of each of the two natures coincide in one and
the same Person, and only i.n that way they are attributed to and are true of
both natures,  But the Iutherans were not content with this, as is clear fron

their doctrine of the communio naturarun.

Lutheran doctiine of comnunicatio idiomatun

Lutherans speak of this communication of properties as of three kinds:
p prop

(a) The genus idiomaticum which speaks of the fact that the properties of either

nature belong to the whole Person of Christ, and therefore we can say that "God
died", and "the man Christ Josus is almighty". Here there is a reciprocal

communiocation of properties; (b) The genus maiestaticum, according to which it

is sald that the Son of God cormunicates His own divine majesty to the human
flesh He assumed. Here, the Lutherans affirmed, there is no reciprocation, no

genus tapeinoticum, whereby the divine nature is humbled through the communica-

tion to it of properties from the hunman nature of Christ; (c) The genus

apotelesmaticun which refers to the co-operation of the two natures in the common

purpose, and specific result, of redemption.

Now the last of these corresponds to the Reforned doctrine of the

connunicatio operationum to which I shall return, but it is the second, even

apart fron the first, which horrified the Rcformed theologians, In a real
sensc, of course, and not just metaphorically, we nust say that God died, and
that the Man Jesus is Almighty, but there are important senses in which we can-
not say these things. ~e nust say that God was directly present and active in
the death of Christ, and that the Son of God suffered and bore the Jjudgencnt on
our sins in the death of Christ on the Cross; and e nust also say the hunon
naturc is assuned irto unity with the divine Being of the Son, and that there

is now a lMan on the throne of God as King of Kings and Lord of Lords, but can

we say that the hunan nature as such is so interpenctrated by divine najesty and
power end all the divine attributes, that in point of fect, its hunan propertics
are swallowed up or nullificd in the divinc-cg in the ubiquity or imnensity of
of the body of Christ? “hat kind of hunanity is this, to which all the divine
attributes can be ascribed? Have we not here comprﬁ%gd the true and conplete

hunanity /



hunanity of Christ? And does this not really nean that God not only becane

nan, but that nan has become God in Christ?  Moreover, if we remember that

the humanity which God assumed ip Christ is our humanity, in which we are given

to share, then who can stor short at ayprlying all the divine attributes to

the humanity of Jesus, and not apply them to humanity in general? Indeed, that is
exactly Jjust what German idealistic theology and philosophy did do, so that it is
very difficult indeed to dissociate that deificiation of man which we find

in 19th century German philosorhy, from the Lutheran doctrine of the Incarnation

with its atiribution of divine properties fto human nature.

Now how did the Reformed theologians deal with the problems reised by the

unio et comnunio naturarum ? They spoke of a triple comrunio or communicatio

in the hypostatic union.

(a) Communicatio gratiarun. By this, the Reformed theologilans distinguished

between the gifts of grace to the human life of Jesus, who grew thercfore from
oL grace 0 i : who _grcw iherciore |

His carliest infancy .in wisdom snd grace as well as stature, and this growth
S 1sdom end grace as wel., ~E0a thls g
was not only before man, but before God, By this is not meant that as Jesus
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grew into manhood there was especially after His baptism, an increase in union

between His divine and human natures, as though that were not already completed
once and for all in His birth, but what is meant is that from the first moment

of His life, His properties as God and man, and the communication of the
properties of His divine and hunan natures, effectively entered into operation
step by step with His devcloping human life - and here we think especially

of the graces of knowledge, will and power in which He incrcascd and grew, growing
in knowledge, and learniﬂg obedicnce. It is at the Baptism of Josus, when He was
anointcd for His ninistry and consecrated for His sacrificial life and death

a8 the Suffeoring Servant, that we are surely to think of this growth and

increasc as rcachiﬁg its culmination.

N &
(b) Comrunicatio iggégatum. This was stated in such a way as to preserve

the fact that what is peculiﬁr or proper to onc nature, cannot be called
commonto another, for on being cormmunicated to another nature, the idionata

of onc nature would cease to be idonata. Thus connunicatio idionntun

can only ncan that what is proper to one naturc in Christ, is attributed not to tt
other naturc as such, but to the person named fron the other naturc, whether
divine or hunan, . Thus the properties of cach of the two natures coincide in

one and the scmo Person, and arc thercby elso yredicated of that Terson., But what
is the property of one naturc is by no neans common to the other one, in it, beom
of the csscontinl ond eternal difference between the matures, though it is

connon to the Person, and onc of the naturcs in the Person. But the real

point of the communicatio idionntum is scen in their co-operation in the office

of the Person in whon they coincide, that is, in the office of Christ as
Mediator, The nediatorial office, while requiring two natures, also requir es
a conjoint but distinct operation of cach of the two natures, In oxecuting the
office of Mediator, cach naturc in conrmnion with the other effccts what is

proper to cach, Thus the comimunicatio idiomatun cannot be expounded properly,

apart fron the third aspcet of the comnunio nnturarun,

(c) /
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(c) The Cormunicatio operationun, Here we rust think, then, of a cornunication

of the divine and hunan acts in the One Person of Christ, In Hin there takes
place such a union and conrmunion between His divine and hunan natures, that the
divine acts are acts in His human nature, and the human acts are in His divine
Person. Each nature in communion with the other performs acts appropriate to it,
but performs then as acts of the one person who embraces both natures,

and is the One Subject of all the divine and hunan acts. But conrmunicatio

operationun is concerned with nore than' that. It asscrts a dynanic corrmunion
between the divine and hunan netures of Christ, in terms of His atoning and
rceconciling work, Tt strosscs the union of two naturcs fof nediatorial operatio
in such a way that thesc works proceod fron the one Persor of the God-Man
by the distinct cffectivencss of both naturcs. In other words, the whole
dynanic novenent of the hypostatic union has to be understood in terns of the
fact that God wes in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself; and so the
hypostatic union is the ontological side-of the dynanic action of
roconciliation. Thus we understand the noaning of the hypostatic union
not nerely in terms of the Incarnation, but in torms of the reconciliation
bhotween God and Men,and we understand the Reconciliation not sinply in torns
of Christ's work on the Cross, but in terns of His Incarnmation, so that the
roconciling union of God and man 1is understood as wrought outin tho historical
person of Christ, and in the whole course of His historical life and death
and resurrection from the dead.

Now, when we look back over all these serious and difficult problens
' raised by the Chalccdonian Christology in the theology both of the Fathecrs and
the Refornors, we find a fundamental difficulty which they all encountered in th
Greek conception of the inrutability of God, In that conception, God was
regarded as too exaltod to act in such a way that God IMlinsclf descended in uttdy
huniliation in order to save us in such a way, that what He did necant anything
at all for Himsolf, God was & prisoner of Iiis own imrutability, and His own

inpassibility. Thus, cven in a doctrine of the cormunicatio operationun,

the roformed thoologians like Polanus insisted in speaking of participation by
the divine nature of the Son in the work of atononent on the Cross, as

kat!oikononian, by way of econoriy, which was muant to guard the changelossness <

the divine being and nature. But if we recally take the Biblical view of God,
then we must think of God the Father scnding the Son into our lost existence, i:
unutterable huniliation in order to be really onc with us, deternining Hinsclf
freely to be our God, ond dirccting Hinself freely to share in our frail

life, in all its 1initations ond weaknesses, and cven in its lostness in thoe
. profoundest way, in order to be our God, and to gother us into fellowship with
Hinseclf. But in this act of unspeakable huniiliction, God was not sinply
using the hunanity of Christ as His organ or instrunent, while Illc renained
transcondent to it 2ll: Io inself sctually canmo, the divutable God, hvr bling
Himsclf to becone a crecaturc, and to suffer as o creature our judgnont - 1 dex
and throughout o1l thnt, to naintain His sovreign freodém ond initiati- .,

even when He gave Hinself up to the doath of the Cross, in an offering

as unresorved in Iis sclf-giving o8 najestically ormipotent and freo in ibs

act of gracoc.
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That is the kind of imwutability of God which we sce in Jesus Christ, who is not
nutable, for He is the sene yesterday, end today, and for ever, and who has irmutably
joine. d Hinsclf to our humanity, and inrutebly joined our humanity to Himself, and
who in bezening what we are, becanc that which He was not, in order thnt we night beco:
that which we arc not. That is the anazing grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, who though
He was rich, for our sakes becanc poor, that we through Ilis poverty night becone rich,

But it is herc that we sce that in the anczing grace of God, the novenent of Iis
assunption of our humanity in the hypostatic union and in atoning reconciliation,
involves a two-fold partieipation, for the froil human nature which Ile assuncd, the
lowly hunan being which Ic condescended to becone, is by thatvery act of divinc smlf-
inpartation, divine condescension, raised angexalted,not to become divine, but to shar
in the divine fcllowship and life. What haprens to this hunan mature, happens to it
entirely in the grace of God, in the grocicus will of God to cxist in identity with th
Man, but in the grace of God it is raised far above anything we can conccive or
inegine,and yet not in such a way as to ccase to be vhat God nade it, crcaturcly hun
naturc. As the Creator condescended to be a creature, He did not nake the creaturc
Crcator, but in its unity of cxistence vith is Son, He ossuncd it into fellowship wit
His being as God, Crcator and Lord, But let us be clear ahout this fact, that it wac
the not of divine self-hunilintion as such which did that, which is the exaltation
of the Man Josus, ond in Hin, of our hunnn naturc into union and comiwunion vwith the
life and being of God., The whole act of the Incarnation and atonenent, and the whole
. doctrine of the hypostatic unioﬁ, hos to be understood only in that frce and omnipoter
condescension of the living and eternal God to be one with us for cver, end so to nake
us onc with Hin for cver,

(4) The doctrine of anhypostatis and cnhypostasis

Tae Reformed theologinns insisted that the assunption of the hun~nity into the
person of the Son of God is not an assunption of it into the divine nature, but into

the person of the Logos., They mde usc of the concepts of gnhypostasis and

enhypostasis to cxpress that accurately, bringing thon fully and clearly together, ond

thus narking rcal advance over the patristic usage of these concepts. Two statanents
fron lleidegger nay be adduced here, (Heppe, Ref. Dog., pp. 427 £.): "... the
assunption of hunan nature into the person of the Son of God, whereby the Logos, tho
Son of God, in the very nonment of fornation and sanctification assuncd the human
nature void of an hypostasis of its own into the unity of its own person, in order
that there night be one and the seane hypostasis of the Logos assuning and of the hune
ncture assuned, autside of which it neither over subsists, nor can gubsist", But
becouse the hunan nature assunied in the Incarnation is iore than hunen naturc in
general, because in the Tncarnation Jesus the individual Man is the hunan nnture in

vith the cternal Scn, rore nust be said, "The hunan naturce is per sc onhypostatos

~nd bocones cnhyrostatos in the Logos, who boing pre-existent, in foct existont

fron all cternity, has reccived in tine the forn of a scrvant, and assuncd the sced
of Abrahan as its shrine and instrument,

The first thing we hove to neote here, is that the anhypostasis asscerts that the

Tncarnation is an act of purc gracc alone, ond repudintes any fom of adoptionisn, t
is the adoption of a rro-oxisting nan to beocone Son of God., It. asscrts then that tru
an is a prodicate of God's gracious action. Vhen the Word w~s nade flesh, God and I
were so reloted that Josus cone to exist as llan only so far ns e now oxists as God.
Tn other wordg, thorc is only One Christ, Onc Modictor, one Lord, only Onc Ferson in
Josus Christ the Incarnate Son of God. This Onc Person neans that Iis hunan nature

had no indepcndent subsistence or hypostasis, no indopendont centre of personnl bel:
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If there had been a hunan rerson to whon a divine Ferson was added, there would hove
been an inderendent centre of personal being in Jesus over agoinst the Terson of the
Son of God; but the human nature of Jesus never existed arart fron the Incarnation
of God the Son. At the first nonent of the existence of His hunan nature, it was in
hypostatic union with Ilis Godhead, That is, the hunan nature in the first nonent
of its existence had its hypostasis or personal subsistence in the personal

subsistence of God the Son. That is the neaning of an~hypostasia.

But whon we have said that, we have to add, that although there was ne
inderendent yersonal being called Jesus apart from the Tncarnation, that docs not
nean that in the Incarnation there wngs no rarticular individual called Jesus existing
as a rarticular human being, with o rational hunan nind and will and soul; and
therefore it does not rmean that He did not éompletely possess huran nature. Jesus
had a fully hunan nind and hunan soul and hunman will, and lived a fully hunan life in
hypostatic union with His diviac life, and in that union with His divine life, His
hunan life had nanifested the nost singular and unique persouality as Mon, That is

the enphasis of'cnhvpostasia. It prescrves the acknovwledgnent of the full

hunanity of Jesus, and indeed of His historical Person as a Man ouong other nen, and

as one of ug uen, a true Man, Tho anhypostasia stresces the goneral hunanity of

Jesus, the hunan nature nssuned by the Son with its hypostesis in the Son, but

eithypostasia stresscs the particular hubanity of the One Man Jesus, whose person

ig not other than the Person of the divine Son, Thereforc frorm the enhyrostasia

we have to go bock again to the anhypostasis ~nd say this: while the Son of God

assuned our hunan nature, and becanc fully and really like us, nevertheless, His full
ard conplete hunan nature was united to God in a unique way, (hypostatically in

one porson) as our human naturc is not, and never will be. Therefore He is unlike
us, not unlike us as to the hunanity of Ilis human nature, but in the unique union

of His hunan naturc to the Divine nature in the One Person of God the Son, (This

is the baffling elenent in the Virgiﬁ Birth, which tells us that while it is our wvery
hurian nature He assuned, He did not assune it in the way we share in it, beconse

He took it in a unique relation with His Deity). But it is upon the unique,
hypostatic relation of iis hunan nature to His divine nature, that the truth of our
hunien nature derends, for we are in union and comunion with God, as we share in His
hunan noture, vhich is hypostatically united to God.

The anhypostasin and enhynostasin taken together tell us thot the Incgrnation

was the union of the Word of God with Nenkind in its solidarity with all nen;j yot
it wns union with Oné Mon, or rather such a union with all non that it was achicved
and wrought out in and through this One Man, Jcsus of Bethlehen and Mazoreth for all
nen,

It is in this connoxion that we aro helpcd to scc the soliderity of Jesus
Christ with nll nen in IIis reconciling work.
(a) The Tncornation was the Incarnmation of the Creoator Word, by whon all nen
are nade, and in vhon all nen cohore, with our human flesh in Jesus. I.re we have
the union of the Universal Word ond onc Hunen creature, crected by that Vord
which nrkes Jesus ot once Man, and a Man, Is thot not the deeorest significanc?

of thecxpression 'Son of Man'? .

s

(b) In the doctrine of the Anhypostasia we state that the Son did not Join Hiiself

to an indeyendent personality oxisting on its own as an individual, That is, Ho
g0 took posscssion of hunan n~ture, as to sct aside that which divides us nen fron

one another, our inderendent centres of rersonality, and to assunc thot which unite
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us with one another, the possession of the same or common human nature. But

apart from the doctrine of enhypostasia in addition to that, that could only mean

a solidarity between Christ and all men which was, so to speak, only ontvological

and therefore physcial and mechanical - a causal and necessitarian solidarity.

The doctrine of enhypostasia insists that/g%ﬁ§%%s g%%o solidarity of Christ with

our common human nature, He came also as an individual human being in our humanity,
seeking in addition a solidarity in terms of the interaction of persons within

our human and social life, in personal relafions of love, commitment, responsibi-
lity, decision, etc. Thus His birth within a human family, His growing up

among men, and His growing relations with others, and His pubiic entry into a
ministry of vicarious suffering and service as Son of Man, the One Man in love

for all Men, the onc Man in whom all men are encountered and met by the Person

of God ~ all that ministers enhypostatically +to His solidarity by acutely per-

sonal modes of existence and encounter and communion with our human life,

(¢) The doctrine of anhypostasia and enhypostasia (put together as one concept)

helps us also to understand how God the Son was made in the likeness of our

flesh of sin, and yet was not himself a sinner; how he became one with us in
continuity of our Adamic and fallen existence in such a way as to make contact
with us in the very roots of our sin, and yet did not himself repeat our toriginal
sin! but vanquished it, and broke its continuity within our human nature which

He assumed, He assumed our corrupt and estranged humanity, but in such a way

as at the same time to heal and sanctify in Himself what He assumed,

The act of anhypostatic assumption speaks of God's gracious and amazingly
humbie act in assuming our humenity in the concrete likeness of the flesh of
sin, but within that enhypostasia speaks of the fact that the person of Christ
was the persen of the obedient Son of the Father, who remained in perfect holy
communion with the Father from the very beginning, and so was sinless and
absolutely pure and spotless and holy. Thus He, the enhypostatic Son of Man,
lived out a life of perfect end sinless obedience to the Father in the midst of
our fallen human nature, which He anhypostatically assumed, and in virtue of
which Jesus Christ entered into solidarity with all men. But as enhypostatic
Son of Man, Jesus Christ entered deeply and acutely into personal relations with
sinners, that in personal and responsible ways of the profoundest nature, He
might enter within our personal human structure of existence, and assume perso-
nally and answerably the whole burden of our sin and guilt upon Himself, so that
He; the Just, was loaded with our unrighteousncss, and He, the Holy One, was
loaded with our guilt, that He in our place and on our bechalf might expiate
our sin and zuilt and make propitiation for us bofore God the Father, thus resto-

ring us to the Father in purity and truth and love.

Note in the use of theological terms such as anhypostasia and enhypostasia,

A1l technical theological terms sach as thesc are to be used like 'disclosure
models', as cognitive instruments, helping us to allow the rcality of Christ
to show through to us more clearly. As in natural science w2 must often cast

our thought of certain connections into mathematical or algeb. ical form in order
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to see how those connecticns work out in the most consistent and rigorous way,
s0 here we may well think of ‘'anhypostasia and enhypostasia' as a sort of
'theological algebra' to help us work ou’ the t'inner logic! in Christology more
oonsistently and purely. But once we see the connections more clearly in this
way, they Have to be translated back into 'the flesh and blood' of reality ,
translated back into terms of the person and work of Christ Himself, Just as
in a natural science, we may have to resort to algebra to work out the connections
(using algebra like a computer, to compute for us vhat our brains are incapable
of doing by themselves) but must then translate the algebra back into 'physical
statements! in order to discern the real relations in empirical reality, so we
must do much the same here, Anhypostasia and cnhypostasia do not contain
themselves the ¢stuff' of Christology, but they are, rightly used, theological
instruments or lenses whrough which we may discern morc deeply and clearly into

the ontological structures of tho Tnearnation.



